Ilept “Ywoug 3.3—4 and Aristotle’s
Theory of the Mean

James A. Coulter

N A RECENT sTUDY of “tradition and originality” in the anonymous

treatise On the Sublime, W. Biihler! has demonstrated in a manner

far more conclusive and thorough than heretofore the full measure
of “Longinus’”2 debt to the rhetorical and literary-critical tradition.
Absent, however, in Bithler’s monograph, although this is admittedly
a selective commentary, and in the scholarly literature in general, is
a satisfactory account of Longinus’ relation to Aristotle and to the
Peripatetics. One factor which has probably tended to divert attention
from this question is the overwhelmingly Platonic character of the
treatise, however we may disentangle the line of inspiration which ran
from Plato to Longinus.® Nevertheless, the influence of Aristotle, and
Theophrastus too, on later literary theory appears to have been im-
mense, a fact which is becoming increasingly more evident with the
advance of scholarly work in this field.# The a priori likelihood, there-
fore, of some debt to Peripatetic stylistic theory is considerable and
invites a more detailed investigation.

Scholars have, it is true, occasionally noted Peripatetic elements in
the treatise, although, for the most part, either in an unsystematic
manner® or merely in passing,® without any attempt to assess their

1 Winfried Buihler, Beitrige gur Erkldrung der Schrift vom Erhabenen (Gottingen 1964).

2 The use of the name “Longinus,” hereafter without quotation marks, is meant to
imply nothing concerning either the identity or the date of this figure. The only con-
sideration has been convenience.

3 Posidonius or Theodorus of Gadara, or both together, are the two vehicles of influence
which have been chiefly suggested. Mutschmann (see below, p. 198 and n.7) was the cham-
pion of the latter. His position, however, and that of those who follow him (e.g. Rostagni)
has been seriously weakened by Grube’s attack (AJP 80 [1959] 337-365). The case for Posi-
donius seems strong; see Aulitzky, “Longinus,” RE 13 (1927) 1420.63-1422.49 and Reinhardst,
“Poseidonios,” ibid. 22.1 (1953) 772.26-34.

4 For Dionysius of Halicarnassus, see S. F. Bonner, “Dionysius of Halicarnassus and the
Peripatetic Mean of Style,” CP (1938) 257-266; for Horace, see C. O. Brink, Horace and the
Art of Poetry (Cambridge 1963); for Demetrius, see G. M. A. Grube, “An Ancient Literary
Critic,” The Phoenix Supplementary Volumes 4 (Toronto 1961) 32-38.

5 E.g., K. Swoboda, “O spise ITepi *Yipovs,” Listy filologicke 52 (1925) 83-85.

¢ E.g., F. Solmsen, “The Aristotelian Tradition in Ancient Rhetoric,” AJP 62 (1941) 184.
Here the question of Peripatetic influence on Longinus is noted, but only briefly. More
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significance in a more than casual way. In this particular matter, how-
ever, such treatments are especially unsatisfactory, since they imply
an estimation of Longinus which contradicts what is most charac-
teristic of this author. For scholarly investigation has shown that
however certainly we may be able to derive any particular feature in
the treatise from some predecessor, the clear fact is that Longinus
cannot on the whole be charged with merely assembling bits and
pieces of older systems. The key elements in his treatise, drawn though
they may have been from diverse sources, were welded by this extra-
ordinary critic into a cohesive and original system of aesthetics. In
view, therefore, of both these considerations, it seems a distinct lack
that there has been so little attempt to make more sense of these
observed cases of Peripatetic influence, i.e., to interpret them in the
light of the general intentions of the treatise.

I

In one of the most influential studies of Longinus published in this
century, the Tendeng, Quellen und Aufbau der Schrift vom Erhabenen,?
Hermann Mutschmann, although concerned chiefly with elaborating
his theory of a Theodorean Longinus, paused for several pages (91-94)
to examine elements in the Ilepi “Yipovs which appeared to him
clearly Peripatetic in character. Mutschmann maintained that when
Longinus at 3.4 (@GAA& 76 pév oidodv kTA.) gave a name to the vices which
were akin to the ‘sublime,” vig., ‘tumidity’ (76 oi8otv) and ‘puerility’
(76 peparxiddes), he constructed his analysis on the foundation of the
Aristotelian theory of the mean. For Longinus, so Mutschmann
argued, ‘tumidity’ was an excess in the Aristotelian sense, ‘puerility’
a deficiency; the third vice, mopévfupoov, was something of an in-
truder, and Mutschmann pointed to several indications which bear
out this assertion.

