The ‘Nachleben’ of Hyperides

Submitted for the degree of Ph.D.

in the University of London

by
Laszlo Horvath

University College London
(Department of Greek and Latin)

1997



Abstract of thesis

The thesis begins with the examination of extant evidence from the medieval
textual tradition, the latest reference in which relates to 16th century Hungary.

The thesis focuses on the question of the dramatic changes in Hyperides’
popularity between the second centuries B.C. and A.D. First, the problem of the
origin of the rhetorical canon is dealt with. Hyperides’ unquestionable place in it
reflects the favour of the Hellenistic rhetorical schools. The fact that in
lexicographical works, from the beginning of Atticising tendencies up to the
Byzantine period, Hyperides’ vocabulary is quite frequently referred to, is partly due
to the paradoxon that the orator belongs to the accepted Ten, despite the fact that he
uses an ‘impure’ language and therefore he stays in the crossfire of lexicographers.

The decisive factor in Hyperides’ ‘Nachleben’ is the Rhodian school of
rhetoric. In Molo’s rhetorical system the actual delivery (‘actio’) was the most
important element. Logically, his Attic models became the ex-actor Aeschines and the
witty and facetious Hyperides. Molo smoothly melted together the inherited Asian
and the adopted Attic rhetorical tradition to create something new, which had far
reaéhing influence in first century Rome. The majority of Romans, who seem to
respect Hyperides, can also be related to Rhodes in one way or other.

Dionysius of Halicarnassus and Caecilius on the other hand are the first
representatives of the later dominating school-demand for orators, with a perspicuous
‘lektikos topos’, which can be easily imitated by students. Hyperides’ skill in
arrangement determined the decline of his popularity. The reason for the unique and
exceptional late appraisal of Hyperides in Ps.Longinus originates from the hatred of
the author for Caecilius.

In the rhetorical handbooks of the following centuries only the fictitious alter
ego of Hyperides appears, apart from some works, where traces of the
Hellenistic/Rhodian rhetorical tradition can be detected.

Appendices: 1, Brassicanus’ report; 2, List of lexicographical entries; 3, List

of peculiar words; 4, The origin of Hyperides’ most famous speech, the Deliacus.
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II. Introduction

Lectori salutem plurimam

’Evietfey  mpdg Avtimatpov &xOelg kv Kopivdyp Swatpifovta, xal
Bacovi{bpevog O @ to Admdpprron Thg moAewg EEgwmely, Eml TtocoUTOV
fvdpicato undev kata thg matpidog einely, dote kol Ty YAdooav Sradoydv,
v ph dkov o mopoadetyEnron, pethdioke 1OV pilov.

‘From there he was transferred to Antipatrus who happened to be in Corinth.
And after being tortured so that he would reveal the secrets of the city and showing
great courage by not uttering anything against his fatherland and biting his tongue
off just to avoid telling anything unwillingly, he died.”!

Hyperides, the orator, fell silent in 322 B.C. He was not only a major political character in
the second half of the fourth century in Athens, but also one of the last representatives of
Attic eloquence. This is the point, more or less, where this thesis starts. The ‘Nachleben’
of his oeuvre shows similar vicissitudes to those of his life. We witness a famous,
celebrated orator, a successful politician and a sweetheart of women, whose body,
because of the decision of the Athenians, had to be smuggled back to Attica by his son in
order to be buried somewhere known only to the family.

If the sand of Egypt had not covered pieces of papyrus scrolls, which contain the
fragments of Hyperides’ six speeches, our knowledge of his style would scarcely exceed
the content of lexicographic entries. On the one hand, Hyperides’ popularity is almost
equal to that of Demosthenes in the two hundred years before and after the birth of Jesus -
which is also reflected in the dating of the papyri; on the other hand, by the end of the
third century A.D. he had become merely an interesting curiosity for intellectuals. At the
end of the day he is the only orator, who underwent a complete ‘damnatio memoriae’ in
the medieval textual tradition, despite having always been a member of the Ten canonised

Attic orators.

! Phot. Bibl. 266,496a: the scene of biting off one’s own tongue or cutting out somebody else’s seems to be
an old historical fopos.



Why this happened, that is the question. The present thesis attempts not merely to
collect the Hyperidean festimonia, but rather tries to evaluate them and decipher the
background of their origin. The study’s genre itself follows the pattern of similar studies
on Demosthenes’, Aeschines’ and Plato’s stylistic evaluation, written by Anastasiou,
Kindstrmd and Walsdorff. Although since the publication of the papyri there has been an
almost unbroken interest in Hyperides’ works, as far as the author of this study knows,
until now there has been not made a similar attempt to draw a coherent picture of

Hyperides’ ‘Nachleben’. The reader will decide, if it was worth trying.

London, 30 June 1997



»--.Verear ne possimus ullo unquam
tempore videre aut consequi” Brassicanus

III. Prelude: the lost medieval manuscript of Hyperides

All that we have of the Hyperidean corpus is preserved on papyri. The
medieval tradition is completely missing except for two dubious and very
questionable references. Both of them relate to the 16th century and to Hungary. In

this chapter I would like to investigate this matter.

Alexander Brassicanus was a 16th century humanist and professor at the
university of Vienna;, among his works was an edition of Salvianus in 1530.7 In the
introduction he emphasizes the importance of great libraries and their influence on
general educational and cultural standards. This is the starting point for him to
remember and deplore the loss of the famous library of Matthias Corvinus, king of
Hungary: a magnificent library, in which he had been able to see in 1525 a manuscript
of Hyperides:

... et oculata fide vidimus integrum Hyperidem cum locupletissimis scholiis,

librum multis etiam censibus redimendum.’

‘.. and we have seen with a confidence beyond belief a complete
Hyperides with numerous marginal notes, which had to be bought at great
expense.’

His account became a commonplace and until recently was regarded as

trustworthy.‘However, among modern scholars serious doubts have arisen

concerning Brassicanus’ accuracy, not only in this specific case, but also in general.

’D. Salviani Massyliensis episcopi De Vero Iudicio et Providentia Dei, ad S. Salonium Episcopum
Vienensem Libri VIII, cura lo. Alexandri Brassicani Iureconsulti editi, ac eruditis et cum primis
utilibus Scholiis illustrati (Basel, 1530).

*Quoted in this form by Martin Hose, ‘Brassicanus und der Hyperides-Codex der Bibliothek des
Matthias Corvinus’ Prometheus 16 (1990) 186-8.

“Cf. Christian Gottlicb Jocher, Allgemeines Gelehrten Lexicon (Leipzig, 1750) II, 1798, s.v.
Hyperides, J.E.Sandys, 4 History of Classical Scholarship (Cambridge, 1908) II, 275.



First, Wilson’ has questioned the possibility of an extant and complete
Hyperidean manuscript. Though theoretically one single codex could contain all his
known speeches, - according to Wilson’s opinion - it seems very unlikely that there
would not be any trace of its existence in Byzantium.

Secondly, it is very odd that Brassicanus speaks about scholia, since
Hyperides was never a school-author, whose text would have been enriched by
marginal comments to facilitate the work of students.

~ Moreover, Wilson’s scepticism over Brassicanus’ report is strengthened by
the belief that Hyperides was already missing when Photius composed his Bibliotheke
and that the patriarch’s information does not rely on direct acquaintance with the

6
COTpus.

Hose basically agrees with Wilson’s scepticism.” However, he refers to the
fact that Didymus composed Hypomnemata to Hyperides, which in later, Byzantine
times could have been joined to the main text. Nevertheless, he puts forward a
splendid hypothesis. The commented copy of ‘Hyperides’ could really be a
manuscript of Himerius, whose first declamation begins: ‘Yngp Anpoo8évoug
‘Yrepidov and could easily be identified by a superficial observer as the Hyperidean
corpus. Brassicanus had not had enough time for a real look and his claim to have
seen all the books - inspexi libros omnes - in the library discredits him totally.® On
the other hand, as the tradition shows, Himerius manuscripts contain inserted glossae,
which at a certain stage could have entered the margin as scholia. Hose admits that

the library of Corvinus did not as far as we know possess a Himerius codex.

With respect to these judgments I would like to mention only a few points in
defense of the discredited Brassicanus, which may not shake a general scepticism; but

which may represent the other side of the coin. The weaknesses of some less

>Nigel Wilson, ‘Some Lost Greek Authors II’ GRBS 16 (1975) 100.

®N. Wilson, Scholars of Byzantium (London, 1983) 95.

"See n.3.

8 Brassicanus hat, so berichtet er jedenfalls, alle Biicher der Bibliothek eingesehen” (187).

10



convincing arguments are indicated by Hose himself. Here I will only focus on the
text of Brassicanus’ account (Appendix I).

Generally - we might say - the introduction is intended to be a rhetorical
masterpiece in Ciceronian style, with a full arsenal of rhetorical techniques; anaphora,
accusativus exclamationis, etc., and this approach sometimes makes the form take

precedence over the content.

1. Lines 9-18: Brassicanus was the companion of Wilhelm Eberstein, legate of
the Habsburg emperor. While Eberstein was dealing with diplomatic questions - i.e.
during the hours of the actual audience at the palace of the king, Lajos - the court in
the name of Queen Maria proposed for his associate a suitable programme, a visit to
the Corvinus library.

2. Lines 19-31: the narrative underlines the impression that Brassicanus was
guided by someone, presumably a librarian, who did not miss the opportunity to
explain to him the sources of the Greek manuscripts (the fall of Constantinople and
its consequences), the king’s enormous financial efforts, and nonetheless the
interesting detail that Matthias had hired four scribes in Florence to supply him with
copies.

3. Lines 32-39: in the same spirit Brassicanus begins to enumerate some rare
specimens. First in the sequence is Hyperides! It is very remarkable that he refers to
the entries of his note-book. The citation of this syllabus speaks against an ofthand,
negligent observation.

4. Lines 37-38: Brassicanus goes on: ‘Not to mention poets, orators,
philosophers and historians whose countless works it would have been possible to
look at here <for me>". This formulation (inspicere) makes it clear that in line 19.
inspexi libros omnes is not a phrase with very precise content. Moreover, Vidimus
(32-38) - which is mainly used in referring to specific works, among them Hyperides -

seems to represent a different, more serious activity and cannot be interpreted in the

°If I am right and in Brassicanus the meaning is not equivalent with immensam vim inspici licuisset,
which would rather formally correspond to rules of classical Latin grammar to give a meaning of
,»would have been possible <for you/everybody> to have a look”.

11



same vague way as the verb inspicere.'’ If so, the argument about for a superficial
observer falls.

5. Moreover, with the expression oculata fide vidimus Brassicanus on the one
hand reveals his own initial scepticism; on the other hand in doing so, he provides his
account with more credibility. We have seen it with our own eyes - with the meaning
of ‘Though I was surprised, I am certainly aware of what I am saying and I was not
misled’."!

Finally, he knows that it was a rarity, a fortune to acquire! All this in my
opinion points to a situation where a manuscript was presented to him as the
manuscript of Hyperides, rather than he picked it off the shelves or out of the
catalogue. The librarians were quite clear about Hyperides’ authorship, and they were

proud of having a manuscript.

If this is right, there are still two possibilities:

a, It was in reality a manuscript of Hyperides, which was bought at great
expense and became an item which had to be shown to visitors.

b, The librarian(s) did not realise that the manuscript in question was that of

another little known author, namely Himerius.

In both cases however, Brassicanus has to be acquitted - to a certain extent - of the
charge of amateur enthusiasm and inaccuracy. But Brassicanus’ integrity is a marginal
question by comparison with the alleged survival of Hyperides in the Renaissance. It
is much more important that another reference occurs in the 16th century to some
Hyperidean fragments and that they are related to the same area, namely the Kingdom

of Hungary.

In 1545 Konrad Gesner published his Bibliotheca Universalis, an enormous

'%Brassicanus was invited/permitted to look at the library inspiciendae ... Bibliothecae (16-1T).
YCf. Inst.Iust.3,6,9 magis veritas oculata fide quam per aures animis infigitur, in Greek 18 &v Syer
niotet, TLL s.v. oculatus 2.b.

12



undertaking, in which he tried to present all the Greek, Latin and Hebrew works ever
written, printed or not, from the beginnings until his own time, - a massive single
volume, which was intended to become a useful reference work not merely for newly

12 His work is the first

established libraries but also for private individuals.
representative of a new genre, the Bibliography, which was naturally born some
hundred years after Gutenberg.

In accordance with Gesner’s editorial intention, there figure some famous
‘shadow’ authors, whose works were not extant any more. Among them Hyperides is
prominent. Gesner’s article follows the traditional presentation of information, in the
manner of the Suda, while using old accessible ancient sources. 13

In 1555 Gesner added a further 2000 entries to the 3000 names of the first
edition. This supplementary volume is the Appendix.'*The text of the Hyperides
article is unchanged except for new reference to Plutarch’s Life of Demosthenes.

~ Later, to improve the material and increase the number of authors, Josias
Simler prepared a new edition under the title Epitome. The second edition of this
work was published in 1574."° Later Johann Jakob Fries took over the task and
published the most elaborate version of the Bibliotheca-Epitome, which was three
times bigger than Gesner’s initial work (1583).

In Simler’s edition (1574 and 1583) under the mainly unchanged Hyperides
article there is a remarkable addition:

Hyperidis fragmenta quaedam orationum extant apud Paulum Bornemiza

episcopum in Hungaria.'®
12Konrad Gesner, Bibliotheca Universalis und Appendix mit Nachwort von Prof Dr.Hans Widman
(repr. Osnabriick, 1966).
In the article lines 1-5. derive their origin from the Suda, lines 8-9. refer to Libanius’ Hypothesis
to Demosthenes 18; in lines 10-11. the reference to Athenaeus is not quite clear, since the
Deipnosophistai mentions many other works also; and finally the last reference evidently is to
Stobaeus’ Florilegium.
'Cf: Widman, (Gesner) V.
'5This edition was inaccessible to me.
1®This information was for a long time completely unnoticed. Churchill Babington was the first to
realise its existence and importance. ‘Fragments of Hyperides existing in Hungary in the XVIth
century’ The Journal of Classical and Sacred Philology 1 (1854) 408: ,Now I should be greatly
obliged to any one who can give me such information about this Bornemiza as may help to lead me

to discover what has become of his library: for there seems to be a reasonable hope of recovering
these fragments, if some little pains be taken to investigate the matter.” Later H Hager, Quaestionum

13



‘There exist some fragments of Hyperides at the Bishop Paul Bornemiza in

Hungary.’

There are three questions to be raised:
1. As Churchill Babington has already asked, who was Bornemiza or rather
Bornemissza Pal and what can we know about his library?
2. How did Simler acquire his information about these fragments?
3. Could any connection be traced between the Corvinus ‘Hyperides’ and these

fragments? How should we interpret fragmenta, and where are they?

1. There were different branches of the noble family Bormemissza in 15th and 16th
century Hungary. The first known pérsonality is Berzencei Bornemissza Janos,
treasurer of Matthias Corvinus, later captain of Buda and tutor of Lajos II, King of
Hungary.

However, there is no evidence for any connection between this Bornemissza
and our bishop Bornemissza Abstemius Pal (1499-1579)."" Like his namesake, he did
not .have a noble origin, but was ex infima plebe natus and being a consistent partisan
of the Habsburg emperors, he was nominated bishop of Veszprém by Ferdinand I in
1548."® The advance of the Turks, however, forced him to leave this place and in
1553 he became bishop of Transylvania. But after about three years he had to
evacuate Gyulafehérvar, giving way to the adherents of the Hungarian king. In 1557
he was compensated with the diocese of Nyitra (Northern Hungary, now Nitra,
Slovakia),where he lived until his death in 1579.

Hyperidearum capita duo Diss. (Lipsiae, 1870) 1,n.3, had tried to identify the bishop with some
success, namely he mentions the right Bornemissza and his previous place, Gyulafehérvar:
»Episcopum huius nominis commemorat Fr.Forgachius de Ghymes, rerum Hungaricarum sui
temporis commentator Poson. et Cassov.1788, p.138 Paulus Bornemiszsza episcopus Albae Iuliae.
Alba Transilvaniae, quae fertur Iulia esse nominata a Iulia Domina, Severi conjuge, M.Aurelii
Antonini Caracallae matre, etiam hoc tempore episcopatus est Weissenbergis. Carlsburg nominata
cf. Fr.H. Th.Bischoffi et J.H Moelleri onomast. compar. geograph. veteris mediae novae aet., Goth.
1829 Floruit hic Paulus Bornemiszsza, quum Solymannus bellum gereret cum Hungaris.”

Y"Nagy Ivan, Magyarorszég Csalddai czimerekkel és nemzedékrendi tébldkkal (Pest, 1857) 179.
18Viczian Janos, ‘Bornemissza Pal’ Magyar Katolikus Lexikon (Budapest, 1993) I, 937.

14



Bornemissza Pal was not only a conscientious cleric in handling the affairs of
his diocese, but also a literate man, who possessed a great library.””In his testament,
which is dated 2 September 1577 he left this library to the church in Nyitra:

Bibliothecam magnam librorum veterum et grovissimorum (sic!) authorum,

maiori ex parte Viennae per me a Georgio Syller bibliopola emptam Ecclesiae
Catholicae Nitriensi in perpetuam hereditatem lego.”

‘A great library of old and important authors, which I have bought mainly

in Vienna from the bookseller George Syller I bequeath to the Catholic Church

in Nyitra as eternal possession.’

The most famous specimen of this collection is a Missal with the bishop’s manuscript
note of ownership. It had been published in Venice in 1480 and still lies in the safe of

the catholic seminar in Nyitra.

2. In the Epistula Nuncupatoria of the Bibliotheca Simler,”" in arguing for the
importance of his work, stresses his aim to incorporate information about manuscripts
or once printed and later neglected authors. In the age of printing the idea of great
libraries, where rare books can be found, retained all its importance, since publishers
have mainly financial concerns and focus only on profitable editions. On the other
hand it is very important to inform potential publishers about famous authors’
manuscripts and in a way to advertise where they are available. This is the editorial
background which explains why a new entry appeared with the location of some

Hyperidean fragments

Simler and Fries in the second Epistula inform the reader that very important

additions in the new edition are due to the help of some people who had shared their

®Cserenyei Istvan, ‘Nyitra piispokei’ Religio 69 (1910) no.20, 311; Takats Sandor, ‘(Abstemius)
Bornemissza P4l piispok végrendelete’ Archeologiai Ertesits 22 (1902) 202. As an example of his
own editorial activity can be mentioned Statuta synodalia ecclesiae Nitriensis anni 1494, which was
published in Vienna in 1560: cf. Szinnyei Jozsef, Magyar irék élete és munkdi (Budapest, 1891)
s.v.

*°Cf. Takits, 207.

2 Jos.Simler, Joh.Fries, Bibliotheca Instituta et Collecta, primum a Conrado Gesnero: Deinde in
Epitomen redacta et novorum librorum accessione locupletata (Ziirich, 1583).

15



knowledge with the editors in order to enhance the ‘bibliography’.

Postremo complures viri docti alit quidem Gesnero nostro, alii etiam nobis
ipsis, partim ad prioris, partim ad huius secundae editionis auctarium,
transmiserunt catalogos scriptorum variorum quorum in Bibliotheca nulla
mentio facta fuerat, inter quos honoris causa merito a nobis nominandi sunt
clarissimi et doctissimi viri, Georgius Fabricius Kemnicensis, Gilbertus
Cognatus Nazerenus, Conradus Lycosthenes, Guilielmus Postellus, deinde
Ioannes Sambucus, Ioannes Balaeus Anglus, Matthaeus Dresserus, Gasparus
Vuolfius, a quibus non parum in hac postrema editione adiuti sumus. Etenim
CL.V. Ioannes Sambucus cum propriorum lucubrationum catalogum Gesnero
nostro transmittit, tum etiam indicem veterum auctorum, quos plurimos atque
optimos in bibliotheca sua possidet, atque complures iam in publicum edidit.

‘And finally there are many learned men, who have sent catalogues of
different writers, who were not mentioned in the Bibliotheca. Some of them
sent their contribution to our colleague Gesner, some to us, to enlarge either
the first or this second edition. With due reverence we have to name the most
and illustrious: Georgius Fabricius Kemnicensis, Gilbertus Cognatus Nazerenus,
Conradus Lycosthenes, Guilielmus Postellus, and Ioannes Sambucus, Ioannes
Balaeus Anglus, Matthaeus Dresserus, Gasparus Vuolfius, who gave us much
help in making this last edition. The illustrious Ioannes Sambucus had not only
sent to our colleague Gesner the catalogue of the results of his own laborious
work, but also provided an index of early authors, whom he has in his own
library in great numbers and which are of the first rank. The index contains also

numerous books which have already been published by him.’

Obviously one of the most remarkable - not to say the most important - contributors

is the humanist Ioannes Sambucus, or, in his mother tongue, Zsamboky Janos.

Zsamboky, as an excellent humanist of his age (born in 1531 in Nagyszombat,
Northern Hungary), had visited the most famous universities and finally became the

court historian and doctor of the Habsburg emperor in Vienna. Being a bibliophile he

16



spent a fortune on buying books and manuscripts throughout his life and established a
magnificent library, where Simler visited him once.”’Zsamboky was a real
bookhunter, who often made excursions in Italy during his studies to buy rare
manuscripts, which he later in his life lent to different people just to promote
publishing. He had very similar ideas in this respect to those of Simler. There is no
information that he had personally discovered the treasures of Bornemissza’s library,
but he had good connections with one of the bishop’s closest friends, Mossoczy

Zakarias.

Mossoczy Zakarias, who, after the death of Bornemissza, was nominated
bisﬁop in his place, in his predecessor’s lifetime was his faithful helper. Bornemissza
left to his secretary in his testament a silver cup and some other things, and in return
Zakarias erected a memorial in the St. Emram Cathedral in Nyitra:

posuit decessori suo Zacharias Mossochius successor™

‘Zacharias Mossochius, the successor erected for his predecessor’

At the end of his life MossOczy had a very impressive library containing more than
900 volumes. As a jurist, he realised the need of a Corpus Iuris of Hungarian laws
and therefore started to collect them'from the beginnings down to his own time. This
is a moment when a concrete connection with Zsamboky is attested. The preface to
the appendix in Zsamboky’s edition of Bonfini tells us that it was Mossoczy who
collected the decreta to clarify the background of the events in the history:

. inprimis erudito antistiti Vaciensi, Zachariae Mossovio, consiliario
Caesaris, auctori at cohortatori acceptum feras, cuius monitis ac subsiduo huius
argumenti reliqua brevi separatim, suoque loco prodibunt. Viennae, Kalendas
Decembris 1580.%

‘... be especially grateful to the erudite Zacharias Mossovius, diocesan of

Vac, counsellor of the emperor, who initiated and encouraged this work.

Thanks to his instigation and help, the rest of this augmentation soon is going
2Gulyas Pal, Zsémboky Jdnos kényvtdra (Budapest, 1941) 24

Blvanyi Béla, Mosséczy Zakarids és a Magyar Corpus luris keletkezése (Budapest, 1926) 36.
Cf. Ivanyi, 62,n.103.
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to be published in a separate, unattached volume. Vienna, first of December

1580.°

Moreover, in the catalogue of the new bishop’s library both in number 543
and 799 Gesner’s Bibliotheca is indicated, which means that Zakarias definitely had
two copies. It is also possible that one of them was the second edition, with the

recent addition about the Hyperidean fragments.

3. As mentioned above, there is no trace of a connection between the different
branches of the Bornemisszas, though it would be pleasant to suppose that the first
known Bornemissza, treasurer of Matthias and captain of Buda played a role in the
story of the Hyperides manuscript. What remains is mere hypothesis. After the sack
of Buda by the Turks many Greek manuscripts found their way to Vienna and
sometimes to Hungarian noble families.”But if this had happened the word
fragmenta would mean that only a part of the complete codex reached the bishop’s
library. It would, however, have had to have the author’s name, otherwise it would

have been unidentified.

In any case such men as Bornemissza, Zsamboky or Mossoczy cannot be
discredited in the same way as Brassicanus with regard to his account. Some
Hyperidean fragments were certainly available in Nyitra. Another possibility is to
suppose that they were part of a Greek rhetorical manual in a similar form to that in
which they are extant in Walz’s monumental edition Rhetores Graeci. Examples are
introduced with their author’s name in a relatively fragmentary form, since the
complete speech is not quoted. Mossoczy possessed some Rheforica Graeca under
the numbers 512, 513.%Such manuals, however, were known not only in Hungary,

and this fact would not explain why one should mention specifically Bornemissza’s

library.

*Thalléczy Lajos, ‘Egy XVII. szizadbeli adat Corvin-codexekrdl’ Magyar Kényvszemle 3 (1877)
352. In a letter dated 26 Sept. 1637 Hadritius Gyorgy describes the possessions of the family Révay,
where he mentions books, which were taken by the ancestors of the family from the library in Buda.
25Cf. Ivanyi’s appendix.
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In the 17th century Nyitra was besieged three times. Each time the archive
was brought to safety, but the library suffered serious damage.”’Many books vanished
and were stolen. The library in its present form was founded by Roskovanyi Agoston,
bishop of Nyitra in 1879 on the basis of the old, remaining stock and the bishop’s
private library. It was opened to the public in 1884 in a splendid hall of the old
seminar building at enormous expense.”’In the catalogue of manuscripts and early
printed books composed by Vagner, the first director, the editor clearly indicates that
there are no codices or manuscripts on parchment in the possession of the library.”
Nevertheless, I visited in the spring of 1993 the library, which - since 1920 when
Nyitra with the rest of Northern Hungary was awarded to Czechoslovakia - has slept
its sleeping beauty dream. The interior, the colours look exactly as they were
described one hundred years ago on the eve of opening. The majority of the books
are rarely used, but keep their old, well defined place on the shelves. With the kind
permission of the librarian it was possible to have a look at the manuscripts and after
Brassicanus I could say inspexi libros omnes - however, less successfully. Only in the
case of parchment bound manuscripts (17-18th centuries) would there have been a
tiny chance to find something important and therefore the focus of my interest was on
these ‘secondhand’ codex pages. Though among them there were not any Hyperides
fragments, certainly I will not repeat Brassicanus’ laments and hope to have a closer
look at the treasures of Nyitra.

For the time being, however, we have to limit the study of Hyperides’

‘Nachleben’ to certain periods of antiquity.

'Vagner Jozsef, A Nyitrai egyhdzmegyei konyvtdr kéziratai és régi nyomtatvdanyai (Nyitra, 1886)
Iv.

2Magyar Minerva, A Magyarorszagi Mizeumok és Konyvtdrak Czimkonyve 1 (Budapest, 1900)
260-261; Dezsd Adolf, ‘A nyitrai egyhdzmegyei kényvtar’ Magyar Konyvszemle 10 (1884) 60.
29V2’1gner, 1,n.1.
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IV. Hyperides and the Canon of the Ten Attic Orators,
Theophrastus on Hyperides?

In his recent article on the canon of the Ten Attic Orators Ian Worthington in the
first sentence emphasises that ,the so-called ‘Canon’ .... has had a dominating effect on
the survival of the orators whose works we have today”.*’Apart from some scattered
fragments or small groups of complete speeches - e.g. the speeches of Ps. Demosthenes,
Apollodorus - those nine (ten) authors represent the achievements of fifth and fourth
century B.C. Greek oratory for us. I have put ten in brackets, because, if we look at the
final results of the determining influence of the Canon on ancient and medieval textual
transmission, Antiphon, Andocides, Lysias, Isocrates, Isaeus, Demosthenes, Aeschines,
Lycurgus and Dinarchus have at least one (Lycurgus) or more complete specimen of their
activity. This, however, is not true for Hyperides, who represents the only exception to the
otherwise clear correlation between having been a member of the Canon and being extant.

If, on the other hand, we narrow the time limits of the effects of the Canon down
to the period of its appearance and influence, that is between the third century B.C. and
the second century A.D,, this period coincides with the most popular period for Hyperides
in antiquity. So, looking from a narrow Hyperidean point of view - i.e. restricting the
scope of research on the Canon of Ten to its tenth member - being part of the Canon
seems rather to mirror than to influence any favour towards him. In any case, in searching
for possible reasons for Hyperides’ peculiar ‘Nachleben’, and especially why he was so
popular in the mentioned period, it seems to be unavoidable to raise the question of

Hyperides’ inclusion in any group of important orators.

I follow chronological order and examine the works of those ancient rhetoricians
and scholars, who could in some way or another be connected with such a selection. At
the end of the fourth century B.C., more or less immediately after the death of Hyperides,

a remarkable new development starts in rhetoric and rhetorical manuals because of the

%fan Worthington, ‘The Canon of the Ten Attic Orators’ in Persuasion: Greek Rhetoric in Action,
ed. Ian Worthington (London, New York, 1994) 244-63.
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contribution of Theophrastus.

Although Aristotle had rhetoric decisively inaugurated as an art’' and the essence
of his system remained the standard for posterity, as is apparent from his esoteric work, he
was not too concerned with factors influencing and determining style (A£€1g). Although
the third book of his Rhetoric is devoted to an inquiry on style, basically he regarded it as
secondary in comparison with the presentation of facts, however, unavoidable because of
the wickedness of the audience.*” In consequence of his philosophical principles, Aé&ig
has only one virtue, or duty:

3! Simultaneously with the appearance of Attic oratory, it must have became obvious that it is
different from everyday communication and that its effect is gained by this very difference. The
inquiry into this specialism and the conscious teaching of it is a natural concomitant of oratory,
which was dramatically developing in the fertile soil of democracy. Isocrates, according to tradition
the teacher of Hyperides, was presumably the first to arrange the material, which had been gradually
collected in the form of different téxvon since the first sophists, into a coherent system and to
develop and adopt it for teaching purposes. (Cf. Blass, Att. Bered. 11, 117). Furthermore he was
undoubtedly the first, who formulated a concept according to which rhetoric (in his interpretation it
is philosophy) is the art, which is destined for educating human mind. (Cf. Isocr.Antid.181; Blass
Att. Bered. 11,107). Later, in practice, the intermediate level in the educational system was built
upon this, which transformed rhetoric into one of the most important pillars of Gracco-Roman
culture.

The works of Isocrates and his other student, Anaximenes, already show the structural
characteristics of later manuals. However, they are also interesting here for the fact that besides
practical requirements (i.e. the essential types, parts and structure of speech - npoypatikdg TO®OG -)
they represent an increasing importance laid on style, concrete formulation (AE€ig - AexTikOg
Tom0g).

Thus the stylistic interest represented by the Peripatetic School had presumably its parallel
to a.certain extent in the practical teaching of the age, for which later, perhaps more developed
evidence, is unfortunately lost. Nevertheless even from these early examples it is worth while
emphasizing that one of the few stylistic pieces of advice by Isocrates is: ovopott 3¢ YpficBor H
peToQopd PN oxAnpd fi t® koAriotw 1| 1@ Tfikioto nemOLNpEve 7 @ Ppovipwtdte (Fg.12). On
the other hand he represents the following as a commonly accepted virtue of speech: v Aé&wv ...
axpifdg kol kaboaphg Exovoav. He regarded himself as a follower of a certain middle style:
VEQTEPOG PEV BV RpoMPodUNY YPAPELY TAV AOY®V 0D ToVG PUBMIELS ... 008 o ToVg AmAdK
eipficBon Soxodvrag xai pndepiog xopydtntog petéxoviog, odg ol dewvol mepl Tovg Gydvog
nropovodol tolg vewtéporg peretdv (Panath.l; cf. J.Stroux, De Theophrasti virtutibus dicendi
(Leipzig, 1912) 42).

Similarly although the téxvn of Anaximenes of Lampsacus, a contemporary of Hyperides,
is extant, entitled Rhetorica ad Alexandrum - there is a long modern debate, whether it is really his
work - it reveals that the author’s main interest was rather focused on the clear presentation of the
parts of a speech; and the rare stylistic remarks are subordinated to this. Nevertheless there occur
ideas such as: &oterodoyia, petpLdTNg pikovg, Ppaxvioyia and the later Aristotelian distinction
between the three groups of words: &nlodg ovvletog petapépwv. Similarly the main virtue is:
COPNVELX.

32 Sikanov yap odroig drywvilesBou 1olg mpdypaoty, dote 1A Em 100 dmodelan mepiepya
gotiv- GAL Opog péyo ddvaton, xobamep elpnton, S v 100 dxpoatod poydnplov
(Rhet.1404a.5).
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wpicbw AtEewe dpet codn elvon ( onpelov ydp T b Abyog dv, Edw un
dnot, ob motfioel W Eavtob Epyov)
‘let the virtue of style be defined as ,to be clear” (speech is a kind of sign, so if

it does not make clear it will not perform its function)’**

On the other hand the starting point (&py1 ) of all this is T0 €AAnvilerv - the proper use
of words etc.** Moreover, similarly there are other stylistic requirements in the shadow of
copfvela’’, whose detailed explication and systematisation the author did not regard as
necessary. In contrast with the manuals of practising teachers of rhetoric, in which quite
understandably the majority of examples come from their own practice or imagination (so
Anaximenes and perhaps Isocrates), in many cases Aristotle supports his remarks by
referring to Attic orators. He draws by name on Antiphon, Lysias, Isocrates, Demosthenes
and even Demades from the later ‘canonised’ Ten. The fact that Hyperides does not
appear among them is perhaps due not only to the simple answer that Aristotle did not
like his rhetorical technique, or that his political and rhetorical &xjin falls in a later period
than the finishing of the Rhetorica. Hyperides’ anti-Macedon extremism could also have
played a role, by making him even more unacceptable than Demosthenes in the eyes of
Aristotle.*

Theophrastus, as mentioned above, continued Aristotle’s rhetorical inquiries. It is
remarkable, however, that although he wrote many other greater or smaller treatises about
rhetorical questions, his most influential work was that in which he dealt with the virtues
of style.’’ In all probability this was not only because of the fact that the master did not
deepen his study in this field as far as would have been appropriate, and there were
questions left unanswered, but was rather due to the changed external circumstances of

the late fourth and early third century B.C.

33 Rhet. 1404b.2, translated by G.A Kennedy.

3" Rhet. 1407a.20.

35 Rhet. 1404b.4: mpénovoo. - appropriate.

36 After the death of Alexander, when Hyperides was the first political leader in Athens, Aristotle
had to escape Demophilus’ doéPeia accusation.

37 Cf. O.Regenbogen, ‘Theophrastos’ RE VII. Supp.2 (1940) cols. 1526-27.
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Before Theophrastus” own eyes political storms literally swept away a generation
of orators. First Aeschines, Lycurgus and Dinarchus, then in tragic circumstances
Demosthenes and Hyperides left Attica and died. And, finally, soon after the career of
Demades was finished. Furthermore, the traditional audience for rhetoric, the Athenian
people, was not any more the same as it was in the age of Demosthenes, not to mention
the Periclean epoch. With changes in the general standard of values, whose reasons are
not to be presented here, rhetorical values underwent changes as well. This was an ideal
background for the developing of new styles of speaking, which were far from meeting
the requirements of the partly existing former ‘general taste’. The weakening of
democratic institutions must have made this even worse in the eyes of traditionalists, since
along with them a certain stimulating capacity was disappearing and at the same time a
natural check on rhetoricians was disappearing. The impression, that we have to imagine
obvious changes within one or two generations, is supported by Cicero:

posteaquam extinctis his omnis eorum memoria obscurata est et evanuit, alia
quaedam dicendi molliora ac remissiora genera viguerunt. Inde Demochares, quem
aiunt sororis filium fuisse Demostheni; tum Phalereus ille Demetrius omnium
istorum mea sententia politissimus, aliique horum similes extiterunt.

‘Afterwards, when these men were dead and all remembrance of them
gradually grew dim and then vanished away, certain other softer and more licentious
styles of speaking flourished. There was Demochares, said to have been the son of
Demosthenes’ sister, then Demetrius Phalereus, the most elegant to my thinking, of
all of them, and others like them’.*®

However, it would be a mistake to speak about an immediate Asian intrusion.
Contemporaries were perhaps only witnesses of a certain carelessness, which was bit-by-
bit gaining ground in language, in composition, etc., and whose signs are detectable
already - among others - in Hyperides’ rhetorical usage.

This certainly made an impact on Theophrastus’ rhetorical interest. In accordance

with it, the direction of his inquiry must have turned to the essence of speech, to the

38 Cic.de Or. 2,95; cf. E. Norden, Die Antike Kunstprosa (Leipzig, 1898) I, 127.
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components of A£Ec.*® What kind of direct influence his work had on the general
teaching of rhetoric in his own age, is unknown; and it must not be forgotten that it was
born within the circle of a philosophical school.*’ Nonetheless, although his influence,
even in this period (i.e. until the middle of the second century B.C.), is in danger of being
overestimated, Theophrastus could have played a certain role in the process of canonising
individual orators, and among them Hyperides. The question is, however, whether
Hyperides appeared at all in the book, probably entitled nept Aé€ewg - ‘On Style’. There
are only very few fragments extant from the original work, moreover they are widely
scattered among later authors (Dionysius, Cicero, Quintilian etc.). Accordingly there are
different hypotheses in modern literature. *'

The edition of August Meyer is basically built upon a hypothesis as well.**
According to him the original work of Theophrastus was divided into four smaller
treatises: a. mepl Tplwv AdYoL xopoktipov b. mepl €xAoyfig Ovopdtwv c. mept
ovvléoeng dvopdtov d. mepl 1déwv. Meyer tried to reconstruct the content of the
original work by using information from all potential sources, and so he rejects the
traditional methods, i.e. to rely on ‘hard evidence’, fragments referred to Theophrastus by
name. The result according to contemporary critics is disastrous. Adjectives like ,,infoige
ihres Unkritik unbrauchbar™® and , verfehlt™** seem to be relatively mild, if we consider
that the editor has been equated with Procrustes,* since he has tortured Cicero and other
authors quite drastically to fit his theory.

However, there is still a definite uncertainty about the truth of his basic hypothesis,
that is, whether Dionysius in mentioning the three types of speech drew directly on

Theophrastus or not. All this despite the convincing and well argued refutation of Stroux.

*William W .Fortenbaugh, Pamela M.Huby, Robert W.Sharples (Greek and Latin) and Dimitri
Gutas (Arabic), Theophrastus of Eresus. Sources for his Life, Writings, Thought and Influence
(Leiden, New York, Kéln, 1992) II, 508.

“0According to Cicero (Brut.36; cf. Norden, I, 127), Demetrius Phalereus ‘processerat in solem et
pulverem, non ut e¢ militari tabernaculo sed ut ¢ Theophrasti doctissimi hominis umbraculis’.
However, he belonged to the same peripatetic circles.

“! Régenbogen, (Theophrastos) col. 1527.

2 Theophrasti nepi AéEewc libri fragmenta (Leipzig, 1910).

s Regenbogen, (Theophrastos) col. 1527,

4 Th.Wolbergs, “Theophrastos’ Der Kleine Pauly (1975) col. 725.

3 Stroux, 42.
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Going to the other extreme, if we accept the standpoint represented by Meyer, then the
beginnings of a rhetorical canon (including Hyperides) should be traced back as early as
Theophrastus.

It is a matter of fact that Theophrastus differentiated between at least four stylistic
virtues:*®  a. gEAAnviopos, b, cognvelwa, c. mpémov and d. xataoxevn
(peyodompemeior kol TO MdV), which later, increased in number, became the
touchstones of ancient rhetorical literary criticism. However, their original real value, i.e.
what was his intention in using them, is ambiguous and, especially in the case of the first
three, almost completely unclear.*’

The components of kataoxevn (Latin ornatus) are éxAoyn and &ppovia (sc.
dvopdrtwv) and the oxnpata, of which only the third is in a strict sense a part of
ornamentation. How detailed this explanation was, is questionable. Meyer attributes three
separate chapters to the three components in the structure of the nept Aé€ewg. It is true
that after centuries ornafus and its parts became the most influential parts of style, as is
proved by later manuals, since often entire monographs are devoted to scrutinising their
characteristics. On the other hand, according to Stroux’ assumption it was still the
npénov that formed the most elaborated chapter, the central importance of which was
originally inherited from Aristotle.*® Although Cicero himself, in connection with this
styﬁstic virtue, refers to the three types of speech,” the Peripatetic philosopher -
according to Stroux’ basic argument - could hardly have done the same, since this
typology is completely alien to the spirit of his era. It was rather used by an educational
and intellectual system based on rigorous imitation (that of Augustan Rome).”

As mentioned above, the presence of types and categories in Theophrastus” work

is of considerable interest from a Hyperidean point of view. Moreover, although Stroux’

“® Cic.0r.75; cf. Stroux, 10.

“7 An anecdote preserved in Quintilian (Inst.Or.8,1,2) could shed some light on his interpretation of
EAMMViIopOg: ‘et illa Attica anus Theophrastum, hominem alioqui disertissimum, adnotata unius
adfectatione verbi hospitem dixit, nec alio se id deprendisse interrogata respondit quam quod
nimium Attice loqueretur.” It is not an unknown phenomenon for us, that a foreigner, although
speaking correctly, is still using a somehow artificial, ‘academic’ language.

8 Cf. Stroux, 70.

* Cic.0r.3,212.

%% Originally it was developed by the systematizing efforts of grammarians: cf. Stroux, 81.
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argumentation is very strong, the possibility of reference to Hyperides cannot be excluded
because of the shortage of ancient evidence.’® Therefore it is necessary to deal with this
question more precisely.

Meyer’s editorial principle is basically very simple; if we take Theophrastus’
authorship of the three types of speech for granted, in the reconstruction of the structure
and content of the ept Aé€ewg every piece of evidence can be used which is in some
way or other way relevant to the subject. Even if we accept the vague suggestion
supported by the text of the main witness, Dionysius” - i.e. Theophrastus knew the three
typés - such a direct way of collecting evidence is completely unjustified.

The reason why the evidence of Trypho Alexandrinus for example, which contains
a reference to Hyperides, is quoted among the fragments and ideas related to
Theophrastus, seems to be unclear.”® Nor is Meyer’s explanation of the unusual list of
personal representatives of styles satisfactory. It is hardly possible that for this ‘chaos’
merely a Byzantine epitomator could be blamed and that the ‘original’ Tryphonian
sequence could be restored by some simple reordering.

Following Cicero’s description® the editor reconstructs a chapter entitled mept
aitiog xopaktipov. According to him Theophrastus must have explained in this that
the reason for having different types of speech originates from the different characters of
orators (mpoalpécelg kol uoelg ). Hyperides’ peculiarity is acumen.

The following chapter is given the title nepl yevéoemg yoapaktnpmy. Attested

3! Although on the one hand later references are more or less unreliable, on the other hand it is
worth mentioning - as A. Koérte ‘Xapaxtip® Hermes 64 (1929) 80, emphasized - that Theophrastus
must have been aware of different meanings of the word yapaktnp, as it is revealed by the title of
his extant work: A8ikol yopokTipeg.

52 D.H.Dem.3. A convincing refutation of such a direct reference from Dionysius to an alleged
simplified categorization in Theophrastus is convincingly refuted by G.M.A.Grube, ‘Thrasymachus,
Theophrastus, and Dionysius® AJP 73 (1952) 251-67;, G.L.Hendrickson, ‘The Peripatetic Mean of
Style and The Three Stylistic Characters’ AJP 25 (1904) 125-46, who suspects a misunderstanding
of Theophrastus on Dionysius’ side.

3 Xapaxtipeg prropikol Tpelg 1ovTéEoTIV £10N Gphocmy adonpdy, pécov, ioxvov. Kol tov
pEV adoTpov 6 Bovkvdidng Enetidevoe yopaxtipo kol "Aviipdv O To0Tov SBdoKAAOG, TOV
8¢ péoov AmpocOévng, ‘Ymepeidng, Aeivopxog, Avkodpyog, twv & iloyxvov  Aloyivng,
*Iookpdng, Avoiog, *Avdoxidng, ’looaiog, Christianus Walz, Rhetores Graeci I-IX (Stuttgart,
Tiibingen, London, Paris, 1832-1836; rpr. Osnabriick, 1968) VII,26.

34 Cic.0r.36;52; and de Or.3,25-6.
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again by Cicero,”® according to the editor, Theophrastus in this chapter must have
surveyed the history of rhetoric, which was bom as ypoagikn Aé€ig, while as
dyovioticn A€l in due course it became dominant.”® Theophrastus is supposed to
have demonstrated here the three types of speech and their ebpetai and teAeiwrod.”

It is almost certain from Dionysius,”® that Theophrastus introduced Gorgias and
Thucydides as the representatives of Vyog; as those of the medium, Thrasymachus and
Isocrates; and finally Lysias as one belonging to the genus humile. On the other hand, of
the forensic orators, Meyer says: ,Attamen constare nobis videtur eum Hyperidem
ioyvoTnTog posuisse exemplum, Vyovg autem, Demosthenem, Aeschinem, Demadem

Demetrium Phalereum .. pecdétntog illius Peripateticae ,,canona” posuit
perfectissimum”® But unfortunately as in the case of previous ones, these statements too
are not based upon solid arguments. Even if we accept that Cicero®™and Demetrius
Magnes®' are praising Hyperides” y&ptc, it hardly supports the conclusions mentioned
above.*? The same is true for Cicero Orator 90; in which Hyperides, along with Lysias, is

presented as the representative of {oyvotng.

The next remarkable stage, where an exclusive influential list of rhetoricians might
have been composed is Alexandria and the erudite circle of the first philologists.

Callimachus in his book entitled ITivoceg composed the catalogue or register of
the literature collected in the Alexandrian library. All the works he classified into different
categories according to their genre, so the rhetorical speeches were listed under the title

propucé.®® In each class he put the authors in alphabetical order and enclosed a short

% Cic.Or.37-42; de Or.2,93-5; Brut.27-38.

%6 The hypothetical Theophrastean doctrine is underlined by the similarity between Cicero’s account
and other Peripatetic sources: cf. Meyer, 31.

e Meyer, 26.

%% In the first three chapters of the treatise entitled De Demosthene, Dionysius, in contrast with -
presumably - his own judgement in De antiquis oratoribus, uses a different scheme, that is: Gorgias
and Thucydides are the representatives of the genus subtile, Isocrates of the genus medium and
Lysias of the humile.

9 Meyer, 35.

% Cic. de Or.3,28.

° Cf. D.H.Din.1.

62 Cf. Meyer, 35,n.1.

 Fg. 430-432; cf. R Pfeiffer, History of Classical Scholarship, From the beginnings to the end of the
Hellenistic age (Oxford, 1968, english translation) 125.
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curriculum vitae. On a second level of classtfication the rhetorical works were divided into
forensic and private speeches and here again they were listed in an alphabetical sequence
according to the first letter of their opening sentences.®* This system is well attested not
only by the surviving fragments, but it can be derived from the works of those scholars
who followed him on a similar path. The extant ‘Pinax’ of Demosthenes’ ‘oeuvre’, which
is contained in the codex Marcianus (416,F) imitates the same method in its organisation
and goes back to Callimachus according to H. Sauppe.®’ The same plan is mirrored in the
‘Lives of Ten Orators’ from Ps. Plutarch and the Suda Lexicon.

But the best picture of the real Callimachean ‘Pinakes’ could according to
Regenbogen be perceived in the fragmentary work of Dionysius De Dinarcho.®® But in all
probability it already relies on an advanced tradition in which the ‘oeuvre’ was described
in a more elaborate form and with more details. Dionysius himself refers to his
predecessors by declaring that he was compelled by the misjudgements of Callimachus
and Demetrius Magnes to discuss the ‘oeuvre’ of Dinarchus which would not deserve it
otherwise.®” In the following chapters he provides us first with a curriculum vitae and then
adds some serious stylistic remarks of his own. He then examines chronological questions
and finally enumerates the speeches under the classifications of dnpdowr and Wwwnkol. It
is most probable that the register of the speeches of Hyperides was arranged by an
analogous process and in a similar scheme. Despite the fact that we do not have any
concrete evidence, the existence of this study by Dionysius seems to strengthen the
assumption of the existence of a Hyperidean ‘Pinax’. According to him besides the great
six: Lysias, Isocrates, Isaeus, Demosthenes, Aeschines and Hyperides - about whom he
already has written on another occasion - ‘many people value even this man’ ie.
Dinarchus. (kod tobtov 10v &vdpor Topd oAAoig TEuwpEvov). They do so by praising his
style, like Demetrius Magnes, or by attributing to him high quality speeches which he does
not merit at all,

dua 8¢ bpwv obdev dxpipeg obte Kairipayov odte 1o0¢ ek IMepydpov

& Pfeiffer, 131.

6 Regenbogen, ‘TTivo€’ RE XL (1950) col. 1429. The same is true for another codex, codex Y (Paris
2935) and the work of Harpocration.

%Regenbogen (Pinax) col. 1429.

“ DH. Din.1.
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YPOUUOTIKOVG TTEPl abTob ypdwavtag, GAAG Tapd w0 undev eetdoar mepl
abtob v dkppectépwv HuaptnkodTag, Mg un Lbvov EWevodot TOAAL ...

‘At the same time, however, I saw that neither Callimachus, nor the
grammarians from Pergamum had written any detailed study of him, and that
through this failure to examine him in greater detail they had committed errors,

which have resulted not only in many errors ...

So if this remarkably less talented orator was on the list of Callimachus’ Pinakes, because
Dionysius hardly refers to anything else, then the Six and among them Hyperides most
probably were honoured by the same privilege, which means being in a detailed catalogue.

But it is almost unnecessary to go into details about this, since an orator like
Hyperides whose speeches were continuously copied throughout the centuries - as the
papyri attest - and for whom after his death the Athenians erected a statue,” could hardly
have escaped the great library. Nevertheless the reference is important because it shows
the origins of the canonising stage in the ‘Nachleben’ of Hyperides might go back to the
time of developing Alexandrian scholarship.

In contrast to the relatively well traceable canon of Three Tragedians and Lyric
Poets the canon of Ten - even if they were ten at the very beginning - Attic orators™ has
become the subject of a long debate.”’ Research was focused on the Alexandrian

grammarians, who, however, in accordance with their keen interest especially dealt with

% D.H. Din.1,15. translated by Stephen Usher in Loeb edition (1985).

 J. Engels, Die politische Biographie des Hypereides (Hildesheim, 1989) 388.

7® The word canon was coined by D. Ruhnken in the 18th century in the meaning of the list of the best
authors in each literary genre: cf. Pfeiffer, 207, Worthington, 259, n.1. See further PE. Easterling, ‘Canon’
in The Oxford Classical Dictionarf edd. Simon Hornblower and Antony Spawforth (Oxford, New York,
1996) 286-7. A. E. Douglas, ‘Cicero, Quintilian and the Canon of Ten Attic Orators’ Mnemosyne 9 (1956)
3040, notes that a strict canon for the "rhetores” never existed, in the sense that "when someone referred
e.g. to the Ten Orators, all educated people knew who were meant” (31). Cicero would not have failed to
mention it in the fever of the Attic-Asianic controversy and even if he had missed it Quintilian would not
(37). Worthington (see n.1), argues for Caecilius’ authorship, whose selection was motivated by a ‘pure
Attic’ point of view. But why exactly those Ten, remains an unsolved problem: ,he (Caecilius) must have
been guided by some personal concerns, and this raises the question of the universal favour of his list”
(259). To circumvent the problem of a fixed canonised list, I will understand under the label of canon of
the orators generally the flexible selection which may occur in a different form in different authors.

7! Cf. L. Radermacher, ‘Kanon’ RE X (1919) cols. 1873-8.
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Lyric Poets.” For a selective list made by Aristarchus there is evidence only in the case of
the poets.”

The two most important sources from antiquity which include quasi canonical lists
of rhetoricians are much later: Dionysius, mepi pyinoewg 6.5. and Quintilian, Institutio
10,1,16. According to Radermacher both of them drew on the same source, who might
himself have been an orator and who perhaps composed his list with educational aims in
mind.”Quintilian, for whatever reason, rejected Lycurgus from the circle of the best
orators, but otherwise follows Dionysius’ choice. Thus the Six are: Lysias, Isocrates,

 Radermacher assumes that the

Lycurgus, Demosthenes, Aeschines, Hyperides.
composer, the teacher of rhetoric who subsequently played the role of the source, could
not have flourished far removed in time from Aristarchus and Aristophanes of Byzantium.
Indeed he might have been their contemporary. More specific is Worthington’s final result,
who on the basis of arguments ex silentio points at Caecilius as the ultimate author of the
canon of the Ten. The more so, since the title of Caecilius’ work Ilepi 100 yopaktiipog
T@v déxa pntdpwv clearly indicates that he had accepted or even coined a selection of
ten. To show on the other hand how changeable any list was - still in Caecilius’ time - it
only needs to be recognised that, even within the works of a single author, the canon
appears in different versions. In the Iept apyoiwv privopwv of Dionysius the list is changed
and in place of Lycurgus we find Isaeus.” This latter is not very important from the point
of view of Hyperides, because he always enjoyed a secure position from the first attested
appearance of similar selections. However, the fact might represent vividly the origins of
any selection of speeches and so of the orators.

So, why necessarily point to one author? Selective lists were presumably
stimulated by the distinctive position which was occupied by oratory in general
education.”” It is quite reasonable to assume with Radermacher and Pfeiffer that through

the assistance of teachers of rhetoric - e.g. Molo, the Rhodian, or Dionysius - plenty of

72 pfeiffer, 205.

73 L. Cohn, “Aristophanes’ RE III (1895) col. 1000.

74 L. Radermacher, ‘Zur siebenten Satire Juvenals’ Rh. Mus. 59 (1904) 529-30.
75 Radermacher (Kanon) col. 1877.

"D H. Orat.Vett.4,30.

77 Radermacher (Kanon) col. 1875.
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smaller or larger reading lists appeared very early as a kind of selection.”*Caecilius could
play the role of a redactor, who made a more or less arbitrary selection from these reading
lists for his own purposes. He might even have decided for an extra four-five orators, who
were less uniformly accepted by the supposed common opinion of Attic teachers. In any
case by writing a formal treatise on the most frequent ten, he left a more influential and
far-reaching heritage than any other school-teacher before him.

Ultimately, I think in the case of Hyperides, the origin of his canonisation lies in a
school-oriented interest and evaluation of his ‘oeuvre’, rather than from an arbitrary

decision made by a single person.

"8 Norden, 1,149.
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V. o0 pdvov g 1) ovvidela kExpntot 1@ dvopatt - Words of
Hyperides in Greek lexicography

A complete dissertation was devoted to Hyperidean language by Ulrich Pohle,
whose aim was to present the relationship between the orator's language and the Koire. In
two chapters, he touches upon the question of the ‘Nachleben’ of the orator’s thesaurus
by referring to later authors.” His focus, however, is on linguistic questions and when he
collects Hyperides’ peculiar expressions it is a descriptive presentation of earlier and later
testimonia. His catalogue could only in a couple of cases be enriched with the help of

modern methods, e.g. the TLG’s word-searching programme.

The background and the motivation of references to Hyperides on the other hand
would deserve special attention. Before the discovery of the papyri, Hyperides’ heritage
was limited to these expressions, a category of evidence which now seems to have
become a less interesting chapter in the history of classical scholarship and not to demand
a special inquiry. Nevertheless, from the point of view of Hyperides’ ‘Nachleben’ in
antiquity it is quite interesting, since after the fourth century A.D. this material gradually

came to stand for the name of this orator for a wider public.

There is, however, also another peculiarity of this collection of separate words and
expressions, namely its size, which is surprisingly great compared with the rest of the Ten.
The number of specific or anonymous references ranks Hyperides sometimes in the
second, sometimes in the third place after Demosthenes and Lysias. Why this happened, is
the question, which I try to look at here on the basis of a complete catalogue of
Hyperidean quotations in their context (Appendix IT) and a chronological examination of

these festimonia.

The majority of Hyperidean fragments, which are usually listed after the six

®U. Pohle, ‘Die Sprache des Redners Hypereides in ihren Bezichungen zur Koine’ Klassisch-
Philologische Studien 2 (Leipzig, 1928) 34-8; 63-5.
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preserved speeches in the editions, owe their existence to the use of peculiar expressions.
Often there is just one word picked out from a speech, sometimes its original environment
is quoted with it as well, and in some fortunate cases we get the title of the speech. The
more or less 240 words, expressions and proper names are quoted by 19 authors almost
all of whom with a few exceptions conth'bute more or less to the content of an article.
The material is considerable, even if the majority of authors drew on each other and not
directly on Hyperides as a source, so that they grow not from a new but a dying branch of
the (not always easily drawn) family tree. The authors in a chronological sequence are as
follows: Didymus Chalkenteros, Pollux, Phrynichus, Antiatticista, Harpocration,
Athenaeus, Galen, Ammonius, Orus, (Bekker and Bachmann) Synagoge, Lexicon
Cantabrigiense, Porphyry, Hesychius, Etymologicum Genuinum, Etymologicum Magnum,
Photius, the Suda, Zonaras, Eustathius. The quoted words vary according to the different
aims of the compilers. With plenty of overlap - that is, none of the authors could be
confined to any one category - nevertheless we can discern the following groups or types
among the expressions:

| a, Peculiar expressions used in a different meaning from the normal usage,
metonymic phrases, newly created verbs and nouns, unique grammatical forms borrowed
from everyday language. They are sometimes even highlighted with the classification:
{8ieoc, “in a peculiar sense or usage’, etc.”

b, Historical, political and legal terms, proper names, expressions such as the
names of months and festivals.

(c, Words and compounds explained by etymological dictionaries. According to
the genre of extant etymologica, these expressions usually simultaneously belong to the
first two groups.)

The three groups in a way mirror the three main forms of ancient lexicography,
which at the birth of this special scholarship still followed different and independent ways,
but in the long run - with some exceptions - became completely interwoven, as their
extant examples demonstrate for us. Nevertheless, in a short historical survey, in which we

begin to follow the Hyperidean words, they come up to the surface like hidden brooks,

80 See especially Appendix III.
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Glossographers, Compilers of ‘Onomastica’, and Composers of ‘Etymologica’.

A. The Beginnings

The examination and explanation of words is almost as old as literature itself. Epic
authors already seem to have interpreted themselves by using synonyms and
descriptions.®' Beyond the simple recitations of the rhapsodists, there arose the need for
having the words and ‘glosses’ of Homer interpreted, since Homer formed the basis of all
science and scholarship, the need for understanding archaic, dialectical and barbaric
expressions.*” There were bom one after the other the several ‘glossa’ interpretations,
based on dialects which later melt into the observations of the Homeric scholia.** This
anonymously developing scholarship underwent a fresh impulse from the appearance of
Sophists and Philosophers in the scientific field. The masters of speeches had evidently to
become the masters of words as well and the proper choice was a key issue for them.** It
is not by accident that Prodicus was the first who dealt with synonyms.** His phrase
dpBoémew, ‘correctness of diction’, returns in the title of Democritus' work Ilepi ‘Opmpov
N Goerelog ko YAwooéwv, ‘On Homer or the correctness of words and glosses’.
Moreover, even the basis of etymology, inquiry into the origin of the words, was formed
in the circles the of Sophists, as a result of putting forward the question vopuw or gioet:
whether language and its parts, words as one component of the human world, have to be
considered as originating ‘by nature’, ¢hoet, or ‘by convention’, Vo .*¢ The first
‘Onomasticon’, expressions arranged in thematic groups, is also connected with the name
of a sophist, Gorgias, as Pollux reveals.*” Thus until the age of Hyperides, from a general
scientific interest, the basis was established upon which the Hellenistic age built up a new
81 pfeiffer, 4.

82 J Tolkichn, ‘Lexicographie’ RE, XXIV (1925) col. 2434.

8 K Latte, ‘Glossographika® Philologus 80 (1925) 148.

84 pfeiffer, 16-7.

85 L Cohn, (Griech. Lex.) 682.

% Pfeiffer, 53. It is very likely that one of Plato's pupils was the first who devoted a whole study to

etymological investigations: cf. Tolkichn, col. 2435.
87 Poll. Praef. IX; cf. Tolkiehn, col. 2435.
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specific scholarship, stimulated by the challenge of new questions. However, the start of it

is only interesting here insofar as it is relevant to Hyperides.

B. The Hellenistic age

Philetas - he was 18 in the year of Hyperides' death® - as the standard-bearer of
Alexandrian literature, marked with his poetry the direction which later was labelled with
the maxim of Callimachus peyo BBiiov peyo kodv, ‘big book big evil’. The goal was to
break with the traditional genres and to achieve perfection in forms. His attention - like
that of the Sophists who undertook the polishing of prose - turmed accordingly to the
choice of words. The glossaries helped him not only in the understanding of poets from
previous ages, but also in choosing words carefully for his Aemti, ‘gracefully’ written
verse.* In all probability, he was led by such intentions in the compilation of his Homeric
ool YAdooon.” His pupil Zenodotus, who gave up his poetic ambitions, ordered his
glosses in alphabetical sequence,”’ in which not only ‘the’ Poet Homer, but several others
appear as well.”>

Nevertheless it would be a mistake to imagine a linear development from
generation to generation of a more advanced scholarship, which from the time of Philetas
within one hundred years reached the level presented in the Aéégig, ‘Expressions’ of
Aristophanes of Byzantium. For the genesis of this new genre of lexicography, which
refers to a wider range of material - in which gradually the Hyperidean words began to
become involved - perhaps this interest on the part of scholar-poets would not have been
enough in itself Another question raised by the age played at least a similarly important
part.

With a newly expanded world, language inevitably began to change. What could
be regarded as real, ‘EAAmviopdc in contrast to common usage, and what could be

%8 Tolkiehn, col. 2436.

8 pfeiffer, 90.

% Its meaning is doubtful: cf. A. von Blumenthal ‘Philetas’ RE XIX (1938) col. 2169

! Pfeiffer, 115; K.Nickau, Untersuchungen zur textkritischen Methode des Zenodotos von Ephesos
(Berlin, New York, 1977) 44.

*2 Tolkiehn, col. 2436.
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considered as real literature?”> Moreover - a fact that is more relevant to the ‘ceuvre’ of
Hyperides - which rhetorical style is preferable for imitation, the Asianic by which the
rules of formal rhetoric were completely disregarded, or something else?”* When and by
whom these questions were formulated is unimportant here. In any case the works of
Aristophanes of Byzantium entitled Ilept Tdv VrorTELVOpEVQV |t elpfioBon Tolg ToAonols,
‘On expressions which presumably were not used by the ancients’ and Ilept xouvotépmv
AéEewv, ‘On more recent phrases’ were perhaps already stimulated by this debate.”
Whether this inquiry should be regarded as being responsible for the emergence of A£égig
literature generally, - which finally led into classicism and Atticism - or whether the special
" Attikod AEEgig, “ Attic expressions’, go back to dialect glosses which flourished for a long
time remains an open question.*®

For, step by step, the title ‘Glosses’ was replaced by the more general
‘Expressions’ whose aim was not restricted to the explanation of unusual and dialectical
words; rather, as the title itself indicates, a wider range of material was worked on.”’
Eratosthenes, not yet under this title, but in the same spirit, composed his study entitled
Tept Tig dpyoriog Kapupdioe, ‘On Old Comedy’, in which he collected plenty of everyday
expressions, rare and new words, jokes, Attic particularities.”® In all probability Didymus
Chalkenteros relied on this compendium in explaining the phrase of Hyperides émi x6ppng
tomtewy, on which occasion he refers to him by name. It occurs in Pherecrates the
comedian® and therefore got its deserved place in the dictionary of Eratosthenes.
Didymus supports on the one hand his interpretation with other evidence, such as that of
Platp and Demosthenes, that is, the phrase should be understood as ‘to smack in the face’,

but on the other hand he refers to the Hyperidean context in which according to him it

%3 K Latte, ‘Zur Zeitbestimmung des Antiatticista’ Hermes 50 (1915) 385.

>4 Norden, I, 131-2.

95 R Reitzenstein, Geschichte der Griechischen Etymologika (Leipzig, 1897) 378, cf. C K .Callanan, Die
Sprachbeschreibung bei Aristophanes von Byzanz (Géttingen, 1987) 75-89.

% On the possible content and structure of the works of Aristophanes of Byzantium cf. R Tosi, ‘La
lessicografia € la paremiografia in eta’ Alessandrina ¢ il loro sviluppo successivo’ (unpublished) 10.
According to Tosi they were not rigorously organised alphabetical compendia.

7 pfeiffer, 198.

*® Tolkiehn, col. 2438.

* Fg. 155b. Kock.
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means ‘to smack on the jaw’.'® The divergent example seems to be collected by him and
not by his predecessor.

The achievements of centuries in this field were summarised in the scholarly
activities of Aristophanes of Byzantium at the beginning of the second century B.C."*! In
his Aéfeig the expressions were categorised partly by themes, imitating the first
occurrence, the ‘Onomasticon’ of Callimachus, and partly by dialects.'® The ’Attucoid
Ag€eg and Aokevikod YA@ooow provide an example for the latter. The Onomasticon
system is attested by titles like - beside the above mentioned work - Ilepl Svopiooiog
Tikiov, Tlepi ovyyewixdv Ovopdtov and moltikd OwOpote.  Aristophanes’
interpretations were illustrated by literary parallels as set out in Appendix I below.'”?
Although among the fragments edited by August Nauck we search in vain for Hyperidean
evidence, the thematic titles mentioned show a considerable similarity with some material
quoted in Appendix II. In the works of Aristophanes, there has been a solid basis
established for the compilers of later centuries; though in the case of Hyperides it cannot
be proved,'® in several other instances it is manifest that Didymus, Hesychius, Pollux and

Athenaeus, even Eustathius in the twelfth century, drew on him as an important source.

Before the blossoming of the Atticising movement by which the later compilers of
dictionaries were stimulated to quarry more deeply the speeches of Attic Orators, there is
no evidence that the words of Hyperides aroused the special interest of grammarians in

Alexandria. In contrast with Isocrates and Demosthenes,'®® who already appear among

1% Cf. Appendix I, s,v.

19" For a recent study on the subject: W.J.Salter, Aristophanes of Byzantium and Problem-solving in
the Museum’ CQ 32 (1982) 336-49.

192 The title of the first chapter of the *Efvucoi. dvoposion, was presumably pmviv poomyopion word £6vny
xod oA, “The names of months in different nations and states’.

'3 Cohn, (Griech. Lex.) 683.

1%4 In the case of k&6 the Lexioon of Orus and the Antiatticista also refer to Hyperides and Cratinus or
to Hyperides® Cratinus. W.Luppe, ‘Zu einigen Kratinosfragmenten’ Wiss. Zeitschr. d. Univ. Halle 16
(1967) 406; has proposed a conjecture and argues for a copulative connection of the two names
instead of a reference to Hyperides’ Cratinus speech. According to K.Alpers, Das attizistische Lexicon
des Oros (Berlin, New York, 1981) 108,n.37, Luppe’s suggestion is questionable. On the other hand
the example seems be a common borrowing from Aristophanes’ work (Alpers, (Oros) 108; 178).

195 The assumption died very hard in the literature that Aristophanes was in fact the one who classified the
best of each genre into canons. Moreover the assortment of quotations from different authors in his works
is already influenced by this: cf L.Cohn, ‘Aristophanes’ RE II (1896) col. 1000; F.Montanari,
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the quotations of Aristophanes, the composers of ’Artikol AéEerg did not - to judge at

least by the ‘ex silentio’ evidence of the fragments - regard the Hyperidean ‘lexis’ as

significant.

C. The era of spreading Atticism

Inquiry into a standard language, ‘EAMnviolidc, as mentioned above, is first to be
found in the works of Aristophanes of Byzantium. However, after just two generations, it
developed into a carefully formulated programme through the scholarly activities of
Aristarchus' pupil Pindarion.'® Even if the inclinations of the Alexandrian grammarians to
sterilise literature are exaggerated by the characterisation of Sextus Empiricus,
nevertheless he hits the nail on the head.'®” In the opinion of the grammarians, out of the
different ocuwBewn, ‘customary usage of language’ (like Lacedaemonian, Old Attic, New
Attic), one should be chosen for further development by means of analogy to fulfil its
function as the standard. Hence, following the path made by Aristophanes, in the theory of
Philoxenus, analogy and not anomaly plays the more influential part in grammar.
Language and words, in contrast with the postulate of the Stoics, did not originate by
themselves @ioeL - but by human decision - 8éoel. Everything could be derived from a
limited number of ancient roots - dpyod. The opposing party, the Stoics and the School in
Pergamum, assumed a wider sovereign established linguistic basis (pboer), which was later
enriched by newly created forms. And this cannot be restricted by the barriers of linguistic
rules.'®® The followers of anomaly of course cannot accept the lead of Attic or any other
dialect against the covifle.

On the Alexandrian side on the other hand, Attic has a claim to be accepted as the
measure of EAAnviopde, not, however, without some sifting. According to Pindarion there
should be found a common linguistic base among the dialects, for which Homer should be

the touchstone and this principle would be valid for Attic as well. Philoxenus in his Iept

‘ Aristophanes’ Der Neue Pauly 1 (1996) col. 1132.

106 Reitzenstein, (Etym.) 380.

107 Sext. Emp. 98; cf. Reitzenstein, (Etym.) 378.

198 R Reitzenstein, ‘Etymologika’ RE VI (1909) cols. 808-9.
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‘EMnviopov identified etymology as such a criterion to separate out common usage. If
Attic Orators can be proved as real Greeks, they will get into the lexicon of
‘Hellenismus’.'” On the other hand words formulated by an inadequate etymological
method have to be banished. However, the scepticism of Sextus Empiricus towards this
procedure is in some ways right, since not all words can be verified satisfactorily as
‘Hellenic’ or not, and finally it is inevitable, that one should rely on covigeto.!™®

The theoretical discussion initiated in the first century B.C. was waged across a
long period of time, but eventually a compromise was reached that unified the opposing
camps, that is, the real should be defined by the simultaneous adaptation of methods and
aspécts like etymology, analogy, cuviBew and history.'"!

In practice, nevertheless, from the middle of the first century B.C., Didymus
Chalkenteros (‘man of brazen guts’), who owes this name to his indefatigable working
capacity, made the crucial steps in the transformation of lexicography. He was the first to
break with formal Alexandrian traditions, that is, he dealt not only with poets, but also
with prose-writers and among them orators, and composed commentaries on their
speeches.!'? Some fragments on papyri from his Demosthenes commentary have survived
and give an example of his method."” To his interpretations of Hyperides® fate was far
from generous. However, their existence can be taken for granted by reason of
Harpocration's reference. Didymus compiled with the title tpomuxn AéEwg a rhetorical
lexicon as well and wrote a seven volume book on words with a doubtful meaning, Ilepi
dmopovpévig Atkeac,''* which forms in all probability the immediate precedents of
Harpocration's work and later rhetorical-lexicon literature. The Hyperides articles
d&vBvpLe, EAevBEpog Zevg, IMubaf and dowv in Harpocration are partly from this,

partly from the commentaries.

199 Reitzenstein, (Etym.) 380-2.

110 Sext Emp. Adv.Math; cf. Reitzenstein, (Etym.) 381.

" Reitzenstein, (Etym.) 384-7.

1121, Cohn, ‘Didymos’ RE V (1905) col. 458.

Y3 Didymus, In Demosthenem Commenta, ed. L.Pearson, S.Stephens (Stuttgart, 1983). According to
G.Arrighetti, ‘Hypomnemata e Scholia: Alcuni problemi’ Museum Philol.Lond. 2 (1977) 65-67,
such hypomnemata might have accelerated the development of rhetorical /exica of the kind of
Harpocration.

114 Cohn, (Did.) col. 464.
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The article d&vBupic is especially interesting. Harpocration cites the whole
sentence from the speech against Demades, whose main point is that someone or
something far more deserves a monument on the rubbish tip than one in the temple. But
the precise meaning of d&vBupicc became an issue of investigation. There are three
standpoints, two of them from the pen of Didymus, moreover the last obviously from the
commentary on Hyperides because Harpocration refers to it ‘expressis verbis’. According
to it, we should understand the statues of Hecate erected at the meeting of three roads,
where rubbish used to be deposited after cleaning a house. Perhaps this was the favourite
in the judgement of Didymus' later disciple. Nevertheless he was not completely satisfied
and looked it up in one of the dictionaries of his predecessor as well. The expression A¢&wv
moporypdoyo, ‘copying the phrase’” doubtless indicates a compilatory work on the part of
Didymus as well, since it is clearly separated from the mention of his own commentary.
Yet in this book he did not add anything more and was probably content with just
referring to the rubbish without combining it with Hecate. We could infer that he did not
yet deal with that particular passage of the Hyperidean speech against Demades at the
time of composing his Aéggwg or perhaps he simply forgot about it, since according to

115 In any

some gossip-mongers, he could not even remember the titles of his own books.
case he was not embarrassed to reveal his source, the work of the historian and
antiquarian Anticleides, which seems to have been on the table of quite a few
lexicographers.'*°

The odd thing about the article ’EAev6éprog Zetg, ‘Zeus the Liberator’ is that
Hyperides himself interpreted the phase but without winning Didymus' approval.
Hyperides was content with a popular explanation which, however, does not throw doubt
on his historical knowledge, since for an orator it is just one form of persuasion. On the
other hand it is more significant for the future of Hyperidean lexicography that Didymus -
perhaps from his collection of comic words A£Ewg kmpuk - supports his view by reference

to Menander which is the first example of the Hyperides - Comedy linguistic parallel.
It is reasonable to assume that the article ITvBoge, ‘Pythian Games’ is a loan from

13 peeiffer, 275.
16E Swartz, ‘Antikleides’ RE I (1894) col. 2425.

40



a dictionary, since with a full knowledge of the text Didymus could hardly have confused
the name of the celebration with the epithet of Apollo.''” The word Sotov, ‘secular’ points
also back to the Aé€gig of Didymus.

The second of the énl xOpprg articles in Appendix II. comes from a work entitled
Tept dmopovptvov mopd IMdmowvt Aégsmy, ‘On doubtful expressions in Plato’ and it is
ascribed to Didymus in the manuscript discovered by Miller on Mount Athos.'"* The
authorship of ‘the man of brazen guts’ was questioned first by Leopold Cohn'" and after
him by Schwartz, since in other articles it can be proved that the composer exploited the
similar A¢€gwg of Boethus. But it does not preclude the possibility in my opinion that the
work basically still goes back to Didymus in which case we would have a beautiful sample
of the actual level of lexicography presented by him. While relying on his predecessors’
general *Attikod A£€eig and special studies like Eratosthenes' Ilept dpyofiog kapupdiog,
transformed contemporary scholarship by composing special dictionaries for a single
author and providing scholars and writers, who were searching for Attic norms, with the
vocabularies of playwrights.

Didymus’ ‘oeuvre’ can be compared with that of Aristophanes, on whom he drew

as a source himself and which he indeed overshadowed. He had to meet the same fate.

D. The period of Atticism as the norm

In considering the list of authors, it is apparent that Hyperidean references at the
end of the first and at the beginning of the second century A.D. are growing in number.
Practically they coincide with the high point of Atticism. The thesaurus of Hyperides is a
basis to be referred to. After all, its author is one of the canon which nevertheless does not
mean that he automatically escaped the crossfire of extremists and moderates. In fact quite
the opposite. Lexicography, in confronting the demands of an Atticism which is becoming

rigid, modified its purposes first of all to supply the adherents of Attic style with adequate

"7 Harpocrationis Lexicon in X Oratores Atticos, ed. G. Dindorff (Oxford, 1853; rpr. Groningen, 1969) I,
266.

118 E Miller, Mélanges de litterature grecque (Paris, 1868) 399-406.

1% Cohn, (Did.) cols. 464-5.
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dictionaries. Therefore while recalling the traditional forms of ‘Lexis’ and ‘Onomasticon’,
the compilation of dictionaries, which in the Byzantine era are usually referred to under
the name Aefid Prropikd, develops to a remarkable existent.'® On the other hand,
following what Didymus had done for the most splendid literary products of classical
Athens, i.e. Tragedy and Comedy, the Orators were the next to have special dictionaries.

One of the most characteristic figures of the battle between Atticism and Asianism
is Caecilius, who like his contemporary Aelius Dionysius not merely dealt with syntactic-
stylistic questions, but also composed practical handbooks for his pupils to facilitate their
efforts in a proper Attic style. The time and place of his activity is not an accident, since he
was teaching in Republican Rome as a younger contemporary of Cicero at a time when
rhetoric was flourishing. If we can trust the information of the Suda, which has given
scholars plenty to think about, then he wrote a rhetorical lexicon organised in alphabetical
order and a work in which he commented upon the speeches of the orators as well.'*' The
former KodAprpoobvn, or "ExAoyn AfEgmv kot otolyelov, was in its genre a unique
scholarly work which was intentionally composed as a handbook of Atticism.'?

The Caecilius fragments in the Ofenloch edition'” which contain Hyperidean
words come all without exception from the Suda.'** But Caecilius® authorship could be
disputed since the Suda never refers to him by name, not even with an allusion. It is on the
one hand evident from the text of the articles that there is in some cases an easily
distinguishable borrowing from the inventions of the Suda like &xpn and dviEyey, but on
the other hand although there is no such indication, yet the whole article is ascribed to
Caecilius, like &vetov and ofioio.'® Although the works of Caecilius formed an

120 Cohn, (Griech. Lex.) 695.

"2l H.G. Brzoska, ‘Caecilius’ RE III (1899) col. 1184,

'22 Brzoska, (Caec.) col. 1185.

'3 Caecilii Calactini Fragmenta, collegit E. Ofenloch (Leipzig, 1907; repr. Stuttgart, 1967).

124 daquf, Evetov, Gvedyet, othaior, BoppoALov, Ve Tposiry, pOBLoV, Gpovipormodfvon. In the article doqur,
the Suda quotes Isocrates’ sentence in the following form: w0 pév g daquilg v xoupdv Toyxavewy (Suidae
Lexicon, ed. Ada Adler 1, 84), without indicating any textual variation. In the edition Boysen-Ofenloch the
particle 16 was changed into kp&notwov with every reason because of the Isocratean original (I1,33). The
Suda nevertheless would have deserved at least a note in the ‘apparatus criticus’ if it has to be blamed for
the deterioration.

125 If the articles BoppoAéov, VéjEty IpocTiTny, OBV, ppovipiomodiivon should be regarded as Caecilian,
indeed then the Hyperidean quotations should not have been detached from the preceding interpretations,
because they form an organic part of them. However, in the article & vetov,the new addition beginning
with-Afyston seems to be alien in comparison with the previous, well-turned sentence. Ofenloch, despite
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important source for the Suda, nevertheless we cannot be entitled by this fact to derive
such far-reaching conclusions. '

In any case it is almost certain that Caecilius had to comment upon the speeches
of Hyperides as one of the Ten. Therefore he must have been dealing with his words as
well. But, on the basis of the other fragments, he seems to have been more interested in
Antiphon, Lysias, Demosthenes and Aeschines.'”’

In the first century A.D., the fight flared up with new strength between Atticists,
followers of the ‘classical’ style, and the adherents of a less rigorous, Asianic style. Under
the conditions provided by the imperial peace, which allowed the renewal of intellectual
movements, the Second Sophistic made Asian rhetoric awake from its seemingly dead
passiveness. Extemporising orators went round the cities imitating in their speeches the
ornamented style of the classical Sophists. Through lack of real cases, the themes became
more and more sophisticated fictions, just to present the skills of the orator who was often

performing in front of an audience as in a theatrical play. The Asian style nevertheless

the philological disputes - by making some excuse - took all the lexicographical fragments over from the
previous edition of Boysen: cf. Ofenloch, XL.
126 The article &vréxer could serve to determine whether the Suda’s text is superior or whether the other
branch of the textual tradition is more reliable. If the Suda presentation could be proved as better, the
possibility of an immediate borrowing from the Caecilian text would be increased.

There are on both sides three meanings of the verb mentioned.

Suda: Photius and Bekk. Synagoge:
1. = &dpxer [common usage?] 1. édpxer Dinarchus
2. = owleron Dinarchus 2. oteron. Demosthenes
3. = dvrhogBorveton Demosthenes 3. &vrhogiBdveron. Hyperides
and Hyperides

The two variations cannot be brought closer to each other by changing the punctuation marks since the
position of & is different and so unambiguous. The truth could be revealed just from the concrete speeches.
The Hyperidean meaning is irrelevant since it is in both cases the same. Dinarchus' speech is lost and this
quotation appears just as a fragment in the edition of N.C. Conomis (Dinarchi orationes cum fragmentis
(Leipzig, 1975) 147, f1.7), where, however, the editor prefers the Photius - Bekk. Synagoge alternative.
The touchstone remains Demosthenes, that is to say, whether he used the expression in a meaning of
SoveoyBrveron or oleron . In his ‘oeuvre’ dvidyer occurs several times and nevertheless just in two cases
comes near to one of these meanings: 1,25, 80ty pév  yop dveéyn e wdv OluonvBioov, “if the state of
Olynthians resist (or endure)’ perhaps is more close ‘mutatis mutandis’ to dvhogdveton, i.e. holds back
the approaching Philip from an Athenian point of view; in the other case 2,25, dAAX wx TOWDT el (£
Guo, xod, Bporgbv xpdvov dviiyey, is about powers built up on lies which can endure just for a short while or
if one likes keep living (oxoeton ). This meaning is suggested by the author of a scholion also: &veéyer =
ioxyoer (Conomis, 147). The result is a draw. Nevertheless hopefully it gives an impression of the
uncertainty of the Caecilian fragments.

