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Chapter 4
OFFENDING THE EARS:
GREEK AND LATIN VIEWS ON ROUGH WORD ARRANGEMENT

4.1 Introduction
Like the doctrine of three styles, the arrangement of words (in Greek cuvBeoig T@®v dvoudtov,
in Latin compositio verborum) is a hot topic in the stylistic discourse of Late-Republican and
Augustan Rome. There are roughly two ancient approaches to word arrangement, or
‘composition’, as the topic is usually referred to in modern scholarship.' First, there is the
logical-syntactical perspective, which evaluates word order on the basis of grammatical rules,
e.g. ‘nouns should precede verbs’ or ‘verbs should precede adverbs’.” In his monograph On
the Arrangement of Words (nepl cuvBéoemg dvoudrtwv), Dionysius of Halicarnassus explores
and ultimately rejects this approach, because ‘at times the arrangement became charming and
beautiful by these and similar principles, but at other times not by these, but by the opposite

sort.” Instead, Dionysius adopts an alternative perspective that is better suited to evaluate

" The modern usage of the term ‘composition’, however, has a much wider application: cf. ‘the action or act of
producing a creative work such as a poem or piece of music’ (OED s.v. 2.1). The term can also give the false
impression that it is related to the arrangement of subject matter, which can be avoided by using ‘literary
composition’, ‘stylistic composition’ or ‘verbal composition’. I recognize that the designation ‘word
arrangement’ is also somewhat imperfect (i.e., it does not account for the attention that our sources pay to
arranging letters, syllables, clauses and sentences), but it aptly brings out the meaning of the ancient
terminology, which consists of the nouns covBeoic/compositio (a process of ‘putting together’ or ‘arranging’)
and ovopata/verba (‘words’). Cf. Dion. Hal. Comp. 2.1, who defines cOvBeocic 1dv dvopdtov as ‘a certain
process of arranging the parts of speech’ (mo1d Tig 8éo1c Top’ GAANAA TV TOD AdYOL popimV).

* Dion. Hal. Comp. 5 discusses these and six similar syntactical rules: the critic presents the logical-syntactical
approach as a ‘natural starting point’ (euown deopuny) for his investigation of word arrangement. De Jonge
(2008) 273-315 shows that Dionysius’ discussion of natural word order is largely inspired by Stoic works on
language, e.g., Chrysippus’ On the Order of the Parts of Speech (Ilepi cuvtdEemg TdV Tod Adyov pepdv), quoted
by Dion. Hal. Comp. 4.17, 4.20. Other texts which apply a logical-syntactical approach to word order are
Demetr. Eloc. 199-201, Long. Subl. 22.1 and Quint. Inst. orat. 9.4.23-27: see De Jonge (2001) and (2008) 315—
327. Cf. n. 4 below on Horace’s ‘clever combination’ (callida iunctura).

* Dion. Hal. Comp. 5.10: Toté pév yap &k tovtev £yiveto kol TdV opoinv avtoig §odeia 1 chvsoIc Kai Karr,
T01€ &’ €Kk T®V pn tolovtev GAA’ évavtiov. Dionysius’ rejection of the logical-syntactical approach to word
arrangement in Comp. does not preclude his use of grammatical terminology throughout the work: cf. his
references to the theory of the parts of speech at Comp. 2.1, 6 and 22-24, which are discussed by De Jonge
(2008) 183-213. I agree with De Jonge (2008) 47 that Dionysius’ use of grammatical teachings does not make
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CHAPTER FOUR

charm and beauty in word arrangement: this second approach, which can be described as
musical-aesthetic, focuses on the sound that supervenes on the word order, or, more
accurately, on the audience’s aural perception (0icOnoic, sensus) of tone (uérog, sonus) and
rhythm (pvOuode, numerus). The latter approach is dominant in the stylistic discourse of Late-
Republican and Augustan Rome.

The aural evaluation of word arrangement features prominently in most extant stylistic
discussions of prose and poetry from the second century BC onwards: it is not only attested in
Greek sources (Demetrius, Philodemus, Dionysius, Longinus), but in Latin texts as well
(Lucilius, Rhetorica ad Herennium, Cicero, Quintilian).4 The shared Greek and Latin
discourse on word arrangement, which emerges from these texts, is built on the assumption
that the judgment of word order ultimately resides not in the mind, but in the ear (dxon,
auris), which bases its assessment not on logical principles, but on the ‘irrational criterion of
perception’ (8Aoyog aionoic, facitus sensus).” According to the authors, the acoustic effects
of word order can be divided into two categories: some collocations produce sounds that
‘please the ear’ (yAvkaivew v dxonv, permulcere auris), while others produce sounds that

‘grate the ear’ (mikpaivew THv Gkonv, offendere auris).® Dionysius’ threefold system of

his work a grammatical treatise: ‘Dionysius combines a wide knowledge of many different disciplines on the one
hand with a focus on the practical purposes of his own work on the other hand.’

* Demetr. Eloc. esp. 38-74, 179-184, 204-208, 241-271; Philod. Poem. passim; Dion. Hal. Dem. 36—49, Comp.
passim; Long. Subl. 39-42; Lucil. fr. 74-76, 367-370, 1188 Krenkel (= fr. 84-86, 389—392, 419 Warmington);
Rhet. Her. 4.18; Cic. De or. 3.171-199, Orat. 149-236; Quint. Inst. orat. 9.4. This chapter will not pay much
attention to the notion of ‘clever combination’ (callida iunctura) in Hor. Ars. P. 46—48 and 240-243, for the poet
does not refer to tone or rhythm, but rather to syntax and semantics: in his view, a poet can add distinction to his
style, ‘if a clever combination makes a familiar word new’ (notum si callida verbum reddiderit iunctura novum).
Cf. Brink (1971) 139. Yet, De Jonge (2019a) points out four striking parallels between the views of Dionysius
and Horace about word arrangement: both men stress the importance of commonplace words, clever skill,
metamorphosis and distinction.

> Schenkeveld (1975a) and Damon (1991) 4549 discuss the role of &\oyoc aicOnoic and the opposite notion of
the ‘rational criterion’ (Aoyucov kputfjplov) in Dionysius’ critical works. The importance of dAoyog aicOnoig was
also stressed by ol kpitikoi, who argued that the value of poetry was defined by the arrangement of the words,
and that the latter aspect was judged upon by the irrational judgment: see Pohl (1968) 145-159 and Janko (2000)
120-189. Following Geigenmiiller (1908) 34 and Nassal (1910) 37, Schenkeveld (1988) 304-305 convincingly
argues that tacitus sensus at De or. 3.195 and Orat. 203 is Cicero’s translation of dAoyog aicOnoic. On the
connection between Cicero’s ‘silent perception’ and Dionysius’ ‘irrational perception’, see section 4.3 n. 62.

% See e.g. Dion. Hal. Comp. 15.12, Cic. Orat. 150 and ibid. 163. In section 4.3 below, we will see that rough

arrangement was considered a disruption of the natural acoustic order.
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‘arrangement types’ (yopoktiipeg Thg ovvBécewg) is based on this distinction: ‘smooth
harmony’ (appovia yAagupd) consists largely of pleasing sounds, ‘rough harmony’ (dppovia
avotpd) is dominated by grating sounds, and ‘well-mixed harmony’ (dppovio edkpatog) is
an appropriate combination of the two opposite effects (section 3.2.1). In this chapter, we
will focus on the aesthetics of rough word arrangement, that is, on harsh, ear-jarring
compositions that produce vexing rhythms and dissonant successions of tones.

The significance of roughness in the Greek and Latin stylistic discourse can easily be
overlooked: scholars usually discuss the acoustic effects of word arrangement under such
headings as ‘euphony’ or the ‘cuphonist tradition’.® Yet, for a fuller understanding of the
ancient views of word arrangement, we should also pay close attention to roughness and
cacophony: if musicality is so important for the critics and rhetoricians in Rome, why do they
concern themselves so extensively with disharmonious sounds that offend their ears? To be
sure, roughness was not considered inherently vicious: when critics describe the acoustics of a
passage as jarring or painful, they are not necessarily condemning it. Indeed, we already saw
in the previous chapter that Dionysius associate rough word arrangement with such virtues as
‘beauty’ (kGAroc) and ‘grandeur’ (peyorompémneia), and we will see below that his Greek and
Roman colleagues also appreciate roughness in various ways and to various extents.” What is
more, we will see that roughness played a major role in the lively debate about classical style
in Rome: the production of harsh, grating sounds was sometimes seen as a means to echo,
almost in a literal sense, the crude acoustics of centuries-old prose or poetry (section 4.5.3).
Thus, rough composition could harness the sound of the Greek classics for the audiences in
Rome. Yet, the opinions about the appropriate application of this procedure varied. It is the

purpose of this chapter to outline the shared discourse on rough word arrangement and to shed

’ Dion. Hal. Comp. 21-24, Dem. 37-41. There appear to be close connections between Dionysius’ three types of
arrangement and similar systems attributed to musicians (in Demetr. Eloc. 176) and to ot kpitikoi (in Philod.
Poem. 5): in the latter two cases, a distinction is made between the adjectives ‘smooth’ (Aeloc), ‘rough’ (Tpay0g)
and ‘solid’, or ‘well-proportioned’ (evmaymng). See esp. Pohl (1968) 99-100, 149-153.

8 Cf. e.g. Janko (2000) 165-189 and Porter (2016) 239-245. Of course, classicists are not unaware of the ancient
appreciation of rough word arrangement. See e.g. Stanford (1967) 63—64: ‘A language, like an orchestra, needs
clashing, clanging, and thundering instruments as well as a lighter wood-wind group; and a versatile author will
need cacophonous sounds at times to express the harsher aspects of what he wants to say.” Yet, as far as I am
aware, the only study to date that focuses on the positive evaluation of roughness in ancient theories of word
arrangement is Rispoli (1998): cf. the present section below.

? See esp. section 3.2.1, table 6 above. On the connection between grandeur and roughness, see also section 4.5

below.
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light on the goals and motivations that underlie the diverse evaluations of harsh and clashing
combinations of words.

In exploring the Greek and Latin discourse on rough word arrangement, we can build
on several modern studies that touch on the ancient art of ‘composition’. Much work, for
instance, has been done on ancient theories of prose rhythm and on ancient views about

. . 10
periodic sentence structure.

Aldo Scaglione’s monograph The Classical Theory of
Composition will be of limited use for my purposes, as it exclusively tackles the ‘genuinely
syntactical aspects of style’, while glossing over the musical-aesthetic aspects, which in the
author’s view ‘have been studied extensively and rather satisfactorily’.'' Ironically, however,
the aural evaluation of word arrangement went on to receive considerable scholarly attention
in the decades following the publication of Scaglione’s book. From the frazzled remains of
Philodemus’ On Poems, for example, various classicists have been able to reconstruct the

views of a group of Hellenistic critics, referred to by Philodemus as o1 kpttikoi, who held that

the value of poetry consisted primarily in its acoustic quallities.12 In addition, scholars have

"% A good starting point for Latin theories of prose rhythm is Schmid (1959), who connects Cicero’s discussions
about the topic to Arist. Rh. 3.8-9. As for Greek theory, one may start from Dover (1997), who offers a scathing
review of the discussion in Dion. Hal. Comp. Gentili (1990) shows that Dionysius makes the abstract rules of
meter and rhythm concrete by connecting them to the principle of irrational perception (‘instintiva percezione
aurale’). Hutchinson (2013) 233-240 notes that the polemic about prose rhythm among Roman orators in
Cicero’s day is related to ‘the Hellenistic system of rhythm, started, it is said, by Hegesias’ and to the practice of
Greek declaimers in Rome. Concerning sentence structure, Innes (1994) has focused on Dionysius’ and
Longinus’ conceptions of the period and the colon, while Viljamaa (2003) has addressed Dionysius’ use of the
term colon and the comma. For good discussions of Dionysius’ use of linguistic and grammatical theories, see
Schenkeveld (1983) and esp. De Jonge (2008). For Latin views on sentence structure, see Lieberg (1956) on the
use of the term ‘structure’ (structura).

"' Scaglione (1972) 24. The author traces the history of the theory of word arrangement from Antiquity to the
present and, as a consequence, he is mostly interested in those aspects of the ancient discourse that have
influenced later English, French and Italian theories, not necessarily the aspects which were considered
paramount by the ancients themselves. This approach sometimes causes him to distort ancient notions by
conflating them with later ones: thus, Aristotle’s views on the period are fitted into those of Quintilian and even
equated with modern concepts. See the reviews of Winterbottom (1974) and Schenkeveld (1975b).

"2 Schenkeveld (1968) was the first to discuss Philodemus’ oi kptticoi as a unified school of aesthetic thought,
which focused on euphony and word arrangement. Porter (1995) reevaluates the material and shows that Crates
of Mallos was the main source of Philodemus’ information about oi kpitikoi: he concludes that Crates shared
their obsession with the acoustic qualities of poetry, although the critic considered them his opponents. Janko
(2000) 120-189 discusses the meaning of the term ot kpttikoi and links the various theses associated with them

to individual authors, such as Heracleodorus and Pausimachus of Miletus, whose names survive only in Philod.
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been successful in uncovering the connections between musical theory and literary criticism:
especially the discussions of melody and rhythm in the fragments of the Elements of Harmony
and the Elements of Rhythm by the Peripatetic philosopher Aristoxenus of Tarentum (born ca.
370-365 BC) touch on several themes and topics that went on to become central to the
discourse on word arrangement: both Dionysius and Cicero were familiar with his
musicological work."?

One theme that permeates the views of Aristoxenus, oi kpttikoi as well as the students
of word arrangement in Rome is the focus on sensory perception in the critical evaluation of
music, poetry and prose. James Porter has coined the helpful phrase ‘aesthetic materialism’,
which refers to a focus on the audible, visible and tactile aspects of art: by shifting our
attention from the dominant formalism and idealism of Plato and Aristotle to the ‘counter-
tradition’ of sensualism and materialism, Porter has been able to demonstrate the centrality of
perception and euphony throughout the history of Greek aesthetic thought.'* Another
recurring feature in ancient discussions about the acoustic effects of word arrangement is their
imitative aspect, which scholars have subsumed under various -categories, such as

‘expressiveness’, ‘onomatopoeia’, ‘mimesis’ and ‘iconism’."® Like ancient musicians, critics

Poem. See also Porter’s works listed in n. 14 below, which discuss the views of oi kpttucoi in the context of the
history of ancient aesthetic thought.

13 Both Aristox. Harm. and Rhythm. survive incompletely; for the former we have the edition of Da Rios (1954),
for the latter the editions of Pearson (1990) and Marchetti (2009). The extant data about the life and works of
Aristoxenus are presented by Marchetti (2009) 1-25. Dionysius (Comp. 14.2, Dem. 48.2) and Cicero (Tusc. 1.19,
1.24) both refer twice to Aristoxenus. According to Kroll (1907) 91-101, Dionysius knew the musical theories of
Aristoxenus through the work of Theophrastus. Koller (1954) 174-179, 193-202 traced the musical foundations
of the theory of word arrangement further back to Democritus and the Pythagoreans; cf. Porter (1986) on the
importance of atomism. Pohl (1968) links Dionysius’ theory of three harmonies to the musical doctrines of
Aristoxenus and to the euphonic views of ot kpitikoi. The latter group is central in the discussion of Janko
(2000) 173-189, who also summarizes the scholarly findings up to the end of the previous millennium. Recently,
Rocconi (2010) has discussed four points of contact between Aristoxenus and Dionysius, including their focus
on cOvBeoig and their attention to the relation between musical and conversational melody: cf. Barker (2014).

'* Porter (1986) presents materialist aesthetics as ‘a distinct counter-tradition, or else tendency, which
occasionally breaks through the surface of the canonical, idealist and formalist tradition of Plato and Aristotle’,
and which reaches its fullest known articulation in the lost works of ot xpttikoi, Dion. Hal. Comp. and Vitr. De
arch. With this in mind, Porter (2010) revisits the history of ancient aesthetics, and Porter (2016) reevaluates the
history of the sublime. Cf. also Porter (2001) on the sublime in Cicero, ot kpttikoi, Dionysius and Longinus.

"> A seminal study of mimesis in rhetorical theory and poetic criticism is Koller (1954), who stressed the

influence of the Pythagorean idea that song, music and dance could cleanse the soul through the expression of
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and rhetoricians (especially among the Greeks) advocated a correspondence between sound
and substance: tone and rhythm should imitate and hence reinforce the meaning of the words
(section 4.5.2). All in all, the art of word arrangement is a multifaceted subject, as Karin Pohl
and Casper de Jonge have emphasized in their studies of Dionysius’ monograph on the topic:
like many of his colleagues, the critic ‘incorporates views from all ancient language
disciplines that are relevant to the subject’.16 Lastly, I should mention the article by Gioia
Rispoli on ‘roughness of sound’ (dvcpwvia), which, like the present chapter, focuses on the
positive evaluation of harshness and cacophony.'’

Thus, the present study touches on various topics that have already been discussed in
previous scholarship. Nonetheless, focusing on roughness and dissonance, it aims to
contribute in two important ways to our understanding of the ancient theory of word
arrangement. First, while classicists have been mostly interested in identifying the origins of
the various doctrines that contribute to the discipline of word arrangement, I will adopt a
synchronic perspective: I will not be concerned, therefore, with identifying the various
sources of the critics and rhetoricians of Late-Republican and Augustan Rome, but I will
rather focus on the programs, preferences and ambitions that govern their discussions.
Secondly, this chapter will explore the relationship between Greek and Latin views on word

arrangement. As we will see, Roman rhetoricians were acutely aware of the Greek

‘ethos’ and ‘pathos’. In addition, Pohl (1968) 69-126 has connected several elements from Dion. Hal. Comp. to
a ‘Mimesis-Lehre’ that she attributes to Peripatetic musical theory, esp. Aristoxenus. Wilkinson (1963) 46-88
discusses the ‘expressiveness’ of words in Latin. See also Asmis (2004), who argues that oi kptricoi did not
separate euphony and meaning, as is usually thought, but that they in fact insisted that sound served to
emphasize substance. Calcante (2005a) presents a multidisciplinary approach to ‘iconism’, studying sources on
music, poetry, prose, philosophy of language and the psychology of perception. In line with the previous study,
Calcante (2005b) draws up a ‘system of euphony’, based predominantly on his readings of Dion. Hal. Comp. and
Pl. Cra. (mentioned at Comp. 16.4).

'® De Jonge (2008) 42-43. De Jonge rightly emphasizes Dionysius’ pragmatic approach to his sources: ‘We find
Dionysius selecting the workable ideas from different language sciences, while at the same time avoiding
elaborate discussions of technical details that are not useful for his intended audience.” Pohl (1968) offers a rich
study into Dionysius’ system of three types of arrangement: she distinguishes between three groups of sources,
namely musical, rhetorical and poetical theory. Due to this interdisciplinary application, it is all but impossible to
assign the individual notions associated with word arrangement to any single source or tradition: cf. the
discussion about Dionysius’ sources for his chapter on rhythm (Comp. 17) in De Jonge (2008) 341-342 n. 60.