Before considering Mutschmann’s evidence—and he is surely right,
although, as I shall argue, in only a qualified sense—I should like to
examine the passage which slightly precedes the one upon which

recently, D. A. Russell (“Longinus” On the Sublime [Oxford 1964]) notes ad 3.4 ¢\a 76 uév
otdodv . . . dyewéorarov: “The transition ... is managed by means of a scheme based on
the Peripatetic doctrine of the mean.” He does not comment, however, on what he con-
siders the significance of this fact to be. Hanns Stefan Schultz (Der Aufbau der Schrift Hept
“Yipovs [Diss. Berlin 1936] 42—46) does however essay an interpretation of elements which
derive, he argues, from Theophrastus’ Iepi Aéfews.

7 (Berlin 1913).
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Mutschmann based his argument and which he did not consider.
Longinus is analyzing the process by which the author who aims at
‘sublimity’ falls instead into the vice of ‘tumidity’:8

OAws & éowkev elvou 16 oldelv év Tols pdAioTo Svodulax-
TOTATOV. PpUgEL Yap amavTes oi ueyéfovs épiéuevor, pevyov-
Tes aolevelos kal Enpdmros kardyvwow, odk old’ Smws émt
7000" Dmodépovrar, melfduevor 7H ‘peyddwv amohobaivew
opws ebyevés audpTue’. karol 8¢ Syrol kal émi cwpdTwy
Kol ASywv ol yadvor kai cvahijfers kol pjmore TepuoTdvTes

e ~ b 3 14 IQ 4 4 ’ (4 ~
Nuds €ls TovvavTiov: ovdev ydp, paal, Enpdrepov Hdpwmikod.

The concepts employed in this analysis of stylistic aberration, and
the terms used to express them, strongly suggest that Mutschmann’s
assertion of Aristotelian influence merits attention; for here, too,
traces of Peripatetic doctrine are surely to be detected. Let us examine
the process, as described by Longinus, by which the author (I shall
point out below the significance of the italicized terms) who aims at
‘grandeur of style,” in an effort to escape from the charge of ‘dryness’
and ‘insipidity,” lapses instead into ‘tumidity’—a danger difficult to
guard against—and even, at times, into its opposite, ‘dryness,” the very
extreme he sought in the first place to avoid. Now except for the
notion, for which I can find no Aristotelian parallel, that overshooting
the mark occasionally brings us back to the very fault from which we
sought to escape (kal pijmore TepuoTdvTes Nuds els Todvovriov 3.4), the
dependence of this passage on the concepts elaborated by Aristotle in
his discussion in Books 2 and 4 of the Ethics appears for the following
reasons highly likely.

First, in the passage quoted, virtue (now a virtue of style) appears to
be viewed as a mean which lies between two vicious extremes, into
either of which an author may easily lapse. That the notion of the
mean and its two extremes is present in Longinus’ discussion of
‘tumidity’ is suggested, first of all, by the statement further on in this
passage [3.4] that “tumidity desires to surpass the sublime.” Now,
inasmuch as the &im of 3.4 is merely synonymous® with uéyefos of 3.3,
it seems clear that in the passage under discussion also the vice of

