
CRATES ON POETIC CRITICISM 

ELIZABETH ASMIS 

CRATES OF MALLOS IS WELL KNOWN in classical scholarship, but his rep- 
utation is not very enviable. Although posterity has admired his learning, 
he is regarded as something of a crank. Even Varro, who borrowed from 
him, accused him of obtuseness. I would like to suggest in this paper that 
Crates deserves a better fate. He developed a theory of poetry that is not 
widely known today, but ranks as a major contribution to the history of 
aesthetics. 

Crates' poetic theory is preserved in approximately five continuous col- 
umns (21.25-26.18) of Book 5 of Philodemus' On Poems. Before we turn to 
this text, it is useful to have an overview of Crates' activity as a "critic." A 
contemporary of the grammarian Aristarchus in the first part of the second 
century B.C., Crates identified himself as a "critic." He subordinated the 
grammarian to the critic as "servant" to a "master craftsman" (&pxvtErctrv). 
The critic, he explained, is "experienced in all knowledge of language (na&qS 
... Xoytcfi; Etaoi{jT?r; {Epe tpov)," whereas the grammarian knows only words 
of unusual meaning ("glosses"), pronunciation, and the like.1 According to 
Sextus Empiricus, all "critics" subordinated the grammarian to the critic 

The following works will be cited by author's name alone: Christian Jensen (ed. and tr.), 
Philodemos Uber die Gedichte Fiinftes Buch (Berlin 1923) (I have used Jensen's text 
unless otherwise indicated); Cecilia Mangoni, "l PHerc. 228," CronErcol 19 (1989) 179- 
186; H. J. Mette, Sphairopoiia: Untersuchungen zur Kosmologie des Krates von Perga- 
mon (Munich 1936) (containing testimonies and fragments 1-51); and idem, Parateresis, 
Untersuchungen zur Sprachtheorie des Krates von Pergamon (Halle 1952) (containing 
fragments 52-86). Addenda to both books are found in Mette, "Krates von Pergamon 
1953-1983," Lustrum 26 (1984) 95-104; Francesco Sbordone (ed. and tr.), Ricerche sui 
Papiri Ercolanesi 2 (Naples 1976). This volume consists of three parts: tractatus A, 
PHerc 994; tractatus B, PHerc 460 + 1073; and tractatus C, PHerc 1074 + 1081 + 
1676. 

'Sextus Empiricus Adv. math. 1.79: KIa TOV v yv Kpirxcov aoqT(, qiaoi, 5ei Xoylc;S 
nto"ipq E{zLeipov etvax, Tbv 8e ypapaxKTi6v &n.k ; y7oooXw v tIJYqxIKov Ka{i Cpoo(8iaS &no8os1Ko6v 

Kal T &v To$zxot iaparcXTiouv e{S1'p,ova. capo KaC &ouxcevai cKEiVOV pLev aPX1TEKrov. TOrV 5e ypap- 

arlIK,v )wqiprn. Accordingly, Athenaeus (Deipnosophistae 11.80, fr. 26a Mette) refers 
to Crates as "critic." But Crates' self-definition did not prevent others from identifying 
him as a "grammarian," e.g., Diogenes Laertius 4.23 (T. 2 Mette), Strabo 14.5.16 (T. 3 
Mette), Aetius 3.17 (Fr. 7 Mette), Pliny Natural History 1.4 (Fr. 9 Mette), and others. 
Sextus (Adv. math. 1.44) writes that Crates, along with Aristarchus and Aristophanes, 
worked out the art of "grammar" in its perfection: cf. Strabo 1.2.24 (Fr. 34c Mette). 
The history of the name "critic" is confused. There is a tradition that grammarians 
were first called "critics" (Dio of Prusa Oratio 53.1 = fr. 19 Mette, and the scholiast on 
Dionysius Thrax, 3.23 and 7.23 Hilgard); cf. Clement of Alexandria Stromateis 1.16.79. 
Dirk M. Schenkeveld surveys the "critics," including Crates, in "OI KPITIKOI in Philode- 
mus," Mnemosyne 21 (1968) 176-214. 
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(Adv. math. 1.248). This relationship was a matter of controversy. The 
grammarians differed widely among themselves about the nature and scope 
of their discipline. Some regarded it as an empirical skill, consisting of a 
collection of observations, others elevated it into a rationally worked out 
system. Some confined its scope to literary compositions, others extended 
it to non-literary language. In a formulation that approximates Crates' 
claim about the critic, a commentator on the Art of Grammar of Diony- 
sius Thrax writes that "the grammarian must deal with all the practice of 
language."2 Crates took a very narrow view of grammar, while assigning to 
the critic the ambitious aim of putting into practice a complete knowledge 
of language. "Criticism," as he saw it, is a master-science of language, 
comprising grammar, linguistics, and literary criticism. 

In Crates' formulation, "experience" consists in the application of uni- 
versal principles, which are an object of "knowledge." His choice of the 
term Xoytil suggests that he viewed the critic's knowledge as a counterpart 
of philosophical Xoycil. In Stoicism, koytnci lMoTiiq is one of three parts of 

philosophy, along with physics and ethics. The Stoics regarded dialectic and 
rhetoric as two main divisions of Xoyiui, and divided dialectic in turn into 
the study of sound ((povi') and the study of meanings (Diogenes Laertius 

7.41-44). Although Stoic Xoyti is primarily the knowledge of argument, 
or "logic," Crates' demand for "all" hoyucf indicates that he required of 
the critic a similar breadth of linguistic knowledge, ranging from the sound 
of letters to the meanings of words, sentences, and, ultimately, complete 
literary works. 

In the Souda, Crates is listed as a "Stoic philosopher" who had the appel- 
lation "Homeric" and "critic."3 Crates owed the title "Homeric" to his sub- 
stantial commentaries on Homer.4 There is no evidence that Crates did any 
philosophy except what KpTtmi and philosophy have in common, although 
there is evidence that he was affiliated with the Stoics. In his controversy 
with the grammarian Aristarchus on whether custom (anomaly) or analogy 
determines correct word usage, Crates claimed to follow Chrysippus.5 As 
we shall see, Crates also practised allegorical and etymological explanations 
in the manner of the Stoics. His euphonic theory of poetry, I shall suggest, 
is imbued with Stoic principles, even though it also departs radically from 

26e rov ypalLlaiKcov cavxrS a&eoc0tal koytCKoU in6eulipaoS (7.27-28 Hilgard); this for- 
mulation leaves open whether the grammarian has "knowledge." On the various defini- 
tions of grammar, see esp. Sextus Empiricus Adv. math. 1.57-90. 

3T. 1 Mette: q(pioaoopoS; Lx0oCS6, 85; ieeKX1O 'OqoptPbKoq; KPa'I cpTKOS; a it&V caCi Iepi roti 
ypapla?coKo ; Ki 7coa t ioi)o Xoyous; oiu aoDo iroractv. 

40n the type of commentary, see the article by W. Kroll on Crates in RE 11 (1922) 
1634-35, and Rudolf Pfeiffer's remarks in History of Classical Scholarship (Oxford 1968) 
238-239. 

5Varro De lingua latina 9.1 (Hiilser 640, Fr. 64a Mette). Panaetius said that he was 
a pupil of Crates (T. 3 Mette = Strabo 14.5.16); but this relationship does not imply 
any Stoicism on Crates' part. 
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Stoic assumptions about poetry. Crates' Stoic leanings explain why he was 
called a "Stoic," but are insufficient to justify his being classified as a "Stoic 
philosopher" or even a "Stoic" simply. Strictly, Crates was a "critic"; and 
he can only be called a "Stoic philosopher" in the very loose sense of some- 
one who shared some philosophical interests and doctrines with the Stoics. 

Tauriscus, a pupil of Crates, recognized three branches of "criticism": 
Xoyic6Kv, dealing with "diction and grammatical forms," o Tpiptic6v, deal- 

ing with dialects and differences of style, and To ioroptic6v, dealing with 
the "available," "unmethodical material."6 The divisions might be headed 
"reason," "practice," and "inquiry." According to the commonplace oppo- 
sition between bX6yo and xpt3ni ("habit," "practice"), and between xptipi (or 
ECIetp{a, "experience") and ioropia ("inquiry"), one might expect the three 
parts to correspond to different methods of investigation. Thus, the first 
division would consist of rational analysis, the second of habitual, first-hand 
experience, and the third of inquiry made by others. Sextus points out that 
"inquiry," which deals with the subject matter of poetry and prose (such 
as characters, places, times, and actions), is considered by most people a 
"non-technical" (arexvov) part of grammar.7 The reason, we may infer, is 
that the grammarian or critic does not have expert knowledge of the sub- 
ject matter; he does not presume to know the content in a methodical way, 
but merely surveys the "available" material. Following the mainstream of 
opinion, Sextus divides grammar into three parts: a "technical" part, "in- 
quiry," and the interpretation of poems and prose writings. The first part 
deals with linguistic expression, starting with individual letter sounds. The 
third part, which presupposes the other two parts, deals with the clarity, 
soundness, and authenticity of literary texts (Adv. math 1.91-93). 

Although it is not clear how Crates divided the art of criticism, there 
is no reason to doubt that he included all three of Tauriscus' branches of 
criticism and Sextus' branches of grammar in some form or other. In com- 
mon with others, Crates considered the subject matter of poems a "non- 
technical" part of criticism.8 He therefore recognized at least two divisions 
of criticism, the analysis of language and "inquiry." Technical knowledge 
and non-technical learning together form the basis on which the critic judges 
poems and prose works. The grammarian, too, judges literary works on this 
basis. But there is a fundamental difference in the way that the "critics" and 
those whom they called "grammarians" judged poems; and this seems in- 
deed the essential difference between "critic" and "grammarian" as Crates 

6Sextus Empiricus Adv. math. 1.248-249, including XoyTKOv p.ev T6 oTpep6oevov 7epi 
'rMv e t,v Ka.i 'oiS ypa p.LariKcoi)S pop6ox;o, TPLtKO)v se o) iepxi :&aS staxoKros Kai c i; sclaopopa& c&Ov 
'Maop.tdaov Kicaia xapamcpov, toroptKOv 6E TO6 nepi m'v ntpoXEpr,p'xa mta; dap.e668ou Sjl. 

