
systems oF soPhistry and PhilosoPhy
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Personen können nicht ohne soziale Systeme entstehen 

und bestehen, und das gleiche gilt umgekehrt.
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tᇖᇹዘ�ጪ႐ዘ�ዧᇖᅵ�ዧᇹዧቈᅵ��RI�WKH�LQIOXHQWLDO������DUWLFOH�E\�6WDQWRQ�LQ�ZKLFK�
he showed that imperial authors such as Plutarch, dio, aristides, 

epictetus, and marcus aurelius labeled themselves and their contempo-
rary fellow-intellectuals somewhat differently from the picture sketched 
LQ�PXFK�PRGHUQ�VFKRODUVKLS��0RGHUQ�VFKRODUV�KDYH�LQ�HIIHFW�GHFLGHG�IRU�
themselves which authors they would consider philosophers and which 
VRSKLVWV�1 to define an intermediate category between the two, they 

an earlier version of this paper was delivered at a Birtha conference at the 
8QLYHUVLW\�RI�%ULVWRO����6HSWHPEHU���������,�ZRXOG�OLNH�WR�WKDQN�WKH�RUJDQL]HUV�DQG�SDUWLFL-
pants of this conference for their remarks, and especially Greta hawes and robert crowe 
IRU�WKHLU�FULWLFLVPV�DQG�VXSSRUW��&ORVHU�WR�KRPH��7KRPDV�6FKDPSDHUW�DQG�7RP�'HQHLUH�
DUH�WKDQNHG�IRU�WKHLU�PXFK�DSSUHFLDWHG�UHIOHFWLRQV�RQ�WKH�PHWKRGRORJ\��*HHUW�5RVNDP�
and michael trapp are acknowledged for their precise observations, and christopher 
5DQVRP�IRU�KLV�H[TXLVLWH�NQRZOHGJH�RI�WKH�(QJOLVK�ODQJXDJH�

1 Plutarch has traditionally been regarded as a philosopher, whereas his preoccupa-
tions with the rhetorical climate of his age have only recently been taken into account 
�VHH�PRVW�UHFHQWO\�9DQ�+RRI��������(SLFWHWXV�KDV�HQMR\HG�D�SODFH�DPRQJ�WKH� W\SLFDO�
philosophers of this age (see the philosophical approach in long 2002), whereas maximus 
RI�7\UH�KDV�EHHQ�VHHQ�DV�D�PHUH�VRSKLVW��VHH��H�J���+DKQ�����������$ORQJ�ZLWK�'LR�DQG�
Favorinus, maximus has also been labeled a Halbphilosoph LQ�%UDQFDFFL����������$ULVWLGHV�
is primarily associated with the sophistic practices of his age, and is also presented as 
such in Philostratus’ Vitae Sophistarum��$OVR�LOOXVWUDWLYH�LV�'LOORQ·V������RYHUYLHZ�RI�WKH�
middle-Platonist philosophers, in which he includes epitomes such as alcinous’ hand-
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have also invented the title Halbphilosoph, which, in most cases, does not 
reflect how these authors thought about themselves, or how they wanted 
WR�EH�UHJDUGHG��5HVHDUFK� LQ�WKLV� ILHOG�KDV�WKXV�RIWHQ�RULJLQDWHG�IURP�
modern scholars’ own conceptions of what constitutes proper philos-
RSK\��,Q�UHFRQVWUXFWLQJ�WKH�KLVWRULFDO�FRQIOLFW�EHWZHHQ�SKLORVRSKHUV�DQG�
sophists, however, it is important to realize that the reception of ideas in 
philosophical circles has shaped the standards by which authors are eval-
XDWHG�LQ�OLQH�ZLWK�SKLORVRSKLFDO�LGHRORJ\��7KLV�KDV�UHVXOWHG�LQ�ZKDW�PLJKW�
EH�WHUPHG�D�VHOI�IXOILOOLQJ�SURSKHF\���E\�FRQWLQXRXVO\�HPSKDVL]LQJ�WKH�
same examples of proper philosophy, an image has been created which 
time and again proves its own rightfulness, whereas other paradigms or 
aspects of ancient philosophy, such as the authority and prestige it can 
EHVWRZ�RQ�D�SXEOLF�VSHDNHU��KDYH�UHPDLQHG�XQDSSUHFLDWHG��7KLV�ZD\�RI�
proceeding represents a prescriptive rather than a descriptive approach 
to the historical situation, and seems to do little justice to the historical 
UHDOLW\�DV�LW�ZDV�SHUFHLYHG�E\�,PSHULDO�DXWKRUV�

stanton’s observations have generated greater awareness of the 
dynamic nature of the terms “sophist” and “philosopher” in the 
context of the roman empire, and this has resulted in several excellent 
studies which have explored the boundaries of both terms, including 
work by hahn,2 schmitz,� Bowersock,4 trapp,� and sidebottom,� to 

book of Platonism and the treatise de deo Socratis of apuleius, but almost entirely excludes 
0D[LPXV�RI�7\UH��7KH�FKRLFH�RI�VSHFLILF�DXWKRUV� IRU�D�GLVFXVVLRQ�RI�SKLORVRSKLFDO�RU�
sophistic topics takes its start, of course, from scholarly assumptions as to where these 
DXWKRUV�RXJKW�WR�EH�VLWXDWHG�

2 +DKQ������
�� 6FKPLW]��������²���
4 %RZHUVRFN������
�� 7UDSS������
�� 6LGHERWWRP�������,W�LV�LPSRUWDQW�WR�SRLQW�RXW�VRPH�GLIIHUHQFHV�EHWZHHQ�6LGHERWWRP·V�

DSSURDFK�WR�WKH�VRSKLVW²SKLORVRSKHU�GLFKRWRP\�DQG�P\�RZQ��)LUVWO\��6LGHERWWRP�WUHDWV�
ERWK�ILHOGV�DV�UHODWLYHO\�VWDEOH�HQWLWLHV��VHH�KRZHYHU�KLV�VKRUW�UHPDUNV�RQ�SDJH������ZKHUHDV�
,�ZDQW�WR�HPSKDVL]H�WKH�UDGLFDO�G\QDPLVP�RI�ERWK�V\VWHPV��6HFRQGO\��6LGHERWWRP�SD\V�
more attention to the external tokens of the conflict (as reported in Philostratus, lucian, 
DQG�(SLFWHWXV��WKDQ�RQ�WKH�GLVFXUVLYH�FKDUDFWHU�RI�RXU�VRXUFHV��7KLUGO\��6LGHERWWRP�SUHV-
ents the two centers of sophistry and philosophy without describing the peripheral 
SHUVRQDO�DSSURSULDWLRQV�RI�WKH�KLVWRULFDO�FRQIOLFW�LQ�LQGLYLGXDO�GLVFRXUVHV��)RU�RWKHU�FRQWUL-
EXWLRQV�LQ�OLQH�ZLWK�6LGHERWWRP·V�DSSURDFK��VHH�0LFKHO������DQG�0RUHVFKLQL�����E�
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QDPH�MXVW�D�IHZ�DXWKRUV��7KHVH�VWXGLHV�KDYH�KLJKOLJKWHG�WKH�GLIIHUHQFH�
between our own academic definition of philosophy and that of the 
ancients, and have shown that philosophy in this period played a direct 
social role and went along with conspicuous cultural authority (which 
LQ�%RXUGLHXLDQ�WHUPV�LV�RIWHQ�UHIHUUHG�WR�DV�´V\PEROLF�FDSLWDOµ��

this work has also made it clear that imperial philosophy repre-
sented an important source of competition for the popular rhetorical 
virtuosos of this age, who called themselves “sophists” and took pride 
LQ�WKLV�WLWOH��%HFDXVH�RI�WKLV�FRPSHWLWLRQ�IRU�FXOWXUDO�DXWKRULW\��WKH�FOHDU�
discursive distinction between philosophy and sophistry drawn by many 
SKLORVRSKHUV�RI�WKLV�SHULRG�LV�QRW�PHW�E\�WKH�DFWXDO�VRFLR�FXOWXUDO�UHDOLW\�� 
in the roman empire, many people tried to distinguish themselves by 
means of a refined Greek education, which consisted of extensive general 
knowledge concerning rhetoric, history, literature, and, of course, 
SKLORVRSK\��)XUWKHUPRUH��SKLORVRSK\�DQG�SKLORVRSKLFDO�HGXFDWLRQ�WRRN�
RYHU� VRPH� IHDWXUHV�RI� WKH� UKHWRULFDO� WUDGLWLRQ��7KH� W\SLFDO� VRSKLVWLF�
practice of the in utramque partem disserere on general themes became 
popular both in rhetorical training and in philosophical environments, 
such as the skeptical academy and the Peripatos, where it was named a 
thesis�� in addition, a number of philosophical speakers treated practical 
ethics in a very direct rhetorical style, which is nowadays conventionally 
called the cynico-stoic diatribe�� the evaluation of figures in this period 
as philosophers or sophists also diverged widely, largely depending on 
ZKR�ZDV�SDVVLQJ�MXGJPHQW��/XFLDQ��IRU�LQVWDQFH��QDUUDWHV�KRZ�WKH�F\QLF�
“philosopher” Peregrinus committed suicide by jumping into fire during 
WKH�2O\PSLF�*DPHV�10�:KHUHDV�PDQ\�VSHFWDWRUV�DQG�IROORZHUV�DUH�VDLG�WR�

�� 6HH�DOVR�$QGHUVRQ���������²����
�� 6HH�&ODUNH������
�� the modern use of the term diatribe is problematic, for it assembles a diverse 

corpus of texts which the ancients themselves probably never conceived of as a single 
OLWHUDU\�UKHWRULFDO�JHQUH��7KH�ODEHO� LV�RIWHQ�WR�EH�WUDFHG�EDFN�WR�VRPH�VKDUHG�WH[WXDO�
features detected by modern researchers, and has been influenced by receptions of the 
term diatribe�LQ�ODWHU�WLPHV��)RU�D�FULWLFDO�QRWH��VHH�6FKHQNHYHOG���������²�����ZKR�QHYHU-
WKHOHVV�VWLOO�XVHV�WKLV�WHUP�IRU�KLV�GLVFXVVLRQ�RI�WKLV�JURXS�RI�WH[WV�

10 lucian de Mort. Peregr��/XFLDQ�LV�DQ�LQWHUHVWLQJ�FDVH�ZKLFK�LV�QRW�GHDOW�ZLWK�LQ�WKLV�
SDSHU��%HFDXVH�RI�KLV�SRVLWLRQ�DV�D�VDWLULVW�RI�FRQWHPSRUDU\�OLIH��KLV�ZRUNV�GR�QRW�IXOO\�
SUHVHQW�WKHPVHOYHV�DV�HQJDJLQJ�LQ�HLWKHU�VRSKLVWLF�RU�SKLORVRSKLFDO�GLVFRXUVH��5DWKHU��
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have been moved by his philosophical sacrifice, lucian suggests that the 
true reason for the suicide may have been Peregrinus’ idle inclination to 
VRSKLVWU\��$�FDVH�VXFK�DV�WKLV��GHVSLWH�EHLQJ�SDUW�RI�/XFLDQ·V�RZQ�OLWHUDWH�
self-fashioning, illustrates that not everyone in antiquity had a similar 
FRQFHSWLRQ�RI�WKH�VRSKLVW�SKLORVRSKHU�GLFKRWRP\��

it should by now be clear that a normative approach to the distinc-
tion between sophists and philosophers is bound to end in viewing the 
historical reality in a reductionist manner, as the social dynamics of 
philosophy preclude the possibility of drawing any such stable distinc-
WLRQ��7KH�VWXGLHV�PHQWLRQHG�DERYH�KDYH�DOO�VKRZQ�KRZ�DWWHQWLRQ�WR�WKH�
interaction of the field of philosophy with broader society can result in 
more refined readings of imperial texts and a better assessment of the 
ZRUNLQJV�RI�SKLORVRSK\�LQ�WKH�5RPDQ�(PSLUH��:KDW�LV�ODFNLQJ��KRZHYHU��
is an all-encompassing framework which would make it possible to 
explore the versatile interactions between the “system” of philosophy 
DQG�WKDW�RI�VRSKLVWU\��6XFK�DQ�DSSURDFK�ZRXOG�HQDEOH�XV�WR�UHDG�WH[WV�
RI�PRUH�VRSKLVWLF�DXWKRUV�DORQJVLGH�WKRVH�ZKR�DUH�PRUH�SKLORVRSKLFDO��
moreover, it would allow us to interpret the antagonisms between 
these systems in light of the historical opposition between sophists 
and philosophers that predated this era and that can be traced back to 
�ODWHU�LQWHUSUHWDWLRQV�RI��3ODWR·V�ZULWLQJV�RQ�VRSKLVWU\�DQG�UKHWRULF�11 
such a descriptive framework would not see the texts of the authors of 
the imperial age as stable and objective sources, but rather as discur-
sive documents that report on their historical reality through their 
GLVFXUVLYH�QHJRWLDWLRQV�ZLWK�WKLV�UHDOLW\��,Q�RWKHU�ZRUGV��WKLV�DSSURDFK�
would consider these texts to be always embedded in this framework, 
ZKLOH�VLPXOWDQHRXVO\�KDYLQJ�WKH�SRWHQWLDO�WR�FKDQJH�RU�SUHVHUYH�LW��

,,��6<67(0,&�7+(25<�$1'�',6&2856(�$1$/<6,6
the theoretical framework used for this study is inspired by systemic 
theories which regard society as an amalgam of interacting systems 

lucian adopts an outsider’s perspective in regard to both the sophistic and the philo-
VRSKLFDO�ILHOGV��7KLV�HQDEOHV�KLP�WR�FULWLFL]H�WKH�YLFHV�DQG�H[FHVVHV�RI�ERWK�

11 Plato’s division between rhetoric and philosophy was probably not as clear-cut as  
LV�FRPPRQO\�DFFHSWHG��VHH�0F&R\������
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that distinguish themselves from one another through their use of 
different “repertoires” (understood as the values, norms, and tenets of a 
FHUWDLQ�V\VWHP��12 the aim of a systemic approach is to adopt a descrip-
tive rather than a normative representation of the historical reality, and 
to stress the continuous dynamism of systems and the ways in which 
they are defined as a result of their constant interaction with one 
DQRWKHU��%RWK�DLPV�UHIOHFW�WKH�SXUSRVHV�RI�WKLV�VWXG\�DV�VNHWFKHG�DERYH�

i hypothesize that the obvious complications in classifying soph-
ists and philosophers in the context of the roman empire can largely 
be explained by postulating that within the boundaries of the larger 
cultural system there are (at least) two different systems at work which 
distinguish themselves from one another through their use of different 
UHSHUWRLUHV��%HUQDGHWWH�3XHFK�DUJXHV�WKDW�LQ�WKH�5RPDQ�(PSLUH�LW�ZDV�
possible to honor someone for simultaneously being a sophist and 
a rhetor, or for being a philosopher and a rhetor, but almost never 
IRU�EHLQJ�D�VRSKLVW�DQG�D�SKLORVRSKHU��� translated into the present 
systemic framework, it is possible to conclude that those who partici-
pated in the broader cultural system were intuitively aware that both 
terms stem from different systemic repertoires, and that their joint 
DSSHDUDQFH�ZRXOG� UHSUHVHQW�DQ� LQVXUPRXQWDEOH�RGGLW\��7KLV�PLJKW�
serve as a first indication that the hypothesis above actually reflects 
WKH�VRFLDO�VLWXDWLRQ�LW�DLPV�WR�GHVFULEH��+RZHYHU��DV�,�KRSH�WR�VKRZ��WKH�
interactions between both systems are more complicated than this 
FRPPRQ�VHQVH�REVHUYDWLRQ�ZRXOG�VXJJHVW�

/HW�XV� ILUVW� IRFXV�RQ� WKH�PDFUR�OHYHO��7KH�FXOWXUDO� V\VWHP� LWVHOI�
relied on the cultural values of the classical past (poetry, history, 
philosophy, rhetoric) in order to establish Greekness as an important 
part of personal self-fulfilment and self-definition for the citizens of 
WKH�5RPDQ�(PSLUH��,Q�GRLQJ�WKLV��WKH�FXOWXUDO�V\VWHP�LQWHUDFWHG�ZLWK�

12 one finds good introductions to systemic theory in the systemic sociology of 
/XKPDQQ�������WKH�UDGLFDOO\�FRQVWUXFWLYLVWLF�DSSURDFK�RI�6FKPLGW�������DQG�WKH�SRO\-
V\VWHP�WKHRU\�RI�(YHQ�=RKDU������

�� 3XHFK����������6HH�DOVR�6LGHERWWRP����������´1R�RQH�FRXOG�SUHVHQW�KLPVHOI�XQDP-
biguously as both sophist and philosopher because the separate and opposed symbolic 
roles had been created by the Greek elite to represent itself, its ideals and their inherent 
WHQVLRQV�µ
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the political system in an important way, insofar as the cultivated 
Greek aristocracy was to a certain extent respected as an authority by 
the roman elite, and the appropriation of this authority helped many 
individuals pursue political power on a local scale and even rise among 
WKH�KLJK�RIILFLDO�UDQNV�RI�WKH�(PSLUH�14

For this reason, many well-off citizens of the empire, not only 
QDWLYH�*UHHNV��VRXJKW�WR�DWWDLQ�D�FXOWLYDWHG�*UHHN�LPDJH��$Q�LPSRUWDQW�
aspect of this self-presentation is paideia, which can be understood as 
the education in, and knowledge of, an amalgam of cultural values and 
capacities which were regarded as heritage from the Greek classical 
DJH��� however, as a result of the more or less general reverence for 
all things Greek, the actual definition of what paideia meant was open 
to much debate, as a large number of self-proclaimed pepaideumenoi 
offered their capacities and selection of classical knowledge as the 
KLJK�URDG�WR�VRFLR�FXOWXUDO�VXFFHVV�� ,W� LV�KHUH�WKDW�ZH�VHH�WKH�HPHU-
gence of a remarkable tension between two cultural subsystems, both 
of which are part of the wider cultural system—that is, a socio-political 
DQG�DQ�LQWHOOHFWXDO�SKLORVRSKLFDO�V\VWHP��

in the socio-political or sophistic system, the title “sophist” is 
DFFRUGHG�PXFK�SUDLVH�DQG�KRQRU��0HPEHUV�RI�WKH�DULVWRFUDWLF�XSSHU�
classes relied on their versatile “Greek” education and rhetorical talent 
WR�SHUIRUP�LPSUHVVLYH�YHUEDO�FRPSRVLWLRQV�LQ�IURQW�RI�ODUJH�DXGLHQFHV��� 
the existence of a fairly large number of self-consciously sophistic 
performers is reported by statues and inscriptions, which simultane-
RXVO\�WHVWLI\�WR�WKHLU�LPSRUWDQFH�IRU�WKH�VWDWXV�RI�WKHLU�FLWLHV��� these 
orators seem to have taken pride in the title VRSKLVW̒V and to have seen it 

14 6HH�%RZHUVRFN�������1RWH��KRZHYHU��WKH�LPSRUWDQW�FDYHDWV�LQ�%RZLH�������)RU�WKH�
UHODWLRQVKLS�EHWZHHQ�VRSKLVWV�DQG�WKH�5RPDQ�(PSHURU��VHH�)OLQWHUPDQ������

�� )RU�WKH�ZLGHU�VRFLR�FXOWXUDO�UHOHYDQFH�RI�HGXFDWLRQ��VHH��H�J���.RUHQMDN����������´,Q�
DOOHU�5HJHO�WULWW�HLQ�6RSKLVW�«�QLFKW�QXU�|IIHQWOLFK�DXI��VRQGHUQ�ZLUNW�DXFK�DOV�/HKUHU¬«�
die Grenze zwischen unterricht in unserem sinn und öffentlicher schaurede ist also 
IOLH�HQG�µ

�� how large these audiences were is a much debated topic in current second sophistic 
UHVHDUFK��)RU�WKH�DFWXDO�LPSDFW�RI�WKHVH�DXGLHQFHV�RQ�SXEOLF�VSHHFK�GHOLYHU\��VHH�.RUHQMDN�
�����

�� For the importance of public honor in the government of the roman empire, see 
/HQGRQ������
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DV�D�SRVLWLYH�HQGRUVHPHQW�RI�WKHLU�YLUWXRVLW\��,W�LV�DOVR�FOHDU�WKDW�PDQ\�RI�
these popular sophists were exceptionally rich and occupied high offi-
FLDO�SRVLWLRQV�LQ�WKH�5RPDQ�(PSLUH��7KH�5RPDQ�HOLWH�PXVW�QDWXUDOO\�KDYH�
appreciated the Greeks’ inclination to rhetorical skill, as this domain was 
DOVR�KLJKO\�YDOXHG�LQ�5RPDQ�KLJKHU�HGXFDWLRQ�DQG�SXEOLF�OLIH���

in the intellectual-philosophical system, by contrast, the discur-
VLYH�KHULWDJH�RI� WKH�&ODVVLFDO�DJH�PDNHV� LWVHOI�KHDYLO\� IHOW��1RW�RQO\�
in middle-Platonist milieus, but also in other philosophical schools, 
Plato’s verbal attacks on the sophists of his time, most notably in the 
Gorgias��DUH�WUDQVODWHG�WR�WKH�ZRUOG�RI�WKH�6HFRQG�6RSKLVWLF��,Q�OLQH�ZLWK�
this, many self-proclaimed philosophers�� affirm their identities by 
RSSRVLQJ�WKHPVHOYHV�WR�´LQVLQFHUHµ�WKLQNHUV�ZKRP�WKH\�FDOO�´VRSKLVWV�µ�

this analysis does not, of course, suffice to interpret the versa-
WLOH� LQWHUDFWLRQV� WKDW�H[LVW�EHWZHHQ� WKHVH� WZR� V\VWHPV��:H�QHHG� WR�
bridge the gap between theory and practice, and to determine how 
WKLV�VFKHPH�FDQ�SURYH�LWVHOI�XVHIXO�IRU�WKH�DQDO\VLV�RI�RXU�VRXUFHV��7R�
accomplish this, i primarily base my discussion on the literary appli-
FDWLRQV�RI�V\VWHPLF�WKHRU\�E\�'LUN�GH�*HHVW�20 de Geest uses systemic 
theory to understand the negotiations between literary and other 
VRFLDO�V\VWHPV��7R�GR�WKLV��KH�LQWURGXFHV�D�V\VWHPLF�IRUP�RI�GLVFRXUVH�
analysis, hypothesizing that the antagonisms which lead to the even-
tual opposition between two systems (and thus to the identity of each 
of these systems) can be described in a discursive framework, since a 
system’s self-definition always happens by discursively contrasting its 
RZQ�UHSHUWRLUH�ZLWK�WKDW�RI�RWKHU�V\VWHPV��'LVFRXUVH�LV�WKXV�WKH�SULPH�
mechanism which governs the dynamics of inclusion in and exclusion 
IURP�D�V\VWHP·V�WHUULWRU\��)RU�KHUPHQHXWLF�SXUSRVHV��'H�*HHVW�IUDPHV�
WKHVH�DQWDJRQLVPV�LQ�D�VHPLRWLF�VTXDUH�21 represented in this way, the 

�� note also, however, connolly 2001, who points out that the theatrical character of 
WKH�*UHHN�GHFODPDWLRQV�PLJKW�KDYH�EHHQ�SHUFHLYHG�DV�WKUHDWHQLQJ�E\�WKH�5RPDQV�

�� 6HH��H�J���.|QLJ��������IRU�WKH�VHOI�SURPRWLRQDO�DGRSWLRQ�RI�WKLV�WLWOH�HYHQ�LQ�WKH�
ILHOGV�RI�PHGLFLQH�DQG�DWKOHWLFV�

20 6HH�'H�*HHVW�������ZKLFK�LV�XQIRUWXQDWHO\�RQO\�SXEOLVKHG�LQ�'XWFK��KHQFH�WKH�PRUH�
HODERUDWH�(QJOLVK�VXPPDU\�SUHVHQWHG�KHUH��$�VXFFLQFW�(QJOLVK�RYHUYLHZ�RI�'H�*HHVW·V�
YLHZ�LV�SURYLGHG�LQ�'H�*HHVW������

21 6HH�*UHLPDV�DQG�&RXUWpV��������²���XQGHU�WKH�KHDGLQJ�´FDUUp�VpPLRWLTXH�µ
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ERXQGDULHV�RI�D�JLYHQ�V\VWHP�EHFRPH�VRPHZKDW�EOXUUHG��WKLV�DFFRXQWV�
IRU�WKH�UDGLFDO�G\QDPLVP�LQ�WKH�V\VWHPV·�LQWHUDFWLRQV��

applying this semiotic square to the dichotomy between the 
VRSKLVWLF�DQG�WKH�SKLORVRSKLFDO�V\VWHPV��ZH�JHW�WKH�IROORZLQJ�VWUXFWXUH�

sophistic

non-sophistic non-philosophical

Philosophical

on the first horizontal line, we find the dichotomy we propose to set 
RXW��2Q�WKH�VHFRQG�KRUL]RQWDO�OLQH��ZH�SODFH�WKH�RSSRVLWHV�RI�WKH�ILUVW�
VHW�RI�WHUPV��2Q�WKH�GLDJRQDOV��ZH�JHW�WKH�SDLUV�´VRSKLVWLF²QRQ�SKLOR-
VRSKLFDOµ�DQG�´QRQ�VRSKLVWLF²SKLORVRSKLFDO�µ

the advantages of this scheme are best illustrated by opposing its 
findings to the unsatisfying term Halbphilosoph��$SDUW� IURP�WKH�IDFW�
that this term almost never reflects the actual self-presentation of an 
author (and can thus not fully account for the discursive techniques in 
any given text), a stable term such as Halbphilosoph turns the entire field 
between sophistic and philosophical into a single ontological entity, 
DV�LI�LW�UHSUHVHQWV�D�V\VWHP�RI�LWV�RZQ��$V�ZH�ZLOO�VHH��WKH�LQGLYLGXDO�
appropriations of the repertoires of both systems by self-conscious 
authors show that the field between opposites (visually represented as 
the space between the four terms of the semiotic square) lends itself 
to a more versatile discursive representation than can be grasped in a 
VLQJOH�GHQRWDWLYH�WHUP��

,,,��5(3(572,5(6�$1'�,1',9,'8$/�7(;76
From the previous discussion, the impression might arise that these 
systems basically act on their own, as if there were no individual 
DFWRUV�EHKLQG�WKHP��7KLV�LV�QRW��KRZHYHU��WKH�FDVH��DQG�LW�LV�LPSRUWDQW�
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to determine the place of the individual actor within the systemic 
DSSURDFK�22 this in turn should point to a possible methodology which 
can be deployed in the analysis of relevant texts from the imperial 
SHULRG�

to begin, let us consider more closely the discursive principle of 
LQFOXVLRQ�DQG�H[FOXVLRQ��7KH�UHSHUWRLUH�ZKLFK�ELQGV�WKH�PHPEHUV�RI�D�
given system functions as a marker of the identity of the group, and 
WKXV�DOVR�RI�WKH�LQGLYLGXDO�PHPEHU�RI�WKH�JURXS��+RZHYHU��D�PHPEHU�
of a system does not necessarily just repeat the system’s norms (for 
LQ�WKDW�FDVH��WKHUH�ZRXOG�EH�QR�G\QDPLVP���KH�RU�VKH�PD\�DOVR�DSSUR-
SULDWH�WKH�V\VWHP·V�QRUPV�WR�KLV�RU�KHU�RZQ�GLVFRXUVH��,W�LV�WKDQNV�WR�
figures who are not in the canonized center of the system, but rather 
at its margins (with some possible influences from other systems), that 
WKH�V\VWHP�XQGHUJRHV�D�FRQWLQXRXV�SURFHVV�RI�UHGHILQLWLRQ�

moreover, in a systemic theory such as itamar even-Zohar’s poly-
system theory, it is postulated that individuals always compete for 
WKHLU�RZQ�FDQRQL]DWLRQ�ZLWKLQ�WKH�V\VWHP�LQ�ZKLFK�WKH\�HQJDJH��� this 
implies that dynamism is not confined to the boundaries of different 
V\VWHPV��EXW�DOVR�H[WHQGV�WR�WKH�UHODWLRQV�ZLWKLQ�D�VLQJOH�V\VWHP��7KHUH�
is thus a possible interchange between center and periphery, which 
PD\�LQHYLWDEO\�LQIOXHQFH��RU�EOXQWO\�LQYHUW��WKH�V\VWHP·V�UHSHUWRLUH��

the system thus owes its shape and repertoire to the acts of its indi-
YLGXDO�PHPEHUV��,Q�WKHLU�GLVFXUVLYH�DFWV��ZH�GHWHFW�D�PRPHQW�LQ�ZKLFK�
PHPEHUV�RI�D�V\VWHP�DGRSW�D�VSHFLILF�SRVLWLRQ�YLV�j�YLV the common 
UHSHUWRLUH��,Q�RWKHU�ZRUGV��WKH\�LQWHUDFW�ZLWK�WKH�QRUPV��YDOXHV��DQG�
traditions of the system and attempt to bring these norms into accor-
dance with their practice, either by adjusting their discourse to the 

22 &I��6FKPLGW�����������´&RQFHUQLQJ�WKH�XQGHUVWDQGLQJ�RI�VRFLDO�SURFHVVHV�LQ�UHOD-
WLRQ�WR�WKH�FRQFHSWV�RI�¶VXEMHFW·�DQG�¶VHQVH·�WKH�H>PSLULFDO@�V>WXG\�RI@�O>LWHUDWXUH@�UHJDUGV�
the subject as a sense-constructing empirical instance, notwithstanding the convic-
tion that every subject follows rules, applies conventions, and makes use of stereotypes 
WKDW�DUH�VKDSHG�E\�RWKHU�VXEMHFWV�ZLWK�ZKRP�KH�VKH�KDV�EXLOW�XS�D�FRQVHQVXDO�GRPDLQ�
SUHVXSSRVHG�E\�DQ\�FRPPXQLFDWLRQDO�RSHUDWLRQ�µ

�� (YHQ�=RKDU����������´7KH�FDQRQL]HG�UHSHUWRLUHV�RI�DQ\�V\VWHP�ZRXOG�YHU\�OLNHO\�
stagnate after a certain time if not for competition from non-canonized challengers, 
ZKLFK�RIWHQ�WKUHDWHQ�WR�UHSODFH�WKHP��8QGHU�WKH�SUHVVXUHV�IURP�WKH�ODWWHU��WKH�FDQRQL]HG�
UHSHUWRLUHV�FDQQRW�UHPDLQ�XQFKDQJHG�µ
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repertoire or by appropriating (their representation of) the repertoire 

LQ�WKHLU�RZQ�GLVFRXUVH��(YHU\�WH[W��VRSKLVWLF�DV�ZHOO�DV�SKLORVRSKLFDO��
WKXV�UHIOHFWV�WKH�DXWKRU·V�YLHZ�RI�WKH�V\VWHP·V�ERXQGDULHV�� ,W�GUDZV�
OLQHV��GHILQHV��LQFOXGHV��DQG�H[FOXGHV�24

Before we turn to the texts of the imperial era, it is important to 

point out that there are also other classical examples which illustrate 

WKH�G\QDPLVP�RI�WKH�WHUPV�´VRSKLVWU\�µ�´UKHWRULF�µ�DQG�´SKLORVRSK\�µ�
the most obvious historical example is that of the orator isocrates, 

who labeled his own practice philosophy, while many others regarded 

LW�VLPSO\�DV�UKHWRULF��$V�ZH�ZLOO�VHH��KLV�FDVH�LV�TXLWH�VLPLODU�WR�WKDW�RI�
$ULVWLGHV��GHVSLWH�WKH�FOHDU�WHPSRUDO�JDS�EHWZHHQ�WKHVH�DXWKRUV��

,9��7(;7�$1$/<6,6�� 
Philostratus, ePictetus, aelius aristides

i will now examine some textual sources from the imperial Greek 

period, and show how the general ideas of systemic theory may illu-

PLQDWH�KRZ�PHPEHUV�RI�ERWK�V\VWHPV�GLVFXUVLYHO\�GHSLFW�WKHPVHOYHV��
in order to do this, i will point out that many of the discursive tech-

niques deployed by the self-proclaimed members of each system are in 

fact receptions of the tense antagonisms between sophists and philoso-

SKHUV�IURP�SUHYLRXV�DJHV��,�ZLOO�VKRZ�WKDW�UHFHSWLRQV��DSSURSULDWLRQV��
and (re)interpretations of the classical past are of paramount impor-

tance for these authors as they attempt to establish for themselves an 

DXWKRULWDWLYH�SODFH�ZLWKLQ�WKH�ERXQGDULHV�RI�WKHLU�UHVSHFWLYH�V\VWHPV�
a) the first text which i will treat is the introductory paragraphs of 

the first book of Philostratus’ Vitae Sophistarum ����²������,Q�WKLV�ZRUN��
written in the first half of the third century ce, Philostratus narrates 

the lives of important men who, due to their rhetorical skills, ranked 

DV�VRSKLVWV�DQG�ZHUH�YHU\�SRSXODU�LQ�WKH�,PSHULDO�HUD��� Philostratus 

24 &I��/XKPDQQ�����������´-HGH�%HVWLPPWKHLW�VHW]W�5HGXNWLRQVYROO]XJ�YRUDXV��XQG�
jedes Beobachten, Beschreiben, Begreifen von Bestimmtheit erfordert die angabe einer 

systemreferenz, in der etwas als moment des systems oder als moment seiner umwelt 

EHVWLPPW�LVW�µ
�� a discussion of the sophistic world in Philostratus’ Vitae Sophistarum is offered in 

%LOODXOW�������²���
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labeled this rhetorical movement the “second sophistic” and portrays 
it as the direct successor of the first movement of sophists who 
FDPH�WR�$WKHQV� LQ�WKH�&ODVVLFDO�DJH��*LYHQ�WKH�IDFW�WKDW�WKH�DXWKRU�
was himself a sophist�� and composed his biographies for antonius 
Gordianus,�� a descendent of the famous sophist herodes atticus, it 
is no surprise that the term “sophist” has in Philostratus’ discourse a 
positive connotation, which places this author in the socio-political or 
VRSKLVWLF�V\VWHP�RI�KLV�WLPHV��+RZHYHU��3KLORVWUDWXV�GRHV�QRW�VHH�WKH�
WLWOHV�´VRSKLVWµ�DQG�´SKLORVRSKHUµ�DV�PXWXDOO\�H[FOXVLYH�WHUPV��5DWKHU��
he traces the semantic connotation of the term “sophist” back to its 
origins, when it seems to have had a foot in the fields of both rhetoric 
DQG�SKLORVRSK\���

:H�PXVW��शݰ༖��UHJDUG�WKH�DQFLHQW�VRSKLVWLF�DUW��ۭݵڗԆۭࠗԆ༖ဎ��
DV�SKLORVRSKLF�UKHWRULF��ྡٗࠗݰڗԆ༖ဎݵ�Ԇड़ڗݵڗۭڗۭǓဎ����������

the normative tone of this sentence indicates that Philostratus is not 
necessarily describing a stable reality, but is rather authoritatively 
urging his readers to look at the matter from his perspective, for he 
was almost certainly aware of the fact that one could also appeal to 
GLIIHUHQW�RSLQLRQV��VXFK�DV�3ODWR·V��ZKHQ�GHDOLQJ�ZLWK�WKHVH�DWWULEXWHV��
in his positive evaluation of sophists, he situates the origin of sophistic 
practice partly in the philosophical field, stating that, at least for the 
topics they discuss, sophists share their repertoire with traditional 
SKLORVRSKHUV��1HYHUWKHOHVV��KLV�VXEVHTXHQW�GLVFXVVLRQ�PDNHV�LW�FOHDU�
that the fields of sophistry and philosophy have different methods of 
LQYHVWLJDWLRQ��ZKLOH�D�SKLORVRSKHU�VORZO\�SURFHHGV�WRZDUGV�WKH�WUXWK��D�

