Caecilius, Longinus, and Photius
Malcolm Heath

HOTIUS DREW ON a number of different sources in compil-
ing his essays on the ten orators (codices 259-268). His
core biographical source is the pseudo-Plutarchan Lives of
the Ten Orators; for Demosthenes, Libanius” hypotheses are also
used. An important contribution by Rebekah M. Smith
identified a number of passages which show stylistic evidence
of Photius’ own hand, proving that he made a more significant
contribution than has generally been acknowledged. But a
residue of material remains which cannot be assigned to any ex-
tant source. Smith subsequently extended her analysis, arguing
that significant sections of this residue are derived, directly or
indirectly, from Caecilius of Caleacte.! In this paper I shall argue
for a different position, defending the following three theses:
(i) Photius’ unidentified source is an author who cited Caecilius,
but who was also willing to comment on and criticise his opin-
ions. Since there are grounds for believing that this later author
cited and criticised the views of others as well, only those pas-
sages in which Caecilius is named (485b14-36, 489b13-15) can
safely be included among his fragments.
(ii) The later author who cited, commented on, and criticised
Caecilius was the third-century critic Cassius Longinus—a

'R, M. Smith,”Photius on the Ten Orators,” GRBS 33 (1992) 159-189;
“Two Fragments of ‘Longinus’ in Photius,” CQ N.5. 44 (1994) 525-529; “A
Hitherto Unrecognized Fragment of Caecilius,” AJP 115 (1994) 603-607
(hereafter SMITH with dates). The passages she attributes to Caecilius are
conveniently listed in (1994a) 527.
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272 CAECILIUS, LONGINUS, AND PHOTIUS

hypothesis too brusquely discarded by Smith.? Since Longinus,
an exceptionally erudite and authoritative critic, is unlikely to
have followed any one predecessor slavishly, this strengthens
the argument against attributing material to Caecilius where he
is not referred to by name.

(iii) We do not know how material from Longinus reached
Photius, or with what degree of adaptation; and we cannot be
sure to what extent Photius himself rearranged, abbreviated,
paraphrased and added to this material. We must therefore
also exercise caution in attributing material to Longinus.

1. Antiphon, cod. 259, 485b14—40

(485b14) 6 pévrol TikeAding Kaukidiog uf xexpficBal onot tov
pritopa 10i¢ katd didvolay oxfpoacty, dAAG kotevbl adtd kol
anidotovg ta¢ vonoelg éxpépecBal, tponfv 8¢ éx 10D mavovp-
you koi dvéAraliv obte {nthcar tov Gvdpa olte xpRoacBar,
GAAL OU avTdv Ny T@V vonudTev kol Thg QUOIKHG avT®V
dxkolovBiag Gyewv tOv dkpoatnv mpog 10 PovAnpoa. (b21) ot
Y&p mGAon PRTopeg ikovOv abTolg évopilov ebpelv te T EvBoun-
uato kol tff ppacetl meptti@dg anayyeirot. éonovdafov yap o
Shov mept v A&y kol tOV Ta0TNG KOOHOV, TPDOTOV HEV OT®G
ein onuavtikch kol edmpenic, elta 8¢ kol évapudviog i 100tV
oOvBeoic. év 1001t® Yap av10lg kol TV WPOG TOLG 18L1dTOC
Srapopay éml 1o kpelttov mepiyivesBar. (b27) elta eimev dg
doynudtictoc ein katd didvoiav 6 10l "Avtigdvrtog AOYOS,
donep émdropBoluevog Eavtdv: (b29) 0¥ oVt Aéyw, Pnotv, OG
o008V elpioketon dravoiog mapd "AvIigdVIL oxfipa: kol yop
¢pwtnoic mov kol mapdrewyic kol Etepo toladTO EVEIGLY AOTOD

20n Longinus see most fully L. Brisson and M. Patillon “Longinus
Platonicus Philosophus et Philologus, I. Longinus Philosophus,” ANRW I 36.7
(1994) 5214-5299, and “II. Longinus Philologus,” 34.4 (1998) 3023-3108. My
references to the fragments of Longinus follow their numeration. In “Longinus
On Sublimity,” PCPS 45 (1999) 43-74, | argue that the treatise On Sublimity is
likely to be by Longinus, but the position developed in the present paper is
independent of that claim.
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1016 AOYO1G" GAAQ T1 QML OTL Ut} Ko’ €RLTASEVOLY PNTE cVvex®dC
gxphoato tovtols, AL’ EvBa &v iy gioig avth neBodeiog Tivog
YOPIG anfiyev: 0 o1 kol mepl ToLE TVYOVTAC 1OV 1d1wTAV EoTLY
opav. (b36) dia t0h10 kai dtav T1g doynuatiotovg eival Aéym
Adyoug, o0 kaBdnal ointéov 1@V oyxnudtev adtode drectepn-
pévoug eivon (1od1o Yap dddvatov) GAN’ St 10 Euuébodov kal
OUVEXEG KOl EPPOREVOV TOV CYNUATOV ODK £6TLV Op@UEVOV &V
avtolc. (b40)
(485b14) But the Sicilian Caecilius says that the orator did
not use the figures of thought; instead, his ideas are expressed
directly and without contrivance, and he did not seek out or
make use of any unscrupulous turn or inversion, but led the
hearer wherever he wished through the thoughts themselves
and their natural sequence. (b21) For the ancient orators con-
sidered it sufficient to invent arguments and express them in an
excellent style. Their whole concern was with diction and its
ornamentation—first, that it should be meaningful and
appropriate, and then that the arrangement of the words
should also be harmonious. For it is in this that their
difference from and superiority to lay people lies. (b27) Then,
having said that Antiphon’s discourse is unfigured with
respect to thought, as if correcting himself he says: (b29) I do
not mean that no figure of thought is found in Antiphon—for
erotesis and paraleipsis and other things of the sort are
present in his speeches. So what do I mean? That he did not
use them habitually or continually, but only where nature
itself led him to it without any technical artifice; and this can
be observed in ordinary lay people as well. (b36) For this
reason, whenever someone says that speeches are unfigured,
one should not jump to the conclusion that they are devoid of
figures (that is impossible), but that the systematic, continual
and pronounced use of figures is not to be observed in them.
(b40)
This passage derives from a source which reports and quotes

Caecilius.? Ofenloch prints the whole passage as Caecilius fr.