8 The citations from the ITepi *Yibous are from the fourth edition of the Jahn-Vahlen text
(Leipzig 1910).

® Pace R. Weber, Die Begriffe péyeflos und difos (Diss. Marburg 1935). See the damaging
review of Stegemann, PhW 59 (1939) 638-643.
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‘tumidity’ should be viewed as an excess, in very much the sense that
Aristotle understood this term; i.e. as an attempt gone awry, which
overdoes ‘sublimity.” As in the Ethics, it is an imprudent overuse of an
otherwise commendable quality which engenders vice, this quality
being, in the present case, a style rendered impressive by the use of
metaphor. In the same way, it is clear that c¢oféveix and E&npdrs,
which our hypothetical author endeavors to flee, are deficiencies in the
exact Aristotelian sense, since they are at the same time qualities
which by their nature are opposite to another extreme quality, i.e.
‘tumidity,” (rodvavriov 3.4) and which ought also to be shunned
(¢edyovres 3.3) by anyone who aims at ‘sublimity’; for aoféveic and
&npdrys, to judge from their meaning, are deficient in precisely those
characteristics of style which Longinus designates as ‘sublime’: they
are bloodless and feeble. We would thus have the following scheme:

vmrepBoli] — 76 otdodv
peodms — péyelos
éewis — aoblévei|Enpdrns

The interpretation implied by this scheme seems the only valid one
which can be extracted from the passage. ‘Aridity’ is clearly anti-
thetical to “sublimity’; it is otherwise difficult to see why we should
have to flee it [3.5]. In any case, common sense tells us that this is true.
We are told, furthermore, that in aiming for ‘sublimity’ we some-
times end up with ‘tumidity,” which is described as the opposite of
‘aridity.” “Tumidity,” moreover, is seen in some way to be an endeavor
to exceed the ‘sublime’ [3.4]. In 3.3-4, therefore, Longinus is telling us
three things: first, that ‘aridity’ and ‘tumidity” are opposites to each
other; second, that ‘sublimity’ lies somewhere in the middle between
these two extremes; third, that of the two extremes, it is ‘aridity’ from
which those who aim at ‘sublimity” endeavor to flee. The similarity to
the terms of the Aristotelian discussion of the mean is striking.

The terminology, too, is precisely reminiscent of the Ethics. The
author in Longinus flees (devyovres 3.3) from ‘aridity,” which is des-
cribed as the opposite (rodvavriov 3.4) to ‘tumidity.” So, in the second
book of the Ethics,!® nds émormjuwy Ty Smepfodniy pev kat Ty éMewfw
devyer [2.1106b5-6] and, «f uév yap dxpar kal T péon kai aAljlous
évavriou elolv [2.1108b13-14]. The épiéuevor of 3.3 may also be compared

10 Citations from Aristotle’s Ethics are from Bywater’s Oxford text (Oxford 1891).
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with Ethics 1.1094a1-2, w&oa 7éxvm . . . ayafod Twos épleclon Soket;
although it should be noted that the customary Aristotelian term
in this connection is oroydlesfa (cf. ibid. 2.1109a30 7ov oroyalduevov
To0 péoov). Again, in discussing the various rules for striking the
mean, Aristotle notes that in matters of pleasure we ought especially
to be on our guard (udAora ¢vdakréov Ethics 2.1109b7); Longinus
likewise, although perhaps for different reasons,'* remarks [3.3] that
‘tumidity’ is év Tols pdAora SvodvdakTéraTov.

Mutschmann’s assertion of Aristotelian influence on Longinus’ dis-
cussion is therefore well founded, although it has to be modified in
two important ways. First, the specific terms of Mutschmann’s analy-
sis are not valid; this is, I hope, already apparent from my own discus-
sion (and see below, p. 205). Second, Mutschmann’s remarks suggest
that he was unaware of Hendrickson’s!2 thesis that Aristotle employed
the doctrine of the mean, which he had already elaborated in the
Ethics, as the central concept in his discussion of stylistic virtue in
Rhetoric 3, chapters 2 and 12. For Aristotle, and Hendrickson is surely
right despite the demurrers of several scholars, cadrjverc was a
stylistic virtue (and Aristotle’s only one) which was defined not abso-
lutely, but only relatively to the necessity of avoiding, on the one hand,
utter baldness of manner (i.e. ramewny [elveu] Rhet. 3.1404b3) and, on
the other, a style rendered unintelligible by an excess of metaphor
and gloss (i.e. vmép 76 aflwpe Rhet. 3.1404b3—4). Accordingly, Mutsch-
mann’s contention that Longinus derived the terms of his discussion
of ‘sublimity’ and its vicious extremes directly from Aristotle’s treat-
ment in the Ethics is not necessarily correct. The fact is that Aristotle,
as was demonstrated by Hendrickson, had himself already made this
adaptation in the Rhetoric. And in this step he was to be followed

