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Aesthetic response and technical analysis
in the rhetorical writings of Dionysius of Halicarnassus

By Cynthia Damon, Cambridge, Massachusetts

As his contribution to the classicizing revival of his own day Dionysius! set
himself the task of identifying tiveg eloiv a&loloymtatol TV apyainy pntopwyv
T€ Kol OLYYPAQEMV Kal TIVEG aOTMV EYEVOVTO Tpoalpécelg Tob te Pilov kal Tdv
AOYOV Kail Tl map’ Ekdotou el AapuPBavery fj puidttecVar’. Implicit in this task

| is a theory of evaluation of which the details on occasion become explicit.

Various attempts have been made to distill a comprehensive system from the
scattered theoretical remarks, most recently by D. M. Schenkeveld?. After exa-
mining thirteen of these explicit passages Schenkeveld concludes: “He [sc.
Dionysius] may well seem to operate within a coherent system, but in reality he
discusses isolated aspects of a rather vaguely defined whole: he appears to lack a
consistent view of the foundation of his literary criticism.”* Yet these thirteen
short passages comprise a very small proportion of the references to matters
relevant to a theory of evaluation, and Schenkeveld’s refusal to take into ac-
count the chronological relationships between the treatises is rash in view of
Bonner’s careful demonstration of development in Dionysius’ critical method?.
Indeed one of the greatest weaknesses of the article is a direct result of this

- synchronic treatment. Schenkeveld’s Text I comes from the Thucydides, a rela-

tively late work. It was chosen to be the first, he says, “because there Dionysius

I Standard works on Dionysius and works to which multiple references are made in the following
pages: G. Aujac, Denys d’Halicarnasse, opuscules rhétoriques, 3 vols. (Paris 1978. 1981); S. F.
Bonner, The Literary Treatises of Dionysius of Halicarnassus, a Study in the Development of
Critical Method (Cambridge 1939); J. van Wyk Cronjé, Dionysius of Halicarnassus: de Demo-
sthene: a Critical Appraisal of the status quaestionis (Hildesheim 1986); Francesco Donadi, I/
‘bello’ e il ‘piacere’ (osservazioni sul De compositione verborum di Dionigi d’Alicarnasso), SIFC
4 (1986) 42-63; G. M. A. Grube, The Greek and Roman Critics (Toronto 1965); G. M. A.
Grube, Thrasymachus, Theophrastus and Dionysius of Halicarnassus, AJP 73 (1952) 251-267;
M. Lebel, Evolution de la doctrine de Denys d’Halicarnasse, du De Lysia aux De Compositione
Verborum et De Demosthene /1, CEA 2 (1973) 79-88; K. Pohl, Die Lehre von den drei Wort-
fiigungsarten (Diss. Tiibingen 1968); W. Rhys Roberts, Dionysius of Halicarnassus, on Literary
Composition (London 1910); H. Usener and L. Radermacher, Dionysii Halicarnasei Opuscula,
2 vols. (Stuttgart 1965, reprint of 1899 ed.); S. Usher, Dionysius of Halicarnassus, the Critical
Essays, 2 vols. (Cambridge, Mass. 1974. 1985). References to the works of Dionysius are to
essay and chapter, then to volume, page and line number in the Usener/Radermacher edition
of the rhetorical Opuscula.
On the Ancient Orators 4,1 6, 21-24.
;;?PO"R’S of evaluation in the rhetorical works of Dionysius of Halicarnassus, MPhL 1 (1975)
-107.
Schenkeveld 107. Cf. Lebel 84 and Pohl 44 for other assertions of inconsistency.
Schenkeveld’s refusal (94) also leads to slips such as the criticism of Dionysius for ignoring “his
Dfe"iOUS point of view”, when that previous point of view comes from a later essay, the
Thucydides (104, in reference to a passage from the CV). It is only previous in the sense that
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34 Cynthia Damon

mentions the various groups of people able to criticize a work, the tools by
which they do so, and their specific objects™. If it is the fullest discussion of
critical theory, it i1s also (with the possible exception of his Text XII, Din. 7, [
307, 7-17) the latest of the passages he considers. Because it sets up 10 dAoyov
¢ dravolag kpttnplov and 10 AoylkOV kpLinpiov as critical faculties of appa-
rently comparable competence, Schenkeveld devotes much of his article to
elucidating “the question of the range of the two capacities and that of a possible
preference for one of them™®. Yet this is difficult, because reason (10 Aoyikov
kprtnplov) is mentioned nowhere else in the rhetorical writings as an evaluative
tool”. The result is the disappointing conclusion already cited. This paper
gathers a much greater number of passages relevant to Dionysius’ theory of
evaluation, then looks to his critical practice for illustrations, explications and
contradictions of his theory. Because of the number of passages to be considered
in the first part of the paper, they have been organized into three categories by
topic: (1) the effect of a work of literature on the hearer, (2) the faculties by
which the work is judged, and (3) the critics who judge it.

I. Effects

Fundamental to a critic’s theory of evaluation are the effects he perceives
language to have on its audience. Dionysius mentions three types of effect:
aesthetic, moral and emotional. These arise from different aspects of language.
act on different faculties in the listener and produce different types of evalua-
tion. Each will be considered in its turn. Moral and emotional effects are

Schenkeveld discussed it earlier in his article. A generally accepted chronology of composition
is as follows (from Bonner 38, * indicates placement not certain):

*1 Mimesis, books 1 and 2 6 Demosthenes, ch. 3d—end
2 Lysias, Isocrates, Isaeus (and the preface *7 ad Pompeium
On the Ancient Orators) 8 Thucydides
*¥3 ad Ammaeum 1 9 ad Ammaeum 11
4 Demosthenes, ch.1-33 *10 Dinarchus.

S de Compositione Verborum (CV)

Cf. also Usher 1, xxini-xxvi; Grube 222-224: K. Sacks, Historiography in the rhetorical works of
Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Athenaecum 61 (1983) 67-87, esp. 83-87. Aujac (1, 22-28), follow-
ing Costil, has proposed a different arrangement, making the Thucydides prior to the CV and
the second half of the Demosthenes. The description of Thucydides’ oOvieoig in that work
(Thuc. 24,1361, 7-12), however, seems to me to derive from and depend on Dionysius’ theory
of the appoviar, which is worked out in the CV and Demosthenes chs. 38-41. The verbal
similarities between this description and, e.g.. the beginning of ch. 22 of the CV are not to be
denied.

6 Schenkeveld 95.

7 Throughout this paper I will be using “reason” as a translation for 10 Aoyixov xprtiprov and
“intuition” for Dionysius’ interchangeable terms 7 @oyog aicUnoic and 10 @Aoyov T da-
voiag kpttnprov. These terms are compendious rather than precise, however. What Dionysius
means by 10 A0y1xOv KpLtiptov is a critical faculty that can give an explanation for its verdict
on a particular passage, whereas 10 @Aoyov kpitfplov can only describe its reaction.
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somewhat difficult to 1dentify because it is not always clear what organ or
faculty is affected by them. Aesthetic effects, on the other hand, are revealed by
the part affected — when language acts on 1 akon, 1 akpdacig or ai aicVNCELS,
the effect is aesthetic. I therefore begin with this category.

A. Aesthetic effects

The importance of the ear’s demands on language can be seen from the
following passage: Sokel 8% pot 8vo tadt’ elvar (1) yevikdtata, OV Epiecvat
del 1ovg cuvTivévtag HETpa Te Kal Adyoug, 1 te NdovT Kal T0 Kaldv: aueodTepn
yap emintel tabta 1 akor, Opoldv Tl Tacyovca T Opacel: Kal yap €keivn
TAGOUATA Kal YPoeas Kol YALQAS Kol Oca SNUIOLPYAUAT XEIPDY E6TLV (V-
Uponivov opdoa 0tav evpiokn 16 & AL VOV v aVTOTg Kol TO KAAOV, dpkeltat
Kal ovdev Tt movel (CV 10, 1T 36, 8-19).

Just as the ear sets the goals of good composition, so it registers approval of
the four features found in all well-composed works: kai yap ev tatty (sc. Tf) 1OV
TOMTIK®V LOywV EmMaTANT) Kal uérog Exovaty al AEEELS Kal puUuov Kal LeTa-
Boany kal mpénov, OGTE Kol £nl TAVTNG N GKOT TEPTETAL UEV TOIG HEAESLY,
ayetan 8¢ tolg pudpolic, dondletan 8¢ Tag peTtafords, tovel & &ni Thviwy 10
otkelov (CV 11, II 40, 11-15).

The passages which mention more specific aesthetic effects are so num-
erous that I resort to listing the causes and types of effect. The various elements
of language that are said to affect the senses in general or the sense of hearing in
particular are: letters?, letter junctions’, syllables'?, syllable weight!!, words'?,
figures (when misused)'?, melody and rhythm in prose!4, variety's, appro-
priateness!®, vividness'’, passages of poetry taken as a whole'®, the poetical
clement in prose!'®, cOvieoic?, and AéEi1c?!. Expression, O AexkTikdg 1OMOC,

8 CV15.11 60, 9-10; CV 16, 11 63, 4-18.

9 Dem. 38,1211, 18-19; Dem. 40,1 215, 11-13; CV 15, 11 60, 2-5; CV 22, 11 110, 8-9.

10 Dem. 38,1211, 16; CV 22, 11 104, 7-9.

[T CV1s, 11 58, 12-14.

12 CV 12, 11 43, 18-20; CV 12, 11 46, 4.

13 Isoc. 2,158, 1; Isoc. 14,174, 6; Dem. 20,1171, 10-13; Dem. 40,1217, 8-13; Thuc. 29,1374, 17:
Thue. 42, 1 397, 20. Cf. also Pomp. 2, 11 228, 13-15, though here the part affected 1s not
specified.

[4 Melody: CV' 11,1138, 14; CV 11,11 40, 11;thythm: Dem. 39,1212, 6, CV'9,1134,17-19; CV'11,
I138, 14; CV 12, 11 44, 13.

IS CV11, 1138, 14, CV 11,11 40, 12; CV 12, 11 44, 17.

16 CV 11,1138, 15; CV 11, 11 40, 12.

7 Lys. 7,114, 18.

18 CV3. 1111, 5 CV 22,11 100, 12.

19 CV 1,116, 10.

20 CV'19, 11 87, 16; Thuc. 42,1397, 20.

21 Dem. 15,1161, 10; Dem. 20,1 171, 8 CV 11,1143, 12: CV 22, 11108, 3; Thuc. 42,1398, 13.
Schenkeveld’s list (98) of elements affecting the dxor, by contrast, is limited to “the acoustic
aspects of literary works™ and “general features, such as xoipog™.
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supplies most of the items on this list, while the elements of the npaypatikog
101m0¢ (eVpeDIC, Kplowg, tatic, e€epyacia)® are entirely absent. As for the type
of effect produced, the following verbs are used to describe the action of lan-
guage on the ear: NoLvelV?, yAvkaivelv, 1éprev?, mikpaivelv?®, npaiiveiv?’,
Aeaivev?®, tpayvverv?, yapattevd, anoxvaisvd!, gkpaidttev?, Sayeiv??,
gmotopev, éndayecvar®®, komtewv®t, Auvmeiv, mpooictacla®®, kiveiv¥,
eEvoyAeiv?, tapattev?!, anoctpéeev?, knieivt3, yontevev®, 0édyeivy. Me-
taphors such as these stress the sensoriness of the effect?. A large majority of the
passages from which these lists were compiled come from the Demosthenes and
the On Composition (with a few from the Thucydides), i.e. from relatively late
works, and they seem to present a fairly coherent picture of the sources and
nature of aesthetic effects. This concentration of references suggests that Dio-

[R®]
[§e]

For this list, see W. Kendrick Pritchett, Dionysius of Halicarnassus, On Thucydides (Berkeley
1975) xxxvi. See also Grube, Thrasymachus 258, note 12, on the subdivisions of 10 npaypua-
TLKOV.

23 Dem. 20,1171,7, CV 11,1138, 13 (decVar), CV 11,1143, 13; CV14,1154,11;, CV 14,1155, 6;
CV 16,11 63, 12. Cf. ndéwg at CV' 12, 11 46, 3; ndeic at Thuc. 29,1374, 17, andeic at Dem. 38,1
211, 18; ndoviic aywya at CV 11, II 39, 18.

24 CV12,1143,22; CV 12,1146, 4; CV 15,1160, 2. Cf. ebyhwocov kal peiypdvat CV 1,116,9.

25 CV 11,1140, 13.

26 Dem. 43,1224, 14, CV 12,1143, 22; CV 15,11 60, 3; CV 22, 11 100, 12.

27 Dem. 43,1 224, 14.

28 Dem. 43,1224, 15 CV 12,11 44, 1.

29 CV12,1144,1; CV 14,1154, 13; CV' 22, 11 100, 11; Thuc. 24,1361, 10. Cf. anotpayOvety at Den.
43,1224, 14 and vmotpayvvewv at CV 22, 11 104, 8.