7Adv. math. 1.252-254; cf. 1.92. 
8Philodemus On Poems 5, col. 24.5-7 and PHerc 228, fr. 1A.15-16 Mangoni; see the 

discussion below. 
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defined these terms. As Philodemus shows, Crates presumed to "judge" 
(Kpivevw) whether a poem is good or not. Although there is considerable 
fluidity in the use of the terms "critic" and "grammarian," the "grammar- 
ians" seem on the whole to have aimed only to "judge" meaning, textual 
integrity, authenticity, and the like. The scholia on Dionysius Thrax, for 
example, state that the grammarian does not judge whether "poems are 
beautiful or bad," but whether they are genuine or spurious.9 The "critic," 
with his comprehensive knowledge of language and wide learning, claims to 
be able to judge whether a poem is good or not; and this supreme power of 
judgment seems to be precisely what makes him a "critic." While claiming 
this power, the critic admits that he has only non-technical acquaintance 
with the subject matter. This is a defiant challenge to a tradition, led 
by Plato, which holds that a poem cannot be judged good or bad except 
by someone who knows, at least, whether the content is morally good or 
not. 

There is good evidence that Crates dealt in detail with the whole range 
of subjects generally included under either grammar or criticism. At the 
most fundamental level, he undertook a systematic study of individual letter 
sounds or "elements," oaotXia. Crates assigned special importance to this 
study and was one of the main contributors to it in antiquity. He is said to 
have defined omotXEiov as "the least part of sound ((pcovi)."10 As Philodemus 
shows, he held that poetic goodness consists of a pleasing arrangement 
of these elementary sounds. Another area of concern to Crates was the 
morphology of words, as shown by his debate with Aristarchus (Fr. 64 
Mette). He wrote a work in at least five books on the "Attic Dialect" 
(Frs. 65-70 Mette). Along with sound and linguistic form, Crates studied 
the meanings of words, including etymology. He also investigated in detail 
the subject matter of poems. He was notorious for attempting to "turn" 
Homeric beliefs into "knowledge," and in particular for trying to show that 
Homer knew that the earth and the entire world are spherical.1l Philodemus 

9Scholia to Dionysius Thrax, 169.30-170.5 and 471.34-36 Hilgard; cf. 303.31-304.5. 
One commentator does say that the grammarian judges whether something has been said 
"beautifully or badly" (12.19-20, with the addition "in a particular place" at 15.28), but 
this does not amount to an overall judgment of whether a poem is good or bad. Despite 
his apparently restricted view of poetic judgment, Dionysius regarded the "judgment 
of poems" (Kpic{v notlo%a&ov) as the crowning and "most beautiful" of the six parts of 
grammar (8.3 Uhlig, etc.). 

l?Scholion to Dionysius Thrax, 316.24-25 (Fr. 52a Mette): pwovqi; ipos sro &Exlcov. 
See also Wolfram Ax, Laut, Stimme und Sprache: Studien zu drei Grundbegriffen der 
antiken Sprachtheorie (Gittingen 1986) 218-223. 

1Strabo 3.4.4 (Fr. 30 Mette): [Crates and others] xpboq tsvTqpovioKy tso0oeel; epEyvav 
dhv 'Ogipo-u no'iaiv. "Geminus" 16.27 (Fr. 34a Mette): Kp&am ... ra bp' 'OjlIpou a&pxatico 
lKal liK&iS etfprqCva p.eaxyet 'pbS iv Kcar' &%XOetav owpaiporoutav. On Homer's spherical cos- 

mos, see esp. frs. 6 and 34 Mette, and pp. 53-58 and 66-96 of Sphairopoiia. Probably 
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cites Crates' view on the Homeric sphere as an example of how people want 
to interpret Homer allegorically right from the word "wrath." At the same 
time Philodemus distinguishes Crates from those who are "openly mad" 
in their allegorical explanations of Homer, so as to take Agamemnon, for 
example, to stand for aether, and Achilles for the sun.12 Although Crates 
did research in many fields, including geography and cosmology, this work 
appears to be subordinate to his work as a critic, as non-technical "inquiry" 
rather than properly scientific investigation. 

Philodemus summarizes the critics' view of poetic goodness in a part of 
On Poems whose place in the whole treatise is unknown. 

PHerc 1676, tr. C, col. 17(6).1-14 Sb: 

1 o')ve[tv ... tt-] 
epyd C eo[at ... Kaic xT6 rv pLev 

&tcpaot]vop.vilv [e]'povi- 
av islov [eCv]ac, ra 8e vo ({t}- 

5 ara Kcai [x]a& xkeEt; KCroT 
Etva Kaat Koltva ruvayea- 
Oat 8ei[v, na]pa xiaolt gv i; 
ev [aX]qni pCe[V]EvI TOi; KpI- 
TIKOi[(;], PeO7Co[p]e'VqV 5' (- 

10 xet 'ri[v d&X]iOt[a]v eK T&V 
etp'l.fceov. (povqv Ley 
yap o6&ei,; Norqrq; eoZTo- 
oev ei[oa o]iaal Toaxir6Tv, 
o'a ... Tiv (pijtv 

... to work out composition 

... that the supervening 
euphony is [the] distinctive, 
[task of the poet] and that 
thoughts and diction are outside 
[the poetic craft] and must 
be collected as things that 
are common, remains as 
though graven on stone 
for all the critics; its truth can 
be seen from what has been 
said. For no poet has had the 
power to introduce the kind of 
sound that ... the nature ...13 

According to the critics, Philodemus reports, poets take thoughts and dic- 
tion as material from "outside" the poetic craft, with the aim of fash- 
ioning them into a verbal composition that has good sound, e-(xpvioa.14 

in connection with the "making of the sphere," Crates proposed that Homer's story of 
Zeus hurling Hephaestus from Olympus signifies the use of fire to measure the world 
(Fr. 22 Mette). 

120n Poems, PHerc 1676, tr. A, cols. 2-3 Sbordone (Fr. 20 Mette). 
13I have supplied [ei-] in the first line. Jensen fills out line 14 with [tepuKc]ev and 

continues with the implausible reading (line 15): r&t& [cd&eit] Icapa[(]epeiv. I indicate 
omissions of any length by three dots. 

14In agreement with others, Philodemus regularly uses the term oDvieaol (an ab- 
breviation for oCv0eot; ?T&V XieEov) to mean "verbal composition." As Dionysius of 
Halicarnassus explains, the topic of Xtit1 is distinct from the topic of subject matter 

(np&yuaxzc or voil tara) and has two parts, &Xhoyf and o06veotS (De compositione 1-2, 
pp. 66 and 72 Roberts). In the extant portions of On Poems, Philodemus seems to 
identify only one person as a "critic," Pausimachus: ... naluacxpa[xoSC 6 KpL]xTK6s &pad ye 
ov [?v eiu]xii Tb caXo6v ... ("the critic Pausimachus [placed] beauty in good sound," 
PHerc 994, tr. A, col. w.24-26). The restorations KptnxtKc and 6ciuia are plausi- 
ble, though by no means certain. It is possible that some "critics," such as Pausi- 
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As "common" material, the thoughts and diction are shared not only 
with other poets, but also with experts in other fields, such as geogra- 
phers, historians, physicians, generals, and so on. Good sound is an im- 
mediately apparent feature (-(patvoateviv) that supervenes on (eIt-) the ver- 
bal structure.15 The distinctive contribution ('i'Sov) of a poet is nothing 
other than well-sounding verbal composition. Philodemus' immediate ob- 
jection, which is cut short by a lacuna in our text, is that good sound, 
as proposed by the critics, is an impossibility. In Book 5 of On Poems, 
he criticizes a Stoic theorist, possibly Aristo of Chios, for admitting the 
"uncreated euphonies of the critics" (&aye[vri]/roit e6zpxoviat; rov c[pt]/xtKrcv) 
as a requirement of poetic composition.16 The euphony of the critics, 
Philodemus objects, has never yet come into existence. In the above sum- 
mary, he continues his attack by adding that distinctive verbal compo- 
sition is "not opportune or praised in itself, but because it also presents 
thoughts by which poets move the soul, not taking them from someone, 
but creating them themselves from themselves."17 As Philodemus in- 
sists throughout On Poems, the poet is responsible not only for the ver- 
bal structure, but also, most of all, for the thought (56tvota) that goes 
with it. 

machus, preferred the term ebnXia to eipcovla, while endorsing the common view that 
what makes a poem good is its sound. Whereas pxov/i signifies vocal sound, which 
may have meaning, x?os refers to any kind of sound, considered apart from meaning. 
Pausimachus also seems to be mentioned at PHerc 994, tr. A, cols. y.l and e.23 Sbor- 
done. 

15Philodemus repeatedly describes euphony as an inlpatv6jIevov: see PHerc 1676, tr. C, 
col. 18 (7).11-12 Sbordone, and cols. 20.28 and 21.31 of On Poems 5; cf. PHerc 994, 
tr. A, col. y.5-6 Sbordone, and PHerc 1081 + 1074, tr. C, fr. b, col. 1.9 Sbordone. In a 
related use, Philodemus denies that music shows (&tcpaivet) such 'gq as manliness and 
cowardice, restraint and boldness, grandeur and lowliness (On Music 4, col. 3.26-35 
Neubecker). Against the theory of epiphenomenal character traits in music, Philode- 
mus objects that a great diversity of "supervening moral habits" (eucpatvopvcov 1O&iv) 
is assigned to the same dithyrambic modes (On Music 1, fr. 18.11-12 Kemke, fr. 23 
Rispoli). An "epiphenomenon" (which is not to be confused with "epiphenomenon" in 
the modern sense) is recognized directly by the observer, together with the phenomenon 
on which it supervenes. The term is used repeatedly in ps.-Aristotle's Physiognomics 
to refer to moral characteristics ({Oiq), such as anger, grief, or shame, that can be read 
off the face (Eii nlv npoa5cov [lcupatvo6eva], see esp. 805a-b). Two examples provided 
by Plutarch are: "a certain athletic form appears on (ntcpaiverat) the statues" (Aratus 
3.2); and Aratus' "choice and character (qOo;) appeared (neacpaivero) like a color (Xp&Cla) 
on the actions of the king" (Aratus 48.3). 

160n Poems 5, col. 18.15-17. Only the last two letters (ov) of the name of this 
Stoic are preserved (col. 13.30); see further, E. Asmis, "The Poetic Theory of the Stoic 
'Aristo'," Apeiron 23 (1990) 147-201. 

