THRASYMACHUS OF CALCHEDON AND CICERONIAN STYLE

HAROLD C. GOTOFF

In Athens of the fifth century and in Rome during the Republic it

had a practical application as the discipline that enabled men of
ambition to manipulate the minds of audiences and gain power. When the
functional value diminished, rhetorical performance—declamation—became
a merely decorative art form, so much so that one of its motifs was a declam-
atory denunciation of declamation.! All the while, no doubt partly because
of its potential for courtiers and lawyers, partly because it represented an
approach to language, literature, philosophy, and other subjects, rhetoric
was the cornerstone of ancient education. Its importance in antiquity
resulted in a wealth of material left by critics and scholars, as well as
practitioners of the art, that has survived the ages. The presence of such
ancient authority, plus the additional incrustations of often stultifying
attention paid the subject in the modern era, leaves us with a communis
opinio that is almost irresistible, though demonstrably inadequate and
inaccurate.

The canon of development of the art and practice of rhetoric goes back
to antiquity: rhetoric was developed in Sicily in the fifth century (to fill a
practical need in politics and law as tyrants fell) and imported into Athens
in 427 by Gorgias of Leontini, who taught the radical democracy how to
speak in balanced, svmmetrical phrases, exhibiting devices that insure
echoing sounds.? While Lysias toned down the striking poeticisms of
Gorgianic style to create a diction representing conversational speech and
thus appropriate to the law courts, Isocrates gracefully filled out the short,
staccato units of discrete Gorgianic phrases to develop the full, sonorous,
balanced periodic style. Demosthenes mastered what had gone before him
and added to the flow of rhetoric a special dynamism and the ability to
control and manipulate the minds and emotions of his political audiences.
After Demosthenes, oratory became increasingly ceremonial and decorative,
with a loss of power proportional to its loss of practical relevance with the
demise of democracy. At Rome, the oratorical tradition—like the poetic
tradition—is purported to have begun with the eloquence of native talent,
however rough-hewn, and subsequently to have been dominated by Greek
influence (the only question being the kind of Greek influence—classical or

RHETORIC was perhaps the fundamental subject of classical antiquity.

1. E.g., Juvenal Saf. 1. 1-18 and passim. Petr. Satyr. 1. 1-3.

2. Gorgias receives his best press from his fellow Sicilian Diodorus, 12. 53. 1-6, esp. 3-5 (see n. 5,
below), but the general account goes back to Arist. Rket. 3. 1. 1404, whence Cic. Orat. 39 and 175,
whence others.
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Hellenistic?). Cicero, at first perhaps unduly impressed by the frills of
Hellenistic Greek masters, later developed a more traditionally Attic style
of oratory with Isocrates as his major exemplar.

This account, with some allowance for variety, represents the communis
opinio, perpetuated to no small extent by Cicero himself and accepted by
the excellent and influential E. Norden in Die antike Kunstprosa. It is far
from accurate. E. Schwartz,?® taking his lead from Wilamowitz,* knew that
Gorgias of Leontini could not have been the innovator of the Attic rhetori-
cal style of balances, parallels, and antitheses as late as 427. J. H. Finley,
Jr., half a century later, had still to hammer nails into the coffin of this
Gorgias-tradition. He might have made some use of the fact that by 427
Thrasymachus of Calchedon was sufficiently established as a rhetorical
stylist to be burlesqued in a play of Aristophanes which now survives only
in fragments.®

Similarly, it was not until 1961 that E. Laughton demonstrated the
inaccuracy of the commonly held notion that Cicero derives his oratorical
style (as if he had only one) essentially from Isocrates. He showed that the
structure of Cicero’s composition reflects more nearly the progressive
periods of Demosthenes than the antiphonal framework of Isocrates.’
Laughton might have considered the possibility of influence on Cicero by
an orator (or rhetorician) contemporary with Gorgias and the young
Isocrates, the same Thrasymachus of Calchedon. Thrasymachus flourished
in the last thirty years of the fifth century. Isocrates’ earliest extant works
date to the 390s.

Thrasymachus has not been ignored by either ancient or modern writers
on prose style. He was sufficiently famous, or notorious, as a stylist to
receive the critical attention of Aristophanes. Plato, besides attributing to
him in the first book of the Republic the notion that justice is the advantage
of the powerful, grants him the dubious distinction of being able to manipu-
late the emotions of audiences® and mentions him, with Lysias, as living
proof that no art of rhetoric exists.® Aristotle fixes Thrasymachus in the
tradition of rhetoricians between Tisias and Theodorus of Byzantium'
and credits him with being the inventor of polished prose rhythm by his
use of the paeon.!

By denying its validity, Dionysius of Halicarnassus attests to the
existence of a tradition that attributes to Thrasymachus the invention of a
“middle style’” of artistic prose, ranging between Gorgias and Thucydides
on the one hand and Lysias on the other.!? That in a different essay Diony-
sius likens Thrasymachus to Lysias in the use of practical and factual

3. “De Thrasymacho Chalcedonio,” Index sch. in Acad. Rostach. (1892), pp. 3-16 (=Gesam-
melte Schriften, vol. 2 [Berlin, 1956], pp. 112-35).

4. Homerische Untersuchungen (Berlin, 1884), p. 312, n. 20.

5. ““The Origins of Thucydides’ Style,”” HSCP 51 (1940): 35-84, esp. 38—42.

6. Aristophanes Daitales frag. 198K.

7. “Cicero and the Greek Orators,” 4J P 82 (1961): 27-49.