30 CV 22, 11109, 6-7.

31 Dem. 20,1171, 17.

32 CV 12,11 46, 4. Cf. pokaxkn Kai AeAnUotmg dlcVdvovoa 81 tfig akofig at CF 22, 1T 108 3.

33 CV 15,11 60, 3-4.

34 Dem. 38,1211, 8. Cf. atugpelv CV 15, 11 60, 3 (pace Usher, the effect here 1s on the ears, not the
mouth).

35 CV 3,11 11, 5. Cf. dyecvar at CV' 11, 11 40, 13.

36 C112,11 44, 13; CV 19, 11 87, 16.

37 Dem. 40,1217, 9, CV9,1I 34, 17.

38 Isoc. 2,158, 2: Isoc. 14,174, 6: CV 12, 11 44, 18.

39 CV 14,11 54, 11,

40 Thuc. 42,1397, 20. Cf. oxreivat CV' 9, 11 34, 18; dxhnoig at Dem. 38,1211, 18 and CV 11,11
40, 1: oyAnplg at Dem. 15,1161, 7.

41 Dem. 40,1 215, 13.

42 Dem. 20, 1 171, 11-12; Thuc. 42,1 398, 13.

43 Dem. 39,1212, 9, CV 3,11 11,5, CV 11,11 39, 19.

44 Dem. 39,1212, 9; CV 12,11 46, 8.

45 Dem. 20,1171, 7.

46 That pairs like yAvkaivewv/mikpaivelv are not just fancy equivalents for good and bad (i.e

pleasurable and painful) is shown by the following praise for a model of the austere style of

composition: TpayVvel & GAVTHS Kal mKpaivel petpiong tag akodg (CV 22, 11 100, 11-12).

ITwpaivewv is a term of praise at Dem. 40,1215, 12; at Dem. 18,1167, 6-10 Dionysius says thal

70 N80veLy 1s not always useful.
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nysius’ aesthetic theory, already present in the Lysias, developed substantially
in these later essays®’.

B. Moral effects

The moral effect receives limited attention. Under this heading are to be
placed passages in which Dionysius claims that a composition has been able to
produce (not portray) moral qualities*®. The distinction between the two func-
tions is most clearly shown in the pseudo-Dionysian Exetasis: 1o f0og onui
Sumhobv elvat, kowvov te kal idtov. mf Sropilem 10 kowov kai O dtov an’
AAAADV, QPAC®. KOLVOV AEY® TO GIAOGOPING EXOLLEVOV. EGTL € TOUTO Ti; TO €1G
APETNV TPOTPENMOV Kal KaKinG AmaAAdTToV. 1810V 6€ AEYW TO PNTOPIKOV. £GTL OE
10010 Ti; TO0 TPEMOVTOG KUl TPOSTIKOVTAS TOLG AOYoLG moteloval mepl TdV LRTO-
KEWLEVOV TPUYHATOV Td AEYOVTL adT® Kol T@ GKovoVTL Kai tept Ov O Adyog kal
npog ovg O Adyog (Exetasis 2, IT 375, 9-17)%.

It 1s the first of these two types that concerns us here. Dionysius himself
discusses the production of moral qualities virtually only with respect to Iso-

47 Many more topics are treated in the Thucydides than in the CV or the latter half of the
Demosthenes; it is the only essay in which elements of the mpaypatikog tOno¢ get serious
consideration. Style, and with it aesthetic effects, is relegated to a secondary importance.

48 The word TVog and its derivatives have a variety of meanings in Dionysius’ critical essays. In
the early Mimesis, the ability to portray appropriate characters seems to be meant when
comedians are praised as fjUwkol (Mim. I1 207, 4). Similarly, Aeschylus is NU®V kal naddV 10
npénov eidwg (Mim. 11 206, 3-4). Sophocles is said to surpass Euripides in ability to preserve
the dignity of his characters (Mim. I1 206, 13-14), i.e. his characters are well-portrayed, but he
uses only noble types. Xenophon is deemed not inferior to Herodotus in ta nowa (Mim. 11
208, 5), which here constitutes a general category under the heading of 10 mpaypatikov, but
when 10 AexTikOv is being reviewed, he is blamed for assigning inappropriate speeches to his
characters (Mim. I1 208, 10-14). Thus the praise for T U1k is probably based on his overall
moral tone. Herodotus surpasses Thucydides in toig nwkoig (Mim. 11 207, 13), and that this
refers to character portrayal is made clear in the full quotation of this c¥Uykpioig in the Lerter (o
Pompeius (although see Sacks [above, note 5] 66-74 on the possibility of expansion and
refinement here), where the category is called U@v te xai nad®v pipnoig (Pomp. 3, 11 239,
18-19). Finally, 0og is used to denote the character of a real person (as opposed to that of a
literary persona) in the examination of Philistus. He is said to be an imitator of Thucydides in
everything but f0og, which is explained as follows: @ pév yip EhevUEpOV Kai PPOVARATOS
HETTOV- TOUTE 82 VepanevTikOV TV TUpAvVmVY Kai dodrov mheovebiag (Mim. 11 208, 15-17).
The emphasis in this essay, and in all others but the Isocrates, seems to be on portrayal rather
than on production of moral qualities. Yet a third meaning of the term, “a less-violent emotion
than ravog”, is found, e.g., at Dem. 2, 1 131, 5-6. On this, see Grube, Critics 291-292.

49 On Pseudo-Dionysius see D. A. Russell, C lassicizing Rhetoric and Criticism: The Pseudo-Dio-
nysian Exetasis and Mistakes in Declamation, in: Le Classicisme 8 Rome aux 1° siécles avant
et apres J.-C., Entretiens sur ’Antiquité Classique tome 25 (Vandeeuvres-Genéve 1979) 113-
130. Pseudo-Dionysius is dated to the second century A.D. In Dionysius’ own writings the
difference is never so explicitly stated, but it is hinted at in the epitome of book II of the
Mimesis when fjonotia (i.e. the correct portrayal of various characters) is listed in a catalogue
of the stylistic virtues that Pindar aims at (Mim. 11205, 5), but a separate sentence is allotted to
his concern with t@v sic co@pociVNY Kai eVGEPelav Kai peyakompéneiay nidy (Mim. 11 203,
6-7), i.e. the production of moral virtues.
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crates. Chapters 5-9 of the Isocrates paraphrase and appraise the subject matter
of various speeches of that orator. In chapters 5, 7 and 8 a rhetorical question
stating the moral effect of the speech in question introduces the discussion:
(ch. 5) Tig yap ovk Gv YEVOLTO OIAOTOAIC Te KOl PLAGSTLOG T} Tig OLK GV ENLT-
JeVOEIE TNV MOAMTIKNY KoAoKAyaUiay avayvoug avtod tov ITavnyvpikdv;?
(ch. 7) tlg 6¢ av paiiov €ntl TNV SKA0GLYNY Kal TV EVGERELAY TPOTPEYALTO
KaU™ EK0oTOV T Avopa 161g Kl Kowvi) Tag moislg OAag tob Iepl thc elpivng
AOYoU; (ch. 8) Tig 88 TOV APEONAYITIKOV Avaryvoug AOYOV OUK (v YEVOLTO KOO-
rwtepoc: In chapter 6 Dionysius varies the format by placing the appraisal of
the Letter to Philip at the end: moAAT) yap avdykn To0g avaylyvookovtag tadTo
duvaoctac epovnuatdg te Ligilovog vroniutiacVat kal pdiiov Emdvueiv g
apeTtnc; in chapter 9 he limits himself to the general point that the sort of advice
that Isocrates is giving 1s more effective than the moral precepts of philosophers
(Isoc. 9, I 69, 24-70, 2). In the Demosthenes, a later treatise, he describes the
overall effect of a passage of Isocrates as follows: 0tav puév tiva t@v’ Iocoxpdtoug
AVAYLVOOK® AOY®V, (1€ TOV TPOS T SLKACTNPLA Kol TOS EKKATOIAG YEYPALU-
Hévov 1 t@v ...°" év el onovdaiog yivoual Kal mOAL 10 gVoTAVES EXm TS
YVOUNG, Wonep ol TV onovdeinv avANUAToV T TV Aopiov T8 KAVapUOVimY
neAd®v axpodpuevol (Dem. 22, 1176, 10-15)°2.

50 Patriotic sentiment is also aroused by Thucydides 2, 63, which, in Dionysius’ opinion, is a
passage O1eyElpovTa TG Yyuxas 1@V Avnvaiov éni t0 @povnpa 10 natplov (Thuc. 47, 1 404,
10-12), but it is difficult to determine whether this is a moral or an emotional effect because the
specifically moral term in the comment on Isocrates (xahioxkdayavia) is lacking here. The
passage is one of those admired by Dionysius because its subject matter is not impeded by
stylistic oddities (Thuc. 47, 1 404, 21-24), and this pattern of a cause from the realm of 10
npaypatikdy and an effect in the political sphere, resembling as it does the causes and effects
examined in chapters 5-9 of the Isocrates, may incline one to see this as a lone non-Isocratean
example of moral effect.

Usener marks a lacuna in the text here.

Aristotle’s discussion of music in the Politics helps elucidate what kind of effect Dionysius has
in mind here. Chapter 4 of book 8 is an inquiry into the value of music and in particular into
how, if at all, music should be used in the education of the young, and an important premise is
that music differs from other aesthetic arts in its ability to represent and affect character (1340
a 29-b 15). Both mode and rhythm are said to affect the n0og (1430 a 40-b 13), and this idea
still lingers on, though at a largely metaphorical level, in Dionysius, who frequently describes
modes and rhythms in terms that originally stood for moral values (e.g. Dem. 48,1234, 20-22).
About the spondee of our passage, for example, he says agiopa 8’ Exel kal cepvoTnTA TOAANY
(CV 17,11 69, 5-6). He doesn’t discuss the Dorian mode elsewhere, but its character-building
quality recommended it to both Plato (Rep. 399 a—¢) and more emphatically to Aristotle (Pol.
1340 b 3-3, 1342 b 12-18 and especially 1342 a 28-30, nepi 8¢ T1ig SwplaTi NAvVIEC OPOAOYODALY
O GTAGIHOTR TN 0boNG Kai pahot’ Hdog xovong avdpeiov), who criticizes Plato for allowing
any other mode than this in his ideal state (Pol. 1342 a 33-b 1). The significance of Eévapuoviog
1s more difficult to assess. Most discussions of it are technical (cf. CV 19, II 85, 1 and 86, 2-3;
P. Oxy. 667) rather than evaluative, but a trace of the moral associations it carried may be
indicated by a passage in the pseudo-Aristotelian Problemata (918 b 21-23) where the en-
harmonic scale is said to be simpler and the sort of thing used when choruses were composed of
free citizens rather than vulgar professionals (cf. Pol 1339 b §-10). (Note that in this same

W W
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The yvoun is affected as well as the Moc, and the analogy seems to be
drawn from the sphere of the aicUnocelg, but this passage is the uév part of a
uev—98¢ antithesis, and the 8¢ part shows the effect of Demosthenes’ speeches to
be emotional. The contrast between moral and emotional effects is a common-
place’’; thus we may see in this passage a statement of the moral, rather than
intellectual, aesthetic or even non-emotional effect of Isocratean prose. To
summarize, the one thing that, according to Dionysius, has a moral effect is the
mpaynatikog tonog of Isocratean speeches. He never identifies a faculty or critic
by which this effect is judged, and does not himself use the concept in his
analyses. Thus in chapters 37-41 of the Thucydides, where Dionysius’ disap-
proval of the moral tone of the Melian Dialogue is evident, his criticism is not so
much that the sentiments expressed have a deleterious effect on the reader’s
morals, as that they are obscurely phrased and inappropriate to the speakers™.
In fact, the category of moral effect seems to have been designed to accommo-
date Dionysius’ sympathy with Isocrates’ political philosophy and to give him
something favorable to say about the orator, rather than as an essential com-
ponent of his critical theory?’.

chapter [XIX] music is again distinguished from flavors, colors and scents by its association
with moral character, 919 b 26-37.) Music, then, is the pre-eminently moral aesthetic field (the
term is Aristotle’s, aiocUntd, Pol. 1340 a 29), and an analogy between men listening to music
and Dionysius reading a speech of [socrates is designed to demonstrate the moral, not aesthetic
effect of Isocratean writing. The phrase moAb 10 gvotavEc Exm Tiic yvoung reflects nicely
Aristotle’s description of the moral effect of the Dorian mode (otaciumtag, cf. kaveotn-
KOTwG pahota, 1340 b 4) and inclines one to read the doublet NYoc/yvoun as a pair of
alternative terms for the seat of moral qualities rather than a contrast between ethical and
intellectual effects.

53 E.g. Dem. 43,1224, 15-16, where the ability to produce either effect at will is an instance of the
versatility of Demosthenes’ style: té pév ei¢ mdog éxtpémel Tovg axovovtag, T 8 eig nUog
UmdyeTau.

