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INTRODUCTION

The autobiographic details of Dionysius of Halicammassus are very
scanty, given in passing and dispersed through all his extant works,
viz. the Archaeologia, his work on the history of Rome, his literary
essays and a few letters.

From his Archaeologia we leam that he took a ship to Italy at the
conclusion of the Civic War (30 B.C.); that he spent the twenty-two
years, which passed between that time and the time at which we know he

was writing, at Rome; that he had to master Latin for the sake of the
coﬁposition of his Archaeologia, and that the writing of this work kept
him busy all the time. As we find no allusion whatsocever to his other
works in this historical study, it might be inferred that he most probably
wrote them after he had completed his Archaeologia. . He also probably
remained at Rome for a considerable time, although no definite proof for
this opinion can be supplied. Likewise, the time and place of his death
are unattested and therefore not knowable. However, from the fact that he
formed part of an active literary circle,1 we may assume that he had been
staying in the capital for at least the time during which he produced his
works, among which the De Demosthene. 2

So far as his occupation during his stay at Rome is concerned, he must
have been a teacher of rhetoric to Roman youths: in his treatise on com=

3 addressed as a birthday present

position, the De compositione verborum,
to one of his pupils, Metilius Rufus, he promises to expound certain aspects
more fully in the daily lessons, &v tafg ®ad’ Augpov Yuvoololg...

This is confirmed by the didactic character of his essays in the De oratoribus
antiquis, and especially by the general introduction to his corpus where
Dionysius explicitly promises to point out which qualities of the individual
styles of the orators he is going to discuss, are worthy of imitation,

uwnoLe, 5 by students.

Although his treatises on the Attic orators would indeed be of great help
for orators-to-be, they were not intended to be rhetorical handbooks for
students but must be regarded as literary treatises with an impact on
prose literature in general. This is especially true of the De Demosthene,




as can easily be inferred from the fact that Demosthenes is compared in
it not only with orators, but with a philosopher, Plato, and a historian,
Thucydides, as well. As a matter of fact, the introduction of the

Xopoom Thiceg T™C AeEews system into the De Demosthene enabled Dionysius to
determine the relative position of Demosthenes in the whole field of prose
literature, and not only in oratory. In his treatment of the musical
aspect of the style of Demosthenes (De Dem. II, cc.35ff) he likewise has
recourse to a system, the &puoviaw system, which includes even poets like
Homer. Finally, in his general introduction to the De oratoribus antiquis
Dionysius spends some time on the controversy between the Asianistic and
Atticistic movements. This discussion points in the direction of prose

literature in general and is not only of concern to oratory.

These remarks concemning the literary character of his works inevitably
lead to the following observation: Dionysius must have been an active
member of some literary circle at Rome, thus participating in an activity
that was a feature of intellectual life in the capital in the period in
which he wro‘ce.6
opinion took place between himself and interested friends, not mere students.
This is confirmed by the fact that, although the essays were addressed to

His essays suggest that a constant interchange of

individual persons, they were destined for a wider public: in ch. 23 of the
De Demosthene Dionysius invites all lovers of literature (ol @LAdX oYOL
dovteg) to examine the validity of his opinion concerning Plato.7 Further=
more, although the De Demosthene was addressed tb Ammaeus, he refers to

the readers of this essay in the plural.8 In his essays we meet some of
these persons who most probably constituted the literary circle:  Ammaeus
(two letters and the essays on fhe Attic orators), Metilius Rufus (De
compositione verborum), Pompeius Geminus (two letters), Demetrius (one
essay), Quintus Aelius Tubero (one essay), while the names of Zeno and
Caecilius of Calacte are mentioned in the second letter to Pompeius. Of
these only Caecilius of Calacte is known through other works as well, e.g.
ps.-Longinus and Plutarchus. Generally speaking, these persons were well
acquainted with Attic literature: 1in the De Demosthene Dionysius frequently
refers to this fact: &g év elddoL As'ywv.g For this reason Dionysius gives
only a few or no examples: xai Tavt’ 78N YvapLua ofg Aéyw, wol oOSEv
&edueda ToPASE LY TV . 10




So far as the setting of the De Demosthene is concerned, two controversies
had a direct influence on the essay on Demosthenes: the controversy between
Atticism and Asianism, and the controversy between the philosophers and the
rhetoricians. These were topical issues in Rome at the time of Dionysius,
issues in which he had to show his inclination. Atticism was ''a reaction

nl In the general

against the excesses of Hellenistic prose style...
introduction to the corpus on the Attic orators Dionysius clearly ex=
presses his desire to promote the Atticistic movement, and the way in
which he treats the orators is a final confirmation of this desire:
especially in the De Demosthene he severely criticizes excessive and un=
justified use of embellishment, disclosing thereby his attitude towards

Asianistic elaboration in style.

The other dispute was one between the philosophers and rhetoricians con=
cerning the réle of philosophy and rhetoric in the educationl program in
Rome.  Without elaborating on the long history of this dispute, a few
remarks will be sufficient to understand Dionysius' attitude towards Plato.
He reacted against the extremist philosophers who undervalued rhetoric as
a subject in the educational program to such an extent, that they regarded
Plato, a philosopher, as the best orator as well. (De Dem. 23).

In the present study, Dionysius of Halicarnassus: De Demosthene:

A critical appraisal of the status quaestionis, followed by a glossary

of the technical terms, an attempt will be made to understand the De
Demosthene primarily out of itself and secondary as part of the corpus,
the e oratoribus antiquis. In the history of research on this essay

the interpretation of this essay was mainly determined by a few great
issues. The first issue is the problem of the object and nature of the

De Demosthene. The presence of a large section on the musical aspect of
the style of Demosthenes (cc. 35ff.) does not seem to fit in with the object °
of the first chapters (cc. 1-34); moreover, the nature of these two major
sections differs so much, that former researchers hardly have regarded
them as different sections of one essay. I hope to prove that they were
originally part of the Dz Demosthene, and deliberately included.

The second matter which caused much dispute, is the position of the Ie
Demosthene in the corpus of which it forms a part (as we have it today).
The treatise seems to differ in so many aspects from the other extant works
of this corpus that one could legitimately ask whether the De Demosthene

3




was indeed the essay on Demosthenes promised in the general introduction

to this corpus. I hope to prove that it is indeed. ‘

The third issue that really interested scholars is the one concerning

the chronological relation between the De Demosthene and the De compositione
verborum, another essay of Dionysius on composition. The reason for this
interest is the resemblance between this treatise and cc. 35ff. of the

De Demosthene. I hope to prove that the Ie compositione verborum had

been written before the De Demosthene, and not during an alleged break in
the composition of the De Demosthene.

In the last chapter I wish to discuss a matter which so far has not
attracted the attention of scholars, but which I regard as essential for the
.mdefstanding of this essay, that is the application of the &cetal wic MEeug
system. I hope to prove that Dionysius cculd not have attained his goal
without recourse to this system, albeit that the presence of this system

in the De Demosthene seems to have escaped notice.

A glossary will be included as a practical aid to the study of the
text.




NOTES TO THE INTRODUCTION

-10.

Cp. p. 2 below.

" The De Demostheme is virtually universally abbreviated with

"Dz Dem." - which I shall use as well.

I shall abbreviate the title of this essay of Dionysius with
"C.V." - which is commonly accepted by most scholars.

C.V. xx, 206:23-24. In the case of the De compositione

verborum I have used the text of W.Rhys Roberts, Dionysius of
Halrcarnassus: On Literary Composition, London: Macmillan and Co.,
1910. In the case of the De Demosthene and the other essays of the
De oratoribus antiquis, 1 have made use of the Loeb text by S. Usher,
Dionysius of Hallcarnassus: Critical Essays, vol. I, London: William
Heinemann, 1974, being more available than the text of Usener and

Radermacher. The first numeral used by me refers to the chapter, the

~second to the page and the last one to the lines on the page.

4,12:1-5.

"Dionysius was, if not the central figure, at least a very active
member of one of the literary coteries which were so marked a
feature of the period in which he wrote." (S.F.Bonner, The

Literary Treatises of Dionysius of Halicarnassus, repr. Amsterdam:
A.M.Hakkert, 1969, p.3). G.P.Goold calls it a "professorial circle"
in his article on this matter: A Greek Professorial Circle at Rome,
TAPA, 92(1961), pp.168-192. (p. W.Rhys Roberts, The Literary Circle
of Dionystus of Halicarnmassus, CR, 14(1900), pp.439-442 as well.

23,326:25-26.
Cp. notes 9 and 10 below.

"speaking to well informed persons.' (14,292:1-2).

Cp. 38,382:28: dc &v el&oL Adyovtog; 46,418:11-12: o0 vop &)

ve Tolg &melpolc To0 &wdodc T&EE Yodww... ("for I do not write
these things for those who are not acquainted with the orator...'")

Cp. 50,432:11-15 as well.

"And this is already known to my readers - and I need not quote any
exampleés at all.' (13,290:12-13). Cp. 42,4047:1-3 as well.




11.

G.Kennedy, The Art of Persuaston in Greece, Princeton: New Jersey,
1963, p.330. For detail on the controversy between Atticism and
Asianism, cp. E.Norden, Die dntike Kunstprosa, vol.I, Berlin:
Teubner, 1915, pp.355-371, and W.Kroll, Rhetorik, in R.E., par.
32, pp.1105-1108.




(HAPTER I

THE PURPOSE OF THE DE DEMOSTHENE

Reading the De Demosthene one comes across a wide variety of subjects
which can all be related to thetoric in some way or other, and for this
reason one can be tempted to think that Dionysius is treating the rhetorical
‘'system of Demosthenes in this- treatise. Is this the case? Obviously,
~understanding the intention, the purpose of the De Dem. , 1s a sine qua non
for a critical appraisal of all other problems posed by the De Dem.

As will be indicated, Dionysius has applied some principles of his own

rhetorical system himself whilst writing this treatise. In view of this
the process of determining the structure of the De Dem., from which the
purpose emerges, has been done. Investigations undertaken by previous
researchers will be critically evaluated throughout the chapter. |

The structure of this chapter is as follows:

- posing the problem concerning the intention of the De Dem. in the
light of Dionysius' final remark in the last chapter that his treatise
deals with the style of Demosthenes;

- history of research on this matter;
- brief exposition of own view;

- discussion of the structure of the De Dem. :

cc. 1-34;
~ cc. 35-52;

cc. 53-54;

cc. 54-58;
- conclusion.

The problem concerning the purpose of the De Dem.

The introduction to the De Dem. being lost,1 one has no choice but to
ascertain the purpose of this treatise from the extant and major part

itself - in which case the most obvious? place to look for it is the end.




Now the last but one sentence reads as follows: tadta, ® UEATLOTE
*Auale, ypdpewy elyousv coL meplL THAC Anunoocd9évovucg
A€ Ee wg (The spaced print is mine).

In this recapitulating sentence one seems to get the key to the De Dem.

- the MéEic of Demosthenes; moreover, the subsequent sentence, being the .
very last one of the treatise, solves the possible problem of the meaning
of A2Eic at this place, for when Dionysius promises his friend that he will
present to him another treatise dealing with Demosthenes' treatment of
subject-matter,4 one is tempted to infer that the De Dem. indeed deals with
the Aentundg tdog, which, according to the rhetorical system of the time,
> On the surface

of it everything seems to fit well, for there is a section in which the

consists of éudoyn v Sdvoudtwy, ouvdeolg and oyuata.

éwloy seems to predominate (cc. 1-34), being followed by an instructive
section on Demosthenes' oOvdeoig (cc. 35-52), a section on how his speeches
should be delivered, Undupioig (cc. 53-54), and a few chapters (starting at
the end of chapter 54 and continuing to the end of the treatise) in which
various points of criticism against Demosthenes' style are discussed;

some remarks on the figures are given as well, although not in a separate

section.

The question to be dealt with, then, will be ‘whether the content of the
treatise indeed confirms that the A€Eigc of Demosthenes is the object of

the treatise.

Hand in hand with investigations done on this matter, researchers have dis-
cussed the nature of the essay, i.e. the way in which Dionysius has pre-
sented his material. This matter will be discussed first.

A survey of the investigations of these problems.

So far as the nature of the essay is concemned, one is inclined to
regard the De Dem. as a whole as a purely theoretical exposition (on the
style of Demosthenes) in view of the recapitulating sentence, in ch. 58;
tolto, & updtiote Aupole, yodwewv elxougv oL e P L T A C
Anuéo&é\)oug Aé&,eng This seems to be the view of
H.M.Hubbell, as can be inferred from the following quotation: "But the




essay on Demosthenes that we possess, deals wholly with style.. 7

The opposite of this view is that Dionysius wanted to prove that Demos-
thenes is the best in the field of style. The exponents of this view
are L.Radermacher,8 E.Kalinka, J.Liicke and G.M.A.Grube. Quoting R.H.Tukey,
E.Kalinka says: '"in der Schrift iber Demosthenes aber ‘his only concern is
to establish the pre-eminence of Demosthenes,' wnd deshalb 'the work takes
the form of argument rather than exposition (Tukey 396)' (The italics are
mine)."9 The same attitude is taken by J.Llcke: "In diesem Kapitel

(ch. 33, my note) gewdhrt wns Dionys einen Uberblick iber die gesamte
Anlage seiner Schrift. Sein Ziel ist es, Demosthenes als den s t d r k-
sten Redner azubezeichnen. (The spaced print is mine)"10 This
is also the view of G.M.A.Grube: 'He is too determined to prove the
superiority of Demosthenes. (The italics are mine)"11 .The third possible
answer to the question is to recognise a two-fold nature in the De Dem.:
in De Dem. 1 Dionysius is trying to prove the supremacy of Demosthenes in
the field of A£€Eig: this is the polemic section; in De Dem. II he is
simply giving an exposition of the ocbvSeoig of Demosthenes. This is the
whole view held by R.H.Tukey. Referring to De Dem. I, he comments:

"the work takes the form of argument rather than exposition; (The italics
are rnine)"1Z~ but when he turns to the 'purpose of the second half of ﬂ1e
essay...' 3 he remarks: 'Here then we no longer have argument but expo-
sition. (My itallics)'14 Whereas Dionysius' only concern in De Dem. I
is to establish the pre-eminence of Demosthenes, especially over Plato,
there is no attempt at comparison between Demosthenes and the authors that
are quoted; any comparison with Plato is carefully avoided.15

My own view is the following: the De Dem. can be divided into four sections
which I am going to call: De Zem. I, II, III, IV;16 De Dem. I and IV are po-
lemic; De Dem. I1I and De Dem. III are expositional or didactic. In De lem. 1
Dionysius is intent on proving that Demosthenes is the best in the field of
A£ELg; with this aim comparisons with Lysias, Thycydides, Plato and Isocrates
are introduced, which brings the polemic nature of this section to the fore;
seeing that De Dem. IV is the section in which Dionysius is trying to refute
current criticisms against his idol, this section is polemic as well. On
the other hand, in De Dem. II Dionysius is not concerned with giving proof;
his position there is that the supremacy of Demosthenes in the field of

composition need not be proved, but is a fact recognised even by Aeschines, .




Demosthenes' greatest rival. As a result, this section gives the im-
pression of a mere exposition of various aspects relating to the com-
position of Demosthenes. >~ In De Dem. III there is no polemic argumen-
tation either; in general this section deals with how speeches of
Demos thenes should be read aloud.17

The second problem to be discussed is whether the content of the treatise
indeed confirm that the A£Eig of Demosthenes is the object of the treatise.
I hope to prove that, although all the aspects of style do appear in the

De Dem., the style of Demosthenes as such is not the object of the treatise,
for determining which one has to consider all the evidence provided by the
text itself, and not content oneself with one single remark at the close of
the work. I now propose to analyse the treatise in terms of the four

independent sections mentioned above, viz. De Dem I, II, III and IV.
De Dem. I (cc. 1-34)

Whilst some scholars suggest that some noticeable time must have lapsed
between the composition of ch.32 and of the, rest of the work,18 each of
them agrees that Dionysius starts with a new subject in ch. 35, and that
cc. 1-34 form a well-defined section with marked unity.19 And small
wonder, for at the end of ch. 32 Dionysius says that he wil now proceed to
recapitulate his argument: Bodlouow & &) mol cuvAdoyloooSo. T& elEnugva
€E GoxAc mal &efEal mdve’, Soa brneoxdunv dpxduevog e Seuwplog Tol

0 and so he does in ch. 33, starting

21

AenTinoU Tdnov, menoLnuoTa éuou.rcé\),z
with: f TEd%eoLc AV woL nol 1O Endyyeiua To0 Mdyov...“ ', words which are
followed by the summary. In ch. 33 hisrecapitulation is formulated in
terms of the system of the types of style, the xopoutficeg, but in ch. 34
in terms of the virtues of style, the &cetal TAG AEEeuwc sys'cem.22 Thus ,

in cc. 33-34 we are given the recapitulation of all that has been said from
the first chapter onward523; furthermore, in ch. 34 Dionysius announces
that he is about to proceed to a new section: SAlyo ToOTOLg ETL TEOOSELS
nepl  THc ALEewc, &ML TO UOTOAELTOLEVOV THAC < TIOOMELPEVNG > Sewplog  HEEOS
LETORTCOWAL . . . ,24 which is introduced by the following words at the be-

ginning of ch.35: @pe & TovTwv elomEvay AUtV ASywuev fi&n ual < meEL
25

e oUvdEoewc » TGV dvoudtwy 1) méxontar O &vip.




We can now proceed to the discussion of the problem whether the content
of De Dem. I confirms the idea that the object of the De Dem. is the.
A£ELg of Demosthenes, at least so far as cc. 1-34 are concermned. Since

Dionysius himself calls his study a Sewola 100 AexTinoG tdnov immediately
before his recapitulation of the first par‘c,26 the reader gets the super-
ficial idea that the e Dem. I 1is a theoretical exposition of the

AE2ELc of Demosthenes as such.27 However, the moment one reads the very
next sentence, i.e. the first sentence of ch. 33, the more specific aim of
De Dem. I comes to the fore: 1) mpddeoLg AV WOL nal TO EMAYYEAMD TOO
Myou, upaTtioTn A€Eetr wal mpodg &dnaocav
Avdponou VoLV HTPULOOCUE VY LEIOLWITATE . ANuoodévn
nexonuevov €ntéeiEac... (The italics are mine).28 Rearranging the
sentence, one gets: 1N mEddeoLg wal TO EndyyeAun Tol Adyov Ay woL
egnL&eTEaL

MNUOCSEVN UE XONEVOV

UEaAT Lo
AEEEL ~
™~ HAL UETPLUTATO NEUOoUEVR TEOS &roooy &vSpurtou (ﬂ')ow.zg

A translation of this sentence done according to this rearrangement is as
follows: '"The theme and the subject of my treatise was to show

that Demosthenes has used

a style

'(which is) the best

and (which is) in the most perfect measure adapted

to all aspects of human nature..."
It is important to note that, according to this sentence, the cbject was not
. the style of Demosthenes as such, but to show that his style is the best and
in the most perfect measure adapted to all aspects of human nature (LETPLWTOTO
heuoousvn Tede &aocay &vdpdIiov @ioLY) . This is no trivial difference -
on the'contrary:' in the first case De Dem. I would have had the nature of
a theoretical exposition, whereas in the second case it would be polemic,
for this object would only be attained by proving that the style of his
idol is better than that of other authors. The content of De Dem. I
proves that this is indeed what Dionysius has done. However, another
problem immediately comes to the fore: did Dionysius have two

11




objectives concerning the style implied by the wal?  These would be:
firstly, that Demosthenes uses the best style (in other words, that the

style used by Demosthenes is the best); secondly, that the style used by

him is best adapted to all aspects of human nature. It is clearly not

the Case.30 Another possibility would be that A€ELc is to be under-

stood in the sense of type of style and that Dionysius is using Demosthenes
as the best exponent of the middle type of style to prove only that this type
type is the best and best adapted to all aspects of human nature. This

is the best and best adapted to all aspects of human nature. This bbssi-
bility cannot be accepted eipher.31 A third possibility would be that he

uses the best type of style, firstly, and secondiy, that using the best type
of style, his personal style is the best example of the best type of style.
This view is improbable and thus unacceptable.32 A fourth possibility, to my
mind the correct one, is that AéEigc refers to the personal style of Demosthenes
and that the object of cc. 1-32 has been merely to prove that the style of De-
mosthenes is the best, since it is the best adapted to all aspects of human

nature. This means that I think the uow 1is epex.egetic.33 That the ultimate aim

of De Dem. 1 is to prove the supremacy of Demosthenes in the field of
AMELg, 1is finally confirmed by the very last sentence of ch. 33: énel
105 PEOOU HOL HOATLOTOU YOPoMTAEOS oUToL Tniwtal YEVOUEVOL WEYLOTNG
&Enc Etuxov, tva &lEalut, v el tdv dwv &uelvoug elol, AnuocodEvel

ye olv GEloug &vtag SULAAGCSaL TEQL TV épucrstuv.34

This conclusion is borne out by further evidence from the work itself. To
-attain his object, Dionysius has made use of his xopoutApeg TAg

AMEewg system, according to which Greek prose writers could be, and were,
classified by the rhetoricians. In cc. 1-15 he proves that the type of '
style which Demosthenes uses, the middle type, is better than both the
extraordinary35 and the simple types of style. After that, there remains
only one thing to be done: he still has to prove that Demosthenes is the
best exponent of the best type of style, which he does in cc. 16£f. By
dealing only with the best representatives of the extreme types, Thucydides

36 and subsequently with the best representatives of the best

and Lysias,
type of style, the middle type, viz. Plato and Isocrates,37 Dionysius did
indeed follow the shortest logical way to prove his point. In fact, he is
merely following a logical procedure which had already been formulated by

Aristotle as one of his four common topics, the topic of w Suvatdv nal

&&0vatov: the possible and the inpossible.38




I shall now proceed to prove that the content of cc. 1-32 confirms that
this is indeed the object of De Dem. I.

A close look at the text allows to see that ch. ]639 definitely introduces
anew section: et pnrwwg 6¢ nwat dpyxdc, Bt uot

&woloLy “Icoupdng Te uol TATwv updmiota v Sdwv énL TETNSEUKE VAL
To0TO TO YEvog TOU XOOOMTACOS ML TOOoYQYELY LEV adTO &ml Wwinlotov,

o0 UNV nal TeArAeLdoat, Soad EVEATEY EUelvww

endrepog, TaTO Anpoodevny €Eeilpyaouevov €nuselEely Lnooxduevog,

gniL To0T A6n nmopevoowua ... (My spacing ofprint.)40

In fact, in the closing stages of the first sub-section (cc. 1-15),
Dionysius already suggests that he still has much essential ground to
c:over,41 doubtless referring to the new sub-section he is about to
start in ch. 16. He then continues to explain his method: he will compare
the most suitable passages of these authors, subjecting all of them tc
minute scrutiny: Tag¢ &piLota Sonovoag &xetlrv (A)

op’ . EMOTERY TV Gudpidy  AEEELC TYOOXELPLOGHEVOC Mol & Vv T L M o P -

9 el g (B) abtale Tog Anuoodvoug, doal Mepl Ta ¢ a0 T 4 ¢
oovewydnoay bnoSdédoce g, tvauov al v &S T po a L p €~
cELC Te Hal dBuvvduetlg YEVOVTAL HoaTa@aveT lcg
TAV &upiLBectdtny Bdoavov éni TV

bpolwv €pywv AaBoldocal.(C) (M spacing ofprint).42

This corresponds all too closely., indeed nearly verbatim, with 33,366:26 -
33,368:2:

A AvTinapaTtide L g (BT) aOTH TOC TV SV PNTOPV TE Mal
OLAOOSEuY MEElc TAC v PpAdTLoTa dounolboag € xetLv (A1)
ol T 8L AAANAwv Boodve @avE pdv Mol v

Tnv Gue (v e (M spacing of print).‘ (C1) 43

This corrrespondence is enligtening - it becomes clear that the former
passage serves as an introduction and the latter as a recapitulation of

this sub-section.

Having stated his objective and method for the chapters to come (cc. 17-32),
Dionysius then immediately starts with Isocrates, eicavéoSw & medTog

44 staying with him as compared with Demosthenes up to ch. 23.

' Ioonpd g,
There he turns to Plato, whom he treats in the same fashion as Isocrates

and again in full concord with the aim and method stated in his intro=

ducticn, concluding in ch. 32.




Thus I conclude that cc. 16-32 represent the section in which Dionysius

proves Demosthenes to be the best exponent of the best type of style,
the middle type, by showing how he exceeds the most prominent exponents
of this type of style, viz. Plato and Isocrates.

ce. 1-15

Seeing that Dionysius introduces a new topic in ch. 16, one may expect to
find the clue to cc. 1-15 in his &oregaralwolg at the close of this

section .45

- which is indeed the case: ch. 15 starts with el TLC M

iAot GriogExolto v alTiov, 8L° v 0B Te TAd @ounudLlSeELa
énelva TEPLTTA Mal EEndayudva ol cuvdiSoue P& T L O T a
nyoduat

oVt éwv “cotlg Avourvauno g Tolg loyvolc

UOL OUVECTIOOMEVOLE TNV Terle lav TAC AEEEwC

46 after which he ela-

borates on the idea that the diversity of the audience necessitates

dpeTnv Ti9enat (My spacing of print),

diversity of style as well, closing his discussion of these authors with:
Lo TalTa Eyo 'n\w oUtug nateouevooEvny AEELy petpuwtdenvy elval Ttév
SV veEVALLKA Mal TGV ASYwv TOUTOUC HEALOTA QMOSEYOUaL TOUC TEEEUYSTOC

EMATEOOL TEV XaPMTHEWY TS L‘)TLEpBOAdg.M

From these words it appears that Dionysius is stating that at the outset
he intended to prove the mixzed type of style to be the best of the three
types. What 1s more, these two passages correspond closely to one that is
to be found in the recapitulating ch. 33. Having stated there the method
he has applied in cc. 16-33, he also recalls his procedure in cc. 1-15:

tva v ooy 686V & AOYoS oL AR TOUC YOOOMTACAS TGV SLOAEUTWY TOUC
dELo OYWTATOUE HATNELSUNCALNV 48
&vépag énﬁk&ovfg éneLta &elEag &reielg &avtag éuelvoug mal wod’

uol Tolc mowtoug &vtag €v abtolg

5 wiiioto doToxelv EnaoTtov UnedduBavov ToG TEACLS EMAOYLOGLEVOC

&Ld Bpaxécw)so Ardov &mL TOv AT]MOOSE':\)T].51

The fact that it is the types of style which are discussed in cc. 1-15,
and not individual authors as such, is confirmed by yet another interesting
clue: the words denoting 'type of style' are present only in cc. 1-15 in

this sense - not in cc. 16-32.
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Finally, the fact that the aim of cc. 1-15 is to prove that the mixed
type of style is the best, is confirmed by two casual remarks of Diony-
sius: in ch. 10 he proceeds to his critique of the extraordinary type
of style with the remark that it is a requirement for his thesis:

53

GoLtel vop O Advog. The same prominence is given to the section in

which the simple style is criticized: tilg olv €oTt név TOOTOLS T
SLapopd; .. .&ELole Yoo &1 mol To0To uaSaC\).54

After a theoretical exposition of the three types of style (cc. 1-3),
Dionysius proceeds to prove that the middle type is the best. C. 4-10
contain his arguments for proving that the extraordinary type of style, if
applied throughout a work, violates two principles: appropriateness (To
npénov) and moderation  (t© wetorov),which is not the case with the middle
style; in cc. 11-13 he discusses the simple style, showing that this type
of style does not fit every kind of subject-matter (because

of the principle of appropriateness) and that the absence of

certain qualities of style in this type makes it inferior to the middle
type of style. He concludes his discussion with a few examples from
Demosthenes to illustrate the nature of the best type of style, the middle

style, in ch. 14.

I shall now proceed to show that the object of ce. 4-10 is to prove that the
middle style is better than the extraordinary type of style.
Of the forty lines of ch. 4 about Isocrates,55
an introduction to the style of this orator which merely summarizes its

the first twenty-two are

main features from the former thorough discussion in De Isocr.: Ovtiva
XOOOU TR €XELV EQALVETO HOL, SLA TAELOVWY LEV EENAWDR TIOATECOV.
o0V & uwAioeL mal Vv &ML realuv DT T SvoyHaldToTo elnecty. >0
These two sentences indicate that the first twenty-two lines of ch. 4
only supply the necessary background, and thus serve as an introduction

to what he actually wants to say in this chapter, which is stated in the
second part and tums out to be a severe criticism of Isocrates' way of
violating the paramount stylistic qualities of approEriéteness and modera-

tion in his application of the extraordinary style. 57
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Proceeding to Plato in cc. 5-7, Dionysius reveals his purpose with the

philosopher at the very beginning of ch.5: /| & & Matwviun SLEAEKTOC
BoUAETAL MEV €TvaLl ual aOT MEYLO EMOTEQOY TV YOEOUTHowy, ToO TE

HUNAOG ual Loyvol, woddmep efontal oL MedTtepov, TEEHMe & o O X

dbunol wg mEog duwoTépous Toug xaomTicog € O T U X M ¢ (My spacing
of print).58 He wants to indicate how badly Plato applies the extraordinary
style, in fact, after a few remarks on the philosopher's application of the
simple style,59 the bulk of his discussion of this author is devoted to

exposing the error560

of the extraordinary style, exemplified by quotations
from his works. In the subsequent comparison between Demosthenes and
Thucydides (cc. 8-10), the two themes of appropriateness and moderation
likewise form the basis of the discussion,61 in ch. 33 Dionysius claims to
have shown that Demosthenes made his style uoLunv wal kaéBpuxtov62

and that he was the most succesful of all writers in the application of all
three types of style: &moSelnvig & abTOvV év Tolg TELoL Yéveot natopdolvta
o e wwota. 03 ‘

This is exactly Dionysius' aim in cc. 8-10 so far as the application of the
extraordinary style is concemed: where Demosthenes and Thucydides both
apply the same (extraordinary) fype of style, Thucydides' 1is inferior

to that of Demosthenes in moderation and appropriateness: T &

Too® wal ETL wWiMov tolc naLpolg . & wEv Yoo

ATaptetd Twg T HOTAOMEUT uéyxonTow Kol &yetar udov U’

TR A <odTOC » Ayel ol o0& TV na L pov odTic

tnlotatar AaBelv  SeELGS, GOAK oL TIOES, TOOTOV TOAMMLE  SHoOTAvEL.

nwad 8 fi wEvV A ueTpla TAc EEdayfic Ooopl molel THV AEELV

oa)T00, TO & W) HEaTElV TV U AL P BV 601&764 (My spacing of print)-.
so far for Thucydides.. But Demosthenes To0 Tt G pnw o0V ToOC
OTOXSLETAL AL TOUC KA L PO UG ou.uueroe tTat.

(My spacing of print) _.65

With this Dionysius closes his discussion of the extraordinary style;
negatively he has indicated its propensity to deficiencies, providing one
extensive example, taken from Plato; positively he has indicated the
superiority of the mixed type of style, supplying an illustrative example,

from Demosthenes, as proof.
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Having proven that the middle style is better than the extraordinary style,
Dionysius still has to compare it with the other extreme, the simple style,
and establish its supremacy over this style as well. He does this in

cc. 11-13.

The reader is provided with an example from Lysias, exhibiting the inherent
weakness of this type of style: because of the absence of a number of
qualities of style, it is not suited for every situation and is therefore
guilty of violation of appropriateness. He concludes his discussion -

of the simple style with an example of the correct way of applying it, taken
from Demosthenes.

Having proven both extreme types to be inadequate to fit all occasions ,66
Dionysius concludes this sub-section of his work with four examples from
Demosthenes as final illustration of the best type of style in ch. 14.
Instead of. concluding this section of his‘ argument, Dionysius includes yet
another argument in ch.15 in case there should still be an unconvinced
reader (el TiLc 1N WSALOTO &OSEXOLTO THV af,'n'.ow.67 He elaborates on
the fact that the public is not homogeneous and that the type of style
which accommodates this diversity best, would be the most effective.
Neither the extraordinary, nor the plain type of style would be able to
accommodate the diversity of the public; only the middle, mixed type,

O HEuLYLEVOS EE SxoTépwy TEv XopoMTHow: O &' &uedTeca ToMPoRTHOLA
neldeLv Intdv AtTov &GnotevEetal To0 TEAOUC. gotL &€ oltog & pEWLYLEVOC
€E GupoTEpwy TV xoowrﬁmw.68 |

Only after this final argument does Dionysius repeat his conclusion to this
sectio'n, viz. that he regards . the mixed type of style as adapted in the
most perfect measure (usroLwtécmv)ég to all aspects of human nature,
using the same word (peToiwtdtnv) in this concluding sentence as ..

in c¢h.33 (ueTpLwtata) where he explicitly stated his object for De Dem. 1
Thus I conclude that Dionysius had the intention to prove that Demosthenes
is the best in the field of AéEic. Whereas he reviews cc. 1-32 in ch. 33
on the basis of the yopomtipec TAc AEEewc system, his basis of review in
ch. 34 is the &cetol TAgc MEewg system: in temms of this system as well

Demosthenes is superior to all other writers of prose literature. 0
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De Dem. 11

The second major section of the De Dem., De Dem. II, (cc. 35-52), has never been
an object of controversy so far as its purpose is concerned, and for a

very good reason, viz. that the reader is nowhere kept in the dark about

what is intended in 1t for it is provided with a complete intro-

duction to the chapters to come, and, what is m>re, each of the three topics
discussed in this section is clearly annowunced.

De Dem. 1II is introduced Dy . a general statement of what will be dis-

cussed in the section: ¢2pe & TOVTw elonudvey ALY, ASywuev 1én nal

<TEPL THAC OCUVUVIEOTEeEwWg» TOV BVOUET WV 0
wéxpntal & &vrp (M spacing of print),’|  which is sub-

divided at 36,376:19-22 as follows:

Tlc & O Tic &ouwovicg abTO0  apaM TP

uol &o molag véyovev EMLTNEEVOEWS  TOLOGTOQ

ual meg & TLe abToV Stayvoln TopeEeTdlwv  ETépoLg,

TadTN TMELPACOMAL  AEYELV. "
In short, he is going to treat this subject of the composition of

Demos thenes under three headings: firstly, which of the three major types
of dpﬁovta is applied by Demosthenes; secondly, how does Demosthenes bring
about his composition; thirdly, how can one recognise his &pouovia  and
distinguish it from that of other authors?

ecc. 36-46: The first topic: which of the three major types of musiecal
composition is applied by Demosthenes?

Having stated these three topics at 36,376:19-22, Dionysius immediately
proceeds to a theoretical exposition of the three major types of com-
position: after a general introduction to the types in cc.36-37, he ela-
borates on the rough type of composition in cc.38-39, the smooth type
in ch. 40 and the middle, mixed type inch. 41. This extensive exposition
of the three ;cypes of composition is in fact a digression, a nqoéuBooLg,73
which Dionysius regards as necessary for the sake of apprehension of this

74

first topic. It is not until ch. 43 that Dionysius actually proceeds

to the discussion of his view that the type of composition applied by

Demosthenes is the middle, mixed type: émeu&dy dmowaiveol Yy 8TL v
75

PEoNV TE Mol UKV douoviav Enetiéeucey O Anuoo&évng._ ool




&eleLyevne & woL THe alpéoeus 1ol Mitocog tTade fidn TLe T’
EQUTP OUOTIELTw TA AeYSEVTa, OTL ToLalt E0Tiv, EVSULOULEVOS MEV

. 800, CEMVEL HOTEOHEVOOTOL TH QoL Mol OoMESC MOl AELWHATIMES ,

76 C. 43 is devoted to the

proof of this view by the discussion of Demosthenes' OZynthichs, ii

EvSuoUevos &€ oo, TEOVEC Hal HEEWC.

22-23. Before proceeding to the discussion of his second topic,

77 viz. a discussion

Dionysius inserts yet another elaborate mopexBooLig,
of two questions: Why did Demothenes deem it necessary to make use of
variation and not apply only one type of composition?

Secondly, on which principles did he base his preference of one (extreme)
78 (In other words, how did he

determine when a certain type of composition should be used?)

type of composition above the other one?

ce. 47-49: The second topic: how did Demosthenes attain his personal

kind of the intermediate compostition?

In ch.47 the second topic is discussed: &eUtepov &) ne@diowov Hv
EMLEETEQL, TLOL Seworuool YoWpevog wal &La molac dounioens TEOoEASWY
TO HEATLOTOV LEEOC EA0RE TAC ¢ WLKTAC Mol weong » Gouoviog. 7

Acccrding to the introduction to De Dem. II, the second topic would
simply be: How did Demosthenes bring about his individual form of
melodious composition? However, the formulation of the second topic

in ch.47 incorporates a maybe somewhat unexpected element, viz. the
principles he applied. 80 Dionysius immediately proceeds to the dis-
cussion of the first question. Virtually every piece of art has two
objectives, To noAdv, beauty, and n&ovr, pleasure. In the case of lite-
rary composition, both have ‘the same elements: edpLoMe &N T& LBV odTA
&ueoTepuy GuTta alTia, TA HEAN Mal TOuC HUIUOLE HAL TOC LETOBONG MOl

. 81 tone, rhythm,82
and propriety. He then explains what is meant by each of these four
terms (48,420:9 - - 48,422:14), and then turns to the second question

of the second topic by saying how Demosthenes applied these elements
(48,422:14-22). He then retums to the matter of the principles and
elaborates on the fact that although beauty and pleasure are both achieved

\ o~ o ] ~ - -
TO TIOEOMOAOUIOGY ooty a)Tolg TEETOV. . 4 . variation

by the same four elements, the final result is not the same, and discusses
the reasons for this (48,422:22 - 48,424:7). Finally, he again retums
to the matter of application and shows how Demosthenes applies these
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principles (48,424:8 - 27). At this point of his discussion a digression
on tone, rhythms, variation in rhythm and tone, as well as appropriateness
concerning these matters would be quite justified,S3 but Dionysius does
not present one; instead, he gives his reasons for the omission and con~-
cludes the discussion of the second topic by referring those who still
insist on more information about these matters to his C.V., where they
will learn everything they want about rhythm, tone, variation and appro-
priateness (49,426:12 - 16). '

ce. 50-52: The third topic: how can one recognize the distinctive charac-
teristics of the composition of Demosthenes and distinguish it from that of

cther authors?

In ch.50 the last topic of De Dem. II is introduced with the following
words: Uneoxdunv Yoo mal To0Tto SefEon £TL, T &v TLC Sayvoln oV
YOOOUTAOA THC MUooSvoug cuvdEoeus Mol ToloLe XPGUEVOS onleloLg &Io
v &y SLoploeLev. 84

Just as in the case of the second topic, this introductory sentence does
not correspond exactly with its equivalent in the introduction in ch.. 36;
the nal seems to suggest that Dionysius is adding another element to
this topic, viz. the onuefa as such. However, in the subsequent dis-
cussion it becomes clear that those onuela (tone, rhythm and variation)
are presented as the "keys' to determining the distinctive quality of
the composition of Demosthenes: it is described in terms of these three
elements: tone (éupgiera) in 50,428:14 - 50,430:2, rhythm (ebpudula)
in 59,430:2 - 50,432:8 and variation (mouxiAtla) in 50,432:8-15).

That this is what he had in mind is confirmed by the recapitulating
sentence in ch. 51:

Towtl wot Somel viuoTa THe ouvdEcews elval TAC ANUOcIEVoLg
coupalpeTa » Mol Yoo Toukd, €E &v & Tigc abmv Stayvoln

ndoov, EEeTAleLv Rouindelc. 85
4. 86

He has even prescribed the order of in-
vestigation to be followe
Having completed his discussion of this topic, Dionysius pays attention
to a question which could be raised, viz. why Demosthenes paid so much
attention to his composition. His answer to this question 1s presented
as yet another elaborate digression, devoted to the importance of com-

position.87
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ce. 53-58

In ch. 53 Dionysius introduces a new topic88: elc &TL UOL HOTAAELTIETOL
Myoc® mepl tTig bnouwploewc... (My spacing ofprint),sg
delivery, which is afterwards explained practically by a discussion of
examples in ch. 54. He closes this discussion at 54,446:3-5: moA\
&\).TLQ elc To0™ O WEpog eimetv £you, Tod & ouvTdyuatog Lnovov

el ANESTOC A8N Winog ohHTo0 ToL waTamadooL Xon TOV ABYOV. . .90

The last section of the De 'Dem.,91 which starts at 54,446:6, is devoted
to a discussion of various points of criticism against his idol. Dionysius
commences with admitting that the style of Demosthenes is lacking in
wit, that manifestations of wrbanity are indeed lacking: &t ndoog
Eyouoa Toc dEeTAC 1) Anuoo®Evoug AEELS Aelmetar € O Tpame Al ag,
v ol TIOAAOL MaAOToL X & O L v. TAELOToV YOO oOTAC METEXEL HEEOS...
00 Yo Twe S dvTa Seol &Aooy EWSMNIOLOLY, (G Mal Toug '

&0 Telouovc &uaév tolg MuoocHvoue Adyole. oLEEV Y4,

v ETépolg TLoly E&umev GyodXiv O Saliwv, éxelvy €pddvnoev.  (My

spacing of pi‘int).gz From cc. 55-58  Dionysius discusses the
criticisms of Aeschines against Demosthenes: the use of harsh, bitter
words (muupd ovouata) (ch. 55) of overwrought words (neplepya

dvdnora) (ch .56) of vulgar and disgusting words (@opTiua wal Gné&f
dvduora) (ch. 57) and of pleonasm (10 moMOIE dvéuaoL T abTo
nedyua Sniodv) (ch. 58). '

The treatise is concluded with: Tadta, & wpdtiote “Auofe, YPAELY
eLXOLEV OOL TEPL THC AnuooSévoug Ae’EewggS‘and a subsequent promise of a
forthcoming treatise on Demosthenes' TIEAY LOT LYOC  TOMOG .

This brief survey of cc. 53-58 is complete enough to pose the problems
concerming these chapters:

firstly, why did Dionysius insert a section on delivery which is obviously
out of place in a treatise on the style of an author?

secondly, of the six points of criticism none has anything to do with the
section on the comp051t10n95 of Demosthenes; however, they do fit in
perfectly with the subject-matter of De Dem.I, since in every case the
emphasis is on the choice of words, énwdoyn v Svoudtww, with no delibe-
rate reference to the musical aspect of language. Why discuss them here
and not where they obviously belong, i.e. in cc. 1-34?
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The history of investigation of the De Dem. reveals a lack of interest in
these chapters which is probably due to overwhelming interest in the
YapouTiceg TAC MéEewg and &pupoviar systems presented in De Dem. I and II.96
This has resulted in either a total disregard for the distinctive nature
of the section, or a recognition of it without any discussion of the im-
portance of the contents.

The best example of total disregard for the distinctive nature of cc. 53-58
is J.Lucke's declaration: "Die Schrift de Demosthene kémnen wir in folgende

Kapitel einteilen:

I. 1. tria genera dicendi Kap. 1-7
2. elocutio Demosthenis Kap. 8-32
3. Recap. der Kapitel 1-32 Kap. 33
4. virtutes dicendi Kap. 34
II. 1. tria genera compositionis Kap. 35-41
2. compositio Demosthenis Kap. 42 -Sech luss"

(My spacing of print)97

He simply incorporates cc. 53-58 in De Dem. II, the section about the
ouvdeoig of Demos‘chenes.98 J.Llicke's division of the treatise is a
replica of R.H.Tukey's: ""the essay on Demosthenes falls into two
distinct parts, and its references to the essay on 'Composition' are in

99 which must be read along with: '"The purpose of the

100

the second part.."
second half of the essay, as is stated by Dionysius in chap. xxxvi,
and with "The first topic he treats in chaps.xxxvii-xlvi, the second in

1."101 Since E.Kalinka criticized

chaps.xlvii-xlix, and the third in chap.
the view of R.H.Tukey in 1925, conjecturing that several interruptions
occurred in the course of the composition of the De Dem., one would

naturally expect to find a remark on cc. 53-58 - but one seeks in vain.

He merely says that cc. 51ff. was composed as a unit.]02

On the other hand,some researchers have realized that cc. 53-58 simply
canmot be regarded as part of the section on the obvdecLe of

Demos thenes, whilst rating them rather low: "Efin, dans les derniers
chapitres, 1 1 trat te .divez’ses questions

accessoires (ch 53-58, pp.1117-1129) (My spacing of print.) 103
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Although this scholar, M. Egger, regards them as ''diverse minor questions,"

he still distinguishes two separate sections in this part of the treatise,
viz. one on delivery and one on criticism: "dprés 1' 'action’, que lques
mots sur wne qualité dont Denys regrette l'absence chez Démosthéne. n104
G.Pavano holds the same point of view: "% cc.53-58 trattano di
quistioni minori sempe pii 0 meno concernenti la forma; .. .Essa, come 87
vede, si divide sostanzialmente in due parti: una prima parte rivolta allo
studio dello stile, la seconda allo studio dell' &puovia in Demos tene. n105
A slight improvement is presented by those scholars who do recognise the
distinctive character of ce.53-58, but fail to elaborate in this opinion,
giving only the minimum of detail. A.G.Becker's concise description is

a good example: "Deklamation und Action des Demos thenes, c. 53-64,
Widerlegung der Angriffe des Aeschines wnd Anderer, c. 55-58. n106

G.M.A.Grube does not present an ampler argumentation.* After a few words
on the importance of delivery, Dionysius disposes of Aeschines’ criticisms
of Demosthenes with ease (55-6), but he probably admits lack of wit in
Demosthenes, though the text is unfortunately uncertain at this point."107
However, he betrays his real unconcern for these chapters in an article

of 1952 with the following words: 'The Demosthenes falls into two main
divisions, explicitly indicated. The second of these, from c. 35 on, deals
with oOvSeoLg or cornposition."108 ,
In short, with regard to the investigation of cc. 53-58, all scholars have
failed to wnderstand Dionysius' intention with De Dem. III and De Dem. IV,
I could not find one researcher who has seen the connection between De Dem.
IV and e Dem. I; who has tried to explain why De Dem. IV is separated
from De Dem. I; who has tried to explain why Dionysius has inserted a
section on UndupLoie which does not seem to fit in the e Dem., an essay

on style (generally speaking).109

T intend to prove that De Dem. IV is an essential part of the treatise and
not a section where 'minor questions"’ 10 are at stake, but that the
separation of this section from De Dem. I can be understood in terms of
the rhetorical system of Dionysius itself, more specifically of his view
on arrangement of subject-matter, olnovouta; and that De Dem. III is a
nogéuBoolg, digressio, digression, deliberately incorporated in the work.
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By removing the section in which Demosthenes is criticized from the section

where, since it is concerned with énAoyd, it logically belongs, viz. De Dem.
I, Dionysius is rather unconventional so far as the arrangement of the sub-
ject-matter is concemed, but by no means wrong in terms of the traditional
thetorical doctrine: when an wnconventional arrangement of subject-matter
can serve the orator's purpose better because it is more effective, it has
to be applied. 1 He could not ignore the points of criticism against his
idol - that would have reduced the quality of his treatise; but, by removing
De Dem. IV from De Dem. I, the glamour of the supremacy of Demosthenes would
be least affected due to the length of the treatise as a whole, the 1engtf1
and contents of De Dem. II and III, and the way De Dem. IV is presented, as
I 'shall_now proceed to show.

Firstly ,. in sharp contrast to the rest of the treatise, Dionysius introduces
the section of the criticism as wiobtrusively as possible. .At .the beginning
of the section on delivery, his words imply that this will be the last topic
(in the singular!) of the treatise: € T ¢ woL noTakelneTal Adyog O nepl

112

e Unonploews (My spacing of print). Having read this sentence, the

reader obviously would not expect yet another section on a different topic

113 Furthermore, he cunningly introduces the criticism section

after this one.
in such an inconspicuous way,114 that the reader's attention does not fall on
the remarks conceming wit and urbanity, the points of criticism admitted by
Dionysius too, and that the reader easily takes these criticisms as part

of the previous section, De Dem. III, (the one on delivery); he achieves this by
not even starting De Dem. IV with a new sentence: moAL" &v TLC elc Tobto

1O pEpog elnelv &xoL, TO0 & OCLVTAYUOTOS tuovov elAngdtoc fi8n WAKOC

abTol ToL KaTanadoal Xon TOv Adyov, éxetvo &fL vn Ala Tolc elpnuévolg -
noooanoSévTag, 8Tl Tdoog Exouto TOC GPETAC ) AN Lo o 3 évoucg

Aé€ELg Arelnetatr ebTtpaneiritag, v ol

noAlrol xarolBotL xdptv (Theitallicsememine).115

Another matter of importance is the fact that Dionysius leaves the im-
pression that he is only going to add one single idea: &éwne T vo
(singular) €tu... npooouto&';vrong,”6 but proceeds to mention the criticism
of Gotelowdc as well, hoping that the latter will not be noticed. Having
finally arrived at the discussion of the criticisms of Aeschines (cc. 55-58),




a less attentive reader could thus easily miss the two important points
of criticism which Dionysius feels he has to grant. Thus the digression,

or mpéxBooLg,H7 on delivery has the effect of conc:ealing118

the criti-
cisms regarding eOtoomeAila and doteloudc.

Secondly, Dionysius minimizes the effect of the criticisms section by re-
moving it from the polemic section (De Dem. I) and putting it after two
didactic sections (De Dem. II and III) in which the supremacy of Demosthenes
is not questioned and no other is attacked: in the case of De Dem. II the
supremacy of Demosthenes is recognised even by Aeschines, his greatest
opponent; ~ in the case of De Dem. III we have exposition - no polemic
argumentation. 120 This ensures that the reader becomes positively inclined
towards Demosthenes from chapter 35 to chapter 54, which makes Dionysius’'
task of rebutting the criticisms against his idol much easier than if he
would have tried to do that in the polemic e Dem. I. 121

Thirdly, fatigue and lack of concentration on the part of the audience have

122

always been matters of great concern to ancient orators. In the case

of a treatise so lengthy as the De Dem. , as compared with the other literary
trea‘cises,123 the reader would probably become tired and be more likely

to miss arguments which Dionysius does not like to be prominent by reason

of his aim of proving the supremacy of Demosthenes in the field of style.

In addition to this, the time-interval between De Dem. I and IV, which is
considerable (seventeen chapters), could make it more difficult for the

reader to connect De Dem. IV to De Dem. I.

Thus De Dem. IV is indispensable: logically, according to the traditional
thetorical system, it belongs to De Dem. I, but by the use of several theto-
rical devices, mainly an intelligent arrangement of subject-matter,
Dionysius has separated it from De Dem. 1 for maximum impact of his aim in
De Dem. I and for minimum adverse effect in the case of De Dem. IV.  De Dem.

II1 is a bona fide digression (on delivery), specifically introduced to

serve this purpose.

Thus, surveying the De Dem. as a whole, the following plan emerges.

The X € E v ¢ of Demosthenes
De Dem. 1: ce. 1-34: object: to prove the supremacy of Demosthenes so

far as A€ E L G 18 concerned.
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cc. 1-15: Demosthenes uses the best type of A£Eic.
cc. 1-3 : theoretical exposition of the xapoutficeg THC AEEeug.
cc. 4-10: the middle type of A€Eic is better than the extraordinary

type.
cc. 11-13: the middle type of MEic is better than the simple type.
c. 14 : examples from Demosthenes to illustrate the nature of the best
type of AéElg : the middle, intermediate, mixed type of
AEELC.
c. 15 : conclusion, including argument of the diversity of the public.

cc. 16-32: Demosthenes is better than the most prominent exponents of
the best type of A8Elc (the middle, mixed type).

c. 16 : introduction.

cc.17-22: Demosthenes is better than Isocrates.

cc.23-32: Demosthenes is better than Plato.

c. 33 : conclusion in terms of the xopaTiiceg THe A£Eewg system.

c. 34 : conclusion in terms of the &cetal TAc AEewg Ssystem.

De Dem. 11: ce. 35-52: object: a theoretical exposition of the

ocUVv 9€ oL ¢ of Demosthenes.

c. 35 : introduction.

cc.36-46: the first topic: which of the three major types of musical
composition is applied by Demosthenes?

(cc.36-42: digression: the three types of composition.)

c. 43 : Demosthenes uses the intermediate type of composition.

(cc.44-46: digression: why did Demosthenes deem it necessary to make

use of variation and to apply not only one of the extreme types of

composition? On what principles does he determine his use of the one

he prefers rather than the other?)

cc.47-49: the second topic: how did Demosthenes attain his personal
form of the intermediate composition?

c. 47 : the principles involved.

c. 48 : more about the principles involved, as well as Demosthenes'
application of them.

(c.49: digression: reasons for not elaborating on tone, rthythm, variation

and appropriateness.)

cc.50-52: the third topic: how can one recognise the distinctive charac-

teristics of the composition of Demosthenes and distinguish it from that

of other authors?




(De Dem. III: cc.53-54: digression: object: delivery of the works of

Demos thenes. ) '

De Dem. IV: cc.54-58: object: discussion of various points of criticism
against Demosthenes.

If the arguments adduced so far are accepted as plausible, we may conclude

that today it is not adequate to designate the object of this treatise as the

AEELg of Demosthenes - one could get the idea that the De Dem. 1is a

theoretical exposition of the style of Demosthenes. This is not the case,

for although it does give a theoretical exposition of the style of

Demosthenes in De Dem. II in terms of the musical qualities of his work,

the object of De Dem. I, on the other hand, is polemic in nature: granted

the subject under discussion in De Dem. I could also be described as the style

of Demosthenes, but the text provides enough evidence to be more specific:

Dionysius there wants to prove the supremacy of Demosthenes in terms of

the xapouthpceg Thg MEeuc system, making use of the épetal TAC AéEeuc

system as well. It has also become clear that the other polemic section,

De Dem. IV, has been separated from the section to which it naturally

belongs by two didactic sections, De Dem. II and De Dem. III (the section

on delivery) for reasons of convenience.

The twofold object of the De Dem., reflected by a twofold treatment, compels

the researcher to investigate the relation of this work to the rest of the

corpus, of which it forms a part, the De oratoribus antiquis, more specific-

ally its relation to the introduction of this ample work, in order to

determine whether the De Dem. should indeed be regarded as part of it.

This will be the object of chapter 2. _

The difference between De Dem. I and De Dem. 1I inevitably raises the

question of the way of composition of Dionysius: could Dionysius have written

the De compositione verborum in a possible time-interval between the com=

position of De Dem. I and De Dem. II? This question will be the topic of

chapter 3. It has become clear that Dionysius has made use of three systems

of evaluation in the e Dem.: the dpetal TAc MEewg, the xapouTheeg TAG

AEewg and the &pupovia systems. In the fourth chapter his way of applying

the first of these, viz. the &petal TAg AéEewg system, will be discussed at

length. One could ask whether his application of this system was indeed

restricted to ch. 34. This important matter will be the object of the last

chapter.. |




NOTES TO (HAPTER I

1.

We join the essay some way through a discussion of the extraordinary
type of style. The problem of the lost introduction will be dis-
cussed in chapter 2:cp. n.76. pp. 8Sff. '

The ancient teachers of rhetoric used to emphasize the necessity

of aiding the audience in remembering the main points of the speech.
This 1s done by a clear and concise recapitulation of the argumen-
tation. Especially in the case of intricate and hard to follow
argumentations the speech must be concluded by an epilogue,

g¢ntdovyog, in which the recapitulation is essential. (Arist., Fhet.,
III 13.3 and Arist., Bhet.; III 19.4: (énel wev olv &T TO Tpdyua
elnelv, tva ) Aavdvn mept ob H uplolg,) &viaido & &u° &v
et negaianwdic. ("(There we must state the subject, so
that the issue may not escape notice,) but here we must give a
sumnary of the proofs.') (Arist., Rhet., III 19.4). According to
Aristotle certain rhetoricians recommended a summary of the arguments
even in the introduction, so that the orator might be easily followed.
(bomep @aolv &V TOLC TEOOLMLOLG... Lva Yap e0uodf 17, HeEAsLOLOL

- moAMSmLe elnelv.) (Iptd.)  Furthermore, the use of introduction

and summary, the core of the idea of &voamegodalwolg, was not
restricted to the beginning and the end of a speech as a whole,

but could be applied to any major section of a speech according- to
necessity. (For more detail on this matter, cp. H. Lausberg, Handbuch
der literarischen Rhetorik, Minchen: Max' Hueber Verlag, 1960, pp.
237-238). There is ample evidence that Dionysius applied this
principle himself in the treatise (cp.pp.11ff.) and whilst the lost
introduction must have provided the key, this very fact (i.e. that
he did apply the principle) makes it possible to determine his in-
tention with the work.

"This, my dear Ammaeus, is what I had to write about the style of
Demosthenes.' (58,454:17-18).

Cp. n. 94, p. 47 below.
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Although Dionysius does recognise the oyjuata, the figures

of speech, he does not regard them as one of four major elements
of the AeuTinog Témog. (Emdovd, ovvdeolg, oxduwora and’

Geetal  according to E.Kremer, Uber das rhetorische System des
Dionys von Halikarnass, Diss. Strassburg, 1907, pp. 2-3.)

At De Dem. 51,434:14-15 he merely says: o0 AewTunol &€ elcg te
v SA0YY T SvoudTev KoL ELC TNV OWWIECLY 10V EMAEYEVTWY. . .
(""and style into choice of words as well as composition of the
(words) chosen...') The problems conceming the &petal will
be dealt with in ch.4. |

Cp. p.7 above.

H.M.Hubbell, The influence of Isocrates on Cicero, Dionysius and
Aristides, Diss. New Haven: Yale University Press, 1914, p.52.

This view can easily be refuted by the text itself: De Dem. I

(cc. 1-34) and De Dem. IV (cc.54-58) are polemic - co. p. 9. For
the division of the De Dem. into four sections, viz. De Dem. I,

II, IIT and IV, cp. p.9. However one would not do justice to this
scholar by assuming this, for the remark was merely made to emphasize

~ the fact that Demosthenes' way of treating subject-matter is not

discussed in this essay. In any case this vague remark is not
accompanied by more information conceming his view on the nature
of the De Dem. Consequently one had better ignore this remark
so far as the subject under discussion is concerned.

It seems that L.Radermacher regarded the nature of the work as

didactic and theoretical, as could be inferred from the following
quotation: ''Die Schrift iber Demosthenes,... (behandelt) einseitig
diestilistischen Vorasige des Redners ..." . (L. Radermacher, Diomysios,

in Paulys Realencyclopidie der classischen Altertumswissenschaft,

G. Wissowa, ed., 9 (1903), 965). However, it must be noted that this
sentence does not convey all of Radermacher's view on the matter; in fact,
the following two quotations prove he was convinced that the nature of the
treatise as a whole is polemic and not didactic: ''Zweck, den Demosthenes

als gréssten Darstellungskinstler wnd Meister in allen Stilen zu erweisen ...
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.
15.

(L.Radermacher, art.cit., 964. The italics are mine.), and more
specifically: "dber die zahlreichen p o L e mi s chen
Beziehungen, die das g an & e Buch durch-z 1 e he n..."

(L.Radermacher, art.ctt., 965. (My spacing of print.)

E.Kalinka, Die Arbeitsweise des Rhetors Dionys, (1), WS,43 (1924),
p.162. However, Kalinka is not completely right in quoting R.H.
Tukey in support of his view, for at p. 401 the English scholar
stresses the fact that the second half of the De Dem. is exposition
and not argument - cp. p.9 above.

J.Liucke, Betitrdge zur Geschichte der genera dicendi wnd genera

compostitionis, Diss. Hamburg, 1952, p.93.

" G.M.A.Grube, The Greek and Roman critics, London: Methuen & Co. Ltd.,

1965, p.225. _

However, in De Dem. Il one 1ooks in vain for polemic argument; in
fact, Dionysius says that the supremacy of Demosthenes in the
field of composition is admitted even by his greatest rival,

 Aeschines - cp. p.47, n.95. For further detail on the nature of

De Dem. 11 and De Dem. III, cp. p.9.

