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ABSTRACT

The Epicureans were notorious in antiquity for denigrating most forms of civic participation
and for rejecting those cultural activities, such as poetry, music, and rhetoric, which are
broadly labelled paideia. In this, as in all else, they ostensibly took their cue from Epicurus
and the other original Founders of the School. In the light of this, Philodemus, who lived and
worked in Italy in the first century B.C., presents an interesting case, since a large portion of -
his work is occupied with investigations into these subjects and with demonstrating how an
orthodox Epicurean is to approach them. '

This thesis attempts to elucidate Philodemus’ approach to one aspect of paideia, that of
rhetoric as treated in the first two books of his On Rhetoric, and to account for this approach
within the broader tradition of Epicurean thinking on this discipline. As a preliminary to the
investigation of this topic a complete English translation is provided of the most recent
edition of the text (Longo Auricchio [1977]). The subsequent study takes the form of a series

“of three essays which seek to clarify Philodemus’ conception of the problem and, through a
close reading, to provide an exegetical commentary on the most important features of
Philodemus’ approach, especially the way he manages citations from the works of the
Founders of Epicureanism in support of his own views. Careful analysis of Philodemus’
choice and explication of citations from the works of the Founders indicates that, though his
interpretation might stretch the evidence, it is not for that reason unorthodox. The final essay
investigates the basis for Philodemus’ rejection of rhetoric as an art of persuasion and locates
it firmly within orthodox Epicurean doctrines on the physics of sound and the mechanics of
hearing in human beings. ’
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PREFACE

The format of this doctoral thesis is perhaps a little unusual and therefore might require some
explanation. It seemed to me that a full English translation of Philodemus’ On Rhetoric
would be a worthwhile enterprise, particularly since Hubbell's 1920 translation was based on
Sudhaus’ text (which is already obsolete for certain sections bf the work). However, since
new editions of certain books of thet treatise are still being prepared, and since Longo
Auricchio has already produced a good text of the first two Books of the wqu, I decided to
restrict my translation and exegesis to those books. Given the lacunose nature of this text and
uncertainties as to the total extent and plan of the On Rhetoric, 1 have avoided setting forth a
continuous argument but have opted instead for a ioosér sequence of exegetical essays. Thc
first chapter is devoted to an introduction to Epicurean attitudes and approaches to the issues
implicit in paideia, art, and rhetoric and seeks to contextualise Philodemus’ position withih
this tradition. The second chapter contains my translation of Longo Auricchio’s edition
(1977) of books 1 and 2 of On Rhetoric. 1 shall have to assume that any reader of this thesis
has access to Longo Auricchio’s edition. I have sometimes adopted changes to the text which
Longo Auricchio made in subsequent publications and those which have emerged from
Blank’s published and unpublished work on these books. Prof. Blank has kindl& allowed me
~ access to drafts of his new text for columns II to VII of PHerc. 1427 and for columns Il to IV
of PHerc. 1674. Then there are three essays (chapters 3 to 5) which constitute an exegetical
commentary on the text and generally follow the sequence of topics discovered in
Philodemus: (i) a critical survey of arguments (chapter 3), (ii) a clarification of the meaning
of the term téyvn (chapter 4), (ii1) Epicgrean textual authority for Philodemus’ interpretation

of the orthodox position on the issue (chapter 5). In the sixth and final chapter I offer one
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outcome until the issue has been systematically researched at some ‘length, g &v 10ig &&fig
bmopvhocopev. The use of the verb &mogpaivovton is also significant because it implies that
the Founders' views are explicit,®0 and permits Philbdemus to accuse the dissidents of
incompetence in their reading of the canonical texts. Whether the views of the Founders are

as clear as Philodemus claims they are is debatable.

The first two books of Philodemus' On Rhetoric address the issue of whether rhetoric is an art
or not. The question is a very old one and I shall reserve fuller discussion of it for chapters
three and four. But a brief synopsis will be useful here. Philodemus attempts to demonstrate
that rhetoric is indeed an art but only epideictic rhetoric or panegyric, what Philodemus
prefers to call ‘sophistic’. Philodemus proceeds as though hé were restating the views of the
Founders of the School and a substantial portion of his treatise is occupied with quotation,
paraphrase, and exegesis of the texts of the founders which he claims discuss this question or
shéd light on ‘it. In severay;l respects Philodemus’ work would appear to be directed at an
Epicurean audience despite the evidence that it was dedicated to a Roman addressee®! (hence

the reference to parricides$? at the end of thé first book) and the author presents himself as a

champion of orthodoxy. Philodemus also seems to offer some contributions of his own as a

80 A helpful parallel for the force of this verb is provided by its occurrence in the second part of
Philodemus’ De pier. part 2 PHerc. 1428 Henrichs (1974) tobg Sjalppidinv d1 ode eifoliv (sc. 8eoil)
anopumvopévovg, "those who declare openly that the gods do not exist”; it commonly denotes the
exposition of philosophical views and has overtones of clarity and frankness. See Obbink (1996), 304,

81 The two need not be mutually exclusive, especially since Dorandi’s (1996), 41-42 re-examination of
the papyrus of Book 4 has led to the discovery that the text (PHerc. 1007 col. XLIla 4 ff. =1, 222
Sudh.) does not read & Tdue mai (as previously thought) bt & T'éne Ibvoe, an altogether more
helpful identification since Caius Vibius Pansa Caetronianus was both sympathetic to Epicureanism
(see Castner (1991), 80) and was interested in rhetoric (see testimonies assembled by Dorandi art. cit.,
42 n. 8) The dedicatee, if that is what he is, is only mentioned in Book 4, where Philodemus moves to
more concrete material, it is not impossible that only that part which is considered practically
serviceable is so dedicated, and it is not unknown for a portion of a work to be dedicated to one party.
Jensen held the view that Philodemus’ works were intended for a Roman audience and Roman pupils,
{see Gigante (1990), 20). The intended audience remains uncertain, but Blank’s suggestion that the
work looks as if it is attemapting to dispel the confusions of students of Epicureanism is quite attractive,

82 The metaphor in this instance may well be connected with the notion of the yviiciog ExixoOpeiog
preserved by Diog. Laert. 10.26. But it is certainly more widespread as the Lucretius passage referred
to above shows (fu pater es, rerum inventor, fu patria nobis | suppeditas praecepta 3.9-10).



CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

1. The Epicureahs and paideia

The Epicureans were notorious in antiquity for denigrating or rejecting most forms of civic
participation.! They also witheld approval for the cultural disciplines and activities which
most other Greeks held in high esteem, both for their formative properties and for their
potential to enrich the quality of a person's life. Paideia in its vadoué manifestations — in
particular, poetry, rhetoric, and music? — was not only an educational process or a means to
validating citizenship through familiarity with accej)ted frames of historical, cultural and
ideological reference, it could even be regarded as something which contributed to a person's

right to define himself as Greek.3

Of course the Epicureans were certainly not the first philosophers to examine the received
value of these activities critically. The history of Greek philosophy and education reveals that
there invariably existed an uneasy relationship between forms of contemporary paideia and
propoﬁents of an alternative knowledge. The Presocratics scrutinised those practices and
disciplines which they identified as responsible for the construction of a citizen's belief-

sjzstem.“ Plato was particularly merciless in his examination and evaluation of all components

! An attitude encapsulated in the injunction AG8e Prboag fr. 551 Us.; cf. also KA VII, fir. 548, 554 Us.,
Cic. Arr. 14.20.

2 I am of course, defining paideia in very general terms, and do not wish 1o debate an issue raised by
Russell (1989), 219 as to0 whether rhetoric was considered part of the cycle of general studies in the
Hellenistic period. In any case, Philodemus certainly gives the impression that rhetoric could be
viewed as part of one’s general education, <f. esp. Rh, 2 PHerc. 1674 col. XVL2-11 (Longo, 75)
where it is included among GV kowvdv kol keddv slvon Soxobviov padnudtov.

3 Cf. Isocrates xoi p@idov "EAdnvag wokeloBor tobg tfig nondebosmg tiic fuetépog f vode e
wowfic pboswne peréyoveag, Paneg. 50. See also Wallace-Hadrill’s succinct remarks on paideia as a
cultural and social phenomenon (1988), 226.

4 Philosophers initially focused on the erroneous beliefs transmitted in poetry, especially Homer and
Hesiod. Some of the earliest and most unambiguous statements to this effect are to be found in the
fragments of Xenophanes (frr. 10-16 DK). The practice persists in post-Socratic philosophy: criticism
of traditional paideia, or even rejection of it, is also associated with Diogenes the founder of the Cynic
movement (cf. Arist. Metaph. 1043b 24 ol "AvnioBéveior xal ol obtwg draiSevror, and Long
{1986), 7). Since philosophers were seeking to compete with more traditional systems of education, or




of culture and education; his remedy was a blend of rejection and reform. Plato, like many
before and after him, was preoccupied with the ‘truth-value’ of such activities and their
ability to mislead the ordinary citizen in the search for knowledge and to impede his
coniempiation of the truth. Notwithstanding this, Plato was prepared to engage with paideia
in an attempt to discover a solution to its less satisfaétory aspects. The Republic, for instance,
provides a useful illustration of his effort to select and preserve those elements of traditional
paideia which were unobjectionable or even servicéable to his goals. Aristotle, on the other
hand, stands out for his willingness to confront paideia on its own terms and to integrate ﬁe

examination of it into the broader study of the human being and society.

The post-Aristotelian schools tended either to come to terms with paideia and accommodate
it within their philosophical system (like the Stoics and Peripatetics) or to reject it (like the
Epicureans and Skeptics). As far as we can tell, Epicurus’ dismissal of éaideia was founded
on several basic considerations:

e it was not deemed a necessary prerequisite for the pursuit of philosophy

e there was a risk that the pursuit of paideia would become an end in itself and

divert the attention of the aspirant philosopher from his quest for ataraxia

e it was the source of several misguided opinions which inevitably led the

philosopher into error and thereby into discomfort

e it might draw the philosopher to participate in assorted cultural and civic activities
(though participation in civic and private cult was not necessarily precluded, as

Philodemus’ De pietate indicates)®

to disentangle their adherents from a web of misconception, their reservations on the content of paideia
are ynsurprising.

5 Part 1 coll. 26-35, lines 730-1002 (Obbink). Among Epicurus’ injunctions Diogenes Laertius includes,
HBAAGY Te ebppavBficecton tdv &Alev év toig Bewpiong (10.120). It is not surprising, then, that
cult hymns were generally approved by Epicurus, while most other forms of poetry associated with




While the earlier Epicureans emphasised the'imp_ortance of physiologia, they treated most
other arts and sciences rather disparagingly.¢ The Epicurean indifference or even hostility to
the very arts and sciences which most Greeks valued and trusted became a commonplace.’
Interestingly, closer inspection reveals that many of our sources for this attitude are not the
Epicureans themselves but outsiders, most of whom were in fact hostile to Epicureanism.®
The polemical context in which authors like Cicero, Quintilian, Plutarch, and Sextus
Empiricus mention this Epicurean attitude suggest that it was a useful generalisation which
could be used to exclude the Epicureans from serious consideration: "they reject all culture,
so we need not waste time in refuting their views in detail." Yet it remains true that
indications of reserve or hostility are discernible in Epicurus' own writings, which opponents
of Epicureanism sought to exploit in order to confirm, or perhaps exaggerate, the school's
rejection of the arts of civilised life. A favourite seems to have been a remark made by '

Epicurus in a lost letter to Pythocles:

nondeiav 8¢ ndoav, pokdpie, pedye Taxdtiov dpapuevog (Diog. Laert. 10.6)

religion were rejected, see Obbink's comments on De piet. part 1 col. 27 lines 768-70 (1996), 407 and
col. 34 line 986 (1996), 454-455.

6 E.g. Ep. Hder. 78, KA 12 and cf. Angeli (1984), 552. As always, investigations into the natural world
were subordinate to an ethical goal and were designed to free the human mind from superstitious terror
{cf. KA 11 and see Wasserstein (1978), 484, 493-94).

7 Cicero, who rehearses what Gigante (1990), 38 describes as "la stanca accusa tradizionale &' incultura e
rozzezza a Epicuro”, exemplifies this; cf. Cic. Fin. 1.26. In Cic. Div. 1.5 Epicurus stands alone - with
Xenophanes - in denying the validity of divination. Rhetoric was no exception: in De or. 3.63 Cicero
singles out Epicureanism as a philosophy which is completely unsuitable for an aspiring orator,
delicate nos avocat (sc. ea philosophia) a rostris, a iudiciis, a curia, cf. also Quint. Insr. 2.17.15 nam
de Epicuro, gui disciplinas omnes fugit, nihil miror (guod contra rhetoricam scripsit}, and 12.2.24.

8 Timon called Epicurus &vayoyétovog {woévrtev (Diog. Laert. 10.3). Bames makes an apposite
remark: "Epicurean theories were always traduced by their opponents, who, ignoring the subtle and
sophisticated reality, represented Epicureanism in terms of rude and risible slogans: ‘All perceptions
are true’, “The only good thing is pleasure’ - ‘Words mean things’™ (EGR I (1996}, 202). It must be
admitted, however, that the Epicureans were partly responsible for this reaction; Epicurus’ epitomised
tracts almost seem 1o take delight in provocative statements.




The fragment appears in the section which Diogenes devotes to quotations from Epicurus’
own works which detractors used against him. Its location might therefore raise the suspicion
that it has been taken out of context.® The phrasing of this sentence — soméwhat pompous
and elevated — gives the impression that Epicurus is being jo}vial10 and is possibly warning

Pythocles to avoid the misleading opinions which one finds in normal education.!!

Another epistolary fragment which is often taken to exemplify Epicurus’ dismissal of the
value of paideia is preserved by Athenaeus and Plutarch,!? and is presented in the following
form by Usener (fr. 117),

poxapilo o, @ "AmeArdi, 61 xabopodg maong moudeiog!® émi gulocogpiov
dppncog

Like the Pythocles fragment, this too seems to have become a hackneyed sentence. It is found
in two authors, and one of them — Athe;naeus — does not preserve the name of the
. addressee, which probébly indicates that he was unaware of the original context.!4¢ The
remark is couched in metaphorical language: the student is likened to a prospective initiate
who has satisfied the requirements of purification which will facilitate his entry into the
mysteries. Both Athenaeus and Plutarch recognised the allusion. One can only speculate as to

the purpose of this strategy in this particular letter, but one can imagine that if Apelles

9 Its repeated use by other authors unsympathetic to Epicurus (Plutarch and Quintilian in fr. 163 Us.)
indicates that it was part of an established anti-Epicurean armoury.

10 Bailey (1926), 395 calls this "a playful extract”, and this interpretation is strengthened by the
staternent's affinity with Circe's advice to Odysseus to steer clear of the Sirens in book 12 of the
Odyssey (cf, Ronconi (1972), 64 and Cabisius (1979), 245). In addition, I detect a possible subversion
of the practise of using quotes from poetry in education.

1 One thinks particularly of the vanities associated with the myths which formed the subject-matter of
most traditional Greek poetry which might lead to irvational opinions and fears, e.g. Ep. Hds. 81 and
reports in other authors, Heraclitus Quaest. Hom. 4.2 = frr, 228.29 Us., Sext. Emp. Math. 1.296-99.
See Gale (1994), 14-15.

12 Ath. 13.588a and Plut. Contra Epicuri beatitudinem 12 1094d.

13 Schweighiiuser’s emendation (aiticg MSS) must surely reflect the meaning of the original (even if it is
not palacographically convincing as Smith (1978), 331 n. 10 points out) since it is presupposed by the
exegesis of Athenaeus (fyxvkAiov moundeiwg d&pudnrog @v) and Plutarch (dv pobdnudrov
&mooybuevog).

14 Although Plutarch preserves the name, 'AneAAfiv 8¢ tivar . . ., his words make it clear that he did not



harboured feelings of inadequacy because of a poor (or non-existent) education, it might have
served to reassure him that instead of being an unsuitable disciple he was in fact a perfect
candidate, since his mind was not cluttered by the misconceptions which traditional education
implanted. The exaggerated praise (paxapigm ot) and the initiation metaphor suggest that
Epicurus is anticipating (or answering) and nullifying protestations of inadequacy on the part

of the addressee. 15

It should alsq be remembered that Epicurus is himself reported to have used the terms
apobng and anaidevtog of Pyrrho.!6 So we sﬁould pausé before we take Iiterélly a term
which was widely applied to one's opponents in order to label them idiots. We should not, 1
think, assume that the Founders themselves were at all ignorant of Greek paideia. 'I;hey
would, after all, have received a traditional education in their youth!? and there is no evidence
that later Epicureans organised an alternative educational system for youngsters.!® On the
other hand, there is some evidence from the writings of later Epicureans that members of the
school even had a certain respect for the basic cultural and literary skills which were

inculcated through traditional education:

know who the individual was.

15 If the opening sentence of the Epistula ad Menoeceum is to be taken at its face value pfite véog g v
perréte @rAocopeElY, pite Yépov dréprov Komdbto priocsopdyv, then Epicurus welcomed both the
young (whose education might not have been complete) and the old (who might have received a full
education). Even slaves like Mys were admitted to Epicurus’ circle (Diog. Laert. 10.3 and 10). See
Bailey (1928), 233-34 for Epicurus’ desire that his doctrines be accessible to "the average man”, and
Pesce (1988), 22, '

16 Diog. Laert. 10.8. But Sedley (1976), 137, after due consideration of what Epicurus would have found
attractive in Pyrrho's conduct, thinks that by using these terms Epicurus intended rather to praise
Pyrrho as untainted by any learning or paideia. Laks (1976), 59 and Gigante (1981), 41 disagree.
Sedley’s suggestion is tempting, but I suspect these labels were rather general terms of abuse; we catch
snatches of the same sort of abuse in a different context, quoted in the work of a later Epicurean,
"Gyplyluotor -~ ool vl 6 ’Eﬁifxo-tufp]og - Gviggolror" xal dypoixovg] eoneiv /
“Efplpoapyolcl, Philod. RA. 2 PHerc. 1672 col. XXXV .21-24 (Longo, 265).

17 Uncomplimentary sources assert that Epicurus’ own father was a school teacher and that Epicurus
himself followed that profession for a time, Diog, Laert. 10.2-3.
18 See Frischer who argues that, in the absence of firm evidence, it is more likely that the Epicureans sent

their children to ordinary schools; a standard education may even have comstituted a prerequisite for
conversion: "one can only escape from a prison in which one has been incarcerated” (1982), 64. Yet
Longo Auricchio (1988), 32 n. 41 draws attention to evidence from Epicurus’ will that the sons of
Metrodorus and Polyaenus were studying within the school (Diog. Laert. 10.19).
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PHerc. 1005 Philodemus To the [Friends of the School] col. XVI1.1-18, Angeli
(1988), p.181

Those who have acquired an education which suits Greeks and not [Persians] can understand the
books, and having undergone a training in traditional studies teach also how to discover the affairs of
those who have made an occupation of obscurity or at least things of the same class, if nothing else,
having studied philosophy from childhood to old age and having composed a great many treatises of
this kind in great detail. While those who were enslaved by manual labour, or the uneducated, who did
not learn even to read and write . . .

Admittedly, this respect usually seems to emerge in polemical contexts where the literacy of
opponents, and therefore their reliability, is called into question. It is therefore a highly
selective posture and can by no means be taken as an unambiguous doctrinal position.

Nonetheless, it is a posture that was available to Epicureans.

Despite what I have said above, it would of course be foolish to try to claim that the
Epicureans were in fact in favom of paideia and that all ancient evidence to the contrary is
unjustified slander. In fact, it would be inore suprising if Ebicums had not questioned the
value of paideia, just as the Presocratics and the great intellectual figures of the fourth

century had before him. The Epicureans were certainly critical of traditional education, not



only because of its content, but because of the assumptions which lay at the foundation of
most, if not all, arts and sciences.!® If traditional paideia were not seen to be flawed, there
would, after all, be no need for philosophy. Unfortunately, the remnants of Epicurus’ works
and those of his colleagues do not permit us to ascertain how often literary texts were cited or
cross-examined in the philosophical process.zo It is, however, abundantly clear that
Philodemus and other later Epicureans used and alluded to such texts, and that they expected

their audience to be familiar with them.

2. The writings of the founders

Another aspect of the Epicurean school ‘upon which oufsiders remarked was the united front
which its followers presented on matters of doctrine,?! whereas the doxographical tradition on
the Stoics, Academics, and Peripatetics records and tolerates considerable variety in views,
even if direct contradiction is generally avoided.?? There is some slight evidence that not all
Epicureans agreed with each other: Diogenes Laertius (10.26) provides a list of famous
Epicureans,

Zhvov @ 6 Z1ddviog dxpoartng "Anodloddpov, ToAvyphpog AvAp: Kol
Anpntpiog 6 EmixAndeig Adxov, Aroyévng 6 6 Topoeig 6 g Emiéxrong
OyOoAlG oVUYYPAYag, kol Qpiav xai dilol olg ol yvhcior ‘Emikxoipelot
oopiotag droxadoBorv

which suggests that some Epicureans considered themselves genuine or orthodox (yvAoiol)

19 I should state clearly that I do not follow Giancotti's thesis (1978) that Epicurus' hostility to poeiry was
confined to the mythological content of poetry, but I do believe that his point about the hostile source
of so much of our information is a valid one and that this fact should encourage us to exercise caution
before we make sweeping generalisations of the kind found in Bartalucci (1972), 51-52. Gale's
assessment of the controversy is sensible (1994), 15-16.

20 Despite Diogenes’ claim that Epicurus’ works did not contain a single citation from other authors
{véypunton 82 papropov EiwBev dv abroic obdév, &AL adrod siow Emixodpov goval),
allusions to, and even a citation from, Greek poetry are found in the surviving fragments of Epicurus,
Diog. Laert. 10.137 (= fr. 66 Us.), though modern scholars disagree as to their significance, see
Ronconi (1972), 70-72.

21 Atticus is portrayed as acknowledging unswerving loyalty Cic. Fin. 5.3, and can only entertain un-
Epicurean notions when no fellow Epicureans are present (Cic. Leg. 1.7); see Erler (1992), 175 and
references at n. 20, Canfora (1993), 269. Occasionally, a divergence of opinion within the school is
recorded, e.g. Cic. Fin. 1.31.

22 As Blumenthal (1978), 141 has observed in the case of the Academy and the Peripatos, ". . . opposition
on one or more specific points does not entail general disagreernent.”
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and others outsiders (cogiotai).?

Still, the peculiar unity of the Epicurean school, as it is represented in the tradition, is difficult
to explain s_atisfactorily when one considers that they were subject to most of the same
influences and pressures as members of other schools: the need to secure their prosperity
‘within the Hellenistic kingdotﬁs and, ultimately, a profitable relationship with Roman
patrons,?* their geographical dispersion, and, I think very important although it is rarely
raised, perhaps because it is so unquantifiable, the understandable desire of highly intelligent
individuals to leave their personal mark on the direction of the School.?5 | Why should
personality have made such an impact within the Academy and Stoa but not, apparently, in

the Kepos?

One thing that did distinguish the Epicureans from all other Schools was their extreme
reverence for the writings of the founders, especially Epicurus.2¢ While it is true that the

Stoics honoured the writings of Zeno, and the Academy those of Plato, the Epicureans still

23 Hubbell (1920), 256 points out that it is not clear whether the antecedent of ol¢ includes all the names
on the list (Zeno, Demetrius, Diogenes and Orion) and &Ahor or just &Aloy; see Angeli-Colaizzo
(1979), 53 for interpretations favoured by various scholars. I am inclined to interpret ofg as refering
only to &AAo, since that is the only item which lacks a name or further specification; given the fact
that the targets of polemical attacks were often not named, the sopiorat Epicureans may even have
been anonymous in Diogenes Laertius’® source. The familial metaphor implicit in this designation is
paralieled in the label Philodemus gives Epicureans who deny that sophistic rhetoric is an aft, in
flagrant contradiction, he claims, to the writings of the Founders: oi wobtoig / &vriypéupovreg ob /
mévo 1L popdv 1fig / 1hv motpadowdv / xotobixng deeo/tixaow, RA. 1 PHerc. 1427 col. ViL.24-
29 (Longo, 21). On the subject of dissent within the school, see Longo Auricchio-Tepedino Guerra
(1981)

24 Crawford (1978), esp. 206-207 outlines the difficulties and advantages which changes in the balance of
power in the first century B.C. posed for Greek intellectuals. Swain (1996), 2-3 implies that
dependence on Roman patrons by Greeks of the second and first centuries B.C. and the consequent
migration of these people to Italy effectively marks this period off, culturally-speaking, both from the
earlier period and from what is termed the Second Sophistic.

25 And the Epicurean school enjoyed its share of strong personalities if Diogenes Laertius’ report that
Apollodorus was called & Knrovbpavvog (10.25) is to be trusted.

26 The Founders, termed ol &vdpeg or ol xa@nyepdveg by Philodemus, were Epicurus, Metrodorus,
Hermarchus, and Polyaenus. For an explanation of these and associated terms in Philodemus, see
Longo Auricchio (1978), 22-23,
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stand out for the canonic status they conferred on the works of their Founders.?” Epicurus
himself had endorsed this approach by training his own friends to commit his writings to
memory.?® In a sense, Epicurus’ doctrines were viewed as revelatory, a rending of the fog of
ignorance, fear, and superstition, as attested by the overwhelming gratitude which certain
adherénts. express towards the Founder and the institutionalised reverence for his memory
within the school.?® Advances in our understanding of how Epicurus developed his doctrines
now indicate that he did not dispose wisdom to all mankind in a single flash but in fact
wrestled with problems, debated them with his colleagues, and refined his philosophical
views.30 But this does not seem to have affected the general reception of his achievement by
later disciples. The works of the first Founders were a constant benchmark and point of
departure for all subsequent Epicureans: the unimpeachable authorit)}. Thus it was
inconceivable Vthat Epicurus could ever have been wrong and when later Epicureans were
confronted with doctrines which were becoming increasingly difficult to sustain they tended

to either reinterpret Epicurus’ words in such a way as to remove the problem or simply

27 While Erler (1992), 173 may be right to assert that philosophers of the first century B.C. identified less
with the institution of a specific school than with the founder of the school, the distinction does not
really hold for the Epicureans for whom Founder and school were inseparable. Sedley (1989a), 97-98
emphasises that the Stoics also regarded Zeno’s works as canonical but that the somewhat unsystematic
nature of his writings left a great deal of room for subsequent manoeuvre and debate; Plato’s writings
also permitted widely differing interpretations. Epicurus, on the other hand, constructed a highly
detailed system which almost stifled development. Yet I doubt whether some of Epicurus’
polemicising works presented doctrine which was immediately coherent. Perhaps the popularity of the
epitomised works contributed to later conformity.

28 Diog. Laert. 10.12, and it was to faciliate memorisation that Epicurus composed epitomised tracts such
as letters, the "Avogpovioeg (fr. 3 Us.), Zroiyeuboeg dodexa (fr. 56 Us.), MeydAn émvtopd (fir. 24-
26 Us.), and the Muxpé émitopn (fr. 27 Us.), of. the introduction to the Episiula ad Pythoclem (Diog.
Laert. 10.84); on the whole topic, see Clay (1983), 54-81. As Capasso points out (1988), 257-58 the
Epicureans developed an extraordinarily detailed historiographical - almost hagiographical - literature
of Epicurus and the Founders which included a substantial amount of biographical and anecdotal
material, all of which lent support to, and probably served as an additional exegetical tool for, the
doctrines of the treatises themselves.

29 The locus classicus is of course Lucretius’ magnificent apostrophe of Epicurus in DRN 3.1-30, but the
notion is expressed less effusively elsewhere e.g. by Torquatus in Cic. Fin. 1.14 and 32. Epicurus is
given almost oracular status in Athenaeus' epigram (Diog. Laert. 10.12). On the institutions of
veneration see Boyancé (1936), 322-27, Poland (1909), 64, 236 n. ***{, and Capasso (1982), 41-50,
111-115,

30 Certain extant portions of the lengthy De natura, for example, have been thought to resemble a *work
in progress’, or as Clay (1983), 19 put it "[i]t is an esoteric book in the sense that it was gradually
elaborated and written in and for a circle of close associates . . ."; for remarks on this and other aspects

-
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maintain a stubborn adherence to the doctrine, even in the face of available contradictory

evidence.3!

Thus, within the school, the works of the Founders formed the battle ground, and conflicts
on points of doctrine were frequently characterised, and decided, by debate on the
interpretation of these writings. Philodemus occasionally remarks that an Epicurean has gone
beyond the brief of the Founder when constructing an argument, or has not understood or
read Epicurus’ own explicit‘ views on an issue and has thus contradicted the Founder.3?
Consequently, the Epicureans do show some degree of disagreement, although it may have
been insufficiently conspicuous to be noticed by other Schools or by readérs of less esoteric
literature. This probably explains why the Epicureans are normally viewed as presenting a

united front.

Our evidence suggests that work on the texts of the Founders within the school was
systematic and well organised.?? As noted above, Epicurus himself had established the
tendency to cherish the works of the Founder through specific arrangements for the

bequeathing of his own library to his successor Hermarchus.34 In the Athenian Kepos, efforts

of that work, see also pp. 57-58. Yet in a more recent assessment. of the entire work, Sedley (1998),
104-109 argues that the stylistic features of Epicurus’ De natura show that it was a lecture course.

3 A classic example of how one of Epicurus’ more controversial doctrines gave later Epicureans a
headache is his assertion that love for one's children is not natural. Demetrius Lacon argued that we
should not interpret Epicurus as meaning that such love is unnatural and perverse but rather that it is
not inevitable or unavoidable, [&AX" o0 gloel dotiv % npdc & téxva otopyl] // éneibimep od
kornvay/xaouévog sttpyovoy ol / &vlporoy t& Exylolvae. v/ vép xoat dvlyreny yewvoud/vev
iBov 10 dxodowov nmo/paxoloddnua . . . PHerc. 1012 col. LXVIILI-6; for edition of relevant
passages and discussion, see Puglia (1988), 249-255. On the other hand, Bames provides a fine
analysis of Epicurean intransigence in the case of the doctrine of the size of the sun, where advances in
technical astronomy did not, apparently, alter the later Epicurean stance on this issue (1989), 38-41;
see also Romeo (1979).

3 In cases where Epicurus had not left explicit advice on a specific issue, later adherents were apparently
at liberty to take a position which Epicurus was likely to have approved, Cic. Fin. 2.58.

33 A facet of activity which the Epicureans shared with other schools, such as the Academy and the
Peripatos.

34 Diog. Laert. 10.21.
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had been made at an early stage to order and date individual works and letters, by the year of

the archon where possible.35

Following, perhaps, Epicurus’ own example, later Epicureans also compiled compendia and
epitomised versions of the writings and doctrines of the Founders}f’v Our evidence for this
type of exercise is incomplete, but we have sufficient testimonies for examples from the
second and first centuries B.C.: Philonides of Laodicea composed a summary of the letters of
the Founders,’” and Diogenes Laertius makes frequent use of the epitomising work of

Diogenes of Tarsus.38

Within this testimony there are hints that much of this compilation and summary §vas
intended for those who did not have the time or inclination to read all the original texts of the
Founders carefully. There is thus a distinct didactic, or at least introductory, purpose to the
exercise.3® It is quite likely that such summaries and epitomes eventually enjoyed a wider

circulation and readership than the originals on which they were based.4® They certainly

35 See Clay (1982), the series of extracts from Epicurus’ letters dated by archon in PHerc. 1005 fir. 111
and 114 (Angeli), in PHerc. 1418, e.g. coll. VIL4, X .8, XTV.11 (Militello), references in Philodemus
De piet. part 1 col. 28 lines 797-801, coll.29-30 lines 840-845 (Obbink), and a letter of Hermarchus in
Rh. 2 PHerc. 1674 col. XLIV.19-23 (Longo, 135).

36 The project would have been almost inevitable given the sheer number of texts produced by Eplcurus
(see Diog. Laert. 10.26) and his early associates.

37 Information preserved in PHerc. 1044 fr. 14.3-10

38 The extensive 'Enilextor oxodai (10.26, 97, 119, 136, and 138) and the 'Emitout tdv Emikotpov
181y (10.118). The list could be extended.

39 In her discussion of the phenomenon of epitomes within the Epicurean school Angeli identifies two

main objectives: to facilitate memorisation of details contained in the more extensive analytical works,
and to isolate the main points of Epicurean doctrine (1988), 38-42. Such texts were originally intended
both to instruct those who had not read the detailed treatises and to provide advanced followers with a
more complete grasp of the doctrine in its finished form.

40 I am confining my remarks here to the dissemination of Epicurus’ texts within Epicurean commumities,
but [ might add in passing that I do not believe that the evidence is sufficient to support Frischer’s
hypothesis (1982}, 50 that Epicurus’ works were inaccessible to the “general reading public” and that
this might have been a deliberate policy related to recruitment by passive means. Frischer admits that
Cicero’s remark in Tusc. 2.3.7-8 concerns the unapproachability of Epicurus’ style rather than the fact
that such texts were impossible to obtain, and his citation of Usener (1887), Ixiv for the paucity of
ancient festimonia for Epicurus’ writings is a little misleading: Usener writes "praeter sectatores et
Laertium festimonia de Epicuro magis locupletia et copiosa non sunt quam M. Tulli Ciceronis et
Plutarchi. et Plutarchi quidem plures fuerunt contra hanc philosophiam dissertationes”. Surely Usener



14

performed a convenient service for those content with a broad appraisal of the doctrines of the'
school, as is suggested by Diogenes Laertius’ focus on the Epicurean letters and his citations
from ﬂle works of Diogenes of Tarsus. This may ultimately have led to the gradual neglect of
the original writings by all but the most erudite of Epicurean adherents. Perhaps in the work
of the Epicureans of the second and first centuries B.C. we are seeing the first indications of

this process.

As Epicureanism was disseminated over a broader geographical area, new adherents and new-
centres were confronted with the problem of acquiring seminal texts for their own study and
~ teaching. Given the emphasis which Epicureans placed on the texts of their Founders, the
securing of reliable copies must have been an urgent enterprise. Not much is known about
how Epicurean schools outside Athens acquired their texts. The commercial book trade was
unlikely to provide much beyond the most populist works (perhaps epitomised treatises and‘
the more well-known letters).4! It is conceivable that Epicureans who enjoyed personal
influence at Hellenistic courts could persuade those in power to keep copies of Epicurean
works in the libraries sponsored by the ruling house or elite, but this is mere speculation.42 On

the evidence available to us, the most likely means of acquiring reliable and authoritative

is only saying that after the Epicureans themselves and Diogenes Laertius, Cicero and Plutarch offer
the richest and most abundant testimony, two suthors whose works are indispensable for the
reconstruction of so much post-Aristotelian philosophy? Usener’s index fontium (pp. 421-439) offers a
great many other sources, with sizeable contributions from Athenaeus, Seneca, and Sextus Empiricus. 1
suspect that many of Epicurus’ more technical treatises were difficult to obtain and certainly not part of
the regular book trade, but that was probably the case for most other Hellenistic philosophers, and
specialised works would have to be secured through private circulation. Nor should we be surprised
that Epicurean texts have not turned up in the parochial sites of Egypt: if the sample can be trusted to
be representative of the quantities of copies of individual authors then it will reflect the reading tastes
of that particular provincial community or the authors used in schools (Homer, Demosthenes,
Euripides, Menander). All the Hellenistic schools are quite poorly represented, and of the testimonies
to Epicurus collected in CPF (vol. 1.2 pp. 153-193) none, with the possible exception of PBerol. inv.
16369 (see Vogliano (1936), 281), can be securely identified as being of Epicurean authorship as
opposed to containing doctrine drawn from Epicureanism in gnomologia, commentaries, or treatises.
On the subject see Roberts (1953), esp. 268-269, though I am not convinced that the absence of
philosophical texts conceals an ominous discouragement by the despotic regimes of Egypt.

4 See Steckel RE Suppl. X1 coll. 594-598.

42 If the letter from Egypt described by Keenan (1977) wlnch mentions several Epicurcan works and the
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copies of Epicurean texts would be from contact with the Kepos at Athens itself. Either a
representative from the foreign school would have visited Athens to make copies of the works
himself or, conceivably, the copies could have been commissioned and delivered by some
reliable individual.43 The collection of Epicurean texts from Herculaneum constitutes our
most important evidence for the kind of Epicurean works which could have made their way to
foreign schools.#4 Since we do not know the original extent of this collection in the first
century B.C. it is dangerous to regard its surviving contents as representative of ali that was
originally there,%> but scholars have noted some peculiarities, especially if we assign
importance to Philodemus' connection with the collection. The \;vorks by Epicﬁrus and some
of the earlier disciples have been dated on palaeographical evidence to the third and second
centuries B.C., before, that is, Philodemus’ lifetime.46 This would suggest that the copies in
question were executed in Athens itself (or somewhere in the Eastern Med;ten'anean) and
were brought to Italy only later. There are also certain other facts which have been
interpreted as pointing to a selective process in the constitution of the ‘library’. While Sedley
thinks it "not unlikely" that the Herculaneum collection originally possessed at least one
complete set of volumes from Epicurus’ De natura, he detects signs that certain books from
that famous work (books 1-2, 11-15, 25 and 28) were particularly treasured.4’ It should also

be noted that whereas the greater part of Philodemus’ surviving output was concerned with

sending of books, was written in Alexandria (as Obbink thinks probable [1989], 107-108), it might
indicate Epicurus’ texts were available in a library.

43 Cicero was able to secure a copy of Phaedrus’ work from Atticus (Ar. 13.39.2) who, residing in
Athens, presumably had close contacts with the Kepos.
4“4 Of course, there is always the possibility that the collection retrieved from the Villa dei Papiri is

unique, the result of a particular set of historical accidents. But it is surely more constructive to
conjecture that it is not entirely atypical.

45 There are too many imponderables: interference with the collection from middle of the first century
B.C. 1o the destruction of the villa in AD. 79, the destruction of a number of rolis by eighteenth
century excavators and unroliers, rolls vei to be opened, the possibility that more rolls are stll
somewhere in sifu awaiting discovery., With this in mind, almost everything I shail say in the lines
below must remain speculative.

46 For description of relevant papyri see Cavallo (1983), 58-59, and (1984), 5-8. Cavallo (1983), 65 does
date some copies of Epicurus’ works and those of early Epicureans to the late first century B.C. or the
beginning of the first century A.D.

47 Sedley (1998), 99-101.
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logical, éthh:al, and aesthetic issues, the works of the earliest Epicureans which might have
provided the most assistance in‘ these areas are not represented in the collection.*® This might
indicate that Philodemus did not have an opportuhify to accumulate a reference collection for
his own purposes but rather had to rely on a selection of titles which had been assembled by
someone else.*® Consequently, his citations from, and references to, other Epicurean works
which were more relevant to his particular researches might have been supplied either by his

own memory or from notes he had taken from his own reading and studies abroad.5°

But Epicurean work on the texts of the Founders was not limited to collection, arrangement,
and copying. Editorial work of various kinds was also practised. Works were subjected to
tests of authenticity, textual emendation, exegesis, and summary. 3! The origin and progress
of this work is difficult to trace on the evidence available, but studies of extant texts from the
second and first century B.C. give us some idea of how later Epicureans operated.’? I shall

address in more detail the question of how Epicurus’ works were used by Philodemus when I

48 I am thinking specifically of Epicurus’ De rhetorica which Philodemus cites in his own work on that
subject but which has not turned up in the surviving papyri.

49 Vogliano (1954), 194 suggests that the collection was made by Philodemus’ teachers. Cavallo (1983),
60, (1984), 9-12 offers a clear review of the problems confronting anyone attempting to reconstruct the
history of the collection prior to Philodemus, but seems confident that it was Philodemus who
transferred the collection to Herculaneum, Yet [ find it strange that Philodemus omitted works which
would have been most useful to him; none of Zeno's writings, for instance, have so far been discovered
among the the papyri of the collection, though Gigante argues (1998), 92-95 that evidence exists that
Philodemus used Zeno's works on style and poems. I have been informed that a new papyrus has been
deciphered and found to contain a work of Zeno, but it has not yet been published.

50 On the other hand, one would imagine that Philodemus would have had litle difficulty in securing
copies of the works he required from Athens if he so wished.

51 Owing to the Epicurean reliance on the works of the Founders, Capasso (1981), 388 sees textual
criticism as an indispensable part of the Epicurean method of practising philosophy, and describes the
school's activity as "una vera e propria civiltd del testo scritto”. Scribal ervors are an issue in Demetrius
Lacon’s work on textual and exegetical problems in Epicurus, PHerc 1012 coll. 38.13-14, 42.3, and
44.8-9. Examples of proposed emendation and applied exegesis are found in Philodemus Rh. 2 PHerc.
1672 coll. XVIL19-32 (Longo, 199, 201) and X VIII.8-XIX.30 (Longo, 203, 205, 207, 209).

52 In addition to remarks gleaned from a number of works preserved in the Herculaneum collection the
most illuminating text are PHere. 1012 which contains a study by Demetrius Lacon of exegetical and
textual problems in the writings of Epicurus (see Puglia (1982) and the edition by Puglia and Gigante
(1988)), and PHerc. 1044 which provides information on the activities of Philonides (sec Capasso’s
summary (1981), 390 and Puglia (1982) pp. 19-21). ’ ‘
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analyse in chapter five his approach to the Founders’ writings in the first two books of On

Rhetoric.

3. The transformation of doctrine

Subsequent Epicureans were compelled to justify’their approach to paideia when' pressed or
challengVed by their philosophical rivals. In the course of the debate with Stoics, Academics,
and Peripatetics, all of whom held very different views on paideia, the Epicureans sought to
refute the doctrines of their opponents and at the same time distinguish their own grounds for
rejection from those of the Skeptical move:ments‘.53 The posture adopted on the issue of
paideia was one of the distinguishing marks (along with atomism, pleasure, and Epicurus’
canonic) which contributed to the overall identity of the Epicureans.5¢ Although Epicurus
himself may have given some justification to the rejection of paideia, he could not have
foreseen every detail and implication of such a stance.55 In the face of evermore sophisticated
polemics with their rivals, later Epicureans were induced to articulate repeated and sometimes
innovative strategies of defence and justification. At the same time, the Epicureans could not
‘be seen to be deviating substantially from the guidelines set out in the writings of their
Founder. The challenge, then, was to férmulate argunients which remained faithful to the
spirit of their Founder’s writings but also succeeded in meeting head-on the new directions
generated by polemic with other schools. No doubt, not all Epicureans were completely
successful in negotiating this tension, or at least that was the perception of some.56

Unfortunately, most of the Epicurean efforts in this regard between the death of Epicurus and

53 In his introduction to the series of works against liberal studies Sextus Empiricus begins by
acknowledging that the Epicureans also attack these activities but is quick to emphasise that they do
not do so from the same motives as the Pyrrhonists (Marh. 1.1).

54 It is surely significant that Cicero manages to include a reference to Epicurean rejection of high culture
in his summary of the chief tenets of that philosophy, Fin. 1.26.

55 On the paideia-rhetoric-Epicureanism nexus, see Milanese (1989), 11-12.

36 Philodemus criticises the attempts of his fellow Epicurean Bromios to accommodate political and
forensic rhetoric within the purview of Epicurean philosophy, Rh. 2 PHerc. 1674 coll. XXXIV 14
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Philodemus have been lost, but from the extant texts of the Herculaneum library (mostly the

works of Philodemus) we are able to reconstruct some of the vagaries of this debate.
4. On art and rhetoric

a) The issue of Philodemds On Rhetoric
One aspect of traditional paideia stood §ut among the others and constituted a major test-case
in the confrontation between philosophy and paideia in general: that of rhetoric. More
specifically, a perennial subject of debate in many philosophical schools was the status of
rhetoric among those arts and sciences which hold claims to knowledge and usefulness, and
the question whether it was an art worth cultivating by the philosopher. Ahy discussion in the
Hellenistic period of the technicity of a practice was grounded in previous discussions of
what constitutes an art. Plato and Aristotle were perhaps the most éommanding voices in this
debate, and their influence can be detected in virtually all the Hellenistic schools. In the
Gorgias (465a 2-5), Plato had divided the so-called téxvon into genuine arts and their
spurious imitations (eidwAcr), distinguished with respect to whether their aims are good or
simply pleasurable, while in the Philebus (55e-56b) he separated those arts which have an
exact method from those that are merely conjectural. Aristotle also arranges the arts and
sciences in a sort of hierarchy while avoiding the more uncompmmising aspects of Plato’s
assessment.5” The debate on rhetbric’s status within the hierarchy of disciplines continued in

the Hellenistic period.’8

XKXV.10 (Longo, 115, 117). Adorno goes guite far (excessively 0, in my opinion) in describing the
philosophical chasm that separates the Founders from Epicureans of the first century B.C. (1987), 102.
5 E.g. Arist. Metaph. 1.1 and Eth. Nic. 1139b 14 - 1141b 8. For an extensive discussion of post-Platonic
developments in the concept of téx v, see Isnardi Parente (1966).
58 Cf. the definitions assembled by Spengel (1863), 514, nos. VI-VIII, esp. Quintilian quidam [sc.
rhetoricen) usum . . . nominaverunt (Inst. 2.15.2), . . . Critolaus usum dicendi [sc. eam putavif}, nam
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Like several philosophers of other schools, the Epicureans also adopted the prevailing

conceptual framework when they turned to evaluate activities as arts. Proclus preserves some

information on the views of later Epicureans on art in the course of his commentary on

Euclid’s Elementa:>?

tdv 8¢ mpog Yewpetpiav Evatdviav ol ptv mAelotor mpodg tég dipydg Hmdpnoayv
avomdéotata T pépn  dewkvivor omovdhoovteg -- v xol ol Adyor
SrateBpOAnvion, TV pEv xoil ndoav EmoTthuny &vopodviev kol donep

- moAepiov  xapmobg €€ dAAotplag ydpag kol yovipov tfig  @rhocooiog:

apovifovtov @onep tdV Egextik@dv, TV 8¢ T0G YEOUETPIKAG HOVOG dpydg
avotpenelv npobepeverv, donep tdv Emixovpeionv -- oi 8¢ 16n xai taig apyais
ERLTPEYOVTIEG OV QaOL T0 petd Thg apydg dmodeixvuobor, un ovyyxwpndéviog
abtolg kol GAlov Tivdg, O PN mpoeidnmTon év Toig dpyoic. tobtov yoap 1OV
tpbémov Tfig avrippnicoewng petiABev ZAvov 6 Ziwddviog pév, thg 8¢ "Emxoipov
HETOOYAV aipéceng, mpog Ov kol 6 INooewddviog GAov yéypoge BiAiov deikvicg
caBpav adtod ndoav TV Extvolav.

Of those who attack gcometry,éo the greatest number have raised objections with regard to the
principles, spending their efforts on showing that these part:s61 {i.e. the principles] are without
foundation. In this class there are two groups whose arguments have been widely reported; the
members of the first actually try to destroy all knowledge like hostile troops doing away with crops
from a foreign land, namely the one productive of philosophy: they are the Sceptics. The members of
the second are those who propose to overturn geometrical principles only: the Epicureans. But there
are others who already even concede the principles, but deny that what follows the principles [i.e. the
propositions] are demonstrated without something else being admitted for them, which is not actually
contained in the principles. It was this kind of controversy that Zeno of Sidon pursued, although he was
an Epicurean. Posidonius wrote an entire book against him, showing that his whole conception was
unsound.

The passage raises many questions,5?2 but what emerges clearly is that in attacking the

principles of arts and sciences mainstream Epicureanism did not aim to destroy the very

foundations of all epistemology. Rather their concern was to question the tenability of the

foundations upon which the entire edifice of the science was built.63 It is also interesting to

59

61
62

63

hoc TPy signiﬁcat. See also references and bibliography assembled by Calboli-Montefusco (1979),

- 249-250.

In Euclidis elementa pp. 199.3-200.6 (Friedlein) = fr. 46 Edelstein-Kidd, = Zeno fr. 27 Angeli-
Colaizzo .

1 use Kidd's translation (1999), 100-101 of this passage.

Kidd (1999), 100 n. 23 has adjusted the (1972) text to <tabro> & pépn. »
On this passage and the subject of Epicurean ‘mathematics’ in general, see Viastos (1966), Mau
(1973), and Angeli-Colaizzo (1979), 63-68. ‘
Especially if the arts were seen as ends in themselves or capable of producing pleasure, see
Schneidewin's notes on Philodemus’ remarks on geometry (1905), 11-12. '
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note that Epicureanism did not present a featureless surface on this issue. Individual creativity

was discernible, since Zeno’s approach is deemed worthy of specific mention.64

This is not to say that the Epicureans did not consider some arts and seicnces possible or
useful,% yet from the few extent remarks which are independent of Philodemus | it is
extremely difficult to reconstruct any pfecise view of what the earlier Epicureans took art to
be and whether they judged ?hetoric to be one.% On the notion of art in general, a scholiast on
Dionysius Thrax offers the following comment: |

ol HEV Enucoupetot ou'tcog optCov*cou TV TEYVMV TEX VT £0TL éB0dog Evepyolon
1® Bl 10 cvpeépov. ‘Evepyotoa’ olov épyalopnevn.s’

The Epicureans define art thus: art is a method which produces (energousa) that which is advantageous
to life. The term energousa is equivalent to ergazomene.

I shall return to this remark at a later stage when I come to Philodemus' description of art in
chapter 4. For the moment I note that the scholiast ascribes a definition (dpilovton) to the
Epicureans and that method (néBodog) and advantage (cOpgpepov) are essential qualities of

this kind of activity.

Another remark is transmitted by Ammianus Marcellinus (30.4.3) and pertains to forensic

rhetoric:

64 Although Philodemus’ teacher is singled out here, he was not the only Epicurean who investigated
geometry. Polyaenus had been a mathematician (cf. Hermarchus, a rhetorician prior to ‘conversion’)
before he was won over by Epicurus (Cic. Acad. Pr. 2.33.106; nos. 31-38 are ascribed in Tepedino
Guerra’s (1991) collection of his fragments o geometrical problems). Philonides also occupied himself
with geometric subjects (PHerc. 1044) and Demetrius Lacon wrote a Tlepl yeopetpiag and 8 work
entitied Tipde tig Molvaivov dnoplog, of. Angeli-Dorandi (1987). Kidd II (1988), 206 interprets the
Proclus passage as showing that Zeno is to be distinguished from the Epicureans who refuse Euclid’s
principles (like Vlastos (1966), 152-53, against Cronert Kolotes und Menedemos (1906}, 109), but he
thinks that it is still an attack on the whole of Euclidean axiomatic geometry falling under Proclus’
heading 1®v ®pdg yewpetplav évordviev. The thrust of Zeno's attack is against methodology: even
{xai) if you grant the principles (in any axiomatic system) what follows (i.e. the propositions and
theorems) cannot be demonstrated.

65 Cf. Blank {1995}, 180.

66 It is not even clear whether the carliest Epicureans recognised the distinction between conjecturs! and
exact arts, or whether, as Longo Auricchio (1985), 47 believes, it was adopted under the influence of
other Hellenistic schools. .