54 Grammatical inconsistency in the first speech of the Melians prompts the following jibe: o010
10 tedevtaiov &l 115 £v 10ig oyAUacY AEIOCEL PEPELY, OUK GV UAVOL TAVIag TOVG GOAOL-
Klopovg, doot yiyvovtat napd to0g aprduols Kal mapd Tag TTOCELS, oynuate Kardv; (Thuc.
37,1389, 7-10). Their next sentence is an EVOUUTLO VEVOTLEVOV HEV OVK GTOTMS. TPUT|VEL-
nevov 8¢ ovk edmapaxorovdftac (Thuc. 37,1390, 4-5), and one of the later Athenian replies is
AaPupivimv oxolmtepa (Thuc. 40, 1392, 25). Inappropriate sentiments: Tp@TOV HEV ElpNKEV
EvOvpnpa obte tig AUnvaiov tdieme dElov obt’ émi To100T01¢ TPayHacTY dpuodTTOV AéYEcaL
(Thuc. 38,1390, 16-18); Buciiedot yip BapBapoig tadta npog EAnvag fppotte Aéyerv (Thuc.
39,1391, 12-15); tadt’ ovK 0ida TdC GV TIg EMMVEGEIEY (G TPOSTIKOVTA elpficVal GTpaTNYOic
Avnvaiov (Thuc. 40, 1393, 12-14).

55 He claims to have written a defence of political philosophy npoc TOUG KATATPEXOVTUG AVTTG
adixmg (Thuc. 2, 1 327, 20-22). This is not extant, but we can see him struggling to find
something good to say about Isocrates. After criticizing the lack of variety in the compositions
of Isocrates and his imitators, he says xai avt®d pév icoc 1@ lookpdter moAhai yapitec
EnVioLY GAkan TavTny EmKpunToveal THv auopeiay (CV 19, 1187, 18-19) but has no specifics
o mention. In another passage he says €v To0TOIg OV pép@opaL TOV dvdpa (sc. Isocrates) Tod
Aratog (yevvaia yap 1 Siavola kai duvapévn kivijoal mavog), 10 8¢ Tic AéEeme Aetov kai
Hoiakov aitudpat (Dem. 20, 1 171, 1-4). Grube, as usual, has put his finger on the problem:
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C. Emotional effects

Emotional effects, too, come under discussion with surprising infrequency
considering the importance, by Dionysius’ own estimation, of emotional effects
in oratory: fiv & Gpa mévtov ioyupdtatov T péilovtt meidey dfjpov 7 8-
KOOoTApLOV €ni 10 AN Tovc dxpoatac dyoysiv (Dem. 18, I 166, 24-26)%.
Isocrates’ inability to produce this sort of effect serves as foil for Demosthenes’
mastery, for, when reading a speech of this orator, Dionysius says: éviovo® t¢
Kol 8ebpo kakeloe dyopat, navog tepov €€ £1€pov uetalauPavmy, amioTdV,
ayovidv, 6ed10¢, Katappovdyv, piodv, EAedv, ebvomdy, opyllopnevog, pUovdy,
arovia ta maUn petalaupavov, 6o KPaTEIV TEQELKEV AVUPMTIVIG YVOUNG
(Dem. 22, 1 176, 16-20)°". Here the emotional effect is said to overpower the
rational faculty; elsewhere it is subordinate to ai axoai: some figures of speech
used by Demosthenes are xivntuikotata 1@v OxAwv, but only dypt 100 un
ronioan tag axodg (Dem. 40, I 217, 7-9)°8. Again the category is of extremely
limited extent, for, despite the value of emotional effects to an orator, only
Demosthenes is said to produce them?’. As in the case of moral effects, no
faculty is adduced by which these might be judged and Dionysius does not
comment on emotional effectiveness when analysing specific passages of any
author. The category was a traditional one in discussions of rhetoric and our

“The difficulty seems to be that while Dionysius has an unbounded admiration for Isocrates as
the real founder of philosophic rhetoric, and all but worships him for the moral effect of his
speeches and educational method, he cannot admire his style, especially his word-arrange-
ment, and he 1s too honest a critic to pretend to do so” (Critics 215). Cf. “Dionysius the
‘philosopher’ and Dionysius the literary critic are at odds, but they do not compose their
differences; indeed they do not even admit them™ (Critics 216).

56 The distinction between portrayal and production of mavog is less clear than that for o,
perhaps because emotion portrayed leads so readily to emotion produced. Cf., e.g., Arist. Rhet.
1408 a where Aristotle urges an orator to make his style reflect the emotions appropriate to the
subject-matter because cuvopolonaUel 6 AKOL®Y Gel TG TOUMTIKDG AEYoVTL, K&V pnUev Aéyn.
Or, Horace in the Ars Poetica: si vis me flere, dolendum est / primum ipsi tibi, tunc tua me
infortunia laedent / Telephe vel Peleu (102-104). In the discussion following the passage quoted
just below (where Dionysius is experiencing various emotions) he says that Demosthenes felt
and displayed these emotions himself during the delivery of his speeches (tnv avtorndavdsiav Kai
10 Tapdatnua g woxiic arodeikvopévon, Dem. 22,1177, 10-11), and that anyone who wants
to read them aloud effectively must at least feign them.

57 Dionysius does concede that this was not what Isocrates was aiming at: ravaivelv 1€ o0
duvatal Toug AKpPowUEVOUS, OTOcA BovAETAL, TA TOAANL BE 0VBE PovAsTal, nelvetal 8¢ anoypiV
1@ ToATIK® Sidvolav arodeifacu omovdaiav kai Yog emekég (Dem. 18, 1 166, 19-21).

58 Parisosis, paromoeosis, antithesis, paronomasia, antistrophe, anaphora. Note that these same
figures, when used to excess. actually deprive Isocrates’ prose of 10 nadntikév (Isoc. 2, 1 57,
18-58, 3 and Isoc. 13,1 73, 10-74, 3).

59 Thucydides, too, receives a point for surpassing Herodotus at toic malntixoig when their
relative virtues are being totted up in the Mimesis. It is interesting, however, that neither f0og
nor navo¢ (both standard rhetorical categories) is mentioned in the critiques of the orators
(Lysias, Isocrates, Lycurgus, Demosthenes, Aeschines, Hyperides) with which the book con-
cludes.



Dionysius of Halicarnassus 41

author seems to have accepted its existence without taking it up into his own
critical theory®?,

There remain a number of passages which are less easy to categorize. In the
Lysias, those who use unusual language and artificial expressions are said to
stun their inexperienced hearers. Gorgias, for example, katenAnEato T0Lg
axovovtag ) dnunyopia (Lys. 3,1 11, 6-7). Compare the effect of Plato’s style:
el Yap Tic dAhog ExmAnTTeTon toic [MAaToviKaic EpUnvelals ... kKéy®d TovTmVv elg
gipt (Pomp. 1, I1 221, 12-13). This kind of effect does not fit readily into any of
our categories — it has the right cause for an aesthetic effect, an element of the
AEKTIKOG TOmO¢ — but the metaphor describes something which stuns the ra-
tional faculty into inactivity rather than something which stimulates the
senses®!. The verb katanAfTT® recurs in conjunction with purely aesthetic
effects (NdOVaL, pard&ar) in a comparison of Thucydidean and Lysianic A¢€1c,
but the parts affected are didvora and vodc: fj pév yap (sc. A6E1Q) kataninEacval
duvaton TV Stavolay, T 6& é0val, kal fj pev cvoTpéyart kol cuvteivat Tov vodv,
fj 8¢ aveivan koi pordEar, xai gig mdvog ékeivn mpoayayeiv, eic 8& Nog abtn
katactiioot (Dem. 2, I 131, 3-6).

Rational and aesthetic faculties are again confounded when Dionysius
amplifies the definition of évapyela (dvvauic Tig Vo tag aloVNoEelg dyovoa Ta
heyoueva) by saying: O 81 npocéxwv v didvoray 1ol Avsiov Adyoig ovy oiTwg
EoTan okadg i Sucdpectoc i Bpadig Tdv vodv, B¢ oy VROARYETAL YTIVOUEVE T
oniodueva opav ... (Lys. 7,1 14, 20-23). The effect is felt in the aicURoeLg, but
ddvola and voug are involved too, and not as intellectual qualities, but as
equivalents for ai aiounoeic®. It is clear from this last passage that at least one
of the problems is terminological (a problem familiar to students of Diony-
sius®), namely that his desire to avoid repeating himself at short intervals leads
him to use less-than-precise “synonyms”. There are relatively few parts of the
human system that can be said to be affected by language (yvéoun, volg, didvoia,
nvog, dxom, aiocvnoic, axpdusic); given the frequency with which aesthetic
effects are discussed, terms appropriate to other types of effect tend to be called
Into service to describe these as well,

60 E.g. Arist. Rhet. 1408 a, Quint. Inst. Or. 12, 10, 61-62, [Longinus] 18, 2.

61 The sort of thing, for example, that Dionysius has in mind when he explains a sententia of
Aeschines (g VUAS OppwdD KaKDE MAOYXOVTIAS TNV CUVUESLY TMV ANUOGUEVOLG OVOPATMV
ayamioavtag) as follows: kai yap EvradDa ndiv o 8Edoike, pn 10 KGAAOC Kol THV peyaro-
TPETELAY A TOD TMV OVOUATOV Gyannomaty AUMvaiol, GAAG un Addeacty Ord Tfg CUVIECEMG
YONTELVEVTES, DO TE KAl TOV QUVEPDY ADTOV ASIKTULATOV AQEIVAL d1d TG CEIPTVAG TAG EML THG
appoviag (Dem. 35, 1207, 10-16).

62 Cf. the confusion of emotional effect and rational part affected at Thuc. 23, I 360, 10: pre-Thu-
cydides historians did not stir up emotions in the mind (008¢ nGvog dieyeipov 1OV Voiv).

63 Lebel (87) credits him with a “terminologie polyvalente”.

64 This may be sufficient to explain the terms of the comparison between Thucydides and Lysias,
but the three passages where the effect is “dazzlement” remain anomalous. They ought,
perhaps, to be put into a minor category of “intellectual effects”, but while Dionysius occa-
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I1. Critical faculties

We have seen that of the three types of effect produced by language only the
aesthetic effect is considered by Dionysius with any thoroughness. Aesthetics
also predominate in discussions of faculties by which literature is judged. The
earliest statement occurs in chapter 11 of the Lysias, where various excellent
qualities, not all literary, are said to be perceived aloUnocel, ov Adyw. The
passage deserves quotation in full: ®ote el T1g a&roin Adyw SdayUfjvar tadtny
v dvvapury, i tig mot’ €otiv, ovk v eUdvol Kal GAAOV TOAADY kKal KaAdY
TPOYRATOV SUGEKACANTOV ATaLTdY AOYOV- AEYM &E £ml KAALOLG HEV COUATOVY,
i 81 mote To0T €0TLy, O KadoDuev Mpav, £nl Kiviioems 8¢ peAdV kal TAOKTG
eUOYYOV, TL AéyeTal TO EVAPLOCTOV, EML CUUUETPIAC O€ XPOVOV, TIG T TAELS Kal
71 1O gbpLUUOV, KAl €Ml TAVTOC 08 GLAATIBONV £pyou T€ Kol TPAYUATOS, Tig O
AeyOpPEVOS KUpOg Kal mob 1O péTplov. aloUNOEL Yap TOVTOV EKOGTOV KATU-
AapPavetan kal ov A0y®. OV’ OMEP Ol LOLGIKOL TaPAYYEAAOLGL TOLETLY TOIG
BovAopévolg akovely akpipdg appoviag, ®oTte Unode v EAayiotnv €v 101G
diaouact dieowv ayvoely, TNy dakonv £Uilelv xal undev aAro tavtng axpl-
Béatepov {NTElV KpLTMplOV, TOUTO KAY® TOIG AVAYIVOGKOLGL TOV Avciay Kol
Tic 1 map’ avT®d Yapig €otl Poviopévolg pavelv vmoveiuny dv €mndevely,
XPOVE TOALD Kol pakpd TP Kal aAoym navel Ty dAoyov cuvaokely aicOn-
owv (Lys. 11,118, 15-19, 10).

What Dionysius says next is important: he considers charm the most
important and characteristic of Lysias’ apetai whether composition (as op-
posed to evaluation) is a matter of T€xvn or not: gite PVCEMG AVLTNV (SC. THV
xapv) 0el kaielv evtuyiov eite mdvou kal TEXVNG Epyaoiav elte kN &
apeolv EElv Ty duvaptv (Lys. 11,119, 12-13; cf. Dem. 13,1158, 9; Dem. 47,1232,
5-6). That is, the critic is to rely on his @Aoyog aioUnoig to judge a work that
may in fact be the product of t€xvn®. The tools of writer and critic are not

sionally says that the intellect 1s made not to function (intentionally, i.e. when the audience 1s
deceived, e.g. Dem. 35,1207, 10-16, or not, i.e. when the audience is confused, e.g. Isa. 16, ]
114, 17; Thue. 9,1337, 18), he never says it is stimulated into activity. In fact it must be cajoled
into acting at all: in the Demosthenes Dionysius recommends a pleasant style in the narrative
portions of speeches because &1 u1 10 Tapndivov 1 cOVIESLS ENEVEYKOL T} TapapLUNGALTO TOV
Tfic Sravoiag konov, ovy EEovov al mictelg faotv aceait (Dem. 45, 1 230, 5-7).

