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PREFACE 

THIS book is designed on the same general plan as the 

edition of' Longinus on the Sublime' which was published by 

the Cambridge University Press in 1899. Tfie Syndics have 

undertaken to issue presently, in a similar form, the Greek 

treatise (not hitherto edited in England) known as ' Demetrius 

de Elocut ione ' ; and I hope that the three companion volumes 

may be followed in due time by two works of larger scope—a 

new critical and annotated edition of the Rhetoric of Aristotle, 

and a History of Greek Literary Criticism. 

A common purpose underlies the series of books thus projected. 

Many as are the aspects under which the ancient classics have 

been studied, no sufficiently resolute and comprehensive effort 

seems yet to have been made to view Greek literature through the 

eyes of Greek critics. Tliese critics have much that is common 

to them all: they have also much that is individual in each. 

In common they possess the power, which a modern can never 

hope fully to attain, of appreciating the most delicate shades of 

Greek literary expression. Their individuality is sufficiently 

seen in such a contrast as that presented by Dionysius and 

' Longinus I two authors admirably adapted to supplement and 

balance one another. Neither is entirely one-sided; but Diony­

sius concerns himself mainly with questions of literary form 
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and technique, whereas ' Longinus' dwells more on that moral 
nobleness which he thinks he discerns in all really great litera­
ture. The former has chiefly in view the art of literature, 
the latter its spirit The latter is impressed by what is 
elemental and unapproachable in genius ; the former reminds 
us that great artists are also great craftsmen. 

The three epistolary essays included in this volume are chiefly 
occupied with points of interest affecting four great Greek 
prose-writers: Aristotle, Demosthenes, Plato, Thucydides. All 
the three letters are more or less polemical, being protests ( i ) 
against a literary fiction of some indiscreet Peripatetic, who had 
maintained that the oratory of Demosthenes was formed upon 
the Rhetoric of Aristotle ; (2) against an excessive admiration, 
and servile imitation, of the style of Plato; (3) against t/ie 
adoption of a similar attitude towards the style of Thucydides. 
The letters are interesting, and variously suggestive, in them­
selves. But it is hoped that the present volume will also serve 
as a kind of general introduction to the entire body of extant 
critical work which we owe to Dionysius. In the Introductory 
Essay and in the Bibliography no pains have been spared to 
give full information, and abundant references, with the view 
of shedding light on all the literary essays of Dionysius ; and 
in the Notes and Glossary a like effort has been made to 
illustrate his literary opinions and technical language by means 
of quotations from himself and other Greek critics. The task 
has been one of some difficulty, since no general introduction of 
the sort here offered exists either at home or abroad and no 
English translation of any of the literary essays of Dionysius 
has so far appeared. The difficulty of finding suitable English 
equivalents for the technical terms of Greek literary criticism is, 
indeed, far greater than any who have not essayed the task of 
translation could well imagine. I have, however, derived much 
incidental help, in this and other ways, from Sir Richard jebb's 
A t t i c Orators and Dr f. E. Sandys' Orator of Cicero, both of 
which books bear witness to an intimate knowledge of the critical 
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writings of Dionysius. In textual matters I am much indebted 
to the work of Herwerden, Weil, Usener and Radermaclter; 
but in constituting my own text I have striven throughout to 
exercise an independent judgment, and have specially collated 
(for the purposes of this edition) the important Paris MS. 1741. 
In the revision of the proof sheets I have had most valuable help 
from my friends Mr G. B. Mathews, Mr W. H. D. Rouse, and 
Mr W.f. Woodhouse. Nor must I omit to mention the care 
and acuteness zvhich the Readers of the University Press have 
once more shown in the discharge of their exacting duties. 

Some not unfavourable critics of l Longinus on the Sub­
lime ' have suggested that the edition would liave been better 
if somewhat differently planned. A Quarterly Reviewer, zvhose 
own studies have clearly lain rather in the direction of English 
literature than of the Greek and Latin classics, thinks that 
more space should have been allotted to an estimate of the 
modern influence of the treatise. This may be so or not; it is 
one of those questions of proportion on which views will always 
differ. The same writer further thinks that the evidence in 
favour of the traditional attribution of the book to Longinus 
should have been more fully stated. This, again, is a colour­
able criticism, though it must be noted that the critic is 
himself apparently unable to add anything to the well-worn 
arguments (accessible to all) by which the old view was sup­
ported. It is, however, a subject of real regret to me that the 
reviewer, deserting matters of opinion for matters of fact, 
should have gone on to say that some of the omissions he notices 
' are no doubt to be attributed to the restrictions which have, as 
we understand, been placed on him [the editor] by his pub­
lishers! It is due to the Syndics of the Cambridge University 
Press to state that my volume was accepted by them exactly 
as it stood, and that for any shortcomings in it I am alone 
responsible. This misstatement of fact finds, I am glad to 
reflect, no warrant in anything said within the book itself 

In this edition, as in its predecessor, Greek text and English 
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DIONYSIUS OF HALICARNASSUS 

AS A 

L I T E R A R Y CRITIC. 

T H E Three Literary Letters printed and translated in this 
volume cannot be fully understood, nor wi l l they convey a 
true impression of the merits of Dionysius as a critic, unless 
they are viewed in connexion wi th the life and general literary 
activities of their author. Accordingly an endeavour w i l l be 
made, in the following pages, to give some account of the 
literary work accomplished by Dionysius in the course of 
his laborious career, and his aims and efforts w i l l , so far as 
it is possible, be described in his own words. 

I . LIFE. 

The birthplace of Dionysius is known, but not the year of 
his b i r th or death. Ear ly in his own History he mentions 
the fact that he was the son of Alexander and a native of 
Halicarnassus1. Strabo, a contemporary, gives similar testi-
mony, enumerating among the distinguished townsmen of 
Halicarnassus ' Herodotus the historian; Heracleitus, the 
poet and friend of Callimachus; and in our own times, 
the historian Dionysius2.' The active years of the life of 



DIONYSIUS OF HALICARNASSUS 

Dionysius were passed at Rome; and wi th regard to these 
years another statement of his own is our principal authority. 
' I took ship/ he says, ' to I t a ly at the time when the Civ i l 
War was brought to an end by Augustus Caesar, in the 
middle of the 187th Olympiad, and I have spent in Rome 
the twenty-two years which have elapsed between that time 
and this. I learnt the La t in language and made myself 
familiar wi th the national records, and during the whole of 
the time I have continued to occupy myself wi th the mate­
rials bearing upon my subject. Before beginning to write I 
gathered information, partly from the lips of the most learned 
men wi th whom I came into contact, and partly f om his­
tories written by Romans of whom they spoke wi th praise1' 

The two-and-twenty years thus indicated are those from 
30 B.C. to 8 B.C. The year of Dionysius' bir th may therefore, 
in view of this passage and of certain other references in the 
History, be placed conjecturally between 60 and 55 B.C. As 
regards the date of his death nothing can be affirmed except 
the obvious fact that it cannot have been an earlier year than 
8 B.C. His calling at Rome was that of a teacher of rhetoric. 
This is shown not only by the general character of his 
writings, but by his promise in the De Compositione Verboriwi 
to explain (to the young Melitius Rufus to whom he addresses 
the treatise) certain points of detail ' i n our daily lessons2.' 
A m o n g his friends he must, as his writings show, have 
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numbered not only Melitius Rufus the elder, but Ammaeus, 
Gnaeus Pompeius Geminus, and Q. Ælius Tubero. 

I I . A N T I Q U I T A T E S R O M A N A E . 

The (or, Antiquitates Romanae) 
of Dionysius was, as the name implies, an account of the 
Early History of Rome. It was written in twenty books (of 
which the first nine survive in their integrity, the tenth and 
eleventh in great part, the rest only in fragments), and carried 
the narrative from legendary times down to the year 264 B.C.1. 
The work was, therefore, designed to cover the period left 
untouched by Polybius. It was also intended as a thank-
offering for the manifold favours which Dionysius had enjoyed 
during his prolonged residence in Rome2. In preparing his 
work, the author drew from good sources, as he has h im­
self told us3. Notwithstanding all his praiseworthy industry, 
however, he writes history in the spirit of a Greek rhetorician. 
It would have been well for his fame as a historian if his 
qualifications had been such as those of Polybius, of whom on 
grounds of style he speaks slightingly, classing him in poor 
company. ' In later times the art of composition was utterly 
neglected. No one thought that it was necessary, or that 
it contributed anything to beauty of style. Consequently 
writers left behind them volumes which no one can bring 
himself to read right to the end. Cases in point are Phylar-
chus, Duris, Polybius, Psaon, Demetrius of Calantis, Hierony-
mus, Antilochus, Heracleides, Hegesias of Magnesia, and 
countless others, whose names a whole day would scarcely 

1 Photius (cod. 84) mentions a summary of the Archaeologia, made by 
Dionysius himself. A book on chronology is described in ArchaeoL 
I. 74, and is quoted as an historical authority by Clement of Alexandria. 

8 Among the Greeks, Hieronymus of Cardia, Timaeus, and Polybius. Among 
the Romans, Cato (Origines), Fabius Maximus (Annates), Valerius Antias, 
Licinius Macer, Aelius, Gellius, Calpurnius: see Ant. Rom. I. 7 (partly quoted 
on the preceding page). 

I 2 
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suffice to tel l1 . ' Dionysius was hardly wrong in holding that 
historians, no less than other writers, owe the duty of style 
alike to their readers and their subject. It is his misfortune 
that he falls short himself in even weightier matters. For if 
the choice must be made and a history cannot unite various 
excellences, then far superior to style, to erudition, to the 
panegyrist's desire to please or the moralist's desire to in ­
struct, is the mind which can seize the great facts of national 
life and the character which can record them without fear or 
favour. 

I I I . SCRIPTA RHETORICA. PROBABLE ORDER I N W H I C H 

T H E Y WERE WRITTEN. LOST WRITINGS. 

Dionysius himself undoubtedly regarded the Archaeologia 
as the great achievement of his life. Since the reawakening of 
historical criticism in the earlier decades of the past century, 
the modern world has agreed to value it only so far as it re­
produces Roman authorities now lost, or records legends and 
primitive observances the key to which has since been sought 
by scientific inquirers. So that, by one of those curious 
ironies not uncommon in the history of letters, Dionysius is 
now chiefly remembered by his shorter writings. He is one 
of those historians who owe such fame as they possess not so 
much to their more ambitious efforts as to what they would 
themselves unquestionably have considered their minor works 
and- more ephemeral essays. 

The shorter writings of Dionysius are traditionally known 
under the t i t le Scripta Rhetorica. This t i t le it is well to 
retain, if only as a reminder that, whenever we speak of 
Dionysius as a literary critic, we are speaking of one who 
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was, first and foremost, a teacher of rhetoric. At the same 
time, if an English t i t le general enough to cover the various 
essays in question must be suggested, ' literary cr i t ic ism' (a 
term of wide application) is probably a more appropriate 
heading than ' rhetorical writings/ Of purely technical rhe­
toric Dionysius has left us but li t t le. The Ars Rhetorica is 
no longer held to be his work, though it may possibly con­
tain fragments of his doctrine1. The treatise on the Arrange­
ment of Words contains much that is technical, but much also 
that may fairly be described as literary criticism. The general 
character of this treatise, and of the other Scripta Rfietorica 
of Dionpsius, wi l l appear more clearly from the description 
to be given later. 

The approximate order in which the ' rhetorical ' writings 
of Dionysius were written may be conjectured from the 
numerous references which, in the course of them, he makes 
from one to another. He never wearies of telling his readers 
that this matter or the other has been, or is being, or wi l l be 
treated in a separate work2. But singularly enough, he lets 
fall no hint as to whether his History preceded, or followed, 
his Critical Works. Nevertheless, though the rhetorician 
never refers to the historian and the historian never refers to 
the rhetorician, it is l ikely that most of the rhetorical writings 
of Dionysius were composed at intervals during the two-and-

1 The fullest discussion of the authenticity of the Ars Rhetorica will be found 
in Sadous, De la Rhctorique attribute a Denys d'Halicarnasse. In the best manu­
script (P 1741) the book is not ascribed to Dionysius except by a somewhat later 
hand. But at the beginning of c. x (fol. 29v) there is the following important 

on the earlier books is confiimed by express references in them to a period later 
than that of Dionysius. Chapter x (and chapter xi) may possibly be his work, 
but various points of language and precept make this unlikely, and the mention 
(x. 19) of a proposed treatise is no conclusive proof of Dionysian 
authorship.—Dionysius' definition of rhetoric has been otherwise preserved: 

2 These are some examples, chosen almost at random, of Dionysius' practice in 
this matter: de Lys. c. 12 fin., ibid. c. 14 fin., de Isaeo c. 2, de adm. vi die. in 
Demosth. c. 58 fin., de Dinarcho c. 13, de Thucyd. c. 1 fin., ad Amm. 1 c. 3, ad 
Amtn. II c. 1, ad Pomp. c. 2 init., c. 3 fin. 
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twenty years of which the Archaeologia was, in his own view, 
'the principal fruit. The sequence of these writings among 
themselves must have been somewhat as follows :— 

1. Epistala ad Ammaeum I. 
2. De Compositione Verborum. 
3. De Antiquis Oratoribus: Indicia de Lysia, etc, 
4. De admiranda vi dicendi in Demosthene. 
5. De Imitatione Libri 7, 77. 
6. Epistula ad Cn. Pompeinm. 
7. De Imitatione Liber IIL 
8. De Dinarcko. 
9. De Thncydide. 

10. Epistula ad Ammaenm II. 

A few examples wi l l show the sort of evidence available 
for determining not the exact date (that being unknown in 
every case) but the approximate sequence of these writings. 
In the opening chapter of the Second Letter to Ammaeus, the 
essays on the Ancient Orators are described as earlier produc­
tions than the comparatively recent treatise on Thucydides, 
from which a long extract is given in the second chapter. 
Similarly in the th i rd chapter of the Letter to Gnaeus Pompeins 
there is an important allusion to the three books On Imita-
tion, from the second of which an extended quotation is made. 
In the second chapter of the same Letter a passage is repro­
duced from the treatise on the Attic Orators1. An interesting 
question is raised by this last reference. Does Dionysius 
mean us to understand that the De admir. vi dicendi in Demo-
sthene, which is the work in question, belongs to the same 

De Isocrate, De Isaeo? It may be so, since Demosthenes was 
certainly one of the six A t t i c orators included by Dionysius 
in that series2. But the separate entry given above is con-
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venient as marking the fact that this essay stands apart 
from the others alike in elaboration and incompleteness1. It 
seems a l ikely inference from the various statements of 
Dionysius that he wrote on Demosthenes (and indeed on 
Lysias and the other lesser orators) at different times and 
from many different points of view, not only analysing their 
style but discussing such points as the genuineness or 
spuriousness of the speeches commonly attributed to them. 
In the De adm. vi die. in Bern. c. 32 he seems to promise to 
publish a set comparison between the style of Demosthenes 
and that of Plato, in order to establish the superiority of the 
former If he carried out his intention, the work has been 
lost. Other missing books are the irepi T779 i/cXoyf}? r&v 
dvofidrcov promised ' for next year ' (ets vewra, de Comp. c. 1) ; 
the virep TT)? TrokirucY}*; <f>ckoao<f)l,a<; (de T/ineyd. c. 2) ; the irepl 
T&v a"xy)iuiT<ov (Quint i l . Inst. Or. ix . 89); and the three books 
of the De Imitatione, which treatise appears as a matter of 
convenience in the list given above{. 
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I V . S E P A R A T E W O R K S O F L I T E R A R Y C R I T I C I S M . 

( 1 ) De Compositlone Verborum. 

It is not intended to keep closely to any conjectured 
order of time in the following brief description of the extant 
critical writings of Dionysius. The treatise De Compositione 
Verborum, which it is convenient to take first because of its 
able exposition of many of the most important rhetorical or 
literary principles of Dionysius, is on any reckoning probably 
later than the First Letter to Ammaeus, and is hardly the pro­
duction of a very young man. It has, indeed, been thought 
that Dionysius speaks like an unmistakably old man when, 
in the first chapter of the De Composition?, he makes a 
promise wi th the proviso " i f heaven keeps us safe and 
sound1." But this expression is probably one of simple piety 
only, and as such it has a parallel in another of the writings 
of Dionysius2. A n d in any case the treatise is earlier (though 
probably only shortly so) than the De admir. vi die. in 
Demosth., which contains more than one reference to it 

The De Compositione was an offering from Dionysius to his 
pupi l Melitius Rufus, who was celebrating his first birthday 
after entering on man's estate. The Greek title of the book 
is On the Arrangement of Words4. 
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Dionysius starts wi th the proposition that, in the practice of 
eloquence, there are two things to be considered, the ideas 
( and the words " i used to express them ; or, 
to put the same thing in another way, there is the sphere of 
subject-matter ( and the sphere of 
expression The latter of the two divisions 
is more wi th in the reach of * beardless striplings ' 

de Comp. c. i ) , who pursue it wi th eager 
enthusiasm, than the former, which demands the maturity 
of a riper age. A complete treatment of the 
w i l l embrace not only the arrangement but the choice of 
words, find a book on this latter aspect of the subject is 
promised for the succeeding year (c. i ) 1 . Taken together, e/c-
\oyrj and crvvOeaa are thus intended to teach the great secret 
of the use of the right word in the right place. Dionysius is 
not only a preceptor who advocates the choice of the ' mot 
propre/ but also one who 

' D'un mot mis en sa place enseigne le pouvoir/ 

In fact, he attaches greater importance to the latter requisite 
than to the former. "Al though the choice of words stands 
first in the natural order, yet their due arrangement con­
tributes far more decidedly to pleasure, persuasion and 
oratorical force2." The functions of the art of arrangement 
are, " to place the words in the right order, to assign the 

in English, and arrangement or disposition in French, must serve. In Latin 
collocatto (cp. Cic. de Orat. i i i . 171) might be used, as well as composition 

1 From the De Comp. Verb.) considered in connexion with his other undisputed 
works, it is clear that Dionysius has in mind the following divisions and sub­
divisions : 

file:///oyrj
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fitting ' harmony' to the members of the sentence, and to 
divide the discourse into the proper periods1." It is to be 
noted that Dionysius does not, in our treatise, redeem his 
promise to treat of the proper employment of periods and of 
the due division of discourse into them. The diction used 
to express our thoughts is of two kinds, verse and prose; it 
is subject to metre or independent of i t2 . The importance, 
both in prose and in poetry, of the art of arrangement is 
illustrated by Dionysius (c. 3) from Homer and Herodotus. 
The passage chosen from Homer is that of the Odyssey (xv i . 
1—16) in which Odysseus as the guest of the swineherd is 
(after the ancient fashion) about to break his fast at dawn, 
when Telemachus appears in sight returning from his sojourn 
in the Peloponnese. The incidents themselves are, says 
Dionysius, "the simple and insignificant occurrences 'of every­
day life, but they are admirably described The words 
charm and bewitch the ear . . . .And yet they are [and this 
tends to show that composition is even more important than 
diction] the humblest and most ordinary words imaginable, 
such as might be used off-hand by a farmer, or a fisherman, 
or an artisan, or anybody else who is careless about elegant 
speech8." The passage quoted from Herodotus is that (Herod, 
i. 8—10) in which Candaules, the Lydian king, conceives 
the strange desire of revealing his wife disrobed to the eyes 
of his friend Gyges, the better to convince him of her beauty. 
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The theme, as Dionysius remarks, is an ignoble and even 
a hazardous one. But it has, he adds, been treated most 
happily, and the narrative is better than the occurrence. This 
result is, we are told, due not to the words, which are ordinary 
words taken as they come, but to the skill with which they are 
arranged1. 

Still confining himself to Homer and Herodotus, Dionysius 
(c. 4) makes some daring experiments with the poetry of the 
former. Homer uses, he says, the complete heroic metre of 
six feet, which is scanned by dactyls2. Some of these hexa­
meters are forthwith transmuted into two varieties of tetra-
metersf with consequences which are as disastrous as they are 
meant to be. From Herodotus he takes the following passage 
(Herod, i. 6), quoting it in the At t ic dialect thus :— 

" I change the ' harmony' of this passage," says Dionysius, 
"and I shall find before me no longer an alluring and historical 
style, but rather one that is direct and vehement3." He then 
rewrites the words as follows:— 
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Dionysius now recasts the passage of Herodotus in another 
way. " Again I w i l l change the same passage, and give a 
new form to it as follows:— 

This is taken to represent the mincing, common, and 
effeminate manner in which Hegesias arranges his sentences, 
of which the following actual specimens are given: " ef 

the pet aversion of Dionysius, to whose mind he represents 
Asianism in its most odious form. 

The praises of arrangement are (c. 4) summed up in a 
happy comparison. Dionysius likens this invaluable art to 
the magic transforming power of the Homeric Athene, who 
could-at wi l l present Odysseus to the view in the guise of a 
beggar or as a princely warrior. 

His general introduction thus completed, Dionysius takes 
up, more specifically, such points as the order in which the 
various parts of speech naturally come in a sentence (c. 5). 
He admits that he had been inclined to entertain a priori 
views on the question of grammatical rules, holding that 
nouns should precede verbs, verbs adverbs, and so on1. But 

1 He had, he tells us (c. 4 ad fin.), endeavoured to find some (pvtruc)) d<pop/iif} in 
such matters. 
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he had proceeded, wi th that sound practical judgment which 
distinguishes him, to test his theories in the light of Homer's 
usage. He had then found them wanting. " T r i a l made 
shipwreck of them all, and showed their utter worthlessness1." 
In the chapters which follow (cc. 6—9) he discusses some 
details connected wi th the proper handling of words and 
clauses, and wi th the employment of figures of thought. 
Incidentally he remarks how the pathos of a passage in the 
speech of the Plataeans (Thucyd. i i i . 57) would vanish if 

Chapters 10—20 treat of nobili ty \ and charm 
I in style, and of the means by which these qualities 
may be attained. When nobil i ty and charm are found united 
in good wri t ing, the ear is satisfied, just as is the eye when it 
discerns these qualities in a picture or a statue; the eye is 
then content and desires nothing more. The two qualities 
are not, however, always found in combination. The style of 
Thucydides and of Ant iphon is eminently noble, but it is 
not charming2. The style of Ctesias and of Xenophon is 
charming in the highest degree, but not as noble as it should 
have been. The composition i ' of Herodotus unites 
both these qualities; it is at once noble and charming 
(c. 10). 

Charm and nobil i ty are themselves, in Dionysius' judg­
ment, chiefly due to four things : melody, rhythm, variety, and 
the propriety which attends these three3. Susceptibility to 
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harmonious sounds may be regarded as a sort of human 
inst inct:— 

" Who is there that is not attracted and enthralled by one melody, 
while he remains entirely unaffected by another,—that is not capti­
vated by this rhythm, but offended by that? Ere now in popular 
houses of entertainment, thronged by a mixed and uncultured multi­
tude, I have seemed to observe that all of us have a sort of natural 
appreciation for good melody and good rhythm. I have seen an 
accomplished harpist, of high repute, hissed by the assembled public 
because he struck a single wrong note and so spoiled the melody. 
I have seen, too, a flute-player, who handled his instrument with 
the practised skill of a master, suffer the same fate because Jie blew 
faultily or, through not compressing his lips, produced a harsh sound 
or so-called ' broken note' as he played. Nevertheless, if the amateur 
critic were bidden to take up the instrument and himself to render 
any of the pieces with whose performance by professionals he found 
fault, he would be unable to do it . Why so? Because this is an 
affair of skill, in which we are not all partakers ; the other of feeling, 
which is nature's universal gift to man. I have noticed the same 
thing occur in the case of rhythms. Everybody chafes and fumes 
when a performer strikes an instrument, takes a step, or sings a note, 
out of time, and so destroys the rhythm1." 

Now the difference between music and oratory, Dionysius 
proceeds to say, is simply one of quantity, not of quality. The 
speaking voice is confined to a narrower compass of notes 
than is the singing voice, and does not observe intervals 
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less than the semitone. In fact, the speaking voice is melo­
dious, but it is not melody; it is rhythmical, but it is not 
rhy thm .—The ques­
t ion of variety is treated n e x t Variety w i l l be 
aided by a large vocabulary, one which does not disdain 
common words. "There is, I maintain, no part of speech (used 
to denote any th ing or person) so low, or sordid, or coarse, or 
otherwise obnoxious, that it w i l l find no fit place in literature. 
My advice is to bring out such words in composition wi th a 
bold and manly confidence, in accordance wi th the practice of 
Homer, in whose poems the commonest words are found1." 
A kno\Wedge of the nature and powers of the letters of the 
alphabet { wil l also contribute to variety of style 
(c. 14). To illustrate his point, Dionysius enters upon a 
detailed and highly technical exposition, based upon the 
phonetics of his time. He gives the divisions into vowels 
< and consonants semi-vowels 
( ) and mutes short vowels ( ~ \ long 
( ' \ and c o m m o n ; aspirated consonants \ t 

unaspirated i and common or medial 
About individual letters many interesting remarks are made. 
The euphoniousness ( of the vowels is, 
in descending order, as follows: a, rjy co, v, 1. The method of 
producing these vowels is described wi th some minuteness. 
A m o n g the consonants, are warmly commended, 
while <T is stigmatised as "a graceless and disagreeable letter, 
and one which is decidedly offensive if used too often. Sibi-
lation seems better to suit a wi ld beast's utterance than that 
of a rational being. Accordingly, some of the ancients used 
it sparingly and guardedly. There are, indeed, cases in which 
entire odes have been composed without a single sigma2." 
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Passing a little later (c. 17) to the various rhythms, Diony­
sius distinguishes the following varieties of metrical feet 
(iroSeSy pvd/juoL):— 

The dignity, or meanness, of each of these feet is declared 
and illustrated1. 