67 108.27 = fr. 227b Us..
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hanc professionem oratorum forensium ... Epicurus ... xaxote)yviov nominans inter
artes numerat malas%®

The phrasing suggests that Epicurus drew some sort of distinction between ‘bad arts’ and
others, presumably ‘good arts’, even if we are not informed in this context as to the precise
grounds on which he terms forensic oratory bad.®® In her discussion of the term xoxoteyvico
in the Ammianus passage Isnardi Parente is concerned that its application here is at odds w1th
information derived from Philodemus: Epicurus denied that practical rhetoric was an art at
all. She therefore suggests that Ammianus has mistakenly zbittrikbutcd to forensic rhetoric what
was originally an epithet applied to sophistic devices.” Yet a passage from Sextus Empiricus
introduces the view that rhetoric (like burglary or robbery) has no duties (xa@fxovta) or
rules (Bewpfpoter), and so is not an art (Math. 2.12);7! further, that the Peripatetic school
under Critolaus and the Academy under Plato labelled rhetoric a xaxotexvia on these
grounds (eig toDto &mdovieg Exdxioov abtiv @¢ xoxoteyviav pdilov # téxvnv
xoBeotnruiov, Math. 2.12). Since Sextus uses the term xoxoteyvia to deny rhetoric’s
technicity altogether, not only its usefulness, Epicurus too may not have intended to imply
that rhetoric has technical status by labelling it a xaxoteyvia. Epicurus limits his attack here
to the forensic branch of oratory, but it is likely that he objected to the philosopher's
involvement in other forms of public oratory, including deliberative.”? Diogenes of Oenoanda

seems to offer a valid justification for the Epicurean rejection of rhetoric when he includes

68 Fr. 51 Us.

69 In the light of this and the general tenor of our available evidence, the isolated injunction recorded by
Diogenes Laertius (10.120) xai Sixéoecton, implies that the Epicurean should go to court when he is
required to serve as a juror.

70 Isnardi Parente (1966), 393-394.

7 See Barnes’ discussion of the argument (1986), 11-13, who points out that by focusing on xuéfixovia
(a possible sign of Stoic origin, (1986), 21 n. 61) Sextus fails to distinguish between technical and
moral duties. ‘ )

7 Among a rather chaotic list of Epicurus’ injunctions, which Diogenes Laertius has probably taken from
a summary by the Tarsian Diogenes, we find obb¢ pmropedoerv wordg (10.118), obde
rodteboecton (10.119), and ob maviyvpieiv 8¢ (10.120). Ferrario’s survey (1981) of the evidence
available for a reconstruction of Epicurean views on thetoric from the time of the Founder until that of
Philodemus shows how little we know for certain.
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public speaking among those practices which cause discomfort because they are not within
the individual’s control:73
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Another portion of the text apparently contains a quotation from a letter, possibly by Epicurus
himself, which seeks to entice an unknown addressee away from rhetoric to the pursuit of
philosophy: 74
[thig dAdo-

tproTnTog oléon tafg eig
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noBelg eioddovg, kol
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[peeg . ..
Thus two considerations begin to emerge in the Epicurean approach to arts: (i) art perceived
from the point of view of its usefulness and its contribution to happiness; (ii) art perceived
from the point of view of methodology. This explains the formulation of the definition of
‘art’ in the scholiast to Dionysius Thrax in terms of both usefulness and method.”s It would
appear that Epicureans could avail themselves of either strategy in their evaluation of

individual arts, and their emphasis on any occasion was probably directed by the specific

polemic in which they were engaged at the time. It should, however, be stressed that the

73 Fr. 112.4-11 (Smith), who cites (p. 542) Tac. Dial. 13 for the general idea. _
74 Fr. 127 (Smith). It should be remembered that Epicurus’ trusted companion Hermarchus started life as
a rhetor (Diog. Laert. 10.24) before he was wooed from that profession by the philosopher, and some
(e.g. Casanova (1983), 132) interpret the addressee of the epistolary fragment contained in the
Diogenes of Oenoanda inscription to be Hermarchus. The fragment attracted a fair amount of debate in
the past; for summary and discussion see Smith (1993), 559-60 and Longo Auricchio (1988), 176-77.
L See Blank (1995), 178.
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Epicureans were not interested in destroying arts simply for the sake of it (as Proclus already
acknowledges when he distinguishes them from the Skeptics). They attacked the principles of
an art when they perceived that those principles contradicted their own world view or when
they believed that the art interfered with the attainment of happiness. Ultimately, their goal in

discussing arts at all was ethical.

In addition to the efforts of Zeno mentioned above, we also possess, through Philodemus,
tantalisingly brief testimony to Bromios® attempt to establish which activities were arts and
which were not.”¢ He discussed medicine, grammar and rhetoric, and probably several others.
Philodemus criticises his contemporary for considering only political rhetoric an art, and not
the other branches of this discipline. Unfortimately, we have no ildea of Bromios’ criteria for
‘art’, although some think it likely that he treated the subject in thé manner previously

established by Polyaenus.””

Whatever Epicurus’ position on arts, and rhetoric’s status within that position, Philodemus
finds it necessary to devote the first two books of his On Rhetoric to the issue of whether
rhetoric is an art. It must be conceded that by this time such discussions were almost de rigeur
whenever rhetoric was treated, even by rhetoricians themselves.”® However, Philodemus’
contribution to this debate is interesting because it includes a review and appraisal of
arguments of various origins which were used either to demonstrate that rhetoric was an art or

to demonstrate that it was not. In addition, Philodemus explains the Epicurean position, as he

76 Rh. 2 PHere. 1674 col. XXXIV.15-22 (Longo, 115).

7 See Tepedino Guerra (1991), 64-65. ~

78 Cf. Cic. De or. 1.102-104, Quint. fnst. 2.17.1 an rhetorice ars sit? Barnes (1986}, 2 comments that this
is hardly a serious question because by this stage it is usually a game, a test of ingenuity. Kennedy
(1963), 321-322 takes the whole subject more seriously and traces the origin of the philosophical
onslaught on rhetoric to increasing competition between the two disciplines for Roman pupils in the
second century B.C.
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sees it, on this issue, and attempts to support his view with citations from the writings of the

Founders of the school.

The passage which closes the first book encapsulates the aims of Philodemus’ project, since
here Philodemus unequivocally asserts that the Founders of his school took sophistic rhetoric

to be an art:

Toig 8 Mue-
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- Rh. 1 PHerc. 1427 col. VII1.9-29 (Longo, 21)

Strong words indeed, but not out of place for dissident Epicureans who contradict the express
statements of the Founders Epicurus, Metrodorus, and Hermarchus. Longo Auricchio has
repeatedly stated that we have no reason to believe that Philodemus misrepresents the
Founders on this question,” but one should note that Philodemus’ phrasing suggests that the
task he has set himself is not quite so straightforward. First it is couched in the form of a
conditional, i y&p . . . &dnopaivovtal Téyvny Lrépyelv v towdTny . . ., which, while

being a perfectly idiomatic expression, does at least have the effect of postponing the

9 Longo Auricchio (1985), 42, (1988), 150, though she rightly warmns that the question of rhetoric’s

technical status may not have occupied Epicurus as much as it does Philoderous. Philodemus

" constantly reiterates that the Founders considered sophistic rhetoric an art: Rh. 2 PHerc. 1674 coll.

XXHI.33-XXIV.9, XXXVI1.12-15; whereas political rhetoric is not an art Rh. 2 PHerc. 1674 col.
XXV128-31.
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outcome until the issue has been systematically researched at some ‘length, ag év tolg &Efig
bropvioopev. The use of the verb dmopaivovrou is also significant because it implies that
the Founders' views are explicit,®0' and permits Philodemus to accuse the dissidents of
incompetence in their reading of the canonical texts. Whether the views of the Founders are

as clear as Philodemus claims they are is debatable.

The first two books of Philodemus' On Rhetoric address the issue of whether rhetoric is an art
or not. The question is a very old one and I shall reserve fuller discussion of it for chapters
three and four. But a brief synopsis will be useful here. Philodemus attempts to demonstrate
that rhetoric is indeed an art but only epideictic rhetoric or panegyric, what Philodemus
prefers to call ‘sophistic’. Philodemus proceeds as though hé were restating the views of; the
Founders of the School and a substantial portion of his treatise is occupied with quotation,
paraphrase, and exegesis of the texts of the founders which he claims discuss this question or
shéd light on it. In severﬁl respects Philodemus’ work would appear to be directed at an
Epicurean audience despite the evidence that it was dedicated to a Roman addressee8! (hence
the reference to parricides®? at the end of tﬁe first book) and the author presents himself as a

champion of orthodoxy. Philodemus also seems to offer some contributions of his own as a

80 A helpful parallel for the force of this verb is provided by its occurrence in the second part of
Philodemus’ De piet. part 2 PHerc. 1428 Henrichs (1974) tob¢ Syalpphibnv i odx elfoliv (sc. 8eol)
anopoivopévoug, “those who declare openly that the gods do mot exist”; it commonly denotes the
exposition of philosophical views and has overtones of clarity and frankness. See Obbink (1996), 304.

81 The two need not be mutually exclusive, especially since Dorandi’s (1996), 41-42 re-examination of
the papyrus of Book 4 has led to the discovery that the text (PHerc. 1007 col. XLIIa 4 f. =], 222
Sudh.) does not read & T'due mof (as previously thought) but & Iéne Tlévoa, an altogether more
helpful identification since Caius Vibius Pansa Caetronianus was both sympathetic to Epicureanism
{see Castmer (1991), 80) and was interested in rhetoric (see testimonies assembled by Dorandi art. cit,,
42 n. 8) The dedicatee, if that is what he is, is only mentioned in Book 4, where Philodemus moves to
more concrete material; it i5 not impossible that only that part which is considered practically
serviceable is so dedicated, and it is not unknown for a portion of a work to be dedicated 1o one party.
Jensen held the view that Philodemus’ works were intended for a Roman audience and Roman pupils,
(see Gigante (1990), 20). The intended audience remains uncertain, but Blank’s suggestion that the
work looks as if it is attempting to dispel the confusions of students of Epicureanism is quite attractive.

82 The metaphor in this instance may well be connected with the notion of the yviiciog 'Emikodperog
preserved by Diog. Laert. 10.26. But it is certainly more widespread as the Lucretius passage referred
to above shows (tu pater es, rerum inventor, tu patria nobis / suppeditas praecepta 3.9-10).
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sort of argumentative complement to the textual citations, although the extent to which the
exegesis is owed to his teacher Zeno is difficult to ascertain. In the course of his examination

of various (often disembodied) arguments for and against the thesis that rhetoric is an art,

Philodemus also refers to other more recent Epicureans with whom he takes issue.

b) The context of current polemic
Philédemus is not simply rehearsing a clichéd exercise. His discussion of rhetoric forms part
of a larger project which attempted to establish a coherent Epicuréan position on the main
subjects of ancient paideia: rhetoric, poetry and music. More specifically, in the second l;ook
of On Rhetoric, he has a more immediate task: to meet ‘the challenge of a recent view
expressed by unnamed Epicureans on the islands of Rhodes and Cos. Philodemus claims that
he is following Zeno’s research on the issue and reasserting the doctrines of the Founders. At
the same time, he seeks to clarify what the Founders understood by the term ‘rhetoric’ as he
demonstrates that the subject of the polemic is confuséd by an imprecise conception of ‘what
is meant by the term. Hence he criticises other Epicureans for omitting sophistic from their
considerations in discussion qf arts. So much for what is explicitly stated on the context for
this polemical venture. One can only speculate on further motivations. If Philodemus
represents a new Epicurean community (and I use the term ‘community’ in a loose sense) one
may suspect that Philodemus is seeking to promote his own group within the broader
community of Epicureans.’? As a relatively new community, the Campanian Epicureans may
well have been perceived as living on the margins of mainstreani Epicurean thought,
especially when compared with the more established communities at Athens, Rhodes, and the

Near East.34 It should be remembered that Rhodes was a popular destination for Romans in

83 Rawson (1985), 59 believes that, although the Campanian Epicureans will have read works like
Philodemus® On Rhetoric, they were aimed at the international community.

84 This suggestion entails the assumption that Philodemus composed the first books of On Rhetoric in
Italy, and consequently that he was already in the country at the earlier date favoured by Philippson RE
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search of acquaintance with Greek rhetoric and philosophy. By entering the debate,
Philodemus would be aiming to put the Campanian community "on the map” by showing thaf
it too could contribute to Epicurean thought and was in a position to provide instruction in
philosophy .8 In fact, there are hints that Philodemus suggests that his own community has, in
some respects, a superior understanding of Epiéurean doctrine and is thus mofe orthodox than
some other communities.®¢ He is also concerned to demonstrate that his community is
following the lead taken by the original Kepos, hence the frequent appeal to the authority of

the scholarch Zeno, whose views he claims to be repeating.

There may be additional influences and considerations. One should not forget that although
Philodemus_ rarely makes mention of it,%” he is working within a Roman context. Rome's
earliest contact with Epicureanism is poorly documented. While a few of Rome's ear!y
Hellenised authors had sbme grasp of the school's tenets, and in some cases may even have
been sympathetic to the doctrines,38 it is fair tb speculate that Epicureanism was one of the
lesser-known philosophies throughout the second century B.C. In fact, certain events of the

middle of the second century B.C. give the impression that Ebicureanism found itself at a

XIX.2 (1938) coll. 2444-45 and Asmis (1990), 2371 n. 7. In a more recent review of the evidence
Sider (1997), 8-9 tentatively places Philodemus’ arrival in Italy and his work on On Rhetoric in about
74-73 B.C. 1 have not been able to read J. Wisse’s essay, The presence of Zeno. The date of
Philodemus® On Rhetoric . . . etc.’, in R. Risselada et al. (edd.) On Latin. Linguistic and Literary
Studies in Honour of Harm Pinkster, pp. 173-202, Armsterdam (1996).

85 Gigante, commenting on "il Belvedere" which was part of the complex of the Villa dei Papiri, uses a
playful hyperbole: *. . . un concreto indizio della reswrrezione del Kepos ateniense a Ercolano” (1990),
2). Amoroso, following Gigante’s lead (1974}, 37, believes that the existence of the work repl duidiag
(PHerc. 873) and mention within it of xoivohoyion presuppose that Philodemus was actively engaged
“in teaching (19735), 63, 70.

86 At Rh. 2 PHerc. 1674 col. LIL8-10 (Longo, 151) he implies that he is better versed in Epicurean
writings than his opponents. I cannot accept Sedley’s suggestion that due to his isolation in Italy
Philodemus was nervous of developing doctrinal ideas for himself (1989), 105. His pursuit of
orthodoxy is surely quite understandable and the ardour with which he confronts his Epicurean
opponents displays remarkable confidence.

87 .In Rh. 2 PHerc. 1674 fr. 5 lines 5-10 (Longo, 31) Romans are mentioned together with Spartans as
nations which managed to administer treaties without the aid of rhetorical training. For a brief
commentary on this and a couple of other references to Rome in Philodemus, see Gigante (1988), 154-
155.

88 Ennius shows a degree of familiarity with Epicurean doctrine. Plautus and Terence on the other hand
reveal no obvious allusions to the school or its teachings.
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certain disadvantage with respect to competing schools of philosophy at Rome. While the
Stoa, Peripatos, and Academy will havé profited from the exposure afforded by their
representati\}es in the diplomatic embassy of 155 B.C., the Epicureans did not receive the
same opportunity for a public advertisement of their own doctrines. The sources on this
episode provide no information on the reasons for the exclusion of the Epicureans, but we
may speculate: either the Athenians passed them over as unsuitable for such a diplomatic
enterprise or the Epicureans did not make themselves available out of obedience to the
doctrine of non-participation in civic business.!? Whatever the reason, Epicureanism was also
the target of a specific attack at some time in the second century.% This took the form of a
senatus consultum which decreed the expulsion of two Epicurean philosophers, Alceus and
Philiscus. The motives for this expulsion as presented by the sources are questionable because
they appear so stereotypical.®! Whether or not Epicureanism in the second century B.C.
confronted serious problems in overcoming a Roman perception that the school’s doctrines
were imeconcilable with what the Romans themselves regarded as life’s priorities,?
Epicureanism appears to have made considerable gains in the first half of the first century

B.C. and found a number of Roman adherents and sympathisers.>> Some of these apparently

89 The incident was frequently rehearsed in antiquity, e.g. Cic. De or. 2.155, Plut. Cat. Mai. 22, Gell.
6.14.9. Yet Cicero surmises that Diogenes the Stoic and Carneades the Academic could hardly have
been chosen for their practical expertise in diplomacy, gui cum rei publicae nullam umquam partem
attigissent (Tusc. 4.5). Graen (1990), 177 n. 86 suggests that the Bpicurean absence may be explained
by their lack of interest in rhetoric. This is quite possible, but I do not think we need be even that

specific.
%0 In addition to the apparently indiscriminate ban of 161 B.C.
91 Ath. 12.547a and Ael. ¥H 9.12 both mention that the Epicureans were leading the youth into pleasures

(hdovat). Gruen (1990), 177-178 speculates that Epicureanism’s reputation as a philosophy of pleasure
made teachers from that school convenient scapegoats in a token review of what the Roman elite found
acceptable in Greek philosophy. Naturally, this thesis relies on the date of the decree being 154 and not

173B.C.. ‘

92 Cf. Bayet (1954), 89 ". . . I’épicurisme restait presque impensable 3 une société engagée dans 1’action
~ violente, vouée 4 la fois & I’ambition personelle et au service de I'Etat.”

93 The evidence permits only an impressionistic view, mainly because Cicero’s claims of Epicureanism

run riot in Haly (Tusc. 4.6-7) appear exaggerated for rhetorical purposes (Howe (1951), 61-62 sees
Cicero’s late attacks on Epicureanism and its ubiquitousness as politically motivated). But it is well
known that many prominent Romans of the first century B.C. did profess Epicurean sympathies, and
the presence of Roman authors who disseminated Epicurean doctrines, Lucretius, Amafinius, Catius,
and Rabirius, indicates a not insignificant interest. On Roman Epicureans see Gigante (1983), 25-34
and Erler's review of the subject (1994), 363-380
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felt no significant conflict to exist between Epicurean beliefs and a life of political

participation.

We may not go so far as to view Philodemus as Epicureanism’s apostle to the Romans, a sort
of Epicurean Panaetius or Ppsidonius, but he was surely conscious that he was competing, to-
a certain extent, with other philosophical schools for the hearts and minds of Roman
patrons.® This may partly account for his viéws on rhetoric, which could be construed as a
defence of an innovation, possibly introduced by Zeno in Athens, to attract studehts by
incorporating some traiﬁing in thetoric within the curriculum.%5 The only problem with this
thesis, as I see it, is that Philodemus systematically and repeatedly denies that forensic and
political rhetoric have any efficacy at all: hardly a sound promotional strategy if he intended
to attract well-to-do Romans who invariably sought prOmofion within the cursus honorum. %
In fact, it is difficult to detect any evidence from Roman authors of the first century B.C. that
‘Epicureanism, as practised in Italy or anywhere else, was in the least sympathetic to rhetorical
studies. We do, however, possess references to the incompatibility of Epicureanism and
rhetoric. In Cicero’s De oratore 3.63 (which I cited briefly above) we are informed that

Epicureanism is of no assistance to the budding orator (procul abest . . . ab eo viro quem

94 Most Romans seem to have sampled a variety of philosophical schools. Cicero is a fine example of
this tendency to "shop around”: he attended lectures given by the Epicurean Phaedrus (Fam. 13.1.2),
Philo the Academician (Brur. 306), and the Stoic Diodotus (Brus. 309) among others.

95 This is Blank’s feeling (privatim), if 1 undertood him correctly. Sedley (1989a), 108 took a similar
view and suggested that Zeno was anxious to justify his own eloguence in lecturing. For Zeno’s style
(distincte, graviter, ornate), cf. Cic. Nat. D 1.59.

96 One might also question whether the Epicureans would have been- succcssful in persuading prospective
students that they were committed to instruction in forms of traditional paideia or even competent to
do so. Suetonius Gram. 8 records the interesting case of the Syrian Pompilius Andronicus who though
a grammaticus was also an Epicurean; he enjoyed little success as a teacher and retired, somewhat
appropriately, to Cumae. Suetonius suggests that because of his Epicureanism his reputation as a
teacher was somehow impaired, which in turn led to the ruin of his school (studio Epicureae sectae
desidiosior in professione grammatica habebatur minusque idoneus ad tuendam scholam, 8.1). This
despite the fact that he wrote a highly respected work on Ennius. See Bonner (1977), 152 and Kaster
(1995), 122-128. Although his is an isolated case, he shows that in the first century B.C. some
Epicureans at least were prepared to pursue careers which others might have thought incompatible with
their philosophy. Suetonius’ testimony, however, indicates that it was not easy for Epicureans who
embraced paideia to overcome the prejudice of other members of society; cf. Kaster (1995), 124-125,
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quaerimus), while in Virgil Catalepton 5 the writer celebrates his migration from the inanes .

. rhetorum ampullae to the docta dicta Sironis. Such testimonies suggest that educated
Romans continued to perceive Epicurean philosophy and rhetoric as inimical to one
another.”” And, whatever the truth of the matter, perceptions of prospecﬁffe students are

important.

¢) The format of the polemic
As the earlier part of the rolls of books one and two is missing, we are not in a position to
reconstruct the fonngt and order of the contents of these books with complete precision. An
initial reading of thé surviving text is often confusing, but if one persists with a second or
third reading one will discover that what remains, despite the interference of lacunae, is
actually quite systematically arranged. The surviving portions indicate that Philodemus
adopted a format which is discernible in several other works. This section of the treatise falls
broadly into two parts. The first examines various arguinents from various sources which
propose that rhetoric is an art or is not an art. The issue of rhetoric’s technicity is tackled
initially as a sort of dialectical problem. Philodemus confronts or comments on an array of
fairly standard premises on which conclusions as to rhetoric’s technicity are based, to show
that each premise does not have to be conceded or that, even if it is, the conclusion intended
does not necessarily follow. The arguments cited are not, in his opinion, persuasive. After the
critical review of an array of arguments, Philodemus turns to a brief survey of previous
Epicurean treatment of the issue, most of which, in his opinion, is inadequate or
misconceived. He then proceeds to show that the problem requires more precise examination
of what an art is and what rhetoric is. The foregoing arguments were deficient in that they

failed to appreciate an error in understanding of the crucial words ‘art’ and ‘rhetoric’. He then

97 Siro never wrote anything and since he died in 42 B.C. the dramatic date for this utterance would be
almost contemporary with Philodemus. Presumably the phrase docta dicta is meant to recall Epicurus’
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completes this section of his work by illustrating from the texts of the Founders that sophistic

rhetoric is an art, because the Founders said it was.

aurea dicta.
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CHAPTER 2: TRANSLATION
In this translation, words and phrases within square brackets indicate (unless otherwise
specified) conjectures and supplements made in Longo Auricchio’s edition, words and
phrases within rounded brackets indicate interpretative additions posited by Longo Auricchio
or myself to complete the sense of a fragmentary passage.
PHILODEMUS ON RHETORIC BOOK I PHERC. 1427
The fragments of PHerc. 1427 cannot be placed in any certain order. The surviving fragments
contain remarks on several familiar issues surrounding the notion of arts and sciences and
rhetoric's status among them: definitions (frr. 1 and 3), variety, level of expertise required by -
practitioner (frr. 2 and 4), degree of success to be expected from an art, and so forth. It is

not really possible to identify which of the opinions represented in these fragments are
Philodemus’ own; they are more likely critical surveys of opinions commonly held.

fr. 1 (Longo, 3)

... [to(?)] conceptualise science, and fitting rhetoric into the conception they declare it to be
an art, in order that in this way the so-called ball-game of the blind' comes about. Of course,
they are constrained by the type of fault we are talking about. For because of the innumerable
differences which exist in arts, whenever they encounter a special characteristic they
immediately exclude from the category of arts (the practice) which contributes this, So we
shall leave the other differences alone for the moment. For though some arts will always

provide a certain assistance (for life(?)) they do not need anything . . .
fr. 2 (LLongo, 5)
And some arts have no need at all for training, but having taken hold of a uniform(?)’ nature

in a remarkable way they achieve the most by means of themselves. Others, requiring not

nature but only practice, produce the rest in a methodical way. Furthermore, the works of

! Longo's conjecture from tog{Aldv; cf. the expression used of Dionysodorus in Pl Euthyd. 277 b3,
donrep spoipov éxdebdpevog ov Adyov.

2 Longo has dpoe[1dodg] from Sudh. Suppl., which if correct might imply that the practitioner’s nature is
so perfectly attuned to the art in question as to make its execution quite effortless, almost robotic.
Would 6puoé{pyov] (Sudh. I) be a possibility, giving the practitioner’s talent a supporting role?
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some arts, at least those which are specific and important, fall not only to experts but also to
those who are ignorant. While not even a single work of some arts falls to people who are not

experts because of their crudeness and . . .

fr.3 (Longo, 7)

. . . (some say that art is)’ that which contributes firm precepts,* like grammar, others that
which alone contributes wisdom, others that which has a rationale "by which it administers
what it administers", as Plato says',5 while others say that it is that which has' been introduced
for some advantage of life; and when they exclude rhetoric from the arts because it is not like

this, whether trying to reverse the kind of art [it appears (?)] to be (7). . .

fr. 4 (Longo, 7)

... or we shall make mention in the specific refutations of the arguments.

For some of the sciences have from nature all or most of what has to form their basis, and
little that occurs in addition through training, while others accomplish their ends through
th:mselves," while still others require in addition the existence of some natural talent which

does not really result from training . . .

The continuous text only begins towards what was the concluding part of the book. The first
twenty lines of column I are too fragmentary to permit translation.

When the text becomes legible, we find ourselves in the middle of a review and classification
of arguments which seek to establish that rhetoric is not an art. All the arguments listed and
described are discovered to be flawed.

So Longo, 7 following the logic of the priamel, although the letter traces she records for line 1, .. ].

XAN{.]1Z ][, are of no help.

4 [Elotnxdte Ssw{pipalta. The term Seswpfipota recurs at Rh. 2 PHerc. 1674 col. 111.11-12, 111.25.26
g thyvie Heopnjibdtelvl PHerc. 1672 col. XXXIL16-17 [Seopvlidiov molsdnxidv
[ropabdloewg; the term [moaplolylyéhploto) which occurs at Rh. 2 PHerc. 1674 col. 11129 is a

. synonym (cf. [Longinus] Subl. 2.1 teyvixd nopoayyéiporo).

3 Grg. 465 a4,

6 Presumably these are sciences where the ability or dedication of the practitioner is largely irrelevant;
the phrase 81 &avtdv redecovp{yoloorv (lines 10-11) recalls 10 =Aefil twov 1] eavedv.
sovieAoBofiv of fr. 2 lines 7-9, where talent and art are practically co-extensive.



34

col. I (Longo, 9)

.. . (one speech possesses)’ only the theoretical, another the rhetorical, another both of these
when the delivery of the speech occurs before a mob; and if this were so in the case of the
other sciences then perhaps the theoretical (speech) would not be simply dialectic.- And
perhaps, even along with these interchanges some other interchanges will be found in
sciences . . .

col. IT (Longo, 11)

. . . they will not appear to propose® that it is not an art, but rather that it is not the only
discipline that produces its goal. For it is not perhaps without precedent nor unseen in the
phenomena that what occurs by means of art has a share in being achieved both by the
(relevant) art and by means of some other art,” and in this way perhaps the useful too is
naturally distinguished from the necessary. The majority of the arguments, if not all of them,
are also open to comparisons. But it is a pathetic argument, even if it is another kind of
argument, when, by proceeding with the same arguments, with which someone supposes he is
offering a refutation, people can disprove that which is true or appears true to the man
constructing the proof. Thanks to these proofs, no one will prevent those who champion the
opposing position from saying that the fully qualified'® artist is he who [has taken part] in the

art and has been thoroughly trained [in all] its [col. ITI (Longo, 13)] parts,'’ but that there are

? So Longo, 9. It is difficult to guess what the subject and verb were in this sentence, but the subject was
probably something like Adyog rather than a person.

# Taking Blank's noap{ajcaieiv instead of Longo’s ropliohdvewv.

s A difficult sentence: after line 11, the scribe seems to have omitted a line (numbered 112 in Longo)

and to have restored it in the margin of the next column (Longo, 10 app. crit. and Blank app. crit.). For
my translation of lines 11-118-13 I have adopted Blaok’s text, to0to wai / vob =f wéyvm
covieAeioBon xai 81 &AAng / (Srodd) Jovexdnhoo]) tivog ofd] / kowveviiofai] té/gvng, instead of
Longo’s 10910 [B1&] / “tadtng relyvng) ovwviedelobon kol {8 GAAng / (Bwaddl ‘tivog § &)
xowevifioos tlyvrc) The expression still seems so condensed that the meaning is rendered obscure.

1 1 adopt Blank’s text for lines 36-37 elvai tiva té&/Aeov texvieit, instead of Longo’s elvon td{v]
até/Aevov texvieltiy. The term &eéderog texvitng is a strange one and occurs no where else in the
surviving sections of Philodemus’ On Rhetoric books 1 and 2.

n I adopt Blank’s text for col. IL37 - col. IIL.2 & / [peradofav 1l teixwme év =é@ow]
éxne/nlelovrilvellnollpIh pé/peciv, where Longohas 8¢ /[ ........ THETE/L.......... JKNE /
ME .. H{ JTA [.] I pé&peciv. Blank’s supplements seem quite plausible since the words [¢v n&ov]
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some others who have acquired (only) some of the parts of the éciencc; if someone supposes
that, in criticising them, he is cﬁriticising' the fully-qualified artist, he has failed to notice that
by this very means he will show that even those who are currently under examination are
| involved. Since these things have been established, it will be possible to fabricate a very
negative character when one makes a case against sciences which is based oﬁ specific
practitioners, something which has already been comprehended as wrong by the most asinine
of people, but occurs amongst these men. However, it will be easy to say too that while many,
even of those who are not rhetors, persuade in a general sense, this is not the goal of rhetoric,
‘but rather persuasion by speech, and so he will accusé those who bring up things like beauty
and other nonsense of great irrelevance. [col. IV (Longo, 15)] For I think that cveﬁ if he
concedes that somé laymen persuade with speech at times, he will not however have
demonstrated that they persuade better than the professionals, either according to what is
specific to speaking or as frequently as they do. And you will find"? that many of the proofs
have overstepped what is effective in composition, apart from the obscurities already
ihdicated, proofs which are artificially constructed with ambiguity in words, which is the
most unprofessional mistake a philosopher can make. (And you will find many proofs)
which do not differ in power (from those mentioned), but which, when they clothe themselves
in different forms or simply different examples, reveal the wealth' of the people who employ
them. And often in the arguments there is too much plain assertion and complete absence of
elaboration, and perhaps if some avoid this they will not fail utterly. And a certain error
pervades [col. V (Longo, 17)] almost the majority of the treatises, and it is of the following
character: they accept without evidence that the art does not exist at some time or other in the

past and or in some place or other, whenever they suppose that they have proved in any way

offer a satisfactory contrast with pépn Tivé, and he has identified more letters in the first line of
column Il

12 Adopting Blank’s text at the end of line 11 ebpfioeig instead of Longo’s ebphioei].

1 Surely ironic, i.e. "poverty".
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possible that certain technical manuals had not been set down in writing, since the era did not
allow arts to have been worked out at all' amongst those men or in those periods where not
even the art of writing e#isted or had come into existence. But I think that all, and if not all at
least most of the arguments, even if their premises are conceded, will not lead to the
conclusion which their composers intend, and especially if their syllogisms lead theﬁ to
conclusions concerning sophistic rhetoric's not being an art; but if then (it_ isk valid to say) that
political and practical rhetoric do not come about by means of it (i.e. sophistic rhetoric), (it is
not valid that), if then'® music does not comprise \&riting and reading, on account of this cause
it is not even a [eol. VI (Longo, 19)] science of some other subjects. And in their syllogistic
arguments on political rhetoric, many conclude that it does not come about by means of
sophistic, if they make a good guess. And it is important to attend (to this fact) in case one
ever says things which are not convincing:'® as, for example, that just as dialectic is an art but
does not achieve anything by itself unless combined with ethical and physical arguments, a
procedure which even some of the Stoics have grasped, so too is rhetoric an ért, but by no
means produces results unless linked with political subject matter.'” Thus the fact that the
majority of arguments are inductive has not perhaps escaped the notice of even those who are
moderatély intelligent. Perhaps »other types of fault pervade their syllogisms but we do not see
fit to elaborate in detail those arguments {col. VII (Longo, 21)] whose failure is easy to spot
at the same time,'® and in the refutation of specific arguments some of the things which have

been passed over now will be thought worthy of mention. Our people might have to be

14 I adopt Blank’s text for lines 12a-b (12a-b-c in his edition) domep odx ¥uefvev] & ypbvog
txneno[viioBon n / téyveoc, instead of Longo’s "donielp obr gfal 6 xpd vol ¢l éx mero{vifioBo
nivogl’ téyvos.

13 I adopt Longo’s interpretation of the letters EIAHMOYZIKH in line 33 (el 8% povown) instead of
Blank’s (el &' H povoty) |

e I adopt Blank’s text for line 9 pfimote odx &niBav{a], instead of Longo’s pfimote odx dyfalbé.

1 Cf. the opening of Aristotle’s Rh. 1.1 1354a 1-4 7 pnropixs} éotiv &vtiotpopog ff Sahexticii

appdrepon yip mepi towodrev Tvddv elow & wotve tpdmov Tivd drbviev éoti yvepilew xai
obdeilg emotiung dpupiopévng: S1d xoi wévteg tpoémov Tivé petéyovolv dppolv, and 1.1
1355b 8-10.

18 I adopt Blank’s text for lines 1-2 &v [elbovv/@edpnrov Exovowv, instead of Longo’s &[v] ¢
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censured and particularly all those sort of people who assume that sophistic rhetoric too is not
an art and have composed confirmatory arguments of this view. For if Epicurus and
Metrodorus and moreover Hermarchus declare such a practice to be an art, as we shall record
in what comes next, then those who writ: against them are not very far from being

condemned as parricides.

PHILODEMUS ON RHETORIC BOOK 2 PHERC. 1674

fr. 1a and b (Longo, 25)

Too fragmentary to translate

fr. 2a and b (Longo, 27)

. . . the practical (sﬁeeches), [so that] there is nothing [which he says (?)] nor (that) [they

seem] to have made any other [art], but only [the artist] of the [goal] . ..

frr.3 and 4 (Longo,_29)

Too fragmentary to translate

fr. 5 (Longo, 31)

. . . it should bé said (?) in the first and the [famous (?)]; aﬁd in the case of the other arts this
(?) holds likewise. So since Romans and Spartans administer the affairs which concern

treaties without rhetorical education . . . [but] have thrown out the rhetorical speech . . ."”

frr.6-7-Ta-7b -8 (Longo, 33-39)

Too fragmentary to translate

fr.9 (Longo, 41)

vv/BehpriTov Eyovov.

1 The Spartan rejection of rhetoric is something of a commonplace in discussions of rhetoric’s value, cf.
Sext. Emp. Math. 2. 22-23, where two specific historical examples of Spartan treatment of foreign
ambassadors are cited.
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. (whenever) they take for assistance those who have the skill and the cities accept the arts
which correspond to them, but some cities ban rhetoric and the Spartans used to ban the art of
manufacturing perfume and the art of puxple-dizeing, SO Iet us say that they are not arts . . .

. . the cities ban (?), but not for this reason, he says, . . .
fr. 10 (Longo, 43)
Too fragmentary to translate
When continous text becomes legible we find ourselves in the middle of a critical survey of |
specific arguments which are cited and then commented on so as to be shown to be invalid in
themselves. The first section is concerned with specific arguments which are presented in

support of the thesis that rhetoric is not an art.

Col. I (Longo, 45)

. if an architect demolishes]”° a house [and] . . . a captain [snaps]*' a ship (in two) and a
physician kills a human being by using method, let us not concede that these are arts or, for
that matter, all those arts which the argument foolishly considers useful, just like the one

before it.

"The different arts do not achieve each other's goals, but both the philosopher and the

grammarian and the dialectician will achieve rhetoric's goal in passing."”

e Longo's conjecture from JOMOZOIKIANKAL . ... / .JE[. ., in lines 1-2, xaropleiper Sudh. Suppl. As
Hubbell suggests (1920), 268, the lost argument must have stated that an art always produces a
beneficial or intended result.

# Longo's conjecture from ....... JZEI in line 4, nepuypénlel Sudh.

z Longo's punctuation; she interprets this sentence as a new argument which Phllodemus then procecds
to comment on. She is probably right: the sentence seems to introduce a different issue from what has
come before, and a horizontal line beneath line 12 could indicate a new argument. In the rest of my
translation, I shall indicate arguments to be criticised by inverted commas, and will only indicate
occasions where I do not agree with Longo. The tenor of the argument cited is reminiscent of remarks
Philodemus made in PHerc. 1427 col. 11.3-13. The phrase 1o 3¢ / [tfik dntopuciic télovg /. . .
wapdlie} (lines 14-18), which I have translated as . . .will achieve rhetoric’s goal in passing”, is a
difficult one. LSJ does not provide a paraliel to the use of nopdyo with the genitive case. I assume that
it is intransitive and have tried to bring out the force of the preposition rapé: the point is, I think, that
philosophers etc. achieve what rhetoric achieves in the process of completing their own goals; they do
this without practising rhetoric per se, which indicates that rhetoric is not an art with its own discrete
goal and means to that goal.
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If we mean something [concerning] the business of rhetoric, [such as] the objects which it
desires (to achieve), these [will] not [be present]; for the product . . .

.. . whenever so;called experts gain in addition one of the goals, they bring in® both ample
research and practice. And persuasion by means of rhetorical speech is the goal of rhetoric,

[not] persuasion (by some other means) . . .

[Col. Il (Longo, 47)]

.. . he (?) persuades] (in a sense), but he‘ does not persuade by [rhetoric] but rather by
dialectic or by action, for even Phryne persuades (in a sense) both by beauty and music, but
does not [compose] rhetorical devices, if the argument can produce a valid result in any

way.

"Not even one of those who are not experts beats the expert in the work of the art, but in the

work of rhetoric not even this is universally the case."

For in the case of some (arts) which are conjectural, there are times when the non-expert beats
the expert, just as in the case of medicine too (it results) that the expert is outdone by some
individual from among those who are partially expert, while (for one) of those who are
[completely non-expert] it is impossible to conceive (anything). [But there is uncertainty] as
to who is being discussed here: if the argument takes the non-expert to mean "the man who
has not been trained in the rhetorical schools", and the expert to mean "the man who comes

from the schools", by showing that sophistic rhetoric is not an art and political rhetoric is not

= Longo's conjecture from JA[. .. JYZIN in lines 30-31, napdfovary Sudh. Suppl.

# Unlike Longo, I have taken the protasis ei L5 & / L mwg 6 Aéyog [Slovarai wu / Lrpooé fyew & Anloec
(lines 7-9) as part of the conclusion to the objection and not as the beginning of the next cited
argument. ] believe it is casier to interpet it semantically as a comment on the previous argument than

“as part of the next argument cited (which in any case is self-sufficient and much clearer without the
clause), and Longo records a diple beneath line 9 which could indicate that the new argument cited
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an art, but that rhetoric . . .

[Col. III (Longo, 49)]

The first eleven lines of this column (Blank has identified an additional line so that line 1 in
Longo is actually line 2) are too lacunose to translate.

"... the [majority] of rules are valid, while those relating to rhetoric are false."?*

[But according to this line of reasoning not even]* philosophy should be called an art, nor
medicine, nor music, [because in no respect] on the basis of the things laid down [from
beginning to end by certain people] is it possible to discover whether some. people have made
a mistake or whether, [while attempting]”’ to achieve the rules of the entire art, [they actually
have no knowledge].?® The fact that rhetoric . . . false rules not to be art. With regard to [the

man who says] that he who is not an expert in geometry and the other sciences . . . to observe

[Col. IV (Longo, 51)}

The first line of this column is too fragmentary to translate.

. . . but earlier we have spoken of the most important points, and we have spoken also with

regard to the issue in question.

only begins in line 9 (with the definite article v®v) and ends with the paragraphos at line 14. Of
course, this leaves the new argument without 4 connective.

# I adopt Blank’s text for lines 12-14 (= Longo lines 11-13), ©& [rAeflota Senphufo/td donv &Andd,
wevd[fi] / th woftl v prtopixtiv. Blank interprets these lines as a cited argument, which is
supported by the identification of a diple at line 11 and a paragraphos or diple at line 14.

2 Blank’s re-examination of the papyrus for line 15 (= line 14 in Longo) and the crucial % at the
beginning of the line a{Afiv obrwg o0 , makes Sudhaus’ supplement (adopted by Longo) [Efidov &u
ovPBe impossible. .

2 Blank confirms &méong but his re-examination of this line in the papyrus makes Sudhaus’

[&oroyolovtes (adopted by Longo line 23) or d&poipodvreg (Sudh. Suppl.) impossible, for we now
have ... X .... YNTEZ; the gap between 3 and v is too great to permit &ovoxodvieg. Blank adopts
Cirillo’s [Emxfeipolivrec. »
# I adopt Blank’s text for lines 25-28 (lines 24-27 in Longo), épixe(o6lon @l [EAMS[VIVvEY <fg
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"The expert does not deny he is an expert; but the rhetor (does)".

If there is some difference in arts and it is of this type, that some people are impeded® from
achieving the goal if they say they do not possess the art and ofhers are impeded if they say
they do, assuming™ that method exists, how, simply because of this, can we say that rhetoric
is not an art? And in fact some experts will continuously deny®' that they possess [the] art,

although . .. not denying®

. . Even philosophers tell some people that they do not have it, as well as [musicians] and
poets and . . .** For they do not always deny (that they possess) the art nor (do they deny it) to
all men, but only [sometimes] and to some men,* the reason being that they think they are
removing fear from those who expect to be deceived by necessity. And they deny that they
posséss the art of sophistic [Cel. V (Longo, 53)] [and they say that sophistic]*® is [not]
perhaps a property of rhetoric, but they never apologise for methodical experience in practical
théngs or the ability to express them or the possession of these things, in fact, they

continually boast [about] it, as Demosthenes does.

téyvne Yewpnludtov [obbtlv Hrictaviton

» Adopting Hammerstaedt’s évidnreofo] wpldgl = téholg] (accepted by Blank) in place of Longo’s
gvkbnwg /[ undélrote [povBdvewvl

0 Adopting Blank’s &&v [&p/vne@ot] todg 8¢ édv dpofAoydowy, Shav it (lmes 10-12) in place of
Longo’s [paviBavielv/ tivég), tobg &¢ o v vopolAo/yeiv tig mAMvng.

" Adopting Blank’s é&rapvhcovror (line 17) in place of Longo's &nfopaiviovtar; Sudhaus Suppl. had
dropvobveaL.

3 The participle &pvovpéveov is in the genitive but the following lacuna makes the syntax unclear.

3 Blank’s careful examination of the text at this point (lines 20-22) has made Longo’s supplements
untenable: ... kool Jv vl mepavi. Jnotuoey tnapviyicecton)

. Adopting Blank's text (lines 22-26), xai gidéoogor ¥ &xopvodlvion rpds tivag / [xai povoikot

7 woi movinzad] woi Lho . [..Jow é{meloivewy, instead of Longo's [oi] kol giiocopdreipov
‘ olovhon mpbg Tiveg / mévee Aéyev] xod moufelv] kol [rldfoay dovauy Hu/pafiveiv.
3 Adopting Blank’s text (lines 26-30), ob yép Si1& mov/zdg ofvde mpdg mévag &AL Evioke kol xpdlg
Eviovg / émapvobvron V] tE/xvnv.
3 Longo's conjecture from ....... PKHN (lines 1-2), pmroprcfv Sudh. Suppl.
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"On the contrary some would be in a bad position if they were ashamed of their art." ¥

Not necessarily. Anyway, since rhetoric thanks to this does not contribute method how is it
likely to win (people) over? Therefore it is quite clear that some people impute an art to
certain people and that it has something unique with regard to the other sciences; and in the
case of other arts which are harmful, or hﬁVe a reputation for being harmful, some peoplé v
reproach certain people not for having the power which they profess to have but for having a

power which they do not wish to prevail.

"Every expert claims he will achieve his goal, but the rhetor does not claim he will
persuade."”®

Not every expert, if he has sense, {col. VI (Longo, 55)] claims he will achieve his goal on
every occasion. For a physician does not, nor does a pilot, nor an archer, nor, in short, do any
who possess sciences which are not certain, but conjectural. And so fither' one should not call
these practices arts, or one should call rhetoric too an art. And the rhetor too claims he will
achieve his goal. And his goal is that which the nature of the circumstances presents, and it is
not fixed on every occasion, not even, by Zeus, on [most occasions]. But he achieves [the]
task much more frequently than those who are not rhetors.

“Every expert procures the work of his art much earlier for himself, how on earth does

[another] make the advocate sufficient and most [effective]?"*

[By means of] these arguments let us exclude medicine [too]® from the arts, <if> a

7 1 take this sentence to be another interjection from the imaginary opponent.

3 For this argument and the response to it, cf. Quint. /nst. 2.17.22-24 who also mentions a pilot, and
Quintus® defence of divination as a conjectural art in Cic. Div. 1.24.

» Both Cauderlier (1981), 183 and De Lacy (1980), 100 identified a difficulty with Longo’s text at lines

22-25[nidg / & Ezelpog [Bv maphloym VxfaMov xlofi dewvdhatolv] / wov avviyopovl
“ Adopting Sudhaus’ xcfi] instead of Longo’s x&{v.
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[physician], when he is sick, brings [to himself] other people who are good at healing. And
the rhetor does not even entrust lack of art to others, and by means of debating exercises
appropriates not even the corresponding [faculty] [col. VII (Longo, 57)], so that it must be
said that rhetoric is not even a practice and [art of arrangement].* For they would proéure
much earlier for themselves that which (comes about) by means of practice, (if this were the

case).

"Before the arts were formulated (people) were better orators, but when they were

systematised, (people were) worse (orators)."

If one wanted to deny this, it would be [easy]. For once the arts were already formulzﬁed,
those (who came) after Demosthenes [were] fnuch less [strong]. And another thing: if rhetoric
is not really an art, and requires [a good deal] of practice and can achieve the best results [by |
means of] natural talent and exercise, [how] can yéu now because of this [be surprised] that it
continues to exist? And what is there to be surprised about, if earlier there existed men of
great talent and wisdom, while after the invention of technical manuals they were such (as
they are)? By this method of argument let us then say that poetry and medicine and many
other activities are not arts, and according to {col. VIXI (Longo, 59)] us {one could] claim that
good orators do exist, and not only in the old days either. And the fact that [the] sophists are
likely [to have prevailed] befofe the advent of technical manuals does not prove (it),*” [rather]
someone will say that the [arts] were introduced [by] statesmen not by researchers, but that
they (i.e. arts) are better when not drawn up in writing, just as they are not (written downj

amongst many barbarian nations.”

4 ToncTutyy, Longo's conjecture from T{. /. JKHL , ,

2 Or possibly: "And it does not prove that [the] sophists are likely [to have prevailed] before the advent
of technical manuals, but . . . etc.

- Cf. the observation in Sext. Emp. Math. 2.34 that there is no, or litile, rhetoric among the barbarians..



Philodemus now indicates that he has completed the task of reviewing arguments which
attempt to prove that rhetoric is not an art. He will now proceed to those which seek to prove
that it is.

[And] since we have argued quite sufficiently in response to these who argue that rhetoric is
not an art, we shall next examine briefly those who propose that it is an art; and even if most

of them do not completely go along with all of these arguments, they are still indebted to

them, not the kinds which have now been inferred for the same arguments in their minds.

Furthgrmore since this kind of error of the majority of men is at issue and the false reasoning
of those [col. IX (Longo, 61)] people who themselves advertise the subject matter of the art
and the profession as if it is a method, they connect it with and are preoccupied with the

[notable (arts)], they do not draw together the things which (actually) happen to crowds.

And they are unaware too that not only do the things that are acquired by means of art not
occur naturally without art, but also that those which are acquired by means of practice do not
follow without practice. The same goes [for some of those] who approach the art of sophistic
or the art of politics and then must turn away, since they make abundantly clear that they have
been deceived by the rhetor — for there [is not actually] an art concerning these things — and

[what is more they should exclude these men from] the category of rhetoric.

[And if] it turns out that it is called an art or science, [not] perhaps [in the way they mean],
but the faults are common [to some others]. But since there is no need for an extended
treatment regarding these faults, we should go on to [col. X (Longo, 63)] the refutation of

specific arguments which in certain cases require premise and conclusion.
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"If the rhetors did not pursue an art methodically many people would not approach them

giving money",

(This argument) is worthy of attention: some people never approach others for the sake of
acquiring art only but also for the sake of the things whicﬁ result from ‘other means, of the
kind which rhetoric also furnishes. And ﬁlrthermore,» since it appears* through the treatise
that sophistic rhetoric then be_longs'to the political category, and is an art, and it is claimed
that people would never approach unless method” [in some respect] was linked to these
things [perfectly]. Epicurus in his On Rhetoric says that tﬁése who attend the professors of
the schools are deceived, and would probably not* for this sort of reason; for whenever they
listen to speeches at displays and panegyrics, because [the speech] is neither concerned with
deliberation [or] anything which is of advan;age to the state, hence [col. XI (Longo, 65)]
[those who] have sworn the oath or are in danger, as ibng as they listen adoringly to [what]

has been done, that . . .

The text of this column is too fragmentary to translate for the next eleven lines

.. . being psychologically stirred, they expect, as long as they have made a fine noise, to get

off scot-free in assemblies and law courts, being unaware that they would not last . . .

Too fragmentary to translate for two and a half lines
. .. hence they [come] to [squander] fees on [the] sophists [and] immediately realise that they

have lost their money. For nothing is ever achieved by them [with regard to the issue] but the

4 EM@{.JNEIN P, éupaiver Longo.

4 Longo has 6 / pé'8o’8fotllog (lines 23-24), thereby indicating scribal corrections (addition of letters 8o
above the line and removal of 01); but the masculine article is odd. Is it possible that the scribe meant
to write & uebodixéde, which would then be rendered, "unless the [perfectly] methodical professional
was linked to these things"?



i*gpposite [is procured]. [Furthermore] by this line of argument we say [col. XII (Longo, 67)}
tk§t even the entire art of prophecy belongs to the category of activities for the sake of which
pe:¥ple approach it offering money on account of fear. And if he said® it is the false reasoning

of those who approach these men and drug-sellers and countless others, how [shall] we not

infer that the same [holds] in the case of rhetoric?

And another point: in reply to the assertion that a certain assistance occurs for some of those
who have been despatched from the schools, [one could] say that in all probability, by Zeus,
they have [acquired] in [assemblies] not an art of political capability with respect to i[the_
same] (arts), as some of those who make war upon the dialecticians . . .

.. . to have confidence,” and select, and despatching [a certain speech] to [cities] and [rulers]

and kings, [to demand the] gift [and] not to be afraid . . .
The last four lines of the column are too fragmentary to translate

col. XIII (Longo, 69)

"But quite a few, who were [incapable] before, became capable by attending and studying."

First, not all, but some people actually come out worse depending on the amount of time they
have visited the sophists. Furthermore, some people become good at speaking, but for other

reasons which we [shall list] in other places at a more appropriate time.

4 Longo has obx &v eixétag in line 29. De Lacy (1980), 101-102 prefers Usener’s emendation odx
areicdTog, "not unreasonably for the following reason”.
“ Presumably Epicurus.

48 1 have taken Longo's [&MoPrén{erv] in this sense, anticipating pfy pof{efotefy] in line 31.
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“Be that as it may, they have visited schools."*

Even if this is conceded, the inference still does not.follow that it is an art. For it is possible

that some who visit those who are in charge of exercise gain mastery of the subject both by

exercise and practice. They would not make the inajority of those described good and [others]

weék. [And yet] we see, among some who are not experts, people who come out in greater
numbers and [more capable] than among those who make a detailed and [scientific] [col. XIV

(Longo, 71)] study of this, which suggests rather that rhetoric is not an art. And the same

thing is evident even if only a few come out good and [capable] without having learned an art

-

from those who are termed non-experts.

