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plained if Apollodorus (or Aristarchus or another), using Egyptian chronology along
with Herodotus’ testimony and Archilochus’ own poem(s) to date the poet’s acme,
aligned Archilochus with the famous pharoah’s inaugural year.?

There is yet a further point to be made here. From the information they could
gather, the Alexandrians concluded that Archilochus was a well-known poet and ma-
ture man circa 664/3 B.C.E.: obviously there was nothing in their researches to sug-
gest otherwise. Presumably, the scholars also believed that Archilochus was actively
producing poetry sometime before that. To Apollodorus and Aristarchus then, who
had available to them the considerable resources of the Alexandrian Libraries,
Archilochus was a “young man” rather earlier than Jacoby’s 652 B.C.E.3®

B. M. LAVELLE
Loyola University of Chicago

35. Since Apollodorus dedicated the Xpovikd to Attalus II of Pergamon “just a year after the catastrophe
in Alexandria” (cf. Pfeiffer, History, 254), obviously much (and perhaps even most) of the material in it
will have derived from work done by him in Egypt.

36. A birth year of 704/3 B.C.E. thus seems to be indicated for Archilochus (cf. Lasserre and Bonnard,
Archiloque, xxiii-xxiv, who propose 705 B.C.E. as the date of Archilochus’ birth). Whether such a date
could actually be right is, like that of Archilochus’ acme, an entirely different question. It would appear,
however, that the Alexandrians conceived of Archilochus, his poetry and his activity, as belonging more to
the first half of the seventh century, in particular to its second quarter, than to its middle third as Jacoby
and others would have it.

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN DIONYSIUS OF HALICARNASSUS’
DE IMITATIONE AND EPISTULA AD POMPEIUM

At Ad Pompeium 3.1, Dionysius informs us that his discussion of Herodotus and
Thucydides there reproduces the relevant section of his De imitatione. Scholars have
been reluctant to believe that the text we have is the fulfillment of that promise. Com-
parison between the Ad Pompeium and the extant epitome of the second book of the
lost De imitatione, it is argued, reveals differences too striking for the Ad Pompeium
to represent the text the epitomator had before him or her.! There are three competing
views that purport to account for these differences. The first, proposed by Usener? and
recently defended by Heath,? is that the Ad Pompeium was drawn from an early,
unfinished, version of the De imitatione’s second book; the epitomator had the final
version, into which Dionysius had introduced several changes. The second view, that
of Sacks,* is that the differences are so substantial that they have to be explained by

An earlier and somewhat different version of this argument appeared as part of my dissertation “Stud-
ies in Sallust’s Historical Selectivity in the Bellum Iugurthinum” (University of Illinois at Urbana-Cham-
paign, 2000). T am grateful for the comments of my dissertation committee, Professors J. K. Newman,
William M. Calder II1, Richard Mitchell, and Miriam R. Pittenger Pelikan. My thanks are also due to CP’s
anonymous reader, whose comments and suggestions were very helpful. None of the above should be
blamed for any remaining flaws.

1. The epitome perhaps dates from the third century C.E.: so H. Usener, Dionysii Halicarnassensis
“Librorum de imitatione” reliquiae epistulaeque criticae duae (Bonn, 1889), 7.

2. Usener, “De imitatione” (n. 1 above), 8.

3. M. Heath, “Dionysius of Halicarnassus On Imitation.” Hermes 117 (1989): 370-~73; this is also the
view of S. Fornaro, Dionisio di Alicarnasso “Epistola a Pompeo Gemino”: Introduzione e commento
(Stuttgart, 1997), 164.

4. K. S. Sacks, “Historiography in the Rhetorical Works of Dionysius of Halicarnassus,” Athenaeum 61
(1989): 66-80.
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supposing that the Ad Pompeium’s section on the historians represents a complete re-
thinking of Dionysius’ views on historiography. The third, that of Costil,’ diverges
from these two by dismissing the idea of separate versions of the De imitatione and
instead suggesting that all of the apparent differences are created by lacunae in the text
of the Ad Pompeium. The purpose of this paper is to argue that all three views may
be incorrect. Dionysius in the Ad Pompeium could be giving us exactly what he says
he is giving us: a copy of the relevant section of the De imitatione.® Nor need we
appeal to corruption to reconcile the epitome with the Ad Pompeium in every case,
although it may be plausible in some particular instances.
Dionysius introduces the passage in the Ad Pompeium as follows (3.1):

