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TWO FRAGMENTS OF ‘LONGINUS’ IN PHOTIUS

My subject is two fragments of rhetorical commentary that appear both in an
anonymous manuscript collection of quotations ‘From Longinus’ and (without
attribution) in Photius’ Bibliotheca. My purpose is to clarify some observations that
have been made on them by modern scholars and thus offer a correction or two. The
collection of separate quotations labelled éx v Aoyyivov in Laurentianus 24, Plut.
58, was given its title by a later hand different from that of the writer of the original.
The grounds for that mistaken heading were that the name ‘ Longinus’ appears in the
second of the fragments. Aristotle and Theophrastus, however, are cited in other
quotations, and most are anonymous, with as yet no particular resemblance found to
wording in other rhetorical literature. Each begins with the word 7. All are general
remarks on subjects such as rhetorical tropes, style, and different types of speeches.
They are, in effect, scholia without a text.

Numbers 3 and 14 of this collection appear almost verbatim in Photius’ Bibliotheca
at 259.485b21-7 and 262.488b25-7, where they are embedded in the stylistic
commentary with which Photius prefaced the lives of Antiphon and Lysias. Leaving
aside the larger and interesting question of Photius’ use of sources,?> we can observe
with E. Ofenloch that the text in the Bibliotheca corresponding to the first of these two
Laurentian fragments occurs in a passage of critical commentary specifically
attributed to Caecilius of Caleacte.® Codex 259 is a life of Antiphon, which begins
with the same general remarks as the original Moralia text, but then continues with
a report of Caecilius’ judgement on Antiphon’s use of figures:*

0 pévror ZikeAdidTns Kawkidios i) kexpriofal dmou 7ov priropa Tois kara Sudvoav oyrjuaow,
daAda karevld adrd kai dmddoTovs Tas vorices éxdépectar, Tpomy 8¢ ék Tod mavoupyou
kai avdAdaéw obre {nTioar Tov dvdpa olre ypricachar, aAda 8.’ adTdv 8% TdV voqudrwy
Kai T7s puaikis adTwY dkoloaias dyew Tov dxpoaTiy mpods 76 PovAnua.

But Caecilius of Caleacte says that the orator did not use figures of thought, but instead
presented his thoughts directly and naturally, and that he neither sought nor employed clever

turns or inversions, but instead by means of the thoughts themseves and their natural sequence
he drew his hearer in the direction he desired.

and continues (Photius 485b21-7):

oi yap madar prjropes ikavov avTois évouilov evpeiv Te Ta evlupuara kai i ppdoet mepLTTdS
- , -
amrayyeidar. éomovdalov yap 16 SAov mepl Ty Aééw kai Tov TavTys kdouov, mp@dTOV MéV
k)
Smws €in onuavTiky) kal €vmpems, €ita 8¢ kai évapudvios 1) TovTwy ovlbeats.

For the ancient orators considered it sufficient to discover demonstrations and to express them
with a diction striking and remarkable. They gave attention overall to their expression and its
ornament, first in order that it be clear and well presented, and secondly that the combination
of these qualities also be harmonious.

! Copied by Bandini for Ruhnken: see C. Spengel, ed., Rhetores Graeci (Leipzig, 1853), p.
xxiii. The fragments are most recently published by A. O. Prickard, Libellus de Sublimitate
Dionysio Longino fere Adscriptus (Oxford, 1906).

? His codices 259-68 form one version of *The Lives of the Ten Orators’. The other, once
attributed to Plutarch, is part of the Moralia. On the relationship between the two, and on
Photius’ sources for the critical material contained in the Bibliotheca, see W. Treadgold, The
Nature of the Bibliotheca of Photius (Washington, DC, 1980), pp. 37-51, and R. Smith, ‘Photius
on the Ten Orators’, Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies 33 (1992). 1 offered an analytical
review of the scholarship on this subject in R. McComb, The Tradition of the * Lives of the Ten
Orators’ in Plutarch and Photius (Diss., University of North Carolina, 1991).