17PHerc 1676, tr. C, col. 17(6).19-27 Sbordone: ... n CoivOe/oat; it6[a ye]{vectat iv 
O/Tqt&iv, 0o KaiptoS o06' ;natt/vo'uev'q xctO' acb lv aX,/' oTIt i[po]oatap{ioot 5&Lav[o{/ao, at5 V[]X- 

aymyooatv od / napd& tvo; Xa(6vTe;, da/' airoi 7yvv/icavTeS na/p' a[r]&iv. 
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(PHILODEMUS ON POEMS 5, COLS. 21.25-26.18) 

In common with other "critics," Crates held that what makes a poem 
good is euphonious verbal composition. As might be expected, the "critics" 
differed in their interpretation of this principle. Philodemus provides a 
glimpse of these differences in his introduction to Crates' poetics in the 
fifth book of On Poems: 

21 25 ... 'r [cap&] T&t Kpar[q- 
Trt iat]p6[; 0]eoopioai. 
&ao[Txuy]a&vet rotya[p- 
ovv [fi]; 'HpaKceo86pou 
cKai &jv 6oCoilv 56Tl;-- 

30 oi y]]p 'riv oa6v0eaov, &a- 
Xa riv ezcqpavopevlqv 
a]v[Tni] 9povT[v] 6C[af]v[e- 
&; K]ati iS 'Av5pogpevi8[o), 
na]v[ra] ye voaiye og v o- 

35 pXo,]oyeiv ai6rov Kai &ta 
22 1 7xa]vTro; roiq etipltevo. 

... it is time to consider 
the views of Crates. He departs 
from the opinion of Heracleodorus 
and the like-for instead of 
praising the composition, he 
praises the sound that supervenes 
on it-, just as he also departs 
from the opinion of Andro- 
menides, although he thinks 
that Andromenides agrees in 
every respect and totally with 
what he says. 

Unlike Heracleodorus and his group, Philodemus claims, Crates proposed 
that what is praiseworthy in a poem is not the verbal composition, but the 
sound, (pxovi, that supervenes on it. Although Philodemus does not use the 
term e'xpomvia anywhere in his discussion of Crates, we may assume that 
the term was used by Crates to designate praiseworthy sound. Philodemus 
thinks that Crates is also in disagreement with Andromenides, even though 
Crates insisted that there was complete unanimity between himself and 
Andromenides. 

Philodemus mentions both Heracleodorus and Andromenides elsewhere 
in On Poems. Heracleodorus, he reports, held that thoughts altogether do 
not "move" the soul, not even when they have been worked out poetically.18 
It remains that verbal composition moves the listener. Although it is not 
certain whether Heracleodorus was a "critic" and euphonist, the few details 
provided by Philodemus support the view that he was a critic who "praised" 
composition that has good sound.19 Crates might have distinguished his 
position by asserting that what makes a poem good is precisely the super- 
vening sound, not the composition on which good sound supervenes. 

18PHerc 1081, tr. C., fr. n.6-9 Sbordone. Philodemus also mentions Heracleodorus 
in PHerc 1676 as arguing "on behalf of unclarity" (tr. C, col. 3.28-29 Sbordone). 

19Heracleodorus has generally been identified as a "critic." In particular, H. Gomoll 
("Heraldeodorus und die KPITIKOI bei Philodem," Philologus 91 [1936] 373-384) has ar- 
gued that Philodemus attacks Heracleodorus as a "critic" from col. 13(2) to col. 18(7).17 
Sbordone of PHerc 1676. 
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In another part of On Poems, Philodemus attributes the following posi- 
tion to Andromenides: 

Andromenides ... posits that it is appropriate for poets to work out dialect 
and wording (6vopoiaqa), and that it is the function (Epyov) of poets not to say 
what no one [else would say], but to speak in such a way as no one else would 
interpret (eppTI[ve6a]ete) [a subject matter] and [to construct] a catharsis ... and 
... of Muses ... and sounds. [He posited] that humans naturally care for ... 
and have a self-learned kinship with the Muses, as is shown by the inarticulate 
(&ypaga'rou) chants that are sung to put infants to sleep, and beautiful locutions 
... with respect to the hearing and splendid letters ... and what kinds of letters 
and how many ....20 

The fragment shows that there really is a theoretical affinity between An- 
dromenides and Crates. Andromenides took lullabies, chanted without ar- 
ticulated letters, as evidence of a natural bond between humans and music. 
Since the sound of these songs is not verbal, their effect lies entirely in their 
musical quality, not their meaning. It is incumbent on the poet, it seems, 
to work out words that have a similar musicality. In an apparent revision 
of Aristotle's notion of catharsis, Andromenides linked poetic wording with 
catharsis. Presumably he held that poetic catharsis is analogous to the re- 
laxation produced by wordless lullabies. The last part of the fragment indi- 
cates that the poet creates beautiful words out of various letters. All of this 
agrees with what Philodemus reports about Crates' poetic theory. It is not 
clear, therefore, why Philodemus thinks there is a difference. Most likely, 
Andromenides' emphasis on dialect and wording prompted Philodemus to 
classify him, along with Heracleodorus, as a proponent of good verbal com- 
position rather than good sound. Crates' insistence on total agreement be- 
tween himself and Andromenides suggests that he revered Andromenides, 
possibly as his teacher.21 

20PHerc 460, tr. C, fr. 26, col. 3.2-27 Sbordone, Jensen p. 150, including ToiS; &v 
Ppe?p&v bnTb / S cit5; TiS aypap/pgrou KaiaKoattopos. Although Jensen supplies the name 
Andromenides on the basis of just the letters A[........ ]/AHC (with a lacuna of seven 
or eight letters), the restoration is reasonably certain. It is possible that at lines 3-5 
Philodemus makes the same point as in On Poems 5, that Andromenides did not agree 
with Crates. [;piLrvve.i]ao at 12-13 should probably be replaced by an objective genitive 
signifying emotional excess or mental disturbance in general, such as [&dapa{]oqC (to 
select one out of numerous possibilities). 

21Andromenides' name occurs clearly in another fragment, PHerc 1073, tr. B, fr. 25 
col. 2.24-25 Sbordone, p. 152 Jensen, where the tripartite division of the art of poetry 
into poet, "poetry" (noi,;to), and "poem" (Roirgla) seems to be imputed to him. Jensen 
has also restored the name of Crates in this fragment, but this supplement is doubtful. It 
is possible that Crates followed Andromenides in adopting the same tripartite division, 
even though there is no sign of it in Philodemus' report about Crates. See further below, 
n. 53, and my forthcoming paper, "Neoptolemus and the Classification of Poetry" CP 
87 (1992). Philodemus also summarizes Andromenides' position (though without his 
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Let us now return to Philodemus' report about Crates. After his brief 
introduction, Philodemus launches a criticism of Crates in two parts: first 
is a response to Crates' criticism of others (cols. 22.2-24.13); second is an 
attack on Crates' own views (cols. 24.13-26.18). It appears that Crates 
prefaced his own presentation with an analysis of the inadequacies of other 
theories, then went on to outline his theory. Philodemus' point-by-point 
criticism of Crates follows on a summary of Crates' position in an earlier 
part of On Poems. We have a few remnants of this summary, which prob- 
ably belongs to the first, lost part of Book 5. Philodemus' criticism is well 

organized, but poses difficulties for the reader because it presupposes the 
earlier summary. It is some compensation that his critical remarks, though 
brief, are well preserved. 

In the polemical section of his work, Crates took on two groups of oppo- 
nents: philosophers and other critics. Philodemus first deals at length with 
Crates' dispute with the philosophers. Whereas the philosophers claimed 
that poems must be judged according to imposed rules or "regulations" 
(Oeaxra), Crates proposed that they must be judged according to standards 
that exist by nature ((p0oaE).22 Crates did not identify the philosophers; but 

something in his account points to the Epicureans. For Philodemus says 
that if he alluded to the Epicureans, he is talking nonsense. Motivated in 

part by a desire to set the Epicurean position straight, Philodemus tries to 

adjudicate the dispute between the philosophers and Crates. Casting doubt 
on the accuracy of Crates' characterization, he partially defends, partially 
faults, Crates' philosophical opponents: 

22 2 T[ou;] 6e 0[e']xara qp[a]oaov- As for the philosophers who claim 
TaC eitvt 9ptXoao6povu, '[p6]; that there are regulations to which 
a [8]ei pe.ovta; KpivveV, one must look in judging [a poem] 

5 Kait] Tx& ott&ca ipooarOev- and who add all the rest that he 

]OKi a Kareypavev, et ;ev noted, if he was alluding to 

name) in PHerc 1081, tr. D, fr. 23.12-23 Nardelli (F. Sbordone [ed.], Ricerche sui Papiri 
Ercolanesi 4 [Naples 1983]): "he seems to assert well that it is not the function of poets 
to say what no one [says], but to speak in such a way as no one [speaks] who is not 
a poet; yet [he seems to assert] badly that the [poet's] function will be realized if he 
selects locutions that are more beautiful than those [conventionally] assigned to it (?), 
and circumvents more ugly locutions and in this way .... " Andromenides has generally 
been identified as a Peripatetic; see further Costantina Romeo (ed. and tr.), Demetrio 
Lacone, La Poesia (PHerc 188 e 1014) (Naples 1988) 45-50. 

22The use of the term UOea as the opposite of qpuaot seems to be a Hellenistic de- 
velopment. The contrast is found in grammar, as well as other disciplines. According 
to Sextus Empiricus (Adv. math. 1.143-153) grammarians distinguished between nouns 
that are "naturally" ((peat) masculine, feminine, and neuter, and those that are so "by 
regulation" (xara 0egacmctop6v, 1.149; cf. Oepxtoaoev, 1.153, etc.). Vitruvius (1.2.5-7) dis- 
tinguishes between 0epLLactrta6;, custom (consuetudo), and nature in architecture. See 
further below, n. 26. 
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T]oi; nepi T6O 'EtIKcoupov 
nitv]lTTexo, (pk.6apos; v, 
/o; Kat Yteyove iKai Yevfl- 

10 o[e]Tat [po]t6vT([v] o<u- 
(p[alve]. ei 6' a&Xou; tv&a';, 
i[K]c]vot rO [i]v ihAOeu- 
o[v, ']6 8' veC68[ov]ro, ra 8e: 

uapeXet7o[v. i]apeXetxogl 
15 CAev 0o6o; Ta; evvoiaS 

a&v a&<ocev Kai [(pai'xov 
iolTqpIaimv Kal rotfi- 
oeov], iXA0[e]u[o]v &e qo- 
atKOV &yaO6v ev iotil,ta- 

20 tr p.le5Vv etvaOi ?yov- 
Te5, eCtep TOVIr' paoaKov. 
o [yap] o'ro; 9OItKEV &ata- 
krxnirv iotIV. ive6- 
8ovTo 86 0[e]x]aTa nav- 

25 ra [Vo]giovr&; Elva[t K]ai 
Ipi[wtv] o6X Gr&apXe[tv Tr&V 
caSreicov ir&V Kai [qpaD- 
.ov lotvwiv, &ak&a na- 

p' a&XotS a&^lv, 4 Triv 
30 vo4tiov. [Ka]i yap Ka- 

06 no6rna PuaIKOV oV6ev 
oVre X LecOS olvre 8[ta- 
v]oflcaTro; p(pek.Ca [ta- 
p]aotKeu&aet. ita Tror[o 