nept 8& "Hpoddtov kai Eevopdvtog EBovAHBng nabeiv tive nepi adbtdy HTOANYLY Exw, Kal
Ypdyar pe mept adTdv éBovAniBng. memoinka kai T00T0 <&V T0ig> £ig AnunTplov BropvIua-
TIOHOTG EPL HIPTIOEWG. TOVTMV & pEv TpdTog adThv mepeiknge Thv mepi fig puroewg (-
ow, 6 8 devtepog mepl Tob Tivag dvdpag pipeicbor el mordg T Koi @rAocbEovC,
1oTopLoYpagoug <TE> KOl PriTopug, & 8¢ Tpitog mept Tob ndg Se1 pupeioton uéypt Tobde dre-
ANg. &v 88 1@ devtépw, nepi “Hpoddrov e kai @ovkudidov kai Eevopdvrtog kai PrhicTov Kai
BOeondpumov (todTovg Yap ékkpive Todg dvdpag eig pipnoty Emrndeotdtons) 1ade ypdow:

As for Herodotus and Xenophon, you wanted to know my opinion on them, and wished
me to write about them. I have already done this in my treatise De imitatione, which is
dedicated to Demetrius. The first book of this deals with the study of imitation, and the
second, with the question of what individual authors should be imitated—poets, philoso-
phers, historians, and orators—while the third, which deals with how they should be
imitated, is still unfinished. In the second book, I write as follows on the subject of
Herodotus, Thucydides, Xenophon, Philistus, and Theopompus (seeing that I have deter-
mined that they are the authors who are most suitable for imitation).

Of the three theories that have been advanced, Sacks’ view obviously contradicts
the plain evidence of the text. If Dionysius had revised the De imitatione’s section on
the historians, he could perfectly well have said so. Here he does not even say totdde,
but 1a8e ypagw. If we accept Sacks’ argument, then we must suppose that here Diony-
sius is deliberately trying to sucker his reader into thinking that the (supposed)
changes he has introduced were part of the original. Why would he want to do this?
Sacks does not address this crucial point.’

Usener’s theory, on the other hand, is compatible with Dionysius’ words, although
there is nothing in them that compels acceptance of it.® However, there is no reason

5. P. Costil, “L’Esthetique litteraire de Denys d’Halicarnasse: Etude sur le classement et la doctrine des
Opera rhetorica” (doctoral thesis, University of Paris, 1949), pt. 4, chap. 5 (the intermittent and inconsis-
tent page numbers written onto this typewritten manuscript make more precise citation impossible).

6. This appears to be the view of G. Aujac (Denys d’Halicarnasse Opuscules rhétoriques, vol. 5, “L’imi-
tation” [fragments, épitomé], “Premiére lettre @ Ammée,” “Lettre a Pompée Géminos,” " Dinarque” [Paris,
1992], 18~19), and of D. G. Battisti (Dionigi di Alicarnasso “Sull’imitazione”: Edizione critica, traduzione
e commento [Pisa, 1997], 31), but they do not explicitly deal with the issue.

7. He does, in discussing why Dionysius did not choose to enshrine his new thoughts in their own trea-
tise, suggest that Dionysius may have been trying to avoid criticism of his friend Caecilius of Caleacte’s
Tept iotopiag (Sacks, “Historiography” [n. 4 above], 79). I can see no relevance this might have to the
question of why Dionysius might want to pass off a revision as the original.

8. Dionysius’ reference to the uncompleted state of De imit. 3 has suggested that the purpose of this
section of Ad Pompeium is to give Geminus an excerpt from a work in progress; so Usener, “De imita-
tione,” 3~4; also Heath, “Dionysius” (n. 3 above), p. 373 and n. 6 (with reservations). But there is nothing in
Dionysius’ words that suggests that De imit. 2 was in need of further revision. There is no particular reason
to suppose that De imit. 3 was ever completed, since this is our only surviving reference to it and there are no
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why his theory has to be accepted unless the differences between the Ad Pompeium
and the epitome are sufficiently extreme that the epitomator is unlikely to have been
responsible. For Costil’s argument, Dionysius’ opening statement is not relevant. How-
ever, it is of course the case that we should overturn the manuscript tradition only on
solid grounds. Here too, we should want the differences to be quite extreme before
postulating lacunae.

