AUFSTIEG UND NIEDERGANG DER ROMISCHEN WELT
BAND II. 34.3

RISE AND DECLINE OF THE ROMAN WORLD
VOLUME II. 34.3



AUFSTIEG UND NIEDERGANG
DER ROMISCHEN WELT
(ANRW)

RISE AND DECLINE
OF THE ROMAN WORLD

HERAUSGEGEBEN VON /EDITED BY

WOLFGANG HAASE
UND / AND
HILDEGARD TEMPORINI

TEIL II: PRINCIPAT
BAND 34.3

PART II: PRINCIPATE
VOLUME 34.3

W

DE

G

WALTER DE GRUYTER .- BERLIN - NEW YORK 1997



AUFSTIEG UND NIEDERGANG
DER ROMISCHEN WELT
(ANRW)

GESCHICHTE UND KULTUR ROMS
IM SPIEGEL DER NEUEREN FORSCHUNG

TEIL II: PRINCIPAT

BAND 34:

SPRACHE UND LITERATUR

3. TEILBAND:

EINZELNE AUTOREN SEIT DER HADRIANISCHEN
ZEIT UND ALLGEMEINES ZUR LITERATUR DES
2. UND 3. JAHRHUNDERTS (FORTS.)

HERAUSGEGEBEN
VON

WOLFGANG HAASE

W

DE

G

WALTER DE GRUYTER - BERLIN - NEW YORK 1997



Gedruckt auf siurefreiem Papier,
das die US-ANSI-Norm iiber Haltbarkeit erfillt.

@ Printed on acid-free paper which falls

within the guidelines of the ANSI to ensure
permanence and durability.

Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data

Aufstieg und Niedergang der romischen Welt:
Geschichte und Kultur Roms im Spiegel der neueren Forschung.

English, French, German, Italian and Spanish.

Later volumes have English parallel title: Rise and decline of the
Roman world.

The volumes of Teil II have separate titles: Politische Geschichte,
Kiinste, Recht, Religion, Sprache und Literatur, Philosophie, Wissen-
schaften, Technik.

Teil II edited by Hildegard Temporini and Wolfgang Haase.

»Joseph Vogt zum 23. 6. 1970“ (28 p.) in pocket of vol. I, 1.

Includes bibliographies.

Contents: T. I. Von den Anfingen Roms bis zum Ausgang der
Republik (5 v.) — T. IL Principat.

1. Rome—Civilization—Collected works. 1. Vogt, Joseph,
1895—1986. 11. Temporini, Hildegard. III. Haase, Wolfgang. IV. Title:
Rise and decline of the Roman world.

DG209.7T36 937 72-83058
ISBN 3-11-001885-3 (I, 1)

Die Deutsche Bibliothek — CIP-Einheitsaufnabme

Aufstieg und Niedergang der romischen Welt : (ANRW) ; Geschichte
und Kultur Roms im Spiegel der neueren Forschung / hrsg. von Wolf-
gang Haase und Hildegard Temporini. — Berlin ; New York : de
Gruyter.
Teilw. hrsg. von Hildegard Temporini und Wolfgang Haase. —
Teilw. dt., teilw. engl., teilw. franz., teilw. ital. — Teilw. mit
Parallelt.: Rise and decline of the Roman world
NE: Haase, Wolfgang [Hrsg.]; Temporini, Hildegard [Hrsg.]; ANRW;
PT
Teil 2. Principat.
Bd. 34. Sprache und Literatur / hrsg. von Wolfgang Haase.
Teilbd. 3. Einzelne Autoren seit der hadrianischen Zeit und All-
gemeines zur Literatur des 2. und 3. Jahrhunderts (Forts.). — 1997
ISBN 3-11-015700-4

© Copyright 1997 by Walter de Gruyter & Co., D-10785 Berlin.

Dieses Werk einschlieflich aller seiner Teile ist urheberrechtlich geschiitzt. Jede Verwertung auflerhalb
der engen Grenzen des Urheberrechtsgesetzes ist ohne Zustimmung des Verlages unzulassig und strafbar.
Das gilt insbesondere fiir Vervielfiltigungen, Ubersetzungen, Mikroverfilmungen und die Einspeicherung

und Verarbeitung in elektronischen Systemen.

Printed in Germany
Satz und Druck: Arthur Collignon GmbH, Berlin
Buchbinderische Verarbeitung: Lideritz & Bauer, Berlin
Einbandgestaltung und Schutzumschlag: Rudolf Hiibler




Inhalt

SPRACHE UND LITERATUR

(EINZELNE AUTOREN SEIT DER HADRIANISCHEN
ZEIT UND ALLGEMEINES ZUR LITERATUR DES
2.UND 3.JAHRHUNDERTS [FORTS.])

Band II. 34.3:

Traprp, M. B. (London)
Philosophical Sermons: The “Dialexeis’ of Maximus of Tyre 1945-1976

LiNDBERG, G. (Lund)

Hermogenesof Tarsus .. .. ..............o.... 1978-2063
PatiLLON, M. (Le Mans—Paris)

Le ‘De inventione’ du Pseudo-Hermogéne ........... 2064-2171

ANDERSON, G. (Canterbury, Kent)
Athenaeus: the Sophistic Environment . . . ... ........ 2173-218S5

LukinovicH, A. (Genéve)
Les ‘Deipnosophistes’ d’Athénée ou I’érudition en féte
[Hinweis auf den Nachtrag am Schluff von Band I1.35] ... 2186

ANDERSON, G. (Canterbury, Kent)
Alciphron’ Miniatures . .. .................... 2188-2206

MORGAN, ]. R. (Swansea)
Longus, ‘Daphnis and Chloe’: A Bibliographical Survey,
1950-1995 . . . o e 2208-2276

ANDERSON, G. (Canterbury, Kent)
Perspectives on Achilles Tatius . . ................ 2278-2299

ARNAUD-LINDET, M.-P. (Paris)
Le ‘Liber memorialis’ de L. Ampélius .. ............ 2301-2312



VI INHALT

SALANITRO, G. (Catania)

Osidio Geta e la poesia centonaria . .. ............. 2314-2360

DE LaNNoOY, L. (Gent—Antwerpen)

Le probléme des Philostrate (Etat de la question) . . .. ... 23622449

RamroLpi, T. (Milano)
I "xeotoi’ di Giulio Africano e imperatore Severo Ales-

SANArO . . v e e e e e e 2451-2470

AMELING, W. (Jena)
Griechische Intellektuelle und das Imperium Romanum:

das Beispiel CassiusDio . . ... ................. 2472-2496

LintorT, A. W. (Oxford)

Cassius Dio and the History of the Late Roman Republic . . 2497-2523

Swan, P. M. (Saskatoon, Saskatchewan)
How Cassius Dio Composed his Augustan Books: Four

Studies . .. ... .. 2524-2557

GOWING, A. M, (Seattle, WA)

Cassius Dio on the Reignof Nero . ... ............ 2558-2590

ScHMIDT, M. G. {Berlin)
Die ‘zeitgeschichtlichen’ Biicher im Werk des Cassius Dio —

von Commodus zu Severus Alexander . . ... ......... 2591-2649

DE BLois, L. (Nijmegen)

Volk und Soldaten bei CassiusDio . . ... ........... 2650—-2676

BIrLEY, A. R. (Diisseldorf)

Marius Maximus: the Consular Biographer . . . ... ... .. 2678-2757

BeNARIO, H. W. (Atlanta, Georgia)

‘Ignotus’, the “Good Biographer’(?) .. ............. 2759-2772

Band II. 34.1:

Y6 7o ) u S V-VII

MICHEL, A. (Paris)

Rhétorique et philosophie au second siécle aprés J.-C. .. 3-78



INHALT VI

BessoNE, L. (Torino)
Floro: un retore storicoepoeta .. .............. 80—-117

CriniTi, N. (Milano—Parma)
Granio LicIniano . « . v v v v v vttt et e e e 119-205

Currig, H. MacL. (Middlesbrough, Cleveland)
Pervigilium Veneris . ....................... 207-224

BoswoRTH, A. B. (Nedlands, W. A.)
Arrian and Rome: the Minor Works . ............ 226-275

SILBERMAN, A. (Grenoble)
Arrien, “Périple du Pont Euxin’: Essai d’interprétation et
d’évaluation des données historiques et géographiques .. 276—311

DEVINE, A. M. (Oxford)
Arrian’s "Tactica’ . ... . i e 312—-337

BRODERSEN, K. (Miinchen)

Appian und sein Werk . ..................... 339-363
HaHN, 1. (Budapest)—NEMETH, G. (Budapest)
AppianundRom ......................... 364—402

GOMEz EspeLOSIN, F J. (Alcala de Henares [Madrid])
Appian’s ‘Tberiké’. Aims and Attitudes of a Greek Histo-
rianof Rome . ....... ... ... ... ... .. .... 403427

LEiDL, CH. G. (Miinchen)
Appians ‘Annibaike’. Aufbau — Darstellungstendenzen —

Quellen ........ ... .. ... . ... 428-462
Marasco, G. (Viterbo)

L*Illyriké” di Appiano . .. ................... 463—495
McGing, B. C. (Dublin)

Appian’s ‘Mithridateios” . . ... ................ 496522
MagNiNo, D. (Pavia)

Le “Guerre Civili’ di Appiano . ................ 523-554

BaRriGAzz1, A. (Firenze)
Favorinodi Arelate .. ... ........ . .0 'uuee.. 556—581

ANDRE, J.-M. (Paris)
Hadrien littérateur et protecteur des lettres . ........ 583-611



VIII INHALT

STERTZ, S. A. (New York, NY)
Semper in omnibus varius: The Emperor Hadrian and In-
tellectuals . ........ ... .. .. .. . ..

Lewis, R. G. (Edinburgh)
Imperial Autobiography, Augustus to Hadrian . ... ...

BLANK, D. L. (Los Angeles, CA)
Apollonius Dyscolus . .. ....................

vAN OPHUIJSEN, J. M. (Leiden)
The Semantics of a Syntactician. Things meant by verbs
according to Apollonius Dyscolus ‘Tiepi ovvtaéeng” .

Dyck, A. (Los Angeles, CA)
Aelius Herodian: Recent Studies and Prospects for Future
Research . ....... ... ... . ..

VAN OPHUIJSEN, J. M. (Leiden)
‘On Poems’: Two Hephaestionic Texts and One Chapter
from Aristides Quintilianus on the Composition of Verse

Band II. 34.2:
Y03 4 « S

Cova, P. V. (Brescia)
Marco Cornelio Frontone ... .................

SoverIn, P. (Bologna)
Aspetti e problemi delle teorie retoriche frontoniane . . .

Ruiz MonTERO, C. (Murcia) )
Chariton von Aphrodisias: Ein Uberblick ..........

HUNTER, R. (Cambridge)
History and Historicity in the Romance of Chariton . .

Ruiz MonNTERO, C. (Murcia) )
Xenophon von Ephesos: Ein Uberblick . . . ... ......

ARrias, P. E. (Pisa)—PaoLeTTI, M. (Pisa)
La ricerca sulla ‘Periegesi’ di Pausania e i suoi problemi
[Nachtrag in Bd. II. 34.4]

612-628

629-706

708—-730

. 731-770

772-794

796—869

\Y%

873-918

919-1004

1006—1054

.1055—-1086

1088—1138



INHALT IX

BeHR, C. A. (New York, NY)

Studies on the Biography of Aelius Aristides . ....... 1140-1233
MorescHINI, C. (Pisa)

Elio Aristide tra Retorica e Filosofia . ............ 12341247
STERTZ, S. A. (New York, NY)

Aelius Aristides’ Political Ideas . . .. ............. 1248—-1270

LiBRALE, D. (Milano)
L*Eig Bocréa’ dello pseudo-Aristide e I'ideologia traianea 1271-1313

STROBEL, K. (Heidelberg—Wiirzburg)
Zeitgeschichte unter den Antoninen: Die Historiker des
Partherkrieges des Lucius Verus . ............... 1315-1360

MacLeoDp, M. D. (New Milton, Hants, U.K.)
Lucianic Studies since 1930, with an Appendix: Recent
Work (1930—1990) on Some Byzantine Imitations of Lu-

cian, by B. BALDWIN (Calgary, Alberta, Canada) . . . ... 1362—-1421
ANDERSON, G. (Canterbury, Kent)
Lucian: Tradition versus Reality . ............... 14221447

GEORGIADOU, A. (University Park, PA)—LarMOUR, D. H. J.
(Lubbock, TX)
Lucian and Historiography: ‘De Historia Conscribenda’
and “Verae Historiae™ . .. .................... 14481509

SANDY, G. N. (Vancouver, B. C., Canada)
Apuleius’ “Metamorphoses’ and the Ancient Novel . .. .1511-1574

SMrtH, W. S. (Albuquerque, NM)
Style and Character in the “Golden Ass’: “Suddenly an
Opposite Appearance” . .. ... ...c..oveeennne.. 1575-1599

CALLEBAT, L. (Caén)
Formes et modes d’expression dans les ceuvres d’Apulée 1600—1664

Mason, H. ]. (Toronto)

Greek and Latin Versions of the Ass-Story . ........ 1665—1707
Hijmans Jr., B. L. (Groningen)
Apuleius Orator: ‘Pro se de Magia’ and ‘Florida” . . . .. 1708—-1784

Bajoni, M. G. (Milano)
Aspetti linguistici e letterari del ‘De mundo’ di Apuleio 1785-1832

ANDERSON, G. (Canterbury, Kent)
Aulus Gellius: A Miscellanist and his World ........ 1834—1862



X INHALT

VEssEY, D. W. T. (London)

Aulus Gellius and the Cult of the Past . ........... 1863—-1917

HEeNRy, M. M. (Ames, IA)
On the Aims and Purposes of Aulus Gellius’ “Noctes Atti-

o [ 1918—-1941

Band I1. 34.4:

SipeBoTTOM, H. (Oxford)
Herodian’s Historical Methods and Understanding of History

Magrasco, G. (Viterbo)
Erodiano e la crisi dell’impero

OpELT, L. 1 (Diisseldorf)
Furcht und Schrecken bei Herodian

KINDSTRAND, J. F. (Uppsala)
Claudius Aelianus und sein Werk

LukiNovicH, A. (Genéve)
Les “Histoires variées’ d’Elien. L’agencement de la mosaique
[erscheint als Nachtrag am Schluff von Band I1.35]

ZeccHiNI, G. (Milano)
Asinio Quadrato storico di Filippo I’Arabo

BrissoN, L. (Paris)—PATILLON, M. (Le Mans—Paris)
Longinus Platonicus Philosophus et Philologus, II. Longinus
Philologus

GascO, F. 1 (Sevilla)
Menander Rhetor and the Works Attributed to him

Furtre PINHEIRO, M. (Lisbon)
Time and Narrative Technique in Heliodorus® ‘Aethiopica’

VoLriLHAC, P. (Clermont-Ferrand)
Etat présent des recherches sur Némésien

GAGLIARDI, D. (Potenza)
Lettura di Reposiano



INHALT

MarcovicH, M. (Urbana, IL)
Alcestis Barcinonensis

BECK, J.-W. (Bochum)
Terentianus Maurus non paenitendus inter ceteros artis me-
tricae auctor

SCHMELING, G. (Gainsville, Florida)
Apollonius of Tyre: Last of the Troublesome Latin Novels

MoRgaN, J. R. (Swansea)
On the Fringes of the Canon: Work on the Fragments of An-
cient Greek Fiction (1936—1994)

DE BLois, L. (Nijmegen)
Emperor and Empire in the Works of Greek-speaking Au-
thors of the Third Century AD

DurerT, L. (Paris)
Dans P'ombre des plus grands III. Poétes et prosateurs mi-
neurs de langue latine aux IIéme et Illéme siécles de notre ére
[erscheint als Nachtrag am Schluff von Band I1.35]

NACHTRAGE ZU BAND 1L 33.6:
ATKINSON, ]. E. (Cape Town)
Q. Curtius Rufus’ “Historiae Alexandri Magni’

TORRACA, L. (Salerno)
Problemi di lingua e stile nei “Moralia’ di Plutarco

GALLO, L. (Salerno)
Forma letteraria nei “Moralia’ di Plutarco: Aspetti e problemi

XI






SPRACHE UND LITERATUR

(EINZELNE AUTOREN SEIT DER
HADRIANISCHEN ZEIT UND ALLGEMEINES ZUR
LITERATUR DES 2. UND 3. JAHRHUNDERTS
[FORTS.])






Philosophical Sermons: The ‘Dialexeis’ of Maximus of Tyre
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The forty-one “Dialexeis’ of Maximus of Tyre are of considerable impor-
tance for an understanding of the literature and culture of the later second
century A. D.? Their philosophical content provides, in the words of a recent

1 Although the ‘Dialexeis’ can be dated thus with reasonable confidence, preciser details of
their genesis and of the career of their composer are hard to come by. They present them-
selves as the scripts of a set of lectures delivered to an audience of véot (1.7¢, 1.8¢—~d) —
conventionally the principal though not the only age-group to which philosophical instruc-
tion was addressed. While it might seem excessively cautious to doubt that some such
performances took place, the fact remains that we can reconstruct neither the precise
circumstances nor any changes that may have taken place in the passage from spoken
discourses to written text. A date and a place of performance are given by the title to
the principal manuscript, Parisinus graecus 1962 (té@v év ‘Poun Swrééewv tiig Tpding
¢mdnpiag), and by the entry on Maximus that passed from Hesychius into the Suda (51¢-
Tpwye 8¢ &v “Poyun érni Kopddov) — two items that are perhaps connected and so constitute
only a single strand of evidence between them. In general terms Rome and the reign of
Commodus (A.D. 180—192) are entirely plausible, but obscurities remain. The title in
Paris. gr. 1962 may have been meant to apply only to a part of the corpus, not to the
whole: see H. HOBEIN’s Teubner text, Leipzig, 1910, pp. xxi—xxvii; H. MUTSCHMANN,
Das erste Auftreten des Maximus von Tyrus in Rom, Sokrates. Zeitschrift fiir das Gymna-
sialwesen 5 (1917), pp. 185—197; G. L. KoN1aris, On Maximus of Tyre: Zetemata (1),
Classical Antiquity 1.1 (1982), pp. 88—102. If this was indeed the case, then part of the
corpus remains without even an alleged time and place of original performance. As for
the career of its composer, almost equally little can be said with any certainty. His Tyrian
origins, together with the visit to Rome in the time of Commodus, attested by the Suda
and Paris. gr. 1962, are the only straightforward data available. An agnoscitur some thirty
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study, “useful evidence of what was common currency by way of Platonic
philosophy in the latter half of thfat] ... century”.2 Their rhetorical form
and presentation, impossible to parallel precisely from the works of other
authors, add significantly to our knowledge of the range of formal possibilit-
ies open to literary composers of the period. They are valuable documents
both in the history of epideictic oratory (and of the associated written
literature) and in the history of philosophical preaching. Both in their sub-
ject-matter and in their rich literary decoration they complement and confirm
the picture of second-century Hellenic naideia that may be derived from
our other surviving sources.

It is on the form and context of the Dialexeis’ rather than their
philosophical content that the present essay concentrates: their presentation,
their rhetorical structure and style, and their place in ancient literary and
cultural tradition. Some work has already been done in this area: most
substantially by KaARL DURR, in his monograph of 1899, but also more
recently by G. L. Koniaris.? Debts to both of these scholars will be much
in evidence in what follows, but the aim is to incorporate their approaches
and results into a more rounded presentation of the “Dialexeis’ than has yet
been attempted. A brief consideration of the philosophical content is, how-
ever, necessary by way of introduction.

I. Subject-matter and Philosophical Orientation

The range of subject-matter dealt with in the ‘Dialexeis’ may most
quickly be grasped by referring to the list of titles provided on fol. 146 of
Parisinus graecus 1962 (the principal manuscript) and reproduced on pages
Ixxiv ff. of HERMANN HOBEIN’s Teubner text, as also on pages 355—6 of

to forty years earlier (Ol. 232 = 149—152 A.D.) was indeed alleged by Eusebius, but is
again open to doubt: the same date is given for Arrian, for whom it is certainly too late,
and Eusebius mistakenly makes both Arrian and Maximus tutors to Marcus Aurelius (see
G. Soury, Apergus de philosophie religieuse chez Maxime de Tyr, platonicien éclectique,
Paris, 1942, pp. 11—14; and J. PuiGGaLl, Etude sur les Dialexeis de Maxime de Tyr, Lille
[Atelier National de Reproduction des Théses], 1983, pp. 9—122). Similarly untrustworthy
is the suggested identification with the Claudius Maximus to whom are dedicated Books
1-3 of Artemidorus’s ‘Onirocritica’, for whom see PIR? II, p. 120 (C 509) and the discus-
sions listed by R. Pack, Artemidori Onirocritica, Leipzig (Teubner), 1963, pp. xxv{. (add-
ing PuIGGALL, op. cit., pp. 11{. and M. B. Traprp, Maximus of Tyre. The Philosophical
Orations, Oxford, 1997, pp. xi—xii).

2 ]J. DiLLoN, The Middle Platonists. A study of Platonism, London, 1977, p. 400.

K. DURR, Sprachliche Untersuchungen zu den Dialexeis des Maximus von Tyrus, Philolo-

gus Supplementband 8 (Leipzig 1899), pp. 1—156; G. L. Koniarts, op. cit. n. 1 and Ip.,

On Maximus of Tyre: Zetemata (II), Classical Antiquity 2.2 (1983), pp. 212-250.

w
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TrarP’s Teubneriana, or pages LV—LVI of Koniaris’s edition.* It is immedi-
ately obvious what the predominant interests of the collection are. No fewer
than twenty-seven of the forty-one items are billed as dealing with issues in
theoretical or practical ethics. Another six are ethical in a looser sense, in
that they raise questions of education and cultural value. To set against this,
a mere six confront topics in the subject-area of theology and physics, while
only two venture into the territory of psychology and the theory of knowl-
edge.’ No interest at all is shown in logic. The forty-one ‘Dialexeis” do not
therefore seek to provide anything like a complete course in the major issues
of philosophy, of the kind envisaged or reflected in such near-contemporary
texts as the ‘Isagoge’ of Albinus or the ‘Didascalicus’ of Alcinous.%2

Nor indeed do the individual pieces seem to have been arranged in any
very systematic way. The oldest surviving ordering, that of the Paris manu-
script, is evidently the product of a dislocation, which shifted six SiaAé€eig
to the head of the collection from a position three-quarters of the way
through.6 But even when the six are restored to what seems to have been
their earlier position, no coherent scheme emerges. The sense of a measured
progression from area to area, or from less to more demanding material —
such as one finds, for instance, in the “Epistles’ of Seneca — is not to be
found here. Nor (though this is a more difficult matter to assess) does one
detect any calculated effort to produce an elegant mowkiAia.”

As for the doctrinal allegiances of the ‘Dialexeis’, their principal constit-
uent has generally been agreed to be a form of Platonism, specifically of

4 The titles given in the manuscript are not, however, wholly accurate. A good number
conflict not only with the actual content of the Sidhe€ig to which they are attached, but
also with the author’s own statement of his theme: compare for example 13.2c and 25.2d
with the respective titles. The natural inference is that the titles are the work of an editor,
not the author himself: so HOBEIN, op. cit. n. 1, p. liv, ineffectually contested by Koniaris,
op. cit. n. 1, pp. 102—110; cf. also TrAPP, op. cit. n. 1, pp. xxxii, lviii.

S Ethics: 2, 3, 7, 12, 14—16, 18—21, 23-25,27-36, 38—40; plus 1, 4, 17,22, 26 and 37.
Theology and Physics: 5, 8—9, 11, 13 and 41. Theory of knowledge: 6 and 10.

5a Cf. J. WHITTAKER, Platonic Philosophy in the Early Centuries of the Empire, ANRW II.
36.1, ed. W. Haask, Berlin—New York, 1987, pp. 81—123 and L. DEitz, Bibliographie
du platonisme impérial antérieur i Plotin; 1926 —1986, ib. pp. 124—182 (on Albinus and
Alcinous pp. 135—137, on Maximus of Tyre p. 154).

6 Dialexeis 30—35 HoBEIN, which are items 1 to 6 in Paris. gr. 1962. See HoBEIN’s Teubner
text, pp. xxi—xxvii; MUTSCHMANN, op. cit. n. 1; PuiGGaL, op. cit. n. 1, pp. 13—21; Koni-
ARIS, op. cit. n. 1, pp. 88—102 and TRAPP, op. cit. n. 1, pp. lviii—Ix. A still further dislo-
cated ordering, beginning with Dialexis 11 HOBEIN, is first seen in Laurentianus Conv.
Sopp. 4 (a late fourteenth century manuscript perhaps made for Nicephorus Gregoras)
and may well have originated there. Via a descendant of Conv. Sopp. 4, borrowed by
STEPHANUS from ARLENIUS (HOBEIN’s @), this became the order of the editio princeps,
and of all printed editions up to Davies’s second of 1740; see further TraPp, op. cit. n. 1,
pp- Ixiii, Ixxxii, Ixxxvi.

7 The further question of the relationship between the order in the manuscript and any
orally delivered ‘course’ of lectures must remain open.
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the Middle Platonism of the first two-and-a-half centuries A.D.8 They may
indeed indulge in a good deal of simplification, and of vagueness over issues
where a distinctive partisan stance might have been expected of a Platonist;
there are also some startling omissions (no mention of the theory of Forms;
no concern to distinguish the transcendent God from his Logos or the World
Soul).? However, enough distinctive stances are taken on ‘polarizing issues’
— divine transcendence; the division of reality into a higher and a lower
realm of differing value and ontological status; the partition of the soul —
for the whole collection to take on a Platonic, rather than a Stoic or a
Peripatetic colouring.10

Some scholars have found it appropriate to speak of ‘eclecticism’ in
discussing the philosophical orientation of the ‘Dialexeis’.11 This is probably
a false step. It is true that ideas, formulae and terminology of ultimately
Stoic and Peripatetic origins make their appearances at one point or another
in the corpus;12 but it is unrealistic to attribute their presence to any
conscious effort to combine Platonism with the doctrines of other schools.
Rather, they should be read as symptoms of the way Platonism had grown
by assimilation in the first two centuries A.D., and of the extent to which
by that period all the schools could share a substantial language of art,
irrespective of its origins.13 By this light the sources on which the author
of the “Dialexeis’ drew for his ideas give every appearance of having been
consistently Platonic.

It would therefore be paradoxical — at least to first appearances — if
this same author should turn out not to seek to present himself as a
Platonist, nor his lectures as an education in a specifically Platonic view of
the world and human experience. Yet such is arguably the case. Platonic
doctrine may provide the substance of the “Dialexeis’, and Plato himself
may indeed be invoked as a figure of authority with a deference not accorded
to an Aristotle or a Chrysippus.1* But it is not clear that this suffices to

8 Both the Suda and Paris. gr. 1962 identify Maximus as [Thatwvikée; few scholars since
have wished to deny that the label is at least in part correct. A partial exception is Koni-
ARIS, op. cit. n. 3.

9 Pace DILLON, op. cit. n. 2, p. 400.

10 Divine transcendence: 11.6—12; 10.9. A ‘two-storey’ model of reality: 11.6—12; 10.9;
21.7. The divided and alienated soul: 7.5; 10.9; 16.4; 20.4; 21.7; 27.5. See further TraPp,
op. cit. n. 1, pp. xxvii—xxx.

11 Especially Soury, op. cit. n. 1.

12 “Peripatetic” elements: 6.4 (faculties of the soul); 11.8 (divine Mind); 29.1—5 (ebdarpovia);
33.7 (8pyov); 1.2, 6.5, 27.7, 27.9 (petplondBera). ‘Stoic’ elements: 9.1—4, 33.7—8 (Posi-
donius?); 5.5, 13.4, 13.8, 13.9 (eipapuévn); 5.4, 41.4 (rpovora).

13 See DILLON, op. cit. n. 2, pp. 9 and 44—S51 for discussion of this tendency in the case of
Platonism, with TRAPP, op. cit. n. 1, p. xxvi.