�� 6HH�HVS��%RZLH�������)RU�3KLORVWUDWXV·�VHOI�SUHVHQWDWLRQ�DV�D�VRSKLVWLF�QDUUDWRU�
in his Vitae Sophistarum��VHH�6FKPLW]����������´+LV�DFFRXQW�RI�VRSKLVWLF�UKHWRULF�DLPV�WR�
impress his readers with the knowledge and the perspective of an insider, and it will 
become evident that the reader’s confusion and helplessness can be described as results 
RI�WKLV�DXWKRULDO�YRLFH�µ

�� ,W� LV�QRW� FHUWDLQ�ZKLFK�*RUGLDQ� LV�3KLORVWUDWXV·� DGGUHVVHH��%RWK�*RUGLDQ� ,� DQG�
*RUGLDQ�,,�KDYH�KDG�WKHLU�DGYRFDWHV�LQ�VFKRODUO\�SXEOLFDWLRQ��)RU�D�JRRG�RYHUYLHZ��VHH�WKH�
VHFRQG�DSSHQGL[�LQ�$QGHUVRQ���������²�����ZLWK�UHOHYDQW�ELEOLRJUDSK\���5HFHQWO\��-RQHV�
�����KDV�FRQYLQFLQJO\�VXJJHVWHG�WKDW�WKH�DGGUHVVHH�PD\�EH�*RUGLDQ�,,,��

�� )RU�WKH�FRQQRWDWLRQV�RI�WKH�WHUPV�ྡ༔ࠗङݰ�DQG�ۭݵڗԆۭࠗ༔ߥ��VHH�5RWKH��������²���
�� $OO�WUDQVODWLRQV�RI�3KLORVWUDWXV�DUH�IURP�WKH������/RHE�HGLWLRQ�RI�:��&��:ULJKW�
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VRSKLVW�VHOI�FRQVFLRXVO\�DVVHUWV�WKDW�KH�NQRZV�ZKDW�KH�LV�WDONLQJ�DERXW��
unlike many philosophical works, however, Philostratus’ discussion 
does not present sophistic practice as a less important road to wisdom 
than philosophy and even goes so far as to liken sophistic speeches 
WR�DXWKRULWDWLYH�EHDUHUV�RI�ZLVGRP�VXFK�DV�WKH�3\WKLDQ�RUDFOH��������� 
sophistry and philosophy are thus seen as valuable alternatives for 
LQWHOOHFWXDOV�ZKR�ZDQW�WR�JDLQ�LQVLJKW�LQWR�WKH�WUXWK���

Philostratus establishes a link between the “First sophistic” and the 
´6HFRQG�6RSKLVWLFµ�E\�SRLQWLQJ�RXW�D�VKDUHG�FKDUDFWHULVWLF��HORTXHQFH��
rhetorical splendor is thus here situated at the heart of the sophistic 
UHSHUWRLUH��7KH�GLIIHUHQFHV�EHWZHHQ�WKH�WZR�´6RSKLVWLFV�µ�RQ�WKH�RWKHU�
hand, are that the First sophistic was concerned with philosophical 
topics and the second sophistic with historical subjects, and that 
members of the First sophistic handled their themes according to what 
WKH\�FRQVLGHUHG�FRUUHFW��Ǔࠗඨ�ࠗ�˗Ǔဎ��ZKLOH�PHPEHUV�RI�WKH�6HFRQG�
6RSKLVWLF�SURFHHGHG�LQ�OLQH�ZLWK�WKH�UXOHV�RI�DUW��Ǔࠗඨ�ࠗ็शဎٗဎ���

Philostratus clearly needs some explanation to mitigate the nega-
WLYH� FRQQRWDWLRQV� VXUURXQGLQJ� WKH� VRSKLVWV� LQ� &ODVVLFDO� OLWHUDWXUH��
First of all, Plato’s assault on the sophists is (for obvious reasons) not 
mentioned in his introductory chapters, and appears only three times 
somewhat briefly in the subsequent text, namely in the biographies 
RI�3URWDJRUDV��+LSSLDV��DQG�3ROXV��� moreover, Plato was not the only 
author to pass negative judgment on sophistic performers, as the 
athenian orators also tended to oppose themselves to such speakers as 
a strategy for stressing their own sincerity and lack of rhetorical clev-
HUQHVV��� among orators like these, Philostratus includes demosthenes 
and aeschines (who is said to be the founding father of the second 
6RSKLVWLF�PRYHPHQW��

the athenians when they observed the too great cleverness 
�˗͘ԆဎࠗٗࠗǓ��RI�WKH�VRSKLVWV��VKXW�WKHP�RXW�RI�WKH�ODZ�FRXUWV�

�� For the way in which Philostratus here appropriates a Platonic passage from the 
Timaeus��VHH�0HVWUH�DQG�*yPH]���������²����

�� )RU�WKH�DUWIXO�FKDUDFWHU�RI�VRSKLVWLF�SUDFWLFHV��VHH�3HUQRW���������²����
�� 6HH�UHVSHFWLYHO\�3KLORVWU��VS�����������DQG�����
�� 6HH�+HVN���������²����
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on the ground that they could defeat a just argument by an 
unjust, and that they used their power to warp men’s judge-
PHQW��7KDW�LV�WKH�UHDVRQ�ZK\�$HVFKLQHV�DQG�'HPRVWKHQHV�
branded each other with the title of sophist, not because 
LW�ZDV�D�GLVJUDFH��ڗश�သཱི�ߥဎ͘Ԇ˗ߥڗ�˗็���EXW�EHFDXVH�WKH�YHU\�
ZRUG�ZDV�VXVSHFW�LQ�WKH�H\HV�RI�WKH�MXU\��IRU�LQ�WKHLU�FDUHHU�
outside the courts they claimed consideration and applause 
RQ�WKH�YHU\�JURXQG�WKDW�WKH\�ZHUH�VRSKLVWV��໑˗ໆධ�ࣹඨݰ�༦ໆڗဎ�
ර�·�Ǔࠗڗ�۟Ǔඦۭ۟͘ǓԆ��������

these lines can be interpreted as Philostratus’ self-justification for his 
RZQ�DSSURSULDWLRQ�RI�WKH�VRSKLVWLF�UHSHUWRLUH��)RU�ZKLOH�KH�LV�HVVHQ-
tially arguing that the title “sophist” is something to be proud of, 
his reader had likely read passages in demosthenes and aeschines in 
ZKLFK�WKH\�DFFXVH�RQH�DQRWKHU�RI�EHLQJ�VRSKLVWV�� ,Q�RUGHU�WR�HVWDE-
lish a discursive link between the past and his present repertoire, 
Philostratus explains that the accusations were valid only in the 
context of the court, because juries tended to be afraid of the sophists’ 
˗͘Ԇဎࠗٗ��3ߥUREDEO\�QRW�FRLQFLGHQWDOO\��˗͘Ԇဎࠗٗߥ�LV�DQ�DPELYDOHQW�WHUP�
which does not necessarily serve in Philostratus’ view as a condemna-
tion of the sophists, but may rather point to their verbal forcefulness 
according to one interpretation (especially in the context of rhetorical 
theory)�� and to their excesses�LQ�DQRWKHU��0RUHRYHU��3KLORVWUDWXV�H[SOLF-
itly emphasizes that the use of the term sophist by demosthenes and 
aeschines did not indicate something disgraceful, and that they actu-
ally saw their practice outside the court as sophistry, and wanted to 
UHFHLYH�DGPLUDWLRQ�IRU�LW�

in the last paragraph before Philostratus begins his overview of the 
VRSKLVWV��ZH�ILQG�WKH�IROORZLQJ�UHPDUNV�

7KH�PHQ�RI� IRUPHU�GD\V� ��ڗ��Ǔड़ǓԆ໌ڗ� DSSOLHG� WKH�QDPH�
‘sophist’ not only to orators whose surpassing eloquence 
ZRQ� WKHP� D� EULOOLDQW� UHSXWDWLRQ� �ࠗမဎ� ྡٗࠗݰङဎ� �ߥڗࠗ
�͘ݵݰङဎڗဎࠗඦࠗ͘�ߥ�Ǔ�ड़Ǔڗݰ�ߥ���EXW�DOVR�WR�SKLORVRSKHUV�
ZKR�H[SRXQGHG�WKHLU�WKHRULHV�ZLWK�HDVH�DQG�IOXHQF\��ࠗမဎ�

�� 6HH��H�J���/RQJLQXV�������ZKHUH�LW�LV�SDLUHG�ZLWK�˗ဎǓԆߥ��
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����2I�WKHVH�ODWWHU�ߥဎࠗǓڗဎٗ͘ݰໆධ�้ڗݰ�ဎ�͘ߥڗङဎ�ࠗݵۭڗԆड़ݵ
then, i must speak first, because, though they were not 
actually sophists, they seemed to be so, and hence came to 
EH�VR�FDOOHG��ڗ�ཱིဎࠗ͘ݵڗۭ�ߥԆۭࠗǓໆ��˗ڗڗဎࠗ͘ߥ�˗่��Ǔ༘ݰड़۟ڗဎ�
��������ໆǓဎ�ࠗǓࠗٗဎ༖ဎ�์�ङဎࠗ�ߥ์

By referring to the “men of former days,” Philostratus invokes their 
DXWKRULW\� WR�GHVFULEH� WKH� UHDOLW\�KH� LV�RXWOLQLQJ��+H� WKXV� FODLPV� WR�
follow the norms of the traditional repertoire in presenting the 
ELRJUDSKLHV�WKDW�IROORZ��7KH�WHUP�´VRSKLVWµ�LV�KHUH�DSSOLHG�WR�EULOOLDQW�
rhetoricians, but also to philosophers who add verbal ease and 
IOXHQF\�WR�WKHLU�H[SODQDWLRQV��%\�IRFXVLQJ�RQ�HORTXHQFH�DV�D�GHILQLQJ�
criterion instead of content, Philostratus uses a criterion which is 
radically different from that of philosophers such as Plato, who focus 
RQ�SKLORVRSKLFDO� LGHDV� UDWKHU� WKDQ� UKHWRULFDO� IRUP��� significantly, 
the scale of values is inverted to the extent that the age-old accusa-
tion of the sophistic preference for doxa over true being is applied 
to philosophers, who only seem to be sophists without actually being 
VRSKLVWV��1HYHUWKHOHVV��WKH�IDFW�WKDW�VRPH�SKLORVRSKHUV�DUH�LQFOXGHG�
and praised in Philostratus’ overview points to this author’s unwill-
ingness to polemically oppose sophistic practice to its philosophical 
DQWLSRGH�

how do we interpret this in our systemic framework? By focusing 
on eloquence as a defining criterion in the system’s repertoire, 
Philostratus presents a discursive reality in which one is either a 
VRSKLVW�RU�D�QRQ�VRSKLVW��WKH�ILUVW�YHUWLFDO�OLQH�RI�WKH�VHPLRWLF�VTXDUH���
For his selection and discussion of speakers, it is less relevant whether 
one is a philosopher or a non-philosopher (although he does discuss the 
philosophical sophists separately from the rhetoricians, and he empha-
VL]HV�WKDW�WKH\�DUH�QRW�VRSKLVWV� LQ�WKH�VWULFW�VHQVH��� ,Q�3KLORVWUDWXV·�
discourse, it is possible to be a philosopher and yet receive praise for 
one’s eloquence, which implies that, verbal talent notwithstanding, 
SKLORVRSKHU�VRSKLVWV�VXFK�DV�'LR�DQG�)DYRULQXV�DUH�QR�OHVV�SKLORVRSK-