Another point: even if it is possible to win with exercise and not with art, it must follow that
;;ome‘ people [apply themselves] with more care and experience, while others with less, and
because of this some people turn out superior, while others (turn out) inferior. And those who
leave the subject matter of sophistic to a child, and have common sense, train people skilled

in legal matters and [produce] what they have observed in assemblies and courts as much as

they are able.”® For people like these [pay no attention to the schools], and, proclaiming the |

sophists' lack of practical expertise, they devote themselves to their training, and - as happens
sometimes with people who are talented at speaking - they [are said at times] to have set aside
[col. XV (Longo, 73)] {technical instructions] and, deriving immense benefit from [this

practice], they give the impression that they have become what they are with the aid of the

sophists.
® I take this as an imagined objection and note that Longo seems to record a paragraphos beneath line
16.

0 (?) Or: "and reproduce what they have observed as much as they are able in assemblies and courts".




E X . .

"Public speakers and advocates send their sons to sophists to learn what they themselves were

taught and were made capable in."

First of all, not all do so, but a few cry out that they have wasted the time [which] they spent
visiting the school of the sophist, and take their sons to their own teacher, that is the people.
Nevertheless, once they have been fashioned by the schools, to a certain degree they can
desire that their sons -were not deprived of this; (but that is) not (to say) that an expert
acquired the art of politics from that source. Even if there is a factory (which produces
eloquence), and one considers the s‘choolef exercise in speech a fine one, one could easily
perceive that the same people became [much] worse by [means of] sophistic in {disputes

because] the politicians possess research [or] [col. XVI (Longo, 75)] observation.

And some send their sons to the rhetoricians in the same manner in which they send them to
other disciplines, not entirely in order that they might gain profit for political ability, but
rather until such time as théy have grasped some portion of studies which are reputed to be
general and fine. For I grant that we shall not be ashamed to say that those who send (them)
are in error, since they are short-sighted when it comes to what leads to [this] practical

[capacity].

"Just as in music and grammar there are transmissions of certain unknown things, so too as

regards rhetoric; and the practice is not without method."

Certain transmissions of unknown things can exist even if they do not take place in

accordance with a certain art. By research or observation or some such manner, some people
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do not produce practices or methods, since they are [dependent] only by assertion™ [col.

XVII (Longo,77)] upon the practical elements regarding the art.

And if the argument intends to force the conclusion that sophistic rhetoric is also an art

concerned with real contests, then the issue is about things which are completely false. For

~ the sophists transmit nothing methodical in their exercises for the leaming of ability in real

contests, nor anything which contributes towards speaking with a view to action or . . .

The next eleven lines are too fragmentary to transiate. I suspect that Philodemus introduced
another argument at this point, possibly one which claimed that the existence of technical
manuals proves that rhetoric is an art.

. . . this argument can furnish some truth with regard to the other, and I shall gladly say so.
For we [think] that they have <not>" possessed the art, since they [believe] they are
publishing so-called technical manuals [col. XVIII (Longo, 79)] but that arts are absolutely

unable to have the same (power) as sciences.

And by publishing technical manuals they are able to publish dreams for the purpose of
deceiving those who read them, as the Chaldaeans and diviners do, and perhaps they too are

in error themselves,

And it follows, if anything, that sophistic is an art, but that it is also an art of politics, [not
even] they themselves urge. And no one, surely, intended to derive those who speak with

ability and intelligence in assemblies and courts as experts [from that source].

- Or "in a dogmatic sense"?

2 Longo's addition.
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And yet [it was proposed] with regard to rhetoric [whether] certain people [seem] to conduct
themselves technically [in assemblies] and courts. But those who are trained in the schools

do not share even one of the virtues of those men.

Despite that, someone will say that we speak badly in that \;/e fail to distinguish what kind of
things occur by means of art and what kind of things occur without it. For we are all
acquainted at times with the so-called unreflective way (of speéking)” [eol. XIX (Longo, 83)}
_and we often misuse the noun "art"** in ordinary language: for example we sometimes say
"“to tie sticks together artfully", or "to steal artfully", or "to be an qnful rogue”, and one would
have trouble denying that we are doing the same now. Analogously, the same will go for

when we say that one of two men is not an artist while the other is.

"Just when you see a fine statue, you would say without reflection that it is a work of art, in

the same way, when you have observed the works of the politicians you will say the same.”

The panegyric rhetoricians [themselves] have assigned [this] as an assumption to their
compositions. But even if one were to recognise wifhout reflection that these are works of art,
it is not convincing if they propose [the same] concerning political works; nor (is it
convincing) [when] someone who has a lot of sense in these things seemed to display art [col.
XX (Longo, 85)] or capability, [nor] would it be possible to judge another man who does not
have method to be unpractised nor completely untried, and so the result is that we assert that
until such time as some proof is introduced which compels us to accept the same view in the
case of this and the activities which have been compared with it, on account of [this], the
attempted proof only seems to have validity, and nothing more, unless we assert that what

[those who are well] taught do is a certain art of the proofs themselves. But not only is the

3 With Longo’s [tlov / [&]Moyolv AeySpevov I choose to understand something like tpéxov.
# Cf. Plato Resp. 7 533d 4-5, of dialectic as opposed to other "¢morfipn”: &g émotipog pdv
roAAdxig npoceinopev Sud 1o EBog, Séovton 82 dvoparog &Alov . . .
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man who has not learned the art unable to achieve the works of the art, but even he who lacks
exercise, a certain research, and observation is unable to accomplish what results by means of
these things, and if he observes, I shall say, that which pleases the crowds most, and practises,
and deals with the other things, he will soon conduct himself with distinction in rhetorical
figures like a perfect orator, not lacking a single thing, and the facts have supplied, and will

continue to support, the proof of this.

[col. XXI (Longo, 87)] And that, at least, is a very strong indication that sophistic is not the
art of politics, which one could assert by a transposition of the terms. If it is a certain art, then

let the man who has learned its technical manuals‘ go and speak in the assembly or court.

So then, as for those things that are said by some either to argue that rhetoric is an art or that

it is not an art, let them rest examined by us in the way we have.

Philodemus has now completed his critical survey of arguments. He proceeds to review
previous Epicurean assessments of rhetoric.

One could rightfully criticise, in the following way, those of our school who say that rhetoric
is an art of writing speeches and composing display pieces but not an art of pleading cases
and speaking to the people, in that they seem to suppose that sophistic alone is called rhetoric.
For they say that rhetoric is the art of these things. And when one, having commended their
general view as to [how] sophistic is an art, starting from the fact [that] (it is) not an art of
pleading cases {col. XXII (Longo, 89)] and speaking to the people, could on the other hand
charge that they have continually omitted in their [argument] oﬁe aspect of the subject under
investigation. By this I rﬁean whether there does exist an art of pleading cases well and
addressing the people, or not. For if it turns out that sophistic is not an art concerned with
these things, it has not then been proved that those things do not result by means of another

method.
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For the argument which they have quoted as authoritative does not help in this regard, but
only in regard to the fact that some people who have employed talent and practice plead cases
and address the people without the aid of rhetoric. And they have not set out arguments
[which are complete in themselves], although they are trying to, nor (have they set out) the
proof that sophistic is an art concerned with writing speeches and display pieces, as will be
obvious when the evidence® of the Founders of the School is cited [in due coursej, as we
shall describe. They*® comprise | the refutation of those who talk without making any
. distinction as to by what they categorise [col. XXIII (Longo, 93)] rhetoric an art, <by>"’
having pointed out, as we have demonstrated, what has been left out by them. The work On
Rhetoric ascribed to Polyaenus, but not in fact his, as we have made clear, brings to'our

attention the confusion of the arguments in this way too.

Yet those who say that it is an art, but one that requires talent and practice, not for its
acquisitioh but for the successful achievement of its goal, these people are completely
mistaken as to the truth and judgement of the Founders of the School. For they did not
distinguish the various usages of rhetoric, and thus they are prone to every mix up in what
they say, as if sophistic were practically the same as that which is called rhetoric, and they

have set out what they say accordingly.*®

Since Epicurus and his followers [col. XXIV (Longo, 95)] reveal that sophistic is an art of
writing speeches and composing display pieces, and is not an art of pleading cases and

addressing the people, [these] state that sophistic is an art; and likewise, although later

3 o poptoprafi} Longo, TAMLIPTYPIAL P.
s The Founders of the School?
3 Added by Longo.

5 De Lacy (1980), 104 suggests this point may have been drawn from the pseudo-Polyaenus treatise.
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Epicureans have said that the art of political capability does not exist, {they themselves]”

allow [some] science [concerning] it.

And their prescription that sophistic does not require talent and practice for its acquisition is
also manifestly false, otherwise even philosophy must be said not to require these things

either.

Their argument about grammar does not hold in the way they intend, and at the same time it
goes against them. "For just as,” they say, "talent must be assumed in the case of grammar, so
too [in the case of rhetoric]". But in the case of grammar there is a need for talent [and]
practice for [col. XXV (Longo, 97)] its acquisition, not for the Successful achievement of its
goal. And so, if the same must be said in the case of rhetoric too, then rhetoric too must be
said to require talent and practice for its own acquisition, since they say also that resounding
delivery [and] expressive gestures of the hands require talent if one is to be inclined to those
things which are able to persuade,” while practi¢e and [the] faculty [which vcomes from] it
provide knowledge of timing (for these thingé), aim at the characters, and understand many

people, especially the ones who are in court often.®

[And] in fact I wonder whether they have left anything to art.
And what is more, just as talent and practice by themselves have provided not for the
acquisition of the art but for the successful achievement of its goal, so too they at least must

demonstrate to us what precisely [it is that] contributes to its acquisition [and if] it belongs to

» The Founders or Philodemus' opponents?
& A view mentioned but dismissed by Quint. /nsz. 11.3.10.
8 Isocrates notes that a comparison is often made between the art of reading and writing and the art of

the orator; but he argues that the comparison is misconceived because knowledge of ypéppota, once
acquired, does not change, while rhetoric is a creative activity (C. soph. 12-13).
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art, . . . [eol. XXVI (Longo, 99)] those things which when added make (people) able to
achieve the goals.. One must not think that they are right who reveal that it is not an art, if one
presumes that art possesses information to be transmitted in a methodical and fixed way, and
if one calls art the complete observation which aims achieving its goal most of the time with a
reasonable chance of success, like medicine and navigation. For first of all, just as the art has
been presumed to be named not in one sense or the other, but rather as certain people wish to
label it, so too they have used the (word) "instruction”. At the same time, while criticising
those who speak without careful distinction (of terms), they themselves did not distinguish

what art or non-art they intend to demonstrate rhetoric to be.

In addition to this, although politics is not an art and is said by the Founders of the School
[not] to be, [they themselves] have considered it to be an art, at least in accordance with this
distinction. For in neither one [col. XXVII (Longo, iOl)] of the two senses which have been
set out is it possible to say that political rhetoric isvan art. For they are in agreement that it
does not possess methodical transmission which conﬁbutm stable knowledge. But Epicurus,
in the first book of On Ways of Living and in his On Rhetoric, makes it clear, as does
Metrodorus in his Against those who say that from the study of nature come good orators,
that it doesn't (even) possess obscrvétion which aims to achieve its goal most of the time with

a reasonable chance of success . . .
The last seventeen lines of the column are too fragmentary to translate

. . . for the most part [col. XXVIII (Longo, 103)] and with a reasonable chance of success and
is certainly taken from Epicurus and his followers. I mean the uncertainty of many (in that) it

is sometimes believed by, and sometimes gives offence to, the same people.
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And the (view) that its aim is to achieve its goal most of the time and with a reasonable

chance of success is completely senseless, being such.

The fact that orators have observed what persuades most of the time® and have introduced
these (observations) into (their) transmission of precepts, and because we shall persuade most
by beginning with a preface and then giving a narrative, and then finishing the [rest] in order,

makes it clear that rhetoric is an art in the second sense.

- (Yet) the rhetors have not observed that which persuades most of the time. And if by handing
down, as they suppose, these prefaces and narratives and the other parts of the speech, they
have also introduced (them) into transinissions of precepts [eol. XXIX (Longo, 105)] then
natural talent (would) easily have contributed to the observation of this. And the fact that by
speaking prefaces and narrating and providing smmes we persuade most, is not well said.
And if not, (it turns out that) both this and that which has been mentioned before have been

thrown out in an indemonstrable fashion, while the proposal is to introduce a proof.

What is more, by neglecting to show that sophistié is an art of other things, when in fact it is,
they wish to deduce that it is an art of those things which contribute hothing, thereby
disagreeing with the Founders of the School on both counts in that they are variously
constrained by rationality] of the soul. Others, having wriften their pamphlets only [in
response to] the schools, when they composed a complex reply both on the basis of this
(argument) and from the one [indicated] earlier, were only mentioned, in order that we don't

say the same things on the subject. Let it also be noted [col. XXX (Longo, 107)] [that] by

& ‘T adopt De Lacy’s suggestion (1980), 104 to emend “1& dg &ni 10 moAd mei/Boviog (lines 15-16) to
‘& @ el o moAd nel/Bovia.
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saying that rhetoric is the kind of art [which] one would call the faculty derived from the
exercise of some kind of observation, in accordance with which the goal which is set results
most of the time and with a reasonable chance of success, they cancel the special
characteristic of the art itself. For this is observed in method and in any transmission of
certain common principles which extend to particular cases, whether it be of stable sciences
or conjectural ones.

The common language of the Greeks does not really call things which are practised on the
basis of observation and a certain research "arté”' in the propér sense, but there are times when
it misuses (the term), as when sometimes it calls tightrope walkers at spectacles "artists" *
and says that someone is "terribly artistic" in splitting logs cleverly and putting them together
and laying snares, and calls “arts" the tricks in comedies and all things similar to these.* [col.
XXXI (Longo, 109)] Furthermore, [by] calling observation and exercise an art, we would
soon call the majority [of activities in] life arts, -and we would not categorise [exercise] or
observation or method as different (from each other) in any way. If this is so and if [this man]
does not say that politics comes from some art nor yet that it achieves its [goal] most of the
time and with a reasonable chance of success, [then] I think that the differences between arts

and [non]-arts originate [from other sources].

They [continually] said that (politics) is [something like] a maintenance for [life] and [a
means of procuring] friends, and in accordance with it [it is impossible] to construct a speech

within real [contests], or to hunt for [some] prize, O Corybantes.

62 Gal. Adhort. art. 9 (Kithn vol. 1) mentions 10 mettevpintelv xoi Padilev énl oyoviev Aertdv as
examples of patonoteyviot, activities which do not possess o téhog Properés; as he says, 1adr odx
elol téyvou.

o4 Philodemus’ remarks here recall those made in col. XIX.1-16.
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[Well, who would call] this kind of activity an art [of politics, which] when undertaken,
profits the artist very little or not at all [col. XXXII (Longo, 111)] nor trains a craftsman in its
special characteristics, but even brings it about that these things are mentioned in some
degree by those [who hav‘e not leammed] it? And a faculty [practised] by means of some kind
of observation, by which people achieve the proposed [goal] most of the time and with a
reasonable chance of success, [has been assumed] to be an art. For once again it will be
agreed that (people) call both politics and sophistic real [arts] of this kind, if we test and find

that some [of those who] claim to be artists undertake them and do not make mistakes.

Nevertheless, those who say that rhetoric differs from these, demonstrate at least that it
[often] has the method of [art without however] all or [evén the majority] of those . . . who
have acquired the arts [being able to speak] in asselﬁblies [and courts]. Oh what a strange
skill indeed, when without having learned it [they say] that they will achieve the work at
some time in the future, nor must they conjecture (when). And as to the other [col. XXXIII
(Longo, 113)] differences which they have demonstrated, we shall find that they have no
other purpose than to show that it is not an art in any sense at all. For it differs, they say, in as
much as, whenever it does contribute something, its contribution is small and haphazard, and
in as much as it does not have the scope of ine{ritability, but even someone who has not
learned (it) can do its works, and in as much as its technical instructions are static (?) and in
as much as most of the benefit consists in exercise in speaking and remembering, and it has
not seen anything technical at all [anywhere], so to speak, or are they able to bestow upon it
[any] name or [notion] from the Greek-speaking world. At any rate, by using these
(arguments) in a summary fashion [I shall demonstrate] the lack of method of the capability.
As to the arguments which they have introduced in addition, that it contributes the differences

which were mentioned, [it has been shown] that [col. XXXIV (Longo, 115)] they introduce
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that which is blameworthy. But if (the differences) are permitted to stand, they will not hurt
us at all but rather those people themselves, unless it is possible to refute, with respect to (the
differences), something from what has been said before; and certain contradictions are
observed which derive from nature and circumstances. [And] once these things have been
examined [there remains (a question) which] one should ask my esteemed colleague Bromios:
how, when he proposes to write about arts and inquires whether medicine is an art and
whether grammar is, {and] having proposed also (to inquire) whether rhetoric is an art, he
Vdisregarded sophistic as rhetoric, being of the opinion that it is not called such both in
common language and in Epicurus' usual usage, but connected it with political (rhetoric)
alone, in as much as most of the attention amongst those who discuss speeches resides in this
kind (of rhetoric). And how, since sophistic is an art and is said to be by the Founders ot.~ the
School . . .

. . . (he) rashly [col. XXXV (Longo, 117)] did not demonstrate in what way they (i.e. the

Founders of the School) say it is an art?

How did he reveal and attempt to make clear political rhetoric an art when it is said not to be
. an art by the Founders of the School and very far removed from the defining characteristic of

art?

How does he say that rhetoric has observed the things which are able to persuade crowds?
And again (how can he say) that the good politician, having assessed® what things naturally

stir up anger, and pity and impulse to action and dissuasion from action, uses these

& This is the only instance of the verb émAoyileo8ou in books 1 and 2 of On Rhetoric and the term may
have been employed by Bromios himself. I follow Schofield’s interpretation (1996) of the standard
meaning of the verb as "assess™ or "appraise”, whether in observation or thought.
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continuously? For he will not, I think, say that there exists anyone who becomes capable by
-observing the things which are able to persuade crowds, nor that they use these things
(whatever they are) continuously. For he has tested things which are not always suitable, and

often even produce the opposite effect.

Yet whenever he says that it is easy to demonstrate those who, in specific cases, conduct
themselves artistically in assemblies and courts, he claims not a small [col. XXXVI (Longo,
119)] thing. For he will show that they have succeeded in what they intend, but he will not

show that those who are not artists have conducted themselves artistically.

By Zeus, those who have observed what succeeds, and what does not, achieve the goal more
than those who are not artists. And [those] who have applied practice in anything and much

exercise, achieve the goals, and continuously, but not more than those who are trained.

Furthermore, not one of those who are untrained achieves the goal at all, but one will [not
reveal] it [to be] an art on account of [this] reason; and the assertion that most of the technical
precepts which are written in manuals are [not] pointless, requires investigation. For Epicurus
and his followers at least \;vill seem to say that all and not just most (of the technical precepts)
are completely pointless, at least as far as preparation for political capacity is concerned.

However, [we] will clarify these things [if anything] should be unclear.

[col. XXXVII (Longo, 121)] It would be the appropriate time to free ourselves from all (other
debates) and come to our own views, and forthwith the main points in the order of the
discussion will be set out as follows: (i) to mention briefly what an art is said to be in

ordinary language; for otherwise it is not possible to demonstrate our views; (ii) that sophistic
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rhetoric is said to be an art in the writings of the Founders of the School, in accordance with

whom we practise philosophy . ..

The next five lines are too ffagmentary to transiate

.. . (iii?) the fact that sophistic is an art concerned with the writing of speeches and display
pieces, and is not an art concerned with pleading cases and addressing the people; (iv) and
further that the art of politics lies in research and practice, but does not contribute anything

technical.

[And], by Zeus, because it is said in some circles in response to what was [demonstrated] by
us that they remove in accordance with the capability of each individual one of the things
which have been set out [col. XXXVIII (Longo, 123)] now we must inveigh against the first
(one). Well then, among the Greeks, art is conceived and spoken of as a faculty or disposition
derived from observation of certain common and basic elements which pervade the majority
of specific cases, a faculty which apprehends something and achieves it in the kind of way
which only some of those who have not learned it do, and does this firmly andv securely [and |

not]® by conjecture.

Let us leave aside for the time being the question whether that which results is advantageous
or not advantageous in every case. Let us also leave aside [whether] it is called art in a more
[general sense] or a more specific one, or derived entirely from practice or in general of this
sort. For we have intended to set out that which is a property of every art which is so-called in

any sense at all. And the exact and stable sciences like grammar, music, painting, and

& There is some uncertainty whether the papyrus has the A of obd¢. See my discussion.
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sculpture have the following [eol. XXXIX (Longo, 125)] characteristic: grasping any object
of the art and achieving it by observing certain basic elements which extend across a greater
proportion of individual instances; while the characteristic of those sciences which do not
have stability but conjecture is inevitably the following: having a grasp of certain common
elements which extend to specific cases, which have not yet been encountered, if it happens
thus, even if the goal does not follow on every océasion upon the instructions and products of
the science. Th;s is due to the fact that the conjectural method is not of the kind which is
effective on every occasion, but rather of the kind which is effective for the most part or on
more occasions than those who have no art.” For eiample, even if someone achieves the goal
in some cases or [not], yet were to deviate from the disposition [which is able to acquire] the |
common and basic elements for the [(actual) production] of specific results, [it would appear
he has not achieved ] (it) from art fcol. XL (Longo, 127)] but rather the one who has the
disposition from art, even if thé latter [fails] in the case of some specific instances. We [say]

that it is not an art at all.*®
For we term (an art) that which possesses this firmly. And [if] knowledge of [certain basic
elements which] pervade is not a characteristic . . .

The next three and a half lines are too fragmentary to translate
. . in proportion to those which are successful and not successful. [For] art has been

proposed as [being] continuous; . . . and if . . . method . ..

The next two lines are too fragmentary to translate

& Cauderlier (1981), 184 criticises Longo's text here.

o I follow Barnes (1986), 12 and 21 n.57, who punctuates with a comma after t€xvng in line 2 of col. XL
(Longo punctuates with a full stop), and a full stop after woft& pl¥p{og] in line 4; however, I do not
follow his translation of [t} #év in lines 4-5 and I agree with Longo’s adverbial rendering, since I
believe that this short sentence refers to the man who sometimes achieves results without a technical
disposition. '
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.. . (and that) there will not be [something] common between methodical (arts) and commion
elements and those which have not grasped specific cases. As for "hit-and-miss” activitiés,
we term them "skill" or "observation" or "practice", and all that sort of thing, but on no
account "art"‘, [because we assert] that that which has these things all the time is thé same

thing as art, but [not according] to differences too . . .

The last three lines of the column are too fragmentary to translate

.« . [eol. XILI (Longo, 129)] and of the beautiful, he has observéd how he must position
himself, and how he must walk, and where \he must put his foot, and in what direction he
must gesture, ‘but he has observed only cerfain details, and alone accomplishes the task and on
every occasion. But he does not possess method and a certain transmission of elementary

(precepts) which pervades the majority of cases, as the grammarian and musician do.

The same kind of thing goes for acrobats and sword-dancers too. And even if someone insists
that these possess art, he will not say that the man who binds sticks together is worse, nor the
man who lifis (heavy loads), nor the man who steals and lies successfully, or the good

merchant, or the hunter, and all people like these.

When we say that the faculty of such things is not called an art and the men (who possess
them are not called) artists, we say that it is not being so-called in its principal sense, we do
not contend that it is not being so-called in a misapplied sense. For it is obvious that [cel.
XILII (Longo, 131)] we call a fugitive an artist, and a flatterer [and] a gourmand and many
others; and each of these has observed some successes and some failures in what he has set

out to achieve. However, I say that common parlance does not call these activities and ones
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like them arts in the principal sense, but rather those which contribute method, (a concept)
which, according to the utterance of art, most readily falls under that of science too; whenever
(an activity) contributes the same as the art and according to the same form, from [which] it
simply éomes, it causes one to call the most diverse activities in life "arts”. As far as we are
concerned, there is nothing to prevent also the [entire] observation of the places which exist
in each area, or the actions, or certain other things which are often useful and, by Zeus,
unknown, from accomplishing entirely scientific results, and producing nothing untechnical.
For avoiding all hair-splitting which is not rellevant we shall alter the labels, and [col. XLIKI
(Longo, 133)] we shall say that those activities, which we term arts now, have the sort of
form which grarninar and sculpture do, while those which (we now say are) not arts are
deprived of this sort of form, but have an empirical form, like the one we enumerated earlier,

and we shall despise them accordingly.

By connecting these types of forms and the rhetorical arts, we declare that sophistic is an art
and that political rhetoric is not an art. And if someone forces us to apply the labels, we shall
say that the one, as we have laid out, is marked with an identifying characteristic, while the
other is not. And we shall think we are quite justified in replying to those who argue against

these things, just as we decided.

[But] now let us proceed to the claim that it is not we who say that sophistic is an art, but that
the Founders of our School stated it in the course of their polemics, and that political rhetoric
is a certain research and practised observation, not we. But I shall also set out where and how

[col. XLIV (Longo, 135)] these things are made clear by Zeno.”

o This translation requires that ta9ta be the subject of a plural verb.
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Well then, what could one say of the fact that Epicurus in his On Rhetoric continually
mentions "those who come from the schools", and "the capabilities that come from the
schools", and in addition "the symmetries that come from the schools", and “hc teachings of
vthe rhetoricians”, and "their business”, aqd "the teaching and instruction concerning both
speech and enthymemes and the rest”, and everything analogous to these things? Furthermore
Hermarchus too, in a letter addressed to Theopheides in the archonship of Menecles, has the
same opinion. For when Alexinus in his On Education accuses rhetorical sophists on the
grounds that they investigate many things to no purpose, including theit work on expression
and memory, and where they inquire whether Homer means "are in conjunction" in the verseé
which begin "and the stars have gone far on their course"™ and [col. XLV (Longo, 137))
concerning certain other things both in Homer's works and those of Euripides, Hermar(.:hus
makes objections in the summary of what has been said and in the conclusion. And (Alexinus
goes on to claim that) when rhetors turn their hand to certain other ﬂlings, énd praise now one
person, now another and - would you believe it - each one of them, it could be demonstrated
concerning them that they undertake in a superficial manner to compose the kind of
arguments on a great many useful things which it is possible to regard as the province of

philosophers.

[And] if they don't [deduce] their own conclusions in accordance with science, but in
accordance with probability and conjecture . . .

. . So while Alexinus uttered nonsense like this, (Hermarchus) arguing against thé
assumption which pervades the whole work says "if one must interpret the argument

concerning useful things as equivalent to that which concerns the kind of things from which

0 Il. 10.252, Lattimore’s translation (1951). De Lacy (1980), 105 points out that &/mintobor Aéyewv
“Opn/pov "copPéPrxev” (lines 31-33) cannot mean that the sophists investigated whether Homer used
that word, because it is unmetrical. The point must be exegetical, and De Lacy refers to Arist. Poet.
1461a 26 where the Homeric passage is cited as an example of ambiguity.
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financial profit originates for those able to turn out speeches in any sense [col. XILVI (Longo,

139)] and constitutes total control, then regard it as completely insane." Then, having shown

in a suitable way the madness of the supposition . . . he says "concerning the kind of things

from which is composed . . .

The next seventeen lines of this column are too fragmentary to translate

... now of the great to have the small mistake amongst these (?). For let us pass over the fact

that rhetoric tends not” to trip up intelligent and reasonable men in affairs which involve

crowds,” cross-examinations, [col. XLVI (Longo, 141)] informers, oaths, and false

testimonies. For it is better to lose a lot of money, or a piece of land [scorning] a juror” while

avoiding totally with the faculty of the soul the most important and greatest fears, than to

have these fears and win all court cases . . .”*

The next four lines are too fragmentary to translate

. . . not to practise court cases nor [to have] experience in rhetorical art but to avoid [those

who] offer (it) . . .

The next four lines are too fragmentary to translate

. . . to praise” the business of [the] rhetors in as much as they teach one how to deliberate in
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daovif@eiav], Longo translates “arroganza”. See my discussion in chapter 5.

Cf. Scaevola’s remark in Cicero De or. 1.44 that as an orator you can only hope wt prudentibus diserte
stultis etiam vere dicere videaris.

I adopt the text printed by Longo (1988), 155 for lines 5-6, [Bucodotnyv / [yAevleoavra; she follows
Sudhaus and De Lacy (1980), 105. A similar form of expression is used by Epicurus in an exhortation
to avoid luxury, fr. 207 Us.

Cf. the information preserved in part 1 of Philodemus’ De piet. 1508-1512 (Obbink) that Epicurus was
never involved in & lawsuit with anyone. On the horrors of the active rhetor’s life, cf. Sext. Emp. Math.
2.30.

The verb énouveréwm is unusual, yet the apographs seem to support this reading (ETAV<>ETE<>N O
1526, EITAUVNETEIN ¥ Col.47). L8] cite only this occurrence of the verb éxonvetéw and assume its
meaning is identical with éronivée. When I examined this portion of the papyrus, I could only read the
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public. Next, by logical hecessity, also relevant to this part (is the administration) [of the
household], in thc_e case of those Who are going to know all these things too . . . [col. XLVIII
(Longo, 143)] . . . worthy to admire the rhetoricians for being useful citizens, his argument
does not constitute novelty in itself. For we could interpret cooks and shopkeepers as doing

something useful for us, but . . .
The next seven lines are too fragmentary to translate

... it is a false argument in the case of the art of building and bronze-working, (to say) that
these [obtain] little revenue but acquire it quite easily.— For even an uneducated man who is
complétely funacquainted] with writing, let alone devoid of rhetorical experience, is able to

find out what is advantageous for the people and to express it clearly.

And moreover, [how] should one interpret the fact that some rhetorical speeches are
accomplished not in accordance with [science] [col. XLIX (Longo, 145)] but with experience
and conjecture? For, naturally, one should not think that by this expression is meant that the
speeches dé not contain dialectical syllogisms; for this is the case not only with some, but
with all speeches, despite the fact that Alexinus is not too willing to concede this. In any case,
Alexinus accuses Eubulides on one occasion of dismissing speeches which don't contain

syllogisms; for he says that we understand the facts without these.

We have presented the citations in their entirety in case it suits someone to have them, but we
are well aware that they will appear to have been written down concerning another subject

and not the present issue.

initial E of the word in line 26 and ink traces at the beginning of line 27 compatible with the letters
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Metrodorus too in the first book of his On Poems seéms to emphasise adequately that
sophistic rhetoric is an art. For in the course of arguing against one of those who [col. L
(Longo, 147)] have composed works on [poetry], he brings up other things, as I am well
aware, ® but perhaps [defines these things] too . . .

The next seven lines are too fragmentary to translate

. . . and other [such] men who speak competently among the people on subjects which are
useful ~6Xto the people, but have not learned Thrasymachus’ art at all, or anyone else’s for that
matter, but by simply being obsefvers (of what men in politics do) it would be possible for
them to understand how such men (work) on every occasion. But he thinks [the opposite] by
demonstrating that Thrasymachus and a considerable number of those others who think they
possess such arts of political and rhetorical speeches, actually achieve none of the things they
claim their arts possess. This evidence” is presented, in that it is one thing to possess method
and the means by which and from which fine speech occurs, and another to be a fine orator.
[col. LI (Longo, 149)] And going on a little further, he explains™ that the fact that no one
ever became a great poet or a competent orator just from technical mahuals bears witness

(that) . . .

The next six lines are too fragmentary to translate

... " [but] with (an art which) has all [this with the aid of] mental exercise and instruction."”

NETE but no sign of L. The final N was clear, but the space between E and N seemed too large for a
single iota. One wonders whether the papyrus had something like éncivetéov.

e Adopting Longo’s replacement of te with ve in the supplement of line 2 in her 1985 version of this
text. .

7 Adopting Longo’s 1o®1” Eunfeipov] (1985), 33 in place of 109t épnfeipde] Longo (1977).

™ Adopting DeLacy's xpoBé{c, <sc. ti@eton> g . . . in place of Longo's rpoPé{s nkog . . . But the lacuna
which follows makes any certainty impossible.

» Adopting Longo’s text for lines 13-15 . . . [GAVA& =&v éxodon] @] év Savoion yopvialeosor] /

woil Sudalyfiv (1985), 33, Judging from what comes next, Longo is justified in taking this to be a
direct quotation from Metrodorus.
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And a little [later], "He who has decided to speak [in] public or be a poet, starts with the
precepts and then, after that which coheres with such precepts, goes in search of someone
whom he regards as a kind of model and is then seen to himself to achieve the man's art so

that he does not miss out on any means by which he might become a better orator or poet. "™

So, what we are able to present from (Metrodorus”’) treatise are the sort of things which elude
both misinterpretation and the assumption [col. LII (Longo, 151)] that the argument is
concerned with the precepts of sophistic rhetoric, arts, of course, which themselves are called
by the same name, just as everyone who has paid inte]ligént attention to what we have quoted
will realise, and even more so the man who has grasped the complete writings of the

Founders of the School.

Now some of those who presently live in Rhodes write that while on [Cos] and again in
[Rhodes] people. lectured® on the subject that rhetoric is not an 8Xart, in eéch of the cities
certain people who have recently come from Athené say that they are in conflict with the
Founders of the School who taught that it is an art.® And they report that when the visitor to
Cos was asked where this was made clear, he replied both in the Symposium and in the On
Ways of Life. And the other (when asked, replied) that he was unable to say where (it was )
made clear) but he knew that those who lecture in Athens hold this view on the sophistic

branch of rhetoric; fcol. LIII (Longo, 153)} (and they write that) once again some of those

8 I have adopted Longo's later text (1985), 33 for lines 20-29 because it contains her own improvements
and those suggested by DeLacy (1980), 105 and Gigante: 70 épeEfic 100 dxolov/8ov 10ig T010h101g
Enay/vEdsaoiy, v Svvaplelug / olav eindy’ drofléninh / xal ofblrdg o Epyov [oolvitkAdv tfig
tobto[v] HEYxMng eaivieton, unrov 11/ of bkov Siopeby{nh 81 &[vl/ &v Behreiov yivorro phfralp
# mowrfig. The main changes from the (1977), 149 edition are &v for &{¢] in line 22, &noPfitalnh for
Sudhaus’ &noPfAénfwlv in line 23, and Swxpedy{nh for Siapedyel in line 27. De Lacy suggested 1ov
&xdrovBov in line 22, but Longo’s repeated examination of the papyrus confirms the reading to®
dxolobBov (1985), 43.

& Adopting Blank’s oyoha/oéviov (lines 14-15) in place of Longo’s syoAaflévitev.

8 Adopting Blank’s 8.}8oxopévol v 10 A& Jgvay adffolm'v Oul évonépyetv (lines 21-23) in place
of Longo’s Miav eb)Soxobdpevolt mepi tlo® délyvnv adtnv % omépyerv.
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present from Attica have proclaimed these same things on Rhodes too and advise them not to
begrudge the rhetors the possession of an art. This man alluded to as [living in] Athens and
having this opinion is our own Zeno; although Zeno did not write on this subject, it did not

prevent the fellow (from writing) a rebuttal against him.

However, winding back and forth artfully in the same treatise, he himself says that he has not
found any trace of rhetoric’s being an art, but an incredible number of instances of the fact

that no branch of it is technical, and he claims to have made a collection of them.

Now, as to how much we think this philosopher misses the point in his treatise,* we shall not
hesitate to record point by point and investigate with friends whom both we and he share. For
the preseﬁt [eol. LIV (Longo,‘155)] we shall mention those things which are likely to seem
relevant to the present inquiry, without being obstinately persistent about it — for, by the
Dog, as I see it, what he says does not require a collection — and again, not in a conjectural
way™ but in a way sufficient for the purposes of refutatioq. So then, setting out the headings
by which his argument will proceed, it proves (he says) his opinion that Epicurus and
Metrodorus and their followers do not allow either the political or the judicial or the
panegyric branch of rhetoric to be technical, but state that the political and judicial branches
require exercise and practice and a certain empirical research, and that (they say that) the
pénegyﬁc branch lies in practice and familiarity with a certain type of expression without

need of practical research.

8 Adopting Blank’s xotd v adtiv [ypkvoiv (lines 27-28) in place of Longo’s xatd v
vl ypa_l/cpﬁv.
“ Adopting Blank's owayl_m}{/ﬁg 8 givowv - o087 ¥t oro/yuotikdg (lines 7-9) in place of Longo’s

oovaylo)v{flk oelethodong] v oho/yaotixds, De Lacy had suggested supplementing line 8 &
¢[1iocopdv].
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In addition, in his opinion, (he says) that according to the Founders of the School an art jcol.
LV (Longo, 157)] which persuades crowds simply cannot exist; and that the aforementioned
exercise, practice, and experience is not sufficient to persuade on every occasion nor in the
majority of cases, and because it happens that speeches which are not rhetorical are
sometimes more persuasive than rhetorical ones, and because among these, the panegyrical
speeches of the sophists (are) less [successful (?)] when delivered among crowds . . .

The next three lines are too fragmentary to translate

... not even indeed a precept, but that Epicurus and his followers recognised that certain arts
too have been laid down and because of this they termed them experts and these [arts] . . .*

. . . that they did not agree that they achieve the goal too . . .
The last six lines of the column are too fragmentary to translate
[eol. LVI (Longo, 159))

The first line is too fragmentary to translate

... briefly . . . in connection with what they think;* and that even if someone, for the sake of
argument, has an ability to persuade the majority on every occasion, this is a cause not of

good things but great evils.

And having constructed each one of these arguments in an artful way, so he thinks, he

supposes he has shown thoroughly that those who demonstrate that either the whole of

& Adopting Blank’s mpooffoTed[yTVyopeberv Labrobe | (elvau] / texvitag kot Lradragl (lines 21-23)
in place of Longo’s niposiofyo/peber] / zéyvon KAL
# Adopting Blank’s Bpoayéoc Aey[.lro mopd / 1t vopifovor (lines 2-3) in place of Longo’s fporytwg KE

.. 1A/ 11 vopilovet,
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rhetoric or a branch of it is technical are adopting a position contrary to Epicurus. I, of course,
~am amazed at the students of the man who lectures at Athens.®’” One of them said that vhe
believed that Epicurus wrote about rhetoric in the Symposium, if one shc;uld trust those who
speak, not perhaps as philosophers, about philosophers; the other said he did not know where
Epicurus and his followers say (this). So the students or judges were no more attentive to
whatever they heard than the Rhodian who [eol. LVII (Longo, 161)] is writing to this very
day to the effect that he is unable to learn from anyone where it is said. Once curiosity has
begun and the examination . . .

.. . in twenty-six years . . .

The next five lines are too fragmentary to translate

. . setting out from Zeno's school, who does not live among the Persians but at Athens.
However, in order to relieve them from having to ask a lot of questions from a lot of péople,
we say that it is not in the Symposium nor in the On ways of life, nor are we telling them to
look for a needle in a haystack, but we have already cited where and on what grounds we say
that the fact that sophistic rhetoric is an art is revealed; even if the (citations) are shown to
strengthen our own judgement, yet they require an argument [col. LVIII (Longo, 163)] for
» all the members of our philosophical school. And we show our own handiwork and the reason
"why we say so-called sophistic rhetoric is an art and not a branch of rhetoric. For the

panegyric, the political, and the forensic are not branches of rhetoric in the way he himself
supposes in his entire treatise, just as the marine creature and the land (animal) are not species

ofdog ...

PHILODEMUS ON RHETORIC BOOK 2 PHERC. 1672

87 e, Zeno.
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[Col. VIII Longo:165] . . .and we congratulate the gentleman on the sheer number of points
he makes to besiege our opinion in the belief that he is refuting it; but no, by the gods, we
would not like to bring them up. For what was their purpose? For neither . . .

[Philodemus did not rehearse his opponent's points in order to refute them one by one but
simply to illustrate how misguided some philosophers can be)

. . . being in note-form (?), but in order that we know that some people do strange things fcol.
IX (Longo, 167)] in philosophy in extending them pointlessly to these (subjects) also. For 1
ask you, "O best of all the Ephesians"v,‘ of what interest are these things to those who have
occupied themselves with our philosophy? And the fact that in Epicurus' view there does not
exist {at all] an art which can persuade crowds is (surely) a cbmplete refutation of those who
claim that the speeches of Isocrates and _sﬁch-like are not without method whether
extemporised or composed in written form . . .*® (so that) neither in the case of ambassadors
(the fact that) those who have not been trained by rhetoricians are [sometimes] more
persuasive than those who have been, and the fact that panegyricists, although they possess
subject matter of the art, are less likely to meet with rowdy situations than those who (have)

nothing . . . (that) Epicurus also calls . . .

The next seven lines are too fragmentary to translate

. . . many, it had to be a power not of good things . . . but a cause of great evils. So what . . .2
The next four lines ﬁre too fragmentary to translate

.. .not even beauty . . .

s I suspect that this sentence is actually a question, since surely Philodemus wouid regard Isocrates’
speeches as examples of sophistic thetoric and thus as having nothing to do with persuading crowds.
Such speeches would therefore not be affected by his assertion with respect to techmicity.
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The last two lines of the column are too fragmentary to translate

[eol. X (Longo, 171)] . . . experienced in the other things too, that not in this way do we say
that it is pfoduced, if however these things are introduced throughout the treatise; and leaving
out the other things . . . which are discussed in the work, and taking everything which
occupied nearly the entire book as read, considering for ourselves only that part in which he

says certain branches of rhetoric are said explicitly to be non-technical . . .
The next three lines are too fragmentary to translate

. . . of about three thousand words we shall consider . . . without dispute. And Epicurus
depicts that young man, who is claiming that panegyric and political rhetoric are a single
‘power of being a sophist derived from rhetorical exercise in the process of being refuted.®
And after the words "let him speak his mind", he makes Idomeneus with the words ". . . to
you" ask for forgiveness if the youngster is impertinent, because of his youth, and makes
him* add the following words: "It would be strange indeed if you were not hindered at all
because of your youth, as you yourself would admit, from exceeding in rhetorical capacity all
those men who, because you are young, are old as far as you are concemed and very
reputable” [col. XI (Longo, 175)], just as you would have said when you meant "Let him
speak openly"” and . . . "strange indeed, I say, if you were not hindered at all because of your
age, from excelling in rhetorical capability [which] seems to be (the result) of practice and

much familiarity, but it is possible to be prevented from seeing things as they are because of

& Adopting Angeli's E\eyydpevo[V] in line 22 (1981), instead of Sudh Suppl. Longo éheyyopévoug.
5 Adopting Angeli’s [chovérrovid t/va [Abdyorg] col. X.32-33 (1981), instead of Longo’s [ocluvant
ovié t/v" of hr@lv.
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one's age, something for which science would rather appear to be responsible than practice

and familiarity."

On account of . . . they say . . . they Qay that the whole of rhetoric, of the kind they
demonstrate, would result quite simply from practice and familiarity, aﬁd that not even one
branch of it (would result) at all from art, and clearly . . . to instruct thoroughly,
distinguishing in addition what kind of things will be possible from science, and what kind of

things from practice and familiarity . . .
The next three lines are too fragmentary to translate

... [if] that which is hard to master because of its absence of method is accessible to a young
man, then much more that which occurs by means of science inasmuch as it is grasped with

methods and elementary principles which can be applied universally. If, that is, art . . .
The next line is too fragmentary to translate

... or even a branch of it, the argument would be senseless, being of the following kind: "If
that which occurs by means of method is not inaccessible for a young man, (then that which

occurs) without method (should be) even more accessible.”

feol. XII (Longo, 179)} For one will say that he (Epicurus) does not accept a political and
judicial branch. For he explicitly says "rhetoric” when replying to the sophist who claims he
possesses all the branches. Therefore since he does not retract, Epicurus has made use of the

analogy in a humorous fashion.

And such things, so to speak, having been written with capability . . .
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The next eight lines are too fragmentary to translate

... of these expressions the sophist declares nothing on this (subject) . . .

The next two lines are too fragmentary to translate

... and of enargeia . . .

.. . concerning political rhetoric and . . . for the reason of . . . alone and . . .

... sophist ...

..but...

... and (if) it is accepted, to the extent that it is accepted, that rhetoric is an art, but an art
‘which requires a great deal of practice and familiarity — for it is not impossible or excluded
by the Founders of the.School that certain arts [require] much practice and familiarity —
how [from these] (does it result that) Epicurus is being rather senseless? And if the political
form or branch of [col. XIII (Longo, 183)] rhetoric requires much practice and familiarity
while the sophistic branch requires science alone, how is the argument senseless? By the

gods, let someone show us!

For the argument is not, as he says, of the following kind: "If that which comes about by
method is accessible to a young man, then that which occurs by method will be much more
accessible,” but rather of the following kind: "If that which comes about not only by means of
metﬁod (is accessible to a young man, then that which occurs only by method will be much
more accessible)." For if it is possible for a young man to gain mastery of the two, it is of

course possible that one of the two results for a young man . . .

The next three lines are too fragmentary to translate
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. . . not to write, by the gods, "those things which are the result of practice and familiarity" . . .

when introducing the proposition, but to add the word "seems" (denotes) hesitancy . . .

The next six lines are too fragmentary to translate

. . . for he was aiming at . . . the rhetorician and because of this (he thought) that it is enough
to say that which provokes. If (the word) was added with a certain hesitation and because he
was conjecturing . . . he took precautions [not] only in the case of rhetoric but also in the case
of the act of thinking, adding the word "seems" there too. And we shall obviously accept the
word "seems" in the casé of the political [eol. XIV (Longo, 187)] branch too which they have
declared unequivocally elsewhere to be non-technical, and the persuasiveness of the argument

would be derived not from disagreement but from consensus.

And in what way will we be considered wise, not simple-minded, if we have become
accustomed to these things? For to shrink from telling th¢ truth and . . . concerning the . . . for
himself, aiming at the rhetorician is unfitting both for the young man in the dialogue and for
Epicurus writing the dialogue, and these with freedom of speech . . . and without hesitation
[especially] in this one of the arguments cénstructed in reply to the man. How could it be

possible to attack someone in a harsher manner?

The next three lines are too fragmentary to translate

.. . having assumed, that which is advanced by some others or at present . . .
. . . considering whether it possesses something of art or nothing technical, which is true too
and characteristic of the Founders of the School to do regularly, and observed even in the case

of the act of thinking; and in the very next words there would be [an aiming] [col. XV
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(Longo, 191)] at the rhetorician, since the word "seems" is present there too. The man who
claims he is going to quote arguments word for word must not insist that his audience accept
(the meaning) that he wants, if other (interpretations) are re#ea]ed too. For in fact, he says that
‘with the term "hesitating" Epicurus does not mean by the term that he agrees with those who
.say that rhetoric is without method, especially sinée in other places it is clearly revealed to be
an art in reality. Is it not madness to cé]l this an allusion to the rhetor? But we shall accept the
word "seems" in the case of political rhetoric too. If you wish, let us accept it. without fearing
whether they say it is without method elsewhere; for we now accept in addition that the word
"seems" [applies] in the case of sophistic rhetoric by the fact that the argument is now
accepted not (to be) against this (view), although it is called an art in [many places]. If one
asked whether Epicurus made it absolutely clear with arguments what kind of thing he says is
technical and what sort of thing (he says) is without method . . .

... even if there were agreement on another uncertainty . . .

...tocall ... the thing at issue; for there is uncertainty as to whether it (is) entirely the result
of practice and familiarity [col. XVI (Longo, 195)] but agreement on the fact that it requires a
lot of practice and familiarity; so, by adding the word "seems" to the matter in doubt, he

derives the issue from that which is given, even if he highlights the uncertainty.

He [will speak] for the purpose of organising (an argument), because [if] rhetoric is [not] an
art according to Epicurus, then we have shown it is by saying if he considered it to b@ a
practice and familiarity he would [not have added] the word "seems". But they said that our
argument was not made clear by us, or at least this point alone is not made clear. If the former
is the case, then we do not understand people who speak Greek; if the latter, then why do they

themselves use ambiguous terms in their refutations [in response to] us?

The next line is too fragmentary to translate
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... of the things at issue . ..

... Epicurus.. ..
The next line is too fragmentary to translate

. . . for which science would rather seem to be responsible than practice; again to have set

down ambiguous expressions . . .
The next two lines are too fragmentary to translate

. . . those that show that the goal of rhetoric occurs both by means of a certain science and
familiarity and practice rather than (exclusively) by means of practice and familiarity or by
means of art, while the goal of thinking [col. XVII (Longo, 199)] occurs by means of both,
but rather by means of science than by means of familiarity or practice, revealing that
~ thinking is the result of both rather than one of them, while rhetoric is the result of one of
them alone; and thirdly, the fact that thinking occurs by means of science, but does not result
by means of research and practice; and he who composed thisk work, having choseﬁ this by
chance, says fhat they show that rhetoric occurs artlessly by means of practice and familiarity,

while thinking occurs by means of science alone.

But even if we do not add the word "seems" in the passage, but remove it completely and
assumne that the words have been recorded thus: "you were not prevented from excelling in
rhetorical capability which is the result of practice and much familiarity”, [in what way] . . .
do they think that it is made clear that rhetoric does not occur by art but only by practice and
familiarity? For by the same line of argument we could say: "it is clear that philosophising
and philosophy (is the result) of much hard work, kingship (the result) of an excess of good

fortune, poverty (the result) of bad luck, and friendship (the result) of much familiarity"; [and
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yet] [eol. XVIII (Longo, 203)] no one would be so uneducated as to assume that we (think)

that philosophisi;:g and philosophy occur by means of hard work alone, or that kingship

occurs by means of good fortune alone, and so too for the rest.

So in this way, when Epicurus said that "rhetoric is (the result) of much practice and
familiarity" one should not understand the word "alone”, but only the meaning "requires
much practice and familiarity". For he writes the word “is" in place of "requires", just as we
do when we speak in ordinary conversation, where by the standards of common parlance the
most normal (meaning) is meant by the words; and one should ﬁot insist that the other
meaning only is all the time meant in general. Furthermore, for the sake of the expression
which this man has used, 1 say that it is unclear whether Epicurus means that rhetoric comes
about from farniliarity and practice alone or by means of art as well as practice, or not entirely
from practice and familiarity. For at the beginning it is proposed: "We say that it is
remarkable if you were not prevented at all, because of your youth, but [said] you were far
~ superior in rhetorical capability to all men older than you and reputable."' [eol. XIX (Lohgo,
207)) And similarly: "Remarkable indeed, if you were not prevented at all, on account of your
youth, from excelling in rhetorical capability." To these words has been appended: "which

seems to be (the result) of practice and much familiarity."

So to these two phrases, I mean "rhetorical cabability" and "excelling by far all those who are
older _and reputable”, has been added the phrase "which seems to be (the result) of practice
and much familiarity”. And naturally when something refers back to two antecedents, it
becomes ambiguous in every way as to which of the antecedents it has been linked with.

Therefore it is ambiguous whether the phrase "which seems to be (the result) of practice and

o Somewhat different from the wording at PHerc. 1672 coll. X.34-X1.1.
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much familiarity” is to be referred to “rhetorical capﬁbility" or "excelling everyone by far".
For if he actually supposed that the acquisition of rhetorical capability occurs only by art ,
while exceliing all those who have already acquired rhetoric occurs by practice and
familiarity, yet for the observation of affairs themselves, not for excelling, science is
sﬁfﬁcient, this . ..

