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In three early commentaries on Philodemus' lepL J7/ropLK7jS, Sudhaus, 
Hubbell, and Tait each observed that the first part of Book IV was devoted 
to a discussion of expression; they also noted that this part was composed of 
two theoretical segments, one presenting a general theory of "beautiful 
expression" (I 148 III 1-154 X 19), the other treating certain qualities of 
expression in some detail (I 154 X 20-182 XXIV 25).' Using the latter 
treatment as a starting point, my purpose in this essay is to reconstruct a list 
of qualities which Philodemus viewed as proper to rhetorical expression. 

The interpretation of I 154 X 120-182 XXIV 25 that is now generally 
accepted was first proposed by Grube. According to Grube, the contents of 
the passage followed "the general formula of the four qualities or virtues [of 
style]" as illustrated below:2 

Qualities or Philodemean Topics 
Virtues of Style3 

1. Correct Language 1. ' EXXAVLKIK? Epr)vEla 
2. Clarity 2. a&oiraEa 
3. Appropriateness 3. bTO 7rpE7Tr 
4. Ornamentation 4. eyKaTrdaoKvoO AXyo 

Although this interpretation is informative, it nevertheless exhibits two 
weaknesses. 

' Siegfried Sudhaus, Philodemi volumina rhetorica I (Leipzig 1892) XXXVII-XXXVIII; 
Harry M. Hubbell, "The Rhetorica of Philodemus," Transactions of the Connecticut Acad- 
emy of Arts and Sciences 23 (1920) 293-94; J. I. M. Tait, Philodemus' Influence on the Latin 
Poets, Diss. Bryn Mawr 1941 (Ann Arbor 1941) 96-97. Here and elsewhere the text of Hlepk 
prToptKjS to which I refer is located in Philodemi volumina rhetorica I and II, ed. Siegfried 
Sudhaus (Leipzig 1892-96); citations are to volume, page, column, and line of this edition. 

2 G. M. A. Grube, The Greek and Roman Critics (London 1965) 203. This view is exactly 
followed by Aldo Scaglione, The Classical Theory of Composition from its Origins to the 
Present: A Historical Survey, University of North Carolina Studies in Comparative Literature 
53 (Chapel Hill 1972) 52. 

3 This "formula" is composed of the Peripatetic aperal rrs AXecow; see Grube (above, note 2) 
138 and more generally Wilhelm Kroll, "Rhetorik," RE, Supplementband 7, cols. 1071-73. 



Robert N. Gaines 

One is that the interpretation inaccurately describes Philodemus' 
comments at I 156 XIII 6-161 XIX 27. Grube argues that within this 
passage Philodemus discusses two topics which represent distinct qualities 
or virtues of style. In particular, he observes that while a-craepLa (which 
represents clarity) is treated from I 156 XIII 6 to I 160 XVII 27,4 by I 161 
XIX 9 the subject has shifted to TO 7rpETrov (= appropriateness).5 This 
view of I 156 XIII 6-161 XIX 27 seems problematic in two respects. 

First, Grube's specific assertion that the passage somehow discusses the 
expressive quality, appropriateness, seems doubtful. As the sole evidence 
for this claim, Grube offers a reference to TOb rpeTrov in the sentence 

fragment at I 161 XIX 7-12: 

... TraL [Ka]0owtL[A)rp.lv]aL X[p]rcOaL fiETra TO 7TpETrovT[o]S, KaCL 

.jL?T aKvpS gVp / ,T?T[E] KadOoXLKWSS LrT?E KOLVWS aXAa p77)TCS 

EKcE'pE?LV.6 

However, when the immediate context of this reference is considered, it 
is clear that TO 7rpdT7ov is not employed technically, as an expressive 
quality; rather it is used nontechnically, as an attribute of the correct or 
desirable usage of current expressions.7 Thus, Grube's interpretation 
apparently misconstrues Philodemus' use of TOb rpeTrov at I 161 XIX 9, 
and accordingly its location of a technical treatment or mention of 

appropriateness within I 156 XIII 6-161 XIX 27 is without textual 

support. 
Second, Grube's more general assertion that two qualities of expression 

are represented in Philodemus' comments at I 156 XIII 6-161 XIX 27 is 
inconsistent with the continuity of subject matter that is apparent in the 

passage. Granting Grube's characterization of I 156 XIII 6-160 XVII 27 
as a discussion of arafELa, the only segment of the text wherein a 

significant shift of subject matter could occur would be I 160 XVIII 7- 
161 XIX 27. Yet, upon a close examination of this portion of the text, it 
becomes clear (1) that I 160 XVIII 7-161 XVIII 27 extends Philodemus' 
discussion of ao-&d ta (defining in the process three unintentional forms 