65 On the whole Dionysius seems to consider the process of creating good writing more technical
than the process of evaluation. He defines rhetoric, for instance, as follows: pntopikn €01t
SOvapg Tex VKT Tavod AOYou £V TpayHOTL TOALTIK®, TEAOG Exovoa T ev Aéyety (Mim. 11 197.
2-3), and in a later treatise carps at the spurious orator who practises rhetoric 0800 1€ Koi
1ExvNg xwpic (CV 25, 11 131, 16). His goal in the CV'is to explain the prmmples which ancient
writers used in order to write well, for moAkn mpdvora toig apyaiolg Ny Kai mowntaig Kai
GUYYPAPEDOT PIAOGOPOLG TE Kal PTTOPOL TiIG 1€ TAVTNC, KAl OUTE TG OVOUOTA TOIG OVOpacLY
oura 1A KOAL 101G KOAOLS OVTE TAG nsp1060u5 arAniaig eiki cuvamew ®ovto d&iv, téyvn &€
TIg v map’ avtoig Kai Vewphuata olg YpOUEVOl cuVETIVESaV gb (CV 5, 11 27, 8-14). These
Vewpriuata ¢ cuvietikiic émothung applied, for example, to how to fit letters (Dem. 40,
216, 12-16) and words (CV 6, 11 29, 19-30, 12) together, and to when and how to use periodic
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always so clearly distinguished. In the On Composition, for example, after
prescribing some rules for good composition, Dionysius warns the aspiring
author that an un-scientific element - 0 Ka1pog — is really the most important:
AL €nl mdviov olopat Seiv 1OV Koupdv Opdv-¢ ovtog Yap Ndoviic kai andiag
KPATIOTOV HETPOV. Kapol d€ oUTE PNTmP OLAEIC OVTE PIAOCOPOC EI1C TOJE Y&
VNV OPLoev, ovd’ domep TpdTOg Enexeipnoe mepl avTol ypagelv Topylag O
Agov1ivog o0dEV O Tt kal Adyou GElov Eypayev- ovd Exel OOV TO TPAYNA EIC
KQUOAIKTV Kal Evigyvov Tiva TepiAnyly TeEGETV, 008" OAmG EmoThuT UNpatods
E0TLV O KopOg AAAL 8OEN. TadtnV & ol pgv €nl ToAA®V Kol TOAAAKLG YO V-
COVTES GUEIVOV TAV GAAWDV gbplokovoly aVTOV, Ol & AYOUVACTOV GQEVTEG
OTAVIOTEPOV Kal omep and toyng (CV 12, 11 45, 10-21).

The terminology is slightly different, but the advice is consistent with that
given to 101 avaylveokovst Tov Avciav xal ti¢ 1 tap’ adtd xapig Eoti fov-
ropévorg paveiv (Lys. 11, 119, 6-8), i.e. to critics: “to give the intuition a
lengthy course of exercise in feeling without thinking”®’. The ear plays a major
role again in analyzing an Isocratean example of the smooth style of composi-
tion. That qualities fundamental to the style are present in the passage, says
Dionysius, 10 @Aoyov émpaptupel ¢ aKofic ndvog (CV 23,11 119, 16-17). In
the Demosthenes, too, the importance of the dAoyog aiounoig in forming a
judgement of an author’s style is apparent: To0to 81 nowelv a&iboup’ av Kl
T00g BovAopévoug THV cUVDESTY AKPIBAE E18EVAL TV ANHOCVEVOLS, £K TOAADV
avtv dokiualev iSrwpdtov, Afyw 81 T®V KpaticToVv 1€ Kol KUpLmTATmV:
mpdTOV £K Tfig Eupereiag, g KpLTpLOY GproTov 1 BAoyog aioUnGig. Sel 8’ avTi)
PG moAATIC xal katnyioews xpoviov (Dem. 50, 1 237, 11-17).

After some discussion of this first item - 1 éupéiela — rhythm and variety
are added to the list of features to look at in forming an opinion of Demosthe-
nes’ style. Both of these are said in the On Composition to affect the sense of

sentence structure (CV' 9, I 35, 17-36, 4; cf. also CV 26, II 135, 22-136, 13; Dem. 52, 1 243,
9-15). He also refers, rather casually, to | t®v toAttik@v Adywv Emotqun (CV 11, 11 40, 9) and
to poetry which is kateskevacuévov kal évieyvov (CV 26, I1 137, 19) and poets who noikidwg
praotexvovoy (CV 15,11 60, 10). Several authors are criticized for not following the precepts of
téxvn (e.g. Hegesias, CV 18, 11 79, 15-19; Thucydides Thuc. 19, 1 353, 13-14 and Thuc. 24, 1
363,20-364, 2). A recurring theme which is concerned with the technical nature of composition
i1s the dissimulatio artis. In general, the finest style exploits technical variety to conceal téxvn
(CV'19,11 86, 19-21). Lysias is a paradigm for this technique (Lys. 10,117, 12-13; Mim. 11 216,
7-11; Lys. 3,111,17-12,2; Isa. 16,1114, 18-19; Dem. 2,1 131, 8-14). Plato comes in for some
praise under this heading (Dem. 6, 1138, 18-21 = Pomp. 2, 11229, 10-12) but the obvious ars of
[socrates (Isoc. 2,158, 1-3; Isoc. 14,174, 5-6), Isaeus (Isa. 4,196, 15-18), Demosthenes (Isa. 4, 1
96, 20-23; Dem. ch. 9) and Theopompus (Pomp. 6, 11 247, 16-21) is detrimental to their
effectiveness. The use of art to conceal art is also a topic in descriptions of the austere style
(Dem. 38,1211, 16-20; CV 22, 11 100, 10-101, 6).

66 1 follow Usher in preferring the MSS reading 0pav to Usener’s Unpdv.

67 In chapter 6 of the CV, 100, the author who desires to compose well is advised to consider the
effects of various elements of language on the ear — precisely the same process as is used in
evaluating the completed composition.
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hearing and are thus presumably also judged by the droyoc aicdnoig®®. The
necessity of practice is a recurring feature in these passages which proclaim the
independence and importance of the dAoyog aicUnoig, and will be discussed
more fully in the section on critics®.

We now come (in our roughly chronological survey) to the passage with
which Schenkeveld started, chapter 27 of the Thucydides. Here Dionysius
discusses the two faculties by which literature is judged: 10 GAoyov tii¢ dravoiag
Kpitfiprov, which is inborn and which is concerned with pleasure and pain, and
10 A0Y1KOV KpLTfiplov, which discerns technical excellence in the various arts.
After reproducing a lengthy section of Thucydidean narrative (7, 69, 4-72, 1),
Dionysius explains that he made the passage his example texpaipopevog, 61t
TACA YuyT TOVTM TA YEVEL TG AEEEmg Gyetal, Kal obTE 10 aroyov Tfig dravolag
KPLTTPLOV, O TEQUKAUEY AVTIAaUBavEsDaL TAV IdEmV T dviapdv, GAAoTpLobTAL
mpOC avTO OVTE TO AOYLKOV, £Q° OV SLUYTYVOOKETAL TO £V EKAGTY TEXVT) KOAOV
(Thuc. 27,1371, 5-10). We have seen the importance of the @GAoyog aicUnoic in
a number of passages, but 10 A0yikOVv KpLtf|plov appears nowhere else in the
rhetorical writings as an evaluative instrument’. This leads to difficulties for
Schenkeveld when he sets out to discover which faculty Dionysius prefers’'.
Because the nature of 10 Aoyikov kpitfplov is never defined more fully than in
this passage of the Thucydides (where all that is said is that it discerns 10 KaAOV
in the various arts), Schenkeveld has to determine what this faculty is before he
can assess its value to Dionysius’?. His first attempt to do so goes astray.

68 It is perhaps worth remarking that elements of language which produce aesthetic effects are
ipso facto judged by the @GAoyog aiocUnoig, but that this is not usually made explicit. Rather, one
finds discussions of the critical role of the aiofBnoig in connection with matters like yapig and
Kkapog, which one would not automatically assign to it.

69 The pairing of practice (tp1pn) and instruction (xatiynoig) in the last passage quoted may
seem to contradict Dionysius’ earlier denial of the possibility of a t€xvn of, for example,
Kaipdq. In the Dinarchus, however, one kind of imitation, that which is puolkdg and éx moAATS
KQTN(Noews Kal cuvipogioag AapPavépevog, is contrasted with another, inferior type which is
ek TV TG TéxvN¢ napayyeiudtov (Din. 7,1307, 11-12), so we can see that, whatever it is that
katnynoig provides, it is not technical precepts.

70 Schenkeveld (104), following Pavano, finds it “plausible” that “Dionysius plays down the role
of the GAoyog aicunoig in favour of the rational judgement, which acts as a corrective of 10
aroyov kprtiprov” in the Thucydides because he is here arguing against critics whose rational
faculties have been overcome by their infatuation with Thucydides (kexapwpévor v da-
vowav, Thuc. 34,1382, 12). But it does not follow from the fact that these critics have “lost their
reason” (Schenkeveld’s translation) that they are using (or misusing) 10 @Aoyov kpitfiplov to
support their judgement. In fact, Dionysius likens them to lovers (tolg kexpatnuévolg Ve’ olag
&M tivog Oyewe EpmTi p oA améyovtt paviac) and contrasts them with impartial critics (doot
8’ adékaoTov TV didvoray pUAGCTOoLGT Kail TNV EEETaaty TV AdymV £l TOUE dpUodg Kavovag
avaeEpovoty, 1€ PUGIKTG TIVOG KPIoEWS HETEIANQOTES ElTE Kai d1d S18ayTg ioyupd td Kpt-
pla katackevaoavieg). These last, it is clear, may be either laymen or experts. The admirers
of Thucydides use no proper critical faculty, and their witlessness cannot justify Dionysius’
new emphasis on 0 AoyikOv xprtnplov here.

71 Schenkeveld 98.

72 Schenkeveld suggests (96) that the opUois kavovag of his Text I (7huc. 34,1382, 17) are based
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Pointing to chapter 12 of the Lysias, where Dionysius says he became suspicious
about the authenticity of some speeches because his aicUnoic did not detect the
characteristic Lysianic charm but finally proves their spuriousness with a
chronological argument, Schenkeveld comments: “We can say that Dionysius
professes to have an aesthetic method, but hesitates to apply it. In the ultimate
analysis, his ratio has the upper hand.”’? The chronological argument may very
well be an application of ratio, but it is hardly a judgement of 10 €v €xdo1n
1€xvn xoAov. That is, Schenkeveld’s ratio and Dionysius’ A0yikOv kpiLtniplov
have nothing in common, and Dionysius cannot fairly be accused here of
inconsistency or timidity in practicing aesthetic criticism’4,

The next few pages of Schenkeveld’s article are devoted to reductiones ad
absurdum which are meant to show that if one takes Dionysius at his word, the
province of 10 Aoyikov kprtiprov must be ridiculously limited. Ridiculous, that
15, when one recalls Dionysius’ definition of rhetoric as a téxvn (quoted in note
65 above): “Its consequences would be that, for the greatest part, his instruction
in rhetoric is non-technical.””> But this is to confound the creation and the
criticism of literature’®, a thing which Dionysius himself does upon occasion,
but which, in view of his statement that charm, even if a product of téxvn, is to
be judged aicUnoel, ov Adyw, the critic of Dionysius should be wary of doing.
Certainly the passage from the Thucydides with its two kpitfipla must be taken
into account in any discussion of Dionysius’ theory of evaluation, but one must
also accept the fact that his theoretical statements leave the question unan-
swered, and look for evidence of 10 Aoyikov kpitiprov in Dionysius’ critical
practice.

I11. Critics

We have now come to the third category, the critics. Of these there are two
legitimate types, 0 i6idtng and O teyvitng. In some areas their reaction to a
work of literature is the same’’. The charm of Lysias, for example, is recognized

on a technical, i.e. logical, principle (although he sees that “this explanation implies a contra-
diction™), but in the context (being available to both trained and untrained critics) they are
much more likely to be of comparable generality to the @dékaotov Sidvolay mentioned in the
same sentence.

73 Schenkeveld 99.

74 Note that Dionysius only claims to give his aioUnoig the casting vote when it is difficult to
arrive at an answer with other arguments. The chronological argument has an absolute validity
(provided, of course, the dates are reliable), so Dionysius’ aioUneic would not be called into
play here.

75 Schenkeveld 103.

76 Also an early passage (from the Mimesis) with a late one (from the Thucydides).

77 As is their original attraction to literature: 10 8¢ mepi T AéEeig pIAdKalov kai talg veapaig
TEQUKE cuVaVOETV HAKiaLg. EnTONTAL Yap &naca vEOL wuxn Tept TOV tiig Epunveias GPaiouov,
aAdyoug Tvig kai donep Eviovoiddelg &nl TovTo Aapfdvovsa tig opudg (CV 1,114, 19-5, 2).
Cf. CV 11, 11 38, 23-39, 2: uoIKA TIg ANAVIOV 0TIV U@V OIKELOTNG TPOG EUpEAEIAY TE Kai
evpuUpiav. Indeed it is important to Dionysius that literature not be the exclusive property of a
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by layman and specialist alike because that sort of quality is perceived aicUn-
oet, o0 A0yo (Lys. 11,119, 1-2). Similarly, Thucydides is considered to be at his
best when he appeals to both types of critic (although for different reasons,
Thuc. 27,1371, 1-22). Of course, the fact that the different types of critic have
different criteria inevitably leads to disagreement at times: 6 p&v ouv T@®V
oMYV Kol evnaldedtov otoyalouevog Adyog ovK Eotal T® GUUA® Kai apoavel
nAnvel mdavoe, 0 8¢ 10ig moALOTS Kal 1dimTalg dpEoKely ASIdV KaTaPpovn-
UNoetal Tpdc OV YAPlESTEPMYV, 0 & dueoTepa Ta kprthpla’® meidey {ntdv
frtov drotevEetar o téhovg (Dem. 15,1 161, 17-22). But even here there is
assumed to be a middling sort of style that would appeal to both tastes. Let us
look more closely at the qualifications of each kind of critic.