R.H.Tukey, The Composition of the 'De Oratoribus Antiquis' of
Dionysius, (P, 4 (1909), p.396. '

Ibid., p.400. This '"'second half'" corresponds to De Dem. II,
III and IV - cp. p.22.

Ibid., p.401.

"He does not even try to demonstrate the superiority of Demosthenes
over the other orators, but contents himseif with saying that every-
body... granted that. Any comparison with Plato is carefully avoided."
(Ibid.) I regard this view as the correct one (cp. n.11 above)

but I still have a couple of points of criticism against R.H.Tukey:

he simply ignores the different nature of De Dem. III and De Dem. IV
(Ibid., p.400), and when he speaks of 'the second half of the
essay..." (Ibid.) he clearly refers only to De Dem. II. As will be
shown presently (Cp. pp23-25), De Dem III and De Dem. IV cannot

be incorborated in De Dem. 11, and, moreover, De Dem. IV is polemic

in nature.




16.

17.

18.

19.

The terms '"De Dem. I' and '"De Dem. II' have become commonly
used by researchers for cc.1-34 and cc.35-58 respectively.

I hope to prove that the section on delivery (De Dem. III) and
the section on criticisms (De Dem. IV) cannot be regarded as
part of e Dem. II, but were in fact added by Dionysius as
necessary, independent sections on their own. (Cp.pp. 23£ff.)
For this practical reason it would seem the distinction of

"De Dem. III'" and "De Dem. IV, although so far not used by
anyone else, may be justified.

For more detail, see discussion of the following problem (pp. 10£ff).
This view will be discussed extensively inch. 3, pp. 95-100.

"Aprés wne introduction sur les différents genres de style et

leurs représentants (ch.1-8...) Denys examine chez Démosthéne

le style sublime et le style simple, imités de Thucydide et de

Lysias (ch.9-13...) puts le stylemoyen, imité d'Isocrate et de
Platon (ch.14=32...); <l rvésume alors tout ce qui précede

(ch.33 et 34...), puis il étudie l'arrangement des mots (ch.35-52...)."

- (M.Egger, Denys d'Halicarnasse, Paris: Alphonse Picard et Fils,

Editeurs, 1902, p.112 - "This essay on Demosthenes('s) ...first
part, ... ends with chap.xodv. This section of the essay has

a certain completeness in itself..." (R.H.Tukey, ‘art.cit., p.398.);
"Dionys (beschreibt) von Kap. 35 an ausfihrlich die O VvdeotLg
des Demosthenes...' (E.Kalinka, Die Arbetitsweise des Rhetors Dionys,
(II), WS, 44 (1925), p.50). "After a brief summary of the results
obtained in cc.1-33, he proceeds to explain the characteristics of
these types (i.e. of compgsition, my note)...'" (S.F.Bonner,
Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Amsterdam: Adolf M.Hakkert - Publisher,

1969 (Unchanged reprint of the edition of 1939), p.77) -"Il saggio

De Dem wvexrb & composto d 58 capp.; i essi © primi 34,
premessa wa esposizione teorico - illustrativa sulla dottrina dei
tre stili (ce.1-7), trattano dello stile di Demostene, o meglio,
della sua superioritd assoluta nell'uso e contemperamento det

tre stili; 1 ce. 35-52 ..."
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20.

21.

22.

("The essay Dz Dem. verb. is made up of 58 chapters; of them the

the first 34, introduced by a theoretical illustrative exposition on
the doctrine of the styles~(cc.1-7), deal with the style of
Demosthenes, or still better, with his absolute superiority in the
use and adaptation of the three styles; the chapters 35-52...')
(G.Pavano, Sulla cronologia degli scritti retorici di Dionisio
d'Alicarnasso, Atti della Accademia di Scienze, Lett. e Arti di
Palermo, 4 (1942), p.256) - '"The Demosthenes falls into two main
divisions, explicitly indicated. The second of these, from c.35

on, deals with oUvdeoig  or composition.'  (G.M.A.Grube,
Thrasymachus, Theophrastus, and Dionysius, AJP, 73 (1952), p.262);
"He treats first (cc.1-34) the yopotficeg ThHg A£Eewg and then

goes on to describe the &puoviaw ouvvdecews.' (Prof. D.M.Schenkeveld,
Studies in Demetrius "On Style”, Diss. Amsterdam (Vrije Universiteit),
964, p.67); for the view of J.Liicke on this matter, cp. p. 22.

'"But, indeed, I wish to recapitulate what has been said from the
beginning and to show that I have done everything I promised to

do at the start of my examination of the subject of style." (32,366:

16-19).
"The theme and the subject of my treatise was ..." (33,366:20).

(h. 34 is, therefore, not superfluous, for a summary in terms of the
system of the types of style cannot include the discussion given in-
terms of the system of the virtues without some wneasiness,

since these two systems are essentially different from one another -
cp. pp. 139-142. I intend to prove that ch.34 contains more than a
mere recapitulation (pp. 146f), but the point I want to make now is
thatch.34 is an essential part of De Dem. I. In 34,370:26ff.

he refers to his method of attaining his goal by having recourse

to the three types of style (wv TtoLdv TMooudtuwv, 34,370:27);

in 34,370:8ff. he refers to his view that Demosthenes is superior
to the exponents of the extraordinary style, to the exponents of the
plain style in 34,370:14ff. and to the exponents of the mixed style
in 34,370:20ff, all these types of style being characterized by sonme
of their most outstanding qualities.




23.

29.

30.

24.

25.

26.
27.

28.

I hope to prove that the recapitulation of these two chapters in-
deed refers to the whole of cc.1-32 - cp. pp. 11-17.

"Having added a few more things conceming his style, I shall pfo—
ceed to the rest of my < proposed > examination...' (34,368:29-34,
370:1); mooueLuevng has been inserted by Usener at a lacuna,

and is acceptable in view of mpdSeong at 33,366:20 - cp. p.32, n. 21.

'"Well, now that these things have been said by me, let us now also
speak about how (Demosthenes) < constructs »his words (into sen-
tences)." (35,372:14-16). The lacuna at this crucial point

could have provided great trouble for the understanding of De Dem. II,

had it not been for the words wv &voudtww immediately following
the lacuna, in view of which the insertion of Reiske is virtually
indisputable, as well as ample evidence throughout De Dem. 11
conceming the object of De Dem. II - cp. pp. 18-20.

32,36:19; cp. p.32, n. 20.

If A¢ELc were used in the comprehensive sense, i.e. including the
choice of words, the composition and the figures of speech as well,

" a theoretical exposition would have to include a systematic treat-

ment of these elements.  Although one does come across all these
elements in the course of e Dem. I, it cannot be stated that a
theoretical exposition of style as such is the object of De Dem. I -
in fact, Dionysius himself removes all doubt in the very next
sentence - cp. discussion on p.11ff. In any case, the meaning of
AEELC still has to be determined - cp. p.27.

" "The theme and the subject of my treatise was to show that the

style used by Demosthenes is the best: it is in the most perfect
measure adapted to all aspects of human nature...' (33,366:20-23).

Rearranging the sentence in this way one gets a clear picture of
its structure, which is not so easy in the case of the original

arrangement, because of its unnatural word order.

This would mean that there is a basic distinction between the two

qualities described in these two claims, which is simply not the case;
in fact, his style is upariom for the very reason that it is best
adapted to all aspects of human nature. (Cp. my own view, p.12).
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31.

32.

It must be noted that updtioTog is not to be confused with

&uvog; the latter has a stronger meaning in terms of persuasion,
viz. "forceful, powerful (cp. glossary, s.v.) while the former

has a more general meaning of 'best', "most excellent,"

H.G. Liddell and R. Scott, 4 Greek-English Lexicon, Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1958, p. 1991,2. I have used the new revised and augmented
edition of H.S. Jones, 1958. Any further references to this lexicon
will be with "LSJ". In this sense it is the superlative of &yadSdg
and fits the description of a type of style. It can, however, also
be translated with ''strongest', '"mightiest", (<bid., 1) as the super-
lative of wpatdg.  According to LSJ this meaning is only applied in
this literal sense, and therefore it would not be suitable for the
description of style.

Although the types of style do play an important r8le in De Dem. I,
they merely serve as an aid for Dionysius to prove his point, as
clearly indicated by Dionysius himself - cp. p.13, as well as p.35,
n.34 and p.38, n.51; but cp. n.32 below.

This opinion is attractive, especially after it has been realized
that the object of cc.1-15 is to show that the middle type of style
is better than the extreme types (cp. pp. 6-9), whereas the object
of cc.16-32 is to show that the personal style of Demosthenes is
better than that of the best exponents of the best type of style
(cp. pp-5-6). However, the object of cc. 1-15 is prefunctional to
the object of cc.1-32 as a whole, and Dionysius has merely followed
this modus operandi to attain his objective in the shortest possible
way - c¢p. 12. In any case, this view presupposes that AéEel
would be used in the sense of '"type of style'" with wporiom,

but in the sense of ''personal, individual style', when taken with
the second phrase added to it - in other words, that it is one word
being used in two different senses in the same sentence. This would
be confusing, and although ancient orators did do just this here
and there (the rhetorical device known as syllepsis - for more
detail, cp. H.Lausberg, op.cit., p.350, par. 702), it was avoided
in recapitulations written especially for aiding the understanding
of the audience - cp. p.28, n. 2.
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33,

4,

35.

36.

This use of nal 1is quite common - cp. F.Blass and A.Debrunner,

A Greek grammar of the New Testament and other early christian
literature, Cambridge: University Press, 1961, p.228, par. 442(9).
The validity of this view will furthermore be confirmed by the dis-
cussion of the content of cc.1-32.

"so that, since these (sc. authors) (i.e. Plato and Isocrates, my
note) acquired a very high reputation as emulators of the middle -
and the best - type of style, I might show that, though they happen
to be superior to the others, they were not worthy to compete with
Demosthenes for the first prize." (33,368:24-28).

I prefer to use this term to designate this extreme type of style

in the case of Dionysius, instead of 'elaborate' or 'grand', for

the following reason: this type is the exact opposite of the simple,
plain type, and this idea seems to be expressed more closely by "'extra-
ordinary" than by the other translations. However, this is

only a gemeral designation by which the general impression of the
type can be conveyed. Words like ''elaborate' or ''grand' do indeed

~ describe certain features of this style, but not its general

nature as the opposite of the simple, plain type.

ToC)g YOOUTACAC TV SLOAEHTWY TOUC GELOAOYWIATOUC HATNELSINodUnY
wol Tooe TedToue Bvtae év abtole Gveoag émiASov... ("I enumerated
the most noteworthy characteristics of the types of style and dis-
cussed the men who were the best in them...') (33,368:3-5). The
emendation of Kiessling (mowreloowtog instead of mpdstoug Svtag

of the codices) is unnecessary. Although mowretooavtag would

be the easier reading in view of the fact that the same expression
has been used in 42,404:6, moitog is also used to denote rank,
dignity and degree (LSJ, p.1534). Seeing that Dionysius is indeed
referring to Thucydides, Lysias, Plato and Isocrates, who were re-
garded as the most prominent exponents of the different types of
style, mpuroug &vtog would denote the same as mpwreboovTog.
Dionysius’ love for variation, of which numerous examples can be
supplied from the glossary, would also justify this variation
(npwroug &vtog and mpwtetoavTag) .
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37.
38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

Cp. p.35, n.34; the reference is to Plato and Isocrates.

Discussed at length at Arist., Rhet., II. 19. One of his examples
of this topic is: el TO xodemstepov Suvardv, wal TO PJov.

("if the more difficult thing (is) possible, so too the easier
thing."") (Bhet., II, 19. 3). Applied to De Dem I, this principle .
implies that, if Dionysius could prove that Demosthenes is better
than the best e:xponents of the different types of style (the
difficult part), it would be easy to prove that he is better than
all the other exponents as well.

My reason for not dealing with cc. 1-15 first. is a concem for

conciseness and clarity of exposition.

"I have said at the beginning that it seems to me that Isocrates.
and Plato are the best cultivators of this kind of style amongst
all and that they developed its possibilities to the utmost, but
failed to bring it to perfection as well; I also promised to show
that Demosthenes brought to perfection all the aspects in which

both of them failed and shall now proceed to (the fulfilment of

this promise)...' (16,296:18-24).

TOMGY & woL mol avayralww ETL uaToeLmogvev. .. ("But seeing
that I still have much essential ground to cover...') (14,290:27-28).

"(I shall now proceed to the fulfilment of this promise), by se-
lecting the passages from each of these men which seem to be their
best (or: are considered the best), and by comparing passages

from Demosthenes written on the same subjects with them, in order
that their preferences as well as theilr (rhetorical) powers may
become quite clear in view of the most precise testing of similar
works. " (16,296:24-30). Although one does come across

an example of comparison by means of quotations from the

~. authors (i.e. between Demosthenes and Lysias, cc. 11-12, with

a subsequent discussion of both in ch.13), it is rather interesting
that Dionysius explains his method of comparison only in ch.16,

nc sooner, since this is the method which he will apply in the
chapters to follow. However, it must be mentioned that the comparison
of cc. 11-12 with the discussion in ch. 13 differs notably from the




43.
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examples in the section to which ch. 16 refers, since the detail
of the examination (promised in ch. 16) is not to be noticed in
ch. 13, where the reader merely gets general impressions.

"but by comparing with it the passages of the other orators and
philosophers that are comsidered the best, and by showing the

best one by means of comparative testing."” (The italics are mine).
'"Let Isocrates be introduced first...' (17,298:1).
Cp. p-28, n. 2.

"if anyone should fail to accept wholeheartedly my reason for

regarding neither that Thucydidean (type of style), extraordinary

and remote from the customary, as the best, nor the Lysianic

(type of style), plain and spare, as ‘the perfect excellence of style..."
(15,294:8-13).  (The italics are mine).

"That is why I for my part conclude that the style constructed in
this way is the most balanced of all and I most approve of those
speeches which are free from the excesses of each of the twa (extreme)
types of style." (15,296:13-17).  The translation of \etPLwTdmmV
causes several problems. From the direct context as well as from the
basic line of argumentation two meanings seem to be associated

with this word: on the one hand wEtptoc refers to the property of the
mixed style that it avoids the extremities of the two extreme types.
In this sense wetpLwtdmv could be translated by either the most
balanced or the most moderate O the best proportionate.

On the other hand, uétpLoc refers to the quality of versattlity

as well. The mixed type is the best equipped to meet all types of
variety, so far -as subject-matter and the audience are concemed.

It seems that this sense is predominant in ch. 33 (LeTPLwTATQ
Howouévn Tpde &ooay avdpirov wdowv,  33,366:22-23).  Seeing that
this meaning occurs in the recapitulation where the object of De Dem.I
has been stated, this meaning must be kept in mind as well. It

is clear that it is rather difficult to select the one word which
would do justice to both the aspect of versatility and the aspect of
the avoidance of excess. It seems to me that balanced comes the

closest, although it lays more emphasis on the one aspect (avoidance

of excess) than on the other.
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cc. 1-3.

cc. 9-10 (Thucydides) and cc. 11-13 (Lysias).
cc. 4-10 (extraordinary style) and cc. 11-13 (simple style).

cc. 8-10 (concerning his discussion of the superiority of

58 8 6 ¢

e middle style above the extraordinary style) and cc. 13-14
(conceming his discussion of the superiority of the middle style
above the simple style). "In order that my argument could take

the natural course, I enumerated the most noteworthy characteristics
of the types of style and discussed their most prominent exponents;
then, after showing all these to be imperfect and briefly considering
in what respects I thought each missed perfection, I came to
Demosthenes.' (33,368:2-8).

The terms denoting 'types of style' do appear in cc. 33 and 34,
because these chapters represent the summary of cc. 1-32. For
more detail about these words, cp. glossary.

"For the treatise demands it.' (10,274:13-14).

- "What, then, is the difference (bétween Demosthenes and Lysias)?...

For youwould expect to get to know this as well.' (13,288:19-23).

I have not come across one single scholar who tries to explain

why Dionysius discusses Isocrates and Plato twice, viz. in

cc. 4-7 and again in cc. 16-32. All researchers who do say some-
thing about the first few chapters of the De Dem. have been

misled by the fact that the first discussion of Isocrates and Plato
follows directly won the theoretical exposition of the mixed type
of style in ch. 3, and they assume that cc. 4ff. are a mere confirma-
tion of the discussion of the mixed type of style. (Cp. my p.31f.,
n. 19, for the views of M.Egger and G.Pavano, andp.22 above,

for the view of J.Liicke; the same assumption appears in S.F.Bonner
op.ctt., p.63). They have all failed to see that the nature of

the discussion changes from exposition (cc. 1-3) to polemic argumen-
tation in cc. 4ff.and to understand what is really at stake in cc. 4ff.,
where Dionysius exposes the inefficiency of the extraordinary type of
style. The only problem is: why on earth does Dionysius prove the
inefficiency of the extraordinary style by referring to two authors




who are, according to the theory of his time, no exponents of this type
of style, although they do make use of it occasionally? One should
mention that this treatment of Isocrates and Plato by Dionysius would
not have been altogether strange to the contemporaries of Dionysius;

in his article, F. Quadlbaver has pointed out that Isocrates has always
been associated with sublimity by virtue of the subject-matter of his
speeches (‘erhaben in den Stoffen ...", Die genera dicendi bis Plinius
ddJ., WS, LXXI (1958), p. 61); his A€Eig, however, was ''typisch
eptdetktisch' (ibid.), showing features on account of which Dionysius
could easily obtain examples of the extraordinary type of style. (p.

- "Tendenz zum Ungewdhnlichen ...'" of the epideictic style (Ibid.) Even

Plato's style was regarded as sublime because of his view conceming
"gbttliche Begeisterwng, die Sela uavia, &p &vdouwsioouwde.'  (Ibid.,

p. 60). (Cp. art. eit., p. 60, n. 50: "d&e Folgerung, dasz ... sein
(i.e. Plato's) Stil 'hoch' wurde ...'). His application of dithyrambic
type of language was the reason why he was associated with the extra-
ordinary type of style and why Dionysius could obtain examples of this
style from his work as well. Here, however, I would like to explain this
procedure of his concerning Plato and Isocrates in the light of one way
an orator was accustomed to conceal his art: referring to Quintilian,
X.1.21, C. Neumeister states: '"IDer Redner deutet Gedanken, die er erst
spdter ausfihrliich wnd offen behandeln wird, i1 m be< Lduftg -
versteckter Form schon vorhker, und i1 nmn einem
ganz anderen Zusammenhang " (C; Neumeister,
Grundsditze der forensischen Fhetorik gezeigt an Gerichtsreden

Ciceros, Langue et Parole, 3: Minchen, Heuber, 1964, p. 133. (Diss.
Heidelberg, 1962). My spacing of print.) It seems to me not
far-fetched in fact, it seems quite likely that this remark of
Neumeistetr could provide the key to the problem conceming Plato's

and Isocrates' styles: in cc. 1-5 Dionysius is not concemed with the
styles of Plato and Isocrates, but his major concem is the types of
style. In other words, reference to any author would simply serve his
main object .there, viz. to prove the superiority of the mixed type of
style above the extreme types. At this point the reader would not have
any idea that in cc. 16ff. Dionysius is going to compare the styles of
these very two authors to that of Demosthenes in order to prove the su-
premacy of his idol. By using examples from their ceuvre to prove the
supremacy of his idol. By using examples from their ocewvre to prove
the deficiencies of the extraordinary type of style of which they were not
recognised representatives (exponents), although they did make use of it
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occasionally, he is cunningly discrediting these two formidable
exponenté beforehand. (He could have taken his examples from any
exponent of the extraordinary type, e.g. Gorgias). So, he knew
beforehand that,in cc. 16ff. his ultimate object would be to prove
that Demosthenes' style is better than that of Plato and Isocrates,
but prepared his readers already in cc. 1-15, in a concealed
manner, ''in beildufig - versteckter Form wnd in einem ganz anderen
Zusammenhang," for his attitude towards the styles of Plato and
Isocrates.

"The idiosyncrasy of his style, as I understood it, I did describe
earlier at some length. However, there will be no hindrance to

summarise its very essential features right now." (4,252:8-10).

Concerning the violation of moderation, cp. the following:
obte peTOLdCovta ("neither moderate...'") (4,252:27-28).
Concerning the violation of appropriateness, cp. oOTE £v noLE®
(‘'mor timely...'") (4,252:28-29).

- "The style of Plato, to6, purports to be a mixture of both types of

”

style, of the sublime as well as of the plain (type), as has been
said before by me, but essentially it is not equally success ful
in both types of style." (5,254:14~18)

The positive remarks following the quoted introductory sentence
appear to be included to emphasize by contrast the wrong application
of the extraordinary style by Plato, since Dionysius is noticeably
uninterested in a critical analysis of Plato's application of the
simple style at this stage: in fact, he admits that the philoscpher
is virtually blameless in his use of this style, (Cp. 6,258:9-19:

Al Yoo o0&V duooTdvel waddmaE i Boox® TL nou&d umal obu SElov
natnyoplog. ((Then) he either commits no error at all, or a

quite slight one which is not worthy of criticism.") It is also

to be noticed that the rest of his discussion of Plato is devoted

to exposing the inadequacy of the extraordinary style, as exemplified by
quotations from Plato. The contrast at stake is compellingly emphasized

by uév and &: the fourteen lines of positive comment on his use of
the simple style start with: &tav p e v odv ™y {oxwnv...
(5,254:18-19) , whereas the censure of his application of the
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63.

64.

65.

extraordinary style starts with: &tav & ¢ elc Thv TMEELTIONOYLOV
ual TO MoAALemeDv... (5,256:1-2)  (My spacing of print).

Violation of to mpeenov: &malpog: 5,256:14; 7,264:12-13;
o0te nawpdv: 5,256:17-18; _
violation of 1 w€tpLov: 5,256:3; 5,256:17.

Ancient orators used to repeat ideas whichfhey deemed important
for their cause, so that the audience might not be allowed to forget
them. This device was known as €miuovn. {(For more detail on

it, cp. H.Lausberg, op.cit., pp. 415-417). The recurrence of the
themes of moderation and appropriateness is a good example of the
application of this device by Dionysius himself.

"appealing to the whole range of human nature...' (33,368:11-12).

"and by showing that he was the most successful of all in the three
types (of style)..." (33,368:17-18). Dionysius' middle or mixed style is
in fact nothing else than the application of both the extreme types -
however not simultaneously as mixed might suggest, but an altemating
application of either one of the two extremes according to the

" requisite of appropriateness.

"but (they differ) in degree and, even more, in (their use of)

" fit occasions (for the application of a type of style, my note):

(Thucydides) has used embellishment in an wirestrained way and he
is carried away by it more (often) than that he controls it
<himself > ; neither does he know how to choose the proper occasion
for it (the embellishment) skilfully, but often misses that as well.
Thus his ezcessive use of wnfamiliar language renders his style
obscure, and his failure to choose proper occasions (for its appli-
cation) (makes it) unpleasant.' (10,274:17-24)  The insertion of
Sylburg (abtog) 1is acceptable, for it fits in perfectly with the
antithetic nature of the sentence. From this quotation one can
clearly see that appropriateness has to do with the fit occasion
and moderation with the degree of application of a type of style.

"(but the orator) strives after what is sufficient (of embellishment,

my note) and he determines (the spectal needs of) every occaston
exactly" (10,274:24-26).
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68.

65.

70.

71.

Having reached this point, Dionvsius has eliminated the most reputed
exponents of the extreme types.of sty'le and it remains only to prove
that Demosthenes is the best of all the eminent exponents of the
mixed style.

"

"In case anyone should not accept wholeheartedly my reason ...
(15,294:8-9).

"but the (speech) which aims to persuade both(classes of) audience
is less likely to fail in its objective. This (speech) is the one -
that 1s a blend of both (extreme) types of style.' (15,296:10-13)
The emendation of Reiske (wmpoampia replacing Ta wpLmpPLG

of the manuscripts)is plausible, for in the first part of this
sentence (not quoted above) Dionysius is actually saying that a
speech intended for the well-educated will not appeal to the ignorant '
masses, and vice versa. (0 v olv TV OAlYww wal ebno SEVTWY
otoxalduevoe . AdYoc otn foTal TP iy nol dpodel ST
Sawde, & & Tole mMoAolg nal LéLdtare Godonely GELGY
UOTAPEOVNINCETOL  TROC TGV XOPLECTEPWV. .. ) (15,296:6-10).
I.Obviously o xpLeLa  cannot accommodate this remark of his.

15,296:14.
The r0le of this systemwill be discussed at length at pp. 139ff.
Cp. p.33, n. 25.

"What is the type of compositibn (preferred by Demosthenes) and
what techniques he has practised to attain it, and how one would,
examining it by comparison with others, distinguish it (from them),
these things I shall try to answer...' (I prefer to translate &

™g Gpwoviag. .. xoocomme with "'type of composition'' rather than with
""distinctive quality of (his) melodious composition,* the transs=
lation of S.Usher, Dionysius of Halicarnassus, The critical essays,

vol. I, (Loeb), London: William Heinemann Ltd., 1974, p.377.
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My reason is that Dionysius has the types in mind, as can clearly

be seen the moment he proceeds to the actual discussion of this first
topic at ch. 43. Cp. p. 44, nn. 75 and 76 as well.) Conceming the
emendation of Sade, TowtTL in stead of tadtn of the codices:
According to J.Schmidt (apud E.8chwyzer, Griechische Grammatik,
vol.I, Minchen: C.H.Beck'sche Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1939, p.550),
To can be an Ionic-Attic neuter nom. or acc. pl. (in this case
accusative). This implies that the emendation of Sadée (tawti,

the easier reading, instead of Tabm of the codices) is unnecessary.

This claim of mine is confirmed by two facts: firstly, the fact that
the theoretical exposition of the types of musical composition is
relevant to the first topic, but not exactly part of the discussion
of this topic; secondly, the fact that Dionysius himself regards
this exposition as a (justified) digressibn, for referring to this
exposition, he says: &meLTa, (V& WOL 1M HOVOHWAOS T MNEE

abomede b Advog, AT &y Twvag ebmaléevTtoug Staywydg. obTE

YOp TLoTo0v TAC ToLatog Tooodinag obTe dnaw toGvtog ToO

ASYOU TIOPOMTEETY HOAGE &v Exou. (‘'the second (reason was) that my

treatise should not be one-sided and rigorous, but that it should
contain certain erudite diversions. For just as it would not be
fair to insist on such additions, so it would be wrong to omit

(them) when the argument demands (them).' (42,404:14-17).

(The emendation of Sylburg, miotoOv instead of mioTeVelv of the
codices, is convincing; this emendation would accommodate the

fact that the object of the word at stake (rag Toladtog TEOoAUAC)

is Accusative, which is not the case when micteveLv,. which takes

the Dative, is retained. In any case, it would not make much sense
to retain motevelv:  ''relying upon'' additions would then be
contrasted. with omitting them when they are demanded by the argument.
This is not the point. It seems that Dionysius is rather saying
that it would be wrong to iZnclude additions when the argument does
not admit them, and conversely, to omit them when they are demanded
by the argument. According to LSJ mowOv means ''to make trust-
worthy". 'To make valid" seems to me would convey the same idea,
which would convey the idea of the sentence at stake: '"For just

as it would not be fair to make valid such addition (when they are not
demanded by the argument)..." This could be translated by ''For

-
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75.

76.

77.

just as it would not be fair to insist on such additions...')

This remark of Dionysius, indicating that the theoretical section
on the types of composition was intended as a digression, implies
that 1t was written preparatory to the discussion of one of

the topics and must not be regarded as an independent section

all on its own. The discussion of the first topic, viz. what

type of melodious composition is preferred by Demosthenes, actually
starts at the beginning of this long digression; in fact,
Dionysius ties this exposition directly to the discussion of the
first topic himself - see n.74 below.

bV ... néelc dmoTtuYXAVn  WoL TadTa Adyww: ol Yoo Smpow Tlvsg
elowy dowovion; uol TlC adTEV EnoTépac < i » @oLe Mol Tlg

H ulEic n H wpdolg adtn;  ob&EV Yap &l v Gupwv."  (Min order
that... nobody would interrupt me saying: 'What are the extreme
(forms of) composition? And what is the nature of each of (these
two extremes), and what (is) this mixture or blend? For the
extremes are not needed.'" (42,404:6-12).

- "whenever. I put forward my opinion that Demosthenes cultivated

the middle and mixed type of composition...' (42,404:6-8).

"This preference of the orator having been indicated by me, let anyone

examine the speeches by himself (and come to the conclusion)

that they are of such a nature, when he considers how many
(passages) of all the (passages) have been constructed on the
one hand in a solem, rough and dignified way by him, (and) on
the other hand (how many have been constructed) in an agreeable
and pleasant way.' (43,404:18-23).

Having completed the proof of his view on the preference of Demosthenes
concerning the types of melodious composition, he introduces this
digression in a rather conspicuous way: vovl &, & mpooaraL Tetv

gounev O AdYog, ETL TEooSelg, £ML TA AOLTIO TGV TLOOKE LHEVEY

peToRnoouor. ("Now, however, I shall pass on to the rest of my
above-mentioned subject, after having added yet another matter,

which seems to be demanded additionally by the discussion.' (43,410:24-26).
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79.

80.
81.

82.

This digression presents a neat, well-structured wnity, which is
sumarised in ch. 46 (cuvveAdvti & eimelv...) (46,416:17) and
finally brought to an end with the last sentence of ch. 46;
Endveru, & olv éml TA AoLmd, v év Goxi TeolSEINY Epelv. N
("I shall therefore return to the remainder of what I proposed

to talk about at the beginning.") (46,418:13-14).

Tl &) note Bovdduevog o0 TopeleTal pwlay alel ol TV abTv O&0v;
UOl TO &v TEE N TS TAEOVALELY XapouTAPL ToloLg TLolv dpllel
novéor;  ("What, then, is his purpose in not always following

one and the same way? And according to what principles does he
determine to use one type (of composition) more than the other?)
(44,412:1-4).  Obviously, although these questions could be
raised, the discussion of these matters is not indispensable for
his discussion of the first topic; their very relation to the
first topic, however, makes them perfectly fit for a digression at
this place - see pp. 50f., n. 117 below.

"The second topic was to show by the use of which principles and by
means of which practice (of these principles) he proceeded to re-
ceive the most important share of the mixed, intermediate compo-

- 'sition."  (47,418:15-18). The insertion of Sadée (WxTAg Mol

peong) at a lacuna can be justified in view of the discussion
following this sentence, especially when we bear in mind that the
matters discussed in these chapters are very important, since they
are regarded as the elements of the distinctive characteristic of
the composition of Demosthenes. (Cp. the third topic, p. 20).
Cp. n. 72, pp. 42f.

"He discovered that both had the same causes, tone, rhythm, varia-
tion, and propriety which accompanies all them ..."

(47,420:3-6). The emendation of Radermacher (the substitution of
nopal TLov with meénov) can be easily justified in view of the sub-
sequent discussion - cp. 48,422:2 and 49,424:28-49,426:1.

HEAOC can be translated by zune when it refers to music to which a
song is set. (LSJ, p. 1099, s.v., B2). When it is translated
by melody, it refers to the music produced by an instrument (Ibid.,
B3). Tome is a more general equivalent for this word (Zbid. ),
which makes it more suitable when the musical aspect of language

in general - and not musZc in the technical sense of the word -

1s at stake. It stands to reason that, to be on the safe side, the

context will have to be considered each and every time this word occurs.
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87.
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89.

90.

91.
9z.

93.

Dionysius realizes this himself, as can be inferred from his re-

mark at the beginning of ch.49: &pd ye &martioeL pE TLC EvTowSol
MoYov ... ("Perhaps someone will require an exposé from me at this
point ...') (49,424:28).

"As you can remember, I promised to show further as well how one
could distinguish the idiosyncrasy of the composition of Demosthenes,
and with what indications one could distinguish it from those of
other (authors) " (50,426:19-22),

'"These I regard as the ¢inseparable> and characteristic features of
the composition of Demosthenes, from which one would distinguish it
in its totality, when one wishes to examine it." (51,432:16-19).
The insertion of &wwepalpeta (by Radermacher) is justified in view
of the analogous phrase in ch. 34: 1nvlUOTA XOCOHTNELOTLHA KAl
Gvugaleeta (34,370:3-4).

First the tone must be considered (50,428:14-15), then the rhythm
(50,430:1-2), then the variation in clauses and periods, and finally
the variation in figures of speech (50,432:8-13).

Again a perfect situation for a digression: the discussion of the
third topic (cc. 50-52 , how the distinctive characteristics of the

- composition of Demosthenes can be recognised and distinguished. from

that of other authors) could cause some questions to be raised,
which are not essential to the discussion of this very topic, but
could be of use; the reader should, however, realize that they will
be dealt with in a digression.  This digression comprises two
chapters (cc. 51-52).

Henceforward called by me e Dem. III.

"One subject remains for me (to be discussed) , delivery ..." (53,
440:1-2).

"One could say much on this subject, but as the treatise is already
long enough, I suppose I must conclude my discussion of it L
Henceforward called by me e Dem. IV.

""that the style of Demosthenes, although it has all the qualities,
is lacking in ready wit, which most people call 'charm'. For it

is abundantly present in ... (lacune) 'The Gods by no means bestow
(Ghomic Aorist) all their gifts at once on man (Hom., IZ., iii.320)
(is) also the case with the instances of urbanity in the speeches of
Demosthenes.  But fate did not begrudge him any of the gifts it
bestowed on some 6f the other (orators) ™ (54,446:6-13).

"This, my dear Ammaeus, (is) what I had to write about the style of

Demosthenes‘f (58,454:17-18).
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95.

96.
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98.
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100.
101.
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gav & odln o SaLudviov NUSC, wal MEPL THC TEAYLOTLMAS cdTo0
&wvomtog, €Tl pellovog N To0& nal SowucoTtotepov Sewonuatog, €v
Tolg €EAc yYoamoolEvole &moSuoougy ool Tov Adyov (58,454:18-22),
("If God preserves me, I shall render to you in a subsequent treatise
an account of his skill in the (handling of) subject-matter - which
(will be) an even greater and more remarkable object of contempla-
tion than (that about his ability to handle style).")

nepl & TS ocuvdoews v dvoudtuw ob&EV ol ueilovwdt’ Elartov
Sovatar HaTNYoretv, N Evunorh watayédwta géoov.  (35,374:17-19).
("'But regarding his composition (Aeschines) cannot bring any charges,
whether rather great<or rather small, or any (charges) that may
expose (Demosthenes) to censure > or to ridicule.') Seeing that the
rest of ch. 35 deals with the positive attitude of Aeschines towards

Demosthenes' composition, the intercalation of S. Usher is acceptable.
Can De Dem. 11 as a whole be regarded as an interpolation because of the

statement made on p. 21 above? This would be difficult to prove.

The contrary is acceptable, viz. that it was originally intended as part
of the De Dem., as can be inferred from his remark in ch. 34, where he
referred to De Dem. II as the remaining part of his < proposed > examina-
Ction: TO MATAAELTAUEVOV TING< TMEOKeLEVNg > Sewplag 1Eeog ... (34,368:30
- 34,370:1).

Cp. ch. 4 of this dissertation.

J. Licke, op. ctt., p. 3.

Ibid., p. 7: 'Wenden wir wns nun dem meiten Teile des Buches de
Demosthene zu, der ... die oOvdeoLg TGV GvoudTwwv behandelt. "

R.H. Tukey, The Composition of the De Oratioribus Antiquis of Dionysius.
&, 4 (1909), p. 400.

Ibid
Ibid., p. 401.  The three quotations from pp. 400f. (cp. nn. 99 and 100
above as well) clearly show that Tukey simply ignored the fact that cc.
53f. deal with a subject (the delivery of the style of Demosthenes) that
cannot be accommodated under the subject of De Dem. II; that goes for
cc. 54-58, where the points of criticism against Demosthenes are treated,
as well. Tukey simply regarded cc. 35ff. as the second half of the
essay, the section on the ouvieoig of Demos thenes.

E. Kalinka, Die Arbeitsweise des Fhetors Dionys, 11, WS, 44 (1925),
p. 65-68. The following quotation will prove that S.F. Bonner like-
wise ignored the individual character of the last two sections '

of the De Dem. (De Dem. III and IV; i.e. cc. 53ff.): 'The latter
portion of the De Dem. (i.e. cc. 34ff.) is hardly more than an appen-
dix in which the principles evolved in De Comp. Verb. are restated
and applied to Demosthenes.'"  (S.F. Bonner, op. cit., p. 77); and so
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106.

107.
108.

109.

110.
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too prof. D.M. Schenkeveld: 'He treats first (cc. 1-34) the xapmTApeC
TAC AeBeuwg and then goes on to describe the &dpuovial cuvedoenc. !
(D.M. Schenkeveld, op. cit., p. 67). Prof. Schenkeveld, it may be
noted, is here merely stating where information zbout the two systems
can be found; he is not concerned with the purpose of the De Dem.

M. Egger, op. cit., p. 112.

Ibid., p. 134; cp. pp. 135-137 as well on the criticisms of
Aeschines against Demosthenes.

"the chapters 53-58 deal with minor questions more or less concemed
with the form; ... as one sees, the work is divided basically in
two parts; the first part dealing with the study of the style, the
second dealing with the study of the dpuovia in Demosthenes.'

(G. Pavano, op. cit., p. 257 (49)). .

A.G. Becker, Dionysios von Halikarnassos iber die Rednergewalt des
Demos thenes vermittelst seiner Schretbart, Leipzig: Verlags-Comtolr,
1829, Introduction, p. xxxix, n. 57.

G.M.A. Grube, op. cit., p. 225.

G.M.A. Grube, art. cit., p. 262. F. Nassal does recognise a separate

section on Undupiolg in the De Dem. (p. 164) and does recognise the

criticisms of ebtpaneAla and éotelowde in ch.54: "DH. (e Dem. 1122)
spricht dem Demosthenes die e€OtpaneAla ab, dagegen den GoTeioudg
legt er ihm bei" (F. Nassal, Aesthetisch-rhetorische Beziehungen
z2wischen Dionysius von Halilcarnass wnd Cicero, Diss. Tibingen, 1910,
p- 145. However, he falls to recognise De Dem. IV as a separate
section; so does G. Kennedy (G. Kennedy, The art of Rhetoric in the
Romen World, Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University Press,
1972, p. 360)).

Although Cicero does indeed often include a discussion on delivery
when style is at stake, this has nowhere been done by Dionysius in
any of his essays.  This confirms the idea that thé inclusion of
such a section in this essay is rather strange and that it has been
‘done for other reasons than what could have been customary. This is
even more so when taking the length of the essay (in comparison with
the essays on the other orators) in consideration (cp. p. 56).

Cp. notes 103 and 105 above.

oilnovouta,arrangement of material, is the second step in the process
of making- a speech, the second €pyov to0 fritopog. It is divided
_into tdEic, placing of the topics throughout the speech, and
¢Eepyoola, development of the topics by means of arguments: TdEig

& wal pepiouol v mpayudman wal 1 wat’ énuxelonua €Eepyaoia ...
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112,
113.

("Arrangement and divisions of topics and the development (of these)
by means of argumentation ...') (De Isoc., 4,114:2-4). Normally the
material is arranged according to the w€pn 0 Adyou, Viz.
neooluLov, MEdSEcLe, éuinoig, miotelg and éntioyog, in the case of a
forensic speech (E. Kremer, op. cit., p. 3). A TéEig uata 1o
ocuugEcov, however, is wunconventional: "Unter die TAELC natd TO
oLEOV kommt nun jede begrindete Abwetchung von der normalen”
(Ibid. , p. 6). In the De Isaeo Dionysius compares Isasus with
Lysias and one learns that he regards. Isaeus as cleverer than Lysias in
the field of arrangement of subject-matter: mnepl TV TEayudTww STL
EeLvoTEPSS £0TLY oluovoLfioar AUTLOU Kol SACUC TOUC ABYOUS MOl T
pEon TV ... (" that (Isaeus) is cleverer than Lysias in the
arrangement of subject-matter, so far as speeches as a whole, as
well as their parts are concerned «..'") (De Isago, 14,206:5-7).
When Dionysius proceeds to furnish proof for this statement, he
devotes two chapters (14 and 15) to Isaeus' unconventional way of
arranging material. Isaeus worked in this wéy in order to be more
affective, more forceful. (TdTE &6 TEoMATAOUEVSZETAL TLVA TR0 TAV
SLNYHCEWY TIOAYLATA. HOL TEOALBAVEL TG LEAAOVTA TILOTOTEPAS abtog f
wat GAAO TUL PnoLuwtepag ToLhoeLy olduevog) ("Sometimes he pre-
sents some material before the narratives and anticipates the later

material, reckoning that he will thus make (the narratives) more

credible or more effective for some other (purpose) ...") (De Isaeo
15,208:14-17). (Cp. De Isaeo 18,224:9: 5 &: TO0 8ELVES. (*but
(Isacus) aims at forcefulness.'). Dionysius is quite frank about

his view concerning this matter: the material should be arranged in
the most effective way - not necessarily according to convention.
In any case, with effectiveness in mind, it would have been inappro-
priate and contra-productive to introduce points of criticism against
his idol whilehe was still in the process of proving his supremacy.
Cp. p. 45, n. 81.
I have indicated how Dionysius does not keep his readers in the dark
so far as his object is concerned - cp. p.28, n. 2; in fact, the
immediately preceding section (De Dem. II) 1s a good example of how
the writer has been keeping his promises (stated in the introductions);
the reader has grown accustomed to the fact that Dionysius has been
executing all his promises throughout the whole treatise.  Conse-
quently, when he says that he is now proceeding tothe last topic, the
reader has no reason not to believe that this is indeed going to be
the last topic.
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114. In *his dissertation C. Neumeister devoted one
chapter to the important matter of concealing of art (C.3: Das
Verbergen der rhetorischen Kwnst, pp. 130ff.). He says that the
orator carefully planned the way in which he was going to present
his material, but that he usually did not reveal this plan of his
to the audience ('Jedoch wird diese durchdachte Plaommung ... Oft
bewusst verborgen'" (M spacing of print.) (C.
Neumeister, Grundsidtze der forensischen FRhetorik gezeigt an Gerichts-
reden Ciceros, Langue et Parole, 3, Minchen: Hueber, 1964 (Diss.
Heidelberg, 1962), p. 130. He continues to say that the orator was
only applying the general rule of concéaling of art: '... allgemein
giltiger Regel, das der Redner seine rhetorische Kwnst vor seinen
Horern v e rb e r g e n misse."  (Ibid.) (The italics are mine).
Dionysius is merely applying this principle himself in the De Iem.,
which is a natural thing to do, if one bears in mind that this
general principle was one of the important matters he.most probably
taught his pupils to apply in their speeches.

115. "One could say much on this subject, but as the treatise is already
long enough, (I suppose) I must conclude my discussion of it, having

. added yet another thing - by Jove - to my discussion (of the subject),

that the style of Demosthenes, although it has all the qualities, is
lacking in ready wit, which most people call 'charm' ...' (54,446:3-9).

116. 55,446:6. ‘

117. Does De Dem. III fit the idea of a mopEuBooig? Quintilian defines

mopeuBooLe as follows: ToEeEMBoOLS est, ut mea quidem fert opinio,
alicuius rei, sed ad utilitatem causae pertinentis extra ordinem

excurrens tractatio. ("mopeuBooLg may, I think, be defined as the
handling of some theme, which must however have some bearing on the

case, in a passage that involves digression from the logical order of

our speech.") (Bk. IV, iii 14) (Translation by H.E. Butler, The
institutio oratoria of Quintilian, Vol. ii (Loeb), London: William
Heinemann Ltd., 1977, p. 129). UndupLolg has indeed some bearing on style
(Cp. De Dem. 53,440:25-53,442:3: Tl & to0ta mpog mv AéEelv abTol
ouvtelver; @aln Tic 8v. N AELg pev olv, elmown’ v, ol uel wg

' 13 ~ \ ~ kA4
natTeounevaotTal mpogc TalTaa O MOAAY oLoa
A nal maddv nal &6 L 8dounovoa, otag VUNouploE wg

» ~ -~ o A} 2 ] \ . - ~
avtnhg &€ L. (OTE TOUC QVAYLVUOMOVIOL TOV ONToeQ. TOOUTOV

émusngpr‘]nc_xpocmpetv, tvo Tod0Tov €rvaoctTa AegyntTat
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118.

TtOv Todnov, § éuclvog EROVAETO. aDT Yap © A € E v ¢

SL 6doue L Toug Eyovtag doxnv ebmivntov, ne & ot acg
ab0TNnv nonptloewg éueEpeoda Enoel.) (My spacing of print.)
("'Now, what has.this to do with his style?', someone might ask. (To this)
I would answer: 'His style is properly constructed for it, being full
of portrayal of character and passion, and thus prescribing what kind
of delivery is needed. Accordingly, those who recite (the speeches
of) this orator, should take special care to deliver every sentence in
the manner he intended (it to be delivered): for the style itself
prescribes to those with susceptible minds with what kind of delivery
it will have to be delivered.''") However, it is a separate section
in the rhetorical system. (Referring to ch. 53 of the e Dem. , E.
Kremer points out it is one of the octoLxela of the mpoyuaTirnog TOMOG:
"Weben ebpeoig wrd olnovoula wird einmal noch ein drittes otouxelov
exrwihnt." (E. Kremer, op. cit., p. 6). However, it is to be stressed
that delivery has to do with style (Aentindc tonog) as well, as can
be seen in De Dem. 53,440:25-53,442:3, quoted above, as well as in

the discussion of the examples in ch. 54). Thus, being strictly
speaking a separate topic, the presence of delivery inch. 53ff. is

out of place in view of the object of the De Dem., but is appropriate
as a digression. One last note on digressions:' they were regarded
as normal practice in oratory; in fact, Dionysius had a positive
attitude towards them, since he regards them as esséntial under cer-
tain circumstances - cp.pe. 43f., n. 73.

Generally speaking, a digression is inserted with the specific purpose
of aiding the writer in some way or another (Cp. H.V. Canter,
Digressio in the orations of Cicero, AJP, 52 (1931), p. 359:

"'the digression in Cicero ... dis inserted with the ultimate aim

of aiding his client or the cause he is presenting'); Dionysius

talks about the "relief of monotony' (10 &LaicBdvecSar v duce l&eLav)
(De Isoc. 4,114:4). However, in the De Partitione Oratoria, V 15
Cicero mentions one specific function of digressions which is of great
interest to our passage: the concealing of facts which could be to
the benefit of the opponent in a case, but to your own disadvantage:
"fLymamenta ad fidem posita aut per se diluenda aut obscuranda aut
digressionibus obruenda." ("' corroborations put forward to carry
conviction must either be done away with as a separate item, or thrown

into the background, or covered up with digressions."
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119.-
120.
121.

(Translation by H. Rackham, Cicero, Vol. iv, (Loeb), London:

William Heinemann Ltd., 1968, p. 323) (Cp. H.V. Canter, op. cit.,

p- 351, n. 1: '""to weaken or bury out of sight proofs upon which
prosecution relies').  Similarly, Dionysius is exploiting this use
of the mopenPooig in order to conceal the criticisms of doteloude

and ebtpaneAla. A possible point of criticism against the idea that
the section on Uncwpiolg should be regarded as a moeenBooig,is that the
nagenBoolg has not been followed by a retum to the main line of
argumentation, as is the case with the three instances of digression,
i.e. in cc. 36-42, cc. 44-46 and ch. 49 - cp. nn. 77, 79 and 89 above.
To this objection may be noted.that it would not make sense to return
to the main argument of De Dem. II, for the simple reason that
Dionysius has completed his discussion of the three topics at stake.
However - and this is the important point - he does indeed retum to
the main argument of De Dem. I, for the discussion of points of cri-
ticism against Demosthenes bélongs to De Dem. I and not to De Dem. II
(cp. p.21). He does not return in the same conspicuous way he did
in the case of the other digressions, by explicitly saying so, but
prefers to return as unobtrusively as possible for reasons discussed

. above.

Cp. p- 47, n. 95.

There is no comparison between any authors in De Dem. III.

Dionysius could have learned this ingenuity from his idol, Demosthenes:
in the case against Ctesiphon Demosthenes had no chance of winning,
for Ctesiphon's bill for conferring a crown on Demosthenes was indeed
illegal in two respects: firstly, the law forbade coronation of a
responsible magistrate (Goxwv UnebSuvog) (which Demosthenes still was
at the time the bill was proposed); secondly, the law forbade corona-
tion in the theatre at the Great Dionysiac festival (which was what
Ctesiphon proposed). These two illegalities played a major r8le in
Aeschines' prosecution, and Demosthenes had to deal with them.  How-
ever, instead of following the order of argumentation of Aeschines, he
placed his answers to these two matters in the midst of a narration of
historic events in which he had gained the greatest diplomatic triumph
of his life. Thus he ensured that the weakness of his arguments
concerning these two matters was totally overwhelmed by the merit of
the rGle he had played in these events. (Eventually Ctesiphon was

acquitted with 80% of the votes and Demosthenes received his crown at
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122.
123.

the Great Dionysia of 329 B.C.) (For more detail on this subject,

cp. W.W. Goodwin, Demosthenes On the Crown, Cambridge:
Press, 1957, pp. 257-273).
Cp. pp- S51f., n. 118.

Cp. p- 56.

University
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(HAPTER TII

THE PLACE OF THE DE DEMOSTHENE IN THE DE ORATORIBUS ANTIQUIS

The De Dem. has been preserved as part of the comprehensive work of Diony-
. . . .o .

sius on the Attic orators, the De oratoribus antiquis, a work which had

been intended as a contribution to the Atticistic movement current at the

time of Dionysius' activities in Rome by means of a series of discussions of
what was worth imitating in the works of the ancient Attic orators. Since
the De Dem. has been handed down to pdsterity as part of a corpus of which .
the object has been stated explicitly, it stands to reason that this fact
could be of crucial importance for the understanding of the nature and ob-
ject of the De Dem. In fact, in the history of research on the De Dem.
researchers realised this and tried to explain the problems connected with
this matter. The object of this chapter is a critical analysis of all the
hypotheses and an exposition of my own view - that the De Dem. does indeed fit
in with the general object of the De or. ant.; but first the dilemma con-
ceming this matter must be explained.

On the one hand the researcher faces the following facts: firstly, in the
general introduction to the De or. ant. Dionysius explicitly says that his
work will be divided into two sections, of which the second will contain
three essays, viz. one on Demosthenes, one on Hyperides and one on
Aseschines.2 Thus the first fact is that we have a promise of treatises
to come, one of which is a work on Demosthenes, and the second important
fact is that these essays, including one on Demosthenes, will be part of a
corpus, the general purpose of which had been clearly stated in its intro-
duction. Secondly, in the opening word of the Ile Dincnﬂcifzo,3 generally
regarded as the last of the extant literary essays of Dionysius ,4 Dionysius
refers to the De or. ant. when explaining why he had decided to write the
essay on Dinarchus: mepl Asuvdpxou 0 &ritopog obEEV elpnnag €v Tolg mepl
Tiv dpxalwv Yooetoly SLd T wiTe ebpethv L8loL YEYOVEvaL XaCoMTAEOS TOV
&vepa, domep TOV Auctav nal TtOv Iooupdtnv mal tov ‘Iocalov, WATE TV
ebONUEVEY ETEEOLE TEAELWTAV, GOTEP TOV ANpOoSEVn nal TOv Aloxivn Mol < TOv >
‘Yrepel&nv Huelc uplvouevy ... nnodmv  &v 1 mogainelv abtdv L2
From this evidence it seems justified to infer that Dionysius had
fulfilled his promise at the time of writing De Dinm. On the other hand,
however, the following facts must be considered as well: firstly, no work
on either Hyperides or Aeschines has been handed down to posterity;
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secondly, we do have a work on Demosthenes, but this work seems to be

quite different from the other extant works of the De or. ant.

In the course of time these problems have become so important to scholars,
that the place of the e Dem. in the e or. ant. was determined by

thelr solution of these problems. Consequently these need to be con-
sidered very carefully. They can be described as follows. In the genera’
introduction to the corpus Dionysius clearly states the overall purpose of the
De or. ant.: in the frame of the controversy between the Atticists and the
Asianists current in his time, he intends to make a contribution in support of
the Atticists. To this end he selects from the best Attic orators the .quali-
ties most suitable for imitation, explaining these qualities and indicating
at the same time what should be avoided.6 It stands to reason that the
motif of imitation, of wlwnoig, would be dominant in the essays to follow.
Reading the De Lysia, the De Isocrate and the Dz Isaeo one can see that

this is indeed the case, as has already convincingly been pointed out by

R.H. Tukey7 and E. Kalinka.8 In the De Dem., however, one comes across the
noun uiunNoLg only c>n<:e,9 and the verb wpgouow occurs only four times.1O
The noun is used in a digression on the reason why different authors would
prefer different types of literary composition and has nothing to do with
the intention of the De Dem.  This goes for the verb as well: at 1,244:1
Dionysius merely states in passing that Thucydides had not been imitated
1 and at 10,276:9 that Demosthenes imitated
Thucydides; the wwobuevog at 12,286:6 need not be considered, being part

(with complete success)

of a quotation, which is also the case with the wuefoSor at 26,340:7.

Thus it would appear that Dionysius did not have imitation in mind when he
wrote the De Dem. In fact, this idea is confirmed by the actual purpose

of the two polemic sections, De Dem. I and IV: 1in these sections Dionysius
could not have had imitation in mind when writing them, for his sole aim
there was to prove thepre-eminence of Demosthenes, whereas theoretical
exposition would be more suitable when a writer has imitation in mind. 12
For this reason the two theoretical sections, De Dem. II and III, would be
perfectly in line with the general intention of imitation stated in the
general introduction, although there is no direct hint that they are pre-
sented for this purpose. Thus the very nature and the twofold object of
the De Dem. represent the first conspicuous difference between this work

and the rest of the corpus of which it forms a part.
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Secondly, in the first three essays of the De or. ant. Dionysius applies

the &eetal TAC AéEewc system as the only system of evaluation - at least,
so it appears;13 in the De Dem. he applies it as well, but the whole essay
is dominated by the xopmitipec THC A€Eewc system and the Gouovial system,
which are virtually14 absent from the works of volume I.

Thirdly, in contrast with the essays of volume I, the mpayuorwixog Tdrog
is left totally out of consideration in the De Dem., the only reference
to it, so far as Demosthenes is concerned, being a promise of Dionysius
that he will send Ammaeus a treatise on Demosthenes' way of handling

. . 15
subject-matter some time.

Fourthly, possibly but not certainly due to the loss of the first few chapters
of the De Dem., the work does not contain a Blog of Demosthenes, whereas the

other works do have a Blog in every case. 16

Fifthly, in spite of the third and fourth differences, the De Dem., as we
know it today, is longer than the whole of volume I of the Ie or. ant.:
according to the Loeb-text, Dionysius devotes 108 pages to the De Dem., but
only -approximately a hundred to the De Lys., De Isocr. and the e Is. toget-
her, and approximately five to the general introduction to the De or. ant.
Neither in the general introduction nor at the end of the Ie Isocr. does
Dionysius indicate that one can expect the e Dem. to be so lengthy, where-
as he was clearly constantly aware of the length of the De Dem. while

writing it. 17

Sixthly, scholars have been constantly aware of a difference in the critical
evaluation of authors discussed in the De or. ant. This difference (which
becomes clear by a comparison of the De Dem. with the other essays) involves
not only Lysias, Isocrates and Isaeus, but also other authors who do not
play a major r6le in the work, like Homer, Gorgias and Thrasymachus.

In the case-of Isaeus, the difference is very conspicuous: whereas this
orator had been highly esteemed by Dionysius, in fact, to such an extent
that he deserved a place in volume I instead of, e.g., a man like Antiphon,
he received no recognition in the De Dem. - in fact, along with other ora-
tors he is described as one of those who o0OSEv olte uowvdy OOTE MEELTTOV

Eneméewoay ... 19

18
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This goes for Lysias as well: he too had been treated more favourably in
volume I than in the De Dem.: whereas one is aware of all the excellences
of this orator's style in the De Lys., his deficiencies receiving only
minimum attention, the position is quite different in the De Dem.; in this
book the good qualities of the style of Lysias are mentioned only to demon-
“strate certain aspects of the style of Demosthenes, whereas a definite
change conceming a certain characteristic of Lysias' style,

Viz.charm, can clearly be pointed out. 20

In the case of Isocrates, G. Pavano was struck by the fact that this orator
is indeed described in terms of stylistic features characteristic of the
. smooth type of sentence-arrangement (OUvSeoig) in the De Dem., but that
in the De Isocr. there is no attempt to link his name to this critical
system.21 Quoting F. Nassal, Pavano says that the same type of thing has
happened in the case of the Gorgianic figures applied by Isocrates:
although they are indeed mentioned in the Ie Isocr., they are not presented
as devices originating from Gorgias, as in the De Dem.: 'Hier werden
diese Fig?ren zum erstenmal ausdriicklich mit Gorgias in Zusammenhang ge—
bracht."

of Isocrates is presented as the best work of this orator, while this is not

G. Pavano has also pointed out that in the De Dem. the Pro Pace
. 23
done in the De Isocr.

Furthermore, whereas Homer is regarded as the best representative of the
mixed type of composition in the De Dem. ,24 he is not even mentioned in the

first volume of the De or. ant.zs

Gorgias poses another problem: in ch. 19 of the e Isaeo Dionysius clearly
indicates that he does not intend to deal with Gorgias, but in the De Dem.,
whi.ch is in fact the very next book of the corpus (according to text tra-
dition), Gorgias is the first author whom we come across.26 Furthermore,

in the De Isaeo (ch. 19) Gorgias' style is closely associated with Isocrates',
but in the De Dem. the sophist is presented as an exponent of the extra-
ordinary type of style, whereas Isocrates is made there a representative

of the mixed type of style.27

Finally, although Thrasymachus seems to be highly esteemed by Dionysius in
the De Dem. as the likely inventor of the mixed type of style,28 he is
severely criticized in the e Lys. (ch. 6) and the De Is. (ch. ZO); moreover,




in these essays he is constantly -associated with Lysias, who is an ex-
ponent of the simple style, and not with one of the exponents of the middle
or mixed type of style, of which he might be the inventor according tot he

De Dem.29

Thus, in short, the issue is the following: is the De Dem., as we have it
today, the work on Demosthenes promised in the general introduction to the

De or. ant. (in which case the alleged differences will have to be explained)?
Or must we deem the differences too great for a work forming part of the

same corpus (in which case the differences are the very reason for not re-

garding the De Dem. as the originally intended work on Demosthenes)?

Ih' former research on this matter scholars have indeed developed their views
according to these alternatives: some took the De Dem. for the work pro-
mised in the general introduction, while others denied this, saying that
the Dz Dem. had not been intended to be part of the Ie or. ant.

A short survey of research done in the nineteenth century on the problems

of the second volume of the De or. ant. is essential for a clear under-
standing of the issue. At first scholars never questioned the legitimacy
of the presence of the De Dem. in the e or. ant. They only kept themselves
busy with the missing essays on Hyperides and Aeschines. So far as the De Dem.
was concerned, scholars never questioned the legitimacy of its presence in
the De or. ant., and it was generally regarded as the work on Demos thenes,
promised in the general introduction. This was the view of A.G.