4 Grube does not specify the extension of Philodemus' discussion of ao-a'eLa with any 
precision; accordingly, the boundaries of the discussion have been established based on a 

comparison of Grube's interpretative remarks with the content of the text. 
5 Specifically regarding I 161 XIX 9, Grube (above, note 2) 203 comments as follows: 

"There is a brief reference to appropriateness (rT 7rpEjrov, the third virtue) but the context is 

missing and it may only be incidental." Despite Grube's caution here, such a comment 

necessarily commits him to the position that the expressive quality, appropriateness, is either 
treated or mentioned following I 160 XVII 27 and prior to the discontinuation of the text at 
I 161 XIX 27. 

K ".. to use ordinary expressions with fitness and to produce (words) neither in an 

improper sense, nor in general terms, nor ambiguously, but rather expressly." 
For this interpretation of rb 7rp'7rov at I 161 XIX 9, see also George L. Kustas, Studies 

in Byzantine Rhetoric (Thessaloniki 1973) 66. 
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of obscurity),8 (2) that I 161 XIX 6-12 specifies two standards for 
expressive clarity (viz., the proper use of common expressions and the 
express use of words),9 and (3) that I 161 XIX 13-27 outlines Philodemus' 
objections to some previous handling of issues which are currently under 
consideration.'0 Thus, the whole of I 160 XVIII 7-161 XIX 27 is 
evidently related either directly or indirectly to clarity, the same quality 
of expression with which Philodemus is concerned between I 156 XIII 6 
and I 160 XVII 27. Accordingly, Grube's claim that two qualities of 
expression are represented within I 156 XIII 6-161 XIX 27 is not 
consistent with the text. 

Another weakness in Grube's interpretation is that it presents 
Philodemus' discussion of expressive qualities as if the text of the 
discussion were continuous. The problem with this procedure is that it 
ignores a significant lacuna which must exist between the extant portions 
of the two papyri that make up the discussion, viz., 1423 and 1007." For 
the existence of this lacuna, there is both textual and papyrological 
support. The text manifests a clear discontinuity of subject matter across 
the junction of the two rolls. In the last column of 1423 the topic under 
discussion is certainly associated with clarity or its opposite, obscurity; 
yet, the first column of 1007 begins in the middle of a discussion of the 

... KaOoXov aT ahXXas bLtaoopas, x>v E0Kor[iv] iv TOLs 7trEp TOVTWv 7roovoledOa Aoyois. 
[lpbo 06 TOVrTOL, a KaL 7rapa rToL T rv TEXvoypa4wv KaraKE(oXPLo-TaL, ba TO KaTraTrvKVov 
roi V'7rEp/3aros OVK ovo-71? avayK?7s Xp7rcrtLAevELtv v7TroAa.ufavovTas, av oe avayKaZov P L 
Xpraoa[t], IJL fipaxvSrarov 'V /iaALo-ra rov [Aoyov] 7TroLEv KaL rT[v oav]v8e[ar,.ov P.1c] oLa 
[,3paxe]wv a&[v]raro[bL]&ov[aL] Ka[. . ] ar.aK .... . . . ovs . v . . vo . . ".. generally 
the other differences, from which we construct (the) exposition in the arguments concerning 
these things. In addition to these, which are recorded by some of the writers on rhetoric, 
(unstudied obscurity arises) from the concentrated use of hyperbata, when they believe it is 
useful, although it is not necessary, and if it is necessary to be used, (from) not making the 
phrase the very shortest possible and (from) the connecting particle not corresponding after 
short spaces ..." 

9For text and translation, see above p. 72 and note 6. 
" T'a be 7rpayuad a oTr[L] TOra vLE a&XA ots o, jLoWorTaL, Tra be ibLaepeL, Kat rTa aiAV ,jaAAov, ra 

8 
' 

7TTov, ra TO' .Lo[i]WrTaL KaL b&a<epeL KgarT' Ka a )ao KaAA K[ara] oTVrAf3el3K6S, KaL [Ta] .Aev 

EOrTLv fvap[y]ri rTeAEw, ra [5'] wgs [EK oavA]\]oyLf0.ov, b[7Aov, ort ov]b' oA,o EKTr[e0eLKa-Lv.] 
Tas [be v]oo-[ets orTL rTas] Ilev [a]7ro . . r ... Tro- "But because some things (?) 
correspond with one another, while others differ, some more, some less, and some 
correspond and differ according to one thing after another by accident, and some are 
perfectly manifest, while others are manifest as if from syllogism, it is clear, they have set 
out (the matter) not completely . . ." 