In the category of caenvewa Lysias is preferred to Thucydides and Demos-
thenes because his speeches are clear kal 1@ mdvu TOpp® dOKOLVTL TOALTIKOV
apectdvar Adywv (Lys. 4,112, 18-19; cf. Thuc. 27,1371, 10-11). When praising
the more elaborate style of Demosthenes, however, Dionysius credits the lay-
man with more experience: ot GLVIOVTEG €l¢ TAC EKKANGCLAG KAl TA dikacTpLa
Kal TOUS AAAOLE GLAAOYOLG, EVUa TOATIK®V ST AOY®V, 0VTE de1vol Kal meptTTol
navteg elol kal 1ov Qovkvdidov vodv Exovteg oV dnavieg 181dTAL KOl Ko-
TAOKELT|G AOYwV yevvaiov anelpol, aAA’ ol pgv and yewpyiag ot 8" and Va-
Aattovpyiag ol 8 and TdV Pavaicmy TexVDdY GLUVEPPUNKOTES, 01g AMAoVGTEPOV
Kol KOvOTepoV Stareydpevog paarov av tig apéoat (Dem. 15,1160, 20-161, 5).
Such experience, of course, does not amount to technical knowledge; the lay-
man evaluates literature by means of 10 dioyov 1fig Swavoiag kprtnprov’®. This

highly cultured minority: npdg pEv oLV TOUG OlopEVOLS HOVEV Elval TOV EDTASEDTOV Gva-
yvévail te kal ovveival Tv Bovkudidov didrextov Tavta Afyety Ex, 0Tt 10 10U NPAYLATOS
avaykaiov 1e xal yprioipov anactv (0Udev yap (Av) avaykaldTepov YEVOLTO OUSE TOALMQE-
AEGTEPOV) avalpodolv €K ToD Kowvod Piov, OAlyov navidracty aviporwy oUT® TOLOUVTES,
MonEP £V Taig OAlyapyovpévalg 1 Tupavvovpevang noiecty (Thue. 51,1410, 8-15).

78 Taxpoatnpua is Reiske’s emendation of the MSS reading ta kpitfipia. axpoatnipiov is not used
elsewhere by Dionysius. Its usual meaning, “place where listening is done”, is inappropriate
here. The only reference for the meaning “audience” in LSJ is Plutarch Cat. Mai. 22. Reiske’s
objection to xprtipla was presumably to its application to persons, but “t6 1 AoyikOv kai 10
aroyov kpitfplov” is used by Dionysius as an alternative expression for “0 idudng xal 0
texvitng” at Thuc. 27,1371, 20-21: 0 pév ye TOADS EKETVOG 181OTNG O SUCYEPAVET TO POPTIKOV
¢ AeEewS Kal oKOALOV Kail duonapakoiovUnTov- O 8¢ oraviog Kal oUd’ €K TRHG EmiTuyodoNS
AywYNg YIYVOREVOS TEXVITNG OV HEUWETUL TO AYEVVES KAl YUUALTUTES KOl AKATACKEVOV. GAAL
cuvedov Eotat TO 18 A0YIKOV Kai 1O GAOYOV KpLINPLoV, VO’ MV AUEOTEPOY GELODIEY dmavTd
kpiveoUal kata tag é€xvac. umod + genitive here, a construction suggesting a personal agent.
supports this identification, as does the presence of the verb kpiveoar. Kpivelv and its nearly
synonymous compounds are only used by Dionysius with persons as subjects (except at Dem.
40, 1215, 2 where the subject is a highly personified apuovia), never with organs of judgment.
Cf. also Dem. 24, 1 183, 14-15 where kpivelv is used in the passive with a dative instrument
when the instrument is the non-personal @ioyog aicUnoig: taig yap ardyolg aicfoeoty
aravta ta OxAnpa kol Ndéa kpivetal.

79 And 1s unable to improve upon a faulty performance: xaitot vy’ &l T1¢ keAevoeLe TOV ISidTNY
TOVTOV TL OV EVEKGAEL TOTG TEXVITALE DE NUaPTNEVOVY, AVTOV TOHioaL rafovta 1@ dpyava, 0K
av duvarto. Ti 81 mote; HTL TOVTO PEV EMOTAUNG 0TIV, TIC OV TAVTES HETEIAAQUEY, EKEIVO 8¢
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faculty pronounces on pleasure and pain generally: taig yap aAdyolg aloUnce-
oV amavTa 1@ OYANPa Kol Ndfa kpivetal, kol ovVEV del Tavtalg ovte didayiig
ovte mapapviac (Dem. 24, 1 183, 14-16). Its displeasure is aroused by mistakes
in, say, a musical performance (CV 11, II 39, 3-8) or by an unusual rhetorical
style: 10 yap akpieg kol meptttov Kal EEvov kal mav, O 1L p1) cbvnUeg avTolc
akovelv 1€ Kal Aéyewv, OxAnpd¢ dativnoly avtovg, Kol Monep TL TOV TAVL
aviap@®v €8ecUATOV T TOTAV ATOCTPEPEL TOVG GTOUE)YOLS, OVTWE EKEIvVa
OxAnpd¢ drativnot tag axodg (Dem. 15,1161, 5-10). Justifiably so, it appears,
for the layman is never said to be an inadequate critic®’. In fact, while defending
his own right to examine the style of a Thucydides Dionysius goes so far as to
say OTL TOAADV Epymv oLy NTTOV TOD TEXVITOL KPLTNG O 1didtNng, TdV Ye U
aloUnoeme aAdyov kol 10lg taveot KatoAapPavopévovd!, kai 6T tdoa téxvn

n68og O naocwv anédwkev N eLolg (CV' 11,11 39, 8-13). Cf. also CV' 3,11 11, 12-14and CV 26,11
137, 16-18, where the layman’s lack of concern and ability to speak and write well are
discussed.

80 Only apparently contradictory is the highly metaphorical preface to the studies of Lysias,
Isocrates and Isaeus, where the dyvowa of the mob is said to enable the slatternly rhetoric of
Mysia, Phrygia and Caria (i.e. the Asianist style of rhetoric) to establish itself in Greek cities,
indeed even in “highly civilized cities” (oUdeu1dc ttov &v Taic evmaidevtolc) and to oust the
virtuous (i.e. ‘Atticist) rhetoric. Then, later in the preface, apatia is said to have delayed the
course of the Atticist revival in some cities. The context, however, is not an examination of the
critical powers of the general audience, but preparation for the encomium of the discernment
of the contemporary Roman Suvactebovieg, 0o’ ®V KOGHOVUEVOV T TE PPOVILOV THG TOAE®G
LEpog ETt pdAlov EMOESWKEV Kal TO AvonTov MvdyKaotal volv £xelv and a revival of good
literature has taken place (On the Ancient Orators 3,15, 26-6, 1). This rhetorical flourish, then,
highly charged as it is with political overtones, does not constitute an inconsistency in Diony-
sius’ theory of literary criticism.

81 The text here is problematical. The best manuscript (M) has 1@v te 8t aicUMoeng ardyou Kai
101 maveot kataaapPavopévoy and is followed without comment by Usher. This text re-
quires that t@v be understood also before toig ndveo, 1.e. “works perceived both by the
droyog aicUnolg and by the emotions”. This use of the article + t& is not uncommon, but
Denniston remarks that “laxity in the placement of te following the article not infrequently
results in serious ambiguity” (518, n. 1). This, in fact, seems to have happened here. Usener
wanted to see 1€ in its more usual place following the first of two coordinated items (cf.
Denniston 515-516) and posited a lacuna after na0eot to be filled with, he suggested, kot T@dv
M Aoyiopud, i.e. “works perceived both by the dhoyog aiocUmoig and the emotions, and by the
rational faculty”. This addition, postulating an exercise of 10 Aoylkov kpitnplov by the
i8tw1ng, has no parallel in Dionysius’ critical theory and, as we have seen above, is not
grammatically necessary. L. Sadée (De Dionysii Halicarnassensis scriptis rhetoricis quaestiones
criticae [Argentorati 1878] 212-213) was troubled by the fact that ndBeor had an article
whereas its coordinate, aiocUfcemg, had none, but since the constructions themselves are not
parallel (81¢ + gen. vs. dative) this does not seem an insurmountable objection and his emen-
dation (1@v ye 81" aioUMoeme @hoOYoL Kal ardyolg tdveot Kataiap favopévev)is neater than it
1s necessary. It does, however, contain one interesting feature. He claims to be following Reiske
in reading ye for 1e. Usener, too, attributes this suggestion to Reiske (although the pages to
which he refers [881 sq.] are not the pages on which it should have appeared [817]), but I have
not found it in Reiske’s edition. (He prints t@v t¢ 8t alcUMoeng 10i¢ Td0ec1 KaTaAappavo-
Hévav, following, he says, H. Stephanus, but also Sylburg.) Whatever its source, the ye is an
attractive emendation, because it would make the phrase parenthetic and allow the Tovtov 1@V
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ToUVTOV otoydleTal AV KpLTnpiov Kal and tovtov Aaufdvel v apynv (Thuc.
4,1329, 24-330, 4). The textual difficulties of this passage are discussed in note
81; I translate as follows: “... that of many works the layman is no less a judge
than the expert — of those, that is to say, which produce aesthetic or emotional
effects — and that these are the two critical faculties (i.e. the two types of critic)
which every form of art, originating in consideration thereof, aims to please”32.
The teyviton are described as o1 6& ToAlTikol 1€ Kl an’” ayopds kol did g
gykukiiov tadelag eAnivvoteg (Dem. 15, I 161, 10-11), or, more briefly, oi
OAlyol kal evmaidevtot, and are contrasted with ot moAAol xal ididtat (Dem. 15,
1161, 17-20)%. In chapter 27 of the Thucydides the teyvitng is 6 ondviog kai
ovd’ €Kk Tfig EmTLYOVONG AY®WYHS YLyvouevog teyvitng and is said to apply 10
AOYLKOV KpLTNploV to recognize 10 €v €xaotn téyxvn kaiov (Thuc. 27, 1 371,
12-21). The specific examples in this passage of flaws that attract the attention
of the teyvitng are illuminating — he notices potential virtues that are absent
(ayevveg, akatdokevov; yapartunég referring, presumably, to a lack of eleva-
tion) while the 1dtwtng is disturbed by awkwardness in what he hears (dvo-
xePaVvel 10 QopTikdV THg AéEemg Kal okolov Kal dvorapakorovintov). The
teyvitng concerns himself with A£E1¢ (T katackevnv TavTng tfig AéEemc); the
attention of the iduwtng 1s more narrowly focussed on words and figures of
speech (ovouartt fj oxnuatt)®®. The expert enjoys a style that is £ykatdoksvov
kal neprttov kal E€vov; the layman prefers something ariovotepov Kal Kot-
votepov (Dem. 15,1161, 4). The teyvitng may scorn the ignorance of the mob
(Thuc. 27,1371, 13), but Dionysius insists that the criteria of both sorts of judge
are valid and to be consulted by the aspiring author, whether his goal 1s persua-
sion (Dem. 15,1 161, 17-22) or artistic excellence (Thuc. 27, I 371, 20-22)%.

kprtnpiwv of the next phrase to refer back to the two types of critic (for which equivalence one
can find support from other texts, e.g. Thuc. 27, 1 371, 20-22; Dem. 15,1 161, 17-22), rather
than to aioUMoewc and ndVeol (for which one cannot). Usher makes the phrase parenthetic in
his translation, but it is not clear that his text can bear that construction.

82 Iam omitting from consideration among references to the ididtat the very numerous passages
in which Dionysius tries to bolster support for his own analysis by saying, for instance: obUsi¢
£0TIV, OG 0UY OPOAOYHGELEY, £l povov Exor petpiav aicOnow nepl Adyoug ... (Dem. 32, 1 200,
21-22).

83 Again (see above note 82) I am not looking at passages referring to biased, contentious,
corrupted or ill-educated critics which serve to attack Dionysius’ opponents rather than to
discuss the qualifications and criteria of the ideal teyvitnc. Examples are Dem. 23, 1 178.
16-19; CV 25, 11 131, 14-18; Thuc. 34,1 382, 11-23.

84 Cf. the musical errors that the layman reacts to in the theatre: 67t plav xopdnv acOuewvov
Expovoe kai S1E@Uelpev 10 Lo and 0TI GopEOV Epnvedong i ui mMEGAS 10 6TORA VPLALYHOV
N TV KaAovpévny ekpéAElay NMUANoe (CV 11, IT 39, 3-8).

