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XIII.-Theophrastus as a Literary Critic 

G. M. A. GRUBE 

TRINITY COLLEGE, TORONTO 

There are no works of criticism extant after Aristotle until we 
come to the first century B.C.; we have to rely on fragments and 
references in later authors and scholia, and the lack of the original 
works is nowhere more tantalizing than in the case of Theophrastus. 
His name is constantly coupled with that of Aristotle as an im- 
portant critic; we know that he wrote a number of works on poetry, 
oratory, language, and style. As he was the successor of Aristotle, 
a man of powerful intellect, we are bound to try and reconstruct 
his theories; but, in attempting to do so, we are easily led to ex- 
aggerate any differences we can find between his opinions and those 
of his master. Attempts have been made to trace back to him 
such later critical formulae as those of the "virtues" of style and 
the "three styles," and they have met with a more favourable re- 
ception than they deserve. In view of this, it seems necessary to 
review the evidence afresh, and an unprejudiced review of it will 
show, I believe, that, while Theophrastus was no copyist and had 
some interesting things to say, yet his own outlook was entirely 
Aristotelian; he restated, elaborated, interpreted the theories of 
Aristotle without important change; no un-Aristotelian theory or 
formula can fairly be traced to him. 

That the two philosophers were in close agreement on many 
critical questions has always been admitted. Both wrote on the 
function of each section of a speech;' both discussed the general 
themes2 with which an orator has to deal and the commonplaces in 
which he should be trained to do so;3 both disliked the continuous 
or strung-along style as against the periodic.4 There is a striking 

1 Rhet. 3.14-19 and Quintilian 4.1.32. Theophrastus is there mentioned on the 

exordium only, but this implies consideration of the parts of a speech. 
2 Theon, Prolegomena in Walz 1.165 and the discussions of subject matter in 

Rhetoric from 1.4. 
3Rhet. 2.18.2 and 2.19 and the references to Theophrastus in Alexander's Com- 

mentary on the Topics, Berlin ed. 1891 (Wallies) where see Index Nominum under 

Theophrastus. 
4 Rhet. 3.9.2 and Cicero Orator 228. 
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similarity in the advice they both give on matters of detail, as, for 
example, that the boldness of metaphors can and should be miti- 
gated by using such expressions as "such as" or "if one may venture 
to say so" in introducing them.5 We know from considerable 
fragments that Theophrastus too was fully aware of the tremendous 
influence of music upon character and emotions.6 Such differences 
as we do find in their treatment of the same subjects, while always 
of interest, are usually of minor significance and, in our search for 
original literary theory in Theophrastus, we should not be tempted 
to exaggerate them. 

For example, we have, from each philosopher, an attempt to 
explain the beauty of words.7 Aristotle first states that words are 
beautiful ev rots #60oLts I Twr arpatwo/ivp, i.e. because of their sound 
or their meaning, and then goes on to discuss a third point, the 
associations of particular words. He then restates the three factors 
as rTp ooJop f T fvu'vaItEL rTp O1CEL i aiXXI7 rtl aOla0rL. Theophrastus, as 
quoted by Demetrius, speaks of the beauty of words as r6 rpOs rTv 

aKojv i 7rpos rjv 'lV 6iv, X T6 rT siavol. iEYTLIOV. The first of these is 
clearly the sound of the words. Theophrastus (or Demetrius) goes 
on to explain that by pleasing to the eye he means that what is 
pleasant to see is also pleasing when heard; as we should say, it 
recalls a pleasing picture. This is Aristotle's ri &i'EL. Tor6 j &apvot 

VETLtov means that we prize the meaning presented to the mind, 
which is the same as Aristotle's rTCo- r/uavoievc or rnj 5vvaau . There 
is therefore complete agreement between the two philosophers that 
the beauty of words is due to sound, meaning, and associations; 
though the formulae look different at first sight, they mean the 
same. Aristotle's discussion, however, taken as a whole, is clearer; 
he realizes that associations may be related to other senses than 
sight and he therefore expresses his third factor as Tri o6/EL ? a&XX- 
'TJl alaOfcaeL. Whether Theophrastus' omission of this refinement 
is due to his definition being more popular, or to incomplete quotation 
by Demetrius, or to some other cause, the two philosophers are 
essentially in agreement. 