" Here and elsewhere italicized numerals refer to papyri in the Herculanean collection. 
That flep't pTropLK?, Book IV, was originally composed of the rolls now represented by 
papyri 1423 and 1007 (in that order) is not a matter of controversy. See Sudhaus (above, 
note 1) XI-XII, XVIII-XIX; Walter Scott, Fragmenta Herculanensia: A Descriptive 
Catalogue of the Oxford Copies of the Herculanean Rolls (Oxford 1885) 79, 83; 
I. Quadrari, Philodemi de rhetorica libri IV pars prior, in Herculanensium voluminum 
quae supersunt XI, ed. and trans. I. Quadrari and A. A. Scott (Naples 1855) I. 
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sound of language as a variable in expressive elaboration. The papyri too 
suggest that some portion of the text may be missing. Specifically, 
although the earlier, 1423, is concluded by a colophon after its final 
column of writing, the latter, 1007, entirely lacks any sign of the title 
column that would presumably have preceded its initial column of 
writing.12 Obviously, if the title column of 1007 has been lost, then other 
columns of the papyrus may be lost as well. 

As a consequence of his disregard for the lacuna between 1423 and 
1007, Grube overlooks the possibility that materials representing one or 
more qualities of expression may have perished. Therefore, even if 
Grube's interpretation were not otherwise objectionable, his claim that 
Philodemus' discussion at I 154 X 20-182 XXIV 25 follows the general 
formula of the four virtues of style would hardly seem cogent. 

In light of the weaknesses apparent in Grube's account, a revised 
interpretation of I 154 X 20-182 XXIV 25 would seem to be required. 
To this end, I propose the following general description for the textual 
remains of the passage in question:'3 

Text Segment Topic(s) Quality 
Represented 

I 154 X 20- 'EAA7VLK7K Epprljveda Correctness 
156 XII 27 

I 156 XIII 6- aoadEqla and perhaps Clarity 
161 XIX 27 o-afr1jvta 

Lacuna .... 
I 162 I 1-- EKaTa-KEvoS XAyos Elaboration 

182 XXIV 25 or Karao-KEvU 

This description has two important consequences. First, it indicates that 
within Philodemus' extant discussion of expressive qualities only three qual- 
ities are represented. Second, it implies that unless Philodemus' conception 
of the qualities of rhetorical expression was naively undifferentiated (which 
seems unlikely14), then the remains of his discussion are incomplete. 

12 These locations of titles in 1423 and 1007 are given by Scott (above, note 11) 83-84 and 
confirmed by Maria Cecaro, I1 Direttore, Biblioteca Nazionale "Vittorio Emanuele III," 
Naples, in correspondence of 10 August 1980 addressed to the author. The expectation that 
1007 would be preceded by a title page is a natural one given that numerous Herculanean 

papyri exhibit initial titles (see Scott [above, note 11] 19-92). Regarding the practice of 

placing titles at both the beginning and end of literary papyri generally, see Robert 
Devreese, Introduction a l'etude des manuscrits grecs (Paris 1954) 8, and Edward Maunde 

Thompson, An Introduction to Greek and Latin Palaeography (Oxford 1912) 47. 
': This description largely accepts Grube's view of I 154 X 20-156 XII 26 and I 162 I 

1-182 XXIV 25, while correcting the problems to which his account of I 156 XIII 6-162 
I 1 gives rise. 

4 Taxonomies of expressive qualities in the Peripatetic, Stoic, and Academic schools of the 
third and second centuries consistently identified more than three such qualities. A set of 
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Given that I 154 X 20-182 XXIV 25 comprises the only surviving 
treatment of expressive qualities within Philodemus' rhetorical works, the 
preceding interpretation suggests that any exhaustive reconstruction of 
the qualities viewed by Philodemus as proper to rhetorical expression 
must necessarily involve a conjecture as to what Philodemean quality or 
qualities are unrepresented by significant treatment in that discussion. As 
a plausible basis for a conjecture of the required sort I submit 
Philodemus' remarks at HIlcp 7rotrta.arwv, Book V, XXIX 28-36: 