Becker in 1829,3O F. Blass in 1863,31 C.T. Roessler in 1873,32 U. von
Wilamowitz-M51lendorff in 1899°° ad M. Egger in 1902.°*

Al though these scholars agreed on the question concerning the position of
the De Dem., they were by no means unanimous so far as the rest of the
second volume of the De or. ant. is concemed. According to the testimony
of A.G. Becker, the traditional view was that Dionysius had indeed com~
pleted the second volume according to his promise, that the De Dem. must be
regarded as the first essay of this volume, and that the essays on Hyperides
and Aeschines had indeed been written originally by Dionysius, but that they
must have been lost in the course of time.  According to A.G. Becker it
appears that scholars wnanimously accepted that the essays on Hyperides and
Aeschines had indeed been written: 'was doch alle Literatoren einstimmig

annehmen."ss This view was advocated by F. Blass as well, by reason of a

58




remark of Syrianus in his commentary on the mept i&dv of Hermogenes:
Atovlolov &g mepl xopou TAPOS SLEACBE AUCLou AMUHOTSEvoue * IoOKEETOUC
“Ynepe L&oL BounLSL &ov. 36

clusion: '"Quamguam accurate non loquitur hoc tamen probare videtur ultimam

This remark of Syrianus led Blass to the con-

quoque partem libri de antiquis oratoribus absolutam esse.”37 C.T.
Roessler was also, by virtue of the opening words of the De Din., convinced

8

that the second volume had been c:ompleu—:»d.3 This goes for M. Egger39

and R.H. Tukey40 as well.

A challenge to this view had already been put forward by A.G. Becker as
early as 1829: "Es bleibt namlich ... hdchst wigewisz, ob die versprochnen
Abhandlungen tber Hyperides wund Aeschines jemals geschrieben sind, was doch
alle Literatoren einstimmig annehmen."41 This new idea, that the Ie Dem.
was the last work of the Ie or. ant., was accepted by U. von Wilamowitz-
I\b'llendorffd'z as well.

Up to this stage scholars never questioned the position of the De Dem.:

the only issue was the position of the essays on Hyperides and Aeschines.
However, the moment Croiset joined the polemic on this subject, the issue
changed: he must receive the credit for being the first to realise

that the De Dem., as we know it, need not be.the one originally

promised in the general introduction to the De or. ant. He was very much
aware of the different nature of the De Dem. and of the difference of its
contents; consequently he tried to solve the difficulty by assuming that
""the De Dem. was an independent essay but contained portions of an earlier
essay on Demosthenes which had formed a part of the De oratoribus anvtiqm’s."43
According to this hypothesis it is the sections on Plato and Thucydides which
provide the evidence of the existence of an earlier essay on Demosthenes, and,

according to this hypothesis, they must have formed part of that essay.44

It is quite clear why this new idea of Croiset is so important for the sake
of this study: if it can be proven that the De Dem. had never been intended
to be part of the De or. ant., that Dionysius meant it to be an independent
essay, then, obviously, the peculiar nature of this essay is no problem so
far as its relation to the De or. ant. is concemed; on the other hand, if
this hypothesis can be proven wrong, then one still has to explain why the
De Dem. is so different in comparison with the works of volume I of the

De or. ant.; 1in any case, from now on the validity of the presence of the
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De Dem. 1in the De or. ant. cannot merely be assumed - it has to.be

proven.

This new idea, that the extant work on Demosthenes is a later essay which
was afterwards incorporated into the De or. ant., was accepted by R. H.
Tukey as the best way of coping with the problems concerning this treatise.
This scholar tried to improve on the hypothesis of Croiset in the following
way: 'According to this hypothesis, we are to suppose that the De oratoribus
antiquis at first contained two sections (cuvtdEelc); that later a third
was added which contained a new presentation of the stylistic merits of
Demosthenes and proof of his pre-eminence; that still later, probably

after the death of Dionysius, the second section, containing the essays on
Demosthenes, Aeschines, and Hy'perides,45 ceased to be copied and disappeared

from circulation .. ."46

The reason for this would be, according to him,
the hypothetical fact that Dionysius might have followed 'the same method of
treatment that he employed in the first section,with consequent monotony

arising from its repeated application."47

The actual impetus to the writing
of this surmised second essay on Demosthenes, according to Tukey, had to do
with extreme claims of the admirers of Plato: 1in the alleged first work on
Demosthenes Dionysius wanted to show, he says, that Demosthenes stood first
among the orators. However, after he had completed the alleged first essay
on Demosthenes, 'he is aroused by the renewal of the old claim of the
philosophers that Plato had-surpassed all others in writing and speaking

and should be taken as the standard for the simple style of the dialogue and
also for the more vigorous style of public addresé, in fact, that he not
only stood first among the philosophers, but as an orator outshone even
Demosthenes in his own field."48 This claim of the Plato-idolisers had
been the reason for his writing the surmised second work én Demos thenes:

"It was to refute the claims of the advocates of Plato that he then pre-
pared this second essay on Demosthenes."49 Tukey then proceeds to provide
two external proofs that this essay was indeed incorporated into the De or.
ant .: firstly, in the Epistle to PompeZus, in which Dionysius replies to
some criticisms levelled at him because of his treatment of Plato in the

De Dem., he quotes-cc. 5-7 of the De Dem , which he describes as being év

T mEPL TAV ATTLMGY TEayHoTe (Q bnréoo»;so secondly, in the Second Epistle
to Ammaeus he refers to his discussion of Thucydides with the following
words:. &v Tolg mepl Twv dEYalwy PnTdowy oS 1O odv Bvona ouvToxSe ToLy

UnouvnuatLouotg. 51




This new idea of Croiset and R.H. Tukey, viz. that the De Dem., as we have
it today, was not the essay originally promised in the general introduction
to the De or. ant., but that it was an independent separate work on
Demosthenes that had been included into the e or. ant. afterwards, was
advocated by I. Strou.x52 in 1912, and a few years later, in 1924, by E.
Kalinkals3 as well: '"dasz Dionys nicht von Anfang an als Fortsetzung von
dox o bestimmt hatte, sondern erst spdter einbezogen hat."54 To this
scholar the different nature and object of the e Dem. provide the key to
understanding the problem: this treatise could not have been the work
originally intended by Demosthenes.  Supporting R.H. Tukey on these matters,
he adds another argument, the difference in evaluation of Isasus: 'Der
letzte Zweifel daran, dasz W A nicht von Anfang an zu 04X O gehdrt hat,

> wird gebamt durch den scharfen Gegensatz der Urteile iber Isaios

.."55 Moreover, in no extant manuscript the De Dem. has been placed

where we find it today: 'wie demn auch in keiner Handschrift Mu A wimittel-
.bar auf Gpx b folgt ..."56

what has become of the promise of a work on Demosthenes made in the general

On the other hand, as to the question about

introduction, he cannot find any justification for the hypothesis of R.H.
Tukey a.o. that the second volume of the De or. ant. had originally been
completed: '"Ebenso wnbeweisbar wnd wnhaltbar ... <ist die Anschawng
Tukeys, der MW A wegen der verschiedenen Anlage wnd Abzweckung nicht als
Teil dieser Fortsetzung von OQOX O anerkennt, sondern meint, Dionys habe den
zweiten Teil ganz in der Art des ersten ausgearbeitet, doch seil dieser

>7 His solution of this problem is quite

weite Teil vOllig verschollen."
different: he believes that Dionysius never executed his promise made in
the general introduction, but changed his views and accordingly his plans
as well: "Zwischen der Vollendung von Gpx 0 wnd von Mu A hat sich also
ein tiefgreifender Sinmeswandel vollzogen, der nur damit sich erklirt, dasz
Dionys mittlerweile die Absicht, einen einheitlichen MOYOC auch iber die
drei jimgeren Redner abzufassen, aufgegeben wnd sich entschlossen hat, Mu A

als Abschlagszahlung gelten zu Zassen."58

As could be expected, this new view of an independent work on Demosthenes
was not unanimously accepted; as a matter of fact, with this new approach
Croiset had started a polemic which lasted for many years: his suggestions
were followed by a reaction of M. Egger in 1902, who maintained that the
De Dem. was not an independent essay, but the one promised in the general
introduction.59 . Likewise S.F. Bonner (1939) and G. Pavano (1942) reacted
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against this view as put forward by R.H. Tukey and E. Kalinka.60 They

all want to prove that the De Iem. was not an independent essay on
Demosthenes, but the essay promised in the generai introduction. To them
the reference to the Do Dem. found in the Ad Gem. and Ad Amm. II, ch. 1
proves their ‘chesis,61 and the final proof is found in the De Dem. itself,
where Dionysius refers back to the De Isocr. and the Ie Lys.: referring to
Isocrates, he says: &vTiva YapouTiea €xeLy €@alveTd woL, SLd TAELAVWY LEV
&Aoo npétepov;62 in ch. 2, Dionysius, talking about Lysias, says: Tlg
& fiv i mooalpeoie abTol nal Tig h Svalg, év 1 mpe d Tavd T n g
SedbhAwTtatr YP awﬁ,63 and in ch. 13: @oown TLC EmitEEXeL TOlg
Auolou Adyoug eloTouta nal xdorg, domnep €env nal TPdTEPOV.
(My spacing of print). In fact, E. Kalinka has drawn attention to the
"wortlichen Uebereinstimmmgen" in the passages of the De Dem. where
Dionysius is referring to the De Isocr. and the De Lys.65

Although G. Pavano is convinced that these two arguments are irrefutable
proof of his conviction that the De Dem. is the original treatise and no
"revised and improved edition'" of a surmised lost original treatise on
Demosthenes, he proceeds to add further evidence: in the third place, he
considers the fact that Ammaeus is the recipient of the Ie Dem.6§ to be yet
another proof, gczr=anz1lcz.67 Fourthly, says Pavano, already in antiquity

the De Dem. was regarded as part of the Iz or. ant., more specifically of
the second volume: in the commentary of Syrianus on the (&aw of Hermogenes,
one reads: AlovloLog & TPECROTEEOS €V TH EEUTEDY TIEQL XOOOUTHOWY TEEL

Topylou AMyww TEE @gnol* SLuaviuole HEV oi_’:\) n.r.k.68

Fifthly, the promise of a treatise on the subject-matter of Demosthenes at
the close of the De Dem.69 proves, according to Pavano, that Dionysius
wanted td bring the De Dem. in line with his practice inthe case of the
books of volume I of the e or. ant.;70 in fact, he seems to be convinced
that this book simply had to follow. He proceeds to infer that the De lem.
could be the beginning of the second volume of the De or. ant.: 'Che ©l
De Dem wve rb. costituisse 1l principio del II vol. é chiaro dal
fatto che esso si chiude (cfr. c. 58 e x t r.) con la promessa di wn altro
7 (My spacing
of print). To this he adds the fact that the De Dem. is put first of all
in the summaries made by Dionysius, whether they have to be regarded as
post-dated to the De Dem. , Oor not. 72

saggio s ul contenuto i1n Demostene."
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Sixthly, according to Pavano, the similarities of treatment between the

De Dem. and the essays of volume I of the De or. ant. also confirm his
view. These similarities are: ”

- First, the De Dem. is also directed to competent people.73

- Second, like the essays of the first volume, the De Dem. was also
supported by a collateral work, now lost, viz. a book on the
authenticity of the works of Demosthenes: the De [emosthenis
orationibus . 74

- Third, the absence of a Blog in the Ie Dem. probably is solely
due to the loss of the first few chapters of this work75 and can-
not be regarded as yet another formal difference between this
work and the rest.76

-  Fourth, considering the first eight chapters of the De Dem. as an
introduction to the book,77 Pavano, following Kalinka, states that
Dionysius continued to introduce the authors in chronological order
according to the TéEig T@v ¥odvww) , as he had done in volume I of
the De or. ant.78: cc. 9-10: Thucydides; cc. 11-13: Lysias;
cc. 16-22: Isocrates; and cc. 23-32: Plato.

. - Fifth, it may be assumed that the De Dem. did include a Blog

and likewise most certainly Dionysius did write a treatise on
Demosthenes' mpaywotiudg TOnog, in conformity with his practice
in the books of volume I. 7

This leaves Pavano with the problem of explaining the differences between
the De Dem. and the essays of the first volume of the De or. ant. To him
all the differences that are worth considering can be related to the methodo-
logical plan of the De Dem.: Dionysius chose to use the xapouTipES TS
AMEewg and the dpuovial systems as the basis of discussion in this work,
whereas he applied the &cetal system in the essays of the first volume.
Although Dionysius must have been acquainted with these systems before the
composition of the De Dem., he does not make use of them for his argumenta-
tions in the first volume of the De or. ant. The introduction of these two
systems can account for all the differences: Firstly, due to the necessity
of theoretical exposition of these two 'new’ cloctrines,80 the book became ex-
traordinarily long; secondly, because of the introduction of the system of
the types of style, by which the scope of the work became widened to include
all prose-writers, Dionysius was forced to change the tone from didactic to

P
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polemic in order to answer the extreme claims of the pro-Plato extremists;81

thirdly, the difference in critical evaluation of the authors can also be
accounted for: when Dionysius was forced to classify them according to
fixed categories in the De Dem., he inevitably had to make some remarks on
these authors which would seem to be contradictory to his views on the same

authors expressed in essays where these categories played no rSle at all.82

In conclusion my view on the place of the De Dem. in the De or. ant. is as
follows: the De Dem. was not meant to be an independent essay on Demosthenes,
but is the essay promised in the general introduction to the De or. ant. -

in fact, there is no reason not to believe that this essay was indeed the
first essay of the second volume on the Attic orators. On the other hand,
the hypothesis of an alleged "original'' essay on Demosthenes replaced by a
later one which was handed down to posterity, is sheer speculation. No
researcher was able to prove that the De Dem. is not the one promised in the

general introduction to the De or. ant.

So far as the differences between the 2 Dem. and the essays of the first
volume of the De or. ant. are concerned, I have tried to prove that they

can all be explained in some way or another - that goes for the formal dif-
ferences (no introduction, no section on subject-matter, and the length of
the essay), as well as for the differences in evaluation of authors, and

the alleged difference in tone. In all these matters the purpose of the

Dz Dem. is of crucial importance. In this essay Dionysius is not merely
dealing with one of the Attic orators - he is deaiing with his idol, the
supreme orator, the man who produced literature which Dionysius regarded as
written in the best prose-style. The De Dem. would not be just another
essay in his corpus - it would be the most important essay of all. As a
matter of fact, the reader is prepared for this by the very inclusion of

the essay on Isacus. Dionysius does not even hesitate to deviate from his
evaluation of Lysias the moment this orator is compared with the great
master, Demosthenes! I have tried to show how the structure of the De Dem.
can be explained in view of this high rating of Demosthenes: by removing
the section of criticism (De Dem. IV) from the first section (De Dem. I)
where it naturally belongs, by the insertion of two sections in which he deals
with matters concerning which the position of Demosthenes 1s not debated (De
Dem. 11, on harmonious sentence-structure, and e Dem. III, on delivery.)g3
The introduction of the xopouthiceg TAC AEEewg system in De Dem. I can also
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be brought into relation with the purpose of De Dem. I: to prove that

Demosthenes is the best prose-stylist. I have already pointed out that
Dionysius must have been aware of the fact that he has indeed introduced
something new into the corpus by making use of this system in the process

of evaluating the authors. As a matter of fact, recapitulating e Dem. I

in ch. 33, he comments that he has attained his aim by making use of com-
parison,84 and that the introduction of the system of the types of style

was a natural outcome of the needs of the issue at stake..85 But why would
Dionysius have deviated from his practice in the essays of the first volume
where he compared the authors in terms of the Gpetal system?86 He did not
have much of a choice: if he did adhere to the &petal TAC A£Eewg System,

he would have to compare Demosthenes with Lysias, Isocrates and Isaecus in
order to determine Demosthenes' relative position so far as each of the qua-
lities of this system is concerned - as he did with these authors in the
first volume. Doing this in the same fashion as in vol. I of the Ie or. ant.
(AeuTinde tonog, ToayuaTLrde ténog, examples, discussions, comparisons), he
would have ended up with a treatise far more lengthy than the preceding

ones in any case. Moreover, he was faced with the difficult problem of

how he could discuss Plato.  Strictly speaking, his discussion of the style
of Plato, a philosopher, in a corpus on the Greek orators is out of place,

but if he wanted to prove the supremacy of Demosthenes, he had no choice

but to include Plato in his discussion, by virtue of the extreme claims of
the Plato—idolisers.87 Thus, so far as Plato is concemned, on what basis
could he compare the style of a philosopher (Plato) with that of an orator
(Demosthenes) ? On top of all these  problems another matter can be added: the
personal diversity of the styles of the authors who would play a major rfle in
the De Dem. He was constantly aware of the necessity that the examples

88 to justify comparison. It goes with-

compared should be of the same kind
out saying that it simply would not be possible to do justice to an author
like Lysias when he is compared to someone like Isocrates on the basis of
the GpeTal Tic AéEewc system, for this system clearly favours an author
making use of embellishment, whereas the system of the types of style
considers every type as valuable in its own right (cp. Cic., Or., III.28).
In any case, Lysias, Isocrates, Isaesus, Plato and Demosthenes do not all
apply the same type of style, and a straightforward comparison on the
basis of this system would simply not accommodate the differences in per-
sonal types of style. Thus the xapoThipeg TG A£Eewc system by virtue

of its very nature would enable Dionysius to include any personal style in

his attempt to prove the supremacy of Demosthenes.

65




At the same time, this system would enable him to attain the purpose of

De Dem. 1 in the shortest possible time: he only had to prove that the
type of style applied by Demosthenes is the best, which would eliminate

all the exponents of the extreme types automatically, leaving him only with
the need for a comparison between Demosthenes and the best exponents of the
best type of style, the mixed type, Plato and Isocrates. By proving that
the mixed type of style is the best (cc. 1-15), Dionysius has not only
eliminated all the exponents of the extreme types of style, but has also
overcome the problem of diversity of personal styles to a great extent, for
the styles of the remaining authors, viz. Plato and Isocrates, are, broadly
speaking, much closer to that of Demosthenes than that of Lysias or of
Thucydides. Consequently, a comparison on the basis of the &petaL TAC
AEEewc system would be much easier. This, then, was his method of proving
the supremacy of Demosthenes over Plato and Isocrates (cc. 16—32).89

The inclusion of such an elaborate section on the musical aspect of the

style of Demosthenes (De Dem. II) has been discussed in chapter 1. I have
tried to show that, due to the polemic nature of De Dem. I, this exposition
has probably been included in order to bring the De Dem. more in line with
the intention of imitation stated in the general introduction to the Ie or.
ant.go— and nobody will question its usefulness in this respect. I have
also tried to prove that Dionysius has included this section (along with the
section on delivery) in order to minimize the effect of the section of
criticism (De Dem. IV) on Demosthenes,91 applying a technique of oluovoula
which his idol himself had applied in the De Corona with astounding effect.92
Although everyone will willingly agree the De Dem. II would fit in
perfectly into a work on the Attic orators written with imitation in mind,
scholars have been struck by the conspicuous difference in tone between

De Dem. I and De Dem. II - to such an extent that the supposition of an
interruption during the composition of the Dz Dem. was raised, in which time
Dionysius is supposed to have written his theoretical work on musical compo-
sition of sentences. It stands to reason that such an interruption between
De Dem. 1 and IT could have implications not only for the purpose of the

e Dem., but also for its position in the e or. ant. - which is the reason
why it has now become necessary to discuss this matter at length.
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NOTES TO (HAPTER II

10.

Hence forward to be referred to as De or. ant. by me.

At the end of the general introduction to the work on the orators
Dionysius says that his work will be divided into two sections:

the first dealing with the older orators, viz. Lysias, Isocrates and
Isaeus; thus the De Lysia, and De Isocrate and the De Isaeo constitute
volume I. Of the proposed essays on the.three orators of the later
generation, viz. Demosthenes, Hyperides and Aeschines, only the one
on Demosthenes, the De Dem., is known to exist. The works on these
three orators would have constituted the second volume. (Eoovtar
& ol maporarBavdievolr  Pritopeg TEeTC LEV éx v TeeoBuTépwy, Auclag
‘Tooupdne “Iocatog, Teele & én v énoupoodutoy ToVTOLS, ANuoodevng
‘Yrepel&ng Atoxivng, oUg &vd Tv 8w HYOOUOL HEOTlOTOUS, MOl
StarpedoeTar eV ele &0 oUVTAEELS B TooyLoTELa, TV & doxnv &no
Tome AMJeTaL THC UMEP TGV TRECBUTEPW YEoWE Long. ) ("'"The orators
that will be compared, will be three from the older generation, viz.
Lysias, Isocrates and Isaeus, and three from those who flourished

after these, viz. Demosthenes, Hyperides and Aeschines - whom I regard

. 'to be the best of all - and my work will be divided into two volumes;

the first will be the volume which deals with the older (orators.')
(Introduction, 4,12:23-4,14:2).

Henceforward to be referred to De Din. by me.

S. F. Bonner, op. cit., p. 38.

"Seeing that I have not said anything about the orator Dinarchus in
the essays on the ancient (orators) - due to the fact that he was
neither an inventor of a personal st/yle (as I consider Lysias,
Isocrates and Isaeus), nor an accomplisher of the discoveries of others
(as I consider Dembsthenes, Aischines and Hyperides) ... I deemed

it necessary not to pass him by ..."

uol Tl moE’ éndotou &ET AauBdvelv  @oAdTTECSAL ... (4,12:4-5).

R.H. Tukey, The Composition of the 'De oratoribus antiquis' of
Dionysius, CP, 4 (1909), pp. 390-404.

E. Kalinka, Die Arbetitswetise des Rhetors Dionys, 1, WS, 43 (1924),

pp. 161f£f.

36,378:11. ,

1,244:1;, 10,276:9; 12,286:6 and 26,340:7.




17.

11.

12.

13.

14.
15.
16.

The insertion of elg &upov by Kiessling is plausible for the very
fact that Dionysius regards Thucydides as the model of the extra-
ordinary type of style (8poc wal movaw ..., ''standard and model ...'")
(1,242:26).

It stand to reason that a student could learmn a lot from any polemic
section as well, e.g. from the comparisons and discussions of passages
comprising such a great part of De Dem. I; in fact, in the exposi-
tion of my view (cp. pp- 64 £ff. I shall argue that Dionysius did not
have much of a choice about how De Dem. I was to be presented, but
that the development of his argument in De Dem. I 1s a natural out-
come of the way he had presented his ideas in the essays of volume I
- at least, to a great extent.

This is indeed the general impression, but I intend to prove that the
other systems play a rGle as well - cp. pp. 63 ff.

Cp. pp. O3ff.

Cp. n. 95, p. 47 above.

In the case of the other works Dionysius devotes the first chapter
of every treatise to the Rlog of the orator concerned.

The following quotations will clearly prove this: Egepov & av EE

_ &ndotou Ta nopafelyuata, €L W Telwy Euede To0 LETPloL YEVACECSOW

b AMdyog ... ("I would have given examples from each of these, had
this not threatened to protract my treatise unduly ...') (13,288:5-7);
el ey olv yodvov donolvta elyov, ual Tog MEelg abtog &v TapeTiMNv.
TOAMGEY & woL nal Gvoymaloy ETL KOTEAELTIOEVWY, To0To LEV Edow,
EelyuooL & wbvov &v T MopdVTL Yohoowat Beaxutérolg ... (MIf I had
sufficient time I would have provided the actual passages as well.
However, since many essential (matters) are still left for me (to
deal with), I shall leave the matter, and for the present I shall use
only very short examples ...') (14,290:25 - 14,292:1); & vdo,
tva 1 mepl Tadto SLotelBwy Guaynoodd mapoittelv T TEPLAELTIOUEVGY . . -
("However, in order not to be forced to leave out something of the
rest (of my discussion) by spending too much time on these matters
L") (23,324:17-18);  €BoLAGINV ETL TOE LW TIOPOOXECSOL TIOEALE L YHOTO
vOv & éEelpyouol, oneddwy énl To mpone (ueva wal o 86Eav
Lyopmuevee dralplog. ("I wanted to provide even more examples ...
But now I am prevented (from doing so) by my desire to proceed with
the above mentioned subjects and also by my concern to avoid the
reputation of lacking a sense of proportion') (42,402:27 - 42,404:1).
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18.

19.

20.

(The translation of &mawpla with '"'lack of sense of proportion" in

this case is inevitable if one takes the context into consideration;
"inappropriateness'' would have no sense for the non-specialist);
napase Lypdmwy & olopal &ty EvTadda, ... TOAD YOp < Qv > 7| CUVTOELG
TO Wwinog AdBoL ... ("But I do not deem examples necessary here

for my treatise would become very long ...'") (46,418:4-8). (The in-
sertion of av by S. Usher is acceptable in view of the Optative of

the verb, MBot.); M & Tic elg To0T0 10 Lépog elnelv éxoL, TO0
& ocuvTdyuoTog trawdv eldngdToc fién winog abtod Mou MATHAdoaL Xon '
™V AMYov ... ("One could say much more on this subject, but,

seeing that the treatise is already long enough, I suppose.l must con-
clude my discussion of it ...') (54,446:3-5); (Reiske has substituted
é€xev of the manuscript with €xou - a viable emendation in view of the
&v.) To all these examples, 4,254:11-13 and 8,264:14 could have been
added as well, had it not been for the textual problems present in
these two cases. In spite of the fact that Dionysius was constantly
aware of the length of the treatise, there is no evidence that he
decided to leave out essential parts in order to shorten it; on the

contrary, he had foreseen the treatise would be long, but nevertheless

. regarded every element as indispensable.

Seeing that antiphon had stronger claims to originality, being
the first autochthonous Attic orator, one can assume with certainty
that Dionysius' choice had been biased. (Cp. S. Usher, op. cit.,
pp. 170-173).  For more detail on this matter, cp. pp. 64ff.

""did not cultivate anything new or extraordinary (so far as style is
concemed) ...'" (8,264:22-23).

In the De Lys. Dionysius devotes cc. 2-14 to the discussion of the
style of Lysias, and the subsequent chapters to that of his subject-
matter. Of the thirteen chapters on the style only approximately

ten lines (viz. in ch. 13: 13,46:13-24) have been devoted to deficiencies

of the orator's style; the rest of cc. 2-13 represents an elaborate
exposition of all the excellences of his style, whereas Dionysius
rebuts in ch. 14 some points of criticism made by Theophrastus.

What is more, in the case of one of the qualities of style, charm,
X8pLg, a difference between De Lys. and De Dem. can be detected. In
the Dz Lys. this quality is described as the finest and most important

quality of the style of Lysias (uodiilomv Te Hol HuPLWTOINV .. - De Lys.

10,36:27-28). '-D__ionysius states that Lysias has surpassed all other
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21.

orators in the application of this virtue: 7 mé&v T ag UnepExeL
ToLUg AoLmMOUEC PpATOPAGC. (11,40:9-10) (My spacing

of print). (Cp. 10,38:1-2 and 13,44:23-25 as well.) In fact, none

of his successors even could imitate him with complete success:

hv ohY” UMeEeBAASTO TéV EmLyLvoLEvey oOSele obTe elg mpov EuLiroato.
("'in which none of his successors either surpassed or imitated him

with complete success') (13,44:23-25). Although Lysias is not
critisized in the De Dem. as severely as the other writers with whom
Demos thenes is compared, probably due to Dionysius' affinity with the
Atticistic movement which extolled this orator as the model watr’ €Eoxiv,

(cp. p. 54), he does not receive the same positive treatment

here as in the Ie Lys. This will be put into perspective on p. 64,

but at present is is important to note that Dionysius' high es-

teem of Lysias' application of the quality of charm cannot be vindi-
cated on the basis of evidence from the Dz Dem. In fact, in the case
of charm a conspicuous change has taken place: compare De Lys. 11,40:
9-10 with De Dem. 13,288:25-26 on this matter: 7§ mdVvV T acg

Unepéxel Tolg AOLTIOUC P Topag (e Lys. 11,40:9-10). However, in the
De Dem. Demosthenes is excluded: 7 moolxet M ANV Anuoo dé-

v ou c TV Vv ONTOoWV . (De Dem. 13,288:25-26). - (My spacing

of print in both cases.)

G. Pavano, art. cit., p. 55, referring to the second chapter of the

De Isocr. If Dionysius does not link Isocrates with the types of
douwovia, that does not necessarily mean that he did not yet know this
advanced concept of critical evaluation; it merely means that he chose
to use the &oeval system to compare the authors of the first volume
with one another, but that it would be rather impossible to write an
essay on Isocrates without considering the musical aspect of his
writing; however, to bring those remarks in connection with the types of
oouovio would not make sense, since the latter system was not

applied in volume one. One should keep the basic difference between the
Gowovial, xapouticee TC A€Eewc and dpetal Tig AéEewg systems in mind.
The &puoviar system focusses on the musical aspect of language, and

all aspects of expression or style (not including subject-matter) are
interpreted in terms of their musicality; 1in the xocomuTiceg THC

A£Eewg system all prose literature 1s divided into different types

of style (the yoapouthipeg Thg AéEewg) with no consideration of the
musical aspect of style. Dionysius distinguishes two extreme types,
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22.

23.

and all the aspects of style, choice of words (éxdoyR Tov dvoud-
Twv), composition of sentences (OUvSeoLg) and figures of speech
(oxiuota) are considered to describe on the one hand a type of
style that looks quite like vemmacular speech (the plain (&toGg)
style), and on the other hand a type that is, generally speaking,
characterised by its deviation from what is customary (the extra-
ordinary (neptttog) style).  The best type is the mixed (uintdg)
type, the type in which the two extreme types are applied according to
propriety (w meenov) and in accordance with “the principle of mode-
ration (to pétoLov). In the doetal TAC _)\égewg system all literature
is . evaluated in terms of certain qualities Qf good style (&oetal)

of which some are prerequisite at all times (éwowndto.L doetal) and
some are facultative (émiSetoL doetal). For more detail on the dis-
tinction between these three systems, cp. - ch. IV, pp. 139ff. below)).
F. Nassal, Aesthetisch-rhetorische Beziehwngen zwischen Dionysius von
Halicarnass wnd Cicero, Diss. Tibingen: Tibingen, H. Laupp Jr., 1910,
p. 137, n. 2. Obviously, to infer from this that Dionysius did

not see the connection before writing the De Dem., would be

rash. 1In the essays of the first volume it would have served

- no purpose to link these devices with Gorgias, but this was indeed

convenient in the De Dem.: 1in the De Dem. Dionysius firstly proves
that the mixed type of style is the best - better than both the extra-

ordinary and simple types of style. (cp. ch. 1, pp. 13ff.). Gorgias sup-
plies numerous excellent examples of the extraordinary type of style, and

the moment Dionysius decided to make use of the system of the types of
style, his inclusion was nearly inevitable; furthermore, the devices

he became associated with, the "Gorgianic figures, " are so often the
very reason why Dionysius prefers the mixed style to the extraordinary -
one, that it is only natural to link them with the man who introduced
them into prose, even more so when this man., Gorgias, is presented as
an exponent of one of the types of style discussed.

"Ancorain De Dem verb., 17, 162, 16; 18, 165 e z o r d.
é detto che la cosa migliore di Isocrate é Per 1l a pace,
mentre ¢ld non é detto, ed é strano, nella monografia speciale su
Isocrate, c¢. 7" (G. Pavano, art. cit., p. 265), This inference is
not justified, for in ch. 17 of the De Dem. Dionysius is merely re-

ferring to the passage (taken from the De Pace) he is about to quote: wuou

ToOTOL AaBavécSw A € E L ¢ & To0 mMepL TiC elonvng AOYOU YopLECTATo




24.
25.

26.

27.

28.
29.

Eouoloo, €xeLv, Nv abTog &V TG mepl TAC vTL&Soeus AdYY TOOWERETAL

EYa én’ odTi @oovdv , ... (My spacing of print) - "and let us take from
his work a passage which is considered the most charming in his speech

On the Peace, and which he himself included in his speech On the Exzchange,
because he esteemed it so highly, ...'" (De Dem. 17,298:1-5). (Referring
to the same passage as in the previous quotation, Dionysius comments: n
eV o0y Iooupdtouc MELC i udALoTa Tév &Wav Souoloa €xelv Toltadm TLg

¢otL ... ("Such is the passage of Isocrates which is reputed to be
the most beautiful of all ...") (De Dem. 18,302:26-27)).

Ch. 41. _

G. Pavano, art. cit., p. 54. There is no need for any reference to

Homer in the first volume simply because Dionysius did not have re-
course to the Gpuwoviar system in that volume.

The reason for the inclusion of Gorgias has been mentioned in n. 22,
p. 71 above; so far as the reference to the Ie Is. is concerned,

G. Pavano (art. cit., p. 56) is clearly making a mistake: when
Dionysius says that he does not intend to deal with Gorgias (along

- with several others), he does not mean that he will totally ignore

this author, but simply that he will not write a separate essay

" (yoowr, 19,224:22, and Adyov TLvd morefodal, 19,226:13) on him, so

there is nothing wrong with his inclusion in the De Dem.

G. Pavano, art. cit., p. 57. The sentence concemed 1s the following:
EvOLPOOLEVOC &€, BTL TV LEV TIOLNTLUNV HOTAOKEUNV XOl TO LETEWOOV &)
To0TO KAl TowtLudv elonugvov obéeile * Jooupdroue &g lvey EYEVETO,
TIOEEALTIOV £V, oUG AEELv ATTov év Talg t&arg Tadtoug uaropdolviog,

. - "But since I considered that none was better than Isocrates at
the artificial,.elevated and 'ceremonial' style, I deliberately passed
those over, whom I knew fo be less successful than he was in these
forms (of style), ..." (e Is. 19,224:23-27). This would indeed be
a problem if Dionysius had had style in general in mind; however,
he may very well be merely referring here to the specific style of
epideictic oratory, in which case he may plausibly choose Isocrates
as the best exponent of this kind of oratory, and then the linking of
Isocrates with Gorgias is quite legitimate. Cp. n. 26 above.

De Dem. 3,246:20-25.

Dionysius is convinced that Lysias is the best exponent of practical
forensic oratory - not Thrasymachus, as had been suggested by Theophrastus
(De Lys. 6,30:12). That this was the basic principle according to

P
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31.

32Z.

33.
34.
35.
36.

37.

which the comparison between Lysias and Thrasymachus can be justi-

fied, can be seen in the following sentence: T & Toug &upLBelc
TOOAL COVLEVWY AOYOUS Hal TEOC TV EVayiviov SOHOUVTWY (NTOPLUNY . . .
(""Of those who preferred factual discourses and practiseci lawcourt-
oratory ...'") (De Is. 20,228:4-6). As a matter of fact, Thrasymachus
has left no forensic speeches, but has devoted himself to writing
handbooks and display-speeches (De Is. 20,228:17ff.). So there is
no real contradiction between De Iem. 3 on the one hand, and De Lys.

6 and e Is. 20 on the other hand, for the basis of classification
differs.

A.G. Becker, op. eit., introduction, p. xxviii.

F. Blass, De D.H. Scriptis Rhetortcis: Bonn, 1863, pp. 10ff. I
regret that the works of F. Blass, C.T. Roessler (cp. next note),

U. von Wilamowitz-MSllendorff (cp. note 33) and Croiset (cp. note 43)
have been inaccessible; they are, however, known to me through the
works of S.F. Bonner and R.H. Tukey.

C.T. Roessler, Dionysit Halicarnassensis scriptorum rhetoricorum
fragmenta: Leipzig, 1873, pp. 1-13.

U. von Wilamowitz+MSllendorff, Lese friichte, Hermes, 34 (1899), p. 626.

. M. Egger, op. cit., p. 30.

A.G. Becker, loec. cit.

"Dionysius, who treated the style of Lysias, Demosthenes, Isocrates,
Hyperides and Thucydides.'" = (Waltz RFh. Gr., VII, 1048 - vide

R.H. Tukey, art. cit., p. 392, n. 1.)

"Although he does not talk correctly (i.e. does not give the exact
names of orators discussed in e or. ant.), this seems still to prove
that the last volume (1lit.: part) of the book about the ancient
orators was also completed "  (F. Blass, op. cit., p. 11 - vide E.
Kalinka, Zoe. c¢it.). The remark of Syrianus could be the oldest
testimony of the fact that Dionysius had indeed completed the second
volume of the De or. ant., but one cannot draw this conclusion with
certainty: Syrianus could simply have assumed that Dionysius had
completed the work according to his promise in the general introduc-
tion, or by virtue of the introductory remark of the De Din. (cp. p. 54 ),
although he himself did not have access to it.  The remark of
Syrianus is too isolated and too vague to be of any use so far as the
problem of the second volume of the De or. ant. 1s concerned. (E.
Kalinka, art. cit., p. 159, has the same view, and describes it as




38.

"ganz wnbes timmten und unverbindlichen Ausspruch''). But cp. n. 68

of this chapter, nfra, p. 83.

C.T. Roessler, op. cit., p. 8; wvide E. Kalinka, loc. cit. It stands
to reason that the correct interpretation of the opening words of the
De Din. is of crucial importance for the clarification of this
problem. lLet us have a look at the words again: TEPL AsLVEEOXOL

00 priTopog oh&ev elonuus v TOLC TePL TEv dOXAlwy YPowe ToLy &La. TO
wite ebpemv LBLOL YeEYovEval XapouTicog Tov &vEpa, Gomep Tov Avciow
nal TV ‘Ioonpdtv uail tov ‘Ioalov, WTE TV ebENUEVWY ETEEOLS
TeEAELWTHV, (OmEP TOV MuOoSEvn mal Tov Aloxivn mal <tov> ‘Ynepelénv
huelc wplvopev ... Hynodnv &iv n mopoiinelv abtéov ... (For a
translation, c¢p. n. 5, p. 67 above). L. Radermacher, art. cit., 965,
reacted to this view, saying that this conclusion of C.T. Roessler

is not justified; in this he was followed by I. Stroux, De Theophrasti
virtutibus dicendi, Leipzig, 1912, p. 112; E. Kalinka, loc. cit.,

and S.F. Bonner, with the following words: 'Whether the essays on
Hyperides and Aeschines were written it is hard to say for certain;
the reference already quoted cannot be regarded as decisive proof,"
op. cit., p. 30; he also critisizes the view of R. H. Tukey, who
deduces from this passage that "in the second ocUvtaEig, Dionysius
set out to show that Demosthenes perfected the style of Isaeus,
Aeschines that of Isocrates, and Hyperides that of Lysias."  (Ibid.)
He 1is refefring to the view of R.H. Tukey as explained on pp. 392-395
of the quoted article.) When R.H. Tukey uses this passage to recon-
struct the lost essays on Hyperides and Aeschines (R.H. Tukey, zbid.),
he is having recourse to far-fetched speculation, for this passage
does not supply sufficient detail. However, on the other hand, I
cannot see why one cannot deduce from this passage that Dionysius had
indeed completed the second volume of the De or. ant. as well. If
one does not understand it this way, how else is this passage to be
wnderstood? S.F. Bonner did not try to give an explanation, but
before him E. Kalinka did. To him the key-words are yvpogeiolv, which,
because of the aorist form, refers to a part which had already been
written down ("‘in dem schon niedergeschriebenen Teil ..." - E. Kalinka,
loc. cit.), volure I of the De or. ant., and uplvouev, which, being
present tense, refers to the essays on Demosthenes, Aeschines and
Hyperides, volume II of the De or. ant., which has not yet been done
("Ja dringt uplvouev diese Deutung nicht geradezu auf?' - ibid.).




39.
40.

However, this scholar totally fails to understand the structure of

the sentence involved: the meaning of the sentence comes to the fore

only when one realizes that ellipse 1is employed to a large extent:

S5t da TO wite ebpemy (Blov Y E YOV E VvV al XYopoTACOS TOV

&udpa domep TOv Auclav kol Tov *Ioomodmv nal v “Iocafov (h we C¢

HPpLlvouev eboetag yeyovéval) WwiTe TV ebponuevwy ETEOLG

TeEAewwmv (YeE Yo v éval) donep Tov Muwodvn wal tov Aloxiviv

nal ‘YrepelSnv Auetfc mplvouev (terciwtog yeyovévaw) ... (The

spacing of print is mine, and the words between brackets are the w'ords

which have to be added.) From this it appears that Nuelc nplvouev

goes with the phrase in which the orators of the first volume are

mentioned as well, in which case the view of E. Kalinka is untenable.

In any case, I can see no other way to explain the accusatives in the

phrase under discussion.

M. Egger, loc. cit.

R.H. Tukey, art. cit., pp. 391-395; cp. n. 38 above as well. This

scholar adds two arguments to prove that at least the essay on

Hyperides had indeed been written: ''Furthermore, the detailed statements

(quoted below my note) about the style of Hyperides which are found in

the Dz Dinarcho indicate that Dionysius had worked out a systematic

treatment of that author at least; and the manner in which they are

introduced presupposes an acqaintance with such a treatment on the

part of the reader." (Ibid. , pp. 391-392). The ''detailed state-

ments' about the style of Hyperides found in the De Din. are the

following: +to0 & ‘Ynepei&elov (se. xcpom'rﬁoof;) talc te oluovoularg

SPLRECTEEOL Hal TAlC HOTOOMEUALS YEVVOLOTEEOL TS GVTOC TEV AUCLOMGN
(*'while (se. the style) of Hyperides is more precise in the

arrangement .(sc- of suwbject-matter) and more noble in the embellishments

than those of Lysias ...'") (De Din. 304,12.640). The second one is:

5 & “YnmepelSng xata HEV TV éuAoyniv Tév dvoudtwy HTEdton Auvclou,

HaTA & ToOv TeayuatLrov Tonov Staecel (‘Hyperides is inferior to

Lysias so far as choice of words is concerned, but better so far as

subject-matter is concemned.') (pz Dim. 305,11.641) (Cp. R.H. Tukey,

art. cit., p. 392 ). These are indeed ''detailed statements', and

seeing that he does not proceed to prove them, one can infer that the

reader must have been acquainted with them. One has little choice but to

link these two remarks to the reference to the second volume of the -

De or. ant. at the beginning of the Dz Din., in which case it is quite
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41.

42.
43.
44,

45.

46. -
47.

48.

justified to say that Dionysius is in fact referring to the work on

Hyperides, promised earlier (and meanwhile completed).

A.G. Becker, op. c¢it., p. xxviii. This scholar, however, does not seem to

have considered the references in the Ie Din. at all. (Cp. discus-
sion in notes 38 and 40, pp. 74ff above.)

U. von Wilamowitz-Mollendorff, loc. cit.

R.H. Tukey, art. cit., n. 403.

It is rather strange that Croiset should base his hypothesis on the
sections on Plato and Thucydides, for in a work on orators these two
writers ¢o not nicely fit in. Although R.H. Tukey agreed on the
idea of an original but lost treatise on Demosthenes, he could not
accept this argument of Croiset (¢bid.). Moreover, Croiset made no
attempt to explain why Dionysius thought it necessary to replace the
alleged original essay on Demosthenes by another one.

In other words, according to this hypothesis, the De or. ant. origin-
ally contained two essays on Demosthenes. There is no evidence in
support of this view, which can be nothing more than a hypothesis.
R.H. Tukey must receive credit for admitting this very fact - cp.

p. 404 of the quoted article.

R.H. Tukey, art. cit., p. 404.

Obviously this could not have been the reason why the second volume
disappeared from circulation, for the Ie Thucydide , which has indeed
been handed down to posterity, is constructed in the same fashion and
according to the same principles as the works of the first volume of
the De or. ant. In any case, it is not worth=while speculating on
matters about which no relatively solid statement can be made.

R.H. Tukey, art. cit., p. 397. He is adducing as proof De Dem.
23,324:23-27:  énel Tiveg GELOTOL TGWTwY aDTOV ATOQALVELY @LACTO@OY
Te ol PNTépwy Epnveloal TG TEAYLOTA SALUOVLETATOV TopoMeAEoVTAL

e ARV 8pp ol noavdul Xaiodol uadapdv Suo ual Loxupdv AdYwy ToUTY TP
&vépl (''because some claim that he is the supreme literary genius among
philosophers and orators, and urge us to regard him as the norm and
model for both pure and forceful writing.') In fact, Dionysius says,
some even maintain that, if the gods speak the same language as man,
the king of the gods uses the language of Plato! (fi&n & TLvww
fivouoa £Y0 AeYOVTwv, &g, el nal  mopd Seolg Suddentde éotiv, i O
iV vddIy HEXONTAL YEVOS, oUn Suc O BaOLAELS v aDTV SLOAE YETOL
Sedc A o Mdtwv.)  (23,324:27-23,326:1).  Obviously Dionysius was




50.

49,

influenced here by the same ideas as those expressed in Cicero's

Brutus, 120-121: Quis enim uberior in dicendo Platone?  Iovem sic
atwnt philosophi, si Graece loquatur, loqui. ("For who is richer

in expression than Plato? Jupiter would speak this language, the
philosophers say, if he were to speak Greek.')

R.H. Tukey, art. cit., p. 396. That these outrageous claims of the
Plato-idolisers were indeed the reason for including Plato in the
treatise, can be inferred from 32,366:12-14: £énel&n & TapeAElV

Aty obu éviiv Mdrwva, & ta mpwteld Tvveg Gmovéuouol ... ("'Since

1t was not possible for me to pass Plato by, to whom some people award
the supreme position ...'"). Whether Dionysius at some time decided to
widen his scope in the De Dem. or not, he had no choice but to compare
Demos thenes with Plato as well if he wanted to prove the pre-eminence

of Demosthenes above all orators or all prose writers in general,

for the very reason that some regarded him as the best.  This high,
extreme evaluation of Plato was by no means novel in Dionysius' time - in
fact, it can at least be traced back to Posidonius (eca. 135-51 B.C.) and
even Panaetius (eca. 180- ca.110 B.C.) (W. Kroll, art. cit., 1084-

1085) and was still going strong at the time of Cicero, (106-43 B.C.), as

- can be inferred from my quotation from the Brutus (n. 48 above). R.H. Tukey

was quite aware of this strong tradition: 'Now he is aroused by the
renewal of the old claim of the philosophers that Plato had surpassed
all others in writing and speaking ..." (R.H. Tukey, art. cit.,

p. 397) (The italics are mine.) However, if one reads the quoted
sentence carefully, the first part, i.e. "Now he is aroused by the
renewal of the old claim ...)' suggests that a '"renewal of the old
claim of the philosophers' occurred after Dionysius had completed the
first essay on Demosthenes, that this upset him (" he is aroused
..."), and finally led him to write a new essay on Demos thenes in

order "to refute the claims of the advocates of Plato ..." It could be
possible that an interest in philosophy faded among the general public
in Rome during the time of Dionysius, and that this was followed by a
revival of interest. However, among the philosophers the opposite 1s
more likely, viz. that this tradition prevailed at Ileast from ca.

150 B.C. and druring the time of Dionysius as well, for which reason
Dionysius had no choice but to include Plato in his treatise on
Demosthenes in any case.

R.H. Tukey, art. cit., p. 402.




51. Ibid. While I regard the hypothesis of a second De Dem. as un-

acceptable, these two external references indeed prove that a work
on Demosthenes formed part of the De or. ant. I hope to have proven that
this could not have been a later, independent essay on Demosthenes
(cp. nn. 44-49, pp. 76ff. above); there was only the one essay on
Demosthenes - the one promised in the introduction to the De or. ant.,
the one preserved to us today. Thus one is left with the task of
explaining the differences between the De Dem. and the works of the
first volume of the De or. ant. '

52. I. Stroux, loc. cit.

53. E. Kalinka, Die Arbeitsyeise des Rhetors Dionys, I, WS, 43 (1924),
pp. 157-168, and II, WS, 44 (1925), pp. 48-68. _

54. E. Kalinka, art. cit., I, p. 168. He uses the Greek abbreviation in-
stead of "De or. ant."

55. E. Kalinka, art. ctt., p. 163. (He uses Mnu A to designate the
De Dem.) In the De Dem. Isacus has been presented as an author
with no claim to originality (cp. notes 18 and 19 above, p. 69 ), but
scholars have overlooked the fact that Dionysius admits this in the
De Is. itself. He is aware of the fact that people might ask why he,

- no original artist, but an <mitator of Lysias, has been included in

the first volume: Tov ... ‘Ioolov €f TLC €poLtd UE TLvOL EvEMa
npcoe SV, Avolou 8n Tniwmv &vta ... (De Is. 20,230:7-8).

The reason, he says, is that "in him we find the seeds and the be-
ginnings of the genius of Demosthenes, which everyone agrees is the
most excellent of all: 'tfic AnpocSdvoug eLvdmTog, Ny oOdElc EOTLV
Sc ob TeAcLotdTny dmactiv ofeTal YEVECSaL, TQ OMEQLOTA Mal TOC AOXAC
obtog & &wnp mapcoxetv  (De Is., 20,230:10-12). As a matter of fact,
his being the teacher of Demosthenes is the main reason for his fame:
‘Iooafog 66 & ANUOCIEVAUS HASNYNOALEVOS Hal SLa TOUTO MSALOT
yevduevoe neprtgavig...(De Is. 1,174:1-2).  Yet, some scholars were
convinced that the presentation of Isaeus in the De Is. is far more
positive than in the De Dem. (E. Kalinka, art. cit., I, pp. 163-164).
As explanation of the difference, they argue that Dionysius had rated
Isaeus too high at first, and was forced to correct himself.

E. Kalinka, on the other hand, finds it impossible to believe that
the high rating of Isaeus in the De Is. could have been followed by
the remark in ch. 8 of the e Dem., that he oGSV obte uaLvdv oOTe
MEPLTTOV EmMeTHSEUsEV. He conjectures that Dionysius' idea of Isaeus
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must have been not so good at first, and that he gradually came to

a higher estimation of this orator: "dasz Dionys thn anfangs gering-
schitzte ... wnd dasz er sich erst allmihlich zur Einstcht in die
Bedeutung des Isaios durchgerungen hat.'" (Art. cit., p. 163).

Without providing any positive proof for this view, he comes to

the following conclusion: "Der Schlusz ist wrausweichlich, dasz

Mu A 8 vor dem Abschnitt iiber Isatos in Gpx O geschrieben worden ist.'
(Ibid ., p. 164). However, these scholars miss the point: Dionysius'
evaluation of Isaeus in ch. 8 of the De Dem. - that he did not cul-
tivate anything new so far as style is concemed - does not differ
from his evaluation of this orator in the De Is., where he says that
he was an imitator of Lysias; and seeing that Dionysius operates
with the xopomthApec THC A£Eewg system in the De Dem. in such a way
that the imitators have to make way for the inventors and the supreme
exponents, he could not treat him there on the same level as Lysias.
Moreover, the three citations quoted above (from De Is. 1 and

20) clearly prove that Isaeus did not deserve his place in the first
volume on the same basis as Lysias and Isocrates; no - his connection
with Demosthenes was the reason why Dionysius had decided to include
him.  Dionysius' admiration for the genius of Demosthenes was so
domineering, that he included his idol's teacher in volume one; thus
he could direct the attention towards Demosthenes already in the

De Is.

E. Kalinka, art. cit., p. 163. Determining the chronological order
of the works of Dionysius is a difficult task. In some cases no
definite answer can be given. One of the reasons is the peculiar
way in which Dionysius went about writing his essays: to be in the
process of writing more than one essay simultaneously: in the De Thue.
we read that he set aside the essay, which he has been busy writing,
in order to write the essay on Thucydides on the request of Tubero:
&vaBodduevog TV TEpL Mnuooddvoug meayuatetay, nv elxov v xepolv,
Uneoxdunv Te mouriceLly, (¢ mponpod  (De Thue. 1,264:6-9) (Cp. S. Usher,
op. ctt., Introduction, p. xxiv: 'Dionysius's working methods ..
that he may have been working on two or more treatises at the same
time;" cp. E. Kalinka, art. cit. II, p. 68 as well). With this
fact in mind, one can imagine how difficult it must have been for
scholars to determine in what order the works of Dionysius should be
arranged. Furthermore, the relativity of the order of works in
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58.

the manuscripts has been realized by all the scholars who made a con-

tribution to the research on the order of the works of Dionysius,

for no one ever referred to the manuscripts so far as this matter

is concerned. In view of these arguments I would suggest that

one should ignore the manuscripts in this matter.

E. Kalinka, art. cit., I, p. 160. "Es fehlt demmach jeder feste
Anhaltspunkt fir die dmmohme, dasz der zweite Teil des Werkes mepL TV
doxaluwy PnTopwy vollendet worden wnd in Verlust geraten set.'

(Ibzd., p. 159) Cp. n. 45, p. 76 above.

E. Kalinka, art. cit., II, p. 48. He argues that Dionysius had begun
with the De Dem. long before the first volume of the e owr. ant. had
been completed, but that this work on Demosthenes had nothing to do
with the promise of a work on Demosthenes as part of the De or. ant.;
this was his "Hawptwerk'" (i.e. the De Dem.), which kept him busy for
many years, and which he set aside on several occasions to write other
works: '"'Dieses Hauptwerk Mu A, das ihn gewisz jahrelang in Atem
hielt, hat er mehrmals witerbrochen ..." (Art. cit., 11, p. 68).

All these other works, which he completed while composing this work

on Demosthenes, must have contributed to his deviating from his ori-
ginal plan set out in the general introduction to the De or. ant.:
"Sicherlich war geraume Zeit zwischen den zwel grundverschiedenen Ar-
beitsplinen, zwischen der Vollendwng von Gpx 0 wnd von MU A verstrichen,
wid es ist wahrscheinlich, dasz die Zwischenzeilt durch andre Arbeiten.
ausge fullt war, die ihn immer mehr von der geraden Linie seines ersten
Programms abdringten' (Ibid., p. 49). Finally Dionysius added the
promise of a work on the subject-matter of Demosthenes to bring this
work in line with the essays of the first volume, and thus presented
this independent work on Demosthenes as a substitute for the promised
work on Demosthenes (made in the general introduction). This scholar
cannot accept the hypothesis of R.H. Tukey about an alleged original
essay on Demosthenes, but makes himself guilty of the same type of
speculation in trying to explain the relation between the De Dem.,

the essays of the first volume, and the general introduction to the

De or. ant. I have already shown (cp. pp. 64-66 and 70ff.) that
most of the differences between the De Dem. and the essays of the
first volume can be easily explained; I am going to argue that
Dionysius did not have much of a choice about how to present his -idol,
that the inclusion of Plato and Thucydides can be related to the object




59.
60.

61.
62.

63.

of the De Dem., and to the extreme claims of the Plato-admirers -
cp. n. 70, pp. 83f. and n. 85, p. pp. 90f.

Cp. n. 39, p. 75.

I have not come across any research done on this problem during the
time since E. Kalinka's article became known in 1925 and until the
work of S.F. Bonner on Dionysius was published in 1939.

G. Pavano, art. cit., p. 242. (Cp. n. 51, p. 78 above.

G. Pavano, ibid., p. 243. ("I have already discussed at some
length the characteristic features (sc. of his style) before ...')
(4,252:8-9).

"In the writing before this one I have explained what his choice was
and his success (in it)..." (2,244:17-18) (The italics are mine.)
G. Pavano, tbid., p. 254. The meaning of vpow is crucial: it
could be a reference to the De Lys. This is not possible, for al-
though the reference is to what has been discussed in the De Lys.,
this essay had not been written immediately 'before the De Dem."

R.H. Tukey suggested that ''the word vypow) is to be taken as refer-
ring to the collection of six essays ..." (4rt. cit., p. 403, n. 3).
He has no choice but to hold this view, in order to justify his

- hypothesis that the second volume had indeed been completed, but

that it was replaced by an independent essay on Demosthenes (the

De Dem.) which was written after the second volume had been completed.

I regard this interpretation as wnjustified for the following reason:

in the phrase under discussion Dionysius made use of ellipse;he should
have written év T med TadTig THC Y O a Qi c &AL Yoo,

in which case he would have violated the virtue of conciseness, 7
ouvvtouta, for obviously Tfic ypagfic 1s not necessary and can be supplied
by the context. This will be admitted by anyone, but I am afraid

that scholars have failed to realize that this ellipse is only acceptable
when the word left out has the same meaning - exactly the same meaning -
as the appropriate word in context. This is indeed true in writing
like this, viz. in a treatise, where the writer deliberately avolds
ambiguities. (The ancient writers did apply the technique of am-
biguity in other types of literature, but then it could be justified

by the subject-matter and the type of literature.) - This means that the

meaning of the omitted vypawfic will determine the meaning of yooud

and vice versa;,; I shall try to determine the meaning of
Yoo by first determining the meaning of the suppressed word, yooupic.
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Scholars have never differed on the question of the meaning of the
omitted word; the issue has always been the meaning of ypoup].

Firstly, one could say that Dionysius is referring to the De Dem. with
the suppressed Ypowﬁgi however, this means that yoow] must refer

to a work which would be equivalent to the De Dem., which could be
nothing else but the De Lys. - a suggestion which I have already
proven not viable. The only alternative is to regard vpopig as
referring to the whole of the second volume of the De or. ant. which
was in the process of being written. In that case ypow] must refer
to the first volume of the De or. ant. - which would make the :ellipse
quite acceptable. (Although G. Pavano does not prove this by reasoning,
he comes to the same conclusion: 'Le parole év T) oo ToOING

YPoE] provano appunto che il vol. in cul st trova il De Ly s 1 a
precedeva quello in cut si trovail De Dem wverb.'"- art.
ctt. , p. 36.) This is a natural solution to the problem, is based

on grammatical and stylistic practices, and refutes the hypothesis of
R.H. Tukey, which is speculative in nature. It should be noted that
the technical term for a corpus like volume I or IT of the Ie or. ant.
is not ypowri, but cGvtoEig or oVUvtavua (T. Birt, Die Buchrolle in der

- Kwnst, Hildesheim: Georg Olms Verlag, 1976, pp. 264f.). This

problem can be met, for vooup) has a wide range of meanings.  According
to LSJ it can be used for writing in general (i.e. that which is
written), hence for various written documents, e.g. letter, document,
writing, book, written law, copy (LSJ., s.v., II, 2). Consequently,
according to this information, vyoo can indeed refer to volume I

or IT of the De or. ant. However, although this proves R.H. Tukey
wrong, it cannot be presented as proof of the inclusion of the De Dem.
into the De or. ant. In fact, this goes for all the references to
the works of the first velume. On the other hand, if this one fact
that has been established, viz. that the second volume (of which the
De Dem. 1s the first book) was preceded by the first volume and not by
some other work, is considered along with the promise at the close

of volume I (ETépov &€ doyniv ToLriocopal To0 AOYOL MEPL TE ANUOCSEVOUS
nal ‘Ynepeldou mal TELToL Adyww Aloxlivou. - De Is. 20,230:18-20), then
it seems justified to conclude that the De Dem. is the one promised in
the general introduction. |
"As I also said before, a certain natural euphony and charm flows
through the speeches of Lysias ..." (13,288:23-25) OCp. v,_c:-riticall re-
marks in the previous note. e
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E. Kalinka, art. cit., I, pp. 164-167.

G. Pavano, art. cit., p. 243. He is referring to cc. 49 and 58 of

the De Dem.

"Infine sembra ben farme garanzia anche i1l nome del destinatarto (Ammeo)
ripetuto in De Dem verb ... (G Pavano, ibzd.) (My spacing of
print). To this one may object that the letters addressed to Ammaeus

have not been included in the De or. ant., although the addressee is

_the same. This argument can, therefore, only support the others,

but has no force in itself. (Yet it is important to take

for if the e Dem. had not been addressed to Ammacus, one would really
have been up against a great problem.

"Speaking about Gorgias, Dionysius the elder says the following about
types of style in the second (part of his work): thus forensic ..."
(G. Pavano, 7bid.) . The way in which this reference to the De Dem.

is presented, reveals an acquaintance with the De Dem. in the time of
Syrianus, and shows that the De Dem. was indeed regarded as part of
the De or. ant. Although Syrianus is quoting from manuscripts which
had been preserved, one must not forget that this tradition is very

old. Cp. n. 37 of this chapter as well, supra, pp. 73f.

- Cp. n. 95 of chapter 1, p. 47, for a discussion of this sentence.

Cp. G. Pavano, art. cit., p. 244.

