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Caecilius, Longinus and Photius

Malcolm Heath
University of Leeds

ABSTRACT: The main sources of Photius’ essays on the ten orators (codices 259-
68) are [Plutarch] Lives of the Ten Orators and, for Demosthenes, Libanius’
hypotheses. A residue of material remains which cannot be assigned to any
extant source. It has been suggested that significant sections of this residue are
derived, directly or indirectly, from Caecilius of Caleacte. This paper argues:

(i) Photius’ unidentified source is an author who cited Caecilius, but who was
also willing to comment on and criticise his opinions. Only those passages in
which Caecilius is named (485b14-36, 489b13-15) can safely be included
among his fragments.

(i1) The later author who cited, commented on and criticised Caecilius was the
third-century critic Cassius Longinus.

(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.

Photius drew on a number of different sources in compiling his essays on the
ten orators (codices 259-68). 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 extant 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:

(1) Photius’ unidentified source is an author who cited Caecilius, but who was also
willing to comment on and criticise his opinions. Since there are grounds for
believing that this later author cited and criticised the views of others as well, only
those passages in which Caecilius is named (485b14-36, 489b13-15) can safely be
included among his fragments.

(i1) The later author who cited, commented on and criticised Caecilius was the
third-century critic Cassius Longinus—a 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.

! Smith (1992); Smith (1994a), (1994b). The passages she attributes to Caecilius are conveniently
listed in (1994a) 527.

2 0n Longinus see most fully Brisson and Patillon (1994, 1998); my references to the fragments of
Longinus follow their numeration. In Heath (1999a) I 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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(i11)) 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) 0 pévtor Zikehdtng Koukidiog pn keypficbol enotr tov pnropa
101G KaTtd didvoloy oyAHOoLY, GAAG KOTEVOL aDT® Kol ATAAGTOVG TOG
vonoelg €keépecBot, TPomny d€ €k TOL movoLpyov kol AvaAloly olte
{nthicon Tov &vdpa obte yxphooocBor, GAAX 61U aDTOV 87 TOV VOMUAT®V
Kol THG QUOIKTHG aDTAOV &KOAOVOLNG BYELY TOV GKPONTNV TPOG TO BOVANKOL.
(b21) ot yop mhior PATOopEg iKaVOV ovTOlg Evoplov ELPETV TE TAL
EvOuunpata Kol Tf ePAcel TePLTTAg amayyeldAotl. Eéomobdalov yop 10 GAov
mepl TV ALV kol TOV TaOTNG KOOUOV, TPAOTOV UEV OTMG €In OMUOVILKN
Kol edmpenng, eito 8¢ kol &vapudviog N to0TwV 6bOVBesLE. &V ToOT® YOp
aDTOlG Kol TNV TPOG TOVG 101MTHG dLoopay £ TO KPELTTOV TEPLYLVECOLL.
(b27) elta eindv wg doynudtictog €in xkotd didvolav 6 100 "AVILEAOVTOG
AOYog, domep €mdropBoipevog €avtov: (b29) od toDTO Aéyw, @NOlV, ©G
008ev €LPLOKETOL dLavolog ToPd "AVIIPAVTL OYTe: Kol YOp £pOTNOLS TOV
Kol TopdAetyilg kol €tepo TowoDTH EVELGLY oDTOD TOlg AOYolg QAL Ti
eNuL; 6T Un Kot EMTASEVOLY PNTE GVVEXDG £XPAONTO ToDTOLG, AL EvBol
av N @bolg adTN HeBodelog TvOg Yoplg ATAYeEV: O 0N KOl TePlL TOVG
xoviag Thv Wdwtdv Eotv opav. (b36) dv TodTo KOl STOv  TIg
doyxmuatiotovg eivar Aéyn Adyovg, od kaBhmol ointéov TAV GYMUATOV
odToVg  AmeoTepnUEVOVg  £lval  (TodTo  yop  Gddvotov) GAA dtL 1O
EUPEBOBOV KOl CUVEXES KOl EPPOUEVOV TOV CYMUATOV 0VK £GTILV OPOUEVOV
&v ov1olg. (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 considered 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)
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This passage derives from a source which reports and quotes Caecilius.?
Ofenloch prints the whole passage as Caecilius fr. 103, marking b21-27 and b29-
40 as direct quotations; but it is clear from the infinitive mepiyivecOou 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 e meant by describing Antiphon’s discourse as
unfigured to commenting on what anyone might mean by describing any
discourses’ as unfigured; 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: éupédodog (b39)
does not seem to be attested in other rhetorical texts before Sopater (RG 4.318.8,
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 (213-6 Spengel-Hammer):