11 In Aristotle the matter is clear. The extreme which is pleasurable is the more difficult
to guard against, because the pleasant is something to which we are naturally attracted.
In Longinus there is some uncertainty about why ‘tumidity’ is especially difficult to escape
from. To judge from the sentence which follows, it appears that when we aim for ‘sub-
limity,” we lay ourselves open to a dangerous natural (¢voe) tendency to lapse into
‘tumidity.” But there are no clear indications as to why this is naturally so. The probable
explanation is that for Longinus “tumidity” is, first of all, the extreme more akin to the
‘sublime,” and therefore at times separated from this quality by only the finest line. And
given Longinus’ views of the natural affinity of the soul for the “sublime,’ it is not difficult
to understand why most blunders should occur in the extreme which is closer by nature
to ‘sublimity.’

13 “The Peripatetic Mean of Style and the Three Characters,” AJP 25 (1904) 125-136.
Hendrickson’s view has not gone uncontested. For another analysis, see Solmsen (above,
n.6) 43.
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frequently in later antiquity,'® a consideration which may help to
mitigate the seeming improbability of the notion that Longinus was
in this particular discussion closely indebted to Aristotle. For stated
as it was by Mutschmann, the idea seemed all too unlikely. Why,
after all, would Longinus, whose outlook is so thoroughly Platonic,
turn to the bald details of the Aristotelian system of ethics for his
terms and concepts ? The question however, natural though it seems,
ignores the two factors just considered: Aristotle’s own use of the doc-
trine of the mean in his stylistic writings, and the continued presence
of this concept in the rhetorical writers of later antiquity.

To return to our analysis. Having considered 76 oldodv, we may
examine the vicious extreme which Longinus tells us [3.4] is directly
opposed to sublimity, vig., ‘puerility’ (76 pepaxiddes) or ‘frigidity’
(Yvxpdéms). (The large question which the “or” of the preceding sen-
tence begs I shall consider presently.) Now the terms in which
Longinus describes the dangers which lead to this aberration exhibit
important similarities to the previous discussion of ‘tumidity.” As
there, the author who strives for (dpeyduevor, cf. épiéuevor 3.3) a certain
stylistic quality—here the ‘pleasant’ (76 %8J)—lapses (Shobaivovor, cf.
dmopépovraw 3.3) instead into the related vice, ‘puerility.” The chief
difference here is that, whereas in the passage on ‘tumidity,” Longinus
presented the full scheme of the mean and its two extremes, in the
present passage he treats the matter only in terms of a given virtue of
style, here the ‘pleasant,’ and a single related vice; in other words, in
terms of the doctrine of aucpripara mapareipeva or vicina vitia, which
is familiar from Demetrius, Auctor ad Herennium and Horace. This
curtailment, however, should probably not be viewed as a deviation
from the Peripatetic character of the discussion, since the doctrine of
vicina vitia was itself almost certainly nothing but a simplified deriva-
tive of the theory of the mean as it was applied to style.!4

13 As, for example, by Dionysius of Halicarnassus; cf. Bonner (above, n.4). The “real”’
Longinus, in the third century, himself shows clear traces of the Peripatetic doctrine of the
mean in his 7éxry pnropuct) (Rhet.Gr. ed. Walz, IX. 559 76 8 &pyov . . . Tob pérpov AauBdvy
560). Moreover, it is likely that the wide-spread doctrine of duapripara mapaxelpeva was
itself merely a simplified derivative of this doctrine; cf. below, n.14.