... Kat ov .aXaAov e[/u]b[ar]Kxi a o ra)W^s, 'Trlt ' OTre 
o'vvTO.Wos KaL eVirpEtrcT KaL KOILW/I KaL TroAAati aiXAat 

ilOTrf71rt 7rE7TOKtKL?AEVWS atLfOE?l TL' Kat KOLiVWrs LOPLOrtOb 

[eIv]aL b8oE KaL TwrV [a7ro]8ELKT9Kv V Xoyov'5 

Crucial in this passage is Philodemus' reference to five expressive 
qualities which he says are applicable to demonstrative prose discourses; 
these are p~'ao-rS, cra va, -vraVoi, a, ev7rpertea, and KouirELa.'6 Now, 
because Philodemus certainly considered demonstrative prose discourse 
within the province of rhetoric,'7 it seems only reasonable to conclude 
that these qualities may be collated with those represented in HEpE' 
p?rfopLKrS, Book IV, to produce an authoritative list of six qualities which 
Philodemus believed were proper to rhetorical expression (see Table 1). 
Quite obviously, this collation entails the conjecture that forcefulness, 
brevity, and appropriateness constitute Philodemean qualities of 
rhetorical expression which are not represented by significant treatment 
in rlIEp p rTOplKrpt , Book IV. 

four Peripatetic qualities, 'EAAXrj/vLt,u, oraa7jvELa, 7rpe7rov, and KOO-aLOr or KaTao-KrfV 
(already mentioned above in note 3), may have been formalized as early as Theophrastus. 
(For a strong assertion of this view, see Friedrich Solmsen, "The Aristotelian Tradition in 
Ancient Rhetoric," AJP 62 [1941] 43-44.) Again, according to Diogenes Laertius, a five- 
quality analysis was proposed by the Stoics as part of their theory of grammar: 'Aperai 8e 
Xoyov cLt 7rivrT, 'EXXAAvLo-tio, ?ra47vELa, ovvTrozla, 'rpErov, KaraorKev l. (De clarorum 
philosophorum vitis 7.59). Likewise, as reported in Cicero's De partitione oratoria 19-20, 
the Academics recognized five qualities of words and their combinations-dilucidum, breve, 
probabile, illustre, suave. Given Philodemus' sophistication, it seems improbable that he 
would simply posit a three-quality analysis when more inclusive four- and five-quality 
analyses had been current for nearly a century. 

15 Philodemos Uber die Gedichte, Fiinftes Buch, ed. and trans. Christian Jensen (Berlin 
1923) 65. "Also, there are times when someone will require that (the expression be) not 
more forceful than clear, as well as brief, appropriate, refined, and provided with many 
other properties. And the definition seems to be universal even for demonstrative prose 
discourses." 

16 For the view that the passage here treated represents Philodemus' own position, see 
J. F. D'Alton, Roman Literary Theory and Criticism: A Study in Tendencies (New York 
1962) 375 note 4, 477 note 7. 

17 See I 373 XCIV 6-10. 
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Table 1 
A Collation of Expressive Topics appearing in flepL p7TroplK7tj, 

Book IV, and in Hepl Trol/r1caTwv, Book V 

Qualities of Expression Topics in Hep' Topics in HIep 
Represented pTropLtKjS, Book IV, TrOxlarowv, Book V, 

I 154 X 20- XXIX 28-36 
182 XXIV 25 

Correctness EAA,VLKK) ep/L V p ELa 

Clarity aod<4eita and perhaps aaoos 
-a 71'VELa 

Forcefulness'" E/4aTrLKCS 

Brevity acvvrdrof,O 
Appropriateness EV7rpe7rCs' 

Elaboration eyKaraccrKEro AXoyos KOpJ~AfS19 

or KaTacrKEvn? 

The passage whence this conjecture arises would appear to be decisive 
in its favor; still, it may be useful to note that corroboration regarding the 
status of forcefulness, brevity, and appropriateness is easily located in 
both rHep' rotr1ajTrwv and IHept p7rlopLK7^. Indeed, forcefulness is counted 
as an excellence of prose expression at Ilep 0r7otL,LadrToV, Book V, XXVII 

6-12, and it is associated with clarity as an objective of rhetorical 

expression in H1epL p7TropLK/s, Book IV, at I 177 XVII 23-XVIII 2. 

Similarly, brevity is linked with clarity as a quality proper to expression 
in prose discourse at Ilept 7rroiaroaTWV, Book V, XXVIII 7-17, and as a 
desirable outcome of expression in rhetorical discourse at HIep' p5TroplK7cs, 

Book IV, I 176 XVII 14-17. Finally, appropriateness is twice described as 
a requirement for good prose discourses in HIep'l ro07a oov,aT Book V, at 
VII 11-15 and likewise at XXXI 33-XXXII 6. 