3 E. Ofenloch, Caecilii Calactini Fragmenta (Leipzig, 1907).

' The text is R. Henry’s Photius: Bibliotheca, vol. 8 (Paris, 1977). The translation is my own.
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Photius then makes an overt quotation, the only certain verbatim quotation of
Caecilius that we have.
The parallel to 485b21-7, Fragment 3 ‘éx v Aoyyivov’, reads:

o, A4 ~ ’ A ’ 3 ’ .y 3 - 3 ’ k] \ \ \ ~
Ot Tpomrm) éx ToD mavovpyou kai éédAadis oddeuia v év Tois dpyaiots, dAAG Kai o ToD
vod axrparta oPé mote els Tobs Sucavikods Adyous mapeioiAfev. 7 wgawv yap avTois amoudy
mepl TV AéEw Kkai ToV TavTys kdouov M kal T auvbijkny kai dppoviav.

Fragment 3 is clearly quotation or paraphrase directly or indirectly from Caecilius.
Ofenloch included in his Caecilii Fragmenta (1907) both the Bibliotheca passage and
the Laurentian’s Fragment 3, labelling it ‘from an epitome of “Longinus™’. R.
Ballheimer (1877), whom Henry frequently cites in his recent edition of Photius, had
in fact already remarked on the appearance of both Fragments 3 and 14 in Photius,
and he rightly declared that Fragment 3 was almost certainly not from ‘Longinus’
and identified it as Caecilius.® Henry’s note to Photius’ text, however, says nothing of
this, and he thus leaves readers unaware of the correspondence between this passage
and the quotation.

Number 14 of the Laurentian collection ‘ From Longinus’ appears in codex 262 of
the Bibliotheca, the life of Lysias. The speech Against Diogeiton is being praised for
its purity and clarity:

(Photius 488b25-7) éori uév év odk SAlyois adrod Adyows j0ikds, yiverar 8¢ kara Sudvoiav
6 §0ukds, 6Tav xpnoTTy éxn mpoaipeow kal mpos Ta BeAtiw pémovaav.

(‘From Longinus’ number 14) “Or¢ 5fucds Adyos yiverar kata dudvowav, STav xpnornv éxn
mpoaipeow kal mpos 76 PeAtiw pémovaav.

The fragment is almost identical with the text of Photius.

Henry notes, ‘488b25—489al3 proviendrait de Cécilius, avec quelques lignes de
Longin’,® and he cites the number under which Ofenloch included this passage in his
collection of the Fragmenta of Caecilius and where he also included the Laurentian
Fragment 14 and called it ‘from an epitome of “Longinus”’. So Henry’s ‘few lines
of Longinus’ are not ‘Longinus’. This is in itself a small point, but it is one that may
be misleading in larger considerations. The only ‘ Longinus’ in the Bibliotheca is in the
life of Demosthenes at 492a27fF., where it is part of an assembly of comments which
Photius seems to have drawn from material accompanying the speeches in the
manuscript he read.” Anyone who takes Fragment 14 for material from ‘ Longinus’
will confuse the already complex question of Photius’ sources for the lives of the Ten
Orators.

In the process of hypothesizing the sources for Photius and for Ps.-Plutarch’s Lives
of the Ten Orators, Ballheimer and Ofenloch far overestimated the influence of
Caecilius in the treatise.® Their attribution to Caecilius of Fragment 14 is, I believe,

® De Photi vitis decem oratorum (Diss., Bonn, 1877), p. 34. Comparing the (largely
biographical) text shared by the two versions, he erroneously posited an older source common
to Ps.-Plutarch and Photius. The critical commentary given in Photius but not the Moralia he
believed to have originated with Caecilius (but see McComb, 67-85).

¢ McComb, p. 51.

” Longinus’ opinion on the proem of Against Leptines — which is not to be found in any
surviving Longinus — is reported briefly. The short note here that identifies Longinus is one of
many similar identifications Photius offered throughout the Bibliotheca. Of these, 14 include the
word 7ikuale, for example of Appian (57.17a13), Themistius (74.52a13), Pampbhila (175.119b38),
and Theopompus (176.120b30).