14 This appears as likely a solution as any. It is as if, for example, Aristotle’s discussion of
peyadompémea in Book 4 of the Ethics had been simplified by some successor. Instead of a
scheme with one vice and two extremes, we should have the one virtue (i.e., peyadompémecc:
and only the one of the two vices which was the more akin (i.e., the vice of being Bdvavoos).
The notion moreover that the doctrine of related vices is derived from the doctrine of the
mean gains some support from the fact that the doctrine of related vices occurs in its most
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Let us consider now the meaning of the terms pepariddes and
Juxpdrns. No small confusion has resulted from Philippson’s analysis
of the categories of stylistic vices which are found in ITepi “Yiouvs
3.3-4.1% If Philippson is correct, an important consequence is that we
should be compelled to view pepari@des and fuypdms as two entirely
distinct vices. Yet, as Mutschmann has shown, this is unlikely. For this
scholar argued'® that in the discussion of =6 Juxpér'? which occupies
chapter 4, this stylistic quality is characterized by two terms which
are, for different reasons, closely connected with the supposedly dis-
tinct pepaxiddes: the one (76 mudapuwdéorarov 4.2), because it is
synonymous; the other (uikpopuyiov 4.7), because it had earlier [3.4]
been listed by Longinus as an attribute of 76 pewpariddes. Conse-
quently—and Mutschmann’s point is well taken—if in an account of
76 Yuxpdv these terms can be employed with perfect appropriateness,
it would seem wrong to attempt rigidly to distinguish this latter term
and 76 pepariddes.

Moreover, and this Mutschmann did not note, the two terms were
used by the rhetoricians apparently as synonyms. Dionysius, for
example, in a discussion of a strained use of stylistic figures, speaks of
T& pepariirdn mapioa kol T Ppuype avrifere, [De Dem. 20 (U-R p. 171)];
surely, there exists no strict distinction between wdpioa and davrifera
which would require terms of clearly separate significance. In just the
same way, Quintilian [4.1.77] condemns frigida et puerilis . . . affectatio.
As to affectatio, moreover, there is evidence that we should consider
as related in meaning to Yuyxpdms and 76 pepeaxi@des the term
xokéindov [3.4]; at 8.3.56 Quintilian notes: kaxd{nlov, id est mala
affectatio. This is, in any case, a conclusion to which we should have
been led on other grounds, since kaxd{nlos was Demetrius’ designa-
tion [ch. 186] for the aberration of the stylistic ‘character’ (vig.,
xaparrip yAadupds) which is the most closely akin to, if not identical

developed form in Demetrius, who without question represents a rhetorical tradition
which is overwhelmingly Peripatetic in character.

18 “Zu Hepi “Yifous,” RhM 74 (1925) 267-279. Philippson’s thesis is further supported by
Grube, AJP 78 (1957) 362-364. Munno essays a refutation (Mondo Classico 2 [1932] 309-312).

18 Op.cit. (above, n.7) 88-91.

17 It should be noted that in Aristotle’s Rhetoric the term 76 uypdv has a quite different
sense, and is in fact very close to what Longinus means by ‘tumidity.” In Rhet. 3.1405b34~
1406b19, the term designates, among other things, a tasteless use of metaphor. Theophrastus
(¢f. Demetrius ch. 114) appears to have used the term in a sense closer to that of Longinus.
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with, Longinus’ %8¢.18 And it is, we should remember, above all in the
pursuit of 76 %84 that we lapse into fvypdrys.

Furthermore, if 70 peipoxiddes is not identical with 76 Yuypdv.
where in the treatise was this important topic discussed ? For it is im-
portant, as is shown by the statement 7o 8¢ pewpaxi@ddes dvrikpvs
dmevavriov Tols peyéfest 3.4. The problem of the lacunae has no rele-
vance here, for 76 pepaxiddes is a topic pertinent to Longinus’
discussion of vices in chapters 3-5 and it is difficult to imagine its
having been introduced elsewhere. The portion of the treatise which
preceded was devoted to a characterization of ‘tumidity,” and this
subject is clearly dismissed as Longinus moves on to ‘puerility.’
There is no indication that the matter has already been discussed,
since Longinus, apart from showing us how this aberration arises, is
also at pains to give us a definition of ‘puerility.” This is surely his
intention in 3.4 (7{ mor’ odv «7A.), and it would be a serious error here
to separate Juypémys and 76 pewpoari@ddes, since ‘puerility’ appears to
be Longinus’ term for the whole childish process whereby an author,
in an overly clever and academic spirit, aims at a novel effect but
only manages to err disastrously. Clearly, yvypdéms denotes the end
result of the process for the whole of which Longinus employs the
term pepaxiddes, and it is difficult to see how we can legitimately
separate these two terms.