�� &I��0HVWUH�DQG�*yPH]�����������´&HX[�TXL�pFRXWHQW�OH�VRSKLVWH�DSSUpFLHQW��SOXW{W�
TXH�OH�FRQWHQX�GH�VRQ�GLVFRXUV��VD�FDSDFLWp�j�OH�FRPPXQLTXHU��DXVVL�ELHQ�G·XQ�SRLQW�GH�
YXH�VWULFWHPHQW�UKpWRULTXH�TXH�G·XQ�SRLQW�GH�YXH�SHUVRQQHO�µ
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LFDO�WKDQ�DQ\�RWKHU�SKLORVRSKHU��7KLV�LV�DQ�DGGLWLRQDO�DUJXPHQW�DJDLQVW�
the unsatisfactory term Halbphilosoph, which implicitly depicts these 
figures as only half�SKLORVRSKHUV���

since the discursive boundaries are not strictly drawn between the 
sophistic and the philosophical, Philostratus can reconcile the essen-
tially philosophical character of the First sophistic—as he presents 
LW³ZLWK�WKH�YHUEDO�SHUIRUPDQFHV�RI�WKH�6HFRQG�6RSKLVWLF��3KLORVWUDWXV�
thus appropriates in his overview the classical repertoire in order to 
bestow its age-old prestige on the important rhetorical virtuosos of the 
,PSHULDO�DJH�

E��:LWK�(SLFWHWXV��ZH�FURVV�RYHU�WR�WKH�LQWHOOHFWXDO�SKLORVRSKLFDO�
ILHOG��(SLFWHWXV�ZDV�D�IUHHG�VODYH�DQG�D�6WRLF�SKLORVRSKHU�ZKR�OLYHG�DW�
WKH�HQG�RI�WKH�ILUVW�DQG�EHJLQQLQJ�RI�WKH�VHFRQG�FHQWXU\�&(��+LV�H[WDQW�
WH[WV�ZHUH�ZULWWHQ�GRZQ�E\�RQH�RI�KLV�SXSLOV��$UULDQ��(SLFWHWXV·�SKLORV-
ophy, though firmly grounded in the dogmatic stoic tradition,�� does 
QRW�OLPLW�LWVHOI�WR�WKHRUHWLFDO�WHDFKLQJV��+H�FRQVWDQWO\�VWUHVVHV�WKH�SUDF-
tical and ethical purpose of philosophy, and testifies to the importance 
of this by engaging to a certain extent in public life, lecturing in a very 
vivid style in order to expose his students’ mental and moral weak-
QHVVHV��0RUHRYHU��(SLFWHWXV·�XOWLPDWH�SXUSRVH�LV�WR�JLYH�KLV�VWXGHQWV�D�
proper education, which makes him a competitor in the wide market of 
paideia, even if the education he offers is entirely different from that of 
the sophists.�� 

in the speech To Those Who read and discuss epideictically ��������
(SLFWHWXV� SRVLWLRQV� KLPVHOI� YLV�j�YLV WKH� VRSKLVWV� RI� KLV� DJH�� (YHQ�
though the word “sophist” does not occur in the text, epictetus is 
clearly attacking those from the sophistic system who use an epideictic 

�� &I��$QGHUVRQ���������²�����´2QH�FDQQRW�XQGXO\�ILQG�IDXOW�ZLWK�3KLORVWUDWXV��IRU�DOO�
KLV�HDUQHVWQHVV��'LR�GLG�QRW�OD\�DVLGH�KLV�VRSKLVWLF�WHFKQLTXH�IRU�JRRG��KH�LV�QRW�VR�PXFK�D�
Halbphilosoph DV�D�QDWXUDO�YLUWXRVR�LQ�ERWK�WUDGLWLRQDO�ILHOGV�µ

�� For an overview of epictetus’ philosophical system, one may still consult the very 
WKRURXJK�VWXGLHV�E\�%RQK|IIHU������DQG������DQG�WKH�PRUH�PRGHUQ�DSSURDFK�LQ�/RQJ�
�����

�� &I�� WKH� FULWLTXH� LQ� /RQJ� ��������� RI� %RQK|IIHU·V� RQH�VLGHGO\� SKLORVRSKLFDO�
DSSURDFK�WR�(SLFWHWXV��6HH�DOVR�/RQJ��������²����´>$@�SRWHQWLDO�VWXGHQW�RI�(SLFWHWXV�FRXOG�
encounter numerous teachers, intellectual movements and religions whose relations to 
HVWDEOLVKHG�SKLORVRSKLHV�PLJKW�EH�VWURQJ��HFOHFWLF��RU�QRQ�H[LVWHQW�µ
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IRUP�RI�UKHWRULF�WR�VKRZ�RII�WKHLU�YHUEDO�VNLOOV��7KH�JHQHUDO�JRDO�RI�WKLV�
speech is firmly grounded in stoic doctrine, for the stoics defended 
the view that human happiness should not be dependent on things 
WKDW�FDQQRW�EH�FRQWUROOHG��,Q�RSSRVLWLRQ�WR�OHFWXUHUV�DQG�RUDWRUV�ZKR�
make their success dependent on the audience’s response, epictetus 
proclaims that such futile pursuits are destined to result in unhappi-
QHVV�DQG�GLVDVWHU�

By contrasting an (imaginary) opponent’s value scale to his own, 
epictetus aims to demonstrate that the repertoire of a sophist is not in 
DFFRUGDQFH�ZLWK�WKDW�RI�D�SKLORVRSKHU��,Q�WKH�ILUVW�SDUDJUDSKV��KH�VWDWHV�
WKDW�HSLGHLFWLF�VSHHFK�DQG�SKLORVRSKLFDO�WKRXJKW�DUH� LUUHFRQFLODEOH��
By castigating his opponent’s deviations from philosophical practice, 
epictetus forces the conflict into a binary opposition, which can be 
VFKHPDWL]HG�DV�IROORZV�

Paragraph Opponent Epictetus

�²� receiving praise Being useful

�²�� against nature in accordance to nature

��²�� Flattery 6LQFHULW\�8VHIXOQHVV

��²�� incapable of educating the 
young (no knowledge)

capable of educating the 
young (knowledge)

��²�� large audience contempt for the masses

��²�� reading philosophical liter-
ature for verbal artistry

reading philosophical 
literature for great ideas

��²�� verbal stylistic pursuits search for the truth

epictetus’ self-presentation as a philosopher must have appeared 
as self-evident to a public familiar with the field of philosophy, for 
he thoroughly grounds his position in the traditional philosoph-
LFDO�UHSHUWRLUH��7KH�DUJXPHQWV�ZKLFK�KH�XVHV�WR�DWWDFN�KLV�RSSRQHQW�
are all supported by viewpoints canonized in classical, hellenistic, 
DQG�RU� ,PSHULDO� SKLORVRSK\�� FRQVLGHULQJ�SUDLVH� RI� ODUJH� DXGLHQFHV�
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as irrelevant for one’s philosophical greatness can be traced back to 
6RFUDWHV·� FRQWHPSW� IRU� WKH�PDVVHV� LQ� 3ODWR·V� GLDORJXHV��� living in 
DFFRUGDQFH�WR�QDWXUH�LV�D�IXQGDPHQWDO�SULQFLSOH�LQ�6WRLF�GRFWULQH��7KH�
distinction between a flatterer and a friend is a typical philosophical 
WKHPH�ZKLFK�KDV�EHHQ�DPSO\�WUHDWHG��HVSHFLDOO\�LQ�WKH�,PSHULDO�DJH�40 
the historical clash between sophistry and philosophy over the educa-
WLRQ�RI�WKH�\RXQJ�UXQV�WKURXJK�WKH�KLVWRU\�RI�SKLORVRSK\�IURP�3ODWR��
in the imperial age, philosophical text reading, with its use of the 
FRPPHQWDU\��GLIIHUHG�VLJQLILFDQWO\�IURP�PRUH�UKHWRULFDO�DSSURDFKHV�41 
the search for the truth is generally believed to be at the center of 
SKLORVRSKLFDO�WKLQNLQJ�

in the final analysis, this binary opposition can be summarized as 
the contrast between speaking epideictically and living philosophi-
FDOO\��:KLOH�D�UKHWRULFDO�HGXFDWLRQ�VWDUWV�IURP�WKH�LGHD�WKDW�WKHUH�LV�
a close correspondence between a person’s identity and his public 
appearance,42 epictetus draws a radical line between the two, retaining 
WKH�IRUPHU�ZKLOH�UHMHFWLQJ�WKH�ODWWHU�DV�D�IXWLOH�SXUVXLW��

how are we to interpret this polemical part of epictetus’ speech in 
light of our systemic model? By creating a binary opposition between 
himself and an opponent from the sophistic camp, epictetus discur-
VLYHO\�HTXDWHV�WKH�WZR�GLDJRQDO�SROHV�RI�WKH�VHPLRWLF�VTXDUH��%\�VWDWLQJ�
that one is either a sophist or a philosopher (with no possible overlap 
between the two fields), epictetus identifies the non-philosopher as a 
VRSKLVW�DQG�WKH�QRQ�VRSKLVW�DV�D�SKLORVRSKHU��%\�RSSRVLQJ�KLPVHOI�WR�
a prototypical defender of sophistic values, his self-presentation as a 
radical non-sophist makes him a prototypical philosopher who defends 
WKH� SKLORVRSKLFDO� V\VWHP·V� ERXQGDULHV� DJDLQVW� VRSKLVWLF� LQYDVLRQ��

�� 6HH��H�J���3O��Cri.���%²'�
40 the preoccupation with flattery in the imperial era may already appear in two 

WUHDWLVHV�ZULWWHQ�RQ�WKLV�WRSLF�E\�WKH�3ODWRQLVWV�3OXWDUFK����(²��(��How to Tell a Flatterer 
from a Friend) and maximus of tyre (14, By What Criteria Should One distinguish Flatterer and 
Friend���)ODWWHU\�ZDV�DOVR�D�WRSLF�LQ�(SLFXUHDQLVP��DV�LV�DSSDUHQW�IURP�WKH�VHYHQWK�ERRN�RI�
Philodemus’ On Vices and Virtues��

41 6HH�/DXZHUV������
42 For the importance of rhetorical présence, especially with regard to the perfor-

PDQFH�RI�JHQGHU��VHH�*OHDVRQ������DQG�*XQGHUVRQ������
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moreover, epictetus deploys a typically philosophical repertoire that 
IXUWKHU�VWUHQJWKHQV�KLV�FODLP�WKDW�KH�LV�D�IXOO�EORRGHG�SKLORVRSKHU�

however, what should be done with the fact that epictetus himself 
also uses a form of persuasive rhetoric? the answer is found in the final 
paragraphs of his oration, which are designed to define his own prac-
WLFH�DV�HVVHQWLDOO\�SKLORVRSKLFDO��

after his polemical discussion, epictetus admits that a philosopher 
is not entirely unmoved by the beauty of speeches, but also remarks 
WKDW�VW\OLVWLF�VSOHQGRU�FDQQRW�EH�FDWHJRUL]HG�DV�D�JRRG�LQ�LWVHOI����²�����
as a result, while the educational paradigm of most sophistic orators 
leans heavily on imitation of the speaker, epictetus rejects the connec-
tion between the possibly pleasurable experience of listening and the 
willingness to imitate the speaker’s skills, for the latter’s art is no better 
WKDQ�WKDW�RI�D� OXWH�SOD\HU�� ,Q�DGGLWLRQ�� LQYRNLQJ�6RFUDWHV·�DXWKRULW\��
epictetus labels the stylistic practices of rhetoricians as boyish preoc-
FXSDWLRQV��,Q�FRPSDULVRQ�ZLWK�WKH�PDMRU�FRQFHUQV�RI�D�SKLORVRSKHU��
rhetorical embellishment is sarcastically depicted as a futile and easy 
SXUVXLW�

the next paragraphs of the speech specifically focus on the philos-
RSKHU·V� VLGH�RI� WKH�GHEDWH��(SLFWHWXV�SRUWUD\V�DQG�GHIHQGV�KLV�RZQ�
style of speaking (and that of his master musonius) and advertises it 
DV�WKH�RQH�WUXO\�SKLORVRSKLFDO�SDUDGLJP��)LUVW��KH�SRLQWV�WR�WKH�VHOI�
evident attraction of philosophers, who do not need to advertise their 
VXSUHPDF\�DQG�DXWKRULW\����²���³D�VWDWHPHQW�IXOO�RI�LURQ\�LQ�OLJKW�RI�
P\�FXUUHQW�DQDO\VLV��(TXDOO\�VHOI�HYLGHQWO\�� LQ�KLV�YLHZ��WKH�SKLORVR-
pher’s discourse is measured on the basis of its shocking effect on the 
DXGLHQFH�������3KLORVRSK\·V�PHGLFDO�KHDOLQJ�HIIHFW��ZKLFK�LV��DFFRUGLQJ�
to epictetus, not reconcilable with verbal amusement, is here put 
IRUZDUG�DV�LWV�SULPH�IXQFWLRQ��$V�D�UHVXOW��SKLORVRSK\�DV�D�VFKRRO�SUDF-
WLFH�LV�QRW�VHHQ�DV�D�PDWWHU�RI�SOHDVXUH��EXW�RI�SDLQ�������,W�ZRXOG�WKXV�
be idle to spend one’s time indulging in rhetorical display in search of 
SUDLVH�������6RFUDWHV��=HQR��DQG�&OHDQWKHV�DUH�WKH�WKUHH�WUDGLWLRQDO�DQG�
DXWKRULWDWLYH�SKLORVRSKHUV�SXW�IRUZDUG�WR�VXSSRUW�WKHVH�YLHZV������

,Q�WKH�ILQDO�VHFWLRQ�RI�KLV�GLDWULEH����²�����(SLFWHWXV�HODERUDWHV�RQ�
his own preferred philosophical style of public speaking, the protrep-
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tikos logos,�� which is further accompanied by two other philosophical 
VW\OHV�� WKH�elenktikos logos and the didaskalikos logos�44 epictetus thus 
acknowledges that these three styles are largely compatible with 
KLV�SKLORVRSKLFDO�SURMHFW�� ,Q�D� WHQGHQWLRXV� UKHWRULFDO�TXHVWLRQ�� WKH�
epideictic style is put forward as a fourth philosophical style, but 
immediately rejected—epictetus conceives the epideictic style in a 
negative fashion, as it is typically found in the sophistic practices of 
KLV�DJH��YL]�� WKH�PHOHW̒�or the declamation on themes from ancient 
*UHHN�KLVWRU\��� as a result, in epictetus’ words, the epideictic style 
LV�GHVFULEHG�DV�WKH�XQSKLORVRSKLFDO�GHYLDQW�RI�WKH�SURWUHSWLF�VW\OH��D�
philosopher must move his public by criticizing its life-style, rather 
WKDQ�E\�WU\LQJ�WR�REWDLQ�LWV�SUDLVH�DQG�DSSURYDO��2U�LQ�V\VWHPLF�WHUPV��
the protreptic speaking style is acknowledged to be part of the philo-
sophical repertoire, whereas the epideictic style is portrayed as part of 
WKH�UHSHUWRLUH�RI�D�VRSKLVW��

the protreptic style appears to be a rhetoric which does not create 
persuasion through public consent, but rather by generating a kind 
RI� UDGLFDO� VKRFN� WKHUDS\� IRU� WKH�DXGLHQFH��7KXV��GHVSLWH� FRQFHGLQJ�
that there is a certain verbal and perhaps even rhetorical element in 
philosophy from which he cannot escape, epictetus remains thor-
oughly preoccupied with defining his own speaking style in opposition 
WR�KLV�VRSKLVWLF�FRXQWHUSDUWV��7KH�IDFW�WKDW�KH�XVHV�WKLV�NLQG�RI�UKHWRULF�
does not mean, however, that he could not have had the honest convic-
WLRQ�WKDW�KH�ZDV�D�WUXH�SKLORVRSKHU��� But even if he did, epictetus is 
fully engaged in the anti-sophistic debate, if only because his own 
situation as a philosophical speaker, and the traditional philosophical 
TXDUUHOV��XUJH�DQG�LQVSLUH�KLP�WR�DFW�DV�KH�GRHV�

�� For a discussion of the protreptic speech as a method for preparing an audience 
for philosophical treatment, with special regards to the role of diogenes in epictetus’ 
VSHHFKHV��VHH�6FKRILHOG��������²����%HFDXVH�LW�LV�DGGUHVVHG�WR�DQ�DXGLHQFH��WKH�SURWUHSWLF�
VSHHFK�VHHPV�WR�EHDU�DQ�HVSHFLDOO\�FORVH�UHVHPEODQFH�WR�WKH�HSLGHLFWLF�VW\OH�

44 )RU�D�GLVFXVVLRQ�RI�DOO�WKUHH�VW\OHV��VHH�/RQJ��������²���
�� )RU�WKH�UKHWRULFDO�SUDFWLFHV�LQ�WKH�6HFRQG�6RSKLVWLF��VHH��H�J���$QGHUVRQ��������²���
�� &I��6WDQWRQ����������
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c) aelius aristides was a popular orator who lived during the 
VHFRQG�FHQWXU\�&(��� he is one of the few orators of his time to be 
TXLFNO\�DGRSWHG�LQWR�WKH�FDQRQV�RI�VW\OH�LQ�UKHWRULFDO�KDQGERRNV��� this 
shows that he owes a large amount of his fame to his rhetorical virtu-
RVLW\��1HYHUWKHOHVV��GHVSLWH�KDYLQJ�WDNHQ�SDUW�LQ�WKH�UKHWRULFDO�milieu of 
his period, he should not only (or perhaps merely) be seen as a typical 
representative of the socio-political system in which sophists were 
accorded a great deal of prestige,�� nor as a prototypical member of the 
VRSKLVWLF�VLGH�RI�WKH�GHEDWH��� interestingly, his Oration to Plato in defense 
of Oratory (the second speech in Behr’s edition)�� testifies to his thor-
ough familiarity with the intellectual-philosophical system, a famil-
iarity that is greater than might be indicated by some of his epideictic 
orations which bring him in close association with the socio-political 
RU�VRSKLVWLF�V\VWHP��7KH�Orations to Plato represent his attempt to cut 
rhetoric loose from sophistry in order to gain intellectual credibility 
IRU�KLV�RZQ�SUDFWLFH��5HPDUNDEO\��$ULVWLGHV�GRHV� WKLV�QRW�E\�RSWLQJ�
for a disguised appropriation of the philosophical system, but rather 

�� 7KH�WUDGLWLRQDO�DQG�VWLOO�LQIOXHQWLDO�VWXGLHV�RI�%RXODQJHU������DQG�%HKU������RIIHU�
DQ�H[WHQVLYH�GLVFXVVLRQ�RI�$ULVWLGHV·�OLIH�DQG�ZRUN�

�� &I��5XWKHUIRUG��������²����
�� For the complex position of aristides in the history of (middle-Platonic) philosophy, 

VHH�0RUHVFKLQL�����D�DQG������
�� 7KLV�DVVXPSWLRQ�QHYHUWKHOHVV�XQGHUOLHV�WKH�H[WHQVLYH�VWXG\�E\�.DUDGLPDV�������

ZKR�SODFHV�$ULVWLGHV�DJDLQVW�6H[WXV�(PSLULFXV��VHH��LQ�FRQWUDVW��WKH�FRUUHFWLYH�VWXGLHV�E\�
6WDQWRQ�����������6WDQWRQ�DUJXHV��ZLWK�)HVWXJLqUH�����������WKDW�$ULVWLGHV�KDG�D�VRPH-
what ambiguous relation to sophists, sometimes praising them and sometimes casti-
JDWLQJ�WKHP��,Q�WKLV�UHVSHFW��WKHVH�VFKRODUV�RSSRVH�WKHPVHOYHV�WR�WKH�DVVXPSWLRQ�SXW�
IRUZDUG��EXW�QRW�DEXQGDQWO\�VXSSRUWHG��LQ�%HKU�������������²�����DQG������,Q�UHVSRQVH�
WR�WKHVH�FULWLFLVPV��KRZHYHU��%HKU�����������²������KDV�FRQYLQFLQJO\³DQG��WR�P\�PLQG��
definitively—argued that, in aristides’ work, there is a radical and almost consistent 
difference, in both denotation and connotation, between rhetors (among whom he 
UHFNRQV�KLPVHOI��DQG�VRSKLVWV��6HH�DOVR�0HQVFKLQJ��������Q��

�� this work was composed during the period of aristides’ “cathedra” in the temple 
RI�$VFOHSLXV� LQ�3HUJDPXP� ����²����&(���7KHUH� DUH� WZR�RWKHU� ´3ODWRQLFµ�RUDWLRQV� LQ�
$ULVWLGHV·�H[WDQW�FRUSXV��7KH�WKLUG�VSHHFK�LQ�%HKU·V�HGLWLRQ��HQWLWOHG�To Plato in defense 
of the Four, was probably composed some fifteen to twenty years after the completion of 
the Oration to Plato in defense of Oratory��7KH�IRXUWK�VSHHFK�LQ�%HKU·V�HGLWLRQ��HQWLWOHG�To 
Capito, is a response to a reaction to aristides’ first oration To Plato, written soon after 
WKLV�RUDWLRQ��7KHVH�GDWHV��KRZHYHU��DUH�QRW�JHQHUDOO\�DFFHSWHG��)RU�UHFHQW�GLVFXVVLRQ��VHH�
)OLQWHUPDQ�����²�������²���
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by launching a polemical attack that is designed to turn the system’s 
YDOXHV�XSVLGH�GRZQ��

$�UHYHDOLQJ�SDVVDJH�LV�IRXQG�DW�WKH�EHJLQQLQJ�RI�KLV�VSHHFK�
i think that whoever will make a correct pronouncement, 
or will rightly cast his vote, must not invidiously consider 
whether someone of past renown happens to have held 
a different opinion on the same subject, but rather now 
must seek and wish to prevail the question which reason-
DEO\�LV�HYHU\ZKHUH�PRVW�VLJQLILFDQW��RQ�ZKLFK�VLGH�LV�WKH�
WUXWK�WR�EH�IRXQG��ݰ็ࠗڗ�ङ۟Ԇ�ࠗරड़ٗ۟็ߥ��������

here we are presented with a typical philosophical topos�� VODYLVK�
submission to the authoritative tradition is intensely repudiated in 
IDYRU�RI�D��SHUIRUPHG��VHDUFK�IRU�WKH�WUXWK��7KLV�VWDWHPHQW�QRW�RQO\�
holds an implicit condemnation of typical sophistic practices, where 
reverence for past events and persons was a self-evident position to 
adopt towards the tradition, but is also directed against dogmatic 
school philosophy, where special care was taken to found philosoph-
LFDO�SRVLWLRQV�WKURXJK�WKH�YLHZV�RI�WUDGLWLRQDO�SKLORVRSKHUV��7KH�VDPH�
deconstruction of philosophical argumentation can be detected in 
$ULVWLGHV·�FODLP�WKDW�LGHDV�SUHYDLO�RYHU�D�SHUVRQ·V�DXWKRULW\�

3HUKDSV� LW� LV� ULJKW� WR� UHVSHFW� DOO� RI� WKH� DQFLHQWV� �ߥڗࠗ�
�Ǔड़ǓԆڗߥ���EXW�LW�LV�XQZRUWK\�WR�EH�VFDUHG�RI�WKHP��XQOHVV�
we must appear to honor more those famed for their ideas 
-�WKDQ�WKH�LGHDV�WKHP�ߥǓۭ۟็ဎࠗǓڗဎི�ߥԆڗ�ड़ࣹߥ່ڗ��ࠗ์�ߥڗࠗ�
VHOYHV��ࠗڗߥ�ड़ࣹڗߥ�Ǔࠗڗߥ�������

significantly, aristides does not appear to be willing to attack the 
age-old authority of the canonical philosophers, for such a posi-
tion would probably render the distance between his argumentation 
and the traditional philosophical repertoire so wide that he would 
no longer be able to convince his audience of the truthfulness of his 
GLVFRXUVH��:KDW�KH�GRHV�LQVWHDG�LV�LPSOLFLWO\�DFFXVH�KLV�FRQWHPSRUDULHV�
of paying more attention to the authority of ancient philosophers than 