5 Ps.-Longinus, Subl. 32.3. This advice is not found in our texts of Aristotle. 
6 Plut. Quaest. Conviv. 623A quotes from Theophrastus the three apXal of music 

as X\r-77, '8ovp7 and vOovurmaolr6s; also De Recta Rat. Aud. 38A; Athenaeus 14.624; 
further on Theophrastus' attitude to music and catharsis Zeller, Aristotle and the 
Earlier Peripatetics (London 1897) 2.415-416, and J. Croissant: Aristote et les Mysteres 
(Liege 1932) 113-116. 

7 Rhet. 3.2.13 and Demetrius, Eloc. 173-174. Also Dion. Hal., Comp. 16. 
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Another subject on which we have parallel statement is the 
nature of yvjuat.8 Aristotle, in a fairly full discussion, defines 
them as statements of a general nature as to what is to be sought 
or avoided in the realm of human action. The definition from 
Theophrastus is shorter, but essentially the same. Both philoso- 
phers divide maxims into two main classes: those that do not re- 
quire any reason to be added because they express an opinion that 
is generally accepted, and those where the reason should be stated 
because the opinion expressed is either paradoxical or at least con- 
troversial. The terminology is largely the same in both writers 
and the three examples quoted from Theophrastus all occur in 
Aristotle (Medea 296; that health is good for man; and Stesichorus' 
famous saying to the Locrians; Rhet. 2.21.2,5,8). Aristotle, how- 
ever, has a further subdivision of both main classes: the first type 
is subdivided into (a) those that need no added explanation be- 
cause they are already known, and (b) those that do not need it 
because their truth is realized as soon as they are uttered; the 
second main group is also subdivided into (a) those sayings that 
are part of an enthymeme, and (b) those that are not (Rhet. 2.21.3- 

6). If our late evidence on this point is to be trusted, these further 
elaborations were ignored by Theophrastus, but all that is quoted 
from him on this point is to be found in Aristotle. 

Sometimes Aristotelian theory is elaborated and developed. 
Theophrastus, like his master, believed that prose should have 

rhythm without being metrical; he too condemned trochees and 

dactyls in prose and had a preference for paeonic feet. We are told 
that he discussed the subject of rhythm with more precision9 and 
we find that, whereas Aristotle is concerned with paeons only at 
the beginning and the end of a sentence or clause, Theophrastus 
seems to have recognized that prose-rhythm is more than the use 

of metrical feet in those positions and that a whole sentence might, 
for example, have a paeon-like rhythm without the precise use of 

8 Rhet. 2.21, and Gregory of Corinth in Walz 7.1154, quoted by A. Mayer, Theo- 

phrasti 7repl Xkecws Libri Fragmenta (Leipzig 1910) 143. Aristotle's definition is: airo- 

>avoras, ov ijLuerot r epi rCv KaO' KaarTov . . XX& KaO6Xov. Kati ov 'repl 7rravTwc Ka0OXov 

. . .XX.a rep 6Orp v at 7rpates ELaFi, Kai alpera& 'i 'EVKTa eaTt . . . and his two kinds 

are oaaL 7raphaotov rt7 X&youvot X a&tftcaLroIvevov and 6ocat jrloev 7rap&boiov. That of 

Theophrastus reads: KaO6bXov &7r6favLtcrs iv roZs rTpaKT'kots (or 7rpaLKrLKoLs) and his three 

kinds are 7rapa65$ooL, iv6ooI, and a&tiqioXoL or &aIL4ftorafrou/Levat. 

9Cic. De Orat. 3.184-5, Orat. 172: Theophrastus vero eisdem de rebus etiam 

accuratius; and 218. 
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feet at the beginning or end, and in this way achieve a certain dis- 
tinction.10 Here we find an interesting refinement of Aristotelian 
theory. 

While Aristotle somewhat reluctantly admitted the increasing 
importance of delivery and curtly dismisses the subject in the 
Rhetoric (3.1.3-4), Theophrastus apparently dealt with it more 
fully, recognized it as basic and insisted that it required a knowl- 
edge of psychology." 