It would therefore seem mistaken, in the light of this evidence, to
construct, as Philippson did, a dubious theory of two yém, each con-
sisting in turn of three €idn. farépov of 4.1 is clearly appropriate and
cannot be used as evidence for two yém, since wapévfupoov is intrusive
and considered only briefly. And not, of course, because it was un-
important, but because, connected with the topic of mdfos, it was too
important to deserve less than special treatment. It is also difficult to
see how, if 76 Juypdv were a second and distinct yévos, Longinus could
say [3.5] Tovrw mopdrkeitow Tplrov T kaxixs eldos. TovTw surely refers
to the rofiro 76 yévos of the preceding sentence, and whereas I have
argued that rofiro 76 yévos assumes both 76 z/xvxpév and 75 peporiddes,
Philippson contended that it designated 76 yuypdv only. If, then,
76 Yuypdv is a different yévos, in what sense can mapévupaov, an eldos
according to Philippson of the first, unnamed yévos, be said to be
‘allied’ (mapdreirar) to ‘frigidity’? Finally, the distinction between

18 Demetrius ch. 128; this fact is noted by Russell (op. cit., above, n.7) ad 3.4 76 pwmuxdv
xai kaxd{nlov.
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yévos and elSos, upon which Philippson builds, is perhaps too un-
certain to allow us to form a theory on its basis,® a theory which, in
any event, is most improbable in view of the evidence we have been
considering.

To summarize. It appears certain that in 3.3-4 Longinus is employ-
ing techniques of literary analysis, and categories to which these give
rise, which were derived from Peripatetic speculation on style, or,
more precisely, from chapters 2 and 12 of Book 3 of the Rhetoric, and
from later developments in the Peripatetic tradition, such as is
evidenced in Demetrius and Horace. There is moreover evidence,
afforded by the diction of the passage, which suggests—and this point
will be taken up shortly—that Mutschmann was correct when he
argued that Longinus knew the doctrine of the mean in its original
setting, i.e., Books 2 and 4 of the Ethics.

Be that as it may, the specific terms of Mutschmann’s analysis can-
not be accepted as valid. For, as we saw, the vices whose genesis
Longinus considers fall into two distinct groups: the one consisting of
76 otdodv and its opposite achéveie or Enpdrys, both of which are akin
to ‘sublimity’ (uéyeflos 3.3 or 7o fiym 3.4); the other, vig., 76 pepariddes
or Yuypdmys, aberrant products of a search for ‘pleasantness’ (ro %8¢
3.4). Consequently, Mutschmann’s assertion that Longinus conceived
of his virtue of sublimity as a mean which is flanked on the one side
by 76 oidoidv as an excess, and, on the other, by 76 peipaxiddes as a
deficiency, cannot be strictly correct.

Yet Mutschmann’s evidence, even though it was adduced in support
of an analysis which was in itself inaccurate, should not for that
reason be ignored. For his analysis was inaccurate only in its precise
terms; the general conclusions which it suggested, i.e., Longinus’
familiarity with Peripatetic theory, was, as I hope I have shown,
entirely justified. Mutschmann’s evidence, moreover, was important
not only because it pointed quite strongly to a Peripatetic context, but
also because it suggested that the semblance of the mean was being

19 These terms are in one instance used interchangeably in Aristotle; see Bonitz, Index
Arist. 151b47—49. It is also not unlikely that Longinus used yévos in the sense of €ldos under
the influence of the Latin, as genus was a possible rendering of the Greek eldos when this
meant “kind”; cf. Cicero Tim. 21 tertium materiae genus with Plato Tim. 35a3—4 7pizov . . .
odolas eldos. For possible influence of Latin usage on Longinus, see W. Rhys Roberts,
Longinus on the Sublime? (Cambridge 1907) 188; H. J. Edmiston, “An Unnoticed Latinism in
Longinus,” CR (1900) 224; and J. C. Kamerbeek, “’Em«eipeva (Ilepl “Yifovs xxxiv.2)”,
Mnemosyne 12 (1959) 128. My own guess is that Longinus wished to avoid using the term
€ldos twice in such close succession.