8. Phdr. 267C.

9. Phdr. 269D,

10. Soph. El. 34. 183b29.

11. Rhet. 3. 8. 1409a.

12. Dion. Hal. Lys. 6.
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rhetoric in contradistinction to Isocrates creates a potential contradiction
in the critic that requires consideration.!®

The most extravagant claim for Thrasymachus as a stylist comes from
the Suda: Opaciuaxos Xakxndévios copiarys 7ijs &v Bibuviar Xalxndovos, bs
wp&dTos weplodov kal kONov kaTédete kal TOV viv Tis pnTopiKi)s TpéTOY €lonyhoaTo,
wabfnris IINGTwvos Tob Pthogdpov kal 'Iookpdrous Tol phTopos, &ypae ouufPov-
Nevrwkols, Téxvny pnTopukiy, Talyvia, adopuds pnropwas.'* Chronology forbids
that Thrasymachus’ relation to Plato and Isocrates be as stated in the
citation; but the accuracy of the identification of Thrasymachus with
periodic style of a practical rhetoric is not necessarily to be doubted for
that reason.

G. M. A. Grube did take exception to the assertion that it was Thrasy-
machus who had established the periodic style.!> He argued that the state-
ments in Dionysius of Halicarnassus relating to Thrasymachus are incon-
sistent if applied to periodic prose composition and that the references to
Thrasymachus in Cicero’s rhetorical works specifically deny him a developed
periodic style. Grube’s arguments have merit. In Dionysius’ essay on Lysias
we learn that Theophrastus credited Thrasymachus with being the founder
of a style Dionysius himself assigns to Lysias: 3 cvorpépovoa Td vouara kal
aTpoyYUAws ékdépovaa Nékis, olkela mavv kal dvaykaia Tols dikavikols Noyous kal
mwavri aAnbet aydve (Lys. 6). Grube maintained that this refers to expression,
not composition; that the identification with Lysias precludes reference to
periodic composition. Again, at Isaeus 20, Dionysius likens Thrasymachus
to Lysias in his use of factual and practical rhetoric as opposed to the
ornateness of Isocrates. Dionysius treats Lysias as the prime model of this
style, but Thrasymachus he calls: kaflapds uév kal Nerros kar Sewds ebpeiv Te
kal elrety oTpoyyUAws kal epuTTds & BobNeTar, was &’ éoTw &v Tols TEXVOYPAPLKOTS
Kkal émidelkTikols. dukavikols 8¢ 9 auuBovheuTikols ok dmoNéNoire Noyous.!6

Nothing here aids the critic in defining Thrasymachus’ style of composi-
tion; clarity, subtlety, along with clever invention and a diction at once
concise and impressive, all refer to vocabulary and the expression of content.
The meaning of ““concisely”’ for a7poyyiAws must be essentially correct.!?

In Dionysius’ Demosthenes 3 we find the discussion of the middle (or

13. Dion. Hal. Isaeus 20. See n. 15.

14. On the problems with the Suda entry, see L. Radermacher, “Griechischer Sprachbrauch,”
Philologus 65 (1906): 149-51, and the notes in the various editions of the fragments of Thrasymachus
(see n. 21 below). On the convention wp&@7os . . . karédete . . . for the inventor of an ars, see R.
Renehan, Greek Lexicographical Notes, Hypomnemata 45 (Géttingen, 1975), s.v. karadelkvvut, to
which he now adds Isoc. 11. 22, 12. 202 (cf. 206); Andron FGrH 10. 13; Athen. 8. 360D. I owe all
the references in this note to Prof. Renehan.

15. “Thrasymachus, Theophrastus, and Dionysius of Halicarnassus,” AJP 73 (1952): 251-67.

16. Schwartz’ deletion of ocuuBovAevrikols may not be necessary. Dionysius makes the point
that Lysias concerned himself more than did Thrasymachus with ol &Anfwol &y&ves. Even the
passage we have through Dionysius of an address to the Athenian assembly may not have been
composed for actual delivery. As a foreigner, Thrasymachus cannot have delivered this speech;
nor is it likely that he composed it for delivery by an Athenian politician, politicians being them-
selves the gfropes. See V. Pisani, “Storia della lingua greca,” in Enciclopedia Classica, sez. 2, vol.
5, tom. 1 (Turin, 1960), p. 109.

17. Zverpédovoa Td vofuara probably has the meaning merely of presenting thoughts in tight
‘construction, as Grube (“Thrasymachus, Theophrastus, and Dionysius of Halicarnassus,” p. 256)
argues. It is tempting, however, to think of involution (as in Aéfus kareorpauuérn) in view of
Socrates’ description of Thrasymachus at Resp. 1. 336B: cvorpélas éavrdv domep Onpiov.
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“mixed”’) style of which Thrasymachus may have been the inventor but
which, according to Dionysius, was brought to perfection by Isocrates
in oratory, in philosophy by Plato. After setting in opposition the style
of Gorgias and Thucydides on the one hand (éégpA\hayuévy kal wepiry kal
&ykathokevos kal Tols émlférois kbéopols dmaot cvumerAnpwuévn Nekis, Dem. 1)
to that of Lysias on the other () Aem9) kal ddeNsjs kal Sokoloa karTaokevhy Te kal
loxVv Ty wpos STy éxew Noyov kal duowdtnra, Dem. 2), Dionysius intro-
duces the third division of Néfis, which is mixed and composed of elements
of the other two.

Once again, as Grube notes, there is nothing in the reference that points
specifically to composition as opposed to diction. No ancient source, that
is to say, explicitly supports the statement in the Suda that Thrasymachus
was the inventor of periodic prose composition. Indeed, the evidence of
Cicero appears to confute such a claim. Twice Cicero mentions Thrasy-
machus together with Gorgias as a primarily epideictic orator, the composer
of pieces for declamation rather than actual forensic or deliberative speeches.

Orat. 39  haec tractasse Thrasymachum Calchedonium primum et Leontinum
ferunt Gorgiam, Theodorum inde Byzantium multosque alios, quos
Noyodaidadovs appellat in Phaedro Socrates; quorum satis arguta multa,
sed ut modo primumque nascentia minuta et versiculorum similia quae-
dam nimiumque depicta.