14 Gee 10.3, 17.2, 20.4, 24.3, 26.7, 26.9, 27.5 and 41.2, where Plato’s authority is appealed
to in support of specific doctrines. The same is done for Aristotle only in 27.5, and never
for Zeno or Chrysippus. Much has also been made of the declaration in 21.4: &yd vap
Tol Td T€ GAAa kai Ti) 1@V dvopdrtov Ehevdepig neifopar IMAdrwvi (following an echo of
Protagoras 358a6 ff.). But this is primarily a defense of laxity with terminology and cannot
be taken as equivalent to ‘I am a Platonist’.
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establish the author’s pose as that of a declared and partisan Platonist. In
the first place, the “Dialexeis’ are remarkable for the complete absence of
the language of sectarian confrontation and exclusion (either when Plato is
involved or at any other point). Plato’s ideas are never directly contrasted
with those of any other philosophers; the words IMiatwvikds, Ztwixdg,
"Akadnpaikoe, IMepimatntikdg, fuétepor and ékeivor are never used. Se-
condly, and equally significantly, Maximus seems to wish to offer a picture
of the activity of philosophy and of its history that rules out such narrow
sectarian allegiances. The division of philosophy into a multiplicity of com-
peting sects is a fact that he acknowledges, but never presents as a matter
for approval.l’ Instead he looks back to a lost but happy past in which
philosophical truth and philosophical teaching were unified in the works of
the poets, above all the great Homer.1¢ To his contemporary audience his
advice is to distance themselves from petty sectarian squabbles as far as
they may; to profit from the teaching and example of any philosopher who
will set them on the road to Virtue, and to reject only the pernicious
teachings of the atheist and hedonist Epicurus.!” Certain individuals stand
out as of particular utility: Plato for individual doctrines, Socrates (the most
frequently named of all) both for his teachings and for his exemplary life.
But the governing principle is that all can be learned from and that philoso-
phy can profitably be divorced from the partisan divisions of the schools.®

It may further be remarked that the ‘Dialexeis’ irenic, non-sectarian
approach to philosophical doctrine is matched by the notably bland impres-
sion they seek to give of the demands of philosophical commitment. An
Epictetus may insist on the need for painstaking exercises in logic, and on
the possibility of emotional and intellectual trauma inherent in the confronta-
tion with truth.!” The ‘Dialexeis’, by contrast, brush aside “nouns and
verbs, skill with words, critiques and disputations and sophistries” with an
airy wave, as details which can too easily divert attention from the real
business in hand.2® The true core of philosophy, the pursuit of Virtue, is
held to be available to all, as easy to enter upon as it is for an aviary of
songbirds to pick up a tune from a neighbouring flautist.2! This attitude
seems entirely consistent with the simplifications of doctrine already noted,
as also with a number of further features of presentation which will be
discussed below.

In their contents, therefore, the ‘Dialexeis’ can be seen to offer a
relatively simple and undemanding form of philosophy: tailored, one would

15 See especially 29.7; 26.2; 4.3.

16 Dialexeis 4 and 26, passim.

17 For the equality of all good philosophers, see 1.8—10, 8.8 and 22.6. For the rejection of
Epicurus, see above all 30—33, but also 4.9 and 25.4.

18 For a rather different approach to the question of Maximus’s doctrinal allegiances, see
KoNIARIS, opp. citt. nn. 1 and 3.

19 Arrian Epicteti Diatribae 1.17; 2.25; 3.23.30; etc.

20 1.8.

n 17



1950 MICHAEL B. TRAPP

assume, to a context outside formal, scholastic instruction, and to an audi-
ence whose desire for philosophy stopped short of any very deep commit-
ment. As befits such an audience, their bias is towards Ethics and Theology,
rather than to the remainder of Physics or to Logic. Their doctrine, where
it is expounded in sufficient detail to be testable, emerges as consistently
Middle Platonic, but it is presented in such a way that issues of Platonism
versus the doctrines of other, competing schools are not allowed to arise.
We may now move on the main business of presentation and style.

II. The Persona of a Philosophical Preacher

The choice of philosophical themes naturally commits Maximus to a
pose of considerable personal authority. Images expressing special status and
ability abound in the first, introductory SidAe€ig, in which the preacher and
his discourses are likened successively to an actor on stage, a guide in the
darkness, a gentle herdsman, a chorus-master, a trainer of spirited young
horses and an athlete in the stadium.22 Qua philosopher, Maximus presents
himself as a man to whom all eyes turn, in virtue of the knowledge and
skill he possesses. He is also the representative of a great tradition, seeking
the additional authority that may be reflected onto him from his illustrious
forbears. Above all, he is keen to present himself as a latter-day Socrates.
Pouring scorn on a popular misconception, he denies that Socrates’s poverty
sets the rule for the true philosopher. It would be as sensible to suppose
that the philosopher must necessarily be snub-nosed and pot-bellied. In fact,
Socrates associated with the rich as well as the poor, and indeed reckoned
his rich pupils as of more consequence. The message here (1.9a—f) is unmis-
takable: Maximus stands to his (affluent) young audience as Socrates did to
the youth of Athens six centuries before.23

At the same time, this Socratic preacher does not base his authority on
philosophical grounds alone. He seeks also the respect owing to an accom-
plished and successful sophist. Twice in the opening didie&ig, though affect-
ing to insist on the primacy of philosophical values, he makes it clear that
his skills are not confined to that domain alone. In 1.6¢c—f the advertisement
takes the form of a complaint, that his previous efforts have won him
applause and a fine reputation — ‘Emawvor; diig Tovt@v Exm- d0Lw, druxopng
gl 100 ypAuatog’ — but have failed to rouse his audience to practical
emulation. What follows in 1.7d—i is still more ostentatious, though softened
by its faintly ironic introduction and responsibly philosophical conclusion:

2 1.1-4.

23 Compare the use made of the Socratic persona by Dio Chrysostom, Favorinus and Apu-
leius; see J. L. MoLes, The Career and Conversion of Dio Chrysostom, JHS 98 (1978),
pp- 96—100.
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... VOV pol dokd DpdV eivekev yavpdtoto Gv Kai peyolovyotata €ineiv.
napeAqAvBey gig Db, @ véor, mapackevn Adyov abtn moAdxovg kol
TOAVHEPNG KOl TAPPOPoS ... €ite TG prtopeiag £pd, ovTOG AVTH SpOpOG
AOyoL TpoYEPOG KOl TOAVOPKNG ... EITE TG TOwTIKTiG €pd, fiKET® TOP!L-
oauevog dAloBev 10 pétpa povov, ... GAAG moMimikiic kal tfig mepi
onuovg kai PovievthApla wapoackeviic fikelg évdeng dv; ov pév kol
TEPOPUKAG TO Epyov, ... GALE TOVT®V pév TIg UrEpopd, priocopiav d&
domaletar xai aAndsiav Tipd; Evtodba Vealpd tfic peyarovyiag, Leispal,
ovy 6 adtdg eipr péya 10 Ypfipe kai Sedpuevov TPOOGTATOL OO dMpoTI-
koD, ...

“For your sake I am now resolved to speak in a most vain and boastful
manner. You have before you, my dear young gentlemen, a veritable
treasure-house of words, prolific, manifold and fertile ... Should there
be anyone present who loves oratory, here is a fluency ready to hand
that will satisfy his every need ... Should there be anyone who loves
poetry, all he needs to bring with him from some other source is a
knowledge of metre ... Or is it in search of political accomplishment
and the resources necessary to deal with People and Council that you
have come? You have found what you are looking for ... But what if
there should be someone who despises all this, and instead loves philos-
ophy and reveres the truth? For him I moderate my boasting and draw
in my sails; I am not the same man. This is a weighty business and
calls for a patron out of the common run, ...”

The authoritative posture thus assumed in Dialexis 1 is maintained in
the discourses that follow: in the confident and knowledgeable tones in
which doctrines are expounded; in the scornful vigour with which the past
and present misdeeds of non-philosophical mankind are castigated; and in
the rhetorical virtuosity with which both doctrinal learning and moralising
comment are presented. It is not of course the intention that authority
should be paraded for its own sake. As Maximus himself insists in 1.6c—f,
the aim is not (not simply) to win applause; it is to win converts to the
active pursuit of philosophy and the philosophical life, and to guide their
first footsteps on that road. The speaker of the ‘Dialexeis’ presents himself
above all as one seeking to encourage and to make his skills and knowledge
available for the enlightenment of others — as Socrates did for the youth
of Athens, and as guides, herdsmen, chorus-masters and horse-trainers do
in their own separate spheres.

So much may perhaps seem unremarkable. That philosophers were in
general committed to teaching the young, that imitation of Socrates was
next to unavoidable, and that philosophical and oratorical skill were regu-
larly paraded simultaneously by the same individual are familiar facts about
the intellectual culture of the Hellenistic and Imperial periods. And yet the
authorial persona of the “Dialexeis’ is not identical to those on show in our
other surviving examples of philosophical oratory. Apuleius in his ‘Apology’
and ‘Florida’, for instance, though resembling Maximus in his claims to
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equal respect as learned philosopher and as oratorical virtuoso, quite fails
to evince the same didactic impulses. Dio Chrysostom, in his mature works,
while presenting himself as an earnest and knowledgeable educator, is far
less overt in drawing attention to his oratorical skill. It is worth dwelling
further on the persona which Maximus constructs in the “Dialexeis’, particu-
larly on its didactic colouring. Two points would seem to reward special
attention: the precise form of philosophical competence that is claimed; and
the quality of the relationship the author aims to encourage between himself
and the audience. In both cases it will be seen that accessibility is as
important to the persona as authority.

According to the vision of the history of philosophy suggested by
Dialexis 4 and 26, a great tradition — a ‘golden chain’ — runs through the
history of mankind, from the earliest poet-sages to Thales, Pythagoras and
Heraclitus, thence to Socrates and his immediate disciples, and on to their
heirs in the later fourth and third centuries B. C. Maximus does not seek to
portray himself as a direct inheritor and perpetuator of this noble line. He
may indeed be a philosopher, and may indeed be ready to see similarities
between his own circumstances and those of Socrates, but he makes no
attempt to set himself on the same exalted intellectual level. Instead, he
chooses the more modest rank of a kind of impresario or middle-man; one
who, though well-versed in the doctrines and achievements of the great and
the good of the honoured past, and well able to expound them to others
not so learned, would still not presume to count himself a being of the
same order. This modesty before the philosophical pantheon is perhaps not
so evident in Dialexis 1, where the comparison between Socrates, Pythagoras,
Xenophon and Diogenes on the stage of life and Maximus before his own
audience tends to reduce the distance between them; but its effects elsewhere
are clear. The most elaborate instance comes in Dialexis 11, where Maximus
confronts a request to expound Plato’s theological doctrines. At first he
refuses: to ask him when Plato’s own words are there for all to read is to
scorn a mighty river in favour of a mere well, or the light of the bright
sun for that of a feeble brazier (11.1b—e). Then he relents, admitting that
even the brightest and purest gold can need an assayer to certify its worth
(11.2); Plato’s words were an oracle delivered from God to man, but oracles
bear repetition (11.6c—e). For a more concise statement of the same subordi-
nate posture one may look also at Dialexis 27, where the topic is doctrines
of the soul {(§b—c¢):

TavTy por Aéyovtt £pémov. AEEw 8¢ ovk éuavtol Adyov, GAAd £€ “Akadn-
piag 6pundévia, xai émywplov tiig IMidtovog podong te kxal £otiag
anedébaro 8¢ avtov xal "Apiototédng Tavtdt. éyd 8¢ xai moppwTépm
gnavayo ... 6 & odv Adyog tavTn Exet.

“Listen to me as I explain matters to you in the following manner. The
account I shall give you is not my own; it springs from the Academy,
a native of Plato’s Muse and Plato’s hearth, adopted from him by
Aristotle too. Yet I would trace it still further back ... This account
runs as follows.”
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Again, the words are those of an expounder, a professor, rather than one
who wishes to be counted an original thinker. Maximus sets himself mid-
way between the great philosophers and his own contemporary audience,
presenting himself as one dedicated to making their thought available afresh
to a new generation of enquirers.

The pose of the instructor is not, however, conveyed solely by the
means already surveyed. It is constructed and maintained in the texture of
his instruction too, in features of his chosen style and phraseology. The tone
of the ‘Dialexeis’ is an insistently personal one; the author’s controlling
presence is never allowed to slip from view. The first person singular is
constantly in use, in verbs and pronouns; statements of fact are as often as
possible made as declarations of personal belief. At the same time, the
impression is given of a particular attitude on the part of this individual to
his audience. Perhaps most obviously, he presents himself as one concerned
to engage and to stimulate, in as lively and as immediate a way as he
can. Exclamations, rhetorical questions, second-person singular questions and
commands, first person plural exhortations, and exchanges with imagined
interlocutors abound, alternately challenging the audience individually and
urging them on as a group.?* The acerbity of an Epictetus — immediacy
carried to the point of truculent confrontation — may be absent, but this is
none the less a speaker seeking to convey the sense of a close engagement
with his audience (35.5):

6pa Tiva kxoi moiov topoavvov tf yuxi didwg d¢ ‘Afnvaiowg Kpitiav,
TOUPOOAUEVOS TOV Zohova: ... &yd 88 xai &levbepiav mobdv vopov
déopan, Adyov Séopar. o0TOG oL PLAGEEL THv eddaipoviay opbnyv ... kai
i tovtov Eotar pétpov; tig tfig €€ fdovidv eddapoviag Spog; mol
otnoopuebe; tivt dAPeV 10 VIKNTNHPLO PEPOVTEG;

“Consider what kind of a tyrant this is that you are imposing on the
soul! It is as if you were rejecting Solon and imposing Critias on the
people of Athens in his stead ... As I long for freedom, I need Law
and I need Reason, for it is these that will keep my happiness secure
and intact ... And what limits shall we observe in all this? What
boundary will be set on the happiness born of Pleasure? Where will
we come to rest? On whom shall we bestow the victor’s crown?”

Alongside such attempts at stimulation, another quieter characteristic is
manifested: a solicitous concern for clarity and accessibility of exposition.
Ostentatious care is taken to comment at intervals on the direction a given
argument is taking.2’ The speaker readily and regularly affects to consult
his audience’s desires and preferences in polite (if meaningless) formulae.26
He underlines his conscientiousness in seeking out lucid illustrations.2” And

24 Cf. DURR, op. cit. n. 3, pp. 146 ff.

25 E. g. 3.2a; 4.2a; 9.1a; 11.6a; cf. DURR, op. cit. n. 3, pp. 145f.
26 E. g. &1 8¢ Povreu: 7.7a; 10.2f; 11.9a; etc.

27 E.g. 13.4d; 21.5a.
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he is obtrusively eager to avoid giving the impression of being too calculating
and formal in his exposition,2® or too pedantically precise in details and in
terminology.2® The pose constructed is of one dedicated to the avoidance of
stiffness, austerity and perfectionism and to the cultivation of freshness,
immediacy and benevolent accessibility. The audience of the ‘Dialexeis’ are
to feel themselves in the hands of an expert, but an expert who will not
allow his own sophistication to blind him to their more elementary needs.30

III. Argument and Structure

The discourses in which this benevolent philosophical impresario unfolds
his instruction range in length from some 870 words (Dial. 28) to some 2620
(Dial. 1). Dialexis 28 is however unusually short, and with the exception of
11 and 18, few are anywhere as long as Dialexis 1; the great majority
contain between 1500 and 2000 words. Read aloud, at a suitably declama-
tory pace, they last on average something around fifteen to twenty minutes
each.31

More often than not — in 24 out of the 41 cases — each piece tackles
its own circumscribed topic; six times, though, a topic is continued over
two or more. In three of these cases the continuation takes the familiar
form of an opposed pair, each arguing the case the other contests; 23 and
24 debate the relative merits of farmers and soldiers; 39 and 40 the proposi-
tion that there are degrees of Goodness. 15 and 16 tackle the question of
the active and contemplative lives, but in a slightly more elaborate frame.
An imaginary court-case is conjured up, in which Anaxagoras is prosecuted
by an unnamed Clazomenian for failure to perform his civic duties: Dial.
15 sets the scene and presents the speech for the prosecution; 16 gives
Anaxagoras’ reply, followed by an adjudication from Maximus himself. In
the remaining cases where a topic is shared between the several dwakéEer,

28 E. g. 28.4b; 30.3a. Such informality has been taken by some as evidence that the ‘Dia-
lexeis’ began as improvised performances (advtooyedidopara), but this would seem an
unnecessary conclusion. For the whole issue, see H. HOBEIN, De Maximo Tyrio quaestio-
nes philologae selectae, diss. Gottingen, 1895, pp. 1ff.; RE XIV.2, coll. 2557 f. (W. KroLL
and H. HoBEIN); DURR, op. cit. n. 3, p. 7; KoNIARIs, op. cit. n. 1, pp. 111 ff.

29 E. g 15.4g; 21.4e.

30 Maximus’s Socratic persona is again visible here: compare the portrayal of Socrates in
Dialexis 19.

31 This very restricted length causes problems for anyone trying to reconstruct the circum-
stances of any original performance. A single SidAe€ig seems hardly long enough to consti-
tute a session in itself. Would more than one have been delivered at a time? Was each
of them only a curtain-raiser to something more substantial? Such problems could be
circumvented by the assumption that the surviving texts do not directly report the original
performances (or more radically, that they are not reports of performances at all).
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the presentation is cumulative rather than antithetical. Dialexis 8 and 9 treat
of daipoveg, 8 discussing their functions and utility, 9 their constitution and
their place in the scheme of Nature. 18—20 discuss and defend Socratic
love: 18 states the problem and begins the defence by assembling compara-
tive evidence from the literary record; 19 and 20 introduce the distinction
between hedonistic and altruistic love and defend Socrates as a practitioner
of the latter; 21, rising to a higher plane of argument, expounds the true
(Platonic) relationship between love, beauty and the structure of reality.32
The longest sequence of all, 29—33, is devoted to the question of Pleasure
and the Good. 29 raises the overarching issue of gddaipovia and the compet-
ing ends offered by different philosophical sects; 30 narrows the focus to the
examination of just one ideal, that of Epicurus, and offers some preliminary
considerations against it; 31 continues the assault; in 32 Epicurus is given
a temporary respite and allowed to put his side of the argument; in 33 his
pretensions are finally and decisively swept away.

Consideration of these six pairs and sequences of lectures suggests that
structured exposition is a significant part of the overall purposes of the
‘Dialexeis’. The impression is reinforced when one turns to examine the
construction of the individual items. To a considerable degree they are
composed to a set structural formula: one which seems to reflect the same
combination of didactic aims and distaste for formality that has been seen
to characterise the speaker’s persona.

Care is taken from the outset to introduce each new topic gently. Some
few of the 41 pieces do start with a direct statement of theme, but most
often the confrontation is softened by the interposition of a story from
history or mythology, a quotation, a set of interesting facts or a passage of
generalising reflection.33 By the end of the second paragraph, however (only
exceptionally as late as the third or fourth), the topic to be treated has not
only emerged from its introduction, but also (in most cases) been stated in
a clear and economical form of words.3* A relaxed accessus ad causam is
not allowed to obscure the aim of the exercise; whatever may be thought
of the answers they offer, the “Dialexeis’ are clear about the questions they
raise.

32 As is signposted by the reference to Stesichorus’s ‘Palinode’ in 21.1, the whole structure
of this exposition of the nature of love is taken over from Plato’s “Phaedrus’.

33 E. g. 13 (consultation of the Delphic Oracle before Salamis); 17 (Mithaecus in Sparta); S
{Midas and Satyrus); 12 (quotation of Pindar from 201 Bo = 213 SN—M); 2 (survey of
primitive and foreign images of the gods); 3 (the injustice of asking philosophers alone to
account for their profession); 11 (the need for exegesis of classic philosophical doctrines).
For more direct statements of theme, see for example, 28.1a, 6.1a and 27.1a.

34 So 3.3a; 4.1¢; 5.3h; 7.1f; 8.4a; 10.3¢; 11.2¢; 12.2a; 13.2a; 14.3a; 17.3a; 18.4a; 22.1c;
25.2d; 26.3c; 29.1b; 34.2a—c; 35.2d—e; 37.2a—b; 38.4i; 39.1g; 41.2a, 3a. Dialexis 1 can
be ignored for these purposes as a special introductory piece. 9, 16, 19-21, 24, 30—35
and 40 are all second or subsequent elements in sequences and thus also to be discounted.
6, 27 and 28 all state their themes in their opening words. That leaves only 2, 15, 23 and
36 in which there is no concise, np6pAnpa-style statement of theme.
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Once introductions have been made and themes safely stated, the argu-
ment of any given didAe€ig characteristically proceeds in a relatively orderly
and methodical way: methodical at least to the extent that a definite move-
ment of thought can be seen and followed through its stages. Analysis of
four SwaAéEeic will demonstrate this point.

(a) Dial. 5, on Prayer:3s

5.1-2:  introductory stories: Midas and Satyrus, Croesus, the duel of
Hector and Ajax, Priam, Agamemnon, Chryses.

5.3: moral worth, not prayer, determines the bestowal of blessings by
the gods.
5.4ab: the factors governing the things men pray for are: Providence,

Fate, Chance, Skill.
5.4c—i:  Providence is unaffected by prayer.

5.5: Fate is unaffected by prayer.

5.6ab: Chance is unaffected by prayer.

5.6¢: prayer is superfluous to the workings of human skill.

5.7 QED: petitionary prayer is superfluous in all circumstances.
5.8: true (philosophical) prayer is of a different kind: witness Socrates

and Pythagoras.

(b) Dial. 11, on Plato’s theology:36

11.1-2: to request an exegesis of Plato’s doctrines is not unreasonable.
11.3-5: all have a conception of Supreme God, though all envisage Him

differently.
11.6: Plato will be our oracle.
11.7: reality is divided into noetic and perceptible realms.
11.8: God, Supreme Mind, belongs in the higher of these two (as seen

from Swaipeoig of dvia).

11.9ab:  comparison of divine and human mind.

11.9ce:  definition of God by negation.

11.10ae: ascent of the human mind towards God.

11.10th:  exile of the human soul in the perceptible realm.

11.11: reflections of the divine in the perceptible.

11.12: the place of God in the overall system of the cosmos: the Great
King.

35 Manuscript title: i 8&1 ebyecBai. The issue is one that goes back to the pseudo-Platonic
Alcibiades II.

36 Manuscript title: tig 6 0ed¢ xata [MTAdrove. Maximus here co-opts a standard scholastic
pattern of exposition, found also in Alcinous Didascalicus 10: see A.-J. FESTUGIERE, Le
Dieu inconnu et la gnose (La Révélation d’Hermés Trismégiste, t.4), Paris, 1954,
pp. 95—115.
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(c) Dial. 12, on returning wrongs:3”

12.1-2a: Pindar on 8ixn (fr. 201 Bo =213 SN-M): will the just man
return a wrong?

12.2-3:  a first definition of adwia, leading to unsatisfactory conclusions.

12.4—5: a revised, satisfactory definition shows the good man neither
inflicting nor suffering ddiwxio.

12.6—8: pernicious effects of reprisal: the Trojan and Persian Wars.

12.9: summary: retaliation only reduces the retaliator to the level of
the aggressor.
12.10: Socrates as an example of the proper response.

(d) Dial. 25, on beauty of speech:38

25.1-2c¢: introductory exempla: Myson of Chenae — virtue in deed not
word; Pythagoras — deeds matching words.

25.2df:  harmony of word and deed is not however equivalent to beauty
of speech: (i) beauty must connect with the essential nature of
the possessor; and (ii) speech itself reveals the inner nature of
the speaker.

25.4: rational insight, not thoughtless enjoyment must therefore be our
guide in the search for beauty of speech.

25.5: thoughtless enjoyment ignores the crucial question of the fruit-
fulness of discourse; yet some speakers pander to this pernicious
attitude.

25.6: the best (truly beautiful) form of speech is that which inspires

virtue (a kind of fruitfulness satisfactory to reason and con-
nected with the inner nature of speaker and audience).

25.7: speech that inspires to virtue is still pleasant, as is all that is
good and beautiful, but only incidentally so.

A recent discussion of the “Dialexeis’ characterises their structure as
“frequently ... an impulsive jumble, which among its other characteristics
of disorder presents a drifting of thought far more characteristic of a casual
conversationalist than a coherent thinker”. Individual sections, it is conceded,
may be “per se coherent”, but “the transitions from motif to motif are
incoherent overall and make the speaker preach as if in a trance; a stream
of consciousness, as it were, leads us ...”.3% It should be evident from the

37 Manuscript title: & 10v adiknoavte aviadikntéov. The issue and some of the treatment
are drawn from the “Gorgias’ (496a—481b, 521e), the “Crito’ (49a ff.) and the ‘Republic’
(335a—e).

38 Manuscript title: &1t oi gdpemvor Toig Epyorg Adyol dpiotol; but see 2d and 4a for Maxi-
mus’s own statement of theme. For a rather different analysis, see KONIARIs, op. cit. n. 1,
pp. 114—120.

39 KONIARIS, op. cit. n. 1, pp. 102 and 120.
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examples just given that this verdict is a considerable overstatement. Of the
‘Dialexeis” analysed, number 25 shows the least straightforward sequence of
thought, but even there it would seem perverse to deny that a definite plan
has been followed, which is not entirely opaque the hearer or reader. In
general, the ‘Dialexeis’ deserve to be approached as exercises in controlled
exposition. It is no accident, but rather a confirmation of this judgement,
that Maximus himself should so regularly have used the words oxéppa
and okoneiv to describe the activity to which he invites his audience and
readers.40

At the same time, it would be wrong to exaggerate the logical rigor
with which any given &iaieEig is constructed. In particular, the complaint
about transitions is not altogether without substance. In a number of cases
the sequence of thought can depend on connections not explicitly stated but
implicit in the concepts being deployed. This should cause little obscurity to
an audience with some prior grounding in philosophy, but it could indeed
puzzle the beginner — a fault if it was for beginners that these lectures were
primarily intended. Dialexis 25 is one case in point. Dialexis 13 is another,
perhaps more bothersome because dealing with what is intrinsically a very
complex and difficult issue (pavtikn, divine prescience and human reason).41
The considerations introduced do all have a detectable relevance to the
theme, and do add up to a reasonably coherent sequence, but it is left to
the reader or hearer to interpret the movement unaided at crucial points.?
If there is felt to be a problem here, the most plausible diagnosis would be
that Maximus is tackling an issue too philosophically for his determinedly
informal and unpedantic presentation.

Other considerations too may be brought against the pretensions of the
‘Dialexeis” to more than a fairly modest degree of system. As has already
been remarked, they tend to operate at a relatively unsophisticated and
untechnical level of thought, avoiding both polarising precision in doctrine

40 3.3a; 4.2a; 11.2¢; 13.2¢c; 14.3a; 17.3a; 18.6¢; 24.3d; 31.1a; 31.1¢; 31.3a; 33.2a; 38.5f;
39.2a; 40.3f. Note also the use of the words 8gdcBat (7.1f; 9.1¢; 21.3b; 24.2a) and dmo-
pelv (13.2¢c; 28.3b). Other items, besides those analysed above, that show a marked ten-
dency towards controlled and structured exposition include 22 (a series of progressively
more creditable answers to the question ‘what is most worth listening to?’, which begins
with a familiar dropia over Odyssey 9.1—11) and 19—21 (a series of progressively more
creditable and truthful answers to the question ‘what did Socrates think he was at in
chasing boys?’).

41 The manuscript title to this piece, €i pavikiig obong éotiv 11 €9’ fuiv, is one of the more
inadequate; 13.2¢ gives a better statement of theme.

42 13.1-2: introduction: the Athenians before Salamis and the “Wooden Walls® oracle.
13.3a—f: the workings of divine prescience, compared to those of human powers of pre-
diction — related and compatible phenomena. 13.3g—4: the cosmos is a grand, harmoni-
ous system, of a kind that encompasses both divine prescience and human shrewdness.
13.5: how divine prescience and human shrewdness can even trespass on each other’s
territory. 13.6—7: return to the theme of the grand system of the cosmos, in which many
factors combine and which allows for the operations of pavtikn. 13.8—9: moralising
conclusion. The largest jumps in all this come at 13.3g and 13.6.
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and philosopher’s jargon in vocabulary. This already imposes a limit on the
detail and formality with which any line of argument of exposition can be
developed. There is a marked general tendency, which will be illustrated
below, to exemplify and adorn a given point rather than to explore its
subtleties and difficulties; short though they are, it is not difficult to see
how the ‘Dialexeis’ could have accommodated a good deal more hard
reasoning than they do. What is more, there is a further tendency to turn
away from even slightly complicated discussion in the direction of easy (not
to say facile) moralising. A particularly blatant example of these last two
characteristics can be found in Dialexis 13, from towards the end, where
Maximus is dealing with the (admittedly demanding) topic of Fate (8c—9a):

®oTE £YD LTONTED® MEV TNV Avaykny, Ovopdool 8¢ adtiv edNOpwg ovK
Eyo. xdv yap mempopévny b, dvopa Aéym mAavopevov v dvBponwmv
86&aig 1ig yap f mempopévn; moiag QOOENS; Tivog oVGING;

gi pév tor 0ed¢ dool, ol OLpavov VPOV Exovoty,
oLOEV TAV detvdv ooV Epyov ...

el 8¢ g éool Bpotdv, tol éni yBovi varerdovoy
yevdetar pev 6 "Einnvop Aéyov,

aocé pe daipovog aica kaxn: ...
gowkev 8¢ xai tavti ta Ovopata eivor poxOnpiag avlporivng ebonuot
arootpoai, ...
“For these reasons I have my suspicions about necessity, but find it
difficult to give the phenomenon a name. If I say “destiny’, I am using

a name that has no stable meaning in men’s minds. What is “destiny’?
What is its nature? What is its essence?

