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Introduction

This is the third and final volume of the Chreia in Ancient
Education and Literature Project sponsored by the Institute for
Antiquity and Christianity at the Claremont Graduate University
in Claremont, California. The first volume, The Chreia in Ancient

Rhetoric: The Progymnasmata,1 appeared in 1986 and introduced
and translated the chreia chapters from all the extant Progymnas-

mata as well as some related texts. The second volume, The Chreia

and Ancient Rhetoric: Classroom Exercises,2 was published in 2002;
it introduced and translated the various classroom exercises that
used the chreia during the primary and secondary stages of the
curriculum but especially during the third, or rhetorical, stage,
where elaborating a chreia became the principal exercise for stu-
dents to undertake.

The years since the publication of these volumes have wit-
nessed a renewed scholarly interest in these texts, and this interest
has advanced their study in significant ways. For example, regard-
ing the Progymnasmata Michel Patillon and Giancarlo Bolognesi
have edited and translated the complete text of Theon’s Progym-

nasmata,3 and George Kennedy has provided an easily accessible
English translation of all the Progymnasmata.4 Advances in the
analysis of the Progymnasmata proceed in various directions. For
example, Ruth Webb, Malcolm Heath, and Manfred Kraus have

1 Ronald F. Hock and Edward N. O’Neil, eds., The Progymnasmata

(vol. 1 of The Chreia in Ancient Rhetoric; SBLTT 27; Atlanta: Scholars Press,
1986).

2 Ronald F. Hock and Edward N. O’Neil, eds., Classroom Exercises (vol. 2

of The Chreia and Ancient Rhetoric; WGRW 2; Atlanta: Society of Biblical Lit-
erature, 2002).

3 Michel Patillon and Giancarlo Bolognesi, eds., Aelius Theon, Progym-

nasmata (2nd ed.; Paris: Belles Lettres, 2002).
4 George A. Kennedy, trans., Progymnasmata: Greek Textbooks of Prose

Composition and Rhetoric (WGRW 10; Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature,
2003).
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written updated surveys of the Progymnasmata,5 whereas oth-
ers have focused on issues regarding individual Progymnasmata.
Thus, Craig Gibson has refined and clarified the translation of
two terms in the Progymnasmata of pseudo-Hermogenes and
Aphthonius;6 Heath has proposed a later dating for Theon’s
Progymnasmata7 and conjectured Minucianus as the author of
pseudo-Hermogenes’s Progymnasmata;8 and Gibson has found
textual evidence in Nicolaus’s Progymnasmata for the long-held
assumption that its author was a Christian.9

Scholarship on the classroom exercises that accompanied
the theoretical sections of Aphthonius’s Progymnasmata has also
begun to appear.10 Eugenio Amato has published a new edition
of the sample narratives (διηγ�µατα) and speeches-in-character
(�θοποι¬αι) of one of Libanius’s students, Severus of Alexandria,11

but especially notable in this regard is the work of Gibson, who
has translated the voluminous sample exercises either by or at-
tributed to Libanius of Antioch.12 Gibson has also examined the

5 Ruth Webb, “The Progymnasmata as Practice,” in Education in Greek

and Roman Antiquity (ed. Y. L. Too; Leiden: E. J. Brill, 2001), 289–316; Mal-
colm Heath, “Theon and the History of the Progymnasmata,” GRBS 43 (2003):
129–60; Manfred Kraus, “Aphthonius and the Progymnasmata in Rhetorical
Theory and Practice,” in Sizing Up Rhetoric (ed. David Zarefsk and Elizabeth
Benacka; Long Grove, Ill.: Waveland, 2008), 52–67.

6 Craig A. Gibson, “Two Technical Terms in Greek Progymnasmata
Treatises,” RhM 152 (2009): 141–49.

7 Heath, “History of the Progymnasmata,” 141–58.
8 Ibid., 132, 158–60.
9 Craig A. Gibson, “Was Nicolaus the Sophist a Christian?” VC 64

(2010): 496–500.
10 New classroom texts that have chreiai include one attributed to Dio-

genes on O.Claud. 413, published in Jean Bingen et al., eds., Mons Claudianus:

Ostraca Graeca et Latina (Paris: Institut Français d’Archéologie Orientale,
1997), 263–65, and a restored chreia attributed to Olympias, the mother of
Alexander, in P.Berol. inv. 21258v, published by Nikos Litinas, “A Chreia of
Olympias?” ZPE 172 (2010): 197–98.

11 Eugenio Amato, ed., Severus Sophista Alexandrinus: Progymnasmata

quae exstant omnia (Teubner 2002; Berlin: de Gruyter, 2009), 3–30.
12 Craig A. Gibson, trans., Libanius’ Progymnasmata: Model Exercises in

Greek Prose Composition and Rhetoric (WGRW 27; Atlanta: Society of Biblical
Literature, 2008).
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anonymous sample exercises included in the commentary on Aph-
thonius’s Progymnasmata by John Doxapatres13 and has used a
sample description (�κφρασιv) of the Alexandrian temple of Tyche
by pseudo-Nicolaus to date more securely this author to the late
fourth or early fifth century.14

But when it comes to the extensive commentary tradition
on Aphthonius’s Progymnasmata scholarship is still sparse, due in
part to a reputation that these commentaries are “a dreary waste
of pedantry and triviality.”15 This opinion has, of course, some
truth in it, given the repetition of earlier materials by later com-
mentators and the beginner level of the material contained in these
prerhetorical exercises. But that is hardly the entire story. Apart
from the pedantry and triviality, there is much in these commen-
taries that deserves our attention, if we are to appreciate their role
in late-antique and Byzantine education. Herbert Hunger has
provided a useful summary and a starting point for work on them,
and Kennedy’s translation of the Progymnasmata also includes a
partial translation of at least John of Sardis’s commentary.16 But
much work on the commentaries remains to be done, and it is the
intention of this third volume to begin that work, the preliminary
work, by providing full introductions to the six texts collected here
as well as facing translations of the chapters on the chreia along
with explanatory notes. It is hoped that others will go on to pro-
vide much-needed critical editions of these texts as well as more
insightful and contextual analyses of them.

At any rate, each text in this volume will be based on the
standard edition, usually Christian Walz’s. Several changes, how-
ever, have been made to these texts, largely to aid the reader. Page

13 Craig A. Gibson, “The Anonymous Progymnasmata in John Doxap-
atres’ Homiliae in Aphthonium,” ByzZ 102 (2009): 83–94.

14 Craig A. Gibson, “The Alexandrian Tychaion and the Date of Ps.-
Nicolaus’ Progymnasmata,” CQ 59 (2009): 608–23.

15 Such is the opinion of J. D. Denniston in his review of the introductory
chapters of these commentaries (see his review of Hugo Rabe, ed., Prolegomenon

Sylloge, CR 46 [1932]: 86).
16 Herbert Hunger, Die hochsprachliche profane Literatur der Byzantiner

(2 vols.; HAW 12.5.1–2; Munich: Beck, 1978), 1:78–79, and Kennedy, Progym-

nasmata, 173–228. Unfortunately, the following book came to my attention too
late to be considered (see ByzZ 103 [2010]: 259): K. Alpers, Untersuchungen zu

Johannes Sardianos und seinem Kommentar zu den Progymnasmata des Aphtho-

nios (Braunschweig: Cramer, 2009).
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numbers from the standard editions have been inserted in paren-
theses at the appropriate places. Quotations from Aphthonius’s
chapter on the chreia are printed in bold and further identified by
the line number(s) from Hock/O’Neil, Chreia 1 (= H/ON; “Aph-
thonius” is abbreviated as “Aphth”) in parentheses, along with the
page and line numbers from Rabe’s standard edition17 (= Rabe)
in square brackets. The structure of the commentaries has been
made explicit by providing a number and title in bold and in
pointed brackets for each section of the commentary. In addition,
“verse” numbers have been added within each section for easier
referencing.

The earliest known commentary on the progymnasmata is
that by Menander of Lycian Laodicea in the early third century.
According to the Suda, he wrote a commentary on Minucianus’s
Progymnasmata as well as on the Hermogenean corpus.18 This
commentary has not survived, and in fact the whole of the ex-
tant commentary tradition is entirely Byzantine and devoted to
explaining not Minucianus’s but Aphthonius’s Progymnasmata.
By the sixth century Aphthonius’s had become the standard
set of progymnasmata and so was included in the Corpus Her-
mogenianum, the five-part rhetorical canon that was made up
of Aphthonius’s Progymnasmata along with four writings at-
tributed to Hermogenes of Tarsus—Περ­ Στ�σεων (On Issues),
Περ­ εÎρ�σεωv (On Invention), Περ­ ®δεFν (On Types of Style), and
Περ­ µεθ¾δου δειν¾τητοv (On Method).19

The earliest commentary on Aphthonius’s Progymnasmata

is by John of Sardis, who belongs to the mid-ninth century. His
chapter on the chreia is thus the first text in this volume, and the
subsequent five texts range from the turn of the millenium to the

17 Hugo Rabe, ed., Aphthonii Progymnasmata (Rhetores Graeci 10;
Leipzig: Teubner, 1926).

18 See Suda 3:361: Μ�νανδροv ΛαοδικεÌv τCv παρ� τG ΛËκ} τG ποταµG

σοφιστ�v. �γραψεν Îπ¾µνηµα ε®v τ�ν HΕρµογ�νουv τ�χνην κα­ ΜινουκιανοÖ

προγυµν�σµατα ; and Malcolm Heath, Menander: A Rhetor in Context (New
York: Oxford University Press, 2004), 34, 51, 69, 93.

19 For the texts of these Hermogenean treatises, see Hugo Rabe, ed., Her-

mogenis Opera (Rhetores Graeci 6; Leipzig: Teubner, 1913). Only two of the
treatises are now considered authentic, On Issues and On Types of Style, but
since the commentators assumed all to be by Hermogenes, they will be so treated
here. For a summary of the content of these treatises, see Hunger, Literatur,
1:76–77.
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late fifteenth century. They include the P-scholia from around
the year 1000, Doxapatres’s commentary from the late eleventh
century, the Rhetorica Marciana from the late twelfth, Maximus
Planudes’s commentary from the late thirteenth, and Matthew
Camariotes’s epitome from some decades after the fall of Con-
stantinople in 1453. The range in size of these commentaries is
equally broad, as John Doxapatres’s is the longest at 483 pages,
whereas Matthew Camariotes’s comes in at a meager six.

What scholarship there is on these commentaries tends to
focus, as will become clear in the introductions to the individual
commentaries, on dating and sources and on making only the most
general of statements about their contents. Close analysis of the
contents of the commentaries themselves is largely missing, so it
is to that task that the introductions to the individual commen-
taries are devoted. At this point, however, only some preliminary
observations need be made.

The commentaries on Aphthonius’s Progymnasmata have a
number of functions, but most of them can be subsumed un-
der the need to expand on Aphthonius’s rather spare treatment
of the progymnasmata. For example, the Suda correctly sensed
that Aphthonius wrote his Progymnasmata as preparation for the
technical treatises of Hermogenes.20 But nowhere in his Pro-

gymnasmata does Aphthonius indicate how his lessons actually
prepare students for the compositional and argumentative skills
they will need for the more advanced task of composing speeches.
The commentaries do, stressing how useful (χρ�σιµον) each pro-
gymnasma is for teaching the basics of the three kinds of public
speech and the four parts of a speech. Aphthonius gave no ratio-
nale for the order (τ�ξιv) of the fourteen progymnasmata, but the
commentaries provide elaborate justifications of his order, partic-
ularly with respect to the chreia. Aphthonius provided only the
simplest division (δια¬ρεσιv) of the subforms of any progymnasma,
but the commentaries, especially in the chreia chapter, provide a
subdivision (Îποδια¬ρεσιv) and an alternate division (�πιδια¬ρεσιv).
Aphthonius simply listed the virtues (�ρετα¬) of a good narra-
tive, but the commentaries go on to provide detailed instructions

20 See Suda 1:432: LΑφθ¾νιοv, σοφιστ�v, �γραψεν ε®v τ�ν HΕρµογ�νουv

τ�χνην Προγυµν�σµατα.
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on how to achieve them. Aphthonius simply listed the head-
ings (κεφ�λαια) that are to be used in elaborating a chreia, but
the commentaries explain their specific functions, suggest ways of
composing them, and even justify their order. Aphthonius sim-
ply listed the stylistic features required of a speech-in-character,
but the commentaries provide instruction on how to attain them.
In short, the expansive nature of the commentaries would have
made Aphthonius’s Progymnasmata that much easier to use as a
textbook for teaching basic compositional skills and especially the
methods of argumentation.

In addition, the commentaries identify what subjects are es-
sential to each progymnasma, debate competing interpretations
of what Aphthonius really said, incorporate Christian quotations
and orators, clarify various words and phrases with synonyms,
comment on grammatical features, point out Aphthonius’s eVec-
tive rhetorical figures and strategies in the model exercises, add
further examples of model progymnasmata, and even point out
variant readings in the manuscripts.

All these features, and still others, will be dealt with in de-
tail in the following chapters, but for now it should be clear that
the commentaries provide extensive, useful, and at times sophis-
ticated expansions of Aphthonius’s spare treatment. And perhaps
it should also now be clear that, far from oVering “a dreary waste
of pedantry and triviality,” these commentaries helped teach-
ers take students through the sequence of progymnasmata or, as
Doxapatres put it, “the flight of stairs” (�ναβαθµο¬) that would pro-
vide them with the skills necessary eventually to study rhetoric,21

which was the ultimate goal of the educational curriculum.
It remains my pleasant duty to record the debts incurred in

doing this volume. First, those of us who work on the rhetor-
ical texts of Late Antiquity and Byzantium cannot be anything
but profoundly indebted to the indefatigable work that Christian
Walz and Hugo Rabe put into collecting and editing the rhetor-
ical manuscripts on which we are still dependent.22 My debt to
them will become apparent on almost every page of this volume.
Thanks are also due to the Institute for Antiquity and Christianity

21 See Doxapatres 2:138,16 (Walz) (= PS 147,18 [Rabe]).
22 Hunger (Literatur, 1:78) lists others, such as Stephan Glöckner and

Otmar Schissel, whose work also forms the basis of much contemporary schol-
arship on Byzantine rhetoric.
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and its director Dennis R. MacDonald for their continuing sup-
port and encouragement of the Chreia Project. Specific thanks
go to members of the Chreia Project who helped in the initial
draft translations of the texts in this volume, with special thanks
to Professor David Lull of Warburg Theological Seminary for his
further work on the introductions and texts of Maximus Planudes
and Matthew Camariotes. In addition, I am very grateful indeed
to Professor Craig Gibson of the University of Iowa for his help on
a number of diYcult passages, but also for his meticulous reading
of the entire manuscript and his numerous suggestions for its im-
provement. Thanks also to the Interlibrary Loan staV of Doheny
Library at the University of Southern California for their assis-
tance in securing a number of articles that were diYcult to find and
to Dani Byrd, Dean of Faculty of the College of Liberal Arts and
Sciences at USC, for granting me a sabbatical during the 2009–
10 school year, during which substantial work on the volume was
done. Thanks are also due to John T. Fitzgerald, the general editor
of the Writings from the Greco-Roman World series, for accept-
ing this volume, and to Craig Gibson, the editor of this volume,
for his careful and meticulous reading of it, which saved me from
numerous infelicities and mistakes. Thanks also to Editorial Di-
rector Bob Buller and his staV at the Society of Biblical Literature
for seeing this volume through the press.

Finally, even though the late codirector of the Chreia Project,
Professor Edward N. O’Neil of the Classics Department at USC,
died in 2001 while the second volume was in press, his assistance
has continued up to the present, thanks to his “infamous yellow
pages,” as they have become known, which provide not only his
draft translations of most of the texts in this volume but also his
thinking on the grammar and vocabulary of various diYcult sen-
tences. Because of his continuing help in this indirect way I have
dedicated this volume to his memory.

Ronald F. Hock
Professor of Religion
University of Southern California
January 2011





Text . John of Sardis

Commentary on Aphthonius’s

Progymnasmata

Chapter : On the Chreia
(,–, Rabe)

introduction

Life and Writings

The debt that students of Byzantine school rhetoric owe to Hugo
Rabe is especially evident in the case of the earliest extant com-
mentator on Aphthonius’s Progymnasmata: John of Sardis. This
debt becomes clear once we realize how little was known about
this commentator before Rabe’s contributions. For example, in
the Pauly-Wissowa article on Aphthonius, published in 1894, J.
Brzoska duly noted the existence of an Aphthonian commentator
who is known from five citations by the late eleventh-century com-
mentator John Doxapatres, and who is called there simply “the
Sardian” (Á τFν Σ�ρδεων). Brzoska did not know the name of “the
Sardian,” much less the century to which to assign him.1 Con-
sequently, for Brzoska “the Sardian” remained a shadowy figure
indeed.

This situation changed dramatically with the work of Rabe
in the early decades of the twentieth century. His investigations
of rhetorical manuscripts led to discoveries of decisive importance
for moving John of Sardis out of the shadows. The most im-
portant was his discovery of a fifteenth-century manuscript, Vat.
gr. 1408 (= V), which contains in fol. 1r-135r a virtually complete
text of John’s commentary on Aphthonius’s Progymnasmata. In
two articles, both published in 1908, Rabe made passing reference

1 See J. Brzoska, “Aphthonios (1),” PW 1:2797–800, esp. 2799.
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to this manuscript,2 but it was not until 1928 that he published an
edition of the commentary.3

Rabe unfortunately is silent about the circumstances of his
discovery of Vat. gr. 1408, but it seems to have occurred some-
time after he wrote an article, published in 1907,4 addressing the
sources of John Doxapatres’s commentary on Aphthonius. In that
article he discusses the tenth-century manuscript Coisl. gr. 387 (=
C) without any hint that this manuscript also contains a portion of
John of Sardis’s commentary—a fact that would have been imme-
diately obvious had he already known about Vat. gr. 1408. In any
case, the significance of Vat. gr. 1408 is not only that it contains
the text of the commentary, but also that it has a superscription
that includes the author’s full name as well as the title of the work:
LΙω�ννου τοÖ Σ�ρδεων �ξ�γησιv ε®v τ� LΑφθον¬ου Προγυµν�σµατα.5

With the discovery of the text of John’s commentary in
Vat. gr. 1408, Rabe was able to compare this text with other
manuscripts and to identify which, if any, of them also con-
tain the commentary, or at least portions of it. Rabe found two
such manuscripts. One manuscript, as already mentioned, is
Coisl. gr. 387, which contains, besides John’s introductory chap-
ter, the complete commentary on the first chapter (the fable) and
roughly two-thirds of the commentary on the second (the nar-
rative), before breaking oV well short of the third, or chreia,
chapter (fol. 121r-134r).6 The other manuscript is the thirteenth-
/fourteenth-century manuscript Vindo. phil. gr. 130 (= W). This
manuscript gathers together three sets of scholia on Aphtho-
nius’s Progymnasmata: one set from John Doxapatres; another
from John of Sardis, though here he is simply called “the other

2 Hugo Rabe, “Aus Rhetoren-Handschriften: 5. Des Diakonen und Lo-
gotheten Johannes Kommentar zu Hermogenes’ Περ­ µεθ¾δου δειν¾τητοv,LL

RhM 63 (1908): 127–51, esp. 128–30; and “Aus Rhetoren-Handschriften: 6.
Weitere Textquelle für Johannes Diakonos,” RhM 63 (1908): 512–30, esp. 517,
524–25. See also Rabe’s review of Stephan Glöckner, Über den Kommentar des

Johannes Doxapatres zu den Staseis des Hermogenes, PhW 29 (1909): 1017–22,
esp. 1018.

3 Hugo Rabe, ed., Ioannis Sardiani Commentarium in Aphthonii Progym-

nasmata (Rhetores Graeci 15; Leipzig: B. G. Teubner, 1928).
4 Hugo Rabe, “Aus Rhetoren-Handschriften: 3. Die Quellen des Doxa-

patres in den Homilien zu Aphthonios,” RhM 62 (1907): 559–86, esp. 578–80.
5 John of Sardis, Comm. in Aphth., praef. (1,1–3 Rabe).
6 John of Sardis, Comm. in Aphth., praef.-2 (1,4–27,14 Rabe).
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commentator” (�τεροv �ξηγητ�v); and a third from an unknown
commentator (fol. 8r-83v).7 These three manuscripts, as well as
the five passages that Doxapatres attributed to “the Sardian,”8 not
to mention the many tacit ones in his commentary, thus form the
basis of Rabe’s text of John of Sardis’s commentary on Aphtho-
nius.

If the discovery of Vat. gr. 1408 led to the recovery of all
extant texts of John of Sardis’s commentary, then Rabe’s sec-
ond discovery, the fourteenth-century manuscript Vat. gr. 2228,
provided some biographical information about John of Sardis
that allowed Rabe to assign him to his proper century. This
manuscript contains Doxapatres’s commentary on Hermogenes’s
On Invention, and at the very beginning of it he refers to a similar
commentary by John of Sardis and adds that John held two im-
portant ecclesiastical oYces: Á σËγκελλοv, or private secretary to the
patriarch, and Á �ρχιερατικ¿v τCv τFν Σ�ρδεων µητροπ¾λεωv θρ¾νοv,

or metropolitan of Sardis (fol. 194r).9 This biographical informa-
tion is especially helpful for dating John because, as Rabe points
out, two bishops of Sardis named John are known, one from the
ninth century and the other from the twelfth. Since Coisl. gr. 387

is a tenth-century manuscript, the later John is thereby elimi-
nated, leaving the earlier one as the author of the commentaries on
Aphthonius’s Progymnasmata and Hermogenes’s On Invention.10

The ninth-century bishop of Sardis is known from his re-
ceipt of a letter from Theodore Studites (d. 826).11 This letter
securely places him in the ninth century and indeed among the
defenders of icons at the Synod of 815, which reestablished icon-
oclasm and consequently led to John’s exile and imprisonment.12

7 On these three manuscripts, see further Rabe, Commentarium, praef.
iii-xi.

8 To be sure, only four of Doxapatres’s citations actually appear in John
of Sardis’s commentary (see 2:422,14; 512,29; 521,8; and 543,8 Walz); the cita-
tion at 554,16 (Walz) does not (cf. Rabe, Commentarium, praef. xi).

9 See Rabe, Commentarium, praef. xix (later published in PS 361,12–13

[Rabe]).
10 See Rabe, Commentarium, praef. xvi.
11 For the letter, see PG 99:1368C-1369A.
12 See Rabe, Commentarium, praef. xvii. On John’s activities in the icon-

oclastic controversy, see J. Pargoire, “Saint Euthyme et Jean de Sardes,” ÉchO

5 (1901): 157–61.



12 the chreia in ancient rhetoric

Accordingly, Brzoska’s perplexity about where to assign “the Sar-
dian” has been cleared up. For, thanks to Rabe, John of Sardis can
now be assigned to the mid-ninth century.13

Rabe’s conclusions regarding the identity and date of John of
Sardis have received widespread support,14 although Clive Foss,
a historian of Byzantine Sardis, is inclined to posit a John diVer-
ent from the correspondent of Theodore Studites and so places
him somewhat later—in the middle to late ninth century. His rea-
soning is simply that John was too popular a name to make the
identification automatic.15 Nevertheless, George Kennedy, aware
of Foss’s hesitation, still considers Rabe’s identification prob-
able.16 And rightly so, for until further evidence emerges for
another John at roughly this time, it is better to keep the identi-
fication.

Beyond dating, the only other relevant question about John’s
life that scholars have raised is whether he wrote his commen-
taries while teaching in Constantinople or later in Sardis when he
was bishop. Foss prefers the latter option, noting that bishops
had responsibility for education and that provincial cities some-
times organized schools on the model of the patriarchal school in
the capital. Accordingly, John’s commentaries would have been
used in such a school and would in fact “illustrate the continu-
ity or revival of basic learning among the higher clergy and in the
provinces.”17

But the former cannot be ruled out. And Foss himself
provides the evidence. On the one hand, Sardis, ever since its

13 Alexander Kazhdan’s claim (“John of Sardis,” ODB 2:1067) that Rabe
dated John to the mid-tenth century comes from a misreading of Rabe’s praefa-

tio, where he initially posits a mid-tenth-century date (praef. xvi) but then rejects
it in favor of the mid-ninth (praef. xvii).

14 See, e.g., Otmar Schissel, review of Hugo Rabe, ed., Ioannis Sardiani

Commentarium in Aphthonii Progymnasmata, ByzZ 31 (1929): 75–82, esp. 75–76,
and Georg Ammon, review of Hugo Rabe, ed., Ioannis Sardiani Commentarium

in Aphthonii Progymnasmata, PhW 49 (1929): 1009–18, esp. 1011–12. More re-
cently, see Herbert Hunger, Die hochsprachliche profane Literatur der Byzantiner

(HAW 12.5.1–2; Munich: C. H. Beck, 1978), 1:78.
15 Clive Foss, Byzantine and Turkish Sardis (ArchExSard 4; Cambridge:

Harvard University Press, 1976), 64–66.
16 George Kennedy, Greek Rhetoric under Christian Emperors (Princeton:

Princeton University Press, 1983), 275–77.
17 Foss, Sardis, 66.
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destruction in 616 by the Persians, suVered so many setbacks—
Arab attacks, bubonic plague, loss of provincial capital status to
Ephesus, iconoclastic persecution, and the revolt of Thomas the
Slav18—that it is diYcult to imagine the kind of educational pro-
gram presupposed by John’s commentaries. Accordingly, it is
somewhat more likely that John wrote his commentaries in Con-
stantinople and surely as part of a teaching career that, in the light
of his high ecclesiastical oYce, may well have been centered in the
ο®κουµενικ¿ν διδασκαλεEον.19

In any case, the writings of John of Sardis are considerable,
although they are still largely unpublished or lost. Thus, be-
sides the commentary on Aphthonius, there is the commentary
on Hermogenes’s On Invention, of which only the introduction
has survived and been edited.20 In addition, it is likely that John,
having written commentaries on the first and third books of the
Corpus Hermogenianum, also wrote a commentary on the second,
on Hermogenes’s On Issues. Indeed, Rabe claims that portions of
John’s commentary on this book are preserved in the fourteenth-
century manuscript Vat. gr. 1022, again under the designation
�τεροv �ξηγητ�v.21 In addition, Rabe and others propose that John
wrote commentaries on the remaining books of the Corpus as well,
that is, Hermogenes’s On Types of Style and On Method.22

Besides these rhetorical writings, there are two ecclesiastical
works ascribed to John. Both are hagiographical, one a metaphra-
sis of the martyr Nicephorus and the other an account of the
martyrdoms of the fourth-century saints Barbara and Juliana.23

Neither, however, has as yet been edited.

18 See Foss, Sardis, 53–62.
19 See Schissel, review of Rabe, 76 (though he does not rule out John’s

teaching later at Sardis).
20 For the introduction, see PS 351,8–360,5 (Rabe).
21 For the identification, see Hugo Rabe, ed., Prolegomenon Sylloge

(Rhetores Graeci 14; Leipzig: Teubner, 1931), praef. lxxxix. For the remains,
see PS 318,9–328,11 (Rabe).

22 So Rabe, Prolegomenon Sylloge, praef. xc. See also Schissel, review of
Rabe, 76, and Hunger, Literatur, 1:83.

23 See Rabe, Commentarium, praef. xx. Cf. also Hans-Georg Beck, Kirche

und theologische Literatur im byzantinischen Reich (HAW 12.2.1; Munich: Beck,
1959), 510.
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John of Sardis’s Commentary on Aphthonius’s Progymnasmata

John’s commentary on Aphthonius is massive, second only to
that of Doxapatres in length. More specifically, Rabe’s edition
of Aphthonius’s Progymnasmata fills only 51 Teubner pages, but
his edition of John’s commentary runs to 267 pages, which means
that, on average, each of John’s chapters is over five times longer
than Aphthonius’s. Clearly, John supplied his readers with much
that clarifies or supplements Aphthonius’s spare presentation.

John’s chapters, however, are not equally longer than their
Aphthonian counterpart. The three progymnasmata that re-
ceive the longest treatment by John are narrative, speaking-in-
character, and encomium, being respectively thirteen times, eight
and a half times, and eight times longer than their Aphthonian
counterparts. The lengthy treatment of the latter two is easily ex-
plained, given their importance outside the classroom as popular
literary forms.24 But the reason for the length of the commentary
on narrative is less obvious. A perusal of the commentary, how-
ever, suggests the answer. Much of the chapter is taken up with
expanding on topics that Aphthonius merely listed. Thus, John
expands considerably on the six περιστατικ� (“circumstantial ele-
ments”) of a narrative. Aphthonius lists them in three lines,25 but
John’s informative discussion of them takes up forty-two lines.26

More expansive yet are John’s clarifying comments on the four
virtues of a narrative: clarity, conciseness, plausibility, and good
Greek. Aphthonius merely lists them in two lines,27 but John’s
explanations take up an astounding 148 lines.28 Once again, the
thoroughness of John would have been helpful to teachers trying
to explain what these compositional virtues entailed and how they
could be achieved.

24 See George L. Kustas, “The Function and Evolution of Byzantine
Rhetoric,” Viator 1 (1970): 55–73, esp. 60–61.

25 Aphthonius, Progymn. 2 (2,23–3,2 Rabe): the individual who acted,
the action that was done, the time when it occurred, the place where it occurred,
the manner how it occurred, and the reason why it occurred.

26 John of Sardis, Comm. in Aphth. 2 (18,4–19,24 Rabe).
27 Aphthonius, Progymn. 2 (3,3–4 Rabe).
28 John of Sardis, Comm. in Aphth. 2 (19,25–30,13 Rabe).
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Turning from the considerable bulk of John’s commentary,
we look next at his brief introductory chapter.29 Aphthonius sup-
plied no introduction—defining the term “progymnasma,” for
example, or the purpose of his textbook—so that John, strictly
speaking, is not commenting here. Instead, he steps back, as it
were, and reflects on the progymnasmata as a whole, particularly
in the context of rhetoric. John thought (and Rabe lists no sources
for these reflections) that it was unnecessary to begin with a defi-
nition (Åροv) of rhetoric or with identifying the three types (ε°δη)
of speeches, even though Aphthonius’s Progymnasmata was the
opening textbook of the five-part rhetorical Corpus Hermogeni-
anum and even though the progymnasmata bore, he says, traces
(°χνη) of the three types of speeches—advisory, judicial, and cele-
brative. The reason for not doing this, he adds, is because of the
beginner status of those who would be learning the progymnas-
mata. Mixing in rhetorical categories with progymnasmatic ones
at this stage of their education would not be appropriate, because
it would terrify (ταρ�ττειν) these beginners with the magnitude of
what the rhetorical discipline entails.30 Put diVerently, John’s re-
luctance to define rhetoric and its types, as well as his view of
rhetoric as terrifying and diYcult, suggests that he understood the
progymnasmata much as Malcolm Heath does in an interpretation
of a passage of Quintilian: they “are preliminary to rhetoric rather
than a preliminary part of it.”31

Having dispensed with what he is not going to discuss, John
says that he is obligated to treat two other subjects: the σκοπ¾v

(“aim”) of Aphthonius’s Progymnasmata and the τ�ξιv (“order”)
in which they are to be read. These subjects, as Rabe has shown,
are typical of introductions to specific books, whether grammati-
cal, philosophical, or rhetorical.32 John begins the first subject by

29 John of Sardis, Comm. in Aphth., praef. (1,8–4,4 Rabe). On this intro-
duction, see also the incisive analysis by Schissel (review of Rabe, 79–82).

30 See John of Sardis, Comm. in Aphth., praef. (1,8–2,8 Rabe).
31 Malcolm Heath, Menander: A Rhetor in Context (New York: Oxford

University Press, 2004), 219 (discussing Quintilian 2.10.1) (emphasis original).
32 Hugo Rabe, “Aus Rhetoren-Handschriften: 10. Einleitungen,” RhM

64 (1909): 539–78, esp. 539, 542, 546, and 564. Cf. also Denis van Berchem,
“Poètes et grammairiens: Recherche sur la tradition scolaire d’explication des
auteurs,” MH 9 (1952): 79–87, esp. 80–81.
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speaking of the nature (φËσιv) of the progymnasmata.33 And cen-
tral to their nature, he says, is their being �τελC (“incomplete”),
because they could not be presented by themselves in a court or
an assembly. Those settings require a complete speech (τελε¬α
Îπ¾θεσιv) with its four parts (µ�ρη): introduction, statement of the
case, proof, and conclusion. None of the progymnasmata has all
parts, although some bear a likeness (ε®κÞν) to these parts—for ex-
ample, the narrative bears a likeness to the statement of the case,
the refutation and the confirmation to the proof, and the com-
mon place to the conclusion.34 Therefore, given the incomplete
nature of progymnasmata, their aim (σκοπ¾v)—and I use Schissel’s
change of Rabe’s text at this point—is “not distinctive” (<οÍκ
°διοv>),35 because those who are trained writers make use of max-
ims at one time in their speeches, chreiai at another, and common
places at still another. As Schissel explains, these progymnasmata
are thus subordinated to the speeches in which they appear and so
have no particular aim, apart from contributing to the distinctive
aim of, say, a judicial speech, which is justice.36

The second subject John discusses has to do with the ap-
propriate τ�ξιv of reading the progymnasmata.37 John now defines
progymnasmata as a miniature rhetoric (µικρ� øητορικ�), and since
rhetoric is a discipline (τ�χνη), the τ�ξιv of progymnasmata must
follow that of all τεχνα¬. He says: “Just as in the case of the man-
ual arts [�π­ τFν βαναËσων τ�χνων] something precedes the whole
art—in the case of smiths lighting the charcoal and working the
bellows or in the case of shoemaking preparing the leather—so
also in the case of the liberal arts [τ�χνων τοËτων]38 one must be-
gin [�ρκτ�ον] first with the simpler ones, the simplest being the
fable.”39 John then gives his reasons for the fable being the leadoV

33 John of Sardis, Comm. in Aphth., praef. (2,9–10 Rabe).
34 John of Sardis, Comm. in Aphth., praef. (2,10–3,1 Rabe).
35 Schissel, review of Rabe, 79–80. Rabe proposed <πολυσχιδ�v �στι>

(3,2).
36 Schissel, review of Rabe, 80.
37 John of Sardis, Comm. in Aphth., praef. (3,6–4,4 Rabe). On the proper

order of reading, see further Jaap Mansfeld, Prolegomena: Questions to Be Settled

before the Study of an Author, or a Text (PhilAnt 61; Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1994),
22–57.

38 I follow Schissel (review of Rabe, 81) in keeping the reading of C, V,
and W and not Rabe’s emendation to προγυµνασµ�των (3,11).

39 John of Sardis, Comm. in Aphth., praef. (3,8–12 Rabe).
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progymnasma: beginning students would be familiar with the fa-
ble not only from their secondary curriculum40 but also from their
nurses and paedagogi, and since the fable contains advice, it would
go first, because the advisory speech is the first one studied.41

The subject of the proper τ�ξιv of progymnasmata contin-
ued beyond the introduction. In fact, this introductory subject
dominates the opening sections throughout the commentary, ap-
pearing in every chapter except two, confirmation and invective.
These omissions, however, are only apparent. The τ�ξιv of both
is discussed in the preceding chapters of their respective pair,
refutation and encomium, each of which precedes its pair in the
Aphthonian sequence.42 The principle of simple to more complex
appears in some of the discussions: for example, the twelfth pro-
gymnasma, description, follows speaking-in-character because it
requires more skill and so is more diYcult (�ργωδεστ�ρα).43 In
other discussions, however, other justifications are oVered. For
example, the maxim is paired with the chreia because it has the
same eight κεφ�λαια (“headings”) for its confirmation, and it fol-
lows the chreia because crafts proceed from the lesser to the
greater, which means in this case from the specific to the general,
from sayings made in response to a situation (chreiai) to those of
universal import (maxims).44 Moreover, refutation and confirma-
tion are grouped with the chreia and maxim because they, too,
teach argumentation; refutation and confirmation follow chreia
and maxim because refutation and confirmation deal with more
than a single saying or action.45 Finally, thesis and introduction
of a law are last in the sequence because these are the first to make
use of �ντ¬θεσιv (“objection”) and λËσιv (“rebuttal”), that is, argu-
ments used in complete speeches. In short, John of Sardis takes

40 Schissel notes (review of Rabe, 81) that as students were ending their
secondary studies they were engaged in versifying fables. See further RaVaella
Cribiore, Gymnastics of the Mind: Greek Education in Hellenistic and Roman

Egypt (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2001), 202–3, and esp. 139 n. 36,
which cites school papyri with versified fables.

41 John of Sardis, Comm. in Aphth., praef. (3,13–4,4 Rabe).
42 John of Sardis, Comm. in Aphth. 5 (67,22–68,2 Rabe) and 8 (116,7–11).
43 John of Sardis, Comm. in Aphth. 11 (195,21–22 Rabe).
44 John of Sardis, Comm. in Aphth. 4 (55,17–56,6 Rabe).
45 John of Sardis, Comm. in Aphth. 5 (67,22–68,2 Rabe).



18 the chreia in ancient rhetoric

seriously the proper τ�ξιv for reading or studying the progymnas-
mata and in the process carefully defends the Aphthonian order.

The subject of τ�ξιv, while a consistent feature of John’s
opening remarks for individual progymnasmata, is not the only
one. On occasion the question of etymology is asked, as happens in
the cases of maxim, common place, and description. For example,
John traces the word γνÞµη back to γνFσιv (“knowledge”), since a
γνÞµη contains knowledge of what is essential to a matter.46 An-
other subject raised on occasion is the relation of a progymnasma
to the parts of a complete speech, as is the case with common place
and speaking-in-character. For example, John uses the common
place chapter as an appropriate location to line up various pro-
gymnasmata with the parts of a speech, such as the fable with
the introduction; the narrative with the statement of the case; the
chreia, maxim, refutation, and confirmation with the proof; and
the common place with the epilogue.47

Once these opening subjects are dealt with for each pro-
gymnasma, John turns to the actual text of Aphthonius and
works very carefully—sometimes word by word—through Aph-
thonius’s theoretical section (µ�θοδοv) and more sporadically and
briefly through the sample exercise (παρ�δειγµα), but always defin-
ing, clarifying, illustrating, and expanding on what Aphthonius
said. Many of John’s comments are taken from earlier sources,
especially previous Progymnasmata, such as those by Theon,
Sopater, and Nicolaus, but also, to a lesser extent, from trea-
tises on rhetoric, such as those of Rufus of Perinthus and the
Anonymous Seguerianus, not to mention the many illustrations
that John took from Á ø�τωρ, that is, Demosthenes. These and
other sources are all duly discussed in Rabe’s praefatio48 and noted
specifically in the apparatus to the text. John’s commentary thus
becomes in large part a collection of earlier materials, which is in-
dicated already by the subtitle to the commentary: “A collection
of commentaries [συναγωγ� �ξηγ�σεων] regarding the Progymnas-

mata of Aphthonius, which were gathered together [συλλεγεισFν]
with much toil and zeal by me the author, John, and connected

46 John of Sardis, Comm. in Aphth. 3 (56,7–8 Rabe).
47 John of Sardis, Comm. in Aphth. 7 (89,15–90,3 Rabe).
48 See Rabe, Commentarium, praef. xx-xxxiv. For a summary of the

sources, see also Ammon, review of Rabe, 1012–14.
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[συναρµοσθεισFν] to the appropriate passages of Aphthonius.”49

And yet, despite what the subtitle says (and, admittedly, it may not
be original), Rabe removes John’s toil and zeal and ascribes them
to an otherwise unknown sixth-century rhetor, whom John simply
took over virtually word for word.50 But this claim, due perhaps
to Rabe’s being a Quellenforscher, has convinced few. Schissel, for
example, regards the sixth-century rhetor as “mythical” and gives
more credit to John on the assumption that most of the sources he
used were still available at his time.51 In any case, John of Sardis
has preserved an immense amount of material, much of it now lost,
that was in turn used by subsequent commentators.

John of Sardis’s Commentary on Aphthonius’s Chreia Chapter

After his initial discussion of the placement of the chreia within
the progymnasmatic sequence, John turns to each of the topics
in Aphthonius’s treatment of the chreia—definition, etymology,
division into classes, headings of an elaboration, and model elab-
oration. They will be treated here in the same sequence.

John of Sardis begins his comments on Aphthonius’s chreia
chapter with the subject of τ�ξιv (“sequence”) (1.1–19). This
subject, as we have seen, is a standard one for John, but his dis-
cussion here is by no means typical, for the discussion of the τ�ξιv
of the chreia is by far the longest in the commentary, occupying
eighty-nine lines of Rabe’s text. The next longest is the three-
part discussion of the fable, which add up to sixty-nine lines,52

followed by that of the speaking-in-character at twenty-five.53 In-
deed, when the chreia discussion is left out of consideration, John
spends an average of eleven lines when discussing the τ�ξιv of
a progymnasma. Conversely, the chreia discussion alone repre-
sents 41 percent of all the space John devoted to τ�ξιv throughout

49 John of Sardis, Comm. in Aphth., praef. (1,4–8 Rabe).
50 See Rabe, Commentarium, praef. xviii, esp. the sentence “Hausit (sc.

Ioannis) enim aperte ex fonte pervetusto, cuius verbis vix unum addidit.”
51 Schissel, review of Rabe, 76–77. Cf. also Georges Mathieu, review of

Hugo Rabe, ed., Ioannis Sardiani Commentarium in Aphthonii Progymnasmata,
REA 31 (1929): 89–91, esp. 90. Still supporting Rabe is Kennedy, who says:
“John himself seems to have no independent ideas” (Greek Rhetoric, 276).

52 John of Sardis, Comm. in Aphth., praef. (3,7–4,4 Rabe), 1 (11,4–20),
and 3 (34,2–35,18).

53 John of Sardis, Comm. in Aphth. 11 (194,2–195,26 Rabe).
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the commentary. Clearly this imbalance needs an explanation.
One reason for the exceptional length of the τ�ξιv discus-

sion in the chreia chapter is that John not only discusses the τ�ξιv

of the chreia but deals again with the τ�ξιv of the first two pro-
gymnasmata, the fable and narrative. The entire discussion is
carefully organized, as is clear from the words πρFτον (“first”)
(1.1), δεËτερον (“second”) (1.9), and τρ¬τον (“third”) (1.14) leading
oV the discussions of these three progymnasmata. The discus-
sions are also relatively balanced—twenty-four, thirty-four, and
thirty-one lines, respectively.

The τ�ξιv of the fable is justified first by saying that the fa-
ble exhibits a likeness (ε®κÞν) and function (δËναµιv) to the whole
discipline of rhetoric. This claim does not so much argue for the
leadoV position of the fable as it points to its appropriateness for
beginning an education in rhetoric. In other words, the fable, at
least implicitly, bears a likeness to rhetoric, in that a fable can
praise what is good (celebratory rhetoric), prosecute evils (judicial
rhetoric), and persuade or dissuade (advisory rhetoric) (1.1). John
made this claim earlier, in the fable chapter,54 and presumably at
that point had taken it from Nicolaus of Myra.55 The fable also
exhibits the function of rhetoric, in that it provides instruction in
achieving plausibility (τ¿ πιθαν¾ν), again something that John men-
tioned earlier56 and something that he found again in Nicolaus.57

In any case, plausibility is required when students depict the char-
acters in fables, making the lion regal, the fox crafty, and so on
(1.2–4). In other words, the fable is eminently appropriate to lead
oV the sequence. It comprises all three types of rhetorical speech,
and it teaches what is the aim of the rhetorical discipline, plausi-
bility.

John, however, is not finished with the fable. For some
people—exactly who is not clear—have raised a problem: how can
a fable, which is admittedly false, also be plausible (1.5)? This
problem seemingly arose from varying definitions of the µÖθοv—
Aphthonius’s stresses its being a false story (λ¾γοv ψευδ�v),58

but Sopater’s and Nicolaus’s also emphasize its being plausibly

54 John of Sardis, Comm. in Aphth. 1 (11,14–18 Rabe).
55 See Nicolaus, Progymn. 1 (8,12–9,11 Felten).
56 John of Sardis, Comm. in Aphth. 1 (6,7–18 Rabe).
57 See Nicolaus, Progymn. 1 (6,9 Felten).
58 Aphthonius, Progymn. 1 (1,6 Rabe).
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(πιθανFv) composed.59 How can both be true? John responds by
comparing the fable to τ¿ καθL Îπ¾θεσιν <δι�γηµα>, which stipu-
lates something as false by common consent and then proceeds on
that basis; so also with the fable, which stipulates, say, that irra-
tional creatures can talk and then proceeds to match this fiction
with creatures who speak and act in plausible ways (1.6–8).60 In
sum, given its simplicity of style and conciseness of exposition
(1.8), the fable is the simplest of the progymnasmata, and its like-
ness to rhetorical speeches and its focus on plausibility make it
most appropriate for the leadoV position as well.

John’s discussion of the narrative as occupying second po-
sition is much shorter. He justifies its position by noting that
whereas the fable is by nature false, and the narrative can be
both true (¯στορικ¿ν δι�γηµα) and false (δραµατικ¿ν δι�γηµα),61 and
since the progymnasmata progress little by little to the better, the
δι�γηµα reasonably comes second (1.12–13).

The chreia comes third, John says, but it is not the chreia
itself, which is typically only one sentence, or even the κλ¬σιv, or
the declension of a chreia through its cases and numbers (1.19),62

that demands this position. Rather, it is the chreia elaboration
that requires the chreia to have third position. A chreia elabo-
ration is an eight-paragraph essay that attempts to confirm the
saying or action in the chreia, as we will discuss below. Such a
lengthy essay is clearly more complex than the fable and narrative
(1.17). In addition, an elaboration of a chreia demands advocacy
(συνηγορ¬α) and confirmation (κατασκευ�), both skills that are more
advanced than the simple recounting of a fable or a narrative (1.17–
18). Finally, John points out that third position is also justified by
comparing the elaboration to the public speech. Just as the proof,
made up of arguments, is the third part of the public speech, so the
elaboration, in which five of the eight headings are argumentative

59 Nicolaus, Progymn. 1 (6,9–10 Felten), and Sopater, Progymn. Frag. 1

(in Hugo Rabe, ed., Aphthonii Progymnasmata [Rhetores Graeci 10; Leipzig: B.
G. Teubner, 1926], 59,2), quoted by John of Sardis, Comm. in Aphth. 1 (6,5–8

Rabe).
60 See also the briefer discussion in John of Sardis, Comm. in Aphth. 2

(14,20–15,8 Rabe).
61 For the distinction, see Aphthonius, Progymn. 2 (2,19–21 Rabe).
62 The role of κλ¬σιv in placing the chreia earlier in the sequence is ad-

dressed in greater detail by Nicolaus 12–44 H/ON (= 18,1–19,6 Felten).
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in function, should come third in the progymnasmatic sequence
(1.18–19). This sort of argument, as has been noted, is presented
more fully (and clearly) later in the chapter on the common place.
The common place is seventh, because this exercise completes the
exercises needed to train students in the four parts of the public
speech: the fable provided training in introductions; the narra-
tive in statements of the case; the chreia, maxim, refutation, and
confirmation in proofs; and, now, the common place trains stu-
dents in composing epilogues.63 The chreia is thus placed third in
the τ�ξιv of the Aphthonian sequence not only because it is more
complex than the preceding fable and narrative, less general than
the maxim (which follows it), less complex than the next exercises
(the refutation and confirmation), but also because it is rhetori-
cally useful in a τ�ξιv that conforms to a sequence of learning how
to compose the parts of a public speech.

Having secured the τ�ξιv of the chreia on various grounds,
John of Sardis now turns to the text itself and begins with Aph-
thonius’s definition of the chreia, which he quotes in full: “A chreia
is a concise reminiscence aptly attributed to some individual”
(Aphth 2–3 H/ON [= 3,21–22 Rabe]). John then explains each
word or phrase in it (2.1–5), a method that was used earlier by
Nicolaus, though on a diVerent definition of the chreia.64 John’s
giving attention to each word or phrase does not mean that each is
equally important. Indeed, the key word for John is �ποµνηµ¾νευµα
(“reminiscence”), which he understands to be a literary form that
contains an action or saying that is useful for life but is not concise
(2.1). Thus the chreia is a kind of reminiscence, a simpler kind in
the sense of a remembered saying. This simpler form is indicated
by Aphthonius’s modifier σËντοµον (“concise”), which John glosses
as µ� διεξοδικ¾ν (“not detailed”) (2.2).

Still, the definition of one literary form in terms of another
is somewhat confusing, and John goes on to diVerentiate the two
forms more fully by quoting the two διαφορα¬ (“diVerentiations”)
identified by Theon, in particular the one in which the chreia is
always concise whereas the reminiscence is sometimes (�σθL Åτε)
expanded (2.2).65 This diVerentiation, however, is not sharp, or

63 John of Sardis, Comm. in Aphth. 4 (55,17–56,6 Rabe).
64 See Nicolaus 45–58 H/ON (= 19,7–18 Felten).
65 See Theon 19–24 H/ON (= 19 Patillon).
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is at least circular, in that a chreia and a concise reminiscence
are one and the same, and an expanded chreia (not mentioned
by Aphthonius) becomes a reminiscence, as John illustrates with
Theon’s concise and expanded chreia attributed to the Theban
general Epaminondas (2.5–8). This illustration, however, is pro-
vided by Theon not in his diVerentiation between a chreia and
reminiscence but later in his chapter as one of several manipula-
tions of the chreia.66 Try as he might, John has not clarified the
definition of a chreia, since now the term “concise” has been ef-
fectively removed from it.

John is more successful when diVerentiating the chreia from
the maxim. He sees the phrase �π¬ τι πρ¾σωπον �ναφ�ρουσα67

(“attributed to some individual”) as being added by Aphtho-
nius in order to distinguish these two related forms (2.4). The
word πρ¾σωπον (“individual”) is key. It reminds John of the six
περιστατικ� (“circumstantial elements”), which, as Aphthonius
lists them in the narrative chapter, include the individual who acts,
as well as the action, the time when it occurred, the place where
it occurred, the manner of how it occurred, and the cause of the
action.68 Hence the attribution to an individual means that the
chreia has its origin in a circumstantial element (�π¿ περιστατικοÖ

τινοv), whereas the maxim is unattributed and hence universal,
since it is completely unrelated to the circumstantial elements.

Aphthonius’s next topic is the etymology of the word
“chreia”: “Since it is useful, it is called ‘chreia”’ (Aphth 4 H/ON
[= 4,1 Rabe]). John of Sardis quotes the line in full and expands
on it by citing three ways that the chreia’s usefulness might be
understood. The first was quite popular, John says, with earlier
writers of Progymnasmata—that the chreia deserves its name be-
cause it is exceptionally useful (κατL �ξοχ�ν δι� τ¿ χρ�σιµον) (3.2).69

John, however, rejects this explanation and oVers two others with-
out explicitly accepting or rejecting either one, although the length

66 See Theon 313–33 H/ON (= 27–28 Patillon).
67 Note that John quoted Aphthonius’s definition exactly at the start of

this section, but here he writes �π¬ τι for Aphthonius’s ε°v τι.
68 See Aphthonius, Progymn. 2 (2,23–3,2 Rabe). John discusses these

circumstantial elements in great detail in his commentary on this Aphthonian
passage (see Comm. in Aphth. 2 [18,4–19,24 Rabe]).

69 See Theon 25–28 H/ON (= 19 Patillon) and Nicolaus 60–62 H/ON (=
20,1–5 Felten).
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of the first is an implicit endorsement. This explanation takes
the word χρε¬α in the sense of “need,” so that there is a need for
the individual in a chreia to say what he said. John gives two
chreiai as illustrations, the first of which has Alexander seeing
Diogenes asleep and then quoting a line of Homer: “To sleep
all night ill-suits a counselor.”70 John explains: “Alexander had
a need [χρε¬α] to make this saying, because Diogenes was sleep-
ing. Consequently, if Diogenes had not been sleeping, Alexander
would have had no need for this line. . . . Therefore, the chreia is
given this name because of the need [χρε¬α] for the saying to be spo-
ken or the act to be done” (3.2–3).

The other explanation is presented quite briefly and ap-
pears almost as an afterthought. In any case, this explanation
claims that the chreia is useful because of the explicit (γυµν�) coun-
sel in a chreia, in contrast to the veiled (�πικεκαλυµ�νη) advice of
fables. This brevity leads to some obscurity until John’s lan-
guage in earlier discussions is recalled. In the commentary on
the fable chapter John comments on Aphthonius’s reference to the
προµËθιον and �πιµËθιον, which are statements of the moral of the fa-
ble that come either before or after the fable itself,71 and he says:
“After setting forth the fable we necessarily and concisely unveil
[�ποκαλËπτοµεν] its meaning. . . . And this is called an �πιµËθιον.LL 72

In other words, the utility of the chreia now derives from its clar-
ity.

John of Sardis turns next to Aphthonius’s division of chreiai
and expands on it to a considerable degree by supplementing
it primarily from Theon’s much more elaborate division. Af-
ter quoting Aphthonius: “Of the chreia there is the saying class,
the action class, and the mixed class” (Aphth 5–6 H/ON [= 4,2–
3 Rabe]), John follows up with Theon’s very similarly worded
division: “The principal subclasses of the chreia, he says, are
three: saying chreiai, action chreiai, and mixed chreiai” (4.1).73

Theon’s statement has one word—ε°δη (“classes”)—that may have
prompted John’s inclusion of it, for it indicates what Aphthonius
was doing, namely, giving a δια¬ρεσιv (“division”) of the chreia,

70 Il. 2.24. On this chreia, see Chreia 1:314–15.
71 See Aphthonius, Progymn. 1 (1,15–2,2 Rabe).
72 John of Sardis, Comm. in Aphth. 1 (9,10–11 Rabe).
73 Theon 29–31 H/ON (= 19 Patillon).
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specifically a δια¬ρεσιv �π¿ γ�νουv ε®v ε°δη, a division of the general
literary form “chreia” into its classes.

When John turns to the saying class, he repeats Aphthonius’s
definition of it (cf. Aphth 6–7 H/ON [= 4,3–4 Rabe]) and follows
it with Theon’s (4.2), but with no appreciable advancement except
perhaps for confirmation.74 In any case, instead of going on sim-
ply to cite Aphthonius’s example of a saying chreia (cf. Aphth 8–9

H/ON [= 4,4–5 Rabe]), John supplements him by reciting eight
other chreiai, five of which are unique to this commentary (4.2–
6). John further supplements Aphthonius by retrieving Theon’s
distinction between simple saying chreiai (i.e., those with a say-
ing attributed to one πρ¾σωπον) and double chreiai (i.e., those with
sayings attributed to two πρ¾σωπα), complete with his examples
(4.8).75

John further supplements Aphthonius’s classification of say-
ing chreiai by bringing in another of Theon’s distinctions. John,
however, simplifies the distinction and in doing so gets con-
fused (4.9–12). Theon distinguished statement (�ποφαντικ¾ν)
and responsive (�ποκριτικ¾ν) chreiai and then further subdivided
the �ποφαντικ¾ν into unprompted (καθL �κοËσιον) and circumstan-
tial (κατ� περ¬στασιν) chreiai,76 leaving the �ποκριτικ¾ν until later
(with its four subclasses).77 John, however, thinks of only one
�ποφαντικ¾ν subclass, what Theon terms κατ� περ¬στασιν. He
explains it as follows: “A statement [�ποφαντικ¾ν] chreia occurs
whenever someone, on seeing [®δÞν] something, makes a state-
ment” (4.10). Such a chreia would be �ποφαντικ¿ν κατ� περ¬στασιν,

whose formal marker is a participle of seeing, like ®δÞν, in the de-
pendent clause. But the example John gives is �ποφαντικ¿ν καθL

�κοËσιον: “Isocrates said that gifted students are the children of
gods.” There is no participial clause in this chreia, and John’s ex-
planation that Isocrates must first have seen gifted students before
speaking (4.11) requires an implicit dependent clause, something
like: LΙσοκρ�τηv ®δáν τοÌv τFν µαθητFν εÍφυεEv �φη Åτι οØτοι θεFν

παEδεv ε®σιν. In other words, John’s simplification of Theon elimi-
nates the καθL �κοËσιον subclass of saying chreiai altogether.

74 See Theon 31–32 H/ON (= 19 Patillon).
75 See Theon 84–95 H/ON (= 20–21 Patillon).
76 See Theon 36–45 H/ON (= 19 Patillon).
77 See Theon 46–83 H/ON (= 19–20 Patillon).
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After quoting Aphthonius’s brief definition of action
chreiai—“The action class is the one that depicts an action [πρA-
ξιv]” (cf. Aphth 9–10 H/ON [= 4,5–6 Rabe])—John expands on
it with a definition of unknown origin, although it includes the
familiar example of Diogenes striking the paedagogus, in which
the blow is identified as the action (πρAξιv) (4.13). He then merely
alludes to Aphthonius’s own example of an action chreia, that at-
tributed to Pythagoras (cf. Aphth 10–12 H/ON [= 4,6–8 Rabe])
(4.14), and then adds Theon’s definition: “Action chreiai are those
that hint at some thought without using speech.”78

John goes on to add Theon’s distinction between action
chreiai in which the πρ¾σωπον acts (�νεργητικα¬) and those in which
he is acted upon (παθητικα¬), complete with Theon’s examples—
the chreiai in which Diogenes strikes the paedagogus and Didy-
mon is hanged by his namesake (4.15).79

Regarding mixed chreiai, John again quotes again Aphtho-
nius’s definition—“The mixed class is the one that is composed
of both a saying and an action” (cf. Aphth 13–14 H/ON [= 4,8–
9 Rabe])—but he skips his example about Pythagoras (cf. Aphth
14–16 H/ON [= 4,9–11 Rabe]) and adds two others—one, the
Laconian and his spear, taken from Nicolaus80 and the other,
Alexander and his friends as treasures,81 which is perhaps from
Theon, although this chreia comes from another section of Theon
(4.16).82 In any case, John follows up with an explicit, if partial,
quotation from Theon, namely, his very diVerent definition of
mixed chreiai, and includes one of Theon’s examples, the chreia
attributed to Pythagoras, which was Aphthonius’s example of an
action chreia (4.17).83 In other words, John seems unaware of the

78 See Theon 96–104 H/ON (= 21 Patillon).
79 On these chreiai, see further Chreia 1:316 and 312–13, respectively.
80 See Nicolaus 76–79 H/ON (= 20,15–17 Felten). For the chreia, see

Chreia 1:302.
81 See Theon 158–61 H/ON (= 23 Patillon). For the chreia, see Chreia

1:302.
82 Theon recites this chreia as part of his further classification

(�πιδια¬ρεσιv) of saying chreiai; in this case the chreia attributed to Alexander is
a mixed chreia, to be sure, but in Theon it is an example of a symbolic chreia.

83 See Theon 105–13 H/ON (= 21 Patillon). Put simply, Aphthonius’s
definition of a mixed chreia requires the πρ¾σωπον to both speak and act,
whereas Theon considers a chreia mixed if the πρ¾σωπον acts in response to a
question: Pythagoras, on being asked how long human life is, went up to his
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diVerence and has tacked on the quotation without any reflection
simply to preserve Theon’s discussion.

Although John has now finished with the three principal
classes of chreiai, he appends an independent discussion of cer-
tain sayings chreiai that contain only wit (4.18–22), although this
subject was dealt with, if diVerently, by both Theon and Nico-
laus. Theon identified witty chreiai as part of an �πιδια¬ρεσιv,which
is an additional way of dividing chreiai—by content rather than
by form.84 Witty chreiai are thus one of twelve types of con-
tent in sayings chreiai in this scheme, as exemplified as follows:
Olympias, on hearing that her son Alexander was proclaiming
himself to be the oVspring of Zeus, said, “Won’t this fellow
stop slandering me to Hera?”85 Nicolaus likewise identified witty
chreiai, but he paired them with those that are told for their util-
ity and also cited the witty chreia attributed to Olympias but
added another attributed to the crippled Damon, whose shoes
were stolen.86 John, however, uses neither example but adds two
of his own, one attributed to Theocritus and another to Demos-
thenes (4.18–20).87

Theon is unconcerned about witty chreiai, which are only
one of twelve sayings identified by content, and Nicolaus is not ei-
ther as he ends up blurring the distinction by arguing that witty
chreiai contain not only wit but also good advice. For exam-
ple, Olympias’s remark—“Won’t this fellow stop slandering me to
Hera?”—is witty, to be sure, but it also dissuades her son Alexan-
der from calling himself a son of Zeus, making the chreia useful as
well.88 John, however, is so troubled by witty chreiai that he argues
they are chreiai only by a misuse of language, since by their ety-
mology they must be useful. In addition, he says that witty chreiai
will not be the subject of elaborations (4.21–22).

bedroom and peeked in for a short time, showing thereby life’s brevity. Here
Pythagoras only acts.

84 Theon 115–89 H/ON (= 22–24 Patillon).
85 See Theon 134–37 H/ON (= 22 Patillon). On the chreia, see further

Chreia 1:330–31.
86 Nicolaus 80–101 H/ON (= 21,1–18 Felten). On the chreia, see further

Chreia 1:310.
87 On these chreiai, see Chreia 1:341 and 312.
88 See Nicolaus 97–100 H/ON (= 21,13–16 Felten).
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In sum, it seems obvious that John found Aphthonius’s
δια¬ρεσιv of chreiai into the three ε°δη to be too brief and so sup-
plemented it with material from other, more complex, διαιρ�σειv,
largely from Theon’s Îποδια¬ρεσιv and �πιδια¬ρεσιv, with a few
nods toward Nicolaus as well. Some supplements were included
seemingly mechanically and led to confusion, as in John’s using
Theon’s diVerent definition of a mixed chreia without realizing the
diVerence, but other supplements show some independent analy-
sis, as in John’s rejection of witty chreiai altogether, which is a clear
break with his sources.

John now turns to Aphthonius’s second δια¬ρεσιv, this time
� δια¬ρεσιv �π¿ Åλου ε®v µ�ρη, or “the division of the whole into
its parts,” the whole being the chreia elaboration, the parts its
eight κεφ�λαια (“headings”). After quoting the opening sentence—
“You can elaborate [�ργ�σαιο] [a chreia] by means of the following
headings” (Aphth 16–18 H/ON [= 4,12–13 Rabe])—John tries
to clarify what an �ργασ¬α (“elaboration”) is by supplying two
synonyms, κατασκευ� (“confirmation”) and βεβα¬ωσιv (“corrobo-
ration”) (5.1). The latter word plays no further role, but the
word κατασκευ� prompts a lengthy defense of Aphthonius’s exer-
cise with a chreia (5.2–11). To be sure, Aphthonius does not use
the word in this sense, but John knows of some who have applied
it to a chreia elaboration and have raised two objections to it that
John has had to confront and dispel. Κατασκευ� is the name of the
sixth progymnasma,89 which led some to claim that a κατασκευ�

of a chreia became redundant and so unnecessary, a claim that ap-
plies equally to the maxim, which is also elaborated (5.7). John
responds to this objection by saying that a κατασκευ� of a chreia
(or maxim) and a narrative (the subject matter of the sixth pro-
gymnasma) are not at all the same and hence are not redundant
(5.8). John explains the diVerence by noting that while a chreia
elaboration deals with one saying or action, a narrative is made up
of many sayings and actions (5.9–10).

The second objection derives not directly from the word
κατασκευ� but from its pair, �νασκευ� (“refutation”). When seen
as one exercise of a pair, κατασκευ� of a chreia suggests a refuta-
tion of it, a suggestion made all the more likely since rhetoric itself

89 On this exercise, see Aphthonius, Progymn. 6 (13,19–16,16 Rabe).
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teaches how to argue on both sides of an issue (5.2), and Theon ac-
tually made refutation one of his manipulations of a chreia.90 John,
however, rejects any refutation of a chreia and mounts several ar-
guments in defense of his position. Refutation is inappropriate
due to the youth of the students who might not be able to handle
refuting what appears be correctly spoken or nobly done, not to
mention teachers who should be concerned not only with proper
speaking but also with good character (5.2). In addition, refuta-
tion is already an exercise, making it foolish to practice it on what
is properly said or done in a chreia (5.3); refutation of a chreia goes
against the nature of chreiai that are useful (5.4); and refutation
of a narrative does not involve recommending what is said in it,
whereas in a chreia elaboration it does (5.11).

Having rejected any possibility of refuting a chreia, John
now turns to the individual κεφ�λαια, which are merely listed by
Aphthonius (cf. Aphth 19–22 H/ON [= 4,13–15 Rabe]). John
treats them individually although not equally (5.12–31). The
first three are treated rather perfunctorily, advising brevity in the
�γκωµιαστικ¾ν (“encomiastic heading”) (5.12);91 emphasizing the
role of the παραφραστικ¾ν (“paraphrastic heading”) in providing in-
struction in learning how to put in diVerent words what has been
said by others (5.13); and identifying the α®τ¬α (“rationale”) as the
place to express the point to be proved (5.14).

The next five κεφ�λαια receive fuller treatment. This fuller
treatment is due in large part to John’s illustrating these headings
by quoting from a chreia elaboration composed by Sopater (5.15,
18, 23, 24, 31). The chreia that Sopater elaborated is: Alexan-
der, on seeing Diogenes asleep, said: “To sleep all night ill-suits
a counselor.”92 For example, to illustrate the fourth heading, �κ
τοÖ �ναντ¬ου (“from the opposite”), whose persuasive power comes
from showing that not only is the saying in the chreia noble, as
shown in the rationale, but its opposite is base (5.16), John cites

90 Theon 334–83 H/ON (= 28–30 Patillon).
91 The need for brevity goes back to Hermogenes (Hermogenes 32–33

H/ON [= 7,11–12 Rabe]) and Nicolaus. The latter explained the brevity of this
section by saying that it should not make use of the many encomiastic topics,
which would be learned later, in the progymnasma encomium (see Nicolaus
162–65 H/ON [= 24,4–7 Felten]).

92 Il. 3.24. On this partial chreia elaboration, see further Chreia 2:98–
112, esp. 110–12.
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Sopater as saying: “The one who stays awake thinks about what
is likely to happen; he always has his mind on aVairs; he distin-
guishes what one ought and ought not to do and is a good judge of
what is advantageous” (5.16).

John treats the fifth and sixth headings, the παραβολ� (“anal-
ogy”) and the παρ�δειγµα (“example”), individually (5.17–18,
19–23) as usual, but he also discusses them in tandem since it
is necessary to make some distinctions between them. John lists
three: (1) the παραβολ� uses unnamed characters, the παρ�δειγµα

named ones; (2) the παραβολ� also uses inanimate things and irra-
tional creatures, the παρ�δειγµα only humans and deities; and (3)
the παραβολ� is made up of events that occur frequently (�π¿ τFν

γινοµ�νων πολλ�κιv λαµβ�νεται), the παρ�δειγµα of those that have
happened once in the past (�π¿ τFν <�παξ> γεγον¾των) (5.20–22).

This third distinction requires further comment, for it pre-
sumes a correction of John’s text, one noted by Rabe but not
corrected.93 Essentially, the correction involves switching the
aorist and present participles γεγον¾των and γινοµ�νων in Rabe’s
text and inserting �παξ. To use Sopater’s illustrations of these
sections, the παραβολ� uses irrational creatures, and their behav-
ior is recurrent (hence the present participle γινοµ�νων): “For just
as drowsy creatures are susceptible, and so fall prey, to many
evils, whereas those that are constantly alert more readily keep
themselves safe. . .” (5.18). Likewise, the παρ�δειγµα uses named
characters and describes one-time events (hence the aorist par-
ticiple γεγον¾των and �παξ): “Just as Themistocles, because he
was alert, explained the oracle and saved Hellas, so also De-
mosthenes, because he was not accustomed to much sleep and
practiced his rhetorical skills at night, became an orator who is
famous down to the present time. . .” (5.24). This textual emen-
dation not only is logical but also receives textual support from
John Doxapatres’s similar discussion of παραβολ� and παρ�δειγµα.

He writes (using Aphthonius’s elaboration as illustrations): “An
analogy [παραβολ�] uses events that are daily occurrences [�π¿ τFν
καθL �κ�στην γινοµ�νων], as in this analogy: ‘For just as those who
till the land. . .’ (Aphth 59 H/ON [= 6,3 Rabe]). . . . An example
[παρ�δειγµα] uses events that have occurred once [�π¿ τFν �παξ

93 In the apparatus Rabe does note that John was “rectius” elsewhere re-
garding the tenses of γ¬νεσθαι (see Comm. in Aphth. 4 [= 62,11–13 Rabe]).
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γεγον¾των], as in this example: ‘Consider, if you will, the life of De-
mosthenes. . .’ (Aphth 64 H/ON [= 6,7 Rabe]).”94 Both John and
Doxapatres are making use of a long tradition of correctly express-
ing this distinction between παραβολ� and παρ�δειγµα,95 making
this correction of John’s text certain.

The seventh heading, µαρτυρ¬α παλαιFν (“testimony of the
ancients”), provides persuasive force, John says, when other peo-
ple agree with the saying in the chreia, as in Sopater’s elaboration
where the µαρτυρ¬α of Pythagoras—“Sleep sparingly”—is cited in
support of Alexander’s use of the Homeric line96 (5.24–25). But,
someone might ask, what about an action chreia? Can such a
chreia have a µαρτυρ¬α? Yes, John says, because it is possible
to show that what was done in an action chreia is noble by cit-
ing someone else whose words express the same intent as the
action. He refers to the action chreia attributed to Diogenes’s
striking the boy’s paedagogus and cites the supporting µαρτυρ¬αιby
Thucydides and Demosthenes. Thus, to cite only the µαρτυρ¬α of
Thucydides: “Thucydides also agrees with what was done, <when
he said>: ‘For the one who is able to stop something but allows it
to occur does it in a truer sense”’ (5.26).97

For the last heading, the �π¬λογοv βραχËv (“brief epilogue”),
John provides a definition and etymology. This heading, like the
�π¬λογοv of a public speech, is designed to recapitulate (�νακεφα-
λαιοÖσθαι) the arguments of the previous sections, so that the hearer
comes to agree with the saying in the chreia (5.27).98 He then fol-
lows up with an etymology of the �π¬λογοv as the part of a speech
that is spoken (λεγ¾µενοv) “after” (�π¬) the other parts.

John sums up his discussion of the eight κεφ�λαια by saying
that Aphthonius has provided students with preliminary train-
ing (προεγυµν�σατο) in composing a rhetorical speech, since these

94 See below, Doxapatres 6.50.
95 See, e.g., Rufus of Perinthus 31–32 (1.2:405,15–27 Spengel-Hammer);

Apsines 6.2 (168,5–6 Kennedy-Dilts); P-scholia 2:596,1–4 (Walz); and an
anonymous scholion on Hermogenes’s On Issues (7:25,20–23 Walz).

96 Il. 2.24.
97 Thucydides 1.69.1.
98 On the role of recapitulation in the epilogue of a public speech, see,

e.g., Rhet. ad Alex. 20 (1433 b 29–40), Rhet. ad Her. 2.30, Anon. Seg. 203

(56 Dilts-Kennedy), Apsines 10.2 (192 Dilts-Kennedy), and esp. Rufus of
Perinthus 41 (1.2:407,12–15 Spengel-Hammer).
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κεφ�λαια can be aligned with the four parts of a public speech—
introduction, statement of the case, proof, and epilogue. Thus the
�γκωµιαστικ¾ν is similar to the introduction, and the παραφραστικ¾ν
to the statement of the case. The next five κεφ�λαια belong to
the proof. Since proofs are classified as invented or uninvented,
John identifies the α®τ¬α, �ναντ¬ον, παραβολ�, and παρ�δειγµα as in-
vented proofs and the µαρτυρ¬α παλαιFν as uninvented. Finally, the
�π¬λογοv βραχËv is like the conclusion (5.29–31).

The last portion of John’s commentary treats Aphthonius’s
model elaboration of a saying chreia: “Isocrates said that the root
of education is bitter, but its fruits are sweet” (Aphth 23–25 H/ON
[= 4,16–17 Rabe]). But before taking up this elaboration John,
presumably because Aphthonius has written “a saying chreia” be-
fore the recitation itself, quickly distinguishes a chreia from a
γνÞµη (which has no πρ¾σωπον) and an �ποµνηµ¾νευµα (which is ex-
panded at length, like Xenophon’s Memorabilia) (6.1; cf. 2.1–4).
Then he distinguishes a witty chreia (like the one attributed to Da-
mon) from true chreiai, which are not witty but must be useful
(cf. 4.18–22), as is Isocrates’s saying, whose utility resides in its
stress on the need to endure diYculties for the sake of the plea-
sures that come after them (6.2).

With Aphthonius’s elaboration of this chreia, John does not
follow the text as closely as he has previously. Now he picks and
chooses a word, phrase, or clause that he thinks requires some
comment. These words and phrases are quoted as lemmata to
which he appends his comments. These comments can be gram-
matical, lexical, stylistic, literary, or explanatory. The first lemma
is the opening sentence of the �γκωµιαστικ¾ν—“It is right to admire
Isocrates for his discipline” (Aphth 26 H/ON [= 4,18 Rabe])—
and prompts John to explain the use of the genitive (τCv τ�χνηv)
with the verb θαυµ�σαι (“to admire”) and to note that this use is
Attic (6.3–4). A few more grammatical comments follow on the
next clauses (6.5–8), and then John’s analysis becomes more sub-
stantive. He admires Aphthonius’s style when he inverted the
thought that rhetoric had not exalted Isocrates but rather he the
discipline (6.10). Moreover, he approves Aphthonius’s praise of
Isocrates here because it is based on his special characteristics, an
individualized praise that is appropriate in an �γκωµιαστικ¾ν and
appropriate to Isocrates (6.11). John winds up his comments on
the �γκωµιαστικ¾ν section with an explanatory note on this phrase:
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“How often, moreover, either as a lawgiver to kings or as adviser
to individuals” (Aphth 29–31 H/ON [= 5,1–2 Rabe]). The gener-
alized references to kings and individuals makes use of the figure
of speech “pretended omission” (6.12), and then John shows the
truth of Isocrates’s versatility by noting that he wrote Nicocles for
a king and To Demonicus for an individual (6.13).

John cites the opening words of the παραφραστικ¾ν heading
(Aphth 34–35 H/ON [= 5,5 Rabe]) but does not comment on them
specifically. Rather, he quotes a passage from Isocrates’s To De-

monicus that could very well have served as a paraphrase of the
chreia: “In all things we do not so much remember the beginning
of our tasks as we derive our perception of them after their com-
pletion” (6.15).99

John devotes the most space to commenting on the α®τ¬α (“ra-
tionale”). There are six lemmata from this section. The first
one is the opening clause—“For lovers of education are reckoned
among [συνεξετ�ζονται] the leaders of education” (Aphth 38–39

H/ON [= 5,8–9 Rabe]). John glosses the verb συνεξετ�ζονται as
equivalent to “being trained for virtue” (πρ¿v �ρετ�ν �γυµν�ζονται)
(6.16) and then reflects more broadly on what the α®τ¬α should
accomplish, namely, an investigation of the content of the say-
ing, which in this case involves two parts, the diYcult and the
noble, and how the latter is a consequence of the former (6.17).
In the remaining lemmata John confines himself largely to lex-
ical and grammatical comments—µ�λλουσι (Aphth 42 H/ON [=
5,11 Rabe]) he interprets as “they loiter, procrastinate, hesitate,
put oV” (6.19); the middle/passive α®κιζ¾µενοι (Aphth 43 H/ON [=
5,12 Rabe]) he notes is used as an active, “inflicting punishment”
(6.20); µετ�ρχονται (Aphth 46 H/ON [= 5,15 Rabe]) he glosses as
“[they] punish, examine, monitor, and evaluate” (6.22); and ο®κεEα

(Aphth 46–47 H/ON [= 5,15 Rabe]) he says should be preceded
by äv, that is, “as expected” (6.23).

In the heading �κ τοÖ �ναντ¬ου John quotes the opening
line—“But if anyone in fear of these hardships avoids [φËγ|] his
teachers. . .” (Aphth 53–54 H/ON [= 5,21–22 Rabe])—but not
enough of it, for his comment involves not only φËγ| but also
�ποδρ�σει (“he runs away”) and �ποστραφε¬η (“he turns away”).

99 Isocrates 1.47.
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Each, John says, has essentially the same meaning, and Aphtho-
nius’s piling up of synonyms John identifies as the figure χορηγ¬α

(“repetition”), a figure that Demosthenes used in his second
speech Against Aristogeiton, where he speaks of “despising and
disobeying”100 the laws (6.24–26). Regarding the next lemma—
“And in ridding himself of his apprehension he also rids himself
of their guidance” (Aphth 56–57 H/ON [= 5,23–24 Rabe])—John
does little more than oVer a paraphrase (6.27).

For the three lemmata of the παραβολ� heading John again
says little, merely identifying the opening words—“For just as
those who till the land. . .” (Aphth 59 H/ON [= 6,3 Rabe])—as sig-
naling the παραβολ� (6.27). Otherwise, he sticks to lexical matters,
interpreting καταβ�λλουσι (cf. Aphth 59–60 H/ON [= 6,3–4 Rabe])
as “they provide” (6.29) and �ντιποιοËµενοι (cf. Aphth 62 H/ON [=
6,5–6 Rabe]) as “cultivating” (6.30).

In the παρ�δειγµα heading, however, John does more than
identify the words—“Consider, if you will, the life of Demos-
thenes” (Aphth 64 H/ON [= 6,7 Rabe])—as introducing this
heading (6.31). He goes on to note its role as adding further cred-
ibility to the enthymemic sections that preceded it (6.32). The
next two lemmata discuss the example itself, Demosthenes’s zeal
for excelling in rhetoric (cf. Aphth 66–68 H/ON [= 6,9–10 Rabe])
(6.34) and his willingness to spend his wealth on it, whether for
books or for oil (cf. Aphth 69–70 H/ON [= 6,11–12 Rabe]) (6.35).

The µαρτυρ¬α παλαιFν is taken from Hesiod—the road to
virtue is rough, its summit smooth (cf. Aphth 71–72 H/ON [=
6,13–14 Rabe]), and John identifies the lines as coming from Works

and Days101 and then explains Aphthonius’s choice of Hesiod as
based on students’ having already become familiar with this poet
(6.36).102

Finally, John says that the �π¬λογοv βραχËv concludes the elab-
oration by restating the intent of Isocrates’s saying (6.37).

100 See Demosthenes, 26.25.
101 See Hesiod, WD 287–91.
102 On students’ familiarity with Hesiod, see Cribiore, Gymnastics of the

Mind, 197–98.
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Conclusion

Now that we have worked through portions of John of Sardis’s
commentary, the chreia chapter in particular, it should be clear
that students and teachers who used it would have benefitted from
it in a variety of ways. They would have better understood the role
of progymnasmata in the rhetorical curriculum when John termed
them a µικρ� øητορικ�, as each progymnasma had as its aim to in-
troduce the conceptual tools and compositional skills that would
be required to compose the three types of speech and the four parts
of a speech. They would have had the sequence of progymnas-
mata fully defended and Aphthonius’s spare treatment clarified
and supplemented.

In terms of the chreia chapter John of Sardis provided the
fullest defense of its third place in the sequence and worked
methodically through Aphthonius’s definition, etymology, divi-
sion, and headings. Especially noteworthy are John of Sardis’s
expansion of Aphthonius’s simple division, largely from the dis-
cussions of Theon and Nicolaus, and his clarification of the nature,
purpose, and compositional requirements of the headings of an
elaboration.

Text and Translation

The text of John’s commentary used here is, of course, Rabe’s
Teubner editio princeps.103 This text, as noted above, is based on
three manuscripts—Coisl. gr. 387 (= C), Vind. phil. graec. 130 (=
W), and Vat. gr. 1408 (= V). C, however, breaks oV in the narrative
chapter and thus plays no part in Rabe’s text of the chreia chapter,
and neither W nor V, Rabe says, reproduces John’s text but both,
especially W, often abridge, correct, and modify the text.104 Rabe
has therefore made countless improvements in the text by looking
in particular at the many passages of “the Sardian” in Doxapa-
tres’s commentary, a practice that, as Schissel warns, must be done
with a clear sense of Doxapatres’s own redactional concerns.105

103 See Rabe, Commentarium.
104 See Rabe, Commentarium, praef. vi-viii.
105 See Schissel’s careful analysis of Rabe’s text of John’s praefatio (re-

view of Rabe, 79–82). For proposals for five changes in Rabe’s text outside the
praefatio, see Georg Ammon, “Zum Aphthonioskommentar des Johannes von
Sardes,” PhW 49 (1929): 1566–68.
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Accordingly, in a few passages I have departed from Rabe’s text,
all of them clearly noted in the apparatus.

As indicated already in the introduction to this volume, there
are several formatting changes in the way the text is presented
here. First, page numbers from Rabe’s text are inserted in paren-
theses at the appropriate places. Second, here and throughout this
volume, quotations from Aphthonius’s text are printed in bold
and identified by their respective line number(s) plus the letters
“H/ON” from Chreia 1106 in parentheses and by page and line
number(s) plus Rabe’s name in square brackets from his edition
of the text.107 Third, titles to indicate the sections of the commen-
tary have been inserted along with “verses” within the sections to
aid in clarifying the organization of the chapter and for easier ref-
erencing. References elsewhere in John’s commentary in the notes
will continue to be cited by page and line number(s) of Rabe’s edi-
tion.

George Kennedy’s translation of John’s commentary108 is
complete only for the first two chapters and only sporadic for the
remaining ones. In fact, only 20 percent of the chreia chapter has
been translated by Kennedy. Otherwise, this is the first translation
of this chapter.

106 See Chreia 1:224–29.
107 See Rabe, Aphthonii Progymnasmata, 3–6.
108 See George A. Kennedy, Progymnasmata: Greek Textbooks of Prose

Composition and Rhetoric (WGRW 10; Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature,
2003), 175–228.
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Text . Ioannis Sardiani

Commentarium in Aphthonii

Progymnasmata

Cap. III. Περ­ Χρε¬αv

(,–, Rabe)

<§1. τ�ξιv>

1. ΠρFτον µ�ν τ¿ν µÖθον προ�ταξεν, Åτι τCv øητορικCv �π�σηv ε®κ¾να

φ�ρει κα­ δËναµιν· ε®κáν µ�ν γ�ρ τCv τ�χνηv �στ¬, διL ëν τ� τρ¬α ε°δη τCv

øητορικCv �ν �αυτG φ�ρει κα­ δε¬κνυσι· κα­ γ�ρ �παινοÖµεν διL αÍτοÖ τ�

καλ� κα­ κατηγοροÖµεν τFν κακFν κα­ προτρ�ποµεν � �ποτρ�ποµεν, äv

�π¿ τοËτων °χνοv καταλαµβ�νειν τ¿ν ν�ον τFν <τριFν> τCv øητορικCv

ε®δFν.

2. Περι�χει δ� κα­ τ�ν τCv øητορικCv Åλην δËναµιν τG διδ�σκειν

�µAv τ�ν τοÖ πιθανοÖ µεταχε¬ρισιν. 3. °σµεν γ�ρ, äv τ¿ πιθαν¿ν τοEv

ν�οιv τοÖτ¾ �στι τ¿ τοÌv λ¾γουv ο®κε¬ουv ποιεEσθαι µανθ�νειν τοEv Îπο-

κειµ�νοιv προσÞποιv· τG µ�ν γ�ρ λ�οντι βασιλεE τυγχ�νοντι βασιλικ¿ν

<δεE> περιτιθ�ναι κα­ φρ¾νηµα, τD δ� �λÞπεκι πανοËργ} τυγχανοËσ|

τ�ν φËσιν κακουργ¬αv ποιεEν µεστ�ν τ�ν δι�νοιαν, κα­ τ�ν �λαφον �ν¾η-

τον ο×σαν εÍ�θη φρονεEν ποι�σοµεν· δCλον γ�ρ äv, ��ν τ�ν τοιαËτην

�µε¬ψωµεν τFν ζìων ποι¾τητα, �π¬θανον τ¿ν µÖθον ποι�σοµεν. 4. οÍ-

κοÖν δCλον, äv �π¿ ταËτηv τCv ε®σαγωγCv ο¯ ν�οι κ�ν τοEv ζητ�µασι

πρ¿v τ�ν τFν προσÞπων ποι¾τητα τ� �θη τηρ�σαντεv πιθαν¿ν τ¿ν λ¾-

γον �ργ�σονται.

§1.1 τριFν addidit Rabe || 3 δεE addidit Rabe



Text . John of Sardis

Commentary on Aphthonius’s

Progymnasmata

Chapter : On the Chreia
(,–, Rabe)

<§1. sequence>

1. Aphthonius placed the fable chapter first in the sequence be-
cause a fable exhibits a likeness to and the power of the whole
discipline of rhetoric. A fable exhibits a likeness to this disci-
pline in that it contains and displays all by itself the three types of
rhetorical speech—for by means of a fable we praise what is good,
prosecute what is evil, and persuade or dissuade1—so that from
these activities the young man gains a glimmer of the <three>
types of rhetorical speech.

2. The fable also involves the principal power of the rhetor-
ical discipline, in that it teaches us how to achieve plausibility.
3. For we know that for young men plausibility is this: to learn how
to fashion speech that is appropriate to the assigned characters in
a fable—for example, <one must> bestow regal thoughts on the
lion since it is a regal creature; but with the fox, since it is crafty by
nature, one must fill his mind with wickedness; and we will make
the deer, which is foolish, think simple thoughts. 4. For it is clear
that, if we should change the essential character of these animals,
we will render the fable implausible. Accordingly, it is clear that
young men, once they have preserved the characters of the ani-
mals in this introductory exercise, will also produce a speech that
is plausible in their later assignments.

1 These three clauses correspond to the purposes of the three types of
rhetorical speeches: celebratory, judicial, and advisory, respectively.
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40 Π Ε Ρ Ι Χ Ρ Ε Ι Α Σ

5. MΕνθεν κα¬ τινεv �π¾ρησαν λ�γοντεv Åτι «ε® τ¿ ÁµολογοËµενον

ψεÖδοv �ναντ¬ον �στ­ τG πιθανG—πιθαν¿ν γ�ρ �στι τ¿ πεEσαι δυν�µενον·

οÏτω γ�ρ κα­ πιθαν¿ν παρ� τ¿ πεEσαι ε°ρηται τ¿ν �ναντ¬ον—, τ¿ �ν τG

µËθ} κατ� φËσιν ψεÖδοv συµβα¬νει τG πιθανG �ναντ¬ον γ¬νεσθαι· | τ¬να[35]

γ�ρ πε¬σει �ληθ�v εµναι, Ä µ� κατ� φËσιν �ληθ�v Îφ�στηκεν, ο¶ον λογι-

κ¿ν εµναι τ¿ν ²ππον κα­ τ�ν χελÞνην � �πιθυµCσαι τ¿ν λ�οντα γ�µου �

τ¿ν Ãνον τοÖ λ�οντα εµναι δοκεEν, ψευδοÖv Ãντοv κατ� φËσιν τοÖ πρ�γ-

µατοv ;» 6. �ροÖµεν ο×ν Åτι, èσπερ �ν τοEv καθL Îπ¾θεσιν τ�ν πρ¾τασιν

κατ� συγχÞρησιν δ¬δοµεν ο×σαν φËσει ψευδC, οÏτω κα­ �ν τοEv µËθοιv

èσπερ �ν λ�µµατι κατ� συγχÞρησιν δ¬δοµεν τ¿ τ� �λογα ζGα πρ�ττειν

� λ�γειν τιν�· äv, ��ν µ� τοÖτο δοθD, τ�ν �ρχ�ν οÍδ� µÖθοv γ¬νεται.

7. τοËτου δ� συγχωρουµ�νου, äv �ν µËθ} �ν λ�µµατι τοÖ λογικ� εµναι

τ� �λογα ζGα <� λ�γει> � πρ�ττει τι, τ¿ λοιπ¿ν ζητοÖµεν τ¿ πιθαν¾ν,

ε® τD ποι¾τητι τFν προσÞπων � πλ�σιv συµβ�βηκε κα­ ε® τ� τCv περι-

5 post ε°ρηται scripsit τ¿ν Rabe || τ¿ V || om. W || 7 post µËθ}
scripsit �ν Rabe || κα­ V W || 7 � λ�γει addidit Rabe
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5. Now, some people have raised a question,2 saying: “If that
which is widely agreed upon to be false3 is the opposite of what is
plausible—for what is able to persuade is plausible; thus it is called
‘plausible’ because it persuades the opponent—then the falsehood
that naturally occurs in a fable turns out to be the opposite of what
is plausible. For who will be persuaded that something is true
that by nature is not true—for example, that a horse and a tortoise
are capable of speaking,4 a lion is desirous of marriage,5 or an ass
thinks he is a lion6—since such subject matter is, by the nature of
the case, false?” 6. We, then, will reply: Just as in a suppositional
example7 where we admit by common consent a hypothetical sit-
uation even though it is by nature false, so also in fables, just as
in a premise, we permit irrational creatures to say and do certain
things, because, if this were not allowed, there would be no fable at
all. 7. But once this is granted in a fable—irrational creatures, as in
a premise, are capable of <either speaking> or doing something—
then we investigate plausibility: whether the fiction corresponds
to the stereotypes of the characters and whether the particulars of

2 Who “some people” are is not known, but presumably they are some
previous commentators.

3 John is alluding to the definition of a fable, in particular its being a λ¾γοv

ψευδ�v, or false story (see Aphthonius, Progymn. 1 [1,6 Rabe]). For John’s dis-
cussion of Aphthonius’s definition of a fable, see Comm. in Aphth. 1 (5,1–7,10

Rabe).
4 John has already referred to the fable of the horse and the tortoise (see

Comm. in Aphth. 1 [10,18 Rabe]). For the fable itself, see Libanius, Progymn. 2

(8:25,10–26,14 Foerster [= 2–5 Gibson]). Cf. also the similar and more familiar
fable of the tortoise and the hare (see Aesop, Fab. 420 [203 Halm]).

5 John has also previously referred to the fable of the lion who fell in love
with a young woman (see Comm. in Aphth. 1 [7,2–3 Rabe]). For the fable itself,
see Aesop, Fab. 249 (122 Halm); within the rhetorical tradition, see Aphthonius,
Fab. 7 (1.2:136 Hausrath-Hunger), and Georgius, Progymn. 1 (1:551,12–552,9
Walz).

6 John referred previously to the fable of the ass dressed in a lion skin
(see Comm. in Aphth. 1 [7,9–10 Rabe]). For the fable, see Aesop, Fab. 336

(165–66 Halm); within the rhetorical tradition, see Aphthonius, Fab. 10

(1.2:137 Hausrath-Hunger); ps.-Nicolaus, Progymn. 1 (1:266,12–18 Walz); and
Nicephorus, Progymn. 1 (1:426,1–427,8 Walz). Cf. also Doxapatres 2:162,13–14

and 172,25–173,2 (Walz).
7 On this understanding of èσπερ �ν τοEv καθL Îπ¾θεσιν, see Rufus of

Perinthus 30 (1.2:405,8–14 Spengel-Hammer).
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στ�σεωv τοEv προσÞποιv συν�ρµοσται· �ν γ�ρ τοËτ} µ¾ν} τ¿ πιθαν¿ν

θεωρεEται. 8. πρFτον µ�ν ο×ν δι� ταÖτα προετ�γη Á µÖθοv, κα­ Åτι �στ­

πρ¿v ψυχαγωγ¬αν Á µÖθοv πρ¾χειροv κα­ τD πλ�σει κα­ τD �φελε¬{ τCv

λ�ξεωv κα­ τD συντοµ¬{ τCv �κθ�σεωv τ¿ν ν�ον �παγ¾µενοv.

9. ∆εËτερον δ� τ¿ δι�γηµα· πενταµεροÖv γ�ρ Ãντοv τοÖ λ¾γου,

τ¿ µ�ν �στιν �ν προοιµ¬οιv, τ¿ δ� �ν διηγ�σεσι, τ¿ δ� �ν �ντιθ�σεσι, τ¿

δ� �ν λËσεσι, τ¿ δ� �ν �πιλ¾γοιv. 10. Á µÖθοv το¬νυν ε® κα­ συµβ�λλεται

πρ¿v π¬στιν �ν¬οτε, Åµωv προοιµ¬ων καθ�περ ε®πεEν τ�ξιν �π�χων, διL ëν

κα­ συν¬στησ¬ τινα κα­ διαβ�λλει—τοÖτο δ� προοιµ¬ων �ργον | �στ¬ν—,[36]

ε®κ¾τωv δευτ�ραν �παιτεE τ�ν δι�γησιν.

11. MΕτι Á µÖθοv φËσει ψευδ�v, τ¿ δ� ψεÖδοv �νυπ¾στατον· τ¿ δ�

δι�γηµα �χει τι κα­ �ληθ�v, Åπερ Îφ�στηκεν· �κ δ� τοÖ µ� Ãντοv τ¿

Âν γ¬νεται· ε®κ¾τωv ο×ν κα­ κατ� τοÖτο προτ�τακται, τ¿ δ� δι�γηµα

δευτ�ραν �χει τ�ξιν.

12. MΕτι Á µÖθοv Áµολογουµ�νωv �στ­ κα­ µ¾νοv ψευδ�v, τ¿ δ�

δι�γηµα πD µ�ν ψευδ�v, πD δ� �ληθ�v· οÍκοÖν τFν προγυµνασµ�των �π­

τ¿ κρεEττον κατL Àλ¬γον προκοπτ¾ντων, ε®κ¾τωv �π­ τ¿ δι�γηµα δεËτερον

�ρχ¾µεθα äv �χον τι �ληθ�v µAλλον �περ Á µÖθοv.

13. Τρ¬τον προγËµνασµα τ�ν χρε¬αν �τ�ξαµεν· τD γ�ρ τ�ξει τFν

µερFν τοÖ λ¾γου κα­ τ� προγυµν�σµατα δικα¬ωv �κολουθεE. 14. èσπερ

ο×ν �ν �κε¬νοιv τρ¬τον τ¿ �γωνιστικ¿ν µ�ροv τυγχ�νει τοÖ λ¾γου, οÏτω

κ�νταÖθα µετ� τ¿ δι�γηµα τρ¬τον τ¿ �γωνιστικ¿ν µ�ροv τυγχ�νει κα­

9 διηγ�σεσι scripsit Rabe || διηγ�µασι V || διηγ�µατι W ||

12 προγυµνασµ�των scripsit Rabe || πραγµ�των V W
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the situation are appropriate to the characters.8 For in this aspect
alone is plausibility considered. 8. So, then, this is why the fable
chapter has been placed first, but also because the fable is read-
ily suited to win young men over since it entices them through its
fiction, simple style, and concise exposition.

9. The narrative chapter is second. For since a speech con-
tains five parts—introduction, statement of the case, objection,
rebuttal, and epilogue9—10. the fable, accordingly, even though
it occasionally contributes to the proof,10 nevertheless occupies,
so to speak, the position of an introduction, by means of which
one recommends or slanders someone—and this is the task of the
introduction—then the fable reasonably requires that the narrative
chapter be second.

11. In addition, the fable is false by nature, but the falsehood
is imaginative. The narrative, however, contains something that is
true and indeed is realistic. And that which is real proceeds from
that which is not. And so in accordance with this principle the
fable chapter is again reasonably placed first, while the narrative
chapter occupies second place.

12. In addition, the fable is also, by general consent, solely
false, whereas the narrative is sometimes false and sometimes true.
Thus, since progymnasmata progress little by little toward the
more advanced, we reasonably come to the narrative chapter sec-
ond, as it contains, more than the fable does, something that is
true.

13. We have placed the chreia as the third progymnasma.
For the progymnasmata also rightly follow the sequence of the
parts of a speech. 14. Thus, just as in speeches the argumentative
part of the speech is third, so here, too, after the narrative the ar-
gumentative part, though on a partial and small scale, is third. For

8 This last clause can be clarified by what John has said earlier about how
plausibility is achieved (Comm. in Aphth. 1 [5,15–19 Rabe]): “One should con-
sider how plausibility originates—from locales where the characters typically
spend their time, from the language that naturally fits each character, and from
situations that do not go beyond the essential nature of each character.”

9 The five-part public speech goes back to Nicolaus (see, e.g., Progymn.,
praef. [4,6–5,10 Felten]).

10 The mention of proof comes from the standard four-part division of
a speech—introduction, statement of the case, proof, and epilogue. Here proof
refers to the third and fourth parts, i.e., objection and rebuttal.
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τοÖ �κ µ�ρουv κα­ πρ¿v Àλ¬γον· κατασκευ�ζοµεν γ�ρ �ν ταEv χρε¬αιv, ε®

�ληθ�v Á λ¾γοv, ε® καλFv � πρAξιv γεγ�νηται· πAσα δ� κατασκευ� τFν

�γÞνων �στ¬ν.

15. MΕτι πAσα τ�χνη �π¿ τFν �πλουστ�ρων �ρχοµ�νη �π­ τ�

τελεÞτερα προκ¾πτειν ε°ωθεν. 16. οÍκοÖν κ�ν τοEv προγυµν�σµασι πα-

ρετηρ�σαµεν τοÖτο γιν¾µενον· �πλοËστερον µ�ν γ�ρ Á µÖθοv κα­ τ¿

δι�γηµα, τελει¾τερον δ� τ¿ �γων¬ζεσθαι κατασκευ�ζειν �τερον, ε® κα­

τοÖτο τυγχ�νει σφ¾δρα µικρ¾ν· λ¾γον γ�ρ, äv �φην, | �να � πρAξιν κα-[37]

τασκευ�ζοµεν µ¬αν κα­ σËντοµον.

17. MΕτι τ¿ συνηγορεEν �τ�ρ} δËναµιν �χει øητορικ�ν· συνηγο-

ροÖµεν ο×ν �ν τD χρε¬{ τοEv ε®ποÖσ¬ τι � πρ�ξασιν äv καλFv ε®ποÖσιν

� πρ�ξασι· τοÖτο δ� δυσχερ�στερον τοÖ �κτ¬θεσθαι µÖθον � δι�γηµα·

�πλοËστερα γ�ρ ταÖτα κα­ �β¬αστον �χει τ¿ν λ¾γον.