' Rispoli (1998) takes Philod. Poem. as her starting point and notes that there are striking parallels with Demetr.
Eloc. and Dion. Hal. Comp., which she traces back to Greek musical doctrines on the connections between music

and speech. Unlike Rispoli’s diachronic approach, this chapter adopts a synchronic perspective to composition.
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achievements in the discipline (section 4.2), and they applied similar theories, techniques and
terminology as their Greek colleagues (sections 4.3 and 4.4). Yet, there is notable variation
among the extant evaluations of rough word arrangement (section 4.5): these differences can
sometimes be attributed to ad hoc writing purposes and individual tastes, but we will also see

that Roman ears did not appreciate roughness in the same way as Greek ears.

4.2 Word Arrangement: a Greek Discipline in Rome
There is a major difference between Greek and Roman attitudes to rough word arrangement,
which goes back to the second century BC: it is, thus, as old as our record of word
arrangement in Rome. In 168 BC, the Pergamese grammarian and critic Crates of Mallos is
reported to have visited the city as an envoy of the Attalid court: during his stay, he allegedly
fell into a sewage hole near the Palatine, broke his leg and spent his recovery giving lectures
about grammar and literary criticism.'® According to Suetonius, Crates, whose many interests
included word arrangement and euphony, inspired Romans to read, emend and annotate Latin
poetry, initially only the poems written by their friends, but later also the verses of Naevius,
Ennius and Lucilius." I have included this quaint anecdote not in order to prove that there
was no study of euphony or word arrangement in Rome before Crates’ visit, but rather to
illustrate the widely shared sentiment among Romans that they inherited their literary wisdom
from the Greeks.?® In this section, we will see that Roman scholars stressed their indebtedness
to their Greek predecessors, all the more emphatically, in discussions of word arrangement. In
fact, various Latin sources present the careful arrangement of words as a quintessentially
Greek activity, to the extent that it might even be awkward for Romans to create smooth,

euphonious collocations.

'® The story about Crates’ visit to Rome can be found in Suet. Gramm. 2.1-4, who dates the embassy shortly
after Ennius’ demise (169 BC): on the textual problems of the passage, see Vacher (1993) 40 n. 3. According to
Suetonius, Crates ‘was the first to introduce the study of grammar to the city’ (primus studium grammaticae in
urbem instituit). Lehmann (2004) focuses on the passage as a source for the beginning of criticism in Rome.

' Suetonius refers to three philological activities that the Romans learnt from Crates, i.e. ‘reading’ (legere),
‘emending’ (retractare) and making ‘annotations’ (commentarii). See Lehmann (2004) 151-162, who explores
the Roman critical activities with respect to Naevius, Ennius and Lucilius in the second century BC. For Crates’
intellectual accomplishments, see Pfeiffer (1968) 235-238. For Crates’ critical views about arrangement and
euphony, and his role in Phil. Poem., see Janko (2000) 120-134.

0 Cf. section 3.3 above on the Athenian embassy of 155 BC and the introduction of the three styles in Rome.
Blaensdorf (1994) 8-10 has shown that already in the early second century BC (well before Crates’ visit) the

Romans adopted critical approaches to legal and religious texts.
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The fragments of the satirist Lucilius are the earliest extant Latin sources on word
arrangement. The poet was well-versed in the Greek terminology of acoustic criticism: he
classified sonorous words as ‘euphonious’ (edpwva) and he submitted that individual letters
could be ‘combined in an ugly way’ (kaxoovvOeta).”! We also have a couplet of hexameters
that mock the word arrangement of the orator and infamous hellenomaniac T. Albucius. In
120 BC, Albucius filed an unsuccessful lawsuit against the praetor Q. Mucius Scaevola, in
whose mouth Lucilius, in his second book of Satires, placed the following insult at the

expense of Albucius:*

Quam lepide AéCeic compostae ut tesserulae omnes

arte pavimento atque emblemate vermiculato.

How pleasantly les mots are joined together, like little cubes

all artfully inlaid in a worm-like mosaic floor.

The point of these verses is that Albucius shows himself a true Greek (which is not a good
thing in Scaevola’s book) by indulging in a fundamentally Greek activity: he arranges his
words neatly into an intricate, overelaborate design.”> Architectural imagery is common in

ancient discussions of word arrangement: while overly smooth combinations are like the

! See Janko (2000) 176: Lucilius ‘knew a complete theory of covsoic’. Lucil. fr. 1188 Krenkel (= fr. 418
Warmington): the text refers to ‘words that are more sonorous’ (quae verba magis sonantia sunt), and ‘which
Lucilius calls euphonious’ (quae Lucilius ebpwva appellat). Lucil. fr. 367-368 Krenkel (= fr. 389-390
Warmington): the letter r is inherently ugly, even if it is not ‘combined in an ugly way’ (kaxocvvOetov) or
pronounced ‘in dog-language’ (canina lingua). The word xaxoobOvBetog is frequent in scholia, e.g. on Eur. Or.
674, Hec. 801, Ar. Vesp. 818. For Lucilius’ statements on euphony, cf. also Lucil. fr. 366 Krenkel (on the letter
q), fr. 369-370 Krenkel (on the letter s).

 Lucil. fr. 74-75 Krenkel (= fr. 84-85 Warmington), my translation; French words to express Albucius’
affectation are standard in English translations, cf. Warmington (1938) 29. For the altercation between Albucius
and Scaevola, cf. Gruen (1992) 257-258, 290-291 on Cic. De or. 2.281, 3.171; Brut. 102, 113; Fin. 1.8.

= For this point, see Chahoud (2004) 31-37, who shows that Lucilius’ incorporation of Greek (code-switching)
serves to underline an important social rule: ‘The Romans must behave like Romans and speak like Romans,
unless they aim to be laughed at, and deservingly so.” Butler (2011) 39-42 focuses on the ‘worm-like’
(vermiculatus) appearance of the mosaic (cf. the modern architectural term opus vermiculatum): ‘From close by,
the array of wriggling lines can indeed (with a little imagination) resemble a bed of worms.” Yet, ‘any viewer
need only move closer and the illusion dissolves’: thus, under careful scrutiny, the ‘worm-like’ style of verbal

arrangement falls short. Lucilius imitates Albucius’ smooth arrangement through a series of four elisions.
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cubes in a mosaic floor, rough combinations can be compared to the crudely cut building
blocks of a rugged structure. In Dionysius’ words, rough harmony ‘does not mind admitting
harsh and dissonant collocations, like blocks of natural stone laid together in building, with
their sides not cut square or polished smooth, but remaining unworked and rough-hewn’.**
Lucilius does not refer to such an uneven, jagged edifice, but rather to a sleek, well-fitting
structure: he presents the view that an immaculately smooth arrangement is unbefitting a true
Roman. His satirical objections are cited with approval by Cicero, who condemns Albucius’
labor as ‘both endless and silly’ (cum infinitus tum puerilis), and by Quintilian, who compares
the philhellene orator to a rider who kills the passion of his fiery horse by forcing it to
perform a dainty dance routine.”

The idea that neatly ordered words are typical for Greek prose practice persists in
Latin texts of the first centuries BC and AD. The Roman rhetoricians do not even exhibit a
coherent Latin terminology for the topic of arrangement: Rhetorica ad Herennium and
Quintilian use compositio, while Cicero uses collocatio in his Orator, although he had simply
subsumed the topic under the category of ‘periodic structure’ (continuatio verborum) in De
Oratore. To complicate matters even further, in Cicero’s discussions the terms collocatio and
compositio sometimes denote a subtopic (and not the whole subject) of word arrangement,
namely the combining of final syllables with the subsequent initial syllables, for which

T . 26 . . . .
Quintilian uses iunctura.” On several occasions, Cicero presents Latin technical terms

* Dion. Hal. Comp. 22.2: Tpayeiog 1€ xpficOar morhoydi kol dvitumolg Taig cuuPoraig ovdev adtfi Stopépet, olot
yivovtol tdv Aoyddnv cvvilBepévov v oikodopiong AMbmv ol pui edydviot kai pn cvveEeopévar Paoeis, apyoi 6¢
Twveg kol avtooyédiot. This passage is discussed at length by De Jonge (2008) 204-213, with respect to
Dionysius’ grammatical theory of the parts of speech. For the comparison between word arrangement and
architecture in Greek and Latin stylistic theory, see De Jonge (2008) 186-204, who adduces examples from
Demetr., Philod., Dion. Hal., Long., Cic. and Quint. Cf. esp. Demetr. Eloc. 13, where the periodic style is
compared to a well-fitted edifice, while ‘the clauses of the disjointed style (resemble) stones which are simply
thrown about near one another and not built into a structure’ (td 8¢ tfig dStedeAvpévng Epunveiog deppLupévolg
minciov Aifoig povov kai ov ocvykewévoig). De Jonge (2016) 64—65 points out similarities between Dion. Hal.
and Vitruv. De arch. (e.g. 1.2.2: apta conlocatio).

¥ Cic. De or. 3.171, Brut. 274, Orat. 149. Quint. Inst. orat. 9.4.113: “Will not his passion cool and his energy
flag, just as showy riders spoil the free movement of their horses by forcing them to a mincing gait?’ (nonne
ergo refrigeretur sic calor et impetus pereat, ut equorum cursum delicati minutis passibus frangunt?). MacPhail
(2014) 92-115 devotes a chapter to the comparison between mosaic and text in Antiquity (Lucil., Cic., Quint.)
and in Renaissance literature. Plin. NH 36.185 also quotes Lucilius’ verse in a his discussion of mosaic styles.

6 Compositio and collocatio are obvious translations of the Greek word chvOeoig: they denote the entire topic of

word arrangement at e.g. Rhet. Her. 4.18, Cic. Orat. 234, Quint. Inst. orat. 9.4.1. The word compositio is used by
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explicitly as translations from the Greek: he discusses, for instance, ‘that rounded form of
expression, which the Greeks call the mepiodog, and to which we apply the term ambitus,
comprehensio, continuatio or circumscriptio’. Similarly, he refers to the phrases that make up
the period as ‘those forms which, as the Greeks call them k6éppato and k®dAa, we might
properly call incisa and membra’. In addition, he does not introduce the Latin word for
rhythm (numerus) without mentioning the Greek word (pvOudc) as well: the Latin probably
reflects Aristotle’s association of rhythm with ‘number’ ((’)Lpteu(')g).27 Such explicit translations
can still be found in Quintilian’s discussion of word arrangement:*® thus, despite their own
sizeable achievements on the topic, the Romans continued to emphasize its Greekness.

As a result of this general attitude, Roman rhetoricians often display a distinct unease,
when they launch into a discussion about the intricacies of word arrangement. The short
passage about the topic in Rhetorica ad Herennium, for instance, is limited to a list of six
don’ts: the orator is advised to avoid frequent hiatus, alliteration, polyptoton, homoeoptoton,
hyperbaton and long periods.” In Cicero’s De oratore, the protagonist Crassus is constantly

on his guard, lest he be denounced as ‘some idle and jabbering little Greek’ (aliqui Graeculus

Cic. Orat. 201 to refer to the first of three tasks of word arrangement, namely to make sure ‘that final syllables
may fit the following initial syllables as neatly as possible’ (ut inter se quam aptissime cohaereant extrema cum
primis eaque sint quam suavissimis vocibus): this same topic is called collocatio in Cic. De or. 3.171, and
iunctura in Quint. Inst. orat. 9.4.32. For continuatio (the heading of the section on word arrangement in Cic. De
or. 3.171) as Cicero’s translation of mepiodog, see n. 27 below. Cf. also section 4.4 n. 63—-65 below for the Greek
and Latin divisions of the subject of word arrangement.

Y Cic. Orat. 204: In toto circuitu illo orationis, quem Graeci Tepiodov, nos tum ambitum, tum circuitum, tum
comprehensionem aut continuationem aut circumscriptionem dicimus. Ibid. 211: Illa quae nescio cur, cum
Graeci koppata et K®@Ao nominent, nos non recte incisa et membra dicimus. 1bid. 170: Numerus Latine, Graece
poBuog. Cf. Arist. Rh. 3.8.1-3: ‘Now all things are limited by number, and the number belonging to the form of
diction is rhythm’ (mepaivetar 8¢ apOu@d mavto 6 8¢ Tod oypatog Tig Aégewg apBpog pubuog €otv). Transl.
Kennedy (1991). According to Formarier (2013), the word numerus allows Cicero to stress the huge variety of
the possible rhythmical combinations in prose. For other explicit Latin translations of Greek terms, cf. Orat. 134
(xapaktnp, forma ipsa), ibid. 166 (avtifeta, contraria) and ibid. 181 (oynuata, quasi formae et lumina).

28 Quint. Inst. orat. 9.4.22 (xéupa, incisum; k®Aov, membrum; mepiodog, ambitus, circumductus, continuatio,
conclusio), 9.4.36 (cuvaleai, coeuntes litterae) and 9.4.45 (pvOuode, numerus; pétpov, dimensio quaedam).

* Rhet. Her. 4.18. The author does not use the Greek or Latin technical terminology, but he rather gives
descriptions, e.g., ‘excessive recurrence of the same letter’ (eiusdem litterae nimia adsiduitas) for alliteration,
‘excessive repetition of the same word’ (eiusdem verbi adsiduitas nimia) for polyptoton, and ‘series of words
with like case endings’ (similter cadentia verba) for homoeoptoton. Cf. ibid. 4.10 and Calboli (1959) 305-306.
The author illustrates his discussion with citations, some of which can be assigned to Ennius, e.g. o Tite, tute,

Tati, tibi tanta, tyranne, tulisti. On (the absence of) hiatus in Latin according to Cicero, see section 4.5.1 below.
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otiosus et loquax):30 he commends Lucilius’ verses for their humor, but he adds that ‘it is
nevertheless important to pay attention to this matter of verbal arralngement’.31 In his Orator,
Cicero attaches a long preface to his discussion of word arrangement, which serves as an
apology for his engagement with this high-brow, technical activity: ‘I am going to speak
about the arrangement of words and almost about the counting and measuring of syllables.’
He presents the theoretical nature of this exercise as unusual for a Roman: ‘I am inclined to
think that most Roman orators had more talent than instruction (doctrina); consequently they
were better able to speak than to lay down precepts (praecipere), but with us perhaps just the
contrary is true.”>” The activity of teaching was, of course, seen as a Greek specialty, but as
Cicero submits, it is the only thing left to do for a retired orator and scholar like himself.>
Cicero is aware, then, that devoting half of his Orator to the intricacies of word
arrangement might be suspect. Yet, he makes an elaborate case for its study, claiming that it
helps create a style that is ‘smooth’ (levis), ‘pleasant’ (suavis) and appealing to the ‘pleasure
of the ears’ (voluptas aurium).** By doing so, Cicero defends his own oratorical legacy

against the attacks of his opponents. Specifically, his oratory was censured for its obtrusive

% Cic. De or. 1.102. See Wisse (2002) 334-341 on the relation between the portrayal of Greek learning in De or.
and the contemporary spectrum of Roman attitudes to Greek culture: ‘It was clearly important to Cicero at this
point to counter the possible impression that Crassus’ mastery of Greek intellectual subjects made him “un-
Roman”, and to leave no doubt that admiration of Greek intellectual accomplishments did not stand in the way of
healthy feelings of Roman superiority.’

3! Cic. De or. 3.172: Sed est tamen haec conlocatio conservanda verborum. Transl. May and Wisse (2001). The
word conlocatio refers exclusively to the activity of combining final syllables with subsequent initial syllables:
cf. n. 26 above. Crassus not only quotes Scaevola’s remarks about Albucius’ mosaic-like arrangement (Lucil. fr.
74-T75 Krenkel = fr. 84-85 Warmington), but also a reference by Scaevola to Crassus himself (Lucil. fr. 76
Krenkel = fr. 86 Warmington): ‘I have Crassus as a son-in-law, so don’t be too much of an orateur’ (Crassum
habeo generum, ne pnropikwtepog sis). At De or. 171, Crassus takes this to mean that his own style of word
arrangement is to be preferred over the Albucius’ philhellenic style.

32 Cic. Orat. 140-148. See esp. 147: De verbis enim componendis et de syllabis propemodum dinumerandis et
demetiendis loquemur. 1bid. 143: Atque haud scio an plerique nostrorum oratorum ingenio plus valuerint quam
doctrina; itaque illi dicere melius quam praecipere, nos contra fortasse possumus.

¥ Cicero refers to his lifelong engagement with literary studies (Orat. 146) and his current ofium (ibid. 148) as
excuses for taking up the technical study of word arrangement. Dugan (2005) 253-267 relates Cicero’s apology
at Orat. 140-148 to an intellectual context (the abolition of the tirocinium fori), a personal context (his
friendship with Brutus) and a political context (the dictatorship of Caesar). I do not agree with Dugan that
Cicero’s turn to private teaching springs from his resignation to the loss of the Republic: cf. section 5.5.1.

3* For Cicero’s emphasis on aural satisfaction (voluptas aurium), see e.g. De or. 3.177, 3.180; Orat. 159, 198,

203, 208, 237. Cf. section 4.4 below on the Latin terminology for rough and smooth arrangement.
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and affected rhythms by Calvus and the so-called ‘Atticists’: ‘It seems too much like a trick to
catch the ear, if the orator in the midst of his speech is hunting for rhythms. Relying on this
objection, those terrible men themselves deliver broken and choppy sentences and upbraid
those who produce rounded and finished periods.”® Cicero’s focus on smooth composition
remained controversial after his death: the phrase esse videatur (i.e., a paean followed by a
spondee) became a symbol for Cicero’s excessive fondness for rhythmical cadences.*® Even
Quintilian criticizes his hero on this issue, expressing his own predilection for roughness over
smoothness: ‘In general, however, if I had to choose, I should prefer the arrangement to be
hard and harsh rather than effeminate and emasculated, such as the kind we see in many
writers (and more and more day by day), that dances to the lascivious tunes of the castanet.”’

Thus, we may conclude that among Roman authors in Late-Republican and Early-
Imperial Rome rough, unwrought collocations generally landed on sympathetic ears, while
smooth, carefully arranged words were mistrusted: for this reason, Cicero’s project
advocating a meticulous study of euphony and word order required a lengthy preamble. Greek
critics, conversely, could make more confident statements about the importance of
arrangement. According to Dionysius, for instance, ‘this is what makes the essential

difference between one poet or orator and another—the dexterity with which they arranged

3 Cic. Orat. 170: Nimis enim insidiarum ad capiendas auris adhiberi videtur, si etiam in dicendo numeri ab
oratore quaeruntur. Hoc freti isti et ipsi infracta et amputata locuntur et eos vituperant qui apta et finita
pronuntiant. For the views of Calvus and the Atticists, see section 3.4 above and esp. sections 5.2 and 5.6 below.
% The phrase is criticized by Quint. Inst. orat. 9.4.73, 9.4.145 (the conclusion of the ninth book, which closes on
the words esse videantur, a playful jibe at Cicero) and 10.2.18. Tac. Dial. 23.1 has Aper refer to the phrase as the
‘tag which he tacks on as a meaningless catchphrase in every second sentence throughout his speeches’ (illud
tertio quoque sensu in omnibus orationibus pro sententia positum). Zielinski (1904) lists the rhythmical pattern
of esse videatur (— v v v — —) as a variation of Cicero’s first ‘Hauptform’, i.e., — v — — x with the second
long syllable resolved. It seems, however, that neither esse videatur nor phrases with the same pattern (e.g.,
posse videamur) was unduly common in Cicero’s speeches: Powell (2013) 59—65. The use of meaningless patch-
words was associated with (overly) smooth word arrangement in ancient stylistic theory: see Sluiter (1997) 238—
244 with e.g. Cic. Orat. 230, Demetr. Eloc. 55-58, and Dion. Hal. Comp. 22.5.