4t tponn €k 10D mavodpyov kol EEAAAOELG oSepiar RV &v Tolg dipyaiiolg,

aALo Kol To ToD Vo oyfupota OyE mote elg TOLG dikovikovg AdYoug

ToPELGAABEV: 1| TAELOV YOP aDTOLG OTOVAN Tepl TNV AEELYV Kol TOV TOOTNG

KOopoV v Kol TNV cvvenkny kol dppoviav. (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 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 mopaypaen) and Sopater’s
commentary on Hermogenes (RG 4.315-22, esp. 317.27-318.13; cf. 596.30,
599.16)—the very passage cited above for the use of &upé0080c.°

The collection of excerpts is headed ‘From Longinus’ (= Longinus F16); so if
this ascription is trustworthy, we can identify Photius’ source precisely. There is

? Since 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.

* Smith’s translation (1994b, 604 n.3) is misleading on this point, rendering the indefinite Adyovg
as ‘his speeches’.

> Mayer (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’ 291-6 (with six).

% It may be relevant that Sopater derived some material indirectly from Longinus’ pupil Porphyry:
Rabe (1931) xiii-xiv.
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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 superscription is in a different hand from the
excerpts themselves; but subsequent inspection of the manuscript by Graeven
overturned 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. 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 (F21a = Lachares 294.14-35 Graeven) provides an admittedly
limited measure of corroboration.

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 =
Eusebius PE 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 T550), who cites him in On Figures; since he also cites Apsines he cannot be
carlier than the third century."’

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

(488b25) €otL pev €v ovk OAlyolg o0TOD Adyolg MOLKOG, YiveTol 3 KOTA
dhvolay 6 MOkdG, Gtov XpnoTNV €N TPOAIPESLY Kol TPOG TA PEATIO
pémovoav. (b27) 66ev ob ypN YIADG TO TPoyBEVTO AEYELY, AL KOl TNV
YVOUNY cvvantely ped fig EmpATTeto £KUGTOV, 010V v HEV YoAemd fi Kol
TPOG GLAOVG 1] AAAWG HETPlOVG TNV Gvaykny aitidoBot, ov 8¢ Apelve, TNV
mpoaipecty. ovTn 8¢ paMoTo Tlavn yiveton, €l v aitioav mpocidPot.
TAG MEVTOL oitiog 0D YpM T0V AVoiteloDg Eveka TaPOAAUBAVELY: EPOVILOV
YOp HAAAOV 1] XPNOTOV Kol EVYVOUOVOS TG TOLXDTO. XOAETOG O€ O TPOTOG
@UAGEQL B0 Kol Avolag €V aDT® Qaivetal ToAddkig drapoptdvav. (b36)
ovpdlovtonr pévtor ye adtod GAAOL e mOAAOL AdYoL Kol 3N KOl O TPOG
Aloyeitovo EMTPOTHG TOUVIAY TE YOpP Kol KoBapay TNV dAynNoLy TOlelTol,
GAN oLk €0BVg Emi Tog avENoelg kol TaG Oewvdoelg, Omep ToAlol
TAOYOVOLY, DAAYETOL KOl YOp 0Vd £0TLv oikelol TG TOwDTO THG TPMOING
dwdoockailog ToD TPAYHATOS, GALN €V TOlg HETO TODTHL YOpav  EXEL
KOTUAEYEGOHOL. KO TOAATY d€ TNV KoBoPOHTNTA KOl COoPNVELY £V T TOIG
TPAYROOoL Kol Tolg Aé€ecty am adThg ThHg oD Adyov mpoPdAidietorl &px g,

7 See Heath (1998) 89f.

% Smith (1994) 525, overlooking some relevant contributions to the discussion: Graeven (1895)
300-303; Keil (1904); Brinkmann (1907) 625-8; Aulitzky (1927) 1411. More recently, Brisson and
Patillon (1998) 3078-80 have also accepted the attribution to Longinus.

