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
himselfthe task of identifying tiveg eiciv agloloymTtatol T®v dpyaimv pntdpuv
1€ Kal CLYYPAQEWV Kal TIVEG AV TMV £YEVOVTO TPpoalpécelg Tob 1€ Biov Kal T®V
LOyov kal T Tap’ Ekactov Sl Aappaverv i puAdttecder’. 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. Schenkeveld3. 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 appearsto 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 rhétorigues, 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, //
‘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 er De Demosthene //, CEA 2 (1973) 79-88: K. Pohl, Die Lehre von den drei Wort-
fiig

Composition (London 1910); H. Usener and L. Radermacher, Dionysii Halicarnasei Opuscula,
2 vols. (Stuttgart 19635, 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.

Theories of evaluation in the rhetorical w

93-107.

{ 4 Schenkeveld 107. Cf. Lebel 84 and Pohl 44 for other assertions of inconsistency.

i Schenkeveld’s refusal (94) also leads to slips such as the criticism of Dionysius for ignoring “his
| previous point of view”, when that previous point of view comes from a later essay, the
’ Thucydides (104, 1n reference to a passage from the C'}’). It is only previous in the sense that
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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 is also (with the possible exception of his Text XII, Din. 7, I
307, 7-17) the latest of the passages he considers. Because it sets up 10 GAoyov
TR dlavoieg kpttnplov and 10 AoYlkOV kpttriplov 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 Aoy1koOv
Kpttrptov) 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.

1. 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 1t carlier in his article. A generally accepted chronology of composition
is as follows (from Bonner 38, * indicates placement not certain):

*I Mimesis, books | and 2 6 Deimosthenes. ch. 34-end
2 Lysias, Isocrates, Isacus (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 |, xxiii-xxvi: Grube 222-224: K. Sacks. Historiography in the rhetorical works of
Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Athenaeum 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 CF and
the sccond half of the Demosthenes. The description of Thucydides’ obv¥eaig in that work
(7huc. 24.1361,7-12), however, seems to me to derive from and depend on Dionysius’ theory
of the appoviet, which is worked out in the C1" and Demosthenes chs. 38-41. The verbal
similaritics between this description and, e.g.. the beginning of ch. 22 of the C'}” are not to be
denied.

6 Schenkeveld 95.

7 Throughout this paper I will be using “reason” as a translation for 10 AoylkOv kpttrptov and
“intuition™ for Dionysius’ interchangeable terms i Ghoyog aioUnaotg and 10 GAoyov tiig dre-
volagkpttnptov. These terms are compendious rather than precise, however. What Dionysiu$
means by 10 Loytkov xprifplov is a critical faculty that can give an explanation for its verdict
on a particular passage, whereas 10 GAoyov kpttnpiov can only describe its reaction.
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somewhat difficult to identify 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 ako1].  AKPOUGLS Or ai AIGUNGELC,
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: S0kel 8¢ pot dvo tadt’ elvar (10 ) yEVIKOTATA, OV Epigoval
del ToUg cuvTIVEVTAG HETPA TE Kl Adyoug, 1] T Hdovn kol TO KaAOv- ap@dTepa
yap émlntel tadta N axon, Opoldv 1L tacyovoa T Opdoel: kal yap €keivn
TAGCHATA Kol Ypa@og Kol YALEAC Kol OG0 SNUIOVPYNHATE XEIPDOV EGTLV (V-
Yponivev opdca dtav ebpiokn 16 1€ AL VOV EV aUTOTC Kal TO KAAOV, apkeiTal
Kot ovdEV €Tt moVel (CV 10, II 36, 8-15).

Justastheear sets the goals of good composition, so it registers approval of
the four features found in all well-composed works: kal yap €v tavTy (sc. TH T@OV
TOATIK®V AOYywV EMOTANT) Kal HEAOS EXOLGLY al AEEELG Kal pLUHOV Kal HETA-
BoANV Kol mPEMOV, OOTE Kl €Ml TAVTNG N GKOY] TEPTETAL UEV TOIG HEAECLY,
wyetal 6¢ tOig puvpolg, donaletatl 8¢ tag LETAPOAAS, mOVEL & €Ml MAVIWV TO
owkeiov (CV 11,11 40, 11-159).

The passages which mention more specific aesthetic effects are so num-
crous 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)!3, melody and rhythm in prose'4, variety'’, appro-
priateness'®, vividness'!’, passages of poetry taken as a whole!8, the poetical
clement in prose'?, cOvieocic?®, and AéEic?!. Expression, 0 AexTikOg TOMOC,

8 CI15. 11 60,9-10; CV 16, 11 63, 4-18.

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

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

11 Cy 1S, 11 58, 12-14.

12 C 12,1143, 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. 29,1 374, 17;
Thuc. 42,1397, 20. Cf. also Pomp. 2, 11 228, 13-15. though here the part affected is not
specified.

14 Melody: CF 11,1138, 14;CV 11,1140, 11:rhythm: Dem. 39,1212,6: C1'9, 1134, 17-19; C}' 11,
11 38, 14: CV" 12, 11 44, 13.

15 CP 11,1138, 14; CH 1L, M1 40, 12; CH 12,11 44, 17.

L6 CI 11,1138, 15, CV 11,1140, 12.

17 Lys. 7.1 14, 18.

18 CF3 11 11,5 C1'22.11100, 12.

19 Ci 1,116, 10.
20 CH 19, 11 87, 16; Thuc. 42,1 397, 20.
21 Dem. 15,1161, 10; Dem. 20,1 171, 8; CV 11,1143, 12; C1'22, 11 108, 3; Thuc. 42,1 398, 13.

Schenkeveld’s list (98) of elements affecting the «xo. by contrast, is limited to “the acoustic
aspects of literary works™ and “general features, such as xaiypog™.
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supplies most of the items on this list, while the elements of the npaypatixog
10m0¢ (elpeoig, kpioig, 1aig, e€epyaaia)®® 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: Hd0verv?3, yAvkaivelv, téprev?, mixpaivelv, npaibverv’,
reaivelva, tpayovev?. yapatteiv?d, arokvaielv?!, ékpaidatterv?, drayeiv3?,
EMIOTUPEL

EvoyAeIvi, tapdttelv?, anootpépevt’, knieiv®, yontevev¥, Uélyelv®. 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-

22 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 npayua-
TIKOV.

23 Dem.20.1171,7:CV11,1138, 13(00ecvar); CH 11,1143, 13; CV 14,1154, 11;C1"14, 1155, 6;
C116,11 63, 12. Cf. ndééwg at CF 12,11 46, 3; néeic at Thuc. 29,1374, 17. andeic at Demn. 38,1
211, 18; ndovijg aywya at CH 11, 1T 39, 18.

24 C1712,1143,22: CV 12, 11 46, 4. C1715, 11 60, 2. Cf. ebyhwaoov xai peiypov at C171,116,9.
25 C1 11, 11 40, 13.

26 Dem. 43,1224, 14; CV7 12,1143, 22: CV' 15,1160, 3; CV 22, 11 100, 12.

27 Dem. 43,1 224, 14,

28 Dem. 43,1224, 15: C1" 12,11 44, 1.

29 CVI12,1144, 1. CV 14,11 54,13: C1'22, 11 100, 11; Thuc. 24,1 361, 10. Cf. arotpayvvelv at Den.

43,1224, 14 and vrnotpayoverwv at C1722, 11 104, 8.

30 C1722, 11 109, 6-7.

31 Dem. 20,1171, 17.

32 C17 12,11 46, 4. Cf. poAexn kail AeAnvotmg dAtocVavovoa dia tijg akofg at C1722, 11 108 3.

33 C1715, 11 60, 3-4.

34 Dem. 38,1211,8. Cf otupeiv C17 15,1160, 3 (pace Usher, the effect here i1s on the ears, not the
mouth).

35 C13, 11 11, 5. Cf. @ayecvar at C1 11,11 40, 13.

36 CE 12,1144, 13, C1 19, 11 87, 16.

37 Dem. 40,1217,.9;: C1" 9,11 34,17.

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

39 CH 14,11 54, 11.

40 Thuc. 42,1397, 20. Cf. Soxaelv at C1'9, 11 34, 18; oxAnoig at Dem. 38,1211, 18 and C1711, 11
40, 1: oxAnpodg at Dem. 15,1161, 7.