18. MΕτι Á µ�ν µÖθοv �φελ�στεροv æν κα­ τ�ρπει τD πλ�σει κα­ ε®v

µεγ�λα συµβ�λλεται, � χρε¬α δ�, ε® <κα­> ταÍτ¿ν τG µËθ} ãφελεE τοÌv

�κοËονταv, �λλL �γωνιστικÞτερον �χει, κα­ <γ�ρ> �χει τ�ν κατασκευ�ν·

οÍ γ�ρ µ¾νον �στ­ χρε¬α �λλ� κα­ χρε¬αv κατασκευ�. 19. τ¿ δL �πα-

γων¬σασθα¬ τινι τελεωτ�ραv δεEται �ξεωv· ε® µ�ν γ�ρ περ­ τ�v πτÞσειv

κα­ τοÌv �ριθµοÌv äv παρ� τοEv γραµµατικοEv τ�ν γυµνασ¬αν �λ�µβανε,

συν�βαινε χρε¬αν εµναι µ¾νον äv �ληθFv, ε® δL �ξ �πιχειρηµ�των κα­ πα-

ραδειγµ�των λαµβ�νει τ�ν σËστασιν, Åπερ �ν τD κατασκευD τCv χρε¬αv

ποιοÖµεν, µετ� τ¿ προο¬µιον κα­ τ�ν �κθεσιν �π­ τ�ν σËστασιν αÍτCv

�ρχ¾µενοι, οÍκ�τι χρε¬α �λλ� χρε¬αv �στ­ κατασκευ�.

18 κα­ addidit Rabe || 18 κα­ γ�ρ �χει posuit Rabe || κα­ �χει V W
|| 19 αÍτCv scripsit Rabe || οÏτωv V
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in chreia elaborations we confirm whether the saying is true or the
action has been nobly done. And every confirmation is character-
ized by arguments.

15. In addition, every skill begins with simpler tasks and
regularly progresses to more advanced ones. 16. Accordingly, we
have observed this progression occurring in the progymnasmata,
too. For the fable and narrative are simpler forms, whereas using
arguments to confirm a saying or action is more advanced, even
if this is a rather short exercise. For, as I said, we are confirming
only one concise saying or one brief act.

17. In addition, being an advocate for another is a function of
rhetoric. Thus, in a chreia elaboration we are advocates for those
who have said or done something as having spoken or acted rightly.
And this elaboration is more diYcult than recounting a fable or
a narrative. For these forms are simpler and have no persuasive
language.

18. In addition, a fable, since it is quite simple, both delights
with its fiction and contributes to important issues,11 whereas a
chreia elaboration, although it benefits its audience in the same
way as a fable does, nevertheless has a more argumentative aspect,
<for> it also provides confirmation. For a chreia elaboration not
only has a chreia but also a confirmation of the chreia, 19. and to
argue on behalf of something requires a more advanced skill. For
if Aphthonius’s chreia exercise had provided training in the cases
and numbers, as occurs among grammarians,12 then it follows that
this exercise would truly be dealing with the chreia alone, but if it
gives proof from arguments and examples—and this is precisely
what we do in a confirmation of a chreia when, after the introduc-
tion and exposition, we come to the proof of it—then the exercise
no longer entails (the declension of) a chreia but the confirmation
of it.

11 Presumably, John is thinking of the delight of the fable itself and then
of its contribution to some important issue by means of the �πιµËθιον, or lesson
of the fable.

12 On this exercise with the chreia, called κλ¬σιv (“declension”), see
Chreia 2:51–77.
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§2. οροv χρε¬αv

�Χρε¬α �στ­ν �ποµνηµ¾νευµα σËντοµον εÍστ¾χωv �π¬ τι πρ¾σωπον

�ναφ�ρουσα (Aphth 2–3 H/ON [= 3,21–22 Rabe]). 1. LΑποµνηµ¾-

νευµα, φησ¬ν, �στ­ν � χρε¬α—δηλον¾τι πρ�ξεωv � λ¾γου—σËντοµον·

κα­ γ�ρ τ¿ �ποµνηµ¾νευµα κυρ¬ωv µ�ν πρAξ¬v �στιν � λ¾γοv βιωφελ�v,

οÍ µ�ν σËντοµοv π�ντωv· �νταÖθα δ� �πλοËστερον εµπεν �ποµνηµ¾νευ-

µα, �ντ­ τοÖ µν�µη κα­ λ¾γοv περιφερ¾µενοv. 2. σËντοµον δ� τ¿ µ�

<δι>εξοδικ¾ν· τοÖτο δ� εµπε δι� τ� �ποµνηµονεËµατα· δυσ­ | γ�ρ τοEσ-[38]

δε κεχÞρισται τCv χρε¬αv τ¿ �ποµνηµ¾νευµα· � µ�ν γ�ρ σËντοµοv, τ¿

δ� �ποµνηµ¾νευµα �σθL Åτε �πεκτε¬νεται, κα­ � µ�ν �ναφ�ρεται ε°v τινα

πρ¾σωπα, τ¿ δ� �ποµνηµ¾νευµα κα­ καθL �αυτ¿ µνηµονεËεται. 3. πρ¾σ-

κειται δ� τ¿ «εÍστ¾χωv» ο¯ονε­ �ρµοζ¾ντωv, �πειδ� �ν τοËτ} �στ­ν �

®σχÌv τCv χρε¬αv �ν τG µ� �στ¾χωv ε®ρCσθαι. 4. πρ¾σκειται δ� τ¿ «ε°v

τι πρ¾σωπον �ναφ�ρουσα» πρ¿v �ντιδιαστολ�ν τFν µ� �χουσFν πρ¾σ-

ωπα γνωµFν. 5. «ε°v τι,» φησ¬, «πρ¾σωπον �ναφ�ρουσα,» τουτ�στιν

�π¿ περιστατικοÖ τινοv �χουσα τ�ν �ρχ�ν.

6. LΙστ�ον δ�, Åτι οÍ π�ντοτε � χρε¬α σËντοµον �χει τ¿ �ποµνηµ¾-

νευµα· �στι γ�ρ κα­ δι� µακροτ�ρων. 7. σËντοµοv µ�ν ο×ν χρε¬α �σται

οÏτωv· LΕπαµεινÞνδαv �τεκνοv �ποθν¡σκων �λεγε τοEv φ¬λοιv «δËο θυ-

γατ�ραv �π�λιπον, τ�ν γε περ­ ΛεÖκτρα ν¬κην κα­ τ�ν περ­ Μαντ¬νειαν.»
8. δι� µακροτ�ρων δ� οÏτωv· LΕπαµεινÞνδαv Á τFν Θηβα¬ων στρατηγ¿v

�ν µ�ν �ρα κα­ περ­ τ�ν ε®ρ�νην �ν�ρ �γαθ¾v, συστ�ντοv δ� τD πατρ¬-

δι πολ�µου πρ¿v Λακεδαιµον¬ουv πολλ� κα­ λαµπρ� τCv µεγαλοψυχ¬αv

�ργα �πεδε¬ξατο· ΒοιωταρχFν µ�ν περ­ ΛεÖκτρα �ν¬κα τοÌv πολεµ¬ουv,

στρατευ¾µενοv δ� Îπ�ρ τCv πατρ¬δοv κα­ �γωνιζ¾µενοv �π�θανεν �ν Μαν-

τινε¬{. 9. �πειδ� δ� τρωθε­v �τελεËτα τ¿ν β¬ον, Àλοφυροµ�νων τFν φ¬λων

τ� τε �λλα κα­ δι¾τι �τεκνοv �ποθν¡σκει, µειδι�σαv «παËσασθε,» �φη,

§2.2 <δι>εξοδικ¾ν scripsit Rabe
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§2. definition of a chreia

A chreia is a concise reminiscence aptly attributed to some in-

dividual (Aphth 2–3 H/ON [= 3,21–22 Rabe]). 1. The chreia,
Aphthonius is saying, is a reminiscence—obviously of an action or
saying—that is concisely expressed. Now the literary form remi-
niscence is, strictly speaking, an action or saying that is useful for
life but not always concisely expressed. But here he meant a sim-
pler reminiscence, in the sense of a recollection of a well-known
saying. 2. “Concise”: not expressed in detail. Aphthonius used
this word on account of the form reminiscences. For the remi-
niscence is distinguished from the chreia in these two ways—(a) a
chreia is concise, but a reminiscence is sometimes expanded; and
(b) the chreia is attributed to various individuals, whereas the rem-
iniscence is recollected for itself by itself. 3. The word “aptly,” that
is, suitably, is added since the power of the chreia is in this: in not
being told inaptly. 4. The phrase “attributed to some individual”
is added for the purpose of distinguishing the chreia from maxims,
which have no attribution. 5. He says “attributed to some individ-
ual”; that is, a chreia has its origin in a circumstantial element.13

6. One should realize, however, that a chreia does not al-
ways contain a concise reminiscence. For it is also told in longer
form.14 7. Accordingly, a chreia that is concise will be as follows:
Epaminondas, as he was dying childless, said to his friends, “I
have left behind two daughters, the victory at Leuctra and the
one at Mantineia.”15 8. In longer form, however, it goes like this:
Epaminondas, the Theban general, was, of course, a good man in
times of peace, but when war against the Lacedaemonians came
to his homeland, he displayed many outstanding deeds of great
courage. As a Boeotarch at Leuctra he triumphed over the enemy,
and while campaigning and fighting for his homeland he died at
Mantineia. 9. While he was dying of his wounds and his friends
were lamenting, among other things, that he was dying childless,

13 John is thinking of the six περιστατικ�, one of which is the πρ¾σωπον.
14 John is referring to what Theon regards as an expanded chreia, one

of the manipulations of the chreia that Theon allows, using the same example as
that which follows here (see Theon 309–33 H/ON [= 27–28 Patillon] and Chreia

1:70–71).
15 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:322.
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«ê φ¬λοι κλα¬οντεv· �γá γ�ρ ÎµEν �θαν�τουv δËο καταλ�λοιπα θυγατ�-

ραv, δËο ν¬καv τCv πατρ¬δοv κατ� Λακεδαιµον¬ων, τ�ν µ�ν �ν ΛεËκτροιv,

τ�ν πρεσβυτ�ραν, νεωτ�ραν δ� τ�ν �ρτι µοι γεγενηµ�νην �ν Μαντινε¬{.»

<§3. ετυµολογ¬α>

| ΧρειÞδηv δ� ο×σα προσαγορεËεται χρε¬α (Aphth 4 H/ON[39]

[= 4,1 Rabe]). 1. ΟÍ κατL �ξοχ�ν δι� τ¿ χρ�σιµον, äv τιν�v φασιν,

ε°ρηται χρε¬α, �λλL Åτι φερωνËµωv δι� τινα χρε¬αν � Á λ¾γοv � � πρAξιv

γ¬νεται· èσπερ γ�ρ λ�γοµεν χρε¬αν εµναι τοÖδε τοÖ σκεËουv δι� τ�νδε

τ�ν πρ¾φασιν, οÏτω κ�νταÖθα χρε¬α γ¬νεται τοÖ λ¾γου τG λ�γοντι � τCv

πρ�ξεωv τG πρ�ττοντι δι� τ�ν Îποκειµ�νην περ¬στασιν, ο¶ον ∆ιογ�νουv

καθεËδοντοv �πιστ�v HΑλ�ξανδροv εµπεν·

�οÍ χρ� παννËχιον εÏδειν βουληφ¾ρον �νδρα.

2. χρε¬α γ�ρ LΑλεξ�νδρ} γ�γονε τοÖτον τ¿ν λ¾γον ε®πεEν δι� τ¿ τ¿ν ∆ιο-

γ�νην καθεËδειν· äv, ε® µ� ∆ιογ�νηv �κ�θευδεν, οÍδL �ν τοÖ �πουv χρε¬αν

�σχεν LΑλ�ξανδροv. 3. κα­ π�λιν ∆ιογ�νηv ÁρFν µειρ�κιον �κοσµοÖν τ¿ν

παιδαγωγ¿ν τD βακτηρ¬{ �τËπτησεν, äv δCλον εµναι, Åτι οÍκ �ν τ¿ν παι-

δαγωγ¿ν �τËπτησεν, ε® µ� Á ν�οv �κοσµFν �φα¬νετο· χρε¬α ο×ν πεπο¬ηκε

τ�ν πληγ�ν. 4. κυρ¬ωv ο×ν � χρε¬α φερωνËµωv δι� τ�ν χρε¬αν τοÖ λε-

γοµ�νου λ¾γου � τCv γινοµ�νηv πρ�ξεωv κατων¾µασται· κα­ �καστον δ�

τFν προγυµνασµ�των, ��ν οÏτωv �πιτηρDv, κυρ¬αν κα­ �κριβFv κειµ�νην

τ�ν προσηγορ¬αν �δ�ξατο, καθ�περ κα­ τοÖτο τ¿ προγËµνασµα.

§3.1 Il. 2.24
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he smiled and said, “Stop weeping, my friends, for I have left you
two immortal daughters—the two victories of our homeland over
the Lacedaemonians, the one at Leuctra, the elder daughter, and
the younger, which is being born right now in Mantineia.”16

<§3. etymology>

Since it is useful, it is called “chreia” (Aphth 4 H/ON [= 4,1
Rabe]). 1. Not because a chreia is useful [χρ�σιµοv] beyond all
other forms, as some say,17 is it called a “chreia”; rather, the say-
ing or action is well named because of some need [χρε¬α]. For just
as we say that there is a need of some particular utensil for a spe-
cific purpose, so also here the speaker has a need to speak—or the
actor to act—because of a given circumstance. For example, while
Diogenes was sleeping, Alexander stood over him and said: 18

To sleep all night ill-suits a counselor.

2. Alexander had a need to make this saying, because Dio-
genes was sleeping. Consequently, if Diogenes had not been
sleeping, Alexander would have had no need for this line. 3. And
again: Diogenes, on seeing a youth misbehaving, struck the paed-
agogus with his staV. Therefore, it is clear that he would not have
struck the paedagogus unless the young man had clearly been mis-
behaving. Thus, a need caused the blow. 4. Strictly speaking,
therefore, the chreia is given this name because of the need for the
saying to be spoken or the act to be done. Indeed, each of the pro-
gymnasmata, if you investigate them in this way, has received a
name that is proper and accurately assigned, just as this progym-
nasma has been.

16 Epaminondas’s victories ended the long military domination of the
Spartans—on the battle at Leuktra in 371, see Xenophon, Hell. 6.4.4–15;
Diodorus Siculus 15.55–56; and Plutarch, Pelop. 23; on the battle at Mantinea
in 361, see Xenophon, Hell. 7.5.18–27, and Diodorus Siculus 15.84–88.

17 See Theon 25–28 H/ON (= 19 Patillon); cf. Hermogenes 4 H/ON (=
6,5–6 Rabe), and Nicolaus 80–86 (= 21,1–6 Felten).

18 Il. 2.24. On this chreia, see Chreia 1:314–15.



Chreia 2012: Greek Text w/ CA Page 51. October 30, 2012, 09:06.
Typeset by Atelier Fluxus Virus (http://www.fluxus-virus.com)

50 Π Ε Ρ Ι Χ Ρ Ε Ι Α Σ

5. MΑλλοι δ� φασιν, Åτι, �πειδ� οÍκ �πικεκαλυµ�νην �χει τ�ν πα-

ρα¬νεσιν, èσπερ Á µÖθοv, �λλ� γυµν�ν τ�ν συµβουλ�ν, ε®κ¾τωv χρε¬α

ãν¾µασται κατL �ξοχ�ν· �ναργεστ�ρα γ�ρ � �πL αÍτCv ãφ�λει� �στιν

ο¶ον χρειÞδηv κα­ �ναγκα¬α κα­ χρCσιν �χουσα µετ� ãφελε¬αv.

<§4. η δια¬ρεσιv �π¿ γ�νουv ε®v γ�νη>

| Κα­ τ�v χρε¬αv τ¿ µ�ν �στι λογικ¾ν, τ¿ δ� πρακτικ¾ν, τ¿ δ� µικτ¾ν[40]

(Aphth 5–6 H/ON [= 4,2–3 Rabe]). 1. Τ� �νωτ�τω, φησ¬ν, ε°δη τCv

χρε¬αv τρ¬α ε®σ¬ν· α³ µ�ν γ�ρ ε®σι λογικα¬, α³ δ� πρακτικ�, α³ δ� µικτα¬.

�Κα­ λογικ¿ν µ�ν τ¿ τô λ¾γ} δηλοÖν τ�ν ãφ�λειαν (Aphth 6–7
H/ON [= 4,3–4 Rabe]). 2. Λογικα­ χρεEα¬ ε®σι, φησ¬ν, α¯ χωρ­v πρ�-

ξεωv δι� λ¾γων �χουσαι τ¿ κÖροv, ο¶ον LΑλ�ξανδροv �ρωτηθε¬v, π¾θεν

�κτ�σατο τοσαËτην δυναστε¬αν, �φη «µηδ�ν ε®v αÑριον �ναβαλλ¾µενοv,»
κα­ LΙσοκρ�τηv τοÌv εÍφυεEv τFν µαθητFν θεFν παEδαv �φασκε, κα­ ∆ιο-

γ�νηv ®δáν µειρ�κιον καλλωπιζ¾µενον �φη «ε® µ�ν πρ¿v �νδραv, �τυχεEv,

ε® δ� πρ¿v γυναEκαv, �δικεEv,» κα­ Á αÍτ¿v �ρωτηθε­v Îπ¾ τινοv, πFv �ν

�νδοξοv γ�νοιτο, �πεκρ¬νατο Åτι «�κιστα δ¾ξηv φροντ¬ζων,» κα­ Á αÍ-

τ¿v ®δÞν τινα α®σχρFv βιοÖντα, εµτL �λλ} τιν­ ταÍτ¿ τοÖτο Àνειδ¬σαντα

«�οικαv,» φησ¬, «τ�φραν φυσAν �ν�µου κατεναντ¬ον.» 3. �λλοv δ� φησι



text 1. 51

5. But others say19: “Since a chreia does not contain veiled
advice, as does a fable, but contains explicit counsel, it is reason-
ably named “chreia” because of this quality. For the benefit that
derives from it is clearer because of its necessary utility and having
utility along with the benefit.”

<§4. division of class into subclasses>

Of the chreia there is the saying class, the action class, and the

mixed class (Aphth 5–6 H/ON [= 4,2–3 Rabe]). 1. The principal
subclasses of the chreia, he says, are three: saying chreiai, action
chreiai, and mixed chreiai.

The saying class is the one that demonstrates its utility by

a saying (Aphth 6–7 H/ON [= 4,3–4 Rabe]). 2. Saying chreiai,
he says, are those that make their point through words, without
action.20 For example: Alexander, on being asked how he had ac-
quired such great power, said, “By not putting anything oV until
tomorrow.”21 Isocrates said that gifted students are the children
of gods.22 Diogenes, on seeing a youth dressed foppishly, said,
“If you are doing this for husbands, you are accursed; but if for
wives, you are unjust.”23 The same one, on being asked by some-
one how he could become famous, answered, “By worrying as little
as possible about fame.”24 The same one, on seeing someone liv-
ing shamelessly and then rebuking someone else for the very same
thing, said, “You’re like a man who blows ash against the wind.”

19 Who these others are is not known, since what is said here does not
appear in any of the extant Progymnasmata, and while Doxapatres copies this
passage from John (see Doxapatres 4.6), he too retains the �λλοι.

20 John clarifies Aphthonius’s definition by quoting Theon’s (see Theon
31–32 H/ON [= 19 Patillon]).

21 This chreia appears for the first time here, so far as I know, and again
much later in Nicephorus Callistos (10,105–7 Glettner). For related chreiai, see
Chreia 1:303.

22 This chreia is a favorite of Theon’s, which he recites six times (e.g., 39–
40 H/ON [= 19 Patillon]). Theon is presumably John’s source since the chreia
does not appear in any other extant Progymnasmata. See further Chreia 1:324.

23 Again, John has seemingly taken this chreia from Theon (139–41

H/ON [= 22 Patillon]). See further Chreia 1:317.
24 Another chreia taken from Theon (33–35 H/ON [= 19 Patillon]), on

which see further Chreia 1:313, and for its κλ¬σιv, or declension, by Doxapatres,
see Chreia 2:74–77.
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«τ¬ κ¾νιν φυσBv ; ε®v τ¿ σ¿ν �ναστρ�φεται πρ¾σωπον.» 4. κα­ Λ�κων

τιv κατ� π¾λεµον α®χµ�λωτοv γεν¾µενοv κα­ πωλοËµενοv �ρωτηθε­v Îπ¾

τινοv, τ¬ δËναται, �φη, «�λεËθεροv εµναι.» 5. κα­ ΘαλCv Á Μιλ�σιοv �ρω-

τηθε­v Îπ¾ τινοv, τ¬ �στιν �γαθ¿ν κα­ κακ¾ν, εµπεν, «� γλFττα.» 6. κα­

∆ηµοσθ�νηv Á ø�τωρ �ρωτηθε­v Îπ¾ τινοv, τ¬ øητορικ� περιποιεE τοEv

µανθ�νουσιν, εµπεν,

MΑνδρL �παµËνασθαι, Åτε τιv πρ¾τεροv χαλεπ�ν|.

| 7. αØται γ�ρ �πασαι δι� λ¾γου τ�ν �π¾κρισιν �χουσι.[41]

8. ΤοËτων δ� τFν λογικFν χρειFν ε°δη τυγχ�νει δËο· α³ µ�ν γ�ρ

ε®σιν �πλαE, α³ δ� διπλαE, �πλαE µ�ν α¯ λ¾γον �να παρL �ν¿v �χουσαι

προσÞπου, ο¶ον LΑλ�ξανδροv ®δáν ∆ιογ�νην καθεËδοντα εµπεν·

�οÍ χρ� παννËχιον εÏδειν βουληφ¾ρον �νδρα·

�διπλαE δ� α¯ πρ¿v τ¿ν øηθ�ντα λ¾γον �λλον �ντικε¬µενον �χουσαι, ο¶ον

LΑλ�ξανδροv �πιστ�v ∆ιογ�νει καθεËδοντι εµπεν

�οÍ χρ� παννËχιον εÏδειν βουληφ¾ρον �νδρα,

�κα­ ∆ιογ�νηv �ναστ�v εµπε πρ¿v αÍτ¿ν

�ö λαο¬ τL �πιτετρ�φαται κα­ τ¾σσα µ�µηλε·

�δËο γ�ρ χρεEαι �νταÖθα τυγχ�νουσι, µ¬α µ�ν παρL LΑλεξ�νδρου, �τ�ρα

δ� παρ� ∆ιογ�νουv· διπλC γ�ρ �στι χρε¬α � δËο προσÞπων �ποφ�νσειv

�χουσα, ëν κα­ � �τ�ρα µεθL �ν¿v προσÞπου χρε¬αν ποιεE.

9. Π�λιν τFν �πλFν λογικFν χρειFν ε°δη τυγχ�νει δËο, τ¾ τε

�ποφαντικ¿ν κα­ τ¿ �ποκριτικ¾ν. 10. κα­ �ποφαντικ¿ν µ�ν �στιν, Åταν

§4.6 Il. 24.369 ; Od. 16.72 et 21.133 || 8 Il. 2.24 || 8 Il. 2.24 et 2.25

|| 10 οÍδL �ν scripsit Rabe || οÍδ�ν V || οÍδ� W
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3. But another man said, “Why are you blowing dust? It is being
carried back into your face.”25 4. A Laconian who had become a
captive and was being sold, on being asked by someone what he
could do, said, “Be free.” 5. Thales of Miletus, on being asked by
someone what is both good and bad, said, “The tongue.” 6. De-
mosthenes the orator, on being asked by someone what advantage
rhetoric gives to those who are learning it, said: 26

To defend myself against a man when he’s angry at me first.

7. For all these chreiai make their point by means of a saying.
8. Now, there are two subtypes of sayings chreiai: simple

and double.27 Simple chreiai are those that have one saying made
by one individual. For example, Alexander, on seeing Diogenes
asleep, said:28

To sleep all night ill-suits a counselor.

Double chreiai are those that have another saying made in
response to the one that has already been spoken. For example,
Alexander stood over a sleeping Diogenes and said:29

To sleep all night ill-suits a counselor.
And so Diogenes stood up and said to him:30

On whom the folk rely, whose cares are many.

For there are two chreiai here, one by Alexander and a sec-
ond by Diogenes. For a double chreia is one that has sayings of
two individuals. The second saying forms a chreia with one indi-
vidual, as well.

9. Again, there are two subclasses of simple saying chreiai—
statement and response.31 10. A statement chreia occurs whenever

25 This and the following three chreiai appear for the first time in the
progymnasmatic tradition and only here. On these chreiai, see further Chreia

1:321–22, 329–30, 340, and 311–12.
26 Il. 24.369; cf. Od. 16.72; 21.133.
27 John has taken this distinction and its exemplars from Theon (see

Theon 84–95 H/ON [= 20–21 Patillon]).
28 Il. 2.24.
29 Il. 2.24
30 Il. 2.25.
31 The distinction between statement and response chreiai also derives,

if rather loosely, from Theon’s longer, more complex, and complete discussion
(see Theon 36–95 H/ON [= 19–21 Patillon]). But John’s simplification leads
him to a confused presentation. Theon distinguishes between two subclasses of



Chreia 2012: Greek Text w/ CA Page 55. October 30, 2012, 09:06.
Typeset by Atelier Fluxus Virus (http://www.fluxus-virus.com)

54 Π Ε Ρ Ι Χ Ρ Ε Ι Α Σ

τιv ®δÞν τι �ποφα¬νηται· ®σοδυναµεE δ� �ν τοËτοιv � θ�α ταEv �ρωτ�σε-

σιν· èσπερ γ�ρ �ρωτÞµενοv �ποκρ¬νεται, οÏτω κα­ ÁρFν �ποφα¬νεται,

äv, ε° γε µ� εµδεν, οÍδL �ν �πεφ�νατο. 11. �ν δ� ταËταιv ταEv χρε¬αιv

� �π¾φανσιv οÍκ �στι καθ¾λου �λλ� µερικ�· ο°κοθεν γ�ρ κινηθε­v �π¿

τCv θ�αv πρ¿v τ¿ πρ¾σωπον τ¿ παρ¿ν �ποφα¬νεται, ο¶ον LΙσοκρ�τηv τοÌv

εÍφυεEv τFν µαθητFν θεFν παEδαv �φασκεν εµναι· ÁρFν γ�ρ τοÌv εÍφυεEv

οÏτωv πρ¿v µερικ¿ν πρ¾σωπον �ποφα¬νεται· | µ�ροv γ�ρ ο¯ εÍφυεEv τFν[42]

µαθητFν. 12. �ποκριτικ¿ν δ� �στιν, Åταν Îποκειµ�νηv �ρωτ�σεωv �πο-

κρ¬νητα¬ τιv, äv �δη προε¬ποµεν.

�Πρακτικ¿ν δ� τ¿ πρ�ξιν σηµα´νον (Aphth 9–10 H/ON [= 4,5–6
Rabe]). 13. Πρακτικα­ χρεEα¬ ε®σιν, �ν α¶v πρAξ¬v τιv πρ¿v τ�ν Îποκει-

µ�νην χρε¬αν συν¬σταται, ο¶ον ∆ιογ�νηv µειρ�κιον ÁρFν �κοσµοÖν τ¿ν

παιδαγωγ¿ν τD βακτηρ¬{ τετËπτηκε· πρAξιv γ�ρ � πληγ�. 14. κα­ τ¿

παρ� τG LΑφθον¬} τεθ�ν, τ¿ τοÖ Πυθαγ¾ρου· πρακτικα­ γ�ρ ε®σιν, α³

χωρ­v λ¾γου �µφα¬νουσ¬ τινα νοÖν.

15. ΤοËτων δ� τFν πρακτικFν α³ µ�ν ε®σιν �νεργητικα¬, α³ δ� πα-

θητικα¬· �νεργητικα­ µ�ν, Åσαι δηλοÖσ¬ τινα �ν�ργειαν, ο¶ον ∆ιογ�νηv

®δáν Àψοφ�γον παιδ¬ον τ¿ν παιδαγωγ¿ν τD βακτηρ¬{ �παισε· παθητικα­

11 secundum πρ¿v scripsit Rabe || ε®v V W
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someone, on seeing something, makes a statement. In this cate-
gory sight has the same function as questions in responsive chreiai.
For just as one, on being asked, responds, so also one, on see-
ing, speaks since, if he had not seen anything, he would not have
spoken. 11. In these chreiai the statement is not universal but re-
sponds to a particular circumstance. For one is moved, to begin
with, by some sight and then makes a statement to an individual
who is present. For example, Isocrates said that gifted students
are the children of gods.32 For on seeing gifted students he thus
made this statement to a certain individual. For the gifted are only
a portion of students. 12. A responsive chreia occurs whenever
someone answers a specific question, as I have already said above.

The action class is the one that depicts an action (Aphth
9–10 H/ON [= 4,5–6 Rabe]). 13. Action chreiai are those in
which some action is involved in the chreia being considered—
for example, Diogenes, on seeing a youth misbehaving, struck the
paedagogus with his staV.33 For the blow is an action. 14. There is
also the chreia used by Aphthonius, the one about Pythagoras.34

For action chreiai are those that hint at some thought without us-
ing speech.

15. Some action chreiai, however, are active, and others pas-
sive.35 Active are all those that disclose some aggressive act. For
example, Diogenes, on seeing a boy who was a gourmand, struck

statement chreiai, those whose statements are unprompted (καθL �κοËσιον) and
those that are a visual response to some situation (κατ� περ¬στασιν). In other
words, the former takes the form “So and so said something,” whereas the latter
takes the form “So and so, on seeing something, said something.” Responsive
chreiai take the form “So and so, on being asked something, said something.”
John cites examples of only the statement subclass, none that is responsive, al-
though he correctly associates this subclass with responses to questions.

32 This chreia, as recited, is not κατ� περ¬στασιν but καθL �κοËσιον, for
Isocrates does not “see” anything before making his statement, John’s next
sentence notwithstanding. Hence, Isocrates’s statement is universal. That
Isocrates saw any gifted students is John’s unsubstantiated assumption.

33 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:316.
34 See Aphthonius 10–12 H/ON (= 4,5–8 Rabe): “Pythagoras, on being

asked how long human life can be, was visible for a short time and disappeared,
making his brief appearance the measure of life.”

35 The distinction between active and passive chreiai, complete with the
following examples, derives almost word for word from Theon 97–104 H/ON
(= 21 Patillon).
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δ� α¯ π�θοv τι σηµα¬νουσαι, ο¶ον ∆ιδËµων Á αÍλητ�v �λοÌv �π­ µοιχε¬{

�κ τοÖ Àν¾µατοv �κρεµ�σθη.

�Μικτ¿ν δ� τ¿ �ξ �µφοτ�ρων, λ¾γου κα­ πρ�ξεωv (Aphth 13–14
H/ON [= 4,8–9 Rabe]). 16. Μικτα­ χρεEα¬ ε®σιν α¯ �π¿ λ¾γου κα­ πρ�-

ξεωv, ο¶ον Λ�κων �ρωτηθε¬v, ποÖ τCv Σπ�ρτηv ο¯ Åροι, �νατε¬ναv τ�ν

δεξι�ν κα­ δε¬ξαv τ¿ δ¾ρυ εµπεν «�νταÖθα,» κα­ LΑλ�ξανδροv �ρωτηθε¬v,

ποÖ �χει τοÌv θησαυροËv, τοÌv φ¬λουv δε¬ξαv εµπεν «�ν τοËτοιv.»
17. Θ�ων δ� «µικτα¬,» φησ¬, «χρεEα¬ ε®σιν �κεEναι, Åσαι τοÖ µ�ν

λογικοÖ κα­ τοÖ πρακτικοÖ κοινωνοÖσιν, �ν δ� τG πρακτικG τ¿ κÖροv

�χουσιν, ο¶ον | Πυθαγ¾ραv Á φιλ¾σοφοv �ρωτηθε¬v, π¾σοv �στ­ν Á τFν[43]

�νθρÞπων β¬οv, �ναβ�v �π­ τ¿ δωµ�τιον παρ�κυψεν Àλ¬γον, δηλFν δι�

τοËτου τ�ν βραχËτητα· κα­ �τι Λ�κων �ροµ�νου τιν¿v αÍτ¾ν, ποÖ τοÌv

Åρουv �χουσι τCv γCv ο¯ Λακεδαιµ¾νιοι, �δειξε τ¿ δ¾ρυ.»
18. Κα­ ταÖτα µ�ν LΑφθ¾νιοv εµπεν ε°δη τCv χρε¬αv. 19. �λλL ε®σ¬

τινεv χρεEαι κα­ χαριεντισµ¿ν �χουσαι µ¾νον, α³ λογικα­ κατ� γ�νοv ε®σ¬ν,

ο¶ον Θε¾κριτον �ξι¾ντα �κ τCv LΑντιγ¾νου ο®κ¬αv οÍδ�ν παρ� τοÖ βασι-

λ�ωv δεξ�µενον �ρετ¾ τιv, τ¬ ποιεE Á βασιλεËv· Ä δ� εµπε «πτωχεËει,»

15 ad Àν¾µατοv V in marg. �γουν �κ τFν διδËµων || 17 Theon 105–14

H/ON (= 21 Patillon)
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the paedagogus with his staV.36 Passive, however, are those that
portray something being experienced. For example, Didymon the
flute player, on being convicted of adultery, was hanged by his
namesake.37

The mixed class is the one that is composed of both a

saying and an action (Aphth 13–14 H/ON [= 4,8–9 Rabe]).
16. Mixed chreiai are those that are made up of a saying and
an action. For example, a Laconian, on being asked where the
boundaries of Sparta were, raised his right hand, brandished his
spear, and said, “Here.”38 And: Alexander, on being asked where
he kept his treasures, pointed to his friends and said, “In these.”39

17. Theon, however, says: “Mixed chreiai are those that
share elements of the saying and action classes, although the point
is contained in the action element. For example, Pythagoras the
philosopher, on being asked how long human life is, went up to his
room and peeked in for a moment, thereby disclosing life’s short-
ness. Moreover, a Laconian, when someone asked him where the
Lacedaemonians had the boundaries of their land, brandished his
spear.”40

18. And so, these, according to Aphthonius, are the classes
of chreiai. 19. But there are also some chreiai that contain only
wit, though they are saying chreiai according to class. For exam-
ple, when Theocritus was leaving Antigonus’s household without
having received anything from the king and someone asked him

36 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:315–16.
37 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:312–13.
38 This chreia appears in both Theon and Nicolaus, but John seems to be

using Nicolaus here, because while both recite it in the context of mixed chreiai,
only Nicolaus’s recitation is, as here, actually a mixed chreia (Nicolaus 77–79

H/ON [= 20,15–17 Felten]; see further Chreia 1:328–29).
39 John has taken this chreia from Theon, but it is not used there in the

context of mixed chreiai (see Theon 158–61 H/ON [= 23 Patillon]; see further
Chreia 1:302).

40 Now John has actually quoted Theon’s discussion (105–13 H/ON [=
21 Patillon]) of mixed chreiai but without making clear the diVerences between
his discussion and that of Aphthonius. For Aphthonius the πρ¾σωπον makes
the saying and does the action—for example, the Laconian brandishes his spear
and says, “Here.” In Theon, however, the πρ¾σωπον merely is credited with
an action—Pythagoras’s peeking in for a moment—whereas the interlocutor
speaks, i.e., by asking a question.
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κα­ ∆ηµοσθ�νηv Á ø�τωρ ®δáν πεδ�την �π­ πολÌν χρ¾νον λου¾µενον εµπε

«θ�ρσει· οÍ µ� �κλυθDv.» 20. τ¾ τε γ�ρ πτωχ¿ν ε®πεEν δι� τ¿ µηδ�ν

λαβεEν �χει τι χ�ριεν κα­ εÑστοχον κα­ τ¿ «οÍ µ� �κλυθDv» δι� τ¿ν

δεσµ¿ν øηθ�ν εÍθ¬κτωv �λλ� κα­ πολιτικFv παρ� τοÖ ø�τοροv ε°ρηται.

21. LΙστ�ον δ�, Åτι α¯ �π­ συµφ�ροντι τοÖ β¬ου λεγ¾µεναι κυρ¬ωv

χρεEαι καλοÖνται �χουσαι τ¿ νουθετεEν διL �µφ�σεωv, α¯ δ� ε®v σκFµµα

εÑκαιρον � γ�λωτα συγκε¬µεναι τ¿ σχCµα µ�ν �χουσι χρειFν, οÍ µ�ν

ε®σι χρεEαι, ε® µ� τιv �θ�λει µιµεEσθαι τ�ν εÑχαριν �ν αÍταEv ÀξËτητα·

ζηλωτ¿ν γ�ρ αÍτFν οÍ τ¿ κατ� νοÖν εÑχρηστον �λλ� τ¿ κατ� λ�ξιν

εÑθικτον, κα­ λ�γοιντο �ν αØται χρεEαι καταχρηστικFv. 22. ταEv γοÖν

τοιαËταιv χρε¬αιv οÍ γυµνασ¾µεθα δι� τ¿ γ�λωτα φ�ρειν τοÖ λ¾γου τ�ν

�κβασιν.

<§5. � δια¬ρεσιv �π¿ Åλου ε®v µ�ρη>

�HΗ µ�ν ο×ν δια¬ρεσιv αÏτη τ�v χρε¬αv. �ργ�σαιο δL �ν αÍτ�ν το´σδε

το´v κεφαλα¬οιv (Aphth 16–18 H/ON [= 4,12–13 Rabe]). 1. LΕργα-

σ¬α �στ­ν � κατασκευ� κα­ [�] βεβα¬ωσιv. 2. ε® δ� τιv λ�γει Åτι, ε®

κατασκευ�ζειν | τ�ν χρε¬αν �στι τ¿ προγËµνασµα, κα­ �νασκευ�σοµεν[44]

δηλον¾τι τ�ν χρε¬αν, øητορικCv γ�ρ °διον �πιχειρεEν ε®v �κ�τερα, λ�ξει

µ�ν καλFv—τοÖτο γ�ρ τCv τ�χνηv �π�γγελµα—, οÍ µ�ν �κ¾λουθον τοÖ-

το δι� τ�ν �ξιν τFν ν�ων ποιεEν· οÑτε γ�ρ äv �ν ε®σαγωγD κρατËνειν

αÍτοÌv τ�ν φËσιν <τFν> �πιχειρηµ�των ��σοµεν οÍδL ε®v �να προσ�χειν

σκοπ¾ν, κα­ �τοπον äv πρ¿v ν�ουv �νατρ�πειν τ¿ <ÀρθFv> ε®ρCσθαι δο-

κοÖν � πεπρAχθαι καλFv· ÁµοÖ γ�ρ κα­ �θουv γ¬γνεται διδασκαλ¬α κα­

21 εÑκαιρον scripsit Rabe || �καιρον V W || §5.1 � delevit Rabe ||

2 τFν addidit Rabe ; cf. Doxapatres 6.5 || 2 ÀρθFv addidit Rabe ; cf. Doxa-
patres 6.5
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how the king was faring, he replied, “He’s faring poorly.”41 And
Demosthenes the orator, on seeing a chained prisoner washing for
a long time, said, “Don’t worry. You won’t be set free.”42 20. For
to say “Antigonus is poor” because Theocritus received nothing
has something witty and apt about it, and the response “You won’t
be set free,” which was mentioned on account of the chain, is said
cleverly and civilly by the orator.

21. One should realize, however, that chreiai that are told for
their usefulness in life are properly called “chreiai” since they have
admonishment as their purpose, but those that are composed for
the purpose of a timely joke or laugh possess the form of chreiai
but are not really chreiai unless someone wishes to imitate the
sharp wit contained in them. What is enviable in them is not the
utility of their sentiment but the cleverness of their expression,
and so these would be called “chreiai” only by a misuse of lan-
guage. 22. At any rate, we will not practice with such chreiai since
the consequence of their sayings provokes only laughter.

<§5. division of the whole into its parts>

This, then, has been the classification of the chreia. But you can

elaborate it by means of the following headings (Aphth 16–18

H/ON [= 4,12–13 Rabe]). 1. Elaboration is confirmation and cor-
roboration. 2. But if someone says that since this progymnasma
consists of confirming a chreia, then we will clearly also have to
refute it, for the defining characteristic of rhetoric is to argue on
both sides,43 that person will speak correctly, for this is indeed the
avowed purpose of the discipline, but to refute it is inappropriate
on account of the temperament of young men. For while they are
in an introductory stage we will allow them neither to strengthen
the nature of such arguments nor to focus their attention on this
one point of view, and it is ridiculous in view of the young men to
overturn what appears to have been <correctly> spoken or nobly
performed. For teaching is concerned with both character and

41 Only John cites this chreia, on which see further Chreia 1:341.
42 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:312.
43 Refutation of a chreia is discussed at length by Theon, who identifies

nine ways to do so, including in terms of obscurity, pleonasm, ellipsis, and so on
(see Theon 334–83 H/ON [= 28–30 Patillon]).
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τοÖ λ�γειν καλFv, κα­ Åπερ �στ­ κυριÞτατον, κατ� µ�ροv κρατËνειν τ¿ν

ε®σαγ¾µενον τ�ν γυµνασ¬αν παρασκευ�σοµεν.

3. MΕτι πρ¿v τοËτοιv, ε® µ�ν µ� δυνατ¿ν �ν �ν �λλοιv τοÌv τCv

�νασκευCv τρ¾πουv µαθεEν, καλFv εµχεν �µAv ε®v τοÍναντ¬ον �νταÖθα

γυµν�σασθαι· ε® δL �στιν �νασκευ� π�λιν �λλο προγËµνασµα, τFν �το-

πωτ�των �στ­ πρ¿v τ¿ δοκοÖν καλ¿ν εµναι ποιεEσθαι τ�ν µ�χην.

4. MΕτι κα­ πολλο­ βιωφελC τ�ν χρε¬αν äρ¬σαντο· οÍκοÖν �ναντ¬α

τG Åρ} ποι�σοµεν τ¿ παρ� ταËτηv �νασκευ�ζοντεv χρ�σιµον.

5. MΕτι κατL Àλ¬γον �παËξειν δεE τ� µαθ�µατα· πρFτον ο×ν γυ-

µναζ¾µεθα τD κατασκευD τCv χρε¬αv κα­ <τCv> γνÞµηv, εµτα τοÖτο τ¿

µ�ροv κρατËναντεv δι� τCv �νασκευCv κα­ κατασκευCv èv [�π¬] τι µεEζον

τ�ν ε®v �κ�τερα παρεχ¾µεθα �ργασ¬αν. 6. Åτι δ� µεEζ¾ν �στι τCv χρε¬αv

�κεEνο τ¿ µ�θηµα, �ξ αÍτFν τFν Îποκειµ�νων �ξεστι συνιδεEν· �ν <µ�ν

γ�ρ> | ταEv χρε¬αιv λ¾γοv �στ­ν � πρAξιv σËντοµοv, �ν δ� τD τFν διη-[45]

γηµ�των �νασκευD Áλοκλ�ρου πρ�γµατοv τυγχ�νει παρ�στασιv.

7. Π�λιν ζητοÖσιν· ε® κατασκευ� �στι χρε¬αv τ¿ προγËµνασµα,

γυµναζ¾µεθα δ� κα­ διηγηµ�των κατασκευ�ν, περιττ� � διδασκαλ¬α τCv

χρε¬αv, περιττ� δ� κα­ � γυµνασµ¬α τCv γνÞµηv τυγχ�νει. 8. �λλL �τε-

ρον λ¾γου ποιεEσθαι κατασκευ�ν, Åπερ �στ­ν �ν τD χρε¬{ κα­ τD γνÞµ|,

�τερον δ� Áλοκλ�ρου πρ�γµατοv, Åπερ �στ­ν �ν τD κατασκευD τοÖ διη-

γ�µατοv.

9. ∆ι� τοÖτο δ� µετ� τ¿ δι�γηµα �π­ τ�ν χρε¬αν �ρχ¾µεθα, Åτι

�ν τοEv τοÖ λ¾γου µ�ρεσι µετ� τ�ν δι�γησιν �π­ τ�ν π¬στιν �ρχ¾µεθα,

5 τCv addidit Rabe ; cf. Doxapatres 6.8 || 5 �π¬ delevit Rabe || 6 µ�ν
γ�ρ addidit Rabe ; cf. Doxapatres 6.8
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speaking properly; and what is most important: we will accus-
tom the student who is just beginning this exercise to grow strong
gradually in both.

3. There is still another reason: if it were impossible to learn
the methods of refutation in other progymnasmata, it would be
proper to practice on the opposite side here. But since refutation
is already a separate progymnasma, it is only the very foolish who
do battle against what seems to be good.

4. Furthermore, many have defined the chreia as useful for
living.44 Accordingly, we will be acting contrary to the definition
if we refute the usefulness in it.

5. Then, too, lessons must advance little by little. So we first
exercise ourselves with the confirmation of a chreia and maxim;
then, when we have mastered this part of rhetoric, we provide
something more advanced in the exercises that take both sides of
an issue, refutation and confirmation.45 6. And it is possible to see
from the exercises themselves that the teaching there is more ad-
vanced than the chreia elaboration. For the saying or action in
chreiai is concise, whereas in the refutation of narratives there is
the presentation of an entire incident.

7. Again, people think: “If this progymnasma involves the
confirmation of a chreia, and if we also practice confirmation with
narratives, then the instruction regarding the chreia becomes un-
necessary, as is confirmation of a maxim.” 8. But it is one thing to
confirm a saying, as is the case with the elaboration of a chreia or
maxim, but quite another to do so for an entire incident, as is the
case with the confirmation of a narrative.

9. This is why we come to the chreia after the narrative, be-
cause in terms of the parts of a speech we come to the proof after

44 For utility in the definition of the chreia, see Hermogenes 2–4 H/ON
(= 6,4–6 Rabe); see also Nicolaus 80–81 H/ON [= 21,1–2 Felten]). The utility of
the chreia also appears in Aphthonius’s etymology of the word itself: χρειÞδηv

(see Aphthonius 4 H/ON [= 4,1 Rabe]).
45 The maxim (γνÞµη) follows the chreia and likewise has elaboration as

its manipulation (see Aphthonius, Progymn. 4 [= 7,1–10,7 Rabe]). Refutation
(�νασκευ�) and confirmation (κατασκευ�) follow as the fifth and sixth progym-
nasmata in the Aphthonian sequence. What is refuted or confirmed in these
exercises, however, are narratives, usually mythological ones (see Aphthonius,
Progymn. 5 and 6 [10,8–13,18 and 13,19–16,16 Rabe]).
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λ¾γοv δ� κα­ πρAξιv, �ν ο¶v � χρε¬α, µ�ρη τοÖ διηγ�µατοv. 10. κα­ πρ¿v

τοËτοιv µ� δυναµ�νου τοÖ ν�ου �θρ¾ον νÖν τ�ν κατασκευ�ν πολλFν �ρ-

γ�σασθαι (πολλο­ γ�ρ λ¾γοι κα­ πολλα­ πρ�ξειv �ν Åλ} τG διηγ�µατι),

�π­ τ� συντοµÞτερα τ¿ν γυµναζ¾µενον �γοµεν κα­ τFν µικρFν πρFτον

περιγεν¾µενοv ¯καν¿v κα­ τFν πλει¾νων γεν�σεται.

11. MΕοικε δ� κα­ � χρε¬α δι�γησιv εµναι σËντοµοv �χουσα �ν �αυ-

τD πρ¾σωπα κα­ πρ�γµατα κα­ λ¾γουv· �λλ� διεν�νοχε τοÖ διηγ�µατοv

κα­ �λλοιv µ�ν πολλοEv, µ�λιστα δ� τοËτ} τG τ¿ µ�ν �κθεσιν �χειν ψιλ�ν

πρ�γµατοv, τ�ν δ� χρε¬αν �ν�ργειαν κα­ προσÞπων �ρÞτησιν κα­ �π¾-

κρισιν κα­ τG τοEv �ν τG διηγ�µατι µ�ν �µAv µ� συν¬στασθαι, �ν δ� τD

χρε¬{ τοEv ε®ρηµ�νοιv � πεπραγµ�νοιv συναγων¬ζεσθαι.

| LΕγκωµιαστικô (Aphth 19 H/ON [= 4,13 Rabe]). 12. Τ¿ �γ-[46]

κωµιαστικ¿ν βραχÌ �σται, �λλL οÍκ ε®v µCκοv �κτειν¾µενον τG µ� µεEζον

γεν�σθαι τCv Îποθ�σεωv τ¿ προο¬µιον.

�Παραφραστικô (Aphth 19 H/ON [= 4,13 Rabe]). 13. Τ¿ πα-

ραφραστικ¿ν πρ¿v τ�v µε¬ζοναv βουλ�v γυµν�ζει τοÌv ν�ουv, ²να µ�

<µ¾νον> τοEv ο×σιν �το¬µωv χρFνται, �λλ� κα­ παρL �αυτFν <�λλα>
�ξευρ¬σκωσι.

�Τô τ�v α®τ¬αv (Aphth 19–20 H/ON [= 4,14 Rabe]). 14. Α®τ¬α

λ�γεται, δι¾τι τ�ν πρ¾φασιν τCv χρε¬αv �ποδε¬κνυσι. 15. τ¿ τCv α®τ¬αv

µ�ντοι κα­ τ¿ �κ τοÖ �ναντ¬ου �τεροι ε®κ¿v εµπον κα­ �ληθ�v.

�LΕκ τοÖ �ναντ¬ου (Aphth 20 H/ON [= 4,14 Rabe]). 16. Τ¿ �κ

τοÖ �ναντ¬ου τοιοÖτ¾ν �στιν, Åταν ζητ�σ|v, τ¬ τG προκειµ�ν} λ¾γ} �στ­ν

10 γ�ρ scripsit Rabe ; cf. Doxapatres 6.12 || δ� V W ||

10 περιγεν¾µενοv ¯καν¿v . . . γεν�σεται scripsi ; cf. Doxapatres 6.12 || πε-
ριγεν¾µενοι ¯κανο­ . . . �σ¾µεθα V W unde Rabe || 11 πρ�γµατοv W ||

πραγµ�των V unde Rabe || 12 Îποθ�σεωv scripsit Rabe ; cf. Nicolaus 166

H/ON (= 24,7 Felten) || διηγ�σεωv V W || 13 µ¾νον addidit Rabe |

13 �λλα addidit Rabe
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the narrative. Now, a saying and an action, which a chreia con-
sists of, are also parts of a narrative. 10. In addition to these, if
the young man is unable at this point to compose a confirmation
of many sayings and actions all at once—for there are many say-
ings and actions in a complete narrative—we guide the student to
the simpler exercises, and so by his first becoming proficient with
the shorter exercises he will be ready for the more advanced ones.

11. A chreia also resembles a concise narrative since it con-
tains individuals, actions, and sayings. Nevertheless, it diVers
from the narrative in many respects as well but especially in this:
a narrative contains an unadorned exposition of an event, whereas
a chreia contains activity as well as the question and answer of in-
dividuals; and in this respect: we are not involved in what is said
in a narrative, whereas in a chreia elaboration we argue on behalf
of what has been said or done.

The encomiastic heading (Aphth 19 H/ON [= 4,13 Rabe]).
12. The encomiastic heading is to be brief and not expanded at
length to the extent that the introduction of a speech becomes
longer than the remainder of the speech.

The paraphrastic heading (Aphth 19 H/ON [= 4,13 Rabe]).
13. The paraphrastic heading trains young men in more lofty sen-
timents,46 so that they not <only> might readily use the words
already there but also invent <an alternative wording> on their
own.

By means of the rationale (Aphth 19–20 H/ON [= 4,14

Rabe]). 14. This heading is called “rationale” because it proves
the point of the chreia. 15. Other commentators say that the ra-
tionale and opposite are the probable and the true.47

From the opposite (Aphth 20 H/ON [= 4,14 Rabe]). 16. The
heading from the opposite occurs whenever you investigate what

46 The word βουλ�v, rendered here as “sentiments,” is odd. We expect
something like facility in alternative wording of others’ writings. Discussions of
paraphrase are relatively rare and brief, but perhaps the translation “sentiments”
gets some support from Quintilian 10.5.9, which uses sententiae as the object of
paraphrase. I thank Craig Gibson for his help on this passage.

47 Nicolaus had used these terms, the Probable and the True (see Nico-
laus 169 H/ON [= 24,10 Felten]).
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�ναντ¬ον, äv τG καθεËδειν τ¿ �γρυπνεEν· �ρεEv ο×ν �π¿ τοÖ �ναντ¬ου «Á

δ� �γρυπνFν φροντ¬ζει τ� ε®κ¾τα, �ε­ τ¿ν νοÖν �π­ τFν πραγµ�των �χει,

διορB, τ¬ µ� δ�ον ποιεEν κα­ τ¬ δ�ον, κα­ τFν συµφερ¾ντων �στ­ κριτ�v»
κα­ τ� τοιαÖτα. 17. δεE ο×ν κα­ �κ τοÖ �ναντ¬ου κατασκευ�ζειν τ¿ πρAγ-

µα, ²να µ� µ¾νον αÍτ¿ καλ¿ν τ¿ πρAγµα �ποδεικνËωµεν, �λλ� κα­ τ¿

�ναντ¬ον φαÖλον· αÏτη γ�ρ µεγ¬στη τοÖ πρ�γµατοv σËστασιv, Åταν τ¿

�ναντ¬ον φαÖλον δοκD εµναι· πολλ� γ�ρ τFν πραγµ�των καλ� µ�ν �στι,

τ¿ δ� �ναντ¬ον οÍκ �χει φαÖλον, ο¶ον τ¿ ν¾µουv θεEναι καλ¾ν, τ¿ δ� µ�

θεEναι οÍ κακ¾ν.

| Παραβολ9 (Aphth 20 H/ON [= 4,14 Rabe]). 18. Παραβολ�[47]

�στιν �ξοµο¬ωσιv νοητοÖ πρ¿v α®σθητ¾ν, ο¶ον «äv θαλ�σσηv κËµατα,

οÏτω νο¿v διανο�µατα.» 19. κατασκευ�σειv δ� �κ παραβολCv, Åταν �ξ

�λ¾γων ζìων λ�β|v èσπερ ε®κ¾να τιν� �κ¾λουθον τοEv Îποκειµ�νοιv,

18 cf. Il. 2.144–45 et Aristophanes, Nub. 703–5
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the opposite point of view is to that of the saying under consid-
eration, as staying awake is the opposite of sleeping.48 Therefore,
you will say on the basis of the opposite: “The one who stays awake
thinks about what is likely to happen; he always has his mind on
aVairs; he distinguishes what one ought and ought not to do and is
a good judge of what is advantageous,” and so forth.49 17. There-
fore, it is necessary to confirm the subject from the opposite point
of view in order that we demonstrate not only that the subject itself
is noble but also that its opposite is base. For this is the most eVec-
tive support of a subject: whenever the opposite seems to be base.
For many subjects are noble but have no opposite that is base. For
example, to propose laws is noble, but not to propose them is not
bad.

Analogy (Aphth 20 H/ON [= 4,14 Rabe]). 18. An analogy
is the comparison of the mental to the perceptible—for exam-
ple, “like the waves of the sea,”50 so the thoughts of the mind.51

19. You will confirm by means of an analogy whenever you take

48 That John illustrates the opposite in this way is because he already has
in mind the chreia that was elaborated by Sopatros, namely: “Alexander, on see-
ing Diogenes asleep, said: ‘To sleep all night ill-suits a counselor”’ (Il. 2.24).

49 At this point John begins to quote from Sopatros’s elaboration of a
chreia attributed to Alexander. After this quotation from Sopatros’s argument
from the opposite, John will go on to include quotations from the remaining
four κεφ�λαια of Sopatros’s elaboration. For the identification of Sopatros’s
elaboration embedded in John’s commentary and its reconstruction, see Chreia

2:106–12.
50 This phrase comes from Il. 2.144–45, which reads in full: κιν�θη δL

�γορ� äv κËµατα µακρ� θαλ�σσηv, π¾ντου LΙκαρ¬οιο (“The assembly was moved
like the huge waves of the Icarian sea”). Incidentally, this same passage, cited in
full, illustrates the definition of a παραβολ� in Tryphon, On Tropes 5 (8:750,9–13

Walz).
51 This phrase seems to come from Aristophanes, Nub. 703–5: ταχÌv δL,

Åταν ε®v �πορον π�σ|v, �πL �λλο π�δα ν¾ηµα φρεν¾v (“Quickly, whenever you fall
into a diYculty, jump to another thought”). In any case, the former phrase illus-
trates the perceptible, the latter the mental. A similar definition of an analogy
appears in George Choiroboskos, On Figures 21 (8:816,15–19 Walz): Παραβολ�

�στι φρ�σιv διL Áµο¬ων κα­ γινωσκοµ�νων �πL Ãψιν �γουσα τ¿ νοοËµενον, äv

�χει � τοÖ Κυρ¬ου περ­ τοÖ �σÞτου παραβολ�, �ν « δε¬κνυσι τ�ν τοÖ θεοÖ

φιλανθρωπ¬αν κα­ τ�ν τοÖ �αυτοÖ πατρ¿v �γαθ¾τητα, κα­ πFv προσ¬εται τοÌv

µετανοοÖνταv (“An analogy expresses what is thought and brings it before the
eyes by means of what is similar and known, as the parable of the Lord does
concerning the prodigal, in which he shows the philanthropia of God and the
goodness of the prodigal’s father, and how he accepts those who repent”).
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ο¶ον «èσπερ γ�ρ τ� ÎπνÞττοντα τFν ζìων εÍ�λωτα Ãντα πολλοEv πε-

ριπ¬πτει κακοEv, τ� δ� συνεχFv �γρηγορ¾τα διασìζει θAττον αÎτ�, οÏτω

κα­ ο¯ πολλG κεχρηµ�νοι τG Ïπν} µηδ�ν τFν δε¾ντων φροντ¬ζοντεv πολ-

λοEv κακοEv περιπ¬πτουσι.»
�Παραδε¬γµατι (Aphth 21 H/ON [= 4,14 Rabe]). 20. Παρ�δειγ-

µ� �στι πρAγµα Åµοιον äv Áµο¬} προσÞπ} [�µψËχ}] παρατιθ�µενον,

äv �γνοουµ�ν} γνÞριµον, ο¶ον «βοËλει τ� τCv øητορικCv ®δεEν καλ� ;

Åρα πρ¿v ∆ηµοσθ�νην.»
21. Παραβολ� δ� παραδε¬γµατοv τοËτοιv διαφ�ρει, Åτι � µ�ν �ξ

�ορ¬στων λαµβ�νεται, τ¿ δ� �ξ äρισµ�νων· κα­ � µ�ν �π¿ �ψËχων κα­

�π¿ �λ¾γων, ο¶ον «èσπερ γ�ρ ο®κ¬αv οµµαι κα­ πλο¬ου. . .» κα­

�äv δL Åτε τιv στατ¿v ²πποv �κοστ�σαv �π­ φ�τν|,

�κα­

20 �µψËχ} delevit Rabe || 21 Demosthenes 2.10 || 21 Il. 6.506
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one of the irrational creatures as an image that mirrors the sub-
ject under discussion. For example: “For just as drowsy creatures
are susceptible, and so fall prey, to many evils, whereas those that
are constantly alert more readily keep themselves safe, so also men
who are accustomed to much sleep and do not worry about their
responsibilities encounter many evils.”52

Example (Aphth 21 H/ON [= 4,14 Rabe]). 20. An example
is a similar subject that is set alongside an individual, as a known
to an unknown, as in: “Do you want to see the benefits of rhetoric?
Look at Demosthenes.”53

21. An analogy diVers from an example in these respects: (a)
An analogy is made up of unnamed individuals, whereas an exam-
ple uses named ones.54 (b) An analogy deals with inanimate things
or irrational creatures—for example, “For just as a house, I think,
and a boat. . . .”55

Also:

As when a stalled horse, well fed at the manger,56

and

52 This analogy comes from Sopatros’s elaboration (see Chreia 2:110–
11).

53 This example does not come from Sopatros’s elaboration. It may
come from an otherwise unknown elaboration. In any case, this example sets
a πρAγµα (“the benefits of rhetoric”) alongside a πρ¾σωπον (Demosthenes).

54 The distinction here is that in an analogy the πρ¾σωπα (the implicit
noun with �ορ¬στων) are identified by their social role—e.g., farmers—whereas
an example identifies its πρ¾σωπα with proper names—e.g., Demosthenes. See
further Ronald F. Hock, “Romancing the Parables of Jesus,” PRSt 29 (2002):
11–37, esp. 12–15.

55 Demosthenes 2.10. This diVerentiation appears much earlier in
rhetorical treatises, most closely in Apsines 6.1 (166–69 Dilts-Kennedy), whose
definition is almost identical and uses the same quotation from Demosthenes
to illustrate an analogy from inanimate things and one of the same Homeric
lines that follow (Il. 6.506). Rufus of Perinthus has a diVerent definition but
still includes the quotation from Demosthenes, though quoted in full (Rufus
of Perinthus 32 [1.2:405,24–27 Spengel-Hammer]), and Minucianus likewise
has the same quotation from Demosthenes (see Minucianus, On Arguments 2

[9:603,20–604,4 Walz]). Minucianus’s way of distinguishing an analogy from an
example, while diVerent, makes the distinction clearer. He says that examples
are taken from history, whereas analogies are taken not from history but from
events that continue to happen, whose individuals are not named.

56 Il. 6.506. This line is thus an analogy taken from irrational creatures.
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�äv δL ÅτL Ãνοv παρL �ρουραν ®áν �βι�σατο παEδαv νωθ�v,

| 22. τ¿ δ� παρ�δειγµα �π¿ �νθρÞπων µ¾νων � θεFν· κα­ � µ�ν �π¿ τFν[48]

γινοµ�νων πολλ�κιv λαµβ�νεται, τ¿ δ� �π¿ τFν <�παξ > γεγον¾των.

23. παρ�δειγµα γ�ρ �στιν <�π¾δειξιv> δι� τινοv διηγ�σεωv Áµο¬αv κα­

γνωρ¬µου τG �µφισβητουµ�ν} κα­ �γνοουµ�ν} πρ�γµατι.

24. Μετ� τ�ν παραβολ�ν δ� τ¿ παρ�δειγµα �ταξεν· �ντεÖθεν γ�ρ

�πL αÍτ� λοιπ¿ν �ξειv τ� παραδε¬γµατα, ο¶ον «οÏτω ΘεµιστοκλCv �γρυ-

πνFν κα­ τ¿ν χρησµ¿ν �πελËσατο κα­ τ�ν HΕλλ�δα δι�σωσεν, οÏτω κα­

∆ηµοσθ�νηv Ïπν} µ� κεχρηµ�νοv πολλG κα­ νυκτ¿v τCv τ�χνηv �πιµελ¾-

µενοv ø�τωρ γεγ�νηται Á µ�χρι τοÖ παρ¾ντοv �ο¬διµοv» κα­ τ� τοιαÖτα.

�Μαρτυρ¬{ παλαιéν (Aphth 21 H/ON [= 4,15 Rabe]). 25. Μετ�

τ� παραδε¬γµατα λαµβ�νειv �πιχε¬ρηµα �λλο τ¿ �π¿ τCv τFν �λλων κρ¬-

σεωv, äv Åταν λ�γ|v Åτι «κα­ οÍ µ¾νον LΑλ�ξανδροv τοÖτο �π­ ∆ιογ�νουv

�κρινεν»—ε® τËχοι χρε¬αν τ�ν «οÍ χρ� παννËχιον εÏδειν βουληφ¾ρον �ν-

δρα» µελετAν—«�λλ� κα­ �λλοι πολλο­ τFν παλαιFν, äv Πυθαγ¾ραv

Á Σ�µιοv Ïπνου φε¬δεσθαι συνεβοËλευεν·» �ξιοπιστοτ�ρα γ�ρ �σται �

χρε¬α, Åταν πολλο­ ε®v τ� αÍτ� κατ� τοÌv λ¾γουv συµφ�ρωνται, ο¶ον Åτι

κα­ Á δεEνα ταÍτ� τD χρε¬{ φησ¬ν.

26. LΑλλL °σωv ε°ποι τιv �ν «ταEv πρακτικαEv πFv �πενεχθε¬η

� χρCσιv ; λ¾γων γ�ρ οÍκ Ãντων πFv τοÌv ταÍτ¿ν ε®ρηκ¾ταv παρ�-

21 Il. 11.558–59 || 22 γινοµ�νων scripsi ; cf. John of Sardis, Comm. in

Aphth. 4 (62,10–13 Rabe) || γεγον¾των V W unde Rabe | 22 �παξ addidi |

22 γεγον¾των scripsi || γινοµ�νων V W unde Rabe || 23 �π¾δειξιv addidit
Rabe



text 1. 69

As when an ass, on passing by a grain field,
O’ercomes the boys, dull as he is.57

22. An example, however, deals with humans or deities only.
(c) And an analogy uses events that occur frequently, whereas an
example uses those that have occurred <once>. 23. For an exam-
ple is a <proof> of an ambiguous or unknown event by means of
a narrative about a similar but well-known event.

24. Aphthonius has placed his example heading after the
analogy. For from there you will then come to the examples
themselves. Thus: “Just as Themistocles, because he was alert,
explained the oracle and saved Hellas, so also Demosthenes, be-
cause he was not accustomed to much sleep and practiced his
rhetorical skills at night, became an orator who is famous down
to the present time”58 and so forth.

Testimony of the ancients (Aphth 21 H/ON [= 4,15 Rabe]).
25. After the examples you use another argument, that of the opin-
ion of others,59 such as whenever you say: “And not only did
Alexander make this judgment about Diogenes”—if perchance
you should use this chreia as an exercise that (says):60

To sleep all night ill-suits a counselor

—“but so have many other ancient authorities, such as Pythagoras
of Samos, who used to counsel, ‘Sleep sparingly.”’61 For a chreia
will be more convincing whenever many people concur in their
words on the same subject—for example, So and so makes the
same point as does the chreia.

26. Now perhaps someone might say: “How can the opinion
heading be applied to action chreiai? For, since there are no say-
ings in them, how can we cite those who have said the same thing?”

57 Il. 11.558–59. These lines are likewise an analogy taken from irra-
tional creatures.

58 This example comes from Sopatros’s elaboration of a chreia (see
Chreia 2:110–11).

59 John will use � �φL �τ�ρων κρ¬σιv for Aphthonius’s µαρτυρ¬α παλαιFν

later in this chapter (see below, 5.29 and 6.35) and then again in the parallel sec-
tion of his commentary on the maxim chapter (see Comm. in Aphth. 4 [62,19–20

Rabe]). John seems to have preferred this phrase to Aphthonius’s and may have
taken it from Nicolaus (see Nicolaus 170–71 H/ON [= 24,11 Felten]).

60 Il. 2.24.
61 This opinion comes from Sopatros’s elaboration of a chreia (see Chreia

2:112 and n. 149).
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σχοιµεν ;» | �στιν ο×ν ε®πεEν, Åτι κα­ ταEv πρακτικαEv <χρε¬αιv �> χρC-[49]

σιv �κολουθεE· δεE γ�ρ �πιδεικνËναι, Åτι καλ¿ν τ¿ γεγενηµ�νον κα­ Åτι

τ¿ν σκοπ¿ν τCv πρ�ξεωv �γνωµολ¾γησεν �τεροv, äv �π­ τοÖ ∆ιογ�-

νουv τοÖ τυπτ�σαντοv τ¿ν παιδαγωγ¿ν �ροÖµεν, Åτι κα­ Θουκυδ¬δηv τοEv

πραχθεEσιν ÁµολογεE <λ�γων> «Á γ�ρ δυν�µενοv παÖσαι, περιορFν δ�

�ληθ�στερον αÍτ¿ δρB» � τ¿ τοÖ ∆ηµοσθ�νουv «Á γ�ρ τ¿ σπ�ρµα πα-

ρασχÞν οØτοv τFν φËντων κακFν α°τιοv,» κα­ π�λιν �π­ τοÖ Λ�κωνοv

τοÖ δε¬ξαντοv τ¿ δ¾ρυ �στιν ε®πεEν, äv �ν τG δL τFν ΦιλιππικFν <∆η-

µοσθ�νηv λ�γει «φËσει> δ� Îπ�ρχει τοEv παροÖσι τ� τFν �π¾ντων κα­

τοEv �θ�λουσι πονεEν κα­ κινδυνεËειν τ� τFν �µελοËντων.»
�LΕπιλ¾γ} βραχε´ (Aphth 21–22 H/ON [= 4,15 Rabe]). 27. LΕπ¬-

λογ¾v �στι τ¿ τελευταEον τοÖ λ¾γου µ�ροv, �ν ö τFν ε®ρηµ�νων �ν τοEv

�γFσιν �στι τοEv βουλοµ�νοιv �νακεφαλαιοÖσθαι τ� κα¬ρια, äv �ν Á

�κροατ�v µεµνηµ�νοv αÍτFν τ�ν περ­ τοÖ πρ�γµατοv θε¬η καθ� βουλ¾-

µεθα ψCφον. 28. �ντεÖθεν �π¬λογοv �γορεËεται äv �π­ πAσι τοEv �λλοιv

λεγ¾µενοv τοÖ λ¾γου µ�ρεσι.

29. ΚαλFv δ� πρ¿v τ�ν τFν τελε¬ων λ¾γων �ργασ¬αν �µAv προεγυ-

µν�σατο LΑφθ¾νιοv τ� �κε¬νων µ�ρη �ν τD χρε¬{ σκιαγραφ�σαv. 30. τFν

γ�ρ τελε¬ων λ¾γων µ�ρη �στι δ′, προο¬µιον, δι�γησιv, π¬στιv, �π¬λο-

γοv. 31. τ�ν µ�ν ο×ν τοÖ προοιµ¬ου τ�ξιν �νταÖθα τ¿ �γκÞµιον �π�χει,

�ντ­ δ� τCv διηγ�σεωv � τCv χρε¬αv �στ­ παρ�φρασιv, � δ� π¬στιv �ν

τοEv λοιποEv κεφαλα¬οιv θεωρεEται· τCv γ�ρ π¬στεωv διπλCv | οÑσηv, τCv[50]

µ�ν �ντ�χνου, τCv δ� �τ�χνου, τCv µ�ν �ντ�χνου διL �νθυµηµ�των κα­

συλλογισµFν οÑσηv, τCv δ� �τ�χνου τυγχανοËσηv, �τιv δι� µαρτυριFν

συν�στηκεν, �µφοEν τοËτοιν µετ�χει τ� κεφ�λαια τCv χρε¬αv· � µ�ν γ�ρ

26 χρε¬αιv � addidit Rabe ; cf. Doxapatres 7.43 || 26 λ�γων addidit
Rabe ; cf. Doxapatres 7.44 | 26 Thucydides 1.69.1 || 26 Demosthenes
18.159 || 26 ∆ηµοσθ�νηv λ�γει φËσει addidit Rabe || 26 Demosthenes 4.5
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Well, it is possible to say that <the> opinion heading is also appro-
priate for action <chreiai>. For it is necessary to show that what
was done is noble and that someone else has expressed the intent
of the action in words. For example, in the case of Diogenes, who
struck the paedagogus,62 we will say: Thucydides also agrees with
what was done, <when he said>: “For the one who is able to stop
something but allows it to occur does it in a truer sense.”63 Or the
saying of Demosthenes: “For the one who provides the seed is the
cause of the crop of evil.”64 Again, in the case of the Laconian
who brandished his spear65 it is possible to say: In the fourth of
his speeches against Philip, <Demosthenes says: “By nature> the
property of those who are absent belongs to those who are present,
and the property of those who are negligent belongs to those who
are willing to toil and take risks.”66

Short epilogue (Aphth 21–22 H/ON [= 4,15 Rabe]). 27. The
epilogue is the last part of a speech, where it is possible, for those
who wish, to recapitulate the main points of what was said in the
argumentative headings, so that the hearer, by remembering them,
can cast his vote on the issue as we want him to. 28. Hence it is
called the “epilogue” because it is spoken after [�π¬] all the other
parts of a speech [λ¾γοv].

29. And so Aphthonius has prepared us well for the com-
position of complete speeches by foreshadowing their parts in
the chreia elaboration. 30. For the parts of complete speeches
are four: introduction, statement of the case, proof, and epilogue.
31. Accordingly, the encomium here occupies the position of the
introduction; instead of the statement of the case there is the
paraphrase of the chreia; and the proof is seen in the remaining
headings. Indeed, since the proof is twofold—the invented and
the uninvented, the former being made up of enthymemes and syl-
logisms and the latter being put together from testimonies—the
headings of the elaboration contain both kinds of proof. For the

62 John is referring to this chreia: Diogenes, on seeing a youth misbehav-
ing, struck his paedagogus; see further Chreia 1:315–16.

63 Thucydides 1.69.1.
64 Demosthenes 18.159.
65 John is referring to this chreia: when someone asked a Laconian where

the Lacedaimonians consider the boundaries of their land to be, brandished his
spear; see further Chreia 1:328–29.

66 Demosthenes 4.5.
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α®τ¬α κα­ τ¿ �ναντ¬ον κα­ <� παραβολ� κα­> τ¿ παρ�δειγµα τCv �ντ�-

χνου π¬στεÞv �στι µ�ρη, � δ� κρ¬σιv �γουν � τFν παλαιFν µαρτυρ¬α τCv

�τ�χνου· τËπον γ�ρ �π�χει µαρτυρ¬αv � �φL �τ�ρων κρ¬σιv. 32. � µ�ντοι

παρ�κλησιv èσπερ �π¬λογ¾v �στιν, Äv èσπερ τι συµπ�ρασµα τCv κα-

τασκευCv �π�γεται �νατρ�χων πρ¿v τ¿ν Åλον αÍτοÖ τοÖ λ¾γου σκοπ¾ν,

ο¶ον «καλFv �ρα τ¿ �ποv � τ¾νδε τ¿ν λ¾γον LΑλ�ξανδροv πρ¿v ∆ιογ�νην

�φθ�γξατο.»
33. ΤαÖτα δ� τ� µ�ρη τοÖ πολιτικοÖ λ¾γου φασ­ν εÎρ�σθαι τ¿ν

Κ¾ρακα, ëν � γνFσιv Ïστερον προσηγορεËθη øητορικ�· χρ¡ζοµεν γ�ρ

�ν τG πολιτικG <λ¾γ}> προοιµ¬ων µ�ν πρ¿v τ¿ προσεχεστ�ρουv ποEη-

σαι τοÌv �κροατ�v, διηγ�σεων δ� πρ¿v τ¿ διδ�ξαι τ¿ πρAγµα, τFν δ�

π¬στεων πρ¿v τ¿ κατασκευ�σαι � �νασκευ�σαι τ¿ προκε¬µενον, τFν δ�

�πιλ¾γων πρ¿v τ¿ �πιρρFσαι τ¿ν �κοËοντα.

<§6. παρ�δειγµα>

�Χρε¬α λογικ�· LΙσοκρ�τηv τ�v παιδε¬αv τ�ν µ�ν ø¬ζαν �φη πικρ�ν,

τοÌv δ� καρποÌv γλυκε´v (Aphth 23–25 H/ON [= 4,16–17 Rabe]).
1. ΤD χρε¬{ παρ�κειται γνÞµη κα­ �ποµνηµ¾νευµα· µ� �χουσα γ�ρ

� λογικ� χρε¬α τ¿ πρ¾σωπον γνÞµην ποιεE, µηκυνοµ�νη δ� κα­ µα-

κρ¾τερον �χουσα λ¾γον �ποµνηµ¾νευµα γ¬νεται, äv τ� ΞενοφFντοv

« LΑποµνηµονεËµατα.» 2. τFν δ� | χρειFν τFν µ�ν χρησ¬µου �νεκα πα-[51]

ραλαµβανοµ�νων, τFν δ� χαριεντισµοÖ, äv τ¿ ∆�µων Á παιδοτρ¬βηv

στρεβλοÌv �χων τοÌv π¾δαv κα­ τ� Îποδ�µατα �ν τG βαλανε¬} �πολ�σαv

31 � παραβολ� κα­ addidi || 33 λ¾γ} addidit Rabe || 33 διηγ�σεων
V || διηγ�σεωv W unde Rabe
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rationale, opposite, <analogy,> and example are invented proofs,
whereas the opinion, or the testimony of the ancients, is an un-
invented proof, for the judgment of others amounts to a type of
testimony. 32. Of course, the exhortation67 is like an epilogue that
is introduced as a summary of the confirmation and refers back to
the full intent of the saying itself. For example: “Properly, there-
fore, has Alexander quoted this verse or saying to Diogenes.”68

33. Corax, it is said, invented the parts of the public speech,
and the knowledge of them was later given the name “rhetoric.”69

For in the public <speech> we need introductions to render the
audience more attentive, statements of the case to explain the case,
proofs to confirm or refute the matter at hand, and epilogues to
strengthen the resolve of the audience.

<§6. model exercise>

A sayings chreia: Isocrates said that the root of education is

bitter, but its fruits are sweet (Aphth 23–25 H/ON [= 4,16–17

Rabe]).70 1. The maxim and reminiscence are related to the chreia.
For, a saying chreia, when it has no attribution, turns into a
maxim, and it becomes a reminiscence when it is lengthened and
contains a longer saying, as in the Memorabilia of Xenophon.71

2. Since some chreiai are handed on because of their usefulness
and others because of their wit, as: Damon the gym teacher who
was crippled in his feet and who had lost his sandals in the bath

67 Once again John prefers other terminology to Aphthonius’s by using
Hermogenes’s term for the last heading of an elaboration, παρ�κλησιv (see Her-
mogenes 60 H/ON [= 8,12 Rabe]).

68 This exhortation comes from Sopatros’s elaboration (see Chreia

2:111–12).
69 Corax of Syracuse is the traditional founder of the art of rhetoric in

the fifth century B.C., on which see PS 25,11–26,8 [Rabe]); George Kennedy,
The Art of Persuasion in Greece (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1963),
58–61; and Thomas Cole, “Who Was Corax?” ICS 16 (1991): 65–84.

70 On this chreia, see further Chreia 1:325–26.
71 Before turning to the chreia and its elaboration, John has slipped in

a brief discussion of διαφορ�, or the diVerence between the chreia and related
forms, the maxim and reminiscence. John will discuss the διαφορ�, at least for
the chreia and maxim, more fully later, when Aphthonius himself did, i.e., in
the chapter on the maxim (see Aphthonius, Progymn. 4 [8,7–10 Rabe] and John
of Sardis, Comm. in Aphth. 4 [62,23–63,16 Rabe]).
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ηÑχετο ταÖτα τοEv ποσ­ τοÖ κλ�ψαντοv �ρµ¾σαι, � προκειµ�νη χρε¬α τοÖ

χρησ¬µου �νεκα παρελ�φθη· συµβ�λλεται γ�ρ πρ¿v τ¿ δεEν καρτερεEν τ�

δυσχερC δι� τ�ν �δον�ν τ�ν µετ� ταÖτα.

�Θαυµ�σαι δ¬καιον LΙσοκρ�την τ�v τ�χνηv (Aphth 26 H/ON
[= 4,18 Rabe]). 3. LΑντ­ τοÖ κατ� τ�ν τ�χνην � �ντ­ τοÖ �νεκα τCv

τ�χνηv. 4. �στι δ� � σËνταξιv LΑττικ�.

�JΟv Ãνοµα αÍτ9 (Aphth 27 H/ON [= 4,18 Rabe]). 5. LΑντ­ τοÖ

αÍτCv, τCv τ�χνηv· LΑττικ¿ν κα­ τοÖτο. 6. � �ν αÍτD, τD τ�χν|.

�Κα­ Åση τιv �ν, �σκéν �πεδε¬ξατο (Aphth 27–28 H/ON
[= 4,19–20 Rabe]). 7. IΟση κατ� τ¿ µ�γεθοv· � �ντ­ τοÖ ο²α, πηλι-

κ¾τηv �ντ­ ποι¾τητοv. 8. �σκFν δ� σπουδ�ζων.

�Κα­ κηρËττει τ�ν τ�χνην, οÍκ αÍτ¿v �κ ταËτηv κεκ�ρυκται

(Aphth 28–29 H/ON [= 4,20–5,1 Rabe]). 9. ΚηρËττει· µεγαλËνει, δο-

ξ�ζει. 10. θαυµασ¬ωv δ� �ντ�στρεψεν, äv οÍχ � τ�χνη τοÖτον, �λλ�

µAλλον αÍτ¿v τ�ν τ�χνην �σ�µνυνε. 11. τ¿ν �παινον δ� τοÖ LΙσοκρ�τουv

�πL αÍτCv �ποι�σατο τCv τοÖ προσÞπου ποι¾τητοv· �πειδ� γ�ρ �ν τ�ξει

προοιµ¬ου λαµβ�νεται [κα­ παραδ�δοται] τ¿ �γκÞµιον κα­ δεE τοEv προοι-

µ¬οιv ®δι�ζοντα �νθυµ�µατα προτ¬θεσθαι τ� µ¾ν| τD παροËσ| Îποθ�σει

�ρµ¾ζοντα, κα­ οØτοv τG προσ�κοντι �πα¬ν} �χρ�σατο, τD ποι¾τητι τοÖ

περ­ τ�ν προκειµ�νην χρε¬αν προσÞπου �ρµ¾ζον �νθËµηµα παραλαβÞν.

| IΟσα µ�ν το¬νυν � βασιλεÖσι νοµοθετéν � παραινéν το´v καθL[52]

�καστον (Aphth 29–31 H/ON [= 5,1–2 Rabe]). 12. ΣκCµα τοÖτ¾ �στι

τ¿ κατ� παρ�λειψιν. 13. παραινετικοÌv δ� �γραψεν LΙσοκρ�τηv «Πρ¿v

∆ηµ¾νικον» κα­ «Νικοκλ�α.»
�HΟ παιδε¬αv �ρéν π¾νων µ�ν �ρχεται, π¾νων δ� Åµωv (Aphth

34–35 H/ON [= 5,5–6 Rabe]). 14. LΑπ¿ τοÖ καθ¾λου �πα¬νου �π­ τ�ν

§6.11 κα­ παραδ�δοται delevi
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prayed that they might fit the feet of the thief,72 the chreia cited
above has clearly been handed on because of its usefulness, for it
stresses the need to endure diYculties for the sake of the pleasures
that come after them.

It is right to admire Isocrates for his discipline (Aphth 26

H/ON [= 4,18 Rabe]). 3. (“Discipline” in the genitive [τ�χνηv] is
used) in the sense of “regarding his discipline” or in the sense of
“because of his discipline.” 4. The syntax, however, is Attic.

Who (appeared) as its (most illustrious) name (Aphth 27

H/ON [= 4,18 Rabe]). 5. (“Its” in the dative [αÍτD] is used) either
in the sense of (the genitive [αÍτCv]) “its,” that is, the discipline’s,
and this too is Attic. 6. Or in the sense of “through it,” that is,
through the discipline.

And how great his name was he showed by his practice

(Aphth 27–28 H/ON [= 4,19–20 Rabe]). 7. “How great” in mag-
nitude; or in the sense of “what sort,” magnitude in the sense of
quality. 8. “By his practice”: by his earnest pursuit.

And so he is a herald for the art of rhetoric; he himself has

not been heralded by it (Aphth 28–29 H/ON [= 4,20–5,1 Rabe]).
9. “He is a herald”: He magnifies it, he glorifies it. 10. Aphtho-
nius has marvelously inverted the thought, so that it was not the
discipline of rhetoric that was exalting him, but rather he the dis-
cipline. 11. Aphthonius has created this praise of Isocrates on the
basis of the qualities of this individual. For since this encomium
is used in the place of an introduction, and since it is necessary in
introductions to set forth individualized enthymemes that fit only
the present subject, Aphthonius has made use of the appropriate
praise by taking up an enthymeme that fits the quality of the indi-
vidual in the chreia under consideration.

How often, moreover, either as a lawgiver to kings or

as adviser to individuals (Aphth 29–31 H/ON [= 5,1–2Rabe]).
12. The figure of speech used here is “pretended omission.”
13. Isocrates wrote advisory treatises To Demonicus and Nicocles.73

The lover of education begins with toil but toil that nev-

ertheless. . . (Aphth 34–35 H/ON [= 5,5–6 Rabe]). 14. From this

72 On this chreia, see further Chreia 1:310.
73 These treatises presumably are selected so that To Demonicus repre-

sents advice for an individual and Nicocles advice for a king.
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προκειµ�νην �λθε χρε¬αν παραφρ�σει εÍθÌv χρησ�µενοv, ²να δ¾ξ| κατL

�κολουθ¬αν ε®σ�γεσθαι � παρ�φρασιv κα­ πανταχ¾θεν βεβαιFται τ¿ ο®-

κεEον εµναι τ¿ν �παινον τCv παροËσηv Îποθ�σεωv. 15. Áµο¬αν δ� ταËτηv

εµπε τCv χρε¬αv κα­ �τ�ραν Á αÍτ¿v LΙσοκρ�τηv «�ν �πασι δ� τοEv πρ�γ-

µασιν οÍχ οÏτω τCv �ρχCv τFν �ργων µνηµονεËοµεν äv τCv τελευτCv

τ�ν α°σθησιν λαµβ�νοµεν.»
�Ο¯ γ�ρ παιδε¬αv �ρéντεv το´v τ�v παιδε¬αv �γεµ¾σι συνεξετ�-

ζονται (Aphth 38–39 H/ON [= 5,8–9 Rabe]). 16. LΑντ­ τοÖ πρ¿v

�ρετ�ν �γγυµν�ζονται· διL αÍτFν γ�ρ ε®v δι¾ρθωσιν κα­ δι�γνωσιν �ρ-

χονται.

17. LΕκ τCv α®τ¬αv � κατασκευ�, τοÖτο δ� τ¿ κεφ�λαιον �ξετ�ζεται

�κ τε τFν καθ¾λου κα­ �κ τFν Îπαρχ¾ντων τG πρ�γµατι, �φL ö � χρε¬α.

18. ε®κ¿v δ� τοÖτο ãν¾µασαν �τεροι, �πε­ κα­ αÍτ¿ δι� τFν �νθυµηµατι-

κFν �ποδε¬ξεων τFν �πL αÍτοÖ τοÖ πρ�γµατοv λαµβ�νεται· �ν�γκη γ�ρ

ταEv �νθυµηµατικαEv �ποδε¬ξεσι χρÞµενον τ�ν διL αÍτFν τFν συµβαι-

ν¾ντων περ­ τ¿ πρAγµα κα­ δυσχερFν κα­ καλFν �ξ�τασιν ποι�σασθαι

κα­ ε®πεEν, π¾σα µ�ν �ν ε°η τ� λυποÖντα περ­ τ�ν �σκησιν, π¾σα δ� τ�

�κβα¬νοντα µετ� ταÖτα �γαθ�.

| Κα­ παροÖσι κα­ µ�λλουσι (Aphth 42 H/ON [= 5,11 Rabe]).[53]

19. Τ¿ µ�λλουσιν �ντ­ τοÖ βραδËνουσιν � �ναβ�λλουσιν � �ναδυοµ�νοιv,

Îπερτιθεµ�νοιv.

�Α®κιζ¾µενοι δ� (Aphth 43 H/ON [= 5,12 Rabe]). 20. LΑντ­ τοÖ

α®κ¬ζοντεv, παθητικ¿ν �ντ­ �νεργητικοÖ.

�Φθ�νει τ�ν πε´ραν τ¿ δ�οv (Aphth 44 H/ON [= 5,13 Rabe]).
21. HΟ φ¾βοv, φησ¬, τ�ν κ¾λασιν προλαµβ�νει.

�Μετ�ρχονται (Aphth 46 H/ON [= 5,15 Rabe]). 22. LΑντ­ τοÖ

τιµωροÖσι, διεξετ�ζουσιν, �ρευνFσι κα­ κρ¬νουσιν ο¯ παιδαγωγο¬.

�Ο®κε´α δ� τ� κατορθÞµατα (Aphth 46–47 H/ON [= 5,15 Ra-
be]). 23. Λε¬πει τ¿ èv, ²νL ª äv ο®κεEα.

LΕκ τοÖ �ναντ¬ου· ε® δ� τιv ταÖτα φοβοËµενοv φËγ0 µ�ν τοÌv δι-

δασκ�λουv (Aphth 53–54 H/ON [= 5,21–22 Rabe]). 24. Τ¿ φËγ| κα­

15 Isocrates, Orat. 1.47 || 15 πρ�γµασιν V W unde Rabe || �ργοιv
Isocrates || 15 τFν �ργων V W unde Rabe || deest Isocrates || 18 �ν ε°η
scripsit Rabe || �ν�γκη V || �ναγκαEον W
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general praise (of Isocrates), Aphthonius comes to the chreia un-
der consideration by turning immediately to the paraphrase, in
order that the paraphrase might seem to be introduced in its cor-
rect sequence and that the praise of the present subject might be
confirmed as proper in every respect. 15. Isocrates has uttered an-
other chreia that is similar to this one: “In all things we do not so
much remember the beginning of our tasks as we derive our per-
ception of them after their completion.”74

For lovers of education are reckoned among the leaders of

education (Aphth 38–39 H/ON [= 5,8–9 Rabe]). 16. In the sense
of “they are being trained for virtue.” For through their leaders
they attain upright behavior and discernment.

17. Confirmation by means of a rationale. This heading is
investigated on the basis of both general considerations and those
pertaining to the subject of the chreia. 18. Others have named
this heading “the probable,” since it, too, uses enthymemic proofs
that derive from the subject itself. It is necessary for one using
enthymemic proofs to investigate the subject in terms of the cir-
cumstances themselves, both those that are diYcult and those that
are noble, and to say how great the pains in the training would be
and how great the blessings would be that come after them.

Both when they are present (at school) and when they hes-

itate (to go there) (Aphth 42 H/ON [= 5,11 Rabe]). 19. (The verb
µ�λλουσι is used) in the sense of “they loiter, procrastinate, hesitate,
put oV.”

Inflicting punishment (Aphth 43 H/ON [= 5,12 Rabe]).
20. In the sense of “inflicting punishment,” the middle/passive is
used as the active.

Apprehension precedes the endeavor (Aphth 44 H/ON [=
5,13 Rabe]). 21. Fear, he is saying, comes before the punishment.

They assail (Aphth 46 H/ON [= 5,15 Rabe]). 22. In the
sense of “the paedagogi punish, examine, monitor, and evaluate.”

Achievements to be expected (Aphth 46–47 H/ON [= 5,15

Rabe]). 23. He leaves out the word “as,” so that it should read “as
expected.”

From the opposite: But if anyone in fear of these hardships

avoids his teachers . . . (Aphth 53–54 H/ON [= 5,21–22 Rabe]).

74 Isocrates, Orat. 1.47.
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�ποδρ�σει κα­ �ποστραφε¬η ταÍτ¾ν �στι, δι� δ� τ¿ µ� ταυτολογCσαι

�χρ�σατο τG τCv χορηγ¬αv σχ�µατι.

25. HΗ δ� κατασκευ� αÏτη �κ τοÖ �ναντ¬ου. 26. τοÖτο δ� τ¿ θεÞρη-

µα κα­ ∆ηµοσθ�νηv �ν τG Κατ� LΑριστογε¬τονοv δευτ�ρ} �πισηµα¬νεται

λ�γων «οÏτω δL �ν �ριστα συνθεωρ�σετε τ¿ τοEv κειµ�νοιv πε¬θεσθαι

�λ¬κον �γαθ¾ν �στι, κα­ τ¿ καταφρονεEν κα­ µ� πειθαρχεEν αÍτοEv �λ¬-

κον κακ¾ν, ε® τ� �κ τFν ν¾µων �γαθ� χωρ­v κα­ τ� δι� τCv παρανοµ¬αv

συµβα¬νοντα πρ¿ ÀφθαλµFν ÎµEν αÍτοEv ποιησ�µενοι θεωρ�σετε.»
�Κα­ µετ� τοÖ δ�ουv τ¿ν λ¾γον �φ1ρηται (Aphth 56–57 H/ON

[= 5,23–24 Rabe]). 27. LΑφαιροËµενοv γ�ρ τοÖ φ¾βου �φαιρεEται κα­

τοÖ λ¾γου.

| HΩv γ�ρ ο¯ τ�ν γ�ν �ργαζ¾µενοι (Aphth 59 H/ON [= 6,3[54]

Rabe]). 28. LΕκ παραβολCv � �ργασ¬α· δεE γ�ρ προστιθ�ναι ταEv �νθυ-

µηµατικαEv �ποδε¬ξεσιν äv µ�ροv Âν τοÖ ε®κ¾τοv κα­ τ¿ �κ παραβολCv

κεφ�λαιον Àνοµαζ¾µενον.

�Π¾ν} µ�ν τ9 γ9 τ� σπ�ρµατα καταβ�λλουσι (Aphth 59–60
H/ON [= 6,3–4 Rabe]). 29. Τ¿ καταβ�λλουσιν �ντ­ τοÖ παρ�χουσι.

�LΑντιποιοËµενοι (Aphth 62 H/ON [= 6,5–6 Rabe]). 30. LΕπιµε-

λοËµενοι.

�Τ¿ν ∆ηµοσθ�νουv Åρα µοι β¬ον (Aphth 64 H/ON [= 6,7 Ra-
be]). 31. ΣυνCψε τ¿ �π¿ τοÖ παραδε¬γµατοv �πιχε¬ρηµα. 32. �πειδ� δ�

Á øητορικ¿v λ¾γοv πιστοÖται κα­ κατασκευ�ζεται �ξ �νθυµ�µατοv κα­

παραδε¬γµατοv, ®στ�ον äv �νθυµ�µατα µ�ν ε®σιν ο¯ λογισµο­ �τοι τ�

�πιχειρ�µατα, παραδε¬γµατα δ� τ� παρατιθ�µενα Åµοια πρ�γµατα πρ¿v

�π¾δειξιν τοÖ προκειµ�νου. 33. ε®κ¾τωv ο×ν κα­ �ν τD τCv χρε¬αv κα-

τασκευD �χ¾ντων �µFν �ποδεEξαι, äv �ληθ�v �στι τ¿ øηθ�ν � καλFv

γ�γονε τ¿ πραχθ�ν, �κ τFν �πιχειρηµ�των κα­ τFν παραδειγµ�των τ¿

προκε¬µενον �ποδε¬κνυµεν.

26 Demosthenes 26.25 || 28 τοÖ ε®κ¾τοv scripsit Rabe ; cf. Nicolaus
174 H/ON (= 24,14 Felten) || τFν ε®ρηµ�νων V W || 32 post �πειδ� scripsit
δ� Rabe || γ�ρ V W
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24. The verbs “he avoids,” “he runs away,” and “he turns away”75

have the same meaning, but because he did not want to repeat what
he was saying, Aphthonius used the figure variation.76

25. This is confirmation from the opposite. 26. De-
mosthenes also observes this rule in his second speech Against

Aristogeiton, when he says: “Thus you would best observe how
great is the blessing of obeying the established <laws> and how
great is the evil of despising and disobeying them, if you will hold
before your very eyes and examine separately the blessings that
come from the laws and the consequences that come through their
transgression.”77

And in ridding himself of his apprehension he also rids

himself of their guidance (Aphth 56–57 H/ON [= 5,23–24 Rabe]).
27. For, although the apprehension (toward paedagogi) has been
removed, he has also denied himself of their guidance.

For just as those who till the land . . . (Aphth 59 H/ON [=
6,3 Rabe]). 28. Elaboration by means of an analogy. For one must
add an analogy to the enthymemic proofs since it is part of the
probable and the heading is called “from analogy.”

They sow the seed in the land with toil (Aphth 59–60

H/ON [= 6,3–4 Rabe]). 29. “They sow” in the sense of “they pro-
vide.”

Pursuing (Aphth 62 H/ON [= 6,5–6 Rabe]). 30. Cultivating.
Consider, if you will, the life of Demosthenes (Aphth 64

H/ON [= 6,7 Rabe]). 31. Aphthonius has attached an argument
using an example. 32. Since rhetorical speech is credible and is
confirmed by means of enthymeme and example, one should real-
ize that enthymemes are reasons or arguments, whereas examples
are events that are similar and that are used to prove the matter at
hand. 33. Therefore, since in the confirmation of the chreia we are
able to prove that what was said is true or what was done is noble,
we reasonably prove the subject at hand by means of arguments
and examples.

75 Aphth 55 (= 5,23–24 Rabe). The latter two verbs are not included in
the lemma but are in the next two clauses of this sentence and are required for
John’s comment to make sense (see Aphthonius 53–55 H/ON [= 5,22–24 Rabe]).

76 For this figure, see Hermogenes, On Method 4 (416,21–417,4 Rabe), a
text that Doxapatres will later cite for this very passage (see Doxapatres 7.34).

77 Demosthenes 26.25.
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�Κα­ τοσοÖτον αÍτô τ�v σπουδ�v περι�ν, äv κα­ τ¿ν κ¾σµον πε-

ριαιρε´σθαι τ�v κεφαλ�v (Aphth 66–68 H/ON [= 6,9–10 Rabe]).
34. [LΕκ] τCv �π�ντων, φησ¬, σπουδCv τοσοÖτον αÍτG περιCν � σπουδ�,

äv κα­ τD κεφαλD παρ�χειν πρ�γµατα �φαιρεEσθα¬ τε τ¿ν αÍτCv κ¾σµον

� παραλογ¬ζεσθαι κα­ ε®v οÍδ�ν �γεEσθαι.

| Κα­ π¾νοιv �ν�λωσεν, � κα­ πρ¿v �δον�v �ναλ¬σκουσιν �τεροι[55]

(Aphth 69–70 H/ON [= 6,11–12 Rabe]). 35. NΗ τ¿ν πλοÖτον αÍτοÖ

λ�γει, Äν ε®v τ� βιβλ¬α �κ�νωσεν, � τ¿ �κδαπανÞµενον �λαιον περ­ τ�

λυχν¬α.