It is apparent from HFep't 7roir7daTwrv, Book V, XXVII 6-12 and XXIX 24-27 that 
Philodemus considered 4euao-as' a quality of expression strictly associated with the 

signification of a composer's thought or meaning. In the absence of further theoretical 
materials on euao-Ls in the Philodemean corpus and in view of the position on semantic 
Ei,uao- generally adopted by rhetorical theorists from the Hellenistic period onward (see 
Heinrich Lausberg, Handbuch der literarischen Rhetorik: Eine Grundlegung der 

Literaturwissenschaft I [Munich 1960] 450-53, and Kustus [above, note 7] 159-99), it seems 
almost certain that Philodemus conceived of ie`ao-is as the forceful use of language to 

express a meaning deeper or broader than that literally conveyed by the composer's words. 
'9 The collation of eyKaTaarKevos Aoyos or KaraaKev7 with KO/I.A*o E'K4eppELv is based upon 

the semantic coextension of the terms over the expression "subtle elaboration." My proposal 
is not that the two terms are exactly synonymous, but rather that the technical sense of 

KOfpjwS eKfepEpLV may be subsumed under KaTrao-KEv. (Kop*oas and its cognates are not 

elsewhere employed technically in the Philodemean corpus; see C. J. Vooijs, Lexicon 
Philodemeum I [Purmerend 1934] s.v. Ko/ueiLa, Ko/rSaws.) 
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On the basis of such evidence as is offered in the foregoing, the 
conjecture that forcefulness, brevity, and appropriateness constitute 
qualities which Philodemus considered proper to rhetorical expression 
seems secure. This much granted, however, the question remains whether 
these are the sole Philodemean qualities unrepresented by significant 
treatment in IIEpi p7rTopLKjS, Book IV. 

Insofar as it is possible to answer this question at all, I believe the avail- 
able evidence suggests a reply in the affirmative. Within Philodemus' works 
on discourse,2 I find three passages wherein some property not included in 
the list of six qualities adduced above is attributed to a form of expression or 
discourse which might possibly fall under the rubric of rhetoric: 

1. HIpE Trorlladcroov, Book V, VII 11-15 
[KaL y]ap KaTa [ro E]v Tr TT Ev7[pE7r]]w9 ap4[a KaL 7reL]orTtKw[s 

7Ta]VT' av Ed[r KorVa Ka Tr]o4[r11arcwv [K]a\ [Xo]yov'21 

2. HrEp' 7rol7rl/.adrT , Book V, XXVI 23-XXVII 6 

7rj p.E Tolvvv apET-v XeyovO-a 7roriLaros , orav cvOec-Ls ) 
Trp7r[ovo-]a TnV aKO07V j K[aXAW]S (EpOfEV7)V KaL T[l[v] blavolav 

KEKpaTr].LtEV()s EKepovo-a, bieLevar-Tal p.ev T[i] /.rt TEp'rel 

rXOv e)v crvvO(TEL ae7T7rO,aTro, ov bIopLEL ge Tr[v] apETt TC 
TrLa KaL 7ToLaV 8L bla voLav ?[K]f'pEpLv I7 v7royEypa4e1val Kat 

TWL TO KEKpaT7.lEVwS TL 7r[OT'] C-r[L]v ayvoELo6aL TO Tr[ 

K]a[A]&W ,ir7b8Ev rrTTOV KaL Tr& KaL 7TE(OV Xoyov 7roLov TLVOS 

KOLV7tV [a]pET7rv TLV aVTj1v Elva[L] KaV XEyeLv EVLOVS 

3. HIEPI 7rroL7).aTwv, Book V, XXVII 6-12 
7n 8b 4 VVOE-lS X 4e Wv evapyws Kal eqbaTLTKws T(rV 

V7TOTETayLEfvrlv bLavotav [(r],talivovo-a[ [v] ] KOl[V]7 r[LS O-]Tr 

KaL Xoyov 7ravros apEr)[ [s] ].23 

Out of these passages a total of five properties (as defined above) may be 
abstracted: the first passage refers to perfection (TO EV) and persuasiveness 

20' Included here are rIEp\ p7T0roptLK7 VTrouvfllaTLKov, RHepI pT!roptLK?, rlIpi 7rot/l7.a.rwv, and 
HlEp\L JOVOIKrS. 