3Since Photius himself is not likely to have had direct access to Caecilius’
work, and since in the parts that are not direct quotation there are none of the
signs of Photius’ style identified by Smith, it is reasonable to assume that the
mix of report and quotation was already present in Photius’ source.
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103, marking b21-27 and b29-40 as direct quotations; but it is
clear from the infinitive mepryivecBou that b21-27 is indirect,
and Smith (1994a, 526) treats only b29—40 as direct quotation. I
suspect, however, that even this goes too far. It is not clear why
Caecilius should move at b36 from explaining what he meant by
describing Antiphon’s discourse as unfigured to commenting on
what anyone might mean by describing any discourses? as un-
figured; but it is easy to imagine the later author who quotes
Caecilius’ self-clarification using it as a peg on which to hang
general advice of his own about how negative statements of that
kind are to be understood.

There is some slight lexical evidence in b36—40 to support the
suggestion that Photius’ source is an author significantly later
than Caecilius: uuéBodog (b39) does not seem to be attested in
other rhetorical texts before Sopater (Rhet.Gr. IV 318.8, 12) and
Syrianus (2.81.2 Rabe). Moreover, part of this passage appears
(in epitome) as the third of a series of excerpts on topics in
rhetorical theory and criticism (213-216 Spengel-Hammer):
gt tpont] €k 10D mavodpyov kot EEGAAaELg 0DSepia v év Toig
dpyaiolg, dAAL kol t@ T0d vol oxhuato Oyé mote £lg TOLG
dikovikovg Adyovg mapeiofiABev: ) nAelwv yap avtolg ornovdn
nepl Ty AELY kol 1OV TodTng Kéopov MV Kol thy cuvBfkny kai
Gpuoviov. (213.8-12)

There was no unscrupulous turn or inversion in the ancients. In

fact, the figures of thought entered forensic speeches at a late

date; their predominant concern was with diction, its ornament
and harmonious arrangement.

This is not the only parallel between the excerpts and Photius:
as we shall see, there is another clear example in 488b25-27 (=
§2 below), and a possible one in 492b9-17 (§6). It seems likely,
therefore, that the collection of excerpts was made from the
same work that was Photius’ source. The collection certainly
postdates Caecilius, since much of the rhetorical doctrine that it

4Smith’s translation (1994b, 604 n.3) is misleading on this point, rendering
the indefinite Adyovg as “his speeches.”
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contains derives from a later period.®> One example that does
not seem to have been mentioned before is the parallel between
excerpt 6 (214.7-9, on the handling of napaypagn) and Sopa-
ter’'s commentary on Hermogenes (Rhet.Gr. IV 315-22, esp.
317.27-318.13; c¢f. 596.30, 599.16)—the very passage cited
above for the use of éupé6odoc.°

The collection of excerpts is headed “From Longinus” (=
Longinus F16); so if this ascription is trustworthy, we can
identify Photius’ source precisely. There is always a measure of
uncertainty in the manuscript attribution of technical material,’
but this instance affords no specific grounds for doubt. Smith,
in rejecting the attribution of the excerpts to Longinus, makes
two points.® First, she reports Spengel’s claim that the super-
scription is in a different hand from the excerpts themselves;
but subsequent inspection of the manuscript by Graeven over-
turned this claim.’ Secondly, she conjectures that the attribution
was prompted by the mention of Longinus in excerpt 2 (213.6);
but the text there (Aéyovor Aoyyivog) is clearly corrupt, and
(given that the heading is not a later addition) Longinus’ name
is more likely to have intruded as a result of the superscription.

SA. Mayer, Theophrasti mepi Aélews libri fragmenta (Leipzig 1910) xxx—
xxxvii, was driven to this conclusion, even after resorting to the desperate
expedient of twice emending “Aristides” into “Aeschines.” He suggests
(xxxvii) Apsines as a source, implausibly seeing (e.g.) excerpt 16 (215.18-21,
with four heads of purpose) as a summary of “Apsines” 291-296 (with six).

It may be relevant that Sopater derived some material indirectly from
Longinus’ pupil Porphyry: H. Rabe, Prolegomenon Sylloge (Leipzig 1931)
xiii-xiv.

7See M. Heath, “Apsines and pseudo-Apsines,” AJP 119 (1998) 89-111.

8Smith (1994a) 525, overlooking some relevant contributions to the
discussion: H. Graeven, “Ein Fragment des Lachares,” Hermes 30 (1895)
300-303; B. Keil, “Longinfragmente,” in M. Adler, ed., Verhandlungen der
Siebundvierzigsten Versammlung deutscher Philologen und Schulminner in
Halle a. d. Saale vom 7. bis 10. Oktober 1903 (Leipzig 1904) 54; A. Brinkmann,
“Rhetorica,” RhM 62 (1907) 625-628; K. Aulitzky, “Longinos,” RE 13 (1927)
1411. More recently, Brisson and Patillon II (supra n.2) 3078-3080 have also
accepted the attribution to Longinus.

9Graeven (supra n.8) 302.
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The resemblance between excerpt 7 (214.10-15) and a fragment
of book 2 of Longinus’ Philological Discourses preserved by the
fifth-century sophist Lachares (F2la = Lachares 294.14-35
Graeven) provides an admittedly limited measure of cor-
roboration.

There is nothing implausible in the hypothesis that it was
Longinus who transmitted this fragment of Caecilius. Caecilius’
works were available to members of Longinus’ intellectual circle:
a fragment of Porphyry (408F Smith = Euseb. Praep.Evang.
10.3.13) describes a discussion at a dinner-party given by
Longinus in which one of the participants cites a judgement of
Caecilius on Menander.!® Caecilius was also available to
Tiberius (probably the philosopher and sophist of Suda t 550),
who cites him in On Figures; since he also cites Apsines he
cannot be earlier than the third century.!