�∆ι¿ θαυµ�σαι τ¿ν HΗσ¬οδον δε´ τραχε´αν ε®π¾ντα τ�v �ρετ�v

τ�ν Áδ¾ν (Aphth 71–72 H/ON [= 6,13–14 Rabe]). 36. Μετ� τ¿ πα-

ρ�δειγµα �πιχε¬ρηµα �λαβεν �λλο τ¿ �π¿ τCv τFν �τ�ρων κρ¬σεωv, �π¿

τοÖ ποιητοÖ δ� τοÖ γνωριµωτ�ρου τοEv ν�οιv παρ�θηκε τ�ν µαρτυρ¬αν·

HΗσι¾δου γ�ρ �ν MΕργοιv κα­ HΗµ�ραιv ταÖτα τ� �πη.

�Πρ¿v � δε´ βλ�πονταv LΙσοκρ�την θαυµ�ζειν (Aphth 77–78
H/ON [= 6,18 Rabe]). 37. IΟπερ εµπεν �ν τD διαιρ�σει, Åτι �π­ τε-

34 LΕκ omissit Rabe || 35 λυχν¬α scripsit Rabe || βιβλ¬α V W ||

36 Hesiod, WD 287–89
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Indeed, his life so excelled in zeal that he even removed

the adornment from his head (Aphth 66–68 H/ON [= 6,9–10

Rabe]). 34. Aphthonius is saying that Demosthenes’s zeal so ex-
celled everybody else’s that he took it out on his head and removed
its adornment78 or that he ignored79 this adornment and counted
it as nothing.

And so he spent on toil what others spend on pleasures

(Aphth 69–70 H/ON [= 6,11–12 Rabe]). 35. Aphthonius means
either the wealth that Demosthenes spent on books or the oil that
was consumed by his lamps.80

Therefore, one must admire Hesiod for saying that the

road to virtue is rough (Aphth 71–72 H/ON [= 6,13–14 Rabe]).
36. After the example, Aphthonius has used another argument,
that from the opinion of others.81 He has provided a testimony
from a poet who is quite familiar to young men. For these lines
are from Hesiod’s Works and Days.82

When these points are considered, we must admire Iso-

crates (Aphth 77–78 H/ON [= 6,18 Rabe]). 37. What Aphthonius

78 Removing his adornment refers to Demosthenes’s practice of shaving
his head before entering an underground chamber in order to prepare a speech,
the time needed to prepare it being the time needed to regrow his hair (see
Plutarch, Demosth. 849B-C; cf. also Quintilian 10.3.25; ps.-Plutarch, Vit. dec.

orat. 844D; and ps.-Lucian, Dem. enc. 14).
79 The verb παραλογ¬ζεσθαι, rendered here as “ignored,” is troublesome.

Its basic meaning is “reason falsely,” which would be a surprising criticism of
“the orator,” but the meaning, taking the prepositional prefix παρ� as “to the
side,” to “leave out of reckoning” and hence “ignore” is found in late Greek
(see Lampe s.v. παραλογ¬ζοµαι). I am thankful to Craig Gibson for his advice
on the syntax of this sentence and for the reference to Lampe’s treatment of
παραλογ¬ζοµαι.

80 A chreia attributed to Demosthenes favors the latter option: Demos-
thenes, on being asked how he had become an orator, said: “By spending more
on oil than on wine” (see Stobaeus 3.29.90 [655 Hense]; cf. ps.-Plutarch, Vit.

dec. orat. 848C; Aelian, V.H. 7.7b; ps.-Lucian, Dem. enc. 15; and Chreia 1:311).
81 John earlier glossed Aphthonius’s µαρτυρ¬α παλαιFν as � �φL �τ�ρων

κρ¬σιv (see 5.23).
82 See WD 287–91. On young men’s familiarity with Hesiod from their

schooling, see, e.g., Lucian, Men. 3; Hes. 1; and, more generally, RaVaella
Cribiore, Gymnastics of the Mind: Greek Education in Hellenistic and Roman

Egypt (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2001), 197–98.
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λευτD βραχεE τινι �πιλ¾γ} δεE χρCσθαι συµπληροÖντι τ¿ν λ¾γον, τοÖτο

�πο¬ησε νÖν, èσπερ τι συµπ�ρασµα τCv κατασκευCv �παγαγáν τ¿ν λ¾γον

συντελοÖντα πρ¿v τ¿ν Åλον αÍτοÖ τοÖ λ¾γου σκοπ¾ν.
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had said in his division83—that at the end one must use a short epi-
logue, which finishes the essay—this he has done now by bringing
in a statement that, like a conclusion to the confirmation, con-
tributes to the overall aim of Isocrates’s saying.

83 John is referring back to Aphthonius’s list of the eight headings that
comprise an elaboration and specifically to the last item in the list (see Aphtho-
nius 21–22 H/ON [= 6,18 Rabe]). He did not use the word δια¬ρεσιv there, but
John uses it for him here in the sense of the division of the whole into its parts.





Text . The P-Scholia

Commentary on Aphthonius’s

Progymnasmata

Chapter : On the Chreia

(:,–, Walz)

Introduction

previous scholarship

Christian Walz’s second volume of his Rhetores Graeci, published
in 1835, contains commentaries on Aphthonius’s Progymnasmata.
One anonymous commentary, preserved in several, mostly late,
manuscripts, bears the title Σχ¾λια ε®v τ� τοÖ LΑφθον¬ου Προ-

γυµν�σµατα, or Scholia on the Progymnasmata of Aphthonius.1 Not
long after the publication of the scholia, Eberhard Finckh saw
their significance for recovering the fifth-century Nicolaus of
Myra’s Progymnasmata, which is mentioned by the Suda.2 Finckh
made the discovery with a perceptive observation involving John
Doxapatres’s discussion of the diVerences between a δι�γηµα and
a δι�γησιv: a δι�γησιv is the narration of events that have actually
happened, whereas a δι�γηµα narrates events that could have hap-
pened.3 As sources for this διαφορ�, or diVerence, between these
terms Doxapatres cites Nicolaus as well as an unnamed commen-
tator on Aphthonius.4 Finckh noted that what was attributed to

1 Christian Walz, ed., Rhetores Graeci (9 vols.; Tübingen: Cottae, 1832–
1836), 2:1–68 and 565–684.

2 See Suda 3:469, which says in part Νικ¾λαοv . . . �γραψε

προγυµν�σµατα, and Finckh’s praefatio in Leonard Spengel, ed., Rhetores

Graeci (3 vols.; Teubner, 1853–1856), 3.xxv.
3 See Doxapatres 2:198,17–199,3 (Walz).
4 Doxapatres 2:199,1–3 (Walz).
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Nicolaus was precisely what was said in the anonymous scholia.5

Finckh found other places in Doxapatres’s commentary that men-
tion Nicolaus as his source and match the scholia,6 and he came
to realize that embedded in the anonymous scholia was the whole
of Nicolaus’s otherwise lost Progymnasmata. Finckh then used
the scholia to reconstruct the whole of Nicolaus’s Progymnasmata

and, in 1856, published his results in the third volume of Leonard
Spengel’s Rhetores Graeci.7

Further progress in reconstructing Nicolaus’s Progymnas-

mata came at the end of the nineteenth century and beginning
of the twentieth. In 1895 Heinrich Graeven reported the discov-
ery of a fifteenth-century manuscript in the British Museum, Brit.
Mus. addit. 11889, which contains the text of the Progymnasmata

itself, or at least much of it,8 copied there as commentary on Aph-
thonius’s standard Progymnasmata.9 This manuscript confirmed
Finckh’s use of the anonymous scholia in reconstructing Nico-
laus’s text, but it also made the scholia themselves less important,
since Joseph Felten used the British Museum manuscript as the
basis of his critical text of Nicolaus, published in 1913, in the
Teubner Rhetores Graeci series.10

5 Doxapatres 2:198,30–199,1 (Walz) = Anon. Schol. 2:578,15–17 (Walz).
6 See, e.g., Doxapatres 2:539,14–18 (Walz), which cites Nicolaus and

gives his definition of a thesis, a definition that matches that of the anonymous
scholia (2:657,22–24 Walz), and Doxapatres 2:548,14–17 (Walz), which diVeren-
tiates a celebratory thesis from an encomium, and again mentions Nicolaus and
follows with analysis that matches that in the anonymous scholia (2:658,12–15

Walz).
7 Spengel, ed., Rhetores Graeci, 3:449–98.
8 The manuscript breaks oV toward the end of the chapter on encomium

and invective.
9 Heinrich Graeven, “Die Progymnasmata des Nicolaus,” Hermes 30

(1895): 471–73. Graeven (472) describes this manuscript as subordinating Nico-
laus’s Progymnasmata to Aphthonius’s. Except for Nicolaus’s introductory
chapter (for which Aphthonius has no equivalent), the copyist placed Aphtho-
nius’s text in large letters in inner columns and wrote Nicolaus’s in smaller
letters on the outside or wherever they could fit, a practice Graeven had noted in
other commentaries (see “Ein Fragment des Lachares,” Hermes 30 [1895]: 289–
313, esp. 290).

10 Joseph Felten, ed., Nicolai Progymnasmata (Rhetores Graeci 11;
Leipzig: Teubner, 1913). Hugo Rabe had already edited and published the in-
troductory chapter from this manuscript (see “Aus Rhetoren-Handschriften.
10. Einleitungen,” RhM 64 [1909]: 539–78, esp. 558–61).
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As the anonymous scholia were losing their importance as
a source of Nicolaus’s Progymnasmata, Hugo Rabe drew atten-
tion to them for another reason. In two Rheinisches Museum für

Philologie articles, one appearing in 1907 and the other in 1912,11

Rabe analyzed the anonymous scholia in and for themselves and
especially in their role as a carefully constructed rhetorical cor-
pus, not merely a collection of rhetorical treatises.12 Central to this
corpus are the five treatises that made up the standard rhetorical
curriculum—Aphthonius’s Progymnasmata and the four rhetori-
cal writings of Hermogenes.13

This corpus is represented best by two eleventh-century
Parisian manuscripts, Paris. gr. 1893 and 2977.14 The location of
these manuscripts prompted Rabe to designate the corpus with
the letter P (and hence the designation of the anonymous scho-
lia as the P-scholia).15 P “was planned,” Rabe says, “from the
outset as a large corpus of scholia; the compiler wanted to col-
lect for the five writings of Aphthonius and Hermogenes what had
been produced for understanding them in terms of rhetoric gen-
erally and specifically through introductions to each writing and
detailed commentary on the writings themselves.”16 As a result, in
addition to the various introductions to these texts, the compiler,
perhaps around the year 1000, arranged the texts of Aphthonius
and Hermogenes so that only a few lines of the author appear on

11 Hugo Rabe, “Aus Rhetoren-Handschriften. 3. Die Quellen des
Doxapatres in den Homilien zu Aphthonius,” RhM 62 (1907): 559–86; and
“Rhetoren-Corpora,” RhM 67 (1912): 321–57, esp. 323–32.

12 Rabe, “Quellen des Doxapatres,” 560, and “Rhetoren-Corpora,” 321.
13 For the contents of P, comprising thirty-one treatises, of which only

six are not concerned with the Aphthonian-Hermogenean writings, see Rabe,
“Rhetoren-Corpora,” 325–26.

14 On these manuscripts, see also Germaine Aujac, “Recherches sur la
tradition de περ­ συνθ�σεωv Àνοµ�των de Denys d’Halicarnasse,” RHT 4 (1974):
1–44, esp. 32–34.

15 Rabe (“Quellen des Doxapatres,” 559 n. 1) assigns two other
manuscripts to P—the thirteenth-century manuscript Paris. gr. 2916, at least
from fol. 39 on, and the fifteenth-century manuscript Oxon. misc. 268. For
other P manuscripts, see further Rabe, “Rhetoren-Corpora,” 324–325.

16 Rabe, “Rhetoren-Corpora,” 324 (my translation).
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each page of the manuscript, with the remainder of the page filled
with scholia on those lines.17

Yet despite Rabe’s painstaking work on the manuscripts and
initial insights about the unified conception of P, and despite his
eventual editing of some of the introductions in 1931,18 little, if
anything, has come of his work, in part because Rabe died a year
later19 and in part because, at least for the Aphthonian portions of
the corpus, the discovery of the commentary by John of Sardis—
by Rabe himself no less20—made the P-scholia once again of less
significance.21 But, even if eclipsed, the P-scholia on Aphthonius
deserve more analysis than Rabe’s preliminary work provided,
and to that analysis we now turn.

the p-scholia on aphthonius’s progymnasmata

We begin with Rabe’s revision of Walz’s presentation of the P-
scholia on Aphthonius in the second volume of his Rhetores Graeci.
As already stated, Walz had divided the scholia in the manuscripts
he had and printed them in two sections, a decision that followed
the Aldine edition before him.22 Rabe reunited the sections—
pages 1 to 68 and 565 to 684—but, because Walz used manuscripts
that were later than or unrelated to Paris. gr. 1983 and 2977, his
edition had some material that had been added in the course of
centuries. Thus Rabe eliminated pages 9 (beginning at line 21)

17 See further Rabe, “Rhetoren-Corpora,” 324, and the photographs of
pages from Paris. gr. 1893 and 2977 that Rabe included as Tabula I at the back
of his Hermogenis Opera (Rhetores Graeci 6; Leipzig: Teubner, 1913). On the
tentative dating, see Rabe, “Rhetoren-Corpora,” 329–32.

18 See PS 44–58, 183–217, 238–55, 255–58, and 388–90 (Rabe).
19 On the loss to the discipline from Rabe’s “viel zu früher Tod,” see

Georg Lehnert, review of Hugo Rabe, ed., Prolegomenon Sylloge, PhW 54

(1934): 65–74, esp. 65. On Rabe’s unfinished work, see Ursala Peters, “Über-
sicht über den Nachlass Hugo Rabes zu den Rhetores Graeci,” in Miscellanea

Critica. Teil 1. Aus Anlass des 150 jährigen Bestehens der Verlagsgesellschaft und

des Graphischen Betriebes B. G. Teubner, Leipzig (ed. Johannes Irmscher et al.;
Leipzig: B. G. Teubner, 1964), 172–75.

20 See Hugo Rabe, ed., Ioannis Sardiani Commentarium in Aphthonii Pro-

gymnasmata (Rhetores Graeci 15; Leipzig: B. G. Teubner, 1928).
21 For this assessment, see Herbert Hunger, Die hochsprachliche profane

Literatur der Byzantiner (HAW 12.5.1–2; Munich: C. H. Beck, 1978), 1:78.
22 See Rabe, “Quellen des Doxapatres,” 559.
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to 68 because they are missing in his principal manuscripts.23 But
he also eliminated pages 1 to 4 because of their content. These
pages ask and answer a series of questions more appropriate to an
introduction to rhetoric, not progymnasmata—What is an orator?
(1,5); What are the tasks of rhetoric? (1,7); What is rhetoric? (2,1);
How many kinds of speech are there? (2,3); What is rhetoric useful
for? (2,9); and so forth.24 Thus in P the introduction to Aphtho-
nius’s Progymnasmata should include only pages 5 to 9 (through
line 20) and 565–567 (through line 29).

Accordingly, in Rabe’s reconstruction the introduction to
Aphthonius’s Progymnasmata begins, appropriately enough, with
definitions of the word “progymnasma,” both in a general sense
and in a specifically rhetorical one. Generally speaking, a pro-
gymnasma is training in moderate tasks with a view to facility
in greater ones. With regard to rhetoric, a progymnasma is in-
troductory practice with the parts of a speech and the kinds of
rhetorical speeches and thereby is practice in something useful
(5,2–5). Then there follows the caveat that no one progymnasma
is useful for all parts of a speech or for all kinds of public speeches.
Rather, some progymnasmata are useful training, say, for judi-
cial speeches, such as refutation, confirmation, and common place,
whereas others are useful with regard to advisory speeches, such as
fable and maxim. Fuller, but still elementary, definitions and aims
of the three kinds of public speech and the five parts of a judicial
speech are given to clarify what students of progymnasmata would
eventually have to tackle (5,5–7,17). Rhetoric, too, is defined and
its possible etymologies provided (5,18–8,13). Especially notewor-
thy is the justification for the progymnasmata, which deserves to
be quoted in full:

We begin with the progymnasmata because rhetoric, while
naturally always present in society, was diYcult to grasp and so
did not easily prove its utility. Therefore, it was not evident to
all. Each person, then, grasped a certain part of this discipline
and handed it on to those after him, and so little by little the disci-
pline developed divisions [διαιρ�σειv] and theories [µ�θοδοι]. Now
that these developments were being used, the value of rhetoric was

23 Rabe (“Quellen des Doxapatres,” 559) says that these pages are miss-
ing in the two best manuscripts, which have pages 565–684 immediately after
1–9,20.

24 Rabe, “Quellen des Doxapatres,” 559–60.
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much clearer. Still, for youths the discipline seemed diYcult to
master, since it is not easy for those trying to grasp it to compre-
hend every aspect of the discipline all at once. Therefore, the need
for progymnasmata arose. For we get training in the progymnas-
mata not to grasp the whole of rhetoric but merely to learn each of
its parts separately. (9,8–20)

The introduction then takes up Aphthonius’s name, his ti-
tle, and the relation of his Progymnasmata to Hermogenes’s four
rhetorical treatises. The name “Aphthonius” is both a proper
name and a derived one (παρ�γωγον).25 It is in fact especially
fitting, in that Aphthonius poured forth the streams of speech
�φθ¾νωv, that is, abundantly or richly, and pumped forth springs
of instruction without emotion, that is, envy (φθ¾νου), for those
who were being taught (565,5–9). The title used of Aphthonius in
the commentary is σοφιστ�v (“sophist”),26 and this word is given
two meanings—either “deceiver, imposter” or, as used of Aph-
thonius, “teacher” (565,10–566,7). Finally, the progymnasmata
(προγυµν�σµατα) are preliminary exercises to the rhetorical exer-
cises (γυµν�σµατα) of the books of Hermogenes, those On Issues,
On Invention, On Types of Style, and On Method (566,18–19).
“Accordingly, the Progymnasmata of Aphthonius is an introduc-
tion to the books of Hermogenes and is, as it were, a brief and
continuing disclosure that anoints and arouses youths to the close
examination of them” (566,23–26).27

The introduction ends with a catechetical section that asks
and answers basic questions about the progymnasmata. The first

25 Παρ�γωγον is a technical term in grammar, with which students would
have become familiar during their secondary curriculum. Dionysius Thrax
pairs it with πρωτ¾τυπον (“primary”) to identify the two principal classes of a
noun (Ars gramm. 12 [25,3–5 Uhlig]): “There are two classes: primary and de-
rived. A primary noun is one that was assigned at first to a thing, such as earth
[γC], whereas a derived noun has its origin from another noun, such as earthly
[γαι�ιοv].” The P-scholiast goes on to derive Aphthonius’s name from �φθ¾νωv

and φθ¾νοv.
26 See P-scholia 566,6; 604,16; 633,30; 636,26; 647,20.
27 Much like John of Sardis, however, the scholiast seldom indicates how

the progymnasmata prepared for or anticipated what students would learn from
the Hermogenean treatises. Indeed, at only a few places are there specific and
clarifying references to τ� τοÖ HΕρµογ�νουv βιβλ¬α (2:566,21 Walz). The scho-
liast refers only twice to On Issues (671,1 and 674,25) and three times to On Types

of Style (646,31; 647,8; and 671,20).
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question—Why were the progymnasmata thought necessary?—
has been answered before (cf. 9,16–20) and the answer here is
similar (566,27–567,6). How many progymnasmata are there?
Fourteen (567,7), and they are listed in the Aphthonian sequence
(567,7–10) and lined up with the appropriate kind of public speech
they provide training for, such as the fable, chreia, and maxim for
the advisory speech, and so on (567,10–17). Similarly, it is asked
for what part of the public speech does each progymnasma provide
training, and the answer is that the fable, narrative, and descrip-
tion provide training for the statement of the case and the rebuttal;
the confirmation for the introduction and resolution; and the com-
mon place for the epilogue (567,18–25). The final question—Why
does the progymnasmatic sequence begin with the fable?—is an-
swered by saying that the fable is simpler than the others and also
akin to poetry, the latter point being that students were coming
from the study of poetry under a grammarian and probably had
composed familiar fables in verse;28 in other words, they began
with something simple and familiar (567,26–29).

The commentary proper on Aphthonius’s Progymnasmata

begins at 567,30 with Aphthonius’s chapter on the fable and con-
tinues through the remaining thirteen chapters, ending at 682,30,
which is short of Walz’s conclusion at 684,5: Τ�λοv τFν ε®v τ�ν

øητορικ�ν προγυµνασµ�των. Rabe would put these words after
682,30. The intervening thirty-four lines (682,31–684,4) belong,
he says, to an introduction to rhetoric and specifically to the first
of Hermogenes’s books, On Issues, because, again, their contents
are more appropriate to rhetoric, such as the short history of the
origins and development of the discipline (683,17–684,4).29

Before turning to the commentary on the chreia it is helpful
to make some generalizations about the commentary as a whole in
order to put the chapter on the chreia in its context. First, while
we have talked about the P-scholia as being a commentary on
Aphthonius’s Progymnasmata, it must be recalled that the core of
the commentary, as Finckh realized, is simply Nicolaus’s Progym-

nasmata, fitted on each page more to supplement than to comment

28 On this practice, see RaVaella Cribiore, Gymnastics of the Mind: Greek

Education in Hellenistic and Roman Egypt (Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 2001), 202–3 and esp. 139 n. 36, which cites school papyri with versified
fables.

29 See Rabe, “Quellen des Doxapatres,” 561–62.
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on the few lines from Aphthonius. But this core material is seldom
simply copied from Nicolaus but more often paraphrased and re-
arranged. Two examples will illustrate the scholiast’s method. In
the chapter on the narrative, for example, all of Nicolaus is taken
over, although considerably paraphrased. Moreover, the Nicolaus
material, if divided into four sections, has been rearranged by the
scholiast in the order 1, 4, 3, 2. Finally, material that was not taken
from Nicolaus is placed at the beginning (578,2–6), interspersed
in the Nicolaus material (579,31–580,17 and 581,11–583,1), and
added again at the end (584,5–585,2). This non-Nicolaus mate-
rial comprises roughly 45 percent of the whole chapter, and it is in
this material that we actually have commentary on Aphthonius’s
text.

The arrangement of material in the maxim chapter is some-
what similar. The core of the chapter is, of course, from Nicolaus
(592,21–593,9 and 593,14–595,5), the former section having been
simply copied, the latter somewhat condensed. There is, how-
ever, no rearrangement of the Nicolaus material. But, once again,
the non-Nicolaus material comes at the beginning (592,2–20) and
end (595,5–596,4), with a few lines (593,9–14) inserted between
the two sections from Nicolaus. This material amounts to 52 per-
cent of the total. We will see similarities to these arrangements of
material when we analyze the chreia chapter.

While this non-Nicolaus material is often simply commen-
tary on what Aphthonius says, there is one non-Aphthonian
feature that appears throughout the commentary. This feature,
typically placed at, or near, the beginning of each chapter, might
be called the παρεπ¾µενα-section since it is signaled by the verb
παρ�πεται followed by the particular progymnasma in the dative
and a number, as in the fable chapter: Παρ�πεται τG µËθ} π�ντε

(575,17), or “Essential to the fable are five subjects,” which are
then listed: origin (γ�νεσιv), definition (Åροv), etymology (κλCσιv),
division (εµδοv), and diVerentiation (διαφορ�) (575,17–18). Then
each word is defined or explained (575,18–25). To take the last
as an example: διαφορ� refers to the moral (of the fable), which is
called a προµËθιον, if it precedes the fable, or an �πιµËθιον, if it fol-
lows (575,23–25).

This format appears in each chapter with only minor vari-
ations—in the narrative chapter we have °δια substituted for
παρ�πεται: Π¾σα °δια τοÖ διηγ�µατοv ; (580,3–4); and in the maxim
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chapter we have παρ�πεται but used in a question: Π¾σα παρ�πεται

τD γνÞµ| ; (592,2). Still, we always have the number, the subjects,
and the brief treatments. The number of subjects varies—from
as few as two (description) to as many as eight (common place).
More typical are three (chreia, maxim, refutation, confirmation,
and introduction of a law) and five (fable, narrative, encomium,
speaking-in-character, and thesis). Since the παρεπ¾µενα-sections
appear at or near the beginning of each chapter (fable and narra-
tive being the only exceptions) and generally follow the subjects
treated in Aphthonius’s Progymnasmata, their function is prob-
ably that of orienting the teacher and students to what will be
covered in that particular chapter, a kind of heads-up before
plunging into the details of Aphthonius’s presentation. Thus,
while the παρεπ¾µενα-sections would be quite helpful for reading
Aphthonius, we will see that it is less so as far as the P-scholia go,
for the commentary is based on Nicolaus.

the p-scholia on aphthonius’s chreia chapter

With these general comments on format and distinctive content in
mind, we can proceed to the chapter on the chreia. This chapter
can be divided into eight distinct sections. The core of the chreia
chapter derives from Nicolaus (§§2–7.4); the non-Nicolaus mate-
rial begins (§1) and ends (§§7.5–8; and 8) the chapter, accounting
for roughly 45 percent of the whole.

The first section contains τ� παρεπ¾µενα, which in the case
of the chreia are three: Åροv (“definition”), εµδοv (“division”), and
�ργασ¬α (“elaboration”) (1.1–2). These three subjects are Aphtho-
nian, as becomes clear from the briefly expanded discussion of
each of the παρεπ¾µενα. The definition of the chreia, while incom-
plete (saying only “a concise reminiscence”), is Aphthonian, since
he, not Nicolaus, uses the word �ποµνηµ¾νευµα (“reminiscence”)
in the definition. In addition, this word probably implies the
rest of Aphthonius’s definition: “aptly attributed to some individ-
ual” (1.1).30 The division of the chreia is common to all—saying,
action, and mixed—but the use of the neuter singular (λογικ¾ν,
πρακτικ¾ν, µικτ¾ν) points again to Aphthonius,31 since the others

30 Aphthonius 2–3 H/ON (= 3,21–22 Rabe).
31 See Aphthonius 5–6 H/ON (= 4,2–3 Rabe).
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use the feminine plural (1.2). Finally, the elaboration into eight
headings is again Aphthonian, since the number and names of the
headings match those of Aphthonius32 (and not Nicolaus or even
Hermogenes) (1.3). And yet, despite the Aphthonian character
of these παρεπ¾µενα, it should be added that one παρεπ¾µενον, the
etymology of the chreia, is missing, clearly a subject of interest
to Aphthonius, who relates the word χρε¬α (“chreia”) to χρηÞδηv

(“useful”).33

The section ends untypically, with a question—What is a
chreia?—then gives the answer: “An instructive, concise saying
of someone” (1.2). The switch to a catechetical style is not used
elsewhere in the παρεπ¾µενα-sections, and the definition is oth-
erwise unattested, particularly in the use of the word �π¾φθεγµα

(“saying”). Finally, the παρεπ¾µενα-section—while it shows how
Aphthonius’s chreia chapter would be approached, the scholiast
does not proceed through these three subjects but turns instead to
Nicolaus’s treatment.

The Nicolaus material begins in the second section with the
discussion of τ�ξιv (“sequence”) and explains why the chreia occu-
pies third place in the progymnasmatic sequence.34 The reasoning
that Nicolaus gave has been condensed, and in the process the
scholiast has made two changes. First, Nicolaus argued against
those who placed the chreia chapter in first position, that is, before
both the fable chapter and the narrative chapter,35 but the scho-
liast only argues against placing the chreia chapter second, that is,
after the fable chapter (2.1). Second, Nicolaus argued against two
groups that had placed it first—one group argued on the similarity
of function (both the fable and the chreia persuade young men to
virtue and dissuade them from vice) and the other on instructional
grounds (preferring the simpler exercise of κλ¬σιv, or declension,
of the chreia to the more diYcult elaboration of it).36 The scho-
liast collapses both groups into one and rejects the earlier order

32 See Aphthonius 19–22 H/ON (= 4,13–15 Rabe).
33 See Aphthonius 4 H/ON (= 4,1 Rabe).
34 See Nicolaus 2–44 H/ON (= 17,15–19,6 Felten).
35 See Nicolaus 4 H/ON (= 17,16–17 Felten): κα­ πρ¿ τοÖ µËθου κα­ πρ¿

τοÖ διηγ�µατοv.
36 Nicolaus’s κλ¬σιv, at least through the five cases in the singular (Nico-

laus 18–35 H/ON [= 18,7–22 Felten]), has been drastically condensed by the
scholiast, retaining only those portions of a chreia that would change from case
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for the chreia on the grounds that a more complex exercise with
the chreia, the “present-day division,” or elaboration, has become
standard and would be too hard if the chreia chapter were placed
earlier in the sequence (2.2, 4).37

The scholiast now takes up the third subject, Åροv (“defini-
tion”), and uses Nicolaus’s Åροv with very little change in wording
(3.1).38 But Nicolaus’s definition, while diVerent, seems to be used
here to clarify Aphthonius’s since Nicolaus used the same or sim-
ilar language—εÑστοχοv, σËντοµοv, and ε°v τι πρ¾σωπον �χουσα τ�ν

�ναφορ�ν. The clarification occurs when each part of Nicolaus’s
definition is expounded on (3.2–3).39 For example, Aphthonius
simply spoke of the chreia as being σËντοµοv and �π¬ τι πρ¾σωπον

�ναφ�ρουσα (cf. Aphth 2–3 H/ON [= 3,21–22 Rabe]), but in Nico-
laus’s expansion of his own definition he says that σËντοµοv is
necessary to distinguish a chreia from a reminiscence, and the
word �ναφορ� distinguishes it from a maxim (which has no attri-
bution). Further diVerences between the chreia and maxim are
promised in the maxim chapter (3.2).40

In this way, the scholiast’s use of Nicolaus ends up clarify-
ing Aphthonius’s definition as well. Indeed, the one significant
change from Nicolaus is that the scholiast omitted the word
äρισµ�νον, which modifies πρ¾σωπον, that is, a specific individual.
The omission, both in the definition and in the expansion of that
part of the definition, suggests that it was deliberate, probably in
order to make the definition conform more to Aphthonius’s def-
inition, which does not have äρισµ�νον. So it becomes clear how

to case and even omitting, perhaps inadvertently, two cases altogether, the gen-
itive and vocative (2.2–3).

37 See Nicolaus 39–44 H/ON (= 19,1–6 Felten).
38 See Nicolaus 45–48 H/ON (= 19,7–9 Felten): “A chreia is a saying or

action that is apt [εÑστοχοv] and concise [σËντοµοv], attributed to some specified
individual [ε°v τι πρ¾σωπον äρισµ�νον �χουσα τ�ν �ναφορ�ν] and employed for
the purpose of correcting some aspect of life.”

39 See Nicolaus 48–58 H/ON (= 19,10–17 Felten).
40 For the discussion of the diVerences between the chreia and maxim,

see Nicolaus 185–213 H/ON (= 25,2–26,7 Felten). Aphthonius also postponed
this discussion to the maxim chapter (see Aphthonius, Progymn. 4 [8,7–10

Rabe]). Aphthonius’s discussion does appear later in the non-Nicolaus mate-
rial (590,22–25), although the two diVerences are reversed by the scholiast. This
material has been inserted here (as 3.4) since it is out of place in the non-Nicolaus
material.
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Nicolaus’s definition of a chreia can now function as commentary
on Aphthonius’s.

The fourth section treats the etymology of the word “chreia,”
which, while omitted in the παρεπ¾µενα-section, is appropriate
here because this subject does follow on the definition in Aphtho-
nius. At any rate, Nicolaus’s discussion41 is sharply condensed
in Walz’s text, so much so that it makes little sense. Whether
the scholiast or Walz is responsible, the sense becomes clear once
some omitted words in Nicolaus’s discussion are restored (4.1).42

A second section on etymology, which occurs elsewhere in the
non-Nicolaus material, has also been inserted here to round out
the discussion (4.2).

In the fifth section the scholiast moves on to Nicolaus’s next
subject, the classes and subclasses of chreiai.43 It is the longest
section (5.1–13) and significantly supplements Aphthonius’s sim-
ple division into saying, action, and mixed chreiai.44 The scholiast
follows Nicolaus rather closely throughout, though often para-
phrasing. Thus we have, besides the three principal classes of
chreiai (5.1–5), chreiai classified into those that are told for util-
ity or for humor (5.6–9), chreiai that address the way things are
and the way things ought to be (5.10–12), and chreiai that have
only a statement and those that have a statement in response to a
question or a situation (5.13). Throughout these subdivisions the
scholiast uses Nicolaus’s illustrative chreiai, except for the action
chreia, where he substitutes a chreia attributed to Alexander (5.4)
for Nicolaus’s that is attributed to Diogenes.45

The sixth section on parts and on parts and wholes is unique
to Nicolaus. He distinguished progymnasmata into two groups:
those that can be a part of a speech and those that can be either
a part or a whole speech.46 In the case of the chreia, we have
only a part of a speech, not a whole one (6.1). But while not a

41 See Nicolaus 59–64 H/ON (= 20,1–5 Felten).
42 See Nicolaus 60–61 H/ON (= 20,2–3 Felten) and the relevant portion

of P-scholia 4.1, as now restored: < Åτι � τG κοινG Àν¾µατι > κατL �ξοχ�ν < äv

®δ¬} τετ¬µηται >.
43 See Nicolaus 65–137 H/ON (= 20,6–23,5 Felten).
44 See Aphthonius 5–17 H/ON (= 4,2–11 Rabe).
45 See Nicolaus 74–77 H/ON (= 20,13–15 Felten).
46 This distinction was introduced in the chapter on the narrative (Nico-

laus, Progymn. 2 [= 17,4–14 Felten]).
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complete speech, the chreia—or better, the chreia elaboration—
is nevertheless useful for preparing students to compose public
speeches, since a chreia elaboration provides training in how to
compose all three rhetorical speeches and all four parts of a speech
(6.2–3). The scholiast has paraphrased Nicolaus, to be sure, but he
also has made one significant, if subtle, change. Nicolaus spoke of
five parts to a public speech already in the introductory chapter47

and here as well48 and went on to say that the chreia elabora-
tion provides practice in all of them.49 He said this even though
he later admitted that an elaboration does not have a counter-
argument and rebuttal, simply an argument to confirm what was
said or done50—in other words, it has only four parts. The scho-
liast has dropped the word “five” (6.3) and then has gone on to
show how the elaboration provides training in the four parts of a
public speech (6.3). Finally, this section, even though it has no peg
in Aphthonius to hang on, probably served the purpose of intro-
ducing Aphthonius’s elaboration by pointing out its utility, at the
beginning, as a prerhetorical exercise.

The seventh section turns directly to Nicolaus’s division of
the whole into its parts and tries to connect it to Aphthonius’s
through the shared word κεφ�λαια (“headings”) (7.1). Nicolaus
wrote: “The chreia is divided [δι¡ρηται] into these κεφ�λαια.LL51

But the scholiast connects this portion of Nicolaus to Aphtho-
nius by inserting the word “eight” (ÀκτÞ): “The chreia elaboration
is divided [τ�µνεται] into eight κεφ�λαιαLL (7.1).52 In addition,
the scholiast has an eye on Aphthonius’s terminology when he
changes Nicolaus’s word �παινοv (“praise”)53 for the first κεφ�λαιον
to a word that is closer to Aphthonius’s wording—�γκÞµιον (7.1),

47 Nicolaus, Progymn. praef. (4,6–5,10 Felten).
48 See Nicolaus 152–54 H/ON (= 23,18–19 Felten): �τι π�ντε µερFν

τοÖ πολιτικοÖ λ¾γου, τουτ�στι προοιµ¬ου, διηγ�σεωv, �ντιθ�σεωv, λËσεωv κα­

�πιλ¾γου.
49 See Nicolaus 154–55 H/ON (= 23,20 Felten).
50 See Nicolaus 158–60 H/ON (= 23,23–24,2 Felten).
51 Nicolaus 162 H/ON (= 24,4 Felten).
52 It should be noted that the scholiast has also exchanged the standard

verb for dividing, διαιρεEν, for another with the same meaning, τ�µνειν, and
makes the same change at the end of this section. Nicolaus used the noun
δια¬ρεσιv (see Nicolaus 184 H/ON [= 24,22 Felten]), which the scholiast has
changed again to τ�µνεται (7.2).

53 See Nicolaus 162 H/ON (= 24,4 Felten).
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Aphthonius’s term being �γκωµιαστικ¾ν.54 Furthermore, the scho-
liast equates Nicolaus’s terms, τ¿ ε®κ¾v and τ¿ �ληθ�v,55 with
Aphthonius’s α®τ¬α and �ναντ¬ον, respectively (7.1). Finally, he adds
ÀκτÞ again at the end of this discussion (7.2). In short, the scho-
liast has deliberately tried to match Nicolaus’s κεφ�λαιαwith those
of Aphthonius. The addition of “eight,” however, creates prob-
lems, because Nicolaus’s presentation of the elaboration did not
mention eight κεφ�λαια, only seven, and, moreover, Nicolaus used
diVerent names for some of Aphthonius’s κεφ�λαια.

Still, the connections are not as successful as the scholiast
thinks. He has counted τ¿ ε®κ¾v and τ¿ �ληθ�v as two of the eight
κεφ�λαια. But he also says that τ¿ �ληθ�v is used when the chreia be-
ing elaborated discloses the way things are, and τ¿ ε®κ¾v when the
chreia depicts the way things ought to be (cf. 5.2). Thus, the scho-
liast still ends up with only seven κεφ�λαια. The basic problem is
that Nicolaus’s terminology and number of κεφ�λαιαwere eclipsed
by Aphthonius’s, which, by the time of the scholiast, had defined
“the present-day division [δια¬ρεσιv]” (see 2.2). The result is some
confusion and would have hardly helped teacher or student to un-
derstand this “present-day division.” And the final comments on
enthymemic proofs (for the analogy) and paradigmatic ones (for
the example), while clarifying two other κεφ�λαια, do not resolve
the confusion (7.3–4).

With this confused discussion of the κεφ�λαια as they relate
to Aphthonius’s elaboration, the Nicolaus material comes to an
end (7.4). The scholiast now turns to other material, again on the
κεφ�λαια, but now less on definition and more on the proper con-
tent (Ïλη) for achieving their functions (7.5–8). The opening claim
to delve deeper into the content of the κεφ�λαια (7.5) comes up
short since only the first κεφ�λαιον, the �γκωµιαστικ¾ν (“encomiastic
heading”) is treated in any detail. And in this one case the scholiast
has clearly and usefully supplemented Aphthonius’s mere listing
of this κεφ�λαιον. The purpose of the encomiastic heading, which
is similar to that of the introduction to a speech, is to praise the one
who spoke or acted. This praise should not be too general or ap-
plicable to many others but focused on the content of the saying

54 See Aphthonius 19 H/ON (= 4,13 Rabe).
55 See Nicolaus 169 H/ON (= 24,10 Felten).
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or action (7.6). The praise should also be brief so that other ac-
complishments of the individual should be merely alluded to by
means of the figure “pretended omission” (κατ� παρ�λειψιν) (7.7).
If little is known of the individual himself, then a more general
characteristic can be used. For example, identifying the individ-
ual as a Spartan immediately connotes his praiseworthy Spartan,
or rigorous, style of life (7.7). Such practical ideas on the con-
tent of an encomiastic heading, if only on that heading, would have
helped students to understand how to proceed with composing an
�γκωµιαστικ¾ν.

The final, or eighth, section of the commentary is the
only one that directly comments on what Aphthonius said. It
treats Aphthonius’s model elaboration of the chreia attributed to
Isocrates: “The root of education is bitter, but its fruits are sweet”
(Aphth 24–78 H/ON [= 4,16–6,19 Rabe]). But before turning to
the comments it is necessary to emphasize that this section is a
jumble. Some comments on Aphthonius’s elaboration are out of
place and others, as we have noted, fit better in other sections of
the commentary and so have been reassigned (as shown below) to
their logical location. But, for clarity’s sake, here is a chart com-
paring Walz’s text (identified by page and line numbers) to the text
in this volume (identified by section number and “verse”) (trans-
posed sections are indicated by < >):

Walz P-Scholia
589,33–590,3 8.1
590,3–14 8.4–5

<590,14–16> 8.2
590,16–21 8.6
<590,22–25> 3.4
<590,25–26> 2.5
<590,26–29> 4.2
590,29–591,29 8.7–12

<591,29–31> 8.3

When the portions of the text that make up this section are
rearranged into the order of Aphthonius’s κεφ�λαια, the P-scholia
comment on all but one of them and examine how Aphthonius
achieved the purpose of each. A sampling of comments will illus-
trate what a teacher or student would have gained from reading
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them: The scholiast shows how Aphthonius’s encomiastic head-
ing meets the need for brevity without sacrificing mention of
Isocrates’s other achievements by using the figure “pretended
omission” (κατ� παρ�λειψιν) in the words “How often, either as law-
giver to kings or adviser to individuals he has benefitted the life
of mankind. . .” (Aphth 29–31 H/ON [= 5,1–3 Rabe]) (8.4). The
scholiast also notes how Aphthonius used the argument “from
the admirable” to highlight Isocrates’s praiseworthy contribu-
tion to education by using the word ο¶α (“What. . .!”) (Aphth 32

H/ON [= 5,3 Rabe]), which, he says, is used to express admi-
ration (8.5). The scholiast, however, cautions against using the
figure “pretended omission” (κατ� παρ�λειψιν) too often, since a
simple “enumeration” (�παρ¬θµησιv) can accomplish the same pur-
pose (8.6).

The scholiast’s comments on the other κεφ�λαια are briefer.
The paraphrastic heading is designed to teach students how to say
the same thing as the saying but in diVerent words (8.7). The ra-
tionale teaches probability, supporting the saying by addressing
either the subject itself or what is related to it (8.8). The oppo-
site heading is explicitly identified, and its purpose stated: to make
the saying clearer by juxtaposing what is opposite to it (8.9). The
analogy is identified as a probable argument, as is the example,
but it is also distinguished from it since an analogy is expressed
through an action (δι� πρ�ξεωv), an example through individu-
als (δι� προσÞπων) (8.11). The testimony supports the saying by
citing authoritative sayings and considered judgments of the an-
cients. Then comes this advice: should no testimony be at hand,
the student is instructed to use the figure “pretended omission”
(κατ� παρ�λειψιν), saying something like: “It is possible to adduce
many sayings of the ancients that advocate what is being said, and
I doubt there is much to say that disagrees with the present ar-
gument” (8.12). There is no comment on the last heading, the
epilogue.

And so again, as in the discussion of the Ïλη of the enco-
miastic heading, so now through all but one of the κεφ�λαια the
scholiast has provided helpful, if brief, information, strategies,
and illustrative material for composing an elaboration, something
Aphthonius did, but only implicitly through his model elabora-
tion.
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conclusion

What has emerged in this review of the P-scholia’s chapter on the
chreia is how the scholiast was able, with some success, to use
material largely from Nicolaus to work as a commentary on Aph-
thonius’s chapter on the chreia. To be sure, the παρεπ¾µενα-section
identified the essentials of Aphthonius’s chapter (§1), but it did
not function as an outline for the following commentary. Instead,
apart from the subject of τ�ξιv (§2), a subject Aphthonius did not
address anywhere in his Progymnasmata, the P-scholia clearly ad-
here to Aphthonius’s order of subjects, beginning with Åροv (§3)
and then proceeding through �τυµολογ¬α (§4), εµδοv (§5), κεφ�λαια
(§7), and �ργασ¬α (§8). Only the Nicolaus material on µ�ρη, κα­

µ�ρη κα­ Åλη (§6), has no equivalent in Aphthonius and seems out
of place here. Still, the scholiast’s comments have throughout
provided clarification and substantial supplementary material, es-
pecially on εµδοv (§5), to Aphthonius’s spare treatment. The few
missteps and confusions that appear at various points, however,
do not detract from his overall achievement. Aphthonius would
surely have been better understood, by teacher and students alike,
with the P-scholia to consult.

text and translation

The text of the P-scholia used here is based on Walz’s edition,56

though not without a constant eye on Finckh’s and Felten’s edi-
tions of Nicolaus,57 which have corrected many of the deficiencies
in Walz’s text.58 Page numbers from Walz’s edition have been in-
serted to make for easier comparison with his text. These page
numbers are especially helpful for this text because the P-scholia,
as already noted, seem to have undergone significant displace-
ments. Rearrangements of these displaced scholia are all indicated
by references to Walz’s page and line numbers in pointed brackets
< > where his text resumes. The sections of the commentary have

56 Walz, Rhetores Graeci, 2:585–91.
57 Eberhard Finckh’s text was published in Spengel, Rhetores Graeci,

3:458–63. For Felten’s text, see Felten, Nicolai Progymnasmata, 17–24.
58 See esp. Finckh’s praefatio in Spengel, Rhetores Graeci, 3:xxv-xxx.
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also been identified by numbers and titles in bold and in pointed
brackets, and “verses” within the sections have been added to aid
in referencing.

George Kennedy’s translation of Nicolaus’s Progymnasmata

has been consulted for those portions deriving from that source,59

but the entire translation is my own.

59 George Kennedy, Progymnasmata: Greek Textbooks of Prose Composi-

tion and Rhetoric (SBLWGRW 10; Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2003),
139–42.
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Text . P-Scholia

Commentarium in Aphthonii

Progymnasmata

Cap. III. Περ­ Χρε¬αv

( :,–, Walz)

<§1. τ� παρεπ¾µενα>

1. Παρ�πεται τD χρε¬{ τρ¬α· Åροv, εµδοv, �ργασ¬α· Åροv µ�ν χρε¬αv �στ­ν

�ποµνηµ¾νευµα σËντοµον. 2. εµδοv· ε°δη δ� αÍτCv τρ¬α· λογικ¾ν, πρακτι-

κ¾ν, µικτ¾ν. 3. �ργασ¬α· κεφ�λαια δ� τCv �ργασ¬αv ÀκτÞ, ο¶v �ργ�ζεται

� χρε¬α, �γκωµιαστικ¾ν, παραφραστικ¾ν, τ¿ τCv α®τ¬αv, �κ τοÖ �ναντ¬ου,

παραβολ�, παρ�δειγµα, µαρτυρ¬α παλαιFν, �π¬λογοv βραχËv.

4. Τ¬ �στι χρε¬α ; διδασκαλ¬α κα­ �π¾φθεγµ� τινοv σËντοµον.

<§2. τ�ξιv>

1. Χρε¬α µετ� τ¿ δι�γηµα τ�τακται, äv ποικιλωτ�ραν �πιδεχοµ�νη τοÖ

διηγ�µατοv τ�ν δια¬ρεσιν. 2. Åσοι γ�ρ πρ¿ τοÖ διηγ�µατοv αÍτ�ν �ταξαν,

τG èσπερ τ¿ν µÖθον κα­ αÍτ�ν προτρ�πειν κα­ �ποτρ�πειν τοÌv ν�ουv

�π­ α¯ρετ� κα­ µ�, οØτοι Åσον κατ� τοÖτο οÍκ �ξω σκοποÖ �βαλον, �πε­

§1.3 µαρτυρ¬α scripsi || µαρτËριον Walz || §2.1 ποικιλωτ�ραν Finckh
|| ποικιλωτ�ρα Walz



Text . P-Scholia

Commentary on Aphthonius’s

Progymnasmata

Chapter : On the Chreia
(:,–, Walz)

<§1. the essential subjects>

1. Three subjects are essential to the chreia chapter: definition,
division, and elaboration. The definition of a chreia is a concise
reminiscence. Division: There are three classes—saying, action,
and mixed. Elaboration: The headings of the exercise by which
the chreia is elaborated are eight: encomiastic, paraphrastic, ratio-
nale, opposite, analogy, example, testimony of the ancients, and
brief epilogue.

2. What is a chreia? An instructive, concise saying of some-
one.

<§2. sequence>

1. The chreia chapter has been placed after the narrative chapter
since it admits of a more complex division than the narrative does.
2. For all those who have placed it before the narrative—on the
grounds that, like the fable, the chreia also persuades young men
toward what is to be chosen and dissuades them from what is not—
these people have not thereby missed the mark, since they did not
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µηδ� κατ� τ�ν νÖν δια¬ρεσιν αÍτ�ν �βοËλοντο διαιρεEν, �λλ� κατ� π�σαv

µ¾νον ÁµοÖ τ�v πτÞσειv.

�ΚατL εÍθεEαν µ�ν, ο¶ον Πιττακ¿v Á ΜιτυληναEοv, �ρωτηθε­v ε®

λανθ�νει τιv τοÌv θεοÌv φαÖλα ποιFν, �πεκρ¬νατο, «�λλL οÍδ� διανοοË-

µενοv.»
<Κατ� γενικ�ν· ΠιττακοÖ, �ρωτηθ�ντοv . . . λ¾γοv �ποµνηµονεËε-

ται, «�λλL οÍδ� διανοοËµενοv.»>
�Κατ� δοτικ�ν· ΠιττακG, �ρωτηθ�ντι . . . �πCλθεν ε®πεEν, «�λλL

οÍδ� διανοοËµενοv.»
�Κατ� α®τιατικ�ν· Πιττακ¾ν, �ρωτηθ�ντα . . . φασ­ν ε®πεEν, «�λλL

οÍδ� διανοοËµενοv.»
<Κατ� κλητικ�ν· ΣË, ê Πιττακ�, �ρωτηθε­v . . . εµπαv, «�λλL οÍδ�

διανοοËµενοv.»>
�Κα­ �π­ τFν �ξCv �ριθµFν οÏτωv.

3. ΤοÖτο δ� �πο¬ουν ο®¾µενοι τοEv ν�οιv �ρτι ποιητικFν �φιστα-

µ�νοιv κα­ �π­ τ�ν øητορικ�ν ®οÖσιν �ρκεEν αÍτ�ν οÏτωv πρ¿v τ�ν τοÖ

πολιτικοÖ λ¾γου µελ�την. 4. Åσοι µ�ν ο×ν δι� ταÖτα τοÖ διηγ�µατοv |[586]

προÑταξαν, οÍκ �ξω πεποι�κασι λ¾γου, « κα­ προε¬ρηται, �λλL �πειδ�

νÖν πλε¬ονοv τετËχηκε διαιρ�σεωv κα­ ποικιλωτ�ραv τοÖ µËθου κα­ διη-

γ�µατοv, δι� ταÖτα κα­ µετL �κεEνο τ�ττεσθαι καλFv �δοξεν.

2 post primus διανοοËµενοv inseruit κατ� γενικ�ν . . . λ¾γοv �ποµνηµονεËε-
ται . . . διανοοËµενοv addidi || κατ� γενικ�ν . . . λ¾γοv φ�ρεται . . . διανοοËµενοv
Finckh || 2 post quartus διανοοËµενοv addidit κατ� κλητικ�ν . . . διανοοËµενοv
Finckh || 3 ποιητικFν scripsi ; cf. Doxapatres 2 :193,5 (Walz) || ποιητικCv
Walz || 3 τ�ν øητορικ�ν scripsi ; cf. Doxapatres 2 :193,6 (Walz) || τ� øητορι-
κ� Walz || 4 λ¾γου Finckh || λ¾γον Walz || 4 τετËχηκε Finckh || τε τËχ|
Walz | 4 ποικιλωτ�ραv Finckh || ποικιλωτ�ρου Walz || 4 �κεEνο Finckh ||

�κεEνον Walz
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want to divide the chreia according to its present-day division,1

but merely to decline2 it according to all its cases.
In the nominative, for example: Pittacus of Mitylene, on be-

ing asked if anyone escapes the notice of the gods in committing
sinful acts, replied, “Why, not even when contemplating them.”

<In the genitive: The statement of Pittacus, on being
asked. . ., is remembered when he said, “Why, not even when con-
templating them.”>

In the dative: To Pittacus, on being asked. . ., it occurred to
say, “Why, not even when contemplating them.”

In the accusative: They say that Pittacus, on being asked. . .,
said, “Why, not even when contemplating them.”

<In the vocative: You, O Pittacus, on being asked. . ., said,
“Why, not even when contemplating them.”>

And likewise in the following numbers.3

3. They did this exercise in the belief that for young men
who were just leaving the study of poets and moving on to rhetoric
this manipulation was thus suYcient for training in public speak-
ing. 4. So, all those who for these reasons placed the chreia in
front of the narrative have not done so without reason, as has been
said above.4 But since the chreia has now acquired a division that
is fuller and more complex5 than the fable and narrative, it has
seemed proper to place it after the narrative.

1 By διαιρεEν the scholiast means a specific form of division, that is, �

δια¬ρεσιv �π¿ Åλου ε®v µ�ρη, or the eight-part elaboration of a chreia.
2 The Greek text does not have a verb meaning “to decline,” that is,

κλ¬νειν, but such a verb is necessary since the implicit verb for this clause, “to
divide” (which is to be supplied from the previous clause), is not apt since de-
clension of a chreia is not a form of division.

3 For a declension of a chreia through the dual and plural as well, see Brit.
Mus. addit. MS 37516 in Frederic G. Kenyon, “Two Greek School Texts,”
JHS 29 (1909): 29–40, esp. 29–30 (reproduced and discussed in Chreia 2:62–
66).

4 See above 2.2.
5 By “division” (δια¬ρεσιv) the scholiast means � δια¬ρεσιv �π¿ Åλου ε®v

µ�ρη, or the division of an elaboration into eight headings, as indicated in 1.1.
Such a lengthy essay is clearly more complex than the one-paragraph fable and
narrative.
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5. <Τ�τακται δ� � χρε¬α µετ� τ¿ δι�γηµα, δι¾τι � χρε¬α ε®v πρ¾σ-

ωπον �χει τ�ν �ναφορ�ν.>

<§3. Åροv>

| 1. HΟρ¬ζονται δ� αÍτ�ν οÏτωv· χρε¬α �στιν λ¾γοv � πρAξιv εÑστοχοv κα­[586,4]

σËντοµοv ε°v τι πρ¾σωπον �χουσα τ�ν �ναφορ�ν, πρ¿v �παν¾ρθωσ¬ν τι-

νοv τFν �ν τG β¬} παραλαµβανοµ�νη. 2. πρ¾σκειται «λ¾γοv � πρAξιv»
[εÑστοχοv κα­ σËντοµοv, ε°v τι πρ¾σωπον �χουσα τ�ν �ναφορ�ν, πρ¿v

�παν¾ρθωσ¬ν τινοv τFν �ν β¬} παραλαµβανοµ�νη· πρ¾σκειται λ¾γοv �

πρAξιv] �πειδ� κα­ �ν λ¾γοιv εÎρ¬σκεται κα­ �ν πρ�ξεσιν· «εÑστοχοv»
δ�, �πειδ� �ν τG εÍστ¾χωv ε®ρCσθαι � τCv χρε¬αv ®σχËv· «σËντοµοv»
δ� δι� τ� �ποµνηµονεËµατα, κα­ �ν συντ¾µ} �ν γ�νοιντο· α¯ δ� χρεEαι

δι� βραχυτ�ρων �ε¬· «ε°v τι δ� πρ¾σωπον �χουσα τ�ν �ναφορ�ν» δι�

τ�ν γνÞµην πρ¾σκειται· �κε¬νη γ�ρ οÍ π�ντωv ε®v äρισµ�νον �ναφ�ρε-

ται πρ¾σωπον· κα­ καθL � �λλα γνÞµη κα­ χρε¬α διαφ�ρουσιν, �ν τG περ­

γνÞµων ε®ρ�σεται. 3. <διαφ�ρει χρε¬α γνÞµηv τG τ�ν µ�ν χρε¬αν µετ�

προσÞπων �κφ�ρεσθαι, τ�ν δ� γνÞµην χωρ¬v, κα­ τG τ�ν µ�ν χρε¬αν

�ν¬οτε κα­ πρακτικ�ν εµναι, τ�ν δ� γνÞµην �ε­ λογικ�ν.> | 4. τ¿ δ�[586,18]

«πρ¿v �παν¾ρθωσ¬ν τινοv τFν �ν τG β¬} <παραλαµβανοµ�νη>» δι� τ¿

5 Τ�τακται . . . �ναφορ�ν transposui ex 590,25–26 (Walz) ||

§3.1 πρ¾σωπον Finckh ; cf. 586,9 et 15 (Walz) || προσÞπων Walz ||

2 εÑστοχοv . . . πρAξιv omittit Finckh || 2 γνÞµων correxit Finckh ||

χρεEων Walz | 3 διαφ�ρει . . . λογικ�ν transposui ex 590,22–25 (Walz) ||

4 παραλαµβανοµ�νη addidi
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5. <The chreia chapter is placed after the narrative chapter
because the chreia has an attribution to an individual.>6

<§3. definition>

1. The chreia is defined in this way: A chreia is a saying or action
that is apt and concise, attributed to some individual, and em-
ployed for the purpose of correcting some aspect of life.7 2. The
words “saying or action” are added to the definition since the
chreia is found with both sayings and actions. “Apt” is added since
the force of a chreia consists in its being spoken aptly. “Concise”
is added on account of the related form reminiscences.8 The lat-
ter, to be sure, can be expressed concisely, but chreiai are always
expressed in a briefer form. “Having an attribution to some indi-
vidual” is added on account of the related form maxim. For the
maxim is certainly not attributed to a specific individual. In what
other ways the maxim and chreia diVer will be discussed in the
chapter “On maxims.”9 3. <The chreia diVers from the maxim,
in that the chreia is attributed to individuals, whereas the maxim
is without attribution; and the chreia sometimes contains an ac-
tion, whereas the maxim is always a saying.> 4. “<Employed> for

6 This sentence, which has been transposed from 590,25–26, is placed
here since it is concerned with the τ�ξιv of the chreia chapter in the progym-
nasmatic sequence. Still, the sentence makes little sense, as attribution is usually
discussed as a distinguishing feature of the chreia over against the maxim, which
is not attributed to anyone, and not in relation to a narrative, as is the case below
at 3.2–3.

7 This definition is not that of Aphthonius but of Nicolaus, which is
quoted exactly except for its omission of the word äρισµ�νον (“specific”) af-
ter the word πρ¾σωπον (see Nicolaus 45–48 H/ON [= 19,7–9 Felten]). The
commentary-like explanation of each word or phrase—saying or action, apt, and
so forth—that follows also draws on Nicolaus but with numerous departures
from him.

8 Elsewhere the scholiast mentions the most famous example of remi-
niscences, Xenophon’s LΑποµνηµονεËµατα (see 2:593,20 Walz), but, somewhat
surprisingly, he does not mention it here.

9 Both Aphthonius and Nicolaus delay discussing the diVerences be-
tween chreia and maxim until the maxim chapter (see Aphthonius, Progymn. 4

[8,7–10 Rabe] and Nicolaus, Progymn. 5 [25,2–26,7 Felten]; cf. P-scholia
2:592,18–593,9 [Walz]).
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äv �π­ πλεEστον �γαθ�ν τινα παρα¬νεσιν τD χρε¬{ �πεσθαι πρ¾σκειται.

<§4. �τυµολογ¬α>

1. Χρε¬α δ� ε°ρηται, οÍχ Åτι κα­ τ� �λλα προγυµν�σµατα οÍ πληροE τινα

χρε¬αν, �λλL <Åτι � τG κοινG Àν¾µατι> κατL �ξοχ�ν <äv ®δ¬} τετ¬µη-

ται>, | èσπερ κα­ τ¿ν IΟµηρον ποιητ�ν φαµεν εµναι, � Åτι τ�ν �ρχ�ν[586,23]

�κ περιστ�σεÞv τινοv κα­ χρε¬αv αÍτD τιv �χρ�σατο. 2. <κα­ π�ντα τ�

προγυµν�σµατα χρειÞδη, � δ� χρε¬α µ¾νη τοËτ} κ�κληται τG Àν¾µατι,

Åτι τοEv καθολικοEv Àν¾µασι τ� κ�λλιστα τFν πραγµ�των καλλωπ¬ζειν

ε®Þθαµεν.>

<§5. � δια¬ρεσιv �π¿ γ�νουv ε®v ε°δη>

| 1. ΤρεEv α¯ �νÞταται τCv χρε¬αv διαφορα¬· α¯ µ�ν γ�ρ αÍτFν ε®σι λογι-[586,25]

κα­ µ¾νον, α¯ δ� πρακτικα¬, α¯ δ� µικτα¬. 2. πρ¾σκειται τ¿ «�νÞταται,»
�πειδ� αØται πολλ�v διαφορ�v �χουσιν, �v δεE µανθ�νειν �κ παρασκευCv

τCv περ­ τ�ν τ�χνην � Ïλην πλε¬ονοv. 3. λογικα­ µ�ν ο×ν ε®σιν α¯ δι�

λ¾γων µ¾νων δηλοÖσαι τ�ν ãφ�λειαν· ο¶ον LΙσοκρ�τηv �φη τCv παιδε¬αv

τ�ν µ�ν ø¬ζαν εµναι πικρ�ν, γλυκεEv δ� τοÌv καρποËv. 4. πρακτικα­ δ�

α¯ διL �ργων, ο¶ον LΑλ�ξανδροv Á ΜακεδÞν, �ρωτηθε­v ποÖ ο¯ θησαυρο­ |[587]

τFν χρηµ�των, ο¶v τ� �ν χερσ­ κατορθοE, τοÌv φ¬λουv �δειξε. 5. µικτα­

4 πλεEστον Finckh ; cf. Hermogenes 4 H/ON (= 6,6 Rabe) || πAσαν Walz
|| §4.1 Åτι � τG κοινG Àν¾µατι et äv ®δ¬} τετ¬µηται addidi ; cf. Nicolaus 60–61

H/ON (= 20,2–3 Felten) || 2 κα­ π�ντα . . . ε®Þθαµεν transposui ex 590,26–29

(Walz) || §5.2 Ïλην Finckh ; cf. Doxapatres 2 :421,27 (Walz) || Ïληv Walz



text 2. 111

the purpose of correcting some aspect of life” is added to the def-
inition on account of the sound advice that usually results from a
chreia.

<§4. etymology>

1. It is called “chreia,” not because the other progymnasmata
do not satisfy some need, but <either because it has been hon-
ored with the generic name> par excellence <as though it were
peculiar to it>, just as we say that Homer is “the poet,”10 or be-
cause someone used it at first because of some circumstantial need.
2. <Moreover, while all the progymnasmata are useful, the chreia
alone is named for this quality, because we are accustomed to
adorn the best examples of a thing with generic names.>

<§5. division of the classes into subclasses>

1. The principal classes of the chreia are three. Some chreiai have
only sayings, others only actions, and some are mixed. 2. The
word “principal” is added since these classes themselves have
many subclasses, which one must learn from more extended expe-
rience with their forms and subjects. 3. Saying chreiai, then, are
those that disclose their benefit through words alone. For exam-
ple: Isocrates used to say that the root of education is bitter, but
its fruits are sweet.11 4. Action chreiai are those that do so through
deeds. For example: Alexander the Macedonian, on being asked
where the treasuries for his money were by which he had accom-
plished the tasks at hand, pointed to his friends.12 5. Mixed chreiai

10 The scholiast quotes Homer sixteen times but, despite this conven-
tion, refers to him as Á ποιητ�v only once (2:636,23 Walz). On this convention
of calling Homer “the poet,” which arose in the Hellenistic period but declined
with the rise of Atticism, see A. M. Harmon, “The Poet ΚΑΤL ΕΞΟΧΗΝ,LLCJ

18 (1923): 35–47. Harmon, however, did not survey the rhetorical tradition.
11 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:325–26.
12 The recitation of this popular chreia (for other citations, see Chreia

1:302–3) is hardly concise, as the question is most typically “on being asked
where he kept his treasures.”
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δ� �ξ �µφοτ�ρων· ο¶ον Λ�κων, �ρωτηθε­v ποÖ τ� τε¬χη τCv Σπ�ρτηv,

«�νταÖθα,» �φη, τ¿ δ¾ρυ �νατε¬ναv.

6. MΕτι τFν χρειFν α¯ µ�ν χρησ¬µου τιν¿v �νεκα παραλαµβ�νονται,

ο¶ον LΙσοκρ�τηv τCv παιδε¬αv τ�ν µ�ν ø¬ζαν �φη πικρ�ν, γλυκεEv δ� τοÌv

καρποËv· συµβ�λλεται γ�ρ πρ¿v τ¿ δεEν καρτερεEν τ� δυσχερC δι� τ�ν

�δον�ν, τ�ν µετ� ταÖτα· α¯ δ� χαριεντισµοÖ· ο¶ον LΟλυµπ¬αv, φησ¬ν, �

µ�τηρ LΑλεξ�νδρου, �κοËουσα, Åτι Á παEv αÍτCv ∆ι¿v �αυτ¿ν εµναι λ�-

γει, «οÍ παËεται,» �φη, «τ¿ µειρ�κιον διαβ�λλον µε πρ¿v τ�ν IΗραν.»
δοκεE γ�ρ χαριεντισµ¿ν �χειν· 7. κα­ π�λιν, ∆�µων Á παιδοτρ¬βηv, φησ¬,

στρεβλοÌv �χων τοÌv π¾δαv κα­ τ� Îποδ�µατα �πολ�σαv ηÑχετο ταÖ-

τα τοEv ποσ­ τοÖ κλ�ψαντοv �ρµ¾σαι· δοκεE γ�ρ κα­ τοÖτο χαριεντισµ¿ν

�χειν <µ¾νον· �µο­ δ� µετ� τοÖ χαριεντισµοÖ φα¬νονται κα­ �γαθ�ν πα-

ρα¬νεσιν �χουσαι·> | � µ�ν γ�ρ �ποτρ�πει τ¿ν παEδα τοÖ �αυτ¿ν ∆ι¿v[587,15]

εµναι λ�γειν, Á δ� τ�ν κλοπ�ν ψ�γει äv �τοπÞτατον.

8. ∆ι¿ οÍδ� Îπεικτ�ον τοEv �νασκευ�ζουσι τ�v χρε¬αv· ε®σ­ γ�ρ

τινεv, ο³ κα­ αÍτ�v κα­ τοÌv µËθουv �νασκευ�ζειν πειρFνται· πρ¿v οÐv λε-

κτ�ον, Åτι δεE µ�τε τ� ÁµολογοËµενα �γαθ� �νασκευ�ζειν, δι� τ¿ µηδ�να

�χειν τ¿ν πειθ¾µενον, µ�τε τ� ÁµολογοËµενα ψευδC, δι� τ¿ πρ¾δηλον

εµναι τ¿ ψεÖδοv. 9. Åτι δ� Á µÖθοv ψευδFv π�πλασται, κα­ Åτι πρ¾v τι

6 LΟλυµπ¬αv scripsi || LΟλυµπ¬α Walz et Finckh || 6 παËεται Walz ;
cf. Doxapatres 1.1 || παËσεται Finckh ; cf. Theon 136 H/ON (= 22 Patillon)
|| 7 µ¾νον· �µο­ . . . �χουσαι addidi ; cf. Finckh, praef. xxvii et Nicolaus 97–99

H/ON (= 21,14–15 Felten) || 7 ψ�γει Finckh || φεËγειν Walz || 8 δι¿ οÍδ�
Îπεικτ�ον Finckh || διL οØ Îπακτ�ον Walz || 8 primus µ�τε Finckh || µηδ�
Walz
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are a combination of both. For example: A Laconian, on being
asked where the walls of Sparta were, said, “Here,” while bran-
dishing his spear.13

6. In addition, some chreiai are used for the sake of some-
thing useful. For example: Isocrates used to say that the root of
education is bitter, but its fruits are sweet. It refers metaphorically
to the need to endure diYculties for the sake of the pleasure that
comes after them. But other chreiai are told for the sake of wit. For
example: Olympias, he says,14 the mother of Alexander, on hear-
ing that her son was saying that he was an oVspring of Zeus, said,
“The young man does not stop slandering me to Hera.”15 For
it seems to contain wit. 7. Again he says: Damon the gymnastic
teacher, who had crippled feet and had lost his sandals, prayed that
they would fit the feet of the thief.16 For this chreia also appears
to contain <only> wit. <But in my opinion these chreiai also ap-
pear to contain sound advice along with their wit.> For Olympias
is trying to dissuade her son from saying that he is a son of Zeus.
And Damon is denouncing thievery as most wicked.

8. For this reason one must not yield to those who refute
chreiai, for there are in fact some who try to refute both chreiai
and fables.17 To them one should reply: One must not refute what
is commonly accepted to be good, because no one would be per-
suaded, nor (should one refute) commonly accepted fabrications,
because the fabrication is patent.18 9. And no one with any sense

13 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:328–29.
14 The word φησ¬ν (“he says”) typically means Aphthonius in the com-

mentaries, but here it must refer to Nicolaus, as the word is missing in the
corresponding part of his discussion (see Nicolaus 88 [= 21,7 Felten]). See also
5.7.

15 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:330–31.
16 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:310.
17 Theon provides instruction on refuting fables and chreiai. For the for-

mer, see Theon, Progymn. (35–36,3 Patillon), for the latter, see Theon 334–83

H/ON (= 28–30 Patillon). But refutation eventually became the preserve of a
special progymnasma called “refutation” (see Aphthonius, Progymn. 6 (10,8–
13,18 Rabe).

18 Note that the argument here to deny refutation of chreiai draws on lan-
guage used in the chapter on refutation. There refutation is denied for the same
reason, i.e., the elimination of the extremes (see Aphthonius, Progymn. 5 [10,11–
12 Rabe]).
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βιωφελ�v κα­ αÍτ� � χρε¬α προCκται, οÍδε­v �ν �µφιβ�λλοι τFν νοÖν

�χ¾ντων.

10. MΕτι τFν χρειFν α¯ µ�ν δηλοÖσιν, ÁποE� ε®σι τ� πρ�γµατα,

äv �κεEνο· Α°σωποv Á λογοποι¿v �ρωτηθε­v τ¬ ®σχυρ¾τατον τFν �ν �ν-

θρÞποιv, «Á λ¾γοv,» �πεκρ¬νατο· τοÖτο δ� ®σχυρ¾τατ¾ν �στιν. 11. α¯ δ�

δηλοÖσιν, ÁποEα δεE εµναι, äv �κεEνο· LΑριστε¬δηv �ρωτηθε­v τ¬ �στι τ¿

δ¬καιον, «τ¿ µ� �πιθυµεEν,» εµπε, «τFν �λλοτρ¬ων·» τοÖτο δ� δεE εµναι.

12. τοÖτο δ� συµβ�λλεται �µEν πρ¿v τ¿ ε®δ�ναι τ�ν δια¬ρεσιν· ��ν µ�ν

γ�ρ ª <�> χρε¬α δηλοÖσα, ÁποE� ε®σι τ� πρ�γµατα, µετ� τ¿ προο¬µιον

κα­ τ�ν παρ�φρασιν | �παιν�σοµεν αÍτ�ν, äv �ληθFv �χουσαν, ��ν δ�[588]

ÁποEα δεE εµναι, äv ε®κ¾τωv �χουσαν.

13. MΕτι τFν χρειFν α¯ µ�ν ε®σ­ν �πλαE, α¯ δ� πρ¾v τι· �πλαE µ�ν,

ο¶ον LΙσοκρ�τηv �φη τCv παιδε¬αv τ�ν µ�ν ø¬ζαν πικρ�ν, <γλυκεEv δ�

τοÌv καρποËv·> πρ¾v τι δ�, ο¶ον Πλ�των, �ρωτηθε­v ποÖ ο®κοÖσιν α¯

ΜοÖσαι, «�ν ταEv τFν πεπαιδευµ�νων,» �φη, «ψυχαEv.»

<§6. τ� µ�ν µ�ρη, τ� δ� Åλα κα­ µ�ρη>

1. ΤFν δ� προγυµνασµ�των <τFν µ�ν Ãντων µ�ρων κα­ τFν δ� µ�ρων

κα­ Åλων> � χρε¬α τFν µερFν �ν ε°η· αÍτ� γ�ρ �φL �αυτCv οÍκ �ν πληροE

µ¾νη Îπ¾θεσιν. 2. �τι τριFν Ãντων τFν ε®δFν, äv �δη δεδ�λωται, τCv øη-

τορικCv, � χρε¬α προδ�λωv µ�ν τG συµβουλευτικG χρησιµεËει· π�ντωv

γ�ρ � �π¬ τι προτρ�πει χρηστ¾ν, � πονηροÖ τινοv �πε¬ργει· συντελ�σ| δL

�ν κα­ πρ¿v τ� �λλα· <τG µ�ν πανηγυρικG> δι� τοÖ �ν τG προοιµ¬} τοÖ

φ�σαντοv �πα¬νου, τG δικανικG δ� δι� τοÖ �π¿ παραδειγµ�των ε®κ¾τοv.

3. �λλ� κα­ τοEv µ�ρεσι τοÖ πολιτικοÖ λ¾γου συντελ�σει, τG µ�ν προοιµ¬}

10 πρ�γµατα Finckh ; cf. 594,7 (Walz) || πραγµατικ� Walz ||

10 ®σχυρ¾τατον Finckh || ®σχυρ¾τερον Walz || 12 πρ¿v τ¿ ε®δ�ναι τ�ν δια¬ρεσιν
Felten || ε®δ�ναι πρ¿v τ�ν δ. Walz || ε®δ�ναι omittit Finckh || 12 � addidi ;
cf. Nicolaus 126 H/ON (= 22,17 Felten) || 13 γλυκεEv δ� τοÌv καρποËv addidi ;
cf. Nicolaus 133–34 H/ON (= 23,2 Felten) || §6.1 τFν µ�ν Ãντων . . . κα­ Åλων
scripsi ; cf. Nicolaus 138–39 H/ON (= 23,7 Felten) || κα­ µ�ρων Ãντων κα­ Åλων
Walz et Finckh || 2 post γ�ρ addidit � Finckh ; cf. Doxapatres 2.2 || 2 post
�λλα addidit τG µ�ν πανηγυρικG Finckh ; cf. praef. xxvii et Doxapatres 2.2
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would dispute the fact that the fable is intentionally fabricated19

and that the chreia itself is a guide to something useful.
10. In addition, some chreiai disclose the way things are,

as in this chreia: Aesop, the composer of fables, on being asked
what the most potent thing is among men’s possessions, answered,
“Speech.”20 Indeed, speech is the most potent thing. 11. Other
chreiai, however, disclose the way things ought to be, as in this
chreia: Aristides, on being asked what justice is, said, “Not de-
siring the possessions of others.”21 And this is what ought to be.
12. This distinction helps us in understanding the elaboration.
For if the chreia reveals the way things are, we will, after the en-
comium and paraphrase, praise it as being true; but if it reveals the
way things ought to be, we will praise it as being probable.

13. In addition, some chreiai are simple, whereas others are
in response to something. A simple chreia, for example: Isocrates
used to say that the root of education is bitter, <but its fruits are
sweet>. A chreia in response to something, for example: Plato, on
being asked where the Muses dwell, said, “In the souls of the ed-
ucated.”22

<§6. parts, and parts and wholes>

1. Since some progymnasmata are <partial and others partial and
whole>, the chreia should belong to the partial ones, for it can-
not comprise all by itself a whole speech. 2. In addition, since
there are three classes of rhetoric, as has already been shown,23

the chreia elaboration is clearly useful for the advisory speech; for
it always <either> directs us toward something good or deters us
from something evil. It can also contribute to the other classes:
<to the celebratory speech> by its praise of the speaker in the
introduction, and to the judicial speech by means of a probable
argument from examples. 3. Furthermore, the chreia elaboration

19 A fable is defined as a fabricated story (λ¾γοv ψευδ�v) (Aphthonius,
Progymn. 1 [1,6 Rabe]).

20 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:301.
21 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:305.
22 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:333–34.
23 See the P-introduction to Aphthonius’s Progymnasmata, specifically

2:5,9–11 (Walz).



Chreia 2012: Greek Text w/ CA Page 117. October 30, 2012, 09:06.
Typeset by Atelier Fluxus Virus (http://www.fluxus-virus.com)

116 Π Ε Ρ Ι Χ Ρ Ε Ι Α Σ

δι� τοÖ �ν τG �πα¬ν} τοÖ ε®ρηκ¾τοv �γκωµ¬ου· τD δ� διηγ�σει δι� τCv

παραφρ�σεωv, τοEv δ� �γFσι κ�ν µ� �ντιτιθFµεν, δι� τοÖ κατασκευ�ζειν

τ¿ καλFv ε®ρCσθαι, τοEv δ� �πιλ¾γοιv δι� τCv παραιν�σεωv, �ν ο¶v ζηλοÖν

ταÖτα προτρ�ποµεν.

<§7. � δια¬ρεσιv �π¿ Åλου ε®v µ�ρη>

1. HΗ δ� χρε¬α τοEv µ�ν Àκτá τοËτοιv τ�µνεται κεφαλα¬οιv, ο¶ον �γκω-

µ¬} τοÖ ε®ρηκ¾τοv βραχεE κα­ οÍκ ε®v µCκοv �κτεινοµ�ν}· οÍ γ�ρ κα­

δι� π�ντων πρ¾εισι τFν �γκωµιαστικFν κεφαλα¬ων, ²να µ� µεEζον ª τ¿

προο¬µιον τCv Îποθ�σεωv· �πειτα µετL αÍτ¿ τD παραφρ�σει, εµτα τG ε®-

κ¾τι κα­ τG �ληθεE, � �κ τCv α®τ¬αv κα­ τοÖ �ναντ¬ου LΑφθ¾νιοv εµπεν,

εµτα τG �π¿ παραδειγµ�των, Ä π�λιν διττ¾ν, �κ πρ�ξεωv κα­ προσÞ-

που, ëν τ¿ µ�ν παρ�δειγµα τ¿ �π¿ προσÞπου, � δ� παραβολ� τ¿ �π¿

πρ�ξεωv λ�γεται· κα­ �π­ πAσι τD �φL �τ�ρων κρ¬σει, µεθL �ν, �ν δ�|,

κα­ �π­ βραχεE�ν τινα παρ�κλησιν �ρχ¾µεθα. 2. κα­ τοËτοιv µ�ν τ�µνεται

τοEv ÀκτÞ.

3. LΙστ�ον δ�, Åτι τιν�v µετ� τ¿ ε®κ¿v τ¿ �π¿ παραβολCv τ�ττου-

σιν, Åπερ �στ­ µ�ροv τοÖ ε®κ¾τοv, �µπ¬πτον | �ν αÍτοEv äv �νθËµηµα· τFν[589]

γ�ρ �ποδε¬ξεων �πασFν τFν µ�ν οÍσFν �νθυµηµατικFν, τFν δ� παρα-

δειγµατικFν, �ν µ�ν τG ε®κ¾τι ταEv �νθυµηµατικαEv χρησ¾µεθα, �ν δ�

τG �π¿ παραδειγµ�των ταEv παραδειγµατικαEv. 4. äv µ�ν ο×ν �ν βρα-

χεE προγυµν�σµατι, οÏτωv· πFv δ� δεE κεχρCσθαι ταEv �ποδε¬ξεσιν �ν

τελειοτ�ραιv Îποθ�σεσι, µαθησ¾µεθα.

3 �γκωµ¬ου scripsi || προοιµ¬ου Walz || §7.1 πAσι Finckh || π�σ|
Walz || 4 πFv δ� δεE scripsit Finckh || πFv δεEWalz
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contributes to the parts of a public speech as well: to the intro-
duction through the encomium in the praise of the speaker; to
the narrative through the heading paraphrase; to the proofs, even
if we do not counter-argue, through confirming what has been
said well;24 and to the epilogue, through the heading exhortation,
where we persuade (the reader) to show zeal for these sentiments.

<§7. division of the whole into its parts>

1. The chreia elaboration is divided into eight headings: (first)
an encomium of the speaker, which is brief and not expanded
at length. For it should not proceed through all the encomias-
tic headings in order that the introduction not be longer than the
remainder of the speech. 25 Then, after it, comes (second) the
paraphrase, then the probable and the true, which Aphthonius
calls “the rationale” and “from the opposite.” Then the examples,
which again are twofold: action and person. Of these (fifth) the ex-
ample is based on an individual, (sixth) the analogy on an action.
And in addition to all these, there is (seventh) the opinion of oth-
ers, after which, should it be necessary, we come (eighth) to a brief
exhortation. 2. And so the elaboration of a chreia is divided into
these eight sections.

3. One should realize that some people place the argument
from analogy after the probable since an analogy is part of the
probable since it is subsumed under it as an enthymeme. Since
some proofs are enthymemic and some are paradigmatic, we will
use in the probable enthymemic proofs but in the argument from
examples we will use paradigmatic ones. 4. So much, then, for this
topic in a short progymnasma, but we will learn how one must use
proofs in the more advanced compositions.

24 The scholiast has not named the specific headings used in confirma-
tion. They are: rationale, opposite, analogy, example, and testimony of the
ancients (see above 1.1).

25 Hermogenes, for example, lists the encomiastic topics for a person:
ethnicity, polis, tribe; birth, nurture, training; virtues of soul and body—
thirteen in all (see Progymn. 7 [= 15,17–17,4 Rabe]), which, if used, would make
the encomium far longer than the remainder of the elaboration.
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5. ΠροµηθFv δL �ν �ξει, κα­ �πL αÍτCv τCv Ïληv �πιδε¬ξασθαι τ�ν

δια¬ρεσιν. 6. °σµεν, Åτι τ� προο¬µια δεE ο®κεEα εµναι τFν Îποκειµ�νων

προσÞπων κα­ Îποθ�σεων, èστε µ� κοιν� φα¬νεσθαι, µηδ� πολλοEv τ�

αÍτ� δËνασθαι �ρµ¾ζειν, κα­ µ�λιστα �ν ταEv χρε¬αιv, Åτι δεE �ν τG

προοιµ¬} εµναι τ¿ν �παινον τοÖ ε®π¾ντοv � πρ�ξαντοv· πFv ο×ν ο¶ον τL

�στιν εµναι µ� µ¾νηv τCv προκειµ�νηv χρε¬αv τ¿ ο¯ονε­ προο¬µιον ;

7. ∆εE ο×ν τ¿ν �παινον τ¿ν κατασκευαζ¾µενον δι� βραχ�ων εµναι,

²να µ�, èσπερ ε°ρηται, µεEζον τοÖ δ�οντοv ª τ¿ π�ρεργον· κ�ν µ�ν ª τινα

αÍτG �τερα πεπραγµ�να � διL �ργων � δι� λ¾γων, �ν παραιτ�σεωv �τοι

�ποσιωπ�σεωv � παραλε¬ψεωv σχ�µατι, äv �νι µ�λιστα δι� βραχ�ων

αÍξ�σαντεv τ¿ν �παινον, οÏτωv �π­ τ¿ προκε¬µενον �ξοµεν, Îπερτιθ�ντεv

αÍτ¿ π�ντων �κε¬νων· �ν δ� µ� �χωµεν τοιοÖτον, �π¿ τCv ο®κε¬αv αÍτG

ποι¾τητοv αÍξ�σοµεν τ¿ν �παινον· ο¶ον LΑθηναEοv φ�ρε �π¿ τCv π¾λεωv

κα­ τFν Σ¾λωνοv ν¾µων äv �ξ¬ωv τοËτων τ�θραπται· ε® δ� Λακεδαι-

µ¾νιοv, Áµο¬ωv �π¾ τε τCv π¾λεωv κα­ τFν ΛυκοËργου ν¾µων κα­ τοÖ

�πιτηδεËµατοv, κα­ δεE σπεËδειν �ρµ¾ττειν τG προκειµ�ν} λ¾γ} τ� �π¿

τCv ποι¾τητοv �ναφαιν¾µενα �ξα¬ρετα.

8. MΕσθL Åτε δ� κα­ �π¿ τFν καθολικωτ�ρων βεβαιωτ�ον τ¿ν �παι-

νον, ο¶ον ποιητ�ν � λογογρ�φον �π¿ τFν Áµο¬ων, äv �στ­ λ�γειν οÏτωv,

ο¯ ποιητα­ κα­ λογογρ�φοι πολλο­ τοEv �νθρÞποιv �ξιοι πεφ�νασι, πολλG

µAλλον οØτοv· Áµο¬ωv κα­ στρατιÞτην � ø�τορα � φιλ¾σοφον � στρατη-

γ¿ν � βασιλ�α.

8 πολλο­ Walz || πολλοÖ Finckh || 8 οØτοv Finckh ; cf. praef. xxvii ||

οØτοι Walz
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5. It may be a good idea, too, to illustrate this division with
the content itself. 6. We know that introductions should be tai-
lored to the individuals and subjects being treated, so that they not
seem too generic nor the same introduction be capable of fitting
many individuals, and especially so in chreia elaborations, because
in the introduction there must be praise of the one who has spoken
or acted. How, then, is it possible for the introduction, as it were,
not to be unique to the chreia being elaborated?

7. The praise that is being composed must be brief, in order
that, as was said above,26 a subordinate heading not be longer than
the essential ones. And should there be other accomplishments,
either in deeds or in words, we will, after amplifying the praise as
briefly as possible by means of the figures “deprecation,” “falling
silent,” or “pretended omission,” come to the subject under con-
sideration, emphasizing it above all those other accomplishments.
But should we not have such an individual, we will amplify the
praise on the basis of the quality that is appropriate to him. For
example, take an (unnamed) Athenian. We will amplify the praise
of him on the basis of his city and the laws of Solon,27 to the eVect
that he has been raised in keeping with them. But if the (unnamed)
individual is a Laconian, we will likewise amplify the praise of him
on the basis of his city, the laws of Lycurgus, and its traditional
way of life.28 One should also be careful that these special traits
that are being emphasized on the basis of quality fit the saying un-
der consideration.

8. Sometimes, however, one must substantiate the praise
on the basis of more general topics—for example, a poet or prose
writer on the basis of their similarities, so that it is possible to
speak thus: “Many poets and prose writers have seemed worthy to
men, but much more so is this individual.” It is possible to speak
similarly of a soldier, orator, philosopher, general, or king.

26 See above 7.1.
27 On Solon as the lawgiver of Athens, see Plutarch’s Life of Solon.
28 On Lycurgus and his similar role for Sparta, see Plutarch’s Life of Ly-

curgus.
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<§8. παρ�δειγµα>

1. HΗ µ�ν ο×ν τ�χνη αÏτη· σκοπεEν δ� κα­ | �π­ τοÖ προκειµ�νου τ�[590]

�µπ¬πτοντα χρ�· ο®κεEον µ�ν LΙσοκρ�τουv τ¿ προο¬µιον· οÍ µ¾νον δι� τ¿

Ãνοµα προφα¬νειν, �λλ� κα­ δι� τ¿ �πιτ�δευµα. 2. <τοÖτο θαυµασ¬ωv

�ντ�στρεψεν, äv οÍχ­ τ�χνη τοÖτον, �λλL αÍτ¿v τ�ν τ�χνην �σ�µνυνεν.>
3. <τοÖτο Îπερβολικ¾ν, ε® µ� γ�ρ αÍτ¿v Îπ¿ ταËτηv �κηρËχθη, οÑτL

αÍτ�ν οÍκ �ν �κ�ρυξεν.>
| 4. ΟÏτω δ� βραχË τι κα­ σËντοµον, èστε τ� αÍτG πεπονηµ�να ε®v[590,3]

αÑξησιν �πα¬νου � παραλειφθCναι Àφε¬λοντα τG κατ� παρ�λειψιν σχ�-

µατι <�> δι� τ�ν συντοµ¬αν παρειλCφθαι. 5. εµτα µετ� ταÖτα ε®σβολ�

τοÖ προκειµ�νου τCv χρε¬αv λ¾γου κα­ µεταχε¬ρισιv µετ� τCv �π¿ τοÖ

θαυµασµοÖ αÍξ�σεωv, κα­ τCv τFν προλεχθ�ντων �ρµογCv· ε® γ�ρ τοEv

�λλοιv τ¿ν τFν �νθρÞπων ε× πεπο¬ηκε β¬ον αÍτοÖ π¾νοιv, π�ντωv κα­ �

παιδε¬α �ν τοÖ κατ� �νθρÞπουv Îπ�ρχουσα β¬ου ε× τετËχηκε κα­ LΙσο-

κρ�τουv τοιοËτου �ξιωθεEσα �πα¬νου, ηÑξητο δ� Åµωv πλ�ον τFν �λλων,

äv κα­ προε¬ρηται, τG θαυµασµG· τ¿ γ�ρ «ο¶α» (cf. Aphth 32 H/ON
[= 5,3 Rabe]) θαυµαστικ¾ν �στι. | 6. ®στ�ον δ� κα­ τοÖτο, äv οÍ π�ν-[590,16]

τοτε τG κατ� παρ�λειψιν χρηστ�ον, �φL ëν κα­ �λλοιv τισ­ν εÑπορον

κατορθÞµασι τ¿ν �παινον αÑξειν τοÖ τ�ν χρε¬αν προενεγκ¾ντοv· �σθL Åτε

γ�ρ κα­ ψιλ� �παρ¬θµησιv τοÖτο δËναται �περγ�σασθαι �νευ τCv περ­

τ� �ριθµοËµενα τριβCv.

§8.2 τοÖτο . . . �σ�µνυνεν transposui ex 590,14–16 (Walz) || 3 τοÖτο . . .
�κ�ρυξεν transposui ex 591,29–31 (Walz) || 4 post σχ�µατι addidi � || 5 ο¶α
scripsi || ο¶ον Walz et Finckh || 6 τG scripsi || τ¿ Walz || 6 κατορθÞµασι
scripsi || κατορθÞµατι Walz



text 2. 121

<§8. model exercise>

1. So much for the theory. One should, however, look as well at the
data available in the elaboration being treated.29 Its introduction30

is suitable to Isocrates—by pointing out not only his name but also
his discipline. 2. <This point Aphthonius has admirably inverted:
his discipline did not bring distinction to him, but rather he to his
discipline.>31 3. <This figure is called “hyperbole,” for if he had
not been heralded by his discipline, he could not have heralded
it.>

4. Aphthonius’s encomiastic heading is brief and concise,
so that the (other) things he composed for amplifying the praise
either ought to be passed over altogether <or> are included in
the figure “pretended omission” for the sake of conciseness.32

5. Then after these words comes the introduction of the saying
being treated in the chreia elaboration and the handling of it by
means of amplification through the argument from the admirable
as well as through its connection with his previous statements. For
if he had benefitted human life with his other eVorts, surely ed-
ucation, being one aspect of human life, has also benefitted and
makes Isocrates be deemed worthy of such praise. Still, it was am-
plified more than the others, as was said above,33 by means of an
expression of admiration, for the word “what” is an exclamation
of admiration. 34 6. One should realize this as well: One should
not always make use of the figure “pretended omission,” since it is
profitable to amplify the praise of the speaker in the chreia with
certain other of his accomplishments. For sometimes a simple
enumeration is able to achieve this purpose without spending time
on the items being enumerated.

29 Since we are in the non-Nicolaus material, the elaboration being
treated is that of Aphthonius, as will become clear.

30 See Aphthonius 26–33 H/ON (= 4,18–5,4 Rabe).
31 See Aphthonius 28–29 H/ON (= 4,20–5,1 Rabe).
32 The scholiast is commenting on Aphthonius 29–32 H/ON (= 5,1–3

Rabe): “How often, moreover, either as lawgiver to kings or as adviser to indi-
viduals he has benefitted the life of mankind would be a long story to set forth
in detail.”

33 Cf. 8.2.
34 The scholiast is commenting on Aphthonius 32–33 H/ON (= 5,3–4

Rabe): “But what a philosophy of education he had!”
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| 7. HΗ παρ�φρασιv γυµν�ζει ε®v τ¿ τ� αÍτ� διαφ¾ρωv δËνασθαι[590,29]

�παγγ�λλειν τD �ρµηνε¬{. 8. τοιαËτη δ� τιv Àφε¬λει εµναι, ο¶ον µ�τε �φι-

σταµ�νη τοÖ προκειµ�νου, µ�τε �πL αÍτFν τFν λ�ξεων �κριβFv µ�νουσα.

9. HΗ α®τ¬α τ� ε®κ¾τα διδ�σκει, | τουτ�στι τ� �κ τοÖ πρ�γµατοv[591]

�ναφαιν¾µενα, ε× τι κα­ äv �τ�ρωv �χοντα· ταËτην δ� κα­ �ν ταEv �νθυ-

µηµατικαEv �ποδε¬ξεσι βεβαιÞσοµεν· �στι δ� τ¿ µ�ν πρ¾τερον �π¿ τFν

�ν τG πρ�γµατι, τ� δ� �νθυµ�µατα �π¿ τFν περ­ τ¿ πρAγµα· �νταÖθα δ�

�π¿ τCv παροËσηv µελ�τηv τ¿ ε®κ¿v �π¿ τFν �ν τG πρ�γµατι ε°ργεται·

τουτ�στιν �πL αÍτοÖ τοÖ πρ�γµατοv, κα­ οÍκ �π¿ τFν �νθυµηµατικFν

�ποδε¬ξεων.

�Ε® δ� τιv ταÖτα φοβοËµενοv κα­ <ταÖτα> (Aphth 53–58 H/ON
[= 5,21–6,2 Rabe]). 10. �π¿ τοÖ �ναντ¬ου τ�ν π¬στιν τFν λεγοµ�νων �ρ-

γ�ζεται, Ä κα­ αÍτ¿ µ�ροv τοÖ ε®κ¾τοv, ²να µAλλον αÍξ�σ| κα­ φανερ�ν

τ�ν ãφ�λειαν τοÖ λεγοµ�νου καταστ�σ|, π�φυκε γ�ρ τ� πρ�γµατα τD

παραθ�σει τFν �ναντ¬ων διαδηλ¾τερα φα¬νεσθαι· οÏτω φFv τD τοÖ σκ¾-

τουv παραβολD, κα­ λευκ¿ν τD τοÖ µ�λανοv παρουσ¬{ τ�ν �αυτFν �ρετ�ν

�πεδε¬ξαντο.

�IΩσπερ ο¯ γ�ν �ργαζ¾µενοι κα­ ταÖτα (Aphth 59–63 H/ON
[= 6,3–6 Rabe]). 11. � παραβολ� φηµι τ¾ τε παρ�δειγµα µ�ρη τοÖ ε®-

κ¾τοv προαποδ�δεικται· διαφ�ρει δ� τοËτοιv �λλ�λων ταÖτα, καθ¿ � µ�ν

παραβολ� δι� πρ�ξεωv, τ¿ δ� παρ�δειγµα δι� προσÞπων ε®σφ�ρεται.

�∆ι¿ θαυµ�σαι <κα­ ταÖτα> (Aphth 71–76 H/ON [= 6,13–17
Rabe]). 12. � µαρτυρ¬α βοËλεται τD �φL �τ�ρων κρ¬σει βεβαιοÖν τ¿ �πο-

δεικνËµενον, äv �ν µ� µ¾νον πραγµατικD , �λλ� κα­ δι� λ¾γων σοφFν

κα­ γνÞµηv �νδρFν παλαιFν τ¿ κρ�τοv �χοι· ε® δL �ρα ποτ� κα­ �πο-

ρο¬ηµεν οÏτωv �ναργοÖv µαρτυρ¬αv τFν παλαιFν, τG κατ� παρ�λειψεν

σχ�µατι χρησ¾µεθα, λ�γοντεv οÏτω· «πολλοÌv �νι κα­ παλαιFν λ¾γουv

παραθεEναι συνηγοροÖνταv τοEv προκειµ�νοιv· ε® µ� τCv παροËσηv Îποθ�-

10 ε® δ� τιv ταÖτα correxi ; cf. Aphthonius 53 H/ON (= 5,21 Rabe) || οÍδ�
τιv ταÖτα Walz | 10 post φοβοËµενοv κα­ addidi ταÖτα ; cf. 519,15 (Walz) ||

12 θαυµ�σαι correxi || θαυµασ¬ωv Walz | 12 post θαυµ�σαι inserui κα­ ταÖτα
|| 12 �νι correxi || �τι Walz
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7. The paraphrase provides training in the ability to recite
the same subject in a diVerent style. 8. And it ought to be such
a recitation that it neither departs from the subject being treated
nor keeps exactly to the words themselves.

9. The rationale teaches probabilities, that is, what is prob-
able from within the subject, whether it is complimentary or
otherwise. And we will confirm the rationale with enthymemic
proofs as well. Now the former are made from what is inherent
in the aVair, and the enthymemes come from what is external to
the aVair. But here in the present model elaboration the probable
is worked from what is internal to the aVair, that is, from the aVair
itself, and not from enthymemic proofs.

But if someone in fear of these things and so forth (cf.
Aphth 53–58 H/ON [= 5,21–6,2 Rabe]). 10. He is also working out
the proof of what is being said by means of the opposite, which is
also part of the probable, in order that he might augment as well as
establish clearly the benefit of what has been said as apparent. For
subjects naturally seem clearer when juxtaposed with their oppo-
site, just as light shows forth its character when juxtaposed with
darkness and as the color white does in the presence of black.

Just as those who till the soil and so forth (cf. Aphth 59–63

H/ON [= 6,3–6 Rabe]). 11. The analogy, I mean, and the example
have been shown before to be parts of the probable.35 These sec-
tions, however, diVer from one another in these respects, in that
an analogy is expressed through action, but an example through
an individual.

Therefore, (one must) admire <and so forth> (cf. Aphth
71–76 H/ON [= 6,13–17 Rabe]). 12. The testimony is intended
to confirm what is being proved through the opinion of others, so
that the persuasive power of the saying might be not only through
analysis of the chreia36 but also through the wise sayings and judg-
ment of the ancients. But if we are at any time at a loss for a clear
testimony of the ancients, we will make use of the figure “pre-
tended omission,” speaking as follows: “It is possible to adduce
many sayings of the ancients that advocate what is being said, and

35 Cf. 7.1.
36 The phrase “analysis of the chreia” is a rendering of the slippery term

πραγµατικ�. The contrast seems to be the switch from analyzing the πρAγµα, or
situation, of the chreia in the previous headings to citing an independent voice
from the past that also confirms the saying in the chreia.
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σεωv τ¿ πολλ� λ�γειν �πιστ�µην �λλ¾τριον·» � οÏτωv, «ε® µ� τ¿ πολλ�

λ�γειν οÍ κατ� τ�ν παροÖσαν Íπ¾θεσιν.»

12 post secundum ε® µ� scripsi τ¿ || τ� Walz
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I doubt there is much to say that disagrees with the present argu-
ment.” Or in this way: “. . .except that saying anything more is not
in keeping with the present argument.”