What are these differences? Usener does not go into detail on the point; indeed he
is quite tentative in advancing his hypothesis, basing it on the appearance of (un-
specified) material in the epitome that the Ad Pompeium lacks.’ Costil is also quite
brief in his treatment of the question. He deals with only two specific instances of
additional material in the epitome, and in neither case does he state precisely where
his proposed lacunae are to be located.!® Both are dealt with below, and neither nec-
essarily indicates a problem with the text of the Ad Pompeium. Ironically, there is one
important case of additional material in the epitome that Costil does not discuss, but
for which his theory provides the best explanation. ’

Sacks, on the other hand, claims that there are several differences. Most of his
arguments have been dealt with already by Heath, and so need not be discussed in de-
tail here. Some of Sacks’ supposed divergences consist of material present in the Ad
Pompeium but absent from the epitome.!! As Heath points out, such omissions are
easily explained as the work of the epitomator, and no conclusions can be drawn from
them.!2 Heath follows Usener in regarding only material that appears to be added to
the epitome as evidence of revision. This adds up to a less impressive assemblage of
differences, which leads Heath to the conclusion that Usener was right to suppose that
it only represents minor polishing on the part of Dionysius.

So minor are the supposed additions, however, that I would argue that the epito-
mator could easily be at work here as well. Costil, Heath, and Sacks between them
have only three possible examples of added material. The first, and most compelling,
can be seen when the following two parallel passages are compared:

186G & KOAaKLKOV Kol rAoTépavvov époaivel kai Tamevodv kai pikpordyov. (Pomp. 5.2)

His ethos is evidently servile, partial to tyrants, low-class, and petty.

surviving fragments: so S. E Bonner, The Literary Treatises of Dionysius of Halicarnassus: A Study in the
Development of Critical Method (Cambridge, 1939), 36-37; contra, Costil, “L'Esthetique litteraire” (n. 5
above), pt. 3, chaps. 2 and 3. The relative chronology of Dionysius’ works is too intricate and vexed a ques-
tion to be discussed here; good surveys of the problem can be found in Bonner, Literary Treatises, 25-38,
and Costil, “L’Esthetique litteraire,” pt. 3.

9. Usener, “De imitatione,” 8: “mutuam sibi opem et epistula et epitoma ferunt. quod si quando de-
sunt in epistula quae librariorum neglegentia omitti minus sit probabile, hoc tenendum erit, in epistulam
illud caput translatum esse ante quam totum opus perpolitum a scriptore emitteretur, epitomam non ex
epistula sed ex opere perfecto excerptam.”

10. Costil (“L’Esthetique litteraire,” pt. 4, chap. 5) also claims that “on peut faire la méme constation
pour certains détails de I'appréciation stylistique,” but he gives no examples of these “nuances.” He pre-
sumably means those trivial instances where Usener (followed by other editors) has used the epitome as a
basis for restoring individual entries that have apparently dropped out of lists of literary qualities in the Ad
Pompeium: Pomp. 4.3 (cf. De imit. 3.2); Pomp. 5.3 (cf. De imit. 3.2).

11. They are as follows: the lengthy comparison between Herodotus’ and Thucydides’ handling of the
Tpaypatikol ténot at Pomp. 3.2-15 corresponds to a single sentence of the epitome (De imit. 3.1); the epit-
ome omits the three subdivisions of oikovopia found in the Ad Pompeium; there is no praise of Theopom-
pus’ devotion to historiography in the epitome to correspond to that at Pomp. 6.2-5.

12. Heath, “Dionysius,” 372.
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®idotog 8¢ ppuntig éott Oovkudidov, £ Tod fiBoug: @ piv yép EhedBepov Kai ppoviipa-
T0¢ HecTéV' T00TE 88 BepansuTikdV TOV TUPdVVEV Kai Sobiov mhcovebiag. (De imit. 3)

Philistus is an imitator of Thucydides, with the exception of ethos. For Thucydides’ ethos
is free and full of spirit, while Philistus’ is that of a lackey of tyrants and a slave of self-
aggrandizement.

