Transactions of the American Philological Association 112 (1982) 71-81

QUALITIES OF RHETORICAL EXPRESSION
IN PHILODEMUS

ROBERT N. GAINES
University of Washington

In three early commentaries on Philodemus’ Tlept gnropicijs, 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 1 154 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:?

Qualities or Philodemean Topics
Virtues of Style®

1. Correct Language 1. “EAApuiky) éppnreia
2. Clarity 2. dodadeta

3. Appropriateness 3. 70 mpémov

4. Ornamentation 4. éykaTdokevos Aéyos

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

' Siegfried Sudhaus, Philodemi volumina rhetorica 1 (Leipzig 1892) XXX VII-XXXVIII;
Harry M. Hubbell, “The Rhetorica of Philodemus,” Transactions of the Connecticut Acad-
emy of Arts and Sciences 23 (1920) 293-94; J. 1. M. Tait, Philodemus’ Influence on the Latin
Poets, Diss. Bryn Mawr 1941 (Ann Arbor 1941) 96-97. Here and elsewhere the text of ITept
pnropuis to which I refer is located in Philodemi volumina rhetorica 1 and 11, ed. Siegfried
Sudhaus (Leipzig 1892-96); citations are to volume, page, column, and line of this edition.

* 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.

* This “formula” is composed of the Peripatetic &peral rjs Aé€ews; see Grube (above, note 2)
138 and more generally Wilhelm Kroll, “Rhetorik,” RE, Supplementband 7, cols. 1071-73.
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One is that the interpretation inaccurately describes Philodemus’
comments at 1 156 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 dcdgeia (which
represents clarity) is treated from I 156 XIII 6 to I 160 XVII 27, by I 161
XIX 9 the subject has shifted to 70 wpémor (= appropriateness).’> This
view of 1 156 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 70 mpémov in the sentence
fragment at I 161 XIX 7-12:

... rals [kalfwmAnuélvais x[pliobar uera Tod mpémovriols, kat
wiT’  axvpws wijrle] kabohikds uiTE Kowds GANX PTdS
éxdépew.’

However, when the immediate context of this reference is considered, it
is clear that 70 mwpémov 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.” Thus, Grube’s interpretation
apparently misconstrues Philodemus’ use of 7o mpémor at 1 161 XIX 9,
and accordingly its location of a technical treatment or mention of
appropriateness within 1 156 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 &cagewa, 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 dordgeta (defining in the process three unintentional forms

* Grube does not specify the extension of Philodemus’ discussion of dsdgeia 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.

> Specifically regarding 1 161 XIX 9, Grube (above, note 2) 203 comments as follows:
“There is a brief reference to appropriateness (1o mpémov, 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
1161 XIX 27.

" “ .. 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 ro mpémov at 1 161 XIX 9, see also George L. Kustas, Studies
in Byzantine Rhetoric (Thessaloniki 1973) 66.
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of obscurity),® (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),® and (3) that I 161 XIX 13-27 outlines Philodemus’
objections to some previous handling of issues which are currently under
consideration.’* Thus, the whole of 1 160 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

* ... kaBdov Tas &has diaopds, Gv ékfealw] év Tols mept TovTWY WoroVueda Adyors.

Tlpos 3¢ TodTots, & Kkal Tapd TioL TV TeXVOyplPwY KATAKEXWPLITAL, DLl TO KATATVKVODY
Tols dmepParols odk olons dvdykns xpnowevew vmolapBavovras, &v de avaykalov M
xpfioball], pn Bpaxvraror @s pdlwwra Tov [Adyov] woiely kai TO[v o-t')]vée[ap.ov u) da
[Bpax€lwy &[viramo[dJddv[at] «alt. . .. . Jag.ax. . ... MTW..0VS.V..VO ... . generally
the other differences, from which we construct (the) exposntlon 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 . . .”

° For text and translation, see above p. 72 and note 6.