Text . John Doxapatres

Commentary on Aphthonius’s

Progymnasmata

Chapter : On the Chreia

(:,–, Walz)

Introduction

life and writings

Biographical information about John Doxapatres is meager, and
scholarly confusion and neglect regarding this important com-
mentator have only exacerbated the situation. His name, his
relationship to John Siceliotes, and his dates have confused schol-
ars, and more information about him would surely surface if all his
writings were published or if those that have been were read with
this purpose in mind.

Confusion about the correct spelling of John’s name goes
back to his editor, Christian Walz, who introduced ∆οξ¾πατροv

(Doxopater).1 At the end of the nineteenth century Karl Krum-
bacher sorted out the possibilities in the manuscripts, regarded
∆οξαπατρCv and ∆οξοπατρCv as the most likely options, and pre-
ferred the former, ∆οξαπατρCv (with an α, not an ο, after the ξ).2

1 Christian Walz, ed., Rhetores Graeci (9 vols.; Tübingen: Cottae, 1832–
1836), 2:iii.

2 Karl Krumbacher, Geschichte der byzantinischen Literatur von Justinian

bis zum Ende des Öströmischen Reiches (527–1453) (2nd ed.; HAW 9.1; Munich:
Beck, 1897), 462–63.
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Hugo Rabe corroborated this spelling—and indeed made it vir-
tually certain—when he reexamined the manuscripts and deter-
mined that Walz had misread his manuscript.3 Consequently,
Doxapatres is the correct spelling, and scholars have generally fol-
lowed suit ever since,4 although the form Doxopater occasionally
appears as well.5

Confusion has likewise arisen over the relationship between
this John and another John, John Siceliotes, who was also a
commentator on Hermogenes.6 Krumbacher and Ludwig Rader-
macher merely followed tradition when they identified the two,
but they also drew the following conclusions: that Doxapatres
thereby originated from Sicily and that he was a poor monk who
found his poverty oppressive. The former conclusion obviously
derives from the name “Siceliotes,” but the latter seemingly comes
from some comments Siceliotes made in his commentary on Her-
mogenes’s On Types of Style.7 In any case, Rabe rejected this
identification on the grounds that Doxapatres himself cites Sice-
liotes in his introduction to Hermogenes’s On Types of Style8 and

3 See Hugo Rabe, “Aus Rhetoren-Handschriften: 6. Weitere Tex-
tquellen für Johannes Diakonos,” RhM 63 (1908): 512–30, esp. 512 n. 3.

4 See, e.g., George L. Kustas, Studies in Byzantine Rhetoric (ABla 17;
Thessaloniki: Patriarchal Institute for Patristic Studies, 1973), 25 n. 2; George
A. Kennedy, Greek Rhetoric under Christian Emperors (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1983), 66; and C. N. Constantinides, “Teachers and Students
of Rhetoric in the Late Byzantine Period,” in Rhetoric in Byzantium (ed. Eliza-
beth JeVreys; SPByzS 11; Burlington, Vt.: Ashgate, 2003), 39–53, esp. 47.

5 See, e.g., Alexander Kazhdan, “Doxopatres, John,” ODB 1:660.
6 For his commentary on Hermogenes’s On Types of Style, see John

Siceliotes 6:54–506 (Walz), the introduction of which is also in PS 393–426

(Rabe). On John Siceliotes and John Doxapatres, see further Jean Irigoin, “La
tradition des rhéteurs grecs dans l’Italie byzantine,” SicGymn 39 (1986): 73–82,
esp. 79–81.

7 See Krumbacher, Geschichte, 462, and Ludwig Radermacher, “Doxa-
patres,” PW 5.2:1611–13, esp. 1612. Neither cites a passage mentioning
Siceliotes’s poverty, but apparently they are thinking of 6:444,31–445,3 (Walz),
where in summarizing his life he says that he barely lived even with respect to
the necessities.

8 Doxapatres as cited in PS 422,8 and 423,2 (Rabe).
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that the two are elsewhere distinguished,9 a view that has also pre-
vailed ever since.10

Accordingly, John Siceliotes and John Doxapatres are two
distinct individuals. Siceliotes, probably an exile from Sicily, was
active in Constantinople, to judge from a reference to a speech
(now lost) that he gave to Emperor Basil II (976–1025),11 and
hence belongs to the early eleventh century. Doxapatres’s origin,
however, remains unknown, even though he, too, was probably ac-
tive in Constantinople (since the capital exercised a near monopoly
on rhetorical education12). He is thus later than Siceliotes and,
so far as we know, did not complain about the oppressiveness of
poverty, even if perhaps he, too, to judge from his “doxalogical”
name, was a monk.13

Finally, confusion has also surrounded the discussion of
Doxapatres’s dates. For example, Karl Fuhr identified Doxap-
atres’s reference to a commentator on Hermogenes by the name
of Eustathius14 as none other than the famous twelfth-century
Homer commentator Eustathius of Thessalonica.15 He then cou-
pled this identification with derogatory references to Doxapatres
by another twelfth-century writer, John Tzetzes,16 and concluded

9 For the unpublished manuscript evidence, see Hugo Rabe, “Aus
Rhetoren-Handschriften: 3. Die Quellen des Doxapatres in den Homilien zu
Aphthonius,” RhM 62 (1907): 559–86, esp. 581 n. 1; see also Hugo Rabe, ed.,
Prolegomenon Sylloge (Rhetores Graeci 14; Leipzig: Teubner, 1931), lii.

10 See, e.g., Wilhelm Schmid and Otto Stählin, Wilhelm von Christs

Geschichte der griechischen Literatur (6th ed.; HAW 7.1.1–2; Munich: Beck,
1912–1924), 996; Kustas, Studies, 25 n. 2; Herbert Hunger, Die hochsprach-

liche profane Literatur der Byzantiner (HAW 12.5.1–2; Munich: Beck, 1978),
1:82; Kennedy, Greek Rhetoric, 309; and Alexander Kazhdan, “John Sikeliotes,”
ODB 2:1068.

11 John Siceliotes 6:447,24–26 (Walz).
12 See Kennedy, Greek Rhetoric, 273, 312.
13 For the suggestion that the name “Doxapatres” points to him being a

monk, see Kustas, Studies, 25 n. 2.
14 See Doxapatres 2:545,13 (Walz).
15 On this Eustathius, see Alexander Kazhdan, “Eustathios of Thessa-

lonike,” ODB 2:754.
16 See John Tzetzes 3:670–86, esp. 673,11 and 679,31 (Walz). See fur-

ther Hunger, Literatur, 1:87, and Alexander Kazhdan, “Tzetzes, John,” ODB

3:2136.
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that Doxapatres was a contemporary of both.17 But the identifica-
tion with Eustathius proved wrong, as even Fuhr soon admitted,18

since the Eustathius referred to by Doxapatres is doubtless an-
other Eustathius, known from other sources, who lived before the
sixth century and probably in the fourth or fifth centuries.19 This
reference thus drops out as evidence of Doxapatres’s dates.

But the critical remarks about Doxapatres by Tzetzes, who
died shortly after 1180, remain relevant, as they form the terminus

ante quem. And Doxapatres’s own references to Siceliotes, already
noted, provide the other terminus. Herbert Hunger places Doxa-
patres closer to the latter and specifically in the generation after
him—in other words, in the second half of the eleventh century.20

Confirmation of this dating comes from two passages in Doxa-
patres’s commentary on Aphthonius. The first passage, which
appears in a discussion of the meter in the lines from Theog-
nis21 (which Aphthonius had used for his model elaboration of a
maxim22), is an epigram that was written in the apse of the great
church in Constantinople and mentions one Romanos.23 Again,
some confusion arose, as Rabe identified him initially as Emperor
Romanos I Lakapenos (920–944)24 but later, without further com-
ment, as Romanos III Argyros (1028–1034).25

17 Karl Fuhr, “Zwei Hermogenescommentaren,” RhM 51 (1896): 45–51,
esp. 45.

18 Karl Fuhr, “Nachtrag zu oben p. 48f.,” RhM 51 (1896): 164; cf. Ra-
dermacher, “Doxapatres,” 1612.

19 On this earlier Eustathius, see further J. Brzoska, “Eustathius (17),”
PW 6.1:1451–52; Hunger, Literatur, 1:81; and Malcolm Heath, Menander: A

Rhetor in Context (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004), 71 and n. 42.
20 Hunger, Literatur, 1:83, following Rabe, Prolegomenon, li-lii. Oth-

ers settling on the eleventh century include Krumbacher, Geschichte, 462, who
prefers the early eleventh century because he identified him with Siceliotes;
Kustas, Studies, 25, and Kennedy, Greek Rhetoric, 312, place him in the mid-
eleventh century.

21 See Theognis, Eleg. 1.175–76 (12 Young).
22 See Aphthonius, Progymn. 4 (8,12–13 Rabe).
23 Doxapatres 2:309,19–25 (Walz).
24 See Rabe, “Quellen des Doxapatres,” 572. On this emperor, see

Alexander Kazhdan, “Romanos I Lakapenos,” ODB 3:1806.
25 See Rabe, Prolegomenon, li, followed by Hunger, Literatur, 1:83, and

Kennedy, Greek Rhetoric, 312. On this emperor, see Charles M. Brand and An-
thony Cutler, “Romanos III Argyros,” ODB 3:1807.
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The other passage from Doxapatres’s commentary is a sam-
ple speaking-in-character, which begins as follows: What words
Michael might say when he was driven from the palace.26 Walz27

and later Rabe identified this Michael as Michael V Kalaphates
(1041–1042),28 but Rabe, noting that the speaking-in-character
does not appear in the Π-scholia, one of Doxapatres’s sources,
attributed it to Doxapatres himself.29 Doxapatres, however, is
not the author of this or any of the other sample progymnas-
mata included in his commentary.30 But this sample speaking-
in-character does at least confirm the latter half of the eleventh
century for the dates of Doxapatres.

To sum up: the meager biographical information about
Doxapatres, once the confusions are cleared up, points to an in-
dividual of unknown origin, though probably not from Sicily;
an individual whose name was spelled Doxapatres; an individ-
ual who, because of the etymology of his name, was probably a
monk, although there is no evidence that he resented the con-
sequent poverty; and, finally, an individual who was active most
likely in Constantinople, the center of rhetorical education, and
most likely during the second half of the eleventh century. More
information might be available in his commentaries on Hermo-
genes, which are still largely unpublished, but a closer reading of
his commentary on Aphthonius, as will be shown below, can be
of help, at least in filling out his interests and achievements as a
commentator.

The only word for Doxapatres’s writings is “voluminous.”
His commentary on Aphthonius’s Progymnasmata is by far the
longest of any in this volume—483 pages in Walz’s edition.31 In

26 Doxapatres 2:508,18–509,3 (Walz).
27 Walz, Rhetores Graeci, 2:iv and note.
28 On this Michael and his banishment, see Charles M. Brand, “Michael

V Kalaphates,” ODB 2:1366.
29 Rabe, “Quellen des Doxapatres,” 580–81, and 559–62 for the close, yet

distinguishable, relationship between the Π-scholia and the P-Scholia treated
in chapter 2. Further confusion is added by Kennedy (Greek Rhetoric, 312),
who, seemingly summarizing Rabe, nevertheless still identifies this Michael as
Michael IV (1034–1041).

30 See further Chreia 2:234–37, and esp. Craig A. Gibson, “The Anony-
mous Progymnasmata in John Doxapatres’ Homiliae in Aphthonium,” ByzZ 102

(2009): 83–94, esp. 83–86.
31 Doxapatres 2:81–564 (Walz).
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addition, he wrote commentaries on at least three of the four
Hermogenean treatises that make up the rest of the Corpus Her-
mogenianum: On Issues, On Invention, and On Types of Style.
Since only the introductions to these commentaries are fully avail-
able,32 it is diYcult to get any sense of their size, but if they
are in any way as comprehensive as his commentary on Aphtho-
nius’s Progymnasmata, the notion “voluminous squared” comes
to mind.33 Our focus, of course, is on Doxapatres’s commentary
on Aphthonius’s Progymnasmata. Some general remarks on this
commentary are in order before turning in greater detail to the
chapter on the chreia.

doxapatres’s commentary on aphthonius’s
progymnasmata

Previous work on Doxapatres’s commentary has been thin and
sporadic. The most intensive work took place in the early twenti-
eth century and primarily by Hugo Rabe.34 He used his intimate
knowledge of the commentary, however, only on the text and the
sources used by Doxapatres. His textual eVorts resulted in a

32 See PS 304–18, 360–74, and 420–26 (Rabe). In addition to the
introductions, note also the excerpts—twenty in all from Barocc. 175—of Doxa-
patres’s commentary on Hermogenes’s On Invention that have been included by
J. A. Cramer in his Anecdota graeca e codd. manuscriptis bibliothecarum oxonien-

sium [4 vols.; Oxford: e Typographeo academico, 1835–1837], 4:155–69).
33 Krumbacher (Geschichte, 462) lists some other works, based on Walz

(see Rhetores Graeci, 6:vii-ix). But some of those listed, now that John Doxapa-
tres and John Siceliotes are distinguished, must be dropped (so 6:56–504 Walz);
others, mistakenly attributed to Doxapatres (see, e.g., 6:1–32 Walz) but now
considered anonymous (see PS 18–43 [Rabe]; and Georg Lehnert, review of
Hugo Rabe, ed., Prolegomenon Sylloge, PhW 54 (1934): 65–74, esp. 68), must be
dropped; and still others, mentioned by Walz (see Rhetores Graeci, 6:viii), one
of which is likely a model refutation (�νασκευ� τοÖ τοÖ Προµηθ�ωv µËθου), are
no longer extant.

34 Besides the scholarship of Rabe, to be cited below, see more recently
Kustas, Studies, 25–26, 89, 111 n. 2, 124 n. 2; and Gibson, “Anonymous Pro-
gymnasmata,” 83–94. Other studies of education at the time of Doxapatres
ignore him altogether; see, e.g., Panagiotis A. Agapitos, “Teachers, Pupils
and Imperial Power in Eleventh-Century Byzantium,” in Pedagogy and Power:

Rhetorics of Classical Learning (ed. Yun Lee Too and Niall Livingstone; New
York: Cambridge University Press, 1998), 170–91.
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new edition of Doxapatres’s lengthy introductory chapter, which
appears in his Prolegomenon Sylloge.35 As for sources, Rabe rec-
ognized that Doxapatres named numerous sources and some of
them quite often. For example, Doxapatres quotes John Geome-
tres’s now lost commentary on Aphthonius over ninety times.36

Doxapatres obviously admired this late tenth-century commenta-
tor, calling him at one point Á σοφÞτατοv Γεωµ�τρηv.37 But Rabe
argues that a comparison of the Π-scholia with Doxapatres at a
number of passages shows that Doxapatres did not draw directly
from this near contemporary, much less from any of his much ear-
lier sources, whether it is Menander Rhetor, Aristides, Porphyry,
Simplicius, or Diodorus Siculus. Rather, the scholiast and Doxa-
patres both drew on an earlier Vorlage.38 Even in Geometres’s
case, where Doxapatres frequently juxtaposes him with earlier
commentators 39 he still got him via this Vorlage.40 Rabe does
allow that Doxapatres has not copied from any source when he

35 PS 80–155 (Rabe).
36 See Rabe, “Quellen des Doxapatres,” 573; but Doxapatres quotes

John Geometres only three times in the chreia chapter (see 3.10; 6.9 and 28).
37 See Doxapatres 2:554,33 (Walz). Doxapatres’s admiration is well

justified. Besides the commentary on Aphthonius, Geometres wrote sample
progymnasmata in prose and verse. On the prose progymnasmata, four enco-
mia and two descriptions, see Anthony R. Littlewood, ed., The Progymnasmata

of Ioannes Geometres (Amsterdam: Hakkert, 1972). For an analysis of the first,
an encomium of the oak, see Littlewood, “A Byzantine Oak and Its Classical
Acorn: The Literary Artistry of Geometres, Progymnasmata 1,” JÖB 29 (1980):
133–44. For verse examples of speaking-in-character, description, and enco-
mia see Emilie Marlène van Opstall, ed., Jean Géomètre: Poèmes en hexamètres

et en distiques élégiaques (MMed 75; Leiden: Brill, 2008), 139, 286, 358, 542,
546. Littlewood and van Opstall analyze Geometres’s progymnasmata in terms
of Hermogenes and Aphthonius, but further insights might accrue if quota-
tions from the relevant chapters from Geometres’s commentary on Aphthonius
were used in the analysis. In any case, on what we know of Geometres’s life
(ca. 940–1000), see Alexander Kazhdan, “John Geometres,” ODB 2:1059; Marc
D. Lauxtermann, “John Geometres—Poet and Soldier,” Byzantion 68 (1998):
356–80; and van Opstall, Géomètre, 3–17.

38 Rabe characterizes this Vorlage as a rich collection of scholia that was
nameless and, due to the use of Geometres and the mention of Romanos, is to
be dated about 1000 (see Rabe, “Quellen des Doxapatres,” 573, 585).

39 See, e.g., Doxapatres 2:206,18–19; 228,12; 229,9; 430,7–8 (Walz).
40 Rabe, “Quellen des Doxapatres,” 565–74; accepted by Hunger, Liter-

atur, 1:79.
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voices his own view on a matter, and so we learn more about Doxa-
patres, at least about his intentions, interests, and blind spots as
a commentator. For example, Rabe notes that Doxapatres placed
the progymnasmata more firmly in a rhetorical context, stressed
the meaning of specific words and phrases over general content,
and minimized (in contrast to theΠ-scholia) historical and mytho-
logical explanations.41

It is not surprising that Doxapatres did not cite directly all
his named sources, given the penchant of commentators to build
on one another. Nor is it surprising that such dependence can lead
to occasional mistakes. Thus, George Kustas, for example, notes
that Doxapatres attributed a definition of rhetoric to Dionysius
Thrax when in fact it was that of Dionysius of Halicarnassus.42

But elsewhere quotations from Dionysius Thrax are accurate,43

and even Rabe has to admit that Doxapatres’s responsible use of
his many sources makes him, since his principal Vorlage is no
longer extant, a valuable source of earlier material for scholars of
Byzantine rhetoric.44

The value of Doxapatres’s numerous sources, even if largely
indirect, transcends Rabe’s concern for Quellenforschung. These
sources function primarily to explain Aphthonius’s text, but they
also function to place the Progymnasmata of Aphthonius—on
whom Doxapatres often confers the honorary title Á σοφιστ�v45—
within the entire educational curriculum. For example, Doxap-
atres uses these sources to remind students of what they learned
at the secondary level and to show their relevance for beginning
tertiary training, as becomes evident from his use, as mentioned

41 Rabe, “Quellen des Doxapatres,” 585.
42 Kustas, Studies, 167 n. 5; see Doxapatres 2:104,7–9 (Walz) (= PS

106,21–23 [Rabe]).
43 See Doxapatres 2:197,7–8 (Walz) (= Dionysius Thrax, Ars gramm. 2

[6,5 Uhlig]), 200,1 (= Ars gramm. 1 [5,2–3]), and 416,27–417,1 (= Ars gramm. 12

[24,3–4]).
44 Rabe, Prolegomenon, liii. Rabe is typical in seeing Doxapatres’s value

only in the previous sources that he preserved (see also Krumbacher, Geschichte,
462; Radermacher, “Doxapatres,” 1312; and Hunger, Literatur, 1:83).

45 See esp. Doxapatres 2:127,20–21 and 128,8–13 (Walz) (= PS 136,2–3

and 14–19 [Rabe]). Doxapatres often uses this title alone when referring to Aph-
thonius (see, e.g., 207,7 and 21; 212,14; 240,11; 242,20; 312,9 and 11; 323,20;
340,15 and 24—twenty-nine times in all).
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above, of Dionysius Thrax’s standard grammatical textbook,46

not to mention Doxapatres’s forty plus quotations from Á ποιητ�v,

whose Iliad and Odyssey were the students’ basic literary texts.47

Doxapatres also cites frequently from other Progymnasmata to
supplement Aphthonius’s spare treatments, as is indicated by
numerous quotations; he cites especially from Hermogenes’s Pro-

gymnasmata,48 but also from at least the definitions of a lost
Progymnasmata, that by Sopatros,49 and a few times from Nico-
laus’s (that, as we have seen, allowed his Progymnasmata to be
rediscovered).50 In addition, Doxapatres gives special emphasis
to the ways that the progymnasmata anticipated various aspects
of the rhetorical curriculum proper, as is shown by his forty-
two explicit references to, or quotations from, at least three of
Hermogenes’s rhetorical treatises—On Issues, On Invention, and
On Types of Style.51 This use of Hermogenes is especially note-
worthy since earlier commentators like John of Sardis and the
P-scholia make only limited use of Hermogenes. John of Sardis
cites Hermogenes only seven times, six of which occur in the later

46 See Doxapatres 2:197,7–8; 200,1; 310,15–20; 416,27 (Walz).
47 See, e.g., Doxapatres 2:165,31; 182,12; 206,9; 210,29; 219,27; 224,26;

229,1; 230,18 (Walz).
48 See, e.g., Doxapatres 2:147,9; 156,20; 154,7; 175,31; 176,21; 197,7

(Walz).
49 See Doxapatres 2:156,23; 161,17; 288,10; 371,12; 534 (Walz). The

fragments and other references are collected at the back of Rabe’s edition of
Aphthonius (see Hugo Rabe, ed., Aphthonii Progymnasmata [Rhetores Graeci
10; Leipzig: B. G. Teubner, 1926], 57–70).

50 See Doxapatres 2:198,17–199,3; 539,14–18; 548,14–17 (Walz); Chreia

1:238–39; and Chreia 2:200–201.
51 The role of Hermogenes’s rhetorical treatises in Doxapatres’s expli-

cation of Aphthonius deserves a special study. For some references to his On

Issues, see, e.g., Doxapatres 2:101,7; 140,28; 169,3; 211,8; 189,25 (Walz); for
his On Invention, see, e.g., Doxapatres 2:126,18; 207,26; 212,19; 214,27 (Walz);
for his On Types of Style, see, e.g., Doxapatres 2:216,27; 219,1; 227,15; 236,16;
237,4 and 16 (Walz). On Doxapatres’s attempt to relate Aphthonius to Hermo-
genes, see also Hugo Rabe, “Aus Rhetoren-Handschriften: 10. Einleitungen,”
RhM 64 (1909): 539–78, esp. 539: “für Dox. gehörten Aphthonios’ Progymnas-

mata schon unlöslich zum Hermogenes-Corpora und damit zum rhetorischen
Kursus.” Note that Doxapatres could also refer back to Aphthonius when
commenting on Hermogenes, as he does in his commentary on On Invention

where he refers back to Aphthonius’s encomium of Thucydides (see 4:166,15–
17 Cramer).
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progymnasmata,52 and there are only eight references in all of
the P-scholia.53 The later progymnasmata—the fifth, common
place; the eleventh, speech-in-character; and the fourteenth, in-
troduction of a law—are all closer to the rhetorical speeches that
the students would soon be learning, so that looking ahead to
Hermogenes makes sense. In other words, if Malcolm Heath’s
contention, namely, that the progymnasmata were “preliminary to

rhetoric rather than a preliminary part of it,”54 is true of John of
Sardis and the P-scholia, it no longer is for Doxapatres. He in-
corporates Hermogenes throughout his commentary, beginning
in the chapter on the fable.55 This incorporation of rhetoric is also
suggested by his forty-five quotes from the speeches of Á ø�τωρ,56

Demosthenes.57

Doxapatres’s citations even point to an attempt to incorpo-
rate philosophy into the study of progymnasmata, as indicated by
fourteen references to Porphyry’s influential introduction to phi-
losophy, the Introduction,58 as well as by references to and quo-

52 John of Sardis, Comm. in Aphth. 2 (20,2 Rabe) (alluding tacitly and
loosely to On Types of Style 1.2 [226,14 Rabe]); 5 (95,3) (alluding tacitly and
loosely to On Method 27 [444,14–16]); 5 (108,3) (alluding tacitly but rather
closely to On Issues 3 [53,1–3]); 5 (108,13–20) (citing explicitly and quoting at
length from On Invention 4.2 [173,2–9]); 5 (114,5) (alluding tacitly and briefly
to On Issues 3 [52,16–17]); 13 (242,23) (alluding tacitly and loosely to On Issues

7 [78,1–3]); and 14 (263,14) (alluding tacitly but clearly to On Issues 2 [38,3–5]).
53 The P-scholia refer explicitly to Hermogenes eight times, twice gener-

ally (see 2:566,21 [introduction] and 674,21 Walz [introduction of a law]) and six
times to specific books. For On Issues see 2:671,1 and 674,25 (both introduction
of a law); for On Types of Style, see 2:646,31; 647,8; 647,25 (all speech-in-
character); and 671,20 (introduction of a law).

54 Heath, Menander, 219.
55 See Doxapatres 2:169,3–6 (Walz), referring to Hermogenes, On Issues

1 (38,16–39,19 Rabe), when discussing Aphthonius’s division of fables.
56 For this title, see Doxapatres 2:169,27; 332,18; 379,6; 558,20 (Walz).
57 See, e.g., Doxapatres 2:87,24; 110,17; 128,15; 134,18; 169,27; 192,8

and 10; 203,11; 217,4–6 (Walz).
58 See, e.g., Doxapatres 2:93,24; 95,6; 106,5; 157,4; 168,29; 169,21;

211,5; 374,29 (Walz).
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tations of Á φιλ¾σοφοv,59 Plato,60 not to mention Aristotle as well
(mostly in the introductory chapter).61

Finally, Doxapatres cast the net even more broadly by relat-
ing the progymnasmata and rhetoric as a whole to Christianity.
There are various ways that he Christianized the progymnas-
matic tradition. Scattered throughout his commentary are brief
quotations from � θε¬α γραφ� (“the divine scripture”). For ex-
ample, Doxapatres uses Genesis to show that God used all three
kinds (ε°δη) of public speech. He classifies Gen 1:26—“Let us
make man in our image and likeness”—as an example of advisory
(συµβουλευτικ¾ν) speech. He refers to God’s accusations and judg-
ment of Adam and Eve (Gen 3:11–20) as an example of judicial
(δικανικ¾ν) speech, and he quotes Gen 1:31—“God saw everything
that he made, and behold it was very good”—as an example of
celebratory (πανηγυρικ¾ν) speech.62 In addition, there are quota-
tions of and references to the New Testament: there is a brief
quotation from Acts 1:1, which, Doxapatres adds, was written
by Á µ�γαv ΛοËκαv (“the great Luke”);63 he quotes 1 Cor 12:28,
attributed Á �π¾στολοv (i.e., Paul), as an example of �παρ¬θµησιv

(“enumeration”);64 and he gives a snippet from Christian doc-
trine: �κ παρθ�νου �γνCv (“from the holy virgin”).65 The last of

59 See Doxapatres 2:115,8 (Walz).
60 In addition to a lengthy quotation from the Gorgias (463A-465C) in

Doxapatres 2:112,19–115,6 (Walz), see also Doxapatres 2:89,22; 94,7 and 22;
95,11; 96,9; 112,11 and 16; 154,27 and 29; 230,7; 437,28 (Walz).

61 See Doxapatres 2:93,23; 94,23; 95,10 and 17; 102,8; 104,5; 106,4;
319,24 (Walz). Note also that commentators on Aristotle’s Rhetoric occasionally
cite Aphthonius. An anonymous commentator refers to Aphthonius’s model
comparison of Achilles and Hector (Aphthonius, Progymn. 10 [32,3–33,25

Rabe]) (see Hugo Rabe, ed., Anonymi et Stephani in Artem Rhetoricam Com-

mentaria [2 vols.; CAG 21.1–2; Berlin: Reimer, 1896], 2:57,3–4), and Stephanus
cites Aphthonius four times. Calling him Á ø�τωρ, Stephanus refers to features
of Aphthonius’s treatment of encomium, common place, and maxim (see Rabe,
Anonymi et Stephani, 2:281,30; 282,8–11 and 14–15; 299,38).

62 Doxapatres 2:92,25–93,4 (Walz). Doxapatres follows the LXX except
for its τ� π�ντα ; he has only π�ντα.

63 Doxapatres 2:526,11 (Walz).
64 Doxapatres 2:218,27 (Walz).
65 Doxapatres 2:148,12–13 (Walz). This use of Christian material

continues in Doxapatres’s commentaries on Hermogenes, as seen in the com-
mentary on On Issues, where he analyzes Matt 6:25–30 in terms of its rhetorical
argumentation, which makes use of �νθυµ�µατα, �ργασ¬αι �π¿ παραβολCv, and
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these quotations is used to explain one of the meanings of the word
προCλθε in the opening line of the chapter on the fable as equiva-
lent to �γενν�θη (“was born”).66 More numerous are citations from
church fathers, in particular John Chrysostom67 and the Cap-
padocians Basil68 and especially Á θε¾λογοv, Gregory Nazianzus,
whom Doxapatres quotes ten times.69 These men, precisely at
this time, were becoming Christian models of rhetorical style,70

and toward the end of the century they were commemorated by
a feast that was to recognize contributions to education and the
cultivation of rhetoric.71 This Christianization of rhetoric leads
Doxapatres, as Kustas has observed, to regard rhetoric as a sacred
act—indeed, to call rhetoric at the very beginning of his introduc-
tory chapter a µ�γα µυστ�ριον (“a great mystery”).72

Besides Doxapatres’s attempts to integrate the progymnas-
mata into the grammatical, rhetorical, philosophical, and even
Christian traditions, his real purpose was to comment on Aphtho-
nius’s Progymnasmata. In the introductory chapter he discusses
a number of subjects, but central is his orienting discussion of
Aphthonius’s textbook in terms of a standard—as shown by èv

φασι—series of eight topics that prepares the reader to turn to the
textbook itself.73 These topics are the aim (σκοπ¾v) of the textbook,

�πιχειρ�µατα (see 4:163,26–164,5 Cramer).
66 See Aphthonius, Progymn. 1 (1,4 Rabe).
67 Doxapatres 2:132,14; 379,19 (Walz).
68 See, e.g., Doxapatres 2:188,7–16, which is a rather lengthy quotation

from Basil’s protreptric sermon on baptism, though with some textual variants
from Migne’s edition (see Basil, Hom. 13.7 [PG 31:437C-440A]).

69 See, e.g., Doxapatres 2:132,12; 227,24; 291,7; 405,15; 422,29; 425,24;
428,24; 450,11; 480,14; 526,14 (Walz).

70 See, e.g., Doxapatres 2:450,11 (Walz), where he speaks of Gregory of
Nazianzus as Á καθL �µAv λαµπρ¾τατοv �ν λ¾γοιv Γρηγ¾ριοv (“Gregory, our own
most brilliant orator”).

71 On the rise of the three, known as the Three Hierarchs, see Agapi-
tos, “Teachers, Pupils and Imperial Power,” 187–91, and, esp. for Gregory
Nazianzus, Thomas M. Conley, “Demosthenes Dethroned: Gregory Nazianzus
in Sikeliotes’ Scholia on Hermogenes’ Περ­ ®δεFν,LL ICS 27–28 (2002–2003):
145–52.

72 Kustas, Studies, 119–26; see Doxapatres 2:81,6–7 (Walz) (= PS 80,12–
13 [Rabe]).

73 While the series of topics that precede reading a book include
more than rhetorical texts (see Denis van Berchem, “Poetes et grammairiens:
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how it is useful (χρ�σιµον), whether it is genuine (γν�σιον), the or-
der (τ�ξιv) of reading it, the reason (α®τ¬α) for the textbook’s title,
its division (δια¬ρεσιv) into parts, its method (τρ¾ποv) of teaching,
and, substituting for a topic used in philosophy, why it is the pre-
ferred textbook.74

Here we will confine ourselves to the σκοπ¾v. “Aphthonius’s
σκοπ¾v for the Progymnasmata is to provide preliminary training
in, and to become accustomed to, the kinds [ε°δη] and parts [µ�ρη]
of rhetoric as well as the parts of a public speech.”75 Rhetoric has
three ε°δη: advisory, judicial, and celebratory. The progymnas-
mata provide preliminary training in these ε°δη as follows: “Of the
progymnasmata,” Doxapatres says, “some have characteristics of
the advisory εµδοv, such as the fable, thesis, chreia, and maxim; oth-
ers of a judicial speech, such as the refutation, confirmation, and
common place; and still others of a celebratory speech, such as the
encomium, invective, and comparison.”76

Doxapatres speaks of the µ�ρη of rhetoric in two senses, one
familiar, one less so. Familiar is the division of each εµδοv into
two µ�ρη: the advisory into persuasion and dissuasion, the judi-
cial into prosecution and defense, and the celebratory into praise
and blame.77 The second sense of µ�ρη is a little confused be-
cause Doxapatres is really talking about the ε°δη of rhetoric, but
the change of terminology does not negate his point and in fact is
explained by the use of µ�ρη, which is regularly used to speak of
the “parts” of the soul. He says:

Recherche sur la tradition scolaire d’explication des auteurs,” MH 9 [1952]: 79–
87), the earliest such discussion in the rhetorical commentaries seems to be in an
anonymous prolegomenon from perhaps the sixth century, available now in PS

73,11–17 (Rabe). Closer to Doxapatres himself is the use of this series by John
Siceliotes in his introduction to On Types of Style (see Siceliotes 2:64,2–9 [Walz]
[= PS 401,27–402,4 (Rabe)]). See also Jaap Mansfeld, Prolegomena: Questions

to Be Settled before the Study of an Author, or a Text (PhilAnt 61; Leiden: Brill,
1994).

74 Doxapatres 2:120,10–19 (Walz) (= PS 127,22–128,3 [Rabe]). Doxap-
atres introduced his other commentaries on the Corpus Hermogenianum with
the same series of topics (see PS 304,9–13 [Rabe] [On Issues]; PS 360,13–16 [On

Invention]; and PS 420,13–421,1 [On Types of Style]).
75 Doxapatres 2:121,1–4 (Walz) (= PS 128,4–8 [Rabe]).
76 Doxapatres 2:125,5–10 (Walz) (= PS 133,7–12 [Rabe]).
77 Doxapatres 2:122,5–9 (Walz) (= PS 129,17–21 [Rabe]).
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It was necessary for rhetoric to be joined to the human
soul and to be divided in ways that are analogous to the parts
[τοEv µ�ρεσι] of the soul. Now the parts [µ�ρη] of the soul are
the rational [λογικ¾ν], the emotional [θυµικ¾ν], and the appetitive
[�πιθυµητικ¾ν]. Therefore, advisory speech is analogous to the ra-
tional part [λογικG] of the soul, for just as our reason steers us to
what is good, so also advisory speech dissuades us from what is
not good, and pushes us to what is good. Judicial speech is anal-
ogous to the emotional part [θυµικG], for they say that emotion
is a seething of blood about the heart that yearns for retalia-
tion.78 Similarly, a judicial speech is “to defend oneself whenever
someone was previously angry at you.”79 Celebratory speech is
analogous to appetite [�πιθυµ¬{], for desire has as its goal what is
noble (and so also does a celebratory speech have what is noble as
its goal).80

In other words, what students learned on first taking up pre-
liminary training in rhetoric was not only that their training as a
public speaker would provide them with a valuable set of skills but
that the skills needed to deliver the three kinds of public speech
would also develop all three parts of their souls and so enable them
to become fully human.

The progymnasmata also provide preliminary training, as
indicated above, in composing the parts (µ�ρη) of a public speech—
the introduction, statement of the case, proof, and epilogue. As
Doxapatres explains:

Of the progymnasmata some are analogous to the introduc-
tion, such as the fable. For just as the task of the introduction is to
make the audience attentive to what will be said in the statement
of the case, so also a task of a fable is to prepare the audience for
accepting the moral of the fable. . . . Others are analogous to the

78 These words seem to draw on a passage from Aristotle. In De

an. 403a31 there is a discussion of what anger (Àργ�) is. Natural philosophers
(φυσικο¬) say that it is seething of blood and heat around the heart (ζ�σιν τοÖ

περ­ καρδ¬αν α²µατοv), whereas dialecticians (διαλεκτικο¬) say it is a yearning for
retaliation (Ãρεξιν �ντιλυπ�σεωv). These two definitions have been combined
here.

79 Cf. Od. 16.72; 21.133; etc.
80 Doxapatres 2:121,22–122,5 (Walz) (= PS 129,4–17 [Rabe]). The fi-

nal words in parentheses are not in Doxapatres but are supplied to complete the
thought. The words come from a nearly identical statement of this analogy be-
tween rhetoric and the soul in another prolegomenon (see PS 170,21 [Rabe]).
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statement of the case, such as the narrative and the description. It
is clear, then, that the one who has composed such exercises would
not be flustered in composing this part. Refutation and confirma-
tion are analogous to the argumentative part of a speech, and the
common place to the epilogue.81

In these ways, then, the progymnasmata would prepare stu-
dents for the more rigorous training in rhetoric and its instruction
in the ε°δη and µ�ρη of rhetoric.

Finally, when Doxapatres turns to comment on Aphtho-
nius’s textbook itself, he provides both specific comments on
nearly every word and some more general analytical guidance
about what this textbook contains and often why it does so.
Doxapatres makes the rather obvious observation that each pro-
gymnasma has two parts, a theoretical part, which he terms
the µ�θοδοv, and a fully worked-out illustration, which he calls
the παρ�δειγµα.82 Aphthonius provided παραδε¬γµατα, Doxapatres
says, to ensure clarity, “for παραδε¬γµατα illuminate what is being
taught, and so by means of them all things become clear.”83

While the παραδε¬γµατα have the same function throughout,
the µ�θοδοι are much more complex and varied. In the chapter
on the narrative Doxapatres provides an overview of the subjects,
which he terms παρατηρ�µατα, that appear in the µ�θοδοv sections of
the various progymnasmata. Aphthonius treats the various pro-
gymnasmata under the following παρατηρ�µατα: definition (Åροv),
division into classes (δια¬ρεσιv ε®v ε°δη), headings (κεφ�λαια), dif-
ferentiation (διαφορ�) from related progymnasmata, reason for the
name (α®τ¬α τCv Àνοµασ¬αv), and three παρατηρ�µατα that appear in
only one progymnasma. Specifically, Doxapatres notes that only
the Åροv appears in every progymnasma. The δια¬ρεσιv ε®v ε°δη ap-
pears in all progymnasmata except refutation, confirmation, and
common place. The α®τ¬α τCv Àνοµασ¬αv appears only in the chreia,
common place, and encomium. And some παρατηρ�µατα appear
only in one progymnasma—origin (γ�νεσιv) and naming (κλCσιv)
in the fable, and virtues (�ρετα¬) in the narrative.84 With the two-
part structure of the chapters of Aphthonius’s Progymnasmata

81 Doxapatres 2:125,14–126,3 (Walz) (= PS 133,16–124,6 [Rabe]).
82 See esp. Doxapatres 2:177,26–31 (Walz). See also 2:241,16 and 18

(Walz).
83 Doxapatres 2:177,31–33 (Walz).
84 See Doxapatres 2:193,22–194,26 (Walz).
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identified and the possible subjects in the µ�θοδοv of each chapter
revealed, we can now turn from Doxapatres’s overall analysis to
his specific analysis of Aphthonius’s chreia chapter.

doxapatres’s commentary

on aphthonius’s chreia chapter

Before Doxapatres comments directly on the text of Aphthonius’s
chreia chapter, he takes up two, by now traditional, subjects—
sequence and utility—which, as we have seen, are part of the series
of topics that must precede reading a book or, in this case, a chap-
ter.85 Regarding the chreia’s third place in the progymnasmatic
sequence (τ�ξιv) (1.1–3), Doxapatres cites three reasons why Aph-
thonius was correct in placing the chreia third in the sequence, that
is, after the chapters on the fable and narrative. The first reason is
new. Doxapatres says that the chreia belongs with the fable and
narrative because some chreiai, that is, those told for the sake of
wit (α¯ χαριεντισµοÖ �νεκεν), are recited merely to delight, a func-
tion that is true also for fables and narratives, at least for fictional
ones (1.1). The second and third reasons have precedents in John
of Sardis and the P-scholia, although direct use seems most un-
likely. The second reason for the sequence fable-narrative-chreia
is that these three progymnasmata follow the sequence of the parts
of a public speech. Thus the fable can be compared to the intro-
duction, the narrative to the statement of the case, and the chreia
elaboration to the argument (1.2).86 Doxapatres’s third reason
seems an afterthought, since he says that some (�νιοι) commenta-
tors argue in terms of increasing complexity—the narrative being
more complex than the fable and the chreia more complex than
both (1.3). Doxapatres’s source here could be John of Sardis or
the P-scholia but hardly directly.87 In other words, Doxapatres has
made this discussion of τ�ξιv his own.

85 The other topics—genuineness, reason for the title, teaching method,
and why Aphthonius’s Progymnasmata prevailed—could be treated satisfacto-
rily in the introductory chapter (see Doxapatres 2:127,4–131,26 [Walz] [= PS

135,7–140,24 (Rabe)]).
86 Cf. John of Sardis 1.9, 13.
87 Cf. John of Sardis 1.15; P-scholia 2.4.
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As for the chreia being useful (χρ�σιµον), the second prelimi-
nary subject, Doxapatres argues that the chreia—better, the chreia
elaboration—is useful for introducing students to the functions
and skills involved in composing the three kinds (ε°δη) of public
speech (2.1–2) and the four parts (µ�ρη) of a public speech (2.3).
This claim of double utility derives, as we have seen, from the P-
scholia, although Doxapatres has taken this material from later
in the P-scholia, namely, in a discussion of parts and parts and
wholes, which is a characteristic topic of Nicolaus’s analysis of
the progymnasmata.88 Doxapatres drops the parts and parts and
wholes terminology and instead speaks of utility, but he generally
follows his source, changing only some terms in order to conform
to Aphthonius’s—such as changing �γκÞµιον and παρ�φρασιv89 to
�γκωµιαστικ¾ν and παραφραστικ¾ν (2.3).

Having dispensed with τ�ξιv and χρCσιv, Doxapatres turns to
Aphthonius’s commentary itself and follows him topic by topic;
as we have seen, he calls these topics παρατηρ�µατα,90 which for
the chreia include four: definition (Åροv), etymology (�τυµολογ¬α),
division (δια¬ρεσιv), and headings (κεφ�λαια) (3.1–2). Aphthonius
defined a chreia as “a concise reminiscence aptly attributed to
some individual” (Aphth 2–3 H/ON [= 3,21–22 Rabe]). This two-
line definition takes Doxapatres 128 lines (in Walz’s edition) to
treat fully—much, much longer than it took John of Sardis (35

lines in Rabe’s edition) and the P-scholia (only 13 lines in Walz’s).
These comparisons should give us an indication of how compre-
hensive Doxapatres’s commentary on the chreia is.

Doxapatres begins his discussion of the definition by first
explaining why this παρατ�ρηµα precedes the others and indeed
does so throughout the Progymnasmata. The reason is that by
learning the nature of a progymnasma the student is better able
to follow what else he says about it (3.3). Doxapatres then turns
to the definition itself and compares Aphthonius’s with those of
Hermogenes and Nicolaus (via the P-scholia), though Nicolaus is
not identified specifically. Neither definition, however, is without
fault, for Hermogenes’s definition uses a disjunctive conjunction

88 See P-scholia 6.2–3; cf. Nicolaus 138–61 H/ON (= 23,6–24,3 Felten).
89 See P-scholia 6.3.
90 See Doxapatres 2:193,22 (Walz).
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and Nicolaus’s leaves out mixed chreiai (3.4–5). Thus Doxapa-
tres is left with Aphthonius’s, and he very thoroughly treats each
word of the definition: “reminiscence,” “aptly,” “attributed,” and
“individual.”

Doxapatres treats the word “reminiscence” (�ποµνηµ¾νευµα)
somewhat similarly to the way John of Sardis did. Both see rem-
iniscence as a general literary category that can take either of two
forms—one concise, which is a chreia, and one expanded, which
is also called “reminiscence” (3.6).91 And both cite an example of
an expanded saying, although each uses a diVerent example. John
of Sardis used a saying of Epaminondas and recited it concisely
as a chreia92 and then at length as a reminiscence,93 but Doxap-
atres recites only the expanded version of a saying attributed to
Demetrius (3.7). Doxapatres moves even further away from John
of Sardis when he concludes his treatment of the word “remi-
niscence” by identifying the role of this word in the definition.
He says that “reminiscence” functions as the generic term (γ�νοv),
whereas the remaining terms of the definition—“aptly” and “at-
tributed to some individual”—become the distinguishing terms
(διαφορα¬) (3.8).

Doxapatres says that the word “aptly” (εÍστ¾χωv) can be
understood in three ways: (1) if the attribution of the chreia is cor-
rectly attributed, (2) if the occasion when the chreia is recited is
timely, and (3) if the content of the chreia espouses some value
(3.8–10). John of Sardis said nothing in this regard, the P-scholia
mentioned only the first interpretation,94 and Doxapatres cites
John Geometres as the source for the third (3.10).

Doxapatres focuses next on the word “individual” (πρ¾σωπον)
and goes beyond anything said by previous commentators. He be-
gins by asking whether a chreia can be attributed to a πρ¾σωπον

who is or is not capable of being investigated (3.11). Although
he does not say so, he is dependent on an eightfold division of
πρ¾σωπα that appears in Hermogenes’s On Issues. This depen-
dence is clear in the distinction between πρ¾σωπα that are or are
not capable of investigation, and Doxapatres includes three of the

91 Cf. John of Sardis 2.2.
92 On this chreia, see Chreia 2:322.
93 Cf. John of Sardis 2.7–9.
94 See P-scholia 3.2.
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seven πρ¾σωπα that are. Only a πρ¾σωπον identified merely by
τιv (“someone”) is incapable of investigation, and Doxapatres ex-
cludes only τιv as a possible πρ¾σωπον of a chreia; the other seven
can all be πρ¾σωπα of a chreia, and he lists the first three of Her-
mogenes’s categories of πρ¾σωπα: τ� äρισµ�να κα­ κËρια, or definite
individuals with proper names (Pericles or Demosthenes, to use
Hermogenes’s examples); τ� πρ¾v τι, or those that are identi-
fied by a relationship (father and son, slave and master); and τ�

διαβεβληµ�να, or those that are considered disreputable (prodigals,
adulterers, and flatterers) (3.11).95

The last term of the definition, “attributed” (�ναφ�ρουσα),
likewise receives a new analysis from Doxapatres. His analysis
now draws on grammatical material. He notices that the active
participle is used here in a passive sense (3.12) and that it thereby
modifies the more distant feminine noun χρε¬α, not the neuter
�ποµνηµ¾νευµα. Doxapatres tries to explain the choice of a femi-
nine participle by pointing to a rule that stipulates that a feminine
noun trumps a neuter noun and a masculine one trumps both. But
having thus explained the participle in this way, Doxapatres then
seemingly changes his analytical stance and considers whether a
participle in a definition should modify the word being defined or
one of the terms in the predicate. Seen thus, Aphthonius becomes
inconsistent, for the participle modifies the term being defined in
the definition of the chreia, but it modifies a term in the predicate
in the definition of the maxim.96 A similar inconsistency, Doxap-
atres points out, is also evident in Hermogenes (3.13–14).97

Aphthonius’s next topic is the etymology (�τυµολογ¬α) of the
word “chreia”: “Since it is useful, it is called ‘chreia”’ (Aphth 4

H/ON [= 4,1 Rabe]). Here Doxapatres remains on rather familiar

95 See Hermogenes, On Issues 1 (29,12–30,9 Rabe). The other four are
individuals identified by status (farmers), those with combined features (rich
young man), those combining an individual and situation (a foppish young man
avoiding sexual immorality), and those known by a common name (general or
orator).

96 See Aphthonius, Progymn. 4 (7,2–3 Rabe): “A maxim [fem.] is a gen-
eral saying [masc.] in statement form which urges [masc. part.] us toward
something.”

97 Doxapatres cites definitions from Hermogenes, On Invention 4.4
(183,13–14 Rabe) and 4.9 (196,11–12).
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ground. To be sure, his discussion is longer than that of his prede-
cessors, but much of the greater length is due to elaboration. The
term “chreia” (χρε¬α) can be understood etymologically as suggest-
ing either utility (χρCσιv) or need (χρε¬α). Hence commentators
refer to both etymologies. The first raises the question of whether
the other progymnasmata also possess utility. The answer is yes,
but the chreia is eminently so, receiving the generic name “chreia”
in the same way as Homer has become known as “the poet.”98

Doxapatres adds that the utility refers specifically to utility in pre-
liminary training in rhetoric (4.1), and he adds other examples of
such generic names—Demosthenes as “the orator,” Thucydides as
“the historian,” and Plato as “the philosopher” (4.1).99 Doxapa-
tres also answers the hypothetical question of whether the chreia
is more useful than the maxim. His answer is yes because the at-
tribution to a renowned πρ¾σωπον makes the saying or action more
compelling. As an example Doxapatres cites as a maxim “Hard
work begets glory, hardship procures crowns” and then turns it
into a chreia by (correctly) attributing it to Basil the Great, the first
time in the chreia chapter that Doxapatres cites Christian mate-
rial (4.2–3).100 Attribution to one of the great Cappadocians would
have made the saying more compelling to his students, given the
rise in status at this time, as we have seen, of Basil (and Gregory
Nazianzus and John Chrysostom) for their contributions to edu-
cation and the cultivation of rhetoric.101

As for the etymology of the word “chreia” as “need,” Doxa-
patres uses familiar material.102 A circumstance produced a need
(χρε¬α) that was met by the saying or action preserved in the
chreia. A sleeping Diogenes was the circumstance, it is said, that
prompted Alexander to see the need to respond with a line from
Homer—“To sleep all night ill-suits a counselor”103 (4.4). Doxa-
patres, however, adds a criticism of this etymology. It is not true

98 Cf. P-scholia 4.1.
99 We have already noted other instances of this anaphoric use of the

definite article, such as Paul as Á �π¾στολοv (2:218,27 Walz) and Gregory of
Nazianzus as Á θε¾λογοv (2:132,12; 425,24 Walz).

100 The saying comes from Basil, Hom. 13.9 (PG 31:440B). On Basil, see
Barry Baldwin et al., “Basil the Great,” ODB 1:269–70.

101 So Agapitos, “Teachers, Pupils and Imperial Power,” 189.
102 Cf. John of Sardis 3.1–4; P-scholia 4.1.
103 Il. 2.24.
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of some chreiai—statement chreiai made voluntarily (�ποφαντικ¿ν
καθL �κοËσιον) (4.5–6), a subclass of the division of chreiai that he
has not yet introduced (cf. 5.7).

Finally, Doxapatres comments briefly on Aphthonius’s
choice of προσαγορεËεται (“it is called”) since other words—Àνοµ�-

ζεται (“it is named”), καλεEται (“it is designated”), and λ�γεται (“it is
termed”)—were also available. He explains the choice by relating
the verb προσαγορεËεται to its adjectival form προσηγορικ¾ν, which is
a technical grammatical term, according to Dionysius Thrax, for
one of many types of nouns: προσηγορικ¿ν Ãνοµα, or common noun,
such as man, horse, orator, and so on.104 Chreia, too, is a common
noun (4.7), and so προσαγορεËεται is the appropriate verb.

Aphthonius’s next topic is the division of the chreia into its
main types (δια¬ρεσιv �π¿ γ�νουv ε®v ε°δη) (Aphth 5–17 H/ON [=
4,2–11 Rabe]). Before treating the division, however, Doxapatres
again steps back and reflects on the order of topics. He repeats
his earlier claim that definitions go first because they reveal the
nature of the progymnasma (cf. 3.3), but he adds that since his stu-
dents have come from the study of grammar, which includes the
investigation of etymology,105 Aphthonius reasonably put etymol-
ogy second. Only then did Aphthonius turn to dividing the chreia
(5.1–4).

Aphthonius’s division of the chreia is simple, distinguishing
saying, action, and mixed chreiai (cf. Aphth 5–6 H/ON [= 4,2–3

Rabe]). Previous commentators expand on this simple division,
largely through inclusion of material from Theon and Nicolaus.
For example, not only did John of Sardis add numerous examples
of saying chreiai,106 but he also identified subclasses of chreiai—
simple and double chreiai, statement and responsive chreiai, and
active and passive action chreiai.107 And the P-scholia add Nico-
laus’s distinction between chreiai that speak of the way things are
and those that speak of the way things ought to be.108

104 See Dionysius Thrax, Ars gramm. 12 (34,1–2 Uhlig).
105 On etymology as part of the grammatical curriculum, see Stanley F.

Bonner, Education in Ancient Rome: From the Elder Cato to the Younger Pliny

(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1977), 208–9.
106 See John of Sardis 4.2–7.
107 See John of Sardis 4.8–15.
108 See P-scholia 6.10–11.
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Doxapatres expands on Aphthonius’s simple division, too,
but he also expands and refines his predecessors. He provides
some technical terms for these more complex divisions. He calls a
“subdivision” (Îποδια¬ρεσιv) Theon’s two forms of saying chreiai,
namely, statement and responsive chreiai (5.6–14). He calls an
“alternative division” (�πιδια¬ρεσιv) Theon’s list of chreiai identi-
fied by the content of the saying (5.15–24).109 Once he has worked
through these divisions, Doxapatres tries to explain why Aphtho-
nius has omitted them. He says that Aphthonius omitted more
complex divisions of narratives as well, and that such divisions are
complicated and tedious, presumably especially so for young stu-
dents (5.15–26).

Perhaps to make this complexity less intimidating, Doxapa-
tres takes the three chreiai that Aphthonius provided for each of
the three classes of chreiai—saying, action, and mixed—and ana-
lyzes them in terms of the categories belonging to the Îποδια¬ρεσιv

and �πιδια¬ρεσιv of chreiai (5.28–31). To illustrate, here is Aph-
thonius’s example of a mixed chreia: Diogenes, on seeing a youth
misbehaving, struck the paedagogus and said, “Why are you
teaching such behavior?” (Aphth 14–16 H/ON [= 4,9–11 Rabe]).
Doxapatres analyzes as follows:

This is a mixed [µικτ�] chreia; it is active [�νεργητικ�] be-
cause of the action, responsive [�ποκριτικ�] because of the remark,
and both the action and the response are made on the basis of
a circumstance [�κ περιστ�σεωv], and furthermore it is combined
[συνεζευγµ�νη]. And so, it is mixed insofar as it contains both an
action and a remark. And it is active because of the action since
Diogenes is depicted as doing something in it. It is responsive be-
cause of the remark insofar as it simply contains a retort to some
action. And both the action and response are made on the basis
of a circumstance since Diogenes both performed the action and
made the remark because he saw the youth misbehaving. And it is
combined because all these features come together in it. (5.31)

If students practiced in this fashion, they obviously would
have seen the utility of the division system and would have them-
selves become more adept at using it or at least less intimidated by
it.

109 For fuller discussion of these complex divisions, see Chreia 1:27–35.
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Aphthonius’s next sentence—“This, then, is the division
[δια¬ρεσιv] of the chreia” (Aphth 16–17 H/ON [= 4,12 Rabe])—
raised some eyebrows, as it has been asked why he used the word
δια¬ρεσιv since what follows also involves dividing (διαιρFν) the
chreia, by which he meant the elaboration of a chreia, which is di-
vided into eight headings (6.1). Doxapatres answers the question
by saying that there are various types of διαιρ�σειv, and the one that
describes a chreia elaboration is the δια¬ρεσιv �π¿ Åλου ε®v µ�ρη (“di-
vision of the whole into its parts”), and specifically the δια¬ρεσιv �π¿
Åλου ε®v µ�ρη �νοµοιµερC (“division of the whole into its dissimilar
parts”) (6–2-3). Earlier in the commentary, in the chapter on the
fable, Doxapatres discussed two subtypes of the δια¬ρεσιv �π¿ Åλου

ε®v µ�ρη, one into like parts (ε®v ÁµοιοµερC) and another into dissim-
ilar parts (ε®v �νοµοιοµερC). The former, Doxapatres says, would
be a rock that has been broken up into pieces; the latter would be
Socrates divided into head, hands, and feet. Having clarified the
matter, Doxapatres then goes on to keep δια¬ρεσιv for the previous
δια¬ρεσιv �π¿ γ�νη ε®v ε°δη and proposes �πιδια¬ρεσιv for Aphthonius’s
δια¬ρεσιv �π¿ Åλου ε®v �νοµοιοµερC (6.4).110 Neither John of Sardis
nor the P-scholia showed even an inkling of such reflection on the
uses of the word δια¬ρεσιv.

Doxapatres then turns to Aphthonius’s next sentence—
“You can elaborate [�ργ�σαιο] a chreia by means of the following
headings [κεφαλα¬οιv]” (Aphth 18 H/ON [= 4,12–13 Rabe]) and
subjects it to an extensive and varied analysis (6.5–28). He treats
the word �ργ�σαιο in three ways. First, following John of Sardis,
Doxapatres notes that a synonym for this verb is κατασκεËειv

(“you will confirm”), a word that immediately suggests its part-
ner, �νασκεËειv (“you will refute”). Some conclude, Doxapatres
says, that chreiai should therefore be both confirmed and refuted
since it is characteristic of rhetoric to argue both sides of an issue.
But like John of Sardis, Doxapatres disagrees with this conclu-
sion on the basis that refuting a chreia is inappropriate, because
of the immaturity of the students (6.5).111 Doxapatres buttresses
his view by adding the arguments of other commentators, identi-
fied only as being πολλο¬ (“many”) (6.7). In any case, Doxapatres

110 For a fuller discussion of the various διαιρ�σειv, see further Doxapa-
tres 2:166,8–169,31 and 193,21–194,26 (Walz).

111 See John of Sardis 5.2.
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notes that refutation would be taught anyway, though later in the
progymnasmatic sequence, namely, in the fifth progymnasmata,
refutation. Also, refuting a chreia that is by nature useful would
be absurd, as it would appear to be fighting against what is good
and would break the progymnasmatic principle of advancing only
little by little in diYculty (6.6–8). He even rejects Geometres’s
compromise of allowing refutation of chreiai in the same way that
narratives are confirmed and refuted—not those chreiai that are
completely without fault nor very fallacious but only those in be-
tween (6.9).112 But such treatment would be a diVerent exercise,
involving a diVerent set of headings, those of refutation and con-
firmation. In short, chreiai are not to be refuted (6.10–11).

Doxapatres’s next two comments on the word �ργ�σαιο deal
with two other ways that one can understand the word, which ba-
sically means “working” with a chreia. One way to work with
a chreia is to decline it, reciting a chreia through all the cases
and numbers. Doxapatres provides examples of declined chreiai,
if only through the nominative, genitive, dative, and accusative
cases in the singular (6.13–19). The P-scholia provided a simi-
lar κλ¬σιv but in the context of explaining why the chreia occupies
third place in the progymnasmatic sequence.113 A second way of
working with a chreia is to expand or condense it, and Doxapa-
tres illustrates with concise and expanded recitations of a chreia
attributed to Socrates (6.20–22).114

Besides the word �ργ�σαιο, Doxapatres also discusses the
word κεφ�λαια (“headings”) in this sentence (6.24–28). He says
that Aphthonius used this word in the sense of a µ�ροv (“part”) of a
speech, but this usage, he adds, is not precise. Doxapatres defined
κεφ�λαιον earlier in the commentary, where he said it is com-
posed of ideas and arguments (νο�µατα κα­ �πιχειρ�µατα),115 but the
κεφ�λαια of a chreia elaboration are only analogous to arguments
and elaborations (�πιχειρ�µατα κα­ �ργασ¬αι) (6.24–25). Doxapatres
then identifies the heading rationale (α®τ¬α) as an �πιχε¬ρηµα and
the opposite (�ναντ¬ον), analogy (παραβολ�), example (παρ�δειγµα),
and testimony (µαρτυρ¬α) as �ργασ¬αι (6.26; cf. 6.28). Doxapatres

112 Geometres’s language here reflects that found in the chapter on refu-
tation (see Aphthonius, Progymn. 5 [10,11–12 Rabe]).

113 Cf. P-scholia 2.1–2.
114 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:337.
115 See Doxapatres 2:102,29–31 (Walz) (= PS 104,12–14 [Rabe]).
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tries to explain Aphthonius’s imprecision by saying that either he
used κεφ�λαια with deliberate imprecision or that he used κεφ�λαια

in the same way that Hermogenes did in On Issues (6.27).116 And
he adds that Geometres also tried to explain Aphthonius’s usage
by analyzing his model elaboration in terms of τ� τελικ� κεφ�λαια,

specifically the headings “the diYcult” and “the glorious,” with
the latter providing a counter-presentation (�ντιπαρ�στασιv) to the
former (6.28).117 Doxapatres thus comes to no particular decision,
but he has carefully presented the possibilities.

After the word κεφ�λαια Aphthonius listed those headings
that belong to a chreia elaboration: encomiastic, paraphrastic, ra-
tionale, from the opposite, analogy, example, testimony of the
ancients, and short epilogue (Aphth 19–22 H/ON [= 4,13–15

Rabe]). Previous commentators had found the simple listing
inadequate and tried to expand on what was involved in each
heading and, in the case of John of Sardis, provided illustra-
tions for some of them.118 Doxapatres followed suit, but, as usual,
at much greater length—218 lines (in Walz’s edition) to John of
Sardis’s 103 lines (in Rabe’s edition) and the P-scholia’s 47 lines
(in Walz’s).

Doxapatres discusses the first κεφ�λαιον, the �γκωµιαστικ¾ν,

in two ways. He deals first with the relation of this heading to
the parts of a speech, saying that it is comparable to the introduc-
tion in that it should also instill goodwill toward the πρ¾σωπον and
should be brief. The latter was emphasized by John of Sardis and
the P-scholia.119 Brevity is avoided by not following the headings
of an encomium,120 a danger, Doxapatres adds, that comes from
the similarity between the word for this heading (�γκωµιαστικ¾ν)
and “encomium” (�γκÞµιον). Consequently, he prefers the term
�παινοv (“praise”), Hermogenes’s word for this heading,121 but
comes short of replacing it since he regards �γκωµιαστικ¾ν as a

116 See Hermogenes, On Issues 3 (43,16–59,9 Rabe).
117 The use of �ντιπαρ�στασιv shows that Geometres also used Hermo-

genes to interpret Aphthonius (see Hermogenes, On Issues 3 [48,17–18 Rabe]).
118 See John of Sardis 5.12–32; P-scholia 7.1–8.
119 Cf. John of Sardis 5.12; P-scholia 7.1.
120 Cf. P-scholia 7.1. Aphthonius identifies the headings that make up an

encomium in the chapter on the encomium (see Aphthonius, Progymn. 8 [21,20–
22,11 Rabe]).

121 See Hermogenes 38 H/ON (= 7,15 Rabe).
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diminutive (Îποκορισµ¾v)122 and so implying brevity (6.29–30).
Doxapatres turns next to instructions on how to compose

this heading while achieving brevity at the same time. He follows
the P-scholia, though expanded, in emphasizing that, with named
πρ¾σωπα, only the most important and distinctive deeds should be
mentioned, while others can simply be alluded to by the figure
“pretended omission” (κατ� παρ�λειψιν). With πρ¾σωπα identified
only by group, such as Laconian, only the distinctive traits and
ways of life of that group need be cited, in this case a Laconian’s
courage—the P-scholia add his city, the laws of Lycurgus, and its
traditional way of life (6.31–33).123

With the second heading, the παραφραστικ¾ν, Doxapatres not
only follows tradition in defining this heading as training in using
diVerent words to say the same thing (6.35)124 but also distin-
guishes various words based on φρ�σιv: παρ�φρασιv, µετ�φρασιv,

�κφρασιv, �ντ¬φρασιv, and περ¬φρασιv. Such a concern is new among
commentators, as Doxapatres seems rather to have drawn on
grammatical material, not, as he usually does, from Dionysius
Thrax, but probably from material preserved in a treatise like
that attributed to George Choiroboskos (6.34–35).125 Finally, the
word παραφραστικ¾ν, not παρ�φρασιv, is used by Aphthonius, since
παραφραστικ¾ν can be seen as a diminutive, since only one saying is
paraphrased in a chreia elaboration (6.36).

Doxapatres’s comments on the third heading, the α®τ¬α (“ra-
tionale”), form the heart of his analysis of a chreia elaboration
(6.37–45). The comments on this heading are the longest, be-
cause they incorporate the next four headings and because they
break new ground, particularly in drawing on material from Her-
mogenes. To be sure, he repeats earlier comments on the purpose
of this heading—to prove the meaning of the saying (or action)
(6.45).126 But that purpose is almost an afterthought, coming at
the end of his discussion of this heading. What really interested
Doxapatres goes before (6.37–44).

Doxapatres begins with comparing a chreia elaboration to
a public speech. He says that after the �γκωµιαστικ¾ν, which is

122 See further Dionysius Thrax, Ars. gramm. 12 (28,6–7 Uhlig).
123 Cf. P-scholia 7.5–8.
124 Cf. John of Sardis 5.13; P-scholia 7.7.
125 See George Choiroboskos 8:812,15–813,14 (Walz).
126 Cf. John of Sardis 5.14; P-scholia 7.9.
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comparable to the introduction, and the παραφραστικ¾ν, which is
comparable to the statement of the case, Aphthonius places the
argumentative headings, which are comparable to the argument.
By argumentative headings he means not only the rationale but
also the opposite, analogy, example, and testimony of the ancients.
Doxapatres clarifies the relation of the rationale to these others
and explains their sequence. Strictly speaking, the rationale is an
argument (�πιχε¬ρηµα); the others, citing Hermogenes, are elabo-
rations (�ργασ¬αι).127 Since �ργασ¬αι buttress the former, the α®τ¬α

must come before them (6.37). Regarding these �ργασ¬αι, Doxap-
atres argues that Aphthonius rightly put the opposite next since it
too is demonstrative. The analogy precedes the example either be-
cause the general precedes the more specific or because an example
confirms an analogy. And the testimony comes last not because it
is less persuasive but because it is more so, since uninvented proofs
are more persuasive than invented ones; the testimony thus rati-
fies the previous headings (6.38–40). In other words, Doxapatres
has taken the standard concern for the τ�ξιv of the various pro-
gymnasmata and applied it now to the τ�ξιv of the headings of the
argumentative part of a chreia elaboration by defending the Aph-
thonian sequence rhetorically.

With the sequence of the argumentative headings settled,
Doxapatres turns to the α®τ¬α itself. He identifies the α®τ¬α as
one of the περιστατικ� (“circumstantial elements”), which Aphtho-
nius named in the chapter on the narrative: the individual who
acted, the act that was done, the time it was done, the place it
was done, the manner in which it was done, and the reason (α®τ¬α)
it was done.128 Doxapatres also says that the α®τ¬α is superior to
all the others, in that it is necessary for conjectural cases to be
adjudicated. With no α®τ¬α, there is no basis for decision. Doxa-
patres cites several examples, but one will suYce here, one taken
from Hermogenes: A man disinherits his son for no reason. Her-
mogenes calls such a case �περ¬στατον (“uncircumstantial”), not
because it has no circumstantial elements—indeed, it has an in-
dividual who acted and an act that was done—but because it does

127 These headings are included in a list of elaborations (�ργασ¬αι) by
Hermogenes (see On Invention 3.7 [148,21–149,1 Rabe]).

128 See Aphthonius, Progymn. 2 (2,23–3,2 Rabe).
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not have the most important element, the α®τ¬α.129 Hence Aphtho-
nius was right when choosing only one περιστατικ¾ν to have chosen
the α®τ¬α (6.41–44).

The next four headings—�κ τοÖ �ναντ¬ου, παραβολ�, παρ�-

δειγµα, and µαρτυρ¬α παλαιFν—are treated, comparatively speaking,
rather briefly. He says that the heading �κ τοÖ �ναντ¬ου states the
position opposite to the α®τ¬α, as did previous commentators,130

but he adds illustrations taken from Aphthonius’s model elab-
orations of a chreia and a maxim (6.46–49). The παραβολ� and
παρ�δειγµα are distinguished, the former speaking of events that
occur daily, the latter only once, a distinction already made by
others.131 Again, he includes illustrations from the same model
elaborations (6.50). The µαρτυρ¬α παλαιFν is, as mentioned above,
an uninvented proof, and Doxapatres gives examples of what
qualifies as one (6.51–52), but he is more interested, as were the
P-scholia, in what to do when a relevant quotation from an ancient
author did not come to mind, namely, to use “pretended omission”
(κατ� παρ�λειψιν) by saying, for example: “It would have been pos-
sible to cite many sayings of ancient authors. . ., but I know that
being loquacious is contrary to the present subject” (6.53).132

The final and eighth heading, the �π¬λογοv βραχËv, which is
comparable to the epilogue of a public speech (6.55), should be
brief and composed either in terms of the encomiastic heading,
as seen in the repetition of the verb θαυµ�ζειν (“to admire”) in
Aphthonius’s �π¬λογοv βραχËv (Aphth 26 H/ON [= 4,18 Rabe]), a
verb that was used in the encomiastic heading (Aphth 77 H/ON
[= 6,18 Rabe]). Or the epilogue could also be in terms of one
of the other headings, although Doxapatres’s own example—
“Therefore, the saying has been nobly expressed by Isocrates (or
Theognis)”—seems related only to the paraphrastic in the model
maxim elaboration (6.56–57).133

In sum, after working through Doxapatres’s comments stu-
dents would have vastly increased their grasp of the terminology,

129 See Hermogenes, On Issues 1 (33,14–15 Rabe).
130 Cf. John of Sardis 5.16; P-scholia 7.10.
131 Cf. John of Sardis 5.22.
132 Cf. P-scholia 7.12.
133 The word “nobly” (καλFv) picks up what Aphthonius said in the

paraphrastic heading: “This then is what he thought about poverty, but it is pos-
sible to see how nobly [καλFv] he thought” (Progymn. 4 [9,1–2 Rabe]).
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sequence, and function of the headings of a chreia elaboration that
had been merely listed by Aphthonius. In addition, the role of the
elaboration in preparing students to compose a speech would also
have been clarified.

Doxapatres is no less detailed in his comments on Aphtho-
nius’s model chreia elaboration (Aphth 23–78 H/ON [= 4,16–6,19

Rabe]). And, as usual, he also has a number of preliminary
comments before turning to the elaboration itself (7.1–5). For
example, he applies his complex division to the chreia that Aph-
thonius is elaborating, namely, the chreia attributed to Isocrates,
who said that the root of education is bitter, but its fruits are sweet
(Aphth 24–25 H/ON [= 4,16–17 Rabe]). In terms of his δια¬ρεσιv,
this chreia is a saying chreia (λογικ�); in terms of his Îποδια¬ρεσιv,

it is a statement made voluntarily (καθL �κοËσιον �ποφαντικ�); in
terms of his �πιδια¬ρεσιv, it is figurative (τροπικ�) (7.2). This analy-
sis would have allowed students to review once again and to apply
the complex division that had been presented earlier (cf. 5.6–26).

Doxapatres then addresses an objection made by commen-
tators about this chreia, to the eVect that it breaks the pattern
established in the model fable and narrative, namely, that they
were chosen because they were enjoyable. On that basis the chreia
should be one told for the sake of wit (κατ� χαριεντισµ¾ν). Doxapa-
tres counters by asking: Why practice on a chreia that is recited
solely to raise a laugh (7.3)? Finally, he addresses the question
of why Aphthonius chose to elaborate a saying chreia and not an
action or mixed one. Doxapatres’s reply includes four possible
reasons: (1) for those training for a livelihood involving speech,
the word has priority over action; (2) composing the headings
of an elaboration is easier for a saying chreia; (3) this partic-
ular chreia suits Aphthonius’s aim of encouraging students to
work hard to acquire rhetorical skills; (4) Aphthonius simply filled
out the skeletal elaboration of this chreia by Hermogenes, which
Doxapatres quotes to prove that that is what Aphthonius has done
(7.4–12).134

Having justified Aphthonius’s choice of chreia to elaborate,
Doxapatres now turns to commenting on the elaboration itself
(7.13–44). His comments greatly exceed those by John of Sardis
and the P-scholia, although even Doxapatres comments more

134 See Hermogenes 31–62 H/ON (= 7,11–8,14 Rabe).
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fully on the first four headings—�γκωµιαστικ¾ν, παραφραστικ¾ν, τG

τCv α®τ¬αv, and �π¿ τοÖ �ναντ¬ου (7.13–39). Of the remaining four he
has no comments on two—παραβολ� and �π¬λογοv βραχËv—and only
brief comments on the other two—παρ�δειγµα and µαρτυρ¬α παλαιFν

(7.40–44). Dependence on John of Sardis is apparent in a number
of these comments, as will be indicated on occasion below.

What characterizes Doxapatres’s comments, like those of
John of Sardis, is variety, and a sampling of them will illustrate
this variety. For example, Doxapatres is interested in highlighting
features of Aphthonius’s style. For instance, when commenting
on the sentence “it is right to admire Isocrates for his discipline”
(Aphth 26 H/ON [= 4,18 Rabe]), Doxapatres notes Aphthonius’s
use of the stylistic device �π¬κρισιv (“added judgment”) in the word
δ¬καιον (“right”), adding that it is a feature of σεµν¾τηv (“solem-
nity”), which is one of the ways to produce µ�γεθοv (“grandeur”)
(7.13–14). Doxapatres clearly, if tacitly, derived this analysis from
Hermogenes’s On Types of Style.135

At times Doxapatres’s comments are informational. Aph-
thonius’s high praise of Isocrates in the encomiastic heading, such
as saying that he was rhetoric’s “most illustrious name” (Aphth 27

H/ON [= 4,19 Rabe]), seemingly raised eyebrows, in that Demos-
thenes was regularly called “the orator,” as Doxapatres said earlier
(cf. 4.1). Doxapatres defends Aphthonius, saying that Isocrates
excelled in all three types of public speech, whereas Demosthenes
fell short in celebratory speeches (7.17).

Another comment clarifies usage. Doxapatres identifies the
function of the adverb ο¶α (“what”) in the sentence “But what a
philosophy of education he had!” (Aphth 32–33 H/ON [= 5,3–4

Rabe]) as expressing admiration. Elsewhere, however, Doxapa-
tres adds that Aphthonius used this word to express indignation,
as in the model refutation (7.20).136

Yet another comment notes but does not explain a con-
tradiction. Aphthonius’s paraphrase of the chreia—“The lover
of education begins with toils, but toils that nonetheless end in
profit” (Aphth 34–35 H/ON [= 5,5–6 Rabe])—is much briefer
than the encomiastic heading, even though Doxapatres, following
others, has stated earlier that the encomiastic heading should be

135 See Hermogenes, On Types of Style 1.6 (250,6–11 Rabe).
136 See Aphthonius, Progymn. 5 (11,5–6 Rabe).
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shorter than the paraphrastic (cf. 6.29). Now he simply acknowl-
edges that in this case Aphthonius did not follow this rule (7.22).

Doxapatres identifies yet another stylistic device that Aph-
thonius used in the sentence “And so what he taught is this, but
in the following headings we will learn about it” (Aphth 36–37

H/ON [= 5,6–7 Rabe])—this time συµπλ�ρωσιv (“completion”).
Συµπλ�ρωσιv is a device to achieve clarity by bringing to a close
what has been said and preparing for what will be said (7.23).
For his knowledge of this device, Doxapatres turned once again
to Hermogenes.137 Doxapatres goes on to claim that Aphthonius
used συµπλ�ρωσιv again in the model exercises of the maxim, refu-
tation, and confirmation chapters (though he seems to be incorrect
in the case of the model confirmation) (7.23).138

A number of comments clarify words with synonymous
ones, and Doxapatres does so using the prepositional phrase �ντ­

τοÖ (“in the sense of”). These comments often derive from John
of Sardis. For example, the participle µ�λλουσι in the phrase “both
when they are (at school) and when they are about [µ�λλουσι] (to
go)” (Aphth 42 H/ON [= 5,11 Rabe]) seemingly caused some con-
fusion. John of Sardis supplied four synonyms.139 Doxapatres has
kept two of them, reflecting one of the word’s basic meanings: “to
be about to.” Thus, like John of Sardis, he says that the participle
µ�λλουσι is used �ντ­ τοÖ (“in the sense of”) βραδËνουσι (“delay-
ing”) and �ναδυοµ�νοιv (“shrinking back” [from going to school])
(7.28).140

The �ντ­ τοÖ formula is also used to point out grammati-
cal features. For example, Doxapatres says that the participle
α®κιζ¾µενοι (“inflicting”) in the phrase “and inflicting punishment
more severely” (Aphth 43–44 H/ON [= 5,12–13 Rabe]), while
middle in form, is used “in the sense of” the active (7.30).141 Doxa-
patres, but not John of Sardis, goes on to add that passive forms
can also be used in the sense of the active and actives in the sense
of passives, and he buttresses these grammatical remarks by citing
an active used passively in Porphyry’s Introduction.142

137 See Hermogenes, On Types of Style 1.4 (237,8–10 Rabe).
138 See Aphthonius, Progymn. 4 (8,19–20 Rabe), 5 (11,14–15 Rabe).
139 Cf. John of Sardis 7.19.
140 Cf. John of Sardis 7.19.
141 Cf. John of Sardis 7.20.
142 See Porphyry, Introduction (2,6 Busse).
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Doxapatres follows John of Sardis again when he explains
why Aphthonius chose Hesiod as the authority in the heading
µαρτυρ¬α παλαιFν. Both say the choice was based on the fact that
young students already knew this poet (7.42).143

Finally, Doxapatres closes oV his comments on Aphtho-
nius’s model chreia elaboration with an issue raised by John of
Sardis: since Aphthonius’s model elaboration dealt with a say-
ing chreia, how does a µαρτυρ¬α παλαιFν fit in with an action or
mixed one? He answers, as did John of Sardis, by saying that
one should argue that what was nobly done can be correlated
with someone who expressed the same point in words. Sardis
cited two examples—one involving Diogenes, who struck the
paedagogus, and another involving the Laconian who brandished
his spear144—and he quoted passages from Thucydides and De-
mosthenes as appropriate µαρτυρ¬αι.145 Doxapatres has kept the
Diogenes example but not that regarding the Laconian (7.43–44).
Instead, Doxapatres decided to include three more fully worked-
out elaborations, featuring in turn a saying, an action, and a mixed
chreia—texts that have already been included in the second vol-
ume of The Chreia and Ancient Rhetoric.146 Perhaps Doxapatres’s
decision to include these three elaborations at just this point (i.e.,
during his comments on Aphthonius’s µαρτυρ¬α παλαιFν) might ex-
plain why there are no comments on Aphthonius’s last heading,
the �π¬λογοv βραχËv.

Before ending it should be noted that Doxapatres’s refer-
ences to and comments on Aphthonius’s chreia chapter are not
limited to this chapter. In the maxim chapter, for example, Aph-
thonius treated the διαφορα¬ between the chreia and the maxim.147

Accordingly, Doxapatres also reserves his treatment of the diVer-
ences between a chreia and a maxim for that chapter and expands
Aphthonius’s two διαφορα¬ to seven.148 Doxapatres also gives an-
other κλ¬σιv of a chreia in the narrative chapter (as part of a

143 Cf. John of Sardis 7.36.
144 On these chreiai, see Chreia 1:315–16 and 328–29.
145 Cf. John of Sardis 5.26, who quotes Thucydides 1.69.1 and Demos-

thenes 18.159.
146 See Chreia 2:244–53.
147 See Aphthonius, Progymn. 4 (8,7–10 Rabe).
148 Doxapatres 2:305,1–306,10 (Walz).
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longer discussion of τ�ξιv, or why the narrative chapter should pre-
cede the chreia chapter),149 and individual chreiai are scattered
throughout the commentary, especially the chreia that Aphtho-
nius elaborated: Isocrates said that the root of education is bitter,
but the fruits are sweet.150 Further, Doxapatres continues to re-
flect on Aphthonius’s chreia elaboration later in his commentary.
Thus he answers “why in the case of the chreia elaboration did
Aphthonius take his παρ�δειγµα from a saying of Isocrates and in
the case of his maxim elaboration he used Theognis, even though
he was able to take both from Homer, who was well known to those
beginning the study of rhetoric?” Doxapatres responds: “Aph-
thonius did not unreasonably take his παραδε¬γµατα from these
men—from Isocrates because he was an orator, and his saying is
conducive to learning rhetoric; from Theognis because, though
unknown to most, he might make students polymaths by forcing
them to know many poets.”151

In sum, Doxapatres’s lengthy, thorough, informative, and
thoughtful commentary on Aphthonius’s chreia chapter would
have answered virtually any question teachers and students might
have had when working through this chapter. Clarifications,
justifications, and expansions of what Aphthonius said abound,
making his commentary an accomplishment that had not been,
and would not be, equaled. And Doxapatres’s commentary
was of considerable influence as it contributed, according Otmar
Schissel, to a new flowering of progymnasmatic literature in the
twelfth century.152

text and translation

The standard edition of Doxapatres’s commentary on Aphtho-
nius’s Progymnasmata is that by Walz.153 To be sure, Hunger
has judged this edition to be clearly deficient,154 but Rabe has

149 Doxapatres 2:192,14–193,8 (Walz); see also Chreia 2:74–77.
150 See, e.g., Doxapatres 2:312,16–17; 534,2–4; 540,28–29 (Walz).
151 Doxapatres 2:307,2–13 (Walz).
152 Otmar Schissel, “Rhetorische Progymnasmatik der Byzantiner,”

BNJ 11 (1934–1935): 1–11, esp. 3–4.
153 Walz, Rhetores Graeci, 2:81–564.
154 See Hunger, Literatur, 1:79.
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said that Walz at least based his edition on Vat. gr. 15, which is
descended from the best manuscript, the thirteenth/fourteenth-
century Laur. 55.7.155 The latter manuscript Rabe has used in
re-editing Doxapatres’s lengthy introduction.156

The following text of the chreia chapter must still depend
on Walz’s text. Numerous changes, however, have been made in
his text,157 all of which are noted in the apparatus. Page numbers
from Walz’s edition are inserted in parentheses to aid in compar-
ison of the texts. Once again, section numbers and titles in bold
and in pointed brackets are inserted, as well as “verses,” to bring
out more clearly the structure and flow of topics in Doxapatres’s
presentation.

The translation is, as far as I know, the first.

155 See Rabe, Prolegomenon, xlviii.
156 See PS 80,8–155,32 (Rabe).
157 Walz has made numerous corrections of his text of Doxapatres (see

Rhetores Graeci, 9:732–33) but only one in the chreia chapter (see the apparatus
at 6.18).
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Text . Ioannis Doxapatris

Commentarium in Aphthonii

Progymnasmata

Cap. III. Περ­ Χρε¬αv

( :,–, Walz)

<§1. τ�ξιv>

1. Μετ� τ¿ν µÖθον κα­ τ¿ δι�γηµα �ταξε τ�ν χρε¬αν· ε®κ¾τωv, èσπερ

γ�ρ τ¿ν µÖθον δι� τοÖτο πρFτον �ταξε δι� τ¿ εµναι �δÌν τD πλ�σει κα-

θ�παξ, κα­ καταγλυκα¬νειν τFν �κροατFν τ�ν δι�νοιαν, κα­ τ¿ δι�γηµα

δεËτερον, δι� τ¿ κα­ τ� δραµατικ� διηγ�µατα τοιαÖτα εµναι �δ�α, οÏ-

τω κα­ τ�ν χρε¬αν εÍθ�ωv µετ� ταÖτα τ�θεικε, δι� τ¿ εµνα¬ τιναv χρε¬αv

τ�ρψιν ποιοËσαv ψιλ�ν, ο¶α¬ ε®σιν α¯ χαριεντισµοÖ �νεκεν παραλαµβαν¾-

µεναι, ο¶ον LΟλυµπι�v � µ�τηρ LΑλεξ�νδρου, �κοËσασα, Åτι Á παEv αÍτCv

∆ι¿v �αυτ¿ν λ�γει εµναι, «οÍ παËεται,» �φη, «τ¿ µειρ�κιον διαβ�λλον

µε πρ¿v τ�ν IΗραν.» 2. � Åτι èσπερ Á µÖθοv �τ�χθη πρFτοv δι� τ¿

πρÞτ} µ�ρει τοÖ λ¾γου, δηλον¾τι τG προοιµ¬}, �ναλογεEν, τ¿ δ� δι�-

γηµα δεËτερον, δι� τ¿ διηγ�σει εµναι �ν�λογον, �τιv δευτ�ρα �στ­ τοÖ

πολιτικοÖ λ¾γου, οÏτω κα­ � χρε¬α �τ�χθη τρ¬τη δι� τ¿ τG τρ¬τ} µ�-

ρει τοÖ λ¾γου τG �γωνισκτικG δηλον¾τι �ναλογεEν· �ναλογεE δ� τG �γω-

§1.1 παËεται Walz || παËσεται Theon 136 H/ON (= 22 Patillon) et Ni-
colaus 90 H/ON (= 21,9 Felten)



Text . John Doxapatres

Commentary on Aphthonius’s

Progymnasmata

Chapter : On the Chreia
(:,–, Walz)

<§1. sequence>

1. Aphthonius placed the chreia chapter after the fable and narra-
tive chapters. And with good reason, for just as he had placed the
fable chapter first because the fable is uniquely enjoyable due to
its fanciful content and because it sweetens the disposition of the
audience, and just as he placed the narrative chapter second be-
cause fictional narratives1 are also enjoyable, so also did he place
the chreia chapter immediately after them because some chreiai
produce only delight, such as those that are told for the sake of
wit—for example, Olympias, the mother of Alexander, having
heard that her son was saying that he was a son of Zeus, said, “That
boy won’t stop slandering me to Hera.”2 2. Or he put it in third
place, for just as the fable chapter was placed first since it is com-
parable to the first part of a speech, that is, the introduction, and
the narrative chapter was placed second because it is comparable
to the statement of the case, which is the second part of a public
speech, so also the chreia chapter was placed third since a chreia
elaboration is comparable to the third part of a speech, that is,
the proof. It is comparable to the proof insofar as in an elabora-
tion we confirm whether the saying is true or whether the action

1 Fictional narratives are one of three types of narrative and are defined
as sheer fabrications, much like a fable. These narratives contrast with historical
narratives and those narratives used in public speeches (see Aphthonius, Pro-

gymn. 2 [2,19–22 Rabe]).
2 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:330–31.
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νιστικG, καθ¿ κατασκευ�ζοµεν �ν | αÍτG, ε® �ληθ�v �στιν Á λ¾γοv, ε®[248]

καλFv � πρAξιv γεγ�νηται· πAσα δ� κατασκευ� τFν �γÞνων �στ¬ν.

3. MΕνιοι δ� φασιν, Åτι èσπερ Á µÖθοv �τ�χθη πρFτοv δι� τ¿ εµ-

ναι π�ντων �πλοËστεροv, κα­ τ¿ δι�γηµα δεËτερον δι� τ¿ εµναι τοÖ µ�ν

µËθου ποικιλÞτερον, τFν δL �ξCv �πλοËστερον, οÏτω κα­ τ�ν χρε¬αν �δει

ταχθCναι τρ¬την, δι� τ¿ τοÖ µ�ν µËθου κα­ τοÖ διηγ�µατοv τελεωτ�ραν

αÍτ�ν εµναι, τFν δL �φεξCv �τελεστ�ραν, κα­ α¯ µ�ν α®τ¬αι, διL �v ταËτην

� χρε¬α τ�ν τ�ξιν ε°ληφεν, αØται.

<§2. χρ�σιv>

1. MΙδωµεν δ�, ε® δοκεE, κα­ τ¿ �ν αÍτD χρ�σιµον, κα­ πρ¿v ποEον µ�ν

τFν τCv øητορικCv ε®δFν κα­ αÍτ�, πρ¿v ποEον δ� τFν τοÖ πολιτικοÖ

λ¾γου µερFν χρησιµεËει, ε°πωµεν. 2. ®στ�ον δ�, Åτι κατ� τ� ε°δη κοινFv

µ�ν τG συµβουλευτικG συµβ�λλεται λ¾γ}, π�ντωv γ�ρ � �π¬ τι χρη-

στ¿ν προτρ�πει � χρε¬α, � πονηροÖ τινοv ε°ργει· κατ� δεËτερον δ� λ¾γον

κα­ τG δικανικG κα­ τG πανηγυρικG· τG µ�ν δικανικG, διL ëν �γων¬-

ζεται παραδε¬γµασ¬ τε κα­ τοEv �λλοιv κεφαλα¬οιv συστCσαι τ¿ øηθ�ν �

πραχθ�ν· τG δ� πανηγυρικG δι� τοÖ ε®v τ¿ν φ�σαντα �πα¬νου � κα­ τ¿ν

πρ�ξαντα.

3. Κατ� δ� τ� µ�ρη τοÖ λ¾γου συµβ�λλεται µ�ν [οÍ] τοEv προοι-

µ¬οιv, καθ¿ κα­ προοιµ¬ου τ�ξιν πληροÖσα �σθL Åτε εÎρ¬σκεται· �τι δ� κα­

Åτι τ¿ �γκωµιαστικ¿ν κεφ�λαιον προοιµ¬} �ναλογεE· συµβ�λλεται δ� τD

διηγ�σει κα­ τοEv �γFσι κα­ τοEv �πιλ¾γοιv· τD µ�ν διηγ�σει δι� τοÖ

παραφραστικοÖ κεφαλα¬ου· τοÖτο γ�ρ �φ�γησ¬v τ¬v �στι, τοEv δ� �γFσι

δι� τε τοÖ τCv α®τ¬αv κεφαλα¬ου κα­ τοÖ �ναντ¬ου κα­ τCv παραβολCv κα­

§2.3 post µ�ν omissi οÍ || 3 τCv παραβολCv κα­ τοÖ παραδε¬γµατοv
transposui || τοÖ παραδε¬γµατοv κα­ τCv παραβολCv Walz
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is nobly done. And every confirmation is made up of arguments.
3. Some commentators, however, say: Just as the fable

chapter was placed first because it is simpler than all the other pro-
gymnasmata, and the narrative chapter second because it is more
complex than the fable but simpler than the following progymnas-
mata, so also it was necessary for the chreia chapter to be placed
third because a chreia elaboration is more advanced than the fa-
ble and narrative but less advanced than those that follow. These,
then, are the reasons why the chreia chapter has received this po-
sition.

<§2. utility>

1. But let us also look, if you like, at the utility of the chreia elabo-
ration, and let us do so by explaining its utility with regard to the
types of rhetoric and the parts of a public speech. 2. One should
realize that in terms of the types of rhetoric the chreia elaboration
is commonly compared with the advisory speech, for a chreia al-
ways encourages us to do something good or counsels us against
doing something evil. Furthermore, the chreia elaboration can be
compared with the judicial and the celebrative types of speech:
with the judicial, in the way it argues by means of examples and
the other headings3 to support what was said or done; and with
the celebrative, through its praise of the one who spoke or acted.4

3. Now, regarding the parts of a speech, the chreia elabora-
tion is comparable to an introduction, insofar as it is sometimes
found filling the position of an introduction, but more because
the encomiastic heading is analogous to an introduction. It is
also comparable to the statement of the case, the proof, and the
epilogue—to the statement of the case through the paraphras-
tic heading, for this heading contains an exposition; to the proof
through the rationale heading as well as through the opposite,

3 By “headings” is meant the third through the seventh headings, or
κεφ�λαια, of an elaboration, as enumerated by Aphthonius 18–22 H/ON (=
4,12–15 Rabe). But why Doxapatres mentions the sixth κεφ�λαιον, and not the
third and the others, is not clear.

4 Praise is taken up in the first κεφ�λαιον, the �γκωµιαστικ¾ν (see Aph-
thonius 19 H/ON [= 4,13 Rabe]).
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τοÖ παραδε¬γµατοv κα­ τCv τFν παλαιFν µαρτυρ¬αv· τοEv δ� �πιλ¾γοιv

δι� τCv �ν τG τ�λει βραχε¬αv παρακλ�σεωv.

<§3. Åροv>

�Χρε¬α �στ­ν �ποµνηµ¾νευµα σËντοµον (Aphth 2 H/ON [= 3,21 Ra-
be]). 1. IΩσπερ �π­ τCv διδασκαλ¬αv τοÖ διηγ�µατοv πρ¿ τFν �λλων

�π�ντων äρ¬σατο τ¿ δι�γηµα, οÏτω κα­ �π­ τCv χρε¬αv ποιεE. 2. πρFτον

µ�ν γ�ρ Áρ¬ζεται αÍτ�ν, εµθL οÏτωv | λ�γει τ�ν α®τ¬αν τCv Àνοµασ¬αv, εµ-[249]

τα διαιρεE κα­ τ� κατασκευαστικ� αÍτCv κεφ�λαια παραδ¬δωσιν. 3. �λλL

�ν µ�ν τG µËθ} διατ¬ τοÖτον πρFτον Áρ¬ζεται, εµθL Ïστερον διαιρεE, �ζη-

τ�σαµεν· νÖν δ� διαιρ�σοµεν, διατ¬ πρ¿ τFν �λλων �π�ντων οÍχ­ µ¾νηv

τCv διαιρ�σεωv Áρ¬ζεται· φα¬η δL �ν τιv πρ¿v τοÖτο, Åτι ο¯ Áρισµο­ φFv

ε®σι τFν ÁριστFν· δ�ον ο×ν πρFτον διδ�ξαι �µAv δι� τοÖ ÁρισµοÖ τ¿ καθ-
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analogy, example, and testimony of the ancients; and to the epi-
logue through the brief exhortation at the end.

<§3. definition>

A chreia is a concise reminiscence (Aphth 2 H/ON [= 3,21

Rabe]). 1. Just as in the instructions for the narrative chapter
where he defined the narrative before all other matters, so also he
proceeds in the chreia chapter. 2. For he first defines the chreia,
then he discusses the reason for its name, then he divides it and
gives the confirmatory headings of a chreia elaboration.5 3. We
have already investigated in the fable chapter why he defines this
progymnasma first and only later divides it.6 Now, however, we
will determine why he defines the chreia before all other matters
and not simply before the division.7 And in this regard one could
say: Definitions are the illumination of what is being defined.8 We

5 Doxapatres has just outlined the theoretical part of Aphthonius’s chap-
ter: definition (Aphthonius 2–3 H/ON [= 3,21–22 Rabe]), etymology (4 [= 4,1]),
division (5–15 [= 4,2–11]), and elaboration headings (16–22 [= 4,12–15]).

6 See Doxapatres 2:153,5–156,17 (Walz). This discussion arises from an
earlier one in his introductory chapter, in which he presented a series of stan-
dard questions to ask of a work like that of Aphthonius (see 2:120,10–132,6
Walz). The seventh of these questions involves asking which of the four instruc-
tional methods (διδασκαλικο­ τρ¾ποι)—διαιρετικ¾v, Áριστικ¾v, �ποδεικτικ¾v,

�ναλυτικ¾v—an author used (2:130,19–22 Walz). Apparently, many regarded
the order of the list—which is the same elsewhere (see PS 78,17–18 and 169,20–
21 [Rabe])—to require that the methods be applied in that order. But as early
as the fable chapter and consistently thereafter Aphthonius applies the first two
methods in reverse order—defining before dividing—and hence needs to be de-
fended, which Doxapatres does in the case of the fable (again, see 2:153,5–156,17

Walz).
7 Doxapatres is aware that in the fable chapter, even before the defini-

tion, Aphthonius spoke of the fable’s origin (see Aphthonius, Progymn. 1 [1,3–4

Rabe]).
8 This is a diYcult sentence, as it borders on the tautological, but perhaps

it makes sense if we keep in mind Doxapatres’s earlier definition of Áρισµο¬. In
his introduction he has a long discussion of definitions, leading up to his defini-
tion of rhetoric. At one point he says that the question “What is rhetoric?” can
be answered in two ways—with a word (Ãνοµα) or with a definition (Áρισµ¾v).
The former simply means providing its generic term, in this case τ�χνη. The
latter, however, adds the distinguishing terms that identify rhetoric from other
τ�χναι (2:93,6–13 Walz [= 93,16–23 Rabe]). Doxapatres says: “A Áρισµ¾v is a
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�καστον γËµνασµα, εµθL οÏτω τ�λλα τ� περ­ αÍτοÖ �κριβολογεEσθαι, äv

�ν µαθ¾ντεv πρFτον τ�ν φËσιν τοÖ προκειµ�νου δι� τοÖ ÁρισµοÖ µAλλον

παρακολουθFµεν τοEv λεγοµ�νοιv περ­ αÍτοÖ.

�Χρε¬α �στ­ν �ποµνηµ¾νευµα σËντοµον (Aphth 2 H/ON [= 3,21
Rabe]). 4. HΟ µ�ν LΑφθ¾νιοv λ�γει τ�ν χρε¬αν εµναι �ποµνηµ¾νευµα

εÍστ¾χωv �π¬ <τι> πρ¾σωπον �ναφ�ρουσαν, Á δ� HΕρµογ�νηv �ποµνηµ¾-

νευµα λ¾γου τιν¿v � πρ�ξεωv, � συναµφοτ�ρου σËντοµον �χον δ�λωσιν,

äv �π­ τ¿ πλεEστον χρησ¬µου τιν¿v �νεκα· �λλL οÍκ �στιν �νεπ¬ληπτοv

Á παρ� τοÖ HΕρµογ�νουv �ποδοθε­v τD χρε¬{ λ¾γοv, δι� τοÌv διαζευκτι-

κοÌv συνδ�σµουv, οÐv οÍ δ�ον �ν ÁρισµοEv τ¬θεσθαι, äv κα­ προλαβ¾ντεv

ε®ρ�καµεν· �τεροι δ� π�λιν οÏτωv αÍτ�ν äρ¬σαντο, χρε¬α �στ­ λ¾γοv �

πρAξ¬v τιv εÑστοχοv κα­ σËντοµοv, ε°v τι πρ¾σωπον äρισµ�νον �χουσα

τ�ν �ναφορ�ν, �παν¾ρθωσ¬ν τινοv τFν �ν τG β¬} παραλαµβανοµ�νη· �στι

µ�ν ο×ν κα­ οØτοv Á λ¾γοv τCv χρε¬αv �πιλ�ψιµοv δι� τ� αÍτ�, διL � κα­

Á HΕρµογενικ¾v, �τι δ� κα­ Åτι οÍδ� π�σαv τ�v χρε¬αv δηλοE. 5. τ�v τε

γ�ρ µικτ�v κα­ τ�v χαριεντισµοÖ �νεκα λαµβανοµ�ναv παρ¬ησιν· Á µ�ντοι

HΕρµογ�νηv φα¬νεται κα­ ταËταv παραλαµβ�νων, φηµ­ τ�v χαριεντισµοÖ

�νεκα, δι� τ¿ ε®πεEν τ¿ äv �π­ τ¿ πλεEστον, �λλ� φ�ρε τοÌv �λλουv �φ�ν-

τεv τ¿ν τοÖ LΑφθον¬ου σκοπ�σωµεν.