On the general question of the illustrations employed by 
Dionysius it may here be remarked that in the De Compositione 
he favours verse examples, while the subject-matter of the 
rest of his critical writings leads him more commonly to draw 
from prose sources. Where he quotes prose illustrations in the 
De Compositione, they are usually of a striking kind. In c. 18, 
for instance, when exemplifying the power of rhythm, he cites 
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But it is from the poets, and especially from Homer, that 
he adduces, in this treatise, most of his proofs and illustra­
tions. He finds (c. 16) a crowning instance of Homer's power 
of i n v i t i n g even the most unpromising materials wi th beauty 
in that passage of the Iliad ( i i . 494 ff.) in which he enumerates 
the towns of Boeotia. In the same chapter he quotes, wi th 
noteworthy comments showing the zest of his enjoyment and 
the judiciousness of his admiration, such lines as 



18 DIONYSIUS OF HALICARNASSUS 

Od. x i . 596. 

" Does not," he asks, " the structure of the words rol l 
downhill together wi th the ponderous rock, or rather does 
not the speed of the narration outstrip the stone's career? 
Methinks it does1." 

The concluding part of the treatise is devoted to two 
principal topics: the varieties of style (cc. 12—24), and the 
relations of prose to verse and of verse to prose (cc. 25, 26). 
Of style (or more strictly, of modes of composition) there are 
three kinds: the austere 1 
the smooth or florid ( ), and the middle 

The different styles are characterised at some length 
md their chief representatives named. A m o n g the repre­
sentatives of the austere style are Antimachus of Colophon 
and Empedocles in epic poetry, Pindar in lyric poetry, 
Aeschylus in tragedy, Thucydides in history, Ant iphon in 
oratory (c. 22)3. The smooth or florid style is represented by 
Hesiod, Sappho, Anacreon, Simonides, Euripides, Ephorus, 
Theopompus, Isocrates. The actual examples of this style are 
drawn from Isocrates and Sappho, and it is in this connexion 
that Dionysius cites the latter's Hymn to Aphrodite (c. 23). 
The middle style unites the excellences of the two others. Its 
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representatives are : Homer, Stesichorus, Alcaeus, Sophocles, 
Herodotus, Democritus, Plato, Aristotle, Demosthenes (c. 24). 

Dur ing his discussion, in c. 25, of the relations between 
poetry and prose Dionysius proclaims himself, in a curious 
and characteristic way, the hierophant of mysteries no less 
sacred and hidden than those of Eleusis. " These matters 
resemble mysteries, and cannot be divulged to the crowd. 
I should not, therefore, be gui l ty of impertinence were I to 
invite those only who are initiated to approach the rites 
of style, while bidding the profane close the gates of their 
ears1." He then expounds the important principle that 
prose shdlild be metrical, rhythmical and melodious, and yet 
not be metre, rhythm, or poem. In the last chapter (c. 26) 
he treats the converse question how a poem or ode can re­
semble fine prose. Variety is hampered in poetry by the 
requirements of metre; this is particularly the case in heroic 
and iambic poetry. Lyr ic poetry has greater freedom, as 
may be seen in Simonides' Ode on Danae, which Dionysius 
transcribes and thus preserves (together wi th the wonderful 
poem of Sappho which he has previously quoted) for future 
ages. 

( 2 ) De Oratoribus Antiquis.—De admiranda vi dicendi 
in Demosthene.—De Dinar cho. 

If the general principles on which the literary criticism of 
Dionysius rests can be most conveniently inferred from a 
detailed study of the De Compositione Verborutn, their appli­
cation is nowhere seen to greater advantage than in the 
various essays devoted to the leading A t t i c Orators. The 
question of the uncertain t i t le of the De Antiquis Oratoribus 
or'De Atticis Oratoribus, has been mentioned already2. From 
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the passages then quoted in the notes i t wi l l also have been seen 
that Dionysius divided his treatise into two sections, the first 
including three earlier (Lysias, Isocrates, Isaeus), the second 
three later orators (Demosthenes, Hyperides, Aeschines). The 
De Lysia, De Isocrate, and De Isaeo are extant, while the De 
Hyperide and De Aeschine have been lost. As already stated, 
the extant essay on Demosthenes may, or may not belong to 
this series. If we could recover the lost introduction to i t , we 
should possibly find that the essay was issued as an enlarged 
edition of an earlier work1. The De Dinarcho (although 
grouped here for convenience) undoubtedly belongs to an 
altogether different series2. It is well known that fcMonysius 
Was either ignorant of, or (as is more probable) ignored, the 
so-called * A t t i c Canon' of Ten Orators. 

The three essays devoted to Lysias, Isocrates, and Isaeus 
are modelled on an identical plan,—one which comprises 
a few particulars of the life of each orator, an estimate of 
his style (under such headings as 

etc.), a similar estimate 
of his skil l in dealing wi th his subject-matter (the headings 
here being etc.), some 
comparisons ot one orator wi th another, and a number of 
illustrative extracts. The object of Dionysius, in the writings 
here under discussion, was "no t to complete a set of bio­
graphies or essays, but to establish a standard for Greek 
prose, applicable alike to oratory and to every other branch 
of composition. He considers the orators, accordingly, less as 
individual writers than as representatives of tendencies. He 
seeks to determine their mutual relations, and, wi th the aid 
of the results thus obtained, to trace a historical develop­
ment8." 

Largely through the influence of the book just quoted, 
that portion of the literary criticism of Dionysius which 
gathers round the At t i c Orators is better known to English 

1 This interesting suggestion is made in Vol. v. p. 363 of the Histoire de la 
UtUraturt grecque of M M . A. and M. Croiset. 

1 Cp. p. 6 n. a supra. 
3 Jebb, Attic Orators, 1. lxv. 
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students than any other. Consequently no great space need 
here be given to this part of his literary work. Some of the 
chief points in his singularly happy estimate of Lysias w i l l 
be recalled when it is mentioned that he praises him for such 
qualities as his puri ty of expression, his gift of characterisation 
and his unfailing propriety, his vividness and his inimitable 
charm1. 

To Isocrates also high praise is awarded on certain 
sides. Dionysius discerns not only the great importance of 
Isocrates in the evolution of Greek prose style, but also his 
essential nobili ty of aim. W i t h regard to this latter charac­
teristic he says, " the strongest exhortations to virtue are to 
be found in the speeches of Isocrates. I maintain that those 
who would learn the secret of patriotism, not in part only 
but in its fulness, should have this orator at their fingers' 
ends He shows (sc. in one of his speeches) that it is not a 
large fleet of warships, nor Greeks governed by force, that 
make a country great, but righteous aims and the succour of 
the wronged2." At the same time he is quite alive to such 
weak points of Isocrates as his excessive regard for smooth­
ness of style and a pleasant cadence. " The thought is often 
the slave of rhythmical expression, and t ruth is sacrificed to 
elegance Now the natural course is for the expression to 
follow the ideas, not the ideas the expressionV Elsewhere 
he condemns his tameness and his verbosity: " He cannot 
move his hearers when he wishes it, and for the most part he 
does not even wish it His style [in a certain passage] 
should haye struck home like a blow. As a matter of fact, 
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it is supple, and smooth, and glides gently through the ear l ike 
o i l 1 / ' 

The significance of Isaeus, no less than of Isocrates, as a 
factor in the development of Greek prose style is fully re­
cognised by Dionysius. " I f I were asked why I have included 
Isaeus, imitator as he is of Lysias, I should give as my reason 
that in his speeches are to be sought (as it seems to me) the 
germs and first-beginnings of the oratorical power of Demo­
sthenes, which is universally regarded as the height of per­
fection2." But highly as Isaeus is esteemed by Dionysius, he 
is in one particular rated lower than Lysias. His speeches 
do not seem so natural as those of his predecessor. " A n y ­
one reading the narrative passages of Lysias, far from 
suspecting art or trickery, would rather discern the promp­
tings of nature and truth, overlooking the simple fact that 
the imitation of nature is the highest t r iumph of art 
Lysias (so it seems to me) pursues reality, Isaeus a r t ; 
the one aims at charm, the other at intensity3 ."—It may 
be added here that though the essays on Aeschines and 
Hyperides have been lost, some estimate of the former 
orator w i l l be found in De Imit. II. Epit. c. 5, of the latter in 
the same chapter of the De Imit. Epit. and also in the De 
Dinarchoy cc. 1, 6, 7. 
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Dionysius refers to the supremacy of Demosthenes among 
orators as a universally admitted fact1. He also emphasizes 
his own view that, among the orations of Demosthenes, the 
De Corona holds the foremost place2. Something of the same 
sort might, t ru ly enough, be said of Dionysius' own essay on 
Demosthenes. In its own way, and wi th in its own limits, it 
well deserves the t i t le of ' masterpiecey which has been ac­
corded to it3 . In to none of his studies of the Greek Orators has 
Dionysius thrown himself wi th more vigour and enthusiasm. 
It is his delight to show that Demosthenes " disdained to be an 
imitator of any single style or man. He saw that they were 
all halfsfinished and incomplete, and from them all he chose 
and wove together the best and most useful elements, and 
fashioned one language out of many His style resembles 
the fabled Proteus of our ancient poets4." Moreover, the 
effect of his speeches on their readers is wonderful, and the 
effect on their original hearers must have been more wonderful 
s t i l l : " When I take up one of his speeches, I am entranced 
and carried hither and thither, stirred now by one emotion, 
now by another. I feel distrust, anxiety, fear, disdain, hatred, 
pity, good-will, anger, jealousy. I am agitated by every 
passion in turn that can sway the human heart, and I am 
like those who are being initiated into wi ld mystic rites 
When we who are centuries removed from that time, 
and are in no way affected by the matters at issue, are 
thus carried off our feet and mastered and borne wherever 
the discourse leads us, what must have been the feelings 
excited by the speaker in the minds of the Athenians and 
the Greeks generally, when l iving interests of their own were 
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at stake, and when the great orator, whose reputation stood so 
high, spoke from the heart, and laid bare the inmost feelings 
that inspired his soul1." 

From Demosthenes to Deinarchus ( 
» is a long step downwards. But this does not 

prevent Dionysius' account of Deinarchus from being, of its 
kind, an excellent piece of work. The design of the series 
to which it belongs was in the main biographical. Not 
Deinarchus only, but Lysias (cp. de Lysia, cc. 12, 14), Isaeus 
(cp. de fsaeo, c. 2), and other orators, were included in the 
set. The essay on Deinarchus proves at once the thorough­
ness and the independence of the studies of Dionysiits. The 
subject had, he tells us, been faultily treated by previous 
authorities, and he had therefore to rely upon himself. He 
gives brief particulars of the life, and some estimate of the 
style, of Deinarchus. But his chief aim is to compile a list 
of that orator's speeches, discriminating the spurious from 
the genuine. The speeches are, therefore, classified under 
heads as follows: (1) genuine public speeches, 
(2) spurious public speeches, (3) genuine 
private speeches, (4) spurious private speeches. In mention­
ing each speech care is taken to give (for its better identi­
fication) not only its t i t le or description, but also the words 
wi th which it opens. Particular speeches are rejected by 
Dionysius on grounds of chronology or of inferior workman-
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ship1. In the result, 29 public and 31 private orations are 
assigned to Deinarchus, while the remainder (numbering more 
than 27: the loss of the conclusion of the essay precludes a 
more precise statement) are declared to be spurious. It may 
be added that, where (as is the case not wi th Deinarchus but 
wi th other orators) modern criticism has had an opportunity 
of forming an independent opinion, it has usually concurred 
in the views of Dionysius on questions of authenticity. 

( 3 ) E p . a d Ammaeum I . 

In tfte De Dinarcho we see Dionysius at his best as a 
literary historian, a role which (as already indicated) fits 
h im far better than that of the general historian. It is a 
question of literary history also that forms the subject of 
Ep. ad Amm. L Of this Epistle, as it is one of the three 
edited in this volume, a short summary, chapter by chapter, 
may conveniently be offered here. 

SUMMARY. 

c. 1. A Peripatetic philosopher, whose name is not given, had 
undertaken to prove that the Rhetoric of Aristotle was earlier than 
the speeches of Demosthenes, who owed his success as an orator to 
the observance of its precepts. 

c. 2. Dionysius, in a letter addressed to his friend Ammaeus, 
proposes to refute this assertion. 

c. 3. He desires to show that Demosthenes was at the height of 
his fame, and had delivered his most celebrated speeches, at the 
time when Aristotle wrote his Rhetoric. 

c. 4. The dates of the birth of Demosthenes and of the delivery 
of twelve of his speeches are assigned. All these dates are earlier 
than the end of the Olynthian War (348 B.C.). 

1 A good example of the application of the chronological test may be quoted 
from the De Dinarcho c. 13, where the dry conclusion 'Deinarchus was not ten 
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c. 5. Annals of the life of Aristotle. 
cc. 6, 7. In the Rhetoric Aristotle refers to his Topics, Analytics, 

and Methodics; and this of itself is enough to show that he was no 
stripling, but a man of mature years, when he wrote the former work. 

c. 8. Aristotle mentions the Olynthian War in the Third Book 
of the Rhetoric. 

c. 9. According to the historian Philochorus, this war took 
place in the archonship of Callimachus, 349 B.C.—Therefore the 
twelve speeches in question (four against Philip, three on Greek 
affairs, and five written for the law-courts) must be anterior to the 
Rhetoric. 

c. 10. The same assertion may be made with regard to twelve 
other speeches of Demosthenes which fall between the Olynthian 
war and that which broke out in 339 B.C. and ended with the battle 
of Chaeronea in the following year. The dates of these speeches are 
given. 

c. 11. The comparison of a passage of the Rhetoric (ii. 23) with 
passages drawn from the Annals of Philochorus and from the 
De Corona shows that the treatise of Aristotle was subsequent to 
the archonship of Lysimachides (339 B.C.), and therefore subsequent 
to this second set of twelve speeches. 

c. 12. More than this, the Rhetoric was subsequent to the 
De Corona itself (330 B.C.). This appears, according to Dionysius, 
from a passage of the Rhetoric (ii. 23) in which Aristotle actually 
alludes to the De Corona.—General conclusion. The orator has not 
derived from the philosopher the art with which his speeches are 
written. Rather, the philosopher has based his Rhetoric on an 
examination of the works of Demosthenes and of the orators 
generally. 

The above short sketch of its contents, if supplemented by 
the Chronological Table to be given later, w i l l show that this 
Letter to Ammaeus, short as it seems in comparison wi th 
some of the more elaborate essays of its author, is yet founded 
on solid study and wide research. In his eager desire to check 
those Peripatetics of his day who were inclined to exalt the 
influence of Aristotle beyond al l due measure, Dionysius is 
betrayed sometimes into overstatement and inaccuracy. But 
to appreciate his investigation at its true worth, we have only 
to consider what gaps in our knowledge its loss would have 
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meant. Its contributions to the chronology of Demosthenes' 
speeches, and of Aristotle's life, are particularly important. 

( 4 ) E p . ad Cn. Pompeium, and the De Imitat ione. 

The contents of the Ep. ad Cn. Pompeium can be indicated 
very briefly. The Letter is specially interesting because of 
the l ight it throws on Dionysius' attitude towards Plato, 
a point to which we must recur in a moment. 

SUMMARY. 

c. 1. Dionysius has received a letter from Pompeius, expressing 
surprise at the treatment of Plato in the otherwise admirable works 
of the author. Dionysius explains his attitude, and undertakes to 
defend it. If he has resorted to the method of comparison, he has 
not done so unnecessarily or without good precedent. 

c. 2. A passage characterising the style of Plato is reproduced 
from the De admiranda vi dicendi in Demosthene (cc. 5, 6). From 
the judgment there pronounced Dionysius cannot recede. He 
seeks, indeed, to show that Pompeius, as well as he, recognises 
the occasional lapses to which genius is subject. 

c. 3. Pompeius has sought, further, to learn the views of 
Dionysius with reference to Herodotus and Xenophon. This leads 
Dionysius to quote from the Second Book of his De Imitatione 
{7rt.pi /M/jLiqcr€m) a long passage (extending to the end of the Letter) 
relating to several Greek historians of note. In the present chapter 
Herodotus and Thucydides are compared, with regard to choice and 
treatment of subject-matter and with regard to style. 

c. 4. Appreciation of Xenophon under the two aspects of 
subject-matter and style. Comparison with Herodotus. 

c. 5. Similar criticism of Philistus, and comparison with Thucy­
dides. 

c. 6. Similar estimate of Theopompus. 

In the third chapter Dionysius explains the scope of each 
of the three books of his De Imitatione^ and states that the 
last of the three was not yet finished. None of the books now 
survive, though we can gauge the general character of the 
second from the extract here given and from a passage 

http://%7b7rt.pi
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occurring at the commencement of the De Thucydide. The 
fragments once classified under the ti t le De Veterum Censura 
( ) belong to an Epitome of the De Imi-
tatione made by some late hand. In its original form, the 
work must have been one of the most important literary 
productions of Dionysius. 

What, now, are the criticisms which Dionysius, greatly 
daring, permits himself to pass upon Plato ? They are to be 
found not only in the Ep. ad Pompeium, but in the De adm. 
vi die. in Demosth. (cc. 5, 6, 23—29, 32) and in the De Comp. 
(c. 18). In the De Compositione the remarks of Dionysius are 
laudatory, but subject to a certain qualification. "Ptato has a 
marvellous sense of melody and rhythm. A n d i f his skil l in 
choosing his words had equalled his uncommon gifts of com­
position, he would have outstript Demosthenes in beauty of 
literary expression, or brought the race to an even finish. 
As it is, he commits some blunders in his choice of diction, 
especially where he affects an elevated, unusual, and highly 
wrought style1/ ' The passage repeated in the ad Pompeium 
(c. 2) from the De admir. vi die. in Dem. (cc. 5, 6) is of the 
same general tenour, and lays stress on the view that Plato 
is not at his best when he is most elaborate. Later on (c. 23) 
in the essay on Demosthenes, Dionysius explains his position 
more fully. He has declined, he there says, to be awed into 
silence by respect for a great name, and he is ready to 
submit the issue to the judgment of all unbiassed men of 
letters. His strictures appertain, we may add, chiefly to the 
department of style, and are supported by various quotations 
from the Menexenus. The selection of the Menexenus (an 
inferior, if not a spurious work) shows no prejudice on the 
part of Dionysius except that of his vocation2. He is a 
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rhetorician, and it is as a teacher of rhetoric that he judges 
Plato. L ike other rhetoricians, he tends to think of authors 
chiefly as subjects for imitation, a topic on which he had 
himself written three books1. A n d wi th the robust common-

also the concluding words of the Letter to Pompeius. 
In reference to this question of imitation, it is important to bear in mind two 

points, ( i ) Imitation was a regular part of the training given in the rhetorical 
schools. Cp. [Cornificius] ad Herenniitm i. 2, 3, 'Haec omnia tribus adsequi 
poterimus: arte, imitatione, exercitatione.' Oratorical excellence, that is to say, 
depends on the study of the theory of rhetoric, on imitation, and on practice; 
and imitation is further defined as follows, ' imitatio est, qua inpellimur cum 
diligenti ratione ut ahquorum similes in dicendo velimus esse' (ibid.). (2) It is 
expressly stated by Dionysius that there were perverse imitators of Plato and 
Thucydides (not to mention other Att ic writers) who aped their eccentricities 

W i t h this view of the imitators of Thucydides, cp. Cic. Orat. c< 9 § 30 'ecce autem 
aliqui se Thucydidios esse profitentur, novum quoddam imperitorum et inauditum 
genus,' and § 32 'huius (Thuc.) tamen nemo neque verborum neque sententiarum 
gravitatem imitatur; sed, cum mutila quaedam et hiantia locuti sunt, quae vel 
sine magistro facere potuerunt, germanos se putant esse Thucydidios. nactus sum 
etiam, qui Xenophontis similem esse se cuperet, cuius sermo est ille quidem melle 
dulcior, sed a forensi strepitu remotissimus.' Dionysius' own advice on the subject 
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sense which characterises h im he sees that the imitation of 
Plato is l ikely to lead lesser mortals into much foolish extra­
vagance. This is perhaps the best explanation that can be 
suggested of Dionysius' attitude, though it must be admitted 
that he seems sometimes to show himself blind to the fine irony 
and other subtle qualities for which Plato is so remarkable1. 
He is, however, unquestionably right in maintaining that, 
from the limited point of view to which he confines himself 
(viz. the history of the development of Greek oratorical prose), 
Demosthenes is a more important figure than even the great 
idealist Plato wi th his mighty imaginative range and his 
wonderful charm of style. n 

( 5 ) E p . a d Ammaeum I I and the D e Thucydide. 

The First Letter to Ammaeus dealt wi th a literary pro­
blem, the supposed indebtedness of Demosthenes to Aristotle. 
The interest of the Second Letter is rather grammatical or 
linguistic than literary, its subject being the peculiarities of 
the style of Thucydides. 

SUMMARY. 

c. i. Ammaeus had urged that the observations previously 
published by Dionysius on the style of Thucydides would be more 
concrete and convincing if accompanied by specific examples. 
Dionysius acts upon the suggestion. 

c. 2. As a basis for the present supplement, Dionysius quotes 
from the twenty-fourth chapter of his longer treatise, the De Thucydide, 

multas habent obscuras abditasque sententias, vix ut lntellegantur; quod est m 
oratione civili vitium vel maximum.' 

1 Instances of this apparent insensibility will be found in ad Pomp. c. i ad fin.— 
For a discussion of Dionysius' strictures on Plato's style, reference may be made 
to a paper by Arnaud in Mimoires de VAcadimie Royale des Inscriptions et Belles-
Lettres, x x x v n . pp. 1—22, entitled * Memoire sur le Stile de Platon en g&ieVal; et 
en particulier, sur l'objet que ce Philosophe s'est propose dans son dialogue 
intitule Ion.* 
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a summary account of the distinguishing features of Thucydidean 
idiom. This account is now to be illustrated point by point. 

c. 3. The employment (by Thucydides) of obscure, obsolete, 
difficult and poetical words. 

c. 4. Employment of periphrasis and brachylogy. 
c. 5. Use of noun for verb. 
c. 6. Use of verb for noun. [The topic of the interchange of 

common and proper nouns seems to have been omitted by Dionysius, 
or to have been accidentally lost.] 

c. 7. Use of active for passive voice. 
c. 8. Use of passive for active. 
c. 9. Interchange of singular and plural number. 
c. 10. Confusion of the three genders. 
c. 11. Use of cases. 
c. 12. Use of tenses. 
c. 13. Sense-constructions whereby the plural number is sub­

stituted for the singular or the singular for the plural. [Between 
chapters 13 and 14 would naturally have come the topics which are 
suggested by the words in c. 2. 
The explanation of the omission must again be either the negligence 
of Dionysius or the faultiness of our manuscript tradition.] 

c. 14. Substitution of persons for things and of things for 
persons. 

c. 15. Parentheses. 
c. 16. Involved expressions. 
c. 17. Showy figures of the rhetoricians1. 

The Second Letter to Ammacits refers us to the De Thu-
cydide^ and that treatise raises the general question of the 
attitude of Dionysius towards Thucydides. Not that the 
De Thucydide (taken together wi th its appendix, the Second 
Letter to Ammaeus) is the only part of his writings in which 
Dionysius expresses his views of Thucydides. Further in­
dications wi l l be found in the third chapter (itself copied from 
the De Imitatione) of the Letter to Pompeius, in chapter 
twenty-two of the De Compositione, and in chapters one, nine 

1 The structure of this Letter is discussed, clearly and concisely, in a recent 
number of the American Journal of Philology: vide second section of the 
Bibliography, under the year 1899. 
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and ten of the De admir. vi dicendi in Demosthene. But as a 
comprehensive treatise expressly devoted to this subject, the 
De Thucydide is the capital document to which we naturally 
turn in order to ascertain Dionysius' matured estimate of the 
great historian. 

The History of Thucydides is considered in the De 
Thucydide under the two usual divisions of subject-matter 
(cc. 6—20) and of style (cc. 21—55). It w i l l be convenient 
here to reverse the order and take the department of style 
first. Dionysius has both praise and blame for the style of 
Thucydides. He can transcribe a really great passage (vii . 
69—72) of Thucydides, and pay a really fine t r i b i t e to it 
{de Thucyd. cc. 26, 27). He can at the same time point out 
that another passage ( i i i . 81, 82) is of a distinctly inferior 
character {de Thucyd. cc. 29 ff.), and he is in one case auda­
cious enough to suggest a smoother version {ibid. c. 25). The 
general conclusion reached is that the narrative passages are, 
wi th few exceptions, altogether admirable and adapted for 
every kind of service, whereas the speeches are not all suitable 
for imitation1 . Thus we come once more to the consideration 
ever uppermost in Dionysius' mind, that of imitation, and we 
have to imagine the absurdities to which the attempts of 
ambitious speakers to imitate Thucydides must have led2. 
L ike imitators generally, they caught the mannerisms rather 
than the manner, the eccentricities rather than the essential 
features. 