2. Lysias, cod. 262, 488b25-489a9

(488b25) #ot1 puév év odk dAiyolg adtod Adyoig NBikde, yivetor de
xkote diavolav 6 Mbikdg, Btav ypnothv €xn mpoaipeciv xal
npog 10 PBertio pémovoav. (b27) &0ev ov xph yiAdG T
npoxBévio Aéyewv, ALY kol thv yvopnv cvvdntelv ped’ fig
¢npdTTeTo EXOOTOV, olov Av pev yohend N kol mpdg eilovg f
dAAwg petpiovg v &véyknv aitidcBat, &v 8¢ duesive, v
npoaipeciyv. oty 8¢ pdiicta mBavi yivetral, el v aitiav
npooAdPor. ta¢ pévror altiag oV xphH 10V AvoiteAodg €veka
napadopPdveilv: @povipov y&p peAlov 7| yxpnotod kal
evyvduovog T totadta. xoiendg 88 6 tpomog euAdtar: 810 kol
Avoiag év adTt® oaivetar moAArdkig Siapaptavev. (b36)
Bavpdlovtal pévrot ye abtod GAAoL Te moAlol Adyor kol O kol
6 mpog Awoyeitova émitponfic: mbBaviv te yop xal xaBapov thy

0Tf Longinus was the author of On Sublimity (see supra n.2), then of course
we know that he studied Caecilius’ works.

1 Cf. F. Solmsen “Tiberius (2),” RE 6a (1936) 804-807; G. Ballaira, Tiberii
de figuris Demosthenicis libellus cum deperditorum operum fragmentis (Rome
1968).
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duynow moweltan, GAL ovk e0Bbg éni tag adEfoeig kol Thg
dewvaoelg, 6nep moAlol TaooLGLY, DIGyeTOL. KOl Yop ovd’ EoTiy
olkela 1t toladta thg mpwTINg ddackoAiog 10D TPAYMOTOC,
GAL’ v Tolg petd tobto xapav Exet katoAéyeoBot. kol moOAATV
ot v xaBapdmro kal cagfveiav Ev te 10lg npdyuaot xai Toig
Ae€eow an’ abthg g T0D Adyouv mpoPaAAetol dpyiig, Womep
kol 10 oxfipa 10 kot evbelav appdlov dgnynoer, kai to undév
11 EEwBev cuvepédkesBat. 10 3¢ Thg Gpuoviag avTod KGAAog o
novtdg éotiv aloBdvesBor: xai yap Soxel pev anidg xoi dg
étoxe ovykeloBot, eig drepBoriiv 8¢ kdopov koteokedAGTOL.
(a9)
(488b25) In many of his speeches he expresses character. One
expresses character in respect of thought whenever there is an
intention that is virtuous and inclines towards what is morally
superior. (b27) So one should not simply state the facts, but
also add the intent with which each thing was done—e.g. if it
was harsh and directed towards friends or other reasonable
people, attribute it to necessity; but if it was better, to free
choice. This is most convincing if the reason is included as
well—though reasons should not include advantage: that is
the mark of someone who is calculating rather than virtuous
and well-meaning. This manner is hard to sustain, which is
why even Lysias can often be seen making mistakes in it. (b36)
But very many of his speeches are held in high esteem, and not
least that Against Diogeiton, dealing with a case of guardian-
ship. He makes the narrative persuasive and lucid, and is not
immediately diverted into amplification and expressions of
strong emotion, as happens to many. That kind of thing is not
appropriate to the initial exposition of the facts, though they
do have their place in what follows. He achieves a high de-
gree of lucidity and clarity both in the facts and in his diction
from the very start of the speech, and likewise the figure of
direct assertion, which is suitable to narration, and the
avoidance of introducing external factors. Not everyone can
perceive the beauty of his arrangement of words; the con-
struction seems to be simple and spontaneous, but is contrived to
an exceptional degree of ornament. (a%)
As noted above, b25-27 corresponds to Longinus, excerpt 14

(215.14-15):
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011 NBikdg Adyog yiverar xatd Sidvowav, Stav xpnothv #xm
TPoOLPESTY Kol TpdG 10 PeAtios pérovoay.
A speech expresses character in respect of thought whenever it
has an intention that is virtuous and inclines towards what is
morally superior.

Ofenloch prints b25-al3 as fr.109; his annotation (“Dionysii
esse non possunt ... quare haec et quae praecedunt Caecilio
tribui”) notably fails to consider all the alternative possibilities.
Smith (1994a, 527) curtails the Caecilian fragment at a9, con-
vincingly assigning the next sentence to Photius on stylistic
grounds; she supports the attribution to Caecilius on the
grounds that b25-27 is “strikingly similar to Caecilius” writing
on Antiphon which is quoted in codex 259”—i.e. 485b14-40
(§1). But the similarity is not sufficiently striking to compel the
attribution; and if the identification of Photius’ source as
Longinus is correct, then he was fully competent to deploy the
technical language of rhetoric with the authoritative tone on
which Smith remarks (1994a, 528; cf. 1994b, 603).

3. Lysias, cod. 262, 489a14—489b2

(489a14) dueifdrieton pev map’ éviolg 0 mepl 100 onkod Adyog:
6 onkog 8¢ vdv £1dd¢ éotv iepac éAaiag. (al5) &AM’ St uév
yviiclog Avciov, £k 1e 1@v xepalaiov dfidov kol ék TOV mepl
a0Tod Emyeipnuétov kol €€ avtob ye 100 mpooiuiov THG TE
dinmoencg kol 100 éniAdyov (mavy yap dalpoving kol Kotd Thv
elbiopévny 1@ &vdpl év Tfi anAdmm dewvdtntd éotv €gerpyos-
péva todta). kol ufv kol 10 kot &vBOunpa GAAG pn kot
gmyxeipnuo npdrtetv 10¢ Gmodeiferg 100 Avcslov padAilsto 10
idlopo dmoyyéAdel. dAAG xai 10 puf ke’ Ev drotpifovro unko-
vely tOv Adyov tiig 100 Avciov €otiv axpifelag, xal 10 ednayeg
v Adyov, kol 10 Sia Ppayvtntog ToAANV mapéxely Ndovny, O
HeTd ve AnpocBévnv odtog pdvog tdv GAAmV pntdpov goivetal
xotopBdoog, kol 10 kdAlog 8¢ g Swatvndoewg, &v O uAte
MA&twvog pfte AnpocBévoug punte Aloyivov 10 EAlattov €otv
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amevnveynévos. 1dlopa 8¢ Avoiov kal 10 10¢ dvtiBéoeig npodyev
undapde pev €pgoivovcag 10 émPefovievuévov, 10 8¢ vn’
ATV TOV TPOYUATOV EMECTOGUEVOV delkviely. texunplov O
THg Avotaxiig duvapeng kol 10 €v ndon i nepdde 1dv kOAwv
gvdpuootov kol petd xabapdtntog edavbéc. (a34)

(489a14) The authenticity of the speech On the Stump is

disputed by some. (The stump is a kind of sacred olive tree.)