41 Dem. 40,1 215, 13.

42 Dem. 20,1171, 11-12; Thuc. 42. 1 398, 13.

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

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

45 Dem. 20,1 171, 7.

46 That pairs like yAukaivelv/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 T€ GALTWS Kal MKpaivel petpiwg tag akoag (C1722, 11100, I1-12).
[Tixpaivewv is a term of praise at Dem. 40,1 215, 12: at Dem. 18,1167, 6-10Dionysius says thal
10 NdLvelv is 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: 10 0o onui
Sumhobv eival, kovov Te kai idtov. i} dtopilw 16 Kowov kai 10 idtov an’
AAANA®V, PPAC®. KOIVOVAEY® TO LAocoiag EXOILEVOV. E0TL OE TOUTO Ti; TO €1g
APETNV TPOTPETOV Kal Kakiag AnaAAATTOV. {310V 8€ AEYW TO PNTOPIKOV. EGTL OE
TOVTO Ti; TO TPEMOVTAG KUl TPOST|IKOVTAS TOVS Adyoug molelicVal epl TV LO-
KEWEVOV TPAYHATOV T AEYOVTL abTd Kai 1@ dkovovTL Kai mepi mv O Adyog Kai
mpog oU¢ 0 AO0Yyog (Exetasis 2, 1T 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 Thucvdides than in the C1 or the latter half of the
Demosthenes; it is the only essay in which elements of the rpaypatikOg 10m0C get serious
consideration. Style, and with 1t aesthetic effects, is relegated to a secondary importance.

48 The word nYog 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 Utko{ (Mim. Il 207, 4). Similarly, Aeschylus is UGV kal taddv 10
npénov eidwg (Mim. 11 206, 3-4). Sophocles is said to surpass Euripides in ability to preserve
the dignity of his characters (Mim. 11 206, 13-14), 1.e. his characters are well-portrayed, but he
uscs only noble types. Xenophon is deemed not inferior to Herodotus in te fOwa (Mim. 11
208, 5), which here constitutes a general category under the heading of t0 mpaypatikov. but
when 10 AekTikOV is being reviewed, he 1s blamed for assigning inappropriate speeches to his
characters (Mim. 11 208, 10-14). Thus the praise for t& Uk 1s probably based on his overall
moral tone. Herodotus surpasses Thucydides in toic nuwkoig (Mim. 11 207, 13), and that this
refers to character portrayal is made clear in the full quotation of this aUykptai¢ in the Letter to
Pompeius (although see Sacks [above, note 5] 66-74 on the possibility of expansion and
refinement here), where the category is called nO@v 1€ xai ta¥@®v piunoig (Pomp. 3, 11 239,
18-19). Finally, ndoc 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 fj0oc, which is explained as follows: @ pév yap EAEVVEPOV Kai PPOVIHATOS
HESTOV: TOUTW O€ VEPANELTIKOV TAV Tupdvvev kai dovAov migoveliag (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 ndvog™, 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, Classicizing Rhetoric and Criticism: The Pseudo-Dio-
nysian Exetasis and Mistakes in Declamation, in: Le Classicisme a Rome aux 1° siécles avant
et apres J.-C., Entretiens sur I’Antiquité Classique tome 25 (Vandeeuvres-Geneve 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 Il of the
Mimesis when nonotia (i.e. the correct portrayal of various characters) is listed in a catalogue
of the stylistic virtues that Pindar aims at (M:m. 11 205, 5), but a separate sentence is allotted to
his concern with 1®dv €ig cwEpocsLVNV kai evcéRetav Kai peyaronpeneiayv nOV (Mim. 11 205,
6-7), 1.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) Ti¢ yap OUK GV YEVOLTO GIAOMOAIC TE Kl MIAGINUOC 1) TIG OVK AV EMTN-
devoElE TNV TMOALTIKTV KOoAOKayaiav avayvovg avtod tov TTavnyupikov;0
(ch. 7) tig 8¢ av paAAov Ent TNV dikalooLVNRV Kal TNV eVGEREIAV TPOTPEYALTO
kal’ €KaoTtov e ®vdpa 18ig Kal Kolvi) tag moAelg OAag tod Ilepl TS elpnvng
A6youv: (ch. 8) Tig 8¢ TOV ApEONAYITIKOV GvayVOLS AOYOV OLK (v YEVOLTO KOO-
UL TEPOC;

the Letter to Philip at the end: moAAT Yap avayk” TOLG AVAY1YVOOKOVTOS TADTA
duvdotag epoviuatog te pigilovog vronipmAacVal kol paAAov EMVVUETV THC
apetic; 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. 9.1 69. 24-70, 2). In the Demosthenes, a later treatise, he describes the
overall effect of a passage of Isocrates as follows: 0tav pév Tiva v IookpdToug
avaylvook® Adywv, it TOV TPOC TO S1KACTNPIA KAl TOS EKKANCING YEYPALL-
HEvov 1 t@v ...°" &v RUel orovdaiog yivopal kal TOAD 10 e0OTAVEG Exw TG
YVOUNG, OOTEP Ol TOV ONOVOEIWV AVANUATOV I TOV AwploV TE KAVOPUOVIWV
ueAd®v axpompevol (Dem. 22, 1176, 10-15)>.

S50 Patriotic sentiment is also aroused by Thucydides 2, 63, which, in Dionysius’ opinion, is a
passage OlEYEIPOVTH T&S Wuyac TV AVnvainv €ri 10 ppoviua 10 matplov (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 (kaAoxayaVia) i1s lacking here. The
passage is one of those admired by Dionysius because its subject matter is not impeded by
styvlistic oddities (7huc. 47,1 404, 21-24), and this pattern of a cause from the realm of 10
npayuatikOv and an effect in the political sphere, resembling as it does the causes and effects
examined in chapters 5-9 of the /socrates, may incline one to see this as a lone non-Isocratean
example of moral effect.

51 Usener marks a lacuna in the text here.

52 Arnistotle’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 atall, 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 ﬁl)oc_ (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. 48,1 234,20-22).
About the spondee of our passage, for example, he says a&iopa 8’ Exet kal GepvoOTNTA 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-c) and more emphatically to Aristotle (Pol.
1340 b 3-5, 1342 b 12-18 and especially 1342 a 28-30, nepi 8¢ g Swpioti AVIEG OLOAOYOTOLY
(G GTAGLLOTATNE OVONG Kai paiiat’ NVog Exovang avdpeiov), who criticizes Plato forallowing
any other mode than this in his ideal state (Pol. 1342 a 33-b 1). The significance of évappdviog
1s more difficult to assess. Most discussions of it are technical (cf. C1°19, 11 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-Aristotehan 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 8-10). (Note that in this same



Dionysius of Halicarnassus 39

The yvoun is affected as well as the foc, and the analogy seems to be
drawn from the sphere of the aicUnoelg, but this passage is the pév part of a
uev—0¢ 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’3; 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
mpaypatikog tomog 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 1s Aristotle’s, aicUnt&, Pol. 1340 a 29), and an analogy between men listening to music
and Dionysius reading a speech of Isocrates is designed todemonstrate the moral, not aesthetic
effect of Isocratcan writing. The phrase moA0 10 evotavEg Exo TG yvoung reflects nicely
Aristotle’s description of the moral effect of the Dorian mode (ctacipmtatng. cf. xkavesn-
KOTw¢ paiota, 1340 b 4) and inclines one to read the doublet AvYo¢/yvodun as a pair of
alternative terms for the seat of moral qualities rather than a contrast between ethical and
intellectual effects.

53 Eg Dem. 43,1224, 15-16, where the ability to produce either effect at will is an instance of the
versatility of Demosthenes” style: T& pév eic mdvog Extpénel ToVC akovovtac, T & eig Nog
unayeTe.

54 Grammatical inconsistency in the first speech of the Melians prompts the followingjibe: to0t0

10 TEALVLTAIOV €1 TIG €V TOIG OYNHACIV AELDGEL QEPELYV, OUK GV GUAVOL TAVIAS TOLG GOAOL-

KIGLOVG, OGOL yiyvovial mapd ToUg aptUHovg Kai Tapd TS TTOCELS. oxnpata xardv; (Thuc

37,1 389, 7-10). Their next sentence is an £VOOUNLE VEVOTILEVOV HEV OVK ATOTWG, NPHTVEL-

pEvov 8¢ ovk evnapakorovIntwe (Thuc. 37,1390, 4-5), and one of the later Athenian replics 1s

Aafupiviov oxoriwtepa (Thuc. 40,1392, 25). Inappropriate sentiments: TpAOTOV UEV EIPIKEV

gvovuna obte THS AUMvaimv TOAEw &0V OUT £l TO10VTOLS TPAYHACLY APROTTOV AEyEcVat

(Thuc. 38,1390, 16-18); Baciretor yap BapBapoig tavta npoc EAAnvag fippotte Afyev (Thuc.

39,1391, 12-15); Tabt’ ovK 0ida TG AV TIC ENALVEGEIEV ()G TPOCTKOVTA EipficVal GTPA THYOIC

AOnvaiov (Thuc. 40,1 393, 12-14).