? Graeven (1895) 302.

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

' Cf. Solmsen (1936); Ballaira (1968).
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AoTEP KOl TO OXTUO TO KaT €0Oelov Gppolov GenyNoetL, Kol TO UNOEV TL
£€Ewbev ovvepédkeoBut. 10 8¢ TNG Oppoviag aDTOD KAAAOG 00 TOvTOg
oty oicBdvecBol kol yop Ookel HEV AMADG kol ¢ £Tvyxe OVLYKEIGHOL,
elg VmepPodny d¢ KOOoUOL KatecKeELAOTAL. (29)

(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
guardianship. 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
degree 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 construction seems to
be simple and spontaneous, but is contrived to an exceptional degree of
ornament. (a9)

As noted above, b25-27 corresponds to Longinus, excerpt 14 (215.14f.):

6tTL MPLkog AOYOS Yivetol kotd didvolov, Gtov YPNOTNV €XTN TPOUIPECLY
Kol TPOg TO PEATi® PETMOVOQLY.

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, convincingly assigning the next sentence to Photius on stylistic grounds; she
supports the attribution to Caecilius on the grounds that b25-7 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) aueipariieton pev map €violg 6 mepl ToV onkoD AOYog O ONKOG
3¢ vOv €180g £oTiv iepbig elaiag. (al5) &AL 611 pev yvAcilog Avolov, €k Te
TAV kKeQoAoimv dfAov kol €k TOV TePL aOTOV EMYEPNUATOV Kol €€
o010 Ye 1oV MPoOiov THe Te dNyNoews kol ToD €mAdyov (mévv Yop
dopovimg kol kot TV elBopEVNV T@ &vdpl €v T ATAOTNTL deLvOTNTA
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0TIy €EE1pYUOEVO TAVTO). KOl UMY Kol TO KOt &vOOUNUor GAAL H1 Kot
Emyelpnuo mpatTely TOG Amodeifelg oD Avoiov poAoTo 1O  dlopo
ATy YEALEL GAAO Kol TO PN Ko® €v drotpifovior UnkOvely TOv AdYov THg
00 Avolov €otiv dxpielog, kol TO €dmoyeg TOV AOYOV, Kol TO Sl
BpoyxvTNTog MOAANV TopExely NBovAY, O UeTd YE AnuocOEvny oDTog Hovog
AV GAAOV  PNTtoépov  Qoivetol  katopbdoog, Kol TO KAAAOG O THG
drotvnhoemg, v @ pAte IIAGTwvog pfAte AnpocBévouvg pnte Aioyivov 10
ELOTTOV €0TLV ATEVNVEYHEVOS. 1Olopo 8€ AVGLOL Kol TO TAG GVTIOECELG
TPodyeEly HUNOOUDG HEV EReovoDoac TO EmPBefovAevpévoy, TO dE VT
aVTOV  TOV TPUYLATOV EMECTACUEVOV  SELKVOELY. TeKUNPOV O THG
AVOLOKAG dVVALE®DS Kol TO €v maon TH TePLOd® TOV KOA®V £DAPULOGTOV
Kol peTo koBapdTNTOG VaVOES. (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), 488b25-4892a9 (§2) and 489b3-b17 (§4). However, the similarities to (§1)
are not sufficiently 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’ (&vtiBecig a30) in a sense
that does not seem to be attested before the second century AD.'? The subject-
matter of this paragraph fits well with Longinus’ status as a recognised authority in
questions of attribution (Eunapius Lives of the Sophists 4.1.5 = 6.27-7.2
Giangrande), and in what immediately follows we find another piece of evidence
consistent with the identification of Photius’ source as Longinus:

(489a34) Tlovrog 8¢ ve 0 €k Mvuciog TOv Te mePL T0V oNKoD AOYOV, 0VIEV
TV elpnpévev ovvielg, ThHg TEe Yvnouwdtntog TV Avolak®v  EKPAAAEL
AOYOV, KOl TOAAOVG Kol KOAOVG GBAAOVLG €lg vOBOLG ATOPPLYALEVOS
TOAAG KOl UEYAANG TOVG OGVOPOTOVS GOPEAELNS BATECTEPNOEV, OVY
eUPLOKOLEVOV £TL TV VIO doPBorny mecdvVTov: Amal yop ATOKPLOEVTEG

2 The reference is to the technique of mentioning an argument on the opposing side in order to
refute it. For the evidence (which is inevitably tenuous) for the distribution of the term in this sense
see Heath (1998) 106f. The usage is found in the excerpts from Longinus (213.14, 214.41.).