35 6[L] 5'i apecfi; eonfKcTr; 
23 1 -6COKetV'rat aCK[oxI]o, 'tjt 

gev XL4et 106 T[Et]pgfa- 
Oat rl v dx<peit[a] spoo- 

818atoIKouo av, tj; Se ?1- 
5 avoiaS r; 'TO .eab [e [eo;Xn- 

K?Vat T; 'r&V ao9(OV 
Kalt 'r; Trv X%5aiOv, 
Kait rar' iECotv, av re vo- 

ioa!1 nq av Ce pfl, Kal 
10 Kpiteov iTi r[ab)]T' ira- 

vayovra;. eo yap o't 
iKv piltlao[iS T]t; ev 'rot- 
aoTrlt Kat[aoK]eout-r- 6 
roitlpa 6' [oarit] o'6 giqo'6- 

15 gevov b; evSexerat-- 
Xlaolr' ev Totaurllt KOt- 

vov a&o8daxCet<e> Kpilta ra- 

the Epicureans, he was 
talking nonsense, as has 
become clear and will 
become clear as we go on. 
But if he meant certain others, 
they said partly what is 
truthful and partly what 
is false, and omitted 
other things. They omitted 
altogether the notions of 
fine and bad poems and 
poetry, but they spoke the 
truth in saying that there is 
no natural good in a poem, 
if indeed they claimed this. 
For what he posited is 
confused. They were wrong 
in thinking that everything 
is regulations and that there 
is no common judgment 
of fine and bad verses, but 
that judgment varies from 
one group to another, just like 
the judgment of what is lawful. 
Indeed, a poem insofar as it is a 
poem provides no natural benefit 
either in diction or in thought. 
That is why basic aims for 
goodness have been established: 
for diction, that it should 
imitate diction that 
also teaches what is useful; and 
for thought, that it should 
partake of thought that is 
intermediate between the thought 
of the wise and that of the vulgar. 
This is the case whether one thinks 
so or not, and one must judge by 
referring to these [standards]. For 
I omit that an imitation with this 
kind of elaboration-and a poem 
is that which imitates in the way 
it can- would most of all afford 
a common judgment for all people 
in this kind [of elaboration], but 
[a common judgment would not be 
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act, daKo' o i Ka[0]' eKaaov possible] for those who 
09ea roi; 8i[a]xTa4ae- have classified [a poem] according 

20 vot;. to each regulation.23 

Philodemus presents three competing views: (1) the philosophical view that 
there are regulations (01xara) by which poems must be judged; (2) Crates' 
view that there is a natural goodness in poems; and (3) the view that there 
are common notions by which poems must be judged. The third view is 

Epicurean; and neither Crates nor the philosophers attacked by him take it 
into account. The Epicureans, therefore, are not among the philosophers 
who support (1). 

The general topic of debate is: what makes a poem good? This question 
is understood narrowly as: what makes a poem useful? Philodemus shows 
that poetic utility is at stake when, after agreeing with the philosophers 
that there is no "natural good in a poem," he adds that a poem as such 

provides "no natural utility either of diction or of thought" and then pro- 
poses commonly agreed standards of utility. Philodemus' use of the Stoic 
terms &azoia and (pqoka, "fine" and "bad," also implies utility. Following 
Plato, the Stoics identified "fine" poems with "useful" poems.24 Philode- 
mus argues that poems must be judged by reference to universally agreed 
goals of utility, not by reference to "regulations" (that is, imposed rules or 

stipulations) nor, as Crates would have it, in accordance with some "natural 

utility" that inheres in poems. 
Philodemus in effect inserts the Epicureans as a third party into the de- 

bate between Crates and the philosophers. The Epicureans claim that there 
is a common notion of poetic utility, which is the same for all people; in 

Epicurean technical language, this is a "preconception" or "presumption" 
(ip6onKvt;). According to the Epicureans, all opinions are judged by refer- 
ence to such notions, which are formed empirically and naturally, instead of 

being imposed by others.25 Whereas "preconceptions" are common to all 

people, "regulations" (OetacOa) differ among people, just like laws. Philode- 
mus rejects stipulative criteria of poetic goodness just as much as Crates, 
but proposes an entirely different kind of natural criterion.26 

23I have also discussed this passage in connection with Philodemus' own views on 
poetry in "Philodemus' Poetic Theory and On the Good King According to Homer," 
ClAnt 10 (1991) 1-45, at 7-11. 

24The Stoic theorist ("Aristo"), criticized by Philodemus in On Poems 5, cols. 14-21, 
uses aOeiov coextensively with "worthwhile" (c(roau&iov) and "useful" (xpqFo6rv). 

250n Epicurean preconceptions, see Epicurus Letter to Herodotus 37-38, and Cicero 
De natura deorum 1.44-45. 

26To avoid confusion, Philodemus does not call this criterion "natural." At On Poems 
5, col. 31.14-17, Philodemus rejects the view that poetic goodness consists in a good 
imitation of traditional poets such as Homer; his reason is that it makes the judgment 
of a beautiful poem wholly "stipulative," "by regulation" (Oeparui)v). In On Rhetoric 4, 
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According to the common notion of "fine and bad poems," Philodemus 
proposes, there are two underlying aims: (1) for diction, that it must "imi- 
tate (eRt a[fioOat) diction that also teaches what is useful"; (2) for thought, 
that it must "partake (evreoXrcnevat) of thought that is intermediate be- 
tween the thought of the wise and that of the vulgar." These standards 
are a response not only to Crates, but also to Plato. In Book 3 of the 
Republic, Plato distinguished between two kinds of diction (Xitq), "imita- 
tive" (that is, "impersonating," phrased as direct speech) and "narrative" 
(reporting in indirect speech what a character said), and demanded that 
the former must imitate the speech of a good person. In a famous pas- 
sage, Plato proposed to admit to his newly founded city "for the sake of 
utility" ((pea(ia;S 'veKa) only the poet "who imitates the diction of a good 
person (x'iv roi ietRKo0Si; XEitv j.u?oixo) and speaks in those patterns (Trxot;) 
that we set down as laws (evopoo09emoaaeOa) at the beginning .... 27 In 

place of Plato's demand that the poet should "imitate the diction of a good 
person," Philodemus says that poetic diction should "imitate diction that 
also teaches what is useful." Philodemus could have used much simpler 
wording by omitting "imitate" and demanding only that the diction should 
"also teach what is useful."28 Instead, he responds to Plato by viewing 
poetic diction as an imitation of diction.29 He continues his response in 
his second requirement, the requirement for "thought," by rejecting Plato's 
demand for morally exemplary characters. Philodemus now shows what 
he means by "useful" by demanding that the thought must "partake" of 
thought that is "intermediate" between the thought of the wise and that of 

v. 1, p. 151 Sudhaus, Philodemus argues that since there is "naturally beautiful speech," 
qpuaoK&ix KoaXq Voyo;, there is no need for speech that is beautiful "by regulation," cKara 
O4cLa. Presumably, he means that the former type of speech measures up to our common 
notions of beautiful speech. In this argument, Philodemus elaborates a point made in 
his discussion of Crates: rob 0epCtrx6v "does not prevail among all [persons], nor does the 
same [type prevail] with the same [persons] or in certain speeches, but some [admire the 
diction] of Isocrates, or Thucydides .... " The comparison of Oetaxa in poetry with lawful 
things (v6o1tpla) suits Philodemus' argument because the distinction between nature and 
regulation applies also to the judgment of what is just. In On Rhetoric, v. 1, cols. 
21-24, pp. 254-259 Sudhaus, Philodemus distinguishes between natural justice, which is 
the same for all and is known by a common notion (np6oXVtq;), and justice by regulation 
(04Oua), which consists of particular laws that differ among people. 

27Republic 3.398a-b: a6oli 5' &v T& craoTqporepq) xai &adt6Speop iropqrlj Xp,'Eoa Kca(t Oiuo- 
X&y4 dxpeXLaS 'VcK, 8 IiW rL v 0oiV Zo itietxoSKO XEttv {LItlo to aico XeYAgtova Xyoti v ?ice{voit x0oi 
ruicotS ots KXca' &pXa&; vop.oOe'icap.eOa, ore Tous o7ppactLoar ineetpupoup.ev acnaSeetv. 

28The prefix rp6o- in spoC-6d&cavKouaav signifies that diction has other functions besides 
teaching what is useful. 

29It is not clear whether Philodemus here also agrees to the restricted meaning of 
"imitation" (that is, "impersonation") that Plato uses in the third book of the Republic. 
Later in the passage (col. 23.14-15), he uses "imitation" in a much broader sense to apply 
to poems in general. 
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the vulgar. Just as Philodemus' apparently circumlocutory "imitate" takes 
issue with Plato's notion of imitation, so Philodemus' use of the verb "par- 
take" (e?TeoXtllcKval) alludes to the Platonic theory of Forms. Whereas Plato 
proposed that the poet must present moral habits that are modelled on the 
Forms of the virtues, Philodemus demands only commonplace morality. It 
follows that instead of being judged by the expert knowledge of the wise 
the moral utility of poems is judged by the ordinary intuitions of common 
people. 

In his reform of poetry in Books 2 and 3 of the Republic, Plato set out 
"patterns" (b'ot) of moral behaviour as "laws" (vo6ot) for the poet. As the 
verb vogoOeTeiv shows, these patterns and laws are conspicuous examples 
of O0EaTa proposed by philosophers for the regulation of poetry. By oppos- 
ing these "imposed rules" with ordinary notions of good poems Philode- 
mus indicates that Plato and similar philosophers, not the Epicureans, are 
among the philosophers who endorsed view (1). It is plausible that in his 
attack on the philosophers Crates also had Plato in mind; but he may well 
have directed the brunt of his attack against the Epicureans. As Philode- 
mus illustrates, the Epicureans scoffed at the notion of an inherent natu- 
ral poetic good. The Epicureans also drew a distinction between an initial 
"natural" stage in the development of human skills, and a subsequent "reg- 
ulatory" (06atE) stage, in which rules and new discoveries are "imposed" 
(Te09ivat).30 The general contrast between qpat; and Becgaa fits Epicure- 
anism very neatly. It is therefore likely, as Philodemus suspects, that Crates 
alluded to the Epicureans. Against this insinuation, Philodemus contends 
that Crates' attack is valid only against philosophers such as Plato, who 
did attempt to impose arbitrary rules of poetic utility. 