G. Pavano, ibid. The aspect of subject-matter was treated extensive-
ly in the caée of Lysias (De Lys., ch. 15ff.), Isocrates (De Isocr-,
ch. 12ff.) and Isaeus (De Is., ch. 14ff.). At the end of volume I
Dionysius explicitly states his intention of discussing the next three
orators, Demosthenes, Hyperides and Aeschines in treatises to follow
- ¢cp. n. 63, pp. 81f. above. Seeing that he did write an essay on
Demosthenes, the one mentioned first, according to this promise
(exactly as he published the essay on Isocrates according to his
promise at the end of the De Lys. - €neTal & ¢ PRTopL TOOTY KT
™V TEEWV TV yodvaw “Iooupdtng: mepl &n TovTou AewTeov EGeERC
ETépav dox v AaBodolv, De Lys. 34,98:17-19), one could have expected
a promise of an essay on the next orator in line, viz. Hyperides, at
the end of the De Dem. By not giving this promise, but by saying
that his next essay will deal with the subject-matter of Demosthenes,
Dionysius is in fact revealing that he cannot proceed with his plan-
ning before this matter has been dealt with. This is not strange,

for the reader can.only arrive at a comprehensive evaluation of the
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style of Demosthenes after having seen how the orator treated subject-
matter as well. These considerations indicate that he deliberately
intended to bring his treatment of Demosthenes in line with the dis-
cussion of the authors in volume I.  Thus, if Dibnysius had not

made any reference to the aspect of subject-matter, one would have
had a grave deviation from the treatment of the authors in volume I.
(As a matter of fact, it appears that Dionysius, faithful to traditional
thetorical theory (cp. Cicero, Orator, 43ff.), generally regarded the
discussion of the treatment of subject-matter as indispensable for the
discussion of the style of an author: in the De Thue. he devoted cc.
6 to 20 to this aspect of the style of Thucydides.) In view of
these remarks I think it is quite justified to come to yet another
conclusion: the De Dem. was the first essay of the second volume of
the De or. ant. Finally, the reason why he left out the discussion
of this important .aspect, is not hard to guess: in the case of
Demosthenes this aspect is so important, that it will have to be
treated in a separate essay, in order to do justice to the subject.
Moreover, if he had treated it in the De Dem., he very well could have
ended up with a comparison between Demosthenes and Lysias, Thucydides,

_ Plato and Isocrates, as a matter of fact, Isaeus would have been

brought into the picture as well, being regarded as better than
Lysias in this field (cp. n. 111 of ch. 1, pp.48£.). This would have
made the treatise extremely long, which he never would have permitted,
for he regarded the De Dem. without a section on the subject-matter
as long enough, and was in any case constantly aware of the matter
of length - cp. n. 17 of this chapter, pp. 68f.

"That the De Dem. verb. could be the beginning of the second volume
is clear from the fact that it ends (see ch. 58 end) with the promise
of another essay on the subject-matter in Demosthenes...'" (G. Pavano,
art. cit., p. 244.) Cp. discussion in my preceding note.

Ibid. It would be hard to explain why Dionysius 4always mentions the
De Dem. first when he refers to the essays of the second volume, if
he had not actually written it first. I cannot see how the validity
of this argument can be questioned.

G. Pavano, art. cit., p. 245. Cp. the introduction to this disser-
tation, p. 2. Although one should not rely on a minor argument
like this, it is still worth noting, for if the addressees were not
the same as in the case of the first volume, we would have been faced

by an additional problem.
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G. Pavano discusses this matter in the quoted article, pp. 319-321.

Since the reputation of his idol, Demosthenes, was at stake, and since
many works of inferior style had been erroneously ascribed to Demosthenes
(De Dem. 44,412:14-23; 57,452:4-14), Dionysius had to have a fair amount
of certainty concemning the authenticity of Demosthenes' works; as a
matter of fact, in ch. 57 of the De Dem. he is referring to another
treatise of his on this matter: é&v £népx &nAobtal LOL TEAYLOTELQ TA.
nepl anuooSévn.  (De Dem. 57,452:11-12).  The time of writing of this
treatise is immaterial; the important point is that Dionysius did have
fixed ideas on the authenticity of Demosthenes' speeches. However, the
fact the De Dem. was indeed accompanied by a work on the authenticity

of the orator's works, cannot be regarded as an attempt by Dionysius to
attain a similarity of treatment with the essays of the first volume

of the e or. ant.; ascertainment of the authenticity beforehand was

no distinctive characteristic of the essays of the De or. wit., but was
a prerequisite to qll the literary treatises written by Dionysius.

"PL3 accettabile resta dwique 1'ipotesi che anche questo saggio

. cominciasse con wn Plog.' (G. Pavano, art. cit., p. 245). This

was also the view of F. Blass (De D.H. scriptis rhetoricis, Bonn,
1863, p. 12).

There is no external or internal evidence on the problem of a Blog

in the introduction to the De Dem. In the history of research on
the De Dem. two explanations for the absence of a Blog in the De Dem.
have been proposed. U. von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff suggested that
the reason for this absence is the close link between the ideas at the
end of volume I and those which we come across at the beginning of the
De Dem.; a Ploc would cause a break: 'Es Zst ganz klar, dass D. in
einem Zuge weiter geschrieben hat; denn die Gedanken, die im Anfang
des Erhaltenen von II verfolgt werden, knipfen wimttelbar an den
Schilussteil von I an'' (Art. ctt., p. 627). This is not convincing;
in a corpus like the De or. ant. one can expect that the writer should
try to link the separate essays together in order to effectuate a
high degree of wnity. In any case, the BloL in the essays of the
first volume are very short: they comprise only one chapter in every
case. (The one on Isocrates is rather long, but the one on Isaeus
very short; the one on Lysias is of moderate length.)  From this
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fact T would conclude that these introductions were not meant to be
lengthy, in order that the object of every essay - which is neither
biography nor literary history - should not elude the reader.
Moreover, although these Blou are short, the information provided is
quite relevant to the rest of the essay and can be regarded as
essential background for an understanding of the discussion of the
authors. If the De Dem. did have a Blog,it would have been of the
same nature as those in the other essays: concise and to the point,
providing information that is quite relevant to the object of the
De Dem.
Another attempt to explain the absence of a Blog has been made:
E. Kalinka has referred to the biographic information on Demosthenes
given in the fourth chapter of Dionysius' First letter to Ammagus.
He notices the fact that'Dionysius says he has taken his information
from some historians. From this Kalinka infers that the De Dem.,
which, accofding to him, had been written before the Ad Amm. I - or at
Jeast its first few chapters - could not have contained a Blog, for
otherwise, he would have made use of the biographic information of the
Dz Dem. and not of these sources. "Somit kamm in dem verloren Anfang
von tnu A, der damals schon geschrieben war, kein BLOC enhalten gewesen
sein, was einen weitern Unterschied der inlage awischen bnu A wnd
4oy b bedingt'"  (E: Kalinka, art. cit. II, p. 59). The assertion
that, when writing the Ad 4mm. I, he would have made use of the bio-
graphic information of the De Dem., if it did contain a Bicg and
not of the historians to whem he refers in this letter, cannot be
proven. On the other hand, it is quite sensible, as well as scienti-
fically justified, for Dionysius to name his sources in matters con-
cemning which he had to rely on information supplied by other people,
whether he had included a Blog in the De Dem., or not.
To my mind two matters are decisive in determining whether the De Dem.
had a Blog or not:
-  Firstly, the fact that all three essays of volume I of the De or. ant.
did have Bl{o.. For this reason I think it could be assumed
with a reasonable amount of certainty that the De Dem. most pro-
bably did have a Blog as well. However, it could be objected
that no Blog 1s found in the unmutilated De Thuc., which was of
the same nature as the essays of volume I of the De or. ant.
- Secondly, the biographic information on Demosthenes sypplied in

Ad Amm. 1. This information comprises fourty-seven lines and can
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be a perfect match for the Blol in the essays of volume I of the

De or. ant.: the Blogc on Lysias comprises twenty-six lines, the one on
Isocrates fifty-six, and the one on Isaeus seventeen.

Due to the lack of definite indications I do not think that the chro-
nological relation between the Ad Amm. I and the De Dem. can be deter-
mined with certainty. However, even if it was possible, it would not
have been of much help so far as the problem of a Blog of the De Dem.
is concerned. If the Ad Amm. 1 was written after the De Dem., it
would be less likely that Dionysius would find it necessary to repeat
the biographic information in the Ad Amm. I.  But then, repetition

of this kind is not altogether improbable, for Dionysius dit repeat

the ideas of the C.V. on .a great scale in De Dem. II.  On the other
hand, if the Ad Amm. 1 had been written before the De lem., Dionysius
could have regarded a Bloc in the De Dem. unnecessary, or he could have
included a short Blog in the Be Dem. in order to conform to his practice

in volume I of the Dz or. ant.

Whatever choice one makes concerning the presence of a Blog in the De
Dem. , one is forced to have recourse to speculation. '
For this reason I prefer to leave this matter and tum to the question
" whether Dionysius could have supplied information other than biograh-
ic in the lost introduction of this essay. I intend to prove that
this was indeed the case.

In the De Lys. and the De Is. Dionysius included a short summary of
the topics he intended to treat in these essays: De Lys. 1,22:7-11,
and De Is. 2,174:18-19. In both casés the execution of the plan
stated in the introduction can be clearly pointed out. In the De Isoc.
he does not announce the topics explicitly in the introduction, but
the method and the structure of this essay are identical with those
of the other two. In my first chapter (cp. pp. 10 ff.) I have pointed
out that the De Dem. has a fine structure which is the result of well
considered planning. With the exception of the last section - in
which Dionysius discusses various points of criticism against
Demosthenes - all the topics are properly introduced, and the discus-
sion of every topic forms a well-structured unity. It therefore may
be argued that Dionysius had included a basic outline of the whole
essay in its lost introduction as well, possibly leaving out any
reference to a separate section in which he would discuss the points

of criticism raised against his idol (for rhetorical reasons, cp.
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pp. 23-25 above). As a matter of fact, on a few occasions Dionysius

is actually referring to this basic outline which in my view he in-
cluded in his introduction. In ch. 16 he introduces a new topic:
Demosthenes is better than the best exponents of the best (middle)

type of style. He says that he did promise to discuss this thesis,

and that he will proceed to the fulfilment of this promise: Tadta
Muocdeuny EEetpyoougvoy Et L e L Ee Lt v DmMmooxduwe vocg,

ént to0T" fign mopetooual ... (16,296:23-24) (My spacing of print).
Nowhere in the preceding chapters can this promise be traced, so he must
have made it in the introduction; the occasional lack of precision in
his wording is no valid objection, because of his notable love of a
literary style. At the end of ch. 32 we again come across a direct
reference to the (lost) introduction, where Dionysius says that he is
going to recapitulate his argument and show that he has done all that ke
promised to do at the start of his examination of Demosthenes' style, i.e.
at the start of the treatise: Bodlouow & &M wal cuMoyicaoSal Ta
elonuéva €E doyic nol &TEol mdvd, oo b meoxdunwv
apxduevog TAigc 9ewpltag Tod AenTLiuold TOMTOUL,
nenownuota euowtdy  (My spacing of print). Finally, it may be said with
certainty that the discussion of the three types of style (cc. 1£ff.) was
also ammounced in this introduction, as can clearly be inferred from his
remark in ch. 34: todta pev odv Ywolg EMdOTE TV TELEY TAOOUATWY
TaparnoArouvdeLtv Eonv ual éu todtw A EL ovv TV
MuooSevoug 8ovauwy <ebpelvy> ... ("Well, I did say that I would pursue
each of the three types of style individually and I thought that I <would
find> in them the rhetorical power of Demosthenes ...'") (34,370:26-29).
(The italics and spacing of print in all these cases are mine.)

In short: Dionysius could have included a short biographic
section on Demosthenes, and he definitely did provide a basic out-

line of what the reader could expec in the De Dem.

G. Pavano, art. cit., p. 246. In pp. 14-17 of my first chapter I have
argued that cc. 1-3 serve as the theoretical basis of the critical
evaluation in De Dem. I and IV - not of De Dem. II, where another
evaluation system has been applied. Moreover, there is no justifi-
cation in suggesting that the first eight chapters form the intro-
dution; there is no break after ch.8 - as a matter of fact, cc. 4-10
form a wnity, in which Dionysius tries to prove that the middle type
of style is the best. '

G. Pavano, ibid. .

Cp. my discussion of this matter in n. .70 of this chapter, pp. 83f.
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G. Pavano, art. ctt., p. 258. ("data anche la necessitd delle due
espostziont teorico-illustrative delle nuove dottrine') With this
remark this scholar does not say that Dionysius was not acquainted
with these two doctrines before writing the De Dem. This is not
the case, and many examples can be adduced to prove the point - op.
discussion in ch. 3 of this dissertation, n.22 , pp- 114ff. below.
the ‘point is that he chose to use these two systems as the basis of
his discussion in the De Dem. - cp. my discussion on pp. 64ff. (Note
that he did not abandon the &petal system altogether; as a matter
of fact, it plays an important rSle in De Dem. I - cp. my discussion
in ch. 4, pp. 142ff.

G. Pavano, 7bid. I have already discussed the matter of the tone of
the De Dem. in ch. 1, and tried to show that De Dem. I and IV are
more polemic than didactic (pp. 8-10), while De Dem. II and III are
didactic.  Obviously the polemic sections have an indirect didactic
value as well. As a matter of fact, the essays of the first volume
of the De or. ant. are not just presented as straightforward exno-

sition; the technique of comparison was also applied in the essays

of volume I, which renders the tone more polemic than when no compari-

SOn OCCurs. Granted, this is not the case where this technique has
been applied merely to distinguish the personal style of one author
from another one, e.g. that of Lysias from that of Isaeus, as at De Is.
3,176:22ff.; De Is. 4,178:22-23; De Is. 5,182:1; De Is. 7,186:7;
and De Is. 12,200:1-2. But on the other hand, many examples can be
supplied where Dionysius has compared authors in order to prove
superiority of an author to another one in respect of different
qualities or aspects of style in general: in De Isoer. 2,106:15 -
3,112 Dionysius maintains. that Isocrates is inferior to Lysias so far
as purity, conciseness and .charm are concerned, but superior to him
so far as - broadly speaking - the é&niSetoL &petal are concemed in
De Isocr. 3,112:2ff. He also compares these two authors in the field
of subject-matter (De Isocr. 4,112:22£ff.), saying that Isccrates was
more successful than Lysias in the handling and arrangement of
subject-matter (De Isocr. 4,114:2ff.). Thus one can say that the
inclusion of Plato did indeed render the tone more polemic, but that
it would have been polemic in ‘any case; that the essays of the first
volume were polemic as well - at least to a certain extent; that his
readers still would havc becn able to benelit from a treatise of

which about half has been written in a polemic tone.
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"Queste scissure e questi mutamenti nel giudizio critico sugli

autori ... produssero le due nuwove teorie-casellario, degli stili

e delle Gouwoviar  ..." (G. Pavano, art. cit., p. 265.) The
deviations he is referring to, are those related to Homer, Isocrates,
Thrasymachus and Gorgias. I have discussed these matters in notes
18-26 of this chapter, pp. 69-72 above, having to prove him wrong in
some cases, and supporting him in other cases. In general my view

can be stated as follows: Dionysius was well acquainted with three
different systems of evaluation: the &oetol TAC AéEewg, the xapomticeg
T™c A£Eewc and the Gouoviol system. In the essays of the first volume
of the De or. ant. he used only the first system as the basis of his dis-
cussion, although one can clearly sense his acquaintance with the other
two; 1in the De Dem. he made use of ail three, relying heavily on the
second and third. These three systems represent three different ways
of treating the same literary material, and it goes without saying that
this could cause much confusion in view of the fact that all three
systems are applied in the same essay. On pp. 65f. of the present chap-
ter I shall elaborate on the possible reasons why Dionysius introduced
the other two systems, deviating from the basis of evaluation used in

. volume I. (Cp. n. 21, pp. 70£f. as well).

Cp. pp. 23-25 above.

AN GuTLopaSele ...  (De Dem. 33,366:26-27).

tv’ olv v @uoluny 68V & Adyog wol AdBn ... (33,368:2-3). The
moment he had decided to have recourse to this system, Dionysius was
compelled to pay some attention to Thucydidés as well - although

this author was a historian and not an orator. Although he was the
supreme exponent of the extraordinary type of prose style, his rdle
was limited to the minimum: in the De Dem. Dionysius supplies only
one example from Thucydides, viz. in ch. 1, to illustrate the distinc-
tive features of the extraordinary type of style. In contrast with
his comparisons between Demosthenes and Lysias, Isocrates and Plato,
he supplies no examples from Thucydides (cc. 9f.) and does not even
refer there to the example quoted in ch. 1.  Furthermore, between

55 and 44 B.C. Thucydides was a model among some of the pursuers of
the Atticistic style, as can be seen in the following words:
'Atticorum similes esse volumus' ... 'Thucydidem ... <Imitamur’
("Our aim is to be Attic' ... 'We try to imitate Thucydides.'') (Cic.,
Brut, 287,248:24-28) (Translation of G.L. Hendrickson, Cicero, vol.
V, London: William Heinemann Ltd., 1971, p. 249, in the Loeb series).
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So if Dionysius wanted to show that Demosthenes would be the best
model for the pursuers of the Atticistic style, he had no choice but
to evaluate Thucydides as well, even though he was a historian and
not an orator.

For the essential difference between the three types of evaluation
applied in the De Dem., cp. ch. 4, pp. 139ff. below.

Cp. n. 49, pp. 77 below.

Recapitulating cc. 1-32 Dionysius explicitly refers to his concemn to
compare passages which are of the same kind (Ouceiréelg, of the same form
33,368:19) and on the same subjects (tag abtog UnoSecerg, 116,296:
27-28). These remarks can be verified by what he has indeed done:

- Firstly, the passages he quoted from Lysias and Demosthenes to

compare these two orators, are both taken from narrations of
each orator and are similar in subject-matter (TnV TOAYLATLHNV
duoLoTa, 12,280:18-19).

-  Secondly, the passages in which he compares Isocrates with
Demosthenes deal likewise with the same subject-matter: a compa-
rison of the achievements of ancient times with those of modemn
times (cp. 17,298:5-12 and 21,314:14-21).

- Thirdly, even in his comparison of Plato with Demosthenes, he seems
to be aware of the need of similarity between the passages to be
compared.  Knowing that Demosthenes has produced nothing like
the Menexenus from which his example from Plato's ceuvre has been
taken, he quotes De Corona 199-209, which he calls an encomium,
Eyuduiov (31,358:7), trying to justify the comparison in this way.

Thus one could indeed say that Dionysius was constantly aware of the

need of similarity of passages to be compared.

However, to compare a passage from the Menmexenus to one from the De

Corona is not at all justified: The Menexemus was not forensic like

the De Corona; as a matter of fact, scholars are convinced that it

was most probably merely a parody (S.F. Bonner, op. eit., p. 67) (cp.

L. Mdridier, Menexenus, Paris, 1931).
Cp. ch. 4.

Cp. p. 55 above.

Cp. pp. 23-25 above.

Cp. p. 24 and n. 121, pp. 52f. above.




HAPTER TII

THE (HRONOLOGICAL RELATION BETWEEN THE DE DEMOSTHENE AND THE DE COMPOSITIONE
VERBORUM OF DIONYSIUS

|
|
\
|
|
i
In my first two chapters I have repeatedly paid attention to the differences |
in content and tone between De Dem. I (cc. 1-34) and De Dem. II (cc. 35-52), ‘
an«d discussed the ways scholars have tried to explain them. In chapter 1! ‘
I came to the conclusion that the way in which the subject-matter of De Dem.

II has been presented, was deliberately chosen by Dionysius to serve his

purpose best.

The peculiar nature of the De Dem., so far as Both content and tone are
concemed, has also played a crucial r8le in yet another, and probably the
most controversial, dispute about this essay of Dionysius: the one about the
chronological relation between the De Dem. and another essay of Dionysius,

viz. the De compositione verborum.?

The similarity in subject-matter of De Dem. II and the C. V. immediately
stri.1_<es the reader: in De Dem. II Dionysius gives, inter alia, an applied
theoretical exposition of the sentence-arrangement of Demosthenes according
to the dpuoviar system, while the object of the C.V. is the theory of
sentence-arrangement as such, based on the musical considerations of the
dpvovlal system. Consequently, overlapping of contents was to be expected,
and is bome out by the following tabulation:

. C.V. (chapters) De Dem. (chapters)

N néovn 10 - 20 47

TO KoV . 10 - 20 47 - 48
TO PEAOS 14 - 16 47 - 49
o pududg 17 - 18 47 - 49
7 HETOROAN 19 47 - 49
TO TMEETOV 20 47 - 49
alomea Gouovia 22 38 - 39
YAagoea, dpuovia 23 40

eOupatoc dpuovia 24 41

So far as the chronological relation between these two books is concemed,

two references in the De Dem. to the C.V., viz. in cc. 49 and 50, are
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decisive: el & TLg dnarmoetr wal TodT €tL wadelv &m 1ot #xeL, TOug
UnouvnuatLouole ALy AaBv, o0 MeEPL TAC OUVIEoCEwWE THV
bvoudrtwv nenpayuatevpue 9a, ndwra doa noSel TEW

o . ” 3 ; . , I ,
EVviaEe mopoleLTouEvwy elostal,” and:  Tog 5 TEPL TOUTOU TOU HEQOSUC TILCTELG
v tolg meptl THC CUVIETEWC YOUEOLY ATNOBE SWH WC

oln &uayratov fiyoOuaw wévtaldda Aévewv (My spacing of print). 4

That the treatise referred to in both cases is the C.V., cannot be, and
has nevei~ been, denied, since Dionysius in both cases uses the actual
words that appear in its Greek title; consequently, the researcher is
compelled to accept that the C.V. had been written before the De Dem., OT,
more precisely, before ch. 49 of the De Dem. was w.ritten; this gives us

a termnus ante quem of the composition of the C.7.).

Up to this point no problem seems to exist: it seems quite evident that
the ¢.V. had been written before the De Dem. However, in ch. 18 of the
C.V., there is an apparent reference to the De Dem.: wopta toLalt’ E0TLV
ebpelv nal mopad MdTwve. O Y& &vnp éuéieldy Te nal edpudulon cuvt&elv
SaLpoviatatog, ual el Ye &wvog fv odtue ExAiéEar Ta 6vduata &g cuvSe Tval
TEQLTTOS, ‘ol VO uev A ToEEACTEY” TOV MucoSEvn wEAAOUE Eoinvelas EVEUEV,
A aumiploTov E9nuev.” Vv & mept WV TV Exdovnv EoTiyv Bte SLapootduel
ual udota v olg dv v OUNARY Kal TMEPLTTAV Mol &YHATAoHEUOV SLMT
@Oy, Utep v € TE€pwd !l not 6nAol 1TaL CoEoTEROV.
ouuTIiONoL & TA SuduoTa Mol HSEac nal OAZS v Ala, mal obx &v TiLg abtov
gxoL nora tolto pwloodon 1O LEog. (My spacing. of print) .SM Seeing that
the content of this pericope iﬁdeed has focussed the interest of scholars
on the issue to be discussed in this chapter, I shall now proceed to prove
that Dionysius was indeed referring to the De Dem. in ch. 18 of the C. V.

In cc. 5f. of the De Dem. Dionysius elaborates on the excellence of Plato
in the use of the plain type of style; as a matter of fact, his plain style
is virtually beyond any criticism: 0 Yop 0b&v &uoptdver uaddoE A Boaxd
Ti HOWLE] nal obu GELov uoa:rwoollotg.() However, the moment he applies the
extraordinary type of style, the situation changes drastically: &tav &
el TV MEPLTTOMOY(OV MAL TO HAMALEMEDV, O TMOAAMMLE elwdE ToLelv, &ueToov
Sounv AdBn, TMoAAD xelpww tawTAc  YlveTtow. 7 Having pointed out that the

result i1s a violation of the &vaywalor dcetal () cuvtouwla, 6 EXnvioude,




To cogeg, TO TEEToV) , (5,256:4ff.), he repeats that this happens when the

philosopher is using the extraordinary type of style and expresses him-

self in a remarkably similar way to C.V. 18,182:6-8: d&A\" éuelvo €véelEaoSal
Bouiduevoy STl Ta ToLalTa duopThuota év talg natoouevals elwdey GuoETdveLy
nal Yelpww eV abToc obTol yivetol, Stav TO LEYQ BLiun wal TEPLTTOV &v TH
@RAoE L ...8 Comparing this sentence with the one in C.V. 18,182:6-8

(WOv & mepl TV Exdoyny 0TIy OTE SLoMOTAVEL, Mol udAoTa év ofg &v rﬁv
LUNARY Mal TEPLTTV Mol &ynatdouevov Suiun @odoLv), one sees that the con-

stituents in both cases are the same or closely related.

De Dem. ch. 5 Cc.V. ch. 18

duopTuota, QUOOTAVELY SLOLOPTAVE L

£V Talg umatoouevalc € ynatdoneuov

&tow év olg &v

elwiev €otLv 3TE

10 PEya ™mv WnAnv

SLuun, OSounv Aol BLumn

TMEQLTTOV TEPL TV

PRACE L EOAoLVY

YELpiv E0TAC YLVETOWL XECPOY ... ODTOL YiveTOw

Dionysius' extensive discussion of Plato at cc. 24-32 (including the com-
parison with Demosthenes in ch. 31) of the De Dem. amounts to the same
thing, viz. to prove that Plato, although good at the simple style, 1is no
match for Demosthenes because of the errors he commits in the use of the
extraordinary type of style. Since Dionysius does not criticize Plato in
this fashion in any other exfant work of his, the word €t€pwdL, "elsewhere',
in tnep &v EEwd woL EnrodTal 'oowe'o.repov, cannot refer to any other work
than the De Dem.®

Thus, in short, the heart of the problem concerning the temporal relation
between the De Dem. and the C.V. is as follows: on the one hand, the
references tc the C.V. in the De Dem. (cc. 49 and 50) suggest that the

De Dem. (or a part of it) was written after the C.V.; on the other hand,
the alleged reference in the C.V. (ch. 18) to the e IDem. suggests that the
De Dem. (or a part of it} had been written before the C.V.

In the aistory of research on this problem the views have been determined
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by the following matters: firstly, the inteipretation of €T€EQWIL; sec-
ondly, the interpretation of &nioCtow; thirdly, certain aspects of the
content of De Dem. I and De Dem. II (TS H180 and ™ noidv and Dionysius'

view on Plato).

The first possible explanation is that the C.V. must have been written
during a brezk in the composition of the e Dem. According to this view,
eTepwdt does refer to the De Dem., &nAoUtaw should be taken as present tense
or historic present, and many examples of alleged difference in c¢ontent
between Dz Dem. I and IT are cited to prove the hypothesis. To my mind,
this popular view is wrong. I hope to prove that the only altemative,

viz. that the C.V. has been written before the De Dem., is the most acceptable
explanation. I shall take ¢tépwd as referring to the De Dem., SnAocltow

as referring to a future event and shall try to give reasonable explanations
for the differences in content between De Dem. I and II.

Consideration of the first possible eaplanation: a break in the compo-
sition of the De Demosthene.

The man who must receive the credit for being the first to sense a problem
concerning the chronological relation between the De Dem. and the C.V., is
the man who first realized that C.V. 18 most probably refers to the De Dem.:
F. Blass. 0 Taking &nAo0tow in the crucial sentence (Unep v ETépwd(

oL &nXoltal cogecTEpov) as a present tense used instead of a perfect in
full concord with an alleged practic;e in the times of Dionysius,11 he con-
cluded that the C.V. was written after a certain part of the De Dem. had
been completed; on the other hand, he also realized that, in order to ac-
cont for cc. 49 and 50 of the De Dem., one should also admit that a certain
part of the De Dem. must have been written after the C.V. had been completed.
With this handling of the problem, F. Blass introduced the concept of an
interruption in the composition of the De Dem., during which time the C.V.

is supposed to have been written - an hypothesis that has indeed been
virtually universally followed. 12 _

For the researchers who adhered to this idea, the only problem that remained,
was not whether, but where the interruption occurred (in other words,
determining the terminus post quem of the composition of the C. V.).]

F. Blass did not indicate at which point of the treatise he thought the
alleged interruption could have taken place; in fact, in spite of his strong
assertion conceming the alleged reference in the C.V. to the De Dem. , he
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lost heart when he had to draw up the chronological order of the works
written by Dionysius, by putting the C.V. before the whole of the De lem.,
and not after one section of the De Dem., but before the rest of this work

on Demosthenes. 14 R.H. Tukey undertook the task of determining the exact
spot of the alleged interruption in the composition of the De Dem. He de-
clares that the De Dem. "“naturally falls into two distinct parts".15 Since
the references to the C.V. occur in the second part of the essay, while the
first part contains the places to which the passages in the ¢.v. refer,

the alleged interruption in the composition of the De Dem. must have occurred
in the region of the transitional chapters, i.e. cc. 32-34. According to
this scholar, the key to the problem is to be found in the first sentence of
ch. 34 of the De Dem.: OAya tovTolg ETL EaoleLe mepl THG AEEews, €mu

To naTaile nmduevov TAc nmporneirpnévng Sewplag
LE pocg peToRhoounw, Talbta & &otwv, a Tolg TPLoL TAGouooLY Ouolug
TIOEETIETAL HOL £0TL TIOVTOC ADOYOL Anuocdev Lol w]v\')um:a XOOOU TNPLOTLHA. HAL

vupareceta.  (The spaced print is mine). 16

According to Tukey, 1O MaTGAELMOMEVOV ... UWEEoS 1in this passage does not
mean obvoLg, which, according to him, is in fact the subject of the
chapters to follow, but subject-matter, the mpayuotinog Tonoc, which regu-
latrly17 forms the second part of Dionysius' essays on the orators. 18 At
the end of ch. 32 Dionysius states that he has completed his proposed treat-
ment of the Xewtiudg TéMOg: Povlouar & &) nal cuMOYLoESL TG elpnudva
EE doxfic ol &lEu mdvd Soa Uneoyxdunv doxdueves TS Sewplag To0 AeUTLuoD
Tonov, MEROLNKOTA EUCTOV. 19 Now Dionysius, accbrding to this scholar,
reascns as follows: 'But 'composition', which is treated in the following
chapters, belongs under the Aeutiuog Ténog and in fact had already been
included in the discussion of the various authors in the preceding chapters.
Our only way of escape from the difficulty is to suppose that Dionysius
finished his treatment of Demosthenes' style with the intention of pro-
ceeding immediately ... to the discussion of his subject-matter, but that
he abandoned or postponed the treatment of the latter topic and in its

place he discussed at leng‘ch20
21

the subject of 'composition' and its
application to Demosthenes."

Giving more detail on this crucial point of his hypothesis, Tukey conjectures
that Dionysius completed the first section of the De Dem., laid it aside in
order to prepare an essay on sentence-arrangement as a birthday present to

Metilius Rufus and 'With a new grasp of the subject he returned to the




essay on Demosthenes and, instead of proceeding according to his
original plan with a discussion of Demosthenes' subject-matter, he
restated his doctrine of composition as developed in the C.V. and

applied it to Demosthenes."22

Thus he maintains that the alleged interruption occurred between cc. 32
and 33 of the De Dem., during which time Dionysius is supposed to have
written the C. V.

E. Kalinka accepted the basic idea of an interruption between cc. 3Z and
33 of the De Dem.: '"Den Grund, warum Dionys von Kap. 35 an so ausfuhrlich
die oOvieOLC des Demosthenes beschreibt, hat Tukey mit recht darin erkawmt,
dasz Dionys in der Pause awischen 32 wnd 33 das Werk mepl ouvOEcewg

bvoudtwy geschrieben hat .. ."23

However, in contrast with previous efforts to explain the present tense of
&nroltar of C.V. 18 as a substitute for one of the other tenses, he 1is
perfectly satisfied with the present tense: 'Wemn indes Dionys Ouvd (Z.e.
C.V.) schrieb, als er mitten in der Arbeit an MW A (Z.e. De Dem.) steckte,
so bedarf es gar keiner Umdeutung wd keiner Anderung, sondern das Présens
&nro0taw kommt zu seinem vollen Rechte."24 Thus, according to E. Kalinka,
Dionysius clearly indicates that he Zs stZll busy with the De Dem., only
putting it aside for the time being.25

Furthermore, he rejected Tukey's hypothesis conceining the absence of a
section on subject-matter in the De Dem. He does that on the basis of the

26 and of the consideration that this word

polyvalence of the word A£Eic,
does not refer to the "AewTndv LEEOC Im ganzen Umfang, sondern vorzugweise
n2? Thus, according to this sc¢holar, if the De Dem.

deals with the Sewpla Tol Aeutinol Ténov and if Dionysius has already dealt

de oy Tov dvoudTww.

with the éwloyn part of it, the narodeumduevov pEpog can be nothing else
but the ocUvdeoig v dvoudtwy - to which Dionysius indeed attended in the

chapters to follow.28

Having established the alleged fact of an interruption, Kalinka ended up
with placing not only the C.V., but also the De Is., Ep. ad Pormp. and the
De Im. between De Dem. 32 and 33.29
corioeming 0 naTodeLduEvoY EPos, he had to seek for other clues which

Not accepting R.H. Tukey's hypothesis




could indicate where the alleged interruption could have taken place.

First he tried to pinpoint the terminus ante quem of the C.V., i.e. the
earliest reference to the C.V. in the De Dem. If one considers the two
references to the C.V. in cc. 49 and 50 of the De Dem., as well as the simi-
larity of subject-matter, it goes without saying that Dionysius must have used
the C. V. as source here.  But which chapter of the De Dem. would be the
earliest one in which definite knowledge of the C.V. could be traced?

The earliest point revealing knowledge of the C.V., is, according to Kalinka,
chapter 36: in the thirteen lines from 36,378:12 to 37,378:25 Dionysius
for the first time in the De Dem. mentions the three basic types of dpuovial
discussed in ch. 21 of the C.V.: ''Dieser Vergleich, der oud 21 (i.e. C.V.
21, my note) ale Quelle von tnu A 36f. (i.e. De Dem. 36f., my note)
beweist, wird dadurch besonders wertvoll, dasz wir damt der Fuge zwischen
M A 32 wnd 33, in dle wir die Entstehung der Schrift verlegt haben, so

30

nahe kommen wie nur mbglich." He based his conclusion on the similarity

in terminology between this pericope in the De Dem. and ch. 21 of the
C. V. 31 So, according to him, the C.V. must have been written before
De Dem. 36: "Aber schon vor tnu A 36f. (i.e. De Dem. 36f., my note)
musz ouvd (i.e. C.V., my note) entstanden sein ..."32
Furthermore, Kalinka thought that if he could find substantial deviations on
the same subject in the De Dem., these could not only confirm the hypothesis
of an interruption, but also be the means by which he could determine the-
place of interruption more precisely. He then proposed that substantial
deviations can be determined in Dionysius' view of 1o H& and To MoAdY

and in his opinion of Plato.

After W& and xaidv had been part of the rhetorical system of Dionysius for

a long time, according to Kalinka he later developed a new theory in which

a sharp distinction between these two terms is established and we meet. this
at C.V. 10f£. Now, in e Dem. I this distinction plays no rdle yet, according
to this scholar: "aber wie z-u-em'g er sich friher threr Scheidwng nach den
Kategorien des Hh80 wnd uoAdv bewuszt war, geht aus tu A 18 (i.e. De Dem.

18, my note), wo er I 165,, i.e. 18,302:26-27, my note) die AEELC des
Isocrates als h * A A A L o Ta T &uwv Somoloa ExeLv bezeichmet, sie
gletchwohl aber I 166 (i.e. 18,304:2-4, my note) H &€ T a wual ebuoppog
dnoxpivtug nennt.  Somit liegt Anu A 18 noch vor cuwvd (i.e. C. V.,

my note). n33

(My spacing of print). He then proceeds to show that
Dionysius does recognise the distinction in De Dem. II, viz. in ch. 47,




where he says that 10 xodv is the aim of the rough type of com-

position, and T A&O that of the smooth type: To0 ool wal THAg

NE&oVAC ... TC HEV abompedc TO MooV UmodoBov elval tédoc, THC &

YAaopdg TO HE L3 short, according to Kalinka the differentiated

use of To nardv (beauty) and 1O /& (pleasure) in De Dem. II in comparison with
undifferentiated use in De Dem. I proves that Dionysius composed the C.V.
after he had completed De Dem. I, but before he started writing De Dem. II.
However, Kalinka failed to see that, firstly, the non-technical use of T uaidv

35

occurs in De Dem. II as well; secondly, that differences conceming to H&0
and TO xaAdv have to do with the fact that Dionysius has not only applied
one system of evaluation, viz. the Gpuoviar system, but two others as well,

~viz. the xopauThipeg thc AMEEews and &oetal Tng A€Eeuc sSystems.

As to Dionysius; opinion of Plato, Kalinka exerts himself trying to prove
that a substantial difference in judgement on Plato can be discemed between
De Dem. 1 and II. This change of attitude towards Plato, according to this
scholar, seems to have taken place during the alleged interruption between
c.c. 32 and 33: "Auch der Gesinnungswandel gegeniber Platon scheint sich in
der Zeit, die zwischen tnu A 32 (De Dem. 32, my note) wnd 33 liegt, vollzogen
zu haben. 130 However, this scholar failed to realize that the very dif-
ference in objective between De Dem. I (polemic) and De Dem. II1 (theoretical)
can account for the difference in attitude towards Plato in these two parts
of this essay: whereas Dionysius has to prove the superiority of Demosthenes in
terms of the yopmtTApeg ThAg AEewg and Gpetanl THe MEewg systems, he is merely
giving a theoretical exposition of the cUvSeoig of Demosthenes in De Dem.

II, in which case a critical analysis of Plato would be inappropriate.

S.F. Bomner accepted the basic idea of an interruption in the De Dem. as well;
however, he believed that the alleged break did not occur between cc. 32 and
33, but between cc. 33 and 34.

Firstly, he 1is - quite rightly - convinced that no break between cc. 32 and
33 can be proven, for c. 33 is the conclusion of cc. 1—32.37 This 1s, ac-
cording to this scholar, not only confirmed by the opening words of ch. 33,
which restate the whole purpose of his study, but by the fact that these are
followed by a summary of the results obtained. He refers to a similar
summary found in the De Lys. (ch. 13), before the consideration of the

TLOQLY LIOIT LHOG Ténog.38 According to S.F. Bonner Dionysius should have pro-
ceeded to his new topic in ch. 34, but instead of doing that, he "gives a
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further summary of his views on the superiority of Demosthenes to other
stylists in c. 34, tva ebolvomrog pdMov vévntaw ... O Xdyog, and only
then proceeds to the discussion of GL'J\)SSOLQ."SQ Thus , according to Bonner,
this "second summary' must have been added to the first after the completed
section of the De Dem. had been put aside for some time, and was in fact
-then the way in which he returned to the De Dem. , having completed the

c.V. 40 However, ch. 34 is just as indispensable as ch. 33 as part of the
conclusion of cc. 1-32: whereas Dionysius recapitulates cc. 1-32 in ch. 33
in terms of the xopouTAceg TAS MEEews system, he does sc in terms of the

doetal THS AéEewg system in ch. 34.

Bonner's second argument is based.on év &ox§ in the last sentence of ch. 46
of the De Dem.: é&ndveLut & olv éml Té‘x round, v &V dox oL NV épefy.m
According to him, this shows that Dionysius himself regarded this part of his
work as a fresh start, for he was referring to the mpdSeoig outlined in ch.
36, and since he was referring to this new section already at the beginning
of ch. 34 (bAlyo TOVTOLC ETL mEooSELe TEPL TAC ASEewc, ML TO MOTOAE LTIOLEVOV
TACKTIOOUE LLEVNC? Sewptog HEPOC HETOBrooOWOL ... ,42 the break must have occurred

between cc. 33 and 34, the fresh start beginning with ch. 34.43

However, by interpreting é€v &oxdi in this way, Bonner is having recourse
to strained reasoning and is totally disregarding the direct context of
these words; Dionysius has inserted &v dpyj not to denote ''a fresh new
start" at ch. 34, but to exclude the possibility of misunderstading
what he was about to discuss and thus to be as clear as possible. He is
not returning to the topic he has been discussing up to the point where
he started his digression (i.e. in ch. 44), but to a new topic mentioned
in the introduction to De Dem. II, mentioned iZn the beginning of this
section on the olvieoLg .of Demosthenes.,

In conclusion: the first proposed solution to the problem of the chronolo-
gical relation between the De Dem. and the C.V. is that these two works were
composed simultaneously in a sense: having completed De Dem. I, Dionysius
first completed the C.V. before returning to the De Dem.; but this solution
proves to be unsatisfactory.

The alternative solutiton: the C.V. was written before the De Dem.

Since S.F. Bonner, the idea of an interruption in the composition of the
De Dem. was rejected by G. Pavano (1942) and G.M.A. Grube (1952). The for-
mer spent considerable time in refuting the hypothesis of an interruption
, _ (art. cit., pp. 268ff.), but failed to substantiate his own view, viz. that
- the C.V. had been written before Ie Lem. I, This goes for G.M.A.

Grube as well: although he becomes rather agitated about the hypothesis of
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. . 44 . . .
an interruption, = he also fails to put forward a well motivated alternative.

Consequently I have no choice but to supply myself the basis which makes

this view more viable.

This view is based, firstly, on evidence that Dionysius relied on his theory
of olveoig as expressed in the C.V. not only in De Lem. II, but also in

De Dem. 1, proving that the C.V. must have been written before De Dem.

I as well; secondly, strange as it may seem, on the present tense of
&nioGtar in ch. 18 of the C.V. '

The argument of CUVSECLE

Inch. 5 of the C.V. Diorrysius discusses the traditional theory of obveoig

- the view of the dialectic theorists in general and of Chrysippus in parti-
cular. According to this theory olGvSeoig merely involves the connection of
the parts of speech (being nowns, verbs and c:onjun(:tions)4,5 in the sentence
according to grammatical-logical rules, which prescribe mechanically, e.g.
that a nown must be placed before a verb and an adjective; verbs before
adverbs; common nouns before proper nouns, and pronouns before common nouns;
so far as the verb is concemed, that a primary tense must precede a secon-
dary tense in one senténce and that the indicative must precede the infini-
tive. The basis of this system is purely logical, e.g. a verb must pre-
cede an adverb, since that which denotes the action takes precedence above
those circumstances, modal, local, temporal, etc., which are expregsed by
adver’os.46 Having spent some time in disclosing the defects and disabili-
ties of this system,47 Dionysius proceeds to his new approach to obvdeoig,
viz. that all aspects of cOv8eoLg should be related to the musical aspect
of language, to its musicality - a system which would do the genius of the
classical authors more justice than the traditional.

Bearing in mind that F. Blass e.s. rely strongly on the supposition that,
among Dionysius' works, we meet this new approach for the first time in the
C. V., we should deduce from it that our rhetor would have had no choice but
to make use of the traditional approach set forth in the preceding paragraph
. before the invention of this new approach to ocbvdeoig reflected in the C. 7.,
despite his final rejection of this traditional approach. This would have
been the case in the De Lys., De Isocr., De Is. and - according to F. Blass
c.s. — De Dem. 1 as well.

However, I am now going to attempt to prove that the opposite was true,




that Dionysius had already applied this new concept of oUvEeoLg, as ex-
plained in the C.V., in De Dem. I. This inplies that the C.V. must have
been written before De Dem. 1 as well - not only before De Dem. II.

Firstly I wish to prove that Dionysius had already applied the new concept
of oVveeoig based on musicality, and secondly, that his presentation of it
in De Dem. I does not differ in principle from his presentation of this new
concept of cbvSeoig in the C.V. and De Dem. II.

Firstly, then, the presence of the new system of cbvdeoilg in De Dem. I

In ch. 4 of the De Dem. Dionysius says in comnection with Isocrates: wow

€TL WOV (sc. h *Ioonpdtoug AEELC dapptdvel) v ol Tnv ebémne L av
Suimowoa mal T v ebpudul av & ebidBelag LEV ABdvel T O
cuyrpoloatL Ta wvHAeEVTIA THY YPaUwATwVY, &
cOMBeloc & ToLelTaL TO ¥Howdal T L Vv L T&®V TPAXLVAVTWV.

(My spacing of print).48 All the words in spaced pririt are concerned with musi-
cal effect. In ch. 18 of the same treatise we read that Isocrates 1is

afraid of harsh sounds (docpoéeﬁg);49 having quoted a passage from

Isocrates' On the Peace, Dionysius comments: O ... TAc MEewc Aefov ual
LOACHOV a’LrLcBuaL.SO He continues by saying that it ought to have been

roi;gh and harsh: Tooxelav vop €&L nal mixpav elval ...51 The next sen-
tence is equally significant: A 8 £oTLv LYEX nal OuoAn ol Gomep EAaLov
Aot &L a TH¢e Grofc PEouvoa, OIEAYELY YE TOL UAL
N&VveLv Inwioa TV c’mor’wsz - words which express musical effect.
Finally, in describing the Isocratean period, we come across yet another

term echoing musical effect, ebpoduoc: nar mdvta GELoCv elg e PO S novg

HatomAeleLy TMEPLOSw Gpuoviog ... (My spacing of print) 33 .

In Dionysius' appraisal of Plato in ch. 24 too, there are a few indications of a

musical approach to composition: discussing a passage from Plato, Dionysius

refers to the cvuetpla and ebyuvia >4 of the passage concerned.

Secondly, this material not only reveals a new concept of obvieoLg, but <s
indeed bastcally the same as that used in the C.V. and De Dem. II.S5

This can be seen in the following tabulation in which the comparable material

of the C.V., De Dem. 1 and De Dem. II has been taken up. I have put to-
gether the material under the headings of quality of words chosen (so far
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as musicality is concerned), clashing of vowels, semi-vowels and conso-

nants, flow of words, type of clause and of period preferred, and figures

of speech.56

The similarity of meaning expressed by words of the same

semantic domain, or in some cases even the iteration of the same word, is

striking:

quality of words (C.V.:

chosen:

clashing of

vowels:

aim in texms of
effect upon the
ear:

flow of words

type of

sentence:

type of period

figures of
speech

ED@ Dem. I:
(De Dem. II:
(CV.:

EDe Dem, 1:
(

gDe Dem. II:
(

(C.V.:

ED@ Dem 1:

(De Dem 11

(C.V.:

(

ED@ Dem 1

(

ED@ Dem 11

(

(

(

(C.V

(De Dem 1:

(De Dem 11:
(C.v.:

ED@ Dem. 1:
(

EDe Dem. 11:
(

(C.V.

(

(

(

ebawvog, Aelog, woAoudg, h elENELA.
elpuvog, Aefog, woiomdg, N eVENeLa.
ebpuvog, Aefog, woomdg, N eleEneia.
cpm\)névrw\ &vtLTuniay obu & edpo ...
&L° ebioBelog ...
EOUNEVTA TAV YPOUUATWY ...

eedYEL ... &mdon onovs Tog TV vriEVTuWV
ocuURoAC . ..

AoBdvel TO ouyrpoToaL T

AEEug.

ABOVELY.

néewg, N0,

uenLviodan ,

Sonep Ta peovia wal nEEToTe dreeuolvTa.
Oypdg, OuoAog,

tomep Exatov alomTl SLo THg dmofig péouoa.
EMLTEOXOAOG, HATAGEPNS,

omED ... vauora pnéevog abtols &vTLrEOVOVTOS
wol BLapeel BLd THG Guofg.

ndwto elg neploSov TEAsLTAV.

& ToWTOC TEOTOU TNV Neplodov ...

o0&V ... EEw mepLéSou ...

e0PLBUOS , CUULE TEOG .
edpuduog ,

UnaywyLnog, nioxig.
elndpueog, e0ypouIOg,
UnTLog, HEXUHEVOC.

TOLEEAC, HOAOMLKUES , &amASS, Seatpunds, veapdg,
dvtlSeToL, TopdUoLoL, TAPLOOL ,

oL Ol TopomiioLol To0ToLS
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De Dem. I: SeaTPLUOS, HELEOMLGENG,

ndproa, vtlideta

uaL TG T[OpCX]'[AT')O'LO. TOUTOLG.

De Dem. II: T uLVNTLHOTOTA TGV B,

TIOPLOWOE LS, TIACOUOLLOELS, GVTLOECELE, TA TIOEWVo-
LoOoUEVA, TO AVTLOTREQOVT, TO EMCQVAEPOUEVA,

Y ” \ e
noL GAAQ oA ToLODTO

FTNTNNSNNTNN TN TN N

This comparison reveals a remarkable similarity between De Dem. I and the
C.V. on the one hand, and De Dem. I and De Dem. II on the other hand and,

as a matter of fact, even between De Dem. I, De Dem. II and the C.V. in
some cases. Consequently the conclusion is justified that Dionysius did
not develop an entirely new system of oUvdeoig during an alleged interrup-
tion between D2 Dem. I and De Dem. II; on the contrary, the only acceptable
conclusion appears to be that the C.V. had been written before e lem. I,
and that the aim of De Dem. I and De Dem. II respectively can account for
the incomplete information in De Dem. I conceming this new theory of
obviEoLg.

The second basis of this view concerns the present &nioCGtawr in C.V. 18.
I am going to argue that the present tense suited Dionysius best.

Taking &AoltaL as a present tense referring to a future event is no imno-
vation - in fact, it was first proposed by C.T. Roessler as early as 1873:
"Dionysius cum verba Unep v ETEEWI woL EnAolTOL CaECTEPOV conscriberet,
non sine animi quadam alacritate se ipse ea jam intuebatur conficientem et

5
exponentem, quae futuro demum tempore persecutus est.' 8

In spite of the popular interpretation of F. Blass, Croiset took this inter-
pretation from Roessler, but made a fatal mistake in assuming that Dionysius
is referring to the later chapters of the C.7V. itself.59 In no time the
interpretation of &Moltalr as having the force of a future tense was totally
overruled by the idea initially proposed by F. Blass, so much so that re-
searchers did not bother any more to reconsider the matter of an alleged
interruption in the composition of the De Dem. , but virtually only tried to
ascertain exactly where this alleged interruption must have taken place.
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However, in spite of this grim picture of the history of the interpretation

of &ndoltaw as referring to a future event, I must still regard it as the most
probable possibilitys as a matter of fact, it appears that Dionysius did

not only refer to a future event with &AoOtaw, but also had a special reason
for using the present tense instead of the future.

Firstly, it must be noted that a present used for a future is not at all
strange , not only in classical ,60 but also in Hellenistic times.61 In fact,
recent studies on the verbal aspect in Greek reach the conclusion that the
present tense is neutral so far as time is concerned, that it is a zero-
tempus: ''Praesens: Wat tyd betref is dit neutraal: dit kan verlede, hede
of toekoms aandui, of tydloos gebruik word. ... ddie praesens lief is om te
neutraliseer en as zero-tempus te ﬁgureer."éz Thus the present tense of
&nroGtaL need not be a sturbling block to any of the above-mentioned inter-
pretations - whether one takes it as referring to the future, present or

past.

Still the question remains why Dionysius would have preferred to use the
present tense instead of the future if he wanted to refer forward to the

De Dem:.  The following consideration could explain why: whereas the pre-

sent tense is neutral so far as time ‘is concerned, the future tense expresses
nothing more than time, that is, future time: ' Futurum: Aspekties neutraal, '
eintlik net 'm blote tydvorm wat op die toekoms dm'."63 Bearing in mind
that to Dionysius the fulfilment of the future is uncertain ,64 a mere future
instead of a present tense would not only give no indication as to when

in the future he would really criticize Plato's éwlovi, but might even cause
his reader to be rather sceptical about the fulfilment of this promise.

This he would not like Metilius Rufus to think, because at that time the
Plato-admirers were rating their idol so high, that they deemed him superior
to Demosthénes, Dionysius' ideal example, even in the field of oratory.65
Knowing that Plato was going to get a favourable treatment in the C.V.,
because his style in terms of musical composition is very good,66 and re-
alizing that this could give a wrong impression of his (i.e. Dionysius') view
of Plato's style in general, he said that he would expose the weaknesses of
Plato in the field of éwovd elsewhere. By using the present (&niao0tar) in-
stead of the future tense he wants to remove all wicertainty as to the fulfil-
ment of his promise; the preference for this tense could even indicate that
he had already conceived his plan for the De Dem., or even that he had already

collected some material. Such mental attitude of Dionysius would indeed be
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best expressed by the present tense: ''The present is used instead

of the future in statements of what is immediate, likely, certain or
threatening.";67 "such Futural Presents differ from the. Future tense
d"';68 "In econfident

assertions regarding the future, a vivid, realistic present may be

'mainly in the tone of assurance which is imparte

used for the future,"69 and finally: 'Wat reliéfgewing betref 1is

dit (i.e. the present, my note) aktueel en reéel"70 (The italics in

all these quotations are mine).

Conclusion

In this chapter on the chronological relation between the De Dem. and the
C.V. I have shown that the similarity of subject-matter between De Dem. II
and the C.V. immediately raised among researchers the question of the chro-

nological relation between these two works, but that cross-references in

these works really made it the most disputed subject in the recent study of the
De Dem.: 1in cc. 49 and 50 of the Dz Dem. Dionysius clearly refers to the
C.V., which justifies the conclusion that the C.V. had been completed

first, or at least before cc. 49 and 50 of the e Dem.; on the other hand,

in ch. 18 of the C.V. Dionysius is apparently referring to the De Dem. , from

which the opposite conclusion can be drawn. This is the heart of the

problem.

I started by trying to proVe G. Pavano wrong, who.refus‘ed to accept that
Dionysius was referring to the De Dem. in ch. 18 of the C.V. I then pro-
ceeded to discuss the popular hypothesis (advocated by F. Blass, R.H.
Tukey, E. Kalinka and S.F. Bonner) that the composition of one part of the
De Dem. must have prectded that of the C.V. and the elaboration of the re-
mainder must have followed that of the C.V. I have tried to prove this
hypothesis not viable, by showing that no proof exists that Dionysius de-
viated from his original plan; that e Dem. II fits in perfectly in his
work on Demosthenes - as confirmed by the rhetorically founded intrinsic
wnity of the work; secondly, by showing that alleged differences between
De Dem. I and De Dem. Il (e.g. conceming 10 h& and TO naidv, and Dionysius'

view on Plato) can be easily explained.




Finally, seeing that I could not accept the hypothesis of an interruption in

the composition of the De Dem., I had to substantiate the only altemative,

viz. that the C.V. had been written not only before De Dem. II, but also

before De Dem. I. 1 elaborated on evidence in De Dem. I showing that Dionysius
did make use of the new theory of cUvSeoiLg as expressed in the C.V. already

in De Dem. I, from which the conclusion can be drawn that the C.V. had pre-
ceded Dz Dem. I as well. Secondly, I discussed &nioGtar (C.V. 18), showing
that the present tense was deliberately chosen, for, in view of Dionysius'
opinion of Plato, a present tense referring to a future event suited

Dionysius better than a future tense.

Considering all the evidence, I had no choice but to reach the conclusion that
the ¢.V. could not have been written during an alleged interruption between

De Dem. I and De Dem. II, but that it had been completed before De Dem. I as
well.

Seeing that Dionysius made use of three systems of evaluation in the De lem.,
viz. the aeeTal tfic AéEeuwc, the xopouThpeg THC AéEews, and the douwoviow
systems, and that this very fact has highly contributed to the problems
discussed in cc. 1, 2 and 3 of this dissertation, the time has now come to
proceed to the discussion of these systems in the Dz Dem. I shall attend to
this matter in the following chapter.
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NOTES TO (HAPTER III

1. Cp. pp. 23-25 above.
2. Cp. nn. 3 and 4, p.5 above.
3. "But if anyone will request still to learn how these things are as

well, he can take my treatise that I have written concerming arrarge-
ment of the words (in a sentence) and he will discover all that he
wants (to know) of (details) ommitted here ..." (49,426:12-16)

(The italics are mine).

4, "Since I have expownded my arguments on this subject in my treatise
'On literary composition’, 1 do not deem it necessary to repeat
them here." (50,432:5-8) (The italics are mine.) From the use
of the perfect tense both in ch. 50 (&mofeéumax) and in ch. 49 (ne-
neayuoTeteSa) , it is quite justified to infer that the C.V. had
been fully completed when Dionysius wrote these sentences.

5. "Countless similar instances can be found in Plato as well. For
he is excellent in paying attention to melody and rhythm, and if
he had only been as able in his choice of words as he is extremely
good 1in their arrangement, 'he then either would have outstripped'

. even Demosthenes, so far as beauty of style is concerned, or 'would
have left the issue in doubt'. But as it is, on some occasions he
is at fault in his choice of words - expecially in passages in which
he 1s aiming at a lofty, extraordinary and elaborate way of expres-
sion; with respect to this I explain myself more explicitly else-
where.  But, indeed, he does arrange his words pleasantly as well
as with beauty, and one would not be able to find any fault with him
so far as this section is concerned.' (C.v. 18,182:1-11; for the
C.V. I am using the text of W. R. Roberts, Dionysius of Halicarmassus
On Literary Composition, London: Maamillan and Co., Ltd., 1910).
(The two quotations by Dionysius are from Homer's Ilzad, xxiii, 32,

and the italics are mine.)

6. "For he either commits no error at all or he errs only quite slightly
and (then) without deserving criticism." (De Dem. 6, 258:9-10).
7. "But whenever he launches into extraordinary and beautiful language -

which he is used to do often - with unrestrained passion, (his
style) becomes far more inferior than (the rest of his style) "
(De Dem. 5,256:1-4).




"but I only wish to point out that he is accustomed to commit errors
of this kind in his embellishments and that he falls below his own
standards whenever he aims at grandeur and at the extraordinary in
his style ..." (De Dem. 6,258:2-5).