... wording . . . but, I think, no one would say such a thing is true concerning a young man

indeed . ..

[col. XX (Longo, 211)]

The first line of the column is too fragmentary to translate

. . . according to art, requires practice and much protracted familiarity, (he) agrees (he) has
possessed this, and Epicurus would rather be aiming at him,” granting that which appeared
great to him, but does not hinder that which has been proposed. [However] by Zeus, even if
you wish to examine [how] the man who proposes this is understood . . .

. .. he will say that the word "seems" refers to the excelling rather than rhetoric . . .

The next line is too fragmentary to translate

. . . but that which has been granted to be unknowable, that is, to which phrase this word is

appended. Each one, as if struggling against what is explicitly said, has entailed slanderous

facilities which he summons to his aid. And yet what could one discuss more - for it is nearly

(s0) - than these things too, which are sufficient for the passage? For we say that the evidence
-which is written in Metrodorus no more refutes our view than that of this man and . . .

. . . from these Epicurus . . .

2 Le. the youth?
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The last three lines of this column and the first of the next are too fragmentary to translate

fcol. XXTI (Longo, 215)] . . . the ones being joined with the others, and we ourselves
distinctly, as we said, will also touch on these things. But now, by adding the concluding

matters and the rest of the exposition, we could finish the treatise.

So then, that according to the Founders of the School sophistic rhetoric does not prodube
practical®® and political rhetoric, is éhown by the first book of On Poems™ in several passages.
Certain of the passages cited from that source by us will suffice, not only becémse they reveal
it by pure assertion but also because they contain proofs. Hermarchus too, by what we have
cited, shows this, as does Epicurus with his entire treatment in On Rhetoric by teaching that
the capabilities” are completely independent of one another and that the schools contain
nothing for the political faculty, but often even change it, things which it seems pointless and
superfluous to offer now when they lie exposed for everyone. However, while many
(passages) in the works (of the Fouers Qf the School) show (this), the statements in

Metrodorus are sufficient to instruct clearly that this skill in speaking before the people and
pleading cases [col. XXII (Longo, 217)] derives from é certain practice and research of things

which take place in cities.

"So does one mean rhetorical capability by looking to the distinction of what must be done
[and not done] by the man who intends to be and to continue to be happy, and says that this
(capability) derives from the science of nature, or does he mean political experience in
accordance with which one is likely to observe from practice and research in the affairs of a

city that which is advantageous to the people?" And a little further on; "For what is the

i On the technical force of Eumpauctog in Philodemus, see Longo Auricchio (1985), 44.

o By Metrodorus.
% Le. sophistic, judicial, and political?
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foundation?*® That which observation produces, such as observation concerning what one

should choose and reject and the political consequences that derive from research?"

Since this subject has been summed up by us, let us proceed to the third. It was this: to prove
that sophistic rhetoric is really an art cdncerning the kind of display pieces which they
themselves compose, and the arrangement of the kind of speeches which they themselves
write and improvise. So then, we say that it has method, but not much, just like the art of

poetry and . . . [on account of] this cause . . .
The last two lines of the column are too fragmentary to translate
col. XXIII (Longo, 221)
Whole column (40 lines) is too fragmentary to translate
col. XX1IV (Longo, 223)
- Whole column (38 lines) is too fragmentary to transiate
col. XXV (Longo, 225)

The first two lines of the column are too fragmentary to translate

.. . that . . . not without method, in this way the experience of the sophists. So of all the
branches of rhetoric there is not one for physical need.”’ But since some success has been laid
down which directs a path sometimes in certain circumstances, then this too possesses art

when success follows them. Yet we would not say that it is a subordinate®® art or for practical

% Longo's (1985) punctuation, and she is surely right. The content of this citation is reminiscent of the
polemic with Nausiphanes.

Necessary vs. useful arts?

% Cf. Arist. Eth. Nic. 1.1 1094a 9-14,

97
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. . . [to refute the] facts themselves . . .
The next line is too fragmentary to translate
.. . but can someone, by quoting one of the works of a sophistic rhetor, imitate, like a talented

expert at the game of odds and evens . . .?
The next two lines are too fragmentary to translate

. . . but how can one imitate badly and at a distance? Similarly . . .
... aspeech too . . . says Epicurus, how will one imitate from afar with regard to [things that

are rather close]? . ..
The next line is too fragmentary to translate

. . . other people (say) they have other differences in the case of the written work, although
the art is one. And how in the case of poetics and painting and many other sciences will they
persuade? But, as I said often, the forms of transmission of such (arts) are, by Zeus, few in
number and differ from the sciences, because both of close things and . . .

.. . they have method which is easy to comprehend . . .

The next two lines are too fragmentary to translate

. . they construct their speeches to follow the precepts. Therefore . . .
. of such non-technical . . .
. producing in agreement unmethodical . . .

.. but also of poets . . .

The last three lines of the column are too fragmentary to translate
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col. XXXI (Longo, 247)

The first line of the column is too fragmentary to translate

. . . to provide such examples for imitation of the forensic, symbouleutic, ambassadorial,
speeches.. These (speeches) then must be placed apart and those Which are like them, and one
should exclude the demonstrations and each of the others, so that everyone is wrong and all
(treatises (7)) almost produce the assumption that {this] (art) too pi'oduées political experience
and capability, which art it adequatelybseems to reveal. For one could not conclude falsely by
chance or without the application of method, even if (one concludes that) the majority
(occupy themselves with things) of which (he) is not (in fact) knowledgeable, as if he were

knowledgeable.

We are satisfied with certain arguments like these with regard to the present issue. On the
other hand let them be perfectly contented with the man who has become accustomed to not

worrying at all about the truth.

If one has paid close attention to what is said, it will not appear to him that some of the things
attributed by us to another have been removed by these kinds of (proofs). For we have refuted
the man who charges that those things which have not yet succeeded for them before because

ofthem ...

. . . to show as following because sophistic knowledge is not concerned with political rhetoric
[eol. XXXII (Longo, 251)] we are putting off this branch to be written up in the next portion

of the treatise.

For in that one it will be shown that political capability can no more be accomplished from
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these sophistic schools than by means of grammarians or philosophers, and often the
possession of it was even a cause of considerable harm, since it does not produce success in
real contests. And as soon as he has been confounded, no argument will be left any longer, I

think, for those who suppose that sophistic is an art which produces politicians.

But let us go back to the last of the subjects, which was concerned with the fact that the
capability which has a good reputation in assemblies and law courts does not derive from

another science at all.

So in response to the suppositions, it suffices to demonstrate that the art of the rhetorical
schools does not achieve a single thing for this. For, of course, no other method for politicians

was imagined besides that which the sophists transmit for rhetorical speeches . . .
The next two lines are too fragmentary to translate

.. . extends [and] somehow with regard to the capability it is well concluded that those who

possess it possess it without science. Nevertheless . . .

The last two lines of the column are too fragmentary to translate

col. XXXIII (Longo, 255)
The first fifteen lines of the column are too fragmentary to translate
. . . [transmissions] of political theorems . . .

The next eleven lines are too fragmentary to translate
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. . . but also existing by means of writing, such as architecture and ship-building and
navigation and painting . . .

The last seven lines of the column are too fragmentary to translate

col. XXXIV (Longo, 259)

The first three lines of the column are too fragmentary to translate

.. . aman induced neither by philanthropy nor by ambition nor by any other cause to bestow
a certain gift was able to give a reason both to his own contemporaries and those who came
after him, unless someone by offering the political arts of the philosophers . . .
. . . (lest) we incur unspeakable rage . . .

.. occurring to all and . . .

..butnot...
...somemen. ..

L if ieachers of political capabilities . . .

. . those much more . . .

.. and counselling . . .
The next line is too fragmentary to transilate

. . . and carrying now, [but] each of those who demand that the affairs [of the city]'” be put in
his hands supposes that he himself [possesses completely] the research and exercise that takes

‘place in assemblies and law courts — says Metrodorus — by practice of political experience.

However, it is more evident to everyone [in every way] that a philosopher and a grammarian

who is shrewd and undertakes [affairs] at home is sometimes far superiorto all . . .

he Longo (1985).
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The next two lines are too fragmentary to translate

... acommon and basic theorem (?) . ..

col. XXXV (Longo, 263)

The first line is too fragmentary to translate

.. . being, unless it is a science which is contemplated by reason, going completely unnoticed
and having people who are able to argue on things which are difficult to contemplate
concerning themselves. For it is not possible to allege that some people's arts do not derive
from others but are concluded by means of themselves. For they too know that they were not
taught by others, but they themselves are able to say, and are aware, that they themselves
possess certaﬁn methods, by which they proceeded by themselves and from which they
proceed to the division of things . . .

...andséythese. ..

. . . having set out from education would not have been conceived but "illiterate fellows" —
says Epicurus — and Hermarchus calls them boors, since leamning involves the rational

faculty . ..
The next six lines are too fragmentary to translate

...whenever. ..
. . . they acquire research and practice, they are in control of the cities; and life is evidence of

this for those to whom we say . . .
The next seven lines are too fragmentary to translate

col. XXXVI (Longo, 267)

The text of this column is too fragmentary to translate
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col. XXXVII (Longo, 269)

...ofaffairs...‘

...owar. .. (41 lines largely unintelligible)
..peaceand. ..

...of wealth . ..

col. XXXVIII (Longo, 271)

(43 lines unintelligible)
col. XXXIX (Longo, 273)

. . . being persuaded [and] often advising that which is disadvantageous and being liked #nd
being just and being wealthy [or] poor and (being) lowly <or> distinguished or handsome or.
ugly or often having such and such a name or being thin or . . . [or] having such and such
| clothing or thousands upon thousands of other things about which it would be utterly
impossible to name an art, will the politicians not be more likely to succeed than the others?
For how were they not going to be? For what is more, they continually expose themselves to
danger, and for some the revenue is slender, and though knocked around they put up with (it)
and b& this very means they sometimes win. In addition to this they have more research . . .

and one could have observation (?).But others who do not have . . .
The next four lines are too fragmentary to translate

. .. they have less art by means of which they succeed . . .

The last nine lines of the column are too fragmentary to translate
col. XL (Longo, 277)

The eight lines which constitute this column are too fragmentary to translate
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CHAPTER 3: ARGUMENTS "FOR AND AGAINST"

In this chapter I shall attempt to review the surviving material from book 1 of Philodemus’
On Rhetoric and then proceed with a brief examination of his survey of arguments which are

put forward to attack or defend rhetoric’s claim to being an art.

(i) PHILODEMUS' DISCUSSION OF ART IN BooK 1
The first legible lines (2-8) of the first fragment from PHerc. 1427 (Longo, 3) contain a
reference to the difficulty which hampers any discussion of rhetoric's technicity,

... 1EZ évvo[eiv] &mi-

othlunv], xai v pnro-

puknyv évapudoovieg

eig ofbltiiv &nogaivov- 5

o téy vy, v obteg 6 xo-

AoLpEVOG YEVITON] TV

Toe[AJdv oplopiopds.

.. [to ()] conceptualise science, and fitting rhetoric into the conception they declare [it to be an art],
in order that in this way the so-called ball-game of the blind comes about.

The absence of context makes any intepretation of these lines somewhat speculative, but I
suggest that Philodemus is criticising those who form a general notion of what art is and then
fit, or even adapt, rhetoric to it so that rhetoric can be showﬁ to conform to their notion of art.
The terminology (¥vvowa, évappdoavieg) recalls the Stoic notion of generic conceptions -
which underlie definitions. This procedure seems to have become quite standard.

Olympiodorus, for example, in his commentary on Plato's Gorgias states:'

Sel Tobg TG TEYVIG Spovg eimelv, kol el apuogoucw émi tfig pmropixiig Sfjdov
&t téyvn EoTLV.

and then proceeds to enumerate several Stoic definitions of art, two of which, in his opinion,

rhetoric satisfies.

! In Platonis Gorgiam 12.1 p.69 Westerink = fr. 392 Hillser.
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In the Philodemus passage, the verb évvoelv would therefore denote an #vvowx which is
acquired by repeated observation and experience, that is a general notion upon which a
definition is based. For the connection between definition and general notion and their

relation to reality we may cite Diogenes Laertius 7.42,°

kol 10 Opikdv 8¢ Opolng mpodg éntyvaoiy 1fig dAndelog Sid yap 1@V évvordv T
npaypota Aapplveton.

The mysterious "blind men's ball-game", absent from Otto's Sprichwérter, 1 take to be a
proverbial (xaAolpevog) expression to describe érgumentation which repeatedly misses the
mark and has no purpose.’ If the formation of £vvoia is dependent on the senses, there is an
additional point to the choice of the word TvpA@dv. Although the Stoics, with their
predilection for definitions, appear to be the likeliest candidates for Philodemus’ criticism, no
one group or school is entirely exempt frorﬁ it: all are guilty of conceiving art to be one thing
or another and then of trying to fit the various disciplines which actually exist into this notion.
In order to avoid this trap himself, Philodemus will have to address the problem of the
meaning of the term téyvn at some length later on.* In this case, the people who are criticised
find that rhetoric coheres with their conception of art, and this would exclude the Academics,

but not the Stoics or Peripatetics.

The fragment continues (lines 12-18, Longo, 3),

z Cf. also August. De civ. D 8.9 = SVF 2.106 etiam ipsi Stoici...a corporis sensibus eam (sc. dialecticam)
ducendam putarent, hinc asseverantes animum concipere notiones, quas appellant évwolog, earum
rerum scilicet quas definiendo explicant, and Long and Sedley (1987) vol.2, 194. On Evvowx in
Epicureanism, cf. Epicurus Ep. Hdr. 69, RS XXIV, Philod. Ir. col. XLV.26, and Bailey (1928), 591

and Asmis (1984), 61-63. ' o
: Cic. De or. 1.73 uses the analogy of ball-players who illustrate artistic dexterity; in A#. 2.19.1 (59

B.C.) he uses a strange expression, ego fortasse Toph@rtew, cf. Michel (1965), 335.
4 In Rh. 2 PHere. 1674 coll. XVIIL29-XIX. 16, 330K 19-XXX1.11, JXXVIIL2-15.
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For because of the innumerable differences which exist in arts, whenever they encounter a special
characteristic they immediately exclude from the category of arts the practice which contributes this.

These lines describe the corresponding result of taking a particular prescriptive view of what
constitutes an art and explain why such a view is flawed. The differences which are
encountered from one art to another are &mAcator. Philodemus has chosen an interesting
adjective. Although it must signify something like "countless" (hence Longo, 3
"innumerevoli") Philodemus has avoided the coloutless moAAoi or something similar and
selected an adjective which implies "monstrous” or "unformed".’ This is an appropriate
selection if Philodemus is Vtzying to say that it is difficult to make arts as they actually exist
conform to one simple standard notion. Because an art may have an i8161ng, a quality which
is peculiar to it alone, people who have too narrow a notion of what an art is are forced to
exclude the art from the category art. From the scholiast to Dionysius Thrax we learn that the
Stoic Chrysippus asserted:® |
&t 8pog Eotiv idlov &nddoorg’
thereby defining the very term definition. According to Philodemus, a person who attempts to
classify disciplines in accordance with a single property will oﬁen find that a discipline

possesses a property which does not appear in the prescription of his classification.

s Cf. the connotations of many limbs or serpent's coils: of Kottos, Briareus, Gyges in Hes. Op. 150-51,
the Gorgons in Pind. Pyth. 12.9, the serpent guarding the apples of the Hesperides in Eur. HF 399.

¢ 107.5-7 = SVF 2.226. .

? The text continues with the scholiast’s explanation, tobteotiv 6 10 {810v dnodidovs. Long & Sedley
11(1987), 193 remark that the masc. & is odd and the text should perhaps read & <A6yog 6> . ..



95
Another fragment from the same papyrus contains a select list of the variety of definitional

notions of art which various people follow, and it may serve to illustrate what Philodemus

means in fragment 1, .

.. 1. XAML . I

glotnkodto Bew|phpo-

10 TPOGPEPOREVTV

WG TNV YPOUUUATIKTY,

oi 8¢ thv coglav [udlvny, 5
ot 8¢ 1Mv Abdyov éxlovclov

‘O TPooPépeL, & TPOOPE -

pev [xa)@banep MAGTOV,

ot 8[¢ v éni oduglolp(blv

71 10D Biofv] maperonypé- 10
vy, kb [tv] pinkropiknyv
o[vIx oboolv] toradtnyv] éx
tdv texvav eEoplilw-

ow, £it anfox]Aiviely nipdg
ToJovavtioy Emyetl- 15
pobvieg, dmoto elvion

Rh. 1 PHerc. 1427 fr. 3 (Longo, 7)

. . . (some say that art is) that which contributes firm precepts, like grammar, others that which alone
contributes wisdom, others that which has a rationale "by which it administers what it administers”, as
Plato says, while others say that it is that which has been introduced for some advantage of life; and
when they exclude rhetoric from the arts because it is not like this, whether trying to reverse the kind
of art [it appears (?)]tobe (7). ..

The descriptions are familiar from other sources, although only Plato is singled out by name
(line 8). The list comprises views which evaluate arts in terms of method, product, and utility.
This variety must be deliberate, since Philodemus wants to illustrate that arts can be
approached from several directions and where they satisfy one of these prerequisites they may
not satisfy others.® The first notion, that art is what provides totfixota Sewpfjpata, is quite
narrow, and will encompass only the so-called exact sciences, such as grammar,’ and exclude

_those arts that are often termed "conjectural", such as navigation and rhetoric. The second

¢ Philodemus seems to have opted for a more confusing range of definitions because it suits his
" immediate polemical purpose. In a different context, Sextus Empiricus can reduce the types of arts to
two, the exact and the conjectural (Marh. 2.13), and insists that rhetoric must fall into one category or
the other if it is to be considered an art. Later in the second book, Philodemus will fall back on this
simple two-tiered system (PHerc. 1674 coll. XXXVIIL.2-XXXIX.24).
# Later he will add music, painting, and sculpture to the list (Rh. 2 PHerc. 1674 col. XXXVIIL32-35). -




96

considérs art that which produces cogpio ahd nothing else. Here the art is viewed in
accordance with its "product”. The adjective pévnv is a little problematic. If it is taken with
cogiav' then the phrasing suggests that the wisdom which is produced, and defines the art as
an art, is quite abstract: wisdom and nothing else. This approach alsc; is exclusive, perhaps
even more so than the first: only aﬂs like mathematics or astronomy, under a certain point of
view, could be said to produce this sort of wisdom."' On the other hand, if the adjective is to
be taken with the nounttéx\mv implied ("others say that only <that art> which produces
wisdom is an art) then the implication would be that there are only a very few arts which
qualify, but the nature of the wisdom is less explicit. Either way, most ancient philosophers
would surely have argued that only philosophy can produce wisdom. Less exclusive is Plato's
formqlation from the Gorgias, where the art has to be able to give an explanation or reason
for what it does, which, at least in the Gorgias, excl’udes rhetoric from this list, and several
other conjectural sciences besides. The final example is of those who think that an art is
something which is introduced to provide sorﬁe benefit for human existence. This is a fairly
general conception which could embrace a wide range of human disciplines and practices that
may be of some utility for mankind. At the same time, it is an ambiguous category, since, as
Philodemus seems to observe, rhetoric could be construed as not being of benefit, evch as

being harmful, and therefore excluded from the category of art.

The views of art listed by Philodemus betray a bewildering variety of requirements which
have something to do with whether the art is conceived from the stand-point of methodology

or of product, or some other general attribute.

10 As it certainly is by Longo, 7, "altri quella che consta di mera abilitd".

" A further possibility is that it means something weaker here, like “skill” or ‘“cleverness”, and the
participle npocgepouéviv could be understood to mean “contribute”, making “cleverness” a
‘characteristic of art, not a product.
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In matters of methodology, not all arts are the same. dne of the ways in which this is
illustrated is by the amount of training or experience a practitioner requires once the basic
precepts of the art have been mastered. The common notion was that the more an art
depended on theory and the lgss on experience, the more exact that art was. Philodemus
rehearses familiar observations on the way different arts require different degrees of talent,

training, experience and expertise:'

TV
Y&p £mMOTN UiV ai
Hev 10 nfdv 7 10 nAeio- 5
Tov Exovotv éx @ice-

w(g] opllafletAov npodro-

xe100a, xoi éxilye’ivi[olleo-

8o S1ix ofvlvafolknoeng

Oliyov, [ai] 88 81T éovtdv 10
teAeciovp{yolocry, [[oh-

Aa]l ol 8¢ [xjod Y[€] Tivog mpoo-

. d¢fovton Bjvio<g >vokod

névo Sl tffg dloxnoe-

wfg oV nlepty[ivoluévou ' 15

For some of the sciences have from nature all or most of what has to form their basis, and little that
occurs in addition through training, while others accomplish their ends through themselves, while still
others require in addition the existence of some natural talent which does not really result from training

Rh. 1 PHerc. 1427 fr.4 lines 3-15 (Longo, 7)
The text of ;he fragment is not in a good state as displayed by the scribe's crossing-out of
characters and words and his omission of certain letters. However, the lines immediately
preceding this portion of the fragment (lines 1-3) indicate that‘Philodcmus is attempting to
refute certain arguments one by one. The section qimted above appears to outline some
general characteristics of arts which Philodemus feels are acceptable in a general sort of way.
The important thing is that not all arts are alilé, but can be divided very generally into basic

categories (the list is probably not complete since the fragment breaks off):

i) arts which rely on the talent of the practitioner and have little need of practice;

12 Cf. PHerc. 1427 fr. 2 (Longo, 5), and Dion. Hal. De imit. fr. 1 Aujac (= 2 Us.) tpia tabta oy
&piomny fiv Ev 1e 10lg mohitikoig Adyorg EEwv xal év méon téxvn te xol émomiun xopnyhoer
pbowg Sekrd, padnoig axpifng, doxnolg énirovog.
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i) arts which fulfil their function on their own (81" éavt@v), the talent of the practitioner
being immaterial;

iit) arts which require a little talent which does not result from practice (this last category is
somewhat speculative because the pivotal negative ob is an editorial supplement).

Now all three of these categories are variation_s of an "exact science". It is important to note
~ that no one of them is equiValent to a conjectural art, since‘ thg arts in question db not rely on
- expernence or trial and error. However, even among the exact sciences there are some which
do presuppose a special naturél apt}tude, extraneous to the art, on the part of the practitioner.
This observation is especially relevant to the appreciation of the technicity of rhetoric, since
the debate on the amount of natural talent required by the orator as a starting point is at leastb

as old as Isocrates.”

So much for the problem. No doubt, Philodemus gave it ample preparation in book 1, most of
which is lost. The surviving continuous text represents the last few columns of the book and
as such contains Philodemus’ concluding remarks and the announcement of a more detailed

treatment of specific arguments in the next book.

In his summary, Philodemus seems to isolate some of the salient points which characterise a

multitude of arguments on rhetoric’s status.

The first type of approach on Philodemus’ list appears to involve the objection that rhetoric
does not have an exclusive claim on its professed goal (presumably persuasion). The issue
had already been raised by Plato in the Gorgias, and had since, apparently, become a stock

theme in discussions of rhetoric’s technicity. Thus Sextus Empiricus, assuming that rhetoric’s

B Cf. Antid. 189-191, C. soph. 15-18. On Philodemus’ use of references to Isocrates’ works, see Hubbell
(1916), Indelli (1993), and Di Matteo (1997). The issues of talent, training, and practice in oratory are
debated in Cic. De or. 1.113-136 (talent), 145-159 (practice).
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goal is persuasion, reminds us that other arts (he names medicine specifically) also persuade

by employing speech.' Philodemus’ retort is introduced by an ironic pleonasm,

ob yalpl iowg
ayévnrtov ovd’ oby O-
POREVOV EV TOIG Qait-
vopévoig, O [[e]] yeivetan 10
S téyvng, Todto Kol
‘Tod TiL 1€ v ovvieAeioBou kai §u” GAANG
{8rod A} [[ovexdnAogl] ‘Tivog of D] xorveviofon] té-
xVnG, xoi tadotm té-
o kot o ypHohpov
Omd TAVRYKaiov 8- 15
opileobar méPUKEV.
' Rh. 1 PHerc. 1427 col. 11.7-11-11a-16 (Blank)

For it is not perhaps without precedent nor unseen in the phenomena that what occurs by means of art
has a share in being achieved both by the (relevant) art and by means of some other art, and in this way
perhaps the useful too is naturally distinguished from the necessary.

Although Philodemus does not supply specific examples, he claims that it is a common
enough and self-evident fact that the strict boimdaries which are often thought to separate arts
and their respective goals do not always hold. Arts are often complementary (xowvwviicon),
and two arts may collaborate or arrive at more or less the samé ends, and rhetoric was
frequently identified as playing an auxiliary role to a number of other arts. Presumably,
Philodemus might have in mind the cbmmonplace examplé of the physician who requires the
kind of communicative skills which will assist him to convince a patient to adopt a prescribed
regime. Philodemus reserves the right to classify some arts (for example medicine) as
necessary or essential (1o &vayxaiov); and others (for example the good bedside-manner
which rhetoric might claim to provide) as useful or supportive (xpficipov). In any event, the

objection as framed is not sufficiently powerful to deny that rhetoric is an art in its own right.

i Math. 2.5, though he draws a distinction between rhetoric which seeks to secure reiotikn neifw from
other arts (e.g. geometry) which aims to produce Siaoraiu neibo.
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Another weakness lies in the way enemies of rhetoric rely on comparative analogies and
individual examples in order to attack its status as an art. Such arguments can rebound against
those who employ them if the examples are replaced with di‘fferent ones. Philodemus seems
to refer to the tendency to select imperfect examples of orators in arguing that rhetoric has no

efficacy,

¢Eovardioe wot-
ponidTTesbol yopo- 15
k1hipa poxénpdto-
olv, Gtov dnod tdv
gmi pépovg Avipdv
xornyopilolla’v tdv é-
TOTNUOV ntorfital 20
TG :
Rh. 1 PHerc. 1427 col. 111.14-21 (Blank)

it will be possible to fabricate a very negative character when one makes a case against sciences which
_is based on specific practitioners

Philodemus introduces the notion of the télewog texvitng who has full command of all
aspects of his art."”” Arguments which seek to exploit the weaknesses of individual orators are

exposed to counter-arguments which may appeal to better ones.

Arguments which attempt to nullify rhetoric by showing that its end (persuasion) is not
unique to it can be countered by pointing out that rhetoric seeks to persuade only by means of

~discourse, not some other medium,

GAAL PV Tpd- 25
xewov Eotan Aéyelv
Ko, didt nelbovory
pev moAAo[i] xatd o
KowvoOv Kol Tdv ob pn-
Topav, 0V PNV TEA0G 30
10010 1fig ;Sn'copmﬁg
Ordpyery, GAAL 1O
Abyo[r] neibely, dote
Kol TOAATY GRPOCAO-
Yiov KOTOYVOOETOL 35
@V & xdAAn ol

15 Rh. 1 PHerc. 1427 coll. 11.36-111.2 (Blank).
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olg GIAAo[c] pA[vapiag
ropapepdbvi[itliov.
Rh 1 PHerc. 1427 coll. I11.25-IV.1 (Blank)

However, it will be easy to say too that while many, even of those who are not rhetors, persuade in a
general sense, this is not the goal of rhetoric, but rather persuasion by speech, and so he will accuse
those who bring up things like beauty and other nonsense of great irrelevance.

Philodemus will make the same point again, and the argument was obviously something of a

commonplace in discussions of rhetoric’s téAog.'® It is, of course, important to remember,

that Philodemus does not commit himself intellectually to this, or any of the rebuttals listed in

this section. Elsewhere he denies that there exists an art of persuading an audience at all, but

at the present stage he is content to meet the arguments on their own terms to show that the

premises need not lead to the conclusions which the opponents of rhetoric desire.

In his summary of faults in argumentation Philodemus identifies the following characteristics,

some of which receive further treatment in the surviving portion of the next book:

e the arguments tend to be sloppy in the employment of key terms, taking no account
of ambiguities which arise from a term’s use in a specific sense;"’

o essentially the same arguments are repeated with minor formal changes or the
inclusion of different examples;'®

e arguments tend to make assertions as if they were facts without the necessary effort
at justification;"”

e unquestioned assumptions are often madc on the basis of unverifiable

information;*

Rh. 2 PHerc. 1674 col. I1.4-7 where the case of Phryne is alluded to; cf. Sext. Emp. Marh. 2.2-5 which
includes the Phryne anecdote.

Rh. 1 PHerc. 1427 col. IV.10-22.

Rh. | PHerc. 1427 col. IV.23-31.

Rh. 1 PHerc. 1427 col. IV.32-38,

Rh. 1 PHerc. 1427 coll. IV .38-V.12-12a-12b-12¢-17 (Biank).
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e the arguments tend to be inductive.”

Philodemus’ dissatisfaction with the cogency of these arguments is motivated by a specific

concern: they fail to distinguish sophistic rhetoric from other activities which are generally

labelled "rhetoric” and thus there is a risk that sophistic rhetoric too might be construed as not

being an art,

vo-
pilw & Eywye xai whv-
tag, el 8¢ punye, ToLg
TAELGTOVG AbYOVg, KOl 20
clovyopovpévov
TIOV ANUpaTav, ob
chvéieiv 0’ 8élovorv ol
klotaokevalovreg, xai 4
ploediot [[all, &dv gpwtiv- 25
tlo mepi 1o TV copio-
Thxnv prtopukiiv od-
x elvou Téxvnv
Rh. 1 PHerc. 1427 col. V.17-28 (Longo and Blank)
But I think that ail, and if not all at least most of the arguments, even if their premises are conceded,

will not lead to the conclusion which their composers intend, and especially if their syllogisms lead
them to conclusions concerning sophistic rhetoric's not being an art

To a large extent, the failure to differentiate adequately sophistic rhetoric from other

disciplines which share the label "rhetoric” is ascribed to a lack of attention to linguistic

precision.”” This is why Philodemus himself is careful to give a full explanation of what he

means by the term "art" and to differentiate sophistic from other activities in the constructive

section of the next book.

21

Rh. 1 PHerc. 1427 col. V1.25-30.

Hence the complaint about &diainydv and v év toilg govails xowvdtnta in Rh. 1 PHerc: 1427
col. IV.17, 18-20, which anticipates the discussion in Rh. 2 PHerc. 1674 col. XXXVII.2-15 (Longo,
123). ‘
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(ii) PHILODEMUS' APPRAISAL OF ARGUMENTS WHICH SEEK TO DEMONSTRATE THAT

RHETORIC IS NOT AN ART IN BOOK 2

Our legible text begins towards the closing section of a review of arguments which aim to

prove that rhetoric is not an art. This is clear from the statement,

énfei 8¢] Lnplog &movrag 15
Lt fottouc] ed ‘Wnoypwving
L 81 leyAéypeda tobde fpe-
Lt pl év o vrép 10D Ths)
gllvon THv Prropikfy
Tl viny, &Efig dmowo- 20
pedfo tloy€wg kol Tovg
Unep 10D TEvnY adTRv
elvfo] mpogepopévoug
Rh.2 PHerc. 1674 col. VIII.15-23 (Longo, 59)

[And] since we have argued quite sufficiently in response to these who argue that rhetoric is not an art,
we shall next examine briefly those who propose that it is an arnt

“ where what preceded must have dealt with arguments against the technicity of rhetoric. Only

eight and a half columns of this section of the argument survive, but from them we can

construct a general impression of the argument's strategy and the kinds of issues raised.
Philodemus cites points and observations from an established armoury of standard arguments
and proceeds to answer them one by one. This approach is familiar from several other
treatises of Philodemus.” The responses are swift and conducted in a summary fashion. They

also tend to be as eclectic as the objections they serve to nullify.

The text presents some difficulty to the interpreter in that it is by no means always clear
whether one is reading the opponent's objection or Philodemus' response to it. Longo

Auricchio identified six quoted arguments against rhetoric in the surviving portion of the text

3 E.g. in De poem. 5.
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The first three arguments are founded on what are taken to be self-evident facts:

1) the fact that pupils pay fees to rhetors means that the rhetors must be able to teach
an art;’?

2) a significant number of pupils come out of the rhetors' schools with skills which
they did not possess when they first entered;>

3) fathers who received an education at the hands of the rhetors and are now involved
in civic and forensic business continue to send their sons to the rhetors, which must

mean that they recognise that they themselves learned their art there.*

All three of these arguments which rely on generalised empirical facts perhaps qualify as -

inductive. Philodemus observed in book 1 that the majority of arguments on the issue of

rhetoric's technicity have this character.” But as Philodemus points out with deliberate care,

the arguments also rely on an interpretation of what sort of science the art of rhetoric is. In the

case of the first argument, it is assumed that because people pay fees the rhetors possess an

art which is methodical (téxvnv p[eB@Pev/ov ofi pihopeg , col.X.4-5). Associated

assumptions would follow, and are addressed in Philodemus' response: that the rhetors

possess an art which is useful or practical, otherwise people would not pay money to leamn it;

that the art is useful for civic life; the fact that rhetors are able to teach something implies that

they possess an art which can be reduced to a system.*

2

33

33

36

Rh. 2 PHerc. 1674 col. ¥.3-7 (Longo, 63). Cf Isocrates’ remarks on those who profess to teach
political discourse (molitikol Adyor), fryobvran 88 1007 elvan thv téyxvny, fiv dg mheiotovg i
HIKPOTITL TRV MoBdv kol 1§ peyéder 1OV ExayyeApdtov tposaydyovion kol Aofelv T mop’
abtdv SvvnBdow (C. soph. 9).

Rh. 2 PHerc. 1674 col. X{I1.1-5 (Longo, 69).

Rh. 2 PHerc. 1674 col. XV.5-11 (Longo, 73).

woi/yap tnaxtudobs] el/von tobg mheio{ving / 1dv Adywv obx fowng / AMinBev obdE tobg / petpiang
ovvévtag, Rh. 1| PHerc. 1472 col. V1.25-30 (Lengo, 19).

This point is made explicitly later in another quoted argument, [®lonlep & LpovJoucin xai
ypap[piaﬂxﬁd { mupaddoeg Tividy / & iow] &y voopl & [viov, ofB)twg ki éxt pritolouchv, Rh.
2 PHerc. 1674 col. XV1.18-22 (Longo, 75).



107

Philodemus' reply is reasonably full, and, despite the uncertainties posed by the lacuna in
column XI, 1 assume that he continues with his comments until the end of column XII. He
does hot choose to question the fact that pupils do pay fees to rhetors, To do so would be
foolish, since it is undoubtedly the case that they do. Instead he cites remarks from Epicurus’
On Rhetoric to the effect that people attend the schools of the rhetors in the anticipation of
- gaining skills for civic life but are soon disappointed on leaving the school when they realise
that all their learning is of no use in the practical world.”’ Besides, presumably on an analogy
drawn by Epicurus himself, if the fact that people pay money to a practitioner proves that the
practitioner possesses an art, then soothsayers, drug-sellers, and any number of other frauds

may also be deemed to possess an art.*®

It can thus be seen that the second quoted argument is introduced as a sort of attempt to reply
to Philodemus’ response to the first: it is an empirically verifiable fact that many people are
more competent (in civic life) after having attended the rhetors’ schools.” Philodemus'
opening remarks serve to highlight the weakness of crude inductive arguments of this type:
one could find sufficient examples of people who were worse after they attended the rhetors'
schools than before, and ascribe fhe reason that some become good at speaking in public to
another source.* Furthermore, Philodemus implies that the same érgumcntative form could
be used to show that on empirical grounds people without technical training sometimes excelj
at public speaking at the expense of those with technical training:*

xofitot yle opdiplev

7 Rh. 2 PHerc. 1674 coll. X.24.X1.34 (Longo, 63, 65).

38 Rh. 2 PHerc. 1674 coll. X1.34-X11.13 (Longo, 65, 67), and Epicurus denied that there existed an art of
prophecy, pavnxiv & Groocov év GAlow dvoupel dg wol év i Muop§ émvropufi wxal onot
"paviikh odoa dvinaprrog, el 8¢ xal droprrh, oddEv mpdg Aubg Tiyntéa vbpeva” (Diog. Laert.

10.135).
» Rh. 2 PHerc. 1674 col. X1I1.1-5 (Longo, 69).
“ Rh. 2 PHerc. 1674 col. X1IL5-14 (Longo, 69).
4 The point seems to echo Isocrates’ pronouncement, woAdol pév wdv m)toooqmoavrmv i81dron

Swetéhecav dvieg, &hhol 88 Tiveg oblevi mhmote ouyyevduevor v copotdv xal K.éyew wol
rohitebesBay Seivol yeybdvaswy, C soph. 14,
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nap Eviov &téxvev
Evltwv moAldr mAsiovelc 30
éviote xfai] Su{vorrwté -
plovg ggudvilag A map[o
Qv EnioTnpoViKdiK
tod10 dx{piflodvraly, 6
ua?\.lov [Elnpotdxlov &-
onv 100 un elvar téyvny
Vv pnroprchv.
‘ Rh. 2 PHerc. 1674 coll. XI11.28-X1V .4 (Longo, 69, 71)

[And yet] we see, among some who are not experts, people who come out more numerous and [more
capable] than among those who make a detailed and [scientific] study of this, which suggests rather
that rhetoric is not an art.

Empirical arguments which try to play the ‘numbérs game’ are open to such objections.*

Apart from this weakness, there persists, in Philodemus’ opinion, an important misconception
in the understanding of what it is that the rhetors actually teach. Empirical experience tells us
that in practice the skills required in civic life are best acquired by watching and copying
those who are already successful in these pursuits,

oi 1 dpévieg 1o fig olo-

proTikiig [rlondi, vodv 8¢

xovo[v] Exovieg, 1OV te 20
VOHULK@V EUTELPOVS KO-
raox{evialovoly xai, &
rapafteltnphxalorv £v

dfpog kai Sikaotnpli-

o), &g Evdéyeton] pé- 25
amot, EVirowoboi. 1@dV] yap
Sidaoxareinv duehod-

ow] oi torobro, [tkd¢] 8¢ co-
puonikdg anpodioal dvo-

81]60\:1&::; xotolpifov- 30
ow, xoi - - ofvylkopet § évio-

e TIoW & \)_Itp'uém wpoOg

10 Aéyelv - - mopofepiin-

kévon nolté Aéyovto mot-
poyyEipoto] xoi Altlofv Tob-

tov] Geerodpevor tofv

1pémiov; dOEoV mopEYOV-

owv @k Lo 1AV coproTdfv
yely6vooLy Tor0itot. 5

Rh. 2 PHerc. 1674 coll. XIV.18-XV.5 (Longo, 71, 73)

2 Note the way in which Philodemus begins his reply to the second argument, &{piiitov uev / od mdveeg,
&AL Evion . . . xth. col. XII1.5-6, and the third, xpitov / pév obd mévreg &AL’ dAiyor . . . wtd. col
XV.11-12 '
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And those who leave the subject matter of sophistic to a child, and have common sense, train people
skilled in legal matters and [produce] what they have observed in assemblies and courts as much as
they are able. For people like these [pay no attention to the schools], and, proclaiming the sophists' lack
of practical expertise, they devote themselves to their training, and - as happens sometimes with people
who are talented at speaking - they [are said at times] to have set aside [technical instructions] and
deriving immense benefit from [this practice], they give the impression that they have become what
they are with the aid of the sophists,

The strategy of acquiring competence in public speaking through practical experience,
ébservation (presumably of those who are already involved in such activities), and familarity
with laws and procedures is here not offered as an alternative but as a statement of what
actually happens in practice. It is reminiscent of the old-fashioned methods of acquiring civic
skills which are raised by Antonius in Cicero’s De oratore.* Philodemus even seems to go
so far as to suggest that education in the rhetorical schools is best relegated to a preliminary
stage in an orator’s preparation, and that to a large extent, adults engaged in civic life have to

ignore, or unlearn, what they were instructed to do in these schools.

All of this is aimed at consolidating Philodemus’ position on the nature and status of
sophistic rhetoric. The rhetors claim that they are equipping their pupils for participation in
civic life by teaching them rhetoric. Philodemus argues that what the rhetors teach does not,

in fact, do this. He does not, however, say that they do not teach anything.

The third quoted argument raises the question as to why orators continue to send their own
sons to the schools of the rhétors, if they themselves abandon the instructions of the rhetors
once they are in the outside world.* Again, Philodemus remarks that one might find orators

“who do not do this and prefer that their children are exposed to real theatres of civic

“@ E.g. neque enim sum de arte dicturus, quam nunquam didici, sed de mea consuetudine; ipsaque illa,
quae in commentarium meum rettuli, sunt eiusmodi, non aliqua mihi doctrina tradita, sed in rerum usu
causisque tractata (1.208).

4 Rh. 2 PHerc. 1674 col. XV.5-11 (Longo, 73).
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business.” As for those who do continue to send their sons to the schools of the thetors, they
must be suffering from a misconception as to the value such education holds for civic
participation. Yet Philodemus also offers another explanation,

gvior & [o0J8° &Akeg

tva [mlpog moAfilriknyv 8{0-
Vojuiv deeA[nBdotv, &fA-
A’ [EJog Gv TV xo[Llv@v 5
xai xoaAdv elvon doxodv-
TOV pobnpudtov pe-
to AP, népunovot
to0g viovg [wlg npdg [TIGA-
A0 KO TTPOG TOVG PTITop!t - 10
xovg.
Rh. 2 PHerc. 1674 col. XV1.2-11 (Longo, 75)

And some send their sons to the rhetoricians in the same manner in which they send them to other
disciplines, not entirely in order that they might gain profit for political ability, but rather until such
time as they have grasped some portion of studies which are reputed to be general and fine.

Philodemus asserts that not all parents send their children to the schools of the rhetors with
the expectation that they will thereby receive instruction in skills required for civic
participation but rather so that they can acquire the general accomplishments which are
expected of any educated gentleman. Philodemus has effectively downgraded rhetorical
education by stripping it of its claim to offer preparation for an active life in the polis, and by
locating it with other studies which were part of a citizen-child’s general education,
disciplines such as grammar, poetry, and music.* Whether or not Philodemus’ statements
constitute the view of the majority of parents whose sons attended the rhetors’ schools, he has
probably identified what had long become a tendency. Not all Greeks or Romans of his era

who underwent a rhetorical education were actively occupied with civic business in adult life.

4 Rh. 2 PHerc. 1674 col. XV.11-18 (Longo, 73).
4 This notion is anticipated a little earlier with the words dpévteg & 1fic clo/pronxiig [rloudi col.
XIV.18-19.
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But by the second and first centuries B.C. rhetoric was considered an indispensable part of a

young adult's education.”’

It can be seen, then, that the first three arguments in favour of rhetoric’s technicity constitute
a coherent sequence, where the subsequent argument is formulated in order to salvage the

refuted thesis of the argument formulated before it.

The fourth argument introduces a fresh approach, but one that is perhaps suggested by
Philodemus’ apparent equation of rhetoric with other traditional arts of paedagogic value.
Rhetoric, it is argued, like music and grammar involves the transmission of unknown things

(rapaddoerg Tivdv dyvoovpévav) and its practice is methodical, at least in some sense.*®

Philodemus points out that the tfansmission of knowledge alone does not necessarily
guarax;tee tha; the knowledge constitutes an art and repeats his view that none of the
rhetoricians’ lessons have any practical value for a pupil who intends to participate in active
civic life.*” These remarks are interrupted by a lacuna in lines 17-26 of column XVII, but
when the text resumes Philodemus appears to be engaged in a continuation of a line of -
argument. An additional point has probably been made, either by Philodemus himself or in
the form of another quoted argument, which introduces the issue of technical manuals
(rexvoMohfiog], col. XVIL34), as if these nﬁght guarantee that the mapédooeig of the

rhetoricians constitute an art. Philodemus’ reply is reminiscent of his earlier dismissal of the

a It is interesting that Crassus, in Cicero’s De orafore, prefaces his summary of precepis of the
rhetoricians’ schools with the words nam principio illud, quod est homine ingenuo liberalitergue
educato dignum, non negabo me ista omnium communia et contrita praecepta didicisse (1.137), as if
such knowledge was taken for granted in any educated person.

“ Rh. 2 PHerc. 1674 col. XV1.18-24 (Longo, 75).

® Rh. 2 PHerc. 1674 coll. XV1.24-XVIL16 (Longo, 75, 77).
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argument which relied on the payment of fees — astrologers and soothsayers also publish

technical manuals.*

In the course of his treatment of these arguments, Philodemus has occasion to question what
can be attributed to the art of rhetoric and what should be attributed to experience or
knowledge acquired from some other source. This is especially important for the issue of

whether rhetoric is an art of politics. At one point, he interrupts the discussion to clarify what

he means by art. The passage is extensive but deserves to be quoted in full and analysed

carefully:
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0 Rh. 2 PHerc. 1674 col. XVIIL5-12 (Longo, 79), cf. coll. X1.34-XIL.6.
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Despite that, someone will say that we speak badly in that we fail to distinguish® what kind of things
occur by means of art and what kind of things occur without it. For we are all acquainted at times with
the so-called unreflective way (of speaking) and we often misuse the noun "art” in ordinary language:
for example we sometimes say "to tie sticks together artfully”, or "to steal artfilly”, or "to be an artful
rogue”, and one would have rouble denving that we are doing the same now. Analogously, the same
will go for when we say that one of two men is not an artist while the other is.

“Just when you see a fine statue, you would say without reflection that it is a work of art, in the same
way, when you have observed the works of the politicians vou will say the same.”

The panegyric rhetoricians [themselves] have assigned [this] as an assumption to their compositions,
But even if one were to recognise without reflection that these are works of art, it is not convincing if
they propose [the same] concerning political works; nor (is it convincing) [when] someone who has a
lot of sense in these things seemed to display art or capability, [nor] would it be possible to judge
another man who does not have method to be unpractised nor completely untried, and so the result is
that we aasert that until such time as some proof is introduced which compels us to accept the same
view in the case of this and the activities which have been compared with it, on account of [this], the

atternpted proof only se¢ms to have validity, and nothing more, unless we assert that what [those who

are well] taught do is a certain art of the proofs themselves. But not only is the man who has not
learned the art unable to achieve the works of the art, but even he who lacks exercise, a certain
research, and observation is unable to accomplish what results by means of these things, and if he
observes, I shall say, that which pleases the crowds most, and practises, and deals with the other things,
he will soon conduct himself with distinction in rhetorical figures like a perfect orator, not lacking a
single thing, and the facts have supplied, and will continue to support, the proof of this.

Philodemus has antiéipated that his discourse will be criticised as being too ambiguous.* The

imaginary opponent will declare that he cannot grasp what Philodemus believes is achieved

by art and what is achieved without it. In other words, the opponent demands from

Philodemus a precise explanation of what doing something with art is and, by implication, a

definition of art itself. The charge of &dieAnyic is a common one and was often laid by

Stoic against Epicurean and vice versa.

Philodemus begins his response by acknowledging that he is aware of the problem. The

imaginary opponent is not introducing something which is startling or new (xai yé&p . . .

névteg émotdpedo, coll. XVIIL35-XIX.2). There exists in ordinary language (év 7fi

ovvnBeiq, col. XIX.3-4) a tendency to use words in a way which does not make perfect sense

51

32

Cf. Phld. De sign. 10 (De Lacy), where a Stoic charges the Epicureans with failure to distinguish the
various applications of the term opowdtng (Um0 gavilg / wowd{thitlog, col. VIL12-13). Epicurus
himself wrote a work entitled nepl dugiBoiriog, fr.13 col.V inf.8-col.VI sup.1 Sedley (1973), 49 =
Arr2[7] p.161.

Col. XVII1.29-35.
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because it is done spontaneously without rational reflection (&Aoyov, col. XVIIL36),* at least
when scrutinised by those who are linguistically astute, i.e. philosophers and advanced
grammarians. In fact, Philodemus points out, we are all guilty of katachresis in everyday
speech when we use without reflection the kind of idioms he lists. But these are linguistic
facts, whether they conform to a precise definition of what it is to do something with art or

not.

Most scholars take lines 16-21 of col. XIX as spoken by the imaginary opponent.* If their
interpretation is correct, the opponent has attempted to expand Philodemus' list of examples
with an additional one: the viewing of a statue. The recognition of a sfatue as a work of art
does not require reflection (xwpi¢ Adyov, col. XIX.18),” it is patently obvious and would
elicit the word "art” from the viewer in the same way as an impressiv;: ability to bind sticks
would. So too, argues thé opponent, the actions of politicians will be labelled art once
Philodemus has examined them. The distinction between seeing (i8dv, col. XIX.17) a fine
statue and examining (iotophoag, col. XIX.20) tile actions of politicians is surely signiﬁcant.
The ifnplication is that it takes longer to identify and appreciate the art which lies behind tﬁe
actions of politicians, and this demonstrates that political actions and ﬁne statues are not of
the same order. Philodemus listed actions and objects‘which are immediately recognised as
‘artistic’ by the observer even if the same observer would not normally think to classify them
as proper arts. The opponent's examples include one, sculpture, which is both immediately

recognisable as an art on viewing and is umiversally judged to be an art by Greeks and

s Cf. yoopic Adyov col. XIX.18.

34 E.g. Longo, 83, Blank (1995), 181. There are no marginal symbols to indicate that this is the case (but
then there often aren't). Perhaps a change of tone is discernible in the use of the second person (elrong,
col. XIX.18) and the attempt to extend the analogy (doxep col. XIX.16, picking up Philodemus'
xo@émep, col. XIX.5). Yet the most forceful grounds for attributing these statements to the opponent
lie in the assertion that one will term the actions of politicians "art” in the same way if one takes the
time to examine them.

3 See Blank (19935), 181.
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Epicureans alike (thus the term "art" is not applied catachrestically),* and another, the actions
of politicians, which are not immediately recognisable as art and are not judged to be an art

by all Greeks and-Epicureans. The attempted analogy is a false one.

The same claim to art, says Philodemus, is made by the panegyricist orators for their
compositions. But Philodemus refuses to accept that the case of the panegyricists and the
politiciéms is the same. Even if one were to recognise without reflection that the works of the
panegyn'cists are the products of art (i xai ywpig Adyov yvoin 1ig ét1 téyvne Epya TadT’
gotwv, col. XIX.26-28) it does not follow that one would recogm'se‘ the same for the
politicians. Once again, Philodemus detects a difference between epideictic and political
discourse which renders the attempt at analogy invalid.”” With regard to political discourse
there is no cogent argument which can show that an individual who has a great deal of sense
| when it comes to statecraft (6 wepi toOTwV moAbV vodv Exwv,” col. XIX.32-33) possesses a
science or, conversely, that an individual who is untrained but not entirely inexperienced in
politics does not possesses a science (&péBodov, col. XX.1-2). What Philodemus is prepared
to assert (pNiow, col. XX.25) is that if an orator watches and records the kind of things which

please crowds, and practises, he will become superbly adept at rhetorical figures.

Thus, the reply to the claim that technical manuals prove that rhetoric is an art ends the
section on standard arguments (favourable or hostile) on the technicity of rhetoric. The
'treétment of standard arguments in favour of rhetoric’s technicity does not appear to have
been exhaustive, and, as I have already remarked, fewer arguinents of this type are quoted

than in the section devoted to arguments against rhetoric’s technical status. I believe that

% Quite the contrary, as Philodemus later includes sculpture among the exact sciences, Rh. 2 PHerc.
1674 col. XAXVHIL30-35 (Longo, 123).
5 As he notes a few lines later, Soxel ubvov Eyewv dEomortiay Todmiyeipnue, col. XX.10-12.