Theophrastus may have gone further than his master in his 
recognition of historical development in matters of style, for he 
noted the differences brought by Herodotus and Thucydides in the 
writing of history.12 He evidently discussed the nature of the three 
kinds of rhetoric recognized by Aristotle since he said that de- 
liberative rhetoric must be free of affectation and he shared what 
seems to have been a general Peripatetic prejudice against epi- 
deictic rhetoric when he stated, following Aristotle, that epideictic 
had nothing to do with practical affairs and was concerned only to 
give pleasure."3 

When Quintilian (10.1.27) tells us that Theophrastus recom- 
mended the reading of the poets as extremely useful to the orator, 
and that many have followed him in giving this advice, it is certainly 
implied that it originated with him. Yet even here he only formu- 
lated what is implied in the Rhetoric, indeed in all Greek criticism 
since Gorgias. 

Perhaps the most original fragment of Theophrastus is that 
which states: "You must not express everything with precise 
elaboration but leave some things for your hearer (or reader) to 
perceive and work out for himself. When he infers what you have 
omitted he will be not merely your hearer but your witness, and a 
quite friendly one, because he thinks himself rather clever and you 
have given him the chance to exercise his intelligence. To say 

10 Demetrius (41) quotes from Theophrastus as giving a paeon-like effect the 
following clause: rCTiV ev trepl ra& ip,rlv6s acLa trXoaoovoo'vrwv, in which, strictly speaking, 
there are only two paeons -- -w w near the beginning and v v - near the end. This 
is quoted as a 7rapaiaetLy,a ze-'yaXo7rpeTreas. For Theophrastus' use of this word see 
notes 16 and 27. 

11 Our authority for this is late but specific. See Walz 6.35-6 = Rabe, Prolego- 
menon Sylloge, p. 177. 

12 Cic. Orat. 39. 
13 Quintilian 3.8.62 and 3.7.1. 
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everything is to convict your hearer of stupidity, as if you were 
talking to a fool."14 

To this we may add the definition of frigidity attributed to 
Theophrastus,15 namely "that which goes beyond the form of ex- 
pression appropriate to the subject," i.e. an inappropriate dignity 
or nobility of language. The form of words may be Theophrastus' 
own, the content is entirely in accord with the discussion of frigidity 
in the Rhetoric (3.3). 

So far our evidence shows Theophrastus to be, in criticism as in 
other things, a disciple of Aristotle who repeats, develops, and 
elaborates the theories of his master, capable of saying intelligent 
things on his own (such as his advice to leave some things for the 
reader to infer) but nowhere departing from Aristotelian critical 
theories in any important respect. The same impression is con- 
firmed by any fair reading of three passages in later authorities 
which are of no particular importance except that attempts have 
been made to extract too much meaning from them. 

These passages are: 

1. Simplicius, in his Commentary on the CategoriesI6 of Aristotle, 
quotes Porphyry as drawing a distinction between words as ex- 

pressing meaning (the categories) and words considered only as 
Xt?ets or formal parts of speech. Questions arising under the latter 

aspect are dealt with, we are told, by Theophrastus in his work on 
"The Elements of the Proposition" and by other writers of his 
school (or other writers on the subject- the reading is doubtful), 
e.g. whether only nouns and verbs are properly elements of a proposi- 
tion (Xoyos) or whether articles, conjunctions and the like should be 
counted as such; they are obviously parts of speech (Xeeows). Simpli- 

14 Demetrius 222. Cf. 7rpoXey6oueva rWPv o-ra-Tewv in Walz 7.5.1-2: a'XX& ra TrW osiLaroo 

X'yov aXXoL re KOr.mOa3TL Kal AoXXi'avos Kal Oieofpacaros. evSL&Oeros Xo'yos is here con- 

trasted with 7rpo)optLKos X)oyos which is the business of grammar and rhetoric; it would 

seem to mean that which is in the mind as against that which is expressed, and comes 

close to meaning "what is implied." 
15 Demetrius 114. The example given, a7rvvPalKWTOs ob rpapreoourat KvbXt, for 

aIrbOrvi.os 'e,ri rparre7ls KVtXL ov rTieCTa may well come from Theophrastus. So too 

the comment that "so small a matter cannot carry such a weight of language." De- 

metrius goes on to discuss Aristotle's analysis of different kinds of frigidity, with no 

implication of any difference between the two writers. To Demetrius the vice of 

frigidity is one to which the grand manner is particularly liable. This does not, of 

course, commit Theophrastus to the same theory or to the same use of /ue'yaXo7rpe7nrrs. 
16 Berlin ed. (Kalbfleish) 10.20 to 11.2. For the use made of this passage see J. 