(al5) But that it is genuinely Lysias” work is clear from the

heads of argument, and from the detailed argumentation, and

from the proem itself and the narrative and the epilogue; for
these things are worked out very remarkably, and in
accordance with the man’s characteristic combination of
simplicity and forcefulness. Even using enthymemes rather
than epicheiremes to effect the demonstration is a strong
indication of Lysias” individual technique. Moreover, not
lengthening the speech by dwelling on points one by one is a
mark of Lysias’ precision; also the compactness of the
language, and the great pleasure afforded by brevity (in
which, apart from Demosthenes, he alone among the orators is
successful), and the beauty of his descriptions (in which he is
not inferior to Plato, Demosthenes, or Aeschines). Another
feature of Lysias’ individual technique is the introduction of
counterpositions that give no hint of being premeditated, but
display what is suggested by the actual facts. Also evidence of

Lysias’ power is the harmonious arrangement of the cola in

each period, and the combination of purity and freshness in

the style. (a34).

Ofenloch does not include this passage among the fragments
of Caecilius. Smith (1994b) assigns it to him on the grounds of
stylistic similarities to 485b14—40 (§1), 488b25-489a9 (§2), and
489b3-b17 (8§84). However, the similarities to §1 are not suffi-
ciently distinctive to establish common authorship, and there is
no positive evidence to connect §2 or §4 to Caecilius. One
possible terminological pointer to a later date is the use of
“counterposition” (&vtifeoig a30) in a sense that does not seem

to be attested before the second century A.p.'** The subject-

2The reference is to the technique of mentioning an argument on the
opposing side in order to refute it. For the evidence (which is inevitably
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matter of this paragraph fits well with Longinus’ status as a
recognised authority in questions of attribution (Eunap. VS
4.1.5 = 6.27-7.2 Giangrande), and in what immediately follows
we find another piece of evidence consistent with the identifica-
tion of Photius” source as Longinus:
(489a34) IMadArog d¢ ye 0 €k Mvolag TOv 1€ meEPL TOV oMKOD
Adyov, ovdev 1V elpnuévov ovvielg, Thg T Yvno1dtntog TdV
Avotakdv ExBarier Adywv, kol toAdovg kal kadovg GAAovg eig
véBovg dmoppryduevog moAAR g kol peydAng tovg dvBpmnovg
wgelelog AreoTEPNCEY, OV) EVPIOKOUEVAOVY ETL TOV Vrd drafoAny
necoviov- anaf yop drokpiBéviec mopewpdBnoav, émikpate-
otépag thig SraPoliig, Wonep xat €n’ GAAwv mOAAGV, Ti TH¢
éAnBeiog yeyevnuévng. (b2)
(489a34) Paul of Mysia, not understanding the things I have
just explained, excludes the speech On the Stump from the
genuine corpus of Lysianic speeches. And by rejecting many
other fine speeches as spurious he does mankind a serious dis-
service. For works that have fallen victim to slander are no
longer in circulation; having once been judged inauthentic they

are neglected, slander proving (as is the case in other areas,
too) stronger than the truth. (b2)

Smith (1992, 179f; 1994b, 606) convincingly assigns this
passage to Photius. But we must also ask where Photius got the
name of Paul of Mysia from, and why he mentioned him here.
The most obvious explanation is that the source from which
Photius drew the preceding section referred to Paul of Mysia (or
“some, including Paul”) by name, and that Photius has sub-
stituted “some” at al4, reserving the name for use in his own
appended comment.

Paul of Mysia is probably identical with Paul of Germe,
mentioned in the Suda (n 811) as a commentator on Lysias,
with an interest in questions of attribution. His date is un-

tenuous) for the distribution of the term in this sense see Heath (supra n.7)
106-107. The usage is found in the excerpts from Longinus (213.14, 214.4-5).
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certain.”® But Eunapius (4.3 = 10.11-13) refers to “Paul and
Andromachus from Syria” as leading teachers of rhetoric in
Athens in Porphyry’s time; if these names are derived from
Porphyry himself, they are likely to reflect the situation in
Athens before he left the city in 263. Andromachus is probably
Andromachus of Neapolis, who according to the Suda (a0 2185)
taught in Nicomedia under Diocletian (A.D. 284-305). If he was
invited to teach in Nicomedia when Diocletian established his
capital there, this would imply that he was already dis-
tinguished in Athens; so his career could well have overlapped
with Porphyry’s Athenian period.!* The Paul mentioned by
Eunapius is sometimes identified with Paul of Lycopolis;‘s but
he is dated by the Suda (n 812) to the reign of Constantine,
making it unlikely that he was prominent in Athens before 263. I
therefore prefer an alternative candidate: there is a perfect
chronological fit if we assume that the Paul who was a leading
rhetorician in Athens while Porphyry was there is Paul of
Germe, also known as Paul of Mysia, and that the criticism of
Paul of Mysia’s judgement in Photius derives from Longinus.

4. Lysias, cod. 262, 489b3-b17

(489b3) €011 8¢ O Avoiag dewvog pév nabivachor, énithdelog 8¢
Tobg Tpdg ovEnowy drabelvar Adyovg. (b4) Tiveg pev odv TV mepl
T0Vg prropikovg Sratpifdvimv Adyoug ovx dpBidg vrnyBnoav

BW. Stegemann, “Paulus (15), (16),” RE 18 (1949) 2372-2373; PLRE 1I 850
s.v. “Paulus (12)” (there is no evidence to support the suggested fourth-century
date).

14Cohn, “Andromachos (20),” RE 1 (1894) 2154; PLRE 1 63 s.v. “An-
dromachus (2).” F. Millar, “P. Herennius Dexippus: the Greek World and the
Third-century Invasions,” JRS 59 (1969) 12-29, at 18: “it would be a
reasonable guess, though no more, that Andromachus went first to Athens, like
other Syrians, and moved from there to Diocletian’s court at Nicomedia.”