1%’ Brzoska, (Caec.) col. 1185,
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found its adherents in more educated circles as well.'**

Tulius Pollux was a pupil of Herodes Atticus, teacher of rhetoric in Athens.'”
Herodes Atticus was the man who under the aegis of the Second Sophistic movement,
tamed the unrestrained, raging, Asian rhetoric and tried to set it on a new course by
emphasising the importance of a solid education and the imitation of classical standards.
He represented a kind of mediating standpoint between the extremists on both sides,
Asianists and Atticists. Pollux was deeply influenced by him. As an heir to this school,
which was in the opinion of extreme Atticists flirting with Asianism, he compiled his
‘Onomasticon’ in which the dvoporvo "Attiké were arranged in accordance with their
different meanings. The chapters reveal great familiarity with the works of his
predecessors as well as with those of Aristophanes of Byzantium."*°

That Pollux regarded the speeches of Hyperides as a goldmine for enriching the
Attic lexicon is proved by the fact that in the surviving epitome of the Onomasticon,
Hyperides is the second most quoted orator behind Demosthenes. He is referred to 76

Bl Moreover, in the wide range of

times and 20 times with the titles of speeches.
expressions which differ in accordance with the miscellaneous subjects and mostly are
quoted because of their peculiarity,'* there are just a few to be rejected, while the
majority seem to have been recommended or regarded as a kind of curiosity worth
considering. Besides the fact that Pollux borrowed plenty of material openly from his
predecessors™® as mentioned above, it can almost be taken for granted that he could
produce this impressive number of quotations from his own reading. His attitude towards
Hyperides' vocabulary is well summarised in his phrase in the article ocbAodo, i.e. £gom, ‘it
is allowed, it is possible’, since we are entitled to use it by the authority of the orator.

However, the name Hyperides was not for him a guarantee beyond question, as

revealed by his interesting critical comments. In a specific chapter of the collection where

128 Norden, I, 367 sqq. About Greek declamation see D.A Russell, Greek Declamation (Cambridge, 1983).
122 E Bethe, ‘Pollux’ RE XIX (1917) col. 774.

130 Bethe, (Poll.) col. 777.

13 Dem.94(11), Is. 42(8), Isocr.18(0), Lys. 50(23), Aesch. 14(3), Lycurg.3(1) Din.24(2).

132 However, sometimes as a kind of exception, the content or meaning of a saying was more interesting
for Pollux than its form: cf. eicoryyeio, xoAavitog.

133 Signs of this in a Hyperidean context: the &vou in the article du63ovAog, and in the mepduotpogeiov the
€1 & pn wevdig which goes back perhaps to previous results of classical scholarship.
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advgrbs and nouns with different meanings but with the same formation are listed Pollux
mentions delypo, ‘sample’, (6,175-84) and its analogous forms. At the end of the chapter
his pen started to write boldly and condemned the words ke, ‘deep sleep’, dpoyirpict,
‘course’, xaxupe, ‘shriek’ and the Hyperidean dvonoybvrnua, ‘impudent act or speech’
as expressions to be weeded out. It does Hyperides credit that in the company of such
people as Aeschylus and Euripides he committed his mistake against the correct Attic of
Pollux.** Nevertheless Galen was not disturbed by this at all and it did not prevent him
using the word,"* since anyway he did not regard highly philosophical reasoning of this
unpractical kind."* Likewise by the remark o0 mévo &moav®, ‘I hardly recommend’ the
verb vmBpetecton, ‘to be sluggish or torpid’ got on the blacklist, which in the topic of
deferring and hesitating is an example of wrong verbal formulation. The dxportox@8uvog,
‘hard toper’ was similarly too bold for the taste of Pollux, but not so for Athenaeus who
was looking for such curiosities."”*” Likewise for the case of 8¢ipou, i.e. the metonymic
expression. Because the orator as is clear from the relevant part of the ‘Onomasticon’**®
used the verb é££0e1pe, literally “stripped of skin’, to mean hitting and flogging. Someone
must have been so badly lashed, that on his back bleeding welts were running across as if

he had been flayed. It is remarkable as well, that although it occurs in a similar meaning

139 140

(‘cudgel soundly’) in Aristophanes ~~ and Plato, ™ nevertheless Hyperides was the one to

be referred to. And finally Pollux categorically rejected the form 8ovAlg as the female pair
of doDAog, ‘slave’, since the proper doUAn does not have such a parallel. Hyperides was

not even here afraid of using a word characteristic of common usage, as other evidence

attests.'*!

But these few examples of disapproval did not shake in Pollux’ mind’s eye
Hyperides from his illustrious imaginary throne. It did however shake his own, which was
more palpable: in the year 178 A.D. he was appointed by the emperor Commodus as

Spdgimpio both, koo Aeschylus.,
135 Gal. Up. 10,9.

136 Similarly the wayio, passim.

137 Ath.Deipn. 483e.

138379,

139 Vesp.450.

140 Resp. 616a.

' See Appendix III.

134
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professor and head of the Atticising citadel, the rhetorical school of Athens.'*? However,
this did not meet with an unanimous approval among high principled Atticists which is
understandable especially if personal rivalry lay in the background as well. Lucian in the
Pridpew Sd6okodog dealt the rhetor “with honey-sweet voice’ a heavy blow.'*® The self-
appointed candidate for the professorial chair, Phrynichus, on the other hand, attacked him
from the professional point of view, in so far as he, as a pupil of Aristeides, the apostle of
classicism, represented a much more extreme standpoint. As we are informed by Photius’
notes,'** according to him only a limited list of authors was acceptable in acquiring the
immaculate Attic style and word-stock. Out of the Ten Orators, Demosthenes is the
protagonist and to the others, among them Hyperides, there falls just the honourable, but
far less important role of performing a chorus, AnoGBEVIG LETX TOD PNTOPLKOD TV EVVEX
x0poD, ‘Demosthenes with the rhetorical chorus of nine’. In the opinion of Phrynichus a
stumbling-block existed in that Pollux was much more liberal from the point of view of
sources. His attack was perhaps already manifested in the work entitled *Exhoyn prpudeemv
kol Ovopdtov Attikdy, ‘Selection of Attic verbs and nouns’,'"*® and is visible in the
formulation of the tenth book of Pollux’s ‘Onomasticon’.'*® That is to say, Pollux
preéumably even more relies on those authors, which in his consideration are worth
quoting, - as a kind of justification. Hyperides has a solid place which is appropriate to his
previously held position. All this despite the fact that he did not get much praise in
Phrynichus’ Ecloge.

Indeed he is cited as a warning example. But what of the contrary examples, in a
dictionary supposed to be aiming at providing readers with a proper Attic vocabulary?
Pollux’s critical remarks in his ‘Onomasticon’ are appropriate, since in the course of a
presentation of expressions arranged by thematic groups or an investigation of word-

formation, such questions naturally arise. It is different in the case of a vocabulary

142 Bethe, (Poll.) col. 774.

13 Luc. Mag Rhet.11; cf. Bethe (Poll.) col. 775.

144 Phot. Bibl.158.

15 Die Ekloge des Phrynichos, ed. Eitel Fischer (Berlin, New York, 1974); M. Naechster, De Pollucis et
Phrynichi Controversiis (Leipzig, 1908) 28, Phrynichus in 49 cases rejects Pollux’s approval of a specific
expression.

146 Bethe, (Poll.) col. 774.
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organised in alphabetical order, ot otoeiov. This can only happen intentionally. '’

18 the assumed double polemic is

Indeed, in the convincing arguments of Kurt Latte
expanded to a triangular one in which the Phrynichus - Antiatticista controversy can easily
be observed from a Hyperidean point of view as well.

In the tenth century Codex Coislinianus 345 - which also contains Phrynichus'
other work the cogiotikn mopoaokevn, ‘Sophistic preparation’ - there survived among
othér very precious texts a vocabulary of a compiler who in his view does not follow
Phrynichus’ approach, but quite the opposite. The Antiatticista nevertheless is not - in
contrast with its name - a kind of Asian word-stock, but a more moderate Attic one.'* It
can be dated after the edition of the first volume of Phrynichus’ Ecloge because of its
reactions to some passages there. On the other hand, its critical remarks were answered in
the second volume of the Ecloge, and thus it is wedged in between the two and played a
similar role to that of the Ecloge’s influence in the Onomasticon.'*

According to Phrynichus, the expression &xpfv'>' in the meaning of #m, ‘still’,
only occurs in Xenophon and therefore it should be avoided, and we should persist in
using €. In contrast with this, the Antiatticista calls Hyperides as a further witness for the
Attic usage while indicating the title of his speech. He likewise found proper - after all
they are from Hyperides - the forms &yx&Betog and éumopiopios. With this, however, he
already provoked the disapproval of Phrynichus as is manifested in the second volume of
his work. The severe Atticist refers to Demosthenes who is practically the only acceptable
orator who could be held up as a model for him and so he prefers the eiomounic,
‘adopted child’ as an example. For backing his replacement of éumopiopog, ‘burning’ by
éumpnopdg he could not rely on anyone, so he was content with his own linguistic

sense.'*” These are all the Hyperidean references in Phrynichus. However, Lysias came to

Thnels 8¢ od mpog T SimpopTNpéva APOPAREV GAAX PO T SoKyLdTOTo THV dpxoiy, ‘We
look at the excellent usage of the ancients not at their mistakes’, Phrynichus in the introduction of
his Ecloge, cf. N.Wilson, R.Browing, P.B.R .Forbes OCD’ col. 1178.

148 K Latte ‘Zur Zeitbestimmung des Antiatticista® Hermes 50 (1915) passim; cf. W.G.Arnott, ‘A note on
the Antiatticist (98.17 Bekker)’ Hermes 117 (1989) 380.

19 See: 1. Bekker, Anecdota Graeca (Berlin, 1814-1823 ) 1, 77-116.

150 atte, (Antiatt.) 381.

15! Fischer, 93.

152 If subtly, Pollux also disapproves of the Hyperidean form and regards the other as Béimov, ‘better’,
similarly he does not reject the almost poetic but certainly euphemistic phrase dietheypévog eijii , ‘I have
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grief even one more time than he. The other orators were not even mentioned.

The author of the Antiatticista produced a mostly independent work and, although
as in the case of Phrynichus it survived in a badly mutilated form, its influence does not lie
behind any of them, as can be proved directly or indirectly from the Byzantine
lexicography.

The existence of another vocabulary is owed also to the second century A.D. As
in the case of the Antiatticista, it was copied into the Coislinianus 345. The work,
however, under the name of Moeris Antiatticista, is fairly dependent on others and its
articles presumably go back to three main sources, the works of Aelius Dionysius,
Phrynichus and a collection of synonyms, which carries the name of Herennius Philo.'>* In
order to facilitate its practical use, the content of the articles was considerably reduced.
The recommended Attic form usually occupies the first place in the articles organised in
alphabetical order; after this come, with the terms “EAAnveg, ‘non Attic writers’ and
KooV, ‘common usage’, parallels which have to be avoided. The authors supplying the
examples are rarely quoted by name for the sake of brevity. Hyperides, however, with his
euphemistic expression dietheyjévog eijtl, ‘I have been chatting’ secured for himself the

154 And on the other hand his lexicon is still there

privilege of being mentioned by name.
although anonymous."*’

The question whether one of Moeris’ sources, hamely the work of Herennius
Philo, who following in the Sophists’ footsteps composed a dictionary of synonyms,
should be dated back to the first or second century A.D., has given scholars plenty to
think about.'>® The work nevertheless, bearing the effects of Byzantine hands and other
excerptors, survived under the name of a completely obscure figure, Ammonius.”*” The
dictionary entitled Ilept wv Opolev kol dupdpmv orponvopévey, ‘On words with similar

and different meanings’, however, provided even Eustathius with a great deal of help in

been chatting’ instead of ‘I have had intercourse’ but mentions that there are ‘more Attic’ (Grrnkdotepov)
solutions.

133 C. Wendel, “Moiris® RE XV (1932) col. 2501-12.

154 Antiphon and Isaeus once, the other orators are nowhere referred to by name.

155 Cf. pmpotdv.

156 A.Gudeman, ‘Herennios’ RE VIH (1913) col. 650-61.

157 L.Cohn, ‘Ammonios’ RE I (1894) col. 1866.
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158

composing his commentary on Homer in the twelfth century A.D.”>" The article iepd,
which contains the only reference to Hyperides, belongs perhaps to a category of words
with the same form but different meaning. Because of its high poetic value it deserves
rightly to be mentioned since Hyperides did not use it as a medical term, i.e. iepdv dotéov,
‘the last bone of the spine’,'* or in the meaning of ‘offerings’, but rather for the sacred
bones of the fallen, presumably soldiers who have been fighting for their fatherland.'®
This rigid classicism did not evoke aversion just from the moderate Atticists, but
also stung the specialists in the sciences to the quick. The artificial revival and
enforcement of outdated archaic expressions could threaten medicine at its roots if the
uniformity of terms were to be abolished and so the exact content of medical texts would
become questionable. Realising this danger, Galen of Pergamum in the second century
AD. tumed his pen against the Atticism spreading in medicine. From his numerous

lexicographical works unfortunately no fragments remain.'®'

His main purpose - as he
defined it - was to interpret properly the Attic expressions misinterpreted by philosophers
and doctors.'®> He composed also a commentary on the ‘master’s” works in alphabetical
sequence in which he interpreted the peculiar words of Hippocrates.'®® Similar efforts are
manifested in some other works as well. In his commentary on the Hippocratean kot
intpeiov BiBAwov - De officina medici - there arises the question about the real meaning of
W.““ Galen is dwelling at length on one of Hippocrates’ sentences, that is what he
could mean by the following: & ko tfj Owel kol TH Gupfi kol T dcof ko T Puvi kol T
yYAdoon kod Tfi yvoun £otiv oloBeoBon, ‘whatever is perceptible even with eye hand ear
nose tongue and ‘gnome”. He presents different interpretations and finally leaves the
choice to the reader. Basically the question is what should we understand by ywoyuce, as a
kind of perception like the other senses (duxvowx) or as consideration and intelligence itself

(&Wdrpw). Galen prefers the latter to the former, although both of them are acceptable as

158 E Miinzer, ‘Eustathios® RE VI (1909) col. 1481.

1% Galen. U.P5,8.

10 From the orators Dem. 10, Aesch.3, Ant.2, Din.2 times are quoted, the others do not occur.

18! For example: ITept viv mopd Wi *Atnxoig cuyypopedowy dvopdamy, ‘On expressions in Attic prose-
writers’.

162 Tolkiehn, col. 2460.

163 Tolkichn, col. 2463.

164 Claudii Galeni Opera Omnia, ed. C.G Kiihn (Leipzig, 1833; rpr. Hildesheim, 1965) 18 b, 649-57.
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far as the ancients (mxXaml) and among them Hyperides are concerned.

Galen is also one of the guests at that fictitious dinner which is given by
Athenaeus just to create an opportunity for putting into their mouths the results of his
antiquarian, historical and lexicographical collection. In the the subjects
follow each other, sometimes closely, sometimes loosely. However, it is always about
things connected in some”or another with dinner. As regards the number of quotations,
Hyperides is again in honourable second place among the orators, which is on the one
hand due to his bold selection of words, but on the other hand to that fact that he himself
was not above such pleasures. Here, however, only Athenaeus’ lexicographical comments
are relevant, to which he always returns in the whirl of his fifteen volume book.

From his remarks it is evident that he did not respect the Atticists highly. In the
tenth book the opportunity arises, from the serving of the wine, to speak about different
drinking customs, the rate of mixing, even from a lexicographical point of view. One of
the guests shouts from Homer Cwpoxepov Kiépaie, ‘mix the wine more pure’. At this point
Athenaeus quickly steps out from the frame narration and proves the legitimacy not only
ofthese words but also ofthe expression aKpaxéaxEpov, ‘more unmixed’ The later comes
from Hyperides’ usage and attracted the attention of Pollux as well. He coined it in the
speech against Demosthenes, but the place of the fragment cannot be identified. Perhaps
the rhetor made a kind of comparison while expressing his indignation at the behaviour of
Demosthenes and at the same time exaggerating his crime, that is as if he had said ‘you
(Demosthenes) have here committed a capital crime and you regard it as nothing (i.e.
deny), but on the other hand if someone got a bit squiffy, (mixed more pure), you
regarded it as an offence.However, when mentioning the comparative adverb which is
not regularly formed, Athenaeus stirred up a hornet’s nest. From the forms of the
adjectives with a ‘a’ root, the ‘eatEpo¢’ sufISx spread over to those with an ‘o’ root as
well. To accept or refuse the forms created by this analogy depended on the linguistic

sense of individuals. By detaching himself from the subject of wines he yields to the

3,55; cf. G.Wentzel. ‘Athenaios’ I (1896) col. 2029.

According to Plutarch, Demosthenes never drank wine. Hence might have judged bohemian behaviour
more seriously. If we consider the importance of the presumable crime of Demosthenes, then H>perides
could have even hinted at the /ybris of Meidias who punched Demosthenes in the face having been
drinking in the daytime.
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temptation of lexicographical questions and reveals his standpoint by referring to the
Hyperidean example podigotepov which completely differs from the expected comparative
form pQov, to say nothing of the Hyperidean altemative poduwrtepog. It is evident that by
commenting upon the same question in the Iliad, Eustathius relies on the material
collected by Athenaeus.

Two further quotations are also due to the same drinking subject: on the one hand
the parallel form of kepévvopL as a thematic verb, xepovvOw, on the other hand the
dxpotokmBovog, ‘hard toper’, which was rejected by Pollux. The concord between
Athenaeus' examples and Pollux' work is remarkable even in this case. It seems quite
reasonable to assume that Athenaeus in his method of investigation or collecting first
looked in the ‘Onomasticon’ and perhaps afterwards completed the quotations by a fresh
look at the original speeches, as in the latter case.

By the end of the dinner in the thirteenth book the love stories are served up and
among them tales of the courtesans whose legendary lawyer Hyperides was himself.'®’
There are three by name: *AgOon, ‘Small fries’, TAvképo and Névvwov. Their curiosity was
not limited only to their job, but it covered the names as well at least in Athenaeus’
opinion. The middle is a common name well known from New Comedy, but the first is
more witty since the girls have got this from their similarity to small fry. And not even just
because they had a thin shape and whitened skin, but big eyes as well. Nannion in all
probability received this nickname from her small stature. However her other name which
played a significant role in the lexicography later was AiE, ‘goat’ because she ate up the
fortune of a certain innkeeper ®oAAdg, ‘young shoot’.

E. Lexicon to the orators

All the above listed composers of dictionaries compiled their works during the

great revival of rhetoric in the fever of the Atticist-Asianist controversy. The canon of the

17Cf. The specch for Phryne and the letters of Alciphro.
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Ten Orators was more or less regarded as an authentic Attic source. However, there
seemns to have been a lack of demand for a special lexicon to the orators, like that of
Didymus in the case of tragedians and comedians, for quite a long time. Harpocration
finally undertook this piece of work, whose aim was not just to compose a proper list of
words for Attic composition.'®® Rather he tried to provide a handbook for understanding
them by recalling the long forgotten thread of Didymus’ commentaries. This is apparent
not only from his form of composition but also from his style, which is free from polemic.
It is in the nature of the case that his work contains most Hyperidean evidence in
connection with words. Apart from peculiar words (26), there are plenty of expressions
characteristic of ancient civilisation like names of months and feasts (42), proper names
(13), phylai (13) and geographical names (5), historical phrases (13), and legal terms (21).
Whatever could be enigmatic and at the same time fascinating for his age, which lay so far
from the Athenian democracy, not only in time but in mentality: oty Gy 10 TARBOG
@onep mop’ TyLdv, ‘not all the population as in our time’."*” That Hyperides is third on the
list of quotations after Demosthenes and Lysias, is probably due to his career in both
private and forensic speeches, not to mention his funeral speech. Many of the legal and
historical terms are based on Demosthenes' and his testimony. Of course the rule of
numbers - the more speeches, the more quotations - might have played an important role.
Perhaps this is the reason why four of the names of the Athenian months are quoted from
Hyperides' speeches. However, in the case of Aeschines this does not apply.

Harpocration made a great effort to compose his interpretations accurately and his
work gives the impression that he tried to support every statement by referring to proper
evidence. To interpret an author from his own work would be the best modern solution,
and sometimes Harpocration does not miss the opportunity, for example in the article
dubrypoyycr, ‘register’, by taking other speeches as a basis for interpretation. If it was not

(]

sufficient the circle was extended to other orators' testimony,'’’ as in the case of

aprofrely, ‘to dispute’, where Demosthenes is referred to, or in xoxdoewg, ‘ill usage’,

168Harpocration, Lexeis of the Ten Orators, ed. J.J. Keaney (Amsterdam, 1991) IX-X.

169 See in Appendix II, s.v. ooppopicr, “taxation group’.

170 1 do not think that there was a rigorous system of composition, that is he was first looking for similar
cases in the same ocuvre and after being unsuccessful in this went over to others.
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where Demosthenes and Lysias are referred to.'”! Similarly sometimes he went even
further and referred to other literary evidence, especially to comedians but to Plato and
Thucydides as well."”” And finally if the subject required it, he did not hesitate to use
special handbooks, for instance for the historical terms, the different Politeiai of Aristotle
or the work of Theopompus, or for the names of months, Lysimachides or for the phyle
names, Diodorus Periegetes and many other authors. Nevertheless if in spite of his efforts
he could not give an adequate interpretation he was not ashamed to admit it and to leave
the decision to the reader.'”

Harpocration's lexicon to the orators was very popular in later centuries. It was
not just copied and epitomised from time to time, but sometimes even supplied with
additions.'” For these latter we might take as an example the article Névwiov which is a
clumsy compilation from Athenaeus’ chapter about the courtesans. It has been proved
that it is not an immediate loan, but a later interpolation based on the text of the

Aeimvocopuotod.

F. On the way to Byzantium

After the second century, however, the lexicographical evidence becomes very
rare from the point of view of Hyperides and loses a great deal of its originality. For a new
upswing, although not in the field of fresh excerpting, but at least in the number of reused
old references, we have to wait until the Byzantine period. From the second half of the
third century A.D. onwards, with the exception of pagan intellectuals, the number of

compilations which already take into consideration Christian viewpoints in the selection of

17! Of course in many cases it is not the Hyperidean passage which has to be explained. He often provides
us with a further example. An eloquent testimony exists for this in the article hepopdveng, ‘one who
teaches rites of sacrifice and worship’ to which Harpocration's attention was attracted by one of Dinarchus'
speeches he could not exactly remember the Hyperidean parallel, ‘Yrepeidng ¢notl mov, ‘Hyperides says
somewhere’. (We assume that this does not reflect the influence of another, shorter, dictionary).

172 Cf. Appendix I, s.v. vodeio. and Epjioi.

173 In the article keopivoy, a kind of fish he says that it is &moxenwov, ‘has to be investigated’, whether it
differs from the keopets, ‘mullet’. Or his statements are introduced with a modest £ouev, ‘it seems to be’,
as in pootipeg and kopuoTua) TAOTO.

174 See below on the Lexicon Cantabrigiense.

175 H.Schultz, ‘Harpocration’ RE VII (1912) cols. 2415-16.
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words is increasing.

A prominent representative of the old pagan intellectuals was Porphyry, the
adherent and later the leader of the Neoplatonic school at Rome. He was especially
interested in philosophical questions. However, he did not ignore philological studies and
besides editing a commentary on Aristotle's ‘Categories’, wrote on ‘the philosophy of
Homer’."’® Another work of his entitled ‘Opnpict Znriporto, “‘Homeric Questions’ is
relevant to this. In his commentary to the verse of the Odyssey: 1} 8& ®edg EniBoiiey
gmeryopévn A odpw'”” he explains the expression énfBoAog, ‘having reached, achieved’
with some other literary testimony, including Hyperides, of whom this is the only
occurrence. The original quotation is in all probability the form preserved in Eustathius
and in the Etymologicum Magnum (here with a grammatical error): pf e mOAewX piTE
moltelog EnrBOAOVg YeveoBon, ‘having no part either in citizen rights or in public
magistrates’, and presumably goes back to the Neoplatonist's work. However, in the only
extant manuscript of Porphyry,'”® perhaps because of the letter-forms or by failure in
syllabification, the scribe changed i1 e mOAewg into the meaningless alternative; pndénote
moAépov. Nevertheless even if the medieval scribe is to be blamed for this silly mistake, the
whole reference does not suggest Porphyry's familiarity with the original speech. This is
suggested by his final remark: o1l 8¢ 00 mounmkn Agig GAL’ *Attikn, ‘the expression is
not poetic but Attic’, which probably comes from an Attic dictionary. And it was carefully
copied into Eustathius' work and the Etymologicum Magnum as well. Moreover this
expression of Hyperides was already disapproved by Hermogenes. It would thus not be
surprising if the expression had already found its place in a pro- or anti-Atticist dictionary
179

before Porphyry, since plenty of them are completely lost.
The type of the Hyperidean quotation in Porphyry already foreshadows the

176Sandys, I, 344.

'77.0d. 15,297.

178The Vaticanus ms. approximately from the year 1314: cf. Porphyrii Quaestionum Homericarum Liber 1,
ed AR Sodano (Neaples, 1970) IX.

179 1t is worth mentioning that the first occurrence of the expression in question is in the Homeric poems
and in spite of this it is regarded as Attic, not poetic. This reflects a tendency in searching for the norms of
proper Greek, attested already in Pindarion, namely that many of the Homeric expressions lost their special
Tonic character because they were widely used by Attic writers or had an old charm and became parts of
the Attic lexicon. The term druxdc is used in a remarkably extended sense: cf. Gertrud Bohlig,
Untersuchungen zum rhetorischen Sprachgebrauch der Byzantiner (Betlin, 1956) 4-5.
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attitude of long centuries to the vocabulary of the rhetor. The compilers of later ages
mainly borrowed their material from the lexicographical fruits of previous centuries.

The above mentioned Codex Coislinianus - in which besides the other
lexicographical work of Phrynichus the coguotikn mopookevn, ‘Sophistic preparation’,
the Antiatticista and Moeris' dictionary survived - preserved a Zvvoywyn Aééewv
xpnoywv €k dwupdpmv copdv e kol prdpwv moAADY, ‘Compendium of useful
expressions from different philosophers and many orators’ with plenty of Hyperidean
references in it. Because of different circumstances in copying, the compendium is divided
into-two easily separable parts; on one hand into the richer letter ‘A’ and on the other hand
into all other letters. The latter was not even published by Bekker because of its low
scholarly value who limited his edition to the letter ‘A’.'* The whole was published by
Bachmann."®' The search for the sources of the compendium was promoted by another
scholarly exploration, that is, in the Codex Coislinianus 347 there appeared a previous,

182

primitive variant of the ‘A’ letter. *~ Hartmut Erbse in his study based on the Homeric

commentaries of Eustathius - who gives more details from his sources so that sometimes
the same loans can be identified in others as well - constructed the following stemma for
cutting a path - using H.S. Jones’ graphic expression'® - through the jungle of the

lexicographers.'®*

180 Bekker, I, 319-476.

181 1., Bachmann, Anecdota Graeca (Leipzig, 1828) 1, 1-422. In Appendix II, the mark: ‘Bach. Syn.’
refers to the Coisil. 345 B-o letters. Despite the fact that Krumbacher regarded him as a dilettante (cf.
K Krumbacher, Geschichte der Byzantinischen Literatur (Munich, 1897) 572), he found it important to
indicate the variations of the codices which in the name of Hyperides often reflects the form used before
itacism (Ymeptdng- 'Ynepeidng). This could hardly be negligible in an investigation of the articles’ origin.

182 C Boysen, Lexici Segueriani Xovorywyrj Aéseov ypnoiuaw inscripti pars prima (4) (Marburg, 1891). In
Appendix II it is referred to as Syn.Coisl.347.

1834 S.Jones, “The making of a Lexicon’ CR 55 (1941) 1.

184H Erbse, ‘Untersuchungen zu den Atticistischen Lexica® Abkandlungen der Deutschen Akademie der
Wissenschafien zu Berlin Philologisch-historische Klasse Jahrg. 1949, N.2 (Berlin, 1950) 34.
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Kyrillos

185

|
(Obscure compiler from the fifth century A.D.)
Influence of Attic glossaries such as Aelius Dionysius,
|
Pausanias etc. > X (Synagoge)

L* (Coislinianus 347 with letter "A")

New additions attested by the similar
articles in Suda, Photius and Bach. — Z'

Loans from Harpocratxon, Dionys., Paus.

Bach./
(Coislinianus 345 in Anecdota Bachmamana)

Photlus
(with fresh additions from his reading,
Bibl. 152-154; Ael. Dionys, Pausan, etc)
Etymologlcum Genuinum

Erbse is more interested in the Aelius Dionysius and Pausanias fragments. Therefore he
did not emphasise the influence of Harpocration's work in the compilation of the
Synagoge known to us. But it can hardly be limited to the marginal place it has in the
stemma. The Hyperidean articles indicate this in the Coislinianus 345 (Synagoge).

In nine articles there is an apparent loan in the Synagoge from Harpocration.'® In
the case of &yopdg the Synagoge or the composer of his source went far from the original
form, proving by this that he hardly looked up the speeches: Harpocration, év o® ko
TToAVEOKTOV Tept 100 durypdyyioetog, “in the speech against Polyeuctus on the register’, in
the Synagoge, év 1d mepl [ToAvevktov, ‘in the speech on Polyeuctus’. In this abbreviating

spirit, he cut down the titles and just borrowed the meat in other cases as well. However,

185 Cf: K. Krumbacher, 570.
186 » . » lc ,B)' %s ’ Y V,‘Ap , ,,! v v‘a v S A
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in the case of ’Aptepiowy, he formulated more precisely, but instead of referring to the
Delos speech he was satisfied with a neutral moAAducg, ‘often’, which is not at all
surprising since he worked with the aim of composing a list of words as a useful
handbook for composition and he was far removed from Harpocration's special interest.
Accordingly the legal terms are very rare (cwoipeowg) and there are other peculiarities
apart from that in Harpocration's work. For example the verb éryewv which is supposed to
be used by Hyperides in the meaning of \mokpiveoBou, ‘to reply’, can be found only in the
Synagoge and, according to Erbse, goes back to Pausanias.'®” There are parallels with
Photius and the Suda: dpBryv, opbii;, &vteyet and on the other hand a quotation in common
witfl Pollux, x€eipo.

The distinguished place of Hyperides demonstrates the fact that even in such a
soulless and primitive compilation like the Coislinianus 347 (the shorter one) his peculiar
expression orOAoor, curtain’, appears under his name in contrast to all other authors.

The Lexicon Cantabrigiense is itself a result of compilations, which provides
Harpocration's lexicon with precious additions. The list of words was copied into the
margin of a Harpocration manuscript in Cambridge.'*® However these are not additions
from a newly discovered, more complete exemplar of the Lexicon Rhetoricum, but
presumably come from a similar one, as its different style reveals, at least according to
Otto Houtsma."® Its real origin and sources can hardly be identified since it was compiled
from several lists of words, as the editor says. The roots could go as far back as the
dictionaries of Dionysius and Pausanias, which are often referred to in Eustathius'
commentary, but on the other hand even the possibility that it was originally copied from
another unknown Lexicon Rhetoricum cannot be ruled out.

Nevertheless the list of experts quoted by the Lexicon Cantabrigiense is very
similar to that of Harpocration's, such as Aristotle, Philochorus, Demetrius Phalereus,
Theopompus, Theophrastus, writers of Atthis etc. Therefore the first conclusion of the

previous editors was not completely lacking in sense.' In any case, in the printed edition,

'*" Erbse, (Att.) 153.

'#8 Due to a misprint in Tolkichn's survey instead of Harpocration's name Hippocrates' is referred to, col.
2478.

'8 exicon Rhetoricum Cantabrigiense, ed. E.O. Houtsma (Leiden, 1870) 2.

190 Houtsma, 1; i.e. it was copied from a more complete variation of Harpocration's work.
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the short lexicon of just 18 pages four times refers to Hyperides,”' and three times in the
case of a legal term for describing a particular lawsuit; xooofopiog Sixn, &yopd, dryopoia
dixm, prropucn (ypowpny). Although there is a remarkably large overlap with Harpocration's
text in the article &yopd, the mentioning of the dikonoloyio still represents something new,
but in the case of varbokAnpog, it is a word-by-word loan even in an abridged form. Hence
the possibility cannot be precluded that among its sources there was Harpocration himself.
The reason for which the scribe copied a shorter version of the article in question into the
margin of the lexicon, from which it originally came, remains an enigma.

In a similar way, as the end-product of several interpolations and abridgements,
the work of Hesychius has come through to us. In its present form - in spite of the fact
thatv its author as a diligent compiler in the fifth century even supplemented the works of
his predecessors - it falls far behind his sources in size. With a unique honesty Hesychius
reveals that his main source was the Iepiepyonevnreg, the work written by Diogenianus as
a handbook for ‘Poor scholars’ and that he just supplied this with the names of the quoted
authors.'”? However, Diogenianus' work itself is based on the monumental dictionary of
Pamphilus who in 95 books summarised the results of Alexandrian lexicography.' But
this work was especially - as H.S. Jones wittily noted - ‘too heavy a freight for the stream
of time to carry’.’** But unfortunately Hesychius' original work with the names of the
authors was lost as well, so in following the fate of the Hyperidean thesaurus we have
here to be content with more or less certain parallels. M. Schmidt in his edition'”
indicated the quotations which in his opinion were borrowed from Hyperides and were
presumably attributed to the orator in the unabridged version. These are included in
Appendix II. However, out of the 16 expressions, I am only in four cases convinced that
they are from Hyperides' speeches; &wdrpov, adAcio, Opuridectov, pootipeg, and
Oyoproutig. For these are the expressions of which antiquity categorically regarded
Hyperides as the mpdrog ebpetig. In the other cases his authorship is either doubtful

'"! Dem. 4, Aesch.3, Din.1, Is.3, Lys.3.

192 prolog. of Hesychius (Latte); cf. H.Schultz, ‘Hesychios’ col. 1318.

193 Cohn, (Griech. Lex.) 689-90. On the other hand Schultz, ‘Hesychios” RE VIII (1913) is more cautious
about what this linear development concerns: cf. col. 1320.

194 Jones, 3.

195 Hesychii Alexandrini Lexicon 1-V, ed. M.Schmidt (Jena, 1867).
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(&mpootociov, ‘Heouotio, pdimy, mercyilewv etc.) or completely lacks any foundation
(Kvdoavtidon, *Toodaitng). However, Hesychius' dictionary reflects the smooth infiltration
of the Hyperidean lexicon, first in the works of lexicographers, and then literature.

G. The Byzantine era

The lexicon bearing the name of Photius does not reveal greater originality, than
the previous examples, although at its birth there was no smaller scholarly authority
present than the Patriarch of Constantinople. As he says,'*® before even making abstracts
from the gradually vanishing treasures of ancient literature, he had already composed a
lexicon for his own use in which he collected words with different meanings; ofo 61 xod
TV €mpdeydn Ty v pepokiov TAkioy, og kol ovtdg olodo ... In the progress of
writing his ‘Bibliotheke’, he became even more convinced of the usefulness of a proper
dictionary for the understanding of the authors, since he himself used to turn the pages of
the handbooks of Dionysius and Pausanias.

el 8¢ T €xelvoug Todg duoiv €kdooeoty kod Ty Mowooviov Eykotatdog v

arepydooto cOVIoypo (PEoTov 8¢ Td Bovdopévw), 0btog v £in 10 KéAAOTOV Kok
XPNOWAOTHTOV 701G Gvorytviookovol g ATTkog  BiBAovg omobdoopo
&l cevnvsypévogl97
‘If someone would combine these two editions with the one of Pausanias in
one book (which actually would be an easy undertaking for anyone who wants to)
he would offer the most precious and useful pursuit for people who read Attic
books’.
He did thus not have the aim of a further polishing of Attic at all, the more so since in the
structure of his sentences and even in the selection of words, he was much more liberal
than the rigorous Atticists, although he naturally distinguished his style from the common

usage of the age.'”®

196 Ouaestio Amphilochia 21: cf. Miinzer, ‘Photios’ RE XXXIX (1941) col. 732.
197 Phot. Bibl. 153.8-12: cf. Miinzer, (Phot.) col. 733.
198 Miinzer, (Phot.) col. 724.
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However, as soon the conditions were favourable he put into practice his
cherished plan. It is nevertheless more rational to assume that he did not himself carry out
this long, monotonous and exhausting work but, as in the case of the Etymologicum
Magnum rather left it to one of his devoted pupils.'” But the introductory letter to his
lexicon is certainly written by him in which he even more precisely explains the peculiarity
of his dictionary.”*’

Although Photius read and even excerpted many of the works quoted on the
pages of the lexicon, as is apparent from his ‘Bibliotheke’, and among them the speeches
of Hyperides, ™! nevertheless the content and the structure of the articles do not suggest
an original work but rather a compilation. In the literature there has been a long discussion
about his sources, if indeed they can be discovered.”> However, it is beyond question as is
indicated in the stemma drawn by Erbse that he drew on the sources mentioned in his
‘Bibliotheke’.>®> On the other hand, since the researches of Richard Reitzenstein,*** it is
proven that a more complete Synagoge than the one published by Bekker and Bachmann
must have been another very important source, but how big it actually was and whether it
contained a Harpocration epitome or not, still remains a question which divides scholars
into two groups.?”®

In any case, it is obvious in considering the Hyperidean articles that the Photius
Lexicon and the Suda reveal plenty of parallels, often even verbatim, with Harpocration's
text, although in an abridged form. The temptation to ascribe them to Harpocration is
great, but perhaps the common mistakes between Photius and the Suda rather suggest an
199 K. Krumbacher, 519. Miinzer rejects this assumption by emphasising the importance of the dictionary
of the young Photius (col. 733).

200 Soon, 8 prymdpov € Kol Aoyoypdpav druxifovor YAGooov Ko Gl ein v odk E8éAovior Adyov
Maoﬂmuemwmkavmveﬁmomm&nmrmmﬂ Tueg Beocopiog Soon déovion
coupnveiog, Tt 8 Gpo: el kod pn rdoo, o Yap Padov ol ddadoveiog 1 Ymooxeog moppa, o €
wod. peifovog 7 ro oG oxoAfig, AN oﬁvoguahowvea&mmmmam«mvmxpmﬂm

GUVOLYOIYGIV ATV VOrypoupiv GOL KOIdL STOLXELOV Erourodyiny, obde wdv mourymudiy roveeAds dmoauig. Photius'
introductory dedication to his Lexicon, Chr. Theodoridis, Photii Patriarchae Lexicon (Berlin, New York,

1982) 1, 3.

20! Phot.Bibl. 265, 495a.

202 R Laqueur, ‘Suidas’ RE IV (1932) cols. 687-8.

293 phot. Bibl. 154, 155, 156, 157, 158.

204 R Reitzenstein, Der Anfang des Lexicons des Photius (Berlin, Leipzig, 1907) XXXI.

295 According to Laqueur the loans came indirectly from Harpocration's work (cols. 688-9), on the other
hand Wentzel and Erbse (see above) regard the Harpocration quotations as a second loan through the
medium of the Synagoge.
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intermediary source.?%

Instead of giving a long list of the evident loans from the main source, whatever it
wa, sl think it is more interesting to see a couple of examples of mistakes, which are
characteristic of the process of copying and reveal at the same time the gap between the
original literary works and the dictionaries. I have mentioned already above the disturbing
abridgement of the Synagoge in the article &yopd, namely that the title of the speech
underwent a change. Photius and the Suda did not follow the wrong version, but
remained with the more complete one. Suda in the case of 8écBon, ‘to make laws’, was
deceived since the scribe of the Suda’s source copied Harpocration's text without
understanding it and the original vopov became piovov.

The rebirth of the Etymological dictionaries is also due to the renewed interest of
ninth century Byzantium in classical literature. Moreover the first of them - according to
certain assumptions - was initiated by Photius the Patriarch. By losing its original
designation, etymology as time went on sank to the level of a fashionable game. From the
fifth century A.D. onwards, although their title might suggest something else,
etymological dictionaries became the reservoirs of lexicographical material of every
kind.?®” The more literature they worked on the better handbooks they were. Photius had
the same aim in the compilation of his Lexicon. Therefore it should not be surprising if his
name arose in connection with the first Etymologicum, the Etymologicum Genuinum
from the ninth century.?®® Moreover there are some additional remarks inserted in the text

or the margin of the manuscript which refer to him, for example as is suggested by the

< /.

rywreortog ToctpLip MG or more concretely oUtog £yd, d@TOG O TIOTPUIPXTG, ‘Tt is me,
Photius the patriarch’.*®® On the other hand, there are plenty of parallels with the text of

2% Not to say about the possibility that the compiler of Suda borrowed from Photius which is not
trustworthy according to Laqueur, (Suda) col. 687. Other expressions borrowed from unknown sources:
&yobiotate, dyopaiog vodg ddodAevtog, ondpg, dvorodnodpeda, dvexémtay, kottdeoday, AGYo
v xapy napoyeld Lovu. The & vad p oy o 0 L o comes from Dionysius' work according to Erbse, (Att.)
106. Common loans with Suda from the Synagoge Yoquf, ’Adsdiporxog, dApureets, Gvetov, OpBry, vitxst
(with a crucial difference see above). Loans from an unknown source in a similar form with Suda:
Enpeprioovos, LoYousHEw, KEpaWODRY, QB

207 Reitzenstein, (Etym.) 811.

28 Jts first edition is by E. Miller, (Melanges), under the title Etymologicum Magnum Florentinum. Its
new name was coined by Reitzenstein.

299 Reitzenstein, (Etym.) 59-60.
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the Lexicon.”!® Some of the additions, however, create the impression that in contrast
with the Lexicon, they were derived from Photius' own readings.*"!

In any case the Etymologicum Genuinum from the ninth century, which later on
became the main source of the Etymologicum Magnum, contains two references to

212

Hyperides.”~ The first one, a real headache for the compilers, is the phrase éni x6pprg
tomtewy, ‘smack on the head or jaw’. According to the description of Miller,””® the
‘manuscript’ added to the end of the first interpretation, which seems to be already
complete, a Hyperidean quotation. It is classified by Jensen’'* as a fragment from the
speech against Dorotheus. Whether it is Photius' or the compiler's addition cannot be
decided just from the manuscript itself. It could, however hardly be denied that it goes
back to some kind of original research, i.e. reading. That is implied by the size of the
quotation and its accurate, faultless formation, and on the other hand it does not overlap
with the same articles of two other earlier composers, namely Didymus and Harpocration.
It repeats just the last sentence of Didymus' quotation since this provides the key to his
interpretation. Thus by a unique accident at the point where the Etymologicum Genuinum
(E.G.) leaves it, Didymus picks up the thread of quotation and later in the same way hands
it over to Harpocration. Although presumably all three of them regarded their own
quotation as sufficient, if we did not know the rest, Harpocration's sentence would not say
much on its own. Nevertheless the lawsuit can be reconstructed by putting the pieces
together. A certain Hipponicus in the heat of a debate over a piece of land gave Autocles,
the rhetor, a smack émi x0pprg, but the response followed immediately and Autocles hit
himback on his jaw xoutex yvéBov.

What the expression £ri k0ppng TORTELY really means, either to smack someone on
the head or on the jaw, can hardly be decided even on the basis of Hyperides' testimony.
For we could interpret it as ‘some’, ot ¢, did, according to Didymus, namely that

Hyperides meant with the two expressions (£nl x0pprg and ko ywiBov) practically the

210 Reitzenstein, (Etym.) 813, by revising his previous standpoint does not think it likely any more that
there was an immediate use of the Lexicon but rather trough an intermediate work.

21 Reitzenstein, (Etym.) 813.

22 Andoc.1; Dem.5; Lys.3; Lycurg.2.

23 Miller, (Melanges) 121.

4 Jensen, Fr.97.
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same and he just used a synonym for stylistic reasons. And therefore the key to the
mysterious &m kOpprg is given by the second entry in the sequence of Appendix II.
Harpocration categorically prefers this interpretation.

The other alternative is that here are mentioned two different parts of the body
and one of them hit somewhere, but his enemy smacked him on another part, just as we
would say to give someone a clout round the ear or to slap someone's face. In this case
thus the expression &m kOpprg cannot be equated with wordt yvéBov but rather it
specifically signifies the slap on the face. So the E.G. and its source perhaps Photius.

In any case the articles give the answer as to why Hyperides mentioned all this. If

n*"* (and why not since the

we regard the ‘original’ first sentence of the E.G. as a quotatio
ool indicates it clearly) and add the last sentence of Harpocration, the picture is
coniplete. The speaker expresses his indignation at the apparent injustice, that is, his
enemy can go unpunished in spite of the presumably exemplary punishment in the case of
Autocles and Hipponicus. However, they have just been hitting each other and both of
them were involved. But the speaker’s opponent (from here Harpocration) has been
tearing at his hair and hitting several times. Although in the first sentence of the E.G., only
one enemy is mentioned by the plaintiff and in Harpocration's account there are already
more, this is only a seeming contradiction since he could sue just the leader on the first
occasion and moreover we can suppose that among the assistants there were slaves.”'®

The other Hyperides reference in the E.G. is in the article cupyopic, ‘taxation
group’. In this case the compiler avoided the silly mistakes occurring in Photius' Lexicon
and the Suda with his abridgement and managed to find enough space for a short
etymological remark.

The Etymologicum Genuinum was also one of the main sources of the

217

Etymologicum Magnum which was compiled in the twelfth century.”’ The dictionary,
according to the aims described above, combines different lexicographical works and so
increases the number of its articles. The article "EAevBéprog ZeOg provides us with a

significant example of its method of contamination, in which the nub of the interpretation

'3 Jensen did not.
216 Jensen includes in this speech the fragment dwyidotortov Bepéemov, ‘most shameless slave’, Fr.95.
7 Reitzenstein, (Etym.) 816.

63



goes back to Harpocration. However, he added a short etymological explanation.”® In the
article énfBolog the E.M. follows Porphyry or an intermediate source. This is clear from
the fact that the scribe altered the Porphyrian &m0 wv 7wOppw v EmBOATV TIOWVUEVGY by
a characteristic copying mistake into &md v moppwbev. However, the quotation is better

preserved apart from a grammatical error.

The most remarkable product of the Byzantine summarising tendencies is the
Suda Lexicon from the tenth century. Despite the fact that in its lexicographical articles
there are numerous parallels with the Photius Lexicon, it did not immediately draw on this
as a source, but rather on a common one, perhaps a more complete version of the
Synagoge and almost all the works mentioned above.?" The majority of the Hyperidean
articles here relevant also just repeats the material of previous dictionaries with more or
less_success.22°

There is a significant copying mistake in the article xopuotiké mholc, ‘cargo boat’,
which presumably originally aroused Harpocration's curiosity. Until it eventually reached
the compiler of Suda Lexicon, the title of Hyperides' speech had already been lost from
the beginning of the article and threw a shadow of oblivion on the Etruscans or perhaps
on the ephemeral western anti-Macedonian alliance about which the speech could have
proposed an initiative, Ilepl Thg @UAokTG wdv Toppmvidy, ‘On the defence of the
Etruscans’. The word Tuppmvot left in the main text of the article did not say anything to
the later compilers. Tyrants however could easily be supposed to carry away booty on
such ships; TOporvvor. It may be that the compilers racked their brains a short while as to
why Hyperides should have mentioned tyrants in this context, but the final result remained

the same.

218 Similarly in ooppopio, ctviok, @povelv. and Loyoudew in which case it borrowed mainly from
Photius' Lexicon. In the article 6éofo is a certain Prymopucov Aekucdv referred to which was preferred by it
to the Lexicon of Photius since the lectio difficillior is attested in the title of the Stephanus speech.

219 L aqueur, (Suda) cols. 688-70.

2% However, in the case of four words or expressions the Suda Lexicon is the only known source:
mondopwov in the meaning of little girl, Goppoéov, vépewy mpooumyy, and Gmeynypicomo. In all cases he
quotes at relative length from the orator. In the case of the first three he was even content with just the
Hyperidean examples. For word by word loans a few example are: mopdfuowv = Phot. Lex., ®opovieiov
=Phot. Lex., ofioioe= Syn., éeyopdoon=Phot. Lex., éyopGc=Phot. Lex.etc.
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There is another remarkable group of articles in which the Suda completed
interpretations with later parallels.””' He seems to have preferred the works of later
historians. However, this information is second-hand as well.** So in the article dpoic 8¢
g moAewg odorg, ‘the city being excited’ Polybius, in the poGwov, ‘dashing of waves’,
Arrian, in the dvtéyel, someone anonymous plays the role of our later witness, which on
the other hand already represents the ‘Nachleben’ of the particular Hyperidean word.

In my opinion, however, the compiler sometimes added something from his own
knowledge like in the cases of @uotnole, ‘the cup sacred to friendship® and
Bpumdéctoctov, ‘worm eaten’, which goes back to Pausanias. This seems to be indicated
by his relatively informal way of setting forth the information and the almost pedantic
description of the termite beetle.

The lexicon which its first editor described as the work of Johannes Zonaras
remains on the top of the lexicon-pyramid, which is growing narrower step by step.”” In
this Lexicon, which was presumably composed in the eleventh century, there are already
appreciable Christian and theological points of view. Moreover the compiler could even
have been a monk.”* In spite of this it preserved four Hyperidean references. The
axpdet, “flourishes’ and the dvaovvidéo, ‘reassessing war tax’, are verbatim loans from
Suda. In the case of ovpiopic, however, there are some differences because of the fact
that common usage intrudes even more. For instance as a part of explanation we find: 1
TAMPUG 1| Ty ovuvEdevow, perhaps even the meaning of co-operative community of monks
influenced the compiler.*”* The article kéBov in which the irregular forms of k&Bnyion are
collected probably goes back to Orus and the Lexicon Cantabrigiense.*

Finally, finishing the long list of dictionary-compilers and commentary-writers in

the twelfth century, Eustathius, the Patriarch of Thessalonike, composed besides many

221 Sometimes even with quotations: cf. pOBLOV, ppovrpiomoBTivon, GviExeL, or duqin,

222 presumably he borrowed this from the epitome of Constantine Porphyrogennetus: cf. Laqueur, (Suda)
col. 700.

23K Alpers, ‘Zonaras’ RE XIX (1972) col. 737.

224 Alpers, (Zon.) 739.

225 pMasp. 96,32.

226 An eventual Alexandrian origin is supported by the possible meaning of the term ‘EAArvxd. It seems
that he returned to the meaning of ‘real literary Greek’ as it was used in the circles of Alexandrian

grammarians.
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other scholarly works a commentary to Homer in which Hyperidean words also occur as
part of the explanation. Like his ninth century colleague Photius, he regarded as the most

227 In his voluminous

urgent mission of his own age to save the classical literary texts.
Homer commentary he could still use precious lexicographical works which later on got
lost; such as the work of Aristophanes of Byzantium, Suetonius,”?® Pausanias, and Aelius
Dionysius. However, he borrowed plenty from previous Homer commentaries as is well
attested in the case of énfBolog, ‘having achieved something’. His Hyperidean quotation
from the speech against Demades presumably goes back to Porphyry, who composed his
references in the same order. But his interest could have been aroused also by the EM. or
even by their common Attic source. His philological accuracy is indicated by a conjecture,
suggesting that he was content neither with the meaningless form of Porphyry's
manuscript nor with the grammatical mistake of the EM. and restored the presumably
original form of the Hyperidean sentence; i e TOAEWG LTITE TOALTELO,

The irregular Hyperidean form pgdieotépoy moOAv on the other hand comes

certainly from his favourite antiquarian treasury, the work of Athenaeus, who himself

refers to Hyperides in the context of a seemingly extravagant Homeric phrase.

27 K Krumbacher, 537.
28 1, Cohn, ‘De Aristophane Byzantio et Suetonio Tranquillo Eustathi Auctoribus® Jahrbiicher fir
Classische Philologie Supp. 12 (Leipzig, 1881) passim.



H. Summary

To summarise; the reason for such an honourable place of Hyperides in the
imaginary ranking list of the dictionary-compilers seems to be multiple. His extensive
rhetorical activity might be one of the factors, which had contributed to this final result. In
Hyperides ‘oeuvre’ we can find all the three genres of rhetorical speeches
ovpBovievtikd, ‘deliberative’, dukovikdg, ‘forensic’ and Eémdewxtixde, ‘declamatory’ and
it falls into one of the most critical periods of Athenian history; hence perhaps the
numerous legal, historical terms and cultural, geographical expressions and even personal
names collected mainly by Harpocration. They could be more easily found in such fruitful
and representative authors of their own time, like Hyperides and Demosthenes. But this
alone would not explain the frequent quotations, since, for example, Aeschines’ or
Dinarchus’ ‘oeuvre’ also fulfils this latter criterion.

% is the

The crucial factor which might have turned the scale in his favour,?
unadulterated Hyperides himself, appearing as an ‘enfant terrible’ also in the selection of
words and expressions. Hermogenes, who was honoured in his youth as a brilliant
Asianist, writes about him in his later works with a mock severity:

v 8¢ “Ymepidov w0 xol 7wl AéLecw &deldbotepby mwg Ko

&ueléc'cepov xpnoda, domep dtav "povdtatog” Afyy kol "yaredypa" kol

"exkokkO{eW” Kal "Ectnlokérnron” kol "EnfifoAoc” kai dca totovta. 2

In the opinion of rigorous Atticists he had tried in reality to overstep the limits of ‘real
Greek’. Logically, he should not have been taken into account when composing a reliable,
‘pure’, ‘Attic’ vocabulary. The obstacle was, however, the fact that he was a member of
the Ten. What a part this simple fact might have played is clear from Phrynichus’ and
Pollux’s controversy. Indeed, the seeming contradiction of a canonised Attic orator and
his non-Attic expressions might have forced and spurred on lexicographers to a more

intense discussion of Hyperides’ lexicon. As is apparent from the groups of his ‘original’

229 The favour of lexicographers of the period of spreading Atticism.
2% Herm. Id. 2,11,43.
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words listed in Appendix III, a big part of them come from common usage and from the

language of Comedy which he seemed to legitimise.
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VI. The Rhodian school of rhetoric and Hyperides as a
model for imitation

In this chapter I focus on the history and special characteristics of Rhodian
rhetoric, since, in my opinion the Rhodian school of rhetoric played the most
influential role in shaping the later ‘Nachleben’ of Hyperides in antiquity.

Rhodes, in the vacuum which was established between a certain political and
cultural decline at Athens and the rise of Rome, was an island not only in a
geographical but also in a more general sense. In the middle of a circle of monarchies
she lived with a constitution which was praised by contemporaries as a perfect
democracy. The city had found here a place not only for a unique kind of survival, but
also for further free development, being independent of the directives of enlightened
monarchs. So Rome, which was determined gradually to take over the classical Greek
heritage, could still be introduced to its vigorous liveliness. Almost every branch of
science and the arts found a home here and produced world famous representatives.
Moreover, as most concerns us here, she remained almost the last fortress for
eloquence in the Tacitean sense, which in the Dialogus he was so bitterly to relate to
states with democratic constitutions. From the second century onwards the youth of
Rome, many of them, who had serious hopes of a legal or political career, came here
to attend lectures by the Rhodian rhetoricians. Some of these, as Dionysius of
Halicarnassus reveals, were followers of Hyperides, or at least they tried to be. A
critical moment in Hyperides' Nachleben is highlighted by his brief remark, and this is
what I would like to argue for in reviewing the history and cultural policy of Rhodes

in the period of the third - first century B.C.

A. The concrete evidence

The new rhetorical principles of Augustan Rome are explained by Dionysius

of Halicarnassus mainly in his book entitled mepi pipfioewg, ‘On Imitation’,
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according to which the only possibility is the imitation of the unbeatable Attic
predecessors. However, this had already been the situation for one of their younger
contemporaries, Dinarchus, that is to follow them as far as his talent allowed. His
favourites were especially Lysias, Demosthenes and Hyperides, and his speeches are
therefore often presented under the name of one of these. Nevertheless, his authentic
works can be easily detected if we compare them with the coherent style of the others
in their speeches, since not even the otherwise skillful Dinarchus could achieve a
perfect level of imitation and consistently adopt the character of the one he imitated.
After all there are two distinct kinds of imitation in Dionysius’ view, one is the
properly understood form of it, i.e. which tries to perceive the whole individuality of
the model by intensive learning and familiarity, and the other, the unsuccessful
variant, which by slavishly copying some details fails to hit the main target.”! This
latter happened to those by whom Plato and Thucydides were chosen, and it
happened too, in the case of those rhetoricians who tried to imitate Hyperides,
Isocrates and Demosthenes. Dionysius was obviously more concemned with
rhetoricians; consequently, the unsuccessful epigonoi are introduced by name. There
are four Hyperideans, three Isocrateans and only one from the flock of Demosthenes,
that is Dinarchus. Hyperides has a remarkably honourable position in the triumvirate,
which had been praised by an - in the eye of Dionysius - profane public; he is
mentioned as the first and most obvious example by Dionysius and even the country
of his epigonoi is indicated, not to mention the reference to his general
characteristics, which are missing in their work:*?

ol pév “Yrepeidnv pprodpevol dropaptdvieg tiig x&pitog €xeivng kol
tfig GAANG dvvdpewg adyunpol tiveg £yévovto, olol yeyovaor ‘Podiakol
pntopeg, ol mepl Aptapévnv kol ‘AprtotokAfa kol dAdyprov kol
MoéArwvo.

‘the imitators of Hyperides, having failed to capture that special charm of

D H. Din.7.

232 Although in the case of the Isocrateans on the one hand we are not told about their origin and the
essence of Isocrates' style, on the other hand there are some adjectives describing their mistakes.
Logically, Dinarchus is referred to, since the whole excursus originates from the remark on his
method.
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his, and the rest of his oratorical power, tended to become arid, as have those

orators who formed the Rhodian school, Artamenes, Aristocles, Philagrios,

Molo and their followers.”

Although this is in effect the only source in which Hyperides’ name is related
to Rhodian rhetoricians, the phrasing of the text certainly implies that it is not an
accident, but that Dionysius was deeply aware of this Rhodian peculiarity and did in
fact know their speeches.”*

Before analysing sources, which refer generally to Rhodian eloquence or more
concretely to names involved, it seems to be worth while having a look briefly at the
political circumstances and the cultural policy of the island-state in the Hellenistic
period. The more so, since especially the latter has not been approached with an
appropriate interest in recent literature,”* and it could perhaps contribute something
to the understanding of the significance and importance of the rhetorical school of
Rhodes.?¢

3D H. Din. 8,10; translated by St.Usher.

**Though it is obviously ironical, Dionysius’ formulation could shed light on the extent of
Hyperides imitation. Din.6, tovg 8’ ‘Ynepeidov d0&avtog elval tior Aeivdpyov Aéyor pokpd
Toig Emuypagails Tdv BuPriwv xaipetv eindv (... ‘that those which are thought by some to be by
Hyperides are by Dinarchus, paying no attention whatsoever to the titles on the scrolls’ tr.by
St.Usher).

23°F Portalupi, ‘Sulla Corrente Rhodiese’ Universiti di Torino, Pubblicazioni della Facolti di
Magistero, 7 (Turin, 1957) 5-28, is an exception. The author argues along the lines of the present
discussion especially with regard to the Aeschinean origin and Hyperidean favour of the school
(however, without proving continuity) and the effect on the Rhodian concern with natural abilities,
here rather ‘actio’ - delivery. The focus of the article is on the anti-philosophical attitude of the
Rhodians. Similarly J. F. Kindstrand, The stylistic evaluation of Aeschines in antiquity (Uppsala,
1982) 75-84 touches upon the question of the relation of Aeschines to Rhodes.

235The most important monographs on the subject, H.van Gelder, Geschichte der alten Rhodier
(Hague, 1900); M.Rostovzeff, The Social and Economic History of the Hellenistic World I-II
(Oxford, 1974); P. Green, From Alexander to Actium, The Hellenistic Age (London, 1990); Richard
M.Berthold, Rhodes in the Hellenistic Age (Ithaca, 1984);, Hatto H.Schmitt, ‘Rom und Rhodos:
Geschichte ihrer politischen Beziehungen seit der ersten Berithrung bis zum Aufgehen des
Inselstaates im Romischen Weltreich’ Milnchener Beitrige zur Papyrusforschung und antiken
Rechtsgeschichte (Munich, 1957); Hiller von Gaertringen, ‘Rhodos” RE V Supp. (1931) cols. 731-
840.
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B. The importance of rhetoric in Rhodes

Like many other small countries living on the border and so in the shadows of
great powers, Rhodes had to wait for a long time until the unique historical moment
arose when the inevitable decline of great empires allowed her to gain back her
independence. Until the very end of the fourth century B.C., Rhodian home and
foreign affairs were controlled in turn by Athens, Sparta, the Persian Empire and
finally the Macedonians. After the death of Alexander the Great, however, Rhodes
did not find herself any longer inside an empire, nor wedged in between two
traditional powers, but rather in the middle of a roughly triangular formation, which
was created by the Macedonians, Ptolemies and Seleucids. This geographical position
in itself could secure a certain kind of opportunity to escape conflicts and maintain
independence, especially if it was accompanied by appropriate and skillful political
manoeuvres.

The political golden age of Rhodes took its start formally from the successful
defence of the city against Demetrius Poliorcetes in 305/4 B.C. But home affairs were
a similarly important, although not so dramatic factor. The key to economic welfare,
and so indirectly to political independence as well, was in commerce. Success in this
must have been increased by the political unity created by Alexander, which secured
and opened eastern connections. Rhodes, exploiting the opportunities given to her by
her geographical position, in the third century B.C. gradually became the ‘clearihg
house’ and banking centre of the Aegean. Egyptian corn and many other Phoenician

#7 and Rhodian amphorae

and eastern goods changed their owners in Rhodian ports,
from this period have been found almost everywhere in the eastern Mediterranean.
The state had a very high income of one million drachmas from the port duties
alone, éAAiuévov, which at a general rate of 2% must mean a traffic worth 50
million.”** The city must have reached at least the same level of welfare as Athens had

in the fifth century, if we add the tribute of occupied Asian territories as well and

STRostovzeff, I, 228.
Z8polyb. 30,31; cf. Rostovzeft, I, 680.
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make a guess at general private profit from outside the island.

Accordingly Rhodes was primarily concerned with guarding the source of her
wealth, that is security of commerce, by issuing a highly appreciated naval code®?,
occasionally by suppressing piracy and very remarkably by supporting the autonomy
of the islands by means of diplomacy and war as well.”*’

Nevertheless, against great powers not even the well equipped Rhodian fleet
could have a chance, therefore it had always been a matter of survival to prevent
major military conflicts, not only in those cases when the island herself was
threatened, but also whenever the balance of power seemed to be overthrown by one
of the sides. Given the lack of a deterrent force, diplomacy turned out to be the only
successful method to save this fragile independence, which basically grew out of
Rhodian influence since it was a result of unique circumstances.

An important part of the material in the historical work of Polybius goes back
to reports of embassies, irrespective of whether he had heard or read them
himself**'or drew on another historical work and simply took them over. The detailed
and sometimes colourful descriptions of embassies had already awoken the interest of
Constantine of Porphyrogenitus, who, in the tenth century, ordered two separate
collections. In one volume were collected those sent to Rome, and in the other those
negotiating on behalf of the Romans.**? In the books on Greek history IV-XXXI
comparatively many Rhodian embassies are mentioned. This phenomenon could be
explained by a plausible assumption that, especially in this part of his work, Polybius

243

relied on Rhodian historians like Antisthenes and Zenon.”” Nevertheless, our

impression of Rhodian diplomatic activity should not be undermined by this

supposedly unequal influence of the Rhodian point of view in Polybius' presentation

%RostovzefT, 11, 680.

240Cf. Polyb. 4,47,1: The islanders ask Rhodes for help against Byzantium, who unlawfully levied
duties on transit commerce in the Hellespont: xoi mévteg évexdiovv oi mAoildpevor tolg
‘Podiog dux t0 dokelv 100TOVG TMpoeotavor TAV koth OGActtov, and again in 274,7:
Siatelolol mpoototodvieg od povov 1fig avtdv, dAAX xoi 1fig v &AAwv ‘EAAqvev
EAevbeplog.

*'During his visit in Rhodes he read a report of a nauarch in the prytancum, 16,15,8.

2%2polybius Vol.IV, ed. Th.Buettner-Wobst, Praef. IIL.

23polyb. 16,14; cf. H.Ulirich, De Polybii fontibus Rhodiis (Leipzig, 1898) passim.
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of world history. Irrespective of the real role and influence of Rhodian diplomats in
international policy, the sheer number of the embassies mentioned, even if all of them
were insignificant, implies a solid diplomatic base, that is, not only a supply of
educated diplomats, but also the essential elements of a literary education, especially
in the field of rhetorical education, since the decisive element in an embassy in this

period is still a speech produced by an ambassador.*** As is well shown by Molo's

244 The 26 Rhodian embassies mentioned in Polybius or other literary sources are arranged into
different groups, according to their primary purposes. Besides indicating the actual matter,
sometimes I quote passages revealing either general appreciation of Rhodes' diplomatic role, or the
validity of the orator - ambassador concept.

A, Peace negotiations:
1, Between Ptolemy IV and Antiochus, Polyb. 4,51,1.
2, Polyb. 24,11; (28,1).
3, Between Philip and the Aetolians, Polyb. 5,63,5: Gpo 8¢ Sromepydyievor mpdg 1€ Podiovg xoi
Bofavtiovg xai Ko{iknvolg, odv 8¢ tovtolg AltwAlovg, éreondoovto mpecBeiog €nl Tog
S voerg.
4, Between Philip and the Aetolians, Polyb. 5,100,9.
5, Between Philip and the Aetolians, at another time Polyb. 11,4,6; with an ‘extant’ speech of the
ambassador.
6, Polyb. 18,52,1; Philip prefers them to the Romans, their authority as peace negotiators: Madoou -
Pnol - TAV TOAADV: 0D Yop énl Popaiov, GAL’ Enl Podiov djty e0doxd SroxpiBfivar mepl
TAV AVTILAEYOUE VY.
7, In the Aetolian interest: kai Sinmdpovv i el xpNoacOoL Tolg ERPEPOPEVOLG TPAYUACLY ...
£80kev odv adrtolg mpdg e Podlovg méumelv xoi mpdg CABmvaiovg, dfodviag kol
nopoxododviag mpeoPedoat meplt adwdv eig triv Pdpnv. Polyb. 21,25,10; the legates,
AapBavovieg eig Ttag xelpag OV otpotnyov @V Popoiov xai moikileg Optiodvreg,
npodvey éretpdvro Thv dpynv adrtod, Polyb. 21,29,9.
8, Agepolis as peace negotiator between Antiochus and Ptolemy on the request of the Romans,
Polyb. 28,17,4; before Antiochus: yevopévrg 8¢ tiig viedEeas, moAlodg Sietifevio Adyoug, Thv
1e 1fg 1dlog matpidog edvowav mpoceepdpevor mpog Gpupotépag tig Poaocireiog .. 6 &€
Baciiedg En Aéyovra 1OV mpecPevtnv EmLtepdv 0Ok PN TPoodELTBOL TOAAGY AOYWV ...
9, Embassies to the senate, the Roman generals, and Perseus; Polyb. 29,10,4; and Agepolis in the
senate after the Roman victory, Polyb. 29,19,1.

B, Negotiations for war:
10, They persuade the Athenians to declare war against Philip: od pnv &Ald xai t@v Podiwv
EneloelBOvIov kol moAAODG TPOg TV odtiiv UmdBeoiv drobepévov Adyovg, E8o&e Tolg
’ ABnvaiolg Exeépely 1 drAinng tov TOAepov, Polyb. 16,26,8.

C, Negotiations on matters of Rhodian interest:
11, For rights concerning Lycia, before a Roman committee, Polyb. 22,5,1.
12, The same before the senate, Polyb. 25,5; | osbykAntog ... Stakodoaca wdv Adywv Orepébeto
™V AndKpLoWY ...
13, Embassy to Rome concerning the corn supply. They defend themselves against false accusations,
and in a different embassy ask for allied status, Polyb. 28,2; and 26,16. For the same reasons
Agepolis visits the proconsul, Polyb. 28,17.
14, In Crete to establish friendly relations, Polyb. 29,10,6.
15, Agepolis and in another delegation Astymedes ask the senate for forgiveness for Rhodian
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case, Rhodians, as was in the state's interest, tried to send men with good persuasive

abilities, or even rhetoricians.?*’

The same conclusion about the key importance of rhetoric in Rhodes can be
derived from another historical phenomenon, namely the constitution of the state;
| TOALG 1 1@V Podilwv moALtevopévn KAMOTO TdV EAAAVEV?Y..,

‘the Rhodians have the best political constitution among the Greeks ...’

neutrality in the war against Perseus, Polyb. 30,4.

16, Theodetus and Rodophon with a golden crown in Rome, Polyb. 30,5,2.

17, Aristocles for the same reason, i.e. for allied status, before the senate: eiofiABov eig v
cUYkANToV kol TopovTike REPL 10D MeReBapynkévor 1OV dfijlov 10l EmitotTopévolg xod
ROpEROAODY DREP THG SUUPOYLOG, TOALOVG Kol otkidovg Sra(TL)Bépevol AdYoug.

18, Astymedes a second time before the senate, Polyb. 30,31,1; with an ‘extant’ speech.

19, Under the leadership of Cleagoras for securing Rhodian interests in Caria and Lycia, Polyb.
31,4,1.

20, In opposition to the Cretan ambassadors, Theophanes tries to win the Actolians' favour for his
country. It is an interesting case, since Polybius reveals that there had been a certain kind of Cretan
rhetorical style, which implies to some extent the same about the Rhodians. The Cretan in his
second speech: éxpficato Adyowg Baputéporg fi katk Kpfita kol orovdatotépors kai yop fiv 6
veaviokog oddayudg Kpntikdg, ALY nepevyas miv Kpnuknv avayayiay, Polyb. 33,16,2.

21, Apollonius Molo the most remarkable orator of the time, as ambassador of his country in Rome,
Cic.Brut.312; dictatore enim Sulla legatus ad senatum de Rhodiorum praemiis venerat, i.e. in 81
B.C.

(21.b), (perhaps at the same time, since the account in Cicero is fairly vague, cf. in favour, Gelder,
165; against, Susemihl, 491; and von Gaertingen, 804); Molo delivered a speech entitled kot
Kowviwv, Strab. 652.

22, Poseidonius in Rome as a legate, presumably for the same reasons as Molo in no.21, in the year
87 B.C. (Plut. Marius 45).

D, In Peace Conferences:
23, They are present in the peace conference between Philip and Flamininus, Polyb. 18,4.
24, Along with many other representatives, Rhodian ambassadors intervene for their own interest in
Rome after the war against Antiochus, all this in a difficult situation, Polyb. 21,17,12; with an
‘extant’ speech, see below.
25, Same place, same time, for tax-free status of the citizens of Soloi, Polyb. 21,24,10.

E, Others:
26, Representing the interests of the Sinopeians before the senate, Polyb. 23,9,2.

On the credibility of ‘extant’ speeches, see below 82-3; further E.Olshausen,
Prosopographie der hellenistischen Konigsgesandten I (Louvain, 1974).
2%5See recently: Sheila L. Ager, ‘Rhodes: The rise and fall of a neutral diplomat’ Historia 40/1
(1991) 10-41; the author by working on all available evidence analyses Rhodes’ history of mediation
in a historical context until 168 B.C.
*Diod. 20,81; cf. Gelder, 179.
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Accbrding to Strabo it was a perfect, balanced form of constitution, and not an
extreme democracy.”’ However, the main decisions were in the hands of the people,
i.e. the assembly, as is confirmed by Polybius and the other evidence.’*® The
description of a meeting, where Roman and Macedonian orientation was clashing in
the proposals of their prominent adherents and all these in a fatal historical moment,
recalls the atmosphere of Athenian debates. Here also, orator-politicians influence the
people and the resolution depends on their eventual success.”*

Rhodes' inner and external political character could not have been better
described than by a literary ‘topos’ of Polybius, which is put this time into Perseus’
mouth. On the eve of his inevitable conflict with the Romans, he tried to secure
through his delegates the diplomatic support of the Rhodians, and therefore not
without any intention of flattery he alluded to the source of their well-known pride:

0o yap mwAelov Opéyovtar tThg ionyopiag kol Zoappnoicg, kol

dwatehoDor mpootatoVvieg oV povov Tiig aLThv, ARG kol Tfig TOV
dAlov ‘EAAfvov éAievBepiag, Tooo0T® koi thv évaviiav mpoaipeoiv
péAlota delv adtog TpoopdoBot kKol EUALTTESOBOL KOTX dVVaLLY

‘For the more they were the champions of equality and freedom of speech,

and the constant protectors not only of their own liberty, but of that of the rest
of Greece, the more they should do all in their power to provide and guard
against the victory of principles contrary to these.’>*°

The ionyopio and moppnoic are those claimed by the Athenians as their privilege, >’

freedom and equal right of speech.

C. The ‘Pre-Molonian’ period of Rhodian rhetoric

*“Strab. 653.

248f Inscriptions from Rhodes in Gelder’s Appendix.
2%Polyb. 29,4-5.

20Polyb. 27,4,6; translated by W.R. Paton.

'Dem 21,124; Eur. Hipp. 422.
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1. Hyperides on Rhodes

According to Ps. Plutarch's evidence, Hyperides himself visited Rhodes once
as the leader of an embassy: énpeoPevoe 8¢ kail mpog Podiovg, ‘he led an embassy
also to the Rhodians’.**> The short sentence does not reveal anything about time or
circumstances, and the whole context is very dense, since in the previous statement
we are told about his Delian mission and the next is already about Antipater's legates.
Consequently among modern scholars there have been two different theories
regarding the date of the Rhodian embassy. One of them argues for an early date for
Hyperides’ visit, that is 341 B.C., when the Rhodians finally joined Athens in an
expedition for the relief of Byzantium.?>> On the other hand, as is - in my opinion -
rather suggested by the context of the vita, it could have happened in 323/322 B.C,,
in the year when the Athenian politician desperately tried to establish an anti-
Macedonian coalition, and therefore decided to undertake a recruiting tour all over
Hellas.”** However, he must have found enough time before the end to publish his
speech, and this would suggest success in the mission (i.e. an earlier date). In any
case the speech was probably published with the title of ‘Podiaxdg, since the author
of the Antiatticista refers to it by this title.”

It would be a mistake to overemphasize Hyperides’ appearance in Rhodes
from the point of view of the later development of Rhodian eloquence, nevertheless
he was the first (or second) among the great Attic orators, who certainly visited the
city and delivered a speech. Moreover, even if we rejected the Aeschines story, it
could reflect a memory of Rhodian rhetoric, especially, if we bear in mind that the

speech was published and circulated among Greeks of later periods as well.*®

*2ps, Plut. Vita X.or. 850A.

**Blass, Att. Bered. 111/2°, 9, and cf. Berthold, 32.

2Gelder, 101; Berthold, 59. The Rhodians did not participate in the coalition.

2*He had read in this the expression: nponeceiv = mponetds T moificar which he decided to
incorporate into his less rigorous Attic lexicon. cf. Bekk. Antiatt. 112,10,

ZHere has to be mentioned that also Demosthenes delivered a speech in the interest of the
Rhodians, De Rhodiorum Libertate (15). So Demosthenes is also personally linked to Rhodian
rhetorical tradition, the theoretical foundation of which is - on one side - built on Attic tradition
represented by Demosthenes, Aeschines and Hyperides.
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2. Aeschines, the founder of the school

Aeschines has always been the one who was presented in the ancient tradition
as the founder of the Rhodian school of rhetoric. According to Ps.Plutarch’s detailed
desc;ription, after his unlucky suit against Ctesiphon he settled down in Rhodes as an
exile and founded a school, in which he taught: évtad8a oyoAnv kKoTtacTHOXHEVOG
£d18aokeyv, ‘after having there founded a school, he started to teach’, later he left the
island oyoAnv T éxel mpookatéAime, 10 Podiakdv didaokaAeiov kKANBEY, ‘he
left there a school, the so called Rhodian school’.”” The authenticity of the story,
however, has been questioned by many scholars and it is commonly regarded as a
fiction of the Second Sophistic.”®® This assumption is certainly backed by the
colourful anecdote according to which Aeschines read his speech on the crown aloud
to the Rhodians, who listened to him almost with open mouths. And when he was
asked by them how could he lose the trial with such a speech, his generously simple
answer was that they would not be surprised if they had heard his opponent. The
theme certainly moved the imagination of many people and it became a topic for
sophistic play, since it became increasingly more elaborated with time. Although there
could be serious doubts as to the truth of the anecdote, it would be unjust to question
the rest of the legend, that is, that Aeschines went to Rhodes and lived there from
teaching. > Philostratus, being absolutely certain about his wanderings and final
presence on the island, saw him as the founder of the whole Second Sophistic
movement.”®® In accordance with this, he writes:

‘Podov eixero, M 8¢ viicog AGyadn Evomovdaoai, kol COPLOTAV

QPOVILOTAPLOV GmoPpveg ThHy Pddov adtod dipntdto BVvmv Novyig 1 Kol

Motoaig kol Awpiolg HBeoty Eykotautyvdg "ATTIKQ.

‘So he took up his abode at Rhodes, for the island is well adapted to

#7ps Plut. Vit.X or.840D.

28cf A.Dihle, Griechische Literaturgeschichte (Stuttgart, 1967) introduces as his main argument
the silence of the spurious Aeschines letters.

2*Despite the fact that some of the vitae do not mention this episode, but rather say, that he returned
to Athens and taught there as his father did: ¢f. A.Westermann, Vitarum scriptores Graeci
(Braunschweig, 1845) 265-8; cf. Kindstrand, 76-7.

#0y5.1,481.
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literary pursuits, and having transformed Rhodes into a school for sophists, he
continued to live there, sacrificing to peace and the Muses, and introducing
Attic customs into the Dorian mode of life.”*"!

Rhodes, which in this period started to grow politically and economically

could have appeared a secure place for the politically shipwrecked.

Thus Aeschines would represent in the history of Rhodian eloquence an Attic
origin similar to that of Rhodian fine arts. As it is very dramatically expressed by
Quintilian:

Aeschines...intulit eo studia Athenarum, quae velut sata quaedam coelo

terraque degenerant, saporem illum Atticum peregrino miscuerunt.

‘it was Aeschines who introduced the culture of Athens at Rhodes, ... and
just as certain plants degenerate as a result of change of soil and climate, so the
Attic flavour was marred by the admixture of foreign ingredients.’*%

Or is it only the usual invention of newcomers, part of a well defined cultural policy,
the desire to have world famous founders and predecessors?”®® Or are all these stories
generated by the high renown of the later schools, so that their foundation should be
attributed to the best, and in our case to one of the greatest orators? Although there
cannot be an exact answer, perhaps the rhetorical remains of the lost Rhodian

centuries could provide some help.

3. Remains of ‘Pre-Molonian’ speeches

#1p5.1,509; translated by W.C. Wright.

%21st.0r.12,10,18; translated by H.E.Butler.

*$>The same effort is obvious in the false story about the foundation of the city by the most famous
architect, Hippodamus of Miletus: Strab.645; cf. Rostovzeff, 1,681.
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Unfortunately, apart from some late and general remarks we do not know
anything about the characteristics of Rhodian eloquence. However, this lack of first-
hand evidence could be filled in to a certain extent, if those speeches by ambassadors,
which are incorporated into Polybius' historical work, were scrutinized. Though from
rhetorical pieces which are usually quoted or rather produced for stylistic reasons one
could never demand absolute historical reliability, there are big differences between
authors, and Polybius belongs to those who certainly deserve more trust. This is
obvious from his often confessed ideas on writing history,**and it is supported by the
solid assumption that, in presenting Rhodian history, he had relied on first-class
sources.

The bulk of the information in books IV-XXI presumably comes from
Antisthenes’ and Zenon’s works.?**These Rhodian historians were highly appreciated
by Polybius, partly because they were contemporaries of the events: TovTovg &
aéiovg elvor xpive dud mAelovg aitiog kol yop xatd ToLG KopoLg
veyovoor?® Nevertheless, they committed two serious and for an historian
inadmissible mistakes. First, they tried to present history in favour of their fatherland,
even by altering reality.”*’ Polybius does not refer to it, but the apologetic description
of the behaviour of Rhodian people before the fatal peace negotiations between Rome
and Perseus is very remarkable. Second, Zenon had overstylised his work: nept pev
v 1hg Aééemg xataokevnv dfiAdg €otv €l tocoDTOV £0MOVSAKGOG (G
OREPBOANY TEPATELQG LT} KATAALTETY TOTG TOG EMIEIKTIKAG Kol POG EXTANELY
OV TOAAMBV ouvvtdtelg molovpévolg.*®Should these statements refer to the

speeches or to a general impression of the entire work, or moreover could jealousy

*Especially in 12,25b: éx yop 1dv opoimv £l Todg oikeiong peTapepopévov Kapods dpopjal
yivovtor xoi mpoAnyelg gig 10 mpowdécBat tO péAov, kol mote pév edAoPnbfivor, mote 8
WHOOREVOV TAL TpoYEYOVOTO Bappodedtepov EYXELPELY TOlg €mupepopévolg” 6 8¢ kol Tovg
pneéviag Adyovg kot v aitiav mopaciondv, wevdh & dvii 100tV EmixElpApaTe Kol
de€odikovg Abyawv Adyovg, dvoupel 10 tfig iotopiog dov; cf. Ullrich, 15; K. Ziegler, ‘Polybios’
RE XX1 (1951) col. 1524.