After defending the Epicureans, Philodemus attacks Crates: 

23 20 ... azoS; 6e &yekoio,; 
jv ra6cITa; c[6v]ov vno- 

xl5et; 7yeyov?valt epi 
xoi'ro aroq &yaOoi Xe- 

(P[pa]Kic), XTXV (plqXo6o- 
25 (pov 'iv p.iav, KaLi ypa- 

qov '[6 tfi itO]a[vv6v ci- 
val 0OeLa?a st&a[pXef]v, 

apTupornS; ye 8i [T]fi 
&caKoc; ei; rTOT. eXo- 

30 pL[l]vov yap p&iv ei; 
so di O4LaT' eivat gap- 
Tupeiv, o0v8ev oTat pa[pT]o- 
pougevov 'xin TS; a[Ko- 
lS i; TOVTro, 'TOi; 60o[t; 

He himself was ridiculous 
in claiming that there have 
been only these assumptions 
about a good poem-and 
only one held by the 
philosophers-, 
and in writing that it is not 
plausible that there are regulations 
[i.e., by reference to which poems 
must be judged], since the hearing 
bears witness to this. Although 
we accept that there is evidence 
that it is not regulations [i.e., by 
which poems are judged], nothing 
is witnessed by the hearing to 

30Epicurus Letter to Herodotus 75-76. 
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35 ot,8ev6; tv Lv noti'fg]a- 
T1 19101V F-XO'Uoll 0,68e 

24 1 p."a &ia iepA4oW, ;[ x]ilv 
tir6 ~u0j?o ['ro io tCla- 
'r0q, E17cep i[x?reine -ro, [ Ril 

irtoav6v elvat 4?[h]v 5[t- 
5 &votav kratvev, &,r&'- 

Ovto;9, 0ip 7C,roU; icpvLrtL- 

ioKau; Xyet xapat?o[{6LE]v[o; 
6j.gokoyxo rw'ov cexvov 

10 Eivan * * X6Syw, 4[e]irptLgg- 
vill &' aico[ij Y]voa0r6v. [&1- 
Oxep Kiai Tiqv 8uavotav 
iarnv ei[vI. 

this; for the hearing has judgment 
about nothing at all in a poem nor 
is it delighted, by Zeus, except 
by the rhythm of a poem. 
For he also said that it is not 
plausible to praise the thought, 
since this sort of thing is 
non-technical. 
He says this 
in an appeal to the critics, 
who agree that ... is non-technical 
... known [not] by reason 
but by practised hearing; 
that is why they also 
praise the thought. 

Philodemus first concludes the previous discussion by accusing Crates of 

recognizing just "these" views of poetic utility, including the single view that 
he attributes to philosophers. What is "ridiculous" about Crates is that he 
recognizes only two positions, a naturalist view (to which he subscribes) 
and a stipulative view, which he attributes to the philosophers. 

Philodemus then goes on to pour ridicule on Crates' own view. *His 
earlier summary of Crates' theory allows us to follow the structure of the 

present argument. The summary includes the following section. 

PHerc 228, fr. 1A.7-16: 

... xvtjva 

8' irdLpO [Oe]Opoi'RC- 
via xpive-tat, e-xet oizre 

10 O4.axa towav6v Elva[, 

j?apTupo{a"; yoiv ei; 
'roi'ro ifj; &icoii[;, o]iS' 65- 
,r cv ` 8-qEl i6l?at, 
4]60t6; ia' 'rii[v 8t&]votav 

15 nt0]av6v i[ati]vriv, &r&'_ 

Xvou 8e roil .... 

... Everything is judged by being 
viewed empirically. For neither is 
it plausible that there are regul- 
ations [i.e., by reference to which 
poems must be judged], since the 
hearing bears witness to this; nor, 
whenever sense perception takes 
pleasure, is it plausible to immedi- 
ately praise the thought but ... 
non-technical .... 31 

The summary presents two claims in support of the basic principle that 
poems are judged empirically (4r(ipwq). First, Crates appeals to the evi- 
dence of hearing that it is not "regulations" by reference to which poems 
are judged. The hearing, he proposes, can tell naturally whether a poem 
is good or not. Second, Crates denies that the empirical judgment of a 

31 Mangoni reads &i -roi C[ .... IY 5v/ro; in lines 16 17; Jensen reads [y]s rob [rotoi,roiu 
ov/tCo;. 
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poem extends to the judgment of a poem's thought: it is not the case that, 
whenever the hearing has pleasure, we immediately also praise the thought. 

Philodemus rejects Crates' first point, while making a concession. "We," 
the Epicureans, he asserts, are willing to admit that there is evidence 
against regulations; but this evidence is not supplied by the hearing. Just 
before Crates, Philodemus criticized the Stoic "Aristo" for maintaining that 
good composition is "apprehended not by reason, but as a result of prac- 
tised hearing" (onKx elvat k^yco[t] Ka/lraXrlilTv, a&XX' ?K t;i [ia]/nra mlv &Ko/iv 
Txpilt[;]). Philodemus objected that it is bad enough to assign "the judg- 
ment" of euphony "to the practised hearing," and even worse to assign to 
it the judgment of verbal composition; for the hearing is an irrational fac- 
ulty that does not concern itself at all with successes or failures and, what 
is more, cannot judge words with meanings.32 In his criticism of Crates 
Philodemus reaffirms that the hearing cannot judge whether anything in 
a poem is good or not. Since the hearing cannot judge anything about a 
poem's goodness, it cannot "bear witness" (capxopeiv) that the goodness of 
a poem is not judged by reference to regulations. The kind of "witnessing," 
or direct evidence, that Philodemus does allow is the common notion of a 

good poem. So far from being able to judge that euphony makes a poem 
good, Philodemus contends, the hearing is not even delighted by it as a 
whole; for the only source of acoustic delight is rhythm. 

Crates' second claim involves a controversy with "critics." Other critics, 
it seems, proposed to judge the thought of a poem on the basis of hear- 
ing, although they agreed with Crates that the thought is something "non- 
technical." As we saw earlier, most grammarians also classified the inquiry 
into subject matter as a non-technical part of their discipline. Hence the 
thought of a poem does not admit of expert judgment by the critic. How- 
ever, whereas some critics apparently held that the thought of a poem can 
be judged jointly with the sound by means of experienced hearing, Crates 
proposed to withhold judgment of the thought altogether. The difference 
between these two positions is subtle and interesting. As we shall see, 
Crates maintained that whereas thoughts are not judged in themselves, the 
sound is judged "not without thoughts." The other critics, it appears, main- 
tained that, since the hearing is delighted by the sound in conjunction with 
the thought, the thought can be pronounced praiseworthy along with the 
sound. Against this view Crates insisted that the thought cannot be judged 
praiseworthy on the basis of experienced hearing. He agreed with the other 
critics that poems are judged empirically by the hearing; but because he 
also assumed that the thought must be judged by technical expertise-that 

320n Poems 5, cols. 20.21-21.11; see also the paper on "Aristo," cited above, n. 16, 
186-187. 
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is, by the use of reason-he withheld judgment of a poem's thought.33 The 
difference between the two positions seems to be that whereas the other 
critics assigned to a poem a content that has a poetic correctness of its own 

(that is, as a substrate of the sound), independently of the truth, Crates 
took the more traditional view that the content of poem cannot be judged 
except by someone who knows the truth. In the view of other critics, 
we praise Homer's grove, let us say, along with the sound of the words; 
according to Crates, we imagine the grove when praising the sound, but 
do not praise the imagined grove itself. His more rigorous stance, I sug- 
gest, is a concession to Stoicism, whose influence on Crates will become 
clearer. 

Crates' appeal to the critics ends his refutation of others. He now turns 
to the constructive part of his exposition, an explanation of his own views. 
Philodemus examines these views in the remainder of his criticism. Crates' 
first point, as reported by Philodemus, is that the "natural difference in 

poems" is recognized by the hearing: 

24 13 ... T6 7ye Pnv 
XOtriOV [F1 8E]i Xy'eiv, 6- 

15 tep axrO;S [kpaIK]et, Kai 86- 
Xa To Tazr&0e%; 1Ceppaivelv 

E1')rEO& eattv Kai &"a To 

(acoKelv 8t[a]ytvvaoXKea- 
Oal rtiv v[na pXo-oav ev 

20 To-< toit[']a[1]p (pooiiqv 
5&awpopav '11 [&c]ofi.. ic.v 

yap Toib wa(p6pol); Tit Oe- 

o]e Kai 7ac,Ei T&V ypap.- (o[v] icad tci4et t&?v ypag- 

galaX)[V] ntpOaXlrtrCIV 
25 qpovaq&, oW8'v nztv 

irpoq aK&oiv, o[irep o{]65eis 
a[v] eirete 8ta[Yvox]t 
Tql; ev otpopLati puaIt- 

cKiS aSpaqopa;. ei Se TOV- 

For the rest ... say 
what he himself claims, 
it is silly because it 
exceeds the truth and 
because he claims that 
the natural difference 
that exists in poems 
is discerned by the hearing. 
For except that sounds that 
differ in the placement and 
arrangement of the letters 
fall upon [the hearing], 
the hearing has nothing 
to do with anything 
that anyone would call 
a discernment of the natural 
difference in a poem. 

33The controversy is obscured by an apparently faulty text at col. 24.10. The reading 
Xyot, which is on the two transcripts and the papyrus, is hard to dispute. However, 
the dative makes little sense as it stands, pace James Porter ("Philodemus on Material 
Difference," CronErcol 19 [1989] 149-178, esp. 153 and 156). One would expect X6oy 
to be part of the phrase "known not by reason, but by practised hearing," as used in 
the report on "Aristo" (On Poems 5, col. 20.24-26). Jensen changed the dative to X6yov 
to get an acceptable sense. Gomoll (above, n. 19, 382) inserted ou6c before eivat. Mette 
proposed a&EXvov <iTqv o6vGeenv> ecvac <Kcai oD> .67yn . . . (fr. 86); however, what is a&tevov 
is the thought (&tavoa), not oiGv0eoa. I am inclined to agree that the scribe omitted some 
text after (and possibly before) etvae. Jensen's iapaiTo[LrCe]v[o;] (24.8) is also doubtful; 
Porter supplies xapaiTo[u]' av. 
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30 T' :Xeyev oxros, 9Oauxa- 
Tooxoiet oiq 6vo6xxat e- 
vov oV8e 'v ' 

rtv[o&v. 

But if he meant this, he was 
juggling with words without pro- 
posing anything strange.34 

Philodemus objects that the only difference that the hearing can recognize is 
a difference in the placement and arrangement of letter sounds. He suggests 
that if this is what Crates meant there is nothing novel about his view. In 
fact, Crates did propose something novel: he held that there is a "natural 
difference" between good and bad poems, and that the hearing can discern 
this difference, which consists in the placement and arrangement of letter 
sounds. As Philodemus mentions at the very end of his account, Crates 
held that "the judgment of worthwhile poems" lies in the elementary letter 
sounds (orotXlia).35 Philodemus objects that the hearing can discern only 
purely auditory differences in the placement and arrangement of sounds; it 
cannot judge whether a poem is good or bad on the basis of these differences. 