He claims to have written a defence of political philosophy npd¢ toUg KatatpExoviag avtiig

adikwg (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 abT®d eV lowg 1® lookpdtel mOAAAL YGpPtTEG
gnVUOLY AAAAL TALTNV EMKpUuTovcal ThHv &popoeiav (CF 19,1187, 18-19) but has no specifics
to mention. In another passage he says év ToUTOLg OU pEp Ot TOV avdpa (sc. Isocrates) Tod

Afpatog (yevvaia yap i davola kol Suvapévn kivijoat ntavog), 10 6€ g AéEewg AETov Kai

paiakov aitidpat (Dem. 20, 1 171, 1-4). Grube, as usual, has put his finger on the problem:

wh
wn
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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: Mv &’ dpa mAvVT®V IGYLPOTATOV TM PéIAOVTL Teidelv Sfjpov T di-
KkacTthApov £ml 10 Ta¥” ToLg akpoatag ayayeiv (Dem. 18, 1 166, 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: éviouol® 1€
Kai dedpo kaxkeloe dyoual, navog Etepov €€ €Tépou petalapupfavayv, aticTodv,
AYOVIdV, ded1ME, KOTAPPOVMDV, HOHV, EAEDV, ELVODYV, OpYILOUEVOC, GUOVAV,
arnavta T naUn petaiapfPavov, 0ca KpaTelV TEQULKEV AVUPOTIVIG YVOUNG
(Dem. 22,1 176, 16-20)°". Here the emotional effect is said to overpower the
rational faculty: elsewhere 1t 1s subordinate to ai dkoai: some figures of speech
used by Demosthenes are xivntikmtata td@v OxAwv, but only dypt tod un
Avnfioat tag akodg (Dem. 40, 1217, 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 1s 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 admirationfor 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 is 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 n@voc is less clear than that for nvoc,
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 GuVOLO1OTAVET O AKOVWV QEl T TAVMTIKD G AEYOVTL, KAV p1UEV AEYT).
Or, Horace in the Ars Poetica: si vis me flere. dolendum est / primum ipsi tibi, tunc twa me
infortunia laedent / T'elephe 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 (v avtoraveav kai
10 TapAo A ¢ yuxNc enodeikvopévovu, 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: TaUaivelv 1€ o0
duvatal Toug AKPOWLEVOLS, ONOGH BOVAETAL. TG TOAAG &€ 0LOE PovAETal, TElVETAL O€ AnoypiV
® oAl Tk® Sravolay anodeifacVar orovdaiav kai RYog Emeikéc (Dem. 18,1166, 19-21).

58 Parisosis, paromoeosis, antithesis, paronomasia, antistrophe, anaphora. Note that these same
figures, when used to excess, actually deprive Isocrates’ prose of 10 navntkov (Isoc. 2, 1 57,
18-38, 3 and Isoc. 13,1 73, 10-74, 3).

59 Thucydides, too, receives a point for surpassing Herodotus at toi¢ mavntikoig when their
relative virtues are being totted up in the Mimesis. It is interesting, however, that neither 103
nor navog (both standard rhetorical categories) is mentioned in the critiques of the orators
(Lysias, Isocrates, Lycurgus, Demosthenes, Aeschines, Hyperides) with which the book con-
cludes.
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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, xaterAn&ato To0LC
axovovtag ) dnunyopiq (Lys. 3,111, 6-7). Compare the effect of Plato’s style:
el yap 11¢ BAhog exmAntTeTon taic [TAatmvikaic Eppnveials ... kKdym ToUToV €1
et (Pomp. 1, 11221, 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
1.eKTIKOG TOMOo¢ — but the metaphor describes something which stuns the ra-
tional faculty into inactivity rather than something which stimulates the
senses®!. The verb katanAinttm recurs in conjunction with purely aesthetic
effects (160vat, paiagat) in a comparison of Thucydidean and Lysianic Ag1c,
but the parts affected are didvora and vovg: fj pév yap (sc. AEE1C) katanmAnacval
duvatal Tnv didvolav, 1 8¢ odval, Kal 1 LEV GLO TPEYAL KOl GLVTEIVAL TOV VOV,
i 8¢ aveival kai poddEat, kai eic mavog gxeivn mpoayayely, eig 8¢ noc abtn
xetaotiioot (Dem. 2, 1 131, 3-6).

Rational and aesthetic faculties are again confounded when Dionysius
amplifies the definition of Eévapyetla (dVvapic Tig VO TAG Al VNCEC KyoLoa TA
reyopeva) by saying: 0 61 mpocExwv Thv drdvolay toi¢ Auvciov Adyolg ovy oLTMG
£otan okal0g §j busdpectoc 1 Bpadvg TOV VoV, O¢ LY VTOANWETAL YIVOLLEVA TA
oniovpeva Opav ... (Lys. 7, 1 14, 20-23). The effect is felt in the aicUMce1g, but
owavola and vovg are involved too, and not as intellectual qualities, but as
equivalents for ai aicUnce1c®. 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 (yvaun, voig, diavora,
ndog, dakon), aicUnolc, akpoasic); 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®4,

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 (0g VHES OppwdD KOKDG TATYOVTAG THV GUVUEGSLY TMV ANpocVEVOLS OVOUATWV
ayannoavtag) as follows: kai yap éviatva naiv oo 8£801ke, PN 10 KAAXOG Kal TNV HEYOAO-
TPETELAV aVTOD TV OVOUATOV Ayamowsty AUnvaiol, GAhd ph Aadwoty Und g GLUVUESEMC
YONTELVEVIES, DOTE KAl TMV avEPDY aLTOV ASIKTIULATOV ageival 81a T4 oElpTivag Tag £l Tig
«ppoviag (Dem. 35, 1 207, 10-16).

62 Cf. the confusion of emotional effect and rational part affected at Thuc. 23,1360, 10: pre-Thu-
cydides historians did not stir up emotions in the mind (oV8¢ rnavog S1EYEIpOV TOV VOLV).

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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II. 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 aioUnoet, o0 Ady®. The
passage deserves quotation in full: dote &l Tig a&roin Aoy didaydfjvar tavTnv
Vv duvautv, 1) Ti¢ mot’ €oTiv, LK &v EUAVOL Kol GAA®V TOAADV Kal Kaidv
TPAYHATOV SUCEKAOANTOV ATAITMOV AOYOV- AEYW® OE ML KAAALOUG [HEV COUATOV,
1{ 61 mOTE TOLT’ €0TLV, O KAAODUEV Dpav, EML KIVI|GEMG O0€ HEADV Kol TAOKTC
EUOYYWV, T{ AEYETUL TO ELAPIOCTOV, ML GLULETPIAC OF XPOVLYV, Ti¢ N TAELg Kal
T{ 1O €VPLU OV, Kal €Nl TaVTOC &€ GLAANPBANV EpYou T Kal MPAYIATOS, TIC O
Aeyopevog kKalpog kol mov TO ETPLOV. AoV CEL YAp TOVTOV EKAGTOV KATO-
AapBavetan kal o0 A0yw. OV’ Onmep 0f LOLGIKOL TapayYEALOLGL TOETV TOIC
BovAopévolg akovely akpiBdc appoviag, ®ote undé v Elayictnyv €v tolig
drocT ot dieotv ayvoely, v daxonv €Uilelv kai undev GALO TavTNG Gkpl-
Béotepov Lntelv kpiTiplov, ToUTO KAY® TOIC AvaylvVoKOLSL TOV Avciav kal
Tig N map’ avtd xaplg €o0Ti PovAopévolg pavelv LIOVEIUNV Gv EMLTNOEVELY,
XPOV® TOAA® Kal pHokpd TPIB] Kol AAOYW Tavel THY GAO0YOV GUVAGCKETV aicUT)-
ow (Lys. 11,118, 15-19, 10).

What Dionysius says next is important: he considers charm the most
important and characteristic of Lysias’ dpetai whether composition (as op-
posed to evaluation) is a matter of té€xvn or not: gite POGEWS ALTNV (SC. TNV
xapv) Oel kaielv gvtuyiav gite mOvou kal TEXVNG €pyaciav €ite HIKTNV £
apeoiv EEtvniovvaputv (Lys. 11,119, 12-13;cf. Dem. 13,1158, 9; Dem. 47,1232,
5-6). That is, the critic is to rely on his @hoyog aicnoig to judge a work that
may in fact be the product of téxvn®. The tools of writer and critic are not