But in reviewing the work of Thucydides, Dionysius goes 
further than when dealing wi th Plato. Feeling himself to be 
not only a rhetorician but a historian, he has dealt wi th 
Thucydides from the point of view of subject-matter; and the 
th i rd chapter of his Letter to Pompeius accordingly furnishes 
some strange reading. It is not so much that he prefers the 
subject chosen by Herodotus to that chosen by Thucydides. 
Others since his time have entertained and defended this 
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preference, and Dionysius himself gives a more judicious 
statement of his views on the point in the sixth chapter of 
his De Thucydide and (indirectly) in the introduction to his 
Antiquitates. What distresses the reader is the seeming 
assumption that the prime object of history is to please or to 
instruct rather than simply to tell the t r u t h ; and not even the 
tribute paid to Thucydides as a truth-teller in the later and 
more mature De Thucydide (cc. 7, 8) can entirely remove the 
unsatisfactory impression left in this respect by the Letter to 
Pompeitis. In this matter Dionysius falls far short of the 
ideal sketched by Polybius before him, and after him by 
Lucian1 . * 

Under the heading of subject-matter 
Dionysius discusses (de Thucyd. cc. 1, 20) not only 

Thucydides' choice of theme but also his method of hand­
l ing it (ol/covofila). The topic of (' management') in 
its turn yields such subdivisions as ' distr ibution' 
* order ' and ' treatment in deta i l ' under 
which headings he groups criticisms of the annalistic method 
of Thucydides, of the opening and the abrupt ending of 
his History, of the place assigned to the famous ' Funeral 
Orat ion/ of the supposed want of proportion shown in various 
parts of the work. But these detailed criticisms we cannot 
now enter into. Enough to say that, if some of them are 
well-founded, others seem to show that Dionysius was greatly 
lacking in wid th of view and in historical perspective. He 
has, however, as has been (perhaps too piquantly) observed, 
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cruelly expiated any injustice in his judgments on Thucydides 
by coming before the world as a historian himself1. 

V . R E L A T I O N O F D I O N Y S I U S A S A L I T E R A R Y C R I T I C 

T O T H E R O M A N S A N D T O T H E G R E E K S . 

We pass now from this account of Dionysius' essays in 
criticism to the question of the relation in which they stand 
to the La t in and Greek literature of his own and other times, 
La t i n literature, as here coming only to a slight extent 
under review, may be treated first and summarily. 

Following a long-established custom, Dionysius Composes 
his critical writings in the form of letters, addressed to one or 
other of his literary friends, patrons, or pupils. It is not easy 
to determine the nationality of all these persons, but Quintus 
Aelius Tubero, to whom the De Thucydide is addressed, 
is clearly a Roman and possibly no other than the eminent 
jur is t and historian. The young Mel i t ius Ruftis, to whom 
Dionysius offers the Dc Cornpositione, was also a Roman, his 
father being a highly valued friend of the author2. Gnaeus 
Pompeius Geminus was, his name notwithstanding, perhaps 
rather a Greek than a Roman, and w i l l therefore more fitly 
be considered later. 

It would be interesting, did not the inquiry open a some­
what extensive field, to illustrate, by other examples than that 
of Dionysius, the position occupied at Rome by the Greek 
men of letters who resided there. We must here be content 
w i th quoting Dionysius' own testimony to the part played by 
Rome in that purification of literary taste to which he h im­
self contributed so much. " I believe that this great revo­
lution (sc. the reversion to the A t t i c models) was caused and 
originated by Rome, the mistress of the world, who drew all 
eyes upon herself. The principal agents were members of the 
rul ing classes of Rome, distinguished by their high charac­
ter and by their excellent conduct of public affairs, and highly 

1 H. Weil, Denys d}Halicarnasse; Premttre lettre h Ammie^ p. 6. 
2 De Cotnp. c. i, 



AS A LITERARY CRITIC. 35 

cultivated men of lofty critical instincts. Under their ad­
ministration the saner elements in the commonwealth have 
grown sti l l further in strength, and folly has been con­
strained to be discreet. Accordingly many important 
historical works are written by men of our day, and many 
graceful specimens of c ivi l oratory are produced, together 
wi th philosophical treatises of no mean order. Many other 
fine works on which both Romans and Greeks have lavished 
great pains have appeared, and may be expected to appear; 
and since so vast a revolution has been effected in so short 
a time, I should not be surprised if that former fashion of 
insensate oratory failed to survive another generation. The 
reduction of a giant bulk to small dimensions may well be 
followed by complete extinction1." 

This passage may be taken to imply that Dionysius had 
at least a general knowledge of the Lat in literature which 
was being produced during his own time. But the know­
ledge was probably only general. Although he was himself 
a writer of history and although he had (as he has told us) 
learnt the Lat in language, he never mentions the historian 
Livy—any more than L i v y mentions him. Nor does he, 
literary critic though he is, make any reference to the Ars 
Poetica (or to any other poem) of Horace. A n d yet he must 
have been a close contemporary of Horace, whose life covered 
the years 65 to 8 B.C. The fact may be that Dionysius was 
influenced more directly, and perhaps more healthily, by the 
Roman men of affairs wi th whom (or with whose sons) his 
vocation brought him into contact than by any Roman man 

3—2 
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of letters. It is possible also that he felt that his reputation 
would be exposed to less risk if he confined his criticisms to 
Greek literature, wi th which he was intimately familiar, than 
if he ventured on ground where he could not tread so securely. 

The last supposition may help to explain the absence, in 
Dionysius' critical writings, of any reference to a Roman 
writer of an earlier generation, whose fame (already great in 
his lifetime) had had time to grow sti l l greater, since he 
died some thirteen years before Dionysius came to Rome. 
Dionysius' friend and contemporary, Caecilius of Calacte, was 
the author of a comparison between Cicero and 
Demosthenes, for making which he was afterwards taxed 
wi th temerity by Plutarch (Demost/i. Vit. c. 3), who likens him 
to a fish out of water. The author of the De Sublimitate 
(XII . 4) ventures to make the same comparison, but wi th 
all due apologies for his deficiencies as a Greek. Dionysius 
seems to have thought it better to refrain altogether. At all 
events, be the reason what it may, he never refers to Cicero, 
whether as an orator or as a writer on rhetoric, nor does he 
quote, for purposes of literary illustration, from any La t in 
author whatsoever1. 

It may be added that a similar reluctance to estimate the 
literary qualities of works written in another language may, 
indirectly, account for the fact that the critical judgments 
pronounced on Greek authors by Quint i l ian in the first 
chapter of the Tenth Book of his Institutio Oratoria often 
bear a marked resemblance to those of the De Imitations 
It would seem probable that Quinti l ian drew them from 
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some Greek source which Dionysius himself also used1. The 
coincidences, close as they are, hardly warrant the assumption 
of direct transference from the pages of Dionysius2. 

It has just been stated, or implied, that Dionysius himself 
drew from earlier Greek sources. This point needs some l i t t le 
discussion in detail. But before speaking of his Greek pre­
decessors, we shall find it convenient to say a word about his 
Greek contemporaries. The contemporary name which we 
most naturally associate wi th Dionysius of Halicarnassus is 
that of Caecilius of Calacte, his fellow-worker (on some­
what different lines) in the A t t i c Revival during the age of 
Augustus In one of the letters here edited (ad Pomp. 
c. 3 fin.) Dionysius refers affectionately to his "dear friend 
Caecilius" as concurring with him in a certain view. A 
fuller account of the life and writings of Caecilius w i l l be 
found elsewhere8. Here it need only be noted that he wrote 
an essay On the Sublime, which formed the controversial basis 
of the treatise wi th the same title issued later (probably only 
shortly later) by the author traditionally known as 'Xonginus.' 
When it was first observed that the best manuscript ascribes 
the extant treatise On the Sublime " to Dionysius or Longinus," 
the suggestion was made that Dionysius of Halicarnassus 
might be its author. But against this speculation, the argu­
ment from style and spirit (usually precarious) seems here 
decisive, even if it were not supported by other kinds of 
evidence. Dionysius, wi th the views he held of Plato as 

1 Just as Cicero and Dionysius, or Cornificius and Dionysius, drew from 
common sources. 

2 Reference may be made to H. Nettleship, Lectures and Essays (Second 
Series), pp. 79—84; W. Peterson, M. Fabi Quintiliani Institutions Oratoriae 
Liber Decimus> pp. xxx—xxxvi i ; O. Knuth, Quantum Dionysii I/alicarnassensis 
de veteribus scriptoribus censura ad Quintiliani iudicia valuerit. H. Usener, 
Dionys. Halic. Libr. de Lmit. Reliq., pp. no ff. Domenico Bassi, // Libra Decimo 
delta Instituzione Oratoria di M. Fabio Quintiliano, pp. xxvii—xxix.—For a case 
of close parallelism in another book of Quintilian than the tenth, cp. Inst. Orat. 
i. 4, 18 with the opening of c. 2 of the de Comp.— Quintilian mentions Dionysius 
in Inst. Orat. i i i . 1, 16; ix . 3, 89; ix . 4, 88. 

3 Cp. " Caecilius of Calacte: a contribution to the history of Greek Literary 
Crit icism" in the American Journal of Philology, XVII I . 3, pp. 30a—31a, and 
"Longinus on the Sublime" (Cambridge Univ. Press), p. 7 and pp. 220—222. 
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a writer, could not have admired and imitated him wi th the 
fervour shown in the De Sublimitate. Not Dionysius, but 
the friend Pompeius, whom he addresses in the Letter in­
scribed with his name, adopts the attitude which the unknown 
writer of the De Sublimitate bears towards Plato; and con­
jecture ( i f seeking an author in the age of Dionysius) might 
have done worse than fix on this Pompeius. His full name 
appears (cp. ad Pomp. cc. i, 2) to have been G-naeus Pompeius 
Geminus. It is possible that he was some Greek freedman, 
or Greek client, of the great Pompeius, and that he was named 
after him. To judge from the latter part of the second 
chapter of the Letter addressed to him by Dionysius, he wrote 
in Greek and was a warm admirer of Plato, whose occasional 
lapses he defended on the principle expounded with much 
eloquence in the De Sublimitate. Probably he practised as 
a rhetorican, and at Rome. Besides Pompeius, three other 
contemporaries (Ammaeus, Demetrius, Zeno) mentioned 
by Dionysius appear to have been Greeks, but the question 
of their identification is attended with many serious diffi­
culties1. It may be added that among the later Greek 
rhetoricians Dionysius enjoyed great fame as one of the 
most eminent critics of antiquity. It was no doubt his wide 
reputation in this respect that caused him to be coupled with 
Longinus in the conjectural title prefixed (probably by 
Byzantine scholars) to the De Sublimitate. He was regarded 
as a paramount authority on the study of rhetoric2. 

To guide us in estimating the obligations of Dionysius 
to his predecessors in the province of rhetoric and literary 
criticism we have a good many statements of his own 
scattered up and down his critical writings. We find in 
him some emphatic or qualified declarations of independ­
ence, and also many direct or indirect acknowledgments 
of indebtedness. For example, he states, in the fourth 
chapter of the De Compositione, that when he decided to 
write a treatise on that subject he looked about to see 

1 See Classical Review (reference given at end of Bibliographyp, infra). 
2 Cp. Spengel, Rketores Graeci, I. 

Kavbva. &v ns eftrot tiucalm rrjs T€pl pjjropucty fieXtrrjs. 
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whether any previous writers had treated of i t . W i t h this 
object he paid special attention to the philosophers of the 
Stoic school, who (to do them justice) had given no slight 
attention to the department of expression. But he had found 
no contribution, small or great, made by any writer of note to 
the branch of rhetorical inquiry which he had himself chosen1. 
Similar in tone is the emphatic " I " of which Dionysius is in 
the habit of making use when he wishes to lay stress upon his 
own originality2 . A more qualified claim is advanced in c. 4 
of the introduction to the Ancient Orators. " These are fine 
subjects and indispensable for students of political philosophy. 
Nor indefcd are they familiar or hackneyed topics. I myself, 
at all events, am not aware that I have come across any such 
book, although I have made diligent search. I do not, how­
ever, make any positive assertion wi th an assumption of 
certain knowledge. There may well be writings of the kind 
which have escaped my notice. It is an act of great audacity 
—one may almost say, of lunacy—to set oneself up as a 
standard of universal knowledge and to deny the occurrence 
of something which may possibly have occurred. So on 
these points, as I said, I have no positive assertion to 
make3." At first sight this curious passage has an air of 
something like dissimulation about it. But the truth probably 
rather is that Dionysius is quite sincere and straightforward in 
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thus guarding himself against the possibility that, in the mul t i ­
tude of critical writings produced in his own and previous 
times, something might emerge to convict h im of plagiarism! 

When acknowledging, as he often does, his indebtedness 
to his predecessors, Dionysius is given to quoting a half-line 
of Euripides, "for not mine the word1 / ' He also uses such 
expressions as "much has been said on these topics by our 
predecessors2." And, when occasion demands i t , he eschews 
merely general statements and specifies his authorities by 
name3. 

The most direct and explicit mention of Aristotle in 
particular w i l l be found in the latter part of the De* Cornposi-
tione, where a statement of Dionysius is defended from any 
possible suspicion of novelty or paradox by a detailed refer­
ence to the Th i rd Book of the Rhetoric4. I n the De /SOCK 

c. 18, as elsewhere occasionally in the rhetorical writings, similar 
references are made to Aristotle as a generally recognised au­
thority. But on the whole, as the second chapter of the First 
Letter to Ammaeus shows, Dionysius is inclined to resist the 
extravagant claims made by the Peripatetics on behalf of the 
founder of their school. He reminds the readers of that 
chapter that eminent services had been rendered to the art of 
rhetoric not only by philosophers but by a number of 
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orators and professional rhetoricians whose names he 
mentions. This list deserves a brief analysis. Seven of the 
names—Antiphon, Isocrates, Isaeus, Demosthenes, Æschines, 
Lycurgus, Hyperides—belong to the canon of the Ten At t ic 
Orators. Thrasymachus appears in the First Book of Plato's 
Republic, while Theodorus is mentioned in the Phaedrus 
(266 E). Alcidamas was a pupil of Gorgias. Theodectes, 
Philiscus and Cephisodorus were disciples of Isocrates, Theo­
dectes being known also from Aristotle's Poetics as a writer 
of tragedies1. Anaximenes was a rhetorician and historian 
of the time of Philip and Alexander, and was in all probability 
the author of the Rhetorica ad Alexandrian, once attributed to 
Aristotle2 . 

A few further comments suggested by the names thus 
selected may not be amiss. As might have been expected 
from the adverse judgments of Dionysius elsewhere (e.g. ad 
Pomp. c. 2, ad Amm. II c. 2, de Isaeo c. 19), no place is found 
for Gorgias on the list, though his pupil Alcidamas is there. 
A n d yet Gorgias of Leontini is the real founder of artistic 
prose, and extravagance may be condoned (or at any rate, 
can be understood) in the case of an enthusiastic propagandist. 
Not only Gorgias, but also his satirist Plato is absent from 
the list of Dionysius, who hardly ever refers to Plato as an 
authority on any branch of rhetoric'5. This may partly be 
because Plato symbolized the old quarrel between philosophy 
and rhetoric, but it is also connected with the feeling of dislike 
entertained by Dionysius for vicious imitations of Plato's style. 

1 In referring elsewhere (de Comp. c. 2, de adm. vi die. in Dent. c. 48) to 
Aristotle and Theodectes together, Dionysius adopts the order BeoteicTrjs ical 
'AptirroTAijs. 

2 Criticisms of the merits of some of the authorities here mentioned w i l l 
be found in De Isaeo cc. 19, 10.—From these, and other passages already 
quoted, i t w i l l be clear to the reader how many out-of-the-way pieces of literary 
history we owe to Dionysius: cp. de Isocr, c. 18, de adm. vi die. in Dem. c. 3, 
de Thucyd. cc. 5, 51. 

8 In De Comp. c. 16 Plato is recognised as the founder of etymological science: 
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Isocrates, on the other hand, is commended both as a writer 
and as a theorist1. Of the * philosophy' of Isocrates Dionysius 
was an ardent admirer (de Isocr. cc. 4, 12 ; ad Pomp. c. 6). 

There remain certain other names, which do not appear in 
the enumeration given in the First Letter to Ammaeus for the 
simple reason that they belong to a period later than the one 
there in question. Foremost among these names is that of 
Theophrastus, the pupil and successor of Aristotle, who is 
mentioned repeatedly (though not always with approbation) 
in the rhetorical writings of Dionysius2. The influence, direct 
or indirect, of the lost work of Theophrastus On Style i 

was probably great. References are also found in 
Dionysius not only to Peripatetics like Theophrastus, but 
to Stoics (de Comp. cc. 2, 4; de adm. vi die. in Dem. c. 48) 
and Epicureans (ibid. c. 24 ad fin.), as also to Demetrius 
Phalereus (de Dinarcho c. 2, ad Pomp. c. 2, de adm. vi die. in 
Dem. c. 5) and Demetrius Magnes (de Dinarcho c. 1), to the 
scholars of Alexandria (especially Callimachus, de Dinarcho 
cc. 1, 10, de Isaeo c. 6, de adm. vi die. in Dem. c. 13) and of 
Pergamus 1 de Din. c. 1, 

ibid. c. 1 1 : in ad Amm. I. c. 4 the 
expression wi l l cover 
the librarians both of Alexandria and of Pergamus), and to 
various writers on metre, rhythm and the like (de adm. vi die. 
in Dem. c. 48, de Comp. cc. 14, 22)3. In general it may be said 
of Dionysius, in relation to his technical predecessors in the 
field of literary criticism, that he is a scholar of wide and 
sound learning who seeks the best wherever he can find it and 
thinks he finds it rather in the writers of an older generation 

1 The question whether Isocrates wrote an ' A r t of Rhetoric' is discussed in 
Jebb's Attic Orators, I I . 256—259. [For a similar discussion as to Isaeus, see the 
same vol. p. 311 n. 1.]—The 'school* of Isocrates is mentioned in de Comp. c. 19, 
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than in those of modern days ' de Isaeo c. 
14 fin.). Of originality he shows as much as it is usually given 
to scholars to show. His judgment was entirely independent, 
and its value is even more decisively displayed on the literary 
or aesthetic than on the strictly technical side. 

V I . G E N E R A L E S T I M A T E O F D I O N Y S I U S A S A L I T E R A R Y 

C R I T I C . H I S A I M S A N D H I S A C H I E V E M E N T S . 

Beyond and above the question of the relation of Dionysius 
to his Greek predecessors in the sphere of rhetoric and literary 
criticism is that of his attitude towards Greek literature 
generally. His true distinction as a critic is his purity of 
taste. When the temptation to follow later and more preten­
tious writers must have been great, he reverts to the real 
classics of Greece. He is eager to restore the great authors 
to their rightful supremacy; he labours to discriminate 
between their genuine and their spurious works. Practical in 
his aims, he desires to determine the highest standard reached 
by At t i c prose, and to mould thereby his own writing, that of 
his fellow-Greeks, and (indirectly) that of his Roman pupils 
also. 

His own graphic description of the vicissitudes of taste 
which ended in the At t i c Revival of his own day may be read 
in the Proem of his Ancient Orators :— 

" Great is the gratitude due to our own age, most excellent 
Ammaeus, not only on account of the recent improvement in other 
pursuits, but above all because of the great advance made in the 
study of Civil Oratory. In the times before our own the ancient 
and philosophic rhetoric was flouted, grossly outraged, and brought 
lower and lower. Its decline and gradual decay began with the 
death of Alexander of Macedon, and in our own generation it 
reached the verge of final extinction. Another rhetoric stole into 
its place,—one intolerably ostentatious, shameless and dissolute, 
and without part in philosophy or any other liberal discipline. 
Craftily it deluded the ignorant multitude. Not only did it live 
in greater affluence and luxury and style than its predecessor, but it 
attached to itself those offices and those foremost public positions, 
which should have been held by the philosophic rhetoric. Very 
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vulgar it was and offensive, and in the end it reduced Hellas to the 
same plight as the households of miserable prodigals. For just as in 
their houses the wedded wife, free-born and virtuous, sits wi th no 
authority over what is hers, while a riotous mistress, by her presence 
spreading confusion in the home, claims rule over al l the property, 
spurning and intimidating the wife : so in every city and not least 
(which was the worst calamity of all) in the recognised centres of 
culture, the At t ic Muse, ancient and sprung from the soil though she 
was, had been robbed of her dignities and covered wi th dishonour, 
whereas her rival, who had come but yesterday from one of the dens 
of Asia, a Mysian or Phrygian wanton or some Carian abomination, 
presumed to govern Greek states, driving the true queen from the 
public council-chambers,—the ignorant ousting the philosophic, the 
wild the chaste1." 

A f t e r thus v i v i d l y d e p i c t i n g the fortunes o f the more 
meret r ic ious qual i t ies o f s tyle , D i o n y s i u s n e x t proceeds to 
congra tu la te his age and the u n i t e d forces of the ' ph i losophers ' 

c. 2 ibid.) on the m a g n i t u d e of the r evo lu t ion 
so successfully effected, and to note (c. 3: cp. p. 34 supra) the 
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part borne in it by the leading men of Rome. The protracted 
struggle which he has in mind is that between Asianism and 
Atticism, or the cult of the florid writers (conveniently but 
not exhaustively grouped as ' Asia t ic ' ) of the period between 
Demosthenes and Cicero, as contrasted wi th the counter-
movement which sought its models in the A t t i c writers of the 
best days of Greece. Especially notable is the term $t \o-
cro<f>o<; which Dionysius, in this and other passages, applies to 
the At t ic is t rhetoric as distinguished from the Asiatic. By 

he means ' theoretic' (or ' technical ' in the best 
sense), * artistic,' 'scientific'; the antithesis of all that is merely 
'empir&al, ' merely the result of practice. 

The style of a leader of the Asiatic school, Hegesias 
of Magnesia, and some criticisms passed upon it by Dionysius, 
have already been noticed in the account given above (p. 12) 
of one of the early chapters of the De Compositione. Later 
(c. 18) in that treatise Dionysius enlarges on the sins of 
Hegesias in the matter of rhythm. "Upon my soul, I cannot 
decide whether he was so dense and stupid that he could not 
see which are the noble and ignoble rhythms, or (as I am 
rather inclined to think) so infatuated and fatally misguided 
that he chose the worse although he knew the better. 
Ignorance may frequently hit the mark : it is wilfulness that 
invariably misses it. Among all the works left by the man 
it would be impossible to find a single page successfully 
composed1." In proof he quotes a historical passage from 
Hegesias, and compares it wi th an excerpt from Homer (Iliad 
x x i i . 395—411) full of nobly rhythmical lines. 

It is by comparisons such as this, in which Homer is 
pitted against the arch-offender Hegesias, that Dionysius 
endeavours to raise the standard of literary taste in his own 
time. He appeals to the example of the t ruly classical 
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writers,—not only of the A t t i c but of a st i l l earlier period, 
not only prose-writers but poets. To him posterity thus 
owes, among other boons, the preservation (in de Comp. cc. 
23, 26) of Sappho's Hymn to Aphrodite and of Simonides* 
Danae1. His apt choice of illustrations, and his skil l in 
comparing those drawn from one author with those drawn 
from another, are admirably shown when he is dealing wi th 
the prose-writers of Greece, and especially wi th his own 
favourite orators. His critical writings form a golden treasury 
of extracts from the best writers of Greece. 

Dionysius more than once reminds us of the often-
forgotten truth that the excellence of the ancient authors 
was the result of ingenious and elaborate art. He w i l l 
not exempt from this rule even Homer himself, who seems 
so spontaneous in his utterance. Homer is, in his view, 
a sedulous artist (cp. the verbs fyikoTe'xyelv and fcaivovpyelv 
as applied to Homer in de Comp. cc. 15, 20). In the same 
way he mentions (c. 25 ibid.: cp. de adm. vi die. in Dem. 
c. 25) the stories current in antiquity concerning the infinite 
pains bestowed by Isocrates upon his Panegyric and by 
Plato upon the opening of his Republic. Admi t t i ng that 
the labour is severe, he maintains that the joys of literary 
success are a sufficient compensation, and he condemns 
unsparingly the dictum of Epicurus that * wri t ing entails no 
trouble ' {de Comp. c. 24 fin.). At the conclusion of his own 
treatise he reminds his young pupil that the precepts of 
literary manuals cannot, of themselves, make powerful de­
baters of those who are minded to dispense wi th study and 
practice2. 

At the same time Dionysius knows, as well as anyone, 

1 Q?* PP* *8» '9 supra. 
2 De Comp. c. 26 fin. Dionysius is, it will be seen, perfectly sensible of the 

limits of the teacher's power. Here he refers to the necessity of work on the 
learner's part. Earlier (c. 12 ibid.) he has some highly interesting remarks on the 
incommunicability of tact (the sense of —-remarks which show how fully 
alive he was to the existence in style of an element which eludes analysis. " No 
one," he says, "whether rhetorician or philosopher, has, up to the present hour, 
mapped out a manual of tact" 
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that the best art is that which best conceals itself. A studied 
simplici ty is the ideal he upholds. Of Plato he says, " he is 
a long way superior when he employs language which is plain 
and correct, language which seems to be natural but is really 
elaborated wi th unoffending and unpretentious sk i l l " {ad Pomp. 
c. 2). Luc id i ty of expression he pronounces to be the fore­
most excellence of style1. When discussing the obscurities 
of language found in the History of Thucydides and especially 
in his Speeches, he remarks that "on ly a select few can 
comprehend the whole of Thucydides, and not even they 
without occasional help in the way of grammatical explana­
tions2." *He adds his opinion that the language of Thucydides 
was unique even in his own day, and combats the view that 
a historian (as distinguished, say, from an advocate) may 
plead in excuse for an artificial style that he does not write 
for " people in the market-place, in workshops or in factories, 
nor for others who have not shared in a liberal education, 
but for men who have reached rhetoric and philosophy after 
passing through a full curriculum of scientific studies, to 
whom therefore none of these expressions wi l l appear un­
familiar3." Obscurity and eccentricity, he says in effect, 
are not virtues except in the eyes of literary coteries ; pre­
sumably a speaker speaks, and a writer writes, in order to be 
understood. 