Stroux, De Theophrasti Virtutibus Dicendi (Leipzig 1912) 23-26 and Mayer 15 ff. 
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cius then goes on to say (perhaps still quoting Porphyry) that these 
writers also discussed such matters as ordinary and metaphorical 
language and its changes, apostrophe, elision, what are simple or 
compound words, and things which are generally said -repi l becv: 
lucidity, distinction or grandeur (r6 ,ueyaXo7rpE7rEs), charm (r6 rav) 
and persuasiveness. He then returns to his proper subject, the 
categories. All this passage tells us, whether it be Simplicius or 
Porphyry speaking, is that Theophrastus wrote a book on the parts 
of speech, discussing whether a proposition consists of nouns and 
verbs alone. Beyond that there is a casual enumeration of some of 
the questions of style and language which are dealt with by Theo- 
phrastus and other writers. The purpose of this enumeration is 
merely to clarify the original contrast. To use this mention of 
four qualities to bolster any particular formula of aperal in Theo- 
phrastus requires some very special pleading. 

2. A passage in a document of uncertain date, the Epitome 
Laurentiana,l7 states that Theophrastus recognized six kinds of 
amplification (aial-Lts), namely amplifying the circumstances (EK 

Tciv rpayuarcoTwv) or the consequences (eK rTv ai'TOIcaVivroTv), compari- 
sons with other cases generally or with other persons (e~ avTtrapat3oXrs 
KaLi OvyKpiaeWs), enlarging on the time or occasion (eK KaLtpwv) and on 
the emotions involved (tro 7ra0ovs).18 A comparison with the 
Rhetoric will show that the same ideas are developed there in much 
the same language, though Theophrastus arranged them in a more 
formal classification.19 

3. In his commentary on Aristotle's De Interpretatione20 Am- 
monius quotes Theophrastus as saying that a X6yos can be considered 

17 Commonly attributed to Longinus and printed in the Oxford edition of his text, 
also in Bake, Apsinis et Longini Rhetorica (Oxford 1849) 167-172. It is said by Mayer 
(xxx-xxxvii) to be an epitome from Caecilius of Calacte. 

18 Mayer (141) wants to reduce the list from six to four kinds of avtralss by com- 
bining into one et avTLTrapa3oXis Kal avrUKpiaews (which is reasonable); and then again 
eK KaLtpcv Kat 7rdOovs (which is much less likely). The point is irrelevant for our purpose. 

19 Rhet. 1.9.38-39 ra eK TCv Xpobvwv Kal 7 KaLpGpv . . p. 7Tpb aS ovs avrtLapa3aXXeLv 

.. v. . yKpivwtv KrX. There is another reference to amplification in 2.18.4, but it adds 
nothing. 

20 Berlin edition (A. Busse) 1897, 65.22: 

&8Trrs a'Yp ofajr7 rOs roj Xoyov ox aXaews, KaO&a coptaoev o6 fLX6aooos ee6(paTros, rT7s re 

TrpOs ToVr aKpocWIAuevov, oSs Ka t ar77ji.alvel T, Kat T?S 7rps Tr& rpa'yiara, ivrep iv '6 XYwv 
7relt-at 7rpoTrieraL TrovS aKpowcl,vovs, 7repi IJE'v Trlv aXtreL Ci arov rTlV irp6s &KpoaTris Karayt- 
'ypovTrat 7TOLr)TLK Kai p'qrop7tK', t67Lrep epyov avTalrs eKXeyeao-al re Tr aevl6oTrepa r&v 