‘If you are a god, one of those who dwell in the broad heavens’,
then nothing that is terrible can be your handiwork ...
‘But if you are one of the mortal race, who dwell on the earth’,
then Elpenor is lying when he says,
‘It was an evil fate sent by the gods that led me astray’ ...

These names too look like evasive euphemisms for human wicked-
ness, ...”

A solid paragraph of denunciation follows, connected with the initial theme
of the d1GAeEig only by the observation that where oracles are really needed
is in divining the operations of human malice. The hard question, about the
scope and nature of Fate itself, is left quietly to one side.

In structure therefore the ‘Dialexeis’ are neither the formless rambles of
a ‘casual conversationalist’ nor entirely meticulous investigations of carefully-
delimited topics. They are too evidently structured for it to be possible to
describe them as the former, but too leisurely, too casual and too ready to
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abandon a difficult path to qualify as the latter. What the intentions were
that produced this compromise, and which the pre-existing models laid
under contribution, are questions that will be confronted below.43

1V. Elocutio

A dismissive attitude to literary style is a natural (though not utterly
inevitable) part of the philosophical pose. It is duly displayed in Dial. 25.3c:

. 00 Katd TOUg TMV TWOAADV Aoywopovg ardypn mpodg Emaivov Adyov
YA@tTa €votoy0g, 1| Ovopdtwov dpdpog, 1 prinata Attikd, fi mepiodor
gbkapuneic, 1 appovia Lypd. 148’ éotiv mavia, xatd TOV £v Alovioov
O TNV,

EMQUALIDES ... Kal otopdiuata,

xEMBOveoV povoeia, Aopntai téyxvne.*4
“... It is a mistake to reckon, as most people do, that a shrewd tongue,
or a fluent stream of words, or Attic diction, or well-turned periods,
or elegant composition are enough to win praise for a speech. All those
things, in the words of the dramatist, are

‘grapelets, ... empty chatter,
a chorus of swallows, a disgrace to the art’.”

These words come, however, in the context of an argument for the pre-
eminence of philosophical discourse over the oratory of entertainment and
historical treatises. Dial. 1.7e—h, where Maximus advertises the manifold
utility of his lectures to aspiring poets, declaimers and politicians as well as
to seekers after virtue, is more in keeping with his own practice. For the
‘Dialexeis’ throughout show a considerable concern for the very kind of
finish scorned in 25.3.45

Something has already been said about the impression of liveliness and
informality that the ‘Dialexeis’ seek to create and the stylistic means they
use to do so: rhetorical questions, second-person singular and first-person
plural addresses to the audience, comments on the progress of the argument,
and the avoidance of forbidding technicality and pedantic completeness. This
analysis may easily be taken further. Among devices of liveliness may also
be listed the frequent exclamations with which the lectures are punctuated,
their appeals to and asseverations by the gods and their regular recourse to
prosopopoea and apostrophe.4é Enlivening too, but tending at the same time

43" See below, pp. 1971-1975.

44 Aristophanes Frogs 92 f.

45 The major study of this aspect of the ‘Dialexeis’ is that of DURR (op. cit. n. 3), to which
the following remarks are heavily indebted.

46 DURR, pp. 147 ff.
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to reinforce the impression of accessibility, are the author’s readiness to
correct or amplify a statement in mid-course (epidiorthosis), to add personal
judgements (epikrisis) and to affect uncertainty (diaporesis).4” Calculated
informality may also be observed in grammar and syntax. Ellipses of nouns
and verbs are frequent (especially but by no means only in such set phrases
as 1i GAAo f and the Platonic ti od péAder).48 A paratactic tendency replaces
not only conditional protases but also concessive and temporal clauses with
main clauses.4® Constructions ad sensum pair singular subjects with plural
verbs, neuter nouns with masculine participles and masculine and feminine
nouns with neuter pronouns.’® A certain freedom in the deployment of
tenses may or may not belong under this same rubric: unmotivated al-
ternations between the aorist and the imperfect, and (more rarely) substitu-
tions of the future for the present and the perfect for the future may be the
result of deliberate stylistic choice, or they may be symptoms of the general
loss of distinctions observable in later Greek.5! Finally, among signs of
calculated informality may be noted a marked tolerance of hiatus: as many
as ninety cases, for instance, in the 155 Teubner lines of the Trarp edition
of Dialexis 30.52

Informality is not, however, the only stylistic feature to strike the reader
of the ‘Dialexeis’. Obtrusive too is a highly-developed taste for rhetorical
adornment, particularly for the figures that introduce aesthetically satisfying
patterns into the structure of sentence, clause and phrase: not only the
classic Gorgianic trio of antithesis, homoeoteleuton and parisosis, but also
a whole range of further figures of repetition and echo: chiasmus, epanad-
iplosis, anaphora, antistrophe, symploke, epanodos, kyklos, paranomasia and
alliteration.’3 This is prose in which the informality of the philosophical
teacher blends with the showier tendencies of the epideictic orator.

It is also prose with a marked taste for fulness of expression, not to
say redundancy. The figures of repetition and echo just listed would inevita-
bly bring with them a certain fulness even if sparingly applied. In practice,
their expansive tendencies are given free rein. Once a series of antitheses,
or symmetrical clauses, or even of simple adjectival qualifiers, has been set
in train, it is common for it to run to four or more terms. Near synonyms
multiply to feed this process, statements double into negative and positive
pairs, main verbs develop into pairs and trios. So too in the deployment of
imagery and exempla (of which more below), two, three or four items,
symmetrically phrased, will be found more frequently than one alone. Quota-
tions (of which, again, more below) are used as often to amplify the phrasing

47 E.g. 27.3a; 35.3c; 28.3b; cf. DURR, pp. 1491.

48 DURR, pp. 58f.

49 E. g. 33.3¢c; DURR, pp. 62f.

50 DURR, pp. 56 {.

51 DURR, pp. 33 ff.

52 Cf. DURR, pp. 121 f.: his figure of circa 110 for this Sid\etig (n. 483) errs by following
the principal manuscript’s general tendency to scriptio plena.

53 DURR, pp. 130—140.
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as to illustrate or lend authority. A short extract, chosen more or less at
random, will convey the general flavour (32.10b—e):

paotiyeg avtol kai mAnyoi Aakovikei xai 0fpar koi Spopot xai deinva
Mta kal onPadeg evtedels GAL 6pd xal TOVTOV TG TEPTMVA. &0 Y8, @
Avkolpye, ouikpdv noéveov peydrag fdovag dvrersayeg Ohiya Sovg,
peydra EloPeg Epnuépovg dovg moOHVoug, Ndovag dinvekelg avrédaPec.
tiveg, Aé€el, Imoprwatikal fidovai; noAig dreiyiorog, doofog, Gmeipog
mopde, aBéatog moiepniov, d0éatog Eevikdv domidwv, dvikoog cTOVOV,
avikoog aneirfic. ti & dv €in @béPov Aummpodtepov; Ti 3¢ Sovhelag
aviopotepov; Tl 8¢ Avaykng émumovatepov; dtav 38 tadta dmoAAdEng
noOAewg, mOAMGG avtoic fdovag dvieiodysic.

“Think of the whippings and beatings that took place in Sparta, their
hunts and footraces, their frugal meals and simple bedding. Yet I can
see that these habits too had their pleasant side. Bravo, Lycurgus! In
return for negligible discomforts you have brought great pleasures; by
paying a small price you have received a great return. “What are these
Spartan pleasures?’, someone will ask. A city that has no walls, a city
without fear, a city that has never been fired, has never seen an enemy
or the shields of a foreign army, has never heard the groaning of the
defeated or the threats of an aggressor. What could be more painful
than fear? What more grievous than slavery? What more burdensome
than the compulsion of others? But when you free a city of these
burdens, that very process brings its inhabitants many pleasures.”

A sequence of six nouns and noun-phrases in polysyndeton; three co-ordi-
nated statements in each of which there is an internal symmetry of direct
and indirect objects or participle clause and main clause, with the first and
third statements balancing in length around the shorter second
(19 + 10 + 18 syllables), and chiasmus in the third; a sequence of seven
alliterative adjectival qualifiers; three parallel rhetorical questions with homo-
eoteleuton; a final statement in isocolon (11 + 11). Economy, conciseness
and sobriety of expression are definitely not the stylistic aims here.

The density and distribution of these figures, and of the taste for
redundancy of expression, it should be noted, is not uniform. They are more
at home at some points in the structural patterns to which the ‘Dialexeis’
are built than at others. In particular it can be seen that the tendency
diminishes in two circumstances: in passages of anecdote and narrative, such
as are most often found in the introductory paragraphs of any given piece;
and in passages of close argument. In both cases a sparer, simpler and less
repetitive style is felt to be more appropriate.

From the various specimens already quoted, some impression should by
now have emerged of the characteristic sentence-structure of the ‘Dialexeis’.
The basis throughout is the short — often very short — clause, of which a
greater or lesser number are arranged together to make sentences which
seldom if ever attain any great degree of complexity. Longer structures are
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by no means lacking: witness for example Dial. 1.1 and 3.3, where single
sentences run for a little over two hundred words each. But even in these
cases the construction remains simple, with the whole breaking down into
a multiplicity of short units and little demand made on the reader’s or
hearer’s powers of concentration. At most a subordinate clause may be spun
out by parenthesis and qualification, delaying the arrival of the expected
main clause to complete the sense and the grammar. More refined techniques
of suspension are quite foreign both to the studied informality of the ‘Dialex-
eis’ and to their taste for a rapid turnover of rhetorical figures. At the other
extreme, concentrations of short sentences are also easy to find, both in
passages of lively questioning such as that quoted above from Dial. 32.10,
and also (with a different tone) in the simple anecdotal prefaces with which
the serious business in so many Dialexeis is introduced. The story of Midas
and Satyrus at the beginning of Dial. 5 is told in six sentences of 24, 38,
4, 9, 39 and 9 words respectively.5* That of Periander’s maidika in 18.1e
unfolds in four, of 8, 14, 10 and 15.55 Most often, when a passage is
chosen and tested at random, one finds a preponderance of sentences of
between forty and a hundred words, leavened with a sprinkling of shorter
units of anything from four or five words upwards.

Much should also be clear by now about the sentence rhythms of the
‘Dialexeis’. The taste for figures of symmetry and repetition automatically
brings with it a marked rhythmical character, which is further accentuated
by the pervasive preference for short over long clauses. The rhythmical effect
varies from passage to passage, according to the density with which the
relevant figures are present, being relatively weak in passages of narrative
and exposition, and relatively strong when more exclamatory and enthusias-
tic tones take over.56 At the same time, it is to be noted that the concern
for sentence-rhythm is not always the most meticulous that might be imag-
ined. Even when the rhythmical character of a sentence or a paragraph is
marked, little attempt is made to secure variety, and the symmetries sought
are more often approximate than exact.

There are signs of a more consistent policy, however, in the choice of
clausulae, over which Maximus’s tastes are both distinct and idiosyncratic.
The overwhelming preference is for closing sequences ending in a cretic.

Four patterns dominate: —u|-ug, ———|-ug, —u—|-ug and —u——]|
—ug. Of these ———|—ug also appears in resolved form as —vu—|-ug,
vu——|-uvg, —-uvu|-ug, vu—-uu|-ug and —uvuuu|-ug; and
—u—|-ug as —vuu|-ug and vuu—|-uUg.57 Of these preferences only

54 Punctuating with full stops after é Zatvpog and eixev Oplyag, against HOBEIN and Paris.
gr. 1962.

55 Again altering the punctuation of Paris. gr. 1962 and HoBEIN by placing full stops after
noltikov and Epac.

56 E. g. 9.6e; 10.9c—f; 11.10a—f; 16.6d—e; 41.2 (as well as 32.10b—e, quoted above).

57 In a sample of 1000 sentence and colon ends (on pp. 1-268 of HoBEIN’s Teubner text)
—u|—u g accounted for 11.6% of instances (as against 3.9% and 3.5% in control sam-
ples from the unrhythmical Thucydides); ———|-u g for 10.1% (as against 2.6% and
42%); —v—|-uo for 7.4% (2.7% and 2.4%); —u——|-vug for 3.2% (1.7%). The
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some are generally shared: namely —u—|-ug and ———|-ug, both of
which are sought by Plato and by a number of later Greek writers.58 In his
avoidances Maximus is equally distinctive. He shares the general (Platonic
and later Greek) distaste for ———g and —uu—g, but joins with this an
equal aversion to the otherwise popular vuug and —vgo—g.%

There is no difficulty in finding an appropriate label for the characteris-
tic sentence-structure and rhythmical character of the ‘Dialexeis’. In their
taste for short clauses, for Gorgianic figures and for the marked rhythms
that these choices bring, they exemplify one version of that stylistic tendency
known to its detractors, ancient and modern, as Asianism.¢0 It is only a
superficial paradox, a trite and familiar accident of terminology, that on
another level of analysis — that of their vocabulary, grammar and syntax
— they are the compositions of an Atticist. The necessary work in this area
was long ago done by KARL DURR, following in the footsteps of WILHELM
ScHMID. Maximus emerges from his studies as a practitioner of exactly the
same brand of moderate Atticism as a Dio, a Lucian or a Philostratus.

In his choice of word-forms he wavers, conventionally, between -pp-
and -po-, €ic and &g, Evv and ovv, oukpdg and pukpdg, but also affects
such more definite Atticisms as comparative forms in -, deictic forms of
the demonstrative pronoun in -i, -tt- for -6o-, and &rta for Tvd (though
never to the complete exclusion of the alternative form).61 Along with these
comes a scattering of deliberate Ionisms, often influenced by an adjacent
reference to an Ionic poet or Herodotus,62 and a fair number of vulgarisms
(yivopar and ywaoko [if the manuscript tradition is to be trusted on this
point], omission of the syllabic augment in the pluperfect, and of the tempo-
ral augment in the aorist of verbs beginning in &v-, koAécw as the future
of xoréw, -o forms of -pu verbs, third person imperatives in -owcav, aorist
forms of 8idout and inui in -ka).63 In syntax too, the ‘Dialexeis’ show
many Atticising features: collective use of the singular, use of the dual,
adverbial neuter singulars, causal tobto, partitive genitive, relative genitive
after verbs, frequent use of modal datives, dative of personal agent after

resolved forms together add another 13.9% (the most frequent being —vu—|—ug). In
all 46.2% of all endings in the sample are accounted for by those listed here (if all the
resolved versions are taken into account); otherwise (without the resolutions), 32.3%.
(Figures for Thucydides from A. W. be Groor, A Handbook of Antique Prose-Rhythm,
1, History of Greek prose-metre, Groningen, 1918, pp. 178f.).

58 See DE GROOT, op. cit.; OCD? s. v. ‘Prose Rhythm’.

59 —yu—g 1.6% (Thucydides 8.1% and 7.6%); vuug 5.2% (7.6% and 9.3%); ———o
13.3% (19.7% and 17.6%); —v——5 2.8% (9.1% and 9.6%); —~vuvu—g 1.4% (4.7%
and 2.2%).

60 The loci classici are Cicero Brutus 325 and Orator 24—27 and 230f.

61 E, g. 1.8a—10.9d; 1.1b—1.2b; 8.7¢c; 1.5c—8.6b; 16.2b; 1.6¢; 2.1b; 11.3a; cf. DURR, op.
cit. n. 3, pp. 9ff.

62 E.g. dtewvog (14.2b); Eoor (38.1f); avaxipvmu (9.3d, etc.); Acovidng (19.5¢, etc.); cf.
DURR, p. 9.

63 E. g. 4.8b; 6.6d; 12.7a; 5.5¢; 11.11a; 2.6¢; 2.10c—d; 29.3a; cf. DURR, pp. 9—14.
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passives, periphrastic use of neuter article and genitive, relative attraction,
omnoiov for olov, middle in place of active, ‘third future’, ‘gnomic’ imperfect,
participle as noun, accusative absolute, defining participles, final-consecutive
infinitive, absolute infinitive, infinitive plus article, mannered use of the
optative, repeated v, pleonastic negatives, ®¢ as consecutive particle, napd
and mpdog with the genitive, compound verbs governing simple cases in
preference to simple verbs plus prepositions, constructions ad sensum, oyfipa
ka0’ 6hov xai pépog, nominative absolute, prolepsis — all are found.é4
Where Maximus departs from correct Attic usage, he does so only in ways
entirely familiar from other Atticist authors: there are irregularities in specifi-
cations of place; prepositional phrases are used in place of simple cases;
pdiiov appears with the comparative; intensified forms of the superlative
are misconstructed; 86o¢ is used for the simple relative; the article is capri-
ciously omitted; avtot appears in the attributive position; past tenses are
jumbled together; the future is used in place of the deliberative subjunctive;
kaitot is followed by a participle; infinitive and participial constructions are
interchanged, as are infinitive with &ti-constructions; there are irregularities
in the use of moods in compound sentences, in the use of &v and in
negatives.%5

In vocabulary too Maximus shows a firm but far from fanatical Atticist
bent. DURR’s analysis of some 2350 words and phrases from the ‘Dialexeis’
reveals only 543 of post-classical provenance: 450 already attested in other
authors, 93 found for the first time in the ‘Dialexeis’. Of these latter
93, the majority are compounds, including a good number of the double-
prepositional compounds so favoured by later Greek writers.66 Of the classi-
cally-attested items, some 500 come from the poets (a lesser proportion than
in, say, Aelian or Philostratus), and some 1300 from the usage of prose
authors (about 1100 being shared by a number of authors and 200 traceable
to the usage of particular individuals).

Of special interest is the importance clearly accorded to Plato as an
object of imitation. Of the circa 200 words traceable to individual usage,
well over half are Platonic — some 115, as against about 82 traceable to
Xenophon, Thucydides, the Attic orators and lonian prose. Furthermore,
DURR counts another hundred or so phrases also copied from the ‘Dia-
logues’. Prominent among these latter are two distinct and distinctive cate-
gories: sequences of synonyms or linked terms (nouns, verbs or adjectives)
drafted in to amplify and articulate;6” and terms of argument and dialogue

64 E. g. 9.2a; 15.2f; 1.3¢; 10.9f; 4.6d; 5.1f; 19.2g; 16.4a; 6.1¢; 8.7i; 7.1d; 31.1a; 8.7a; 35.7d;
1.7e; 3.2d; S.1e; 6.3d; 7.2k; 10.5g; 28.3a; 11.11a; 10.5a; 8.7f—h; 38.4d; 3.1a; 30.3h;
17 4a; 6.3f; 6.2f; 16.21. See DURR, pp. 14—61 and W. ScHMID, Der Atticismus in seinen
Hauptvertretern von Dionysios von Harlikarnass bis auf den zweiten Philostratus, Stutt-
gart, 1887—97, IV (1896), pp. 633f.

65 E. g. 10.5k; 12.10e; 26.3a; 30.3d; 18.6c; 2.1g; 26.6b; 30.30; 33.5d; 35.2b; 12.7a; 15.2g;
14.2a—b; 6.2a; 13.3d. See DURR, pp. 25—353 (with summary, 69).

66 E.g. 1.4b; 1.5¢; 14.4¢; 18.5¢; 32.10c¢; 32.9a.

67 E. g. 18.5b (Hipp. Mai. 282¢); 19.5b (Rep. 534d, 414d); cf. DURR, pp. 83f.
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brought in to add Socratic tone.® Plato was of course an unavoidable
model for all Atticising authors,®® but he had a particular interest for the
composer of the ‘Dialexeis’. It has emerged above how important Platonic
doctrine and the personal authority of Plato are to the content of these
lectures, and how in point of clausulae too preference goes to choices which
can claim Platonic precedent. Now a Platonising verbal style must be added;
and it will be seen below that quotation from and imitation of the ‘Dia-
logues’ constitutes a significant element as well. One is surely justified in
seeing here the results of a conscious and deliberate attempt to clothe
philosophical teaching in the style of the greatest literary philosopher, rather
than just the unthinking consequence of following a general literary fashion.

It remains to consider one last respect in which the style of the “Dialex-
eis’ makes an impression. The reader of even a single S1dAe&ig can hardly
fail to be struck by the weight of ornamentation they bear — the frequency
and number of the images, mythological and historical references, and quota-
tions with which their arguments are illustrated, amplified and adorned.
Every page bears at least one instance from at least one of these three
categories of ornament; many bear examples of all three. Collectively, their
use goes far beyond the strictly utilitarian purpose of clarifying lines of
thought; they are there as much to please for themselves, and to further the
claims of the author to literary taste and general culture, as to instruct.

In the matter of imagery, it is to be admitted that there is no great
sophistication in the verbal and syntactic techniques with which it is de-
ployed. The dominant form is the simile, with a further marked preference
for the explicit (even pedantic) spelling out of the points of comparison:
‘just as ..., so also ...” remains in the mind as the characteristic formula-
tion.” Common too is the mode of contrast in which tenor and vehicle
can be linked, in an equally plain manner, by ... 8 or by dAA3.71 As to
length and degree of development, one encounters everything from short
two- and three-word images (alone or in agglomeration) to passages of
several sentences, even pages, that at least begin to deserve the name of
allegories.”2

68 §Eiov ... eineiv: 2.4¢c; Rep. 517a. &p’ fyyel Ay ny Eyxewv: 35.2a; Rep. 459b. ap’ odv
anodéyn: 8.6¢c, Tht. 207¢. & dpiote: 5.3a; Rep. 338d. &av npdrtov, & tdv, arnoxpivy: 8.4b;
Apol. 25c. dnavéyopev ... adbig &ni 1OV Adyov: 30.4a; Laws 949b. ndlv ab énaviopev:
26.6a; Tht. 177c. &xe 81 avtobu: 34.1¢; Grg. 490b. Bavpaleig €i: 8.1a; Prot. 326e. udirov
3¢ obtwg: 26.4f; Phd. 77¢. viv 8¢ i0u 8.7a; Grg. 489 (etc.). voulLe 87 xai: 1.10d; Grg.
482a. 6pic/6pa: 32.10k {etc.); Prot. 331b, Rep. 327c. napaxardpev: 34.9a (etc.); Grg.
527e (etc.). oxéyai: 7.7a (etc.); Rep. 353d (etc.). painv & dv Eyoys: 7.5a; Prot. 330d.
odpev: 34.2¢ (etc.); Phil. 36a; cf. DURR, p. 85.

69 See SCHMID, op. cit. n. 64, I (1887). pp. 206 f., 209; 141£.; 2991f.; II (1889). pp. 171 ff,;
III (1893). pp. 162 ff.; IV (1896). pp. 247 ff., 651.

70 E.g. 1.2d—f; 1.2g—h; 1.3f; etc.

71 E. g. 1.1; 1.3¢; 1.3d—e; etc. Cf. DURR, p. 127.

72 E, g. 14.1—2 (The Friend and the Flatterer, based on Prodicus’s Heracles); 30.3 (the Hed-
onist King’s pleasure-barge); and the sustained images of the stage and the athletic contest
in Dialexis 1. In spite of the Platonic colour of the ‘Dialexeis’ there are no real myths; the
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It is however the range of comparisons invoked that impresses. Looking
at some of the major themes and topics of the ‘Dialexeis’ one finds, for
instance, that God is presented as the sun, a spring, a father, a king, a law,
a lawgiver, the head of a household, a steward, a craftsman, a farmer, a
steersman, a doctor, a general, a chorusmaster, a guide and a playwright.”3
The material cosmos he rules is a stormy sea, a flowing river, a noisy party,
a dark and misty chasm, and a prison.”* So too the physical bodies of his
human subjects are stormy channels, flooding rivers, rotting prisons, mon-
strous beasts, menageries, unruly horses, tumultuous cities and armies at
war.”5 Virtue is health, fertility, obedience to legal or military authority, a
well-steered ship, sobriety and wakefulness.”¢ Life is a journey along a road,
a sea-voyage, a military campaign, an athletic competition, a play.”” Further
examples could be given, for other comparands, but would not substantially
alter the general picture already given of the range and style of compari-
son.”8

The ultimate inspiration for many of these images, perhaps the majority,
in Platonic dialogue; but traditions of Socratic moral preaching have also
made their contribution.”® Plato is invoked and imitated, for example, in
God the sun, father, craftsman, lawgiver, steersman, doctor and general, and
overall in the imagery of matter, soul and body and the virtuous disposition;
from the moralists come images for the conduct of good and bad lives.8°
Given this latter affinity, it is noteworthy, that Maximus seems concerned
throughout to maintain a relatively high level of elegance and decorum.
Some of his images may be homely (animal behaviour, goldmining) but they
are never coarse or shocking. An item like the vomiting vulture of Plutarch
De vitando 831c would be entirely out of place. In imagery as in vocabulary
and syntax, literary urbanity is allowed to win out over the more abrasive
tones of popular preaching.

The wide range of Maximus’s images is matched by that of his mytho-
logical, literary and historical references, which are similarly deployed as

scale of the exercise does not allow it. Note however 10.1—3, where three biographical
anecdotes (concerning Epimenides, Pythagoras and Aristeas) are expounded as aiviypara.

73 E.g. 41.2d—e; 11.11b; 11.9¢; 11.12b—e; 11.12d; 6.5¢; 27.8a; 41.2b; 11.12a; 4.9d; 8.7h;
5.4g—h; 13.3g; 8.7e—h; 15.1d.

74 E.g. 11.7-11; 1.2d~h; 11.7g; 9.6b—e; 8.7d and 9.6¢; 11.12¢.

75 E.g. 10.5¢; 27.5f—h; 7.5a; 33.8; 27.5h; 41.5g—m; 16.4d—1; 22.7b—e.

76 E.g. 7.1d—f; 5.8e—f; 6.5d—f; 40.5a; 20.6¢; 10.1g; 10.6a—f.

77 E. g. 1.3c and 8.7e—h; 3.7b and 30.2-3; 5.3f—h; 1.4—6; 15.1d.

78 Cf. DURR, op. cit. n. 3, pp. 124ff,

79 The word ‘diatribe’ has been deliberately avoided here: see below, n. 100.

80 E.g. (1) Tim. 28c, 41a; Rep. 508—-9; Laws 905e—906a; Phd. 79¢, 90c, 109; Rep. 611e;
544d; Phdr. 246a ff.; Grg. 463 ff. (2) Ps.-Hippoc. Epist. 17.41—2; ps.-Diog. Epist. 39.2;
Arrian Epicteti Diatribae 1.18.4; Tabula Cebetis, passim; Teles 2, p. 10 HeNsE and 6,
p. 53 HeNsE; Arrian Epicteti Diatribae 1.24.2; Teles 2, p. 5 HENSE. The two strands are
of course not separate, either in themselves or in the uses Maximus makes of them: take
for example the case of the image of the “party of life’, in which a moralists’ image (e. g.
Bion fr. 68 KINDSTRAND) is rephrased to express a Platonic concept (11.7g; 10.1f, 3f, 9b).
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much to adorn as to illustrate and explain. Like images, they can differ
greatly in scale, from the bare mention of a name (alone, or more likely in
a trio or a quartet) up to quite elaborately developed narratives. Of the
gods, all twelve Olympians are named (Zeus, Apollo and Athena most
frequently), along with Cronos, Oceanus, Helios, Eos, Mnemosyne, the
Muses, the Fates, the Erinyes, Hebe, Ganymede, the Graces, Aeolus, Thetis,
Leucothea, Proteus, Pan and the Dioscuri; also Prometheus, the Aloidae,
Asclepius, Chiron, Gorgons, Cecrops, the Chimaera, Geryon, the Cyclopes,
Scylla and Charybdis, the Sirens, Calypso, Circe, Satyrus and Marsyas. The
great majority of these references in Homeric in inspiration; an allegorical
interpretation in sometimes expounded or assumed, but by no means inevita-
ble or consistent.8 Among characters from heroic mythology, almost all are
again drawn from Homeric epic. From the ‘Iliad’ come thirty-three names,
of which the most frequently repeated are those of Achilles (21 references),
Agamemnon (15), Nestor (10), Ajax (9), Paris (7) and Diomedes (7). From
the ‘Odyssey’ the contribution is smaller: seventeen names of individuals
and peoples, of which Odysseus’s, with twenty-six references, is a long way
the most popular. Allegorical interpretation is again a significant factor in
the presentation, particularly where Odysseus is concerned.82 Other heroes to
be invoked are Heracles (11 references), Orpheus, the Argonauts, Palamedes,
Telephus, Cadmus, Pentheus, Amphion, Amphilochus, Laius, Oedipus, Trip-
tolemus, Theseus, Thyestes, Perseus, Neleus, Tlepolemus, Midas, Minos, Dae-
dalus and Salmoneus.