�� $OO�WUDQVODWLRQV�RI�$ULVWLGHV·�WH[W�DUH�IURP�WKH������/RHE�HGLWLRQ�RI�&��$��%HKU�
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WR�WKHLU�ड़ࣹڗԆ��$�ORJLFDO�FRQVHTXHQFH�RI�VXFK�EHKDYLRU�LV�WKDW�RQH�ULVNV�
losing one’s critical attitude, which consists in the confrontation of 
RQH·V�RZQ�LGHDV�ZLWK�WKRVH�RI�DQFLHQW�WKLQNHUV��7R�P\�PLQG��WKLV�DFFX-
sation is addressed both to members of the Platonist school such as 
alcinous as well as to other philosophical schools that were eager to 
LQYRNH�3ODWR·V�VWDWHPHQWV�ZKHUHYHU�KH�VXSSRUWHG�WKHLU�YLHZSRLQWV���

From a rhetorical angle, it is easy to understand why aristides 
attacks those of his contemporaries who condemn rhetoric in the 
QDPH�RI�SKLORVRSK\��$ULVWLGHV�LV�DZDUH�WKDW�WKHUH�LV�QR�VWDEOH�GHILQLWLRQ�
of philosophy, and even uses this dynamism to discredit members of 
philosophical schools, who are traditionally acknowledged to be in the 
DXWKRULWDWLYH�FHQWHU�RI�WKH�SKLORVRSKLFDO�V\VWHP��%\�XQGHUPLQLQJ�WKHLU�
authority through his (re)definition of proper philosophy, he hopes to 
ILQG�DFFHSWDQFH�IRU�KLV�RZQ�DXGDFLRXV�DUJXPHQWV�

later in the text, aristides demonstrates his thorough knowledge of 
Plato’s Gorgias by citing a considerable piece of the discussion between 
socrates and Polus about the status of rhetoric as flattering cookery 
������,Q�KLV�FRPPHQWDU\�RQ�WKLV�GLDORJXH��KH�VKRZV�KLPVHOI�FDSDEOH�RI�
GHFRQVWUXFWLQJ�6RFUDWHV·�DUJXPHQWV�DV�FRQYHQWLRQDO�DQG�XQFRJHQW�

here there is no proof at all nor a chain of reasoning which 
KDG�WR�EH�DUULYHG�DW��$Q�DVVXPSWLRQ�LV�VLPSO\�PDGH��DV�LI�
KH�KDG�WKH�SRZHU�WR�GR�VR��ဟۭ�͘์�ݰဎ���RQ�D�VXEMHFW�ZKLFK�
formerly caused much difficulty … the case might better 
be understood, if the word “oratory” were removed, and 
“philosophy” were put in its place, and all the same argu-
PHQWV�ZHUH�XVHG�LQ�UHJDUG�WR�WKLV������DQG����

aristides does not use this argument to downplay the status of 
SKLORVRSK\��KH�VLPSO\�H[SOLFDWHV�WKH�XQMXVWLILHG�DUELWUDULQHVV�RI�SKLOR�

�� &I��3HUQRW�����������´/HV�discours Platoniciens�QH�V·HQ�SUHQQHQW�SDV�VHXOHPHQW�j�
3ODWRQ��PDLV�DXVVL�j�VHV�DGPLUDWHXUV�HW�j�VHV�GpIHQVHXUV��HW�HQ�JpQpUDO�j�WRXV�OHV�SKLORV-
RSKHV�TXL�pSRXVHQW�VHV�WKqVHV�µ�1RWH�WKDW�0LOD]]R���������DOVR�VSHDNV�DERXW�´OD�UHD]LRQH�
di certi circoli verso la pretesa di gruppi di filosofi (e professori di filosofia) di detenere il 
PRQRSROLR�GHOOD�YHULWj�H�GL�DFFXVDUH�OD�SDUWH�DYYHUVD�GL�SHUVHJXLUH�VROR�XQ·DUWH�YHUEDOH�H�
XQD�WHFQLFD�GL�DUJRPHQWL�ILQL�D�VH�VWHVVL�µ
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VRSK\·V�SUHVXPSWLRQV�WRZDUGV�UKHWRULF��� in his view, there is no indis-
putable ground on which to equate rhetoric with cookery or flattery, 
and therefore the debate should not necessarily end with Plato’s posi-
WLRQ��DV�KLV�RUDWLRQ�SURYHV��

,QWHUHVWLQJO\��ODWHU�LQ�WKH�VSHHFK��������$ULVWLGHV�H[SOLFLWO\�SRLQWV�
out that he will use expressions from Plato himself to refute Platonic 
GRFWULQHV�RQ�UKHWRULF��,Q�GRLQJ�WKLV��KH�TXHVWLRQV�WKH�DEVROXWH�YDOLGLW\�RI�
the doctrinal and canonical readings of Plato’s corpus in philosophical 
VFKRROV��UHDGLQJV�ZKLFK�ZHUH�IDLUO\�VHOHFWLYH�DQG�WHQGHQWLRXV�LQ�QDWXUH��
in a sense, aristides here accuses the philosophers of his time of misin-
terpreting their own canonical texts, and claims to offer a more truthful 
UHDGLQJ� RI� WKH� SKLORVRSKLFDO� UHSHUWRLUH�� ,Q� WKH� IROORZLQJ� VHFWLRQ��
aristides shows that his thorough familiarity with Plato’s corpus 
extends as far as its stylistic composition, as he imitates the dialectical 
PHWKRG�RI�WKH�GLDORJXHV��ZLWK�3ODWR�DV�KLV�LPDJLQDU\�DGGUHVVHH�

do you know, Plato, or call by its name a certain art of 
archery, as far as the term is concerned? For you have 
recounted the whole science of politics, and with precision 
KDYH�GLVFRYHUHG�LWV�SDUWV�
,�NQRZ�DQG�VR�FDOO�LW��KH�ZRXOG�VD\�
:KDW�LV�WKLV��DQG�ZKDW�GRHV�LW�FODLP"
7R�KLW�WKH�PDUN��LQ�WKH�GLVSDWFK�RI�PLVVLOHV�������

soon, however, aristides forces his imaginary adversary to admit his 
YLHZSRLQW�

By Zeus, take medicine, according to you, the opposite of 
justice and second ranking good for the body, and if you 
ZLVK��J\PQDVWLFV��'R�WKH\�QRW�FRQMHFWXUH�DW�WKH�QDWXUH�RI�
WKH�ERG\"�<HV�E\�=HXV��ZKHWKHU�\RX�VD\�VR�RU�QRW��ဎ༖�˳ໆǓ��
์ඦဎ�ࠗ͘�͘໒�༰์��ࣹ͘�ߥඦဎ�ࠗ͘�༔��������

�� in a sense, this type of argumentation is mirrored in modern debates about the 
GHILQLWLRQ�RI�UKHWRULF�DQG�SKLORVRSK\��&RQVLGHU��IRU�LQVWDQFH��%XUNH·V���������SURYRFD-
tive view that richard’s book The Philosophy of rhetoric��������LV�DFWXDOO\ The rhetoric of 
Philosophy�
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aristides thus acknowledges Plato’s influence, even copying his style, 
but never forgets to direct the discussion to those arguments which 
IDYRU�KLV�FDVH�PRVW��2I�FRXUVH��RQH�FDQ�DVN�LI�3ODWR�ZDV�QRW�GRLQJ�WKH�
same thing when he included both questions and answers in his literary 
WH[WV���

another philosophical topos which aristides deconstructs in this 
VSHHFK�LV�WKH�DUJXPHQW�WKDW�DQ�RUDWRU�LV�D�IODWWHUHU�RI�WKH�PDVVHV�

as to the claim that orators advise and only aim at what 
WKH�PXOWLWXGHV��ࠗߥ່ڗ��ड़༔ۭ۟͘Ԇ��DSSURYH��WKDW�LW�LV�HQWLUHO\�D�
VRSKLVP��ۭݵԆۭǓ���´HYHQ�LI�D�FKLOG�ZRXOG�QRW�SURYH�WKLV�µ�� 
VWLOO�ZKRHYHU�KDV�JRRG�VHQVH�ZRXOG��,W�VHHPV�WR�PH�WR�EH�
wholly the opposite, that the predominant feature of the 
nature of oratory is at the outset not permitting the occur-
rence of what the multitude approves, nor do orators 
FRQVLGHU�DQ\WKLQJ�PRUH�WKDQ�ZKDW�LV�EHVW��ࠗඨ�ɘ็ड़ࠗԆۭࠗǓ���
nor does it escape the notice of all peoples, that orators are 
their superiors in judging matters, in respect to both the 
HQWLUH�VWDWH�DQG�IRUWXQH�RI�WKHLU�OLIH�������

through his use of the word sophisma, aristides denounces the tradi-
tional philosophical reasoning as a false argument, thus engaging in 
the typical discourse of the philosophical system, where references 
WR� WKH� VRSKLVWV� DUH� XVHG� WR� GLVSDUDJH� RQH·V� DGYHUVDULHV�� ,W� LV� FOHDU�
from this passage that aristides does not intend to defend the most 
typical features of the sophistic speakers of his age, although there 
are a number of speeches in his oeuvre in which he seems to use the 
VDPH�VW\OH�DQG�DUJXPHQWDWLRQ��5DWKHU��KH�ZDQWV�WR�IUHH�UKHWRULF�IURP�
its sophistic connotations and to highlight its great usefulness for the 
FLWL]HQV�RI�D�VWDWH��7KURXJK�LWV�ILUP�VWUHVV�RQ�LWV�DELOLW\�WR�JXLGH�SHRSOH�
justly, aristides’ rhetoric offers itself as a valuable alternative to the 
VRFLDO�DQG�LQWHOOHFWXDO�SRVLWLRQV�SKLORVRSKHUV�FODLP�WR�EH�WKHLUV��

$�ODUJH�VHFWLRQ�RI�WKH�VSHHFK�����²�����HODERUDWHV�RQ�WKLV�SRLQW��
arguing that rhetoric has and should have a justified place in social 

�� &I��)OLQWHUPDQ�����²�������²���
�� $�FLWDWLRQ�IURP�3O��Gorg.����&�
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LQVWLWXWLRQV� VXFK� DV� ODZ� DQG� SROLWLFV��1HDU� WKH� HQG� RI� WKLV� VHFWLRQ��
aristides engages in a typically philosophical argument (referring once 
more to Plato’s Gorgias��)—namely, that it is worse to do wrong than to 
EH�ZURQJHG�

therefore since it has not compelled the commission of 
wrong, and does not permit being wronged, and accord-
ing to the result of this argument, permits neither of 
these, doing wrong or being wronged, if the definition 
of philosophy is the same, oratory is clearly a kind of 
SKLORVRSK\��ݵԆड़ݵڗۭڗໆǓ�ࠗԆڗ�ߥကۭǓ�༜�ྡٗࠗݰڗԆ༖ݵ�Ǔໆဎࠗ͘ǓԆ���%XW�
if it is enough for philosophy not to do wrong, oratory is 
PRUH�SHUIHFW�� )RU�KH�QRZ� DGGV�ZKDW� LV� D�PRUH� GLIILFXOW�
and greater thing—possession of the power of not being 
ZURQJHG�E\�RWKHUV�������

aristides does not aim to blend philosophy and rhetoric in one smooth 
SDUDGLJP��+H�UDWKHU�ZDQWV�WR�IXOO\�UHVWRUH�UKHWRULF�DV�WKH�IRFDO�FRQFHSW�
RI�FRPPXQDO�DQG�HYHQ�SKLORVRSKLFDO�OLIH��$ULVWLGHV�WKXV�HPEUDFHV�WKH�
philosophical system, but attempts to make rhetoric an essential part 
RI�LWV�UHSHUWRLUH��7R�WKLV�HQG��KH�GRHV�QRW�LQWURGXFH�DGYRFDWHV�IURP�WKH�
sophistic system, who could easily be dismissed by philosophical oppo-
QHQWV�DV�LGOH�EDEEOHUV��EXW�FDQRQL]HG�SKLORVRSKLFDO�DXWKRULWLHV�

a final refutation is concerned with the claim that orators widely 
GLYHUJH�LQ�RSLQLRQV�����²������$ULVWLGHV�VWDWHV�WKDW�WKH�VDPH�FDQ�EH�
IRXQG�DPRQJ�SKLORVRSKHUV��%XW�WKH�IDFW�WKDW�HYHU\�WKLQNHU��SKLORVRSKHU�
and orator alike, tends to have his own opinions does not imply that 
WKH�VHDUFK�IRU�WUXWK�LV�D�IXWLOH�SXUVXLW��5DWKHU��$ULVWLGHV�UHVWRUHV�FRQIL-
dence in both practices, as they are both ultimately designed to give 
SHRSOH�DFFHVV�WR�WKH�WUXWK��-XVW�DV�LQ�3KLORVWUDWXV��UKHWRULF�LV�SUHVHQWHG�
as a valuable method of investigation, but while this author associates 
the rhetorical method with sophistry, aristides aims to smuggle this 
aspect of the sophistic repertoire into the philosophical system and to 
PDNH�LW�DQ�HVVHQWLDO�FRPSRQHQW�RI�WKH�SKLORVRSKLFDO�UHSHUWRLUH�DV�ZHOO��

�� 3O��Gorg. ���&²���(�
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in the Oration to Plato in defense of Oratory, aristides presents himself 
as a pepaideumenos in the philosophical system, but uses his knowledge 
of the philosophical repertoire not to strengthen the system’s bound-
aries against sophistic invasion, but to deconstruct some typically 
SKLORVRSKLFDO�DUJXPHQWV����:KHQ�KH�GHILQHV�KLV�RZQ�SUDFWLFH�DJDLQVW�
WKH�VRSKLVWV�RI�KLV�DJH��KLV�WRQH�FORVHO\�UHVHPEOHV�WKDW�RI�(SLFWHWXV��
unlike this author, however, who constantly aims to establish a corre-
spondence between the philosophical system’s values and his own 
paradigm, aristides opts for a polemical assault on prejudices which are 
DFFHSWHG�ZLWKLQ�WKH�SKLORVRSKLFDO�V\VWHP�DV�ORJLFDO�DQG�VHOI�HYLGHQW�

aristides affirms the philosophical system’s repertoire, which is 
illustrated by his own truth claims and his use of philosophical authori-
ties and reasoned argumentation, but at the same time strives for a 
radical redefinition of the system, in which rhetoric is embraced rather 
WKDQ�GHQLJUDWHG��7KH�IDFW�WKDW�$ULVWLGHV�GLVSOD\V�D�ZLOOLQJQHVV�WR�EXLOG�
his defense of oratory on the same canonical texts and argumentative 
commonplaces as his philosophical adversaries must have made him 
a versatile force to be reckoned with, just as his general paideia must 
have made him capable of striking at the very heart of the intellectual-
SKLORVRSKLFDO�V\VWHP��+H�PXVW�WKXV�KDYH�EHHQ�D�PXFK�PRUH�GLIILFXOW�
opponent than epictetus’ imaginary adversary, who seems to have 
only limited knowledge of the traditional philosophical repertoire, and 
whose answers and interventions are composed in such a manner that 
KH�LV�SUHVHQWHG�DV�WKH�DQWLWKHVLV�RI�WKH�SURSHU�SKLORVRSKHU�

in conclusion, aristides can best be seen as a peripheral figure who 
should be situated at the margins of the sophistic and philosophical 
ILHOGV��+H�VKDUHV�D� ODUJH�QXPEHU�RI� WUDLWV�ZLWK�WKH�VRSKLVWLF�V\VWHP�
of his time, but nonetheless also displays a thorough familiarity with 
the philosophical repertoire and appropriates it in service of his own 
struggle for canonization within the philosophical system’s bound-
DULHV��'HVSLWH�KLV�DGKHUHQFH�WR�VRSKLVWLF�SUDFWLFHV��KLV�VHOI�SUHVHQWDWLRQ�

�� )RU�WKH�VRFLDO�UHOHYDQFH�RI�$ULVWLGHV·�WH[W��FI��0LOD]]R�����������´«�QRL�FUHGLDPR�FKH�
trattati di tal tipo dovevano avere anche una destinazione ‘interna’ ed essere letti nelle 
FRPXQLWj�UHWRULFKH�SHU�RIIULUH�LQ�PRGD�TXDVL�GLGDVFDOLFR�DL�SURSUL�VHJXDFL�OD�SRVVLELOLWj�GL�
GLIHQGHUVL�GDOOH�FULWLFKH�GL�DYYHUVDUL��FRPH�ILORVRIL��JLXULVWL��URPDQL��FULVWLDQL��HEUHL�µ
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is that of a full-blooded philosopher, and according to the norms of 
philosophical discourse, he is basically forced to present himself as a 
QRQ�VRSKLVW�

9��&21&/86,21
these three texts each illustrate a different attitude towards the 
V\VWHPLF�UHDOLW\�LQ�ZKLFK�WKH\�ZHUH�ZULWWHQ��3KLORVWUDWXV largely avoids 
DVVXPLQJ�D�SROHPLFDO�SRVLWLRQ�YLV�j�YLV philosophers, and advocates  
positive appreciation for the great verbal virtuosos of the imperial 
SHULRG��(SLFWHWXV�SURYHV�KLPVHOI�DQ�DUGHQW�GHIHQGHU�DQG�SUHVHUYHU�RI�
the traditional systemic order, which presents philosophy as a stable 
DQG� LQGLVSXWDEOH� V\VWHP��$ULVWLGHV·� RUDWLRQ�XQGHUPLQHV� WKLV� VWDEOH�
image of philosophy, as he tries to redraw the system’s boundaries 
and to make rhetoric an important part of its repertoire, even if this 
implies that his contemporaries who claim to be true philosophers are 
EDQLVKHG�IURP�KLV��UH�GHILQLWLRQ�RI�WKH�SKLORVRSKLFDO�V\VWHP�

the hostility between the two systems appears to be fed more 
LQWHQVHO\�E\�WKH�SKLORVRSKLFDO�WKDQ�WKH�VRSKLVWLF�VLGH�RI�WKH�GHEDWH��)RU�
members of the philosophical system, the reconciliation of the sophistic 
and philosophical systems is presented as an impossible undertaking, 
DV�ERWK�VLGHV�DUH�VHHQ�WR�VWDQG�LQ�D�ELQDU\�RSSRVLWLRQ��+RZHYHU��WKH�
analysis of epictetus’ philosophical self-presentation, in which his own 
protreptic speaking style is tolerated while epideictic rhetoric is vehe-
mently castigated, shows the arbitrariness of these philosophical argu-
PHQWV��ZKLFK�DUH�QRQHWKHOHVV�SUHVHQWHG�DV�LQYDULDEOH�WUXWKV��

:KHQ�RQH�IRFXVHV�RQ�WKH�VRSKLVWLF�VLGH�RI�WKH�GHEDWH��WKHUH�LV�QR�
DEVROXWH�RSSRVLWLRQ�EHWZHHQ�VRSKLVWV�DQG�SKLORVRSKHUV��7R�D�FHUWDLQ�
extent, a philosopher could also earn the title of sophist if he managed 
WR� SUHVHQW�KLV� WKHRULHV�ZLWK� YHUEDO� HDVH� DQG� IOXHQF\�� 7KLV� DWWLWXGH�
can be explained by the fact that the origins of the First sophistic 
movement were partly situated in the philosophical field, and that 
the second sophistic reverence for Greek literary sources from the 
classical age (generally understood as Greek paideia) forced sophists of 
this period to possess and display a thorough knowledge of the canon-
LFDO�SKLORVRSKLFDO�WH[WV��
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thus, presenting oneself as a member of the philosophical system 
was not necessarily seen as something negative or blameworthy in the 
VRSKLVWLF�V\VWHP��$ULVWLGHV�DSSDUHQWO\�YDOXHV�WKH�SKLORVRSKLFDO�V\VWHP�
so highly that he aims to appropriate its repertoire for his own rhetor-
LFDO�SUDFWLFH��+LV�VWULYLQJ� IRU�FDQRQL]DWLRQ�ZLWKLQ�WKH�SKLORVRSKLFDO�
system indicates that this system has the power to provide a speaker, 
who manages to present himself as a member of it, with the intellectual 
FUHGLELOLW\�WR�GLVWLQJXLVK�KLPVHOI�IURP�RWKHU�JLIWHG�VSHDNHUV��+RZHYHU��
because of the traditional conflicts between the fields of sophistry 
and philosophy, a person who aims to be recognized within the 
philosophical system is forced to adopt philosophical discourse and its 
UHSHUWRLUH��DQG�WKXV�WR�GHQ\�KLV�RZQ�DGKHUHQFH�WR�VRSKLVWLF�SUDFWLFHV��
For this reason, literary texts of this age often have a fairly paradox-
ical appearance, as they combine sophistic display with philosophical 
discourse which FRQGHPQV�WKLV�NLQG�RI�GLVSOD\��

the systemic approach thus enables us to explain stanton’s prob-
OHPV�RI�FODVVLILFDWLRQ��:KHQ�ZH�ORRN�DW�WKH�FRQIOLFW�IURP�WKH�VRSKLVWLF�
side of the debate, we see that there was no problem with the combina-
WLRQ�RI�VRSKLVWLF�VNLOOV�DQG�SKLORVRSKLFDO�VHOI�SUHVHQWDWLRQ��7KLV�H[SODLQV�
why many intellectuals could pursue philosophical credibility without 
ORVLQJ�SXEOLF�DSSUHFLDWLRQ�IRU�WKHLU�YHUEDO�VSOHQGRU��2Q�WKH�RWKHU�KDQG��
when we look at the philosophical side, we see that the traditional 
philosophical repertoire considered philosophical self-presentation and 
VRSKLVWLF�GLVSOD\�DV�WZR�LUUHFRQFLODEOH�WKLQJV��7KLV�LQ�WXUQ�H[SODLQV�ZK\�
many intellectuals, even those who overtly relied on their rhetorical 
talent, built their self-presentation on the dissimulation of their own 
DGKHUHQFH�WR�VRSKLVWU\��)RU�WKLV�UHDVRQ��ERWK�WKH�LQWHOOHFWXDOV�ZKRP�ZH�
now consider philosophers and the so-called sophists tend to present 
themselves as members of the philosophical system and to appropriate 
the system’s repertoire, so that their own practice becomes a part of the 
FDQRQL]HG�FHQWHU��$V�KDV�EHFRPH�FOHDU�IURP�WKH�WH[W�DQDO\VHV�SUHVHQWHG�
above—especially those of epictetus and aristides—the status of rhet-
RULF�LV�RI�SDUDPRXQW�LPSRUWDQFH�LQ�WKLV�GHEDWH��� the degree to which 

�� the question of whether rhetoric is an art or not is also discussed by many other 
sources, including cicero, Philodemus, Quintilian, and sextus empiricus (on these 
DXWKRUV��VHH�'RUDQGL�������
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rhetoric is allowed to be polished, useful, or pleasurable differs from 
speaker to speaker, and lines between what can be considered philo-
VRSKLFDO�DQG�ZKDW�VRSKLVWLF�DUH�FRQVWDQWO\�GUDZQ�DQG�UHGUDZQ�

the methodology presented here has advocated a text-oriented 
description of the historical reality, instead of an anachronistic and 
SUHVFULSWLYH�SRLQW�RI�YLHZ��)XUWKHU�DQDO\VHV�RI�LQGLYLGXDO�WH[WV�VKRXOG�
eventually lead to a more accurate and versatile historiography of 
the conflict between sophists and philosophers, one which will often 
return to the same traditional sources, but nevertheless also undergo 
FRQWLQXRXV�HYROXWLRQ�DV�D�UHVXOW�RI�HYHU�FKDQJLQJ�KLVWRULFDO�GDWD��
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