285¢f. Ullrich passim.

*polyb.14,15.

2"Polyb.14,15,8.

2%polyb.16,18,2.
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play a role?”® In any case, from our point of view, even if Zenon had invented and
composed everything, we could have a general impression of contemporary Rhodian
rhetorical values.

But Polybius’ Rhodian sources are not limited to Zenon’s history. As he
reveals in the detailed polemic with the Rhodian, he visited the island at least once
and studied an official document in the prytaneum.”’® He could do the same with the
so called apangelia, i.e. reports of embassies.”’'Moreover he could read published
versions of speeches, since we are told by him, that at least once a legate (Astymedes)
had published his speech later: £€€Bake yop €yypantov petd TadTH ROLACHS THY
cOvta&v Thg dukooroyiog?”’It should not be necessarily a commentary or a
summary,””’since the expression £yypantov moiéw could rather mean to work out
something in writing. Astymedes’ second speech in Polybius gives also a strong

274

impression of originality” "and the major speeches in book XI and XXI bear a certain

stylistic discrepancy from the usual Polybian narrative.””
Publishing speeches must have been a widespread activity among former

ambassadors, especially in the case of success. This is supported indirectly by

Miinzer's magnificent article,>%in which he successfully proved, that one of the short

examples in the Rhetorica ad Herennium comes from the speech of a Rhodian legate
speaking before Athenians in the early 90’s of the second century B.C. Since it was
incorporated into a rhetorical manual approximately one hundred years later than its
actual delivery, it must have been available in a published form:.

Gelzer’s general scepticism on publishing goes perhaps too far. Polybius does

mention Astymedes’ edition of his speech, not because this was highly exceptional®”’

2°0On the latter: cf. Ullrich, 15.

2%polyb.14,15,8.

210n the other hand, Gelzer, ‘Uber die Arbeitsweise des Polybios’ KSch.(Wiesbaden, 1964) 182-3,
denies the existence of an Archive.

#12polyb.30,4,11.

3¢, Ullrich, 71.

2polyb.30,31,5.

75Cf. Ullrich, 55.

?6Eine Probe rhodischer Beredsamkeit in lateinischer Fassung’ Philologus (1934) 215-25, see
below.

Gelzer, 182-3.
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but because his emphasis is rather on the general disapproval of other Greeks, and he
is surprised by the fact that despite its failure Astymedes dared to publish it.

. Summa summarum, in my opinion the extant speeches of Rhodian legates in
Polybius’ history could be used as auxiliary material in tracing remaining elements of
early Rhodian eloquence. However, the examination should not involve stylistic
details on the level of rhetorical figures, but it should mainly be focused on general

stylistic features in structure etc.

Chronologically the first extant Rhodian speech by an ambassador was
delivered before the assembly of the Aetolians, when Rhodes as the arbitrator of all
Greek interests summoned the opposite parties, i.e. Philip and the Aetolian allies, to
end their self-devastating war.””® Supposedly this is the most stylised one of all, since
the historian could find in this the opportunity to foreshadow the future by referring
to the coming reality, that is the danger of Roman intervention and the final loss of
Greek freedom.”” In any case it starts with a strong reminiscence of Demosthenes: £€
aVTAV 1OV Tpaypdtev drolapBdve todT elvar cvppavég, ‘I suppose that this
is obvious from the facts themselves’, which is not very surprising, since his style was
very appropriate for this historical occasion. The whole speech is almost entirely built
upon contrasts, apart from a major simile, in which the Aetolians are compared with a
man who cannot control any more the fire initiated by himself, and finally it destroys

him and all the others in the forest.?*

No less peculiar is another metaphor (11,5,8),
in which a personified Tyche makes obvious the foolishness of the Aetolians by
placing it, so that everyone could see it, on a theatrical instrument (exostra).”®' Its
very real Rhodian origin is attested by Polybius' lack of familiarity with the phrase,
since on another occasion, though he repeats the same text almost word for word,

instead of using the odd é€dotpo which perhaps he had never heard, he changes it

78polyb.11,4,1.-6,8.

#°Cf. Ullrich, 52.

ZUllrich, 53, regards this picture as completely alien to Polybius. However, there are some
phraseological links with previous descriptions of fire.

2 tfig Toxmg donep Enitndeg &mi v EEdotpa dvaPiBalodong v dretépav &yvorav 11,5,8.
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into the more neutral oxnvA.?*? This latter description is presumably also taken over
from a Rhodian source, but it certainly was not said by the legates about themselves
and therefore it must have stood in the work of Zenon.”® In this latter case, Polybius,
being free of the rules of quotation in a speech, simply banished the strange form.?**
Generally, it could be said that although the speech lacks Demosthenic energy, which
would be appropriate on this occasion, it certainly has a convincing and balanced

strength.

In the case of the second speech, which was delivered before the senate in

285

Rome,”” the Rhodian legate faced a very critical situation. After the war against

Antiochus in the atmosphere of a peace conference, Eumenes was offered the
opportunity to speak as the first of the allies before the ‘patres’, and he did not
hesitate to undermine Rhodian interests, by distorting their requests. The skillfulness
of the Rhodian speech is remarkable. It must have made a sharp contrast with the
extensive self-praise of the Smyrmneians,*®® who spoke second, since after a short
exordium, Bpoyéa mpooeveykapevor, quickly, taxémg, they turned over to their
main point (21,22,5).*’In a very polite but determined way the orator refuses
Eumenes' standpoint: after all he is still a king, and everyone knows that monarchs

are only interested in gaining power.”® The thought at the same time forms an

22 1fic TONg Gomep émitndeg dvoPiBalodong énl ornviv v 1BV Podiwv &yvoway, €1 XpR
‘Podimv Aéyery, GAAL p1} 1@V Emmolachvimv avBpdray TOTe Kotd Tiv ‘Podov, 29,19,2.

3This assumption is supported by the following sentence, in which is again present the apologetic
allusion to avoid collective punishment.

84 We cannot know, whether it is a phrase of Zenon and he borrowed from everyday Rhodian life
(obviously it comes from New Comedy, and old theatrical traditions are attested in Rhodes) or it is
an ambassador’s invention. The female noun’s formally identical neutral plural form occurs only on
a Delian inscription of the third century B.C. (IG XI°.199A95), apart from the controversial
accounts of late lexicographers (cf.LSJ).

5polyb.21,22.-23,13.

286 moAAoVG iV dmoAoYIoROYG loveykay Tepl ThHG odtdv edvolog ko mpodopiog...

*7The very peculiar delay, or disappearance of a Rhodian legate (21,22,2), that they could not be
called into the senate immediately after Eumenes’ speech. The inorganic short statement in Polybius
perhaps fitted better in Zenon, since it supposedly was a part of Rhodian tactics.

28R v Scala, Studien des Polybios (Stuttgart, 1890) 220-1. On the basis of characteristic phrases,
Scala assumes that the author must have had to a certain extent a Stoic education. Moreover,
perhaps Panaetius, the most prominent Stoic philosopher of the age, gave a hand to his countrymen
in composing a persuasive speech. F.W.Walbank, Polybius (Berkeley, Los Angeles, London, 1972)
136-7, disagrees, and emphasises the generality of the expressions.
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excellent transition to the main trick of the speech. Republican Rome, being quite the
opposite, as the living guarantee of world security and freedom, cannot allow any
violation of these sublime ideas, especially not by a king, and neglect the autonomy of
the Asian communities. The speech is well structured and free from anything

superfluous.

A sober simplicity characterized the appearance of Agepolis and his fellow
couﬁtrymen in the senate on an extremely painful occasion. Namely the Rhodian
legates, who originally came to negotiate between the Romans and Perseus, found
themselves in a victorious and arrogant atmosphere. They simply offered
congratulations and Bpayémg Enoviihbov, ‘quickly returned’.”®

Shortly after, but in the same historical situation, there arrived the embassy
under the leadership of Philophron and Astymedes to mitigate the senate's anger.”
Initially, they put on mourning dress and later having access to the senate 10
KOKVeOV gEnynoavteg, ‘having sung a swan song’, they left. However, having
avoided the imminent danger of war, Astymedes delivered his later published speech,
in which he tried to deny the accusations against his country, with a displeasing
strategy. The speech is condemned by Polybius, and in his opinion it was completely
unworthy of an &vnp moAitikdg, ‘politician’, since the legate tried to enlarge the
Rhodian merits mainly by accusing mikpdg xol dvopevikdg, ‘in a sharp and
intolerable way’, all the other Greeks. It must have been so aggressive, that it
provoked general disapproval, and it seems that Polybius was disgusted: &tomog
¢paiveto kol teréwg A&miBovog, ‘it appeared disgusting and completely
unconvincing’ (30,4,12). Nevertheless Astymedes' closest friends seem to have
approved the form, and, in my opinion, perhaps even helped him in the composition.

Astymedes’ second embassy on the other hand turned out to be more

successful, as Polybius says: ’Actopundng £d0keL mpemdviwg Tolg Kool

Zpolyb.29,19,3-5.
#polyb.30,4,7.-17.
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nemolfiofor ToVg Adyovg, ‘Astymedes seemed to have composed his speech

5291

adequately to the occasion’”" and it finally made an impression, not to mention the

healing effect of time and influential Roman friends. Polybius judges the speech

d.22 The method of the orator is to point to the obvious

worthy of being partly quote
disproportion between offence and punishment by enumerating xe@oAoi®didg
die€Lav, ‘presenting in headings’, the undeserved calamities, by which Rhodes was
hit because of Rome. The dense, almost dry, style of narration is well chosen, since it
even more forcefully stresses the extent of the losses.” In addition to these,
Astymedes warms up the old argument against collective punishment, namely that the
anti-Roman policy was a mistake of few, who had already expiated it, and the

common people were innocent.

These few and very general characteristics of Rhodian speeches are obviously
at least as close to the Attic idea of rhetoric as to the Asian forms. This rhetorical
attitude in the ‘pre-Molonian’ period is well represented by an originally Demosthenic
example, which in a Rhodian form was incorporated into the Rhetorica ad
Herennium.®* A sentence of a speech is chosen to exemplify what should be
understood by brevitas, ‘brevity’. In its Latin form it is as follows:

Lemnum praeteriens cepit, inde Thasi praesidium reliquit, post urbem

Bithyniam Cium sustulit, inde pulsus in Hellespontum statim potitur Abydi.
‘On his way he took Lemnus, then left a garrison at Thasus, after that

destroyed the Bithynian city, Cius; next returning to the Hellespont, he

forthwith occupies Abydus’.”

#'polyb.30,31,19.

#2According to Walbank: ‘P. has a good, but unidentified source for his speech, but this was not a
published version, for it was apparently only his earlier speech which he published.’ It is not right to
exclude the possibility of a published version only on the basis of Polybius' silence, especially if
Astymedes dared to publish even his previous unsuccessful one.

Ullrich’s ingenious remark is only partly correct: ‘Astymedes, qui fortasse mercator dives
putandus est, numeris_sobrie at sicce computat, quot detrimentis Rhodus simultate Romae affecta sit,
quin quo virum illum optime depingi puto, legatus magis dolet, quod Rhodii reditus amiserint quam
quod libertatem’ (71).

4,68, see above n.276.

*Translated by H.Caplan.
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Its Demosthenic original is in the Third Philippic.**® The Rhodian orator speaking in
200 B.C. before the Athenian assembly in favour of a war against Philip V of
Macedon®’ could not have found a better model than the speeches of the famous

protagonist of Athenian freedom.”®

Moreover, especially the last two speeches from the Polybian work, which
represent Astymedes’ technique, bear strong similarities to some valuation of
Aeschines’ rhetorical attitude, if we compare them with ancient critical statements on
his style:

(paol yap og 61 00dEV 10D yapoxtipog t00 MMAatmvikod oc@letr,
oVte 10 axpiec kal xoBapov kol AmEpLTrov Kol €LPLOHOV, GAAX
kexnvolo dg £oTv adToD) M 18 ToD Adyov, kol GTEXVOG HEV Kol
npometng Kol evxepdg €nt 10 Aowdopelv aloypdg kol Ampendg PhTopL
gEayopévn, Exovoa 8¢ TL eDPLEG Kol DAYwYOV Kol olov &v YEVOLTO Tivi
£K QUOEWG KOl LEAETNG ALooVODE.

‘... on the one hand his (Aeschines’) rhetorical style is artless and recklessly
unscrupulous in abusing, which makes it shameful for an orator, on the other
there is some elegance and easiness as if rather caused by nature and invisible

training.’*”

Dem.Phil.3,27. &p° ‘EAMiomoviov oixeton, mpdtepov Axev &m ApBpoxicv, “Hhv Exet
mAtkadTNV ®OALY £v Tlehomovviow, Meydaporg EReBOVAEVOEY TPONY.

*Tsee above n.244,10; and n.276.

%8 Kindstrand (80) offers another argument for the early importance of rhetoric on Rhodes. A
fragment of Bion of Borysthenes (in Diog.Laert.4,49, fr.4 Kindstrand) implies a high valuation of
Rhodian rhetoric in early Hellenistic age. Kindstrand also argues for some influential remains of
Aeschines’ teachings in Rhodes (80-4).

2Schol. to Apoll.Vita and or.2,1.6 8 Aiocyiveiog (Mdyog) &rovirtepog jév 100 AnpocBevikod, &v
S¢ ~fi tdv Aé€ewv Exloyfi mopmkdg Gpar kol Sewvdg kal o0 mAvL pEV Evexvog, th 8& mopd
THg @ioemg edxepeilq xexopnynEvog Kol oeddpo Evepyng kai Papde kol adEntikdg xol
mxpdg, kol g pEv adtobev Evtoxdvn, opodpog § éEetuobeig (D.H.On Im.5,5). Further:
oxnuott 8¢ xéxpnton davoiag te kol Aéewg od mpdg O doxelv T oDV v Afyely, GAAL
npdg 10 avaykodtatov Tolg droketévolg rpdypaciy (Phot.Bibl.61,15). There are of course also
divergent characterisations in the tradition, but these three seem to represent a fairly good average:
cf. Blass, Att. Bered. 111/2%, 189-90.
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Or more cautiously we can say that the Polybian speeches are basically not
different from the picture of post-Molonian Rhodian eloquence, which is presented by
Cicero and Quintilian.

Itaque Caria et Phrygia et Mysia, quod minime politae minimeque
elegantes sunt, asciverunt aptum suis auribus opimum quoddam et tamquam
adipatae dictionis genus, quod eorum vicini non ita lato interiecto mari Rhodit
numquam probaverunt, Graeci autem multo minus, Athenienses vero funditus
repudiaverunt.

‘Accordingly, Caria, Phrygia and Mysia, since there is the least refinement
of taste, have adopted a rich and unctuous diction which appeals to their ears.
But their neighbours, the Rhodians, though separated only by a narrow strait,
never approved this style, Greece even showed less favour, and the Athenians
utterly repudiated it.”**

The Rhodian style is usually defined by them as a middle form between two extremes:

Tertium mox qui haec dividebant adiecerunt genus Rhodium, quod velut
medium esse atque ex utroque mixtum volunt, neque enim Attice pressi neque
Asianae sunt abundantes, ut aliquid habere videantur gentis, aliquid auctoris.
Aeschines enim, qui hunc exilio delegerat locum, intulit eo studia Athenarum,
quae velut sata quaedam coelo terraque degenerant, saporem illum Atticum
peregrino miscuerunt. Lenti ergo quidam ac remissi non sine pondere tamen
neque fontibus puris neque torrentibus turbidis sed lenibus stagnis similes
habentur.

‘At a later period, the critics, to whom we owe this classification, added a
third style, the Rhodian, which they asserted to lie midway between the two and
to be a blend of both, since the orators of this school are neither so concise as
the Attic nor redundant like the Asian school, but appear to derive their style in
part from their national characteristics, in part from those of the founder. For it
was Aeschines who introduced the culture of Athens at Rhodes, which he had

chosen as his place of exile: and just as certain plants degenerate as a result of

3%0Cic.Or.25; translated H.M.Hubbel.
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change of soil and climate, so the Attic flavour was marred by the admixture of
foreign ingredients. Consequently certain of the orators of this school are
regarded as somewhat slow and lacking in energy, though not devoid of a
certain weight, and as resembling placid pools rather than the limpid springs of

Athens or the turbid torrents of Asia.’>"!

So, there must have been a strong rhetorical tradition generated by state needs
in Rhodes, which at least from the beginning of the second century B.C. seems to be
related to the Attic style. We do not know anything about third-century Rhodian
rhetorical principles, but the school had been present before Apollonius and Molo
arrived. Very similarly perhaps to the schools of fine arts, traditions marked with their
founder's, Aeschines' name and style were passed down from generation to
generation, as Quintilian implies.*** To look back from a later (late first century B.C.
onwards) Roman point of view, i.e. from a period when not only Rhodian influence
but even the more significant Asian style had almost vanished, and deny this Rhodian

peculiarity and its significance would be a mistake.

D. New features in Rhodian eloquence

39 Quint.Inst.12,10,18; translated by H.E.Butler. In a similar sense Cicero: (Brut.51.) nam ut semel e
Piraco eloquentia evecta est, omnis peragravit insulas atque ita peregrinata tota Asia est, ut se
externis oblineret moribus omnemque illam salubritatem Atticae dictionis et quasi sanitatem
perderet ac loqui paene dedisceret. hinc Asiatici oratores non contemnendi quidem nec celeritate nec
copia, sed parum pressi et nimis abundantes, Rhodii saniores et Atticorum similiores; cf.
A E.Douglas, Commentary on M. Tulli Ciceronis Brutus (Oxford, 1966) 41-2.

%2 See below.
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The high renown of rhetoric on the island and its special characteristics
certainly attracted in the last quarter of the second century B.C. the two Apollonii,
Apollonius 6 poAoxdg, ‘the soft’, and Apollonius Molo, who became later the most
significant figure of Rhodian eloquence. They came from neighbouring Alabanda in
Caria,*® which had long had connections with Rhodes, in order to get in touch with
her famous school of rhetoric*® The welcome was corresponding to Rhodian
cultural policy, as is confirmed by Apollonius’ given name ‘Podrog. He received

Rhodian citizenship, or at least a status of rights preserved for respected foreigners.>**

1. Stylistic roots

As it is made clear by Strabo's account, the two were students of the orator
Menecles:
kaBanep xol 'AmoAddviog O podoaxdg kol MoAwv, foav 8¢
> AdoBavdelc, MevekAgovg padntai tod piitopog
‘as was also the case with Apollonius Malacus and Molo, for they were
Alabandians, pupils of Menecles the orator.”>*
He and his brother Hierocles were the most famous representatives of their own age,
fratres illi Asiaticorum rhetorum principes Hierocles et Menecles minime mea

sententia contemnendi (‘those brothers Hierocles and Menecles, leaders of Asian

35Strab.660.

3% Although Polybius® evidence (31,25a) probably refers to Rhodian schools, perhaps more generally
the high reputation of Rhodian education is proved by Eumenes' generous present of 280 000
medimni of corn, since Eumenes in a critical historical moment, when he seemed to have lost
Rome’s favour, tried to reconcile the previously alienated Rhodians by magnificent gifts and
promises (cf. Diod.31,10, a marble theatre). Polybius’ reproach is not correct, since Eumenes’
presents would have targeted precisely objects of Rhodian pride, to achieve a better result. It is
hardly imaginable that the Rhodians would have allowed themselves to be humiliated by their
traditional rival, if they really had neglected their schools. Moreover, theatrical performances
already had long traditions in Rhodes. Therefore Eumenes’ gifts should perhaps be interpreted as
not essential, but luxurious additions to already existing Rhodian resources.

35Theon Progymn. (Sp.IL61): cf. H.G.Brzoska, ‘Apollonios’ (84) RE II (1895) col. 140. In the case
of Molo, Cicero refers to him (Brut.307) as “Molo Rhodius’, though the adjective could be simply to
identify Molo. Of course it is most unlikely that an ambassador of a state would not have citizenship
(see above n.244.21).

*%Strab.655.
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rhetoricians, who - according to my opinion - are in no way to be despised’)>”’

Cicero, who was still a child at the time of their greatest prestige, gives a relatively
detailed analysis of their style when he tries to find reasons for the obvious rhetorical
decline of the late Hortensius. This description is our most important information on
Asian style**®

genera autem Asiaticae dictionis duo sunt; unum sententiosum et argutum,
sententiis pon tam gravibus et severis quam concinnis et venustis, qualis in
historia Timaeus, in dicendo autem pueris nobis Hierocles Alabandeus, magis
etiam Menecles frater eius fuit, quorum utriusque orationes sunt in primis ut
Asiatico genere laudabiles ...

‘Of the Asiatic style there are two types, the one sententious and studied,
less characterized by weight of thought than by the charm of balance and
symmetry. Such was Timaeus the historian; in oratory Hierocles of Alabanda in
my boyhood, and even more so his brother Menecles, both of whose speeches
are masterpieces in this Asiatic style.”*”

And Hortensius
habebat enim et Meneclium illud studium crebrarum venustarumque

sententiarum, in quibus, ut in illo Graeco, sic in hoc erant quaedam magis

venustae dulcesque sententiae quam aut necessariae aut interdum utiles.

‘for he (Hortensius), skilled in both manners, won great applause as a
young man, for he made a cult of those gracefully pointed phrases in the
manner of Menecles and used them often; but as with the Greek, so with him,
they were often merely graceful and of pleasant sound, not necessary nor

always useful. !
The apple never falls far from the tree, so Menecles' pupil Apollonius had a

37Cic.0r.231.

3%8Cf. Blass, Griech. Bered. 63; Norden, I, 139.

3%Translated by G.L. Hendrickson ‘aliud autem genus est non tam sententiis frequentatum quam
verbis volucre atque incitatum, quali est nunc Asia tota, nec flumine solum orationis sed etiam
exornato et faceto genere verborum ..." (Brut.325).

319Cic. Brut.326; translated by G.L. Hendrickson.
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similar idea of style. Scaevola's (Cicero) short, seemingly casual remark reveals this:
Cum ego praetor Rhodum venissem et cum illo summo doctore istius

disciplinae Apollonio ea, quae a Panaetio acceperam contulissem, inrisit ille

quidem, ut solebat philosophiam atque contempsit multaque non tam graviter
fixi ; .

‘when on my arrival on Rhodes as praetor I discussed with Apollonius, that
supreme master of this science of rhetoric, the things that I had learned from
Panaetius, he as usual jeered at philosophy and expressed contempt for it and
talked at large in a vein more graceful than serious.’*!!

Two examples of his ingeniously striking style are preserved in Strabo.*'* Despite the

likely assumption, that Cicero's remarks refer to Apollonius, his fellow student Molo,

in all probability had very similar ideas.*"

2. Rhetorical ideas of Molo and the Hyperidean style

3 Cic. de Or.1,75; translated by E.W.Sutton.

312Strab.655: énedipunoe 8¢ mpdTepov AmoAAMVIOG, Oyt & Ffikev & MOAmv, xod Epn mpdg adTOV
€xelvog "Oye poAdmv" avti oD éABdv; and in 660: 6 podaxdg *AOAADVIOE OXGRTOV TV TOALY
elg te tadto (sc. dmokeLTon Adpolg Svol cuykeyévolg ..) kol elg 10 TdV oxoprimv nAfog,
£pn adTv £lvon ckoprimv kavinAov kateatpmpévoy ... cf. Brzoska, (Apollonios) col. 140.
313C£. Brzoska, (Apollonios) col. 142. Not to mention, that the separation of the two persons is not at
all obvious. Recently: M. Weissenberger, ‘Apollonios Malakos’ Der Neue Pauly. Enzyklopidie der
Antike edd. Hubert Cancik, Helmut Schneider (Stuttgart, Weimar, 1996) cols. 879-80.
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Molo, as I mentioned above, has the most prominent name among Hyperides'
followers in Dionysius' list. Some principles of his rhetorical system and the place of
Hyperides in it are probably best described by Cicero. Though there are certain signs
of interest in humour in the Roman rhetorical tradition, Cicero devotes a chapter to
the analysis of it. The main reason for Cicero’s theoretical innovation is perhaps a
kind of justification of his own rhetorical method for the Roman public.*** Molo’s
former enthusiastic student in his relatively late work on rhetoric, entitled De
Oratore,’™ in dealing with facete loqui, ‘to speak witty’, probably the key issue in the
general rhetorical attitude of the two Asians, characterizes it as follows.*'

Suavis autem est et vehementer saepe utilis iocus et facetiae (sc. in oratione)

‘jokes and witticism are attractive and often extremely useful>*"’

Later he defines two genres, which he works out later in details:
Duo sunt enim genera facetiarum, quorum alterum re tractatur alterum dicto

‘there are two kinds of witticism, one of them is realised in content, the

other in formulation® '8

31E. Rabbie, Cicero iber den Witz Kommentar zu De Oratore II, 216-290 (manuscript te
Amsterdam); and M. Tullius Cicero De Oratore Libri Ill Kommentar, Anton D. Leeman, Harm
Pinkster, Edwin Rabbie (Heidelberg, 1989) III, 173.
33For the origins of Ciceronian joke-theory sce: Rabbie, 190-206, de Or. 2,217-289, the so called de
ridiculis chapter, does not seem to rely on Peripatetic sources as was suggested earlier: cf.
Volkmann, Rhetorik. 289-90. The tone of the whole book bears a certain kind of calm and settled
valuation of the master's, i.e. Molo’s, doctrines, as is suggested by Scaevola’s respect in the first
book, and some other signs (see below). Moreover as was the case with the Aristotelian examples
from his Rhetoric (see below), so the relevant thoughts from the lost second book of his Poetica and
Theophrastus' ideas could have found their way to Cicero by the mediation of Rhodian rhetores, such
as Molo. For example Caesar in 2,217 says that Greek sources are unreliable, and on the other hand
at the very end he seems to depend with his theory on Greek sources, 2,288 ,.colliguntur a Graecis
alia nonnulla, execrationes, admirationes, minationes”. These three types are not attested in
Peripatetic sources, but well known as stylistic figures. For 2,288 of the De Oratore it seems to be
certain that Cicero had used a rhetorical manual: ,,Cicero eine Quelle benutzt hat, die die Arten des
Witzes nach den Wort- und Sachfiguren ordnete.” (Rabbie, 196). It must have been a rhetorical
manual rather than a poetical one like that of Aristotle’s second book on Comedy. According to
Rabbie the anonymous Greek rhetorician did not know yet how to differentiate between schemata
lexeos and schemata dianoias.
31%phraseological inconsistency in Cicero is out of the question, since in this very same book
ﬁ;)ollonius’ style is described with the idea of ‘facetiae’ (see 1,75).

2,216.
318 240. For a detailed analysis of the structure of the Ciceronian treatise see: Rabbie, 177-83. Here
it suffices to refer to the final result of Rabbie’s analysis: facetiae: (218) I, cavillatio == 239 re
tractatur a, fabella/narratio (240-241), b, imitatio depravata (242), II. dicacitas == 239 dicto
tractatur a, in verbo (244;248;252), dealt with in 253-263, b, (244;248;252) in re = sententia, dealt
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A. By changing the order, the definition of this latter is the following: In dicto
autem ridiculum®*est id, quod verbi aut sententiae quodam acumine movetur .... in
hoc scurrilis dicacitas magno opere fugienda est (‘humour in speech [formulation] is
achieved by the wit of a verb or sentence... in doing so clown-like verbosity must be
carefully avoided’).*”® The defect is very close to the description of the contemporary
Asian style, which is characterized as the counterpart of Menecles' technique. On the
other hand ‘acumen’ is exclusively Hyperides’ peculiarity among Attic orators.
Cicero himself in this very same work, in portraying the best orators with only one
word, grasps Hyperidean uniqueness thus:

suavitatem Isocrates, subtilitatem Lysias, acumen Hyperides, sonitum

Aeschines, vim Demosthenes habuit.
‘Isocrates had grace of style, Lysias precision, Hyperides penetration,

Aeschines sonorousness, Demosthenes force. 3!

Moreover, similar characteristics are mentioned elsewhere: argutiae, ‘clever pun’,*?
even facetus, ‘witty’: e quibus tamen non omnes faceti; Lysias satis et Hyperides (‘of
them, however, not all are witty, Lysias and Hyperides on the other hand are quite
witty’).*”® Thus it is clear why Menecles’ pupil, Molo became one of the four
Rhodians, who favoured Hyperides’ witty style and who had chosen the orator as one
of their Attic models and who in Dionysius' consideration failed to imitate the

authentic Hyperidean style. But what are the reasons for his devastating judgement?

Although irrespective of their real ideas on rhetorical technique, it had always
been a matter of self-justification even among the most extreme Asian rhetores to

emphasize their Attic predecessors,” the case of Molo is not that black and white.

with in 264-87, the differentiation between word - and sentence jokes, ‘quac sunt in re ipsa
sententia’. The quality of ‘acumen’ is restricted to these latter two cathegories.

3%¢ridiculum’ and ‘facetiae’ are used as close synonyms.

320244,

321 Cic. de Or.3,28; translated by H.Rackham.

22Cjc.0r.110.

333Cic.0r.90: cf. Brzoska, (Apollonios) col. 142.

***Norden, I, 132 sqq; Cic.Or. 67; 226.
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Elements of his stylistic ideas, so far as our very scanty evidence above attests, seem
to be genuinely related to the Attic and in particular to the Hyperidean manner. But,
of course, this more genuine kind of imitation still lies far away from the ideal kind -
in Dionysius’ conception - , which should absorb the example in its entire complexity.
Rhodian style, despite its more sober attitude in comparison to Asian fashion, stiil
remained irritating for a purist exponent of Atticism, as Dionysius was. Rhodian
eloquence practically did not exist for him at all, it was only important from the point
of view of imitation, and in this respect the Rhodians failed. Whether they really
wanted to imitate in the Dionysian sense, or merely to combine traditional and fresh
elements and in doing so to create something new, was a matter of complete

indifference to the Romanized Greek.

Certainly there must have been many rhetoricians in Rhodes, and although we
can regard Dionysius’ judgement in Molo’s case as scholastic and lacking in insight
(especially compared with Cicero’s appreciation), Dionysius could be right about
some imitators, who, in making a big effort, adyunpoi Tiveg €yévovro, ‘became
somehow dry and bitter’ *** Perhaps we could compare Cicero’s description:

cum quosdam Graecos inscriptos libros esse vidissem ‘de ridiculis’ (ke was
looking with an interest of an orator) nonnullam in spem veneram posse €x iis
aliquid discere. inveni autem ridicula et salsa multa Graecorum, nam et Siculi in
eo genere et Rhodii et Byzantini et praeter ceteros Attici excellunt, sed qui eius
rei rationem quandam conati sunt artemque tradere, sic insulsi extiterunt, ut
nihil aliud eorum nisi ipsa insulsitas rideatur.

‘Thus, on seeing sundry Greek books entitled Concerning the Laughable, 1
entertained the hope of being able to learn something from them, and did indeed
find much in Greek life that was laughable and pungent, the inhabitants of
Sicily, Rhodes, Byzantium, and particularly Athens having distinguished
themselves in this kind of thing; all however, who tried to teach anything like

33They missed the main point Sioroptovieg Thg x&pL1og Ekeivng, which is nothing other than his
characteristic wit. ndcog &xovon g &petdg N AnpocBivovg AéEwg Asimeton edtpameriog, fiv
ol moArol kahodor xapwv (D.H.Dem.54: cf. Blass.Griech.Bered. 94,n1).
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the theory or art of this matter proved themselves so conspicuously silly that
their very silliness is the only laughable thing about them.”**

We will presumably never know what books are meant by Cicero; however, the
second part of this passage rather suggests that he did not only come across Rhodian
and other Greek ingenuity in the books entitled ‘de ridiculis’, but experienced it in
other ways as well. Moreover, his last sentence seems to refer more generally to
different efforts, not necessarily only to the books mentioned above. It would go,
however, too far to try to emphasize even more the parallelism between the
Dionysian dryness and what Cicero calls ‘insulsitas’ and to trace Rhodian manuals

behind some of those books in Cicero's account.”’

B. To return to the other genre of ‘facetiae’ (without having included
‘acumen’), Cicero explains, that the wit in the ‘res’ or ‘cavillatio’, ‘joke’, is based
either on the actual story: re narrata aliqua or on imitation: imitatione breviter
iniecta.>®® This, however, should not be mimicry:

Atque ita est totum hoc ipso genere ridiculum ut cautissime tractandum sit.
mimorum est enim et ethologorum, si nimia est imitatio, sicut obscenitas. orator
surripiat oportet imitationem ut is qui audiet cogitet plura quam videat.

‘However this particular kind of laughing-matter is all such as to need
extreme circumspection in the handling of it. For if the caricature is too
extravagant, it becomes the work of buffoons in pantomime, as also does
grossness. It behooves the orator to borrow merely a suspicion of mimicry, so
that his hearer may imagine more than meets his eye.”*”

It is obvious that without being explicit, this is strongly connected with the manner of

actual delivery, that is the ‘actio’.*** Among Attic orators there is one who certainly

325De Or.2,217; translated by E.W.Sutton.

321 Molo) multa scripsit de rhetorice (‘he wrote plenty on rhetoric’), Quint.3,1,16; Aristocles also
wrote a book entitled: nept nowntikfig (cf. G.Wentzel, RE I (1896) col. 936).

De Or.242.

**Translated by E.W.Sutton

3%ortalupi in investigating the character of the Rhodian school of rhetoric follows a similar pattern
to that presented here.
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could be the best example of this requirement, namely Aeschines,”' the traditional
founder of Rhodian rhetoric. One of the best examples is when he uses both methods,
i.e. ‘re aliqua narrata’ and ‘imitatio’ to ridicule his opponent on a serious occasion, in
the speech on the crown:

07’ £pn maperBov (sc. Demosthenes) "duneAovpyoDol Tiveg Thy TOALY,
AVOTETUNKOOL TLVEG TO KANHOTO T0D OOV, VROTETUNTOL T VEDPO ThV
TPAYLATOV, QOPROPPOPOVUEBN €T TR OTEVR, TIVEG TPDTOV DOREP TOG
BeAldvog dreipovor.”" tadto 8¢ Tl €otiv, @ kivadog; phpata 1 Sodpoto;
Kol TAALY 0T€ KOKA® TEPOLVV oeavTOV £RL ToD Ppatog EAeYeG....

‘When he came forward and said, ,Certain men are pruning the city,
certain men have trimmed off the tendrils of the people, the sinews of the state
have been cut, we are being matted and sewed up, certain men are first drawing
us like needles into tight places”. What are these things, you beast? Are they
words or monstrosities? And again when you whirled around in a circle on the
platform and said ...” **?

Of course, Demosthenes in his reply tries to take the edge off and to give the
impression that Aeschines is delivering his speech like an actor:

oDt KoTNYOpel, Topadeiypoto TAATTOV Kol PRpoto Kol
OYALOTO. ULHOVREVOG (TAVL YOp Topd ToVTO, 00X Oplig; YEyove & ThV
‘EAMAvev, €1 TouTi 10 Pfpa, GAAG pn Toutl deAéyOnv €yod, 1 devpl v
XETPaL, GAAN U1 deVpL TOpPIVEYKDL).

‘... mimicking my diction and gestures. ... The fate of the Greeks depended
on whether I used this word or that, or moved my hand this way or that way!

N 0! 2333
Similarly: To9to pév toivov elne 10ic Sixaotaig ko Epyphoato.®

In one of his enthusiastic memories of his former teacher, Cicero tells us in the

3lSimilarly emphasizes Portalupi (10) and Kindstrand (78) Aeschines’ natural talent and his
emphasis on ‘actio’.

332 Aesch. 3, 166; translated by Ch.Darwin Adams.

33Dem.18, 232; translated by C.A.Vince and J.H.Vince.

34Dem.19,252. About these Aeschinean features: cf. 10 pfipo pépvnpon dg eine, dux Thy andiov
100 Aéyovrtog Gy kal 10D ovoportog (Aesch. 3,72), and 210, 211; 1,25-26.
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very first place that he was an excellent actor (in a rhetorical sense) cum actorem in
veris causis scriptoremque praestantem ... (‘he was distinguished, not merely as a

335 Moreover, at the end

practical advocate and composer of speeches for others....”)
of this passage he confesses that the most significant part of his rhetorical progress in
Rhodes was related to delivery:
ita recepi me biennio post non modo exercitatior sed prope mutatus. nam
et contentio nimia vocis resederat et quasi deferverat oratio ...
“Thus I came back after two years’ absence not only better trained, but
almost transformed. My voice was no longer over-strained, my language had

lost its froth.’*¢

Nonetheless a prescription of Apollonius or Molo**’

can be brought into
connection with ‘actio’ and skillful ‘brevitas’, namely: ‘lacrima nihil citius arescit’,
‘nothing dries quicker than tears’.**® That means a moving and even tears drawing
epilbgue should not be too long and the emotional impression should not be
exaggerated, otherwise it will cause displeasure. Cicero, after his Aeschines anecdote,
quotes a passage from one of Gracchus’ speeches, in which he successfully had
drawn tears from the eyes of the audience not only with his formulation, i.e. verbal
means, but also with his actual delivery: ‘quae sic ab eo esse acta constabat oculis,

voce, gestu, inimici ut lacrimas tenere non possent.’

Thus in all probability Molo tried to satisfy even in this latter case the two

major requirements of ‘facete loqui’ and so to fulfill the Ciceronian idea of ‘facetiae’.

33Cic.Brut.316; translated by G.L. Hendrickson; similarly at 307; Eodem anno etiam Moloni
Rhodio Romae dedimus operam et actori summo et magistro.

336Translated by G.L. Hendrickson. Cicero’s decision to go abroad originated (apart from supposed
political reasons) his bodily weakness and imperfect delivery: Sed cum censerem remissione et
moderatione vocis et commutato genere dicendi me et periculum (sc. vitae) vitare posse et
temperantius dicere, ut consuetudinem dicendi mutarem ¢a causa mihi in Asiam proficiscendi fuit.
(Brut.314). However, he could not find salvation in Asia, but only in Rhodes: Is (Molo) dedit
operam, si modo id consequi potuit, ut nimis redundantes nos et superfluentes iuvenili quadam
dicendi impunitate et licentia reprimeret et quasi extra ripas diffluentes coerceret ... (Brut. 316, see
above for the rest of the passage)

33"Brzoska, (Apollonios) col. 140.

3BCic.de Inv.1,109.
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Or, putting it in the right way, he was perhaps the one who, also using peripatetic
sources, defined his own rhetorical system, which is basically still preserved by his
student Cicero.** Moreover, it must have played a crucial role in the attraction of
Molp to Rhodes that the Aeschinean rhetorical conception in a way was still present
in the relatively sober, Doric Rhodes and it was very similar to his own, though not

completely.

3. Molo and the rhetorical traditions of Rhodes

Therefore it cannot be an accident that before starting the actual treatise on
the ‘actio’,*® Cicero, to legitimise his crucial interest in the subject,**' almost
immediately, (that is in the second section), recalls an anecdote about Aeschines,

which is related to Rhodes:3*?

3There are many similarities in dealing with the same figures between the Rhet. ad Her. and
Cicero’s treatise. They must have had the same source: cf. Rabbie, 199. Names of categories are
similar. The ‘cavillatio’ stands in the beginning in both, whose parts are: ‘apologus, fabula veri
similis, imitatio depravata’.

,Cic. hat fiir seine Theorie des Licherlichen zumindest zwei Quellen benutzt, eine griechische
(2,217, 288), welche die Kategorien des Witzes nach den Figuren ordnete, und eine lateinische,
welche entweder miindlich oder schriftlich war. Erstere Quelle stand unter dem Einfluss derjenigen
hellenistischen Figurenlehre, deren weitere Entwicklung wir aus der von Ballaria rckonstruirten
Theoric des Apollodoros von Pergamon kennen. Die lateinische Quelle ging auf die im Peripatos
entwickelte Lehre der Komédie zuriick, und kannte wohl den uns aus dem Tract. Coisl. bekannten
Unterschied zwischen ‘biihnenmissigen’ Scherz und auf der Sprache beruhenden Witz. Irgendein
uns unbekannter rhetor hat dann versucht, diese Lehre fiir den Rhetorikunterricht fruchtbar zu
machen, und hat einen allerdings diirftigen Auszug in sein System aufgenommen, dazu noch an
recht ungeeigneter Stelle (bei der Lehre des Prologs)”, Rabbie, 200.

**De Or.213.

%1Et M. Cicero unam in dicendo actionem dominari putat (Quint.11,3,7).

42See above n.315, de ridiculis chapter.
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actio, inquam, in dicendo una dominatur. sine hac summus orator esse in
numero nullo potest, mediocris hac instructus summos saepe superare. huic
primas dedisse Demosthenes dicitur, cum rogaretur quid in dicendo esset
primum, huic secundas huic tertias. quo mihi melius etiam illud ab Aeschine
dictum videri solet; qui cum propter ignominiam iudicii cessisset Athenis et se
Rhodum contulisset, rogatus a Rhodiis legisse fertur orationem illam egregiam,
quam in Ctesiphontem contra Demosthenen dixerat; qua perlecta petitum ab eo
postridie, ut legeret illam etiam, quae erat contra ab Demosthene pro
Ctesiphonte edita; quam cum suavissima et maxima voce legisset, admirantibus
omnibus: ,,quanto” inquit ,,magis miraremini, si audissetis ipsum!” ex quo satis
significavit quantum esset in actione, qui orationem eandem aliam fore putarit
actore mutato.

‘Delivery, I assert, is the dominant factor in oratory; without delivery the
best speaker cannot be of any account at all, and a moderate speaker with a
trained delivery can often outdo the best of them. The story goes that when
Demosthenes was asked what is the first thing in speaking, he assigned the first
role to delivery, and also the second, and also the third; and I constantly feel
that this answer was actually outdone by the remark of Aeschines. That orator,
having had a discreditable defeat in a lawsuit, had left Athens and betaken
himself to Rhodes; there it is said that at the request of the citizens he read the
splendid speech that he had delivered against Ctesiphon, when Demosthenes
was for the defense; after having read it he was asked on the following day to
read also that of Demosthenes for Ctesiphon, which was made as a reply. This
he did, in a very attractive and loud voice; and when everybody expressed
admiration he said, ‘how much more you would be amazed if you had heard
himself!” thereby clearly indicating how much depends on delivery, as he

thought that the same speech with a change of speaker would be different.”**

Cicero presents a unique version of the story, never attested in such a form

33Cic. De Or. 3,213; translated by E.W.Sutton.

99



before him. The main characteristics of his variant are that Aeschines not only reads
aloud Demosthenes’ speech but also in a very polite way expresses his
appreciation.***

In the sources there are four different alternatives: 1. Only Aeschines’ speech
was read, without a final sharp remark. e.g.: Ps. Plutarch, where as a response to the
Rhodian surprise, as to how Aeschines could have lost the case, he merely referred to
Demosthenes’ abilities: "ovx &v" &on "é6avpalete, Podior, €1 mpog TaDTR
AnpocBEvovg AEYovtog fikovoate".

Phil.ostratus obviously follows this scheme, but, by expressing a naive admiration for
Aeschines’ morality, he clearly reveals his astonishment at the orator’s extremely

gentlemanly behaviour towards both Demosthenes and the Athenians **

2. Only Aeschines’ speech was read, with a sharp remark on Demosthenes,
the ‘therion’. This group is represented by the anonymous scholiast of Aeschines’

speeches:** 1i 8¢, el adtoD 10D Onpilov Mrodoote;, ‘Suppose you had heard the

beast himself!’ >*’

34por a full list of the different versions: cf. C.Kunst, ‘De Aeschine Rhodi exsulante’ WS 39 (1917)
167-70; ,,postremo non possum non mirari, quod et a Graecis in relata hac narratiuncula Romani,
quos novimus, satis discrepant scriptores neque aut horum fons Graecus (velut unde Plinius minor
ipsa verba Graeca adhibens pendeat) reperiri iam potest aut Graccam memoriam nobis servatam
ullus, quantum video, secutus est scriptor Latinus” (170).

35phil. ¥/5.1,510: Eott 8¢ kol tétapTov obtod dpdrticpa, EmicTodad, ob moAdol pév,
ebrondevoiog 8¢ peotal xal fiPoug. v 3¢ hHPkov kol Podiolg enideiEwv Emoticato:
&varyvoig Ydp mote dnuooia wWv katd  Kinowdviog ot pev ebadualov, dmwg Ent
To100wUY Adyw Hrthdn kol xabhrtovto TdY’ Abnraioy dg mopavoobvtwy, b 8¢ "obk
A" Edm "eBavpdlete, €1 AnpocbEvoug Aéyortog Tpde Tavto fikotoate”, ob podvov g
Emouvov Ex0pov KoBLoTALEVOG, AAAG Kol Tovg dikaotdg ddrelg altiog. Philostratus
in the beginning of the third century A.D. gives the most developed and colourful version of the
story, which seems to be inspired by the Ciceronian version.

34 geschinis Orationes. Scholia ex parte inedita, ed. F.Schultz (Leipzig, 1865) 5: ,Hoc argumentum
habent ... F.Laur.1 et Ald. ante or. Ctesiph., I Bern. in initio sec. or.”, although Dilts in his recent
edition of Aeschines’ scholia does not indicates it; cf. Kunst, 169.

347K unst suspects that the addition of the abusive remark is originated somewhere from Idomeneus,
Hermippus or even Caecilius, who had devoted a whole study to the comparison of Demosthenes and
Aeschines. Since in 840B and 6.1sqq. (Schulz) the scholiast speaks about Aeschines’ inclination for
abusing his opponents on the basis of sources named above: cf. Kunst, 169. It scems to me more
plausible that this remark ultimately originates from Aeschines’ own testified utterances, especially:
3,182: ... fyyobpau pepvnodatl wv Bnpiov 100100 Kakeivwy v &vdpdv; and 2,34; (once
of Philocrates 2,20).
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3. Both, Aeschines’ and Demosthenes’ speeches were read, without a final
sharp remark. The earliest example is Cicero's presentation. Cicero has a certain point
with the emphasis on the delivery, i.e. the ‘actio’. The discrepancy with the previous
two versions is very significant. But it goes perhaps a little beyond the limits of
credibility. It is very hard to imagine the flesh and blood Aeschines, even in his
deepest resignation, saying what is said by him in the Ciceronian anecdote. It was he,
who so  bitterly contemned Demosthenes’ customs of delivery: xadi
TEPATEVOAEVOG, domep €lwbe, T oYNUOTL Kol Tpiyog Thv xepoAfy, ‘and
gesticulating in a strange way as he usually did and rubbing his forehead’ ***Could he
have uttered a sentence full of appreciation and almost admiration: quanto inquit

miraremini, si audissetis ipsum (sc. Demosthenem)? Hardly.

It is extraordinary that Cicero, who made a conscious effort to adapt his work
for a Roman public and therefore mostly uses examples from Latin literature, prefers
a Greek one in this case. It must have been deeply rooted in his mind. Where else
could he have heard it other than in his youth in Rhodes from the Rhodians, who so
highly respected Aeschines? Moreover, why not from his teacher Molo, as an
expressive proof of his rhetorical ideas on the importance of ‘actio’? It is not too
difficult to imagine the master as he is deriving the final conclusion: ‘ex quo satis
significavit quantum esset in actione, qui (sc. Aeschines) orationem eandem aliam
fore putarit actore mutato’.>**Molo is much more likely to have been responsible for
this. Nevertheless, to provide it with more credibility, true and false are mixed from

the tradition. Therefore, the emphasis is on the well-known characteristic of

348 Aeschin 2,49. Numerous examples of the same type are listed in Blass. Att. Bered. 11I/2%, 201,n.4.
Aeschines not only expresses his criticism, but sometimes also imitates Demosthenes’ way of
expression, see: 2,49 sqq. and 3,84. Blass, on the other hand, argues for Aeschines’ jealousy as the
main motivation for his criticism and speaks of Aeschinean efforts to achieve Demoethenes’
rhetorical standard (201). In this context it is even more striking, when Aeschines describes
Demosthenes’ voice (2,157): 108’ broBelg Enelney Eviewdpevog bt v dEelow xal
dvboov vy  (‘he lifted up that shrill and abominable voice of his and cried out’) and his
gesticulation (Dem. 18,252).

**De Or.213.
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Aeschines: ‘cum suavissima et maxima voce legisset’.**° It is not an accident that in
Cicero’s assignation of one characteristic to one orator, he is portrayed as follows:
‘acumen Hyperides, sonitum Aeschines ..habuit>.>*'On the other hand in the anecdote
Aeschines is reading, not properly delivering. In an implicit way in Cicero’s version
there is an almost equally strong emphasis on reading aloud, which was one of the
crucial teachings of Apollonius: 1} 8 &v&yvooig, dg TV RpeoPutépmv Tig £9n,

’AnoAAdVviog dokel pot 6 ‘Podlog, Tpogn AéEedg £oti, ‘to read aloud, as one of

the ancients said, I think it was Apollonius of Rhodes, is nourishment of stylca’.352

Moreover, to present a situation where the two famous speeches were contrasted
with each other points to a school-rhetorical origin. These speeches of Aeschines and

Demosthenes were very often the subjects of comparative studies.>*

Cicero’s or rather Molo’s changes in the story in favour of the importance of

354

‘actio’ was so obvious for classical authors that Pliny the Elder,***Quintilian,***and

especially Valerius Maximus in taking over the Ciceronian variant had more and more
elaborated this conclusion of the anecdote.***However, the fourth Latin author -
representing at the same time the fourth group - Pliny the Younger shows interesting

changes®”’ On the one hand he is obviously reluctant to accept the story as

3°Demosthenes several times acknowledges Aeschines’ ability. Especially 19,206, where Aeschines
is mentioned as the most talented orator in the city from this point of view (examples are listed in
Blass. Att.Bered. 111/2%, 222, n.4). Cf. also Aapnpopavétatog, Plin.2,3,10.

351Cic. de Or.3,28.

352Theon 1,61.

333Cf: Alfons Weische, Ciceros Nachahmung der attischen Redner (Heidelberg, 1972) 136-7. For a
similar case in Roman oratory see, Quint./nst.Or.10,1,22; where Sulpicius’ and Messala’s speeches
are mentioned.

3 Nat.Hist.7,110.

3 Inst.Or.11,3,7.

3%68.10; respondit (sc. Demosthenes) , hypokrisis”. iterum deinde et tertio interpellatus idem dixit,
paene totum se illi debere confitendo. recte itaque Aeschines, cum propter iudicialem ignominiam
relictis Athenis Rhodum petisset atque ibi rogatu civitatis suam prius in Ctesiphontem, deinde
Demosthenis pro eodem orationem clarissima et suavissima voce recitasset, admirantibus cunctis
utriusque voluminis eloquentiam, sed aliquanto magis Demosthenis, ‘quid, si’ inquit ‘ipsum
audissetis?’ tantus orator et modo tam infestus adversarius sic inimici vim ardoremque dicendi
suspexit, ut se scriptorum eius parum idoneum lectorem esse praedicaret, expertus acerrimum
vigorem oculorum, terribile wvultus pondus, adconmodatum singulis verbis sonum vocis,
efficacissimos corporis motus. ergo etsi operi illius adici nihil potest, tamen in Demosthene magna
pars Demosthenis abest, quod legitur potius quam auditur.

37Ep.2,3,10; and 4,5,1.
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trustworthy: nisi vero falsum putamus illud Aeschinis, ‘if we accept that story about
Aeschines as trustworthy’, on the other, perhaps in trying to bridge over the
discrepancy between the historical Aeschines and the one presented in the legend, he
takes on the other line of tradition and puts in Aeschines’ mouth much harder words

in mentioning Demosthenes’ talent, ti 8¢, €l 010D 10D Onplov HxovowtE;

If this assumption is right and Molo had indeed inaugurated this anecdote as a
kind of motto of his Rhodian school of rhetoric, then it suggests only a very
reasonable intention of his, not explicitly mentioned in the sources namely to try to
conform to Rhodian rhetorical traditions, and perhaps to remodel them. Presumably
Aeschines had at this time not only a vague traditional presence in Rhodes, but
already a more palpable one, in the form of a statue.**® Thus the immigrant foreigner
did his best even though his rhetorical concept must have been different from that of
the founder. So if I am right, Molo picked out, emphasized and even over-
emphasized a point which could be incorporated into his rhetorical system and on the
other hand he found in it an appropriate link to connect his slightly different Asian

3% More or less the

rhetorical conception with Attic and earlier Rhodian tradition.
same may have happened to the Rhodians in fulfilling the other requirement of ‘facete

loqui’, that is in imitating the ‘acumen’ of Hyperides.’*

So Aeschinean - Demosthenic and Hyperidean traditions in a unique Rhodian
interpretation seem to have been combined by the late Rhodian School of rhetoric.
This could happen the more easily, since their actual style was sometimes considered
in antiquity as more or less similar, or at least not completely different:

MMMy oVk av £&yd oot ovVpBovAEDoOLL TX TOAAX TOUTOLG

3W Klein, Geschichte der Griechischen Kunst (Leipzig, 1907) III, 46. Cf. Clara Rhodos: Studi ¢
Materiali Pubblicati a Cura dell’ Instituto Storico Archeologico di Rodi, IX (1938).

3%There is an life of Aeschines Westermann’s collection (266) under the name of an Apollonius. It
is certainly not by the Rhodian; however, the possibility cannot be excluded that in antiquity, for
obvious reasons, it was attributed to him.

360Th.B.Curtis, The Juridical Oratory of Hyperides (Diss, Chapell Hill, 1970) MF ref.no: 71 11689
argues also that the striking element in Hyperides’ style might be his witticism, which represented a
unique exception of the general abusiveness of forensic oratory.
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Evtoyxavely, GAA’ ‘Yrepeidn 1€ pOAAov kol Aloyivn toOt@v YOp
amAoVoTEPOL T€ Ol SVVAELG KOl EVANRTOTEPUL Ol KATOUOKEVOL, KO TO
KAAAOG TV OVORATWOV 0VIEV EKELVIOV AELTOREVOV.

‘T should not advise you to read these two chiefly, but Hyperides rather
and Aeschines; for the faculties in which they excel are simpler, their rhetorical
eémbellishments are easier to grasp, and the beauty of their diction is not one
which is inferior to that of the two who are ranked first.”**!

Here belongs also another critical remark in Ps. Plutarch’s life of the Ten Orators,
where the author emphasizes that Hyperides was not an actor in the ‘dramatic’ sense:
Atyeton & dwev bLmokpioewg dnumnyophicor kol pbvov dupyeicbot T
Tpary O£V Kol 00T 0K EVOXAEY To0¢ Sikaotdic. ™

‘it is said about him that he was not acting as an actor and only recounted

the events and in doing so he did not distress the members of the jury’

E. Other followers of Hyperides

Unfortunately, ancient sources are very sparse in the case of the other three
imitators of Hyperides. In particular we practically know nothing about Artamenes
and Philagrius. On the basis of the activity of their fellow Rhodian orators, who are
mentioned at the same place in Dionysius, researchers mostly date their rhetorical
zenith to the end of the second century B.C. but certainly not to the pre-Molonian
period.** This assumption can be supported by the above hypothesis that essentially
the Rhodian ‘imitation’ of Hyperides took its origin from the Asian immigrants.

The situation is slightly better in the case of the fourth orator, Aristocles. He

was a contemporary of Strabo, as he indicates in his list of prominent Rhodians.*®*

>

Moreover his formulation: kol Zippiog 0 ypoppotikog kol *AplotokAfic 6 ko

%!Djo Chrysost. 18,11; translated by J.W.Cohoon.

362P\ut. Mor.8508B.

33Blass. Griech.Bered. 89; Solmsen, ‘Philagrios® RE XIX (1938) col. 2102.
3%4Strab.655.
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MGG gives the impression that he also was a grammarian. So perhaps we are entitled
to refer to him every item of information about Aristocles, the grammarian who

seems to be identical with him.3*

According to these, he compiled a lexicon to
Hippocrates before Didymus, wrote a work entitled: mepi mowntixfig and compiled
again a philological commentary to Plato. On the other hand, if Herodian’s evidence
is really about him,**® he had a treatise on dialects: mept SiaAéxtwv. In this he must
have dealt quite seriously with Attic as well, since his remark on an Attic norm is the
concrete reason for mentioning him. His lexicographic interest is attested also in
Varro, who quotes from his work, entitled ‘On the similarity of words’.**” So maybe,
in a way following the traditions of the school, he was even more attracted by
Hyperides' phraseological extravagance. It might have formed a characteristic part of
the orator’s admired witticism. His expressions, however, as I have argued, seemed
almost to overstep the limits of the later established real Attic, the limits of that
rigorous Atticism, which was inaugurated by Dionysius.

Aristocles' colourful personality on the other hand is a characteristic example
of Rhodian education, in which grammatical and rhetorical studies were strongly

combined. This phenomenon played a crucial role in that the island became the

favourite place of studying for young Romans.

36SWanzel, (Aristocles) col. 935.
3%rept duxpdvov 3,2,18.
367de 1.1.10,75.
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VII. Ex Rhodia disciplina Molonis, Hyperides’ popularity in
first century Rome

The list of Romans who paid homage to Greek culture especially in rhetoric
and philosophy via Rhodian mediation contains some very famous names:**® Scipio
Aemilianus (Cic.de rep.3,48), Quintus Scaevola (Cic.de Or.1,75), Q.Metellus
Numidicus (Liv.Per.68), Servius Sulpicius (Cic.Brut.150), Marcus Antonius (Cic.de
Or.2,3), Cicero (Cic.Brut.316), Caius Cassius (Cass.Dio 47,33.), Gnaeus Pompeius
(Plut.Pomp.42), C.lulius Caesar (Suet./ul4), T.Torquatus (Cic.Brut.245),
M.Favonius (Cic.ad A#t.2,1,9), and according to an inscription T.Lucretius Carus.*®

Without going there for purposes of study once even Tiberius Gracchus delivered

there an ‘oratio Graeca’ 3™

A. Indirect Rhodian rhetorical influence in first century B.C.
Rome

Though some results of Friedrich Marx's researches are outdated and have to
be questioned, it seems very probable that the first two Latin rhetorical manuals, the

Rhetorica ad Herennium and Cicero’s De Inventione, drew on Rhodian sources.’”

38CE. Incerti Auctoris De ratione dicendi ad C.Herennium libri IV, ed. F. Marx (Leipzig, 1894),
Prolegomena, 215.

3R Heberdey, E.Kalinka BCH 21 (1897) 443, the Ocenoanda inscription, see: M.F. Smith (1993),
cf. D.Clay, “The Philosophical Inscription of Diogenes of Oenoanda. New Discoveries 1969-1983°
ANRW 36.4, (Berlin, New York, 1990) 2446-2559. On the importance of Rhodian influence:
W.Schmid, Uber die Kulturgeschichtlichen Zusammenhang und die Bedeutung der Griechischen
Renaissance in der Romerzeit (Leipzig, 1898); F.Marx, ‘Georg Thiele: Questiones Cornificii et
Ciceronis artibus rhetoricis, Greifswald 1889’ rec. Berl Phil. Wochensch. (1890) 999-1009,
G.Thicle, Hermagoras (Strassburg, 1893); Rhétorique 4 Herennius, ed. G.Achard (Paris, 1989);
Cicéron, De L’Invention, ed. G. Achard (Paris, 1994).

30Cic.Brut.78.

3cf D. Matthes, ‘Hermagoras von Temnos 1904-1955" Lustrum 3 (1958) 58-214. Hermagoras,
who flourished presumably a generation earlier than Molo, seems to be one of the most influential
theoreticians in Rhodes. Elements of his rhetorical system, which were reconstructed by Matthes,
might have based an important part of Molo’s teaching. Further: cf. Achard, (Rhét.Her.) LI,
Susemihl, II, 494; A Krumbacher, ‘Die Stimmbildung der Redner im Altertum bis auf die Zeit
Quintilians’ Rhetorische Studien 10 (Padeborn, 1920) 38-47; H.Caplan, Ad C.Herennium Libri IV.
De Ratione Dicendi (London, Cambridge Mss., 1954) XV;
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Latin phraseological parallels reveal that they seem to have had a common Latin
source as well, which was similarly based on a Rhodian rhetorical system. It could be
Antonius' work. On the other hand they followed two different Rhodian Greek
téxvou, probably according to their teacher's interpretation.’”” Both in Cicero's work
and in the anonymous ad Herennium there are striking indications of Rhodian origin.
Aristotelian examples turn up in a form modified by Rhodian mediation.’”® Similarly
in the Rhet. ad Her. the author gives a parallel taken from Rhodian fine art, namely
that rhetoricians should create their own examples and not refer to others:

Chares ab Lysippo statuas facere non isto modo didicit, ut Lysippus caput
ostenderet Myronium, bracchia Praxitelae, pectus Polycletium, sed omnia
coram magistrum facientem videbat.

‘Not thus did Chares learn from Lysippus how to make statues. Lysippus
did not show him a head by Myron, arms by Praxiteles, a chest by Polycleitus.

Rather with his own eyes would Chares see the master fashioning all the

1374
parts.

One of the teachers mediating Rhodian influence in Rome might have been

32Cf. Marx, (rec.) 1006; and in Proleg. 160 sqq. Molo in 87 B.C. visited Rome, where Cicero
attended his lectures. On the basis of Apollonius’ malicious remark about Molo’s late arrival on
Rhodes, Marx derives the conclusion that the relationship between them must have been very similar
to that of Athenaeus and Hermagoras, who had written the original Greek manuals for the Latin
masters. Marx implicitly suggests that the two Molo were the two different authors. However, in
differentiating between Apollonius’ and Molo’s rhetorical ideas he goes perhaps too far, Cf.
Achard’s argument, who as the two most influential sources identifies the ‘Plotian group’ and
Hermagoras’ lost handbook: cf. Achard, (L’Invent.) XXIIi, and Matthes, (Hermag.) 70.

33For rhetorical examples transformed by Rhodian mediation in Cicero’s and the anonymous work,
see Marx, (Proleg.) 150 sqq.

3"Rhet.ad Her 4.6, translated by H. Caplan; cf. Achard, (Rhét.Her.) XXX V-LIII, who also refers to
this anecdote and argues for a Rhodian (Apollonius) origin, Marx, 1007. At first sight the theory
exemplified in the anecdote seems to correspond with Dionysius’ criticism toward an artless and
failed imitation and adaptation of different particularities of several authors. This passage, however,
does not imply a refusal of the imitation of particularitics in each model-author, but rather
emphasizes that the adaptation should result in a smooth and coherent achievement. There is no
certain evidence that this passage originates definitely from Rhodes, but Chares was a Rhodian
sculptor and so the paradigm might reflect a Rhodian concept of art, tradition and innovation, which
underlines the dominant rhetorical theory on Rhodes: to use every valuable element from tradition
and to create something new, if not original.
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Aelius Stilo, who studied in Rhodes around 100 B.C.*” His prohibition of the use of
‘novissimus’ as a too daring innovation: novum verbum might in some way already
exemplify the later development, that the only relatively sober Rhodian rhetoric,
which represented the ‘meson’ between extravagant Asian and rigorous Attic style,
was finally shipwrecked on the rocks of Roman puritanism. Rhodian stylistic
influence and with it Hyperides' high renown, whose peculiar style is manifested also

in a more liberal choice of words, in Rome soon after Cicero began to decline.

Thus Hyperides’ temporary popularity in Rome - in my opinion - is probably
due to strong Rhodian influence at the beginning of the first century B.C.
Unfortunately, real evidence of this in the early rhetorical manuals cannot be traced.
In two treatises none of the identified examples come from Hyperides, only a few
from Demosthenes and Aeschines. However - and here arises the problem of
Hyperidean transmission - this could be mainly caused by our lack of Hyperidean

speeches.

Though I would not like to insist on a preconception and create an
unquestionable model, there are two striking phenomena: First, this short-lived
popularity of Hyperides coincides with a period of two or three generations, in which
Rhodian eloquence flourished. Second, the majority of Romans, who seem to be
familiar with Hyperides, or appreciate his rhetorical style, can also be related to
Rhodes in some way or other. Certainly it does not mean that these people became
followers and Latin imitators of Hyperides. Sometimes it simply means that among
other Greek models they also acknowledged Hyperides thanks to the influence of the

Rhodian school, which determined in a way the rhetorical spirit of the Hellenistic age

375 According to Suet. de gramm.3, Stilo followed Q. Metellus Numidicus into exile, who in 100 B.C.
[Liv.per.68} ‘in exsilium voluntarium Rhodum profectus est ibique legendo et audiendo magnos
viros avocabatur’. Certainly Stilo had taken also the opportunity to study. Later he became an orator
in Rome. Because he was composing speeches for others his cognomen was generated from his
‘stilus’. Cicero in Brut.(56)207. reveals that he was present at his literary studies and exercises: ‘his
enim scriptis etiam ipse interfui, cum essem apud Aelium adulescens eumque audire perstudiose
solerem’. On the other hand it is very probable that the Rhet. ad Herennium originated from the
school of a orator belonging to the Plotian group of Latin Rhetores, see n.372.
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for two or three generations. Their attitude towards the Hyperidean style would not
be so exceptional, if we had any proof of continuity, but Hyperides’ name almost

completely vanishes from the later Roman rhetorical stage along with them.

B. Marcus Antonius

Marcus Antonius and Lucius Licinius Crassus were chosen by Cicero as the
main protagonists in the De Oratore for representing his rhetorical ideas >’
Obviously the choice was carefully planned. Though - as modern scholarship has
proved - the literary figures are highly coloured by Cicero, the testimonies make it
evident that the historical Crassus and Antonius had in reality some rhetorical
principles similar to those of Cicero. In the De Oratore both of them have to speak
primarily about their strong points, i.e. Antonius on ‘inventio’ and Crassus on ‘actio’,
however, the fact that they were regarded in antiquity as masters of delivery
reinforces Cicero’s focus and main emphasis on this subject. Nevertheless, what
concerns us here is that Antonius had visited Rhodes and in his rhetorical career signs
of Rhodian influence are manifest. There is also a possible link between him and
Hyperides. The case of Crassus is less clear, there is no explicit testimony about a

connection with the early Rhodian school or Hyperides, only some aspects of his

rhetorical practice bear similarities to Hyperidean wit.*”’

35M. Antonius (143-87 B.C.) and L. Crassus (140-91) belong to the first generation of Roman
orators after the Gracchi. The first known rhetorical manual is Antonius’ short book, which had
drawn on Greek, probably Rhodian, material and might have formed one of the sources of the Rhet.
ad Her. and Cicero’s de Inventione. It is also very probable that Cicero had followed the educational
lead of these prominent people, as can be presumed from his statements: cf. Quint.2,4,42; Cic.De
Or.2,2: cumque nos (sc. Marcus et Quintus Cicero) consobrinis nostris, Aculeonis filiis, et ea
disceremus quae Crasso placerent et ab iis sacpe intelleximus, cum essemus cius domi, quod vel
pueri sentire poteramus, illum et Graece sic loqui, nullam ut nosse aliam linguam videretur, et
doctoribus nostris ea ponere in percontando eaque ipsum omni in sermone tractare, ut nihil esse ei
novum, nihil inauditum esse videretur”.

3""Erat summa gravitas, erat cum gravitate iunctus facetiarum et urbanitatis oratorius, non scurrilis
lepos, latine loquendi accurata et sine molestia diligens clegantia, in disserendo mira explicatio; cum
de iure civili, cum de aequo et bono disputaretur, argumentorum et similitudinum copia.
Cic.Brut.143. Paratus veniebat Crassus, exspectabatur, audiebatur, a principio statim, quod erat
apud eum semper accuratum, exspectatione dignus videbatur. non multa iactatio corporis, non
inclinatio vocis, nulla inambulatio, non crebra suppolsio pedis; vehemens et interdum irata et plena
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In Cicero’s presentation - presumably to bridge the gap between the historical
and literary figures*”®- in different ways both Crassus and Antonius try to give an
impression of being free of Greek influence:

fuit hoc in utroque eorum, ut Crassus non tam existimari vellet non
didicisse, quam illa despicere et nostrorum hominum in omni genere prudentiam
Graecis anteferre; Antonius autem probabiliorem hoc populo orationem fore
censebat suam, si omnino didicisse numquam putaretur;

‘There was nevertheless this point of difference between the two men, that
Crassus did not so much wish to be thought to have learned nothing, as to have
the reputation of looking down upon learning, and of placing the wisdom of our
fellow-countrymen above that of the Greeks in all departments; while Antonius
held that his speeches would be the more acceptable to a nation like ours, if it
were thought that he had never even learned.”*”

Nevertheless:
de Antonio vero quamquam saepe ex humanissimo homine patruo nostro

acceperamus quem ad modum ille vel Athenis vel Rhodi se doctissimorum

hominum sermonibus dedisset .....

‘as for Antonius, although we had frequently understood from our highly
accomplished paternal uncle how, at Athens and at Rhodes alike, that orator

had devoted himself to conversation with the most learned men.. ¥

iusti doloris oratio, multae et cum gravitate facetiae; quodque difficile est, idem et perornatus et
perbrevis; iam in altercando invenit parem neminem. versatus est in omni fere genere causarum.
Cic.Brut.158. In his omnibus (orationibus) inest quidam sine ullo fuco veritatis color; quin etiam
comprehensio et ambitus ille verborum, si sic nepiodov appellari placet, erat apud illum contractus
et brevis, et in membra quaedam, quae k®Aa Graeci vocant, disperticbat orationem lubentius.
Cic.Brut.162.

38Cic.de Or.1,155. Modern research has proved (cf. R.D.Meyer, Literarische Fiktion und
historische Gestalt in Ciceros De oratore, Crassus, Antonius und ihre Gesprichspartner (Diss.
Freiburg, 1970); and A. Leeman, etc. I, 92) that the historical Crassus had a strong knowledge of
Greek rhetoric but a much less impressive one of philosophy. Cicero seems to present his own
education, namely the person of Crassus is a projection of himself: cf. Th. N. Mitchell, Cicero, the
Ascending Years (New Haven - London, 1979) 42-3.

*°Cic.de Or.2,4; translated by E.W.Sutton.

3#0Cic.de Or.2,3; translated by E.W.Sutton. Cicero is less explicit about Crassus (de Or.1,155):
postéa mihi (sc. Crasso) placuit eoque sum usus adulescens, ut summorum oratorum Graecas
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Though Antonius’ person may also be coloured by Cicero to reflect his own
education, it cannot be denied that he had a solid knowledge of Greek school-rhetoric
and he had composed a manual.

His strength lay especially in delivery, the capacity of his passionate

performance to move the listeners:**!

reperiebat quid dici opus esset et quo modo praeparari et quo loco locari,
memoriaque ea comprehendebat Antonius, excellebat autem actione.

‘Antonius found readily what needed to be said, how to preface and
arrange it, and all his plan he retained with a sure memory: but his excellence
was in delivery”**

videtisne, genus hoc quod sit Antonii? forte, vehemens, commotum in
agendo, praemunitum et ex omni parte causae saeptum, acre acutum,
enucleatum, in una quaque re commorans, honeste cedens, acriter insequens,
terrens, supplicans, summa orationis varietate, nulla nostrarum aurium satietate.

‘do you not see what this style of Antonius’s is? it is bold, vehement,
vigorous in delivery, carefully prepared and safeguarded in respect of every
aspect of the case, keen, penetrating, precise, dwelling upon each separate
point, making courteous concessions and gallant onsets, intimidating,
imploring, employing a vast variety of styles without ever exhausting the
appetite of the audience’.**

cum haec (sc.‘schemata dianoias’) magna in Antonio tum actio singularis;
quae si partienda est in gestum atque vocem, gestus erat non verba exprimens,

sed cum sententiis congruens: manus humeri latera supplosio pedis status

incessus omnisque motus cum verbis sententiisque consentiens; vox permanens,

orationes explicarem. quibus lectis hoc adsequebar, ut cum ea quae legeram Graece, Latine
redderem, non solum optimis verbis uterer et tamen usitatis, sed etiam exprimerem quaedam verba
imitando.

31Cic.Tusc.Disp.2,57: genu mehercule M. Antonium vidi, cum contente pro se ipse lege Varia
diceret, terram tangere. ut enim ballistae lapidum et reliqua tormenta telorum eo graviores
emissiones habent, quo sunt contenta atque adducta vehementius, sic vox, sic cursus, sic plaga hoc
gravior, quo est missa contentius.

*2Cic.Brut.215; translated by G.L.Hendrickson.

Cic.de Or.3,32.
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verum subrauca natura...

‘In all these respects Antonius was great, and combined with them a
delivery of peculiar excellence. If we divide delivery into gesture and voice, his
gesture did not seek to reflect words, but agreed with the course of his thought
- hands, shoulders, chest, stamp of the foot, posture in repose and in
movement, all harmonizing with his words and thoughts; voice sustained, but

with a touch of huskiness.”***

Though these characteristics are certainly coloured to a certain extent by
Cicero to portray one of the most respected Roman orators as representing his own
rhetorical principles, signs of strong resemblance to the Rhodian rhetorical concept
and Hyperides’ style are unmistakable. Emphasis is laid on Antonius’ excellence in
figures of speech and thought and delivery. But the most decisive element in Cicero’s
portrayal of Antonius is the following:

ut verum videretur in hoc illud, quod Demosthenem ferunt ei, qui

quaesivisset quid primum esset in dicendo, actionem, quid secundum, idem et
idem tertium respondisse. nulla res magis penetrat in animos eosque fingit
format flectit, talesque oratores videri facit, quales ipsi se videri volunt.

‘you can see by his example how all this bears out the truth of the dictum

attributed to Demosthenes; who when asked what was first in oratory replied to
his questioner, ‘delivery’ Nothing else so penetrates the mind, shapes, turns it,

and causes the orator to seem such a man as he wills to seem.”*%

Here Cicero refers to the introductory sentences of the Rhodian anecdote in the De
Oratore. The correlation between Antonius and the Rhodian context is very close,
Antonius appears to be the first Roman orator, who had fulfilled the Rhodians’

stylistic directive.

Moreover, - there is another isolated rhetorical trick, which might seem to speak

38Cic.Brut.141-2; translated by G.L. Hendrickson.
385Cic.Brut. 142; translated by G.L.Hendrickson.
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for a certain familiarity with Hyperides’ Phryne speech on the part of Antonius’ side.
Quintilian in defining the idea of ‘Rhetoric’ rejects ‘persuasion’ as a possible answer
and gives the reasons for his view as follows:

verum et pecunia persuadet et gratia et auctoritas dicentis et dignitas.
postremo aspectus etiam ipse sine voce, quo vel recordatio meritorum cuiusque
vel facies aliqua miserabilis vel formae pulchritudo sententiam dictat. nam et
Manium Aquilium defendens Antonius, cum scissa veste cicatrices, quas is pro
patria pectore adverso suscepisset, ostendit, non orationis habuit fiduciam, sed
oculis populi Romani vim attulit: quem illo ipso aspectu maxime motum in hoc,
ut absolveret reum, creditum est. Servium quidem Galbam miseratione sola,
qua non suos modo liberos parvulos in contione produxerat, sed Galli etiam
Sulpici filium suis ipse manibus circumtulerat, elapsum esse cum aliorum
monumentis, tum Catonis oratione testatum est. et Phrynen non Hyperidis
actione quamquam admirabili, sed conspectu corporis, quod illa speciosissimum
alioqui diducta nudaverit tunica, putant periculo liberatam....

‘but many other things have the power of persuasion, such as money,
influence, the authority and rank of the speaker, or even some sight
unsupported by language, when for instance the place of words is supplied by
the memory of some individual’s great deeds, by his lamentable appearance or
the beauty of his person. Thus when Antonius in the course of his defense of
Manius Aquilius tore open his client’s robe and revealed the honourable scars
which he had acquired while facing his country’s foes, he relied no longer on
the power of his eloquence, but appealed directly to the eyes of the Roman
people. And it is believed that they were so profoundly moved by the sight as to
acquit the accused. ... So according to general opinion Phryne was saved not by
the eloquence of Hyperides, admirable as it was, but by the sight of her
exquisite body, which she further revealed by drawing aside her tunic.”**

For the crucial element of tearing off the defendant’s clothes in Antonius’

speech, Cicero gives a slightly more elaborate account:

386Quint.Inst.Or.2,15,6-9; translated by H.E. Butler.
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quod enim ornamentum, quae vis, qui animus, quae dignitas illi oratori
defuit, qui in causa peroranda non dubitavit excitare reum consularem et eius
diloricare tunicam et iudicibus cicatrices adversas senis imperatoris ostendere?

‘For what did that advocate lack, in the way of resource, passion, energy
or greatness, who in closing his case did not hesitate to call forward the
defendant of consular rank, and tear open his tunic, and display to the tribunal
the scars on the old general’s breast?”**’

To provoke emotions from the audience, which had a key importance in
‘actio’ - as Antonius/Cicero says - one has to perform honestly by having real
emotions.***

Quintilian’s evidence is the only case where Hyperides’ trick in the peroration
is likened to that of Antonius. Though in this case the close mimesis is less clear,
since Quintilian does not speak about Hyperides’ active involvement in the
undressing, there is another strong branch of tradition, according to which the orator,
not the ‘hetaira’, took this desperate final decision**Phryne was charged with
impiety, since she had taken a bath naked during the Eleusinian mysteries. Hyperides
in his speech on behalf of the defendant is said to have convinced the jury by
revealing her beauty, and in doing so frightened the Athenians into seeing her as an
incarnation of Aphrodite, and she was acquitted.

G. Kowalski convincingly argues that the whole story must be a late
invention, based on a rhetorical effort to create and demonstrate a nice example of
‘schema dianoias’: ,,Pectus mulieris de illicita nudatione accusatae etiam in iudicio
nudatum eaque ipsa re, propter quam peritura erat, servatae Achillis hastam, quae
vulnus quod fecerat sanavisse tradebatur, in memoriam revocat. Ut pleraque

grammaticorum figmenta etiam hoc ingeniosius est quam ut verum esse possit.

¥ Cic.de Or.2,124; translated by E.W .Sutton.

%8n0on prius sum conatus misericordiam aliis commovere quam misericordiam sum ipse captus,
sensi equidem tum magno opere moveri iudices, cum excitavi maestum ac sordidatum senem et cum
ista feci, quae tu, Crasse, laudas, non arte de qua quid loquar nescio sed motu magno animi ac
dolore, ut descinderem tunicam, ut cicatrices ostenderem.

3% Athen.Deipn.23,591e.
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Schema dico dianoeas, non corporis figuram”.** In reality it must have happened
differently. It is more likely that Phryne herself had torn her hair and clothes following
traditional customs (and perhaps Hyperides’ advice) to give rise to a feeling of pity.
Quintilian’s interpretation seems to be somewhere in the middle. He is quite
neutral in describing the actual event, Phryne ‘alioqui’, ‘somehow’, became naked,
and it was rather her beauty than a pitiful appearance, which impressed the jury. So,
in all probability Quintilian was already aware of the colourful anecdote, which

originated presumably not long after Hyperides’ death.

Quintilian’s short collection of means of artless persuasion, in which Antonius
and Hyperides are mentioned together, is only a casual result of his systematizing
method, so it would not support too much an assumption of Hyperidean influence on

Antonius. Antonius in this latter case probably relays on earlier Roman tradition.

C. Marcus Tullius Cicero

Alfons Weische’s book on the subject provides us not only with a full collection of
Ciceronian references to Attic orators including Hyperides but also with some very
useful analysis.**'Here I would like only to emphasize Hyperides® exceptional place in

the Ciceronian tableau.>*?

3%0G. Kowalski, ‘De Phrynes pectore nudato’ Eos 42 (1948) 55.

*'See n.353.

*%For comparison a few sentences about the other Attic orators in Cicero, on the basis of Weische’s
results. Andocides and Isacus are not mentioned at all in Cicero’s rhetorical works, and also
Antiphon only once in the almost neutral historical overview of orators at the beginning of the
Brutus. The same is true for Lycurgus and Dinarchus. Cicero was hardly familiar with these Greek
orators. A high regard for Lysias is missing from Cicero’s early works and his case is similar to that
of Demosthenes, namely a renewed appraisal of Lysias is probably due to the Atticists’ attack. In all
probability Cicero’s high regard for Isocrates originates from his general rhetorical theory, rather
than from his usefulness as a practical model. Cicero had many times followed Aeschines, especially
in his early speeches, however, as in other cases Aeschines always stands in the shadow of
Demosthenes and so the impression about his less prominent place in Cicero’s tableau is deceiving:
cf. Weische, 136.
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There are statements, which indicate Cicero’s high respect for Hyperides and
suggest that especially in his early works he placed him on the same level as
Demosthenes: in De oratore 1,58 Crassus speaks about essential knowledge for
orators in state economy, law and history. Though they do not have to be experts on
each particular subject they should be able to speak ,,de omnibus rebus ... copiose
varieque ...” Certainly Lycurgus and Solon were more expert than Hyperides and
Demosthenes, who represent in such a context the case of perfect Greek oratory:
,,scisse melius quam Hyperidem aut Demosthenem, perfectos iam homines in dicendo
et perpolitos ...” but still the Greek orators - like their Roman counterparts, Ser.
Galba and C. Laelius - were not ignorant at all.