sionally says that the intellect 1s made not to function (intentionally, 1.e. when the audience is
deceived, e.g. Dem. 35,1 207. 10-16, or not, 1.e. when the audience 1s confused, e.g. /sa. 16,1
114, 17; Thuc. 9,1 337, 18), he never says it i1s 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 g1 ur} 10 napndivov ) cOVIIESIG EREVEYKOL 1) TapApLINOALTO TOV
g dtavoliag kOmov. oLy EEovatv ai miotelc Bactv aoceaAn (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: pntoptkn €01t
Suvayig Tex VKR TYavod AGYov év Ipaypa Tt TOALTIK®, TEAOG Exovaa 10 g0 Agyetv (Mim. 11 197.
2-3), and in a later treatise carps at the spurious orator who practises rhetoric 6800 t€ Kai
€y vng xwpic (CF7 25, 11 131, 16). His goal in the C'} is to explain the principles which ancient
writers used in order to write well, for noAAf] mpdvola T0ig Gpyaiol AV Kai mowtaic Kai
GUYYPAQEDCL PIAOCOMOLS TE KAt PHTOPCL THG 18€ag TaUTNG. Kai OLTE Td OvOouata Toig Ovopacty
oura 1@ KOAQ 101G KOAOLS OVTE TAG MEPIOSOVG GAANAQLG EIKT) GLVATTELY POVTO STV, TEY VN OE
TG nv nap’ avTolg Kal VEWPHHata o1g XpPWIEVOL CLVETIDECAY v (CF S, 11 27. 8-14). These
Vewpnuata thc cuvOeTikig émothiung applied, for example, to how to fit letters (Dem. 40, 1
216, 12-16) and words (C'}°6, I1 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 ka1poOg — is really the most important:
AN Emil mAvTwv ofopat Seiv TOV Kapdv dpdv-6¢ ovtog yap Ndoviic kai andiog
KPATIGTOV [LETPOV. KApOL O OVTE P)Twp 0LAEIG OVTE PLAOGOPOG €iC TOE YE
TEYVNV OPLoEV, 0LY’ Oomep MPMTOG Emeyeipnoe mepl avtod ypaeelv [opylag O
A€ovtivog oLBEV O Tl kal Adyou GElov Eypawev- oL’ €xel POOLY TO TPAYLLO E1C
KOUOALIKIV Kal EVIEYVOV Tiva TepiAnyiy necely, ovd OAME Ema TN UNpatodg
£0TIV O KA1POC AAAL SOEY. TavTNV & Ot [EV ENl MOAALDV Kal TOAAAKLS YULLVA-
OQVTEG QLEIVOV TOV GAAW®V €LPICKOLGLIYV AVTOV, Ol & AYVUVACTOV APEVTES
omavVimTePOV Kol wonep ano toxng (CV 12, 11 45, 10-21).

The terminology is slightly different, but the advice is consistent with that
given to 1oig dvaylvmokouvst Tov Avciav kail Ti¢ 1 map’ avtd xapig €oti Pov-
ropévolg paveiv (Lys. 11, T 19, 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 dAoyov émyLaptupel g dkofig navog (CV 23, 11 119, 16-17). In
the Demosthenes, too, the importance of the dAoyog aicUnocic in forming a
judgement of an author’s style is apparent: 10010 dn notelv a&iwoain’ av xai
T0UG BOLAOLLEVOUE TTV CLUVVESTY AKPIPMDS EIGEVAL TV AT|ILOGVEVOLS, EK TOAADV
avtv dokipalelv dopatov, Aéyw o1 T®V Kpatiotov T€ Kal KLpLOTATOV-
Tp®TOV €K TAC EpLeheiag, Tg KpLTpLoV éptotov 1 hoyog aicUnoic. Sei &’ avTi
PIBTC TOAATS Kal katnynoewg ypoviov (Dem. 50, 1 237, 11-17).

After some discussion of this first item - 1 €upiéAela — 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, 11 35, 17-36, 4; cf. also CV 26, 11 135, 22-136, 13; Dem. 52,1 243,
9-15). He also refers, rather casually, to ) t®@v moAitik®v Adywv Eématiun (CF 11,1140, 9) and
to poetry which is kateokevaauévov kai Evigyvov (C1 26, 11 137, 19) and poets who noikiAwg
prroteyvovotv (CH 15,1160, 10). Several authors are criticized for not following the precepts of
téyvn (e.g. Hegesias, C1718, 1179, 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
is the dissimulatio artis. In general, the finest style exploits technical variety to conceal 1€y vn
(C1719,1186,19-21). Lysias is a paradigm for this technique (Lys. 10,1 17, 12-13: Mim. 11216,
T-11; Lys. 3,1 11,17-12,2;Isa. 16,1114, 18-19; Dem. 2,1 131, 8-14). Plato comes in for some
praise under this heading (Dem. 6,1 138, 18-21= Pomp. 2, 11 229, 10-12) but the obvious ars of
Isocrates (Isoc. 2,1 58, 1-3; Isoc. 14,174, 5-6), Isaeus (Isa. 4,196, 15-18), Demosthenes (/sa. 4, |
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 opév to Usener’s Onpav.

67 In chapter 6 of the CV, too, the author who desires to compose well is advised to consider the
cffects 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 dloyog aicunocic®®. The
necessity of practice is a recurring feature in these passages which proclaim the
independence and importance of the GAoyog aicVUro1g, 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 @Xoyov tiic diavoiag
Kprt1prov, which is inborn and which is concerned with pleasure and pain, and
10 AoyiKOV kpitt)plov, 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 tekpLapouevog, o1t
Ao Yuyn TOLTW T® YEVEL TG AEEEMG AyeTal, Kal oUTE TO AAoYOV Tiig dtavoiag
KPLTIIPLOV, O TEQUKaUEY AvTIAapBdves Yol TOV NBEWVY | aviapdv, GAAoTplodTal
TPOC ALTO OUTE TO AOYIKOV, £@° OV SAYIYVAOOKETAL TO £V EKAGTY TEYVT) KAAOV
(Thuc. 27,1371, 5-10). We have seen the importance of the dAoyogaicVnoig in
a number of passages, but 10 AoyikOv kpitijplov 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 kpiti)plov 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 @loyog aioUnoig, but that this is not usually made explicit. Rather, one
finds discussions of the critical role of the aioBro1g in connection with matters like x@pig and
Kapog, which one would not automatically assign to it.

69 The pairing of practice (tpip1) and instruction (katiynoig) in the last passage quoted may
seem to contradict Dionysius’ earlier denial of the possibility of a t€yvn of, for example,
Ka1pOg. In the Dinarchus, however, one kind of imitation, that which is @uo1k6g and £k ROAATIG
KatryHoews xal cuvipoglag AapPavorevog. is contrasted with another, inferior type which is
£x TOV T €Y VNS napayyeiudatov (Din. 7,1 307, 11-12), so we can see that, whatever it is that
Katrynoig provides, it is not technical precepts.

70 Schenkeveld (104), following Pavano, finds it “plausible” that “Dionysius plays down the role
of the @Aoyog aicUnotg in favour of the rational judgement, which acts as a corrective of 10
aroyov xpitnplov” in the Thucydides because he is here arguing against critics whose rational
faculties have been overcome by their infatuation with Thucydides (kekapwpévor v die-
vowav, Thuc. 34,1382, 12). Butit does not follow from the fact that these critics have “lost their
reason” (Schenkeveld’s translation) that they are using (or misusing) 10 ®A0YOV KpLTI}ploVv 10
support their judgement. In fact, Dionysius likens them to lovers (tolg kekpatnuévorg VY’ olag
d1 11vog Oyrewe Epwti puT) ROAL an€xovtt plaviag) and contrasts them with impartial critics (doot
8’ adéxacTov TNV Sidvorav QUAGRCCOLOL Kai TNV EEETATIY TMV AOYWV ETL TOVG OpYoLG Kavovag
AVaEEPOLTLY, ETTE PUOIKTG TIVOG KPICEWS METEIANQOTEG ETTE Kai e d18ay g ioyupd Ta Kpt-
pla kataokevacavteg). These last, 1t 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 10 A0YlKOV Kpttrjprov here.

71 Schenkeveld 98.

72 Schenkeveld suggests (96) that the Opvovg kavovag ofhis Text 11 (Thuc. 34,1 382, 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 aioconoig 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 exdon
téxvn kaAov. That is, Schenkeveld’s ratio and Dionysius’ Aoylkov kplirplov
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 kprtprov must be ridiculously limited. Ridiculous, that
1s, 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 t€xvn, is to
be judged alioUnoet, oL Adyw, the critic of Dionysius should be wary of doing.
Certainly the passage from the Thucydides with its two kpitipia 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 kpitnprov in Dionysius’ critical
practice.

I11. Critics

We have now come to the third category, the critics. Of these there are two
legitimate types, 0 16wwtng and 6 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, 1.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 aéékactov Sievolav mentioned in the
same sentence.

73 Schenkeveld 99.

74 Note that Dionysius only claims to give his aicOno1g the casting vote when it is difficult to
arrive at an answer with other arguments. The chronological argument has an absolute vahdity
(provided, of course, the dates are reliable), so Dionysius’ aio¥roig 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 tag AEEEG EIAOKaAOV Kai talg veapaig
TEGUKE cLVAVDETV HATKIALE. EMTOTTAL Y& Gaca VEOU WyuxT TEPt TOV THC £pHNVEiag MPAicuOV,
®AoYOoULg TIVAG Kal (homep EvBovaimdels £nt 100t0 AapPavovoa tag oppag (CV 1,11 4, 19-5, 2).
Cf. CV 11, 11 38, 23-39, 2: UOIKA T1G ANAVIWV £GTILV LDV OIKELOTNG PO ELIEASIAY TE Kal
gvpuUpiav. Indeed it is important to Dionysius that literature not be the exclusive property ofa
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by layman and specialist alike because that sort of quality is perceived aicvn-
oel, oL Adyw (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: o [&v OUV T@®V
OAlywV kal eVTadeVTOV 6TOXaLOLLEVOS AOYOS OVK EGTAL TM (POVAW Kal aplo)el
mANIel mavog, 0 6€ Tolg MOAAOTG Kal 101MTALS APECKELV AV KATAUPPOVI)-
Unoetal npog TV YUPlEcTEPWY, 0 & apEdTEpa T Kprthpla’d teivev {ntdv
nTTov arotevEetan o0 tédove (Dem. 15, 1161, 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 caprnvewa Lysias is preferred to Thucydides and Demos-
thenes because his speeches are clear kai 1@ navv TOPP® SOKOVVTL TOALTIKGDV
apeotaval 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: oi GLUVIOVTEG €1G TG EKKANCIAG Kal Ta dikacThApla
Kol TOUGC BAALOVE CUAAOYOLC, EVUX TOALTIK®V dET AOYWV, 0UTE dE1VOl Kal mepLTTOol
TAVTES €101 Kal TOV Boukudidou voiv £xovieg o)’ &navieg 1I0IMTAL KOl K-
TOOKELTG AOYWV YeEVvaiwv Gnelpot, AAL’ ol [Ev ano yewpyioag ol 8 ano Va-
AaTToupYiong Of & And TOV Pavavcwy TEYVOY GLUVEPPLNKOTEC, O1C ATAOVGTEPOV
Kal kowvotepov dtaieydpevog pariov 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 @¢Aoyov 1fjg drovoiag kprtrprov’®. This