'2 Jensen (above, note 15) 21. "For also, (the necessity) for the good, the appropriate, and 
at the same time the persuasive, would in all respects be common for both poems and 
proseworks." 

22 Jensen (above, note 15) 59, 61. "Therefore, when he say it is a virtue of a poem, when- 
ever the composition is a thing pleasing to the ear or progressing beautifully and expressing 
the thought masterfully, he is wrong, in that sound in the composition of a poem does not 
produce pleasure, and he does not define the virtue (of a poem), because he does not state 
which and what sort of way it is necessary to express a thought, and because it is not known 
what 'masterfully' means any more than what 'beautifully' means, and because some might 
even say that that very virtue itself is common also for prose discourse of some certain kind." 

23 Jensen (above, note 15) 61. "The composition of words which signifies the underlying 
thought vividly and forcefully is something universal and a virtue of every discourse." 
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(rO 7rEtrO'TLK ) of prose discourses, the second to beautiful progression 
(KaAXos (AepoAv71) and masterful thought expression (Trv btLavoLav 

KEKpaT7)pEVW9 iEK4Efpovra) in prose composition (orvvOe-ts), the third to 
vivid thought signification (evapyo^ rrlv atdavoLav cr7f11avovora) likewise in 

prose composition. With regard to these properties, my contention is that 
none may be recognized as a quality of expression in Philodemus, since 
no property is both (1) suitable as a quality of expression per se and 
(2) distinguishable from the qualities of rhetorical expression already 
identified. 

The properties mentioned in the first passage seem to exhibit the same 
problem; neither is suitable as a quality of expression per se. In the case 
of rb ev, Philodemus argues explicitly at HIept ro lr.TarTo v, Book II, frag. 
68, 2-17, that content and its execution (i.e., expression) are equally 
involved in explaining its cause (ailToy).24 Accordingly, it seems certain 
that Tr ev cannot serve as a quality of expression per se, since its 
attribution is essentially dependent upon something other than expression. 

A similar argument is apparently applicable to persuasiveness. In HIep 
7rotrfLadrwov, papyrus 1676, VI 16-24, Philodemus insists that persuasion 
(xfvXaywyia) by means of discourse is not effected through expression, 
but rather through the thoughts expressed.25 Consistent with this view, the 

4 Augustus Hausrath, "Philodemi 7rEpt 7rot?iFarowv libri secundi quae videntur fragmenta," 
Jahrbucher fur classische Philologie, Supplementband 17 (1890) 269. .... KaTa To[vTov TOV 

Tpo]7rov o0 
' ' rf At[s o"re ra v]iroK?iE?va oi're [Tiiv ovf/43y]387[KO]rTv ov OVV aLrTLOV] ro ev. 

7rpo9 /i(VTOL r[o] ypaera-OatL rTO 7roila L`ov e'v TE TiL VA?Jt Kat rTO evepyovvt arVTvrn-evo' 
yap o'7rorpov ovv &apevrof OV6K[f]TL VOr7TOV 7TolWL rpO7roWl 7ro01la EcTraL. el be /j[rbEv] TOVrTW 

aL'rtov TO EV aTrObLbOVS, Ef aVTCOV TrJV aLrTav [rov] ev bo[K]Pv a'&o[8b]8bv[aL, Trv? aL]rtav TOV 

eV OVK arobi8[w]rtv' " .. according to this method neither the style nor the circumstances 
nor anything of the accidental attributes is a cause of perfection. With regard to the 

writing, of course, the poem is equal in the material and in the execution of it-for if one of 
the two is accordingly denied, then it is no longer conceivable in what way it will be a 

poem. But if (this method) explains the cause of perfection as none of these, then seeming to 

explain the cause of perfection apart from them, it does not explain the cause of perfection." 
25 Josef Heidmann, Der Papyrus 1676 der herculanensischen Bibliothek (Philodemos HEpE' 

7rotr.LarTwv): Text und Ubersetzung, Diss. Bonn 1937 (Bonn 1937) 18. Tr[?v be rT]v 

baav[oLwv] aA[Ar]]Xouxv'a[v, ETL] be Kat T'7V xva-lv rO[v] XAEEwv Tou f/tioV Xopl[yT7r]}avroq 
O'VVO'eoL's lb[ca y]ivEraL T)&V 7roqTrwv, OV xKatpLO ovb e'7raLvovEV7 KaO' avnv, a, AA' o'rL 