In the Ad Pompeium, Dionysius criticizes Philistus’ bootlicking ethos; in the epitome,
we find the same criticism accompanied by a description of Thucydides as free and
proud. Clearly, Costil, Heath, and Sacks are right to note the absence of such a de-
scription in the Ad Pompeium. But could it not represent editorializing by the epito-
mator, in order to keep things straight for his or her reader? In criticizing Sacks, Heath
correctly notes that omissions of material by the epitomator are no evidence for
changes in Dionysius’ views. But they do represent valuable evidence for the interests
of the epitomator himself or herself, and so can help to explain the additional material
here. It is immediately obvious that the epitomator was not drawn by Dionysius’
thoughts about Herodotus and Thucydides’ handling of the npaypatikoi ténot. These
are boiled down to a curt observation that Herodotus is better than Thucydides (De
imit. 3). The epitomator is rather more generous when it comes to this topic in con-
nection with Xenophon, Philistus, and Theopompus. The explanation for this can
hardly be that he or she was not interested in historiographical npaypatikoi témot at
all (although style is evidently his or her main concern, as indeed it is for Dionysius),
or the treatment of it would be equally brief across all the historians.'® It is difficult
to believe that the epitomator thought that Thucydides was a less important figure than
the likes of Philistus. Rather, the answer must be that the epitomator disagreed with
Dionysius’ evaluation of the relative merits of Herodotus and Thucydides, and/or
thought it unworthy of reproduction in detail for some other reason. In that case, it is
easy to see how, having eliminated all discussion of Thucydides’ ethos, the epitomator
would feel it necessary to make it clear here that Dionysius’ criticism of Philistus was
not part of the overall similarity of Philistus to Thucydides that Dionysius postulates.
This is essentially Heath’s argument, except that he believes that Dionysius himself
was responsible for the clarification.!* However, only a very inattentive reader of the
Ad Pompeium would be in danger of missing this. In that work, Dionysius engages in
a clear, lengthy, and vigorous criticism (3.15) of Thucydides’ ethos from which it is
obvious that he does not see Thucydides as a brownnoser; rather, his beef with the
great historian is that he is too harsh and critical towards his native Athens.!’ It is in
the epitome that such a clarification is necessary. The epitomator’s description of
Thucydides as “free and full of spirit” sounds more positive than Dionysius’ assess-
ment (although not completely so: gpoviipatog peotév is ambiguous). As Heath
notes, ¢ it is not incompatible with it either, but it is perhaps easier to see it as the ed-

13. Costil (“L’Esthetique litteraire,” pt. 2, chap. 1) is valuable on the possible influence of Neoplatonism
on the epitomator’s choice of what to include and exclude.

14. Heath, “Dionysius,” 373.

15. The same idea dominates Dionysius’ treatment of Thucydides’ hypothesis (Pomp. 3.4-6) and taxis
(3.9-10). As the Ad Pompeium stands, it may well be that Dionysius intends to suggest a partial compari-
son between the ethos of Thucydides and that of Philistus. Both historians are deficient in this respect, but
in different ways.

16. Heath, “Dionysius,” 372; contrast Sacks (“Historiography,” 69-70), who sees this as indicative of
a major shift in Dionysius’ thinking. Both scholars may be partially right. The content of what the epitome
says about Thucydides’ ethos is not all that different from the Ad Pompeium, but the attitude conveyed is
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itorial clarification of the later writer who, as we have seen, found Dionysius’ views
on Thucydides either incorrect or uninteresting, and so was not exercised by the need
to convey them with undue accuracy. Heath further argues that the difference between
the order of the individual npaypatikol ténor in the Ad Pompeium, where ethos is the
last point addressed, and the order in the epitome, where ethos precedes the others, is
also a result of Dionysius’ redrafting.!” Again, the epitomator could just as easily be
responsible. The order in the Ad Pompeium is standard, according to Heath, while that
of the epitome is not. But that is not in itself an argument for Dionysius’ having altered
the order. If anything, it is a (weak) argument for the epitomator’s as the hand at work,
since the order of the Ad Pompeium is standard for Dionysius, specifically, and one
might feel that another writer might be more likely to shift the topoi around.!8

The other two areas where additional material is supposedly present in the epitome
are less striking.

obte yap vmébeorv eilnge molvwgeri kai xowrv, Gonep Govkvdidne, GAAG piav Koi
TavTnV TomKknv. (Pomp. 5.1)

For, like Thucydides,'® he took up no useful and general ¥né0eo1c, but a single one and a
regional one at that.

Ehokev 3 Tp@dToV pEV 16 TV Ymdbeoty GreAf katahnelv TOV abTdOY dkeivip Tpdmov . . .
(De imit. 3.6)

He is zealous to emulate [Thucydides], firstly, in leaving his dn68ec1¢ dteAfic in the same
way as [Thucydides] . . .