Maximus’s references to people, places and events known from political
and military history and from ethnographic writing are too numerous to be
listed individually. Some 44 passages in the ‘Dialexeis’ mention people and
places, Greek and barbarian, involved in events before the Persian Wars,
from colonisation to the tyrants and from Sardanapallus to Darius. Another
22 refer to the Persian Wars themselves, nine to persons and events from
the Pentecontaetea, 35 to the period of the Peloponnesian War, 26 to events
of the fourth century down to the rise of Macedon, eight to Alexander, and
one to the break-up of Alexander’s empire after his death. Geographical and
ethnographic references range over the familiar territory of the Greek and
barbarian worlds of the archaic and classical periods. A moralist’s bias (the
career of Alcibiades as a sad warning of the dangers of abandoning philoso-
phy, Athenian defeat in 404 as a punishment for blasphemy, and so on) is

81 For a general discussion of the justification for allegorical readings, see Dialexeis 4 and
26. Specific allegorizations are as follows. Zeus: 4.8, 26.7, 11.3, 41.2, 35.1, 4.9, 34.3;
Apollo: 4.8 (cf. 22.7); Athena: 4.8, 26.8 (cf. 38.7); Poseidon: 4.8; Hera: 26.8; Aphrodite:
26.8; Hephaestus: 4.8 (cf. 9.6, 26.9); Centaurs, Gorgons, etc.: 33.8. See further J. F. KIND-
STRAND, Homer in der zweiten Sophistik, Studien zu der Homerlektiire und dem Ho-
merbild bei Dion von Prusa, Maximos von Tyros and Ailios Aristeides (Acta Universitatis
Uppsalensis, Studia Graeca Uppsaliensia 7), Uppsala, 1973, pp. 172—180.

82 Achilles: 26.5; 4.8. Odysseus: 38.7; 26.9; 4.8; 15.6; 14.4; 19.3; 34.7—-8; 22.1; 7.5; 10.7;
11.6; 11.10; 21.8. See again KINDSTRAND, op. cit., pp. 178—185.
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naturally much in evidence.83 The principal sources, accounting for all but
a small handful of these references, are the classic histories of Herodotus,
Thucydides and Xenophon.

Among philosophers mentioned, pride of place goes to Socrates; after
him in frequency of appearance come Plato (some 23 references), Diogenes
and Pythagoras. Other wise men whose names are invoked are Pherecydes,
Solon, Lycurgus, Aristeas, Epimenides, Anacharsis, Thales, Anaximenes, Xe-
nophanes, Empedocles, Parmenides, Leucippus, Democritus, Diogenes of
Apollonia, Anaxagoras, Heraclitus, Gorgias, Prodicus, Protagoras, Hippias,
Thrasymachus, Aeschines, Antisthenes, Aristippus, Xenophon, Aristotle,
Zeno, Epicurus, Strato, Chrysippus, Clitomachus and Carneades. Among
literary figures come Homer, Hesiod, Archilochus, Alcaeus, Tyrtaeus, Tele-
silla, Sappho, Stesichorus, Anacreon, Pindar, Aristophanes, Eupolis and Men-
ander.#4 Hippocrates, Zopyrus, Theodorus, Connus, Olympus, Ismenias, Phi-
dias, Polycleitus, Zeuxis, Polygnotus, Milo, Polydamas, Titolmus, Lasthenes,
Mithaecus and Sarambus complete the list of notables to whose skills and
experiences the ‘Dialexeis’ appeal to point their morals and adorn their
tales.

This list of Great Names is a long one and testifies to the assiduity
with which Maximus has woven the honoured past into his discourses. It
is also highly conventional, differing little if at all from what almost any
cultivated individual of the period could have compiled from his reading of
the approved classics of Greek literature. There are no signs of out-of-the-
way learning or of unusual acquaintances. The presence of many of the
names is several times ‘over-determined’, in that they feature not in one
classic work or category of works but in several. A very similar list could
be compiled from the works of Lucian, a much more ample one from the
‘Moralia’ of Plutarch.

The final ingredient in the decorative mix is the evocation of classical
literature. HOBEIN’s index lists over three hundred direct quotations of and
overt allusions to passages from the classics, but that is a conservative
estimate; a figure of anything up to four hundred could reasonably be given.
By far the most frequently exploited source is Homer, argued in Dialexeis
4 and 26 to be not only the greatest Greek poet but also the first and
greatest of philosophers, who accounts on his own for well over half the
entire haul.85 Next after him comes Plato, whose writings are quoted, al-
luded to and imitated almost seventy times (though only eight of these are

83 Alcibiades: 6.6c—g, etc. Athenian defeat: 3.8h—m.

84 Aeschylus, Euripides, Ariphron and Aratus are quoted but not named.

85 See KINDSTRAND, op. cit. . 81, pp. 45—71, for a detailed discussion. KINDSTRAND counts
298 quotations and allusions: 141 verbatim, 157 involving some degree of paraphrase.
Of these 153 draw on the Iliad and 145 on the Odyssey (83 : 58 verbatim). 70% of the
Iliadic quotations and 80% of the Odyssean come from the first 12 books of their respec-
tive epics.
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cases of verbatim transcription).8¢ Other poets to be quoted are Hesiod,
Stesichorus, Sappho, Anacreon, Pindar, Aeschylus, Euripides, Aristophanes,
Ariphron, Menander, Aratus and Epicharmus.8” The remaining prose works
to be quoted or alluded to are those of Heraclitus, Aeschines of Sphettus,
Xenophon, Epicurus, Herodotus, Thucydides and Demosthenes.88 In contrast
to the range of images and mythological-historical references, this set looks
small and conventional even at first glance: standard authors only, and not
all of those either. Moreover, many of the quotations are not made at first
hand, but conditioned by some intermediate source: for example, the quota-
tion of Stesichorus’s ‘Palinode’ draws on the ‘Phaedrus’, while the use of
Herodotus 1.6.1 and Thucydides 1.24.1 follows a precedent set by grammar-
ians. It is only with the use of Homeric and Platonic material that one
encounters a less perfunctory and preconditioned approach; and only with
the Platonic material that one can properly speak of literary piunoig, as
opposed to mere citation.

Only the briefest of concluding summaries is needed for this survey of
the style of the ‘Dialexeis’. It has been observed how both in their Atticising
vocabulary and syntax and in their Asianist rhythms they follow well-worn
trends in Greek literature of the Imperial period: the former next to inevita-
ble for an author wishing to gain the approval of a cultivated audience; the
latter, though not an inevitable choice, at least one of the main stylistic
options open in a relatively limited range. It remains only to point out how
well they conform to a third major stylistic trend of their era. In their lively
informality of tone, syntax and structure, and in their lavish use of the
decorative resources of imagery and quotation, they are perfect examples of
Aéyog Gopelc — that register of cultivated diction proper to such forms as
letters, novels, dialogues and informal addresses, which found its main stylis-
tic exemplars in such figures as Plato, Xenophon and Dio and which stood
in contrast to the Demosthenic splendours of Adyog moAitikde.8?

86 Platonic quotations: Rep. 393d in 35.1; 617e in 41.5; Phdr. 246e in 26.7 and 247a in
41.3; Laws 709b—c in 13.7; Charm. 154b in 18.4; Alc. I 132a in 35.6; Ion 530a in 18.9.
The less direct allusions and adaptations are far too numerous to be listed here (and by
no means all noted by HoBEIN).

87 Hesiod: seven quotations, five allusions (adding Catal. fr. 1.16 M/W, in 35.1, to HOBEIN’s
list: see R. RENEHAN, A new Hesiodic fragment, Classical Philology 81 [1986],
Pp. 221-222), Stesichorus: one quotation. Sappho: nine brief quotations embedded in a
obykpioig of her life with that of Socrates. Anacreon: two quotations, four allusions.
Pindar: one quotation. Aeschylus: one quotation, one allusion. Euripides: two quotations.
Aristophanes, Ariphron, Menander, Epicharmus, Aratus: one quotation each. For details
see the indexes to HOBEIN’s or TraPP’s Teubner editions, or TRAPP’s translation.

88 Heraclitus: four quotations, one allusion. Aeschines: three quotations or paraphrases
(38.4: fr. 11.2f. DITTMAR; 6.6: fr. 8.42ff,; 18.4: fr. 11.11£.); up to four allusions (6.6¢;
7.7c; 18.9; 38.4). Xenophon: five allusions. Epicurus: one quotation. Herodotus: three
quotations, three allusions or paraphrases. Thucydides: two quotations. Demosthenes:
one quotation (41.3, cf. Dem. 8.26). For details see again HOBEIN’s or TraPP’s Teubner
indexes.

89 See [Aristides] Ars Rhetorica, Books I (Adyog moAitikdg) and II (Aéyog Geerng).
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V. Form, Tradition and Context

It should now be possible to assess the place of the ‘Dialexeis’, thus
described and analysed, in the wider landscape of the culture of their day.
This may usefully be done both in terms of the broad traditions of thought
and activity in which they participate, and in terms of the specific forms of
discourse which they imitate or are otherwise indebted to.

On the level of broad tradition it is not difficult to fit the ‘Dialexeis’
comfortably into a number of well-attested and familiar currents. As philoso-
phy in elegant literary (rhetorical) dress, they reflect the esteem which philo-
sophical interests and philosophical instruction enjoyed beyond the narrow
confines of the formal schools, as an important element both in the moral
education of the young and in the world-view of the cultivated adult. A
long and varied tradition of literary endeavour dedicated to bringing philo-
sophical matter before a wider audience stretched back from the second
century A.D., providing an immensely rich set of precedents on which to
draw. Ultimately this tradition runs back — at least as far as prose presenta-
tion is concerned — to Plato, to the other fourth-century Socratics, and to
the fifth-century sophists. More immediately, there were the widely-respected
figures of Dio Chrysostom and Favorinus, famously cited by Philostratus as
honorary forebears of the Second Sophistic, and very likely to have had a
direct influence on the composer of the ‘Dialexeis’ himself,%0

Nor is there any difficulty in accounting for the choice of specifically
Platonic philosophical doctrine as the basic matter of the ‘Dialexeis’. This
may be related both to the unbroken popularity of Plato’s dialogues as
literary and stylistic models and to that revival of dogmatic Platonism whose
first stirrings can be seen as much as two centuries before the lifetime of
Maximus. Sceptical Platonism, initiated by Arcesilaus in the 260’s B.C., had
come to an end with the disruptions to Athenian intellectual life caused by
the Mithridatic Wars. A revival of interest in positive Platonic doctrine is
first seen in the diverse activities of Antiochus of Ascalon and Eudorus of

90 Philostratus Vitae Sophistarum 1.486—492. The case for supposing Maximus to have been
directly influenced or inspired by these two rests partly on shared topics and the suspicion
of borrowings in at least one instance, partly on more general considerations. Dio and
Maximus share an interest in Diogenes (Dio Or. 6; Dial. 36), in Homer and Plato (Dio
“Yrép ‘Opnfipov [Sudal; Dial. 17) and in the life and activities of Socrates (Dio Orr. 53—355;
Diall. 3, 8, 18—21); and it is likely that Dialexis 36.5c—g borrows from Dio Or. 6 (1-7,
10—14, 23—4 and 60). Favorinus and Maximus share an interest in Socratic &poTixf
(Favorinus frr. 18—21 BariGazzi; Diall. 18—21), in Homer as a philosopher (Favorinus
fr. 22 Barigazzy; Dial. 26) and in prayer (Favorinus fr. 8 BARIGAZz1; Dial. 5). But even
if the extent of the possible debts is reduced (as by J. PurccaLi, Maxime de Tyr et Favori-
nos, Annales de la Fac. des Lettres et Sci. hum. de 'Univ. de Dakar 10 [1980], pp. 47—62;
and Ip., Dion Chrysostome et Maxime de Tyr, ibid. 12 [1982], pp. 9—24) it is hard to
believe that Maximus could have composed as he did and not have been aware that he
was following in the footsteps of two such famous predecessors as these.
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Alexandria, and gives every appearance of having strengthened steadily
through the first and early second centuries A.D.%! By the end of this period,
when Maximus himself will have been receiving his education, attestations of
Platonist interests are numerous, especially in Asia Minor and Syria; in 176
A.D. — the decade before his alleged visit to Rome — the status of Platonism
as one of the four main philosophical aipéceig was ratified in the foundation
of the Imperial chairs at Athens.?? One may also point to the significant
parallel of Apuleius, closely comparable to Maximus as a philosophising
sophist and his senior by at most a couple of decades. He too took Platonism
as his sect and his material.?3

But it is not only in their philosophical aspect that the ‘Dialexeis’
betray the intellectual fashions of their age; they may also be seen to share
tastes and prejudices of a more general cultural kind (quite apart from the
stylistic affinities already discussed). Analysis of the use made in the ‘Dialex-
eis’ of references to Greek history, of the kind offered above, reveals some
interesting restrictions of scope. In the field of political and military history,
there is no clear reference to any event later than the disintegration of the
empire of Alexander the Great after 323 B. C.; in philosophical history, there
is no reference to any figure later than Clitomachus, who died in 110/109
B. C. That is to say, Maximus confines his references exclusively to the great
days of Hellenic history and culture: before the Hellenistic monarchies and
the coming of Rome; before the demise of Athens as the philosophical
capital of the world. Similarly, he quotes from few authors later than Plato
and none later than Aratus; and in his imagery he scrupulously avoids details
of the contemporary, as distinct from the classical world. This selective and
classicising attitude to tradition and history is again entirely characteristic
of an age that preferred to live its imaginative life in the words and the
world of a great but vanished past.>*

Thus a number of contemporary fashions, philosophical and other,
combine to provide a comfortable and illuminating background against
which to view the content, style and attitudes of the ‘Dialexeis’. The question
of form, however, remains to be confronted. It was seen above that the
forty-one items in the collection were composed, by and large, to a formula:
one which dictated not only their informal and ornate style, their short
length and their concentration on single topics, but also the range of tech-
niques by which those topics were to be introduced and developed. Can

91 See in general DILLON, op. cit. n. 2. Cf. also J. WHITTAKER, Platonic Philosophy in the
Early Centuries of the Empire, ANRW. IL 36.1, ed. W. Haask, Berlin—New York, 1987,
pp. 81—123.

92 See J. GLUCKER, Antiochus and the Late Academy (Hypomnemata 56), Géttingen, 1978,
pp. 134—-138.

93 See GLUCKER, pp. 139ff.

94 See R. KoHL, De scholasticorum argumentis ex historia petitis (Rhetorische Studien 4),
Paderborn, 1915 and E. L. Bowik, The Greeks and their Past in the Second Sophistic, Past
and Present 46 (1970), pp. 3—41 (repr. M. I. FINLEY [ed.], Studies in Ancient Society,
London, 1974, pp. 166—209). Maximus’s complete avoidance of reference to the post-
classical past is however extreme even by the standards of his day.
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\this formula too be related to other modes and procedures in second-century
culture? It seems likely that it can, in a way that involves connections both
with philosophical and with rhetorical activity.

On the rhetorical side, the affinity of the ‘Dialexeis’ is with the sophistic
(npo)rarid: the kind of short, informal talk that could either precede the
performer’s request for themes and the declamation proper in a sophistic
‘concert’, or stand on its own as a self-contained performance. It is often
observed that an alternative name for this form is diaie&ig — a coincidence
that would seem to provide a cast-iron link with Maximus’s compositions.
But the word 81dAe1g in the second century (and later) could also bear the
sense of ‘philosophical discourse’,5 and there can be no guarantee that the
two applications were thought to be closely linked. The case for a connection
with sophistic AoAi@ must rest on shared style and scale rather than on
terminology; but it is none the weaker for that. As described by Philostratus
and Menander Rhetor, sophistic Aaha had a friendly informality, a brevity
and a taste for imagery and poetic quotation that all make it sound interest-
ingly similar to what has been found in Maximus’s “Dialexeis’.%¢

Yet the match is not perfect. Sophistic Aaiid, unlike a Sidre&rg of
Maximus, was not a didactic or an expository form; it unfolded no argu-
ments and explained no doctrines. To find parallels to this further aspect of
the formula of the ‘Dialexeis’ one must look instead to the procedures of
the classroom. Both from surviving philosophical commentaries and from
texts like Arrian’s “Discourses of Epictetus’, Gellius’s “Noctes Atticae’ and
Plutarch’s “De audiendo’, it is known that great use was made in philosophi-
cal and other schools of two related forms of activity: the exposition of
texts as a series of separate discussions of points of interest and controversy,
and (as a separate exercise) the invitation of miscellaneous questions for
immediate answer from pupils to master.%7 These exercises, both encouraging
the economical exposition of circumscribed topics, have left their written
‘precipitate’ in commentaries and in collections of miscellaneous npopAuata
and {ntMpata.®® From their different angle they provide a second set of
suggestive parallels to the ‘Dialexeis’ to set beside those in sophistic Aaiia:

95 See SCHMID, op. cit. n. 64, IV (1896). pp. 346—9 and PuiGGALL, op. cit. n. 1, pp. 23—-31.

% For all this see further D. A. RusseLL, Greek Declamation, Cambridge, 1983, pp. 77 ff.,
referring to Philostratus Vitae Sophistarum I. 519 and 528, II. 569 and Menander Rhetor
388—394 SpeNGEL; and H. G. NESSELRATH, Lucian’s Introductions, in D. A. RUSSELL
(ed.), Antonine Literature, Oxford, 1990, pp. 111—140.

97 Arrian Epicteti Diatribae 1.26.13; 3.21.7; Gellius Noctes Atticae 17.20.1f.; 19.6.1ff;
1.26.1ff.; 2.2.1£.; Plutarch De audiendo 42f—43d; 47c—d.

98 Full commentaries survive only from a later date, but were certainly a familiar form al-
ready in the second century. See for example the fragments of Harpocration, discussed by
J. DiLLON, Harpocration’s Commentary on Plato, California Studies in Classical Antiquity
4 (1971), pp. 125—146. A convenient example of the other form is Plutarch’s I[Thatovika
Zntipara. It may be observed that the technique of answering a question by means of a
series of progressively more satisfactory solutions (cf. p. 1958, n. 40 above) is one shared
between such collections of mpopAfipata and the ‘Dialexeis’ (e. g. 12, 22, 25).
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not only in scale, but also in their systematic discussion of limited topics,
and in their suggestions, preserved from oral to written form, of a dialogue
between pupils and a teacher.

It would seem unlikely that these resemblances, to sophistic AaAid on
the one hand, and to classroom procedure on the other, are entirely coinci-
dental. On the contrary, it is very tempting to conclude that they provide a
means not only of categorizing the “Dialexeis’ relative to other contemporary
forms of Adyog, but also of accounting for the origins of the formula to
which they are composed — as a conscious and deliberate blend of two
previously separate modes of presentation. It would perhaps be an unreal
question to ask whether the starting-point was sophistic Aaiid, which was
then stiffened with an infusion of scholasticism, or whether the process of
combination worked the other way round. There can also be no way of
telling whether the innovator responsible was Maximus himself, or some
other nameless predecessor.® But some such general story as this does seem
to be the most satisfactory way of accounting for the particular combination
of formal and stylistic features to be found in the ‘Dialexeis’: far better, for
instance, than appeal to the supposed precedent of ‘diatribe’.190 On this
level too they turn out to be an interesting blend of a tradition of entertain-
ment and play with one of study and instruction.

The culture for which the “Dialexeis” were produced was one in which
great respect attached both to philosophical and to literary accomplishments.
They represent one attempt among many to cater for the resulting demand
for philosophy of an accessible kind, in an acceptably cultivated literary
dress. It may in the end be felt that the blend they offer is not entirely
successful: perhaps the intellectual content is too thin and too casually

99 The name of the first-century declaimer-philosopher Papirius Fabianus deserves to be men-
tioned in this connection as a possible forebear. See the Elder Seneca’s Controversiae, II
praef. 1-35; and the Younger Seneca’s Dialogi 10.10 and 10.39, Epistulae Morales 40.12,
52.11, 58.6 and 100 passim.

100 For the theory that all forms of S1GAg€1¢ were influenced by Cynic “diatribe’ see SCHMID,
op. cit. n. 64, IV. p. 348 and DURrR, op. cit. n. 3, p. 5 (and, more generally, P. WENDLAND,
Philo und die kynisch-stoische Diatribe in: P. WeNDLAND und O. KERN, Beitrige zur
Geschichte der griechischen Philosophie und Religion, Berlin 1895, pp. 3—75 and W. Ca-
PELLE’s article Diatribe. A: Nichtchristlich in RAC III, Stuttgart, 1957, coll. 990~7). But
the modern word ‘diatribe’ picks out no ancient literary form; and the Greek word &wa-
1p1p1}, when applied to forms of discourse, refers either (a) to classes given in a formal
school-room setting, or (b) to collections of biographical anecdotes about philosophers:
see in general O. HALBAUER, De diatribis Epicteti, diss. Leipzig, 1911, pp.3—18;
GLUCKER, op. cit. n. 92, pp. 162—6; H. JoceryN, Diatribes and Sermons, Liverpool Clas-
sical Monthly 7.1 (1982), pp. 3—7 and Ip., "Diatribes’ and the Greek book-title Aratpiai,
ibid. 8.6 (1983), pp. 891f. (and, for a classic account of philosophical popularizing that
makes no use of the disputed term, U. voN WiLAMOWITZ-MOELLENDORFF, Antigonos von
Karystos [Philologische Untersuchungen 4], Berlin, 1881, Excurs 3, pp. 292—319). Popu-
lar moral preaching certainly does count as one of the traditions on which the ‘Dialexeis’
drew, but not as a model for their distinctive structural formula.
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handled, even for a general audience, and one of relative beginners; perhaps
the tricks of cultivated style are deployed with too little tact and too little
variety; austerer tastes may indeed find the combination of such stylistic
frivolity with such weighty intellectual issues repugnant in itself. But value-
judgements of this kind should not be allowed to obscure the historical
interest of this corpus of second-century philosophical sermons. The attitudes
and beliefs they reveal (philosophical and other) may not be unparallelled;
but that increases rather than detracts from their value as indicators of the
shared commonplaces of their age. The blend of forms of presentation they
employ, on the other hand, is unique in the surviving record. All the more,
then, do they claim the attention of anyone wishing to form a proper picture
of the modes and manners of second-century culture.101
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Introduction

Hermogenes of Tarsus was a rhetorician of the second half of the second
century A.D. His works of technical rhetoric codify practices and theories de-

The manuscript of this article was first submitted in 1982. In 1990 and 1996 I had the oppor-
tunity to make changes and additions, taking recent literature into account. I wish to express
my gratitude to Dr INGRID PETERSSON, University of Lund, for reading the manuscript, sug-
gesting improvements, and correcting my English.

Abbreviations:

Hunger VI H. HuNGER, Die hochsprachliche profane Literatur der Byzan-
tiner, [-II {(Handbuch der Altertumswissenschaft XII 5.1-2),
Miinchen 1978.

LAUSBERG H. LausBerG, Handbuch der literarischen Rhetorik. Eine Grund-
legung der Literaturwissenschaft, 2 vols, Miinchen 1960.

MARTIN J. MARTIN, Antike Rhetorik. Technik und Methode (Handbuch
der Altertumswissenschaft II 3), Miinchen 1974.

RE PauLys Real-Encyclopidie der classischen Altertumswissenschaft,
ed. by G. Wissowa, Stuttgart 1894 ff.

SCHMID-STAHLIN W. von CHRrisT, Geschichte der griechischen Literatur, ed. W.
Scamip and O. STAHLIN, 2.2 (Handbuch der Altertumswis-
senschaft VII 2.2), 6th ed., Miinchen 1924.

SPENGEL Rhetores Graeci, ed. L. SPENGEL, 3 vols, Leipzig 1853—356.

SPENGEL-HAMMER Rhetores Graeci, ed. L. SPENGEL, vol. 1:2 reed. by C. HAMMER,
Leipzig 1894.

WaLrz Rhetores Graeci, ed. C. WaLz, 9 vols, Stuttgart and Tiibingen
1832-36.

VOLKMANN R. VoLkMANN, Rhetorik der Griechen und Rémer in systema-

tischer Ubersicht, 2nd ed., Leipzig 1885.



1980 GERTRUD LINDBERG

veloped during the movement known as the Second Sophistic.! The Neoplato-
nists of late antiquity adopted his writings as the authoritative texts of rhetori-
cal theory, and the Byzantines constantly wrote introductions, scholia, and
commentaries to them.

In this article I will try to bring out what I consider to be the most impor-
tant traits of the Hermogenic writings and theories. For questions concerning
the manuscript tradition and the constitution of the text, as well as for the
work on the ancient scholia and commentaries to the text only short references
are needed, considering the solid ground-work done in this field and duly ac-
counted for in the large handbooks. The influence on posterity and the later
developments of Hermogenes’ theories I will touch upon rather superficially as
lying slightly outside the scope of this article.

Of the treatises belonging to the Hermogenic corpus three are of doubtful or
disputed genuineness, namely the ‘Progymnasmata’, ‘On Invention’, and “‘On the
Method of Deinotes’. These three spurious works I will treat rather summarily in
my article, giving references to some noted scholars’ opinions and some special
studies. The two remaining, genuine works, “On Staseis’ and ‘On Ideas’, need a
full presentation and interpretation. In order to comprehend and valuate Hermo-
genes’ version of the stasis theory one has to get acquainted with his new method
of arriving at the ‘stasis’ of a case by a technique of division and exclusion, as
well as with his definitions of the single “stasis’ and the distribution of the “heads
of argument’ and their meaning and function in the imagined confrontation be-
longing to each stasis. For an understanding and appreciation of the Hermogenic
theory of ideas, the ‘types of style’, there is needed — besides a clear picture of
each single “idea’, compared to its counterpart in the “Aristides Rhetoric” and to
concepts of earlier rhetorical theories, from which it has developed — a grasp of
the principal features and concepts of the system as a whole, as well as of the
definitions of genres and of individual authors’ personal styles in terms of combi-
nations of ideas.

I. Review of Scholarship

1. Establishment of the Text

The first important work on Hermogenes in modern times concern-
ed the text and the body of scholia and commentaries. In 1832-36 C.

1 The most comprehensive survey of the literary tendencies and theories of this movement
and age is, I think, found in B. P. REARDON, Courants littéraires grecs des II° et III° siécles
aprés ].-C. (Annales litt. Univ. de Nantes 3), Paris 1971. In the chapter «La rhétorique
pure, 1», 99ff., REARDON treats also technical writers on rhetoric such as Hermogenes,
especially his analysis of style. Cf. in addition the recent book by D. A. RusseLr, Greek
Declamation, Cambridge 1983, especially the chapter “Teachers and theories”, as well as
Ip., Greek Criticism of the Empire, in: The Cambridge History of Literary Criticism,
1. Classical Criticism, Cambridge, New York, etc. 1989, 297—-329.
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WaLz2 edited a collection of rhetorical treatises and scholia in nine volumes, a
considerable part of which consists of the treatises of Hermogenes and the
commentaries to them. L. SPENGEL3 presented a new edition of the text in
1854. During the first decades of this century H. RABE# in a series of articles
gave the result of his work on the many intricacies of the manuscript tradition
of the texts and the scholia. His new edition of the text, which he himself
describes as an editio minor,® comprising ‘Progymnasmata’, ‘On Staseis’, ‘On
Ideas’, “On Invention’, and “On the Method of Deinotes’, came in 1913. Many
other German scholars participated in the work on the body of scholia and
commentaries, among whom may be mentioned S. GLOECKNER, L. SCHILLING,
and B. KEeIL.6 In the forties this type of work, taken up by Polish scholars,
resulted in an edition by G. KowaLski’ of ‘On Staseis’, appearing in 1947.