�LΑποµνηµ¾νευµα (Aphth 2 H/ON [= 3,21 Rabe]). 6. Τ¿ �ποµνη-

µ¾νευµα εµναι βοËλονται µν�µην κα­ λ¾γον περιφερ¾µενοv· παρε¬ληπται |[250]

ο×ν τ¿ µ�ν �ποµνηµ¾νευµα �ντ­ γ�νουv, παρ¾σον κα­ τ¿ �ποµνηµ¾νευµα

διαιρεEται ε°v τε τ¿ σËντοµον, äv α¯ χρεEαι, κα­ ε®v τ¿ �κτεταµ�νον, äv

τ� οÏτωv Àνοµαζ¾µενα �ποµνηµονεËµατα, µακρ� Ãντα κα­ �ξηπλωµ�να,

äv �χει �κεEνο·

§3.4 post �π¬ addidi τι ; cf. Aphthonius 3 H/ON (= 21–22 Rabe) || 4 �
συναµφοτ�ρου scripsi ; cf. Hermogenes 3 H/ON (= 6,5 Rabe) || � τ¿ συναµφ¾τε-
ρον Walz || 6 περιφερ¾µενοv scripsi ; cf. John of Sardis 2.1 || περιφεροµ�νωv
Walz
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ought, therefore, to treat each exercise first through its definition,
then investigate the other matters regarding it, so that, by learn-
ing at the beginning the nature of the exercise under consideration
through its definition, we might better follow what other things
are said about it.

A chreia is a concise reminiscence (Aphth 2 H/ON [= 3,21

Rabe]). 4. Now Aphthonius says: “A chreia is a concise remi-
niscence aptly attributed to <an> individual.” But Hermogenes
says: “A chreia is a reminiscence of some saying or action or com-
bination of both, its point concisely stated and generally for the
purpose of something useful.”9 The definition assigned by Her-
mogenes to the chreia, however, is not unassailable, because of its
disjunctive conjunctions,10 which are not to be put in definitions,
as I have said before.11 Others, though, have defined it as follows:
“A chreia is a saying or an action that is apt and concise, attributed
to some specified individual, and employed for the purpose of cor-
recting some aspect of life.”12 This definition is also inadequate
for the same reasons as the Hermogenean one, as well as for the
fact that it does not include all chreiai. 5. For it leaves out mixed
chreiai as well as those told for the sake of wit. Hermogenes, how-
ever, clearly includes even these—I mean, those told for the sake
of wit—because he says “generally.” And yet, come, let’s put these
other definitions aside and consider that of Aphthonius.

A reminiscence (Aphth 2 H/ON [= 3,21 Rabe]). 6. By
“reminiscence” people mean the recollection of a well-known say-
ing. The word “reminiscence” is used, therefore, in the sense of a
general category insofar as the reminiscence is also divided into
one that is concise, such as chreiai, and another that is extended,
such as the like-named reminiscences, which are longer and ex-
panded, as in this famous example:

concise sentence that discloses the nature [φËσιv] of the subject under consider-
ation” (2:94,7–9 Walz [= 94,16–17 Rabe]). In other words, illumination comes
from learning the full nature of the subject being defined. Elsewhere, Doxapa-
tres speaks of examples (παραδε¬γµατα) as a source of illumination: “Examples
are the illumination [φFv] of what is being said, and by means of them every-
thing becomes clear” (2:177,32–33 Walz).

9 Hermogenes 2–4 H/ON (= 6,4–6 Rabe).
10 Doxapatres means the use of the conjunction � (“or”) in Hermogenes’s

definition.
11 See Doxapatres 2:195,10–196,5 (Walz).
12 So, e.g., Nicolaus 45–48 H/ON (= 19,7–9 Felten).
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7. Μιθριδ�τηv, <Á> LΑριοβαρζ�νου παEv, �ταEροv �ν ∆ηµητρ¬ου

τοÖ ΠολιορκητοÖ, κα­ καθL �λικ¬αν συν�θηv· �θερ�πευε δ� τ¿ν πατ�ρα

∆ηµητρ¬ου LΑντ¬γονον οÑτε æν οÑτε δοκFν πονηρ¾v· �κ δL �νυπν¬ου τιν¿v

Îποψ¬αν LΑντιγ¾ν} παρ�σχεν· �δ¾κει γ�ρ µ�γα κα­ καλ¿ν πεδ¬ον �πιáν

Á LΑντ¬γονοv ψ�γµατα χρυσ¬ου κατασπε¬ρειν· �ξ αÍτοÖ δ� πρFτον µ�ν

ÎποφËεσθαι χρυσοÖν θ�ροv, Àλ¬γ} δL Ïστερον �πελθáν ®δεEν οÍδ�ν, �λλL

� τετµηµ�νην καλ�µην· λυποËµενοv δ� κα­ περιπαθFν �κοÖσα¬ τινων

λεγ¾ντων, äv �ρα Μιθριδ�τηv ε®v Π¾ντον ΕÑξεινον ο°χεται, τ¿ χρυ-

σοÖν θ�ροv �ξαµησ�µενοv· �κ τοËτου ταραχθε­v κα­ τ¿ν υ¯¿ν ÁρκÞσαv

σιωπ�σειν �φρασε τ�ν Ãψιν αÍτG, κα­ Åτι π�ντωv τ¿ν �νθρωπον δια-

φθε¬ρειν �γνωκεν· �κοËσαv δ� Á ∆ηµ�τριοv �χθ�σθη σφ¾δρα κα­ τοÖ

νεαν¬σκου, καθ�περ ε°ωθε, γενοµ�νου παρL αÍτG κα­ συνι¾ντοv �π­ σχο-

λCv, φθ�γξασθαι µ�ν οÍκ �τ¾λµησεν, οÍδ� τD φωνD κατειπεEν δι� τ¿ν

Åρκον, Îπαγαγáν δ� µικρ¿ν �π¿ τFν φ¬λων, äv �γεγ¾νεισαν µ¾νοι καθL

αÎτοËv, τG στËρακι τCv λ¾γχηv κατ�γραψεν ε®v τ�ν γCν ÁρFντοv αÍτοÖ·

«φεÖγε, Μιθριδ�τα·» συνε­v δ� �κεEνοv �π�δρα νυκτ¿v ε®v Καππαδοκ¬αν.

8. LΑλλL Åπερ �λ�γοµεν, τ¿ µ�ν �ποµνηµ¾νευµ� �στιν �ντ­ γ�νουv·

τ� δ� λοιπ� �ντ­ διαφορFν, τ¾ τε σËντοµον κα­ τ¿ εÍστ¾χωv �π¬ τι

πρ¾σωπον �ναφ�ρουσα, χωρ¬ζοντα τ�ν χρε¬αν, τ¿ µ�ν σËντοµον �π¿ τFν

�ποµνηµονευµ�των· �κεEνα γ�ρ οÍκ ε®σ­ σËντοµα, äv �δε¬κνυµεν· | τ¿ δ�[251]

�π¬ τι πρ¾σωπον �ναφ�ρουσα δι� τοÖ ÁρισµοÖ διδ�σκει �µAv στοχαζοµ�-

νουv πρFτον, τ¬v �στιν Á ε®ρηκáv οÏτω τ�ν χρε¬αν ε®v αÍτ¿ν �ναφ�ρειν,

κα­ µ� τυχ¾ν, ε® Πλ�των εµπε, λ�γειν, Åτι LΙσοκρ�τηv � τιv �τεροv ε°ρη-

κεν· αÍτ¬κα γ�ρ �π­ τCv µελετηθε¬σηv τG LΑφθον¬} χρε¬αv χρησαµ�νου

τοÖ διδασκ�λου τG øητG τοÖ HΗσι¾δου, τG·

�ΤCv δL �ρετCv ¯δρFτα θεο­ προπ�ροιθεν �θηκαν.

7 Plutarch, Demetr. 4.1–3 || 7 Á addidi || 8 post primum �π¬ scripsi
τι || τ¿ Walz || 8 post secundum �π¬ τι scripsi ; cf. Aphthonius 3 H/ON
(= 3,21–22 Rabe) || ε°v τι Walz || 8 post αÍτ¬κα γ�ρ scripsi �π­ || �πε­ Walz
Hesiod, WD 289
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7. Mithridates, <the> son of Ariobarzanes, was a companion
of Demetrius Poliorcetes and a friend of like age. He was serving
the father of Demetrius, Antigonus, and neither was nor seemed
to be evil. But on the basis of a dream he became an object of sus-
picion to Antigonus. For Antigonus dreamed that he came upon
a large and beautiful plain and sowed gold dust; from it he saw
at first a golden crop growing, but on returning a little later he
saw nothing except the cut stubble. Grieved and upset, he heard
people saying that Mithridates had harvested the golden crop and
gone oV to the Euxine Sea. Being terrified because of this dream,
Antigonus swore his son to silence and then described the dream
to him and decided to destroy the man for sure. But Demetrius,
on hearing this, became very upset. And so when the young man
came to him and shared his leisure time, as he was accustomed
to do, Demetrius did not dare to speak or say anything with his
voice on account of his oath. But leading him aside a little from
their friends, so that they might be alone by themselves, he wrote
on the ground with the point of his spear as the other looked on:
“Flee, Mithridates!” The other understood and during the night
ran away to Cappadocia.13

8. But, as I was saying, the word “reminiscence” is used in
the sense of a general category, whereas the other words in the
definition are used as distinguishing terms, since both the word
“aptly” and the phrase “aptly attributed to some individual” de-
fine the chreia. Now the word “concise” distinguishes it from
reminiscences, for those are not concise, as I have shown. And
the phrase “attributed to some individual” teaches us by means of
this limitation to consider first the one who spoke thus and to at-
tribute the chreia to him, and not to say, if Plato had said it, that
perhaps Isocrates or someone else had—for example, in the case
of the chreia elaborated by Aphthonius when the teacher used the
line of Hesiod, namely:

In front of virtue have the gods ordained sweat.14

13 See Plutarch, Demetr. 4.1–3.
14 Hesiod, WD 289. Doxapatres is confused here, for it is Hermogenes,

not Aphthonius, who quotes this line from Hesiod (see Hermogenes 56–57

H/ON [= 8,9 Rabe]). Aphthonius does refer, rather allusively, to Hesiod in his
model chreia elaboration, rather generally to lines 287–91 (see Aphthonius 71–
72 H/ON [= 6,13–16 Rabe]).
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9. ε® κ�γá µ�λλων χρ�σασθαι τG øητG, �ντ­ τοÖ ε®πεEν, èv ποË φη-

σιν HΗσ¬οδοv, ε°πω èv ποË φησιν Á LΑφθ¾νιοv, ε®ρ�καµεν τι πλ�ν οÍκ

εÍστ¾χωv· τιν�v δ� οÏτωv εµπον, �ρµ¾διοv Àφε¬λει εµναι � χρε¬α τD προ-

κειµ�ν| Îποθ�σει· ε® γ�ρ φ�ρε ε®πεEν ÁρFµ�ν τινα σπεËδοντα κατ� π�ντα

κερδα¬νειν, τ¾τε εÍστ¾χωv �ν ε°ποιµι πρ¿v αÍτ¿ν τ¿ Μεν�νδρειον·

�Β�λτιστε, µ� τ¿ κ�ρδοv �ν πAσι σκ¾πει·

�ε® δ� πρ¿v �νειµ�νον κα­ ø�θυµον τοÖτο ε°ποµεν, οÍκ εÑστοχοv �σται Á

λ¾γοv.

10. HΟ µ�ντοι Γεωµ�τρηv οÏτωv �ρµηνεËει τ�ν λ�ξιν· τ¿ εÍστ¾-

χωv πρ¾σκειται, δι¾τι µ� πAσα πρAξιv � λ¾γοv �δη κα­ χρε¬α, �λλ�

µ¾νοv Á εÍστ¾χωv λεγ¾µενοv � πραττ¾µενοv· εÍστ¾χωv δ� λ�γεται Å τιv

�ν βραχεE � �ργ} � ø�µατι πολλ�ν τ�ν δι�νοιαν περι�χει κα­ ÀξËτητα,

� εÍβουλ¬αν � �µπειρ¬αν � τινα �λλην �ρετ�ν κατηγορεE τοÖ λ�γοντοv·

τFν γ�ρ χρειFν οÏτω π�σαv εÎρ¬σκοµεν, τ�v µ�ν τοÖ λογικοÖ µ�ρουv

�µFν τCv ψυχCv �ρετ�ν τινα δεικνυοËσαv, τ�v δ� τοÖ �λ¾γου, ε°τL ο×ν

παθητικ�v, τοÖ θυµοÖ λ�γω κα­ τCv �πιθυµ¬αv· οÏτω γοÖν τ¿ µ�ν· Πυ-

θαγ¾ραv �ρωτηθε­v π¾σοv �ν ε°η Á τFν �νθρÞπων β¬οv, κα­ βραχË τι

φανε­v �πεκρËψατο, σοφ¬αν �λ�γχει, τ¿ δ� Λ�κων �ρωτηθε¬v, ποÖ τCv

Σπ�ρτηv | ο¯ Åροι, κα­ �νατε¬ναv τ¿ δ¾ρυ κα­ δε¬ξαv εµπεν, «�νταÖθα,»[252]

�νδρε¬αν � τινα �λλην τFν �ρετFν.

�LΕπ¬ τι πρ¾σωπον �ναφ�ρουσα (Aphth 3 H/ON [= 3,21–22 Ra-
be]). 11. ΖητεEται περ­ τFν προσÞπων, ε®v � χρεEαι �ναφ�ρονται, πο¬αv

Àφε¬λουσιν εµναι τ�ξεωv, τCv τFν �νεξετ�στων, � τCv τFν �ξεταζοµ�-

9 Menander, Mon. 98 (Jaekel)
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9. Now if I, too, am going to use this line and instead of say-
ing “as Hesiod says somewhere” I should say “as Aphthonius says
somewhere,” I have said something, but not aptly. Some, how-
ever, have spoken as follows: The chreia ought to fit the occasion
in question. For if, let us say, we see someone eager for gain by any
means, then I could aptly cite the line of Menander to him:

Friend, look not for gain in everything.15

But if we should cite this line to someone who is relaxed and
lazy, the saying will not be apt.

10. Geometres, though, interprets the word as follows: The
word “aptly” is added to the definition because not every action
or saying is actually a chreia, but only one that has been said or
done aptly. The word “aptly” is said of whoever captures much
insight in a brief action or saying and displays the cleverness, ad-
vice, experience, or some other virtue of the speaker. For we find
all chreiai to be thus: some pointing to a virtue of the rational part
of our soul, and others to a virtue of the irrational part, and others
especially to the emotions, I mean anger and desire. At any rate,
the following chreia—Pythagoras, on being asked how long the life
of man is, was present for a brief time and disappeared16—exposes
wisdom; whereas this one—A Laconian, on being asked where the
boundaries of Sparta were, raised and brandished his spear and
said, “Here!”17—exposes courage or some other of the virtues.

Attributed to some individual (Aphth 3 H/ON [= 3,21–22

Rabe]). 11. Regarding the individuals that chreiai are attributed
to, it is asked: To what category do they belong—to the category of
individuals who are not capable of investigation or to that of those

15 Menander, Mon. 98 (38 Jaekel). Doxapatres cites this line four more
times in his discussion of maxims (see 2:294,19; 295,12, 18, and 30 Walz) and in
fact knows that it appears �ν µονοστ¬χοιv Μεν�νδρου (2:294,15 Walz).

16 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:334–35.
17 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:328–29.
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νων, κα­ ε® ταËτηv, τCv τFν äρισµ�νων κα­ κυρ¬ων µ¾νηv, � κα¬ τινοv

�λληv, ο¶ον τCv τFν πρ¾v τι, τCv τFν διαβεβληµ�νων κα­ τFν �λλων, κα­

λ�γουσιν, Åτι èσπερ Á µÖθοv µιAv µ¾νηv ποι¾τητοv προσÞπου �πε¬χετο,

τCv τFν äρισµ�νων, τFν δ� λοιπFν �π�ντων µετεEχεν, οÏτω κα­ � χρε¬α

�ν¿v µ¾νον προσÞπου �π�χεται, τοÖ φËσει �νεξετ�στου, τFν δ� λοιπFν

�π�ντων �χεται.

�LΑναφ�ρουσα (Aphth 3 H/ON [= 3,21 Rabe]). 12. Τ¿ �ναφ�ρου-

σα �ντ­ τοÖ �ναφεροµ�νη· σκ¾πει δ�, πFv �ντ­ τοÖ ε®πεEν �ναφερ¾µενον

πρ¿v τ¿ �ποµνηµ¾νευµα, �ναφεροµ�νη ε°ρηκε πρ¿v τ�ν χρε¬αν· τοÖτο δ�

�πο¬ησεν, � Åτι τιµιÞτερ¾ν �στι τ¿ θηλυκ¿ν γ�νοv τοÖ οÍδετ�ρου, èσπερ

τ¿ �ρσενικ¿ν τοÖ θηλυκοÖ, κα­ αÍτοÖ τοÖ οÍδετ�ρου, δι¿ κα­ προτιµA-
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who are?18 And if the latter, to the category of named individu-
als only or to any of the others—for example, to the category of
individuals who are related to one another, to the category of dis-
reputable characters, or to the remaining ones? And they say that
just as the fable excludes only one sort of individual, namely, those
with a proper name, but admits all others,19 so also the chreia
excludes only one individual, namely, the one who, by nature, is
incapable of investigation but lays claim to all others.

Attributed (Aphth 3 H/ON [= 3,21 Rabe]). 12. (The ac-
tive participle) “attributing” is used in the sense of (the passive)
“being attributed.” Note also how Aphthonius, instead of using
the (neuter) participle “ being attributed” with reference to the
(neuter) word “reminiscence,” has written the (feminine) partici-
ple “attributed” with reference to the (feminine) word “chreia.”
He did this, on the one hand, because the feminine gender takes
priority over the neuter, just as the masculine takes priority
over both—over the neuter, as in this example: “Tauros [masc.],

18 Doxapatres is referring, if allusively, to a standard division of πρ¾σωπα

(“individuals”) in public speeches. He has already identified this division in his
discussion of the πρ¾σωπα that appear in a fable (see 2:189,23–190,4 Walz; see
also 2:495,30–496,2), where he also cites his source, Hermogenes. He distin-
guishes between πρ¾σωπα who can be investigated and those who cannot. To
the latter category belongs only τιv (“someone”), whereas the former has seven
subcategories: (1) individuals who are named individuals, such as Pericles or
Demosthenes; (2) individuals in some relation, such as father and son, slave and
master; (3) individuals who are disreputable, such as prodigals, adulterers, and
flatterers; (4) individuals identified by role, such as farmers; (5) individuals with
combined features, such as a rich young man; (6) individuals combining a per-
son with a situation, such as a foppish young man avoiding sexual immorality;
and (7) individuals known by a common name, such as a general or an orator (see
Hermogenes, On Issues 1.2–3 [29,12–30,9 Rabe]). In what follows, Doxapatres
mentions three of the individuals who can be investigated—named individuals,
characters in relation, and disreputable characters—but allows any of the seven
to be used in a chreia. Only the character incapable of investigation, i.e., τιv, is
excluded.

19 On this feature of fables, see Doxapatres 2:189,30–190,4 (Walz).
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ται τFν δËο, τοÖ µ�ν οÍδετ�ρου äv �ν �κε¬ν}, Á ΤαÖροv τ¿ Ãροv µ�χριv

LΙβηρ¬αv δι�κων· τοÖ δ� θηλυκοÖ, äv παρL HΟµ�ρ}·

OΗλθε δL �π­ ψυχ� Θηβα¬ου Τειρεσ¬αο,

�ΧρËσεον σκCπτρον �χων.

13. � ο×ν κατ� τοËτων �ναφ�ρουσα κα­ οÍκ �ναφερ¾µενον ε°ρηκεν, �

Åτι �δι�φορον �γεEται ποτ� µ�ν πρ¿v τ¿ Áριστικ¿ν ποιεEν τ�ν �π¾δοσιν,

ποτ� δ� πρ¾v τι τFν συµπληροËντων τ¿ν Åρον· πρ¿v µ�ν γ�ρ τ¿ Áριστι-

κ¿ν ποιεE τ�ν �π¾δοσιν äv �νταÖθα· � γ�ρ χρε¬α Áριστ¾ν �στιν �νταÖθα,

παρ¾σον κα­ αÍτCv �στιν Á προκε¬µενοv Áρισµ¾v, πρ¾v τι δ� τFν Áριζο-

µ�νων, äv �ν �κε¬ν}· γνÞµη �στ­ λ¾γοv �ν �ποφ�νσεσι κεφαλαιÞδηv �π¬

τι προτρ�πων· κα­ παρL αÍτG δ� τG HΕρµογ�νει �διαφ¾ρωv �στ­ν εÎρεEν

τ¿ | τοιοÖτον γιν¾µενον· πC µ�ν γ�ρ κα­ αÍτ¿v πρ¿v τ¿ Áριστ¿ν ποιοËµε-[253]

νοv φα¬νεται τ�ν �π¾δοσιν, äv �ν τG τετ�ρτ} λ¾γ} τοÖ Περ­ εÎρ�σεωv

βιβλ¬ου· λ�γει γ�ρ �κεE οÏτωv· «ΠνεÖµ� �στι σËνθεσιv λ¾γου δι�νοιαν

�παρτ¬ζον �ν κÞλοιv κα­ κ¾µµασιν.» 14. �ντ­ γ�ρ τοÖ ε®πεEν �παρτ¬-

ζουσα, �παρτ¬ζον εµπε, πρ¿v τ¿ Áριστ¿ν τ¿ν λ¾γον �ποδιδοËv· πC δ� κα­

πρ¾v τι τFν συµπληρωτικFν τοÖ Åρου τ¿ν Áρισµ¿ν �ποδ¬δωσιν, äv �ν

12 Od. 11.90–91 || 13 Hermogenes, On Invention 4.4 (183,13–14

Rabe)
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the mountain [neut.] that extends [masc. participle] as far as
Iberia,”20 and over the feminine, as in Homer:21

And up came the spirit [fem.] of Theban Teiresias [masc.]
Holding [masc. participle] a golden staV.

13. So, then, either in respect of these rules he has writ-
ten (the feminine participle) of “attributed,” and not (the neuter)
“attributed.” On the other hand, he considered it a matter of in-
diVerence to formulate the definition on one occasion in agreement
with the term being defined and on another in agreement with the
predicate. The chreia is defined in terms of the word being de-
fined insofar as this definition is controlled by the word “chreia.”
But elsewhere in terms of one of the words in the predicate, as
in: “A maxim [fem.] is a general saying [masc.] in statement
form that urges [masc. participle] us toward something. . . .”22 It
is also possible to find such a situation occurring indiscriminately
in Hermogenes himself. For even he in one case seems to make
a definition in agreement with the word being defined, as in the
fourth book of On Invention. For he speaks there as follows: “A
statement-in-a-single-breath [neut. noun] is the formulation of a
sentence that completes [neut. participle] its thought by means
of periods and clausulae. . . .”23 14. For instead of using the fem-
inine form of the participle24 he has used the neuter, making the
word agree with the term being defined.25 But in another case he
renders the definition in agreement with one of the terms in the
predicate of the definition, as he does in the section “On an addi-
tional comment.” He speaks as follows: “An additional comment

20 I have not been able to track down this quotation, although the key
terms also appear in Procopius, De bellis 1.15.20, which says in part: . . . �ν δεξιB

µ�ν Á ΤαÖρ¾v �στιν, �v τε LΙβηρ¬αν κα­ τ� �κε¬νη �θνη δι�κων. I thank Craig
Gibson for this reference.

21 Od. 11.90–91.
22 Aphthonius, Progymn. 4 (7,2–3 Rabe). Doxapatres does not cite the

entire definition, which goes on to say: “or dissuades us from something.”
23 Hermogenes, On Invention 4.4 (183,13–14 Rabe).
24 That is, to agree with the feminine noun σËνθεσιv (“formulation”).
25 That is, the neuter noun πνεÖµα, lit. “breath,” but rendered here as

“statement-in-a-single-breath.”
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τG Περ­ �πιφων�µατοv λ¾γ} ποιεE· φησ­ γ�ρ οÏτωv· «�πιφÞνηµ� �στι

λ¾γοv �ξωθεν �π­ τG πρ�γµαται παρL �µFν λεγ¾µενοv.»

<§4. �τυµολογ¬α>

�ΧρειÞδηv δ� ο×σα προσαγορεËεται χρε¬α (Aphth 4 H/ON [= 4,1 Ra-
be]). 1. Κα­ µ�ν κα­ τ�λλα προγυµν�σµατα χρειÞδη ε®σ¬, προασκοÖσι

γ�ρ �µAv τ�ν øητορικ�ν· �τι δ� κα­ ο¯ �ν γραφαEv �σχολοËµενοι πC µ�ν

κ�χρηνται γνÞµαιv, πC δ� �θοποι¬αιv, πC δ� κοινοEv τ¾ποιv κα­ τοEv

�λλοιv· δCλον ο×ν �κ τοËτων, Åτι κα­ ταÖτα χρειÞδη ε®σ¬· πFv ο×ν �

χρε¬α µ¾νη παρ� τ¿ εµναι χρειÞδηv ε°ρηται ; �στιν ο×ν ε®πεEν, Åτι èσπερ

πλει¾νων Ãντων λ¾γων, ο¶v τ¿ µυθεEσθαι, τουτ�στι λ�γεσθαι, συµβ�βη-

κε, µ¾νοv Á ψευδ�v æν κα­ ε®κον¬ζων �λ�θειαν παρ� τοÖτο ε°ρηται, οÏτω

κα­ πλει¾νων χρειωδFν Îπαρχ¾ντων προγυµνασµ�των οÍδ�ν �πεικ¿v τ�ν

χρε¬αν µ¾νην παρ� τοÖτο ε®ρCσθαι, � Åτι χρειωδεστ�ρα τG λ¾γ} τFν

�λλων προγυµνασµ�των �στ­ν � χρε¬α, δι� τοÖτο οÏτωv ε°ρηται κατL

�ξοχ�ν, èσπερ κα­ τ¿ν ∆ηµοσθ�νην ø�τορα λ�γοµεν, κα¬τοι κα­ �λλων

πολλFν Ãντων øητ¾ρων, κα­ τ¿ν IΟµηρον ποιητ�ν, κα­ τ¿ν Θουκυδ¬δην

συγγραφ�α, κα­ τ¿ν Πλ�τωνα φιλ¾σοφον.

2. «Τ¬ ο×ν,» �ν °σωv ε°ποι τιv, «κα­ τCv γνÞµηv � χρε¬α χρειωδε-

στ�ρα �στ¬ ;» 3. κα¬ φαµεν, Åτι να¬, ε°γε πιστικωτ�ρα � χρε¬α, δι� τ¿ τοÖ

ε®ρηκ¾τοv � πρ�ξαντοv �νδοξον· οÍ γ�ρ τοσοÖτον πεισθε¬η �ν Á �κροα-

τ�v τG, π¾νοι γεννFσι δ¾ξαν, κ�µατοι δ� προξενοÖσι στεφ�νουv, Åπερ

�στ­ γνÞµηv, Åσον ε® κα­ τ¿ ε®ρηκ¿v προστεθε¬η πρ¾σωπον, | ²να γ�νη-[254]

ται <χρε¬α>, ο¶ον Åτι Á µ�γαv Βασ¬λειοv εµπε, «π¾νοι γεννFσι δ¾ξαν,

κ�µατοι δ� προξενοÖσι στεφ�νουv.»

14 Hermogenes, On Invention 4.9 (196,11–12 Rabe) || §4.3 post γ�-
νηται addidi χρε¬α || 3 Basil, Hom. 13.9 (PG 31.440B)
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[neut.] is a remark [masc.] that is said [masc. participle] by us
about the matter at hand.”26

<§4. etymology>

Since it is useful, it is called “chreia” (Aphth 4 H/ON [= 4,1
Rabe]). 1. The other progymnasmata are obviously useful, too,
for they provide us with preliminary training in rhetoric. In addi-
tion, those engaged in writing have made use of maxims, speaking-
in-character, common places, and other progymnasmata. It is
clear, therefore, from these writers that these progymnasmata are
also useful. How, then, is the chreia alone paradoxically said to
be “useful”? It is, therefore, possible to say that just as, although
there are many words that are equivalent to the verb “to tell a fa-
ble,” that is, “to tell a story,” only that story which is false and yet
embodies a truth27 is called by this term, so also, although there
are many progymnasmata that are useful, it is not unreasonable
that the chreia alone is called by this term. Or it is because the
chreia through its saying is more useful than the other progym-
nasmata, and this is why it is called “useful,” on account of its
preeminent utility, just as we also speak of Demosthenes as “the
orator,” although there are many orators, and we speak of Homer
as “the poet,” Thucydides as “the historian,” and Plato as “the
philosopher.”

2. “What, then?” perhaps someone might ask; “Is the chreia
more useful than even the maxim?” 3. And we say in reply: Yes,
if the chreia really is more compelling because of the renown of
its speaker or actor. For the listener may not be as persuaded by
the saying “Hard work begets glory, hardship procures crowns,”
which is in the form of a maxim, as he would be if the individual
who said it were also added, so that it becomes <a chreia>—for
example, Basil the Great said, “Hard work begets glory, hardship
procures crowns.”28

26 Hermogenes, On Invention 4.9 (196,11–12 Rabe). Now the participle
λεγ¾µενοv (masc.) (“said”) agrees not with �πιφÞνηµα (neut.) (“additional com-
ment”) but with λ¾γοv (masc.) (“remark”).

27 Doxapatres is referring to the definition of a fable (see Aphthonius,
Progymn. 1 [1,6 Rabe]).

28 Basil, Hom. 13.9 (= PG 31:440B).
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4. Τιν�v δ� φασι δι� τοÖτο ε®ρCσθαι χρε¬αν, δι¾τι ο¯ παλαιο­ �ν

χρε¬{ γεν¾µενοι αÍτFν δι� τινα περ¬στασιν �ξ�φερον αÍτ�v, ο¶ον ∆ιογ�νει

�πιστ�v LΑλ�ξανδροv καθεËδοντι εµπεν,

�ΟÍ χρ� παννËχιον εÏδειν βουληφ¾ρον �νδρα.

5. �ν χρε¬{ γ�ρ τοÖ ε®πεEν τοÖτον τ¿ν λ¾γον �γ�νετο, δι� τ¿ τ¿ν ∆ιογ�νην

καθεËδειν· φαµ�ν ο×ν �µεEv πρ¿v τοÖτον, Åτι �λλL οÍ πAσαι τοιαÖτα¬

ε®σιν α¯ χρεEαι, αÍτ¬κα τFν λογικFν χρεEαι καθL �κοËσιον �ποφαντικα¬,

οÍ δι� τινα φανερ�ν περ¬στασιν �ν χρε¬{ τοEv ε®ρηκ¾σιν �γ�νετο, äv �χει

κα­ αÏτη· HΟ Πλ�των τοÌv τCv �ρετCv κλFναv ¯δρFτι κα­ π¾νοιv �λεγε

φËεσθαι, κ�κε¬νη· LΙσοκρ�τηv τCv παιδε¬αv τ�ν µ�ν ø¬ζαν �φη πικρ�ν,

γλυκεEv δ� τοÌv καρποËv.

6. Ε® δ� τιv �ρεE, Åτι κα­ αØται δι� τινα α®τ¬αv περ¬στασιν �÷ø�-

θησαν, ο¶ον Åτι στοχαζ¾µενοv κα­ σκοπFν Á Πλ�των τ�ν �ρετ�ν ¯δρFσι

φυοµ�νην κα­ π¾νοιv ταÖτα ε°ρηκε, κα­ Åτι π�νταv τοÌv �ρετCv �ρFνταv

διδ�ξαι θ�λων Á LΙσοκρ�τηv äv ¯δρFσι κα­ π¾νοιv φËεται �ρετ� �νε-

κα τοËτου οÏτωv ε°ρηκε, σκοπε¬τω, Åτι κατ� τοÖτον τ¿ν λ¾γον κα­ α¯

γνFµαι πAσαι χρεEαι åφειλον λ�γεσθαι· �λλοι δ� φασιν, Åτι �πειδ� οÍκ

�πικεκαλυµµ�νην �χει τ�ν παρα¬νεσιν, èσπερ Á µÖθοv, �λλ� γυµν�ν τ�ν

συµβουλ�ν, ε®κ¾τωv χρε¬α ãν¾µασται κατL �ξοχ�ν· �ναργεστ�ρα γ�ρ �

�πL αÍτCv ãφ�λεια, ο¶ον χρειÞδηv κα­ �ναγκα¬α.

�ΠροσαγορεËεται χρε¬α (Aphth 4 H/ON [= 4,1 Rabe]). 7. Ζη-

τεEται δι� τ¬ οÍκ εµπεν, Àνοµ�ζεται, � καλεEται � λ�γεται, �λλ� τ¿

προσαγορεËεται �ντ­ τοËτων λαλεE, � Åτι �πειδ� τ� προσηγορικ� Àν¾-

µατα τ� κοιν� λ�γονται, ο¶ον τ¿ �νθρωποv, ²πποv, ø�τωρ, στρατηγ¾v,

πατ�ρ, υ¯¾v, κα­ τ� τοιαÖτα· �στι δ� κα­ τ¿ τCv χρε¬αv Ãνοµα τοιοÖτον,

4 Il. 2.24
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4. Some, however, say that it is called “chreia” for this rea-
son: because the ancients were in need [χρε¬α] of them because
of some circumstance, they came up with chreiai—for example,
Alexander stood over a sleeping Diogenes and said:

“To sleep all night ill-suits a counselor.”29

5. For Alexander was in need of reciting this line, because
Diogenes was sleeping. We, therefore, say to this claim: Not all
chreiai are like this one; for example, some saying chreiai are un-
prompted statements, for the speakers were not in need of some
specific circumstance, as both this chreia has it—Plato said that the
oVshoots of virtue grow by sweat and toil30—and this one also—
Isocrates said that the root of education is bitter, but its fruits are
sweet.31

6. Now if someone says that even these chreiai were spoken
on account of some causal circumstance—for example, that Plato,
on speculating and considering that virtue grows with sweat and
toil, said this, and that Isocrates, in his desire to teach all who love
virtue that virtue grows with sweat and toil,32 spoke thus on be-
half of this subject—let him consider that according to this logic
all maxims ought also to be called “chreiai.” Now others say that
since the chreia has no concealed advice, as does the fable, but
provides its counsel explicitly, it is reasonably named “chreia” on
account of its excellence, for the benefit that derives from it is more
obvious, that is, it is useful and necessary.

It is called “chreia” (Aphth 4 H/ON [= 4,1 Rabe]). 7. It is
asked: Why did he not say, “it is named,” “it is designated,” or “it
is termed,” but, instead of these words, he says, “it is called”? It
is either33 because, since appellative nouns are said to be common
ones—for example, man, horse, orator, general, father, son, and
the like34—and since the name “chreia” is such a word, for it too

29 Il. 2.24. On this chreia, see Chreia 1:314.
30 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:333.
31 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:325–26.
32 Doxapatres seems confused here, as he uses words more appropriate to

the chreia attributed to Plato than to that attributed to Isocrates, which is con-
cerned with education (παιδε¬α), not virtue (�ρετ�).

33 Whatever the reason, there is no follow up with an “or.”
34 Doxapatres has interpreted Aphthonius’s choice of verb—that is,

προσαγορεËεται—by reference to its adjectival form—that is, προσηγορικ¾ν,

which is a technical term for a class of nouns. Doxapatres is probably using
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| κοιν¿ν γ�ρ �στι κα­ αÍτ¾, δι� τοÖτο εµπε, προσαγορεËεται· τουτ�στι[255]

προσηγορικ¿ν κα­ κοιν¿ν �χει τ¿ χρε¬α, �δËνατο δ�, ε°περ �βοËλετο, �ντ­

τοÖ προσαγορεËεται Àνοµ�ζεται ε®πεEν· παρ¾σον �στ­ προσηγορ¬α, τοÖτο

κα­ Ãνοµ� �στι· τ¿ γ�ρ Ãνοµα äv γ�νοv διαιρεEται ε®v ε°δη, ε°v τε τ¿

κËριον κα­ τ¿ προσηγορικ¿ν κα­ τ� λοιπ�.

<§5. � δια¬ρεσιv �π¿ γ�νουv ε®v ε°δη>

�Τ�v δ� χρε¬αv τ¿ µ�ν �στι λογικ¾ν (Aphth 5 H/ON [= 4,2 Ra-
be]). 1. Μετ� τ�ν �τυµολογ¬αν τCv χρε¬αv, κα­ �π­ τ�ν δια¬ρεσιν αÍτCv

�ρχεται. 2. ζητεEται διατ¬ τεσσ�ρων τρ¾πων διδασκαλικFν Ãντων, διαι-

ρετικοÖ, ÁριστικοÖ, �ποδεικτικοÖ, κα­ �ναλυτικοÖ, χρÞµενοv Á σοφιστ�v

τοEv δυσ­ τοËτοιv �ν τG παρ¾ντι, τG διαιρετικG κα­ τG ÁριστικG, οÍ

συν�ταξεν �λλ�λοιv αÍτοËv, �λλ� δι�στησε τ¿ν διαιρετικ¿ν �π¿ τοÖ Áρι-

στικοÖ, δι� µ�σηv τCv �τυµολογ¬αv τοÖ Àν¾µατοv τCv χρε¬αv ;

3. Κα¬ φαµεν, Åτι τ¿ν Áρισµ¿ν �ναγκα¬ωv προ�ταξεν, äv κα­ �νω-

τ�ρω δ�δεικται, δι¾τι αÍτ¾v �στιν Á διδ�σκων �µAv τ�ν φËσιν τCv χρε¬αv,

δι� τοÖ ÁρισµοÖ δ� οÑτε τD �τυµολογ¬{ τCv χρε¬αv, οÑτε τοEv �λλοιv �δυ-

ν�θη µ�ν �ν παρακολουθCσαι· 4. µετ� δ� τ¿ν Áρισµ¿ν �πειδη �γ¬νωσκεν

�µAv �τε τD γραµµατικD �νησκηµ�νουv κα­ �τυµολογεEν ε®θισµ�νουv τ�ν

α®τ¬αν τCv Àνοµασ¬αv ζητ�σονταv, κα­ περ­ ταËτηv διαπορ�σονταv, δι�

τοÖτο ταËτην εÍθÌv παρ�δωκε, τ�ν δ� δια¬ρεσιν µετ� ταÖτα �θηκεν, ²νL

7 post παρ¾σον scripsi �στ­ || ε°τι Walz
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is a common one, for this reason he said, “it is called.” That is,
the word “chreia” has an appellative and common meaning. And it
was possible for him, if he wanted to, to say “it is named” instead of
“it is called.” Insofar as chreia is an appellation, it is also a noun. A
noun, as a class, is divided into types—the proper, the appellative,
and so forth.35

<§5. division of the class into its subclasses>

Of the chreia there is the saying class (Aphth 5 H/ON [=
4,2 Rabe]). 1. After the etymology of the chreia Aphthonius
turns to its division. 2. It is asked: “Although there are four
pedagogical modes—divisional, definitional, demonstrative, and
analytical36—why does the sophist use only these two in the
present book, the divisional and the definitional; and why has he
not arranged them next to one another but rather has separated the
divisional from the definitional by means of the intervening ety-
mology of the word ‘chreia’?”

3. And we say in reply: Aphthonius necessarily put the
definition first, as previously shown, because this mode is what
teaches us the nature of the chreia by means of a definition. 4. And
so he could not allow it to follow either the etymology of the word
“chreia” or the other subjects of the chapter. But after the defini-
tion, since he knew that we have been trained in grammar and have
become accustomed to doing etymologies in order to investigate
the origin of a word and to raise questions about it,37 this is why
he immediately provided the etymology and placed the division

Dionysius Thrax, whose standard Ars grammatica identifies the προηγορικ¿ν

Ãνοµα (“appellative noun”) as one of many types of nouns and even illustrates
the appellative noun with two of the same illustrations of such a common noun—
man and horse (see Dionysius Thrax, Ars gramm. 12 [34,1–2 Uhlig]).

35 Doxapatres is again referring to the division of nouns by Dionysius
Thrax into twenty-four diVerent types, a division that begins with these very
two types, the proper noun and the appellative noun (see Ars gramm. 12 [33,6–
45,2 Uhlig]).

36 As already noted, Doxapatres discusses these four pedagogical modes
as one of eight standard ways to analyze a book such as Aphthonius’s Progym-

nasmata (see 2:120,10–132,6 Walz [= PS 127,21–140,24 (Rabe)]).
37 Doing etymologies was one of six tasks—indeed, the fourth of six—of

grammatical analysis, as given by Dionysius Thrax (see Ars gramm. 2 [5,3–6,3
Uhlig]).



Chreia 2012: Greek Text w/ CA Page 185. October 30, 2012, 09:06.
Typeset by Atelier Fluxus Virus (http://www.fluxus-virus.com)

184 Π Ε Ρ Ι Χ Ρ Ε Ι Α Σ

εÍθÌv �π¿ τCv διαιρ�σεωv äv τ�ν �παρ¬θµησιν τFν κεφαλα¬ων τFν κα-

τασκευαζ¾ντων τ� διαιρεθ�ντα ε°δη χωρ�σ|. 5. κα­ τοÖτο �ν πAσι σχεδ¿ν

ε°ωθε τηρεEν τοEv γυµν�σµασι· φηµ­ δ� τ¿ µετ� τ�ν δια¬ρεσιν �π­ τ� κα-

τασκευαστικ� τοÖ γυµν�σµατοv εÍθÌv µεταβα¬νειν κεφ�λαια, οÏτω γ�ρ

�ν τG διηγ�µατι πρFτον Áρισ�µενοv τ¿ δι�γηµα, εµτα τ�ν διαφορ�ν τοÖ

διηγ�µατοv κα­ τCv διηγ�σεωv παραδοËv, κα­ διελáν τ¿ δι�γηµα, εÍθÌv

µετ� τ�ν δια¬ρεσιν �π­ τ� äσανε­ κεφ�λαια τοÖ διηγ�µατοv | τ� περι-[256]

στατικ� δηλαδ� µετεχÞρησε, κα­ τG �γκωµ¬} δ� κα­ τG ψ¾γ} κα­ τοEv

�λλοιv τοÖτο ποιεE.

�Τ�v δ� χρε¬αv τ¿ µ�ν �στι λογικ¾ν (Aphth 5 H/ON [= 4,2
Rabe]). 6. LΙστ�ον, Åτι � χρε¬α οÍ µ¾νον δια¬ρεσιν �χει, �λλ� κα­ Îπο-

δια¬ρεσιν κα­ �πιδια¬ρεσιν· 7. κα­ δια¬ρεσιv µ�ν αÍτCv �στιν � ε®v τ� τρ¬α

ταÖτα τοµ�, Îποδια¬ρεσιv δ� κα­ � τοÖ λογικοÖ ε°δουv τCv χρε¬αv ε°v τε

τ¿ �ποφαντικ¿ν κα­ ε®v τ¿ �ποκριτικ¿ν τοµ�, ëν �κ�τερα π�λιν Îποδιαι-

ρεEται, ο¶ον τ¿ µ�ν �ποφαντικ¿ν ε°v τε τ¿ καθL �κοËσιον �ποφαντικ¾ν,

κα­ ε®v τ¿ κατ� περ¬στασιν· κα­ καθL �κοËσιον µ�ν �ποφαντικ¾ν �στιν,

ο¶ον LΙσοκρ�τηv τοÌv εÍφυεEv τFν µαθητFν θεFν παEδαv �φασκεν εµναι,



text 3. 185

after them, in order that he might go immediately from the divi-
sion to the enumeration of the headings that confirm the classes
of chreiai once they have been divided. 5. And he is accustomed
to observe this order in almost all the exercises—I mean proceed-
ing immediately after the division to the compositional headings
of the exercise. For it is like this in the narrative chapter: after
first defining the narrative, then providing the distinction between
narrative and narration and dividing the narrative, he moved im-
mediately after this division to the headings, as it were, of the
narrative, that is, to its circumstantial elements.38 And he does this
in the encomium chapter,39 in the censure chapter,40 and in the
others.

Of the chreia there is the saying class (Aphth 5 H/ON [=
4,2 Rabe]). 6. One should realize that the chreia not only has a
division but also a subdivision and a further division.41 7. Its di-
vision is the one into three classes, whereas the subdivision divides
the saying class into the statement and the responsive subclasses,
both of which are further divided. For example, the statement
subclass is divided into: a statement made voluntarily and one
made on the basis of a circumstance. And so, an example of a
statement made voluntarily: Isocrates said that gifted students are

38 For the definition of the narrative, see Aphthonius, Progymn. 2 (2,14–
15 Rabe), which is followed by the diVerentiation (2,16–18), the division (2,19–
22), and the circumstantial elements (2,23–3,2). Doxapatres’s use of the word
κεφ�λαια (“headings”) is not precise, and he is aware of it, as shown by the word
äσανε¬ (“as it were”). The precise term is στοιχεEα, or “elements,” which are
treated by Doxapatres (see 2:214,23–215,8 Walz), so that, strictly speaking, he is
referring to τ� περιστατικ� στοιχεEα, or the six essential elements of a narrative,
as listed by Aphthonius: the person who acts, the act that was done, the time
it happened, the place it happened, the manner by which it was done, and the
reason why it happened (2,23–3,2 Rabe). Still, Doxapatres is trying to indicate a
certain similarity between the κεφ�λαια of a chreia elaboration and the στοιχεEα

of the narrative in order to establish a pattern to Aphthonius’s chapters.
39 Aphthonius’s organization of the encomium chapter (Progymn. 8) is

as follows: definition (21,5 Rabe), etymology (21,6–7), diVerentiation (21,8–11),
division (21,12–19), and headings (21,20–22,11).

40 Aphthonius’s organization of the censure chapter (Progymn. 9) is
as follows: definition (27,13 Rabe), diVerentiation (27,14–16), division (27,17–
28,3), and headings (28,3–6).

41 The subdivision and further division of chreiai that Doxapatres goes
into here come from Theon (36–189 H/ON [= 19–24 Patillon]), although the
terms Îποδια¬ρεσιv and �πιδια¬ρεσιv come from Doxapatres himself.
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� Πλ�των τοÌv τCv �ρετCv κλÞναv ¯δρFτι κα­ π¾νοιv �λεγε φËεσθαι·

κατ� περ¬στασιν δ� �ποφαντικ¾ν �στιν, �ν ö �κ τινοv περιστ�σεωv �π­

τ¿ν λ¾γον κεκ¬νηται Á τ¿ν λ¾γον ε®πáν �ν τD λεγοµ�ν| παρL �µFν χρε¬{,

ο¶ον ∆ιογ�νηv ®δáν πλοËσιον �πα¬δευτον εµπεν, «οØτ¾v �στιν ²πποv πε-

ριηργυρωµ�νοv.»
8. Τ¿ δ� �ποκριτικ¿ν π�λιν διαιρεEται �v τε τ¿ κατL �ρÞτησιν κα­

τ¿ κατ� πËσµα, κα­ τ¿ κατL �ρÞτησιν α®τιFδεv κα­ τ¿ ÁµωνËµωv τG

γ�νει καλοËµενον �ποκριτικ¾ν. 9. διαφ�ρει δ� πËσµα τCv �ρωτ�σεωv τG

�κε¬νην µ�ν �ρνησιν �χειν µ¾νην � συγκατ�θεσιν τ¿ να­ � οÍ· πολλ�κιv δ�

κα­ δι� σχ�µατοv µ¾νην �ν�νευσιν � κατ�νευσιν· τοÖτο δ� µακροτ�ραν

�παιτεEν τ�ν �π¾κρισιν· 10. κα­ κατL �ρÞτησιν µ�ν �στιν, ο¶ον Πιττακ¿v

Á ΜιτυληναEοv �ρωτηθε¬v, ε® λανθ�νει τιv τοÌv θεοÌv κακ� πρ�ττων, �φη,

Åτι µηδ� διανοοËµενοv, <περιττ¿ν γ�ρ �νταÖθα τ¿ µηδ� διανοοËµενοv>
�ρκοËσηv κα­ µ¾νηv τCv �ποφ�σεωv.

11. Κατ� πËσµα δ�, ο¶ον Θεανá � Πυθαγορικ� φιλ¾σοφοv �ρω-

τηθεEσα, ποστα¬α �π¿ �νδρ¿v γυν� καθαρ� τοEv Θεσµοφορ¬οιv κ�τεισιν,

εµπεν, «äv µ�ν �π¿ τοÖ �νδρ¿v τοÖ | ®δ¬ου παραχρCµα, �π¿ δ� τοÖ �λ-[257]

λοτρ¬ου οÍδ�ποτε.»
12. Τ¿ δ� κατL �ρÞτησιν α®τιFδεv τοιοÖτ¾ν �στιν, Åταν µ� µ¾νον

�ποκρινÞµεθα, �λλ� κα­ τ�ν α®τ¬αν �ποδιδFµεν τCv �ποκρ¬σεωv, ο¶ον ε®

λ�γοµεν, Åτι Σωκρ�τηv �ρωτηθε¬v, ε® εÍδα¬µων αÍτG δοκεE Á ΠερσFν

βασιλεËv, �φησε µ� ε®δ�ναι, µηδ� γ�ρ ε®δ�ναι πFv �χει παιδε¬αv· πρ¿v

γ�ρ τD �ποκρ¬σει κα­ τ�ν α®τ¬αν �ποδ�δωκε ταËτηv τCv �ποφ�σεωv.

13. MΕστι κα­ τ¿ �ποκριτικ¿ν τ�ταρτον Ãν, Ä µ�τε �ρÞτησιν �χει

µ�τε �π¾κρισιν, πρ¿v δ� τινα λ¾γον �πλFv �ντ¬÷øησιν, ο¶ον ∆ιογ�νουv

§5.10 περιττ¿ν . . . διανοοËµενοv addidi ; cf. Planudes 5.3
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children of the gods,42 or Plato said that the oVshoots of virtue
grow by sweat and toil.43 A statement made on the basis of a cir-
cumstance is one in which the individual making the saying in the
chreia said by us is moved to this saying by some circumstance.
For example, Diogenes, on seeing a rich man who was uneducated,
said, “This fellow is a silver-plated horse.”44

8. Now the responsive subclass is likewise divided into these:
a response to a simple question, a response to an inquiry, a re-
sponse to a simple question but one requiring an explanation, and
that called “responsive,” just like the subclass. 9. Now an inquiry
diVers from a simple question in that the latter contains only a de-
nial or an assent, a yes or no, and often merely a denial or an assent
by means of a gesture, whereas the former requires an answer that
is longer. 10. An example of a response to a simple question: Pit-
tacus of Mitylene, on being asked if anyone escapes the notice of
the gods when doing evil, said, “Not even when contemplating
them.”45 <Indeed, the response “Not even when contemplating
them” is superfluous,> since the implicit denial alone is suYcient.

11. An example of a response to an inquiry: Theano
the Pythagorean philosopher, on being asked how long after
intercourse with a man does a woman go in purity to the Thes-
mophoria, said, “If with your own man, immediately; but if with
another’s, never.”46

12. A chreia with an explanation to a simple question is one
in which we not only answer the question but also provide a reason
for our answer—for example, if we say: Socrates, on being asked
if he thought the king of the Persians was happy, said that he did
not know, for he did not know how he stood on education.47 For
in addition to his answer, Socrates provided the reason for it.

13. There is also the “responsive” chreia, which is the fourth
species, which contains neither a question nor an answer but sim-
ply a retort to some remark. For example: Once when Diogenes

42 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:324.
43 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:333.
44 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:313–14.
45 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:331–32.
46 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:340–41.
47 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:336–37.
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�ριστFντ¾v ποτε κα­ Πλ�τωνα παρι¾ντα πρ¿v τ¿ �ριστον προσκαλ�σαν-

τοv, Á Πλ�των, «äv χ�ριεν �ν �ν σου, ∆ι¾γενεv, τ¿ �πλαστον,» �φη,

«ε® µ� πλαστ¿ν �ν.» 14. �τιv ο×ν τοÖ λογικοÖ ε®v τ� τοιαÖτα τοµ�

Îποδια¬ρεσ¬v �στι τCv χρε¬αv κα­ � τCv πρακτικCv π�λιν ε®v �νεργητικ�ν

κα­ παθητικ�ν· κα­ �νεργητικ� µ�ν �στιν, �ν « ποιFν τιv Îπ¾κειται, ο¶ον

Πυθαγ¾ραv �ρωτηθε¬v, π¾σοv �ν ε°η <Á> τFν �νθρÞπων β¬οv, βραχË τι

φανε­v �πεκρËψατο· � ∆ιογ�νηv, ®δáν �δδηφ�γον παEδα, τ¿ν παιδαγω-

γ¿ν �παισε· παθητικ� δ�, �ν « π�θοv τι Îποσηµα¬νεται, ο¶ον ∆ιδËµων Á

αÍλητ�v �λοÌv �π­ τD µοιχε¬{ �κ τοÖ Àν¾µατοv �κρεµ�σθη.

15. Κα­ αØται µ�ν α¯ Îποδιαιρ�σειv τCv χρε¬αv· �χει δ� κα­ �πιδια¬-

ρεσιν, καθ¿ �ξ ÎπαρχCv π�λιν � χρε¬α διαιρεEται ε®v τ�v γνωµολογικ�v,

ε®v τ�v κατL �νθËµησιν, ε®v τ�v κατ� παρ�δειγµα, ε®v τ�v συµβολικ�v,

ε®v τ�v τροπικ�v, ε®v τ�v κατL εÍχ�ν, ε®v τ�v κατ� �µφιβολ¬αν, ε®v τ�v

κατ� µετ�ληψιν, ε®v τ�v συνεζευγµ�ναv.

14 Á addidi
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was eating lunch48 and invited Plato, as he was passing by, to join
him, Plato said, “How charming your unpretentiousness would
be, Diogenes, if it were not so pretentious.”49 14. This division of
the saying class into subclasses is thus a subdivision of the chreia,
as is the division of the action class into active and passive chreiai.
And so, an active action chreia is one in which someone is de-
picted as acting. For example: Pythagoras, on being asked how
long human life is, appeared for a brief time and disappeared;50

or: Diogenes, on seeing a boy who was a glutton, struck his paed-
agogus.51 A passive action chreia, however, is one in which some
passive experience is indicated. For example: Didymon the flute
player, on being convicted for adultery, was hanged by his name-
sake.52

15. These are the subdivisions of the chreia, but it also has a
further division insofar as the chreia is divided all over again into:
those with a maxim, with an enthymeme, with an example, with a
symbolic act or saying, with figurative language, with a wish, with
an ambiguity, or with a change of subject, and those that are com-
bined.53

48 Doxapatres’s recitation of this chreia omits a key word from Theon’s.
The latter had given the locale of Diogenes’s invitation as the “marketplace”
(�γορ�) (see Theon 77 H/ON [= 20 Patillon]: �ν �γορB). Without this locale
Diogenes’s invitation does not “counterfeit the currency,” in that eating out-
doors broke with social conventions, as seen in another chreia: Diogenes, on
being criticized because he ate in the marketplace, said: “But it was in the mar-
ketplace that I got hungry” (Diogenes Laertius 6.58).

49 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:332–33.
50 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:334–35.
51 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:316.
52 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:312–13.
53 For this further classification Doxapatres, as noted above, draws on

Theon but with considerable changes. Theon lists twelve types within this di-
vision (Theon 115–89 H/ON [= 22–24 Patillon]), not nine, as here. Missing
are numbers 2–4 in Theon’s list: chreiai with an explanation, with wit, or with
a syllogism (116–17). Those from Theon’s list that Doxapatres does have are
listed in a diVerent order (using Theon’s numbers)—1, 5, 6, 8, 9, 7, 10, 11, and
12. Moreover, Doxapatres does not illustrate even these nine (omitting chreiai
with an enthymeme and an example) and illustrates two that are not on his list
(chreiai with an explanation and wit, numbers 2 and 3 on Theon’s list). Nor are
the chreiai that are illustrated done so in the same order as they appear in his
list.



Chreia 2012: Greek Text w/ CA Page 191. October 30, 2012, 09:06.
Typeset by Atelier Fluxus Virus (http://www.fluxus-virus.com)

190 Π Ε Ρ Ι Χ Ρ Ε Ι Α Σ

16. Κα­ γνωµολογικα­ µ�ν ε®σιν, Åσαι περ¬ του καθολικοÖ κοιν�ν

�π¾φασιν �χουσιν, �ν ο¶v κα­ τ� τFν �πτ� σοφFν �ποφθ�γµατα, èσπερ

Á Β¬αv <�φη> τ�ν φιλαργυρ¬αν µητρ¾πολιν εµναι π�σηv κακ¬αv.

17. LΑποδεικτικα­ | δ�, Åσαι κα­ τCv ο®κε¬αv �ποφ�σεωv τ�ν[258]

�π¾δειξεν κατευθÌv �πολαµβ�νουσιν, èσπερ LΙσοκρ�τηv τοEv γνωρ¬µοιv

παραινFν τFν γον�ων τοÌv διδασκ�λουv προτιµAν �πεδε¬κνυεν, �πιφ�-

ρων, ο¯ µ�ν γ�ρ τοÖ ζDν, ο¯ δ� τοÖ ε× ζDν γεγ¾νασιν α°τιοι.

18. Κατ� χαριεντισµ¿ν δ�, Åσαι �στει¾τητ� τινα �µφα¬νουσιν,

ο¶ον Φιλ¬ππου πρ¿v Λακεδαιµον¬ουv γρ�ψαντοv πολλ� κα­ δειν�, αÍτο­

πρ¿v αÍτ¿ν �ντ�γραψαν· «Λακεδαιµ¾νιοι Φιλ¬ππ}· ∆ιονËσιοv �ν Κορ¬ν-

θ} γρ�µµατα·» δι� γ�ρ τοÖ παραδε¬γµατοv µετL αÍτ¿ν �πιστρ�φουσι,

κα­ Îποµιµν�σκουσι τCv τυρανν¬δοv Åσον οÑπω καταλυθησοµ�νηv, κα­

LΑλ�ξανδροv δ� παραινοËµενοv παρ� τFν φ¬λων συλλ�ξαι χρ�µατα �φη,

«οÍκ åνησαν οÍδ� ΚροEσον.»
19. ΚατL εÍχ�ν δ�, èσπερ ¯στορεEται περ­ τοÖ παιδοτρ¬βου ∆�-

µωνοv· οØτοv γ�ρ χωλ¿v æν κα­ τFν Îποδηµ�των �φαιρεθε¬v, «ε°θε,»
φησ¬ν, «�ναρµ¾σειαν τοEv τοÖ κλ�πτου ποσ¬.»

16 �φη addidi || 17 �πεδε¬κνυεν codd. || Îπεδε¬κνυεν Walz
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16. Chreiai with a maxim are those that contain a well-
known sentiment about a matter of universal application, among
which are included the sayings of the seven wise men, as: Bias
<said> that the love of money is the mother-city of every evil.54

17. Chreiai with an explanation55 are those that immediately
provide an explanation for the appropriate answer, as: Isocrates,
when he advised his students to honor their teachers above their
parents, provided an explanation by adding, “For the latter are the
cause of their living, but the former of their living well.”56

18. Chreiai with wit57 are those that display some urbanity.
For example: When Philip had written many terrifying letters to
the Lacedaemonians, they wrote back to him, “Lacedaemonians
to Philip: Dionysius in Corinth, (teaching) the ABCs.”58 For by
means of this example they turn the tables on him and remind him
that his tyranny is something that will shortly be brought down.59

Also: When Alexander was being advised by his friends to amass
money, he said, “It did not help even Croesus.”60

19. Chreiai with a wish, as is told of the physical trainer Da-
mon: He was crippled, and when he had had his sandals stolen, he
said, “Would that they fit the feet of the thief!”61

54 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:307.
55 Explanatory chreiai are not listed above but are included second in

Theon’s list (Theon 116 H/ON [= 22 Patillon) and illustrated with this very
chreia (127–33 HO/N [= 22 Patillon]).

56 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:324.
57 Chreiai with wit are not listed above, although they occupy third place

in Theon’s list (Theon 116–17 H/ON [= 22 Patillon]) and the category uses a
diVerent illustrative chreia (134–37 H/ON [= 22 Patillon]).

58 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:326–28.
59 This comment on the Lacedaemonians’ response to Philip says noth-

ing about wit but instead points to Dionysius, the tyrant of Syracuse, as a
warning example to Philip—a comment more appropriate for chreiai with exam-
ples than for those with wit. Given the generally confused state of Doxapatres’s
overall discussion, we may suspect further confusion here. Doxapatres did not
include chreiai with wit in his list but did include chreiai with an example. Ac-
cordingly, we may suspect that the type being illustrated here is that of chreiai
with an example. Indeed, the next illustration—Alexander’s reference to the
example of Croesus—is used by Theon to illustrate a chreia with an example
(Theon 150–53 H/ON [= 22 Patillon]). In short, there seems to be misalign-
ment between types.

60 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:302.
61 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:310.



Chreia 2012: Greek Text w/ CA Page 193. October 30, 2012, 09:06.
Typeset by Atelier Fluxus Virus (http://www.fluxus-virus.com)

192 Π Ε Ρ Ι Χ Ρ Ε Ι Α Σ

20. Συµβολικα­ δ�, Åσαι δι� συµβ¾λων τινFν α®ν¬ττονται, �περ

βοËλονται, ο¶α κα­ � τοÖ ∆ιογ�νουv, Äv µειρ�κιον ®δáν �κ µοιχοÖ ποτε

β�λλον ε®v τ¿ πλCθοv λ¬θον, «οÍ παËσ|,» �φη, «µειρ�κιον, µ� �γνοοÖν

πα¬σ|v τ¿ν πατ�ρα ;» συµβ�λλεσθαι γ�ρ �µEν δ�δωκεν, äv οÍκ �ξ äρι-

σµ�νου προσÞπου τ¿ µειρ�κιον �ν.

21. Τροπικα­ δ�, Åσαι ταEv λ�ξεσι µεταφορικαEv χρFνται, èσπερ Á

Πλ�των τοÌv τCv �ρετCv κλFναv ¯δρFσι κα­ π¾νοιv �λεγε φËεσθαι.

22. Κατ� �µφιβολ¬αν δ�, Åσαι κατ� τινα τρ¾πον, καθL Åσουv

�ν � �µφιβολ¬α γ�νηται, γ¬νονται, äv �χει τ¿ LΙσοκρ�τηv τιν¿v αÍτG

συνιστFντοv παEδα, κα­ �ροµ�νου, τ¬νοv αÍτG δεE, «γραφιδ¬ου,» �φη,

«καινοÖ κα­ πινακιδ¬ου καινοÖ·» �δηλον γ�ρ �νταÖθα, π¾τερον λ�γει πι-

νακ¬δοv καινCv κα­ γραφιδ¬ου καινοÖ, � πινακ¬δοv τε | κα­ φρεν¾v, κα­[259]

π�λιν, γραφιδ¬ου τε κα­ φρεν¾v.

23. Α¯ δ� κατ� µετ�ληψιν τ¾τε γ¬νονται, Åταν �λλο µ�ν τ¿ �ρω-

τÞµενον, �λλο δ� τ¿ �ποκριν¾µενον, µεταλαµβαν¾ντων �µFν �φL �τ�ρων

ε®v �τερον, ο¶ον κα­ τ¿ τοÖ LΕπαµινÞνδου· οØτοv γ�ρ �µφισβητοËντων

τινFν παρ� π¾τον, π¾τεροv µAλλον αÍλητ�v κρε¬ττων, LΑντιγεν¬δηv �

Σ�τυροv, «�µο­ µ�ν,» �φη, «στρατηγ¿v Πολυσπ�ρχων.»
24. Α¯ δ� συνεζευγµ�ναι οÍκ �λλαι παρ� ταËταv, �λλL �κ τοËτων

συν¬στανται, Åταν δËο πολλ�κιv κα­ τρεEv συν�λθωσι κατ� ταÍτ¾ν· ε®

γοÖν τD παραδειγµατικD �κε¬ν| τD, LΑλ�ξανδροv �ρωτηθε¬v, ποÖ τοÌv

θησαυροÌv �χει, �δειξε τοÌv φ¬λουv, �νπερ κα­ συµβολικ�ν εµναι λ�γο-

µεν· ε® ταËτ| γοÖν προσθ�σοµεν äv �πεEπεν ëν κα­ ΚροEσοv �µοιρFν �ν
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20. Symbolic chreiai are those that hint at what they mean
by means of symbolic action or words; such as the one about Dio-
genes, who, on once seeing a youth whose father was an adulterer
throwing stones into a crowd, said, “Won’t you stop, young man,
lest you unwittingly hit your father?”62 He thus left it to us to infer
that the young man was born of an unidentified father.

21. Figurative chreiai are those that make use of metaphor-
ical speech, as: Plato used to say that the oVshoots of virtue grow
by sweat and toil.63

22. Chreiai with an ambiguity are those that are written
in such a style that an ambiguity could occur, as the saying of
Isocrates has it: When someone was enrolling his son with him and
asked him what he needed, he said, A stylus ΚΑΙΝΟΥ and a slate
ΚΑΙΝΟΥ.LL64 It is not clear here whether he is saying “A new slate
and a new stylus,” or “A slate and a mind,” and likewise “A stylus
and a mind.”65

23. Chreiai with a change of subject occur whenever the
question is about one subject and the answer is about another,
since we change the subject from one topic to another. For exam-
ple, the saying of Epaminondas: While some were debating over
wine whether Antigenides or Satyrus was the better flute player,
he said, “In my opinion, Polysperchon was the better general.”66

24. Combined chreiai are no diVerent from these forms.
Rather, they are composed of them, whenever two, even three,
forms are frequently united in the same saying. At any rate, if we
add to the well-known chreia with an example, namely: Alexan-
der, on being asked where he kept his treasures, pointed to his
friends67—a chreia that we also call symbolic—if, then, we add
to this same chreia that he added the words “Even Croesus was

62 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:317.
63 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:333.
64 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:325.
65 Since Greek was written without spaces between words and in capi-

tals, the letters ΚΑΙΝΟΥ could be read in two ways, therefore ambiguously. The
letters themselves form the word “new,” as in the first translation—“A new slate
and a new stylus.” Or they could be divided into two words—ΚΑΙ ΝΟΥ, which
means “and a mind.” Hence the second translation—“A slate and a mind, a sty-
lus and a mind.”

66 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:334.
67 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:302.
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κατ� καιρ¿ν �τυχFν· � αÍτ� κα­ µικτ� εÎρ¬σκεται κα­ συνεζευγµ�νη·

µικτ� µ�ν δι� τ�ν πρAξιν, äv τοÌv φ¬λουv δε¬ξαντοv κα­ τ¿ν λ¾γον

äv �πειπ¾ντοv· συνεζευγµ�νη δ�, äv δι� τ¿ν ΚροEσον παραδειγµατικ�

<κα­> δι� τ�ν α®τ¬αν [κα­] �ποδεικτικ�.

25. ΟÏτωv ο×ν τCv χρε¬αv, äv δ�δεικται, κα­ διαιρ�σειv κα­ �πι-

διαιρ�σειv κα­ Îποδιαιρ�σειv �χοËσηv, ζητεEται διατ¬ οÑτε περ­ τFν

Îποδιαιρ�σεων αÍτCv οÑτε περ­ τFν �πιδιαιρ�σεων Á σοφιστ�v περι�λα-

βεν. 26. κα¬ φαµεν, Åτι èσπερ �π­ τοÖ διηγ�µατοv διαφερ¾ντων τFν

διηγηµ�των �λλ�λων κα­ κατ� τ� πρ¾σωπα κα­ κατ� τ� πρ�γµατα

τ�ν κατ� τ� πρ¾σωπα παρCκεν äv ποικιλωτ�ραv δεοµ�νην διδασκα-

λ¬αv, οÏτω κ�νταÖθα τ�v �πιδιαιρ�σειv κα­ τ�v Îποδιαιρ�σειv τCv χρε¬αv

παραλιπáν äv ποικ¬λαv κα­ πραγµατειÞδειv, τ�ν ε®v τ¿ λογικ¿ν κα­ πρα-

κτικ¿ν κα­ µικτ¿ν τοµ�ν µ¾νην �µEν παραδ�δωκε, πAσαν χρε¬αν �ν τοEv

τρισ­ τοËτοιv περιλαβÞν· κα­ γ�ρ τ� ε®v � � δια¬ρεσιv κα­ � �πιδια¬ρεσιv

κα­ α¯ | Îποδιαιρ�σειv γεγ¾νασιν, ε®v τ� τρ¬α ταÖτα �ν�γονται.[260]

�Τ¿ µ�ν �στι λογικ¾ν (Aphth 5 H/ON [= 4,2 Rabe]). 27. Ζη-

τεEται �π¿ πο¬ου λ¾γου λ�γεται λογικ¿ν τ¿ τοιοÖτον εµδοv τCv χρε¬αv,

π¾τερον �π¿ τοÖ �νδιαθ�του, èσπερ κα­ λογικ¿v µÖθοv �πL αÍτοÖ τοËτου

�λ�γετο· κα­ γ�ρ δι� τ¿ πλ�ττεσθαι �νθρÞπουv �ν αÍτG τι ποιοÖνταv, ο³

24 post παραδειγµατικ� addidi κα­ | 24 post α®τ¬αν omissi κα­
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unfortunate at the critical time because he had no friends,” this
chreia68 would be both mixed and combined. It is mixed on ac-
count of the action, because he pointed to his friends, and on
account of the saying, because he also spoke. And it is combined,
as it is exemplary on account of Croesus <and> explanatory on ac-
count of the reason.69

25. Therefore, although the chreia, as has been shown, has
a division, a subdivision, and a further division, it is asked: “Why
has the sophist not included anything about the subdivision and
further division?” 26. And we say in reply: Just as in the case of
the narrative, although they diVer from one another according to
individuals as well as subject matter, he has disregarded the di-
vision according to individuals since it requires a more complex
exposition,70 so also here he left out the further divisions and sub-
divisions of the chreia as being complicated and tedious and has
provided only the division into saying, action, and mixed classes,
thereby including every chreia in these three. Indeed, the forms
into which the division, the further division, and the subdivision
fall are taken up in these three classes.

There is the saying class (Aphth 5 H/ON [= 4,2 Rabe]).
27. It is asked: “From which meaning of the word “saying” [lo-

gos] does the saying class of the chreia get its name?” Either it is
from logos in the sense of “being capable of reason,” just as a fable
was also called “rational” [logikon] for this very reason. Indeed,
because humans—who are endowed with reasoning ability—are
depicted in this fable as doing something, this is why it has this

68 Doxapatres—perhaps deliberately, perhaps inadvertently—has com-
bined two separate chreiai (see, e.g., Theon 151–53 and 158–61 H/ON [= 23

Patillon]) to form this combined chreia (see also Chreia 1:302).
69 Doxapatres’s claim that this chreia is explanatory goes against the il-

lustration he gave of this very type, which has the particle γ�ρ (“for”) in the
sentence that provides the explanation (see also Theon 127–33 H/ON [= 22

Patillon]).
70 In addition to his fulsome discussion of Aphthonius’s classification

of narratives according to subject matter—namely, fictional, historical, and
political subjects (see 2:199,3–206,17 Walz; cf. Progymn. 2 [2,19–22 Rabe])—
Doxapatres briefly notes the classification of narratives according to individuals:
first-person narratives, third-person narratives, and mixed ones (see 206,30–
207,7).
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τG �νδιαθ�τ} λ¾γ} κοσµοÖνται, δι� τοÖτο λ�γεται· � �π¿ τοÖ προφο-

ρικοÖ· δι� γ�ρ τ¿ λ¾γουv �ν αÍτG τινων σοφFν �ποµνηµονεËεσθαι, οÍ

µ�ν πρ�ξειv λ�γεται λογικ¾ν.

�Ο¶ον Á Πλ�των τοÌv τ�v �ρετ�v κλéναv ¯δρéσι κα­ π¾νοιv �λε-

γε φËεσθαι (Aphth 7–9 H/ON [= 4,4–5 Rabe]). 28. HΗ παροÖσα χρε¬α

�στι µ�ν λογικ�, καθL �κοËσιον δ� �στιν �ποφαντικ�· �στι δ� κα­ προ-

πικ� κα­ συνεζευγµ�νη· λογικ� µ�ν δι� τ¿ λ¾γ} δηλοÖν τ�ν ãφ�λειαν,

καθL �κοËσιον δ� �ποφαντικ�, δι¾τι οÍκ �κ τινοv περιστ�σεωv �κιν�θη Á

Πλ�των πρ¿v τ¿ ε®πεEν τ¿ν τοιοÖτον λ¾γον· τροπικ� δ� δι� τ¿ µεταφο-

ρικ�v �χειν τ�v λ�ξειv· συνεζευγµ�νη δ� δι� τ¿ �πιπλακCναι �ν αÍτD τ¾

τε καθL �κοËσιον �ποφαντικ¿ν κα­ τροπικ¾ν.

�Ο¶ον Πυθαγ¾ραv �ρωτηθε¬v, π¾σοv �ν ε°η Á τéν �νθρÞπων

β¬οv, βραχË τι φανε¬v, �πεκρËψατο (Aphth 10–12H/ON [= 4,6–8 Ra-
be]). 29. HΗ τοιαËτη χρε¬α �στι µ�ν πρακτικ� κα­ �νεργητικ�, �στι δ�

κα­ συµβολικ� κα­ κατ� περ¬στασιν κα­ συνεζευγµ�νη· πρακτικ� µ�ν,

καθ¿ σηµα¬νει πρAξιν, �νεργητικ� δ�, καθ¾ τι ποιFν δε¬κνυται �ν αÍτD Á

Πυθαγ¾ραv, ε®v Äν αÍτ� �ναφ�ρεται· κατ� περ¬στασιν δ�, καθ¿ �κ τινοv

περιστ�σεωv �π­ τ�ν τοιαËτην �κιν�θη πρAξιν Á Πυθαγ¾ραv· συµβολι-

κ� δ�, καθ¿ δι� συµβ¾λου τιν¿v �π�δειξεν Á Πυθαγ¾ραv, Åπερ �βοËλετο·
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name.71 Or it is from logos in the sense of “reason that is expressed
in speech” because sayings, not actions, of wise men are remem-
bered in it, and it is thus called a “saying chreia.”72

For example: Plato used to say that the oVshoots of virtue

grow by sweat and toil73 (Aphth 7–9 H/ON [= 4,4–5 Rabe]).
28. This chreia is a saying chreia, it contains a statement made vol-
untarily, and it is figurative and combined. It is a saying chreia
because it discloses its benefit by means of a saying; a statement
made voluntarily because Plato was not moved to express such a
sentiment on the basis of some circumstance; figurative because it
contains metaphorical speech, and combined because a voluntary
statement and metaphor are interwoven in it.

For example: Pythagoras, on being asked how long hu-

man life can be, was visible for a short time and disappeared74

(Aphth 10–12 H/ON [= 4,6–8 Rabe]). 29. This is an active chreia,
and it is symbolic, made on the basis of a circumstance, and com-
bined. It is an action chreia insofar as it depicts an action and
an active action chreia insofar as Pythagoras, the one to whom
the chreia is attributed, is shown doing something. It is made
on the basis of a circumstance insofar as Pythagoras was moved
to this action by a circumstance, symbolic insofar as Pythagoras
showed what he meant by means of a symbolic action, and com-

71 Doxapatres has referred to only one of Aphthonius’s three classes of
fables—λογικ¾ν, or rational fables, since rational creatures, i.e., humans, act in
them; the others are: �θικ¾ν, or character fables, since irrational creatures, i.e.,
animals with typical characters, act in them; and µικτ¾ν, or mixed fables, since
both humans and animals act in them (see Progymn. 1 [1,11–14 Rabe]).

72 Doxapatres draws on a standard distinction between two senses of the
word λ¾γοv—�νδι�θετοv λ¾γοv and προφορικ¿v λ¾γοv—which he discusses at
great length in his introductory chapter (see 2:116,6–117,25 Walz [= PS 122,4–
124,9 (Rabe)]): “Logos is twofold: �νδι�θετοv, according to which we think,
and προφορικ¾v, according to which we speak out loud” (116,6–8 [= 122,4–
6]). There he uses the distinction when discussing rhetoric as a λογικ� τ�χνη

and says that both senses apply: rhetoric belongs to �νδι�θετοv λ¾γοv in the
process of inventing arguments and to προφορικ¿v λ¾γοv when speaking elo-
quently (cf. 117,15–21 [= 123,24–124,5]). For more on this distinction, see
Adam Kamesar, “The Logos Endiathetos and the Logos Prophorikos in Allegor-
ical Interpretation: Philo and the D-Scholia to the Iliad,” GRBS 44 (2004):
168–81.

73 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:333.
74 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:334–35.
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συνεζευγµ�νη δ� δι� τ¿ συνελθεEν �ν αÍτD ταÖτα π�ντα, τ¾ τε �νεργητι-

κ¿ν κα­ τ¿ κατ� περ¬στασιν κα­ τ¿ συµβολικ¾ν.

30. ΖητεEται δ�, διατ¬ µ� κα­ � παροÖσα χρε¬α µικτ� λ�γεται· �χει

γ�ρ κα­ λ¾γον κα­ πρAξιν, λ¾γον µ�ν τ�ν �ρÞτησιν, πρAξιν | δ� τ¿ βραχÌ[261]

φαν�ντα τ¿ν φιλ¾σοφον �ποκρËψασθαι· κα­ λ�γοµεν, οÍχ­ τ� τCv �ρωτ�-

σεωv ø�µατα δεE σκοποÖντα �πL αÍτFν λογικ�ν τ�ν χρε¬αν λ�γειν, οÍ γ�ρ

�ρÞτησ¬v �στιν � χρε¬α, �λλL � πρ¿v τ�ν �ρÞτησιν �π¾κρισιv � πρAξιv·

αÏτη γ�ρ �στιν � δηλοÖσα τ�ν ãφ�λειαν, οÍχ � �ρÞτησιv· οÏτωv ο×ν τ¿

µ�ν Πυθαγ¾ραv �ρωτηθε¬v, π¾σοv �ν ε°η Á τFν �νθρÞπων β¬οv, βραχË τι

φανε­v �πεκρËψατο, πρακτικ�ν �ροÖµεν χρε¬αν, �πε­ τ¿ πρ¿v τ�ν �ρÞτη-

σιν �πενεχθ�ν πρAξιv �στιν, οÍκ �π¾κρισιv· τ¿ δ� Λ�κων �ρωτηθε¬v, ποÖ

τCv Σπ�ρτηv ο¯ Åροι, �νατε¬ναv τ¿ δ¾ρυ κα­ δε¬ξαv εµπεν, «�νταÖθα,»
µικτ�ν, δι¾τι πρ¿v τ�ν �ρÞτησιν κα­ πρAξιv �π�ντησε κα­ λ¾γοv ÁµοÖ.

�Ο¶ον ∆ιογ�νηv µειρ�κιον �ωρακáv �τακτοÖν, τ¿ν παιδαγωγ¿ν

�παισεν ε®πÞν, τ¬ γ�ρ τοιαÖτα παιδεËειv (Aphth 14–16 H/ON [= 4,9–
11 Rabe]). 31. HΗ παροÖσα χρε¬α �στι µ�ν µικτ�· �στι δ� κατ� τ�ν

πρAξιν �νεργητικ�, κατ� δ� τ¿ν λ¾γον �ποκριτικ�, κατL �µφ¾τερα δ�

�κ περιστ�σεωv, �τι δ� κα­ συνεζευγµ�νη· κα­ µικτ� µ�ν �στι, καθ¿ κα­

πρAξιν �µα κα­ λ¾γον συν�χει· �στι δ� κατ� µ�ν τ�ν πρAξιν �νεργητικ�,

καθ¿ �ν αÍτD τι ποι�σαv δε¬κνυται Á ∆ιογ�νηv, κατ� δ� τ¿ν λ¾γον �πο-

κριτικ�, καθ¿ πρ¾v τινα πρAξιν �χει �πλFv �ντ¬÷øησιν· κατL �µφ¾τερα

δ� �στιν �κ περιστ�σεωv, καθ¿ κα­ τ�ν πρAξιν �ν�ργησε κα­ τ¿ν λ¾γον

εµπεν Á ∆ιογ�νηv δι� τ¿ ®δεEν τ¿ µειρ�κιον �τακτοÖν· συνεζευγµ�νη δ�

�στι, δι¾τι ταÖτα π�ντα �ν αÍτD συνCλθον.

�Τ�v δ� χρε¬αv τ¿ µ�ν �στι λογικ¾ν, τ¿ δ� πρακτικ¾ν, τ¿ δ� µι-

κτ¾ν (Aphth 5–6 H/ON [= 4,2–3 Rabe]). 32. NΗ �διαφ¾ρωv ταÖτα

τ�τακται δι� τ�ν τFν ε®δFν Áµοτιµ¬αν, � Åτι �πειδ� τ� προκε¬µενα γυ-

µν�σµατα λογικCv ε®σι πραγµατε¬αv ε®κ¾τωv κα­ τ�ν δι� λ¾γων χρε¬αν

προτ�ττει τCv πρακτικCv, �µφ¾τερα δ�, τ¿ λογικ¾ν φηµι τCv χρε¬αv

31 post π�ντα scripsi �ν αÍτD || �ν αÍτGWalz || 32 �διαφ¾ρωv scripsi ;
cf. Doxapatres 2 :170,2 (Walz) || διαφ¾ρωv Walz
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bined because all these things come together in it, the active and
circumstantial and the symbolic.

30. It is asked: “Why is the present chreia not also called
‘mixed’? It has both speech and action—the question is speech
and the philosopher’s answer by means of a brief appearance and
subsequent disappearance is an action.” And we say: One must
not see the words of the question and then say that the chreia is a
saying chreia because of them, for a chreia is not made of a ques-
tion alone, but of a saying or an action in response to a question.
It is the saying or action that discloses the benefit, not the ques-
tion. So, then, we will say that the chreia—Pythagoras, on being
asked how long human life can be, was visible for a short time and
disappeared—is an action chreia, since the response to the ques-
tion is an action, not an answer. And yet, the chreia—A Laconian,
on being asked where the boundaries of Sparta were, raised and
pointed his spear and said, “Here!”75—is mixed because an action
and a word together respond to the question.

For example: Diogenes, on seeing a youth misbehaving,

struck the paedagogus and said, “Why are you teaching such

behavior?” (Aphth 14–16 H/ON [= 4,9–11 Rabe]). 31. This is a
mixed chreia; it is active because of the action, responsive because
of the remark, and both the action and the response are made on
the basis of a circumstance, and furthermore it is combined. And
so, it is mixed insofar as it contains both an action and a remark.
And it is active because of the action since Diogenes is depicted
as doing something in it. It is responsive because of the remark
insofar as it simply contains a retort to some action. And both
the action and response are made on the basis of a circumstance
since Diogenes both performed the action and made the remark
because he saw the youth misbehaving. And it is combined be-
cause all these features come together in it.

Of the chreia there is the saying, the action, and the mixed

class (Aphth 5–6 H/ON [= 4,2–3 Rabe]). 32. Either he has ar-
ranged these classes of chreiai without concern for order because
of the equal status of the classes. Or because, since the previ-
ous exercises were verbal activities, he reasonably also ranked the
chreia that is made through a saying before the action chreia, and
both—I mean, the saying class and the action class—before the

75 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:328–29.
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εµδοv κα­ τ¿ πρακτικ¾ν, προτ�ττει τοÖ µικτοÖ äv �πλοËστερα, Äν τρ¾πον

| κα­ �π­ τοÖ µËθου τ¿ λογικ¿ν κα­ �θικ¿ν προ�ταξε τοÖ µικτοÖ.[262]

<§6. � δια¬ρεσιv �π¿ Åλου ε®v µ�ρη �νοµοιοµερ�>

�HΗ µ�ν ο×ν δια¬ρεσιv αÏτη τ�v χρε¬αv (Aphth 16–17 H/ON
[= 4,12 Rabe]). 1. ΖητεEται τ¬νοv χ�ριν τοÖτο ε°ρηκεν, äv κ�ν τοEv

�ξCv µ� διαιρFν τ�ν χρε¬αν. 2. κα­ µ�ν διαιρεE αÍτ�ν ε®v τ� �ν αÍτD

κεφ�λαια κατ� τ�ν �π¿ Åλου ε®v µ�ρη �νοµοιοµερC δια¬ρεσιν. 3. �στι δ�

µ¬α τFν διαιρ�σεων κα­ αÏτη, διL �ν κα­ τ¿ Περ­ τFν στ�σεων βιβλ¬ον

Περ­ διαιρ�σεωv Àνοµ�ζεται· κα¬ φαµεν, Åτι �λλL � κυρ¬ωv τCv χρε¬αv

δια¬ρεσιv αÏτη �στ¬· κατ� ταËτην γ�ρ äv γ�νοv ε®v ε°δη διαιρεEται· � δ�
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mixed as they are simpler, in the same way as he ranked, in the
case of the fable, the rational and the character fables ahead of the
mixed.76

<§6. division of the whole into its dissimilar parts>

This, then, is the division of the chreia (Aphth 16–17 H/ON [=
4,12 Rabe]). 1. It is asked: “Why has he used the word ‘division,’
as if he were not also dividing the chreia in what follows?” 2. In-
deed, he divides it into its headings in accordance with the division
of the whole into its dissimilar parts.77 3. And this is one of the
divisions on account of which the book On Issues is also called On

Division.78 We say in reply: But the division is, strictly speaking,
the classification of the chreia. For according to this division the

76 Doxapatres dealt with the same question regarding the sequence of the
types of fables, and while some found a rationale behind the sequence—those
with rational creatures, those with irrational ones, and those with both—
Doxapatres himself concludes that this sequence is of no particular significance,
for in a classification of a general term into its classes (δια¬ρεσιv �π¿ γ�νουv ε®v

ε°δη) the ε°δη are of equal status (see 2:170,1–15 Walz). Incidentally, the rea-
soning for accepting the sequence of classes of chreiai as favoring the verbal and
moving from simple to complex is cited for the fable but rejected there by Doxa-
patres (see esp. 2:170,11–15). Presumably, he would reject it here, too.

77 Another sense of δια¬ρεσιv is implicit in this sentence with the ver-
bal form διαιρFν (“dividing”), which points toward the elaboration with its
eight headings. These two senses of δια¬ρεσιv have already been identified in
the narrative chapter where Doxapatres discusses the five παρατηρ�µατα, or
usual observations, of Aphthonius’s presentation of the progymnasmata and
lists them as the second and third, i.e., the δια¬ρεσιv ε®v ε°δη and the δια¬ρεσιv

ε®v κεφ�λαια (see Doxapatres 2:193,21–194,26 [Walz]). In addition, in the fable
chapter he discusses the word �νοµοιοµερ�v (“dissimilar”), which points to an
even more complex analysis of δια¬ρεσιv in which the word can be used in seven
senses, including the δια¬ρεσιv �π¿ Åλων ε®v µ�ρη, the division of the whole into
its parts, which is itself divided into two subtypes, the δια¬ρεσιv �π¿ Åλων ε®v

µ�ρη, �τοι ÁµοιοµερC � �νοµοιοµερ�, the division of the whole into similar or
dissimilar parts. Doxapatres illustrates the former with a large rock broken up
into pieces and the latter with Socrates divided into head, hands, and feet (see
2:166,8–169,31, esp. 166,18–27). In other words, the whole of the elaboration of
the chreia is understood to be a division into eight dissimilar parts.

78 Doxapatres is referring to Hermogenes’s book On Issues (Περ­

στ�σεων). He discusses at greater length this and its alternative title, On Divi-

sion (Περ­ διαιρ�σεων), in his prolegomenon to On Issues (see PS 314,18–315,19

[Rabe]).
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�πιφεροµ�νη οÍ κυρ¬ωv �στ­ δια¬ρεσιv· τ�ν δ� α®τ¬αν φθ�σαντεv ε°ποµεν.

4. � οÍδ� δια¬ρεσιv � �πιφεροµ�νη �στ¬ν, �λλL �πιδια¬ρεσιv µAλλον.

�LΕργ�σαιο δL αÍτ�ν το´σδε το´v κεφαλα¬οιv (Aphth 18 H/ON
[= 4,12–13 Rabe]). 5. LΑντ­ τοÖ κατασκευ�σειv, βεβαιÞσειv· �νταÖθα

δ� γεν¾µεν¾v τιv τFν �ξηγητFν �πορεE λ�γων, Åτι ε® κατασκευ�ζειν τ�ν

χρε¬αν �στι τ¿ προγËµνασµα, πFv οÍχ­ κα­ �νασκευ�σοµεν αÍτ�ν· øη-

τορικCv γ�ρ �στιν °διον �πιχειρεEν ε®v �κ�τερα, κα­ �πιλËει τ�ν τοιαËτην

�πορ¬αν Á αÍτ¿v λ�γων, µ� �κ¾λουθον εµναι τ�ν �νασκευ�ν τCv χρε¬αv δι�

τ�ν �ξιν τFν ν�ων, οÑτε γ�ρ, φησ¬ν, äv �ν ε®σαγωγD κρατËνειν αÍτοÌv

τ�ν φËσιν τFν �πιχειρηµ�των ��σοµεν, οÍδL ε®v �να προσ�χειν σκοπ¾ν,

κα­ �τοπον, äv πρ¿v ν�ον �νατρ�πειν τ¿ ÀρθFv ε®ρCσθαι δοκοÖν � πε-

πρAχθαι καλFv· ÁµοÖ γ�ρ κα­ �θουv γ¬νεται διδασκαλ¬α κα­ τοÖ λ�γειν

καλFv, κα­ Åπερ �στ­ν κυριÞτατον, κατ� µ�ροv κρατËνειν τ¿ν ε®σαγ¾µε-

νον τ�ν γυµνασ¬αν παρασκευ�σοµεν.

6. MΕτι πρ¿v τοËτοιv, ε® µ�ν µ� δυνατ¿ν �ν �ν �λλοιv τοÌv τCv

�νασκευCv τρ¾πουv µαθεEν, καλFv εµχεν �µAv ε®v τοÍναντ¬ον �νταÖθα

γυµν�σασθαι· ε® δL �στιν �νασκευ� π�λιν �λλο προγËµνασµα, τFν �το-

πωτ�των �στ­ πρ¿v τ¿ δοκοÖν εµναι καλ¿ν ποιεEσθαι τ�ν µ�χην.

7. MΕτι κα­ πολλο¬, φησ¬, βιωφελC τ�ν χρε¬αν ε®ρ�κασιν, οÍκοÖν

�ναντ¬α τG Åρ} ποι�σοµεν τ¿ παρ� ταËτηv �νασκευ�ζοντεv χρ�σιµον.

§6.6 MΕτι scripsi ; cf. John of Sardis 5.4 || Åτι Walz || 7 τG Åρ} scripsi ;
cf. John of Sardis 5.4 || τοEv Åροιv Walz
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chreia as a generic term is divided into its classes. The following
division, however, is not, strictly speaking, a division, and we have
already stated the reason. 4. The following division is not a divi-
sion, but rather an additional division.

You can elaborate a chreia by means of the following head-

ings (Aphth 18 H/ON [= 4,12–13 Rabe]). 5. “You can elaborate”
is used in the sense of you will confirm, you will corroborate. At
this point one of the commentators79 raises a diYculty, saying: “If
this progymnasma consists of confirming the chreia, why are we
not also going to refute it? After all, it is the distinctive feature of
rhetoric to argue both sides of an issue.” The same commentator
resolves this diYculty by saying: “Refutation of the chreia is not
appropriate, because of the temperament of young men. For,” he
says, “while they are at an introductory level we will neither allow
them to strengthen the nature of these arguments nor allow them
to focus their attention on this one task, and it is ridiculous, in the
presence of a young man, to overturn what appears to have been
correctly spoken or nobly performed. For teaching is concerned
with both character and with speaking properly, and this is pre-
cisely what is most important: we will accustom the student who
is just beginning this exercise to grow strong gradually in both.”

6. There is still another reason: If it were impossible to learn
the methods of refutation in other progymnasmata, it would be
proper for us to practice the opposite side here. But since refu-
tation is already a separate progymnasma,80 it is only the very
foolish who would do battle against what seems to be good.

7. Furthermore, many, he says, have said that the chreia is
useful for living. Accordingly, we will be acting contrary to the
definition if we refute what is useful in it.81

79 The commentator is John of Sardis, whom Doxapatres copies rather
closely (cf. John of Sardis 5.1–6).

80 Refutation is the fifth progymnasma (see Aphthonius, Progymn. 5

[13,19–16,16 Rabe]).
81 Being useful is not generally a part of definitions of the chreia, ap-

pearing only in Hermogenes’s definition (Hermogenes 1–2 H/ON [= 6,6 Rabe]):
χρησ¬µου τιν¿v �νεκα). Theon used the word βιωφιλ�v (“useful for living”) for a
related form, the �ποµνηµ¾νευµα (“reminiscence”) (Theon 8 H/ON [= 18 Patil-
lon]), and noted that chreiai are sometimes merely witty whereas another related
form, the γνÞµη (“maxim”), is always about matters useful in life (περ­ τFν �ν

τG β¬} χρησ¬µων) (Theon 14–17 H/ON [= 18 Patillon]).
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8. MΕτι κατL Àλ¬γον | �παËξειν δεE τ� µαθ�µατα· πρFτον ο×ν γυ-[263]

µνασ¾µεθα τD κατασκευD τCv χρε¬αv κα­ τCv γνÞµηv, εµτα τοÖτο τ¿

µ�ροv κρατËναντεv, δι� τCv �νασκευCv κα­ κατασκευCv äv [�π¬] τι µεE-

ζον τ�ν ε®v �κ�τερα παρεχ¾µεθα γυµνασ¬αν· Åτι δ� µεEζ¾ν �στι τCv χρε¬αv

�κεEνο τ¿ µ�θηµα, �ξ αÍτFν τFν Îποκειµ�νων �στι συνιδεEν, �ν µ�ν γ�ρ

ταEv χρε¬αιv λ¾γοv �στ­ν � πρAξιv σËντοµοv, �ν δ� τD τFν διηγηµ�των

�νασκευD Áλοκλ�ρου πρ�γµατοv τυγχ�νει παρ�στασιv.

9. Κα­ ταÖτα µ�ν ο¯ παλαι¾τεροι τFν �ξηγητFν· Á δ� Γεωµ�τρηv

τ�δε περ­ αÍτοÖ τοËτου φησ¬ν· �νασκευ�ζοµεν δ� κα­ κατασκευ�ζοµεν

τ�v χρε¬αv οÍ π�σαv, οÍδ� �ε¬, �λλL èσπερ �ν τοEv διηγ�µασιν οÑτε τ�

λ¬αν σαφC οÑτε τ� παντελFv �δËνατα, οÏτω δ� κα­ �π­ τοËτων οÑτε τ�v

λ¬αν �µ�µπτωv �χοËσαv κατασκευ�σοµεν � �νασκευ�σοµεν· τ¿ µ�ν γ�ρ

περιττ¾ν, τ¿ δ� �δËνατον· οÑτε τ�v λ¬αν µοχθηρFv κα­ �πισφαλFv· αÍτ¾-

θεν γ�ρ �χουσιν Îποφαινοµ�νην τ�ν �τοπ¬αν· �λλL Åσαι µ�σην τ�ν φËσιν

�χουσι κα­ τ�ν πρ¿v �κ�τερα δ�χονται µεταχε¬ρισιν, περ­ δ� �νασκευCv

κα­ κατασκευCv τCv χρε¬αv οÍ ταÍτ� �µEν τε κα­ τοEv πρ¿ �µFν �δοξεν.

10. ο¯ µ�ν γ�ρ ταËτην κατασκευ�ζουσιν �π¿ τοÖ �γκωµιαστικοÖ κα­ πα-

ραφραστικοÖ κεφαλα¬ου κα­ τFν λοιπFν, ëν �µνηµ¾νευσε κα­ LΑφθ¾νιοv·

�νασκευ�ζοντεv δ� �κ τοÖ �σαφοÖv ταËτην �νασκευ�ζουσι κα­ �κ τοÖ �λ-

8 �π¬ omissi || 8 σËντοµοv scripsi ; cf. John of Sardis 5.6 || συντ¾µωv
Walz || 8 παρ�στασιv scripsi ; cf. John of Sardis 5.6 || περ¬στασιv Walz ||

9 ταÍτ� correxi || ταυτ� Walz
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8. Then, too, lessons must advance little by little. So we first
exercise ourselves with the confirmation of a chreia and maxim;82

then, when we have mastered this aspect of rhetoric, we provide
a more advanced exercise on both sides of an issue by means of
refutation and confirmation.83 That this lesson is more advanced
than the chreia elaboration can be seen from the very subjects be-
ing treated. For the saying or action in chreiai is concise, whereas
in the refutation of narratives there is the presentation of an entire
incident.

9. Such, then, are the comments of older commentators.
Geometres, however, has this to say about the subject: We refute
and confirm chreiai—not all, nor always—but just as with nar-
ratives we do not confirm or refute those that are perfectly clear
or utterly impossible,84 so also in the case of chreiai we will not
confirm or refute those that are completely without fault, for con-
firming would be superfluous, refuting impossible. Nor do we
handle those that are very fallacious and misleading. For right
from the start their absurdity is readily apparent. But we confirm
and refute all those that have an intermediate nature85 and that re-
ceive treatment from both directions. Now our predecessors and
we do not think alike concerning the refutation and confirmation
of the chreia. 10. For they confirm the chreia on the basis of the
encomiastic and paraphrastic headings and the others that Aph-
thonius lists.86 But when refuting it, they refute on the basis of its

82 For the confirmation of a maxim, which uses the same eight sections
as in the chreia chapter, see Aphthonius, Progymn. 4 (8,3–6 Rabe).