In the above passages, what the epitome says about Thucydides’ and Philistus’ 76-
Beoig does not correspond with the view expressed in the Ad Pompeium. In the Ad
Pompeium, Philistus’ 4né0ec1¢ resembles Thucydides’ in not being noAvw@eri] and
xowny but rather piav (5.1). Dionysius also describes Philistus’ 6166gog as tomkv,
but this cannot be meant to be a direct comparison to Thucydides.? In the epitome,
on the other hand, Philistus resembles Thucydides in that his bnobeoig is drehnig (3);
in the Ad Pompeium this charge is leveled at Thucydides in the section where he is
compared with Herodotus (3.10) and in the section on Xenophon (4.1). Costil, Sacks,
and Heath agree in seeing this as evidence of additional material.2! Yet there is no
need to suppose that the epitomator has not imported this observation about Thu-
cydides from one part of the De imitatione into another, again for reasons of clarity

quite different. This is very compatible with the idea of an epitomator with his or her own views on Thu-
cydides, who remains generally faithful in his or her précis of Dionysius, but allows his or her own perspec-
tive to leak in on subjects peripheral to those for which he or she finds Dionysius valuable.

17. Heath, “Dionysius,” 373.

18. Although Dionysius was probably not the first or the last to examine historians under the head-
ings of these topoi, we cannot be certain that the order of the fopoi remained completely fixed (although,
admittedly, the conservatism of the rhetorical schools makes it a definite possibility). The difference is not
huge, of course; in one order, ethos comes last, in the other, first; in both cases, its position emphasizes its
importance.

19. There is no warrant for Usener’s decision to emend the comparison with Thucydides (a nasty swipe
at Thuc. 1.22) out of existence.

20. Dionysius does, however, criticize the narrow scope of Thucydides’ nérepov €va at 3.4~6, so there
may well be a looser comparison: both Philistus’ hypothesis and Thucydides’ are too restricted, but in
different ways, the one geographically, the other chronologically.

21. Sacks, “Historiography,” 69; Heath, “Dionysius,” 372.
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arising out of his or her elimination of most of Dionysius’ comments on Thucydides
himself.

An important point, on the other hand, is how the epitomator can say that Philistus
has a dnoBeoig without téhog in the first place. Heath and Sacks do not deal with this
question. Costil hypothesizes that Philistus may have left his work on Dionysius the
Elder unfinished, either in the sense of not reaching an envisaged terminus or else by
not giving it its final polishing. There is no ancient testimony for such an unfinished
life of the elder Dionysius. If something of the sort were needed it would be more
plausible to imagine that the epitomator might be confused. Dionysius (the scholar)
could have added a reference to the unfinished state of another work of Philistus, that
on Dionysius the Younger.?? But this supposition is not in fact necessary. There are
two other possibilities. The first is that the epitomator is picking up on something Di-
onysius says a little later: pixpdg te napa ndocav idéav o1t kai GreAnc (“He is trivial
in every way and dteAfic,” Pomp. 5.6). The reading dteAvc here is, however, a dubious
one.? The second possibility is preferable. The epitomator must intend this to relate,
not to the Ad Pompeium’s comments on Philistus’ choice of tn668eoic, but to what im-
mediately follows: &ifjpnke 8 adtiv [his hypothesis] eig ypapig &0, IMept TikeAiog
pev thy npotépav émypdewv, Iept Atovvoiov 8¢ thv dotépav: Eot 8t pia- kai toito
yvoing &v ano tob téhovg Tiig Zikehikfic (“He has divided it into two works, giving the
title On Sicily to the first, and On Dionysius to the second. But it is a single vné8eoic,
as one can tell from the conclusion of On Sicily,” Pomp. 5.1). AteMig in these passages
does not mean so much “unfinished” in the normal English sense (which implies the
possibility of unintentional failure to complete an envisaged scheme) as “lacking a
proper terminus” (or, as we would put it, “lacking closure”). Dionysius does not doubt
that Thucydides chose to end his history where he did.?* Thucydides’ organization,
according to Dionysius, also acts to destroy the unity of the work: GAAd cuppépnxe 1@
pév piav dnébeotv Aafévt mordd notficor pépn 16 tv odpa (“The result is that one has