7r[po]or7rapL'o'T7yrl btav[oL]as, aLs *[vX]aywyovoLv ... "When life furnishes the conjunction of 
the thoughts and the fluency of the words besides, the composition becomes a personal work 
of the poets, but it is not appropriate that it be praised with respect to itself, but rather 
because it calls- to mind the thoughts, by means of which (the poets) persuade ..." My 
argument here presumes that 7TrfLot-rKC at Hfep 7roLi-yarowv, Book V, VII 13, is used in a 
psychagogic sense. I feel confident in this presumption because the immediate context does 
not suggest some other sense (the word is not otherwise used in Book V) and because 
Philodemus employs its adjectival form (i.e., 'reLo'rtLKo) exclusively in the sense I propose 
throughout Hept p/TOpKjS (see, e.g., I 93 LV 1; 295 XIX 3 [= II 12 XIX 5]; 379 CIV 7; 11 17 
XXIII 10), the only other work in which any form of the word is attested (see C. J. Vooijs 
and D. A. van Krevelen, Lexicon Philodemeum II [Amsterdam 1941] s.v. 7TELo-TtKOS). For the 
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attribution of rTO 7TrerOTKlw can never be based on expression alone; thus, 
persuasiveness also is unsuitable as a quality of expression per se. 

The properties named in the second passage evidently manifest both 
types of difficulties mentioned above. Not unlike TO EV and rTo rrrEcTTKf, 
the property of composition which Philodemus calls KaXAtS PEpoplrEv7)- 
beautiful progression-is problematic in that it cannot be evaluated solely 
with respect to expression. As Philodemus points out in IIepl 7rorl1,.raTv, 

papyrus 994, XXIII 10-22,26 the auditory pleasance (or beauty27) 
associated with compositional progression is partly dependent upon the 
speaker's pronunciation of the text. Since each speaker's ability is natural 
and unique, the same text may manifest beautiful progression when 
pronounced by one speaker, but not when pronounced by another.28 
Therefore, because the property KaAXwo 4SEpoMlJvr can conceivably arise 

only through the interaction of expression and pronunciation, it cannot 
serve as a quality of expression per se. 

The property of composition to which Philodemus refers as TrV 

bLavoLav KEKparr7jLevOrs EK4epovoa-masterful thought expression-seems 
problematic in another respect. Crucial here is Philodemus' suggestion at 
FlepL 7roTrL.ladrt v, Book V, XXVI 32-36, that the property arises simply as 
a result of the composer's discernment of rTva KaL '7rolav /8GL 8Lvotav 

EK4bEpELV, which and what sort of way it is necessary to express a thought. 
For, if indeed this is Philodemus' analysis of masterful thought 
expression, then the property is really indistinguishable from the set of 
Philodemean qualities already identified as belonging to rhetorical 
expression, since these qualities, taken as a whole, provide explicit 
guidance in the matter of which and what sort of way a composer should 
express thoughts. Thus, while masterful thought expression may be the 
right type of property to serve as a quality of expression per se, it does 

"persuasive" sense of vvxaywoyeo and *lvxaywyla, see I 148 III 5, 12, and Hausrath (above, 
note 24) 266 (frag. 61). Cf. LSJ and Vooijs and van Krevelen s.v. 4lvXaywoyfw, 4vXaycoyLa. 

26 I here refer to the text of Francesco Sbordone, "Filodemo e la teorica dell'eufonia," 
RAAN NS 30 (1955) 31. For the text reprinted and translation, see Dirk M. Schenkeveld, "OI 
KPITIKOI in Philodemus," Mnemosyne 21 (1968) 197. 

27 In the discussion of composition at IlepL 7nroitxlarcTv, Book V, XXVI 26-28, "pleasing the 
ear" is specified as "progressing beautifully." I am here merely accepting this specification as 
part of the account of the aperTl 7roLurjlaro that Philodemus suggests may be applicable to 
prose discourse. 

28 Schenkeveld (above, note 26) 193 reaches a similar conclusion using papyrus 1676 XI 
11-23 as his starting point: "In the previous columns Philodemus had argued that there was 
no constant criterion by which one could declare that one line was beautiful, or another 
ugly. As proof he offers the observation that every actor differs from another by his 
pronunciation of lines. When an actor produces a line melodiously, he can do so only 
because he has a natural ability for it, not because under all circumstances that line will be 
pronounced beautifully by everyone." Philodemus' consideration of the issues treated here 
was not limited to lep' 7ron7ljUdrowv; see, e.g., the fragmentary discussion of auditory 
pleasantness and its relation to pronounceability at I 162 I 1-164 III 4. 
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not constitute a quality of rhetorical expression additional to those 
already recognized. 