# The words are carefully chosen: nolbv vobv Exwv is not equivalent o "artist”.
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Philodemus has been deliberately selective, and has included sufficient examples which are
relevant to his main concern: that sophistic rhetoric is not concerned with political or forensic

practice and that only sophistic rhetoric qualifies as an art.
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CHAPTER 4: PHILODEMUS ON‘ ART AND RHETORIC

The preceding passages examined in the last chapter, where Philodemus treats the notion of
art and rhetoric's status within it are} fraught with impediments to interpretation. It is
extremely difficult to follow the thread of his thought because, while the text itself is often in
a fairly good state, the compression and complexity of the }argument require a precise
attribution of the various demonstratives and pronouns. In addition, despite the aid of
marginal marks, it is not always clear whether the statements are Philodemus' own or
citations from arguments he is examining. A little further on in book 2 we reach a section

where Philodemus appears to state some of his own views unequivocally. The introduction is

promisingly systematic,
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lv svvhdferay Djmop -
viioon Bpayéwg. [ov] yop 10
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youévnyv [rolpa [Tolig dv-
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poDpeyv, . . JAO[. JAITI
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unPev npooceépecdor.
. Rh. 2 PHerc. 1674 col. XXXVIL1-31 (Longo, 121)

It would be the appropriate time to free ourselves from all debates and comerto our own views, and
forthwith the main points in the order of the discussion will be set out as follows: (i) to mention briefly
what an art is said to be in ordinary language; for otherwise it is not possible to demonstrate our views,
(ii) that sophistic rhetoric is said to be an art in the writings of the Founders of the School, in
accordance with whom we practise philosophy . . . (iii 7) the fact that sophistic is an art which is
concerned with the writing of speeches and display pieces, and is not an art which is concerned with
pleading cases and addressing the people, (iv ?).and further that the art of politics lies in research and
practice, but does not contribute anything technical.

There is an unfortunate lacuna in the central section of the column (lines 16-22) which makes
it difficult to establish the precise number of xepdAaia in the text. Sudhaus' supplements are
purely speculative and do not even conform with all the legible letters in Longo's edition. I
suspect that points (iii) and (iv) are actually summaries of the views Philodemus ascribes to
the Founders of the School, views wﬁch he will proceed to- demonstrate in succeeding

portions of hook 2.

Several characteristics of Philodemus' approach to art and rhetoric emerge from this passage.
Althpugh Philodemus has mentioned the multifarious notions of art which other philosophers
hold' he has so far neglected to give a satisfactory definition of art himself. This is not
surprising. The Epicureans were generally suspicious of definitions, but at the same time they
respected the need for clarity in the way terms were used. The Epicureans encouraged
awareness of what words mean and how they are used, and they realised that arguments can
be flawed by failure to identify instances where one term is used to denote things which are
not quite the same.” Epicurus himself devoted considerable effort to the eradication of

ambiguity in the language used in philosophy.

! Rh. 1 PHerc. 1427 fr. 3 (Longo, 7), discussed in chapter 3.

2 Philodemus has already alluded to this in his survey of the application of the adverb texvixéic to a
range of actions which are not arts in the strict sense of the word. He also points out that the word
pnropiky; has a fairly broad application, a fact which he claims the people he is attacking have failed
to realise, obte yap 10 mAeo/vaxov Siboreihay 1o fig / prtopixiic, 816 xal v / x@oav &v 1oig
reyouél[vlyvoig avadéyovron kd/xmow, g xlolviic te oyleldov tiig coponxifi ob/ong wlal
kadovpuévng prvropikti, PHerc. 1674 col. XX1I1.24-32 (Longo, 93).



120

In order to appreciate Philodemus' procedure at this stage of his argument it is necessary to
review the evidence for the earlier Epicurean position on the issue of how language relates to
what it signifies. The usual starting point in such an investigation is a passage from Epicurus’'
Epistula ad Herodotum:®
npdtov pev odv T Dmotetayuéva toig @8dyyoig, ® Hpbdote, Sel eilngévan,
6mwg av 1o dofalbdpeva i Enrodueva #i dmopodueva E‘yympsv glg tobro
&vayaybvreg émikpivery, xai pf éxpuro mévre fuilv <ipt elg dnepov
anodeixvoovowv fj kevobg @Bdyyovg Exopev. avlykn yép 1o mphtov évwonuo
ka® Exootov @Bdyyov BAfmeoBon kol undev dmodeilewg npoodeicbou, einep

€Eopev 10 {nrodpevov §i dropoduevov xai dofalbpevov &' 6 dvéEopev.
Epicurus Ep. Hdt. 37-38

To begin with, Herodotus, you must have grasped the things which are arranged beneath utterances, in
order that by referring to them we may have a way to test opinions, investigations or problems and in
‘order that everything does not go on untested for us demonstrating ad infinitum nor that we have
utterances that are empty. For one should look to the primary concept in the case of each utterance and
it should require no additional demonstration, if, that is, we are going to have something to which we
shall refer the investigation or problem or opinion.

As a general statement of Epicurean methodology, this text is especially relevant to my
discussion of Philodemus. Although Epicurus no doubt intended to present here guidelines
for the investigation and description of physical phenomena - the subject of the Epistula ad
Herodotum - it may, I think, be taken as a methodology of sorts which can be applied to any
problem, even an investigation into what people think an art is and what an art really is (t&
Sokalbpeva A {ntodueva). That the focus here is on the use of language as a descriptive tool
in philosophy is supported by the inclusive nature of its application (té& dofaléueva
gntoﬁgeva fi &mopodpeve): i.e. language which is used in any context where philosophy is

applied. The interpretation of certain features of this passage is much disputed, and in

particular the meaning of the phrase t& Umoteraypévo 1ol @B6Yyors. Some translate

2 Diog. Laert. 10.37-38.
Suppl. Usener.
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@86yyol as "words," others as "utterances”,® or, as Milanese has recently argued,” "atti
linguistici"; that is "speech acts”, the "suono articolato"” of language.® Diogenes of Oenoanda,
discussing the origins of language, glosses pB8Gyyor as dvopota xai Pprpata.’ Even if we
judge spch considerations over-subtle, we are still left with the problem of how to interpret
the substantivised participle & ‘bno'tewypéva. If we assume that Epicurus deliberately
avoided a term like Svope, pfina, or Aékg, §ve are led to suppose that he wished to
distinguish the purely phonetic aspects of speech from the "things" which are somehow
linked to them. If we retain the basic meaning of @8&yyoc as "utterance", then we can
interpret 1& brotetorypévo as that which gives the "utterance” meaning. p86yyog without T
roteTaypéva is simply articulated sound without meaning - gobbledy-gook! - and thus only
@BOyyog combined with t& dmotetaypéva qualifies as a "word" ih the usual and significant

sense.

There is debate over whether Epicurus means by t& brotetoypéva mental references or the

actual things which words denote.'’ I suggest that just as Epicurus was careful to use the term

-

©86yyog in order to distinguish the sound of the utterance from the meaning, so too he did not

* E.g. Bailey (1928), 268 "the ideas attached to words", Hicks (1931), 567 "what it is that words denote®,
Arrighetti (1973): 36 "cid che sottostd alle parole". ‘

& E.g. Asmis (1984), 20 "what is subordinate to the utterances”.

4 EGR 1(1996), 270-286.

s A survey of translations from a collection of recemt (published 1996, although the papers were

delivered in 1993) scholarship, L'epicureismo greco e romano (edd. Giannantoni and Gigante), reveals
that there is still no substantial agreement on the precise wranslation: "the items which are collected
under the sounds” Barnes p. 200, “cid che sta softo le parole” Hammerstaedt p. 222, "il significato
peculiare dei termini” Erler p. 517, "the underlying meanings of words” Chandler p. 599,

® fr. 12.11.11-14 (Smith), who translates "the words and phrases” (p. 373), and suggests that the phrase
does not mean "the nouns and verbs” in this context; see Bollack (1977), 795. _

10 The problem is exacerbated by the paucity of the evidence available on the Epicurean view of language
and meaning: Sextus Empiricus (Marh. 8.258) reports that the Epicurcans denied the existence of
incorporeal signifieds, what the Stoics were to term Aewtd (so too Marh. 8.13 and Plut. Adv. Col.
1119F). But the passage from Ep. Hdr. and Diog. Laert. 10.33 can be taken to assume the existence of
at least mental concepts. Diogenes is of course our source for the Epistuda and he has obviously
derived his intepretation from that text which is evident from his own paraphrase, rovel odv dvépon
10 mphrwg Lroteraypévov évopyég foti. Diogenes’ interpretation may not be correct. For a
characteristically intelligent discussion of the problem see Barnes EGR I (1996), 197-220.
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use a more neutral word for the meaningful part, e.g. t& Umoxeipeve.! If this is a valid
observation, then we should surély pay close attention to the fact that he employed a form of
téttw in this context. The verb unavoidably implies some degree of organisation and
arrangement - "the things which have been arranged under utterances" - which in itself
implies a certain coherence and regularity.'” Why should Epicurus have to give this advice?
Presumably because confusion arises if the philosopher has not grasped the existing and
ordered distribution of meanings (be they references or denotations) to articulated sounds in
language. Amidst the apparent morass of words and meanings, of homonyms and synonyms
and catachrestic usages, there can in fact be discerned and apprehended a fundamental raxis
which the philosopher should exploit to avoid the need for constant definition of basic
terms."’ The system of utterance comes ready-ordered, and to avoid confusion the philosopher
has simply to look to the npdtov évvénpa ka8’ €kaoctov @ddyyov. This npdtov Evvbpa is
‘perceived by Epicurus as some sort of constant, and since he gives it no further specification

than the adjective np®tov, we must assume that it is immediately obvious.™

If the passage from the Epistula ad Herodotum is interpreted in this way, I submit that
Philodemus can be viewed as pursuing the very methodological course that the Founder
prescribed. In his survey of definitions of art and whether rhetoric qualifies as such,
Philodemus emphasised the confusion caused by the apparently multifarious applications of

the term, in effect, the‘meanings attached to the utterance téyvn. If the philosopher follows

1 As to why he did not use a term like npoAnyng, there are various possible explanations, one being that
the term was not "invented” by him until later, see Sedley (1973), 60, ‘

2 Barnes EGR 1 (1996), 213 employs two texts from Epicurus’ De nat. 28 which use the verb 4notétto
to express the notion that belief (86&a) is collected under an utterance (PHerc. 1479/1417 1.6 col.L11
and fr. 13 col. VI inf2- col. VII sup.S, Sedley). Clay suggests that Epicurus conceived language to
possess "irreducible kernels or ‘atoms’ of meaning which resist analysis eig 0 &weipov” (1983), 71.

1 Cf. De Lacy (1939), 85 who insists that the objects of experience exhibit a definite formal structure,
and that words refer to divisions within that structure.
1 A fragment from Colotes' work on Plato’s Lysis (T. IV p. 10 d5-9, Cronert and Mancini) seems to

support this interpretation, [GAIA& piiv i ve xouvi} mévtov fudv dpviia fiv dnlpeiv robg ¢85 -
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that road, he could wander forever and never find his destination. We can compare
Philodemus' procedure here with statements made by Epicurus himself in Book 28 of De
natura. This work is pérticularly relevant for an understanding of Philodemus both because it
represents a revision or at least a refinement of the remarks which Epicurus made in the

Epistula on language in philosophy," and, since it was part of the library recovered from the
Villa dei Papiri, it is reasonable to assume that it was a work with which Philodemus himself
was familiar. In the portion of .the text which I quote, Epicurus appears to be pondering the
use of words in philosophical exposition, specifically the kinds of words which Epicurus and

his followers have selected in the past:

el 6¢
t61e [tajutd T Srovfolobue -
vor €A&youev kot [thv [Elx-
KEWWEVNY EpUNViay TiL 5
4t nioa f) apfalprio Eotiv
1dv avBponwv obdév ére-
pov Exovoa oxfino fi 10 &ni
TP TPOANWERV YLYV6-
pevov kol Tdp porvioplEvav 10
S1&x todg molvtpbroug £[01-
opobg tdv Aékewv, xai[..."”
PHerc. 1479 fr. 12 col. I11.2-12 (Sedley, 44-45)

If in those days we used to express an opinion equivalent, in the terminology we then employed, to
saying that all human error is exclusively of the form that arises in relation to preconceptions and

appearances because of the manifold conventions of language, and . . Y

The context, as ever, is obscure and thus any interpretation of the meaning of this passage

must remain speculative.'® Epicurus may be referring to an earlier stage in his philosophical

viyovic] xaitk: 1o évialyée, / [ob] 1o Solulduevov, Mancini (1976), 61-62. The problem of the
npidtov évwonuo is complex; see discussions by Long (1971) and Asmis (1984), 31-32.

15 See Sedley (1973), 13-14 who after an examination of the evidence concludes that the Epistula ad
Herodotum was composed at about 301/300 B.C. whereas the archon year below the title of PHerc.
1479/1417 locates Book 28 of De nayr. in 296/5 B.C.

16 The passage continues and npoAiyest can be read in line 14.
1 The translation, as for all portions of De natura 28 cited here, is Sedley's (1973), 44,
e As Sedley himself admits: it is difficult to ascertain whether ei . . . éAéyopev is the protasis of a

fulfilled or unfulfilled conditional (1973), 60. Glidden (1984), 401-403 questions the fundamental
assumptions underlying Sedley’s interpretation of the term mpoAfiyeig in this passage, suggesting
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career when he identified confusion between the variety in the applications of words and the
things they signify as the basis for all error.”” Whatever Epicurus meant, it would appear that
he recognises that language, as practised in normal discourse, is not always a precise
phenomenon but rather one which allows for many applications (rovg no?wrpénoﬁg |
#6uJopole 1@V Aékewv).” Even if this is not the only cause of error, it surely remains, in
Epicurus’ view, an important cause, and it might assist the philosopher if he is aware of how
words are applied in different contexts so that he can be vigilant with respect to his own
articulation - and exposition of philosophy. When Philodemus explains how the word "art" is
applied xataypnotixdg to a variety of pursuits (such as tying up sticks etc.), he seems to be
demonstrating this v'efy point. Although ol moAbtponor éBiopoi thv AéEewv are no longer
the only (o0d&v €tepov . . . #, lines 7-8) culprits, it is unlikely that this text went on to assert
that they are not responsible for error at all. They are simply no longer considered to be the
only sources of error. This is a perfectly reasonable statement if we refer once again to

Epicurus' advice in the Epistula ad Herodotum which was quoted earlier.

A little further on in book 28 of De natura, Epicurus says:

NG 1 8¢ x{oi &lvev tfig
Tivelv E0op[dv ovlvorkel®-
oewg Elmetpulv tote Etluxeg, 5

instead that mpodfyeig be understood as a species of aio@noig (which is why they are conjoined with

paivopeva here). )

18 Sedley (1973), 22-23, 60-61.

20 The choice of the adjective molbtponog may be significant in an additional sense: it is of course the
epithet associated with Odysseus in Homer, and its meaning covers "much-wandering”, "shifty” or

"shifting", "versatile", and even "fickle". Its application to the element &p by Diogenes of Apollonia
(DK BS5 II p. 61) describes and accounts for the variety of manifest phenomena which are versions of
ép. Plato (Hp. mi. 364e 5-8 and 365b 4-5) interpets the Odysseus’ epithet as implying deceitfulness,
lies and trickery (see also Antisthenes apud Porphyry schol. ad Od. « 1 and Brancacci (1990), 47-48
and n. 10). The fundamental point is that whatever is KoAOtponog is really the same throughout its
apparent or manifest various shapes and qualities. Its #rue nature is concealed. Thus when Epicurus
uses the adjective of the conventions of language, he must mean that the conventions use a word in so
many different ways that the actual meaning of the word that subsists throughout the transformations is
often obscured; but, presumably, it can be identified with a little effort. Commenting on Epicurus’
account of the origin of language in Ep. Hdr. 75, Arrighetti (1973), 521 believes that Epicurus was
conscious that language was constantly transforming and developing.
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unl dfdop rording 10 nhiv-
o pBOYYOV Empépovia

doEalerv 168e T xofi] TV

- 1dv dvopdtfolv kofi Tlpaypd -

Fr. 13 col. III sup.

tolv &P orlnyiofv opldp
nep{vloding. xo{yan] & ERAe-

nov 9th ob novfioag drdpo-

po. 1fdJe 1| téde elvon Aéyelv

t4de [pIig aipeioBon Hdn] 81 5
BeM[tiolv elvou #f Téde: GAL O-
vopooLy oig dfnote Xphd-

pefviov olév te g{floag [efvon
Agyellv 10 mpdypote, woL-

o éveldikviov fipiv te toig 10
1€ COPLOC] HETESY KOOI

pévov &1t oilkerdrepdv gofiv?

.. . and you also used in those days to assign [names] without adapting certain conventional usages, in
order that you should not make plain® the principle that by assigning any name one expresses a
particular opinion, and see and reflect upon the indiscriminate treatment of words and objects. And I
too used to notice that you did not establish a difference between two sets of words and then say that
you chose one set because it was better than choosing the other; instead, by saying that it was possible
to use any name at all in speaking of things, you demonstrated to everyone, both to us and to those who
have a share of wisdom, merely that it is more suitable . . .

Sedley interprets this passage as meaning that Metrodorus used to borrow words from

ordinary usage without thought to whether they represented opinions contrary to his own.”

This need not mean that Epicurus disapproves of the philosopher's use of ordinary language,

but simply that the philosopher must take care when using it. When one assigns a name to a

thing it is tantamount to committing oneself to an opinion as to what that thing is;** and

because false opinions are a source of error, the philosopher must be aware of and take note

of the ambiguity which often surrounds the relation between word and thing (tfv tdv

dvopdtav Kol xpoypatov adroinyioav).

21

2

24

De nat. 28, PHerc. 1417 fr. L col. V.3-9 - PHerc. 1479 fr. 13 col. I inf. 7-1, Sedley (1973),46.
The construction may be the sort of final clause where the consequence is unintended or accidental,
"only to find that you did not make plain . . . or notice and reflect upon . . .", cf. Phld. Rh. 1 PHerc.
1427 fr. 1.6-8 (Longo, 3) iv’ olitmg 6 xa/Aodpevog yévitou] t@v / TogAlev ogloptiopde.

Sedley (1973), 61, who also indentifies an attitude similar to that in Ep. Hds. 37-38.

In the words of Ep. Hdt. t& droteraypéva, i.e. all the "baggage” which comes with the word.
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Like the Founder of the School, Philodemus is conscious of the risk of &8iaAnyio® which is
why he devotes space to the relation between the &vopo "téxvn" and the mpdypo.
Philodemus feels that in order to clarify what an art is and what qualifies its products as the
products of an art (t& wolo) we must first understand what the word téyvn means in ordinary
Greek, not what one philosopher or another ‘takes it to mean. In performing this exercise,
Philodeinus can be viewed as obeying the fundamental procedural system that Epicurus
established.”® If ordinary language is to be used as an instrument of philosophical expression,
the philosopher must see the distinguishing characteristic which marks one class of thing
from another, thereby making t& moilo evident, and not alter it by applying a term to
son;ething which does not have the same distinguishing characteristic:
gnefi :
Koi 10 AEYOUEVOU OV, [6pBdG
tatg abdralg aipece[ol] dOM ¢o- 5

vidv] xatd thv Sid{odokaAioy
xphoontd T v, einep tadte

Auip PAémor &x to[d atborod [y e
i8toy e[iBn, puf mokd mapnA[Ac-
yuévanlg] pboeor nepynkoor” 10

For, as | have said, a person would be correct to make the same choices of vocabulary in the exposition
of philosophy, provided that we could count on his seeing that these are classes resulting from the same
distinguishing characteristic, in order that we should avoid the pitfalls of major qualitative changes.

Although the fragments of Epicurus which I have used are derived from a different context,
and are probably concerned with how the Epicurean philosopher is to expound the facts about
the universe, I believe they do shed light on Philodemus' approach to the problem of whether
rhetoric is an art. Philodemus has already mentioned the fact that whether people regard
rhetoric as an art or not depends. largely on what they construe an art to be. This prescriptive

approach will, Philodemus suggests, get us no closer to an appreciation of whether rhetoric is

» Rh. 2 PHerc. 1674 col. XVII1.31-35 (Longo, 81).
% Cf. on Epicurus, Asmis (1984), 34 and n. 37.
7 De nat. 28, PHerc. 1479 fr. 13 col. IV sup. 3-10, Sedley (1973), 47.
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an art or not. A closer examination of the kinds of activities which are designated "arts" in
ordinary usage wjll provide a starting-point, as will, later, scrutiny of the kinds of activifies
which are covered by the term "rhetoric”. Philodemus has already revealed that he is aware
that the term "art” is applied to actiyitics which are obviously not arts in a precise sénse, but

are so designated by some sort of metaphorical transference of the qualities of art.

Philodemus too is trying to establish t0 bmotetaypévov 1% @86yyw. For Philodemus, 10

np@dTov Evvénua, which will provide clarity, is supplied by the usage of ordinary language:

VOEL-
TOL TOLVDV KOl AEYETONL
t}Exvn ropd toilc] “EAAN-
oyv €Ewc A SraBlelorfc] o 5
naplajmpficlealg Tividv
koivdyv kol [chodxeww] [vil-
ddv, & dx rAsdVwlv di-
fikel TV Eni péfplofvgl, xa-
toadopBévovod [th xai 10
chvtedoVoa towbrov,
olov dpoiwg Tdv un
podbdvtav Ewiot], Eotn-
xOtg ko Peffaikog [ov-
81 oroyaotxdcl 15

Rh. 2 PHerc. 1674 col. XXXVII1.2-15 (Longo, 123)

Well then, among the Greeks, art is conceived and spoken of as a faculty or disposition derived from
observation of certain common and basic elements which pervade the majority of specific cases, a
faculty which apprehends something and achieves the kind of result which some of those who have not
learned it achieve, and it does this firmly and securely [and not] by conjecture.

The strategy which Philodemus adopts in order to clarify the meaning of the term ‘art’
appears to be sanctioned by Epicurus himself if we consult another passage from De natura,”

dAAO Yop Towg oDk ebkapdv
oL todho] npcxpépowa un-
kovelv xloi pod opldg [ve, &
Mntpbdwpe: révo yop olpai
ot noAAd &v Exeip mpoe[VEY -
kooBon & $6edperg yeAolmg [nlalg
wvak &ydeEopévoug kol mfév-
o] padiov A 10 voo{)gevov
kotd 1og Aééerg, ok EEw TAV

8 De nat. 28, PHerc. 1479 fr. 13 col. IV inf. 1 - col. V sup. 12, Sedley (1973), 48.
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iiopévav AtEewv HUdV
YPOHEVEOY 0OVOE PHETOTIBEY -
TV OHVOpOTO ENL TN GOVE -

pldv.

But perhaps you'd say this isn’t the right time to prolong the discussion by bringing these up. Quite so,
Metrodorus, because I'm sure you could bring up lots of cases of words you’ve seen certain people
taking in some ridiculous sense or other, in fact in any sense rather than their actual linguistic meaning,
whereas our own usage does not go beyond ordinary language, nor do we change names with regard to -
things which are evident.? '

From what Philodemus says next it is clear that his description cited above is intended as the

most basic designation of the word téyvn: at this point he is not concerned with questions

such as whether an art is something which is beneficial or not, or to what extent practice plays

arole.”® All he is concerned with at present to give the basic significance of the term which is

valid for every art:

OPELT -
Bw yap ént 1o[D najpbv-
1ok, £ite ovp[eélpov ‘efilt’ ob ofvulpépov 1o
yhvépevov nélvtkog. -
&JpeioBo 8¢ xaofi el kO1v6-
1epov kol iidtelpov 20
€y vn Abyeton [xol mo-
pla tp1Bfic mhvtog [koil
novoAwg 10 TotohTov.
abtd yap, 6 rdom Ti xo-
@ 6vdhnote tpbmov vl 25
npo[cloyopevopévm té-
xvm mpdéoeoti, tobto €x-
Beivou BeBovAnuedo
kol 81 mpoevnvEyueda.

Rh.2 PHerc. 1674 col. XXXVIII.15-29 (Longo, 123)

Let us leave aside for the time being the question whether that which results is advantageous or not
advantageous in every case. Let us also leave aside [whether] it is called art in a more [general sense]
or a more specific one, or derived entirely from practice or in general of this sort. For we have intended
to set out that which is a property of every art which is so-called in any sense at all.

2%
30

Here I use Sedley’s (1998), 105 translation.
Col. XXXVIII.15-23 (Longo, 123).
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In other words, although the moAbtponor é6iopoi of ordinary language may apply the term
‘art’ to any number of activities, Philodemus believes it is possible to identify the underlying
characteristic which is shared by all arts, no matter how the term is applied (xa8’ 6véfimote
Tpémov). At the same time Philodemus is aWare that a term can be used in a more general
(xowvdtepov) or more limited (i816tep§v) sénse." Thus, Philodemus does not deny the
ambiguity of language but seeks to salvage something stable from it which is essential if the

philosopher is to be able to proceed at all.

~ According to Philodemus' understanding, art normally signifies some faculty or ability which
a person acquires through observation (mapatnpnoig) of phenomena and processes which are
shared by the majority of specific instances. In other words, it is any activity which is
founded on the detection of certain patterns, certain shared features amidst the great variety of
actions. This recognition gives the agent a sort of faculty or disposition or ability - a more
neutral term than ‘knowledge’ - which is capable of grasping what needs to be done and then

performing it.*

One notes that the significance of the word is suitably broad. It could be applied to a large
number of human activities. Of particular interest is the emphasis on the empirical source of
this faculty. The noun mopatipnog itself first appears only in the first century B.C,,
although the verb mopatnpéw is of course frequcﬁt earlier. Its application in a text of
~ Dionysius of Halicarnassus perhaps gives some support to the way Philodemus uses it here:

fl Yop yoxt 100 dvayryvookovtog drd Tiig cuvexolg mopatnpficeng Thv
opoi6tra 1od yopaxthpog EpéAketal.
De imit. fr. 31.1

H Cf. Crassus’ question whether rhetoric qualifies as an art according to opinio vulgans even if it fails to
qualify on the definitio subtilis of philosophers Cic. De or. 1.109. -
2 See Isnardi Parente (1977), 20 on the centrality of empiricism to the formation of all knowledge in

Epicureanism.
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Here, in a somewhat different context, we see the notion of repetition in the observation and

the consequent discernment of likeness (6pordtng).

The terms €£1g and 8160e01g are familiar enough from other definitions and descriptions of
arts”® and, within the context of Philodemus’ passage, they are terms reproduced from the
standard Greek descriptiqn of the word téxvn. However, both are also terms commonly used

by the Epicureans and I am tempted to ask whether it is possible to identify anything
particularly Epicurean abqut the understanding of these terms. For the Epicureans, fhe sdul
was a material entity and thus any 8148ec1g within it should also be a material configuration,
a psychosomatic constitution. The subject of &c Epicurean understanding of 8148eo1g has

been well discussed by Grilli** who cites a text from Diogenes Laertius (10.117):

OV nof yevopevov co@dv pnkétt tHv evavrtiov AauPdvery SiaBeocy undeé
RAQTTELY EKOVIOL

The disposition of the sage, oﬁce achieved, cannot be altered or transformed into its opposite.
By analogy, we should expect something similar of the dispositidn of the artist or technician.
Here too, the soul of the artist is materially distinct, in certain respects, from the soul of a
person wfxo is either artless or does not possess the same art. Unlike the sage, however, we
might expect an artist to lose something of his technical disposition if he allowed his art to
lapse. Such an artist might well "forget" how to perform his art competently, although
empirical observation would indicate that even artists who have npt practised their art for
some time remember an astonishing amount of it. It might even be possible to include within

this understanding a distinction between exact sciences or conjectural sciences, or at least

B Cf. the Hippocratic Praecepta 9.54.2 (Littré, Loeb vol. 1 p. 314 chap. 2) v fiv &% intpuctv
npocoyopedopev. In connection with rhetoric too: once the theoretical precepts have been grasped,
Quintilian prescribes a thorough course of reading, writing, and speaking so that the orator might attain
firma quaedam facilitas, quae apud Graecos EErg nominatur, Inst. 10.1.1.

M A. Grilli (1992) = (1983).
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those sciences which depend a great deal on practice and those which do not. This is perfectly
coherent if we assume that the Epicureans believed in a hierarchy of dispositions: the
Epicurean sage’s disposition is at the top and is immutable;* that of the technician is less

secure in as much as it is inferior.

Philodemus’ phrasing, £&ig fj S1&Beoig, implies that he regards the terms either as synonyms
or perhaps that €1 denotes a less "internalised" state which depends rather on a kind of
habituation.*® One point seems certain: Philodemus does not understand the term in the Stoic
sense, where €1 is responsible for holding bodies together. "Art", therefore, is a disposition
which a person acquires by deliberate and conscious exposure to a select set of phenomena.
As such, Philodemus finds that the term as understood by the ordinary speaker of Gﬁek
involves notions and cognitive operations which are perfectly acceptable to an Epicurean

philosopher. This, of course, is rather convenient, and probably quite contrived.

The relative clause ofov dpoiwg tdv pf pabéviwv Evio] (lines 12-13) is somewhat
problematic. Longo's examination of the text has ruled out Sudhaus' [obdeig). If Philodemus
was cautiously unwilling to rule out the possibility that no one who has not learned the art can
perform it competently, one would have expected something like dAiyot instead of Evior.”’
Perhaps Philodemus is attempting to give as general a description as possible, where &vior
(almost like Tiveg) is in fact less specific than dAiyor. An additional problem is encountered

in lines 13-15,

¢otn-
5 In that he has attained perfection in his atomic structure and consequently is in a state of fiovyie, Grilli
(1992), 49. -
3 Cf. Grilli (1992), 51, "...per Epicuro la &1 & 1'"abito" che si forma attraverso la svviiBewc, I'abitudine.

Grilli (1992), 52 goes on to assert that the term &g is often used by Philodemus in the non-technical
sense of "habit”, but he does not give examples.
a The reading &viot] also causes Barnes discomfort (1986, 18 n. 32).
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k6tmg kol PefPaikeg [ob-
8)¢ croyaotx@c]

The two categories of artistic activity signified by &otnxétag xai Be[Baikog and
otoyootyxig] are clearly legible and familiar enough. However, the presence of the
suppleinented conjunction [ob8} almost seems to contradict the‘ previous relative clause
where it was stated that some of those who have not learned the art can achieve the result,
and, even more ’scriously, it would commit Philodemus to denying that all conjectural arts are
arts, which would not really cohere with what he says later. Since only the final € of the
missing conjunction is in fact legible it is possible that the supplement is incorrect.*® Personal
examination of &e papyrus was, as might be expected, inconclusive, although traces to the
left of the epsilon do not appear to be compatible with a delta, but are with a tau or gamma.
This permits the supplement [eike,” and one could cite in support the phrasing from a
previous passage in the papyrus:
&v T odv L Thv Tayiov
gnhotnudyv, &v te 1dv
CTOYQOTLKDV. ) :

Rh. 2 PHerc. 1674 col. XXX.17-19 (Longo, 107)
But the sequence xai . . . €ite . . . raises problems. I suggest [xai yle, "exactly, and securely,
and even conjecturally". The combination xoi ye is characteristic of post-Classical Greek,*
and might be appropriate within a list which ends with an item which might not have been
expected or to which some people might wish to object. One can compare a text from Plato
where there is a similar usage although the conjunction and particle are separated from each
other in accordance with Classical practice:*!

1] GPIOUNTLCT] KOl AOYIOTIKT KOl YEQUETPLIKY Kol RETTEVTIKN Y€ kol GAAo
moAAOL TEYVOL.

i Sadly, Barnes’ attractive [fi xat] (1986), 6 is ruled out by the presence of e.

» Gaines (pers. comm.) has intimated that this is the restoration he favours.

@ Cf. Denniston (1954), 157, Kithner-Gerth II (1955), 176, Blass-Debrunner (1961), 226 sect. 439 (2).

“ Grg. 450d 6-8. See Dodds (1959), 197, who understands the combination xai . . . e as signifying the

addition of an unexpected item to the enumeration, "yes, and the art of playing draughts”.
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Philodemus has avoided giving a definition, and this is hardly surprising in the light of the
reputed Epicurean distaste for such an exercise.” This eschewal is in marked contrast with
other philosophical schools, and in particular the Stoics, from whom a considerable number

of definitions of "art" or "science" survive.

In his commentary on Plato’s Gorgias Olympiodorus lists three definitions of art and

attributes each to a separate Stoic scholarch:**

1) KAéavlng toivov Afyer 6t "téxvn &otiv €€l 68 ndvro dviovoa”

2) 6 Xpoowrmog nposeig 10 "HeTd QavtacidV" einev 611 "téyvn éotiv g 68D
wpo1oDoO HETA GaAVIOCIOV".

3) ZAvav 8¢ gnoty &t "téxvn 0Tl choTHHO éK KaTaARYEDY

ovyyeyvpvaspévov npdg T téhog ebypnotov 1dv év 10 Bio”
The definitions vary in their particulars. Cleanthes calls art a €€1g, and in so doing he seems
to be using ordinary language; the most important aspect of art is method (66®). Chrysippus
includes an expliqit cognitive aspect to the definition: for him, art is a €€ which proceeds by
method (63®) in connection with impressions (petd paviaowdv). Zeno replaces the term
£€1g with obotnpa, a system which is derived from co-exercised aﬁprehensions for a certain
useful end of the things in life. Only Zeno’s definition mentions the notion of utility as a

distinguishing feature of an art.*

“ As Asmis points out (1984), 39, this is not stated by Epicurus explicitly in any of his extant writings

but is often implied and is attributed to him by Cicero and others. She cites two late testimonies to this
effect.

“ Olymp. in Plat. Gorg. 12.1 p. 69 = Hillser vol 2 p. 420 fr.392.

4“4 von Arnim, Mansfeld, Hiilser : -pévov cod., Westerink.

4 Zeno’s definition is echoed by Sextus Empiricus, n8oa . . . téxvn c0otTpd ¢onv éx xatadyeny

cuyyeyouvaouévey kol énl 1éhog ebypnortov 16 PBle Mapfavov v avopophv (Math. 2.10).
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It will be useful to compare Philodemus’ description of the meaning of the ordinary Greek
word téxvn and the Stoic definitions listed above. Has Philodemus come up with a
_formulation which simply restates the Stoic defintions? On first examination there appear to
be a number of similarities between Philodemus’ description and the Stoic definitions,
especially those of Cleanthes and Chrysif:pus. Like them, Philodemus regards Téxvn as a
€€1¢, that is, as a sort of mental state, but as I have explained above, Philodemus probably
understands this state in Epicurean terms.* Method is an essential aspect in Cleanthes and
Chrysippus (63®), and is implied by Zeno éx xotaAfyewv CVYYEYVUVOCUEVOV TPOG T
téA0c. Philodemus does not use the terms 686G or uéBodog here, but again method is implied
by the adverbs éotnxérag, BePaing, and oroxactixde.” If my suggested supplement ((xod
Yle) is accepted in lines 14-15 of the column, then Philodemus discerns a more embracing
view of "methodology" within the general term téxvn. Other similarities, though apparént,
are misleading. The way in which such a &€1g is acquired is not explained by Cleanthes or
Chrysippus. The latter’s addition peta cpo?vwm&w does not seem to accéunt for the
acquisition of the &&1g but describes the operation of thé téxvn once it has already been
acquired. Zeno does seem to offer an explanation which resembles Philodemus’: his éx
KATOAAYEOV CVYYEYVUVOopEvev Tipdg TL TEAog looks very muéh like Philodemus’ phrase
ko/toAopBévovcéd [th xoi / [cloviedodoa,” but we must beware of this coincidence.
Philodemus has based the acquisition of téyvn on an explicit empirical foundation (6:.1:6} /
raplokimpicleals Tvidy / xowdv kol [chofxeww] [vIVédv, & Sk niewdalv Sv/fxke

tdv émi péfplo{vch® and the participle xotadapBévovoa constitutes the second phase

4 Barnes (1986), 7 finds that the Stoic definition as framed by Sextus Empiricus ( Marh. 2.10, quoted in
the note above) is really concerned with a branch of knowledge (obotnjo), while Philodemus is
actually describing the mental state or disposition of the texvixdc; yet he admits that the term téxvn
has both uses in Greek and that Sextus’ and Philodemus’ approaches are complimentary.

" Rh. 2 PHerc. 1674 col. XXX VIIL13-15 (Longo, 123).

“® Rh. 2 PHerc. 1674 col. XXXVIIL9-11 (Longo, 123).

“ Rh. 2 PHerc. 1674 col. XXXVIIL5-9 (Longo, 123).
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which is itself preliminary to achieving the goal which has been set (cuvviedodoo).
Furthermore, Philodemus elects to ignore considerations as to whether the goal is always
beneficial,” whereas in Zeno’s definition this is quite explicit (npég 1 téAog edypnotov

TV &v 10 Pio).

To summarise. Although Philodemus' appears to resemble the Stoic deﬁnitions closely, there
are sufficient differenc_es between his description of the normal meaning of the word téxvn
and the Stoic definition for us to conclude that Philodemils is aware of the Stoic definitions
but is offering a description which confronts them with a different emphasis - the empirical
basis of téxvn. The resemblance is due perhaps to the fact that Philodemus is forced to
contend with a rather different debate on the issue of téyvn from that of the Foundérs of the

School.

It will also now be appropriate to reconsider briefly the isolated definition of art preserved by

the Dionysius Thrax scholiast:

ol pév ‘Emkovpeior obrwg Opilovron thv téxvnv téyvn €oti pébodog
évepyoboo 10 Pio 10 odpeepov. Evepyodoa’ olov gpyalopévn.

It is of course impossible, on the evidence available, to determine whether this is an accurate
report of a definition formulated by "Epicureans” at some time or place. It might simply
represent ‘a convenient "definition" given, perhaps even without much reflection, by earlier
Epicureaﬁs who were not afflicted by the polemics which were waged in a later period.
However, it could also be said that it resembles a rather simplistic formulation of the Stoic
definition, With its insistence on method and a beneficial goal. It certainly eschews any
mention of the empirical basis of Téxvn, an aspect which, as we have seen, is of central

importance in Philodemus' explanation of the term. I should therefore prefer to leave this

» Rh. 2 PHerc. 1674 col. XXXVIII.15-18 (Longo, 123).



136

reported definition aside as being of little, or at least questionable, consequence in the

analysis of Philodemus’ view of art.”!

Once Philodemus has established what is meant by the term téxvn in Greek he is free to

expatiate with more precision on his understanding of its significance for the art of rhetoric.

Philodemus chooses to begin with a consideration of method in activities designated as

téxvon by Greeks. In this case, method seems to be linked with the art’s ability to achieve its

goal. The term téyvn is thus applied to activities which can be divided into two basic

categories: the exact arts and the conjectural arts.*? The categories are identified by their

requisite qualities:

Exact Arts

rpéolelotiv 1o

14 Tivog mopoTnph -
clewg otoielav Milviv
dunlkbéviov Sl nheibvov
TGV xotd pépog xoto-
Aapfbverv Exaoctov

kai dnpiovpyeiv '

Rh. 2 PHerc. 1674 coll. XXXVIIL35-XXXIX.6 (Longo, 123, 125)

(to the exact arts) belongs the characteristic of grasping any object (of the art) and achieving it by
observing certain basic elements which extend across a greater proportion of individual instances

Conjectural Arts

1097 €€ avéyxng
i8{iov mpdoestLy 10 KOL- 10
VAV TLVEOV KOTOXTIV
E[xehv Satervéviov

51

52

Blank (1995), 178 astutely speaks of "the definition attributed to the Epicureans” (my italics), and is
surely correct to point out that by explicitly omitting the question of an art’s utility Philodemus is
indicating that he is conscious that this is generally assumed to be a defining attribute (p. 179).

toig Eormeotong yé / 18 wol mayiowg, like grammar, music, painting, and sculpture (Rh. 2 PHerc.
1674 col. XXXVIIL30-35 (Longo, 123), and taig / oby é&xobooug 10 fomfxdg &AAd <o
oroxooti/kdv, no examples given at this stage.
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gig & xatd pépog, oig

ovdéenanot, E&v ob-

1o TOoxMl, yéyovev éyxb- 15
pnoig, kb pun il mov-

10¢ AKOAOVOA<L> 1O TéAog

tolg 1fig émoThung nla-

poYYEARACL KO TTOTHOL-

oy, S 10 und elvon tod 20
TEVTOG THY OTOX0OTL-

xhv peBodov, dArd 10D

Kol 10 mAelotov 10D
HIBAAJ V] 1@V dtéxvav.
Rh. 2 PHerc. 1674 col. XXXIX.9-24 (Longo, 125)

(to conjectural arts) belongs, necessarily, the characteristic of having a grasp of certain common
elements which extend to specific cases, which have not yet been encountered, if it happens thus, even
if the goal does not follow on every occasion upon the instructions and products of the science. This is
due to the fact that the conjectural method is not of the kind which is effective on every occasion, but
rather of the kind which is effective for the most part or on more occasions than those who have no art.

Philodemus has idenﬁﬂed the characteﬁstic (mpbéoeoTiv XXXVIIL35, 10 {diov npboeotiy
XXXIX.10) which separates the twé kinds of téxvn. It is noticeable that Philodemus spends
more time in describing conjectural art than he does in describing its exact counterpart. I
suggest that this is to be explained by the fact that the conjectural arts were the main source of
dispute in discussions of the technicity of activities. It must, however, be emphasised that
Philodemus ascribes a portion of method to conjectural arts too. It is difﬁcult to ascertain
what si@iﬁcmce, if any, the difference in phrasing has for the method of the respective arts.
The distinctions may be quite subtle. In the case of exact arts certain elements (otoveia) are
derived from observation (ropotfpnoig); these elements extend over (Sifikovia k) the
majority (mAgiover) of particular cases; this cognitive "equipment" allows the practitioner to
"grasp" (xotodouBéavery) any object and achieve it (dnpiovpyeiv). In conjectural arts, on the
other hand, common elements are termed xowvé and they extend into (Sirateivovia &ig)
particular cases (note the word majority, mAeiovo, is omitted); these are somehow

"possessed" (karoxnv Exewv) by the practitioner.
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One could speculate as to whether the difference in terms (ctmxéia VS. KOLV, ROpOTAPNOLG
vs. kotoxnyv Exerv, difxovta ik vs. Srateivovta eig) reflects a difference in the nature and
acquisition of the two types of art.”’ But what emerges clearly is the fact that exact arts have a
more complete gfasp of elements which apply to partiéular cases (hence mAgiovar). The match
between  theory and practice is more exact, the attainment of goal more frequent and
predictable. At the same time, the similarities in phrasing leave no doubt that conjectural arts
also have some degree of method, but one that is inferior to the exact arts, and this is reflected

in a lower frequency of achievement of the goal of the art.

It is unfortunate that the text which follows the passages I have discussed above becomes
more difficult and that there is a particularly lacunose section in the centre of the next
column. Longo offers the following text:

oflov, K&V TVYXAVN<L> Tig 25
o] téAovg ént Tivav A
Hh, pévror Ye ano g dt-
ablecewg thic TdV xoy[v]]-
V@)v xot orotxelafdjdv
évile[vxlnixiig éni Ay an- 30
epylociav mapaAr[GElot .
T0v] xord pépag, [plavelin
uev &nd & éxving ob teTEL-
xélvio, v & Exovita v
r&Bec1v Gnfo T VNG.
Rh. 2 PHerc. 1674 coll. XXXIX.25-X1..2 (Longo, 125, 127)

For example, even if someone achieves the goal in some cases or [not], yet errs in the passage from the
disposition which possesses the common and basic elements to the {actual production] of the particular
cases, [he would appear] not to have achieved (it) from art but that the man who has the disposition
from art. :

As it stands, the text is frustratingly difficult to construe. The relative olov (line 25)

presumably serves to introduce an example or illustration which is intended to clanify the

- For example, otovyela might imply basic principles which are ontologically more dependable than
things which are merely shared; mapathpnog might be more systematic than a "grasp” (xatox#);
Sifkovra Si1& might imply an actual extension throughout the particular case, while Suxtetvovra eig
might imply a tendency to extend into them, but not completely.
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previous statement. Philodemus appears to be reiterating the importance of the relation
between theory ar_ld practice in art. But there are syntactic problems. The extent of the protasis
and its relation to the apodosis are not clear: the first verb, which definitely belongs to the
protasis (k&v myxd\)n<t>, line 25), is in the exp_ected subjunctive,v but the flow of the |
ﬁrotasis is interruptéd by a clause which is introduced by the particle combination pévtot ye
(line 27) and furnished with the verb napair[&Elon (line 31) in fhe optative. If we assume
that this clause is an additional part of the protasis the shift in mood is very odd. In addition,

it is most unusual for a clause to begin with the particles pévror ye.*

Longo’s text is most probably a faithful reproduction of what the scribe actually wrote, but |
the scribe may have made mistakes. With some minor adjustments, the passage will be more
comprehensible. De Lacy suggested that some of the emendations in Sudhaus’ Supplementum
could give the required sense: the text should have read ofov, x&v Toyybvm 115 10D T€A0VG
ént Tivov, pn pévior ye and tfic dwbéoewg . . . mapadd&Em . . ., "For example, if a
person attains the end in some cases, but does not proceed from a disposition conversant with
things common and basic to the working out of particulars, he would not appear to owe his

success to art."*

Philodemus continues:*®

x&[v] éni tivalv &roftoy-
xélvnh 1@v woftd plplog 10
ndv ob &N glopev] té-

“ But apparently not impossible. Although Cauderlier (1981), 184 objects strongly to this oddity in
Longo Auricchio's text, in Blomgqvist’s discussion of this particle combination there are two cases
where it occupies the beginning of the sentence or clause, LXX Ps. 38.7 and P4Amh. 135.11 (1969), 28.
However, later in the same work (p. 129), Blomqvist remarks that pévroiye appears as the first word of
a sentence only in the Sepruagint passage and that the parallels adduced from papyrus texts are
doubtful. Whether a full analysis of all works transmitted through the Byzantine tradition would yield
further examples is uncertain. Yet even Josephus, for whom a search on the 7LG produced 75 instances
of pévror ye, never positions the particles at the beginning of a sentence or clause.

i De Lacy (1980), 104-105.

3 Adopting some of Barnes suggestions (1986), 12 and 21 n. 57, see note to translation in chapter 2.
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xvnv: xaiodulev yop, 6 [£-
xet TobTo[vl] mofyiles.
Rh. 2 PHerc. 1674 col. XL.3-7 (Longo, 127)

And if he sometimes [fails] in particular cases, we most certainly deny that it is an art at all. For we
term {an art) that which possesses this firmly.

This passage must be understood in connection with the senténce which immediately
precedes it, or else we are in danger of accepting a contradiction in Philodemus’ argument.
The sentence does not deny the existence of conjectural arts, otherwise Philodemus’ careful
distinction of the two categories of art and their respective "methods" outlined above will
have been absurd. It concemns the failures of a person who does not have the benefit of an
artistic disposition at all. Such a person, Philodemus has argued, cannot be considered an‘
artist simply on the basis of occasional success frornlthe fact that his success does not result
from a grasp of common elements. When such a pe’rsqn fails to achieve his goal c;n a specific
occasion the absence of art is at once obvious. In this context the adverb nayiwg serves to
emphasise the distinction between the artistic appreciation of common elements and the

absence of such an appreciation.

It would appear then that Philodemus acknowledges three kinds of activity: 1) exact arts, 2)
conjectural arts, 3) "hit and miss" activities. These last are distinguished from the other two
in that they lack method, and hence cannot properly be termed "art”. Philodemus offers a

variety of suitable terms for such activities instead:

10fg & émhruyicg xoi &nfo-
wxiag eulrlewpiov pev
xofi mojpat{fpnowv xoi &-
oxnow] xoi [nlov 1o Hohod-
10 mpoJooyopeOnEY, T€-
xvilv & obdaude
Rh. 2 Pherc. 1674 col. X1..24-29 (Longo, 127)



141

As for "hit-and-miss" activities, we term them "skill” or "observation" or "practice”,”” and all that sort
of thing, but on no account "art”. ..

The four lines that follow do not provide an intelligible text but, from the point where the

argument becomes legible again, Philodemus seems to reinforce his point with a specific

example. It is not clear what kind of performer Philodemus has in mind, but he cites the

example of someone who has observed (rapatethpnxev col. XLI1.1-2) how he should stand,

move, and gesture in accompaniment to the discourse.*® The description might be appropriate

~ to an actor, or, more likely given the context, to aspects of oratorical delivery (hypocrisis,

actio). Such a performer, Philodemus argues,

napa'c% 5
PNKE TIVLL uévov Kot
povog tobpyov nfohel kol

o movtdg pé0lodfov
d¢ xal otoryel@dn [Tive
napddlooty did wA[ELS- 10
V@V St[nxou]cow @olnep
ypoauuomotng, @onep pofv-
O1KOG 0VK EXEL.
Rh. 2 PHerc. 1674 col. XL1.5-13 (Longo, 129)

he has observed only certain details, and alone accomplishes the task and on every occasion. But he
does not possess method and a certain transmission of elcmentary (precepts) which pervades the
majority of cases, as the grammarian and musician do.

The passage is illuminating as it exemplifies the criteria Philodemus uses to distinguish arts

from other practices. Even frequency of success (8i& mavtog) is not in itself sufficient to

qualify a practice as an art. To qualify as an artist a practitioner must possess method and the

57

58

39

The term &oxnoug is an editorial supplement but quite likely given its occurrence in Rh. 2 PHerc. 1672
col. XXXIV.28 in connection with political oratory.

This is Longo’s interpretation, who translates nol ofvlvemivedewv as "in quale direzione accompagnare
il discorso con gesti” (p. 129). Cicero both acknowledges the importance of the contribution of actio
(which includes vultus and motus corporis) to the orator’s success and bewails its neglect in theoretical
training (De or. 1.18, 3.213, Part. or. 25). In his discussion of gesture within delivery Quintilian
prescribes that gesture ef ipse voci consentit et animo cum ea simul paret (Inst. 11.3.65); although
Quintilian offers some guidelines on this subject he implies that it is difficult to- give definite rules,
multum ex iis, quae praecepimus, mutuari necesse est ab iis, qui dicunt apud tribunalia (Inst.
11.3.134): context will dictate the best strategies and there are too many imponderables to permit rigid
prescription.

Longo accents the word tive but I prefer to take it as the neuter plural of the indefinite pronoun.
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common elements which extend through the majority of cases,® and this system of method
must be transferrable through instruction (rap&dooic). In other words, Philodemus seems to
imply that an art is something which can be taught and it can only be taught if it has method.
By contrast, the pgrformer of gestures is the only person who is able to achieve his goal
(gévog toVpyoV nomef)i he is unable to communicate his knowledge to another because he in
- fact has no method to impart. Grammar and music emerge as examples of exact arts,®
whereas the acrobat, the sword-dancer, and a host of other dexterous practitioners belong to
the same category as the performer of gestures;.‘s2 But once again, Philodemus repeats that he
is not claiming that the latter are not termed artists by Greek-speakers catachrestically
(kawxpﬁdnxé‘)g, col. X11.33-34), simply that they are not really artists in the proper sense

of the Greek word (xvpiwc, col. XLL.31-32, XLIL9).