2. Translations of the Text into Modern Languages

The work on progymnasmata was translated into English by C. S. BALD-
wiN.8 R. NADEAU? has given an English translation of ‘On Staseis’, C.
WoOTEN1? one of “On Ideas’. M. PATILLON has in his unpublished doctoral
thesis!! given a French translation of the whole Hermogenic corpus.

]

In vol. I of “Rhetores Graeci’ is found the treatise ‘Progymnasmata’ attributed to Hermo-
genes, while vols III-VII comprise the rest of the Hermogenic texts as well as commentar-
ies and scholia to the Hermogenic corpus.

3 In vol. IT of his Rhetores Graeci, 1—18, 131—-456.

The articles, entitled ‘Hermogenes-Handschriften’, “Aus Rhetoren-Handschriften’, and

‘Rhetoren-Corpora’, appeared in Rheinisches Museum 58 (1903), 209—17; 62 (1907),

247-64, 559-90; 63 (1908), 127—-51, 512-30; 64 (1909), 284—309, 539—-90; 67

(1912), 321-57.

5 Hermogenis Opera, ed. H. RABE, Leipzig 1913. (Rev. E. DRERUP, Literarisches Zentral-

blatt fiir Deutschland 65 [1914], 66—68.)

Especially informative are S. GLOECKNER, Quaestiones rhetoricae. Historiae artis rheto-

ricae qualis fuerit aevo imperatorio capita selecta, Breslauer philologische Abhandlungen

8.2, Breslau 1901, L. ScHILLING, Questiones rhetoricae selectae, Jahrbiicher fiir classische

Philologie, Supplementband 28 (1903), 663—778, and B. Ke1L, Pro Hermogene, Nach-

richten von der kgl. Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften zu Gottingen, phil.-hist. Kl., 1907,

176—222. For the work in this field by these and other scholars, mainly German and

Polish, see the comprehensive survey in HUNGER I, 77—-91.

7 Hermogenes, De Statibus, ed. G. KowaLski, Travaux de la société des sciences et des

lettres de Wroclaw, Sér. A, no. 1, Wroglaw 1947,

8 Medieval Rhetoric and Poetic, New York 1928, 23—38.

Hermogenes’ On Stases: A Translation with an Introduction and Notes, Speech Mono-

graphs 31 (1964), 361—424.

10 Hermogenes’ On Types of Style, Translated by C. W. Wooren, Chapel Hill and London
1987. An English translation of some passages in “On Ideas” was given by D. A, RusseLL
in Ancient Literary Criticism. The Principal Texts in New Translations, ed. D. A. RUSSELL
and M. WINTERBOTTOM, Oxford 1972, 561—79.

11 Le corpus d’Hermogéne. Essais critiques sur les structures linguistiques de la rhétorique

ancienne, thése, Paris 1985, vol. I, 35-330 and vol. III, 834-74.
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3. Modern Studies of Hermogenic Concepts and Theories

A rather special type of study of the Hermogenic work as a whole was
made by M. PRovoT!? in an attempt to describe the author’s personal style.

In more recent times greater interest has been taken in the contents of the
treatises, i.e., their terms, concepts, and theories. W. KRoLL!3 in his survey
article on rhetoric in RE placed Hermogenes’ two major theories, the stasis
theory and the theory of ideas, in their wider theoretical and rhetorical
contexts. The authors of rhetorical handbooks, R. VOLKMANN, J. MARTIN, and
G. A. KENNEDY,# take note of the Hermogenic concepts in their surveys of
thetorical theory. In a corresponding way E Brass!S and R. C. JeBB!¢ utilize
in their works Hermogenes’ characterization of orators, given in his “On Ideas’.
In his book on ancient literary criticism!” D. A. RussiLL remarks on the Her-
mogenic theory of ideas, and in his study of the exercises of declamation!8 he
extensively uses and comments on the contents of “On Staseis’.

In the following I give a short summary of scholarly work done on the
individual treatises:

The small treatise on progymmnasmata, attributed to Hermogenes, is
treated in studies of this kind of primary rhetorical instruction by O. P. Hop-
PICHLER,!® G. REICHEL,2? and H. HUNGER.2! Part of the text is commented
upon also in a volume on progymnasmata?? published within a recent Ameri-
can project on the chreia in ancient rhetoric.

The earliest individual study of the stasis theory of Hermogenes was made
by W. JAENEKE.23 D. MATTHES24 remarks on Hermogenes’ theory in his exten-
sive treatment of Hermagoras, and R. NADEAU2S has discussed it in a series of

12 De Hermogenis Tarsensis dicendi genere, Diss. Leipzig 1910.

13 S, v. Rhetorik, RE, Suppl. VII (1940), 1039—1138. He treats the theory of ideas in
1126—28, Hermogenes’ stasis theory in 1135—37.

14 Especially in The Art of Rhetoric in the Roman World 300 B. C.—A.D. 300 (History of
Rhetoric 2), Princeton 1972 and Greek Rhetoric under Christian Emperors (History of
Rhetoric 3), Princeton 1983.

15 Die attische Beredsamkeit, 3 vols, 2nd ed., Leipzig 1887—98.

16 The Attic Orators, 2 vols, 2nd ed., London 1893,

17 Criticism in Antiquity, Berkeley—Los Angeles 1981.

18 Greek Declamation, Cambridge 1983.

19 De Theone, Hermogene Aphthonioque progymnasmatum scriptoribus, Diss. Wiirzburg
1884.

20 Questiones progymnasmaticae, Diss. Leipzig 1909.

21 Hunger I, 92-120.

22 R.F. Hock and E. N. O’NEiL, The Chreia in Ancient Rhetoric. Vol. I. The Progymnasmata
(Text and Translations 27), (Graeco-Roman Religion Series 9), Atlanta, Georgia 1986.

23 De statuum doctrina ab Hermogene tradita, Diss. Leipzig 1904.

24 Hermagoras von Temnos, 1904—1955, Lustrum 3 (1958), 58—214, 262-278.

25 The introduction to his translation (cf. note 9) in Speech Monographs 31 (1964) comprises
pp. 363—388. His eatlier articles on the subject are: Analysis of Issues by a Writer of the
Second Century A.D., Journal of Legal Education 2 (1958), 213—22; Classical Systems
of Stases in Greek: Hermagoras to Hermogenes, Greek, Roman and Byzantine Studies 2
(1959), 51—71; Hermogenes on “Stock Issues” in Deliberative Speaking, Speech Mono-



HERMOGENES OF TARSUS 1983

articles as well as in the introduction to his translation of the text. In a recent
book on Hermogenes M. PATILLON26 treats Hermogenes’ stasis theory as well
as his theory of ideas in the light of modern linguistic theories. Also A. BRAET27
has recently applied a modern perspective to the classical stasis theories.

L. RADERMACHER2® makes some remarks on the structure of the treatise
‘On Invention’ in his RE-article on Hermogenes, and G. A. KENNEDY?? gives a
survey of its contents when he treats later Greek rhetorical theory in his history
of rhetoric. The first extensive study published by a modern scholar will be the
one by M. PATILLON, now submitted to ANRW as part of the treatment of
Hermogenes (below in this volume [II 34.3], pp. 2064—-2171).

The last treatise of the corpus, entitled ‘On the Method of Deinotes’, was
examined by E. BURGI3? in a discussion of its authenticity. In this he marshalled
many good reasons for rejecting it as a genuine work by Hermogenes. B. P.
WarLacH3! has recently written about some terms and definitions contained
in it.

Most interest and effort has been given by modern scholars to Hermo-
genes’ major work “On Ideas’, in which he develops his theory of the ideas of
style. Individual important concepts or thoughts in it are dealt with in studies
by H. BECKER,32 C. BRANDSTAETTER,33 L. Vorr,34 and H. M. HAGEN. 35 J. Sy-
KUTRIS 3¢ and W. MADYDA37 have touched upon some of its basic elements and
principles. In my own dissertation3® I tried to lay bare the net of relations
between the ideas as well as the general principles of the system. M. PATILLON
in his aforementioned book gives an interesting structure to the first part of his

graphs 25 (1958), 59—66; Some Aristotelian and Stoic Influences on the Theory of Stases,
Speech Monographs 26 (1959), 248—54.

26 La théorie du discours chez Hermogéne le rhéteur. Essai sur les structures linguistiques de
la rhétorique ancienne (Collection d’études anciennes 117), Paris 1988.

27 De klassieke statusleer in modern perspectief. Een historisch-systematische bijdrage tot de
argumentatieleer, Diss. Leiden 1984.

28 S, v. Hermogenes (No. 22), RE VIII, 1 (1912), 865—77. His remarks on ‘On Invention’
are found in 873—877.

29 Greek Rhetoric under Christian Emperors, 86—96.

30 Ist die dem Hermogenes zugeschriebene Schrift IMepi peBodov dewvotnrog echt? Wiener
Studien 48 (1930), 18797, and 49 (1931), 40—69.

31 Epimone and Diatribe: Dwelling on the Point in Ps.-Hermogenes, Rheinisches Museum
123 (1981), 272—-322 and Ps.-Hermogenes and the characterizing oath, Greek, Roman
and Byzantine Studies 22 (1981), 257—267.

32 Hermogenis Tarsensis de rhythmo oratorio doctrina, Diss. Miinster 1896.

33 De notionum noATikdg et 6ogioTig usu rhetorico, Leipziger Studien zur classichen Philo-
logie 15 (1894), 129-274.

34 Agwvotmg. Ein antiker Stilbegriff, Leipzig 1934,

35 "HOomotia. Zur Geschichte eines rhetorischen Begriffs, Diss. Erlangen 1966.

36 Rec. F WaLsDORFF, Die antiken Urteile iiber Platons Stil, Gnomon 6 (1930), 527—39.

37 Die Voraussetzungen der hermogenischen Stillehre, in: Aus der altertumswissenschaft-
lichen Arbeit Volkspolens, Deutsche Akademie der Wissenschaften zu Berlin, Schriften der
Sektion fiir Altertumswissenschaften 13 (1959), 44—51.

38 Studies in Hermogenes and Eustathios. The Theory of Ideas and Its Application in the
Commentaries of Eustathios on the Epics of Homer, Diss. Lund 1977.
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investigation of the style and linguistic aspects of the Hermogenic theory of
ideas by treating the constituents of the idea/ideas species by species.

W. ScuMmip3? and C. AuGUSTYNIAK*C have treated the theory of ideas
together with other theories of style, and P. GEiGENMULLER*! included the
Hermogenic terms in his systematic collection of the terms of critical vocabu-
lary. H. Liers#? suggested that the ideas had their origin in the Dionysian
virtues of style, a thought taken up and developed in full by D. HAGEDORN.43

Quite a few studies of comparative character have been made. As early as
1874 H. BAUMGART** tried to determine the relation between the ‘Aristides
Rhetoric’ and Hermogenes’ ‘On Ideas’. W. ScHMID#S further discussed this
relation. In another early study G. LEHNERT#6 showed how and to what extent
the prominent Byzantine scholar Eustathius of Thessalonike used the Hermo-
genic concepts of style in his commentary on Homer. In my own previously
mentioned book (above n. 38) I have used the example of Eustathius to test the
practical use of the Hermogenic ideas as tools in the hand of a critic.

Also the eventual impact of Hermogenes on the Western world has in
later years been investigated. J. MONFASANI47 shows in his study of George of
Trebizond, the famous Greek emigrant and humanist of the fifteenth century,
how this author, through his authoritative work of rhetorical theory, imparted
the knowledge of Hermogenes to the Western society of scholars. A. M. Pat-
TERSON*8 on her part discusses the role played by the Hermogenic ideas of
style in defining the standards of Renaissance literature in Europe.

Lately the study of Hermogenes has been integrated into an attempt to
analyse and understand the whole of Neoplatonic and Byzantine rhetorical the-
ory in its historical development. Important contributions here have been made
by G. L. Kustas4® and G. A. KENNEDY. ¢

39 Zur antiken Stillehre aus Anlass von Proklos’ Chrestomathie, Rheinisches Museum 49
(1894), 133—61.

40 De tribus et quattuor dicendi generibus quid docuerint antiqui (Auctarium Maeandreum
6), Warschau 1957.

41 Quaestiones Dionysianae de vocabulis artis criticae, Diss. Leipzig 1908.

42 Zur Geschichte der rhetorischen Ideenlehre, Fleckeis. Jahrbiicher 131,9 (1885), 577—89.

43 Zur Ideenlehre des Hermogenes (Hypomnemata 8), Gottingen 1964.

44 Aelius Aristides als Reprisentant der sophistischen Rhetorik des zweiten Jahrhunderts der
Kaiserzeit, Leipzig 1874.

45 Die sogenannte Aristidesrhetorik, Rheinisches Museum 72 (1917/18), 113—49 and
238-57.

46 De scholiis ad Homerum rhetoricis, Diss. Leipzig 1896.

47 George of Trebizond. A Biography and a Study of His Rhetoric and Logic (Columbia
Studies in the Classical Tradition 1), Leiden 1976.

48 Hermogenes and the Renaissance: Seven Ideas of Style, Princeton 1970.

49 The Literary Criticism of Photius: A Christian Definition of Style, Hellenika 17 (1962),
132—69; The Function and Evolution of Byzantine Rhetoric, Viator 1 (1970), 55—73;
Studies in Byzantine Rhetoric (Analecta Vlatadon 17), Thessaloniki 1973. An early fore-
runner in tracing the influence of Hermogenic ideas on Neoplatonic thought is A. BRINK-
MANN in his article Die Protheorie zur Biographie eines Neuplatonikers, Rheinisches Mu-
seum 65 (1910), 617-26.

50 Later Greek Philosophy and Rhetoric, Philosophy and Rhetoric 13 (1980), 181-97.
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II. Life, Writings, Influence

Very little is known about Hermogenes® life.5! Philostratus52 mentions his
place of birth, Tarsus, and his early fame as a declaimer. At the age of fifteen
he was heard and praised by Marcus Aurelius.53 On reaching manhood he lost
his powers of declamation, was despised by his fellow sophists,>* and ended
his life at a ripe old age in oblivion.

These biographical notices are repeated by Syrianus and form one part
of the “Suda’ article on Hermogenes. Other biographical material of doubtful
trustworthiness®3 is to be found in the scholia and in the ‘Suda’. Here dates
are provided for his three main works, all in his early youth. His father’s name
is mentioned, Kallippos, and Scopelianus is said to have been his teacher. As
the last item in the “Suda’ the legend is told of how his heart, taken out of his
dead body, was found to be overgrown with hair.

In his two main works, which are of undisputed authenticity, Hermogenes
treats such aspects of rhetorical theory as had developed during the last few
centuries before his time, the “stasis’ theory and the theory of ‘ideas’ of style.
His versions of these theories were to become the canonical texts, preserved
and commented upon during late antiquity and the whole Byzantine era.

They did not, however, attain this position at once. From the scholia on
Hermogenes we get the impression of a hot dispute concerning the details of
the stasis theory.5¢ The main contemporary rival of Hermogenes was Minucia-
nus,37 who lived and worked in influential circles in Athens. The Neoplatonists
who incorporated rhetoric into their overall system of knowledge seem at first

51 RABE gives an account of all the relevant material in his article Aus Rhetoren-Handschrif-
ten 1. Nachrichten iiber das Leben des Hermogenes, Rheinisches Museum 62 (1907),
247-62.

52 Vitae Sophistarum II, 7.

53 If this can be taken to mean that the emperor visited his home town, the visit would have
occurred when Marcus Aurelius was in the East in A.D. 176 (cf. Cassius Dio 71,1). This
would lead to a date for Hermogenes’ birth of around 160,

54 Hermogenes on his part occasionally offers quite severe criticism of the sophists. Cf. “On
Ideas’ 249,1ff.; 377,12f., and E. NorpEN, Die antike Kunstprosa, I, Leipzig 1898,
382-85.

55 RADERMACHER, s.v. Hermogenes (No. 22), RE VIII, 1 (1912), 865—69, examines these
notices critically and suggests that Hermogenes’ writing activities rather took place in his
mature years, when he had given up declamatory practice. NORDEN, op. cit., 382, is of
the same opinion. M. PATILLON, op. cit. 13—16, argues for making a distinction between
two persons, the sophist, noted by Philostratus, and the rhetorician, author of theoretical
rhetorical works. The rhetorician Hermogenes, then, is for him solely the author of *On
Staseis’ and ‘On Ideas’.

56 See L. SCHILLING, op. cit., chapters II-IV.

57 See S. GLOECKNER, op. cit., 22—25 (on his life and writings), 26—50 (on his doctrine,
compared to that of Hermogenes). Cf. also W. STEGEMANN, s. v. Minukianos (No. 1), RE
15 (1932), 1975 8s.
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to have adopted Minucianus as their authority. Later on, however, he was re-
placed by Hermogenes. 58

Among the earliest surviving and most important commentariesS® on the
works of Hermogenes are those written by Syrianus,é® who was the head of
the Neoplatonic school in Athens in the second quarter of the fifth century. Up
to his time there did not exist any complete and authoritative collection of
Hermogenes’ works. But in the late fifth or early sixth century a canon was
established,$! consisting of the four Hermogenic works ‘On Staseis’, “On In-
vention’, ‘On Ideas’, and ‘On the Method of Deinotes’, preceded by the “Pro-
gymnasmata’ of Aphthonius. From then onwards this corpus represented the
school instruction in rhetoric in the Byzantine world.

The student began with preliminary exercises in composition. In ‘On
Staseis’ he learned how to find out the main issue of a case, and how to plan
the presentation of arguments of the case in question. In “On Invention’ he was
taught the arrangement of the parts of speech, how to argue and how to elabo-
rate arguments and other topics. In the last two works he learned how to use
stylistic means in order to give to his speech various aesthetic, moral, and emo-
tional qualities, as well as the effect of persuasiveness.62

58 See B. KEIL, op. cit., especially 202—04, 219-21. Hermogenes’ text seems to have been
the more satisfactory one to use in teaching rhetoric. He himself criticizes other rhetori-
cians for being obscure and muddled (cf. 133,15 ff.; 216,17 ff.) The ancient commentators
praise his work for its usefulness, clarity, and comprehensiveness. Cf. Prolegomenon Sy!-
loge, ed. H. RaBE, Leipzig 1931, 60,15—17; 203,14; 317,13 ff., and Anonymus, Iepi
pntopikiic, SPENGEL-HAMMER, 208,1f. As is clear from Syrianus’ commentary on the
stasis theory, neither Hermogenes’ nor Minucianus’ definitions were entirely satisfactory
according to Neoplatonic standards. But this fact served as a challenge to the Neoplato-
nists who gladly wrote introductions and commentaries in a philosophical vein to the
rhetorical treatises. Cf. P. H. RICHTER, Byzantinischer Kommentar zu Hermogenes, Byzan-
tion 3 (1926), 164f.

59 For a full description of commentaries and scholia see SCHMID-STAHLIN, 935—36, and
Huncer I, 77—91. For the texts see WarLz, [IV—VII and Syriani in Hermogenem Com-
mentaria, ed. H. RABE, 2 vols, Leipzig 1892—93.

60 According to his own words Syrianus was the first to pay attention to Hermogenes’ theory
of ideas. In his work on the stasis theory he had quite a few predecessors, one of them
probably Sopatros, whose commentary is published in WaLz V, 1-211. (For a recent
appreciation of what we know of his date and work see RUSSELL, op. cit., 7, note 23.) In
his Greek Rhetoric under Christian Emperors, 104—116, KENNEDY treats Hermogenes’
commentators Sopatros, Syrianus, Marcellinus, and George of Alexandria (Georgios
Monos).

61 See H. RaBe, Hermogenis Opera, xiii, and Prolegomenon Sylloge, xix—xxi. The work of
Aphthonius is prefixed to the two main classes of manuscripts containing Hermogenes.
At the time of the establishment of the corpus Aphthonius was the recognized leader
in the field of progymnasmata. The treatise on progymnasmata which is attributed to
Hermogenes has an independent manuscript tradition.

62 In his article Later Greek Philosophy and Rhetoric, Philosophy and Rhetoric 13 (1980),
181—197, KENNEDY points out (185—86) that the parts of this corpus differ from the
traditional parts of rhetoric: invention, arrangement, style, memory, and delivery. The
later rhetorical theory is instead, after the preliminary exercises, divided into three parts.
As the first of these parts is found the stasis theory, which represents a new unit called
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Besides thus being a part of the curriculum of higher education Hermo-
genes’ works attracted the interest of the prominent scholars and intellectuals
of the Byzantine age.é3 Photiusé4 may be said to rely on Hermogenic concepts
although he does not cite the name of the rhetorician. In the eleventh and
twelfth centuries Michael Psellus and John Tzetzes composed versified summa-
ries of Hermogenes, and Eustathius,®5 who was for many years the master of
the rhetors at the patriarchal school of Constantinople, used Hermogenic con-
cepts as a basis for his rhetorical and stylistic interpretations of Homer. We
have a lengthy commentary by John Siceliotes on the treatise “On Ideas’ with
some applications to Christian texts. John Doxapatres wrote introductions to
and comments on the three major works. In the Palaeologan period Maximus
Planudes edited the whole corpus with introductions and scholia.

As one of the last of the Byzantines GEORGE OF TREBIZOND®¢ brought the
knowledge of Hermogenes to the West. In his own great rhetorical treatise,
‘Rhetoricorum Libri V’, he sought to combine the precepts of Cicero and Her-
mogenes. Among the manuscripts brought to Italy by the Greek emigrants were
many containing the works of Hermogenes.6” His writings were included in
the first volume of the "Rhetorum Graecorum Collectio’, published by the Al-
dine Press at Venice in 1508. All through the sixteenth century there appeared
new editions as well as translations into Latin.6® Hermogenes once again, now
in the West, formed part of the curriculum of higher education, as can be seen
from the lists of works of rhetoric recommended by educators, school-masters,
and university statutes.6® Also rhetoricians and literary critics such as A. Lur-

voneig, or conception. This arrangement “reflects the Neoplatonic view of rhetoric as
primarily logical training for students”. That the works of the Hermogenic corpus form
a unity is indicated by the occurring cross-references (cf. RABE, Hermogenis Opera,
466—67). Still, the genuineness and interpretation of these references may be disputed (cf.
note 404).

63 The extent of this interest is expressed in brief by the statement of the Suda (s. v. Hermo-
genes): téyvnv pntopiknv fiv petd xeipag Exovotv dnavieg. See, besides the works men-
tioned in note 59, G. L. KusTas, Studies in Byzantine Rhetoric, Thessalonike 1973, 5-26
and IDEM, The Function and Evolution of Byzantine Rhetoric, Viator 1 (1970), 55-73.
KENNEDY devotes two chapters of his Greek Rhetoric under Christian Emperors to Byzan-
tine rhetoric, chapter 5 “Rhetoric in Byzantium, 600—9007”, and chapter 6 “Some Features
of Rhetoric in Byzantium, 900—1300”. Here he treats, among others, Photius, Michael
Psellus, John Siceliotes, John Doxapatres, John Tzetzes, and Maximus Planudes.

64 See G. L. KusTas, The Literary Criticism of Photius: A Christian Definition of Style, Hel-
lenika 17 (1962), 132—169.

65 See HUNGER II, 63—66, G. LEHNERT, op. cit., and G. LINDBERG, op. cit.

66 See ]. MONFAsANI, op. cit.

67 See R. R. BOLGAR, The Classical Heritage and Its Beneficiaries, Cambridge 1954, 475.

68 See H. RaBE, Hermogenis Opera, xxiii—xxv, A. M. PATTERSON, op. cit., 219—20 “Some
Renaissance Editions and Translations of Hermogenes, 1500—1650”, and R. NADEAU,
Hermogenes’ On Stases, Speech Monographs 31 (1964), 421 “Bibliography”.

69 See T. W. BaLpwiN, William Shakspere’s Small Latine & Lesse Greeke, 2 vols, Urbana
1944, vol. 1, 10607 {on the Oxford and Cambridge statutes), vol. II, 17 (on the recom-
mendations of Sir Thomas Elyot), 30, 62, 64.
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L1US and J. C. SCALIGER took note of him. In this way Hermogenic concepts,
especially the ‘ideas’, became influential in defining the standards of Renais-
sance literature both in England and on the continent.”® The Strassburg scholar
J. STURM in 157071 produced his own edition”! of the four treatises with a
Latin translation and an extensive commentary. He may be said to be the last
of an unbroken line of commentators on Hermogenes.”2

III. ‘On Staseis’73

1. The Stasis Theory

The stasis theory was an old and well established theory at the time when
Hermogenes made his contribution to it. The first known rhetorician to develop
a formal system of ‘staseis’ was Hermagoras of Temnos (fl. c. 100 B. C.).74 The
concept of stasis, when occurring in a rhetorical context, is well explained by
NADEAU as “a point in controversy which acts as a focus or centre for opposing
contentions”.”S From this conflict of views there arises a question which may
be said to express the stasis. In the system of Hermagoras there are four staseis:
the stasis of ‘conjecture’, that of ‘definition’, that of ‘quality’, and that of
‘objection’.”6 In the first stasis the question centers on whether or not an act
has taken place, in the second on what its essential qualities are, in the third
on what nonessential attributes belong to it, and in the fourth on whether the
proposal, motion or charge in relation to it is in order, i. e., legally appropriate.

70 See PATTERSON, op. cit., 18~21.

71 Hermogenis [ars rhetorica] ... Latinitate donati et scholis explicati atque illustrati, Strass-
burg. My subsequent references to STURM, Scholae, will indicate his Scholae in libros duos
Hermogenis de formis orationum seu dicendi generibus, bound with Hermogenis ... de
dicendi generibus sive formis orationum libri IL ..., 1571, but with separate pagination.

72 So B. KEem, op. cit., 221.

73 For the Greek text see RABE’s edition, 28 —92, or De Statibus, ed. G. KowaLsk1, Wroglaw
1947. A translation by R. NADEAU is found in Speech Monographs 31 (1964), 389—-420.
All my subsequent references to the text will be to RABE’s edition.

74 The system of Hermagoras has been reconstructed from secondary Greek and Latin
sources. See C. W. PIDERIT, Commentatio de Hermagora rhetore, Diss. Hersfeld 1839, G.
TuieLe, Hermagoras, Strassburg 1893, Hermagorae Temnitae testimonia et fragmenta,
ed. D. MatTHES, Leipzig 1962, D. MATTHES, Hermagoras von Temnos 1904-1955,
Lustrum 3 (1958), 58—214, 262—78 and A. BRAET, op. cit., Chapter 4 “De statusleer van
Hermagoras van Temnos™.

7S Hermogenes on “Stock Issues” in Deliberative Speaking, Speech Monographs 25 (1958),
59. See also O. A. L. DIETER, who in his article Stasis, Speech Monographs 17 (1950),
369 describes the original physical denotation of the concept as “the rest, pause, halt, or
standing still which inevitably occurs between opposite as well as between contrary
‘moves’, or motions.”

76 The Greek terms are: gtoyacpdc, 6poc, Toldtng/katd cupPepnkos, petdAnyic.
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This system of rhetorical staseis shows a remarkable resemblance to the
traditional Peripatetic and Stoic analyses of things.”” To the philosophical con-
cept of substance or state of being there corresponds the rhetorical and more
inexact concept of inference by ‘conjecture’ as to the existence of an act. The
philosophical determinations of essential and nonessential qualities are faith-
fully mirrored in the staseis of ‘definition’ and of ‘quality’, respectively. The
fourth philosophical concept of the coincidental, accidental, or relational qual-
ity of a thing may be considered to have a counterpart in the more specifically
rhetorical concept of ‘objection’, i.e., of procedural action of a coincidental,
accidental, or relational kind.

The system of Hermagoras comprised, as far as it can be reconstructed
with certainty, besides the above-mentioned four major staseis, which were
probably seen as independent and coordinated, a pattern of sub-staseis for
“forensic pleading’ within the major stasis of quality.”® He further treated the
four legal questions of ‘letter and intent’, ‘contrary law’, “ambiguous law’, and
‘inference’. He also discussed the basic theory of stasis, listing four questions
incapable of stasis, which he defined as respectively “deficient’, ‘in balance’,
‘one-sided’, and ‘inconclusive’.7?

Quintilian®® comments on later Greek theories of stasis, which are previ-
ous to that of Hermogenes. But of those theories, as well as of the theory of
Hermogenes’ contemporary rival Minucianus,3! only fragments remain, a re-
sult of the subsequent dominance of the Hermogenic theory.