6
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TOPEOPAONCOY, ETMKPATESTEPOG 1THG OwoPoAtic, Adomep Kol €T GAAoV
TOAAGV, 1 THg dAnBelag 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 disservice. 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 substituted ‘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 (I1811) as a commentator on Lysias, with an interest in questions of
attribution. His date is uncertain."® 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 (A2185) taught in
Nicomedia under Diocletian (AD 284-305). If he was invited to teach in
Nicomedia when Diocletian established his capital there, this would imply that he
was already distinguished 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;' but he is dated by the Suda (I1812) to the reign
of Constantine, making it unlikely that he was prominent in Athens before 263. 1
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) £otL 8¢ 60 Avoiog devog pev TodfvacOat, EmTAGEL0G O TOVG TPOG
odé€nowv drabeivor Adyove. (b4) Tiveg pev oDy T@V TEPL TOVG PMTOPLKOVG
dwotpifoviv  AdYovg 0Ok Opbhg LmNyOnoov eimelv meplt Avoiov @O¢
ATOdETENL [HEV TOL EYKANUOTO TOp OVILVAOOV TOV TAAOL@V &vipdY TO
mpokekplLEvoy  €xel, obEfioor 0€ ToDTeL TOAAGV EVOeENGc. Kol YOp

'3 RE Paulos (15), (16); PLRE 11 Paulus (12) (there is no evidence to support the suggested forth-
century date).

4 RE Andromachos (20); PLRE I Andromachus (2). Millar (1969) 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.’

'> The identification is assumed in PLRE 1 Paulus (1); Geiger (1994) 227. Stegemann (RE Paulos
(18)) is more cautious; cf. Millar (1969) 18: ‘perhaps identifiable with an Egyptian sophist whom
the Suda makes a contemporary of Constantine.’
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EAEYXOVTOL  QOVEPDG VWO TAOV aOTOV AdYyov TOAD  ThHig &n aLTd
S10cPaALOLEVOL KPLOEMG. KO PAALOTE Y€ TOVTOVG O KOTO MVNGITTOAELOV
dieréyyelr BavpacTOG Yop TNV Kotnyoplay mpog HEYEBog oVTog MbENce.
(b13) Koxiiiog e QUOPTAVEL EVPETIKOV HEV TOV Gvdpol, €imep GALOV TVQ,
GUVOHOAOY®VY, olkovopficot 8¢ T €VPeBEVTO oY 0VTMOG 1KOVOV: Kol YOP
K&V TOVT® TO HEPEL THG APeThg ToV AOYOL 0VIEVOG OpaTal PAVAOTEPOG.
(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 judgement 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 disposition 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: Kokidiog 8¢ apoptavet... 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; (i1) Caecilius thinks that Lysias, though good at invention, is weak
in arrangement; but he is second to none in this as well. Amplification 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 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 Halonessus (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).'° He then mentions doubts about the
authenticity of the speeches Against Aristogeiton (491a29-33), drawing (once
again without acknowledgement) on Libanius. But Libanius’ summary of
Dionysius of Halicarnassus (‘Dionysius of Halicarnassus does not accept that
these speeches are by Demosthenes, on the evidence of the style [¢x Thg 1d€ag
tekpopopevog]’) is either misread or else punningly adapted (491a31: ‘among

'® On this passage see Smith (1992) 180-2.
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whom was Dionysius of Halicarnassus, who provides no substantial evidence for
his own assumption [tekpfiplov Thg idlog LrToANYems] ...") in order to provide a
transition to a response that is not derived from Libanius:

(491a33) ... 00d¢ €xkelvo cLVIBELY €BeANoOG, (¢ TOAAD Pellmv €oTiv Timep T
£KELVOL ATOQAOLE ODTOC O "APLOTOYELT®OV AVOLOAOY®DYV ANHOcBEVNY KoT
oDTOV YEYPOPEVOL KOl YOop ATOALOYOOUEVOG OVK £V 1@ TpEPY® AEY®V
OAN Empeddc avtoyovilopevog €v T® AdYm delkvuton, 0G EMLYEYPOUTTOL
amoloyior mpog TNy Evdel&v Avkovpyov kol AnpocBévovuc. (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 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 attributing 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:

(4912a40) kol 6 xotoe Mewdiov e kol kot Ailoyivov Adyog aitiov €oye T00
U TAYV ODTNV  KOTO TOVTO GPETNV TM ONPOcBeEVIKD ocLVSIocOoacOot
XOPOKTHPL Kol YOop €V Tolg dVoil ToUTolg AOYOLS €K SLUAEUPATOV TIVOV
Tolg avTalg évvolong EmMPAAA®V GUAMAGCO0L d0keET TPOG E0VTOV, DOTEP
AOKOVIEVOG GAA 0Dk €T abTOlg AywviLopevog Tolg €pyols. d10 KOl TLVEG
gpnoav €xdtepov AdYov €v TOTOLG KOTAAELPOfAvaL, GALG P TPOg €kdooty
drokekaOapToL  Koiltol Kol ToOTo eLAOPEcTEpOV ol  PnBéviec  Adyor
mowdowv. (b7) &ALX ol ve 1olbtovg olitubpevor, Ti GV Qalev  wepl
"AploTeldon, 0G Kol KOTOUKOP®S TM 1SIOMATL TOVT® QOiVETAL KEXPMUEVOG,
AOTEP KOl TA TPOLEVOL KOUTO TOG E£PYociog TMEPH TOV LETPLOV, KOl TA
mePLTT POAAOV f) T® PETP® THG Xpelog cvprapekteivecBor; (bl1)

(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?
(bl1)

Demosthenes Against Meidias is discussed again in 492a41-b9 (§6)."” Smith
(1994a, 527; 1992, 173) assigns a40-b7 to Caecilius. But there are no specific

"7 There are references to Against Meidias in Longinus, excerpts 18, 20. Brisson and Patillon
(1994) 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 100 katd Tevpiov; Adler
prints M. Schmidt’s mept 100 kot @O<oLv> Blov, palaeographically a more elegant solution,
although still uncertain.
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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) pérwoto 8¢ 6 kot Aloyxivov Adyog mopéoyev oitiov €v
VTOUVNHOCT KOTUAEAETPOOL OVT® TNV €pyociay ATEIANE®G TEAELOY, d10TL
KOl O TPOG TNV KoTNnyoploy TOAANY £0XE TNV AULIPOTNTA KOL KOVEOHTNTCL,
£ml TN TeAevTii 10D Adyov Tapébeto OmeEp OVK OV TEPLEIdEV O PNTOP, €ig
g€etaoy dxpiectépay TV dlov Adymv kotactds. (bl7) &AAd yop ovy
oVt 7poéelcLY 60 Avolov KoTtd Mvnowmtodépov AdYog, €v mOol d€ Tolg
deoplEvolg PEPESL TO TOONTIKOV QUAAENC OVOE TOVOREVOS THG ETLPOPOC
ATESTN, EMETELVE BE POAAOV, 0VOE KOTH TO TEAOG TOVG AKPOTHS ATOCTOG
nopoEovery. (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 (1994a) 527 concurs. It
can scarcely be a coincidence that this passage and 489b4-13 (§4) are the only
extant references to Against Mnesiptolemus; presumably both derive from the
same source, and Longinus’ exceptionally wide reading—FEunapius describes him
as ‘a living library and a research institute on legs’ (BipAiodnkn Tig NV Euyvyog
Kol mepiratodv povoelov, 4.1.3 = 6.13-15 = Longinus F3a)—is a relevant
consideration.