83 For these progymnasmata, see Aphthonius, Progymn. 5–6 (10,8–16,16

Rabe).
84 Geometres is applying to the chreia the language used by Aphthonius

about refuting narratives; indeed, the language is virtually taken from Aphtho-
nius (Progymn. 5 [10,11–12 Rabe]): τ� µ�τε σαφC µ�τε �δËνατα παντελFv.

85 Once again, Geometres uses the language of the refutation chapter,
as µ�σην τ�ν φËσιν recalls µ�σην τ�ν τ�ξιν (see Aphthonius, Progymn. 5 [10,12

Rabe]).
86 Doxapatres names only the first two of eight κεφ�λαια (see Aphthonius

19–22 H/ON [= 4,13–15 Rabe]).
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λιποÖv κα­ πλεον�ζοντοv· �µεEv δ� περ­ τFν αÍτFν φαµεν εµναι τ�v τε

�νασκευ�v κα­ κατασκευ�v τFν τ¾πων.

11. LΑπορεEται κα­ τοÖτο, ε® κατασκευ� �στι χρε¬αv τ¿ προγËµνα-

σµα, γυµναζ¾µεθα δ� κα­ διηγηµ�των κατασκευ�ν, περιττ� � διδασκαλ¬α

τCv χρε¬αv, περιττ� δ� κα­ � γυµνασ¬α τCv γνÞµηv τυγχ�νει. 12. πρ¿v δ�

τοÖτ¾ φαµεν, Åτι �τερ¾ν �στι λ¾γου ποιεEσθαι κατασκευ�ν, Åπερ �στ­ν |[264]

�ν τD χρε¬{ κα­ τD γνÞµ|, κα­ �τερον Áλοκλ�ρου πρ�γµατοv, Åπερ �στ­ν

�ν τD κατασκευD τοÖ διηγ�µατοv· �λλωv τε δ� µ� δυναµ�νου τοÖ ν�ου

κατασκευ�ν πολλFν �ργ�σασθαι �θρ¾ον, Åπερ �στ­ν �ν τD κατασκευD,

(πολλο­ γ�ρ �κεE λ¾γοι κα­ πολλα­ πρ�ξειv �ν Åλ} τG διηγ�µατι) �π­

τ� συντοµÞτερα τ¿ν γυµναζ¾µενον �γοµεν, äv �ν τFν µικρFν πρFτον

περιγεν¾µενοv ¯καν¿v �π­ τFν πλει¾νων γεν�σεται.

�LΕργ�σαιο δL αÍτ�ν το´σδε το´v κεφαλα¬οιv (Aphth 18 H/ON
[= 4,12–13 Rabe]). 13. ΑÍτ�ν, φησ¬, τ�ν χρε¬αν προθ�ντεv δεE �ργ�-

σασθαι τοEv �ξCv κεφαλα¬οιv. 14. προβαλοÖµεν δ� τ�ν χρε¬αν κα­ κατL

εÍθεEαν πτFσιν κα­ κατ� γενικ�ν κα­ δοτικ�ν κα­ α®τιατικ�ν.
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being unclear, elliptical, or pleonastic.87 We, however, say in re-
ply: Refutations and confirmations have the very same categories.

11. This, too, is problematic: Since this exercise involves
the confirmation of a chreia, and since we also train ourselves by
confirming narratives, the teaching of the chreia elaboration is su-
perfluous, as is the confirmation exercise with the maxim. 12. To
this we say in reply: It is one thing to write a confirmation of a
saying, which is what happens in the chreia and the maxim chap-
ters, but it is quite another thing to write one of an entire incident,
which is what happens in the confirmation of a narrative. Besides,
since a young man is unable at the present stage to compose a con-
firmation of many things all at once, which is what happens in
the confirmation exercise—for many sayings and actions occur in
a complete narrative—we guide the young man being trained in
rhetoric to the shorter exercise, so that, having first mastered the
shorter exercise, he will be ready for the longer ones.

You can elaborate a chreia by means of these headings

(Aphth 18 H/ON [= 4,12–13 Rabe]). 13. Aphthonius says that,
having once quoted the chreia itself, we must elaborate it by means
of the following headings. 14. Now we present the chreia in the
nominative case as well as in the genitive, dative, and accusative
cases.88

87 Doxapatres assumes a diVerent set of κεφ�λαια, one for confirming a
chreia, as listed in Aphthonius’s chreia chapter (see Aphthonius 19–22 H/ON [=
4,13–15 Rabe]), another set of κεφ�λαια for refuting a chreia, presumably those
listed in the refutation chapter—unclarity, implausibility, impossibility, etc. (see
Aphthonius, Progymn. 5 [10,15–17 Rabe]). A closer parallel, however, comes
from Theon’s discussion of refuting chreiai; he lists nine bases for refuting a
chreia, the first three matching those of Doxapatres (though in a diVerent or-
der) (see Theon 334–83, esp. 334–35 H/ON [= 28–30 Patillon]).

88 The vocative case is left out, not to mention the dual and plural. Doxa-
patres includes the vocative case in a κλ¬σιv elsewhere (see 2:192,14–193,8 Walz)
[= Chreia 2:74–77]). For a κλ¬σιv with the dual and plural as well, see Brit. Mus.
addit. 37533 (= Chreia 2:64–66). Elaborations normally have the chreia de-
clined in the nominative, but Doxapatres includes one elaboration that presents
the chreia in the genitive (see 2:282,12–283,21 Walz [= Chreia 2:244–47]). The
source for what follows in 6.16–19 is Theon 223–75 H/ON (= 25–26 Patillon).
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15. Κατ� µ�ν εÍθεEαν, äv �χει τ¾· LΙσοκρ�τηv τCv παιδε¬αv τ�ν

µ�ν ø¬ζαν �φη πικρ�ν, γλυκεEv δ� τοÌv καρποËv, κα­ τ¾· Á Πλ�των τοÌv

τCv �ρετCv κλFναv ¯δρFσι κα­ π¾νοιv �λεγε φËεσθαι.

16. Κατ� δ� γενικ�ν, ε® µ�ν λογικ� ε°η � χρε¬α, ο¶ον ΠιττακοÖ

τοÖ Μιτυληνα¬ου �ρωτηθ�ντοv, ε® λανθ�νει τιv τοÌv θεοÌv κακ� πρ�τ-

των, λ¾γοv �ποµνηµονεËεται ε®π¾ντοv, Åτι µηδ� διανοοËµενοv· �τι δ� κα­

οÏτωv· LΙσοκρ�τουv τοÌv εÍφυεEv τFν µαθητFν θεFν πα¬δαv ε®π¾ντοv, τ¿

øηθ�ν µν�µηv �τυχε· πλ�ν κατ� µ�ν τ¿ πρFτον π�σαv τ�v λογικ�v �ξενε-

κτ�ον χρε¬αv, κατ� δ� τ¿ δεËτερον µ¾ναv τ�v καθL �κοËσιον �ποφαντικ�v.

17. οÏτω µ�ν ο×ν τ�v λογικ�v χρε¬αv κατ� γενικ�ν προβαλοÖµεν, τFν δ�

πρακτικFν τ�v µ�ν �νεργητικ�v, ο¶ον Πυθαγ¾ρου �ρωτηθ�ντοv, π¾σοv

�ν ε°η Á τFν �νθρÞπων β¬οv, κα­ βραχË τι φαν�ντοv κα­ �ποκρËψαντοv,

τ¿ πραχθ�ν µν�µηv �τυχε· τ�v δ� παθητικ�v, ο¶ον ∆ιδËµωνοv τοÖ αÍλη-

τοÖ �π­ µοιχε¬{ �λ¾ντοv, κα­ �κ τοÖ Àν¾µατοv κρεµασθ�ντοv, τ¿ συµβ�ν

µν�µηv �τυχε.

18. Κατ� δ� δοτικ�ν τ�v µ�ν λογικ�v, ο¶ον ΠιττακG τG Μιτυλη-

να¬} | �ρωτηθ�ντι, ε® λανθ�νει τιv τοÌv θεοÌv κακ� πρ�ττων, �πCλθεν[265]

ε®πεEν, Åτι οÍδ� διανοοËµενοv· Áµο¬ωv δ� κα¬, ε® �ντ­ τοÖ �πCλθεν ε®πεEν,

τ¿ παρ�στη ε®πεEν, � �δοξεν � �φ�νη �ροÖµεν, κατ� δοτικ�ν τ�ν χρε¬αν

�κφ�ροµεν· τ�v δ� πρακτικ�v, ο¶ον Πυθαγ¾ρ{ �ρωτηθ�ντι, π¾σοv �ν ε°η

Á τFν �νθρÞπων β¬οv, �δοξε µικρ¾ν τι φανCναι κα­ �ποκρËψασθαι.

19. Κατ� δ� α®τιατικ�ν, ε® µ�ν λογικ� ε°η, ο¶ον Πιττακ¿ν Μιτυ-

ληναEον �ρωτηθ�ντα, ε® λανθ�νει τιv τοÌv θεοÌv κακ� πρ�ττων, λ�γεται

ε®πεEν, Åτι µηδ� διανοοËµενοv· ε® δ� πρακτικ�, ο¶ον Πυθαγ¾ραν �ρω-

τηθ�ντα, π¾σοv ε°η Á τFν �νθρÞπων β¬οv, λ�γεται µικρ¾ν τι φαν�ντα

�ποκρËψασθαι.

17 �ποκρËψαντοv scripsi || �ποκρυβ�ντοv Walz || 18 παρ�στη scripsi ;
cf. Theon 256 H/ON (= 26 Patillon) || παρ¬στη Walz || 18 �δοξεν scripsi ; cf.
Theon 255 H/ON (= 26 Patillon) || �δοξιν Walz
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15. In the nominative, like this: Isocrates said that the root
of education is bitter, but its fruits are sweet.89 And this: Plato said
that the oVshoots of virtue grow by sweat and toil.90

16. In the genitive, and if it is a saying chreia—for exam-
ple: When Pittacus of Mitylene was asked if anyone escapes the
notice of the gods when doing wicked things, the saying is re-
membered when he said, “Not even when contemplating them.”91

And like this: When Isocrates said that gifted students are chil-
dren of gods, what was said by him is remembered.92 Now one
should present all saying chreiai with the first formula, but only
those whose saying is unprompted with the second. 17. This is the
way we set forth saying chreiai in the genitive case, but of the ac-
tion chreiai some are active as follows: When Pythagoras was asked
how long human life is and when he was present a short time and
disappeared, the action is remembered.93 And some are passive:
For example: When Didymon the flute player was convicted for
adultery and hanged by his namesake, what happened to him is
remembered.94

18. In the dative—saying chreiai. For example: To Pitta-
cus of Mitylene, on being asked if anyone escapes the notice of the
gods when doing wicked things, it occurred to say, “Not even when
contemplating them.” Similarly also, if, instead of “it occurred to
say,” we can express a chreia in the dative with “it was agreeable
to say,” “it seemed best to say,” or “it appeared good to say.” And
action chreiai—for example: To Pythagoras, on being asked how
long human life is, it seemed best to appear for a short time and
disappear.

19. In the accusative case, and if it is a saying chreia—for
example: It is said that Pittacus of Mitylene, on being asked if
anyone escapes the notice of the gods when doing wicked things,
said, “Not even when contemplating them.” But if it is an ac-
tion chreia—for example: It is said that Pythagoras, on being asked
how long human life is, appeared for a short time and disappeared.

89 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:325–26.
90 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:333.
91 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:331–32.
92 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:324.
93 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:334–35.
94 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:312–13.



Chreia 2012: Greek Text w/ CA Page 211. October 30, 2012, 09:06.
Typeset by Atelier Fluxus Virus (http://www.fluxus-virus.com)

210 Π Ε Ρ Ι Χ Ρ Ε Ι Α Σ

20. LΙστ�ον δ�, Åτι τοEv �ξηγηταEv δοκεE τοEv τε �λλοιv κα­ αÍτG

τG Γεωµ�τρ|, äv ποτ� µ�ν �κτε¬νειν �φεEται τ�ν χρε¬αν, ποτ� δ� κα­

συστ�λλειν· κα­ συστ�λλεται µ�ν, φησ¬ν, �πλFv οÏτωv �παγγελλ¾ντων

�µFν, ο¶ον Σωκρ�τηv ποτ� τ�ν �π­ θ�νατον �γ¾µενοv, κα­ LΑπολλοδÞ-

ρου τιν¿v αÍτG τFν γνωρ¬µων �κολουθοÖντοv κα­ λ�γοντοv, «�δ¬κωv

σου θ�νατον, ê ΣÞκρατεv, LΑθηναEοι κατεψηφ¬σαντο,» γελ�σαv �φη·

«σÌ δ� �βοËλου δικα¬ωv ;» �τε γ�ρ �νθυµηµατικFv κα­ συνεσταλµ�νωv

�ξην�χθη.

21. Ε® µ�ντοι �κτεEναι ταËτην βουληθε¬ηµεν, οÏτωv �ροÖµεν. Σω-

κρ�τηv �ν�ρ σοφ¾v τε κα­ �γαθ¾v, κα­ τοÌv ν�ουv �π­ τ� κρε¬ττονα

προτρ�πων δι� φθ¾νον MΑνυτον κα­ Μ�λιτον �π­ τ�ν κατηγορ¬αν �κ¬νη-

σε· δι� δ� τ�ν τοÖ �θουv �πιε¬κειαν κα­ χρηστ¾τητα µ�τε πρ¿v δικαστ�v

�πολογησ�µενοv, µ�τε µ�ν δι� τ�ν µεγαλοψυχ¬αν τG βουλευτηρ¬} προσ-

δραµεEν βουλευσ�µενοv, �λλ� προθËµωv �φL �αυτοÖ πρ¿v τ¿ν θ�νατον

�παγ¾µενοv, �ξιοv γ�ρ �ν οÍκ αÍτ¿v ÀδυρµFν, �λλL � τFν LΑθηνα¬ων

�δ¾κει π¾λιv τοιοËτου χρ�µατοv �αυτ�ν �ποστεροÖσα, κατηκολοËθουν |[266]

δ� κα­ τFν γνωρ¬µων πολλο­ κα­ π�ντεv ο®κεEοι µετ� τε τCv γυναικ¿v

κα­ τFν τ�κνων, �ν αÍτοEv δ� µ�λιστα κα­ LΑπολλ¾δωροv, Äv κα­ τFν

�λλων πλε¬ονα τ�ν πρ¿v αÍτ¿ν φιλ¬αν κα­ ο®κε¬ωσιν �χων πολλ� θρηνFν

κα­ �ποκλαι¾µενοv κα­ συνεχFv τοÖτον �νακαλοËµενοv, κα­ τ�ν α®τ¬αν δ�

παρL αÍτοÖ τοËτου διερωτÞµενοv, διL �ν οÏτω περιπαθFv λ¬αν �χει κα­

�φορ�τωv, δι¾τι σοÖ, φησ¬ν, «�δ¬κωv LΑθηναEοι, ê ΣÞκρατεv, θ�νατον

κατεψηφ¬σαντο.» 22. �δÌ γοÖν αÍτ¬κα πρ¿v αÍτ¿ν Á Σωκρ�τηv �πιδÞν

τε κα­ µειδι�σαv, «σÌ δ�,» �φη, ‘‘’Απολλ¾δωρε, δικα¬ωv �βοËλου µε

�ποθν�σκειν ;»
23. Κα­ οÏτω µ�ν ο¯ �ξηγοËµενοι κα­ �κτε¬νεσθαι τ�v χρε¬αv φασ­

συστ�λλεσθαι· �µEν δ� δοκεE σËντοµον �ε­ δεEν προτε¬νειν τ�ν χρε¬αν, ²να

µ� λ�θωµεν �ποµνηµ¾νευµα µAλλον, οÍ χρε¬αν ε®v µελ�την προβ�λλον-

τεv· �τι δ� κα­ ²να µ� παρ� τ¿ δοκοÖν τG σοφιστD ποιοÖντεv φαινÞµεθα
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20. One should realize, however, that other commentators,
including Geometres himself, think that it is permitted to expand
a chreia at one time and to condense it at another. And it is con-
densed, Geometres says, when we recite it in a straightforward
way like this. For example: At the time when Socrates was be-
ing led away to death and Apollodorus, one of his students, was
following and remarked, “The Athenians, O Socrates, have con-
demned you to death unjustly,” he laughed and said, “Did you
wish that they were doing so justly?”95 For inasmuch as it was ex-
pressed with an enthymeme, it was also expressed in condensed
form.96

21. If, however, we should want to expand this chreia, we
will speak like this: Socrates, a wise and virtuous man who encour-
aged youths to better things, prompted Anytus and Miletus out of
jealousy to bring their accusation. But he did not defend himself
before jurors, because of the reasonableness and goodness of his
character, nor did he want to cooperate with the Council, because
of his high-mindedness. Rather, he was led away to death read-
ily and of his own accord, for he did not think it worth lamenting.
But the city of the Athenians thought it best to rid itself of such
a pest. Now following him out were many of his friends and en-
tire household, including his wife and children, and among them
was Apollodorus in particular, who, more than the others, had a
friendship and aVection for him and so lamented and wept much
and constantly called to him. And so, when Socrates asked him
why he was so very distraught and unable to bear up, he said, “Be-
cause the Athenians, O Socrates, have condemned you unjustly.”
22. Well, then, Socrates immediately looked at him pleasantly
and said with a smile, “Was it your wish, Apollodorus, that I die
justly?”

23. In this fashion, then, the commentators say chreiai are
to be expanded and condensed. It seems to me, however, that we
should always put forward a chreia that is concise in order that we
do not inadvertently present a reminiscence, instead of a chreia,
for elaboration. And we should put forward a chreia in order that

95 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:337.
96 That Geometres classifies this chreia as one expressed with an en-

thymeme shows his familiarity with Theon’s �πιδια¬ρεσιv, which not only
explains such a chreia but also illustrates it with this very chreia (see Theon 142–
49 H/ON [= 22 Patillon]).
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Áριζοµ�ν} αÍτ�ν �ποµνηµ¾νευµα σËντοµον· ε® δ� κα­ �κτε¬νειν αÍτ�ν

βουλ¾µεθα, �λλL οÍχ­ κα­ �ν τD ο®ονε­ προτ�σει κα­ προβολD τCv χρε¬αv

τοÖτο ποι�σοµεν, �λλL �ν τG παραφραστικG κεφαλα¬}, κα­ γ�ρ �κε¬ν}

τ�ν �ρµηνε¬αν �λλοιοÖντεv κα­ τ� τοÖ µ�κουv �ναλλ�ττειν δυν�µεθα.

�LΕργ�σαιο δL αÍτ�ν το´σδε το´v κεφαλα¬οιv (Aphth 18 H/ON
[= 4,12–13 Rabe]). 24. Τ¿ κεφ�λαιον εµναι βοËλονται µ�ροv λ¾γου, �π¾-

δειξιν �χον τοÖ προκειµ�νου πρ�γµατοv, �κ νοηµ�των κα­ �πιχειρηµ�των

συγκε¬µενον. 25. ®στ�ον δ�, Åτι τ� τCv χρε¬αv κεφ�λαια οÍκ ε®σ­ τD �λη-

θε¬{ κεφ�λαια, οÍ γ�ρ �κ νοηµ�των κα­ �πιχειρηµ�των σËγκεινται, αÍτ�

δ� µAλλον �ναλογοÖσιν �πιχειρ�µασι κα­ �ργασ¬αιv, �ξ ëν τ¿ κεφ�λαιον

σËγκειται.

26. ΖητεEται ο×ν, πFv τ�ν α®τ¬αν, �τιv �ναλογεE �πιχειρ�µατι, κα­

τ¿ �π¿ τοÖ �ναντ¬ου κα­ τ�ν παραβολ�ν κα­ τ¿ παρ�δειγµα �ργασ¬αιv

�ναλογοÖντα | κεφ�λαια Á LΑφθ¾νιοv Àνοµ�ζει· φησ­ γ�ρ, �ργ�σαιο δL[267]

αÍτ�ν τοEσδε τοEv κεφαλα¬οιv, Åπου δ� πολÌ δ�που διενην¾χασιν �ργα-

σ¬α κα­ �πιχε¬ρηµα πρ¿v κεφ�λαιον, ε°γε τ� µ�ν µ�ρεσιν �ναλογοÖσι, τ¿

δ� κεφ�λαιον Åλ}, èσπερ γ�ρ τ¿ Åλον �κ τFν µερFν συν¬σταται, οÏ-

τω κα­ τ¿ κεφ�λαιον �κ τFν �πιχειρηµ�των κα­ �ργασιFν, �τι γε µ�ν

�νθυµηµ�των κα­ �πενθυµηµ�των.



text 3. 213

we do not appear to be acting contrary to how the sophist thinks,
for he has defined the chreia as “a concise reminiscence.”97 But
even if we want to expand the chreia, at least we will not do it in the
initial presentation, as it were, of the chreia, but in the paraphras-
tic heading. For in this heading, where we vary the recitation, we
are also able to change its length.98

You can elaborate a chreia by means of these headings

(Aphth 18 H/ON [= 4,12–13 Rabe]). 24. By the word “heading”
is meant a part of a speech that contains a proof of the matter un-
der discussion and is composed of ideas and arguments.99 25. One
should realize, however, that the headings of a chreia elaboration
are not really headings, for they are not composed of ideas and
arguments. Rather, they are analogous to arguments and elabo-
rations100 by which a heading is composed.

26. Therefore, it is asked: “Why does Aphthonius use the
term ‘headings’ for the rationale, which is analogous to an argu-
ment, as well as for the opposite, analogy, and example, which are
analogous to elaborations? For he says, ‘You can elaborate a chreia
by means of these headings”’ (Aphth 18 H/ON [= 4,12–13 Rabe]).
On occasion, of course, elaboration and argument diVer greatly
from a heading, if indeed they are analogous to parts and the head-
ing to the whole, for just as the whole is composed of parts, so also
the heading is composed of arguments and elaborations as well as
enthymemes and additional enthymemes.101

97 See Aphthonius 2–3 H/ON (= 3,21 Rabe).
98 An example of a concise chreia at the beginning of an elaboration, then

expanded in the paraphrastic, is Libanius’s elaboration of a chreia attributed to
Diogenes (see Chreia 2:156–57 [= 54–57 Gibson]).

99 This definition is repeated from Doxapatres’s introduction to his com-
mentary (see 2:102,29–31 Walz [= PS 104,12–14 (Rabe)]).

100 LΕπιχειρ�µατα (“arguments”) and �ργασ¬αι (“elaborations”) are tech-
nical terms that Doxapatres has already defined in his introduction. Arguments
are confirmatory reasoning that appeal to the τ� περιστατικ� (“circumstantial
topics”) (2:103,4–5 Walz [= PS 104,18–20 (Rabe)]). Doxapatres identifies and
discusses these περιστατικ� in his chapter on the narrative; they are person, sub-
ject, time, place, manner, and reason (2:207,27–215,8 Walz). Elaborations are
confirmatory reasoning that include analogy and example (2:103,12–14 Walz [=
PS 105,1–4 (Rabe)]).

101 Elsewhere Doxapatres again uses these terms, saying that we confirm
arguments by means of elaborations, enthymemes, and additional enthymemes
(2:331,11–13 Walz).
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27. Φαµ�ν ο×ν, Åτι � �διαφ¾ρωv αÍτ� Àνοµ�ζει κεφ�λαια, � Åτι

èσπερ �ν τοEv πολιτικοEv λ¾γοιv, ο¶ον �ν τG στοχασµG κεφ�λαια Àνο-

µ�ζονται τ� τοÖ �γωνιστικοÖ µ�ρουv, ο¶ον τ¿ παραγραφικ¿ν κα­ � τFν

�λ�γχων �πα¬τησιv κα­ τ� λοιπ� äv �κκριτα κα­ τιµιÞτερα τFν �λλων

�π¿ µεταφορAv τCv κεφαλCv, οÏτω κα­ ταÖτα κεφ�λαια Àνοµ�ζει �νταÖ-

θα, δι¾τι κα­ δι� τοËτων µ¾νων σκευ�ζεται τ¿ προκε¬µενον.

28. Σηµε¬ωσαι δ�, Åτι Á Γεωµ�τρηv δËο φησ­ κεφ�λαια ταÖτα

κατασκευ�ζεσθαι �ν τD µελ�τη τοÖ LΑφθον¬ου, τ¾ τε χαλεπ¿ν κα­ τ¿ �ν-

δοξον, κα­ τ¿ �τερον Îπ¿ τοÖ �τ�ρου λËεσθαι, ο¶ον τ¿ χαλεπ¿ν παρ� τοÖ

�νδ¾ξου, Åπερ κα­ �ντιπαραστ�σεωv �χει λ¾γον· δεχ¾µενοι γ�ρ, φησ¬, τ¿

χαλεπ¿ν εµναι τ�ν παιδε¬αν, δι� τοÖ �νδ¾ξου πρ¿v ταËτην διερεθ¬ζοµεν,

äv ε® κα­ χαλεπ¾ν, Åµωv δεE �πιχειρεEν τG �πιτηδεËµατι, κα­ ταÖτα µ�ν

φησιν εµναι δËο κεφ�λαια τ� κατασκευαζ¾µενα, τ� δ� πρ¿v αÍτ� βλ�πον-

τα κα­ ταÖτα κατασκευ�ζοντα �πιχειρ�µατ� φησιν εµναι κα­ �ργασ¬αv,

τ�v µ�ν α®τ¬αv �πιχειρ�µατα, τ�v δ� παραβολ�v κα­ τ� παραδε¬γµατα

κα­ τ�v µαρτυρ¬αv �ργασ¬αv.

�LΕγκωµιαστικô (Aphth 19 H/ON [= 4,13 Rabe]). 29. LΙστ�ον,
Åτι τ¿ �γκωµιαστικ¿ν �ναλογεE προοιµ¬}, èσπερ κα­ τ¿ προο¬µιον

27 cf. Hermogenes, On Issues 3 (43,16–59,9 Rabe)
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27. We, then, say in reply: Either because Aphthonius calls
them “headings” without any special distinction. Or because, just
as in public speeches—for example, in a conjectural case the argu-
mentative parts, that is, the exception, the demand for evidence,
and so on102—are called “headings” from the metaphor of the
head, so also here they are called “headings” because they are spe-
cial and more honored than the other parts of the speech.103

28. Take note, however, that Geometres says that in Aph-
thonius’s model elaboration these two headings are confirmed, the
diYcult and the glorious,104 and that one is resolved by the other,
that is, the diYcult by the glorious, which also has the function of a
counter-representation.105 For, he says, by accepting the fact that
education is diYcult we motivate people toward it by means of the
glorious because, even if education is diYcult, we must neverthe-
less make the eVort to pursue it. And so, he says, these are the two
headings which are being confirmed, but those that consider them
and confirm them are arguments and elaborations—the rationale
being the argument, and the analogy, the example, and the testi-
mony being the elaborations.

The encomiastic heading (Aphth 19 H/ON [= 4,13 Rabe]).
29. One should realize that the encomiastic heading is analogous
to the introduction of a speech. Just as the introduction instills

102 Doxapatres is referring to one of the issues dealt with in Hermo-
genes’s On Issues, specifically, the στ�σιv (“issue”) dealing with conjecture, or
matters of fact, which has, besides exception and demand for evidence, eight
more headings (see Hermogenes, On Issues 3 [43,16–59,9 Rabe]; and Donald A.
Russell, Greek Declamation [New York: Cambridge University Press, 1983], 44–
51).

103 In fact, as Russell (Greek Declamation, 45) points out, Hermo-
genes says nothing about the other parts of speech on a conjectural issue—
introductions, statements of the case, or epilogues.

104 Doxapatres is saying that Geometres found a way of understand-
ing Aphthonius’s use of κεφ�λαια that is precise, since arguing in terms of the
diYcult and the glorious reflects Aphthonius’s appeal to τ� τελικ� κεφ�λαια,

specifically to two of them, the �νδοξον (“the glorious”) and the χαλεπ¾ν (“the
diYcult”), which is the opposite of another κεφ�λαιον, the ø�διον (“the easy”).
On τ� τελικ� κεφ�λαια, see Aphthonius, Progymn. 13 (42,9–10 Rabe).

105 Geometres also relies on Hermogenes for his use of �ντιπαρ�στασιv

(“counter-representation”) (see Hermogenes, On Issues 3 [48,17–18 Rabe]). As
seen in what follows, Geometres is saying that, while the diYculty of education
cannot be denied, its glorious results can at least counter the diYculty to some
extent.
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�µποιεE εÑνοιαν τοEv �κροαταEv πρ¿v τ¿ν λ�γοντα, οÏτω κα­ τ¿ �γκωµια-

στικ¾ν· �µποιεE γ�ρ κα­ αÍτ¿ εÑνοιαν τοÖ ε®ρηκ¾τοv τ�ν χρε¬αν· �ξιοÖσιν

ο×ν αÍτ¿ βραχÌ Åτι µ�λιστα εµναι, κα­ µ� τοEv �γκωµιαστικοEv τ¾ποιv

πλατËνεσθαι, ²να µ� µεEζον τοÖ παραφραστικοÖ τοÖ �ναλογοÖντοv τD

διηγ�σει | γ�νηται· οÍδ� γ�ρ ε®κ¿v τ¿ προο¬µιον µεEζον εµναι τCv διηγ�-[268]

σεωv· κα¬ τινεv πρ¿v τοÖτο �πορ�κασι λ�γοντεv· ε® τ¿ µ�ν �γκÞµιον κατ�

τ�χνην γ¬νεται κα­ τοEv �γκωµιαστικοEv πλατËνεται τ¾ποιv, äv �ν τG πε-

ρ­ �γκωµ¬ου λ¾γ} µανθ�νοµεν, Á δ� �παινοv �ν βραχεE, π�ντωv κα­ τ¿

παρ¿ν κεφ�λαιον, ε°γε δ�οι αÍτ¿ βραχÌ εµναι κα­ µ� τοEv �γκωµιαστικοEv

ποικ¬λλεσθαι τ¾ποιv, οÍκ �δει τG τοÖ �γκωµ¬ου ÀνοµασθCναι Àν¾µατι,

�λλ� τG τοÖ �πα¬νου. 30. λ�γοµεν ο×ν, Åτι �λλ� δι� τοÖτο �γκωµιαστι-

κ¿ν αÍτ¿ κα­ οÍκ �γκÞµιον ãνοµ�σθη, ²νL �κ τοÖ ο®ονε­ ÎποκορισµοÖ τ¿

�νυπ�ρχον αÍτG �λ�χιστον δηλωθD.

31. LΙστ�ον δ�, Åτι τοÖ �γκωµιαστικοÖ Ïλη �στ¬ν, ε® µ�ν äρισµ�να

κα­ κËρια ε°η τ� πρ¾σωπα, α¯ πρ�ξειv κα­ τFν πρ�ξεων α¯ κυριÞτεραι·

τοËτων δ� Åσαι µ�ν ε®σιν ®δι�ζουσαι τG Îποκειµ�ν} προσÞπ} θετικFv

ε®σαχθ�σονται, α¯ δ� �λλαι κατ� παρ�λειψιν, èσπερ κα­ �π­ τCv µε-

λ�τηv τCv µελετηθε¬σηv τG LΑφθον¬} εÎρ¬σκοµεν· �ν ταËτ| γ�ρ αÍτ¿v
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goodwill in the audience toward the speaker, so also does the en-
comiastic heading. For it, too, instills goodwill toward the one
who spoke the saying. Therefore, they think that it should be
as brief as possible and not expanded by means of the encomias-
tic topics, to keep it from becoming longer than the paraphrastic
heading, which is analogous to the statement of the case. For it
is unreasonable that an introduction be longer than the statement
of the case. And so, some have objected to this terminology, say-
ing: “If the introduction is done according to rhetorical rules and
so is amplified by means of the encomiastic topics, as we learn in
Aphthonius’s chapter ‘On the Encomium,’106 whereas the praise
is done briefly, then surely the present heading—if indeed it must
be brief and not embellished with the encomiastic topics—should
have been designated not by the term ‘encomium’ but rather by
‘praise.”’107 30. We, then, say in reply: Well, this heading has been
named “encomiastic” and not “encomium” for this very reason:
that the brevity inherent in this section is shown by the use, as it
were, of the diminutive form of the word.108

31. One should realize that the content of the encomiastic
heading, if the individuals are named, is their deeds and, of these,
the more important ones.109 All the deeds that are distinctive of
the individual being treated will be introduced explicitly, but the
others only in passing, just as we also find in the model elaboration
that has been worked out by Aphthonius.110 For here he takes his

106 The encomiastic topics, according to Aphthonius, include: (1) race
(γ�νοv), specifically nationality, homeland, ancestors, and parents; (2) upbring-
ing (�νατροφ�), specifically adult pursuits, skills, and habits; (3) deeds (πρ�ξειv)
divided into those of the body and soul, the latter emphasizing the cardinal
virtues; and (4) a comparison (σËγκρισιv) (see Aphthonius, Progymn. 8 [22,2–
10 Rabe]).

107 Praise (�παινοv) is Hermogenes’s term for this heading (see Hermo-
genes 38 H/ON [= 7,15 Rabe]).

108 Doxapatres’s term for diminutive, Îποκορισµ¾v, is not the one
that had become standard, namely, Îποκοριστικ¾ν (see Dionysius Thrax, Ars

Gramm. 12.5 [28,6–7 Uhlig]), but one of Dionysius’s examples mirrors Doxa-
patres’s, as �νθρωπισκ¾v is the diminutive form of �νθρωποv.

109 Doxapatres is alluding again to the encomiastic topics, the most im-
portant of which are πρ�ξειv (“deeds”) (see Aphthonius, Progymn. 8 [22,5–6

Rabe]). In other words, when brevity is required in this heading, the most im-
portant topic is the one chosen when the individual is named.

110 Doxapatres is alluding to Aphthonius’s encomiastic heading praising
Isocrates (see Aphthonius 29–32 H/ON [= 4,18–5,4 Rabe]).
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τ�v �φορµ�v τοÖ �γκωµιαστικοÖ �π¿ τFν πρ�ξεων λαµβ�νων, πρ�ξειv

γ�ρ ε®σι τοÖ LΙσοκρ�τουv τ� πονηθ�ντα αÍτG συγγρ�µµατα, τG τε κατ�

θ�σιν κα­ τG κατ� παρ�λειψιν χρCται σχ�µατι· �ν µ�ν γ�ρ τG λ�γειν,

θαυµ�σαι δ¬καιον τ¿ν LΙσοκρ�την τCv τ�χνηv, Äv Ãνοµα αÍτD κατεφ�νη

λαµπρ¾τατον, κα­ Åση τιv �ν, �σκFν �πεδε¬ξατο (Aphth 26–28 H/ON
[= 4,18–20 Rabe]), τG κατ� θ�σιν χρCται σχ�µατι, �ν δ� τG, Åσα µ�ν

το¬νυν � βασιλεÖσι νοµοθετFν � παραινFν τοEv καθL �καστον τ¿ν τFν

�νθρÞπων ε× πεπο¬ηκε β¬ον, µακρ¿ν �ν ε°η διεξελθεEν, τG κατ� παρ�-

λειψιν, κα­ �ν τD τCv γνÞµηv µελ�τ| τ¿ αÍτ¿ π�λιν ποιεE.

32. Kα­ ταÖτα µ�ν, ε® äρισµ�νον ε°η τ¿ πρ¾σωπον, ε®v Ä � χρε¬α

�ναφ�ρεται· ε® δ� τιv τFν �λλων τ�ξεων ε°η, Ïλη τG �γκωµιαστικG �σται

τ� φυσικ� ®διÞµατα κα­ �πιτηδεËµατα, ο¶ον πατ�ρ � υ¯¿v Åπωv πρ¿v

�λλ�λουv �χουσιν· ε® δ� | ø�τωρ � στρατηγ¾v, Åπωv δυν�µεωv πρ¿v τ¿[269]

βλ�πτειν �µAv � ãφελεEν �χουσιν· ε® κα­ κοιν¿ν κα­ �θνικ¿ν ε°η τ¿ πρ¾σ-

ωπον, �π¿ τοÖ �θνουv κα­ τCv χÞραv �παινεσ¾µεθα, èσπερ τοÌv µ�ν

Λ�κωναv �π¿ τCv �νδρ¬αv, τοÌv δ� LΑθηνα¬ουv �π¿ τCv σοφ¬αv <κα­

. . . > κα­ �τι πρ¿v τοËτοιv τCv φιλανθρωπ¬αv κα­ �ρχαι¾τητοv, �περ äv

�ξα¬ρετα τFν �λλων τοEv LΑθηνα¬οιv δοκεE.

33. ∆εE δ� πειρAσθαι κα­ ®δι�ζοντα �π­ τFν χρειFν τ� προο¬µια

�γουν τ� �γκωµιαστικ� ποιεEν κα­ µ� κοιν�, èστε �π­ π�σηv χρε¬αv

τ� αÍτ� �ρµ¾ζει· τοÖτο δL �ν γ�νοιτο, ε® �π­ τFν κυρ¬ων προσÞπων κα­

äρισµ�νων τ� κοιν� παρορFντεv, ο¶ον �π­ τοÖ ∆ηµοσθ�νουv τ¿ LΑθηναEον

31 παραινFν scripsi ; cf. Aphthonius 30 H/ON (= 5,2 Rabe) || παρáν
Walz || 32 <κα­ . . . > lacunam suspecti
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subjects for the encomiastic heading from deeds—for the deeds of
Isocrates are the compositions labored over by him—and he uses
the figures “explicit statement” and “pretended omission.” For
when he says, “It is right to admire Isocrates for his discipline, for
he gave it distinction by his illustrious name and by his practice
shows how important it was” (cf. Aphth 26–28 H/ON [= 4,18–20

Rabe]), he uses the figure “explicit statement,” but when he says,
“How often, moreover, either as a lawgiver to kings or adviser to
individuals, he has benefitted human life would be a long story to
set forth in detail” (cf. Aphth 29–32 H/ON [= 5,1–3 Rabe]), he
uses the figure “pretended omission,” and he does the same thing
again in the model elaboration of a maxim.111

32. And so, this is the content if the individual to whom the
chreia is attributed is specified. But if the individual should belong
to one of the other groups of individuals,112 the content of the en-
comiastic section will be their peculiar traits and ways of life. For
example, a father and son, how they relate to one another; but if
the individual is an orator or general, how they are able to harm or
benefit us.113 And if the individual should be identified by a com-
mon name and nationality,114 we will praise him on the basis of
his nation and land, as we praise Laconians for their courage and
Athenians for their wisdom <and . . . >, and, in addition to these,
on their philanthropy and old-fashioned simplicity—what seems
distinctive of Athenians in comparison with other nations.

33. One should, however, try to individualize introductions,
that is, encomiastic headings, to the chreiai and not make them
so general that the same contents apply to any chreia. This indi-
vidualizing would happen if, in the case of named and specified
individuals, we overlook generalities—for example, in the case of

111 Doxapatres is alluding to Aphthonius, Progymn. 4 (8,19–20 Rabe),
where Aphthonius says in the encomiastic heading that Theognis can be praised
for many things (= “pretended omission”) but especially for his advice about
poverty (= “explicit statement”).

112 Once again, Doxapatres is making use of the standard division of
πρ¾σωπα (see further 3.11 and note).

113 The father and son belong to the second group of πρ¾σωπα, those in
relation to one another; the orator and general belong to the seventh group, those
designated by a common name.

114 While Hermogenes’s division of πρ¾σωπα includes those with com-
mon names, like general or orator, it does not mention nationality (�θνικ¾ν),
making a Laconian or Athenian a subtype of common πρ¾σωπα.



Chreia 2012: Greek Text w/ CA Page 221. October 30, 2012, 09:06.
Typeset by Atelier Fluxus Virus (http://www.fluxus-virus.com)

220 Π Ε Ρ Ι Χ Ρ Ε Ι Α Σ

εµναι, τ¿ πρεσβευτ�ν, τ¿ ø�τορα, τ�λλα ο¶v κα­ �λλοι τιν�v �πικοινω-

νοÖσι, τ¿ ®δια¬τατον αÍτοÖ µAλλον παραληψ¾µεθα τ�ν δειν¾τητα, κα­

LΑριστοτ�λουv δ� τ�ν τFν �νθυµηµ�των πυκν¾τητα, κα­ �φL ëν Áµο¬ωv

�καστοv χαρακτηρ¬ζεται, èσπερ κα­ Φωκ¬ων µ�ν �π¿ τCv λιτ¾τητοv,

ΘεµιστοκλCv δ� �π¿ τCv συν�σεωv, κα­ �λλοv �π¿ σωφροσËνηv, èσπερ

Á Πολ�µων κα­ �τεροv �π¿ δικαιοσËνηv èσπερ LΑριστε¬δηv.

�Παραφραστικô (Aphth 19 H/ON [= 4,13 Rabe]). 34. Τ¿ παρα-

φραστικ¿ν �ναλογεEν λ�γεται τD διηγ�σει, παρ¾σον �ν αÍτG �φηγοËµεθα

τ¿ πεπραγµ�νον � λελεγµ�νον.
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Demosthenes the facts that he was an Athenian, an ambassador,
an orator, and whatever else other Athenians share with him—and
instead seize upon what is his most distinguishing characteris-
tic, his eloquence;115 and in the case of Aristotle his frequent use
of enthymemes; and so by such distinctive features each person
is similarly characterized: Phocion by his simple way of life;116

Themistocles by his intelligence;117 and another man by his self-
control, such as Polemo;118 and still another by his justice, such
as Aristeides.119

The paraphrastic heading (Aphth 19 H/ON [= 4,13 Rabe]).
34. The paraphrastic heading is said to be analogous to the state-
ment of the case since in it we set out what has been done or said.

115 Demosthenes’s δειν¾τηv was widely recognized as his characteristic
talent (see, e.g., Lucian, Merc. cond. 25), but Doxapatres may be thinking of
Hermogenes’s notion that δειν¾τηv is not merely one type of style but the sum
of all the types of style, best represented in Demosthenes’s speeches (see Hermo-
genes, On Types of Style 1.1 [215,22–24; 217,21–218,3 Rabe]; and Cecil Wooten,
trans., Hermogenes’ On Types of Style [Chapel Hill: University of North Car-
olina Press, 1987], xvi-xvii).

116 On the simplicity of this fourth-century b.c.e. Athenian general and
statesman, see, e.g., Plutarch, Phoc. 18.1–5, which tells of Alexander’s gift of
100 talents, which Phocion refused even though Alexander’s messenger who
brought the gift visited Phocion’s house and saw his great simplicity (πολλ�

εÍτ�λεια), as evidenced by Phocion’s drawing his own water to wash his feet and
by his wife’s kneading dough to make bread. Elsewhere it is said that Phocion’s
wife went out with only one slave-attendant, and when an Ionian woman visited
with jewelry made of gold and precious stones, his wife said only that Phocion
was her adornment, although he had been general for the twentieth year (19.1–
3).

117 Doxapatres refers again to Themistocles’s wisdom (see 2:416,14–15

Walz).
118 Polemo’s self-control was the result of his conversion to philosophy.

According to Diogenes Laertius 4.16, Polemo had been living an extraordinarily
undisciplined life when he happened to visit the Academy, where he heard the
Platonist Xenocrates lecturing on self-control (σωφροσËνη) and was converted
to a disciplined life and even became head of the Academy. This story is told or
alluded to in various other sources (see, e.g., Lucian, Bis acc. 16–17; Epictetus
3.1.14; 4.11.30; Plutarch, Mor. 71e-f; and Julian, Orat. 8.241c).

119 Aristeides and justice are always and everywhere combined (see, e.g.,
Dio Chrysostom, Orat. 64.27; Philostratus, V. Apoll. 6.21; and Athenaeus
13.555f), not to mention the appearance of this combination in the Progym-

nasmata (on which see Chreia 1:305) and Hermogenes’s claim that an unjust
Aristeides illustrates what is incredible (�π¬θανον) (On Issues 1 [33,8–9 Rabe]).
Doxapatres refers again to the justice of Aristeides (see 2:416,14 Walz).
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35. δ�ον ο×ν �στιν ε®πεEν, τ¬ διαφ�ρει παρ�φρασιv, µετ�φρασιv, �κφρασιv,

�ντ¬φρασιv κα­ περ¬φρασιv. περ¬φρασιν ο×ν ποιοÖµεν, Åτε τι θ�λοντεv δη-

λFσαι, �κ τFν περ­ αÍτ¿ τοÖτο δεικνËοµεν, ο¶ον �ντ­ τοÖ ε®πεEν HΗρακλCv

ε°πωµεν β¬η HΗρακλε¬η· � δ� µετ�φρασιv διττ� �στιν, � γ�ρ τ� Îψηλ�

κα­ �νηγµ�να µεταβ�λλει ε®v Îψηλ¾τερα, äv α¯ τοÖ Λογοθ�του �χουσι

Μεταφρ�σειv. . ., <� . . . >. �κφρασιv δ� �στιν � λεπτοµερ�v δι�γησιv·

�ντ¬φρασιν δ� ποιοÖµεν, Åταν τG τοÖ �ναντ¬ου Àν¾µατι δηλÞσωµεν τ¿

προκε¬µενον. παρ�φρασιv δ� �στι τ¿ τ� ε®ρηµ�να µεταβ�λλειν ε®v �τερα

35 cf. Il. 2.658, 666, etc. || 35 post Μεταφρ�σειv lacunam suspecti
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35. Now it is necessary to explain how paraphrase [παρ�φρασιv],
change of style [µετ�φρασιv], description [�κφρασιv], substitution
[�ντ¬φρασιv], and circumlocution [περ¬φρασιv] diVer from one an-
other.120 Thus we use circumlocution [περ¬φρασιv] when we want
to disclose something and point to this with what is associated with
it. For example, instead of saying “Herakles,” we can say “Her-
aklean might.”121 Change of style [µετ�φρασιv] is twofold: either
exalted and lofty subjects are transformed into the more exalted,
as the Metaphrases of the Logothete122 do, <or . . . >. Descrip-
tion [�κφρασιv] is a detailed account.123 We make a substitution
[�ντ¬φρασιv] whenever we discuss the subject at hand with a term
having the opposite meaning.124 Paraphrase [παρ�φρασιv] is chang-
ing what has been said to something that is neither plainer nor
loftier but is on a par with it, and it is also altering only the words

120 Doxapatres’s list of words formed on the root φρ�σιv is presumably
derived from the grammatical tradition, and perhaps from the ninth-century
grammatical commentator George Choiroboskos’s “On poetic figures” (on
whom see Robert Browning, “Choiroboskos, George,” ODB 1:425). His
treatment of terms based on φρ�σιv is quite close to Doxapatres’s; indeed,
Doxapatres includes six of Choiroboskos’s seven terms and changes only the
placement of παρ�φρασιv, which he puts first, not third, as in Choiroboskos’s
list (see 8:812,15–813,14 Walz)—a change easily explained, given Doxapatres’s
interest in clarifying the choice of terms leading up to the παραφραστικ¾ν head-
ing.

121 A frequent Homeric phrase (see Il. 2.658, 666; 5.638; 11.690; 15.640)
and likewise cited as the example of περ¬φρασιv by Choiroboskos (8:812,23–23

Walz).
122 Choiroboskos illustrates µετ�φρασιv, as does Doxapatres, by citing a

Metaphrastes, but Doxapatres further identifies him with the title “Logothete,”
which clearly refers to Symeon Metaphrastes, a logothete under the emperors
Nicephorus II Phocas, John I Tzimiscus, and Basil II (i.e., A.D. 963–1025).
The nickname “Metaphrastes” derives from his stylistic revisions (µεταφρ�σειv)
of the lives of the saints (see PG 114–116; Hans-Georg Beck, Kirche und

theologische Literatur im byzantinischen Reich [HAW 12.2.1; Munich: Beck,
1959], 571–75; and Alexander Kazhdan and Nancy P. Sevcenko, “Symeon
Metaphrastes,” ODB 3:1983–84).

123 Choiroboskos illustrates �κφρασιv by referring to, but not explicitly
naming, Aphthonius’s �κφρασιv of the temple in Alexandria (8:813,9 Walz) (cf.
Aphthonius, Progymn. 12 [38,3–41,11 Rabe]).

124 Choiroboskos illustrates �ντ¬φρασιv with the phrase �ργυροÖv Α®θ¬οψ

(“white Aethiopian”) (8:813,11 Walz).
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µ�τε εÍτελ�στερα, µ�τε Îψηλ¾τερα, �λλL °σα, κα­ τ�v µ�ν λ�ξειv µ¾ναv

�ξαλλ�ττειν, | κα­ �ντL αÍτFν �τ�ραv Áµο¬αv τιθ�ναι, τ¿ν δ� νοÖν τ¿ν[270]

αÍτ¿ν φυλ�ττειν.

36. Παραφραστικ¿ν δ� κα­ οÍ παρ�φρασιν τ¿ παρ¿ν Àνοµ�ζει κε-

φ�λαιον, δι¾τι λ¾γον �να µ¾νον, � µ¬αν πρAξιν �ν αÍτG µεταποιοÖµεν,

τ�ν δ� παρ�φρασιν εµναι βοËλονται �ρµηνε¬αv �λλο¬ωσιν <τ�ν αÍτ�ν δι�-

νοιαν φυλ�ττουσαν>.

�Τô τ�v α®τ¬αv (Aphth 19–20 H/ON [= 4,14 Rabe]). 37. Μετ�

τ¿ κεφ�λαιον τ¿ �ναλογοÖν προοιµ¬}, δηλον¾τι τ¿ �γκωµιαστικ¾ν, κα­

µετ� τ¿ παραφραστικ¿ν τ¿ �ναλογοÖν διηγ�σει τ¬θησιν τ� �γωνιστικ�·

�ναλογεE το¬νυν τ¿ µ�ν �π¿ τCv α®τ¬αv κεφ�λαιον �πιχειρ�µασιν [�π¿

τCv α®τ¬αv], τ¿ δ� �π¿ τοÖ �ναντ¬ου κα­ � παραβολ� κα­ τ¿ παρ�δειγµα

�ργασ¬αιv· α¯ γ�ρ �ργασ¬αι γ¬νονται �π¿ παραβολCv, �π¿ παραδε¬γµα-

τοv, �π¿ τοÖ �ναντ¬ου, äv �ν τG περ­ τFν εÎρ�σεων βιβλ¬} µανθ�νοµεν·

èσπερ ο×ν τ� �πιχειρ�µατα προτ�ττονται τFν �ργασ¬ων, οÏτω κα­ τ¿

κεφ�λαιον τ¿ �ναλογοÖν �πιχειρ�µατι �στι δ� τοÖτο, τ� �π¿ τCv α®τ¬αv

προτ�ττονται τG LΑφθον¬} τFν �λλων τFν �ναλογοËντων �ργασ¬αιv.

38. ΑÍτFν δ� τοËτων π�λιν τFν �ναλογοËντων �ργασ¬αιv προ-

τ�ττεται τ¿ �π¿ τοÖ �ναντ¬ου, δι¾τι αÍτ¿ µ�ν �ποδεικτικ¾ν �στι κα­

πολιτικCv �ργασ¬αv δε¾µενον, � δ� παραβολ� κα­ τ¿ παρ�δειγµα πανηγυ-

ρικ�, äv �ν τG προοιµ¬} τοÖ τετ�ρτου τ¾µου τFν εÎρ�σεων µανθ�νοµεν.

δ�ον δ� µετ� τ� πανηγυρικ� τ� πολιτικ� τ¬θεσθαι, äv �ν τG τρ¬τ} τ¾-

µ} τοÖ Περ­ εÎρ�σεων βιβλ¬ου �ν τG περ­ τ�ξεωv �πιχειρηµ�των λ¾γ}

µανθ�νοµεν·

36 <τ�ν αÍτ�ν δι�νοιαν φυλ�ττουσαν> addidi ; cf. John of Sardis, Comm.
Aphth. 4 (64,23–65,2 Rabe) || 37 cf. Hermogenes, On Invention 3.7
(148,21–149,1 Rabe) || 37 �π¿ τCv α®τ¬αv omissi || 38 cf. Hermoge-
nes, On Invention 4.1 (171,3–9 Rabe) | 38 cf. Hermogenes, On Invention 3.13

(162,18–164,9 Rabe)
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and using in their place others that are similar while keeping the
sense the same.125

36. Aphthonius calls the present heading “paraphrastic” and
not “paraphrase” because in it we restate only one saying or action,
whereas by paraphrase people mean a change of wording <while
preserving the same meaning>.

The rationale (Aphth 19–20 H/ON [= 4,14 Rabe]). 37. Af-
ter the heading that is comparable to the introduction, that is, the
encomiastic heading, and after the paraphrastic heading, which
is comparable to the statement of the case, Aphthonius places
the argumentative headings. Accordingly, the heading rationale is
comparable to the argumentative part of a speech,126 whereas the
headings from the opposite, analogy, and example are comparable
to elaborations. For elaborations include those from analogy, ex-
ample, and the opposite, as we learn in the book On Invention.127

Therefore, just as arguments precede elaborations, so also does
the heading that is comparable to an argument. That is to say,
the heading from the rationale is placed by Aphthonius before the
other headings that are comparable to elaborations.

38. Moreover, of those headings that are comparable to
elaborations the heading from the opposite precedes because it is
demonstrative and requires a political style, whereas the analogy
and example are panegyrical, as we learn in the introduction to
the fourth chapter of On Invention.128 Now political subjects must
be placed after the panegyrical, as we learn in the third chapter
of On Invention, in the section “On the Order of Arguments.”129

125 Choiroboskos illustrates παρ�φρασιv by citing the opening words of
the Iliad (ΜCνιν �ειδε, θε� [“Sing, O goddess, of the wrath”]) and paraphrasing
them as τ�ν Àργ�ν ε®π� ê ΜοÖσα (“Speak, O Muse, of the anger”) (8:813,5–6

Walz).
126 Doxapatres is implicitly referring to a distinction of Hermogenes

according to which arguments (�πιχειρ�µατα) come from the circumstantial
elements (τ� περιστατικ�), one of which is the reason (α®τ¬α) (see, e.g., Hermo-
genes, On Invention 3.5 [140,15–16 Rabe]).

127 See Hermogenes, On Invention 3.7 (148,21–149,1 Rabe), where these
three are included in a list of �ργασ¬αι that also includes those from the lesser,
from the greater, and from the equal.

128 On analogy and example as panegyric, see Hermogenes, On Invention

4.1 (171,3–9 Rabe).
129 See Hermogenes, On Invention 3.13 (162,18–164,9 Rabe). Doxa-

patres seemingly is recalling Hermogenes by memory, because he says that
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39. τ�ν δ� παραβολ�ν προτ�ττει τοÖ παραδε¬γµατοv, � äv καθολικÞτε-

ρον µερικωτ�ρου, � Åτι κα­ �πιτ�δει¾ν �στιν �π¿ τCv παραβολCv χωρεEν

�π­ τ¿ παρ�δειγµα, οÍ µ�ν τ¿ �ν�παλιν· κατασκευαστικ¿ν γ�ρ �στιν τCv

παραβολCv τ¿ παρ�δειγµα, ο¶ον, èσπερ γ�ρ ο¯ γCν �ργαζ¾µενοι π¾ν} µ�ν

τD γD καταβ�λλουσι τ� σπ�ρµατα, τοÌv δ� καρποÌv �δονD συγκοµ¬ζον-

ται µε¬ζονι, τ¿ν αÍτ¿ν ο¯ παιδε¬αv �ντιποιοËµενοι τρ¾πον π¾ν} τ�ν ε®v

�πειτα δ¾ξαν | ε®λ�φασι. τG τοÖτο δCλον ; τ¿ν ∆ηµοσθ�νουv Åρα µοι β¬ον,[271]

κα­ �ξCv τ¿ παρ�δειγµα· 40. � δ� τFν παλαιFν µαρτυρ¬α οÍχ Åτι τFν

�λλων �στ­ κεφαλα¬ων �σθενεστ�ρα, τελευτα¬α τ�θειται, �λλL Åτι µAλλον

®σχυροτ�ρα �στ¬ν, �τε δ� τFν �τ�χνων ο×σα π¬στεων, ®σχυροτ�ρων �ε­

τFν �τ�χνων π¬στεων οÍσFν τFν �ντ�χνων, κα­ δι� τοÖτο τ�θειται τ�v

π¬στειv �πισφραγ¬ζουσα.

�Τô τ�v α®τ¬αv (Aphth 19–20 H/ON [= 4,14 Rabe]). 41. LΕκ

π�ντων τFν περιστατικFν τ�ν α®τ¬αν µ¾νην νενοµοθ�τηται ε®v κα-

τασκευ�ν τCv χρε¬αv παραλαµβ�νεσθαι δι� τ¿ εµναι τιµιωτ�ραν κα­

κρε¬ττονα τFν �λλων περιστατικFν· δι� τοÖτο γ�ρ κα­ τFν πολιτικFν

ζητηµ�των, Åσα µ� �χει α®τ¬αν, �σËστατ� ε®σιν, äv �π­ τFν στοχα-

στικFν· ν¾µοv τ�v ¯ερε¬αv παρθ�νουv εµναι· ¯�ρει� τιv εÎρ�θη φοροÖσα
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39. Aphthonius places the analogy before the example either be-
cause the more general precedes the more specific or because it is
proper to move from an analogy to an example and not the reverse,
because an example confirms an analogy. For example: “For just
as those who till the land sow the seeds in the land with toil and
then gather the fruits with greater pleasure, in the same way those
who pursue education with toil attain a subsequent reputation”
(Aphth 59–63 H/ON [= 6,3–7 Rabe]). Who exemplifies this anal-
ogy? “Consider, if you will, the life of Demosthenes. . .” (Aphth
64 H/ON [= 6,8 Rabe]), and the rest of the example (cf. Aphth
64–70 H/ON [= 6,7–12 Rabe]). 40. The testimony of the ancients
is placed last, not because it is a less persuasive heading than the
others, but because it is much more so, inasmuch as it is made up
of uninvented proofs, and they are always more persuasive than in-
vented ones.130 And so, this is why this heading is placed here: to
put a seal of approval on the proofs.

The rationale (Aphth 19–20 H/ON [= 4,14 Rabe]). 41. Of
all the circumstantial elements,131 Aphthonius decided to use rea-
son alone for the confirmation of the chreia because reason is more
honored than, and superior to, the other elements.132 This is why
all public questions that have no reason are incapable of proof, as is
the case in conjectural questions.133 There is a law that priestesses

panegyrical subjects must come after the political.
130 Invented proofs include enthymemes and examples, whereas unin-

vented ones are those not devised by the speaker, such as decrees, contracts, and
oracles (see, e.g., Anon. Seg. 145 [40, 42 Dilts-Kennedy]).

131 The περιστατικ� refer back to Aphthonius’s listing of the standard
six elements of a narrative: the individual who acted, the act that was done, the
time when it was done, the place where it was done, the way in which it was
done, and the reason (α®τ¬α) why it was done (see Progymn. 2 [2,23–3,2 Rabe]).
These περιστατικ� receive lengthy treatment by Doxapatres in his commen-
tary on Aphthonius’s narrative chapter (see 2:208,20–215,8 Walz). In this latter
discussion Doxapatres also says that, though last in the sequence, reason never-
theless holds pride of place because it is more powerful than all the others (see
2:210,16–30).

132 In Doxapatres’s detailed discussion of the circumstantial elements he
notes that Aphthonius listed reason last and explains its placement as indicating
its being more persuasive than the others (see 2:210,16–30 Walz).

133 Doxapatres is relating the importance of the α®τ¬α in a chreia elabo-
ration to Hermogenes’s discussion of various cases that are incapable of proof
(�σËστατα) (see Hermogenes, On Issues 1.6–7 [32,8–33,16 Rabe]), the very word
Doxapatres has just used. Hermogenes lists eight such cases, the eighth being
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�τ¾κιον, κα­ φεËγει πορνε¬αv· οÍκ �χει �νταÖθα ε®πεEν � ¯�ρεια α®τ¬αν

εÍπρ¾σωπον, διL �ν φορεE τ¿ �τ¾κιον, κα­ παρ� τοÖτο �σËστατον µ�νει

τ¿ πρ¾βληµα· κεEται δ� τ¿ τοιοÖτον πρ¾βληµα �χρÞµατον.

42. MΕτι δ� κα­ �ν ταEv τFν ν¾µων ε®σφοραEv ε® µ�ν δι� τινα προγε-

γενηµ�νην α®τ¬αν συµβουλεËοµεν � τεθCναι � λυθCναι τ¾νδε τ¿ν ν¾µον,

συν¬σταται τ¿ πρ¾βληµα, κα­ �στιν � στ�σιv πραγµατικ�, ο¶ον ταρι-

χεËειν ν¾µοv τ� σÞµατα, �µ¬χθη τιv ταριχευοµ�ν} σÞµατι, κα­ γρ�φει

τιv τ¿ν τCv ταριχε¬αv λελÖσθαι ν¾µον· �νταÖθα γ�ρ λυθCναι ν¾µον κε¬µε-

νον �ξιοÖµεν, δι� τινα α®τ¬αν συµβAσαν, κα­ �στι τ¿ ζ�τηµα πραγµατικCv

στ�σεωv. 43. Áµο¬ωv δ� κα­ ��ν µ� κε¬µενον ν¾µον �ξιFµεν τεθCναι δι�

τινα συµβAσαν α®τ¬αν �κ τοÖ µ� κεEσθαι αÍτ¿ν τ¿ν ν¾µον, κα­ οÏτωv

πραγµατικ� �σται � στ�σιv, ο¶ον µετακαλεσαµ�νων LΑθηνα¬ων LΑλκι-

βι�δην �π¿ τοÖ �ν Σικελ¬{ στρατοπ�δου κα­ �π­ τοËτ} τοÖ στρατοπ�δου
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are to be virgins. A certain priestess was discovered to be carrying
a contraceptive drug and was prosecuted for sexual immorality. In
this case the priestess is unable to come up with a plausible reason
for having the drug, and consequently the case remains incapable
of defense.134 And such a case lies beyond any favorable slant.135

42. In addition, even in proposals of laws: If we, because of a
pre-existing reason, advise that such and such a law be established
or repealed, the case is capable of proof and the issue is practi-
cal.136 For example, there is a law to embalm bodies. Someone had
sex with an embalmed body, and someone else proposes that the
law about embalming be repealed.137 For in this case we deem the
law on the books as worthy of repeal because of some contingent
reason, and so the issue is practical. 43. Similarly, even if we re-
quest a law not on the books be established for some reason even
though the law itself is not on the books, the issue will be practi-
cal. For example, when the Athenians summoned Alcibiades back
from the army in Sicily, and when the whole army was in danger

one uncircumstantial (�περ¬στατον), by which he means one that is without an
α®τ¬α (1.7 [33,14–16]).

134 Hermogenes’s example is diVerent: “A father disinherits his own son
for no reason” (�πL οÍδεµ¬{ α®τ¬{) (see On Issues 1.7 [33,14–15 Rabe]). But Doxa-
patres is still drawing on Hermogenes’s discussion, because his example does
appear in Marcellinus’s commentary on precisely this section of On Issues deal-
ing with cases that are �περ¬στατα (see Anon. Schol. 4:168,29–169,6 Walz).

135 Lit. “without color.” ΧρFµα (“color”) is the slant or spin, as we say
today, that an orator gives to his case to make it favorable to his side. See fur-
ther T. P. Wiseman, Clio’s Cosmetics: Three Studies in Graeco-Roman Literature

(Totowa, N.J.: Rowman & Littlefield, 1979), 3–8.
136 Hermogenes defines an issue that is practical (πραγµατικ�) as a dis-

pute concerning the future, whether something should occur or not, whether to
allow something or not (see On Issues 2 [38,1–8 Rabe]).

137 This example, which is taken from Hermogenes, On Invention 1.2
(103,21–23 Rabe), is used by Doxapatres elsewhere, and more naturally, specifi-
cally in his chapter on the introduction of a law, where the distinction (see below
at 44) between an exercise (γυµνασ¬α) as having no circumstance and a ques-
tion (ζ�τηµα) as having a circumstance is more clearly made (see 2.553,21–30

Walz). This example also shows up in an anonymous commentary on Aris-
totle, Rhet. 1.14 (1375a2) (see Hugo Rabe, ed., Anonymi et Stephani in Artem

Rhetoricum Commentaria [2 vols.; CAG 21.1–2; Berlin: Reimer, 1896], 2:78,21–
26.
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�παντοv κινδυνεËσαντοv γρ�φει LΑλκιβι�δηv µηδ�να στρατηγ¿ν �κ τοÖ

στρατοπ�δου �νακαλεEσθαι.

44. Ε® δ� µ� διL α®τ¬αν συµβAσαν �ξιοÖµεν τεθCναι � λυθCναι

ν¾µον, οÍ γ¬νεται | τ¾τε ζ�τηµα, �λλ� γËµνασµα, ο¶ον äv ��ν οÏτω µετα-[272]

πλ�σαντεv ε°ποιµεν, ν¾µοv ταριχεËειν τ� σÞµατα, κα­ γρ�φει τιv τοÖτον

λυθCναι· τοÖτο γ�ρ γυµνασ¬α �στ¬ν, οÍ ζ�τηµα· κα­ π�λιν, γρ�φει τιv

µηδ�να στρατηγ¿ν �π¿ τοÖ στρατοπ�δου µετακαλεEσθαι· οÍδ� τοÖτο γ�ρ

�στι ζ�τηµα, κα­ �πλFv τFν προβληµ�των, Åσα µ� �χει α®τ¬αν, ταÖτα

�σËστατ� ε®σιν, äv �χει κα­ τοÖτο, �ποκηρËσσει τιv τ¿ν υ¯¿ν �πL οÍδεµιB

α®τ¬{· τοÖτο δ� κα­ �περ¬στατον Àνοµ�ζεται, οÍχ Åτι οÍδ�ν τFν περιστα-

τικFν �χει· �χει γ�ρ π�ντωv κα­ πρ¾σωπα τ¿ν πατ�ρα κα­ τ¿ν υ¯¿ν κα­

πρAγµα τ�ν �ποκ�ρυξιν. �λλL Åτι α®τ¬αν τ¿ κÖροv τFν περιστατικFν οÍκ

�χει.

45. LΙστ�ον δ�, Åτι τ¿ τCv α®τ¬αv κεφ�λαιον τ�ν τCv χρε¬αv �ποδε¬-

κνυσι πρ¾φασιν, ο¶ον LΙσοκρ�τηv τCv παιδε¬αv τ�ν µ�ν ø¬ζαν �φη πικρ�ν,

τοÌv δ� καρποÌv γλυκεEv. δι¾τι ο¯ παιδε¬αv �ραστα­ παιδευ¾µενοι µ�ν Îφ¬-

στανται π¾νουv, ε®v δ� τ�λοv τCv παιδε¬αv �λθ¾ντεv �ρεταEv κοσµοÖνται·

π�λιν Á Θ�ογνιv εµπε, χρ� τ�ν πεν¬ην φεËγοντα øιπτεEν �αυτ¿ν κα­ κα-

τ� κρηµνFν κα­ κατ� θ�λασσαν, <Á γ�ρ πεν¬{ συζFν> παντοEα δειν�

Îφ¬σταται.

�LΕκ τοÖ �ναντ¬ου (Aphth 20 H/ON [= 4,14 Rabe]). 46. Τ¿ �κ

τοÖ �ναντ¬ου κεφ�λαιον τ¿ �ναντ¬ον �ποδε¬κνυσι τD προφ�σει τCv χρε¬αv,

�τιv �ν τG τCv α®τ¬αv κεφαλα¬} δε¬κνυται. 47. ο¶ον Á LΙσοκρ�τηv φησ¬ν,

44 πρ¾σωπα scripsi || πρ¾σωπον Walz || 45 Á γ�ρ πεν¬{ συζFν addidi
ex Aphthonius, Progymn. 4 (9,3 Rabe) || 45 Îφ¬σταται cod. || Îφιστ�µενον
Walz
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besides, Alcibiades proposed that no general be recalled from his
army.138

44. But if we do not request a law be established or repealed
because of a contingent reason, then there is no question but an
exercise. For example, if we should say, rephrasing as follows:
There is a law to embalm bodies, and someone proposes its repeal.
For this is an exercise, not a question. And again, someone pro-
poses that no general be recalled from the army. For this, too, is
no question. And put simply, all problems that have no reason are
incapable of proof, as this example also shows: A man disinherits
his son for no reason. This case is also called “uncircumstan-
tial,”139 not because it has none of the circumstantial elements (for
it surely has individuals, father and son, as well as an action, dis-
inheritance), but because it does not have the most important of
the circumstantial elements, a reason.

45. One should realize that the rationale heading demon-
strates the meaning of the chreia. For example: “Isocrates said
that the root of education is bitter, but its fruits are sweet” (Aphth
24–25 H/ON [= 4,16–17 Rabe])—because lovers of education sub-
mit to toils while they are being educated, but on reaching the
completion of their education are adorned with virtues (cf. Aphth
34–37 H/ON [= 5,5–6 Rabe]). Again, Theognis said: “The one
who is trying to flee poverty must throw himself down a cliV and
into the sea—<because the one who lives in poverty> submits to
all sorts of dreadful things.”140

From the opposite (Aphth 20 H/ON [= 4,14 Rabe]). 46. The
heading from the opposite takes a position that is opposite to the
meaning of the chreia that has been shown in the rationale head-
ing. 47. For example, Isocrates says: “The lover of education

138 Doxapatres takes this example from Hermogenes, On Invention 2.3
(113,19–21 Rabe).

139 Doxapatres draws on Hermogenes for the term uncircumstantial
(�περ¬στατον) and now takes up his example as well: A father disinherits his son
for no reason (see Hermogenes, On Issues 1 [33,13–16 Rabe]). A little later Her-
mogenes will cite a similar example, but one with an α®τ¬α: A farmer disinherits
his son for taking up philosophy (see On Issues 3 [38,15–16 Rabe]).

140 Doxapatres is looking ahead to the elaboration of a maxim in the next
chapter and citing, if not exactly, two lines of Theognis, Eleg. 1.175–76 (12

Young) and then paraphrasing the rationale (see Aphthonius, Progymn. 4 [8,12–
13 and 9,3–7 Rabe]).
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Åτι Á παιδε¬αv �ρFν π¾νων µ�ν �ρχεται, π¾νων δ� Åµωv τελευτÞντων

ε®v Ãνησιν· τοÖτο τ¿ παρ� τοÖ LΙσοκρ�τουv øηθ�ν· εµτα � τοËτου πρ¾-

φασιv· κα­ γ�ρ ο¯ παιδε¬αv �ρFντεv τ�δε κα­ τ�δε κακοπαθοÖντεv τ�λοv

�νδρωθ�ντεv �ρεταEv περιστ�φονται. 48. εµτα τ¿ �ναντ¬ον· ε® δ� µ� τ�δε

πον�σουσιν, οÍδ� σπουδαEοι γεν�σονται. 49. κα­ π�λιν, φησ­ν Á Θ�ογνιv,

Á πεν¬{ συζFν �γαπB πενεEν, � τ¿ν | �λιον α®σχËνηv κτ�σασθαι µ�ρτυρα,[273]

εµτα � τοËτου πρ¾φασιv· κα­ γ�ρ Á πεν¬{ συζFν τ�δε Îφ¬σταται δειν�,

εµτα τ¿ �ναντ¬ον, Á δ� πεν¬αv �πηλλαγµ�νοv οÍδ�ν τοιοÖτον Îφ¬σταται.

�Παραβολ9, παραδε¬γµατι (Aphth 20–21 H/ON [= 4,14 Rabe]).
50. ∆ιαφ�ρει � παραβολ� τοÖ παραδε¬γµατοv, καθ¿ � µ�ν �π¿ τFν καθL

�κ�στην γινοµ�νων λαµβ�νεται, äv �χει τ¾, èσπερ γ�ρ ο¯ γCν �ργαζ¾µε-

νοι, κα­ τ¾, èσπερ γ�ρ ο¯ δεσµG κατειληµµ�νοι δεινG· τ¿ δ� παρ�δειγµα

�π¿ τFν �παξ γεγον¾των· äv �χει τ¾, τ¿ν ∆ηµοσθ�νουv Åρα µοι β¬ον,

κα­ τ¾, σκ¾πει τ¿ν MΙρον, Äv LΙθακησ¬ων µ�ν ε¶v �γεγ�νητο, � κα­ τ¾, �λλL

50 LΙθακησ¬ων scripsi || LΙθ�κηv Walz
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begins with toil but toil that nonetheless ends in profit.”141 This
is what was said by Isocrates. Then the meaning of this saying is:
Indeed, lovers of education, though they suVer this and that, are
finally crowned with virtues on reaching manhood.142 48. Then
the opposite: But if they will not undergo these toils, they will not
become virtuous men.143 49. And again, Theognis says: “The one
who lives in poverty should <die since it is better to exit life early>
than to have the sun as a witness of one’s shame.”144 Then the
point of this maxim: “Indeed, the one who lives in poverty sub-
mits to dreadful hardships.”145 Then the opposite: “But the one
who is delivered from poverty submits to no such thing.”146

Analogy, example (Aphth 20–21 H/ON [= 4,14 Rabe]).
50. An analogy diVers from an example, in that an analogy uses
events that are daily occurrences, as in this analogy: “For just as
those who till the land. . .” (Aphth 59 H/ON [= 6,3 Rabe]);147

and in this one: “Just as those who are bound with dreadful
chains. . . .”148 An example uses events that have occurred once, as
in this example: “Consider, if you will, the life of Demosthenes. . .”
(Aphth 64 H/ON [= 6,7 Rabe]);149 and in this one: “Look at Irus,
who was one of the men of Ithaca . . .”;150 or even this one: “But

141 Strictly speaking, this is not Isocrates’s saying, but Aphthonius’s
paraphrase of it in the paraphrastic heading, as indicated by the use φησ¬ν, which
is a marker of the paraphrastic heading (see Aphthonius 34–35 H/ON [= 5,5–6

Rabe]).
142 Doxapatres has merely paraphrased and summarized Aphthonius’s

rationale heading (cf. Aphthonius 38–52 H/ON [= 5,8–20 Rabe]).
143 Again, this is merely a paraphrase and summary of Aphthonius’s

heading from the opposite (cf. Aphthonius 53–58 H/ON [= 5,21- 6,2 Rabe]).
144 Again, Doxapatres is quoting, if the emendation is correct, from Aph-

thonius’s paraphrastic heading of his elaboration of a maxim (see Progymn. 4

[8,21–9,1 Rabe]).
145 Doxapatres simply summarizes Aphthonius’s rationale from his

maxim elaboration (see Progymn. 4 [9,3–7 Rabe]).
146 Again, a summary of Aphthonius’s section from the opposite (see

Progymn. 4 [9,8–11 Rabe]).
147 For the full analolgy, see Aphthonius 59–64 H/ON (= 6,3–6 Rabe).
148 Doxapatres once again looks ahead to Aphthonius’s elaboration of a

maxim, specifically to its analogy (see Progymn. 4 [9,12–15 Rabe]).
149 For the full example, see Aphthonius 64–70 H/ON (= 6,7–12 Rabe).
150 Doxapatres cites the opening words of Aphthonius’s example from

his maxim elaboration (see Progymn. 4 [9,16–21 Rabe]).
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LΟδυσσεÌv Á τCv LΙθ�κηv κρατFν· �τι διαφ�ρειν λ�γουσι παρ�δειγµα κα­

παραβολ�ν τG τ¿ µ�ν παρ�δειγµα �π¿ τFν λογικFν ζìων λαµβ�νεσθαι

µ¾νων, τ�ν δ� παραβολ�ν κα­ �π¿ τFν �λ¾γων, κα­ �π¿ τFν �ψËχων

�σθL Åτε.

�Μαρτυρ¬{ παλαιéν (Aphth 21 H/ON [= 4,15 Rabe]). 51. HΗ
µαρτυρ¬α τFν παλαιFν τFν �τ�χνων ο×σα π¬στεων �π¡τει τFν λοιπFν

προταχθCναι κεφαλα¬ων· �κεEνα γ�ρ �ντεχνοι π¬στειv ε®σ¬· δ�ον δ� προ-

τ�ττεσθαι τ�v �τ�χνουv π¬στειv τFν �ντ�χνων, �λλL � τFν πραγµ�των

φËσιv �ν�λλαξε τ�ν τ�ξιν, οÍ γ�ρ �νεχÞρει τ�ν µαρτυρ¬αν τFν παλαιFν �

πρ¿ τCv α®τ¬αv � µετL αÍτ�ν, κα­ πρ¿ τοÖ �ναντ¬ου ταχθCναι, � πρ¿ τCv

παραβολCv <κα­> τοÖ παραδε¬γµατοv, κα­ τοÖτο σκοπ�σαv καθL �αυ-

τ¿ν συν¬δοιv· �τεχνοι δ� π¬στειv ε®σ­ µαρτυρ¬αι, Åρκοι κα­ τ� τοιαÖτα.

52. µαρτυρ¬α παλαιFν οÍχ äv πρ¿v τ¿ν ε®π¾ντα τ�ν χρε¬αν, �λλL äv πρ¿v

σ� τ¿ν µελετFντα τ�ν χρε¬αν.

53. LΙστ�ον δ�, Åτι περ­ τCv µαρτυρ¬αv τFν παλαιFν βοËλονται

ο¯ πρ¿ �µFν, ²να Åτε �πορFµεν αÍτCv, τG κατ� παρ�λειψιν σχ�µατι

χρÞµεθα, λ�γοντεv οÏτωv· πολλοÌv �ν κα­ παλαιFν παραθεEναι λ¾γουv,

συνηγοροÖνταv τG προκειµ�ν}, ε® µ� τCv παροËσηv | Îποθ�σεωv τ� πολ-[274]

λ� λ�γειν §δειν �λλ¾τριον. 54. τιν�v δ� διαφ�ρειν �φασαν µαρτυρ¬αν κα­

�κµαρτυρ¬αν τG �γγρ�φ} κα­ �γρ�φ}· τ� µ�ν �γγραφα, φασ¬, λ�γονται

�κµαρτυρ¬αι, τ� δ� �γραφα µαρτυρ¬αι, κα¬τοι τ¿ παρ¿ν κεφ�λαιον διL

�γγρ�φων γεν¾µενον µαρτυρ¬α κα­ οÍκ �κµαρτυρ¬α ãν¾µασται.

�LΕπιλ¾γ} βραχε´ (Aphth 21–22 H/ON [= 4,15 Rabe]). 55. LΕπ¬-

λογοv τ¿ τελευταEον µ�ροv τοÖ λ¾γου λ�γεται, äv �π­ τοEv �λλοιv µ�ρεσι

τοÖ λ¾γου λεγ¾µενον, èσπερ κα­ �πιµËθιον λ�γεται � µετ� τ¿ν µÖθον τε-

51 post παραβολCv scripsi κα­ || δ� Walz
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Odysseus, who rules Ithaca. . . .”151 In addition, they say that an
example and an analogy diVer in that the example makes use of ra-
tional beings alone, whereas the analogy sometimes uses irrational
creatures or inanimate things.152

Testimony of the ancients (Aphth 21 H/ON [= 4,15 Rabe]).
51. The heading “testimony of the ancients,” since it belongs to
the uninvented proofs, requires that it be placed before the other
headings, for they are invented proofs. Now it is necessary that
uninvented proofs be placed before invented ones. But the nature
of the subject has changed the order. For it is not possible that
the testimony of the ancients be placed before the rationale or af-
ter it, or before the opposite, analogy, <and> example, and when
you consider this on your own, you can understand it. Uninvented
proofs are testimonies, oaths, and the like. 52. The testimony of
the ancients does not testify for the speaker in the chreia but to
you who are elaborating the chreia.

53. One should realize that, as far as the testimony of the
ancients is concerned, our predecessors would have us use, when
we are at a loss for a testimony, the figure “pretended omission,”
speaking as follows: “It would have been possible to cite many
sayings of ancient authors that support the saying under consider-
ation, but I know that being loquacious is contrary to the present
subject.”153 54. Some, however, have said that a testimony and a
deposition diVer in that one is written and one is not. What is
put down in writing, they say, are called “depositions,” whereas
what is not put down in writing are “testimonies,”154 and yet the
present section, which is made up of things that are in writing, has
been called a “testimony” and not a “deposition.”

Brief epilogue (Aphth 21–22 H/ON [= 4,15 Rabe]). 55. The
final part of the speech is called an “epilogue” because it is said af-
ter the other parts of the speech, just as the moral that is placed

151 This example also comes from Aphthonius’s maxim elaboration (see
Progymn. 4 [9,21–10,1 Rabe]).

152 For fuller discussion of this distinction, see John of Sardis 5.21–22.
153 John of Sardis makes much the same point, but he does so later, in

his comments on the testimony heading of Aphthonius’s maxim elaboration (see
John of Sardis, Comm. in Aphth. 4 [67,11–13 Rabe]).

154 This distinction, as far as I know, is not attested elsewhere.
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θειµ�νη παρα¬νεσιv. 56. βραχÌν δ� τοÖτον εµναι βοËλονται, κα­ µ� µε¬ζονα

τFν �γÞνων, èσπερ οÍδ� τ¿ προο¬µιον µεEζον τCv διηγ�σεωv. 57. ®στ�ον

δ�, Åτι Á �π¬λογοv � πρ¿v τ¿ �γκωµιαστικ¿ν κεφ�λαιον γ¬νεται, äv �χει

τ¾, πρ¿v � δεE βλ�πονταv LΙσοκρ�την θαυµ�ζειν τCv τ�χνηv κ�λλιστα

περ­ τCv παιδε¬αv φιλοσοφ�σαντα, κα­ τ¾, èστε πFv �νεστι κατL �ξ¬αν

θαυµ�ζειν τ¿ν Θ�ογνιν, κ�λλιστα περ­ τCv πεν¬αv φιλοσοφ�σαντα, � πρ¿v

τ¿ λοιπ¾ν, ο¶ον äv ²να ε°π| τιv, Åτι καλFv �ρα τG LΙσοκρ�τει � τG

Θε¾γνιδι Á λ¾γοv �γνωµολ¾γηται.

<§7. παρ�δειγµα>

�Θαυµ�σαι δ¬καιον LΙσοκρ�την τ�v τ�χνηv (Aphth 26 H/ON
[= 4,18 Rabe]). 1. Λογικ�ν χρε¬αν λαµβ�νων Á τεχνικ¿v διαιρεE τοEv

προεκτεθεEσι κεφαλα¬οιv, διδ�σκων �µAv, ²να κα­ αÍτ� µελετFντεv

χρε¬αν οÏτωv αÍτ�ν µεταχειριζÞµεθα, äv κα­ αÍτ¿v �ν τG παρ¾ντι

µεταχειρ¬ζεται. 2. �στι δ� � παροÖσα χρε¬α λογικ�, καθL �κοËσιον �πο-

φαντικ�, τροπικ�.

57 τCv τ�χνηv deest Aphthonius | 57 primum κ�λλιστα Walz || τοιαÖτα
Aphthonius, Progymn. 4 (10,6 Rabe)
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after the fable is called an “epimythion.”155 56. They intend for
this section to be brief and not longer than the arguments, just
as the introduction is not to be longer than the statement of the
case. 57. One should realize that the epilogue is made either
in terms of the encomiastic section, as in this epilogue: “When
these points are considered we must admire Isocrates for his art156

since his philosophy of education is best” (Aphth 77–78 H/ON [=
6,18–19 Rabe]), and in this one: “Consequently, how is it possi-
ble to admire Theognis enough since his reflections on poverty are
best?”157 Or it is made in terms of the rest of the headings—for
example, as someone might say: “Therefore, the saying has been
nobly expressed by Isocrates (or Theognis).”158

<§7. example>

It is right to admire Isocrates for his discipline (Aphth 26 H/ON
[= 4,18 Rabe]). 1. Aphthonius the theorist chooses a saying chreia
and elaborates it according to the headings set out above (cf.
Aphth 18–22 H/ON [= 4,12–15 Rabe]), teaching us, as we elabo-
rate a chreia with these headings, how to treat it, just as he himself
treats it in the present chapter. 2. The chreia being treated is a
saying chreia that contains a statement made voluntarily159 and is
figurative.160

155 Doxapatres is referring to a distinction in Aphthonius’s chapter on
the fable between a προµËθιον, or the moral of a fable placed before its recitation,
and an �πιµËθιον, or moral placed afterwards (see Progymn. 1 [2,1–2 Rabe]).

156 The phrase “for his discipline” (τCv τ�χνηv) is not in Aphthonius’s
text of his epilogue, and Doxapatres inserts the phrase again later in the com-
mentary (see 2:311,17 Walz). In any case, he brought this phrase forward from
the encomiastic heading (see Aphthonius 26 H/ON [= 4,18 Rabe]: θαυµ�σαι

δ¬καιον LΙσοκρ�τηv τCv τ�χνηv).
157 Doxapatres is citing the brief epilogue from Aphthonius’s elaboration

of a maxim (see Progymn. 4 [10,6–7 Rabe]).
158 This statement is too general to reflect any of the other headings, at

least in the elaboration of the chreia. The word “nobly” (καλFv), however, does
appear in the paraphrastic heading of the elaboration of a maxim (see Aphtho-
nius, Progymn. 4 [9,2 Rabe]) and may be what Doxapatres has in mind here—an
epilogue in terms of another heading, i.e., the paraphrastic.

159 On this subdivision of saying chreiai, see above 5.7.
160 On this additional division of saying chreia, see above 5.21.
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3. LΑποροÖσι δ� τινεv λ�γοντεv, Åτι èσπερ �π­ τοÖ µËθου τ¿ µAλλον

�δËτερον εµδοv ε®v µελ�την µετεχειρ¬σατο, τοÖτο δ� �ν τ¿ �θικ¾ν, κα­

èσπερ �π­ διηγ�µατοv δραµατικ¿ν �µελ�τησε δι�γηµα δι� τ¿ �ν¿ν �δÌ

τοEv δραµατικοEv διηγ�µασιν, οÏτω π�ντωv κα­ χρε¬αν ε°περ �βοËλετο

µελετCσαι, τιν� τFν χαριεντισµFν �νεκα παραλαµβανοµ�νων �κ¾λουθον

�ν αÍτG | µελετCσαι, �λλL ®στ�ον, Åτι ταEv κατ� χαριεντισµ¿ν χρε¬αιv οÍ[275]

δ�ον �στ­ν �γγυµν�ζεσθαι δι� τ¿ γ�λωτα φ�ρειν τοÖ λ¾γου τ�ν �κβασιν.

4. MΕτι ζητεEται, διατ¬ λογικ�ν χρε¬αν ε®v παρ�δειγµα τCv διαιρ�-

σεωv παρ�λαβε, κα­ οÍχ­ πρακτικ�ν � µικτ�ν ; κα­ φαµ�ν, Åτι λογικ�ν

χρε¬αν µελετB Á διδ�σκαλοv �ργ} δεικνËv, Åτι ο¶v β¬οv Á λ¾γοv, τοËτοιv

κα­ τ� λογικ� τFν πρακτικFν τιµιÞτερον, κα­ �µα καθαρωτ�ραν κα­

τελειοτ�ραν τ�ν τFν κεφαλα¬ων δια¬ρεσιν �ν ταEv λογικαEv χρε¬αιv γινÞ-

σκων Îπ�ρχουσαν, �περ �ν ταEv πρακτικαEv κα­ µικταEv, � Åτι, èσπερ

�ν τG µËθ} σκοπ¿ν �χων προτρ�ψαι τοÌv ν�ουv πρ¿v �πιµ�λειαν κα­

σπουδ�ν τ�ν περ­ τ�χνην, Äν εÏρισκε µÖθον συµβαλλ¾µενον τG σκοπG,

τοÖτον �ξ�θετο �διαφ¾ρωv, οÏτω κ�νταÖθα σκοπFν προτρ�ψαι τοÌv ν�ουv

�χεσθαι π¾νων τFν περ­ τ�ν γνFσιν, �ν εÏρισκε χρε¬αν �ρµ¾διον τG

σκοπG, ταËτην ε®v δια¬ρεσιν προÑθηκεν, � Åτι �πειδ� Á HΕρµογ�νηv �ν

τοEv φεροµ�νοιv αÍτοÖ γυµν�σµασιν �π­ ταËτηv τCv χρε¬αv �φα¬νετο τ�

τοÖ παρ¾ντοv γυµν�σµατοv παραδειγµατ¬ζειν κεφ�λαια, �περ �κεEνοv δι�

βραχ�ων κα­ �ν στενG �λεγε, ταÖτα οØτοv δι� πλατ�ων �βουλ�θη ε®πεEν,

�µα κα­ τ� �κε¬νου διασαφFν κα­ τ�ν Àφειλοµ�νην µελ�την �ποδιδοËv·

�χει δ� τ� HΕρµογ�νουv οÏτωv·

5. LΕργασ¬α δ� �στω τCv χρε¬αv τοιαËτη, πρFτον �γκÞµιον δι�

βραχ�ων τοÖ ε®π¾ντοv � πρ�ξαντοv· εµτα αÍτCv τCv χρε¬αv παρ�φρασιv,

§7.5 παρ�φρασιv scripsi ; cf. Hermogenes 33 H/ON (= 7,13 Rabe) || πα-
ρ�φρασιν Walz
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3. Some commentators raise an objection, saying: “Just as
in the case of the fable where Aphthonius treated for practice the
more enjoyable class, and this is the class that uses irrational crea-
tures,161 and just as in the case of the narrative where he practiced
with a dramatic narrative because of the inherent enjoyment in
dramatic narratives,162 so also in the case of the chreia elaboration,
if he wanted to practice with it, it would have been entirely consis-
tent for him to practice with one of the chreiai that is told for the
sake of wit.” But one should realize that one ought not to practice
on witty chreiai, because their purpose is merely to raise a laugh.

4. In addition, it is asked: “Why has Aphthonius selected
a saying chreia to illustrate the elaboration and not an action or
mixed one?” And we say in reply: The teacher has elaborated a
saying chreia, showing by this decision that for those whose liveli-
hood is speech, words have priority over actions, and at the same
time he does it because he realizes that elaborating according to
the headings is simpler and more complete with saying chreiai
than it is with action and mixed ones; or that, just as in the fa-
ble, with its aim of encouraging youths toward the zealous pursuit
of rhetoric, he deliberately oVered that fable which he finds con-
tributing to this aim, so also here he aims at encouraging youths
to be zealous for the toils involved in acquiring knowledge, he has
oVered for elaboration that chreia which he finds to be consistent
with this aim; or that, since Hermogenes in his published Gymnas-

mata163 was exemplifying the present exercise of elaboration with
this chreia but did so only briefly and in a limited way, Aphthonius
wanted to present it more fully, clarifying what Hermogenes had
said and at the same time oVering a model exercise as it ought to
be. Hermogenes’s presentation is as follows:164

5. Let the elaboration of the chreia be like this: First, an en-
comium, in a few words, of the one who spoke or acted, then a

161 The model fable is that of the cicadas and the ants (see Aphthonius,
Progymn. 1 [2,3–12 Rabe]).

162 The model narrative is about why roses are red (see Aphthonius, Pro-

gymn. 2 [3,5–19 Rabe]).
163 Doxapatres apparently knows of Hermogenes’s Progymnasmata with

the title Gymnasmata. See further Chreia 1:11–15.
164 Doxapatres now simply quotes Hermogenes 31–62 H/ON (= 7,11–

8,14 Rabe).
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εµτα α®τ¬α, ο¶ον LΙσοκρ�τηv �φη τCv παιδε¬αv τ�ν µ�ν ø¬ζαν εµναι πικρ�ν,

τ¿ν δ� καρπ¿ν γλυκËν. 6. �παινοv· LΙσοκρ�τηv σοφ¿v �ν, κα­ πλατυνεEv

�ρ�µα τ¿ χωρ¬ον· εµτα κα­ � χρε¬α, εµπε τ¾δε· κα­ οÍ θ�σειv αÍτ�ν ψι-

λ�ν, �λλ� πλατËνων τ�ν �ρµηνε¬αν. 7. εµτα � α®τ¬α· τ� γ�ρ µ�γιστα τFν

πραγµ�των �κ π¾νων φιλεE κατορθοÖσθαι· κατορθωθ�ντα δ� | τ�ν �δον�ν[276]

φ�ρει. 8. εµτα κατ� τ¿ �ναντ¬ον· τ� µ�ν γ�ρ τυχ¾ντα τFν πραγµ�των οÍ

δεEται π¾νων κα­ τ¿ τ�λοv �ηδ�στατον �χει, τ� σπουδαEα δ� τοÍναντ¬ον.

9. εµτα �κ παραβολCv· èσπερ γ�ρ τοÌv γεωργοÌv δεE πον�σανταv περ­

τ�ν γCν κοµ¬ζεσθαι τοÌv καρποËv, οÏτω κα­ περ­ τοÌv λ¾γουv. 10. εµτα

�κ παραδε¬γµατοv· ∆ηµοσθ�νηv καθε¬ρξαv �αυτ¿ν �ν ο®κ�µατι κα­ πολλ�

µοχθ�σαv Ïστερον �κοµ¬ζετο τοÌv καρποËv, στεφ�νουv κα­ �να÷ø�σειv.

11. �στι δ� κα­ �κ κρ¬σεωv �πιχειρCσαι, ο¶ον HΗσ¬οδοv µ�ν γ�ρ �φη·

�ΤCv δL �ρετCv ¯δρFτα θεο­ προπ�ροιθεν �θηκαν.

12. �ν δ� τG τ�λει παρ�κλησιν προσθ�σειv, Åτι χρ� πε¬θεσθαι τG ε®ρηκ¾τι

� πεποιηκ¾τι.

�Θαυµ�σαι δ¬καιον LΙσοκρ�την τ�v τ�χνηv (Aphth 26 H/ON
[= 4,18 Rabe]). 13. ∆ιχFv τοÖτο �ρµηνεËουσιν, ο¯ µ�ν γ�ρ �ντ­ τοÖ

κατ� τ�ν τ�χνην φασ¬ν, ο¯ δ� �ντ­ <τοÖ> �νεκα τCv τ�χνηv LΑττικFv,

äv εµναι Åµοιον τG, Á τ¿ ø¾δον θαυµ�ζων τοÖ κ�λλουv. 14. �στι δ� τ¿

καλοËµενον σχCµα �π¬κρισιv °διον Âν τCv σεµν¾τητοv, µιAv οÑσηv τCv

σεµν¾τητοv τFν ποιουσFν τ¿ µ�γεθοv ®δεFν· �στι δ� �π¬κρισιv � τFν

5 α®τ¬α scripsi ; cf. Hermogenes 34 H/ON (= 7,13 Rabe) || α®τ¬αν Walz
|| 11 Hesiod, WD 289 || 12 παρ�κλησιν scripsi ; cf. Hermogenes 60 H/ON
(= 8,12 Rabe) || παρακλησ¬αv Walz || 13 secundum τοÖ addidi || 14 cf.
Hermogenes, On Types of Style 6 (250,6–11 Rabe)



text 3. 241

paraphrase of the chreia itself, and then a rationale. For exam-
ple: Isocrates said that the root of education is bitter, but its fruits
are sweet. 6. Praise: “Isocrates was a wise man,” and you are to
amplify the subject slightly. Then the chreia: “He said thus and
so.” You are not to express it simply but rather by amplifying the
wording. 7. Then the rationale: “For the most important aVairs
generally succeed because of toil, but, once they have succeeded,
they bring pleasure.” 8. Then the opposite: “For matters that
arise from fortune do not require toil and have an outcome that
is entirely without pleasure, but serious matters have the opposite
outcome.” 9. Then an analogy: “For just as it is the lot of farm-
ers to reap their fruits after working the land, so also it is for those
working with words.” 10. Then an example: “Demosthenes, after
locking himself in a room and toiling for a long time, later reaped
his fruits—wreaths and public acclamations.” 11. It is also possi-
ble to argue with a judgment of authority: For example, “Hesiod
said:

In front of virtue have the gods ordained sweat.”165

12. At the end you are to add an exhortation to the eVect that
it is necessary to heed the one who has spoken or acted.

It is right to admire Isocrates for his discipline (Aphth 26

H/ON [= 4,18 Rabe]). 13. Commentators understand the word
“discipline” [τ�χνη in the genitive] in two ways: Some say that it is
used in the sense of “regarding his discipline,” but others say that
it is used, according to Attic usage, in the sense of “for his disci-
pline,” so that it resembles the statement: “The one who admires
the rose for its beauty. . . .”166 14. There is the so-called figure
“added judgment,” which is a special feature of a solemn style,
which is one of the styles that produces grandeur.167 This figure

165 Hesiod, WD 289. Doxapatres has omitted Hermogenes’s second
quotation, a line from another poet, i.e., Epicharmus, Frag. 287 (Kaibel): “At
the price of toil do the gods sell every good thing to us” (see Hermogenes 58–59

H/ON [= 8,9–10 Rabe]).
166 Doxapatres is quoting the opening words of Aphthonius’s model

narrative, where the genitive τοÖ κ�λλουv (“for its beauty”) (see Aphthonius,
Progymn. 2 [3,6 Rabe]) is parallel to the genitive τCv τ�χνηv here. In his com-
ments on the phrase τοÖ κ�λλουv Doxapatres also identified this usage as Attic
(see 2:246,4 Walz).

167 Doxapatres is summarizing Hermogenes’s discussion of grandeur
(µ�γεθοv), under which he includes solemnity (σεµν¾τηv) and in turn added
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øηθ�ντων �πιβεβα¬ωσιv, äv �ν ε® δηµηγορFν �ρεEv, καλFv �ρα τ�ν Îπ¾-

θεσιν διεξCλθεν· �πικρ¬νειv γ�ρ κα­ ο¶ον �πιλογ¬ζ| τοEv µετ� λογισµοÖ

øηθεEσιν.

�JΟv Ãνοµα αÍτ9 κατεφ�νη λαµπρ¾τατον (Aphth 27 H/ON
[= 4,18–19 Rabe]). 15. Κα­ τοÖτο διχFv �ρµηνεËουσιν· � γ�ρ �ντ­ τοÖ

αÍτCv τCv τ�χνηv, � �ντ­ τοÖ �ν αÍτD τD τ�χν|· τ�χνην δ� λ�γουσι τ�ν

øητορικ�ν.