ovo,iarcov, &XXa ui) ra KOLV Kal be6j.7Uevlujeva, Kal raTra evapoovlwcs avlu7rXEKEWLv XXA/Xos, 
aCOOe al& TOrTCOV Kal Tr(V TroVTrLS roJevwvo, oiov caa<froveias 'XUVKVTr7Tro Kail TrV aXXWYv i6Uv 
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under two aspects, in relation to the audience and in relation to the 
subject matter. The philosopher is concerned with the .latter, the 
poet or orator with the former. Poetry and rhetoric thus use dis- 
tinguished rather than everyday language, fit the words together 
harmoniously, charm and persuade the hearer by these means as 
well as by means of "lucidity, sweetness and the other qualities, 
also length and brevity, using them all appropriately." Ammonius 
then proceeds to the philosopher's concern to show the truth and to 
refute untruth. 

There is nothing new here. The distinction between 7rpos ra 

7rpazyuara and 7rpos rovs aKpoarTas is Aristotelian; indeed it is basic in 
Aristotle's Rhetoric, not only where he states in his introduction 
that proofs are the only true object of the art and all the rest is 
trimmings, but again where he proceeds to discuss style, reluctantly 
admits the need of it irpos aKpoar',7, and then adds: "no one teaches 
geometry that way!" Here too we have the same distinction be- 
tween the philosopher who is concerned with truth (as the orator 
ought to be) on the one hand, and the rhetorician and poet on the 
other.21 We have no notion of the context of our fragment, we 
cannot even be sure where it ends, but on the face of it it simply 
repeats what Aristotle said, perhaps not quite so plainly. I can 
see no justification for hailing this fragment as a great step forward 
in critical theory because of the contrast it draws between poetry 
and oratory as opposed to philosophy.22 Nor do I think we can 
find here the origin of the plain style,23 for a philosopher is not con- 
cerned with style at all. The prototype of the simple style was not 

ETt re !.aKpoXoyTa3 Ka[L (3paXvXoitas, KaTr KaLpoiv 7rhavrTcv rapaXaO,4,avoi.vWov, loat Tre TOV 

aKpoaTrOv Kat CK7rX~77aL KaL 7rpos r 7retOc.Z XEtPWOievTa iXEtv. Trs 6i 'ye rpos Ta 7rpay.ara 
TO) X'yoV xio'eaEs o tLX6o'oos 7rpoVl'yovIp'Vs e7rtLeXIXOeraL . . . 

aoXEats is a very vague word, it does not mean E5-rl or "types" of language or "divisions" 
as Hendrickson translates it, AJP 26 (1905) 255. The reference is not so much to 
different speeches as to two aspects or relations of every statement or speech. The 

passage follows a whole section in Ammonius on the distinction between the TEXVpT1rS 

of language and the philosopher. We should note irpor7yovuivwco in the last sentence: 
the main concern of the philosopher is with truth, the main concern of poet or orator 
with style. 

21 Rhet. 1.1.3: at yd&p 7rlareLs Ev frTeXvo'v ETL t6vov, Ta 6' &XXa irpoaOOiKa and the fol- 

lowing sections, especially 12. See also 3.1.6. 
22 Immisch, "Beitraige zur Chrestomathie des Proclus und zur Poetike des Alter- 

tums" in Festschrift Theodor Gomperz (Wien 1902) 255 ff. and O. Regenbogen in RE 

Suppl. VII (1950) 1522. Also Mayer p. 14 and Stroux p. 2. 
23 Hendrickson, "The Origin and Meaning of the Ancient Characters of Style," 

AJP 26 (1905) 255-7. 
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a philosopher, but Lysias. Incidentally, if we are to understand 
Theophrastus to mean that all poets and orators are exclusively 
concerned with style and with r6 7rpos aKpoaTrv, it is curious to find 
him following Aristotle, as Quintilian says he did (3.7.1), in dis- 
tinguishing epideictic from practical rhetoric because it is ex- 
clusively concerned with pleasing the audience! 

We must now examine what evidence there is for attributing to 
Theophrastus any specific list of "virtues" of style and the notorious 
formula of the "three styles." As both theories became of some 
importance in later criticism, and neither can be Aristotelian, the 
point is of interest. However, an unprejudiced reading of the 
evidence will show that here also Theophrastus was a faithful 
pupil and that neither formula can belong to him. 