Orat. 175 nam neminem in eo genere [i.e., rhythmical prose] scientius versatum
Isocrate confitendum est, sed princeps inveniendi fuit Thrasymachus,
cuius omnia nimis etiam exstant scripta numerose.!®* Nam, ut paulo ante
dixi, paria paribus adiuncta et similiter definita itemque contrariis relata
contraria, quae sua sponte, etiam si id non agas, cadunt plerumque
numerose, Gorgias primum invenit, sed eis est usus intemperatius. Id
autem est genus, ut ante dictum est, ex tribus partibus conlocationis al-
terum.

Cicero thus insistently makes Thrasymachus one of the innovators of that
epideictic style which Cicero, in curiously restrictive ways, relates to the
middle style of oratory.!® But he specifically denies Thrasymachus a fully
developed periodic style of composition. At Orator 40, he says: “nam, cum
concisus ei [i.e., Isocrates] Thrasymachus minutis numeris videretur et
Gorgias, qui tamen primi traduntur arte quadam verba iunxisse, Theo-
dorus autem perfractior nec satis, ut ita dicam, rotundus, primus instituit
dilatare verbis et mollioribus numeris explicare sententias.” Cicero tars
Thrasymachus with the Gorgian brush, attributing to him a style of com-
position distinguished by short (comcisum) units displaying antithesis,
isocola, and jingling homoeoteleuta—the techniques associated with the
Gorgianic figures. It remained, according to Cicero, for Isocrates to develop

18. It would be of interest to know what induced Cicero, writing on this subject, to produce
a clause of this intricacy. The placement of numerose assures a favored cadence, but the double
hyperbaton is remarkable.

19. See H. C. Gotoff, Cicero’s Elegant Style (Urbana, 1979), pp. 47-49.
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the style of composition that was for Cicero and later centuries truly
periodic. So Cicero, so Grube, so Pisani.?

Other scholars before Grube, instead of deducing the style of Thrasy-
machus from comments and criticisms in the ancient sources, dwelt, more
sensibly, on the passage preserved by Dionysius of Halicarnassus at Demos-
thenes 3—about 165 words of continuous prose from the beginning of a
speech addressed to the Athenian assembly and cited by Dionysius as
typical of the author’s style.!

Blass claims to find evidence for a sophisticated pattern of complex
periods.” I do not reproduce his schema because it does not, to my mind,
work out. What he might have offered, and did not, is a judgment com-
paring the periods of Thrasymachus with those of Isocrates.

Drerup attempts to analyze the enormous development beyond Gorgias’
short, antiphonal cola by noting that the passage of Thrasymachus pre-
served by Dionysius reveals a substantial number of individual clauses
contained in two large, complex structures which twine around simple
predicates and are integrated into a coherent whole. The progression of the
sentence is developed organically, without recourse to obvious and obtrusive
ornamentation, and, while antithesis is not absent, antithesis is always only
an artistic means of expression and is not used as the basis for the whole
exposition.?

What Drerup fails to acknowledge in his excellent piece of criticism is that
in the areas of composition to which he alludes Thrasymachus’ practice
represents a stage more highly developed than what is to be found not only
in the remains of Gorgias, but in the works of Isocrates as well. Drerup was,
however, sufficiently impressed to conjecture that Thrasymachus was at
the head of a school of composition rival to that of Gorgias.

Denniston, though he does not support his judgment with a detailed
analysis, has no difficulty in crediting Thrasymachus with a style com-
parable to developed fourth-century periodic prose. Here again a modern
critic fails to consider the implications for the history of Greek prose style
of a stylist who is, in his composition, more sophisticated than Isocrates,
though anterior to him.

It is time to examine more closely than has previously been done the
style of Thrasymachus as exhibited in the passage cited by Dionysius. The
text is faulty in some places; so much so, in fact, that the suggestion has
been made that Dionysius may have had at his disposal a corrupt text.?

20. Pisani, “Storia,” p. 109, n. 16.

21. W. K. C. Guthrie, A4 History of Greek Philosophy, vol. 3 (Cambridge, 1956), pp. 294-98, and
B. A. van Groningen, La composition littéraire archaique grecque, Verh. der kon. Ned. Akad. van
Wet. Afd. Lett. 65, part 2 (1958), p. 246, n. 1, both acknowledge this as the beginning of a speech.
Appropriately, it begins with a fopos, though considering the dates of Thrasymachus we may be
referring to the invention of a fopos.

22. F. Blass, Attische Beredsamkeit, vol. 1 (Leipzig, 1887), pp. 244-58.

23. E. Drerup, Untersuchungen zur ilteren griechischen Prosalitteratur (Leipzig, 1901), p. 232.

24. J. D. Denniston, Greek Prose Style (Oxford, 1952), pp. 14-15.

25. I owe this observation to Prof. Renehan with a reference to his Greek Textual Criticism
(Cambridge, Mass., 1969), pp. 64-65. If Dionysius had access only to an inferior and /or defective
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Since in most cases emendation has presupposed an understanding of the
emphases of Thrasymachus’ style, the text is presented here sentence by
sentence with a minimum of correction.

»

&Boulbuny pév, & ’Afnvalol, ueracxety &kelvov TOoU Xpbvou TOD walaiod Kkal TRV
mpayubhrwy, frika Ty dwéxpn Tols vewTépois TV Te wpaymdTwy obk dvaykalbyTwy
&yopebew kal 7@y wpeaPurépwy bpfds Ty TOMw EmiTpomevbyTwy 28

Nothing could less conform to Cicero’s description of the style of Thrasy-
machus than the long, lush period with which the speech opens. Whatever
the modern punctuation (Radermacher puts a full stop after émrpomevéyrwy),
the expectation aroused by pév carries the listener on to éwedn dé.