7 Quint. Inst. orat. 9.4.142: In universum autem, si sit necesse, duram potius atque asperam compositionem
malim esse quam effeminatam et enervem, qualis apud multos, et cotidie magis, lascivissimis syntonorum modis
saltat. Quintilian hesitantly announces his deviation from Cicero at the beginning of his chapter on word
arrangement (Inst. orat. 9.4.1): ‘On some points I may express a slightly different opinion’ (in quibusdam
paulum fortasse dissentiam). Formarier (2013) shows that Quint. Inst. orat. 9.4.53-55, unlike Cic. Orat., avoids
the charge of confusing oratory with music by distinguishing explicitly between oratorical oratorical rhythm

(which he calls numerus) and musical thythm (which he calls rhythmos).
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their words’.*® Similar views are attributed to oi kpttikoi by Philodemus: ‘The best poets rise
to the first rank and they alone endure on no other account than the sounds.”* In Demetrius’
On Style, acoustic word arrangement is arguably presented as the most important aspect of
prose style: concerning Thucydides, for instance, the author says that ‘while he has the full
range of grandeur, it is perhaps this power of verbal arrangement which alone or chiefly
secures his greatest grandeur’ A0 Longinus’ On the Sublime, lastly, lists composition as the
last, but not the least, source of the sublime, ‘affecting not only the ears but the very soul’
and, if used successfully, ‘winning a complete mastery over our minds’.*!

All of this does not mean that there was a complete agreement among Greek critics
about the importance of careful word arrangement. Philodemus, for one, deprecates the

attention paid to euphony and arrangement by oi kpitikoi, claiming that poetry and prose

should please the intellect rather than the ear.*” In On the Arrangement of Words and On

% Dion. Hal. Comp. 4.13: Kai 100" v oxeddv & péioto Staddrtet TOWTAG T€ TONTOD KOl PHTOP PTOPOC, TO
cuvtiBévar de&1dg Ta dvopata. Dionysius compares the function of word arrangement in style to the role that the
goddess Athena plays in Hom. Od., having the ability to change the appearance of Odysseus in whatever way
she wishes: see section 2.4.3 n. 145 and section 3.5 n. 138 above.

* Philod. Poem. 1 col. 83.11-14 Janko: Oi dyofoi montoi map’ ovdev §AAo mpoTedovsiv Te Kol pdvol
Sdwpévovoy §j mapd tovg fxovs. The text refers to euphony, not to arrangement, which may be relevant, as the
two topics were sometimes carefully distinguished in Hellenistic poetic criticism. See e.g. Philod. Poem. 5 col.
24.27-31 Mangoni: ‘Crates misunderstands the views of Heracleodorus and those who share them; for they
praise not the arrangement, but the sound which supervenes upon it’ (dmotvyydver Toryopodv Ti|g
‘HpokAe10ddpov Kol TdvV 0poimv 60ENG 0¥ yap TV cuVOEsLY, GALD TV EMQAVOUEVIV AOT] QOVTV ET0VODGL).
This distinction between euphony and arrangement is particular to Hellenistic criticism and is, thus, not relevant
for our understanding of the sources discussed in this dissertation: see Porter (2016) 241 n. 161.

* Demetr. Eloc. 40: Kwvdvvevel 1@ avdpi 10010 movtodamod Evrog tod peyodmpenodg abtn 1 ouvleoig povn
péAiota teputotely o péyiotov. Word arrangement is discussed on numerous occasions throughout the treatise
(cf. section 4.1 n. 4 above): the author not only describes the characteristics of word arrangement in each of the
four styles, but he also opens his treatise with a long preface on periodic sentence structure (ibid. 1-35).

*' Long. Subl. 39.3: Tiic yoxfic avtiig, ovyi Tiic dKofig povng pantopévav. Ibid.: Tavroing Hudv Tig Stavoiag
émpatodoav. At Subl. 8, the author introduces arrangement as the activity, ‘which gives form to all sources
already mentioned’ (cvyxieiovoa ta mpo Eovthic Gmavta). On the magical powers of word arrangement
according to Longinus (and Dionysius), see De Jonge (2008) 332-340 and De Jonge (2012a) 291-292.

* Positive articulations of Philodemus’ own views in Poem. are scarce: yet, Philod. Poem. 5 col. 23.26-24.11
Mangoni stresses the importance of ‘reason’ (Adyog) and ‘thought’ (Sidvoiwr) in the evaluation of poetry.
Philodemus’ objections to the emphasis on aural perception are not limited to poetic criticism: in Rhet. 4 col.
2.2-10 p. 163 Sudhaus, Philodemus attacks a group of ‘sophists’ (copiotai) who ‘reduce’ the matter of hiatus ‘to

the pleasure and displeasure of the ear’ (mpog v tijg dofig dovIv Kai amdioy avaeépovoty).
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Demosthenes, Dionysius feels the need to defend the careful attention that his favorite orator
paid to the topic. One of the arguments that he makes in favor of Demosthenes refers to the
necessity to look after the details, when discussing important matters: ‘It appears to me far
more appropriate in a man who is composing political speeches which are to be permanent
memorials to his powers, that he should not ignore even the smallest details, than it is for
painters and engravers, who display their manual skills and industry upon perishable
materials, to exhaust the refinements of their artistry on fine veins, young plumage, the first
beard’s down and minute details of a similar character.”*® This passage responds to the early
detractors of Demosthenes, such as Aeschines and Demetrius of Phalerum, who objected to
the orator’s verbal trickery.44 Yet, Dionysius’ words also call to mind Cicero’s ‘counting and
measuring of syllables’: Dionysius’ defense of Demosthenes’ carefully arranged words may
serve to convince his skeptical Roman audience, in the first place his student Rufus Metilius,
of the importance of the art of verbal composition.*’

This section has pointed out a fundamental difference of approach between Latin and
Greek discussions of word arrangement. For the Romans, the topic was generally considered a
prerogative of Greek scholarship: as a result, the Roman orator whose tones and rhythms were
perceived as smooth, could be denounced for spending too much time on an un-Roman,
unmanly activity. Greek critics, such as Demetrius, Dionysius and Longinus, on the other
hand, did not hesitate to ascribe tremendous powers to the art of arrangement, whether the
words be ordered smoothly or roughly. As we will see below, this basic distinction between

Greeks and Romans is reflected in their respective discussions about the stylistic applications

* Dion. Hal. Comp. 25.29-44, Dem. 51.2—6. See esp. Comp. 25.35: TIoAb 1€ yop pdAlov &poi Sokel TPOCHKEY
avopl kataokevAlovtt AOYOVg TOMTIKOVG pvnueio TG €0vToD SVVANE®DS aidVio. PNdevog TV EAoyictv
oOMywpElv, 1| Loypdoov Te Kol TopeLTdV Tatciv, &v VAT eBopTi] XepdV €00TOYI0G Kol TOVOLS VITOSEIKVOUEVOLS,
mepl 10 AEPLa Kol T TTTiha Kol TOV gvoDV Kol TaG TolanTag pikporoyiog katotpifew tig téyvng v axpifetav.

* Aeschines accused Demosthenes of deceiving his audience through the arrangement of his words (Aeschin.
Ctes. 142) and by exploiting the tone of his voice (ibid. 210). Cf. Dion. Hal. Dem. 35 for additional criticisms in
Aeschin. Fals. leg. 34, 40. According to Porter (2010) 319-322, ‘there seems to have existed already by this time
a kind of theoretical reflection on the subject to which Dionysius of Halicarnassus, possibly in imitation, would
later devote a treatise—using the same phrase as is found in Aeschines (and nowhere else earlier) for his title and
in his writings.” Indeed, Aeschin. Ctes. 142 has v t@v ovopdtov covbeoty, cf. Anaximenes Rh. Al 22.8, 25.1,
25.3-4. Other criticisms of Demosthenes’ focus on style can be found in Demetrius of Phalerum (fr. 162, 169
Wehrli), Hieronymus of Rhodes (fr. 52a Wehrli) and other sources, listed by Marchiori in Donadi and Marchiori
(2013) 383 n. 34. Cf. section 2.3.1 above on the Hellenistic reception of Demosthenes.

* Cic. Orat. 147. On the possibility that Dionysius reacts to his Roman coevals, see also section 4.5.1 below.
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of roughness (section 4.5). First, however, I will argue that despite their differences Greek and

Roman critics still participated in a shared discourse on word arrangement.

4.3 The Universal Law of Arrangement and the Judgment of the Ear

How do the ancient critics and rhetoricians distinguish between smooth and rough
arrangements? Why, for instance, does Dionysius describe the opening line of Thucydides,
beginning with the words @ovkvdidng ABnvaiog Euvéypaye, as ear-jarring? And why does
Cicero insist that a sentence by C. Gracchus, ending on the words qui improbos probet, is
harsh-sounding?*® As we will see, roughness and smoothness were not regarded as matters of
personal taste: Cicero, Dionysius and their colleagues subscribe to the thesis that there exists a
universal law of nature for combining sounds. This law forms the backbone of the joint
theoretical framework on which the extant Greek and Latin discussions of word arrangement
are built: collocations that abide by the universal law are classified as pleasant and smooth,
while those that transgress against it are considered vexing and rough. On the basis of their
shared understanding of nature’s dictates, the authors generally agree on the sources for
roughness: hence, as we will see later, the same basic rules for creating harsh, unpleasant
compositions are applied to Greek and Latin literature alike (section 4.4).

There are three essential aspects of the natural law of arrangement that we should take
into consideration. These three components, or rules, do not merely recur frequently in
rhetorical theory and literary criticism, but they are deeply ingrained in ancient thought about
the properties of ‘articulate sound’ (pwvr, vox): as such, they are core features in many fields

of knowledge, including music, rhythm, meter, grammar and the philosophy of 1anguage.47

* Dion. Hal. Comp. 22.37 on Thuc. 1.1.1; Cic. Orat. 233 on C. Gracchus fr. 48.24 Malcovati. The latter
fragment is taken from Gracchus’ speech from 124 BC before the censors, defending himself against the charge
of dereliction of duty by leaving his post as governor of Sardinia: cf. Plut. Gracch. 2-3. The full quote runs as
follows: ‘It is inevitable that the man who approves of the wicked will disapprove of the good’ (abesse not potest
quin eiusdem hominis sit probos improbare qui improbos probet). Cicero claims that the sentence would be
‘better fitted’ (aptius), if it had ended on the words qui improbos probet probos improbare. See the present
section below.

*7 On the interdisciplinary approach to word arrangement, see section 4.1 above. For the opposition between
‘articulate sound’ (povn) and ‘inarticulate sound’ (yo¢oc), see Ax (1978). On the concept of @wv1 in rhetoric
and related disciplines, see e.g. Schenkeveld (1990), who outlines the structure and influence of Stoic theories on
the voice; Porter (2010) 308—404, who discusses the role of the voice in materialist aesthetics; and Schulz (2014)
351-376, who exposes the connections between rhetorical theories on the voice (esp. concerning delivery, or

vmokpiow/actio) and other sciences, such as grammar, drama, philosophy, music and medicine.

161



CHAPTER FOUR

1. The universal law of arrangement posits that in composing a piece of music, poem or
prose text not just any sound-unit can be placed after just any other, but rather that
there are certain unchangeable rules, ordained by ‘nature’ (@¥o1ig, natura), that limit
the number of possible combinations.

2. This law of nature is firmly entrenched in the human consciousness: all human beings
possess the innate ability to distinguish between acoustic combinations that follow the
natural law and those that break it. This ability does not depend on education, training
or logical consideration, but rather on subconscious intuition: everyone can judge
combinations of sound on the basis of their ‘irrational perception’ (dAoyog aicOnoig,
tacitus sensus).

3. This instinctive faculty is equally strong in experts and in laymen: both groups can
establish whether a given combination is in accordance with the universal law or not.
Only experts, however, can explain why a given combination follows or violates the
dictates of nature. They do so by breaking down the composition into its primary,
indivisible ‘elements’ (ctoyeia, elementa) that form the building blocks of any

articulate utterance in music, poetry and prose.

The search for elementary sound-units (ctoyyeia) is an inherent feature of ancient Greek
thought about language and sound.*® For most grammarians the primary elements are the
individual letters (ypaupota), which can be combined into syllables and words. Rhythmicians
and metricians, however, divide the composition into periods of time (ypdvotr), which form
feet and verses. In musical theory, lastly, the arrangements can be broken down into such

elements as notes (pOdyyor) and their intervals (Staotfpata), which build scales and chords.”

* Porter (2010) 213-239 shows that the concept of elements (ctotygie) not only plays an important role in
theories about physics and metaphysics, but also in ancient analyses of music, poetry and prose: ‘Atoms, the
building blocks of the universe (its stoicheia), lie beneath the threshold of sensation; joined together in
compounds (suntheseis) they produce visible phenomena: sounds, colors, smells, and so on.” It follows that
every human being can perceive and evaluate the compounds, but the study of their constituent elements is the
exclusive prerogative of expert scholars.

* See Koller (1955) for an overview of the different meanings of the term ototygiov in Greek theories of
language and music. In grammatical contexts, the words octoyeiov and ypdupo are often not clearly
distinguished from each other, though sometimes they carry different meanings: cf. Sluiter (1990) 44 n. 19.
Furthermore, note that the two partially surviving Aristoxenean treatises on music are called Elements of
Harmony (Appovika ototyeie) and Elements of Rhythm (PuBukd otoygio): for the harmonic elements, see esp.

Aristox. Harm. 27.22-32 (quoted below); for the rhythmic elements, see esp. Aristox. Rhythm. 2.11, Aristid.

162



OFFENDING THE EARS

Although the rough material is different across the various sciences, the natural law of
arrangement does not change. In his Elements of Harmony, the musical expert Aristoxenus
puts forward this point quite elegantly with respect to combining letters and musical notes: ‘In
speaking, it is natural (¢pvoel) for the voice, in each syllable, to place some one of the letters
first, others second, third and fourth, and so on for the other numbers. It does not place just
any letter after any other: rather, there is a kind of natural growth in the process of putting
together (TowaOTn TIC PLOIKT AVENCIG THG ovvBEésemc). In singing, similarly, when the voice
places intervals and notes in succession, it appears to maintain a natural principle of
combination (puotkn Ti¢ suvBeoic), and not to sing every interval after every other.””
Aristoxenus’ ‘natural principle of combination’ (i.e., rule 1 listed above) also applies
to the art of word arrangement in poetry and prose. In critical and rhetorical theory, however,
individual words are identified as the elementary building blocks: in On the Arrangement of
Words, Dionysius aptly calls the parts of speech the ‘elements of discourse’ (ototyeia TG
kéiswq).ﬂ According to Dionysius, the putting together of words is quite similar to
composing music: ‘The science of civic oratory is, after all, a kind of musical science
(novowkn tic), differing from vocal and instrumental music in degree, not in kind. In oratory
as in music, the phrases possess melody, rhythm, variety and appropriateness; so that here too
the ear delights in the melodies, is stirred by the rhythms, welcomes the variations, and all the

time desires what is appropriate to the occasion. The distinction is simply one of degree.”**

Quint. Inst. orat. 1.14. Vollgraff (1949) discusses the early attestations of the Latin word elementum as a
translation of ototygiov.

%% Aristox. Harm. 27.22-32: Kai yop &v 10 ddéyecOon gooet 1| goviy kad’ éxdotny tdv EvALBOY TpdTOV TL
Kol 0gVTEPOV TAV YPOUUATOV TiONGL Kol TpiTov Kol TETAPTOV KOl KOTO TOVG AOToVS Aptfovg mcodtmg, o0 Tav
petd mav, GAA’ E0TL TOlOTN TIC PUOIKT 0bENCIG ThG cVVOECE®C. TOPUTANGI®G 6¢ Kol £V T LeA®OETV Eolcev M
@OV TBEVaAL KATA GUVEYELOY TA TE SLOCTAUATA Kol TOVG POOYYOLS PUGIKNAY Tva ohvVOESY dlapuAdTTovsa, 00
oV peta mav dtotnua pedwdodoa. Transl. Porter (2010). See also Pl. Soph. 253a—b, Aristox. Harm. 37.4—6 and
Rhythm. 2.8, 4.27-30 make similar points. Cf. the discussion in Rocconi (2010) 180-181, who signals parallels
between the passage quoted above and Dion. Hal. Comp. 11.8-10, quoted below.

> Dion. Hal. Comp. 2.1. According to De Jonge (2008) 51, Dionysius combines the Stoic phrase ‘elements of
language’ (otoyyela Adyov) with a rhetorical approach to language as expression (AEELG).

>2 Dion. Hal. Comp. 11.13-14: Movouc) yép Tig fiv kai 1} Tdv moMTikdv Adyov Emothun 1@ 166 SteAldrtovsa
g &v @duilg kai Opydvolg, ovyl T@ moud. kol yap &v tavtn kol péhog Eyovowv ai AéEelg kail PpubBpov kai
petofoAny Kol Tpémov, Hote Kol £l TavTng 1 GKOT TEPTETAL LEV TOIG HLEAESLY, dyeTan O& Tolg pLONOTG, domaleTal
8¢ toc petaPordc, molel & &mi mavTov TO oikelov, 1 8& Stadkayr kotd O udAlov kai fjrrov. Dion. Hal. Comp.
11.15-21 signals the differences between musical melody and the melody of language (cf. Aristox. Harm.

1.18.9-29); in addition, Dion. Hal. Comp. 11.25 and Dem. 50.7 argues that prose should be ‘rhythmical’
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Dionysius also refers to the science of music in order to illustrate the importance of properly

combining one’s words: in the following anecdote, the critic aims to show that the natural law

of arrangement is ingrained in all human beings, even in those with no technical knowledge

whatsoever (i.e., rule 2 listed above).5 3

"Hom o’ &ymye kal &v T0ig moAvavOpwmoTdTolg OedTpols, 6 CLUTANPOT TAVTOSATOS Kol
dipovoog dyhoc, £60&a KOTALOOETY, DG PLGIKN TIG ATAVIOV EGTIV UAV 0TIKEIOTNG TPOG
gupédelav te kol evpvOuiov, xbaplomyv 1€ AyabovV c@Odpa €LOOKLUODVTIO 1dMV
BopvPnbévta Ko Tod TANOoLG, dTL piav yopdnv dcOuEvov Ekpovae Kol dEpOelpev
10 HEAOG, Kol OOANTIV Kotd THG Akpag EEEmC YpOUEVOV TOTG OpYavOlg TO aOTO TODTO
nafévta Otl, dovuemvov éumvevoag T U mécoS TO oTtoOpa, Opvlypov 1| v
Kahovpévny éxpéietoy ndince. Kaitor &l Tic keleboeie OV iSiwvtnv todt0Vv TU OV
EvekdAel TOIg TeYVITOIC MG NUAPTNUEVOY aTOV motfjoat, Aapovta ta dpyava, ovK av
Svvarro. Ti 81 mote; 811 10010 pPEV EMGTAKNG 0TIV, TG OV TAVTEG HETEIMQOEY, SKEIVO
0¢ mBovg, 0 miowv Amédwkev N eVolc. To & avtd kol &nl TdV pLOUdY YivouEVOV
€0eacauny, Guo mavtag dyavaktodvtog Kol dveapestovuévovg, Ote 1| Kpodow 1

KIvnow 1 LopenV &v AGVUUETPOLS TOMOALTO XPOVOLS Kal TOVE PLOUOVG APavIcELEY.