" Ta d¢ mpdyual’ 87{t] & pev dAAAots dpolwrat, Ta S¢ dagépet, kai T& pév waAlov, Ta
3’ frrov, Ta & dpolllorar kal diagéper kat’ Ao kai dANo KlaTa] cuuBeBnkds, Kat [Td] uév
éorw évaplyli TeXéws, Ta [3°] @s [ék guvAoyiopod, dHAov, 81 0D’ Bhws éxrlefeikaciv.]
Tas [5¢ v]orjolers 67 Tas] pev [&lmd p . . . . . . . € ... 0o “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 TTepi pyropexijs, 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.'? 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, 1 propose the following general description for the textual
remains of the passage in question:'

Text Segment Topic(s) Quality
Represented

1154 X 20— “EAAquiky) épunveia Correctness
156 XII 27

1156 XIII 6— &oagea and perhaps Clarity
161 XIX 27 cagrivea

Lacuna S S

11621 1— éykaraokevos AGyos Elaboration
182 XXIV 25 or Karackevy)

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 unlikely'*), 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, 11 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 I'étude 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 1 156 XIIT 6—162
I 1 gives rise.

" 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 Ilept motnudarwy, Book V, XXIX 28-36:

~ A - y
.kat od paAdov ulplarhkds § cadds, éore B Bre
! \ k] ~ \ ~ \ ~ b
TUVTOMWS KAl EVTPETWS Kat KOuY®s Kat woAlals aAlatis
~ A
idotnor memowhuévos afidoer Tis' kat kowds 6 diopiamds
<. ! \ ~ b ~ ’ .15
[eiv]at dofer kat TOY [dmolekTikdy Adywy

Crucial in this passage is Philodemus’ reference to five expressive
qualities which he says are applicable to demonstrative prose discourses;
these are éugaots, radrveia, cvvroule, edmpémeaa, and kouyeia.’® Now,
because Philodemus certainly considered demonstrative prose discourse
within the province of rhetoric,”” it seems only reasonable to conclude
that these qualities may be collated with those represented in Ilept
pnropikns, Book 1V, 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 Iept pnropixijs, Book IV.

four Peripatetic qualities, “EAAnuiouds, cagijveia, mpémov, and kéopos or karackevy
(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: >Apera: d¢
Adyov elol mévre, ‘EAAquouds, cadrvea, cvvroula, mpémov, xkarackev. (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.

> 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.”

' 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.

'" See 1 373 XCIV 6-10.
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Table 1
A Collation of Expressive Topics appearing in ITept pnropicis,
Book 1V, and in Ilept motquarwy, Book V

Qualities of Expression Topics in Iept Topics in Iept

Represented pnropikns, Book 1V, moudrwy, Book V,
1154 X 20— XXIX 28-36
182 XXIV 25

Correctness “EXAquicn épunvela

Clarity doagpeta and perhaps capids
caprvea

Forcefulness' éuparikds

Brevity CVVTOpUWS

Appropriateness eDmpeTddS

Elaboration éyKkaTaokevos Aoyos Kouyas'®

or KaTackevy)

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 TTept moinuarwr and Iept pnropucijs. Indeed, forcefulness is counted
as an excellence of prose expression at ITept mounuarwy, Book V, XXVII
6-12, and it is associated with clarity as an objective of rhetorical
expression in Ilept pnropwijs, 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 mouqudrwr, Book V, XXVIII 7-17, and as a
desirable outcome of expression in rhetorical discourse at ITept pnropikis,
Book IV, 1 176 XVII 14-17. Finally, appropriateness is twice described as
a requirement for good prose discourses in ITept motpudarwy, Book V, at
VII 11-15 and likewise at XXXI 33-XXXII 6.

" It is apparent from Ilept moupuarwy, Book V, XXVII 6-12 and XXIX 24-27 that
Philodemus considered éugaois a quality of expression strictly associated with the
signification of a composer’s thought or meaning. In the absence of further theoretical
materials on éu¢aais in the Philodemean corpus and in view of the position on semantic
éupaais generally adopted by rhetorical theorists from the Hellenistic period onward (see
Heinrich Lausberg, Handbuch der literarischen Rhetorik: Eine Grundlegung der
Literaturwissenschaft 1 [Munich 1960] 450-53, and Kustus [above, note 7] 159-99), it seems
almost certain that Philodemus conceived of éugaais as the forceful use of language to
express a meaning deeper or broader than that literally conveyed by the composer’s words.