15The identification is assumed in PLRE 1683 s.v. “Paulus (1)"; ]. Geiger,
“Notes on the Second Sophistic in Palestine,” ICS 19 (1994) 221-230, at 227.
Stegemann (“Paulus [18],” RE) is more cautious; c¢f. Millar (supra n.14) 18:
“perhaps identifiable with an Egyptian sophist whom the Suda makes a
contemporary of Constantine.”
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einelv mepl Avolov ¢ dmodelfar pev ta éykAnuota nap’
OVTIVOODY 1OV moAoldv AvEpdv 10 mpokekpiuévov £xet,
avffoal 8¢ tadta TOAADV Evdeng. kol Yap EAEYXOVTOL QaveEPDG
VRO TV adT0D Adywv mOAVL T £’ adtd SraceaAiduevol
xkploewc. kol HEALGTE Ye tOLTOVG O KoTe MvnowrtoAéuov
Sreréyxer- Bavpaotdg yap v katnyopiov mpdg uéyebog obToC
niyxnoe. (b13) Koikidiog 8¢ Guaptdvel €LPeTIKOV PEV TOV
avdpa, einep GAAov Tivéd, cuvopoloy®dv, olxovoufical 8¢ ta
ebpeBévia oy obteg kavov: kol yip kdv To0TE T pépel ThHg
Gpetiic 100 Adyov 008evog Opatat eavAdtepog. (b17)
(489b3) Lysias is skilled at stirring emotions, and well-
equipped to compose speeches so as to achieve amplification.
(b4) Some students of oratorical literature have been misled
into saying of Lysias that in demonstrating the charges he has
the edge over any of the ancients whatsoever, but that he is
inferior in amplifying them. But they are clearly refuted by
the speeches themselves as seriously mistaken in their judge-
ment of him. In particular, the speech Against Mnesiptolemus
completely refutes these people: his amplification of the
accusation in the direction of grandeur is remarkable. (b13)
Caecilius is mistaken when he concedes that the man is as
good at invention as anyone, but not so competent in the dis-
position of the material invented. In fact, in this aspect of
excellence in oratory, too, he is obviously inferior to none. (b17)
Ofenloch prints this passage as Caecilius fr.110. Smith
(1994a, 527) suggests that b3-13 reports Caecilius’ view, and
that “Photius adds at the end of this passage: Koaikiiiog d¢
auoaptavet ... and contradicts the opinion just reported.” But
this mistakes the structure of the argument, which runs as
follows: (i) some have supposed that Lysias, though good at
demonstration, is weak in amplification; but that is refuted by
the effective use of amplification in Against Mnesiptolemus; (ii)
Caecilius thinks that Lysias, though good at invention, is weak
in arrangement; but he is second to none in this as well. Ampli-
fication is part of invention; so the “some” in (i) are identifying
a weakness in invention on Lysias’ part. Caecilius, by contrast,
denies that Lysias is weak in invention; he finds a different
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weakness. Thus the opinion reported in b3-13 cannot be that of
Caecilius; and the passage as a whole must derive from a later
critic who is familiar with, and willing to contest, the opinions
of Caecilius and of other rhetoricians.

5. Demosthenes, cod. 265, 491a33-492a13

After a brief introduction the codex on Demosthenes begins
with material on the authenticity of On Halonnesus (491a2-12)
and On the Treaty with Alexander (491a22-28) taken (without
acknowledgement) from Libanius” hypotheses; Photius inserts
what is probably his own response to Libanius’ denial of the
authenticity of On Halonnesus (491a12-22).1® He then mentions
doubts about the authenticity of the speeches Against Aristo-
geiton (491a29-33), drawing (once again without acknowledge-
ment) on Libanius. But Libanius’ summary of Dionysius of Hali-
carnassus (“Dionysius of Halicarnassus does not accept that
these speeches are by Demosthenes, on the evidence of the style
[éx 1fig 18€ng tekpoipldpevog]”) is either misread or else pun-
ningly adapted (491a31: “among whom was Dionysius of
Halicarnassus, who provides no substantial evidence for his
own assumption [texufprov Tfig idéog LroAfyewg] ...”) in order
to provide a transition to a response that is not derived from

Libanius:
(491a33) ... o06¢ éxelvo cvvidelv €BeAnoag, dg mTOAAD peilwv
gotiv finep N €xeivov AnoQao1g aiTOg O "ApLoToyelTt@wV GVOUOAO-
YOV AnpocBévny xat’ adtod yeypagéval: kol yop dmoAoyovpie-
vog 0UK &V T® mopépye Aywv GAL’ EmipeAds avtoyoviLopevog
év 1@ AOY® Odelkvuiol, 0g EmyEypamtol AmoAoylo mPOG TV
Evder&iv Avxodpyov kol AnuocsBévovug. (a39)
(491a33) ... He also refuses to see that of far greater weight
than his own denial is the acknowledgement by Aristogeiton

himself that Demosthenes had written against him. He shows
this in his defence (not in a passing comment, but in the course

160n this passage see Smith (1992) 180-182.
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of a careful counter-argument) in the speech entitled Defence

against the Indictment brought by Lycurgus and Demosthenes.

(a39)

The appeal to documentary evidence prevents us from at-

tributing the response to Photius” independent judgement, but
the source is not extant. At this point, therefore, Photius has
switched from Libanius to a different source. This is the first
part of an extended section of material of unknown provenance.
Photius continues:
(491a40) kai 6 xota Mediov 8¢ xal kot’ Aloyivov Adyog aitiav
Eoye 100 un ™y adTV Katd mavto apetny 1@ dnuocBevikd cuv-
SraomoacBat yapaktipl: xal yop €v 10lg dvoi todtorg Adyoig éx
SroAdeppdtov Tivdv talg adtalg évvololg émPBaiiov G-
AdcoBor Soxel nmpodg Eovtdv, Womep dokovduevog GAN’ odx én’
av1oic dywvilopevog tolg €pyolg. S10 Kol Tveg EQrioay EKATEPOV
Adyov év tomoig xotoAerpBfval, GAAG um mpog £xdociv Sro-
xexaBdpror: xaitolr kai todto edhaPéotepov ol pnbéviec Adyor
nowovowv. (b7) &AL’ of ye tolTOVC altidpevol, 11 &v @alev mepl
"Apioteidou, Og kal kotakdpwg 1 idiwpatt T00TQ eaiveTot
KEXPNUEVOG, DOTEP KOl TO TPOLEVOL KATO TOG EpYaoiog mEpo
100 petpiov, xai @ mepltte paAdov f| 1@ péEtpe TRAG xpelog
ovunopexteivesBar; (b11)