16. MΟνοµα δ� εµπε λαµπρ¾τατον �ναφανCναι τ¿ν LΙσοκρ�την τCv

øητορικCv, � διL αÍτοÖ �παρθε¬σηv αÍτCv ε®v µ�γα κα­ τοEv �νθρÞποιv

Àνοµασθε¬σηv, � Åτι �πL αÍτCv παρονοµαζ¾µενοv κα­ ø�τωρ �π¿ ταËτηv

λεγ¾µενοv λαµπρ¾τατοv �π­ τG øητορεËειν LΙσοκρ�τηv �γ�νετο, � δι¾τι |[277]

®σοκρ�τηv �κλ�θη � øητορικ� �π¿ τοÖ τFν °σων κρατεEν· °σα δ� λ�γεται

τ� �νδεχ¾µενα κα­ δυν�µενα, γεν�σθαι κα­ µ� γεν�σθαι.

�Θαυµ�σαι δ¬καιον . . . (Aphth 26 H/ON [= 4,18 Rabe]). 17. Τ¿

µ�ν θαυµ�σαι δ¬καιον LΙσοκρ�την τCv τ�χνηv πρ¾τασ¬v �στι θετικ� �ξε-

νηνεγµ�νη· τ¿ δ�, Äv Ãνοµα αÍτD κατεφ�νη λαµπρ¾τατον κα­ τ¾, κα­ Åση

τιv �ν �σκFν �πεδε¬ξατο, τ¿ Åση τιv �ν �ντ­ τοÖ Áπ¾ση τιv �ν κατ� τ¿
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provides further confirmation of what has been said, as if when ad-
dressing a crowd you will say: “Properly, then, has he given the
details of the case.” For you add a judgment by providing, as it
were, an additional comment168 to what has been reasonably said.

Who appeared as its most illustrious name (Aphth 27

H/ON [= 4,18–19 Rabe]). 15. Commentators also understand the
pronoun “its” in two ways: either in the sense of “its, the dis-
cipline’s” or in the sense of “by means of it, by means of the
discipline”—and by “discipline” is meant rhetoric.

16. Aphthonius said that Isocrates emerged as the most il-
lustrious name in rhetoric either because through him rhetoric
was elevated to a position of importance and became famous
among men; or because he was named after this discipline and
called “the rhetor” from the discipline, Isocrates became most
illustrious for his public speaking; or because the rhetorical dis-
cipline has been termed isocratic [=evenly balanced] from its rule
for balanced clauses.169 By “balanced” is meant such clauses as
“acceptable and possible” and “to become and not to become.”

It is right to admire (Aphth 26 H/ON [= 4,18 Rabe]).
17. The statement “It is right to admire Isocrates for his disci-
pline” (Aphth 26 H/ON [= 4,18 Rabe]) is a proposition expressed
as a thesis, as are the clauses “who appeared as its most illustri-
ous name” (Aphth 27 H/ON [= 4,18–19 Rabe]) and “he showed
how much it was by his practice” (Aphth 27–28 H/ON [= 4,19–20

Rabe]). The expression “how much it was” is used in the sense of

judgment (�π¬κρισιv) (see On Types of Style 6 [250,6–11 Rabe]).
168 The word “properly” is the added judgment, as becomes evident

from an anonymous discussion of figures where the figure “added judgment” is
illustrated from Demosthenes 24.24 (“All these laws have been established for
a long time, gentlemen, and they have frequently been tested as being advanta-
geous to you, and no one has ever said they were not good laws. And reasonably
so.”) with the comment that the word “reasonably” is the added judgment (see
Anonymous, On Figures [8:630,1–7 Walz]). Here the added judgment is δ¬καιον

(“It is right”).
169 Doxapatres may be thinking of a passage from Hermogenes where

balanced clauses are associated with Isocrates, especially in his paraenetic writ-
ings (see Hermogenes, On Method 13 [429,8–9 Rabe]). In any case, Nigel Wilson
(Scholars of Byzantium [Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1983], 105)
quotes a passage from Photius (codex 159) that criticizes Isocrates for “the bor-
ing regularity of his evenly balanced clauses,” an observation that Wilson says
“hits the mark.”
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µ�γεθοv· τοÖτο δ� Åσον εµπε, τοÌv �λλουv ø�τοραv α®νιττ¾µενοv· τριFν

γ�ρ ε®δFν Ãντων τCv øητορικCv, συµβουλευτικοÖ, δικανικοÖ, πανηγυρι-

κοÖ, Á µ�ν LΙσοκρ�τηv κα­ τοEv τρισ­ν Áµο¬ωv εÍδοκιµηκáv φα¬νεται, τFν

δ� �λλων �καστοv καθL �ν µ¾νον � δËο· αÍτ¬κα γοÖν Á ∆ηµοσθ�νηv τG

πανηγυρικG πολλG λειπ¾µενοv �αυτοÖ φα¬νεται, κα­ τ¿ Åση τιv �ν �ντ­

τοÖ ο²α τιv �ν τG LΑφθον¬} παρε¬ληπται, ²νL ª ποσ¾τηv �ντ­ τCv ποι¾τη-

τοv. 18. γρ�φεται δ� κα­ äv �τιv �ν, τ¿ δ� �σκFν �ντ­ τοÖ σπουδ�ζων,

�γγυµναζ¾µενοv· τοÖτο δ� τ¿ Ãνοµα κυρ¬ωv �π­ τFν �γÞνων �στ¬ν· κα-

λFv ο×ν �νταÖθα τ�θειται, παρ¾σον διL �γFνοv κα­ σπουδCv ε®v �ξιν τCv

τ�χνηv �ρχ¾µεθα.

�Κα­ κηρËττει τ�ν τ�χνην, οÍκ αÍτ¿v �κ ταËτηv κεκ�ρυκται

(Aphth 28–29 H/ON [= 4,20–5,1 Rabe]). 19. LΕπειδ� � κοσµεE τιv τ�ν

τ�χνην, äv Åτι πολÌ τ¿ εÍδ¾κιµον κτ�σεται �ν αÍτD, τ¾τε γ�ρ βλ�πον-

τεv αÍτ¿ν τοιοÖτον Åντα θαυµ�ζοµεν τ�ν τ�χνην äv τοιοËτουv δυναµ�νην

�ποτελεEν � κοσµεEται Îπ¿ τCv τ�χνηv, äv ο¯ µ�σωv �χοντεv κα­ τοËτ}

αÍτG σεµνυν¾µενοι, τG ø�τορεv τυχ¿ν � γραµµατικο­ Àνοµ�ζεσθαι, τ¿ν

LΙσοκρ�την τCv πρÞτηv µο¬ραv �ξιοE Á LΑφθ¾νιοv· φησ­ γ�ρ αÍτ¿ν κο-

σµCσαι τ�ν τ�χνην µAλλον � ÎπL αÍτCv κοσµηθCναι· �νιοι δ� φασιν, Åτι

τ¿ τοιοÖτον Îπερβολικ¾ν �στιν, ε® γ�ρ µ� αÍτ¾v, φασ¬ν, Îπ¿ τCv τ�χνηv

�κηρËχθη, οÍκ �ν �δËνατο κηρËξαι αÍτ�ν.

| LΑλλL ο¶α περ­ τ�v παιδε¬αv �φιλοσ¾φησε (Aphth 32–33 H/ON[278]

[= 5,3–4 Rabe]). 20. Τ¿ ο¶α θαυµαστικ¿ν κεEται �νταÖθα, λαµβ�νεται δ�

κα­ �π­ σχετλιασµοÖ �σθL Åτε, äv �ν τD �νασκευD. 21. �στι δ� �µφ¾τερον

τοÖ �ληθινοÖ κα­ �νδιαθ�του λ¾γου.

�HΟ παιδε¬αv �ρéν π¾νων µ�ν �ρχεται, π¾νων δ� Åµωv τελευτÞν-

των ε®v Ãνησιν (Aphth 34–35 H/ON [= 5,5–6 Rabe]). 22. Ε® κα­ δοκεE
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how great it was, indicating extent. Aphthonius said “how much,”
alluding to the other orators, for of the three classes of rhetoric—
deliberative, judicial, and celebratory—Isocrates is clearly held in
great honor for all three alike, but each of the other orators for
only one or two. At any rate, Demosthenes is clearly less than his
usual self in the case of celebratory speeches.170 Also, the clause
“how much it was” has been used by Aphthonius in the sense of
“how it was,” so that it is an expression of quality instead of quan-
tity. 18. And the expression is also written (in some manuscripts):
“as what it was.” The expression “by practice” is used in the
sense of “by earnest pursuit,” “by exercise.” And this expres-
sion is properly used in the case of competitions. Therefore, it is
rightly placed here, insofar as we become skilled in the discipline
of rhetoric through competition and zeal.

And he is a herald for this discipline; he himself has not

been heralded by it (Aphth 28–29 H/ON [= 4,20–5,1 Rabe]).
19. There are two options: either someone enhances the discipline
in that he will acquire a considerable reputation in it—for when we
see him for the man he is, we admire his discipline for being able to
produce such men—or someone is enhanced by his discipline, like
those who have mediocre ability and put on airs for the very rea-
son that they are styled orators perhaps or grammarians. Of these
two options, Aphthonius deems Isocrates to be deserving of the
former, for he says that Isocrates enhanced the discipline rather
than that he was enhanced by it. Some commentators say, how-
ever, that Aphthonius’s language is hyperbolic, for if Isocrates,
they claim,171 had not been enhanced by his discipline, he would
not have been able to herald it.

But what a philosophy of education he had! (Aphth 32–33

H/ON [= 5,3–4 Rabe]). 20. The word “what” is used here as an
adverb expressing admiration, but it is sometimes used to express

170 Doxapatres seems to be reflecting a discussion of Hermogenes, who
identifies Demosthenes as the premier deliberative and judicial orator but
singles out Plato as the best celebratory orator (see On Types of Style 2.10

[389,18–21 Rabe]).
171 Doxapatres is drawing here on P-scholia 8.3.
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τοEv �ξηγηταEv δεEν τ¿ παραφραστικ¿ν µεEζον τοÖ �γκωµιαστικοÖ γ¬νε-

σθαι, Åµωv Á LΑφθ¾νιοv �ν τD παροËσ| µελ�τ| τοÖτο συναιρεE.

�Κα­ � µ�ν �φιλοσ¾φησε τ�δε, το´v δL �φεξ�v µαθησ¾µεθα

(Aphth 36–37 H/ON [= 5,6–7 Rabe]). 23. ΤοÖτ¾ �στιν � καλουµ�-

νη συµπλ�ρωσιv, κα­ κατ� τ�ν �ννοιαν κα­ κατ� τ�ν µ�θοδον εÍκρινC

ποιοÖσα τ¿ν λ¾γον, �ργον δ� αÍτCv τ¿ τ� µ�ν παρελθ¾ντα �ναπαËειν,

τFν δ� øηθησοµ�νων �ρχ�v �χειν, ο¶ον «τοιαÖτα µ�ν ο¯ ΚερκυραEοι εµ-

πον, ο¯ δ� Κορ¬νθιοι µετL αÍτοÌv τοιαÖτα·» χρCται δ� αÍτG LΑφθ¾νιοv

οÍκ �νταÖθα µ¾νον, �λλ� κα­ �ν τD γνÞµ| κα­ �ν τD �νασκευD κα­ �ν τD

κατασκευD, δι� τ¿ σαφ�νειαν �πιτηδεËειν,  v �ργαστικ� � εÍκρ¬νεια,  v

°διον � συµπλ�ρωσιv.

�Το´v τ�v παιδε¬αv �γεµ¾σι συνεξετ�ζονται (Aphth 38–39 H/ON
[= 5,8–9 Rabe]). 24. Παιδε¬αv �γεµ¾ναv τοÌv διδασκ�λουv λ�γει· τ¿

δ� συνεξετ�ζονται ο¯ µ�ν �ντ­ τοÖ συναµιλλFνται, παρ¾σον κα­ ÁρFντεv

22 τ�δε Walz || ταÖτα Aphthonius 36 H/ON (= 5,7 Rabe) |

22 µαθησ¾µεθα Walz || θαυµασ¾µεθα Aphthonius 37 H/ON (= 5,7 Rabe) ||

23 cf. Hermogenes, On Types of Style 1.4 (237,8–10 Rabe) | 23 Thucydides
1.36.4.
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indignation, as in the chapter on refutation.172 21. Either meaning
is consistent with the true and natural sense of the word.

The lover of education begins with toils but toils that

nonetheless end in profit (Aphth 34–35 H/ON [= 5,5–6 Rabe]).
22. Even if commentators think that the paraphrastic heading
should be longer than the encomiastic, Aphthonius nevertheless
keeps this heading short in his model elaboration.

And so what he taught is this, but in the following headings

we will learn173 about it (Aphth 36–37 H/ON [= 5,6–7 Rabe]).
23. This sentence is an example of what is called “completion”;
it makes the speech distinct in thought and method and has as
its task to bring to a close what has transpired and to prepare for
what will be said174—for example: “Such things the Corcyreans
said, and after them the Corinthians said such things.”175 Aphtho-
nius used this stylistic device not only here but also in the model
maxim elaboration,176 as well as the model refutation177 and con-
firmation,178 because of his pursuit of clarity, which is produced
by distinctness and which is a characteristic of completion.

. . . are reckoned among the leaders of education (Aphth
38–39 H/ON [= 5,8–9 Rabe]). 24. By “leaders of education” Aph-
thonius means teachers. The verb “they are reckoned among” is

172 This word appears in Aphthonius’s model refutation; he shows his
indignation at the poets who have reproached all the gods, but especially Apollo,
the poets’ alleged leader! In this context Aphthonius says: “What (ο¶α) things
the poets have fabricated about Apollo’s Daphne!” (see Progymn. 5 [11,3–6

Rabe]).
173 Doxapatres has made a couple of changes in Aphthonius’s text—one

minor (τ� δ� for ταÖτα) and one major (µαθησ¾µεθα for θαυµασ¾µεθα).
174 Doxapatres’s definition of συµπλ�ρωσιv reflects that of Hermogenes:

“Completions make a speech distinct through thoughts and methods by bring-
ing to a close what has transpired and by preparing for what will be said” (On

Types of Style 1.4 [237,8–10 Rabe]).
175 Thucydides 1.36.4.
176 See Aphthonius, Progymn. 4 (8,19–20 Rabe): “Such, then, is what

he taught, but we will be amazed about it in what follows”; this sentence goes
uncommented on by Doxapatres at that point in his commentary.

177 See Aphthonius, Progymn. 5 (11,14–15 Rabe): “Such, then, is what
is said about the myth of Daphne, but it is possible to refute it on the basis of the
following headings”; Doxapatres does identify it there as an example of comple-
tion (2:334,23–27 Walz).

178 Aphthonius seems not to use this stylistic device in his model confir-
mation.
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τ� �κε¬νων τοιαÖτα κα­ αÍτο­ ποιεEν �ναγκ�ζονται, ο¯ δ� �ντ­ τοÖ ÁµοÖ

�γγυµν�ζονται. 25. ο¯ δ� �ντ­ τοÖ σËνεισι κα­ �νδιατρ¬βουσι.

�ΠαρL ο¶v κα­ τ¿ προσελθε´ν φοβερ¾ν (Aphth 39–40 H/ON [= 5,9
Rabe]). 26. Τιν�v �ντ¬πτωσιν τοÖτο εµπον, �ντ­ τοÖ παρL οÏv, ο¯ δ� τ¿

προσελθεEν �π¾λυτον ε®ρ�κασι.

�Κα­ τ¿ διαλιπε´ν �µαθ�στατον (Aphth 39–41 H/ON [= 5,9–10
Rabe]). 27. LΑµαθ¬αv πρ¾ξενον.

�Κα­ παροÖσι κα­ µ�λλουσι (Aphth 42 H/ON [= 5,11 Rabe]).
28. Τ¿ µ�λλουσι � �ντ­ τοÖ βραδËνουσι κα­ �ναδυοµ�νοιv, � | �ντ­ τοÖ[279]

Àφε¬λουσιν �πελθεEν.

�Παιδαγωγο¬ (Aphth 42–43 H/ON [= 5,11 Rabe]). 29. ΤFν

παιδαγωγFν ο¯ πατ�ρεv ε®σ­ χαλεπÞτεροι, �πειδ� ο¯ παιδαγωγο­ χαλε-

πÞτεροι εµναι τοEv παισ­ τFν διδασκ�λων δοκοÖσιν, ο¯ δ� πατ�ρεv κα­

�µφοτ�ρων· δειν¿ν γ�ρ κα­ κοµιδD κα­ παγχ�λεπον, τ¿ παρL ëν δ�ον �ν

αÍτοÌv κατοικτε¬ρεσθαι, παρ� τοËτων αÍτFν �ξετ�ζεσθαι· δι� τοÖτο γ�ρ

�π¿ τFν �σθενεστ�ρων �ρξ�µενοv προβα¬νει �π­ τ¿ �κµαι¾τερον, Åπερ

�ρετ� �στι λ¾γου.

�Α®κιζ¾µενοι δ� χαλεπÞτερον (Aphth 43–44 H/ON [= 5,12–13
Rabe]). 30. <Τ¿> α®κιζ¾µενοι �ντ­ τοÖ α®κ¬ζοντεv· ®στ�ον δ�, Åτι τFν

øηµ�των τFν µ�ν τ� µ�ν �νεργητικ� οÍχ εÏρηνται �ν χρ�σει, äv �π­ τοÖ

πορεËοµαι, τFν δ� τ� παθητικ� <οÍχ εÏρηνται> äv �π­ τοÖ ζF, πλου-

τF, ÁδεËω, κα­ π�λιν ποτ� µ�ν τ� παθητικ� λαµβ�νονται �ντ­ <τοÖ>
�νεργητικοÖ, äv τ¿ λοιδοροËµενοv �ντ­ τοÖ λοιδορFν, κα­ α®τιÞµενοv

κα­ µεµφ¾µενοv �ντ­ τοÖ �πιτιµFν, ποτ� δ� π�λιν �ντ­ τοÖ παθητικοÖ

29 secundum χαλεπÞτεροι Walz || φοβÞτεροι Aphthonius 44 H/ON
(= 5,13 Rabe) || 30 τ¿ addidi || 30 οÍχ εÏρηνται addidi || 30 τοÖ
addidi
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used, some say, in the sense of “they are in competition with,” in-
sofar as students see their leaders’ activities and are themselves
compelled to act, but others in the sense of “they are exercising
together with.” 25. Still others in the sense of “they are associates
of,” “they are colleagues of.”

With whom it is both fearful to approach (Aphth 39–41

H/ON [= 5,9–10 Rabe]). 26. Some commentators have called this
expression [παρL ο¶v] an example of change-of-case, used in the
sense of παρ� with the accusative (“at [whose school]”), and oth-
ers have said that the infinitive “to approach” is used absolutely.

From which it is the height of ignorance to stay away

(Aphth 39–41 H/ON [= 5,9–10 Rabe]). 27. Staying away causes
ignorance.

Both when they are (at school) and when they are about (to

go) (Aphth 42 H/ON [= 5,11 Rabe]). 28. The latter participle is
used either in the sense of “when they delay and fail (to go)” or in
the sense of “when they ought to leave (for school).”179

Paedagogi (Aphth 42–43 H/ON [= 5,11 Rabe]). 29. Fathers
are harsher than paedagogi since paedagogi seem to the boys to be
harsher than their teachers, and their parents seem more so than
both. It was quite terrifying and very diYcult for the boys to be
examined by those from whom they must seek mercy. And this
is why Aphthonius began with the lesser and goes on to the more
important, and this is a virtue of his essay.

And inflicting punishment more severely180 (Aphth 43–44

H/ON [= 5,12–13 Rabe]). 30. The participle “inflicting punish-
ment” is a middle form used in the sense of the active. Now one
should realize that the active forms of some verbs are not found in
use, as is the case of the verb πορεËοµαι, whereas the passive forms
of other verbs <are not found>, as is the case with ζF, πλουτF,

and ÁδεËω. And again, sometimes the passive forms are employed
in the sense of the active, as the passive participle of the verb
λοιδοροËµενοv is used in the sense of the active, and the passive

179 The verb µ�λλειν can mean “to be slow, to delay” (see LSJ, s.v. µ�λλω

III), but when µ�λλουσι is paired with παροÖσι this verb must mean “to be about
to. . .” (see LSJ, s.v. µ�λλω II).

180 Doxapatres departs from Aphthonius’s text here, having
χαλεπÞτερον instead of φοβÞτεροι, perhaps because Doxapatres has just
used χαλεπÞτερον of paedagogi, teachers, and parents.
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λαµβ�νονται τ� �νεργητικ�, äv �χει �κεEνο �ν τD ε®σαγωγD Πορφυρ¬ου·

« HΗρακλεEδαι γ�ρ λ�γονται ο¯ �κ γ�νουv κατ�γοντεv HΗρακλ�ουv·» �στι

δ� τCv LΑτθ¬δοv τουτL °διον· αÍτο­ γ�ρ �ε­ παθητικG ø�µατι �ντ­ <τοÖ>
�νεργητικοÖ χρFνται, ο¶ον γρ�φοµαι, ποιοÖµαι �ντ­ τοÖ γρ�φω, ποιF,

ποιε¬σθων, νοε¬σθων, λ�γει �ντ­ τοÖ ποιε¬τωσαν, νοε¬τωσαν.

�Φθ�νει τ�ν πε´ραν τ¿ δ�οv κα­ διαδ�χεται τ¿ δ�οv � κ¾λασιv

(Aphth 44–45 H/ON [= 5,13–14 Rabe]). 31. ΠρFτον γ�ρ φοβοÖνται

τ�v κολ�σειv, εµτα κολ�ζονται. 32. τ¿ ο×ν φθ�νει �ντ­ τοÖ προλαµβ�νει,

ο¶ον προλαµβ�νει τ�ν πεEραν τFν βασ�νων.

�Ο®κε´α δ� τ� κατορθÞµατα κρ¬νουσι (Aphth 46–47 H/ON
[= 5,15–16 Rabe]). 33. Λε¬πει τ¿ äv, ²νL ª äv ο®κεEα.

�ΦËγ0 µ�ν τοÌv διδασκ�λουv (Aphth 53–54 H/ON [= 5,21 Ra-
be]). 34. ∆Ëο ταÖτα παρ�κεινται �λλ�λοιv, ταÍτ¾τηv Àνοµ�των κα­ |[280]

ποικιλ¬α· κα­ τD µ�ν ταÍτ¾τητι τ¾τε προσCκ¾ν �στι χρCσθαι, äv τ¿ Πε-

ρ­ µεθ¾δου δειν¾τητοv �µAv διδ�σκει βιβλ¬ον, «Åταν τοÖ πρ�γµατοv �ν

Ãνοµα ª τ¿ �ναργ�στατον,» äv παρL HΟµ�ρ}·

HΩv δ� χιáν κατατ�κετL �ν �κροπ¾λοισιν Ãρεσσιν,

JΗν τL Ε×ροv κατ�τηξεν, �π�ν Ζ�φυροv καταχεË|·

�Τηκοµ�νηv δL �ρα τCv ποταµο­ πλ�θουσι ø�οντεv,

JΩv τCv τ�κετο καλ� παρ�ια δ�κρυχεοËσηv.

35. �νταÖθα γ�ρ �πειδ� �ν µ¾νον Ãνοµα �ν τ¿ τ�ν �ν�ργειαν �χον τοÖ

πρ�γµατοv, κα­ οÍδ�ν οÏτωv �ρµ¾ζον �ν οÑτε τ¿ χεEται οÑτε λËεται äv τ¿

τ�κεται, δι� τοÖτο πολλ�κιv τG αÍτG �χρ�σατο, κα­ τD µ�ν ταÍτ¾τητι �ν

30 Porphyry, Intr. (2,6 Busse) || 30 secundum τοÖ addidi ||

34 ταÍτ¾τηv scripsi || ταυτ¾τηv Walz || 34 Åταν scripsi ; cf. Hermogenes, On

Method 4 (416,9–10 Rabe) || Åτι Walz || 34 Od. 19.205–8 || 35 ταÍτ¾τητι
scripsi || ταυτ¾τητι Walz
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forms α®τιÞµενοv and µεµφ¾µενοv are used in the sense of the ac-
tive “censuring.” And again, sometimes active forms are used in
the sense of the passive, as this passage from the Introduction of
Porphyry has it: “Those who descend from the race of Herakles
are called ‘Herakleidae.”’181 This usage is peculiar to Attic Greek,
for the Athenians are always using a passive form of a word in the
sense of an active one—for example, the passive forms γρ�φοµαι

and ποιοÖµαι have the active sense of “I write” and “I make,” the
passive forms ποιε¬σθων and νοε¬σθων have the active sense of “Let
them make” and “Let them think.”

Apprehension precedes the endeavor, and punishment

succeeds the apprehension (Aphth 44–45 H/ON [= 5,13–14

Rabe]). 31. For they are first fearful of punishment, then they
are punished. 32. Therefore, the verb “precedes” is used in the
sense of “anticipates”—for example, he anticipates the sting of the
blows.

They judge the work students have done correctly only

proper (Aphth 46–47 H/ON [= 5,15–16 Rabe]). 33. Aphtho-
nius leaves out the word “as,” where the sense requires “as only
proper.”

Should a student flee from his teachers (Aphth 53–54

H/ON [= 5,21 Rabe]). 34. Closely related to one another are these
two compositional devices: repetition and variation of words. Oc-
casionally, it is appropriate to use repetition, as the book On the

Method of Forcefulness teaches us:182 “whenever there is only one
word for a subject that is clearest,” as in Homer:183

Just as snow melts on lofty mountains, snow
That east wind melts, when west wind’s poured it down,
And as it melts the streams run full; just so
Her fair cheeks melted as she poured forth tears.

35. For in this instance, since there was only one word
that clarifies the matter and since no other word was fitting—
neither “pours” nor “is loosed”—as “melts,” this is why Homer

181 See Porphyry, Introduction (2,6 Busse), where the active κατ�γοντεv

has the passive meaning, “are descended,” although one MS has the middle-
passive καταγ¾µενοι (see Busse’s apparatus).

182 See Hermogenes, On Method 4 (416,8–417,5 Rabe), where both repe-
tition and variation are similarly discussed and illustrated by the same Homeric
passages.

183 Od. 19.205–8.
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τοËτοιv χρησ¾µεθα· τD δ� ποικιλ¬{ π�λιν χρηστ�ον, Åταν πολλ� Àν¾µατα

Îπ�ρχ| ®σ¾τερα κα­ Áµο¬ωv �χοντα τ�ν �ν�ργειαν, äv κα­ Á IΟµηροv

ποιεE λ�γων·

HΩv δL ÅτL �ν ãδ¬νουσαν �χ| β�λοv ÀξÌ γυναEκα,

�∆ριµË, τ¾ τε προιεEσι µογοστ¾κοι Ε®λειθυEαι,

IΗρηv θυγατ�ρεv πικρ�v ãδEναv �χουσαι·

36. �νταÖθα γ�ρ ποικιλ¬{ Àνοµ�των �χρ�σατο, τ¿ ÀξÌ κα­ τ¿ δριµÌ κα­

τ¿ πικρ¿ν παραλαβÞν· κα­ Á LΑφθ¾νιοv δ� κα­ αÍτ¿v ποικιλ¬αν Àνοµ�-

των �ν τG παρ¾ντι τετ�ρηκεν. 37. �χει γ�ρ τ¿ φËγ|, τ¿ �ποδρ�σει, τ¿

�ποστραφε¬η· πλ�ν σηµε¬ωσαι, Åτι κυριολεκτεEν �φι�µενοv, τG φËγ| µ�ν

�π­ τοÖ διδασκ�λου, τG δ� �ποδρ�σει �π­ τFν πατ�ρων �χρ�σατο· � µ�ν

γ�ρ φυγ� κα­ �π­ τFν �λευθ�ρων λ�γεται, èσπερ κα­ �π­ στρατιωτFν

φευγ¾ντων, � τινFν ÎπευθËνων, � δ� �π¾δρασιv �π­ µ¾νων τFν κατ�

φËσιν � τËχην δεδουλωµ�νων, �π­ µ�ν τFν κατ� φËσιν èσπερ �π­ τFν

πα¬δων, �π­ δ� τFν κατ� τËχην, èσπερ �π­ τFν δοËλων.

�Κα­ µετ� τοÖ δ�ουv τéν | λ¾γων �φ1ρηται (Aphth 56–57 H/ON[281]

[= 5,23–24 Rabe]). 38. Τ¿ �φ¡ρηται �ντ­ τοÖ �στ�ρηται τ�θειται· �στι

δL Åτε κα­ α®τιατικD συντ�σσεται τ¿ �φαιροÖµαι· Åτε µ�ν γ�ρ Åπερ εµχον

�κεEνο �ποβαλοÖµαι, α®τιατικD συντ�σσεται, äv �χει κα­ τ¾,

HΩv �µL �φαιρεEται Χρυση¼δα καλλιπ�ρ|ον.

39. Åτε δ� Åπερ οÍδ� τ�ν �ρχ�ν ε®v �µ�ν περιCλθεν, �κε¬νου λ�γοµαι

στερηθCναι, γενικD <συντ�σσεται>, äv <�χει κα­ τ¿ . . .>

35 �ν�ργειαν scripsi ; cf. Hermogenes, On Method 4 (416,22 Rabe) || �ν-
�ργειαν Walz || 35 Il. 11.269–71 || 37 τFν λ¾γων Walz || τοÌv λ¾γουv
Aphthonius 56 H/ON (= 5,24 Rabe) || 38 Il. 1.182 || 39 συντ�σσεται
addidi | 39 äv <�χει κα­ τ¾ . . . > lacunam suspecti
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frequently used the same word, and so we will use repetition on
these occasions. But again one must use variation whenever many
words are equally appropriate and similarly clear, as Homer also
does when he says:184

As when the keen dart strikes a woman in
Travail, a piercing dart that goddesses
Of childbirth send, the Eileithyiai, those
Daughters of Hera who control sharp pangs.

36. For in this instance Homer has used a variation of words,
employing the words “keen,” “piercing,” and “sharp.” Aphtho-
nius himself has also observed variation of words in the present
passage. 37. For he has the words “he flees,” “he runs away,” and
“he avoids.” But note that with the aim of using words with preci-
sion he used “flees” in the case of the teacher, but “runs away” in
the case of fathers. For the noun “flight” is also said of free men,
as in the case of soldiers in flight or of certain oYcials subject to
audit, whereas the noun “running away” is said only of those who
are, by nature or fate, slaves—of those by nature, such as boys, and
those by fate, such as slaves.

And by ridding himself of his apprehension he also de-

prives himself of their guidance (Aphth 56–57 H/ON [= 5,23–24

Rabe]). 38. The verb “he deprives himself” is used in the sense of
“he loses.” The verb “I deprive myself” is sometimes constructed
with an accusative, for when I throw away what I had, the verb is
constructed with the accusative, as this line has it:185

Since he takes fair-cheeked Chryseis from me.

39. But when I am deprived of that which was not in my
possession at the beginning, the verb <is constructed> with the
genitive, <as this line has it . . . >.186

184 Il. 11.269–71.
185 Il. 1.182. Doxapatres quotes this line because �φαιρεEται is used with

the accusative (Χρυση¼δα); still, the line is not quoted correctly. The adjective
“fair-cheeked” appears not in this line but in 184, and the subject “he” is explicit,
namely, Phoebus Apollo.

186 There seems to be a sizeable lacuna here, for what follows does not
complete the thought. In other words, we expect an example of �φαιροÖµαι with
the genitive. Instead, what we get is a clause from later in Aphthonius’s elabora-
tion. Moreover, this clause does not have the verb �φαιροÖµαι but another verb,
and one with an accusative, not the genitive. Moreover, a lacuna explains why
there are not comments on the intervening heading, analogy. Since the clause
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�KΩv κα­ τ¿ν κ¾σµον τ�v κεφαλ�v παραιρε´σθαι (Aphth 67–68
H/ON [= 6,9–10 Rabe]). 40. MΗτοι γ�ρ �πεκε¬ρετο τ�v τρ¬χαv τοÖ

�µ¬σεοv µ�ρουv, èv φησι, τCv κεφαλCv, äv �ν µ� �ξω τCv ο®κε¬αv προ-

βα¬ν|, �λλL �νδον τCv ο®κ¬αv καθ�µενοv �ναγινÞσκ|, �τοι τ¿ κοσµεEν τ�ν

κεφαλ�ν παρελογ¬ζετο κα­ äv οÍδ�ν �γεEτο.

�Κ¾σµον �ριστον τ¿ν �ξ �ρετ�v �γησ�µενον (Aphth 68–69
H/ON [= 6,10–11 Rabe]). 41. ΤCv συντ�ξεωv τοÖ λ¾γου δοτικ�ν �παι-

τοËσηv πτFσιν, ²νL ª κ¾σµον �ριστον τ¿ν �ξ �ρετCv �γησαµ�ν}, λ�θ|

τFν �ντιγρ�φων α®τιατικ� σχεδ¿ν �π�σαιv ταEv β¬βλοιv �ντ�θειται.

�∆ι¿ θαυµ�σαι τ¿ν HΗσ¬οδον δε´ (Aphth 71 H/ON [= 6,13 Ra-
be]). 42. ΖητεEται, διατ¬ �φL HΗσι¾δου κα­ οÍκ �φL �τ�ρου τ�ν µαρτυρ¬αν

�λαβε· κα­ λ�γουσιν, Åτι �πε­ γνωριµÞτεροv �ν οØτοv Á ποιητ�v τοEv

ν�οιv, �ν MΕργοιv δ� κα­ HΗµ�ραιv ταÖτα λ�γει.

43. LΕπειδ� δ� � τG LΑφθον¬} τεθεEσα ε®v παρ�δειγµα µελ�τη τοÖ

λογικοÖ �στιν ε°δουv τCv χρε¬αv, φα¬νεται δ� ζητ�σεωv �ξιον, πFv �ν �ν

ταEv πρακτικαEv χρε¬αιv � µαρτυρ¬α τεθε¬η λ¾γων οÍκ Ãντων, φ�ρε �π¿

τFν πρ¿ �µFν τ�ν λËσιν τοÖ �πορ�µατοv �χοντεv ε°πωµεν· �στι γ�ρ ε®-

πεEν, φησ­ν Á �ξηγητ�v, κα­ ταEv πρακτικαEv χρε¬αιv χρCσιν �κολουθεEν·

δεE γ�ρ λ�γειν Åτι καλ¿ν τ¿ γεγενηµ�νον, | κα­ Åτι τ¿ν σκοπ¿ν τCv πρ�-[282]

ξεωv �γνωµολ¾γησεν �τεροv. 44. äv �π­ τοÖ ∆ιογ�νουv τοÖ τυπτ�σαντοv

τ¿ν παιδαγωγ¾ν, �ροÖµεν, Åτι κα­ Θουκυδ¬δηv τοEv πραχθεEσιν ÁµολογεE

λ�γων· «Á γ�ρ δυν�µενοv παÖσαι, περιορFν δ� �ληθ�στερον αÍτ¿ δρB,»

39 παραιρεEσθαι correxi ; cf. Aphthonius 67 H/ON (= 6,10 Rabe) || πα-
ραιτεEσθαι Walz || 40 secundum �τοι scripsi || � Åτι Walz || 40 post
παρελογ¬ζετο Walz scripsit κα­ || δ� codd. || 41 �ντ�θειται scripsi ; cf. Rabe’s
apparatus || �κτ�θειται Walz || 44 Thucydides 1.69.1.
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So that he even removed the adornment from his head

(Aphth 67–68 H/ON [= 6,9–10 Rabe]). 40. For either Demos-
thenes shaved the hair from half his head, as Aphthonius says, so
that he would not venture out of his house, but would sit inside his
house and practice his speech, or he ignored adorning his head and
counted it as nothing.

Regarding [�γησ�µενον] the best adornment to be that

coming from virtue (Aphth 68–69 H/ON [= 6,10–11 Rabe]).
41. Although the syntax of the sentence requires the dative case
(for the participle)—so that the reading should be “(to him)187 . . .
who regarded [�γησαµ�ν}] the best adornment to be that coming
from virtue”—the accusative participle is found in virtually all the
manuscripts through an error of the copyists.

Therefore, one must admire Hesiod (Aphth 71 H/ON [=
6,13 Rabe]). 42. It is asked: “Why did Aphthonius take his tes-
timony from Hesiod and not from some other poet?” And the
commentators say that, since this poet was better known to young
men, he refers to lines from the Works and Days.188

43. Now since the model elaboration provided by Aphtho-
nius as an illustration is that of the saying class of chreia, it seems
worth asking how a testimony can be provided in elaborations of
action chreiai since they are without sayings. Now since we have
the solution of this puzzle from our predecessors, come, let me ex-
plain: It is possible, says the commentator,189 to say that a literary
passage is consistent with action chreiai as well, for one must say
“that what was done is noble and that someone else has expressed
the intent of the action in words. 44. For example, in the case of
Diogenes, who struck the paedagogus,190 we will say: Thucydides
also agrees with what was done, when he said: ‘For the one who
is able to stop something but allows it to occur does it in a truer

comes some ten lines later in the elaboration, the lacuna is quite extensive.
187 The participle should agree with the αÍτG in the previous clause (see

Aphthonius 66 H/ON [= 6,9 Rabe]).
188 Aphthonius does not quote from Hesiod but merely alludes to WD

287–89.
189 The commentator is John of Sardis, and Doxapatres quotes him word

for word (see John of Sardis 5.26).
190 On this action chreia, see Chreia 1:315–16.
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� τ¿ τοÖ ∆ηµοσθ�νουv· «Á γ�ρ τ¿ σπ�ρµα δοËv, οØτοv τFν φËντων καρ-

πFν α°τιοv.»
45. LΕπειδ� δ� τ� παραδε¬γµατα φFv ε®σι τFν λεγοµ�νων, φ�ρε τοÖ

LΑφθον¬ου λογικ�ν µ¾νην χρε¬αν ε®v παρ�δειγµα µελετ�σαντοv, �µεEv κα­

λογικCv χρε¬αv κα­ πρακτικCv κα­ µικτCv µελ�ταv, οÍχ �µEν αÍτοEv, �λλ�

τοEv πρ¿ �µFν µελετηθε¬σαv ε®v παρ�δειγµα θ�σοµεν.

44 Demosthenes 18.159.
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sense.’191 Or the saying of Demosthenes: ‘For the one who pro-
vides the seed is the cause of the harvest.”’192

45. Since examples illumine what is being said, come, since
Aphthonius practiced only on a saying chreia for his example, we
will also set out as model exercises elaborations of a saying, ac-
tion, and mixed chreia, elaborations composed not by me but by
my predecessors.193

191 Thucydides 1.69.1.
192 Demosthenes 18.159, whose text does not have καρπFν (“harvest”).
193 For introduction, texts, and translations of these three chreia elabo-

rations, see Chreia 2:234–57. For analysis of these three elaborations, along with
six others (a refutation and confirmation, an encomium and invective, a compar-
ison, and a speech-in-character) that Doxapatres has inserted elsewhere in his
commentary, see Craig A. Gibson, “The Anonymous Progymnasmata in John
Doxapatres’ Homiliae in Aphthonium,” ByzZ 102 (2009): 83–94.





Text . Rhetorica Marciana

Commentary on Aphthonius’s

Progymnasmata

On the Chreia

(:,–, Walz)

Introduction

the rhetorica marciana

Among the rhetorical manuscripts that Christian Walz edited for
his nine-volume Rhetores Graeci, published in 1832–1836,1 is a
fourteenth-century Venetian manuscript, which he identified as
Ven. 444.2 Walz edited only small portions of this manuscript
and scattered them about his various volumes. Hugo Rabe briefly
dealt with this manuscript. He renamed it Marc. gr. 444 after the
Venetian library of San Marco where it is located, combined it
with other manuscripts—the thirteenth-century Marc. gr. 599 and
the late fourteenth-century Vat. gr. 899—and regarded their con-
tents as forming a coherent rhetorical corpus, formed in the late
twelfth century, centered on the Corpus Hermogenianum, and he
called it the “Rhetorica Marciana.”3

1 Christian Walz, ed., Rhetores Graeci (9 vols.; Tübingen: Cottae, 1832–
1836).

2 Walz, Rhetores Graeci, 1:127 n. 1, 597 n. 1.
3 Hugo Rabe, ed., Prolegomenon Sylloge (Rhetores Graeci 14; Leipzig:

Teubner, 1931), xix n. 1. On the notion of a rhetorical corpus, see also Hugo
Rabe, “Rhetoren-Corpora,” RhM 67 (1912): 321–57, esp. 321. On the dating,
see Rabe, Prolegomenon, xxiv; and Chreia 2:260–61.
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The Rhetorica Marciana begins with two Aphthonian trea-
tises, and these are the portions that Walz edited most fully.4 One
treatise, with the title Περ­ τFν τοÖ LΑφθον¬ου Προγυµνασµ�των (=
fol. 1v-8), Walz placed toward the beginning of the first volume.5

The other, with the title Τ� Προγυµν�σµατα τCv øητορικCv (= fol. 9–
23r), he put at the very end of it.6 The latter is a collection of
sample progymnasmata that were treated in the second volume of
the Chreia and Ancient Rhetoric, in particular the elaboration of a
chreia.7 The former treatise is our concern here.

rhetorica marciana’s commentary on

aphthonius’s progymnasmata

Walz considered Περ­ τFν τοÖ LΑφθον¬ου Προγυµνασµ�των to be an
epitome of Aphthonius’s Progymnasmata and, after the title page,
used LΑνωνËµου LΕπιτοµ� as the header for the remainder of the
treatise. At first glance this treatise could easily be seen as an epit-
ome. But, as Vittorio DeFalco recognized,8 this designation is
arbitrary. To be sure, much of this treatise is simply taken from
Aphthonius, and its length is considerably shorter. But the briefer
extent of the treatise is largely due to the omission of all of Aph-
thonius’s model exercises, so that it is only 30 percent as long as
Aphthonius’s Progymnasmata. But if much is simply copied from
Aphthonius, there are also deletions and additions for each exer-
cise that reflect a redactor. In addition, the commentary begins
with an introduction, for which, of course, there is no parallel in
Aphthonius. These changes to Aphthonius’s text require further
analysis if we are to see that this initial treatise in the Rhetorica
Marciana is much more than an epitome but is indeed a commen-
tary, obviously short, on Aphthonius’s Progymnasmata.

4 Unfortunately, Walz included only short excerpts from the Hermoge-
nean material (see 3:610–12 and 4:31 Walz); for longer excerpts but still less
than half of the material (= fol. 25–91), see Vittorio DeFalco, “Trattato retorico
bizantino (Rhetorica Marciana),” AttiSocLSL 9 (1930): 71–124, esp. 74–102.

5 Walz, Rhetores Graeci, 1:127–36.
6 Walz, Rhetores Graeci, 1:597–648.
7 See further Chreia 2:258–69.
8 DeFalco, “Trattato retorico,” 73.
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Like the other commentaries, this commentary begins with
an introduction (127,1–128,5). It relates Aphthonius’s Progym-

nasmata to the larger rhetorical curriculum by saying that pro-
gymnasmata are “a rhetoric writ small, but still incomplete [µικρ�
µ�ν �στιν [èσπερ]9 øητορικ�, �τελC δ� ε®σι] since none of them is
brought into court or to an assembly or composed as a com-
plete speech, that is, having an introduction, statement of the
case, argument, and epilogue” (127,1–4). Rather, individual
progymnasmata bear a resemblance to one of the parts of a
speech—narrative to the statement of the case, refutation and con-
firmation to the arguments, and common place to the epilogue,
whereas the prefatory thoughts of introductions are characteristic
of all the progymnasmata (127,5–11).

The introduction sets the number of progymnasmata ex-
plicitly at fourteen and lists them in full and in the Aphthonian
sequence (127,13–16). They are then related to the three types
of speech—fable, chreia, and maxim to the advisory type; refu-
tation, confirmation, common place, and introduction of a law to
the judicial; and encomium, invective, comparison, and speech-
in-character to the celebratory; whereas description and narrative
belong to all, and the thesis takes its subject matter from the cele-
bratory (127,16–128,5).

After this short introduction the commentary then turns to
the individual progymnasmata, whose treatments have a num-
ber of similarities. Summarizing them, if only briefly, will help
to put the treatment of the chreia in context. Given the brevity
of this short commentary, it should not surprise us that much is
missing that we have otherwise come to expect in a commentary.
For example, after listing the progymnasmata in the Aphthonian
sequence in the introduction (127,13–16) the commentary itself
makes no further mention of τ�ξιv (“sequence”) as an issue that
needs discussion.

More surprising is the deletion of some παρεπ¾µενα (“es-
sential subjects”) that the P-scholia included for each progym-
nasma.10 In the fable chapter, for example, the commentary

9 I have deleted èσπερ as this passage is clearly modeled on John of
Sardis (cf. Comm. in Aphth., praef. [2,9–10 and 3,7 Rabe]).

10 See, e.g., P-scholia, 2:575,17–25; 580,3–5 (Walz).
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deletes Aphthonius’s sections on the γ�νεσιv (“origin”) of the fa-
ble, as well as the κλCσιv (“naming”) of the fable.11 In the maxim
chapter the section on διαφορα¬, or diVerences between a chreia
and a maxim,12 has been deleted. Even the Åροv (“definition”) of
speaking-in-character has been deleted, which is hard to explain,
given the fact that definition is the only παρεπ¾µενον that appears
in every progymnasma.13

Other deletions in the commentary can be more easily ex-
plained, usually as being unnecessary or repetitious. For example,
in five progymnasmata—chreia, maxim, encomium, speaking-in-
character, and introduction of a law—Aphthonius transitioned
from the division of forms to the compositional instructions with
this sentence: “This, then, is the division [δια¬ρεσιv] of. . . .”14 And
in all five cases the commentary omits the sentence, presumably as
being unnecessary. In addition, whereas Aphthonius listed eight
κεφ�λαια (“headings”) for elaborating a chreia and repeats them for
elaborating a maxim,15 the commentary lists them only for the
chreia (129,29–31), presumably doing so because such a second
listing in the maxim chapter would be repetitious. Similarly, the
Ïλη (“subjects”) for an encomium and comparison are the same,
and Aphthonius listed them both times,16 but the commentary
does so only for the encomium (132,30–133,2), no doubt again be-
cause a second list would be repetitious.

Other deletions also occur, usually a sentence here and there.
These deletions might be Aphthonius’s illustrations for the ε°δη

(“classes”) in the δια¬ρεσιv. Thus, Aphthonius provides an exam-
ple for each of the three classes of speaking-in-character (�θοποι¬α,
ε®δωλοποι¬α, and προσωποποι¬α),17 but only the first example is re-
tained (133,24–25). Moreover, even this example is incomplete, as
the situation to which Herakles must respond—“when Eurystheus

11 See Aphthonius, Progymn. 1 (1,4–5 and 7–10 Rabe).
12 See Aphthonius, Progymn. 4 (8,7–10 Rabe).
13 See Aphthonius, Progymn. 11 (34,2–3 Rabe). On the Åροv as the one

essential subject for each progymnasma, see Doxapatres 2:193,22–23 (Walz).
14 See Aphthonius, Progymn. 3 (4,12 Rabe), 4 (8,3), 8 (21,20), 11 (35,1),

and 13 (47,11).
15 See Aphthonius, Progymn. 3 (4,13–15 Rabe) and 4 (8,3–6).
16 See Aphthonius, Progymn. 8 (21,12–13 Rabe) and 10 (31,16–17).
17 See Aphthonius, Progymn. 11 (34,4–18 Rabe).
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had ordered him”18—has been dropped. And, whereas Aphtho-
nius gives an example for each kind of �θοποι¬α (παθητικ�, �θικ�,
and µικτ�)19—the commentary keeps only the first two (133,32–
134,2). Similarly, when Aphthonius gives two examples of a
philosophical thesis—whether heaven is spherical and whether
there are many worlds20—the commentator keeps only the first
(134,16–17). In addition, in the introduction of a law the commen-
tator deletes Aphthonius’s final sentence: “Accordingly, in this
way [i.e., using the κεφ�λαια listed earlier] the introduction of a law
diVers from a thesis.”21

Finally, the deletion of Aphthonius’s loose quotation of
Demosthenes’s definition of a law,22 as well as the deletion of ref-
erences to Homer in the narrative chapter,23 may have another
explanation. Elsewhere in the Rhetorica Marciana there is ample
evidence of Christianizing,24 especially the use of quotations from
Á θε¾λογοv, Gregory of Nazianzus, whose quotations even replace
those of Demosthenes in the Hermogenean materials.25 Thus the
deletion of Demosthenes and Homer may be of a piece with this
Christianizing redaction elsewhere in the Rhetorica Marciana.

It should be clear from these many and varied deletions of
Aphthonius’s text that the commentary is not merely a slavish
copying of that text but a careful and consistent redaction of what
seemed to be inessential, to the commentator at least, for learning
the basics of the progymnasmata. But deletions are only half the
story. Throughout the commentary—except for the maxim chap-
ter26—numerous additions to Aphthonius’s text were made. On

18 See Aphthonius, Progymn. 11 (34,8 Rabe).
19 See Aphthonius, Progymn. 11 (35,3–10 Rabe).
20 See Aphthonius, Progymn. 13 (41,19–20 Rabe).
21 See Aphthonius, Progymn. 14 (47,15–16 Rabe).
22 See Aphthonius, Progymn. 14 (47,7–10 Rabe): A law is “a creation and

gift of the gods, etc.” (Demosthenes 25.16).
23 See Aphthonius, Progymn. 2 (2,16–18 Rabe).
24 On Christianizing in the sample progymnasmata, see Chreia 2:258,

261; and Herbert Hunger, Die hochsprachliche profane Literatur der Byzantiner

(HAW 12.5.1–2; Munich: Beck, 1978), 1:85, 106, 117.
25 On Christianizing and especially the use of Gregory of Nazianzus as a

model of style, see DeFalco, “Trattato retorico,” 81–85, 93–101, 114, 118.
26 The changes made to the maxim chapter are minimal. The deletions

of the eight κεφ�λαια for the elaboration and of the διαφορ� of the maxim with
the chreia have already been mentioned; otherwise, the changes are only small
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occasion the commentator clarifies some of the diVering terms for
the ε°δη of the progymnasmata. For example, there were diVerent
terms for the ε°δη of the narrative. The commentator repeats Aph-
thonius’s terms but adds others, such as Aphthonius’s δραµατικ¾ν
is equated with others’ πλασµατικ¾ν, and πολιτικ¾ν with πρακτικ¾ν

and δικανικ¾ν (128,25–26).
More typically, however, the additions involve clarification

and guidance for actually composing the various progymnasmata.
These compositional tips are not new but, as we shall see, were
gleaned from Hermogenes, Nicolaus, and John of Sardis, or per-
haps, as Rabe thinks, from the Π-scholia.27 In the fable chapter,
for example, Aphthonius says that one of the ε°δη (“classes”) of
fable, the �θικ¾ν, “imitates the characters [�θη] of irrational crea-
tures.”28 The commentator clarifies what Aphthonius meant by
�θη by adding, “for example, the pride of the lion, the foolish-
ness of the deer, the wickedness of the fox, the cowardice of the
hare, and similarly in the case of the other creatures” (128,10–
13).29 Aphthonius also says that the παρα¬νεσιv (“moral”) of the
fable is expressed in the προµËθιον or �πιµËθιον, depending on
whether it is expressed before or after the fable.30 The commenta-
tor gives guidance on composing this “moral” by suggesting three
ways to do it: “By means of example, reasoning, or address. By
means of example—‘This fable [presumably Aphthonius’s model
fable about the ants and cicadas] teaches us <to do something

textual ones—adding the neuter article, τ¾, before each of the various maxims
Aphthonius gave to illustrate his eight ε°δη of maxims (see 130,20, 22, 24, 26,
28, 30, 32 and 131,1) and changing the subject (from second sing. to third sing.)
and mood (from optative to indicative) of �ργ�σαιο δL αÍτ�ν τοEv τCv χρε¬αv

κεφαλα¬οιv (Aphthonius, Progymn. 4 [8,3–4 Rabe]) to �ργ�ζεται δ� τοEv τCv

χρε¬αv κεφαλα¬οιv (131,3).
27 See Rabe, “Aus Rhetoren-Handschriften. 3. Die Quellen des Doxapa-

tres in den Homilien zu Aphthonios,” RhM 62 (1907): 559–86, esp. 576 n. 1 and
559–62 for the close, yet distinguishable, relationship between the Π-scholia and
the P-scholia, the latter being the subject of chapter 2. See also Rabe, Aphthonii

Progymnasmata (Rhetores Graeci 10; Leipzig: Teubner, 1926), praef. xix.
28 Aphthonius, Progymn. 1 (1,13–14 Rabe).
29 The commentator seemingly draws on John of Sardis, Comm. in

Aphth. 1 (8,22–9,3 Rabe), who has this precise list of �θη. In fact, he goes on to
list the creatures simply summarized here by “the other creatures”—“the glut-
tony of mice, the rapaciousness of hawks, the shamelessness of dogs, and the
simplemindedness of sheep.”

30 See Aphthonius, Progymn. 1 (1,15–2,2 Rabe).
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or not>.’31 By means of reasoning—for example, ‘The one who
does not do something is deserving of criticism.’ By means of
address—for example, ‘You, my child, must refrain from this or
that”’ (128,16–21).32

Compositional guidance on writing narratives again domi-
nates the additional material in the commentary on the narrative
chapter and in fact doubles that taken over from Aphthonius. This
material starts as follows: “A narrative can be done in five ways—in
the nominative case, in the oblique case, in a questioning man-
ner, in a comparative way, and asyndetically” (128,30–33). These
five styles of writing go back to Hermogenes,33 although the exact
same sequence of the styles and the story of Phaethon used to illus-
trate them come from Nicolaus’s treatment, perhaps through the
scholia.34 For example, “in the nominative case the story would
go as follows: ‘Phaethon [Φα�θων], the son [παEv] of Helius, became
enamored of his father’s chariot, mounted it, and so forth’; in the
oblique case like this: ‘They say that Phaethon [Φα�θοντα], the son
[παEδα] of Helius, became enamored of his father’s chariot and per-
suaded his father and mounted it’; in a questioning manner in this
fashion: ‘What then? Did not Phaethon, the son of Helius, become
enamored of his father’s chariot? Did he not persuade his father?
Did he not mount the chariot?”’ (128,33–129,7). Once each of the
five has been illustrated, further advice is given as to when they
would be appropriate to use: “Each of these styles is useful, the
nominative in histories and whenever there is a need for clarity;
the oblique and questioning style in the argumentative part of a
speech; the asyndetic in epilogues; and the comparative where the
occasion allows, for we use this style everywhere, both in all the
types of speech and in all the parts of a speech” (129,10–17).

31 The parallels to this example complete it either, as rendered here, by
τ¾δε τι ποιεEν � µ� ποιεEν (so Nicolaus, Progymn. 1 [10,4 Felten]) or, more in line
with Aphthonius’s model fable, by τ¾δε τι µ� ποιεEν (so John of Sardis, Comm.

in Aphth. 1 [13,1 Rabe]; cf. P-scholia 2:576,4 [Walz]).
32 These three ways of expressing the παρα¬νεσιv are common (see Nico-

laus, Progymn. 1 [10,1–7 Felten]; John of Sardis, Comm. in Aphth. 1 [12,23–13,5
Rabe]; and P-scholia 2:576,2–8 [Walz]).

33 See Hermogenes, Progymn. 2 (4,21–6,2 Rabe). A much more elaborate
system of narrating is found in Theon, Progymn. 5 (50–57 Patillon).

34 See Nicolaus, Progymn. 2 (16,1–17,3 Felten); and P-scholia 2:580,18–
581,8 (Walz).
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It should be clear from these analyses of the fable and nar-
rative chapters that this commentary, despite its brevity, still
contains much of value, especially compositional advice that was
unavailable in Aphthonius’s spare treatments of these progymnas-
mata.

rhetorica marciana’s commentary on

aphthonius’s chreia chapter

The commentary on Aphthonius’s treatment of the chreia fol-
lows what we have seen in the other cases—both deletions and
additions. One deletion, as already noted in four other instances,
is Aphthonius’s transitional, if unnecessary, sentence: “This has
been the division (into the classes) of the chreia.”35 The other
deletion is one that occurs for every progymnasma, namely, the
deletion of the model exercise, in this case Aphthonius’s elabora-
tion of the chreia attributed to Isocrates: The roots of education
are bitter, but its fruits are sweet.36 Otherwise, the preliminary
material—definition, etymology, division, and list of headings for
the elaboration37—is simply copied,38 with no comments deemed
necessary (1.1–3.4).

The additions follow this material (4.1–9), and once again
they provide compositional advice. This advice concerns the elab-
oration of a chreia and proceeds through each heading, explaining
the function of each heading—with one exception, the example
heading, although the very exception may be grounds for sus-
pecting a lacuna here.39 For two of the headings—analogy and
example—there is also an illustration (4.6–7). There seems to
be no source for this additional material, and there is no interest
in comparing the headings with the parts of a speech, as we saw
throughout Doxapatres’s discussion of the headings.40

35 See Aphthonius 16–17 H/ON (= 4,12 Rabe).
36 See Aphthonius 23–78 H/ON (= 4,16–6,19 Rabe); and Chreia 1:325–

26.
37 See Aphthonius 2–22 H/ON (= 3,21–4,15 Rabe).
38 For the few and minor textual variants from Aphthonius’s text, see the

apparatus.
39 See 4.7 and the apparatus.
40 See Doxapatres 6.24–57.
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At any rate, the function of the first heading, or the �γκωµια-
στικ¾ν, is to praise (�γκωµι�σαι) (4.2), but there is no mention
of having to be brief, as, say, John of Sardis advised.41 The
παραφραστικ¾ν is, rather tautologically, to restate the saying in a
paraphrastic manner (παραφραστικFv) (4.3). The α®τ¬α (“rationale”)
should add what the benefit (ãφ�λεια) would be, if the saying were
carried out (4.4); whereas the argument �κ τοÖ �ναντ¬ου (“from the
opposite”) should indicate what the injury (βλαβ�) would be, if it
were not (4.5). This emphasis on benefit and harm is nicely ap-
parent in the sample chreia elaboration included in the Rhetorica
Marciana.42

For the analogy heading, both the function and an illustra-
tion are provided. The function of this heading is to confirm the
benefit of the saying, but the remaining phrase remains obscure:
“on the basis of what others typically do.” But some clarity is
achieved by the following illustration: “Just as those who toil over
farming delight in reaping their harvests, so too do those who toil
over virtue” (4.6).43 Nevertheless, this clarity, implicit at best, is
a far cry from the fulsome discussion of John of Sardis regarding
what a παραβολ� entails.44

There is no statement of function for the example heading
(and hence the suggestion of a lacuna), but there is an illustration,
drawn, if vaguely, from the life of the Athenian general Conon
(4.7). This illustration comes from no known elaboration. The
testimony heading supplies another ancient worthy whom it is
right to admire (θαυµ�σαι), because he has said the same thing as
the speaker of the saying in the chreia (4.8). Finally, the short
epilogue is to admire (θαυµ�σαι) at the end the one who made the
saying (4.9).

Despite the numerous and consistent redactions made in the
Rhetoric Marciana of Aphthonius’s text, the result, when com-
pared with the previous commentaries, especially that of John
Doxapatres, is startling. The basics remain, but students would
have been seriously impoverished by using this commentary.
They would be unaware of the justification of the τ�ξιv of the

41 See John of Sardis 5.12.
42 See further Chreia 2:265–66.
43 This analogy is clearly from an elaboration of the chreia attributed to

Isocrates, but not necessarily from Aphthonius’s elaboration.
44 See John of Sardis 5.21–23.
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chreia; unaware of the relation of the chreia to its related form
�ποµνηµ¾νευµα and why the common word χρε¬α is used for this
literary form; unaware of the �πιδια¬ρεσιv and Îποδια¬ρεσιv of the
chreia; unaware of the other manipulations of the chreia, such as
κλ¬σιv ; unaware of the logic of the order of κεφ�λαια ; and on and
on. Impoverished indeed, unless the teacher had, say, Doxapa-
tres’s commentary, to fill in what is missing here.

text and translation

The only text of the Rhetorica Marciana’s commentary on Aph-
thonius’s Progymnasmata is that of Walz.45 He used only one of
three manuscripts now known to exist, Marc. gr. 444.46 In ad-
dition, although Walz provided a complete text for much of the
commentary, including the chreia, he left out portions of the chap-
ters on speaking-in-character, description, and thesis. Hence a
full and critical text is desired, not to mention a complete text of
the entire Rhetorica Marciana, in order to appreciate it more fully
as a rhetorical corpus.

In any case, the text used here is based on Walz’s, but chapter
title, section titles, and “verses” within sections, along with page
numbers from Walz’s edition, have been added for easier refer-
ence. In addition, a few changes have been made in the text, most
of them minor departures from Aphthonius’s text, but all of them
noted in the apparatus.

This translation, as far as I know, is the first.

45 Walz, Rhetores Graeci, 1:127–35.
46 Walz, Rhetores Graeci, 1:127 n. 1.
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Text . Rhetorica Marciana

Commentarium in Aphthonii

Progymnasmata

<Περ­ Χρε¬αv>

( :,–, Walz)

<§1. Åροv>

1. Χρε¬α �στ­ν �ποµνηµ¾νευµα σËντοµον εÍστ¾χωv �π¬ τι πρ¾σωπον �να-

φ�ρουσα (Aphth 2–3 H/ON [= 3,21–22 Rabe]).

<§2. �τυµολογ¬α>

1. ΧρειÞδηv δ� ο×σα προσαγορεËεται χρε¬α (= Aphth 4 H/ON [= 4,1
Rabe]).

<§3. � δια¬ρεσιv �π¿ γ�νουv ε®v ε°δη>

1. ΤCv δ� χρε¬αv τ¿ µ�ν �στι λογικ¾ν, <τ¿ δ� πρακτικ¾ν,> τ¿ δ� µικτ¾ν.

2. κα­ λογικ¿ν µ�ν τ¿ τG λ¾γ} δηλοÖν τ�ν ãφ�λειαν, ο¶ον Á Πλ�των

τοÌv τCv �ρετCv κλFναv ¯δρFτι κα­ π¾νοιv �λεγε φËεσθαι. 3. πρακτικ¿ν

δ� τ¿ πρAξιν σηµαEνον, ο¶ον Πυθαγ¾ραv �ρωτηθε¬v, Åσοv �ν ε°η Á τFν

�νθρÞπων β¬οv, µικρ¾ν τι φανε­v �πεκρËψατο, µ�τρον τοÖ β¬ου τ�ν θ�αν

ποιοËµενοv. 4. µικτ¿ν δ� τ¿ �ξ �µφοτ�ρων, λ¾γου κα­ πρ�ξεωv, ο¶ον

∆ιογ�νηv µειρ�κιον �ωρακáv �τακτοÖν τ¿ν παιδαγωγ¿ν �παισεν ε®πáν

«τ¬ σÌ τοιαÖτα παιδεËειv ;» (= Aphth 5–16 H/ON [= 4,2–11 Rabe]).

|| §3.1 τ¿ δ� πρακτικ¾ν addidi ; cf. Aphthonius 6 H/ON (= 4,2 Rabe) ||

3 Á τFν �νθρÞπων β¬οv Walz || τFν �νθρÞπων Á β¬οv Aphthonius 11 H/ON
(= 4,6–7 Rabe) || 3 µικρ¾ν Walz || βραχË Aphthonius 11 H/ON (= 4,7 Rabe)
|| 4 ε®πáν Walz || �πειπáν Aphthonius 15 H/ON (= 4,10 Rabe) || 4 τ¬ σÌ
Walz || τ¬ γ�ρ Aphthonius 15 H/ON (= 4,10–11 Rabe)



Text . Rhetorica Marciana

Commentary on Aphthonius’s

Progymnasmata

<On the Chreia>
(:,–, Walz)

<§1. definition>

1. A chreia is a concise reminiscence aptly attributed to some in-
dividual (Aphth 2–3 H/ON [= 3,21–22 Rabe]).

<§2. etymology>

1. Because it is useful, it is called “chreia” (Aphth 4 H/ON [= 4,1
Rabe ]).

<§3. division of the class into its subclasses>

1. Of the chreia, there is the saying class, <the action class,> and
the mixed class. 2. The saying class is the one that discloses its
benefit by a saying—for example, Plato said that the oVshoots of
virtue grow by sweat and toil. 3. The action class is the one that
reports an action—for example, Pythagoras, on being asked how
long human life is, after revealing himself for a short time, disap-
peared, thus making his appearance the measure of life. 4. The
mixed class is the one that is composed of both, a saying and an
action—for example, Diogenes, on seeing a youth misbehaving,
struck the paedagogus, saying, “Why do you teach such behavior?”
(Aphth 5–16 H/ON [= 4,2–11 Rabe]).
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<§4. � δια¬ρεσιv �π¿ Åλου ε®v µ�ρη>

1. LΕργ�σαιο δL αÍτ�ν τοEσδε τοEv κεφαλα¬οιv· �γκωµιαστικG, παρα-

φραστικG, τG τCv α®τ¬αv, �κ τοÖ �ναντ¬ου, παραβολD, παραδε¬γµατι,

µαρτυρ¬{ παλαιFν, �πιλ¾γ} βραχεE (= Aphth 18–22 H/ON [= 4,12–15
Rabe]).

2. Κα­ �στιν �γκωµιαστικ¿ν µ�ν [κατ�] τ¿ τ¿ν ε®ρηκ¾τα τ¿ τCv

χρε¬αv øητ¿ν �γκωµι�σαι διL αÍτ¾. 3. παραφραστικ¿ν | δ� τ¿ µ� αÍτο-[130]

λεξε­ �λλ� παραφραστικFv τ¿ øητ¿ν ε®σ�ξαι. 4. τ¿ τCv α®τ¬αv δ�, τ¿ κα­

τ�ν ãφ�λειαν τοËτου πραττοµ�νου προσθεEναι. 5. �κ τοÖ �ναντ¬ου, τ¿ κα­

τ�ν βλ�βην αÍτοÖ µ� πραττοµ�νου ε®πεEν. 6. παραβολ� δ� �στι τ¿ κα­

�κ τFν �λλοιv πραττοµ�νων τ�ν ãφ�λειαν τοÖ øητοÖ πιστÞσασθαι· ο¶ον

èσπερ ο¯ περ­ τ�ν γεωργ¬αν πονοÖντεv τοÌv καρποÌv �δ�ωv κοµ¬ζονται,

οÏτω κα­ ο¯ περ­ τ�ν �ρετ�ν, ε®v �δÌ τ¿ τ�λοv αÍτοEv καταντB. 7. παρ�-

δειγµα <δ� �στι τ¿ κα­ �κ τFν �ν­ πραχθ�ντων τ�ν ãφ�λειαν τοÖ ø�του

πιστÞσασθαι· ο¶ον> τ¿ κα­ τοÖ Κ¾νωνοv µνησθCναι µετ� θαËµατοv, εÍ-

δοκ¬µου τοEv �πασι γεγον¾τοv, Åτι δ� κατ� τοÖτο τ¿ øητ¿ν �πολιτεËσατο.

8. µαρτυρ¬α δ� παλαιFν, τ¿ κα­ �τερον �νδρα παλαι¿ν τFν ÀνοµαστFν

§4.2 κατ� delevi || 7 post παρ�δειγµα lacunam suspecti ; cf. 4.6 ||

7 ο¶ον addidi



text 4. 273

<§4. division of the whole into its parts>

1. You can elaborate a chreia by means of these headings: encomi-
astic, paraphrastic, rationale, from the opposite, analogy, example,
testimony of the ancients, and brief epilogue (Aphth 18–22 H/ON
[= 4,12–15 Rabe]).

2. So,1 the encomiastic heading is for praising the speaker
of the chreia’s saying on account of it. 3. The paraphrastic is the
heading that repeats the saying, not in the same words, but in a
paraphrastic manner. 4. The rationale is the heading that adds
the benefit of the saying if it is acted on. 5. From the opposite
is the heading that describes the harm if the saying is not acted
on. 6. The analogy is the confirmation of the benefit of the say-
ing on the basis of what others typically do—for example, “Just
as those who toil over farming delight in reaping their harvest, so
too do those who toil over virtue; the outcome results in pleasure
for them.”2 7. The example is <the confirmation of the benefit
of the saying on the basis of what one individual has done>3—
for example, “One must recall with admiration Conon, who has
become respected by everyone because he engaged in politics in
accordance with this saying.”4 8. The testimony of the ancients is
the admiration of another famous man of antiquity because that

1 Up to this point Aphthonius has been simply copied out (with a few
but minor changes in the wording).

2 This example of an analogy seems to be either a very free paraphrase of
Aphthonius’s (see Aphthonius 59–63 H/ON [= 6,3–6 Rabe]) or an analogy from
another elaboration of the same chreia by someone else.

3 Something like this seems to have fallen out. See further the apparatus.
4 Conon was one of the generals of the Athenians in the late fifth/early

fourth centuries b.c.e. (Xenophon, Hell. 1.4.10; 5.16). This example pre-
sumably comes from a chreia elaboration, but since the saying that is being
elaborated is not known (unless this example follows on the preceding analogy,
which reflects the saying of Isocrates as its subject) and since, in any case, what is
said of Conon is rather vague, it is diYcult to determine what he did to deserve
the admiration mentioned here. Among his achievements and hence possibly
deserving of such admiration in the example are his sea-victory oV Cnidus (see
Xenophon, Hell. 4.3.11–12; 8.1; Diodorus Siculus 14.83.4–7) and his rebuild-
ing the walls from the Piraeus on to Athens (Xenophon, Hell. 4.8.10; Diodorus
Siculus 14.85.2–3). Clearly showing admiration are the bronze statues of Conon
in the temple of Hera on Samos and in the temple of Artemis at Ephesus (Pau-
sanias 6.3.16).
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θαυµ�σαι, äv τ¿ αÍτ� περ­ τοÖτον κ�κεEνον �ποφην�µενον. 9. �π¬λογοv

βραχÌv τ¿ �π­ τG τ�λει δι� βραχ�ων θαυµ�σαι τ¿ν ε®ρηκ¾τα.
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man has also said the same thing about this subject. 9. The brief
epilogue is the expression of admiration for the speaker at the end.





Text . Maximus Planudes

Commentary on Aphthonius’s

Progymnasmata

Chapter : Commentary on the Chreia

(:,–, Walz)

Introduction

life and writings

The best known of the commentators on Aphthonius’s Progym-

nasmata is the Palaeologan polymath Maximus Planudes.1 His
fame rests, as is well known, on his achievements as an editor of
many classical authors, as the author of original grammatical trea-
tises, as a mathematician, and as one of the few Byzantines to
know Latin, but not on his contribution to the teaching of rhetoric.
A review of his life and times—times that witnessed a cultural
renaissance, especially in classical scholarship, that followed the
recapture of Constantinople from the Latins in 1261 by Michael

1 Still fundamental for Planudes’s life and writings is the comprehen-
sive study by Carl Wendel, “Planudes, Maximos,” PW 20.2:2202–53. See also
Karl Krumbacher, Geschichte der byzantinischen Literatur von Justinian bis zum

Ende des Öströmischen Reiches (527–1453) (2nd ed.; HAW 9.1; Munich: Beck,
1897), 99, 543–46; Herbert Hunger, Die hochsprachliche profane Literatur der

Byzantiner (HAW 12.5.1–2; Munich: Beck, 1978), 1:79, 84–85, 107, 157; 2:14,
16, 68–70; Constantine N. Constantinides, Higher Education in Byzantium in

the Thirteenth and Early Fourteenth Centuries (TSHCyp 11; Nicosia: Cyprus
Research Center, 1982), 66–89; Nigel G. Wilson, Scholars of Byzantium (Balti-
more: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1983), 230–41; and Edmund Fryde, The

Early Palaeologan Renaissance (1261-c. 1360) (MMed 27; Leiden: Brill, 2000),
226–67.
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VIII Paleologus (1259–1282)2—will help to provide a context for
Planudes’s educational and intellectual achievements.

A literary epitaph written for Planudes says that he lived for
fifty years.3 But while the span of his life is thus secure, the date
of his birth is not. Since Planudes’s datable letters end about 1300

and his latest known manuscript, Marc. gr. 481, is dated Septem-
ber 1, 1301, scholars have estimated his death to have been by 1305

or by 1310 at the latest. Since most scholars favor circa 1305, that
would put his birth at circa 1255.4

Planudes was born into a wealthy family of Bithynian Nico-
media,5 but he went to Constantinople for his education, perhaps
not long after Michael VIII had recaptured the city.6 The rea-
son for supposing that he went there as a youth is that the broad
education he received was possible only in the capital.7 Michael
VIII had immediately re-established the School of Philosophy,
which had been closed since the Latin capture in 1204, and put
the most distinguished scholar of his day, George Akropolites,

2 On the exultant mood and subsequent renewal that followed the re-
capture of the city, see Deno John Geankoplos, “The Byzantine Recovery of
Constantinople from the Latins in 1261,” in Essays for George H. Williams:

Continuity and Change in Church History (ed. F. Church and T. George; Lei-
den: Brill, 1979), 104–17, and, more broadly, George Ostrogorsky, History of

the Byzantine State (trans. Joan Hussey; New Brunswick, N.J.: Rutgers Uni-
versity Press, 1969), 450–65. This cultural renaissance is all the more surprising
because it occurred during a period of economic and political decline. For ex-
ample, Wilson (Scholars, 229) speaks of this period as one “in which the signs of
incurable political and economic weakness in the empire became unmistakable
and yet the level of cultural life rose to a height as great as had ever been seen.”

3 See Wendel, “Planudes,” 2203; and Constantinides, Higher Education,
87 and n. 135; both of them cite the relevant line of the epigram: π�µπτην

�ξανËων �τ�ων δεκ�δL. For the full text, see Maximilian Treu, ed., Maximi

Monachi Planudis Epistulae (Breslau: Koebner, 1890), 190–91.
4 See Wendel, “Planudes,” 2203. Scholars vacillate over which dating

to prefer but tend toward 1255–1305 (so, e.g., Hunger, Literatur, 2:68; Wilson,
Scholars, 17; and Constantinides, Higher Education, 42).

5 For more on Planudes’s home life, see Constantinides, Higher Educa-

tion, 42.
6 On Constantinople during the Latin period, see David Jacoby, “The

Greeks of Constantinople under Latin Rule 1204–1261,” in The Fourth Cru-

sade: Event, Aftermath, and Perceptions (ed. Thomas F. Madden; Hampshire,
U.K.: Ashgate, 2008), 53–73.

7 See Wendel, “Planudes,” 2203.
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in charge.8 The school’s location is unknown, but its curricu-
lum included arithmetic, geometry, rhetoric, and Aristotelian
philosophy.9 A similar curriculum was taught at the Akataleptos
monastery, headed by Gregory of Cyprus,10 and among the stu-
dents there Constantine Constantinides would place Planudes.11

Once educated, Planudes would have entered civil or ec-
clesiastical service. He chose civil service and began teaching,
probably in 1280.12 But either way it would have been diYcult for
him to avoid getting involved in the controversy over the union
of Western and Eastern Churches, a controversy with political as
well as theological dimensions. Michael VIII was an adamant
supporter of union with the Catholic Church, largely for political
reasons, and eventually, in July 1274, he sent an embassy headed
by Akropolites to negotiate an agreement of union at the cathedral
in Lyons. Opposition at home, however, arose and intensified, in
particular over the emperor’s acquiescence in his agreement with
the Latin view of the procession of the Holy Spirit as from both
the Father and the Son (filioque).13

Planudes at first sided with Michael VIII, though not di-
rectly. He translated, perhaps with “oYcial encouragement,”14

Augustine’s De trinitate into Greek, which would have aided the
unionists’ arguments.15 In addition, Planudes’s support of union
is suggested by a poem in which he praised the unionist Theok-
tistos, archbishop of Adrianople, who, however, would later be
condemned for his views during the Council of Blachernai in

8 On this important figure and his role in education, see Constantine N.
Constantinides, “Teachers and Students of Rhetoric in the Late Byzantine Pe-
riod,” in Rhetoric in Byzantium (ed. Elizabeth JeVreys; SPByzS 11; Burlington,
Vt.: Ashgate, 2003), 39–53, esp. 42–44.

9 See Constantinides, Higher Education, 31–35.
10 See Constantinides, Higher Education, 35–38.
11 Constantinides, Higher Education, 38 and 42.
12 See Constantinides, Higher Education, 71.
13 On the controversy, see Aristeides Papadakis, Crisis in Byzantium: The

Filioque Controversy in the Patriarchate of Gregory II of Cyprus (1283–1289)

(New York: Fordham University Press, 1983), 13–28 and 34–61.
14 So Wilson, Scholars, 230.
15 On Planudes as a translator of this writing as well as of many oth-

ers, see Wendel, “Planudes,” 2241–44; Freyde, Palaeologan Renaissance, 261–62;
and esp. Elizabeth A. Fisher, “Planoudes, Holobolos, and the Motivation for
Translation,” GRBS 43 (2003): 77–104.
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1285.16 When Michael’s son, Andronicus II, succeeded to the
throne in 1282, he immediately renounced the union agreement.
Planudes, like other intellectuals, then opposed union as well,
though he refrained from further engagement in theological de-
bates.17

Indeed, after Andronicus’s accession Planudes became a
monk. How soon is diYcult to say, perhaps as early as 1283.18

As was customary, he marked his entrance into monastic life
by changing his name from Manuel, his baptismal name, to
Maximus, as shown by his manuscript of hexametric poetry,
Laur. 32.16, which he had begun in 1280 and revised until about
1283.19 As a monk, he continued to teach and did so for the
remainder of his life, perhaps at the Chora monastery,20 but cer-
tainly at the Akataleptos monastery, as Planudes’s manuscript of
the Anthology and Nonnos’s paraphrase of the Gospel of John
(Marc. gr. 481) make clear.21

Initially, Planudes taught grammar, poetry, and rhetoric,
and his earliest dated manuscript contains a collection of po-
etry for classroom use. This manuscript, Laur. 32.16, completed
about 1283, contains, for example, Hesiod’s Theogony and Works

and Days; a collection of Hellenistic poets such as Theocritus,
Moschus, and Nicander; and a number of poems by the Christian
Gregory of Nazianzus.22

16 Wendel, “Planudes,” 2220. For the Council of Blachernai and the de-
position of Theoktistos, see Papadakis, Crisis in Byzantium, 62–78.

17 See further Constantine N. Constantinides, “Byzantine Scholars and
the Union of Lyons (1274),” in The Making of Byzantine History: Studies Dedi-

cated to Donald M. Nicol (ed. Roderick Beaton and Charlotte Rouech; CHellSt
1; Brookfield, Vt.: Variorum, 1993), 86–93.

18 See Wendel, “Planudes,” 2205.
19 See Constantinides, Higher Education, 71–72: a note on folio 8v in-

cludes the words πρ­ν Μανου�λ �ρτ¬ωv Μαχ¬µου.
20 Our knowledge of Planudes’s stay at the Chora monastery derives

from a note in Vat. gr. 177 (see Wendel, “Planudes,” 2208; Wilson, Scholars, 231

and n. 7; Hunger, Literatur, 2:67–68; and Fryde, Palaeologan Renaissance, 226–
27), but Constantinides raises doubts about whether this conclusion is justified
(see Higher Education, 68–69).

21 See Constantinides, Higher Education, 69–70.
22 For details on this manuscript, see now Fryde, Palaeologan Renais-

sance, 229–36.
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But as the years passed, Planudes’s interests expanded in
many directions, as becomes evident from the many manuscripts
either he or his students produced, often for classroom use. By
the late 1280s Planudes had become interested in astronomy and
copied Cleomedes’s Circular Theory of the Stars and Aratus’s
Phainomena with scholia.23 By the 1290s he was involved in the
study of mathematics—calculus, Arabic numerals, and square
roots. An autograph manuscript, Ambros. gr. 157 sup., con-
tains material on the Indian calculus and portions of Diophantus’s
mathematical writings.24 Other areas of interest included geogra-
phy, history, poetry, and music,25 but of special concern was his
eVort to retrieve and preserve what he could find of the writings of
Plutarch. Plutarch appealed to Planudes, as Edmund Fryde says,
because of his high moral tone, charming style, and encyclope-
dic knowledge of Greek history and culture.26 By the mid-1290s
Planudes and his team of copyists had formed a scriptorium and
produced, for example, Ambros. gr. C. 126, which contains the
first sixty-nine treatises of the Moralia and the Lives of Galba
and Otho, and Paris. gr. 1671, which contains the Moralia and
all the Lives.27 It is this work of retrieving, editing, and preserv-
ing various classical authors that scholars today see as Planudes’s
principal contribution to classical scholarship.28 His editing of
texts was not idiosyncratic since others—for example, Gregory of
Cyprus—were also involved in this activity, largely because of the
need to reproduce the books that had been destroyed or dispersed
as a result of the capture of Constantinople in 1204.29

To return to his initial subjects: Planudes’s interest in po-
etry continued throughout his life. His last manuscript, Marc.
gr. 481, contains his edition of the Greek Anthology, and through-
out his life he wrote his own poetry30—not always good poetry,

23 See further Constantinides, Higher Education, 72.
24 See further Constantinides, Higher Education, 72–74.
25 On these other areas, see Wendel, “Planudes,” 2210–30; and Constan-

tinides, Higher Education, 76–79.
26 Fryde, Palaeologan Renaissance, 241–42.
27 See further Constantinides, Higher Education, 74–75.
28 On Planudes’s scriptorium, see Luana Quattrocelli, “Maxime

Planude, Éditeur d’Aelius Aristide,” REG 122 (2009): 145–61.
29 See Constantinides, “Teachers and Students,” 46–47.
30 See further Wendel, “Planudes,” 2215–20.
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according to Nigel Wilson31—and he was writing a poem when he
died.32 In the area of grammar, however, Planudes excelled and is
regarded by Robert H. Robins as “the most distinguished Byzan-
tine scholar in linguistic science.”33 This assessment is based on
two of his grammatical treatises: Περ­ γραµµατικCv δι�λογοv (Dia-

logue on Grammar) and Περ­ συντ�ξεωv τFν τοÖ λ¾γου µ�ρων (On the

Syntax of the Parts of Speech).34

Planudes also taught rhetoric, and some of his writings were
doubtlessly aimed at teaching it, while others displayed his rhetor-
ical skill outside the classroom. Among the latter are encomia
on Peter and Paul35 and an imperial panegyric delivered to An-
dronicus II and his son Michael IX, a few days after the latter’s
coronation on May 21, 1294.36 Dimiter Angelov analyzes this
speech as conforming to the Hermogenean category of the “polit-
ical panegyric,” whose structure has two parts, the first to praise
(using the encomiastic topics) and the second to advise (on matters
of public debate).37

The Hermogenean classification of this speech should not
surprise us since Planudes is credited with editing the Corpus
Hermogenianum, that is, Aphthonius’s Progymnasmata and the
four treatises of Hermogenes.38 Each of these writings is provided

31 Wilson (Scholars, 239) speaks specifically of Planudes’s attempt to im-
itate Theocritus with an idyll about a farmer who tells his friend about an ox he
bought from a magician, an idyll that contains “a fair number of errors” and has
lines “totally contrary to the classical rules.” For more on this idyll, see Wendel,
“Planudes,” 2219–20.

32 See Constantinides, Higher Education, 87 and n. 136.
33 Robert H. Robins, The Byzantine Grammarians: Their Place in His-

tory (TLing 70; New York: de Gruyter, 1993), 201–33 (quotation from 201). See
also Fryde, Palaeologan Renaissance, 223.

34 For analysis as well as the text and translation of portions of these
treatises, see Robins, Grammarians, 203–9, 216–19, 220–23, 230–31. See also
Hunger, Literatur, 2:14, 16; and for Planudes’s other grammatical writings, see
Wendel, “Planudes,” 2209–10.

35 See Wendel, “Planudes,” 2209.
36 See Wendel, “Planudes,” 2209. At the time Wendel wrote, this speech

was unpublished. See now L. G. Westerink, “Le Basilikos de Maxime Planude,”
BS 27 (1966): 98–103; 28 (1967): 54–67; and 29 (1968): 34–50.

37 Dimiter G. Angelov, “Byzantine Imperial Panegyric as Advice Litera-
ture,” in Rhetoric in Byzantium (ed. Elizabeth JeVreys; SPByzS 11; Burlington,
Vt.: Ashgate, 2003), 55–72, esp. 56–63.

38 See Wendel, “Planudes,” 2230–32.
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with an introduction, and the text with commentary. In addition,
the whole is introduced with a general introduction to rhetoric and
followed by four other treatises at the end. When added up—the
introductions and the texts and commentary plus the appended
texts—this rhetorical corpus totals fifteen sections.39 Carl Wendel
has reconstructed the corpus (now mostly scattered in various vol-
umes of Christian Walz’s Rhetores Graeci) as follows:40

1. Introduction to rhetoric (= 5:212–21 Walz [= PS 64–73

(Rabe)])
2. Introduction to Aphthonius’s Progymnasmata (= 2:5–9

Walz)
3. Aphthonius’s Progymnasmata with scholia (= 2:9–68

Walz)
4. Introduction to Hermogenes’s On Issues (= 5:222–30

Walz)
5. How to read the On Issues (= 5:231 Walz)
6. Hermogenes’s On Issues with scholia (= 5:232–363 Walz)
7. Introduction to Hermogenes’s On Invention (= 5:363–69

Walz)
8. Hermogenes’s On Invention (= 5:370–436 Walz)
9. Introduction to Hermogenes’s On Types of Style (=

5:437–39 Walz)
10. Hermogenes’s On Types of Style with scholia (= 5:439–

561 Walz)
11. Hermogenes’s On Method with scholia (= 5:562–76

Walz)
12. Synopsis of the figures that Hermogenes mentioned in

the books On Invention and On Types of Style (= 3:704–11 Walz)
13. The Characters of Theophrastus (1–15)
14. Epitome of On Literary Composition by Dionysius of

Halicarnassus
15. Rhetorical Problems in the On Issues (= 8:402–13 Walz)

Walz accepted the attribution of the manuscripts containing
this corpus to Planudes, but in two lengthy footnotes Hugo Rabe
investigated this attribution more closely. In the first footnote,
published in 1907, he doubted the attribution because Planudes’s
authorship is weakly attested, for his name appears only in the

39 For details, see Wendel, “Planudes,” 2231.
40 Wendel, “Planudes,” 2231.
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later manuscripts,41 but in the second footnote, published a year
later, Rabe revised his opinion on the basis of the fourteenth-/
fifteenth-century manuscript Laur. S. Marc. 294, which has the
attribution. Consequently, Rabe accepted Planudean author-
ship.42 Years later, in his Prolegomenon Sylloge, Rabe edited the
general introduction to rhetoric under the name of Planudes.43

Scholarship since Rabe has seldom gone beyond a few
perfunctory generalizations regarding this corpus—its derivative
character; its dependence on early material, such as the P-scholia
and (for Aphthonius) Doxapatres; its lack of Christian additions
to the tradition;44 its more manageable size, when compared to
the P-scholia and Doxapatres; its suitability for classroom use;45

and its subsequent popularity.46 Surprisingly, only the appended
collection of Theophrastean characters has received any extended
attention.47 Perhaps more attention will be focused on this corpus,
now that related manuscripts of the speeches of the second-
century Aelius Aristides, in particular the Florentine manuscript
Laur. 60.8, have been dated back to the late thirteenth or early
fourteenth century and placed in Planudes’s scriptorium. Other
copies of this author have also been placed in this scriptorium and
were probably used in Planudes’s teaching of rhetoric.48 In any
case, much remains to be done on the Planudean corpus, and an
initial attempt will be made here to do so, at least for the Aphtho-
nian material.

41 Hugo Rabe, “Aus Rhetoren-Handschriften: 1. Nachrichten über das
Leben des Hermogenes,” RhM 62 (1907): 247–62, esp. 250 n. 3.

42 Hugo Rabe, “Aus Rhetoren-Handschriften: 6. Weitere Textquellen
für Johannes Diakonos,” RhM 63 (1908): 512–30, esp. 524 n. 1.

43 See PS 64–73 (Rabe).
44 See, e.g., Wendel, “Planudes,” 223; and Constantinides, Higher Edu-

cation, 80.
45 See, e.g., Wendel, “Planudes,” 2231; Wilson, Scholars, 232; and

Fryde, Palaeologan Renaissance, 216.
46 See, e.g., Wendel, “Planudes,” 2232.
47 See Hugo Rabe, “Rhetoren-Corpora,” RhM 67 (1912): 321–57,

esp. 332–37; and Fryde, Palaeologan Renaisssance, 216.
48 See Quattrocelli, “Planude,” 152–56.
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planudes’s commentary on aphthonius’s progymnasmata

Planudes’s commentary on Aphthonius’s Progymnasmata con-
forms to the generalizations made above regarding his rhetorical
corpus as a whole, as will be illustrated by a close examination of
the chapter on speaking-in-character (�θοποι¬α) before we turn to
the chreia chapter.

Conforming to the generalizations in this chapter are the fol-
lowing: The chapter is certainly of more manageable size. Its 87

lines (in Walz’s edition) are only 17 percent as long as Doxapatres’s
chapter (509 lines). The chapter is also derivative, as the chapter
is largely made up of quotations, paraphrases, or epitomes of what
Doxapatres wrote. There is no mention of anything Christian in
the chapter, even though Doxapatres refers numerous times to Á

θε¾λογοv, that is, Gregory of Nazianzus, and quotes a passage from
him.49 And Planudes makes his redaction of Doxapatres especially
suitable for classroom use by adding material (from Nicolaus) on
the important temporal structure of speaking-in-character (54,21–
27), a section that Doxapatres inexplicably omitted altogether.

Looking more closely: Planudes’s comments cover all five
παρεπ¾µενα of Aphthonius’s chapter on speaking-in-character:
definition, diVerentiation, division, style, and structure (52,13–
54,27). In addition, he leads oV with comments on the order of
speaking-in-character in the progymnasmatic sequence (52,2–7)
and its utility for the study of rhetoric (52,7–13). He closes with
only the briefest of comments on Aphthonius’s sample speaking-
in-character (55,1–6). We will briefly review Planudes’s redaction
of these five topics.

Planudes’s comments on τ�ξιv (“sequence”) (52,2–7) are
taken entirely from Doxapatres, though only the first part of the
latter’s longer discussion.50 Both include speaking-in-character
among the more advanced (τελεÞτερα) progymnasmata, and Plan-
udes is even content to take over verbatim a sentence that justifies
its position among them. “For in it we are taught plausibil-
ity [τ¿ πιθαν¾ν], the sine qua non of rhetoric, since we are being

49 See Doxapatres 2:498,11–13 (Walz).
50 See Doxapatres 2:493,2–494,6 (Walz).
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trained to compose speeches that are appropriate to the charac-
ters [τοEv �θεσι] of the individuals [προσÞπων] under consideration”
(52,2–7).51 But Planudes does not specify more-advanced exer-
cises (description, thesis, and introduction of a law), as Doxapatres
did,52 and so eliminates Doxapatres’s further justifications of the
τ�ξιv of speaking-in-character with respect to them.53

Planudes’s discussion of speaking-in-character as being χρ�-

σιµον (“useful”) is the same length (52,7–13) as that of Doxapa-
tres.54 Planudes follows Doxapatres in pointing out the utility of
this exercise for the three kinds of rhetorical speech and the four
parts of a speech but otherwise seems to go directly back to Nico-
laus, preferring Nicolaus’s χρ�σιµον55 to Doxapatres’s superlative
χρησιµÞτατον56 and quoting verbatim Nicolaus’s inclusion of letter
writing as involving speaking-in-character (52,10–13),57 a discus-
sion missing in Doxapatres.

After these preliminary subjects, Planudes turns to Aphtho-
nius’s text and specifically to his Åροv (“definition”) of speaking-
in-character: It is the imitation of the character of the assigned
individual.58 Planudes takes up Doxapatres’s criticism of Aphtho-
nius’s definition,59 a criticism Doxapatres himself took explicitly
from Geometres,60 and Planudes presumably means both Ge-
ometres and Doxapatres in his word τινεv (“some”) (52,13). The
criticism is twofold. Geometres found Aphthonius’s word µ¬µησιv

(“imitation”) to be pleonastic. Aphthonius, he said, should
have added a limiting adjective because, as the definition stands,
the word µ¬µησιv could include the imitations by painters and
sculptors as well as those by speakers; consequently, Geometres

51 See Doxapatres 2:493,3–6 (Walz).
52 See Doxapatres 2:493,8–9 (Walz).
53 See Doxapatres 2:493,9–494,7 (Walz).
54 See Doxapatres 2:494,7–13 (Walz).
55 See Nicolaus, Progymn. 10 (66,17 Felten).
56 See Doxapatres 2:594,7 (Walz).
57 See Nicolaus, Progymn. 10 (67,2–5 Felten).
58 See Aphthonius, Progymn. 11 (34,2–3 Rabe): LΗθοποι¬α �στ­ µ¬µησιv

�θουv Îποκειµ�νου προσÞπου.
59 See Doxapatres 2:594,14–495,8 (Walz).
60 See Doxapatres 2:494,14 (Walz).
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recommended adding the adjective λογικ� (“verbal”).61 Doxapa-
tres agreed with this criticism,62 and so did Planudes (52,13–17).

Geometres also criticized the definition’s use of Îποκειµ�νου
προσÞπου (“assigned individual”) as elliptical because these words
exclude those who are long dead as well as those that are �λογα,

or irrational creatures, not to mention πρ�γµατα, which here
means inanimate objects.63 Planudes gives examples of �λογα and
πρ�γµατα by bringing forward illustrations used in other contexts
by Geometres and Doxapatres, namely, when they commented on
προσωποποι¬α, or supplying characters as well as speech.64 Thus,
Achilles’s talking horse is an example of an irrational creature
speaking, and Lucian’s talking bed and lamp65 are examples of
inanimate objects speaking.66 Hence Geometres proposed adding
the words κα­ πρ�γµατοv to the definition. Doxapatres was not
persuaded,67 and neither is Planudes, who says that providing a
προα¬ρεσιv (“determination”) to these horses or beds as well as an
�θοv makes them analogous to πρ¾σωπα anyway (53,5–7). It is clear
in any case that Planudes has thought through the comments of his
predecessors’ views on Aphthonius’s definition and has decided
for himself which are worth keeping and which are not.

Finally, Planudes gives the word �θοv (“character”) extended
attention (52,17–27), even if he largely depends on Doxapa-
tres.68 Like his source, Planudes says that speaking-in-character
can be approached from a variety of angles: π�θη (“emotions”),
διαθ�σειv (“conditions”), �ξειv (“dispositions”), and φËσειv (“na-
tures”) (52,17–19). Thus, since π�θοv is a temporary condition of
the soul, speaking-in-character in terms of dealing with emotion
would include individuals who show mercy, anger, hatred, or jeal-
ousy (52,19–21). ∆ιαθ�σειv include an individual’s fate, trade, or
choice, and so an example of this kind of speaking-in-character
might involve “what words a rich or poor man might say, or a sailor

61 See Doxapatres 2:494,21–22 (Walz).
62 See Doxapatres 2:494,29–495,1 (Walz).
63 See Doxapatres 2:495,24–29 (Walz).
64 See Doxapatres 2:497,10–498,16 (Walz).
65 See Il. 19.405–17; Lucian, Cat. 27.
66 See Doxapatres 2:497,11–30 (Walz). It should be noted that the ex-

ample of Homer’s talking horse is also cited by Lucian (Cat. 2).
67 See Doxapatres 2:495,1–2 (Walz).
68 See Doxapatres 2:495,8–20 (Walz).
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or farmer might say, or a friend or enemy might say” (52,19–25).
Speaking-in-character that depicts �ξιv might be the following:
“what words one who is continually mad might say” (52,25–26).
And speaking-in-character based on φËσιv might be “what words
sheep or foxes might say” (52,26–27).

Aphthonius diVerentiated ε®δωλοποι¬α and προσωποποι¬α from
�θοποι¬α,69 but Planudes comments only on ε®δωλοποι¬α (53,7–12)
and again merely follows Doxapatres, citing both his examples and
his clarification.70 Like him, Planudes illustrates by citing Euripi-
des’s introduction of the ε°δωλον of Polydorus in the “Hecuba” and
that of Patroclus speaking to Achilles.71 The clarification revolves
around admitting only the speech of individuals who are speaking
after they have died, not merely of persons who have died but are
presented as speaking before they died.

Planudes moves on to Aphthonius’s δια¬ρεσιv (“division”) of
speaking-in-character into those that emphasize emotion, char-
acter, or both.72 Planudes focuses on Aphthonius’s choice of
the word δια¬ρεσιv,73 since it occasioned debate. Doxapatres,
and Geometres before him, regarded this word choice as infe-
licitous, and Planudes enters the debate as well. Geometres,
according to Doxapatres, preferred Îποδια¬ρεσιv (“subdivision”),
in that speaking-in-character that emphasizes emotion, charac-
ter, or both make up its various subclasses, since Aphthonius’s
examples cite no ε°δωλον or �λογον or πρAγµα as speaking. Doxapa-
tres, in contrast, preferred �πιδια¬ρεσιv (“additional classification”),
in that the three are an entirely diVerent way of classifying
speaking-in-character.74 Planudes is not sure whether Geometres
or Doxapatres is correct, but he is also not really concerned, since
he finds Aphthonius’s choice of δια¬ρεσιv, in the end, to be accept-
able (53,13–19).

The only other comment on Aphthonius’s δια¬ρεσιv concerns
Aphthonius’s phrase “character [�θοv] is revealed in the counsel”
(53,20).75 This phrase is part of Aphthonius’s explanation of the

69 See Aphthonius, Progymn. 11 (34,4–18 Rabe).
70 See Doxapatres 2:496,24–497,9 (Walz).
71 See Euripides, Hec. 1–58; and Il. 23.65–92.
72 See Aphthonius, Progymn. 11 (35,1–11 Rabe).
73 See Aphthonius, Progymn. 11 (35,1 Rabe).
74 See Doxapatres 2:498,23–499,18 (Walz).
75 See Aphthonius, Progymn. 11 (35,9 Rabe).
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mixed character of the example of speaking-in-character, in which
Achilles speaks over a dead Patroclus as he counsels with himself
about going back to battle. The other part, although not quoted
by Planudes, is: “emotion [π�θοv] is revealed at his friend’s death.”
This example is therefore mixed, because it contains both �θοv and
π�θοv.