EBovhbuny uév, & *AbBnvaio
peraaxety éelvov Tob xpbvov Tob malaiod kal TGV wpayubTwy
Wwika owTdy dwéxpn Tols vewTépols
TGV Te mpayudTwy obk dvaykalovtwy dyopebew
kal TQv wpeaBurépwy bpBs THY wOAw EmiTpowevbyTwy
emedn 8¢ . . .

Not only is the superstructure of the period established and sign-posted by
the correlative particles pév . .. 8¢ . .., but the members that comprise the
period are also carefully anticipated to guide the listener. Meraoxeiv, an
infinitive, is expected after the lead verb; it, in turn, demands the genitive.
The demonstrative éxeivov anticipates the #vika-clause defining the time and
circumstances the speaker wishes still obtained. Editors have objected to
kal 7Gv wpaywhrwy on the grounds that it destroys the balance between
xpévov and Avika. . . . It is precisely in such areas that the style and intention
of Thrasymachus’ composition must be examined. Does he employ exclu-
sively the bipartite balances and simple symmetries we associate with
Isocrates, or does he use more sophisticated sentence structure in which
balances are suggested but to some degree violated? (While it is unlikely
that a #wika-clause could follow 7&v mpayuérwy alone, it does not seem so
objectionable after the full phrase éeivov 700 xpévov kal T7av TpaymaTwy.)

Two causal genitives absolute, set in strict parallelism by 7¢ ... kai ...
explain gwrdv aréxpn. Though both are plural, the symmetry ends there.
The first participle expects a complementary infinitive, which follows and
closes the member periodically; the second participle brackets its member,
being preceded both by a dependent adverb and by its direct object.

1 have discussed elsewhere at length the basic expectations of periodic

manuscript, it may be that Thrasymachus was not well represented in Rome in Cicero’s time.
This possibility, applied in turn to Cicero, would affect the comments on Cicero’s mention of
Thrasymachus at the end of this paper. The evidence of Orat. 174-75, however, strongly suggests
that Cicero had studied speeches of Thrasymachus.

26. The text which I use and from which I never deviate in silence is that of Radermacher-
Usener, Dionysius Halicarnaseus. Quae Extant, vol. 5 (Stuttgart, 1899; repr. Stuttgart, 1965). It is
essentially reproduced by L. Radermacher in Artium Scriptores, SAWW 227, Abh. 3 (1951), pp.
73-74. Other texts appear in J. Reiske, Dionysii Halicarnasii Opera Omnia, vol. 6 (Leipzig, 1777);
H. Diels and W. Kranz, Fragmente der VorsokratikerS, vol. 2 (Bonn, 1934), pp. 322-24; M. Unter-
steiner, Sophisti, vol. 3 (Florence, 1954).
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prose composition and how it developed.?” The requisite for Aristotle is
that the period anticipate its ending syntactically, so that thought and
construction are simultaneously resolved in the apodosis of a complex
sentence or at the end of a simple sentence. Sufficient for Aristotle, then,
was any kind of protasis-apodosis arrangement in a bipartite structure of
dependent clause preceding its main clause.?® Examples of such structure
abound in Isocrates to the reader’s eventual and inescapable boredom.
The notion of bracketing or rounding off the period or its members, by sus-
pending until the final position of the period and the clauses that comprise
the period an essential, previously anticipated element, is not a feature of
Isocrates; nor is it demanded by Aristotle. The feature most certainly in-
forms the periodic style of Cicero; it is not absent in the fragment of Thrasy-
machus under discussion.

In the unit diagrammed above—rounded in itself, but not fulfilling the
syntactic requirements of a complete period—there are verbal repetitions
and antitheses which are so articulated as to avoid balance and symmetry.
Ipayuérwr, as the subject of the first genitive absolute, picks up 7&w
mpayuarwy following éxeivov Tob xpbvov Tod mala of, the whole genitive phrase
setting the temporal and circumstantial context for 6pfds v wéAw
émrporevdyTwr. As the subject of the genitive absolute it does not make for
a symmetrical antithesis with the subject of the second genitive absolute.
A symmetrical writer—an Isocratean—would have taken advantage of the
obvious antithesis of ‘‘youth versus elders”’ and employed as his framework:
TV T€ vewTépwy/kal Tdv mpeaPurépwr. Instead, youth is mentioned in the
temporal clause and only implied as the object of the first genitive participle.
This intentional lack of parallelism would not go unnoticed by an audience
whose ears were ringing with Gorgianic antitheses. Nor can it be said that
the symmetrical balances about to be lavished on them by Isocrates rep-
resent a wholly satisfactory development.

tredsy 8 els Towobrov Huds dvéfero xpbvov & Saluwy, date .. . Ths Téhews brobew, Tas 8¢
guupopds . . . abrols kal TobTwy Ta péyiaTa ur Oedv €pya elvar undt ris Thxms &ANa &
tmipeNnfévrwy, dvdyrn [8¢] Neyew.

Ewedy 8 picks up &BovNéuny wév and continues, with the theme of the
times, the complex period whose terms will not be satisfied syntactically
until the final words of the unit, the independent clause dvéyxy [6¢] Neyew.
(Whether 8¢ should be deleted, kept apodotically, or strengthened to &, as
did Sylburg, we do not have enough of Thrasymachus to say with assurance.)
What should be noticed is that the author has conflated the rhetorical
material for two antithetical periods into one period which lacks anti-
phonal responsion and balance. That is to say, he could have worked with
“In the old days the city was well governed, but now it is not”” and “It
behooves young men to remain silent, but I must speak out.” What he

27. Cicero’s Elegant Style, pp. 49-50.
28. See H. C. Gotoff, “The Concept of Periodicity in the Ad Herennium,” HSCP 77 (1973):
217-23.
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chose as an alternative to either or both is less obvious, therefore more
sophisticated. (Because of the priority of Thrasymachus to the main
corpus of Greek oratory we possess, there is a real question of whether we
are entitled to label such arguments as commonplaces.??)