An almost identical problem apparently pertains to the property of 
composition cited in the third passage, viz., evapyws rTv btadvotav 
orlyaltvovtoa-vivid thought signification. At Ilep p/rTOptKj^, Book IV, I 
177 XVII 23-XVIII 2, Philodemus refers to the property of vcdpyELa in 
connection with rhetorical expression: 

HXav&acr<>v b[e] TrjS E/qao'-cos ao ovoa-7s o-ar07veLa[s 
oa]v[vrEXov7r7s29] Tr7V vTr' av[r7v KaXov/.LE]vr7v [Eva]pyELav ro[V 

ElrETadeppELv bt]a 7ravros.3? 

Quite important in this passage is that Philodemus evidently identifies 

(rvvrTAova'a T-7 V 7TT avrTW KaAov.?ervlvr vdapyetav with o-a4a vEta; put 

simply, he seems to say that vividness of expression is just another name 
for clarity of expression.3' Now, presuming that Philodemus' technical 

conceptions of evapyws Tv btaivoLav o-7r)7avovo-a in Ilpt l ot'^ytacrwv and 

evdapyera in FIkp prTroptK7)j are roughly equivalent, then such an 
identification clearly disallows any significant distinction between vivid 

thought signification and clarity.32 But clarity, as shown above, is 

certainly to be identified as a Philodemean quality of rhetorical 

expression. Thus, on account of its indistinguishability from clarity, vivid 

thought signification cannot be recognized as an additional quality of like 
nature. 

In short, my present argument is this. Because none of the five 

properties just discussed may be recognized as a quality of rhetorical 

expression (apart from those already adduced above), there is no evidence 
in Philodemus' works related to discourse that any quality other than 

forcefulness, brevity, and appropriateness is both considered by 

2" I here emend Sudhaus' reading of ar]v[vTrAoivTos] at I 177 XVII 25. 
30 "They are misled with regard to forcefulness in the opinion that it is clarity or 

accomplishes (as it is called by them) the vividness of using metaphor continually." 
3' Vooijs and van Krevelen define these and all Philodemean uses of vcdpyeia and 

craarveLa with the same word-"perspicuitas" (Vooijs [above, note 19] s.v. vcapyeLa; Vooijs 
and van Krevelen [above, note 25] s.v. oaa4rveLa). 

32 Philodemus would appear to draw some sort of distinction between what is composed 
evapyCos and what is composed o-a4qb at IlHEp 7rtOrl7raTWv, Book V, XXVII 17-25. However, 
this passage need not pose a problem for my interpretation, since it seems quite plausible 
that Philodemus here treats a conception of vdapyeLa that is consistent with, but less robust 
than his own conception of (raftrjvLa. I am attracted to this account of the relationship 
between evapyera and o'ap7rveta, because it explains not only (1) Philodemus' terminological 
distinction at XXVII 17-25, but also (2) his statement that evapyeLa is a desirable attribute 
of prose discourse at XXVII 6-12 and (3) his omission of ivapy&s from the list of expressive 
qualities suitable to both poetry and prose at XXIX 28-33. (For an account of the 

relationship between evapyeLa and ora4 iveLa identical to that which I ascribe to 
Philodemus, see Quintilian, Institutio oratoria 4.2.64.) 
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Philodemus to be proper to rhetorical expression and unrepresented by 
significant treatment in IIepi p?,ropLK79, Book IV. 

Accordingly, since the discoursive corpus would appear to be the most 
sensible place for Philodemus to settle such a matter, it seems quite safe 
to conclude that he considered exactly six qualities proper to rhetorical 
expression, viz., those represented in IlepL p7TopLKfS, Book IV, 'EXtrqVLK/ 
eptrljvea, -racryVELa, and KaaraorKcEv, as well as those discoverable on the 
basis of Philodemus' remarks in fIEpl 7roTr7uaroov, Book V, 4*4ao-tL, 
orvvrolAia, and edvrpETrcLa. I believe this conclusion is important, because it 
suggests that Philodemus' analysis of the qualities proper to expression 
did not merely duplicate some standard theoretical account, but followed 
an independent line of expressive thought.33 

:3 As compared with other Hellenistic taxonomies (see Richard Volkmann, Die Rhetorik 
der Griechen und Romer in systematischer Ubersicht [Leipzig 1885] 394-96, and above, 
note 14), Philodemus' analysis is original at least insofar as it includes jtLaort-. 
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