In De Or. 3,28, Hyperides is placed among others who are characterized with
one major speciality: ‘suavitatem Isocrates, subtilitatem Lysias, acumen Hyperides,
sonitum Aeschines, vim Demosthenes habuit. quis eorum non egregius? tamen <quis>
cuiusquam nisi sui similis?’

In the Brutus however, a shift is manifest in favour of Demosthenes: cf. 36.
Cicero presumably had to defend his ‘liberal’ rhetorical values against the Atticist
attack and therefore more often pointed at Demosthenes as an example, not to speak
about the possibility of Cicero’s rhetorical development and a natural change in

preferences.*”

Nevertheless Cicero’s preference for Hyperides in condemning the
short-sighted Atticist is still clear:
atque utinam imitarentur nec ossa solum, sed etiam sanguinem! gratum
tamen, quod volunt. cur igitur Lysias et Hyperides amatur, cum penitus
ignoretur Cato?
‘but I would that they might imitate not its bones only, but its flesh and
blood as well. Still their aim is good; but why then are Lysias and Hyperides
2 394

loved, while Cato is wholly unknown

In 138 Hyperides is again presented as the summit of Greek eloquence along

33The influence of Rhodian rhetoric probably started to diminish in time. Cicero slowly began to get
closer to the Demosthenic style. Cicero consciously compared himself with Demosthenes in the rise
from an advocate orator to a political orator-leader: cf. Weische, 190.

*Cic.Brut.68: cf. 67,285.

116



with Demosthenes. After a long discussion - as Cicero says - they have finally reached
the most flourishing period of Latin oratory, i.e. Antonius and Crassus as the analogy
of the historical development of Greek eloquence:
quam multi enim iam oratores commemorati sunt et quam diu in eorum
enumeratione versamur, cum tamen spisse atque vix, ut dudum ad
Demosthenen et Hyperiden, sic nunc ad Antonium Crassumque pervenimus.

nam ego sic existimo, hos oratores fuisse maximos et in his primum cum

Graecorum gloria Latine dicendi copiam aequatam.

‘How many orators have already been named and how long I have been
occupied in enumeration of them ! And yet in spite of this slow and laborious
progress we have only come, as before to Demosthenes and Hyperides, so now
to Antonius and Crassus. I suggest the comparison because in my judgement
these two men were orators of the first rank, and in them for the first time Latin
eloquence attained a level comparable to the glory of Greece.”**

Similarly in 290, which is a particularly interesting passage because of

connotations for the importance of ‘actio’ in Cicero’s rhetorical ideas. Its colourful

description makes it worth quoting in full:

volo hoc oratori contingat, ut cum auditum sit eum esse dicturum, locus in
subsellis occupetur, compleatur tribunal, gratiosi scribae sint dando et cedendo
loco, corona multiplex, iudex erectus;, cum surgat is qui dicturus sit, significetur
é corona silentium, deinde crebrae adsensiones, multae admirationes; risus, cum
velit, cum velit, fletus: ut, qui haec procul videat, etiam si quid agatur nesciat,
at placere tamen et in scaena esse Roscium intellegat. haec cui contingant, eum
scito Attice dicere, ut de Pericle audimus, ut de Hyperide, ut de Aeschine, de
ipso quidem Demosthene maxume.

“This is what I wish for my orator: when it is reported that he is going to
speak let every place on the benches be taken, the judges’ tribunal full, the
clerks busy and obliging in assigning or giving up places, a listening crowd

thronging about, the presiding judge erect and attentive; when the speaker rises

*Translated by G.L.Hendrickson.
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the whole throng will give a sign for silence, then expressions of assent ,
frequent applause; laughter when he wills it, or if he wills, tears; so that a mere
passer-by observing from a distance, though quite ignorant of the case in
question, will recognize that he is succeeding and that a Roscius is on the stage.
If this is what happens be assured that he is speaking like an Attic orator, that
he is faring as we read of Pericles, of Hyperides, of Aeschines, of Demosthenes

most of all.’

Orator 90 and 110 rather mirror already an established supremacy of
Demosthenes in Cicero’s judgement about Greek oratory and Hyperides only plays a

role for comparative purposes.

In Academica 1,3 Cicero encourages Varro not to give up with his Latin
philosophical efforts, since it is not true that there would not be any interest. It is only
a matter of proper imitation of Greek models as is the case in poetry and rhetoric:

oratores quidem laudari video si qui e nostris Hyperidem sint aut

Demosthenem imitati.

‘At all events I see that any of our orators who imitated Hyperides or
Demosthenes are praised.”**
Calvus was long dead, the ’neo-Atticists’ had disappeared and Atticism was
temporarily defeated. Two years before his own death as an old man in a resigned
tone Cicero here seems to summarize in one dense sentence one of the main reasons

for his rhetorical success. In all probability he speaks about himself from the heart.

On the basis of the very few surviving speeches of Hyperides Weische following W.
Stroh discovered in Cicero’s oeuvre that the latter’s speech Pro Cluentio in one part
of its structure follows the method of argumentation in Hyperides’ ‘Yznép

EdEevinmov. In this speech the Greek orator based the defense on the

3 Translated by H.Rackham.
3Cf. Weische, 59-62.
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interpretation of the law about eicayyeAia, which did not include Euxenippus’
particular case and for which he was brought to court. Euxenippus was accused of
not telling the truth about his dream, in which Amphiaraus revealed to him that a
particular part of the Oropus region should not be distributed among the demes but
rather remain sacred to him.

Similarly Cicero in his speech, which was delivered in 66 B.C., in a not decisive
excursus in his defense argues, that, though the defendant does not want to use this
plea, the ‘Lex Cornelia de sicariis et veneficis’ is not in force for all people in Rome
but only for senators. Cicero states that he refers to the matter merely out of general
interest, since his client refuses to build on it his disproof of the accusation. Cluentius
was charged with murder, i.e. poisoning his stepfather.

According to Weische the hypothesis of Hyperidean imitation - apart from the
element of attacking the relevance of the law, on which the charge is built - can be
backed by three minor points. Both speeches demand the exact interpretation of the
law in the interest of the state (4-5;40 and 146-148;155). Both of them analyze the
text of the law sentence by sentence to make clear its irrelevance (7-8; and 148).
Finally both of them welcome the fact that political leaders can not only benefit from
their activity but also be punished for cases of negligence or malevolence. (9; and

150-155).%%

Further phraseological parallelism can be assumed between Cicero Pro
Milone 18: ‘nunc eiusdem Appiae nomen quantas tragoedias excitat!” and two places
of Demosthenes and Hyperides: éneito £€€R ool tpaywdiag ypawyor (Lycophr.12,
similarly in Eux.26).%”

Cicero’s Philippic 14,33: ‘ita pro mortali condicione vitae immortalitatem

estis consecuti’, derives its model from Hyperides’ Epitaphios 24: oitiveg 8vntod

3%BCE. Weische, 62.

39Cf. Weische, 91; cf. Dem.18,189; 19,13. Cicero’s formulation in Phil.14,41, magna atque
incredibilia sunt in rem publicam huius merita legionis, can take its model from Hyperides 6,9.
Other possibilities are Lysias 2,70. and Isocr.4,75. However, the idea is too general to ascribe to any
particular author.
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oohpotog dBdvortov S6Eav Exthoavto or from Lysias.**The following passage
(34) gives the same impression: ‘quos laudare quam lugere praestabit’. Its parallel can
be found either in Plato Men. 248c, or in Hyperides’ Epitaphios 42: €l yap Opfiivwv

&&rla memdvBooLy, GAL EMOiveV HEYOA®V TETOLHKOOLY.

D. Rutilius Lupus, Gorgias ‘sui temporis’ in the context of
Rhodian rhetorical influence

As Quint. in 9,2,102 reveals:
multa alia (lumina sententiarum posuit) Rutilius Gorgian secutus, non illum
Leontinum sed alium sui temporis, cuius quattuor libros in usum suum
transtulit.

‘Rutilius found many other figures of thought following the views of

Gorgias, a contemporary, whose four books he transferred to his own work,

and who is not to be confused with Gorgias of Leontini ...”*"!

The extant work of Rutilius: ‘De figuris sententiarum et elocutionis’**? is divided into

two books, containing 21-20 figures. However, Blass’ suggestion seems to be
plausible, that it must have lost a lot of material and we have only a dramatically
reduced epitome.*®In all probability Rutilius’ original work contained also another
two books on the oxnpata drovoiag not only the oyxfipato Aé€emg, which we now
have. This is strongly underlined by Quintilian’s references to Rutilian examples of
this kind.***

4°°Lys.2,24; cf. J. Mesk, ‘Ciceros Nachruf an die legio Martia (Phil. XTIV, 30-35)’ WS 26 (1904) 228-
34, where all the relevant Attic examples are collected.

“0! Adapted translation of H.E.Butler. The correction ‘usum’ instead of ‘unum’ is by Ahrens.

“>The last edition is by Edward Brooks (Leiden, 1970) with prolegomena and commentary,
Mnemosyne Supp. 11 (1970)

“®Blass, Griech. Bered. 97n.5. It is indicated by the title given by Pithoeus: ex P.Rutilii Lupi de
figuris sententiarum et elocutionis libro. Not the size of particular articles, but rather their number
was reduced, or perhaps a whole, independent part of the book is missing. Miinscher’s (‘Gorgias’
RE VII (1912) col. 1606) observation that Quintilian (9,3,99) refers in the same sequence to the
Rutilian figures as we have it in the extant work speaks for the latter.

4%4Cf. Miinscher, (Gorgias) cols. 1607-8.
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But still within this mutilated form there is a relatively high number of
Hyperidean quotations. The author cites for every rhetorical figure an example from
Greek rhetorical literature in a precise Latin translation. Among the Attic orators -
those who later formed the Canon of Ten - Demosthenes is quoted nine times, Lysias
eight times, Hyperides seven times, Lycurgus six times, Dinarchus four times.*”’What
is the reason for it, and where does this relatively high appreciation of the

Hyperidean style have its origin?.

As is clear from Quintilian’s evidence and the general impression of his
treatment,*® Rutilius’ work is a mere translation, so for answering these questions
Gorgias’ rhetorical theory and background should be scrutinized.\Unfért‘unately there
is not much evidence about him. It is certain that he was practising as a rhetorical
teacher in Athens in the middle of the first century B.C., since Cicero had forbidden
his son to attend his lectures any longer, because of his indecent behaviour, i.e.

seeking pleasure and drinking.*”’ Later, he had visited Rome, where Seneca may have

heard him declaiming presumably during one of his visits.*”®

This is all that we know about his person. On the basis of his wide ranging
choice of models Gorgias was described by some modern scholars as an Asianist*” or
as an Atticist.*"*But perhaps Blass is more right, when he characterizes him as a

milder Atticist and introduces him as a representative of an intermediate rhetorical

“95Cf. Blass, Griech.Bered. 98n.1. There are also many other orators quoted: twice: Demochares,
Demetrius, Pytheas, Stratocles, Cleochares, Sosicrates, Myron; three times: Charisius; four times:
Hegesias; once: Daphnis, Isidorus, Lycon.

“%Miinscher, (Gorgias) col. 1609.

“Cic.Ep.16,21,6, (in 44 B.C): cf. Miinscher (Gorgias) col. 1604.

“%Sen. contr.1,praef.11; omnes autem magni in eloquentia nominis excepto Cicerone videor audisse.
The only reference to one of his declamations is at contr.1,4,7; “vir fortis in bello manus perdidit.
Deprendit adulterum cum uxore, ex qua filium adulescentem habebat. Imperavit filio ut occideret;
non occidit; adulter effugit. Abdicat filium’; Gorgias in defence of the son describes his surprise and
a consequent sudden weakness: ‘inepto colore, sed dulciter ... Gorgias egregie dixit ...’

“Miinscher passim, following Wilamowitz’ opinion not least on the basis of Seneca’s evidence,
since his quotation automatically means that he considered Gorgias as an Asianist (col. 1610). From
the point of view of strict Roman Atticism he must really belong to Asianism, however, if we leave
this basically negative terminology there can be described different ‘levels’ of Asianism.

“1%usemihl, 1, 501.
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conception between Asianism and Atticism.*!!

Rutilius Lupus’ translation, as a representation of an alternative rhetorical
manual to the strict Attic ones (Caecilius’ and Dionysius’, both lost, but heavily used
in later times), vanished completely without leaving any trace in the later tradition, 1.e.
without having influenced any later Latin rhetorical handbook. This was also the case
for the Gorgian manual in the Greek tradition.*'> Nobody continued to be interested
in this manual, which (from a Roman point of view) represented an incomplete stage
in the cleaning process from an Asian towards an Attic style. Exactly as was the case
for the rhetorical approach characteristic of Rhodes. This parallel is scarcely a mere
accident, but as similarities between contemporary rhetorical handbooks and the
Rutilian one show, the Rhodian school of rhetoric and Gorgias are close to each other
with regard to their theoretical backgrounds.

First - although it does not necessarily prove a real Rhodian origin for
Gorgias’ rhetorical disposition*" - the differentiation between ‘lexis’ and ‘dianoia’
itself takes its origin from grammarians, namely from Dionysius Thrax*, who lived
and worked on Rhodes. But it is much more significant that the Rhet. ad Herennium
and. Cicero’s ‘De OQOratore’ and ‘Orator’ in several points strictly follow
Gorgias/Rutilius’ terminology and basic concept, which - especially in the case of the
Rhet. ad Herennium - presumably derive their ultimate origin from the Rhodian
school of rhetoric.

Gorgias seems to have been aware of the difference between ‘schema’ and

»415

‘tropos’” ", since among the examples collected in the extant translation of Rutilius

there aren’t any other rhetorical features but ‘schemata’.*'® The Rhet. ad Herennium

“'Blass, Griech.Bered. 98.

“Miinscher, (Gorgias) col. 1612, on the basis of Krieg’s research.

“IMiinscher’s implicit but cautious suggestions about Rhodian roots are repeated with more
certainty in: Giuseppina Barabino, P. Rutilii Lupi: Schemata Dianoias et Lexeos. Saggio
introduttivo, testo e traduzione (Genova, 1967) passim.

414633B; cf. Cic Orat.93.

“1>The clearest Latin evidence of the partition is in Cicero Brut.69: ‘ornari orationem Graeci putant,
si verborum immutationibus utantur quos appellant tpdmovg, et sententiarum orationisque formis,
quae vocant GYMLoTOL.

“"*Miinscher, (Gorgias) col. 1613.
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on the other hand reveals that at the time when it was written the definition of
different components of rhetorical ornamentation was already clearly formulated.*"’

A brief look at Appendix II in Brokks’ edition of Rutilius, where the register
of the Rutilian figures and their designations in other rhetorical treatises is printed, is
enough to show that the Rhet. ad Herennium and Cicero in both De Oratore 1II and
Orator, drew upon the same manual as Gorgias. Moreover in Cicero’s works also the
sequence of the analysed figures follows the pattern of Rutilius’ collection.**The
Rhet. ad Herennium, apart from five figures, presents the same choice and the same
terminology.*’*The strongest indication of their common origin is - as Miinscher’s
detailed analysis has proved - that all these three (or four) treatises have the same
differences from later divisions of figures: in some cases they introduce a figure in the

group of ‘schemata lexeos’, which later was ascribed to the ‘schemata dianoias’.**

On the one hand, as mentioned above, Gorgias’ ‘impure Atticism’ determined
the fate of his work and excluded the possibility of any usage of his book by later
theoreticians of rhetoric, either in original Greek, or in Latin.**' On the other hand we
still have two extant books of Rutilius, which contain - hardly by accident - only
figures of diction, ‘schemata lexeos’. Behind this very fascinating development in
tradition is presumably the invisible but extremely powerful effect of a wide ranging
demand for rhetorical manuals for schools. Practising school-teachers, such as
Dionysius or Caecilius, were well conscious of what their pupils would need in their
curriculum. In the beginning years - that is on the first and therefore more popular

level of rhetorical education - they had to become familiar with elementary skills in

“Contrary to Miinscher’s scepticism, the author of the Rhet. ad Her. is already clear about the
matter in 4,13,18: ‘Dignitas est, quae reddit ornatam orationem varietate distinguens. Haec in
verborum et in sententiarum exornatione<s> dividitur. Verborum exornatio est, quae ipsius sermonis
insignita continetur perpolitione. Sententiarum exornatio est, quae non in verbis, sed in ipsis rebus
quandam habet dignitatem’ and not only later in 31,42 - 34,46.

“8Cf. Miinscher, (Gorgias) col. 1613.

“In the case of Quintilian it is more probable that he was relying on Cicero.

“Miinscher, (Gorgias) col. 1615, There are also differences within this homogeneous group, which
indicate that they did not necessarily follow their common source in the same way.

“?'The only exceptions are Quintilian, who had a more liberal rhetorical approach and is similar to
Cicero, his model; and an anonymous, presumably late fourth century author: ‘Carmen Incerti de
Figuris vel Schematibus’, in: K. Halm, Rhetores Latini Minores (Frankfurt, 1964) 63-70.
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eloquence. It means especially the study of the components of ‘lexis’, i.e. ‘lexikos
topos’, ‘schemata lexeos’. The analysis of structural and compositional questions was
reserved for higher degrees of education. So there would have been less demand for
the ‘schemata dianoias’ or ‘pragmatikos topos’ in accordance with the diminishing

number of students.

Summa summarum, in all probability the uniquely high number of Hyperidean
quotations in a Latin rhetorical manual from the Augustan age is due to the influence
originating from one of the most influential Hellenistic rhetorical schools, namely the
Rhodian school of rhetoric, whose prominent representatives had chosen Hyperides

as one of their rhetorical models.

The first Hyperidean quotation is used for exemplifying ‘paradiastole’: ‘nam
cum ceterorum opinionem fallere conaris, tu tete frustraris. Non enim probas te pro
astuto sapientem intelligenti, pro confidente fortem, pro inliberali diligentem rei
familiaris, pro malivolo severum. nullum est enim vitium, quo ut virtutis laude gloriari
possis’. Very remarkably it is quoted again by Quintilian, however, without indicating
Hyperides’ name and changing the original form into: ‘cum te pro astuto sapientem
appelles, pro confidente fortem, pro inliberali diligentem’,?and much later by
Isidorus, who presumably without even knowing its real origin had simply taken it
over from Quintilian.**

The same happened in the case of ‘synoikeiosis’: the Hyperidean quotation,
‘Nam hominis avari atque asoti unum atque idem vitium est. Uterque enim nescit uti,
atque utrique pecunia dedecori est. Quare merito utrique pari poena afficiuntur, quos
pariter non decet habere’, is compressed by Quintilian, and presented without the
name of Hyperides as anonymous: ‘tam deest avaro quod habet, quam quod non

habet’.**

About ‘permissio’, in Rutilius ‘epitrope’, Quintilian only remarks that it can be

“22Quint.Inst.Or.9,65.
“Bsidor.De Rhet.21,9; cf. Halm in the apparatus.
“24Quint,Inst.0r.9,3,64.
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also used,*” when the orator seemingly hands over the decision to the judges: ‘cum
aliqua ipsis iudicibus relinquimus aestimanda’. In all probability he had Hyperides’
example in his mind, since this was quoted as the only one in Rutilius and was related
to the same situation.

Similarly in the case of ‘paromologia’ Rutilius refers only to Hyperidean
examples, namely two. The latter is his famous defense for his unlawful proposal.
Later it became very popular in rhetorical manuals, deprived however of its wider
context, which exemplifies also the figure of thought ‘eperotesis’ also.

The last reference is particularly interesting, since it is in ‘prosopopoia’ (in

*427) which - according to Cicero -

Cicero’s terminology: ‘personarum ficta inductio
is one of the possible elements of ‘facete loqui’, a prescription for effective delivery,
i.e. ‘actio’. And these latter - if I am right (see above) - represent two of the most

crucial and distinguishing characteristics of the Rhodian school of rhetoric.

E. M. Valerius Messala Corvinus

“BQuint.Inst.0r.9,2,25.
“2Rutil.L.1,19.
2Cic.de Or.3,205.
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M. Valerius Messala Corvinus was not only an impressive and influential
political character of late republican and early Augustan Rome, but also a splendid
orator of his time, whose talent is equally highly regarded by all our festimonia. There
are only nine titles and some fragments left of his extensive rhetorical activity.
However, among them there is a translation of Hyperides’ most popular speech,

“8(yuintilian mentions

which was delivered in defense of the beautiful ‘hetaira’ Phryne.
it as a fine example of a very useful rhetorical exercise for Romans, namely the
translating of Greek speeches, by which many figures and innovations of Greek
authors can be learned. The way Quintilian speaks about Messala’s translation makes
it clear that it was a unique attempt, since it must have been considered too difficult,
and presumably nobody had tried it before him:
id (sc. vertere Graeca in Latinum) Messalae placuit, multaeque sunt ab eo
scriptae ad hunc modum orationes, adeo ut etiam cum illa Hyperidis pro Phryne
difficillima Romanis subtilitate contenderet.
‘Messala likewise gave it his approval, and we have a number of
translations of speeches from his hand;, he even succeeded in coping with the
delicacy of Hyperides’ speech in defense of Phryne, a task of exceeding
difficulty for a Roman.’*”
It is also almost certain that it was published by him, since it is unlikely that Quintilian
would refer to it in such a manner if he had only heard of it. This assumption is
supported by one of the previous sentences, where Cicero’s similar activity is
mentioned:

quin etiam libros Platonis atque Xenophontis edidit hoc genere tralatos.

‘nay, he actually published translations of Xenophon and Plato’
This unique interest for and ‘aemulatio’ of Messala with Hyperides is unparalleled in
the Augustan period and might have been generated not least by Rhodian rhetorical

influence; this is suggested by the following considerations.

“20ratorum Romanorum Fragmenta Liberae Rei Publicae, iteratis curis recensuit collegit Henrica
Malcovati (Turin 1957) 533.
“®Quint.Inst.Or.10,5,2; translated by H.E.Butler.
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Messala, whose father was also a practising orator*and an admirer of
Cicero, had presumably followed the usual republican curriculum in rhetorical

“lthe father of a young man

education, laid down by his father. According to Tacitus,
introduces his son to one of the best orators of their time and from then onwards he
follows and observes his master in his everyday forensic activity. This practical way
of learning is described as the most fruitful method. In all probability, Cicero was
chosen as a model and teacher for Messala. This is attested not only by Velleius
Paterculus’ clear statement about their rhetorical relationship:
et proximum Ciceroni Caesarem eorumque velut alumnos Corvinum ac
Pollionem Asinium,
‘... and Caesar, who ranks next to Cicero; next to them, and, as it were,
their pupils, come Corvinus and Pollio Asinius’*?
but also by the enthusiastic remarks of Cicero about the young man in his letters:

».-quamquam in hac ipsa (sc. eloquentia) sapientiae plus apparet: ita gravi

iudicio multaque arte se exercuit in_verissimo genere dicendi. Tanta autem
industria est tantumque evigilat in studio, ut non maxima ingenio, quod in eo
summum est, gratia habenda videatur. Sed provehor amore. Non enim id
propositum est huic epistolae, Messalam ut laudem, praesertim ad Brutum, cui
et virtus illius non minus quam mihi nota est et haec ipsa studia, quae laudo,
notiora...

‘and yet his merit stands out all the more in this very expertness of
knowledge: so severe as the judgement, so exacting the technique, with which

he has trained himself in the soundest style of oratory. And his application is so

M. Valerius Messala Niger (consul in 61 B.C.) handed on the defence of Sextus Roscius
Amerinus to Cicero because of his young age: Cic.Pro.Rosc.149: cf. J. Hammer, Prolegomena to an
edition of the Panegerycus Messalae (New York, 1925) 4. For further connections: ‘neque huius M.
Messalae, hominis necessarii, preces sustinere potui’, Cic. Sulla 20; ‘et in me perhonorificus et
partium studiosus ac defensor bonarum’ (41.1,3,12); ‘Messala consul est egregius, fortis, constans,
diligens, nostri laudator, amator, imitator’ (4£.1,14,6), Messala also played a role in the restoration
of Cicero’s losses during his exile.

“'Tac.Dial.34: ‘Ergo apud maiores nostros iuvenis ille, qui foro et eloquentiae parabatur, imbutus
iam -domestica disciplina, refertus honestis studiis deducebatur a patre vel a propinquis ad eum
oratorem, qui principem in civitate locum obtinebat’; cf. Hammer, 12.

“2Vell Pat.2,36,2.
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great, he spends so many hours of the night in study, that most of the credit
does not go to his natural endowment, which in his case is consummate! But
my affection is carrying me away; for it is not the purpose of this letter to sing
Messala’s praises, especially not to Brutus, who knows his merits as well as I,
and knows even better these particular accomplishments which 1 am
extolling.’**
If Cicero had considered his rhetorical style as verissimum genus, it could hardly
differ from his own.***

So, all this could speak for an indirect influence of the Rhodian model, i.e.

Hyperides, on Messala by the mediation of Cicero, who could have awakened his

student’s interest in this particular Greek orator.

The hypothesis can be backed by other evidence. It is known from Cicero’s
letters that Messala - by completing the usual Roman curriculum - visited Athens to
study Rhetoric. Moreover, it is clear that he was there at the same time as Cicero’s
own son, the younger Cicero, and so he could bring news to the worried father about
his progress: de quo (sc. Ciceroni suo) mirabilia Messala, qui Lanuvio rediens ab illis
venit ad me...**On the other hand we know that the younger Cicero had attended

Gorgias’ lectures until his father stopped him.**

The reason why Cicero the elder withdrew his son back from the company of
Gorgias must lie rather in the latter’s behaviour, than in his rhetorical principles.
Otherwise the first orator in Rome would hardly have recommended Gorgias as a
master for his son. So it seems quite possible that the well-informed friend of the
younger Cicero, Messala, attended Gorgias’ exercises or at least might have known

about his school in Athens. Gorgias’ rhetorical approach, however, as was

“3Cic.ad Brut.1,15; translated by M.Cary.

“3Cf. R Hanslik, ‘Valerius’ RE XV (1955) col. 155.

“*Cic.adA1t.15,17.

“6De Gorgia autem quod mihi scribis, erat quidem ille in cotidiana declamatione utilis, sed omnia
postposui, dum modo praeceptis patris parerem: ‘diarreden’ enim scripserat, ut eum dimitterem
statim ...” Cic.ad Fam. 16,21,6.

128



demonstrated above, was very much in debt to the Rhodian school of rhetoric, and so

his preference for Hyperides was presumably generated by it.

Messala’s particular interest in Hyperides could have come from both
directions and so - though indirectly - he would still represent the effect of the
Hellenistic rhetoric of Rhodes. But certainly he must have been more amused at
Hyperides® subtle rhetorical style, his ‘difficillima subtilitas’,*’than at his
phraseological extravagance. He was milder and sweeter and more accurate than
Cicero: ‘Cicerone mitior Corvinus et dulcior et in verbis magis elaboratus’,***and on
the other hand - in Quintilian’s judgement - ‘nitidus et candidus et quodam modo
praeferens in dicendo nobilitatem suam, viribus minor’., ‘Messala, on the other hand,
is polished and transparent and displays his nobility in his utterance, but he fails to do
his powers full justice’.*’Although his major characteristic is ‘dignitas’,**this
comparison with Cicero and the characterization reminds us of the differences
between the forceful Demosthenes and the subtle Hyperides in Ps. Longinus’
presentation.*'In any case it is certainly not a surprise that Messala was fascinated by
Hyperidean charm. With regard, however, to phraseology, Messala was very keen on
purity of language and on avoiding novelties:

fuit autem Messala exactissimi ingenii quidem in omni studiorum parte, sed

Latini utique sermonis observator diligentissimus
‘Messala was of the nicest judgement in every branch of study, but above

all he was the most careful precisian in the Latin language™**

In this respect Messala Corvinus would represent a characteristic of later Roman

rhetoric, namely a rigorous °‘Attic’ linguistic puritanism. One of its early

“3"Quint.Inst.10,5,2.

“%Tac.Dial.18.

“¥Quint Inst.10,1,113.

““Hyperidean ‘acumen’ is reserved for Sulpicius in Quint./nst.12,10,11.

“ISee below chapter IX.

442Gen.Contr.2,4,8; translated by M. Winterbottom; there follows: ‘itaque cum audisset Latronem
declamantem, dixit: sua lingua disertus est. Ingenium illi concessit, sermonem objecit’.
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representatives was Caesar, whose motto was: ‘fugias inauditum verbum quam
scopulum’, who on the other hand also had visited the more liberal Rhodes for study

purposes.

F. Servius Sulpicius Rufus

Servius Sulpicius Rufus was a close contemporary and friend of Cicero,*?

who had followed almost the same educational curriculum as his famous friend.
nam et in isdem exercitationibus ineunte aetate fuimus et postea una
Rhodum ille (sc. Sulpicius) etiam profectus est, quo melior esset et doctior; et
inde ut rediit, videtur mihi in secunda arte primus esse maluisse quam in prima
(sc.: eloquentia) secundus ...
‘As young men we pursued the same rhetorical studies here, and
afterwards he went with me to Rhodes to acquire a more perfect technical
training. Returning from there he gave the impression of having chosen to be
first in the second art rather than second in the first..” ***
That is, he rather specialized on law and became a jurist. However, he did not give up
completely on his rhetorical ambitions and besides a reputation for juridical
expertness he gained a good reputation as an orator as well:

Servius Sulpicius insignem non inmerito famam tribus orationibus meruit.

‘Servius Sulpicius acquired a great and well-deserved reputation by his three

speeches.**’

Unfortunately we know next to nothing about his rhetorical approach, but it

could not have been very different from that of Cicero:

simul illud gaudeo (sc. Brutus) quod et aequalitas vestra et pares honorum

gradus et artium studiorumque quasi finitima vicinitas tantum abest ab

obtrectatione <et> invidia, quae solet lacerare plerosque, uti ea non modo non

“BCic.Brut.150: ‘aetatesque vestrae (sc. Sulpicius et Cicero) ut illorum (sc. Crassus et Scaevola)
nihil aut non fere multum differunt’.

“Cic.Brut.151; translated by G.L.Hendrickson.

*5Quint.Inst.Or.10,1,116; translated by H.E Butler.
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exulceare vestram gratiam, sed etiam conciliare videatur.

‘It is a pleasure too to note that, as peers in official honours and as
neighbours so to speak in arts and studies, such vicinity, far from the detraction
and envy which commonly poisons the relations of rivals, has with you
promoted mutual regard rather than disturbed it.**¢

The only extant evidence, on the other hand, which describes his style, shows
it - by accident or not - to be closely related to Hyperidean style.
tum deinde efflorescat non multum inter se distantium tempore oratorum
ingens proventus. hic vim Caesaris, indolem Caeli, suptilitatem Calidi,

diligentiam Pollionis, dignitatem Messalae, sanctitatem Calvi, gravitatem Bruti,

acumen Sulpici, acerbitatem Cassi reperiemus.

‘Then let us turn to a vast harvest of orators who flourished much about
the same period. It is there that we find the vigour of Caesar, the natural talent
of Caelius, the subtlety of Calidius, the accuracy of Pollio, the dignity of
Messala, the austerity of Calvus, the gravity of Brutus, the acumen of Sulpicius
and the bitterness of Cassius.*"’

Sulpicius’ main characteristic in a ‘one word-one orator’ summary is the same as was
Hyperides’ in Ciceronian terminology.

Moreover, the only fragment from his famous speech against Aufidia, which
was judged by Quintilian as being worth quoting, is a fine example of ‘prosopopoia’,
a rhetorical figure, whose well-known exponent was Hyperides. At least, in Rutilius
Lupus’ manual an extensive Hyperidean example is used - besides one of Charisius in
the second place - to illustrate this particular figure. Quintilian’s way of putting it
gives the impression that it was regarded as a peculiar quality of Sulpicius’ style:

qua de re (sc. excursione) idem, quod in prooemio dixeram, sentio, sicut de

prosopopoeia quoque, qua tamen non Servius modo Sulpicius utitur pro

Aufidia ‘somnone te languidum an gravi lethargo putem pressum?’, sed M.

quoque Tullius circa nauarchos ...

445Cic.Brut.156; translated by G.L.Hendrickson.
“"Quint.Inst.Or.12,10,11; translated by H.E Butler.
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‘On this subject I hold the same view that I expressed in dealing with the
exordium, as 1 do on the subject of impersonation. This artifice however is
employed not only by Servius Sulpicius in his speech on behalf of Aufidia, when
he cries ‘Am I to suppose that you were drowsy with sleep or weighed down

by some heavy lethargy?’, but by Cicero as well...***

On the basis of these very few similarities it would be too daring to speak
about a Hyperidean influence on Sulpicius’ style. However, are these parallels merely

accidental?

G. Excursus: M. Licinius Calvus

With the name of M. Licinius Calvus, a younger contemporary of Cicero, the
origin of so-called ‘neo-Atticism’ is associated.*’ According to the sources he was
apparently the first to call himself ‘Atticus’. His character and rhetorical position have
been an intriguing question for modem scholars, since in antiquity he and Brutus
seem to have been seen as the ‘par excellence’ opposition to Ciceronian stylistic
norms. “As a ‘neoteric’ poet from the circle of Catullus, he consciously refused
current trends in rhetoric and found his models in earlier Greek tradition.*’'His
fundamental ideas on style can be derived from the correspondence of Cicero.
However, his elder antagonist, in Brufus 283-6, seems to reveal something more
about his interest in particular orators. For a better understanding of the context it is
worth while quoting the whole passage:

Sed ad Calvum, is enim nobis erat propositus, revertamur: qui orator fuit

cum litteris eruditior quam Curio, tum etiam accuratius quoddam dicendi et

“®Quint.Inst.Or.4,2.106; translated by H.E.Butler.

*“9Cic.0r.89,6 “isti novi Attici’.

4°Cf. Sen.Contr.7,4,6: ‘Calvus, qui diu cum Cicerone iniquissimam litem de principatu eloquentiae
habuit ..."; and Tac.Dial.18,5: ‘Satis constat ne Ciceroni quidem obtrectatores defuisse, quibus
inflatus et tumens nec satis pressus, sed super modum exultans et superfluens et parum antiquus
videretur. Legistis utique et Calvi et Bruti ad Ciceronem missas epistulas ...".

“1Cf. Kennedy, (Rhet.Rom.) 242-6.
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exquisitius afferebat genus; quod quamquam scienter eleganterque tractabat,
nimium tamen inquirens in se atque ipse sese observans metuensque ne vitiosum
colligeret, etiam verum sanguinem deperdebat. Itaque eius oratio nimia
religione attenuata doctis et attente audientibus erat illustris, a multitudine
autem et a foro, cui nata eloquentia est, devorabatur.

~ Tum Brutus, Atticum se, inquit, Calvus noster dici oratorem volebat: inde
erat ista exilitas quam ille de industria consequebatur. Dicebat, inquam, ita; sed
ipse errabat et alios etiam errare cogebat. nam si quis €os, qui nec inepte
dicunt nec odiose nec putide, Attice putat dicere, is recte nisi Atticum probat
neminem (this is an intermediate concepion of Atticism and moderate
rhetorical style, if you mean under Atticism this then it is all right with me and
in this way everybody should be an Atticist). insulsitatem enim et insolentiam
tamquam insaniam quandam orationis odit, sanitatem autem et integritatem
quasi religionem et verecundiam oratoris probat. haec omnium debet

oratorum eadem esse sententia. sin autem ieiunitatem et siccitatem et

inopiam, dummodo sit polita, dum urbana, dum elegans, in Attico genere ponit,

hoc recte dumtaxat; sed quia sunt in Atticis <aliis>*?alia meliora, videat ne
ignoret et gradus et dissimilitudines et vim et varietatem Atticorum. ‘Atticos’
inquit, ‘volo imitari.” quos? nec enim est unum genus. nam quis est tam
dissimile quam Demosthenes et Lysias, quam idem et Hyperides, quam horum
omnium Aeschines? quem igitur imitaris? si aliquem: ceteri ergo Attice non
dicebant? si omnis: qui potes, cum sint ipsi dissimillumi inter se? in quo illud
etiam quaero, Phalereus ille Demetrius Atticene dixerit. mihi quidem ex illius
orationibus redolere ipsae Athenae videntur. at est floridior, ut ita dicam, quam
Hyperides, quam Lysias: natura quaedam aut voluntas ita dicendi fuit.

‘But now let me come back to Calvus as I proposed. He was an orator of
much more thorough theoretical training than Curio, and presented a style of

speaking more carefully elaborated and more original. Though he handled it

4524 Malcovati in her Brutus edition (Leipzig, 1965), accepts Friedrich’s correction and interpolates
‘aliis’ after “Atticis’ and for prose-metrical reasons rejects Bake’s suggestion, who would place the
same after ‘alia’.
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with a scholar’s knowledge and discrimination, yet from excessive self-
examination and fear of admitting error he lost true vitality. His language thus
through overscrupulousness seemed attenuated, and while scholars and careful
listeners recognized its quality, the multitude and the forum, for whom
eloquence exists, missing its finer flavour gulped it down whole.

Here Brutus interposed: ‘Our good friend Calvus liked to think of himself
as Attic. That was the reason for that meagerness of style which he cultivated
deliberately’.

“Yes, I know’, I replied; ‘so he said; but he was in error and caused others
to err with him. If one holds that those who do not rant, nor speak pedantically
nor with affectation, are Attic, he will be quite right in admiring no one who is
not Attic. Tasteless bombast and preciosity he will abominate as a form of
madness; sanity and wholesomeness of style he will look upon as a decent and
almost religious obligation in an orator. This should be the common judgement
of all orators. But if meagerness and dryness and general poverty are put down
as Attic, with of course the proviso that it must have finish and urbanity and
precision, that is good so far as it goes. But because there are in the category
of Attic other qualities better than these, one must beware not to overlook the
gradations and dissimilarities, the force and variety of Attic orators. ‘My aim
is,” you say, ‘to imitate Attic models.” Which, pray? for they are not of one
type. Who, for example, are more unlike than Demosthenes and Lysias? Than
either of them and Hyperides, than all of these and Aeschines? Whom then are
you going to imitate? If one only, do you mean that all the others did not speak
pure Attic? If all, how can you imitate them when they are so unlike each
other? And here I venture to put this question: did Demetrius of Phaleron speak
pure Attic? To me at least his orations exhale the very fragrance of Athens.
But, you say, he is more florid (if I may use the term) than Hyperides or Lysias.

That was, I presume, his natural bent or perhaps his deliberate choice™**?

“>Translated by G.L.Hendrickson.
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Cicero in all probability here exaggerates Calvus’ ‘uncertainty’ regarding
Attic models and - for the sake of clarity in definition - pretends not to understand
what Calvus means by them. By mentioning a wide-ranging selection of ‘Attic’
orators he can better point out the terminological negligence, which can be used as a
proof of an immature rhetorical disposition. But the emphasis in the passage -
especially in the last sentence - is still clearly on the representatives of the plain style,
namely Lysias and Hyperides, and they speak for Cicero’s consciousness of Calvus’

well-defined stylistic preferences and Attic’ models.

This is supported by other evidence in Cicero, which can hardly refer to

anybody else than to Calvus’ followers:

Sed ea in nostris inscitia est, quod hi ipsi, qui in Graecis antiquitate
delectantur eaque subtilitate, quam Atticam appellant, hanc in Catone non
noverunt. Quid enim? Hyperidae volunt esse et Lysiae. Laudo; sed cur nolunt
Catones? Attico genere dicendi se gaudere dicunt. Sapienter id quidem; atque
utinam imitarentur, nec ossa solum, sed etiam sanguinem! Gratum est tamen,
quod volunt: cur igitur Lysias et Hyperides amatur, cum penitus ignoretur
Cato?

‘But observe the ignorance of our Romans! The very men who find such
pleasure in the early period of Greek letters, and in that simplicity which they
call Attic, have no knowledge of the same quality in Cato. Their aim is to be

like Hyperides and Lysias; laudable certainly, but why not like Cato?* ***

But who was Calvus’ real favourite, do we have to reduce the circle further,
which would lead us to suppose that only one of them is mentioned by Cicero to
highlight differences among ‘Attic’ orators ? Or could both, Lysias and Hyperides,

simultaneously have been models of Calvus’ plain style?

Calvus’ speeches are lost, so information about his rhetorical style can only be

454Cic.Brut.67-68; translated by G.L.Hendrickson.
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derived from secondary sources, however, as mentioned above, Cicero’s
correspondence seems to provide such information.***An account of Tacitus
summarizes their mutual opinion about each other:

Calvum quidem Ciceroni visum exsanguem et aridum ... rursusque

Ciceronem a Calvo quidem male audisse tamquam solutum et enervem..
‘Cicero thought him (Calvus) bloodless and attenuated, ..... Cicero was in
turn criticized by Calvus as flabby and languid ...**

He, presumably along with Brutus, refused all kind of prose-rhythmical figures on
the basis of a sober, Stoic simplicity. As quoted above, he was very keen on polishing
his speeches only to avoid any failures, as is expected from a true neoteric poet.*’” He
must have laid great emphasis also on purity of language as is attested about the
rhetorical trend, whose protagonist he was.**® All this would point to Lysias rather
than to Hyperides, since the latter could scarcely be regarded as a purist of Attic

forms.

On the other hand, according to contemporary and later evidence Calvus’
other striking characteristic was his incredible passion and outbreaks of emotions
during delivery. A fine example are the following two anecdotes:

Calvus ...usque eo violentus actor et concitatus fuit, ut in media eius
actione surgeret Vatinius reus et exclamaret: Rogo vos, iudices, st iste disertus
est, ideo me damnari oportet?”, ,solebat praeterea excedere subsellia sua et
inpetu latus usque in adversariorum partem transcurrere....”’; ,.compositio

quoque eius in actionibus ad exemplum Demosthenis riget: nihil in illa

placidum, nihil lene est, omnia excitata et fluctuantia

“5For a full analysis of the subject see: G. L. Hendrickson, ‘Cicero’s correspondence with Brutus
and Calvus on oratorical style’ CQ 47 (1926) 234-58. For Calvus’ and Cicero’s political position: cf.
Erich S. Gruen, ‘Cicero and Licinius Calvus’ Harvard Studies (1966) 215-33.

4%Tac.Dial.18; translated by W.Peterson.

“70n Calvus, the poet, cf. F.Miinzer, ‘Licinius Macer’ RE XIII (1927) col.435.

“8Cf. Caesar’s maxim about phraseological novelties (fugias ... ) and his grammatical interest (De
Analogia). AE. Douglas refuses to accept that this ‘coterie’ around Calvus would have been
interested in purity and not merely in simplicity of style (‘M.Calidius and the Atticists’ CQ 5 (1955)
241-47) and questions Caesar’s place among them.
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‘Calvus .. was so violent and passionate a pleader that in the middle of a
speech of his the defendant Vatinius got up and exclaimed: ‘I ask you, judges-
just because he is eloquent, must I be convicted?’, Calvus used to leave his own
benches, and carried by the impulse of the moment would rush right to his
opponents’ side of the court.... Further, his forensic style is vigorous on the
model of Demosthenes, with nothing sedate or gentle about it - everything
exited and stormy.” **°
Very remarkable is also the context in which Pliny the Younger mentions Calvus’
speeches:

temptavi imitari Demosthenen semper tuum, Calvum nuper meum,
dumtaxat figuris orationis: nam vim tantorum virorum ‘pauci, quos aequos....’
adseq‘ui possunt.

‘T have tried to model myself on Demosthenes, as you always do, and lately
on my favourite Calvus, though only in figures of speech; for the fire of great
men like these can only be caught by ‘the favoured men’ *°

The impression is very confusing. On the basis of these testimonia he must have

enjdyed not only Lysias’ and Hyperides’ but also Demosthenes’ speeches.

So, Cicero’s criticism and characterization is very subjective and relative, it

represents the views of a ‘liberal’ orator regarding rhetorical ornaments, and this

should be borne in mind while formulating a judgement about Calvus’ ‘extremism’ **!

About Dionysius or rather his Roman pupils, Cicero would have said even worse. So
the questions cannot be answered. It would certainly be a mistake to regard Calvus as

an imitator of only one Attic orator; if he wrote according to the rules of plain style,

49Sen.Contr.7,4,6;7,8; translated by M. Winterbottom.

“6plin.Ep.1,2,2; translated by B.Radice. Besides Miinzer’s view (that is Calvus basically tried to
mitigate his natural passion by imitating Attic orators, col. 434), especially these latter two
testimonia, about ‘vis’ etc. in composition, cannot be simply explained by a possible discrepancy
between Calvus’ natural character and his carefully chosen rhetorical style, as would be a plausible
explanation for passionate outbreaks.

“1Cf. Kennedy, (Rhet.Rom.) 245: ,from Cicero’s point of view his speech was thin; it lacked the
amplification characteristic of Cicero”.
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then he must have followed Lysias.“> Perhaps his classification of himself as an
‘Atticus’ covers a true eclecticism, fundamentally different from Cicero’s conception.
It is an ‘eclecticism’ within a narrow group of Attic orators, which is even more

limited then those canonized and later favoured by Augustan writers.

e2ef, Douglas, (Atticists) 242.
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VIIL. Hyperides on the margin of school-interest, Dionysius of
Halicarnassus

From the Augustan age and the first century A.D., when a major shift in aesthetic
values occurs almost universally, we have only the works of two significant critics on
current rhetorical standards and so on previous rhetoricians including Hyperides: the
rhetorical treatises of Dionysius of Halicarnassus and the work of Ps. Longinus entitled
‘On the sublime’. As I have argued in the previous chapters, Hyperides’ renown was
continuously high among later Greek, especially Rhodian rhetoricians, whose influence
seems to explain his ‘popularity’ in first century Rome, both B.C. and A.D. However, the
model represented by him from the second century onwards gradually loses its
attractiveness and eventually becomes a mere curiosity. The roots of this later
development can be observed even in the changing evaluation in Cicero, but ultimately
they have to be traced back to the rising classicism of the Augustan age, with its primary
interests in Demosthenes as ‘the orator’. Traditionally Dionysius is regarded as the father
and inaugurator of this ‘new’ Augustan rhetorical classicism, i.e. Atticism. Moreover, he
seems to be responsible for the rising and eventually overwhelming cult of Demosthenes.

In this chapter I focus on Hyperides’ place in the Dionysian system, which seems
to represent the negative turning point in his ‘Nachleben’. I shall address basically two
questions: 1. Did Dionysius write an independent treatise on Hyperides’ style or not? 2.
Which are the main characteristics attributed by him to the Hyperidean style and what is
their relative importance in comparison with other orators? Some aspects of the answer to

this latter question will perhaps help to solve the previous one too.**

“S3For further general surveys of Dionysius® literary criticism, which are not referred to betow cf.
Kinsdtrand 30, n.52.
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A. Essay on Hyperides?

Dionysius as a teacher realised the urgent need of practical advice for students and
therefore instead of vague exultation over the long desired change in rhetorical values (i.e.
from Asianism - to (Roman) Atticism cf. D H.Orat.Vert.4) decided to present all the
valuable models for imitation, since this was the only way of achieving skills in rhetoric in
his consideration:

tiveg eloly &Eohoydrtaotor Ty dpyainv prytdpov 1€ kol cuyypadémv kol
tiveg abtwv Eyévovto mpoarpécerg 1oL 1€ Biov Kal Ty Adywv kol i mwop’
EKAOTOL Sl AopuBdvelv fj GLAGTIECHOL, KOAG BEMPTHOTO KOL AVYKOIL TE
Bilov kol TV Abywv kai T mop’ Exdotov del Aappdvew f pvidtrecBot, xold
Bewpfuata kol dvoykaia tolg dokobol My molttikiy ¢rhocodiov kol ob
dfmov pa Ata xowa obde katnuokevpévo Totg mpbTepo.

‘Who are the most important of the ancient orators and historians? What
manner of life and style of writing did they adopt? Which characteristics of each of
them should we imitate, and which should we avoid? These are worthy subjects,
which students of political thought must examine, yet they have certainly not

become commonplace or hackneyed through the attentions of earlier writers.”***

The space is limited and therefore he promises to speak only about the most elegant

orators (xopleotérroue) in a chronological sequence (ko Wi TAUiog)*®

and afterwards
perhaps (§0v d€ éyxwpt)) about historians too. And here we have his first concrete
promise about a Hyperidean treatise:
toovton 8¢ ol TopaAUUPAVOIEVOL PTITOPES TPELG HEV EK TOV RPECSPUTEP®Y,
Avoiag ’Iookpdtng 'Ioatog, Tpelg & Ek TV EWAKPUOOCEVTOV  T00TOLE,
Anpoctévng’ Yrepeidng Aloyivmg, obg Eyd tdv dAlwv fiyovpor kpotictovg,
Kol dropedficeton pev gig d0o cvwwdlerg f mpaypateia, Ty 8¢ dpyiw &md
taOtng Afyeton Thg Liep Tv tpecPutépav ypodeiong.

“The orators to be compared will be three from the earlier generation, Lysias,

“““Translated by St. Usher (as is any other quotation from Dionysius).
455There is no implication about inventors and perfectors!
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Isocrates and Isaeus, and three from those who flourished after these,
Demosthenes, Hyperides and Aeschines. These I consider to be the best orators.
My work will be divided into two sections, the first dealing with the older

orators.”*%

His promise is repeated at the very end of the first book:
Etépav 08¢ Gpyfy moificopon 1oL Adyov mepl TE AnpocBEvovg kol
“Yrepeidov kal tpitov Aéywv Aloyivov. f) yop 81 tederotdtn pryropikt) kol 10
xpditog TV Evarywviov AMywv v todmoig totg dvdpdow Eowkey elvon.

‘I shall make a fresh start to my treatise, dealing with Demosthenes and
Hyperides, and thirdly with Aeschines: for it was probably in these men that oratory
reached its highest point of perfection, and forensic eloquence found its best

exponents’.*¢’

However, the second book of the ‘De antiquis oratoribus’ in the Usener-

Radermacher edition contains only a treatise on Demosthenes and some fragments about
the Aeschinean style collected from scholia. The shadow of an early Hyperidean
‘damnatio memoriae’ has robbed us completely of the Dionysian essay, but did it really
undergo the same fate as the Hyperidean oeuvre itself or was it never written? Did he
really become so insignificant in Dionysius’ eye in comparison with Lysias and
Demosthenes that he simply neglected him, so that Wilamowitz’ more or less ex cathedra
statement is right: "Who reads through Dionysius’ work will obviously understand that he
never wrote about Hyperides ..."*®

A long debate has developed about the question and scholars interpret the same

evidence differently. A detailed presentation of the history of research is given by van Wyk
469

Cronjé.*® Without explaining in detail each proposed alternative, I will only refer on

D H. Orat.Vett 4.

“67D H.J5.20;, this expression - in my opinion - does not necessarily imply that Dionysius considered them
the perfectors of the three particular styles and therefore decided to comment on them. In the early essays
he never expresses such an aim. He might simply have followed his own ‘canon’ of orators.

“68(J.von Wilamowitz Mollendorff, ‘Lesefriichte’ Hermes 34 (1886) 626.

693, van Wyk Cronjé, Dionysius of Halicarnassus: De Demosthene: A Critical Appraisal of the Status
Quaestionis (Hildesheim, 1986) 63-92; and A Hurst, ‘Un critique grec dans la Rome d’ Auguste: Denys
d’Halicarnasse’ ANRW 30.1 (1982) 839-65.
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particular points to the important.

Still within Dionysius’ oeuvre there is another crucial remark. In his essay on
Dinarchus, ch. 1, he explains why he had not written about this minor orator in his
previous books:

Tlepl Aswwdpyov 1oV pfitopog obdev elpnxdg Ev toig mept TV dpyaicoy
Ypadetow S0 o pfrte ebpetiy 18iov yeyovévan yapakthpog v dvdpa, donep
wv Avciov xal v Iookpdiny kol wv' Ioatov, pite v ebpnpévar Etéporg
TeEAELWTHY, DoTep OV ANpocBEiv Kal v Aloyivn kol <tov>' Yrepeldny hueig
xpivopev,

‘I said nothing about the orator Dinarchus in my writings on the ancient
orators because he was neither the inventor of an individual style, as were Lysias,
Isocrates and Isaeus, nor the perfector of styles which others had invented, as I

judge Demosthenes, Aeschines and Hyperides to have been.’

At first glance this statement implies that - as opposed to Dinarchus - he did write about
all the others.”® However, there arose some considerable doubts following the
sugéestions of Kalinka*”' and the scepticism of other scholars.*’> Kalinka rather vaguely
suggests that the aorist participle ypospeiow refers only to the completed treatises on the
first three orators, as if - as I understand it - the nept wv dpyoiwv only covered the first
generation and not all his Attic predecessors in Dionysius’ terminology. So, the work on
the first three was done, but on the other hand the xpivopev with its present tense means
that the second book was only a plan. Moreover, the altered sequence in the mention of
the three later rhetoricians (Demosthenes, Aeschines, Hyperides, instead of the original:
Dem.,Hyp.,Aesch.) shows that Dionysius did not have them in a fixed and completed
form.”” This latter suggestion might be thought to have a certain strength, but if we

“1°Cf. R H.Tukey, “The composition of the De Oratoribus Antiquis of Dionysius’ CPh 4 (1909) 391.

“7'E Kalinka, ‘Die Arbeitsweise des Rhetors Dionys” WS 43 (1924) 159.

72, Radermacher, ‘Dionysios’ RE V (1903) col. 965; S.F.Bonner, The literary treatises of Dionysius of
Halicarnassus, a Study in the Development of Critical Method (Cambridge, 1939) 30.

4K alinka, 160: cf. A.Gudeman, P.Cornelii Taciti Dialogus de oratoribus, 2. ed (Leipzig-Berlin, 1914)
382,
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consider the generality of the context these arguments lose their power.*

On the other hand, another piece of evidence in favour of a completed Hyperidean
essay was discovered by Blass. In Syrianus’ commentary on Hermogenes he found the
following sentence:

Awviowy, O¢ Tepl yopoxtipog dilofBe Avoiov AnpooBévoug *Tooxphtoug

‘Yrepeidov Govkvdidov.
‘Dionysius, who dealt with the styles of Lysias, Demosthenes, Isocrates,
Hyperides and Thucydides.’
Its value was questioned by Wilamowitz and Kalinka because of the author’s obscurity.*”®

And finally Dionysius’ critical remarks on Hyperides® style (see below) give a
strong impression that he must have dealt with the orator. However, to what extent is
questionable. The general characteristics of these comments in the ‘De Dinarcho’ could

2477

certainly correspond to those about Lysias and Isocrates in the ‘De Demosthene’*” and so

they too could be the echo of a more detailed and independent work, in this case devoted
to Hyperides. Of course there is no objective evidence.*’”® To try to reconstruct from these
remarks the structure of the lost Hyperidean essay is merely a vain and unnecessary

speculation.””

At this point, after counting the pro- and contra-arguments, it would be fruitless
to go further, since any attempt to give a decisive answer would not surpass the level of a
subjective hypothesis. Nevertheless, in considering the general characteristics of

Dinonysius’ stylistic remarks on Hyperides, there could be a further argument, a kind of

“7Cf. van Wyk Cronjé, 67.

‘Walz, VII, 1048.

416K alinka, 159, (F.Blass, De Dionysii Halicarnassensis scriptis rhetoricis (1863) 11). Another recurrent
argument against the existence of the treatises is the hurry and lack of time to which Dionysius often
refers. This point certainly does not have any convincing force in itself. Nor is this valid in the case of the
final sentence of the ‘De Demosthene’ (the opening essay of the second book) where Dionysius promises to
write about the mporyporticdg womog on a later occasion, namely: &v woig €57 YpoupmoopEvorg GOBMBOEY COL
wv Adyov. To conclude from this statement that he had planned but never fulfilled the Hyperidean and
Aeschinean treatises, since not even the second Demosthenic work was completed in time, is not justified:
cf. Kalinka, 160.

“T"They are very often repeated without mentioning their previous occurrence. See De Demosthene passim.
418Cf. Kalinka, 158.

“Cf. Tukey, 393.
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indirect evidence, which would perhaps bring some contribution to the dead-locked
debate.

In Dionysius’ estimation Hyperides represented without any doubt the so-called
plain style, which was introduced and basically developed by Lysias. In accordance with
this principle the majority of the stylistic observations on Hyperides - wherever the
opportunity arises - are paralleled with the similar qualities of Lysias. From all these
comparisons it is generally apparent that Dionysius on the one hand considered Lysias
better than Hyperides - not to say the best - in the strict sense of stylistic technique
(AexTikOg TOMOG) within the bounds of the plain style. On the other hand, however, the
main virtue of the Hyperidean style lay in arrangement of the subject matter (mporypomikog
womoc) and from Hyperides this was the element worthy of imitation. All the three
‘lengthy’ Dionysian statements give this same impression: De Dinarcho 6 and 7 and De
Imitatione 6, 31.

Lysias’ weakness in arrangement is of course especially discussed in its place, i.e.
in the essay on him.**® However, in a third, ‘neutral’ field the two representatives of the
plain style are placed after each other with the emphasis on their virtues. Each - by
accident or on purpose - seems to supplement the shortcomings of his counterpart and so
create an ideal ‘joint-model’ for the plain style. In any case, in the De Din. 6, Dionysius
suggests as the only appropriate method for separating the real and spurious speeches of
Dinarchus a clarification of the main characteristics of his three models, Demosthenes,
Lysias and Hyperides:

~ GArov prtdpwv, odg pepipnton, peylomn yvwowg i buoeideio v Adywy.
abriko b ptv Avoiog Ev e toig 18lorg kal toig dnpociog &ydwow abtdg abtd
dpoAoyoUILEVOG ECTIY ...... €lg 8¢ OV AEKTLKOV TOMOV KAt THY TOV dVopdTwv
cadfiveiow kol oOvdeocw abropun utv kal Aciow elvon doxovoawy, Tovwde d&
Abyov kata Ty hidonyy dradépovoar. d & Yrepeidng kotd pv Ty ExAoyny
TOV dvopdtwy frttdtol Avoiov, kot 8¢ TV mpaypatikdy tomov Srodépet.
Sunyetton 8¢ moAdouy g, Tote pév katd ¢ocy mote 8¢ &nd 1ov téAovg Ent T
qpy v mopevdpevoe. Tiotovtal <1e> ob xat’ EvOOUNuaL pévov, AL Kol Kot

D H. Lys. 15.
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emyyeipnuo A TOVOY.

‘For example, Lysias shows self-consistency in both his private and his public
speeches ... and in respect of diction, the lucidity of his language, the apparent
naturalness and smoothness of his composition, which, however is pleasing beyond
all description. Hyperides on the other hand, is inferior to Lysias in his choice of
words, but superior in his treatment of subject-matter. He composes his narrative in
a variety of ways, proceeding sometimes according to the natural order of events, at
other times from the end to the beginning. In his proofs he not only uses the
enthymeme (as does Lysias cf Lys.15), but also expatiates by means of the
epichireme.’

Similarly in chapter 7 of the same treatise Dionysius emphasises Hyperides’ skills

in the arrangement of the subject matter:

me uev Aéfewg 1 loyuvpdy, tng 6 ocuwbécewg T AmAovy, TV O
parypdtov 1 edkaipov, T 88 KoTooKELTIG TO Ut Tpayikdv unde oykmdeg

‘they contain his forcefulness of diction, his simplicity of composition and his
effective timing in the treatment of subject-matter, and there is no melodramatic or
bombastic artificiality’**'

It is remarkable, however, that even in the case of his favourite orator,
Demosthenes, Dionysius did not fulfil his promise and write on the orator’s mporypoTicog
T0MOG;:

tov 8¢ odln 1 doupbriov hudg, xol meEpt g mpoypotikng obtov
dewbtnog, Et peilovog A To08e kol Bowpactotépov Bewphatoe, Ev totg EENg
Ypopnooptvorg &moddoopér ool v Abyov.

‘If god preserves me, I shall present you in a subsequent treatise with an even
longer and more remarkable account than this of his genius in the treatment of the

subject-matter.’

“8! And even more explicit is the De Imitatione 6, 31: ‘O 8 Yrmepeidne etowoyog (f. V.C..209) pév,
omdviov § obintikdg kol T piv Th¢ dpdoewg xawokevy Avsiov Lrepnpxag, 1t 3¢ thg ebpboewg
novoupyiq mdviag &t 8¢ 1oV xpwopbrov Sid movtdg Exewt, kol twolg dvaykaiolg 0L TP&YHXTOG
TpooTEGUKEY, Kol SuvEcEL OAAT kexopfryno, kol xdprrog (Cf. Lys.10;11;12; Isocr.3) pecwdg kot xal
Sokdv dmroleg obx dnfildlaxtarl SewdHtnrog. tobtov {nlwttov pdista @y Sinyhoewy w0 Aentdv xol
ohupetpov, 1L 8¢ xai 1 E¢pbdoug, <> Ent 10 npdypoto Badifern.
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A similar inequality is present between the chapters dealing with Agicticdg and
TpofypLocTikOg ToTog in the first three essays. For example in the treatise on Lysias the rate
is thirty-three to one. This, however, corresponds to Dionysius’ declared teaching
program, which is presented in the opening chapter of the De compositione.

The introduction is addressed to the son of his friend, who at the same time
happened to be his pupil as is revealed by a casual remark: &v i xa® huépav
yopvactong (“in the daily exercises’).*®? The boy probably represents the same age-group,
which Dionysius supposedly had been teaching in his school, or at least some of those
who were targeted by his rhetorical education. So, the programme outlined in the
introduction could in my opinion very possibly be valid - it cannot be proved - both for the
main aims of his rhetorical teaching and for his critical efforts, which walked hand in hand
with this practical purpose.

Metilius Rufus is presented with this work on his birthday on the threshold of his
maturity. He must have been about seventeen. Dionysius considers his essay useful for
everyone:

pdiota 8¢ tolg pelpakiolg T Kol vEWoT w0V poBhoTog dmTtopévorg

LUTY, @ Pobde Metile motpdg dyaBob KApol TYIwTdtov ¢idwy. ALTthg Yop
oborg doknoewe Tepl WAVTOG (¢ ELTEY Tovg Adyoug, ThHG TEPL TA. VOTjLaLToL
Kol 1Thg mepl 10 ovbpota, GOV T HEV OV TPAYHATIKOL TOMOL MAAAOV
eddmtecBon d6Eeiey d, | 8¢ 0L AekTikoy, Kol Tdviwv dool b Afyew €D
ooy dlovtar mept dpdotépag 1ag Bswpiog ToL Adyouv Tabtog omovdaldvtwy EE
iocov, f| ptv Eml 10 mpdypoto kol Ty Ev 1o0t0lg ¢pdvnoy dyovoa hudg
EmoThun Ppadeld EoTL kol YaAETY vEolg, pailov 8¢ &dbvatog eig &yeveiwy
kol pepoakiov meceww hhkiov dxpoafodong yop fidn cuvécedg ot kol
ToAMOlg KotnpTupévng hikiog [h Tobtwv xotdAnyig] otkelotépa, TOAAY HEV
lotopiq Adywv te kal Epywv, moAry 8¢ meipa kal ovpdopd mabov oikeiwy e
kol dAdotpiov cuvv-avfopévry 10 88 mepl g AfEerg Prhdxadov kol Tolg
VEQPOLG TEQUKE cLVOVBEY hAkiong. EXTOTTON Yop dmaco vEOL Yoyt TTept TV

g Eppnueiog Gpoiiopby, drdyovg Twog Kal dorep EvBovoubdelg Ent tovTto

48220 )
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Aoppdrovco. oG bpudc ... €ig O Touto 1O pépog, & Ot mpwrtov vEoig
doketoBol, "cuuPdAidopai cor pérog €l Epwrta” .. Eav & Eyyévmual pot
oXOAf), Kol TeEPL TG EKAOYTG TV dropdtwv Etépav EEoicw cou ypadh, tra
OV AexTikdv oMoV tedeiwg EEerpyacpévov Exng.

‘but particularly necessary to young men who are just beginning to take up the
study, like yourself, Rufus Metilius, whose father is my most esteemed friend. In
virtually all kinds of discourse two things require study: the ideas and the words.
We may regard the first of these as concerned chiefly with subject-matter, and the
latter with expression; and all those who aim to become good orators pay close
attention to both these aspects of discourse equally. But the knowledge which
guides us towards the selection and judicious management of our materal is
attained slowly and with difficulty by the young: indeed, it cannot be acquired by
beardless boys. Understanding of these things belongs rather to a mature
intelligence and to an age disciplined by grey hairs - an age whose powers are
constantly being augmented by examination of discourses and of actions, and by
many experiences of its own and of sharing in the fortunes of others. But the love of
fine literature flowers no less naturally in the days of youth than in later life, for all
young minds are exited by fresh beauty of expression, and are attracted towards it
by feelings which are instinctive and akin to inspiration ... So it is to supply this
latter faculty, the first to which the young should apply themselves, that ... ‘for the
sake of love I offer you a song’... If I am granted the time, I shall produce another
book for you, on the choice of words, in order that you may have a complete

treatment of the subject of style.’

Given our knowledge of Dionysius’ preferences it would not be very surprising if
he had simply delayed temporarily the plan of a Hyperidean treatise. Hyperides did not
reveal any particular virtue in the field of the Aextucdg tomog of the plain style, by
comparison with Lysias. Why should he have mentioned Hyperides’ inferior skills if he
could introduce a better representative? The time to speak on the other hand about the

mporyLoTkog 1omog and so about one of its masters, Hyperides, had not yet come, at least
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not before finishing the first task and introducing his not yet mature audience, the pupils,
to the analysis of the Aektikdg Tomog. Or perhaps - considering the question from a
malicious point of view - he was simply not interested so much in arrangement and
questions regarding subject matter and accordingly developed a good excuse. Why should
not boys aged 17-18, even beginners be able to understand all this? Could it have formed
a factor that in this field in contrast to the Aextixdg wnog the inherited methodological
and phraseological material was too poor? In reality, despite all his efforts, Dionysius
always remained a historian rather than an original critic and his observations very often
give the impression of amateurism.*** Among his critical expressions, those describing
skills or shortcomings in the mporypotikdg tomog are sometimes improvised and
unparalleled or somehow hanging in the air. On the other hand the criticism of the
Aextikog wOmog has a relatively solid terminology. It remains a question whether Dionysius

would or could have defined his vague remarks if he had written more from the aspect of
mpocyportidg Tomog.

B. Some characteristics of Hyperides’ style in Dionysius’
view

He is inferior to Lysias in choice of words: xato pév iy Exioyty tov
bvopdtwy Hrwdton Avciov*® It is very uncertain what he meant by this exactly.
Dionysius praises Lysias (3) for using everyday language, he is a

oG Kpdtiotog Adywy, Aedvpévng Ex tov pétpouv Aéfewg 1diow Twwa

[va] ebpnrdg &ppoviow, 7| w. dvépate. koouel te kol hdbver undev
Exovto. oyk®deg unde doptikdv.
‘He is the most accomplished literary artist who has invented a uniquely

melodious style that is yet free from metre, in which he makes his language beautiful

“83Bonner, passim.

“®1t is very remarkable that compared with the rhetoricians in the case of historians a genuine

interest is apparent in questions of arrangement: cf. Malcolm Heath, ‘Dionysius of Halicarnassus

‘On Imitation’’ Hermes 117 (1989) 370-3. It might reflect, I think, the authentic field of scholarly

‘i‘?sterest of Dionysius. He scrutinizes these questions because of his own practice of writing history.
Din.6.
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and attractive without bombast or vulgarity.’

No other orator could ever surpass him in ‘force and power while using only standard and
ordinary words’ (év dvopoor xuplolg kol korvolg). Irrespective of Lysias' special capacity
to bring harmony into a seemingly ordinary conversation the point from the Hyperidean
point of view is perhaps that his words were neither ‘puffed up, bombastic’ nor ‘vulgar,
low’. Hyperides belongs to the same category as Lysias, but he was inferior to him so he
must have failed in one of these two aspects. Scarcely, however, by being bombastic, as a
general remark on his artistic treatment also suggests: TG KOTUCKEVTG TO [T TPOLYLKOV
unde oykddeg. But perhaps by his inclination to a kind of phraseological extravagance or
vulgarity, which caused so much trouble for lexicographers of ‘real Attic’.
. Vigour or forcefulness of diction or style in a more general sense - Tfig AtEgwg
0 loyxvpdv characterises Hyperides. In Dem. 23 Dionysius refuses to allow that Plato
should be regarded as a ‘definitive norm’ of clear, or simple yet forceful speeches
(xoBopdv dyo ko ioyvpdv Adywv) ™. Does it mean that there is a danger in being clear,
or clean and at the same time losing vigour and effectiveness? If ‘clear writing’ implies a
kind of simplicity, then there is a certain validity of this question for the plain style also. In
any case Lysias could not achieve a proper kind of forcefulness in the same way as he
could describe characters and so provoke feelings:
obdt &dag Exer kal tOwovg ioyvpolg obdE Bupoy Kol TYeLRATOG ECTL
peot obd’, donep kv toig fPeoiv ot mbavf, obtwg Ev tolg WdBecwY o) LVPA
obd’ d¢g hdvvan kol meloon kal yapievticacBon dbvatat, oltw Prdocacdai te
Kol Tpocovaykdoot
‘nor again does it have the power to grip the listener’s attention, and to keep it
in rapt suspense; nor is it full of energy and feeling, or able to match its moral
persuasiveness with an equal power to portray emotion, and its capacity to

entertain, persuade and charm with an ability to force and compel his audience.’*’

“8In Usher’s translation: ‘for both plain and forceful writing’, which misses in my opinion the adversative
meaning of the &ua xod. In referring to other Dionysian parallels, I mainly rely on P. Geigenmiiller's
collection, entitled: Quaestiones Dionysianae de vocabulis artis criticae (Leipzig, 1908).
487

Lys.13.
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Moreover, in comparison with Demosthenes:
dtov 8 eig ¢ dmodeiktikovg EABY Abyoug, dpuvdpd Tig yiveton Ko
ACOEVTG, ... WOVog Yap ob moAdg o) tpdboeoty obd 1oy g,
‘but when he comes to the proof section it becomes fitful and feeble ... for it

has little reserve of energy and power.”**®

Demosthenes’ style of course shows all the advantages of Lysias xoBopd koi dxp31i and
yet it is forceful and so he is the real master in combining the two and not Plato.
Hyperides is perhaps somewhere in the middle between Lysias and Demosthenes: he is
certainly forceful, whereas not so pure as Lysias.

Presumably a similar kind of vigour or effectiveness is referred to in the ‘De
Imitatione’ by the word dewvotmg, which is present despite the fact that Hyperides’ style is
seemingly simple, dmodc,

For one of Hyperides’ other virtues is simplicity of composition - Thg CUVBECEWS
amAdtnv. The mentioning of am\dtrg is unparalleled in other orators, however, it certainly
refers to the general characteristics of the plain style. Does Dionysius mean by this that
Hyperides was content to use simple words and expressions or colloquial forms for his
descriptions, without relying too much on metaphors and other means? And by praising
his korvowoxevn, is Dionysius referring to special skills to elevate and elaborate this level of
simple composition with wit and manipulation of the actual choice and arrangement of the
phrases? Perhaps it is erroneous to try to find a phraseological coherence in different parts
of Dionysius’ oeuvre and perhaps these critical expressions can easily overlap.**

In any case Dionysius has two (three) points to mention about Hyperides’

“®De Dem.13; Cecil W.Wooten, ‘Dionysius of Halicarnassus and Hermogenes’ AJP 110 (1989) 586,
identifies the slightly vague idea of ‘energy and power’ with Hermogenes’ notion of rapidity, which makes
Demosthenes’ style on the one hand clear, on the other forceful, energetic and emphatic. Eventually
Hermogenes extends the number of stylistic ideas to twenty instead of three, mainly on the basis of
Dionysius’ virtues of style.

“8Cf. D.M.Schenkeveld, ‘Theories of evaluation in the rhetorical works of Dionysius of
Halicarnassus’ MphL 1 (1975) 107; ,,He may seem to operate within a coherent system, but in reality
he discusses isolated aspects of a rather vaguely defined whole: he appears to lack a consistent view
of the foundation of his literary criticism.” In contrast Cynthia Damon, ‘Aesthetic response and
technical analysis in the rhetorical writings of Dionysius of Halicarnassus’ MH 48 (1991) 58, argues
on the basis of a research into Dionysius’ critical approaches that ,,Dionysius’ critical system is not
inconsistent, only incomplete”.
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Korwoeokevn - his technique for the elaboration of a special form of speech: 0 i Tporywov
pde dykddeg, yevvondrepog 1V Avowxdv and 1f pev thg epdioeng korrookevt Avoiov
Umenpkax, About the first there is not much more to say, except that in Dionysius'
terminology Gykog is certainly always a negative phenomenon (‘bombast’) in contrary to
earlier rhetorical usage, when it was considered as belonging to the sublime style
(‘majesty’).* However, more interesting is his adjective yevvodog, which is again a unique
critical remark. In V.C.13 Dionysius explains that koAt &piovio. - superb arrangement in
speeches - can be achieved from the very same elements as 7€l - attractive. Only these
same elements, melody, rhythm, variation must be accordingly applied, ‘for just as there is
to be found one style that is pleasant (W&l . A£E1C), so there is another that is noble
(yevwoin)’. So, if I am right, xoAn and yevwodoe are close synonyms in Dionysius’
terminology. On the other hand, however, as Geigenmiiller said: "luce est clarius
Dionysium adiectivo kodg eodem fere sensu uti atque vocabulis "peyodonpentg, oepvig,
roponkis, oadotnpds”, similibus”,”' thus it belongs to the group of expressions
describing the sublime style. So, Hyperides in Dionysius’ judgement seems to have slightly
left behind the bounds of a plain style in respect to korwoiokevn.

Hyperides shows a proper sense of timing in subject-matter - v mporypudTov T
gOxoupov. Dionysius mostly uses the expression for a virtue with the general meaning of
changes for necessary variety, which is an essential component of good prose,* and once

3 However, in the case of

for Lysias’ well placed, ‘apt sayings’ yvijon gOxonpot.
Hyperides' style it is introduced to describe a strategic quality, i.e. the placing of ideas and
actual parts of the speech effectively, which incorporates variety too. This meaning is
obvious from the form edxonpic, in Dem.42. Dionysius excuses himself for not
scrutinising more a certain subject, but he cannot delay any more and in his essay he has to
avoid ‘the charge of lacking a sense of proportion’ - 86&ov V@opi}LEVOG duconplog.

This latter virtue is complemented by another, which is described as 71oig

olxovopiong dikpBéotepog (sc. than Lysias). Oikovopicr could mean the proper balance

490Ct. Geigenmiiller, 109.
491

36.
“2C111;12,19.
PLys.17.
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between particular parts within the whole speech and imply that he was more conscious in
preserving it and did not forget their sequence or importance. Lysias was somehow liberal
and not taking pains (easy-going) in his arrangement &mépittdg Tig EAEVOEPLOG TE Kol
Ambunpog olkovopticar,” and this is one of the points which Dionysius cannot approve
and recommend for imitation: ‘they should draw these elements from certain other orators
who were his superiors (ol kpelttovg olxovoptfioon - £yévovo) in the arrangement of the
material they have invented. I shall speak of these later’*”. It cannot be excluded that he
was. thinking of Hyperides too at this point. In any case ducpiew is attributed to the less
effective though well balanced orators by Aristotle,*® it does not, however, apply
completely to Hyperides’ case, but defines further the rhetorical meaning of the word.

As mentioned above, the type of comments in his presumed first book ‘On
Imitation” seems to reflect rather a general impression generated by the Hyperidean style
on Dionysius - in his early steps almost a layman - than a developed critical system, which
was adopted to analyse an orator. The remarks are even more individual than in the
previous cases about mporylotikdg tomog and they seem to point to one major
characteristic, that is an intense concentration on the aims of the argument, combined with
a very intelligent, almost sly wit.

Hyperides is e 0010y 0¢ aiming well or hitting the nail on the head, although
sometimes failing the target by amplification, cd&ntixdc, He has a certain knavery in his
invention, morvovpyio, which surpasses all the others, including Lysias, who at a later stage
of Dionysius’ rhetorical studies turned out to be one of the best in this respect.*” He
concentrates always (dux wovtog) on the matter under judgement and he is attached to,
TPOCTEQUKEY, the essence of the matter. He is provided with a great insight or intelligence,
OGUVECEL TIOAAT,

Most vaguely, he is full of charm (x&ptrog peotdc), which must mean more than

““1ys.15. According to G.M.A.Grube, ‘Thrasymachus, Theophrastus and Dionysius of Halicarnassus’
AJP 73 (1952) 260, n.13, ‘oikonomia’ here rather refers to the less effective elaboration of ideas and the
limited use of figures, contrary to the earlier expressed view in chapter 6 of the same treatise.
“9>Transl.Usher, Lys.15.

“%Geigenmiitler, 21.

“Trys.15.
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simply that he had an unmistakable character of style, because not all excellent orators do
so. Dionysius made a great effort in the case of Lysias to try to specify the essence of
x0pws, however, he had to confess that it cannot be described:
paocTtov pev ydp Eotw bdpbnron kol movti dpoiwg 18udTn T KOl TEYXViTY
dovepby, yoremmtator 8¢ Abyw dmAwbrvon kol obLdE tolg kpdTioTol ELMELY
Sdvvapévorg edmopov.
‘It is very easy and plain for layman and expert alike to see, but to express it in
words is very difficult, nor is it easy even for those with exceptional descriptive

powers.” *®

But Dionysius certainly had something concrete in his mind, since this was also the point
where Hyperides’ Rhodian imitators eventually failed in his consideration. It must have
been also a kind of ‘dunamis’.

What it really was can never be answered, but perhaps - not without all danger of
overestimation - Dionysius’ final summarising sentence gives a hint of it. He recommends
especially (uéotor) the subtlety of Hyperides’ narrative, tdv dunynoewv w0 Aertov. It is
completely unparalleled both in earlier rhetorical usage and Dionysius’ terminology.
However, it is the key-term of Alexandrian poetry and in a way represents the poetical
and intellectual spirit of the Hellenistic age: to write less, however, more polished in
details and sophisticated tricks, which are the most enjoyable. It certainly does not fall
short of the standards of the Rhodian school of rhetoric: ‘facete loqui’ and the emphasis
on ‘acumen’. Its pair oOppetpov, with the meaning of ‘in accordance with the metre’ or
rather ‘in the right measure’, corresponds also to these Hellenistic criteria of carefully
chosen and balanced forms.

Finally Dionysius has also a few words to highlight Hyperides’ abilities in the
variety of his narrative and proofs, dunyetron 8¢ moAAoy@s. Sometimes he proceeds
according to the natural order of events, sometimes inversely, and in his proofs he not
only uses the enthymeme, but also expatiates by means of the epichireme (de Din. 6,15),

whereas Lysias rather relies on the latter one (15). But most remarkable is the building up

B ys.10.
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of the subject matter, which reflects his above mentioned qualities of concentration: £11 8¢

Kol T oG £€pddovg <wg> £nl ta mphypoato Boadilel.

So, Dionysius’ relative silence about Hyperides seems to indicate the real
beginning of the gradual set-back in Hyperides later ‘“Nachleben’, although the lack of
interest could be explained - to a certain extent - by Dionysius’ individual priorities in

favour of the Aextikog Tomoc,
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IX. Ps.Longinus’ unique appraisal of Hyperides

In this chapter my purpose is to explain the background of the most
favourable evaluation of Hyperides in antiquity, which is all the more peculiar since it
is completely isolated in ancient literary criticism of the first century and later periods.
Its roots - as in many instances in Ps. Longinus*” - presumably go back to Caecilius’
rhetorical writings and to the particular place, which the Augustan critic assigned to
Hyperides in ancient rhetoric. It is therefore inevitable that traces of Caecilius’
judgement on Hyperides should be collected and evaluated, though almost nothing

remains.

A. Caecilius of ‘Caleacte’

There are obvious similarities between Dionysius’ and Caecilius’ career, since both of

them were teachers of rhetoric; Dionysius was more dedicated to historiography,*®

Caecilius more to literary criticism (rhetorical theories), which was applied especially
for teaching purposes by both of them. Contrary to Ofenloch’s opinion,™" Caecilius’
critical ideas were far from Dionysius’ point of view. Concrete disagreement is
limited to philological decisions about genuine and spurious speeches of a particular

author, but it does not affect their stylistic conceptions.’”> Moreover, quite

“*The anonymous author in the very first sentence declares that the initiative to write on the subject
was given by the insufficient treatment of the subject, Caecilius had not written on the sublime with
proper insight. His essay’s quality is ‘lower’ than the subject would deserve; cf. D.A.Russell,
‘Longinus’ On the Sublime (Oxford, 1964) 58.

3% According to Suda, Caccilius is supposed to have written a historical treatise on the slave wars in
Sicily.

3% Caecilii Calactini Fragmenta, ed. E. Ofenloch (Leipzig, 1907) XIII.