Planudes’s comment on this phrase (53,20–54,4) is a much
condensed version of Doxapatres’s—seventy-one lines down to
eleven.76 But Doxapatres himself was dependent on Geometres,
who had disagreed with Aphthonius’s analysis, saying that the
counsel did not reveal �θοv, but the πρAγµα, or situation; the �θοv

is that of Achilles.77 Planudes agrees with Geometres. He cites
a similar example—what words an old war hero would say when
encouraging (προτρεπ¾µενοv) his son to go to war—and says that
the man’s encouragement (προτροπ�) is the πρAγµα. He goes on
to suggest that προτροπ� calls for a προτρεπτικ¿v λ¾γοv (“speech of
encouragement”), with its complete division (τελε¬α δια¬ρεσιv) of
such a speech (53,22–24), by which he means the τελικ� κεφ�λαια

(“final heads”), as is implicit in his later reference to the com-
plete division of the heads of the thesis (54,1–2). But Planudes,
aware of how complex such speaking-in-character would become,
backs oV, saying that speaking-in-character is concerned only with
the �θοv of the speaker (53,24–54,4) and should keep the temporal
structure of speaking-in-character.

If commentary were ever needed, it would be for Aphtho-
nius’s discussion of the χαρακτ�ρ (“style”) of speaking-in-character
since he merely gave a list of appropriate stylistic features: clear,
concise, flowery, lacking connectives, and devoid of all compli-
cated grammar and figurative language.78 Commentators, begin-
ning with John of Sardis, expanded on these terms and provided
illustrations,79 and Planudes’s comments generally follow them,
especially those of Doxapatres, if also more briefly.

Planudes has no comment on the characteristic σαφ�v

(“clear”), as did Doxapatres, and only the briefest comment on

76 See Doxapatres 2:501,11–503,17 (Walz).
77 See Doxapatres 2:501,112–14 (Walz).
78 See Aphthonius, Progymn. 11 (35,11–13 Rabe).
79 See, e.g., John of Sardis, Comm. in Aphth. 11 (208,4–209,9 Rabe).
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σËντοµοv (“concise”), glossing the word with κοµµατικ¾v (“consist-
ing of short clauses”) (54,4). He ignores Doxapatres’s text at
this point, which had σËντονοv80 (“intense”), as well as Doxapa-
tres’s lengthy discussion of the textual variants, in which, when
discussing σËντοµοv, he adds γοργ¾v (“vigorous”) to κοµµατικ¾v.81

Planudes expands a bit on �νθηρ¾v (“flowery”) (54,4–8), explaining
the word with λαµπρ¾v (“brilliant”) (54,5) and adding an analogy:
“Just as flowers delight the eyes, so also a pleasant and short-
clause style delights the mind” (54,5–7); but then he breaks oV

with a reference to Hermogenes’s discussion of brilliance in On

Types of Style (54,7–8).82 Thus far Planudes has simply followed
Doxapatres,83 but Doxapatres went on to include Geometres’s
very helpful comments on what subject matter and language
would achieve a flowery style.84 Unfortunately, Planudes omit-
ted this material. On �π¾λυτοv (“lacking connectives”), Planudes
again condenses Doxapatres’s treatment, taking only �σËνδετοv

(“asyndetic” [i.e., without conjunctions]) from Doxapatres’s three
synonyms: �σËνδετοv, �φετοv (“rambling”), and �λεËθεροv (“free”).85

Then Planudes skips ahead to Doxapatres’s further explanation
that such a style has a complete thought in each part of a period
(54,8–10),86 but he does not include Doxapatres’s example, which
is taken from Aphthonius’s model exercise.87

Planudes’s longest comment is reserved for Aphthonius’s
last stylistic characteristic, namely, that speaking-in-character
should be “devoid of <all [π�σηv]>88 complicated grammar [πλο-
κCv] and figurative language [σχ�µατοv].” Planudes gives two
examples, taken from Doxapatres,89 of complicated grammar to
be avoided: Îπερβατο¬, or transposition of words and phrases, and

80 Also reading σËντονοv is John of Sardis, Comm. in Aphth. 11 (208,12

Rabe).
81 See Doxapatres 2:503,19–29 (Walz).
82 See Hermogenes, On Types of Style 1.9 (264,5–269,9 Rabe).
83 See Doxapatres 2:503,30–504,5 (Walz).
84 See Doxapatres 2:504,5–14 (Walz).
85 See Doxapatres 2:504,15 (Walz).
86 See Doxapatres 2:504,17–19 (Walz).
87 See Doxapatres 2:504,20–24 (Walz).
88 The lemma in Walz’s text (54,10) does not include the π�σηv of Aph-

thonius’s text, but Planudes’s comment presupposes it—hence, its inclusion
here and in the text and translation that follow this introduction.

89 See Doxapatres 2:504,25–26 (Walz).
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περ¬οδοι, or periodic syntax (54,10–11). Figurative language to
be avoided is illustrated only by καινοπρεπC (“novel means of ex-
pression”) (54,11–12), again taken from Doxapatres.90 Both, in
slightly diVerent ways, however, sense the problem of the word
“all” in Aphthonius’s stricture inasmuch as every speech, they say,
contains figurative language; what Aphthonius meant is that con-
stantly changing figures is to be avoided, such as moving from
reproving to questioning and on to something else (54,13–19).91

Surprisingly, Doxapatres had no comment on Aphthonius’s
temporal structure of an �θοποι¬α into present, past, and future.92

Nor did the P-scholia, except for a brief restatement of Aph-
thonius’s temporal structure in the παρεπ¾µενα-section.93 And
Planudes has only the briefest of comments. What Planudes
does is to go back to Nicolaus in the sense that, while he follows
Aphthonius’s temporal sequence, he inserts a brief return to the
present after the past rehearsal and before looking to the future
(54,21–27). Indeed, the language is so close that Planudes clearly
has Nicolaus94 in front of him.

Planudes has only two brief comments on Aphthonius’s
model speaking-in-character: “What words Niobe might say as
her children lay dead.”95 Planudes makes one comment, taken
from Doxapatres,96 who identified the words “that which has be-
come familiar causes grief at its loss”97 as a paraphrase from
Thucydides’s funeral oration (55,1–4),98 and another, again from
Doxapatres,99 clarifies the word �κατ�ρων (“each of two”) as refer-
ring to the two sexes, male and female (55,5–6).

Finally, Planudes has no comments on Doxapatres’s extra
example of speaking-in-character: “What words Michael might
say when he was driven from the palace.”100

90 See Doxapatres 2:504,28 (Walz).
91 See Doxapatres 2:505,1–6 (Walz).
92 See Aphthonius, Progymn. 11 (35,13–14 Rabe).
93 See P-scholia 2:643,21–22 (Walz).
94 See Nicolaus, Progymn. 10 (65,16–21 Felten).
95 See Aphthonius, Progymn. 11 (35,15–36,20 Rabe).
96 See Doxapatres 2:506,29–31 (Walz).
97 See Aphthonius, Progymn. 11 (36,2 Rabe); and Thucydides 2.44.
98 See Aphthonius, Progymn. 11 (36,11–12 Rabe).
99 See Doxapatres 2:507,8–14 (Walz).
100 See Doxapatres 2:508,18–509,3 (Walz).
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This detailed summary of Planudes’s commentary on Aph-
thonius’s chapter on speaking-in-character has shown the rich-
ness, thoroughness, and reflection that he brought to his task. His
dependence on others, notably Doxapatres, is frequent and pro-
found, but not without some independence of thought. Though
much shorter than Doxapatres’s treatment, Planudes’s is still
detailed enough to inform students of what Aphthonius in-
tended with the exercise speaking-in-character—a far cry from the
sharply reduced treatment of the Rhetorica Marciana. To judge
by this chapter (and, as we will see, on the following one on the
chreia), Planudes’s commentary on Aphthonius’s Progymnasmata

keeps to the high standards exhibited elsewhere in the scholarship
of this Palaeologan polymath.

planudes’s commentary on aphthonius’s chreia chapter

Planudes’s commentary on Aphthonius’s chreia chapter addresses
two topics before turning to the chapter itself, as we have in pre-
vious commentaries. He opens with a brief discussion of the
τ�ξιv (“order”) of the chreia in the progymnasmatic sequence.
He follows Doxapatres, but not closely. Doxapatres, as we have
seen, provided three reasons for justifying Aphthonius’s place-
ment of the chreia third in the sequence.101 Planudes keeps only
the second and third reasons: the chreia is third because it is more
advanced than the fable and narrative but simpler than the follow-
ing progymnasmata, and the chreia elaboration is comparable to
the third part of a public speech in that most of its headings are
concerned with proof. But, unlike Doxapatres, Planudes is still
aware—directly or indirectly—that in some Progymnasmata the
chreia at one time occupied second place (1.1).

The second section concerns the chreia’s being χρ�σιµον

(“useful”). Planudes says that only the chreia—the chreia elab-
oration, to be exact—contributes to students’ learning how to
compose all parts of a public speech: the encomiastic to the in-
troduction, the paraphrastic to the statement of the case, the next
five κεφ�λαια to the proof, and the brief exhortation to the epilogue
(2.1). Planudes has taken this argument from Doxapatres but has

101 See Doxapatres 1.1–3.



text 5. 293

also condensed it—for example, by not listing the five κεφ�λαια that
correspond to the proof of a public speech. But Planudes has omit-
ted Doxapatres’s other argument for the chreia’s utility, in that a
chreia elaboration has headings that reflect an advisory speech’s
advice, a judicial speech’s arguments, and a celebrative speech’s
praise.102

After these two sections Planudes turns to Aphthonius’s
text. He treats his definition and generally follows Doxapatres,
but not immediately as he omits Doxapatres’s initial discussion
of why Aphthonius began with the definition.103 Doxapatres
followed with the definitions of Hermogenes and Nicolaus and
criticized both,104 but Planudes keeps only Hermogenes’s defi-
nition and criticizes it for the same reason, that is, its use of the
disjunctive conjunction � (“or”) (3.1–2).

After dispensing with these other definitions Planudes, like
Doxapatres, comments on various words in Aphthonius’s defi-
nition. His definition, Planudes says, is somewhat problematic
because it defines a chreia in terms of another literary form, the
�ποµνηµ¾νευµα (“reminiscence”) (Aphth 2 H/ON [= 3,21 Rabe]).
Hence Planudes understands the word’s adjective σËντοµον (“con-
cise”) (Aphth 2 H/ON [= 3,21 Rabe]) as necessary in order
to distinguish the chreia from the longer reminiscence (3.3).
Doxapatres actually illustrated a reminiscence by quoting one
about Demetrius Poliorcetes telling Mithridates to flee,105 but
Planudes omits the lengthy reminiscence and instead merely re-
cites Demetrius’s concluding saying, “Flee, Mithridates!” but he
does identify its source, Plutarch’s Parallel Lives (3.3–4),106 which
is not surprising given his interest, as we have seen, in this author.

Planudes’s next comment on the definition concerns the
word εÍστ¾χωv (“aptly”) (Aphth 2–3 H/ON [= 3,21 Rabe]). He
omits Doxapatres’s preferred interpretation of the word in that
“aptly” refers to the individual to whom the chreia is attributed.107

Instead, he keeps, but also condenses, Doxapatres’s two other
interpretations—that the word “aptly” refers to the individual(s)

102 See Doxapatres 2.1–2.
103 See Doxapatres 3.1–3.
104 See Doxapatres 3.4–5.
105 See Doxapatres 3.7.
106 See Plutarch, Demetr. 4.1–4.
107 See Doxapatres 3.8–9.
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to whom the saying or action is directed or to the content of the
saying or action (3.5).108 The latter, as Doxapatres noted, is the
interpretation of Geometres.109

Planudes’s final comment on the definition concerns the par-
ticiple �ναφ�ρουσα (“attributing”) (Aphth 3 H/ON [= 3,22 Rabe]).
As did Doxapatres,110 Planudes focuses, if more briefly, on the
gender of the participle (feminine), saying that Aphthonius con-
sidered it a matter of indiVerence whether he used the feminine
form (which modifies the feminine noun “chreia,” as here) or
the neuter form (which would have modified the neuter noun
“reminiscence”) (3.6). Planudes’s brevity, however, misses much.
Doxapatres first noted that the active participle, �ναφ�ρουσα, is
used in a passive sense, that is, “being attributed.”111 Then he ex-
plained Aphthonius’s choice of the feminine on the grammatical
grounds that the feminine gender has priority over the neuter.112

Only then did he say it may have been a matter of indiVerence,
since Aphthonius sometimes wrote a participle modifying the
word being defined, as with the chreia, and sometimes a word in
the predicate, as with the maxim,113 an indiVerence found in Her-
mogenes as well.114

Planudes’s comment on the etymology of the word “chreia”
is considerably shorter than Doxapatres’s discussion.115 Planudes
keeps only the explanation of the name “chreia.” It has this name
because it is preeminently (κατL �ξοχ�ν) useful (χρειÞδηv), in the
same way that Demosthenes is the preeminent orator and is called
simply “the orator” (4.1).

Planudes spends considerable time discussing the δια¬ρεσιv

(“division”) of the chreia by going beyond Aphthonius’s simple
division into saying, action, and mixed chreiai (Aphth 5–6 H/ON
[= 4,2–3 Rabe]). To be sure, Planudes’s discussion is still much
shorter than that of Doxapatres, only 73 lines (in Walz’s edition)
to Doxapatres’s 212. Nevertheless, Planudes takes most of his

108 See Doxapatres 3.9–10.
109 See Doxapatres 3.10.
110 See Doxapatres 3.1–2.
111 See Doxapatres 3.12.
112 See Doxapatres 3.12.
113 See Doxapatres 3.13.
114 See Doxapatres 3.14.
115 See Doxapatres 4.1–7.
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material from Doxapatres (and he from Theon), in particular the
Îποδια¬ρεσιv (“subdivision”) of the saying and action chreiai as well
as an �πιδια¬ρεσιv (“alternative division”), according to the form of
the saying (5.1–18). Only at the end does Planudes stray from
Doxapatres and include some material from Nicolaus (5.19).116

Doxapatres’s Îποδια¬ρεσιv divided saying chreiai and action
chreiai into several subclasses.117 The subclasses of saying chreiai
are first divided into those that have statements (�ποφαντικ¾ν)
and those that respond to a question (�ποκριτικ¾ν). The former
are further divided into those statements that are unprompted
(καθL �κοËσιον) and those that arise from some circumstance (κατ�
περ¬στασιν). The latter are divided into those that respond to a sim-
ple question (κατL �ρÞτησιν), to an inquiry (κατ� πËσµα), to question
requiring an explanation (τ¿ κατL �ρÞτησιν α®τιÞδεv), and to a ques-
tion named like the subtype (τ¿ ÁµωνËµωv τG γ�νει καλοËµενον

�ποκριτικ¾ν). Planudes follows Doxapatres rather closely, at times
abbreviating Doxapatres’s discussion but not changing any of his
examples (5.1–6). Planudes does omit Doxapatres’s citation of
Aphthonius’s example of a saying chreia that fits into a state-
ment chreia that is unprompted.118 One example was presumably
enough. Action chreiai are divided into active (�νεργητικ¾ν) and
passive (παθητικ¾ν), and Planudes once again follows Doxapatres,
except that he omits his citation of Aphthonius’s action chreia
(5.7–8).

Doxapatres’s �πιδια¬ρεσιv of the chreia identified nine formal
categories of saying chreiai, or eight with the ninth being a merely
a combination of forms.119 Planudes seemingly has tried to follow
Doxapatres here as well, but he may have gotten confused. At any
rate, he follows Doxapatres for the first two—chreiai with a maxim
and those with an explanation—complete with the same examples
(5.9–10), and then for the fifth through the ninth, again with the
same examples, although he drops Doxapatres’s example of the
ninth, or combined chreia (5.12–18). The confusion, if it is that,
begins with the third, or witty chreia (κατ� χαριεντισµ¾ν). Doxa-
patres provided two examples of a witty chreia—one attributed

116 See Nicolaus 116–24 H/ON (= 22,10–16 Felten).
117 See Doxapatres 5.6–14.
118 See Doxapatres 5.7.
119 See Doxapatres 5.15–25.
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to the Lacedaemonians, the other to Olympias.120 Planudes keeps
only the chreia attributed to Olympias but adds a second exam-
ple, the chreia attributed to Damon the physical trainer (5.11).121

In a sense, the latter chreia is witty, but Doxapatres also used
this chreia, but for his next formal type, one with a wish (κατL
εÍχ�ν).122 Moreover, Planudes drops the category of chreiai with a
wish and moves on to Doxapatres’s next category, inferential, and
so through the rest of the list. It looks as if Planudes has inad-
vertently omitted the wish category, and the chreia attributed to
Damon by default becomes a witty chreia.123

Finally, Planudes leaves Doxapatres and ends his discussion
of the division of the chreia by adopting Nicolaus’s distinction be-
tween chreiai that speak to the way things are and those that speak
to the way they ought to be, again keeping the same examples
(5.19).124

While Planudes has thus preserved what Doxapatres (and
Nicolaus) had to add to Aphthonius’s simple division, we should
also note what in Doxapatres’s discussion Planudes decided to
omit: comments on Aphthonius’s pedagogical methods of def-
inition and division;125 discussion of why Aphthonius did not
include the Îποδια¬ρεσιv and �πιδια¬ρεσιv of the chreia;126 a clarifica-
tion of the saying type (λογικ¾ν) of the chreia as using λ¾γοv in the
sense of προφορικ¿v λ¾γοv, or uttered λ¾γοv, rather than �νδι�θετοv

λ¾γοv, or internal λ¾γοv ;127 a detailed discussion of Aphthonius’s
three sample chreiai in terms of the categories of Îποδια¬ρεσιv and
�πιδια¬ρεσιv ;128 and a defense of Aphthonius’s sequence of saying,

120 See Doxapatres 5.18. On these chreiai, see Chreia 1:326–28 and 330–
31.

121 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:310.
122 See Doxapatres 5.19.
123 It must be admitted, however, that the situation is not so clear-cut.

Planudes may have other texts in mind, such as Nicolaus’s, which does count
the chreia attributed to Damon as a witty chreia (see Nicolaus 93–96 H/ON [=
21,10–13 Felten]), and likewise, not surprisingly, the P-scholia (see 5.7), but also
John of Sardis (see 6.2).

124 See Nicolaus 116–25 H/ON (= 22,10–16 Felten).
125 See Doxapatres 5.15.
126 See Doxapatres 5.25–26.
127 See Doxapatres 5.27.
128 See Doxapatres 5.28–29.
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action, and mixed chreiai.129 These omissions all reflect a rather
advanced or sophisticated level of analysis, appropriate to teach-
ers. If so, then Planudes may have expected his commentary to
be used primarily by students.

Planudes’s treatment of the κεφ�λαια (“headings”) that Aph-
thonius prescribed for chreia elaborations (Aphth 18–22 H/ON [=
4,12–15 Rabe]) is drastically shorter than that of Doxapatres—399

lines to 53. He begins, however, as did Doxapatres, by discussing
Aphthonius’s introductory sentence—“This, then, is the division
[δια¬ρεσιv] of the chreia” (Aphth 16–17 H/ON [= 4,12 Rabe]).
Planudes, following Doxapatres, notes a problem with the word
δια¬ρεσιv but resolves it diVerently. Doxapatres restricted it to
the previous division (δια¬ρεσιv) into the subclasses of chreiai and
considered the series of κεφ�λαια to be an alternative classifica-
tion (�πιδια¬ρεσιv),130 whereas Planudes recognizes two senses of
δια¬ρεσιv: the first pointing back to the classes of chreiai, � δια¬ρεσιv

�π¿ γ�νουv ε®v ε°δη ; and the second pointing ahead to the elabora-
tive headings, � δια¬ρεσιv �π¿ Åλου ε®v µ�ρη (6.1).

Both Doxapatres and Planudes comment next on the word
�ργ�σαιο in the following sentence—“You can elaborate [�ργ�σαιο]
a chreia under the following headings” (Aphth 18 H/ON [=
4,12–13 Rabe]). Both are aware of the synonymous κατασκευ�σειv
(“you will confirm”), which brings up the question, given the
twin progymnasmata of confirmation (κατασκευ�) and refutation
(�νασκευ�),131 of whether chreiai should be refuted (6.2–3).132

Doxapatres said no and backed up his decision with five rea-
sons.133 Planudes, in contrast, allows refutation but only of chreiai
that are neither wholly impossible nor unassailable but some-
where in between (6.2–5). This reasoning comes from Geome-
tres through Doxapatres, even though Doxapatres rejected it.134

Planudes also departs from Doxapatres’s discussion by omitting
his further reflections of �ργ�σαιο as suggesting the more general
meaning of “working” with the chreia, such as doing a declension

129 See Doxapatres 5.32.
130 See Doxapatres 6.3–4.
131 On refuting only those narratives that are neither wholly impossible

nor quite unassailable, see Aphthonius, Progymn. 5 (10,11–12 Rabe).
132 See Doxapatres 6.5.
133 See Doxapatres 6.5–11.
134 See Doxapatres 6.11.



298 the chreia in ancient rhetoric

of a chreia135 or expanding and condensing a chreia.136 To be sure,
Planudes does include at least the declension of the chreia, but he
does so more briefly and only at the end of his chapter and unre-
lated to the word �ργ�σαιο (7.1–6).

Besides commenting on �ργ�σαιο, Planudes follows Doxa-
patres in commenting on another word in the sentence “You
can elaborate a chreia under the following headings [κεφαλα¬οιv]”
(Aphth 18 H/ON [= 4,12–13 Rabe]). Both agree that the word
κεφ�λαια is used imprecisely but basically analogous to the parts
(µ�ρη) of a speech (6.6).137 Planudes, however, drops Doxapatres’s
defense of κεφ�λαια by pointing to similar usage in Hermogenes’s
discussion of conjectural cases138 and Geometres’s linking of the
content of Aphthonius’s model elaboration to the τελικ� κεφ�λαια

(“final headings”).139

Comments on the individual κεφ�λαια follow. Planudes treats
the encomiastic and paraphrastic headings together (6.7–10), even
though Doxapatres discussed them separately.140 Both, however,
emphasize that the encomiastic heading must be kept brief (6.7–
8),141 although only Doxapatres explains how to do so, that is, by
not using the topics appropriate to an encomium.142 In any case,
both provide advice on how to compose this heading, namely, by
tailoring it to the individual being praised, with deeds getting the
most attention, and the most relevant ones at that; other deeds,
to maintain brevity, are to be indicated by the figure “pretended
omission” (κατ� παρ�λειψιν) (6.9)143 or, as Planudes adds, by the
figures of “abrupt breaking oV” (�ποσιÞπησιv) or “enumeration”
(�παρ¬θµησιv) (6.9–10). Thus Planudes has followed Doxapatres
rather closely, even if with less detail. The only thing he has omit-

135 See Doxapatres 6.13–19.
136 See Doxapatres 6.20–23.
137 See Doxapatres 6.24–25.
138 See Doxapatres 6.26–27, citing Hermogenes, On Issues 3 (43,16–59,9

Rabe).
139 See Doxapatres 6.28.
140 See Doxapatres 6.29–33 and 34–36.
141 See Doxapatres 6.29.
142 See Doxapatres 6.30.
143 See Doxapatres 6.31–33.
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ted is the comparison with the introduction of a public speech
whose purpose is to instill goodwill.144

Planudes’s discussion of the paraphrastic heading is brief to
the point of obscurity. He simply says that this heading must not
depart from the subject under consideration (6.11). Presumably
he means that the paraphrase of the saying in the chreia must not
diVer so much from that of the saying that the paraphrase amounts
to a diVerent subject. Doxapatres made precisely this point: para-
phrase alters the wording but keeps the same sense.145 Planudes
omits Doxapatres’s main discussion of this heading—a careful dif-
ferentiation of paraphrase from other words with the same root.146

Planudes’s omission of this makes sense if his commentary was not
intended for other teachers (for whom such linguistic sophistica-
tion would have been welcomed) but for students, whose needs
were simpler.

The treatment of the rationale is drastically shorter—Doxa-
patres’s eighty lines are pared down to only three. Planudes drops
entirely Doxapatres’s general discussion of the rationale, oppo-
site, analogy, and example as comparable to the argumentative
portion of a public speech. Doxapatres classified the rationale as
the �πιχε¬ρηµα, or argument proper, and the opposite, analogy, and
example as �ργασια¬ (“elaborations”),147 and he justified their se-
quence, including the testimony of the ancients, by explaining why
the rationale is first and why the other headings follow in just this
order.148

Planudes picks up on Doxapatres only when Doxapatres
turns to the rationale itself, and here he keeps the essentials, in
particular relating the word α®τ¬α to the six περιστατικ� (“circum-
stantial elements”), and indeed making it the most important
one, since without it a case becomes incapable of proof (6.12–
13).149 Planudes, however, drops Doxapatres’s lengthy discussion
of specific cases and perhaps inadvertently also drops Doxap-
atres’s statement regarding the function of the rationale.150 In

144 See Doxapatres 6.29.
145 See Doxapatres 6.36.
146 See Doxapatres 6.35.
147 See Doxapatres 6.37.
148 See Doxapatres 6.38–40.
149 See Doxapatres 6.41.
150 See Doxapatres 6.42–45.
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any case, Planudes is silent on the important point of function.
Planudes’s treatment of the heading from the opposite owes

little to Doxapatres. All he says is that a subject is clearer if it is
compared to its opposite, and he illustrates with light and darkness
(6.14). Doxapatres was more to the point, saying that this heading
takes the opposite view of the point of the rationale, and he illus-
trated it with examples from Aphthonius’s model exercises of the
chreia and maxim.151

Planudes treats the analogy and example headings together,
as did Doxapatres. Planudes justifies the order by saying that a
specific example confirms the more general analogy (6.15), an ar-
gument that Doxapatres did not make at this point but had made
earlier.152 Both focus on the διαφορα¬, or the diVerences between
an analogy and example (6.16), although Planudes drops the illus-
trations of both that Doxapatres took from Aphthonius’s model
chreia and maxim elaborations.153

Planudes shortens Doxapatres’s comments on the testimony
of the ancients. He omits Doxapatres’s concern with the τ�ξιv, or
placement, of the testimony as coming after the argumentative and
elaborative headings.154 Like Doxapatres, he identifies the testi-
mony as an uninvented proof (6.17),155 but he drops Doxapatres’s
examples of such proofs.156 Like Doxapatres, he advises those
who are at a loss for a testimony to use the figure “pretended omis-
sion” (κατ� παρ�λειψιν) (6.18), but he drops Doxapatres’s example
of what to say in this situation.157 Further, he drops Doxapatres’s
linguistic concern over the word µαρτυρ¬α itself since it refers, some
say, to oral testimony, whereas �κµαρτυρ¬α is the word for writ-
ten testimony.158 But Planudes does include a comment, taken
from elsewhere in Doxapatres’s commentary, on testimonies for
action chreiai, saying that the point of an action can be expressed
in words and quoting a sentence from Thucydides159 to express

151 See Doxapatres 6.46–49.
152 See Doxapatres 6.39.
153 See Doxapatres 6.50.
154 See Doxapatres 6.51.
155 See Doxapatres 6.51.
156 See Doxapatres 6.51–52.
157 See Doxapatres 6.53.
158 See Doxapatres 6.54.
159 See Thucydides 1.69.1.
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what Diogenes intended by striking the paedagogus (6.20–21).160

Planudes has nothing to say about the epilogue, which is sur-
prising since Doxapatres’s comments are brief and practical—a
note on etymology and advice on keeping the epilogue brief and
composing it in terms of the encomiastic heading or any of the oth-
ers.161

As is typical of Planudes’s commentary, there are no com-
ments on Aphthonius’s model elaboration of the Isocratean chreia.

Planudes ends his commentary with a section that is not in
Aphthonius’s chapter on the chreia. He provides a κλ¬σιv (“de-
clension”) of a chreia, at least through all the cases in the singular
(7.1–6). The chreia is not quoted in full, even in the nomina-
tive (7.2), and only the words that change from case to case are
provided. The chreia is clearly familiar—indeed, he takes it, not
from Doxapatres, but from the P-scholia, where it is recited as fol-
lows: “Pittacus of Mitylene, on being asked if anyone escapes the
notice of the gods in committing sinful acts, replied, ‘Why, not
even when contemplating them.”’162 Clearly, Planudes has found
Aphthonius wanting in this respect and has added the declension
of a chreia, perhaps as an afterthought (in contrast to Doxapa-
tres’s more appropriate placement of it under his reflections on
Aphthonius’s word �ργ�σαιο).163 At any rate, Planudes presum-
ably regarded declension as an important part of the continuing
grammatical training of his students, especially so given his inter-
est, as we have seen, in grammar.

conclusion

To sum up: As was true of Planudes’s treatment of speaking-in-
character, so also his treatment of the chreia chapter is full and
detailed. Planudes’s dependence on Doxapatres is once again ob-
vious and pervasive, but also discriminating. He was careful to
use only those comments that most directly dealt with what Aph-
thonius said, putting aside comments that betrayed Doxapatres’s

160 See Doxapatres 7.43–44.
161 See Doxapatres 6.55–57.
162 See P-scholia 2.2. Planudes himself recited this chreia earlier (see

5.3).
163 See Doxapatres 6.13–19.
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curiosity for the motives and justifications for what Aphthonius
said. In any case, with Planudes’s helpful commentary, students
would have clearly gained a fuller understanding of the chreia and
the elaboration of it than was available in Aphthonius’s spare treat-
ment of it.

text and translation

The text of Maximus Planudes’s commentary on Aphthonius’s
chreia chapter is taken from the edition of Christian Walz.164 Page
numbers from his edition have been inserted where appropriate.
Section titles have also been inserted in bold and in pointed brack-
ets, although Planudes himself at one point (6.1) indicates two of
them—§5. � δια¬ρεσιv �π¿ γ�νουv ε®v ε°δη, and §6. � δια¬ρεσιv �π¿ Åλου
ε®v µ�ρη. In addition, “verses” have been added to aid in referenc-
ing. In addition, all departures from Walz’s text are noted in the
apparatus, including three passages that have been transposed in
order to keep to the sequence of Aphthonius’s text.

The translation, as far as I know, is the first.

164 Christian Walz, ed., Rhetores Graeci (9 vols.; Tübingen: Cottae,
1832–1836), 2:9–68, esp. 15–21.
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Text . Maximus Planudes

Commentarium in Aphthonii

Progymnasmata

Cap. III. LΕξ�γησιv τCv Χρε¬αv

( :,–, Walz)

<§1. τ�ξιv>

1. LΙστ�ον Åτι τ�ν χρε¬αν τιν�v πρ¿ τοÖ διηγ�µατοv �ταξαν, συν�πτοντεv

αÍτ�ν τG µËθ} δι� τ¿ συµβουλευτικ¾ν· οÍ καλFv δ�· δεE γ�ρ αÍτCv

προτ�ττεσθαι äv �πλοËστερον τ¿ δι�γηµα. 2. κα­ <®στ�ον> Åτι Á µ�ν

µÖθοv τG προοιµ¬} �ναλογεE, τ¿ δ� δι�γηµα τD διηγ�σει, � δ� χρε¬α τοEv

�γFσιν.

<§2. χρ�σιv>

1. ΟÍ µ�ν δ� �λλ� κα­ µ¾νη � χρε¬α πAσι τοEv τοÖ λ¾γου συµβ�λλεται

µ�ρεσι· δι� µ�ν τοÖ �γκωµιαστικοÖ τG προοιµ¬}, δι� δ� τοÖ παραφρα-

στικοÖ τD διηγ�σει, δι� δ� τFν �λλων κεφαλα¬ων τοEv �γFσι. δι� δ� τCv

�ν τG τ�λει βραχε¬αv παρακλ�σεωv τοEv �πιλ¾γοιv.

§1.2 ®στ�ον addidi || §2.1 �ν τG τ�λει scripsi ; cf. Hermogenes 60 H/ON
(= 8,12 Rabe) || �ν τG λ�γειν Walz



Text . Maximus Planudes

Commentary on Aphthonius’s

Progymnasmata

Chapter : Commentary on the Chreia
(:,–, Walz)

<§1. sequence>

1. One should know that some have placed the chreia chapter be-
fore the narrative chapter because they attach it to the fable on
account of its advisory function.1 But they are not correct, because
it is necessary to place the narrative before it, since the narrative is
simpler. 2. Also <one should know> that the fable is comparable
to the introduction of a speech, the narrative to the statement of
the case, and the chreia to the argumentative part.

<§2. utility>

1. In addition, only the chreia elaboration contributes to all parts
of the speech. It contributes to the introduction through the
encomiastic heading; to the statement of the case through the
paraphrastic heading; to the argumentative part through the other
headings;2 and to the conclusion through the brief exhortation at
the end.

1 The τ�ξιv of the chreia, as we have seen, was still being debated, be-
cause Theon had placed it first (see Chreia 1:65–66), as did the fragmentary
papyrus catechism, PSI I.85 (see Chreia 2:94–97).

2 Planudes means the rationale, opposite, analogy, example, and testi-
mony of the ancients.
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<§3. Åροv>

�Χρε¬α �στ¬ν (Aphth 2 H/ON [= 3,21 Rabe]). 1. HΕρµογ�νηv οÏτωv

äρ¬σατο· «�ποµνηµ¾νευµα λ¾γου τιν¿v � πρ�ξεωv � συναµφοτ�ρου, σËν-

τοµον �χον δ�λωσιν, äv �π­ τ¿ πλεEστον χρησ¬µου τιν¿v ε²νεκα.» 2. �λλL

οÍκ �νεπ¬ληπτοv Á Åροv δι� τοÌv διαζευκτικοÌv συνδ�σµουv, οÐv οÍ δ�ον

�ν ÁρισµοEv τ¬θεσθαι.

�ΣËντοµον (Aphth 2 H/ON [= 3,21 Rabe]). 3. ∆ι� τ� µακρ� �πο-

µνηµονεËµατα, äv �χει µετ� πολλ�ν τ�ν δι�γησιν τ¿ τοÖ ∆ηµητρ¬ου τοÖ

ΠολιορκητοÖ πρ¿v τ¿ν Μιθριδ�την· «φεÖγε, Μιθριδ�τα.» 4. Á ΠλοËταρ-

χοv �ν τοEv παραλλ�λοιv ¯στ¾ρησεν.

�ΕÍστ¾χωv (Aphth 2–3 H/ON [= 3,21 Rabe]). 5. NΗ �ντ­ τοÖ

εÍκα¬ρωv· οÍ γ�ρ πρ¿v τ¿ν Àκνηρ¾ν, | �λλ� τ¿ν διεγηγερµ�νον κα­ φιλο-[16]

κερδC χρ� τ¿ τοÖ Μεν�νδρου λ�γειν,

�Β�λτιστε, µ� τ¿ κ�ρδοv �ν πAσι σκ¾πει·

�� εÍστ¾χωv· τ¿ �ν βραχεE �ργ} � ø�µατι πολλ�ν τ�ν δι�νοιαν περι�χειν.

�LΑναφ�ρουσα (Aphth 3 H/ON [= 3,22 Rabe]). 6. ΟÍκ εµπεν

�ναφ�ρον, Åτι �δι�φορον �γεEται, ποτ� µ�ν πρ¿v τ¿ Áριστ¿ν ποιεEν τ�ν

�π¾δοσιν, äv �νταÖθα πρ¿v τ¿ χρε¬α, ποτ� δ� πρ¾v τι τFν συµπληροËν-

των τ¿ν Åρον· ο¶ον ε® �ναφ�ρον εµπε πρ¿v τ¿ �ποµνηµ¾νευµα.

§3.1 συναµφοτ�ρου scripsi ; cf. Hermogenes 3 H/ON (= 6,5 Rabe) || τ¿
συναµφ¾τερον Walz || 4 Plutarch, Demetr. 4.1–4 || 5 Menander, Mon. 98

(38 Jaekel) || 6 ποτ� µ�ν scripsi || πολÌ µ�ν Walz
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<§3. definition>

A chreia is (Aphth 2 H/ON [= 3,21 Rabe]). 1. Hermogenes has
defined the chreia: “A reminiscence of a saying or action or both
that is concisely disclosed and is generally for the purpose of some-
thing useful in life.”3 2. But this definition is not without fault, on
account of the disjunctive conjunctions, which ought not to be put
in definitions.4

Concise (Aphth 2 H/ON [= 3,21 Rabe]). 3. (This word is
used) on account of there being longer reminiscences. After a
lengthy narrative a reminiscence has a saying like Demetrius Po-
liorcetes to Mithridates, “Flee, Mithridates.” 4. Plutarch recounts
this reminiscence in his Parallel Lives.5

Aptly (Aphth 2–3 H/ON [= 3,21 Rabe]). 5. Either in the
sense of “timely”: For one should address, not the timid man, but
the excited and greedy one, with this line of Menander:6

My friend, look not for gain in everything.
Or in the sense of “shrewdly”: One should say that which

captures much insight in a brief action or saying.
Attributing (Aphth 3 H/ON [= 3,22 Rabe]). 6. Aphthonius

did not write the neuter participle “attributing,” because he con-
sidered it a matter of indiVerence to formulate the modifier at one
time in terms of the word that is being defined, as he did here to
agree with the (feminine) noun chreia, and at another to agree with
one of the words in the definition—for example, if he had writ-
ten the neuter participle “attributing” in view of the (neuter) noun
“reminiscence.”7

3 Hermogenes 2–4 H/ON (= 6,4–6 Rabe).
4 The disjunctive conjunctions are the two uses of � (“or”). Planudes is

echoing the criticism of Doxapatres 3.4.
5 For this longer reminiscence in full, see Doxapatres 3.7, although

Planudes adds that the source of this longer reminiscence is from Plutarch’s Par-

allel Lives, specifically Demetr. 4.1–4. That Planudes knew the source is not
surprising, since, as we have seen, he produced his own copy of Plutarch’s Lives

and Moralia.
6 Menander, Mon. 98 (38 Jaekel). Planudes has taken this monostichos

from Doxapatres 3.9.
7 On the gender of the participle, see the fuller discussion of Doxapatres

3.12–14.
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<§4. �τυµολογ¬α>

�ΧρειÞδηv δ� ο×σα (Aphth 4 H/ON [= 4,1 Rabe]). 1. ΚατL �ξοχ�ν

ε°ρηται χρε¬α äv χρειωδεστ�ρα πρ¿v παρα¬νεσιν τFν �λλων προγυµνα-

σµ�των, èσπερ κα­ τ¿ν ∆ηµοσθ�νην ø�τορα λ�γοµεν.

§5. � δια¬ρεσιv �π¿ γ�νουv ε®v ε°δη

�Τ�v δ� χρε¬αv (Aphth 5 H/ON [= 4,2 Rabe]). 1. LΙστ�ον Åτι τ¿ λογι-

κ¿ν κα­ πρακτικ¿ν κα­ Îποδια¬ρεσιν �πιδ�χεται. 2. τοÖ µ�ν γ�ρ λογικοÖ·

τ¿ µ�ν �στιν �ποφαντικ¾ν, τ¿ δ� �ποκριτικ¾ν· κα­ τοÖ �ποφαντικοÖ τ¿

µ�ν ε°v τε τ¿ καθL �κοËσιον �ποφαντικ¾ν, äv LΙσοκρ�τηv τοÌv εÍφυεEv

τFν µαθητFν θεFν παEδαv �φασκεν εµναι, κα­ ε®v τ¿ κατ� περ¬στασιν

�ποφαντικ¾ν, �ν ö �κ τινοv περιστ�σεωv �π­ τ¿ν λ¾γον κεκ¬νηται Á ε®-

πÞν, äv Á ∆ιογ�νηv ®δáν πλοËσιον �πα¬δευτον εµπεν, «οØτοv �στιν ²πποv

περιηργυρωµ�νοv.»
3. ΤοÖ δ� �ποκριτικοÖ· τ¿ µ�ν ε°v τε τ¿ κατL �ρÞτησιν, �τιv �ρ-

νησιν µ¾νην �χει � συγκατ�θεσιν, τ¿ να­ � οÑ· πολλ�κιv δ� κα­ δι�

σχ�µατοv µ¾νην �ν�νευσιν � κατ�νευσιν, äv Πιττακ¿v ΜιτυληναEοv

�ρωτηθε¬v, ε® λανθ�νοι τιv τοÌv θεοÌv κακ� | πρ�ττων, �φη Åτι µηδ�[17]

διανοοËµενοv· περιττ¿ν γ�ρ �νταÖθα τ¿ µηδ� διανοοËµενοv, �ρκοËσηv

κα­ µ¾νηv τCv �ποφ�σεωv. 4. κα­ ε®v τ¿ κατ� πËσµα, Ä µακροτ�ραν

�παιτεE τ�ν �π¾κρισιν, ο¶ον· Θεανá Πυθαγορικ� φιλ¾σοφοv �ρωτηθεEσα,

ποστα¬α �π¿ �νδρ¿v γυν� καθαρ� τοEv Θεσµοφορ¬οιv κ�τεισιν, εµπεν «äv

�π¿ µ�ν τοÖ �νδρ¿v τοÖ ®δ¬ου παραχρCµα, �π¿ δ� τοÖ �λλοτρ¬ου οÍδ�πο-
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<§4. etymology>

Since it is useful (Aphth 4 H/ON [= 4,1 Rabe]). 1. The chreia is
perfectly named since it is more useful in terms of giving advice
than the other progymnasmata, just as we also call Demosthenes
“the orator.”

§5. division of the classes into subclasses

Of the chreia (Aphth 5 H/ON [= 4,2 Rabe]). 1. One should
know that the saying and action classes of the chreia also permit
a subdivision.8 2. Thus, of the saying class one subclass is a state-
ment chreia and another is a response chreia. And further, of
the statement subclass one kind is the unprompted statement—
such as: Isocrates said that gifted students are the children of
gods.9 Another subclass is a statement prompted by a circum-
stance, and here the speaker is moved to speak because of some
circumstance—such as: Diogenes, on seeing a rich but uneducated
man, said, “This fellow is a silver-plated horse.”10

3. Of the response subclass there is the division into: A re-
sponse in accordance with a simple question that requires only
denial or assent, the word “yes” or “no.” Frequently, however, a
simple question requires a mere refusal or acceptance by means
of a gesture. Thus: Pittacus of Mitylene, on being asked if any-
one when doing evil deeds escapes the notice of the gods, said,
“Not even when contemplating them.”11 In this case the response
“Not even when contemplating them” is superfluous, since the
mere negative particle would have suYced. 4. A response in accor-
dance with an inquiry requiring a longer response. For example:
Theano the Pythagorean philosopher, on being asked how long
after intercourse with a man does a woman go in purity to the
Thesmorphoria, said, “With her own man, immediately, but with

8 In what follows, Planudes provides the full classification of chreiai that
appears in Doxapatres 5.6–24 but that ultimately goes back to Theon 36–189

H/ON (= 19–24 Patillon).
9 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:324.
10 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:313–14.
11 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:331–32.
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τε.» 5. κα­ ε®v τ¿ κατL �ρÞτησιν α®τιFδεv, Åταν τιv τ�ν α®τ¬αν �ποδG,

ο¶ον· Σωκρ�τηv �ρωτηθε¬v, ε® εÍδα¬µων αÍτG δοκεE Á ΠερσFν βασιλεËv,

�φησε µ� ε®δ�ναι· µ� γ�ρ ε®δ�ναι πFv �χει παιδε¬αv. 6. κα­ τ�ταρτον

τ¿ ÁµωνËµωv τG γ�νει καλοËµενον �ποκριτικ¾ν, Ä µ�τε �ρÞτησιν �χει

µ�τε �π¾κρισιν, πρ¿v δ� τινα λ¾γον �πλFv �ντ¬÷øησιν, ο¶ον· ∆ιογ�νουv

�ριστFντ¾v ποτε κα­ Πλ�τωνα παρι¾ντα πρ¿v τ¿ �ριστον προσκαλεσα-

µ�νου, Á Πλ�των, «äv χ�ριεν �ν �ν σου, ∆ι¾γενεv, τ¿ �πλαστον,» �φη,

«ε® µ� πλαστ¿ν �ν.» κα­ τ¿ µ�ν λογικ¿ν οÏτω.

7. ΤοÖ δ� πρακτικοÖ τ¿ µ�ν �στιν �νεργητικ¾ν, �ν ö τι ποιFν τιv

Îπ¾κειται, ο¶ον· ∆ιογ�νηv ®δáν �δδηφ�γον παEδα τ¿ν παιδαγωγ¿ν �παι-

σε. 8. τ¿ δ� παθητικ¾ν, �ν ö τι π�θοv Îποσηµα¬νεται, ο¶ον· ∆ιδËµων Á

αÍλητ�v �λοÌv �π­ µοιχε¬{ �κ τοÖ Àν¾µατοv �κρεµ�σθη, τουτ�στι τFν

διδËµων.

9. MΕτι � χρε¬α διαιρεEται κατL �πιδια¬ρεσιν· ε°v τε τ�v γνωµολογι-

κ�v, Åσαι περ¬ τινοv καθολικοÖ κοινFv �ποφα¬νονται, äv· Á Β¬αv �φη τ�ν

φιλαργυρ¬αν µητρ¾πολιν | εµναι π�σηv κακ¬αv. 10. κα­ ε®v �ποδεικτικ�v,[18]

α³ κα­ τ�ν �π¾δειξιν τοÖ λεγοµ�νου �πιφ�ρουσιν, äv· LΙσοκρ�τηv παρ¡νει

τFν γον�ων τοÌv διδασκ�λουv προτιµBν· ο¯ µ�ν γ�ρ τοÖ ζDν, ο¯ δ� τοÖ

ε× ζDν γεγ¾νασιν α°τιοι. 11. κα­ ε®v τ�v κατ� χαριεντισµ¾ν, äv [τ¿] τοÖ

LΑλεξ�νδρου παEδα τοÖ ∆ι¿v �αυτ¿ν εµναι λ�γοντοv, LΟλυµπι�v �κοËσα-

§5.11 τ¿ delevi
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someone else’s, never.”12 5. A response to a simple question calling
for an explanation as well. For example: Socrates, on being asked
if the Persian king seemed happy to him, said that he did not know,
for he did not know where he stood on education.13 6. And a re-
sponse that is called by the same name as the subclass. It contains
neither a question nor an answer but simply a retort to some re-
mark. For example: Once when Diogenes was having lunch and
had invited Plato, who was present, to join him, Plato said, “How
charming your unpretentiousness would be, Diogenes, if it were
not so pretentious.”14 So much, then, for the saying class.

7. Regarding the action class, however, there is: The active,
in which someone becomes the subject of a chreia by means of his
action. For example: Diogenes, on seeing a boy who was a gour-
mand, struck the paedagogus.15 8. And the passive, in which some
experience is indicated. For example: Didymon the flute player,
on being convicted of adultery, was hanged by his namesake16—
that is to say, by his testicles.17

9. In addition, the chreia is divided according to an alterna-
tive division,18 into: Chreiai with a maxim, which speak plainly
about something universal, such as: Bias said that the love of
money is the mother-city of every evil.19 10. Those with an ex-
planation, which also provide the explanation of what has been
said, such as: Isocrates advised honoring teachers above parents,
for the latter are the cause of living but the former of living well.20

11. Those with wit, such as: When Alexander was saying that
he was a son of Zeus, Olympias heard of it and said, “Won’t

12 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:340–41.
13 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:336–37.
14 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:332–33.
15 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:315–16.
16 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:312–13.
17 Planudes himself has correctly glossed the word δ¬δυµοι as a (slang)

expression for testicles (see, e.g., Philodemus in the Greek Anthology [see AP

5.126,6]).
18 This �πιδια¬ρεσιv comes from Doxapatres 5.15–24 but ultimately from

Theon 124–89 H/ON (= 22–24 Patillon). Note that Doxapatres kept Theon’s
order but dropped three of the twelve types, numbers 4–6; Planudes followed
suit, although he also dropped number 3 (chreiai expressing a wish), but the text
may not be secure.

19 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:307.
20 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:324.
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σα �φη· «οÍ παËσεται τ¿ µειρ�κιον διαβ�λλον µε πρ¿v τ�ν IΗραν ;» �

äv· Á παιδοτρ¬βηv ∆�µων χωλ¿v æν Îφελοµ�νου τιν¿v αÍτ¿ν τ� Îποδ�-

µατα, «ε°θε,» φησ¬ν, «�φαρµ¾σειαν τοEv τοÖ κλ�πτου ποσ¬ν.» 12. κα­

ε®v τ�v συµβολικ�v, ο¶ον· ∆ιογ�νηv ®δáν µειρ�κιον �κ µοιχοÖ β�λλον ε®v

πλCθοv λ¬θουv, «οÍ παËσ|,» �φη, «µειρ�κιον, µ� �γνοοÖν πα¬σ|v σου

τ¿ν πατ�ρα.» 13. συµβ�λλεσθαι γ�ρ �µEν δ�δωκεν, äv οÍκ �ξ äρισµ�νου

προσÞπου τ¿ µειρ�κιον �ν. 14. κα­ ε®v τ�v τροπικ�v, Åσαι ταEv λ�ξεσι

µεταφορικFv χρFνται· äv Á Πλ�των τοÌv τCv �ρετCv κλFναv ¯δρFσι

κα­ π¾νοιv �λεγε φËεσθαι. 15. κα­ ε®v τ�v κατ� �µφιβολ¬αν, ο¶ον LΙσο-

κρ�τηv τιν¿v αÍτG συνιστFντοv τ¿ν παEδα κα­ �ροµ�νου, τ¬νοv αÍτG δεE,

«γραφιδ¬ου,» �φη, «ΚΑΙΝΟΥ, κα­ πινακιδ¬ου ΚΑΙΝΟΥ.» 16. �δηλον

γ�ρ π¾τερον λ�γει, γραφ¬δοv καινCv κα­ πινακ¬δοv καινCv � γραφιδ¬ου

κα­ φρεν¾v, κα­ πινακιδ¬ου κα­ φρεν¾v. 17. κα­ ε®v τ�v κατ� µετ�ληψιν,

Åταν �λλο µ�ν τ¿ �ρωτÞµενον ª, �λλο δ� τ¿ �ποκριν¾µενον· ο¶ον· LΕπα-

µινÞνδαv �µφισβητοËντων τινFν περ­ π¾τον, π¾τερον | µAλλον αÍλητ�v[19]

κρε¬ττων LΑντιγεν¬δηv � Σ�τυροv, «�µο­ µ�ν,» �φη, «δοκεE στρατηγ¿v

Πολυσπ�ρχων.» 18. κα­ ε®v τ�v συνεζευγµ�ναv, α²περ οÍκ �λλαι παρ�

ταËταv ε®σ¬ν, �λλL �κ τοËτων συν¬στανται δËο κα­ τριFν πολλ�κιv συν-

ελθουσFν.

19. MΕτι τFν χρειFν α¯ µ�ν δηλοÖσιν, ÁποE� �στι τ� πρ�γµατα·

äv· Α°σωποv �ρωτηθε¬v, τ¬ ®σχυρ¾τατον τFν �ν �νθρÞποιv, «Á λ¾γοv,»

14 äv scripsi || èσπερ Walz | 14 ¯δρFσι Walz || ¯δρFτι Aphthonius 8

H/ON (= 4,4 Rabe)
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that boy stop slandering me to Hera?”21 or: Damon the physical
trainer, who was lame, when someone had stolen his sandals, said,
“Would that they fit the feet of the thief.”22 12. Those that re-
quire an inference, for example: Diogenes, on seeing a youth born
to an adulterer throwing stones into a crowd, said, “Won’t you
stop, boy? You may unwittingly strike your father!”23 13. It is
up to us to infer that the youth’s father was unknown. 14. Those
using figurative language, insofar as they make figurative use of
words, as: Plato used to say that the oVshoots of virtue grow with
sweat and toil.24 15. Those that contain an ambiguity, for exam-
ple: When someone was enrolling his boy with Isocrates and asked
what the boy needed, Isocrates said, A stylus ΚΑΙΝΟΥ and a tablet
ΚΑΙΝΟΥ.LL25 16. For it is unclear whether he means, “A new sty-
lus and a new tablet” or “A stylus and a mind and a tablet and a
mind.”26 17. Those with a change of subject, whenever the ques-
tion is one thing and the answer is something else, for example:
Epaminondas, when some people were arguing over wine whether
Antigenides or Satyrus was the better flute player, said, “In my
opinion, Polysperchon is the better general.”27 18. Combined
chreiai, which are not diVerent from these but are compounded of
them, two and frequently three types coming together.28

19. In addition, some chreiai disclose the way things are,
such as: Aesop, on being asked what the most potent thing among

21 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:330–31.
22 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:310. In Theon’s and so Doxapatres’s

scheme this chreia about Damon is an example of a chreia that expresses a wish
(εÍχ�). Planudes, however, seems to think it witty (like the one attributed to
Olympias). Thus, given Planudes’s close dependence on Doxapatres, it is possi-
ble that the phrase identifying a chreia with wit, such as ε®v τ�v κατ� εÍχ�ν, has
dropped out. Perhaps, however, he also has other texts in mind that do iden-
tify this chreia as having wit (see Nicolaus 93–96 H/ON [= 21,10–13 Felten];
P-scholia 5.7). If so, Planudes may have deliberately deleted this phrase.

23 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:317.
24 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:333.
25 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:325.
26 The ambiguity arises over whether the letters ΚΑΙΝΟΥ form one

word (“new”) or are divided into two words, ΚΑΙ ΝΟΥ (“and” and “mind”)—
i.e., “A new stylus and a new tablet” or “A stylus and a mind and a tablet and a
mind.”

27 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:334.
28 Planudes does not give an example of a combined chreia, although

both Theon and Doxapatres did.
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εµπεν· α¯ δ�, ÁποEα δεE εµναι· äv· LΑριστε¬δηv �ρωτηθε¬v, τ¬ �στι τ¿ δ¬-

καιον, «τ¿ µ� �πιθυµεEν,» εµπεν, «τFν �λλοτρ¬ων.»

§6. � δια¬ρεσιv �π¿ Åλου ε®v µ�ρη

�HΗ µ�ν ο×ν δια¬ρεσιv (Aphth 16 H/ON [= 4,12 Rabe]). 1. ΑÏτη µ�ν

γ�ρ �ν � �π¿ γ�νουv ε®v ε°δη· � δ� µετ� ταÖτα � �π¿ Åλου ε®v µ�ρη.

�LΕργ�σαιο δL αÍτ�ν (Aphth 18 H/ON [= 4,12–13 Rabe]). 2. LΑν-

τ­ τοÖ κατασκευ�σειv. 3. �δει ο×ν, φασ¬ τινεv, κα­ �νασκευ�ζειν τ�ν

χρε¬αν, �λλL οÍ δεE τ�v �πL �γαθG παραιν�σειv �νασκευ�ζειν, 4. κα­ �τι

èσπερ �ν τοEv διηγ�µασιν οÑτε τ� λ¬αν σαφC, οÑτε τ� παντελFv �δËνα-

τα �νασκευ�ζοµεν � κατασκευ�ζοµεν, 5. οÏτω κα­ �π­ τFν χρειFν οÑτε

τ�v λ¬αν �µ�µπτουv κατασκευ�ζοµεν, περιττ¿ν γ�ρ, � �νασκευ�ζοµεν,

�δËνατον γ�ρ, οÑτε τ�v λ¬αν µοχθηρ�v, αÍτ¾θεν γ�ρ �χουσι τ�ν �τοπ¬αν,

�λλL Åσαι µ�σην τ�ν φËσιν �χουσιν.

�Κεφαλα¬οιv (Aphth 18 H/ON [= 4,13 Rabe]). 6. LΑντ­ τοÖ µ�-

ρεσι· καταχρηστικFv δ� εµπεν· οÍ γ�ρ äv τ� κεφ�λαια τοÖ πολιτικοÖ

λ¾γου, [κα­ ταÖτα].
<LΕγκωµιαστικô,> | παραφραστικô (Aphth 19 H/ON [= 4,13[19,20]

Rabe]). 7. <LΙστ�ον δ�,> Åτι τ¿ µ�ν �γκωµιαστικ¿ν βραχÌ εµναι δεE, ²να

§6.5 περιττ¿ν scripsi || παριττ¿ν Walz || 5–6 Κεφαλα¬οιv . . . τοÖ
πολιτικοÖ λ¾γου transposui ex 20,12–14 (Walz) || 6 κα­ ταÖτα delevi ||

6 LΕγκωµιαστικG addidi || 7 LΙστ�ον δ� addidi
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men is, said, “Speech.”29 Other chreiai disclose the way things
ought to be, such as: Aristeides, on being asked what justice is,
said: “Not desiring what belongs to others.”30

§6. division of the whole into its parts

This, then, has been the division (Aphth 16 H/ON [= 4,12

Rabe]). 1. The former division has been that from classes into
subclasses. The one after this is the division of the whole into its
parts.31

You can elaborate it (Aphth 18 H/ON [= 4,12–13 Rabe]).
2. (“Elaborate”) in the sense of “you will confirm.” 3. Therefore,
it was also necessary, some say, to refute a chreia,32 but one must
not refute its exhortations, which are recited for some good pur-
pose. 4. Moreover, just as in narratives we do not refute or confirm
either those that are very clear or those that are wholly impossible,
so also in the case of chreiai we neither confirm those that are quite
unassailable—for it would be superfluous—nor refute them—for
it is impossible. 5. Nor do we confirm or refute chreiai that are
quite fallacious, for they obviously possess no grounds for argu-
ment. On the contrary, we confirm and refute as many chreiai as
have a nature that is in between.33

By the headings (Aphth 18 H/ON [= 4,13 Rabe]). 6. In the
sense of “by the parts (of a speech).” But Aphthonius spoke im-
precisely, for these headings are only similar to the parts of a public
speech.

<Encomiastic,> paraphrastic (Aphth 19 H/ON [= 4,13

Rabe]). 7. <One should know> that the encomiastic heading must

29 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:301.
30 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:305. This way of classifying chreiai goes

back to Nicolaus 116–124 H/ON (= 22,10–16 Felten).
31 Planudes is distinguishing between two meanings of δια¬ρεσιv. Aph-

thonius previously used it in the sense of classifying the various kinds of chreiai,
now in the sense of dividing the elaboration of chreia into its eight headings.

32 Introducing κατασκευ�ζειν as a synonym for “elaborate” calls to mind
the pair of progymnasmata, refutation and confirmation.

33 Planudes takes a middle position on the question of whether students
should refute chreiai. Theon discussed refutation of a chreia (see Theon 334–
83 [= 28–30 Patillon]), whereas John of Sardis rejected refutation of a chreia at
length (see John of Sardis 5.2–8).
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µ� µεEζον ª τ¿ προο¬µιον τCv Îποθ�σεωv. 8. τ¿ δ� παραφραστικ¾ν, äv �ν

βουλο¬µεθα, νÖν µ�ν �κτενοËµενον, νÖν δ� συνεσταλµ�νον αÍτ¿ ποι�σοµεν·

κα­ �λλωv δ� βραχÌ τ¿ �γκωµιαστικ¿ν εµναι δεE, ²να µ� µεEζον ª τοÖ

�ργου τ¿ π�ρεργον·

9. ∆εE δ� τοÖτο, äv τ¿ προο¬µιον, | ö �ναλογεE, ο®κεEον εµναι τG[20]

Îποκειµ�ν} προσÞπ} κα­ τD Îποθ�σει, èστε µ� κοιν¿ν φα¬νεσθαι, µηδ�

πολλοEv δËνασθαι �ρµ¾ζειν· κ�ν µ�ν ª τινα αÍτG �τερα πεπραγµ�να �

�ργοιv � λ¾γοιv, �ν παραλε¬ψεωv � �ποσιωπ�σεωv σχ�µατι δι� βραχ�ων

αÍξ�νειν τ¿ν �παινον. 10. �ν δ� µηδ�ν �χωµεν τοιοÖτον, �π¿ τοÖ �πιτη-

δεËµατοv, ο¶ον ø�τωρ � στρατηγ¾v· � �π¿ τοÖ �θνουv, ο¶ον LΑθηναEοv

κα­ �ξ¬ωv τFν τοÖ Σ¾λωνοv ν¾µων τεθραµµ�νοv· �ν¬οτε δ� κα­ δ¬χα τοÖ

κατ� παρ�λειψιν σχ�µατοv ψιλ� �παρ¬θµησιv τ¿ αÍτ¿ ποιεEν δËναται.

11. τ�ν δ� παρ�φρασιν δεE µ�τε �φ¬στασθαι τοÖ προκειµ�νου, µ�τε �πL

αÍτFν τFν λ�ξεων �κριβFv µ�νειν.

<Τô τ�v α®τ¬αv (Aphth 19–20 H/ON [= 4,14 Rabe]). 12. LΕκ

τFν περιστατικFν τ�ν α®τ¬αν µ¾νην παρε¬ληφεν, äv κρε¬ττονα τFν �λ-

λων. 13. παρ� τοÖτο γ�ρ κα­ τFν πολιτικFν ζητηµ�των Åσα µ� �χει

α®τ¬αν �σËστατ� ε®σιν.>
<LΕκ τοÖ �ναντ¬ου (Aphth 20H/ON [= 4,14 Rabe]). 14. Π�φυκε

γ�ρ τ� πρ�γµατα τD παραθ�σει τFν �ναντ¬ων �κδηλ¾τερα φα¬νεσθαι, äv

τ¿ φFv τD τοÖ σκ¾τουv παραβολD.>
| Παραβολ9, <παραδε¬γµατι> (Aphth 20–21 H/ON [= 4,14–15[20,15]

Rabe]). 15. IΕπεται τD παραβολD τ¿ παρ�δειγµα· κατασκευαστικ¿ν γ�ρ

αÍτCv äv µερικÞτερον.

16. ∆ιαφ�ρει δ� �λλ�λων, � Åτι � µ�ν �π¿ τFν καθL �κ�στην γι-

νοµ�νων λαµβ�νεται, τ¿ δ� �π¿ τFν �παξ γεγον¾των· � Åτι � µ�ν δι�

8 �κτενοËµενον scripsi || �κτενοÖµεν Walz || 11–13 ΤG τCv α®τ¬αv . . .
�σËστατ� ε®σιν transposui ex 20,21–24 (Walz) || 13 LΕκ τοÖ �ναντ¬ου . . . πα-
ραβολD transposui ex 20,24–27 (Walz) || 14 παραδε¬γµατι addidi
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be short, to keep the introduction from being longer than the pre-
sentation of the subject. 8. But with regard to the paraphrastic
heading we will make it longer at one time, shorter at another,
however we wish. But, in any event, the encomiastic heading must
be short, to keep the subsidiary point from being longer than the
main one.

9. The encomiastic heading, like the introduction to which it
is analogous, must be appropriate to the individual and subject un-
der discussion, so that it does not seem too general and so capable
of fitting many individuals. Now if some other things have been
accomplished by him, either through deeds or words, one must
briefly amplify the praise by means of the figure “pretended omis-
sion” or “abrupt breaking oV.” 10. But if we should have no such
specific individual, one must amplify on the basis of profession—
an orator or general. Or on the basis of nationality, for example,
“He is an Athenian and was raised in a manner that is worthy of
the laws of Solon.” Sometimes, however, even without the fig-
ure “pretended omission” a mere enumeration can accomplish the
same purpose. 11. Still the paraphrastic must not depart from the
subject under discussion nor keep too closely to the same words.

<The rationale (Aphth 19–20 H/ON [= 4,14 Rabe]). 12.
Aphthonius has taken only the cause [α®τ¬α] from the list of cir-
cumstantial elements since it is better than the other elements.34

13. Consequently, all public cases and investigations that have no
cause are incapable of proof.>

<From the opposite (Aphth 20 H/ON [= 4,14 Rabe]).
14. Subjects naturally seem more lucid when compared with their
opposite, just as light is in juxtaposition to darkness.>

Analogy, <example> (Aphth 20–21 H/ON [= 4,14–15 Ra-
be]). 15. The example follows the analogy. The example is
confirmatory of it since it is more specific than an analogy.

16. Analogy and example diVer from one another: an anal-
ogy is taken from actions that occur daily, whereas an example

34 Planudes assumes his students know what the six περιστατικ� (“cir-
cumstantial elements”) are from Aphthonius (Progymn. 2 [2,23–3,2 Rabe]): the
individual who acted, the action that was done, the time it occurred, the place
where it occurred, the manner in which it occurred, and the reason why it hap-
pened. Planudes does not identify them in his commentary but merely notes
that some add a seventh element to the six by the addition of Ïλη, or material
used, such a sword or stone (in a murder) (see 2:13,24–14,1 Walz).
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πρ�ξεωv, τ¿ δ� δι� προσÞπου ε®σφ�ρεται· � Åτι � µ�ν κα­ �π¿ τFν �λ¾-

γων κα­ �π¿ τFν �ψËχων λαµβ�νεται· τ¿ δ� �π¿ µ¾νων τFν λογικFν.

| Μαρτυρ¬{ παλαιéν (Aphth 21 H/ON [= 4,15 Rabe]). 17. ΤοÖ-[20,27]

το τFν �τ�χνων �στ­ π¬στεων. 18. ε® δ� ποτε �ποροEµεν αÍτοÖ, τG κατ�

παρ�λειψιν χρησ¾µεθα. 19. ζητητ�ον | δ�, πFv �ν �ν ταEv πρακτικαEv[21]

χρε¬αιv µαρτυρ¬α τεθε¬η λ¾γων οÍκ Ãντων. 20. δεE ο×ν �ν τοËτοιv λ�γειν,

Åτι καλ¿ν τ¿ γεγενηµ�νον, κα­ Åτι τ¿ν σκοπ¿ν τCv πρ�ξεωv �γνωµολ¾-

γησεν �τεροv, äv �π­ τοÖ ∆ιογ�νουv τοÖ τυπτ�σαντοv τ¿ν παιδαγωγ¾ν.

21. ε®σ�ξοµεν τ¿ν Θουκυδ¬δην λ�γοντα· «Á γ�ρ δυν�µενοv παÖσαι, πε-

ριορFν δ�, �ληθ�στερον αÍτ¿ δρB.»

<§7. κλ¬σιv>

1. LΙστ�ον δ� Åτι α¯ χρεEαι κατ� πAσαν πτFσιν προφ�ρονται· κατL εÍ-

θεEαν, ο¶ον· Πιττακ¿v �ρωτηθε¬v . . . �πεκρ¬νατο 2. κατ� γενικ�ν, ο¶ον·

ΠιττακοÖ �ρωτηθ�ντοv . . . λ¾γοv φ�ρεται <ε®π¾ντοv> 3. κατ� δοτικ�ν,

ο¶ον· ΠιττακG �ρωτηθ�ντι . . . �πCλθεν ε®πεEν 4. κατL α®τιατικ�ν, ο¶ον·

Πιττακ¿ν �ρωτηθ�ντα . . . φασ­ν ε®πεEν 5. κατ� κλητικ�ν, ο¶ον· «ΣË, ê

Πιττακ�,» �ρωτηθε¬v . . . εµπαv 6. κα­ �π­ τFν �λλων �ριθµFν.

21 Thucydides 1.69.1 || §7.2 ε®π¾ντοv addidi
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is taken from actions that have occurred once; an analogy is ex-
pressed through action, whereas an example is expressed through
an individual; and an analogy is also based on irrational creatures
and inanimate objects, whereas an example is based only on ratio-
nal beings.

Testimony of the ancients (Aphth 21 H/ON [= 4,15 Rabe]).
17. This heading belongs to the uninvented proofs.35 18. But if we
are at a loss for an ancient authority, we will make use of the fig-
ure “pretended omission.” 19. One should also investigate how a
testimony could be composed for the elaboration of action chreiai
since there are no sayings in them. 20. One must, therefore, say
in these cases that what has occurred is noble and that another
person has expressed in words the intent of the action, as in the
case of Diogenes: He struck the paedagogus. 21. We will introduce
Thucydides, who said: “For the one who is able to stop something
but allows it to occur does it more truly.”36

<§7. declension>

1. One should know that chreiai are expressed in every case.
In the nominative—for example: Pittacus, on being asked. . .,
answered. . . .37 2. In the genitive—for example: The saying of Pit-
tacus, on being asked. . ., is related, <when he said>. . . . 3. In the
dative—for example: It occurred to Pittacus, on being asked. . .,
to say. . . . 4. In the accusative—for example: They say that Pitta-
cus, on being asked. . ., said. . . . 5. In the vocative—for example:
“O Pittacus,” on being asked. . ., you said, “. . . .” 6. And so in the
other numbers.38

35 Doxapatres lists testimonies and oaths as examples of uninvented
proofs (see Doxapatres 6.51).

36 Thucydides 1.69.1. Note that Planudes says nothing about the last
heading, the brief epilogue.

37 This chreia, on which see Chreia 1:331–32, reads in full: “Pittacus, on
being asked whether anyone escapes the notice of the gods when committing
some sin, answered: ‘Not even when contemplating it.”’ Planudes has kept only
the words that change case or added the words that are necessary to make the
case changes work grammatically.

38 For an example of a declension of both the dual and plural numbers,
see Brit. Mus. addit. ms 37516 (see Chreia 2:62–66).





Text . Matthew Camariotes

Epitome of Aphthonius’s

Progymnasmata

Chapter : On the Chreia

(:,–, Walz)

Introduction

life and writings

With Matthew Camariotes the role of Aphthonius’s Progymnas-

mata in the educational curriculum survived even the fall of
Constantinople to the Turks in 1453. Thus over a thousand years
have passed since Aphthonius composed this textbook. As will
become apparent, however, the tradition of vigorous and detailed
analysis of this textbook as represented most fully by John Doxa-
patres has all but ended. Thus we conclude this volume with a
commentator who had little desire to reflect at length on Aphtho-
nius’s treatment of the chreia or any other of the progymnasmata.

Matthew Camariotes, the son of a priest, was born in Thes-
salonike toward the end of the Palaeologan period.1 He went to
Constantinople for his education and had as one of his teachers
Gennadios II Scholarios, who, after the fall of Constantinople,

1 Still fundamental for biographical data and the corresponding sources
is A. Biedl, “Mattheus Camariotes: Specimen Prosopographiae Byzantinae,”
ByzZ 35 (1935): 337–39. See also Hans-Georg Beck, Kirche und theologische Lit-

eratur im byzantinischen Reich (HAW 12.2.1; Munich: Beck, 1959), 772–73; and
Alice-Mary Talbot, “Kamariotes, Matthew,” ODB 2:1097–98. For a more gen-
eral assessment of the teaching of rhetoric after 1453, see Thomas M. Conley,
“Greek Rhetorics after the Fall of Constantinople: An Introduction,” Rhetorica

18 (2000): 265–94.
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served three times as Patriarch and in that position appointed Ca-
mariotes, probably in 1455, to be µ�γαv ø�τωρ (“Grand Rhetor”) of
the patriarchal school, where he taught rhetoric and philosophy.2

Camariotes not only taught philosophy but also got caught
up in the Plato-Aristotle controversy, which was sparked in 1439

by George Gemistos Plethon’s De diVerentiis Aristotelis et Plato-

nis.3 Plethon not only defended Platonic views but also argued
that Aristotle’s philosophy did not support Christian theology.4

Scholarios, an ardent Aristotelian, responded in 1443/44 with an
attack on Plethon’s views, and later, in 1455, Camariotes joined his
teacher with his Contra Plethonem, which attacked especially his
deterministic and idolatrous ideas.5

Several other writings of Camariotes were intended for the
classroom. They include an Ε®σαγωγ� ε®v τ�ν γραµµατικ�ν (Intro-

duction to Grammar), which remains unedited,6 and introductory
texts on the Corpus Hermogenianum. Christian Walz edited his
epitome of Aphthonius’s Progymnasmata, 7 though only those
on Hermogenes’s On Issues and On Invention, the latter per-
haps only partially.8 Since then Herbert Hunger has learned of a

2 On the rather grim picture of education in Constantinople after 1453,
see Apostolos E. Vacalopoulos, The Greek Nation, 1453–1669: The Cultural and

Economic Background of Modern Greek Society (New Brunswick, N.J.: Rutgers
University Press, 1976), 151–86.

3 On this controversy, see further John Monfasani, George of Trebizond:

A Biography and a Study of His Rhetoric and Logic (CSCT 1; Leiden: Brill,
1976), 201–29.

4 See Monfasani, George of Trebizond, 205–6: Plethon “demonstrated
Aristotle’s ambiguity on the immortality of the soul, as well as his belief in the
eternity of the world, in a God who is merely ‘primus inter pares’ among the
unmoved movers, in a compromising and hedonistic ethic, and in the lack of
Providence over the world. In short, Pletho[n] rendered Aristotle completely
unfit for Christian use.”

5 On Camariotes’s views, see further Monfasani, George of Trebizond,
206–8, and esp. C. M. Woodhouse, George Gemistos Plethon (Oxford: Claren-
don, 1986), 39, 180, 187, 362.

6 So Biedl, “Camariotes,” 338, who adds that the text is preserved in a
seventeenth-century manuscript, Bodleian misc. 120.

7 Christian Walz, ed., Rhetores Graeci (9 vols.; Tübingen: Cottae, 1832–
1836), 1:121–26.

8 See Walz, Rhetores Graeci, 6:601–44. That Walz may have only par-
tially edited the epitome of On Invention arises from the fact that there is nothing
on the last book, book 4.
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manuscript, dated about 1500 (UB Salamanca M 285), that con-
tains epitomes of the entire corpus.9

Besides these classroom texts, Camariotes wrote on a num-
ber of other subjects, mostly theological: the already-mentioned
Contra Plethonem; an encomium of Saints Basil, Gregory of
Nazianzus, and John Chrysostom;10 a lament over the capture of
Constantinople;11 and a number of others that remain unedited.12

Finally, he also wrote some letters and poetry.13

As a teacher and writer, Camariotes became, as one modern
scholar has put it, “the dean of intellectual life in the city after its
capture.”14 At any rate, Friedrich Fuchs tells of a John Laskaris
who traveled to Constantinople and desired to visit Camariotes in
order “to see in that one man the entire chorus of men who had
previously reached the heights in eloquence and philosophy.”15

Camariotes died about 1490.16

camariotes’s epitome of aphthonius’s progymnasmata

Camariotes begins his treatise, as did the commentators before
him, with a general introduction. While very brief, this in-
troduction touches on familiar themes: definitions of the word
προγËµνασµα, both as a general noun and as a rhetorical exercise
(121,2–5); the number of progymnamata and a list of all fourteen
in the Aphthonian sequence (121,6–9); and the relation of various
progymnasmata to the three kinds of public speech, such as the
fable, chreia, maxim, and thesis to the advisory speech (121,10–
122,3).

But we get a better grasp of what Camariotes has done by
looking at the end of his treatise on Aphthonius’s Progymnasmata.
He names it an �π¬τοµοv λ¾γοv (“short treatise”) (126,24), and short

9 Herbert Hunger, Die hochsprachliche profane Literatur der Byzantiner

(HAW 12.5.1–2; Munich: Beck, 1978), 1:88 n. 93.
10 See Biedl, “Camariotes,” 338.
11 See PG 160:1060–69.
12 See further Biedl, “Camariotes,” 338–39.
13 See Biedl, “Camariotes,” 339.
14 Vacalopoulos, Greek Nation, 102.
15 Friedrich Fuchs, Die höheren Schulen von Konstantinopel im Mittalter

(ByzA 8; Leipzig: Teubner, 1926), 75–76 (my translation).
16 Talbot, “Kamariotes,” 1097.
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it is, less than 15 percent of what Aphthonius has written. Clearly,
“epitome” is an apt word, but perhaps “deletion” is more apt, as
so much has been deleted. The lion’s share of the omissions is
accounted for by the elimination of all of Aphthonius’s model ex-
ercises, but, unlike the Rhetorica Marciana, Camariotes did not
replace Aphthonius’s with his own model exercises.17

Besides the model exercises, Camariotes deleted whatever
seemed unnecessary, even some of the παρεπ¾µενα, the material
that was considered essential to each progymnasma. Here is a
sample: in the fable chapter Camariotes eliminated the sections on
γ�νεσιv and κλCσιv ;18 in the narrative chapter the διαφορ�, or diVer-
ence, between δι�γηµα and δι�γησιv ;19 in the common place and
encomium chapters the etymology of the exercises;20 in the en-
comium chapter the διαφορ� between Ïµνοv and �παινοv, as well as
the Ïλη (“subjects”) of an encomium.21 In the invective chapter,
which has been incorporated into the encomium chapter, the Åροv

alone remains (124,19–20);22 in the comparison chapter the sec-
tion on εµδοv has been rephrased but the illustrations deleted;23 and
in the thesis chapter the διαφορ� between a thesis that is πολιτικ�

and one that is θεωρητικ� has been dropped.24

In addition to deleting various παρεπ¾µενα, Camariotes also
deleted most of the examples that Aphthonius had provided for
illustrating the ε°δη (“classes”) of his various διαιρ�σειv. For exam-
ple, not one example of the eight classes of maxims remains; all
examples of the subjects of an encomium have been dropped; in
the speaking-in-character chapter not one of the three examples
of the διαφορ� nor any of the three examples of the εµδοv survives;
no examples of the subjects of a description are kept; and so on.
Finally, Camariotes deleted (as had the Rhetorica Marciana) Aph-
thonius’s frequent, if unnecessary, transition sentence � µ�ν ο×ν

δια¬ρεσιv αÏτη κτλ. in all five exercises where it occurs (chreia,

17 See Chreia 2:258–69.
18 See Aphthonius, Progymn. 1 (1,4–5 and 7–10 Rabe).
19 See Aphthonius, Progymn. 2 (2,16–18 Rabe).
20 See Aphthonius, Progymn. 7 (16,20–21,2 Rabe) and Progymn. 8 (21,6–

7).
21 See Aphthonius, Progymn. 8 (21,8–19 Rabe).
22 See Aphthonius, Progymn. 8 (27,13 Rabe).
23 See Aphthonius, Progymn. 10 (31,15–17 Rabe).
24 See Aphthonius, Progymn. 13 (41,22–42,5 Rabe).
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maxim, encomium, speaking-in-character, and introduction of a
law).25 The brevity of this epitome is so severe that it is diYcult to
imagine its utility in a classroom setting. To be sure, the brevity
might be useful as an introductory overview of a progymnasma,
but the deletion of illustrations hardly contributes to clarity and
understanding.

But if little of Aphthonius’s text remains, even less of the
commentary tradition that elucidated it has been kept. There is
no concern to justify the τ�ξιv of particular progymnasmata, lit-
tle concern for the παρεπ¾µενα, no explanations of the meaning of
individual words, no interest in various grammatical features of
Aphthonius’s Greek, no awareness of diVerences of opinion over
what Aphthonius was saying, no use of previous commentators or
other Progymnasmata, no citations of classical authors. In short,
the copious and profound commentary tradition on Aphthonius
that reached its peak in John of Sardis, John Geometres, and es-
pecially John Doxapatres has fallen, in Camariotes’s epitome, into
the arid and diminishing intellectual landscape in Constantinople
after its capture. Herbert Hunger characterizes this epitome as a
dull and unpretentious reduction to essentials.26 And Camariotes
is not alone. Hunger elsewhere describes a manuscript (Riccard.
gr. 58) that contains an epitome of the Corpus Hermogenianum by
an older contemporary of Camariotes, John Chortasmenos. The
latter’s epitome of Aphthonius contains, Hunger says, little more
than the definitions of all fourteen progymnasmata.27 Such, then,
is the end of the commentary tradition on Aphthonius’s Progym-

nasmata.

camariotes’s epitome of aphthonius’s chreia chapter

The chreia chapter diVers little from the ways that Camariotes has
epitomized the other chapters. The παρεπ¾µενον of the �τυµολογ¬α

has been deleted.28 He has omitted the introductory sentence of

25 See Aphthonius 16–17 H/ON (= 4,12 Rabe). Cf. Aphthonius, Pro-

gymn. 4 (8,3 Rabe), 8 (21,20), 11 (35,1), and 14 (47,11).
26 See Hunger, Literatur, 1:88.
27 Herbert Hunger, Johannes Chortasmenos (ca. 1370-ca. 1436/37):

Briefe, Gedichte und kleine Schriften (WByzSt 7; Vienna: Böhlaus, 1969), 30–31.
28 See Aphthonius 4 H/ON (= 4,1 Rabe).
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the εµδοv section, which identifies the three classes of chreia before
explaining each.29 Only Aphthonius’s example of a saying chreia
remains (2);30 those for action and mixed chreiai have been ex-
cised.31 The transitional sentence to the elaboration headings, as
we have already noted, has been left out as well.32

What remains of Aphthonius’s chapter has been changed
in various ways. The Åροv (“definition”) is identical, except
for the final participle (1.1).33 Camariotes (or the scribe) has
written the neuter form (�ναφ�ρον), which would then modify
the neuter noun �ποµνηµ¾νευµα rather than Aphthonius’s fem-
inine form (�ναφ�ρουσα) that modifies the feminine noun χρε¬α.

Doxapatres, we recall, had defended Aphthonius’s choice on the
grammatical rule that the feminine trumps the neuter.34

As for the division of the class into subclasses, Camari-
otes paraphrases Aphthonius’s definition of the saying chreia and
copies his example, the chreia attributed to Plato, exactly except
for writing the plural (¯δρFσι) for Aphthonius’s singular (¯δρFτι)
(2.1).35 The definition of the action chreia has been changed.
Aphthonius’s tautological “an action chreia is one that depicts
[σηµαEνον] an action”36 has become “[one that] depicts [σηµα¬νουσα]
the action of someone worth emulating for the purpose of exhor-
tation and imitation” (2.2). The definition of the mixed chreia has
likewise been changed, by substituting the dual �ξ �µφοEν (2.3) for
Aphthonius’s �ξ �µφοτ�ρων37 and dropping Aphthonius’s unnec-
essary expansion, namely, λ¾γου κα­ πρ�ξεωv.38

The only other place where there is some expansion of Aph-
thonius’s text occurs in the section dealing with the κεφ�λαια

(“headings”) to be used in an elaboration. Aphthonius had merely
listed the eight headings.39 Camariotes, however, expanded on

29 See Aphthonius 5–6 H/ON (= 4,2–3 Rabe).
30 See Aphthonius 8–9 H/ON (= 4,4–5 Rabe).
31 See Aphthonius 9–12 and 14–16 H/ON (= 4,6–8 and 9–11 Rabe).
32 See Aphthonius 16–17 H/ON (= 4,12 Rabe).
33 See Aphthonius 2–3 H/ON (= 3,21–22 Rabe).
34 See Doxapatres 3.12–14.
35 See Aphthonius 6–9 H/ON (= 4,3–5 Rabe).
36 See Aphthonius 9–10 H/ON (= 4,5–6 Rabe).
37 See Aphthonius 13 H/ON (= 4,8 Rabe).
38 See Aphthonius 13 H/ON (= 4,9 Rabe).
39 See Aphthonius 19–22 H/ON (= 4,13–15 Rabe).
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three of them, but only minimally. Thus Aphthonius’s simple
�γκωµιαστικ¾ν has been expanded to read “the encomiastic (prais-
ing) the one who has acted or who has made the exhortation
that one must emulate” (3.1); Aphthonius’s α®τ¬α40 has become
“the rationale for why this was said or done” (3.3); and Aph-
thonius’s �κ τοÖ �ναντ¬ου41 now reads, “the heading from the
opposite is what would have been if this had not been said or done”
(3.4). The remaining five κεφ�λαια are, as in Aphthonius, merely
listed: παραφραστικ¾ν (3.2) as well as παραβολ�, παρ�δειγµα, µαρτυρ¬α
παλαιFν, and �π¬λογοv βραχËv (3.5). In short, aside from the general
introduction, it is diYcult to imagine the classroom utility of such
a severe epitome of an already spare text.

text and translation

The text of Camariotes’s epitome of Aphthonius’s Progymnas-

mata used here is that of Walz,42 who based his text on one
manuscript, Taurien. gr. 230. Despite the brevity of the text,
section titles have once again been inserted, as we have for the
previous texts. In addition, “verse” numbers along with the page
numbers in Walz’s edition have been added to facilitate referenc-
ing. A few changes have been made in Walz’s text, all noted in the
apparatus.

This translation is the first that I know of.

40 See Aphthonius 19 H/ON (= 4,14 Rabe).
41 See Aphthonius 20 H/ON (=4,14 Rabe).
42 Walz, Rhetores Graeci, 1:120–136, esp. 122,23–123,5.
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Text . Matthaei Camariotae

Epitome in Aphthonii

Progymnasmata

Cap. III. Περ­ Χρε¬αv

( :,–, Walz)

<§1. Åροv>

1. Χρε¬α �στ­ν �ποµνηµ¾νευµα σËντοµον εÍστ¾χωv �π¬ τι πρ¾σωπον �να-

φ�ρον.

<§2. � δια¬ρεσιv �π¿ γ�νουv ε®v ε°δη>

1. MΕστι δ� � µ�ν λογικ�, � λ¾γ} µ¾ν} δηλοÖσα τ�ν ãφ�λειαν· ο¶ον Á

Πλ�των τοÌv τCv �ρετCv κλFναv ¯δρFσι κα­ π¾νοιv �λεγε φËεσθαι· 2. �

δ� πρακτικ�, � πρAξιν σηµα¬νουσ� τινοv τFν �ξιοζηλωτFν ε®v προτρο-

π�ν τε κα­ µ¬µησιν· 3. � δ� µικτ� �ξ �µφοEν.

<§3. � δια¬ρεσιv �π¿ Åλου ε®v µ�ρη>

1. Κεφ�λαια δ�, ο¶v κατασκευ�ζεται � χρε¬α· �γκωµιαστικ¿ν | τοÖ ε®π¾ν-[123]

§1.1 �ναφ�ρον Walz || �ναφ�ρουσα Aphthonius 3 H/ON (= 3,22 Rabe)
|| §2.1 ¯δρFσι Walz || ¯δρFτι Aphthonius 8 (= 4,4 Rabe) || 2 προτροπ�ν
scripsi || τροπ�ν Walz



Text . Matthew Camariotes

Epitome of Aphthonius’s

Progymnasmata

Chapter : On the Chreia
(:,–, Walz)

<§1. definition>

1. A chreia is a concise reminiscence aptly attributed to some in-
dividual.

<§2. division of the class into its subclasses>

1. There is the saying chreia, which reveals its benefit with speech
alone—for example, Plato said that the oVshoots of virtue grow by
sweat and toil.1 2. There is the action chreia, which depicts the ac-
tion of someone worth emulating for the purpose of exhortation2

and imitation. 3. And there is the mixed chreia, which is made up
of both.

<§3. division of the whole into its parts>

1. The headings by which a chreia is confirmed are: the enco-
miastic, (praising) the one who has acted or who has made the

1 On this chreia, see Chreia 1:333.
2 The manuscript reading here is τροπ� (“change”), which may be

correct, but the emendation to προτροπ� (“exhortation”) seems preferable, es-
pecially in the light of the use of this word in Camariotes’s explanation of the
encomiastic heading (3.1).
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τοv τ�ν προτροπ�ν � τοÖ πρ�ξαντοv, �ν χρ� ζηλοÖν. 2. παραφραστι-

κ¾ν, 3. τ¿ τCv α®τ¬αv, διL �ν τ¾δε τι ε°ρηται � π�πρακται. 4. τ¿ �κ τοÖ

�ναντ¬ου, τ¬ �ν �ν, ε® µ� τ¾δε �λ�γετο � �πρ�ττετο. 5. παραβολ�, πα-

ρ�δειγµα, µαρτυρ¬α παλαιFν, �π¬λογοv βραχËv.

§3.5 παλαιFν scripsi ; cf. Aphthonius 21 H/ON (= 4,15 Rabe) et 123,14

Walz || παλαι� Walz
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exhortation that one must emulate;3 2. the paraphrastic; 3. the ra-
tionale for why this was said or done; 4. from the opposite: what
would the situation be if this were not said or done; 5. analogy, ex-
ample, testimony of the ancients, and brief epilogue.

3 The syntax of this sentence is not clear. Seemingly the words “the
exhortation that one must emulate” should be the object of both participles,
ε®π¾ντοv and πρ�ξαντοv. But “making an exhortation” makes little sense.
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Index of Technical Terms

Listed below are the technical terms, both grammatical and rhetorical
and cited by page number, that appear in the six texts. Frequently occur-
ring terms are not cited in full but only with representative examples.

�γωνιστικ¿ν µ�ροv (argumentative
part of a speech)
42, 214, 224

α®τ¬α (reason)
226, 228, 316

α®τιατικ� πτFσιv (accusative case)
106, 206, 208, 252, 254, 318

α®τιFδεv (explanation)
186, 310

�µφιβολ¬α (ambiguity)
188, 19, 312

�νακεφαλαιοÖν (recapitulate)
70

�ναλυτικ¿v τροπ¾v (analytical mode)
182

�νασκευ�ζειν (refute)
112, 202, 204

�νασκευ� (refutation)
60, 202, 204, 244, 246

�ναφ�ρειν (attribute)
46, 108, 172, 306

�ντ¬θεσιv (objection)
42

�ντιπαρ�στασιv (counter-represen-
tation)
214

�ντ¬πτωσιv (change of case)
248

�ντ¬φρασιv (substitution)
222

�¾ριστον πρ¾σωπον (unnamed indi-
vidual)
66

�παγγ�λλειν (recite)
122

�παρ¬θµησιv (enumeration)
120, 184, 316

�πλC (chreia with one saying)
52

�πλC (simple chreia, i.e., not in
response)
114

�ποδεικτικ� (chreia with a proof)
190

�ποδεικτικ¿v τροπ¾v (demonstrative
mode)
182, 190, 310

�ποκριτικ¾ν (response chreia)
52, 198, 308

�ποµνηµ¾νευµα (reminiscence)
46, 72, 104, 108, 166, 212, 270,
306, 328

�ποσιÞπησιv (falling silent)
118, 316

�ποφαντικ¾ν (statement chreia)
52, 196, 236, 308

�ρσενικ¾ν (masculine gender)
174

�σËστατον (incapable of proof)
226, 228, 230, 316

�τεχνοv (uninvented proof)
70, 226, 234, 318

γενικ� πτFσιv (genitive case)
106, 206, 208, 252, 318

γ�νοv (class)
170

γνÞµη (maxim)
108, 204, 206, 218, 246

γνωµολογικ� (chreia with a maxim)
188, 190, 310
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γËµνασµα (exercise)
184, 198, 230

διαζευκτικ¾v (disjunctive)
168, 306

διαιρεEν (divide)
166, 200, 236

δια¬ρεσιv (division)
58, 104, 106, 182, 194, 200, 238

δια¬ρεσιv �π¿ γ�νουv ε®v ε°δη (division
of a class into its sub-classes)
314

δια¬ρεσιv �π¿ Åλου ε®v µ�ρη (division
of the whole into its parts)
200, 314

διαιρετικ¿v τροπ¾v (divisional mode)
182

διαφ�ρειν (divide)
66, 108, 122, 232, 316

διαφορ� (diVerentiation)
110, 170, 184

δι�γηµα (narrative)
42, 206, 304

δι�γησιv (statement of the case)
42, 70, 220, 236, 304

δικανικ¿ν εµδοv (judicial class of
speech)
114, 244

διπλC (chreia with two sayings)
52

δοτικ� πτFσιv (dative case)
106, 206, 208, 318

δραµατικ¾ν (fictional narrative)
238

�γκωµιαστικ¾ν (encomiastic head-
ing)
62, 104, 214, 216, 224, 246, 272,
304, 314, 328

�γκÞµιον (encomium)
184, 216

�θνικ¾ν (nationality)
218

εµδοv (class)
38, 104, 164, 244, 254

ε®σφορ� ν¾µου (introduction of a
law)
228

�κοËσιοv (unprompted)
40, 184, 196, 236, 308

�κτε¬νειν or
�πεκτε¬νειν (expand)

46, 168, 210, 212, 316

�κ τοÖ �ναντ¬ου (from the opposite)
62, 104, 212, 224, 230, 240, 272,
316, 330

�κφρασιv (description)
222

�νδι�θετοv λ¾γοv (reasoning ability)
194, 196

�νεργητικ� (active action chreia)
54, 188, 196, 198, 208

�νεργητικ¿ν øCµα (active verb)
76, 248, 250

�νθËµηµα or
�νθËµησιv (enthymeme)

188, 212

�ντεχνοv (invented proof)
70, 226, 234

�παινοv (praise)
74, 216, 240

�πιδια¬ρεσιv (additional division)
184, 194

�π¬κρισιv (added judgment)
240

�π¬λογοv (conclusion)
42, 70, 104, 234, 236, 272, 304,
330

�πιχε¬ρηµα (argument)
44, 212, 214, 224

�ργασ¬α (elaboration)
70, 104, 212, 224, 238

�ρµηνε¬α (style)
122, 212, 224

�ρÞτησιv (question requiring a yes
or no)
186, 308

�τυµολογ¬α (etymology)
182
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εÍθεEα πτFσιv (nominative case)
106, 206, 208, 318

εÍστ¾χωv (aptly)
46, 108, 172, 270, 306, 328

εÍχ� (wish)
188, 190

ζ�τηµα (issue)
228, 230

� τFν �λ�γχων �πα¬τησιv (the
demand for evidence)
214

θηλυκ¾ν (feminine gender)
174, 175

κατασκευ�ζειν (confirm)
44, 58, 64, 202, 204, 214

κατασκευ� (confirmation)
204, 206, 246

κεφ�λαιον (heading)
58, 104, 116, 202, 212, 272, 314,
328

κλητικ� πτFσιv (vocative case)
106, 318

κοιν¿ν Ãνοµα (common name)
110, 218

κËριον Ãνοµα (proper name)
216, 218

λογικ� (saying chreia)
50, 72, 104, 110, 196, 208, 236,
238, 256, 270, 308, 328

λ¾γοv (saying)
46, 108, 196

λËσιv (rebuttal)
42

µαρτυρ¬α παλαιFν (testimony of the
ancients)
68, 104, 226, 234, 254, 272, 318,
330

µελ�τη (model progymnasma)
214, 216, 246, 254, 256

µ�ροv (part of a public speech)
234, 304

µετ�λειψιv (change of subject)
188, 192, 312

µετ�φρασιv (change of style)
222

µικτ� (mixed chreia)
50, 56 104, 110, 198, 256, 270,
328

µÖθοv (fable)
40, 238

ÁµωνËµωv (like-named)
186, 310

Áριστικ¿v τροπ¾v (definitional mode)
182

Åροv (definition)
104

οÍδ�τερον (neuter gender)
174, 175

παθητικ� (passive action chreia)
54, 188, 208

παθητικ¿ν øCµα (passive verb)
76, 248, 250

πανηγυρικ¿ν εµδοv (celebratory class
of speech)
114, 224, 244

παραβολ� (analogy)
64, 104, 122, 212, 224, 232,
240, 272, 316, 330

παραγραφικ¾ν (exception)
214

παρ�δειγµα (example)
64, 104, 122, 188, 212, 224, 232,
240, 256, 272, 316, 330

παρα¬νεσιv (advice)
50, 236, 308, 314

παρα¬τησιv (deprecation)
118

παρ�λειψιv (pretended omission)
74, 118, 122, 216, 218, 234, 316,
318

παρ�φρασιv (paraphrase)
222, 224

παραφραστικ¾ν (paraphrastic head-
ing)
62, 104, 212, 220, 224, 246, 272,
314, 330
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περ¬στασιv (circumstance)
110, 180, 184, 186, 196, 198,
308

περιστατικ� στοιχεEα (circumstantial
elements)
184, 226, 230

περ¬φρασιv (circumlocution)
222

πιθαν¾ν (persuasive)
38, 40

π¬στιv (proof)
42, 70, 122

ποικιλ¬α (variation)
250, 252

πολιτικ¿v λ¾γοv (public speech)
72, 106, 114, 164, 314

πραγµατικ� στ�σιv (practical issue)
228

πρακτικ� (action chreia)
50, 104, 110, 196, 254, 256, 270,
308, 318, 328

πρAξιv (action)
46, 108

προγËµνασµα (progymnasma)
42, 60, 110, 114, 202, 308

προο¬µιον (introduction)
42, 70, 214, 236, 304, 316

πρ¾v τι (chreia in response to some-
thing/someone)
114

προσηγορικ¿ν Ãνοµα (appellative
noun)
180, 182

πρ¾σωπον (individual)
46, 52, 216, 218, 270, 316, 328

προφορικ¿v λ¾γοv (reason that is
expressed in speech)
196

πτFσιv (case)
44, 106, 206, 254, 318

πËσµα (question requiring more
than a yes or no)
186, 310

συµβολικ� (chreia with an infer-
ence)
188, 192, 196, 312

συµβουλευτικ¿ν εµδοv (advisory class
of speech)
114, 244, 304

συµπλ�ρωσιv (completion)
246

σËνδεσµοv (conjunction)
168, 306

σËντοµοv (concise)
46, 104, 108, 270, 306, 328

σËνταξιv (syntax)
74, 254

συν¬στηµι (condense)
316

συστ�λλειν (condense)
210

ταÍτ¾τηv (repetition)
250

τ�χνη (discipline, usually of
rhetoric)
38, 74, 236, 240, 242, 244

τροπικ� (chreia with figurative lan-
guage)
188, 192, 196, 236, 312

τροπο­ διδασκαλικο¬ (pedagogical
modes)
182

τG τCv α®τ¬αv (rationale)
62, 104, 224, 226, 230, 240,
272, 316, 330

Îπερβολικ¾ν (hyperbole)
120, 244

Îποδια¬ρεσιv (subdivision)
184, 188, 194, 308

Îποκορισµ¾v (diminutive)
216

χαριεντισµ¾v (wit)
72, 112, 168, 190, 238, 310

χορηγ¬α (variation)
78

χρε¬α (chreia)
42, 238, 304, 308
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χρειÞδηv (useful)

178, 270, 328

χρ�σιµοv (useful)

48, 72, 112, 164

ψ¾γοv (invective)
184

äρισµ�νον πρ¾σωπον (named indi-
vidual)
66, 108, 168, 174, 192, 216, 218
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