(491a40) The speeches Against Meidias and Against Aeschines

have also been accused of not maintaining in every respect

excellence equal to Demosthenes’ distinctive character. For in
these two speeches at intervals he gives his attention to the
same ideas, and seems to enter into rivalry with himself, as if
he were practising rather than engaged in a real contest. So
some have said that each speech was left in draft and not
revised for publication. Yet the speeches in question do even
that with a degree of discretion. (b7) And what would those
who criticise them say of Aristides, who clearly uses this
particular technique to excess, as well as going beyond due
measure in his elaborations and stretching his material out to

excess rather than keeping to the limit of what is needed?
(b11)

Demosthenes Against Meidias is discussed again in 492a41-
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b9 (8§6).”7 Smith (1994a, 527; 1992, 173) assigns a40-b7 to Cae-
cilius. But there are no specific grounds for this attribution; if
the argument presented so far is correct, Longinus would be a
more likely candidate. Smith (1992, 182) assigns the discussion
of Aristides in b7-11 to Photius; this seems likely: see further on
492b9-17 (§6).
(491b11) péroto 8¢ 0 xat’ Aloyivouv Adyog napéoyev aitiov &v
bropvApact katoAerelpfor obnw v épyaciav dreiineog
tedeiov, 010TL kai O mpdg THv katnyopiav moAAMv £oye Vv
apvdpétnra kol koveotnto, £ni T tedevtdi tod Adyou
nopéBeto- Smep odx av mepleidev O Pntwp, eig E€tacy dxpr-
Beotépav 1@V 1dimv Adyev xataotdc. (b17) GAAG yop ody o¥tw
npoeloy 6 Avoiov kot MvnowtoAéuov Adyog, v mooL 8¢ toig
deopévolg pépeot 10 mabntikdv euidEac 00dE mavduevog Tiig
Em@opdg anéotn, énéteve O HBAAOV, OVOE xOTR TO TEAOG TOVG
akpoatag anoctdg napofovelv. (b22)
(491b11) The speech Against Aeschines in particular has been
accused of having been left in notes and not having received its
final revision, because what makes the most indistinct and
insubstantial contribution to the prosecution was placed at the
end of the speech; the orator would not have overlooked this
if he had undertaken a careful examination of his own
speeches. (b17) But Lysias’ Against Mnesiptolemus does not
proceed in this manner, but in all the sections that need it he
sustains the emotional level, and does not relax the intensity,

but rather increases it, and does not give up inciting his
audience even at the end. (b22)

Ofenloch prints b11-b22 as Caecilius fr.143; Smith (19%4a,
527) concurs. It can scarcely be a coincidence that this passage
and 489b4-13 (§4) are the only extant references to Against Mne-
siptolemus; presumably both derive from the same source, and

There are references to Against Meidias in Longinus, excerpts 18, 20.
Brisson and Patillon I (supra n.2) 5231 n.3 ascribe a work on Against Meidias
to Longinus, adopting Ruhnken’s rather arbitrary emendation of a corrupt
entry in the Suda’s bibliography, nept tob xotd teupiov; Adler prints M.
Schmidt’s rept 100 katd @O{cwv) fiov, palaeographically a more elegant
solution, although still uncertain.
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Longinus’ exceptionally wide reading—Eunapius describes him
as “a living library and a research institute on legs” (B1pAi061xn
Tig v EHyvYoc Kol Tepimotody povoeiov, 4.1.3 = 6.13-15 =
Longinus F3a)—is a relevant consideration.
(491b22) xoil pévtor xal 10v mopanpecPeiog tiveg €év vmo-
uvipaoi eact katarel@Bival, dAA’ 00 npog €kbooty 008E mpog
10 fic épyaciag dnnpticuévov yeypdoBat. ik té; d16TL petd T
EmAOYLKG, TOAAG T Ovio Kol oxedov 10 TAelotov pépog Eméyov-
t0, TOAAGG Tpd ATV avtiBécelc eindv, ndAv énl dvtiBéoeic
£1paneto- Omep Avolkovountov 1€ €ott kol Sieppiupévov. (b28)
(491b22) However, some even say that the speech On the False
Embassy was left in notes and not written up for publication or
with a view to perfecting its workmanship. Why? Because

after the epilogue (which is extensive, and takes up nearly
the largest section) although he has addressed many counter-

positions before that, he comes back again to counterpositions;
and this is poor organisation and disorderly. (b28)

Smith (1994a, 527) assigns this to Caecilius. But note again
the use of the term “counterposition” (&vtifesig: ¢f. on 489a30,
in §3 above).