206 IIEPI YWOYZX AND ARISTOTLE’S MEAN

evoked in the discussion of ‘sublimity’ and its attendant vices at 3.4
(&AA& 76 pév oidodv kTA.), even though there can be no question here of
a derivation of the mean along strict Aristotelian lines, as was
argued by Mutschmann.

Now the suggestion that the semblance of the mean was being
evoked at 3.4 must, of course, presuppose that the discussion of ‘sub-
limity’ and its attendant vices has intentionally been cast by Longinus
into a form analyzable from two standpoints, the one of which rests
on the distinction between the ‘pleasant’ and the ‘sublime’ examined
above, the other of which is reflected in Mutschmann’s mean and is
of a composite and artificial nature, since its extremes would be derived
from two distinct categories, vig., the ‘pleasant’ and the ‘sublime.” A
discussion of this composite mean, and a consideration of the motives
which led Longinus to employ it, will occupy the second section of
this paper. Let us for the present examine some further items of
evidence, some observed by Mutschmann, some not, which lend
support to his thesis that Longinus knew the Ethics at first hand.

With reference to the statement in chapter 5 (a$’ dv yop fuiv rayala
x7).), where Longinus advances the notion that both virtue and vice,
success and failure, derive from the same source, Mutschmann com-
pared Ethics 2.1103b6-8: éri ék Tdv adTdv kai Sic 7@V adTdv kol yiverow
mhoe dper) kol Plelperon, Spoiws 8¢ kal Téxyy. Mutschmann quite prop-
erly argued that it was not likely that the similarity of concept could
be fortuitous. Again, in the passage which was his chief item of evi-
dence (¢Ma 76 pév oidodv k7. 3.4), Mutschmann argued that 7o
pepaxiddes was in the strict Aristotelian sense the extremity the
more opposed to the mean (&vrikpus Smevavriov 3.4). The notion of the
one extreme being the more opposed to the mean is, of course, an
important feature of Aristotle’s discussion of Book 2 of the Ethics; cf.
2.1108b35 to 1109a2: mpds 8¢ 76 péoov avrixeiraw p@Mov €p’ v pév 9
Eewus €p’ dv 8¢ 7 dmepPokij. mapévBupoov, as 1 have noted above,
Mutschmann considers an intruder in the scheme.

There are further items of evidence, not noted by Mutschmann,
which lend support to his contention of Aristotelian influence. In the
summing up [5], which follows the section on the vices akin to ‘sub-
limity’, Longinus says:

Siémep avorykaiov 10 Swamopeiv kai Smorifeoban, 8¢ STov
Tpémov Tas avakexpapévas koaxies Tols TYmlols éxdesyew
Sdvvapeba.
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This parallels, surely, the statement earlier in the same chapter
examined by Mutschmann (i.e., a¢> dv yap «7).), and is noteworthy
because of its Peripatetic phraseology.20

Moreover, the assumption of Peripatetic context would make it
clear, for example, why the one fault (76 oi8otv) arises from a desire
to “outdo the sublime.” For why is Gorgias censured for ‘tumidity” of
style, when he calls vultures “living tombs” (&ujvyor rddor 3.2)?
Metaphor is, after all, a feature of the ‘sublime’ manner which
Longinus seeks to define. Ought it not to follow that a richly meta-
phorical style deserves all the more to be called ‘sublime’ ? The answer
is, of course, No, and Longinus gives a clear answer in terms of the
concept of propriety. If, Longinus says, excessive and tactless use of
metaphor is ill-suited to poetry,which by nature admits more ardudos
(3.1), it can scarcely be appropriate (¢pudoeiev 3.1) to prose. The con-
cept of propriety as a criterion by which a given quality, essentially
neutral, acquires its value, and a sense for the appropriate moment
which is allied to this concept, are in this context clearly reminiscent
of Aristotle’s discussions in the Ethics and Rhetoric.2* For when our
sense of propriety fails, those very qualities which would constitute
virtue become the ingredients of vice (cf. Ethics 2.1109a20ff).