It is interesting to observe that what Dionysius prescribed 
to others he d id not fail to practise himself. As for his own 
style of wr i t ing it may suffice to remark that, whatever else 
may be thought about i t , it is at least eminently lucid and 
unaffected. It is equally evident that, in his own domain of 
literary criticism, he was a hard and assiduous worker. His 
range was wide, and his knowledge of the countless ' lines' 
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i he mentions from time to time seems to have been 
minute and accurate. He united most effectively philological 
w i th rhetorical studies. He was at once a scholar and a c r i t i c 
Thoroughness was his watchword. In his view, rhetoric 
ought not to be practised by arm-chair professors1. He is 
no frivolous dabbler or dilettante (such as the many who 
have made literary criticism a byword for superficiality), 
but he believes in serious, prolonged, and fortifying literary 
and literary-historical studies. He furnishes us wi th one of 
the earliest and the best examples of the systematic exercise 
of the art of literary criticism. 

We cease to wonder at his success as a literal y critic 
when we consider the temper in which he approached his 
task. Not only was he a lover alike of work and of simplicity, 
but he possessed other excellent critical attributes. Le t him, 
yet once again, speak for himself. Criticism, he says, must 
be outspoken but not censorious. He protests that throughout 
his life he had been on his guard against a contentious and 
quarrelsome and promiscuously snarling attitude2. But he 
claims full critical liberty, and exposes a popular fallacy 
which is as hollow as it is offensive. " If we are inferior 
in abili ty to Thucydides and other writers, we do not there­
fore forfeit the right to form an estimate of them3." In the 
same spirit he declares (ad Pomp. c. i) that though it would 
be an act of impiety to attack Plato after the manner of a 
Zoilus, it is none the less the duty of the critic (as opposed to 
the panegyrist) to examine into the t ru th wi th the utmost 
exactitude, and to pass over none of an author's good or 
bad qualities. For such an inquiry the method of com­
parison, invidious though it may seem, is essential (ibid.). 
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Dionysius may not always have succeeded in attaining 
the high ideals which he thus fearlessly set before him. His 
immediately practical aim has sometimes led him to circum­
scribe his activities, and to dwell, at perhaps disproportion­
ate length, on matters of style and purely verbal criticism. 
But for the modern world even these limitations have not 
been altogether a disadvantage. He has helped where help 
was most needed. He has brought to bear upon the dis­
cussion of delicate questions of literary appreciation the trained 
instinct of a critic for whom Greek was stil l a spoken tongue, 
and whose ears st i l l rang wi th the music of the language 
as it on£e was heard upon the lips of the great Athenian 
Orators. 

Note on MSS. of the Three Literary Letters. 

Of the first two Literary Letters only inferior manuscripts (none 
of them earlier than the fifteenth century) survive. The text of the 
Second Letter to Ammaeus depends on the excellent Codex Parisinus 
1741 (preserved in the Bibliothlque Nationals), the readings of which 
are here reported after a fresh collation made last summer by the editor. 
The other manuscripts of the Second Letter are derived from this, but 
their readings deserve some consideration if only as helping to indicate 
the extent to which conjectural emendation is required in the First 
Letter and in the Letter to Pompeius. Some remarks on the general 
question of the textual criticism of the Scripta Rhetorica of Dionysius 
will be found in a notice {ClassicalReview, xiv. pp. 452—455) of the 
admirable edition by Usener and Radermacher, of which the first 
volume was published in 1899. 

Siglorum in Notulis Criticis Adhibitorum Index, 

Ep. ad Amm. I . 

M = cod. Ambrosianus saec. xv. 
B =cod. Parisinus bibl. nat. 1742 saec. xv. 
O = cod. Ottobonianus saec. xvi. 
Pal = cod. Palatinus saec xv. 
s = editio princeps Henrici Stephani. 
r = exemplum Reiskianum. 
Us = exemplum ab Usenero et Radermachero nuper editum. 
A = Aristotelis lectio. 

R. 4 
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Ep. ad Pomp, 
M = cod. Ambrosianus saec. xv. 
Pal = cod. Palatinus saec. xv. 
B =cod. Parisinus bibl. nat. 1742 saec. xv. 
s = editio princeps Henrici Stephani. 
Us = exemplum ab Usenero annis abhinc duodecim editum. 
A = Dionys. Halic. de adm, vi die, in Demos th. cc. 5—7. 

Ep. ad Amm. I I . 

P = cod. Parisinus bibl. nat. 1741 saec. x. vel xu 
G = cod. Guelferbytanus xiv saec. xvi. 
C = cod. Laurentianus LX 18 «• saec. xv. 
D =cod. Paris, supplem. 256 saec. xiv. 
a = Aldi Manutii editio rhetorum. 
s = editio Roberti Stephani. 
Us = exemplum ab Usenero et Radermachero nuper editum. 
A = Dionys. Halic. de Thucyd. c. 24 et alibi. 
© = Thucydidis lectio. 
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* 

DlONYSIUS TO HIS FRIEND A M M A E U S 

W I T H CORDIAL GREETINGS. 

I 
Our age has produced many strange paradoxes; and 

among them I was inclined to class the following propo­

sition when I first heard it from yourself. You said that 

a certain Peripatetic philosopher, in his desire to do all 

homage to Aristot le the founder of his school, undertook 

to demonstrate that it was from him that Demosthenes learnt 

the rules of rhetoric which he applied in his own speeches, 

and that it was through conformity to the Aristotelian pre­

cepts that he became the foremost of all orators. Now my 

first impression was that this bold disputant was a person of 

no consequence, and I advised you not to pay heed to every 

chance paradox. But when on hearing his name I found 

h im to be a man whom I respect on account of his high 

personal qualities and his literary merits, I did not know 

what to t h i n k ; and after careful reflection I felt that the 

matter needed a more attentive inquiry. It was possible 

that I had failed to discern the t ruth and that he had not 

spoken at random. I wished, therefore, either to relinquish 
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my previous opinion if convinced that the Rhetoric of Aristotle 

preceded the speeches of Demosthenes, or to induce the 

person who has adopted this view, and is prepared to put it 

in wri t ing, to change it before giving his treatise to the world. 

II 
You have yourself furnished me with a powerful motive 

for a thorough investigation of the truth. For you have 

invited .ne to state the arguments by which I have convinced 

myself that i t was not t i l l Demosthenes had reached his 

prime, and had delivered his most celebrated speeches, that 

Aristotle wrote his Rhetoric. A n d you seemed to me, further, 

to be right in counselling me not to rest my case on mere 

indications or probabilities or pieces of extraneous evidence, 

since no such proof is absolutely conclusive, but rather to 

bring forward Aristotle himself as witnessing by means of his 

own treatise to the truth of my view. This 1 have done, my 

dear Ammaeus, out of regard not only for the truth, which I 

think ought to be fully sifted in every issue, but for the satis­

faction of all who are interested in civil oratory. I would not 

have them think that all the precepts of rhetoric are included 

in the Peripatetic philosophy, and that nothing important has 

been devised by men such as Theodorus and Thrasymachus 

and Antiphon, nor by Isocrates and Anaximenes and A l c i -

damas, nor by their contemporaries who composed rhetorical 

handbooks and engaged in oratorical contests—such men as 

Theodectes and Philiscus and Isaeus and Cephisodorus, 

together wi th Hyperides and Lycurgus and Aeschines. Nor 

would I have it thought that Demosthenes himself, who 

surpassed al l his predecessors and contemporaries and defies 
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the rivalry of the ages, would not have risen so high if he had 

only obeyed the precepts of Isocrates and Isaeus and had 

not mastered the Rhetoric of Aristotle. 

I l l 
' That story is not true1/ my dear Ammaeus, nor did the 

Rhetoric of Aristotle, which was issued at a later date, govern 

the composition of the speeches of Demosthenes. These 

were indebted to other teachers, concerning whom I wi l l state 

my views in a separate work, since the subject needs full 

discussion and could not well be treated by the way. Mean­

while I wi l l endeavour to show that, at the time when 

Aristotle wrote his Rhetoric, Demosthenes was already at the 

height of his public career and had delivered his most cele­

brated speeches, forensic and deliberative, and wds famous 

throughout Greece for his eloquence. A n d perhaps I ought 

first of all to mention the facts I have taken from the 

current histories, which the compilers of biographies have 

bequeathed to us. I wi l l begin with Demosthenes. 

IV 
Demosthenes was born in the year preceding the hundredth 

Olympiad. In the archonship of Timocrates he had entered 

upon his seventeenth year....He commenced to write public 

speeches in the archonship of Callistratus, when twenty-five 

years of age. The first of his forensic speeches is that against 

Androtion, writ ten for Diodorus, who was arraigning the pro­

posal of Androt ion as unconstitutional. Another belonging 

to the same period—that of the archonship of Callistratus—is 

1 Stesichorus, Fragm. 16 Bergk. 
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the speech on the Exemptions, This he delivered himself; it 

is the most graceful and the best written of all his speeches. 

Under Diotimus, who succeeded Callistratus, he pronounced 

before the Athenians his first parliamentary oration, that 

entitled On the Navy Boards in the bibliographical lists of the 

orators. In this speech he urged the Athenians not to break 

the peace concluded wi th the Persian K i n g nor be the first to 

make war, unless they should have organised their navy, in 

which their chief strength lay. He himself suggests a method 

of organisation. Under Thudemus, who succeeded Diotimus 

as archon, he wrote the speech Against Tiviocrates for the 

use of Diodorus, who was prosecuting Timocrates as the 

proposer of an unconstitutional measure. The oration On 

the Relief of the Megalopolitans he delivered himself in the 

assembly. Thudemus was succeeded by Aristodemus, in whose 

archonship Demosthenes began his orations against Philip, 

and delivered a speech before the people on the dispatch of 

the mercenary force and of the flying squadron of ten galleys 

to Macedonia1. At this time he also wrote his speech Against 

Aristocrates for Euthycles, who was arraigning an unconsti­

tutional proposal. Under Theellus, who came next after 

Aristodemus, he delivered his oration On the Rhodians% in 

which he sought to persuade the Athenians to abolish the 

Rhodian oligarchy and enfranchise the commons. Under 

Callimachus, the second archon in succession to Theellus, he 

delivered three orations, urging the Athenians to send re­

inforcements to the Olynthians, against whom war was being 

waged by Philip. The first begins, ' In many instances, men 

of Athens, one may see*'; the second,' Not the same thoughts 

present themselves to my mind, men of Athens 8 ' ; the th i rd , 

1 Demosth. Philipp. I. 22. 2 Demosth. Olynth. n. 1. 
3 Demosth. Olynth. I I I . 1. 
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' You would, men of Athens, give a great price1/ During this 

same archonship was written the speech Against Meidias, 

which Demosthenes composed after the vote of censure 

passed on Meidias by the people. 

I have so far mentioned twelve public speeches, seven of 

the deliberative, five of the forensic order. A l l of these are 

earlier than the Rhetoric of Aristotle, as I wi l l prove both 

from what others relate concerning that author and from his 

own writings. I begin with his biography. 

V 

Aristotle was the son of Nicomachus, who traced his 

pedigree and his profession to Machaon, the son of Aesculapius. 

His mother, Phaestis, was descended from one of those who 

led the colony to Stageira from Chalcis. He was born in 

the ninety-ninth Olympiad, when Diotrephes was archon at 

Athens, and was, therefore, three years older than Demosthenes. 

In the archonship of Polyzelus, after his father's death, he 

went to Athens, being then eighteen years of age. Having 

been introduced to the society of Plato, he spent a period of 

twenty years wi th him. Upon Plato's death, in the archon­

ship of Theophilus, he repaired to Hermias, despot of 

Atarneus, and after spending three years wi th him retired 

to Mytilene in the archonship of Eubulus. Thence he 

proceeded, during the archonship of Pythodotus, to the court 

of Philip, and spent eight years there as Alexander's tutor. 

After the death of Philip, in the archonship of Evaenetus, he 

returned to Athens, and taught in the Lyceum for a space 

of twelve years. In the thirteenth year, after the death of 

Alexander in the archonship of Cephisodorus, he betook 

1 Demosth. Olynth, i. i. 
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himself to Chalcis, where he fell i l l and died at the age 
of sixty-three. 

VI 

Such, then, are the records transmitted to us by the 
biographers of Aristotle. What the philosopher says of 
himself in his own writings completely cuts away the 
ground beneath the feet of those who wish to assign him 
honours to which he is not entitled. In addition to many 
other pijpofs, none of which I need recall at present, there is 
the passage he has written in the First Book of the treatise in 
question. Here we have the strongest evidence that he was 
no stripling when he composed the Rhetoric, but in the prime 
of life, having previously published his treatises the Topics, 
the Analytics, and the Methodics. At the commencement of 
the section in which he sets forth the advantages embraced in 
the art of rhetoric, he has the following words which are here 
quoted as they stand: 'Rhetoric is useful because truth and 
justice are, by nature, stronger than their opposites. If t there­
fore, judicial trials do not end as they should, a man's defeat 
must be due to himself; and this is deserving of censure. 
Moreover, in addressing some audiences, it is not easy, even 
when we possess the most exact and methodical knowledge, 
to carry conviction by means of it . For methodical statement 
is a k ind of instruction ; and instruction is here out of the 
question. But in our proofs and arguments we must make use 
of processes understood by all, as we remarked in the Topics 
when treating of the manner of addressing the multitude1. ' 

VII 
In the passage in which he sets himself to show that 

* examples' and * enthymemes' are equivalent to * inductions' 

1 Aristot. Rhet. I. 1, 12. 
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and ' syllogisms/ Aristotle has the following references to his 

Analytics and his Methodks. ' Of proofs obtained by real or 

apparent demonstration there are, in Dialectic, these varieties: 

induction, syllogism, and apparent syllogism. So also in 

Rhetoric, where example corresponds to induction, enthy­

meme to syllogism, and apparent enthymeme to apparent 

syllogism. By " enthymeme " I mean a rhetorical syllogism, 

and by "example" a rhetorical induction. Everyone relies 

for demctnstrative proof in Rhetoric upon examples and en-

thymemes; upon these and these only. If, therefore, it is 

absolutely necessary that whatever is proved should be proved 

either by syllogism or by induction—and this is plain to us 

from the Analytics—it follows of necessity that enthymeme 

and example are respectively identical with syllogism and 

induction. The difference between example and enthymeme 

is clear from the Topics. In that work we have already said, 

when treating of syllogism and induction, that the proving of 

a rule in many similar instances is called an induction in 

Dialectic and an example in Rhetoric ; while the conclusion 

that from certain premisses something different follows, 

because of these and owing to the fact that these are true 

either universally or as a general rule, is called a syllogism in 

Dialectic and an enthymeme in Rhetoric. It is evident that 

each form of rhetorical argument has its own strong points, 

the statement made in the Methodks holding good here also1.' 

In writ ing thus Aristotle has given unequivocal evidence 

about himself to the effect that he composed the Rhetoric in 

his later years and after the publication of his most important 
1 Aristot. Rhet, 1. 2, 8—10. 

' *• . 5 
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treatises. These are the proofs by which I think I have 

sufficiently demonstrated what I proposed to make clear, that 

the orator had practised the art of speaking before the 

philosopher had formulated the theory. In fact, Demosthenes 

began at the age of twenty-five to engage in public affairs, to 

address the assembly, and to write speeches for the law-

courts. About the same period Aristotle was stil l & disciple 

of Plato, and he lived to be seven-and-thirty without any 

school to lead and without any body of personal adherents. 

V I I I 

Possibly, however, some captious critic wi l l raise an objec­

tion even in the face of these conclusions. He may admit 

that the Rhetoric was written later than the Analytics and 

Methodics and Topics, but maintain that Aristotle may very 

well have composed all these treatises while still a disciple in 

the school of Plato. Such a contention is absurdly improbable; 

it is a violent attempt to commend the wretched paradox that 

it is l ikely that the unlikely may at times occur. Omitting, 

therefore, what I could have said in reply, I turn to the pieces 

of evidence which Aristotle himself furnishes in the Thi rd 

Book of the Rhetoric, where he has these words (here quoted 

word for word) on the subject of metaphor: ' Of the four kinds 

of metaphor, the proportional are the most in repute. It is 

thus that Pericles compared the loss of the youth of a state in 

war to taking the spring out of the year....So also, when 

Chares was eager to have his conduct in the Olynthian War 

submitted to a scrutiny, Cephisodotus impatiently exclaimed 

5~2 
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that he wanted to secure such a scrutiny while he had the 

people by the throat1/ 

IX 
Thus does the philosopher himself clearly prove that he 

wrote the Rhetoric after the Olynthian War. Now that war 

took place in the archonship of Callimachus, as Philochorus 

shows in the Six th Book of his Atthis, where his words 

(exactly ^ iven ) are: ' Callimachus of the deme Pergase. 

In his time the Olynthians, attacked by Philip, sent ambas­

sadors to Athens. The Athenians made an alliance wi th 

them and sent to their aid two thousand targeteers, and 

th i r ty galleys under the command of Chares, as well as eight 

others which they put into commission for the occasion2/ 

Next, after describing the few intervening events, he proceeds : 

' About the same time the Chalcidians of the Thracian sea­

board were harassed by the war and sent an embassy to 

Athens. The Athenians dispatched to their assistance Chari-

demus, who held command in the Hellespont. Charidemus 

brought wi th him eighteen galleys and four thousand targeteers 

and a hundred and fifty horsemen. Supported by the Olyn­

thians, he advanced into Pallene and Bottiaea, and ravaged 

the country3.' Later on he writes thus on the subject of the 

third alliance: ' The Olynthians sent a fresh embassy to the 

Athenians, begging them not to see them irretrievably ruined, 

but to send out, in addition to the troops already there, 

a force consisting not of mercenaries but of Athenian citizens. 

Thereupon the Athenian people sent them other seventeen 

1 Aristot. Rhet. i l l . 10, 7. 
2 Philochorus, Fragm. 132 {Fragm. Hist. Graec. I. p. 405). 8 id. td. 
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galleys, together w i th two thousand heavy-armed infantry 

and three hundred horsemen conveyed in transports, the 

whole force being, composed of citizens. The entire ex­

pedition was under the command of Chares1/ 

X 

Enough has been already said to expose the vain pre­

tensions of those who affirm that the Rhetoric of Aristotle 

inspired Demosthenes. Before the date of the Rhetoric, 

Demostnenes had already delivered four orations against 

Philip and three on the affairs of Greece. He had also 

written for the law-courts five public speeches, which no one 

could brand as inferior, poor, and showing no signs of 

technical mastery, because composed earlier than the Rhetoric. 

Having, however, advanced thus far, I shall not halt, 

but show that his most famous speeches generally, whether 

addressed to the people or to the law-courts, had been 

delivered before the publication of the Rhetoric, Once more 

Aristotle himself shall be my witness. After the archonship 

of Callimachus, in whose year of office the Athenians 

sent their reinforcements to Olynthus at the instance of 

Demosthenes, came the archonship of Theophilus, in whose 

time Olynthus fell into the hands of Philip. Next came 

Themistocles, under whom Demosthenes pronounced the fifth 

of his orations against Philip. This speech, which is con­

cerned wi th the protection of the islanders and the cities of 

the Hellespont, begins as follows: * This, men of Athens, is 

what I have been able to contrive2.' Under Archias, the 

successor of Themistocles, Demosthenes urged the Athenians 

not to attempt to hinder Philip from becoming a member 

of the Amphictyonic Council, nor to give him an occasion 

1 id. ib. 2 Demosth. Philipp. 1. 30. 
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for reopening the war, now that they had recently made 
peace w i th him. This oration begins thus: ' I see, men 
of Athens, that the present crisis1/ Archias was succeeded 
by Eubulus, and he by Lyciscus. It was in Lyciscus' year of 
office that Demosthenes pronounced the seventh of his ora­
tions against Philip. He there replies to the envoys from the 
Peloponnese, and begins thus: * When, men of Athens, speeches 
are made2/ The next archon to Lyciscus was Pythodotus, 
under whom Demosthenes replied to the envoys of Philip by 
the delivery of the eighth of the orations which bear the king's 
name. The opening of this speech i s : ' It is not possible, 
men of Athens, that the accusations8 At the same time he 
also composed the speech against Aeschines, who had to 
render an account of his conduct in the second embassy, the 
object of which was to bind Philip by oaths. The successor 
of Pythodotus was Sosigenes, under whom he delivered the 
ninth oration against Philip, that on the soldiers in the 
Chersonese, the aim of which was to prevent the disbandment 
of the mercenaries commanded by Diopeithes. This begins: 
* It would be best, men of Athens, that all public speakers4.' 
Under the same archon he delivered the tenth speech, in 
which he endeavoured to show that Philip was violating the 
peace and was the aggressor in the war. The speech begins: 
' Al though many speeches, men of Athens, are made5.' After 
Sosigenes the next archon was Nicomachus, in whose time he 
delivered the eleventh oration, on the subject of the violation 
of the peace by Philip, and urged the Athenians to send 
reinforcements to the people of Byzantium. It begins: 
* Serious as I consider, men of Athens6.' In the archonship 
of Theophrastus, who followed Nicomachus, Demosthenes 
urged the Athenians to sustain the war bravely, Philip having 
already declared it. This, the last of the orations against 
Philip, opens thus: 'The fact that Philip did not, men of 
Athens, make peace with you, but only deferred the war7/ 

1 Demosth. de Pace I. 
2 Demosth. Philipp. n. i. 3 (Hegesippus) de Halonneso i. 
4 Demosth. de Chers. I . 5 Demosth. Philipp. H I . I . 

« [Demosth.] Philipp. IV. i. 7 [Demosth.] Oral, ad Philippi Epistulam I. 



74 DIONYSIUS OF HALICARNASSUS. 

XI 



FIRST LETTER TO AMMAEUS. 

XI 
To show that all the speeches I have enumerated were 

delivered by Demosthenes before the publication of the 
Rhetoric of Aristotle, I w i l l bring forward Aristotle himself 
as witness. In the course of the passage in the Second Book 
of the Rhetoric, in which he defines the topics from which 
enthymemes are derived, he deals wi th that of time and 
illustrates it by examples. I w i l l quote his actual words. 
'Another topic has reference to time. For example, Iphicrates 
in defending himself against Harmodius said, " If before ren­
dering these services I had claimed the statue in the event of 
rendering them, you would have granted it . W i l l you refuse 
it, when they are already rendered ? Nay, do not promise a 
reward in anticipation, and withhold it after realisation." Again, 
wi th the object of inducing the Thebans to allow Philip a 
passage through their territory into Att ica, it might be urged 
that if he had made the demand before he helped them 
against the Phocians they would have promised, and it 
would therefore be a scandal if they refused the request now 
because he then trusted to their honour and forbore to 
extort pledges1.' 

Now the date at which Philip called upon the Thebans to 

grant him a passage into At t ica reminding them of his help 

in the Phocian War, is clear from known facts. The cir­

cumstances were as follows. In the archonship of Themi-

stocles, after the capture of Olynthus, Philip made a treaty 

of friendship and alliance wi th the Athenians. This covenant 

lasted seven years, t i l l the year of Nicomachus. I t was 

brought to an end under the archon Theophrastus, who 

succeeded Nicomachus. The Athenians accused Philip of 

beginning the war, while Philip blamed the Athenians. The 

1 Aristot. Rhet. I I . 23, 6. 
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reasons for which the two parties, each of which claimed 
to be in the right, engaged in the war, and the date at 
which they violated the peace, are precisely indicated by 
Philochorus in the S ix th Book of his Attkisy from which I 
w i l l quote simply the essential particulars: * Theophrastus of 
the deme Halae. Under his archonship Philip, first of all , 
attacked Perinthus by sea. Fail ing here, he next laid siege 
to Byzantium and brought engines of war against it1 . ' After­
wards he recounts the allegations which Philip made against 
the Athenians in his letter, and adds these words which I 
quote as they stand : ' The people, after listening to the letter 
and to the exhortations of Demosthenes, who advocated war 
and framed the necessary resolutions, passed a resolution to 
demolish the column erected to record the treaty of peace 
and alliance wi th Philip, and further to man a fleet and in 
every other way to prosecute the war energetically2.' 

After assigning these events to the archonship of Theo­
phrastus, he describes the occurrences of the succeeding year 
when Lysimachides was archon after the violation of the 
peace. Here again I wi l l quote only the most essential 
particulars. ' Lysimachides of the deme Acharnae. Under 
this archon the Athenians, in consequence of the war 
against Philip, deferred the construction of the docks and the 
arsenal. They resolved, on the motion of Demosthenes, that 
all the funds should be devoted to the campaign. But Philip 
seized Elateia and Cytinium, and sent to Thebes representa­
tives of the Thessalians, Aenianians, Aetolians, Dolopians, 
Phthiotians. An embassy, headed by Demosthenes, was at 
the same time despatched by the Athenians, with whom the 
Thebans resolved to enter into alliance8/ Now it is clear 
that it was under the archonship of Lysimachides, when both 
sides had already made preparations for war, that the Athenian 
envoys headed by Demosthenes and those sent by Phil ip 

J Philochorus fragm. 135 (Fragm. Hist. Grace. I. p. 406). 
2 id. ib. » id. ib. 
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entered Thebes Demosthenes himself, in his speech On the 

Crown, w i l l show clearly what were the claims preferred by 

the two embassies. I w i l l quote from the actual text the 

parts which bear upon the question. ' By these means Philip 

sowed discord among the Greek states ; and encouraged by 

the decrees and answers already mentioned, he came wi th his 

army and seized Elateia. He assumed that, whatever hap­

pened, we and the Thebans could never again act in concert1.' 