The correlative adjective in the els rowbrov ... xpévov clause with its
elegant hyperbaton anticipates the result clause periodically. Hyper-
baton, the separating of two words expected to be found in collocation,
I have discussed elesewhere.?® The effect of the figure can be contextually
emphatic, structurally effective, or merely graceful. Here, it might be
argued that by its placement xpévov insists on the echo of the same word in
the previous period and stresses the depth to which the government has
plunged.

The three manuscripts of Dionysius of Halicarnassus that transmit this
passage all indicate a lacuna of some fifteen to twenty letters between &are
and r#s wéhews. Two manuscripts indicate a second lacuna after cuudopas,
variously accented as accusative plural or genitive singular. The scribe of
the third MS perhaps acknowledges the presence in his model of both pos-
sible endings by copying only cuugo and then leaving a lacuna. Most editors,
following Blass, extrapolate from ras 8¢ a uév . .. 8¢ . . . antithesis:

(1as utv ebmpatias) Tis ToNews drobew
Tas 8¢ quudopas (Spav) abrovs

Others supply the first lacuna with ras wév edrvxias or with érépwr uév
apxovrwy for a somewhat less obvious antithesis with adrols. The editor’s
choice of suppletion, however, will be determined by his sense of Thrasy-
machus’ style. While he is capable of Gorgianic isocolon,?' Thrasymachus
by no means limits himself to such exactly corresponding symmetries. For
an editor to posit even one such balance in a text of this length might have
the effect of making Thrasymachus seem more Gorgianic than in fact he is.
The Radermacher-Usener Teubner text wisely acknowledges the lacunae
in the MSS and does not presume to conjecture what a highly individual
stylist did with this passage.?

However neat the uév . . . 8¢ . . . balance, if one there was, may have been,
the listener would have been surprised to realize that it does not comprise
the entire &ore clause, but that another element follows, unanticipated, in
the result clause:

TobTwy Td péyioTa ur) Oedv €pya elvar
unée ris Thxns
GANa OV émipeNnfevTwy

This unit, added by a simple, yet emphatic kai to the first part of the
result clause, is progressive in that it takes up the notion of the misfortunes
with which Athens is faced and ventures to assign blame. The clause itself

29. See Radermacher, Artium Scriptores, p. 74.

30. Cicero’s Elegant Style, p. 231.

31. See p. 306.

32. In Artium Scriplores, p. 73, Radermacher accepts dpav, still acknowledging part of the lacuna.
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is in the form of a rhetorical balance, u% ... &\\a ..., but it is further
elaborated, at the expense of simple rhetorical balance, by the second nega-
tive element. With the insertion of the second negative, the balance of the
antithetical agents, the gods versus the politicians, brackets the clause in a
more elegant and sophisticated manner.

In a brief, emphatic main clause, artfully postponed until the final posi-
tion, the point of this complex period is forcefully expressed: ‘It is necessary
to speak.”

f vap bvaigOnros f kaprepdrards éoTw, dorTis éapapravew éavrov ér mwapéker Tols
Bovlouévors kal Tijs érépwy émBoulijs T€ kal kakias abrds Urooxnoel Tas airias.33

“For the man is either insensitive or excessively bold who will continue to
furnish himself to do wrong for those who so urge him and will undertake
the blame for the plots and wrongdoing of others.” A balance for the
sentence is suggested by the nominative antithesis established by 4 ... #

., where it should be noted that the opportunity for pairing superlative
adjectives with attendant homoeoteleuton is eschewed. The general rela-
tive clause contains a pair of future active transitive indicatives, but there
is no attempt at further parallelism: éavrov versus airés. "Efauapravew, an
infinitive in the first part, is made to correspond semantically to ras airias
in the second, and the corrupting external agents are represented by a
dative, Tots Bovhouévors, in the first part, by the genitive, érépwy, in the second.
As a possibility for symmetrical balance, an author, so disposed, might
have set up the terms: érépwy uév Bovhouévwy . . . érépwy & &miBovevouévwp.
The expansion fs émBouNfis Te ral kaxias (an example of hendiadys) is
similar to the structure 7o0 xpévov Tob Tahaiod kal 7&» wpayuérwy to the
extent that in both cases a second element is added that is destructive of
strict structural balance. Even without emphasizing the particulars, the
critic need only refer to the wilful lack of correspondence in the two halves
of the result clause to argue for the author’s deliberate aim of avoiding
obvious balance.

There appears to be a chiastic arrangement of the two roles the audience
is accused of accepting—passive complicity or willing passivity—in relation
to the two adjectives used in the main clause. (I reject the interpretation of
Reiske that (&) éfauapravew is epexegetic and that the meaning is “in se
praebere locum aliis peccandi.”)

dNes yap futv 6 TapeNdwr xpdvos kal &l uév elphvns & moléuwe yevéahar kal kwdivawe,
els Tvde TOV xpbvov THY pév apeNdodoay Huépav dyardat, Ty 8 éroboay dedibow, dvrl §
Suovolas eis Exfpav kal Tapaxds mpds &ANANovs dikéohar.3t

33. Radermacher’s kaprepikdrepos (kaprepikdraros Usener) is unnecessary, though the fashion
for adjectives in ckos at this time is noted by Neil at Ar. Eg. 1378, Dover on Ar. Nub. 318, and
Denniston, Greek Prose Style, p. 19. I owe this note to Prof. Renehan, who also has pointed out to
me the deliberate inconcinnity in the two future forms of &xw.