Before now I have thought I perceived, even in the most popular theatres, filled with a
crowd of men of all kinds and of little culture (mravtodamog kai dpovcog dyAog), how
all of us feel naturally at home (Quokn Tig oikeldtng) with tuneful melody and good
rhythm. I have seen an able and very renowned harpist booed by the public because he
struck a single false note and so spoiled the melody. I have also seen a reed-pipe
player who handled his instrument with supreme skill suffering the same fate because
he blew thickly, or through not tightening his embouchure produced a discordant
sound or what is called a ‘broken note’ as he played. And yet if anyone told the
unskilled listener (id1dtng) to take up the instrument himself and play any of the
passages whose performance by professionals (ol teyvitar) he was criticizing, he
would be unable to do so. Why ever is this? Because the latter is a matter of technical
knowledge (émotqun), while the former is a matter of sensation (rtd6oc), which nature

has conferred upon all men (6 wdow anédmokev 1 POGLS). I have observed the same

(eBpvbuog), that is, neither ‘in rhythm’ (EvpvBpoc) nor wholly unrhythmical (&ppvOpoc); cf. Arist. Rh. 3.8.1-3,

and section 1.7 n. 151 above. See also section 2.3.3 on ancient approaches to rhythm in Demosthenes.

>3 Dion. Hal. Comp. 11.8-10. Cf. Cic. De or. 3.195-197 (discussed below) and Orat. 173 (cited in n. 59 below).
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thing occurring in the case of rhythms: everyone with one voice expresses annoyance
and displeasure when a performer strikes an instrument, takes a step or makes a

gesture out of time, and so destroys the rhythm.

Thus, if a musician makes even the tiniest mistake in arranging his melodies or rhythms, he
ends up being booed and jeered at by his audience: the orator runs the same risk, mutatis
mutandis, in arranging his words.”* After all, Dionysius considered oratory a kind of music,
containing rhythm and melody, with which every human being feels naturally at home; on a
similar note, the author of On the Sublime describes word arrangement as ‘a certain melody of
words which are part of man’s nature and reach not his ears only but his very soul’.”
Dionysius and Longinus, then, believe that every human being has an inborn sensitivity to the
arrangement of words. Therefore, experts rely on the same criteria as the average man on the
street in the evaluation of smooth and rough collocations: Dionysius simply refers to the
verdict of his ‘ears’ (dkoai), his ‘sensation’ (nd6og) or to his ‘irrational perception’ (&Aoyog
(x’t'cs@ncstg).s6 The anecdote about the heckled musician also serves to show, however, that the
uncultured masses lack the ‘technical knowledge’ (émotqun) of the artist or the critic: hence,
only the artist is capable of creating well-designed compositions, and only the trained scholar
is able to substantiate why a given arrangement is smooth or rough (i.e. rule 3 listed above).
Roman rhetoricians do not discuss the analogies between rhetoric and music as openly
and as confidently as their Greek colleagues: as we have seen above, they take care not to be

associated with unmanly or un-Roman affectations (section 4.2).57 Still, Cicero underlines the

* Cf. Cic. De or. 3.198, who thinks that orators will not suffer the same fate as the musician: he submits that
orators are not heckled, when they make mistakes in the arrangement of their words, but instead, the audience
silently takes offence at the poorly arranged words. The passage is discussed in the present section below.

» Long. Subl. 39.3: Appovio Ti¢ Aoyov avOpdnog sugdtov kai Tiig youxiig adtic, odxi Thg dkofig povng
épantopévev. Music and language have been viewed as related disciplines at least as early as the fifth century
BC: Hippias of Elis worked ‘on the value of letters, syllables, rhythms and scales’ (nepi 1e ypappdtov Svvapeg
Kol cLAAAPAV Kol pLOu®Y kai apupovidy, 86A11 Diels-Kranz). Cf. Porter (2010) 213-215.

*% For the judgment of the ear in Dionysius, see e.g. Comp. 23.20: ‘The irrational feeling of the ear testifies to it’
(10 dhoyov Empaptopel ti|g axofg mdbog). Dionysius refers to the effects of word arrangement on the ear on
numerous occasions: see e.g. Dion. Hal. Comp. 10.2, 16.6, 16.8, 22.12-38; Dem. 40.3—10. Cf. also Demetr. Eloc.
48, 173-174; Philod. Poem. 5 col. 27.18-21 Mangoni, Rhet. 4 col. 2.2—10 p. 163 Sudhaus; Long. Subl. 39.4. Cf.
n. 5 above on the ‘irrational criterion of perception’ in Dionysius; see n. 62 for Latin texts on the same topic.

7 Formarier (2011) argues that Cicero and Quintilian exaggerate the distinctions between delivering a speech

and singing a song, so as to present their conservative ideal of the orator as an honest guardian of civic and moral
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importance of word arrangement by referring to a story that is very similar to Dionysius’
theatrical tale: like the Greek critic, Cicero points out the universal human talent for
recognizing rhythms and melodies, and he, too, addresses the critical faculties of both the

uncultured masses and trained scholars.>®

Omnes enim tacito quodam sensu sine ulla arte aut ratione quae sint in artibus ac
rationibus recta ac prava diiudicant; idque cum faciunt in picturis et in signis et in
aliis operibus, ad quorum intellegentiam a natura minus habent instrumenti, tum
multo ostendunt magis in verborum, numerorum vocumque iudicio; quod ea sunt in
communibus infixa sensibus nec earum rerum quemquam funditus natura esse voluit
expertem. Itaque non solum verbis arte positis moventur omnes, verum etiam numeris
ac vocibus. Quotus enim quisque est qui teneat artem numerorum ac modorum? At in
eis si paulum modo offensum est, ut aut contractione brevius fieret aut productione
longius, theatra tota reclamant. Quid, hoc non idem fit in vocibus, ut a multitudine et
populo non modo catervae atque concentus, sed etiam ipsi sibi singuli discrepantes
eiciantur? Mirabile est, cum plurimum in faciendo intersit inter doctum et rudem,

quam non multum differat in iudicando.

Everyone distinguishes what is good and bad in the systematic arts by means of a kind
of inarticulate feeling (facito quodam sensu), without the help of any art or system
(sine ulla arte aut ratione). People do so in the case of paintings, statues, and other
works of art, for the understanding of which they are less well equipped by nature; and
they display this capacity to a much greater degree when judging words, rhythms, and
tones, because these are deeply rooted in our natural instincts (in communibus infixa
sensibus), and nature has wanted no one to be entirely devoid of a feeling for such
matters (nec earum rerum quemquam funditus natura esse voluit expertem).
Consequently, not only artfully arranged words stir everyone’s feelings, but rhythms
and the tones of the voice do so as well. After all, only a small minority understands
the theory of rhythms and cadences; yet if the slightest mistake is made in these

matters, and an element is contracted and becomes too short, or lengthened and

order. In distinguishing between music and oratory, Greek critics focused mainly on technical, not on moral
issues: cf. n. 52 above. Yet, Aeschin. Cfes. 142 connects Demosthenes’ careful verbal arrangement to his
allegedly deceitful conduct.

%% Cic. De or. 3.195-197, transl. May and Wisse (2001).
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becomes too long, the entire theater cries out in protest. And surely the same thing
happens with tones: choruses and even soloists, if they sing out of tune, are hooted off
the stage by the ordinary crowd. Considering the great difference between the expert
and the unschooled (inter doctum et rudem) in terms of performance (in faciendo), it is

remarkable how little they differ when it comes to making a judgment (in iudicando).

% The similarities between Cicero’s and

Cicero reiterates these points in his Orator.
Dionysius’ views on the evaluation of word arrangement are striking: their stories about
slipping artists and booing audiences seem to belong to the standard repertoire of the Greek
and Latin stylistic discourse in Rome.*’ Cicero also addresses a difference between theatrical
and oratorical performances: ‘Just as the crowd discerns mistakes in verse, it also perceives if
our speech limps in some way. But while they do not forgive a poet, they do make allowance
for us; nonetheless, without being able to articulate it, all of them notice if what we have said
is not well fitted and finished.”®' Cicero rightly concedes that the audience does not break into
a vociferous protest, when an orator does not arrange his words neatly, but according to
Cicero their silence does not make the judgment of the listeners less damning. Like

Dionysius, Cicero always consults his ‘ear’ (auris), just as uneducated crowds rely on their

‘subconscious intuition’ (tacitus sensus), when assessing the quality of word arrangement.®?

% Cic. Orat. 173: ‘Do they (i.e. those who reject the use of rhythm in oratory) never have the feeling that
something is lacking, that a sentence is harsh, mutilated, lame or redundant? People do in the case of poetry, for
the whole audience will hoot at one false quantity. Not that the multitude knows anything of feet, or has any
understanding of rhythm; and when displeased they do not realize why or with what they are displeased. And yet
nature herself has implanted in our ears the power of judging long and short sounds as well as high and low pitch
in words’ (nihilne eis inane videtur, nihil inconditum, nihil curtum, nihil claudicans, nihil redundans? in versu
quidem theatra tota exclamant, si fuit una syllaba aut brevior aut longior; nec vero multitudo pedes novit nec
ullos numeros tenet nec illud quod offendit aut cur aut in quo offendat intellegit; et tamen omnium longitudinum
et brevitatum in sonis sicut acutarum graviumque vocum iudicium ipsa natura in auribus nostris collocavit).

% Donadi in Donadi and Marchiori (2013) 31-32 suggests that Dionysius ‘reproduces’ (‘ricalca’) Cicero’s
passage. In my view, the similarities between the two texts can just as readily be ascribed to their participation in
a common discourse, as I have also argued in in other cases: cf. section 1.2 n. 35 and 37 above.

81 Cic. De or. 3.198: Verum ut in versu vulgus, si est peccatum, videt, sic, si quid in nostra oratione claudicat,
sentit; sed poetae non ignoscit, nobis concedit: taciti tamen omnes non esse illud, quod diximus, aptum
perfectumque cernunt. Transl. May and Wisse (2001). Cf. Orat. 203. Yet, Cic. Orat. 168 notes he saw the
audience burst into a cheer after hearing a happy cadence.

62 For the judgment of the ear in Cicero, see e.g. Orat. 159: ‘Speech should gratify the ear’ (voluptati autem

aurium morigerari debet oratio). Cicero and Quintilian often use the ‘pleasure of the ear’ (voluptas aurium) and
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In sum, we have seen that both authors assume that there is a natural law for arranging words,
which every human being instinctively understands, but which can only be fully explained by

the likes of Cicero and Dionysius.

4.4 Disrupting the Natural Order: Sources for Roughness
My next question is concerned with the sources for rough word arrangement: which types of
collocation, according to Cicero and Dionysius, break the natural order and cause the ears to
be vexed? In the table below I have listed the features that both authors (as well as their
colleagues) discuss in their respective discussions of roughness.®> The musical categories of
‘tone’ and ‘rhythm’ are used by Dionysius and Cicero themselves. Dionysius, for instance,
lists them along with ‘variation’ (petafoAn) and ‘appropriateness’ (10 mpémov) as the four
principal instruments of word arrangement.** Cicero, likewise, posits that ‘there are two
things that please the ear, tone and rhythm’.®> I have added ‘sentence structure’ as a third
category, as both men not only pay attention to combining words, but also to combining

. 66
clauses and rounding off sentences.

the ‘judgment of the ear’ (iudicium aurium) as their criteria for judging arrangement: see e.g. Cic. De or. 3.169,
3.177, 3.183, Orat. 168, 172-173, 177-178, 198-199; Quint. Inst. orat. 9.4.114-118. The phrase ‘silent
perception’ (tacitus sensus) is Cicero’s translation of dloyog aicOnoic. Schenkeveld (1988) 304-305 suggests
that Cicero has translated the Adyoc in dAoyog aicOnoig as ‘word’ instead of ‘reason’: hence, d-Aoyog is rendered
as ‘without a word’, or ‘silent’. Schenkeveld argues that this translation is convenient for Cicero: while theatre
audiences express their judgments by cheering or jeering, the orator’s public normally does not voice its opinion
about the arrangement (cf. De or. 3.198, Orat. 203).

% See esp. Cic. De or. 3.171-199, Orat. 149-236; Dion. Hal. Comp. 22, Dem. 38-39.

% See Dion. Hal. Comp. 11.1: the categories constitute the four means to achieve the goals of word arrangement,
that is, ‘beauty’ (kdAlog) and ‘pleasure’ (dovn). On these two goals, see section 3.2.1 above and section 4.5
below. For pélog as ‘tone’ instead of ‘melody’, see Costil (1949) 914: ‘Il ne s’agit pas de chant, de mélodie,
mais de I’effet particulier produit sur 1’oreille par la iunctura des mots ainsi que par la structure interne de ceux-
ci et qui est due a la qualité sonore des phonemes constitutifs.” Cf. Dion. Hal. Comp. 11.13-14 (quoted in n. 52
above).

% Cic. Orat. 163: Duae sunt igitur res quae permulceant auris, sonus et numerus. Like Dionysius, Cicero
discusses the importance of variation (e.g. De or. 3.193, Orat. 215) and appropriateness (esp. De or. 3.210-212,
Orat. 70-74).

% Dion. Hal. Comp. 2.4-5 distinguishes between three levels of arrangement, viz. individual words, clauses
(x®d\a) and sentences (mepiodor): for the arrangement of clauses and sentences, see Comp. 7-9, 22.4-6, 23.5-8.
Cic. Orat. 149 and 201 lists the arrangement of clauses, which he subsumes under the heading of ‘balance’
(concinnitas), as one of three topics of arrangement, together with tone (which he also refers to as compositio, cf.

n. 26 above) and rhythm (numerus). The latter category includes rounding off periods: see Orat. 168—171.
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— Clashes of vowels (concursus, hiatus; cOyKpovoIC).
Tone (uéhog, sonus)
— Clashes of consonants.

— Successions of long syllables.
Rhythm (pvOudc, numerus) — Clauses and sentences that have no appropriate

rhythmical conclusion (clausula, Baoc1g).

— The length of the sentence is not adapted to the
Sentence structure thought or to the speaker’s breath.

— Lack of symmetry between the clauses.

Table 8: the sources for rough word arrangement according to Dionysius and Cicero

In interpreting the acoustic category of roughness, we should consider the following caveat:
the table above outlines the commonly observed rules for the production of rough word
arrangement, but it does not claim to say anything about actual Greek and Latin stylistic
practice. It is generally agreed, for instance, that there is a considerable discrepancy between
the rhythmical doctrines expounded in Cicero’s rhetorical treatises and the rhythmical habits
exemplified in his own speeches.®’ Moreover, Jaana Vaahtera has shown that Dionysius’
views on euphony and word arrangement are only partially reflected in the passages that he
cites in support of these views.®® It speaks to the strength and durability of the common
discourse on word arrangement that Greek and Roman authors alike subscribe to its core
theses, even if their usefulness for the actual writing of prose is not always obvious. As we
will see in the remainder of this section, Cicero and Dionysius (as well as their colleagues)
link roughness to the occurrence of pauses in the flow of the sentence, caused by the effort

that is required for the pronunciation of the words.”

% For an extended discussion of this discrepancy, see Bornecque (1907) 169-176. Several scholars, e.g.,
Laurand (1907) 152—-171 and Schmid (1959), have tried to reconcile Cicero’s practices with his theories, few
would deny the inconsistencies. The most famous problem concerns the so-called heroic clausula (— v v — Xx):
Cic. Orat. 217 seems to approve of it, but Zielinski (1904) 163—170 shows that only 0,6% of the clausulae follow
the pattern. Shipley (1911) claims that Cicero only considers clausulae heroic, if ictus and accent coincide.

% Vaahtera (1997) demonstrates the arbitrariness of some of Dionysius’ criteria of roughness by applying them
to the sample texts provided by him. In some cases, his criteria seem to hold up: the ‘rough’ passage from Thuc.
(Comp. 22.34) contains more examples of hiatus than the ‘smooth’ passage from Isoc. (Comp. 23.19), viz., 129
against 6. Yet, in other cases, theory and practice are at odds: the citation from Thucydides has fewer clashes of a
final v and a subsequent initial consonant than the quote from Isocrates, viz. 98 against 126: Cf. n. 73 below.

% The idea that euphony and ease of pronunciation are linked can already be found in Aristox., e.g. Rhythm. 2.8

(o is difficult to pronounce) and fr. 87 Wehrli (p is easy to pronounce). See also Philod. Poem. 2 col. 22.4-23.1
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In their discussions of tone (puéAog, sonus), to begin with, Cicero and Dionysius zoom
in on the juxtaposition of final letters and subsequent initial letters.”” The Greek critic, for
example, discusses the collocation v yop6v from the opening line of a dithyramb by Pindar:
‘These letters cannot by their nature be combined and united, for it is not natural for v to
precede y in the same syllable. Hence, when they form the boundaries between successive
syllables, they do not produce a continuous sound, but there is bound to be a pause between
the two letters, and this keeps their sounds distinct.”’' Similarly, in the opening line of
Thucydides, Dionysius explains that the collocation AOnvaiog Euvéypaye is rough, ‘since o is
never placed before £ with a view to being pronounced with it in the same syllable: the sound
of the o must be arrested by a pause of silence before the & is heard’.” According to
Dionysius, it is the combination of a ‘semivowel’ (puipwvov) and a ‘consonant’ (Gpwvov)
that creates the roughness in these cases: the same effect can be achieved through the
‘collision of vowels’ (cOykpovoic Tdv povnévimv), or hiatus, which also creates a brief, but
noticeable interval of time.” According to Dionysius, such pauses arise, because the

consonants and vowels in question are pronounced in different parts of the mouth: ‘The

Janko on the view of Pausimachus of Miletus that ‘in general cacophony does not arise from any source other
than difficulty in pronunciation’ (ka06Aov TV dvonyiov pun dAloBev fi €k Thg SucTopiog TopayeiveTar).

70 The fact that Dionysius refers to this topic with the musical term pélog should not surprise us: as we have seen
(n. 50 above), Aristox. Harm. 27.22-32 already pointed out the analogy between combining letters and arranging
musical notes. Dion. Hal. Comp. 14.1 refers to Aristoxenus’ view (cf. fr. 88 Wehrli) that the letters of the
alphabet can be divided into vowels (¢wvai) and consonants (yo@or): cf. n. 73 below.

! Dion. Hal. Comp. 22.15-16: AcOppucta 8¢ Tf @UoeL TadTo T 6TOL(ET0 Kol AKOAATO: 00 Yip TEQLKE KaTd
pioy VAPV T0D ¥ TpoteTéyOar TO v, HdoTE 0V8E GLAAAPDY §VO HOPLO YIVOUEVE GUVATTEL TOV T)YOV, GAL’
avaykn cwwanv Twva, yiyvesBot péonv aueoiv v dopifovoav Ekatépov TV ypoppdtov o ovvapelc. The text
discussed by Dionysius is Pind. fr. 75 Schroeder.

"2 Dion. Hal. Comp. 22.37: O0 yp TpoTdrtetal 10 6 Tod & KoTd GUVEKPOPAV THY £V il GVALPT yvopévny: del
M 10D ¢ clonf kataAneBévtog Tote dkovoTtov yevésBot to & The text discussed by Dionysius is Thuc. 1.1.1,
mentioned in the first paragraph of section 4.3 above.