(491b29) xai tOv Lrép Zotvpov d& Adyov Tiig Emitporniic mpoOg
Xopidnuov oi pév mpdg v xpicwy Exovieg 10 dogaieg Anuo-
60évoug Aéyovov eivar, 6 88 KaAAipayog, 008’ ikavog dv
kpivew, Aewvdpyov vouiler. Tveg 8¢ avtov vrefarovio Avole,
koitol kol tOv gpdvov £xovteg adtolg dropoaydpevov kol TOV
tomov dravto thg épyacicg kol TG mPOyMOTe Kol TV Epun-
velav. poptupio 8¢ 100 dnuocBevikdv eivor tOv Adyov kol O
TAoylacpog kol N cuvéxelo Tdv meplédov kol N evtovio: €€
aOTOV YOp TOD TPoOoLUlov T0UTo1g 0 AdYog dromorikiAAeTon. Kol
unv xal i tepi v dvopdtmv Exdoym eig 10 dpiotov dvnvéxBan
xoi i 60vBeoic eb Exetv meprhotiuntal. poptupel 8¢ kol 14 oxf-
pota- EGTL YOp GUVESTPOUUEVO UETX YOPYOTNTOG Kol TOLKIALOY
1® Aoyp mapexOpeva- kol yop épotnoeilg npofdArietar xol
bmooTpogdg kai T0 dovvdetov, ol pdAioto AnpoosBivng xaipel
xpduevoc. GAAL kol i oUvBeoig émpeAng xai Ty évépyeiay Td
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koop® ov dragbeipovoa, al te mepiodol 1@ AnrnpTicuéve cuv-
ayopeval kal 10 mpénov Toviaxod diacolovot. (492a5) 1o ptv
oOv undevoc geidecBot cvvOécewg GAAL mévia SietdfipBon
neplodoig £ott pev ‘lookpatovg kol Avciov mpog AnpocsBévny
kowov: N 8¢ xatd TOG meEPLddovg év tovg peyéBest mowkihia
ovunAnpodoa & k@Ao AapPavouivn NV mpog E£xeivovug
dwapopav amepyaletar, 100 pev ‘lookpdrovg ©¢ T mMOAAXL
UNKOVOVTOG TNV £pyaciav adT@v, 100 8¢ AVGIOV GUVTIEUVOVTOC.
¢€ Exatépov 8¢ tovteV 1@ AnpocBéver 10 mpérov dwacdletat.
(al3)
(491b29) Critics of sound judgement say that the speech
Against Satyrus, dealing with a case of guardianship in reply
to Charidemus, is by Demosthenes. Callimachus (not a
competent critic) thinks that it is by Deinarchus. Some have
attributed it to Lysias, though they have against them the
chronology, the whole manner of its workmanship, the facts,
and the style. Evidence that the speech is by Demosthenes is
its obliquity, the continuity of the periods, and its vigour;
right from the start the speech is distinguished by these
features. Moreover, the vocabulary is excellent, and the ar-
rangement of words aspires to high quality. The figures
provide further testimony: they are concentrated, have
rapidity, and give the speech its variety. He makes use of
erotesis, hypostrophe, and asyndeton, all of which Demos-
thenes particularly likes to use. Moreover, the arrangement of
the words is careful, and does not impair the vividness
through ornamentation; and the periods, rounded off to
perfection, maintain what is appropriate throughout. (492a5)
Never to be neglectful of arrangement, but to divide every-
thing into periods, is something Isocrates and Lysias have in
common with Demosthenes; but the variation in the length of
the cola that make up the periods is what makes the differ-
ence between them—Isocrates in general extends them, while
Lysias keeps them short; by comparison with each of them,
Demosthenes preserves due measure. (al3)
Ofenloch prints b29-al3 as Caecilius fr.144; Smith (1994a,
527) concurs. Again, a point of terminology arises: yopyotng

(b41) is not attested as a literary critical or rhetorical term
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before the second century A.D., although it then becomes com-
18
mon.

6. Demosthenes, cod. 265, 492a27-b17

After the last passage in §5 Photius returns to Libanius,

borrowing comments on On the Peace (492a14-22) and Against
Neaera (492a23-6);" it is only now that he refers to Libanius by
name, and even here he does so in a way that disguises his
direct dependence. He then reverts to material for which there is
no extant source:
(492a27) gool 8¢ 10v AnuooBévnv & xai x & yeyovota toOv mepi
@V dtedelov fitor tov mpdg Aertivnv grdloroviicacBor Adyov,
ob 10 mpooiutov Aoyyivog pev O kpiTikdg GymvieTikov vouilet
(¢t KAowdiov 8¢ obtog Axpale, kol té noAAd ovvnyovileto
ZnvoPig 1 1dv 'Ocponvav PBactAidt, v dpynv katexovon
’08evdBov 100 &vdpog avthig TetedevinkdTog, NV Kol peta-
BaAeiv eig 1o 'Tovdaiov £0n &nd thg "EAAnvixiic deio1daipoviog
noho0g dvoypdeet Adyog) - GAAG yop O uév Aoyylvog tolodtny
nepl 100 mpoeipnuévov Tpoolniov yhgov é€ayer. Etepot d& ovx
6pBdg Epacav 10 mpooipov A0V elvar. (a38) kol moAAobg
outog O Adyog mapéoyev dydva kpivesBon mpotebeic, domep xal
"Aoroacio 1@ prtopt, dte und’ dprypéve thig Tod Adyov Bewpiog
eig axpifeiav. (a40)

(492a27) They say that Demosthenes was 24 years old when

he laboured on the speech On the Tax Immunities or Against

Leptines, the proem of which the critic Longinus thinks is

combative. (He lived under Claudius, and collaborated

extensively with Zenobia, the queen of Osrhoene who took
power when her husband Odenathus died. An old account
records that she converted to Judaism from the Greek
superstition.) Longinus, then, casts this vote about the afore-
mentioned proem. Others have claimed, incorrectly, that the

18See further I. Rutherford, Canons of Style in the Antonine Age (Oxford
1998) 118 n.1.

YThe introduction to Libanius’ hypotheses (8.607.3-6 Foerster) is the
source of the judgements on the Eroticus and Epitaphios.
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proem expresses character. (a38) This speech has caused many
people to struggle when it has been put before them for critical
evaluation—for example, the rhetor Aspasius, since he failed
to achieve precision in his analysis of the speech. (a40)

The reference to Longinus may be read as an oblique
acknowledgement of the source, like the reference to Libanius
shortly before. The parenthetic biographical notice (a30-35) is
probably due to Photius.®*® Smith (1992, 182-183) also assigns
a38—40 to Photius. This is, again, plausible, but as with Paul of
Mysia (489a34-b2, in §3 above) we have to ask where the name
Aspasius comes from. If Photius has transferred the name of a
target of criticism in his source to his own following comment,
as | have suggested he did with Paul of Mysia, then that source
advanced an analysis of the speech’s proem and named
Aspasius as the proponent of the alternative view which he
rejects. There is some reason to believe that a pupil of Apsines
of Gadara named Aspasius (possibly Aspasius of Tyre) wrote
on Against Leptines.”' Apsines’ birth is generally dated around
190; his pupil would therefore probably be younger than
Longinus (born between 200 and 213),% but still sufficiently
contemporary for Longinus to have engaged in debate with his
views.

(492a41) doadtwg 8¢ xal 6 kotd Mewdiov: xai yap kol obrog
o0k OAlyolg yéyovev &v omovdfi, xal tHg mpdg GAANAOLG
dupiofnticeng doopudg nopéoye. (b1) xai ol puév 10d nabnti-
K0D yopaktfipog elval paocty adtdv, peta dewvaoceng eneEelpyac-
pévov, ot 3¢ tod mpoynatikod: kol GrAdg TOV Te PNUAT®V
avTod 10 69odpdv kol katd Ty ovvBecstv évapudviov, kol dg
10ig nafnTikolc pev 1@V Emyeipnudtov kol évBvunudrtov nobn-
TUKNV Kol TV anayyeAlov TEPLATTEL, TO1g TPAYHOTIKOLG Of, Ooa
to0t01g évapudter. (b8) &xetar pév odv kai 10d fBovg ovxk év

©Smith (1994a) 526 n.7 cites parallels in Photius.
N Heath (supra n.7) 99-102.