85 Itisinteresting to note that whereas the judgement of the layman is never called into question.
the opinions and theories of several texvitat are criticized. The authors of treatises on rhetor-
ical matters (téxvau) are themselves poor stylists (CV 4,11 21, 6-10) and have nothing useful t0
say to the neophyte writer (CV 5, II 26, 21-27, 6). Theophrastus is unable to detect a spurious
speech in the Lysianic corpus (Lys. 14,123, 16-19). Aeschines’ criticisms of Demosthenes may
be “malicious” (cukopavi@y, Dem. 55,1247, 23) but Dionysius devotes 3 chapters (55-57) 10
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But Dionysius’ insistence on pakpd Tpip1 in conjunction with 10 dAoyov
kplrtnplov prevents us from making neat pairs, from saying that the layman
applies intuition and the expert reason to the text in hand. The education of the
18y viTNG is extensive; laymen are at best only ovk dnelpot (Dem. 15,1161, 1-2)
and lack specific technical knowledge. Yet i1t 1s the layman who exercises 10
aroyov kprtnplov and it is with this faculty that paxpa tpipn is thrice associated
(Lys. 11,119, 8-10; CV 12,1145, 18-21; Dem. 50,1237, 16-17)%. The solution,
as Schenkeveld has seen?’, is that both types of critic receive impressions via the
droyog aicunoig. Thus Lysianic xapig, perceived aioUnoet, ob Adyw, is appa-
rent to layman and expert alike. That it is the teyvitng who devotes pokpd tpiin
to refining his sensibilities is only to be expected and is, moreover, suggested by
the plural ta kprtfpla (i.e. both 10 Aoyikév and 10 GAoyov) in a passage which
contrasts the natural critic with the trained one: 6cot & adékactov TV did-
volay QUAGCoOoVOL Kol TNV EEETaaty TV Adywv £ntl TOLC OpovE Kavovag ava.-
PéPOLOLY, £1T€ PUOLKTG TIVOG KPIoEMG UETEIANQOTEG ElTe Kal S S1dayfgde
loyLupd T KpLTHpLe KaTaoKELVASavTES ... (Thuc. 34,1382, 15-19)3%. The expert’s
double duty is apparent in Dionysius’ own criticism. After quoting a passage of
Demosthenes, for example, he gives first his aesthetic response (the verb is
naoy, and he insists that this response is the general one), namely thatitisin a
general way superior to a piece of Isocrates quoted earlier, then attempts to
account for its superiority by an analysis of Demosthenes’ technique (Dem. 21, I
175, 20-176, 9). It will be useful, in fact, to examine Dionysius’ critical practice
in more detail to see the extent to which it follows the theory described above,
and in particular to clarify the nature of 10 Aoyikov kpitfplov.

IV. Critical practice

An 1mportant measure of Dionysius’ critical maturation, according to
Bonner, is the increasing detail with which he conducts the analysis of his
napadeiypata®. Bonner perceives, however, a dichotomy in the treatment of

showing that they are also inept. Finally, the technical system for determining word order that
Dionysius himself toyed with is rejected because ndvta 8¢ tadta Siecdievey N nelpa kai 100
undevog a&a anépaive (CV' 5, 11 26, 16-17).

86 The statement in the Demosthenes that the aesthetic faculty needs neither instruction nor
encouragement (ov6gv del tavTaig ovte d1dayfic oUte mapapvliag, Dem. 24,1183, 15-16) is not
inconsistent with the recommendation of paxpa tp1ff. Rather, it is comparable to the ne@v-
kapev of chapter 27 of the Thucydides. Practice is not necessary, but it is not unproductive
either.

87 Schenkeveld 95. 103.

88 Training in the aesthetic arts was not exclusively technical — teachers of music, for example,
encouraged their students to sharpen their sense of hearing (Lys. 11, 1 19, 2-6). Cf. Dem. 50, 1
237, 17-238, 2 for an example from the visual arts.

89 The plural xpitApia is not used elsewhere by Dionysius except to refer to these two faculties or
to the two types of critic that apply them.

90 Bonner 68. 74. 84. 88. 92. 97. 101-103.

4 Museum Helveticum
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harangues in chapters 43-48 of the Thucydides: “Those passages of which he
approves are set forth in full; those which he finds in any way objectionable are
analysed, and the reasons underlying his objection, whether it be obscurity,
poetical expression, or frigidity resulting from Gorgianic figures, are in each
instance set forth.”?! This tendency to be explicit about faults but only vaguely
encomiastic about virtues (e.g. tadta LEV 0N Kal TG TOPATANCLA TOVTOLG KAAQ
kal {nAov a&la yodpat, Thuc. 48, 1 406, 13-14) is also evident in Dionysius’
discussions of “good” and “bad” narratives and speeches in the Thucydides. In
chapter 28 he quotes a “good” narrative and pronounces his verdict: cao®¢ 1€
Kol cLVTOH®G Kol duvatde anavta sipnkev (Thuc. 28, 1 372, 10-11). Enough
said. The next bit, a long example of “bad” narrative (and a notoriously difficult
section of Thucydides, 3, 82-83), is examined phrase by painful phrase; Diony-
sius points out numerous faults and rewrites no less than thirteen sentences in
an effort to clarify Thucydides’ meaning. This fills chapters 29-33. In chapter 36
Dionysius prefaces the uninterrupted quotation of a set of “good” speeches with
a checklist of their virtues: kai A0youg arodidwotv (sc. @ovkvdidng), olovg eikog
nv Ond apeotépov eipficVat, 1ol (18 ) TpooOnolg TpEnovTag Kai Tolg npdy-
uaolv oikeloug kal unt’ EAieimovtag 100 petpiov pnte vrepaipovrag, AEEer 1€
KEKOOUNKEV a0TOVG Kavapd kol ca@el Kal cuviOp® Kal Ta¢ GAANG GPETAC
gxovon (Thuc. 36, 1 384, 1-5).

Chapters 37-41, by contrast, are given over to a thorough investigation of
the objectionable points, moral and stylistic, of the Melian Dialogue. And yet
this tendency of labeling the “good” and dissecting the “bad” is in despite of
Dionysius’ declared intentions for this section of the treatise: napativeig toig 1€
TPAYUATIKOTG Kol TOIG AEKTIKOIC KATOpUMUACLY T GUApPTHUOCL TOG aitiag
(Thuc. 25,1364, 8-10)%2. A similar imbalance, though differently implemented,
can be seen in Dionysius’ treatment of Plato’s two styles. The style which
Dionysius approves is described in metaphorical or abstract terms: kaOoapad yop
ATOYPOVIMS YIVETHL Kal Olauyng, Womep 10 SaQUvESTATE TAV VOAUATOV,
aKpIPNC 1€ Kol AemTn map’ NVTIVOLV £TEPAV TOV TNV ALTNV SIIAEKTOV ElpYaO-
HEVOV. TNV TE KOLVOTNTA SIOKEL TOV OVOUATOV Kol TNV COUONVELLY GOKEL,
naong Uneptdotion KaTaoKeLTg EmUETOL. O 1€ Tivog vt O TG ApyadTNTO]
Npeépa Kol AANVOTmC EMTPEYEL YA0EPOV TE TL Kal TEUNAOS Kal LEGTOV MOPUS
dvirog avadidoot. kai Gomep And TdV EDMSESTATOV AEHMVOV avpd Tig Ndeia
&€ avtic pépetan (Dem. 5, 1 136, 17-137, 5)%.

Amidst this talk of clear streams, lush foliage and fragrant breezes, only one
concrete virtue — standard vocabulary — finds mention. The many faults of

91 Bonner 92.
92 Cf. Thuc. 3,1 328, 3-8. The negative emphasis emerges even in his general statements about
what a critic does. A proper critic, as opposed to one with excessive admiration for the author

in hand, should show £’ éxdotw mpaypatt mupativeig TOV Adyov, 8T TauTi pgv ovK MV

EmMTASEL £V TO Kapd kel KO TOLTEV TOV TPocONWY Afyecval, Tavtl 8’ ovK enl TovTOoIg TO1E

npayuacty oude péxpt tovtov (Thue. 34,1 382, 1-4).

93 Cf. Dem. 13,1157, 19-23, another metaphorical description of good style.
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Plato’s more elaborate style, on the other hand, are identified with great speci-
ficity: exyeitar & [sc. 1| [TAat@VvikT S1GAEKTOC] EIC GAMELPOKAAOVE TEPLPPATELS
TAODTOV OVOUATMV ENLEELKVOUEVT] KEVOVY, UTEPLOODCA T€ TAV Kuplwv Kal £V T1)
KOLV]] xpPNOoEL Kelpévov ta menomuéva ntel kail Eéva kal apyalonpend. pa-
Mota 88 yelpdletal Tept THV TPOMIKNV EPACLY, TOAAT HEV €V TOIg EMUETOLS,
akapog &’ &v taig petwvopiaig, okAnpa 8¢ kal ob sdlovoa v avaroyiav &v
tulg (petagopais ). aiinyopiag 1€ neptPAAieton TOAAGG (Kol pakpdg ), oTE
HETPOV €x0VONG OVTE KAUPOV, OXNUOCT T€ TOINTIKOIG £6)A TNV TpocPfaiiovcty
andiav xai pdota toig Iopyielolg dxaipwg Kol pelpaklwdde EvaBpivetal
(Dem. 5, 1137, 13-138, 5).

Another example of this imbalance is found in Dionysius’ attempts to
illustrate the Protean®* versatility of Demosthenes’ style. Unusual vocabulary,
hyperbaton, unnecessary verbiage, odd syntax and awkward periodic structure
are among the faults exemplified and corrected in a passage of “Thucydidean”
Demosthenes (Dem. ch. 9). Dionysius is refreshingly reluctant to call this kind
of composition “bad”, but the frequency of the adjective nepiepyoc here reveals
his distaste®>. In discussing Demosthenic style where it borders on Lysianic,
however, he resorts to the weary (and wearying) formula of general dpetai
(Dem. ch.13). These, he seems from the rhetorical questions to think, are
self-evident, for no specific passages are adduced. It is thus hardly surprising to
find that Dionysius’ first attempt at detailed analysis (in ch. 14 of the Isocrates)
1s a response to faults of style, and that the characteristic virtue of Lysias’ style,
1apie, was a mpdyua navtog kpeittov Aoyov (Lys. 10, I 18, 10)%. It is nothing
unusual for a critic to find it easier to point out errors in a passage than to
account for its success. Nor is Dionysius alone in being unaware of the asym-
metry, but it must be taken into account when we try to determine the nature of
10 Loy1kOV kpLtfiplov, for it begins to look as though what the teyvitng demon-
strates is not 10 £v £kdatn téX VN KAAOV, but 10 un KaAdv.

A useful index of this is the technique of metathesis, to which Dionysius
has increasing recourse in the later treatises’’. The majority (33) of the rewritten
sentences point out stylistic faults in the original by providing simple, unam-

94 Dem. 9,1 149, 1-2.

95 The reason for this reluctance is explained in ch. 10; in Thucydides the style is faulty because he
uses it to excess, but the bounds of propriety, Dionysius says, are not overstepped by Demos-
thenes.

96 Cf. Din. 7,1307, 7-17, where of the two sorts of pipnoig he describes (natural and mechanical),
he is rendered speechless by the good sort (6 @uo1k6g), but the faults of the other sort (6 £k 1@V
TS T VNG mapayyeipdtwy) constitute a useful critical tool. Also Dem. 13,1156, 10-14, where
it is the virtues of a passage of Lysianic Demosthenes (purity, precision, lucidity, concision,
terseness, realism, simplicity) that make critics uncertain about authorship.

97 Inthe Isocrates there is one re-written sentence, in the Isaeus there are two, in the Demosthenes,
nine, in the CV, nine, and in the Thucydides and its appendix the second Letter to Ammaeus,
twenty-two. There is also a lacuna in ch. 25 of the Thucydides which will have contained more
metatheses. While this may not be a strictly logical technique of analysis, it is certainly the sort
of thing only a teyvitng does.
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biguous and otherwise unobjectionable renderings of the same idea®®. The new
versions are intended to show what alayman (Isa. 11,1107, 5) or, rather, what ot
... akorovUw¢ TN Kowvi] cuvnUeig oynuatifovteg v epdctv (Amm. IT 11, I
430, 18-20) would have written. Ten of the metatheses, however, are intended
to show that by changing the word arrangement 1n a passage of good writing one
can either produce a different style of equal acceptability, or destroy its effec-
tiveness altogether®®. In chapter 4 of the On Composition, for example, he
quotes a sentence of Herodotus, describes its style as \mayoylkov kal i6To-
pikOv, then gives two rearrangements. The style of the first is opUov xai
gvayoviov and rather Thucydidean, of the second, pikpokopwyov, ayevvég and
paivakov, reminiscent of the writing of the Asianist Hegesias (CV 4, II 19,
9-11). In places like this, if anywhere, we might expect 10 AoylkOv KpLTriplov to
reveal technical excellence, but all Dionysius does is label the various stylistic
characters, never putting his finger on that wherein the character lies. There 1s
only a disappointing series of comments like ap’ €71 pével Tobtov 1OV TPOROV
NPLOCUEVOV TOV KOA®V 1) aOTN X Ap1¢ T} TO avTo mavog; ovdeic v einot (CV 7,11
30, 16-17). Metathesis, then, though an eminently satisfactory means of locat-
ing a passage’s faults, is not used by Dionysius to explain its virtues in any but
the most general terms!®.