The system of Hermogenes shows many similarities to that of Herma-
goras, both in terminology and in elements of construction, as, e. g., the names
and concepts of the four major staseis and of the sub-staseis under ‘forensic

77 See W. JAENEKE, De statuum doctrina ab Hermogene tradita, Diss. Leipzig 1904, 27—78
and R. NaDEAu, Some Aristotelian and Stoic Influences on the Theory of Stases, Speech
Monographs 26 (1959), 248—54. The Greek names of the corresponding Stoic categories
are: VoKeipevov, ToLdv, g Exov, Tpdg Tt TG Exov.

78 See MATTHES, op. cit., 138—65. Cf. A. BRAET, op. cit., the fold- out called “Reconstructie
van bet stofschema voor retorische stof bij Hermagoras.”

79 See MATTHES, op. cit., 166—78. He sums up the conceptual contents of the terms involved
as follows (178): ,,Er muf sich klarmachen, worauf die Anklage hinaus will (xaréoucic),
was der Angeklagte dem entgegenzustellen hat (dndoacig), und welche grundsdtzliche
Streitfrage ({fiTnua) sich aus beiden ergibt. Der Rechtsfall hat ... nur dann ‘Bestand’,
wenn die Anklage einen Sinn bat, weil dafiir ausreichende Griinde vorliegen, wenn ferner
die Gegenbehauptung des Angeklagten sinnvoll ist und geniigend begriindet werden kann
... und wenn es dem Richter moglich ist, ausgehend vom “kpwopevov’, d. b. der spezifi-
zierten Fragestellung, die sich aus der Begriindung von xatdoacig und éndgaotg (aitiov
und ovvéyov) ergibt, zu einer Entscheidung zu gelangen. Ist nimlich eine dieser Bedin-
gungen nicht erfiillt, so liegt ein *dobdotatov’ vor.”

80 Institutio oratoria III, 6,1 ff. See PATILLON, op. cit., 64—70.

81 For a reconstruction of the system of Minucianus with a commentary and a comparison
of his system with that of Hermogenes see S. GLOECKNER, Questiones rhetoricae, Breslau
1901, especially Chapter II “De Minuciani doctrina”.
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pleading’.82 Hermogenes adds four more “asystatic’ questions and three ‘near-
asystatic’ ones.33 Legal questions in Hermagoras become legal staseis in Her-
mogenes.84 This last feature is shared by Hermogenes with Minucianus. Both
these authors present a system of thirteen staseis. They have divergent views on
some minor questions, as, €. g., from how many kinds of personal descriptions
interpretations can be drawn that are useful for argumentation.85 Interesting is
that they use different points of view — that of the defendant and of the prose-
cutor, respectively — when they define the single stasis (see below). Minucianus
apparently gave some etymological interpretation of the term “stasis’. Hermo-
genes treats the term as a generally accepted basic one that needs no explana-
tion.86

82 For a comparative diagram see JAENEKE, op. cit., 120—121, and Napeau, Hermogenes’
On Stases, 386. (The Hermogenic system of staseis will be discussed in detail below.) Not
all writers on stasis theory, subsequent to Hermagoras, have treated “objection’ as a fourth
and separate type of stasis. See R. NADEAU, Analysis of Issues by a Writer of the Second
Century A.D., Journal of Legal Education 2 (1958), 215, note 12 for a listing of authors
with four and with three major staseis respectively. Of the Latin authors the author of
‘Ad Herennium’, the mature Cicero, and Quintilian found three staseis sufficient.

83 32,10—33,16. The questions incapable of stasis are described as “one-sided’, “‘completely
balanced’, ‘reversible’, ‘inconclusive’, ‘incredible’, ‘impossible’, “despicable’, and “defi-
cient in evidence’, the questions close to being incapable of stasis as “preponderate’, “ill-
conceived’, and ‘prejudged’.

84 Subsequent writers differ also in this respect. See NADEAU, Analysis of Issues, 215, note
13 for a listing of the two groups of authors, those who have treated legal questions
separately, and those who have included legal staseis among the standard staseis. This
time ‘Ad Herennium’, the mature Cicero, and Quintilian side with Hermogenes.

85 Hermogenes (29,14—30,3) lists the following seven descriptions {against Minucianus’ six)
in order of usefulness: proper names, terms indicating a relation (as “father’), terms carry-
ing a connotation of blame {as “spendthrift’), terms suggesting a character (as ‘farmer’),
a combination of two descriptive terms (as ‘rich youth’), a combination of terms for a
person and for an act, and, lastly, simple descriptive terms (as “general’).

86 35,17—-20. While Hermogenes thus avoids discussing the etymology of the term “stasis’,
he, on the other hand, states his own basic theory of stasis by enumerating four require-
ments for a question to be “capable of stasis” (32.2ff.): it should contain either both a
person and an act to be judged, or at least one of the two, as well as arguments from
both parties, which are plausible, differing from each other, and strong in proofs; further,
the judgment should not be decided beforehand, and it should be possible to reach.
GLOECKNER finds a difference between the two authors in respect of the question whether
stasis can come into being with only one of the two components, person involved and act
done, present. He writes (op. cit., 28): ,Hst 133,21 in omni quaestione et de persona et
de facto constare debere docet. Contra Minucianus quaestionem fieri affirmaverat defi-
ciente aut persona aut facto, ita ut iudicium possit constitui aut de facto solo aut de
suspicionibus quibusdam ortis ex rei moribus.“ Hermogenes® position here is, however,
not quite clear. When discussing what questions are capable of stasis he states as a require-
ment {32,2£.): “when they either have both a person and an act to be judged, or at least
one of these.” Cf. the comment by the scholiast, Warz IV, 140,20 ff. The remark by
Hermogenes (in 29,7f. R} to which GLOECKNER is referring might possibly be seen as a
generally introducing remark, in which Hermogenes brings the concepts of “persons in-
volved’ and “acts done’ into the discussion for the first time.
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2. Hermogenes’ Method of Division

The really new feature of Hermogenes’ system is his method of division.8”
By this method he unfolds through a series of dichotomies the whole system of
staseis.®8 He also divides each single stasis into heads of argument,8® pro and
con, mirroring the conflict between defence and prosecution. The procedure of
division by which Hermogenes moves downwards from level to level of pos-
sible staseis in order to find out on which stasis (or staseis) to base the speech
in the case in question, has some similarity to Stoic logical divisions.®® But
above all it represents a practical approach,®! useful for the student who has
just chosen a case on which to produce a declamation.

The method may be described as follows: First ask whether there is a
thing, act, or fact in the case which is uncertain and disputed by the opposed
parties. Then the stasis is that of “conjecture’. If the thing is certain, go a step

87 néfodog 1dv oraoewy, 36,6. Cf. Syrianus II, 53,24 R: pébodog tig Simpéocwg 1@V 014-
CEOV.

88 36,1-39,19. This kind of division is not found in Hermagoras. See MATTHEsS, op. cit.,
165. For its appearance in later Latin writers cf. KENNEDY’s remark: “It should be noted
that the dependence is limited to terminology. Hermogenes’ distinctive system of relating
the types of stasis is not adopted”, in his review in Gnomon 53 (1981), 395—97 of Con-
sulti Fortunatiani Ars Rhetorica ... a cura di L. CALBOLI MONTEFUSCO. MONFASANI, Op.
cit., 251—352, notes 32 and 33 points out that “only Sulpicius Victor echoed Hermogenes’
conception of the status doctrine as digiresis”. — NADEAU in his Hermogenes’ On Stases,
364—65, comments on the development of the concept of péfodoc from meaning, in
Aristotle’s time, a philosophical system of inquiry to being used here as referring to a
procedure in the teaching of an art.

89 43,16—92,11. The term kepdhatov is supposed to be a heritage from Theodorus. See
JAENEKE, 130—-32. In my translation of it as “head” I follow NADEAU. In some of the
later Latin writers on stasis theory the division of each single stasis into heads of argument
is similar to that of Hermogenes. For a comparison in this respect between Hermogenes
and Sulpicius Victor see JAENEKE, 133—353 and PaTiLLON, 73—76. Cf. also A. REUTER,
Untersuchungen zu den rémischen Technographen Fortunatian, Julius Victor, Capella und
Sulpitius Victor, Hermes 27 (1893), 73—134.

90 Cf. JAENEKE, 67—73 and R. NADEAuU, Classical Systems of Stases in Greek: Hermagoras
to Hermogenes, Greek, Roman and Byzantine Studies 2 (1959), 67: “this approach is
typically Stoic in its consideration of the different categories in which a single entity might
be studied from the successive subordinate standpoints of its being, definition, quality,
and relation to other persons and things. The plan is also in direct parallel to the four basic
judgments which Aristotle, in his “Topica’, considers appropriate in upholding dialectical
propositions: genus (yévog), definition (8pog), non-essential quality (i810v), and coinciden-
tal quality (10 ovpPepnxog).”

91 Cf. G. LEHNERT in his review of W. JAENEKE, De statuum doctrina ab Hermogene tradita,
Berliner philologische Wochenschrift 37 (1905), 1173: ,,Die Bedeutung des Mannes liegt
auch gar nicht in dem Was das er bringt, sondern in dem Wie, dem er es ja auch verdankt,
daf er fiir die Spiteren zur Autoritit geworden ist. Er ist durchaus Praktiker und Schul-
mann, dessen Bedeutung darin bestebt, das bereits Gefundene den Bediirfnissen der Praxis
angepafst zu haben”, and W. KrOLL, s.v. Rhetorik, RE, Suppl. VII (1940) 1136: ,,Dabei
kommt es trotz eines gewissen Einflusses der stoischen Logik ... nicht auf logische
Konsequenz, sondern auf praktische Brauchbarkeit an®.
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further and ask whether the name of the thing is in dispute. Then the stasis is
that of “definition’. If the name fits perfectly with the act and no one questions
it, the next step is to consider the quality of the thing or act. Thus far, a simple
forensic situation has been prevalent in the pattern of division. But at the stage
of “quality’ also legal and deliberative questions are considered. The dichotomy
continues: Is the inquiry about something done or about something stated in
writing? If about something done, was it done in the past, or is it to be done
in the future? With things done in the past we return to the forensic situation
and arrive at “forensic pleading’.

Now the defendant’s possible moves are explored. He may assert that the
thing done was not forbidden. This is “plea of justification’. If he admits to
having done a wrong and forbidden thing, there are different ways of disposing
of the blame. He may take the blame upon himself but state that he has by the
same act also rendered a benefit. This is ‘counterplea’. He may transfer blame
to the wronged person and state that that person deserved to suffer. This is
‘countercharge’. He may transfer blame to someone else, someone who can be
held responsible for the matter. This is “shifting of blame’. In the last resort he
transfers blame to someone or something that cannot be held responsible. This
is ‘plea for leniency’.

The described progressive motion and the corresponding dichotomies may
be more clearly shown in a diagram:*2

the thing/act to be judged is:
certain uncertain
“conjecture”, GTOYUCHOG
complete incomplete
“definition”, 6pog
the thing’s quality is in question:
the inquiry is about:

something done [something stated in writing:

the issue is “rational”, Aoyikn the issue is “legal”, vopuikaA]

the rational issue is about:

something done in the past [something to be done in the future:
the issue is “deliberative”, npaypo-
Tikn]

when the quality of the thing done in the past is in question:
“forensic pleading”, dikarohoyia

the defendant is:
admitting to having done wrong asserting that the act is not forbidden
“plea of justification”, dvtidnyig

92 For other similar diagrams see JAENEKE, 66, KENNEDY, Christian Rhetoric under Christian
Emperors, 83, and PAaTILLON, who gives a fourfold chart in 49—51, and a comprehensive
one in 70.
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making “counterpropositions”, dvtifetikai:
taking blame upon oneself but making “counterplea”, avrictaoig

blaming the one who was wronged: making “countercharge”, avtéykinuao
g 8 g 8 YKATI

blaming something or someone capable of being held responsible:
“shifting of blame”, petdotacig

blaming something or someone incapable of being held responsible:
“plea for leniency”, cuyyvaun

[the legal issue is about:
one written thing several written things
“conflict of laws”, Gvtivopia

“letter and intent”, pnToOV KAl drdvoa
“inference”, cuAAOYIOHOG
“ambiguity”, dueipolria]

As is seen from the diagram, one major stasis, that of “objection”, petdin-
y1g, is not included in this presentation by the method of division.®3 The nature
and position of this stasis will be discussed in chapter II1.3.D. (p. 2000 below).

3. The Definitions and Divisions of the Staseis
A. The Stasis of Conjecture

The stasis of ‘conjecture’ comes into being when the thing to be judged is
uncertain, Hermogenes defines this stasis as “the proof from some manifest

93 The question of how to fit this stasis into the system seems to have puzzled also the ancient
commentators of Hermogenes. Cf. Syrianus II, 151,2-152,10. George of Trebizond devi-
ates from Hermogenes by placing the constitutio translativa under quaestio perfecta. See
MONFASANI, op. cit., 274, note 133. JAENEKE gives the stasis different positions in his
diagrams in 66 (on a level with conjecture) and in 121 (on a level with quality). In some
modern paraphrases of Hermogenes’ method of division it is subordinate to the stasis of
quality. Cf. Nabpeau, Classical Systems of Stases in Greek, Greek, Roman and Byzantine
Studies 2 (1959), 67: “the existence of a thing is doubtful or obvious; if obvious, the thing
is undefined or defined; if defined, it is unqualified or qualified; if qualified, it is not, or
it is, subject to formal action”. KENNEDY gives a similar presentation in The Art of Rheto-
ric in the Roman World 300 B.C.—A.D. 300, 623. There, however, the last-mentioned
dichotomy is placed under the heading ‘not qualified’. In the Hermogenic text no counter-
parts can be found neither to the two dichotomies “unqualified’—"qualified’, ‘not subject
to formal action’—‘subject to formal action’, nor to the relating of the stasis of objection
to the stasis of quality. See K. BARwICK, Zur Erklirung und Geschichte der Staseislehre des
Hermagoras von Temnos, Philologus 108 (1964), 98. In Greek Rhetoric under Christian
Emperors, 83—84, KENNEDY places metalepsis outside the system. For similar remarks on
the position of this stasis see A. BRAET, op. cit.,, 135: “niet opgenommen en bet
stroomschema en eigenlijk preliminair”, and M. PATILLON, op. cit., 70, commenting on
his comprehensive chart: «La métalepse est en droit antérieure i tout autre état de cause ...».
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sign of the existence of an uncertain thing”.*4 He illustrates the points of the
definition by an example: A man is discovered burying a newly slain body in a
deserted place and is accused of murder. From the burying, which is manifest,
we start an inquiry into an uncertain thing, concerning its existence, namely,
who the killer was. In this definition Hermogenes takes the standpoint of the
prosecutor, a fact pointed out by Syrianus,?’ who contrasts his definition with
that of his rival, Minucianus, who defines the stasis from the standpoint of the
defendant as “the complete denial of the charge brought (against him)”.

In the ensuing speeches by prosecutor and defendant the main topics are
those of the presentation and the interpretation of the ‘manifest signs’, i. e., the
facts of the case. Surrounding these topics are lesser ones, which will be of
more or less importance according to the particulars of the special case. At the
outset there may be an attempt from the defendant to avoid the suit altogether
by objecting to the indictment (cf. below the chapter on ‘stasis of objection’
[pp. 2000—2003]). Preceding the presentation of the case there will be some
preliminary fencing over ‘demand for evidence’ (i. e., witnesses, or lack of wit-
nesses, their being trusted or not trusted, conflicting evidence from witnesses,
and so on). Further the “will’ and the ‘capability of acting’ could be tried. This
means probing into the background of the person accused (or of other persons
involved in the case)®¢ with the help of the usual topics of praise and blame,
the topic of ‘fortune’ being the most appropriate to the ‘capability of acting’,
the topic of ‘time of life’ to the “will’. In the ‘particulars from beginning to
end’ the prosecutor treats the available facts in answering the questions of who,
what, where, how, when, and for what reason. To some of these points the
defendant may raise a “plea of justification’, contending that the thing in ques-
tion is permitted and not prohibited. This head of argument is followed, as
always, by the opposing party contending by ‘counterargument’ either that the
thing is not permitted or that it is not permitted in the way it happened. But
the defendant’s real opposition to the charge — unless he is able to give some
other presentation of the facts of the case than that of the prosecutor — comes
in the “alternate motive’ and ‘plausible defence’. Under the first head he puts

%4 36,10: aénhov mpaypatog ELEYY0G OVOLONG GO TIVOG avepol onpeiov.

95 1I, 61,25: and 100 dudkovrog Oprodpevog obdepiav €v 1d Sp@ tod @evYOVTOg ENOtNoATO
pvApmy — 6 yap ovcuddNG EAeyyog HOVE T KaTNY6pw mperddng, ktA. In view of this
comment I prefer to interpret §Aeyyog as “proof” rather than “dispute”. (Cf. NADEAU’s
translation, 393: “For when a thing is done by an unknown hand, a dispute about the
existence of it from some apparent sign is conjecture.”) Syrianus finds fault with both
definitions and proposes his own as more logically sufficient and neutral, 62,20: otoyao-
pog €011 oTACIG TOAITIKOD TPAyNaTog TdV £l pépoug nepi tob el EGTL TO KPIVOPEVOV TNV
{ntnow Eyovoa.

96 1 prefer to interpret the text in 46,24: BobAnowv 8¢ xai ddvapv £Eetdleiv odyl 1dv kpvo-
pévav pdvov nposanwev ei, GAL’ doanep dv Exn 10 npoPAnua as “we have to examine
the “will’ and ‘capability of acting’ not only of the persons brought to trial but of all
persons involved in the case”. This statement is partly repeated in 47,5 ff. (Cf. NADEAU’s
translation, 398: “... the will and capability-of-acting of the persons brought to trial as
well as the whole range of (such) arguments implicit in the topic at hand.”)
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a different interpretation of the facts than that made by the prosecutor.®” Under
the other head he contends that the facts which have been used as signs that
corroborate the charge are in fact signs that show the opposite (“If [ were really
about to ... I would not ...”).%8 Closing®® head is ‘common quality’, which
means that both the prosecutor and the defendant will sum up their arguments
and try to arouse emotions, using the so-called “headings of purpose’, i.e., the
topics of the just, the expedient, the possible and the honourable.

B. The Stasis of Definition

The stasis of “definition’ comes into being if the thing or act to be judged
is incomplete, i.e., if by the addition of something missing a name can be put
to the thing or act and thereby the inquiry can come to an end. Hermogenes
defines the stasis as “an inquiry as to the name of a thing, of which part is
done and part is missing for the completeness of the name”.1%0 An illustrative
example is that of a man who has stolen private money from a temple. For him
to be declared a temple-robber — and not an ordinary thief — it should be
shown or admitted that the stolen money is sacred money. In the first example
used to illustrate the division into heads of argument, Hermogenes presents a
case not of charging a person with a wrongful act, but of disputing the claim
of a person who has done a useful thing: A philosopher has persuaded a tyrant
to put aside his despotism. Then he asks for the gift of honour, due to those
who put down tyrants.

Also in this stasis there will be a ‘presentation of the case’,101 but the real
battle will take place around “definition’, ‘counterdefinition’, and ‘inference’.
The party using the “definition’ seizes upon what is missing in the particulars
of the case and contends that this is the decisive factor of the definition of the

97 He may, e.g., in the case of the burying of the corpse maintain that it is a noble thing to
bury the unburied.

8 This standpoint is, of course, impossible to take in a case where the signs presented are
such that they follow necessarily from the act which the defendant is charged with, e.g.,
the preparing of arms in relation to the plotting to become a tyrant (51,5 ff.). The defen-
dant then has to contend simply that the relation is not reciprocal, i.e., that plotting to
become a tyrant does not necessarily follow from the preparation of arms.

99 The Greek names for all these heads of argument belonging to the stasis of conjecture are
as follows: mapaypaeikdv, EAéyyov dnaitnoig, BodAnoie, dovaue, 1& &n’ dpyfic dypr té-
Aovg, avtiinyig, pETdAnyig, netdbeoig aitiag, mbavh droloyia, no1dtng Kov.

100 37,6: ovopatog {Nnoig nept npdypotog, ob t0 puév mémpaxtal, 10 8 Asiner npog adroté-
Agwav 100 6voparog. Minucianus defines, according to Syrianus (II, 99,2 f1.), as follows:
“when the defendant admits of the thing done, but the inquiry is about the peculiar nature
or the specific character of the thing done”.

This head is here and in the following staseis called npoBoAfi. But it is said to be identical
with the head of “the particulars from beginning to end’ of the conjectural stasis (59,16:
1i mpofoln éoTiv avTd Td G’ dpyfig dxpt TéAovg). According to GLOECKNER, 27, this head
was not employed by Minucianus: ,, Hermogenes uniuscuiusque status primum locum esse
docet propositionem, quam Minucianus omnino non induxerat.“

10

-



1996 GERTRUD LINDBERG

act. The other party clings in the “counterdefinition’ to what is actually brought
about, points out the importance of it, and uses the ‘inference’ to contend that
there is no difference between what is stated in the ‘definition’ and what is
presented in the ‘counterdefinition’, i.e., in the case of the philosopher, be-
tween slaying the tyrant and putting an end to despotism. These main topics
will be supported by the heads of ‘intention of the lawmaker’, ‘gravity’ (of the
thing done), and ‘comparison’, e. g., as to how much better it is to be able to
avoid bloodshed and chaos. Considerations of the person and of his intention
are concluding192 heads of argument, here as in the following staseis. They
combine with the “common quality’.

C. The Stasis of Quality

This stasis is in fact a class of staseis, 103 in which the inquiry concerns the
‘quality’ of the thing or act to be judged. The class is divided into ‘rational’
and ‘legal’ staseis, i.e., into staseis concerning the interpretation of facts and
staseis concerning the interpretation of the letter of the law. The rational staseis
are further divided into those concerning future action and those concerning
things done in the past. A common name for this last mentioned group is
‘forensic pleading’.104

a) Forensic Pleading

Within “forensic pleading’ are found “plea of justification” and four dif-
ferent ‘counterpropositions’, namely, the ‘counterplea’, the ‘countercharge’,
the “shifting of blame’, and the “plea for leniency’.

In the stasis of “plea of justification’ the defendant contends that the thing
done is permitted and by no means forbidden. An illustrative example is that
of a farmer publicly renouncing his son for pursuing philosophy. Hermogenes
defines the stasis as “the denunciation of an act as actionable, which is usually
considered not actionable”.195 Syrianus remarks on this definition as showing
a unique bias towards the accuser’s point of view.196 The strength of the de-

102 The Greek names of all the heads of the stasis of definition are: rpopois;, dpog, GvBopio-
ROG, SUAAOTIONOE, YVEOUN VOpoOETou, TNAKOTNG, TpdE T1, (Ria TV AvTIBETIKOY, PETAAN-
Yig, GvTiAnyig), ToLoTNG, YVOUT.

103 37.17: xai Svopa pEV YEVIKOV TOOT® TOLOTNG.

104 38 9: ko1vov pév Svopa TovTe dixatoioyia.

105 38.13: Eom1 yap aviidnyig dvevBivov mpdypatog givar doxobvtog dg vmevBivou xatn-
yopia. My translation in the text explains the comment of Syrianus on this definition (see
next note). In NADEAU’s translation, 393, the specific point of view of the prosecutor is
obscured: “This plea is a rejection of personal responsibility by one who treats as account-
able an act which is not usually considered accountable”.

106 I, 128,13: "Eppoyévng 8¢ @notv ... obtog 8¢ 6 6pog ... Gnd 10D kaTnYOpOL YVePileL THY
avtidnyiy xaitol ye rnaviov o¢ cinelv texvoypaeov Grod Tob @edyovtog adTiv xapaxKTnpt-
{6viov. A definition from the defendant’s point of view we find in Minucianus: “when
the defendant admits of the thing done but brings forward the fact that the act is permit-
ted” (Syrianus II, 127,23 1.).
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fence lies in the contention that the thing in question is not forbidden.107 This
point is made already at the beginning of the suit, after the ‘presentation of the
case’, as some sort of exception to indictment (cf. below the chapter on the
“stasis of objection’ [pp. 2000—2003]). After a preliminary discussion of
matters of “definition’, in which the particulars of the case are brought in again,
the “plea of justification’ is brought forward, to be countered by the prosecutor
by refutation, directly as “not permitted’, or indirectly as ‘not permitted in the
way it was done’. Also other heads of argument for the defence may be em-
ployed in this stasis, but these, the so-called ‘counterpropositions’, will also,
when fully elaborated, form each its own stasis.

The counterpropositions are all described and defined from the defen-
dant’s point of view. He admits to having done a wrongful act. When he takes
the blame upon himself but contends that by this act he has actually rendered
a benefit, he makes a “counterplea’. When he transfers the responsibility to the
person who suffered the wrong and contends that he or she deserved to suffer
he makes a ‘countercharge’. When he transfers the blame to some other thing
or person, capable of being held responsible, he makes a “shifting of blame’. In
the last resort he transfers the blame to something or someone incapable of
being held responsible and makes a “plea for leniency’.108

In these staseis the prosecutor has his strong point in the particulars of
the case. Against them the defendant pleads ‘intent’, coupled to the relevant
counterproposition. Two or more counterpropositions may be combined in one
case. The prosecutor naturally counters these two heads of argument by alleg-
ing some other intent and by protesting that the defendant should have acted
otherwise and not in the way he did. Both parties may seek further support
from the ‘comparison’ and the ‘strained definition’.1%® Common to the staseis
of “forensic pleading’119 is also the ‘thesis’, i. e., general considerations, which
can be used by both parties alike in order to strengthen their positions.

107 In the chapter on ‘plea of justification’ Hermogenes gives the example of the artist who
has painted a shipwreck and placed the picture in front of the harbour and who, when
no ships put into port, is charged with treason.

108 This defence was the only one left for the unfortunate generals of the battle of Arginusae,
who were reduced to blaming the storm for their failure to recover the bodies of the fallen.

109 By ‘strained definition’ is meant a wilfully twisted description of the act by either party
in its own interest. An example: At a time of famine and siege a general in council proposes
to take the offensive, but he fails to bring the proposal through. However, he secretly cuts
through a part of the wall and launching an attack wins a victory. The general is charged
with treason. In the ‘strained definition’ the one party will contend that what he did was
not winning a victory but causing a destruction of the state, the other party that this was
not at all to break down the walls but to raise them from ruin and make them stand firm.

110 The Greek names of the heads of the staseis of forensic pleading are, for the “plea of
justification’: npoBoAf, popia dikaiov, npdcwenov, 8pog kai t& Endueva 1@ Spw péxpt 100
TPoG Tt, adTN ) AVTiIAnyig, petdinyig, avtiBeoig, £tépa petddnyig, Béo1g, mo1dTNG, YVARN;
for the antithetical staseis: npoBolt, (dpog kai 1@ Endpeva 1@ 6pw), Sidvora, adth | dvri-
Oeog, Etépo dravora, petainyig, mpog 11, 6pog Piatog, OEoig, Etépa petainyig, Gviiinyig,
TOLOTNG, YVOUN.
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Hermogenes professes to give only a summary account of the topics of
argument in order to show the nature of the staseis treated. But by varying his
examples he succeeds in bringing out the characteristics of the different heads
of argument. To the treatment of the staseis of “conjecture’, “definition’, and
‘plea of justification® he also subjoins discussions of other, more complicated
forms of these staseis.

b) The Deliberative Stasis

The “deliberative’111 stasis is presented as belonging to the qualitative ra-
tional staseis. The debate carried on in it concerns the quality and outcome of
present or future actions. This debate may or may not be based on some kind
of written document. It centers around a number of stock issues, in Hermo-
genes listed as the ‘lawful’, the ‘just’, the ‘expedient’, the “possible’, the “hon-
ourable’, and the “anticipated effect’.112

The way of handling these issues varies. The ‘lawful’ can bear upon some
written law. Then the issue should be treated and divided as one of the legal
staseis (cf. below). Or it can concern general custom. The parties then will use
the method of direct or indirect refutation. The ‘just’ will fall under “forensic
pleading” and be divided according to one of the staseis belonging to this (cf.
above). The ‘expedient’ may be presented as “useful’, or even as ‘necessary’,
and it should be examined according to a fourfold scheme of what benefits will
remain or will arise, and what present evils will disappear or not befall, if the
proposed action is taken, and reversely, what evils will stay or arise, and what
benefits will disappear or not turn up, if the action is not taken. The same
scheme is applied to the ‘honourable’, but then in respect of “glory” and “dis-
grace’. The “possible’ is subdivided according to the method of direct and indi-
rect refutation into ‘not difficult’ and “even if difficult, nevertheless necessary’.
It may be successfully elaborated by an examination of the attributes of the
persons involved in the issue. Under the “anticipated effect’113 there is room
for a consideration of how the current decisions may be judged in the light of
different possible outcomes of the proposed actions.