Moreover, after describing the events which then ensued 

and describing also the speeches delivered by himself before 

the public assembly and the circumstances under which he 

was sent by the Athenians as an ambassador to Thebes, he 

adds (to quote his actual words): ' When we arrived at 

Thebes, we found representatives of Philip, of the Thessalians 

and of the rest of the allies, already there and our friends 

in a state of alarm, his full of confidence2.' Then, after 

requesting a certain letter to be read, he continues : * So when 

the Thebans had convened the assembly, they introduced 

Philip's representatives first, because they had the status of 

allies. A n d these came forward and addressed the people, 

paying many compliments to Philip, and laying to your charge 

many faults, recalling every instance in which you at any time 

opposed the Thebans. In brief, they urged them to show their 

gratitude for the favours conferred upon them by Philip, and to 

seek satisfaction for the wrongs done them by you. They might 

avenge themselves in either of the two following ways as they 

pleased; they might allow Philip's troops to pass through 

their territory to attack you, or they might jo in him in 

invading Attica8 . ' Now if it was in the archonship of 

Lysimachides, the successor of Theophrastus, and after the 

1 Dem. de Cor. 168, p. 254. a Dem. de Cor. 211, p. 298. 
8 Dem. de Cor. 213, p. 299. 
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peace had been dissolved, that the ambassadors of Philip were 

sent to the Thebans urging them to jo in in invading Attica, or 

(Tailing that) to allow Philip the right of passage in recognition 

of his services in the Phocian War, and if further this is the 

embassy mentioned by Aristotle, as I showed a l i t t le earlier 

when I cited his own words, then surely it is demonstrated by 

irrefutable proofs that all the speeches of Demosthenes which 

were addressed to public assemblies and to law-courts before 

the archonship of Lysimachides are earlier than the RItetoric 

of Aristotle. 

X I I 

I wi l l add another piece of evidence furnished by the 

philosopher, from which it w i l l appear still more plainly that 

his Rhetoric was composed after the war which broke out 

between Philip and the Athenians, when Demosthenes had 

reached his prime as a statesman and had delivered all the 

deliberative and the forensic speeches which I mentioned a 

l i t t le while ago. Among the topics of enthymemes enumerated 

by him, the philosopher includes that of cause. I w i l l adduce 

his own words. ' Another topic consists in regarding what is 

no cause as a cause, because ( i t may be) one thing happens 

wi th or after another. Post hoc is assumed to be identical 

wi th propter hoc; and this is specially the case in the world of 

politics. Demades, for example, considered the adminis­

tration of Demosthenes to have caused all the troubles of the 

state, for it was thereafter that the war occurred1.' Now what 

can the speeches have been which Demosthenes composed 

under the guidance of the Rhetoric of Aristotle if (as I have 

1 Aristot. Rket. ii. 24, 8. 
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previously shown) all the public addresses on which his repu­

tation and fame depend preceded the war ? The sole exception 

is the speech On the Crown. This, and this alone, came be­

fore a tribunal after the war, in the archonship of Aristophon, 

eight years after the battle of Chaeroneia, six years after the 

death of Philip, at the time of Alexander's victory at Arbela. 

If some captious critic suggests that possibly Demos­

thenes did not write this, the best of all his speeches, 

before he had perused the Rhetoric of Aristotle, I have much 

to say in reply to him. But in order that my discussion 

may not run to undue length, I engage to show, on the 

evidence of Aristotle himself, that this oration also was 

completed before the publication of the Rhetoric. In dealing 

wi th the topic of enthymemes derived from relative terms, he 

writes the exact words which follow. * Another topic is that 

derived from relative terms. If the terms "honorably" or 

" just ly " can be applied to the man who acts, they can also be 

applied to the man who is affected by the action ; if they can 

be applied to a command, they can also be applied to its 

execution. In this spirit the tax-gatherer Diomedon ex­

claimed : " If it is no discredit to you to sell the taxes, it is no 

discredit to us to buy them." A n d if the terms " honorably " 

or " j u s t l y " can be applied to a man affected by an. action, 

they can also be applied to the action itself and to the man 

who has done or is doing i t . This is a case of unsound 

argument. For if a man has been just ly treated, it does 

not necessarily follow that he has been just ly treated by a 

particular agent. Accordingly we must consider separately 

whether the treatment is right and whether the action 

is right, and then deal wi th the case in whichever of the 

6—2 
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two ways seems the more suitable. For sometimes there is 
a distinction to be made, as in the Alcmaeon of Theodectes 

Another example is the tr ial in which Demosthenes 
and those who slew Nicanor were involved1/ What, then, 
is the t r ia l of Demosthenes [and of those who slew Nicanor] 
to which Aris tot le here refers, in which the most im­
portant point in the controversy was derived from the 
topic of relative terms? It is that in which he defended, 
against Aeschines, Ctesiphon, who had proposed to crown 
Demosthenes and was on his t r ial as the author of an 
unconstitutional measure. For in this case the point at issue 
was not the general question whether Demosthenes deserved 
honours and crowns as having provided for the construction 
of the fortifications out of his own means, but whether he 
deserved these things while he was an official liable to 
account, and notwithstanding the fact that it was illegal to 
crown men who were so liable. Here we have the topic 
of relative terms: the point is whether a man liable to 
account had the same right to receive, as the people to 
give, the crown. It is my opinion, therefore, that Aristotle 
refers to this t r ial . If, however, it is maintained that the 
reference is to the accusation of corruption against which 
Demosthenes pleaded in the archonship of Anticles, about 
the time of the death of Alexander, this wi l l prove that the 
Rhetoric of Aristotle is later than the speeches of Demos­
thenes by a stil l greater interval. 

But enough. The orator did not derive from the philoso­
pher the rules of rhetoric which he embodied in his celebrated 
speeches. On the contrary, Aristotle wrote his Rhetoric wi th 
the works of Demosthenes, and the other orators, within his 
reach. I have, I think, proved my point. 

1 Aristot. Rhet. ii . 23, 3. 
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DlONYSIUS TO GNAEUS POMPEIUS 

W I T H GREETINGS. 

I 
I have received wi th great pleasure the scholarly letter 

you sent me. Zeno, our common friend, has supplied you 

(so you write) wi th a copy of my treatises. In going 

through them and making them your own, on the whole 

you admire them, but are dissatisfied, you say, wi th one 

portion of their contents, namely, the criticism of Plato. 

Now you are right in the reverence you feel for that writer, 

but not right in your view of my position. You may rest 

assured that I must be numbered among those who have 

fallen most completely under the spell of Plato's gifts of 

expression. But I wi l l explain to you my attitude towards 

all thinkers who are public benefactors and desire to reform 

our lives and words. A n d what is more, I mean to convince 

you that I have discovered nothing new, or startling, or 

contrary to the universally accepted view. 

Now I think it is an author's duty, when he elects to 

write a panegyric of some achievement or some person, to 

give prominence to merits rather than to any deficiencies. 
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But when he wishes to determine what is most excellent in 
some walk of life and what is the best among a number 
of deeds of the same class, he ought to apply the most 
rigorous investigation and to take account of every quality 
whether good or bad. For this is the surest way of discover­
ing truth, than which there is no more precious boon. So 
much premised, I make a further declaration. If there is 
any wri t ing of mine which, like the work of Zoilus the 
rhetorician, contains an attack upon Plato, I plead guil ty 
of impjety. A n d if when my design is to write a eulogy 
of him I interweave some fault-finding wi th my praises, 
I admit that I am in the wrong and am transgressing the 
laws by which eulogies are governed among us. For 
in my opinion they should not contain even vindications, 
much less detractions. On the other hand, when after under­
taking to examine varieties of style, together with their 
foremost representatives among philosophers and orators, 
I chose from the entire number three who are generally held 
to be the most brilliant—Isocrates and Plato and Demo­
sthenes—and among these again I gave the preference to 
Demosthenes, I thought I did no wrong either to Plato or to 
Isocrates. 

That may be, you say, but you should not have exposed 
the faults of Plato, in your desire to extol Demosthenes. 
How then would my argument have undergone the most 
searching test had I not compared the best discourses of 
Isocrates and Plato wi th the finest of Demosthenes, and thus 
shown wi th the utmost candour in what respect their discourses 
are inferior to his, not maintaining that those two writers were 
always at fault (for that would be sheer lunacy), but not 
maintaining, either, that they were always and uniformly 
successful? If I had avoided this course, and had simply 
eulogised Demosthenes and detailed all his excellences, 
I should certainly have convinced my readers of the orator's 
wor th ; but unless I had compared him with the best of his 
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rivals, I should not have proved that he holds the very first 

place among all who have distinguished themselves in oratory. 

For many things which in themselves are thought beautiful and 

worthy of admiration appear to fall short of their reputation 

when set side by side wi th other things that are better. Thus 

gold when contrasted wi th other gold is found to be superior 

or inferior, and this is true of all manufactured articles, and of 

all objects designed to produce a bril l iant effect. 

But if in the province of civil oratory the comparative 

method of inquiry be judged ungracious, and a demand 

made for the examination of each writer individually, the 

same restriction wi l l inevitably be introduced everywhere. 

Poetry w i l l no longer be compared wi th poetry, nor his­

torical treatise wi th historical treatise, nor constitution 

with constitution, nor law with law, general wi th general, 

k ing wi th king, life wi th life, tenet wi th tenet. A n d yet 

no reasonable man would acquiesce in this. But if you 

need also the proofs which personal testimonies supply, to 

render it more plain to you that the best mode of exami­

nation is the comparative, I w i l l pass over all others and 

appeal to Plato himself as my witness. Desiring to exhibit 

his own proficiency in civi l oratory, he was not satisfied wi th 

the rest of his writings, but [ in rivalry with] the foremost 

orator of the time, himself composed in the Phaedrus another 

speech wi th Love as its subject. Nor after advancing so far 

did he pause and leave to his readers to decide which speech 

was the better, but he actually assailed the faults of Lysias,. 

allowing that he had excellences of style, but attacking his 

treatment of subject-matter. Since, therefore, Plato when 

engaging in the most vulgar and most invidious of tasks, that 
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of praising himself in respect of his oratorical power, thought 
he was doing nothing blameworthy in claiming that his own 
speeches should be examined side by side wi th those of the 
best orator of the day, and in exhibi t ing the errors of Lysias 
and his own merits, what is there so astonishing in my com­
parison of the speeches of Plato with those of Demosthenes and 
my scrutiny of anything I found amiss in them ? I forbear 
to quote from his writings generally, in which he attacks 
his predecessors, Parmenides, Hippias, Protagoras, Prodicus, 
Gorgias, Polus, Theodorus, Thrasymachus and many others, 
not wri t ing of them in a spirit of perfect fairness, but (you 
must pardon me for saying so) wi th a touch of vainglory. 
There was, there really was in Plato's nature, wi th all its 
excellences, something of vainglory. He showed this par­
ticularly in his jealousy of Homer, whom he expels from his 
imaginary commonwealth, after crowning him wi th a garland 
and anointing him with myrrh1 . Strange indeed to suppose 
that Homer needed such compliments in the hour of his 
expulsion, when it is through him that every refinement, and 
in the end philosophy itself, passed into human l i fe! But 
let us suppose that Plato said all this in a spirit of perfect 
fairness and simply in the interest of truth. What, then, was 
there to excite surprise in our action when we obeyed his 
ordinances, and wished to compare the discourses of his 
successors wi th his own ? 

Furthermore, i t wi l l be seen that I am not the first and 
only critic that has ventured to speak his mind about Plato. 
Nor could anyone just ly take me to task on the special ground 
that I essayed to examine the most distinguished of philoso­
phers, and one more than a dozen generations earlier than 
myself, in the hope forsooth of obtaining some credit thereby. 
No, it w i l l be found that many have done so before me, whether 

1 Cp. Plat. Rep, i i i . 398 A. 
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in his own time or at a much later date. For his tenets have met 

w i th disparagement and his discourses wi th criticism. First 

on the list is his most representative disciple Aristotle, and next 

Cephisodorus, Theopompus, Zoilus, Hippodamas, Demetrius, 

and many others. These did not attack him out of envy 

or malice, but in the search for truth. Encouraged accord­

ingly by the example of so many eminent men, and above all 

of the great Plato himself, I considered that my action was 

in no w«y alien to the spirit of philosophic rhetoric when 

I matched good writers against good. As regards, therefore, 

the principle on which I acted in comparing style wi th style, 

I have defended myself sufficiently even in your eyes, my 

dear friend. 

II 
I have now to refer to my actual remarks on Plato in 

the treatise on the Attic Orators. I wi l l quote the passage in 

the words there written1 . ' The language of Plato, as I have 

said before, aspires to unite two several styles, the elevated 

and the plain. But it does not succeed equally in both. 

When it uses the plain, simple, and unartificial mode of 

expression, it has an extraordinary charm and attraction. It 

is altogether pure and translucent, like the most transparent 

of streams, and it is correct and precise beyond that of any 

other writer who has adopted this mode of expression. It 

pursues familiar words and cultivates clearness, disdaining all 

extraneous ornament. The gentle and imperceptible lapse 

1 de adm. vi die. in Dem.t cc. v.—vii. 

R. 7 
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of time invests it wi th a mellow tinge of antiquity ; it still 

blooms in all its radiant vigour and beauty; a balmy 

breeze is wafted from it as though from meadows full of 

the most fragrant odours; and its clear utterance seems to 

show as l i t t le trace of loquacity as its elegance of display. 

But when, as often happens, it rushes without restraint into 

unusual phraseology and embellished diction, it deteriorates 

greatly. For it loses in charm, in pur i ty of idiom, in light­

ness of touch. It obscures what is clear and makes it like 

unto darkness; it conveys the meaning in a prolix and 

circuitous way. When concise expression is needed, it lapses 

into tasteless periphrases, displaying a wealth of words. 

Contemning the regular terms found in common use, it seeks 

after those which are newly-coined, strange, or archaic. It 

is in the sea of figurative diction that it labours most of all. 

For it abounds in epithets and i l l - t imed metonymies. It is 

harsh and loses sight of the point of contact in its metaphors. 

It affects long and frequent allegories devoid of measure 

and fitness. It revels, wi th juvenile and unseasonable 

pride, in the most wearisome poetical figures, particularly in 

those of Gorgias ; and " in matters of this kind there is a 

good deal of the hierophant about h im 1 / ' as Demetrius 

of Phalerum has somewhere said as well as many others: 

for "no t mine the word2." 

' Let no one suppose that I say this in general condemna­

tion of the ornate and uncommon style which Plato adopts. 

1 Demetrius Vha\tT.,fragm. 2 Eurip.fragm. 488 (Nauck, p. 46). 

7—2 
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I should be sorry to be so perverse as to conceive this opinion 

wi th respect to so great a man. On the contrary, I am well 

aware that often and on many subjects he has produced 

writings which are great and admirable and of the utmost 

power. What I desire to show is that he is apt to commit 

errors of this description in his more ornate passages, and that 

he sinks below his own level when he pursues what is grand 

and exceptional in expression, and is far superior when he em­

ploys thfc language which is plain and exact and seems to be 

natural but is really elaborated wi th unoffending and simple 

artifice. For then he commits either no errors at all or only 

such as are extremely slight and venial. My own view, how­

ever, is that so great a man should have been perpetually on 

his guard against any censure. Now all his contemporaries, 

whose names I need not recall, reproach him with the same 

fault ; and the most s tr iking thing is that he does so himself. 

He was aware of his own lapse from good taste and gave 

it the name of "d i thy ramb 1 " : a thing I had thought shame 

to say, true though it be. This trait in him appears to me 

to be due to the fact that, although he was bred among 

the Socratic dialogues, which were most spare and most exact, 

he did not continue under their influence, but became en­

amoured of the artificiality of Gorgias and Thucydides. It 

was, therefore, no unnatural result that he should imbibe 

some of the errors, together wi th the good points, exhibited 

by the styles of those authors. 

' I w i l l cite examples of the plain and the elevated style 

1 Plat. Phaedr. 238 D (cp. 241 E ) . 
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from one of the most celebrated books, in which Socrates 

has addressed the discourses on Love to one of his associates, 

Phaedrus, from whom the book takes its t i t le . . . . ' 

In this passage I blame in no way the subject-matter of 

the writer, but the tendency in the department of expression 

to figurative and dithyrambic diction, matters wherein Plato 

loses command of the due mean. A n d I criticise him not 

as an ordinary mortal but as a great man who has come near 

the standard of the divine nature. His fault is that, in 

imitation of the school of Gorgias, he has introduced the 

pomp of poetical artifice into philosophical discourses, so 

that some of his productions are of the dithyrambic order. 

A n d what is more, he does not even attempt to hide this 

failing but avows it. It is clear from your own letter, ex­

cellent Geminus, that you yourself entertain the same opinion 

as I wi th regard to him. For you write thus, to quote 

your own words: * In other forms of expression there may 

well occur something which deserves mingled praise and 

blame. But in embellishment whatever is not success is 

utter failure. So that, in my opinion, these men should be 

judged not by their few most hazardous attempts but by 

their many successes 7 A n d a l i t t le later you add the 

following words: 'A l though I could defend all, or at any 

rate most, of these passages, I do not venture to gainsay you. 

But this one thing I strongly affirm, that it is not possible 

to succeed greatly in any way without such daring and 

recklessness as must needs fail now and then2/ There is no 

quarrel between us. You admit that the man who aspires to 

great things must sometimes fail, while / say that Plato, 

1 Cn. Pompei fragrn. 2 Cn. Pompei fragm. 
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in his desire for elevated and stately and audacious diction, 

did not succeed in every detail, but that his mistakes are 

nevertheless only a small fraction of his successes. And in 

this one respect, I say, Plato is inferior to Demosthenes, 

that with him elevation of diction sometimes lapses into 

emptiness and dreariness, whereas with Demosthenes this 

is never so, or only very rarely. This is what I have to say 

with reference to Plato. 

I l l 

You wished also to learn my view with regard to Hero­

dotus and Xenophon, and you wished me to write about 

them. This I have done in the essays I have addressed to 

Demetrius on the subject of imitation. The first of these 

contains an abstract inquiry into the nature of imitation. 

The second asks what particular poets and philosophers, 

historians and orators, should be imitated. The third, which 

treats of the proper manner of imitation, remains unfinished. 

In the second I write as follows concerning Herodotus, 

Thucydides, Xenophon, Philistus and Theopompus, these 

being the writers whom I select as most suitable for 

imitation : 

These are my opinions concerning Herodotus and 

Thucydides, if I must extend my remarks to them. The 

first, and one may say the most necessary, task for writers 

of any kind of history is to choose a noble subject and one 

pleasing to their readers. In this Herodotus seems to me 

to have succeeded better than Thucydides. He has produced 
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a national history of the conflict of Greeks and barbarians,c in 

order that neither should the deeds of men fade into oblivion, 

nor should achievements1' to quote from his opening words. 

For this same proem forms both the beginning and the end of 

his History. Thucydides, on the other hand, writes of a single 

war, and that neither glorious nor fortunate; one which, best 

of all , should not have happened, or (failing that) should have 

been ignored by posterity and consigned to silence and oblivion. 

In his Introduction he makes it clear himself that he has 

chosen a bad subject, for he says that many cities of the 

Greeks were desolated because of the war, partly by the 

barbarians and part ly by themselves, while proscriptions and 

massacres greater than any before known occurred, together 

wi th earthquakes and droughts and plagues and many other 

calamities2. The natural consequence is that readers of the 

Introduction feel an aversion to the subject, for it is of the 

misfortunes of Greece that they are about to hear. As clearly 

as the story of the wonderful deeds of Greeks and barbarians 

is superior to the story of the sad and terrible disasters of 

the Greeks, so clearly does Herodotus show better judgment 

than Thucydides in his choice of subject. Nor can it t ruth­

fully be said that Thucydides was driven, with full knowledge 

that the earlier events were grander, into this piece of writ ing 

by a desire not to treat of the same theme as others. On the 

contrary, he makes extremely light in his Introduction of the 

events of ancient days, and says that the achievements of his 

own time were the most remarkable. It is clear, therefore, 

that his choice was deliberate. Very different was the course 

taken by Herodotus. Al though his predecessors, Hellanicus 

and Charon, had previously issued works on the same subject, 

he was not deterred, but trusted his own ability to produce 

something better. A n d this in fact he has done. 
1 Herod. I . 1 . 2 Thucyd. I . 23. 
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A second function of historical investigation is to deter­

mine where to begin and how far to proceed. In this 

respect, again, Herodotus displays far better judgment than 

Thucydides. He begins wi th the cause of the original 

injuries done to the Greeks by the barbarians, and goes on 

his way t i l l he ends wi th the punishment and retribution 

which befell them. Thucydides, on the contrary, starts wi th 

the incipient decline of the Greek world. This should not 

have been done by a Greek and an Athenian, and (what is 

more) no unappreciated citizen but one to whom his country­

men assigned a foremost place, entrusting him wi th com­

mands and offices generally. In his malice, he finds the 

overt causes of the war in the conduct of his own city, 

although he might have found many other grounds for the 

outbreak. He might have begun his narrative not wi th the 

affairs of Corcyra, but wi th the magnificent achievements of 

his country immediately after the Persian War, achievements 

which subsequently he mentions at the wrong point and in 

a perfunctory and cursory way. After he had described these 

events wi th all the enthusiasm of a patriot, he should then 

have added that it was through envy and dread thus oc­

casioned that the Lacedaemonians were led to engage in 

the war, for which they suggested motives of a different 

nature. He should next have related the occurrences 

at Corcyra and the decree against the Megarians, together 

wi th anything else of the kind he wished to mention. The 

conclusion of his work is tainted by a more serious error. 

Al though he states that he watched the entire course of the 

war and promises a complete account of it , yet he ends wi th 

the sea-fight which took place off Cynossema between the 

Athenians and Peloponnesians in the twenty-second year of 

the war. It would have been better, after he had described all 

the details of the war, to end his History wi th a most remark-
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able incident and one right pleasing to his hearers, the return 

of the exiles from Phyle, from which event dates the recovery 

of freedom by Athens. 

A third task of the historian is to consider which occur­

rences he should embody in his work and which he should 

omit. In this respect, again, it seems to me that Thucydides 

is inferior. Herodotus, on his part, wished, in imitation of 

Homer, to give variety to his History. He was aware that 

every prolonged narrative affects the mind of the hearer 

pleasantly if it contains a number of pauses, but wearies and 

satiates (however successful it may otherwise be) if confined 

to one and the same series of events. If we take up his 

book, we are filled with admiration t i l l the last syllable and 

always seek for more. Thucydides, on the other hand, in 

breathless haste and straining every nerve, describes a single 

war, heaping battle on battle, armament on armament, word 

on word. The hearer's mind is in consequence exhausted. 

' Even honey,' as Pindar says, (and the pleasant flowers of 

love bring satiety1. Occasionally Thucydides has himself 

realised the t ruth of my contention that, in a historical 

writing, change is pleasant and gives variety, and he has 

taken this course in two or three passages—in inquiring into 

the cause of the growth of the Odrysian kingdom and in 

describing the cities of Sicily2. 

Next it is the function of a historian so to arrange his 

materials that everything shall be found in its proper place. 

How, then, do these authors respectively arrange and divide 

what they have to say ? Thucydides keeps close to the 

chronological order, Herodotus to the natural grouping of 

events. Thucydides is found to be obscure and hard to follow. 

As naturally many events occur in different places in the course 

of the same summer or winter, he leaves half-finished his 
1 Pind. Nem. vn . 52. 2 Cp. Thucyd. n. 97, v i . 2—5. 
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account of one set of affairs and takes other events in hand. 
Naturally we are puzzled, and follow the narrative impatiently, 
as our attention is distracted. Herodotus, on the other hand, 
begins wi th the dominion of the Lydians and comes down 
to that of Croesus, and then passes at once to Cyrus who 
destroyed the empire of Croesus1. Then he begins the story 
of Egypt, Scythia, and Libya2 . He relates some of the 
events as a sequel, takes up others as a missing link, and in ­
troduces others as l ikely to add to the charm of the narrative. 
Although he recounts affairs of Greeks and barbarians which 
occurred in the course of some two hundred and twenty years 
on the three continents and finally reaches the story of the 
flight of Xerxes, he does not break the continuity of the 
narrative. The general result is that, whereas Thucydides 
takes a single subject and divides one whole into many 
members, Herodotus has chosen a number of subjects, which 
are in no way alike, and has produced one harmonious whole. 

I w i l l mention one other feature of the treatment of 
subject-matter, a feature which in all histories we look for 
no less than for any of those already mentioned. I mean 
the attitude which the historian himself adopts towards the 
events which he describes. The attitude of Herodotus is 
fair throughout, showing pleasure in the good and grief at 
the bad. That of Thucydides, on the contrary, is severe and 
harsh and proves that he bears a grudge against his country 
because of his exile. For he details her misdeeds wi th the 
utmost exactitude, but when things go right, either he does 
not mention them at all , or only like a man under com­
pulsion. 

In subject-matter Thucydides is for these reasons inferior 
to Herodotus ; in expression he is partly inferior, partly su­
perior, partly equal. I w i l l state my views on these points also. 