highly cultured minority: npdg pEV oLV TOUS OIONEVOLS HOVOV glval TV EVTASEVTOV Ava-
yv@vai 1€ kal cuveival v Goukudidov SIAAEKTOV TabTe AEYELV Exw, OTL TO TOL TPAYHATOS
avaykaiov t€ Kai ypiotpov dracty (008Ev yap (av) avayKmoTeEPOV YEVOLTO OLSE MOALMPE-
AEGTEPOV) AVALPODOIV £K TOL KOIVOU Blou, OAlY®V TAVIATAGCIV AVUPOA®Y OLTW TOLOVVIEC,
donep €v Taig OAryapyovpévarg 1 Tupavvovpévals noAgoy (Thue. 51,1410, 8-135).

78 Takpoatnpia is Reiske’s emendation of the MSS reading ta kpitipia. akpoatnpiov 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. AMai. 22. Reiske’s
objection to kpttipia was presumably to its application to persons, but “t0 T A0y1KOV Kai TO
aroyov kpurprov™ is used by Dionysius as an alternative expression for “0 id1d™ng xai O
teyvitng” at Thue. 27,1371, 20-21: 0 pév ye moAVS EKEIVOS IO1MTNG OV SUGYEPAVET TO (POPTLKOV
15 AEEEWS Kal GKOALOV Kal duorapakoAovUNTOoV: O 88 Gonavios Kai ovd’ €k Thg EmTuYoLONS
AY®YHg Y1YVOHEVOS TEYVITIG OV HEHWETAL TO AYEVVES KO (AU TURES KAl AKATACKELOV. GAAR
oLVESOV EGTal TO TE AOYIKOV Kai 0 GAOYOV KpLTAPIOV, VY’ OV AppoTépwv GEIODREV (navie
Kpiveoval Kot tag TéXvag. Lo + genitive here, a construction suggesting a personal agent,
supports this identification, as does the presence of the verb kpiveoval. Kpiveiv and its nearly
synonymous compounds are only used by Dionysius with persons as subjects (except at Dent.
40, 1 2135, 2 where the subject is a highly personified apuovia), never with organs of judgment.
Cf. also Dem. 24,1 183, 14-15 where kpivewv is used in the passive with a dative instrument
when the instrument is the non-personal dioyo¢ aioUnoig: taic yap aidyols alcUjoectv
anovie 1@ OyAnpe Kai NOEa Kpivetal

79 And is unable to improve upon a faulty performance: kaitol Y’ €1 11g KEAEVOEIE TOV IBIWINY
TOVTWV TL OV EVEKAAEL TOTS TEYVI TALS (O AP TNREVOV, ABTOV Tocal AafovTa 1 Opyava, OUK
v Suvatto. Ti 81 mote; OTt TOUTO PEV EMOTIIUNS EGTIV, RS OV TAVTES HETEIAAPEY, EKETVO OE
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faculty pronounces on pleasure and pain generally: taig yap ardyolg aicUnoe-
olv anavia T OxAnpa kai ndéa Kpivetal, kol ovvev del TavTang ov'te S1dayTc
ovte mapavviog (Dem. 24, 1 183, 14-16). [ts displeasure is aroused by mistakes
1n, say, a musical performance (CV 11, II 39, 3-8) or by an unusual rhetorical
style: 10 yap akpiBec kal meptttov kai EEvov Kal v, O 11 un ovnUeg avToig
AKOVELV TE Kal AEYELV, OYANPDE dlaTivnolv avTOvg, Kol MOTEP TL T®V TAV
AVIKp®V EBECUATOV 1| TOTAOV ATOCTPEPEL TOVG OGTOMAYXOULS, OVTWE EKEIvVA
OxANP®S drativnot tag akodg (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 OTlL TOAA@V EpYWV OLY NTTOV TOL TEXVITOUL KPITHG O 1d1dTNG, TdOV YE OV
¢loUNoewg aroyou kai 10i¢ naveot KataAiapuBavopévovd!, kai ét tdoa T vn

nabog O naciv anédwkev | Vol (CV 11,11 39, 8-13). Cf. also CV' 3,11 11, 12-14and CV' 26, Il
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 ayvola 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” (0Udep1dg NTTOV £V Tl EVMASEVTOLG) and to oust the
virtuous (1.e. Atticist) rhetoric. Then, later in the preface, apaia is said to have delayed the
course of the Atticist revival in some cities. The context, however, isnotan examination of the
critical powers of the general audience, but preparation for the encomium of the discernment
of the contemporary Roman 8uvactevovTeg, Vg’ OV KOGHOVUEVOV TO TE PPOVILIOV THIC TOAEWG
1EPOG ETL paAAOV EMOESWKEV Kal TO AvOT|TOV vayKaotal vouv Exelv 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 t®v 1€ 81" aicMoewg aAdyov xai
10l¢ naveot kataiapBavopévov and is followed without comment by Usher. This text re-
quires that t@v be understood also before 10i¢ naveoy, 1.e. “works perceived both by the
akoyog aiovnolg and by the emotions”. This use of the article + 1€ is not uncommon, but
Denniston remarks that “laxity in the placement of 1€ 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 taeat to be filled with, he suggested, xai t®dv
0 Aoylop®, i.e. “works perceived both by the @loyog aicinoig and the emotions, and by the
rational faculty”. This addition, postulating an exercise of 10 Aoyikdv kpitnpiov by the
181G, 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 ndaBect had an article
whereas its coordinate, aloVrjcewg, had none, but since the constructions themselves are not
parallel (51a + gen. vs. dative) this does not seem an insurmountable objection and his emen-
dation (1@v Y€ 81" aicUMoemg aAdyou kai AAOYOIG Taeot KatarapBavopévowy) is neater than it
1s necessary. It does, however, contain one interesting feature. He claims to be following Reiske
in reading ye for te. 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 td@v 1€ 81 aioUMoewg 101¢ Tavest Katalappavo-
HEvov, 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 tovtwv t@V
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TOVTOV 6ToYAlETOL TOV KPLTIPi®V Kal ATo Tov TV AauPavel Thyv apxnv (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 (1.e. the two types of critic)
which every form of art, originating in consideration thereof, aims to please”82,
The teyvitat are described as oi 8¢ noAitikol 1€ Kal an’ ayopdg Kol S0 TG
eYKukAiov madeiog EAnAvdoteg (Dem. 15, 1 161, 10-11), or, more briefly, oi
OAlyot kai evmoidevtol, and are contrasted with ot moArol kai idi@tar (Dem. 15,
1161, 17-20)83. In chapter 27 of the Thucydides the texvitig is O onaviog kai
oLd’ €K TR EMTLXOVGTIG AYWYTC YIYVOprEVOG TeXviTG and is said to apply 10
AOy1KOV KpLTiplov to recognize 10 €v €kaoty t€yvn kaidv (Thuc. 27, 1 371,
12-21). The specific examples in this passage of flaws that attract the attention
of the texvitng are illuminating — he notices potential virtues that are absent
(ayevvéc, akatackevov; xapiatunég referring, presumably, to a lack of eleva-
tion) while the idim1ng is disturbed by awkwardness in what he hears (dvo-
XEPAVET TO POPTIKOV TG AéEEwC Kl oKOALOV Kal duonapakorovvntov). The
texvitng concerns himself with A£E€1g (Tv katackeunV tavTng g AéEewg); the
attention of the idwwtrng is more narrowly focussed on words and figures of
speech (ovopatt fj oxfuati)®®. The expert enjoys a style that is £ykatdokgvov
Kai tepltTov Kail Eévov; the layman prefers something anAoboTEPOV KAl KO-
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. 15,1161, 17-22) or artistic excellence (Thuc. 27, 1 371, 20-22)%.

kplrinpiwv 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 neveot (for which one cannot). Usher makes the phrase parentheticin
his translation, but it i1s not clear that his text can bear that construction.