22. This work was completed by Athanis of Syracuse (FGrH 562 T 2 = FGrH 556 T 11c). Athanis’
work was called the Zikehxd and extended at least as far as 337/6, well after Dionysius the Younger’s re-
tirement: FGrH 562 F 1, 3. It may be more accurate to regard Athanis’ work as a continuation rather than a
completion: so J. Marincola, Authority and Tradition in Ancient Historiography (Cambridge, 1997), 239-
40. However, in the Ad Pompeium, Dionysius is clearly talking about the bipartite work on Sicilian history
down to the life of Dionysius the Elder (the tyrant), known to us also from other testimony (FGrH 556 T
11a; that this was distinct from the later work on Dionysius the Younger is indicated by FGrH 556 T 11b).

23. Atelric is the MS reading. Usener, following Boissonadius, emends to edteAic; this emendation is
retained by H. Usener and L. Radermacher, Dionysii Halicarnasei quae extant (Stuttgart, 1904-29). Aujac
(Denys d’Halicarnasse [n. 6 above]) uses the epitome here to defend dtelrg; this is accepted by Fornaro,
“Epistola a Pompeo” (n. 3 above), 244 (cf. 240), but only at the cost of taking it in a very broad sense, as
referring to a work without a téhog “né morale, ne estetico.” This is difficult; in comparable passages (Pomp.
3.10; esp. 4.1; Thuc. 12.2) it is clear that Dionysius is referring to a narrative that does not end properly, and
he pairs it with consideration of the opening of the work. Emendation here does seem to be the best option.

24. See Fornaro, “Epistola a Pompeo,” 190. Dionysius makes this clearest at Pomp. 3.8: dcbtepdv 2ot
tiig iotopikfig npaypateiag Epyov yvdvar nélev e GpEachot kai péypt mod mpoeABelv Sei. paivetan &M kav
T061e GovkvdiSov moAd ‘Hpbddotog gpovipdtepoc. Note also Thuc. 10.1: aitidvrar 8¢ xai v e adtod
TLveg, dg oite Gpy v tfig ioTopiag eiknedtog fiv éxpfiv obte téhog Epnppok6Ttog avtii 10 npénov; this criti-
cism is meaningless unless the unfinished state of the work is intentional. Thuc. 16.2 (&v [dialogues and
speeches] mpovoobpevog Eotkev dtefi v iotopiav katahineiv, &g xai Kpdtinnog 6 ovvakpdoag adtd Kai
a napadeipBévia dr'avtob cuvayaydv yéypagev) at first sight appears to contradict this, but Dionysius’ mean-
ing here is clarified by Thuc. 24 (Sietéhece yé Tor ToV Entaelkooacti) Ypévov tod morépov Gmod g Gpyfic
g T TedeLTRG TaG OKTG BOBAOVG e pévag xatéMnev); he clearly envisages Thucydides as having been
engaged in revision of all eight books from early on. The reference to Cratippus at Thuc. 16.2-3 as Dionysius’
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taken up a single YndBeorg and proceeded to divide an organic unity into several
parts . . .,” Pomp. 3.14). Philistus has divided a single subject into two works. This
becomes apparent only from the conclusion of the earlier work. The epitomator may
have felt (and his or her viewpoint is at least arguably correct) that this represents a
charge that Philistus’ $n60eo1g is telng, either because Dionysius (the tyrant, not the
writer) was a bad way to end a work on Sicilian history, or (perhaps more probably)
because Dionysius implies that Philistus has given the ITepi Zikehiag a téog that turns
out not to be a téhog at all.?’

The editorial procedure involved in the epitome seems clear. The epitomator is
interested mainly in the more minor historians (in this section; the epitome is of the
whole of the first two books of the De imitatione). He or she has fastened on the main
organizing principle of Dionysius’ thoughts about Xenophon (Pomp. 4) and Philistus
(Pomp. 5), which is that the former resembles Herodotus and the latter Thucydides.
He or she cuts out what is not necessary to understand this basic idea (and so the ref-
erence to Thucydides’ ateAfg Ono6eoig is removed from the section on Xenophon,
where it is an aside). But the epitomator also supplies what is necessary for under-
standing, if it falls among the material already eliminated, not making it up out of
whole cloth, but simply displacing it from its original location in Dionysius’ original
treatise. In the first case, he or she has done so in a slightly tendentious paraphrase,
in the second, in a closer one, but the procedure is the same.