1 Herod. I. 2 Herod, u., iv . 
R. 8 
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The first of excellences is that without which style 

is of no worth in any of its aspects,—language pure in 

vocabulary and true to Greek idiom. In this respect both 

are correct writers. Herodotus represents the highest standard 

of the Ionic dialect, Thucydides of the A t t i c . . . T h i r d in order 

comes the so-called ' concision.1 In this Thucydides is com­

monly held to excel Herodotus. It might, indeed, be objected 

that it is only when united wi th clearness that brevity is found 

to be attractive ; if it fails in this, it is harsh. However, let us 

suppose that Thucydides is in no way inferior because of his 

obscurity. Vividness comes next in order as the first of the 

extraneous excellences. In this respect both authors are 

decidedly successful. After this excellence the imitation of 

traits of character, and of emotions, presents itself. Here 

the historians divide the credit, for Thucydides excels in 

expressing the emotions, whilst Herodotus has greater skil l 

in representing aspects of character. Next come the ex­

cellences which exhibit loftiness and grandeur of composition. 

Here, again, the historians are on a par. Then come the 

excellences which comprise strength and energy and similar 

qualities of style. In these Thucydides is superior to 

Herodotus. But in grace, persuasiveness, charm and the 

like excellences, Herodotus is far superior to Thucydides. 

In his choice of language Herodotus aims at naturalness, 

Thucydides at intensity. Of all literary virtues the most 

important is propriety. In this Herodotus is more careful 

than Thucydides, who everywhere (and in his speeches st i l l 

more than in his narrative) shows a want of variety. My 

friend Caecilius, however, thinks wi th me that his enthymemes 

have been imitated and emulated in a special degree by 

8—2 
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Demosthenes. It may be said in general that the poetical 

compositions (as I should not shrink from calling them) of 

both are beautiful. The chief point of difference is that the 

beauty of Herodotus is radiant, that of Thucydides awe-

inspiring. Enough has been said about these historians, 

although much more could be said, for which there w i l l be 

another opportunity. 

I V 

Xenophon and Philistus, who flourished at a later time 

than these writers, did not resemble one another either in 

nature or in principles. Xenophon was an emulator of 

Herodotus in both kinds, matter and language. In the first 

place, the historical subjects he chose are fine and impressive 

and such as befit a philosopher: the Education of Cyrus, the 

portrait of a good and prosperous k i n g ; the Expedition of the 

Younger Cyrus, in which Xenophon, who himself took part in 

the campaign, extols so highly the bravery of the Greek 

auxiliaries; and also the Greek History, the story which 

Thucydides left unfinished, in which are described the over­

throw of ' the T h i r t y ' and the restoration of the Athenian 

walls razed by the Lacedaemonians. It is not only for his 

subjects, chosen in emulation of Herodotus, that Xenophon 

deserves commendation, but also for his arrangement of his 

material. Everywhere he begins and ends in the most fitting 

and appropriate way. His divisions are good, and so is his 

order and the variety of his wri t ing. He displays piety, 

rectitude, resolution, geniality, in a word all the virtues 

which adorn the character. Such is the manner in which 

he deals wi th his subject-matter. 
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In expression he is part ly like Herodotus, partly inferior. 

He resembles him in marked puri ty and lucidity of vocabulary; 

he chooses terms that are familiar and consonant to the theme; 

and he puts them together wi th no less charm and grace than 

Herodotus. But Herodotus also possesses elevation and beauty 

and stateliness and what is specifically called the ' historical 

vein.' Not only was Xenophon powerless to borrow this from 

him, but if occasionally he wishes to enliven his style, like a 

land-breeze he blows but for a short time and quickly drops. 

Indeed, in many passages he is unduly long. So far from 

equalling the success of Herodotus in adapting his language 

to his characters, he is found on strict examination to be often 

careless in this respect. 

V 

Philistus would seem to resemble Thucydides more nearly 

and to have the same general stamp. L ike Thucydides, he 

has not taken a subject of great u t i l i ty and public interest, 

but a single and local one. He has divided it into two 

parts, enti t l ing the former ' Concerning Sici ly/ the latter 

'Concerning Dionysius.' But the subject is one, as may be 

seen from the conclusion of the Sicilian section. He has 

not presented his narrative in the best order, but has made 

it hard to fol low; his arrangement is inferior to that of 

Thucydides. No more than Thucydides does he desire 

to admit extraneous matter, and he is therefore wanting 

in variety. He displays a character which is obsequious, 

subservient, mean, and petty. He shuns what is peculiar and 

curious in the style of Thucydides, and reproduces what is 
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rounded and terse and enthymematic. He falls, however, very 

far behind the beauty of-language and the wealth of enthy-

memes found in Thucydides. A n d not only in these respects 

is he inferior, but also in his composition. The style of Thucy­

dides is full of variety, a fact which is so obvious that I 

consider it needs no further demonstration. But the language 

of Philistus is exceedingly uniform and lacking in variety. 

Many successive sentences wi l l be found to be constructed 

by him in the same way. For example, at the beginning of 

the Second Book of his Sicilian Hi s to ry : ' The Syracusans 

having associated wi th themselves the Megarians and En-

naeans, and the Camarinaeans having mustered the Sicels 

and the rest of the allies except the Geloans (now the 

Geloans said that they would not wage war against the 

Syracusans); and the Syracusans learning that the Camari­

naeans had crossed the Hyrminus 1: all this is to me 

obviously most displeasing. He is tr ivial and common­

place whatever his subject may be, whether he describes 

sieges or settlements, whether he deals in eulogium or in 

censure. Moreover, he does not write speeches worthy 

of the greatness of the speakers, but he makes even his 

parliamentary orators, one and all, abandon in a panic alike 

their faculties and their principles. He possesses, however, a 

sort of natural euphony of style and a well-balanced judgment. 

A n d he is a better model for actual pleadings than Thucy­

dides. 

V I 

Theopompus of Chios was the most celebrated of all the 

disciples of Isocrates. He composed many panegyrics and 

many deliberative speeches, as well as the 'Ch ian ' Letters 

1 Philistus, fragnu 8 (Fragm. Hist. Graec. p. 186). 
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and some noteworthy treatises. As a student of history he 

deserves praise on several grounds. His historical subjects 

are both good, one of them embracing the conclusion of the 

Peloponnesian War, the other the career of Philip. His 

arrangement, also, is good, being in both cases lucid and easy 

to follow. Especially admirable are the care and industry 

which mark his historical writing, for it is clear, even if he 

had said nothing to that effect, that he prepared himself 

most fully for his task and incurred heavy expense in the 

collection of his material. Moreover, he was an eye-witness 

of many events, and came in contact wi th many leading men 

and generals of his day, whether popular leaders or more 

cultivated persons. A l l this he did in order to improve his 

History. For he did not (as some do) consider the recording 

of his researches as a pastime, but as the one thing needful 

in life. The trouble he took may be inferred from the com­

prehensiveness of his work. He has related the foundation of 

nations, described the establishment of cities, portrayed royal 

lives and peculiar customs, and incorporated in his work 

everything wonderful or strange found on any land or sea. 

Nor must it be supposed that this is merely a form of enter­

tainment. It is not so. Such particulars are, it may in 

general be said, of the greatest ut i l i ty . 

I n fine, who wi l l not admit that i t is necessary for the 

votaries of philosophic rhetoric to study the various customs 

both of foreigners and of Greeks, to hear about various 

laws and forms of government, the lives* of men and their 

actions, their deaths and fortunes ? For such votaries he has 

provided material in all plenty, not divorced from the events 

narrated, but in close connexion wi th them. A l l these 

qualities of the historian are worthy of admiration. The 
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same may be said of the philosophical reflections scattered 

throughout his History, j b r he has many fine observations 

on justice, piety, and the rest of the virtues. There remains 

his crowning and most characteristic quality, one which is 

found developed wi th equal care and effect in no other 

writer, whether of the older or the younger generation. A n d 

what is this quality? It is the gift of seeing and stating 

in each case not only what is obvious to the multitude, 

but of examining even the hidden motives of actions and 

actors and the feelings of the soul (things not easily discerned 

by the crowd), and of laying bare all the mysteries of seem­

ing virtue and undiscovered vice. Indeed, I can well be­

lieve that the fabled examination, before the judges in the 

other world, of souls in Hades when separated from the body 

is of the same searching kind as that which is conducted by 

means of the writings of Theopompus. In consequence he 

was thought malicious on the ground that, where reproaches 

against distinguished persons were necessary, he added un­

necessary details; while in t ruth he acted like surgeons who 

cut and cauterize the morbid parts of the system, carrying 

their operations far down, and yet in no way assailing the 

healthy and normal organs. Such is an account of the way 

in which Theopompus deals wi th his subject-matter. 

In style he is most like to Isocrates. His diction is pure, 

familiar and clear; it is elevated, grand, and full of stateli-

ness; it is formed according to the middle harmony, having 

a pleasant and easy flow. It differs from that of Isocrates 

in pungency and energy in some passages, when he gives free 
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play to his emotions, and particularly when he taxes cities 

or generals w i th evil counsels and unjust actions. In such 

criticisms he abounds, and he falls not one whit behind the in ­

tensity of Demosthenes, as may be seen from many other 

writings and from his Chian Letters, in composing which he 

has obeyed his native instincts. If in the passages on which 

he has bestowed the greatest pains, he had paid less attention 

to the blending of vowels, the measured cadence of periods, 

and the uniformity of constructions, he would have far sur­

passed himself in expression. 

He is also gui l ty of errors in the sphere of subject-matter, 

and particularly in regard to his digressions, some of which 

are neither necessary nor opportune, but childish in the 

extreme. An instance is the story of the Silenus who 

appeared in Macedonia, and that of the fight between the 

serpent and the galley, and not a few other things of the 

kind. 

The study of these historians wi l l suffice to furnish to 

those who practise civi l oratory a suitable fund of examples 

for every variety of style. 
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CONCERNING T H E CHARACTERISTICS O F T H E 

L A N G U A G E OF T H U C Y D I D E S . 

DIONYSIUS TO HIS FRIEND A M M A E U S 

W I T H GREETINGS. 

I 

I thought I had sufficiently indicated the characteristics 

of Thucydides when describing the most important and 

remarkable of those peculiarities which seemed to me to 

distinguish him from all previous orators and historians. 

I have, in fact, previously treated the subject in the essays, 

inscribed wi th your name, on the Ancient Orators, and a l i t t le 

time before in the treatise on Thucydides himself which I 

addressed to Aelius Tubero, in which I have, to the best 

of my abili ty, gone into all the points needing discussion, and 

have added suitable illustrations. But your view is that these 

writings lack precision, in that I do not give the proofs t i l l 

I have specified the characteristics. You think that the 

exposition of characteristic peculiarities would gain in pre­

cision if, side by side wi th each single statement, I were to 

9—2 
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set down the expressions of the historian, as is the practice 

of the authors of rhetorical handbooks and introductions to 

the art of composition. Desiring, therefore, to meet every 

criticism, I have taken this course, and have followed the 

didactic method in place of the epideictic. 

11 

In order that the argument may be easy for you to follow, 

I w i l l first quote word for word what I have previously said 

wi th regard to the historian, and wi l l then cursorily review each 

several proposition, and wi l l supply the illustrations as you 

desire. The passage about to be cited follows the remarks 

on Herodotus. ' Coming after Herodotus and the authors 

previously mentioned, and taking a comprehensive view of 

their several excellences, Thucydides aspired to form and to 

introduce into historical composition an individual manner 

of his own, one which was neither absolute prose nor down­

right metre, but something compounded of the two. In the 

choice of words he often adopts a figurative, obscure, archaic 

and strange diction, in place of that which was in common 

use and familiar to the men of his day. He takes the 

greatest trouble to vary his constructions, since it was in this 

respect chiefly that he wished to excel his predecessors. At 
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one time he makes a phrase out of a word, at another t ime 

he condenses a phrase into a word. Now he gives a nominal 

in place of a verbal form, and again he converts a noun into 

a verb. He inverts the ordinary use of nouns and verbs 

themselves, interchanging common wi th proper nouns and 

active wi th passive verbs. He varies the normal use of the 

plural and the singular number, and predicates the one in 

place of the other. He combines feminines wi th masculines, 

masculines with feminines, and neuters with the other genders; 

and the natural agreement of gender is violated thereby. He 

wrests the cases of nouns or participles at times from the 

expression to the sense, at other times from the sense to 

the expression. In the employment of conjunctions and 

prepositions, and especially of the particles which serve to 

bring out the meanings of individual words, he allows himself 

full poetic liberty. There wi l l be found in h im a large number 

of constructions which by changes of person and variations 

of tense, and by the strained use of expressions denoting 

place, differ from ordinary speech and have all the appear­

ance of solecisms. Further, he frequently substitutes things 

for persons and persons for things. In his enthymemes and 

his sentences the numerous parentheses often delay the con­

clusion for a long time, while there is much in him that is 

tortuous, involved, perplexed, and similarly defective. More­

over, not a few of the showy figures w i l l be found to be 
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employed by h i m , — I mean those parisoses, paromoeoses, 

paronomasiae and antitheses, which are so lavishly used by 

Gorgias of Leontini, by the school of Polus and Licymnius, 

and by many others who flourished in his time. The most 

obvious of his characteristics is the attempt to indicate as 

many things as possible in as few words as possible, to 

combine many ideas in one, and to leave the listener 

expecting to hear something more. The consequence is 

that brevity becomes obscurity. In fine, there are four 

"instruments," so to say, of the style of Thucydides,—the 

artificial character of the vocabulary, the variety of the 

constructions, the roughness of the harmony, the speed of the 

narrative. Its " colours" are solidity, pungency, condensation, 

austerity, gravity, terrible vehemence, and above all his 

power of stirring the emotions. Such is Thucydides in re­

spect of those characteristics of his style which distinguish 

him from all other writers1/ 

I I I 

Examples of expressions which are obscure, and archaic, 

and puzzling to ordinary people are: 

His novelty and variety in his constructions, and his 

departure from established usage, which we consider to be 

1 Dionys. Hal. de Thucyd. cc. 24, 25. 



138 DIONYSIUS OF HALICARNASSUS. 



SECOND LETTER TO AMMAEUS. 

the chief point of difference between h im and all other 
writers, may be illustrated by the following instances. 

IV 
When he amplifies a single idea and uses a number of 

nouns or verbs in place of one nominal or verbal expression, 
he expresses himself thus: ' Themistocles exhibited his 
natural force in the most convincing way, and in this respect 
he was especially worthy of admiration beyond any rival ' ' 
Again, in the Funeral Speech he writes : ' nor yet on the 
score of poverty is a man who has it in his power to 
confer a service on the state debarred through the obscurity 
of his rank2.' For in these cases the sense** He expresses 
himself as in his description of the Spartan Brasidas when 
in the engagement at Pylus he was wounded and fell over­
board. ' He fell,' he says, ' on to the irape^eipeaia, and 
his shield slipped off3.' What he means i s : 'he fell over­
board on to the projecting parts of the oars/ 

V 
When he gives the form of nouns to the verbal parts of 

speech, he expresses himself as follows. In his First Book 
the Corinthian envoy addresses the Athenians thus: ' such 
are the pleas for justice we can bring before you, together 
wi th the following exhortation and claim to gratitude4 , ' 

Here the verbs ' we can exhor t ' and ' we can c la im ' have 
been changed into the nouns ' exhor ta t ion ' and 'claim.' 
Parallel expressions are ' the non-circumvallation of the 
Plemmyrium' in the Seventh Book, and ' the lamentation' 

1 Thucyd. I. 138. 2 Thucyd. 11. 37. 
3 Thucyd. iv. 12. 4 Thucyd. 1. 41. 
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which in the First Book he has mentioned in the course of 

a speech1. For to the verbs ' t o circumvallate , and ' t o 

lament' he has given the form of the nouns ' circumvallation' 

and ' lamentation.' 

VI 

But when conversely he turns his nouns into verbs, he 

produces' such an expression as we find in the First Book 

when the cause of the war is under discussion. ' The most real 

cause, though that which was least acknowledged, I consider 

to have been the fact that the growth of the Athenian power 

compelled them to wage war2.' His meaning is that the 

growth of the Athenian power caused a compulsion to the 

war. But for the nouns 'compulsion' and 'war ' he has 

substituted the verbs ' t o compel' and ' t o wage war.' 

VII 

When he interchanges the passive and active forms 

of verbs, he writes in this fashion : ' for neither the one 

hinders by the truce nor the other3.' The active verb 

'hinders' is employed in place of the passive ' is hin-

dered.' The real meaning of the expression is: ' for 

neither the one is hindered by the truce nor the other.' 

A n d so also wi th the words found in his introduction : 

' for in the absence of commerce, they did not mingle 

freely wi th one another4.' Here the active verb ' d i d 

1 Thucyd. 1. 143.—As to see note on p. 179 infra. 
3 Thucyd. 1. 23. 8 Thucyd. 1. 144. 4 Thucyd. 1.2. 
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not mingle ' occupies the place of the passive 'were not 

mingled.' 

VIII 
When instead of the active he uses the passive, he con­

structs a sentence of this k i n d : ' all of us who had by this 

time been brought into contact wi th the Athenians1.' His 

meaning is : ' all of us who dealt wi th the Athenians.' But 

he has used the passive form 'been brought into contact 

w i t h ' in place of the active 'dealt with. ' A n d so wi th 

what next follows: ' those who had been settled more 

in the interior2. ' For instead of the active verb 'who had 

settled' he has used the passive 'who had been settled.' 

IX 
As regards the distinction of singular and plural, he 

changes the two numbers about and uses singular for plural 

thus: ' and if perchance it occurs to some one that not he, 

but the Syracusan, is the enemy of the Athenian8. ' He means 

'Syracusans' and 'Athenians, ' but he has put each of the 

proper names in the singular. Another instance is the passage: 

'and we shall find the enemy more formidable, if his retreat 

is made difficult4.' Here he has put 'enemies' in the 

singular, not in the plural. Deviating in the same way from 

customary language, he uses the plural in place of the singular. 

This mode of expression w i l l be found in the first part of 

the Funeral Speech: ' for eulogies bestowed on others are 

1 Thucyd. 1. 120. 2 Thucyd. 1. 120. 
8 Thucyd. v i . 78. 4 Thucyd. i v . 10. 
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endurable only so far as each person thinks that he is himself 

capable of any of the deeds of which he hears1 Hère 

the words ' each person ' and ' hears ' are singular, but the 

following words are put in the plural : ' but when this point 

is passed, they begin to feel envy and incredulity2 * * Such 

expressions would naturally be used not of one person but 

of many. 

X 

Examples of the interchange of the three genders, in con­

travention of the ordinary rules of language, are such as thèse. 

He uses in the masculine for in the féminine, 

and similarly " In place of and 

he uses ' " ' and For in ­

stance, he says of the Athenians when they were considering 

the dispatch of their forces to Sicily : ' the Athenians were 

not robbed of their wishing by the burden of 

the préparations3. There is a similar instance in the passage 

in which he refers to the Thessalians : 

Hère 

he has made the féminine neuter. The real signification of 

XI 
Sometimes he gives an unusual turn to the cases of 

proper nouns and appellatives and participles and the 

1 Thucyd. I I . 35. 2 Thucyd. i l . 35. 
8 Thucyd. v i . 24. 4 Thucyd. iv. 78. 

R. IO 
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articles attachée to them. He wi l l then frame such a 

sentence as this : ' for the states, having obtained a tem-

pered liberty and security in their undertakings, advanced 

towards downright freedom, scorning the " specious pretence 

of law and order " offered by the Athenians.1 Now writers 

whose syntax conforms to ordinary usage would hâve coupled 

the féminine form (se. of the participle) wi th the féminine 

gender of the noun, and would hâve used the accusative 

masculines wi th féminines, as Thucydides has done, and use 

genitives instead of accusatives, would be said by us to be 

gui l ty of solecism. This is true also of the following words : 

The sentence 

ought to hâve been constructed not in the dative case but in 

XII 

The style which neglects consistency in the tenses of 

verbs is of the following kind : ' A n d yet, if we should 

choose to face danger unconcernedly rather than after careful 

training, and wi th a courage born of habit rather than in 

obédience to law, we hâve the advantage of not being 

1 Thucyd. VIII. 64. 2 Thucyd. IV. 10. 

10—2 
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afflicted by troubles which are in the future, while we show 

ourselves, in the midst of troubles, to be no less daring than 

those who are always toi l ingV Hère is a verbal 

form which indicates the future, while indicates 

the présent. The construction would hâve been regular if he 

had joined * * ' I consider the 

inaccessibility of the spot to be in our favour ; but this helps 

us only jf we stand our ground ; if we retire, the position, 

though difficult in itself, w i l l easily be mastered by the 

enemyV Now ylperat refers to the présent, but ëarcu to 

the future. The cases also are irregularly constructed. For 

he has put the participle and the pronoun in 

the genitive case, but in the dative. Whereas 

the latter should, more properly, hâve corresponded in case 

to the two former. 

X I I I 

When he makes the transition from the sensé to the 

expression or from the expression to the sensé, he uses a 

construction of the following kind : ' the populace of the 

Syracusans were at great odds wi th one another.3 Al though 

he begins with the singular noun 'populace/ he assimilâtes 

the expression to the sensé, which is plural, 'the Syracusans' 

A n d again : ' for when the Athenians quitted Sicily after 

the convention, the men of Leontini enrolled many new 

citizens, and the populace entertained the idea of redis-

1 Thucyd. 11. 39. 2 Thucyd. iv. 10. 8 Thucyd. vi. 35. 
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tributing the land1.' From the plural 'men of Leontini' 

he passes to the s ingulamoun ' the populace.' * * * * * * 

XIV 
In his History things are treated as persons, as in 

the address of the Corinthians to the Lacedaemonians. The 

Corinthian speaker urges the leading men of the Peloponnese 

to maintain its prestige, in the eyes of external states, such 

as theirj*athers transmitted it to them. These are his words: 

' Y o u must, therefore, be well advised, and strive that the 

Peloponnese which you lead forth may be no less powerful 

than when your fathers left it to your care2.' He has used 

the expression ' t o lead for th ' in the sense ' t o guide the 

Peloponnese outside as its leaders.' Now this could not 

apply to the territory, but it can apply to its glory and its 

power, and this is what he means to say. 

Persons are transformed into things by him in the fol­

lowing way. When the same Corinthian envoy, addressing 

the Lacedaemonians, compares the characters of the Athe­

nians and Lacedaemonians, he says: ' They are innovators 

and quick to conceive plans and to execute their resolves. 

But your alertness is directed to preserving what you have 

and to forming no fresh resolve, and to refraining even from 

the execution of what is absolutely essential8.' Now up to 

this point the construction is normal, the two persons forming 

its basis. But afterwards in the second clause the expression 

is changed, and instead of persons a thing is used in reference 

to the Lacedaemonians, when he says: ' and once more they 

are daring even beyond their power, and venturesome beyond 

1 Thucyd. v. 4. 2 Thucyd. I. 71, 
8 Thucyd. I. 70. 
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their better judgment, and full of hope in the hour of danger; 

but your way (TO Be v.'Aerepov) is to act below the measure 

of your power and to trust not even the safe conclusions 

of your judgment1. ' Here 'your way' is used instead of 

'you. ' a thing taking the place of a person. 

XV 

In his enthymemes and sentences the parentheses are 

numerous and reach their conclusion wi th difficulty. This 

makes the meaning hard to follow. There are many of them 

in every part of the H i s to ry ; but two only, taken from the 

Introduction, w i l l suffice. One is the passage which shows the 

weakness of Primitive Greece and assigns the causes. ' F o r 

in the absence of commerce, they did not mingle freely wi th 

one another whether by land or over sea : each tribe pos­

sessing property enough of its own to support existence and 

having no superfluous goods ; none cultivating the land, for it 

was uncertain when some invader would come and rob them, 

as there were no fortifications to protect them : and feeling 

that they could command the bare means of subsistence 

everywhere alike, they readily migrated2. ' If he had added 

the word ' readily migrated ' to the first period and shaped 

it thus, ' In the absence of commerce they did not mingle 

freely wi th one another by land or by sea, but each tribe 

possessing enough property of its own to support existence, 

they migrated readily.' he would have made his meaning 

clearer, but by the insertion of many parenthetical clauses he 

has made it obscure and hard to follow. The second passage 

1 Thucyd. I. 70. 2 Thucyd. 1. 2. 



154 DIONYSIUS OF HALICARNASSUS. 



SECOND LETTER TO AMMAEUS. 

is that which refers to the invasion of At t i ca by Eurystheus. 

'Eurystheus was slain in At t i ca by the Heracleidae. His 

maternal uncle was Atreus, to whom as being his kinsman 

Eurystheus entrusted the kingdom of Mycenae when he went 

to the wars. Atreus had been banished by his father because 

of the murder of Chrysippus. When Eurystheus failed to 

return, Atreus succeeded to the sovereignty over the M y -

cenaeans and over all others who had been under the rule 

of Eurystheus. He did so at the desire of the Mycenaeans, 

who fecfred the Heracleidae. He had also courted the mul t i ­

tude, and was thought to be a man of power1.' 