Philodemus has established the meaning of his terms and can now proceed with the argument
without the risk of ambiguity. The catachrestic applications of the term té€yvn are easily
recognisable and can be discounted. But his investigation into the meaning of the term in
Greek has revealed a possible source of complication in that the same term can be used in
both a stronger sense (to denote an exact art) and a weaker sense (to denote a conjectural art).
At this stage of the argument, Philodemus elects to use the term 1é)vn for practical purposes
as denoting only exact arts, to distinguish unequivocally those practices which are done with
art from those that have no art at all:
QD -
yovitleg Ydp Gmacav oL mpo-

yrofTikny dpgrofhtn- 35
ouv [pletadnyopedo oG

b The phrase recalls the distinctive characteristic of exact art described earlier in the section, 40] / 81
nvog mopatnpiicleng otoixeiov fuvdv / [Sinikdviov Bk’ mAewdvev / tdv xatd pépog
xoro/AapuPéverv Exactov, Rh. 2 PHerc. 1674 coll. XXX VIIL35-XXXIX.5 (Longo, 123, 125),

o Blank (1995), 181 notes that these, together with painting and sculpture, serve as Philodemus’ models
of exact arts (see his nn. 9-11 to p. 181 for textual references).

6 Rh. 2 PHerc. 1674 col. XL1.13-27 (Longo, 129).
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ovolplooifak, kai Tovtog

&g vOv papev eilvion té-
xvog, 10 to10dT Exewy

eidog époduev dlg) 7

ypopporiky ki [ 7A fao-

KN, 'ca‘bro,zg &, &g ov [t€- 5
xvag, u‘xg [Eclepnué[vag

10D 1010070V, mapaTnp(n-

Tikov & [Elxewv €ldog, offov

&pling EEnpBuUNod-

pelBlo, mapamihciov [kai 10
plolviicopev abrai.

Rh. 2 PHerc. 1674 coll. XLII.33-XLII.11 (Longo, 131, 133)

For in avoiding all hair-splitting which is not relevant we shall alter the labels, and we shall say that
those activities which we term arts now have the sort of form which grammar and sculpture do, while
those which we now say are not arts, are those which are deprived of this sort of form, but have an
empirical form, like the one we enumerated earlier, and accordingly we shall refuse to acknowledge
‘them (as arts). \

- Philodemus offers a simplified distinction for the moment between a [texvikdv] €1dog and a
TapotnpnTidv 180g of activity. The distinction explicitly ignores the conjectural category
of art as this will only needlessly complicate the point Philodemus is trying to make, which is

that sophistic rhetoric is an art, whereas political and forensic rhetoric are not:

[el-
dn <8&> rowabra kot thg Pn-
topikdg Evoppdrrov-
teg, TV [HIEV cogprotik[nyv
ey viv almopoivople- : 15
0c, [thv 8¢ moArtiktv [ob
wéyvnv. [&)v 8¢ covaray-
wéfoIn1] [Ti¢] wds npo[pléples-
8o tag O viopaoicfcl, Thv
pév, wfg éxtedelixopey, [idi- 20
opott ke[yopleybor, o[-
GCOEV, TNV & 0V QHiCOpEV.
kol npdk Tadra tobg aviTi-
Aéyovtog &rajvtav ofEL-
@oopev, kol <do>rnep xotelotn- 25
capedo. . :
Rh. 2 PHerc. 1674 col. XLI1I1.11-26 (Longo, 133)

By connecting these types of forms and the rhetorical arts, we declare that sophistic is an art and that
political rhetoric is not an art. And if someone forces us to apply the labels, we shall say that the one,
as we have laid out, is marked with an identifying characteristic, while the other is not. And we shall
think we are quite justified in replying to those who argue against these things, just as we decided.
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The passage recalls an earlier one where Philodemus cehsured definitions which wére too
rigid and founded on mistaken assumptions.® In the earlier passage, Philodemus’ opponents
were mistaken not only in constructing a definition of téyvn (instead of grounding(their‘
understanding in ofdinary language) but also in their failure to perceive that rhetoric is not a
single indistinguishable entity but a term which is used as a sort of short-hand for two very
different activities: sophistic and poliﬁcal/forensic. This last point ié emphasised by
Philodemus’ use of the plural adjective tag pwropikég instead of the singular. The
distinction between sophistic rhetoric and political/forensic rhetoric reflects a difference in
€18og. The two things denoted by the term thetoric are actually two different creatures.
Philodemus asserts this strongly and with characteristic irony when, in the last sentence of

PHerc. 1674 he says,

xoui
xeipolg i odeix vl vpev)
gtV Lot [Sd_én téx_[vnv
v coprolLtiktiv.] karo[v- 5
pévny Lpmropreiv] [Aéyo-
HEV oi)l_x‘t THe ;Sntopdxi"ﬂ_g.l
ulédpole. ob yép oy ricl
prropucilc pépog 1o mol-
vnyul_pucc‘)v Koz_ti] Lo 1;031_51_]- 10
oV xoi Lo Sucav jucdl v,
v tpémov Larbrd otetlon
xatd v L&naocay ypal-
(pf{_v_l, mol_anl_p_l [oi)iaé 1090 [xv-
Lvoc], nélpoc 10 BaAdtriov] 15
Lt@rov kai 1o xepoaiov) :
Rh. 2 PHerc. 1674 col. LVIIL.2-16 (Longo, 163)

And we show our own handiwork and the reason why we say so-called sophistic rhetoric is an art and
not a branch of rhetoric. For the panegyric, the political, and the forensic are not branches of rhetoric in

the way he himself supposes in his entire treatise, just as the marine animal and the land (animal) are
not species of dog . . .

Panegyric is synonymous with sophistic. Philodemus rejects the view of the majority of

thetoricians and philosophers that sophistic is simply one species of the genus rhetoric (a

o Rh. 1 PHerc. 1427 fr. 1.2-4.
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classification articulated most coherently by Aristotle in the Rhetoric),* but an entirely
different activity which shares nothing but the term ‘rhetoric’ with the others. The analogy
chosen is quite apposite: political/forensic rhetoric and panegyric are not simply different
animals, they do not even share the same 'exwironme:nrt.65 In making this assertion, Philodemus
is also reversing the implicit assumptions of the traditional hierarchy of thé rhetorical species.
Most rhetoricians and philosophers regarded the political and forensic branches as somehow
superior to the panegyric because the former were perceived as concerned with serious and
important matters (t& péyioto) while panegyric was sométimes in danger of being relegated
to entertainment and display. This appraisal of rhetorical discourse also gives a privileged
position to the utility of the activity: politicél and forensic oratory are more clearly useful
thén epideictic. Certainly this was the view which was dominant in the ‘seond and first
centuries B.C., and especially at Rome. Philodemus chooses to concentrate on what he
~ perceives as the technical credibility of all three activities and argues that political and
forensic oratory are wanting in this respect. Only sophistic rhetoric displays the iSiopo
which qualifies an activity as an art, that is pé[6lodfov / 8¢ xoi orouyel®dn [tive /

ropdSlootv Sia nAfeld/vav Syfixovloav).%

This strategy may explain why Philodemus elects to ignore questions of utility when
describing the meaning of the word téxvn in Greek, despite the fact that utility was invariably

an important consideration in the identification of arts. Yet Philodemus does not omit

o4 1.3 1358a 36 - 1359a 29, though Aristotle employs the term émeicnikév where Philodemus uses
copiotuct}. While Aristotle speaks of €181 or yévn of rhetoric and speeches, Philodemus seems to use
the term pépoc in an equivalent sense and €l8o¢ to denote more separate entities. See Calboli-
Montefusco (1979), 260-61 for further examples and the view that it was a term employed by the
Stoics. :

8 Perhaps Philodemus also means that there are several creatures which are termed xbwev in Greek, but
one is the canine creature with which we are familiar on dry land, and the others are species of fish or
sharks, cf. Hesych. s.v. x0wv (Latte) kol 1o dAaxtodv {@ov . . . xai 10 Sar&ooiov {dov, and LS)
s.v. IV.

& Rh. 2 PHerc. 1674 col. XL1.8-11 (Longo, 129).
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comment on the question of utility altogether. As we shall see in the next chapter, Philodemus
seeks to demonstrate that the supposed ‘utility’ of political and forensic rhetoric is nullified
by its actual technical failure. Political and forensic rhetoric claim to possess a method for

achieving conviction or persuasion in an audience. Philodemus shows that this is impossible.

L]

Philodemus has dempnstrated to his satisfaction the grounds on which he thinks that sophistic
rhetoric is an art and should be distinguished from political and forensic rhetoric. He now
proceeds to the section of his argument which aims to demonstréte that this conclusion is
justified in terms of the writings of the Founders of the School (a topic which I shall address

in the next chapter):

[dAAd] VOV én [€-

kxetvo] Badilwuev, 6tu

1éxvnv ovy Muelg Aéyo-

UEV TV COPLOTLKRY, Ol

o¢ v ailpleciv xticovieg - 30

NU@v avtigovodory,

Kol TV moALTIKTY 1070-

piov TIvd Kol mopati-

PNOLV CUVNIOTHEVTV

oLy MUETS. 35
Rh. 2 PHerc. 1674 col. XLII1.26-35 (Longo, 133)

[But] now let us proceed to the claim that it is not we who say that sophistic is an art, but that the
Founders of our School stated it in the course of their polemics, and that political rthetoric is a certain
research and practised observation, not we.
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CHAPTER 5: TEXTUAL AUTHORITY

Once Philodemus has dispensed with the arguments for and against the proposition that
sophistic rhetoric is an art he is free to illustrate his thesis by citation from the works of the
Founders of the School. These quotatioﬁs and references form an essential service in that they
validate the thesis in a way that no amount of argumentation can. As the most unimpeachable
authority, Epicurus’ evidence is led first. This is followed by citations from Hermarchus and
Metrodorus.! It is difficult to ascertain whether there is any significance in this order vis-a-vis
the relative authority of the last two or the suitability of their testimonies for Philodemus'
purpose. By far the simplest explanation would be that Philodemus follows the same order for

the citations as the source from which he is working (see below).2

Philodemus announces the new section unequivocally:

[&AAS] VOV én [&-
keTv[o] Padilwpey, 6
TEY VNV oVY NHETG AéYo-
HEV THV COPLOTIKNY, Ol
o¢ v ailpleciv xticavieg 30
LAV avripwvodoty, .
Kol THvV moALTIKTV 1010~
plav v kol mopoth-
POV oVVNOKNUEVNY
oLy, Muets. dAAG xbkel- 35
vo nopodhooufeviiofi], 6-
oV kol 81’ v Epofivolv-
10 rZ-'ﬁvow[tl Tabta Shooo-
PeloBar .
Rh. 2 PHerc. 1674 coll. XLII1.26-XLIV.2 (Longo, 133, 135)

[But] now let us proceed to the claim that it is not we who say that sophistic is an art, but that the
Founders of our School stated it in the course of their polemics, and that political rhetoric is a certain
research and practised observation, not we. But 1 shall also set out where and how these things are
made clear by Zeno.

1 Polyaenus’ testimony is omitted since Philodemus has stated that the work De rhetorica ascribed to
him is in fact spurious (RA. 2 PHerc. 1674 col. XXII1.7-11, Longo, 93).
2 Or the order could simply be alphabetical!
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The new section is marked by a diple beneath line 26 (recorded by O and N; Longo, 132). The
statement recalls the close of book 1, and is characterised by an emphatic style (oby fueig
lines 28 and 35). Philodemus is anxious to proclaim that his position on this issue is
thoroughly orthodox and that he is merely repeating the staﬁce of the Founders. 'Philodem‘us
promises to set down where these views are to be found (6no§) amidst the works»of‘ the
Founders and reproduce or surﬁmarise the wording in which their views were articulated (51’
@v). Philodemus assumes that the position which the Founders took on this issue will be self-
evident and unequivocal (¢gaivovto). As such, they should silence all argument since they
will constitute incontrovertible support for Philodf:mus’ own thesis. It is interesting that
Philodemus acknowledges his debt to Zeno at this point in words which suggest that it is the
scholarch who was responsible for this research. We are however, presented with something
of a problem. How much of Philodemus' argument is derived directly from Zeno and how
much is his own contribution? As Philodemus proceeds it emerges that Zeno did not actually
compose a treatise on the subject but rather a compilation of ex;:erpts. One may speculate as
to his reasons for doing so. It is possible that the compilation was intended as a teaching-tool
for the systematic study of the subject of rhetoric within the school.3 Such a compilation
would simultaneously serve as a proof of Zeno’s commiﬁnent to Epicurean orthodoxy in the

face of opposition to his views on epideictic rhetoric.

Epicurus (PHerc. 1674 col. XLIV.2-19)
Appropriately, Philodemus begins with the works of Epicurus and, not surprisingly,

- Epicurus’ On Rhetoric, the most obvious place to search for an answer. Here, if anywhere, the

3 For the history and use of compilations which served an ethical or didactic purpose in antiquity,
including those which treat a chosen subject, see Bams (1950) and (1951). But Zeno’s compilation is
rather different from those discussed by Barns because it is far more focused in subject and source and
more limited in circulation; it was almost certainly not intended as a literary form. Nor (hardly
surprisingly, given the context) does it display a preference for &vridoyion which Barns (1951), 3 sees
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reader might expect a clear exposition of the stance which Philodemus champions. Yet his

initial references are disappointingly vague. He simply asserts that throughout that work
(Srote/Ae[i] Aéywv) Epicurus used terms and phrases like té Sidaoxaieio 1dv prnropik@v,
T éx tdv Sdaokodeiov edpopgiac, »npayuateiow avTdv, tdg mopaddoerg xoi
nopoyyeriog mept 1 Adyov xoi évBvpnpdtov kol tdv &Alwov (PHerc. 1674 col.
XLIV.5-17). No further exegeéis or argument on the occurrence, context, or meaning of these
terms in Epicurus’ work is forthcoming. Instead, Philodemus assumes that their implications
are self evident (ti &v Aé/yor [’ti]g; col. XLIV.18-19) i.e. they demonstrate that Epicurus
acknowledged that rhetoric is an art by the simple féct that Epicurus did not question whether
terms like 618aoxakeia; npaypateia, nopaddoerg, mapoyyeAion are appropriate in
describing rhetoric’s artistic status or challenge the identification of the art’s subject matter as
gbpopplat, Adyoc, and évBopfuoata.t According tob Philodemus, then, Epicurus recognised
that the rhetoricians do have teachable precepts (which can be ﬁ'ansmitted in systematic form)
and that these precepts concern both the aesthetic (ebpopetar) and argumentative (Adyog,
g¢vBupfuato) aspects of discourse. Philodemus, naturally, does not make any mention of
persuasion as one of rhefon'c’s concerns, nor does he cite a forensic or deliberative
application for this science. It is difficult for us to judge whether Philodemus is being faithful
to Epicurus’ work or whether he has deliberately omitted any reference to a practical or civic
application of rhetoric. However, if his argument was to have any efficacy at.all ‘we have to

assume that Epicurus either did not make any such connection or explicitly denied one.

Hermarchus (PHerc. 1674 coll. XLIV.19-X1LIX.19)

* At this point, Philodemus passes abruptly from Epicurus to another authority, Hermarchus.

as an important ingredient in the tradition of literary gnomologia. For a discussion of Epicurean
compendia and eklogai, see Angeli (1986). »
4 Von Arnim (1898), 75 remarks that the citations do not really prove Philodemus’ thesis.
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Initially he claims that Hermarchus supports Epicurus (tfyv abtifv] / €xely] yvopunv, col.
XLIV.22-23), although the connection between the citations becomes less clear as
Philodemus proceeds. The citation from Hermarchus comes from a ietter addressed to an
otherwise unknown Theopheides which is‘dated to the archonship of Menecles.5 The passage
has drawn some attention because it also preserves a testimony to the Megarian Alexinus,
who is the target of Hermarchus' comments here.6 Hermarchus’ attack on Alexinus is not
unexpected since Epicurus and Metrodorus are both known to have written works against the
Megarians.” In a work attested only here, ITepi &ywyfig, Alexixius charged theb rhetorical
sophists with conducting useless researches (1:070»61» {nrodowv dyphoteg, XLIV.27-28),

which included:

- work on style (10 nepi v AtEwv abtdv mpaypdrevpa)
- work on memory (t0 nepi v [pIviuny)
- close reading of Homer and Euripides (¢v ol¢ émlnrodor xtA.)
| PHerc. 1674 col. XLIV.28-XLV.3 (Longo, 135, 137)

The title of the work suggests that Alexinus approached the activities of the rhetoricians with
a view to assessing their contribution to education, and hence we are faced with the familiar
tussle between philosophy and rhetoric.® But the fact that the rhetors indulge in many useless

things does not necessarily lead to the conclusion that all their efforts are pointless. Alexinus

5 And therefore to be dated 267/66 B.C., Dorandi (1980), 160-161. The whole citation is included in
Longo Auricchio (1988) as Hermarchus fr. 36, with detailed commentary pp. 151-157,
6 A portion of the passage is included in Déring's collection of testimonies to the Megarians (1972) as fr.

88 (vol. 2 pp. 25-26), but his work predates Longo Auricchio's publications of 1975 and 1977 and so is
based on Sudhaus’ inferior edition.

7 Diog. Laert. 10.27 includes a ITpdg todg Meyapixotg among Epicurus’ works and a Tlpdg todg
SradextixoDe among those of Metrodorus (10.24), and the Megarians were the target of Epicurus’
defence of the senses in De nat. 28 (esp. fr. 8 col. Il and fr. 13 col. VIl inf.). Spinelli (1986), 34
cautiously ascribes certain fragments of the Herculaneum collection to Metrodorus’ work; Spinelli’s
thesis is challenged by Tepedino Guerra (1992). For relations between Megarians and early Epicureans
see Gigante (1981), 93-98.

8 So too Déring (1972), 118,
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saw some common ground between rhetoric and philosophy when rhetoric is concerned with

the construction of arguments on subjects of the highest importance:

mept xpn-
ocipov [ye] nieiotov
EEwBe[v] EmuyerpoVofilv
Adyvoug [rowefioBot to100- 15
rovg, oftovg] éylkplilvan T@v
ohroofbgalv ¢otiv.
PHerc. 1674 col. XLV.12-17 (Longo, 137)

they undertake in a superficial manner to compose the kind of arguments on a great many useful thx'ngs.
which it is possible to regard as the province of philosophers.

The crucial terms here are ££m6ev and tol00t0vg . . . ofoug. In some aspects, Alexinus seems
to claim, rhetoric resembles philosophy in what it attempts to do with subjects which are of
the most use to humans, but its attempts are superficial or frivolous.® The rhetoricians’ failure
is apparently ascribed to a lack of science. They rely entirely on conjecture as shown in the
next lines, despite the lacuna at the end:
[xai
yop ei pl xlot Emodn-
u(nv mepailvovion Hé mo-

plod Eavftdlv, dAld xoTd
TIVaL EIKOTOAOYLOY KOl
oftolaopndv OYEZLHY]
col. XILV.17-22 (Longo, 137)

[And] if they don't [deduce] their own conclusions in accordance with science, but in accordance with
probability and conjecture. . .

If von Arnim’s supplement [mepailvovton is correct, Alexinus could be thinking particularly

of argumentation (as already suggested by émyepodofilv Adyovg [morefioBar toroiTOVG,

9 Cf. Déring‘ (1972), 120, “er erkannte aber an, dass man bei ibnen eine gewisse niitzliche Fertigkeit im
Argumentieren erlernen kénne, freilich nur auf einen vergleichsweise niedrigen Niveau". Déring finds
Alexinus’ judgement of the rhetors "erstaunlich wohlwollend".
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ofiovg] eylxplilvon t@dv [(pjtxoofécpco]v ¢otiv in lines 14-17 above).!0 The rigour of the
philosopher’s argumentation distinguishes him from the rhetor, although the subject-matter of

the argixment may be shared.

Naturally both Alexinus’ and Hermarchus’ remarks are out of context and we cannot be
certain of the full éigniﬁcance of certain terms and phrases. Philodemus does not appear to
have read Alexinus’ Ilepi dywyfig himself but is relying on Hermarchus' summary of some
of its points.!! Of course, we may even doubt whether Philodemus has Hermarchus' letter to
Theopheides before him. It is more likely that he is relying on Zeno's notes (see col.
XLII1.35-XLIV.2, Longo, 133, 135). When Alexinus denigrates certain rhetorical studiés as
useless (Gypnorwg) does he imply that others are useful, and further, is ‘usefulness’ one of
his criteria for determining whether a practice is an art or not, or is the designation confined
in this context to its educational fuﬁction? Presumably Ale;(inus considers them useless
because they have nothing to do with rhetoric’s goal: effective argumentation and

persuasion.!2

10 Compare Hermarchus’ rejoinder later on, to 8¢ 8% p / [xat’] motijunv xepoifvectai] fivak tév
pnro/phxdv Adywv, coll. XLVIIL31-XLIX. 1. It may be, though, that I overtranslate nepawowm and
that it means simply "finish, complete”.

1 The rarity of the term eixotohoyic (not found elsewhere in Epicurean texts accordmg to Longo
Auricchio (1988), 155) and the fact that it is replaced with another term later on (col XLIX.1-2)
combine to suggest that Hermarchus reproduced it from Alexinus’ treatise.

12 Doring (1972), 120 concludes his commentary on this fragment of Alexinus by stressing that we do not
know the motivation behind the Megarian’s stance on rhetoric and its relation to logic here. I suspect
that the issue is confused by the way terms were understood by Alexinus and Philodemus. Philodemus
describes Alexinus as [xjotnyopofviiog *®v pwropixdv [colpioriv (col. XLIV.25-26). The
‘formulation is quite specific - not simply predpwv - and if Alexinus has been reported accurately he
probably meant those teachers who specialise in training people how to speak, the characters familiar
from Plato’s dialogues. For Philodemus, cogiotixt is equivalent to epideictic, and he seeks to
distinguish it from political or forensic rhetoric. Alexinus had no such agenda.
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When Philodemus turns to Hermarchus' response to Alexinus, it soon becomes apparent that
Hermarchus takes issue with the Megarian's understanding of ypfiowyiov.!3 Hermarchus first

assumes that Alexinus uses the term in a crude material way:

70
TEPL XPNOIPUWV S1oAf -
vleoBai, pnoiy, el pév Tav-
tO}v 3el AoPelv 1 ne- 30
pi torovtwv € Qv yi-
veton 10 xépdog En dpyv-
plimt] MSkyo[vg] otpépery dv-
vopévorg noviodoio)-
ndg, naoa § gElovoia ol
0éte pavik(olv teAeli-
g,

PHerc. 1674 coll. X1.V.27-XLV1.3 (Longo, 137, 139)

if, Hermarchus says, one must interpret the argument concerning useful things as équivalent to that
which concerns the kind of things from which financial profit originates for those able to turn out
speeches in any sense and is complete power, then regard it as completely insane.

- Presumably, Hermarchus was able to make tlns charge because Alexinus did not specify what
he meant by t& yphowa. According to Hermarchus the rhetor’s view of t& ypAouua, even
0 mAglota ypnowo, is influenced largely by the financial rewards which derive from
knowledge or expertise, not by the préctitioner’s psychological well-being. Things are only
important or useful inasmuch as they bring some pecuniary advantage. Hermarchus’
continuation of his point is unfortunately interrupted by a substantial lacuna, but when the
text becomes legible again séventeen lines later it emerges that he is seeking to correct

assumptions on the rewards rhetoric confers:

nopoywpdpelv )
Yap THv acvviffelov av-
Thg <o>@aAAierv 100g eploMi- 30
povg kai emeikels p
npdrypoaoiv eig SxfAjovg fo-
Silovor xai EAEyylov(g
xai cukopévtag Kkai &p-
xo[vg] kol popropilog

13 This concentration on the use of terms recalls Metrodorus’ attacks on opponents who are probably to
be identified as Megarians recorded in Epicurus’ De nat. 28 fr. 13 col. IV inf. 1.2 and 1.11 and
Epicurus’ own De ambiguitate (ibid. fr. 13 col. V inf.); see Gigante (1981), 94-95.
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ye[VdJels. dmoré[clon [Ylop
KpelTTov dpyvpLov Mo-

AL xlai yoplolv Sixajotnvié 5
xAevioavra [kloi Todg
xkhpueréro[vg] xoi pe-

Yiotolg @dBoug [tfi] Tiig
yoyfic €€t [puybvho te-
Atwg, 1| ToVTOVG EYOV- 10
0 VIKQV TG OVURAoag
dixfag]
PHerc. 1674 coll. XLVI1.28-XLVII.12 (Longo, 139, 141)

For let us pass over the fact that rhetoric tends not to trip up intelligent and reasonable men in affairs
which involve crowds, cross-examinations, informers, oaths, and false testimonies. For it is better to
lose a lot of money, or a piece of land, [scoming] a juror while avoiding totally with the faculty of the
soul the most important and greatest fears, than to have these fears and win all court cases . . .

Hermarchus' main point is clear. How can an art like rhetoric be deemed "useful” to its
practitioner when it is the source of so much worry and preoccupation? Financial loss is
preferable to loss of equanimity. But the passage is not without difficulty. The verb
napoyw{pdpelv (col. XLVI.28) might suggest that Hermarchus is making a concession, and
this, I suppose, is why Longo translated the verb "concediamo”. But the object of the
concession, thv douvviiBewav avlfic, is difficult. Longo assumes that abzfig refers to
rhetoric, and that would be the most natural interpretation. But what then are we to make of
&ovvhBera?'s It would appear that Hermarchus’ opponent had, or could have, argued that
rhetoric does not normally work on intelligent people. It is to avoid this difficulty that Longo
translates the word "arroganza", but &ovvii@era surely denotes that which does not normally
happen. My own examination of the papyrus vindicated Sudhaus’ conjecture <o>pdaAAeiv;!6

Hermarchus would be étating that rhetoric does not normally fool intelligent and i'easonable

14 Using Longo’s (1988) version of this text, p.75.

15 Longo (1988), 155 notes that this is apparently the only incidence of the word in the Herculaneum
texts.

16 Accepted by Longo. The letters ®AAAEIN are very clear, though N's "PAAAEIN is understandable
since the upper hemisphere of the @ is extremely faint and only clear under higher magnification.
Enhanced magnification yielded two sigmas in front of the phi, i.c. ZZ®AAAEIN although the first two
letters of the line TH were less easy to discern. The scribe was thus not guilty of haplography. The
apographs seem to provide testimony for op&AAerv, since O has TIZZ®AAAEIN and n TKZOAAAEIN
(the left half of the kappa resembles the left half of an eta and the right half of the kappa resembles 8

sigma).
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men (to0g gploMiluovg kol émsucéig). It remains unclear whether these men are followers
of Epicurus or simply the more intellectually-gifted portion of any population. The particle
yép (col. XLVIL3) indicates a continuation of the line of reasoning. The Epicurean is
invulnerable to the onslaught of his opponent’s rhetoric simply because he does not enter the
thetorical game in the first place. The worry of winning court cases outweighs the discomfort
of losing money in a suit. If this interpretation of the flow of Hermarchus’ argument is
correct, we shall have to review the translation of nopoywppev (XLVI.28). It cannot be a

concession to Alexinus’ position (or an argument implied by such a position). It must rather
be a point which has escaped Alexinus’ attention, introduced now with the ﬁgﬁre of
praeteritio: an additional consideration but not as important as the main one, dmroAé[clon

[Ylop xpeitTOV GpYydpLOV . ..

Hermarchus’ comments are marred by a further lacuna, but at line 25 of column XLVII the
text resumes:
npalypdrialev{ylpo

10 TdV] prtdpav Eno-

VETELY, £V 01¢ Si1ddoxov-
o1 ovpfovieverv dnplo-

slwk.
PHerc. 1674 col. XLVIL.25-29 (Longo, 141)

.. . to praise the business of [the] rhetors in as much as they teach one how to deliberate in public.

The syntax of this sentence is not entirely clear because of the lacunae which precede and
follow it, but it evidently marks a consideration of another aspect of rhetoric. The previous
passage, discussed above, dealt with forensic rhetoric. Hermarchus apparently now considers

whether and in what sense rhetoric could be conceived of as useful in a deliberative context.!?

17 Bearing in mind that 1 ovpgépov xoi BAaPepdv was the goal of deliberative rhetoric in Aristotle (Rh.
1.3 1358 b21-22), a view challenged in Cicero De or. 2.334 and Quintilian /rsz. 3.8.1-3.
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The beginning of the next column contains Hermarchus’ assessment of this view:

&L -
ov ényBavplalelv Todg
pnlrolpux{otk @g xpnoi-
plwg moAtrevopévoug :
oV xot ov[10] 10 xovdv 5
gotnkev 6 Adyog adrod.
kol yop] poyeipovg kol
KOTAALOVG XPAGLUOV
1 wlpattery Npiv [Vlno-
MopulBdvoev v, dAid 10

PHerc. 1674 col. XLVIIL1-10 (Longo, 143)

.. . worthy to admire the rhetoricians for being useful citizens, his argument does not constitute novelty
in itself. For we could interpret cooks and shopkeepers as doing something useful for us, but . . .

Once again, Hermarchus seems to be suggesting another Way in which one might understand
Alexinus’ vague claims about the useful subjects treated by rhetors (nepi ypw/oipev [ye]
nAeiotov, XLV.12-13). In this case, rhetors might be viewed as making é useful contribution
to the functioning of the polis (xpnoiplwe moAlrevopévove). This, Hermarchus observes, is
hardly an innovation, and it could be argued that any number of demeaning occupations serve
a similarly useful function.!® By placing rhetoric in the company of these humble
occupations, Hermarchus belittles, somewhat facetiously, its contribution, since no Greek
philosopher would regard cooks and shopkeepers as contributing to the most useful things,
and he would certainly not advise pupils to undertake any such profession for the sake of the
utility it affords the state. For the same reason, no philosopher would advise a pupil to study

rhetoric.

Unfortunately, the passage quoted above is followed by another lacuna, making interpretation

of the nearest legible text difficult:

18 Compare PHerc. 1674 XL1.13-27 and XLI.35-XLIL3 where Philodemus employs a similar strategy to
argue that although Greeks call some humble activities "arts" it does not mean that they are fully
deserving of the term. \
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L. JTE [xJoft}ox Tfig te-
k{tlo[vilkfic kloi xloAkevTi-
xfig yelbdetan, Tov1{ovg
k1hio8lon mbpov pikpodv G-
A dvoloPely avto<v> po-
diag .
PHerc. 1674 col. XLVIIL.18-23 (Longo, 143)

.. . it is a false argument in the case of the art of building and bronze-working, (to say) that these
[obtain] little revenue but acquire it quite easily.

I take the _subjcét of [welbdeton to be not Alexinus but a logos or argument which he either

. used or might have used. Hermarchus finds it invalid. Presumably the relevance of building

and bronze-working here is to be found in some sort of comparison with rhetoric. Some

clarification is offered by the next lines. The words xoi y&p which immediately follow

suggest that Hermarchus is now illustrating his point with an example (as he had in line 7 of

the same column):

xol yop éyporko[g
&vBpwnfog kol yplopyré-
v 6JAw(g dvernhotf- 25
rlov 00 pntopudfilg po-
vov gumepiog EEw wo-
Beotnxag, ixovog eEev-
pelv t& dfplohg ouppé-
povta xoi diepunveio- 30
o [oaplidc. |
PHerc. 1674 col. XLVIIL.23-31

For even an uneducated man who is completely [unacquainted] with writing, let alone devoid of
rhetorical experience, is able to find out what is advantageous for the people and to express it clearly.

Longo’s supplements are fairly secure since the notion expressed here is found elsewhere in

Philodemus.!? Rhetoric differs from arts such as building or bronze-working in that it is

Longo (1988), 155, PHerc. 1573 fvr. VIII.1 ff. Sudh. [i, 71. Longo (1988), 157 regards a short passage
from PHerc. 1672 col. XXXV .20-25 (= Hermarchus fr. 37) as confirmation that the sentiments are -
those of Hermarchus. The notion is something of a fopos in attacks on rhetoric and its claims to
technical status. Cf. Sext. Emp. Marh. 2.16 who cites the example of Demades, once a boatman, who
became a fine orator without rhetorical training, although Sextus does not go so far as to claim that he
was illiterate too. The case of Demades is cited by Philodemus himself in fragments from On Rhesoric
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kpossible for someone without even the preliminary foundations of formal education (and of
course most rhetoricians would have regarded ypappatixt as a prerequisite for rhetorical
studies) to enjoy success in it: to find the subject matter (€£evpeiv t& dfpog svppépovrar)
and communicate it clearly (SiepunveioBon cop@c)2® In one breath, Hermarchus has
exploded the rhetors’ claims that to speak effectively one must be taught inventio and the
virtues of style. No one could walk off the‘ street and enjoy the same success in building or
bronze-working. Hermarchus' remarks raise some interesting possibilites but we can only
conjecture as to their import. How are we to understand the phrase &€gupeiv ta dfpoig
coppépovta? Presumably the dyporkog can discover T dfpoig cvpgépovia by observation
and by canvassing the opinions of the majority. This need not imply that t& dfpoig
CUHQEPOVTOL are particularly elevated or arcane, and it certainly does not imply that their
identification requires scientific expertise. The use of t& ocvuepépovta in place of its virtual
synonym to ypnowa is probably deliberate, since the term is frequently associated with the
goal of rhetoric, at least in political contexts. Even if this is not the case here, Hermarchus
need hardly be viewed as committed to agreeing that the things thus discovered really are to

the people’s advantage. It will be sufficient if the people believe that they are.

Hermarchus then moves on to criticise another implication of Alexinus’ reasoning:?!

70 88 &7 un

KOT] é[mcrﬁ]p.nv ot -
veoBai] Mivale Tdv gm:o-

phxdv Adyov LEAN suned-
pian kol oroyaoudt [rd).cl

preserved in PHerc. 409 fr. VIIL3 (Sudh. II, 97) and possibly 425 fr. VIIL11 (Sudh. II, 103) as well as
in PHerc. 1506 col. V.10-13 (Sudh. II, 37); see Longo Auricchio (1984), 462-463 and nn. 68-71.
Champions of rhetoric, on the other hand, argued that rhetoric must have predated writing, since the
very establishment of civic communities presupposes a "science” of speaking; cf. Cic. Inv. rhet. 1.3 ac
mihi quidem hoc nec tacita videtur nec inops dicendi sapientia perficere potuisse . . . etc.

20 Sext. Emp. Math. 2.57-58 declares that the efforts of the rhetoricians actually impede clear and concise
speech, &xkheiovion 1iig capols &pa xal cuvidpov v xpayudtov épunveiog; on 1 cvupépov
as the goal of rhetoric, see ibid. 79 and 83.

21 A paragraphos beneath line 31 of column XL VIII seems to mark that this is a new point.
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det maav Aofelv; ofd] yop
adt6 ye tobto SHroly Lvlo-
elv 01, onuaivesBor xka- 5
o v AfELy tobTny
70 U1 GVAAOY1GHODVG Bi-
aAEKTIKOVG EXELY QLD
o0
PHerc. 1674 col. XLVIIL.31-XLIX.9 (Longo, 143, 145)
And moreover, [how] should one interpret the fact that some rhetorical speeches are accomplished not

in accordance with [science] but with experience and conjecture? For, naturally, one should not think
that by this expression is meant that the speeches do not contain dialectical syllogisms.

Hermarchus has thus moved beyond questions of subject matter to consideration of Alexinus’

views on the very nature of the rhetors’ discourse. Hermarchus is trying to understand what

Alexinus means by puf) xot' émotiluny . . . &AL éunepion?? kol otoyacud and surmises

that he cannot mean those speeches which do not contain cvAloyiopodg Srodextikois, that

is conclusions which follow strict logical rules.?* Hermarchus’ interpretation is reached by an

ironic attempt to preserve some measure of coherence for Alexinus’ statements:

ob yap Tiveg todt0
nendVBaoLv Al &frav- 10
1eg, yopig Tod und avd-
Tt cvvapéokely tobtfo
Atov. [EDPBovAidr yobv
£ykofAET] OV KOTOPPO-
vobV[ti] t@dv un ovAAro- 15
yYiopobg €xévimv Adyav:
povdL v lewv yép (todrwv)
kol dvev to[dtwlv Nudg
& mpbhrypotd Lenoiv. ,
PHerc. 1674 col. X1LIX.9-19 (Longo, 145)

for this (sc. the absence of dialectical syllogisms) is the case not only with some, but with all speeches,
despite the fact that (Alexinus) is not too willing to concede this. In any case, (Alexinus) accuses
Eubulides on one occasion of dismissing speeches which don't contain syllogisims; for he says that we
understand the facts without these.

22

23

As Longo Auricchio points out (1988), 156, either Hermarchus or Philodemus replaced Alexinus’
gixotoroyio with the more familiar éuxewpia. She also suggests another possibility: that éumepia,
recovered from PHerc. 1672 since there is a lacuna in PHerc. 1674, represents the later draft.

See Doring (1972), 119 n. 1.
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If Longo’s supplement tival in col. XLVIIL33 is right, Hermarchus has possibly
misrepresented Alexinus’ assertion.24 Yet this is the very word upon which Hermarchus
pounces in his efforts to correct an erroneous asseﬁion. All rhetorical speeches lack the sort
of rigorous logic expected of philosophical discourse by the Megarians. Hermarchus
insinuates that Alexinus is guilty of some dishonesty or at least a certain reluctance to face the
facts. Hermarchus reminds us that Alexinus disagreed with Eubulides?S on the role of
syllogisms in speeches: they are not necessary for understanding things or facts. The term ¢
npérypota would be an appropriate concern for a great deal of practical rhetoric - deliberative
and especially forensic.?6 Alexinus, then, would be closer to Aristotle in observing that
different types of discourse require different degrees of argumentative and logical rigour. If
Alexinus asserted elsewhere that syllogisms were not necessary in rhetorical speeches then,
reasons Hermarchus, it would be nonsensical that he demand them in rhetorical speeches
here. But, as I observed above, for Alexinus to be liable to a charge of inconsistency he will

have had to have claimed that only some speeches are executed without émiotiun.

Philodemus admits at the end of this section that he realises that the citations really pertain to -

a somewhat different debate:

oL -
fseéusea 8¢ xoi oG é- 20
nh naou Atkerg, i Tan
yevioed ol irov ko tod-
Tog EYELY, OVK dyvooDv-

4 There is no trace of this formulation in the preserved quotation of Alexinus; guided by Hermarchus'
reprise, von Arnim offered a different text from Sudhaus for col. XLV.19-20, fiveg] / adrdv. Sudhaus
later printed mévteg abtdv. Longo, who examined the papyrus, vindicated Sudhaus’ original text, &
ra)/plé] ov[t@)v. Von Amim’s text is the more attractive but seems ruled out by the presence of rho
at the beginning of line 20. It is just comceivable, though umlikely, that some suggestion of
Hermarchus’ iveg has been lost in the lacuna of lines 22-23.

25 The word mov col. XLIX.14 implies that Alexinus criticised Eubulides in a different work. Déring
notes (1972), 120 that Alexinus is therefore less strict than the older Megarians (as well as Diodorus
and Philon) in this regard.

26 Cf. Sext. Emp. Marh. 2.65 for view that rhetoric is superfluous in situations where the facis are self-

evident (10 évapydg &AnBég).
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;sg, Ot1 mepi Tivog G-

0V 86E0V01 Kai ovyL me-

pl 100 TPOKEHEVOV KOL- =
ToYEYPOpBat.

PHerc. 1674 col. XLIX.19-27 (Longo, 145)

We have prese i
nted the citations i i
in ety i
aware that they will appear to havethb? entirety in case it suits someone to h
en written down concerning another 53;? them, but we are well
ject and not the
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marginal the material for
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that Philodemus was not simply rep

but not always (if ever) have provided them with

might then have excerpted the passages
ary, and Philodemus is filling in the gaps. Thus we might have some evidence that

comment
creative thought, and was not only repeating

Philodemus~ was engaged in independent and

lecture notes as SOMe have charged.?®

good reasons for his decision to use them anyway. First, the very things

But I think there are
cisely those which Philo

demus values most

about rhetoric which Alexinus despises are pre
highly and attributes to Epicurus’ understanding of rhetoric as an art. Philodemus has only
his citations from Epicurus’ De rhetorica made 1o explicit mention of

suggested this point:

ition, out of context and often used for a

21 See Mejer (1978), 18 on the fact that excerpts are, by defini
different purpose from the original. . ' ’
28 Sedley (19892), 104 is a strong proponent of the view that many gf Philodemus works were
but even Gigante, 2 more sympathetic scholar, believes that Philodemus followed Zeno Very

derivative,
closely (1998) 86.
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Philodemus’ assertion seems to emerge from within the wide-ranging polemic in which
Metrodorus was engaged. The adverb téya (line 3) is particularly hard to define: it could
denote an air of uncertainty, exposing Philodemus to a charge of special pleading, or it could

simply be an ironical touch.

Before proceeding to quote directly from Metrodorus’ treatise, Philodemus paraphrases the
context where Metrodorus evidently thought it necessary to turn to rhetoric for illustration of

some point:

" [kl &AAov[g ToL0VTOVG
einleiv] }u‘-:Lv £[v nlAnBer
nep[i t}dv nAnelel] ypnoi-
pafvl Likovidg, Ty 8¢
epal ov ué xovl [x] e vy 4 15
&AAov] 6ol véimo f1T abrdv
ob plo8é vlag 01l 8° 8 halg), &-
mfotldtog [68] Svrog ko -
tofvoeiv &]v éxéolto-
T v [to}ug To[tlov[tolug &lvejpa- 20
nove. tovivofvitiov [8€] [xoi-
LTJGT_YIOET] roploPleikiviov
L@Jpal_ci)_]ua)d_o_lv Kol GAAovg
Lo tox OAiyov[g] tdv Sox{ov]v-
Ltlov tag torabrag gyl v] 25
Adyov moMTik®v § pn-
TOpIK@V TEY VO oberell év.,
v of[a]ow gxelv oG Té-
xvolg cnw_]e{?»of)]vwg.
PHerc. 1674 col. L.11-29 (Longo, 147)

. . . and other [such] men who speak competently among the people on subjects which are useful to the
people, but have not learned Thrasymachus’ art, or anyone else’s for that matter, at all, but by simply
being observers (of what men in politics do) it would be possible for them to understand how such men
(work) on every occasion. But he thinks [the opposite] by demonstrating that Thrasymachus and a
considerable number of those others who think they possess such arts of political and rhetorical
speeches, actually achieve none of the things they claim their arts possess. '

Despite the lacuna which precedes this passage I assume that Philodemus is paraphrasing
Metrodorus. The description of people who have not studied in the schools but are still

competent orators and the rejection of rhetoric’s claims to expertise in political participation
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are familiar from earlier sections of Philodemus’ treatise and apparently uncontroversial. In
stating that the arts of the rhetoricians do not achieve what they are advertised as being able to
achieve Metrodorus would seem to be unequivocally denying that rhetoric can persuade. The

next section proceeds to describe what the rhetorical schools do in fact achieve:

I , [ todJ-

v Eun{elpov 1iletan, mg 30
drrov pev [10] Adyov Exefv
kol dthio wkdg &v xal
L&x tivlov yLélvorto kadii-
ol tn| prropleial, &Alov Se ‘10 kaAdC
l_{m_t'copi_ef),lsw. xai [uixplov
npoPdic], dg paptvlpel o
undévia] rnote ye[vélo-
BoiL momTnv €v Tooo[Ultolg
i priropa ixkavov and yle 5
v 1E)YVOLOYI®OV
PHerc. 1674 Coll. L.29-L1.6 (Longo, 147, 149)

This evidence is presented, in that it is one thing to possess method and the means by which and from
which fine speech occurs, and another to be a fine orator. And going on a little further, he explains that
the fact that no one ever became a great poet or a competent orator just from technical manuals bears
witness (that) . . .

Once again, a lacuna impedes reconstruction of the entire argument, but enough survives to V
show that Metrodorus* sought to distinguish between a ‘science’ or ‘art’ of speaking where
the discourse becomes xaAAioty if certain procedures are followed, and the actual practice of
speaking wéll in public. This involves more than a discrepancy between theory and pracﬁce.
Speaking in thé schools and speaking in public are in fact two different things. The two forms
of discourse are described with similar terminology but are at the same time subtly
l distinguished. The term xoaAAiortn pnropeio (col. L lines 33-34) must be deliberate. The

word pnropeia is only found in one other place in Philodemus’ On Rhetoric3! and is used by

30 I assume again, of course, that Philodemus is continuing to paraphrase and has not inserted an
inferential comment of his own at this point. The lack of connectives or particles at the beginning of
this sentence suggest that the paraphrase continues.

31 PHere. 1506 col. XXXI1.18 Sudh. II, 231.
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Isocrates and Aristotle in the sense of ‘set speech’;32 in her commentary on this passage,
Longo Auricchio' is probably right to suspect a hint of irony in its application here.3? The
artificial and aesthetically charged nature of this phrase contrasts quite starkly with the more
prosaic 10 xaAdg prnropebewv (Coll. L.34-L1.1), where the practical flavour of the task is
enhanced by adverb and -ebm verb. The‘ schools may have rules which render a speech
aesthetically beautiful but they will not simultaneously make the speech effective in public.
The rhetors have failéd to see that the two environments demand very different forms of
discoursé: on the technical side, the discourse is viewed as artefact, without regard for author
or performance context; on the practical side, the orator himself and the specific context of

his performance must play an important role.

The passage quoted also indicates that Metrodorus referred to rhetoric in order to illustrate a
point he wished to make on poetry, and this would appear to have been on the subject of the
usefulness of technical manuals for the poet. Such precepts are incapable of producing great

poets just as they cannot produce competent orators.

Kol pletd pi- 15
kpov: "[O nplotedfeyuévog
Aéyew [Ev] OyxAwr x{ai mon-
thg elvar Onpede &-
o 1hv EnayyeAp[Glov,
10 ggekfic 10D GxoAoD- 20
8ov 1oig TorodroLg Emay -
YéApooly, Ov BuvZu[e]cp\;
olav £ixév aroBAéninh
xoi of blog 1o Epyov [oujv-
tleAdv tfig TovTo[v] Hé- 25
xMng poivietal, pfrov 1L
o DtIov drapedyinh 8 Gfv
ov Bedteiwy yivorto Pn-

Tl | monhg.”
PHerc. 1674 col. L1.15-29 (Longo, 149 and (1985), 33)

32 Cf. references to Isoc. and Arist. in LSJ s.v. In Isoc. C. soph. 21 it signifies "skill in oratory”, cf.
Pendrick (1998), 12.
3 Longo (1985), 43.
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And a little [later], "He who has decided to speak [in] public or be a poet, starts with the precepts and
then, after that which coheres with such precepts, goes in search of someone whom he regards as a
kind of model and is then seen to himself to achieve the man's art so that he does not miss out on any
means by which he might become a better orator or poet.”

Philodemus, or his source, has managed to select passages which emphasise the difference
between the aesthetically-pleasing rhetoric which is‘ taught by precept in the schools and the
thoroughly practical rhetoric which is required and practised in the ‘real’ world. thether
Metrodorus intended the inference which is drawn or not, Philodemus quotes him in support

of the view that

1) school (i.e. sophistic) rhetoric and civic rhetoric are two very different things with

very different purposes and are not to be confused;
2) sophistic rhetoric can be taught and reduced to artistic precept;

3) civic rhetoric is a matter of experience, imitation, and practice.

We are, of course, constrained by what Philodemus (or Zeno) selects from Metrodorus’ work,
but even if we are to judge from his own excerpts, his interpretation of the Founder’s remarks
appears a little laboured. A cynic might say that Philodemus has manipulated the evidence to
prove more than it justifies. Point (3) is undoubtedly a legitimate inference and surely é view
shared by Metrodorus and other early Epicureans. It is also supported by quotations
Philodemus will make later on. But points (1) and (2) are less uncontroversial. Certainly,
Metrodorus argues that what goes on in schools has little to do with being an effective orator
in public, but does he also identify school rhetoric as something positive or valuable in its

own right,34 especially since he gives no hint that the schoolmasters themselves recognise the

34 A great deal depends on the what tone to give the phrase xaAAiotn pnropeia, which is fine if taken
literally but may also conceal a sneer,
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independent value of what they do or apprecigte that _their teachings are irrelevant to civic
participation? How seriously are we to take Metrodorus’ observation that if certain
procedures are followed xadAiotn prnropeia is produced? At face value, it appears that
Metrodorus accepts that school rhetoric does proceed systematically to produce a
determinable result — though not, I repeat, all the results claimed, for example, persuasion in
court and assembly. But if we examine how rhetoric is used in this context as an illustration
of the inadequacy of technical manuals for poets it would appear that the ‘scientific’ aspect of
school rhetoric is of negligible importance to Metrodorus’ argument. His point must be,
surely, that if each relies simply on technical manuals, the school orator will fail to make the

grade in the real world, just as the poet will fail to achieve greatness.

Philodemus concludes his examination of Metrodorus’ texts with the following statement:

& pev [odv
gxouev £x 1iig mpoypfo- 30
teiolg mopabécbo to[1ofv-
T £0TIV EKTEPEVYOTOL
KO TV KOTOXPNOTIKNY
Orbixovory kot HAHv] g
EPL TV COPLOTIKAL V
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PHerc. 1674 coll. L1.29-LI1.10 (Longo, 149, 151)

So, what we are able to present from (Metrodorus’) treatise are the sort of things which elude both
misinterpretation and the assumption that the argument is concerned with the precepts of sophistic
rhetoric, arts, of course, which themselves are called by the same name, just as everyone who has paid
intelligent attention to what we have quoted will realise, and even more so the man who has grasped
the complete writings of the Founders of the School.

Philodemus’ remarks constitute a helpful guide to the requirements for reading the texts of

the Founders. The biggest problem for a correct reading of the text is xoraypnoTiky
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brdxovolg. The term suggests a sort of ‘mishearing’ or ‘misreading’, a misinterpretation
based on a careless misunderstanding or deliberate misconstruing of certain key words in the
text.33 In this case, Philodemus identifies the source quite explicitly: it involves the inclusion
of sophistic rhetoric within Metrodorus’ dismissal of civic rhetoric, when, Philodemus
- believes, it is not the target. The imaginary culprit has failed to observe the distinction
because the arts of sophistic, forensic, and political rhetoric are commonly designated by the
same word, pnropik?). Reading the texts of the Founders correctly requires concentration and
intelligence, but the reader will also derive benefit from a complete aésimilation of the entire
corpus. The breadth of one’s reading provides a guide to interpretation of individual passages
and enables one to avoid misintefpretations which might arise if one lacks comprehension of

" the main doctrines.

Thfs last comment effects a bridge to Philodemus’ next task, the refutation of other
contemporary Epicureans who deny that the Founders believed that any part of rhetoric is an
art. Philodemus begins with a careful account of the emergence of the dispute.
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PHere. 1674 col. L11.11-23 (Longo, 151 and Blank)

Now some of those who presently live in Rhodes write that while on [Cos] and again on [Rhodes]
people lectured on the subject that rhetoric is not an art, in each of the cities certain people who have

35 Capasso (1981), 392 n. 81 is surely right to think that the xataypnoTixi dnéxovoig condemns the
opponent’s misinterpretation of the whole of Metrodorus® work, but I suggest that the misinterpretation
of the whole derives from an error in construing key terms like dnropikt.
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recently come from Athens say that they are in conflict with the founders of the School who taught that
it is an art. :

The Epicurean communities at Cos and Rhodes were confronted by the news that their
vattitude towards rhetoric conflicted with the orthodoxy which emanated from Athens. It
would be interesting to know Philodemus’ source for this information and the date of the
event. His wording suggests that he is relying on a written source, emanating apparently from
the Epicurean community on Rhodes. The "authors" are first designated by the plural (viol .
. . Ypagovowy col. LII.11-13) but later th;:re emerges a single (unnamed) author of a treatise
(v vepdoman ] col. LIII.14, mowidme abltdg &va_VatpE(péuevog Lév i mpotypateion
onot col. LIII.15-17). The fact that Philodemus seems to have quite detailed knowledge of
the contents of this treatise indicates either that it constitutes the source for his awareness of

the disagreement or that he has a full synopsis of it in a letter from the Rhodian community.