The theory of three equally acceptable styles, the plain, the 
grand and the intermediate or mixed, is, of course, incompatible 
with the Aristotelian conception of the best style as the mean be- 
tween two extremes.24 Yet it is nowadays frequently attributed to 
Theophrastus on the supposed evidence of Dionysius of Hali- 
carnassus. I have argued at length elsewhere25 that the rplr7 
XEtLs, which Theophrastus is quoted (Demosthenes c. 3) as saying 
originated with Thrasymachus of Chalcedon, is a third or mixed 
kind not of style but of diction, as is proved by the whole structure 
of Dionysius' essay. That Theophrastus would approve of such 
a middle diction is to be expected, since it conformed with the 
Aristotelian doctrine, being "neither too lowly nor too grand."26 
I have also argued that when Theophrastus is quoted as saying that 
Tr6 teyaa Kal ae OCvoV KaL TrepPrrov ev XcEL is due to three things in a writer, 
namely his diction, his composition and his use of figures, the words 
ieya, aeYOv and repLrrTT are probably used in a quite general sense 
of greatness and distinction and do not refer to the "grand" style. 
Even if they did refer to grandeur, however, this does not commit 
Theophrastus to any theory of three different styles; they might 
refer only to the well-known quality of grandeur.27 So much for 
the three styles. 

24 Rhet. 3.2.1. The incompatibility was pointed out by Hendrickson in AJP 25 
(1904) 125-146. 

25 "Thrasymachus, Theophrastus, and Dionysius of Halicarnassus," AJP 73 
(1952) 251-267 where see references. 

26 Rhet. 3.2.1 (note 24 above). 
27 Dion. Hal. Isoc. c. 3 and see AJP 73 (1952) note 20 on p. 266. We saw above 

that Demetrius (114) quotes a paeon-like clause as a 7rapa8L',y/a iAeyaXo7rp7reiaas. The 
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The case stands no better for the formula of four virtues now 
commonly attributed to Theophrastus, namely correctness of 
language, lucidity, appropriateness and elaboration, the last being 
subdivided into charm and fullness.28 The point is not whether 
Theophrastus discussed these qualities of style; he can hardly have 
avoided them, since they are all found in Aristotle.29 The single 
point at issue is whether he called them aperal XEwcos (whereas 
Aristotle recognized only one aperTr, namely lucidity) and made 
them exclusive, so that he originated a formula of four "virtues," 
to which brevity was then added, probably by the Stoics, and 
which went on developing into the much more elaborate list of 
virtues we find in Dionysius. Now we have already seen that no 
confirmation in favour of such a list can be derived from the passage 
from Simplicius referred to (supra p. 177) and the whole case 

admittedly rests upon the interpretation of a passage in Cicero 

where, discussing the plain style, he says: 

". .. the diction will be pure Latin, the expression will be clear and 
lucid, and appropriateness will be sought; one thing will be lacking 
which Theophrastus counts as the fourth in the things he praises (or 
the virtues?) in a speech, namely, ornament, pleasing and full."30 

Is the phrase "quod quartum numerat Theophrastus in ora- 
tionis laudibus" enough to convince us that Theophrastus de- 
liberately departed from Aristotelian theory here and established 

word need not come from Theophrastus, but, if it does, it may be used there also (in 
Theophrastus) in a general sense, or refer merely to the quality of grandeur. The 
more general use would admirably suit a statement attributed to him by Dionysius 
(Comp. 16) that the use of beautiful words makes the diction /ieyaXo7rpe7rj. See 
Hendrickson in AJP 25 (1904) 138-141. Cf. also the use of ue-yaXoTrp7rris, for what 
it is worth, in the passage from Simplicius on p. 177, above. We might of course 

argue that Theophrastus recognized only two styles, as Cicero does in the Brut. 201 ff. 

(See note 23 above.) He would then have abandoned the Aristotelian mean alto- 

gether!! Any formula of specific styles in Theophrastus leads to highly improbable 
consequences, be it of three styles or two. 