X V I 

The plan of his enthymemes is sometimes tortuous 

and involved and hard to unravel, as in the following 

passage of the Funeral Speech: ' They found a dearer 

delight in the punishment of their foes ; danger thus in ­

curred they considered the noblest of all , and wished to 

subordinate all other aims to that of vengeance. They com­

mitted the uncertainty of success to hope, but in action 

deemed it r ight to trust themselves as concerning what was 

now before their eyes. T h i n k i n g it right to suffer in self-

defence rather than save their lives by submission, they 

escaped a shameful reputation by exposing themselves to 

the brunt of the f ray; and in a moment of time they were 

removed, at the height of their fortune, from the scene of 

their glory rather than their fearV Of this k ind also is the 

characterisation of Themistocles given by the historian in his 

First Book : (For Themistocles exhibited his natural force 

in the most convincing way, and in this respect he was 

especially worthy of admiration beyond any rival. Through 

Thucyd. I. 9. As to the translation, see p. 181 infra. 2 Thucyd. I I . 42. 
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his native shrewdness, and unaided by knowledge acquired 
previously or at the time, he surpassed all others whether in 
judging present needs on the spur of the moment or in con­
jecturing the events of the most distant future. He had the 
power of explaining whatever he had in hand, and was well 
able to form a competent opinion of things of which he 
had no experience. He could foresee the better or worse 
course, while it was st i l l in the dim future. In a word, 
through sheer natural capacity he could, however short the 
time for preparation might be, excel all men in improvising 
the right thing to be done1.' 

XVII 

The affected figures of antithesis and paromoeosis and 
parisosis, in which Gorgias and his followers were particularly 
fertile, l i t t le become this style, which has an austere cast and 
is very far removed from preciosity. But instances of the 
following kind are found in the History of Thucydides: ' For 
it is clear that what is denominated Hellas now-a-days was 
not securely populated in ancient days2.' A n d again : ' T h e y 
are daring beyond their power, and venturesome beyond their 
better judgment; but your way is to act below the measure of 
your power, and to trust not even the safe conclusions of your 
judgment, and to think you wi l l never escape from the 
dangers that threaten you8.' Another instance wi l l be found 
in the passage in which he describes, in the following terms, 
the calamities which had overtaken Greece in consequence of 
party-spiri t : ' F o r reckless audacity was considered loyal 
courage; cautious hesitation was specious cowardice; mode­
ration was the cloak of unmanliness; universal wisdom was 
general ineffectiveness*.' Many passages of this kind wi l l be 

1 Thucyd. 1. 138. * Thucyd. 1. 2. 
3 Thucyd. 1. 70. 4 Thucyd. i l l . 82. 
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found throughout his H i s to ry ; but those already given w i l l 

serve as a sample of the rest. 

Thus you have, my dear Ammaeus, the observations 

examined, as you desired, one by one, according to the 

ordinary method. 
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Olympiad and Archon 

104, 1. Timocrates 

104, 3-
105, 2. 
106, 1. 
106, 2. 

106, 3. 
106, 4. 

Molon 
Eucharistus 
Elpines 
Callistratus 

Diotimus 
Thudemus 

107, 1. Aristodemus 

107, 2. Theellus 

107,3. 
107, 4. 

Apollodorus 
Callimachus 

108, 1. Theophilus 

B.C. 

364 

362 

359 
356 
355 

354 
353 

35 2 

351 

35° 
349 

348 

In this archonship Demosthenes, accord-
ing to Dionysius (56 20), entered upon 
his seventeenth year. In the lacima 
marked on 56 21, Dionysius possibly 
assigned the Speeches against Aphobus 
to this period. , 

Against Onetor. 
Calhcles, Conon, etc. (approximate date). 
Bi r th of Alexander. 
Against Androtion, 56 21—24. 
Against the Law of Leptines, 53 1. 
On the Navy Boards, 58 5. 
Against Timocrates, 58 12. 
For the Megalopolitans, 58 13. 
Against Aristocrates, 58 18. 
First Philippic, 58 15. 

" Dionysius of Halicarnassus is mis-
taken in placing the First Philippic earlier 
than the Aristocrates, though he is right in 
assigning both speeches to the same year, 
01 . 107, 1 (352—1 B.c.)." Sandys, First 
Philippic and Olynthiacs of Demosthenes, 
p. 7. 

For the Rhodians, 58 20. 
Probably this speech should rather be 

dated some two years earlier (S. H. Butcher 
Demosthenes pp. 43, 44 ; J. B. Bury History 
of Greece p. 880). 

For Phormion, etc. 
Olynthiacs f I f I I I : 58 24. 

Dionysius arranges (58 26—60 1) the 
three Olynthiacs i n the order I I , I I I , I . 
The point at issue is fully discussed by 
Sandys op. at. pp. l x i i i—lxv î i . See also 
ad A mm. i. c. g. Cp. schol. Demosth. or. 

Against Meidias, 60 2. 
Aristotle upon the death of Plato leaves 

Athens, proceeding to Atarneus, which 
was ruled by Hermias, 60 19. Fal l of 
Olynthus, 70 18. 
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Olympiad and Archon 

108, 2. Themistocles 

108, 3. Archias 
108, 4. Eubulus 
109, 1. Lyciscus 

109, 2. Pythodotus 

109, 3. Sosigenes 

109, 4. Nicomachus 

110,1 . Theophrastus 

110,2. Lysimachides 

n o , 
i n , 
i n , 

112, 

H 3 > 

114, 
114, 

3.1. 
1. 
2. 

3. 

4. 

2. 

3. 

Chaerondas 
Pythodemus 
Evaenetus 

Aristophon 

Anticles 

Cephisodorus 
Philocles 

335 
336 
335 

33o 

325 

3^3 
322 

B.C. 

347 

346 
345 
344 

343 

342 

341 

340 

339 

''Fifth of Demosthenes' Speeches against 
Philips 70 20. 

By the fifth speech Dionysius means 
Philipp. i. 30 ff. On his division of the 
First Philippic into two parts, see Sandys, 
First Philippic and Olynthiacs of Demos­
thenes, pp. 101, 102. 

On the Peace, 72 2. 
Aristotle retires to Mytilene, 60 21. 
Second Philippic, 72 4 (' the seventh 

of the speeches against Phi l ip ' ) . 
Aristotle with Philip, as Alexander's 

tutor, 60 22. 
(Hegesippus) On Halonnesus, 729 ( ' the 

eighth of the speeches against Phi l ip ' ) . 
On the Embassy, 72 11. 
On the Chersonese, 72 14 ( ' the ninth of 

the speeches against Phi l ip ' ) . 
Third Philippic, 72 20 (' the tenth of the 

speeches against Ph i l ip ' ) . 
[Demosth.] Fourth Philippic, 72 22 ( ' the 

eleventh of the speeches against 
Ph i l ip ' ) . Dionysius clearly regards 
this and the next-mentioned speech 
as genuine. 

[Demosth.] Orat. ad Philippi Epist 1., 
72 29 ('the last of the speeches against 
Phi l ip ' ) . 

End of Philip's convention with the 
Athenians, 74 23. 

Philip sends ambassadors to Thebes, 
7829. 

Battle of Chaeroneia. 
Alexander succeeds Philip. 
Aristotle returns to Athens and teaches 

in the Lyceum, 60 25. 
On the Crown, 82 5. 
Victory of Alexander at Arbela, 82 7. 
Demosthenes accused of corruption, 

84 18. 
Death of Alexander, 60 27. 
Death of Demosthenes. 
Death of Aristotle, 62 1. 

1 1 — 2 
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mentioned again in c. 8, and in the passage which is quoted from the 
Rhetoric in c. 7. 

62 20 By * instruction' 1 Aristotle means exact or 
démonstrative proof. The sensé hère is, ' t o speak with scientific 
accuracy is the part of one who is conveying instruction in the 
science.' 

64 2 Mr Mathews suggests, with niuch foi ce, that the text given 
by Dionyjius should stand [with the exception of 

which words may hâve arisen from an inser­
tion at the wrong place of the questionably Aristotelian 

a corruption due to the 
gênerai meaning of the passage heing : " A n d inasmuch as rhetoric is 
démonstrative (or ostensibly démonstrative), therefore just as in the 
analytical theory [formai logic] part is induction, and part déduction, 
so also hère : for argument by analogy is a kind of induction, and 
argument supported by reasons is a kind of déduction : in fact, I call 
'enthymeme' rhetorical syllogism, and ' example ' rhetorical induc­
tion. Everyone who tries to carry conviction does so by démonstra­
tion, adducing examples or reasoned arguments, and in no other 
way : so if we grant that every démonstration is of necessity either 
inductive or deductive (and tins is clear from the Analytics), it must 
be that each division of the one subject is 
identical with one division of the other (i.e. the différence between 
theory and practice is only formai, and the essential divisions of each 
must agiee)." 

66 17 Dionysius has in mind Agathon's lines as quoted in 
Arist. Rhet. i i . 24 :— 

Cp. article on * Aristophanes and Agathon ' in Journal of Hellenic 
Studies xx. pp. 44—56. 

66 20 For fuli notes on this and the other passages quoted from 
Aristotle's Rhetoric by Dionysius in the course of this Letter, référence 
may be made to Cope's commentary (revised and edited by Dr J. E. 
Sandys). For KWT avakoyiav ( ' by analogy or resemblance/ 'propor-
t ional ly ' ) , see Ar. Poetics xxi . 7, where metaphors are defined and 
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How much of this passage of the de adm. vi die. in Demosth. was 
reproduced in the Ep. ad Cn. Pomp. we cannot tel l It is possible 
that the loss is due to the similarity of opening in the sentences 

For the aesthetic point, cp. Thompson's édition of the Phaedrus, 
p. 25 : " I t is to this part of the dialogue that Aristotle alludes, Rhet 
i i i . 7, 11, where he says that a high-flown poetical diction is admissible 
in prose, (1) when the feehngs of the audience hâve been wrought to 
a high pitch by the speaker, or (2) when such style is adopted 

This criticism, for 
its taste and discernment, stands in favourable contrast with that 
of Dion^sius Halic, who is sorely scandalized by the 'turbid and 
obscure, and disagreeably poetical style ' which, as he thinks, is 
a grievous change for the worse from the gracefulness of the intro-
ductory scène." 

x. 1, 81 "multum enim supra prosam orationem et quam Graeci 
pedestrem vocant surgit : ut mihi non hominis ingenio sed quodam 
Delphico videatur oraculo instinctus." Grote, Plato i. 213. 

104 10—16 Cp. pp. 27, 28, 38 supra. 

104 21—24 Cp. Antiq. Rom. i. 1, 
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118 14 Philistus : cp. p. 237. Cic. Ep. ad Quintum 
Fratrem i i . 13, 4 (Tyrrel l i i . 116): "Sicuîus ille capitalis, creber, 
acutus, brevis, paene pusillus Thucydides, sed utros eius habueris 
libros (duo enim sunt corpora) an utrosque nescio. me magis de 
Dionysio delectat. ipse est enim veterator magnus, et perfamiliaris 
Philisto Dionysius." Cic. de Orat. i i . 13, 56 : " H u n e (se. Thuc.) 
consecutus est Syracosius Philistus, qui, cum Dionysii tyranni familiar-
issimus esset, otium suum consumpsit in historia scribenda, maximeque 
Thucydidem est, sicut mihi videtur, imitatus." Wilkins ' notes on 
the last passage should be consulted. 

p. 242. Quint i l . Inst. Orat. x. 1, 74 : "Theopompus his (se. 
Herodoto et Thucydidi) proximus ut in historia praedictis minor, ita 
oratori magis similis, ut qui, antequam est ad hoc opus sollicitatus, 
diu fuerit orator." Cic. de Orat i i . 13, 57 (with Wilkins ' notes): 
"postea vero ex clarissima quasi rhetoris officina duo praestantes 
ingenio, Theopompus et Ephorus ab Isocrate magistro impulsi se ad 
historiam contulerunt ; caussas omnino nunquam attigerunt." 

120 26 A. Schaefer Dem. u. seine Zeif i i i . 306, n. 2. 
122 3, 4 W. Christ, Gesch. d. griech. Litt? p. 362: " Seine 

beiden grossen historischen Werke waren die Hellenika in 12 B., 
welche, an Thukydides anknupfend, die Geschichte von 410—394 
oder bis zur Schlacht von Knidos behandelten, und die Philippika 
in 58 B., welche die Regierung des Konigs Philippos von Make-
donien zum Mit te lpunkt hatten, aber in zahlreichen und ausgedehnten 
Digressionen die ganze Zeitgeschichte umfassten ; so enthielten die-
selben 3 Bûcher sikilische Geschichte (Diod. 16, 71), eine Musterung 
der Demagogen Athens, einen Abschnitt wunderbarer Geschichten 
( im 10 B.), einen Exkurs ùber die aus Delphi geraubten Schatze." 

I 2 2 2 7 " F o r t . vel Vulgata 
certe lectio ferri nequit," Herwerden, p. 44. But cp. Kaibel Hermès 
xx. p! 510: " M e m n o n schrieb (sicherlich im ersten Jahrhundert 
nach Christus) die Geschichte seiner Vaterstadt Heraklea mit dem 
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besonderen Zweck die der dortigen 
Tyrannen zu schildern. Dieser moralische Zweck unterschied ihn 
von seiner Quelle Nymphis ; er wird dadurch dem Plutarch ahnlicher 
als irgend emem Historiker." 

126 8 The reference is to Theopompus' 
excessive anxiety to avoid hiatus. Cp. Cic. Orat. 151: " i n quo 
quidam Theopompum etiam reprehendunt, quod eas litteras (sc. 
vocales) lanto opere fulgent." Quintil. Inst. Orat. ix. 4, 35: "nimios-
que non inimerito in hac cura putant omnes Isocratem secutos, 
praecipueque Theopompum." 
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146 2—15 For a discussion of this passage, of the reading in 
Thucyd. viii. 64, and of Dionysius' gênerai habits of quotation, 
référence may be made to Classical Review xiv. pp. 244—246, 
* Dionysius of Halicarnassus as an Authority for the Text of Thu-
cydides.' 

146 19 It is curious that, in his own use of the verb 
Dionysius seems to contradict the rule he hère lays down with regard 
to In the de Thucyd, c. 30 he quotes 

from Thucydides. But in ad Pomp. 88 11 he writes 

Evidently he does not in thèse passages regard as 
a synonym for but presses the original force 
of the verb—i to be struck with admiration by,' ' to be struck with 
awe by.' 

146 24 In Thucyd. i i . 39 is supported by ABEFmgg 
as well as Dionysius ; by CG. 

154 2 In the English translation of this and the remaining 
illustrative extracts from Thucydides, it has not seemed necessary 
(as the Greek original is printed on the opposite page) to make 
an elaborate attempt to reproduce those peculiarities of construction 
which are criticised by Dionysius.—**The change of subject and 
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the departure from chronological order appear clumsy. But Thu-
cydides is not telling the old legend over again for its own sake; 
he is marking emphatically the circumstances which favoured Atreus. 
' Eurystheus was dead—Atreus was his uncle—Eurystheus had left 
Mycenae in charge of Atreus. Now Atreus had come to Mycenae 
because he had been compelled to fly from Pisa,' etc." Forbes, 
Thucyd. i. o (note on). 

From the modern point of view, the style of Thucydides 
has been analysed and estimated by M. Alfred Croiset, Thucydide: 
Livres i — i i . pp. T02 fT. and Histoire de la litterature grecgue iv. 
pp. 155 ff.; as well as by Professor Blass Att. Ber. i. 201—227. 



GLOSSARY OF RHETORICAL AND 

GRAMMATICAL TERMS. 

IN this Glossary of the chief rhetorical and grammatical terms 
found in the Three Literary Letters, we are not directly concerned 
with the general question of the language and style of Dionysius. 
But it may be useful to give a reference to the chapter headed " Die 
sprachlichen und stilistischen Grundsatze des Dionysius von Hali-
karnass," in W. Schmid's Der Atticismus in semen Hauptvertretern 
von Dionysius von Halikarnass bis auf den zweiten Philostratus, i. 
pp. i—26. In accordance with his own precepts, Dionysius aims at 
simplicity and directness of style, though occasionally he loses himself 
in the labyrinths of a period. In his use of words he is, often and 
necessarily, extremely technical. He is, nevertheless, anything but 
a pedantic writer. He discerns that the waters of language remain 
fresh only if fed perpetually from the springs. Holding that the 
language of literature should, where necessary, draw fearlessly on the 
language of ordinary life (cp. pp. 10, 15, 47 supra), he is himself 
often most vivid, graphic, and (we are tempted to say) modern. 
Examples of this freshness will have been noticed in the Three 
Letters, and in various passages quoted in the course of the Intro­
ductory Essay. A couple of instances may be added here. He 
speaks (de Thucyd. c. 30) of * hardening' one's style 
as though a delicate child were in question); and again in reference 
to style, he refers to the gift of knowing when to * take occasion by 
the hand' 
die. in Dem. c. 10). 

The copiousness of the technical vocabulary of Dionysius may be 
judged from the fact that this Glossary, somewhat lengthy as it is, is 
confined strictly to words occurring in the Three Literary Letters. 
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ad Amtn. i i . 156 12. Cast ofstyle. Cp. de Isocr. c. 15, de 
Isaeo ce. 18, 20, de adm. vi die. in Dem. ce. 2, 23, 36, 42, 44, de Comp. 
c. 23. Also used by Dionysius of training (de Isocr. c. 1, de Thucyd. 
c. 50, de Comp. c. 1), and of a mode in music (de Comp. c. 19). 

d-ywv. . i. 54 8, 54 23 ,56 12, 
66 2, 80 8, 80 25, 82 14, 84 20. ad Pomp. 120 22. Contests, or 
speeches delivered in political and judicial contests. 

' real contests or debates': cp. Cic. Brut 316 " (Molonem) 
actorem in veris caussis scriptoremque praestantem." Wi th 
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BIBLIOGRAPHY OF T H E SCRIPTA 

RHETORICA. 

It is hoped that the following bibliographical list, which has not 
been confined to the 'Three Literary LetterV but covers the 
rhetorical writings generally, will be found fairly complète by the 
student who uses it. With one or two unavoidable exceptions, the 
editor has consulted ail the books and articles included in it. The 
literature of the subject is scattered and unusually difficult to control. 

1. EDITIONS AND TRANSLATIONS IN CHRONOLOGICAL ORDER. 

sitione, etc., 1547.) Gr. 2 pt. Ex officina Rob. Stephani': Lutetiae, 
1546, 1547- E D I T I O PRINCEPS. 

The Ars Rhetorica, the De Comp. Verb., and Ep. ad Amm. IL were included in 
vol. i. of Aldus' Rhetores Graeci published at Venice in 1508. The Ep. ad Amm. H. 
had previously appeared m the Thucydides published by Aldus in 1502 and in 
that published in 1506 at Florence.—Later scholars occasionally incorporâted 
Dionysius' essays on Lysias etc. in their éditions of the Attic Orators. The essay 
on Isocrates had, indeed, become known in this way as early as 1493, when it 
was included m the Milan édition of Isocrates; the essay on Lysias became 
similarly known by means of the first volume of the Aldine édition of the Oratores 
Graeci (1513). The editio princeps of Robertus Stephanus includes the De Isocrate 
and the De Lysia, as well as the three works mentioned on its title-page. 
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comparée avec la langue grecque, par Pabbé Batteux, des Académies 
Française et des Belles-Lettres. Paris, 1788. Published posthu-
mously. 

H . A. Schott. ' quae vulgo intégra Dionysio 
Halicarnassensi tribuitur emendata, nova versione Latina et com-
mentario illustrata, auctore Henrico A. Schott. Lipsiae, 1804. 

G. H. Schaefer. Dionysii Halicamassensis de Compositione 
Verborum Liber Graece et Latine. Cum priorum editorunt suisque 
annotationibus edidit Godofredus Henricus Schaefer. Lipsiae, 1808. 

F. Goel ler . Dionysii Halicamassensis de Compositione Verborum 
Liber. E copiis bibl. reg. Monacensis emendatius edidit F Goeller. 
Jenae, 1815. 

P. M a n z i . Dionigi Alicarnasseo dello stile e di altri modiproprj 
di Tucidide, dal Greco per la prima volta in Italiano recato da Fietro 
Manzi, con un discorso del medesimo sulP arte histonca. Roma, 1819. 

F. Schlegel . Kunsturtheil des Dionysios ilber den Lsocrates. A 
German translation, with introduction and notes in vol. iv. of Friedrich 
SchlegePs Sàmmtliche Werke (Vienna, 1822). 

K. W. Krueger . Dionysii Halicamassensis Historiographica, 
h. e. Epistolae ad Cn. Pompejum, ad Q. Aelium Tuberonem et ad 
Ammaeum Altéra. Cum priorum editorum suisque annotationibus 
edidit Carolus Guilelmus Krùger. Halis Saxonum, 1823. 

[ T a u c h n i t z . ] Dionys. Halic. Opéra Omnia éd. 1.1. Reiskius 
Accedunt Fragmenta ab Angelo Maio nuper reperta. Ed. Tauchnitiana» 
6 voll. Lipsiae, 1823. 

E. Gros . Examen critique des plus célèbres écrivains de la Grècer 

par Denys d'Halicarnasse ; traduit en français pour la première fois> 
avec des notes, et le texte en regard, collationné sur les manuscrits de la 
Bibliothèque du Roi et sur les meilleures éditions; par E. Gros. 
Paris, 1826. 

D. A. D u r t n a l l . De Eloquentia Demosthenis : necnon de variis 
editionibus et versionibus eius orationum. Florentiae, 1833. Included 
in this is the Greek text of Dionys. Ha l . de admir. vi dicendi in 
Dempsth. 
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H. v a n H e r w e r d e n . Dionysii Halicarnassensis Epistolae 
Criticae Très, quarum duae ad Ammaeum, una ad Cn. Pompeium. 
E codd. maxime Italicis a se primo excussis emendatiores et integriores 
edidit Henricus van Herwerden. Groningae, 1861. 

F. H a n o w . Dionysii Halicarnassensis de Compositione Ver-
borum Libri Epitome : e Germanicis exemplis edidit F. Hanow. 
Lipsiae, 1868. 

C. T. Roessler. Dionysii Halicarnassensis Scriptorum Rhetori-
corum Fragmenta collegit, disposuit, praefatus est Carolus Theodorus 
Roessler. Lipsiae, 1873. 

A. Croiset . Denys d'Halicarnasse. Première Lettre à Am-
maeus. Texte grec, avec une introduction et des notes en français par 
Alfred Croiset. Paris\ 1879. 

H. W e i l . Denys d'Halicarnasse. Première lettre à Ammée: 
texte grec accompagnée d'une introduction, d'une annotation critique, 
d'un argument analytique et de notes en français par H. Weil. Paris, 
1879. 

H. U s e n e r . Dionysii Halicarnassensis Librorum de Imitatione 
Reliquiae Epistulaeque Criticae Duae. Edidit Hermannus Usener. 
Bonnae, 1889. 

D e s r o u s s e a u x - E g g e r . Denys d'Halicarnasse, Jugement sur 
Lysias. Texte et traduction française publiés avec un commentaire 
critique et explicatif par A. M. Desrousseaux et Max Egger. Paris, 
1890. 

H. U s e n e r . Dionysii Halicarnasei quae fertur Ars Rhetorica : 
recensuit Hermannus Usener. Lipsiae, 1895. (For convenience the 
Ars Rhetorica is hère included among the Scripta Rhetorica of 
Dionysius. Cp. p. 5 n. 1 supra.) 

U s e n e r - R a d e r m a c h e r . Dionysii Halicarnasei Opuscula edi-
derunt Hermannus Usener et Ludovicus Radermacher. Volumen Prius. 
Lipsiae, 1899. 
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I I . OCCASIONAL A N D P E R I O D I C A L P U B L I C A T I O N S I N 

CHRONOLOGICAL O R D E R . 

J. C. L e u s c h n e r u s . Pro Dionysio Halicarnasseo eiusque in 
rhetoricampromeritis, etc. Hirschbergae, 1752. 

C. F. M a t t h a e i . De Dionysio Halicarnassensis Vitembergae, 
1789. 

Q u a r t e r l y R e v i e w . 1822. xxvii . , pp. 382—404. Panegyrical 
Oratory of Greece. This article deals incidentally with Dionysius 
as a literary critic. 

Classical J o u r n a l . 1826. xxxiv., pp. 277—284. An Inquiry 
into the Credit due to Dionysius of Halicarnassus as a Critic and 
Historian. By the Author of i Remarks on the supposed Dionysius 
Zonginus.1 This short paper refers almost exclusively to the critical 
faculty of Dionysius as a historian. 

A. G. Becker . Dionysius von Halikarnassos uber die Redner-
gewalt des Demosthenes vermittelst seiner Schreibart. Uebersetzt und 
erldutert von Dr Albert Gerhard Becker. Nebst einer Abhandlung 
uber Dionysios als aesthetisch-kritischen Schriftsteller und den Lese-
arten der von E. Gros verglichenen Pariser Handschriften. Leipzig, 
1829, 

E d i n b u r g h R e v i e w . 1831. l iv. , pp. 39—69. The Greek 
Philosophy of Taste. For Dionysius, reference may be made to 
pp. 56, 57 of this article. 

C. I . W e i s m a n n . De Dionysii Halicarnassensis Vita et 
Scriptis. Gottingen, 1837. 

V. L o e r s . De Dionysii Halicarnasei Iudicio de Platonis 
Oratione ac Genere Dicendi Dissertatio. Treviris, 1840. 

A. W. F. Busse. De Dionysii Halicarnassensis Vita et Ingenio 
Dissertation Berolini, 1841. 

F. D i i b n e r . Revue de Philologie, 1847.'ii. pp. 362, $63. 'Deux 
lacunes remplies.' 

A. Sadous. De la Rhitorique attribute a Denys d} Halicarnasse, 
par M* A. Sadous, Paris, 1847. 
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K. W. Kr i iger . Historischphilologische Studies vol . i i . p . 235 
(' Emendationes'). Berlin, 1851. 