82 I am omitting from consideration among references to the ii@tat the very numerous passages
in which Dionysius tries to bolster support for his own analysis by saying, for instance: ovVeic
£0TIV, 0¢ 00 OHOAOYNOELEV, €1 pOVOV ExOt peTpiav aicunov repi 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 1exvitng. Examples are Dem. 23,1 178.
16-19; C1725, 11 131, 14-18; Thuc. 34,1382, 11-23.

84 Cf. the musical errors that the layman reacts to in the theatre: d11 piav xopdiv acOupwvov
gxpouoe xal diEpeipev 10 péAog and 011 copPOV EURVELSHG T) P MESOE TO STOUA VPULALYUOV
f| TNV KaAovpévnv exkpéreiav noAnoe (CF 11, I1 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 (t€yval) are themselves poor stylists (C}' 4,11 21, 6-10) and have nothing useful 1o
say to the neophyte writer (CV'5, 1 26. 21-27, 6). Theophrastus is unable to detect a spurious
speech n the Lysianic corpus (Lys. 14,123, 16-19). Aeschines’ criticisms of Demosthenes may
be “malicious™ (cukogavidv, Demi. 55,1247, 23) but Dionysius devotes 3 chapters (55-57)to
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But Dionysius’ insistence on ptakpd T1AY] in conjunction with 10 @Aoyov
Kpitfplov 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
1gYviTNG 1S extensive; laymen are at best only ovk dnepot (Dem. 15,1161, 1-2)
and lack specific technical knowledge. Yet it is the layman who exercises 10
aroyov kprtfprov and it is with this faculty that paxpa tp1pv is thrice associated
(Lys. 11,119, 8-10; CV 12,1145, 18-21; Dem. 50,1 237, 16-17)8. The solution,
as Schenkeveld has seen?®’| is that both types of criticreceive impressions via the
ttAoyog aiocnotlg. Thus Lysianic yapig, perceived aicUncel, ov AOyw, is appa-
rent tolayman and expert alike. That it is the teyvitng who devotes paxkpa tp1n
to refining his sensibilities 1s only to be expected and is, moreover, suggested by
the plural ta kpitpta (i.e. both 10 Aoyikdv and 10 GAoyov) in a passage which
contrasts the natural critic with the trained one: 6cot & @déxacTOV TNV O1d-
volay QUAGCGOLGOT Kal TTV EEETaOY TMV AOYWV €Nl TOUG OpVOLG Kavovag ava-
PEPOLCLY, EITE PUOIKTG TIVOG KPIOEWG PETEANQOTEG gite Kal did S16ayTgss
oyLPA Ta KPLTNPLa KATAO KELASOVTES ... (Thuc. 34, 1382, 15-19)8%. 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
necyw, and he insists that this response 1s the general one), namely thatitisin a
general way superior to a piece of Isocrates quoted earlier, then attempts to
account for i1ts 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 Aoyixov kpitnplov.

1V. Critical practice

An 1mportant measure of Dionysius’ critical maturation, according to
Bonner, 1s the increasing detail with which he conducts the analysis of his
repadeiypiata®. 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 nevta 6¢ tabta dieckAevev 1) neipa Kal 100
undevog a&wa anépawve (CV S, 11 26, 16-17).

86 The statement in the Demosthenes that the aesthetic faculty needs neither instruction nor
encouragement (0vBev del tavtaig obte Siday fic oVte tapapvtiag. Dem. 24,1 183, 15-16) is not
inconsistent with the recommendation of jlaxpa tpip1). Rather, it is comparable to the nepv-
xkapev 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. 11,119, 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 [1EV 0N Kal TA TAPATANCIA TOVTOLS KAAX
Kai {dou a&ue yodpat, Thuc. 48, I 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: cap®d¢ 1€
Kal cuvTOpMG Kal duvatdg enavia 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: kal A0youg anodidwaotv (sc. @ovkuvdidng), otovg e1kOC
NV OO GpEOTEPLV Eipficval, Tolg ( 1€ ) TPOsONOLG TPEROVTAG Kol TOlG TPay-
OOV 0iKelovg Kal T EAAeinovtag tod petpiov unte vmepaipoviag, AECEL 1€
KEKOGMNKEV aVTOVG Kovapd Kol Gagel Kol CLUVTOU® KOl TAG GAAAC APETAS
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: napatiUeig T0i¢ 1€
TPAYHATIKOIG Kal TOIG AEKTIKOIG KATOPUMUAGIV T GUAPTAUACL T0g alTiog
(Thuc. 25.1 364, 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: kaVopa yap
amoypovIog yivetal Kal Stavyrg, OCTEP 10 SAPAVESTATA TOV VAUATOV.
AKPIPNC 1€ KOl AenTn map’ HVTIVODV £TEPAV TOV TNV VTNV SLUAEKTOV E1pY0C-
LLEVOV. TV TE KOWVOTITA SIOKEL TMOV OVOLATWV KOl TNV CAQNVELV ACKET,
TAG1G LEPLOOVCA KA TAC KELTG EMUETOL. O T MIVOS aLT O THG APYALOTNTOS
NPéLa Kol AeEANVOTOG EmTpEyet YAogpOV T€ TL Kal TEUNAOC KAl LLEGTOV Dpag
#v00C Avadidwot. kai Momep Amd TV EVMEESTATMV AELLOVLV adpd TIC Ndeia
£€ autic épetar (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. 1328, 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 aulhpr
in hand. should show €0’ éxaot® npaypatt tapatidelg 1OV A0yov, 0Tl T&UTL LIEV OUK NV
€mTNOEId EV TQ Kop® KOl LIO TOVTV TAV TPOSHNWV AEYEGV AL, TALTL &’ OUK €L TOVTOLE TOIS
Tpaypacty oLdE (EYPL Tovtou (Thuc. 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: exyetran & [sc. N [TAatwvikn SidAextog] €ig AmEPOKAAOLS TEPLOPPATELG
TAODTOV OVOLLATMV EMBELKVULEVI] KEVOV, LTEPLOOVCA T€ TV KLpiwv Kal €V Ti
KOV} XP110€l KEEVDWVY Ta neronuéva {ntel xal EEva kol apyalonpenty. pd-
Aot 8¢ xelaletatl mepl TNV TPOMIKNV OPACLY, TOAATN HEV €V TOIC EMUVETOLG,
axkalpog 8’ €v Taig peTwvupiong, okAnpa 8¢ kail oL awlovca v dvaioyiav €v
taig (petagopals ). arAAnyopiog 1€ nepParietar moArag (Kai paxpag ), ovTe
HETPOV £XOVGNG OVTE KAIPOV, GXNILOCT TE TOTIKOIC £EGXATNV TPOSPAAAOLGIY
andiav xai paiiota tolg I'opyreiog axkaipwg kal pelpakimd®dg evappuvetal
(Dem. 5, 1 137, 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 nepiepyog here reveals
his distaste®. In discussing Demosthenic style where it borders on Lysianic,
however, he resorts to the weary (and wearying) formula of general apetai
(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)
is a response to faults of style, and that the characteristic virtue of Lysias’ style.
1apic, was a mpdypa navtog kpeittov Aoyou (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 AOYLKOV Kp1Tnplov, for it begins to look as though what the texvitng demon-
strates is not 10 €v EKACTI TEYXVI KOAOV, but 10 pu1 KaAodv.

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, 1149, 1-2.

95 Thereason for this reluctance is explained in ch. 10: in Thucydides the styleis 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 ofthe two sorts of nijpmnoic he describes (natural and mechanical),
he 1s rendered speechless by the good sort (0 @uokdg), but the faults of the other sort (0 €x v
TS téx VNS napayyeipdtev) constitute a useful critical tool. Also Dem. 13,1156, 10-14, where
1t 1s the virtues of a passage of Lysianic Demosthenes (purity, precision, lucidity, concision,
terseness, realism, simplicity) that make critics uncertain about authorship.

97 Inthe Isocratesthere isone re-written sentence, in the /saeus there aretwo, in the Demosthenes,
nine, in the CV’, nine, and in the Thucvdides 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 i1s certainly the sort
of thing only a texvitrg does.
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biguous and otherwise unobjectionable renderings of the same idea®. The new
versions are intended to show whatalayman (Isa. 11,1107, 5) or, rather, what ot
... AKOAOVV WS Ti] KO1vi) ocvvnieia oxnpatiCovteg v epdctv (Amm. 1111, 1
430, 18-20) would have written. Ten of the metatheses, however, are intended
to show that by changing the word arrangement in 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 \vmoywylKOv kal iGTO-
pikov, then gives two rearrangements. The style of the first is opvUov xai
g¢vaymviov and rather Thucydidean, of the second, jukpdxopyov, ayevvég and
poAvakov, reminiscent of the writing of the Asianist Hegesias (CV 4, II 19,
9-11). In places like this, if anywhere, we might expect 10 A0ylKOV 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 is
only a disappointing series of comments like &p’ 1t j1ével TODTOV TOV TPOTOV
NPUOCLLEVOV TV KOAMV 1 AOTT) XEpL¢ 1) TO adTo Tdvog; ovdelc aveinot (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'®.