Finally, in the passage [15.3] where Euripides, a poet very little in-
clined by nature to ‘sublimity,’ is praised for boldly essaying the grand
manner, we are reminded of Aristotle’s discussion of the second rule
for hitting the mean [Ethics 2.1109b1-5]: okomeiv 8¢ 8t mpds & rai adrol
ebkarddopol éopev. Aot yop mpos GANx medUkapey . . . els TodvowTiov
(i.e. to the one to which we are prone) 8’ éavrods apélxew Set. In the
same way, Euripides 7jkio7d y€é Toi peyadodurs dv Spws v adros adtod
vow (cf. medikaper) év modois yevéolouw Tpayucy mpoonyaykacey (cf.
épécew) [15.3]. In both cases, success is achieved by bending one’s
nature in the direction to which it is the less inclined.

20 With dvaxexpauévas cf. Poetics 22.1458a31, dei kexpdobal mws. The significance of (ék)
devdyew as a technical term has already been noted (above, p. 200).

21 E.¢., Rhet. 3.1404b3~4 wijre ramewy pijre vmép 16 afiwpa, aMd mpémovoar. Also cf. ibid.
1408b13 dpudrre. with dppdoeer 3.1. For “sense for the appropriate moment,’ cf. 2.2 7ov é¢’
éxdorov kawpov with Rhet. 3.1408b1-2 76 8¢ edxalpws 7 u1 edxalpws xpfiofar kowdv amdvrwy
r6v €lddv éorw. In this context, Longinus’ use of the word axpdrs [1.3] to characterize ‘sub-
limity’ is perhaps noteworthy. Aristotle observes (Ethics 2.1107a6-8) that although kora uév
77y obalay kal Tov Adyov Tov 16 T{ v elvar Aéyovra Vvirtue is a mean, it is xera . . . 70 dpoTov
xai 76 €0 an axpdrys; cf., however, D. H. Dem. ch. 2 [U-R p. 130] for the use of this term
where there is no question of a Peripatetic context.
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If the preceding analysis is correct, there are two problems which
require attention. First, what is the significance of the two categories,
tipos and 76 %64, which emerged as a result of our own analysis? The
second problem, which concerns Mutschmann’s apparent mean
(“apparent” because constructed out of elements belonging to two
separate categories), I should like to defer for the moment.

At the very outset it should be made clear that the appearance in
chapter 3 of difos and 76 %89 as two distinct, yet allied stylistic cate-
gories is not fortuitous. Several parallels, in fact, occur within the
Iept “Yifous, as well as in the work of the ancient literary critics,
particularly Dionysius of Halicarnassus. Let us consider the following
passages from the Iepl “Yious; it should be notedthat the peyadnyopic
of 39.1 (if Toll’s conjecture is correct) and 76 fovudowov of 1.4 are
merely synonyms of difos or SymAdy, as is ydpis (1.4) of 76 484:

80ev émidopov els ovvrayudTwy kardplwow T¢ T€ KAEAAY
17is épunvelas ki T& U kol wpos TovTols al jdoval, [5.1]

Oadpo p’ éxer, . . . wds karo TOV Yuérepov aldve mwiba-
val pév ém’ dxpov kai moliTikal, Spipetal Te kol évTpeyeis,
Kol pdAtore wpos (dovas Adywy eddopos, SynAal 6¢ Ao
kol dmepueyéles, mhny €l pij TL omdviov, oDkéTL yerwdvrTa
duoeis. [44.1]

wdfos 8¢ Sifovs petéyer TogodiTov, omdoov fifos §dovijs.
[29.2]

. . o0 pdvov éori metbods kol HSovijs 1) appovie duoi-
kov avfpdimors, GM& kol peyadnyoplas kol wdbovs
Oavpaordv Tv Spyavor: [39.1]

wavrn 8€ ye ovv éxmAiifes Tob mibavod kol Tob wpos
xdpev cel kpatel 76 Bavudaoioy, . . . [1.4]

Itis soon apparent, moreover, that with this pair of stylistic qualities,
i.e., with difos and 76 %89, there are associated additional elements.
From the passages above we see that this contrasting pair is in 