J. J. S c h m i t z . De Dionysii Halicarnassei quibusdam locis 
emendandis. Bonnae, 1854. (This dissertation the editor has not 
been able to see.) 

F. Blass . De Dionysii Halicarnassensis Scriptis Rhetoricis. 
Dissertatio Philologica, quant .publice defendet scriptor Fridericus 
Blass. Bonnae, T863. 

H. Sauppe . Dionysios und Aristoteles (Bedeutung der Anfuhr-
ungen ajus Aristoteles Rhetorik bei Dionysios von Halikarnass fiir die 
K r i t i k des Aristoteles). Gbttingen, 1863. 

F. Blass . Die griechische Beredsamkeit in dent Zeitraum von 
Alexander bis auf Augustus. Ein litterarhistorischer Versuch von 
Friedrich Blass. Berlin, 1865. Especially c. v i , pp. 169—221, 
* Dionysios und Caecilius.' 

H . I . H e l l e r . Philologus, 1866, xxi i i . pp. 551—555, 668—671. 
' Curae Criticae in Dionysii Halicarnassensis historiographica.' 

A. Schaefer. Philologus, 1867, xxv. p. 694. ' Z u Dionysios 
von Halikarnass.' 

O. J a h n . Philologus, 1867, xxvi. p. 4. 'Var iarum lectionum 
fasciculus.' 

G. M e s t w e r d t . De Dionysii Halicarnassensis in Libro de 
Compositwne Verborum Studiis. Gottingae, 1868. 

A. Kiess l ing . Rheinisches Museum, N.F., 1868, xxi i i . pp. 248 
—254. ' Z u den rhetorischen Schriften des Dionysius von H a l i ­
karnass.' 

F. B e n d e r . Rhein. Mus. N. F, 1869, xxiv. pp. 597—601. 
' Z u Dionysius von Halikarnass (Handschriftliches). , 

L. D i n d o r f . Neue Jahrbiicher fiir Philologie und Padagogik, 
1869, xcix. pp. 471, 472. ' Z u Dionysios von Halikarnassos.' 

O. J a h n . Philologus, 1869, xxvi i i . pp. 4, 5. ' Variarum lectio­
num fasciculus alter.' 

H. U s e n e r . Rhein. Mus. N. F, 1870, xxv. pp. 610, 611. 
'Lectiones Graecae.' 

S. A. N a b e r . Verslagen en tnededeelingen der koninklijke Aka-
demie van Wetenschappen, 1871, i i . 1, p. 30. ' L a n x Saturn.' 
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G. Mestwerdt. De Dionysii Halicarnassensis et Hermogenis 
in aestimandis veterum scriptoribus inter se ratione. Cleve, 1872. 

H. Usener. Neue Jahrb. fur Philol u. Pad, 1873, cvii. 
pp. 145—174. 'Lysias Rede liber die Wiederherstellung der 
Demokratie.' 

C. G. Cobet. Mnemosyne, MS, 1874, i i . p. 401. dionysius 
Halicarnassensis.' 

C. Jacoby. Ueber die Sprache des Dionysius von Halikarnass 
in der Roemischen Archaeologie. Aarau, 1874. This treatise contains 
much that is of use for the Scr. Rhet., as well as for the Antip. Rom. 

F. C. Seeliger. De Dionysio Halicarnassensi Plutarchi qui 
vulgofertur in Vitis Decern Orator urn Auctore. Budissae, 1874. 

L. van der Vl iet . Studia Critica in Dionysii Halicarnassensis 
Opera Rhetorica scrtpsit Dr L. van der Vliet. Lugduni-Batavorum, 
1874. 

C. G. Cobet. Mnemosyne N.S., 1875, i i i . p. 330. * Dionysius 
Halicarnassensis.' 

F. Schoell. Acta Societ. Philol. Lips., 1875, v- PP- 296> 297-
' Ad Dionysii Halicarnassensis Scripta Rhetorical 

C. G. Cobet. Miscellanea Critica. Lugd.-Bat., 1876, pp. 223, 
224. ' A d Dionysium Halicarnassensem.' 

U. von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff . Hermes, 1876, xi. 
pp. 300, 301. 'Memoriae Oblitteratae.' 

E. Hesse. Dionysii Halicarnassensis de Thucydide iudicia 
examinantur, vom Oberlehrer Dr Hesse. Leisnig, 1877. 

T h . Gomperz. Hermes, 1877, xii. pp. 511, 512. 'Notiz,' 
C. Jacoby. Philologus, 1877, xxxvi. pp. 129—164, 529—561, 

and xxxvii. pp. 325—342. ' Dionysius von Halikarnass.' Review of 
literature, with reference almost entirely to the Antiq. Rom. 

A. Zucker. Quae ratio inter vitas Lysiae Dionysiacam, Pseudo-
Plularcheam, Photianam intercedat. Erlangae, 1877. 

L. Sadee. De Dionysii Halicarnassensis Scriptis Rhetoricis 
Quaestiones Criticae. Argentorati, 1878. 

H. Usener. Index Scholarum Praefatus est Hermannus 
Usener de Dionysii Halicarnassensis Libris Manuscriptis. Bonnae, 
1878. 
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J. W i c h m a n n . Dionysii Halicarnassensis de Thucydide Indicia 
componuntur et examinantur. Halt's Saxonum, 1878. 

C. F u h r . Rhein. Mus. N.F., 1878, xxxii i . pp. 325—363. 'Der 
Text des Isokrates bei Dionys von Halikarnass.' 

E. B a u d a t . Etude sur Denys d1 Halicarnasse et le Traiti de la 
Disposition des Mots, par Emile Baudat, Paris, 1879. 

K. v. M o r a w s k i . Rhein. Mus. N. P., 1879, xxxiv. pp. 370— 
376. ' De Dionysii et Caecilii Studiis Rhetoricis.' 

H . # S c h e n k l . Wiener Studien, 1880, i i . pp. 21—32. ' Z u r 
Ueberlieferungsgeschichte der rhetorischen Schriften des Dionysios 
von Halikarnassos.' 

L». Sad6e. Neue Jahrb.fiir Phil. u. Pad., 1883, cxxvii. pp. 413, 
414. ' Z u Dionysios von Halikarnasos.' 

G. K a i b e l . Hermes, 1885, xx. pp. 497—513. 'Dionysios von 
Halikarnass und die Sophistik.' 

C. Cas te l l an i . Di una supposta edizione Aldina 1559 del 
trattato di Dionigi d' Alicarnasso De Thucydidis Charactere, Testo 
Greco. Venezia, 1886. 

H. G r e i l i c h . Dionysius Halicarnassensis quibus potissimum 
vocabulis ex artibus metaphorice duett's in scriptis rhetoricis usus sit. 
Suidniciae, 1886. 

O. K n u t h . Quantum Dionysii Halicarnassensis de veteribus 
scriptoribus censura ad Quintiliani Iudicia valuerit Pars Prima. 
Utriusque rhetoris iudicia quatenus ad veteres scriptores spectant de-

prompsit disposuit comparavit Oscar Knuth. Drossen, 1886. 

H. L i e r s . Die Theorie der Geschichtsschreibung des Dionys 
von Halikarnass vom Gymnasiallehrer Dr Liers. Waldenburg, 
1886. 

E. R o h d e . Rhein. Mus. N. P., 1886, x l i . pp. 170—190. ' D i e 
asianische Rhetorik und die Zweite Sophistik.' 

L. Sad6e. Neue Jahrb. fur Phil. u. Pad, 1888, exxxvii. pp. 549 
—555- *Zu Dionysios von Halikarnasos.' 

G. A m m o n . De Dionysii Halicarnassensis Librorum Rhetori-
corum Fontibus. Munich^ 1889. 
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L. Cohn. Philologus, 1890, xlix. pp. 390—399. ' Handschrift-
liches zu Dionys von Halikarnass., 

H. W e i l . Revue de Philologie, 1891, xv. pp. 1—5. * Du 
Discours de Lysias sur le R&ablissement de la Democratic 
Athe*nienne.' 

H. Rabe. Rhein. Mus. N.F., 1893, xlviii. pp. 147—151. 'Die 
Zeitfolge der rhetorischen Schriften des Dionys von Halicarnass.' 

L. Radermacher. Rhein. Mus. N.F., 1897, Hi. pp. 412—424. 
' Studien zur Geschichte der griechischen Rhetorik.' r 

E. Thomas. Hermes, 1897, xxxii. pp. 60—67. 'Zu Dionysios 
von Halikarnass iiber die alten Redner.' 

M. Carroll. Transactions and Proceedings of the American 
Philological Association, 1898, xxix. pp. l i i i , liv. ' On Comparisons 
from Painting and Sculpture in Aristotle and Dionysios.' 

W. W y s e . Classical Review, 1898, xii. pp. 391—393. 'Note 
on Dion. Hal. De Dinarcho Indicium c. 11.' 

U. v. Wilamowitz-Moellendorff . Hermes, 1899, xxxiv. 
pp. 623—625. 'Aus dem Deinarchos des Dionysios.' 

A. B. Poynton. Journal of Philology, 1899, xxvii. pp. 70— 
79. 'Oxford MSS. of Dionysius Hahcarnasseus, De Compositione 
Verborum.' 

L. Radermacher. Rhein. Mus. N.F., 1899, liv. pp. 285—292, 
351—380. 'Studien zur Geschichte der antiken Rhetorik.' 

Wini fred W a r r e n . American Journal of Philology, 1899, xx. 
3, pp. 316—319. 'The Structure of Dionysii Halicamassensis 
Epistula i i . ad Ammaeum.' 

H. W e i l . Revue des Atudes grecques, 1899, xii. pp. 312—320. 
' Denys d'Halicarnasse. Du style de D&nosthfcne, Observations 
critiques.' 

W. Heydenreich. De Quintiliani institutionis oratoriae libro x, 
de Dionysii Halicamassensis de imitatione libro ii, de canone qui dicitur 
Alexandrino, Quaestiones. Erlangen^ 1900. 
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To this list may be added the following articles by the present 
editor:— 

American Journal of Philology, 1897, xviii. 3, pp. 302— 
312. 'Caecilius of Calacte: a contribution to the history of Greek 
Literary Criticism.' 

Classical Review, 1900, xiv. pp. 244—246. 'Dionysius of 
Halicarnassus as an Authority for the Text of Thucydides. With 
special reference to Thucyd. viii. 64 § 5 as quoted in Ep. ad 
Amm, i i . n . ' 

Classical Review, 1900, xiv. pp. 439—442. 'The Literary 
Circle of Dionysius of Halicarnassus.' 

Classical Review, 1900, xiv. pp. 452—455. 'Usener and 
Radermacher's text of Dionysii Halicarnasei Opuscula? 
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The numbers refer to the pages of this edition.—The Table of Contents on 
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I I . I N D E X O F PASSAGES. 

This Index of Passages is a list of références made in the pages of the 
Introduction, Notes, and Glossary, to chapters of the various Rhetorical Works of 
Dionysius (exclusive of the Three Literary Letters and of the Ars Rhetorica> for 
which last see p. 5, n. 1 supra). Pages in Arabie, chapters in Roman characters. 

De Compositione c. i. 7, 8, 9, 34, 184 
c. iL 9, 10, 40, 41, 42, 185, 204 
c. i i i . 10, 46, 207 
c. îv. 3, 4, 11, 12, 39, 42, 169 
c. v. 13, 192 
c. v i . 13 
c. v i i . 13, 197 
c. v i i i . 13, 207 
c. ix. 13 
c. x. 13 
c. x i . 13, 14, 193 
c. x i i . 15, 46, 194 
c. xiv. 15, 42 
c. xv. 17, 46 
c. xvi . 17, 40, 41, 42, 205 
c. xvi i . 16, 17, 197 
c. xvi i i . 16, 28, 45, 189 
c. xix. 42, 184 
c. xx. 2, 18, 46 
c. xxi . 18 
c. xx i i . 18, 42, 176, 181, 186, 201, 

205 
c. xxi i i . 18, 46, 196, 201 
c. xxiv. 19, 46, 184 
c. xxv. 18, 19, 23, 40, 46, 169, 

207 
c. xxvi. 18, 19, 46, 194 

De Antiquis Oratoribus, Proetn. c. 1. 44 
c. i i . 44 
c. ii i. 35 
c. iv. 7, 19, 39 

De Lysia 
c. i i . 21 
c. i i i . 195 
c. v i . 42, 201, 205 
c. v i i . 21, 190 
c. v i i i . 21, 185, 194 

R. 

c. ix. 21 
c. x i . 21 
c. x i i . 5, 24, 166, 192 
c. x i i i . 21, 205 
c. xiv. 5, 24, 42, 200 
c. xv. 201 
c. xix. 202 
c. xx. 39 
c. xxiv. 194 

De Isocrate c. i. 184 
c. i i . 21, 169, 185, 205 
c. i i i . 42, 187 
c. iv. 21, 42 
c. v. 184 
c. v i i . 21 
c. x i . 47, 195 
c. x i i . 21, 41, 42, 195 
c. x i i i . 40 
c. xv. 184 
c. xv i i i . 168 

De Isaeo c. i. 40 
c. i i . 5, 24 
c. v i . 42 
c. v i i . 194 
c. xiv. 43 
c. xvi . 22, 192 
c. xv i i i . 22, 41, 184 
c. xix. 41, 168, 200 
c. xx. 7, 22, 41, 168, 184, 194 

De Hypende 20, 22 
De Aeschitu 20, 22 
De adm. vi die. in Demosthene c. i. 

48, 189 
c. i i . 22, 184, 187, 193 
c. i i i . 41 , 42 
c. iv. 187, 189 
c. v. 27, 28, 40, 42, 169 
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c. vi. 27, 28, 169 
c. vii. 169 
c. viii. 23, 168, 186, 191, 196, 201 
c. x. 183 
c. xi. 193 
c. xiii. 42, 167, 189, 192 
c. xiv. 23 
c. xvi. 22 
c. xviii. 22, 189, 205 
c. xix. 205 
c. xx. 22 
c. xxii. 23, 24 
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c. xxiv. 42 
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c. xlv. 184 
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c. xlviii. 41, 42, 186 
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c. lvii. 167 
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Lib. 11. c. iii . 173, 174 

c. v. 22 

De Dinarcho c. i. 6, 22, 39, 42, 161 
c. i i . 42, 195 
c. vi. 22, 192 
c. vii. 22, 191, 192 
c. viii. 29 
c. ix. 161 
c. xi. 42 
c. xii. 42 
c. xiii. 5, 25 

De Thucydide c. 1. 5, 33, 205 
c. ii. 7, 48, 168 
c. iv. 48 
c. v. 41, 192 
c vi. 32, 33 
c. vii. 33 
c. viii. 33 
c. ix. 33 
c. xiii. 33 
c. xvi. 171 
c. xvni. 33 
c. xx. 33 
c. xxi. 32 
c. xxii. 195 
c. xxiii. 172, 188 
c. xxiv. 30 
c. xxv. 29, 32, 175 
c. xxvi. 32 
c. xxvii. 32 
c. xxix. 32, 182 
c. xxx. 183 
c. xxxi. 194. 
c. xxxiv. 188, 195 
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c. 1. 47, 184, 185 
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BY THE SAME EDITOR. 

Longinus on the Sublime. The Greek Text edited after the 
Paris Manuscript, wi th Introduction, Translation, Two Facsimiles, and Four 
Appendices (Textual, Linguistic, Literary, and Bibliographical). Cambridge 
University Press, 1899, Demy 8vo. gs. 

Extracts from Reviews. 
1 Der Verfasser hat sich durch mehrere Abhandlungen liber das goldene 

Buchlein vom Erhabenen, die auch in dieser Wochenschrift (1898) besprochen 
worden sind, als trefflichen Kenner der Schrift und ihrer Eigenttimlichkeiten 
eingefuhrt Die Lesarten des massgebenden Parisinus 2036 sind so getreu als 
moglich wiedergegeben, dazu auch zehn geringere Hss zurate gezogen und zwei 
Faksimiles der ersteren Hs beigefugt, sodass fiir den Kri t iker schon wegen dieses 
Umstandes die englische Ausgabe neben jener Vahlens unentbehrlich sein wird . .. 
Dem kritischen Anhang uberlegen ist die Erklarung sprachlicher Ausdriicke 
die eine feine Beobachtungsgabe verrat. Reichhaltige Indices, darunter ein 
wertvoller Index Graecitatis, machen den Schluss des sehr schbn ausgestatteten 
Buches.'—Dr C. H A M M E R (editor of Khetores Graeci) in the Berliner Philologische 
Wochenschrift. 

1 Der neue Herausgeber, Roberts, hat schon mehrere auf die Schrift bezugliche 
Arbeiten veroffentlicht, namentlich eine Studie uber Cacihus von Calacte und eine 
solche uber den Verfasser der Schrift vom Erhabenen.. .Der Herausgeber giebt 
in den Anmerkungen genaue Rechenschaft uber die Lesarten der Handschrift 
P 2036 und bespricht einzelne Stellen in einem textcritischen Anhang. Die 
Textbehandlung 1st eine besonnene. ..Eine reichhaltige Bibliographic, Indices, 
eine umfassende Einleitung und eine den Text begleitende englische Uebersetzung 
erhohen den Wert dieser sorgfaltigen Ausgabe.'—Professor E. S C H U R E R in the 
Theologische Literaturzeitung. 

'Cette edition, due a un professeur qui s'est deja beaucoup occupe du Ilepi 
T^OUJ, est une vraie mine de renseignements sur ce traite. M . Roberts ne s'est 
pas contents d'en publier le texte avec une traduction ; il n'a neglige aucun point 
qui puisse en eclaircir la lecture et Pinterpretation....Cette edition sera utile non 
seulement en Angleterre, mais aussi dans les autres pays.'—Professor M A U R Y in 
the Revue critique d'histoire et de literature. 

' Nel complesso si pu6 e si deve dire che il lavoro del Roberts fa onore a l l ' 
editore non solo ma alia filologia inglese Non abbiamo soltanto un' edizione 
mentona, ma una serie di buoni studi, sull' autore edito, non sohti a trovarsi nelle 
edizioni.'—Professor C. O. Z U R E T T I in the Bollettino di Filologia Classica. 

* This book deserves a place in every classical library, both on account of the 
merits of the author and the excellence of the editing....The whole is good from 
end to end; the specialist and the general reader w i l l alike find much that is 
of extraordinary interest....What Gibbon had to master by hard work, what 
stimulated that fine scholar, Charles James Fox, to pursue his study of Greek 
as a boy at Eton by the "intense pleasure" (p. 259) which he derived from it,, 
is now made easy for all by the labour and ability of Professor Roberts. No man, 
for the future, can claim to be a critic, a scholar, or even a respectable classical 
student who does not know Longinus. His merit is too great to be obscured by 
temporary vicissitudes of taste, and his reputation wi l l beyond doubt revive.'— 
Mr T. E. P A G E in the Bookman. 

'Though not free from flaws, the book is a valuable addition to English 
Classical literature, and deserves a place on the shelves of all scholars and 
humanists. They wi l l find in it delight and stimulus. The volume is a fragment 
of a larger literary schema which has our heartiest sympathy, and for the execution 
of which Prof. Rhys Roberts shows himself highly qualified.'—Dr G. H . R E N D A L L 
in the Classical Review. 



EXTRACTS FROM REVIEWS-continued. 

' W i t h the single exception of Aristotle's 'Poetics,' the 'Treatise on the 
Sublime' has probably had more influence on criticism, both directly and indirectly, 
than any work in the world This edition w i l l , we hope, become a text-book 
at the universities Dr Roberts's translation—and we speak after careful 
inspection of the versions of his predecessors, who are eleven in number—is 
incomparably the best which has appeared in English His Prolegomena are 
full of interest and value.'—Quarterly Review. 

* In the introduction we find a full and judicious discussion of the vexed 
question of authorship Prof. Roberts's translation, also, is well done, being 
lucid as well as l i teral ; and those who sympathize wirh Gibbon's complaint that 
" the Greek is, from the figurative style and bold metaphors, extremely difficult" 
w i l l not fail to appreciate the present version The linguistic appendix contains 
some interesting details on the affinities of 'The Sublime' with Plato, Plutarch, 
and Philo, as well as a most useful glossary of rhetorical terms.'—Athenaum. 

* Two generations have passed since the last English edition of Longinus 
appeared. Considering the merits of the book, and the almost idolatrous l^verence 
shown to it during the seventeenth century, it is strange indeed that it should 
have fallen into the shade; and English scholars owe Mr Roberts a sincere 
gratitude for editing it again. A good deal of work has been spent on it by 
continental scholars in the last few years, and Mr Roberts has made use of this; 
but he has advanced a step further. Text, notes, and translation are his o w n ; 
and in critical questions he shows a sober judgment which some foreign scholars 
would do well to imitate.'—Literature. 

* This monumental edition of the famous treatise Ucpl "T^ous must surely go 
far to neutralize the 'recent neglect' of which Mr Roberts speaks m his introduction. 
For, apart from the inherent charm of the treatise itself—a charm which has made 
itself felt at all times and in all countries-—we here have it embellished with all 
that the scholarship and taste of Mr Roberts can do for it in the way of appreciation 
and explanation. Greek scholar and English man of letters w i l l alike welcome a 
great addition to their shelves.'—Journal of Education. 

' This edition is in the first place a preliminary study for a ' History of Greek 
Literary Crit icism' which Professor Rhys Roberts has for some years been 
preparing. But, apart from this, it is in itself a fine specimen of modern scientific 
scholarship Along with Professor Conway's Italic Dialects•, it gives welcome 
proof that the establishment of professorships in the new university colleges is one 
of the most effective forms of the endowment of research.'—Manchester Guardian. 

1 It is no small credit to the translator that he has for the first time put into the 
hands of English readers a really adequate version of an author, who though, like 
Theocritus, born out of due time has yet been proclaimed a classic by the sure 
sentence of the whole world.'—Saturday Review. 

' Oxford, which seems to have done most since 1636 for Longinus, would do 
well to prescribe the De Sublimitate for its school of English literature, and for 
the purpose a more complete, judicious, sympathetic, and scholarly edition than 
the one before us could hardly be desired. *—Speaker. 

* The present edition is not only far more complete than its English predecessors, 
but also skilfully planned to serve either the scholar or the literary reader The 
textual and linguistic appendices are by no means the least valuable parts of this 
excellent edition.'—Guardian. 

' We are, on every ground, most grateful to Professor Roberts for his extremely 
interesting and scholarly edition of this remarkable treatise We have nothing 
but praise for the work, which is as good as can be, and ought to prove a source 
of enlightenment, as well as interest, to that large majority of classical students 
to whom Longinus has hitherto been lit t le more than a name.'—Churchman. 



EXTRACTS FROM REVIEWS—continued. 

' Professor Roberts' previous work on the Ancient Boeotians won him much 
credit in America and on the Continent of Europe as well as at home. This new' 
effort w i l l add to his reputation I t bears witness to the extent and thoroughness 
of the writer's studies, his trained judgment, and his capacity for historical 
investigation and literary interpretation The chapters on the authorship of the 
work and its contents and character are models of clear, cautious and convincing 
discussion.'—Critical Review, 

* A translation of some kind is absolutely necessary for ordinary readers from 
the extreme difficulty of the language; and that of Professor Roberts is faithful 
and very often vivid Much is to be learnt from his introduction and appendices, 
especially from the extremely interesting glossary of rhetorical terms An 
admirable work of scholarship.'—Cambridge Review. 

* Professor Roberts' book is a model of scholarship and completeness.'— 
Scotsman. 

i An edition on the highest level of scholarship of one of the most remarkable 
books yf the ancient world.'—Glasgow Herald. 

411 faut louer presque sans reserve la traduction, tres exacte et d'une allure 
tres aisee, ce qui, dans l'espece, constitue presque un tour de force, tant la phrase 
<lu Pseudo-Longin est comphquee et pimentee.'—Revue des £tudes grecques. 

4 L'edition eL la traduction du Traite' du Sublime^ attribue' a Longin, que 
Monsieur Roberts donne au public savant et lettre, sont excellentes M. Roberts 
n'a nen neglige pour rendre facile la lecture de ce texte aussi obscur qu'inte>essant.' 
—Bulletin Critique. 

i Cette edition se recommande par la correction du texte, la fidelity et l'&egance 
de la traduction, et par l'erudition deployee dans une foule de questions qui 
touchent a la grammaire et a la l i terature Le vocabulaire surtout est I'objet 
d'un examen dclicat Cet ouvrage, plein de science, de gout et de critique, 
sera une utile preparation pour tous ceux qui voudront aborder l'etude du traite 
Sur le Sublime.'—V Umversiti Cathohque. 

ALSO PUBLISHED BY THE CAMBRIDGE 
UNIVERSITY PRESS. 

The Ancient Boeotians: their Character and Culture, and 
their Reputation. By W. R H Y S ROBERTS, M . A . W i t h a Map, a Table 
of Dates, and a List of Authorities. 1895. Demy 8vo. 5*. 

Chapters on the Aims and Practice of Teaching. Edited 
by F R E D E R I C SPENCER, M . A . , Phil . Doc. (Including a chapter on the 
Teaching of Greek by W. R H Y S ROBERTS, M . A . ) First edition, 1897; 
second edition, 1899. Crown 8vo. 6s. 

IN PREPARATION. 

Demetrius de Elocutione. Edited by W. RHYS ROBERTS, 
L i t t . D . To form a companion volume to 'Longinus on the Sublime' and 
' Dionysius of Halicarnassus: the Three Literary 
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