¥ The collation of éykaraokevos Aoyos or karaokevy with kouyds éxdépeww 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
koupds éxpépewy may be subsumed under xarackevy). (Kouyds and its cognates are not
elsewhere employed technically in the Philodemean corpus; see C. ]J. Vooijs, Lexicon
Philodemeum 1 [Purmerend 1934] s.v. kopyela, kouyis.)
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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 Iept pnropixijs, 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,? 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. Tlept mouuarwr, Book V, VII 11-15
[kat ylap kata [10 €] 76 Te edmlpenm)ds dula kal meoTikd(s
’ S A on \ \ ’ \ / 21
malyr’ av e[y kowa kat wloYnluarwy [«lat [Aolywr

2. Ilept moupuarwr, Book V, XXVI 23—XXVII 6

5

N pev Tolvuy GpeTny Aéyovea moujuaros, éTav oivledis 7
/ \ 2 \ A ~ ! \ \ A
repmlovala v akonr 7 klaAwls Pepopevn kai T[Hv] davorav
KekpaTnuEvws ékdépovaa, diéYevaTar wey (D] uy Tépmew
ey ~
nxov év ovvbéreL monuatos, ov dopiler ¢ THV] dperny TdL
Tiva kai molay del diavowav éklpépew uy dmoyeypadévar kal
T®L TO Kexparnuévws T wor’] éorly dyvoelobar 76 Tle
kla[A]ds pndev fTTOv Kal T@L kai we(od Adyov molod Tiwos
\ 2 ’ 2 3\ 3. A / 3.7 .22

kowny [alperny 7w’ adTnY €ivalt] kav Aéyew éviovs

3. Tlept moinuarwy, Book V, XXVII 6-12
7 d¢ ovvbeois Aéfewv évapyds kal éuparikds THY
vmoTerayuévny ddvoav [olpuaivovad] [v]] kolvly Tis éolr
kat Aéyov mavros aper [s] 2

Out of these passages a total of five properties (as defined above) may be
abstracted: the first passage refers to perfection (70 €?) and persuasiveness

* Included here are Iept pyropiis vmopvnuarkéy, Iept pyropiijs, Mept Tormudrwy, and
Iept povaixis.

*! 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.”

2 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.”

** 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 weworTikds) of prose discourses, the second to beautiful progression
(kaX@s ¢epopévn) and masterful thought expression (ryv dudvoiav
KekpaTnuévws ékdépovaa) in prose composition (cvvleats), the third to
vivid thought signification (évapyds r9v diavoiav enualvovoa) 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 70 €?, Philodemus argues explicitly at ITept moipudrwy, Book II, frag.
68, 2-17, that content and its execution (i.e., expression) are equally
involved in explaining its cause (aiTiov).?* Accordingly, it seems certain
that 70 €D 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 ITept
moumuarwy, papyrus 1676, VI 16-24, Philodemus insists that persuasion
(Yvxaywyla) by means of discourse is not effected through expression,
but rather through the thoughts expressed.?> Consistent with this view, the

2 Augustus Hausrath, “Philodemi mept motnudrwy libri secundi quae videntur fragmenta,”
Jahrbiicher fiir classische Philologie, Supplementband 17 (1890) 269. . .. kara ro[trov Tov
Tpblmov oB8° 5 Néfis olre T& Dlmoxeluera obre [rdv ovuBelBulkolrwy obbley aiTiov] Tob €d.
mpds pévror 7[b) ypddeabar To monua loov év Te THL YA Kat T@L Evepyodvrt adTiiv—évos
yap bmorépov oDy &pbévros odKélrL voToy molwt TpdTwL Tonua EoTar. €l d¢ undev] TolTwy
aiTiov 10D €b &modidovs, & adradv v airiav [rod] eV do[k]ov amo[di)ddv[ar, THY? ailriav Tod
€D otk amodidlwlow “. . . 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.”