%This is the case in fragments no.136; 137; 142; all of them relate to Demosthenic problems and
are presumably from the treatise specially devoted to textual questions in the Demosthenes corpus:
[epi AnpocBévovg, motol adToD yviiotor Adyol koi otor voou (Suda kappa 1165). Russell, 58,
argues for the essential similarity of their rhetorical standpoint. Titles like kotx ®povydv, tivi
Sropépet O *Attikdg Lfilog 10D *Aciavod reveal Caecilius’ Atticism. Though there are opinions to
the contrary (K. Muenscher Pail. 58 (1899) 109 and U.von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, ‘Die
Textgeschichte der Griechischen Lyriker’ Abh.d.k. Gesellsch. d Wiss. zu Géttingen, phil.-hist. K.
NF IV,3 (Géttingen, 1900) 70; Dionysius’ reference (Ep.ad Pomp.3,777) to Caecilius seems to be a
genuine expression of friendship: cf. Russell 58; Anastasiou, 37.
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remarkably among the very few statements, which are explicitly marked with
Caecilius’ name in the tradition,>® fragment no.110 reveals that he had the same
opinion about Lysias’ stylistic faults as Dionysius (cf. Lys.15): that is to say, Lysias

was quite good in invention, he was not skillful in arrangement.***

Like Dionysius, Caecilius’ main purpose is to facilitate the imitation of Attic
models for his pupils. This didactic purpose presumably led him to compose the
lexicon, ékAoyn At€ewv kot otolyelov, and suggested to him the initiative to
write a collection of figures, entitled mept oyxmpdtwv. This intention of his explains
perhaps the painful precision, which is also manifested in the fragments of his
téxvn.>® Similar characteristics may have dominated his comparative essays on
Aeschines-Cicero and Demosthenes-Cicero, if we can interpret Plutarch’s devastating

judgement on Caecilius’ analysis in this way:**®

d¢ dnow b lov "Seddivog Ev xépow Pla”, *** Ay O mepitwdg Ev dmaot
Kaikilog &yvofioog, Eveaviebooto chYkpiow 100 Anpoctévovg Abdyov xoi
Kuiképovog EEEVEYKEY. dAMS YOp lowe, €L mowtde iy 1 "yvdoL cowtdv” Exew
npbyELpov, obk v EdbKeL 1 TpboTorypal Belov elvon

‘as Ion says: ,.a dolphin’s strength on land”, *** which maxim Caecilius
disregarded, though he was extraordinary in everything, and so he acted as a
hot-headed youth when he published a comparative analysis of Demosthenes’
and Cicero’s style. Well, perhaps if the ‘know yourself” had been completely

obvious, it would not have appeared as a divine saying’

S90fenloch’s edition is generally condemned as uncritical, nevertheless, in his defence it must be
mentioned that all the indirect evidence is printed in smaller letters and only passages mentioned
expressis verbis under Caecilius’ name are printed in normal characters.

MRaucidog 88 qploptivel edpeTikdV pEv OV Hvdpa, eimep HAAOV TV, GLVORLOAOYAV,
oixovopficon 8¢ 10 ebpedévia 0dy, oVtwg ikovov. It is not clear from the context who is (are) the
critic(s), whose opinion seems to contradict to that of Caecilius in Photius’ presentation
(Phot.Bibl.262). Ofenloch’s suggestion about Dionysius is unjustified, it might even be Photius
himself.

S95M_Fuhrman, ‘Caecilius’ KP 1(1979) cols. 988-9; Brzoska, (Caec.) col. 1177.

3%Pplut.Dem.3.
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The expression veavievopon mostly refers to a rash, unwise way of acting or in a
slightly more positive interpretation to a brave, daring act.**’There is no significant
difference in the various meanings of the word, nevertheless, the choice of Plutarch
might suggest a child-like presentation of the subject. In any case, Caecilius’ other
lost treatise mepli Vyovg provoked not only Ps.Longinus’ bitter rejection of the
whole treatment of the subject, but also his indignation that Caecilius had overloaded
his essay with numerous examples, thus seemingly presupposing that he targets an
ignorant audience.®® Longinus’ objection to the redundant examples exposes
Caecilius’ intention as aiming at an audience made up of pupils instead of an expert,
literate public. Caecilius might only have intended to collect an extensive store of

examples to rely on in teaching activities.

Caecilius obviously highly appreciated the style of Demosthenes, as indicated
by the existence of his comparative studies.’*®Caecilius’ favourite was, however,
Lysias as attested by a separate treatise ovyypappoto UnEp Avcilov (perhaps
several books), devoted in all probability to the analysis of Lysias’

style.”'°Ps.Longinus’ description is highly sarcastic, regarding Caecilius’ preference:

d Kaitkiliog Ev t01g Lmép Avoiov cuyypdupociy dTeddppnoe T® TowTl
Avciov dpelvo ITAdTwvog dmodfvacton, duol mdbect yxpnoduevog &kpitorg:
P yop v Avoiow dg obd abtdg abtdy, dpwg parlov pioet [t@ mowtt]
MAditova f Avotov griel.

‘Caecilius in his writings on Lysias has dared to demonstrate that Lysias in
all respects is superior to Plato, he did so because he was suffering from two
confused passions: he loved Lysias more than he did himself, and at the same

time he despises more Plato than he likes Lysias.’

9"The latter certainly does not apply to the meaning of Plutarch, though LSJ translates the passage
with: ,,undertake with youthful spirit”.

%15 dymAov S popiev Sowv dg dyvoodor mewpdron dewxvovar (Longin.l), where the
expression can cither mean ‘at enormous length’ or ‘by means of innumerable examples’, Russell
60.

®Cf. Anastasiou 35.

1% ongin.32,8.
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What Caecilius might have favoured in Lysias’ style is perhaps his pure and exact
language (&kpBng, kabapdg). This can at least hypothetically be inferred from
Caecilius’ criticism of Aeschines.’!’ Apart from the above mentioned remark on
Lysias’ weakness in arrangement, which is also very close to Dionysius’ judgement,
everything is a mere guess. But still, on the basis of these insufficient proofs, and
keeping in mind the similarity in critical approach between Dionysius and the more
strict Attic, scholarly standards of Caecilius, it is very likely that Caecilius did not
particularly favour Hyperides as a representative of plain style, the main criterion of
which was purity of language. This point of view provided sufficient reason for
Dionysius to postpone and finally abandon any treatment of the orator’s style, when
he targeted an audience consisting of pupils. Even worse may have happened in the
case of Caecilius if he regarded Hyperides’ predecessor, Lysias as the best of orators.
It would not be surprising if - in a slightly similar way to Dionysius’ preferences -

Hyperides had became a kind of stepson on the list of Attic orators for Caecilius.

However, he must have dealt with him in his famous, yet obscure essay ‘On
the character of the Ten Orators’, but to what extent is questionable. There is no
explicit evidence of that particular chapter of the essay.”'” In this respect Hyperides
shares the same fate as Andocides, Lycurgus, Isaeus and Dinarchus. Although
Brzoska may not be entirely right in his hypothesis about the Pergamene origin of the
rhetorical canon,’"® as argued above, his argument is certainly valid in so far as the
canon was not Caecilius’ invention, but rather certain preferences in the choice of
models were inherited from earlier times. As I have argued above, even if we look at
Dionysius’ choice, extant school-lists must have had their effect on Caecilius’ ‘Ten’.
Brzoska argues that under the pressure of an extant canon, Caecilius was forced to

include and write about authors, who otherwise fell short of the standards set by him.

S'Ofenloch, 126a; Kindstrand, 42.

12H Keil, Hermes 30 (1895) 220, assigned a paragraph in Ps.Plut. Vita X.Or.849c¢ to Caecilius and
similarly there is a possibility that a passage, in which the orator’s passion to ‘hetairai’ is castigated
(849d), might be a loan from Idomeneus, Athenaeus and finally Caecilius: cf. fr. 148, Ofenloch.
$13Brzoska, De canone decem oratorum Atticorum quaestiones (Diss. Vratislavae, 1888) 26-7.
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It may certainly be true for Andocides, whose Attic language was strongly
condemned and had no chance of becoming a model.’™ So, was the chapter on
Hyperides’ style a simple pensum to make the picture complete for his students?

On the other hand it is not contradictory to the above-mentioned hypothesis
that scholars have more or less plausibly claimed to identify some real Hyperidean
quotations - apart from the very questionable lexicographic references - in Caecilius’
oeuvre. Hyperides’ exemplary presentation of the Leto-myth in his Delian speech was
probably mentioned by Caecilius and was taken over by Alexander Numeniu,
Quintilian and along another line perhaps by Ps. Longinus.””®> As in the case of Plato,
Caecilius’ main criticism may have condemned Hyperides’ poetical style. This
characterization of Plato’s style recurs in Ps.Longinus’ reference to the Delian speech
with a positive valuation notwithstanding.’'*Two other Hyperidean examples may
have been incorporated into the mepl oxnudtov. One of them is supposed to have

517

illustrated the figure of thought épatmoig- &modxpiorg,” ‘'where the part of the

orator’s famous response to Aristogeiton’s accusation is referred to as follows:

é¢xeivov O¢ épwtnoavtog, el Eypaye ToVg doDAoVG EAevBEpPOVG Elvar,
avTog dmokpivetot - va pn NLelg SovAeDowLLEY.
‘after he had asked him, if he had proposed that the slaves should be freed,

he answers - in order that we do not become slaves.’

It is, however, highly dubious why the reference in an anonymous author’s mepi

518

amnokpioemg would be taken from Caecilius’ work.” " Given the possibility, however,

it is noteworthy that the figure belongs to those of thought. This latter alone could

*1“Brzoska, (de Can.) 27; Caecilius differentiated among the Attic Ten see U.von Wilamowitz-
Moellendorff, (Textgeschichte) 66.

315K Morawski, ‘De Dionysii et Caccilii studiis rhetoricis’ RAM 34 (1879) 375-6; and Coblentz, De
libelli peri hypsous auctore Diss. (Strasbourg, 1888) 67,

31%The only reference of Hermogenes to Hyperides might be a heritage of this Caecilian evaluation
and the later controversy.

S'Ofenloch, 59b; a slightly different version of the same example is placed by Ofenloch among the
alleged fragments of Caecilius’ téyvn (fr. 49).

18y, 49, Ofenloch, which is in Sp.-H.1-7, (also Anonymi et Stephani in Artem Rhetoricam
Commentaria, ed. H.Rabe (Berlin, 1896) XX1,2 330-334).
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explain Caecilius’ unexpected interest in Hyperides, while he was searching for
examples to fill up one of his usually extensive collections, he may have made use of
every available material. Nevertheless, there is no need for such an explanation, since
the particular example was already at his disposal in Gorgias/Rutilius’ handbook on

figures.’"’

Caecilius’ rather hostile attitude towards Hyperides could be dramatically
demonstrated if the text of fr. 164 incertae sedis in Ofenloch, or the idea concealed in
it could be somehow ascribed to Caecilius. Unfortunately, however, apart from the
opening sentence (differently typed in Ofenloch) there is no explicit proof that one of
Porphyry’s personae speaking in the following paragraphs taken over by Eusebius,

reflect Caecilius’ biased condemnation of Hyperides:

Kekilog 8¢, dg T péya medowpoxdg, dAov dpapo €€ &pyxng €lg TEAOG
"Avuiddvovg, v OlonoTthy, petypdyatr ¢mol wWv Mévowdpov €lg OV
Asioidaipova.” “"Enel 8¢ 1o kAEmtog Edofev obx old dmwg LUIV", dpnoiv, “eig
w0 péocov &yayelwy, punrOm kabtdg Yrepeidny v KaAdy TOAAC  TOpd
AnpocOévovg kexkioddto Ev te t® IIpdg Awdvdov Adyw k&v @ Ilept tOw
EbBotAov Swpedv. kol §TL ptv d Etepog mapd. ToL Etépov petébnke mpddniov
Suyypovottav & obtdy, LUdv piv dv eln Epyor”, dnoty, "’ AmoAldvie, Ek
TV xpdbvwy dviyveboon TV KAETTY. EYd 8¢ Lmomtebw pév v bompnuévov
elvore wv° Yrepeidny: &dflov 8¢ dviog brbtepog, diyopon pey Anpocdévmy, i
AoBov Topo’ Yrepeidov mpdg déov dudpbwoe: pEpdopot 8¢ OV Yrepeidny, €l
Ao Topd ANpocBEvoug Tpdg 1 XElpov Siéctpeye."

‘Caecilius, as if he had discovered something great, states that Menander in

his Deisidaimon has transcribed from the beginning until the end the whole

31% Two other highly dubious ‘Caecilian’ fragments of Hyperides can be related if not to the category
of a figure of thought, then to methods of arguing (arrangement). Fr. 165 incertae sedis Ofenloch,
which is in Clement Stromata 6,2,16: & 8 &éotiv dpovhi, dvaykn 100¢ Suddokoviag Texinpiow
kol 1olg eikdol Entelv (fr. 195, Jensen), and yopoktip obdelg Exeotiv Exl 100 RPOCOROV TG
diavoiag tolg avBpdnolg (fr. 196, Jensen).

52 praep. Evang. 10,3,13.
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drama of Antiphanes, the Oionistes. Since you have decided - I do not see why,
he said - to come forward with thieves, I myself mention Hyperides, the nice
one, who had stolen plenty from Demosthenes both in his speech against
Diondas and on Eubulus’ bribes. At least it is obvious that one has taken from
the other; since, however, they were contemporaries it would be our task, he
said, Apollonius, from such a distance in time to track the thief. I myself
suspect that it was Hyperides, who has stolen, but even if it is not clear who
was the one, I admire Demosthenes, if he after taking over from Hyperides
improved it and I blame Hyperides if he after taking over from Demosthenes

worsened it.’

Though in the case of Caecilius it cannot be anything but weak reasoning
based on ex silentio arguments, Caecilius’ attitude to Hyperides strengthens the
conclusion, which could be formulated on the basis of Dionysius’ - his
contemporary’s and fellow teacher’s - writings, that Hyperides was decisively
excluded from the rhetorical curriculum at the lower levels. Besides a presumably
hostile general valuation, Caecilius only concentrated on separate examples useful for
his rhetorical writing. This latter is the first remarkable specimen of the later handling
of the Hyperidean corpus, that is to select excellent examples and incorporate them

into rhetorical manuals, while the oeuvre itself begins to lose its attractiveness.
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B. Ps.Longinus

Ps. Longinus’ work ‘On the sublime’ is almost entirely built on the idea of
giving a proper answer to Caecilius’ essay under the same title (cf. prooemium and
several references passim).”>' To some extent this provides a key to the understanding
of different questions raised by the essay and among them the unique appraisal of
Hyperides. Coblentz may be right about the deep influence exercised on Ps. Longinus
by Caecilius’ work even with regard to comparisons as a general method of stylistic
analysis.””?’However, in the case of the Hyperides-Demosthenes parallel (34-5), it is
very unlikely that he would simply have taken over the same protagonists and shown
them in a different light. Nor is Maldini right in depriving Ps. Longinus of originality,
since the parallel mention in Theon’s work does not mean that it was a commonplace
in literary criticism. On the contrary, Ps. Longinus’ unique comparison could have
been a starting point.*>

The presentation of Hyperides’ style forms a part of a comparison with
Demosthenes and in its wider context belongs to the famous passage 33 - 36, which
is a digression on the contrast between genius and mere faultlessness.’**The starting
point for the digression is in 32,7 where, as stated above, Ps.Longinus - not without
indignation - refers to Caecilius’ standpoint that Plato is completely inferior to Lysias.
Ps.Longinus’ obvious astonishment dominates the whole passage and motivates
Ps.Longinus to build up a detailed argumentation to refute this nonsense propounded

by Caecilius.

521 A presentation of the status quaestionis is given by Giuseppe Martano, ‘Il ‘Saggio sul Sublime’.
Una interessante pagina di retorica e di estetica dell’antichita’ ANRW 32.1 (1984) 364-403. For
recent bibliography see: G.A. Kennedy, The Cambridge History of Literary Criticism I, Classical
Criticism (Cambridge, New York, Port Chester, Melbourne, Sydney, 1989).

52Brzoska, (Caec.) passim. He considers it as a Theodorean heritage in Caecilius’ theory. Russell,
59, however, warns of a preconception: ,,There is no reason to believe that L’s arrangement of his
material or any large tract of argument comes from him (Caecilius)”. Ps.Longinus’ work - I think -
reflects Caecilius’ treatment of the subject only as far as building up a well-defined, independent
presentation, which as a whole becomes a refutation of Caecilius.

>2>Not to mention Italo Lana’s yet unproved identification of Ps.Longinus with Theon; see n.553.
S2Cf. Russell, 157, U.von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, Griechisches Lesebuch (Berlin, 1902) 11, 2,
377-381 (Regel und Genie, aus der Schrift nepi Hyovg).
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oot ta BEpata dboroyolpeva, kabdmrep ®NBT. dg Yap dvopdprtrov Kol
KOBopdY TOV prytopa. TpodEpeL OO T StnpapTnpévoy 100 MAdtwvog™™ 1o §
v dipar oyt Torovtov, obde dbAiyov del.

‘Not even his starting points can be accepted, as he took them for granted.
For he introduces the orator (Lysias) as faultless and pure and prefers him to
Plato, who has failed in many places, which was not the case and is far from

being true.’

The argumentation addresses two fundamental issues related to the notion of the
sublime. On the one hand whether we should prefer grandeur even with some minor
faults to perfection in details and to overall mediocrity; and on the other whether we
should prefer in a speech the higher number of virtues to the less, yet of extraordinary
quality?

Chapter 33 gives an answer to the first question by favouring magnificence
compared with a painfully achieved faultless style. All of the parallel examples are
poets introduced by genres. Remarkably the first prose-writer comparison between
Hyperides and Demosthenes is applied in order to demonstrate Ps.Longinus’ answer
to the second question. It is implied from the previous comparisons of poets (the
inferior one is also a generally acknowledged poet, Apollonius-Homer etc.) that
Hyperides is introduced as the very best model to illustrate those writers, who finally
turn out to be inferior from the point of view of the second question. So, when
Ps.Longinus turns to give a specific refutation of Caecilius’ inadequate treatment of
the sublime, which is limited to the scrutiny of prose-writers in the work of Caecilius,
he refers to Hyperides, as a prose-writer, who is a proper example for comparison.

Following the logic of the treatment, the sentence at the beginning of chapter 33 in

525The main fault of Plato’s style in Caecilius’ criticism is his extensive use of metaphors, which he
might have even collected in a separate collection to demonstrate their abundance and stylistic usage
in Plato’s writings, 7 xpficig 1@V TpéTOV ... AkpdTovg Kol dnnveig petagopdg (Longin.32,7): cf.
F.Walsdorff, ‘Die antiken Urteile iiber Platons Stil’ Klassisch-Philologische Studien hrsg. v. Chr.
Jensen 1 (Bonn, 1927) 28-9. This observation is summarized in the characterization that these
peculiarities are signs of a not quite sober poet: moinrod Tvog @ Svit oYL vARovTOG EoTL.
(Longin.32,7). Plato is basically excluded from the circle of authors, who are worth to imitate
because of the poetical treatment of his subjects.
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which Ps.Longinus announces that instead of a failed starting point, as was the case
with Lysias, we shall find a really pure, blameless writer: ®&pe &, AdBwpey 1@ dvn
KaBapdy Tvo. cuyypadéa kol dvEykAinrov, seems to refer to Hyperides. The text of
the comparison is the following:
ElL & &apdp®d, un 1o GAnPel xpivorto 1 xatopbdpoata, obtwe dv kol
‘Yrepetdng 1@ movti mpoéxor Anpocttvouve. Eoti yop abtob moAudwvbtepog
kol mAeiovg dpetdig Exwv, kol oxeddv Dmokpog EV mAow ¢ O mEVIABAOC,
dote OV ptv mpwteiov Ev dmaot oV dAAwv &yoviotdv Aeimectou,
pwtetEW 68 TV wtv. b pév ye' Yrepeidng npdg 1@ mdvra, EEm ye g
ovBEcEmG, HIPEICOON T AMUOOBEVEID. KOTOpOdpHOTO Kol Tag AvolaKag Ex
nepLTTov MEPLEiAndey dpetde te Kol xdprrog. kol yop Aader peto &deleiog
EvBa xph, kol ob mdvto. EENG [kol] povotdvwg dog d AnpocBévmg Abyer 6 e
ooy Exer peta yAvkottog [h30,] Avtwg E¢nduvvdpevor: ddatol te mepl
abtdv elow &otelopol, pvktp moMtkdatog, ebyévewa, W KATWE TG
elpwveiog ebmdiaiotpov, oxdppote obk dpovoa ohd &vdywya, KoTa TOOG
*Attikovg Ekelvoug dAog Emikelpeva, Swovppodg te EmdéElog kol mOAD T
Kopikov <Exwv> xal petd moudidg ebowdyov xévipov, duipuntov 38 einev w0
gv miol tovtolg Emoadpdditor: oikticacBai 1e mpoopvéctotog, Eti OE
pvBoroynoat Kexvpévog kol Ev Lypd mvedpat deEodevoar [ETi] ebkapmng
dxpwe, domep dpEAEL T0 UEV Tepl THY Amtd mounTikdtepa, v & Emitddrov
emdeiktikg, d¢ obk old €l Tg dAlog, ditBeto. O & AnuocOévng
&vnPomointog, &didyvtog, fikioto Lypdg A Emdeiktikdg, dmdvtov EEng TV
TPOELPTUEVOY KATO. T TALoV dpolpog EvBo pévtol yerotog elvar Praleton
kol &otelog ob YEAWTA KIWEL paAlov | katoyeAdtat, dvay 8¢ Eyyilew BEAn
w® Emixoprg elvon, t6te mAEov Adlotaton. T YE Tor mept dpdvng A
'ABmuoyévoug Aoyidov Emuxelphoog ypddew Ett pdAlov Qv “ Yrepeidny
cuvEotnoey. &AL’ Ereidfep, olpat, To eV Bartépov Kald, Kol €l TOAAQ dpwg
ApeYEDN, "kapdin vihdovtog dpya” kol wv dxpoatiy hpepely Edvio ( obdeig
yoov ‘Ymepeidny dvaywdokwv dofeiton) , o &  Evlev EAOY OV

peyorodpvestdtou Kol ET dkpov &petdg cvrteteAeciévag, bynyopiog tovov,
526Cf. Russell, 157: “i.e. not a false claimant to faultlessness, like Lysias.’
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Euyuyo wdem, mepovoiav dyyivoww tdxog, Evbo. &1 xlpwov, v dmocw
dnpdbortov dewdtnrar kol Shvopv-gmerdn twovta, dmpd, dog BedTEPUTTA TV
dwphatar ( ob yap eimey Oegprtdv dvBpdmve) &Bpdo €lg EoLTOV ECTOCE,
o oVt olg Exer xaholg dmovtog el nikd xal bmép @v obx Exer, xai
omepel katofportd Kal KatadEyyeL Todg &’ aldmog pfrropag: kol 8dttov &v
TG Kepavvorg depopévorg dvtavotEon T dppota dbvarto fi dvtodpBaipunoot
T01¢ EmaAAfAoLg EKEivOL TABECY.

‘If achievements were to be judged by the number of excellences and not
by greatness, Hyperides would then be altogether superior to Demosthenes. He
has greater variety of voice and his excellences are more numerous. He may
almost be said to come a good second in every competition, like the winner of
the Pentathlon. In each contest he loses to the professional champion, but
comes first of the amateurs. Besides reproducing all the virtues of
Demosthenes, except his skill in word arrangement, Hyperides has embraced all
excellences and graces of Lysias. He talks plainly, where necessary, does not
speak always in the same tone, as Demosthenes is said to do, and has the power
of characterization, seasoned moreover by simplicity and charm. Then he has
an untold store of polished wit, urbane sarcasm, well-bred elegance, supple
turns of irony, jests neither tasteless nor ill-bred, well-dressed wit like the Attic
masters, clever satire, plenty of pointed ridicule and well-directed fun, and in all
this a quite indescribable charm. Nature endowed him fully with the power of
evoking pity and also with a superb flexibility in narrating myths copiously, and
pursuing a theme with fluency. His story of Leto, for instance, is in more
poetical vein, while his Funeral Oration is as good a piece of epideictic
composition as anyone could produce. Demosthenes, on the other hand, has no
gift of characterization or of fluency, is far from facile and no epideictic orator.
In fact he has no part in any one of the qualities we have just mentioned. When
he is forced into attempting a jest or a witty passage, he rather raises the laugh
against himself, and when he tries to approximate charm, he is farther from it

than ever. If he had tried to write the little speech on Phryne or Athenogenes,
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he would have been an even better advertisement for Hyperides. But
nevertheless I feel that the beauties of Hyperides, many as they are, yet lack
grandeur; ,inert in the heart of a sober man,” they do not trouble the peace of
the audience. No one feels frightened while reading Hyperides. But
Demosthenes no sooner ‘takes up the tale’ than he shows the merits of great
genius in their most consummate form, sublime intensity, living emotion,
redundance, readiness, speed - where speed is in season - and his own
unapproachable vehemence and power: concentrating in himself all these
heaven-sent gifts - it would be impious to call them human - he thus uses the
beauties he possesses to win a victory over all others that even compensates for
his weakness, and out-thunders, as it were, and outshines orators of every age.
You could sooner open your eyes to the descent of a thunderbolt than face his

repeated outbursts of emotion without blinking,***’

The sentence ‘Hyperides has, moreover, embraced all the merits and graces of Lysias’
enhances a conscious response on the part of Ps.Longinus. He emphasizes herein that
he is going to compare an orator, who is not only equivalent to Lysias but surpasses
him. A witty response is built up by Ps.Longinus within the framework of the
comparative methods, which were certainly adopted and used by Caecilius, because
the references above presuppose not only an explicitly mentioned treatise on Lysias,
but also an analytical comparison of his virtues with the alleged failures of Plato. The
Hyperides - Demosthenes comparison is used to be paralleled to that of Caecilius’
Plato - Lysias comparison,’?® as implicitly attested by the final sentence of the

Hyperides-Demosthenes comparison of Ps.Longinus:

EmL pévtor 100 MAdtwrog kol &AAN tig Eoty, dg Edny, dradopd- ob yop
HEYEOEL TV APETDY, AAAD KOL T WATPEL MOAD A&umdpevoe b Avoiog dpmg

TAETOV £TL Tolg AUapTAOCT TEPLTTEDEL f} TG APETALE AeimeToiL.

2 Translation by W.H. Fyfe, revised by D. Russell, Longinus On the Sublime (Cambridge Mass.,
London, 1995).
S28Cf. Russell, 165.
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“There is, as I said, a further point of difference in the case of Plato. Lysias
is far inferior both in the greatness and the number of his merits; and yet the

excess of his faults is still greater than the defect of his merits.’

The tableau is fully drawn, if we remember on the one hand that Caecilius composed
a treatise wholly devoted to the comparison of Demosthenes and Cicero; and that
Dionysius compared certain elements in Plato’s style with that of Demosthenes in
favour of the latter. On the other hand, Ps.Longinus analyses Plato, Demosthenes and
Ciceroin 12,2 - 13,1. Though the three differ concerning ¥Vyog and atdénoig (Plato),
they are more or less equally appreciated in Ps Longinus.*”® This being so, the reader
can logically infer that if even Hyperides, who surpasses Lysias in the number of
virtues, is inferior to Demosthenes, how inferior Lysias, Caecilius’ inadequate choice,
must be compared to the level represented by Plato / Demosthenes. So, I think on the
one hand, there is no need to suppose a detailed attack (perhaps by way of
comparison) on Hyperides’ style on behalf of Caecilius to which Ps.Longinus’
characterization would be a systematic response. Ps.Longinus’ subtle and witty way
of rejecting of Caecilius’ judgement gives a special background to Hyperides’
appraisal, and probably implies a rather hostile negligence and a general
condemnation of the orator in Caecilius’ writings. On the other hand the scheme

would explain this exceptional and unique evaluation of Hyperides in antiquity.

>®There are arguments that the pattern of this comparison was built up similarly to that of
Hyperides and Demosthenes in the lacuna; cf. WalsdorfT, 47.
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1. Elements of evaluation in Ps.Longinus

To illustrate this unique appraisal of Hyperides in Ps. Longinus’
characterization, the meaning of a comparison with a ‘pentathlos’ has to be
demonstrated. " At first sight, to be the first of amateurs is critical, whereas in each
competition to come second is not flattering at all. If we consider, however that the
rules of the pentathlon prescribe that in each particular competition, only a few of the
best could progress further and take part in the next round, the comparison appears in

331 to win the whole

a different light. Moreover, as Herman Hager pointed out,
competition it was not enough to be always even the second or the third, but finally
the ‘pentathlos’ had to win the very last round, the wrestling, in which he had to face
a single man, who like the ultimate winner had ended up in one of the first two places
in the competition. Usually, as Hager emphasized, with this characterization ancient
critics on the one hand target mediocrity and on the other many-sideness. ‘Idiotai’,
are not completely laymen, but rather an opposition to the professional. Nevertheless
it is remarkable that even within such conditions the final victory presupposes a place

in the last round, though a professional wrestler might have beaten the ‘pentathlos’.***

The stylistic characterization of Hyperides does not differ at all from previous
critical judgements. In agreement with Dionysius’ view the orator’s arrangement is
praised in comparison with that of Lysias, which, however, does not equal the level of
Demosthenes. Apart from generally known characteristics of a good plain style,
noteworthy is the highlighted recognition of witticism and delivery, both of which

formed the bases of Hyperides’ high renown in Rhodes. Beside the numerous aspects

33Cf. U.von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, (Lesebuch) I1,239: , Diese Vergleichung ist natiirlich zu der
Zeit gefunden, als die ganze gute Gesellschaft sich an solchem Spiele beteiligte, nachweisbar zuerst
im 4. Jhdt.”

>'Herman Hager, ‘On Hyperides’ JPh 5 (1874) 45-6.

332Russell, 160, refers to Sir Joshua Reynolds (Discourse V); the author uses this chapter to compare
Michelangelo with Raphael: ,If (the first rank) is to be given to him who possessed a greater
combination of the higher qualities of the art than other men, there is no doubt that Rafaelle is the
first. But if, as Longinus thinks, the sublime abundantly compensates the absence of every other
beauty - then Michael Angelo demands the preference”.
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of Hyperides’ wit,”*® Ps.Longinus emphasizes the orator’s presumably striking
uniqueness among other Attic writers. There are good reasons to accept the
alternative reading of the dubious passage (obx dpovoa obd’ dvdywyo, xatd TV
>ATkoVg Exkelvovg dAoag Emukeipeva). obx dpovoa obd dvdywyo kotd TOVG
’ ATuikove, Eketvoug AN Emikexpiuévo - “not tasteless or rude as in the case of those
Attic writers, but well chosen’® This characterization and the emphasis on
Hyperides’ abilities in provoking pity (epilogue) and narration underline the
reasonableness of the Rhodians’ choice for Hyperides. This parallel to Rhodian
rhetorical values might be strengthened by G. Martano’s observation that
Ps.Longinus’ views on technical rules in rhetoric represent an intermediate standpoint
between the strict prescriptions of the followers of Apollodorus and the easiness of
Theodorus, which he equates to the Rhodians’ intermediate attitude in general.**®

As Doreen Innes has pointed out, Hyperides’ main quality, however, that is
ethos (charm, wit, laughter) as a standard and permanent disposition is contrasted to
the vehement and inspired emotion (w&Bog), which is the decisive element in
sublimity and can be found in Demosthenes’ style. On the other hand such ‘low
emotions’ as grief, fear and pity, at which latter Hyperides excels, slightly confuse the
clear antithesis between sublimity (n&8og) and pleasure-pointing ethos. Evoking pity
is contrasted by Ps.Longinus, however, with indignation and anger and is generally
characteristic of the plain style. Although it represents emotion, it is a ‘low emotion’
not suitable to achieving sublimity. Similarly, in connection with the considerations in
Ps.Longinus, a sign of lacking sublimity is that no one feels fear, which is the case in
reading Hyperides.”**Meanwhile the emphasis laid on Hyperides® stylistic virtues
might reflect a deliberate contrast between the rejected Hellenistic value of subtlety,

intimate witticism and the grandeur, or ‘greatness’, which is favoured by

533For &oteiopol as ‘urbanities, smart and clever’ see A. M. Finoli, ‘yapievuiopég festiva dictio,
ao1elo0¢ urbana dictio’ Inst. Lomb. (Rend.Lett.) 92 (1958) 569-80;

SMwilamowitz, (Lesebuch) II, 380; differently Russell, 161: ,,this is in itself not impossible, though
it does not seem relevant or consistent with L’s general attitude”.

53Martano, 371.

%Doreen Innes, ‘Longinus, Sublimity, and the Low Emotions’ Ethics and Rhetoric, Classical
Essays for Donald Russell on his Seventy-Fifth Birthday, ed. Doreen Innes, Harry Hine and
Christopher Pelling (Oxford, 1995) 327-31.
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Ps.Longinus.”’

 Ps. Longinus certainly does not address his work to students of rhetoric, but
to a wider audience, and therefore not only are didactic characteristics missing from
his method and form of presentation, but also the whole conception is different.
Instead of thinking about correct models for imitation by students, he is searching for
different - in his consideration real - representatives of the sublime, and so his scope
is not so limited as that of Caecilius. This is the turning point for the revival of
Hyperides also, since with his elementary stylistic shortcomings (‘lektikos topos’)
there is no scope for him in the conception of a Dionysius™® or a Caecilius. Ps.
Longinus’ appreciation in a way represents the favouring attitude of extra scholam
intellectuals, like later that of Libanius, or Himerius, who on their own initiative

discovered for themselves the magnificence of Hyperides.

53"Manfred Fuhrman, Dichtungstheorie der Antike, Aristoteles, Horaz, ‘Longin’ (Darmstadt, 1992)
201.

$¥Differently D.Marin, ‘La paternita del ‘Saggio sul Sublime’ Studi Urbinati 29 (1955) 226, who
argues for Ps.Longinus’ identity with Dionysius.
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X. Hyperides in rhetorical handbooks of the imperial period

In this chapter I enumerate and eventually evaluate the evidence for the traces
of Hyperides in rhetorical treatises and practical handbooks, from the first century
A.D. up to Byzantium. Works not mentioned do not have any explicit Hyperidean
reference and need further scrutiny for signs of a surviving Hyperidean heritage.

Compared with the long period in time, the evidence is limited and mainly
related to the Corpus Hermogenianum, which became the standardised rhetorical
handbook, referred to in general school practice from the middle of the third century
onwards. Therefore innumerable commentaries were composed to clarify or comment
on the content. An almost complete florilegium of the later rhetorical treatises (in
most of the cases using earlier material) is presented in Walz’s nine and Spengel’s
three volume collections.**’

However, as was the case with progymnasmata, it was not always the
relevant Hermogenian treatise that became the ultimate reference-point in each
parficular field of rhetoric. So, besides dealing with the ‘staseis’-commentaries and
any on the mept {dedv the last group of rhetoricians to look at should be those
writing on figures or any other particular branch of the rhetorical art.

The point of this investigation is to try to draw a more detailed picture of
what remained of the work of a celebrated orator in the schools, after the beginnings
of the ‘Demosthenes-era’ in rhetoric, which pushed the works of many ‘minor’ Attic

orators to the margin of interest and near to final extinction.

53% Walz, (Rhetores Graeci) and L. Spengel, Rhetores Graeci 11 (Leipzig, 1854), III (Leipzig, 1856);
L.Spengel, A .Roemer, Rhetores Graeci 1,1 (Leipzig, 1894); L.Spengel, C.Hammer, Rhetores Graeci
1,2 (Leipzig, 1894).
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A. Non-Hermogenian manuals

1. Aeclius Theon

Every school-boy completing his learning in a grammarian’s school had to
confront the first step in rhetorical studies, that is introductory exercises -
proéymnasmata. Elements of this training are present in modern schools, when pupils
have to write éx@pdoelg - descriptions of countryside etc. Naturally, collections of
the most important progymnasmata enriched with examples were written early, to
meet the demand from the schools. However, as usually happens, early treatises such
as Theon’s or Hermogenes’ were replaced by other more useful and updated versions
such as Aphthonius’ or Nicolaus’ works. Apart from the earliest extant collection,
Theon’s progymnasmata, Hyperidean references are entirely missing in this branch of
rhetorical school practice. It is perhaps partly for the same reason, that Dionysius
neglected the orator, i.e. Hyperides’ virtues are apparent mostly on the level of the
arrangement of an entire speech, not in careful precision in elementary components,
partly because this genre of rhetorical writings also underwent the decisive influence
of Demosthenes-imitation and the few Hyperidean examples were wiped out by the
overwhelming number of possible Demosthenic references.

Aelius Theon of Alexandria, who was presumably an older contemporary of
Quintilian, reveals a greater interest in Demosthenes, Isocrates and
Xenophon.***Nevertheless, he has three references to Hyperides’ rhetorical
activity.*!

npocwnonotlag 0 1L av ein mopddeitypo x&AAiov 1 ‘Opmfpov

nolnoeng kol TV [IAGTOvVog Kol TV GALOV TAV ZOKPUTIKOV dtaddynv
kal T@®v Mevavdpov dpapdtwov; £xopev 3¢ xoal ’lookpdrovg HEV TQ
gyxapia, IIAdTowvog 8¢ kol Govkvdidov kol Yrepidov kol Avciov Tovg

Emroplovg, kai Oeondunov 10D GIAMRANOV EYKMOMULOV....

>©Suda Lexicon s.v. mentions his commentaries: cf. G.Reichel, Quaestiones Progymnasmaticae
(Diss. Leipzig, 1909), 23; O.Ph.Hoppichler, De Theone Hermogene Aphthonioque
Progymnasmatum scriptoribus (Vircenburg, 1884); Kennedy, (Rhet.Rom), 616.

S'With regard to the orators, plenty from Demosthenes, 6/Lysias, 3/Aeschines, 3/Hyperides,
1/Isaeus, 3/Isocrates, 2/Lycurgus. Cf. Reichel, 41.
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‘What could be a better example of dramatisation then the poetry of
Homer and the dialogues of Plato and the other Socratic dialogues and the
plays of Menander? There we have also the panegyrics of Isocrates, the funeral
speeches of Plato, Thucydides, and Hyperides and Lysias, and Theopompus’
panegyric of Philip ...

0Tl 8¢ 00d¢ T mopaPpdoemg MpEAovy ol madaiol, dfilov éx 1@V
HikpOv EumpocBev eipnpévav. moAka 8¢ €otL xai éEelpyacpéva pbidiov
nopa £TEPOLG OTAV' 10 YoOV KvAdvetov dyog paAiov [8€] ‘Hpoddtov kol
"Epopov €Eeipyaoctor Bovkvdidn, kal AnpoocBEvng 8¢ paAiov Yzrepidov
TV yeyevnuévny *ABnvaiolg topaxfyv, 61e fikev Eomépag AyyEAAV Tig
g ToLg MpuThvelg, g N 'EAdteia xateiAnmrat.. £ott 88 kol iotoplog
kol O0kovg Adyovg dAANAolg avtimoapaBdilelv oxomodvia 10 QpELVOV
g€elpyaopévov, olov AnpooBévoug ev Tpdg Tovg Yrepidov, Ocondumov
8¢ 10g ‘EAAMVIKGG loToplag podg TG EEVOPDHVTOG ...

‘That the ancients did not neglect transcription either is obvious from what
I have just said. There are many examples of themes which are better worked
on in different authors. For example there is a superior description of the guilt
of Kylon in Thucydides than in Herodotus and Ephorus, Demosthenes depicts
better than Hyperides the confusion of the Athenians, when someone came in
the evening to announce to the pryfaneis that Elateia had been captured. It is
possible to compare historical works and entire speeches to see which one is
superior as in the case of Demosthenes’ and Hyperides’ speeches and

Theopompus’ and Xenophon’s histories...’

opoileg kal TOV kKaAoDUEVOV TOTOV apd 101G maAlolg 0TIV £VPETY,
xkoBanep 10 AnpooBevikdv €v td VREP 10D oTEEAVOLT TOPR YOpP TOTg
“EAANOLY, 00 Tlolv GAAQ TGOV OpOleg, Qopiy TPOdoTdV Kol dwpoddkmv
kal Beolg ExOpdV &dvBpdTwV oVVERN YevESBaL TooadTny, kol Th EEfig Tt
3¢ xal Avkléppovog, kol YREPOOV KATX TAOV £TopdvV €v 10 KT
’ApLotaydpog: ..

‘Similarly you can find the so called common-place in the ancient authors,
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like that of Demosthenes in the ‘On the crown’: among the Greeks, not for
some, but among all of them, the payment of betrayers, corrupted and
sacrilegious men happens to be such, and so on. And the speech of Lycophron
and Hyperides against the ‘associates’ in the speech against Aristagoras...’

542

All the three references™ belong to the second part of Theon’s work, where

he proposes which particular author would be useful to look at and even learn by

heart™®

for performing an exercise. Though the first progymnasma with a Hyperidean
connection was later transformed and analysed as @omotic, it was preserved by later
theoreticians. The same is true for the third. The category, however, of mapdepacig
with the last four others in the list of Theon’s progymnasmata. &viyvooig,
axpooorg, €€epyacia, &vtippnoig disappear from later tradition. The origin of
these extra five categories is closely connected to the question about the value of
Hyperidean references, since the most concrete - though negative - recommendation
to look at a Hyperidean speech is in one of them. Theon tells us that he made some
innovations and invented new progymnasmata, but he does not specify which
particular ones.**It does not sound very convincing, if on the other hand he praises
himself for new analysis as well, though he drew on earlier sources sometimes word
for word. >

Theon in the introduction and the first list of progymnasmata, in mentioning
the first of the five categories in question, refers to the authority of Apollonius:

M 3¢ Avayvoolg, og Tdv TpeoButépwv Tig £0n, *ATOAADOVIOG doxel

pot 6 ‘Pédrog, Tpoph Aékehg Eoti.>

‘reading (aloud) as one of the ancients said (I think it was Apollonius the

Rhodian), is nourishment of style’

His hesitation about the person is surprising in the light of a constant tendency of the

$28p.11,67-69.
38p.11,66;74.
>49p 11,59,
$Reichel, 37.
6Sp.I1,61.

174



work to suppress predecessors and highlight alleged inventions of his own. Molo’s
name in front of the five cannot be a strange coincidence, but presumably points to
the ultimate origin of the group. This assumption could be perhaps underlined by
another reference to similar progymnasmata.

avayvoolg and dxpdaoig, despite the promises, are missing from Theon’s
work, which is probably due a later reorganisation of the material, which was
conducted on the basis of the Hermogenian and Aphthonian collections.’*’Cicero,
however (and following him Quintilian) recommends the exercise in De Oratore,
where we have tried earlier to show signs of his Rhodian teacher’s influence.
‘omnium bonarum artium doctores atque scriptores ...exercitationis causa laudandi,
interpretandi, corrigendi, vituperandi, refellendi sunt’.**Moreover, Cicero mentions
nopbppactg as the first progymnasma,’*which could be performed in different
ways, either by transcribing a text (verse or prose) with other words or translating
Greek into Latin. The first is condemned by him, because the best words are always
given by Ennius or Gracchus, but the latter is very strongly recommended.**® Though
the Hyperidean example in Theon is related to the first type, Cicero’s refusal does not
mean the rejection of the entire doctrine. Obviously he cannot recommend
transcription of Greek texts, he only mentions that Latin is different.

The last author to mention this progymnasma is Quintilian. In contrast to
Cicero, he can imagine the usefulness of the type rejected by the Latin orator,**'and
emphasizes the wide ranging possibilities in transcription of a text of unaltered
content, that is, what Theon originally exemplifies with the Demosthenes-Hyperides
parallel. For Pliny is only interested in translation, transcription has lost its
attractiveness.”>

Though the two earlier Latin treatises, Rheforica ad Herennium and De

>*"Hoppichler, 48; Reichel quite convincingly argues that in these cases the author could not refer to
any examples and consequently they were not analysed by Theon.

>%Cic.de Or.1,34;158; cf. Reichel, 18.

*Cic.de Or.1,34;154; cf. Reichel, 18.

55®Messala’s translation of the Phryne-speech might take its origin from the Rhodes-related doctrine
of ‘napdeppaocis’.

1Quint. 10,5,4; cf. Reichel, 125.

32plin.Ep.7,9,2; cf. Reichel, 126.
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Inventione, which both stay in close connection with Rhodian sources, do not analyse
the particular progymnasmata (but these are not the only things to be neglected, not
to mention the profile of the works), on the basis of the De Oratore’s account and
Theon’s significant reference at the beginning of his analysis to Molo, it seems to be
likely that the Demosthenes-Hyperides example of napbgpaorg as a special exercise
in Theon, might be traced back to the influence of Rhodian rhetorical doctrine. The
strong emphasis on a comparative analysis of these two orators points also to a

school where these two were analysed.*>

2. The Anonymous Seguerianus™*

A manuscript discovered by Seguiér in Paris entitled Téyvn 100 moALTIKOD
Abyov focuses on the analytical presentation of the four parts of a speech. The author
deals with each part as an almost independent unit, to which rules of invention,
arrangement and style can be equally applied. In the second part of the treatise, on

narration, the author, in recommending that the diiyynoig should be made delightful,

refers to one of the most popular Hyperidean speeches®*”:

noelay 3¢ mownoelg thv dinynoly, €av Tolg olkelolg avTHv 1MBeCL
dromoikiddng kol yvopog avopiéng: moiel 1€ Mdoviv éviote kol
apyororoyio mopadnedelioo edkaipog, @¢ nap’ Yrepidn 0 tfig Antodg

udBoc. motet 1e Hdoviv Kal dotetopde.”

53[talo Lana, Quintiliano, il ,,Sublime” e gli ,,Esercizi preparatori” di Elio Teone. Ricerca sulla
Jonti greche di Quintiliano e sull'autore ,,Del sublime” (Torino, 1951) 175, suggested a possible
identification of the anonymous author of the ‘On the sublime’ with Theon. If it could be proved it
would explain Theon’s special interest in comparing Demosthenes with Hyperides. In 1959 Italo
Lana made further promises to make a detailed linquistic comparision between Theon’s and the
anonymous author’s language; Italo Lana, I Progimnasmi di Elio Teone. volume primo, La storia
del testo (Torino, 1959) 3.

>‘published after Spengel in Ioannes Graeven, Cornuti Artis Rhetoricae Epitome (Berlin, 1891),
Graeven’s suggestion about the authorship of Cornutus is rejected by scholars because of the lack of
convincing evidence: cf. F.Blass, Jahresberichte 21 (1880) 213; Kennedy, (Rhet.Rom.) 616-9.
3558/Dem.Meid., 1/Isocrates, 2/Lysias, 3/Lycurgus, 1/Thucydides, 1/Plato, 1/Hyperides.

556Sp-H, 369, ¢.99.
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‘You can make narration delightful, if you adorn it with characteristic
manners, which are appropriate to it and mix in maxims; sometimes also ancient
legends can provide delight, if used at the proper time, as in Hyperides the myth
of Leto. Urbanity causes delight as well.’

The author reveals himself that his sources were Alexander Numeniu,>> 'Neocles’**and
Harpocration,”>moreover all the three are mentioned also in the second part on
narration. The latest of the three, Harpocration, furnishes a ferminus post quem,
which is late second or early third century A.D. As the manner of quotation reveals
the particular work of Alexander Numeniu used as a source must be his lost Té€xvn.
Nevertheless, it is more likely that the Hyperidean reference originates somewhere
else.

A prime suspect could be Harpocration. Though his definition of narration is
not referred to, not far from the Hyperidean quotation in 104, his demand for
coa@nvela as the most important virtue of narration is cited. In the Suda there are
four Harpocrations listed. The first, being a philosopher, and the last, being the
lexicographer, are out of question. Harpocration No. 4013, called Aelius, has a work
enlisted mepl téxvng Pnropikfic, and not only this, but he is supposed to have
written VnoBEoelg to Hyperides, which would explain a close familiarity with the
text. Radermacher dates him to the time of Hadrian on the basis of his interest in
Xenophon and his hostility towards Herodotus.***His polemic against Hermogenes is
remarkable - he had altered the number of the ‘staseis’ (14), changed their order,
which was so painfully defined by Hermogenes®'- especially having in mind
Hermogenes’ slight reluctance to mention Hyperides’ Delian speech. Nevertheless,
the identification is very dubious, since as Radermacher pointed out there is a likely

confusion in the Suda between this latter and another Harpocration, no.4012, since

>7First time: 352,15, ¢.3.

558First time: 362,13, .46, in the starting passages on narration, in all 12.

55First time: 354,4, c.8, in all 3.

®Radermacher, ‘Harpokration’ RE VII (1912) col. 2411.

*'Walz,VII,349: ’*Avuidéyovor 8¢ adtd mpdg 10dt0, kol pdAioth ye ‘Aproxpoticv, £d6dC
EVOVTLOL PACKOVIEG ELPMKEVOL TOV TEYVIKOV EQVTH.
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Gaius Harpocration - according to the Suda - was similarly a sophist and also had
written on Hyperides.**

Neocles, who is twelve times referred to in the treatise, is evidently the most
important contributor to the part on narration. He presumably wrote a treatise along
the same pattern known from the Anonymous and might have flourished from the
first part of the first century A.D. up to the time of Hermogenes.’*But it is more
likely that he belongs to the first century, since Quintilian seems to draw on him.®*

It is not possible to arrive at any conclusion on the basis of the structure of

the passage in question. The Anonymous Seguerianus in chs. 63-100 enumerates the

565
d

three acknowledged " virtues of dtiiynoig, cvvtopia (63-78), cagnveia-&odpeio

(79-88), mBavotng (89-100). Within this latter, however, the author mentions in
passing two other less accepted ones in 99 Wdovn and in 100 peyorompénerc,
making an addition to the standardised three. In closing his account about the three
virtues the author mentions a divergent opinion - that of the ot 8¢, who extended the
number and from which he was eager to mention two in 99 and 100.**Further, he
underlines the importance of the three by referring in each case to an authority, who

regarded the particular virtue in question as the most important.>*"The origin of the

$2The text in Adler’s edition is:

n0.4012: 6 Tdlog yxpmuaticag, ocogothg. nod013: & Afdwog xpnuoticog, Co@Lothg.

Eypaye Tlept 1@dv ’Avupdviog oxnudtwv, Eppoye Iepi 1dv dokodviwv Toig pritopoiy

[epl 1V ‘Yreptdov kol Avotov Adyov, xai TyvofioBor, xol ‘YrmoBéoeig v Adywv

£xepa. ‘Yrepdiov, Tlept 10D xoteyedofor v
‘Hpoddtov  iotopiav, Ilept 1thv  mapd
Zevopdvil tafewv, Tlepl téxvng Pmropikfic,
Iept 18edv.

Radermacher draws attention to the inconsistency in the list of titles (n0.4013) at the point of

introducing xoi. (He proposes also a conjecture for td&emv/AéEewg cf. another sofution in Schmid-

Stihlin <cvv>ta&ewv). Nevertheless, even transferred into the text of no.4012, the list would not

correspond to the other references introduced by nepi. A hazardous solution would be to connect the

two first ‘titles’ (in 4013) into one; On things, which the rhetoricians do not seem to recognize (and)

the subject of Hyperides’ speeches; implying in a way a kind of general ignorance regarding the

latter.

>BWilly Stegeman, ‘Neokles” RE XVI (1935) cols. 2416-22.

*%4Graeven, 47, and K. Aulitzky, ‘Apsines: ,,tepi Aéov™" WS 39 (1916) 45; Graeven, 70, attributes

chapter 99 among many others to Neocles.

SSpayev, c.63.

%Ch.101: mepi pév odv fdoviig xoi peyoompeneiog E@Onuev eimdvieg, obénowv S& ko

gémeikelav 1 ot TOAAOY0D AxnKOapEY.

567 Aristotle for ovvtopic, Theodorus for mBavétne and Harpocration for cogfiveia - dodpewc,

which latter is a new invention its incorporation reveals the Anonymous’ close familiarity with
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accessory virtues on the other hand goes back as far as Theodectes®®®, and was
extensively used by Dionysius.

Nevertheless, on the basis of a very close similarity in content and
phraseology to Hermogenes’ account of the Delian speech, where the author
reluctantly follows Ps.Longinus’ appreciation, and draws attention to the poetic
presentation of the myth and the links between poetry and delight, it seems to be also
very likely that the whole idea takes its ultimate origin from Hermogenes’ comments
on the speech in the nepi 1dedv.

The traditional idea of introducing tale - u8og, story - diiyynuc’ pregnant
saying, anecdote - xpelo and maxims - yvédpon, and in doing so transforming the
speech (narration) into something more pleasant, was a key issue in rhetoric and its
importance is shown by their first place among progymnasmata’® The strong
recommendation for inserting them is echoed in Quintilian 4,2,121;, Hermogenes
Sp.I1,357,5; Pseudo-Dionysius 28,2; but none of them mentions the name of
Hyperides.””

It is not so surprising, since the use of the myth of Apollo in the Delian speech
does not fit formally into any of these categories, which is shown also by the
specifically invented concept of rhetorical &pyotodoyio®! in the Anonymous
Seguerianus. The extensive presentation of a made up myth as part of the concrete

argumentation in a speech, instead of using it as a general parallel, does not fit into

Harpocration’s analysis.

%Quint.4,2,63.

$>The same sequence is kept in all known progymnasmata, partly because of pedagogical reasons.
>°Quintilian shows a tendency to use only Latin examples.

S"'The exceptional reference (i.e. there is not any other mention of the speech among rhetoricians
from this point of view) loses its uniqueness, if in the Anonymous’ text one could assume a simple
mistake, a mix up of real content: that is - without having read the speech - the compiler thought
about the §1080¢g of Leto as if was a real historical duijynpo. There is another long fragment extant
from the speech, in which the orator explains the Delians’ sin known from Thucydides’
apyooroyia (5,1). Maybe the source of Anonymous only referred to this latter and our compilator
mistook it for the otherwise famous myth. An example of such a possibility is the reference in
Walz,VII,26,25. In an anonymous prolegomenon to Hermogenes® ‘staseis’ the author draws on the
Anonymous Seguerianus (cf. Graeven, 11), but distorts the original passage: “Ot. £rtd 1TpdTIOL
dunpynoeov: adénorg, pelmwoig, mopdAeiyig, Emovaivnolg, Rl 10 KPELTTOV QpAGLS, &vapyeLa.
yiveton 8¢ mdvtdtn, &dv yvopog &vopibng, kol &pyoworoyiav eimng edxaipag, dg 1 mop’
Yrepidn kol 100t kol TABECL TOLKIAAETOL.
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the scope of the progymnasma in question, which should elevate the narration.
Hyperides, in his effort to justify Athenian rights to the Delian Apollo-sanctuary
before the Amphictyony relied on etymological links between the belt that Leto left
behind and a cape in west Attica called {wotfp.”’> The myth was presented in
extenso, so far is possible to judge from later references, and formed the main line of
defence. Its uniqueness on the other hand is justified by the special occasion, namely
to speak on a religious issue before a religious court. It is closest to the category of
podika Sunyfpota, which like all dimynpotar can be used especially év 1adg
nopoderypotikoic nioteot and epilogues.’”

Maybe this is a reason why - though it was Hyperides’ most famous speech
owing to its success under extreme difficulties - it could not be categorized for
imitative school-purposes and was neglected even by those theoreticians who were
familiar with the corpus. Hyperides’ masterstroke was probably manifested in his
ability to combine, in recounting a myth, the traditional entertaining and exemplifying
purposes with a serious method of convincing and providing evidence. One element
of Ps.Longinus’ above analysed admiration could be perhaps interpreted in this way:

oiktioaoBol 1€ TPOCELECTOTOG, £TL O HVBOAOYTHoCOL KEXVUEVOG KOl

£v VYp®d mvevpatt die€odedoat €11 VKAUNNG AKPOG, DOTEP AUEAEL T
nepl THY ANt moMTIK®TEPQ, TOV 8’ ’EMitdplov EmderkTikdg, ®G 0K
o8’ €l tic GArog, dréeto.”™

‘(Hyperides was provided) with the greatest natural talent in exciting pity,

furthermore in narrating mythical tales in a flowing manner and was still the
most flexible’” in leading the argument throughout in a breezy style, as he
easily masters the more poetical elements in the myth of Leto, on the other

hand he composed in an epideictic manner the Funeral speech, as did nobody

52See Appendix IV.

3Though late, 5th century A.D., one of the clearest compendia on the subject: Nicolaus
Progymnasmata 15,18-19, ed Jos.Felten (Leipzig, 1913), uses as the actual example for the
progymnasma in question the story of Phaethon and Helios.

74ps.Longinus 34,2: the original reading of Parisinus 2036, the earliest manuscript from the tenth
century.

S3&xpog, used with nouns can mean the best: Her.5,112; 6,122; t0&dtng &xpog, &kpog dpyhv,
‘quick to anger, passionate’ 1,73: cfLSJ s.v., though never with an adjective.
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else as far as I know.”>’

In any case, in searching for the Anonymous Seguerianus’ source, it is less
likely that we have to think of someone who lived in the early first century AD,, a
period more or less still favouring Hyperides. It is either a rather rare rhetorician in
the second century A.D., who was inspired by his experience of reading Hyperides, or
someone who came across (Ps.Longinus’) Hermogenes’ comments on the speech.
The two possibilities do not exclude each other, moreover in Harpocration there is

someone, who knew both well, the primary and secondary source.

SoikticooBal 1€ mpospuécTatog, ETL 8¢ pvBoAoyficar kexVpéveg Koi v DYpd Tvedpot
Sie€odedoon [Ett] edxapnng Grpwg, donep el 10 nepl THY ANtd mowmmikdrepa, OV &
’Envtauprov Emdeiktikda, g 0dx old” el g &AAog, dié0ero is the version given by D.A Russell.
F.Blass altered xeyopévog into its adverbial derivative. This decision is backed by Russell, who
adopts the reading of the editio princeps (based on a later, Parisinus-dependent manuscript) in the
case of &ikpog/axpmwe; moreover, in 163: ,,The second &t is not needed and indeed spoils the sense;
despite the resulting harsh hiatus, it seems best on balance to omit it as an accidental duplication of
the first. Buecheler’s 1u deserves serious consideration.” Consequently Russell’s translation in 162:
»with great natural talent for exciting pity, he is also remarkably facile in narrating myths in a
copious style and pursuing a topic with fluency.” In the apparatus criticus Russell refers to Richards’
suggestion, who ,ante £t interpunxit”, which is not necessary. Hyperides’ special skills are
exemplified - I think - both within and between the two speeches.

181



3. Apsines

Valerius Apsines was born in Gadara and became a teacher of rhetoric in
Athens, as Philostratus’ reference reveals, in the first half of the third century A.D.*”
Of his numerous works, which included a treatise nepi oxmpéitov,”” only a téxvn is
extant, entitled in the manuscripts: Té€xvn pnropin mept npoorpiewyv. The latter part
of the title is already the title of the first chapter, so probably the original was: 7 nepi
TOV pep®dv 100 MOALTIKOD AOYOL TEXVM, since it presents an analysis structured
according to the main parts of the speech.’’”Apsines seems consciously to avoid
speaking about stasis-theory, probably due to the existence of Hermogenes’ work,
whom he sometimes criticises. In the same spirit of his more practical approach, at
the end of his main work there is a short essay on figured speeches, that is how to
treat the subject in particular contexts.

It is obvious that Apsines belonged to an age that admired Demosthenes; his
teachers, Heracleides and Basiliscus are known for their interest in this orator and
Apéines himself composed hypomnemata to Demosthenes’ speeches, not to mention
the examples in his lost treatise ‘On Figures’.**Behind the favoured examples of the
pair of Demosthenes and Aeschines, however, the third most frequently mentioned
orator is Hyperides.**'This particular attention - first of all - could be due to the
author’s interest in subject matter and arrangement in each particular part of the
speech, in which not only the historical Hyperides, but also his fictitious alter ego in
the exercises seemed to be skillful. Another reason can be this latter practice, namely
fictitious hypotheseis, in which genre Hyperides achieved considerable popularity.

And finally, might we suspect again a slight influence of the Rhodian school?

"Philostr.2,597-598, cf. Kennedy, (Rhet. Rom.) 633-4.

"*Heavily used by later rhetoricians, e.g. Tiberius. Apsines in this work must have used Alexander
Numeniu: cf. Brzoska, ‘Apsines’ RE II (1896) col. 282.

S%Walz,IX,467-542; J.Bake, Apsinis et Longini Rhetorica (Oxford, 1849); Sp.-H.217-339; Brzoska,
(Apsines) col. 282; Apsines’ work was separated from Longinus® ‘techne’ (confused in the
manuscripts) by Bake and later with the same result by Spengel on the basis of a newly discovered
manuscript (Parisinus 1874).

80Walz,V,517 (Max.Plan.), Brzoska, (Apsines) col. 282.

8 Demosthenes, Aeschines/13, Hyperides/7, Lysias/3, Isocrates/2, Demades/1, Dinarchus/1.
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a) On the prooemium

There are different ways of making a prooemium and one of them is to praise
the audience, when they had accepted a proposal. The speaker could flatter them to
make them accept another closely connected proposal.®® This salami-tactic is
exemplified in the third place by a Hyperidean solution, which lacks, however, any
historical background, since the decrees mentioned here are too alien to Athenian
customs and therefore ,,in rhetorum ineptiis sint numeranda”® The hypothesis on the
one hand was generated probably by Hyperides’ famous proposal to grant citizen
rights to those willing to fight against Philip in the aftermath of Chaeronea and a real
speech in a similar situation, which is referred to by Apsines, and on the other hand
by the common tyrannostheme.

‘Yrepeidng ypoyog €neioe pove yxpfiodot ovpPfodrie AnpocBévet, &v
EAatelqe Ovtog ®ihimmov, elto yphoer xoi @povphv odT® d1d6val.
Toadta yop xai dAAa popla Torodtor WPoPANpOte OHOLOYEVE T®
TPOELPTLEVED BEMPTLOTL DIOTLRTEL,

‘Hyperides after having persuaded (the people) with his proposal to
employ Demosthenes as the only adviser, since Philip was in Elateia, next
proposes that they should also provide him with a bodyguard. These and other

innumerable similar proposals belong to the scheme mentioned above ...’

Another successful declamation on the closely-related historical unlawful proposal

exemplifies the type of ‘I wish I did not have to say this’ introduction.*®*

év £xeivolg tolg mpoPAnuooiy, €v olg &tomov ocvpBavtog Tivog
elonyoOpuedd T, dppooer T &€ anevyfic Bcowphpota, olov el Afyolg,

méaunv peEv Gv pnte Tva to0tewv ovpBfivar, pfte &pg éml Tolg

**’Bake, 2.

583Bake, 174: ,,solus quidem exstitit Demosthenes qui in concione verba faceret, eiusque psephismatis
tum omnia gerebantur, ita ut Aeschines, illa tempora intelligens, eum sibi dvvaoteiov
kataokevaoar dicat, Ctes. 535, cf. Dem. De Cor. 285, sed Hyperidis nullum ex illis temporibus
psephisma memoratur”.

>84Bake, 18; Walz,IX,481.
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npoyeyevnuévolg ¢ obpBoviov mopiéval, o¢ £€r° EKelvovr HETH
Xouphvetav Ypapet Yrepidng tovg dripong émtipovg neloag motetv.™
‘In the case of such a hypothesis, when something unusual happens and
(consequently) we want to propose something, schemes based on deprecation
will be suitable. For example if you said, I should have wished that none of
these things would happen and that I should not be here as an adviser following
what happened. As in that Aypothesis: after Chaeronea Hyperides persuasively

proposes to provide with citizen rights those, who do not have them.’

b) On the epilogue

These references to fictitious declamations are the only two examples
recalling to a limited extent the memory of Hyperides throughout the whole treatise
of Apsines up to the chapter on the epilogue. In this last part of the Ty vn, however,
there are three different mentions, all of them referring to a real speech of the orator.

Apsines ascribes three functions to the epilogue and analyses them in the
following order: &véyivnotg, in which the particular method of &vakepaiainoic’™
- despite the pathetic characteristics of the introduction and epilogue - belongs to the
category of mpaypatikdg tOmog, because it involves a recapitulation of the
statements.’®’ In the second place: \eov - provoking pity; and, finally, deivwoig -
exaggeration, usually achieved by amplification.

First of all, in the context of a brief introduction, Apsines deals with the
question of the possible place of dvaxepaiaiwolg in a speech, reflecting in a way
the controversy of Apollodoreans and Theodoreans. The first group of orators,
exemplifying the strict Apollodorean standpoint about the place of the epilogue,

employs it at the end of the speech:**®

8L ater unfamiliarity with Hyperides is indicated in cod. Parisinus A (1874) in Bake, where the
reading is: Xaupdvetov 101 (corrupto nomine Hyperidis) ypdeoet.

>%6Sp.-H,296-7.

%87 Apsines in simple terms divides the parts of forensic speech into two main categories; on the one
hand the pathetically conceived parts are introduction and epilogue, on the other hand, parts
concentrated on practical matters, are narration and proof: Sp.-H,297.

%%*Bake,82; Walz,IX,532.
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gvior pev odv elowv €nl 1édlovg aOTh kexpnpévolr, g xai €v TH
kotnyople Th Anpddov ‘Ymepeidng, xoi AnpocBEvng, ®g €v 1M KT
’ Aprotoxpdtovg kol Tiokp&tove,.

‘Some used (recapitulation) at the end, like Hyperides in his accusation
against Demades and similarly Demosthenes in the speech against Aristocrates
and Timocrates.’

Apsines proceeds to catalogue other means of reminding and among them
returns to a method of recapitulation, which was employed by Hyperides. It
represents the method of introducing or rather reinterpreting a law, or decree and in
doing so offering recapitulation, which is entirely different from introducing a new
decree. The former could be exemplified by the same speech against Demades, the
latter only by an anonymous declamation:**’

£TL avopvioopev i ynolopatog elogophg, og 6 Ymepeidng
KOTNYopdv ynolopatog OO Anpddov ypagévrtog, npdéEevov EVBvKpdTh
elvar  ypawyaviog avieiopéper  yhglopo O oD moielton TRV
dvakeparainoy Tdv elpnuévov: & peEv yop 0010, Pnoly, eloKeKOLKEY,
ovk Exel tag dAnBelg aitiog thig mpoeviag, £y & el 3T mpdEevov Lulv
o010V yevéoBut, 8" & tobTov TebEeTonl Yphyog elopépw: €meito 1O
ynolopo elopéper dedoxBaL Yap onot wpéEevov adTOV elvat, ddTL Th
DTG CVUPEPOVTO KOi TPATTEL Kol AEYEL, OTL YEVOUEVOG IMIOPXOG
100¢ "OAVVOlwYV innéag tpoddmke MAinzw, 611 ToVT0 MphEag aitiog ToD
XoAkdewv VfpEev OAEBpov, 0TL AAoong 'OAOVBOL TuMTNG E£YEVETO
TV alypoddtov, 61L dviénpoate th nOAeL OnEp ToD lepoD 1OV AnAimv,
6t tfig moAewg mepl Xouphveiay frIndeiong oVte £8oye TV tEBVEDTOV
TWOG, 0UTE TV GAOVIOV 0VdEV EADCHTO' Bl TOVTOV KEQPUAOLMING
AVOLUVACKEL TOV Top’ GAnv Thv katnyopiav eipnpévav kot odTod.

‘moreover, we can remind by introducing a decree, as Hyperides does
while attacking a decree about Euthycrates becoming a proxenus, which was

proposed by Demades, when he proposes another decree by which he performs

5%9Sp.-H.303; the latter Sp.-H.304.
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the recapitulation of what was said before. ,, The arguments which Demades has
brought forward do not give the real reason for the appointment. If Euthycrates
is to be your proxenus, let me submit to you a statement of the services for
which this will be his reward. It has been resolved that he shall be proxenus,
because he speaks and acts in the interests of Philip; because, as cavalry
commander, he betrayed the Olynthian cavalry to Philip and through this act
was responsible for the destruction of the Chalcidians; because, on the capture
of Olynthus, he assessed the prices of the prisoners; because he opposed the
city’s interests concerning the temple at Delos, and, when the city was defeated
at Chaeronea, neither buried any dead nor ransomed any prisoners;”* in doing

so he recalls one by one the things which were said against him throughout the

whole accusation.’

For the use of ethopoia as another means of recalling, what has been said, an
example is taken from an anonymous speech about Miltiades, then Hyperides,
Sophocles (Electra) and Plato (Apologia):*"

g1l avopuviokewy €otv €k thg xoAovpévng MmBomotlog. £ott 8¢
nfornotio AOYOG TEPLTIBEUEVOG TIPOCOTOLG VROVOLY ... KEXpNTaL To0T® T
On® xoi ‘Yrepeidng VmEp Avkovpyov Aé€ywv: Tiva @noovoiv ot
TapLOvIeg adToD TOV Taov; 0DTog £Blw pEv coppdveg, Toydelg 8¢ &ni
TR dloknoel TV xpnpdtov edpe TOpovg, Pxodopnce 8¢ 1O BEaTPoV, TO
®deTov, Td VEDPLYL, TPLNPELG EMOLNOOTO, ALLEVaG TODTOV T MOALG MPBV
Aripnoe, kol Tode maidag Ednoev adTod.

‘It is possible to make mention (of something) by so-called delineation of
character, that is a speech put in the mouth of suitable persons .... Also
Hyperides employed this method speaking of Lycurgus: ,,How will they speak
who pass his grave? ,This man led a virtuous life. When appointed to

administer the treasure he found means of revenue, and built the theatre, the

% Adapted translation of J.O.Burtt.
'9p.-H,301.
32 Again the Parisinus A: “Onép e0Bodrov movAéymv’, Bake,86.
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Odeum and the docks. He constructed triremes and harbours. This was the man

whom our city degraded and whose children she imprisoned.”**

A final reference is made in the second part on provoking pity, again to a less

famous, but real speech of the orator™*:

Kwvnoopev & €heov kv DRodetkvoopey 10 ndBog 10 ovpBeBnxog
nepl Tvag TV oikelmv 10D kpivopévov 1 10D 1eBvedtog, (g Yrepidng
&v 1d xot’ 'Apyeotphtov EneEeiol yop o ovpBePnxodta 1hi 100 *Ovetdov
untpl, kol Avotog

‘We can also provoke pity, if we show the feelings which surround some
of the relatives of the defendant or the deceased, as Hyperides in the speech
against Archestratus enumerates the sufferings of Oneidus’ mother, as does

Lysias.’

This is a unique tableau of knowledge about Hyperides, if we compare it with
other manuals from the age. It even concentrates only on concrete, real cases. Most
remarkably even the often mentioned, ‘extraorationem’ and bombastic example of
Phryne’s defence is missing. But the whole treatment of the epilogue is unique, as K.
Aulitzky has pointed out.*®® This threefold partition within the epilogue is rare. The
only parallels are in the Rhetorica ad Herennium and Cicero’s De
Inventione **Moreover the methods used to awake compassion are the same in these
three authors. The signs - especially in the case of this latter - might lead back to
Rhodes, where Apollonius Molo emphasized the above mentioned maxim, in which
he cautions against too lengthy commiseration. As mentioned above, the two early
Latin treatises drew on a Greek source, which must have had a great interest in
dealing with this topic. The connection with Molo is underlined by Seneca’s

statement, which refers to a wider interest of the Rhodian: ‘epilogis vehemens fuit

53 Adapted translation of J.O.Burtt.
5%48p.-H,324.

5% Aulitzky, 26-49.

5%2,30,47; and 1,52,98.
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Apollonius Graecus’.”’On the other hand, the differences in the number of examples
in favour of Apsines can be explained by the intention of enriching the material by any
available examples. Some of them were taken from Alexander Numeniu.*”®

So, Apsines’ interest, which is attested in the chapter on the epilogue, in a
rather neglected Hyperides could have been awakened by some late Hellenistic
rhetorical manual, written in a spirit still influenced by the Rhodian School

representing Hellenistic rhetoric.

o) Figured speeches

The school-tradition of figured speeches starts in effect with Quintilian, who -

though not in the category of traditional figures - deals extensively with the question

h599

of figures used for a whole speec These are the so called controversiae figuratae,

which reflect hidden purposes within a speech.®For a long time the question of the
real existence of such figures, as was the case with any figure, formed an important
part of the controversy between Apollodoreans and Theodoreans,*'until they were
dealt with in the fourth book of the Ps.Hermogenian mept eVpécewg where the
author speaks about Adyov oynuoto and devotes a separate chapter to figured
speeches, entitled nepl 1OV Eoynuatiopévoy mpoPAnudtoy.®®

Hermogenes distinguishes between three kinds: t& pév €ott évavtia - the
orator wants to achieve the contrary of what he has actually said; & 8¢ nAdywo -

when using the previous method something else is achieved also;*” & 8¢ watx

*7’Sen.Contr.7,4,5.

%Cf. Graeven, 62; and Aulitzky, 44.

®Quint.9,1,17, and 1,1,81.

%A historical survey of the subject and rhetoricians is given by J.Penndorf, ‘De sermone figurato
quaestio rhetorica’ Leipziger Studien 20 (1902) 167 sqq.

'K Schépsdau, ‘Untersuchungen zur Anlage und Entstehung der beiden Pseudodionysianischen
Traktate nepi éoxnpoticpépov’ RAM 118 (1975) 83 sqq.

2 ermogenis Opera, ed. H. Rabe (Leipzig, 1913; rpr. 1969) 204-10; Sp.I1,258.

%3The rich man promises to save the city from famine if he can kill a poor man . The city refuses the
deal, and - here the figured speech starts - the poor man wants to sacrifice himself. In doing so of
course he does not want to be killed (first type) and at the same time he tries to show that the rich
man does not have the grain, and if he did it would be easy to get.
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£€upooly - the orator cannot speak openly without danger, but speaks in a manner
that the audience would understand.

Apsines follows the Hermogenian pattern, in his work attached to the Téxvn:
nepl OV Eoynpotiopévey mpoAnudrtov.®*The treatise begins with an excerpt
from Hermogenes, which is excluded by the editors.**This confusion exemplifies the
close relation of the two authors. Apsines does not give an original account, but adds
some new types to his inherited material and tries to enrich the reservoir of examples
in order to fulfill his main intention to facilitate the work of students. In making the
subject vivid, he brings more historical factors into the rather flat examples of

Hermogenes.

As the classical example of the first type the Harpalus affair is introduced,
with Demosthenes’ daring defence.®®At the same time this reference to a rare, but
real, hypothesis represents the starting point for any further speculations about
Hyperides’ role as a severe prosecutor and the never ending antagonism between him
and Demosthenes, which was developed in ‘Sophistopolis’.*’The second example is
a very popular product of this practice, which even inspired Libanius.**®

6tov VROTILOMEVOG adT® eifovog did ToVTOL Taltor koBopd, €@’
olg £dhmxe: kol £otiv olovel ADovtog T KeEKpLUEva. AnpocBEévng £mi
tolg ‘ApmoAgiolg xpipaoly €dim, kal O pEV YRepeldng adTd Tipdton
eUYfig, 0 8¢ amoBviokelv aipeltort.

‘... if someone proposes against himself a more severe (punishment) and by
this clears the charges he was condemned for. It is as if someone would reverse
the judgement. Demosthenes was found guilty in the Harpalus affair and
Hyperides proposes the sentence of exile; he, however, chooses the death

penalty.’

%Sp.-H.330-9

55p.-H.330-1.

65p.-H.331; Bake,117; Walz,IX,535.

%7Russell’s Aristophanes-inspired invention: cf. (Decl.) 22.
6081 ib.18.
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The main weapon of the defence must be amplification, which combined with acerbity
is also relevant in another category of figured speeches:**

petédopev 8¢ kol én’ éxeivo 10 €18og, Gmov Tig Ader T& ddEavTaL, 1
vopov, olov ‘Yrepeidng d&dv tov Anpoobivny dnpdoiov glvar dodAov,
g¢nedn Eeviag £dhw. EvtodBo elodéelg T Vmep AmpooBEvovg, kol
¢mdeibelg dElov Gvia adtov kol £devBepiog, od pdvov 100 dovieiog
AmmAAQYBaL. Ayvonto 8 &v ool todTov TOV TpOTMOV €16080¢ TOoD AdYOUL
VREP ANLOOBEVOG, ,,0TL VLETG TTpocdokdTe Epelv:

‘Let us consider that type also, in which someone abolishes (the force of) a
decree or law, as when Hyperides requires that Demosthenes becomes a public
slave, after he was condemned for usurping citizen rights. In this case you bring
in everything relevant to Demosthenes and show that he even deserves
freedom, not only to be free of slavery. Perhaps you do not know that the
introduction of the speech for Demosthenes is composed in this manner: ,,what

you expect I am going to say ...”

B. Hermogenes on Hyperides

A real milestone in Hyperides’ ‘Nachleben’ is undoubtedly Hermogenes of
Tarsus. His judgement represents a nail in the coffin of oblivion regarding the oeuvre
of some ‘minor’ Attic orators and among them Hyperides. The wonder-child of the
mid-second century A.D. had an enormous influence on later, especially Byzantine,
schools and his works became the standardised manual for teaching rhetoric.®™°

In the edition of Rabe, the main treatises follow each other in a sequence
knoWn from Quintilian’s Institutio. mepl 1AV OTACEWV, MEPL EVPECEWG, TEPL
i8edv.* 'However, only the last shows any sign of interest in Hyperides. It is hardly
surprising, since at the end of the day even in Dionysius’ eyes Demosthenes turned
out to be the unique model to imitate, who had represented all the best qualities of
Sp.-H.336; Bake 122; Walz,9,540.

¢1%K ennedy (Chr.Emp.) 96.
611, Radermacher, ‘Hermogenes’ RE XV (1912) col. 870.
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the three oratorical genres. This was the starting point for Hermogenes for any
consideration of the Attic orators and generally Greek rhetoric.

The system of the mept idedv is built entirely upon features in Demosthenic
style.®"? Though Hermogenes’ scheme of ideas is ultimately derived from Dionysius’

813 the later critic developed a more subtle method of analyzing the

tableau of rhetoric,
different ideas of style by separating seven main and thirteen sub-categories.®**Their
characteristics are introduced by a firm scholastic method: namely the author
repeatedly presents his observations according to aspects of content, approach
(figures of thought) and style, i.e. choice of diction, figures of speech, word order
etc. Since Demosthenes was a master of all ideas, both separately and simultaneously,
or as Hermogenes describes him, was the xopvgaiog - leader of all the others -
references to his speeches dominate the analytical sections on each type of idea.

The comparatively few exceptions are all the more interesting where another
member of the canonized Ten, as acknowledged by Hermogenes, is referred to. The
frequency and characteristics of these references could shed some light on the kind of
surviving school-usage of these ‘extra Demosthenem’ rhetoricians, especially if we
compared them with a general characterisation elsewhere in the Hermogenes corpus.
For - in the last sections of the nepl ide@dv - we have an independent survey of
literary genres and their main protagonists, which is attached to the main treatise. It
seems that in the chapter on practical or civil oratory rhetoricians are introduced in a
hierarchical sequence: Lysias, Isacus, Hyperides, Isocrates, Dinarchus, Aeschines, the
two Antiphons, Critias, Lycurgus, Andocides.®**The first three are collected in one

group more or less equivalent to the plain style within the traditional threefold system

2 fermogenes’ On Types of Style translated by Cecil W.Wooten (Chapell Hill and London, 1987)
Appendix I, 131.

3D, Hagedorn, ‘Zur Ideenlehre des Hermogenes’ Hypomnemata 8 (Gottingen, 1964) passim.
¢“These are in the translation of Wooten: clarity, purity, distinctness, grandeur, solemnity, asperity,
vehemence, brilliance, florescence, abundance, beauty, rapidity, character, simplicity, sweetness,
subtlety, modesty, sincerity, indignation.

®>The different branches of prose are divided into two main groups, 6 moMtikdg Adyog and o
rovnyVpLkog Adyog. Within the first 6 ardd moAitikdg covers practical or civil oratory: cf. Ian
Rutherford, ‘Inverting the canon: Hermogenes on literature’ Harvard Studies in Classical Philology
1992 (94) 355 sqq.
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of eloquence.®'® To see, however, how poorly the representatives of plain style in the
potentially relevant categories of ‘style’ are dealt with in the main treatise of
Hermogenes, is worth mentioning the Hyperidean references and those to Lysias and
Isaeus. It indicates Hermogenes’ really low appreciation of these orators, despite his
general characterisation in the last part of his work.

Lysias is mentioned only in the idea of &geieia - simplicity. To give a
specimen of thoughts, €vvoiai, characteristic of this idea some Demosthenic
examples are cited, but Lysias in general terms (324).

Under ¢meikeia, modesty, Lysias and Hyperides are placed on the same
level, again from the point of view figures of thought.

TOALQ TOV TOL0VTOV €V idLmTikolg T Tapodelypoto Kol TAELOVE YE
nopl T® Avoig kol 1@ Yrepidn: @Ooel yop ol &vdpeg NOikdTEPOL, TOTG
o€ pedodorg xal paAiov (331; 347).