From what Philodemus reports it would appear that the Rhodian’s aim was to demonstrate
" that all rhetoric was to be rejected as an art on the basis of the writings of the Founders. In
effect, the Rhodian was offering a reading of Epicurean works counter to that of Zeno. The
phrase nowkidwg . . . &vaotpepdpevog (col. LI1.15-16) implies a work of some subtlety and
complexity, interpreted here as sophistry. The Rhodian claimed that his arguments were
based on a substantial survey of various Epicurean works (toOtwv Lénay]/yéx)\um
rovicacBot TRV / ocuvayeyqv col. LII1.23-25). Philodemus proclaims that both he and
other Epicureans will meet the challenge more fully at a future date, but that for the present
treatment he will be satisfied with the refutation of the main points in the Rhodian’s thesis.
- Unhappily, the points which were listed from coll. LIV.10 to LVLY are interrupted by

damage to the papyrus in the lower half of column LV and the first lines of column LVI, but

we can recover some of his principal assertions:
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1) The éarly Epicureans declared that all forms of rhetoric are non-technical
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' PHerc. 1674 col. LIV.10-22 (Longo, 155)

So then, setting out the headings by which his argument will prdceed, it proves (he says) his opinion
that Epicurus and Metrodorus and their followers do not allow either the political or the judicial or the
panegyric branch of rhetoric to be technical

According to the Rhodian’s reading of the works of the Founders, not one of the branches of
rhetoric qualifies as an art. Philodemus agrees that political and forensic rhetoric are not arts

but believes that the Founders assert explicitly that epideictic rhetoric is an art.

2) Political and forensic rhetoric are skills which require practice

70
uev [roirjrix{ov] xot dfi-
KOVIKOV HEAETNG KO
tpifng 9dokelv TPoodeio- 25
o xoi Tivog gpnepyfxor]l-

xfig ioTopiog
PHerc. 1674 col. LIV.22-27 (Longo, 155)

(sc. the Founders) state that the political and judicial branches require exercise and practice and a
certain empirical research

According to the Rhodian the Founders asserted that political and forensic rhetoric are skills

which are based on observation and practice in action. They are, therefore, not even

conjectural arts.
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3) Epideictic rhetoric is also a skill which requires practice but it does not require
observation, rather familiarity with a certain way of expressing things

70 8¢ na-
VITYUPLKOV ER PEAE -
M kot TP Aéyery kelo-
6on ki oo neeton Tivdg] 30

Pphoens Ypig mpaypeL-
ki ioTopiag. '
PHerc. 1674 col. LIV.27-32 (Longo, 155)

and (the Founders say that) the panegyric branch lies in practice and familiarity with a certain type of
expression without need of practical research.

It is quite clear that the Rhodian was at pains to show that epideictic rhetoric was to be
included within the view of rhetoric in general. He explicitly distinguishes epideictic from
the other two branches and in so doing notes that it is a somewhat different species. But
although it is distinguished by the fact that it does not rely on observation for its success it is
nonetheless a skill not a science. Instead of conceding that epideictic rhetoric has a scientific
basis, the Rhodian allows it somethihg less rigorous: an easy familiarity - probably acquired
through constant practice and exercise within the rhetor’s classroom - with a certain way of
speaking. To a certain extent, the Rhodian is aware that this "type of expression” is

conventional or at least an appropriate register for the discursive form of epideictic.

4) the Founders deny the existence of an art of persuading crowds altogether
xotd Tog dvdpag ob 8O-

vofolBon ovotfivar téxvnv
xlo8L & lrol £ 8xrov] nero-

TIKHY
PHerc. 1674 coll. LIV.34-LV.2 (Longo, 155, 157)

according to the Founders of the School an art which persuades crowds simply cannot exist

Once again, there is nothing particularly controversial about this proposition as far as
Philodemus is concerned. In his review of arguments in favour of rhetoric’s technical status,

Philodemus explicitly stated that the political branch of rhetoric was not an art and that the
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Founders said that it was not.36 He will, however, object to the suggestion that epideictic, or

sophistic, rhetoric be necessarily rejected along with forensic and political.

5) Despite practice, practitioners of forensic and political rhetoric very often fail in their
enterprises or are outdone by speakers without the same skill
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PHerc. 1674 col. LV.2-11 (Longo, 157)

the aforementioned exercise, practice, and experience is not sufficient to persuade on every occasion
nor in the majority of cases, and because it happens that speeches which are not rhetorical are
sometimes more persuasive than rhetorical ones

6) Epideictic rhetoric is even less effective (?)
KO HETO
HoUtlov [£Vv] Toic BopDPoig

Hrrolv of [nlav myv{phxoti v
PHerc. 1674 col. LV.11-13 (Longo, 157)

and because among these, the panegyrical speeches of the sophists (are) less [successful (?)] when
delivered among crowds . . .

The lacunose condition of the column from this point onwards impedes interpretation. In fact
line 12 is largely reconstructed from Sudhaus’ supplements. However, the Rhodian appears to
argue that epideictic rhetoric has even less success in the hurly-burly of real life.

7) The Founders were aware that there were such things as arts and therefore used the term
"expert", but that does not imply that they also recognised rhetoric’s ability to attain its goal

)]
o}0d[£€] Tor

36 i noAtixfic ofbtle / obong téyxvig, Aeyoulévnk / te nfpldg Tdv &vdpdy [odx el/vafi] PHerc. 1674
col. XXV1.29-32 (Longo, 99).
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PHerc. 1674 col. LV.16-27 (Longo, 157, and Blank)

.. . not even indeed a precept, but that Epicurus and his followers recognised that certain arts too have
been laid down and because of this they termed them experts and these [arts (7)] . . 37, that they did
not agree that they achieve the goal too . .. '

The text has been improved by Blank but reméins difficult. It would appear that the Rhodian

is trying to account for the Founders' terminology. He asserts that the Founders recognised

that arts did exist and therefore used the term ‘experts’ (texvitau) but it is unclear to whom

they applied this title. It may be that the Rhodian is claiming that the Founders sometimes

used the terms ‘art’ and ‘expert’ loosely when referring to rhetoric (or any other art for that

matter) and its practitioners, but that they did not thereby mean that any of these arts actually

achieved their goals.

8) Even if one were to concede for argument’s sake that someone was able to persuade a mass
audience, it would be the cause of bad things, not good
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PHerc. 1674 col. LVI.3-9 (Longo, 159, and Blank)

even if someone, for the sake of argument, has an ability to persuade the people on every occasion, this
is a cause not of good things but great evils.

37

Adopting Blank’s text for lines 21-23.
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Philodemus would no doubt agree with the core of this argument, but since, in his view, it
only affects the civic branches of rhetoric and not epideictic it is irrelevant to his defence of

the latter.

[

Philodemus feels ‘that he has already refuted the Rhodian’s interpretation by means of the
passages from the Founders’ works which he cited earlier. But he is prepared to support the
citations with argument to demonstrate that the Rhodian is wrong in thinking epideictic or
sophistic rhetoric to be a branch of the larger science of rhetoric. For Philodemus, sophistic is

a separate science in its own right:
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PHerc. 1674 col. LVIIL2-14 (Longo, 163)

And we show our own handiwork and the reason why we say so-called sophistic rhetoric is an art and
not a branch of rhetoric. For the panegyric, the political, and the forensic are not branches of rhetoric in
the way he himself supposes in his entire treatise

Although Philodemus agrees that Epicurus and the Founders did make some of the core
assertions which the Rhodian claims,3® he is strongly critical of the invalid inference drawn
from them, i.e. that the Founders did not consider sophistic rhetoric an art. I shall focus here

on the use he makes of the Founders’ writings once again in order to refute his opponent.

38 These seem to be summarised in PHerc. 1672 col. IX.7-33 (Longo, 167, 169).
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Philodemus takes issue with the Rhodian's interpretation of a passage from a treatise of
Epicurus. Philodemus implies that the work, which was quite extensive (¢én®v [Aoyov] /
oxedov fphoyidiav, "nearly three thousand lines"),? treated a variety of other topics,* all
of which the opponent has deliberately ighored in order to select only that portion (perhaps an
insignificant one) which suits his own agenda,!
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PHerc. 1672 col. X.5-14 (Longo, 171)

leaving out the other things . . . which are discussed in the work, and taking everything which occupied
nearly the entire book as read, considering for ourselves only that part in which he says certain
branches of rhetoric are said explicitly to be non-technical .

The text in question seems to have come from a work in dialogic form, and one of the
interlocutors is named as Idomeneus (PHerc. 1672 col. X.28 Longo, 173). It is likely that it
is taken from the Symposium.4? Sedley, however, objects that it cannot be from that work for
two reasons: (i) Phﬂodeinus has already stated that rhetoric was not discussed in the
Symposium and (ii) several sources inform us that all the participants in the dialogue were

Epicurean philosophers, which éxeivog 6 véog is evidently not.43 As to the first objection,

39 PHerc. 1672 col. X.18-19 (Longo, 171). :

40 If the work in question is the Symposium, as I shall argue below, these would include the heating
properties of wine (Plut. Adv. Col. 6 1109¢-1110a = fir. 58-60 Us.), indigestion, fevers , stuttering
(Ath. 5.187a = fr. 57 Us.), and sex (Plut. Quaest. conv. 3.6.1 653b (= fi. 61 Us.).

41 Ironically, Philodemus himself may have been vulnerable to the same charge in his use of Hermarchus’
letter to Theopheides (PHerc. 1674 col. XLIX.19-27 [Longo, 145]) and Metrodorus’ De poem. 1

_ (PHerc. 1674 coll. XLIX.33-L.4 [Longo, 145, 147]).

42 So Sudhaus I, xxxiv and (1895), &5, Von Amim (1893b) 8, Hubbell (1920), 281, and Arrighetti
(1973) fr. [21.4] and comm. on p. 576.

43 The description of the opponent in PHerc. 1672 col. X.23 (Longo, 171). Sedley (1989a), 114 n. 40,
citing specifically Athen. 5.177b and 187b (= fr. 56 Us., p. 115), though Arrighetti (1973), 576 simply
discounts Athenaeus’ testimony in the light of the Philodemus passage. It may not be irrelevant to note
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closer examination of the relevant text reveals that it does not really support Sedley’s
interpretation:
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we say that it is not in the Symposium nor in the On Ways of Life, nor are we telling them to look for a
needle in a haystack, but we have already cited where and on what grounds we say that the fact that
sophistic rhetoric is an art is revealed

Philodemus is not saying that rhetoric is not treated in the Symposium, he is simply stating
that one should not look to that work for a clear exposition of the doctrine that sophisﬁc
rhetoric is an art. In addition it could be argued that Philodemus thought that the Symposium
did not treat rhetoric in any systematic way, even if at some point in the dialogue the question
of what a ‘sophist’ is was raised (PHerc. 1672 col. X.21-27, see below). In any event, if
certain remarks within that work did prove awkward for Philodemus it is not surprising that
he attempted to play down its relevance to the issue. As to the second objection, I would
suggest that since we cannot identify the youth positively there remains the possibility that he
is portrayed as a prospective pupil or one who though initially sceptical about thg value of
Epicurus’ philosophy was eventually won over at some stage in the diséussion. As such, he
 might then have been considered an Epicurean to all intents and purposes. It might have been
dramatically advantageous to include within the dialogue one interlocutor who was not

initially as closely affiliated to the school as the others, to act as a catalyst to debate and

that Athenaeus represents a hostile tradition where Epicurus’ Symposium is compared unfavourably
with those of other authors (including Plato) on a number of grounds, including the intellectual
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exposition# 1 shall therefore continue on the assumption that the texts discussed by

Philodemus do come from the Symposium.

Although it is true that Philodemus has denied that the Symposium contains support for the
view that the Founders’ approved of sophistic rlrletoric,45 it was precisely this work which
others had wrongly claimed as a key text in the debate*¢ and we are entitled to assume that the
Rhodian examined it only to find, in his own opinion, that he could employ a short passage
from it to actually contradict the doctrine favoured by Zeno and Philodemus. Philodexhus is
thereby obliged to re-examine the passage in order to demonstrate that it does not in fact pose

a serious threat to his own view of sophistic rhetoric’s status.

The text is located and its subject summarised,
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allegiance of the interlocutors.

44 Plut. Quaest. conv. 3.6.1 653 b (= fr. 61 Us.) informs us that young men were present (uepoxiov
napdvrev) in Epicurus’ Symposium.

45 PHerc. 1674 col. LVI1.21-22 (Longo, 161).

46 As Philodemus informs us, PHerc. coll. LI1.26-28 and LV1.21-24 (Longo, 151, 159).
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HEL DREPEYELV.”
PHerc. 1672 coll. X.21-X1.1 (Longo, 171, 173, 175, and Angeli [1981], 63 =
Idomeneus fr. 7)

And Epicurus depicts that young man, who is claiming that panegyric and political rhetoric are a single
power of being a sophist derived from rhetorical exercise, in the process of being refuted. And after the
words "let him speak his mind", he makes Idomeneus with the words ". . . " ask for forgiveness if the
youngster is impertinent, because of his youth, and him add the following words: "It would be strange
indeed if you were not hindered at all because of your youth, as you yourself would admit, from
exceeding in rhetorical capacity all those men who, because you are young, are old as far as you are
concerned and very reputable.”

The passage quoted imitates the register and peculiarities of refined discussion, an aspect
which further supports the view that this is drawn from the Symposium.. The somewhat
artificial politeness of the phrasing, and the effortsv of the speaker to mediate, leads to
hyperbaton. 1 suggesvt that Philodemus contextualises the relevant comment in this way not
only to assist the reader in locating it within the work from which he is quoting but also to
highlight the dramatic context in which it is uttered. By reminding the reader that the
comment is made in order to excuse (or patronise) the youthful interlocutor, it will be more
difficult to attach serious doctrinal importance to its contents, since it can now be seen as a
sort of conversational mannerism which is generated by the specific personal dynamic of the
dialogue. With this in mind, I take the words which immediately follow this passage,
wg & &v abtod
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PHerc. 1672 col. X1.1-3a (Longo, 175)

just as you would have said when you meant "Let him speak openly” and . . .
as expressing Philodemus’ own interpretation of the meaning of this utterance: a long-winded

extension of the idea contained in the imperative "Let him speak his mind".
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In the next line, the speaker apparently repeats his first statement, but this time in a manner

which provides Philodemus’ opponent with more ammunition 47
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"strange indeed, I say, if you were not hindered at all because of your age, from excelling in rhetorical
capability [which] seems to be (the result) of practice and much familiarity, but it is possible to be
prevented from seeing things as they are because of one's age, something for which science would
rather appear to be responsible than practice and familiarity."

Once again, the interlocutor’s pronouncements are immediately relevant to the young man in
question. But in this instance an additional point is made. His ability to expresé himself
adequately is questidned because he is too young to have gained fhe experience required to
put forward his point in a polite aﬁd pertinent manner, and at the same time his grasp of
knochdge (tob 3[¢] Bewpfican & mpbypa'dof, ag Exler]) is also compromised by his youth
and lack of science. Although the observations on what expression (rhetoric) and knowledge
(science) require of their practitioners are made as part of an ad hominem strategy against the
youth they do contain assumptions which might damage Philodemus’ entire thesis, if they can
be shown to represent the original Epicurean position on rhetoric. For on the surface they do

indeed suggest that the interlocutor proceeds on the assumption that pnropixd is distinct from

47 There remains an alternative interpretation: that Philodemus is providing a more precise paraphrase of
the meaning which underlies the speaker’s vague utterance. The cramped and lacunose addition of the
added line 3a makes the relation of this passage to the preceding one a little unclear, but given the fact
that Philodemus proceeds to analyse the text of our passage in detail, it is much safer to assume that it
too is a quotation from the original Epicurean text.
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10 Bewpficon 1o mpdypoto g E€xer both on some ontological level and in terms of

methodological status (practice for the former and knowledge or science for the latter).

Philodemus’ opponents certainly interpreted the remarks in this way,48

d1-
« TETY. . . Jpaowv EP . [] paociv
v pntopiktyv anfAd)k &- 15

nocav &v, ofjav dmopaivio[v-
ton, 1pUBfi) mepryiveosBon

Kol cvvnBelat kol ot 8¢ | v
pépog TodTrg) obTan Myhlé e

éyvm kol caeds TI. JAZI 20
©KE[. .JEIN éydi16&oKkel’v' mpoo-

drootéAN o Iv 1 moie 7 [ # fo-
ot ENYOTMUML kol T ot

4 p hBf xoi svvneeiod 1]
PHerc. 1672 col. X1.13-24 (Longo, 175)

On account of . . . they say . . . they say that the whole of rhetoric, of the kind they demonstrate, would
quite simply result from practice and familiarity, and that not even one branch of it (would result) at all
from art, and clearly . . . to instruct thoroughly, distinguishing in addition what kind of things will be
possible from science, and what kind of things from practice and familiarity . . .

For Philodemus’ opponent, the argument of the Epicurean in the Symposium illustrates quite
clearly that a/l rhetoric must be separated from art, and that no exception is justified in the
case of epideictic or panegyric. Otherwise, the opponent continues, the Epicurean’s argument

in this passage would be pointless.

Philodemus’ opening salvo is frustratingly difficult to reconstruct because of a number of
lacunae. However, he seems to begin by studying the erroneous and valid paraphrases of what

the text actually states:

48 Cf. Arist. Eth. Nic. 1.3 1095a 2-6 for the notion that a young person is not a fit student of politics
because he has no experience of life and conduct, and it is these which supply the premises and subject
matter of this branch of philosophy.
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[ei} 0
dvoxpdrntov dyYd] 10 &fué-
8odov &oh1 yilveoBat nielpi
véov, ol AA® h péAAo[v] 1o 30
ot Eémothung Gre pel66-
doig o otorxerboeoilv [xo-
Bolixaig dvorapBavo-
HEVOV.

PHerc. 1672 col. X1.27-34 (Longo, 177)

.. . [if] that which is hard to master because of the absence of method is accessible to a young man,
then much more that which occurs by means of science inasmuch as it is grasped with methods and
elementary principles which can be applied universally.

Activities which lack elementary rules which can be learnt in theory and applied to specific

cases thereafter are skills which depend on experience. Sciences do not depend on experience

(or not to the same extent). A young man is someone who has not lived sufficient time to

acquire experience. Yet, if a young man is able to master a skill it would go without saying

that he would be able to master a science.

2

et 8¢ ye 1éxvn 10
N[. .JINEPYLJTO[ . 35
.. 18 xai pépog [ o orfic xo-
@d¢ &v & Abyog &yivel T [o] td 1]-
obrog v "el 10 pe[868w
yvépevov o xoA{Ole[tat
nlepl i | vé{olv Oréipyeyv noA - 40
M&h paiiov ovdE [t pedd-

", ,
PHerc. 1672 coll. X1.34-X11.1 (Longo, 177, 179)

If, that is, art . . . or even a branch of it, the argument would be senseless, being of the following kind: A
"If that which occurs by means of method is not inaccessible for a8 young man, (then that which occurs)
without method (should be) even more accessible.”

This is the reverse of the previous formulation and goes against the axiomatic proposition

"skills take more experience to master than sciences". Here we have the invalid argument that

a man with little experience has mastered a science and should be able to master a skill which

requires experience.
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Philodemus reminds us that the speaker in the Symposium said pnropikt; and meant by that
all the categories which the youth claimed to possess. The claim is erroneous, so Epicurus has
used a metabasis with ironic intent,

Siomep ovx ano—
xophicavto’s, yeloiwg 6 Ent-
Kovpbg écr[x] T petoPdoet
KEYPMULEVOG
PHerc. 1672 col. X11.7-10 (Longo, 179)

Therefore since he does not retract, Epicurus has made use of the analogy in a humorous fashion.

The crucial part of the Epicurean text is &v 1fit pnropixfiu duvéper wpoéyerv, [6] doxel
fcptﬁﬁg elvon [xld ofvvnBeio] ¢ | noAAfig (col. X1.6-8) and Philodemus focuses on this. The
immediate question is whether mention of tp1Bf and ovvABei necessarily disqualifies
sophistic rhetoric from the category of art. The answer is that it does not, because the
Founders were aware that some arts do require a considerable amount of practice:
ol Ydp adivvor-
tov oUd’ dBetobpeviov] Do

1BV Avdp@dv emcmuag

ﬂ[v]d roAAfig tpPhig émdel-
q.'ld— ol o vnee\}

PHerc. 1672 col. X11.34-38 (Longo, 181)

for it is not impossible or excluded by the Founders of the School that certain arts [require] much
practice and familiarity
Philodemus has worded his claim very carefully; the litotes ob y&p &dOvarov and oS
aBetobpuevov may be symptoms of special pleading in the absence of clear evidence to the
contrary, or théy may simply serve to emphasise the point. Be that as it may, Philodemus
must have felt confident that no citations from the works of the Founders could be brought to
categorically refute his statement. Nor does Philodemus think that the quotation in question

makes nonsense of a methodological distinction between sophistic and civic rhetoric (PHerc.
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1672 coll. XI1.40-XI11.4 (Longo, 181, 183)). If Philodemus is prepared to concede that some
part of rhetoric is an art, the Rhodian would be completely wrong to assume that Philodemus
would construe Epicurus’ argument as follows —

el 10 nedOdwr nepryivope-

vov EgTL mepL VEov, WOAADL PaA -

Aov Eotan 10 pedddwt yivépevo{o}v’
PHerc. 1672 col. XII1.7-8-8a-8b (Longo, 183)

If that which comes about by method is accessible to a young man, then that which occurs by method
will be much more accessible

— which would be pleonastic nonsense. In fact, Philodemus asserts, the argument runs,

el O un
po'6vov dite pedddov mopayet-
V{éplevov
PHerc. 1672 col. XI11.9-11 (Longo, 183)

If that which comes about not only by means of method (sc. is accessible to a young man, then that
which occurs only by method will be much more accessible).

Philodemus’ interpretation of the Epicurean text is now considefably clearer. He assumes that
all three types of rhetoric (roAitixh, Sikavikf, and cogiotixf) have been termed rhetoric
for the sake of simplicity, and because the youth thinks he is competent in all three. The civic
types of rhetoric are skills, not sciences, whilc the sophistic type is a science but may require
practice, like any number of other sciences. Within the immediate context of the argument
represented in the passage, Epicurus found it strategically convenient to emphasise the
experience aspect of rhetoric but did so ironically. If analysed formally, however, Epicurus
must mean not that all rhetoric is derived from experience, because that would be untrue of
sophistic, but that all rhetoric requires something more than science, i.e. a measure of practice

in the case of sophistic.
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Thus Philodemus’ first strategy is to defend his interpretation of the passage by showing both
logical inconsistencies in his opponent’s position and that his own interpretation might be

misconstrued as nonsensical as a consequence of his opponent’s misunderstanding.

Having completed his analysis of the logic of the proposition as a whole, Philodemus
proceeds to focus on semantic and syntactic aspects of the passage. First he addresses the
problem of the significance of the verb Soxel (and 86Ecu) in the Epicurean text év tf

pnropixfi duvéaper . . . [0] doxel tpffic elvan [xloi ofvvnBeiag moAAfig, tod 2]
Gewpfioan & mpaypoto], g Exley], . . . od p&Alov v déEo émfohniun aitio ijvon
(PHerc. 1672 col. X1.5-12 [Longo, 175]).

Little sense can be made of PHerc. 1672 col. XII1.15-18 (Longo, 183), but where the text

becomes legible again we find ourselves in the midst of an appeal to semantics,

u1 Beivofi] mpog Bedv "G [tpt-
BAig totiv] kai ovf v lBetag”
BATEN]. .]ITOII ntpocéymv
0] mpokeipevov, TPochEeT-
vou 8¢ 10 "8ldl K lei” [810]104_ ﬂuév
PHere. 1672 col. X1I1.19-23 (Longo, 183)

... not to write, by the gods, "those things which are the result of practice and familiarity” . . . when
introducing the proposition, but to add the word "seems" (denotes ?) hesitancy . .. -

Philodemus detects an air of hesitancy in the fact that Epicurus chose to insert the verb doxel
instead of the more confident éo1i. The succeeding lines are in a terrible state, but from line
29 it would seerh that this argument is amplified. Epicurus’ aim was to make a provocative
statement, and since it is a generalisation it has to be couched in terms of a conjecture. The
conjectural aspect of the statement explains, for Philodemus, why the verb 8oxet is repeated,

[00]
ndl viofv &pmi tfig propixiic
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&AN&] ol & mi] tfg gpova-
oewg ¢[thpnoe, xbxkel 1o "do-
xel" ‘npolBleic
PHerc. 1672 col. XII1.35-39 (Longo, 185)

. he took precautions [not] only in the case of rhetoric but also in the case of the act of thinking,
addmg the word "seems" there too.

I take the phrase &ni tfig ppoviioewg to be a paraphrase of the expression 100 8¢ Bewpficon

0 mpaypato, a¢ €xer in the Epicurean passage quoted earlier (PHerc. 1672 col.X1.8-9,

(Longo, 175)). Philodemus draws attention to the fact that Epicurus repeated the verb (86&ou)

even in a context where the contribution of science cannot be doubted by anyone. In doing so,

he is attempting to alert the reader, once again, to the rhetorical strategy employed in this

passage. Epicurus’ interlocutor is engaged in a dialectical debate, and is thus at liberty to

introduce premises which are either generally agreed upon or held by one's opponent. We

should not therefore expect that every premise advanced by an Epicurean philosopher in the

course of a dialectical discussion will necessarily be an Epicurean doctrine, or even true.4® At

least this is how 1 interpret the next lines,

‘kail 10 "doxel" defbpebo dn-
A0d7 kol émi 100 o o Me[uhfi- 40
K00 pépoug O [rlavroyfit
Kexpéwacw, dc ol &-
TEYVOV, Ko TO E107TL IOV
i énilyepiiolen) ovx &-
v droralopévov] npoo- 5
dyort’ &v &R ¢E Opohoyov-
HEVOD.

PHerc. 1672 coll. XII1.39-XIV.7 (Longo, 185, 187)

And we shall obviously accept? the word "seems"” in the case of the political branch too which they
(i.e. the Founders) have declared unequivocally elsewhere to be non-technical, and the persuasiveness
of the argument would be derived not from disagreement but from consensus.

49

50

As Socrates explains in the Meno, #oru 8¢ iowg v Swadextixdtepov pR poévov 1dAned
anoxpiveson, &AAd xai 8u ékeivov dv &v mpooopoioyf eidévon O Epordpevog 75e 5-7.

Puglia (1982), 34 includes the verb 8éxopon within a list of exegetical terminology; its opposite is
agpopén "expunge”, cf. PHerc. 1672 col. XVIL21.
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Within dialectic premises have to be generally acceptable (&8¢ dpohoyovpévov) if they are to
have persuasive force. But the premise advanced here as to the status of rhetoric, whatever
types of rhetoric are meant,’! does not exclude the possibility that one type is not completely
without method or art even if the political branch is emphatically declared non-technical by
the Founders elsewhere. The word doxel then reveals that we are faced with a dialectical
premise which, in Philodemus’ view, allows the interpretation that,
okhaleton pefv

Yip, €1 nafv] pl-bﬁl Ko ouvn-

8eia, obppw'vo'v & Eotiv 10 del-

0o moAAfig TpBiic xofi] ovv-

nBeiag 1O Tolvuv "Sokel” T

drotalopéva npocheig

£x 100, x&v 10 droTalope- 5

vov mopedfi<i>, didopévo(glv [rop-

&YEL 10 TPOKEIPEVOV
PHerc. 1672 coll. XV.38-XVI1.7 (Longo, 193, 195)

there is disagreement as to whether it (is) entirely the result of practice and familiarity but consensus on
the fact that it requires a lot of practice and familiarity; so, by adding the word "seems” to the matter in
doubt, he derives the premise from that which is given, even if he highlights the uncertainty.

No one would deny that all types of rhetoric require practice, but there would be considerable
disagreement as to whether they require practice alone. Naturally, for dialectical purposes,
Epicurus chooses to articulate the premise in a way which is most likely to win acceptance.
At the same time, the inclusion of the verb doxel signifies that at least one type of rhetoﬁc —_

sophistic in Philodemus’ opinion - is not acquired by practice alone.

So far Philodemus has sought to defend his views by careful scrutiny of the text as
transmitted and accepted by both himself and the Rhodian. He now proceeds to examine the
consequences of not admitting the verb Soxe? within the text, in other words, if the text read

instead, [o]b plelv odx €&eipyo[v] tf{] prropixiii] duvéyper mpolélxewv, 6 1p[iPfic oy

51 Philodemus claims that his argument is not damaged even if we accept that the verb Soxel applies to
sophistic rhetoric as well despite the fact that the Founders say it is an art in many other passages
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wlail cvvinBeiag moAAfig (PHerc. 1672 col. XVII.24-27 [Longo, 199, 201]). Presumably this
is to anticipate an objection from the opponent based on an editorial or text-critical
justification. Philodemus asserts that even if ot is read instead of Soxel elvoun it will still

not support the Rhodian’s contention.

Philodemus offers two solutions. The first exploits the ambiguity of the word éoti with

reference to other analogous uses in Greek,

/1) ylalp od[tht popladt
ov] glilrapev: noMfﬁ_Ig ulgv
guronfovijolcl & o W i1 [8AMd v][8n ‘
10 PLAOGOQETV kol | @LAoo{o- 35
ola, moAAfg [8 &ylav gvhuyi-
og 1 [BlaoiAgfia], xai ToAAlfg
gom koxondplol vi log mral y let-
a] xoi moAAfc] ol covnle[i-
og gidio xfaitol obtlw |y ob- 40
deic &yé[vieto &ypot ko [g &v
00" vro[AJoPelv Nubg 81 &
pévne plihomoviag 1o ¢l Ao |-
COPELY KUl THV QLrAocopioy
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Agtav Sud pévng edTVYIOG
Kol TdAA TOPATANTLNG.

PHerc. 1672 coll. XVI1.32-XVIIL.7 (Longo, 201, 203)

For by the same line of argument we could say: "it is clear that philosophising and philosophy (is the
result) of much hard work, kingship (the result) of an excess of good fortune, poverty (the result) of
bad luck, and friendship (the result) of much familiarity”; [and yet] no one would be so uneducated as
to assume that we (think) that philosophising and philosophy occur by means of hard work alone, or
that kingship occurs by means of good fortune alone, and so too for the rest.

When the verb gou is used with the genitive case to describe the instrument or means by
- which something is accomplished it does not necessarily imply that this is the only
instrument. In order to render unambiguously that something is accomplished by only one
instrument one would have to add a clear indication that this were so. And Philodemus points

out that since Epicurus does not add the adjective pévng it must not be supplied in the

(PHerc. 1672 col. XV.24-29 (Longo, 191, 193).
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reader’s head.>? Epicurus’ usage is quite acceptable in ordinary educated Greek speech, and
the latter (as exemplified in the analogies Philodemus listed earlier) is appealed to as offering
a standard by which we may interpret Epicurus’ meaning in the most reasonable way,
70 yop "Eon'V" éni 10D

A{emirov} "delron” tibnoLy, brav 15

obtwg dperddpev, fit Gvvn- :

Bcion 16 ye petprdtotolv

1o [Tldv AéEcwv ongiai-

veto kol ovyli] 8dtepov pod-

vov &ei [ ov voral ¢ o' npoi - 20

veod[a] pntéov.
PHerc. 1672 col. XVIIL.14-21 (Longo, 203)

For he writes the word "is" in place of "requires”, just as we do when we speak in ordinary
conversation, where by the standards of common parlance the most normal (meaning) is meant by the
words; and one should not insist that the other meaning only is all the time meant in general.

Philodemus favours an inferpretation of ¢oti which he claims is the most standard one in this -
context. Ordinary language (buehdpev, f cvvnPeiq) is once again summoned to assist in a
question of semantics.5®> While Philodemus concedes that there remains a possibility that the
Epicurean sentence could be read in the way the Rhodian would prefer, in ambiguous cases
such as these ordinary language provides the only valid criterion and it supports Philodemus;

view.

The second point which Philodemus introduces concerns the antecedent of the whole relative
clause 6 doxel . . . noAAfic. As we noted above, the assertion quoted from the Symposium
was marked by a high degree of hyperbaton and verges on anacoluthon. Philodemus exploits
this tendency by claiming that there is a case for questioning which clause forms the
antecedent to the relative, pnropuxfi dvvéper or 1@ modd Umepéxelv mhviwv AV

npeoPutépav wal év86Ewv (PHerc. col. XIX.7-13 (Longo, 207)). When faced with two

52 PHerc. 1672 col. XVIIL8-14 {Longo, 203).

- 53 As it was when Philodemus was trying to establish the meaning of the word téxvn, PHerc. 1674 col.

XXXVIIL2-29 (Longo, 123).
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equally deserving antecedents, it is difficult, if not impossible, to resolve the ambiguity with

complete conﬁdepce (révrwg [adug{iBoAolv [l / yivetou col. XIX.15-16 (Longo, 207)).

Whether Philodemus’ second point is plausible or not, he seems to. feel at this stage that he
has successfully cast enough doubt on the Rhodian’s interpretation of the passage to show
that it cannot be used as a reliable source for Epicurean vieWs on rhetoric of any kind, let
alone sophistic rhetoric. His earlier pronouncements on the unsuitability of the Symposium as
a source-text for the issue of the technicity of rhetoric has been vindicafed to his satisfaction.
Consequently, he chooses to move on to a general synopsis of the evidence providéd by the
texts of the Founders to the effect that sophistic fhetoric is not a science which produces
competence in political addresses (PHerc. 1672 col. XX1.10-15 (Longo, 215)). Philodemus
refers to the same works which he cited earlier, except that he includes two additional
quotations from Metrodorus’ De poematis 1, both of which, he claims, state clearly that civic
rhetoric is not a science but based on experience and observation,

"rétEPOV 0DV THY PN-
topikiv SOvapy Aéye[vll
¢ PAEnwv €nl Trv Subyvo-
ow 4 o [ofrov], O mpokTEOoV 0TIV T PEA- 10
Aovrt edBaipovi] [er]] elvai te
k[ali €éoecBon xai [0 mpaktéov,
xai Tahny enoiv dnld pvofijo-
Aoyiog mopoyeiveoBon, 4 [kl
TRV ROAELTIXKTV EUREIpiQLY, 15
xo® fiv &x tp1Pfic xai iotopt-
og 1V noAewg npayudtav
cuvop'@'int &v T1¢ 0V KoKdG
0 TANO'EL ovppépovia;

PHerc. 1672 col. XXI1.7-19 (Longo, 217)

"So does one mean rhetorical capability by looking to the distinction of what must be done [and not
done] by the man who intends to be and continue to be successful, and says that this (capability)
derives from the science of nature, or does he mean political experience in accordance with which one
is likely to observe from practice and research in the affairs of a city that which is advantageous to the
people?”

and the second,
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"ti yap [V-
noxeton; O Bewpeio nloijet,
donep N nePL ToG aipécelg
Kol QUYNG Kol EPL TG TOAEL-
Tk éx 1fic lotopiog mo-
pokoAovenoE;"; v
PHerc. 1672 col. XX11.20-25 (Longo, 217, 219)

"For what is the foundation? That which observation produces, such as observation coneeming what
one should choose and reject and the political consequences that derive from research?”

Philodemusy has not provided these quotations with context although he does inform us that
the second passage comes not long after the first (xoi pixpov npofég, col. XXI1.20). On the
face of it, Metrodorus is apparently é.ddressing' an ambiguity as to what one means when one
talks about pnropikoi dvvéperg. All Philodemus seems to be interested in here. is the manner |
in which Metrodorus seems to emphasise the empirical and practical aspects of success in |

political life. The phrase moAitikn éunewpio and the description of its origin (éx tp1ffic xai
iotoplag 1hv moAewg npoypdtmv) suggests quite ’strovngly that Metrodorus (and hence the
Founders) does not consider political activity to be an art. It is practical experience acquired
through political activity which directs the politician in what he chooses to do and in what he

avoids doing in each specific case.’*

Philodemus now proceeds to prove his last assertion, that sophistic rhetoric is a discrete art

with its own subject matter and aims,

Kot dAR-
Bc1ov 1| COPLOTIKT PNTO- 30
Pk TEY VN Tig EoTLV mepl
e tog emdeilelik, olag av-
7ol motodvra, xoi Tig Tdv
Abyov ifa'Béoerg, olov ad-
toi ypagovoi'Vv te [k lai oxedi- 35

alovorv.
PHerc. 1672 col. XX11.29-36 (Longo, 219)

54 Or have I conflated two separate parallels which Metrodorus was drawing? The expression aipéoeig
xoi @uyoi was a standard way of speaking about moral choice (cf. Indelli & Tsouna-McKirahan
(1995), 19 who cite PHerc. 1251 col. 11.10-12 and col. X1.10-11). Of course, moral choice and
political activity may not be unconnected.
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sophistic rhetoric is really an art concerning the kind of display pieces which they themselves compose,
and the arrangement of the kind of speeches which they themselves write and improvise.

In designating the subject matter of sophistic as display pieces (¢mideifeic) Philodemus
removes any of the usual practical application claimed for rhetoric. Its technicity is confined
to a certain type of prose discourse considered in itself, whether the prose be composed in
written form or extemporised. The expression 1&g T@v Adywv S100éceig recalls the same
expression in PHerc. 1427 col. 1.24-26 (tfig dwaBécewg Tod Adyov yeivopévng) and
provides a terminological connection with the art of poetry.5> The connection is confirmed
when, in order to clarify the degree of sophistic rhetoric’s technicity, Philodemus likens it to
the art of poetry,
QopEv Toivov
70 peBod[ilkov Exerv adThy,

ob moAd 8¢ xaBbn{ep] obSE TV

rowntuxny kol [ ...
PHerc. 1672 col. XX11.36-39 (Longo, 219)

So then, we say that it has method, but not much, just like the art of poetry and . ..

The comparison with poetry is revealing and it is supported by assertions which Philodemus
makes elsewhere. Essentially, sophistic rhetoric comprises the field of creative prose while
poetry covers creative discourse in verse. Both activities share a number of discursive
features, but they are nevertheless distinct.’¢ The degree of science enjoyed by sophistic is
modest by comparison with other sciences, and this too is to be expected given the fact that
Philodemus has cohceded earlier that it may depend on practice and exercise for its

perfection.

55 In his criticism of Neoptolemus’ poetic terminology Philodemus prefers to replace the Parian’s
rovfioeig with Siabéoerg (De poem. 5 col. XIV.12-14 Mangoni) which he likens to the "web” of a
poem (Opn ibid. lines 16-17, cf. Nonnus’ gloss poesis est textus scriptorum p. 691, 5 L). See Ardxzzom
(1953), 18-24 and Mangoni (1993), 224-225.

56 . On the essential prerequisites which both prose writers and poets share (e.g. cvvtopio and évapyeta),
see Mangoni (1988), 127-131 and id. (1993), 199-201, 211-212.
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It is a great pity that the text breaks down from this point. We cannot say whether Philodemus
drew further on the works of the Founders in support of his assertions on the technicity and
subject matter of sophistic rhetoric. The text is sporadically comprehensible again from
column XXV, but thrdughout the remainder of the extant text Philodemus seems to have
shifted to the question of whether the rhetoric taught in the schools has any practical
application in civic contexts. Metrodorus is cited in col. XXXIV.27-32 in a coﬁtext which
looks like a reprise of the philosopher’s statements in col. XXII.7-19, Hermarchus’ name

appears once, and Epicurus’ twice.’’

It is now time to summarise briefly some of the main features of Philodemus’ selection and
exegesis of the works of the Founders. Quite clearly, Philodemus attributes the groundwork
for this survey to his teacher Zeno. If Philodemus is concerned to advertise his own
orthodoxy and the legitimaqy of the Campanian chapter of the Epicurean school, this would
be an expedient acknowledgement of debt. The question is, whether Philodemus has added
anything of his own to the investigation orﬂ haé simply regurgitated Zeno’s notes. For lack of
direct evidence to the contrary, we shall have to trust Philodemus when he claims that Zeno
provided him with the lemmata relevant to the issue of rhetoric’s technicity. But Philodemus
also claims that Zeno did not compose a tre#tise on the subject. I find it quite likély that all
Philodemus had to work with was a stark series of lemmata which were not equipped with
any commentary. Philodemﬁs’ exegesis of the texts is therefore his own, althbugh he may

well have been guided by his memory of what Zeno had communicated orally on the subject.

This section of On Rhetoric also sheds light on how texts were exploited and read during

polemics within the school. A thesis, in this instance the technicity of sophistic rhetoric, is put

57 PHerc. 1672 col. XXV.24 (Longo, 265) (Hermarchus), col. XX1X.13 (Longo, 239) and col. XXXV .22,



193

forward with textual support drawn from the unimpeachable authority of the writings of the
Founders. It was obviously important that the writings of Epicurus and the other three
xo@nyepdveg were represented. Yet it is interesting to note that the evidence of Polyaenus --
the only member of the "big four" (Epicurus, Metrodorus, Hennérchus, and Polyaenus) not
included in the textual armoury here -- is discounted because the work Iepi pmropixiig
transmitted under his name is declared spurious.’® A counter-thesis is advanced by a
representative of the Rhodian chapter, supported in turn by another array of citations from the
Founderé’ writings. It is interesting that Philodemus does not choose to refute the counter-
thesis by compiling an additional compendium of lemmata, but decides instead to rely on the
first compendium for support and to examine a crucial passage from the opponent’s
coilection, that from the Symposium. 1 assume that Philodemus is to be trusted when he says
that Zeno never offered a reply to this counter-thesis. If that is the case, the entire counter-
attack which occupies a large section of PHerc. 1672 is probably Philodemus’ own
contribution and owes nothing to Zeno directly. Philodemus’ strategy is to call into question
his opponent’s reading of the passage. In order to achieve this he utilises a range of discursive
approaches, literary, dialectical, and philological. It is worth remarking that Philodemus
departs from his usual practice and gives us rather more of the context for this passage than
for any of his own citations. By doing this, he is, I believe, implying that a reader should be
aware of the dialogic nature of the work from which the passage is quoted, and the rhetorical
interplay which exists between the interlocutors. Such literary sensitivity impedes a more

literal reading of what is said by the Epicurean interlocutor: the proposition quoted is not a

{Longo, 265) (Epicurus).

58 PHerc. 1674 col. XXII1.7-11 (Longo, 93) = fr. 43 Tepedino Guerra. Philodemus claims that he has
already shown that the work was spurious (xaférep évepavicapev, col. XXIII.10-11), presumably in
ecarlier lost columns of PHerc. 1674 or 1427. For a discussion of the title and authenticity of
Polyaenus’ work on rhetoric, cf. Tepedino Guerra (1991), 62-64 and 188.
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doctrinal absolute but something said to a specific person at a specific point in the dialogue.
Linked to this is Philodemus’ insistence on the dialectical status of the proposition. He makes
a great deal of the wording of the proposition and the inclusion of the verb doxel. Finally, he
~ anticipates an objection to the wording of the proposition as transmitted. Even if the text were
to read éoti instead of doketl elvon it would not necessarily be rendered in the way the

Rhodian wishes.

On many occasions Philodemus uses ‘terms to describe passages from the works of the
Founders which declare that such passages provide clear and incontrovcrtible evidence for the
| thesis which he champions. However, his critique of the Rhodian’s reading of one particular
passage of Epicurus indicates that Philodemus acknowledged that some readers are capable of
misunderstanding the texts of the Founders, either through negligence or through a deliberate
effort to support their own, ultimately unfounded, dogmas. The orthodox reader on the other
hand is assisted in his task by a secur; grasp of the doctrines expounded in all the writings of
the Founders which offer a criterion for deciding the interpretation of any specific passage, no
matter how problematic. Thus Philodemus assumes that the doctrine which emerges from the
| Founders’ writings will be coherent. In the case of an occasional difficult or intractable
passage, there exists a body of linguistic and logical apparatus to assist the reader to acquire
the correct reading. This "apparatus of reading" is employed ndt or;ly to confirm orthodoxy

but can also serve to refute alternative readings.
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CHAPTER 6: PSYCHAGOGIA AND PHILODEMUS’ ON RHETORIC

... ut omne
humanum genus est avidum nimis auricularum

Lucretius DRN 4.593-94
In the previous chapters we have seen how ‘Philodemus rejects the technical status of
activities usually termed political and forensic rhetoric and yet insists that sophistic rhetoric is
an art. The exclusion of practical rhetoric presents few difficulties: it is entirely consistent
with Epicurus’ prescriptions for a life free from needless anxieties. Philodemus’ defence of
sophistic is a little more puzzling. A solution might be found in a full investiéation of
Philodemus' view of its relationship to other discursive and creative activites, such as poetry
and music, but such an enterprise is beyond the scope of this study. However, I should like to
devote this, the final chapter, to a consideration of one aspect of discourse which might help -
to explain why political and forensic rhetoric cannot achieve their intended goal —
persuasion —, unlike s&phistic rhetoric which has both aesthetic value and practical purpose

in communication.!

One striking term stands out in a quotation Philodemus makes from Epicurus’ De rhetorica:
psychagogia® As Philodemus does not comment explicitly on this term in his own On
Rhetoric 1 intend to discuss how Philodemus would react to the connection between
- psychagogia and rhetoric, and to explore the theoretical and physiological foundation for

Philodemus’ view of the effect of sound on an audience. In order to achieve this I shall be

! It might serve to inculcate the kind of discursive principles which produce the only prerequisite
Epicurus apparently demanded of speech, cagfiveix (Diog. Laert. 10.13). On this aspect of style see
Milanese (1989), 34-40. Longo Auricchio (1990), 177 defines sophistic as an art of literary or
philosophical prose which helps the Epicurean philosopher to disseminate his doctrines efficiently.
Gaines (1982), 75-80 uses passages from book 4 of Philodemus’ On Rhetoric and book 5 of De
poematis to reconstruct six qualities of expression.

2 The term occurs in Rh. 2 PHerc. 1674 col. X1.17-18 (Longo, 65) in the form wyyoywyo[Ople/Moh.
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compelled to review the Epicurean theories of percepfion and particularly the Epicurean
understanding of the production and apprehension of sound. Philodemus does not appear to
connect what he says about rhetoric to any peculiarly Epicurean assumptions ;bout the
physiology of hearing, but certain texts from his works De. poematis and De musica® do
allude to these assumptions and can thus be used to elucidate related aspects of Philodemus’
On Rhetoric. 1 hope that from such a study a more coherent picture will begin to emefge of
Philodemus’ view of the effect of artistically produced audible phenomena on human beings,

~ that is prose, poetry, and music, which in turn will provide a sort of physiological explanation

of Philodemus’ attitude to these disciplines at the macroscopic level.

The term psychagogia conjures within us an image of the quasi-magical and mysterious
power of manipulated discourse. It is associated particularly with the sophist Gorgias. At first
glance its appearance in Hellenistic literary criticism and philosophy may seem somewhat
quaint, a sort of terminological fossil. Yet even a standard intellectual history of this period
includes some discussion of the term in the work of Neoptolemus of Parium and Eratosthenes
of Cyrene,* and its survival in subsequent writers attests that, alongside its debased meam'hg
"entertainment"”, it retained something of its former significance: the power to set the soul in
motion and lead it wherever one wants. I suggest that the earlier notions associated with the
term psychagogia, ‘transportation of the soul, ability to influence the soul’ - usually without
the conscious acquiescence of the audience - are not exﬁnct in the ﬁelleﬂstic ﬁeriod.

- Philodemus seems to employ the term in both senses, that of ‘entertainment’ and that of

3 “This work, even more than De poematis, is recognised for its contribution to our understanding of
Hellenistic aesthetic theories in general: Rispoli (1983), 101.
4 Kennedy (1989), 200-214 and Innes (1989), 215-219.
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‘transportation’,_5 and this chapter will discuss Philodemus® view of whether such

transportation is possible, and if it is, what produces it and under what conditions.

A passage from Quintilian’s section on compositio contains assumptions which are pertinent

to this topic and presents a view of acoustic phenomena which many rhetoricians of the first
~ centuries B.C, and A.D. would find plausible:

ideoque eruditissimo cuique persuasum est, valere eam plurimum non ad

delectationem modo sed ad motum quoque animorum, primum quia nihil intrare

potest in adfectus, quod in aure velut quodam vestibulo statim offendit; deinde quod

natura ducimur ad modos. neque enim aliter eveniret ut illi quoque organorum soni,

quamquam verba non exprimunt, in alios tamen atque alios motus ducerent auditorem.

Inst. 9.4.9-10

The passage illustrates an important assumption: there exist certain sounds which delight

human beings and even stir their souls. In order to gain entrance to the soul, the sound must

first delight the ear. Once it has gained entry, it can actually influence the emotional

disposition of the audience. This represents a widely-held assumption in antiquity. It goes

without saying that orators and rhetoricians actually believed that the sound of their speech

contributed a good deal to its effect on an audience, even if they were not very certain as to

how this occurred, and a significant portion of the theoretical and prescriptive work of the

rhetoricians, at least from Gorgias onwards, if not earlier, was devoted to the identification

and exploitation of the kind of sounds which would assist in persuasion.® Thinkers who were

suspicious or hostile to rhetoricians did not question this basic supposition seriously.’

3 I accept Wigodsky's point (1995), 65-68 that when Philodernus uses the terms yvyoaywyioa and
yuyoyoyeiv he is echoing the language of his textual source, and that the effect on the soul denoted
by the terms is rather imprecise; but 1 suspect that Philodemus was not oblivious to the word’s
etymological meaning,

6 Cf. the belief that music could interfere with the will of an audience, Abert (1899), 3.

7 Plato’s discussion of the effects of music and rhythms in Republic 3 is a case in point.
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The quotation at the very beginning of this chapter illustrates that the Epicurean Lucretius
was well aware of humanity’s desire to hear. Hearing is an important and perfectly natural
function, and as such, is something which humans take delight in. As materialists, the
Epicureans were committed to the view that sound is body,” and the registering of sound by a
person is a result of this body Striking the organs of hearing. Lucretius puts it succinctly thus:
principio auditur sonus et vox omnis, in auris
insinuata suo pepulere ubi corpore sensum.

corpoream quoque enim vocem constare fatendumst
et sonitum, quoniam possunt inpellere sensus.’

4.524-27

Thus sound is something real, it has an ontological status which is independent of the
consciousness of the human who registers it.'"° But what is the nature of that ontology? The
Epicurean explanation of the mechanics of all sensation and the way information from the
senses is processed remains controversial. The extant relevant passages from Epicurus’
Epistula ad Herodotum are extremely condensed and the text is disputed in several important
places, so we require the assistance of Lucretius and the polemical discussions of other

authors if we are to attempt to reconstruct the Epicurean view.

Yet the fundamental features are clear enough. The senses somehow register corporeal
substances (variously termed tOmo1, eidwAa, &yxor) which constitute effluences emitted by
real objects in the world. The effluences are real because they are themselves bodies, that is
they actually exist, and, because they are generated from real objects, they preserve some

correspondence with those objects. Both body and soul seem to be viewed as responsible for

8 A view which was not universally held, cf. Sext. Emp. Math. 6.54.
# Cf. Epicurus Ep. Hdt. 52-53; for sound as body (odua), fr. 322-23 Us.
1o Cf. fr. 321 Us. (= A%t (Plut.) IV 19,2 p. 408D,
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sense-perception, with the soul taking the lion’s share." Motion, termed xivnoic, maintains a
crucial role.”” But beyond this, there are many uncertainties. There is still no agreement
among scholars, for instance, as to what Epicurus meant when he asserted that all sensé
impressions are &AnBeic,” and the mechanics of sensation after the image has made its initial

impact on the percipient remain problematic."