The last supposed addition, of concern only to Sacks and Heath, is trivial. In the
epitome (3.9), Theopompus is praised for his refusal to conceal the unspoken causes
of events and speeches (tdg drnopptitovg 1dVv yevopévav | Aey8évtav aitioc); in the Ad
Pompeium (6.7) we hear of actions and agents (tdg dpaveic aitiag tdv npdlewv Kot
tév mpadviov adtdc). But the epitomator may have seen it as obvious that this in-
cluded speeches, at least by implication. As Heath admits, we cannot say that this is
“beyond the reach of the epitomator’s phrasing.”’26

None of the cases that have been adduced so far seems to be decisive for any of
the three modern theories. There are, however, three further possible appearances of
additional material in the epitome that have so far escaped comment.?” One is:

Emovran tadtorg ai tiv loxdv kal 1oV Tévov Kol T dpolotpbmoug Suvapelg Tig ppioewe
dpetai nepiéyovcor” kpeittav év tavtaig ‘Hpoddtov @ovkudidng. (Pomp. 3.19)

source for the opinion that the speeches in Book 8 were omitted deliberately indicates that Cratippus is
likely also to be Dionysius’ source for the belief that Thucydides intended Book 8 to be the last. There is
no need for the present purpose to go into the controversy over whether Cratippus’ statement is correct; for
this see W. K. Pritchett, Dionysius of Halicarnassus “On Thucydides” (Berkeley, 1975), 67-68.

25. Fornaro, “Epistola a Pompeo,” 244, has revived the idea of emending the epitome as another way
around this problem; he accepts K. W. Kriiger’s emendation of dte)fj to GeeAfj (Dionysii Halicarnassensis
Historiographica, h.e. “Epistolae ad Cn. Pompejum,” “ad Q. Aelium Tuberonem” et “ad Ammaeum Altera”
[Halle, 1823]); Usener reads anAfiv; Usener-Radermacher sensibly returns to the MS reading. As Costil
points out (“L’Esthetique litteraire,” pt. 4, chap. 5), it is unlikely that corruption of an epitome would pro-
duce a statement that paralleled a statement from the original from which the epitome was drawn, almost
word for word: Pomp. 4.1.

26. Heath, “Dionysius,” 373, who considers it only a “possible” addition. For Sacks “Historiography,”
71, it is important, but only as part of several striking divergences he sees between the epitome and the Ad
Pompeium; all of the others consist of omitted material. He does not claim that in itself it is more than
“cosmetic.”

27. I am grateful to CP’s anonymous reader for drawing my attention to these.
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There follow the virtues that encompass strength, energy, and similar stylistic faculties;
Thucydides is better than Herodotus in these respects.

poun 8¢ kol ioydt kol Tove Kol 1@ TEPLTTE Kai moAoyNpatiote ntapnudokipnce Govkv-
8idng. (De imit. 3)

Thucydides is surpassingly famous for power, strength, energy, elaboration, and variety
of figures.

The addition of the last two stylistic virtues in the epitome can be explained by ref-
erence to one of the editorial principles that I have already suggested may be at work
elsewhere. Here too it appears that the epitomator may have transferred this observa-
tion from elsewhere in Dionysius, in the section on Philistus (Pomp. 5.4):

 pév yap mAfipng oxnudrev (kai oddtv olpar nept TdV avepdv Emi mhéov Seiv Aéyav) A
8¢ Dihiotov Ppdoig Opoerdiig tdoa delvidg kai doynudrtiotdc Eott.

[Thucydides’ style] is full of figures (I think there is no need for me to discuss the obvi-
ous at further length); in contrast, the entire style of Philistus is exceedingly uniform and
lacks figures.

It seems more likely that the epitomator summarized Dionysius’ statement out of its
original context in order to collect all of Dionysius’ stylistic judgments on Thucydides
in one place than that Dionysius decided to give greater emphasis to what he explicitly
regards as a trivially obvious point.

Another apparent case of additional material concerns precisely this unfortunate
deficiency of figurative expression in Philistus:28

Kai mohAdg eBpot Tig Gv meptddoug dpoing 2gekfic vn’ adtod oxnuatiiopévag, olov &v apyf
Ti¢ devtépag Tdv mept Tikehiag. . . . todta 8 4ndf mdvv Svia Epol paivetor. (Pomp. 5.4-5)

Many periods may be found in succession that he has constructed similarly, for example,
in the opening of On Sicily Book Two. . . . I find this wholly unpleasant.