28 The case is attractively argued by Stroux in the first three chapters of his De 

Theophrasti Virtutibus. It is accepted by F. Solmsen in "Demetrius 7repti ep/r7vdtas und 
sein peripatetisches Quellenmaterial," Hermes 66 (1931) 241; also by Kroll, "Rhe- 

torik," RE Suppl. VII, 1073. 
29 iXX7qvl-eiv in Rhet. 3.5; aar5lveta in 3.2.1 (as the one aperri X'eicos); ro 7rp7rov in 

3.7; conscious ornament and elaboration is implicitly and explicitly discussed through- 
out the third book in the discussions of diction, metaphors, etc. 

30 Orat. 79: sermo purus erit et Latinus, dilucide planeque dicetur, quid deceat 

circumspicietur; unum aberit quod quartum numerat Theophrastus in orationis laudibus; 
ornatum illud, suave et affluens. 
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an exclusive list of four iapraL, and no more? Cicero is notoriously 
careless and inexact in his use of technical formulae and terminology, 
but "virtutes" would surely have been a more natural translation? 
He does use the word, while the four qualities here listed are called 
lumina elsewhere.3' Actually, all that Cicero tells us here is that 
somewhere, probably in a well-known passage, Theophrastus dealt 
with ornatum (K6oo-os or KaTrac KEv7j?) in fourth place. It is possible, 
but it does not necessarily follow, that the other laudes (good 
qualities, good points, things to be commended) were only three, 
or indeed the same three which Cicero here mentions; nor does it 
follow that the subdivision of ornatum into affluens and suave was 
in Theophrastus.32 Moreover, as a list of four virtues, purity of 
language, lucidity, appropriateness, and ornamentation seem 
rather a curious selection for a Peripatetic. As a list of good points 
or qualities that was not exclusive, it derives directly from Aristotle. 
In truth, this passage contains no evidence whatever for anything 
more than that. Such a discussion of "qualities" is precisely the 
kind of thing which all our other evidence leads us to expect from 
Theophrastus. The above passage from Cicero is admittedly the 
only important evidence for any Theophrastean list of virtues of 
style.33 

One more reference should be mentioned which clearly at- 
tributes to Theophrastus a statement at variance with Aristotle 
as we know him. The Latin grammarian Diomedes (4th century 
A.D.) says that Theophrastus defined tragedy as "a reversal of 

31 Cicero uses virtutes dicendi, e.g. in Orat. 139 where, however, the list is quite 
different. Still another list, then called lumina, occurs in De Partit. Orat. 19, namely 
dilucidum, breve, probabile, illustre, suave. On the other hand in De Orat. 1.144 he 
uses the four qualities listed here but calls them ornamenta. For laudes in a general 
sense see Brut. 89: cum duae sint in oratore laudes, una subtiliter disputandi ad docen- 
dum, altera graviter agendi ad animos audientium permovendos (cf. De Orat. 1.130), 
whereas docere, delectare, movere, are called virtutes in Brut. 185, but officia oratoris 
in Orat. 69. Many other passages could be quoted (were it necessary) to show Cicero's 
vague and loose usage of these technical terms. 

32 The purpose of dividing ornatum into two parts is that the simple style lacks 
adornment which in the grand style is affluens while in the intermediate style it is 
suave. Now Stroux (pp. 119-120) quite rightly does not attribute the three style 
formula to Theophrastus. But, if so, this subdivision is quite likely to be Cicero's 
own. 

33 Stroux himself squarely bases his case on it, though he does attempt to find 
further confirmation in the passage from Sulpicius noted above (p. 177) and also from 
Dion. Hal. Isoc. 3, for which see above p. 179 and note 27, but all that is even less 
convincing. I should add, however, that Stroux' discussions of the individual "vir- 
tues" contain a great deal that is of interest. 
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fortune at the heroic level."34 Such popular definitions of both 
tragedy and comedy occur elsewhere in our grammarians and 
scholiasts, but the attribution to Theophrastus is found only in 
Diomedes, even though other definitions can be found with a much 
more Aristotelian ring.35 None of them, compared with that of 
the Poetics, seems very complete. If Diomedes is to be trusted, 
we must suppose that Theophrastus did thus define tragedy in a 
popular work, probably to distinguish it from comedy. Indeed, it 
has even been suggested that the definition may ultimately derive 
from a popular work of Aristotle himself, though this is pure con- 
jecture.36 Un-Aristotelian in its incompleteness, it does not actu- 
ally contradict the Poetics but rather extracts from it two obvious 
features, but no more. 