3 Dion. Hal. Comp. 14 divides the letters of the alphabet in vowels (g, 1, 0, ®, a, 1, v), semivowels (A, K, v, p, G,
including the ‘double letters’ {, &, v) and consonants (m, B, ¢, T, 9, 0, K, v, ). Vaahtera (1997) 589 lists the
combinations of consonants that Dionysius explicitly classifies as rough, namely v followed by a consonant or
semivowel, ¢ followed by &, and p followed by p. On the collision of vowels, see esp. Dion. Hal. Dem. 38.3,
where the author refers to the practice by metrical and musical writers of filling the gap ‘by inserting
semivowels’ (£tépov mopepPolrf] ypappdtov Muipodvov), possibly referring to the v €peikvotikov. On the
harshness of hiatus in Greek theory, cf. e.g. Demetr. Eloc. 68—74, Philod. Rhet. 4 col. 2.2-10 p. 163 Sudhaus,
Hermog. Id. 1.7 Rabe. Janko (2000) 173-178 and Calcante (2005) 46—50 offer overviews of the ancient ‘system

of euphony’, based on both Greek and Latin texts.
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process of the mouth’s altering from one shape to another, that is neither akin to it nor like it,
entails a lapse of time, during which the smoothness and ease of the arrangement is
interrupted.’74

Like Dionysius, Cicero refers to the noticeable gaps that appear, when final and initial
letters cannot be articulated continuously: especially hiatus (concursus vocalium, hiatus), in
his view, yields ‘gaping sounds’ (hiulcae voces), as it ‘tears apart the vowels and the words’
(voces distrahere, verba diducere).75 In addition, Cicero remarks that the Roman orators and
poets of yore used to drop a letter in order to smoothen the collision of consonants, as in
dignu’ locogue (instead of dignus locoque) or posmeridianus (instead of postmeridianus).”®
Cicero is not as thorough in his analysis of the causes of rough tones as Dionysius, but his
approach is certainly not at odds with the critical framework that the Greek scholar uses. This
goes all the more for Quintilian, who gives us the following example of colliding letters:
‘Consonants also, and especially the harsher ones, clash violently where words meet, for
example a final s with a following initial x.” Interestingly, the combination that Quintilian
adduces does not occur in Latin, but it is frequent in Greek: in fact, it appears in the

Thucydidean phrase Afnvaioc Euvéypaye that Dionysius cites as a typical example of harsh

™ Dion. Hal. Comp. 22.25: "Ev 8¢ 16 PetaAapBavely TO 6TOMO GYNUATIOUOV ETEPOV €€ ETEPOV UNTE GLYYEVT UTE
napdpotov dunephopfévetod tig ypoévog, &v @ diictaton T Agiov kai ednetic Thg appoviag. Cf. Quint. Inst. orat.
9.4.34: ‘When the vowels which come together are different, the roughness of the combination depends on
whether the mouth is differently or similarly shaped in forming them’ (atque cum aliae subiunguntur aliis,
proinde asperiores erunt prout oris habitu simili aut diverso pronuntiabuntur).

5 Cic. De or. 3.172, Orat. 150, 152. Cic. Orat. 77 compares the orator who entirely avoids hiatus to a mason,
‘almost cementing together his words’ (verba verbis quasi coagmentare): cf. section 4.2 above on the
architectural imagery in Lucilius and Dionysius, and section 4.5 below on the (im)possibility of hiatus in the
Latin language according to Cicero. See also Rhet. Her. 4.18: ‘We shall avoid the frequent collision of vowels,
which makes the style harsh and gaping’ (fugiemus crebras vocalium concursiones, quae vastam atque hiantem
orationem reddunt). Quint. Inst. orat. 9.4.33: when hiatus occurs, ‘the speech gapes, pauses, and, as it were,
labors’ (hiat et intersistit et quasi laborat oratio).

" In Orat. 153-164, Cicero professes his preference for anomaly over analogy: grammatical rules, in his view,
must yield to the ‘custom which favors the ear’ (consuetudo auribus indulgens). Quoting examples from Ennius,
Pacuvius, Accius, Lucilius, Terence and others, he argues that it is justified to adapt words so as to avoid an ugly
sound. On the euphony and cacophony of consonants, see also Lucil. fr. 367-370 Krenkel (= 389-392
Warmington) on the cacophony of the letter r and the euphony of the letter s (cf. n. 21 above), and Quint. Inst.
orat. 9.4.37-40 on combining x with s (cf. n. 77 below), s with s, and m with vowels. Cf. also Varro fr. 113
Go6tz-Scholl and August. Dial. 6, who call the syllables crux and trux ‘harsh’ (asperae), and the syllables lana

and luna ‘smooth’ (leves).
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arrangement. As the Greek and Roman conceptions of the aural effects of word arrangement
are largely in agreement, Quintilian can without reservation include a Greek example in his
discussion of Latin word arrangement. It is not inconceivable that Quintilian, who is familiar
with Dionysius’ works, has On the Arrangement of Words in mind in this particular passage.’’

With respect to rhythm, again, the fluency and continuity of the pronunciation
function as the main criterions for distinguishing between ear-pleasing and ear-jarring
combinations. According to Dionysius, rough harmony ‘favors long words with long
syllables’, while smooth harmony ‘uses not the longest rhythms, but those of average length
or somewhat shorter’. The accumulation of long syllables, Dionysius submits, ‘gives rise to
delay and interruption in the composition’.” Cicero, again, is not as precise in his rhythmical
analyses as the Greek critic, but he agrees that long rhythms slow down the pace of the
sentence: he considers the spondee, for instance, ‘rather heavy and slow’ (hebetior et tardior),
having a ‘steady movement’ (stabilis quidam gradus).” Cicero pays special attention to
rhythms that, like a final chord, round off periods or colons: ‘Since the ear is always awaiting
the end and takes pleasure in it, this should not be without rhythm.” In other words, a sentence

without a closing cadence (clausula, Bdoig) is harsh: according to Cicero, the period by C.

77 Quint. Inst. orat. 9.4.37: Ceterum consonantes quoque, earumque praecipue quae sunt asperiores, in
commisura verborum rixantur, ut s ultima cum x prima. Quintilian mentions Dionysius at 3.1.17, 9.3.89 and
9.4.88. To my knowledge, this striking parallel between Quintilian and Dionysius has not been noticed before.

78 Dion. Hal. Dem. 38.1: ‘Ovopact ypiicOat il peydhotc kai pokposviidforc. Dion. Hal. Comp. 23.6: Xpfitar
8¢ xai puOudv ov 1oig pnkictolc, pécolg 8¢ Kol Ppoyvtépors. Ibid. 22.22: AvafoAnv te molel kol £ykomVv Ti|g
appoviog. Dion. Hal. Comp. 17 associates long syllables with grandeur (and hence with roughness) and short
ones with pleasure (and hence with smoothness): the former category includes the spondee (— —), the molossus
(— — —), the bacchius (— — v) and the hypobacchius (v — —), while the latter category features the pyrrhic
(v v) and the tribrach (v v u). On the ancient terminology of the tribrach, see section 2.3.3 n. 90 above. The
connection between length and grandeur is also explicit in Demetr. Eloc. 40 and 117: the author attributes
Thucydides’ dignity to a large extent to the ‘long syllables in his rhythm’ (1] Tob pvOuod paxpdtng), while he
thinks that a sentence which consists exclusively of long syllables is “frigid’ (yvyp6c). The dactyl, often simply
referred to as the ‘heroic’ foot (Mpdog, herous), was also widely considered a source of grandeur in prose: see
e.g. Arist. Rh. 3.8.4, Dion. Hal. Comp. 17.11-12, Long. Subl. 39.4.

" Cic. Orat. 216. Cicero, who generally favors smooth arrangements, thinks that ‘not even the spondee is
entirely to be discarded’ (ne spondeus quidem funditus est repudiandus), especially in short clauses: ‘The
heaviness and sluggishness compensate for the small number of feet’ (paucitatem enim pedum gravitate sua et
tarditate compensat). Quint. Inst. orat. 9.4.83 states that ‘the more time units the feet each occupy, and the more
stability they receive from long syllables, the weightier they make the style’ (quo quique sunt temporibus

pleniores longisque syllabis magis stabiles, his graviorem faciunt orationem).
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Gracchus that ends on improbos probet (— v — v —) would end in a smoother way, if the
words are so rearranged that the sentence ends on probos improbare (v — — v — —).80
Likewise, Dionysius argues that the two initial periods from Thucydides’ history ending on
the words t@v mpoyeyevnuévov and kol dtavoovuevov respectively (— v v v — v —) do not
have an appropriate rhythmical finish: in the quoted examples, the rhythm ‘appears to have no
beginning and no conclusion, as if it were part of the period but not its end’ A

Setting aside the tricky issue as to why one clausula rounds off the sentence while
another leaves it unfinished, we can conclude that Cicero and Dionysius both consider the
period that has no rhythmically marked ending rough-sounding. On a related note, both men
assign a disproportionate length to the rough period: as Dionysius puts it, ‘another peculiarity
of this style is that the periods are independent and simple, neither coming to an end

simultaneously with the sense, nor calculated to suit the breathing of the speaker’.*” Such

8 Cic. Orat. 199: Cum aures extremum semper exspectent, in eoque acquiescant, id vacare numero non oportet.
See n. 46 above for the full quotation from C. Gracchus. I scan the final syllable of a period or colon as long: cf.
section 2.4.2 n. 120 above. Cicero’s own version of the sentence ends on a ditrochee (— v — x, which he calls a
dichoreus). At Orat. 212-215, he relates that he once saw C. Carbo end two successive periods on a ditrochee:
thereupon, an enormous roar arose from the spell-bound crowd. Although Cicero associates this clausula with
Asia and warns his readers not to overuse it, he seems particularly fond of it: Winterbottom (2011) 217 suggests
that ‘by listening to certain orators in Rome and especially to Greek rhefores in Asia (and Rome too), he perhaps
came to feel an unconscious preference for a final ditrochaic word’. Cic. Orat. gives seven examples of good
clausulae, four of which are one-word ditrochees, viz., improbare (Cicero’s modification of Gracchus),
persolutas (by Carbo), comprobavit (by Carbo) and aestimasti (by Crassus, ibid. 224). Cf. ibid. 232, where
Cicero praises three clausulae from his own speech Corn., i.e., mercatoresque superarunt and potuisse superari,
ending on a paean and a spondee (— v v v — —), and Aegyptoque vicerunt, ending on a cretic and a spondee
(— v — — —). Incidentally, Cic. Orat. 217 claims that a final spondee cannot be distinguished from a final
trochee, as the length of the final syllable is always indifferent.

81 Dion. Hal. Comp. 22.42: Axdpuedc TIG paivetol kol dKkatdoTpopog, MGomep uépog odca Tig Sevtépac, GAN
ovyl téhog. Cf. Dion. Hal. Dem. 43.11. The clausulae quoted are the only ones that Dionysius discusses. He
claims that smooth harmony uses pleasant, well-defined clausulae: see Comp. 22.5, Dem. 40.9. Cf. however ibid.
39.5, where Dionysius says that in rough sentences pleasing clausulae may also arise accidentally: in such cases,
‘the spontaneous gift of fortune is not rejected’ (16 cvpPav €k thHg adTopdTov THYNG OVK AnwOETTOL).

52 Dion. Hal. Dem. 39.4: "Ett tiic Gppoviog Tonne oikeidv €01t koi TO TiG TEPLOSOVS adTOVPYOVE TIVAG E1vOrL Kai
AQeAET kal punte cuvoprmalovoag E0Taig TOV VOOV Uite cuppepetpnpévog @ mvevpatt Tod Aéyovtog. Cf. Dion.
Hal. Comp. 22.5 with n. 36 above on the absense of meaningless patch-words in rough word arrangement. Arist.
Rh. 3.9.5 uses the speaker’s breathing to measure the maximum length of the period. Demetr. Eloc. 42-47
associates exceedingly long periods with grandeur, ‘as the author hardly allows any pause to himself and the

listener’ (ék 00 poylg avaradootl avtdv te kai tov akovovta). Cf. Long. Subl. 38.3—4 on the sublimity of long
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sentences either end prematurely or they seem to go on forever: Cicero argues that the words
in the former case seem ‘broken’ (infracta) and ‘minced’ (amputata), while the words in the
latter case may leave the speaker gasping for breath, which has a jarring effect on our
sensitive ears.* The internal structure of the sentence can also contribute to the roughness of
the sound: according to Dionysius, ‘the members are combined in an unusual and individual
way, and not as most people would expect or wish’. Thus, the speaker who aims at harshness
avoids spectacular figures of speech that bring balance to the sentence.* Cicero’s view does
not deviate: he advises the orator, who aims to please the ear, to add ‘symmetry’ (concinnitas)
to his sentences through the use of Gorgianic figures. The rough sentence, by contrast, is free
from such polish.85

In conclusion, this section has demonstrated that Cicero, Dionysius and their
colleagues largely adopt a common approach to the sources for rough arrangement: while
smooth compositions are fluent and easy to pronounce, rough collocations are limping and

impossible to enunciate continuously. The analysis of harsh tones, stumbling rhythms and ill-

hyperbaton, ‘which makes the audience terrified of a total collapse of the sentence, and forces them from sheer
excitement to share the speaker’s anguish’ (gig @ofov Eufoidv OV dkpooatnv ®¢g £mi mavteAel Tod AdOYOL
SMTOOEL, KOl CUVATOKIVOLVEDELY VI Ay@VING TG AEYOVTL GUVAVAYKAGOG).

% Cic. Orat. 170: “Why should they prefer to let the sentence limp or stop short rather than keep pace with the
thought?’ (quid est cur claudere et insistere orationem malint quam cum sententia pariter excurrere). Cic. De or.
3.181 submits that, while the length of the period is conventionally derived from the duration of a single breath,
‘it turns out to be so attractive that, even if someone had been endowed with unlimited breath capacity, we would
still not want him to deliver his words in an unbroken flow. It was found that what gratifies our ears is precisely
what is not only just bearable to human lungs, but actually easy to deliver’ (ita est suave, ut, si cui sit infinitus
spiritus datus, tamen eum perpetuare verba nolimus; id enim auribus nostris gratum est, quod hominum
lateribus non tolerabile solum, sed etiam facile esse potest). Cf. Rhet. Her. 4.18: a long period ‘does violence
both to the ear of the listener and to the breathing of the speaker’ (et auditoris aures et oratoris spiritum laedit).
Cf. also Quint. Inst. Orat. 9.4.124—125 for the same point.

% Dion. Hal. Dem. 39.6: To meprtdc kai idimg kol pn katd Ty VEOANY 1 BodAncy 1@V moAADY culevyvuchat
ta popwa. Cf. Comp. 22.45: ‘There is also a great imbalance between the clauses, great unevenness in the
periods, many novel figures of speech, and frequent neglect of grammatical sequence’ (moAAn 8¢ kai 1 @OV
KOA®V dovppetpio mpog GAANAQ Kol 1| T®V TePOdmV Avopoiio Kol 1 TOV oyNUATOV KovoTng Kol 10 Tiig
axolovBiag vmepontikdv). Demetr. Eloc. 13 describes the members of the disjointed style as haphazardly
compiled stones: see n. 24 above. The flexible use of grammatical categories (e.g., case, number, mood) is often
associated with grandeur and roughness: Dion. Hal. Comp. 22.6, Demetr. Eloc. 65—66, Long. Subl. 23-24.

% Cic. Orat. 164-167 describes the smoothening effect of balance: through the use of (Gorgianic) figures of
speech, such as antithesis and isocolon, ‘the sentence becomes rhythmical by its very nature, even if no rhythm is

intended’ (suapte natura numerosa sunt, etiamsi nihil est factum de industria).
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balanced sentences is built, as we have seen, on the postulate of a universal law of
composition, for which all humans are thought to possess a congenital sensitivity. Thus, the
critics and rhetoricians can claim that their theories merely supply proof for something that

everyone instinctively knows to be true.

4.5 Echoing Greatness: the Virtues of Roughness in Greek and Latin Prose
In the previous sections, I have laid out the shared theoretical framework on which the extant
Greek and Latin discussions of word arrangement are built (section 4.3), and we have seen
that these texts agree in principle on the sources for rough acoustics (section 4.4). The next
issue is concerned with the stylistic applications of harsh composition, as they are advertised
by the Greek and Roman critics and rhetoricians: why, and under what conditions, do they
advise the author of artistic prose to produce disharmonious tones and limping rhythms that
bluntly violate the universal laws of arrangement? Interestingly, Cicero, Dionysius and their
colleagues disagree considerably on the virtues of rough word arrangement: once again, the
common discourse on stylistic theory will prove to be malleable, prone to be bent according
to the specific needs and purposes of its users. It is the goal of the present section to establish
the motivations that underlie the various views on stylistic roughness in Late-Republican and
Augustan Rome: we will see that the divergent opinions that our authors put forward are not
merely built on their personal tastes and agendas, but that they also illustrate the complex
relationship between Greek and Roman views on prose style.

The surviving ancient texts on word arrangement associate three principal virtues with
crude acoustics. These favorable effects, which I will discuss below under the headings of
‘simplicity and sincerity’ (section 4.5.1), ‘grandeur and sublimity’ (section 4.5.2) and
‘archaism and the patina of antiquity’ (section 4.5.3), are closely interrelated: in each case,
roughness is interpreted as a means to reinforce the austerity and seriousness of the ideas that
the words express.86 Smoothness, conversely, is usually regarded as an emblem of

luxuriousness and frivolity.

1. Roughness can invest a text with an aura of simple and straightforward sincerity, the

mark of an author who is not distracted by trifling stylistic issues.

8 Cf. section 4.1 n. 15 above on the imitative quality of language. Usher (1985), De Jonge (2008) and others
refer to ‘rough arrangement’ (chvBeoic avotpd) as ‘austere composition’, stressing the austerity that is typically

associated with ear-jarring combinations, not only in Dionysius, but also in Cicero and other sources.
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2. Roughness can add the impression of grandeur, weight and solemnity to the words,

whose slow, colliding sounds imitate, as it were, the sublime dignity of the thought.

3. Roughness can evoke a sort of venerable antiquity, a pleasant blemish that can be
compared to the green moldy ‘patina’ (mivoc) on ancient bronze statues, or to the

slowly formed ‘incrustation’ (vol¢) on timeworn objects.

In discussing each of these three major stylistic virtues of roughness, I will present evidence
for a mutual exchange of ideas between Greek and Roman experts in rhetorical theory and
literary criticism. To be brief, the surviving Latin discussions of word arrangement tend to
focus on the virtue of sincerity, whereas Greek authors are more disposed to emphasize
sublimity. Still, Greek and Roman authors do not operate in two mutually exclusive bubbles:
we will see that Roman rhetoricians often react explicitly to Greek views, while the Greek
critic Dionysius sometimes seems to react, albeit implicitly, to the ideas of his Roman
coevals. The idea that roughness can conjure up a kind of archaic glory, lastly, is promoted by
Dionysius, but it is also an important bone of contention in the polemic between Cicero and
his Atticist opponents: indeed, this notion, which involves echoing, in an almost literal sense,

the classic masterpieces of yore, is integral to the shared Greek and Roman discourse on style.