34. Nowhere is the urge greater to restore or create a more readable text than in this sentence.
It is difficult to make a connection between the first six words and the parallel infinitive units that
follow. Awd kwdtwwy (MB: dia xivduvor P) cannot stand without the suppletion of an infinitive
that can govern both 8t kwdbvwy and eis Tévde Tov xpdvor. So Diels: 8td. kivdivwy (ENGetv) eis . . .
But other suppletions, otherwise placed, would do as well or as poorly. Reiske attempted the text
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More than in anything that has preceded, this sentence contains features
typically associated with Gorgias—echoing balances and antitheses. An
analysis will demonstrate, however, that Thrasymachus has largely and
subtly played against the expectations of Gorgianic structure to produce a
period at once more intricate and sophisticated.
dN\is yap Nulv 6 TapeNdaw xpoévos
Kal
arrl ptv elpvns év moNéuwt  yevéohar kal kwdlvwe
els T6vde TOV XpoVOV
{r9v uév mapeNoboar Huépav dyardar,
T & émoboay dedibaw}
&vri & duovolas els éxfpay kal Tapaxbs
wpos &AANNovs dpikéolad.

If the infinitive phrases can be taken as epexegetic after a\is with a bold
inconcinnity after 6 mapeNdwv xpbvos, the superstructure of the sentence is a
simple nominal statement, no less forceful for its simplicity: “Enough of the
time gone by and of being in war rather than peace. ...” The two predica-
tive propositions are not in parallel, but the second, with the trigger-word
uév, anticipates a third proposition rhetorically, at least, antithetical to the
second. The tight, and textually blameless, pair of antithetical dative
participial phrases, reinforced by isocolon and homoeoteleuton, call special
attention to the anaphoric parallelism of avri uév ... avri 8¢ ... It should
be noted, however, that beyond the obvious parallelism, those two elements
do not really correspond. Whether another infinitive has been lost (as per
Diels’ conjecture above) or whether, as the text stands, the two infinitives
appear in different positions and vary in construction, an imbalance exists.
Radermacher’s emendation to the dative produces a pair of parallel prepo-
sitions with yevéofar in a way corresponding to the compound object of eis
governed by a¢wéobar. On the other hand, the order of compound preposi-
tional phrase + infinitive in the two elements would involve an inconcin-
nity. The evidence that Thrasymachus is an author who eschews symmetry
even to the extent of permitting inconcinnity remains strong.

However the phrase eis 7évde 7ov xpévor would work into a sound text, it
undoubtedly sets askew the balance of avri uév ... dvri 8¢ ..., preventing
a symmetrical chiastic construction.

kal Tobs uév dXNovs 76 whfifos T&Y &yabdv VBpllew Te woLel kal oTagLalew, Huels 8¢ perd
uty TOv dyabdv towdpovoduer, &v 8¢ Tols kakols éubvnuev, & Tobs d&ANovs gwdpovifew
elwbev.

The period is framed in a pév . .. 8¢ . .. antithesis, but one that is neither
symmetrical nor simple. To begin with, a possible balance of subject versus
subject, ol uév &\\o : : Huels 8¢, is rejected. Furthermore, the second mem-

as received, rendering it “qui et in hoc usque tempus per pericula praeteritos dies. . ..” Rader-
macher, “Miscellen,” RkM 51 [1895]: 477 conjectured kwdbvw:, predominantly on the grounds
of palaeographical possibility, without making clear how eis Tévde T6v xpovov is to be taken.
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ber of the antithesis breaks down into a two-part antithesis contrasting
the Athenian response both to good and bad fortune:

ToUs uév aNhovs 76 wAjfos TGy dyabldv VBplfew Te wowel kal oTagiaew
NUEls 8¢ puerd udy TAY dyabdv towppovoduer
& 8¢ Tols Kakols éuavnuey

The change in preposition with attendant change in case avoids complete
isocolon, though homoeoteleuton is felt in spite of the change in tense and
voice. As in the last sentence, Thrasymachus seems most comfortable com-
posing Gorgianic antitheses when he can house them in structures that are
neither symmetrical nor balanced. In this sentence, not only has the period
moved progressively, expanding to a new concept in its second member,
but it does not end with the & 8¢ . .. unit, so carefully balanced against
uerd uév ... I have argued elsewhere that Cicero uses Gorgianic balances
only restrictedly and for special effect.?® It may be that had we more of
Thrasymachus we should find in his work something of the same limited
indulgence of such obvious and simple balances. Without doubt, there is
nothing obvious about the movement of this sentence. Having established
the expectation of two-part antithesis and disappointed that expectation
by subdividing the second member, Thrasymachus goes on to add another
member, without syntactic or rhetorical warning, that characterizes the
response of other people to misfortune. Merely to point to ABBA chiastic
composition does not do justice to the texture of the sentence. “A 7ols &A\\ovs
cwdpovifew elwley is as pointed as it is unexpected.

The repetition of key words, sometimes in quite unpredictable ways, is a
feature of this sentence—and, indeed, of the whole passage. Tév ayafav is
repeated but not 7o%s xakols, though the latter is picked up implicity by &.
With a change of formation, the stem ow¢gpor- is repeated. On the other
hand, éuérnuer is opposed to Bpifew Te Toiel kal oraciéfew, a doublet for a
single verb, with change of construction and change in voice. The word
order of VBpifer 7€ moel kal graciafew is noteworthy and somewhat cor-
responds to év moléuw: yevéofar kal kwdbvwr, if that can stand (re makes
some difference).