8 Ofenloch’s aim was to be inclusive; he famously met and overshot his goal. Ballheimer
attributed the bulk of the Lives of the Ten Orators to Caecilius. See Appendix.



LONGINUS IN PHOTIUS 527

correct; but since their criteria for identifying Caecilius as a source are at best overly
broad, it should be said that Fragment 14 may be attributed to Caecilius on very good
grounds. The Photian passage which duplicates it (488b25-7) is strikingly similar to
Caecilius’ writing on Antiphon which is quoted in codes 259. Certain passages in
Photius’ version of the lives of Lysias, Demosthenes, and Antiphon are very similar
to each other in both language and content. These passages are:

(1) Antiphon 485b14—40: on Antiphon’s use of figures of thought, ra oxruara xara
Sudvotav (= Ofenloch Fr. 103).

(2) Lysias 488b25-489a9: Lysias’ speeches are %fikol, making an appeal from good
character; how this is successfully done via (figures of) thought; Against Diogeiton, the speech’s
narration, 8ujynas, amplification, adénous, purity and clarity of subject and language, its
harmony and ornament (= Ofenloch Fr. 109).°

(3) Lysias 489a14-34: the speech On the Olive Stump is Lysias’, witness its topics, arguments,
proem, epilogue, its proof by demonstration rather than argument, its precision, the natural
quality of its antitheses.

(4) Lysias 489b3-13: Lysias’ skill at auxesis (= Ofenloch Fr. 110). Photius adds at the end of
this passage: Kawkidos 8¢ auaprdver ..., and contradicts the opinion just reported.

(5) Demosthenes 491a40—491b7: the speeches Against Meidias and Against Aeschines contain
conflicting elements that make them seem unfinished.

(6) Demosthenes 491b12-17: Against Aeschines seems unfinished in the quality and
arrangement of its replies to the accusation (= Ofenloch Fr. 143).

(7) Demosthenes 491b18-22: ... but Against Mnesiptolemus by Lysias sustains its emotional
appeal, 76 mafyrikdy, throughout (= Ofenloch Fr. 143).

(8) Demosthenes 491b23-8: On the False Embassy seems unfinished because the antitheses
following the peroration are disorganized and disjointed.

(9) Demosthenes 491b29-492a5: For Satyrus is by Demosthenes, witness its oblique cases,
continuity of periods, and vigour, excellence in choice of words and composition, compression
and ornament in use of figures, cross-questioning, hypostrophe and asyndeton. A comparison
of Lysias, Demosthenes, and Isocrates’ period lengths (= Ofenloch Fr. 144).

These stand out sharply from the rest of the material in Photius’ codices on the
orators, which can be generally divided into (1) the main body of each codex, the
biography of an orator taken from the Ps.-Plutarch life, (2) smaller critical notes, in
length and content similar to scholia and marginal notes, e.g. (264.490a35) 6 8¢
Anlaros émypadduevos odk éarw Aloyivov, or (490b41-491a2) ... dv of dnudaio
udAdov €is 76 dpioTov kataokevdofal Tois mAeloot kpivovrar, (3) quotations in the
Demosthenes codex of Libanius’ Hypotheses,'® (4) comments, some of a general
nature and some specifically critical, that Photius appears to have written himself, and
finally (5) the passages listed above, all similar to the language at the beginning of the
life of Antiphon which is there identified as Caecilius’.

Photius himself comments on the fact that varying ability of critics gives rise to
differing opinions (260.487a29-35); and he notes that panegyric speeches by different
orators can resemble one another because of the similar subject matter at hand
(260.487b35-40); he complains of how a critic’s labelling of spurious speeches affects
their survival (262.488a34-489b2). These general remarks tend to be written in a
complex, rhetorically crafted style similar to Photius’ elaborately worded proem to
the Bibliotheca. The more specifically critical remarks are typical of his criticisms

® Ofenloch included the last sentence of this passage, a summary statement that does not
resemble the vocabulary or style of what precedes it, but does resemble Photius’ language in his
stylistic criticisms: with respect to vocabulary: amAds (73 occurrences in Photius’ critical
writings in the Bibliotheca), Te yap «ai, rare in classical Attic (but used by Photius 13 times),
d¢wos with an infinitive 3 times), and xara with the accusative to describe an aspect of style (11
times); these together with the pattern of elements strung together in simple conjunction are
characteristic of Photius’ descriptions of literary style (McComb, p. 109).