“ ... There are many examples of such techniques in the private speeches of
Demosthenes and even more in Lysias and Hyperides. For these orators were
naturally more concerned with character portrayal, especially in the approaches

that they use.”$"’

In producing unnoticed force, deiwvotng, Lysias is excellent. However, the
most important aspect is the use of simple elements of diction, word order and

colloquial language by which he achieves this kind of force (376).

'*Hyperides is introduced as one of the most successful practising advocates (/d.2,11): Ilepi 10D
AnAdG TOALTLKOD.

‘0 1oivov dog AnAdG einely AdOYog mOALTLKOG Yiveton pEv 81l 1€ 1dv v copivelay
ROLOVEAY KoTd TOV AdYoV i8edv kol 10D kot' Eémeixeioy kol dpédeioy fiBovg kod £t THg 1OV
GAnBLYOV Towovong Adyov 18tag, & &% ot 10D mBavoD. det 8E tadto dog Ev akovELY TAVTO:
éx yop tfic pifeax tovtwv kol olov Evioemg 6 GnAdg moArtixdg Yivetar AdYog, ob 81 xai
nhvieg petéyovoly, odg Ovopdlopev moArtikodg, mANV lowg 100 Iooxpdtovg xotd T
mAeloTOV YE piv adtod péteott Avoig te xoi loaie kol Yrepidn, S0 81 kol paiond eiot
moavot.

‘The style that could be described as being purely practical is one that is produced by those
types that reveal a modest and simple character and that makes the style unaffected, because this is
conductive to persuasion. All these styles should be understood as a unity: the purely practical style
is created out of their mixture and combination into one. All the speakers whom we call practical
orators use this style, except perhaps Isocrates to a certain extent. Lysias and Isacus and Hyperides
use it extensively, which is why they are so persuasive.’

5" Translated by C. W. Wooten: see n.612.
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Finally Lysias is mentioned as a fine example of émueAeia, lightly wrought
style, however, not as a perfect representative, since there is a lack of harmony in his
speech delivered in Plato’s Symposium. Thought, diction, use of language are praised
by Socrates and so by Hermogenes (297). Notably it is not a real speech of Lysias

delivered in practice.

Isaeus’ style can in no particular virtue of style reach the level of

Demosthenes and so become a kind of parallel referencepoint.

Hyperides, apart from the acknowledgment of his skill in creating an
impression of modesty is only once mentioned, however in a prominent place. The
Delian speech is - though far from being perfect - almost a unique example of the first
category of thoughts producing solemnity, cepvotng.

gvvolat tolvov elol oepvai peEv ol mept Bedv dg mepl Bedv

Aeyopevor €mel 10 - B po kol dykag Epoaprie Kpovov moilg Rv
TapaKolTLy - Kol 6oa Totadtar ovY (g mepl Bedv eipntan, 0 nOppw® ot
doxel oepvotnrog elvar kail kotd Thv Evvoray, TAfov 88 petéyelv ndoviig
xal yAvk0tntog &vBpomonabhdg yop xoi 10 Ohov elmelv mowmTiKd®g
AéAdexton, 10 wAelotov 8¢ ndoviig 1 moinoig olpon otoxdletal. nept Bedv
3¢ og mepl Bedv Ta ToradTa AfyecBai e, olov - &yaBog fiv, &ya8d d¢
o0delg mepl 00devog £yyivetor @BOvog- kol mAALv - BovAnfeig yop O
0e0g GyoBa pev mavto, eAadpov d¢ pundev elvor kot dOvopy - xai
ALY - mapodaBav Yop 6 8e0g Ty, 6oov v Opatov, oY Hiovxiav Gyov,
AL KLVOOLEVOV TAMUUEADG Kol &TAKTOG -. Kol OAmg MOAAGG &v
gbpolg totabTog Evvolog mopd Td IMAdtowt, kai yap adtal eloy ék 10D

Twaiov mopd péviol tolg pRtopoly fikioto, €mel kol to &v AnAokd®

‘Yrepidov mointikdg paAiov kol podikdg elpntar 10 8¢ aitiov odxi vdv
avaykn AEyeLv.

‘Solemn thoughts are those concerning the gods, at least when they are
spoken of as gods. Things like ,, The son of Cronos grasped his wife in his

arms” are not expressed speaking of the gods as gods, since they seem to me to
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be far from solemn and as far as the thought is concerned are charming and
sweet rather than solemn. They are poetical expressions of human feelings, and
generally, I think, the main aim of poetry is pleasure. But the following have
been said, I think, of gods as gods: ,,He was good, and a good being does not
feel envy of anything” or ,,God wanted all things to be good and nothing to be
bad as far as was in his power” or ,,God took everything that was visible, when
it was not at rest but moving in disharmony and disorder.” In general you could
find many such thoughts in Plato, and these, in fact, come from the Timaeus.
But there are not many examples in the orators, since even Hyperides’ Deliacus
is really poetical and mythical rather than oratorical; why that is so, I do not

need to explain here.’

In the general judgements about the members of the Ten canonized orators, in
the case of Lysias there is no discrepancy between the references, comments made in
the main text and the general characterisation. However, none of his real speeches is
mentioned in the main text. Isaeus, whose style is mostly praised and almost equated
with that of Demosthenes does not appear as a model. Hyperides, on the other hand,
has almost only negative comments on his style. The whole passage is rather hostile
towards him, which may be caused by his scandalous diction, whose castigation
occupies more then one quarter of the whole introduction to the reader. Therefore it
is even more surprising that any speech of Hyperides should be referred to in the main
treatise. Hermogenes’ way of speech about the Delian speech creates the impression
that his reference reflects the fact that the speech was a traditional example in earlier
rhetorical treatises. Probably Ps.Longinus’ high esteem could play a role.®*®

So if we can regard - from a later point of view - the main text of the nepi
{dedv as a practical manual with concrete references to facilitate the school-practice
of imitating different styles, then Hermogenes represents the almost ultimate
exclusion of Hyperides from the standard rhetorical curriculum. His Delian speech is

only reluctantly mentioned and is far from being a proper example.

'8 0On Hermogenes’ refusal of further explanation see 213-4.
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The general characterisation and stylistic judgements, which were attached to
the end of the treatise, give on the other hand the impression of being designed to
meet a general demand, in the traditional genre of rhetorical handbooks. Hyperides is
obviously on the margin of Hermogenes’ appreciation because of the impurity of his
diction. All this is hardly surprising if we consider the attitude, which is manifested in
the scholastic precision of his whole rhetorical system, which could not favour such
an ‘extravagant’ rhetorician as Hyperides.

‘0 & “Yrepidng 10 pév émperéc fikiota £xet, 10 kol frtov dvvatdg
elvol nog doxel: péyeBog 8¢ adT® €otv dmépoyxov, oxinpov 8¢ todT0
kol o0 kekpoapévov, @ote PN oeddpa €D T MOKP 1€ Kol KOBoPD
KeKpaobotl. kivnoig 3¢ xail yopydtng oxnudtov mdvy OAlYn napd To0TY.
dewvotng 8¢ M kot péBodov £oTL pEV kol mopd mhoL Tolg GAAOLG
ﬁﬁtopm Kol mopd To0Te, EAatTov 8¢ f| Katd TV Topd T Avoig e kol
Ioaip kol €11 T® xopvPaie aVTOV, AEYD T® AnpoocOEvel. Tmopd Of
‘Yrepidn xakeivnv edpot Tig &v v dewvotnto, 7 xail paiveton kol €otuy,
odxl v kot péBodov povny, omoviwg pévtotr, OmoV YE kol Topd Td
AnpooBéver omaviov 10070. 1dlov dE ‘Ymepidov 10 xal tolg Aééeoiv
ApedEcTEPOV TG Kol GpleAEaTepov X pfioBal, donep dtav - pHov@TATOG-
Afyn kol - yoAedypo - kol - £kKOKKOLELV - KOl - €0THAOKOTTNTOL - Kol
- ¢nnPoAog - kol 6oa totadTo (381; 395-396).

‘The style of Hyperides is hardly carefully wrought, which is why in some
ways it does not seem to be very powerful. But there is swollen Grandeur in his
speeches, and the grand passages are stiff and not well integrated into the rest
of the speech. They are not, in other words, well blended with the style that
reveals Character and with Purity. His style is not quick-paced, and there is
very little of the sort of Rapidity that is created by figures of speech. his style
does exhibit the sort of Force that involves approach, as does the style of all the
other orators. But there is less of this sort of Force in Hyperides than in Lysias
and Isaeus and, of course, much less than in Demosthenes, who surpasses both
Lysias and Isaeus in this respect. In the speeches of Hyperides you would also

find that kind of Force that both is and appears to be forceful, in addition to the
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kind that depends on the approach. But you would find it rarely, since it is
rarely found even in Demosthenes. And it is typical of Hyperides to use words
freely and carelessly, as when he says ,,onliest” and ,,weasel-trap” and ,to cry
cuckoo” and ,to stele-inscribe” and a ‘partner in” instead of ,,acquainted with”.

There are other examples.’

Hermogenes’ criticism with regard to the uneven style of Hyperides, that is, he
cannot mix smoothly grandeur with the plain style, could be exemplified and
explained by Hermogenes’ system of components of ‘ethos’. In some cases the very
same components used in a specific manner can provide a speech with grandeur or on

the contrary with simplicity.
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C. Commentaries on the Corpus Hermogenianum

1. The Three-man commentaries on the ‘staseis’®”’

The Hermogenian corpus as mentioned above, is composed of
Progymnasmata, and the books nepl othoewv, nepl ebpécewg, nept 18y, nepl
peBOdov devotntog, all of them irrespective of their real origin ascribed to the
authority of Hermogenes. Though the first work was replaced by Aphthonius’ clearer
presentation of the subject, in the course of the fifth or sixth century the treatises
started to form a standardised manual for school-purposes. Syrianus knew only the
three major, middle treatises in the fifth century, but soon after him all the five
became part of the rhetorical canon.5’Reflecting Suda’s téxvnv prropikiv, fiv petd

~ 1Y <o 6
yetpag Exovolv Gravreg,™!

the number of commentaries was so high that later users
made up a so called ‘chain-commentary’. In this compilers quoted different excerpts
relevant to each particular problem, with the authors’ names and quite often
additional notes on the margin of manuscripts forming a frame around the main
text.5?H Hunger’s simile describes vividly the background of the present situation,
when he compares the work of later compilers with that of a film-cutter.” In the
following paragraphs I would like to have a look at the references, which were
offered as explanations by the commentators to the text of Hermogenes and to see
what remained from the Hyperidean corpus by that time.

The origin of the o1doelg commentaries is surrounded with philosophical
controversies. On the one hand a strong tradition of anti-Hermogenian attitude is
characteristic of Porphyry and his followers and on the other hand Syrianus reveals a
pro-Hermogenian standpoint. The consequence of this is that commentaries bear the

signs of the formal rather than the rhetorical concerns of the authors.®**The specific

S!°Cf. H.Rabe, ‘Aus Rhetoren-Handschriften® RAM 64 (1909) 578-89.

62°Hunger, 11,77-8.

®2'Suda s.v. ‘Eppoyévng.

622p H Richter, ‘Byzantinische Kommentar zu Hermogenes® Byz 3 (1926) 160.

3Hunger, II,80; see also Rabe, (Rhet.Hand.) 578-89.

$2“Richter, 165, Porphyry follows the authority of Minucianus, a rival rhetorician, who paid more
attention to logical matters, since Hermogenes was too easy in his definitions, partitions etc. The
followers of Hermogenes in general terms worked to make the treatise more scientific, i.e.
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subject itself, the divisions of political questions®*’and legal cases into “staseis’, that is
effective starting points for building up an argumentation and the method for it, is a
fundamental question in rhetoric and much in need of logical considerations. A clear
understanding is essential for students of rhetoric, hence the extensive commentaries
especially in the case of this particular treatise. In Walz’s fourth volume, where the
scholia are printed, the collection is entitled under the name of three men, Syrianus,

Sopatros and Marcellinus.

a) Syrianus

4)] Comments on the nepi otdoewv

Syrianus’ commentary®® gives only two real and one fictitious®”’

Hyperidean
examples to clarify Hermogenes’ dense presentation. In both cases the reference is to
the speech for Phryne.

1. In the opening chapters of his work Hermogenes explains that a legal
dispute is always concerned with persons and acts, therefore a proper use of the
different varieties among them can provide some help in building up the argument or
eventually in finding the most effective heading. Some of the persons involved,
however, do not provide any basis for argument, if they are identified as ‘someone’,
or they are completely equal without any special characteristics compared with the
adversary.®®® For the latter, his example is when two rich young men accuse each
other, so the orator cannot make any use of the general characteristics of a rich young

man, since the same is true for the opponent.*?

Aristotelian.

2*Malcolm Heath, Hermogenes. On Issues Strategies of Argument in Later Greek Rhetoric (Oxford,
1995).

%There is a separate critical edition by H.Rabe, Syriani in Hermogenem Commentaria Vol. II
(Leipzig, 1893); the commentary is probably a genuine work of Syrianus: cf. K.Praechter, ‘Syrianos’
RE 1V (1932) col. 1732.

627Walz,IV,4,708: molepodor mpdg GAARAOVG Baothedg kol GIMAROG ... GROPALVOPEVGOV TEPL
ooppaxiog Exatépmy yvaopog Yrepidng ypdoet pnd’ £1épw coppoyely.

628Rabe, (Herm.)30,13: 1o Tig, kot 1 iodovia Stdrov.

%In transcribing Hermogenes® text I rely on M.Heath’s terminology in his translation.
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First of all Syrianus makes it clear®*

that the first case can only be fictitious
and the second is also very rare. Moreover, even a completely unknown person can
be circumscribed, as examples from Demosthenes and Plato testify. There is a method
also for avoiding the seeming equality, one needs to find only the tiniest difference

631

between the persons.””” As two classical examples, there are given the Demosthenes-

Aeschines controversy about their own alleged roles in politics and in addition the

Hyperidean reference:

‘Yrepidng 8¢ mdAwv év 1oilg dmép ®pivng,
g&oalovrog <tod>, G1L adTdg te xai EdBiog
ouAnkoteg foav 1 Gpovy - Eraipa 8E Ay
adtn, éx Ceomidyv, drapbeipovoa 1@ kKAAAEL,
kol énaxpdooco Axidr dvabéviov ‘EAAfvov

&v Aedgotg adthig eikdva, kal EXLYpoyavimy,

‘Yrepidng O€ &v 1@ Vmép Opdvng 1 Etaipag
géodloviog adtd 100, Ot wai EdBlag O
KATAYOPOS a0THg EYVe adThHvV, OOREP Xl O
covnyop@v ‘Yrepidng, edpe pixpav Stopopdy:
0V pev Onag cwlficetar €k movtOg TpOTOV

{nrety, tov 8¢ Onwg dnoléoeie.

®Opovn 'Emikdéovg Osomikn, Kpdtng 6 xdav
dnéypayev, &k thg v ‘EAAvev dkpooctog: -
Yrepidng yodv 6 patwp év 1 dReEp adTig
AoYw, edpdv Tivee diopopdv, EEEpuYE 1O
gEwodlov, enoog ov yYap OSpowdv éomv, 1OV

HEv Omog ocwBhoeton €k mavtdg  Tpdmov

En1elv, 1OV 8¢ Ommg AmoAEoEL.

Rabe’s edition (on the left) is based on the codex Veneticus, which between the
dashes shows a clear interpolation from Athenaeus Deipn.591b. Nor is the text after
the interpolation certain, considering the repetition in order to pick up the line of
thought and the extra ascription with Hyperides’ name, 60 pfitwp. It is more probably
the work of a compiler, or rather two, since the interpolation of Athenaeus and the
adjustment of the main text are likely to have taken place in two phases, not to
mention the sudden unfamiliarity with Hyperides as an orator. The rest of the codices
of the joint commentary give the reading on the right, which is Walz’s main text. The
alterations show a possible Christian influence in interpreting the original OptiAf® as

YLYVOOK®.

%3%Rabe, (Syr.) 29-31.
Blgdv yap kol Thv Ppoyvtdiny Siapopiv edpmpev &v 1 &Ewocdlovit, pevEdpedo 1O Sokelv

101¢ abtolg 1@ dvndikg nepirinteLy .. (31).
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So it is certain that in the case of the later compilers the information about the
Hyperidean solution could not be more than part of an inherited anecdote. Syrianus,
however, seems to give a genuine reference and moreover the only one based on the

actual content of the Phryne-speech and not merely on the famous ending.

2. Hermogenes in analysing the first stasis, that is conjecture, otoxaopdg, in
which case on the basis of one clear act another is in dispute, whether it happened or
not,**? lists some methods of argumentation with general force for other ‘staseis’ as
well. Therefore the presentation of the first stasis is much longer than the others. The
closing division of argumentation (in the case of conjecture and generally) is xoivi
noldtng, common quality, whose parts are the epilogues and the second speeches.

Syrianus, in the relevant part of his commentary,*’gives a more distinctive
division of the subject and differentiates between practical and emotional epilogues.
The former can be performed with the method of &dvakepodaibotg, repeating the
arguments from the beginning one by one, or with én&vodog, starting with the last
and marching backwards. Examples are taken again from Demosthenes and Plato. In
the case of the emotional epilogue the intentions of the accuser and the defendant are
different, the latter wants to provoke pity; a fine example of its crucial and eventually
decisive importance is provided by the Hyperidean story:***

£€vBa On xal mopoywyol yovoik®dv 1€ kol moildov yphotpor xoi

oldov: moAlol yodv frtdpevol taig dikatoroyiaig, Tocodtov €v 1 10D
gAéov B1e£0dm xekiviAkool TAB0G TOlg AKPOWUEVOLS BG THV VIKAOQV
AneVEYKOGO0L: KOl TODTOV popTOplov Yrepidng év 1@ Lnep dpOvng Tiig
gtaipog AMoyw €hegivoroyiog Te mAMBeL kot Tf mepPpiger tiig €o8fitog

draochwoag £k tiig EVBlov xatnyopiag THv Avep®ROV...

2¢A man is apprehended burying a recently slain corpse in a remote place, he is charged with
homicide. On the basis of the burial, which is clear, we investigate an act that is unclear, i.e. who
committed the homicide?” Rabe, (Herm.)36,12, translated by Heath, 32.

33Rabe, (Syr.)89,10-92,4.

$3'Walz,IV,414. Repeated under the name of both Syrianus and Sopatros in Walz,V,285: od yo&p
W@ pévn h S tdv drwv aiconoer, AL fidn kol T B Tdg TV dixaotdv diavolag
EMIGTMIEVOG, 00 Yap oVtwg Tpag ExmAntier T Aeyopevoa, Saov én’ adt@dv TV oxNpeT@v
Qouvopeda. g ‘Yrepidng yopviv v Opdvnv 10 otidn elonyaye xoi ol Siwcoortoal
OLKTELPNOAVIEG ANMEYNOLOOVTO.
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‘The production of women, children and friends will be useful. Many, who
were defeated in the speeches, could arouse such emotions in the audience by
provoking pity that they were acquitted. It is proved by Hyperides’ speech for
Phryne, the mistress, who by a long piteous appeal and by tearing off her

clothes saved her from Euthias’ accusation.’

Syrianus in his analysis presumably relies on earlier detailed presentations of the
topic, as in Quintilian 6,1. The Hyperidean example, which is a story rather than a
reference to the speech, is a commonplace from earlier times. The only additions
seem to be the Platonic examples, which is not surprising from the head of the
Neoplatonic school. Syrianus, in fact, in using Hermogenes and other rhetorical
commentaries and treatises including the later neglected Minucianus, composed a
work interwoven with Neoplatonic influence, which does not adhere too closely to

Hermogenes. It is very likely that even his main source was itself a compilation.®**

2 Comments on the nepl idedv

What emerges from Syrianus’ works until now seems to point to a relatively
high familiarity with the oeuvre of Hyperides. The references, though concentrated on
a single, well known speech, unlike other festimonia, are not limited to the story. The
impression of such a lively interest is reinforced by Syrianus’ commentary on the nepi
idedv. The latter is more important, since Syrianus claims to be the first to have
written a commentary on this particular treatise: ‘Since, however, much of the
contents is not easy for everyone to understand and since up to now I have not met
with a commentary on it, I thought it necessary, my dearest child Alexander, to put
together some brief notes to the best of my ability for the more accurate reading of

the book.”%*® The Hyperidean reference is generated by Hermogenes, who rejects the

633St.Gloeckner, ‘Quaestiones Rhetoricae Historiac Artis Rhetoricae qualis fuerit acvo imperatorio
capita selecta’ Breslauer Philologische Abhandlungen VIII, 2 (Breslau, 1901) 64.
%Rabe, (Syr./d.) translated by G.A Kennedy, (Chr.Emp.) 111.
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presumably well-known Delian speech as a possible example of the first category of
oepvotng. The manner of his quotation implies that Syrianus had read it and is

quoting directly from the speech.®”’

b) Ps.Sopatros

Chronologically the first commentator on the mepl otdoewv among the
authors of the combined scholia would be Sopatros, who lived in the fourth century
A.D. However, the passages ascribed to his name in Walz’s fourth and fifth volumes
show a different stylistic character compared with the genuine works of the
author.*®*In the genuine extant work entitled Awxipeoig Zmtnpudtwv Sopatros
collected 82 difficult declamation-themes and wrote analytical introductions
according to their ‘staseis’. The emphasis is on fictitious themes, since for sterilized,
effective school-exercises the heritage of ancient rhetoricians, as had been obvious for
a long time, was not sufficient.”” Themes to cover sophisticated ‘staseis’ could not
be produced from life, but must be invented.

It is unlikely that Hermogenes had any real classical trial in his mind, when he
referred to one of the subcategories of the first ‘stasis’, the double conjecture. ‘A
complete double case arises when there are two persons and two acts which provide
grounds for judgement’ and accuse each other as in the made up case of Aeschines
contra Demosthenes. ‘Aeschines and Demosthenes, on returning from the embassy to
Philip, bring reciprocal charges of receiving bribes against each other, since the one is
found burying gold, the other is found to have composed a defence on a charge of
ambassadorial corruption.’®*°Ps.Sopatros, in commenting on this, gives other
fictitious examples as well as the one mentioned by Hermogenes and with significant

satisfaction finds a real Hyperidean example, which he almost triumphantly produces

3’Rabe (Syr.Jd.) 37,16-38,3: cf. Appendix IV.

%%Doreen Innes and Michael Winterbottom, ‘Sopatros the Rhetor. Studies in the text of the
Awiipeoig Zntnpdtwy’ ICS Bulletin Supp.48 (1988) 1. Heath is of the same opinion (2453);
Gloeckner argues for a mutilated version of the original (75).

39 According to M. Winterbottom, 6, the first attempt to make use of such fictitious cases in teaching
goes back as far as Gorgias’ Palamedes speech.

%Heath, 41.
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as a justification of the Ars Rhetorica, which he must have regarded as becoming
completely alienated from real life.

Exewg 0 Sumhodv otoxoopOov Toph Ymepidn €v 1@ AnAlakd
£xOnodpedo 8¢ T elpmuéva Onep 100 YevESBaL copEg TO Asydpevov:
&opikovto Tiveg elg Afjlov GvBpomor Alodelg mAooloL Xpuoiov E€xovieg
TOAD kot Oewplav Thig ‘EALGDOG, dmodnpodvieg €x Thig £0vtdv, 0DToL
gpavnoav &v Pnveig €kBeBAnuévol tetedevtnkdteg Tod 68 mpdypotog
nepiBontov dvrtog, EmeEPovol AfAor tolg Prvedolv altiav dg adt@v
TODTO MEMONKOTOV, Kol yYpdpoviol Thv oAV avtddv doeBeiag, ol ¢
Pnvelg RyovakTNvVIol 1€ T@ TPAYROTL Kol TPOCKOAODVIOL ANALOVG ThHY
adtny diknyv: odong O€ THg dikaoiag, Omdtepoi elowv ol 10 €pyov
nenonkOTEG, NPpdTOV ol Pnvelg tovg Andiovg 3" fv aitiav dg adTovg
apikovto: oVte yop Awévag elvor map’ adtolg odte Eumdplov, odte
GAAMY drotpifriv ovdepiav Tavtag Te AvBpdTovg dplkveloBot Tpog THY
Aﬁlov gEAleyov kol aOTol Td MOAAX €v AfAg dratpifelv: Tdv 8¢ AnAiav
anokplvopévev adtolg 01l lepelo dyopdoavieg ol dvBpmmor Siéfnoayv
elg v Prverav: S 11 olv, €pacoav ol Pnvelg, el iegpelor fixov
OVNOALEVOL, (G PUTE, TOVG TOIdOG TOVG AkOAOVBOVG 0VK HYoyov ToVG
&Eovrtag to tepelo, AAAL map’ VUIV €v ARA® KATEALTOV, aDTOl & pdvoL
diEBnoav: mpdg 8¢ t00TOLG TPLiKOVIO otadiwy Sviwv ard Thig dafdosng
TpOg THV MOAY Thv Pnvatev tpaxeiag obong 680D, du” fig £del adtodg
nopevdijval €ml Ty dyopaciav, &vev VTodNudTev SiEfnoav: év AfAm 8¢
1@ lepd VMOdEdEPEVOL EPLETATOVV" £K TOLVUV TOVTWV £0TL YVAPLLOV OTL
napd TV dpxoiwv i TExvn kol ol otdoelg elAnupévorn eioiv:

‘You have a double conjecture in Hyperides in the Delian speech: we will
quote what was said in order to make clear the case. ,,Some Aeolians arrived at
Delos. They were rich, carried a lot of gold, and were away from their country
rhaking a tour of Greece. These men were discovered cast up on Rhenea dead.
The news was noised abroad, and the Delians accused the people of Rhenea of
the crime and indicted their city for impiety. The Rheneans, who resented the

action, brought the same charge against the Delians. When the debate to
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discover the guilty party took place, the Rheneans asked the Delians why the
men had come to them, since they had no harbours or market or anything else
worth visit. Everyone, they argued, went to Delos and they themselves often
stayed there. When the Delians answered that the men crossed to Rhenea to
buy sacred victims, the Rheneans said: If as you say, they came to buy victims,
then why did they not bring the slaves, who attended them, to take back the
victims, instead of leaving them in Delos and crossing alone? Besides, it is thirty
stadia from the landing-place to the city of Rhenea, and, although it is a rough
road along which they would have had to go to make the purchase, did they
cross with nothing on their feet, whereas in Delos, in the temple, they used to
walk about with shoes on?”*!

Well then, from these it is possible to know that the art and the staseis are

inherited from the ancients.’

Ps.Sopatros was happy to find a real example for this very rare case, even though it
was only a reference incorporated in the Hyperidean argumentation. In this case, as
with Syrianus’ first reference to the Phryne-speech, the quotation is different from
those characteristic of other branches of the commentary-literature, where the Delian
speech is equivalent to the Leto myth. He had certainly read the speech, but how this
isolated sign of interest was generated and what was its significance is another
question. Of course the Delian speech was presumably more accessible than any other
Hyperidean speech, because of Hermogenes’ decisive reference, and therefore
Ps.Sopatros could have had anyway the chance to read it. It is even possible that he
made use of a potential ‘stasis’-oriented Aypothesis - having in mind Harpocration’s
work - since such extracts are attested on papyri for Demosthenes of an early

date.®’But these possibilities were open to everyone.

®!Translated by J.O.Burtt, 565.

%?Manfred Lossau, ‘Untersuchungen zur Antiken Demosthenesexegese’ Palingenesia II (Bad
Homburg, Berlin, Ziirich, 1964) 113 and Winterbottom, 15. The hypothesis in question is for the
speech against Meidias, which was more or less the third most popular reference from the
Demosthenic corpus among later rhetoricians.
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Moreover, in continuing the collection of examples, Ps.Sopatros brings an
extra subcategory (immediately after the previous example) to the complete double
case, the Demosthenes-Aeschines theme in Hermogenes, and extends the number of
‘dramatis personae’ to three by putting Hyperides on the stage as their common
prosecutor.

totl xai €tepov €ldog dimAdv, 0 mapd TioL eV eVpntan TdV

texvik®dv, ‘Eppoyéver 8¢ odk elpntar Ov kododol Tiveg dimAodv
povopepf: év @ 800 pEv mpdypatd glol kol TPOCWRK KPLVOUEVL, €V 8€ TO
xkotnyopodv: olov Aloyivng kol AnpooBévng éx tfig katd PiAimmov
¢navikovieg mpeoPeiog, O pev yxpuvoiov ebpetor xotopOTTwV, O 88
noponpeoPeiog dmoloyiov  yphowv kol  Yrepldng  &peotépwv
xotfyopog.”®

‘There is another class of double conjectures, which is indicated in some
theoreticians, but Hermogenes does not speak about; some call it a double,
one-sided case, in which on the one hand there are two acts and two persons to
be tried, on the other one prosecutor. Such as: Aeschines and Demosthenes

after having returned from the embassy to Philip, the former is caught burying

gold, the latter writing an apology and Hyperides is the prosecutor of both.’

Another variant exists for a formal double conjecture in the historical Sopatros, when
gold is stolen from the Acropolis, and the rest is more or less the same, but there is
not any trace of the type presented in Ps.Sopatros, not to mention Hyperides’
involvement.*“The extension into the one-sided double conjecture is only attested in

the Ps.Sopatros commentaries and in an anonymous one.***The tradition represented

*°Walz,1V,446.

44Walz, VII,204. In Rabe, (Herm.) 56,5-8 there are only two anonymous orators: cf. Heath, 94.

645 Anonymous, scholia to Herm. Staseis, Walz,VII,353-54: edpnron 8& & xaAODREVOG POVOPEPTS
(ctoxoaopdg), Stav &0 pev Exn todg gedyoviag, Eva & TOV kathyopov, olov Aioxivig xal
AnpoBévng fikovieg Gmd 1hig mopd tov dilutmov mpeofeiog, ebpmrar 6 pEv xpusiov
katopTTOV, O 88 mopompecPeicg GmoAoyiov yeypopdg, kol xpiver odtodg Yrmepidng
npodooiog; and again in a more detailed form in 359-60. Ps.Sopatros uses the same hypothesis for
highlighting the difference between nopaypagn - exception based on law, which rejects the case in
principle - and mopoypogukév - procedural exception, which rejects the primary case on
circumstantial grounds; Walz,IV,317; dwapéper 8¢ 10 mopoypopikOv ThHg mopoypapfig, Mg Kol
od1Og &pel, e, T TNV HEV moapaypopv Grd vopov v ioxdv Exovoov v edBvdikicy
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mainly by Ps.Sopatros seems to indicate a certain line of school-oriented interest in

the character of a fictitious Hyperides,®*

which might have been generated by a
closer familiarity with late Hellenistic biographical literature. The picture of a bitter
enemy of Demosthenes based on the Harpalus affair had a far-reaching tradition. A
further indication of such an influence is given in Ps.Sopatros’ prolegomenon, where
the author - according to the rules of the genre - gives a brief summary of the history
of eloquence:*"’It is noteworthy that the evidence for a Hyperidean interest, which
appears in Ps.Sopatros’ introduction, is again isolated among representatives of the
same genre. In the very limited space of a short history of eloquence it is significant
that while Demosthenes ‘simply’ dies, Hyperides’ dramatic execution becomes the
focus of interest, and is used as a kind of metaphor of extinguished eloquence.
“Hkpooe 8¢ xo®’ OmepBoAnv év 1fi Snpoyoylg kotd  TOV
AnpooBEévovg Koupov N pntopikh, Hetd 8¢ Todta €mt THg 'AVILRATPOL
Baoidelag, mMviko ‘Yrmepidng pev E£yAwocotopndn, Anpoofivng Ot
anéBovev: €vevakovior 8¢ xal Okxtd Afyovtor €xdoBfivon €€ *ABnvdv
pNTopeg: MapToAAOL 8¢ Gmd mhong Thg ‘EAALGSOG.
‘Eloquence flourished extremely in politics at the time of Demosthenes and
thereafter when Antipater was reigning, when Hyperides’ tongue was cut off

and Demosthenes died. Ninety-eight orators are said to have been handed over

and a lot from all over Hellas.’

ExBAALELY TO pEVIOL TOpoYpapikOV €k TV REpiotatik®v AapBdveror .. €ni 6 oD
{ntipatog to0toL YMpav EEer olov Aloxivng xoi AnpooBévng éx thg mopd Oihinmov
émavikovieg moponpeoPeiog, evpnton O pev ypvoiov xatophTTmv, 6 8f mapampeoPeiog
anoloyiov ypdopwy, kol Yrepidng aupotépwy xatnyopel: Evtodba yop Sidpopog odoo TV
npochnwv | mowdtng xdpov Exer Aéyewv, 6m idig OEAm kpivecBar woi pn petéyewv Tig
£xelvov mowdtntog - so, the actual case belongs to the category of exception; see further
Ps.Sopatros, Walz, V,124; 141.

Further example of Hyperides as a historical character appropriate for declamation: Walz,V,55,
where he is accused of treason. Only the names of Hyperides, Pericles and Demosthenes are
changed but the theme is the same, namely for one of the most prominent fighters for Athenian
freedom the enemy erects a statue: cf. RKohl, ‘De scholasticarum declamationum argumentis ex
historia petitis’ Rhetorische Studien 4 (Padeborn 1915) 64-5. Another Hyperides-related theme
again in Ps.Sopatros is n0.255 in Kohl.

*"Walz, V8.
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The sources of Ps.Sopatros’ commentaries and so the background of his Hyperidean
interest are obscure; Gloeckner tries to identify one of his main sources with
Porphyry’s commentary on Minucianus’ ars.***The history and origin of the one
sided, double conjecture could shed some light on this question. And indeed in 71,15-
17 Hermogenes expresses his doubts on multiplying a counterplea into other different
subcategories, which can be understood as a general standpoint for other classes as
well. Some evidence on the other hand indicates that a more detailed system was
favoured by Minucianus; the paradoxical conjecture was certainly analyzed by him
and rejected by the historical Sopatros.**Moreover, Syrianus, who also shows
genuine familiarity with the Hyperidean corpus, can also be linked to a very limited
extent to this other tradition of ‘staseis’-systems.®’Minucianus, attacked by
Hermogenes for lack of structure and perspicuity in his work, represents a more
liberal concept of rhetorical teaching, which is more closely linked to Hermagoras and

so to the Hellenistic/Rhodian rhetorical tradition.

Marcellinus

About the third commentator, Marcellinus, we know practically
nothing *'The character of the commentary attributed to his name has much in
common with the two mentioned above with regard to its Neoplatonic inspiration.
What remained from its single Hyperidean reference - because of the mutilation of a
compiler or the unfamiliarity of the author - is only an obscure hint. In the passage
Marcellinus speaks about the epilogue, and the functions ascribed to it by Aristotle.**
One of the four aims is to make the audience remember what had been said:

MopkeAdivov: Aldipopol 8¢ ol TV AVaKEPUAOLWCE®MV PLEBOdOL TapaL

tolg &pyoiolg kol yop 1 &md 100 mAdopatog kéxpnvior, o Yrepidng:

*®In fact many passages in prolegomenon refer to Porphyry: cf. Gloeckner, 76.

$°Walz,I1V,472,6 - 473,10, and 78,6-20: cf. Heath, 101.

%%0n the fact of differencies between Hermagoras® lost ‘staseis’ system and the extant ‘ars’ of
Hermogenes, see Matthes, (Hermag.) 104,

$1Cf. Kennedy (Chr.Emp.) 112-5, and O.Schissel, ‘Minucianus’ RE XIV (1930) cols. 1487-88.
$52Walz,1V,425.
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BovAdpevog yip T AgxBévia AvokepaAloidoooBor €V MAKCHOTL
slonyayeyv ..

‘There are different ways of summarising in the ancients. They have
employed fiction, like Hyperides, when he wanted to summarise what had been

said he did it in a fictitious way.’

The actual speech, which the author probably had in mind, is the speech against
Demades, and the place is an unfortunate echo of Apsines’ reference to Hyperides
unusual method of recapitulation, namely the introducing of a fictitious (mAd&opicr)

decree.

Further anonymous commentaries include a similar treatment of the emotional
epilogue. The two references follow the pattern of presentation in Syrianus, with

. 65
some dramatic changes.®”®

$3Walz,VII,335: 10v yodv ‘Yrepidnv gooiv odtw 1ov dngp Opdvng vikfioor Adyov, dg yop
fttdto, enoiv eionyaye v €totpav &nl tvog EAEElvod oXNMPOTog, TOUOUEVRV T OTHET
YORVE, Kol TOV xLthva repippitocay, kol ol Sucastai npog olktov iddvieg dneynpicavio ..
and again in the very same commentary 338: xoi todtov poapropov Yaepidng &v 1@ Omép
Ddphvng Thg Etaipag AoY® Edesivoroyiag T& TANOEL kol th mepippnter 1fig 06fitog Srachcog
£x 1fig E0BOvoL katnyoplog v AvBpmrov.
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Anonymous commentary to the nepi ebpéceng

Hermogenes after having written his most important treatise on the division of
‘staseis’, in the third book of the nepl €0péoewg wants to introduce the students of
rhetoric to how to use and build up a heading which is relevant to a previously

654

identified ‘stasis’ of a case. Naturally one heading can be used in different staseis.””"In

53¢the events on which the case

analysing the heading of ta an’ &pyfig dxpt T€A0VG,
is based are subjected to step-by-step analysis and/or amplification’,***Hermogenes
admits the difficulty in refuting a practical ‘stasis’ (i.e. the case is built upon a fact,
concerning the future), using the heading in question.**’He promises, however, to
give a solid method to use, but obviously the problem is so artificial and rare that he
cannot provide his explanation with a proper example as he did in previous cases.

Here comes the anonymous commentator:

Gvev 3¢ mapoadelypatog Belg dohpelay T® AOY® REMOINKEV: T OE
nopodeilypote copesTépay ROLET TV TEXVNY. £0T0 0DV Tapdderypo 10D
TPOKEWWEVOL TPoBANUHOTOog TO8e: MOAADV Toiepiov T Thv ’Adnvainv
TOAEL ETOKNYAVIOV KOl CVHQOPDV TPOKEWUEVOV 0V HIKPDV, EYpPOQEV
‘Yrepeidng, 1oVg dtipovg émitipovg elvat, kol ypaoetor  ToDTOV
nopovopiog *Apiotoyeitwv. vtadBo M pev {HTnoig £€oTt MpAyHLOTIKT,
nept yap 100 péAdovtog €xel Ty dpgiofatnoly, el xpn dixatov 10 mopd
100 Yrepidov deEacOon yhgiopa: AL’ (dopev kal TOv 100 TeXVIK0D, €l
oVtwg Exel, OKOTOV: PNot Yop, £av PV 10 Tpdypo mop’ AUV €in YEYOVOG,
Kol Ond 1dv €x0pdv eig tnv Nuetépav BAGBNY eloaydpevov, oVTwg adTd
Avoopev, {ntodvieg 1AV AVIIOETIKOV OTACEMV TO AVCLTEAODVTO TV
6NnoopeV, AOTEP TOLOVUEV £V TH AVTIANYEL Topd HEV Yap 10D Yrepidov
10 YNQLoHo YEYOVOG, VMO 8¢ 10D ’ApLoTtoyELTOVOg KOTIYOPOUUEVOV MG

napivopov, dikatov Yrepidng 10 ynewopa detéon mepodpevog {ntioet

5%Rabe, (Herm.)132.

Rabe, (Herm.) 154-62.

$Heath, 259.

Rabe, (Herm.) 161; obviously every heading is either invented by us and needs constructive
reasoning or brought against us and needs refutation: cf. Rabe, (Herm.)132.
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OV dvtototik®dv othoemv T Avortedodvia, Tyouv TV AVILOTHOLY,
kol kot éxelvnv pekethoel Abyov, @g¢ Onep 100 koivii AvoiteAoDvTog
10010 memoinko, ivo €186teg ol &TioL évriubug a0ToVG YEYOVOTOG
KOTATOAAOWOL Tpokivduvedoar Thg ToAemg.S™

‘since he did not give any example he made the explanation unclear.
Examples, however, make the art more understandable. Let the following
example of the problem before us suffice: when many enemies had fallen upon
the Athenians and no few calamities were expected, Hyperides proposed that
those, who do not have citizen rights, should be granted them, and Aristogeiton
accuses him of unlawful proposal. Here the inquiry is practical, because the
dispute is concerned with the future, whether Hyperides’ proposal has to be
accepted as just: but let’s see also whether the master’s consideration is the
same, since he says: ,,if the thing was done by us and is brought up by the
enemy against us, we can refute the charge in the following way: we have to
search for what is profitable for us from the ‘stasis’ based on counterposition
and use it, as we do in case of counterplea.” Since the proposal was made by
Hyperides and Aristogeiton happened to be the one who claimed it as unlawful,
in trying to prove that the proposal was right, Hyperides will look for the
profitable from the ‘stasis’ based on counterposition, or rather for
counterposition itself, and by means of that will proceed, saying ‘I acted in the
pﬁblic interest in order that those who do not have citizen rights should know

that they have them, and so would willingly fight for the country.’

Hyperides’ defence presented in the commentary is built on a solid use of some
headings of counterposition, that is justification of the act by referring to extreme
circumstances and innocent intention. On the other hand Hermogenes’ short
references to key sentences, which would form the basis of an eventual defence
closely resemble the same rhetorical basis of Hyperides’ alleged historical defence: ‘It

was not me, but the weapons of Macedon’ - £éxv €k @Ooewg fj TL YEVOpEVOV KOl

658Walz, VII,781.
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31 T00T0 AEWDEV TL YEVESBOL ... ATOvThoOMEY 0DV 0VTWG 00 du° TBG Pel 10

~ > \ \ \ 3 ~ / 59
7dp GAAX 1 TV ordTod @hoty.t

Commentaries on the nepi 1dedv

Commentators on the nepi de@v apart from Syrianus include Ioh. Siceliotes,
Maximos Planudes and an anonymous compiler. All of them comment on the single
reference in Hermogenes” work, namely the Delian speech as an insufficient example
of ‘cepvotng’. Maximus Planudes, in quoting the fragment and the introductory
sentences word by word, drew on Syrianus or an intervening source; but the addition,
in which he explains why is the Hyperidean example rejected by Hermogenes, is not
attested before him.

T0 ¢ aitiov oV YOp Bewpelv TOV Aniioxov vdv Nulv 6 oxomdg 4
pévrol altio €otiv, O11 mepl t@V matpiov Tod tepod droadapBaver kal tfig
YevECEWG TAV Bedv' T& 8¢ Tolodtar dBpomonaddg Epntat Tolg Tahool,
@¢ t® ‘Howddw 7 Beoyovia: Avaykdodn odv 6 Yrepidng th VAn 1dv
TpayLdtwv yxpnoochot, kol mapoffivor Thv Té€xviv Sk Thv VAnv Tfg
YroBéceme, kol 6 Aloyivov Anhiakdc dpoiog Exet kol i voBedeTort. 5

‘the reason (why we do not explain) is that our aim is not to deal with the
Delian speech; nevertheless, the reason (why the speech does not belong to the
category of oepvotng) is that (Hyperides) is concerned with the ancient story
of the temple and the birth of the gods; and these are spoken of with human
feelings by the ancients, as by Hesiod in the Theogony. Thus Hyperides was
forced to use the available material and to step over the limits of the art because
of the subject of the speech. Moreover, Aeschines’ Delian speech is similar,

though it is considered to be spurious.’

6Rabe, (Herm.)162.
0wWalz,V,481.

211



The passage seems to mirror a certain knowledge about the content of the speech,
which could not be invented on the basis of extant commentaries. Considering,
however, Planudes’ general method of writing, it can be hardly credited to him.

Ioh. Siceliotes, who was a teacher of rhetoric in Constantinople in the
eleventh century reveals a limited originality in handling the subject, he is even less
indebted to Syrianus’ account. A confusion with regard to Hyperides’ audience is
revealing;

Planudes: BovAopevog yop éxelvog &€ dpyaiov Siceliotes: PovAdjevog A8nvatolg det&on, g

detéan 10lg  AfGnvotog T €v AfAe iepd T &v Afhe iepd mpoonker adtolg, xoi

TPOCTKOVICL. anopdv yvnotog YEVECE®WG .. 0D pRv O
8eordyog obmg. ™!

Probably because of a rather negligent copying of an intermediate source (between

Syrianus and Planudes) the delivery of the speech was transplanted from Delos to

Athens.

In a further branch of the Byzantine commentaries, there is a Parisian
manuscript of an anonymous work. As in Chinese whispers, the mysterious message
about a Delian speech coming from somewhere does not make sense. In interpreting
the words of Ioh. Siceliotes, the author assumes that Hyperides wanted to produce
the complete (presumably the well-known) account of the myth, but he failed and was
content to start with the Delian events: kol pmn dvvnBeig Bgodoyficar 10D pddov

amipEoto Tod mepl THY ANtod yeyevnuévov &v Tf Afhe.*

%lWalz,V1,210-1.

%2Walz, VII,956. If someone does not know the speech it is difficult to understand from the words of
Siceliotes that there was not any genesis related to Athens and everything must have been invented
by Hyperides. The anonymous, however, was not the last in the line. The dense text of his
compilation has tricked the sharp eyes of Fr.Blass, who in the transgression to a Christian example
of Gregory of Nazianzus: od pnv 8eoldyog obtag, GAL Eyxdpov Yphowv 6e0d &E
oporoyovpévav paypdtmv fip€ato, dvaloyodviwv 1@ yéver, Aéywv, Bedg LEv Tiv del kol T
£€fig.. the word ‘BeoAOyog’ interpreted as an attributum praedicativum and accepted the quotation
as a Hyperidean fragment (no.70). His mistake was castigated by Karl Fuhr, ‘Zu Hyperides’ RAM 41
(1886) 307.
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Prolegomena

Parallel to the composition of commentaries on the canonized works of
Hermogenes and Aphthonius, a specific genre was born to introduce these
compilations to the readers, especially to students of rhetoric.*® Lecturers with
philosophical motivation usually attached a prolegomenon to their work in which,
alorig with other considerations, they attempted to find a definition of rhetoric, to
give a brief history of eloquence etc. A massive collection of 33 such prolegomena is
collected and edited by Hugo Rabe ®*In the extensive, philosophical version of
prolegomena there are ten questions to be addressed:***The first four are about the
origins of rhetoric and its history, in which a specific question occurs about the
Athenian period, where we could expect Hyperidean references. After a definition,
the sixth deals with the forms of rhetoric. Then: how many types of rhetoric are there
and what are they (the third is dialectic, mainly modeled by fourth century orators),
then kinds of delivery, kinds of constitution, and finally in which ways rhetoric should
be taught.

The interest in Hyperides attested by these prolegomena is very limited.5*
The only two points of considerable attention are again represented by a very vague

reference to the Delian speech®’

and a more detailed account of the Phryne story.
This latter is also entirely separated from the speech itself and is reused in an
interesting way for supporting different definitions of rhetoric. It plays the role of a

mere anecdote and Hyperides’ authorship is at the end of the day of no significance.

%3As is the case with the commentaries and other compilations, though a high percentage of the
prolegomena date from Byzantine period, the material in them is mainly inherited from the
blossoming time of the genre, that is the fifth and sixth centuries: cf. Kennedy (Chr.Emp.) 117.
%*Hugo Rabe, Prolegomenon Sylloge (Leipzig, 1931). Rabe pointed out that there are two major
types of prolegomena; one of them follows a pattern known from Arist. An.Post. 2,1,89b23 and
raises four questions. does rhetoric exists? what is its definition? what are its qualities? what is its
end and utility? Cf. Kennedy (Chr.Emp.) 117.

5Rabe, (Prol.) 18.

%%In number of references after Demosthenes comes Aeschines, Isocrates, Lysias, Hyperides,
Lycurgus (because of a unique reference where he and Demosthenes are presented as the main
characters of political oratory Rabe, (Prol.) 38), Dinarchus, Demades, Andocides.

567Walz,VI1,26, Rabe, (Prol.) 214.
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In an anonymous prolegomenon,*®the author adopts the Platonic view that
the persuasive force of rhetoric (irrespective now of whether it is an art or not) is
distinctively manifested in verbal communication du&x Adywv.**This restriction is
significant, since there are other different ways also open to persuasion, for which the
author produces a Homeric example, where the beauty of Helena plays the decisive
role and then he cites the Phryne story.

[IGAv | dpOVN mepl doePelag £xpiveTto, kol YTepidng moAAd Afywv
ovk £dvvnon zmeloon Opdoa YoOv adtn Tag EARIBOG AREPPLUPEVOS, Kol
kwvdvvedovoa, doppnopévn OV XLTOvViokov, oVTMG EREWCE  TOVG
dikaotag €vdodvar, dote dux BEag yevéoBat. IIaAlv Midtiddng mepl
npodooiog kpivopevog, o0dEV eimmv 10 mkBog Vmederke, wol fpxeoev
Aavti pntopeiog 1 B€a.

‘and again, Phryne was put on trial for impiety and though Hyperides
spoke a lot he could not persuade (the jury), so when she realized that her
hopes were gone and she was in real trouble, she tore her blouse apart and so
convinced the jurymen to give in, so (the persuasion) happened thanks to the
spectacle. Again, when Miltiades was charged with treason he did not say
anything, only revealed his wounds and the sight, instead of speech, was

sufficient.’

Notable is the author’s lively description and the emphasis on Phryne’s own activity,
the impact of beauty instead of a miserable view.

The very same story with a very different flavour is mentioned by the famous
orthodox rhetorician in the fourth century, Athanasius of Alexandria. In the
prolegomenon he adheres to an Aristotelian definition.®”Aristotle put the emphasis

partly on the possibility - 10 £vdeydpevov - of a result of persuasive means, since the

S%8Rabe, (Prol.) No.13; 183-228; Walz, VIL7.

89%piLetan 8¢ v pnropuciv MAdtwv kol &v 1@ Topyig mew@ode Smuovpydv dux Adyav v
advtolg 1olg Adyolg 10 kdpog Exovoayv nelctikiig, ob dibackaAikfig ... PL.Gorg. 453A; Cf. Rabe,
(Prol.) 190.

Rabe, (Prol.) no.12; 172: dbvoyug 1exvikn 100 mepl Exactov Evdexopévov mbovod - ‘Let
rhetoric be [defined as] an ability, in each [particular} case, to see the available means of
[persuasion}]’, tr. by G.A.Kennedy.
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ultimate key of mei8d lay with the audience. But still an orator, being different from
a layman, who counts on sheer luck, must do his job and consciously, i.e. using the
ars, build up every part of the speech in order to achieve his final aim:
kol Yrepidng odk €melocev VIEP PpLVNG, EmG QDT TAOV EAEELVDV
pHooTdV pépn Topadei&ooa EneloE.
‘nor could Hyperides persuade (the jury) on behalf of Phryne until she did
persuade (them) by showing parts of her pity-provoking breasts.’

The difference between the two is not only visible in the choreography of Phryne’s
behaviour but also between a silent disregard and an acquittal of Hyperides failing
with his rhetorical skills.

What remained from all this for a late student of Byzantine rhetoric, who
could have used the prolegomenon of Maximos Planudes, is more or less only the key
point of Phryne’s action. Planudes in recapitulating and refusing the different
definitions offered by earlier rhetoricians, simply rejects the incomplete Platonic one
by referring to extra-verbal examples of persuasion, to the very same, which were
referred to by the Anonymous, in support of a complete definition.®”'He clearly drew

on the Anonymous or a common source, but recklessly distorted the text.

Apart from the reference in Ps.Sopatros’ prolegomenon above, in the specific
subject of Athenian eloquence among the usual themes of the genre, Hyperides’ name
is presented in a neutral manner as one of the ten.”? Signs of confusion are present in
a spurious compilation, where history and the main types of style are jointly

presented.®”

TAdtov piv yap elnev adeiv meldodg Snpovpydv. odk &rodertdg 8¢ olitog & Spog kad Yo

kol xdALog neiBeL, domep v ‘EAEvny .. xai Opdvn 8¢ doePeiag kpivopévn Srappitaca oV
xLtwvickov obtag Emelce tovg dikaotdg Evdodvor. ... Rabe, (Prol.) no.7; 64.

?Marcellinus’ prolegomenon Rabe, (Prol.) 273, and the same in an anonymous Rabe, (Prol.) no.
28; 4-43.

71t is difficult to find the origin of a characterisation, where Demosthenes, Hyperides, Dinarchus,
Lycurgus are introduced as the representatives of middle style, and Aeschines, Isocrates, Lysias and
Andocides, Isaeus as those of plain style: Walz, VIL,26.
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Gregory of Corinth on the nepi e8630v deitvotnrog

The last part of the Corpus Hermogenianum wepi j1£6630v deLvotntog - ‘on

**"was less favoured by commentators. The only complete

method of forcefulness
commentary in a shorter and a longer redaction survives from Gregory of Corinth,
who was member of the faculty of the Patriarchal School at Constantinople and later
became metropolitan of Corinth in the twelfth century A.D.®”*On the basis of the two
redactions Th. Gerber was able to identify the majority of places where Gregory relies
on earlier sources.®”®It seems that the material was enriched in two phases, once by
marginal comments from the hand of the author and later the whole was revised by a
student.®"Different sources are in the background and among them long forgotten
commentaries.

The major amplification is due to earlier scholia which - revealing their origin
- appear in the margin of codex Parisinus 2977 and 1983, and which were inserted
into the commentary of Gregory.*’*The date and origin of the scholia cannot be
identified. Among them is one of the three Hyperidean references. In chapter two
Hermogenes makes it clear that any difficulty in understanding a prose text can only
occur in three forms: Either the expression may be foreign, or technical, or idiomatic.
The example for the latter is mopmevewv in a meaning of abuse with ribald jests,
because the Athenians used to do so in processions.’”” The scholiast did not have
much to add. He probably looked up the expression in a Harpocration-like lexicon
and recorded what he had read. Even irrespective of Hermogenes’ genuine reference

to Demosthenes, he accused the master of having done more or less the same. 5%

“Rabe, (Herm.)417-56.

7*Kennedy, (Chr.Emp.) 315.

"5Th.Gerber, Quae in Commentariis a Gregorio Corinthio in Hermogenem Scriptis vetustiorum
commentariorum vestigia deprehendi possint (Diss. Kiel, 1891).

5""Gerber, 7.

®Gerber, 11; some of them were even taken into Maximus Planudes from the margin of the same
codex.

7°Rabe, (Herm.)415.

$0Walz, VII, 1118, 24-27.
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. TV mopmeioy adtog O TEXVIKOG MPUNVEVLOE, kol pdAo coeds
eidnmron 8¢ ovT® 1O TowOVde Ovopa &md Tdhv AdYov Avoilov kol
‘Yrepidov kol Aetvéipyov, ToAd yap mop’ adtoig 10 Svopa’®
- ‘... The master (Hermogenes) himself explained the meaning of procession
and indeed very clearly; this unique expression was taken by him from the
speeches of Lysias, Hyperides and Dinarchus, since the expression occurs many

times in their works.’

The second and third Hyperidean references are indebted to a commentary
called P. by Gerber, whose author was an educated man knowing the Bible well and
influential, old treatises on the subject, such as Demetrius’ and Apsines’.**’Gregory in
providing an explanation for €énev@0OpunoLg, insertion of corroborative argument as a
form of redundancy in thought, makes it clear that the addition of a further argument
introduced by ‘and also’, xai, has to be distinguished from the formally identical
‘parallel example’.®*® After a proof from the De Corona comes the additional
Hyperidean reference, which is probably taken from Apsines, like the surrounding
passages:

mopddetypo  yap £ott 10 mpodg Opoimoiv  1od  {nrovpévou

TPAAOUBOVOLEVOV ... Koi YTEPELdNG €V 1) KT AVTOKAEOVG LNV, BTL
t00tov énl AOyoig del xoAdoat, tiBnowv Spowov, 01t kol Toxpdtnv ol
npdyovol U@V £t Adyoirg éxdAalov

‘because example is something which is used in order to parallel the thing

in question ... Hyperides also, when he says in the speech against Autocles, that

he must be punished for what he said, draws a parallel: OQur forefathers have

punished Socrates also because of words’.

! The beginning clearly indicates that it was inserted into the text.
*2Gerber, 13.
#3Walz, VII,1148,7 sqq.
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In the commentary to the chapter on recapitulation the reference to the

Hyperidean Ethopoia is clearly a deteriorated version of Apsines’ text.®**

Collections of cynuara

Hermogenes himself regarded as a very important and distinctive component
of each particular idea of style the figures of thought and actual style, oymnuoto
dwaxvolog and oxnpata Aé€emg. His system of differentiating and introducing the
characteristics of different stylistic ideas is built upon the analysis of the usage or
negligence of figures in a speech. Though he was aware of the very existence and
importance of rhetorical figures, he did not devote an entire work to collecting and
introducing them one by one, since he could rely on an old tradition in this field. Most
of all this tradition is represented by the lost work of Caecilius, entitled mepi
oxnuatov, which, being a basic collection designed for school-practice, became a
very influential source, which many later theoreticians drew on, suppressing or
confessing their actual source.

The whole theoretical foundation of this particular genre of rhetoric -
systematising and analysing figures - is bound to the famous controversy of
Apollodoreans and Theodoreans, which is attested in Quint.9,1,10, who also refers to

Caecilius as the main authority.*®®

%‘Rabe, (Herm.)427-8 and Walz, VII,1226.

%5Est non mediocris inter auctores dissensio, et quae vis nominis eius et quot genera et quae quam
multae sint species. Quare primum intuendum est, quid accipere debeamus figuram. nam duobus
modis dicitur: uno qualiscumque forma sententiae, sicut in corporibus, quibus, quoquo modo sunt
composita, utique habitus est aliquis: altero, quo proprie schema dicitur, in sensu vel sermone aliqua
a vulgari et simplici specie cum ratione mutatio .. .... quare illo intellectu priore et communi nihil
non figuratum est. quo si contenti sumus, non inmerito Apollodorus, si tradenti Caecilio credimus,
incomprehensibilia partis huius praecepta existimavit,

So, the followers of Apollodorus denied the possibility of such a rhetorical ‘subdiscipline’ and the
Theodoreans quite the opposite: cf. M. Schanz, ‘Die Apolllodoreer und die Theodoreer’ Hermes 25
(1890) 36 sqq. Though Morawski’s article (K.Morawski, ‘De Dionysii et Caecilii studiis rhetoricis’
RhM 34 (1879) 370 sqq) is far from being convincing, since he equates the rhetorical theories of the
Apollodoreans and Theodoreans (cf. Schanz, 49) he is certainly right that Alexander Numeniu, the
first author, whose work on the subject is extant, in accepting the Theodorean standpoint presumably
follows the Dionysius-Caecilius line.
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As I have argued in a previous chapter, Caecilius had even surpassed his
contemporary’s, Dionysius’, special attitude towards the Hyperidean corpus. All this
from a negative point of view. Nevertheless, in putting Hyperides on the margin of
recommended ancient authors for school-practice, Caecilius extracted everything
which seemed to be useful for his demonstrative purposes even from this corpus. It is
therefore not a contradiction that he should quote quite a few examples from

Hyperides’ speeches in order to fill up his collection of figures with the best material.

The group of rhetoricians, who tried to refresh this very important basic field
of rhetorical figures for school-purposes and used or reused in the store of examples
some Hyperidean references is the following: Alexander Numeniu, (Natalis de

Comitibus), Ps.Herodian, (Apsines).
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Alexander Numeniu

Alexander, who presumably flourished in the early second century,®
composed a work entitled mept T@v tfig divolog oxnudtev kol nept 1fig Aé€ewg
oxnp&tov, which is printed in Walz, VIIL,419-86. For long time it was regarded as
an epitome, until E. Drerup convinced modern scholars that the extant treatise cannot
be anything else than the original, complete version.®®’ The inner division of the work
shows a distinct pattern: after making clear in simple terms the difference between
oxfipo and Tpomdg - parallel to that between solecism and barbarism - and that
between oxfuote Siavoiog and oxfuorte Aéewg,’**a carefully formulated
definition of oyfjpa and its two types is presented. Nevertheless, before starting to
enumerate the 25 types of oynuata dwavoiag, the author in justifying his work
targets Apollodorean negativism in a relatively long argument about the real existence
of figures, and finally explains the advantage of using them.®®The second book is
designed to catalogue the 27 types of oyxnpato AéEewg. Short definitions and
illus}rated explanations of meplodog, k®Aov, xoppa as the most important
components of A£€Lg start the book. The work is clearly a dense but not obscure
handbook for school usage. Its effectiveness is proved by its later popularity. The list
of examples is not limited to Demosthenes, but includes other authors, and among

them in one case also Hyperides.*”

Brzoska, ‘Alexandros’ (n0.96) RE I (1894) col. 1456.

’E. Drerup, ‘Eine alte Blattversetzung bei Alexander Numeniu’ Phil. 71 (1912) 390-413. There is
an obvious misplacement of a couple of pages, perhaps a quaternio in the text of Alexander
Numeniu. The same pattern was taken over by later users. This speaks for an early misplacement in
the complete version.

688Gp.I11,9-10.

%The twvég in Alexander Numeniu 11, probably the Apollodoreans, by declaring all kinds of
speech as figured (oxfpa duavoiong) and having only one figure - that of the imitated yoyn - denied
the possibility of analysing and differentiating among any types of figures. But according to
Alexander Numeniu a speech can be figured not only because of its nature but also artificial means
(12). A speech imitating a real, natural speech - not regarded as figured - must be regarded as
figured. And so the aim of the treatise is to speak of imitative speeches and not of all kinds of
speeches (13).

*In fact apart from Demosthenes, references and examples by name are: 20/Homer, 19/Aeschines,
4/Isocrates, 1/Hyperides, 1/Menander, 2/Sophocles, 4/Euripides, 1/Herodotus, 7/Thucydides,
3/Xenophon.
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The particular figure belongs to the group of figures of thought, diaxcvpyéds,

disparagement:

Iepl dracvppod: Ataovppog 8’ €otiv €neldav Aeyopev G&loniotwg
dwoobpovteg, ¢ Yrepeildng €mi AnpooBévovg kol ocvkKoQOVIELG TV
BovAny, TpokANCELS TPoTIBELG Kol Epwtdv £v Tolg TPOKANCESLY, - ROBEV
£AaBeg 10 gpvoiov, kol tig fv oot 6 dovg, kai ndg; - teAevtaiov 8’ iowg
épwtnoelg kol el &xpnoo 1@ xpucio domep tpamefitikdv Adyov mopd
thig BovAfig dmoutdv: - kol 6 adtdg émi tfig Opdvng - tig Yap €oTv
aitioe adtn, el Taviare OnEp Thig kePaAfig AtBog KpEpLato.

‘On disparagement: disparagement occurs whenever we speak in a
believable disparaging manner, as Hyperides does against Demosthenes: ,,and
you malign the Areopagus and publish challenges, in which you ask how you
came by the gold, who gave it to you, and how. Perhaps you will end by asking
what you used it for after you obtained it, as though you were demanding a
banker’s statement from the Areopagus”;®”' and again in defence of Phryne:
,what actually is this accusation, if there is a stone hanging above Tantalus’
head?”’

There follow two more examples, both from the ‘De Corona’ trial, one from

Aeschines and another from Demosthenes.

Alexander in the introduction of his work reveals that he is going to take over
everything that he can from his predecessors. But only in one case does he mention
one of his sources: T0d10 10 oyt 6 pev Kaikidiog maAtAdoyiov koAel, £viot

692

o8¢ avadimiwoiy, ol 8¢ émovaAnyiv.”” How far he is relying on Caecilius and

whether the particular Hyperidean quotation is simply inherited or can be regarded as

1 Adapted translation of J.O.Burtt.

28p.111,29,5: cf. Theodor Schwab, ‘Alexander Numeniu. ,mept oxnpétov” in seinem Verhiltniss
zu Kaikilios, Tiberios und seinen spiteren Benutzern’ Rhetorische Studien 5 (Padeborn, 1916) 4; the
monograph is of the greatest importance in searching for the origin of the Hyperidean quotations. In
doing so I follow in many points Schwab’s argumentation.
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a new invention, is not possible to establish.*However with the help of an external,
third sources some light can be shed on this question.

The source, which also belongs to this narrow circle of rhetorical writings on
figures, is the work of a Tiberius entitled mept Anjroc@évovg oxmpdrov.” Tiberius
presumably lived in the third century A.D. and was not afraid to confess that the
handbook, which he was using in composing his work, was Apsines’ nepl
oxnétov. And this must have happened to such an extent that he felt obliged to
mention it whenever he incorporated different material. Luckily this has happened in
the particular case of the figures Statdnwoic®™ and Stacvppdg: 10 8¢ drocvppod
oxfito mopfikev *Ayivng, Kaikidiog 8¢ adto gvédmie,which with some others
were clearly attached to the end of the collection as a kind of addition not to be found
in Apsines.

Tiberius’ explanation is more definition-like than that of Alexander, who
simply transcribes the idea with the same words. The examples are remarkably limited
to two from the Demosthenic ‘De corona’,’of which the latter one is identical with
the one quoted in the last place in Alexander. Schwab in comparing the original with
the two quotations concludes that the level of corruption in Alexander does not
support the assumption of an immediate usage of Caecilius by Alexander in this
particular case. Being a definite user of Caecilius’ text, Tiberius presents a much

698

better reading.” The absence of the other examples from the Tiberius/Caecilius

version also would speak for new illustrations invented by Alexander in the case of

9F Solmsen, ‘Tiberius’ RE VI (1937) col. 805.

$9*Walz, VII1,520-77, and Sp.III,59-82.

v 88 Swotdmwoy mapfikev *Ayivng, Koucidog 88 £0mrev &v 10lg Tig dwvolog oxfpaoy,
fig. 43, Walz, VIII,571, which is placed after figures of style (A£€tg) but presumably only because of
its different origin.

%Fig.44; Walz, VIIL,572.

%"This is hardly surprising since Tiberius’ confessed aim is to focus merely on Demosthenic figures.
Nevertheless, there are two examples from Aeschines, 1/Isocrates, 5/Homer, 2/Herodotus,
5/Thucydides, 2/Plato, 1/Sophocles, 2/Euripides, 1/Eupolis. On the other hand there is an obvious
correlation between passages taken over from Caecilius and the variety of examples. In the case of
figs. no.45,46,48, Demosthenic references are missing. So, it is very likely that even Apsines,
Tiberius’ main source, had mostly analysed the Demosthenic ocuvre and whenever Tiberius used
Caccilius the author was exposed to an influence carrying other, and among them many
Thucydidean examples; cf: Solmsen, (Tib.) col. 806.

*8Solmsen also questions the immediate use of Caecilius in Alexander’s text (col. 806).
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Sraovppdc. On the other hand, on the basis of further comparisons, it is also evident
that one of Alexander’s main sourcegwas Caecilius and that he extended the articles
on his own initiative. He tries to improve and change the examples, however the
explanations deteriorate.”Probably Hyperides does not fall into the circle of new
additions.

It is still not possible to judge whether the Hyperidean example formed a part
of the Caecilian tradition. To exclude this possibility on the basis of divergence in the
Demosthenic reading is not sufficient. Obviously Tiberius was more keen on the
Demosthenic examples, which could explain also the omission of Hyperidean
examples in a case where sufficient quotations were to hand from the main author.
So, extra-Demosthenic quotations in such a case - still present in Caecilius (a
secondary source compared with Apsines) - could simply be omitted. Nonetheless,
the presentation of the first Hyperidean quotation is similar to that of the great
majority of the Aeschinean examples - especially those from his ‘De corona’ - in the
school tradition. The textual connection with Demosthenes may have played a part
from the beginning in the survival and popularity in a wider sense of the Hyperidean

quotation.

Excursus on an alleged Hyperidean quotation

The gradual disappearance of the Hyperidean examples and the increase in the
Demosthenic ones could be also dramatically demonstrated by another reference in
Alexander, which was taken over and reused by four later composers of manuals. In

the case of &vtifeoic Pthere is the following arsenal of examples:

9Schwab, 19. On the other hand Tiberius’ emphasis in the preceding figure (no.43) on the point
that it was presented by Caecilus as a figure of thought speaks also for a closer connection between
Alexander - who does the same - and Caecilius.

%7t is most remarkable that Hermagoras is supposed to have dealt with this particular figure: cf.
Matthes, (Hermag.) 153. Matthes argues that although Hermagoras® ‘ars’ as a whole was replaced
and rejected by the Hermogenian tradition, examples survived and were reused as demostrative
material.
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Alexander in
Walz, VII1,477-9:
’Avtifeoig 8¢
yiveton koo
TpOTOVG
nielovag, kad’
gva pév, 6tav T
aviikeipeva
ovopota
avolopuBavopey,
g ExeL 10
To10010V,
paALov yap
Tudoy ol
nOAELG TV
adikawg
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After two identifiable Isocratean references,”” ‘the quotation underlined could
be related to Hyperides.”*Jensen, however is more cautious and does not mention it
among the fragments from the speech xotd Anuédov mopavopwv.” The speech

was delivered when Demades after Chaeronea being in favour of Philip proposed the

"lysocr. 1,38, and 8,93. In 12.2. Isocrates tells us himself that he was very fond of using every kind
of rhetorical figure and among them d&vtifecig in a certain period of his life: odx SAiywv &’
avtifécemv kai roplodoewv Kol v GAAwv idedv 1dv Ev tolg pnropeiog Stadaprovcdy ..
(Yépovtog AGYOVG ERPOYRATEVOUNY).

92Cf. Spengel’s (III) Indices.

7%Jensen Hyp.fg. XIV, 127-9.
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grant of npo&evia to Euthycrates, who was considered as an Olynthian traitor. The
passage, which refers in general terms to wpodoxkic, can easily fit into this historical
context.

On the other hand Demades was accused more concretely with the same
accusation in the Harpalus trial.”* The reference to a concrete sum of money and the
amount of it, seems to point rather to the context of the Harpalus trial. Who the
actual prosecutor was, is uncertain. Apart from Hyperides, Dinarchus - being also an
elected member of the board of prosecutors - could claim authorship, but there is no
explicit evidence.

Though in this latter historical context Demosthenes certainly falls out, in the
Tovoyoyn a speech katd Anpéidov is named in an ambiguous context.”® It could
be understood that the speech mentioned is one of Demosthenes’ - this would be the
only reference - but also as one of someone else’s, whose name has fallen out.”* On
the other hand it has to be noticed that from a phraseological point of view the
quotation is very close to Demosthenes’ De falsa legatione chapter 128.”’One could
however, say that it is merely a fopos.

The second column is an anonymous compilation, described as Parisinus 2,
pﬁﬁted and used in the apparatus of Alexander Numeniu’s text in Walz, since it has
significantly different readings in many places. Though it was regarded as an epitome
made from the original text of Alexander, Schwab’s researches revealed that the

author drew also on an intervening source, presumably an extensive compilation of

Din.1,89; 2,15.

"%Bekker An. 335 under &yewv, cf. Appenndix I1I, s.v.; Hyperides and Demosthenes are referred to
in the same context. Immediately after the Demosthenic example there follows all of a sudden: xotc
Apddov: fye 8¢ mévte pvi, in a meaning of &yewv - Exewv.

"%Blass, Att.Bered. 111,1%, 60,n.3: , Hier ist vor ,,xotd Anpéidov” sicherlich etwas ausgefallen, und
warum nicht damit der Name des Lykurgos oder Hypereides? Dass die Rede von Demosthenes sei,
ist gar nicht einmal gesagt.” On Lycurgus: cf. K.Kunst, ‘Lykurgos’ RE XXIVA (1927) col. 2457.

" About Aeschines: eiotidt’ &AMV kol oxovddv petelxe wai edxdv, &g éxi Toic AV
SUPPAX@V TV DpETEpoV TELXEOL Kol XOdpg kal OrAolg GmoAwAOoLV MOxeT é€xelvog, kol
cuvesTtePavoDTo Kol guveronmvibev GAinme kol grhotnoiog npodriLvey.

Note on the other hand that in the case of Hyperides comparative evidence is missing. A parallel in
Hyp. contra Dem. 25,12-28: xoi Anpoctiévn xoi Anpddnv &n’ odtdv tdv &v 1ff moier
ynoyudtov kol npofeviddv otpon mAeim § E€fixovia tdhavia Exdtepov eilnpévon, EEm THV
BooiAkdv kol tdv mop’ AdeEdvdpov. olg 8¢ pmte todto tkove dotv it éxelve, &AL’ fidn
En’ adtdL T copat tfig TOAEmg ddpa eldfpaot, adg odx &&ov TovTovg koMaleEly Eotiy;
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figure-theories - including those of Tiberius, Phoibammon, Ps.Herodian - and took
over examples and from time to time used the Alexandrian text.”® Tt is transformed
and edited according to school demands. One of the most striking phenomena is that
the author in leaving aside ancient examples replaces them by some from Gregory of
Nazianzus.”” Because of this tendency, in the case of Sixovpuodg the Hyperidean
example vanished and only one Aeschinean example represents ancient authors apart
from Christian references.

On the basis of conclusions emerging from other comparisons, Schwab could
specify the relation of the five treatises in the case of &vtiBeoig. Ps.Herodian’s
version is much closer to that of Par.2 also in the formulation of the beginning
definition. He has the two examples which are only present in Par.2. and missing from
Alexander, then the example about the cities, which is, however, in Ps.Herodian
further quoted with a transgression of xai kot Sie€odov. After that it follows
precisely the text of Par.2. On the other hand the last example to be found in both
Alexander and that in Par.2 is missing from Ps.Herodian. Alexander and Ps.Herodian
must have used the same source perhaps indirectly. Alexander dismissed the
subdivision kot d1€£odov and so simplified his teachings. And similarly he did not
need the explanation for the second main type in his new system because he simply
explains the figure as a contraposition of nouns and verbs. The version of Par.2 is a
compilation of Alexander and Ps.Herodian.

Regarding the similarities between the later user of the material,
Ps.Zonaios,”'® Anonymous and the Par.2, the misspelling of the Isocratean example in
both ways is revealing. It shows that the original version was rather kept by

Alexander and Ps Herodian and on the other hand Par.2 and the Anonymous present

7%Schwab, 111.

"®Schwab, 61.

"1%The author of the treatise under the name of Zonaios can hardly be identical with the sophist who
lived in the 5/6th century A.D. The text in all but one manuscript is anonymous. The only one used
by Walz in his edition is attributed to him by a simple forgery of Constantine Paleokappa, who
flourished between 1539-1551 and made several copies of different manuscripts in Paris on royal
request. Sometimes in trying to provide his invention with more credibility he suppressed biblical
examples in order to replace them with ancient ones. See L.Cohn, ‘Konstantin Paleokappa und
Jacob Diassorinos’ in Philologische Abhandlungen. Martin Hertz zum siebzigsten Geburtstage
(Berlin 1888) 129. So, in this case, we have a similarly anonymos school-compilation.
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second-hand, deteriorated versions.”''Ps.Zonaios and Anonymous have transformed
the material according to Christian school demands. Almost all the ‘pagan’ examples
are dismissed and replaced by Gregory of Nazianzus. Both could have been
composed on the basis of the model of Par.2. A difference is present, however, in so
far as Anonymous transforms the definitions of his source into empty and extensive

circumscription and the examples are provided with pedantic notes of school-master
712

type.

Ps.Herodian

In fact in looking at the alleged Hyperidean quotation we have already come
across the name of Herodian or rather Ps.Herodian. The treatise entitled ‘Hpwdiotvod
nepl‘t oxnuétov in Walz, VIII,578-610 cannot be a work of the famous grammarian,
since - not to mention other problems - ideas expressed in it contradict genuine
passages in other works of Herodian.”*The date of this pseudo-work is probably the

late first, early second century A.D.”**

7'Schwab, 74-6.

72Schwab, 115.

"3Cf. H.Schultz, ‘Herodianus’ RE XVA (1912) col. 970; K.Lehrs, (Herodianus) RhM 2 (1843) 125,
Ed Hiller, Quaestiones Herodianae (Diss. Leipzig, 1866) 52 who in accepting Foltz’s (Quaestiones
Herodianae (Leipzig, 1841) argues against the authenticity of the treatise and refuses to identify the
author with Herodianus Peripateticus, the brother of Apollonius Dyscolus.

"!“The first part of the treatise was evidently a separate work. As the treatment of &AAoiwotg proves,
this part of the work definitely follows the Caecilian tradition. Tiberius (Walz, VII1,573), makes it
clear that the concept of this particular figure unifying some other grammar-related figures; xot’
Svopa, mrdoelg ktA. is introduced by Caecilius; ¢f. R Miiller, ‘Zu ,, Hpodidvou nepl oyxnpdrmy”™’
Hermes 39 (1904) 447. According to Miiller, although the first part was later attached to the rest, all
the three ‘opuscula’ - in contrast to Foltz’s opinion - must be from the same author and they must
have been written not long after Quintilian’s age, since the latter does not seem to know of a
threefold division of figures, which is present in Herodian’s work. It is true that Quintilian in the
famous chapter on schemata, 9,1,17, does not name expressis verbis more than two groups of figures
- in 9,3,2, in speaking on the figures of Aé&ig, he differentiates between two subtypes: verum
schemata Aéfewg duorum sunt generum: alterum loquendi rationem novat, alterum maxime
collocatione exquisitum est; cf. J.Martin, Ant. Rhet. 295. The first type corresponds to the group
dealt with in the first part in Ps.Herodian (Walz,VIIL,579 - originally grammatical mistakes, but
authorized by poetical and common usagg), the second to the third in Ps.Herodian: Iyfigk éott
Aoyov fi Aféewg olkovopia pet’ edxoopiog éxmepevyvia v idwwtixny aridtnra 1fg
anoyyeliog (Walz,VIII,594). So Ps.Herodian in the partition of the figures does not necessarily
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The treatise is almost entirely devoted to the analysis of Homeric examples as
their overwhelming number indicates.”” It falls into three parts:
The first two are the two categories known from Alexander: 1. oyfpota év AéEe,
which are basically grammatical mistakes, deeply rooted however in everyday dialects
or poetical language; 2. oxnpata davolag, among which the most prominent are,
sipfnve'wc and kotoBoAn. The last group, oxnpoto £€v Ady®, contains 33 types and
finally there is a short list of xataocxevai T0D Adyov.
In the first part, on the figures of Aé€ig, the author drew on the so called four-men
scholia to Homer and in the second he shows much common with Alexander.”*®
Apart from that mentioned above, the only Hyperidean example referred to by name
and another alleged one are listed in the third group:

"Epatnotg 8¢ £otL Adyog €v Lmokploel Aeyopevog £nl 1d capiéotepov
yvovol 1L 1@dv Emintovpévev, a¢ mapd Yrepidn - dokelg yap adToOV
einelv;”"

‘questioning is a certain manner of speaking in order to know more
securely something of which we inquire, as in Hyperides: ,,is it correct that you

say him?”’

‘Oplopog 8¢ oty Gtav mpobévteg Svopd T A pApoe, oldv €otuy,
opllopedo: mopoanepunel 8¢ Muac N EATIG avTn 88 &TLYOVVTWV €0TLV

2podov."®

follow a later tradition than Quintilian’s age.

"SAltogether 65/Homer and on the other hand only 5/Demosthenes (4/De corona), 4/Aeschines
(3/De corona) 3/Euripides, and single examples from Hippocrates, Sophocles, Isocrates, Eupolis,
Hyperides. This Homeric orientation and the effort to find and prove all kind of figures in the Poet’s
works correspond to the tendency of another rhetorical work on the subject approximately from the
same period, namely the second treatise in the Ps.Dionysian téxvn: cf. Hermann Schrader,
“Telephos der Pergamener ntepi tfig ka8’ “Opnpov pnropikfig” Hermes 37 (1902) 530-81.

"SMiiller, (Herod.) 460.

""Walz,VIIL,597. It is significant that the later codices give a reading of Euripides instead of
Hyperides in this place. Obviously the mistake occurred because of the name of Hyperides being less
well known among scribes, who up to this point already had twice read the name of Euripides in the
treatise (Walz, VIII,584,3; 590,7). In any case it is easy to misread an upsilon joined with the rough
breathing spiritus asper for an ev diphthong the beginning of the name, which makes the further
misspelling easier.

"8Walz, VIIL601. Especially on basis of the metaphorical use of ¢péSiov and its parallels elsewhere
in Hyperides, Blass, (Hyp.) 132, considered the sentence as a Hyperidean fragment. Cf. Jensen, fr.
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‘definition is a figure whenever having placed first a noun or a verb we
define how we mean it: ,the hope escorts us, she is the nurture for the journey

of the unfortunate.”’

As the quotations from Demosthenes and Aeschines clearly indicate, the author has
limited his choice to the most famous and frequently used rhetorical examples, which
form almost certainly a part of the inherited material. Notably, none of the
Hyperidean references belong to the category of simple grammatical figures of A&&ic,
but rather to those related to the diavoia or arrangement. Moreover especially in the
case of ‘questioning’ they might go back to the Caecilius - Rutilius Lupus - Gorgias

line.

Conclusion

What remained from Hyperides in the rhetorical schools of the ‘Demosthenes-
era’? If we had to summarize the answer in one sentence, the sentence would not be
too long.