A few criticisms of particular writers are also attributed to 
Theophrastus. Dionysius quotes him as praising in Thrasymachus 
the clear and compact arrangement of his material.37 He seems to 
have favoured the capacity to speak extempore, for it is in this 
context that Plutarch quotes his otherwise strange saying that 
Demosthenes was worthy of his city but that Demades was too 
good for it; but, on the other hand, he illustrated the danger of 
relying on this capacity by telling how even Alcibiades, able as he 
was in this direction, occasionally failed altogether.38 

Surprisingly, and to Dionysius' indignation, he condemned 
Lysias for seeking vulgar elaboration and pursuing the poetic 
rather than the true, on the strength of Lysias' On Behalf of Nicias, 
which Dionysius considered clearly spurious. He criticized it for 
the excessive use of antithesis, parisosis, paromoiosis, resulting in 
monotony of rhythm.39 

34 GLK 1.487: rpaywcoaia Efa-rv ipcoiKjS Trbs r rEploaraas. Diomedes goes on to define 

comedy as itLWTCK&3wv rpa'y/laTcov a'KilvUvos reptox^, but this is attributed only "apud 
Graecos." This difference seems deliberate and we have no right to ignore it. 

35 For other such definitions see McMahon in HSCP 28 (1917) 1-46. 
36 By McMahon, ibid. 45. 
37 Such I believe to be the meaning of the Oavluaaorr) aperi which Dionysius, in 

Lysias 6, tells us Theophrastus considered that Thrasymachus had been the first to 
practice. This Dionysius defines as X7 (aperT?) overrpicqovaa r& y,or/,ara KaCl rpo'yvYXcs 

fK>epovaa. It is, however, generally taken to refer to the periodic structure,wrongly, 
as I hope to have proved in AJP 73 (1952) 255-261. The word apeTr- is here almost 

certainly Dionysius' own, but if Theophrastus did use it in this connection it would 
(on any interpretation of the passage) argue for a list of &peTal at any rate of more 
than Stroux' exclusive four, in fact for a very general use of the word in Theophrastus. 

38 Plut. Demosth. 10 and Praec. ger. reip. 8. 
39 Dion. Hal. Lysias 14. Dionysius then proceeds to quote from Theophrastus a 
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Theophrastus as a Literary Critic 

As for Theophrastus' own style, Cicero calls it pleasant and 
sweet, of that softer kind which followed the more vigorous period 
of the great orators.40 Theophrastus seems to have been guilty 
of some affectation if we are to believe the twice-told tale of the old 
woman who mistook him for a stranger because of his use of a 
strange word.4' 

Such is the incomplete picture available to us of the work of 
Theophrastus in the field of criticism. It is disappointing as well 
as fragmentary. We should remember that, in spite of the many 
books on linguistic and literary subjects credited to him,42 his main 
interests lay in other fields. If he had originated some of the later 
theories now often credited to him and strayed far from the Aris- 
totelian fold, some definite traces of this would surely have sur- 
vived among the numerous references to him in our texts nor would 
his name have been so uniformly linked with that of Aristotle. 
His critical works were widely read, no doubt deservedly, but in all 
essentials they seem to have been a restatement, with clarifications 
and elaborations, of the theories of his master. We should not be led 
to attribute to him later theories and formulae in the teeth of the 
evidence; the old tradition was probably right and is well summar- 
ized in the words of Quintilian (3.1.15): "Theophrastus quoque, 
Aristotelis discipulus, de rhetorice diligenter scripsit." 

threefold classification of antitheses: (i) where the same predicate is applied to con- 
traries, (ii) where different predicates are given to the same things, and (iii) where 
contrary predicates are applied to contraries. 

40 Brut. 121: Quis enim uberior in dicendo Platone? . . . quis Aristotle nervosior? 
Theophrasto dulcior? and ibid. 37. 

41 Cic. Brut. 172 and Quintilian 8.1.2. 
42 See the always uncertain list of his works in Diog. Laert. 5.42-50. 
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