(491b22) kol pévior kol TOV TOPATpecPelog Tiveg €v DROUVALAGL QOol
KOTUAELPOTivoil, GAN oD Tpog €kdooly 0VIE TPOg TO THG E€pyociog
ATNPTIOUEVOV TEYPAEOaL. S Ti; J1OTL PETA T EMAOYLKE, TOAAL TE EVTOL
Kol OXeSOV TO TAEIGTOV HEPOG EMEYOVIC, WOAANG TPO CVTAV AVIOECELS
gindv, ThAv €mi &vtiBéoelg £Tpdimetor Omep GVOLKOVOUNTOV T€ €0TL Kol
Sieppippévov. (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 counterpositions
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’ (&vtifeoic: cf. on 489a30, in §3 above).

(491b29) kol Tov VREP ZatOPovL e AdYOV THG EMTPOTHG TPOS Xopildnpov
ol pEv TPOg TNV kpioly Exovieg 10 Aceares AnpocBivoug Aéyovoiv elvor,
0 8¢ KoAlipoyog, 008 ikovog @V Kpivewv, Aewvapyov vopilet. Tiveg d¢
avToV  UmePdAovio AvLOlY, KoiTol Kol TOV  xpOvov EXOVTEC ODTOLG
oo OpEVOY KOl TOV TOTOV GmovTa THG €pyociog Kol To TPAYHATO Kol

10
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TV Epunveiov. poptopicn 8¢ 100 dnuoocBevikov elval Tov Adyov kol O
TAOYLOONOG KOl 7| CUVEXELD TOV TEPLOdmy kol 1 gdtoviar €€ adtod yop
TOV TPOOLUIOL TOVTOLG O AOYOG SLomOLKIAAETOL. KOl UMV Kol 1) Tepl TOV
ovopdtwv éxkhoyn eig 10 dpiotov avnvéxBol kol T cOvleoig €D Exelv
TEQEIAOTIUNTOL. LOPTUPEL O KOl TO. OYALOTO: £0TL YOP GCUVECTPOUPEVO
HETO YOPYOTNTOG KOl TOLKIALOY TQ AOYQ TOPEXOUEVH: KOl YOP EPOTNOELG
TPOPAAAETOL KOl DTOGTPOPG Kol TO AcDVdeTov, 0lg LAALGTO ANLOGOEVNG
XOIPEL XPOUEVOG. OAAX KOl T CVOVOECLS EMUEANG Kol TNV Evapyelov T
KOGU® 00 dropBeipovoa, ol Te TePLodol TA GMMPTIGUEVE® GUVAYOUEVOL KOl
10 mpémov moavioxod dwocdlovotl. (492a5) 10 pev odv undevog @eidecBoit
ouvvbécews GAAD mavTo StellfipBat TepLddolg £ott pEV Tookpdtovg Kol
Avolov TPOg ANUOGHEVNV KOWVOV: T O KOTOL TOG TEPLOdOVG €V TOlg
peyéBeot molkiAlo GUUTANPOVoE T¢ KOAX AapBovopévn TNV TPog £Keivoug
dropopay Gmepydletor, To0 HEV TOOKPATOVE MG TG TOAAY UNKOVOVTOG THV
épyoaociav avTdV, 100 8¢ AVOlov GUVTERUVOVTOG. €€ EKOTEPOL O€ TOVTOV T
Anpocbével 10 mpEmov drocdletar. (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 arrangement 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 Demosthenes 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 everything 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 difference 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-al13 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 before the second century AD, although it then becomes

common. 18

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

'8 See further Rutherford (1998) 118 n.1.

' The introduction to Libanius” hypotheses (8.607.3-6 Foerster) is the source of the judgements on

the Eroticus and Epitaphios.

11
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that disguises his direct dependence. He then reverts to material for which there is
no extant source:

(492a27) poot e TOV ANpocBEVNV & Kol Kk £Tn YEYOVOTOL TOV TEPL TAV
aterelov ftol 1OV pog AemTiviy @uAomovhcocBol Adyov, 0D 10 TPOoOoipLoV
Aoyyivog pev O xpLTikog GywmvicoTtikov vopiler (émi Kiawdiov 8¢ odtog
fikpole, kol 100 ToAAY cvvnywvileto ZnvoPig Th OV "Ocponvdv Poctiidl,
MV Gpynv kotexovorn OdevdBov 10D AVOPOG OVTHG TETEAELTNKOTOG, TV
kol petoPorelv gig to Tovdoimv £€0m &mo Thg EAANVIKTG deloidaiploviag
TOAOLOG Avaypdeel A0Y0Gg): GAAX Yap O pev Aoyylvog ToldTNV Tepl 1oV
TPOELPTNUEVOL TPOOLIOL Yiipov €Edyel. £tepol d€ oK OpODg Epocov TO
npooipiov NOkov eivat. (a38) kot moAAiolg 0dTog 6 AOYOG TOPESKEV GydvoL
KkpilvecBol Tpotedeilc, Momep Kol "AcTocim T@ PAtopt, Gte PNd APLYHEV®
Thg T0d AdYoL Bewpiog eig axpifelav. (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 many 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
aforementioned proem. Others have claimed, incorrectly, that the 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, 182f.) 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) docadtog 8¢ kol 0 kotde Mewdilov: kol yop kol 00Tog 0vK OAiyolg
véyovev €v omovdf, kol THG TPOG GAAAAOVG AUELOPNTACENMS APOPLLOG
mopéoye. (bl) kol ol pEv 10D TaBNTIKOD YoPOKTHPOG elval @ooty ooV,
HETH BEWVOOEMG EMEEEPYOAOUEVOV, Ol O TOD TPAYHOTIKOD: KOl GTADG TAV
Te PNUATOV AtDTOD TO GPOJPOV KOl KOTO TNV COVOESLY EVAPHLOVIOV, KOl OG
TOlG TOONTIKOTG HEV TAV EMYEPNUATOV Kol EVOLUNUATOV ToONTIKNY Kol
TNV ATAYYEALOV TEPLATTEL, TOTG TPAYLATIKOLG 8¢, 660 ToVTOLG EVOPUOTTEL.

2% Smith (1994) 526 n.7 cites parallels in Photius.
! Heath (1998) 99-102.
*2 Brisson and Patillon (1994) 5219f; for Apsines’ chronology see Brzoska (1896).
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(b8) &xetor pev odv kol Tod HBovg 0VK €v TODT® HOVOV T® AOY®, ALY
kol &v  moAAolg &AAolc. (DY) GAAL ye xoAemOTOTOV €0TL  AOywV
AYOVIGTIKAV £pydtn it TEA0VG ELUAGENL TTPOG TOV AVIOYOVIGTNYV TO 780G,
poAiota. 8¢ Tolg 600l PUCEMG ETVXOV TIKPOTEPOS TE KOl TAONTIKOTEPAG,
fig ody MKioToe ANpocBévng te kol Apioteidng petéxet. 810mep TOAAGKIG
g€dyovton Thg TPoBEécemg EAATTOVHEVNG VMO THG QUOEWS 0VIE Yyop 00
£0TLV KOV TEXVN KOTOPODACOL TO BOOAMUA, LT GUOVEPYOV €X0VCO KL TNV
g @ooewg 1dtotnta. (b17)

(492a41) Similarly the speech Against Meidias: not a few have concerned
themselves with it, and it has occasioned mutual controversy. (b1) 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 Demosthenes 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 (215.1f.):23

0Tt TMOALGKLG €VvOElQ QUOEMG KOl Ol EMICTNHOVEG KOTO TNV £pyaciov
ATOTVYXVOVOLV.

Often natural deficiency makes even those who are experts in respect of
craftsmanship fail.

Demosthenes’ limited capacity for character is obviously relevant 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
Demosthenes 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

z Compare, 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.

* Keil (1904) argues that the identification of Photius’ source as Longinus excludes the attribution
of On Sublimity to Longinus, contrasting ‘without character’ (&vnomointog, 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’.

25 Ael. Ar. Pan. 185.18f. (= F21c) may be evidence that Longinus discussed Aristides in book 3
of the Philological Discourses.
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source of this comparison of Demosthenes and Aristides; the hostile view of
Aristides in 491b7-11 (§5) may be due to Photius.

7. 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.
Treadgold attractively conjectured that in these codices Photius made 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 intermediary’s borrowings
from Longinus were extensive; but we cannot gauge the degree of adaptation and
contamination with any certainty. 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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