[t is in the On Composition that Dionysius makes his most energetic
attempts to account for the effectiveness of good writing'®!. He limits his
attention here to cUvleo1¢ (omitting for the present, he says, EkAoyn ovoudtwv
and T vorjuata) and seems to be breaking new ground with the three appoviat
(CV, ch. )1%2. The number of the elements of language said to affect the ear

98 In three cases he claims more positive virtues for his versions (cuvtopwtépav kai yapreotépav,

Dem. 19,1 168, 4-5; otpoyyvrdtepa, Dem. 19, 1 168, 18 and Dem. 20, 1 170, 2. See Grube,

Thrasymachus 257 [with note 10] for the meaning of otpoyyOroc). These three of course hardly

constitute a comprehensive application of 10 Aoyikov for the purpose of identifying 10 kaAdv.

99 For the use of the technique in ancient criticism see N. A. Greenberg, Metathesis as an
instrument in the criticism of poetry, TAPA 89 (1958) 262-270. Three of Dionysius’ ten
metatheses in this category involve poetry.

100 Demetrius, by contrast, who uses this technique extensively in the nepl £punveiac, has 44
metatheses, 38 illustrating virtues in the original, only 4 correcting faults. The remaining 2 give
unranked alternatives.

101 He is concerned here to a much greater extent than elsewhere with poetry, and some of his best
criticism is of passages of Homer. This may be due to the quality of his predecessors in the field.
According to Max Pohlenz (To mpénov, ein Beitrag zur Geschichte des griechischen Geistes,
NAG [1933] 53-92, esp. 74-79), he is indebted to earlier critics like Panaetius, Ariston of
Chios, Diogenes of Babylon, Heracleides of Pontus and Crates of Mallos, in short to “den
Kreisen, die sich mit der Dichterkritik beschiftigen™ (77). See also D. M. Schenkeveld, O/
kpitikol in Philodemus, Mnemosyne 21 (1968) 105-106 for the influence of these critics on
Dionysius. Both the surviving fragments of ol xpttixol and Philodemus’ rebuttal, however.
deal primarily with the theory of aesthetic effect. Of their practice no traces remain. Aujac (3,
40) admits Dionysius’ debt to the past, but concludes: “Le fait est, en tout cas, que I’on constate
une assez grande distance entre la situation qu’il présente et celle que I’'on peut deviner a

travers le témoignage de Philodéme, son ainé de quelque cinquante ans”.
102 Pohl 49.
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escalates rapidly in this work, yet Dionysius puts together a critical framework
making use of both aesthetic response and technical analysis. Chapter 11 begins
with a list of the four means by which a composition is rendered pleasing: péiog,
pLUOG, petaPoAn and 1o mpémov (CV 11, I1 37, 11-12). The uses of these are
surveyed briefly in chapter 12, then more thoroughly in chapters 14-20'%3.
Under the heading of péiog Dionysius describes the 24 letters and assigns them
their euphonic values. Long a, for instance, is the evpwvotatov of the vowels
(CV 14,11 51, 13), o 1s Gyapt 8¢ xail andég (UnpLmdoug yap Kol AAOYoL LdAAOV Ty
roykfic €pantecUal dokel pavilg 0 ovptypog, CV 14, II 54, 16-17). In the
section on puvOudg 12 metrical feet are evaluated in quasi-moral terms: the
trochee is Tanevog 1€ kai doepvog kai ayevvng (CV 17,11 70, 6-7), the bacchius
avop®dOec mavy 10 oxfua kal €ig oepvoroyiav emtndetov (CV 17,11 72, 12-13).
This groundwork laid, he analyses the effects of syllables and letters (i.e. pérog)
in some passages of Homer, and of meter (pu¥udg) in four prose authors. It will
be worth looking at his treatment of several examples in detail.

To illustrate the possibility of representing reality by the letters and syl-
lables appropriate to it Dionysius cites the line fi6vec fodwaorv Epguyopuévng
arog E€w (I1. 17, 265) which, he says, portrays the ocean’s ceaseless roar by
means of the napéxtaoig tdv ovALaB®V (CV 15,1160, 12). What exactly does he
mean by napéktaoic? W. Rhys Roberts would have it that he is referring to the
long vowels, particularly o and n, in the line'%. Usher suggests that “the effect of
restless movement is achieved in the Greek by the juxtaposition of vowels in
diaeresis and the pure dactylic metre”, but he is supplementing Dionysius’
statement considerably!'?. In the first part of this chapter Dionysius had de-
voted several paragraphs to explaining how some long and short syllables are
longer than others (orAfjv vs. 7, or 61p600g, TpéT0g and Podog vs. 686g; CV 15,
[I 58, 1-59, 14), but this kind of lengthening is nowhere referred to by napéx-
Tao1g or any comparable term, and the concept 1s not strikingly relevant to the
line in question. Comparison with the next two examples, said to portray a
hugeness of grief and a lengthy, passionate prayer (KUkAwy 88 oteviywv 1€ Kai
odivav 68vvnoL,/ xepoi yniaeowmy [Od. 9, 415-416] and 008’ 1 kev LdAo TOAAG
mavT) éxdepyoc ATOA®V,/ TPOTPOKLAIVEOUEVOC T Tpdg AL aiyioyoto [I1. 22,
220-221]), suggests that what Dionysius has in mind are the “extra” syllables in
Nidveg and Bodwaotv: ynraedmv, d8OvNot, TporpokuAivdopevog and aiyidyoto
are all longer than their Attic counterparts ynia@®v, 080valg, TPOKLALVEO-
Hevog, and aiyidyov!'%. Compare also the passages exemplifying 1 1@V cuA-

103 Chapters 14-16 deal with the euphonic values and effects of letters and syllables, which are
rather different topics from péioc as described at CV 11, 11 40, 17-42, 14, where he discusses
the tonal intervals available to a writer (i.e. what we call “melody”), but Dionysius does not
explain the shift in focus.

104 Roberts, ad loc.

105 Usher 1, 110, note 1.

106 As, of course, are 7idveg and Bodwaoty with respect to Attic joveg and fodotv. Cf. Aristotle on
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AaPdv e xal ypaupdtov Eattootg (CV 15,1161, 17-19): in the line auBAndnv
yoowoo puetd sumiow eewmev (I 22, 476), aupBAndnv is a contracted form of
avaBAnonv; in nvioyot 6° EknANyev, £nel idov akapatov mop (1L 18, 225), &x-
nAnyev and idov are shorter or lighter than Attic éEemAdynoav and 1dov!?7. It is
of course exasperating to see Dionysius attributing impressive effects to small
causes, but it is characteristic of Dionysian argumentation to do so'®, In
chapter 3 of the essay On Composition, for example, he claims that word-ar-
rangement alone accounts for the excellence of the description of Odysseus’ first
encounter with Telemachus (Od. 16, 1-16)'%°. Again, in chapter 18 he would
have us believe that the principal difference between Homer’s lines on the abuse
of Hector’s corpse and the description of a similar incident in a historical work
of the much-despised Hegesias is the rhythm!'°,

After discussing the effects of syllables, he looks at how Homer uses letters:
smooth, flowing letters portray youthful beauty (Od. 17, 36-37; 6, 162-163; 11,
281-282), letters that are difficult to pronounce introduce pitiable, frightening
or awe-inspiring sights (Od. 6, 137; I1. 11, 36-37), unpleasant and ill-sounding
letters are used for the unpleasant fate of the Cyclops’ victims (Od. 9, 289-290).
He does not point to specific letters in specific lines, but in some cases it is
possible even for those not equipped with Greek ears to guess what he means:
A 1s fairly prominent in Od. 11, 281-282 and is the right sort of letter for bridal
beauty (18Vvel puév yop 10 A Kai £o0Tt TOV HuIedvVoV yAukvtatov, CV 14, 11 54,
11-12), the feral ¢ probably contributes to the unpleasant effect of Od. 9,

lengthened (énektetapévov) and shortened syllables, Poetics 1457 a 35-b 5: énextetapévov 8€
£0TIV 1] AONPNHEVOV TO PEV EAV QOVAEVTL HAKPOTEPW KEXPTILEVOVY Tt T) T0D oikgiov i cuAAapI]
EUPEPANUEVT], TO 8¢ AETPMUEVOV TL T} AVTOD, ETEKTETAPEVOV HEV 010V TO TOAE®G TOANOG Kai 10
[InAeidov [InAniadew, apnpnuévov 8¢ olov 1o kpl kai 10 8@ xai “pia yivetal apeotépmv dy”.
The importance of the word Bodéwowv in 11, 17, 265 is further attested by Aristotle (Poetics 1458
b 31) and by the scholium on the line which Roberts cites (155): kai EcTiv 18elv kOpa péya
Vardoon EMEEPOUEVOV TOTAUOD PEVIATL KUl T® AvakOnTECVAL BpUuxMUEVOV, Kal TS EKa-
épwvev 100 notapod Vaiaeooiag Nidvag Nyovoas, O Eupnoato da g Enextdoews Tod
Bodwaiv. abtn 1 eik®v [Adtwvog Ekavos Ta motfpata - ob TS EvapyEotepov 100 OpwUEVOL TO
(AKOVOUEVOV TAPEGTNCEV ... TR Yap EmarAniov TdV VEAT®Y EKBOATIC T TOL “Bodworv™ avadi-
TAMGCLG OpOleLY ANETEAECE CUVMdiaY.

107 The first example of éAdttwotg is somewhat puzzling, since the forms yoéwaoa and Eeinev recall
Bodwowv of I, 17, 265, which serves as an example of napéktaaig. Dionysius’ comment (1) To0
TVELLATOS dNAODTAL GLYKORN Kal TO TG eovijc ataxtov, CV 15, II 61, 15-16), however,
suggests that he may have more than one effect in mind here. Cf. CV 16, I1, 64, 8 where
cuyKOyel is used of things difficult to pronounce, bearing in mind the alleged difficulty of
pronouncing consecutive vowels (also Dem. 38,1210, 12-211, 4; Dem. 40,1215, 8-10; C¥'20,11
93, 4-6).

108 One must resist the temptation to give him credit for the kinds of analyses modern critics can
devise for the lines.

109 Bonner remarks (72): “This is indeed a precarious process of elimination, a typical result of the
rhetorical training; Dionysius quite fails to see that the attraction of the passage lies partly in
the dramatic beauty of the situation and partly in the very simplicity of the words chosen for
the narrative.”

110 Roberts’ discussion of the differences occupies 3 pages (53-55) in his Introduction.
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289-290. In the other examples it is less easy to identify the important letters''!,
but Dionysius leaves us in no doubt as to how much importance for composi-
tion as a whole he attaches to the euphonic values of letters: ®cGTe TOAAT AVAYKN
KOATIV pEv elval AEELY &V 1) KOAG £6TIV OVOLOTA, KAALOUS 8& OVOULAT®Y GUA-
rapdc te kol ypappoto kaid oitia elvar, Ndeiav 88 Sidlektov €k T@OV HdL-
VOVIWV TV AKONV YivesUal KaTd 10 TOpaTANGLOV OVOUATOV T Kol GLALAPOV
KoL YPOUPATOV, TAG TE KOTA LEPOC £V TOVTOLG S1aPOpPdc, Ko’ dg dNAODTAL TA T
U Kal 16 7N Kol ol dtavécelg Kal T £pyo TAV TPOoORM®Y Kol T0 GUV-
€0PELOVTIN TOLTOLG, ANO TN MPWTNG KAUTACKELTG TOV Ypaupdtmv yivesval
towtag (CV 16, 11 63, 9-18, cf. CV 13, 11 47, 22-48, 2).

Rhythm is likewise important: 810 pev 1@v yevvaiov kol aEiopuatik®@v kal
HEyeVog ExOviov puludv a&louatikn yivetat oOvUests kal yevvaio kol pe-
YUALOTPENMNG, d1d 08 TOV AyeEVV@V T Kol TANELV@Y AUEYEUNS TIS Kol (GEUVOS
(CV 18, II 73, 13-17). But Dionysius’ metrical analyses are not particularly
instructive!!?, Leaving aside the incredulity that arises when one finds Diony-
sian single-mindedness leading to an evaluation of Thucydides like VyNAOC
elvan Sokel kal KoaAlemc Mg edyevelc ndymy pudpovg (CV 18, 11 75, 16-17),
the scansions themselves, as he admits, are open to question!'!?,

The various materiae of word-painting used in Homer’s description of
Sisyphus and his boulder (Od. 11, 593-598) are analysed with great success in
the chapter on 10 pénov (ch. 20)!'4, Dionysius’ first step is to describe the effect
of the passage: évtadva 1 cUVUeoIc €0ty 1) ONA0DCA TOV YIVOUEV®V EKAGTOV,
10 Bapog Tob TETPOUL, TNV ERINOVOV €K THC YIS Kivnoly, TOV dlepeldouevoy Toig
KOAOLS, TOV avaaivovta mpog Tov Oxvov, TNV HoAlg aveovouvuévny nétpayv (CV
20, 11 90, 13-17). This, he says, is felt by everyone. He then demonstrates how
the effect, by no means an accidental one, was achieved, investigating rhythm,
word length, syllable length and the letters that occur at word boundaries'".

111 What is one to make of the hiatus and semi-vowel/consonant clashes in Od. 17, 36-37, for
example? If this had been a line of Pindar, 1ts composition might have been called rough!