It 1s 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 cUvUeoic (omitting for the present, he says, EkAoyn ovopdtwv
and ta vonuata) and seems to be breaking new ground with the three apjloviat
(CV, ch. 1)!92, The number of the elements of language said to affect the ear

98 In three caseshe claims more positive virtues for his versions (GuvIop®TEPAV Kal YAPLEGTEPAV,

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

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

constitute a comprehensive application of 10 A0ytkov for the purpose of identifying 16 xalov.

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 €punveiag, has 44
metatheses, 38 illustrating virtues in the original, only 4 correcting faults. The remaining 2 give
unranked alternatives.

101 He isconcerned 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 (70 npénav. 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 oi kpttikoi 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 faitest, en tout cas, que I’on constate
une assez grande distance entre la situation qu’il présente et celle que ’on peut deviner &

travers le témoignage de Philodeme. son ainé de quelque cinquante ans™.
102 Pohl 49.



Dionysius of Halicarnassus 53

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,
pLOuSS, petafoin and tO mpémov (CV 11, IT 37, 11-12). The uses of these are
surveyed briefly in chapter 12, then more thoroughly in chapters 14-20103,
Under the heading of péAog Dionysius describes the 24 letters and assigns them
their euphonic values. Long a, for instance, is the evewvotatov of the vowels
(CV 14,11 51, 13), 6 1s Gxapt 0¢ xal andéc (Unprwdoug yap Kol AAdyoL paiiov N
AoYIkTg €pdntecVat dokel ewviig O ouvptypog, CV 14, II 54, 16-17). In the
section on puYpog 12 metrical feet are evaluated in quasi-moral terms: the
trochee is Tanelvog te kal aoepuvog kai ayevviig (CV 17,1170, 6-7), the bacchius
avop®OEC MAVL TO oy fua kaieig oepvoroyiav eémnderov (CV 17,1172, 12-13).
This groundwork laid, he analyses the effects of syllables and letters (i.e. péAog)
in some passages of Homer, and of meter (puUuoc) 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 1toveg Boowaotv Epgvyopevng
arog €€o (IN. 17, 265) which, he says, portrays the ocean’s ceaseless roar by
means of the mapéxtacig t@v cvAraBdv (CV 15,1160, 12). What exactly does he
mean by napéktacig? W. Rhys Roberts would have it that he is referring to the
long vowels, particularly w 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 1s 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 (GTARV vs. 1, or 61poeog, 1pdmog and Podog vs. 686¢; CV 15,
II 58, 1-59, 14), but this kind of lengthening is nowhere referred to by napék-
1801¢ or any comparable term, and the concept is not strikingly relevant to the
line in question. Comparison with the next two examples, said to portray a
hugeness of grief and alengthy, passionate prayer (KUkAwy € otevaywv te xal
wdivov 0dvvnol,/ xepol yniaeowy [Od. 9,415-416] and ovd’ €l kev paAa tora
meUT EKAEPYOS ATOAAW®V,/ IPOMPOKLAIVEOUEVOS T TPOG AlOg alytoyoto [I1. 22,
220-221]), suggests that what Dionysius has in mind are the “extra” syllables in
nioveg and Bodwotv: ynAaeowv, 6030V OL, TPOTPOKLAIVEOHEVOG and alyldxowo
are all longer than their Attic counterparts ynia@®v, 00UvValg, TPOKLAIVEO-
ievog, and aiyioxov'%, Compare also the passages exemplifying 1 @V GUA-

103 Chapters 14-16 deal with the euphonic values and effects of letters and syllables, which are
rather different topics from péiog as described at CV 11,1140, 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.

@5 Usher 1, 110, note 1.

106 As, of course, are nioves and Boowotv with respect to Attic noveg and Bodarv. Cf. Aristotle on
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AaBdv 1€ kol ypappatwy Erattmotg (CV 15,11 61, 17-19): in the line auprndnv
YoOwoo peta Opmiowv ewmev (1. 22, 476), appAindnyv is a contracted form of
avafAndny; in fvioxot 8’ ExmAnyev, énel 1dov axapiatov mop (I1. 18, 2295), éx-
nAnyev and {Sov are shorter or lighter than Attic éEenidynoayv and e18ov!97. 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)!9°. 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!'!0.

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; 11. 11, 36-37), unpleasant and 1ll-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 is fairly prominent in Od. 11, 281-282 and is the right sort of letter for bridal
beauty (NSUVEL pEv yap 10 A Kai €611 TV HuipdVOVY YAvkLTatov, CV 14,11 54,
11-12), the feral o probably contributes to the unpleasant effect of Od. 9.

lengthcened (Enextetapévov) and shortened syllables, Poetics 1457 a 35-b 5: énextetaptévov &€
ECTLV 1] GUPTIPTIHEVOV TO EV EQV (POVTIEVTL LLAKPOTEPH KEXPIHEVOV TL T} TOD OiKkEiov T cLALAPT)
EUBEBANLEVT). TO 8E QprIPTIHEVOV T1 T) AUTOD, EXEKTETAEVOV IEV 010V TO TOAEWS TOATOG Kai TO
InAgidou MIAmédew, denpnpévoy 8& otov 10 kpi kai t0 8@ Kkai “pia yivetal aupotépwv Sy
The importance of the word Boowotv in I/, 17, 265 1s further attested by Aristotle (Poetics 1458
b 31) and by the scholium on the line which Roberts cites (155): kal Eotiv 1delv kOpa péya
Valdoong ENUPEPOILEVOV TOTANOD PedpATL Kal t@ avakonteoval Bpuxmievoy, Kai 1tag éxa-
EpwVvev 00 Motaod vaiaooiag Tiovag ryovoag, O épricato da tig ENEKTACEWS TOD
Bodwsiv. atm) n elkov [TAdtwvog Ekavoe ta TotFjuata - oLTWS EVAPYESTEPOV TOD OPWLLEVOL TO
(KOUOLIEVOV TAPECTNOEV ... TNG YAp ENAAATAOL T®V VATV EKPOATG 1) TOD “Bodwotv” avadi-
TAWGCLG OpL0laV ANETEAEGE GuVdIaV.

107 The first cxamplc of éAaTtwol¢ is somewhat puzzling, since the forms yoowoa and ginev recall
Boowaotv of 1. 17, 265, which serves as an example of tapéxtacic. Dionysius’ comment (1] To0
TVELLLOTOG OnAoDTal cuyKoRT Kai 10 Tig pwvic &taktov, CF 15, Il 61, 15-16), however,
suggests that he may have more than one cffect in mind hcre. Cf. CV° 16, I, 64, 8 where
ovykoyel is used of things difficult to pronounce, bearing in mind the alleged difficulty of
pronouncing consccutive vowels (also Dem. 38,1210, 12-211,4; Dem. 40,1215, 8-10; C1720.11
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 Bonncr remarks (72): “This is indeed a prccarious process of elimination, a typical result of the
rhctorical training; Dionysius quite fails to sec that the attraction of the passage lies partly in
thc dramatic beauty of the situation and partly in the very simplicity of thc words chosen for
the narrative.”

110 Robcrts’ discussion of the differences occupies 3 pages (53-55) in his Introduction.
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289-290. In the other examples it isless 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: ®o 1€ TOAAT) AvayKn
KOATV [LEV Elval AEELV €V 1) KaA® £0TIV OVOpATA, KAAAOUC 8& OVOUAT®V GUA-
AafBac te kail ypapata kode aitia elval, ndeiav 88 SdAekTov &k T@OV 11OL-
VOVTIOV TV AKOTV YIVEGUAL KATA TO TOPATANGLOV OVOLLATOV TE KOl GCLAAABDV
Kol YPOLLILATOV, TAG TE KATO LEPOS EV TOVTOLS dlapopas, KoU’ dg dnroltal td 1€
NN kal 1@ wavn kal ol dravEoelg kal 1@ Epyn TOV TPOCMTMV KAl TA GULV-
£0PEVOVTO. TOVTOLE, AMO THG MPMOTIC KATUOKELNC TMOV YPOLLILATOV YivesUal
towavtag (CV 16, 11 63, 9-18, cf. CV 13, 11 47, 22-48. 2).

Rhythm is likewise important: 01¢ pEV T®V yevvaimv Kol aSloaTik@®V Kol
LEYEVOC EXOVIOV PLU®V AELwLaTIKT YiveTal cUVUECIC Kal yevvaio kKal fLe-
YOAOTPENMNG, O dE€ TOV AYEVVDV TE KAl TATEWVDV QAUEYEUNG TIC KOl ACELVOC
(CV 18, IT 73, 13-17). But Dionysius’ metrical analyses are not particularly
instructive!!2, Leaving aside the incredulity that arises when one finds Diony-
sian single-mindedness leading to an evaluation of Thucydides like VynAog
elvat Sokel Kkai KAAAENNG G e0YEVELG Emaywv puvpovg (CV 18, 11 75, 16-17),
the scansions themselves, as he admits, are open to question'!3.