2Brisson and Patillon I (supra n.2) 5219-5220; for Apsines’ chronology
see J. Brzoska, “Apsines,” RE 2 (1896) 277-283.
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T00T® poévov 1@ Adyw, GAAL xoi €v moAAolg &AAolg. (b9) dAAG
Ye XUAETOTATOV €0TL AOYywV GywvieTik@v Epydtn did télovg
evrdEon mpde oV dvioyeviothy 10 foc, ndiiota 8¢ 1ol Soot
9Ooewg Etvyxov mikpotépog te kol mabntiketépag, fig ovy
fixiota AnpocBévng 1e kol 'Apioteidng petéyet. S16mep moArdxig
£E&dyovrar 1iig npoBécems éAattovpévng VO Thg @VoEmg: 0VOE
yap o008’ €otv ixavn Téxvn xatopBdoar 10 PodAnua, un
obvepyov Exovoa Kol thy Thg poceng 1d16tto. (b17)

(492a41) Similarly the speech Against Meidias: not a few

have concerned themselves with it, and it has occasioned

mutual controversy. (bl) Some say that it is of the emotional
kind, worked out with expressions of strong emotion; others
that it is of the practical kind. In fact, it is intense in its
vocabulary and harmonious in its composition; he provides
emotional epicheiremes and enthymemes with a form of
expression that is itself emotional, and factual ones with
what is appropriate to them. (b8) He also pays attention to
character, not only in this speech, but also in many others. (b9)
But it is very difficult for someone working on a combative
speech to maintain character towards the opponent all the
way through, and especially for those who are of a somewhat
bitter and emotional nature—something of which Demos-
thenes and Aristides especially had their share. So they are
frequently led astray, their purpose being overcome by their
nature. Technique is not enough to keep intention on the right
track when it does not have the cooperation of natural traits.

(b17)

The concluding remarks on the necessity of combining
technique and nature are similar to Longinus, excerpt 10
(215.1-2):2
0Tl TOAAGKLG éVOELY QUOEWMS KAl Ol ENLOTNHOVEG KOTX TNV £pYo-
OloV GTOTLYXAVOUCLV.

Often natural deficiency makes even those who are experts in

respect of craftsmanship fail.

Demosthenes’ limited capacity for character is obviously rele-

BCompare, too, the assessment of Demosthenes in Subl. 34.3-5, which also
recognises how Demosthenes’ temperament limits the range of techniques
which he can use effectively.
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vant to Longinus’ rejection of the view that the proem of Against
Leptines is expressive of character, reported in 492a27-40
(above).? Smith (1992, 183) assigns the comparison of Demos-
thenes and Aristides in b9-17 to Photius; however, she notes
that this passage is “less stylized” than the others which she
assigns to Photius. Demosthenes and Aristides appear together
in Longinus, excerpt 5 (214.4-6) and in a testimonium to
Longinus in Sopater’s Prolegomena to Aristides (118.1-4 Lenz =
Longinus F18); excerpt 12 (215.9-11) also makes approving
reference to Aristides.” There is therefore no intrinsic difficulty
in seeing Longinus as the source of this comparison of Demos-
thenes and Aristides; the hostile view of Aristides in 491b7-11
(85) may be due to Photius.

An intermediate source?

For the substance of 492a27-38 (§6), on the prologue of
Against Leptines, Photius is using either Longinus or a source
that names Longinus. The former is improbable: Psellus had
access to Longinus’ Art of Rhetoric (of which he made an
epitome),?® but there is no evidence that other works of
Longinus were still available at this date, and Photius does not
mention him elsewhere. We must, therefore, reckon with the
possibility (at the very least) of an intermediary source. Tread-
gold attractively conjectured that in these codices Photius made

2Keil (supra n.8) argues that the identification of Photius’ source as
Longinus excludes the attribution of On Sublimity to Longinus, contrasting
“without character” (évnBonointog, Subl. 34.3) with the acknowledgement of
Demosthenic character in b8-9. But one should note the adversative that
follows (Demosthenes does have character but his temperament makes it
difficult for him to sustain it), and heed the advice in 485b36—40 (§1) on the
interpretation of negative terms like “unfigured” or “without character.”

5% Ael. Arist. Pan. 185.18-19 (= F21c) may be evidence that Longinus
discussed Aristides in book 3 of the Philological Discourses.

%6P. Gautier, “Michel Psellos et la rhétorique de Longin,” Prometheus 3
(1977) 193-199.
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use of books 3 and 4 of Proclus” Chrestomathy.”” This, if correct,
would readily explain the presence of material derived from
Longinus. There is ample evidence for the influence of Longinus
on Syrianus and his pupils Hermias and Proclus;?® Lachares,
another of Syrianus’ pupils, preserves a fragment of Longinus’
Philological Discourses (F21a = Lachares 294.14-35 Graeven).

If we assume that there was an intermediary source, then
that source may be following Longinus faithfully, or he may
combine material from Longinus (at least sometimes attributed)
with material from other sources or his own contributions. The
parallels with the excerpts perhaps suggest that the intermedi-
ary’s borrowings from Longinus were extensive; but we cannot
gauge the degree of adaptation and contamination with any cer-
tainty. Moreover, there is (as we have seen) sometimes room for
doubt in diagnosing Photius’ interventions. Therefore, while the
sections of Photius discussed here offer the attractive prospect
of an enhancement of our knowledge of Longinus’ critical
writings, a measure of caution is still needed.
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YW. T. Treadgold, The Nature of the Bibliotheca of Photius (DOStud. 18
[Washington 1980]) 50 n.53. On the attribution of the Chrestomathy to the
fifth-century Platonist see now A. Longo, “Sull’attribuzione della Crestomazia
a Proclo neoplatonico,” Stlt 11 13 (1995) 109-124; but the question remains
open.

BGee Heath (supra n.2), and “Echoes of Longinus in Gregory of Nyssa,”
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