If we are paniqularly concerned with investigating Epicurean theories of sound and hearing
we are immediately confronted with an obstacle. The extant fragments of Epicurus’ views on
perception tend to focus on the sense of sight with only slight differentiation of the other
senses.”’ The emphasis on sight is not surprising, since it was uni\‘/ersally considered the most
important sense.'s No doubt, the physics of sight provides the basic model for all sense
perception. In Lucretius, sound too is viewed as an incessant and varied phenomenon which

moves through the air between bodies:

H Ep. Hdr. 64-65.
12 Emphasised in Ep. Hdt. 53 and 65.
13 Useful studies of this topic are to be found in Striker (1977) and Taylor (1980). Furley (1993), 90-93

has an intelligent review of the problem and the solutions offered. Everson (1990), 161-183 gives a
lucid and plausible argument for interpreting &AnBelc as ‘true’ rather than ‘real’ or ‘existent’, and
alludes to Aristotle’s practice of talking about perceptions being true (p. 169 n. 13). I believe that the
adjective denotes only existent (which would go without saying) but also true. I suspect that Epicurus
means that sense percetions are ‘true’ in the same way as witnesses or depositions may be true;
admittedly perception offers no ‘account’ as such, and human witnesses are rational beings, not
inanimate phenomena, but the senses are perhaps conceived as analogous to witnesses who are
objective and do not seek to misrepresent what they have seen; in which case Epicurus is exploiting an
established Greek idiom which would be immediately familiar to everyone. But Annas (1992), 169-
173 raises some thought-provoking questions as to what precisely Epicurus could mean by stating the
‘truth’ of sense, and locating error in opinion. See also Asmis (1984), esp. 143-144, and remarks made
by Furley in his review of her book (1988), 109-111.

14 The role of the so-called *fourth element’ of the soul, for instance, continues to clude identification.
Kerferd (1971), 85-88 gives a considered review of the possible explanations along with an honest
appraisal of the flaws in cach one.

1 Consequently, treatments of hearing by modern scholars are understandably oblique or tentative, e.g.
Long (1986), 22.
16 And, if Annas (1994), 164-65 is correct, provides the fundamental paradigm for all Epicurean theory

of perception and epistemology. Note too that for Aristotle, the soul never thinks without a mental
image (De an. 3.7 431a).
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nec variae cessant voces volitare per auras (4.221)

But there are some difficulties in extrapolating all the features of the sense of sight to the
other senses. It is not easy to see, for example, preci-sely how thé theory of eidola which are
continuously shed by objects can be applied to sound. Objects are constantly shedding
streams of atoms which are delineations (t0rot) of themselves, but objects are not always
shedding streams of atoms that produce sound, or at least not at the macroscopic level.'” A
living creature, or even an inanimate object, may remain silent unless acted upon so as to
produce sound or itself initiate a series of physical actions so as to emit a sound. Conversely,
the differences between sight and hearing also prec;iudc some of the problems which are
peculiar to the former, such as the problem of the size of an object and the size of the visual

image.’®

There is some evidence in what remains of Epicurus that he did aclmov?ledge the existence of
slight differences between hearing and the other senses, at least sufficiently to give them
separate treatment. We know that Epicurus wrote a separate books on sight,” and Lﬁcretius
emphasises that each sense has its own separate capaéity and power,
. . . Iam seorsum cuique potestas
divisast, sua vis cuiquest . . . (4.489-90)

So separate are the senses that they are incapable of refuting one another,” even where they

may appear to contradict each other. This can be explained by the fact that the senses are not

R See Koenen (1999), 436 "whereas the simulacra can be described as ‘automatical emissions’, . . . the
clusters of voice constituting atoms appear to be ‘non-automatical emissions™™.

i8 Although there is an analogous problem in the fact that loud noises appear faint from a distance,
discussed in Sext. Emp. Marh. 7.208.

9 Tepi 10D dpdv Diog. Laert. 10.28.

» Lucr. 4.495-96.
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discriminatory of the same things, i.e. each sense has as its object its own particular kind of

material flux.?!

But we should begin with the section from the Epistula ad Herodotum which discusses the

sense of hearing, which I shall quote in full owing to its complexity,

GALG phv xoi 10 dxodewv yiveron pedpatog pepopévov &nd t0d povodvtog
fxodvrog f yopodviog fi dnwodhnote dxovotikdv m&Bog rapackevdlovroc. 1o
de peduo 1oVto eig Opolopepeic Sykovg draomeipetar, épa tive Sashloviog
ovundleiav mpdg dAAfAovg xoi évétnta ididtpomov, Srateivovoav ngbg 70
AnooteTAaY Kol THv EnoicOnowv v &n’ ékeivov @g T& moAAd morodoav,? gi 88
pf ve, 10 EEwbev pdvov EvBniov mapoaokevalfovooav: &vev yop dvopepopévig
TIvOG €kelBev ovpumaBeiog obx &v yévorto W towodtn émaioBnoig. odx awtdv
odv del vopilewv tov aépa vrd THig mporepévng Qoviig i kol T@V Spoyevdv
oynpotileabor - - moAAnv yop Evderov £Egl T0010 mAOYOY VN Exeivng -- GAA
£000g TV Yivopévny ANy €v Hpiv, Stav eoviy dgpiopey, toladtyy Exdiyv?
Syxov ivav* pedpotog tvevpatddong drnotelectik®v moteloba, fi 10 néBog 1o
AKOVOTIKOV HUTV TapaACKEVALEL.

Ep. Hdt. 52-53

And what is more, hearing occurs as a result of a flux which is conveyed from that which utters voice
or produces sound or makes a noise or in any way produces an effect on the hearing. This flux is
scattered abroad into masses which are homogeneous with the whole and which at the same time
preserve shared characteristics™ with one another and a unique unity?® which extends across to the
source of the emission; this unity also usually produces the perception for that thing,”” and if not,
provides only that which is apparent from outside. For without some correspondence in qualities
conveyed from that source, such a perception would not occur. So one should not think that the air
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ob yap tdv abrv eiot xpracei Diog. Laert. 10.32. On the whole subject of the objects of the
various senses, and on common sensibles, see Sedley (1989); he discusses in some detail (pp. 126-
130) PHerc. 19/698, a fragmentary text by an unidenitified Epicurean, which in its surviving part
seems to treat kpipata ("spheres of discrimination”, "objects”) of the various senses. Unfortunately,
for my purpose, the extant text focuses on sight and touch.

The MSS have the feminine singular of the participle here and for mupaoxevilovoav, agreeing with
tvétnra iSudtponov; thus Bailey (1926), 200 . . . a perfectly concrete ‘chain’ of particles which
actually causes the hearing”. Usener, however, emended the participles to masculine plural which
would make themn agree with dyxovg,.

Brieger’s emendation of the MSS reading éxAi8nv or éxA#@ny is accepted by Bailey (1926), 30 and
many others. Usener suggested Eyxiow.

This is the reading of P'Q adopted by Hicks (1925) Bailey (1926), 30 and Inwood & Gerson (1994),
10; other MSS (FGHP?f) have tiveov Syxwv, while B (followed by Usener and Bignone) has dyxov
Tivdeg, where Tivog must agree with peduatog despite the strange word order. ‘
Bailey (1926), 31 translates "correspondence of qualities”.

Bailey (1926), 200 translates "a unity consisting in peculiarity of character”.

v Encictnow v én éxeivou: “the object”, or Inwood & Gerson (1994), 10 "the perceptual
experience occasioned by the flow". Bailey (1926), 200 translates "comprehension in the recipient”,
distinguishing énaictnoig from mere dio8noig, the idea being that we not only hear a person speaking
but also "catch his words", i.e. understand what he is saying; Usener’s apparatus (p. 14) informs us that
B originally had aic@noig and that the prefix éx-- was added in a later hand. It is interesting that
Philodemus uses the term énoio@nog for the senses from which hearing is to be distinguished in De
mus. 4 col. IL8 (Neubecker). After this phrase the MSS have dg & noAdd ("most of the time"), which
Usener expunged as a gloss, but Bailey (1926), 30 and Inwood & Gerson (1994), 10 retain.
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itself is shaped by the voice which is emitted or even by things of the same type® (for this will hardly
be affected by that), but rather whenever we emit sound immediately the impact which occurs within
us produces such an expulsion which is productive of masses of a certain air-like flux, and it is this
which produces the acoustic effect for us. '

This pﬁssage' illustrates the fact that sound too is a flux or sﬁem (pedpa) which has a
"breath-like" character (nvevpotddeg). The flux consists of masses or chunks of matter
(Byxon),” wlﬁch are in some way consistent with one another (no matter in which direction
they fly) and maintain a sort of link with the source of their emission. Sound and hearing thus

conform to the general model of perception which Epicurus sketches in Ep. Hdt. 46.

But there are some important differences. Epicurus chooses to employ the term~ Oyxou for the
matter emitted, not tOmov or £idwAa, a choice which seems to result from an atternpt to
distinguish the physicality of sound-information ﬁ'om that of sight. Both sound particles and
sight particles are corporeal and ﬁave shape, but sound particles do not create ‘pictures’ or
‘images’ in quite the way sight particles do. It is perhaps significant that Epicurus makes no
mention of gpavtacia or its cognates in this context.” Thus, although they maintain a unique
unity (Evétnro idiétponov) with the source of the sound, they cannot be said to preserve the
8éowg (Ep. Hdr. 46) of the object as such. In addition, the ‘passage’ of sound flux differs from
that of visual images in that sound is able to negotiate obs@ctions, which suggests that it
does not have to travel in straight lines: hence Lucretius’ observation,
conloquium clausis foribus quoque saepe videmus,

nimirum quia vox per flexa foramina rerum
incolumis transire potest, simulacra renuntant.

4.598-600

» Presumably Epicurus means that even where there is no articulation as such, ie. in the case of
. inanimate objects which produce noise.

» Unfortunately, Epicurus does not give us further detail concerning the constitution of these masses. It

would seem, however, that they are already quite complex bodies which are themselves reducible to
particies, hence dpowopepeis.

» Cf. Lee (1978), 28-30. Although Lucretius does employ the phrase imagine verbi in DRN 4.571, there
it denotes a mere echo or ‘reflection’ of a real word produced by collision with something solid.
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This quality of sound’s motion will also explain how it gains access to the human ear: in

auris / insinuata (4.524-25) quoted above.

Lucretius is quite emphatic in his assertion that atoms do not actually in themselves possess
qualities like colour, temperature, sound, moisture or smell,
sed ne forte putes solo spoliata colore
~ corpora prima manere, etiam secreta teporis
sunt ac frigoris omnino calidique vaporis,
et sonitu sterila et suco ieiuna feruntur,

nec iaciunt ullum proprium de corpore odorem.
2.842-46

Thus, the phenomenon of sound is the consequence of an interaction between a particular
kind of material flux and a sense organ which is specifically suited to the registering of that

flux.

So what of the basic qualities that can be ascribed to sound? Lucretius attempts to make a
crass differentiation between sounds of differing quality (roughness, asperitas, and
smoothness, levor) and ascribes a physical cause to these qualities,

asperitas autem vocis fit ab asperitate
principiorum, et item levor levore creatur.
nec simili penetrant auris primordia forma,
cum tuba depresso graviter sub murmure mugit
et reboat raucum retro cita barbara bombum,
et tvalidis necti tortist ex Heliconis
cum liquidam tollunt lugubri voce querellam.
4.542-48

The text is difficult, corrupt, and invites transposition.’ One notes that the quality of
asperitas which is applied in Latin to sound is traced to the tactile asperitas of the basic

constituents of sound. One also notes the absence of qualifiers such as quasi and ut which

8 I have used Smith’s edition (1992).
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would otherwise emphasise the metaphorical aspect of his language here. I suggest that this
quality is not presented metaphoﬁcaliy or analogically but is to be taken quite literally.” So
too the quality levor. The adjective levis is used by rhetoricians to denote speech and
composition which is the opposite of asper.”” The texture of the sound would seem to be the
product of the source of the sound: thus a tuba emits a hoarse boom (raucum . . .bombum),**
while the throat of swans® produces a limpid lament (liguidam . . . querellam). Lucretius
employs a subtle blend of figurative and concrete applications in his phrasing. There is the
distinction between the manners of the emission: the fuba appears to press down on the
sound-particles in some way (depresso gravitef sub murmure), while swans appear to release
the sound without oppressing it (tollunt). This results in sound materials which are
characterised by different shapes and which have different motions: the sound of the tuba is
raucum (i.e. it is rough and causes friction as it moves), while that of swans is liguidam (i.e.
it moves as easily as water, and is bclear). But Lucretiﬁs also aécribcs secondary or
interpretative qualities to the sound emitted. The tuba is barbara, the voice of swans lugubri.
How are we to account for this? Are these qualities inherent in the physical nature of the
sound, or are they simply the result of the interpretation of a human audience? Or is Lucretius
taking poetic licence and should we not understand these terms as applying to Epicurean

theory? It is possible that the idea of querella is supplied from an accepted fact that the swan

2 Contrast Sextus Empiricus’ explanation of the terms 6Eeto and Popeio as applied to sound, the result,
he says, of a transference (petopopik@tepov) of these terms from the sense of touch to that of sound
(Math. 6.40); see Riethmiiller (1975), 188 n. 15 who demonstrates Sextus’ debt to Aristotle here. The
Skeptic then regards all attempts at description of sound as inevitably metaphorical because sound
cannot be demonstrated to be corporeal (Marh. 6.54). The Epicurean view, however, would seem to
allow a basic and modest application of adjectives derived from the sense of touch for the very reason
that sound is corporeal and therefore has at least some of the qualities which we associate with solid

objects.
3 E.g. Cic. Orar. 5, De or. 3.43.171, Quint. Insz. 11.3.15, 2.5.9.
34 Koenen (1999), 449-450 also points out that the cow-like sound is made explicit.
3 Assuming that the corrupt et tvalidis necti tortist in line 545 conceals something like et convallibu’

cyeni intortis, see Smith (1992), 318, and Koenen’s (1999), 452-455 review of the problem and
solutions offered by scholars.
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is actually lamenting, and the sound of the tuba has, by convention, funereal connotations,’
but the problem remains. We are faced with a similar problem in 4.584, where Lucretius

employs the phrase dulcisque querellas. Are these sounds really pleasant and if so, how

precisely?

The safest interpretation would be to assume that sound particles which are not rough but
smooth and move easily (in a manner analogous to that of liquids) are most likely to cause a

human agent pleasure.

This is all very well, but what of sound which is more complex than the cry of an animal or
the timbre of a particular instrument? What sort of effect does music or spoken language have
on the percipient? Lucretius depicts the organs of speech as a craftsman;”’ like a carpenter,
they fashion the crude sound which we emit into language,

hasce igitur penitus voces cum corpore nostro

exprimimus rectoque foras emittimus ore,

mobilis articulat verborum daedala lingua

formaturque labrorum pro parte figurat.

4.549-552

Once again, the carpenter analogy is not selected fortuitously. Sound is conceived as

something corporeal which can be given shape, a shape that can be "felt" by the organs of

hearing. In other words, there is a kind of artifice in even the most basic and unselfconscious

use of language.
3 Cf. Prop. 2.13.20 nec tuba sit fati vana querella mei.
7 Cf. 1.7 where the same metaphor, daedala tellus, is used to describe the earth offering flowers to

Venus. Note again the absence of markers of explicit metaphor, such as quasi or ut.
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Is there a straight forward physical explanation for the effect of sound, or does the percipient
- employ prolepseis in evaluating the impressions made by this kind of sound? What sort of

prolepseis would a percipient be likely to have for these kinds of sounds?

The passages I have quoted or referred to in the footnotes either imply, or state expliciﬂy, that
sound has shape. Does this constitute a sensible quaﬁty, and if so, ‘does it providé; a
preliminary foundation for a classification of all sounds into two distinct groups: those which
are inevitably pleasant and those which are inevitably -unpleasant? In other words, does
Epicureanism view the appreciation of the aesthetic quality of sound as purely arbitrary or

not?

I suggest that these details have implications for the way the Epicureans ;Jiewed human
perception and reaction to sound. Because sound is a different sort of phenomenon from that
which is registered by the eyes, the mouth, or the nose, it should be evaluated on its own
terms and not confused with the characteristics of the other senses. Sound cannot have colour,
for example, nor does it contain in itself the attributes of the object that emits it. A bird's vcall
does not resemble that particular bird, nor does it smell or taste like it. However, the
Epicureans would hardly have denied that the percipient has some way of identifying the
“object which produces sound even if the percipient is unable to see the object directly. The
song of certain birds, for instance, can communicate the presence of edible prey to a hunter,
even if a view of the birds themselves is obscured by foliage. As a result of the sound
registered by the hunter, an image of a bird which is edible is simultaneously apprehended.
Precisely how the Epicureans accounted for this "matching up” of sense data remains a
mystery, but there is an analogy in the use of language, where words are somehow referred to

prolepseis (which are generally conceived as visual entities) with the result that meaning is
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derived from sound. So this sort of "natural" identification of sound with object appears
uncontroversial even if the mechanics are not understood. When, however, a percipient
claims that a piece of music reminds him of 'a cat, then, I suspect, an Epicurean would begin
o disagree. If the music attempted quite successfully to mimic the meow or purr of a cat,
then, perhaps, the percipient is making a valid claim.* If. hoWever, the music sounds nothing
like a real cat, but is perceived to somehow ¢ncapsulate a cat's aloofness or agiliiy or
inscrutability, the Epicureans would have to object that it does nothing of the sort, but that it

is purely the opinion of the percipient that it is so.

These assumptions_seem to underlie comments made by Philodemus in book 4 of his De
musica where it is clear that he rejects the notion that music has mimetic or ethical qualities.
In refuting, it is thought, Diogenes of Babylon's view™ that different people perceive the same
piece of music differently, Philodemus asserts that this might be the case with certain other
senses, but not with hearing,

kol éni pév [Yle 1o0- ; 5
to{v] mopb TLvog mTpodiodE-
oelg Evbéyeton mapailot-
toboag cvpPaiverv énaicon-

oeLg, &ni 8¢ 1@V dxodv ov-

& Eotniv Shwg Sta(popéz TG, &~ 10
Al mGoon Tég dpolag TV

ouloijov peAdv aviyin-

yleig moodvron kol tég ndo-

Vg RopoanAnciovg amodoy-

Bavoucw 0)0’1:8 kol 1fig éva[p— . 15
poviov ko tiig xpopotikig

Sla(pepov'rm [olb xatd TV

&Aoyov éroficlenoiv GAAL

KoTd TG 5éEac), oi pev dbo-
nep ol tovtet wlaparinofioll 20

3 There are references to the ability of certain people to imitate the sound made by animals and

inanimate objects (cf. PL. Resp. 3 397a 3-7, Leg. 2 669c 8-d 2, Plut. De aud. poet. 18¢c, 674 b), but then
“these would hardly have qualified as ‘music’ in antiquity.

» Diogenes’ name survives in three places in this book, coll. VIL.24, XX1.19, XXII1.28, and no other.
Delattre (1989), 54 ff. has demonstrated that the whole of book 4 was devoted to the summary and
refutation of Diogenes own work De musica. Diogenes is probably the target of those fragments of
book 1 which contain theories which recur in book 4, ¢f. Rispoli (1983), 91 n. 2 and Schiifer (1936),
178-79; Schiifer went so far as to suggest that all fragments of Kemke’s book 1 belong in fact to book
4, but was not supported by Rispoli in her edition of book 1 (1969).
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De musica 4 PHerc. 1497 col. 11.5-30 (Neubecker)

And in the case of these at least, with certain predispositions it is possible for perceptions to alternate,
but in the case of the senses of hearing, there is no difference at all, but rather all (senses of hearing)
produce the same kind of apprehensions of the same kind of tunes and derive corresponding pleasures
from them, with the result that people differ in their view of what is enharmonic and chromatic not by
virtue of perception, which is a non-rational faculty,* but by virtue of opinions, just as some people,
who are similar to this man, say that one type of music is solemn, and noble, and simple, and pure,
while another is unmanly and vulgar, and slavish; while others term the former type of music austere
and imperious, and the latter gentle and persuasive. Both groups of people are attributing things to the
music which are not present in either type.

This text illustrates that for Philodemus the actual apparatus of hearing, that is the organs that

come into direct and preliminary contact with the sound, is not responsible for the different

reaction different people often display towards the same piece of music. Thus there is nothing

intrinsic in the sound itself which is responsible for the different interpretations which human

beings bring to bear upon it. Such interpretation is not justified by either the sound itself or

the organs of hearing, for, after all, sensation is &\oyog,” but rather is the result of a more

conscious, perhaps intellectual, process of evaluation.®

40

41
42

43

Presumably, Philodemus is thinking of cases where the circumstances of the observer may interfere
with his perception, e.g. a sick person may see things differently from a healthy person, cf. the
commonplace that persons suffering from jaundice (arquati) see everything as if it were greenish-
yellow (lurida), Lucr. 4.332-335. Neubecker (1986), 127 notes that the term SiéBeong is frequently
employed in Philodemus’ On Music 4 in the sense of "constitution” or "condition” of the soul. On this
term — Lucretius’ dispositura — and its significance for the soul, Grilli’s paper (1983) is informative.
As to the differentiation of hearing from the other senses, the answer may lie in the fact that Epicurus
seems to recognise that for the other senses objects do have qualities other than shape: i.c. colour is a
quality of an object seen, heat of an object touched, and others of objects smelled and tasted (cf.
Epicurus Ep. Hdt. 49, Lucr. 4.72-89, 90-92, 218-24, and Furley (1993), 83-84).

And hence unable to make those sorts of judgements.

Diog. Laert. 10.31. Cf also Dion. Hal. Comp. 23 p. 202 Usher . . . ©0 &Aoyov émpapropel 1iig dxofig
wé8og, although he does not draw the same conclusions.

See Rispoli (1991), 92, 94-95.
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Philodemus’ remarks are broadly consistent with what we are told by Epicurus,

wol fiv &v AdPopev poviaoiav émPintixde tfi Siavoig fi toig aicOnnpiowg
eite popefic eite ouvpuPefnxdtov, popeh éotv abtn t0d orepepviov, yivopévn
vatd 10 €£fig mhkvopa fi Eykatdreypa tod eiddlov 10 8¢ yeddog xai 10
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EmpopTopndnoecbon 1’§ 11 evroptupnehioecton €11’ obk Emypopropovpévon <i
dvtynoptupovpévou>.t _

Ep. Hdt. 50

And whatever appearance we receive by focusing with the mind or the organs of sense, be it of shape
or propérties, this is the shape of the solid object, which arises from the sequential repetition or
remainder of the image. Falschood and error always lie in an opinion which is added <in the case of
that which is waiting™ to be testified for or against, and then is neither testified for <or against>.

Admittedly, the context of Epicurus’ remarks is somewhat different. Epicurus is discussing
visual sense-irﬁpressions, not those of hearing, but falsehood and error are explicitly located
within a 86€a, opinion, which is reached before sufficient sense data have been registered or
collected. Epicurus would seem to be talking about basic error in the percipient’s
identification of thg actual characteristics of an object — whether the tower is round or
square, for instance, althoﬁgh he does not specify this — while Philodemus is alluding to a
more complex set of misconceptions and errors, where ‘a quality or property is ascribed to a
phenomenon. But despite these differences, it is 86Ea which is responsible for the error in

each case.

Philodemus denies music any mimetic capacity, it has no ethos properly-speaking, and is thus
unable to induce the soul to mimic any given ethos.*® This is in marked contrast to Plato and
Aristotle. Plato, for example, views Ionian and "certain Lydian" harmoniai as poiaxoi 1€
xai ovpmorikod (Resp. 3 398e 9-10), and insists that there should exist separate harmoniai

for different types of human activity which require different emotional dispositions in human

“ Usener’s supplement.

4 Usener’s supplement. ‘

“ Cf. Rispoli (1974), 86. PHib. 13, published by Grenfell-Hunt in 1906, has become a classic example of
the kind of views which were held on music’s ethical properties. ’
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be.,ings.“7 In contrast to this view, all Philodemus seems prepared to attribute to the
preliminary registering of sound is the ability to distinguish pleasant sound, presmnably from
unpleasant ones. But the interpretations which humans indulge in confuse even this basic
level of discrimination: what sounds slavish to one audience sounds persuasive to another,
with the result that it becomes difficult to establish whether the music in question is pleasant

or unpleasant.*®

But we are justified in asking what kind of sound should be pleasurable, given that pleasure
~ plays such an important role in Epicurean philosophy. In Epicurus’ Epistula ad Menoeceum
129-131, for example, we are informed that pleasure provides the criterion for human
behaviour as the first and natural good (npdtov &ya86v . . . xoi cOpgLTOV), although the
concept of pleasure is itself further refined. But where, precisely, does the pleasure which
human beings derive from sound fit into all this? In the first edition of his Kolotes und
Menedemos Cronert opined that the apostate Menedemus had charged that the Epicureans
were incoherent in their condemnation of poetry because they admitted that ¢86yyor can
excite a sensation of pleasure and that Colotes responded by asserting that ¢86yyor*” only
pertain to clear communication and not other discourse.”* This would suggést that sounds
which‘ comprise language cause pleasure only if they are of such a kind as to permit the sense

of what is being said to be grasped with ease.

I have spent some time discussing Epicurean theories of sound and hearing because it is

“ Resp. 3 399a 6-c 1. Aristotle also assumes that different harmoniai have different ethical applications,
Pol. 8 13402 40- 1340b 5. ‘

8 It is quite possible that Philodemus credited the organs of hearing only with the capacity to register
pleasure in response to rhythm.

® The term @B6yyo is also used for "musical sounds”, see LSJ s.v. who cite Eur. El. 716 and Pl. Leg. 7

8124 1; in Sext. Emp. Math. 6.1 it seems to mean "musical notes”.
» Cronert, 6-8, discussed by Mancini (1976), 63.
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important to establish whether the Epicureans admitted that sound by itself could have an
insidious effect onnb an audience. While the Epicurean Polyaenus can speak idiomatically of a
sophist who "blasts the ears of young men'; (ut—npoﬁximv &xodtig éxmAfriev)” it seems
unlikely, in the light of the above, that the Epicureans believed that sound alone was capable
of enchanting an audience. In this they appear to have been something of an exception to the
general consensus. Aristotle, for example, stated that there was a great similarity between
certain rhythms and tunes and the human emotions, and regarded it as an established fact that
we change our emotional disposition (uetaBéAlopev yap Thv woxhv) when we listen to this
kind of music.*” Aristotle’s view can be conceived as a distillation of less precise notions of
the same kind on the interconnection between music, thythms, and the human soul which
pervade Greek educational thinking in the fifth and fourth centuries B.C.*> And the power of
music to enchant was a commonplace that was hard to eradicate. In Philodemus’ De musica,
the Stoic Diogenes of Babylon, for instance, cites with approval a verse of Archilochus to the

effect that everyone is enchanted by song,
knA[filton 8 811 [Eorilv dowdoig™

Even if the Epicureans conceded that people derive some sort of pleasure from certain
sounds, including music, it did not follow for them that people could be enchanted or induced

to adopt specific forms of behaviour as a result of this pleasure.**

3 Stob. Flor. 1115, 44 p. 192 Wachsmuth = fr. 44 Tepedino Guerra.
52 Pol. 8 1340a 18-23.
& Cf. Pol. 8 1339b 2 ff. and 1342b 32-33 on the influence of music, and the statement é&v &¢ 1oig

pédeoty adtole dott ppfuoto tdv 78Gv (1340a 38-39) as opposed to sculpture and painting.
Rispoli (1969), 77 points out the difference: music comprises a dpoimpe toig #Beor while painting
and sculpture constitute onpeio p@Adov . . . 1V HBGV. '

i Kemke p. 20 (= fr. 262 Lasserre-Bonnard). More recently Gigante proposed that the text should read
knAd<v>ton 8’ énig /[ . . dotldv dordoig (1993), 10. Mancini (1976), 62 suggests that mention of
Archilochus by Colotes in his ITpdg tov ITAdtwvog Adowv could also be linked to comment on this
Very verse.

55 Cf. Rispoli (1969), 88.
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This brief review hardly suffices as an explanation of Epicurean theories of acoustics, but it
does, I think, have significant bearing on how Philodemus views the claims of musicians,
poets, and rhetoricians that they can influence people’s souls by the manipulation of sound.
This is because, at the level of sophistication élaimed by these technicians, Philodemﬁs
believes that sound by itself is incapable of having the automatic, insidious effect which so

many practitioners claimed for it.

In his discussion of music, Philodemus is able to concentrate on "pure sound", that is sound
which is, undeniably, completely separate from language, or in his terms, &ofjpavtog.’ It is a
distinction he will continue to emphasise in his discussion of those arts which employ -
language, that is poetry and rhetoric. Language is not just sound, but significant sound.
Language without sound is impossible, but so is language without significance, that is sense,
content, thought, that which is, unavoidably, signified. There are, of course, grades of

significance, from nonsense at one extreme, to clearly articulated thought on the other.

In his work on poetry, Philodemus comments on the concept of psychagogia on several
occasions.”’ Philodemus is drawn into remarking on the role of psychagogia because of the
importance attributed to sound in poetry by several of the opponents he refutes. In outline,
Philodemus takes issue with a widely held assumption that it is euphony, or the formal
features of poetry, which generate poetry’s emotive power and that the actual semantic

constituents are of no real consequence. This stance on poetry, attributed by Philodemus to

36 Cf. De mus. 4, PHerc. 1497 coll. XXV1.30-31, XXIX.18, 31 (Neubecker). Plato too distinguishes the
words (Aéyor) of a song from its musical elements when he views the qualities of the former as
invariable whether they are set to music or not. But this does not prevent him from assuming that the
non-linguistic elements of a song (karmonia and rhythm) have significance too, and one that should be
appropriate to the words used in a song (Resp. 3 398c 11-d 10).

5 The references were assembled by Schiichter (1927) who came to the conclusion that Philodemus
recognised as real psychagogia that which acts in a rational way and only on those who are furnished
with paideia.
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"ol kpitikoi”, results from the belief that stylistic manipulation is the only technical

contribution which the poet as artist makes to the poem, since the resources of language, the

‘narratives, and the life-experiences out of which poetry is crafted are shared by all

humankind.*® At one extreme we find the notion that even poems whose meaning is obscure

have the power to stir the audience’s souls,

doofelif} pelv ta

rfofluot eivon, yoxoyw-
YEIV & Opwg :
Philodemus De poem. Tr. C col. I11.22-24 (Sbordone)

... (he states that) [the] poems are obscure, but have an effect on the audience’s soul none the less

But for Philodemus such a view is mistaken. In another fragment from the same treatise

Philodemus appears to challehgc the euphonist doctrine on poetry,

Thg Yoo BEAYELY 1OV Ex-
oS <EV>OUEVHV KOl K86 -
Aov] petd Adyolv, [od] rapor-
Abdywg delv yoyloywlet-
cOa
De poem. Tr. D fr. 19.1-5 (Nardelli)

.. . to charm the souls of those who are thoroughly educated and [to be necessary] that psychological
stirring is accompanied entirely [by reason, not] contrary to it

Because poetry is constituted from language which entails meaning as well as sound,

Philodemus argues that both aspects are susceptible to manipulation and elaboration and

should be thus both be considered when we try to account for the effect which poetry nas on

~an audience,

KELVEL
vap oV o dménro, GAAL T TE-
nonpévo, dovonuoto d¢
kol 1T 0TIV
De poem. Tr. C fr. n.3-6 (Sbordone)

38

Cf. Philodemus De poem. Tr. C coll. XV1.26-XVIL9 (Nardelli).
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For it is not that which is unelaborated which stirs but rather that which is elaborated, and thoughts are
the latter also .

If anything, composition should be subservient to the meaning,
1 6OVle-
015 . . . O[vlx &éprog oS Emon -
vouvpévn ka® abvThiv, dA-
A 6t ripolomapiotnot dwovfoi-

og, aig ylolaywyodov
De poem. Tr. C col. XVII.19-24 (Nardelli)

composition . . . is not something celestial, nor is it praised in itself, but rather because it brings the
thoughts (to the audience’s mind), and it is by thoughts that they stir the soul

According to Philodemus, then, synthe;is, the manipulaﬁon of significant words into
compositions, is something very different from music.* Because of the significance of words,
it is the rational element in human beings which is ;:ompelled to process the finished product,
otherwise meaning cannot be grasped, and language enforces the attempt to reconstruct
meaning. Naturally, sound is an important, and inevitable, constituent of all poetry and prose;
but for Philodemus it is certainly not the only one or the most important one: it is always
bound to the sense of the words, and the sense takes priority.® It has been suggested that
Philodemus failed to grasp that the theory of poetic synthesis is ultimately concerned with
literary tasfes which are a product more of artistic techniques and conventions than natural
inclinations.®’ I prefer to think that Philodemus was aware of this,” but that various
champions of synthesis (perhaps the majority of them) believed that one could achieve a kind
of euphony which would be appreciated spontaneously by an audience, irrespective of its

conventions and tastes.

» De poem. 5 col. XXIV.18-21 (Mangoni).

€0 Cf. Sbordone (1983), 179-180. Philodemus seems to understand sense, or thought, content, in the most
general way, and as far as poetry is concerned, makes no prescriptions as to the nature of the content.
In one passage he implies that a poem may contain thoughts that are indifferent, non-beneficial, or
downright harmful, and still be a very fine poem ( De poem. 5 col. XXXI1.9-14).

st Porter (1994), 79.

82 Cf. his inclusion of the participle éxnencidevopévor in Tr. D fr. 19.1-2, quoted above.
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Onc; notes that there is, in Philodemus’ discussion of poetry and its psychagogic effect, a
limitation or circumscription of this effect. It cannot make you do what you do not want to
do. The stirring of the soul is more an aesthetic process in which the audience consciously
participates. And to a certain extent, it appears the audience must be cultured enough to enter
into this process. Its effects are perhaps limited to the enjoyment of aesthetic experience:
anything the audience takes away with it is the result of rational reflection on the goodness or
badness of the thoughts expressed. An audience cannot be made to do bad things after, for
example, watching a play. And if they do bad things after watching it, they are responsible for
their‘ behaviour, and are doing it for reasons which are unrelated to the actual aesthetic
experience. It is at this point that we realise that Philodemus’ view of psychagogia is a sort of
extension of its meaning as ‘entertainment’, but in the passages I have cited, he is using it to

try to describe the physics of the aesthetic process.

Now all of this has important consequences for rhetoric. Philodemus stresses continuouslyy
that rhetoric does not ‘persuade’ in quite the way the rhetoricians claim. This is the
unavoidable conclusion from his reiteration of the notion that rhetoric is of no use in the very
contexts where it is expécted to give assistance in persuasion: law courts and public
assemblies. Philodemus asserts that only the epideictic branch of rhetoric, what he terms
copiotikt), has any grounds to be considered artlike at all. According to Philodemus,
Epicurus and his early followers reveal that,
Té- ,
xvnv [elvioin v copLoTt-

kv dod AJoyovg ovyyphpeLv
xai énf1delifeig norelo-
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vou Ty vnlv
Rh. 2 PHerc. 1674 col. XXIV.1-7 (Longo, 95)
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sophistic is an art of Wrmng speeches and composing display pieces, and is not an art of pleading cases
and addressing the people®

So, rhetoric’s efficacy is much more circumscribed, and comes across as a sort of prose
counterpart to poetry. In fact, the differences between poetry and prose are not that easy to

discern from Philodemus’ treatment, since they share a good many characteristics.*

In a passage from the third book of his On Rhetoric, Philodemus employs a somewhat
rambling quotation from a lost work of Epicurus, most likely his own De rhetorica,”® where a

psychological effect of some sort in epideictic speeches appears to be acknowledged,

§-
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dolv év toig Seiteor kai
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& Cf. Rh. 2 PHerc. 1672 col. IX.7-22 (Longo, 167, 169).

o This emerges from remarks which Philodemus makes in response to a variety of unascribed views on
what constitutes excellence in poetry, e.g. certain speeches share with poetry the fact that the audience
is stirred by plots which contain unexpected dénouements (xovefi 8 elon] xai / Tivev Adyav . . ., De
poem. 5 col. XXXV .32-33); in poetry, style should be appropriate for the protagonists introduced —
that goes for prose too ([xoivév yalp ol ©@{v] nellv Adyov, el 82 p1 ve, v@{v] iotopucdv | Thv ve
adbywv, col. XXXV.2-6). While Mangoni admits (1988), 129 that Philodemus does not declare
what he thinks the {510v of good prose is, she argues that he maintains that poetry and prose are two
distinct fields (p. 137).

6 So Hammerstaedt (1992), 67; the parallel passage from Rh. 2 PHerc. 1674 coll. X.24-X1.23 (Longo,
63, 65) identifies this work as the source.
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" Rh.3 PHerc. 1506 coll. L.22-L1.24 = PHerc. 1426 coll. II*.7-1V*.14 (Hammerstaedt,
26-29)

Every time they listen (to sophists) in displays and at festivals, says Epicurus, and when they are stirred

in their souls because the speech is not about a contract, [or] not about advantageous things, as is the

case in assemblies and law courts — for since, as one says, they risk life and limb in these when they

participate in an assembly and fear the oath when they sit in judgement, they take notice of what is

said, while in the festival and display speeches of the sophists they waste neither a thought for an oath

{(for they have not sworn to judge correctly) nor for whether what is being said is to the city's

advantage or not (for the speech is not advocating war or peace, issues on which they have to vote

when the debate concerns war or peace or something else they discuss in assemblies — in fact the
speech is about nothing urgent) — so that they listen at festival speeches in a state where they are

detached from the debate.*

The quotation from Epicurus is out of context and it is difficult to discern the extent and

precision of Philodemus’ citation of the Master. But the information we can draw from it is

extremely valuable. It would appear that some sort of psychological experience is

acknowledged but only under certain conditions. This experience is expressly limited to the

context of epideictic performances (mavnyOpeig, deiferg), and excludes contexts where there

are issues of importance (peace or war) or other considerations (such as an oath) which

The precise wording and extent of the quote from Epicurus remain problematic.
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determine the manner in which an audience will evaluate a speech.” Thus, for Epicurus, it
appears that the context and content of discourse are of primary importance in determining

the reaction one can expect from an audience.

In addition, Epicurus implies that context, content, and audience-reception are somehow
iﬁsolubly linked. The audience will only indulge in an aesthetic response where the audience
itself deems it appropriate. It Vis also significant that the verb yvyoywyéw is empléyed to
designate the effect which epideictic speeches have on an audience. We cannot be absolutely
certain, but it seems most likely that it is a term that Epicurus himself applied in this context,
and so Philodemus is compelled to use it too. I do not think it is a term that Philodemus
would have preferred unless his source made it unavoidable. One can compare the attention
he is forced to give to the term in his refutation of others’ views in De poematis. One also
notes the somewhat cumbersome explanation in col. III*.17-IV®.14 of PHerc. 1426 (On
Rhetoric 3) which interrupts the flow of the sentence. In a parallel passage where the same
piece of Epicurus is quoted in book 2 of Philodemus’ On Rhetoric,” this section appears in a
very abbreviated form and is phrased rather differently. It is tempting to conclude that
Philodemus has indulged in some special exegesis of his own at this point, in order to
cmi)hasise what he considers to be Epicurus’ intention: that an audience listens to a speech in
a very different manner, depending on whether they are there for entertainment or for serious

civic business; in the case of the latter, psychagogia does not occur.

As the passage continues we receive an impression of what sort of elements in a speech

Epicurus thought respensible for an audience’s psychological transportation,

&7 Whereas in Pl. Phdr. 261a 7-9 Socrates asks whether rhetoric is yoyoyeyia tig Sid Adywv, ob udvov
&v Sucaotnpiowg kol Sool &Ador Snpdoior odAloyor, &k xai év idiow.
o8 Rh. 2 PHerc. 1674 coll. X.30-X1.31 (Longo, 63, 65).
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Rh. 3 PHerc. 1426 coll. IV*.14-V*.2 = PHerc. 1506 coll. L1.24-LII.4 (Hammerstaedt,

28-31)

and when they listen in this way, they do not pay attention to whether what is said is to their advantage
or not, or whether it is altogether true or not, but because they experience psychological transportation
by the sound alome, by the periods, the precisely balanced clausulae, the antitheses, and the
homoeoteleuta, they come to expect that if they babble in the same way in assemblies and courts they
will make a good impression, not realising that they would not have endured it if they heard (someone
else) droning on like this in an assembly or court.

It is important to bear in mind the context of the passage here. Philodemus is invoking
Epicurus to account for what happens to gﬁllible studenté of rhetoric who have been
persuaded to part w1th their money in order to learn from rhetors how to speak convincingly
in assembly and court. The students are given the impression, for want of experience, that
what they feel within themselves at the displays'of the rhetors in the classroom is conviction.
Their error lies in mistaking‘ what is a purely aesthetic experience, a response to the sound of
the discourse, for conviction. But there is no conviction: not only do they pay no attention to.

the content of what is said, but if they were themselves transferred to a real context where
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conviction is at issue they would immediately realise that something is terribly wrong. Their
appreciation of the discourses they attend in class would be very different if those same
discourses were declaimed in court or assembly. Once again we see the distinction between
sound and thought which we have already noted in Philodemus’ discussions of music and
poetry. In the context under consideration, Pﬁilodemus insists that it is the sound-effects
alone which produce psychagogia. Do these statements contradict what Philodemus

maintains in the case of poetry, that it is thoughts that stir us, not pure sounds?

To answer this question we must take into account the polemical aspect of Philodemus’
assertions both in De poematis and in On Rhetoric. In On Rhetoric Philodemus is attempting
to explain a passage of Epicurus where the Founder gives some credit to the abiiity of
discourse to produce psychagogia in an audience. Since he does not try to argue that the
passage of Epicurus is spurious, we must conclude that there is- no question as to the
authenticity of the passage, and that Philodemus does not detect a problem of contradiction.
On the other hand, Philodemus is in all likelihood employing the Epicurean passaée in a
manner which its author could never have foreseen: that is, as a weapon in a polemic which
has been influenced by developmenfs in the understanding of aésthetics and psychology, and

more specifically, the euphony theories of Hellenistic poets and rhetoricians.

Epicurus, then, has established that in epideictic speéches, the audience is not paying
attention to content, and the context allows them to listen and appreciate the composition ina
manner that is different from other settings. Therefore if Epicurus says that psychagogia does
occur, Philodemus seems to conclude that its cause must lie in what is left over when content

is removed, that is sound.
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There is no serious of contradiction if we bear in mind that in his De poematis Philodemus
was trying to minimisg the effect of sound in poetry for polemical purposes, while in his On
Rhetoric, Philodemus is trying to refute those who claim that rhetoric has the power to
convince and that sound plays an important role in achieving that goal. So poets and rhetors
are making slightly different claims for the sound component, or synthesis, in their

disciplines, and Philodemus’ approach in his refutation is adjusted accordingly:

a) the poets claim that it is sound which moves the audience and makes poetry
distinctive; Philodemus states that this is nonsense, and that it is the thoughts signified

by the language which play the most important part in achieving this effect

b) the rhetoricians claim that sound makes a significant contribution to the persuasive
outcome of a speech, and makes speeches effective; Philodemus rejects this by
asserting that it is the thought expressed in the speech which an audience attends to

when deciding what action to take.

The most important point is that students of rhetoric are at fault: they have mistaken the
context of epideictic for a universal one; isolated within an environment which is not
responsible to social ‘and political reality and is able to define its own aesthetic rules, the
students are programmed to appreciate and take notice of souﬁd precisely because their
educational setting has attributed undue significance to that aspect of language; they have
learned to accept certain patterns, manipulations, and rhythms as aesthetically compelling,'
and assume that what is aesthetically compelling is inevitably persuasiv'e as well. Therefore

the psychagogia of sound is a sort of self-fulfilling system, but a closed one: it breaks down
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once it is transposed to an inappropriate context, and so, to a certain extent, it is superficial

and synthetic.

In this chapter I have attempted to argue that the three main branches of acoustic artistic
production, music, poetry, and rhetoric, should not be considered separately from each other
when we are studying Philodemus’ works. Philodemus’ treatment of all three displays an
underlying doctrine of the effect of sound and language on human beings. It would appear
that in his discussion of these activiti_es Philodemus has been compelled by his own
intellectual context to adjust and refine the Epicurean position. At times he is faced with the
problem of interpreting the writings of the Founders to secure their support and maintain his
own claims to orthodoxy. In addition, Philodemus’ view of psychagogia is another example
of the Epicurean faith in an individual’s freedom of will: it is senseless for a person to fear
that he or she will be compelled to a paltiéular conviction simply by an orator's skillful
manipulation of sounds and words. From this, as from sorcery, prophecy, or astrology, there

is, in fact, nothing to fear.
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CONCLUSION

The Romans desire Greek paideia in order not to be at its mercy, and systematically xmltate' it; yet the
very action of imitation keeps provoking them into the uneasy awareness that this pazdeza is not native,
so that a complex process of inclusion and exclusion is always under way.'

A close examination of the surviving portions of &e first two books of Philodemus® On
Rhetoric reveals that it constituted a carefully-structured and systematic treatment of the issue
of sophistic rhetoric’s status within orthodox Epicureanism. Since we do not possess the
writings of earlier or contemporary Epicureans on the subject, it is difficult to judge wheﬁher ‘
Philodemus is introducing an innovation or is reaffirming a view which was actually held by
Epicurus and the Founders of the School. However, the subtlety of his arguments and his
reliance on abstruse terminological distinctions regarding the words téyvn and pnropixn
suggest to me that Philodemus’ stance was not the most obvious one for an Epicurean to
adopt. For all its belligerence, and while acknowledging that portions of it are a r(eply‘to an
attack from the Rhodian Epicureans, Philodemus’ assertions have a rather defensive

appearance.

Yet, even if we were in a secure position to judge that Philodemus has stretched. the evidence
available from the writings of the Founders to suit his thesis, we would no doubt find it
difficult to challenge his orthodoxy seﬁously. If anything, Philodemus is supplementing a
lacuna within Epicurean doctrine, an absence which has opened under the steady insistence of
cultural and social change. For, by the time of Philodemus, rhetoric (an art once synonymous
with notions of civic participation)? could be conceived as a basic science of discourse, an end

in itself, divorced, if need be, from practical application in assembly or court. Philodemus

! Feeney (1998), 68. ’
2 Cf. the terms moAitixh and Sixavikf which not only denote the art of speech in civic contexts but also
connote all aspects of activity in those spheres.
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seems to intimate that he is aware of this when he suggests that rhetoric forms part of a
person’s basic education. As an art of prose, the medium in which even Epicurean
philosophers are forced to write, it need be no more objectionable than the art of leaming to

read or write.

- Of course, if Philodemus is not simply reasserting a view explicitly formulated in the works
of the Founders but is actually making a creative contribution to Epicurean thought, the
assessment of him as a derivative intellect, which is often made, might have to be re-
examined. As I suggested in chapter 5, from the manner in which he comments on the
citations from the Founders there might be grounds to doubt that his treatise is substantially
an echo of Zeno’s work. It should not surprise us that Philodemus is anxious to stress the link
between himself and the Athenian scholarch in a context where orthodoxy is at stake. But
Philodemus is equally explicit on the point that Zeno did not compose a formal treatise on the
matter under debate.” We are therefore left to speculate whether he worked entirely from the
notes he might have taken during Zeno’s lectures or whether he composed his own exegesis
on a series of Epicurean lemmata which Zeno might have assembled previously. At least the
discussion of the Symposium citation is likely to represent Philodemus’ own efforts, because
it is to this work that the Rhodian refers on the basis of reports from visitors who have
returned to the island from Athens. Philodemus, as I understand him, indicates that the
Symposium was never intended to be part of the textual support for the thesis that sophistic
rhetoric is an art. It should also be remembered that Philodemus was a literary figure, and it is
quite possible that he devoted mofe attention, and took a more original approach, to questions

of artistic discourse (in prose as well as poetry) than many other Epicureans before him.

3 Rh. 2 PHerc. 1674 col. LII1.12-13 (Longo, 153).
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In the first two books of the treatise Philodemus spends less time explaining what sophistic
rhetoric is than in pointing out what it is not. The error lies not in the art itself, but the
opinions held about that art by its teachers and their students. The significance of
Philodemus’ point thus concerns not only sophistic rhetoric’s true status but also the ’student’s
perception of that art. Since there is no secure evidence that any Epicurean groups included
instruction in rhetoric within the curriculum of study, we must suppose that Philodemus
imagined that his own students had, and would continue to, attend the schools of rhetoricians
if they wished to acquire skill in sophistic rhetoric. From this angle, Philodemus’ whole
discussion of the issue of sophistic assumes an abstruse appearance, of interest to only the
most senior members of the Epicurean community, although Philodemus seems to expect that
his work will enjoy an international circulation.* The passion and stamina which Philodemus
displays in his treatment of the subject are fuelled, perhaps, by a desire to justify his own
inordinate interest in the aesthetic properties of prose and verse. However, if we assume that
Philodemus’ geographical location is at all relevant, and that he composed the work in the
belief that some of its readers would be Romans, then we mfght be tempted to search for
indications of relevance for that audience. I suspect that Philodemus was largely content to
undermine a discipline which constituted philosophy’s greatest educational rival at Rome,
and to ensure that Romans, who might have travelled to Rhodes and encountered the
‘renegade’ Epicureans on that island, did not absorb ‘unorthodox’ views. Perhaps it was even
hoped that the confidence and erudition of the treatise would induce prospective Roman

students to associate with Campanian Epicureans and not travel abroad.

There are no explicit allusions to a the Roman context in the surviving portions of books 1

4 Léan i xpel /o fv ¥ ¥xer ALéyou tluyety, // xod i o filv vofc xa {6 #Vpag Lpirosogodow), RA.
2 PHerc. 1674 coll. LVIL.33-LVIIL2 (Longo, 161, 163).
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and 2,° but Romans who tended to associate intellectual.activity with otium might have found
the general tenor of Philodemus’ thesis on sophistic rhetoric appealing. In Epicureanism,
Philodemus offers a school of Greek philosophy which does not threaten to infect the
institutions and procedures of Roman civic life with foreign innovations. The rejection of
political and forensic rhetoric may even signify that Epicureanism is politically neutral, and
that its Campanian proponents are not to be alligned politically with prominent Roman
figures.® If this is indeed the case, Philodemus has proved himself a sensible tactician: he has
managed to convey the message that Epicureanism offers no threat to Rome’s institutional
fabric, yet insists upon the distastefulness of the active life whichpolitical and forensic
rhetoric are supposed to serve. Epicureanism emerges as a viable alternative, in that it‘
construes leisure as a sphere of virtuous activity. In a sense then, though books 1 and 2 of On
Rhetoric focus on a recondite aspect of Epicurean doctrine, they also sérve as a protreptic to

the life of an Epicurean. Had he been watching, even the F ounder would have approved.

$ Apart from Rh. 2 PHerc. 1674 fr. 5.5-10 (Longo, 31); the coupling of Romans and Spartans is
~ probably meant to be flattering, cf. Rawson (1969), 100-104 on Laconism in Roman political thought

of the second and first centuries B.C.
6 Gigante (1984), 289-290 has already argued that Philodemus’ De bono rege, written for Piso, avoided

both a pro-Caesarian and an anti-Antonian position.
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