* Josef Heidmann, Der Papyrus 1676 der herculanensischen Bibliothek (Philodemos Ilept
nouqudrwy): Text und Ubersetzung, Diss. Bonn 1937 (Bonn 1937) 18. [y d¢ 7al
duavfordr] aAAnovxialy, €] 8¢ kar THY xvow T@[v] Aéfewv Tod Blov xopylyrclavros 7
civfeois idlia ylveraw Téy wonTdw, ob kaipros 0bd’ émawovuérn kad’ abriy, GAN’ 8
nlpolowapiornoe duavfolas, ais Ylvxlaywyodow . .. “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 meworids at Tlept moinudrwr, 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., metorikds) exclusively in the sense I propose
throughout ITept gnropicijs (see, e.g., 1 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 1l [Amsterdam 1941] s.v. mewoTwks). For the
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attribution of 70 mwetoTik®s 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 70 € and 70 mwetoTiks,
the property of composition which Philodemus calls kaA&s ¢pepouévn—
beautiful progression—is problematic in that it cannot be evaluated solely
with respect to expression. As Philodemus points out in ITept moipuarwy,
papyrus 994, XXIII 10-22% the auditory pleasance (or beauty?)
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.?®
Therefore, because the property kaA@s ¢epouévn 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 9w
ddvotay kexparnuévws éxdépovaa—masterful thought expression—seems
problematic in another respect. Crucial here is Philodemus’ suggestion at
Ilept motpuarwy, Book V, XX VI 32-36, that the property arises simply as
a result of the composer’s discernment of riva kai wolav del didvoiav
éxépew, 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 Yvxaywyéw and Yvxaywyla, see I 148 111 5, 12, and Hausrath (above,
note 24) 266 (frag. 61). Cf. LS] and Vooijs and van Krevelen s.v. Yvxaywyéw, Yvxayoyia.

# 1 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.

¥ In the discussion of composition at ITept momuarwy, Book V, XX VI 26-28, “pleasing the
ear” is specified as “progressing beautifully.” I am here merely accepting this specification as
part of the account of the &pers moujuaros that Philodemus suggests may be applicable to
prose discourse.

** 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 Ilept mopudrwy; see, e.g., the fragmentary discussion of auditory
pleasantness and its relation to pronounceability at 1 162 1 1—164 I1I 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., évapyds v davoiav
onualvovea—vivid thought signification. At Tlept pnropikijs, Book 1V, I
177 XVII 23—XVIII 2, Philodemus refers to the property of évapyewa in
connection with rhetorical expression:

MAav@o<>v €] Tiis éudpdrews @s obons capnveials 7

/ 29 \ [4 k] k) ~ /- 3 ’ ~
alu[rTedovons®®] v v’ av[r@r kalovuelyny [évalpyeiar To[D
perTapépew dija mavros.>

Quite important in this passage is that Philodemus evidently identifies
ovvTedodaa Ty 7’ adTdV kalovuévny évdapyewav with cagrvea; put
simply, he seems to say that vividness of expression is just another name
for clarity of expression.’® Now, presuming that Philodemus’ technical
conceptions of évapyds v davoar onuaivovea in [lept Totnuarwy and
évapyea in Ilept pmropukijs are roughly equivalent, then such an
identification clearly disallows any significant distinction between vivid
thought signification and clarity.®® 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

» | here emend Sudhaus’ reading of oJu[vrerotvros] at I 177 XVII 25.

% “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.”

" Vooijs and van Krevelen define these and all Philodemean uses of évapyea and
ca¢rvea with the same word—"perspicuitas” (Vooijs [above, note 19] s.v. évapyeia; Vooijs
and van Krevelen [above, note 25] s.v. cagrjvera).

32 Philodemus would appear to draw some sort of distinction between what is composed
évapyds and what is composed cagds at ITept moinudrwy, 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 évapyeia that is consistent with, but less robust
than his own conception of cagyvewa. I am attracted to this account of the relationship
between évdpyeta and cagijveia, because it explains not only (1) Philodemus’ terminological
distinction at XXVII 17-25, but also (2) his statement that évdpyewa is a desirable attribute
of prose discourse at XXVII 6-12 and (3) his omission of évapyds from the list of expressive
qualities suitable to both poetry and prose at XXIX 28-33. (For an account of the
relationship between évdpyeia and ca¢rveia 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 ITept pnropicijs, 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 ITept pnropixijs, Book IV, ‘EAAquiky
épunvela, cadrvea, and karaokevt), as well as those discoverable on the
basis of Philodemus’ remarks in Ilept mounuarwr, Book V, éu¢aats,
ogvvropia, and edmpémea. 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.®

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 éugaats.
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