The deadly silence of Hermogenes was only once broken in order to refer
hesitantly to an extraordinary speech in antiquity, in which a myth was used as a
primary source of argumentation and not only as a parallel or source of delight. The
reference had far reaching consequences not only within the narrow circle of
commentaries to the =mepl idedv, but also in other parts of the Corpus
Hermogenianum and its satellites. Thanks to this limited interest of the ‘master’ the
speech was probably kept alive, i.e. people read it, and Ps.Sopatros was proud to find
in it a real example of rare counter-accusations. Syrianus almost certainly had read
the Delian speech in the fourth century A.D. Probably in composing his very accurate
commentaries he had access to the treasures of the Alexandrian library. His detailed

account overshadowed the speech’s further use by teachers and commentators, since

219%a.
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on the other hand the bare existence of a commentary may exclude a close familiarity
with the subject on the level of students.

The inspiration of Ps.Sopatros, however, along with Harpocration’s interest,
who was a severe critic of Hermogenes, seem to represent signs of an alternative
curriculum. It was suppressed by Hermogenes and might have had more connections
with late Hellenistic rhetorical theories.

The other peak of interest in Hyperides is manifested in references to the
colourful or rather scandalous defence after the speech for Phryne. The type of the
point from the oeuvre is, however, revealing. It is an extraorationem method,
detached from the speech, which latter, with the exception of Syrianus, had hardly
ever been carefully studied. After all it had failed, even if its author might be acquitted
by some philosopher. The reference to the beautiful/miserable, in any case pity-
provoking Phryne, unveils the characteristics of a major group of references, which
were generated by late-Hellenistic biographical material. Among them there are
memories of historical speeches, which could be fitted into schemes of ‘stasis’-theory
more or less irrespective of their original content, e.g. against Demosthenes in the
Harpalus affair, or the unlawful proposal.

With a further step we are already in ‘Sophistopolis’, the empire of fictitious
declamation themes and sophisticated ‘staseis’ disconnected from life, where on the
basis of the deeds of his historical counterpart Hyperides’ alter ego becomes a pure,
unselfish friend of Demosthenes or, if a particular ‘stasis’ demands, a bitter enemy of
the same. The shadow of the great freedom-fighter is a product of mutual inspiration

between biography and declamation.

The scattered remains of the late Hellenistic/Rhodian high esteem are, on the
other hand, still present. Clear signs of them are in Theon’s first century
progymnasmata and more interestingly in Apsines’ third-century-references to real
Hyperidean speeches, which are all related to the epilogue. Apart from the
presentation of this particular part of the speech, which was favoured by Molo,

Apsines does not show much difference from his contemporaries.
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This influence, however, sooner or later dies out. What remains apart from the
subjects in Sophistopolis, which will generate their own further fictitious images
(such as Libanius’, Himerius’ declamations, the epistles of Alciphro, etc.) are only the
figures (in obvious or semi-covered forms) approved by the Hyperides-hostile
authority of Caecilius. Naturally, most of them belong to the category of figures of

thought or arrangement.
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Brassicanus’ introduction in his edition of Salvianus

Nam Asinius Pollio primus Romae Bibliothecam in Herculis fano dedicavit. Hanc laudem
patrum nostrorum memoria, si non superavit, aequavit tamen inclytus ille ac nunquam satis laudatus
Pannoniae rex Mathias, qui Bibliothecam suam ex omni scriptorum genere confertissimam
instruxerat, in amoenissimo etiam templo consecravit. Haec mihi Bibliotheca manum hic injicit,
oratque supplex, ut tibi quae iam nihil nisi vanum nomen obtinuit, pristinam illam dignitatem atque
celebritatem suam, qua nulli concedebat exponam. Quamobrem optime princeps, id quod magnopere
ad te pertinet, libenter haec ad te scripta leges: atque hanc meam expromtam in te colendo ac
observando voluntatem, aequi bonique facies.

Superioribus annis cum Vuilielmus ex Eberstein, Caesareus legatus me sibi comitem
adiunxisset, ut una secum ad innocentissimum illum Pannoniae ac Boemiae regem Ludovicum,
proxima impressione Turcica miserrime sublatum accederem, hoc ego patrocinio ac benignitate
magnorum hominum illi de meliore nota commendatus, libenter et ex animo feci, ac nulla certe
maiore quam cognoscendae adhuc minime vastatac Pannoniae, ac ornandae Reipublicae literariae
causa feci.

Recta Vienna Budam, quae regni caput, atque adeo Pannoniae regum definita ac summa
sedes est, descendimus, regnum hoc adhuc sartum tectum vidimus: legatus ibi negotiorum suorum
rationem summa cura habuit: mihi vero, ne succisivis horis plane nihil agerem, inspiciendae isthic
Bibliothecae beneficio serenissimae ac inculpatissimae reginae Mariae potestas facta est.

~ Quid multis? Inspexi libros omnes. Sed quid libros dico, quot libros tot etiam thesauros
isthic inspexi, Dii immortales, quam iucundum hoc spectaculum fuisse quis credat? Tunc certe non
in Bibliotheca, sed in Iovis gremio, quod aiunt, mihi esse videbar. Tantum erat hic antiquorum,
Graecorum simul et Hebraicorum voluminum, quae Mathias ille rex, capta iam Constantinopoli,
eversisque multis aliis amplissimis Graeciae urbibus, ex media Graecia inaestimandis sumptibus
coemerat, ac tanquam mancipia ex barbarorum catastis atque compedibus receperat. Tantum erat hic
latinorum librorum, et veterum et recentiorum, procul tamen ablegatis omnibus sophisticis, ut
nusquam alibi, quod ego quidem sciam. Siquidem Mathias rex (quem recte librorum helluonem
appellaveris) quatuor insignes librarios Florentiae magnis impendiis alebat, quorum is unus et
unicus labor erat, ut omnes melioris notae autores et Graecos et Latinos, quos commodum ex
Graecia habere non poterat, exscriberent. Nam ipsa typographice, ut exigua sunt omnium rerum
principia, nondum tam late patebat: nec tam alte radices egerat, ut ardentissimis illis et vere regiis
votis regis omnium excellentissimi satisfacere posset.

Vidimus isthic (id quod ex syllabo nostro recensere possumus) et oculata fide vidimus
integrum Hyperidem cum locupletissimis scholiis, librum multis etiam censibus redimendum.
Vidimus grandem librum apostolicorum canonum, opus incomparabile. Vidimus Theodoretum
Cyrensem in Psalterium integrum. Vidimus Chrysosthomi, Athanasii, Cyrilli, Nazianzeni, Basilii
magni, Georgii Nysseni, Theophanis, Dorothei infinita opera. Vidimus Marcum monachum,
cognomento Anachoritam. Obmitto Poetas, Oratores, Philosophos, atque Historicos, quorum hic
immensam vim inspicere licuisset. Vidimus autores Graecos innumerabiles, infinitaque in Poetas
fere omnes commentaria nemini doctorum, aut paucis omnino antea visa. Sed quod Cicero de
coniuratis dixit, vixerunt, quos iam sublatos esse significare voluit. Ita recte diximus nos vidisse,
quippe quae verear ne possimus ullo unquam tempore videre aut consequi. O Turcorum
immanitatem, o barbarorum efferatam insaniam, o bonorum studiorum movole@piav. Adeo cum
universa Pannonia (quac cum adhuc esset inoffensa, poterat omnibus bonarum rerum dotibus nullum
non quantumvis celebre regnum in contentionem provocare) miseris etiam modis haec vere aurea
Bibliotheca periit, interiit, ita ut quoties illius mihi in mentem venit (venit autem saepissime) toties
etiam Vergilianum hoc occurrat, Quis talia fando Temperet a lachrymis ...
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List of lexicographical entries
&yoBéotote ‘Ynepeidng etnev. Phot A.(R).

* Ayooudig TIEpL Ayomxlamg ’Ym:ps:l&m AéyeL yéypomon Kol AELVGP)® loryog

mu: oo &v @ dedipoton dm “Alyiovsiovg cuvedéxnioe xod Silt
00w &Evog v Th moMeiy Eveypdpn Harp. 3,742

eyewv peyoAOveL. “Opmnpog kod, j1ev kAdog Tyov *Axonol. kod, feyetv dvi w0
Exew. Yrepldmg,. wod, &ryetv vl w0 DrokpivooBon. kol Gyetv dv w00
audv. Kok &yewv dvil w0 xivewy, dnep Endryety EAeyov o *Atuxol.
AntocBévrg 8¢ W Geyewy &v 1 o Tytokpdroug 1 Tigerpior Aéyer §
TV TosoTToL TG OAKT, (pOoKmY Kol OV davkmv v Mopdoviov,
&g five puoxooiong Sapeucol, xomx Anpddou. fiye & mévee pvic.
Bekk I, Syn. 335,24,

&yewy vt wd peyodidvety “Opnpog xod pev kAfog fyov " Axoaot, “Yrepetdng
& dv 00 Exew, xod dvel 100 DroxpivorsBon, Kod vl 100 Ty, Kod
&vi 1D wtivewy, Onep kol dmdeyery EAeyov " Araxot. Phot. A.(R).

GoyipoeTog XpOvog “Yrepidng 8€ v deyfpormov xpdvov. Pollux 2,14

Oryopo nmmmncwepomoﬂevamwwm defopog
‘Yrepeidng xod wig cuvddong odmor oAAdaag  Geyopdrg Towdveon. ko,
deyopodoe Sixn, Ty Suconoroyiow Lex. Cantabr.,

Seyopoiiog wig 6 v ebeArg xod cuppetdrg kod oVk dmdppnmog OvdE
TEGPOVTIIOIEVOG, OL YOp dryopodion GvBpamot Gylodel; wol Gemoddevmol
elow. obmg “Yrepeidng. Phot A.(R).

Ceyopos; Yrepeidng év ) xonx HoAvebkmon mept ©0  Srorypdguuorog oot
ToALoag, Geyopag IOWTBVIoL.  PAOTE Qv 10D SUVOB0NG VOV, OTIVEL

8¢ o érepoc wovopo. Harp. 6,5-7.

Seyopig ‘Yrepidng dvil 100 cuvidoug, Aéyer Yop év ) nepi  TIoAvedxov olov
obor noAAdaag dryoping owdvion. Bekk I, Syn. 330,10,

Geyopdig ‘Yrepeidng dvil 00 cuvddoug, Aéyer yop év @ xornx  [loAvebictow
Phot. A.(R).

Seyopdig ‘Yrepidng Gvil 100 ouvddoug. Aéyer Yop &v ud korrd HoAvetetow obtot
ToAAGaAG Gryopdg mowdveon. Sot 8 1ol Ao odvopo. Suda

> Ayopdaioon Gvi 1o dvioooton Yrepetdng év ud Anona. Harp. 6,11

’ Ayopdioon (Yrepeidng) w avioocton. Phot. A.(R).

’ Ayopaoon, ‘Ynepidng w0 avipaoon. Suda
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Alydueie

Alyduds

Goqun

oltmg 6 éVL SeBovisvxig xod pf) modipmportog, Yrepeibng év 1)
koem Torpoxdéong ddovisvmov 1 BapBopov mpidodm Afyel 8 xod v
voppiov O Mévovdpog, Phot. A.(R).

Al kod GBovAsvtog G ‘Yrepeidrg, Phot. A.(R).

Kol KAy g GvopdLeto yoguxh, kod Erpar mopdBuotog, T 1ol o
opdivvwomn &v 1 Swportip Onep D THY Toddo. PR BvLRoon, g
‘Yrepidng &pn. Pollux 3,43.

‘Yrepeidng, Aty Sjudg dom puARg Avuoyidog &vBev 6 dnpdmyg
Aiyugic, Harp.16,5-6.

&va 100 Alyiieas;,. * Atuxdx, Hes.
Kol 4 “Yrepidng odoyporxepdeiv. Poltux 3, 113.
vedler, W Vv Tpdeeer (OO “Yrepidng wod Avoio) Zonaras.

W vEwv wpottelg. oVt Yrepeidng xoi Avciog. Phot.A.(R)
61,9.

T véwv mpdttels. obtmg Ynrepidng. Bekk I, Syn. 365,9.

v W0 W v VEmy POt Yrepeidng &v i xorny  MovaBéov,
Avotog év 1 mpsd Nixopyov v addney, el yviswog, Harp. 19,6-8.

veolgl CAxuaei, W Vv mpdteg, ovwg Yrepidng won Avoiog,
Suda

650, ocbren 1 poren g 100D mpdeypornog Emvadioeax;, Kod T vedrg, daqu
& wunpod ) comugio. cimo w "lookpeng % v T dogufs T
xonpdv ToyxGevewv. AogiBoveton 8 xod dvil 00 En oY Yrepidrg,
Bekk I,Syn. 365,14.

nveonp Avqmﬁemapovnmmmmmmm’loomomgmuzvm
duqiil; iV koupdv Toyxdvelv. AogBdveton 8& wod. vl wd . ot

"Yrepidnc. Phot. A.(R).

7 veotng, " Aigi 8€ worpo® 1 dtuyion otyumg *Tookpding kpdmowv Py
g daqufic v koapdv Toyydnvey.  Aogfaveton & xod dvil wd £
ot Yrepidng xod TogorAdy;. (Caec. XTI, Ofenloch 140.) daqun yop
ob poxpdy Ty Adyow pm wod pddn i ficovie, wloode O mAY
copope Gvi 00 L xod &v dmypdguyloor opodBov GppuTdmoY,
iodvoov. Sprydvoiowy, diquiy ednetilol ovgus dapéyioon. kol
odeg Sooog v Tpdoot /AT Fiv xOAog, o0 pépog daquiy ExBpdv év
yroowg cpleron dxpépooiy. v w0 £, Suda

&vi, 00 £ ‘Yrepidng Oneép Kportivou. Bekk. Antiatt.77,27.
obdeig v * Atuxdv &vi 100 En f povog Sevopiv &v Th T Avofidor,
“EAAnveg &€ ypdwwon. Phrynichus.
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KPOTEOTEPOV

Akt

" AAxiyioexog

" Adkijorog

" Adxjuorxog

AlpoEig

C Ahoreig

w0 & Gpariotepov Yrepeldng xExpron Ev ) xow  AnpocBEvoug
Ypdupar o &l pév mig daportéoepov Emiev, EADTEL oE. wovw Spoudv
ton © dvinpéowpov  kod W év HAdow Aloydiov dplovéotepov
AMBo xod Enmiyopuog & év IToppy edvéotepov Epn Ath. Deipn.
4244d.

Ko g “Yreptdng daportéorepog, Pollux 6,24.

kod. Hpddotog dxportondrtng daqportoktoBuvog YRepidrg einey, el ko 1)
Sxptov [od v Ermonvd Totvopiod Pollux 6,25,

“Akeic "Epifiorg £l epomkdTUAOY EmeotBel kiBomd o, Tothondv
oumwmﬁméaubﬁemmpmmmommwmﬂammlmm
o0 Ao Gipatov omavweg, @ YRepewdng &v up xo
AnpiocBEvous, Ath. Deipn.483e.

Blmg EmBolattidudg T potpa tiig *Attucti Yrepeidng év 1@
nepi 100 Toplyovg: 68ev kot 6 *Axtitng AiBog. Exddovy 8¢ odtw
KoL TV CATTenv ol piv dnd mvog Axtaianvog Pooidex, ol &
& v mAsio g xdpog EmBoddrnov evon. Harp.19,12- 20,1.

‘Yrepeidrg év wp mept w00 Hokdevkwv apornyelv. “Axnce &yaw
nodondg fv. dxg SPov ot KodAipongog &v ) mept Grydnvarv. Harp.,
20,2.

Yrepeidng év 1D mepl w0 [Mohdevkwov opotnyetv. Bekk Antiatt.
78,18.

‘Yrepidng 8 xod Svopoe Enoinoe w0 mov, v duapeviov. Pollux
1,101.

Anpoctévrg év 1) kot Edépyov xod MvioBotlon.  atparmydg otig
gony, *Avoryopdolog v Sfuov,  oportmoog &v 1 mpog Gtmmov
noAépw. Ewpog & domv Ahduoog Momedav, 0D pvrpoveder
‘Yrepeidng év D wormt Aruddon odwoeg * Alxijicov kol * Avimopov
Aeqwnm)gmmo&vcmgmrmpsea. Aw&xpéwg&:évrﬁﬁ’ﬁw
nepl " AAEEovBpov dvEyponyev ardod dmyurpyopioy, mpdg v Giveeuely
ool Anpootévny. Harp. 23,1-23,7.

opoatydg éonv obwg Avoryopdowg v Sipov. Ewpog & domv O
Moncedav, 0D pvrpoveter ‘Ynepetdne, Phot A.(R).

oparTy6g domy 0DTg " Avoryupdorog TV Sipev, Etepog 8
éonv 6 Moncedav, 00 jivrpoveder ‘Yaepidrg, Suda

ooty Eonv 0dwg Averyopdowg wv dipov.  Ewpog & Somv O
Moncedaw, ob pvrioveter ‘Yrepidng. Bekk I, Syn. 378,25.

ol T SuprTo ROWOBVTEG. YIEpidng,
Bek.1, Syn. 381,7.

ot mx Ghprooe morodveeg “Yrepeidng, Phot A.(R).
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* AvBporyodio:

ot W &L Iotodvieg, ‘Yrepidng, Suda

and ptv dpimov dhgriooiely, dhgrronotia, dupina, g Yrepidng,
Pollux 6, 37.

xod, moposoAAetv ol wiv Kiipay  mduodOpievor dquproPrEly f
ropoxotoBOAAeLlY Adyovioa. ol pév ob pdoxovieg Enidixov elvon OV
KAfpov dx; Gviog mondog 1 eEAevtidn i Yowp fi mouoet, ol & dxg
Gmondog wAevticovwg  Sikoadepov Adyoveeg Exev admong OV
KAfpov w0 Mxovmgnmmemqovw;nmwﬁwﬂmcag
Kapovipo. o AnpooBévr;  xod  ‘Yaepeidng  mepl 00
mopoacoroBoAiety Siectpnooy. Harp.28,12-29,2.

Kod, OPosatoPBOAAELY oL TOV x).rpov embuco@o;m a;moﬁrmiv !
mopoxoPOAiely Adyovion. ol pév QaoxoviEg Emidikov sivon OV
KAfpov, dxg Gviog moadog 1 eEAsvtkon | Yo 1j mowioey, ol & daxg
wmﬁogw)mmmvmg&mompovlzyovmgsxewwwungxlmov
w00 Aofoviog, fij ouyyevels dvieg 7 ko SiobBkog  xAnpovdpol ot
AnprooBévig kol “Yreptdng mepl 00 roiponcarto0AAELY Stecdrproay.
Suda.

™ Y0p iy, Snep énl g woprPapiog Aéyovor g pemotory €ig

~ o

Brvov. 0b mhivo Emonvd, domep 0DOE O dpdyimpicr, 0O O KV,
odde 1 o Yrepidn dvoroydvinpo. Pollux 6, 183.

"Tooxpdereng, EdoryGpgt wod AnptocBévig £v i woeat Tytoxp&moug m pev
Yap xpouv 0 8 Gvievdpeov avapcmuy Epyov éovd. kol “Yrepeidng &v
) ko Anprootévong. Phot AL(R).

(Gvil 100 GrvaBev suvaiEog ot “Yrepidng) Zonaras.

avii w0 Gvoev ocovidEog ‘Yrepeidrg xomx  ToAvedxtov. Harp.
39,10-11.

Gvi 00 Gevafev ouviddog, Yrepeidng ko [ToAvedxwov. Suda

avi 0 Gvadev covidEog Yrepeidng év 1) wormx  odvetwewov.
Phot. A.(R).

o yeiin v moToydv, Sux 1O Gl Evaqior wod Siepdt Elvor. “Yrepeidng
& x drvorycopornor AEYEr, Sid B Dreepdeveo Elvon, wiv Siepddv. Phot. A.(R).
0 XEAN v motogudv Govdrpor Adyouor, Sui 10 givon Evixquor kod Siepde
‘Yrepidng &€ 0 ovorxcoporsor A£yer, Silx 10 drepiovn elvon, v Sepdv.
Suda

Yrepeidng év ) xoror Kowovog, o xeidn v mowpdv  Svdrpor
Aéyovor S 1 Gl Evuquor xod Siepdr elvon. ol & wx o S W
Gve xod, KoBOmEPBE v Sicpdiv Elvon v kod Yrepeidng. Harp.34,1-4.
Socpov, Ty wx xetAn wdv mowoquidv. Hes,

Ympelﬁmwmmmﬁenmmmwummvmwavﬁpwoﬁug
gvexoe Afyewn & wod  ovdporyoBilewn wod  evBporyoBileoBon.
Phot. A.(R).
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1Y%

OVETOV
¥
OVETOV

Gvetov

Gvetov

Sovdpdemodor kod, Gvdpomddua o’ Yrepidn, Pollux 3, 77.
kol Gvdplopevor “Yrepeidng. Poltlux 2,20.
‘Yrepidng enoiv.Pollux 2,58.

© uf émomwedwov. odweg Yrepidrg, w0 & &momwloon  dmat
DUGopOG, ALYmV ABKET v T TE HUoTIKY X0f. DX ETOTTTIRKGL Kol
mﬁvammmwoﬁvﬁovnmovempamaMmgmpmov
porPivod e qioe xod Emomedoon, Kol VG AOTPovg XOpOVS TG
TeAetig petoxuvrPiivon. Bekk. I, Syn.398,11.

0 pn mortedov otuag “Yrepidng, w & nomedoon xod. Sromud, g
Doydpog dnhot mpdg Anpnpiov. Phot AL(R).

0 Py dmomedov ovmeg ‘Yrepidrg, 1 & énontedom dmat dhoxdpog
Abyawv GOKEl Thvir T TE pucTuaY kol oY EmomTk kol o
sy o obv B @ fhroe mpl wis 0w, B ooy
porBiivod e Oyl xod EROTTEDCOL, KOl TOVG AOIPLOVG XPOVOUS, THG
et petonavnBijvon. Suda.

‘Yrepeidng &v up tmep Dpovrg, O pn Enontevoug, T &€ 10 Enomedoom,
ot dkdyopog &v T} 1 o igpdt oG ddueel Tdveo: o T8 prooTual
Ko, 0t EOTTKG Kol MY Ampmipiep pév odv B0V . EYEveTo mopdt
005 GAAOUG O povov porPiived, € i xod. Enomedoor, Kod UG
xpdvoug Ty TEAETHG Toetplong pewoscvnBiivon. Harp.36,7-12.

‘Yrepeidng w0 aveyévov 6ed iepdv. Phot A.(R)..
“Yrepidng 10 dveyiévov Bed iepov. Bekk I, Syn.399,12.

avi b igpdv kol Gveybwov Bed TV YRepeidng  Anhuoncid
Harp.36,15-16.

Yrepidng w0 dveyévov 6ed iepdv. Adyeron & wod Gvetog Biog, O
qveyttvog  woi podods  Suda, Caec.  XI, Ofenloch
144,

Yrepeidng év 1 ko AnpocBévoug x xpipoet. avolsinosped” elg
Socpdmoly. Phot. A (R).

v w0 d8oprel Acivopyog dvil & w0 olen  AnpiooBévig kod
‘Yrepidng covl 10D dvahoyBévery. Bekk 1, Syn. 408,1.

douxti (Suda) dvi wb &opxel Acivopyog & dvi 00 opleron
ArpooBévg ki Yrepidng dvi 00 dvekopBdovewn.(Caec. XTI,
Ofenloch 144) xai of tnow ool undt mpdg 0 gedyay dmd wH
nn}ooenawsxmvmaﬁ&gaus)zmmovmmavmvm
wd dropovixdg Exetv. kol ol wdg EmBuptiong GveExwv. xod
odog N chyrkAmog drokoBodon odg Altodotg GviExe i Ko
*Aviioyov #Amioty, dmpdactovg dmfotelev eig Ty EAAGDoL xod
> AvexOpevog Yevuctt Gvaioyovdpevog. Suda.
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Govarypoupn

OVOKOTTTELY

GREYTIPLOOTO

SempGyporpor,

GapboxAov

Eopiel. Asivopyog, Gvil & 00 oplen AnpocBévg, xod “Yrepidng
SveogiBéver. Phot. A.(R).

{diag pév ém toig v KApav Sduosiong dvaypopty xoketton, Gtov
g dxg &mondog Gviog w0 ETEASUTIKOTOG E0VTP PAOKT TPOSTIKELY TV
KAfpov ko yévog Ti Soowv. xowdx & &v il dixong g drprooiong
xoi idtong w0 v ducofopévaw ypoypomr, & Edidocovy mEpL 100
Tpéryporog, Kol w0 0D Sudwoviog wod o WD pedyoviog, Svayporpn,
Kol 0 PopTOpLor AnplooBévng kornd Zaepdnvov kod, Y repeidng. IAdmav
Gvaypoupriv. Harp. 39,10-40,2.

‘Yrepidng éml w00 éviowxoton. Phot A.(R).

wuton korediooev. | & Bovdn Ty Sudyvaoov mowvpdv v
TEMPOCYPEVOV GREYTIPLOOTO 100 GvBpdxmo, £mel acdTod 0Ok ErEABOVIOG
AN SgrovopAvon 10 PICO)OL YEYOVE. Kod o Ty &€ otpartrydyv dvo
pev Epoyov mpd wpicewg, Kovowog 3 dmeympicovio dvii oD
&yivovio v Yeypoyévav PV € 10 AnEIopXIKOV YPOYYIOITETOV, OUK
Svrov 8¢ Gonidv, GAAX rOpEYYEYPOGIUEVDY EIG TV TOMTELOY: K0d, 0DToL
&éyovio dmeympuopévol, ErEldn yipov meEpl odwilg  EmoryBeioTg
OUKETL PETELXOV TiG ToAvTEl, ‘Yrepidryg v 1 mpdg " Apwomoyeitover
Gmug mpdrov pEv popiodog mALiong A 1€, UG £k WV Epyav v
Gpyvpeiov kod. TG Kot TV GAATY ypov Ersrtet oG Gpethoviog
w dnpociy kod wig drijovg Kod WG GEYTPIoHEVOLG KOl UG
&motxoug, Suda.

“Yrepidng & &v b mpd Xdpro: Sym Gmodyuevos G w0 tmode,
Pollux 8,142,

diog o ypoyyioee wo & Gmoucolol mveg obwg  GnvOpocov
“Yrepeidng Anhoncd. Harp.46,15-16.

ax 'Yrepidng, Pollux 2,33,

ik g éom womx v OmeAcvBepudéviov  Sedopfvn  oig
&medsvfepioooty,  &0tv GOtV & G odwiv Ty Empov
Emypiupovion RPOSTTIY, Ko (& KEAEDOUSLY Ol VOJLOL |17} TOUDoLY. Kod.
w00g pEv dAOvToG Sel SodAoug elvon, g & vikooviog EASwg Tidn
EAevbéEpoug, moAAGag & ot oL Totg PTOPST, TIOPAL TH Avoiy &v W
7pdg " ApLoTOdNUOV Kol YREPEIDN £V 1D Kot ATTplog GITocTGIOU.
*Apwwotdrg & &v T ABnvodaw mOAMTEIY TEPL 10D TOASPOPYOL YpdipeL
oot obw 8 siohyer S W T WD dmwowoiov  wod
QEpocTaoion kol kKApawv kod émuxdipav. Harp.50,10-51,2.

2

Tayo déxai To AnpdypogoYrepidng psv yop odud & GAAD

> N

kéExpron, ey dpoPodAsvta kod dapdypopar, Exor & Gy EvioidBo
xGpawv. Pollux 6,144,

v 0d mpoowkerAnpEvV Yrepeidng &v w1 worv  Abmwoyivoug B
Harp.53,10-11.

£100¢ Jixng Koro WV POV 1T VEROVIY HETOIKY TPEUTo Y0P
EK0IOTOg VT TV TMOALTAV TIWX POSTNOOUEVOV TEPL TRdvIoV TV
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iy woi v wowdv. Yrepeldng év D wot ApuoworyGpog
&mpootoaoiov . Harp. 53,12-53,15.

St kormx v RPOSTTV Wy RoyponpaEvay petokoy. Hes.

Gvopor kiprov. o &€ Toguog pev i IMMomonet, €x pepocvAkion 8
£r0fipog AmpocBévoug, &méjpdn 8¢ O ochod mpdg Heonoicvor Evexo
SwdAorydv. pvmpioveter oD Yrepidng év o ko ATpocBévong,
Bekk I, Syn. 444,22

‘Yrepeidng worn AnpooBévoug, obuog Tdguog pév éonv § [Thormosts,
g AlAAOG gnow, &k peposcuArion & Etoipog ArpooBEvoug, Endjupin
€ v mepl * AAeEorvdpov. Harp.57,13-58,3.

fon & Idguog pEv 1 mmoasog, &x pﬂpmcu?\)«.m& smpog
AnpocBévoug Emfjpln & O adwd mpdg  Hoponotov  Evexo
Sm}\ayawpvmwvmmmmqupleevﬁpmAnnbﬂewng_
Suda.

lﬁmlgpzv’Ympxﬁmammmm}J\mqgmtﬁ; ' Apréudog deyodpsor
Aéyeton &€ wod dacpaoTipov . T EVBolog, 0 Anpoctévrg &v 1 dntp
Kmpupdviog jvnpoveter Bekk 1, Syn.448,12.

7Aooy Yregirg, A Droen
dxpotpwv w EWfolog, dg AnpooBévng DmEp Ktnowpdvog. Harp.
59,13-15.

iﬁim;uiszmpi&mdewéuqceﬁrﬁg’Apém&g&mﬁm
Aéyewon & xod Sacpatiprov g EdBolog, ob AnprooBévrg év @ Ondp
Knowpdwveog pivipovever. Suda.

i o i Aeypever cogpinon oy p EAEYoV s oppertiBa
Yrepeidng &v o xoet " Avtiov. Harp.61,11-12.

Gupdhoocto. Hes.

70 mopostE o, Y repeidng wornx Horpoxhéoug, Bekk. Antiatt.83,7.
Epon 8 woi 10 ToPoITE OO0 ordAodory KOAELY. ‘YRepidov eimdviog &v
% woenx HopoxAéong ol & Ewko dpyovieg eicudvio &v 1h Zwd,
repuppotiyLeEvoL T 1Epog ot ocdAodong, Pollux 4,122,

0 TG oKV TopamETaoLoL kEXpTTTon 8¢ o) “Yrepidng év i worwx
TMopoxiéong. Bekk 1, Syn.463,15.

0 TG OKTVITG TOPOTETOOOL KEXPTTTOR &€ odd “Yrepidrg &v o wordt
Hopoxdéong. (Caec. XTI, Ofenloch 150) ModdPog daaodaw widw:
néovio, Sux g adhodog EyEde O Paohetls, xod odBig & & Ao éx

TG TOPOMENETOUAVTG oA KOAGIIOV EC0VTOV  GIREKPEPCICEV.
Suda.

0 g owmvilg TopomETopo. KExprwon 3¢ odud Yrepidmg Syn.
Coislin. No, 347.(Bach. Syn).
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orOAOAOL

v oA SierpiBovout i 10 g oxmvilg mopoaEtopioe Hes.

vimpuor, dapov, § EEviov. xod Gpodpeong Yrepidrg i Tiv €ig
&evdepiov AfyeL Suda.

“Yrepidng Wto TV eig EhevBepion Aéyer Bekk I, Syn. 468, 18.

“Yrepidng bleg TV €ig Edevlepioy Abyer (Bach. Syn); Eovoryort
xproiwv AéEewv Cod. Paris. Coisilin. 345 (B-w), cod: “Yrepeidrg.

Bl Adyeton 1 eig EdevBepiov Yrepeidng v ) wart ’ Apiotorydposg.
Harp.68,16-17.

Yrepeidrg & &v o worax * ApwowryGpog ot kol ok wg " Aplor
KOAOUUEVDG WOV oWV oMoV ExoASoOE. Etoapdy Emmvuption od
* Agoon, mEpl v 6 mpoeprpévag T AmodAGdapds gnor Tweydviov kol
VA adeAgai adron *Agbon ékodoBvio, 6t Asvkod xod Aertod
odoon g Gpdodiong pEYehoug elxov. *Avapivg & &v W mEpl
‘Ewnpdv Nuooportido gnoiv * Agomv kAngijvon Suix wiv odwiv odtion.
Ath. Deipn.586¢.

Svopor Emonpdv Gdehpdv 0o mopd YmepiSy, Bach.  Syn. ood:
‘Yrepeidn

Svoytor ETonpav deApdv &0 mopd: “Yrepidn, Bekk I, Syn. 473,1.

‘Yrepeidrg kot " Apiomoeydpog, Eon 8 wod Svopor Stapdv Yovomeaiv
ddehpiv B. Harp.70,5-6.

OduomEonpiy Gy o mopd Yaepidn Suda.

‘Yrepeidng év wd mepl wiv Oplawv. wod Gyipongov yepdvmov. Bekk.
Antiatt.79,12.

*Avapdv. Alfog obwo wxodeltn, §| W ¥pusiov  mopopBOpEVOV
Soxyileon. ‘Yrepeidng & &v ) xor Aviiov T &v todg
Bacavolg eipnuéva o v Baocavilopévev  xal
avaypopivio Basdavovg dvopace. Harp.71,3-6.

Alfog éotiv i © ypuoiov moporpPdpevov  Soxyidovoo. ol
*Avopdv xod ITivbopog wod TogoiAfl, Yrepidng 8 o év wilg
Boodvorg eiprpévar dmd v Pocovilopdvav xod  GvoryporpopEVIV
Botadrvoug avojiooe .. Suda.

EyrAnpornog Svopo £7, SUOTY TXTIOUEVOV Tporyetoty 10 PV Yap Bomv
Grow &5 EmPBovAfy tig mwvt xoooxevdion Bdvartoy, £Gv e Gmoddvn 6
émBovkevBelg &av E i, © & Ewpov Sov Eyyeypogiiévog dxg dpefAcov
W Snpociep adwg Sudmod av dx ob ducodax erdwoy Eyveypopdm
ToAdodicp Aéyaw lvon, g Siog, Astvopyog 8 &v up woretk [ation &v
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aydmrov Bepdemov. Pollux 3,74,

GviL 1V 100 Yrodricrv Aofelv Yrepeldng &v d pds “Yywdvovo, Givi
&€ 100 mpoctodon ki xupdioon VIOV Arpoctévig: Ertl Yop TV VOV
Afyeon dx SBMke pEV & vopoBéTg, EBeto &€ O Styiog AnplocBévig &v P
nEPL TV GTEASAN. &V HEVIOL 1D Korn TEPEAVOU oLy 00T VOOV
iiovg Bépevov, pipote &vi 100 Béveor Harp. 152,7-12.

To noovpicoston, v "Oduooeiog v, kol Wv Bnoopdv " Avokpéav
Geopov xoel Eig 8 10 Prmopkdv Asfixdv, dvil ptv 100 Orodikny
Aofelv, Ymepidng Gvii & w0 mpofoBon wod wvpdvon VooV,
Arpootévrg &v 1 mEpl v T ATEASGN. v pEvion T ko Zepdnvon
erptv Eoond vojoug idioug Bépevov, vl 100 6évio. EM.448.

v pév w0 dmodny Aofely, Yrepidrg, dvii & 100 mpoéofon 1wod
xopdoon, povov Arpoctévig &v 1P mepl GTEAGY. &V PEVIOL WD KOUTX
CTEPAVOL PNOLY, ST VOOVG 1Bioug Béjevov, v 100 Bévo. Suda.

Anyio08évrg G, Gempikdt v avd &v KOW@ xprportt, Grd v
g, MOAEG TPOCOSV CVVOrYOUEVDE DT &€ pOTEpOY eV €ig g oD
TOASPOV Ypelog SPUARTIET xod koAl opommuky, YowEpov &
Koretifeo €lg e g Snptosiog kormroxendg Kot Stovopds, @V Tpdtog
TpEoro * Apydppiog & Smporyaoyds, dAdxopog &€ &v wp ¥ T " Adidog
PrEL 10 & Bempucdv v W TRV vojusBEv dpogga g 8o, GBev xod.
tobvopor EAofe, xod 1 £, DAvog &€ &v T Rpdg TopoxALong xod
Edpurnidov eixdvog mept EOBotAov Aéyawv grpiv éxArgn & Geapixdy,
Gu v Aovoaiov dmoyiey Svimy Siéveyiev Edovlog €ig v Buaiow,
v mivieg foptioor kol 1R Geopiog pndelg v MotV
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Bpuridectov

fpundéc oV

BputndecTtov

Smoeinmon &t dobéveiory v 1diov. IAOTE pévior g dpiotn 1O
Sddpewov €ig = g Béog ol gig WG Buoiog kod Eopwig, G Eom
dPov &k w0d of Gy AnpooBévoug, Gm & odk &Efv oG
dmodmpodor Gempucdv Aopffverv ‘Yaepeidng dednhamev v 1H xort
‘ApyeoiBon. v 8 Spih o En w0 Geapuxod, s Aloyivrs &V
o Ktnowpdviog dekviel, Gempol pévior Aéyovion 0O jidvov ol
Geortod, GAAY wod, oL &l Beol mEpmOUEVOL, Kol SAmg oG T BElo:
puAdrtoviog F v Beiov @poviifoviog oy anvdpodov dprv Yo
Eeyov T epovtidor dpn YO T OALYn TEAETON VEUE@Y T GyopEwy TE.
Harp.153,15-155,3.

Ympa&gsvmpmmAqmﬁoquumﬁeomvmv'EMaﬁaeDmvm
w0 Sweglopuéviy, GmO v o Bpudy  xortedmdecpEvov EAwY.
Harp.157,1-3.

‘Yrepeidng oy EAAGDo elnev dvil 100 SiepBoppévny domd v Hmd
Bpuniwv koredndeopévay E0Amv. Suda.

Gt 100 BePpapivov ko SiepBoppivov. 7 EdAar dud Bptriv Pefpayiéva,
olg éoppdonLov. Gpineg & eldog oxmhrpun. Oply Yop LHov dom
xoreoBiov E0Aa kod, képortoL pépvTon, YRepidng &v 1 korad Arpddov.
Suda.

Edrov tmd pureiv PePpryiévov. ol yap &v i §Aog offeg oy
éxoodvio. Hes.

W Wy wbvidomy  dow  Yrepeidng wormx ' Apxeoportidov.
Bekk.Antiatt. 100,18.

w0g 1 mepolovg v vodv Wi TGPl kol T 0o W
G, o “Yrep v ¥ Korme” AgyoporiBon, kol w Boone, g
Beondymog v eixoothi &xctn, Ammonius mpi Juoiaw xkod Swapdpav
Aé&caw 241,

Yrepeldng grol mov &y &€ o dpdodyov Guyoépo Exw ot
iepopéevion. Asivopyog &v i Kpoxmwvidaw Siobducosigr dvopidioton grot
WV TPV EpopAvINY TOV AmopvavIa £x 100 TOAEHOV Emoviovio
iepdL mepl 8 0D yévoug v iepopoviidv dedmhuxev ‘EAGvixog &v
’ Aidog. Harp.159,12-16.

‘Yrepeidng év ) wort ' Apxeoporddov ol wlg Bupdddovg év Th
OPXNoTPQL OpYODUEVOL TN, TvoL 0DTg EALYETO T £l TP POAAD
QdOPEV, dig; AVYKeED &V WG EMoOA0AS enoiv AnocBévig &€ &v )
oo Kovanog &ml dravipon weBeylévon mol ko monduiy Evokev
o EAfyew & wupie iBOpoAAog O Evietogitvoy oddotoy, G
Kporvog év ° Appihdyow,. Harp.160,1-6.

Yrepeibng &v W tmip Opovrg, Epwiis ug Bodov, i Sy
yovono: kod (i1} Téevo eoudodor éviAel. Harp.163,34.

o1 &viov 6 Iwodmav Do 8¢ daw 6 TThoduawvog vidg, Hes.

Qv 100 wd@roon. ‘Yrepeidng dntp Kportivov. Bekk. Antiatt. 100,32,
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KG&BoV

Kokmyopfioon

koxyoplog dixn

KOKOAOYELV
KakoAoylo
KOKOTPOLY LIV

KOKOTPOLY LGV

KOLKDOEDG,

KOKDCEWS

Kkaprododarl

kotoBEBpwkev

KOTEAEVOOLV

K0T TV &yopay

kol k0o dppom EAAnvik(. ’Apiotopdvig ody dt o éxetvo
oipdlev k&Bov. Kpotivog v xelpa puh £xiBodie, pn xAdov
ka6, Aéyer Yop 10 OmoToxTKOV GO ToD wdBnon wod kB
kol k@enton Opronxdg. Apotopdvng 180d  kdfnpot. kol
Yrepidng dmdxpivol poy, ‘Eppoic, donep kdfn, 10 88 xdBioov
odx Em, GAL’ &vii 100 xoBifov. Zonaras.

g “Yrepidng. Pollux 8,80.

Eav ng koxdg elan tvdt WV KoTouopfvay, K&y RO vV
éxeivov moidov dxobon xoxdg, mevioxooiog xotodikooBeig
dore W dnpooie, tpudkovio & @ dubtn, Yrepeidng 8 év
Kot AwpoBéov  xdicg  pEv Imuodobor  tolg tolxg
KOTOLXOUEVODG KOKTIYOPTOUVTIAG @Nal, REVIOKOSLONG d& Tovg
(rotg) 1ovg {@viog. Lex. Cantabr.

Yrepeidng kot " Aprotorydpov. Bekk Antiatt. 102,13,
axg ‘Yrepidng. Pollux 2,119.

KOKORpAY LV ax; Yrepidng. Pollux 6,169,
Koxonpaypoy, g Yrepidng Eon. Pollux 4,36.

dikng Svopd éom Tolg te EMKANPOLS KOTAL TRV  YEYOUMKOTOV,
kol kot 1@V moidwv 1olg Yyovedot, kol xord v Emtpdnmy
1015 e AV Oppovidy Enctrodor Sidopévir AnpooBévng kot
Tyloxpdtoug kol Avolog &v 1€ @ mept wl ‘Hynodvdpou
KANPOL xoi &v T OmEp ** kol “Ynepeidng mepi w00 IMoppd
vdpov kATpov. Om 8E EEfv kol movti 1 BovAopéve ypdupeoor
KOKMOEMG YovEwv kod toig EmkAnpolg BomBely dnrodton Ev 1
W mpoepnpéve AdYe ‘YrepeiBov xoi &v wd Avoilov o
dwvidov Puxiov, £l yvioiog. fiv 3¢ xai dvev Vdaroc.
Harp.167,5-13.

dikng éotiv Svopux TG TE ERUATPOLS KOTX TV YEYOUNKOTMY,
kol tdv nmoidwv 1olg YoveDot, kol koo 1AV Exitpdmmv 1olg
Ongp 1wV Oppovidv. obmw AnpocOivig kol Avsiog xoi
‘Yrepeidng. Suda.

o010 8¢ 10 xopmodobon kol kopricocton Yrepidng &v 1w npog
Avsidnpov. Pollux 7,149.

kol ‘Yrepidng: 1 OSvie  xaoBéPpuxév  gmowv Gvii 10D
xortedndokev. Pollux 6,39.

avti tod Alfog kotiPadov “Yrepeidng &v 1 xat AdtoxAions.
Harp.172,9-10.

AWEVDELY “YREPEIDNG £V T K0T “ABMVOYEVOUG & O PEV TOLVOV
VOlLOG KeEAEDEL Gyendelv &v Th dyopd. Eotkev 6 vOpOg mEPL TV
aviov kelobor Oedppootog  Yodv &v T0lg mept WOpmv gnoi
Svotv Vv Emyeretodon Setv ToNg &yopavOpovs, T 1€ &v
T dyopQ edkoopiog koi D Syevdelv pny pdvov todg
mrphokovrog, AAMX kol Tobg dvovpévoug. Harp. 170,17-22.
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KOUTOLTO[LT

KOUTOLTOUN

KOUTOLYELPOTOVIOL

KOO EPOTOVIOY

Ko TTOESOOL

KEKPOTIG

Kepoyeig

KEPOLVVDELY

KEPAVVDOIOL
KEPOLVVDOVGL

Keotpivor

xokkdLey

KoAwvETog

‘Yrepeidng &v 1 kot Anpoctévoug Kol KeBMUEVOS KATw DO
i wototopfl. ddxopog 8 év ¢ obmg  Aloypoiog
‘Avoyvpoduog  GviBnke v Orgp oD Gedtpov  Tpimodo
KOTOPYUPDOOS, VEVIKNKAG TP TPOTEPOV ETEL XOpMY®dvV mouci,
kol ExEYpowey EmL THY xatopny T métpog. Harp.171,1-5.

Yrepidng &v 1@ xowx AnjocBEvovg: kol KoBMievog Dmokdtm
nd TR wototopfl. kol dAOYXOpog Kok EmEyporyev Emi TRV
KkaTotop v thg nétpag. Suda.

£6og fv 'ABMVoL xatd TV GpYOVIOV Koi kot TV
ovkopovIV TpoPoAdg &v 1 e TiBeoBor & T
Koo elpopoviBein, ohtog elonyeto g 0 dikaotiplov. Eon 8¢
moAAGKLG Tobvopa ropd 1 AnjrooBévet Ev 1 ko Mewdiov xail
‘Yrepeidn &v wd drép Xoupepidov nepl 100 vopixovs. dieEfilbe O
nepl THg katoxewpotoviag kol Oedgppactog Ev 8 Nopwv.
Harp.172,16.

£6ogc fiv 'AGHVWINOL xotd TV ApyOviov Kol ko 1AV
ovkopavidv mpoBoAdg &v W Sjup tiBecBonr &l mg
xaoxelpopovnPeln, odtog elofyew eig W Sixaotipov. odueg
AnpocBévig kol Yrepidng kol ©edppoctog. Suda.

Yrepeidng, 10 Vnodededobon dmd v kottopdtwv. Phot.Lex..

‘Yrepeidng év 1 npdg *Apiotoyeitova. pior &' fiv v ' gLADY
* ABvnol Kexporig, dog Anprootévng év 1 Emtopi, el Yviolog.
Harp.173,14-15.

‘Yrepeidng &v 1 drép Sevopirov of. dfijpdg éom @UATG Thg
* Axaypovtidog Kepoyueis, @ enor Awddapog. enoi 8¢ drhdyopog
&v y' eiAngévor 100ovg odvopo, Grd Thg KepoLuctiy TEXvng Kot
109 Vel Kepdyip mvi fipot. Harp.174,1-4.

T® 3¢ kepovvieLy kéxprmon ITAdtwy pev v AP tolg 81 Beols,
® Tparopye, EOXOPEVOL KEPOVVOWLEY. KOL AAxoiog &v Tep®d
Yopm kepavviovoty dpavilovot 1e. “Yrepeidng AnAokd: kol Tov
kparthipa tov Havioviov kowvl ol "EAAnveg xepavvbovaiy. Ath.
Deipn.10,24,9-14.

xkpwaow ‘Yrepidng. Phot.Lex.

Kipvidory. ‘Yrepeidng. Suda.

‘Yrepeidng &v 1 mepi 100 Topixovg. Keotpivog  ixBug.
Eémoxentéov 8¢ el Sopéper T keotpém, Harp.175,12-13.

Yrepidng 88 xoi AmjlocBévrg &n' dAextpudvov 10 xokxdlely
etnov. Pollux 5,89.

Yrepeidng év 1 npdg "Anciloiov nepl 100 Onoowpod. 1ol
juobwtotg Kohwvetog dvopolov, Enedn mopd @ KoAwmwd
glotikecay, ¢ éom mAnciov 1iig &yopds, £vBa 10 ‘Heawoteiov
kol % Edpuodxeldv éomv éxodelto 88 O Kohmvdg obrog
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Kok;)véwg

Kopotkd mAola

kovdvAiLev

KopM

Emi x6ppng

&ni xéppng

&mi xppng

&yopoiog. v 8¢ xoi Etepog Kodmvog mpdg 0 tod Iocewddvog
iepdv, g ‘Yrepeidng &v 1d kot Adtokiéovg: obtog &' Gv in O
v Innéav. Oepexphrng Iewddn obdrog, mdbev fixewg, £
Kohwvov iépmv, / od wv &yopotov, dAAG v Innéwv.
Anpoodévng &v 1ol Kolwviigév ogmor. mept 1dv  KoAwvidv
AOdapde 1 O mepupyneig kol OUAOxopog £v Y CAtHidog
Swefideev. Harp.181,14- 182.9.

x ‘Yrepidng: 800 y0p Sviwv xohwwdv 6 pev “Inmog Exoreito,
00 ZogorAfig épvirron dg Oidinodog eig adtdv kortopvYOVTog, 6
& fv &v &yopd mopd 1O Edpucdkewov, od ocvvigoov ot
jwodopvodvieg. Pollux 7,132,

‘Yrepeildng &v w mepi thg @ulaxf v Toppnviv. £owe
koAelofon xopoTkd 7mhoto. &v olg dxoplov ol Tupprmvol
AnpBévror Adupupal, (g ardtdg O pritip DRooTROLVEL EV T AOY®.
Harp.182,10-13.

‘Yrepidng 8¢ xail xovSvAiLewy Epn, kol 10 maBely xovdvAilesar.
Pollux 8,76.

GAAL Kok kOpm voape. map' * ABmvaiow v, dg Y repidng gnoty,
W moudip &év Bpovpdwi iepeiog v voldnpitmv . AoBova
nopoPAnfiiven  Adyov Eémi  melpg ovvicemg koOpnv Kol
Twepadpoyoy, xAanewdn 1w  terpadpayjov  etheto, dEo
Suakpivery 1idn 10 xépdog dOvactor. Pollux 9,74.

AnpocBivng gv 1® kotd Mewdiov. dAlor pev Al dnédooay,
Bédtwov B¢ dmoroyPhvelv émi xOppng  AfyeoOon 1O émi Tig
YvaBov, 6 Aéyopev év 1@ Pl pamopo. Yrepeidng yodv H
DAIvOg &v T xotX  AmPoBEOV, MPOELMAV TOV PARICOVIO
‘Inrdvixov éni  kOppng Ypopfivon OPpeag, v toilg £Efg donep
EEnyetron todvopa Aéyov Ercvta ‘Inndwvikog ' AdtoxAfovg
pdvov éppomictn v yvabov, &ye & Und witev v Tpdv
eilxbpny, kovdviovg Edofov. Harp.25,10-16.

ol pev, 10 kot kKeoiy TORTECBOL TV Yo "Thvay, G prow
*Epotocfévng, TV KEPOAY kaAodviwy kopomy, ol *Afnvoiot
xoBdrep poppivnv Ty popoiviv kol ot Spow, koppnv TV
KeQOATY dvopacay, g TTAdtov v Topyiq, kod AnjocBivng év
@ xore Mewdiov ol 8¢, 10 &ni xdppmg EEmyodvion 10 £lg 100g
Yv&Boug ThHmtecB, G “YRepidng &v 1@ korudx AwpoBéov porilely
oWy Terdvikov koo xOpprg, Emevtar kot ‘Tnmévikog V'
AvtokAéovg ppamiodn tOv yvdBov. koi Depexpdtng. Didyme
D'Alexandrie nepl wv dmopovusvaw mopor Iawmve Afécaw,
Miller, (Mélanges) 400.

v yop 1owdtdv gnowv Eéeom kol &L KOppNG TOTTOVIOL Um)
dwddvon diknyv. émi xeporiig, Le ms. ajoute 3 la fin de Varticle:
Yrepidng: dxodw yop Adtoxdéo Wv pirtope wpdg Inmévikov
wv Kodliov mepl yopiov nvdg dvoppuofatioaviog (.
appoPrticavi), kol Aowopiog abtolg Yevopsivng, pomileiv
ooV Inndvikov Emi xoppne. EM.(Miller) 121,
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Kpdvog

Kpovewv

Ktnoiov Audg

KodaBnvaredg

Kodovtidng

Kvdovtido

Koplo EkkAnoio

Kbdewo
Kadewo

Agio mEpELSDPOIVTO

/,

Anrh

Auth

Adyou xapLv

Aovoledg

woopds, “Yrepeidng. Bekk Antiatt. 104,7.

Kool 100 porticon pépor povov oloveon tiBecBor adtd, dg Groy
elnn ‘Yrepeidng xoi 1@ oxéder e fpépo Expovseyv. Erl 8¢ tig
covndeiog kod oD KOy Ty B0pav TdooETOL. KOl KOTd TOD
KokepEOwv &v th ovviPeilyg 0 kpodoor ketton, Ovil 10D
cuyyevéoBor. Bekk. Antiatt. 101,22,

‘Yrepeidng év 1 mpdg AmeAdoiov. Ktiowv Al &v tolg
woyueiolg  idpdovior Mévadpog Weodnpoxhel viv & eig
yovoukovity elodve Gty / Bo mopdottov, v 88 Ala OV
Kviowv / &povie 10 woyuetov od  kexAewspévov,! GAR
elotpéyovro mopviduo. Harp 184,16-185,5.

Yrepeidng &v 1@ mepl 100 Innéoxg kAfpov. Kudabnvanov dijjtdg
gom guAfig tig Mavdwvidog, &' D O dnpodtng Kudednvoieis,
Harp.185,13-15.

‘Yrepeidng év 1 mpdg Modbdevxtov. dfpdg éom tfig Alynidog
Kodavtidon. Harp.185,16-17.

dfipog Tiig IMolepaidog poAfg. Hes.

‘Yrepeidng &v 1@ xord Anpéov Eeviag, el Yviows. tiveg 8¢ al
kOpion éxxAnoion Apiototédng dedlwkev év tff “Abnvaiwv
ROMIELY, AEYOV TOVG TPUTAVELS CUVAYELY THY BovAnv xod 1OV
dfijpov, v pev Bovdriv donuépou, mATY &by Tig dpéoytog fi, WV
3¢ dfpov tetpdnag Tfig npvtaveiog ExdoTng. mPOYpApovoL dE,
omoti, kol xvploy EkxAnoioy, &v §i 8el Tdg Gipy g dmoxELpOTOVELY
ol dokodar pn xohd dpxelv, kol Tept poiouchc 88 tiig Ybhpog.
xoi g eloayyediog &v tadtn TH Auépe 1ovg Poviopivoug
rolelofol enot, xod wx €Efic. Harp. 188,4-12.

mv tig IhKovog xEQOATV 0bww xoAdodoww Yrepeldng xoi
’ Aprotogpdvng Cewpyols: dyodiy Ye xddeworv. Harp.188,16-17.

eldog @urwod, 7 T wikwvog keeoAn. Yrepidng ko
’ Aplotopdvng Suda.

g “Yrepeidng. Pollux 1,162,

‘Yrepeidng ward Anuddov. Amen oA ot thig Moxedoviog,
pvnpoveder 8¢ adtiig moAldxg Moapodag O vedtepog Ev ¢
Moxedovicdv. Harp.193, 13-15.

tiic Mokedoviag, fig “Yrepidng &v 1 xartdt Anpddov pvrnptovedet.
Suda.

enoiv ‘Yrepidrg. Phot.Lex.
‘Yrepeidng év d mpdg TV Anpfov ypaphv. dfidg éon tiig

Oiwnidog Aovoud, dy' fig 6 dnudTng Aovoieig, dg Addwpoig
¢now. Harp. 195, 15-17.
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Moothipeg

pootiipeg
LLEGEYYVMLOUTOL

METayELTVUOV

Meroikiov

MnkoBepva

MnABog

MnAdBlog

KpOAGYOV

Moyidwov

poyidiov

LLOVOTUMALOV

Sfijpog Oiwnjidog. Hes.

‘Yrepeidng &v w mpdg Ildyxohov. Eowkev dpxf ng elvon
arodederypévn éni o Liptelv 1o kouwd 10D dRpov, dg ol Tl
kod ol &v [leAnvn pdotpor, o *Apiototédng &v Tff HeAnvimv
noAteiqr. Harp.199,13-15.

Codvreg, Epevvdvieg. Hes.
8¢ ‘Yrepeidng. Pollux 8,28.

Yrepeldng év 1@ Omép Sevmaiov. O dedrepog whiv  wop'
’ ABnvaiotg ot kodetton. &v 8¢ w00t *AROAA@VLE MeTaryertvip

goovowy, (g Avoyloxidng &v 1d zepl v CABHVNOL pnvdv.
Harp.203,3.4-6.

Yrepeidng &v 1D xat 'Apiotayopos. pétotkog pév oty O &€
ETEpog TOAEWG pPETOLKAY Ev ETEPY Kol | pdg OALYov dog Eévog
Emdnpdv, GALY v olknaoly adTOBL Koo TNOGEVOS. E8i8ovio
8¢ ' avtdv kof' Exacwov Etog Spopod 1B, dmep dvopoTo
petotkiov, g dndot EBBoviog év T MAayyow. "loafog &’ év 1
kot "EAROyOpov kol Anpopdavong broonjloiver St O pev aviip
P Spoypdeg Etéder petoixwoy, || &€ yoviy ¢, xai 61l 100 viod
tedodviog N pitnp odk &téder pn tehodviog & éxeivov adth
Teel. Gt &€ kot ol SoBA0L dupeBEvteg DO TRV deorotdY ETEAoVY
w0 pewoikiov FAloL € TtV kapukdv  Sednidxoot kol
’ Apwotopévng. MEvavdpog &' &v CAvomfepivy xod &v Alddpong
7pOG Toilg B Sporyoilg kol TpudBoAdv enot TohTovg TeAELY, Towg
o TeEADVT. Ol PEVTOL JLT) TIBEVTEG TO PLETOLKLOV HETOLKOL AUTYOVTO
P0G ToVg  TANTIG, koi £l Edhwoay Eximpdokovio, @G @not
AnprooBévig év 1 kot *Apwotoysitovog. Evefifolov 88 kol &ig
TG vodg Tovg HETOikovg, (¢ O adtdg PMtwp &v dLrmikolg
dmhol. Exddovv 8¢ ol kmjLLxol SKaPENS TOVG HETOLKOVS, &nel &v
1ol mopmois g oxdpog Exdpbov odror. Harp.203,14- 204,13,

‘Yrepeidng év 1@ kod Anpiddov. moMg EoTiv v Bpdkn stadiovg
¥’ anéxovow Thg *OAOVWIoL ) MnxvBepva. Harp.205,6.7-8.

Yrepeidng v 1 kot Adroxdéong. Eon 8¢ €lg wv A' 1dv nop’
’ Abnvoiog Topavvnodvioy. Harp.205,6,9-10.

elg v A’ 1@ mopd * ABrvaiolg Topovvnodvioy. Yrepidng év 1@
kot AdtokAéovg pépvirron. Suda.

8¢ “Yrepidng pev 1ov eig dpydprov dvededBepov. Pollux 2,124,

2

w0 &x  pouxod yeyevmuévov. Ymepeidng v WD o
> Aprotop@vrog. Bekk. Antiatt. 108,1.

WV £k porxod yeyevvnuivov. obra ‘Yrepidng. Phot.Lex.

£’ 0 8¢ avoPaivovieg ol Soddor mrpdoxovion, T0HTo Tpdmelov
’Aprotopivng koAel. povordiov 88 “Yrepidng eipmxev &v 1B

255



Movvoyuiv

Navviov

Ndévviov

NobkAnpog

NodxkAnpog
Novikhnpog

Nepéog

Nepéog

VEJLELV TPOCTATTV

Kot *ApLotoedviog: ol 88 GAAor Afyovor povormAiiov. Pollux
7,11,

Yrepeidng &v 1 Omép Sevopilov. O Séxatog pnv  mop'
’ ABnvaiog odum kohetton, v 8 00T TP puvi T AptEmndt Bvston
Movvuyiq, Harp.207,3.4-6.

6 éx tfig TAnyfig aiporeddng Tomog. Evopov BAYog BAXGBEVTOG
1090 odjLortog £k thg avirtuniog 10 tAREavtog. Hes.

‘Yrepeidng év 1@ korwd [MorgpoxA£ong, €l Yviowg. “ARoALOdopog
&v 1 nepl v Etoupdv Alyo AdyeoBoi gnot vy Ty Etodpav
Sur 0 OdAlov WV xdmmlov xoropayelv Gm yap O0AAD
xoipovowv ot aiyeg kol ZogokAfg Mooy EwbLvog Yap, mpiv
wy' oAV Oplv, BoALOV YyLoipong TPOSEEPMV VEOoTHDAL,
£ldov otpatdv oteiyovio mop' dAlav Gxpav. Eom 8¢ adrfig pvipm
Kol v th kapmdig, 'Avupdvng 3¢ vedtepog €v T mepL 1V
Etoupdv v Navwidv gnot Ilpooxiviov érovopdlesbon S o
EE&wBev dokelv edproppotépav elvan. Harp.210,1-10.

Nawviov 8¢ “Ymepeidng pvnjioveter év 19 kotd HotpoxAfovs.
odm 8¢ 6m AlE énexolelto mpoeimopey, dux 0 OoAAOV OV
kamnlov EEavoddoat. Ath. Deipn. 587a.

‘Yrepeidng Ev ud mepl 100 Topixovg 00 povov (g H covideln
xpfiton o dvopo, AL xat Enl 0D pepotopévon Ert P T
£voixiu ExAéYeLy 7 olkiag fi cvvoikiag, dx 6 adtdg priwp dniot
&v 1 npog *Apiotoyeitova kol Zovvopiov FElwn kol Aigihog
*Epndpe. Harp.210,11-214.

‘Yrepidng 0d povov dog 1 coviPera kéxprion wp GvopaTt, GAAR
kol €l 10D pepobmpévon Emt wd 1w Evolkia ExAEyely oixiog 1
cuvotkiog. Lex.Cantabr.

“Yrepeidng od povov @ i} cuviPeLa KEXpTTONL TG OVOpaTL, GAALX
kol Eni 10D pepnoBopdvou £xt 1@ 0 Evoikia EXALYELY 1} oixiog
1} cuvoikiog. Suda.

odATpidog pvmpovedel ‘Yrepeidng &v 1d wortte Totpokiéong &l
yvicwog. 0 8¢ TloAéuwv év 1olg mepl 1 Gxpordiewmg
nopotiberon yhipwopo kof' 6 drcipmo AGdvmow  Svopo
nevietnpidog tifecfon SovAn f Gashevdépg | wopvn H
odAntpid &&ov odv dmopfioon mdg obmwg dvopudkero 1
oOApic. Harp.213,3-7.

adAntpidog pvmpoveder Yrepidng &v 1@ xorrd Hotpoxiéong, £i
yvnowog. Suda..

avil 00 Exewv mPOoTATNY. TRV YOP HETOKMV EXOOTOG PETX
RPOSTATOV TAV ACTAV TLVOG TX APYHYLOTO CETOD CUVIDKEL Kol 10O
JETOLKIOV KOTETIOEL. KOl 10 EXELV TPOCTATNY KOAETTOL VEPELV
npootatny. Yrepidng  (Caecilius XII, Ofenloch, 175) dore
KEAEVOTEOV 000G  poaptopodviog T oo kol 1odg
TROPEYOUEVOVS POV ARGV VPGS, 1T TUYXAVESL dikondtepa
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Nuxdvop

Nikavap

NoOteio

NoBeio

vBpe eSO

Eevorpopia

SVMETHOVEG

Boroctotot

OPoiootortel

Oivnig

Oivom

Aéyovieg xoi vopov Tplv  dvaykddete mopéyeoton, WOV
keAgbovia jif véjLELY tpoatTny. Suda.

‘Yrepeidng &v i kot Anpoodévong. Tpelg Yeyovaar Nucdvopeg,
6 pev vidg Baddkpov, étepog 8¢ IMoppeviovog vidg, dAlog &
Zroyepitng 0 yévog, oD pvnpovedor Gv vidv & prtmp. Harp.
214,3-5.

1pelg YeyOvaor Nuedvopeg, 6 pev vidg Bolducpov, Etepog 8¢
Mappevicovog, dAlog 8¢ Zrayelpitng 10 Yévog, 0ob xal ‘Yrepidng
pvnpovedet év 1 kowd AnooBvéong, Suda.

T 101 voBoig éx 1V moartpdav dddeva obw koAelton, Av 88
péxpt xhiomv dpoypudv: Avoiog &v @ npdg Koaddupdvn Eeviag, el
Yviowg, Toolog mpog Avciflov mept EmikAfpov. *ApLetopdvig
"Opvict 1 &' fiv O motip &uol SidD T POt T VOBET
anofvioxwy, 6 wopog adwv odk &Q. Tivev &' odk EEfiv  tolg
voBoig petéyewy dednhmkey YRepeidng &v 16 xot' *Apiotorydpog
B. Anpoctévng &' év 1d kot *ApLoToKpATONG PROLY (g £ig O
Kuovoapyeg étédovy. Harp.214,10-18.

W 10l voBoLg £k TV TaTpdmv Sitddpevar odtwg kohetton. fiv 8¢
péxpr AMov dpaxpdv. obtwg Avciog xai 'Ioolog kol
Aplotopavng kol YRepidng, kol Anpoobivng Ev 1 kot
’ Apwotoxpditons. Suda.

vodeia 88 kol wobpotng kol dPfAdtng, dv odx Eon W PrijtorTo
Sn un mop' “Yrepidn w0 vlpedecton v 1 InEp AvkdEpovag,
Smep Eyaye o mévo donvd. Pollux 9,137.

Eevotpogely 8¢ mopl AnpooBévet, kol Egvotpopior o' Y mepidn,
Pollux 3,58.

‘Yrepeidng kot *Apxeatportidov. &fjpog 1 Kexponidog Evnéty,
&' fig 6 dnpdng Evnetaimv, g Auddapog. Harp.216,7-8.

avti 1o daveilol Avolag év 1 kot Nikidov, el yviolog. év 8¢
™ npodg Aokpdtny Swoopdv gnowv obd' &v el ToAd EAdtrova
wxov Aoyicowwd g fi Goov obtor ol dBoroctatodvieg Tovg
GAlovg mpdrrovion. oBoroctitag &' Eleyov 10Vg daveElaThg, (g
nopd 1€ Yrepeidn v wd kot [IoAvedxtov kol moAAdxig v Th

xayLodig, Harp. 217,5-10.

avt 100 daveiler Avolog ob' Gv ol moAlol EAdrrow TOKoV
Aoyicontd TG 1) Soov obrot ol dPoroctorodvieg Tolg GAAog
npdrovion. €deyov O OPoloottog Tovg davelordg, GG
Yrepeidng kod 7 kayipdic. Suda.

‘Yrepeidng &v o tpog *ApLoToYELTOVLL. pict v Séxo puAdv Top'
' ABmvardow. Harp.218,13-14.

ko Oivotog ‘Yrepeidng &v 19 mpdg *Apratoyeitovo: xoi Epaaay

gv Oivon dxodoon 6m paym €in yeyovolo. Olvim &fjpog T
‘InnoBovtidog mpdg 'EAevbépoug, 0 O& fig Alavridog mpdg
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B)16800A0C

‘Opdoe ivan

*OEvB0INe

*OEVBOLL

MopoBdv, &' Exatépov O v dpwv O dnpudtng Olvodog
KOAETTOL. pvnptovedot &' Gv viv & prrtap 100 Ttpdg "EAdevBipoug,
0D xai Govkvdidng év tfi B'. Harp. 219,16

advdovior 88 Aéyer Avoiag kot Edpunidng, Yrepidng 8¢ xod foi
nAetovg] Edxdeidng opddoviov Aéyovoty. Pollux 3,82,

Yrepeidng é&v 1 xat ’Abmvovévoug @noiv GAAG  Opdoe
Bovhopon @ Adye woup EABelv. avi twd nopoPoriotor.
Aéyeton 8¢ &x petopoplg w00 dpdoE e Adyxong ivor. &vii b
g€ évavtiog €ig 1 adtd €pyecBon xoi pn otpégeoBo PndE
pedyewv. Harp.222,20-223,2.

Yrepeidng év 1 xowd Anpddov ¢nol mepi od mOARD dv
Swcondtepov év tolg dEvBupiog N otiAn ctwBein ff év 1ol
fiuetépolg iepois. Evior pév, dv dom kol *Apictopyoc, 6EVBHIL
AéyeoBoi poot T EVA Gwp' BV ALY XOVTOL TLvES, and oD dEfwog
® Bopd xphicto: oo &' Exkdrtovieg EEopilovor xal xaiovot.
Aidupog 88 *AviikAeidov ALELv mopaypiyag gk v EEmyntikdv
POy OEVBONLL T KoBappLorTe. AEYETOL Kol GitoADportor TodTol
Yap &mogépeadon £1g g TPLOJoUG, HToty WG Oixiog KEBOLPWTLY.
gv 8¢ 1 dmopvipom 1P kot Anpuadov W v 1o TpLddog
onoiv ‘Exaroio, émov i xabdpowa Epepdv mveg, & SEVBLLL
koAetton. EbmoAg Afpowg Sv xpfiv v 1€ 1ol tprddorg kév 1oig
o&vbupiowg mpooTpORONOV ThG TOAEWS KdecBon tetpLydta. Eom
ToVvopo koi Teapd TTuéq v T kot *Adeyuivtov. Harp.223,12-
2249

Yrepidng &v 1 kot Anpddov gnot meplt od moArG Ov
Sikonotepov Ev 1tolg O&vBupiog f oTHAN otelein 7 év 1oig
fuetépowg iepols. Evior pév, dv éom xal Apiotapyog, 6Ev8vILL
Aéyeobat poot T EbAa dip' Bv dmdryyovral tLveg, nd 100 dEdax
% Gopd xpfiodon torda &' Exxdnrovieg EEopilovat kol xaiovor.
Advpog 8¢ gnow SEvBlua W xaBdpuae AfyeoBon xoi
AmoAvpLOTOr Tt YO dmogépecton eig 0 TpLOdovg, STov TG
olxiov xaBoipwoty. Suda.

&' évruyydver, dv 100 £080¢. “Yrepidng. Phot.Lex.

&' évroyyaverv “Yrepidng vl wod e€d0vg. Bach. Syn. 320. cod:
‘Yrepeidng.

&' évruyydver ‘Yrepidng dvi 100 e080¢, Suda.

O¢ tig mOAewg obong Eml tovrolg, vl 100 kextvnuévig kol
nepoPnpEvng. Yrepidng onoiv opbfig &' fly thg matpidog obong.
Aloyivng 8¢ dvtl 100 dnraBodg kail dvekpaiov. Phot.Lex.

8¢ thig mOAewg obomg Eml todtog, Gvit 10D kExuvmpivag ol
nepoPnpévng. “Yreptdng pnoiv opdfg &' Muiv thg matpidog odomg.
Aloyivng 8¢ avii 10D dmaBodg kol dvexpaiov. xoi TMoAdPiog
o0ty 8¢ wpoooyyeABivuwv ol Kopyndoviowg, 0pon kot
nepipoBog Aiv i ROMG Sudx v AdNAGTITIGL 1AV TPOSSOKWYLEVMDY.
Suda.
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30Bh

“Oolov

“Oowov

"Ocopdpot

OxeTOXpOLVeL

~

TOAOYLVOILOG

MoAAnvedg

Mavdnpog

B¢ 1fig mokeax obong &mi tovtowg dvii 10D kexivnpEvng xod
repoPnpévng. Yaepidng gnoiv dpbfig 8 ity tiig mortpidog oomg.
Aloyivng dvii 100 anabodg kol dvexpoiov. Bach. Syn. 320. cod:
Yrepeidng.

“Yrepeidng v 1@ mpds APLCTOYELTOVR YNOL KoL T XPTROTOL T
1e iepd xoi wx Gowx, O 1€ “Tooxpdtng *ApeEomOyLTKG KA Toilg
iepolg xai wig Ootog. Gt 8¢ twx Jowo T dnpdoa dnrol
AnjrocBéving Ev 1 xornd Tyokpdtong copdds Siddoker mepi
wotwy kol T pdv iepd, g dexdrog ThHG Beod wol TG
MEVINKOSTAG TV GAAV BE®V oecVANKOTEG, KoL et dAlyar Tl
8¢ 6o & &yiveto Mpétepo kexAopdreg. Aldupog 8¢ duxdig, pnoilv
Eleyov 1 OGowv, 10 1€ iepov kol 10 duonxdv. Harp. 226,15-
227.4.

‘Yrepeidng &v 1@ Tpog “ApLOTOYELTOVY PNOL KO, T XPHpLoTeL Tt
1€ iep kol 10 o, kol "Tooxpdng: 1olg iepoig kad Tolg doiowg.
wx dmpodcu Sowr Adyovteg. kol AnpocBEvng 88 v 1D kot
Tyokpditovg copdg dddowerl 1010, Atdupog 8¢ enotv duxdg
AéyecBor 1 Botov, 10 1€ iepov kol 1 {Suwtikdy. Suda.

Yrepeidng &v 1 xorvdx Anuéon, el YVAOLOG. TEPL TV o 0edpwV
dAlot e elprixaat kod Grdyopog év Tfi B 6 8¢ “Iotpog v T vy’
nept Onotwg Ayov Ypaper obtwg, Evexa Thg ko cwtmpiog
vojlloot To0G KOAOUEVODG OO oPdpovg KATOAEYELY 00 1AV
Yéver kol Aot mpodydviwv. f 8& Soxn Afijnd éan Borpug
gnptuévong Exov ooty O Opeoxddo Evwor  xakodotv.
Harp.227,5-10.

& v einowg TG WV OxETRV Gprog, i Yrepidng &v wp mept
Oye09. Pollux 10,30,

g “Yrepidng. Pollux 6,37.
udryerpog. Hes.

0h podvov énl w@v Gppévev kEXpTIoL W Ovopat ol prtopeg,
MY kol Emt ropBEvev. “Yrepidng &v 1 wpdg Tuyudvdpov (Caex.
XM, Ofenloch 177) xowodloxfévuov ydp 7Todwov dvotv
adeMpoty kol dvoly ddeApoly dppavaly kol Tpdg Rortpds Kol
prrepds kol moudapicov naidov. Suda.

Yrepeidng &v @ xord Anpdbov. Tobg adTOXEWPIYE TVOG
aveddoviog TH  moddym  modogivodovg  ExdAovy, (g Kod
’Avaideidng &v EEmymmix® droonpoiver. Harp.233,3-5.
‘Yrepeidng év wd Omép Xonpepilov amoroyiq, MoAinvn dfijog
g *Avtoxidog, 10 8¢ éx tomov Entpprie Actvopxog v TP kot
Zrepdvov [MoaAANVNBEY gnoly, 6 8¢ dnudtng Modinvedg. 6m &
goti koi &v Opgep oAy Ywopiov. Harp.232,18-233 2,

*Appodity Yrepeidng év w xotd IMotpokAéovg, el yviiowg.
*ATOAOBwpog &v T mepl Oedv mAvdnpdv gmowv CAnvmor
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IMavdiovig

[MopdBuctov

MapdBoctov

TPy poLpn

oY poLph

Mapoxotafoin

xAndfivor v Godpubeioay mepl v Gpyoioy Gyoply i 0
gviodBa mavio OV dfjjlov cvviyecBor 0 mohoudv €V Taig
éxxdnoiong, Gg &xdAovv  ayopdg. Nixavdpog &v ¢
Kohogaviak@v ZOAmvd ¢not adpata dyopioavio eORpent Ent
owyNG otfioon dux Todg VEOLg, ko Bk TV MEPLYEVOPEVIDOY
it iBpdcoocton Appoditng movdnov iepdv. fom && 10
navdnpov ndvicowvov. Harp.233,12- 234,3.

AnjocBévng kot Mewdiov. pio v Séxo LAGY mop'  ABnwaiolg
éoti, ¥Anfeloa and TMoavdiovog 100 "EpiyBoviov, dxg dAAoL e
moAholL Aéyovor xoi ‘Ymepeidng &v wd Urép dopjuciov.
Harp.234,8-10.

obuog ékadetnd T v mop' CABnvaiog Sikaotnpiwv, Ev @
£dixalov ol Evdexar 'Avnipdv &v 10 1pd¢ Nixoxhéa mept Spww.
puvrtovetovot ' atod GAAOL 1 TV Kojuk@y kol TioxAfic &v
*OpecToVToKAELDT, Exodelto 8¢ g &v 1ol vuppLkolg Swjtartiowg
kol kAivn mopdPoorog, fig pépvnmon Yrepeidng év @ worud
[TortpoxAEong. AéyeoBon &' Eotke TolyTol KOOl LETOPOPAY ANO TV
év 10l poptiolg RopoBUSHATLY, TOVTECTL TOPARATPOUATOV.
Harp.237,1-7.

Gva 100 kplpow kot 00 ovepds; ‘Yrepeidrg &v 1 kot ’ Apxecpotido.
Harp.115,2-3.

obuog ExoAelnwd m v mop' AGnvaiog Swcaotnpiov, v @
£dixalov ol 1or’. éxokelto 8¢ Tig &V 1ol VOpPLKOTg dopoTiowg Kol
KkAivn mopdPBootog, fi pépviion kol ‘Yrepeidng &v wd xond
IMoatpokA£ong. AfyecBor ' EoLke TOTOl KOUTY HLETOPOPAY GO TDV
&v 10lg @opTiog ToPUBUCUATOVY, TOVTESTL TOPORATPOILATOY.
Suda.

ob poévov émi 10D kowvod kol Ywpipov 1ifeton mopd TOTG
piropoiy, GAL' 1Sl *Tooxpdtng mopaypaphc elney dvil 100 dnd
tiig Ypowptg, kol éoti 10 Aeydpuevov mop' adod &' ob
nopéyponga. 1odvo &' av ein, &' 0d mopedépny. 6 8¢ “Yrepidng &v
M xortd AnjrocBévoug oDBE péxpL mopaypopfic PnoLy, Gvil 0D
08E PEYPL TLVOG BPLOUEVOD YPOVOV KO TOPOYEYPOULIE VOV, DIEP
€otiv Yeypoyévov. Suda.

ob povov émi 100 xotvod kol Yvopijov Tifeton mopd Tolg
prropowy, GAA' idimg 'lookpdrng &v 1@ mepl tfig Avtiddoedc
enowv Aéye apEdpevog dmd thg mapaypophic, Snep Eotiv dmd
T Ypoyuifi fiv péxpt viv  mapdypagpov kododpey ko Eotl w0
Aeyouevov, do' od mapéypayor twdto & &v ein, &g’ oD
nopeBEpny. 6 8¢ “Yrepeidng &v i kot AnpocBivoug oDdE uéxpt
ToPorYpophic PNoL vl 10D oDBE peXPL TLVOG MPLSPEVOD XpOVOV
Kol TOPoYEYPoyLLEvoL, & ot mepLYEYpoyLpEvou. Harp.235,9-15.

kol TopokatoBAAAELY Ol  qLELoPrtoDVIEg XpMdTov TLvidy
Sednpevpévov npdg v oMY xai ol mepl xAfpwv f ErucAnpoy
npog idubtog dvadikodvieg dpydpdv T xorteTiBecov Ko
o0tV Expfiv odtolg otépectot, i Thv Sikny frrTnBeiey. &ni piv
odv v 1pdg 10 dnpdorov approfrticecy dHASY oty Gm 10 €'
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[apodog

Topoyedova

Topelon Sperg

mopelon SpeLg

TopOdLov Tolxov

redoyilewv

nehayaley

neloyilewv

MEVINKOTTH

1épog wd dppuofntovpivor katetifeTo. mEPL pEv odv TV
dmpooimv moAlogod eipnron @ Avoiq, donep v € 1 nwpog
*AdcPuddnv mept oixicg kol &v ® ®pOG “Acwnddwpov mepi
oixiog, nepi O& 1V KANPLKAV GALOL TE RAALY ElpTiKOoL PTITOpES
kol Yrepeidng &v td mepl 100 Innémg kATMpov Seviépw.
AnplocBévig pévior év Th mpog Iovtoivewov mopoypopf mepl
idiog Tvog dikng enoi- kol et Todto TPooKOAETTOL JEY e THY
dikmv mAAwy, émewdn Batov dveideto oG TopoaTOBOANS.
Harp.237,10-22.

AnpooBévng Gummucolg. e v rop' CAfmvoov Tpog g
dnpooiog xpeiog Swmepmopivev pripev, dnd mvog Tpwog
wdvopor AoBoboa TMopddov. ol & EmPBefnxdteg odrfig
éxadodvro Hapadot, ot Sid bV TV DRTMPETIOY TETTOPAG 1€
OBorotg EAdyBavov  kod O mAelov [épog ToD Evictutod oikol
Epevov, AAAx € Tivor VRfipxev odtolg mopd ThG WOAEw, X
omowy ‘Yaepeidng v 1@ xot' *Apyeotpotidov. pépvion 88 wd
TopdAov fipwog kol dolopyxog &v xa'. Harp. 236,11- 17.

AnpooBévig, kol rapexeijacey Yrepidng. Phot.Lex.

AnpocBévng Ongp Kmouwpdviog. mopeton Ovopdlovior Tuveg
Opeg mopd 1O mopewdg peilloug Exewv, ag xai Kpativog év 1
Tpopavip droonuaivel. 6 88 'Yrepeidng &v ud xotd Anpuddov
YpapeL ot elvon & todg Mytopag Opoiovg Tolg Gpeot 100G 1e
Yap Gpelg juomrodg pév elvon mhveog: wv 8¢ Spewv adtidv Todg
uév Exelg 100G dvBpdnovg adikely, Toig 8¢ mopeiog adrods Tovg
Exewg korteotiewv. Harp.238,9-14.