The only scholar who refused to admit this, is G. Pavano. He con-

jectures that Dionysius was referring to another work of his, preceding
the C.V., and now lost to us. He favours the hypothesis of a
oovupLorg  (a comparison) of Plato and Demosthenes, in which the
g¢wroyry of both authors would have played a major r6le.  Dionysius
would have been well under way with this work at the time of writing
the e Dem. and he would have had at least notes and plans for such a
OﬂwoLOLg at the time of writing C.V. 18, to which he then would be
réferrj_ng. (G. Pavano, art. cit., p. 303). Pavano bases his
hypothesis firstly on the fact that, contrary to his reference to the
C.V. in cc. 49 and 50 of the De Dem., and to the De Lys. in ch. 2 of
the same work, Dionysius is vague as to the book where his criticism
of Plato had been expressed: he merely refers to an ''elsewhere'':
¢tépwdL. Theoretically this word refers to any other work - not
necessarily the e Dem.  According to this scholar, this vagueness
. points in the direction of a work not yet published (Ibid., p. 301).
Finally, he is convinced that the existence of such a book is sug-
gested by two hints made in passing in ch. 32 of the De Dem. and in
ch. 1 of the C.V.: De Dem. 32,364:28 - 32,366:6: 8uvduevog & &v,
el Bovrolnv, Hal TA HaTd LEEOC Exartépog MaTopdiuata EEETAleLy nal
ELvoety, o npel TTWLWV éor‘LQ' A Anunoodevovug
AéELGe TAc DAQTWOV LHAC, obdpdov natd 10 Endivov
nal TEOC AYGMOC ETLTHEELOV ... GOAQ MOl MATG TO TEOTLUOV
"I could, if I so desired, examine the individual successes of each
of the two styles, and demonstrate how superior the style of Demosthenes
is to that of Plato, not only according to its fitness in reality and in
oratorical struggles ... but also in its use of figurative language
LMY C.7. 1,68:11-12: €ov & EYYEVNTOL LOL OXOM), MOL T € P L
TA¢g énroyfig T&V SvoudtTwv tEpaw €Eolow coL
yoapiv. ("And if I have time, I shall also publish a second book
on the choice of words.') (The italics and spaced print are mine.)
Bearing in mind that this sentence is directly followed by the promise
that Metilius Rufus could expect to receive this study within a year's
time (uelvnv pev odv Tv mpayuatelov elg véwta TdALY dpalg Talg
abtalc mpoo&eyxov - C. V. 1,68:13-15), the existence of such a work,




according to Pavano, becomes a definite possibiiity, albeit decidedly
theoretical in nature: tva TOv ASHTLMOV TOMOV TeAelwg &EELOYOOUEVOV
gxne. (C. V. 1,68:13).
This hypothesis of Pavano is indeed a possible way of coping with
C.V. 18, but far too speculative to be acceptable. This scholar
himself admits that no proof exists that the two works referred to in
ch. 32 of the De Dem. and in ch. 1 of the ¢.V. were indeed written:
"che nulla fa presumere che sia stata scritta" (G. Pavano, tbid., p.
247, n. 2). In any case, whereas Dionysius is indeed promising a
forthcoming book on the choice of words to Metilius Rufus in the C.V.,
this is by no means the case in De Dem. 32. Here he is merely saying
that he could if he wanted to: &uvdpuevog & &v, el Boviolunv ...
(De Dem. 32,364:28 - 32,366:1). What is more, Dionysius is not using
the expression "ExAovn Twv Svoudmwv'' with reference to what he could
do if he wanted to, but "AEEig" (32,366:3), which is more vague and
could include all aspects of style - not only diction. Finally, it
seems unlikely that Dionysius would have written a cUyupLoLS On
Demosthenes and Plato in which the éudoyn of both plays a prominent
r6le, without referring to it in some way or other in the De lem.,

_ seeing that he does so in the case of his works on Lysias and Isocrates:
at De Dem. 2,244:15-18 he refers to his work on Lysias: tlg &
fiv A mpoalpeole abTo0 (sc. Auotov) wal Tig 1) &vaulg, &v T meo TadC
&E& wtaLr Yoo ... ("I have explained what his choice was (i.e. of
Lysias) and what his success in the work before this one ...").
His reference to the De Isocr. is not as specific as this one to
the De Lys.: &vTLVA YOOOMTAOR EXELY EQOUVETS WOL BLG TAELOVWY LEV
E£&Auoa TESTEEOV. ("I earlier described at some length what seemed
to be the characteristics of his style ...'") (De Dem. 4,252:8-9),
but the subsequent summary (4,252:9ff.) confirms that he is indeed

referring to the De Isocr. '

In conclusion: over and above all these arguments, it may be added

that Pavano has wndermined his own view himself to such an extent

that one is astounded by the fact that he still regarded it as the

most probable hypothesis.

I cannot but agree with S.F. Bonner who regarded this interpretation

of ¢tépwdt as "a supposition which has little or nothing in its favour

LA

(S.F. Bonner, op. ctt., p. 32 ).
10.  4pud R.H. Tukey, The Composition of the De Oratoribus Antiquis of
Dionysius, CP, 4 (1909), p. 399, n. 2.




11.

12.

13.

14,

15.

16.

17.

Apud R.H. Tukey, ¢{bid., p- 399, n. 6. As a matter of fact, Richards,

a scholar who made some textual observations, suggested that SnAoGtaw
should be changed to the Perfect, &&iiwtar - apud E. Kalinka, art. cit.,
II, p. 51. He expressed his view in C.R., 19, (1905), p. 253.

E.g. by R.H. Tukey, E. Kalinka and S.F. Bonner - cp. subsequent dis-

cussion.

It has become clear that this hypothesis is based upon the assumption
that, firstly, C.V. does indeed refer to the Ie Dem., more specifically
to certain chapters in Dz Dem. I, and secondly, that &loltal does not
refer to the future. The basis is safe so far as the first matter is
concemed (cp. pp. 93f. above), but I intend to prove that &ioGton
refers to a future event,

"Ordo igitur scriptorum adhuc manentium, ST quis eum e temporis ra-
tionibus instituere velit, hic erit: (1) Epistula ad Amm. I, (2)
De’compositione, (3) De oratorius antiquis (De Lysia Isocrate Isaeo,
De Demosthene, ...)," F. Blass, op. cit., apud R.H. Tukey, art. cit.,
p- 399, n. 5.

R.H. Tukey, 7bid., p. 400. I have already pointed out this view does
not take De Dem. III (ch. 53f.) and De Dem. IV (cc. 54-58), two essen-

. tial parts of the treatise, into consideration - cp. p. 22.

"I shall add a few more things concerning his style and then proceed
to the remaining part of my< proposed> examination; these are things
equally connected with the three forms (of style) and are characteris-
tic and inseparable features of every speech of Demosthenes' (34,
368:29 - 34,370:4). '

vuvl & mepL TV EERC SLargéEouon, Tl O mpaymaTLude £0TL Auclov

YOOOM TP, EMELSH OV UnEp THC MEewc Moyov &o&Ed&wma. ("I shall now
talk about the following matters - what are the characteristics of
his treatment of subject-matter - now that I have dealt with his style.')
(De Lys. 15,50:8-10); To0to WEV o0v Tepl g AéEewe TOU friTopog.

Ta & &V TH TEoYHOTLMG TONY Seworuora ... ("So much for the style of
the orator. In the treatment of subject-matter, however, ...")

(De Isoer. 3,112:20 - 4,112:22.) (In LSJ (p. 796) the fol-

lowing meanings have been annotated under Seoonua: I 1) sight,
spectacle; 2) object of contemplation; II 1) a) speculation,
theory; b) rule of art; scheme, plan; C) theorem; 2) a) sub-
Ject of investigation b) investigat{on. -None of these meanings fits
SEwofato in this passage, for Dionysius is saying that Isocrates'’
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18.

treatment (Sedmua) of subject-matter is sometimes similar to that of

Lysias, sometimes better (& pEv Suoia tolg AucloL, TO & ueelTTova,

De Isocr. 4,112:22-23)). v uev olv MEwv odwg ov TLg SLayvoln,

é&v & Tolg nedyuool TolradTog TLvag ebpnoel Siagopdg.  (M"Thus one

could distinguish their style(s) in this way, and in their treatment

of subject-matter one will find the following differences.'" (De Is.

3,178:5-7); elonuag & wal mepl T meaywdawwy ... ("As I have also

said concerning his treatment of subject-matter ..'") (e Is. 14,206:5).

R.H. Tukey, A note on Diomysius, CR, 33 (1909), p. 187. This state-

ment cannot be proven, which explains the hypothetical nature of the

explanation proposed by Tukey. Granted, his hypothesis is very at-
tractive, but it cannot be accepted for the following reasons:

-  Firstly, Dionysius simply proceeds to the discussion of the
sentence-arrangement of Demosthenes as if this section of the
De Dem. had originally been intended to be part of this study:

e 8 ToLTWw elpnugvay Hulv Adywuev fi&n wal mepl TAC cuvSEoeug
v Svoudtwy B uExontaw O &vnp (e Dem. 35,372:14-16). As a
matter of fact, comparing this introductory sentence with the
crucial sentence in ch. 34 (cp. p. 96 ), the most natural conclusion
is that Dionysius regarded TO HOTGAELTOLEVOV TAC TIOOMELHEVNC
Sewotag wEpog (34,368:30 - 34,370:1) as his section on the sentence-
arrangement proceeding from ch. 35; in ch. 34 he says: Oilya
ToOtoLe &1L mpooSele ("I shall add a few more things ..."),

which he does in ch. 34. He starts ch. 35 by referring to this
with the words: ToUTwv elpnuEVWy ... .("Now that these things

have been said ...'"); 1in ch. 34 he says that he will then (i.e.
"having said a few more things ...'") proceed to the remaining part
of his subject; in ch. 35 he proceeds to his new subject, the
compositio, sentence-arrangement of Demosthenes, "having said

these things ..." (referring to ch. 34): «@Epe &) toUTww elpniEvey -
Nutv A€ywuev ...  The only acceptable conclusion is that To
HATOAELTIOLEVOY TAG < TEOMELLEVNS > Seuwplog Epog 1s his section on
the cbvdeoig of Demosthenes (or the remainder of the De Dem., 1i.e.
with the inclusion of De Dem. III and IV).

-  The second reason why this view of Tukey cannot be accepted, 1is
closely linked with the first: why on earth would Dionysius in-
clude a new (i.e. wnexpected and foreign) section in the De Dem. ,
leaving out the intended section on the subject-matter of Demosthenes,

but make no attempt whatsoever to justify or explain this change

112




19.

in plan? On pp. 85-88 I have discussed the problem of the mis-
sing introduction of the De Dem. and come to the conclusion that
one can accept with certainty that Dionysius would have provided
the basic outline of his treatise on Demosthenes. If my argu-
ments there are plausible, it follows that a deviation from this
plan would have caused confusion. It is a fact that all the
works of Dionysius show a neatly organised plan, cp. pp. 23ff.
above; therefore, the inclusion of a section not originally in-
tended to be part of the treatise would be accompanied by an explana-
tion. This is confirmed by the fact that, with the exception
of the section on the delivery of the works of Demosthenes,
Dionysius clearly indicates when he is making use of a digression
- . ch. 1 of this dissertation, pp. 43-45 and 50-52 above. So,
even if he had included De Dem II only as a digression, he would
not have left the reader in the dark.

- Finally, the view of Tukey cannot be accepted in view of the unity
of the work. In ch. 1 of this dissertation, pp. 23ff., I tried
to prove that e Dem. II and III have been included as sections on
topics in connection with which Demosthenes' superiority was not
questioned. This is a skilful device applied by Dionysius, by
means of which the impact of the section of criticism (De Dem. IV)
could be reduced to the minimum - cp. pp. 52f. above, n. 121. The
different nature of De Dem. II (and III) does not prove that this
section had not originally been intended to be part of the De Dem.;
on the contrary, it is rather indicative of the ingenuity of
Dionysius himself so far as the composition of the De Dem. 1is con-
cemed.

In conclusion: the section on the obveeoig of Demosthenes is indeed

the section Dionysius is referring to with the expression: O

HATCAE LTIOUEVOY LEEOC .

The explanation of the genitive of To0 Aewtunod tdmou is crucial.

If one takes it with movta (rLc’Jc\)S')> the consequence is that Dionysius

is saying that he wishes to show that he has done everything conceming

(of) style (zo0 AentinoG ténou) that he promised.  This interpretation

could then,obviously, favour the view of R.H. Tukey (cp. pp. 96f.

above). I cannot accept this explanation of the genitive for the

following reason: it is quite natural to take o0 AenTunol Témou with

the immediately preceding, i.e. TAC Seuptdé. In this case it is an
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20.

21.

22.

objective genitive, conveying a natural meaning to the phrase

Sewplag TO0 AemTinol TOMou, viz. ''examination of style'. Conse-
quently, ndvta (dwd’) refers only to those promises he made in the
introduction which he fulfilled in De Dem. I, and 7 dewpla 100
AEUTLKOD témou does indeed refer to the whole of the De Dem. This
interpretation of mdvta (Méws ) is confirmed by the expression, 1o
UATOAELTIOLEVOY TAC < MOOKELLEVNGS » Sewplog HEEOS, ''the remaining part
of my proposed examination', at the beginning of ch. 34. In view
of these arguments, I wish to translate the passage under discussion
as follows: 'But indeed I wish to recapitulate what has been said
from the beginning and show that I have done everything that I pro-
mised (to do) at the start of my examination of style." (32,366:
16-19).

Why would Dionysius discuss '"at length' the subject of composition
after he allegedly had just completed a work on that subject?

G. Pavano has drawn attention to this matter, arguing that such an
elaborate theoretical exposition as De Dem. 36-41 was quite unnecessary
if Dionysius only had the practical application of the theory in mind.
Wrt. cit., p. 296.)

. Moreover, as I have already pointed out, Dionysius was constantly

avare of the length of the De lem. - cp. n. 17, pp. 68f.; if the
C.V. had just preceded De Dem. 1I, Dionysius could have saved much
time by referring to the C.V., without giving in De Dem. II as much

detail as he did. (Compare his reference to the De Lys. and the De Isocr.

- ¢p. p. 110.) I suggest that, among others, a possible reason is

that the C.V. had been written a considerable time before the De Dem.,
in which case the elaborate theoretical digression in cc. 36-41 of

the De Dem. 1s justified.

Art. cit., pp. 187f. For a critical evaluation of this view, Cp.

n. 17, pp. 111£f. above.

R.H. Tukey, Zbid., p. 188. (The italics are mine.)  According to
this scholar the c.v. represents a new approach to the subject of
composition, "an important advance over its treatment in the earlier
essays' (Ibid.) (Ergo, in the e Dem. 1 as well, my note.) One can even
go further and say that this doctrine of Dionysius on the subject of
composition first came to light in his C.V.: '"he restated his doctrine
of composition as developed in the pe Compositione and applied it to
Demos thenes. ' (zbid.) (Cp. "new grasp of the subject ...", <bid.,
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and "new knowledge ...'", The Composition of the 'De oratoribus antiquis'
of Dionysius, (P, 4 (1909), p. 400.) From these remarks it follows.
that Tukey was convinced that nothing of his new approach to the sub-

ject of composition, as seen in the C.V., will be reflected in De Dem.

I: "With this new knowledge he retumed to the essay on Demosthenes."

(Ibzd.) (I.e. the second part of the De Iem., my note.)

However, I wish to prove that Dionysius understood ouvieoig in the

sense of the C.V. already in De Dem. I. He did so in the case of

Isocrates and even, although to a lesser extent, in that of Plato

as well, whereas he adhered to the old system of oUvieoilg in the case

of Demosthenes (cp. pp. 102£f. and 129ff.).  (The italics in all

these cases are mine.) '

A more moderate view 1is voiced by some scholars whcAmaintain that the

theory of the C.V. as such does not appear in the works, of Dionysius

preceding the C.V., but that some musical concepts can indeed be
traced in works written before the C.V. - at least in the

De Isocr. (e.g. De Isocr. 2,108:2 - 3,110:23; 13,136.) Comparing

De Dem. 36 with C.V. 21 E. Kalinka remarks: 'Besonders hat es thm

der musikalische Ausdruck &veoig uoL €nltooLg angetan, den er 44

. (De Dem 44, my note) ... und 46 (D e D e m 46, my note) ... wieder-

holt, aber schon 13 (De De m 13,.my note) ..., ja schon ‘IoowEATNG

13 =1 7§3(D eIsocr. 13, my note) kennt.” (E. Kalinka, art. cit.

II, p. 52.) According to this view, one could argue that Dionysius did

conceive oUvEoLS in terms of musicality before he wrote the C.V.,

but that it was not till he finally committed his ideas concerning

this subject to paper in the C.V. that his ideas became fixed and

logically related to one another in a new system. All the evidence
of a musical concept of oUvSeoig in De Dem. I would then, according
to this hypothesis, represent—a phase in which his ideas on this
subject had not yet been fixed; but having written the C.V. during an
alleged break in the fransitional chapters (cc. 32-35) of the De lem.,
his ideas on this subject would be fixed and would have become an
integral part of the Gpuoviaw system. This would then be reflected
in the repetition of his theory in De Dem. II. Consequently, a com-
parison of the relevant information of De Dem. I, C.V. and De Dem.

is called for now.

- Firstly, it must be noted that Dionysius was not the first rheto-
rician to realize that prose language is musical as well. In her
dissertation on Dionysius' system of &cuwoviaw, Karin Pohl devotes
one .chapter (pp. 69-126) to the problem of the sources of Dionysius

115




23.

so far as this system is concemed. Referring to the C.V., the
theoretical work in which this system is also discussed, she

says: 'Die Schrift De c. v. bildet ein Konglomerat der ver—-
schiedenartigsten Quellen, die aus Bereichen der Rhetorik,

Poetik wnd Asthetik, Grammatik wnd Musiktheorie stammen."” (K. Pohl,
Die Lehre von den drei Wortfiigungsarten (Diss.), Tibingen, 1968,

p. 72). Dionysius did not invent the theory of musical ocOvieoLig;
he did not even develop the system of three types of dpuwovia

("dasz sich drei Fiigungsarten bereits vor Dionys nachweisen

lassen ...", ibid., p. 70). Dionysius merely selected in an
eclectic way from a wide variety of theories and proceeded to
develop his personal system based on the more or less widely spread
principle of the musicality of language. ‘

- Secondly, the comparison of relevant material in De Dem. I, the
C.V. and De Dem. II will prove that De Dem. I does not represent an
earlier stage compared to the C.V.; on the contrary, it will
prove that no substantial difference between De Dem. I and the
C.V..on the one hand, and De Dem. I and De Dem. II on the other
hand, can be detected, from which the conclusion can be drawn that
the C.V. must have been written before De Dem. I as well - for the
detail of this comparison, cp. pp. 103f. and 129ff.

E. Kalinka, art. cit., II, p. 50 and pp. 52f. as well. Neither
Tukey nor Kalinka explains why the alleged break should have taken
place between cc. 32 and 33, rather than between cc. 33 and 34, or
cc. 34 and 35. The reason for their choice of a break between cc. 32
and 33 is probably the fact that ch. 33 is an extensive recapitulation
of the argument up to that point. One could argue that the reason
for the extensive recapitulation.in cc. 33 and 34 was the natural
result of the fact that Dionysius had put De Dem. I aside for a
considerable time and wrote this recapitulation as a transition to
the special subject of obvSeoic. However, in ch. 1, pp. 10ff. above,
I have shown that the application of the structural principles of
introduction and recapitulation were so typicai of the style of
Dionysius, that he would never have set his work aside at the close
of ch. 32 without adding a recapitulation. Cc. 33 and 34 are the re-
capitulation of cc. 1 to 32, a natural, logical conclusion to these
chapters, and there is nothing in the content, nor in the way it is
presented, that suggests that Dionysius did not immediately proceed
to add this recapitulation to this part of his work. (S.F. Bonner
suggests that the /alleged break must have taken place between

cc. 33 and 34 - cp. pp. 99f. above.) 116
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25.

26.
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28.

Ibid., p. 51.
Dionysius, then, is thinking of the De Dem. as a whole, which implies

that the De Dem. has not yet been completed, and he does not indicate
where he is criticizing Plato, nor whether he has completed his
criticism of him or not. As such this is quite acceptable, but I

intend to prove that other evidence from the content of De Dem. I,
and evidence specifically concemning sentence-arrangement at that,

proves that the C.V. had been completed before the De Dem.-cp. pp. 10Zff.
Another hypothetical possibility, though not advocated by any scholar,

is that one could think that the C.V. and only De Dem. I - not the

whole of the essay on Demosthenes, as suggested by E. Kalinka - were
composed stmultaneously, in which case the cross-references in C.V. 18

to Dz Dem. I, and those in the olbvieoig passages on Isocrates in

De Dem. I to the C.V., could be explained. Thus, if C.V. 18 wouid

refer to De Dem. 6 and 23-25, this might mean that Dionysius had com-
pleted the e Dem. at least up to ch. 25 when he wrote ch. 18 of the

C.V. However, this possibility is directly refuted by the references in the
De Dem. to the C.V. concerning Isocrates, for ch. 4 and ch. 18 of the

De Dem. rely on the theory developed in the C.V., especially in ch. 23,

_ where the smooth type of composition is described. This entails the

conclusion that ch. 23 of the C.V. must have been completed before
ch. 4 of the De Dem.
I now firstly intend to prove that the C. V. could not have been written . .

during an alleged break between De Dem. I and II, cp. pp. 101£ff.; secondly,I
intend to suggest that &AoOtar (C.V. 18) should be taken as referring

to a future event, thereby removing the final obstruction to the view
that the C.V. preceded the De Dem. - cp. pp. 104f.
"Aber MELC ist mehrdeutig ...", E. Kalinka, art eit., II, p. 50.
Ipid. '
Ibid. The argument of E. Kalinka seems so convincing that no alter-
native seems possible. However, his view cannot be accepted for the
following reasons.
Firstly, although he is quite correct in saying that A£Eic cannot be,
restricted to one sense (cp. glossary, s.v.), Dionysius is not using
this word (M€Eic) at the end of ch. 32 of the De Dem., but AewTindg:
néwd , doa tneoxdunv Gpxduevog THe Sewptog To0 A e v T L H O D Tonou
(32,366:19-20).  Although Aentuude is an adjective derived from
MELg, it is likewise true that it is linguistically more correct to
determine its meaning by anaiysis of its own use. This adjective
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is only used on four occasions in the De Dem.: at 35,374:10, sub-
stantivated and meaning 'diction', and at 32,366:19 as well as 51,

434:9 and 18. In the case of the last three instances it is being
used together with tdnog in the expression & AeutTindg tdmog - an
expression which represents a fixed concept in Dionysius of
Halicamassus: the whole field of expressing ideas (opposed to
noayuoTLuog tonog) . Consequently, it appears wnjustified to say

that this fixed expression does not have its common meaning, but refers
only to diction, &uioyn tav Guoudtuw. _

Secondly, it is important to note that Dionysius does not say that

he will proceed to TO UOTOAELTOLEVOY THRC TOOKELUEVNS Sewplog HEEOS
To0 Aeuntiunuod Toé6novu (M spacing of print) in ch. 34.

The expression Tig Sewplag ToG AenTinoC Témou is used only at
32,366:18-19.

From this it seems justified to infer that Sewola in ch. 34 is used

in a broad sense, referring to all that Dionysitfs wishes to discuss in
the De Dem., whereas Sewola in ch. 32 only refers to what he has done
up to that point. This explains why he says in ch. 32, where the
complete expression A Sewpla tol deutinol ténou is used, that he is
going to recapitulate. and show that he has discussed everything he had
promised (6elEar mdvd' , &oa Uneoxdnv Goxduevog Thg Sewplog TOO
AEMTLHOD ToMoL, menolnudta éuowtdy - 32,366:18-19) but does not include
the phrase AeuTinog Ttonog in ch. 34 where he says that he is going to
return to the remaining part of his examination, © Seuwpla.

Thirdly, the view of Kalinka cannot be accepted because the text itself
proves that Dionysius did not restrict himself to the éwdov in De Dem.
I. As a matter of fact,he not only used the obvdoig in his discus-
sion in De Dem. 1, but used it even in the same sense as in the C.V.,
which E. Kalinka believed to have been written after he had completed
De Dem. I, or during the alleged interval between cc. 32 and 33. For
detail on this matter, cp. pp. 102ff. and 129f£f. above.

In fact, he is convinced that similar interruptions occurred between
cc. 9 and 10, during which time Ep. ad Ammm. I was written, and
between cc. 50 and 51, during which time the De Thuc. and the

Tabulae criticae were written.

E. Kalinka, art. c'it.', 11, p. 52f. For the sake of criticism, it

is important to note that this scholar did not recognise the presence
of cbvSeoic in the sense of the C.V. in the chapters preceding the
pericope he is referring to, viz. De Dem. 36. Consequently, if one
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32.
33.

34.

can prove this wrong, (which I hope to do - cp. pp. 102ff.) the
hypothesis of an interruption in the composition of the De Dem.

will become unnecessary and unjustified.

Comparing C. V. 21 and De Dem. 36f., Kalinka remarks: 'Aber schon von
oy A 3f. (i.e. De De m 36f., my note) musz ouwwd entstanden
sein, weil dort A us driicke bereits geléufig sind, die hier
erst geprdgt werden." (E. Kalinka, 7bid., p. 52.); and: "''Die
Terminologie, die er hier (i.e. C.V. 21, my note) erst
einfithrt oder doch einzufithren vorgibt, steht ihm tnu A 36f. (i.e.
De De m 36f., my note) schon fest." (Ibid.); and: ''Besonders
hat es ihm der musikalische Ausdruck Gueoig nal Enitoolg angetan ..."
(Ibid.) (My spacing of print in every case). Although the three
types of dowovia play no r6le in De Dem. I, I hope to prove that
Dionysius made use of the C.V. in De Dem. I as well - to my mind the
most important matter in this dispute concerning the chronologicai
relation between the C.V. and the De Dem. - cp. pp. 102ff. and
129£f. above.

E. Kalinka, ZbZid

E. Kalinka, Zbzd., p. 53. The use of noAd¢ ‘on this spot is indeed

_ non-technical, for when Dionysius proceeds to supply reasons why he

regards this passage of Isocrates as udMiota, he enumerates a few of
the €nidetoL deetal (cp. n. 35, p. 121 below). If it was used in a
technical sense as part of the &petal The MEeuc system, it would mean
that all the dpetal enumerated as motivation for this statement, must
contribute to naid¢ in a technical sense; this is simply not possible,
for this feature was merely one of the éniSetoL &oetal - not the most
important one.  Although this might seem to strengthen the argument
of Kalinka, truth is that this non-technical use of uoAdg is not re-
stricted to De Dem. I: 1in 46,418:3, 48,422:4 as well as' 48,424:21 (all
three cases occuring in De Dem. II) he uses waAdg in a non-technical
sense, in the section of this essay where, according to Kalinka, only
the highly technical uses of nodc is used (46,418:3: TolC MOACUG

gnelvoug Adyoug ... (''those beautiful speeches ...'); 48,422:4-5:
T0 H&OAXOTOV ... UEAOSC ... ('"the most beautiful melody ...'");
48,424:21: 1 naddg nateowmevaouevn AEELS ... ('style constructed in

a fine way ...") (Cp. 36,376:24 as well). These evidence deprive
the argument of Kalinka from any validity.

47,418:27 = 47,420:2. As a matter of fact, Kalinka i1s convinced that
the presentation of this theory in De Dem. II, more specifically in ch.
48, even represents a development beyond the C.V. - <bid.
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The whole question of To woidv and 0 A& (called # hovd in my
chapter I, p. 19 above) is complex and full of inconsistencies to
which G. Pavano refers (art. cit., p. 283) and which have recently
been discussed by D.M. Schenkeveld (Theories of evaluation in the
rhetorical treatises of Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Museum Philologum
Londoniense, 1 (1978), pp. 93-107). In this article prof. Schenkeveld
discusses the difference between 10 N80 and 1O woAdv in terms of the
way in which these qualities are detected by the audience: the irra-
tional faculty of man (h &iovoc aloSnoig; TO &AOYOV MELTHELOV)

is concerned with T 18, the rational (10 AoYuudv mpLthELov) with

TO noAdv.  QOther evidence, however, shows that td xoddv can also be
discemed by the irrational faculty of man. The solution proposed

by prof. Schenkeveld is as follows: the listener firstly evaluates a
literary text by means of his faculty of &oyvog alo9noig, by means of
which he becomes aware of the feature of t0 h&.  The technical per-
fection, TO MaAdv, however, will be evaluated in the subsequent process,
by means of the rational capacity of man, TO AOYLKOV upLThELov: '‘when
evaluating, the layman and the expert first judge a literary text by
means of their irrational perception and establish by this means the
presence, or absence, of Ta A&a. This being done, the expert takes
over, practises hils specific skill, founded on Zogos, and ascertains,
on a scientific basis, the technical perfection of the text." (D.M.
Schenkeveld, art. cit., p. 103). So far as the De Dem. is concerned,
the reader is faced with the intricate situation that both qualities
(16 180 and 1O woAdv) are applied in the three different systems of
evaluation: in the &cetal TAC MEewg system as two &oetal (among
others) of the éncSetoL doetal; in the yopoutTAipeg Tig A£Eewg system
as two features of one of the types of style, and in the &ouovial
system each separately as the objective of the two extreme types of
dpuovia.

Returning to the criticism of Kalinka's view, the following remarks
will prove its invalidity: having drawn attention to the inconsistencies
related to these two terms, G. Pavano remarks that they cannot be

put forward as evidence of a development in Dionysius' ideas on this
topic, for all these inconsistencies refer to the theoretical basis

of Dionysius' system: ‘''Tutto questo commque riguarda la base teorica
del sistema & D. (Dionysius, my note), che potrebbe tutto - partizione

per partizione — essere sottoposto a wna facile critica. Ma de cid
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naturalmente non potrebbe venire alcun appoggio alla tesi del
Kalinka," (Art. cit., p. 284.) Kalinka is indeed comparing two
different systems with each other: in the dpuovial system 0 H&

and 10 uaAdv are raised to the extraordinary position of the aim of
composition: TO H& of the smooth type of composition, and 7o

naxdv of the rough composition (De Dem. 47,418:27 - 47,420:2).

On the other hand, TO uoAdv and 1O W& are treated merely as two of

the many éni{Seto. wdowor in the &Goetal g A€Eeuc system of Dionysius,
which need not, in contrast with the &uayuafol &eetal, be all present
in every passage (cp. p. 140 below). I have already indicated that
the &petal TAg MéEewc system plays a major r8le in De Dem. I (cp. ch.
1, p. 10 above) , and I shall discuss this matter in detail in the

next chapter. At this moment the following remarks will suffice:

ch. 18 of this work of Dionysius is one of the chapters where

Dionysius is applying this system in his discussion of a quotation in
order to evaluate the style of an author. In accordance with his
practice in the books of vol. I of the De or. ant. he starts with the
avayrator &peTal :

™© woSapdy (O EXMnvioude) (purity) at 18,302:26-30;

10 cagée  (lucidity) at 18,302:30 - 18,304:1;

10 oUvtopov (conciseness) at 18,304:7ff.; and

10 npeénov (propriety) at 18,304:27ff.

In his discussion the &niSetoL udouor (or Gpetol) are considered as
well, as "virtues" of the &oetal TAC MEewg System: wal YG Vdnin

wat ... néela ... ¢&otlv (18,304:2-4). It is to be noticed
that this is introduced by: moAoUg & ual T EMLETW USOUN

€xeL (18,304:1-2). Thus . in this case the /& to which Kalinka refers,
is operating as one of the émiStoL &eetal and not as the Téhog of one
of the dpuoviow.  Although 10 noAdv is not present in the same ex-
plicit way as 1 180, it seems to appear in woALGMuwv (18,304:3) and
in any case, since the &oetal TAC MéEewc system is being applied here,
10 uaAdv plays a réle, although a subordinate one, in this system as
well; it does not operate here as the Téiog of one of the apuovial,
but technically as one of the émniSetou &oetal.

In conclusion: TO A& and T naAdv as constituents of the dpetonl THS
AEewc system camnot be equated with 1O A& and TO woddv in the dpuoviow
systemn.

Kalinka could argue that this does not refute his thesis, for the
thought of ch. 18 of the De Dem. could still represent a less elaborated
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stage of Dionysius' theory of N& - na\dv, despite the difference of

evaluation system. The reply to this is simple: Dionysius applies
three systems, the &eetal Tic AéEews, xapomuthiceg TAC MEeuwc and the
dowovial system, according to the necessities of the moment. Although
the view of 780 - nwoAdv in the Gowoviar system may represent a pro-
gress in comparison with ch. 18, Dionysius neither abandons the

bdeetal THc AéEewg system, nor even his view concerning waidv - H&0

in this system: ‘‘he conclusive proof can be found in the work of
Dionysius on Thucydides, the De Thucydide (De Thue.), which has been
written after the e Dem.  Although the &douoviar system and his opin-
ion concerning N8O - woAdv in this system may be regarded as the better or
more developed ones, he yet applies ’-che bdoetal THC AdEewc system and
his view concerning uoidv - H8 of the latter system in that (more
recent) book of his: ™ A& as well as O uoAdv are regarded as two

of the éniSetoL &oetal (De Thue. 23,524:10ff., cp. p. 141 below).

In the quoted passage a synonym of t© uaidv has been used, viz.

B oA LASnuooUvn , but in ch. 48 (48,608:4) udAdog is used as one of

the éni9etoL &petal along with to tdxog (rapidity), 6 tévog (intensity),
N weyoronpénero (magnificence), f &wvdtg (forceful persuasiveness),

~ and 10 mdSog (passion) (48,406:4-6). Contrary to this one seeks in

vain for the distinctive sense of these qualities (i.e. & H& and

70 uaAdv) as seen in the dppovial system.

In short, the view of N8 - woAdv in De Dem. I does not represent an
earlier stage of the dpuoviar system and the differences so far as these
two features are concemed are no indication of an alleged progress

of thought between De Dem. I and De Dem. II. (Cp. discussion at n.

33, p. 119 as well.)

" E. Kalinka, <bid., p. 55. The difference in attitude towards Plato

in De Dem. I and in De Dem. II could favour the hypothesis of an inter-
ruption, but on this point this scholar does not seem to have con-
vinced anyone, despite his favourable position as an exponent of the
popular theory of interruption. Even S.F. Bonner, who favours this
hypothesis as well, alrea;dy pointed out that '"Dionysius' praise of
Plato in De Comp. Verb. and De Dem. c. 41 is for his obvSeoig - quite
a different thing from the subject of his censure in the first half

of De Dem."" (Op. eit., p. 33, n. 3). It is indeed so that in

De Dem. 1 Plato's éwioyn v Ovoudtev 1s criticized in terms of the
bdoetal The AéEewc system.  In De Dem. II Dionysius is not applying
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the &petal TAg AEEewg system and the cUvSeoic Tév Svoudtwv is being
evaluated on the basis of musicality (cp. my next chapter, pp. 139ff.
below).  From this point of view Dionysius does not raise any point
of criticism against Plato.

Furthermore, in the case of Isocrates Dionysius is indeed severely
criticizing the oVvSeoig of his style in De Dem. I (cp. pp. 13-15 and
25f. above) whereas in De Dem II, ch. 40, he quotes Isocrates
(40,394:14 - 40,396:30), but refrains from any form of criticism.

In the case of both Plato and Isocrates the answer is quite simple:
in De Dem. I Dionysius has the set purpose to prove that Demosthenes
is the best; consequently one can expect that all other classic
writers will have to be criticized. In Ze Dem. II Dionysius is not
trying to prove aﬁything; he 1s giving a theoretical exposition of
Demosthenes' oUvSeoig in terms of the douovial system. He is not
trying to prove the superiority of Demosthenes in this respect (in
which case he would have ended up with comparisons and criticism in
order to prove his point), but is merely giving a theoretical exposi-
tion of the cuvdeoig of Demosthenes. (Cp. p. 9 ‘above). Further-
more, Dionysius regarded Plato's ability in this aspect of style, viz.

_ obvSeoig, as exceptionally high. As a matter of fact, in C.V. 18 he

says that no one would be able to find any fault with him so far as
this aspect is concemed (cp. n. 4, p. 108 above). So, in any case,
even if Dionysius intended to compare Plato with Demosthenes on the
basis of ocUvdeoig, Plato would have been treated more favourably than
in De Dem 1. '

In view of these two arguments, as well as of the fact that the super-
iority of Demosthenes in this aspect of style was unanimously accepted
(cp. pp. 9, 30 (n. 11) and 47 (n. 95) above), criticism of either
Isocrates or Plato would be out of place.

Thus the difference between De Dem. I and II so far as Plato (as well
as Isocrates) is concemed, cannot be put forward as an argument in
favour of the hypothesis of an interruption between cc. 32 and 33

of the De lem.

"Dionysius is clearly drawing to the conclusion of his study of the
A£ELc of Demosthenes in c. 33," op. eft., p. 32.

Thid. '

Ibid.

S.F. Bonner does not really give an acceptable explanation for this
"second summary''. He fails to see that ch. 34 is just as indispens-
able as ch. 33 as part of the conclusion of cc. 1-32. I have already
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discussed this matter in ch. 1 of my study, n. 22, p. 32 above, and
shall give more detail in my next chapter, pp. 142ff. Dbelow: in
ch. 33 Dionysius summarizes the preceding chapters in terms of the
YAOOMTAPES TAC MEewg system, and in ch. 34 in terms of the &petal
¢ A€Eewg system.  This latter part of the summary is just as im-
portant as the former, for the doetal TAC AéEewg system is in fact the
evaluation system according to which Dionysius proves the superiority
of Demosthenes above Isocrates and Plato in cc. 16ff.

"I shall therefore retuin to the remainder of what I proposed to
speak about at the beginning." (46,418:13-14).

'"Having added a few more things concerning his style, I shall proceed
to the remainder of my <proposed- examination ..." (34,368:28 -
34,370: 1). ' ‘

For three reasons this second argument of S.F. Bonner cannot be ac-
cepted. Firstly, év &oxi cannot refer to a fresh, new start, for
the phrase To natoreLlduevov TR TworeLleEvne Seuplog wEpog (34,368:28
- 34,370:1), which refers to this very section (cp. n. 17, pp. 111£f.
above) proves that Dionysius regarded it as an integral section of
his study on Demosthenes. As a matter of fact, this phrase echoes

_the lost introduction of the De Dem., in which one can expect Dionysius

would have mentioned this section on the cUvSeoic of Demosthenes (cp.
n. 76, pp. 85-88 above.
Secondly, the sentence under discussicn (viz. é€mdvelur n.T.A., 46,418:

13-14) is the last sentence of an extensive digression (cp. n.77, pp. 44f.)

above) on variation and appropriateness, starting at ch. 44. Before
this digression Dionysius has discussed the first topic: which of the
three major types of musical composition is applied by Demosthenes?

In ch. 43 he proves that Demosthenes does indeed use the mixed type of
composition. By using the expression év &ox he simply wants to state
it clearly that he is not returning to the topic he has been discussing
up to the point where he started his digression, i.e. in ch. 44, but
that he intends to proceed to a new topic according to his introduction
in ch. 35. &v &exj 1s simply a phrase inserted to limit confusion

and to recall the topics mentioned in the introduction to this section
on the obvSeoig of Demosthenes. ‘ ’

Thirdly, if év boxi signifies a new start, why did Dionysius return

to the subject of De Dem. I in the final section of his work, viz.

De Dem. IV, cc. 54-58?  (Cp. my first chapter, pp. 23ff. above). We
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44,

45.

46.

47.
48.

49.

may rest assured that De Dem. I1I had been intended from the

start to be part of the De Dem., and that its inclusion was delibe-
rately done in such a way as to conceal the last section or reduce
all possible negative effects that could result from hearing

(or reading) De Dem. IV, to the minimum - cp. nn. 117, 118 and 121
(pp. 50-53) above.

So far as the content is concemed, one does notice a definite break
between cc. 34 and 35, where the new topic is introduced. Although
many scholars have favoured the hypothesis of a break in the composi-
tion of the De Dem., I have not come across even one who suggested
that the alleged break was supposed to have taken place between cc.
34 and 35. In any case, the break between these two chapters is quite
natural considering the content of cc. 35ff., but as such cannot be
indicative of any break in composition, simply because similar breaks
so far as the content is concerned, occur in all the other literary
works of Dionysius.. (I am referring to the definite break in the
essays in every case where Dionysius proceeds from the discussion of
the mpayuorinog ténog of the writer to his AewTindg TéMOC, OT vice
versqg in the case of Thycydides.)

- "To meet this difficulty, with the never-to-be-defeated ingenuity so

often displayed by even the best scholars (but so rarely to be com-
mended) the theory has been put forward that the 'Demosthenes' should
be split in two. ... For such a theory there is no evidence ...
I am inclined to consider any interpretation which makes nonsense of
the essential structure of a Dionysian treatise as more likely to be
itself nonsense." (G.M.A. Grube, Thrasymachus, Theophrastus, and
Dionystus, AJP, 73 (1952), p. 262, n. 15.) (The italics are mine.)
This is the oldest division of the parts of speech; further sub-
divisions were introduced at a later stage.

C.V. 5,100:8-12.

Still in ch. 5 of the C.V.

"and (se. his style is) even more (se. at fault) when, in his pursuit
of beauty of sowund and rhythm, he admits (only) with caution the
clashing of vowels and uses some of the rough consonants (only) with
caution.' (4,252:29 - 4,254:4). (The italics are mine).

18,304:16.  Cp. 18,306:3-5: 710 & éx moawtdg NSOVELY TAG &Moag
elxpivan TE Mol MOoUEY GuopdTay EnAoYd ...  ('To please the ear by

every means, by the selection of sweet- and soft-sounding words ...")
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51.
52.

53.
54.

55.

"I criticize the smoothness and softness of the style.' (20,312:
15-16).
20,312:16-17.

"On the contrary, it is smooth and even, and flowing without noise

through the ear like oil, all because it is seeking to charm and
delight it." (20,312:18-20). (The italics are mine.)

18,306:5-6.

AalveTar YoOu THv Te cumeTelov abTic ot v ebguviav. (Mat least,
it causes damage to both its balance and (its) euphony.') (24,332:
10-11). Granted, ovupetela need not refer to any musical quality,
but ebguwvia most certainly does.

Some scholars, like E. Kalinka, who favour the view of an interruption
in the composition of the De Dem., acknowledge the fact that Dionysius
did have a musical concept of oUvSeoic before the C.V. was written,
but claim that these ideas were not founded on any elaborate theory
before he composed the C.V. I hope to prove that this view 1s not
correct, and that no difference can be shown in the comparable material
of the C.V., De Dem. I and De Dem. II. It is also possible that the

incompleteness of the theoretical information concerning this new

_ approach to oOGveolg in De Dem. I is related to the very presence of

De Dem. II in the work on Demosthenes: Dionysius knew beforehand

that he was going to give sufficient information in De Dem. II on all
the aspects of this new concept - where a.digression on the theory of
the oUvSeoilc would be appropriate.  This would nicely explain why

the information on this new system in De Dem. I is not only incomplete,
but also made in passing.

However, it is obvious that, in spite of so many similarities

between De Dem. 1 and II, or De Dem. I and the C.V. in connection with
this new system of oOvSeoig, the idea of the three basic types of
douovia, so dominant in both the C.V. and De Dem. II plays no rdle at
all in De Dem. I. The reason for this, it can plausibly be argued,
is that Dionysius did not use the system of the three GouovialL as a
basis of evaluation in De Dem. I, although he did make use of his new
concept of oWvSeoLg in his appraisal of especially Isocrates, where

it is quite applicable by reason of this author's specific style.

In short: because of the peculiar smoothness and musicality of
Isocrates' style, Dionysius could hardly evaluate it justly with-

out doing it in terms of his system based on musicality; on the

other hand, the very aim of De Dem. II, as well as that of De Dem.

I, made a complete theoretical presentation of this theory in
De Dem. 1 unnecessary.




56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.
64.

These subjects are not the anly ones in terms of which the ouvdeoig

is explained, but since cne does not come across &y information can-
ceming the other aspects (e.g. rhythm and cola) in De Dem. 1, they

have not been included in the tabulation.

Cp. the appendices, included for the sake of clarity and verifi-
cation, pp. 129ff. below.

C.T. Roessler, Dionysii Halicarnassensis scriptorum rhetoricorum fragmenta:
collegit, disposuit, praefatus est Car. Theod. Roessler, leipzig,
1873, apud R.H. Tukey, The Composition of the 'De Oratoribus Antiquis',
p. 399, n. 6. At that time the hypothesis of an interruption in the
composition of the De Dem. had already been put forward by F. Blass
(¢bid., p. 399), and an interpretation which did not give due con-
sideration to this hypothesis, was apt to be overruled. F. Blass,
biased by the idea of an interruption in the composition of the

De Dem., reacted against this interpretation of C.T. Roessler in the
Philologischer Anzetger, S5 (1873), p. 353, defending his own inter-
pretation (present tense used as a perfect).

Apud R.H. Tukey, art. cit., p. 400. Cp.‘ my discussion above, pp.
93ff.

Cp. H.W. Smyth, Greek Grammar, Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard
University Press, 1968, p. 421, par. 1879: 'Present of Anticipation,'
Cp. F. Blass and A. Debrunner, 4 Greek Grammar of the New Testament
and Other Early Christian Literature, Cambridge: University Press, repr.
1961, p. 168, par. 323: "In confident assertions regarding ‘the future,
a vivid, realistic present may be used for the future ...'", and '
C.F.D. Moule, 4n Idiom=book of New Testament Greek, Cambridge: Univer-
sity Press, 1968, p. 7: quoting J.H. Moulton, 4 Grammar bf‘ New Testa-
ment Greek, vol. I, Prolegomena (third edition, T. and T. Clark),
1908, p. 120, he says that "Futural Presents differ from the Future
'mainly in the tone of assurance which is imparted'."

J.P. Louw, Verbale Aspek in Grieks, Taalfasette, Part 8-15 (1971),

p. 25.

J.P. Low, ibid., p. 26.

When he promises Ammaeus that he shall present to him (fut.: &oio-
ouev, De Dem. 58,454:22) a subsequent treatise on Demosthenes' way of
handling subject-matter, he betrays his uncertainty with the following
words: ¢av & odln 1O Sawuwdviov Audg ... ("And if God preserves

me ...") (58,454:18-19); and even when he is very certain about
writing a forthcoming book and goes so far as to announce the time of

delivery (elg veéwra maALv &parg tolg abtalg ...) ("'next year at the
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65.
66.
67.
68.

69.
70.

same festive season ...') (C.V. 1, 68:14), he still deems it ne-
cessary to add: Sedv NUBL CUAXTTOVTWY AOLVElG T maw & v 6 G o U g,
el &inore Nulv Gpa TodTov mMEMPaTaL BeRalwg Tuxetv. (Mif indeed it
has been fated that I shall certainly attain the blessing from the
gods to guard me from accidents and diseases.') (C.V. 1,68:15-16)
(The italics and spacing of print are mine). This reference to
diseases seems to suggest that Dionysius was not a healthy man;

this could be the main reason for his uncertainty concerning the
future. If this was indeed the case (i.e. that he was not heal-
thy), one can assume with certainty that his friends, among whom
Metilius Rufus, the man to whom he promised to criticize Plato's
€éuAown, might be sceptical. This fact could urge him not to use

a future tense, which would give rise to doubts - which he wanted

to avoid, so far as the fulfulment of this promise was concerned.

Cp. n. 48, pp. 76f. above.

Cp. n. 36, pp. 122f. above.

H.W. Smyth, op. cit., p. 421, par. 1878.

C.F.D. Moule op. ctt., p. 7. This idea of vividness is closely re-
lated to what has been said by E. Schwyzer concerning the present

. tense used for the future (praesens pro futuro): ''vor dem Auge des

Sehers die Zukunft gegenwirtig erscheint (wie beil der kimstlerischen
Verwendung des praesens pro pragterito die Vergangenheit ..."

(E. Schwyzer, Griechische Grammatik, Vol. II, Minchen: C.H. Beck’sche
Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1910, p. 273.)

F. Blass and A. Debrunner, op. cZt., p. 168.

J.P. Low, art. cit., p. 25.
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APPENDIX A TO (HAPTER III

Comparison between C.V., De Dem. I and De Dem II in terms of the mustical approach to language

(Translation on pp. 133ff.)

DESCRIPTLION

DE DEM. I

DE DEM. II

quality of
words chosen

clashing of

vowe 1s

edopwvada te elvar
BovAe TaL TAVTO TO SudpoTa
ol Aela nwatl
LaAand mal napdeverd.
(xxiii,234:14-15);
nedéne L a (xxii,
246:1);

Tpaxeltairg &
oculMoBalc nal &uTLTUToLS
anéxdetal mou. (xxiii,234:
15-16).

2

PWVNEVT WV MV YO

’

dvTtirTtuntav oUu

o

dv ebpour
(xxiii,244:25-26)

TLg olbenl-

a ..

~

™ & Tic MEeuc A e T ov
Hal HaAanov
altudpon. (20,312:15-16);
EVEOV OV TE not
HoAciy SGvoudtan ExAov].
(18,306:4-5);

h e0émne L a (4,254:1);
bogwobeng
&L ebiaBelog & moreltal TO
xooodal Tl T
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(4,254:3-4).

5L  eOAaBet ac ey

AoBéveEL T O
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vhHieEV Ta TV Yoou-

Wy ... (4,254:1-3).
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(40,390:9-10) ;
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. v
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T AeLd0TATA HAL WO A O

’ \ »
HwtaoaTta, TNV eELVLYEWVYV LAV
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e Oéne v a (40,390:4).
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... (40,390:2-3).
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DESCRIPTION C.V. DE DEM. I DE DEM. II
type of (BovAeTal) ... wat mav T a elg BimelL & € mMavIog ob0&ev Y €Ew
sentence meplod&ov Teiutdv. HUQ:OC Tnv neplodov meptddou outldnouv.
(xdii,234:20); ... (4,254:4-5), (40,392: 14-15).
dneplodov & AEvV ...
obu & Unouelverev épydooodal.
(xxiii,234:23 - xxiii,236:1).
type of Mol TV TEPLdEwW TOC T e re v Tag (neplofov) ob&E Tadmy OTEOYYOANY ebudpvoolL &
period eOpOOULOUL m. elvor BOUAETOL MOL  MOL Tumwiy AL L may w Yy L @alvovtoL val € O Y pa u oL
Befnuulag dg v &nd oG ... KA vVTwanah MAaTelavuaw &dtodaua e i c €86pav
(xxi11,236:3-4). aoyyocn &yuévog, donep ol ) uot Aoc@PaAfl TEAeEULVLT®DO L.
e09eloc PéovteC TOTOUOL TIOLOToLY, (40,392:18-19);
gynworrL ovevnv. (4,254:5-8); al &€ VT Lol TE MOl
nol mdvta &ELolv elg HWEXLUEV QL. (43,410:
e 0UpPpUVIYLOULC naTmAelELV .
nepLédwy dpuoviog. (18,306:5-6).
figures of (oxiuoot)y ... Tolg LA Tiv S eaTpPLUDV v & oy SLGMEL TA.
speech TPVYEPOL m. TEe nal oXNUATWY HOAWLTELY ... HLUNTLHATATO TV OYAWV ...

HOoOAau L notcg & T& oMk

xoiodow @LAED, &v olc TmoA) 1O

damAdy €otL S e a TP LU OV

(xxiii,236:9-10);

(18,306:6-7);
goTL T pELPAKL O®EN
TApLOoa nat 1& Yoxed

s 1

AvitidQetTta nat TOA

v elolv au e
TapLOOOELC ML
MAPOUROLWOE L C

\

nat &vrtL9€oceLg

MOL T T APWV O QO
1




DESCRIPTION

C.V.

DE DEM. I

DE DEM. 11

ol OYNUOTLOMWOL TOAD T v E A P O V

gloL Yap &Av T ( 9€ T oL

\ . \ .
HAL TIOOOUOLOL HOL T a p L OO L

MTapanAnNoL oL

ToUvTOLC ... (xxiv, 246:5-7).

mapanihyoLrLa TO
(20,312:25-26).

LVLTOL C.

»

péva tdte 4V T L-

. \ [
CTPpE POV T A HAL T

I3 I3

EMAaVvVaEPOURLE VA
Wk &AAa MOAAG
ToLal Ta TONTLHAG
ual tmyrxmm,»mmmpm Soyava.

(40,392:19-26).
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APPENDIX B TO (HAPTER TII

Translation of Greek passages quoted in appendix A, pp. 129-132

DESCRIPTION C.V. DE DEM. I DE DEM. 1I
quality of "It requires all the words to be "but I am criticizing the smooth- "that a word is composed out
words chosen ewphonious, smooth and soft like a ness and softness of his style." of euphonious and soft-
girl's face ..." (xdii,234:14-15); (20,312:15-16); sounding letters ..."
euphony (xxiii,246:1); by the choice of euwphonious as (40,390:9-10) ;
"and it shrinks from karsh, clashing well as soft-sounding words ..." "It always prefers to take
syllables." (xx1ii,234:15-16). (18,306:4-5); the smoothest and softest
euphony (4,254:1), (sounding) words, because
afraid of harsh sound (18,304:16); 1its objective 1s euphony
“"and (only) with caution does he and fine melodious effect,
use any of the harsh consonants." and the pleasure they pro-
(4,254:3-4). duce.'" (40,388:19-21);

euphony (40,390:4).

clashing of 'For on the one hand one would not Y'on the one hand he admits (only) "on the one hand it exerts
vowels find any clashing of vowels ..." with caution the clashing of vowels 1itself to avoid the clashing
(xxiii,244:25-26). ..."(4,254:1-3), of vowels ..."(40,390:2-3).




DESCRIPTION

C.V. DE DEM. I

134

DE DEM. II

aim in terms
of effect

upon the ear

"To please the ear by every means
O (18,306:3-4) ;

""all because it is seeking to

"I think that the one who intends
to please the ear in composition, must ..
observe the following things: either
he must link together melodious, soothe and please the ear."
rhythmic and euphonic words - by (20,312:19-20).
which the sense of perception has an

experience of sweetness and also soft-

ness, and generally speaking, 1s

brought into a fitting disposition -

or (he must) intertwine and interweave

those (words) which are not of such a

nature with those that can bewitch it

(i.e. sense of perception) in such a

way that the unpleasant effect of the

former is overshadowed by the grace

of the latter." (xii,134:7-14).

"its aim being euphony

and fine melodious effect,
and the pleasure they pro-
duce.' (40,388:20-21);

"it flows rather plea-

sant and welcome through

the ear to the same degree
as music produced by instru-
ments and melodies in songs."
(40,392: 7-10) .
"understanding pleasure to

be the object of the smooth
(sc. type of composition)
U (47,420:1-2).
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DESCRIPTION C.V. DE DEM. T © DE DEM. II

flow of "but it requires the expressions to "However, it is smooth and even "The flow of the words comes

words move freely and come sweeping along and flows llke oil without noise indeed swift and rapid, like
one on top of anothery, each relying on  through the ear ..." streams running down a hill-
the mutual support (of neighbouring (20,312:18-19). side when their course is un-
words) , 1ike streams that never rest ; impeded, and it flows rather
it requires that its component parts pleasant and welcome through

should be fused and woven together, ‘ the ear ..." (40,392:4-8).
thus rendering an appearance of a L
single (word) phrase as far as possi-

ble." (xxi11i,234:5-10).

type of "(At requires) ... that all (utter- "However, he seeks to apply the "For it uses no sentence-
sentence ances) come to an end in a period...'" pertod as much as possible ..." structure other than a
(xxdiii,234:20) (4,254:4-5). period." (40,392:14-15).

"And it would not endure to construct
a passage without pertods ..."
(xx111,234:23 - xxiii,236:1).




DESCRIPTION

C. V.

DE DEM. I

136

DE DEM. II

type of
period

figures of

speech

"It requires that the endings of its
periods should be rhythmic and fixed
as if regulated by a carpenter's

rule..." (xdii,236:3-4).

"it loves to apply as frequently as
possible the dainty as well as bland
(figures), which contain much that is
seductive and showy."
(xxiii,236:9-10).

"the figures full of youthful exube-
rance: for there are antitheses,
parallelisms in sownd, parallelisms
in structure and those similar to

these ..." (xxiv,246:5-7).

"... nor the terse, compact (type
of period), but the slow-moving
and broad type which also follows
a course with many curves and in-
lets, like meandering rivers do."
(4,254:5-8);

"and to insist on wrapping up
everything in rhythmically con-
structed periods  ..." (18,306:5-6).

"'to adorn with the showy figures
L (18,306:6-7)

"are the juvenile parallelisms in

structure, the frigid antitheses

and those similar to these.'
(20,312:25-26) .

"For this very reason they

look well-turned (i.e. ending in
a beautiful rhythmical acme)

and well-defined and end on

a firm note." (40,392:18-19);
"and others are sprawling

and diffuse ..." (43,410:11).

"Of the figures it favours, are
those which most excite the
emotions of mass audiences ..
Of these are parallelisms in
structure, parallelisms in
sownd, antitheses, the paro-
nomastias , the antistrophes,
the epanaphoras and many other
stmilar devices of non-lyrical
and lyrical literature."
(40,392:19-26).




APPENDIX C TO (HAPTER III
Translation of Greek words quoted on pp. 103f.
quality of words (C. V.: euphonious, smooth, soft, euphony.

chosen: EDe Dem. I: euphonious, smooth, soft, euphony.
(De Dem. II: euphonious, smooth, soft, euphony.

clashing of (Cc.v.: "one would not find any clashing of vowels ..."
vowels: gDe Dem. I: 'he admits (only) with caution the clashing of
( vowels ..." '
ED@ Dem. II: "it exerts itself to avoid the clashing of
( vowels ..." '
aim in terms of (C.V.: pleasant.

effect upon the EDe Dem. I: to please.

ear: (De Dem. II: pleasant, pleasure.
flow of words: (c.v.: to have moved freely;
E "like streams that never rest ..."
(De Dem. I: smooth, even; '
E "flowing like oil soundlessly through the ear .."
(De Dem. II: swift, rapid;
"like ... streams when their course is
unimpeded ..."

"and it flows through the ear ..."

P Yo Yo Yan Yom Yon e Yo Yo Yaan Y
o
.
<

type of "to bring to an end every (utterance) in a
sentence: period ..."

De Dem. I "the period.as much as possible ...".

De Dem. II: 'mothing ... other than a period ..."

type of period: (C.V rhythmic, due proportion (cola).
ED@ Dem. I: rhythmic,
( slow-moving, broad.
EDQ Dem. II: ending in a beautiful rhythmical acme,
( well-defined,
E sprawling, diffuse.
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figures of speech: (
(

NN NN TNTN TN NN TN N NN TN

c.V.:

&
&
=
~

De Dem. II:

dainty, bland, seductive, showy, immature;

antitheses, parallelisms in sownd.
parallelisms in structure;

"and those similar to these ..."
showy, juvenile;

parallelisms in structure;
antitheses;

"and those similar to these."
those that most excite the emotions of mass
audiences;

parallelisms in structure;
parallelisms in sound,
antitheses, paronomasias,
antistrophes, epanaphoras;

"and many other similar devices ..."
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(HAPTER IV

THE &petal TAc MEEews SYSTEM AS SYSTEM OF EVALUATION IN THE DE DEMOSTHENE

The object of De Dem. I is to prove that the style of Demosthenes is the
best. To attain this object, Dionysius felt he had to rely upon a system
or systems of evaluation in terms of which he could prove his thesis.

He had recourse to the system of the yopouthiceg THc AEEewc, by which he
could attain his purpose in the shortest possible time, viz. by immediately
eliminating the best exponents of the extreme types, i.e. Thucydides and
Lysias; thus the only task left to him was dealing with Isocrates and
Plato, both extremely renowned representatives of the mixed type of style.
At this point of his argument he tumed to the &cetol TAg A£Eewg System,in
terms of which he could prove that the style of Demosthenes is better than
that of Isocrates and Plato. In De Dem. II he relied upon the Gpuovial
system to elaborate on the olvSeoic of Demosthenes.  Recent investigations
published by F. Quadlbau)er,1 D. M. Schenkeveld,2 G. Kennedy,3 K. Pohl,4

J. LijckeS and C. Augus‘cyniak6 have revealed a fact important for the present
study, viz. that the three systems of evaluation represent three different
approaches to literature. This fact must never be forgotten, especially
when Dionysius is applying more than one at the same time. The Gouoviow
system has its origin in the general theory of music and its core is the
musical aspect of language; the xopouthiceg Thc AeEewc as well as the.
deetal Thg A¢Eewc systems both developed from "more general and less defined
notions of style,"7 but along different lines,to end up in two different
approaches to literature.

On the one hand some rhetoricians divided all the literature of the past
into different types of style (xapomtficeg THC MEewg) and proceedéd to
describe the peculiarities of each of these. In general these rhetoricians
wnanimously approved of three or four commendable types of style and dis-
approved of other ones which resulted from the violation of the principle
of moderation.