This criticism is a prelude to a sustained attack on Crates' notion of 
"natural" goodness. Philodemus' objections reveal a subtly elaborated the- 
ory that assures Crates a place among leading theorists of poetry in anti- 
quity. The well preserved text is an important document in the history of 
poetics: 

24 33 et 6 yitverat iep. tiv &aKo- 
ilv K c [T]o0L aa(Ov [tiao- 

35 vij, 6)W; oi 6 itmrze Kipi- 
veaoOai ke yov orX 'iav 

25 1 epapeoarl[ornl] rxaxi x[6nla 
aoSou&ai[ov, a&]X' [o5av ic]a'[a 
,o]v rti; T[4]xvln [X6y]ov 
evepyrnit; av Yap T&X- 

5 ad TtI dcp^t, Kira & r6v rai6- 

Tnl; evrp[y]eiT' av X6yov 
rob osuvvrev oixoro; Co- 
X' ez6apeoaciv TaiS aKoai.;, 
ei &e a[i y]e, Ka[l] acixraDt. 

If pleasure related to the hearing 
arises from poems, how did he not 
go wrong in saying that judgment 
is made, not whenever a worthwhile 
poem pleases [the hearing], but 
whenever [a poem] is actualized in 
accordance with the rational 
account of the craft? For if one 
omits the rest, the composition 
would be actualized in accordance 
with the rational account of the 
craft so as to please the hearing, 
but if [it were] not [actualized in 

34In line 15, I adopt Mangoni's reading; in line 27 I adopt Preuner's reading (as com- 
municated to me by Mangoni) in place of Usener's and Jensen's 6a[Kicpo]wv. Philodemus' 
earlier summary has the corresponding section: Xotnbv .. .X /[yl]ev 'ixt Staryvt[af]Ke/rat tev 

l ev otS 7otfiu/[lL]aow uniapxo /[ o[pa (Uoi/[ix] 5po[p]X tZi &XoKij, / [K]p{ve[ral] 8e oaCouS&aw / ... 

(PHerc 228, 1A.17-22 Mangoni). There follows another column, which shows just a few 
letters at the beginning of each line; it apparently belongs to the summary of Crates' 
poetics (see Jensen 155). 

35Col. 26.8-11; see below. Porter (above, n. 33, esp. 157-158 and 168-170) suggests 
that Crates derived his notion of the placement and arrangement of sounds from the 
early atomists, who admitted position (6oxnq) and arrangement (atdS) as differentiae of 
the atoms. Although Crates' sounds are atoms of a sort, this resemblance seems to me 
insufficient to show that Crates' poetics has its roots in early atomism. 
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10 8tb '4it t6xIvn Dca'X ra 

nj; KpiacroS napa8~o0f~- 
OECT 01p, 

aaoo, 
GOij aeaOa[t, iclatnep hj8ovi-It 

iavo[vtlI6)Lcvov. &tkk& 
jilv co 6l j7iroka 0ea- 

15 n' cev[af], Sib Sciv can&, 
O4Lga -noW icpivciv r&)v 
cv xo[trqufltt, Pt64ceat 
ica[i vo}ocrrcp6v irou 7ta- 

p[ayyeX]cn-at. Icci n60 
20 ,xfi-rc n' a]iaOic'(i;eL Mt- 

4cpirjl ',jrc ,v Sni- 
v[otaxv 8]civ icpivctv 
n&4[v] noi &o)v, &Xh& 
nx Xoymca 0copfuna, 

25 n" qv6aet- Gx4apXo]vra Si' aia- 
O'caoe; cp[tivctv] ixai oi- 
IC aivcu n&wv [V00o]ueVo)'V, 
01) .cCV`rot na VOOv'LC- 

va, iOxpa r, cant ical gt- 
30 icpoXap~i icad Stciiicuaj?c- 

va, ci gi t Stcii[ir]nczt nb 
Xn .oyic& Ock[o)]pflgana 
q,acL an n&PXciV. fi npo; X[6- 
yov ~ani nb &&i n[ij dtK]o- 

35 i;, "a; ~ke`et; 7rapa&l- 
26 1 XcaOat nijv Suivotav i d&- 

knlO' [Sciv na vo]o6cA- 
va 7rv noill[LA]t icppivca- 
Oat Icai R-W' bntav n'iv 

5 aov`catv kaw&gcv, &- 

noan&[v] a&ribv n&)v bnro- 
nrcTaygMVa. 

this way], [it would] also [please] 
the hearing. Therefore, [he said], 
judgment too will be handed 
over to the craft, even though 
[a good poem is] measured by 
pleasure. Further, [his argument] 
that there are not many 
regulations, hence it is 
necessary to judge many things in 
poetry according to regulation, 
is forced and proclaimed 
rather stupidly. As to the claim 
that one must judge neither 
what is delightful to perception 
nor the thought of poems, but 
[one must] judge through per- 
ception the rational theorems that 
exist by nature, not without 
thoughts-not, however, the 
thoughts-, this is dumb, 
of little cheer, and wrong, 
unless it has been grasped 
what it is for rational 
theorems to exist by nature. 
Either it 
concerns reason that 
the mind receives words through 
the hearing; or it is true that 
thoughts [must] be judged in poetry, 
and that, even when we praise 
the composition, we do not 
sever it from the underlying 
[thoughts].36 

In defining the standard by which poetic goodness is judged, Crates draws 
a basic distinction: a poem is judged good not on the basis of a subjective 
response by the hearing, but on the basis of principles that exist objectively 
in a poem and are discerned by the hearing. A good poem has been "ac- 
tualized" in accordance with these principles, so as to please the hearing. 
The principles are the "theorems" (op'iCana) of the craft of poetry; and 
they constitute the "rational account" (X6yo;) of the craft. The theorems 

36Instead of Jensen's &Vxp[{v]ewV &'v (col. 25.6), I propose evqp[y]E7i' av. This reading 
agrees better with the preserved letters: ENHPnLEITAN in 0; ENK...EITAN in N; and 
ENH...EITAN in the papyrus, where T is entirely clear. It also agrees in sense and 
wording with what has just preceded. Mangoni has independently proposed the same 
reading. 
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are called "rational" (XoyKcd) because they constitute this M6yoc. They ex- 
ist by nature, and their presence in poems is judged empirically by the 
hearing. 

Even though Crates maintained that everything is judged empirically 
(?petipio;), the claim that there are rational principles that are implemented 
in a poem makes him a "rationalist" (loyco6;) in the contemporary debate 
between rationalists and empiricists.3 The empiricists, while admitting 
"theorems" constitutive of a craft, held that theorems are nothing more than 
collections of observations and cannot attain to the universality of rational 
principles. The rationalists differed widely among themselves. Crates' ra- 
tionalism is clearly different from that of Plato, who proposed that objects 
of perception are ordered by principles that both exist apart from them and 
are known only by reason. Whereas Plato proposed that these principles, 
the Forms, are shared only imperfectly by perceptibles and grasped only 
imperfectly by perception, Crates held that the rational principles of poetry 
are actualized fully in poems and are discerned by perception. Crates' in- 
sistence on the empirical judgment of poems also distinguishes his position 
from rationalists such as the Pythagoreans, who held that the principles of 
music are judged by the intellect, not the hearing.38 

Crates' position has an antecedent in Aristotle's view that technical pro- 
duction begins with a form (eb5o;) or rational account (rYyo;), which exists 
in the craftsman's soul and is identical with the craft. This form is an activ- 
ity (EvEpyeta) which is implemented by the craftsman in the created object.39 
But Crates' immediate debt is to the Stoics. Adapting Aristotle's theory 
of form and actuality, the Stoics maintained that all things are shaped by 
an immanent X6yo;, which pervades them as a natural force and may be 
apprehended by perception. They held that the wise person "is active" (or 
"actualizes," [Evepyeia] vepyTi) in accordance with X6yo;, or, equivalently, 
that whatever he is active at (or "is actualized," Txb vepyo0jgevov) comes 
from a "technical" disposition.40 The craftsman's o6yo; conforms to "theo- 
rems," which he puts into practice (SVF 3.214). In agreement with Stoic 

37The debate between empiricism and rationalism divided the grammarians, along 
with rhetoricians, physicians, and others (see Sextus Empiricus Adv. math. 1.60-61 and 
72-74). Mette associated Crates with the "empiricists" (Parateresis 61). David Blank 
previously cast doubts on Mette's interpretation (Ancient Philosophy and Grammar: 
The Syntax of Apollonius Dyscolus [Chico, Calif. 1982] 3-4). 

38Ps.-Plutarch De musica 1144 f.; see also the paper on "Aristo" (above, n. 16) 
189-190. It is likely that, in stressing the empirical nature of judgment, Crates also dis- 
tinguished his rationalism from that of grammarians such as Aristarchus, who proposed 
to judge the correctness of Greek diction by the principle of analogy together with cus- 
tomary usage. Taking a thoroughly empirical approach, Crates resisted supplementing 
empirical data by logical reconstruction. 

39Metaphysics 1032a32-b14 and 1042b9-43a28. 
40SVF 3.242; cf. 3.293; Sextus Empiricus Adv. math. 11.205. 
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doctrine Crates proposes that a good poem is "actualized" (~vepyqrOl) by a 
poet in accordance with the koyoS of his craft. As a euphonist, Crates con- 
ceives of the poet as "actualizing" his material-thoughts and diction-in 
accordance with the principles of good sound.41 Although the Stoics did not 
agree that the poetic craft consists only of principles of good sound, Crates 
shared with them the notion of the poet as a craftsman who fashions a 
rationally ordered poem in accordance with the principles of his craft. Just 
like the Stoic "Aristo," Crates holds that good composition is judged by the 
practised hearing, not by reason. This Stoic demanded not only good com- 
position (with attendant euphony) but also good thought (6t&vota), which 
is judged by reason. In contrast, Crates requires only euphony, but he 
agrees that euphony must be judged empirically by the hearing. Underly- 
ing both positions is the assumption of an immanent 60yoS, the source of 
all goodness. 