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 tpénov (ch. 20)''%. Dionysius’ first step is to describe the effect
of the passage: évtabUa 1 cOVUESIC £GTIV 1) ANAODCA TOV YIVOLLEVOV EKAGTOV,
70 Bapog Tov TETPOL, TNV ERimovoV €k TNC YHG KIvnoty, 10V d1EpeldOUEVOV TOTG
K®AOLE, TOV avafaivovia mpdg TOV dxvov, TNV HOALS avwvoupéviy tétpayv (CV
20, 11 90, 13-17). This, he says, 1s 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, its composition might have been called rough!

112 Even the epitomator of C}’ thought that the chapters on rhythm could be improved: “Le scul
remaniement important du traité primitif concerne les chapitres 17 et 18, consacrés & I'étude
desrythmes:’abréviateur, tout en s’appuyant sur Denys, fait un exposé original, systématique,
et présente une nomenclature des pieds métriques assezdifférente 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 oUv ékMAVE KaANV Gppoviav elvarl AéEemg. €v 1| puite muppiytog EGTL TOUG
UNTE 1@ PLKOG HNTE AUOIPpay UG HTTE TOV yopeiwy T} Tpoyaiwv pundeic: (1718, 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.

14 The claims of peteBoAn 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™ (CI719, 11 87,
3-5): for counter-examples. the student is directed to the works of Isocrates and his followers
(CV 19,1187, 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 Aoyixov kpitiplov! 6. But it
remainsto 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 apjroviat (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
Ooukudiong Aunvaiog EuvEypaye, for example, is rough, since ov ... TpotatTe-
a1 10 G 100 € Katd cuvEKQOpav thV &V pid cuAiaff yivopévny (CV 22, 11 108,
20-109, 1)!''8 Other objectionable consonant iuncturae are: Ilelonovvnoiov
Kai; €v 2opov; kKAutav repnete; Tov DiAmnov; nmavoaidadlov te; xaplv Veoi;
1061V AAYETE; alpeaiv ot yap pony). Rhythmic concerns are not prominent
in this portion of the CV - he only notes the absence of satisfying c/ausulae in
two periods of the introduction to Thucydides’ Historiae (CV 22, 11110, 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 ad¢g yive Tan AEE1C AUETPOG OLLOT0 KA TOULLATL

signedly mimetic (C}° 20, II1 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 I3, ce n’est pas
le role 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. C1723, 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 C}" 23, 11 111, 19-112, 9, but he justifies his
assessment (i.c. that the passage exemplifies this style) by saying 10 ®Aoyov EmpapTupel TiS
aKong navog.

117 This had already come under notice in a general way in ch. 20: 10 8¢ peta€L 1@V Ovopdtwv
YOyua Kal i 1@V 1payuvovIeV YpaupdIoV Tapdlects (SC. Euiunoavto) 1@ SAEippata s
Evepyeiag Kal tag €roxag xal 10 100 poyvov peyevog (CF 20, 1191, 14-17).

118 This concept is put to good use, atleast on paper. Roberts notes that Dionysius’statements run
contrary to our ideas of Augustan pronunciation of final ai, subscript iota, 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 concernail
proprement la poésie, et la poésie chantée” (3, 31).
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N el (CV 25, 11 122, 14-15) and it focusses largely on prose rhythm!!®. The
details of analysis are messy and involve him in at least one contradiction'?0,
but the chapter 1s 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 AnuocVéviic obv oltag GUA0G Ty, (boY dTe
YPA@Ol TOUg AOYOULG, HETPA Kol PLUHOVG (DoTEP Ol TAGCTAL TaPATIUEUEVOC,
EVOPUOTTELV ENEIPATO TOVTOLS TOIC TUTOLG T KAWL, GTPEPMV AV Kal KAT® Ta
OVOLLATA KO TOPAQULAATTWV TA UNKT] Kol TOLS xpOVOLS KOl TAC TTMCELS TMV
OVOUATOV Kail Ta¢ £YKAICELS TOV PNUATOV Kal mdvia T¢ cuuPeBrxdta toic
nopiolg 100 AO0yov moAuvmpaypovav; (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: i 00V &tomoV, €1 Kai ANLOGVEVEL GPOVTIC EVQOVIAG
1€ Kail Eupereiac €yEveto kal oD pndev eikf) Kal afacavictwg TIvéval pnTe
Ovople UNTe vOMua; moAL T yap pdAAOv €uol dokel mMPOOMKELY Avipl KaTU-
OKELALOVTL AOYOUC TOALTIKOUG HVIHET TG £ALTOD OLVAUEWMS AlMVIA UMOEVOS
1OV EAYICTOV OAYWPETY, 1) {0YPAO®V TE Kal TOPELTAOV TaIGLV £V VA @UapTi)
XELPDOV EVOTOYIAC Kl TOVOLE AMOOEIKVULEVOLG TEPT TA PAEPLA Kal TA TTIAQ Kol
TOV VOOV Kl TAG TOlTAS HIKPOAOYiaS KataTpiBety THg T€ VG TNV axpifelav
(CV 25,11 133, 13-134, 1).

Letter combinations, though not the sole point under discussion in the
descriptions of the austere and smooth apjtoviat 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, 1 210,
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
ropadeiypata is analysed here, but when a Demosthenic example of the mixed
eprovia 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 pdvov d¢ ai t@v Ovo-
L&tV ovluylal THY PIKTHY apuoviav AapBdavouot tap’ avtd kal pEcny, A

119 He is interested in rhythm throughout a sentence rather than c¢/ausidae. See Usher 2,9 on these

two different traditions. e U v v i

120 He scans a bit of the proem to the De Corona as follows: 0oV ebvoiav £1mv gym vE m(zrs/w)(( V

25, 11 130, 20-131, 4), having altered £y 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 shghtlv longer version of the phrase in such a way as to emphasize the absence of

_,_.—U_U— UU——UUU

“ignoble” feet: ocnv gOvoray Exmv EYm S1UTEAM T T€ TOAEL KAl ROV uplv(CI 18,1178, 7-12).
On the problems of the version in chapter 22, see Roberts, ad loc.
[21 In the earlier essay on Isocrates Dionysius had said that Isocratean padding resulted from the
pursuit of periodic structure and rhythmic clausulae (Isoc. 3,1 58, 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.
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Kal ol TV KOA®MV KATaoKeval 1€ Kol CUVIESELS Kal Ta TMV TEPLOdMV [IKT) TE
Kol oxniata kai ol teptAapPavovieg avTag e Kol o KdAa pudpol (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: To0UT0 d1) TOETV
afiooar’ av xai Toug PBovAopEvoug TV cUVDESLY AKPIB®S eldéval Trv An-
LLOGVEVOLG. €K TOAAMVY VTNV doK1LALELV Id1LATMY, AEY® O TOV KPATICTMV
TE KAl KUPIOTATOV- TPOTOV €K TAG EULEAEING. TIC KPLTIPLOV BpLaTOV 1) BAOYOC
aionoic. del & avti) TpIPTg TOAATNG Kal katnyoems xpoviov (Dem. 50, I 237,
11-17). The first of the significant characteristics that he urges a critic to
consideris gupEAela. We have seen that the chapters of the CV that, structurally
speaking, were devoted to pgrog - 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 dappoviat. 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 aloyog aicinoig and the insufficiency of téxvn alone for
critical evaluation of g pehr)c appovia are stressed!2*. 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'?5. 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 is no conflict here between aesthetic and rational systems; rather, the description of
an aesthetic cffect and the technical analysis of causes are two facets of a thorough critical
examination.

124 To be sure, the té€yvn envisaged is rather scanty: €§ OAlywv mapayyeALATOV Kal TPOSKaipov
Katnynoews (Dem. 50, 1 238, 2-3).

125 The subject-matter of the T hucvdides 1s much more comprehensive than that of the C} or the
latter half of the Demosthenes, and the description of Thucydidean cUvieo1c is relegated to a
single sentence: €mi 8¢ TG ouvUécews TV T €hatTOvOV Kal thv palldvov poplav mmy
aglopatikny kai avotnpav kai otifapav kai Befnkviav kal tpayvvovsav tais TV ypap-
HATOV avTiTuTieng Tag aKoag avtl thg Alyupds kal paiakfc kal cuveLeopévig kai undev
gxovong avritvmov (Thuc. 24,1 361, 7-12). Since we have seen that it is only in the area of
oUVOesLE that Dionysius was able 0 use T0 AoytkOv kpitiptov to identify positive elements of
10 KaAOv, it 1s not surprising to see that the detailed analysis of the 7 hucydides 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 t1ig iotopikiic npaypateiag and, more
dangerously, TRS mEPT TOUS MOALTIKOUS AOYOULS BelvOTITOC Opov (Thuc. 2.1 327, 11-13) - also
diverts his attention from beauties of cUvOesic, which could never excuse obscurity, Thucydi-
des’ fundamental failing according to Dionysius.

126 1 should like to record here my gratitude to K. J. Dover, M. McCall, D. A. Russcll 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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