... GmepdEato, o phv dpoiwg . . . T& Pdpn Kol Té GO Kai Todg oynuatiopols. (De imit.

3.2)

He copied [some stylistic virtues], but really did not similarly copy [Thucydides] . . .
weight, emotion, and use of figures.

The epitomator’s addition of references to Philistus’ lack of weight and feeling is,
think, intended to substitute for Dionysius’ specific example of Philistus’ “unpleas-
ant” lack of figures. It indicates how he or she understood Dionysius’ vague criticism
of this stylistic flaw as dnfj. This also corresponds to one of the editorial principles
identified in connection with the earlier divergences. It is parallel to the epitomator’s
interpretation of Dionysius’ specific criticism of Philistus’ division of his ¥néfeoic as
a general charge of having an dtehiig Y160eoc. In both cases, we can perhaps observe
the epitomator wrestling with one of the key problems that the composition of an

28. At this point, the epitomator has done an exceptionally good job of boiling down what was a
lengthy passage. In order not to have to quote too much extraneous material from the Ad Pompeium, 1 have
chosen to confine the quotation from the epitome to what is required to appreciate that additional material
appears.
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epitome entails. Specific details must be eliminated in favor of summarizing the
general thrust of the original. However, there will be cases where the original author
allows the specifics to speak for themselves, forcing the epitomator to tease out the
implied point.

There is, however, a further divergence that is difficult to explain as due to the epit-
omator. This is the case mentioned above, where Costil’s theory probably supplies the
best explanation:

ob yap pdvov odk ioyvoe Toito map’ adtod Aapeiv, GArd kdv mote Seyeipar BovAndf Thv
epdoty, dhiyov éunvedcag Gomep dndyetog adpa Tayéng oPévvutal. . . . pakpdTEPOC Yap
yiveton To0 déovtog év mOAAOIG, Kai TOD mpémovtog ody g ‘Hpoddtov Epdmreton TdV
npocdnv ebTLY®AG, GAL’ év TOALOTG SMywpds EoTiv, v 11§ dpBdg oxonfi. (Pomp. 4.4)

Not only was [Xenophon] incapable of adopting this [“historically formed style”] from
him [Herodotus], but even when from time to time he wants to make his style stimulat-
ing, like a breeze from the land he blows briefly and is quickly lulled. . . . for he is larger
than he should be in many places and unlike Herodotus does not have appropriate char-
acter portrayal, but on rigorous inspection is negligent in many places.

GAL’ 0UdE T0ob mpémovTog Toig Mpoodmol; EoToYdcaTo, MEPITIOES Avdpdoty ididrTong Kai
BapBdporg EcB’ Gte Abyoug grrocdgous, Aéke ypduevog Srakdyolg mpemodoq pdrlov §
oTpaTIwTIKOig Katopbopact. (De imit. 3.2)

Nor did [Xenophon] aim at appropriate character portrayal; he sometimes attributed
philosophical talk to ordinary men and foreigners and used language appropriate to dia-
logues rather than correct military usage.

The addition of the specific discussion of the inappropriate nature of the language
Xenophon supplies for his characters cannot be explained on the basis of our picture
of the epitomator’s working methods. Here it is more likely that the epitomator did
indeed have a different text before him or her, probably one with specific examples
illustrating Xenophon’s failures. It is striking that this divergence appears in a passage
where Usener had already postulated that something had dropped out on quite differ-
ent grounds.? Consequently, here it is best to accept Costil’s argument; the epitomator
is summarizing material that came before paxpétepog ydp but that has been lost to our
text of the Ad Pompeium.

In conclusion, there are no cases where additional material forces us to accept
either Usener’s theory of a minor revision or Sacks’ theory of a major one. There is
only one important divergence that demands Costil’s explanation and we need not
suppose that the text of the Ad Pompeium is especially lacunose aside from that. We
are left free to entertain the idea naturally conveyed by Dionysius’ words: a substantial
section of the De imitatione has been preserved for us as a quotation in the Epistula
ad Pompeium.

GAVIN WEAIRE
Union College

29. Usener-Radermacher ad loc.: “Hiatum notavi. intercidit propositio sequentis nepi 100 mpémovrog
disputationis.”
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