Along with Stoic doctrine, Crates has taken over Stoic terminology. His 
usage is not consistently Stoic but is overlaid with Stoic terms. Apart from 
the expressions just mentioned, he uses the Stoic technical term anoo6aitov, 
"worthwhile," to designate a "good" poem.42 Especially striking is the use 
of e6apeortiv, "please," to describe the effect of a good poem on the hearing 
(col. 25.1 and 8). This relatively rare term was appropriated by the Stoics 
to describe what is, strictly, good.43 In drawing his distinction between sub- 
jective and objective criteria, Crates carefully substitutes this Stoic term for 
the commonplace term i5?ovn, "pleasure" (with its verbal form ieoOalt).44 
The Stoics dissociated pleasure (i6ovii) from the good, defining it as ei- 
ther an irrational emotion or an accompaniment of a primary natural goal. 
Strictly speaking, a good poem does not cause "pleasure," but "pleases" 
(ezaxpesoe). Philodemus' report is too compressed to show whether Crates 
is making a concession to ordinary language by using hl5ovi / ijeo0al in a 
wide sense to include "being pleased" or whether he uses these terms in the 
way a Stoic would, to refer to the response of ordinary persons who lack 
technical knowledge. In the latter case, Crates points out that a good poem 
brings "pleasure" to ordinary persons but provokes the response of "being 

41Elsewhere in On Poems, PHerc 460, tr. B, fr. 21.8-9 Sbordone, Philodemus draws 
a distinction between the "material" (i5.) of a poem and the person "who actualizes it" 
(rxi& vepyoiVxT ct6 v), and claims that both are necessary to a poem and that there is no 
cause of goodness apart from them. It is possible that he is here engaged in a dispute 
with a critic who viewed thoughts and diction as "material" used by the poet. 

42Col. 25.2; see above, n. 24. Other examples of Crates' use of the term are at 
col. 26.10 and PHerc 228, 1A.21 Mangoni. Crates' repeated use of kawveiv, "praise," 
with reference to what is good is also Stoic. 

43Cleanthes qualifies the "good" as ea6peowov (SVF 1.557). The noun eapeorn'ao; 
designates the wise person's satisfaction with whatever happens (SVF 2.912). 

44The commonplace terms occur at cols. 24.34-35 and 25.12, and PHerc 228, 1A.13 
Mangoni. 
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pleased" in the technically accomplished judge who discerns the rational 
principles actualized in a poem. 

It is tempting to suppose that Crates' usage was influenced by a debate 
with the Epicureans. In support of his demand for an objective criterion, he 
seems to have argued that if one "omits" the requirement that the poem be 
worked out according to the X6yog of the craft, then a poem would be judged 
good simply on the basis of a subjective feeling, without any recognition 
of its intrinsic merit. When the requirement is added, on the other hand, 
the judgment of a poem, just like its creation, belongs to a craft. Presum- 
ably, both the professional critic and the poet have this craft.45 Philodemus 
accuses Crates of drawing a false distinction. According to the Epicure- 
ans, the criterion for any perceptible state of affairs is subjective experi- 
ence. Consequently, if a poem is good whenever there is auditory pleasure, 
then this pleasure is the "measure" (icavdv) of the poem's goodness.46 As 
Philodemus makes clear throughout On Poems, he rejects auditory pleasure 
as the sole or primary criterion of poetic goodness. But since, according to 
the Epicureans, pleasure is the measure of all good, he would approve the 
general claim that the goodness of poem is "measured (Kavovto6gevov) by 
pleasure"; the pleasure, as Philodemus understands it, would be primarily 
an intellectual pleasure. 

Crates may well have used the Epicurean phrase "measured by pleasure" 
to show how his position differs from that of the Epicureans. While admit- 
ting pleasure as a "measure" of poetic goodness, he adds a qualification: 
this pleasure is the auditory response-properly called "being pleased"-of 
an expert, judging in accordance with the technical principles that inhere 
in a poem. In common with the Stoics, Crates insists that there is an ob- 
jectively existing M6yoK that is responsible for the hearing's response, which 
is not simply a feeling of delight, but an apprehension of a rational order. 
Crates' previous polemics increase the likelihood that he is engaged in a 
debate with the Epicureans. This is the more interesting as we know of 
no Epicurean discussion of poetry between Epicurus' generation and Zeno's 
leadership of the Epicurean school at the end of the second century B.C.47 It 
appears that the Epicureans kept up an interest in poetry in the intervening 
period. Philodemus' objections suggest a coherent attack on all allegedly 
expert judgment: just as the utility of poems is judged by ordinary people, 
so a poem is judged good if it provokes pleasure, whether or not the hearer 
is an expert poet or critic. 

45In line 9, which is extremely elliptical, I understand E6apeaoe.v (in a contrapositive 
construction) with tar6xatI. 

46Epicurus proposed that pleasure is the cavcXv of everything good (Letter to Menoe- 
ceus 129). 

47See E. Asmis, "Epicurean Poetics," Proceedings of the Boston Area Colloquium in 
Ancient Philosophy 7 (1991) 63-105. 
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Philodemus' next point seems to break the continuity of the exposition. 
He accuses Crates of constructing a forced argument concerning "regula- 
tions" (O4uaza): since there are not many regulations, many things must be 
judged according to regulation. Since Crates' whole poetic theory is based 
on a rejection of regulations in favor of natural principles as standards of 
judgment, his argument appears to be a reductio ad absurdum of his oppo- 
nents' position. Crates of course does not deny that there are regulations; 
but these, he argues, cannot be used to judge a poem. He now makes the 
point that too few rules are stretched over too many things. It would seem 
to follow that only the naturally existing "theorems" that he proposed can 
do justice to the rich complexity of poems.48 

The final section of the cited passage summarizes Crates' entire position, 
and there is a great deal concentrated in it. Crates' basic assumption is 
that a poem is a composite of sound and meaning. In judging a poem, he 
maintains, one must judge neither the sound as immediately perceived nor 
the meanings (or "thoughts," voorEvva) that constitute a poem's overall 
"thought" (S&&vora). Instead, one must judge the "rational principles" of 
sound "through perception," and one must not judge the principles of sound 
"without the thoughts," even though one does not judge the thoughts them- 
selves. The judgment of a poem, therefore, does not consist in a purely sen- 
sory response to an auditory impression nor in an evaluation of the mean- 
ing, but in a discernment of objective principles of sound in relation to the 
meaning. By using the phrase "through perception" (6&' aioOaifeo;) Crates 
makes clear that the principles, however "rational," are judged by an act 
of perception. He also makes clear that in an act of perception the mind 

judges "through" perception. In agreement with Stoic doctrine, Crates sup- 
poses that the sensory organ passes information to the mind, which makes 
the perceptual judgment.49 Strictly speaking, therefore, whenever a poem 
is judged by the hearing, it is judged by the mind "through" the hearing. 
The mind grasps both the sound and the meaning of words in a single act 
of judgment that is directed at the sound as a vehicle of meaning, not at 
the meanings themselves. 

Philodemus objects, quite reasonably, that there is need to clarify what 
it is "for rational theorems to exist by nature." As an Epicurean, he wholly 

48This line of argument also fits Crates' debate with the analogists: the relatively few 
stipulative rules of the analogists, he might have argued, fail to correspond to the rich 
variety of actual word usage. Crates' reductio was misinterpreted by Jensen (166) as a 
demand for a single Oeoga, having to do with allegorical interpretation. Porter imputes 
judgment by Oepaxra to both Crates and the critics (above, n. 33, esp. 165-166). However, 
the only group that endorses Of'xaTa as standards of judgment in Philodemus' text are 
the philosophers mentioned at the very beginning, and they are not "critics." 

49Cicero offers the same explanation of how the hearing judges verbal composition 
at Orator 177: aures enim vel animus aurium nuntio naturalem quandam in se continet 
vocum omnium mensionem. 
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rejects the Stoic notion of an immanent X6yo;. In the disjunction that fol- 
lows Philodemus seems to suggest that there are just two ways of under- 
standing "rational theorems": since the mind receives the words through 
the hearing, the rational faculty is involved in the judgment of theorems, 
and this is what makes them "rational"; or the meanings, which constitute 
the rational element in a poem, are judged along with the verbal form.50 
Crates would deny either possibility. Philodemus himself was adamant that 
in judging a poem one must judge the thought that underlies the words. 
Crates does not take the extremely radical position that what makes a poem 
good is simply the sound, considered apart from any meaning. He would 
not dispute that one must not "sever" the verbal form from the meaning. 
His point, which is radical enough, is that what makes a poem good is the 
sound in relation to the meaning, regardless of what the meaning is. On 
this point he differs with the entire philosophical tradition, including Pla- 
tonists, Peripatetics, Stoics, and Epicureans. 

Philodemus has now sketched the theoretical framework of Crates' po- 
etics. But he has not told us what sort of sound Crates considered good. 
Unfortunately, Philodemus abandons us with a reference to the second book 
of his treatise: 

26 7 ... T& 8E As for his [teachings] 
iepi XtV oTxotzeiOV, e- concerning the elements, 
v oP;] rv Kpi[ao]v eivai q'q- in which he says the judgment 

10 at Xr&v o-ou[8]a[io)v] -ot- of worthwhile poems consists, 
qauto,v, nvoS a6&it we have shown in the second book of 
Icat r6o's h8ovq; ye- these writings with what pleasure 

e[t ix]apeoraKo'er ev and how great a pleasure they 
r[&]t 8eurepo t Cr&v -- are crammed, since they apply 

15 noaviqpi'cov 8ia '6 commonly to the topic 
icati epi COtiflaaaro; et- of the poem, 
vat Kowtv, &atooicIa- and so we decline to go 
rojL]ev aaXktkoye[i]v. over them again. 

Philodemus does indeed say a great deal about sound in other parts of 
On Poems, with frequent attacks on individuals, mostly nameless, who 

proposed euphonic theories. The name of Crates does not appear in any 
of these fragments.51 In many cases, the opponent could be Crates; but he 
might also be some other euphonist. Still, there is a cluster of fragments 
that seem to bear the imprint of Crates and I propose to plunge briefly into 
these texts. 

50Contrary to Jensen, I take &i'voawv at col. 26.1 to be "mind," not (as elsewhere in 
Philodemus' discussion of Crates) "thought"; cf. col. 20.35. 