Contrary to this approach, the Peripatetics developed the system of the
Goetal TS MEewg, according to which they evaluated every piece of litera-
ture not in terms of types of style, but in terms of certain precepts
(beeTtal) , which were regarded as ''the essential requirements of good style."8
Consequently they recognized a distinction between good and bad style only
. e 9 :
in terms of these qualities.
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In view of all the research already published, I have decided not to

duplicate views already expressed by many scholars, but to concentrate

on one important matter, the presence of the Gpetal TAc AéEewc system in
the De Dem.  This matter has hardly received any attention in former
research,and I would like to show that the De Dem. cannot be understood
without full acknowledgement of the application of this system. Before
proceeding to this issue, a short survey of the history of the &cetar Tfig
AMEewg system will be of great help in determining its application in the

De Dem. 10

A short history of the bcetal TAC AEewc system

The &eetol ThAg A¢Eewg system was Peripatetic and in this philosophical
school had a long history. These '"essential requirements of good style"
started with Aristotle, who demanded only one &oetr) which good prose style
should possess, viz. comveLa, cleamess, clarity, which must’be appropriate
at the same time (ne€mewv).  Theophrastus augmented the number to four,
viz. EMnvioude (purity of language) , cowrveia (clarity) To meenov (ap-
propriateness), and TO uexoounuEvov or & wdouog (ornateness), the last com-
prising & wevaioneenée (magnificence) and to H&Y (pleasantness).11 After
Theoi:)hrastus, the Stoics added yet another essential requirement, viz.
brevity () ouvtouwla). At this point of the history of this system, the
nature of these requirements, being essential requirements which all must
be present always, that is, simultaneously, in every piece of good prose
literature, necessitated a new approach. Rhetoricians felt that it could
be expected of all style to exhibit simultaneously the qualities of
EMnviouds, ocagrivela, cuvtoulo and TO meénov - that would be possible for a
good prose writer; but acceptance of TO nexcouMuEVOV as an essential
requirement for good style along with these other four, would be an

unachievable ideal.

The following solution to this problem emerged: a distinction was made
between necessary\ qualities (&cetol dvaywatay, virtutes necessariae) and
accessory qualities (&petal &miSeToL, virtutes adiectae).]z The former -
were regarded as a stne qua non for all prose style, whereas the latter
were facultative. This, however, does not mean that the &oetal émlSetoL
could be ignored - on the contrary. Although they depend upon the presence
of the &petal &vayoalol for their effect (cp. n. ¥, p. 153 below), the

GoeTal éniSeToL are the qualities which really reveal the efficiency,
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the &waulg, of an ora‘tor.: Tog & émudgtoug, €E v pdilota SLddniog N

o0 Xjtopog YiveTtar &Ovonug ...13 In the De Thuc. Dionysius refers to
this &petal ThAc MéEewg system in his discussion of the historiographer's
style: ual BTL TOY HOACULEVWY GpeTév ol eV elowy duaynalon ual év
dnooty SgellouwoL Topetval Tole Adyolg, ol & émn( 8e T oL uol Staw
UnootaoLy ol mEdTtow, TOTE TV otV Loxuv AouRdvouoLy, elpntor ToAACTS
Ttoéreoov.m In the following chapter he goes into the details of the

two types of qualities: the essential qualities consist of purity, clarity,
and conciseness: TOC £V olv duaywaiog, SOETOC, ... Mal YOO MaSOOX MOl

15 Although TO meénov has neither been

CoC MOl CUVTOUOS €0TLV GIOXOUNVTHG.
listed among the essential qualities, nor among the boetal énldetoL in this
essay,16 it figures prominently in his evaluation of Thucydides', e.g. at
De Thue. 39,580:13-14; 40,584:18ff.; 44,598:3; 45,600:5-9; 50,614f.
and 51,618:7ff.  As a matter of fact, propriety, 10 mpénov, was regarded
as the most important quality of all by Dionysius: 10 mEénov

’ [y ~ ’ N A . 17
UESTLOTIV OTooMY QOETNV MOL TEAELOTATNV ...

So far as the accessory virtues, the &niSetoL &cetal, are concerned, Dionysius

lists the following groups:

1) sublimity (td Olog), beauty (h wadddnuoovvn), solemity (R
cewvoroyla) and magnificence (H HeEyaAomeETELQ) ;

2) intensity (b Tévog), gravity (to Bdpog) and passion (To mdSog)
(essential to the quality of forceful persuasiveness, © &ivdmg);

3) persuasiveness () metdd), charm () xdoig) and pleasure (B ﬁéovﬁ).]s

These groups illustrate an important difference between the &petavr TAg

MEewc and the xoomitAceg TAC AEewg system: all qualities need not, as in

the case of the yopomticeg g A2Eewc system, be present at all timess

only those which would meet the demands of the occasion best. For example,
when the writer wished to convey the quality of forceful persuasiveness,
&wvdtng, he would have recourse only to intensity (© tévog), gravity (to Répog)

and passion (10 nddog); the others are not necessary.

Furthermore, wd\\oc can only be appreciated by the mind, whereas 1o né&d
(h héowvr)) 1is sensed by the &loyog aCoancng.]g As a matter of fact, these
three big groups of qualities are indeed in a way incompatible and cannot

be present simu‘ltaneomly.20
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The boetal TG MEewg system in the De Demosthene

So far as De Dem. I is concerned, one is never left in the dark as to the
r8le of the xoomthces THC AeEewg system. Dionysius has not only supplied
an elaborate exposition of this system in the first few chapters, but in
his recapitulation in ch. 33 he has even declared that he had chosen this
system as the basis of his comparison in De Dem. I: BLEASLEVOS LEV
TV MELV elc TeelC YapoMTAEOS TOUC YEVLHGWIATOUC TOV Te LOYvOu mal Tov

21 On the other hand, although there is
no overt reference to the &cetal TAg AéEeug system as such in the De Dem.,

. \ [y \ ’
WnAov xal TOV LETOEL TOUTWVY ...

one frequently comes across terminology usually associated with this system, |
e.g. TO Cagég, N ouvToula, TO TEENov, O EMnviouds, TS LEYAAOTEETES, O
Tévog etc., in short, all the &peTacl.

In the history of research on this matter I. Stroux has accused Dionysius
of a confusion of notions: revera confusas esse virtutes cum genemlbus.zz
Another view was adopted by other scholars who simply ignored the presence
of the &oetal THc MéEeug system in the De Dem. stating that Dionysius only
relied on the xoapomTAcec Mg A£Eewg in De Dem. 1. Exponents of this view
were R.H. Tukey, E. Kalinka, G. Pavano, G.M.A. Grube and G. Kennedy.23
Referring to the De Dem. as we have it today, R.H. Tukey says that

it "introduced new methods of approach to the orators in general.
Dionysius' earlier treatment of style as we see it exenplified in the essays
on Lysias, Isocrates and Isaeus, was based principally on the doctrine of
the qualities (&oetal) of style."24 Discussing De Dem. I, this scholar,
referring to the system of evaluation applied, states that Dionysius

25 Finally,

"had recourse to the doctrine of the three types of style'.
G. Kennedy reasons along the same lines: referring to the works of volume
-one of the De or. ant., viz. the De Lys., De Isocr. and the Ie Is., this
scholar remarks: '"'In all the essays ... the discussion of style is cast in
terms of the 'virtues'."z6 However, in his discussion of the De Dem. (pp.
357-360) he only refers to the xapomthiceg THS AéEeug system as the basis
of discussion; he gives no reference whatsoever to the &peTtal Thg AéEeuwg
system, nor any attempt to explain this alleged 'absence' of the latter

system in the De Dem.

On the other hand, there were those who saw that Dionysius deliberately made

use of the Goetaw TAC A£Eewc - system. This was the view of J. Liicke and D.M.
Schenkeveld. These scholars, however, restricted the application of this
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system to ch. 34 of the De Dem. Using the Latin terminology (¢ria genera
dcendi for yopomTAcee ThAc MEeuc, and virtutes dicendi for &Gpeton THAC
2Eewg) J. Liucke dividz_es De Demosthene as follows:

"1. tria genera dtcendi Kap. 1-7

2. elocutio Demosthentis Kap. 8-32

3. Rekap. der Kapitel 1-32 Kap. 33

4. wvirtutes dicendiKap. 34" (My spacing of print)-zs

In the subsequent discussion he confirms that this system is restricted to
ch. 34:"Es ist also klar, dass Dionys, bevor er die OUVIECLS TGV OVOLKITLY
behandelt, noch ein Wort iber die Goetal Lehre sagen will, wnd zwar welche
doetal den einzelnen genera dicendi im besonderen (sic.) Masse zukommen."zg He
proceeds to explain that "Auch nach der Einteilung in genera dicendi miissen
die Schriftsteller weiterhin die Erfordernisse des 'Latine dicas et aperte
et apte et ormate' erfuZZen."SO D.M. Schenkeveld expresses the same opinion:
"In the Judgment on Demosthenes ch. 34 Dionysius combines the virtues with

the genera .. ."31

My view is that Dionysius relied heavily on the dpeTal THe AdBeug system
throughout De Dem. I, and not only inch. 34, I shall first discuss the
criterion by which the presence of this system can be ascertained and then
proceed to the detail of its application in the De Dem.

The bastc criterion by which one can determine theé application of the
Goetal THe AéEewg system

One should not think that the mere presence of certain keywords like &petny,
¥ooou P or dpuovla are indicative of the system being applied by Dionysius

at the particular spot. None of these words is 'used only in one technical
sense (cp. glossary, s.vv.) which would have enabled the reader of the le Dem.

to follow the argumentation so much more easily. This is especially true in the
case of &oet, a term which one tends to associate only with the dpetal

Tic MEewc system. “ApET occurs on twenty-four occasions: thirteen in

De Dem. 1, four in De Dem. II, three in De Dem. I1I, and four in De Dem. IV.

Of these only a few have the meaning of quality or feature with
direct reference to the dpetal Thc MEewg system: in ch. 18 Dionysius




is criticizing Isocrates for his mistakes conceming T6 cogég and 7

ovvtoula by means of an application of the &petal TAg AéEewg system. 32

He refers to these qualities in the direct context in an implicit way with
the word &peTal (Mol TOC &ag dmdoac Goetoc, 18,302:31), but quite explicitly
at the start-of ch. 19: el & opdc éntioyllouow TaOT £Yh uaw EoTLv év
Tawtag tale doetale Evéegotepog O dvrip .33 Defending Demosthenes in
ch.58 for not always applying brevity, Dionysius rebukes those critics who
are always demanding brevity, requiring no other quality: & & &\Awv
ety obfeniav. -t This is manifestly based on the doetal Thc MEeqc
system, for in the case of the xopomTipeg System such an absolute demand for
brevity is indeed not always needed or appropriate. In the following case
the &petal of the &dpetol TAC AéEewc System are associated with the

Yoo TACES THC AeEewg system: el & Tig &ELwoeL ouuocoav'retv ™y SLalceoLy,
EneLén -rc‘xg Kouwvij TapomoAcudovoag ToL Tolg TAdoucol GeeTdC TELXA

SLavelooa TO LoLov Endotare &ModlSuwoly ... xad & pdilota xwolov Exdom
v BoeTd By Te RASloV ExeEL Mal XOAOLY e ALuwtdmy, HATQ TOUTO TETTELV
abmv SELE. 3
So far as these cases are concerned, &oetd is indeed used in connection with
the &petal TAc AéEewc system. However, in ch. 33, where Dionysius is re-
capitulating De Dem. 1 in terms of the yopamTiceg TAg A€Eewc system, he uses
this word, &cetri, to denote the qualities of style according to the

XA TARES THC A£Eewc system. (33,368:21). As a matter of fact, we come
across this word in four other meanings as well: ''excellence", 'basic
constituent', '"(peculiar) nature' and ''moral exceilence".‘?)6 From this
evidence it is quite clear that the term &oeti taken on its own is by no
means an indication of the application of the doetal Thc AéEeus system.

Even the distinctive expression "émiSetou &eetol'', so reminiscent of the
doetal TRC MEewg system, taken on its own, is no indication of a use of the
GoeTal TAc MEewg system.  Dionysius used this expression as well as the
separate &oetal involved to roughly describe the extraordinary type of style:
Having just quoted a passage from Bk. 3 of Thucydides to illustrate the.
extraordinary type of style, he comments: # wev odv EEnAdayuévn Ul TEELTTN
nal EynaTdonevog ol T o ¢ EmMuLO9eédTorg wdbopoL g Gaot
CULIETANPwWLEVN AEELe ... My spacing of print).37

Furthermore, with the exception of Téplig, we meet all the émniSetoL dpetal
in De Dem.. I, being used by Dionysius for the description of the extraordinary
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type of style Glog, nodALpPNUOoUVN, CEVOAOYLQ, LEYOAOTIGENELQ, TO LEYQ,
Tévos, T SwuooTév, Bascs, Loxte, hovh, meLsh and ydoie. > So, if
we may not rely on certain keywords for determining where the &dpetaw TAC

MEeuwg system has been used, what is the only valid criterion? It is -

the essential difference between the &petal Thc AEewc and xopomThceg THS

AéEewg systems. The very nature of Dionysius' deetalr &uaywalal, viz. o
EMnvioude, TO cogég, 1 ouvtoula and O meénov, being that of essential qualities,
basic necessities of good style, it requires the simultaneous presence of these
four qualities at all times, whatever the type of style may be. Conse-

quently, wherever these qualities are mentioned, we know that the deeTal

The MEewg system is applied, for they cannot be associated exclusively with

any type of style, even though one would be tempted to associate them

only with the sinple type.of style.39 ‘

Contrary to this, the individual én{SetoL &petal of the &oetal TAC MEEewg
system are only expected to be present in a piece of literature when re-
quired by the ad hoc situation, determined by 70 mpgnov.  Thus, no piece of
literature will exhibit all the émnidetoL &petal simultaneously;

the qualities will be present individually or in groups of cognate
qualities, e.g., when a writer wished to exhibit the quality of forceful
persuasiveness, f &Lvétng, on a specific occasion, his style would show
the qualities which tend to enhance this quality best, viz. & tdvog, T
Bdoog and 1O nd&og.40 Likewise, when he sought grandeur, To wevedog,

the related qualities of sublimity, (10 Ulog), beauty (h uadppuooivn)

and solemity (h ceworoyia ) would be present.  This approach to the
gnideTOL Goerat is typical of the doetal TAC MEewg system.  This explains
why in practice evaluation of an author in terms of the doeTal THS MEeug
system takes the form of determining his position in respect to the dif-

ferent &petal.

On the other hand, in the xopouTticeg TAc A£Eewg system the approach is
comprehensive, in the sense that all the terminology used to describe a specific
type of style would be applicable to every practical example of that type of
style applied. This is so clearly illustrated in the first chapter of the

De Dem.: having quoted a passage from B. 3 of Thucydides, Dionysius is by

no means selective in his commentary, as would have been the case had he

applied the &petal g MEewc system.  Consider: N pEV o0y EEnAAQYLEVN

wal TEPLTT M al EynordoMevog ¥ a L Tolg émL9EToLe nEoUoLS

AnoaocL cvpuneninpowugévn AELe, ﬁgé’)pogucﬁuo:\)&wé

" Goumuble&ne ... (My spacing of prin‘c).41




Finally, a very conspicuous difference between the two systems under dis-

cussion has to do with the matter of mixture. In the dpeton Tig A£Eewg
‘system one always has a mixture of qualities: in every good piece of
literature one should have the minimum prerequisites, i.e. the &vavualal
&cetal, as well as one or more of the énlSetoL &oetal, in the measure required
by the specific occasion.

This, then, represents a mixture of qualities by no means closely related.

On the contrary, although the rhetorician is rather indiscriminate in describing
a passage in terms of the xopamTipeg Thc A2Eewg system, a mixture of unrelated
qualities 1s not possible in this system. In other words, when the mixed type
of style is applied, this mixture, ufyuo, does not indicate a blend of the
qualities of the two extreme -types of styles. As a matter of fact, this

would be quite impossible, considering that the extraordinary and

the simple type of style are represented as extreme types with exclusive,

opposite qualities:

LE YOAOTOETH] AL TV,
TMEQL TNV &MEPLTTOV,

- EEnAdayigvny ouvidn,
TIovnYupLKny &AnSuviiv,
abomeav LAacdv,
oOvTovov GueLuEvny,
n&efov mLredv,
ﬁ&mﬁv noONTLUKAY ...

With this set of opposite qualities Dionysius describes the ulyua of the
style of Demos‘chenes.42 Similar opposites are used to descrihe the qua-
lities ©f the two extreme types of style. The extraordinary type 1is
strange, remote from normal usage, nfamiliar (EEnAayuévn, douvidng) and
extraordinary (mepitttdc), whereas the simple type of style is plain
(Loyvég) , simple (&gedfic, dnaolg), customary (cuvidng). It goes without
saying that a mixture in the xopomtfigeg Tig A€Eeug system could not be a
blend of opposite qualities in the same pericope. The only possible

way of understanding this ulyuo is as one applied in passages where the two
extreme types of style are applied on different occasions according to the
appropriate need - in other words, an alternating, not a simultaneous
application of the two extreme types of style. With these differences
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between the dpeton Tic AMEews and yooouTiceg g AEewg systems as basis,
one can determine where Dionysius has applied the doetal THC MEewc

system.

I have already referred to J. Licke and D.M. Schenkeveld who have pointed
out that Dionysius applied the &oetal Tfig MEewg in c. 34 of the De Dem.
Here Dionysius is in fact combining this system with the xaoomtApeg TAC
AEEews system. 43 In practice this combination manifests itself most
clearly where an author, whilst using a certain yopouTrip, manifests &petodl
which do not properly belong to this xopawmip. In view of the fact that
the ulyuo of the xopmticeg THC AéEewc system consists of the altemating,
not the simultaneous, application of the two extreme types of style, such
simultaneous application obviously must betray the presence of the &peton
g A£Eewg system. By way of example, I would refer specifically to
Dionysius' remark that Demosthenes succeeds in preserving lucidity and
plainness when using the extraordinary type of style: &ouel & wou tdv
eV DUNAT Mol TEPLTTH ML éEnMdyué\)n AEEEL MEXONUEVLV HOTO TO COPECTEPOV
AL UOLVOTEPOV T tpnvelq rexPiodal TeolxeLly & Arn.xocr&évng.44 The subse-
quent sentence is most significant: TobTwv (se. T odnpég and T uoLvdv)
Yoo &v mdom uataoueu; oToxACeToL LEYESOL £xOUOT) Mal TAOTOLS HEXONTOL

XopoU TNELKWTATALE &eeTale énl THe LYnAAg nal Eevorpenolc dvowootags &g

Ye ud}\ucrm.d's On the other hand, when using the plain style, Demosthenes
retains some of the éniSeToL Gpetol to avoid the danger of being too plain:
TV 66 TV ALTNV Mol oYWV xal SmépLTTov EMLmSEUAVIWw @odoly TP Téve TAS
AEEewg £85meL woL SLaAdTTeELy Mal TP BdpeL ual T oTELEUOTNTL Mal TH
TUHEALVELY (g gL TO MoAD ...46 These remarks of Dionysius are only con-
ceivable by virtue of the doetal TAc MEewc system; a mixture of this
kind would be inadmissible in a judgment based on the xopotTipeg ThHe A£Eeug
system. ’

However, the GoeTol TAc MEeug system cannot be isolated and restricted to
Cc. 34 of the De Dem. On the contrary, I shall now proceed to prove that
this system has in fact been applied throughout De Dem. I and IV and that
Dionysius could never have attained his object of proving Demosthenes to be

the best without having recourse to this system as well.

Firstly, in the first chapter of the present dissertation (pp. 6-9) I have
pointed out that the purpose of cc. 1-15 of the De Dem. is to prove that
the mixed type of style is better than the extraordinary one (cc. 4-10) on
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the one hand, and better than the plain type on the other hand (cc. 11-13).

Although Dionysius' major concemn in these chapters is the XopoTACEG,

he relies heavily on especially 10 mEEnov, one of the &vaynaliar deetal of
the dpetal Tig AéEeug system,47 to prove that the mixed type is the best.
This is so clearin the following remark of Dionysius, where he is critisizing
Thucydides' application of the extraordinary type of style: 8 1% & mood nal
€TL WWMDov Tolgc Hmavpotlg ... noL OO&E T OV natLp oV

abTAc énioTaron AoRelv SEELdT, MG ual Topd TOGTOV TOMSMLE SHOOTAVEL

(My spacing of print).49 Furthermore, when Thucydides is applying the
extraordinary type of style excessively;not observing 1o uétolov, he is
rendering his style obscure: uad & 1 1EV duetola TAg EEcAayAc oo

ToLel TV AEELv oub'roO.SO TO cadg is another avaynal required
wnder all circumstances - also when the writer is applying the extraordinary

type of style.

In criticising Plato as a user of the extraordinary type of style, Dionysius
applies all the &uoyuofa dpetal: wuar yop GnéeoTEEA TAG ETEQOC AL UCULOV

£ AAn\)'t CoUuOoa MOl TAXYUTEPX @ALVETOL HEAALVEL TE T O C QA @ E G
uaL {opp ToLel MOpanANoLov £AMeL Te uwompov &otelvaoa Tov volv,

cvoTpéedvalr 8dov €v bvopuaoiLv 6ALYOLC.
dratpoc & év talc pEetwonlolg ... ool TEe moLnTLMolg ...
uaL uoLoto tole Mopytelowe axal pwg ... EvoBpdvetal

My spacing of print).51

So far as his criticism of the plain type of style is concemed, Dionysius
likewise relies on the Goetow Thg A£Eeuc system. In his criticism of
Lysias, the best exponent of the plain type, he says that his simple type
of style does not have enough Tévog or (oxdc to see a whole speech through:
abm (se. xdoLg) HEVTOL, MaSSmeo VOTLOS TLS aDEd, HEXOL TOOOLWLOU nal
sinyioewe abtov &yel, OStav &8 elg todg &noSewntinovg EASn Adyoug, Guused
Tig yivetaw wal 6oSevic, év & &) Tolg madnTumole elg Tédog dmooBevvutan

52 . , N
Since tdvoc and Loytc are not re-

Tdvog Yap o moAlue obT o008’ Loxig.
cognised as qualities of the plain style, it is clear that Dionysius 1is

applying the doeToL THC AEewc system.

Turning to cc. 16-32, the section in which Dionysius compares Demosthenes
with Plato and Isocrates, the best exponents of the best type of style, the
mixed type, showing that his idol is the best, he relies almost exclusively
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on the &petol The AEewg system. As a matter of‘fact, in his general
survey of the style of Isocrates (ch.18) Dionysius comes remarkably close
to the complete &cetal g AéEeug system as expressed in his work on
’Ihucydides.53 .
He starts with the &ayalalr dpetal: & ‘e}\)\n\)Lcmc'Jg54 and TO oow»:'g?sadding
n ouvrouta56 the moment he commences with his criticism of Isocrates, and
TO noénov57 as well. Many of the éncdetoL Goetar are mentioned as well -
in fact, he even calls them, of én(SetoL udouoL: TOMOUS &6 ual Téw

EnLETwv ndoww ExeL. >8

The moment he starts giving more detail concerning the éntdetoL &eetal, one
is struck by the similarity with the presentation of this system in the

De Thuc.

nol Yoo LUNAN Mal cepvn wol OELWUOTLUN UOAALASHLY Te ual HEELa nal 0
HOOPOS IO YXOUN TS écrctv.sg‘ _ ‘ A

Further down we meet Té\)og,60 TK’XSOQ,61 ﬁSog,62 and TLEL&I)63 as well. As a
matter of fact, the discussion of Isocrates in this chapter is done on the
same basis as in the De Isocr.: the aesthetic position of the orator is
simply expressed in terms of the &oetal of the Geetal Thic MéEewg system.
His good qualities are listed, and the absence of certain of the &ni{SetoL
doetal is regarded as a valid point of criticism. In the subsequent dis-
cussion (cc. 19-20) of the quotation given inch. 17, Dionysius continues to
evaluate Isocrates on the basis of the &oetal TAc MEewc: in ch. 19 he gives
several examples of how Isocrates has violated the principle of 1) cuvtoula,
and in c¢h.20, of his lack of intensity, tdvog, one of the énidetoL &poetal
which effectuate forceful persuasiveness, f Sivdtng: &rovog & & ual -
AoBag ob upataLde €xouoa IEC £0TLY 1) Aégug;64 he concludes his discussion
of this orator with one example to show his lack of life, passion, spirit:
A v 8Tl ye Aduxde EoTiv B Suddentog abTtol Mol o0 TadnTLHn TVEVHOTOS

s , ” ~ 65
TE ... €axxlomv £xouvocav uolpav ‘e

In the subsequent discussion of a quotation from the Olynth., iii par.
23-32 of Demosthenes, the basis of evaluation is likewise the beetal TAC
A£Eewg system: in contrast to Isocrates, Demosthenes does not violate the
essential prerequisites of conciseness, N ouvtouio, and appropriateness,
To meenov.  So far as the éniSetoL &petol are concemned, Dionysius is con-
vinced that his idol has expressed the subject-matter in a nobler and more

magnificent way than Isocrates: wal YOO EOYEVECTEPOV EME(VNG HOL
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LEYOAOTIOETIECTEPOV TIPUVEUKE TA TIOAYMATS ... 6 Whereas the style of

Isocrates lacks intensity, Demosthenes' does not, for he has made more use
of force and intensity: (ox0U Te mMAslovl rExonTAL nal tévoLe ERPLSECTEPOLS
..67 This goes for passion and related qualities as well: 1BALOoT &€
HATO TO SPOCTRPLOV MOl Evayiviov xol ELmoadEc ddp umal T¢ MdvtL neelTTov

€xeL éuelvng (i.e. ThHe “IoonpdToug).

Finally, the discussion of Plato in cc. 24-30 is developed in the same way

as those of Isocrates and Demosthenes: Dionysius has simply selected examples
to show how the philosopher occasionally violated the essential requirements
of good style, the &uaywaloal Goetawr.  According to his discussion, the
&vaymalon deetal of f ouvtouton69' and 0 noe’nov70 have been the two prere-
quisites most frequently violated by Plato. Even the prerequisite of

purity of language (6 €éAMnvioudg, 10 nodapdy) has been violated occasionally..ﬂ
Although Dionysius does not criticize Plato for violating the prerequisite

of lucidity, t6 oaweg, he does refer to it on one occasion in his discussion
of Plato.’? The mere presence of the &waymafal &oetal is enough evidence

of the fact that Dionysius has indeed applied the GoeTal TAC MEeuwc system
here as well. However, this fact is confirmed by the same type of treatment
of the énlSeToL Gpetal as in the case of Isocrates and Demosthenes.

We come across the following émidetoL &eetal: beauty (1o uédAog) and so-
lemity (f ceuvog) ,73 portrayal of character (& f%og) , passion (1o méSoc),
persuasiveness () mevSw) and charm (h xéloug),?4 pleasure (10 "&0), and magni-
ficence () wevoompeEneia) ,75 solemity (10 cewvdv) ,76 powerful persuasiveness
( &eLvétng) ,77 force (h toxdg) and intensity (o févog) ,78 pleasure (h
héovry), and charm (O xdpug).79 Finally, the following remark in the discus-
sion of the style of Plato also confirms that the doetal TAC MéEewc system
did form the basis of evaluation: in this remark Dionysius incorporates
both the idea of necessary (with réference to the &voynalow Goetal) and of
additional: X &oo ye el 1 ™0 &vaywratl ov, udAoug Ye n v
Eav TLVOC Tov E ML 9E T oV Evena ndouwv TapelANTTaL TO iAoy obTH

Toutl; (My spacing of print) .80

One final remark: the quality of To mpénov is so important to Dionysius,
that he has even applied it in his sections on the oGvSeolg (e Dem. II),
on delivery (Undupioig, De Dem. III)82 and in his final section, De Dem. IV,

81

. e . 8
where he answers the points of criticism against Demosthenes.
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In conclusion: the &ceTol THC MEewg system has been applied in the
De Dem. on an extensive scale. Dionysius has made use of it to prove that
the mixed type of style is the best type, and having determined that, he has

fully relied on the &petal TAc MéEeuwg system to prove that Demosthenes is

the best representative of the best type of style. Ignoring the application

of this system in the De Dem., can only lead to a great amount of confusion.




NOTES TO (HAPTER IV

1. F. Quadlbauer, Die genera dicend bis Plinius d.J., WS, LXXI
(1958), pp. 55-111. ‘

2. D.M. Schenkeveld, Studies in Demetrius 'On Style', (Diss.)
Amsterdam, 1964, pp. 72ff.

3. G. Kennedy, The Art of Persuasion in Greece, Princeton University

Press, 1963, pp. 273ff.

4, K. Pohl, Die Lehre von den drei Wortfigungsarten, (Diss.) Tibingen,
1968.

5. J. Liicke, Beitrige zur Geschichte der genera dicendi wnd genera
compositionis, (Diss.) Hamburg, 195Z.

6. C. Augustyniak, De tribus et quattuor dicendi gemeribus quid docuerint
antiqui, Auctarium Maeandreum VI (1957), pp. 5-84.

D.M. Schenkeveld, op. cit., p. 77.

8. G. Kennedy, op. cit., p. 275.

9. F. Solmsen, Aristotelian Tradition in ancient rhetoric, AJP, 62
(1941), p. 183. (in Rhetorica, p. 342).

10. It is, however, to be noted that I do not regard this historical back-
gromnd as an essential part of the problems of my study; consequently,
I shall merely give a sumary of research done by other scholars.

1. 10 "0, TO weyaronpeneée, T MLdavdy and 1O évapyég were Isocratean qualities
af the narration.introduced into the Peripatetic tradition: "Theophrastus
is known to have found room in his system of style for 10 Hh& and
O pEYoAOTEETEG, two Isocratean requiremenfs for the narration which
Aristotle himself had rejected as unnecessary. © mSovdy and TO
évapyéc, two other Isocratean 'virtues' of the narration, were also
admitted by the Peripatetics (after Aristotle's time) and even ele-

vated to the position of a quality of style in general ..." F. Solmsen,
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with the following words: elonToL TOALOLC nodtepoy ... ("' this

has often been said before ...'") (De Thue. 22,522:3, Loeb). S. Usher
notes that there are indirect references to this system in Cicero's

De Partitione 31, Brutus 261 and De Oratore iii, 52. (op. cit., p.
523, n. 2.)
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14.

15.
16.
17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

De Thue. 23,524:13-15.

"“"and it has been said before by many (authorities) that some of the so-
calied virtues are essential and ' should be present in all prose
writing, while others are accessory and get their specific effect
whenever they are supported by the former."  (De Thue. 22,520:28

- 22,522:3).

De Thuec. 23,524:10-11.

See discussion p. 141 above.

De Lys. 9,34:27-29.  This could be the reason why Rhys Roberts

(The Three Iiterary Letters, Cambridge, 1901, p. 172) and D.M.
Schenkeveld (op. cit., p. 74) were convinced that ''perhaps this virtue
should be placed in a class of its own'. (IbZd.) I would go along
with this view for the following reasons:

Firstly, by reason of the very fact that Dionysius regarded To mgenov
as the most important of all the qualities of style;

Secondly, because Dionysius regarded it as essential at all times -
thus it cannot be classed among the €TtSeToL Geetal, as Meexwaldt

proposed (: decori virtutem omino cwn adiectis esse coniungendam

(op. cit., p. 25));

- On the other hand, although exhibiting the distinctive feature of the

duaynalow &petal, it is mostly applied in connection with éniSetou
GoeTal - cp. Dionysius' criticism of Isocrates and Plato, pp. 148ff.
Tae & Emudtoug (e Goetdg) ... (1) Slog Adyw mal madlHHNuUooOVY |
nol cepvoloylov ®ol HeyodonoeneLoy * ODEE Esﬁ. (2) Ttdvov oOEE Bdpog
o0& TdSoc ... (3) TEL90C T mal XaplTww Mol TAC ...  HSOVAg
gvena (e Thue. 23,524:13-27). In the Ad Pomp. (ch. 3), é&vdpyera
is added as yet another quality.

D.M. Schenkeveld, Theories of evaluation in the rhetorical treatises
of Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Museum Philologum Londiniense, I
(1976), pp. 93-107.

This is also the view of D.M. Schenkeveld: ''three big groups which
in a certain way are incompatible with one another and are, therefore,
not required‘everywhere." (Studies in Demetrius 'On Style', p. 75).
'"by dividing style into the three most basic types, viz. the plain,

the sublime and the one between these ..., e Demosthene 33,368:
14-16.
I. Stroux, op. ctt., ch. vii. I cannot agree with this view.

Dionysius did not confuse two systems: one should not forget that
these two systems represent two different approaches to the same

~
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23.

24.

25.

26.
27.

literature. As a matter of fact, the very nature of the &cetaw TAG

AéEewe being ''the essential requirements of good style,” their
application to each and every type of style was quite justified as

long as the basic distinction between émniSetoL and &uayralow aeeTal

was kept in mind.- This could result in the belief that the
extraordinary type of style exhibits the éniSetoL GpeTal by reason of its
Vvery nature - cp. p. 144, This is not altogether true, for at least
one of the énlSetoL doetal, viz. N xdoig (charm), can be displayed by means
of the simple type of style, as 1s borne out by the case of Lysias

It would also be inconsistent to say that only the simple style ex-
hibits the é&vayualar &peetal, for these qualities are equally indis-
pensable for the extraordinary type of style. Furthermore, the

Yapom e Thc MEewc system made use of the &petol TAc AéEewg.

Stroux was possibly led astray by the fact that Dionysius concludes

De Dem. I with a double general appraisal, one according to the

XOOU THPES THS 'Aégsw; system, and the other one according to the

beetal THG AE£Eeuwg System.

R.H. Tukey, The Composition of the 'De Oratoribus Antiquis' of
Dionysius, pp. 397-401; <d., A Note onm Diomysius, p. 188; E. Kalinka,

- art. ecit. 1, p. 162; G. Pavano, art. cit., p. 258 (cp. my discussion

above, pp-63f. ); G.M.A. Grube, Thrasymachus, Theophrastus and
Dionysius,AJP, 73 (1952), pp. 259 and 262, and G. Kennedy, The Art

of BRhetoric in the Roman World, Princeton, New Jersey: -Princeton
University Press‘, 1972, pp. 355-360.

R.H. Tukey, The Composition of the 'De Oratoribus Mtiquis' of
Dionysius, p- 401. Cp. E. Kalinka, art. ecit. I, p. 162: "In der Tat
springt der Unterschied ihrer Eigenart so stark in die Augen, dasz
man nicht begreift, wie er ibersehen werden komnte: <in der Abhandlung
iber die drei dltern Redner geht Dionys darauf aus, thre GoeTod
darzulegen, ... in der Schrift iber Demosthenes aber ..."

R.H. Tukey, Zbid., p. 397. In the other article by this scholar men
mentioned in n. 23 above, the same idea prevails, for talking about
""the two parts of the essay on Demosthenes ..." (4 Note on

Dionysius, p- 188), he continues to refer to the system of evaluation
of this part as "xopmTicec TS A£Eeug discussed in the first part
of the essay ..." (Ipid.).

G. Kennedy, op. ectt, p. 355.

Cp. G.M.A. Grube, art. cit., pp. 259-262 as well. " He discusses the
bdoetal TAC AéEewg system on p. 259 (n. 12), referring only




28.
29.
30.
31.

32.
33.

34.
35.

36.
37.

to the essays of the first volume of the De or. ant.;in De Dem. I,

however, only the xocomTicegc T™C AcEewc system has been applied:

"so three kinds of diction (A£Eig) are described in the first (4.
the first part of the De Demosthene, cc. 1-34) ...'"" (p. 262).

J. Lucke, op. eit., p. 3.

Ibid. , p. 6.

Ibid. , pp. 6f.

D.M. Schenkeveld, op. ett., p. 75. I hope to prove that the
boetal THC AEéEewg system is the basis of evaluation in cc. .16-32,
and that ch.34 is only a recapitulation in terms of this system,

e.

whereas ch. 33 is the recapitulation in terms of the XopEoMTACES TAC

AeEewg system.  As a matter of fact, although the yopomThiceg TAS

AEEeuwc system is the basis of discussion in cc. 1-15, Dionysius there has

recourse to one of the qualities of the &petal TAC MEewg System,

viz. TO meénov, to prove that the intermediate, mixed type of style

is the best! In fact, he would not be able to prove this point
without relying on this quality.
Cp. p. 149 above.

"whether my argument here is sound and he is inferior in these quali-
_ ties ..." (19,306:12-13). ‘

58,454:3. That goes for the &oeth at 54,446:7 as well.

"But if anyone will see fit to criticise the distinction on the ground
that it assigns to all three (the types of style) individually quali-

ties which are commonly connected with all three, and thereby an in-

dividuality to each,

spot where it has the most pleasant appearance and serves the most
useful purpose ..." (34,372:2-8). Cp. 34,372:12, as well as n. 39,

pp- 156f. below.
For more detail, cp. glossary, s.vb.

'""The wnfamiliar, extraordinary, ornate type of style, full of all the
accessory embellishment ..." (1,242:24-26) (My italics). Dionysius uses
noouoL and uatooneval in the phrases ol €miSetoL wdouol and ol énldetoL
uatooueval as altematives for al énidetour Gpetal. This is confirmed

by the following remark of his: moMof)g 86 uoL TEV EMLIETWY USoLLN

ExEL” MOl YOO OUNAN Mol OB Mol GELWUOTLMN MO TE Kol
héefla ... ("It also has many of the accessory embellishments:

for it is sublime, solem and dignified, beautiful and pleasant
(18,304:1-3).
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38.
39.

For more detail, cp. glossary, s.vv.

Dionysius seems to make such an association in chapter 13 where he
refers to the simple type of style as O dvaynatog xooommip: Stav

elg TOV Guayratov natoB xapomTipa & AnuoodEvng ... (13,288:20-21).

As a matter of fact,one seems to get a final confirmation for this

idea in chapter 13. Having quoted a passage from Demosthenes'

Against Conon to show how Demosthenes made use of the simple type of -
style, Dionysius comments: TalT’ o0 uaSood ual &mpElLBA ual Ca@d ...
("Is it not pure, precise and lucid ...?") (13,286:9). Considering
the fact that the types system is being used here, one could be

tempted to induce from this remark that the &vaynalow &ecetal should

be wholly and solely associated with the simple type of style. This would
entail a serious inconsistency, for in the Xoomtficeg TAC A€Eewg system,
qualities are exclusive to the type they are associated with.  Con-
sequently, according to the &cetal THc MEeug system some qualities,
i.e. the dvaymalar &eetal, will be regarded as essential in all good
literature, but according to another system, applied by the same
thetorician in the same essay in the evaluation of the same writers,
these qualities need not be regarded as essential! However, in ch. 34,
the chapter where Dionysius combines these two systems (cp. pp. 146ff.)},
he gives an important clue as to how the combination of the XxapouTiceg
g AéEewg should be understood so far as the &uayualol deetal are
concerned: these qualities are indeed prerequisites for all litera-
ture, but certain sub-genres, such as the narration of a speech, tend
to have a rich display of these qualities. So, when he associates

the &vayuator doetal with the simple type of style, it is merely a
matter of obvious, natural association, and not of exclusion of these
qualitges from the other types: el & TiLg GELWOEL CUMOPAVTELVY ™mv
SLalpeoLv, ENeLén TAC MOLVH Topoxoloudoloog MEoL Tolg TAGOUOoLY

Geetog Tl SLaveluooa O (6Lov Eudotale dnodléwoiy, éuelva &v

efmoLL meog abTdv, 8TL nad & udlota xwolov exdom v doetd &Ly

Te ASLOTNV EXEL HOL XOAOLV GXEALMWTdTV, KOTG, TOOTO TETTELY adTV

BELD, EMEL MOL TAC oonvelag Mal THC ouvToplog ol To¥ TLdowol xwplov
&mopaivouoLy ol Texvoyodmol v SLiynolv oby g obr dlaxol obsouod
&tov EEeTdleodn ToC dpetog Tawtag (mdwu yap &romov) , &AW g év T
dinyioel &ov udALoTo. ("But if anyone sees fit to quibble about

this division on the ground that, by dividing (the) qualities which

are jointly connected with all three the types (of style), it assigns
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40.
41.
42.

43,
44,

45.

46.

47.

48.

individuality to each (sc. of the qualities), I might answer him as
follows: I deem it fit to classify each quality in the spot where it
has the most pl=asant appearance and serves the most useful purpose,
since the writers of textbooks declare that the narration is the
section for clarity, conciseness and persuasiveness, not because
these virtues should not be enumerated anywhere else (for that would
be quite absurd) but because they are most necessary in the narration.'')
(34,372:1-13).

Cp. p. 141 above.

Cp. n. 37, p. 155 above. (p. 9,268:12ff. as well.

"magnificent (and) unadorned, '

extraordinary (and) ordinary,

strange (and) familiar,

epideictic (and) factual,

serious (and) light-hearted,

intense (and) relaxed,

pleasant (and) harsh,

sensitive (and) passionate ..."  (8,266:9-12).

Cp. p. 143 above.

- "Demosthenes indeed seems to me to be superior to those who

use a sublime, extraordinary and unfamiliar type of style

in that he expresses himself in a clearer and more ordinary way."
(34,370:8-11).

"For he strives after these (qualities) (sc. clarity and ordinary
language) in every artistic passage that contains grandeur, and em-

ploys them as his most characteristic qualities especially in (passages)
with sublime and strange expressions.' (34,370:11-14). '
"On the other hand, he seemed to me to be superior to those who pur-

sued the unadomed, plain and ordinary type of style by his intensity,
gravity, close texture and general pungency of style." (34,370:14-18).
Although the term to mpe€mov has not always been used, the basic principle
was known before the above-mentioned term was coined, and it was expressed
by synonymous words, e.g. mowpdg, v nowpd, (N dmarplal, (Smarpog) ,
(Gaipug), (obu &v napd) , (Gmeemic), oluelug and ocvuuetpta.

Cp. H.L.F. Drijepondt, Die antike Theorie der v ar i e t a s, Diss.
Univ. of South Africa, 1978 (presently in Spudasmata xxxvii), pp.134-138.
When proving the middle type better than the extraordi_r;ary type, he
applies the principle of 6 uétpLov, moderation, as well. This
principle, however, has never been associated with the &eetal TAc AéEeug
system.
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49.

50.
5t.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

"But it is a matter of.degree and, even more, of fit ocecasions ... and
he 1s not adept at seizing on the right occasion for its use, but
often misses it as well.'" (10,274:17-22) (The italics are mine).
10,274:22-23.

"For (this style) appears to be less pleasing than the other one,

since its dialect is worse, and it is less transparent;it also

darkens lucidity and reduces it almost to absolute obscurity; further-
more, it draws out its thought in a long-drawn out way when <t <s
necessary.to condense (it) in a few words ... inopportwne in its
metonymies ... In an “nappropriate way it revels in poetical, and
especiélly in the Gorgianic figures.'(5,256:4-20) (My italics). Cp. 7,260:
23—26 for ) cuvtowla as an &uayualo épeti. With reference to
Isocrates as user of the extraordinary type of style, we again meet

o eenov where Dionysius says that this orator fails to select the
correct moment for the application of Gorgianic figures: A Yap
&VTLSETE TE ol TEOLOG HOL TO TIOEAIAROLA ToUToLe oOTE LETELAloVTA

olt’ év umaLpd yivdueva ... (4,252:26-28).

"This (sec. charm) however, carries him like a southerly breeze through
introduction and narration, but when it comes to the proof section,

it becomes faint and feeble, and in the passionate section at the end,
it dies away, for it does not have much intensity or force."

(13,288:26 - 13,290:1).

Cp. pp. 141£f. S.F. Bomner did acknowledge the fact that Dionysius made
use of the dpetal THc AéEewg system in his evaluation of Isocrates:

"He then proceeds to study a passage of the De Pace of Isocrates ...
Here again he reverts for a while to his system of virtues ..."

(op. cit., pp. 64f.). Unfortunately he does not elaborate on this
insight and even restricts the application of this system to the
discussion of Isocrates. ’ '

noSapeVel Te Yo el TLc GAn Tolg bvouooL nal v SLdientdy &oTLv

&upBric ... ('No style is purer in its diction or more precise in
its style ...") (18,302:28-30).
pavepd (se. h &udkentog) T° €otL ... (M"it (se. his style) is clear

"M (18,302:30).
nodtov LEV Tic ouvtoulag ("First there is the question of concise-
ness ') (18,304:7).
o0& & 1o meémovtog Ev &noouy émLtuyxdvel ... ("Furthermore, he is not

always appropriate ...'") (18,304:27-28).
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59.

60.
61.
62.
63.
64.

65.

66.

67.
68.

69.
70.
71.
72,

73.
74.
75.
76.
77.
78.
79.
80.

81.

82.
83.

"It also has many of the accessory omaments.''  (18,304:1-2).

"for it is sublime, solem, dignified, beautiful as well as quite
pleasant and shapely ..."  (18,304:2-4).

18,304:17.

18,304:19.

18,304:23.

18,304:25.

"Why 1s it then that the passage is lacking intensity and powerful
grip?" (20,310:3-4).

"That his style is indeed without life and passion with only the
smallest amount of spirit ..."  (20,310:25-28).

"For he has expressed the subject-matter in a nobler and more magni-
ficent way than he (i.e. Isocrates) ..." (21,320:18-20).

"he has applied more force and more weighty intensity ..." (21,320:22-23).
"Especially in its energy, vehemence and passion it is entirely
superior to his (i.e. of Isocrates)." (215320:25-27).
24,330:17££.;  24,332:2ff.; 26,336:18ff.

24,330:9ff.; 26,338:17-19.

27,342:3-6; 27,342:21£f.

- TIOTEPQ. CAPECTEROV TOLACAL THV ALELVY;

NG MOl XUPLE TAC TEoodtoewe TaAdTC £0TL 0 a @ 1 C.
24,334:1-2).  (My spacing of print). Cp. 24,334:6 as well.
24,330:10-11; 24,332:4.
24 ,332:19-20.
24,334:7-8; 25,336:7.
24,334:8-9; 29,348:22.
27,342:11.
29,350:4.
29,350:5.
"But if this clause has not been included for the sake of necessity,
then (it was) surely for the sake of beauty or one of the other addi-
tional embellishments?'" (24,332:3-6) (My italics) Cp. 24,332:20-22 and
32,364:22-28 as well.
E.g. in 44,412:5ff.; 45,412:26ff.; 45,414:8ff.; 45,416:2ff.;
46,418: 1££f.; 47,420:6; 48,422:2; 48,422:10ff.; 48,424:6ff.
53,440:26ff., passim.
55,446:23ff.; 56,448:28; 58,452:27.




CONCLUSION

The present study is the result of an attempt to understand the De
Demosthene primarily out of itself, secondarily as part of the corpus,

De oratoribus antiquis.

In chapter one I investigated into the two problems of the purpose as well
as the nature of the De Dem. So far as the purpose of the De Dem. 1s con-
cermned, my major concem was to prove that a title like The style of

Demos thenes is too vague to do justice to the real content of this essay.

As a matter of fact, evidence'supplied by the text itself proves that a two-
fold object is the only solution to the problem: on the one hand Dionysius
wanted to prove the supremacy of Demosthenes in terms of the xapantficeg ™e
MEeuc and dpetal TAC MEeuc systems.  This happens in De Dem. I and IV

and is highly polemic in nature.

On the other hand Dionysius gives a theoretical exposition of the musical
aspect of the style of Demosthenes. This he does in De Dem. II, and seeing
that the supremacy of Demosthenes is an accepted fact so far as this aspect
of style is concerned, Dionysius does not have to prove anything.  This
éxplains why the nature of this section is didactic, theoretical exposition
and not polemic. This two-fold nature and object must always be remembered

in order to have a clear understanding of this essay.

Scholars have failed to explain why Dionysius has done the strange thing

to incorporate a section on the delivery of Demosthenes (De Dem. 11I);

as a matter of fact, many ignored this section. I have proven that

this section has deliberately been incorporated as a digression in order

to divert the attention from and soften the impact of the section of criti-
cism of Demosthenes, immediately following the section on delivery.  For

the same reason he incorporated the didactic, non-polemic section on the
obvdeoLe of Demosthenes. The final section of the De Dem., the section

of criticism'on Demosthenes (De Dem. IV), properly belongs to De lem. I.
Scholars have disregarded this section, the reason being their inability to
recognise the rthetorical structure of this work. Dionysius has deliberately
removed this section of criticism against his idol from the section where it
belongs, viz..De Dem. 1. In doing this, he succeeded in minimizing

any possible negative effect to the minimum. This procedure of his is

by no means a sign of bad composition, but a stroke of genius. “The -
structure of the De Dem. has been carefully planned; as a I“hetori‘cian, '
Dionysius himself realized that the olmovoula, organizing of material,
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i1s a most important matter in effective communication.

In this essay on Demosthenes he applied this principle himself.

The peculiar nature of the De Dem. - generally speaking - has been one of

the most important factors which gave rise to the question of the position
of this essay in the corpus in which it has been taken up. This issue was
the topic of the second chapter. I have shown that the differences between
this essay and the essays of vol. I of the De or. ant. can all be satisfac-
torily explained in one way or another: this goes for the formal differences
(loss of ‘introduction, lack of a section on subject-matter, the length of the
essay), as well as the differences in evaluation of authors, and an alleged
difference in tone.. Virtuélly all differences can be related to the fact that
Demosthenes was not regarded as just another orator which could be imitated,;
this orator's style is unequaled. In the De Dem. the corpus reaches its
climax by virtue of Demosthenes. The De Dem. was not intended to be a
separate essay, but was indeed the essay promised in the general introduc-
tion to the corpus. The highly polemic nature of De Dem. I and IV was a
natural outcome of the object; as a matter of fact, Dionysius did not have
much ‘of a choice to present his work in this way, if he wanted to prove the
supremacy of his idol in De Dem. I and IV.

In chapter three the focus fell on yet another problem related with the very
nature of the De Dem.: the chronological relation between this essay and
another essay of Dionysius,viz. the C.V. In this taxing . investigation I
exerted myself to prove that the composition of De Dem. was not interrupted,
during which interval the C.V. would allegedly have been written. There is abun-

dant evidence that proves that Dionysius was quite acquainted with the theory of

musical composition (the musical aspect of style), as expléined in the C.V., at

the time of the composition of De Dem. I, proving that the ¢.y. was not
written after he had completed De Dem. I. On the other hand, no positive
evidence can be supplied to prove that Dionysius had set his essay on
Demosthenes aside having completed De Dem. I, in order to tumn to the
composition of the C.V.

In the final chapter the focus was on a matter of great concem to me:

the application of the bdoetal TAc MEewg system in the De Dem.  Scholars




have given due credit to the application of the xapamtficec ThHe A£Eewc and
dowovialr systems, but virtually ignored the application of the

deetal THC AEewg system in this essay of Dionysius, in spite of the fact
that it forms the basis of evaluation in the essays of vol. I of the De

or. ant. I have proven that this system was not only referred to in ch.
34, but that it formed the basis of evaluation in cc. 16 - 32. As a
matter of fact, it plays an essential rSle in cc. 1 - 15, the chapters in
which the xapoutficeg THe MEewg system forms the basis of comparison, and it
even plays a minor rSle in De Dem. II, III and IV as well. Scholars who
refuse to recognise the rdle of the deetal ¢ AéEewc system, will not be
able to understand this essay on Demosthenes.
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GLOSSARY OF THE TECHNICAL TERMINOLOGY APPLIED IN THE DE' DEMOSTHENE

A glossary has been included in this study primarily as an aid for students
and comparative laymen. The inclusion is justified, to my mind, for the
following reasons:

- Firstly, the extensive use of technical terminology in this work
necessitates an aid of this kind.

- Secondly, the lack of wniformity in the use of technical terminology
not only greatly violates lucidity, but also opens the door to wrong
interpretation of the text. This lack of wiformity is manifested
in the following ways:

the use of words in more than one technical sense;

the use of words in technical as well as non-technical senses;

the use of synonyms (including substantivated and other verb forms,
substantivated adjectives synonymous to the equivalent noun, as well
as periphrastic constructions, equivalent to the corresponding verb).

- Thirdly, the use of longer comparisons and metaphors, which, at first
sight, may not seem to be technical, but had indeed been associated,
traditionally or were associated by Dionysius with rhetoric or liter-
ary criticism.

- Fourthly, the practice of Dionysius of using terms which are indeed
closely related, but not synonymous; his love of variation must strike
any reader of a few pages. .

- Fifthly, no glossary of this kind is available presently, and the re-
searcher has to make use of the lexicon of I.C.T. Eresti, Lexicon
technologiae Graecorum rhetoricae, which is inadequate and has not yet
been replaced by a comprehensive work of the same kind, and/or the
general lexicon of E.G. Liddell and R. Scott. The article of J.F.
Lockwood, The metaphorical vocabulary of Dionysius of Haltcarmassus,
C.Q., 31 (1937), pp. 192-203, is of some use as well, but unfortunate-
ly not complete. A considerable number of studies on individual tech-
nical terms are indeed available, as well as various works on lite-
rary treatises, among which the work of W.K. Pritchett, Dionysius
of Halicarnassus: On Thucydides, but no glossary which can be of any
practical aid to the student of the De Demosthene. )

- Sixthly, an astonishing number of terms or quasi-terms appear to Be
equivalents of Latin words found in Roman rhetorical works, and their

P
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presence in a glossary of this kind ought to prove helpful in re-

moving still-existing doubts as to the meaning of such Latin words.

The annotated meanings must be regarded as translation equivalents. In
each and every case the meaning was not only determined by the general
notion of the word(s) involwved, but specifically by the contextual ap-
plication by Dionysius, i.e. the meaning attached by Dionysius to them
according to the various contexts. In the references the first number
‘represents the chapter in which a term occurs, the second the page in
the Loeb text and the third the line on the page. References marked
with a # concern words inserted by emendation.

In conclusion, if found suitable, the glossary submitted here may con-

stitute an embryo of a technical lexicon first to Dionysius, then to

the Hellenistic rhetoricians, and finally to all Greek rhetorical works.
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4B laocToc
unforced
&yaddée,
Gyaddv, 16
1) merit
2) gift
&yoadde, O
brave man
Gyopat
' to admire
&yavorTéw
to be vexed,
irritated
&yevviig
ignoble
ayuaw, o
bend
&yopd, N
market-place
&ypounog
unrefined
&yw
1) to carry
2) to lead
3) to bring into

certain state

&ywyri, h

1) ability to induce

emotion
2) type of
composition
3) personal
composition

38,382:28.

48,420:29;
54,446:14;

25,336:2.

23,326:10;

22,324:8;
39,384:7.
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4) personal
style

dywyoe slud

&ydv,

to induce

o)

1) speech

2) debate

oratorical struggle
public speech
lawsuit

issue,

question ‘

7) competition

&yuv LW

&ywvl

to anguish

CounL
to compete

asniog
&&iAwg

unobtrusively

ASL&popog
AdLapdouC

AOLUE

indiscriminately

W
to do injustice

to injure

&suvoota,

incapacity

alniog

néng

not to be
imitated

unpleasing,
unpleasant
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méia, h

1) displeasure
2) unpleasantness
afpeolg, N

chosen style

alodnoLg,
1) sense
perception
2) appreciation
3) feeling

* (v. &royog)
oL T L GouoL

to criticize
altiov, T

cause
darpla, N

1) inappropriateness

2) lack of sense of
proportion

&aLpog

inappropriate,

inopportune

(v. f buowpta)
GUOTAAANAOG

ungrammatical
&1aTAoHEUOC

unaffected,

natural, having

no artifice
(v. &mofntog)
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&MATOVOLOOTOC

nameless

o lvEuvog

&ivBuvov, TO
unwillingness
of taking risks

o Lvntog
1) without

susceptibility

2) unmoving

g,

1) sense of

hearing
) 2) ear
SMOAMOLIE W

1) to accompany
2) to be associated
with
tuorovdila,
1) remainder
2) grammatical
agreement
3) sequence
4) organized
uniformity
dmndountog
unembellished
Govw

1) to hear

2) to listen to
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MOVOVTEC, OL

audience

dovomig, &
listener

&uEaL EVNG
unmixed

plBeLa, 1

precision

oL Brig

precise

SpLBaC

precisely
SPLROAOYEW

to examine in

detail
dupodouaL

to Tlisten
&tpownevoL , ol

audience
&poatripLa, T

audience
bupoatrig, ©

audience

dotpdme, N

the extreme
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Spog
1) extreme
2) highest (non-tech.)

a1
the extreme
fupov, TO
peak
elg Gupov
with the highest
perfection

nNSeLa, f
1) realism
2) reality
3) truth

4) true need of subject
wot” OiSeLav
actually
&andrig
true
. TédAnSEg
truth
TANSA
truth
&Andig
1) actually
2) truely
&AndLvée
1) real
2) actual
3) factual
anduLvdv , 16
1) reality
2) effect of reality
3) oratorical reality
AT TW
to differ

42,404:9;
6,258:1;

42,404:12;

1.244-%5  2,204:15; 2,246:10;

51,436:8.

13,286:13;

23,326:26; 54,442:27;
18,306:11; 23,324:22;
45,414:26;

28,206:7.

54,442:24.
39,384:11.

39,384:11;
18,304:24.

24,332:24#;

55,446:21; 56,450:17.

22,322:26; 32,364:17;
18,304:18;
8,266:10; 32,366:4;

32,364:22;

53,440:16;
32,366:4.

53,440:8.

23,326:26;

170




&anyopta, M

1) allegory 5,256:16;

2) figurative language 7,264:13#.
drovog

1) unreasoning 54,444:25,

2) illogical (non-tech.) 9,274:10; 52,436:17;
8 oyoe alodnoile, h '
1) irrational

sense-perception 24,334:11;
2) intuitive feeling 50,428:15.
AUCOTAVW

1) to be wrong,

to commit an error 4,252:25; 6,258:4,0,13; 32,364:23;
55,448:12; 56,448:30;
2) to miss (the mark) 10,274:22.

(v. dmoTuYXdVW)

&udomua, T

error - 6,258:3,24; 56,450:17; 58,452:16,27.
e Cvaw
better 33,368:2,27;
Suewvov (Adv.)
better 41,398:9.
quetpla, N l
excess, excessive use 10,274:22.
&uETOEOC . _
immoderate 5,256:3; 19,308:5.
o008 '
faint | 47,418:26.
gL AAGOHOL |
to complete 33,368:28.
Gupdoce

faint 13,288:29.




dummtog
flawless
vaREA
to postpone
&voBeBAnuEVOS
stow
&vaBeBAnueEVLS
slowly
&vayratog

1) necessary

2) economic
3) essential

4) necessary (non-tech.)
Gvaynatov, T

necessity
avayrala, T

essentials
vadnua, To

work of art
&valodntog

1) insensitive

2) without sensitivity
&vostory, 1

clashing
GuadriSng

1) unnatural

2) unreal
&uaroyia, 1

analogy
&udaoyog

fitting, analogical
&udmooLg, N

- pause (in breathing)

O
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Svartdlw
to fashion

GvartAnpdw

to fill
Gvoe ow

to refer to
&uaopd, N

reference
Gvdowing

virile
avenlAnmTog

above criticism

AVETIL LK TOC
unmixed

GvenL méevTog
seeming artless

&uemL MEeVTUG
spontaneously

&vueole, N
relaxation

AVE YOUOL
to endure
&vdnpde
1) embellished
2) flowery

&EvSNEdv xwplov UATAYWYAg hEetog
Exov nal TépleLe Epnuéooug
a flowery countryside with
pleasant inns and passing

delectation

&vdog, 16
flower, bloom
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&uSurogeE oW

to answer (in combina=
tion with muvSdvoual ,
constituting a figure
of thought).
&vdunopopd, N
answer
Gvinut
to relax
e VARV o'
relaxed
GvtideoLg, N
1) antithesis
(figure of thought)
2) antithesis
(figure of diction)
3) contrast

GuTldeTOC
avtideTov, TO

antithesis

(figure of diction)
GUTLHELLOW

to be contrasted
AVTLHESOW

to be a hindrance (v. mEavig)
GVT LACBAV OO

to perceive

AV T LTIOEOT L 9N 1L
1) to compare by contrast

2) to contrast

GvtLnopeEeTdlw
to examine by
(contrastive) comparison
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avTLompLyuwdg, O

sound-collision
GUTLOTRE W
GVTLOTREPOV, TO

antistrophe
&utlotoopos, N

antistrophe
autitunia, N

jarring effect
vl TUNOG
&utltuov, T

jarring effect
Avual PETOG

inseparable
&Ela, N

merit (v. 1O mEénov)
GELOMOYOG

1) noteworthy

2) considerable
3) substantial

&ELog
worthy

GELOxeEUs
trustworthy
SELOW
1) to think
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2) to deem worthy

(non-tech.)
3) to deem fit
{non-tech.)
AECwpa, T
dignity
GE Loouat Lnde
dignified

SELwuaT LHax

in a dignified way
&Elwolg, N

reputation
aroyveAla, 1

* expression, way of

expressing ideas in words

(v. A tounvela)
dradrig

without feeling
oL TEw

1) to require

2) to expect

3) to demand
dropTtilw

to complete
&npTLouEvog

complete
Sroctde |
&naticor Mol ASYOL TA TEdYLOTa

to conceal the facts
&rdn, f

diversion, pastime
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driamAog

beguiling
&amAdv, TO

guile
Gre Ludlw

to compare
dnelponoria, N

want of taste
&oe LEOHOADG

tasteless
dreplepyog
GIEPLEOYWS

in an uncomplicated way
&ePLOUETITOG
AMEOLOUETTTWE

1) carelessly

2) il1-consideredly
GnEPLTTOC

ordinary
Goe Xw

to be inferior
MLOTEW

to experience disbelief
SAOTHOG
omAotuie

in a simple way
&Ao0g

simple

(v. GpeXic, loxvdg and ALTog)
eu¥A

simply (non-tech.)
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Gode LU TLUES

&oSe L TLHol Adyor, ot

proof section of oration
aofeLELg, N

proof
&rtodL SuuL

1) to assign

2) to expound
3) to repay

GrodL Supl  Adyov

to give an account of
arolntog

unaffected (v. &mardonevog)
drmouvalw

to wear out
GmoAe LTiouow

to lack
&rOAALL

to destroy
&riodoyvia, 1

1) defence, speech for

the defence

2) defensive part (inserted

in political discussion)
Tdg dmodoylag Exw

can be rebutted
GITOVE W

to assign
GooREvvuLaL

to die away
AnooTEEGW

1) to turn away

2) to divert, relax
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ariote Lvw

to stretch out, extend
dnotelsw

to perfect
&roteaxUvw

to grate
anotuyXAVw

to miss, fail

(v. duopTdvw,2))
&ndpaoLg, N _

1) statement

2) negative ’
&ritaLoTog
&rtalotwg

unfaltering
&pEoUw

1) to suffice, to be

sufficient

2) to please (non-tech.)