When illustrating the division and handling of these issues, Hermogenes,
as NADEAU !4 points out, makes a constant use of paraphrases from Demosthe-
nes’ speeches against Philip.

111 On the Greek term used here, npaypatikny, cf. W. KroLL, Rhetorica V1. Die npoypatikm
otaoig des Hermagoras, Philologus 91 (1936), 197—205, especially 199.

112 The Greek terms are: t0 vopipov, 1o dikaiov, 10 cvpeépov, 10 duvatdv, 10 Evdotov, 10
Eéxpnodpevov.

113 This head does not occur in other writers’ treatment of deliberative speaking, except in
the commentators on Hermogenes. See NADEAU, Hermogenes on “Stock Issues” in Delib-
erative Speaking, 63 (diagram).

114 Hermogenes’ On Stases, 412—13.
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c) The Legal Staseis

The legal staseis are included among the qualitative staseis. The inquiry in
them deals with something stated in writing. In the stasis of ‘letter and intent’
the opposed parties take sides on the “letter” or on the ‘intent’, respectively, of
one written document. In the stasis of ‘conflict of laws’ the opposed parties
seek support in different documents which clash with one another because of
some accidental circumstance. In ‘inference’ a thing or an act which is not
specifically regulated by law is compared and likened to a thing or an act which
is so regulated, and the law is thus brought to bear also on the first thing or
act. In "ambiguity’ there is a dispute about the letter arising from matters of
accent or separation of syllables.

In the stasis of “letter and intent’ the speech may begin by the “presentation
of the case based on the letter’, i.e., by a statement describing the act that is
related to the letter of the law.115 Then follows the head of ‘intent’, comprising
both the intent of the lawmaker and the perpetrator’s intent with his action.
Whoever uses the ‘presentation of the case’ will then use the head of “no further
definition’, i. e., the fact that the lawmaker did not further define his law. His
intent in so doing will be explained by both parties to their own advantage. In
the head of ‘inference’ it is contended that it makes no difference at all if a
further definition was made or not made. The written law, as it is, is quite
clear. Against this again it is contended in the “definition” that it makes a great
deal of difference. In a counterproposition the perpetrator of the act will em-
phasize the benefit of his action, and the opposing party will protest that the
beneficial action could be done within the law and should not be done against
it. Thereafter both sides will compare whether the service or the wrong done is
the greater. For the rest!16 the heads of the counterpropositions may be used.

The stasis of ‘conflict of laws’ is a kind of dual ‘letter and intent’. Some
heads will be doubled, some others left out, as being equal in force. Doubled
are, naturally, the ‘presentation of the case’ and the ‘intent’, as well as the
‘counterproposition’ and the ‘counterargument’. The discussion around the
question of “further definition’ may be left out but the second ‘intent” of the
lawmaker can be exploited further by both parties. The “comparison’ in this
case concerns which of the two laws it would be better to keep in force. A head
peculiar to this stasis and to be employed after the comparison is the question
which of the laws might be said to include the other.117

115 An illustrative case is that of a man, an alien, who during the siege of the city in which
he lived, mounted the wall and won highest honour in battle but by so doing offended
against the law which states: if an alien should mount the wall of the city, let him be put
to death.

116 The Greek names of the heads of the stasis of ‘letter and intent’ are: mpoPoin pnrod,
Swavora, 10 pn mpocdiwpichal, TdAv didvoia Tod vopobitov, curihoyiopndsg, dpog, avri-
Beotg, petainyig, mpdsg T, 8pog Pilarog, Béoig, Etépa petddnyig, dvtilnyig, moidtng,
YVoRN.

117 84.17: 1y nepi 100 métepov nepiéyel kai mdtepov nepiéyetal 1dv pnidv (AToic.
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The stasis of ‘inference’ is divided in much the same way as the stasis of
“definition’, but the order of the heads is different. Against the “presentation of
the case’, i.e., the description of the thing done, the letter of the law is cited.
In the “inference’ it is contended that there is no difference between the two
things described, in the “definition® that there is a great deal of difference. The
“intent of the lawmaker’ is explored by both parties and then the usual heads
of ‘gravity’, “strained definition’, ‘comparison’, and so on are employed.118
The things placed together by the “presentation of the case’ and the ‘letter of
the law’ in this stasis need not be equal. One may also argue from the greater
or from the opposite or even from the lesser.

‘Ambiguity” will hardly form a whole independent issue, but may be part
of another issue, in which one has to deal with, e.g., oracles. The heads used
are the usual ones for the legal staseis: two “presentations of the case based on
the letter’, the ‘intent of the lawmaker’, the ‘law including and law included’,
and so on.

D. The Stasis of Objection

The stasis of ‘objection” has a special position in the system of staseis. It
is not attained by the dichotomic method of division. When this division is
brought to an end with ‘plea for leniency” (cf. above, p. 1992), Hermogenes
turns back for a moment to the legal staseis and defines and explains the dif-
ferent types of them.11? But after that he makes a clean break with his step by
step exploration of the thing to be judged, stating:

“This is the way we shall learn to recognize these staseis, but not so with
the stasis of ‘objection’. Here the inquiry concerns whether it is proper to
bring a case to trial”.120

Hermogenes sets this situation clearly apart from the situations described be-
fore: the main inquiry is not into whether a thing exists, neither into what it
is, nor into what quality it is of, but “into just this, whether there should be an
inquiry into anyone of these things”.12! Another name for the stasis is ‘formal
exception’.122

118 The Greek names of the heads of the stasis of “inference’ are: npoPoin mpdypatog, to
PNToV, GUALOYIONGG, Bpog, Yvdun vopoditon, tnhikdtng, 6pog Biatog, Tpog 11, (avrifeoi,
RETAAMWYIG, GVTIANWYIG,) TOLOTNG, YVOUN.

119 39,20—42,4.

120 42 §: tavtag pév odv obteg smyveoopueda, thv 8& petdAnyiv ovkéd’ dpoiang, AL’ dtav 1
{Anoig 1 nepi Tod &i et 1OV dydvae eicerbelv.

121 42 10: dAL’ avto tob7to, £i 8el {nriical Tt TovTov.

122 42,11: napaypaen.
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There are two forms of “objection’, the one “concerned with a document”,
the other “not concerned with documents”. They are defined as follows: The
first kind is

“a motion against immediate trial in the manner of exception to indict-
ment on the basis of a letter, about which there is an inquiry”,

the second kind is

“also a motion against immediate trial in the manner of exception to in-
dictment on the basis of a letter; the inquiry, however, is not about the
letter, but about one of the circumstances connected with the act, e.g.,
place, time, person, cause, or manner, namely, when we do not dispute
the act itself but, in objecting, criticize one of these circumstances”.123

The illustrative examples help to show up the difference. A man once tried
for murder and acquitted is called “murderer” by an oracle and is again in-
dicted. He objects to indictment, citing the letter “no one should be tried twice
for the same crime”. In this case there will be an inquiry according to ‘letter
and intent’, one of the legal staseis. (If this inquiry should turn out to the
defendant’s disadvantage, there follows an inquiry in accordance with the stasis
of ‘conjecture’.) In another case a man has — in accordance with the law —
killed an adulterer; when he afterwards finds his wife mourning on the killed

123 42,13: xai 1| pév Eyypapdg Eomv draywyn 1fig vBudikiag kata napaypaefy 4nd PmTod
Tvog, ept ov 1 LNTNoLs ... 1 88 dypagog Eott pév drnayeyn g edBudikiag xai adth xatd
TapAypaPnv &nod pntod, v {Atnoy 3¢ o mepi 10 pnTOV ExEL, GAAG mEPi TL TAV MEPL TO
npdypa, TONOV ... fj TpOMOV, OTav TO pEv npdyua cuyympduev, &v 8¢ Tt Tovtov aitidpucda
petarapPavovieg As is seen from the Greek text the definitions run exactly parallel up
to the clauses — a relative and a coordinated clause, respectively — which describe the
different spheres of inquiry. This parallelism is destroyed in NADEAU’s translation, 396:
“The written form is a motion against immediate trial because of exception (to indictment)
on the basis of the letter about which there is inquiry ... The unwritten exception is also
a motion against immediate trial; it is the same as exception on the basis of the letter,
except that it brings into question not the letter but any of the circumstances connected
with the act, namely place, time, person, cause, or manner. {These are invoked) whenever
we concede the thing done but, in objecting, lay the blame to one of these circumstances.”
NADEAU’s interpretation may also give the wrong impression, firstly, that there is no letter
of the law involved in the second “unwritten” kind of objection, secondly, that the “ob-
jecting” person in the second case should be the same person as brings the motion against
trial, i.e., the defendant of the illustrative example. The head of ‘letter of the law’ is,
however, found both in the example which is used as illustration, and in the enumeration
of heads belonging to this second kind of objection (cf. below). (Cf. VoLKMANN, 85: ,,Man
unterschied nun in der Theorie eine napaypao® &yypagog and pntod tivog Aappdavovca
v {Rwnow, — hier bildet das pntov den Ausgangspunkt und zugleich den Gegenstand
der {ntnowg, Rb. Gr. IV, 785 — und eine nopoypaeny dypagog, Hermog. I. I, bei welcher
ein pn1ov den Ausgangspunkt, niemals aber den Gegenstand der (o bilden kann,
eine Unterscheidung, die bis auf Hermagoras zuriickgeht.“) From Hermogenes’ text and
examples it is also quite clear that it is the prosecutor who in this case is “objecting” and
that his aim in so doing is to remove the exception to indictment (cf. next note).
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man’s grave he kills her too and is indicted. As a motion against trial he cites
the letter permitting the killing of adulterer and adulteress. The prosecutor,
however, objects to the time and the place of the killing. The objection of the
prosecutor here is, of course, to the effect that the cited letter is not applicable
to the man’s act of killing his wife, i.e., his act does not conform to the letter
of the law he is citing, and therefore it is right to bring him to trial.124

Hermogenes divides into heads of argument the kind of ‘objection’ which
is “not concerned with documents”.125 We get ‘presentation of the case’, “ex-
ception based on the letter’, “counterargument’, in which the prosecutor objects
to some circumstance connected with the act,126 ‘inference’, in which the de-
fendant contends that this circumstance makes no difference, and “definition’,
in which the prosecutor protests that it matters very much. The rest of the
heads, ‘counterproposition’, second ‘counterargument’,127 ‘plea of justifica-
tion’, “thesis’, “quality’, and ‘intention’, correspond to the heads of the staseis
of “forensic pleading’.128

The kind of ‘objection’ which is “concerned with a document” is not
furnished with any heads of argument of its own. It signifies an initial inquiry
in accordance with one of the legal staseis, or, possibly, with the stasis of “defi-

124 Tt is worth noting that the one and only objection in the first case comes from the defen-
dant, who makes a motion against immediate trial by citing a letter of the law, while in
the other case the objection under discussion comes from the prosecutor, who objects to
one or more of the circumstances connected with the act performed, in order to remove
the exception to indictment, which is made, in this case too, by the defendant by citing a
letter of the law. NapEAU, when describing the two kinds of objection in the following
way, Hermogenes’ On Stases, 381: “stasis of objection with a subdivision into written or
unwritten forms — e.g., one may object to indictment on the basis of law or on the
basis of circumstances surrounding an act”, ignores this difference between them and thus
oversimplifies the situation. The ancient commentators, as well as GLOECKNER (to whom
NADEAU refers), do appreciate this difference and the consequences thereof. Cf.
GLOECKNER 47: ,Hermagoras maior translationem esse et accusatoris et rei censuerat,
sed nondum nominibus haec genera distinxerat ... Hermogenes duo statuit genera ... 1)
translationis legalis (§yypagog: 142,7): cum reus aliqua lege nisus actionem excludere stu-
det, 2) translationis rationalis (&ypa®og) cum accusator in universum reo contra se agi non
debere contendenti assentitur, sed una ex circumstantiis utitur ... ex qua iure se inducere
quaestionem colligit.“ Cf. also Syrianus II, 152,11 ff. See also below note 129.

125 The illustrative example is the case of a man who as a gift of honour has demanded and
received the death sentence of another citizen. When he is discovered to have previously
killed the other man he is charged with murder.

126 This circumstance, of course, being the time of the killing. The prosecutor also strengthens
this point by contending that the popular assembly would not even have given the death
sentence, had the killed man been alive and present and spoken against it.

127 Tt may be noted that this counterargument (of direct or indirect refutation) is fashioned
here as a protest against the manner of asking for the gift of honour: you ought to have
said just this thing, that you had killed him and that he deserved to die, and then asked
for acquittal. The reply from the defendant is: it was possible for me to ask whatever I
wished, and it is not your business to dictate my words to me.

128 The Greek names of all the heads of this kind of objection are: npofoli), mapaypagikdv 16
ano pntod, perdinyig, cuvhioyiopds, dpog, aviiBeois, ETEpa petaAnyig, aviiinyg, Béoig,
TOLOTNG, YVAOUT.
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nition’, which might be followed by a second inquiry in accordance with either
one of the rational staseis, or, as was shown above, with the stasis of ‘conjec-
ture’.

‘Exception to indictment” occurs also as a possible minor head of argu-
ment within two other staseis, ‘conjecture’, and “plea of justification’. In “con-
jecture” it represents an initial move by the defendant who objects to some
circumstance in connection with the charge.12 In ‘plea of justification’ the
defendant uses the head of ‘bases of right’ just after the “presentation of the
case’ in order to object to indictment on the basis of the plea itself: “One ought
not to be tried for such things which no law has forbidden”.

In what way, then, can the Hermogenic stasis of ‘objection’ be said to
correspond to the philosophical category of coincidental, accidental, or rela-
tional quality? In the kind of “objection’ which is “concerned with a document”
there is an initial motion by which the act performed is compared to and
brought into contact with a letter of the law. The inquiry starts within the
appropriate legal stasis but is initiated in order to get an answer to the main
question of the stasis: Should there be a trial or not? In the kind of “objection’
which is “not concerned with documents” the discussion centers to a great
extent around circumstances relative to the act performed. But also this discus-
sion aims at answering the main question: Should there be a trial or not? Is the
act really performed in accordance with the letter cited by the one party as a
basis for exception to indictment, or is the objection from the other party,
concerning circumstances relative to the act performed, sufficient to remove
the exception and so justify a trial? That the central question, trial or no trial,
is the same in both kinds of ‘objection’ may be a sufficient reason for Hermo-
genes (and Minucianus) to treat them as one stasis with a common name. But
the focusing on this same question, expressed clearly by Hermogenes in his
primary definition of the stasis, also prevents him from considering it as on a
level with those staseis which are to be discovered when there is a “thing to be
judged”, and consequently it is given no place in the dichotomic pattern of the
system. '

129 Hermogenes, 44,1—14, mentions four grounds for such an objection: something missing,
e.g., the body in a charge of murder; excess, when the charge includes too much; the fact
that the relevant actions are performed by other persons than the accused; the time. He
adds, however, that such an attempt from the defendant to avoid trial is not of much use,
unless he can base it on a letter of the law. If the motion against trial is based on a letter
of the law it constitutes a perfect “exception to indictment”, teleia napaypaen. As an
instance of such a “perfect exception’ Hermogenes refers to the case of the man who has
already once been tried for murder. In this case, though, there is no objection to any
circumstances connected with the charge or the actual act. Cf. MARTIN, 43: ,,Bei der
napaypay) unterscheidet man wieder eine teheia und eine dredic. Bei dieser wird nur
eine der Peristasen bestritten, bei jener die Rechtmifligkeit des ganzen Verfabrens.” In
both these ‘exceptions to indictment’ the objection arises from the defendant and has as
its aim to avoid trial. Actually, in the two “exceptions to indictment” compared here, the
perfect and the non-perfect one, we have the counterparts to the two components in
NADEAU’s translation and interpretation of the subdivision of the stasis of objection (into
written and unwritten forms). Cf. note 124,
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4. A Manual of Instruction for Students in School Declamation

Hermogenes’ treatise was written as a text-book for use in the schools of
rhetoric.13% Students at more advanced levels trained themselves in two types
of declamation, the deliberative suasoria and the forensic controversia.131 The
themes or cases set for the students were of historical, pseudo-historical, or
purely fictitious character, just like the illustrative examples in ‘On Staseis”,132
By this training the students were meant to get able to acquit themselves with
credit in their later public life.133

As a textbook, ‘On Staseis’ has its decided merits. Its style is simple and
clear. Every precept or definition is well and fully illustrated. By the method of
division the student is shown an easy and sure way of analysing the case set
before him, so as to arrive at the stasis or issue on which he can base his speech.
By the division of every single stasis into heads of argument he learns about
the real nature of each stasis, perceiving where its main point lies. Also he
learns the very technique of argumentation, how to counter one point of argu-
ment with another, and what points help to strengthen each other. The defini-
tions of Hermogenes have the advantage of being always specific and of clearly

130 PATILLON, 71, remarks on its systematic treatment of all available points of argument for
both parties of the controverse and concludes: «... les développements proposés dans
notre traité ... ne peuvent convenir qu’au discours d’école.»

131 On this ancient educational practice see S. F BONNER, Roman Declamation in the Late
Republic and Early Empire, Berkeley and Los Angeles 1949, 1-26 and 51-70; D. L.
CLARK, Rhetoric in Graeco-Roman Education, New York 1957, 59—66; M. L. CLARKE,
Rhetoric at Rome. A Historical Survey, London 1953, 85—99 and IpeEM, Higher Educa-
tion in the Ancient World, London 1971, 39—45. Cf. also J. FAIRWEATHER, The Elder
Seneca on Declamation, ANRW 1I 32.1, ed. W. Haaskg, Berlin—New York 1984, 514
556.

132 That the Hermogenic examples are of traditional stock is shown clearly by JAENEKE,
7-13. D. A. RusskLL in the second chapter of his book on Greek Declamation gives a
very amusing picture of “Sophistopolis”, the imaginary city, where all the persons and
events of these examples come into being,

133 Cf. Hermogenes’ own introductory words, 28,5—7: “They [i. e., the elements of rhetoric]
plainly offer advantages to one’s welfare in general deliberation as well as in courts of
law and everywhere else.” CLARKE, in referring to Quintilian, questions both whether
practical use was really the primary aim of the declamation and whether, if so, it did
attain this aim (Rhetoric at Rome, 97): “Under the Empire there appear to have been two
schools of thought about declamation. Some regarded it as having nothing to do with
pleading in the courts and being designed solely for display; others saw it as a preparation
for practice in the courts ... But if it was to be judged by its utility as practical training it
was a failure.” NADEAU, however, is not quite prepared to share this severe criticism
(Hermogenes’ On Stases, 368): “The techniques required, nevertheless, were those appro-
priate to the court procedures of the time”, and CLARKE himself adds some modifying
remarks (98): “It should however be observed that declamation can hardly have been
wholly useless or wholly bad in its influence. Quintilian, in spite of his many severe criti-
cisms, made use of it himself and was convinced of its value ... the sensible teacher could
make use of declamation to give a serious training in thought and expression. In any case
in spite of all criticism declamation continued; the old themes were debated until the end
of Roman civilization.”
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showing what makes the debate start in the first place. His analysis of the
illustrative examples also often shows much acuteness, and by using more ex-
amples to illustrate each stasis he demonstrates how different heads of argu-
ment gain more or less importance in different situations. A text-book in its
general outline and expressed purpose, the treatise still may be considered to
own also some scientific merit through its attempt to bring into one coherent
system all the different elements of rhetorical argumentation, 134

IV. “On Ideas™135

1. Basic Concepts, Elements, and Principles136

The development of the theory of ideas may be seen as a natural result of
the study of the classical models for imitation. The ideal orator to admire and
imitate was for Hermogenes as for his contemporaries Demosthenes.137 Her-
mogenes sees in Demosthenes not only the great model of practical oratory but
also the creator of the most ‘varied” discourse, in which all or nearly all quali-
ties of style may be found.138 These qualities he picks out and turns into ab-
stract, independent entities, named ‘ideas’.13? The system into which these

134 This is the opinion also of J. MONFAsANI who makes this comment (op. cit., 251): “The
great attraction of the On Status was not any specific argument, although they were plenti-
ful and acute, but its magnificent presentation of all rhetorical argumentation as a unified,
interlocking system running from the most general to the most specific by a necessary
order through the ‘method’ of division.”

135 For the Greek text see Hermogenis Opera, ed. H. RABE, 213—413.

136 In my dissertation, Studies in Hermogenes and Eustathios (henceforth referred to as
Studies), 8—39, I have discussed these basic terms and concepts with references to other
scholars’ comments and opinions.

137 See E. DRERUP, Demosthenes im Urteile des Altertums, Studien zur Geschichte und Kultur
des Altertums 12, 1/2, Wiirzburg 1923, 146.

138 215,8: dvaykn npoyeipioapévong fiudg tov pdhiota thv AoV Ttotkiiwg xpnodusvov 16
A0yo xai oyedov €€ andong idéag cuppryel Sia TovToY Tepi dnacdv ginelv tdv idsdv. (Cf.
215,19f.)

139 Several commentators have noted the Platonic flavour of this concept of ‘idea’ and the
way of arriving at it. See J. STURM, Scholae, 6, H. LIERs, op. cit. in note 42, 885—86, W.
MADYDA, op. cit. in note 37, 48, G. KENNEDY, The Art of Rhetoric in the Roman World,
628. PH. DE LACY writes in his article Plato and the Intellectual Life of the Second Century
A.D. in: Approaches to the Second Sophistic, ed. by G. W. BowErsock, University Park,
Pennsylvania 1974, 9: “The passage from particulars to forms, the identification of the
components of a mixture, the very phrase auto kath’ hauto, all have good Platonic pedi-
grees.” Modern translations of i3éa into English are, besides “idea”, “category of style”,
“form of discourse”, “form of style”, “type of style”. The Greek terms used alternately
for “idea’ are id¢a and &idog. "Apeti, “virtue” of style, which is used by Pseudo-Aristides,
does not occur as an alternative in Hermogenes, but tonog, “type of style”, is used in the
final part of the treatise. In a few cases i8¢0 and €ido¢ are used to signify the “style” of
a particular author, and in the final part of the treatise £i80o¢ may also mean “genre”.
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ideas are fitted is in a corresponding way the outcome of an attempt to abstract
and systematize from the observations of the effects of stylistic elements, when
they are intermingled with and mutually influenced by each other in the ad-
mired passages of oratory.

In his general introduction Hermogenes presents the basic elements and
the general principles of his system. He establishes seven main ideas, Clarity,
Grandeur, Beauty, Vigour, Ethos, Sincerity, and Force/Skill.14° He also consti-
tutes eight categories under which he will describe each idea, namely (the
content of) thought, method, diction, figures, cola, word-connection, cadence,
and rhythm. With the help of these two classifying concepts, idea and category,
the mass of basic stylistic elements, the individual descriptions of thoughts,
methods, figures, and so on, can be organized.14! The builder of the system is
thus able to give to the critic tools by which he can describe, categorize, and
judge the aesthetic effect of each passage or part of passage he is analysing,

140 217,23: capfivela, péyebog, kdAAog, yopyotng, fbog, dAnbeia, devotng. I intend to use
the given translations with initial capital letters when referring to the Hermogenic ideas.
For discussion about translation and interpretation of the Greek terms see the ensuing
chapters on the individual ideas.

141 220,5: Havta pév obv €idn Léywv v todtoig Tefedpntan kai dta tovtwv Yivetm, Evvoiag,

nebddov, AéEewe, oyxfuaTog, Kdlov, cuvBnkNG, dvanaicews, propod. Treated in this same
order the categories determine the structure of the individual chapters of the systematic
part. Under the heading of each category are collected the definitions belonging to it and
to the idea treated in the chapter. In 218,18 ff., where Hermogenes applies the same cate-
gories to Adyoc, he indicates some of their internal relations: “Anag toivov Adyog Evvolav
1 ExE1 mAvteg Tiva ... kol péBodov mepl thv Evvolav kai A&y, 1j TobTO1G EQrippoTTaL.
i 8 ad AéEemg &xovong mavimg Tiva xai adtfig id1otnTa RGAv ad oyApatd 1€ £0Ti Tiva
kai kdAa cuvBéoeig 1€ kal dvanadoeig kai 10 €€ dpeoiv tobTov cuviatapevov 6 pLBpde.
“Evvoia is in modern commentary and translation rendered as “thought”, “sentence”,
«pensée». MéBodog is more difficult to translate. Hermogenes himself once defines it as
“figure of thought” (220,20—22), but in the systematic part it is used in the more general
sense of a principle of organizing or a way of selecting and presenting the subject-matter.
Besides “figure of thought” modern interpreters have used expressions such as “mode”
or “approach” to catch the meaning of the term. I have chosen simply to use “method”.
AéEig may denote an individual category, “diction” or “choice of words”, or be used
more generally of the whole formal aspect. Under ovvBeoig or ouvBfikn Hermogenes con-
siders hiatus as well as metrical feet and patterns. Cf. BECKER, op. cit., 11. For the rhythm
as created by word-connection and cadence but still an independent unit see 219,23 ff.,
where it is compared to the shape of a house or a ship.
In a later remark on the categories Hermogenes grades them according to their impor-
tance: the most impact has content of thought, next comes diction, third figure of speech,
and fourth figure of thought, i.e., method. Last come word-connection and cadence
(222,6 ff., 191f.). He hastens however to modify his remarks pointing to situations in
which the one or the other category may win increased importance. Cf. 411,21 ff. where
he partly repeats, partly modifies this general statement. In his aforementioned book on
Hermogenes’ two major treatises M. PATILLON structures the contents of the systematic
part of ‘On Ideas’ according to «les composants des catégories stylistiques» («catégorie
stylistique» is his interpretation of i8¢a). Here he gives an inventory, i.e., a grouping of
all the definitions belonging to each class of components, ‘thought’, ‘method’, and so on,
as well as an analysis wherein he applies some modern linguistic aspects.
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and, at the same time, to teach the would-be orator by what means — such
and such thoughts, methods, and so on — he may achieve a certain effect and
impress his audience in a certain way.142

In the systematic part of his treatise Hermogenes presents each idea in full,
such as it may be expressed through all applicable categories.143 Some of the
main ideas of the introduction are subdivided, and all in all the following ideas
are described: (Clarity:) Purity, Distinctness; (Grandeur:) Solemnity, Asperity,
Vehemence, Brilliance, Strength, Amplitude; Beauty; Vigour; (Ethos:) Simplic-
ity, Sweetness, Sharpness/Wit, Moderation, Sincerity, Weight; Force/Skill.144

In the systematic part as well as in the introduction Hermogenes also indi-
cates the relations between the ideas. These mirror the interplay observed by
the analysing critic between the elements of style in a passage or even in a
whole oration. The Hermogenic ideas ‘share’ elements, they are ‘opposed’ or
‘contrasted’ to each other in one or more aspects, and they ‘mix’ with one
another. Demosthenes can be seen to use both the single ideas and the mixtures
of them with remarkable skill so as to produce the most persuasive effect. This
is done mainly by adaptation to circumstances, audience, and matter at hand.
Also this skill or persuasive force is in the system given the name of idea.

The different mixtures or combinations of ideas are used in the last part
of the treatise as formulas for describing genres of speech and personal styles
of orators and authors.

In the following survey I shall give a picture of each single idea,45 com-
pared in brief to its counterpart in the ‘Aristides Rhetoric’,1#6 and set against

142 Both these aims of the treatise are clearly stated in its first lines (cf. 213,6 ff., 10£f.).
Hermogenes repeats that he will provide means to judge all kinds of writings (215,13 ff.,
217,6 ff.). He avails himself of these means in the capacity of a critic in the last part of
the treatise. But all through the systematic part and also in the last part he keeps in view
the needs of the orator by discussing how and to what extent an individual idea may be
used in practical oratory, what ideas are needed to complement each other, and what
combination of ideas will make the best “political discourse’.

143 In this part the idea functions as an isolated entity set free from literary reality. In real
oratory and real literature an idea is never found all by itself or expressed through all its
categories. See 220,24 ff., 222.1ff., 2249 ff., 305,1ff., 410,22 ff. The need felt by the
systematizer to identify each idea in full has, however, as consequence that Demosthenes
is no longer sufficient as a source of illustrating passages. He functions as a startingpoint
because he shows the richest variaty of stylistic qualities, and his oratory is still the ideal
as far as “political discourse’ is concerned, but some of the qualities that occur sparingly
or modified in his prose are found expressed much better in other types of writing.