1° See Henry on codex 265.
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throughout the work: they are written in simpler language — short sentences and
clauses simply connected — and they employ an identifiable vocabulary (much of it
based on Hermogenes) to describe the overall effect of an author’s style.!!

In contrast, the nine passages I take to be drawn from Caecilius consistently offer
analysis of rhetorical techniques such as convincing (as opposed to unconvincing)
methods of appeal from character, general composition and period length that blend
with vividness and preserve propriety, the setting forth of as opposed to the
amplification of the accusation, 7 karnyopia. The vocabulary ranges from common
rhetorical terms for periods, proofs, and arguments, discovery, arrangement, and
narration to less common technical words such as dvdAAaéis, épditnais, mapdAewfs,
and dmooTpodh.

The preface in Photius’ codex on Lysias is the discussion of successful appeal from
character. Like the other nine passages — compare the critique of Antiphon, above —
the language is simple, clear Attic and the tone authoritative. While Antiphon
avoided strained and clever turns of thought, employing the natural sequence of his
points to lead the listener on, Lysias makes the appeal from character by means of the
thought in his speeches:

"Eori pév év odk dAiyois adrod Adyois hbikds, yiverar 8¢ kara Sudvoiav 6 H0ikds, drav
XPnoTv éxn mpoaipesw kai wpos Ta PeAtiw pémovoav. d0ev ob xp Yuddds Ta mpaxfévra
Aéyew, dAXo. kai Ty yvduny cuvdmrew ped’ s émpdrrero ékacrov, olov dv uév xadema 1 kai
mpos $idovs 7 dAAws peTpiovs Ty dvdykny aitidolat, av 8¢ duelvw, Ty Tpoaipeaw. adrn dé
wdAtora milfavy yiverar, €l Ty aitiav mpooAdPot. Tas uévror aitias o xpn Tov Avorrelovs
évexa mapadaufdvew: ¢poviuov yap udAdov 1) xpnoTod kai edyvduovos T TolabTa. YAAETOS
8¢ 6 Tpdmos durdéar: 816 kai Avalas év adrd paiverar moddxis Siapaprdvay.

He is in many of his speeches concerned with character, and this element comes in by way of
the thought [expressed by the speaker] when he has an intention which is morally good and aims
at producing some good. That is why one must not simply say what was done, but must include
the intention with which each thing was done; for example, if the acts are troublesome and were
done to friends or other respectable persons, one must attribute them to necessity, but if they
are better than that, one should attribute them to deliberate choice. And this is most plausible
when it includes [a statement of] the motive. Motives, however, which aim at gain one ought not
to accept: for such things are the marks of a thoughtful man rather than of a good and well-
intentioned one. This manner is hard to maintain, which is why even Lysias is plainly to be seen
erring in it.

In conclusion, 259.485b14-40 and 488b25-489a9 are substantial examples of
Caecilius’ comments on Antiphon and Lysias. And Fragments 3 and 14 in the
Laurentian collection éx T@v Aoyyivov are comments of Caecilius that ended up in

11 McComb, pp. 179-218. A good example of the rhetorical style of the general comments is
260.487a29-35:

816 kai moAdois modAds mapéaxe TV kpirikGv Srarpifas pév ko’ éavrovs, Sadwrias 8¢
mpos GAAGAovs, T uév éuBabuvouévav i nedéry kai Siaoképer Tod Adyov, Tav 8¢ kard
70 émmdAaiov Ty dvdyvwow motovpévwy. éati 8 elmeiv kai 8udTL Tois uév évear plas €b
éxovaa mpos Tas kpioets, Tods 8¢ 6 éarToduevos émywdaket Adyos.