Ovopdloviad Tiveg Speig odtmg, mopd T Topelds jieibovg Exeuv.
6 8 ‘Yrepedng &v 1D xowx Anpddov @noiv: elvon 8 tovg
propag Opoiovg i Speor Todg € Yop Spew pLomtodg pev
elvan maviog v O Opewv oDty Tolg pEv Exeig Toig
avBpdmovg adikelv, 1obg 08 mopelog odTOVg TOVg EXELS
xateodicty. Suda.

puépn 8¢ olxodopnuduwv Tolxor Yrepdng d& 100 mopodlov
toiyov elpnxev. Pollux 7,121.

0 dux reEAGyoug mopedecBan. “Yrepeidng. Bekk Antiatt. 111,28.

wo0g O36viog cuykpolelv. kol mAElV méAhayog GPoatov. kol
dAofoveveodon, kol yeddeaBon peydor. Hes.

Yrepidng, w0 and neddyovg neponododor. Phot.Lex.

KOL TEVINKOOTEDEGHOL, KOL TEVIKOTTOADYOL. REVITKOTTT PEV 10
“Aog O tehodol, mevinkoowoAoyor 8¢ ol 1wt ExAéyovreg,
MEVINKOOTEVECHON 8E 10 TPATTESHON THY REVINKOOTHV". TOOTOL &€
gomv ebpelv &v 1) kot Mewdiov, kol v 10 pdg TV Aokpitov
nopoypoptv. AnpocBévig kol Yrepidng év 1 Omip 1od
EdBovAov dopedv. Suda.
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MEVINKOSTY

nepdLkoTpopeiov

nepudooon

medxviov

TodooTpaPn

TOAVTATOLOL
TOAVPLAOLG

[Mooewedv
TpOTV
npdTnV

TPoBOALOV

npdyovog

npdyovog

KOl REVINKOSTEDESBOL, KAl REVINKOSTOAGYOL REVINKOSTH} MEV
$A0G TL KOl MEVINKOGTOAOYOL Ol 10010 10 TAog EKAEYOVTEG,
REVINKOOTEDESOON O 10 MPATIESHOL TV TEVINKOSTIV. Tatdr &’
Eonv ebpelv &v 1€ 1@ xonx Mewdiov, kol &v W wpdg THY
Aaxpitov noporypoerv Anpocdévous, koi Yrepeibov év ) mepi
1v EdBodAov Swpedv. Harp.245, 4-9.

el 8¢ pn yevdfic 6 Yamepidov Adyog dmep ‘Apmddov, &v b
Yéypomton éxmndnoovieg €k v mepdikotpogeimv. Pollux
10,159. ‘

kod neptiamicon, Onep Ynepidng nepiddoon eipnxev. Pollux 7,44.

®iBog | mBaxkviy Yrepidng 8¢ xol mbBdaxwiov eipnxev. Pollux
6,14.

Yrepeidng &v 1€ 1 xot CAfnvoyévoug wod &v D xor
Adroxiéong. modotopdBog EAEYOV pmavipaTd Tivee DRO ThV
Kovnyetwdv korookevadopueva, i & 1w Bnpia épPaivoveo
TAioxeto. Sieirexton Ecvopdv mept TG kKaTooKevTig oy &v 1)
nEPL KUVIYETIKOV Kol Thg Yproews. Harp.251,8-13.

nodootpdPog EAEYOV PMYOVAROTE TVal DO TV KOVIYETAV
xoaraokevolpeva, gig & i enpia EpPaivovior Rlioxeto. ot
‘Yrepidng xal Eevopdv. Suda.

TOAVTATOL (og AnpLocBveng kol “Yrepeidng. Pollux 4,163.
kot ToAVPLAOLG “YTepidng. Pollux 3,63.

Yrepeidn &v 1 kot Movtbéov. 6 ¢ v map' * Abnvaiowg ottw
koAetton. Harp.255,5-6.

Yrepidng 8¢ xoi mpdrnv eipnkev év @ Zvviyopikd. Pollux
3,125.

"Iootog kol Yrepidng 1Ov mpdnv einov, £v 88 1H xopwdig 6
RdANg Oonrep kol & wpartiog eiprron. Pollux 7,8.

elbog d0patog, ® ypdvion ol kvvydton mPOG THY TV SVAV
onpov. Yrepeidng &v W mepl tfic @uAaxti v Topprviv
Tpomikdy £k petopopls Expnoato 1 Svopom. om 88 dopv n
onpoiver moAldkig  Eomt poBely Ex 100 Sevopdviog
Kovnyenxod. Harp. 256,10-13.

wodtov 8¢ Yrepidng Motpoxiéong &nl Tpooywyeig xoTyopdv
UTpOLOV KEKATKE Kol Oedmopnog O kaykog &v Eiprvn. Pollux
3,27.

wdvope pévior 6 mpdyovog Eom pEV kol Topl Astvapxm
Ovopaleton 8¢ xoi mopd Ztpdtudt 7§ mpéyovog, ol mop'
Yrepeldny £E60wke v mpdyovov v oD, év W wpdg
* AneAdodov mept Bnoawpo. Pollux 3,27.
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TPOENECOV
TPOMPOCLOL

TPONPOCLaL

Ipoyetpmuig

IMuboéa

TMokvi

TToAon kot TTuAodo

RpoRETA Enoinoay. ‘Yrepidng. PhotLex.

‘Yrepeidng Anhoxd. Svopa Bvoiog. Harp.257,7.

w0 7pd 10D GipdTov BOpaTL Kol O Afjjog 8¢ b IpoopKrTODPLYL
koAel. Hes.

‘Yrepeidng &v 1 nepl topixovg. Aslvopyog kot “AyooikA£ovg
Zxcd800 totvov 100 Tpopetptod fiv vidg kol &v Snpdtong yéyove
kol orde0g &v th dryopd mpopetpdv Sutetédexev. Harp.258,4-6.

Kol TpopeTpMtog Yrepidng. Pollux 4,166.

nponeTd, TL Motfjoan. ‘Yrepeidng Podioxd. Bekk. Antiatt.112,10.
i elg Odwaotipiov xAfiog, xol mpookoAfoooBon O
nropoyYEAAELY £ig Sixmy AnpoocBévng &v 1) mepl 10D ‘Ayviov
KAApOV, Yrepeidng £v 1® mpdg Adjunrov. Harp.261,1-3.

ol 1AV petoikwy *ABHVNOL TPOESTNKOTEG TPOooTOTOL EKaA0DVTO®
dvoykofov yop fv Exootov TV PETOIk®V ROALTHV v
‘ABnvatov  vépewy  mpoowdtnv  Yrepeidng év W  xat
* AprotoyOpog. pépviton kot Mévavdpog &v apxfi Tiig [epuvbiog.
Harp.261,6-9.

Yrepedrg mpdg AmeAdatov. Gmopov whg Amd  TwodOv
goxnudmoton mopd T Al kol ydp ob 8 dv mapéBeto &
ypopponkog dvopoce e [T00we Eoptiv, &AL v ITvwov
’ AmdAMwvo. Harp.266,1-3.

Yrepeidng &v @ Omép Xoupepirov o gnot kol Tiig TIvoxdg
1000010V edplokodong. N wWv ‘Abnwoiov éxkAnoia obung
gxaAetto. moAAR &'y pviApn ot mop' Attkolg. Kieidnyog &'
¢v ¥ Ilpwtoyovicg ooviigoav gnowv g v IIviko
OdvopaoBeiooy dux 10 THY OCUVOLKNOLY TUKVOUHEVIV  ELVOL.
Harp.266,3-8.

kol TIohoayopog IMOAon pev xodolveon of  Ogppondion
AnpooBévng drMnmikois. ExAnBnoay &' ot dukk 10 oteEViv elvon
vty v egloodov amd Ostodicg slg v Doxido
nopevopéivorg. Ivdoio 8 éxoetto M gig Toig [ToAog odvodog wdv
*ApgpicTodvov Anjocfévig dmep Kmmowpdviog. dm 8¢ Tig
£yiyveto obvodog 1V " Appuetodvey eig IToAog Yrepeidng 1 v
émropiey kol eomopmog &v ™ A' eipikaowy. éxéunovio &' éx
TV TOAE@WV TV UETEXOVOHDV ThG AN@UKTUOVIOG TLVEG OlRep
éxododvio TodayOpor LVnOVEDOVSL 8¢ xoi TovTtmv TOAAOL,
donep koi AnpocOévrg év 1w Umep Ktnowdviog kod
>Apiotopdvng év Sevtépong Geopogopralovoars. Harp.266,9-
267,6.

avt. 00 npdoelg Yrepeidng &v W mpdg ‘AmeAdoiov. Eott
ToVvopo kod &v 1oig Taxppovog *Avdpeiorg. Harp.267,19-20.
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TANTod Korl

TOANTPLOV

podrLesTEPOY

padiectépav

pedLitepOg
Prvoio

prTopL)

podov

ooV

avti 100 npdog Yrepidng. om W Gvopa kod v Tolg Zdppovog
’ Avdpeiowg. Suda.

roAnTiplov: ol pev mwAntol dpxn Tig oty AGRVNoL U 1OV
apBpov Gvdpeg, €lg €k Thig QLA Exdotng dotkodol ¢ T
mapockopeve. dnd thg mOAEng Thvie, TEAN Kol PETOAAY KoL
modmoe; xoi w dnpevopever  Yaepedng dv 1 xot
’Apotoydpog . Siethexton 8¢ mepl addV ApLoTOTEATG €V
*AGnvaimv molteigr rwAnThpov 8& xoketton & womog Evo
ocvvedpebovoty ol mwhmroi ‘Ioaiog év 1 kot EAmayopov
moAAduclg. Harp.267,12-18.

70 mpotiplov. obtwg ‘Yrepidng. PhotLex.; Suda.

"Eviodfo 8¢ évBuptéov 10 kplpo. 10 oddE edmopddnrov fiv
&v onovdaig. Lwpéotepov. Opnfpov yop Gvakdywg eindviog
Copdtepov éx 100 Lopdv, mopd tolg Votepov edpmron Ko
Captortepov Kot 10 AKPOTECTEPOV, DOTIEP KO ANTPECTEPOV KL
aidotéatepov év "OdvocEiy kol Kol TATCIESTEPOY, Kol Top'
Aloydhp pbovéstepov, xoi edwvEoTEpOV mapd Emuxdpiup.
AfyeL 8¢ ol “Yrepeidng: podieotipav noALy. Tiveg 88 Lapdrepdv
paot 10 Beppov ... Eustath. Com. ad Hom. 11. 2,699,4-8.

Kol &v ) kond Anpddov 3¢ & “Yrepeidng elpnke dadiestépay
v =oALy, Ath. Deipn.424d.

kol GG Yrepidng peduotepog. Pollux 5,107.
‘Yrepeidng Anduokd. Eot 8¢ viioog TAnciov Allov. Harp.269, 8.

"Iootog &v 1 mpdg EdxkAeldmv mepl xwplov: Thg Yvoyog 6G
eiofiyov €ig 10 ducaoTiplov HETX YNEloHaTog. kol ‘Yrepeidng &v
w0 ko AdtorAéong mpodooiog prtopikiig éx SMpov. Eom Yop
kol €x Bouddic. olov el 1 adwx £8oke T S ko Th BovAd.
Lex.Cantabr.

‘Yrepeidbng &v 1 nepi 100 [MoAvevktov GTPUTMYEIV. PoBov
KoAETTOn TTopd: OV POBov OV &x TV KOGV dxovdpevoy, dtov
opodpiy Eladvwoly. Todvopo mopd  moAAolg koi  mop'
’Apioropdiver Ev ‘Inredor kod Govkvdidy év §'. Harp.270,6-9.

0 petd yopou kdpa 1 pedpo, mopd 1O Toxfmg Petv. onpoiver
kod Ty elpeciav ... ‘Yrepidng d podim &n’ sipeciog xéypron
cvviowordrtng. enol odv (Caec. XTI, Ofenloch, 184) 10 pév odv
v Edavvoviov TAfBog, kal tOv D Pobiov wogov, kol 0
péyeBog 100 okdgovg éxmemAnypivol Sewvd; Foav. ktTdnog 1e
poblov kol XpepeTopdg mawv GAATAOG GviEmOTdysl, onoiv
‘Approvdg. ko ol O adtdg otolyov  Ever  drltdv
npoPefAnuévov g Gomidog, MOAAD W Pobie koi Gy
Euykedevopévp moviol &v xpd 100 et dpmemoumpévou
Cevypotog mopamiéovoor. kol odbwg Tfig sipeciog 0 POBLOV.
Suda.
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CECTIHOCUE VD

CNKMOLOLT
OLTOPETPOL

OGKEVTOLILLOITOL
GKEVOTOLODVTOL

GKEVOTOLOVVTOL

Zrepledg

STPOLTIYOL

SUYKOTASOVADGaGOOL

ovpyLopio

ovjLopio:

Svppopic

avti 100 Eoppayiopévy AnpocBivng év T® REpL oD SVOROITOS,
‘Yrepeidng &v 1® xat' *Avtiov dppovik®. Harp.271,14-15,

Kol onkapote. g Yrepidng. Pollux 4,172,
g “Yrepibng, &' 0 10 ortopetpelv. Pollux 7,18.

8¢ "Yrepidng &v 1@ npdg Anpéay, kol okevoosiov 8¢ “Yrepeidng.
Pollux 10,15.

w0 7plype, Yrepidng év wd xowx CAvubéov. &vi 00
CKEVWPOVILEVOY Kol kataskevdloveo kol tAartdpevoy. Suda.

W0 mplypar Yrepeidng €v 1 xotd Mavtbiov avii 10D
OKEVWPOUPEVOV Ko KOTOOKEDALOVIOL Kol WAQTEOHEVOV.
Harp.275,12-13.

‘Yaepeidng xat *Apyeotpotidov. dfipog poifig Tihg Hovdiovidog
# Zteypé. Harp.279,34.

Anpoodévrg  durmukols. of  xof'  Exactov  Eviatvtov
XEWPOTOVODEVOL atpartnyol U Aoy, dog pobely oty Ex 1€ wdv
‘Yrepeidov kot AdtoxAfoug kol éx 1fig “Adnvoimv moAlteiog
’ Aprotoréhovg. Harp.280,5-7.

nop' ‘Yrepeidn xoi ol ovvdovdsbovieg mapd Astvipym. Pollux
3,81.

and 100 pépovg, fyouv ol tfig adrfig pepidog cOviaypo H
ppotpior AnpocBévng kot *AgoPfod. OU det 8¢ Bavpddery ndg 6
pev AnpooBévng enoiv EEfikovea Gvdpag Exev THY cupopioy, 6
d¢ “Ynepidrg, Sexamévie: év yop i xowd Moowdiovg Adyer v
aitioy, ypdpov “Emg peév ol ®AODOLO0L, TOPOKPOVOUEVOL THY
TOALY, oV €' kod EE pLnpopyodvieg HETpL avijAtokov, fiovxioy
fryov obtor Eredn 8¢ tordto xortelde AnpooBévng, vopovg Eomxe
100G  TPLKOoIoNg Tounpopyely, xoi Bopelon yeyovoowy ol
tpipopyion. ‘Om 8¢ xoi ol dnpomointor &veyphpovio el g
ovppopiog, dedhhwkey ‘Yrepidng &v @ ot HoAvevxrtov.
Toppopiton 8¢ eiowv ol Tiig avtiig adtolg petéXovieg oVLpopiog,
dinpébnoay 8¢ mpdov  “Abnvodor  xomd  cuppopiog  Emi
Nawaoikivov &pyovrog, dg Gldxopog. EEM.734,

1| ®ANBUG, | | cuvEdevowg, 1 | Potpla, A 10 cOvroypo. O 8¢
AnpooBévng  EEfMkovror (wdpalg Exetv Afyer TV ovppopiov.
‘Yrepidng 8¢ neviekoidexa. Zonaras.

covioypo 1 eotpia (L. @patplo) AnpooBévng oby Grov
mARBog GAAL pdvor of mAovotol, kol eiopépelv TH moAer
Sovipevor. Zopjiopial odv AEYETOR TO ROMTIKOY GHOT: POPOg
Yop Aeyéton mopd Aokedoupoviowg pépog T wod wiypor Tod
otpatod EAeyov 8 koi Emi Adyov avSpdv OV dpBpdy p* 6 ¢
AnpocBévng &' avdpog Exewv v ooppopiov. Yrepidng e
EM.(Miller) 274.
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ovppLopio

ovppopio

ovpyopio:

CVPUOPLAPXOG

coviodig

Anpootévg xat' 'AedPov o ody drav 10 TARBog, donep wop'
fuly, dupnto eig g coppopiag *ABHVMOLY, ALY povoL of
TAOOGW0L KO eloPEpELY TH TOAEL dovapevor. & Yoiv Anpoadévig
Ev 1 mepl v ooppoptdv enot, Tepl ThHv (LAlov kol Stokociwmv
&vdpdv Aéywv tdv rAovoustdtwy, &k 1oty toivov olpan Sety
notfioon cvppopiag x'. Gonep Vv elot, oopoto & Exdotny
Exovoav. ‘Yrepeidng 8' &v 1@ npdg Moddevktdv gnoiy eiol yop
&v 1fi ovppopig Exdot &' Gvdpeg. o det 8¢ Bavpdley nig 6
LEv Anpoatévrg enoiv & avdpag Exetv v coppopiav, O 8
Yrepeidng 1e'. &v yop 1@ xatx HMoowkAéovng Afyel Tiv aitiay,
YPOpwv Towtl Emg PEV Ol TACVOLMTOTOL TOPOKPOVOREVOL THV
OAY oOUREVIE kKoL SUVEE TPIMPaPXODVIEG PETPLL AVIALOKOV,
fiovgiav fiyov obtor énewdn 8¢ todto xomdov Anoctivng
wopoug E8nke todg 1 tpunpapyely kol Papeton yeydvoaoivy ol
tpumpapyion, Vv O Goppiov avtov ExkAiéntel. 6m 8¢ xod of
Sdnpomointor  éveyplupovio €ig g ovppopiag Sedniwkev O
Yrepeidng v td wotdx IoAvedktov mOAMIKLG. Svppopiton 8
glow ol 1fig ardthig ardtolg petéyovieg oopplopiog, dag £v 1P odtd
Aoye ‘Yrepeidng detxvool. Sunpébmoav 8¢ mpdov ’Afnvolot
ko ovpyLopiog Eni Nawowvikov Gpyoveog, dg enat DLAdyopog
&v tfi ' *Atdidoc. Harp.282-283,15.

AnjrooBévng koo “AedBov. oby Gmav 10 mARBog, donrep mop'
v, dupno &ig g ovpyoplog AGMvnoly, GAAY povov ot
TAOVOWOL Ko ELoPEPELY T} TOAEL duvaevoL. O YOOV AnpocBivig
&v 1) mepl 1AV ovppopidy enoL, nepl 1Y o kol & dvdpddv
Aéyewy v TAovouTdTV: £k Tolvov Totbwmv olpon Selv rotfioon
ovppopiog k' vodg eioiv & oopata Exovoav. Yrepeidng 8 &v i@
7pog MoAbevktdv pnowy eict yop £v 1§ ocvppopig Exdorn &'
avdpeg. od el 8¢ Baopddelv mix, O pEv Anpootivng gmoiv &
Gvdpog Exewv Ty cvppopioy, 0 8¢ Yrepidng 1e'. &v yop 0 xorrd
Hoowcdéovg Adyel v aitiov, ypdpwmv tovtt Bag pEv ol
TAOVOLIDTOTOL  TOPOKPOVOLEVOL THY TOAY oOv € kol o
tpunpapodvieg pétplor avihiokoy, fovyiov fryov odrtot. éredn
OE ToTo KOTETDE ANPLocBEVNG, VOROVG E8MKE TOVG 1 TPINPOPYELY
kot Bopeton Yeyovoory ol tpunpapyion. m 8¢ xoi ol dnpromointot
&veypapovto gig wig ovoppopiog dednhwxev Yrepeidng v @
worrd HoAvedxrtov. ooproptron & eloiv ol g adrig adtolg
petéyovieg ovpylopiog. dinpébnoav 8¢ mpdov AGmvoiol ot
cuppopiog Ent Nowaivikoo dpyxoveog, dg Guidyopog. Suda.

xod 10 o' Y7epidn petouctkiic supyoplog toytiog. Pollux 8,144,

T00¢ 88 GpYOVTOG TV CVIPOPLTAV KOl CVPPOPLIPYoS YRepidng
elpnkev, dxg v pUADV UANpPYOovG. Pollux 3,53.

avtl 100 cuvtetoypévy dwlknoig Anpocdivng Guraucols Kol
oy odveaguy elvon v admiv 100 1€ AoyBdvely xai 10D Toelv
w déovto. EAeyov 8 kol ToVg OOV CUVIGEEL, ERewdn
xoheming Epepov ol “ElAnveg W v @dpwv  Gvopa,
KoArotpdtov obtw kodéoaviog, G @not Ocodmopmog &v t'
Ouirmk@v. Yrepeldng AnMox® odvioebwv év 1 mopdvi
ovdevi hddvieg, Tuels 8¢ mote HEuocoyev AoPBelv. Harp.285, 8-
14.
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ocoviobig

ooviobig

roxileTon

TPLOUKGG

TPLOKOG

LG

TOADPAVTOG

TOAVPAVTIG

Toppetdon

repda

drogThoog

drooTioog

‘Youwol

QoAyYLO

avii 100 covietoypivn olknowg. Anjoctévng GLlmnukols kol
pioy coviay glvon v ardriy, 100 1€ AapPdavely kai 10D ToLelv
. dtovio. EAeye OF Exdotovg @Opovg CUVIOEELS, EmEWd
XOAENAX, Epepov ol “EAATvEG 1V @dpwv Gvopr, KoAAoTpdIon
obtw koAéoaviog. kol Yrepidng 8¢ ¢nowv odvieliv év 1)
nopovTL 00deVi BdOVIEG, MET 8¢ mote RELboapey AoPetv. Suda.

Abo mpayjLtmv Eveotg, kod 1O AapBdvely kol moelv W déoveor
i vt 100 covtetaypévn olknolg. AnjLocBéving GIMRRLKDY, Kol
piov oovtaEy elvon tiy ad v 100 1€ AopPdvery xal w00 rolely
0 déovia.. “EAeyov 8& Exdiotovg @Opovg CUVIAEELS, EReldn
YOAER@; Epepov ol  “EAAnveg T v @Opwv  Svopo,
KoAliotpdtov obtm kadéoavtog. Kol “Yrepidng odviobiy v 1
ropdvr 00devi Subdvieg. EM.736.

woxilwv, 68ev xoi W toxilewn o Gpydpov mop' Yrepidnm,
Pollux 3,85.

| TpLk0aT 100 UNVOG. Kol sOoTNILY T TV oArtdyv. Hes.

101G TETEAEVTNKOOLY TYETO T} TPLOKOOT RUEPO DLt BoviLTov. Kol
EAEyeTo pLoxd, Gg Yrepeidng &v W mepl 100 ‘Innémg xAhpov
dmhot, Evikdx e kol TANBVVTLKAX TprodBor kol TpLoddag Tv
Tuépoy kohdv. Harp.292,4-7.

101G TETEALVTNKOCLY THYETO T TPLOKOSTY TEPO Sult BorvXtov, Kol
£Aéyeto tpuods. Yrepidng dndol, Evikdg te kol TANBUVTLKAY
Tprodidor kol Tprokddag THy fpépay koddv. Suda.

‘Yrepidng 8¢ év 1 dnép Mikog £ EoBAOcOTO TOAVPAVTOS.
Poliux 7,191.

®v kol Vg tevitog fowkev Yrepidng év 1) VmEp Mikog
ovopdlety eirdv odhoato Todvpaviog. Pollux 10,39,

‘Yrepeidng év 1@ dmép Zevopilov. Afjpog tfig Oivnidog ol
Toppeidon, G pnor Addmpog. Harp.295,6-7.

Epyov 8¢ 10D oixodopov kol 0 drepda Eyeipon, g Yrepidng
£on. Pollux 7,125.

vt w00 vmoPoAdpevog Yrepedng €v W@ xoT  CAvTiov.
Harp.297,6-7.

avti 100 droBodAdpevos. ‘Yrepeidng. Suda.

‘Yrepeidng év wd dnep Eevopilov. Youud thig Boustiog oG, AG
pvnpovever kol Edpunidng év ’Avadnn, Harp. 297,16-17.
Yrepeidng &v ™ kat' *Aplotoyopog B d tdv doketiv TL {Hdv
éon W Quidyywv. dfdov 8E moel kol Eevopdv &v of TV
’ Amopvnjiovevpdetey. Harp.297- 298,2,
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plhotoia

pLhotoio

DopPavieiov

dopPaviciov

dopBovieiov

PpOVELV

PPOVNULOTLODELG

PPOVNILOLTLOBT VoL

YOAKETOL

Xodxelo

xGprv Exerv

Xelpa

XEpOL

xelpo

AnjLoofévrg &v 1@ kat' Aloxivou f kOME fiv kortd puAlav Tolg
piloig mpodmvov grhotnoie Exadelto, g Yrepeidng onol kol
"Adegig. Harp.301,12-14.

| euidn 7 didopévn &v 1olg ovpmooiow. &v Yop W RO
puloppovodpevor dAAAovg énredidocav oivov xOAka. Rv
pthotnoiay éxdhovv dg Yrepidng omol kot “AAefig. kod
“Ounpog: dewdéyxar’ dAAMAOVG, kod oddg Eyxeltm TG oUW
grhomotoy. Suda.

Yrepidng év 1 wawd IMotpoxkAfovg dvopdoBon Afyer d&md
dopPavtog  PBaocitdeboaviog Kovpiptwv, xol ' “Epexfémg
avoupeféviog. EM.798.

Yrepeidng év @ wowx IMotpokAéovg, Ot 10 'ABfvnot
dopPaviciov  dvopudodn amd  BopBaviog  Bacihedoavrog
Kovprirwv kol dr' "Epex8émg dvopedéviog dednimrev *Avdpdiv
£v n' v Toyyeveldv Ty 8¢ Hooewddvog vidg 6 ®OpPag, kobk
enowv ‘EALdwvikog év o " At8idog. Harp.302,6-10.

Yrepidng év 1 kot Motpoxiéovg, 6m 10 ' Abnvinot opPateiov
hvopdotn ard ddpPoaviog Paciredoaviog Kovpmdy, koi O’
"EpeyBéag avapediviog. fiv 8¢ Ioocewddvog vidg 6 ddpPoc.
Suda.

Inpoiver kol 0 voelv, xoi W @povmpe  Exewv  xol
ppovnpotiodiivon Y repidng. E.M.800.

EnopBeig @ @povipot. Hes.

oVt Yrepidng Gvil 10D ppoviapartog kol oinoewg TAnpwefivor
(Caec. X2, Ofenloch 192.) ol 8¢ ¢povnpoticBévieg Dm0 v
Sednhwoptvov Etopol oo, Suda.

Dropviporte THe TV TEX VAV ebpécems. Hes.

Yrepeidng év d xotd Anyéov Eeviag. T XoAkelo Eopty mop'
*AGnvoiowg T CAGMVE dyopévn TMooveyidvog €vn kol véQ,
xepdvodt xowvi, oot 8¢ xodkedoty, dg enow ' AroAibdviog
O Axopvedg. Dovddnpog 8E odk TABMWY pnowv dyeoBon TV
toptiiv GAA' ‘Hooiowp. yéypommon O kol Mevavdpw Spduo
Xohxeto. Harp.304,12-305,2

g Yrepidng te kol Aveiog. Pollux 5,142,

Yrepidng 8¢ v wd dnép Avkdppovog kol 10 VRO v TOAAAV
OovopoOpeEVOY YEPOYPOPOV YETPt MVOUOCEY, EldY 0VTE YOIp
v £avtod yelpo Sovartdv dpviicodot. Eon 88 kol vordpoov
Omhov xeip oudnpd. Pollux 2,152.

0 XEWPOYPopoV, “Yrepidng. Bach. Syn. 414. cod: “Yrepeidng.

0 XEWOYpapov, Yrepidng. Suda.
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axpBoApLioce w0 énopboipdy 10 Embopelv Tvog, kol G@Poipiocs 10O
éne@dunoev ‘Yrepidng. Pollux 2,62.
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18lwg “Yrepeldng - ‘peculiarly Hyperides’

(List of words and phrases, which might have been coined by Hyperides - they are

not attested before the orator’s oeuvre - and which were used later in literary texts.)

aA@rtelg - ‘barley-millers’; Babr.29,4.

availoydvinpa - ‘impudent act or speech’; Galen. De Usu Partium 3,801,16; De
placitis Hippocratis et Platonis 1,6,2,2.

avékAglmtog - ‘incessant’; Strab.3,2,9; 12,2,7; 12,2 8; Diod.1,36,1; Plut Mor.438d,;
Luc.Ev.12,33; Clem. Alex.Str.4,487.

aneAnilelv - ‘despair of’; Pol.1,19,12; Diod.17,106,7; Jos.B.J.5,9,1; App.2,796,7,
Plut.787d; Alciphr.4,16,5; D.Chrys.1,186,25; Luc.Ev.6,35; D.La.8,69; Orig.3,1197a.
droypagevg - ‘describer’; Marcell. Vita Thuc.51 (Const.Porph. De virtutibus et vitiis
2,33).

dovAlg - ‘female slave’; Herondas 7,126; Rufin.Anth.Pal.5,18; Jo.Mal.86,5; 95,12;
eloxopilew - ‘introduce’; Ael.V.H.1,21,

¢umouplopde - ‘burning’; Levit.10,6; Numer.11,3; Deut. 9,22; Pol.9,41,5; 14,1,15;
14,4,6; Diod.20,67; Artemid.4,43; Io. Chrys. Synopsis scripturae sacrae 56,331,
Theodoretus Com. in Is.2,329;, Euseb.Com.inPsal.23,917,5, Olymp. Com. in
Arist.meteora 143,24, Schol. Ar.Av.1242. further references in the Septuaginta and in
its commentators.

£EeAe00epog - ‘freedman’; D.Cass.39,38; Cic.ad A11.6,5,1.

¢mPaocia - ‘entry’; D.Cass. 8,34; 34,54; [68,13; 80,3].

éni kepadaiov - ‘to sum up’; Pol. 1,65,5.

¢movkopavtelv - ‘harass yet more with frivolous accusations’; Plut.Ant.21,4;
Plut.Mor.1096 F.

’Ioodaitng - Plut.Mor.389a; Luc.Sat.32,30. .

KOTOPPMTOPEVELY - ‘Overrun by rhetoric’; Plut. Mor.801f, Luc.Gymn. 19; Jo.Chrys.
De virginitate 95,9; Phot.epist.370,35; Schol. Ar.Plut.586.
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xopdaxifewv - ‘dance the korax’; D.Chrys.2,4,34; Alciphr.2,15,2; D,Cass.50,27,
Jul.Mis.20,16; Synes. epist.24; Georg.Progymn.1,570,28.

peTolklkOg - ‘a payment of metoikoi’, Plut.Alc.5; Luc.Lex.25b.

veooUALOYOg - ‘newly collected, incurred’; Pol.1,61,4; 3,70,10; 108,6; Poseid.
Frg.141,7; Diod.34,6,2; Appian. 3,7,46; 3,7,47; Polyaen.Stratag.3,11,8,

®oY0eOpog - ‘the young man, who carried the the wine-branches’; Philoch.fr.44;
Alciphr.1,11,1;

0p0cApéw - ‘look longingly’; Athan. HistAr. 7,2; deDec.Nic.35,4; Ap.Sec.6,7,
Anna Comn. Alexias 1,13,6; Pol. 31,21,1; 1,7,2; 2,17,3; Philostr. V.S. 26,22.
nopoddlog - ‘on the road-way’, PlutMor.521d; Schol.ll.8,435; Basil.Hom.in
pr.prov.31,388.

nepdikotpopetov - ‘partridge-coop’; Eusth.0d.1,66,46.

nepiovpecBor - ‘carry off'; BC.4,9,74; Athan. Apol.Sec.30,3, Joh.Chrys. In
pharisaeum 61,730; In annuntiationem 62,765, Romanus Melodus Cantica 38;
Eusth. Od. 1,168.

nporotavor - ‘put before one’; Diod.1,9,5.

npormintelv - ‘do something  hastily’; Diod.3,51; 15,65; 15,87, 18,71;
Plut Mor.1122c; Sext. Emp Math.7,2.

npocictachal - ‘being tedious for someone’; D.H.Ant. Rom.1,8.

podieotépav; - ‘easier (unusual comparative)’ (Arist.Probl.870b.37); Pol.11,1,1;
16,20.,4;

okevonoinua - ‘trick’; Plut.Crass.33.

OTNAOKOTE® - ‘inscribe on a stele’; D.Cass. 43,9.

x€lp - ‘artist’; Charit.5,7, Himer.decl.48,171.
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Alciphro, an admirer of Hyperides?

Although this list contains only expressions, which are first attested in
Hyperides, it cannot be proved that the ‘Nachleben’ of them takes its origin definitely
from the text of Hyperides. They are mostly colloquial expressions, which could have
been found in all sorts of different sources parallel to Hyperides. Probably this
explains the frequent references in Polybius, Diodorus and the historiographers and in
the Fathers of the Church.

In one case, however, we can suppose a conscious study and adaptation of
Hyperides’ vocabulary. Besides the three references above, there are four further
reminiscences in Alciphro, the epistolographer’s epistles: diaAfyecOor, 4,8;
xkattoeoba, 3,22; paothipeg, 1,14; mbaxviov, 2,12. Alciphro, on the other hand,
devotes three letters to Hyperides, in which the ‘hetairai’ praise the advocate and
protector of Phryne (4,3; 4; 5). Moreover, in 4,4,4, Bachis, the fictive author of the
letter to Phryne refuses the commonplace that Phryne’s desperate exhibition of her
beauty was exclusively the turning point for the decision:

... UMOE Tt0lg Aéyovol oot Ott, €l pun 1OV YLTviokov mepippnEopévn To
pootapio tolg dikaotalg, oVdEV <av> O PNt GEEAEL, TTELBOV. KOl Yip
adT0 ToVTo Tva £V Kapd yEvntal ool 1 EKELVOV TTOPECYE CVVIYOPLaL.

‘and do not believe those, who say that if you had not shown your breasts
to the men of the jury after ripping apart your dress, the orator could not have
helped you. It was his speech, which provided that even this effect could take
place at the right moment’

Alciphro seems to belong to that limited group of intellectuals in the Second
Sophistic, who found the personality and oeuvre of Hyperides attractive. In the genre
of love letters of courtesans one of the delicate expressions used by Hyperides:
dadéyecBat, ‘have a nice chat’, meaning sexual intercourse, finds its proper place.

Although this genre is much indebted to Comedy and Lucian,”"® Alciphro could

"Graham Anderson, The Second Sophistic, A Cultural Phenomenon in the Roman Empire
(London, New York, 1993) 191; c¢f. W.Volkmann, Studia Alciphronea. 1. De Alciphrone comoediae
imitatore (Diss. Breslau, 1886) 36-44, Tabula I,II.
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hardly have despised the orator, like [Lucian] in Dem.51. The epistolographer’s view
is more related to the appreciation of Himerius and Libanius regarding Hyperides,

which could have generated a conscious inquiry into his vocabulary.
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The origin of Hyperides’ most famous speech, the Deliacus

In the middle of the fourth century B.C. the myth of the Deliacus was not a
kind of colouring element in the speech, but represented the main line of
argumentation. To use a myth as historical argument in order to underline the rights
of a certain state was not a unique phenomenon. Greeks commonly regarded myths
as their remote, nevertheless respectable early history. Though it might sound
surprising, arguments backed by some myths could play a decisive part and therefore
many attempts were made to create favourable variants according to current political
interests. This was analysed by M. Nilsson in a monograph, where he illustrates the
subject with numerous examples taken from Greek history.”*I would like to take up
this line and add a further case. The historical and mythical background of the
Deliacus and all the political machinations behind it, which can be observed before
and during the actual trial in Delphi, constitute a fine model of such cultural
diplomacy.

August Boeckh had already scrutinized the fragments from the speech of
Hyperides approximately 160 years ago. He even tried to reconstruct his strategy of
argumentation. The starting point for Boeckh’s research was an inscription, which
had been found recently and described the possessions of the temple of Apollo on
Delos. Boeckh, on the basis of the temporal difference between formulation and
incision of the text, concluded that a new exhibition of the document must have
served political interests. It was intended to underline Athens’ supremacy over the
island and the temple. It corresponded to many other similar efforts in the fourth
century B.C. and among them the ‘myth of Hyperides’.””

Despite all his insight into this cultural offensive and attempt to collect

Athenian arguments against the claims of the Delians, Boeckh could not know that

"Martin P. Nilsson, Cults, Myths, Oracles, and Politics in Ancient Greece, With two Appendices:
1.The Ionian Phylae, 2.The Phratries (Lund, 1951).

7 A. Boeckh, ‘Erklirung einer Attischen Urkunde iiber das Vermogen des Apollinischen
Heiligthums auf Delos’ Abh. Akad. Berlin (Berlin, 1834) in Kleine Schriften V. (Berlin, 1871, Hg.
P.Eichholtz und E. Brautschek) 430-476.
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some 90 years later a Greek archaeologist would find the temple of Apollo Zoster.
This temple, however, plays a crucial role in the Athenian variant of the Leto myth.
K. Kourouniotis published the report of his excavations in 1928.”* Thanks to this
report the actual scene of the diplomatic affair can be described. Though since
Kourouniotis’ account more or less 70 years have passed, it seems that the
background of the propaganda focused on Zoster is still waiting for examination.
Nobody could establish historical reality in this matter because of lack of sufficient
data. The aim of this chapter therefore is merely to propose a hypothesis, which

hopefully will not exceed the limits of a reasonable reconstruction.

722K K ourouniotis, “To iepdv 100 *AnéAAwvog ZaoTipog’ *Apyatodoyixov Aedtiov 11 (1927/28)
9-52.
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Historical events before the ‘Delian trial’

Sixth century B.C.

According to the literary evidence the first historical connection between
Athens and the Delian temple was established during the reign of Pisistratus, when
the Athenians purified the femenos from the dead.”” In his monograph, Nilsson draws
a convincing picture of Pisistratus’ Aegean policy, in which to obtain control of the
temple of Apollo was of vital importance. Such aspirations of the tyrant are obviously
attested not only by historiographers but also by archaeological excavations. The
oldest Delian temple, the Porinos Naos was rebuilt in the sixth century B.C. by
Athenian craftsmen and it was probably the result of Pisistratus’ active

participation.”*

Fifth century B.C.

Though these facts do not prove that the famous Delian temple of Apollo was

7%it is certain that Athens had already

under Athenian control from the sixth century,
tried to bring the island under her influence. On the other hand, the inscription, which
was scrutinized by Boeckh, reveals that Athenian supremacy was secured long before
the Peloponnesian War. During the war Athenians could without any difficulties
thoroughly purify the island and forbid birth and death on it. Later, in 422, the

inhabitants themselves were exiled because of some kind of impurity and therefore

"Ber. 1,64,9: Tipdg e ETL wobrowot v vijcov Afjlov xalbfipag Ex wov Aoyiwv, kabfpag 8¢ &de: Ex’ Socov
Emoyig <dmd> 100 ipod elye, kx tobrov b ydpov mawvtdg EEophEag 1oty vexpolg petepdpee k¢ dAdov
x®pov Thg Afilou.

Thuc. 3,104,1: Tov & abtob xewpudrog kol Afjlov Exdtnpay’ AGnvoior xatd Xpnopdv 3 two. Exdonpe piv

Yop xal HMewsiotpatog & Thpavvog npdtepov abthy, oby dmocov, AAL' doov &nd 10D 1epoV Edewpdto THE
vhicou 161 8¢ ndloo Exabdpbn

72F Courby, ‘Les temples d’Apollon’ Exploration archéologique faite par I'école francaise
d’Athénes, Délos XII (Paris, 1931) 213; Hubert Gallet de Santerre, Délos Primitive et Archaique
(Paris, 1958) 302.

">Boeckh, 434, argues that the Athenians probably in the period of founding the Delian League
tried to extend their protectorate over the island, the more so, since the treasury of the League was
situated in the Apollo sanctuary in Delos.
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their incapacity to maintain the cult.””® Soon afterwards, however, the Delians were
allowed to return home in consequence of an oracle, which urged the Athenians to
allow them, if they wanted to change their misfortune in the war.””’ After the final
defeat, as a logical consequence of Athenian military weakness, the Delians tried to
use the opportunity. The islanders placed all their trust in Sparta’s help and raised the
dependency of the temple.””*The result of this debate was probably very similar to
that in the fourth century, since Pausanias, the Spartan king, refused the Delian
reqﬁest. In all probability - like Philip - he preferred a conciliated to a humiliated
Athenian state.

Such immediate results of weakened military supremacy must have given a
very disturbing alarm signal for the political leadership at Athens, if they wanted to
sustain their imperial ambitions. This was a historical situation, when ‘cultural
warfare’ came into prominence instead of weapons, which is sometimes much more
successful. It is basically what August Boeckh is speaking about in his treatise. He
not only dates erection of the inscription to this period (early fourth century B.C.) but
also suggests that this must be the breeding ground for mythical inventions, as in
Hyperides and the Atthidographers. But perhaps it would be a mistake to narrow the
time-limits of these efforts and to trace a fresh, almost panic-stricken attempt to
secure especially the financial benefits of the temple. It seems to be more likely that
this- Delian problem had existed for a long time. Though signs of Athenian cultural
efforts were not always so significant, a solid background to this sudden intensified
activity is very probable. It operated with traditional strategies. The first initiative in
this particular case might be that of Pisistratus, one of the first Athenian politicians

with an imperial spirit.”

"5Thuc 5,1: SiedéAvvo péxpr Mubioy, xol Ev Th Exexeipiq’ Abnraior  Aniioug dwEstRoav kx Afjiov,

hynodpevor kot modody Twar aitiov ob kaBapols Sviag tepdobar, kol dpo EAlmeg opicw elvan
w00 THg Kobdpoeme, 1 mpdtepdy por dedfhwrtan dg dverbrieg tog Bfixag T@Y 1EBrEdTOY OPBidg
Evépicow.

"2 Thuc 5,32: Anhiovg 88 xatfyoryov mdAw E¢ Afjhov, EvBupobpevor Tdg te v ol pégyong Evppdpog .
"%Boeckh, 437, follows Dorville’s suggestions and draws on an anecdote in Plutarch.
Plut Apopht.Lac. 230C: NMovooviog & KieopPpdton, Anriwy dikooroyouévev mepl g vicov mpdg
’ ABnaioug kol Aeydrtmy, dTL xatd v vdpov Y o’ abtolg ol at yuvaixeg Ev i vicw tiktousiy ol®’
ol tedevthoarvteg BarTovTaL, “nidg <Gv> odv* £ "abn natple bpdv ein, Ev §i obte yEyovt tig bpdv ott’
Eotway;”

"Frank Kolb, ‘Bau-, Religions- und Kulturpolitik der Peisistratiden’ Jachrbuch des Deutschen
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Origin of the Deliacus and the Leto myth

Athenian fears were justified. In the middle of the fourth century the Delians
regarded circumstances as favourable for renewing the issue and making an effort to
regain the temple. After 346 B.C. Philip II established an overwhelming influence
over the Delphic Amphictyony, which was acting as an international court in affairs
similar to that of Delos and Athens. Having great expectations that the Macedonians
would support their claims, the Delian state summoned Athens before the Delphic
court in 343 B.C.” Euthycrates was delegated to speak on behalf of the Delians, a
man who in Athens did not have a good reputation, being the betrayer of
Olynthus.”'Though the Athenian assembly elected Aeschines syregoros, the
Areopagus invalidated the decision and Hyperides was nominated.”*Thanks to the
speech, or rather to Philip’s diplomatic intelligence, the Athenians probably won the

case.

The following fragments are extant from the Leto myth, which formed a decisive

element in Hyperides’ speech.”

Archilogischen Instituts 92 (1977) 99-138. The author is highly sceptical with regard to building-
activity of Pisistratus in Athens, which could be somehow linked to a determined cultural
programme: ‘Die Baupolitik des Tyrannen -falls man von einer solchen iiberhaupt sprechen sollte -
kann nicht als Zeugnis fiir ein bestimmtes politisches und soziales Programm heranzogen werden’
(108). Rather Pisistratus’ sons were responsible for extensive building projects.

"0Scholars are of different opinions regarding the exact date: Engels, 75; cf H.Wankel,
Demosthenes Rede uiber den Kranz (Heidelberg, 1976) 11, 728.

'Dem.8,40; Hyp.fr.76, Jensen; cf. W.Will, Callidus emptor Olynthi. Zur politischen Propaganda
des Demosthenes und ihrer Nachwirkung’ Klio 65 (1983) 51-80.

2Dem.18,134. On the political background of the decision: cf. Engels, 74-78; Wankel, 727-733. A
detailed bibliography for the case and similar international affairs is given by: L. Piccirilli, Gli
arbitrati interstatali greci I: Dalle origini al 338 a.C. (Pisa, 1973), Nr.57, 215-216.

"0n myths in international disputes see further: H. Strasburger, ‘Thukydides und die politische
Selbstdarstellung der Athener’ Hermes 86 (1958) 22 sqq.; E. Bickerman, ‘Bemerkungen iiber das
Volkerrecht’ in Zur Griechischen Staatskunde Wege der Forschung 96 (Darmstadt, 1969; Hg.
Gschnitzer) 498-500.
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v ATl xdovoav tovg taidag Ex Awdg Elabvestar brd tng Hpag kotd.
ooy YHv kol 8ddatwayr §0n 8¢ abtiy Bapvvopbtvny xal &ropovoav EAOEY
€lg Ty xdpav Ty hietépaw kol Aboon Ty Ldvmy Ev w0 tonw, 8¢ vov Zeotip
xkaAglwon™ .

‘It is said that Leto, who was about to give birth to the children of Zeus,
was driven by Hera over land and sea. And when she was already weary and
distressed she came to our country and loosened her girdle in the place now

called Zoster.”™’

Avoapévn Ty den'v by Zootpr Thg 'ATUKTE kol Auovoo Ty
Enwvopior 1@ tnw, adifovoo del gig 1 mpdg Ew g IMpovoiog’ Amvdc
fiyoupévne, &’ dxpag Thg' Attikig Empaoca v vicwy €lg ATjAov katadpet
Kol TikTeEL 1) Tovg BeoVG THY €T APTERLY KOL OV TALTp®OV ATOAAW® Tf) TbAer

‘(Leto) after she had solved her girdle at Zoster in Attica and thus she has
given name to the place, she kept going always towards the east, while Athena
Pronoia was guiding her. Then from the cape of Attica she strode over the
islands and arrived at Delos and finally gave birth to the gods, Artemis and

Apollo, protector of our city.”™’

oo Kol Ynepidng Ev Anhiax® Povidpevog deiat, éTL al vioor Eyyie
elol ¢ Attixig, elnev dm &n’ dxpag thg ' ATTikhig i Anptd EnéPn Thg viicov.
D. Ipbvola ExAHBN 1 ABTd, $T1 Thg Antovg EV 1@ TikTew npovoncaptvn™

‘Hyperides also wanted to prove this in the Deliacus, that the islands are

close to Attica, so he said that Leto from the cape of Attica strode over to the

73Rabe, (Syr.Id.) 37 sqq.

">Translated by J.O.Burtt.

7 Aristid.1, 97.

31 AndAdwv Matpdog 6 MHBLog. Mpoonyopia Tig 0Tt 100 00D, TOAADY TV TAAGV ODGAV.
Tov '8¢ 'AmbrAmva xowvix ratpdov Tpdolv "Abnvaiot and ‘Iovog 109tov Yap olkicaviog
v CAtuxny, @ "Aplowtdng gnot, twodg Abnvaiovg ‘Tovag xAndfivar, xoi *AndAAo
notpPov avtotg dOvopoacdivat. Harp.48,13.

"38Schol. in Aristid.97.
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island. Athena was called Pronoia, because she took care of Leto, when she

was about to give birth.’

Archeological excavation

On the basis of the descriptions in Pausanias, Stephanos Byzantios and

™%and last but not least following a report of a lucky scout team, Kourouniotis

Strabo,
identified the ancient Zoster with the area of modern Vouliagmeni.”*Opposite the
island Fleves there is a small peninsula. The remains of the temple of Apollo Zoster
were found at its narrowest part. The land is so narrow at this place that the temple
almost occupies almost the entire area between the two coastlines. The sanctuary’s
size is 10.8 x 6.00 metres and it is surrounded by a peristyle of 14 columns. In front
of the eastern side of the temple, 6.75 metres from the main entrance there is an
external altar. The interior is divided by a wall, which presumably existed when the
three bases were built for the three gods, since the location of these is adjusted to the
first room at the entrance. There are archaic votive inscriptions on the three bases,
which can be dated to the end of the sixth century B.C. The bases were erected by the
members of the deme of Halieus. A table before the sculptures must be of the same
period, since the inscription on the base in the middle is raised to the upper edge of

the front side, in order to be visible above the table. On the front of the table, which

faces the entrance, a fourth century inscription was incised, in which members of the

19z wothp, The' Attikiic tobuée, Smov ¢act thy Antd Adoon Ty {dwmy [xal] xabeicav kv 1 Alpm
rotoacBal Eviatbo Blovow’ Ahoetg Antot xal' Aptepid kol AtdAdwv Zoompin. d toritg Zeothpog.
Tpudon xal Zootnpio ' Aénud kv Aoxpolg 101 Emximuidiore. Steph.Byz.298,12.

Mew & wv Mewpod doadnpelg dhpog Ev 1 Eebng ropadrio: 18’ Alpotowor AtEwvelg ' Adouelg ot
Aol Avayvpdotol Str. Geog9,1,21.

*Alpovsiolg <piv> @ecpoddpov Afjuntpog xal Képng botiv lepdy, kv Zwotipr <8> Exl 8aldoong xal
Bwpdg Abnuag xal ' AndAhwwog xal' AptEpidog xal Antotg. texely putv olv Antd 1ol maidag Eviaiba
ob ¢aot, Aoactor & wWv Jwothpa dg Eloptimy, xal 1d ywpiv did woito yevt-cban 1 Svopa.  Paus.
1.31.

™ Kourouniotis, 9; Louisa D. Loukopoulos, Guides to Greece. Attica. From prehistory to the

Roman Period (Athens, 1973) 14.
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local deme honour Polystratus, priest of Apollo Zoster, and his assistants for
performing their task properly and enriching the temple.

Archeological finds with few exceptions are related to the above mentioned
two centuries. The most important fact is that the building technology reveals that the
walls, the floor of the temple and the altar in front of it were built in the sixth century’
The peristyle (according to the form of the letters, which were used to indicate the
proper joint of the columns) is a result of spectacular additions in the fourth century
B.C.

Moreover, all of the numerous inscriptions which were found can be dated to
the same two centuries. The prominent place and format of the Polystratus
inscription, which stresses the significance of the rebuilding in the fourth century B.C.
deserves special interest. Another inscription, in which not members of the local
deme, but exceptionally the Athenian council and people itself honour the priest
Eucles, belongs to the middle of the same century.”*'How he deserved such an
honour from the centre of the state cannot be answered, since the main text of the
inscription is lost. One inscription from the sixth century B.C., which was incised on a
column, is a bousrrophed?n distichon devoted to the golden-haired Apollo and does
not seem to mention the Zoster epithet.”*

Some ten years later in 1937 renewed archeological excavations
approximately 150 metres from the sanctuary brought to the surface remains of a
quadrangular building, which was probably also built at the very end of the sixth
century. According to reasonable assumptions, it was originally the house of the
priest, which was gradually transformed by the end of the fourth century. By this time
its function was mainly to provide accommodation for visitors to the temple, the
archaological ecidence may indicate that it was converted into a katagogion with

small rooms.”

™! __1°H PovA, 6 dfipog v iepéa EdxAfv Edxdéovng ‘Adiéa E (Kourouniotis 39).
2% 6000KO)’ * "AROMAOV ...... KOAOV 108 Eyothjar

oo to, ot & adtdg moAla dloieg dyadd. (Kourouniotis 38)
™3Ph. Stauropoullos, “lepaticn oixia &v Zwotipt Tig 'Atuxig’ Arch.Eph. (1938) 1-31; cf.
C.W.JEliot, ‘Zoster’ The Princeton Encyclopedia of Classical Sites, ed. R. Stillwell (Princeton,
1976), cited as PE.
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At the end of the sixth century and in the second half of the fourth. special
interest was directed to the temple of Apollo at Zoster. The sixth century building
operations, however, do not represent the beginning of cult at the place. There was
definitely some kind of cult in the place of the temple and its surroundings.
Kourouniotis has found pieces of a Corinthian oinochoe beneath the floor;
excévations, however, could not be continued because of the high ground water-

level.

Cult in the sixth century B.C.

As mentioned above, it was a clear intention of Pisistratus and his sons to
emphasise their overseas imperial claims with the help of myths. Moreover, all this is
attested in the case of Delos as well. It would be too daring to state that the building
project at Zoster has an immediate connection with these aims to control Delos.
There is no explicit evidence for that. Though the period of Athens’ rising interest in
Delos and the- buildings at Zoster coincide, it could be mere coincidence.
Nevertheless, by looking at the main characteristics of the tyrant’s cultural politics
and the building projects, which are connected with it, our suspicion regarding the
aim of the constructions at Zoster might be supported.

It is apparent that the principal object of Pisistratus’ religious policy was to
strengthen Attica’s religious independence of the two panhellenic centres, Delphi and
Olympia. This is probably the reason why different local cults or even the cult of
Dionysus were affirmed and the cult of Athena became institutionalized in the form of
the Panathenaia. Pisistratus began the building of a great Zeus temple, which was not
completed. He also devoted a temenos in the Acropolis to his local goddess, Artemis
Brauronia.”*

Special interest was paid to the Delphic Apollo, or with his other name,

Apollo Pythios, whom the Athenians called also Apollo Patroos. It was probably

ESchachermeyr, ‘Peisistratos’ RE XXXVIIA (1937) cols. 186-9.
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Pisistratus, who devoted a sacred femenos to the god and built a sanctuary for him’**

on the south side of the Acropolis, next to the Zeus temple. Pisistratus’ son built an
altar for Apollo Pythios in the same sacred area.”**According to Colin, the departing
point of the Athenian theoria to Delphi may have been here. A priestess of Athena
also joined the delegation, since this is attested by an inscription, in which Chrysis is
honoured.”*"The connection of the two gods would not be surprising, since the
shared cult of Athena and Apollo in Delphi dates back to the 7th century B.C.”* The
temple of Athena Pronaia in Delphi is a kind of foreground to the temenos of Apollo
as affirmed by the epithet of the goddess. In the Marmaria area, as the results of
Demangel’s excavations show, a sanctuary of a Mycenean goddess, whose cult later
merged with the cult of Athena, was probably built. The altars, which were found
near the temple, can be considered as remains of this earlier cult. They were
dedicated to Eileithyia, Hygieia, Zeus Polieus, and Athena Ergane, Athena Zosteria.
The roles, which are indicated in the epithets, were later ascribed to Athena in the
Athenian tradition in a slightly modified form. In accordance with that effort, which
resulted in an ‘ingenious change of Athena’s epithet - instead of Athena Pronaia,
Athena Pronoia - Athena came to be in the centre of the myths related to Apollo’s
birth.” Pisistratus was the first who tried to emphasise the role of Athena in relation
to Apollo. It is not too difficult to imagine that his or his sons’ activity is behind the
fact that the altar-inscriptions in Delphi were set up the sixth, or early frﬂchntury
B.C.™%°

%50n the beginnings of the worship of Apollon Pythios in Attica see: G.Colin, Le Culte D'Apollon
Pythien a Athénes (Paris, 1905) 176-7; < yap tepc kv abrfj Tf dxpondder t kal dhhwy Bedy Eott kol
. EEw mpdg 1oUTo 1 pépog g mdrewg paidov (dputal, 16 TE 0D Adg 10U Olvuniov xal 1 MiHov kot
W 1ig Mg xal W <wi> &v Alpuaig Awovboou, (Thuc.2,15), Hesych., Suda sv. IT0Bov  state
specifically that Pisistratus has built a temple on the place: cf. Colin, 10-11. On Leto’s importance in
Athens: K.Schnuck, ‘Leto im Parthenon-Ostgiebel?’ Jal 73 (1958) 30—35

6Thuc.6,54; IG I* 761; Paus.1,19,1.

™G 11, 550; cf. Colin, 91.

8BCH, 6, 1882, 214, 1,8-9; cf. Colin, 92, n.1.

R. Demangel, ‘Topographie de Sanctuaire® Ecole Francaise D'Athénes, Fouilles de Delphes, Le
Sanctuaire D'Athena Pronaia (Marmaria) (Paris, 1926) 49-51. There is no evidence of their
connection (Athena-Leto!) in iconography: cf. I. Krauskopf, ‘Leto’ L/IMC V1,1 (1992) 256-67.
75"Dc:mzmgq::l 49, dates them to the fifth century B.C., Vanghelis Pendazos, Maria Sarla, Delphi
(Athen, 1984) 80, on the other hand, to the sixth century B.C.
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The close relation between Athens’ goddess and Apollo is proclaimed by
almost all known cult-places of Apollo Pythios in Attica. They follow more or less
the pattern of Delphi. In the closest neighborhood of Apollo’s temple there was also a
sanctuary or altar of Athena. Not only the cult places at Prasiai and Zoster, which
were mentioned by Colin, belong here, but also the one in Athens. This latter, on
basis of its location, could be even considered as a true, however properly

™! We could say that from a certain

transformed reflection of the Delphic district.
point of view in Athens the femenos of Apollo formed the foreground of Athena’s
sacred area on the Acropolis. Among the cult places of Apollo Pythios in Attica,
there is only one, which does not seem to fit into this scheme and so contradicts in a
way the joint cult of the two gods. Archaeological evidence, however, is rare in the
region and the evidence is insufficient to arrive at solid conclusions. Tetrapolis, the
area of Marathon, which is famous for being the departing point of the delegations to
Delphi and Delos, must have been a significant centre of the cult of Apollo Pythios.
This is evident from the myths which relate to the region.”*There is only a single
scholion, which refers to an altar of Apollo in Marathon. Though the quotation,
which was taken from Philochorus, does mention a Pythion and a Delion, the name
of Athena does not occur.”® Prasiai, on the other hand, is according to mythical
tradition that particular harbour, from which the Hyperboreans and Erysichthon sailed
to Delos, and to which Erysichthon brought a statue of Eileithyia. (The statue was
later transferred to the Athenian temple of the goddess.) The king himself \\@ buried
here, because he died on the way back. Pausanias mentions that there was an Apollo-

temple in Prasiai.”**Moreover under the heading of Athena Pronaia in the Anec.

3'To a certain extent this assumption might be confirmed by a parallel between the temple in Delphi
and the Pisistratids’ Athene Polias temple in Athens, which was emphasized by K. Schefold,
‘Kleisthenes, Der Anteil der Kunst an der Gestaltung des jungen attischen Freistaates’ Aus. Helv. 3
(1946) 63: ‘Er ist dem Tempel der Alkmeoniden in Delphi so auffallend verwandt und steht ihm
zeitlich so nahe, dass er als Antwort auf die Stiftung der Alkmeoniden erscheint. Der Kampf der
Gétter und Giganten ist am delphischen Tempel auf der Riickseite, am attischen auf der Vorderseite
dargestellt. Der Wetteifer der beiden fiithrenden attischen Geschlechter ist offenkundig’.

S3Cf. Colin, 62 sqq. and de Santerre, 305, who on the basis of the proximity of Brauron,
Pisistratus’ home-land, concludes that the tyrant must have paid special attention to the east cost of
Attica.

753Schol.ad Soph.Oed.Col. 1047.

*'Paus.1,31,2.
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Bekk. (1,299) there is an entry, which reveals that Athena is also related to Prasiai,
since according to this tradition Diomedes erected a statue for Athena Pronoia in the
same place.”’

In the case of Prasiai, unfortunately, archeological excavations do not provide
any results to conclude when the sanctuaries of Apollo and Athena were
constructed.”® If it could be proved that these buildings have to be dated to the sixth
century B.C. they would represent the third example to confirm the above hypothesis
that Pisistratus and his descendants systematically built up the centre of the cult of
Apollo Pythios in Attica and tried to copy the Delphic pattern, especially with regard

to the role of Athena.”™’

On the other hand, outside Attica and most remarkably in Delphi and Delos
there is no archeological evidence for a joint cult of Leto, Apollo and Artemis, that is
the worship of these three gods unified in one sanctuary. This peculiarity of Zoster
could perhaps be explained by the limits of the area. On the other hand a model might
have existed, since in the proximity of the Apollo-temple in Delos both Leto and
Artemis had sanctuaries. It is, however, not a satisfying explanation, since signs of
such united worship are absent in the other Apollo sanctuaries in Attica.””® A variant
of the myth, which is known from the Deliacus, is the most likely explanation of this
pheﬁomenon, since it suggests the simultaneous worship of the three gods. It can be
perhaps underlined by a passage in Aeschines’ De Corona. From chapter 106, the
Athenian rhetorician accuses Demosthenes of impiety (betrayal of Delphi) because as
a politician he prevented the Athenians from doing their duty and following their

obligation under oath: to intervene and punish the Locrians, who seized the sacred

SMipovaio *A6mva- TIpdvora 8 "ABnvé év Mpaoiaig Thg "Attucf 18puton H1d Atopndovg; cf.
Colin, 93.

"S6Cf. PE. s.v. Koroneia.

>"Here must be mentioned that according to Macrobius there was also a temple of Athena Pronoia
on Delos: (Sar.1,17,55), Sed divinae providentiae vicit instantia, quae creditur iuvisse partum. Ideo
in insula Delo, ad confirmandam fidem fabulae, aedes Providentiae, quam vaov [Tpovoiag *AOnvag
appellant, apta religionc celebratur. The place and date of the temple is uknown.

%0utside of Attica, a similar cult is mentioned in Megara (Paus.1,44,2, the three statues were the
work of the Athenian Praxiteles), in Tanagra (Paus. 9,22,1), and Cirrha (Paus. 10,37,8, the statues
were of Athenian workmanship). Further cf. Paus.5,17,3, Sparta.
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land of Cirrha. In building up his accusation, Aeschines recalls the memory of great
predecessors, especially that of Solon, who played the most important role in the First
Sacred War. Aeschines cites the text of the proposal made by Solon word by word,
to which members of the Amphictyony have taken an oath, and quotes in it the
following phrase: I'éypamton yap obtwg Ev ) dpd, "el T1g ©dde" ¢mot "rapapaivor
woAg ) WSubtng i EBvog, Evayfic™ dnolv "Eotw oL’ ATOAlwrog kal Thg' Aptépidoc
xal Anovg kat’ Aénuag Mpowvoiag. If not only the initiative of a military intervention
but also the actual formulation of the relevant oath could be ascribed to Solon -
which the context allows - then it is even more significant that here we have a list of
the three gods and in addition the name of Athena Pronoia. The assumption that
Solon is the author of the cited text is not only supported by the context of
Aeschines’ text, but also by a relevant passage of Pausanias. -

While there are no traces of such a dedication or invocation in the whole of
classical Greek literature or in known Delphic inscriptions,” Pausanias (10,37,8) in
finishing his account of the Cirrhan conflict mentions that in the district the united
sanctuary of Apollo, Artemis and Leto is worth visiting, in which visitors could

7 On basis of the scanty

admire statues of Attic workmanship and of big size.
archeological evidence, it cannot be decided whether the mentioned sanctuary was
standing at the time of the First Sacred War, or not. In the first case an existing
temple could explain the unique formulation in the oath to a certain extent. The idea
of a later construction, on the other hand, is backed by opinions of different
scholars.” In this latter case we could, indeed, think of an Athenian effort to

commemorate the historical events.

"Inscriptions dedicated to Apollo in Delphi are about 500. On the other hand there are not any
dedicated to Apollo-Artemis-Leto, not to mention Apollo-Athena. Inscriptions, which commemorate
the three gods together, (apart from some in Ionia) were found mainly in Delos. Here their number
exceeds 120: cf. Phl. Inscriptions database

76°mpéxew1 & xal &g Béav’ AndAdwwog xal ‘AptEpidog xal Antovg vody 1€ xat &yddpota peyéet
peydda xal Epyociag Attikhc

"1See K.Braun, ‘Krisa’ Griechenland, Lexicon der historischen Stiten von den Anfigen bis zur
Gegenwart, ed. S.Lauffer (Munich, 1989) 353-4; W.Smith, Dictionary of Greek and Roman
Geography (London, 1857) s.v. Kirrha.
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Beside the invocation of members of the family by name in the text of the
oath, the name of Athena Pronoia is even more revealing. Editors of the text by
conjecture alter the form of the epithet to Pronaia, or in giving way to the consensus
of the manuscripts speak of a kind of instead of a textual corruption.”® The scholia,
mistake, whose text is worth quoting in extenso, indeed accuse Aeschines of an

innocent mistake.

Abnva  Tlpowola] xol Aloxivng xal Anpocbévng &v 1@ xot
' Apiotoyeitovog ( 25,34) hpoptfikaot ypdwyavieg v Ev Agidolg S ABmvAY
Mpbvorav. w 8¢ apdptnua Sio TepLiynow Evidmov otopiog. Thg Yap ATTLKNG
Ev Ofuw Tud memoinuon 1epdy’ ABnwag Ipovoide, ITuBot 8¢ dmd Tod mpd 1oL
ve® dpvobar .. tadtng pépvmon  “Hpddotog kv T mpidrTp (1,92) w0 &8
Ipovotac Yrepidng v Aok (fr. 71) cuviotopel dm Ev Tff Attucf) Eotw. @

Athena Pronoia] Both Aeschines and Demosthenes in the speech against
Aristogeiton were wrong, when they write about Athena Pronoia in Delphi.
The mistake was caused by the echo of a local story. In one of the demes of
Attica namely, there is a sanctuary of Athena Pronoia. In Pytho, however, she
was named after being situated in front of the temple... Herodotus
commemorates in his first book. The existence of the sanctuary of Pronoia, on

the other hand is corroborated by Hyperides, i.e. it is in Attica.

On this basis the possibility of a textual corruption is less probable. Moreover, even
the ‘mistake’ is not a mistake or at least not an innocent one. Behind the sudden
appearance of the Pronoia epithet in the fourth century B.C. classicists for long
suspected a definite political intention, namely to emphasise Athena’s role in the
myth.” The image of Athena, taking care of Leto, however, is not necessarily bound

to the fourth century, but it may have been used in the beginning of the sixth century.

762Conjecture: Bekker, Weidner, Marzi (latter with a comment that Aeschines himseif made the
mistake). The reading of the manuscripts is preserved by Blass, Martin-de Budé (latter: ,la
confusion peut étre antéricure a Eschine™).

"63\/at. Laur. 3,108,8.

764F. Diimmler, ‘Athena’ RE IVA (1896) cols. 1941-2020.
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Obviously the variant lost importance later and did not have any significance till a
fresh interest arose. It could be objected that in the speech we have a conscious
forgery by Aeschines, who tried to use the authority of Solon before the
Amphictyony, and therefore put his own intentions and words in Solon’s mouth. It is,
however, less likely, since Aeschines refers expressis verbis to an inscription, which
could be read by all and he read it aloud. On the other hand it is not difficult at all to
imagine Solon employing such a trickery. If we can trust the tradition, for the sake of
the island Salamis he was not reluctant to insert two extra lines into the catalogue of
ships, which could prove the dependency of the island on Athens.” So, let us try to
trace Solon’s activigy behind this peculiar appearance of the Pronoia epithet and the

first connection of the four gods.

In the background of the constructions at Zoster in the sixth century B.C. the
motivating factors in a wider sense were probably the beginnings of imperial politics
and more specifically a myth-variant of Leto-Athena Pronoia, which was modified or
even invented to support protector claims towards the Delian sanctuary. Following
the myth-variant a proper cult-place was established and therefore the sanctuary at
Zoster was built. Like to the other Apollo Pythios sanctuaries in Attica, Zoster
connected the worship of Apollo and Athena. The presence of Leto and Artemis, on
the other hand, indicates a further local feature, namely the existence of ‘the loosing

of the belt’ motif.

Constructions at Zoster in the fourth century B.C.

Fourth century B.C. Athenian internal politics and building in Attica are
associated with the name of Lycurgus by everybody. It seems that this association is
right even in the case of Zoster. Our sources, however, might tell more about who

could have taken the initiative to revive the myth and in accordance with it who

"$5plut.Solon 10,2; Str.9,1,10.
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launched the spectacular reconstruction of the sanctuary, the erection of the peristyle
and the building of the katagogion in order to accommodate visitors.

On the first point there are some arguments favouring the Athenian
Phanodemus.”He is one of those Atthidographers, whose work is lost; some
fragments, however, are extant, from which the main topics of his work can bé
reconstructed. The Atthis written by him was a nine-volume work with a political
intention, as the genre itself demanded.”*’Mythological references dominated it as far
as can be judged from the fragments. He dealt in detail with the Delian question and
Athens’ mythical connections to the island. This latter is attested in the second
fragment, which proves that he wrote on the Erysichthon story.”®*In another fragment
incertae sedis (fr.29) Phanodemus derives the Hyperboreans directly from a certain
Athenian, Hyperboreos by name. According to Jacoby he was unrestrained in
generating myths and in doing so he even surpassed the myth-variant, which is known
from Hyperides.”

Merely on the basis of these indications of a special interest in the Delian
problem, it would not be sufficient to consider Phanodemus as the initiator of the
Zoster myth. At least not more than to argue for any other determined
Atthidographer. Moreover, there are not only writers, but also practising rhetoricians,
who show such interest. A. Boeckh, for example, regards Demades as a potential
author of the myth, because the Suda among his writings refers to a work, which was
written on Delos and Leto’s children. On the basis of the account of Dionysius of
Halicarnassus even Dinarchus could claim authorship. In general in the period before
the actual trial in Delphi, many speeches might have been produced and heard in

Athens, and among them even the failed one of Aeschines, not to mention the name

7% Jacoby, FGrH 396, 172.

'6E Jacoby, Atthis, The Local Chronicles of Ancient Athens (Oxford, 1949) 71 sqq.

768 Acccording to Jacoby, Phanodemus made good use of the connection of the Erysichthonidai in
Delos and the Erysichthon cult in Prasiai (Attica), to prove that the Delian Apollo cult was
implanted from Attica in early times: cf. commentaries of Jacoby, 176.

7°Semos, 396 F 20 refers to authors, who in surpassing Hyperides brought even the birth of Apollo
to Zoster. Jacoby raises the question, whether Phanodemus also tried to do the same: cf. notes to
commentaries (158).
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of Hyperides.”” Anyone could play a decisive role among these men, or maybe there
was not a single man, but a group of them behind this cultural-political stratagem. For
the sake of a common effort, the unquestionable interest of Athens could reconcile
politicians of different political ideas.

Nevertheless, Phanodemus seems to be the best candidate. There is not much
information on his life. He was member of boule in the years 343-342 B.C., because
he was honoured at the end of his official duty by a decree of the council, which
donated him a golden crown and five hundred drachmas.””' The decision of the
council is quite unusual, because it speaks only in general terms about Phanodemus’
merits achieved in the service of the people of Athens. Felix Jacoby analyses many
possibilities, but finally he cannot find - as he confesses - a satisfying explanation for
the decree. He concludes that the year in question represents a turning point in
Athenian politics and Phanodemus probably supported in his own way the winning
political line, namely the anti-Macedon politicians. There is, however, another
important event in this year. If we can trust the commonly accepted chronology it
was the very year, in which the trial between Athens and the island of Delos took
place. It would not be very surprising if the people of Athens had honoured the role
of Phanodemus in preparing the case. There is a precedent when a literary product
serving political interest was honoured by the assembly: Kleidemus, the first
Atthidographer was honoured for his work in a similar way on the proposal of
Demosthenes.””? Though the publication of the Atthis of Phanodemus has to be dated
to a somewhat later period, preparatory studies must certainly have been in progress
in 343 B.C.

Other testimonies are also interesting. On the very same stone, on which the
above mentioned decree can be read, there is another proposal incised. In this latter
Phanodemus proposes that the praise of the council, which was voted by the

assembly, should be recorded. The people honoured the care, which the council had

"7%Boeckh, 445-7.

"G 11, 223; Jacoby, T 2. Unfortunately the work of V.Romano, Contributi alla ricerca sulla vita e
I'opera dello storico Fanodemo (Firenze, 1935) was not available to me.

"Tertull. De an.52. According to Jacoby (Atthis, 7 and 75) this appreciation was due rather to the
political content of the work than to the fact that Kleidemus was the first Atthis-writer in time.
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shown in administering the Dionysia and creating proper dignity for the celebrations
(eukosmia peri heortes), with a crown. It is very probable that Phanodemus as a
member of the boule took part in the duties related to the organisation.”*Though
many things could be meant by this formulation (eukosmia), it can hardly be
considered to refer to an average achievement. We could think of a plan to
reconstruct the theatre, or even the first stage of the actual building project, which
was launched approximately in the forties of the century under the political leadership
of Eubulus and was completed finally after Chaeronea by Lycurgus.””* So, looking at
the chronological dates, the reconstruction of the theatre of Dionysus would merely
provide a weak, hypothetical and remote parallel example of an assumed
Phanodemus-Lycurgus cooperation, a cooperation, which was manifested in my
opinion in the case of Zoster and the associated cultural-political operation. There is,
however, something more. On one of the stone-seats of the rebuilt theater there is an
inscription incised, which records that the place has to be reserved for the priest of
Apollo at Zoster.”’This fact proves the rising importance of the cult at Zoster and

indicates in a way the political content of Lycurgus’ building projects.

The suggestions made above on the basis of a handful of testimonies could
easily be ranked as doubtful hypothesis. The events, however, in connection with
Oropus and the sanctuary of Amphiaraus’ seem to suggest that there was some kind
of cooperation between Phanodemus and Lycurgus also in the establishment of
Zoster. The situation and the handling of the problem could be the model of the
stratagem at Zoster.

Oropus is a border-region of North-West Attica, or South-East Boeotia.
From a geographical point of view it belongs to the valley of the Asopus river and so
from the beginning it was naturally part of Boiotia. During the Peloponnesian War the

Athenians occupied the region and held it till 412, when the Boiotians recaptured

73R Lagqueur, ‘Phanodemos’ RE XXX VIIIA (1938) col. 1779.

774W. Will, ‘Athen und Alexander. Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der Stadt von 338 bis 322 v.
Chr’ Miinchener Beitrige zur Papyrusforschung und Antiken Rechtsgeschichte 77 (Munich, 1983)
79-80.

75Cf. Kourouniotis, 48, n.2.
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it.”In the following seventy years the region of Oropus often changed hands, till
finally Philip after the battle of Chaeronea, revealing great diplomatic insight, donated

777

the land of his former ally to the Athenians.”’’ The Boiotians of course never gave up

trying to regain the territory and the fight continued till Roman times. Here, however,
only the events of the fourth century B.C. are relevant. )

In the area of Oropus was the famous oracle-place of Amphiaraus. In all
probability in order to strengthen Athenian claims for protectorate, great building
constructions were started on the initiative of Lycurgus from 334 onwards. The
extent of these constructions can only be guessed from inscriptions, because
archeological data are lacking.”™ An aqueduct was built and a new theater, the
sanctuary was enlarged by a new pronaos. Simultaneously with the buildings in 332

B.C., Phanodemus was honoured again with a crown by the people of Athens,

because:

... davodnpog Ovpontddng kaddg kol erloTipwg vevopoTEdnKey TtepL
10 iepdv 100 Apgrapdov, 6nwg Gv 1 e TeEvIETNpig Og KoAAiotn yiyvnron
kai ol dAAo Buoiat toig Beolg £v 1d iepdl 10D Apprapdov, kol wépovg
nendpikev elg Todto kod elg ThHY xoraoxevnv 100 {epod .77

‘Phanodemus from the deme of Thymaitadai took care of the sanctuary of
Amphiaraus in an excellent way by his proposals, in order to make the five-
years celebrations as splendid as possible and in order to carry out the other
sacrifices in the most beautiful way for those gods, who are worshipped in the
sanctuary of Amphiaraus, and because he found incomes for all these and for

the reconstruction of the sanctuary.’

In another inscription from three years later, the people of Athens acknowledges the
work of those delegates, who were chosen by the assembly to supervise the athletic

games at the sanctuary of Amphiaraus. The three in the list are: Phanodemus,

"6Thuc.8,60.

"paus.1,34.

7BCE. Will, 90, with further bibliography.

"1G VII, 4253 cf. FGrH 325 T 3.b; Will, 91, n.277.
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Lycurgus and Demades.”® The cooperation of Phanodemus, Lycurgus and Demades
is confirmed also in the cult of Apollo Pythios. On a votive inscription at Delphi from
the same period, we find their names among the Athenian hieropoioi.”™

Again, it might not be a coincidence that the Athenians decided in this period
on the reconstruction of the Apollo-temple in Athens, which was destroyed during

the Persian Wars.”®

In summary, we could say that the revival of the Apollo cult at Zoster in the
fourth century B.C. and, as a consequence, the major building constructions are the
result of a planned cultural-political manoeuvre. The Athenians revived the efforts of
the sixth century. Phanodemus probably elaborated the myth about Apollo’s birth and
made an effort to work it out in detail and to emphasise the element, which could be
related to Attica. As ‘minister of culture’ (Jacoby’s term) of Lycurgus, Phanodemus
might have suggested to the politician the spectacular buildings to show and prove
for Hellas the importance of Zoster, and, in connection therewith, to demonstrate that
Athens’ claims to the protectorate over the island of Apollo were justified. The
efforts were not in vain. In Hyperides they found a talented orator, who could
structure these arguments in such a persuasive and almost poetic form that he secured
for himself the unanimous appreciation of posterity. Not least he ‘won’ the case for

Athens.

The question remains, what kind of motifs of the Attic myth of Apollo-Leto
beyond audacious innovations had existed before, which provided the foundation for
a new variant. An extensive religious-historical research might provide an answer, but
would exceed the limits and scope of the present chapter. I would like only to

highlight some elements.

801G VII, 4254; cf. FGrH 325 T 4.
"IEGrH 325 T 5; cf. Colin, 20, for further details on the delegation.
82will, 83-4.
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In the region of the Hymettos mountains there are traces of a wide-spread
Apollo cult. The god was worshipped under different names, one of them was Apollo
Kynneios. The origin of the epithet shows similar characteristics to that observed in
the tendentious aefiologia of nearby Zoster. Photius preserves the etymology, which
is typical of the Atthidographers: after Leto had given birth to Apollo, the infant was
stolen by dogs, but local shepherds and dog-hunters rescued Apollo and gave him
back to his mother.”®According to the opinion of Toepffer, the heros eponymos of
the local ‘Kynnidai’ must lie behind the epithet’s origin: the ‘Kynnidai’ were
entrusted to carry out the obligations of the worship. ‘Kynnes’, a giant, was a son of
Apollo, who lived in the mountains of Hymettos. The connection of father and son is
probably a later Attic invention, which formed part of the myth-group to prove the
wanderings of Leto in Attica.

There are no hints of similar historical circumstances in the sources with
regard to Zoster. It would be interesting if a connection of the ‘Pyrrhakidai’ genus of
Delos and the pyrphoroi (torch-runners?) at Zoster could be established.”
According to the vita, Euripides was a participant in these celebrations with torches
at Zoster.”® These would underline again how serious the intent of Athens was to
connect Attica, specifically Zoster and Delos, in the frame of a myth; but it does not
tell much about Zoster itself.

Athena Zosteria, as a goddess assisting Leto at her birth, or generally at any
birth, is controversial. Though some scholars are in favour, Wilamowitz regarded it
as nonsense.” Indeed, for our purpose, it is completely unnecessary to assume that
Athena had an active role at Zoster in preparing the birth of Leto. This specific

epithet of Athena is not attested in Attica at all. Here, as mentioned above, an Athena

83Cf. Suda, 2706; Iohannes Toepffer, Attische Genealogie (Berlin, 1889) 304 sqq. Crates explains
the etymology of the word differently. In his opinion the epithet is taken from the word thynneion.
Fishery in the deme of Haliai was leased and incomes were used to carry out the worship at Zoster.
784p Roussel, ‘Deux Familles Athéniennes a Délos’ BCH (1929) 179.

®Vita Eur. 2,4.

786K Lehman-Hartleben, Athena als Geburtsgéttin® Archiv filr Religionswissenschaft (1926) 19 sqgq;
U. von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, Der Glaube der Hellenen 11, 162 sqq. According to Wilamowitz
the epithet of Athena can only refer to the girdle, which keeps the chiton of a warrior-woman
together.
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Pronaia-Pronoia, who might have nothing to do with the cult at Zoster before the
sixth century B.C. may have been introduced. One might speculate that a cult of
Apollo, the warrior, equipped with a belt, existed here, which could be backed by the
strategic importance of the peninsula. Or, as Kourouniotis thinks, the belt-shaped
form of the peninsula gave the name to the gods, who were worshipped in the

surrounding area.”’

87Cf. Kourouniotis, 49.
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