7l §fiTa uéNNow Tis Ay yryvdokew elmely, STwi ve Aumelafar &ml Tols wapobot kal vouifew
éxew TL TololTOY, Os PndEy €Tt TowobTOY E0TaL. B

The first feature of the period to be noticed is that it is progressive. Rather
than being constructed in an antiphonal, bipartite balance, it moves
forward:

35. Cicero’s Elegant Style, p. 230.

36. This sentence has a couple of textual difficulties, at the least. The absence of a governing
verb in the relative clause has been noticed and variously supplied. I omit conjectures and even the
placement of suppletion to avoid prejudicing the text. Of editors only Untersteiner countenances
the manuscript reading ytyvdokew elmely : & yuryvdoket eimwety Diels, yiyvdokwy eimety Blass,
[eirety] Radermacher.
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TL uéNNoL Tis dv . . .
\ St (... .) Aumetofar . . .

kal

voulfew Exew 11 TowobTov
\ . ~
@s undév Towdbrov EoTar.

Each member leads to the next, though the pair of infinitives in the rela-
tive clause creates its own construction in the midst of the progression
and slows it down.

wpdTov uév olv Tols dadepouévovs wpds GANYNoUs kal TGV pnTdpwy kal TAY ENNwY drodeifw
Ye wapd Noyov mwemwovféras wpds &ANGNovs, Smep avaykn Tols dvev yrouns dulovikodvTas
ThoXEW.

wapa Noyov Usener wporéywy MSS & 7&u Néywe Diels

Once again, we are presented with a period that moves forward, rather than
oscillates in balanced, bipartite construction. The structure is: rovs
duagepouévovs . . . amodelfw . . . wmemovboTas . .. émep avaykn . .. whoxew. The
pair of genitives that delimit the first participle are set in explicit balance
by kai ... kai ... The repetition of wpds &AMNovs—and our author has no
hesitation about verbal repetition—is here effective. In its second appear-
ance, in emphatic position, it serves to round off its unit rhetorically, though
not syntactically. The verbal echo wewovf6ras ... waoxew is merely an
instance of ornamental paronomasia; in its own way, the second instance
of the form also contributes to the resolution of the period.

olbuevol yap &vavria Neyew aANAMois obk aloBdvovrar Td abTd wphrTovTes obdE TOV TOW
éTépwy Noyov & TOL cPeTépwiL NoywL E&vdvTa.
gperépwe Cobet érépw MSS 70w érépwy [Néyw:] Blass

The sentence begins with a circumstantial participial phrase and is rounded
off by a pair of participial phrases complementary to the main verb and
structured on odx ... obdé . .. There is no reason to believe that the post-
ponement of the last participle to the final position is other than deliberate
bracketing. Again, the repetition of Aéyos is much in the author’s manner.
The period is handsomely articulated without being self-consciously orna-
mental. There is nothing forced or oppressive about the potentially
Gorgianic antithesis between ‘““thinking to say the opposite” and ‘“‘actually
saying the same.”

oképacle yap €& bpxis & {nrobow ékdrepol. wpdTov uév 1 waTplos wolTela Tapaxmy

abrols paoTn mwapéxel yvwobijvar kal kowordrn Tols woNiTais odoa waow.

This passage seems to mark something of a transition from the general to
the particular, though in terms of intricacy of sentence structure the rhetoric
has already been winding down.?” The speaker addresses his audience to
invite them to reason together, in a sentence which, though periodic and
progressively so, is brief. The next sentence starts with the anticipatory

37. The speech has been variously outlined by Blass, A#fische Beredsamkeit, pp. 244-58, Van

Groningen, La composition liltéraire, p. 246, n. 1, and E. Havelock, The Liberal Temper of Greek
Politics (New Haven, 1957), pp. 230-39.
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particle uév to which nothing that follows corresponds. Ilp&rov, too, raises
a logical expectation that the remainder of the fragment does not satisfy.
But the structurally most remarkable feature of the sentence is that it is
the first one that is completely unperiodic. Two superlative adjectives,
modifying the subject with the participle ofoa, are merely added on after
the main predicate. Nor is there any attempt to round off the participial
phrase; the final word, an adjective, is separated from its noun in hyper-
baton. (Were the order “adjective-noun,” rounding could have been
achieved; but the adjective is here emphatic and, thus, emphatically
placed.)

If we can generalize at all from so small a sample, Thrasymachus seems
to be suiting his stylistic techniques to the context. In this he is like Cicero
who, in contradistinction to Isocrates, is aware that not every section of a
speech is a proper setting for the structural arabesques of which he was so
capable and with which he has, erroneously, been almost exclusively
identified.

éwéoa udv oly éméxewa s fuerépas yvouns, tarobew dvayrn Néeyew @y mwalatorépwy,
omboa &’ abrol émetdov ol mpeafBiTepor, Tabra 8¢ wapa TGV eidbérwy wuvbhveshar.
tréxewa Reiske éxelvwr MSS

From the corrupt text that follows it is easy enough to extract the meaning
and produce, e coniectura, a readable text: dxobew dvéyikn Aeybvrwr T&w
madaworépwy Reiske; dxofje pév sew dxony dvayrn Neyew Tav malatorépwr Rader-
macher; dkobew avayxn Noywv t@v walaiorépwy Diels. Reiske’s emendation
may be dismissed; the antithesis is between information outside the direct
experience of the entire present population, which must be supplied by the
word of tradition, and information in the direct experience of the older
generation. This entails juels, deduced from 7uerépas, including the living,
as opposed to of malatbrepor, while the subject of musfavesbar, presumably
Auds, refers to of vewrepor as opposed to of mpeaBirepor. I favor Diels’ solu-
tion, because I do not believe Thrasymachus is thinking at this point about
speaking, but understanding 4 warpios moireia, though the genitive of the
thing after dkobew is less usual. In analyzing the style of this piece, however,
it is prudent to put as little emphasis as possible on the details of an anti-
thesis recovered by conjecture.
The structural outline of the sentence is not in question:

orboa uév érékewa Tis Ruerépas yrduns
... Graykn . .. TGV TalatoTépwy
omboa &’ abrol éwetdov oi mwpesBiTepor
Tadra §¢ mapd AV eldbrwy Turhiveshar.