144 The Greek names are: (copfveia:) kaBopdtng, evkpiveila; (uéyebog:) cepvotng, Tpaxdtng,
opodpotng, Aaunpdtng, dkun, mepifoin; kdAlog, yopyotng, (7160g:) deéieia, yAvxidtng,
Sppdtng, émteikeia, aAnBivog Adyos, Papitng; dewvdne. As is seen from this enumeration
of the ideas treated in the systematic part, the idea of Sincerity is there included in Ethos.
{See my chapter on Ethos, below pp. 2023-2034.)

145 Summary expositions of the Hermogenic ideas are given in the large handbooks; the most
correct version, in my opinion, is that given by VOLKMANN (op. cit., 557—564). A fuller
treatment of the ideas is now to be found in PATILLON, op. cit., 219—278,

146 In his introduction Hermogenes in a general way refers to his predecessors. He criticizes
on the one hand their lack of order and method (216,171f.), on the other hand their
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its background in earlier theories of style,14” furthermore a presentation of the
principles of ‘sharing’, “opposition’ or ‘contrast’, and ‘mixture’, and of the idea
of Force/Skill. Finally, under the heading of Political Discourse and Panegyrical
Writing (sect. IV. 11, pp. 2047—-2052), I shall make some remarks on the struc-
ture and content of the concluding part of the treatise.

2. Clarity148

Clarity is presented as the first idea of the system. Its subdivisions are

Purity and Distinctness. Clarity is the basis of all discourse.!4? Its opposite is
“obscurity”. This quality is, however, not really a vice of style, as it can be put

147

148
149

inability to generalize from the observations of details of the Demosthenic style (217,1 ££.).
The commentators of Demosthenes do not, he says, consider each quality, each idea, by
itself. Syrianus names two targets of this criticism, Basilicus and Zenon. (I, 13,9).

It may be assumed from Hermogenes’ utterances that some theorizing and systematizing
already had taken place in this field. One surviving specimen of this somewhat earlier
activity may be the treatise ‘On Political Discourse’, which forms the first part of a work
attributed to the sophist Aelius Aristides. (For the text see Aristidis qui feruntur libri
rhetorici II, ed. W. ScHMID, Leipzig 1926.} BAUMGART did not doubt its genuinity, but
ScHMID has demonstrated the falseness of the attribution and shown that the work is a
conflation of several parts, probably written by different authors at different times. (See
Die sogenannte Aristidesthetorik, Rheinisches Museum 72 [1917/18], 113—-49 and
238—57). Scumip followed BAUMGART in assuming that the first part of the work was
known, utilized, and criticized by Hermogenes when writing his treatise “On Ideas’. He
furthermore accepted WALSDORFF’s suggestion that the second part of the work is inspired
by and written after Hermogenes’ “On Ideas’, thereby acknowledging the criticism by
WaLsDORFF and correcting his own originally proposed order between the parts of the
‘Aristides Rhetoric’ and “On Ideas’. (See F. WALSDORFF, Die antiken Urteile tiber Platons
Stil, Klassisch-Philologische Studien 1, Leipzig 1927, 119, note 1, and the review by
ScHMID in Géttingische Gelehrte Anzeigen 191 [1929], 240, note 3.) In the first book of
Pseudo-Aristides, which is the one I use as a counterpart to Hermogenes’ treatise, twelve
ideas or virtues of style are described under the categories of yvépun, “content of thought”,
oyfina, “figure”, and anayyeria, “expression”. There are next to no traces of a system
into which these ideas are fitted. The treatise as we have it now is badly curtailed and
mutilated. (In a dissertation from 1972, The Pseudo-Aristides Treatise on Public Address:
A Study of the Second Sophistic, T. E. Corts describes and discusses the contents of the
treatise. He takes very little note of Hermogenes or other Greek theories of style but tries
to connect the concepts and theories of the treatise to those of the Latin authors. My
interpretations below of Pseudo-Aristides’ text often diverge considerably from those of
CORTSs.)

A discussion of the relation between the theory of ideas and these earlier theories is found
in HAGEDORN’s study Zur Ideenlehre des Hermogenes (Hypomnemata 8), Gottingen
1964, 9—18. In his following treatment of each single idea concept he tries to trace its
roots. In my notes on the background of the idea concepts I will constantly refer to
HAGEDORN.

capnvel, 226,8—22; 240,18—-241,9.

226,8: nepi capnveiag ... §v 3N kai nwpdtny £0éueba, S16T1 xai navti AOY® tovToL JEi
périota, tiic capnveiag, KT,
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to effective use in, e. g., allusive speech or “figured questions’.150 The excess of
Clarity may produce a vice which neighbours the idea, namely “triviality” or
“meanness”.151 An opposite to this vice and also a remedy for it is Grandeur,
the major idea treated next in the treatise.

A. Purity152

Pure are the common and easily comprehensible thoughts, which contain
nothing deep or complicated. Pure method is to start immediately with the
relevant facts and to relate them bare and stripped of all extraneous matter.
Another Pure method is the narrative technique. The words used should be
common and understandable to all. Pure diction does not admit tropes or
words which are “harsh in themselves”.153 Direct constructions using the no-
minative and short cola give a straight, simple sentence structure. Avoided are
the genitive absolute, transposition of words, apostrophes, and insertions.154
Collision of vowels is not especially shunned. The rhythm is that of everyday
speech: the feet are mostly iambics or trochaics and the cadence occurs on
anyone of them.

B. Distinctness!5S

This idea implies the organization — for the sake of Clarity — of more
complex material. Its thoughts have the mediating function of summing up and
introducing. Distinct method is to give an outline of the proposed discussion.
Besides, Distinctness is produced by keeping to the natural order of events and
generally by putting first things first, also, e.g., in arguing. By Distinct figures
the speaker assembles, divides, and enumerates. He breaks off from his narra-

150 226,11: dodpeia. 240,24—241,5. Cf. KusTas, Studies in Byzantine Rhetoric, 83, on how
these remarks could form the basis for the development of “obscurity’ into a virtue of
style in Byzantine times.

151 241,7: 81 yap t® cagei peyéboug Tivog kal dyxov mapdksital yap 16 ceddpa cael 10
evteldg Kai Tamevoy, xtAh. Cf. sim, 241,12—15.

152 xaBapotng, 227,1—234,23.

153 229,8: Aé&rg 6¢ xaBapd ... xai un teTpappévi und’ e’ savtiig oboa oxknpd, xtA. In the
chapter on Asperity Hermogenes distinguishes between such expressions as are metaphori-
cal and such as are “harsh in themselves” through harsh combinations of consonants,
258,13: adtor pév obv 14 10 1eTpdpdar eici Tpayeior 4o’ Eavtdv 68 oxAnpal ai towadrar,
olov “atapndg’, ‘Epaprtev’, “Eyvaye’ xai doar towadtal.

154 230,8: mhayaopdc; 232,1: OnepPatdv; 250,23: drootpogai, dnootpopai. All examples
given in Hermogenes of the figure mAayiaopdc contain a genitive absolute. Cf. 230,6 ff.,
267,191f., 288,13 ff., 317,11 {f. In Pseudo-Aristides it seems to have a more general sense
of “participial constructions”. Cf. Kustas, op. cit., 136, note 5, PATiLLON, op. cit.,
166—-167.

155 gokpivela, 235,1-240,17.
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tive to question and answer himself as to his intent, and he repeats and resumes
his point after a digression. These are the distinctive features of the idea. In all
other respects, diction, cola, etc., it shares the characteristics of Purity.

Distinctness is introduced as the helpmate of Purity. Whenever Purity suf-
fers some setback, Distinctness has to step in and restore Clarity to the dis-
course.15¢ The illustrative examples which show the idea in this function have
a structure which is far from Pure. The subdivision of Clarity into the two ideas
means that one can achieve Clarity of speech either by using Purity throughout
or by using Distinctness to correct and clarify whatever confusion is caused by
a more complicated mode of discourse.

Pseudo-Aristides?57 has a very short chapter on cagnivewr and kaBapdrng.
Most of his definitions are similar to the precepts in the two chapters on Purity
and Distinctness.

HAGEDORN158 traces some of the characteristics of Purity, common words
and the avoidance of tropes, back to traits of the stylistic virtue of cagrveia

156 235,4: | uev yap Podretan cagi notelv tov Adyov, )| kabapdtng, ij 3¢, €1 1L ool vrnevav-
tiov adtfj kat’ dvayxny Tivd, ai 8n nolial nepi tovg Adyoug gioi Sopaptial, Sropbodtat,
1} evkpivela. Cf. 315,9-12.

157 §§ 133—35. His definitions of ‘content’ are: not to invert but to relate in due order; not
to insert any thoughts from without; to present known facts as known and facts in dispute
as disputed. In the section on ‘figure’ are listed: “epistrophes’ (returns?); to give a summing
up and a preparation when passing from one thing to another. “Diction’ comprises: com-
mon and truly significant expressions; ‘narrative figures’; avoidance of synonyms; “mild’
instead of “harsh’ expressions.

158 Qp. cit., 25—29. The concept of xafapotng in Dionysius refers to the use of standard
grammatical forms and vocabulary (cf. On Lysias, 22,1617 U—R). To this concept there
is no counterpart in Hermogenes, which might be explained by the fact that this was a
virtue treated by the grammarians rather than by the rhetoricians. (See LAUSBERG, §§ 459,
460, 528, and cf. Cicero, De Orat. III, 10,38.)

The stylistic virtue of cagnveia is characterized by the use of common, proper words and
the avoidance of tropes (cf. On Lysias, 10,14—21; 12,21-24 U—R). In his characteriza-
tion of the plain style, which “above all should be lucid”, Demetrius gives the same pre-
cepts (§§ 190~-192). In the ‘Rhetorica ad Alexandrum’ the author describes the virtues
of the narration in 1438 a. For ca¢nfivela and 1@v dvopdtev he recommends appropriate
words and words in common use; besides, transposition of words should be avoided. For
cagfivela and tdv npaypatev he recommends relating things in their natural order. This
precept is, as HAGEDORN points out, one of the characteristics of Distinctness. In the Latin
authors, too, the clarity of the narration is attained by keeping to the right order (cf. Ad
Herennium I, 9,15; Cicero, De Inv. I, 20,29; De Orat. II, 80,329).

HAGEDORN does not make any attempt to trace one of the chief characteristics of Purity,
the avoidance of unnecessary matters and the clean start from the relevant facts. But the
precepts for another virtue of the narration, brevitas, show an obvious similarity to the
Hermogenic precepts. Cf. Ad Herennium I, 9,14: rem breviter narrare poterimus si inde
incipiemus narrare unde necesse erit; Cicero, De Inv. I, 20,28: Brevis erit, si unde necesse
est inde initium sumetur et non ab ultimo repetetur; Quintilian, IV, 2,40: Brevis erit narra-
tio ante omnia, si inde coeperimus rem exponere, unde ad iudicem pertinet; deinde, si
nihil extra causam dixerimus. In Ad Herennium I, 9,15 and Cicero, De Inv. I, 20,29 a
combination of the two virtues, clarity and brevity, is recommended. In Dionysius Lysias
is represented as combining the virtues of Bpayding and cuerivern (On Lysias, 12,24 ff.
U—-R). But the discussion here concerns the purely stylistic virtues and Bpayvtng means



HERMOGENES OF TARSUS 2011

in Dionysius, while the Distinct method of keeping to the natural order is found
to have its origin in ca@fveia (or perspicuitas) as a virtus narrationis. It might
be possible to find an origin also to the Pure method of starting immediately
from the necessary facts and avoiding additions to them in another virtus narra-
tionis, that of Bpayotng (or brevitas).

3. Grandeur?$?

Grandeur is a primary idea with six subdivisions, Solemnity, Asperity, Ve-
hemence, Brilliance, Strength, and Amplitude. Brilliance is introduced as a com-
plement to Solemnity, Asperity, and Vehemence. These ideas need some “gai-
ety”. The gaiety suitable in this context is produced by Brilliance and is called
“the dignified gaiety” as distinguished from the gaiety produced by Pleasant-
ness or by Elegance.169

Hermogenes is at first inclined to subordinate Asperity, Vehemence, and
Brilliance to Strength. He then tries to explain the relations of the ideas by the
concept of “sharing of elements’; but he finally decides that Strength is to be
considered a fixed combination of thoughts and methods from Asperity and
Vehemence, diction common to all three ideas, figures belonging to Vehemence
and Brilliance, and cola, word-connection, and rhythm from Brilliance. As il-
lustrations in his long and meticulous discussion of the interplay of the cate-
gory-contents of the three ideas he uses famous passages from Demosthenes’
speech “On the Crown’. The concept of Strength might thus be the result of
an attempt to catch in a formula the peaks and the frenzy of Demosthenic
oratory. 161

Grandeur combines through its subideas the concepts of elevation, inten-
sity, and amplification.162 Parallel designations of the primary idea are Bulk

merely brevity of expression. In the following chapter, however, Dionysius describes the
virtue of Bpaydtng applied to subject-matter, and there we find a counterpart to the Her-
mogenic precept for Purity: the avoidance of nonessential material (On Lysias, 13,12—15
U-R).

159 néyebog, 241,10—242,20.

160 264,11: kai &1t 3e1 16 oeuvd 1€ Kai Tpayel kui ceodpd mtpoceival 1 Taviog kol padpoTn-
106, iva pn mavey avotnpog ' eadpdtntog 88 ob tiig &v dpaicud, §i 8N YAvkLTNTOG T€
kal agereiog £otiv, 000E tic kat’ émpuérelav cuvBnkng KaAlog Exovoeng Tt ... obkovv
Tavtng o€l 1fig eadpdtnrog td peyéder dg ko’ avtd, dAra Tiic aélopatikiig Tavtnyv 8¢
motel 1) AQUTPOTNG, KTA.

161 2554 ff.; 270,1-272,14; 273,20—25; 274,9—11. For a fuller discussion see my Studies,
64-67.

162 HAGEDORN, 0p. cit., 36, compares the combination of ideas within Grandeur to the divi-
sion of the yapaktip GynAdg into peyaronpéncia, kalhhoyia and dewvdtng (cf. On De-
mosthenes, 135,10 ff. U-R, and On composition, 37,12 ff. U—R): peyaronpéneie would
be equivalent to Solemnity, kaAAdoyia to Brilliance and Strength, and 8gwvdtng to Asper-
ity and Vehemence. KusTtas, op. cit., 57, note 2, compares the relation of Solemnity and
Amplitude within Grandeur to the distinction between twyog and ad€éncig in On the Sub-
lime 12,1-2.
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and Dignity.163 Dignity is associated especially with Solemnity and Brilliance.
Grandeur is opposite to and combats triviality and meanness.1¢4 As Amplitude
is suited to all kinds of practical oratory, Demosthenes uses this idea most of
all to add Grandeur to his discourse.165

A. Solemnity and Brilliance 66

The thoughts of Solemnity are graded as to their Solemn effect, from a)
thoughts of gods as gods, b) thoughts of divine things, discussed with respect
to their causes, e. g., the seasons, the nature of the universe, the movements of
earth and sea, and ¢) thoughts of matters which are divine in nature but appear
in human life, as the immortality of the soul, justice, temperance, or life in
general and the meaning of ‘law’ and of ‘nature’, to d) thoughts of human
things of an outstanding nature, e. g., famous deeds like the battles of Marathon
and Plataiai and Salamis.

The principal Solemn method is to narrate assertively, without hesitation.
One should speak “with dignity”, and as if being quite sure, expressing no
doubt. Other methods are the allegorical ones which should be consistently
sustained and use a noble imagery,1¢7 and allusive speech, which when used in
a Solemn context hints at something in a mystical way.

To Solemn diction belong words with vowels which distend the mouth, as
is the case with long alpha and omega. To give the best effect these vowels

163 241,7: &yxog (cf. 241,13; 242,3,16; 254,23; 269,13; 277,23; 296,8; 312,3; 402,2);
241,10: atiopa (cf. 226,21; 241,14; 242,3; 250,16; 264,8; 269,13; 277,23; 289,14;
296,5,8; 312,3; 377,1).

164 241,14: napaxerton yip 1@ c@oOdpa capel 10 edteréc, O 1 kai évavtiov éoti td peyéder.
... 6 ptop ... xéxpnton Toig ToloboL TNV cagrjveiay, d1a 8¢ t0 ktvduvevelv Eveka tavng
gxmintely adt@ tOv Adyov £ig 10 edlviotepov katéuéey avti] 1@ notobvra 16 péyebog xai
Swapepdviag nenredvake 1§ nepiPodi].

165 289,12 ff.

166 gepvotng, 242,21-254,21; Aapnpodtng, 264,5~269,9.

167 246,17: oi aAAnyopucai uéBodot, d1e Srapkoiev, ogpvov nolovot 10v Adyov, dg év 1@ “0
HEV 3T péyag YER@V &v ovpavd Zelg RTNVOV Gppa EAaUvav eépetat” kol ta €T Aéyw
8¢ tobro, &l pn) Exdv T1g 310 1OV edldvov kai ebTEADY TIVOG GAANYOpOIN' TOTE YAp OVKETL
oepvov, xth. ERNESTI, Lexicon technologiae Graecorum rhetoricae, Leipzig 1795, s.v.
GAANYOpIKOG, interprets the term here as “alluding’ rather than ‘allegorical’ and assumes
that Hermogenes consciously departs from normal usage: ,,Ergo éAAnyopia Hermogeni
est allusio quaedam, et provocatio ad alienum testimonium, fortasse etymon vocis secuto
illi magis, quam communem Rbetorum consuetudinem.“ The illustrative passage, from
Plato’s Phaedrus, 246 E, seems, however, to deserve the name of allegory. Hermogenes is
using aAAnyopeiv also in 334,2, in a discussion of metaphorical language. Here he tries
to distinguish the use of a single, outstanding, trope, a matter of diction, from a more
complete transference of, e.g., plants and animals into the human sphere of will and
thought, a matter rather of method and thought, i.e., of allegory. Syrianus, I, 38,15 ff.,
and John Siceliotes, WaLz VI, 222.6 ff., when commenting on Hermogenes’ demand for
noble images both give as examples of ignoble imagery and allegory the flight of the beetle
in Aristophanes’ Peace and Aristophanes’ tale of the origin of love in Plato’s Symposium.
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should occur in last syllables. The iota should be avoided. Metaphors also give
a Solemn effect, if they are moderate and not strained, as well as nouns and
‘nominal’ words, i. e., participles, pronouns, and nouns abstracted from verbs.

Solemn figures are the Pure ones, i.e., direct constructions. Apostrophes
and parenthetical insertions interrupt the speech and destroy its Pure or Solemn
character.168 Solemn and dignified is also to affirm or pass judgement on some-
thing or to express one’s personal opinion in respect of what one is going to
say.

Cola are the same as in Pure speech, i.e., the shorter ones, rather like
aphorisms. Collision of vowels should not be especially avoided. The rhythm
may contain dactyls, anapaests, paeonics, and occasionally iambics and spon-
dees, but not trochaics or ionics. It is important that the sentence should end
in a foot appropriate to Solemnity, without catalexis. Thus the rhythm is given
a steady movement and a firmly based ending. Further it is recommended that
the ending word should be a word of at least three syllables, that most of the
syllables of the cadence should be long, and that the last or the next to last
syllable should contain a vowel which distends the mouth.

Recurring in the discussion of the idea is the question how far and in what
way the category-contents can be adapted to and used in practical oratory. The
thoughts concerning gods have no place in oratory, but those on the forces of
nature can be adapted to it, if they are used purely descriptively in an
ecphrasis. 169 General statements, e. g., about life and death, are Solemn only.
But if a specific point of view is added the result instead will be ‘political” as
well as Amplified.'70 (One of the devices of Amplitude is adding genus to
species and vice versa.) The political orator will also choose not to be strictly
assertive. He can be more persuasive and give a personal touch to his speech
by using some small modifying or hesitating phrase.17! Again, the Solemn aph-
orism, if interrupted by an insertion, ceases to be purely Solemn but is given
the added quality of Vigour and is thus better adapted to practical oratory.172

Brilliant thoughts are those which inspire the speaker with confidence,
e.g., the telling of glorious deeds or events which the audience likes to hear
about. The speaker may even take the opportunity to enlarge on his own ex-
ploits. The method that gives Brilliance is to make every thought into a main
topic, to speak boldly with dignity and without hesitation, and to narrate with-
out interruption. Brilliant is also to represent glorious things more gloriously,
as when Demosthenes makes a glorious example, that of the forefathers’ fight
at Marathon, into an even more glorious oath.173 Diction is the same as in

168 250,23—-251,3.

169 244,17: €i pévrol xatd Ekpacty adTV 1@V Yevopévav Aéyol Tig adtd, dAAa uf tag aitiag
Entdv, xad’ dg yivetat, kTA.

170 245,15-246,1.

171 246,14~ 16.

172 251,3—11.

173 266,23: "Ett pefddov Aapunpdc kai to 1& Evioka évototépag Aéyey, donep ékeivo eipn-
TaL 1O “ob, pa tovg &v Mapabdvi npokivuvedoaviag 1OV npoydvav” kai ta EEfig Todto
vap mapaderypa pEv Evbokov, olov “opbdg ouveBovievoa vrép Ehevbepiag tdv “EAAAvav
Kivduvedey: obto yap éroiovv kai ol év MapaBdvi mpokivduvelcavteg’™ 6 8¢ gic Spkov
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Solemnity. Brilliant figures are ‘successive negations’ and ‘detached senten-
ces’.174 A sentence begun without connection is Brilliant, provided that its cola
are long. Brilliance needs long cola. In word connection, cadence, and rhythm
the idea agrees with Solemnity.

As is seen from the listing of category-contents, Solemnity and Brilliance
have many similar traits. Hermogenes gives an indication of their relation when
he once refers to Brilliance by the name of “solemn beauty”.175

Pseudo-Aristides17¢ treats only one corresponding virtue, the virtue of
oepuvotnc. Some of his definitions correspond rather closely to the precepts of
Solemnity, some others to the precepts of Brilliance.

HAGEDORN177 traces the concept of aepvotng as far back as Aristotle. In
Dionysius the term is frequent and attached to peyaAionpéneia. This in turn is

aoTto dvayayav £vdoEdtepov avto £noinoe xai Aapnpov ‘ovy fijpaptov tadta cupfovied-
oag, ob, pa tovg &v Mapaddvi tpoxivduvevoavrag’ kai ta &&fig. Cf. 327,8—21. This fa-
mous passage, Dem. 18,208, is quoted and analysed in a similar way by the author of On
the Sublime, 16,23, by Pseudo-Aristides (see below) and by Tiberius, SPENGEL III, 69.
For a fuller treatment see W. BUHLER, Beitrige zur Erklirung der Schrift vom Erhabenen,
Gottingen 1964, 116—-119.

174 267,8: dvarpéoeig; 267,11: dnootacels.

175 gepvov kdArog, cf. 309,21,

176 §§ 2—34. His definitions of ‘content’ are: thoughts invested with esteem and honour, as
thoughts about things that are noble or rare and old, e.g., about the gods, or about
freedom, wisdom, and justice; thoughts about life and death; important and outstanding
thoughts and deeds within the human sphere (In § 7 the author quotes Dem. 18,208 and
points out that this is a case of an argument proper turned into an oath for the sake of
greater solemnity. He adds that this swearing by the ancestors as though they were gods
gives an excess of solemnity to the passage); legendary matters. In the section on ‘figure’
are listed: assertive statements; detached sentences; ‘breaks’ in the form of thrown-in ques-
tions (Questions of the same type are found in the chapter on Distinctness in Hermogenes,
cf. 239,8 ff. Pseudo-Aristides remarks to his illustrative passage that it may seem muddled
without this figure, and he adds that the figure always has an elucidating effect); participial
constructions (§ 19: nhayiacuoc. The figure is exemplified by the genitive absolute but
also by other types of participial constructions); similes; famous sayings; ‘replacing the
less noble with the more noble’ (§ 23. Part of the illustrative passage here, Dem. 18,299,
is used in Hermogenes to illustrate the Brilliant figure of “successive negations’); keeping
in suspense by mentioning the properties of a thing before the thing itself (this may entail
using resumptions); aphorisms; referring to practice of old or to famous authority; “asyn-
deton’ between thoughts, piled on one another. To “diction” belong: nominal words; figur-
ative expressions; heaping up of words (as in “polysyndeton’); using the names of cities
for the people in them, referring to a person by describing his actions instead of naming
him outright, or using abstract and collective words instead of concrete and individual
ones.

177 Qp. cit., 31—33. The most conspicuous similar trait of the Aristotelian, Dionysian, and
Hermogenic concepts of oepuvotng is the figurative diction (Aristotle, Poetics, 1458 a 22;
Dionysius, On Demosthenes, 137,14 U—R). In Demetrius oguvotng is a quality of the
yapaxtip peyoronpenng and the author of "On the Sublime’ uses the term occasionally
in characterizing his concept of sublimity. In both Demetrius and “On the Sublime’ figur-
ative and allegorical expressions as well as dactylic and paeonic rhythms are characteristics
of elevated style (Demetrius §§ 38, 42, 78, 99; On the Sublime, 32; 39,4; 41,1).
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synonymous to péyefog and d&iopa. To the concept of Aounporng HaGe-
DORN!78 finds a counterpart in the Dionysian xoAMAoyie. This is included in
the group of virtues which are connected with peyalonpéneia.

B. Asperity and Vehemencel7?

Asperity and Vehemence are both used in situations of attack.80 The two
ideas share many characteristics but Hermogenes takes pains to establish a
distinction between them. This distinction is based on a difference in the direc-
tion and intensity of the attack.

Unveiled blame directed against a person of higher rank than the speaker,
e.g., the judges or the assembly, gives Asperity. To Vehemence belong blame
and reproof directed against a person of lower rank or against someone whom
the audience is happy to hear blamed. The accusations may in this case amount
to plain abuse. The method of both ideas is the unveiled and naked blaming.

The diction comprises figurative expressions, also quite bold ones, and
words that are “harsh in themselves”. Vehemence may even use new-coined
invectives.181 Figures specific to Asperity are commands and convincing ques-
tions. Figures specific to Vehemence are “turning to’ the adversary, apostrophe,
especially in the form of putting questions to him, questions which admit of no
answer, and ‘pointing to’ him, e.g., by a demonstrative pronoun. The cola
should be short, in Vehemence even limited to phrases of one word. Collision
of vowels should be sought for and the rhythm should be composed of feet
that are ill suited to each other. The result will be offending to the ear. All the
traits of Asperity and Vehemence may be said to work together to reinforce
each other’s effect. But to fit into practical oratory Asperity should not be
carried through completely. Instead the harsh elements should be softened.182

Hermogenes does not in these two chapters remark on the emotions ex-
pressed or aroused by Vehement or Harsh speech. But in the general introduc-
tion he implies that the aim of Vehement and accusing speech is to “stir up

178 Qp. cit., 34, 36, 42—43. He quotes On Thucydides, 360,8 f. U—R: byog Aéyw kai xok-
Apnuooivny kai cepvoroyiay kai peyoronpéneioy and On Demosthenes, 135,111, 15£.
U—R. See also GEIGENMULLER, op. cit., 52—53. HAGEDORN points out that we find these
concepts combined also in On the Sublime, 30,1: péyeBog dua xéArog, ednivera, Papog,
1oy 0g, kpaToC.

179 1payding, 254,22-260,15; c@odpotng, 260,16 —264,4.

180 The expressions énitpopd, £meopixdg are often found connected with Asperity or Vehe-
mence (cf. 350,5f.; 359,16 ff., 22 ff.; 360,13 f.; 371,2 ff.; 385,13 ff.)

181 262,10: é¢vtaiba 8¢ xal noielv Ovopata iowg Eyywpel Tpayéa, donep 6 pHTop Enoinoe 16
‘lapPertogdyos’ xai 10 “yYpauHaTOXKVPOV’ Kol €1 TL T010070, KTA.

182 The following means of softening Asperity are recommended in the chapter on the idea:
blaming generally and vaguely instead of specifically and decidedly (256,16 ff.; cf.
350,2—5); alluding to some censure concerning other people, uttered by another person on
another occasion (259,4 ff.); surrounding the blame with some softer contents (256,25 f£.),
seeming to be irresolute or hesitating (257,12 f; cf. 350,1).