4.5.1 Simplicity and Sincerity

The first of the virtues to be discussed is the impression of uncontrived simplicity and
guileless sincerity that may seem to emanate from rough composition. This feature is often
admired in Latin sources: after all, we have seen that Roman orators, who seemed to be overly
meticulous in arrangement, risked to be accused of unserious, un-Roman and unmanly
behavior (section 4.2). Among their Greek colleagues, only Dionysius touches cursorily on
the simplicity of harsh arrangement, possibly in response to the Roman focus on the topic.

Many Romans regarded roughness as a sure sign that a text was free from deceptive
razzle-dazzle. The self-proclaimed Attic orators in the circle of Calvus, for one, deliberately
produced ‘broken and choppy sentences’, because they considered the use of rhythm too
much like a ‘trick to catch the ear’ (insidiae ad capiendas auris): hence, ‘they think that the

only one who attains the Attic norm is he who speaks in a rough and unpolished style.’87

87 Cic. Orat. 170: see section 4.2 n. 35 above. Ibid. 28: Putant enim qui horride incultuque dicat, (...), eum

solum Attice dicere. On the stylistic views of the Atticists and their controversy with Cicero, see esp. section 1.4
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Quintilian, likewise, asserts that the orator who is caught striving for smooth rhythms, loses
both his credibility and all of his emotional impact: ‘If a judge thinks the man has time to
spare for this, he will neither believe him nor be moved by him to grief or anger.’88 Similar
ideas about the connection between rough arrangement and artlessness can be found in the
younger Seneca and in Tacitus: the former declares that ‘verbal symmetry (concinnitas) is not
a manly ornament’, while the latter has the orator L. Vipstanus Messalla compare rough
composition to a ‘shaggy toga’ (hirta toga) to be preferred over the ‘gay-colored garb of a
courtesan’ (fucatae et meretriciae vestes).” To summarize, conspicuous smoothness and the
concomitant attention to word arrangement were often mistrusted by Roman audiences.
Cicero, too, refers to the appearance of artless straightforwardness emanating from the
jarring collocations of rough harmony: in his Orator, he advises his readers, for instance, not
to ‘cement their words together’ (verba verbis coagmentare), ‘for the hiatus and clash of
vowels have something agreeable (molle quiddam) about it and show a not unpleasant
carelessness (non ingrata neglegentia) on the part of a man who is paying more attention to
thought than to words’.”® Yet, Cicero, as we have seen, famously prefers euphony over
dissonance: the hesitant praise of roughness quoted here is but a minor concession in an
otherwise ardent apology of his own sonorous, rhythmical and neatly structured periods.
Indeed, the Roman scholar devotes the bulk of his treatise to the promotion of smoothness,
almost invariably writing off the topics of rough arrangement as products of ‘weakness’

(imbecillitas) and as signs of an utter ‘incapacity of coherent speech’ (infantia).”’ Thus,

above (on issue of chronology), section 3.4 above (on Cicero’s defense against the Atticists on the basis of the
three-style formula) and section 5.6.1 below (on Calvus’ conception of Atticism).

% Quint. Inst. orat. 9.4.143: Nec potest ei credere aut propter eum dolere et irasci iudex cui putat hoc vacare.
Cf. section 4.2 n. 37 above.

¥ Sen. Ep. 115.3: Non est ornamentum virile concinnitas.Tac. Dial. 26.1-3: Messalla (c. 45-c. 80 AD)
complains that the orators of his days ‘produce the rhythms of stage-dancing’ (histrionales modos exprimunt)
and that ‘most of them boast that their speeches can be sung and danced to’ (iactant cantari saltarique suos
commentarios). The orator enters the scene in Dial. 14 to present a eulogy for the ‘old orators’ (antiqui oratores)
of Cicero’s era: Calboli (2003) discusses the personality of this prominent orator of the first century AD. Cf.
section 5.6.1 below on the virtue of masculinity in the Roman rhetorical discourse.

% Cic. Orat. 77: Habet enim ille tamquam hiatus et concursus vocalium molle quiddam et quod indicet non
ingratam neglegentiam de re hominis quam de verbis laborantis. These words are cited approvingly by Quint.
Inst. orat. 9.4.37. The phrase ‘cementing together’ (coagmentare) refers to elision (cf. n. 94 below); Cicero
draws the imagery from the realm of architecture: cf. Lieberg (1956) 464-465 and section 4.2 above.

ol Cic. Orat. 23, 236. On the latter passage, see section 3.4 n. 80 above. Cicero’s fondness of smoothness is

apparent throughout Orat.: see, e.g., his introduction of the three topics of arrangement in Orat. 149.
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Cicero stands out as a dissonant voice in an overwhelming chorus of Roman authors who
unconditionally praise the sincerity of rough composition: even his avid admirer Quintilian, as
we have seen, criticizes him for the predominant smoothness of his oratory.92 Still, it is
worthwhile to have a closer look at Cicero’s heterodox view of roughness, particularly with
respect to hiatus, as it pertains to the interaction between Greek and Latin views on word
arrangement.

After his initial conciliatory assessment, Cicero later in his Orator adopts a more
inflexible approach to the collision of vowels: ‘The Latin language, indeed, is so careful on
this point that no one is so boorish as to be unwilling to run vowels togethers (vocalis
coniungere).” Cicero adds that ‘we are not allowed to make a pause between vowels
(distrahere voces), even if we should wish to do so’.”® Tt is generally assumed that the
rhetorician means that in Latin prose, as in poetry, subsequent vowels at word junctions
(including final m and initial h) do not actually clash, resulting in a pause, but that they are
actually reduced to a single syllable.94 Despite his earlier praise of hiatus, then, Cicero now
insists that it is thoroughly un-Latin. The ambivalence in Orator stems from the author’s
pragmatic approach to Greek stylistic doctrines: on the one hand, Cicero relies heavily on the
works of Greek predecessors, who are accustomed to praise vowel clashes, but he cannot, on
the other hand, completely subscribe to their views, as they are at odds with his passionate

call for smooth composition and with his polemic against the champions of sober, strident

%2 See section 4.2 n. 37 above.

% Cic. Orat. 150: Quod quidem Latina lingua sic observat, nemo ut tam rusticus sit quin vocalis nolit
coniungere. Ibid. 152: Nobis ne si cupiamus quidem distrahere voces conceditur.

% Most studies of vowel junctions in Latin prose conclude that such junctions were subject to elision in a similar
way as in poetry: see esp. Zielinski (1904) 616-617, Sturtevan and Kent (1915) and Riggsby (1991). The latter
offers a discussion of the principal passages from Cicero, Quintilian and later grammarians which provide
explicit rules for vowel junction in Latin prose. In addition to hiatus, there are several alternatives for dealing
with vowel junction in Latin, most notably ‘elision’ (the complete loss of the final syllable of a word),
‘prodelision’ (the complete loss of the initial syllable of a word) and synizesis (the merging together of two
syllables without alteration of the letters, like the final pair of vowels of IInAniadem in Hom. 7. 1.1 or Oilei in
Verg. Aen. 1.41). Riggsby uses the word ‘elision’ as an umbrella term for all these processes ‘in which vowel
junction is resolved by some kind of reduction’. It is clear that vowel reduction (in whatever way) was generally
preferred over hiatus, although the latter is often presented as a valid option: cf. Rhet. Her. 4.18, Cic. Orat. 77,
Quint. Inst. orat. 9.4.36. On the intricacies of reconstructing the phonology of vowel junction in classical Latin,
see esp. Allen (1978) 78-83. So as to argue for the banishment of hiatus from the Latin language, Cic. Orat. 152
adduces the ‘slightly uncouth speeches’ (orationes horridulae) of the elder Cato and the poetry of Ennius: the

former is said to have shunned hiatus altogether, whereas the latter is thought to exhibit it only once.
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arrangement.95 In the end, therefore, Cicero advises his readers not to follow the example of
the Greeks: by allowing pauses between vowels, Roman orators apply Greek rules for
creating harshness, but they break the rules of sound Latinity. Although Cicero is not
altogether unambiguous about the stylistic viability of hiatus, his final advice to the Roman
orator is quite straightforward: rely on your own Roman ears in assessing the sound of prose
and ‘let the Greeks figure it out for themselves’ (Graeci viderint).96

In other words, Cicero calls into question the compatibility of Greek scholarship on
hiatus with Latin literature: while Greek critics often extol the virtues of vowel clashes, the
Roman author subjects the prose of his mother tongue to a different law. The author of
Rhetorica ad Herennium, incidentally, appears to share this view: as we have seen, he
emphatically problematizes the applicability of Greek teachings on Latin prose, and he indeed
advises against ‘frequent collisions of vowels, which make the style harsh and gaping’
(crebrae vocalium concursiones quae vastam atque hiantem orationem reddunt).”’ Thus,
among Roman authors, hiatus could be seen as a hallmark of candid sincerity, but it could
also be presented as a vicious sort of Grecism. Among the contemporary Greek sources, next,
Dionysius occasionally associated hiatus and the other sources of rough word arrangement
with simplicity and straightforwardness: he submits, for example, that harsh composition
‘aims to emphasize its own unstudied and simple character’ (10 dvemindevtov Eupaiverv

0éhet kod aperéc).”® By and large, however, the extant Greek sources associate roughness with

% We should also take into account the different contexts of Orat. 77 (where hiatus is praised) and ibid. 150-153
(where it is utterly condemned). In the former passage, Cicero specifically discusses the orator of the plain style,
‘whom some deem to be the only true Attic orator’ (quem solum quidam vocant Atticum): in other words, Cicero
makes allowances for the views of his Atticist opponents. In the latter passage, however, Cicero is entirely
occupied by the issue of word arrangement and the apology of his own smooth composition.

% Cic. Orat. 151 offers a brief account of the various Greek approaches to hiatus: he submits that Isocrates and
Theopompus carefully avoid it, that Thucydides and Plato (whose Menex. is mentioned) often insert it
intentionally, and that Demosthenes ‘generally’ (magna ex parte) does not use it. For Cicero’s review of the use
of hiatus in Latin literature, see n. 94 above. Cf. section 4.5.2 below on Quintilian’s treatment of hiatus, which
interacts with Greek scholarship in a different way than Cicero’s discussion.

°7 Rhet. Her. 4.18. The author cites the following phrase as a vicious instance of an obtrusive series of vowel
junctions: Bacae aeneae amoenissime inpendebant (‘the copper-colored berries hung most invitingly’). Riggsby
(1991) 329 suggests that the emphasis in the passage may lay on the word ‘frequent’ (crebras): hence, the
anonymous author may not be opposed to hiatus per se, but rather to the repetition of the phenomenon. On the
author’s approach to Greek criticism, see Rhet. Her. 4.1-10 with section 1.4 above.

% Dion. Hal. Comp. 22.5. Cf. Dem. 39.5: rough word arrangement ‘prefers a certain unaffected simplicity of

construction, with mostly short phrases, imitating the artlessness of nature itself’ (dmovjtog 8¢ TmG Kol APEADS
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grandeur rather than with simplicity: the harsh sounds, which are interpreted as honest and
humble by Roman ears, are perceived as sublime by Greek ears (section 4.5.2).

Still, Dionysius does address the simple frugality of roughness: in fact, he discusses
some objections against smooth, euphonious arrangement that run along similar lines as the
ones that we have encountered in Latin sources. In On the Arrangement of Words, he invokes
a fictitious aficionado of roughness, who censures Demosthenes for the effort that he invested
in the arrangement of his words: “Was Demosthenes such a helpless creature, then, that when
he was writing speeches, he laid out meters and rhythms beside him as his materials, as clay-
modelers lay out their molds, and tried to fit his clauses into them, adjusting the word order
this way and that, keeping careful watch on his longs and his shorts and taking great trouble
over the cases of his nouns and the moods of his verbs and everything else affecting the parts
of speech? An orator of his standing would cut a poor figure if he were to involve himself
with such trappings and fripperies.”” Dionysius does not agree with such criticisms: he
adduces the cases of Isocrates, who ‘spent ten years over the composition of his Panegyricus’,
and of Plato, who ‘even at the age of eighty, never let off combing and curling his dialogues
and re-plaiting them in every way’, to show that great zeal in arranging one’s words can result
in brilliant prose.'®

Like Cicero, then, Dionysius goes to great lengths to defend Demosthenes’ meticulous

composition. Clearly, the Greek critic was familiar with the ideas of fellow scholars who

Kol T0 TAEID KOPUOTIK®G Kateokevaohat BovAetal, mapddetypa molovpévn v dkatdokevov gvotv). For Greek
approaches to hiatus (in Demetrius, Philodemus, Dionysius), see also section 4.5.2 below.

* Dion. Hal. Comp. 25.30: ‘O AnpocBévng odv oo &0Mog fiv, HGo0’ 8te ypapot Tovg Adyovs, péTpa kod
poOpovg domep ol TAAGTOL TOPATIOEUEVOS, EVOPUOTTELY EMELPATO TOVTOLS TOIG TOTOLS TA KAAO, GTPEQ®V Gve Kol
KGAT® TO OVOLOTO KoL TOPOPUAATTIOV TA UNKN Kol TOVG ¥pOVOVG Kol TG TTOCELS TV OVOUAT®V Kol TAG YKAIGELS
TV pnudtev kol mavto 0 copPepnrodta Toig popiolg Tod Adyov mohvmpaypovdv; HABlog pevtav e eig
TooaVTIV oKEV®Piay Kol pAvapiov O TnAkodtog avp ovtov didove. Dion. Hal. Dem. 51.2-52.6 returns to the
refutation of the critiques of Demosthenes’ elaborate word arrangement: like Comp. 25.29-44, this passage
attributes the criticism to anonymous detractors.

1% Dion. Hal. Comp. 25.32: Tov maviyvpicdv Adyov (...) &v &teot déka ovvetdéaro. Ibid.: Todc ovtod
Sthoyoug kteviCov kol footpuyilov Kol mavto TpoTov AvamAékmv ob diéAeumey dyodnkovta yeyovag &in. For
Isocrates’ protracted composition of Paneg., cf. Long. Subl. 4.2 (= Timaeus T 23 Jacoby). To illustrate Plato’s
zealous devotion to the arrangement of his words, Dionysius refers to the anecdote that a writing tablet was
found after his death, containing the opening words of Resp. (i.e., katépnyv x0ec eig [eaia peta Madkmvog Tod
Apiotovoc) in various orders: cf. Demetr. Eloc. 21, Quint. Inst. orat. 8.6.64 and Diog. Laert. 3.37. Denniston
(1952) 41 analyses the style of the line, noting that ‘unstudied as this opening appears, the art that goes to the

making of it is yet susceptible to analysis’. For a discussion of Comp. 25.29-44, cf. section 4.2 n. 43—45 above.
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favored the sober simplicity of rough word arrangement over the careful scrutiny exhibited by
Demosthenes and others: all in all, it is not unthinkable that Dionysius’ apology of
Demosthenes is directed, at least partly, against the views of some of his Roman coevals. His
consistent unwillingness to mention Roman rhetoricians by name might explain why the
roughness-loving detractors of Demosthenes in his work remain anonymous.'”' As I argued
before (section 1.2), it is very likely (though impossible to prove beyond doubt) that
Dionysius, who actively interacted with Roman scholars in Rome, engaged himself with the

topics that were at the center of their attention.

4.5.2 Grandeur and Sublimity
As I noted in the previous section, Greek critics associate roughness less often with sincerity
and artlessness than with grandeur and sublimity. This can easily be demonstrated, if we
briefly return to the topic of hiatus: while Roman rhetoricians connect hiatus almost
invariably to the simple style, many of their Greek colleagues instead maintain that vowel
clashes have very little to do with simplicity. Demetrius, for one, claims that the author of the
‘plain style’ (yapoaxtnp ioyvoc) should shun vowel concurrences, especially if they involve
clashes of long vowels or diphthongs: ‘If there is any hiatus, we should have it between short
vowels, or between a short and a long, or at any rate, shorts in some shape or form.’
According to the critic, hiatus is more appropriate in the grand style (yopaxtip

neyohompemic), especially if it occurs between long vowels and diphthongs.'%* Philodemus, in

%" As Dionysius speaks in general terms, it is unlikely that he directs his defense of Demosthenes against any
specific critics or rhetoricians. According to Leo (1889) 286, the anonymous critics of Demosthenes were
‘undoubtedly Asianists’ (‘ohne Zweifel Asianer’): this is not helpful in identifying the unnamed scholars, as
there did not exist a unified school of Asianism to which ancient critics and rhetoricians tended to subscribe
voluntarily (cf. section 2.2 above and section 5.2 below). Kirchner (2005) 175-176 connects Dionysius’ apology
of Demosthenes to the foregoing passage of Comp. 25.5, where the critic compares the topic under discussion
(viz., the blurry boundaries between prose and poetry) is like the ‘Mysteries’ (Mvotipwa), for which certain
‘initiation rites of style’ (teietai tod Adyov) must be observed; the critics of Demosthenes’ careful arrangement,
conversely, are depicted as ‘uninitiated people’ (BéBniot), who ‘reduce the most serious subjects to ridicule
through their own callowness’ (gig Yélota Aapufdvovct ta orovdatdtata ot Aneipio).

192 Demetr. Eloc. 207: Koi fitot Bpayéa cuykpovotéov Ppoayéov (...) i Ppoyéo pakpoic (...) fi udg vé mog i
Bpayéwv. For the appropriate forms of hiatus in the grand style, see ibid. 72—73. For the appropriateness of hiatus
in the ‘forceful style’ (yapaktip dewdq), see ibid. 299-301. Demetrius’ point that concurrences of long sound
units are more sublime than concurrences of short sound units corresponds with the notion that the style becomes
grander, if the interruptions and pauses are longer: cf. Dion. Hal. Comp. 22.1-3, Long. Subl. 40.3, Quint. Inst.
orat. 9.4.33-34 (with n. 115 below) and section 4.4 above. See, for this point, also Porter (2016) 232-234, who
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addition, considers vowel collision ‘quite frigid’ (OmoyLYpoC), referring to one of the principal

. . . . . 10
vices associated with the failure to achieve grandeur.'®

In a word, Greek critics generally
regard word combinations that contain long intervals as instrumental in achieving sublimity
—the longer the pauses, the grander the effect. Dionysius’ view is not different: he, too,
connects hiatus and other audible interruptions in the flow of the words to such virtues as
‘beauty’ (kdAlog), ‘grandeur’ (peyoompémeln), ‘weight’ (Bdpog), ‘solemnity’ (cepvoroyin)
and ‘dignity’ (6Eiopa)."™

The extant Greek discussions of rough word arrangement are built on a shared
premise, which has left few traces in Roman rhetorical theory, but which has been
fundamental to Greek approaches to language and style, at least since the publication of
Plato’s Cratylus—the notion that in language and literature sound should imitate substance.'”
Hence, if an author deals with such themes as danger, war or suffering, the arrangement
should be rough; if his text, however, is characterized by relaxation, peace and joy, the words
should run smoothly. According to Dionysius, Homer is a master of acoustic mimesis, always
seizing the appropriate occasion to apply dissonance and roughness: the critic points out that
the poet uses ‘the letters that are most difficult to pronounce’ (td dvocexkpopmtota) in his
description of the terrifying Gorgon on Agamemnon’s shield; that he introduces ‘clashes of
syllables and delays in the rhythm’ (dvokomai cuAAaf®dV kol avaporai ypévov) in the passage
about Achilles’ struggle with Scamander; and that he dwells on ‘the most unpleasant and ill-
sounding letters’ (T dnoéotata Te Kol Kokoemvotato ypauuato) in the verses that describe

how the Cyclops crushes the heads of Odysseus’ companions.'”® In his analysis of Homer’s

notes that ‘Dionysius is using the aesthetics of the gap that will become the hallmark of the Longinian sublime’.
Hermog. Id. also associates hiatus particularly with the sublimes genres of ‘greatness’ (uéyebog) and ‘beauty’
(x@AA0G), but he submits that the ‘pure style’ (16¢éa xaBapd), which is characterized by simplicity and clarity, is
‘not at all fussy about the collision of vowels’ (Und&v mepi CLYPKOVCEMS TAY POVNEVTMV LIKPOAOYOVUEVT)).