112 Even the epitomator of CV thought that the chapters on rhythm could be improved: “Le seul
remaniement important du traité primitif concerne les chapitres 17 et 18§, consacrés a I'é¢tude
des rythmes: I’'abréviateur, tout en s’appuyant sur Denys, fait un exposé original, systématique,
et présente une nomenclature des pieds métriques assez différente de celle adoptée par Denys.”
Aujac 3, 45.

113 For a similar over-valuation of rhythmic effects cf. the assessment of the opening sentence of
the De Corona: ti obv Ek®AvVE KaANV dppoviav slval AtEeme, &v 1) pfte muppixldg 6Tt molg
unte lapPixog unte apoifpayus uite v xopeiov N tpoxaimv undeic: (CV 18,1179, 1-4). On
his scansion, cf., e.g. Bonner (74): “Dionysius frequently runs into metrical difficulties in his
eagerness to prove his case, and has left more than one editor nonplussed over his apparent
disregard of the quantities of the Greek language.” Also Roberts’ and Usher’s notes ad locc.

114 The claims of petaBorn having been dealt with summarily in ch. 19. The examples suggested to
illustrate good variety are “all of Herodotus, all of Plato and all of Demosthenes™ (CV 19, 1187,
3-5): for counter-examples, the student is directed to the works of Isocrates and his followers
(CV 19, 11 87, 10-11).

LIS A. Hurst (Un critique grec dans la Rome d’Auguste: Denys d’Halicarnasse, ANRW vol. 2, pt. 30,
no. 1, p. 857) is interpreting Dionysius’ statement that Homer’s word-arrangement was de-
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That is, aesthetic response and technical analysis constitute the basis for his
evaluation of the passage. We may suppose, then, that it is this sort of detailed
analysis that he would consider application of 10 Aoyikov kpitfiprov!!é, But it
remains to consider the critical techniques he employs in the final part of the On
Composition and in the later critical works.

He continues to use the foundations established in chapters 14-20 when
analysing examples of the austere and smooth appoviat (chh. 22-23), retaining
also the format of the discussion of the Sisyphus passage, namely a description
of effects followed by an examination of causes. His attention has shifted
somewhat away from the intrinsic qualities of letters themselves to the “rough-
ening” effect of certain letter combinations at word junctions''’. In general he
objects to hiatus and to consonant combinations that do not naturally belong
together, by which he means those that are not found together at the beginnings
of syllables within words. The junction of final ¢ and initial § in the phrase
Oovkvdidng Avnvaiog Euveypaye, for example, 1s rough, since ov ... TpOTATTE-
T TO G TOD & KT GUVEKQPOPAV THV &V [1d cLALBH yivopévny (CV 22, 11 108,
20-109, 1)!'%. Other objectionable consonant iuncturae are: Ilelonovvnoiov
Kai; €v xopov;, kKAvtav mEunete; tov DiAnnov; mavoaidbaiov te; yapwv Vo,
108éTtmV AayeTe; alpesiv pot; yap pormn. Rhythmic concerns are not prominent
in this portion of the CV - he only notes the absence of satisfying clausulae in
two periods of the introduction to Thucydides’ Historiae (CV 22, I1 110, 9-16)
and states that the presence of such is a general feature of the smooth style (CV
23, 11 113, 6-11). In his comments on the prose passages he mentions larger
compositional units — figures, clauses and periods — but provides no examples.
These chapters seem to reflect his high estimation of the value of individual
letters for good composition.

The topic of chapter 25 is nd¢ yivetar AEELS AUETPOS OpLOTlo KOAD TOU AT
signedly mimetic (CV 20, II 90, 6-8) without taking into account the elements of the passage
that Dionysius actually examines when he says: “Ce que le critique nous montre 13, ce n’est pas
le réle que jouerait la composition dans un passage homérique, c’est que cette derniére
constitue en tant que telle le moyen mimétique auquel le texte doit sa beauté. A I'extréme
limite, la poésie homérique est composition dans la mesure ou I'analyse qu’en offre Denys lui
semble épuiser ce qu’on peut dire des moyens.”

116 Cf. C¥ 23,11 119, 10-16 where Dionysius lists qualities fundamental to a particular style that
are present in a passage under examination. This list is derived from his theoretical and
technical exposition of the nature of the style at CV 23, 11 111, 19-112, 9, but he justifies his
assessment (1.e. that the passage exemplifies this style) by saying 10 dAoyov émpoptupel TS
axof¢ navog.

117 This had already come under notice in a general way in ch. 20: 10 8¢ peta&L 1@V OVOUdTOV
YOYH Kol 1) TV TpayuvovIOV YPUUNATOV TapdUeais (sc. EHIUNcavTo) T SlaAsippata s
gvepyeiag kal Tag Enoyac xai 10 tob poyvov péyevog (CV 20, 1T 91, 14-17).

118 This concept is put to good use, at least on paper. Roberts notes that Dionysius’ statements run
contrary to our ideas of Augustan pronunciation of final at, subscript 10ta, assimilated stops,
etc. (219. 221. 224, 231; also Aujac 3, 154. 158; Pohl 190). Aujac suggests an explanation:
“Denys semble en effet étendre un peu arbitrairement a la prose une théorie qui concernait
proprement la poésie, et la poésie chantée™ (3, 31).
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i pérel (CV 25, IT 122, 14-15) and it focusses largely on prose rhythm!'®, The
details of analysis are messy and involve him in at least one contradiction!20,
but the chapter is important for our study because it contains Dionysius’
defense of the method of detailed analysis that we have been examining. His
opponents, he thinks, will say: 6 Afuocvévng ovv obtwg GUALOC T, Mo dte
YPA@OL TOUG AdYoUs, HETPA KOl PLUUOLS Domep Ol TAGCTUL TAPATIVEUEVOC,
EVOPUOTTELY EMELPATO TOVTOLS TOIG TUTTOLS T KAWL, CTPEQMV AVOD Kol KATO TA
OVOLOTA KOl TOPAPUAGTTOV TG UNKT Kol TOLS xpdvoug Kol 10 TTMGELS TMV
OVOUATOV Kol TAC EYKAICELS TOV PNUATOV Kol Tavta Td cuuPepfnkota tolg
nopiotg to0 Adyouv moAvmpaypovdv; (CV 25, 11 132, 1-8). Their objections
center on the search for prose rhythm, but Dionysius’ reply defends the analysis
of euphonic details as well: { o0V &ToROV, €l Kl ANPOGVEVEL PPOVTIC EDQPWVINC
1€ Kal eppereiag €yéveto kal Tob unoev eikf) xai dfacavictwg TIvEval pnte
OVol MTTE VOO, TOAD T Yap pdriov £uol Sokel mPOoNKELV Avepl KaTa-
okevalovTl AOYOLG TOALTIKOUG UvTpuela Tfig €avtod duvapems aldvia undevog
MV EAayicTOV OAYwpELY, 1) LoypdomV TE Kol TOPELTAY TALGLV £V VAT @UapTH)
YEPAV VO TOYIAS KOl TOVOLG ATOSEIKVUULEVOLE TTEPT T EAEPLA Kail Ta TTiAa Kol
TOV % volV Kol TaG TOLTAC LIKPOAOYIAS KaTaTpiBELy TTiC T VNG TNV aKkpifeiav
(CV 25,11 133, 13-134, 1).

Letter combinations, though not the sole point under discussion in the
descriptions of the austere and smooth dappoviar which occupy chapters 38-41
of the Demosthenes, are still the most prominent. Clashing iuncturae are re-
sponsible for the primary characteristics of the austere style (Dem. 38, I 210,
9-211, 5), and the effort to fit words together without clashes (rather than, e.g.,a
desire for balanced clauses) is made to account for the padding found in
examples of smooth composition (Dem. 40, I 214, 24-215, 8)!2!. None of the
napadeiypata is analysed here, but when a Demosthenic example of the mixed
appovia is under consideration (ch. 43) letter junctions are the only details
mentioned. After spending about 40 lines pointing out rough iuncturae'?? he
pays only lip service to other elements of this style: o0 udévov 8¢ at t@v ovo-
natwv ovluylor thv pikTnv dppoviav Aapfdavovst rap’ adtd Kol pEonv, GAAY

19 Heisinterested in rhythm throughout a sentence rather than clausulae. See Usher 2,9 on these

two different traditions. U o U L

120 He scans a bit of the proem to the De Corona as follows: onv ebvolay Exov Eyoye Siaterd (CV

25, 11 130, 20-131, 4), having altered éyw to £ywye to complete the iambic line and taking

liberties with the obligatory short in the first metron, not to mention the anapaest (falsely

divided, so that there is no proper caesura) in the third foot, whereas in chapter 18 he had
scanned a slightly longer version of the phrase in such a way as to emphasize the absence of

U = = e = U — W — - Uy

“ignoble” feet: bonv gbvolay Exwv Eyw SLuteAd Tf) 1€ TOAEL kal rdowv LUIv (CV 18,11 78, 7-12).
On the problems of the version in chapter 22, see Roberts, ad loc.
121 In the earlier essay on Isocrates Dionysius had said that Isocratean padding resulted from the
pursuit of periodic structure and rhythmic clausulae (Isoc. 3,158, 13-21). This discrepancy is a
clear indication of the narrowing of Dionysius’ critical focus.
Only clashes are discussed, even when the composition tends towards the “smooth” extreme
(Dem. 43,1 225, 7-226, 5). Apparently whatever combinations are not rough are smooth.

v U

122
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Kol ol TV KOAOV KOTooKELal Te Kol cUVUETELS KOl TA TOV TEPLOdMV UMK TE
Kol oY AUaTo Kai ol tepthaupavoviec avtdg te Kail Ta kdAw puUpot (Dem. 43, 1
226, 21-227, 4).

With this constant imbalance in mind we can perhaps achieve a more
precise understanding of Dionysius’ advice to neophyte critics: 10010 01 TOlElV
aEidoap’ v kal Tovg Poviopévoug TV cOVUesLY akpidg e16€val v An-
oo UEVOLE, £k TOAMV avthv dokiualelv idlwpdtov, Aéyw o1 TdV Kpatictwy
1€ Kai KUpLoTatov- TpdTov e TG Eupereiac, Nig kpLtApov dpiotov 1 droyog
aioUnoic. del & avtf TPIPiic ToAATRS Kal katnynoems xpoviov (Dem. 50, I 237,
11-17). The first of the significant characteristics that he urges a critic to
consider is éppuéreia. We have seen that the chapters of the CV that, structurally
speaking, were devoted to pérog — the first of the four means of good composi-
tion — dealt, in fact, with the effects of letters and syllables, and that iuncturae
received the first and generally the foremost consideration in all subsequent
analyses of the appovio It is likely, I think, that this is the kind of subject
matter he is recommending here!?’. But note that in this same passage the
importance of the Aoyog aicUnoig and the insufficiency of t€xvn alone for
critical evaluation of éuueing apupovia are stressed'?4. With this we are back to
the two essential faculties. Although the effects of iuncturae are not discussed in
the Thucydides, it was Dionysius’ confidence in the validity of this kind of
detailed analysis that prompted his portrayal in that work of intuition and
reason as partners in the task of evaluating literature'?’. We may conclude, then,
that Dionysius’ critical system is not inconsistent, only incomplete'*®.

123 Pohl (44) considers this sort of analysis inconsistent with Dionysius’ theories about the aes-
thetic effects of language. Now it may very well be that the way Dionysius tries to account for
good writing is inadequate or that we would have preferred a more purely aesthetic reaction,
but there 1s no conflict here between aesthetic and rational systems; rather, the description of
an aesthetic effect and the technical analysis of causes are two facets of a thorough critical
examination.

124 To be sure, the téyvn envisaged is rather scanty: &£ OAlywv mapayyeALdToV Kol TpocKaipov
katynoens (Dem. 50, 1 238, 2-3).

125 The subject-matter of the Thucydides 1s much more comprehensive than that of the C)V or the
latter half of the Demosthenes, and the description of Thucydidean otOvieoic is relegated to a
single sentence: €nl 8¢ Tfg ouvUEcEmS TOV T £ANTTOVOV Kul t@v pelldvov popimv vy
afliopatikny kol avotnpay kal otifapav xal Befnrviav xal tpaydvovcsav Taig TV ypup-
patov avutoniong tag akoag avtl g Alyupdc kai parakiic Kal ouveEsopévng kal undev
gyovong avtitunov (Thuc. 24, 1 361, 7-12). Since we have seen that it is only in the area of
ouvieotc that Dionysius was able to use 10 Aoyikov Kptnplov to identify positive elements of
10 KoAOV, it is not surprising to see that the detailed analysis of the Thucydides concentrates
again on faults. The polemical aim of the treatise - he is trying to counteract the folly of those
admirers of Thucydides who considered him the kavova tiig iotopikfic npaypateiag and, more
dangerously, tfjg mepl 100¢ moAlTikOLS Advoug devotntog Opov (Thuc. 2. 1327, 11-13) - also
diverts his attention from beauties of cOvieoic, which could never excuse obscurity, Thucydi-
des’ fundamental failing according to Dionysius.

126 I should like to record here my gratitude to K. J. Dover, M. McCall, D. A. Russell and the
anonymous referees at Museum Helveticum for the valuable suggestions they made at various
stages in the preparation of this paper.
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