'0p€-rﬁl ﬁ

1) excellence

2) basic, constituent
(v. 10 otoixetov)

3) quality, feature

4) (peculiar) nature
5) moral excellence

8oSpov, T
article
oL NEWw

to evaluate
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GoLdude, o

1) number (grammatical)
2) catalogue
3) number (non-tech.)
&oroTog
best
8orota. (Adv.)
best
GoLoteta, TA
the first prize
GoMEW
1) to suffice, to be
sufficient
to be sufficient (non-
tech.)
&onolv, T
what is sufficient
Gpuovia, M
1) composition

2) type of composition

3) musicality, musical
quality

4) musical scale’

5) junction
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49,426:3,

24,330:11; 48,422:29;
48,422:29;
40,390:2;

36,386:19;
43,404:28;

2:29;
3;

38,380:22,27;
39,384:21;
40,392:27;

45,416:12;

4,
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Stomociov dpuovia, N

SoudTTW
1) to fit

2) to unite

3) to adapt

4) to be appropriate
QOUOTTW COUOVLON

to make music
GOUOTTELY, TO

interlocking
GopevLrde
dopevindv, TO

masculine (gender)

doog, N

Goyaromnivig _
with the patina of
antiquity

boxauompeTmg
archaic

SOXQLOTOETES , TO
old fashion way of
expression

bdoxatog

—_—

) archaic

N

) old-fashioned
) antique
)

S w

ancient

the whole musical scale

"~ arsis, ictus, rise (of the

foot in beating rhythm) - 48,420:21.

2,244:21.

18,306:3; 41,398:9; 45,416:5;
48,420:30;

3,246:22;

33,366:22;

27,342:1; 32,366:12;

2,244:21;

36,376:24.

27,344:9.

38,382:27.

5,256:12;

39,388:15;. 48,424:14.

4,252:12;

39,386:5; 43,410:17;

39,386:20;

8,266:13; 17,298:8; 41,398:13;
50,428:20; 56,448:27.




&oxardmng, 1

old-fashioned quality

Goxi s M

1) first member of a

sentence

2) beginning (non-tech.)

ANV ARGV
to begin

boaric
obscure

&o9tveLa, N

weakness

&oSevng

feebleé, ineffective

BOUEW

to practice
dounolg, N

1) practice

2) training
C'IOMnTﬁQ :;

practitioner
GoTALw

to favour
dordlouo

to cleave to
, .
SoTOoTAE

welcome

Ace T ’Q,C‘)

urbanity

~

5,254:27.

20,314:3;
20,314:7

38,380:
10,274:
19,308:
13,288:
34,370:

13,290:
52,436:

22,324:3.

39,384:

36,378:5.

40,392:8.
54,444

54,446:

30-31.

23.

30.

29;

20.

113
19.

28;

20.

12.

28,346:21.

47,418:16;
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AoTOXEW

to miss

dovympdTTog
1) disjointed

2) rambling, incoherent

douvndng

unfamiliar, (v. EEcAATTW)

dopdera, N
cautiousness
Gogoric
1) steady
2) firm

AtomTog

disorderly

&roqulevtog
&rapebtug
unrestrainedly
&teAngc
1) imperfect
2) incomplete
3) unaccomplished

&roluog

not daring
&rovog

Tacking intensity
&ronog

1) unnatural

2) paradoxical

3) absurd (non-tech.)

33,368:7;
55,448:11.

19,308:7;
19,308:18.

9,270:28

2,246:6

24,332:13;
40,392:19;

50,430:27.

10,274:18.

2,246:19;
0,272:22;
8,266:6.

18,304:15.

20,310:3.

24,330:21;
56,450:10;
34,372:12.

26,336:17, cp.Bdorgs

45,414:25.

14,290:17:
50,430:5;

33,368:6;
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adAnuaL , T

reed-pipe-music

(i.e. libitation music)
QaOEAVW

1) to increase

2) exaggerate
abgnolg, N

1)} amplification

2) hightening of effect
AT TNEOC

1) rough

austere

S W N

)
) serious
) rigorous (non-tech.)

5) strict (non-tech.)
alsmedv, T

roughness
cttoplend
roughly
abTAEUNG
self-sufficient
adtduaTog
independent
abTondSeLa, N
susceptibility
b TOVPYOG
roughly-fashioned,
unrefined
adTOEUROS
En’ aTOMWOE
conspicuously, manifestly

22,322:5.

52,438:19 (Med.); 54,444:8;
54,444:.24.

54,444:9; 58,454:8;
48,420:25. '

36,378:13; 38,380:21; 39,386:5;
39,388:14; 41,398:22; 45,414:14,19,28;
45,416:12#; 47,418:27;

43,410:17;

8,266:11;

42,404:14;

55,446:26;
48,424:4;

43,404:21.
13,290:2; 33,366:25.

39,386:4.

© 22,322:28.

39,384:22.

56,450:7.
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adXHNPSC,
dry, arid

abyuog, ©
aridity (of style)
Sepow [ Tw
to remove
Sepe Arig
effecting simplicity
(v. &mAaoclg, loxvos  and
ALToC)
Qe AL
in a way effecting
simplicity
&y, N
grip (v. N AoBn)
&pmTog
“ineluctable
&povog
Gpova, yoduuota, Tt
consonants
Gouva (sc. ypduuara), T
consonants

Sulden Tog
Supoxn Tl
without harsh sound
awxog
' lacking life

Balvw
v. TATOC, 2)

45,414:22.
44,412:13.
24,334:8.

2,244:3;
6,258:8;
13,286:13;

5,254:19;
9,268:17; 9,270:15;
39,384:23.

39,384:30.

18,304:18.

18,304:19.

38,382:15; 40,390:5;

43,406:26¥; ' 43,408:21,26.

20,312:19.

4,254:107; 20,310:26.

38,380:25.
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BfivoL, To
rhythmical conclusion
(v. 1 Bdorg, 1))

Bow dw
to strengthen

Bdpog, 1O

gravity
Bapig

grave

Tow pitch

(cf.f GEOTNG)
BooovtTw

to assay
Bdoavog, N

testing

RdoLg, N
1) rhythmical close

2) basis

Baoualvw
to disparage

BERaLog
RBeRalug
firmly, with confidence

BLalowon
to force

Blog, ©
1) biography
2) life
6 nad” nuag Blog
the world of today

26,336:18.

36,376:18.

34,370:17.

36,378:13.

48,420:15; 52,438:6.

24,330:5; 51,432:30.

16,296:30; 33,368:1.

24,332:13, v. Balvew (T Bfivaw);
39,386:3; 43,410:12;
45,414:25.

35,374:15.

50,428:21.

2,246:2.

53,440:25;
32,364:27.

56,448:24.
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Bodw

to cry out loud

BOL')AT}UG, o)
intention
BovAnoLg, N
1) intention
2) wish

BpoaywAoyla, T
brevity

Bpanads

1) narrow

2) short

3) short (non-tech.)
Boaxy ’

s1ightly (non-tech.)
L4 Bpaxewv

briefly (non-tech.)

BoaxVvg, N
shortness

yeveoroyla, 1
genealogy

YEMS, O
ridicule

YEVLHEG
basic

yevvalog
1) good, excellent
2) noble

yevvalwg
nobly

YEVWLHOG

noble (v. yewvalog, 2))

54,444:197 .

40,390:26.

3,248:10;
39,386:13.

23,328:7;

58,452:26; 58,454:3,12.

9.,270:27;
43,408:4;
14,292:1;

48,420:18,22;

6,258:10;

33,368:8.

48,420:16.

2,244:7.
29,348:10,
37,378:22.

33,368:15;

15,294:19;
26,336:23;
39,384:15;

28,346:22;
48,424:11;

45,414:27.

39,388:14.

53,440:13;

29,350:6;
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YEVOG, TO

1) type 14,290:16; 33,368:17; 39,384:17;
2) kind, sort 46,416:21;
3) principle (of the use of
strange language) 56,450:9;
4) gender (grammatical) 52,438:6;
5) kind (non-tech.) 16,296:20;
6) race (non-tech.) 23,324:30; 28,346:13.
YA, N
land (v. eluoprog) 32,36L4:26.
YAQUPEAS .
1) smooth 36,378:15; 39,384:27; 40,388:17;
45,414:14; 45,416:13; 47,420:1;
48,422:28;
2) polished 43,410:18;
YAurttée _
chiselled (v. TopPELTEC) 51,434:6.
YAWTTHHOT LOS
foreign ‘ 4,252:13.
yvam, M
1) mind 22,322:5,13;
2) idea 25,336:3;
3) opinion 42,404:7.

yvwuoroyla, N

aphorism 46,416:24.
YVGOLHOG ) :
familiar 49,426:8; 50,432:15.
yonTelw
to bewitch (v. HNAgw) 35,376:6; 39,384:12.
MopyleLog
Gorgianic 5,256:19; 25,336:8#.
Yeduua, T
letter 4,254:3; 38,382:17,22; 40,390:9,21;

40,392:17; 52,436:29;
yodupo Sgwvov, 6

consonant 38,382:15; 40,390:6;
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yedumo Anlewvoy, té2
semi-vowel

YOAUUo, Quviiev , TO
vowe

Yoouotuk, B (sc. TExVn)
literature

Yooupeg, ©
painter

Yooy, N
1) writing
2) work of literature
3) painting

& ubviog

1) inspired

2) brilliant
&l , O

_deity

6eétrrouau

to fear
&Elyua, T

example
8e L &w

to fear
S ARAVISITIN

1) to display

2) to show
&tEL, 1o

the showing
&SeLvbuevov,

feature
SeLvde

1) forceful, powerful
2) able

38,382:3,15;

40,390:5;

38,380:28.

49,426:5;

52,436:24.

51,436:5.

2,244:18;

4,252:6;

36,376:27;

50,428:

24.

2,244:23;

23,324:

22,322:

22,324:9.

14,290:

22,322:

22,324
43,404:

46,418:

37,380:

10,276+
22,324:

25; 26,338:15;

16.

28; 19,308:30;
10.

13
18; 50,426:19;

12;
19.

3; 15,294:16;

3; 25,334:19; 32,366:7;

46,416:28.

37,380:13.

55,448:13;
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3) skilful
4) overwhelming wondrous
5) terrible (non-tech.)
& vov, 16
indignation
&e Lvi'g

astonishingly

&ewvomg, N
1) forceful persuasiveness
2) skill

3) rhetorical power
geousg, O

connection
Gevtepetog
Ta Sevtepela (sc. &Na)

second position
&eﬁrépog

second
 &Ew

to be necessary
&ov, 16

the necessary
&nunyopEw

to deliver a speech in

the assembly

Sninyopla, T
1) deliberative speech
2) public speech

émmyopunde, o (sc. Advog)
deliberative speech

&nuLovpyde, O
1) maker
2) artist

2,246:17;
22,324:15;
54,442:17,18.

54,4448,

40,392:11.

10,276:8; 13,288:17;

23,326:7; 35,374:9;

35,376:9;

56,450:11,16; 58,454:20;

27,342:11.

40,390:17.

29,350:9.
35,374:8.

34,372:11,137;

8,264:14.

17,298:12.

9,274:4; 14,290:21;

56,450:1;

21,314:15; 23,328:9,10.

1,238:2; 2,244:12;
45,416:4

47,418:20;

50,428:20;

3,248:11;
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SNILOUPYOS  TIOALTLHAS, O

professional politician 51,436:10.
&fuog, ©
the people 18,304:25.
SnudoLog .
1) civic, civil 4,252:5; 9,274:3; 13,288:3;
14,290:22; 45,416:15;
2) public 56,450:1;
Enuooiq
in public 24,330:17,26: 24,332:1.
SLaBddw
to discredit 56,450:19.
SLay L YVuouw
to distinguish 9,274:5; 36,376:21; 50,426:20;
50,428:21; 51,432:18.
SLaywyn, R
diversion 42,404:15.
sLaSiuoola, 1
dispute 13,286:30.
SLaLpEw ,
to specify . 54,482:12;
SLaLpeEouaL
to divide ’ 33,368:14; 51,434:10.
stalpeoig, N .
division | 34,372:2; 51,434:8.
SLOMASW
BLOUADUEVOS
loose, broken 43,410:22.
SLomvi Tw
to pick to pieces 35,374:11.
SLOMWUHEEW \
to ridicule 57,450:30.
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SL oW

to escape the notice. of 48,424:23.
SLOAE YOLL '

1) to address 15,294:22,30;

2) to speak, converse 23,324:30;

3) to express oneself 27,342:27;

4) to discuss 23,324:20; 23,326:5.
Siddentog, N

1) type of style 2,244:26; 5,254:24; 6,258:9;

15,296:2; 18,304:1; 18,306:1;
33,368:3; 34,370:20;

2) style
a) referring to the types  33,368:3;
b} of an author 5,254:14; 8,266:8; 9,270:15,29;
13,290:6; 18,302:29; 18,304:29;
20,310:26; 20,314:11; 32,364:26;
3) way of expression 27,342:6,21; 55,446:22; 55,448:4,9,14;
- 4) (spokeh) 1anguage 8,266:17; 9,268:18; 23,324:29;
5) dialect 41,398:27.
SLAAeELG, N
passage 21,320:16.
SLoAAATTW
1) to differ: 8,266:12; 10,274:11; 32,364:16;
46,416:23;
2) to excel, to be superior
to 34,370:16; 35,372:18.
sLdoyog, O
dialogue A ' 6,258:20;, 23,326:7,22; 23,328:8.
ol v ASMGY SLondywy mounTal
moral philosophers 2,244:10,
St AAGouoL
to be a rival ‘ 22,350:10.
SLOVE W
to divide 34,372:4.
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suavora, 1.
1) thought ((to be)
expressed in words)

2) idea, thought (generally

spoken)

5) intention.

6) genius
SLanoun { AAw

to vary
&Lapounic
SLapueg, 16

sufficiency
SLoppEw

to flow through
SLoomdm

to break up
SLECTIOoUAL

to be broken up
Sudoctoole, N

clashing
SLooTEMDW

to divide
SLoocOw

to ridicule
SLaTplBw

to waste time
SLawyig

transparent
SLoew

1) to differ

3) sense, meaning
) mind, sense, intellect

19,306:16;
20,314:2;

20,312:2;
39,384:26;
2,244:27;
45,414:24,
18,304:22;
51,436:4.

50,430:31;

13,290:3.
40,392:7.

40,390:5;

43,408:14.
43,408:24.
40,392:16.
54,444:24;
23,324:17.
5,254:21.

22,322:13;
54,446:2;

19,308:18; 20,312:15;
25,334:28; 26,336:19;

9,272:18; 20,314:9;

50,432:12.

43,408:3;

56,448:29; 56,450:10.

32,364:14; 37,378:24;




2) to be superior to

SLowSe Low

to ruin, destroy

SLawopa, M
1) difference
2) variation
SLApopog
different
SLaupdoug
differently
SLaxopdTTw
to disrupt
&L8oonareiov, T
schoo]
&L &donw
1) to instruct
2) to teach
3) to explain
4) to prescribe

Su&oym, h
instruction
SLelpyw
to separate

SLeEodLnde

continuous, uninterupted

SLEpYOLLL
to write down

&utnynoig, N

1) narration (i.e.

of an oration)

2) account

21,320:

48,422

18; 33,368:13; 34,370:21.

10; 53,440:13.

13,288:20;, 48,422:26; 50,430:17

46,416:

46,416:

46,416:

43,408:

54,442:

4,252:1
18,306:
47,420:
53,440:
54,444

24,334:

38,382:9.

21,314:

23,328:

11,276:
34,372:
45,414

27.

19,22;

26.

27.

26" .

8; 22,324:7; 44.,412:5;
8.

8;

29; 53,442:2;, 54,442:12;
19.

13; 44,412:10.

20.

16.

175 12,280:16; 13,288:27;
10,13; 45,414:16;
22.
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&LS0paBog, ©
1) dithyramb
2) bombastic, inflated
language
8L dupmBwing

bombastic

Sulomi
1) to separate
2) to disrupt
&L E0TWOOC ’
broken up
&lwarog
fair
Sunaviunde

forensic

SuootipLov, 16
court

Sunoomic, &

Jjuror
SLoplTw

to distinguish
SLTiAdoLog

(ratio) of two to one
SLimw

to strive after
Sonew

1) to think

2) to seem

6,258:1

7,260:1

29,350:

38,382:

73

5;

5.

4;

7,262:3,23;

~

7,262:6; 29,348:27;

43,406:20,24;

43,404:

23,328:

1,238:1
23,328:

18,304:
44,412:
45,416:

45,416:7.

50,426:

48,420:

39,388:

23,328:
43,404:
28,346
33,366
44,412:
50, 430:

28.

3.

4;

26;

8,11;

13.

22.

23.

15;

3;
23;
2
28;
4;
12;

2,244:12;

9,274:3;
45,416:6,14.

22,322:2; 23,328:6;
45,412:25; 45,414:3;

40,392:20.

30,350:12; 39,386:23;
30,356:30; 32,366:7;
34,370:5,° 8,165 35,374:7;
45,414:9; 48,424:26;
50,432:14; 51,432:16;
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&Sounel

3) to seem justified
4) to appear

it seems (non-tech.)

Son L ualw

&SEa,

to form a judgement
A
1) opinion

2) reputation (neutral)
3) good reputation

3) suspicion

&poomipLog
SocomipLov, TO

energy

&svouig, M

Sovoo

personal ability
capacity
rhetorical power
power

function

meaning

phonetic value

O N O W NNy
— e v e e e e e

success
9) performance

Telw

to be prominent

Sweudspouvog

with twelve springs

52,438:22,24;
30,358:1;
40,394:7;

23,328:17; 24,330:24;
28,346:4; 29,348:15;
48,420:11,23:

50,428:13.

6,256:28;
36,378:5;
49,426:10;
35,374:3;
23,324:21;,
33,368:26,;
42,402:30.

8,266:21;
39,384:11;

51,432:28;
23,326:26;

21,320:26;, 34,370:25.

6,258:1;
56,450:15;
13,288:18;
20,312:24;
55,448:2;
19,306:21;
38,382:16;
2,244:18;
3,248:9,

41,398:5;

16,296:29;

40,392:2;

41,398:15.

28,346:28.

48,422:14;

24,332:2;
32,364:22.
54,444:25.

23,326:24;
47,418:19;

31,358:8;

34,370:29;

52,438:1;




AwpLog
Dorian 22,322:6.

€ynadiouds, ©

dwelling on a syllable in

pronunciation 43,408:22.
(v. O ompLYudS)
é#uaxcuLon
£ ynatoployouow 22,324:13#.
£ YHaTAoHELVOC
ornate 1,242:24; 6,256:25; 10,276:6;
15,296:1.
eynoraxuol Tw
to put in 50,430:1.
Evnia, T6 «
accusation, censure 35,374:19#; 55,446:19.
é{ﬁkuoug, il
1) mood (grammatical) 52,438:7;
2) modulation 54,442:23.
EYHOATL T
£ YunoArL Téusvog
meandering 4,254:8.
é#uﬁukLog moL&ela, N
comprehensive education 15,294:29.
£ alw
to praise 1,238:4.
EynwLov, TO
1) praise 28,346:21; 55,446:25; 55,448:16;
56,450:16;
2) Taudatory passage 23,326:14; 23,328:11; 45,414:6;
3) eulogy, encomium 31,358:7; 44,412:22.
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£6pa, 1
basis
EdLoude, ©
ESouol, ol
habits
€90c, 1
1) custom
2) acquaintance

el&iov, T
image
eludlw
to compare
elucv, N
comparison
elAwpLvig
pure
elpwvelo, N
dissimulation
£ L puvetouat
el pwveuvduevog
with ironic tone
eloBoii, N
beginning
EuBalvw

1) to abandon

2) to depart from

EnBLBACwW

to extend
Enée L aTow

to terrify
EWINLBW

to elide

38,380:24; 40,392:19.

36,378:8.

9,268:19; 56,448:23;
50,430:2.

32,364:17.
32,364:24.
50,426:27.
37,378:25; 37,380:6,10.

23,326:4.

22,324:8; 54,442:15.

24,330:9.

10,276:2;
48,424:25;, 50,430:13.

56,450:14.

54,444:24,

43,408:7.
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ExnAnotla, N,

assembly

énAéYm
to select

éudowm, 0
choice

EUPOCoW

to imitate exactly
ENUOVW

to talk at length about
Ennperuig

outstanding
&utoolg, N

lengthening
EUTOETW

to divert
Enoovig

manifest
EngeEw

to express (in words)
EnXEoHOL

to waste oneself
EALYXW

to prove
EAEEW

to have pity
EXW

to draw out
EMeLua, T

deficiency

22,322:3; 44,412:9; 45,412:25.

8,266:7; 23,326:27; 23,368:11;
41,398:2; 51,434:15.

18,306:5; 24,332:7#; 35,374:26;

35,376:11; 45,414:12; 51,434:14.
13,258;16. :
7,260:24.
34,372:1.
52,438:5.
43,406:2.
50,426:23.
56,450:12.
5,256:8.
50,426:25.
22,322:10.
5,256:7.

20,374:11.
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€M (Tw
to be wanting

eV Tw

to write pure, correct Greek

(v. 16 naSopdv)
EuBPLING

weighty
EupgdeLa, N

1) melody

2) modulation
EHUEANC

melodious
€1e ToOog

in metre
gupeTooL Adyol, ol

poetry
€umadng
gmodec, TO

passion
gunelplta, N

experience

Eune pLACBAVW
to contain

Eumepliniig, h4

encompassment
éuneplodov, TO

use of periods
SV Aesla

similar to
£100w

to implant

gupoxov, T
animation

16,296:

22;

5,256:5.

21,320:

48,424

48,424:9.

48,422:

23.

153

17;

18,304:6.

50,428:15;

50,428:27.

50,430:11,24: 50,432:1;

37,380:

21,320:

50,428:

50,430:

38,380:

39,384:

50,430:9.

36,378:4.

53,440:

2;

26.

18.

47,418:22.

4,27.

26.

29.

S

16.

51,432:23;
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£vayevLog

1) forensic 4,254:11; 10,276:3; 18,304:12;
20,310:27; 30,358:2.°
2) agonistic 58,454:10;
‘evaﬂ(dmov, o)
vehemence 21,320:26; 34,370:24;

gvayiviog Adyog, ©

speech written for oratorical

struggle ‘ 45,412:24; 45,416:1; 53,440:15.
évdpyera,
vividness E 58,454:7,
évapudviog
1) harmonious ‘ 24,332:12;
2) enharmonic 22,322:6.
EVOEUOT TW
to introduce fittingly 51,432:26.
evéerig
locking in 29,350:5;
EvEeeoTtepog
deficient 19,306:13; 28,346:6;

EvbedoTepov T &ndelog
inferior to the true need

of the subject 28,346:6.
EvSouoLdw
to be carried away 22,322:8.
EvOuuEouon
1) to ponder 22,322:19;
2) to consider 43,404:20,22; 51,432:27; 52,436:14;
3) to have in mind 45,414:9;
4) to realize 48,422:22; 51,434:7.

evdinu, To

argument 27,342:9; 46,416:25.
éVLuéé
gviudv, 1O

singular (grammatical) 27,344:9.
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evTte v

to compose (music)
gEadam, N

1) unfamiliar language

EEaATTL

1) to be strange, unfamiliar,

remote from the
customary
2) to vary
3) to change
€EnAaypgvog

unfamiliar

¢EepyoCoual
1) to overcome
~2) to depict exactly
EEeTtdw

1) to examine

2) to enumerate
é&éraoLg, N
egamination
ééeuptouw
to find
EENG
later
€EAg, TO
1) sequence (grammatical)

2) the following,
subsequent

€ELg, N
skill

20,22; 52,438:11,20.

48,422:4.

10,274:23; 13,288:16; 13,290:7;
50,432:13; 56,450:9.

9,268:17; 9,270:3;

10,274:16;

48,422:9,18; 48,424:26; 50,432:9;
1,242:24; 6,256:25;, 8,266:10;
9,270:15,29; 10,276:6; 15,294:10;
34,370:9; 56,448:23,28.

16,296:23;;

51,436:8.

23,328:2,19; 25,334:16; 29,348:6;
32,366:2; 41,398:20; 51,432:18;
58,452:28;

34,372:11.

23,324:6.

55,448:6.

54,454:21,

54,444:22;

43,408:3,14.

52,436:
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gndyveiuo, 6
subject
ETIOL VEW

to praise

g€nowveg, O
1) eulogy
2) praise

ETIOVOLPE OW
EMOVADELOUEVOY, TO

epanaphora
ETIOVE OYOLOL

to return (i.e.

subject)
EnovdEw

1) to ‘adorn

2) to show itself, to appear

EndxSouaLL
1) to be annoyed
2) to be repelled
€L Ee LuvupL
to show
EmL&eLnTINGS
epideictic
gniSeLELg, N
display
EMLELUNG

reasonable, fair

grL LeviyvunL

to subjoin, insert

to the
discussion of the main

33,366:20.

17,298:8; 19,306:26;
28,344:20,24,

30,350:15;

25,334:30; 28,346:13;

55,446:20.

40,392:25.

46,418:13.

13,286:19;
38,382:27.

53,440:12;
36,378:6" .

47,418:15.
1,238:3; 44,412:13.
13,288:19.
49,426:10.

©,272:14; 27,344:8.

52,438:27

26,338:12 ;
35,374:26.

5
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gniSeTog
1) sccessory, additional

~

2) abundant
EnlSetov, 1O (sc. Svoua)
adjective
EnLAoBdvw
to restrict
EnL Ao BavoLOL
to reproach
graoyl Coua
" to take into account
gnlioyoe, ©
peroration (i.e. section
of an oration)
gmLugAeLa, N

concern

ENLTACKNY, T

intertwining
Enlponux, TO

adverb
EnLoTiun, N

1) science

2) knowledge
ETLOTREWW

to correct
EMLOTOMW .

to offend
gnltoolg, N

tension

1,242:25;
13,288:8;
23,326:11;
4,252:23;

5,256:14.

49,426:7;

7,260:25.

48,422:16.

45,414:17.

3,248:4; 5,254:26;
13,290:8; 18,304:2;
24,332:5;

51,436:2, V. TIOLEOUOL;

52,436:18.

37,280:16;

50,430:5.

26,338:10,10.

40,392:4;
50,430:1.

19,308:25.

38,382:14.

13,220:11;
46,418:2.

37,378:24;

44,410:30;
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L tepLog
funeral

énLTapLog, ©

funeral oration
ETIL TEAEW

to accomplish
EnLméerog

1) fit, ‘suitable

2) apprOpriate.(non—tech.)

gnueméeLov, 1o

fitness

gnLméewoie, N
1) artfulness
2) application
3) technique (on which
one is bent)
4) deliberation

EnLméedw

1) to pursue

2) to cultivate

ETLTLONL
to add *

&ML TLdw

to criticize, reproach

¢muTiunoLe, h
criticism

£1IL TEOXOAOG
glib

23,328:16;

23,328:20#; 26,340:14; 44,412:21.

54,442:25.

32,366:4;
43,410:23;

. 32,366:4.

2,246:8;
26,338:18;

36,376:20;
43,406:6.

4,252:20;
32,364:20;
36,378:15;
8,264:23;
42,404:8.

24,332:25;
27,344:12;

6,258:14;
57,452:13.

6,258:12.

40,392:4;

55,448:14;

5,254:19;
34,370:15;
38,380:22;

10,274:15;

25,334:28;

28,346:12;

20,314:10;

43,408:25.

27,342:6;
36,376:30;
56,450:6;

16,296:20;

27,342:1;
57,450:30.

26,338:16;
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ETILPE P

1) to inflict

2) to inveigh
ETLLQE OO

1) to follow

2) to take along

EMLQopd, T
second member of a
sentence
ETLXELPEW
to try
EmLxelonue, TO
argument
o .
g€mog, 1O
£€mn, T&
epic poetry
epyoola, 1
literary execution
€oyov, TO

1) literary work
2) musical work, opus
3) result, product

4) work (of art)

5) activity

tpunvela, N

way of expressing ideas
in words

£pnvetw

to express, to put in words

38,382:25;
54,442:27;

38,382:18;
42,426:4.

20,314:3.

23,326:15; 54,442:5.

46,416:21; 55,446:24.

18,306:9; 41,398:11.

56,448:22.

46,418:5; 51,432:29;
48,422:3;
47,418:20;
50,428:23;

52,438:22,23.

3,250:27;
19,308:5;
33,368:12;

4,252:20;
25,334:22;
34,370:10;

9,268:15,22;
25,336:5;
56,448:29.

21,320:18;
26,338:15;

23,324:24;
28,344:26.

26,336:20;
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€ppuduog
having regular rhythm

edysveLa,

1) nobility

2) nobility (non-tech.)

eLYEVAC
noble

e0Ypouog
well-defined

eLBOU L LEW
to be highly esteemed

glEneLa, N
1) beauty of language
2) euphony
At
direct
e0BE WG
just
eluowpla, N
right time, convenient
situation, appropriateneés
ebual pog
eluaLpdTEPOV
more opportunely
etnopmnogd
fruitbearing
gbulivnTog
susceptible
eludpUPog
ending in a beautiful
rhythmical acme

39,386:19;
28,344:19.

21,320:18;

40,392:18.

23,328:2.

25,334:15;

50,430:12,25; 50,432:1.

23,326:3; 43,410:20.

4,254:1; 40,390:4.

9,268:15,21; 9,270:12;

19,306:16.

34,370:23;

58,452:27;

32,364:26.

53,442:2.

40,392:18;

148,424:22, v.TO TETIOV.

58,454:5.

43,410:10.




eOmoouog
judicially ordered

eOnpatog
well-blended

e0AoYOQ
ebABYRS
plausibly

ceOLEAELO, T
musical effect

ebue PO
having good rhythmical
qualities

ebuoppla, M

shapeliness
e0uoppog

shapely
gebuovola, 1

artistic sense
eUVOEW

to be of goodwill

ebnoal E&evtog
erudite

gelnéteLa, N
ease
ebnemc
elne i
without trouble

ebmpemmg
1) appropriate
2) fair

36,376:28.

3,250:27.

56,450:

40,388:

50,430:

32,364:

18,304:4.

49,426:

22,322:

42,404:

52,438:

50,428:

21,320:
44,412:

18.

21.

14,30.

20.

5,12.

1.

15.

14.

20.

20#;

1.
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ebpeoig, N
invention

ebpudula, N

good, pleasant rhythm, but

not fixed rhythmical

el Vo'
containing pleasing rhythm,
but not fixed rhythmical
patterns

ebotadnig
firm
gtotadeg, To
tranquility
ebotoula, A
euphony
(v. i ebeéneLa and
N ebguvia)
eloUvonTog
comprehensible
eOTEMC
ebteAéotepov (Adv.)
more pareimoniously

eltexyvla, N
skill .
eOtoaneAla, N
ready wit
ebguvia, f
euphony
e0pwvog
'euphonﬁdus
€geolg, N
appeal

51,434:12.

4,254:1;
£8,454:9,

48,424:16; 50,430:2;

5; 39,386:3;
113, 30.

48,422:18;

:13.

35,374:1.

54,446:8.

24,332:11; 40,388:20.

18,306:4; 40,390:9; 43,406:17.
13,286:3C.
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Eripepog
passing (v. &vwdnpede)

Chirog, ©
imitation
nAdw
1) to imitate
2) to strive after

nwwmg, ©

1) imitator

2) emulator
Copog, ©

absolute obscurity
Cwypawpia, N

art of painting

Covpagog, ©
painter

ﬁ#éouau
1) to precede
2) to begin

(sc. wOpLoilg fi ypduguoot )

nyeuwv, o

"hegemon", "leading", the
name of a type of rhythm
with a v v metrical foot.

nhéovn, N

1) pleasure

2) pleasure, entertainment
3) pleasure (non-tech.)

32,364:25.

35,374:28.

35,374:1#,3; 36,378:10; 41,328:11;

36,378:20.

5,266:4;
33,368:25.

5,256:6.

41,398:6.

50,428:18.

38,382:17;
38,382:17.

48,420-20.

13,286:17;
22,324:6;
45,416:9;
54,444:17;
17,298:11.

33,368:10;

18,304:29;
29,350:5;
47,418:22;

18,306:11;
41,398:10;
47,420:3;
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A&
1) to soothe
2) to please

3) to make pleasant
n&ug
1) pleasant

2) sweet (non-technical,
but metaphorical for
the pleasantness of
Plato's style)

n&d, 16
pleasure
Néwg
. .pleasantly

NIude
1) portraying character
2) sensitive

ﬁ&DQI 10
1) delineation of character
2) mild emotion
3) mind, disposition
4) character

NULEPYOS
imperfect

ML TEMC
hHalf-educated

Nuleuvog

Aulowov ypduua, T
semi-vowe]

Nutewvov, 16 (sc. ypdumo)

semi-vowel

C o \

2,244:28;

18,306:4; 20,312:20;

25,336:5.

4,252:15; 5,254:20;, 8,:66:11;
18,304:3; ?24,334:7,12; 32,364:24,
v. Gvdnpdg; 34,372:7; 40,390:13,31;
40,392:8; 41,398:22; 45,414:18;
48,422:23; 51,434:23;

5,254:30.

40,388:21; 45,414:17; 47,420:2;
43,404:23; 43,406:18.

4,252:14; 58,454:10;

8,266:12.

13,286:15; 24,332:19; 53,440:28;
2,246:1; 43,406:3;

22,322:3;

18,304:23.

8,266:5.

23,324:2.

38,382:7,157; 40,390:5;
43,406:25; 43,408:21,26.
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fixog; ©
1) sound, i.e. produced by
. the uttering of words
2) voice
3) tone (of the voice)
4) sound {non-tech.)

SO

to bloom, to thrive
TeNMASC

burgeoning
Sowudlw

1) to admire

2) to be astonished

SowpdoLog
1) admired
2) marvellous, admirable

Sounootde
1) excellent, admirable
2) remarkable, astonishing

SeatpoLnde
1) showy

2) mere show.(negative)
SEAYW
to charm
Sepametio
to show solicitude
Soie, N
1) theme
2) downward beat (of the
foot in beating rhythm)
(cp. © Gooug)

40,388:25;
54,442:16;
54,444:20;
22,322:16.

40,390:7,22,25;

40,392:21;

5,254:28.

18,302:28;
51,434:4;

35,374:20;
57,450:23.

23,326:10; 35,372:23;

51,432:20; 51,434:21;

33,368:23;
42,404:2; 58,454:21.
24,330:9;

6,256:29; 37,380:8;
52,436:26 (sup.).

48,424:14;

18,306:7;
39,384:27;

18,304:28;
36,378:16;
43,410:19;
5,256:1.

25,336:8;
40,388:17;

20,312:19.

22,324:9.

21,314:20";,

48,420:21. -

43,406:29;
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Sewptw
d to examine

Sewpnua, 16
1) rule
2) object of contemplation
3) subject of study
4) principle
Sewpla, B
1) contemplation
2) theory
3) examination

Snkuuéé
InAmdv, T

feminine (grammatical)
Snpdoual

to pursue eagerly
SoumudbL &eLog

Thucydidean
{&a, N
1) literary form
2) style
3) quality (of style)
) type
) section (of a speech)
) kind (non-tech.)

{6Log

1) peculiar

2) private
3) individual

4) personal

5) separate
téLov, 1o

individuality

33,366:25.

52,438:16,
58,454:21;
49,406:6;

47,418:15;

11,276:15;
51,432:24,
32,366:9,1

27,344:9,

40,388:20.

15,294:10.

1,238:3;
2,246:6;
9,272:1;
3,246:20#;
45,414:11;

8,266:14.

2,246:3,10
37,380:12;
47,418:26;
4,252:5;

38,382:30;
22,322:26;
32,366:10;

34,372:4;

19; -
48,422:23.
40,392:4;
5,19; 34,368:30.
4,252:7,
8,266:23; 39,386:22;
. 34,370:6,29%;
39,386:12; 41,398:3;
50,426:27; 54,444:8,9,9;
21,320:30;
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L&la

in private, privately,
not in public ' 24,330:17.

téLome, N
peculiar nature, idiosyncrasy 46,416:18.
(v.0 xapTiP)

(Slwpo, 16
peculiarity 38,382:11; 50,428:13;
(v. O xopomutip) 50,432:8; 58,452:23.
{éLwtng
1) everyday 2,244:4;
2) individual, private 56,450:5;
t&ome,
layman 15,294:18; 15,296:9.
LéLwtinde
1) everyday 28,346:20;
2) private 13,288:1; 45,416:17; 56,450:4.
LAcpdg ’
light-hearted 8,266:11.
iotopla, 1N
history 54,444:18;
Ltotoplta Tomuun, N _
local history 2,244:8.
Lotopundg
. historical 24,332:15;
totopLrog, ©
histiographer _ ' 18,304:12.
loxvoe
plain 5,254:16,19; 6,258:6,20;
(v..Golg, Gpelng 11,276:11;  15,294:12;
and ALTég) 33,368:16; 34,370:15.
Loxupds
1) forceful 23,324:27; 42,402:28;
2) powerful 51,436:20; 51,438:12;
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3) firm 18,304:18;

4) potent : 18,304:25.
loxdg, N
force 2,264:4; 13,290:1; 21,320:22;
22,324:14; 29,350:4; 53,440:7.
- {oxw _
to keep 47,418:27.
"Toviude .
Ionic : 43,410:21.
nadoee
to be pure 18,302:28.
ub@coég
pure 4,252:11; 5,254:20; 7,260:9;
11,276:12; 13,286:9; 23,324:26;
_ 27,342:6,21;
naSoplg
purely, exactly 33,366:26.
wodloTnuL
to bring into a certain
state 3,246:22;
wodloTapuaL
to make 27,344:14;
wadlomutr elc B¢ _
to induce mild emotions 2,246:1.
wodurton ol vouoL
to act badly 53,440:12.
uaLvéé
new 8,264:22.

woLvotng, N
naLvoTe dvoudtwy, N

neologism 35,374:12.
noLpdg, O -
1) opportune time, fit A
occasion _ 4,252:28; 10,274:18,20,24,25;

44,412:23; 51,434:19; 55,446:23;
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2) fitness

3) occasion

4) time (non-tech.)

5) opportune time {non-
tech.)

HOUOC
bad

HOHOUPYEW

to be dishonest
uduéuh»cg

i11-sounding
HCAALETIEW

to use beautiful language

HoAALAOYLO, T
beautiful language

MO L PO LV
beautiful

udMog,
beauty

woAAwtLoudg, o
make-up

HoAAur L Tw
to make up

HOADC
1) beautiful

2} honourable
3) noble

4) beautiful (non-tech.)

5,256:18;

4,254:1
23,328:

32,366:

23,326:

48,424:

38,382:

13,286:18;
2; 55,448:9;
25;

49,426:9;

9, 39,384:21.
28.
19.

24.

5,256:2.

3,248:4,

25,334:

18,304:

4,252:18; 13,288:8;

15.

3.

4,252:21; 24,332:4; 24,330:10;

25,336:
25,334:

18,306:
40,392:

14,290:
30,356:
31,358:
25,334:
14,290:
54,446:

#

4"; .35,376:4; 50,432:4.

26.

7, 21.320:25; 26,338:4;
205 55,448:4.

24; 18,302:26;
30; 30,358:1;
8;

16,30; 54,444:28;

23, 46,418:3; 48.422:4;
23 '

26,336:23;
51,434:23;
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wodv, T

1) honour 23,328:23; 31,358:5;
2) beauty 47,418:21; 47,420:1; 48,422:24;
48,424:8;
©3) beauty (non-tech.) 32,364:217;
UAAGS
1) in a fine way 36,376:28;
2) fair 42,404:17;
3) in fine way (non-tech.) 36,376:24; 48,424:21.
4) nobly (non-tech.) 26,336:16.
HOVOV, O
1) model 1,242:26; 23,324:26; 26,338:21;
41,398:8;
2) standard 8,264:24;
3) general rule, principle 44,412:4.
naoné¢, o}
fruit, benefit © 52,438:27.
udIchﬁvw
to descend ‘ 25,336:6.
(akin to ™ BRd&dSog)
HoToB LBRALw |
to make to go qown 48,424:13.
mm&mkg,b
ridicule 35,374:19.
naraﬁ_wﬁ., !
inn (v, &uonpde) 32,364:24.
UOTOUOONS
satiated 45,416:11.
UOTOAE LTUW
to bequeath 57,452:4.
UOATOAELTIONEVOY, TO
the rest, remaining 34,368:30.
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HOTOA YW
to end in

wor” SAAnAo

with internal congruence
HOTAAANAOC

grammatical correct
natdoyog, ©

catalogue
HATALE TOEW

to measure out
HOTOITAN TTW
UOTCTA TTOUAL

to startle, astound
HATOOLIE OUDL

to enumerate
norraore LAlw

to fashion, construct

(artistically) .

HOTooUELVALSUEVOS

becoming established
UOTOOUEUQOLEVOG

ornate

MOTOOUELN, A
1) ornateness, embellish=

ment

2) artistic treatment

39,384:28; 40,390:20.

39,386:12.

27,344:10.

54,442:18.

39,384:6.

2,244:27, 4,252:21.

33,368:4.

2,246:9; 6,258:7; 8,266:1; 9,266:27;
9,268:22; 10,274:12,26#; 10,276:9;
13,286:10; 13,288:4; 15,296:13;
20,312:30; 33,368:12; 37,378:23;
39,384:31; .43,404:21; 43,408:29;
43,410:8; 47,418:23; 48,420:19,23;
48,424:21; 53,440:27.

36,378:7; .
4,252:23.

2,244:4;, 6,258:22; 10,274:19;
14,290:25; 18,304:16; 23,326:3;
28,346:27;, 28,348:2; 45,412:28;
48,424:9;, 56,450:3;

.24,332:23; 39,386:18;
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3) artistic form

4) artifice

5) artistic structure

6) structure

7) arrangement
ucfcoueuat, al

embellishments

natd TmeploSov
in stanzas
udfd otiyov
in lines
uaicxﬁuw fdg TéExvog
to waste art and skill
| uomagEeng
rapid
ua:ampovéw
to despise
ucrnfopém
1) to criticize
2) to accuse

uarn?opta, n
1) censure, reproach
2) blame
3). accusatory part
4) prosecution

MOU-'ﬁXﬂ.OL Cr ﬁ
instruction

HaTovoudlew

to name

HaTOPSAW
1) to be a successful
exponent .
2) to be successful in

2,246:11; 44,412:7; 46,416:23;
6,258:8;

15,294:18; 34,370:11; 43,410:3;
57,452:6;

48,424:25; 50,430:23;
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58,454:2;
35,374:187.
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39,386:21;
31,358:9; 33,368:17.
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MoTAOWUL, TO
success
noy Aalw
to bubble
nevée
empty
uevoonoudla, 1
zealous pursuit of
frivolities
HEPIAOLOC
HEQAAOLOV, TO
topic
gL uepaalwv

“in short

HEPOAOLLOENG
aphoristic
UNAEW
" 1) beguile
2) to charm
ULVEW

1} to stir
2) to excite
ULVEW YEAWTQ

to provoke ridicule

HLVNTLUSS

alluring

HLOVAW

to mix

notvédg
1) common, ordinary

(v. & EXnvioude)

32,366:1.

28,346:27.

5,256:10; 44,412:20.

25,334:25.

47,418:15.

4,252:10.

9,272:24.
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15,294:21;
56,450:6;
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2) general
3) joined

4) general (non-tech.)

HOLVOC AL’ ©L A Soutog

appealing to the whole
_range of human nature

HOLVY

commonty
HOLVEC

in general
HOLVOTAG, N

HOLVOTNG TGV SvoudTwy, T

standard, ordinary vocabulary

noromela,

flattery
HOADUEVW

to flatter
nda, A

bonding
UOATTEW
UEUOATUDIEVOC

meandering
HOANENC

turgid, winding
uou, To

short phrase
HOUUATLUAE
HOUUALTLHEG

with short phrases
uodunog, o

. din

noudde

" refined

49,426:7;
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21,320:29;

33,368:11-12;
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5,254:24.
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7,260:15.

5,256:1;
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woubd, To
refinement

nonog, O
fatique
wonwdinge
~ boring
ndoog, o
satiety
uopuedvruuég
Corybantic
UOOUEW
1) to adorn, to embellish

2) to bring about
3) to honour

noouog, o
1) embellishment, orna=

mentation (v. ¥ uorooueur)

2) form

3) distinction (non-tech.)
®wedoLg, N

blend

(1. ) WELg)
HpoTaLee

1) strong

2) powerful

HOOTEW
1) to rule, sway
2) to master

HEATLOTOC
1) best

36,378:15,16; 38,380:22; 40,388:18.
20,314:9%; 45,414:24.

58,454:16.

20,314:1.
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23,326:30;
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2) most
3) most
4) very
5) dear
6) best
7) mos%
Gc wpdtioTa

important

significant

fine

(non-tech.)
(non-tech.)

important (non-tech.)

as good as possible

np&io@, 10

1) power

2) mastery, supremacy
upeffrnw

1) better

2) better (non-tech.)

UPLVW ‘
1) to evaluate
2) to judge
e éY& nolvw
to my mind
HEUPLVOLEVOY G0 VOMIOEL
judged simultaneously
with the idea
(v. A vonoLg)

—

uoLTpLov, To

criterion

wpolua, Té
instrumental music

HTAR, TO
something of permanent
value

33,368:11,25;
16,24; 44.,410:27;
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17,298:11;
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HUMAEW
to circulate

HUHAOYOCUPEW
to circumscribe, to use

more words than necessary

HUUADW

to recur constantly
<uépuo¢

1) proper

2) most important (sup.)
U ov, o

clause

%Wﬁa, ul
~ comedy
UWT LA
to beguile with fair words
uwfﬁkog
lively
UWTLAOV, TO

- Tively quality

AoBn, h

hold, power to hold
Adrog
Aov, TO

garrulity

ACUEOC
1) splendid
2) brilliant

56,448:26.

19,306:17.

20,314:7.

5,256:10;
17,298:13;

9,272:13;
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43,410:3,6;
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18,304:19;
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24,332:5,12,14,16;
40,392:11;
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3) most manifest (sup.)

(non-tech.)
AV
to be unnoticed
AeANSTLC
inperceptibly

Azalvw
to effect smoothly
(v. TEANVW)

AE YW

1) to deliver an oration

to discuss
to quote
to recite
to adduce
to use

~N Oy O W

to call

[oe]

to name, to call
by the name
9) to state

10) to mean

11) to admit
12) to say by means of the
text, express in writing

6,258:185.

38,382:26; 55,448:15; 56,450:8;

5,254:27.

43,405:2.

13,288:11; 22,322:20,27; 53,440:31;
54,442:15,22; 54,444:11,19,21;
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words (non-tech.)

Asydpevov, 16

sentence

[y

AEYwv, O
~ speaker
AexSEv, TO

oration

Aéyelv €0, TO
fine oratory
Myw €lg

b0%ic AEYw

l to address to
| to be correct

OCUVEASVTL elmelv
to summarise
e elnetv

virtually

smooth

|
retoc
Aedémng, N

smoothness

13) to say, utter in

28,344:20; 28,346:7,12,19,21; 29,348:6,
9,25; 29,350:1,3; 30,350:12; 32,366:12,
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AEUTLHOC

AEUTLHOV, TO

1) diction 35,374:10;
2) way of expression, style 51,434:18;
AEUTLUHOG  TOMOC, O

way of expression 32,366:19;

AeuTLndg, O (sc. Tdmog)

Aeutov, TO
expression 27,342:8%; 27,344:4.

AEELG, T i
1) word 22,324:11; 38,380:29: 39,384:16; |

40,390:9,]5,23,28;
2) diction, choice of words 26,338:3; 56,448:18; |
3) expression 24,334:2; 29,348:13; 56,448:26; 3
4) passage 9,270:21; 11,276:16; 14,290:26;

16,296:25; 17,298:2; 18,302:26;

19,306:15; 19,308:6; 20,310:4;

20,312:27; 21,314:14; 23,326:30;

23,328:20; 28,346:3; 30,356:31;

31,358:4,10; 32,364:15; 33,366:28;

33,368:18; 37,380:14; 40,394:3,11;

4],398:23,28; 42,404:3; 48,424:13;

50,430:3;
5) oration 50,430:8; 50,432:3;
6) verse 39,386:16; 40,392:26;
7) oeuvre 39,386:24; 48,424:18;
8)
9) style (of an author),

way of expression

(of an author)8

2,244:26; 2,246:3; 3,248:6; 4,252:3,11;
7,258:27; 8,264:24; 8,266:21; 9,268:13;
9,270:4,12; 10,274:12,23; 10,276:1;
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53,442:1; 54,442:11; 54,444:28;
54,446:28; 58,454:11,18;

|
writing « 50,430:26; 5
\
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10) style (in general),
way of expression
(in general)

11) type of style, type
of way of expression

12) utterance
13) act of speaking
14) colloquial language
15) language, speech
woLa THe ASEeug
parts of speech
neln A2Elg, N
prose
(v. Melde)
YLAn AEELG, N
prose
(v. LAdg)

AeTtTOC
refined

A Yw

to end, stop, to end in
Mo, TO

1) substance

2) argument
Mipog, ©

trash

2,246:15;
13,288:22;
24,332:23;
32,364:23;
44,412:7;

1,242:26;
6,256:26;
15,296:14;
40,394:1;
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3,246:20;

14,290:25;

29,348:13;

33,368:15;
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29,350:9;
37,380:9;

48,424:21;
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27,342:5;

43,410:16.

44,412:22.
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ALYOLV

to produce clear sounds

ALyupde

1) clear-sounding

2} Tlively
ALYupdv, TO

clear sounds
ALTéé

unadorned

(v. &holg, &peXic

and Loxvde)
A0YLudg

oratorical
AbYOé, o

1) word

2) sentence

3) passage

4) expose

5) essay

6) treatise

7) work of literature

8) literature

9) speech, oration

44,412:12.

36,378:16; 40,390:31;
43,410:18;

5,254:31.
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229




10) writing, discourse
11) discussion

12) oratory
13) prose-

14) subject
15) statement
16) argument

17) argumentation,
reasoning
18) language
19) relation
20) ratio, proportion
21) mind, reason
TOV Adyov &nodlEwu
to render an account
Advov Exw
(i.e. 2AEYW)
to mean
ASYOV TIOLEOUOL
to take into account,
‘ to set value on
XéYmv ol &eltoL
it stands to reason
AULOL VOO

to cause damage to

43,410:8#; 44,412:12,14; 45,412:24,

v. évayaviog, 303 45,414:11;
45,416:2, v .EVAYWVLOC; 46,416:18;
46,418:3; 51,432:21,28; 51,436:3;
53,440:3,15, v. évaydviog; 54,446:13;
55,448:15; 56,450:4; 57,452:2,5;
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51,434:5;

49,426:17; 53,440:1;

48,424:15;

27,344:10,11,13; 33,368:2; 34,370:7;
39,386:23; 42,404:17;

7,258:29; 13,288:28; 36,376:15;
2,244:5;

2,244:25;

48,420:21,23;

24,334:9; 36,378:4;

27,344:7; 45,414:2; 58,454:22;

47,420:7;

48,422:5;

50,432:14.

24,334:9.
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AUTE 0
to offend

Avoromde

Lysianic

to relieve

Telecs
1) long
2) long (non-tech.)

&La ompeol (sc. xpdvou)
over a long distance
(non-tech.)

Vel )
much (non-tech.)

HOLECoUAANABOG.
with long syllable

WoACHES
1) soft-sounding

2) feeble
uoAodv, Té

soft sound
LA XLV OG

soft-sounding

(v. woAoHéS)
HOAXTTW

to relieve
uaAS&uég

effete, effeminate

40,392:22.

11,276:13; 13,286:19; 13,288:15;
15,294:11.

20,314:9.

5,256:7; 19,306:17;
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50,428:19;

9,268:28; 9,272:17; 27,342:10;

6,258:6; 24,332:2; 35,372:17.
38,380:24.

18,306:4#; 20,312:16; 40,388:20;
40,390:10,14,24; 43,406:18,30;
48,424:3;

28,346:6;

36,378:177.

40,392:12.

2,244:29.

39,384:7.
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wWETUVE; O
witness

HOOTUPEW
1) to confirm
2) to acknowledge
3) to bear witness

Hoptupta, N
evidence, proof
HopTopLov, TO
proof, evidence
HEYOAnYOPLQL, T
grandiloquence

LEYQAOMPETE LA, T

magnificence

HE YOAOTIOETIG
magnificent

LE YOAS@OWY
magnanimous
HEYOC
1) grand
2) long
3) great (non-tech.)

wEvedog, TO
1) grandeur
2) importance
3) magnitude (non-tech.)
4) size (non-tech.)
ust?vuuL
to blend, mix

6,256:29; 33,368:26;

13,290:9;
56,450:2;
29,348:6;
50,428:1.

15,296:12.

28,344:22.
35,372:20;
35,374:21; 35,376:10;
18,304:24.
36,376:17.
37,380:3,14; 39,386:23.
4,252:22; 45,416:5.
4,252:17,29: 35,376:4.
8,266:9; 21,320:19; 24,334:7;
25,334:17; 25,336:7; 39,384:8;
45,416:16; 48,424:2,10.
39,388:14.
6,258:5; 28,346:26;
38,380:24;

52,438:23,25.

34,370:12;
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LELEdLOY, TO
boy

HELCOMLOENG

juvenile

UEAOLV

to darken
HEAE TAW
to study
HEAET, N
practice
HeALTw
to be 1ike music

PEALKES
lyrical
HEALXESC
LEALXODV, TO
sweetness
peAomoLds, O
lyric poet
ueEXOC, TO
1) tone

2) melody

3) song

4) singing

5) vocal music
6) limb

HEAN, TG
lyric poetry

25,336:6.

5,256:20; 20,312:25;
29,350:3.

5,256:6.

52,436:21.
52,438:13.
50,430:16.

40,392:26.

48,424:5"

39,386:15.

26,338:2; 47,420:4;
48,422:15,26; 49,424
7,262:23; 22,322:6;
50,430:26; 51,434:22;
50,430:13,16;
54,444:18;

40,392:10;

50,428:2,3.

18,306:10; 41,398:12.

21,320:24;

48,420:14,16,25;
28;
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]

EAPSLa, T
[ melody 48,422:8.
(v. T WIS, 2))
LE oo
1) to censure 17,298:9;, 18,304:6; 24,334:6;
2) to criticize 20,312:14.
HEVW
to persist 48,422:8.
uepog, T
1) section 18,304:5;
2) part 43,404:25; 45,414:5; 46,416:22;
49,426:18; 53,440:19; 54,446:9;
3) subject 34,370:1; 50,432:5; 54,446:3;
4) share 47,418:17.
LECOC
1) midway between,
intermediate, middle 3,250:27; 14,292:2; 33,368:25;
34,370:20;, 36,378:20;, 41,398:23;
42,404:7; 43,410:3;, 47,418:]8#;
2) between 38,382:1,6.
yecdme, ' |
[ the mean, the state between
‘ two extremes 3,248:6.
HETOBOAN, N
1) variation - 20,314:8; 47,420:5;, 48,420:28;
48,424:4,11,16; 49,424:29;
2) change (non-tech.) 17,298:9.
peTomoul Tw
to convert 41,398:27.
HETOAOBAY

to experience 22,322:9,12.




LETOEL -

between

LETOEY 6V SmMpun EMATE LUV

between the two extremes

HETOMLTITW

to change in case

HETOWORA, T
metapher

LETELUL
to pursue

"HETOVOLALW

1) to express with a

related word
2) to substitute

vETOLALW

to be moderate

HETPLHOC
V. WOWOLUOS

HETPLOG

1) moderate, balanced

2) proportionate

3) mediocre (non-tech.)

HETOLOV, TO

1) moderation

2) due proportion (non-tech.)

veTPlWg
1) moderately

2) to some extend

LETPLATATA

in the most perfect measure

33,368:16; 43,408:5;
14,290:16.

39,386:107 .

5.,056:16".

41,398:4.

26,336:15;
28,348:4.

4,252:28.
38,382:6.

13,288:6; 14,290:24;
21,320:25; .
44,410:29; "
28,346:11; 32,364:13;

48{422:7.
13,288:6; 13,290:3;

48,422:7;
43,406:29;

33,366:22.

15,296:14;
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pETPOV, TO
1) moderation

2) metre

3) limit
LETEQ, TA
poetry
&lxa uéfoa, T
prose
ot €Ew ToG pgtpov (sc. Adyol)
prose
HETOGH0C
of Cybele
UETWVLLLA, N
metonymy
]ﬁmg,ré
1) length
- 2) length (non-tech.)

MOV

to enlarge on

wvouo, T
1) feature
2) evidence
ulyua, O
blend
HLHOOAOYEW
1) to use trivial Tanguage
2) to examine in detail

LR TOG
mixed, blended

5,256:17; 18,304:9;

48,420:27; 50,430:4,7,9,18,21,26,27,
31; 51,432:24;

49,426:9;

36,376:25;

36,376:25;

47,418:23.
22,322:14.
5,256:14.

43,410:4,12; 48,420:16;
46,418:7; 54,446:5.

51,434:19.

34,370:3; 51,432:16;
26,340:18.

5,254:15; 41,398:6.

28,346:27;
21,314:19.