19 Philod. Rhet. 4 col. 2.2-10 p. 163 Sudhaus: ‘Collision of vowels is rather frigid, but sometimes not
inopportune’ (cvunto[clig 8[N @lovnévitov] éoti pev [droy]v[xlpolc], 1 & ok &xoaipog). Transl. Hubbell
(1920). For frigidity as a neighboring vice to the grand style, see section 2.4.1 n. 110 and section 3.4 n. 96 above.
1% For the principal virtues of Dionysius’ rough type of word arrangement, cf. section 3.2.1, esp. table 6 above.
19 Calcante (2005b) recognizes a system of euphony that was based on imitation and onomatopoeia in various
ancient critical sources (esp. Demetr, Eloc., Philod. Poem., Dion. Hal. Comp., [Aristid.] Rhet., Cic. Orat. and
Quint. Inst. orat.), which he traces back to Pl. Cra. In his discussion of mimicking arrangement, incidentally,
Dion. Hal. Comp. 16.4 mentions Plato’s dialogue as the first work ‘on etymology’ (bnep €tvporoyiag).

1% Dion. Hal. Comp. 16.7-13 argues that Homer, ‘the poet with the most voices of all’ (TOAQ®VOTATOG

amdvtov Tont®dv), is a master in imitating the content of his poetry through the arrangement of his words:
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famous description of Sisyphus’ toil, lastly, Dionysius offers the following penetrating review

of the mimicking force of word arrangement.'”’

[Ipdtov pév &v 1oic duoi otixolg oic dvokvAict TV méTpav, EEm dvelv pnudtov Td
Aowma TG AéEemc popia mavt’ €otiv fitot dStovAhafa f) povocHAlafa: Emerta Td MUiceL
mielovg eiolv ai paxpol cvArafol @V Ppoyeldv &v EKatép® TOV otiywv: Eneta
dwPepnracty ai tdv dvopdtwv appovion dwupdoelg eopeyébelg kol deotikact mhvo
aictnT®dg, | TOV POVNEVIOV YPOUUAT®V GLUYKPOLOUEVOV 1| TOV MUPOVOV TE Kol
APOVOV cLVOTTOUEVOV: PLOUOIG Te dOKTOAOLG Kol 6movdeiolg Toig unkiotolc kol
mheiotnv Eyovot SiéPacty dravta cdykerrat. Ti 8 mot’ odv TovTOV EKacTov SVvaral,
Al pév povoovrhafoi te kol dovArafor AEEElc TOAAOVG TOVG HETAED YpOVOLG
aAMA®V droleimovcal TO ¥pOVIoV EUuncavto Tob £pyov” ai 68 poakpoi cuAlafal
OTNPLYHOVG TvOG EYovcot Kol ykoabicpoato TV avtitumiov Kol T yiyuo Kol 1 Tdv
TPOYLVOVIOV YPOUUATOV TopdOeotg Ta SoAeippota Thg Evepyeiag Kol Tag Emoyag Kol
10 10D pdybov péyebog: ol pvbpol 8’ v unkel Bewpovpevol TV EKTAGTY TOV LEADV Kol

TOV O1EAKLG OV TOD KOMOVTOG Kol TV ToD TETPOL EPELCLy.

First, in the two lines in which Sisyphus rolls up the rock (Od. 11.595-596), except
for two verbs all remaining words in the passage are either disyllables or

. o7 o , ’ ’ ~ o ’ , 10
monosyllables (i.e., fjtot, 6, pév, yepotv, 1¢, mociv, Adav, dvw, ToTi, AOEOV). 8

Next, in
each of the two lines, the long syllables are half as numerous again as the short ones

(i.e., nine longs against six shorts).'” Then, all the words are so spaced as to advance

Dionysius not only shows how the poet imitates frightening or august situations through rough arrangement, but
he also discusses instances of smooth collocations which are appropriate for gentle and pleasing scenes.

"7 Dion. Hal. Comp. 20.13—14. The verses that are discussed in this passage are Hom. Od. 11.593-596: ‘And
Sisyphus I saw there under his great yoke of pain, with both his arms hard-straining an enormous rock to move.
Buttressing that boulder with his legs and both his hands, he heaved toward the summit of the hill” (xoi prnv
Yicvpov giogidov kpatép’ Ghye’ Exovta, / Adav Baotalovio meEldplov dpgotépnotv: / ol O HEV OKNPUTTOUEVOC
xepoiv 1€ moctv 1€ / Adav dvo dBecke moti Adeov). Dionysius cuts the last verse (11.596) off after the fourth
foot. Cf. n. 113 below on Demetr, Eloc. 72, who discusses the same passage, and n. 114 below on Long. Subl.
40.4, who seems to echo Dionysius’ discussion of the passage.

108 Dionysius must refer to the verses 11.595-596, as the other two (11.593-594) contain several words with
more than two syllables, viz., beside the verbs, Zicvpov, tehdpilov and dppotépnory.

19 1n this case, Dionysius’ statement only holds good, if it applies to the first three verses, which scan as follows:
(11593) ——1—ovovl——I—vul—vul—— (11594) — — | —— | —vuvl—vuvl—vul ——,
and (11.595) —v vl ——1— v vl — — 11— v ol — —respectively. The fourth line (11.596), however, has
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in ample measures, and the gaps between them are distinctly perceptible, either
because of the coincidence of vowels (i.e., diye’ &yovta, fjtol O, dve GOeoke) or the
juxtaposition of semivowels or voiceless letters (i.e., €ic€idov Kpotép’, Adav

"9 and the dactylic and spondaic

Baoctdlovto, oknpuwtoueEvog xepoiv te, mooiv Te);
rhythms are the longest possible and take the longest stride.''! Now what is the effect
of each of these details? The monosyllabic and disyllabic words, leaving many
intervals between each other, portray the long duration of the action; while the long
syllables, which have a holding, delaying quality, portray the resistance, the
weight and the difficulty. The drawing-in of breath between the words and the
juxtaposition of rough letters indicate pauses in his efforts, the delays and the
hugeness of his labor; and the rhythms, when considered in respect of their length,

portray the straining of the limbs, his dragging effort as he rolls his burden, and the

pushing upward of the stone.

After several rough verses, the Sisyphus passage concludes with a smooth line, appropriately
containing a maximum number of dactyls, imitating the speed of the boulder as it rolls down
from the top of the hill: ‘Do not the words’, Dionysius reacts, ‘when thus combined, tumble
downhill together with the impetus of the rock? Indeed, does not the speed of the narration

outstrip the rush of the stone?’''? Dionysius’ views about the mimetic quality of word

five long syllables against six short ones: — v v | — — | — v v | — v u. Cf. Aujac and Lebel (1981) 143 n. 2.
Note that I scan the final syllable of each verse as long: cf. section 2.4.2 n. 120 above.

10 For Dionysius’ division of letters into vowels, semivowels and voiceless letters, see section 4.4 n. 73. The
number of hiatuses and clashes between semivowels and consonants is larger, if we take the instances of internal
concurrences into account, viz., dAye’, &xovta, Adav, factdlovrta, Apeotépnoty, oknpirtopevog and dOeoKe.

"' Dion. Hal. Comp. 15.3—10 argues that ‘there is more than one kind of length and shortness of syllables; some
are actually longer than the long and some shorter than the short’ (ufovg kol BpoydTnTog cvAAaPdY ob pia
@Vo1C, OAAG Kol pakpotepai Tvég €lot TV pokp®dv Kol Bpoydtepor @V Ppoayeidv). Dionysius compares, for
instance, the quantity of the first syllable in the following words, in increasing order of length: 66dg, P6dog,
Tpomog, otpodoc. In the Homeric passage under discussion, Dionysius may be thinking of the combinations such
as unv -, -dov kp-, pev ok-. Cf. Aujac and Lebel (1981) 143 n. 3.

"2 Dion. Hal. Comp. 20.16: Oyl cuykatokekbMoTor T Papet Tig TéTpag 1 1OV Ovopdtov chvoestc, pdihov 88
£€pBoke Vv T0D AiBov Qopav T0 Tiig dmayyehiog tdyog; The verse under discussion is Hom. Od. 11.598: ‘And
downwards it hurtled, the pitiless boulder, rolling to the plain’ (avtic &neita méSovde kVAvOeTO Adlag dvoudic),
which scans: — v vl — v ol —ovul— o vl — ool — — Dionysius notes that the verse contains no
monosyllabic words, that the majority of the syllables is short (viz., ten short against seven long), and that there

are no instances of hiatus or clashes between semivowels and consonants at word junctions. The critic also
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arrangement are shared by Demetrius and Longinus. The former, for instance, notices how ‘in
many passages, grandeur is produced by a series of ugly sounds’ (duc@wvia); after quoting a
verse from the Illiad about Ajax doing battle with Hector, he remarks that ‘in other respects
the ugly clash of sounds is perhaps unpleasant to the ear (dvonkooc), but by its very excess it
brings out the greatness of the hero, since in the grand style smoothness and euphony find
only an occasional place’.113 The author of On the Sublime, in addition, argues that a sublime
idea ‘gains additional grandeur, from the fact that the rhythm is not hurried along, or, as it
were, running on rollers (év dmokvAicpoatt), but the words prop one another up (oTnprypovg
&xew) and are separated by intervals, so that they stand firm and they give the impression of
stable grandeur’ (mpdg €opatov dwfefniota péyebog). According to the critic, nothing is
more destructive of sublimity than quick successions of short syllables, which resemble an
effeminate ‘dance-rhythm’ (6pynotcov).'™*

Among Roman authors, we do not find much discussion of acoustic imitation: as we

saw, they connect roughness and smoothness to the moral integrity of the author rather than to

the content of his narrative. Quintilian, however, combines the two approaches: his discussion

recognizes instances of the ‘irrational long syllable’ (naxpda droyog), which he presumes to be shorter than a
‘perfect long’ (noxpa teAeia): cf. Dion. Hal. Comp. 17.12 with the discussion of Ruijgh (1987).

3 Demetr. Eloc. 48 (on Hom. I1. 16.358): TTotsi 8¢ kai duopavia cuvbécem v mohoic péyedog. Ibid.: AAhag
pev yap iomg dviKoog 1 TdV ypoppdtev coprinéis, vmepPoin &’ éupaivovca 1o péyebog tod fipwog Aeldtng
YOp Kol TO E0NKOOV 0L TAVL €v peyahompeneiq ydpov Exovoty, gl uf mov €v OAiyolg. Demetr. Eloc. 72 discusses
Hom. Od. 11.595 (the Sisyphus passage), noting that the double hiatus of long vowels in Adov dveo dBeoke
‘reproduces the stone’s upward movement and the effort needed’ (pepipunzon tod AiBov v dvaeopav kai Piow).
Demetrius’ analyses of hiatus are not strictly limited to the topic of word arrangement, as he explicitly takes
internal hiatuses (as in Adav) into account; cf. esp. Eloc. 69-70.

"4 Long. Subl. 40.4: Adpotepov 8¢ yéyove @ THY Gppoviav pf katoomedodar pnd’ olov &v dmokvAopatt
@épeobal, GAAG otnprypovg te €xev mpog GAANA ta dvopata kal éggpeicpata TV ypOvaV mTpog £dpaiov
SwPefnkota péyeBoc. See ibid. 41.1 for the incompatibility of sublimity and short-syllabled rhythmical feet,
such as pyrrhics (o v), tribrachs (v v o) trochees (— v) and ditrochees (— v — u): cf. section 2.3.3 n. 90 above
for Dionysius’ view on these swift rhythmical feet. There are striking similarities between Dion. Hal. Comp.
20.13-14 (on the Sisyphus passage) and Long. Subl. 40.4: on the latter text, Russell (1964) notes that ‘this is the
same sort of criticism as practiced by Dionysius’. Porter (2016) 407-408 points out several striking verbal
correspondences: Longinus’ passage, for instance, refers to a ‘rock’ (métpa) and a ‘rolling-machine’
(dmoxvAopa), which resonate with Dionysius’ discussion of Sisyphus who ‘rolls up his rock’ (évaxvhiet v
métpav). Moreover, both texts refer to words as ‘being a mighty stride’ (Long. dwafefniota, Dion. Hal.
SwPefrikact), serving as ‘proppings’ (omnprypot) for each other. Hence, Porter can claim with confidence that
‘depending on their relative dates, it is extremely likely that Longinus is showing himself to be a close reader

and emulator of Dionysius’.
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of rough arrangement not only draws on the discourse of simplicity and sincerity, but he also
touches on themes that are typical for the treatises of Demetrius and Dionysius. Like
Demetrius, for instance, the Flavian teacher ranks several types of vowel collision according
to the degree of their offensiveness; like Dionysius, he pays attention to the disposition of the

mouth as it produces these various types of hiatus.'"

Quintilian advises the orator-in-training
not to shun the phenomenon altogether: ‘Hiatus is sometimes actually appropriate and adds a
certain grandeur (faciunt ampliora).” The rhetorician next quotes a corrupt phrase (pulchra
oratione acta [oratio] iacta te), noting that ‘the inherently long and rich syllables also take up
a certain amount of time in the interval between the vowels, as though there was a pause
there”.''° Although I have distinguished between Greek and Roman approaches to word
arrangement, Quintilian’s discussion of hiatus demonstrates that both perspectives could be

combined as parts of a common stylistic discourse.

4.5.3 Archaism and the Patina of Antiquity
To conclude the present discussion of the stylistic applications of rough word arrangement, |
will now turn to the last of the three major recurring virtues of harshness, that is, its archaizing
effect: the crudeness of the ear-jarring collocations could conjure up the rudimentary literary

style of a long-gone epoch.''” Apparently, roughness could be associated with primitive

15 Quint. Inst. orat. 9.4.33-34. See Demetr. Eloc. 72—73, 207 for the different degrees of offensiveness of hiatus;

cf. n. 102 above. See Dion. Hal. Comp. 14.7-14 on the disposition of the mouth in pronouncing vowels; cf.
section 4.4 n. 74 above. Note that Quintilian, unlike Cicero, does not insist that hiatus is forbidden in the Latin
language, although he does mention the possibility of mitigating the harshness of hiatus by coalescing the two
vowels into a single syllable (cuvaAipn)). For the plausibility of Quintilian’s familiarity with Dion. Hal. Comp.,
see section 4.4 n. 77 above.

"% Quint. Inst. orat. 9.4.36: Nonnumquam hiulca etiam decent faciuntque ampliora quaedam. Ibid.: Longae per
se et velut opimae syllabae aliquid etiam medii temporis inter vocales quasi intersistatur adsumunt. The hiatus-
filled Latin phrase that Quintilian quotes is of unknown origin: I adopt the reading of Russell (2002), who
follows Halm’s emendation iacta te for the word iactatae, which the mss have preserved. In this interpretation,
oratio must be deleted. Russell proposes the following translation: ‘Show pride in yourself, having delivered a
beautiful speech.’

""" For the relationship between archaism and classicism, see esp. Kim (2014), who shows that Dionysius’
references to ‘archaism’ (dpyaiopoc) and ‘the archaic’ (to dpyaiov) do not refer to a pre-Classical period (in fact,
as we saw in section 1.6 above, neither Dionysius nor Cicero pay much attention to the period preceding the
Classical era), but rather to a specific set of qualities that he considered fundamentally classical: ‘Archaic
qualities, rather than occupying their own temporal sphere, are often located by Dionysius within the classical

itself; for Dionysius, archaizing, somewhat paradoxically, is an essential part of the best classical writing.” Cf.
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antiquity, while smoothness could be connected to refined modernity. This raised a
controversial issue among the critics and rhetoricians in Rome: should the authors of their day
imitate the rough-hewn acoustics that they recognized in several of their favorite authors from
Classical Greece, even though that same literary canon contains many fine examples of
exquisite euphony and sophisticated smoothness? The extant opinions on this topic are
divided: while some praised rough arrangements of words as emblematic of rugged, venerable
old age, others dismissed it as musty and outdated. We will see that Dionysius, Longinus and
the Roman authors who called themselves ‘Attic’ advocated the former view, whereas Cicero
vigorously defended the opposite position.

In describing the archaizing effect of rough harmony, our authors often draw
comparisons with the visual arts, that is, with timeworn sculptures and primitive paintings.
Dionysius’ favorite metaphor for harsh arrangement is ‘patina’ (nivog), referring to the moldy
blemish that appears on the surface of bronze statues as the result of a prolonged exposure to
the elements of nature.''® This greenish layer can not only be seen as a lamentable symptom
of decay, but it can also be thought to contribute to the austere venerability of the object:
Plutarch, for instance, relates that a young visitor ‘marveled at the patina of the bronze’ of the
statues of the Spartan commander Lysander and his officers in Delphi, ‘for it bore no

resemblance to rust or verdigris, but it was smooth and shining with a deep blue tinge’.119

Porter (2006¢) 327: ‘The point to see is that archaism is a perspectival feature as much as a stylistic and
periodizing one, and that from the later postclassical perspective all earlier writing into the fourth century seems
broadly archaic.’

""" As a metaphorical term in literary criticism, the word mivog is diversely translated. Van Hook (1905) 44 has
‘tinge of antiquity’ and ‘classical style’; Roberts (1910) gives ‘mellowing deposit, tinge of antiquity, flavor of
archaism’, Van Wyk Cronjé (1986) offers ‘musty antiquity’, ‘patina’ or ‘tinge’; Aujac (1992) has ‘rouille, teinte
de véstusté, d’archaisme, patine’. I will use ‘patina’ for mivog, as do Usher (1974), (1985) and Donadi and
Marchiori (2013), because this word aptly reflects the sculptural metaphor. Donadi (2000b) 56-57 suggests that
the patina image was prompted to Dionysius by the state of decay of the old Doric temples in his day; Fornaro
(2001) demonstrates the influence of Dionysius’ use of the word patina on the aesthetic theories of
Winckelmann; Porter (2006¢c) 327-328 and Kim (2014) 380-382 discuss the patina metaphor as part of their
study of ancient classicism and archaism (cf. the previous note).