‘Oméoa pév . .. dmbaa & ... stand out like a beacon and structure the sen-
tence. The author, however, did not sense the need to provide a formal and
explicit balance for rabra 8¢ . . . The two superlative substantized adjectives
do not appear in parallel members or in the same case. And, unless the text
wants more correction than what has so far been proposed, the infinitive
in the second member was not put in a position corresponding to the
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placement of the infinitive in the antithetical fourth clause. The latter
infinitive, governed by dvdyxn, not only brackets its own clause, but rounds
off the entire period. There is the suggestion of antithesis between r#s
Nuerépas yvwuis, the firsthand knowledge of the speaker’s contemporaries,
and 7év eldéTwy, the speaker’s elders, from whose knowledge he can profit.
On the other hand, the paronomasia in éretdov . . . eldoTwv . . . ties together
the third and fourth members. Once more, parallelism avoided where
strongly signalled, suggested where not expected.

To sum up this period, it exhibits bipartite complex antithesis with the
corresponding main clauses not quite in balance. Against this framework,
at once obvious and subtly asymmetrical, the author plays a tripartite
distinction of citizens—forefathers, elders, and younger men (recalling, but
not repeating the polarities presented in the opening sentence)—off two
bipartite distinctions—forefathers versus contemporaries and old versus
younger contemporaries.

Such is the passage of Thrasymachus of Calchedon preserved in Diony-
sius. The great cavea! in generalizing from it is that it is a brief (and cor-
rupt) fragment of a single work. (The one other apparently verbatim cita-
tion of the author, *ApxeNéwt dovhebaouer "EXNyves dvres BapBhpwr, is intrigu-
ing. The hyperbation of the dative phrase bracketing the entire sentence
is reminiscent of the kind of articulation exploited by Alexandrian poets
and their Roman followers. There are examples of such disposition of words
in Cicero as well.3¥) Against the caveat is the assurance that Dionysius chose
the passage because he felt it was representative of Thrasymachus’ style.

The passage reveals a stylist who was by no means limited to the choppy
little phrases that abound, with their perfectly symmetrical correspondences,
in the remains of Gorgias. Thrasymachus could mold clauses and complex
phrases into sophisticated, supple periods. In doing so, he represents a more
advanced stage of composition than is found later in Isocrates. For while
the latter depends largely on bipartite antithesis for his structural frame-
work and pays relatively little attention to the articulation of the sub-
ordinate units that comprise the period (beyond his penchant for isocolon),
Thrasymachus can develop the thought or logic of the period with a pro-
gressive structure in which syntax is permitted to develop because each new
element somehow resolves an expectation that preceded it. The Gorgianic
figures are used restrictively as one of the means of resolution, but even
some deliberate inconcinnity can be expected to mar the symmetry of such
balances.

If this is a fair and accurate analysis of the passage, and if we are justified
in generalizing from it to a statement about the style of Thrasymachus, the
communis opinio about the development of Greek prose style will have to
be altered—and altered in an inconvenient way. For the dominance of

38. Cicero’s Elegant Style, p. 242. Prof. Renehan points out that certain other articulations of
Thrasymachus’ sentence would have resulted in hiatus. Other choices of word order, however,
were possible short of hiatus. Nor is hiatus absolutely avoided by Thrasymachus—or by Gorgias,

Plato, or Alcidamas (see R. Renehan, “The Michigan Alcidamas-Papyrus: A Problem in Method-
ology,” HSCP 75 [1971]: 101-2). The practice of the same author may vary in different works.
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Isocrates represents neither progress nor development, but the conservation
of rather simple, mechanical, obvious techniques in the face of a more
subtle and sophisticated kind of composition. If we are justified in distin-
guishing in Thrasymachus a style composed for oral delivery as opposed to
Isocrates’ literary style,3® we are left with the conclusion that the ear of a
listener could manage—or perhaps demanded—more complex and less anti-
phonal sentence structure than did the eye of a reader.

Be that as it may, the discovery of a Greek oratorical style such as that
described above may have important ramifications for our understanding
of Cicero’s prose style. The fact is that, in contradistinction to the communis
opinio, Cicero’s periodic prose style is not molded on that of Isocrates. His
composition is progressive rather than antiphonal; when he uses the
Gorgianic figures, he does so to disappoint the expectations of symmetry
and concinnity; and he is concerned with rounding off or bracketing the
members of the period as well as the period itself.

The question remains why, if this is so, Cicero took such pains to mis-
represent the congenial style of Thrasymachus and to place himself falsely
in the tradition of Isocrates. The possibility cannot be dismissed that he
knew little or nothing directly of the works of Thrasymachus and that he
was just parroting the communis opinio in his own day. It is more probable
that his assessment of his Greek predecessors as well as of his own style
was determined by the polemical exigencies of the controversy in which
he found himself at the end of his life and which occasioned the writing of
the Brutus and the Orator.*

University of Illinois
Urbana

39. The assumption cannot be made simply; see n. 16. The question of the occasion and purpose
of the speech, the sophistication of the style, and the comparative avoidance of hiatus might even
raise doubts about the authenticity of the speech. On the issue of hiatus, the dogmatism of G. E.
Benseler, De hiatu in oratoribus Atticis (Freiburg, 1841), is no longer fashionable. The fragment
may simply represent a rhetorician’s exercise; but we may still expect it to bear some relation to
what an audience could be expected to hear. To suspect the authenticity on the basis of its stylistic
sophistication is to claim a surer sense of rhetoric and oratory of the period than any Hellenist

possesses.
40. See Cic. Orat. 177 and my discussion, Cicero’s Elegant Style, pp. 18-32.
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