3,246:20; 8,266:23; 36,378:19;
41,398:1; 42,404:7; 43,410:2;
44.410:28; 47,418:17".
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PLLE OO

to imitate » 1,244:1; 10,276:9.
plnolg, M

imitation 36,378:11.
ulEie, N

mixture 42,404:11.
ULOEW

to hate 22,322:10.
uxoog, 16

hatred 55,448:4.
HOVSHWAOC

one=sided 42,404:14.
udprov, o

1) syllable 38,382:17;

2) component 39,384:2; 39,386:14; 51,432:22;

3) constituent part 26,336:17; 40,390:27;
uéQLov The AEEeuc, T

part of speech 48,420:9,24;
udprov To0 2dyov, T

part of speech 52,438:3;
HOTO OOLO

in detail 37,380:16.
o, M .

1) tone {of the voice) 54,444:10;

2) outward form (non-tech.) 8,266:14; 50,428:6,7,8.

wouwowry,  f (sc. T€xvn)
1) music 2,244:25;. 48,422:3,6; 49,426:5;
2) musicality, musical
quality 35,376:11.
HOVOLHOG
1) musical 40,388:25; 40,390:30; 51,432:24;
2) harmonious 48,424:13;
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HouoLudg, O

musical theorist
wuownd, Td '
music

HOUCLUOC HAL WETOLKAS, O

composer of the accompani=

ments
ToLcAw
to produce as music

vluo, TO
1) fountain

2) river (y. mpavig)

1) immature
2) undeveloped

VELECAW
to express resentment
VEwTEPOTIOLLO, T
originality
VAT, | N (sc. xop&n)
highest note
vénua, To
thought (which is

(to be) expressed in

words)

vénoLg, N

1) thought (which is (to
be) expressed in words)

2) insight

50,430:20; _

48,422:28;

38,382:5-6.

40,392:9.

28,346:26.
40,392:67.

4,252:26;
52,438:11.

22,324:9.
2,246:5.

2,244:24.

9,268:16; 9,272:12,15:
18,306:2; 20,312:29;
36,376:22; 44,412:18;
55,448:6.

25,334:16; 39,384:16;
v . UPlvw; 56,450:13;

52,438:17.

18,304:11;

21,320:22;
51,434:2;

52,438:21,
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VOUDETEW.
to express admonition

voic, 6

sense, meaning
thought
understanding
mind

strange

Eévoc
strange

ESOpoLOL
to lament

ol&

el &teg, ol
well-informed people

otuelog

1) distinctive, peculiar

2) fit, proper, appropriate
oluelug

1) properly, appropriately

2) friendly

otuovouta,

arrangement of ideas

otluovouLndg
_oluovoundv, 1o

arrangement of ideas
otutog, ©

pity

22,324:10.

~

7,260:15; 39,384:24; 40,390:16;
5,256:8; 26,336:20;

52,438:12;

2,244:29; 15,2Y4:17.

34,370:14.

5,256:12; 15,294:23; 15,296:2.

54,442:18.

14,292:2.
2,246:6; 39,384:21; 48,420:29;
51,432:24. .

49,426:4 (comp.); 55,448:9;
40,392:2; 53,440:27;

35,374:2.

51,434:2,13.

51,434:17.

54,442:21.
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OAL YUEW

1) to neglect 18,304:8;
2) to belittle 51,436:13.
ékﬂ?upog
OAL YU
belittlingly 28,346:21.
Slopupudg, O
lTamentation 54,442:23.
SUOADS
even 20,312:18.
OuoeL&ig
- of the same form 33,368:19.
ououyia, A
rthythmical correspondence 50,430:29.
Suorog
1) similar 50,430:17;
2) like, appropriate 24,330:12;
OSuolug
1) in a like way 26,336:20;
2) equally 34,370:2.
duordmng, N .
1) similarity 12,280:19; 13,286:26; 50,428:10;
2) uniformity 50,430:29.
OUOAOYEW
to agree 32,364:12; 41,398:22.
Svoua, TO
1) word 5,256:8,9; 7,260:15,24; 19,306:16;

21,320:21; 28,348:3; 29,348:23;
35,372:15; 35,376:5,12; 35,374:
17,265 36,376:17 (v. ouwdEmg), 25;
38,380:23; 38,382:37,13;

38,382:21; 39,384:4,25; 40,388:19;
43,406:17; 43,410:1; 44,4]2:]8#;
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45,414:13; 48,422:15; 49,426:15;
51,434:3,15; 55,446:17; 55,448:3,7;
56,448:21; 57,450:22; 57,452:2;
58,452:17; 58,454:1,9,14;
words, diction 4,252:13,22; 5,254:25; 13,286:10;
18,302:29#; 18,306:5; 24,330:5,10;
24,332:8#; 25,336:7;
name, term . 6,258:17; 7,260:17; 37,380:12;
50,430:25; 52,436:27; 56,448:25;
noun 48,420:1%1; 52,438:4;
name (of a person)
(non-tech.) | 6,258:14; 13,286:29;
6) reputation (non-tech.) 4,252:3;
bvonudtun nAoltog, O
richness of language 28,346:5;
SGvoudtay HawvdTC 35,374:12.

(v. nawvdtng)

Svoudlw
1) to call, to term 24,332:24, 37,380:7; 50,430:22;
2) to express in words 36,376:27.
dvouooia, T
1) language | 18,306:37; 34,370:14; 35,374:28;
56,450:14; -
2) group of words 40,390:19.

OEdTE, N
high pitch 48,420:15; 52,438:6.
(cf. N Bopltng)

doooLg, N
eye 50,428:19.

Bpyavov , TO
1) musical instrument 40,392:9; 48,422:4; 48,424:17;
2) device 40,392:26.
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oy, N
anger

OpY LT ouaL
to be angry

dpdcEneLa, N
correctness of style
way of expression

S
correct

—
correctly

Spog, ©
standard, norm
(v. & uoviv)

&perog, TO
use

&xAnpde
irritating

bXANEGC Lot ianuL

1) to upset
2) to offend

Sxnoig, f

offence (upon the ear)
&xrog, O

mass
6¢LQ ’ ﬁ

1) thing seen

2) appearance

ToSal v

to stir the emotions

54,442:21,22; 55,448:4.

22,322:11.

26,338:21.

41,398:

58,452:

1,242:26; 23,324:26.

53,440:

24,334

15,294:
15,294:

38,382:

26,340:

32,364:
34,372:6.

18,304

19;

24.

12.

24;
27.

25.

13.

17; 34,370:31;

19; 20,312:22.




oSN TLHOC
passionate

adoc, TO

1) passion

feelings
modification
modulation
experience

o SopL wdng
puerile
ToALVESLa, T
recantation
TIOPOPOG
~ fertile (v. eluaprnog)

IOV YUPLHOC
epideictic

TowriYuPLS, N
festival

TIOVTOSOIGG
in every way

opd  + Akk.
according to

(v, 10 neEnov)
TIORAY YEALL, TO

principle
TioEdSe LY, TO

1) example

8,266:12; 13,288:30; 20,310:26;
34,370:24; 55,446:24; 55,448:14;
58,454:10,

2,244:29; 7,260:17; 18,304:26;
20,312:15; 22,322:8,11; 24,332:19;
43,406:2; 53,440:28; 55,448:5,7;
24,334:11;

52,438:2;

53,440:20;

21,320:29.

44,412:21.
7,262:8.

32,36L4:26.

4,254:11; 8,266:10; 44,412:14;
45,412:28.

36,378:17; 44,412:7.
50,432:10.

46,416:18,21.

50,428:26.

2,246:12; 3,248:10;, 4,254:171;
7,258:27; 9,266:26;, 13,288:6;
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2) exemplar
3) model

oEdSecLg, N

juxtaposition
TIOPOME T 1O

to be juxtaposed
napdAnoLg, f

exhortation
TIOPAHOAOLIEW

1) to be connected with

2) to accompany

3) to pursue
roEoA BV A

1) to use, to-apply

2) to add
ooy, T

variation
o’ EAANAc TUONLL

to compare
TIOEO0AL MEOLIL

to take as model
TIOEOILOE OLoLL

to assuage
Topo3tla, H

persuasion
TIOPA LTI TW

to be placed side by side
oA oue, T

padding

13,290:14;
20,312:1;
39,386:14;
43,406:6;
53,442:4#;
40,392:28;

39,384:31.
38,380:28.
43,408:10.

31,358:5.

34,370:31;
47,420:5;
34,370:27.

37,380:18;
24,332:21;

46,416:19.

23,328:2.
23,328:17.
45,414:24.

24,334:13.

19,308 3;

14,292:3
29,348:12
42,402:27
46,418:4;

14,290:22;
23,328:25;

40,394:8;
46,416:26;

58,454:15;

34,372:3;
50,426:24;

50,430:17;
24,334:1.

39,384:25.

b
b

3
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opdonuoy , T
distinguishing feature,
mark

TLOPOOUELALW
to prepare

TIOCOUELT, T
preparation

nopdo T, TO
exaltation

TIapTNEEW
to take care

Tlopaenio, T
observation

TP TL ONL
1) to quote

2) to compare

3) to add

4) to combine
TIOOE UBAAAW

to insert
noeeBoAr,

insertion

TIOPE WTLTITW
to intervene

TIOEEVTE LVW
TIOOOTE L VLV

straining

TiopeEeTalw

to examine by comparison
TIOPETIOHAL

to be connected with

50,426:

51,434

51,434:

22,324:1.

53,440:

13,290:5.

19,306

42,404:

30,350
37,380

40,388:

23

13.

11.

31.

2153
23

114,
:14;
24.

9,272:13;

38,382

40,390

54,442

36,376

34,370

:7.

:23.

:16.

:21.

2.

21,314:18;

.40,390:14.

32,364:15;
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TIoEN&IVw
Tapn&ovov, TO
diversion (i.e. enter=
tainment)
TIELoog
parallel in structure
(rhetorical device)
ndpLoov, To

‘parison (rhetorical device)

TIOPL W™
to balance, set in

parallel structure

TopLowoLe, h
parisosis, i.e. parallelism
of clauses so far as parts
of speech and length of
corresponding clauses are
concerned (rhetorical device)

TOPOUOLWoLE,
paromoiosis, i.e. parallelism
of clauses in terms of corre=
sponding sound (rhetorical

device)

Tooovoudlw

TIOEUWVOLCOUEVOY, TO -
paronomasia (rhetorical
device)

TIOPOPLAL W
to express exhortation

TIOOEOLUAC

burlesque

napenola., 1
candor

45,414:23.

26,338:12;

4,252:27; 20,312:25.

26,336:16.

25,336:9; 40,392:23.

40,392:23.

40,392:24.
22,324:10.
#

54,444:18" .

23,324:21.

246




1) to experience

2) to befall (non-tech.)

1) not transparent
2) clumsy

TEOLXI')THQ ’ ﬁ
dullness

nelog
neln AEELg, 0
prose
refol Adyor, ol
prose
mevdw, N
1) persuasiveness
2) means of persuasion
nelpa, h
experience
TEPLRAAAW
TEPLRAA OO
to admit, to include

TEPLEPYLD, N
over-elaboration

TePLEPYOQ
laboured

TEPLEXW
to contain

nePLAaUBAVW
1) to render, to put in

words

21,320:28; 22,322:20,22; 27,342:26;
54,442:25;
30,350:18.

5,256:5;
27,3428,

26,340:17.

40,394:1; 48,424:15;

37,380:2.

13,286:18;
24,332:20.

44,412:5.

5,256:16.

35,374:13; 56,448:21.

9,270:4,16,21,28; 26,338:4; 35,374:28;
55,446:16; 56,448:18.

50,430:9.

7,260:25; 21,320:20; 29,348:24;
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2) to embrace 43,408:5; 43,410:5;
3) to acquire 52,438:9;
4) to encompass ~ 36,376:29; 55,448:7;
TEPLAUBAVOLEVOC
existing of 24,332:11.
neptodog,
1) period 4,254:5; 18,306:6; 19,306:29;
19,308:4,5; 20,312:29; 20,314:2;
24,332:9,18; 26,336:18; 26,338:6;
39,384:5,22; 39,386:3; 40,390:28;
40,392:14,15,16; 43,406:16,21,30;
43,408:6,24; 43,410:4,9,10;
50,432:11;
2) stanza 50,430:19,22.
TEOLTIAQVAOLTLL
TIEPLTIETLACVI EVOS
erratic 50,430:26.
TIEPLOOEW
to overflow 18,304:11.
MeEPLTOONUL
to bestow upon 52,438:13;
MEQLTLONML TOV AdYOV
to put words into the
mouth of 41,398:25.
TEPLTOOVEVLD
TIEPL TOPVEVOLIOL
to fashion 21,320:22.
TEPLTTOAOYLR, T
wordiness 5,256:2; 13,290:8.
MEPLTTAS
1) extraordinary 8,264:22; 8,266:9; 10,274:17;
15,294:10,23; 15,296:1; 25,334:28;
25,336:3; 34,370:8; 56,450:7;
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elaborate

)

) striking
) excessive, extravagent
)

(62 TR S I VS B A

exceedingly good
6) extra (v.eluoponoc)
nepLTTéV, TO
the extraordinary
TEPL TTAG

unconventionally

TEPLPEOOLS, N
circumlocution

nevoLg, N

question

L Sowag
persuasive
mLdowvdy, T

persuasiveness

Tiupalvw
1) to effect harshly, to
offend
2) to be harsh
LARYTo« TAVISTAVINER fo)
pungency
TILHEOC
1) harsh
25 pungent
3) severe
wuedv, T
pungency
TLLVSOHOL
TIETLLVWHEVOC
old-fashioned
nevog, ©
1) musty antiquity
2) patina, tinge

1,242:24; 6,258:5; 56,448:22;
43,410:12;

25,334:26;

15,294:16; 35,372:16%; 36,376:16;
32,364:27;

24,332:22;

39,386:12.

5,256:9; 7,260:24; 29,348:27.
54,444.9, .

4,252:15;, 13,286:15; 15,296:8;
34,372:9; 58,454:11. i
43,406:1; 55,448:8;

55,448:9;

34,370:17; 55,446:22.

8,266:12; 20,312:17;
35,374:25", 27;
55,446:27;

55,446:16;

35,374:13.

45,414:19.

44,412:14;

5,254:26; 39,386:20.
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ToTLS, N

1) argument 42,402:29; 50,432:6;

2) proof 33,366:24; 33,368:13; 45,414:17,25;

3) credibility 46,418:5.
nAdoua, TO

1) type of style 34,370:2,27; 34,372:3;

2) (individual) style

(of an author) 34,370:5,19,31.

wdomg, O

modeller 50,428:17; 51,436:5.
nAdtog, TO

wordiness 19,308:25; 19,310:1.
TAXTOC

1) diffuse, wordy 4,254:7; 19,308:7;

2) broad 38,380:25" ;
TIAQTEWS

in a diffuse, wordy way 19,308:18;

ual Tofe E8paLg abT@ve .. TAATEWS
vy BeRnuulalg
and (words) resembling
buildings with very broad

bases 38,380:24-25.
TIAaTavirdg |
Platonic 28,346:26; 32,366:3.
TIAEOVAL W ’
1) to make excessive
use of words 55,448:10; 58,454:1;
2) to use more 44,412:3;
3) to be predominant 43,410:18;
mAsovdlov, 16
1) the predominant feature 37,380:17;
2) the predominant element
(in nature) 37,380:8.
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mAsovoouog, O
1) amplification

2) excess
mAnYd, N

blow
TANSUVTILHES
TANSUVTLUSY, TO

plural (grammatical)

TnoLdalw
to be a follower
TAoloLog
rich
nAol0toc, ©
1) wealth
2) wealth (non-tech.)
vebua, To
1) spirit
2) animation
3) breathing
TIOLEW
1) to present in poetry
2) to take (as model)
3) to do (non-tech.)

4) to make (non-tech.)

5) to bring about
(non-tech.)
TIOLEW COUES
to elucidate
(v. cawrig)

50,426:
56,448:

20,312:

27,344:
40,394

28,346

25;
28;

17.

9.

2.

26.

5,256:9;

29,348:

20,310:
54,446:
39,384:

23,326:
39,386:

17.

27,
13
24;

18;
13

9,266:25;

35,374
52,436:
40,388:
44,412
48,422:
58,454:

40,390:

53,442:

113
22;
25;
13

275

58,454:13.

28,346:4;

22,322:17;

43,410:14.

26,338:1;

40,392:28;

26,338:7;
45,412:30;
56,450:10;

22,324:13;

32,336:19;

50,428:11;

40,390:13,24; 44,410:31;

45,414:16;
48,424:10;

10,13;

22;

4;

40,392:1;

46,416:20;
55,446:26;
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moLéoual &doLv
to mete out, to lay stress

upon 48,422:21; 51,434:2;
TIOLEOMAL ETILHEAE LOV

to pay attention to 51,436:2;
TIoLEouaL  AGYOV

1) to argue 27,344:13;

2) v. Adyog 48,422:5;
TIOLEOUaL @EOVTLEQ

to take care. 40,368:29;
nsnOLnuévc,évéuaxa,.rd

neology ' 4,252:12; 5,256:11.
nolnux, T

poem 7,262:24; 40,392:11; 50,430:9,

12,15; 53,440:10,14.

mownmg, ©
1) poet 8,266:13; 26,336:21; 37,380:15;
39,386:24; 40,392:28; 41,398:8.
2) author 37,380:2; 51,434:5;
3) non-lyric poet 39,386:15.
TOLNTLHES
1) poetical ‘ 5,256:18; 40,392:25; 50,430:15;
50,432:3; 51,432:25;
2) artificial 7,260:10;
3) bringing about 47,420:2; 48,422:25;
TIOLNTLUWTEQPOV, TO
the more poetical 56,450:13.
TOLMLALG, T
alternation 20,314:8; 34,370:22.
oL IAA
to vary 48,422:9,19.
TOLKLAOG
1) varied 20,312:2; 22,322:17;
2) variable (non-tech.) 8,266:17;
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TIOLM LAWG
1) variedly

2) variedly (non-tech.)
notog
1) of what kind

2) of what kind (non-tech.)
3) any (non-tech.)

nioLdg
motdv, T
essence

(v. R ToLdTE)

moLémg, N
distinctive quality,

nature (v. To TOLOV)

TIOAE LG PLO. ST
weapons of war (figurative
of the style of Demosthenes)

TIOAL TLUOG
1) civic, civil (i.e.

related to a moAlIng)

2) of a politician

3) political (v.&nuLoupYde)
TIOALTLHOG, O

politician
oAUTEaYHOoUVN, 1

over-activity

TOUWEVUTHOLO Ot
weapons of ceremonial
processions (figurative
of the style of Plato)

50,432:10;
8,266:3.

40,388:24,24#,26; 44,412:4;

47,418:16; 50,426:21;
27,340:17; 27,342:21;
28,346:4,5,5; 36,376:20.
10,274:14.

37,380:17.

32,364:16.

2,244:26; 8,266:1; 15,294:16;
23,326:13,22; 23,328:15;
30,358:1; 35,372:21; 50,430:8;
50,432:3; 51,432:25; 53,440:4;
55,448:15;

56,450:14;

51,436:10;

15,294:28;, 18,304:22.
56,448:26.

32,364:16.
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wvog, 6

hard work
TocoC
nocov, To

- degree

(v. % moodmg)
noodme, N

due proportion

nodyuo, T

1) subject, subject-matter

2) matter (non-tech.)

3) object, thing (non-tech.)

4) fact (non-tech.)
5) deed, act (non-tech.)

nedyuote, T

action, events (non-tech.)

TOSYHA HOLVOY, TO

commonplace

noayuateta, f
1) treatise
2) dedication

3) occupation

TIOAY O TE VOO
to write

TOQYUOITLHOG

of subject-matter

TEAYUATLHSY , TO
subject-matter

oayuoTinde tonog, O
subject-matter

51,436:11; 52,438:22,25; 53,440:22.

10,274:17.

48,424:23; 55,448:11.

4,252:23; 9,270:3; 13,286:17;

18,304:31; 20,312:27; 21,320:20;

23,324:25; 24,330:10; 25,334:23;
28,346:19; 45,412:27; 47,418:13;
50,426:26; 51,432:25;

2,246:4; 23,326:27; 25,334:14;
39,384:9;

7,260:25; 40,390:9; 56,448:25;
58,452:17;

46,418:13;

35,374:11; 56,450:10;

22,322:22, 27,342:7; 45,414:21;

28,344:23.

32,366:11; 57,452:12;
52,438:23,29;
40,390:26.

49,426:15.

12,280:18; 58,454:19;
51,434:17;

51,434:9,11 (sc. Tomog) .
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jfoeVials

GOMEP HATA TEAVOUE PEPOLEVC.

xeptov véugxcf n&evog abtote

4

SUTLUEOLOVTOC

? of a landscape

like streams
flowing down-hill without
any hindrance
IOV '
to soothe (v. Asalvw)
TLOETILD
THETILY
1) appropriate
2) suiting
neenov, 6

appropriateness, propriety

. TIOOALYW
oodyw elg madog
to provoke violent emotion
TOOOL PECLE, N
1) choice
2) peculiarity
3) predelection
4) preference
5) purpose
TLOOAL PEW
TLOOOLL PE OUGLL
to choose
TUOOEKPE PW
to express before
TLOOE XW
to be superior to

40,392:6-7.

43,406:1.

22,324:2;, 24,330:9;
18,306:2;

13,286:16; 18,304:27,31; 34,370:25;
47,420:6#; 48,422:2,12,20; 48,424:6;
49,426:1.

2,246:1.

2,244:14,17;
3,248:7;
36,378:4;
16,296:28;
41,398:4.

2,244:23.
39,386:11.

34,370:10.

255




TLOOT YE OHOLL
to precede

TEo%eoLe, N
theme, thesis

TioOKE TuoL
TIOOKE LUEVOS
proposed
TIOOME LUEVOY, TO
the above mentioned subject
TIOOVOE W
to provide for
nodvoLray  Exw
to provide for

moooluLov, To
introduction (of ‘a speech)

TIPOTIE TriG
TOONETEC, TO

flow
TPEOSAVAYHALW
TpooavayrdoaL , To

compulsion
TIOCOTVOTTOIW

to provide a rest
TEOOOT MW

to fit

TLOOOT ULV
befitting

ooodrun, 1
1) addition
2) adjunct

EdoJECLS, N
addition

38,380:29.

33,366:20.

34,368:307;

42,402:30;
48,422:7.
48,422:11;

13,288:27;
40,390:1.

2,246:2.
40,390:23.

45,416:3;
54,442:22;

48,422:1.

24,332:3,21;
39,384:10.

24,334:3.

50,430:11;

43,410:25.

53,440:17.

45,414:15.

52,438:30;

42,404:16;
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TOAOUAL POG
brief

TLOOOMOAAGW

TIOCOUCAANITOLC

coherent

TEOCACLBAVW
1) to add
2) to receive over and
above
TIOOOUOO TUPEW
to attribute in addition

TOOOTLON L
to add

Moo 1e.LRW
npqorptepuau
to attach (something to
someone), i.e. to accuse
someone of something
modowov, TO
person
TUOOWE PW
TYOOWE POLIOW
1) to quote
2) to deliver
TEoPopd, N
delivery

TOWTE LOC

nowteta, TG
first place

& mpwtela TS AEEews EPOUOL
to be the most eminent
stylist

50,428:27.

43,404:28.

26,336:19;

24,332:13.

48,424:20.

23,324:22;

35,374:14.

9,274:9.

22,324:5;
54,442:5;

22,324:12.

32,366:13;

29,350:8.

34,368:29;

54,444:17,27.

43,408:13;

43,410:25.
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TEWTEWW
nowretww , O
the one holding first
place
iAo, 16
soft feathers
nTdoLg, N
case (grammatical)
TTUMVOC .
solid
LV SAVO IO
to ask a gquestion
(v, &vdunogepw)

HEw

to flow
piiua, T

1) word

2) phrase

3) verb

4) artistic writing
pnoig, N

style
pntopLndg

rhetorical

pnTopLudy  YEvog
type of style

e, ©
orator

33,368:4#; 42,404:6.

51,436:7.
9,270:27; 39,386:9; 52,438:6.
4,254:6.

54,444:6,

28,346:28.

29,348:18;

28,346:11; 57,450:31;

26,338:11,11; 48,420:12; 52,438:4;
38,382:29.

13,290:11.

55,448:1;

14,290:15.

2,244:7; 2,246:7; 3,246:26;
9,266:28; 10,274:24; 13,288:26;
23,324:24; 23,326:23; 33,366:27;
35,372:17; 35,374:5,21; 41,398:13;
43,404:18; 46,418:6; 48,424:22;
50,432:9; 51,436:2; 53,440:30;
55,446:25; 56,450:11; 58,452:16;
58,454:7. '
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pormy, 1

balance 48,424r7¢-A
pudude, ©
1) rhythm 7,262:23; 26,338:2; 39,384:6,9,13,
28; 40,392:15;, 43,410:6,19;
47,420:4;, 48,420:17,20,26; 48,422:5,
9,29; 48,424:10; 49,424:29;
50,430:4,10,18,21,27,31; 51,432:24;,
51,434:22;
2} rhythm (non-tech.) 50,428:2.
" polg, A
flow 40,392:5. R
oumVeELS, N
lucidity 5,254:25; 34,372:8; 50,426:28;
58,454:6.
capic
clear, lucid 4,252:19; 10,276:2; 13,286:9;
18,304:1,8; 24,334:2,3,6;
34,370:9; 53,442:4.
cogec, T
lucidity 5,256:6.
ceLpiv, N .
1) Siren 35,376:10;
2) Siren-charm 35,376:8.
oceuvoroyla, T
use of solemn language 13,288:17.
oeuvdg .
solemn ~18,304:2; 28,348:3; 29,348:22;

36,378:14; 43,410:17;
ocevdy, 16

solemnity » 24,334:9; 38,380:22; 40,388:18;
41,398:10; 45,414:17;
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oEVOTEPOV, TO
higher degree of

solemnity
eHTVAS
solemnly

oEMVOTNG ; M
solemnity

onuelVw
to signify
onretlov, o

1) example
2) indication

ONUE LOW
to mark, to note down

olwm, N

pause (v. xpdvog)
onAnEds

harsh
OHOALOC

twisty, tortuous
OUOTIEW

1) to examine

2) to study
3) to consider
4) to detect

OUOTE LVAC
ouoteELVOV, TO
obscurity
ocoola, N
philosophy
COPLOTLUAG
sophistic
ocmadoviouds, O

impediment -

56,450:13;

43,404:20.

4,252:17,22;

13,288:8; 24,330:4,11;

28,346:5; 39,386:19; 45,414:28.

40,390:8.

9,274:5;
50,426:21.

58,452:16.
38,382:9.
5,256:15.
9,270:22.

37,380:18;
55,446:20;
50,430:1;
48,422:24,
50,428:4.

35,374:13.
51,434:4.
44,412:21.

40,390:22.

41,398:21; 43,404:19,26;
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orovtiTw

to lack (v. e0napmnog)
oneLEW
ECTIEUTUEVUS

urgently

onovéelog
of libitation

onou&Lw
to be bent on, to pay
serious attention to

onouvéolog
1) serious
2) good, excellent, sound
3) good

onovdn, M

1) serious consideration

2) care

omPELYWOS, ©
sustaining

otixog, O
1) verse, i.e. a line of
poetry |
2) line of writing

otoLxelov, 1o
1) element
2) constituent part

CTOLXELWONG
elementary

oToXALouL
to strive after

32,364:

54,444:

22,322:5.

25,334
48,422:

18,306:
36,376:
18,304:

23,328:
36,378:7;
40,390:3.

43,408:

50,430

57,452:3.

48,420:
37,380:

39,384:1.

18,304:

28.

21.

5

18; ?26,338:3, 27,342:27;
21; 53,440:19.

10, 22,322:4;

26, 37,378:21; 38,382:29;
22.

13, 24,332:7; 29,350:7;
73

3

21.

219,21,

3

9; 52,436:28;

4, 53,440:8.

1

8:; 34,370:12; 48,422:11;

58,454:7.
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oTEAYE, N

tricklie

oTpLEewdTne, N
close texture

OTEOYYVAOS
1) compact, terse
(V. CUYHEKPOTNUEVOS)

2) well-rounded
‘oteow), N
strophe

oLYYEVNC

inborn

ouYYEAPEUS
1) historian

2) prose-writer

OLY'Y AP
to describe

ocuyre Tow

to be composed of
CUYHPLVW

1) to compare

2) to compare (non-tech.)

obYKELOLE, N
1) comparison
2) comparison (non-tech.)

CUYHPOTEW

to unity
OUYHEMPOTNHEVOG

terse (. oTPOYYUASC)
CUYHEOVW

to clash

28,346:28.
34,370:17.

4,254:5; 13,286:12;

18,304:12; 19,308:13; 20,310:15;
24,332:12;

43,410:10.

50,430:20.
13,290:11.

2,244:6; 2,246:5; 10,276:1;
39,386:20; 41,398:13,17;
42,402:28;

37,380:15.

53,440:25.
40,390:9,10; 43,406:17.

17,298:5;
21,314:15.

17,298:13; 23,330:2; 33,368:23;
21,314:19.

21,320:21;

18,304:13.
4,254:2; 43,406:22; 43,408:20.
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CUYXEW
CUYXEOUOL
to fuse, to flow together
ouleVYVUUL
to combine
ocvluyla, N

combination

CUHOPOV TEW
1) to misrepresent
2) to quibble, to quibble

about (i.e. to criticize
in a pettifogging way)

cLAaBn, f
syllable
CLAMeALVW

to combine

ooy Couat

to recapitulate

ouuBalvw

1) to be an attribute of

2) to be connected with
oulBdy, T

a thing that happens
ouuBePudg, TO

1) feature

2) attribute, property

(non-tech.)

ouBoAr}, h

clashing
CULBOALKOS
CULBOALKHAT

with a token, sign

38,382:

39,386:

38,382:

43,410:2.

25,334:

28,344
37,380:
56,450:

38,382:

43,408:2.

32,366:

50,428

34,370:6;

39,386:4;

37,380:
27,342:

38,382:

46,418:

19; 48,424:24.

14; 40,392:13.

26; 40,388:27; 40,390:6,12;

14,

25; 34,372:2;
16; 49,426:8;
20; 58,454:3.

35,374:11,16;
55,446:15;

23; 52,438:2,10.

115
23.

5,20; 40,390:3; 43,408:27.

13.
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oOUBoAoV, TS

token

CUUBOUVAEUTLHOC
deliberative

ouvBouvAn, M
deliberative speech
CLLHE SAOUOTOMOL
to adapt
CUULE TREW
1) to determine exactly
2) to correspond to

ocuueETPLA, N

balance

CUMHETPOC
balanced
CUULE TPWS
"~ corresponding
ocuadela, 1
affinity of sound

CUIMTAEUW

to juxtapose

ouANPSW
to fill up

CULTANEWTLIOS
forming an essential
part of

oulnAonn, M
1) conjunction (gram=
matical)
2) combination

CUITUKVOW
CUETTUKVWLEVOC
compact (v oOTPOYYOAOS 1))

50,428:
9,274:1%; 43,410:77.
45,416
45,414:9.

10,274:
39,384:

24,332:

24,332:

43,408:
40,392:3.
43,408:

39,384:5.

46,416:

7.

10.

25;
24;

10;

12;

28.

22.

9,270:2;

38,382:

43,404:

13.

29.

#

43,410:13.

34,370:23.
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CULKPELW
oLUEPOV, TO
advantage
CUUPNLL
to agree with

OUHESE L Pw

to melt together

CUHPUVEW
CLUHKNVOVUEVOVY, TO
consonant

ocuuewia,
harmony

ouvVAYW
1) to reduce
2) to conclude
3) to bring together

CUVAAYEW
to sympathize

CUVaAS L OO
to coalesce
ouwnAslodaL , To
coalescence
oﬁvancortgw
to bring to an end
simultaneously ‘with

CUVATTTW

1) to follow

2) to join together
CUVANTOLOL

to be next to
CUVOITTOUEVOC

sequel (non-tech.)

CUVOPLOTTW
to fit together

45,414:26.

30,350:13.

48,424 :24.

43,408:9.

40,390:30.

13,290:7;
33,366:23;
9,270:28.

54,444:23.

38,382:18;

40,388:29.

#

39,384:23".

38,380:30;
54,444:22;

40,390:19;

14,294:7.

43,406:27; 43,408:1,7;

40,388:23,28; 48,422:17; 50,430:6.
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ouvamg

consecutive 38,382:3%;
ouUVaEC, TO
continuity 43,406:24.
1) connective word 9,270:27; 39,386:6;
2) conjunction (gram=
matical) 48,420:12; 52,438:4.
ouvéooun, T
concentration 50,426:25.
OUVEXNC
continuous, uninterrupted 40,390:25; 43,406:18; 52,438:13;
cuvexeg, 1o
continuity 54,444:22.
OUVE YW
OuUVEEEcSaL
continuity 40,388:29.
ouwdeLa, N
acquaintance 36,378:6.
" ouvridng
customary 4,252:14; 8,266:10; 9,268:17,19;

9,270:3; 10,274:16: 10,276:7;
15,294:11,24;  56,450:6.

obvieoLg, N

1) composition 24,332:8; 35,372:15; 35,374:17;
35,376:6,12; 36,376:29; 37,378:21;
40,394:5; 43,406:5,31; 43,408:26;
43,410:4; 44,412:19; 45,414:10,13,23;
46,416:20; 49,426:14; 50,426:21;
50,428:12; 50,430:9; 50,432:6,9;

_ 51,432,165 51,434:15,24; 58,454:8;

2) type of composition 39,384:29; 40,392:10; 44,410:28;

45,414:18; 48,424:12.
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ouwdETC, ©

ocuwwXE g GvodTwy, ©
artist at the compo=
sition of words

oUVIE TLUEG
ouvIETLUOY, TO
composition
ouvdeTOC
combined
ouvioTUL

intr.: to consist of

olvTaypa, TO

treatise (v.h oVvtaELg,2))

oUVTOELG, N

1) coherence

2) treatise (v.TO cOvtayux)
OUVTOPXT TW

to disturb

'
OUVTATTW.

to compose, to write

oUVTE (VW

1) to contribute to

2) to be directed
OUVTELVW TOV VOOV

to induce strain-into the

mind '
ouvTLONL

1) to combine

2) to compose

3) to construct
4) to put together

36,376:16.

51,434:18" .

3,246:21.
40,392:14; 48,420:18.
54,446:4.

27,342:11;
46,418:7.

9,272:10.

16,296:27; 45,416:13;

53,440:26;
45,414:26;

2,244:28.

36,378:18;

38,382:23; 39,384:4;

40,392:15; 48,420:25;
46,416:25;

50,428:77; 51,432:23.

51,432:29.

39,386:2;

267




cuvtoula, N

conciseness 18,304:7; 34,372:9.
oBvTouog '

concise 13,286:12; 19,306:29.
ouvLEAL VW

to weave together 8,266:8;
ouvu@vdoL , T6 .

to weaving together 40,390:27.
CLOTIAW

to compress (p. ouvEELVW) 21,320:21;
cuorodfval , T

the drawing together 40,390:27;
OUVEOTIGUEVOC

spare 15,294:12.
OUVCTOM, T

shortening 52,438:5.
CUOTREPW

to condense ’ ' 5,256:8; 19,310:1;

CUOTEE W TV Vadv

to induce tension into

the mind (v. ouvielvw) 2,244:28.
ocvoTEoP, N |
compactness 18,304:10.
oPLYYW
to compress, to condense 19,308:12.
oXiHa, TO
1) figure (of épeech) 5,256:18; 18,306:7; 20,312:21;

20,314:8; 21,320:24; 25,336:7;
26,338:5,16;, 26,340:13; 40,392:19;
43,410:16; 48,422:20;

2) outward appearance 49,426:1; 51,434:22;

3) pattern 50,430:23;
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4)
5)
6)
7

arrangement

bearing

modulation (of the voice)
posture (of the body)

o

)
) way, manner
)

9} form

oxnuati Tw
to shape, to fashion

OYNUATLOWSG, O
1) figure (of speech)
2) structuring, formation
3) expression (of the face)
oxoAn, N
schoo]

OXOAUEE
school-

Zum T LUOC
Socratic

o, TO
1) human body
2) person
év AAlE...nal  mdvoLg
TESOOLUEVE.  OWLOTO.
people raised by hard
work in the sun
(figurative of the
style of Demosthenes)
(cwuoTa) oulag nal paoTivag
SLaMovTa
(people) that pursue a
1ife of ease in the shade
(figurative of the style
of Plato)

40,388:
38,380:
53,440:
50,428:
54,444

27,340

29,348
50,432

4,252:26;

50,432
54,442

44,412

46,418

263
275
20;
23
8;
:19;

53,440:20;

30,358:2; 43,410:5.

137, 46,418:1; 47,420:7;
:10.

39,384:14,18;
1133
:23.

:8.

:8.

6,258:20;, 23,326:22.

50,426
50,426

132,364

32,364

:28;
126

54,446:2;

:17-18;

:18-19.
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TOPLEVW

to regulate

TopL EVOUTIL

TAELG

1) to restrain

2) to control, to regulate
/M

positioning

Tare Lvdg

1) poor, of low quality
2) mean (non-tech.)

TOPATTW

1) to disturb
2) to disturb (non-tech.)

1) to arrange
2) to classify
3) to organize

TEULOL POUCIL

1) to judge
2) to decide

TEMPLOV, TO

proof

TEUHNPLOW

to prove

TEAELOG

1) perfect

2) complete

TEAELG

perfectly

TEAE LOW

to perfect

46,418:2.

28,348:1;
48,420:29.

40,390:17.

28,346:2;
8,266:19.

39,384:7;

40,390:7;
7,260:9.

43,406:29;

50,430:18;
34,372:8;
50,430:29.

48,420:15;

45,412:25;
37,380:18.

53,440:7;

25,334:24; 46,418:10.
52,436:25.

18,304:4;
50,430:5;
54,442:197;

15,294:12;

33,368:20.

2,244:14,24;
16,296:22.

3,246:26;

47,418:26;

14,290:19;
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TEAEVLTH, N,
the epilogue (of a
speech)

TEAEW

TEAEOUOL
to be initiated

‘téAog

1) perfection
2) objective, aim
3) end

Tepatela, T
flight of fancy

TECTVOC
TEQTVAC
agreeable

Téprg, N
delectation (cp. Gwdnpdc)

TEXVN, N

1) handbook
2) art
3)-skill
4) work of art
TEYVNOLS,

skill

TEXVOYPAWOS, O
writer of a textbook

TeOMIL

to place
TiOnuw Svoro

to name, to attach a name
TiOe o

to take as

30,350:13.

22,322:15.

33,368:7;

16,296:11; 47,418:19;
9,272:14,16,19;

50,430:24.

23,326:2.

43,404:22.

32,464:25.

1,238:2;

47,418:21; 52,438:18;
15,294:21; 51,436:9;

50,428:20.

38,382:24.

34,372:10.

40,388:22;

56,448:24-25;

50,428:6.

47,420:1;

13,288:30;

52,436:23;

271




Tiuog
worth, honourable

TLun, N
honour

TN TLHAS
concise, brief

TOAMNESS
daring

Towi, N
section

Tbévog, O
1) intensity, rigour

2) pitch

TOonLrAC
local

Térog, IO
1) place, spot

2) passage
3) position
(v. xdipa)
AEUTLUOG TOMOg, O
style
TEAYHSTLHOE Toog, O
subject-matter

TOLELTAC

chased (v. yauntde)

oOpvoc, 6
Tathe

Toayedia,
tragedy

45,416:8.

25,336:1;

58,452:26.

2,246:5.

51,434:11.

13,288:30;
21,320:23;
54,442:23;

2,244:8.

35,374:28;
43,410:23;
50,432:12;
53,440:5;

32,366:19;

51,434:9".

51,434:6.

43,410:11.

18,306:9;

28,346:10;

13,290:2,9;
29,350:4;
54,444:10.

43,406:22",

41,398:12;

31,358:8.

18,304:17;
34,370:16;

25%;

53,440:9.
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T ooxvw
1) to roughen
2) to be rough, harsh

TPAXVS
rough

TEaYO™GS, N
harshness

TEWBH,
practice

TPLRW

to train
TEOM, T

change
TEOMLUOG

figurative

Tednog, ©
1) trope (metonomy,

sinecdoche, metapher,
comparison, allegory

and hyperbole)

2) manner, way

TELEEPOS
dainty
TUY XOVWw
yxdve (tiSeval)
(to place) at random
Tonog, ©
1) type
2) form
3) impression

38,382:22;
4,254:4;

40,390:6;

43,408:27;

43,406:30 (Pass.).

20,312:16; 40,390:20; 43,406:20,

38,382:13;
50,428:16.
50,428:19.
20,314:7.

4,252:16;
32,366:6.

48,422:20;
43,408:29;

26,338:4;

40,388:22.

24,332:16;
52,436:29;
52,436:20.

43,408:23.

5,256:13;

48,424:25;

48,424:3;

18,304:16;

53,442:1.

55,448:3.
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o, N
fortune

VYRS
smoothly flowing

Uy VoM TEW
UTayovoU TGV

with an undertone of

indignation
Undyw

to lead gently on
Undyouo

to be carried away
Urnaywy uudg

sTow-moving
Unatog
Undn (sc. xopdri) , h

Towest note

(cf. f W)
Unepalow

to exceed
UePBAAW

to exceed
UnepBoAn, N

excess
UreporttLrde
UneportTLrde €yw

to treat superciliously
Urnepponc

extraordinary
unédeoie, N

1) subject

39,386:4.

20,312:18.

54,442:15.

43,406:3;

22,322:23.

4,254:6;

2,244:25.

48,420:28.

2,242:27;

15,296:17.

39,386:11.

22,324:15.

16,296:28;
56,450:2;

18,304:11.

54,442:21.

23,326:13;

32,366:15;
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2) theme

3) circumstantial data
Undue Lot
UMOHE L EVOC

1) underlying

2) in question
Utore Lugvov, TO

subject, subject-matter
Unore L UEVaL TIOAY AT, TG

subject-matter

Unowplvoua

1) to deliver (i.e. a speech)

2) to act

unduoLole, N

delivery

UrnoAoBavw

to assume
UndAndig,

1} notion

2) assumption
3) prejudice

Unouvnuatinde
of a dissertation

UMoMVNUaT LOWOG
treatise @. ocbvtoELg, 2))
nopoxna, T
song accompanied by
dancing and pantomimic
action

UORYNUST LHOS
of a Undoxnua,
"~ choral dance

45,414:10; 46,416:19;
9,274:8.

40,390:16;
13,286:16;

48,422:12;

24,330:10.

22,324:7;
53,440:

O ~
. -

22,324:2; 53,440:2,29; 53,442:3;
54,442:12,26; 54,444:6.

52,438:18.

39,386:13;
36,378:7;
23,326:1.

~J
w

46,418:9.

o

46,418:9; 49,426:13.

7,262:24.

43,410:21.
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Untteog

sprawling 18,304:10; 43,410:11.
tolnuL
to abate (v. 1O 1ETPLOV) 28,348:1.
LdnAde
sublime 5,254:16; 7,258:27; 10,276:6;
18,304:2; 33,368:16; 34,370:8,13;
39,384:8.
Odog, To
sublimity 28,346:5.
PaveEESg .
1) clear (v . capig) 18,302:30; 20,310:29; 33,368:1;
2) evident 35,374:22; 35,376:7;
3) obvious 50,426:28;
4) best known (sup.) 52,436:25;
avepwtaTov, TO
.~ the most obvious thing 36,378:12.
oV TOoOLa, 1
1) image 22,322:18;
2) appearance 40,390:28.
pabAOg
1) trifling 18,304:7; 28,346:10; 39,384:9;
51,436:3;
2) ignorant 50,432:15.
@ebyw .
to avoid 40,390:2.
PLOVEW
1) to experience envy or
iNwill 22,322:11;
2) to begrudge (non-tech.) 54,446:14.
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OLAGVSpUNog

appealing (v_.uowvdg) 5,254:20; 33,368:12.
PLAGOXOLOG

old-fashioned 36,378:14; 38,380:21; 49,426:2.
wLAéﬁaLvog
OLAOKALVOY , TO

novelty 48,424:5.
pLAdAOYOS, O

Tover of literature 23,326:24.

PLAGoopog, O ¢
philosopher 2,244:7;, 3,246:27; 23,324:24;
25,334:23; 26,336:22; 33,366:28;
41,398:13,17.

oLAOTNG, ©
affinity 40,392:13.
(OLAOTLLEOLOL
© to vie with 36,378:9.
OAERLOV, TO
small vein 51,436:7.
@opd, N
gesture 54,442:24.
(POPTLHAG
1) inflated 29,350:6;
2) vulgar 44,412:20; * 55,446:17; 57,450:21;
57,452:1,6.
PodoLg, N
1) diction 4,252:16; 5,256:13;
2) style, way of expressing
ideas in words 4,252:24; 6,258:5; 7,260:10;
25,336:10; 26,338:5; 27,344:14;
28,346:23; 39,386:11;
3) type of style 5,254:19; 34,370:16;
4) oratory 51,432:26.
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poovTig, 1
reflection

QUASTTW
to preserve

©uoLndg
natural .
Td QUOLUA PLACCOPICAVTES, Ol
natural philosophers
woig, N
1) outward appearance
2) nature

3) natural disposition
4) natural ability

5) elementary substance
6) Nature

eOoLV
naturally
®ato gHoLY

natural

1) to be essentially
characteristic of

2) to be naturally
inclined to
3) essentially, naturally

51,434:21; 52,436:19.

43,408:10; 45,416:16; 50,430:28.

13,288:23; 40,392:13; 33,368:2;

2,244:9.

13,286:14;

9,274:8; 14,290:20; 27,344:2;
33,366:21; 37,380:10; 42,404:11;
45,416:3; 46,416:23; 50,428:28;

-53,440:18; 54,444:26;

38,382:19,29; 43,406:26;
27,344:2; 35,374:6; 36,378:3;
44,412:5; 51,436:171;

37,380:5;

9,268:20; 39,386:1; 40,390:11;

47,418:20;

43,406:26;

9,268:19; 9,272:11.

13,288:18; 20,314:9; 22,322:12;
23,326:5; 34,370:30; 39,384:20;
55,448:8;

36,378:3;
50,426:26.
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(VEW
ey, 1610

word, utterance . 43,408:4.
@y, N
1} sound 38,382:22; 40,390:13¥; 43,408:23,27;
_ 52,436:28; '
2) voice 53,440:20; 54,444:10,20.
@vneLg

QUVHEVTA YOALLOTG, TA

the vowels 38,380:28;
@uwrevia (sc. ypdupata), T&
the vowels 4,254:2; 38,382:4,6,9; 40,390:3;

43,406:22; 43,408:6,20,25.

XOAETIAL VW
to feel angry 53,440:14.
xapom e, O
- 1) idiosyncrasy, distinctive 1,238:4; 4,252:8; 9,274:6;
 characteristics 23,324:19; 23,326:9; 33,368:3;
34,370:30; 36,376:20; 37,380:12;
38,380:23; 39,388:16; 40,3%4:4;
41,398:3; 42,404:5; 50,426:20,27;
2) character, nature - 46,418:9; .50,428:4; 50,430:13;
3) type 2,246:14; 5,254:15,18; 8,264:16,23;
8,266:22; 33,368:15; 37,378:21;
i 37,380:1; 45,414:10; 46,416:20;
4) style 6,258:26; 9,266:27; 13,286:25;
13,288:16; 16,296:20; 44,412:17;
58,452:23;
5) type of style 3,252:1; 5,254:18; 8,266:5;

10,274:13; 10,276:7; 13,288:5;21;
14,290:15; 14,292:3; 15,294:8;
15,296:13,16; 33,368:10,25;
44,412:4.
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oo TELHOS
characteristic

~

XOOOH TNELOTLHOC
characteristic

XooLlELS
1) charming

2) pleasant (non-tech.)

YOOLESTEOOL , Ol
men of refinement

XooLS, N
1) charm

2) boon
XEW
UEXVHEVOC

diffuse
YAELALW

to ridicule

XAcepdg
verdant

xvolg, ©
1) bloom, film of
archaism
2) down

oL uog
1) useful

2) additional
xoLuov, To
usefulness

34,370:13,18; 39,384:2; 39,386:6;
51,432:17; 58,452:15.

34,370:3; 40,392:27.

17,298:3; 19,306:30; 40,388:27;
40,392:17; 45,412:27;
11,276:15;

15,296:10.

7,260:1; 13,286:18; 13,288:24;
13,290:3; 24,332:20; 29,350:5;
38,382:28,30; 41,398:18; 45,416:8;
54,446:9;

29,348:23.

43,410:11.
56,448:20.

5,254:28.

38,382:27;
51,436:8,

3,248:8; 8,266:7 (sup.);
18,306:8; 36,378:19 (sup.);
3,248:3;

32,364:22;
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Xero L g,
effective

Xonoig, h
1) utilitarian value

2) employment

3) usage (non-tech.)
Xoovi Tw

to continue for long
xcdviLog _

prolonged
Xooveg, O
time

time-unit

time quantity

g osow NN~

)
)
) interval of time
)
)

time (non-tech.)

8La péoou xpdvog, O

interval of time between

o, To
1) timbre
2) shade

3) mode, modification
4) complexion

XewuUoTt {w .

to colour, to tinge
X, 1

1) place

2) opportunity (v. & tdnog 3))

58,452:25.

10,276:2; 34,372:7;
51,434:12;
5,256:11.

39,386:9; 49,426:7.

50,428:17; 52,436:19.

48,420:14,

48,420:21;

38,380:25,31; 38,382:3; 43,408:5;
48,420:17; 48,422:16;

14,290:26; 17,288:8; 22,322:2¢;
32,366:10,14#; 50,428:19;

51,432:30; 52,438:12,20,28;

38,382:6.

8,266:17;
46,418:1;
48,422:29;
50,428:2.

22,324:2.

48,420:30;
53,440:5.
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xwplov, To
1) passage
2) spot
3) section
4) countryside (cp.&vinpdc)
5) landscape (cp. TEoVNG)

e yw
to criticize
Jevéemiypawog
not genuine, falsely
ascribed to him

WLAde
YLAn AEElg, 1

prose
Joyog, &

censorious part
Joposeric

afraid of harsh sound
gog, O

mere sound
Juxaywyla, 0

entertainment, amusement
doxi, N

1) soul

2) mind

3) 1ife {(non-tech.)
Joxde

frigid
USe e

frigidly

34,372:1;
34,372:6;
34,372:9;
32 ,463:24;
40,392:6.

#

26,338:18".

57,452:5.

48,424:20.
?3,326:14.
18,304:16.
7,260:14;

44,412:10.

22,324:1;
52,438:13;
45,416:7.

20,312:25;

#

29,348:13".

43,408:9;

7,262:7.
53,442:2; 54,444:25;
21,320:24; 29,350:4;
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oM, N
singing
dwiog
for sale
&pa, N
1) youthful beauty

2) fit time
Spait Tw

tpalt Touail
to overdo ornamentation

pEAELO, T
aid

pEAL oG
useful

40,392:9;

52,438:25.

5,254:29;
38,382:30;
45,416:1.

4,252:25.

44,412:11.

34,372:7.

48,422:4;

7,260:1;
48,422:1;

48,424:16.

26,338:17;
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NOTES TO THE GLOSSARY"

1. One should not be so unwise as to regard the simple type of style as
artless. It does indeed look like colloquial speech, but its art

is concealed (ars celandi artem).

2. In ch. 14 of the C.V. Dionysius enumerates them: A, u, v, p, 0, &,
Eand ¢ (C. V. xiv, 144:9-10).
3. This emendation of S. Usher is unnecessary for the following reasons:

culBepnuéval (34,370:6) can be taken with tolg 8Aiolg mAdowooLY just

as ToLe TPLOL TAdouooLly (34,370:1-2) in the previous sentence is
governed by mogenetar (34,370:2).  Thus the sentence can be trans-
lated as follows: ''I shall firstly recall the features which, as pe-
culiar to (the style) of Demosthenes, I said are connected with the other
(individual) styles ..." (brnowrow 8& me@tov uv, & Tolg GAAOLS
douaoLy &gy (TA BonoivTd woL &) Lelog GpeTdg curBeBnuéval Tolg
MuocSEVoLg) (34,370:4-6).

4. ¥odvwy TE BELOAOYwY EumeplAnleL SLopllecSar Sdrepa &o iV ETEPWV
("and that words are separated from one another by a considerable time-
interval on both sides (sc. of each word) ...'") (The italics are mine).
(38,380:26-28).

5. It would not make sense to translate tTnv OtuL (30,358:1) with "except

that," with the implication that Dionysius is criticizing the Menewenus
for not being foremsic: €xeL MEvToL T& TAElw woXdE (00 Yo Eomel
JevBeoSaL) TNV 8TL TOALTLHGY YE TO OXAua oDTAC €0TLY, obK Evayiviov
("Most of it is ‘indeed good (it does not seem justified to lie),
except that its form is political, not forensic.") (30,356:31 -
30,358:2). Likewise it would not make much sense to take €XeL HOAGS
as referring to the quality of the passage as comparable material:
"Most of it is indeed good (for the sake of comparison) ...'"  The
parenthesis, ("It does not seem justified to lie") would make this
interpretation highly improbable.  The expression mnv &tv  rather
seems to have the meaning of "it is a pity that", for Dionysius re-
alizes the incongruity of comparing a passage from the Menexenus,

which is not forensic, with a passage from the De Corona, which is

forensic.
6. eOMAOTIOC MOL TIOWEAEOC YA mal obte Tév dvaywalww elg Blov obte Tiv
MEPLTTEV elc TéoULv omowtlovon: '"a fruitbearing, fertile land, which

is lacking in neither the necessities of life, nor the extras intended
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10.

to be enjoyed ..."  (32,364:26-28) (figurative language used to
describe the style of Demosthenes).

&g can also be taken as a conjunction, in which case wpdtiota should
be rendered by '"very good". It is possible that Dionysius deliberately
organized this phrase in such a way that both meanings should be under-
stood - an organised cOMnyLc.

For Dionysius A£ELg did not include the treatment of subject-matter,
noowuocrmég Tonog. In view of this I am reluctant to translate it
with "'style'", which, to the modern specialist in ancient rhetoric,

does include the treatment of subject-matter. By translating it with
"way of expression,” "way of expressing ideas in words," (v. epunvelq)
I am trying to avoid this misconception of Dionysius' idea of A£Erc.
vitog and Snotog are used to describe the position of the string

(h xop&)) on the instrument. Since the top string (Undmm) was the
longest, it sounded the lowest note, and likewise, since the bottom
string (wim) was the shortest, it sounded the highest note.

The text has gwwievia, vowels: Sioomdton & &v T¢ '"Wdiov & Siov

h toxn," BPoxEwv @uvnévTey TIOAUV TOV LETOEL XOAVOV TEOLACHBAOVAVTWY
("And (the sentence) is broken up by wdidov & ®xov f TOxn, in which

. short vowels embrace long time-interval(s).'  (43,408:3-5). This

statement, however, is far from convincing, for the following reasons:

-  Firstly, how can short vowels as such involve a phrase in a pro-
longed pronunciation?

- Secondly, a close look at the quoted phrase reveals that the short
and long vowels are equal in nwrble (foin")‘; the short vowels are
not a majority.

If @uwnéviwv is changed to @wowndévtwv (*'words') the remark of Dionysius

makes sense: short words (five) involve the sentence in maﬁy time

iritervals (between the words) (MoAUvV TOV LETOEL yodvov), which would

consequently prolong the pronunciation.  This would be in line with a

remark of Dionysius at C.V. xx,202:22-23: al upev uovoocUAAoBol TE Haw

SLoUMOBOL AEEELE, TOAOTC TOUC METOEL yodvoug GAMAWY SIOAELTIOUTAL : . .

(""The monosyllabic and disyllabic words, leaving many time-intervals

between each other ...")

In view of these arguments I propose that @uwnévtwv should be emen-

dated by @wwndevtwv.
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SAMEVATTING

In die De Demosthene word die navorser gekonfronteer met 'n aantal probleme

wat in die geskiedenis van navorsing oor dié boek telkens weer na vore ge-
kom het.

Eerstens word mens getref deur die probleem van waaroor die boek nou eintlik
handel. Aangesien die inleiding van die boek verlore geraak het, is daar
gepoog om die doel daarvan uit die res van die boek vas te stel. Deur te

let op bepaalde retoriese beginsels, is vasgestel dat twee doelstellings ge-
identifiseer kan word: eerstens, om te bewys dat Demosthenes die Beste prosa-
skrywer is (hoofstukke 1-34); tweedens, om 'n teoretiese uiteensetting te gee
van die wyse waarop Demosthenes sy sinne saamstel in terme van die musikale
aspek van taal (hoofstukke 35-52). Daar is ook aangetoon dat die struktuur
van die De Demosthene nie verstaan kan word sonder inagneming van die reto-
riese beginsels wat Dionysius toegepas het toe hy hierdie boek geskryf het.

Die De Demosthene is oorgelewer as deel van 'n versamelwerk, die De oratoribus
antiquis, wat 'n oorkoepelende doelstelling gehad het: om die Attiese redenaars
voor te stel as navolgenswaardige modelle vir voomemende redenaars.  Alhoe- :
wel daar in die algemene inleiding tot die De oratoribus antiquis 'n belofte
gemaak is van 'n werk oor Demosthenes se styl, het navorsers met verloop van
tyd begin twyfel of die De Demosthene wel daardie beloofde boek is. Die rede
vir die twyfel was die eindomlike andersheid van die boek (in vergelyking met
die drie boeke van volume 1 van die De oratoribus cmtiquis)l, byvoorbeeld ten
opsigte van die lengte daarvan, die verskil in evalueringsisteme en oénskynlike
teenstrydighede ten opsigte van die évaluering van verskillende outeurs soos
Isocrates en Lysias. Daar is aangetoon’dat die verskille outomaties en
natuurlik na vore gekom het in die realisering van die doelstellings van die

De Demos thene.

Vervolgens is die chronologiese verhouding tussen hierdie boek en 'n ander boek
van Dionysius wat inhoudelik baie ooreenkomste vertoon met hoofstukke 35-52 '
van die De Demosthene, die De compositione verborum,bespreek. Tradisioneel is
aanvaar dat Dionysius eers hoofstukke 1-34 van die De Demosthene geskryf het,
toe die De compositione verborum, en daarna eers die res van die De Demosthene,
In hierdie studie is daar gepoog om te bewys dat hierdie gewilde standpunt op
spekulasies berus en dat die De compositione verborum as 'm geheel vobr die

De Demosthene voltooi is. _ -




'n Laaste hoofstuk is gewy aan die evalueringsisteme wat gebruik is in die
De Demosthene, in besonder aan een, tewete die &cetal TAC MEeuc-sisteem.
Navorsers het hulle blindgestaar teen die teenwoordigheid van die

Yoo TACEC TS A£Eewg en die Gpuoviar sisteme en nooit die onontbeerlikheid
van die &oetal THg AéEeuwg sisteem raakgesien nie.  Daar is aangetoon dat
hierdie sisteem net so 'n belangrike rol speel in die boek as die ander twee.

'n Glossarium van die tegniese terminologie is ook ingesluit - nie bloot as

'n aanhangsel tot die studie nie, maar as 'n wesentlike deel daarvan, soos

die omvang daarvan (120 bladsye) kan getuig. Die rede vir die insluiting van
die glossarium is die ontoeganklikheid van die De Demosthene vanweé die teen-
woordigheid van 'nm magdom van tegniese terme. Om alles nog te vererger, is
daar geen konsekwentheid wat die aanwending van die tegniese terme betref nie:
sinonieme word vrylik gebruik en woorde word in 'n groot verskeidenheid van
betekenismoontlikhede aangewend. Die glossarium is bedoel as 'n praktiese

hulpmiddel vir die navorser van die De Demos thene.
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