The alliteration, antitheses, and play of word order is typical of the ornate style Photius employs
in formal, emotional, or self-conscious moments. Eleven of the words/phrases in this brief
passage have a combined total of 44 parallels (McComb, pp. 183-9) in Photius’ other prose
works.

The more simple language in which Photius analyses style in the Bibliotheca (e.g. 487b26-8,
7@V 8¢ Aoywv alrod TO ebkpwés kai cadés kai pepelernuévov maoe Sidov, kai s
émavfei avTois 0¥ uovov éudurov dAAG Kai KopuwTikoy kdAdos) is consistent throughout the
130 or so evaluations of various writers (McComb, pp. 97-103). This sentence, like the others,
begins with words that set off and announce the beginning of an evaluation, T 8¢ Adywv, and
describes qualities and effects of style rather than analysing structure or technique (McComb,
p. 136).
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a set of miscellaneous quotations which was labelled ‘ Longinus’ by someone who did
not know its source(s), but saw Longinus named in the second fragment. Ballheimer
and Ofenloch together did not provide Henry with a clear or correct picture of
Caecilius’ presence in Photius’ work. Ofenloch ultimately attributed both Numbers 3
and 14 to Caecilius, but not on defensible grounds. Ballheimer’s notice of the presence
of both fragments in Photius’ text has been overlooked and forgotten, and
‘Longinus’’ name has, as a result, crept back into an authoritative commentary on
Photius’ Bibliotheca where it does not belong.

APPENDIX

On the grounds that Caecilius is named in the text, Ofenloch takes several passages
in Photius to be Caecilius, when the name simply occurs because it is part of the
original Moralia text where Caecilius and Dionysius of Halicarnassus are often cited
at the beginning of a life as authorities on how many speeches of an orator are
genuine. These citations are one-line statements that look like isolated tags of
information; they provide no grounds for ascribing the surrounding Moralia text to
Caecilius. If style and vocabulary were his criteria, Ofenloch’s omissions and many of
his inclusions in the Lives of the 10 Orators are surprising. The body of fragments
drawn from Ps.-Plutarch and Photius comprise numbers 99-149, 40 pages altogether.

The quotation in Photius’ life of Antiphon is the only direct one that survives; most
of the fragments merely refer to or cite Caecilius. Once a very conservative rule is
applied, excluding passages that merely precede or follow phrases with Caecilius’
name in them and rejecting entries that seem to show his ‘spirit and genius’, we are
left with very little. Generally, most of the traces of Caecilius — they are all brief —
come from ‘Longinus’’ essay On the Sublime, Quintilian, and Tiberius’ On Figures in
Demosthenes (cf. G. Ballaira, ed., Tiberii de Figuris Demosthenicis Libellus cum
Deperditorum Operum Fragmentis [Rome, 1968]). His opinions on particular figures
of speech are reported, often followed by examples, as in Tiberius: ‘ Caecilius calls
mapepPolij a figure of speech and uses an example from Thucydides’ (Ofenloch No.
75); and in ‘Longinus’, On the Sublime (1.1.10) where ‘Longinus’ complains that
Caecilius’ essay established the nature of the sublime by means of numerous examples
but did not explain how to achieve it. Also (4.4.6-7), ‘I will give only one or two
examples from Timaeus, since Caecilius anticipates me in most of them’. This figure
plus definition plus example’ pattern reflects the common structure of rhetorical
handbooks and perhaps Caecilius’ favoured method of exposition as well.

Although he did not discuss the origin of Fragment 14 in particular, Ballheimer
mentioned both Fragments 3 and 14 in the course of arguing that the critical notes
in Photius which do not occur in the set of lives in the Moralia came from an older
work on the orators by Caecilius. His argument, in addition to operating on some of
the more overly mechanical methods of source criticism, severely underestimated
Photius’ critical ability and level of contribution (see Smith).

Meredith College REBEKAH M. SMITH
Raleigh, North Carolina
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