"9 Plut. Mor. 395b: "EQovpale 8¢ oD yokkod 10 avonpdy (g 0 Tivey Tpoceocds ovd’ id, Pagf 8¢ Kudvov
otirfovtoc. Plutarch uses the word avOnpov to refer to the pleasing patina of the statue; mivog denotes the dirty
rust on its surface. The passage refers to the group of thirty-eight statues, depicting the Spartan victors at the
battle of Aegospotami (405 BC): cf. Paus. 10.9.7-9 and Falaschi (2017). The young man in Plutarch’s story
thinks that the patina befits the statues of the admirals ‘as they stood there with the true complexion of the sea

and its deepest depths’ (olov dtéyvog Oardrrion i xpo¢ kai PHdor EcTdTEG).
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Moving from sculpture to literature, Longinus attributes to sublime texts a ‘charming patina’
(evmivewn) and a ‘bloom as on the surface of beautiful bronzes’ (yévooic Tig domep dydipoct
kadriototc).'* Dionysius uses the image of patina without referring explicitly to its original
sculptural context: he describes rough arrangement as ‘having a beauty that consists in its
patina of antiquity’ (TOv dpyoicpov kol Tov Tivov Eyovca kdAAoc), conferring upon the text an
‘incrustation in the form of an ancient patina’ (yvodg (’xpx(xtomvﬁg).lzl The comparison
between rough-hewn sculpture and rough literature was widespread in the Greek and Roman
critical discourse: the image recurs in the works of Demetrius, Cicero and Quintilian.122
Undoubtedly, Dionysius presents the archaic flavor as a commendable feature of
rough composition.'> According to him, the patina of antiquity can be found particularly in

the lyric poetry of Pindar, in the tragedies of Aeschylus, and in the historiography of

120 Long. Subl. 30.1. Cf. ibid. 36.3, comparing sublime literature to ‘the faulty Colossus’ (6 Kokooodg 6
nuaptnuévog), which he pits against Polyclitus” Doryphorus: according to the author, the latter is admired for its
accuracy (10 akpipéotarov), whereas the former, like works of nature, is commended for its greatness (uéyefog).
De Jonge (2013) argues that Longinus’ Colossus refers to the golden statue of Zeus in Olympia, mentioned in PI.
Phdr. 236b, claiming that the critic stresses its faultiness so as to underline the archaism in Plato’s style.

2! Dionysius uses ‘patina’ (mivog), ‘patinated’ (memvopévog) and ‘having the patina of antiquity’ (Gpyoumvic):
see Dion. Hal. Dem. 5.3 (quoted in Pomp. 2.1), 38.6, 39.7, 44.2, 454, Comp. 22.6. The word ‘incrustation’
(xvoog or yvodg) can refer to the light porous film on any object, e.g., the layer of sea-salt on Odysseus’ body
after he landed on the island of the Phaeacians (Hom. Od. 6.226), the fine down on a flower (Theophr. Hist. pl.
2.8.4), bloom on fruit (Theophr. Caus. pl. 6.10.7), or the first fuzzy hairs on a young man’s chin (Dion. Hal.
Dem. 51.7, Comp. 25.35). Usener and Radermacher consider the word yvodc in Dion. Hal. Dem. 5.3 a gloss for
wivog, but it probably belongs to the original text: Dem. 38.6 uses the expression ‘incrustation in the form of an
ancient patina’ (yvodg dpyotomivic), combining both metaphors for rough, archaic style. Dion. Hal. Isoc. 3.6-7
differentiates between the style of Lysias and Isocrates by comparing them to different styles of sculpture.

'22 Demetr. Eloc. 14: ‘So the older style has something of the sharp, clean lines of early statues, where the skill
was thought to lie in their succinctness and sparseness’ (810 kai mepieEeopévov €xel T 1 Epunveia M mpiv Kol
£0GTOAEG, (omep Kol T Gpyoio dydApata, OV TEvn £50KEL 1| GLETOAN Kol ioyvomC). Cic. Att. 12.6.4 refers the
slightly old-fashioned expression ‘pray’ (quaeso) as ‘having a charming patina’ (edmwvéc). Cf. ibid. 14.7.2, where
he describes a letter from his son as ‘patinated’ (litterae memvopévar), remarking that ‘the patina of the letter
shows that he has learnt something’ (nivog litterarum significat doctiorem); see also ibid. 15.16a and 15.17.2 on
the patina of young Marcus’ letters. Quint. Inst. orat. 2.5.23 argues that the older orators should only be imitated
‘after the layer of uncouthness incident to that age is removed’ (deterso rudis saeculi squalore); later on, ibid.
12.10.7, the author compares older literature to the ‘stiff” (duriora, rigida) statues of Callon and Hegesias (fl. c.
500 BC). Cf. also Porter (2006¢) 325-326 n. 62 on the Antonine expression ‘color of old age’ (color vetustatis)
in Fronto Ep. 2.19, 4.9; Gell. NA 10.3.15, 12.2.10, 12.2.12 and 12.4.13.

123 Yet, in diction, Dionysius does not consider archaism a virtue: see section 3.2.2 and Kim (2014) 368-370.
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Thucydides. Although Dionysius does not explicitly say so, the patinated incrustation is
probably not an original feature of these early rough-sounding works: the noble stain takes a
long period of time to emerge, and is therefore only visible to later audiences.'* Why do
harsh, ear-jarring collocations remind Dionysius specifically of the authors just listed? We
should note that they are by no means older than the other authors in Dionysius’ classical
canon: the antiquated style of Pindar, for instance, postdates the smoothness of Sappho, and
the old-fashioned style of Thucydides is preceded by the ‘well-mixed” harmony of Herodotus.
Still, Dionysius invariably assigns a primeval aura to the aforementioned rough authors, as
their works exhibit virtues that are more appropriate for old age than for youth, such as
‘weight’ (Bapoc), ‘dignity’ (a&lopo) and ‘solemnity’ (cepvoroyio). The prototypical
representatives of smooth harmony, by contrast, are associated with such youthful attributes
as ‘freshness’ (poy), ‘charm’ (xGpic) and ‘pleasure’ (doviy).'> To be brief, by applying the
rules of roughness, the authors in Rome could, in a conspicuous way, exhibit their affinity
with the distant classical past.

Not only Greek authors, but also Roman writers could turn to harsh composition to
approximate the classical literature of yore. Cicero reports that his opponents, the self-styled
Attic orators who advocated the unadorned frugality of Lysias, shunned the rhythmical finish
of smooth composition, because ‘this was not done by the ancients’.'?® In his Orator, Cicero
compares his oratorical foes to the lovers of primitive painting: ‘Suppose they prefer archaic
painting which used only a few colors to the perfection of modern art; must we, go back to the
ancients and reject the moderns? They pride themselves on the names of their ancient models.

Antiquity does carry authority in the precedents it furnishes, as old age does in respect of

"> Dion. Hal. Dem. 39.7 singles out Aeschylus, Pindar and Thucydides as models of ‘solemnity’ (cepvotmc) and
the ‘patina of antiquity’ (dpyaiog mivog). To these three names may be added the other ‘rough’ authors in Dion.
Hal. Comp. 22.7; cf. section 3.3 table 7 and n. 60 above. Porter (2006c) 327 proposes that Dionysius regards the
old masters themselves as already archaizing: ‘The implication that not only any later classical writer employing
the austere or archaic style, such as Antiphon, Plato, Antimachus, and Demosthenes, but also its first exponents,
Empedocles, Pindar, Aeschylus, and Thucydides, might themselves by archaizing and not archaic, is left
teasingly open by Dionysius (or else simply allowed).” Cf. Kim (2014) 378: “While one suspects that the old-
fashioned quality Dionysius ascribes to the austere mode would be perceptible only to a later classicizing
audience, proof is difficult to come by, because Dionysius (...) is concerned more to describe the effect on the
listener (...) than to establish the writer’s awareness of such effects.’

12 See Dion. Hal. Comp. 11.2-3 and section 3.2.1 table 6 above.

12 Cic. Orat. 168: Non erat hoc apud antiquos. On the stylistic views of the self-proclaimed Atticists, see

sections 1.4 and 3.4 above and section 5.6.1 below.
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years; and this authority has great weight with me.”'?” Dionysius draws on a similar analogy
between literature and painting, when he compares the styles of Lysias and his younger fellow
orator Isaeus: ‘There are some old paintings which are worked in simple colors without any
subtle blending of tints but clear in their outline, and thereby possessing great charm; whereas
the later paintings are less crisply drawn but contain greater detail and a subtle interplay of
light and shade, and are effective because of the many nuances of color which they contain.
Now Lysias resembles the older paintings by his simplicity and charm, and Isaeus their more
elaborate and more skillfully wrought successors.”'?®

The archaism of roughness and the modernity of smoothness are prominent themes in
the polemic between Cicero and the advocates of harsh composition. The former reports that
there was a group of orators in Rome who called themselves ‘Thucydideans’ (Thucydidii),
whom he describes as a ‘new and unheard-of group of ignoramuses’ (novum quoddam
imperitorum et inauditum genus), orators who quaintly imitated the historian’s convoluted
syntax: ‘No one succeeds in imitating his dignity of thought and diction, but when they have
spoken a few choppy, disconnected phrases (mutila quaedam et hiantia), which they could

have formed well enough without a teacher, each one thinks himself a regular Thucydides.”'*’

¥ Cic. Orat. 169: Quid, si antiquissima illa pictura paucorum colorum magis haec iam perfecta delectet, illa
nobis sit credao repetenda, haec scilicet repudianda? Nominibus veterum gloriantur. Habet autem ut in
aetatibus auctoritatem senectus sic in exemplis antiquitas, quae quidem apud me ipsum valet plurimum.
According to Plin. NH 35.50, the oldest painters used only four colors, viz., black, white, yellow and red. Cf.
Quint. Inst. orat. 12.10.3, who compares the development of painting to that of literary style. In a similar way as
Cicero criticizes the sober Atticizing orators, Quintilian censures the admirers of the paintings of Polygnotus (fl.
475-450 BC) and his father Aglaophon: ‘Their simple color still has its admirers, enthusiastic enough to prefer
these rude objects, the beginnings, as it were, of the future art, to the greatest of the later masters. I take this to be
a pretentious claim to superior understanding’ (quorum simplex color tam sui studiosus adhuc habet ut illa prope
rudia ac velut futurae mox artis primordia maximis qui post eos extiterunt auctoribus praeferant, proprio
quodam intellegendi, ut mea opinio est, ambitu).

28 Dion. Hal. Is. 4.1-2: Eici 87 tveg apyoion ypagai, xpduact pév sipyaopévar amidg koi oddepiov &v Toig
piypaow Eyovoar mowcihiov, axpieis 6¢ Taig ypoppois kai ToAd 1o yapiev £v tavtaig £xovoat. Al d¢ pet’ ekeivag
eBypappotl uiv ftrov, Ecipyoopévon 8¢ pddlov, okidl T Kol QmTi TouAAOpEVoL Kol £v Td TR0l TV PypdTov
v ioyov Eyovcat. Tovt@v pev o1 taig dpyatotépaig £otkev 0 Avciag Katd Ty anAdtnta Kol Vv Xaptv, Toig o6&
ExmemovnévoLg Te Kal TeyviKkoTépals 0 Toaiog.

129 Cic. Orat. 30-32: Huius tamen nemo neque verborum neque sententiarum gravitatem imitatur, sed cum
mutila quaedam et hiantia locuti sunt, quae vel sine magistro facere potuerunt, germanos se putant esse
Thucydidas. Cicero’s principal objection against the imitation of Thucydides is that the latter’s work is an

unsuitable model for oratory: cf. section 1.6 n. 134 above. Cicero does not mention the names of these supposed
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According to Cicero, these followers of the Athenian historian end up with a bizarrely
anachronistic and needlessly old-fashioned style: ‘Are men so perverse as to live on acorns
after grain has been discovered? Are we, then, to suppose that the diet of men could be
improved by the assistance of the Athenians, but that their oratory could not?’'** In this
comparison, the acorns stand for the rugged style of Thucydides: Cicero complains that the
Thucydidean orators in Rome prefer this meager diet over the rich nutrition provided by the
Attic grains, that is, by the smooth rhythms and well-polished periods of the likes of Isocrates
and Demosthenes. As Cicero continues to argue, one cannot fault the old masters for their

primitive roughness, but later generations should know better:'*!

Nec ego id quod deest antiquitati flagito potius quam laudo quod est; praesertim cum
ea maiora iudicem quae sunt quam illa quae desunt. Plus est enim in verbis et in
sententiis boni, quibus illi excellunt, quam in conclusione sententiarum, quam non
habent. Post inventa conclusio est, qua credo usuros veteres illos fuisse, si iam nota
atque usurpata res esset; qua inventa omnis usos magnos oratores videmus. (...) Legi
enim audivique nonnullos, quorum propemodum absolute concluderetur oratio. Quod
qui non possunt, non est eis satis non contemni, laudari etiam volunt. Ego autem illos
ipsos laudo idque merito quorum se isti imitatores esse dicunt, etsi in eis aliquid
desidero, hos vero minime qui nihil illorum nisi vitium secuntur, cum a bonis absint

longissime.

I do not demand from antiquity what it has not; rather I praise what it has, particularly
because I judge their excellence of greater concern than their deficiency. There is, in

fact, more good in words and ideas, in which they excel, than in a rhythmical sentence

aficionados of Thucydides, but the orator-cum-historian C. Asinius Pollio (76 BC—4 AD) was probably among
them; the historian Sallust (86—ca. 35 BC) is also often associated with the group, although Cicero refers
specifically to orators. See esp. the discussions of Roman Thucydideanism in Leeman (1955) 183-208 and
(1963) 179-187. According to Bonner (1939) 83, there is an uninterrupted tradition from Cicero’s novum genus
to the supporters of Thucydides in Dionysius’ era, such as Q. Aelius Tubero, the addressee of Dion. Hal. Thuc.:
cf. De Jonge (2017). Yet, there is no real proof to establish a direct link between the Thucydides imitators of the
late Republic and those of the Augustus era. On Thucydides’ convoluted syntax, see De Jonge (2008) 214-216.
B0 Cic. Orat. 31: Quae est autem in hominibus tanta perversitas, ut inventis frugibus glande vescantur? An
victus hominum Atheniensium beneficio excoli potuit, oratio non potuit? The passage refers to the myth that
mankind had to make do with acorn, until Triptolemus sowed grain in Attic soil: see e.g. Ov. Met. 5.643-661.

Bl Cic. Orat. 169, 171.
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ending, which they lack. The rhythmical ending was a later invention, which I believe
the ancients would have used if it had been known and employed in their day.'** We
see that after its invention, all great orators employed it. (...) For I have read and
listened to not a few orators whose style was almost perfectly rhythmical in its
cadence; but those unable to attain to this are not satisfied with not being criticized;
they even wish to be praised for their failure. I, on the other hand, praise precisely
those whom they profess to imitate, and I am quite right in doing so, although I find
something lacking in them; but I have scant praise for these moderns who imitate only

the weak points of the ancients while they are far from attaining to their real merits.

This passage encapsulates the dispute between the proponents of archaic roughness and the
supporters of newfangled smoothness in Late-Republican and Early-Imperial Rome. We have
seen that both Greek and Roman authors participate in this discussion, drawing on a shared
set of conceptual parameters: Cicero and Dionysius, for instance, both build their expositions
about the aural aspects of artistic prose on analogies with the visual arts. Hence, their opinions
on the seemingly trifling issue of word arrangement touches on the core of their aesthetic
taste, for they not only evaluate crude Thucydides and smooth Isocrates, but they also
compare the stiffness of archaic kouroi to the well-proportioned body of the Doryphorus, and
they, likewise, pit the rigid drawings of Polygnotus against the painstakingly detailed
paintings of Zeuxis and Parrhasius. In a word, rough word arrangement resonates with a
major category in ancient Greek and Roman aesthetic thought: it appeals to the uncomplicated

beauty of ancient art that can be played off against the complex artistic charm of modernity.

4.6 Conclusion
This chapter has focused on one of the hottest issues in the critical discourse on prose style in
Late-Republican and Early-Imperial Rome—the theory of word arrangement, which is

concerned with the aural evaluation of literature. This topic, as we have seen, not only

"2 According to Cic. Orat. 175-176, Thrasymachus invented rhythmical prose, and Gorgias invented balanced
sentence structure: thus, Cicero traces two crucial aspects of smooth composition back to the second half of the
fifth century BC. Yet, he submits that Thrasymachus’ style is ‘too rhythmical’ (nimis numerose) and that
Gorgias used his invention ‘rather immoderately’ (intemperantius) and ‘too boldly’ (insolentius), being ‘too
fond’ (avidior) of his own style. It was not until Isocrates, according to Cicero, that smoothness was applied with
success, as Isocrates used rhythm ‘with greater skill” (scientius) than Thrasymachus, and he added balance to his

sentences ‘with greater restraint’ (moderatius) than Gorgias. Cf. section 1.6 n. 136 above.
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attracted enthusiastic students (e.g., Cicero and Dionysius), but it also gave rise to tenacious
scolders (e.g., Philodemus and the so-called Roman Atticists). Concentrating on the extant
views about stylistic roughness, dissonance and cacophony, this chapter has contributed to our
understanding of the classicism that underlies the critical works of the respective authors: we
have seen that harsh acoustics were considered intrinsic to the aesthetic experience of the
classics. Although some ancient scholars preferred euphonious composition, all surviving
discussions recognize ear-jarring crudeness as inextricably connected to an important portion
of the classical Greek literary canon. Hence, the aspiring heirs of the old masters often
consciously arrange their words in such a way as to provide discomfort instead of pleasure to
the ears of their audience. By doing so, they could achieve several aesthetic effects: as we
have seen, rough word arrangement could be seen as a sign of authentic simplicity, it could be
associated with sublime grandeur, and it could evoke the rudimentary beauty of venerable old
age.

With respect to the complex relationship between Greek and Latin stylistic theory,
next, this chapter has taught us at least three lessons. First, despite the obvious phonological
and acoustic differences between the Greek and Latin languages, we have seen that Greek and
Roman authors analyze the sound of prose on the basis of a shared theoretical framework:
specifically, I have argued that there exists a remarkable agreement between them concerning
the natural principles that govern the arrangement of words, and concerning the appropriate
method of analyzing the acoustic effects of artistic prose. Secondly, this chapter has also
shown that Greek and Roman appreciations of rough and smooth collocations differ
considerably: Greek sources generally hold that the sound of the composition should imitate
the content of the narrative, whereas Latin texts are preoccupied with composition as a means
to reflect the authors’ moral character. In the Roman rhetorical tradition, the careful
arrangement of words could make an orator vulnerable to the charge of Greek, soft and
effeminate behavior. The third point, to conclude, is perhaps the most important: we have
seen that Roman authors were aware of and reacted to Greek views on word arrangement, and
vice versa. In Latin discussions, for one, the topic is often explicitly labeled as a Greek
activity, while Cicero emphatically deviates from Greek theory on hiatus. Dionysius,
conversely, seems to defend his favorite orator Demosthenes against the Roman detractors of
careful word arrangement.

Dionysius, whose views modern classicists typically connect to the works of other
Greek critics (section 1.2), seems to have involved himself in a stylistic discussion that

particularly concerned Roman orators and rhetoricians: this is not surprising, if we take into
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account that Dionysius dedicates his major treatise On the Arrangement of Words to the
young Roman aristocrat Metilius Rufus and that he was acquainted with various Roman
scholars (section 1.5). The next chapter will focus on a topic, which links the Greek critic to
yet another Roman rhetorical debate—the nature of Attic style and the political and moral
virtues which it was thought to represent. We will see that Atticism became a hot item in
Rome through the fierce polemic between the orators Calvus and Cicero (late 50s and early
40s of the first century BC), after which Attic style became a standard topic for both Greek

and Roman scholars to engage with.
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