51The name Crates occurs clearly in only one other fragment (see above, nn. 12 
and 21). 
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But first, let us take stock of Crates' position as it has emerged so 
far. There are two main points. First, Crates held that what makes 
a poem good is nothing other than good sound. This demand is con- 
sistent with his profession as a "critic"; and it clearly demarcates his 
position from that of the Stoics, who demanded both good thought and 
good composition. Second, Crates' theory of good sound is in agreement 
with Stoic doctrine. His poetics, therefore, is not Stoic, as has been as- 
sumed traditionally; nor is it exempt from Stoic influence, as has also been 
proposed.52 It is the work of a "critic" who adopted some Stoic prin- 
ciples while rejecting others. Crates' recognition of just one criterion of 
good poetry, sound, may surprise the reader in view of his well-attested 
concern with the meaning of words and, in particular, his inclination to- 
ward allegorical explanation. However, Crates' concern with content does 
not imply that he believed that the type of content was relevant to po- 
etic goodness. As a "critic" and "judge" of poems, he investigated the 
meanings, as well as the sounds, of words. The meanings, he held, must 
be grasped in order for a poem to be judged good; but whether or not 
the meanings are praiseworthy makes no difference to the goodness of a 
poem.53 

52Jensen added his authority to the traditional view of Crates as a Stoic. In his essay 
on Crates, he contrasts Crates' Stoicism with the euphonic theories of the "critics" (149) 
and reconstructs for Crates a theory of poetic judgment which culminates in the allegori- 
cal judgment of a poem's thought (166, 169-172). On the opposing side, Mette interprets 
Crates as an empiricist, sharing the assumptions of the empiricist doctors (above, n. 37); 
and Porter interprets Crates as a materialist in the tradition of Democritean atomism 

(above, n. 35). All these interpretations capture some aspect of Crates' poetics. 
53The question may be asked whether Crates' poetics could fit into a Stoic scheme by 

means of a redefinition of "poem" as "verbal composition" (orsv0eeon), as distinct from 
content or "theme." A narrow definition of this sort may be traced back to Neoptolemus, 
who seems to have lived in the third century B.C. In his threefold division of the craft 
of poetry into poet, "poetry" (toi,qacn), and "poem" (oiTqpa), Neoptolemus associated 
"theme" (b{n06eay) with "poetry," and "composition" (aO-6veat;) with "poem" (On Poems 
5, esp. cols. 11.26-12.6). In Stoicism, a narrow definition of "poem" is first attested for 
Posidonius, who defined "poem" as "metrical or rhythmical diction, with elaboration, 
going beyond prose form," and "poetry" as "a poem with meaning (qj(avTlXKcv Ao{^qa), 
containing an imitation of divine and human things" (Diogenes Laertius 7.60, fr. 44 

Edelstein-Kidd). It is plausible that the narrow definition of "poem" reflects attempts 
to define the goodness of a poem in terms of verbal composition alone; but of course 
it does not solve the problem of what makes a poet or poetic work good. As Crates' 
terminology shows, he chose to regard not only a "poem" but also the poet and the whole 
craft of poetry as concerned only with good sound. The Stoics considered both verbal 
composition and theme essential to the poetic craft. Thus Crates might be viewed as 
setting out part of a Stoic requirement for poetic craftsmanship; but he does not supply 
the whole requirement. If Crates did adopt the tripartite division of the poetic craft 

(above, n. 21), then he viewed "poetry" as an nontechnical part of the craft. 
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SEQUEL: CRATES IN ON POEMS, PHERC 460? 

In many of the fragments belonging to On Poems, Philodemus discusses 
the construction of verses out of individual letters, syllables, and words. He 
distinguishes in detail between pleasant and unpleasant sounds.54 He also 
reports a distinction between a natural and an unnatural way of putting 
together letters into syllables.55 The concern with elementary sounds and 
"natural" construction fits Crates' poetics, but it also fits the critics in gen- 
eral. There is one remarkable fragment, however, which shares an unusual 
feature with Philodemus' report about Crates. The text has been severed 
from its context, but it is well preserved. 

PHerc 460, 8, tr. B, fr. 20, col. 1.6-24, Sb: 

1 6 ixo; 1otolo yiv6[evot 
Karxavucvoua. oit y[p i- 

agpoLoioi xrpa-yta iot- 

oeanv Kai o0 Tpa yo)<t>:oo.l- 
10 oi aiKw iapptaici K'ai ac Ea- 

q w nova iagxt ic XDoEi, 
xKa 'ApoxioxoOv o { iag- 

0o pJl Teov iapo"oi6v 
15 iq aM]o ti xotaovxa yevo;, 

aXX& v6p,(oi, qp)o4[ei] 5e o'rav 

ei,^ T^V e,yev (POwVv 
Kcati cpwTv Kai e;s scav- 
r' evappTrovaioav ol no- 

20 lqrai rCt iceavTe4 6vo- 

jiax,t, O rav e ev 

xravi yevet noOfaro; 
6 a'x6S; X6yo; 8taT<e>ivqlt, 
Kai .... 

... succeed in being similar 
in sound. For iambic poets 
compose tragic poems and 
tragic poets compose iambic, 
and Sappho composes 
some poems in an iambic 
manner and Archilochus not 
in an iambic manner. 
Hence, one must not say that 
by nature he is an iambic poet 
or composes another kind [of 
poem], but [that he does so] by 
convention, and that [poets com- 
pose] by nature whenever in their 
wording they hit upon sound that 
is noble, first, and adapted to all 
things, and whenever in every 
kind of poem the same rational 
account extends, and .... 

The underlying assumption in this passage is that there is a single Xyog 
"extending through" and existing "in every kind of poem." Unusual as 
this notion is, it agrees with Crates' notion of a hXyog that is actualized 
in poems. According to our fragment this X6yoS is present whenever poets 
naturally succeed in producing a certain kind of sound in their wording. 
Similarly Crates proposed that poets work out good sound in accordance 
with a X6yoS that exists by nature. The fragment adds a distinction be- 
tween convention (v6wog;) and nature (qpi6;o): by convention, poets differ 
according to genre; by nature, poets are alike in producing a certain kind of 
sound. Judged by the "natural" standard of sound, therefore, all genres are 

54See for example, PHerc 460 + 1073, tr. B, frs. 6, 7, 9 and 10 Sbordone. 
55PHerc 460, tr. B, fr. 8 Sbordone. 
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alike; what distinguishes them is convention. This view is nothing short of 
revolutionary. For it implies that epic and tragedy are not inherently supe- 
rior to iambic and lyric, as Aristotle and a longstanding tradition assumed. 
The distinction between "convention" and "nature," moreover, fits Crates' 
contrast between "regulations" (04Eara) and "nature"; for the conventions 
by which genres are distinguished are irrelevant or incidental to the natural 
difference in sound that is discerned by the hearing.56 

The fragment also offers an unusual description of what poets natu- 
rally do: in their "use of words" they "hit upon sound that is noble, 
first, and adapted to all things" (ei; ?nv eyrEVi <pcovilv Kai tp,lvv Kai Ei; 
Ir&vr' evaplr6xooaav oi orixtai 4uErco6vxe o6vodacoxt). The three descriptions 
are all puzzling in various ways. To begin with the phrase "adapted to 
all things," it may signify "universally suitable sound," that is, sound 
that is appropriate to any subject matter or type of poem. The claim 
that "the same Mbyo;" extends through all poems supports this interpre- 
tation. But the expression may also signify "adapted to every kind of 
matter individually." It was and remains a truism that diction should 
be adapted to the particular subject matter. This meaning, moreover, is 

compatible with the first suggestion, since universally suitable sound may 
be precisely the sort of sound that is adapted to the particular subject 
matter. 

How closely, then, and by what means would the sound be adapted to the 

subject matter? The ancients held many different views of this adaptation. 
Elsewhere in On Poems, Philodemus mentions the adaptation of sound to 
characters and their mental attitudes or "dispositions": 

... the grandeur (gFye0o;) of the sound that belongs to good composition will be 
adapted (evapc6ooet) to every character and every disposition.57 

According to this view, the grandeur or lack of grandeur of the sound re- 
flects the elevation or lowliness of the characters and their inner dispo- 
sition. The author of On the Sublime shows in detail how verbal com- 

position contributes to the general elevation of a literary work, especially 
in the choice of rhythms. He describes dactylic rhythms as "most noble 
and productive of grandeur" (el'evVoaxaolT ... Ixat p7EeOo7roto{).58 Demetrius 

56Philodemus exemplifies genre-related "regulations" (04La(ca) at PHerc 1676, tr. C, 
cols. 20(9).18-21(10).4 Sbordone. He claims that we follow 0Wgura, to which we have 
become accustomed by nature ( cp[uoxat]mvo[t]), when we reject the word "thrashed" 

(auvK6Kc6Oat) as unsuitable in tragedy, but welcome it as beautiful in iambic poetry, and 
when we are pained by long compounds in tragedy and epic, but not in dithyrambs. 

57PHerc 994, tr. A, col. x.19-23 Sbordone: [ob pi]v / jiyeOo; [p]lov% iv oauv/ 0eoEp Xpqoa 
Kceievov / ivapp6oeat Tavri poo[&c]/cx([t] ,ai 8ac &oei adrcrt. I suggest that [x]p gaotv be 
read in line 8 to yield: "they are accustomed to adapt something to a character and 
disposition and, in general, to things" (col. x.6-9 Sbordone). 

58 "Longinus" On the Sublime 39.4. 
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cites hiatus as an example of sound that produces "grandeur" (On Style 
73; cf. 105). Dionysius of Halicarnassus not only shows what sounds ex- 
alt and diminish, but also recommends the closest possible adaptation 
of sound to subject matter. The topic, he says, was investigated by 
many before him, starting with Socrates in Plato's Cratylus. With a 
clear debt to Plato, Dionysius claims that "nature" taught us to fash- 
ion words that are "imitations" (ti/Lgaxra) not only of sound, but also of 
"shape, deed, suffering, motion, rest, and anything whatsoever." Diony- 
sius concludes that "from the first arrangement of letters" (a&o6 zi; xpr lS, 
KcaaoaKEulcevg v ypa &aTLorwv) a writer creates verbal differences that show the 
"moral habits, emotions, dispositions, deeds, and related attributes of the 
characters."59 Philodemus is wholly opposed to this view: he insists repeat- 
edly that sounds cannot imitate things but can only imitate the sounds of 
things.60 

Among the "many" predecessors of Dionysius who believed in a natural 
correspondence of sound and meaning were the Stoics. This brings us to the 
second descriptive term, the most intriguing of all. What is "first sound"? 
There are two attested usages of this expression. A "first sound" can be 
a basic, indivisible element (arotzdov) out of which other verbal sounds 
are constructed.61 It is possible that, just as Dionysius assumes that the 
adaptation of sound to subject matter begins with individual letters, so the 
theorist of our fragment proposes that poets should find the right kind of 
elementary sounds. This would agree very well with Crates' poetics. But 
"first sound" was also used to designate the words first used by humans 
in the development of language. The Stoics held that words are by nature 
(p6aet), not imposition (eoet); for "first sounds (np&tat pcoavai) imitate the 

things named by them."62 As Augustine explains, sometimes there is a 

similarity between the sound of a word and the sound of the thing that it 
names; these words are onomatopoeic. But there can also be a similarity 
between the sound of a word and the non-auditory impact of the thing on 
the senses: 

59De compositione 16 (pp. 158-160 Roberts). Dionysius cites anapaests as an example 
of sound that confers "grandeur or emotion on the subject matter" (De compositione 
17, p. 172 Roberts). 

60 On Poems 4, col. 8.10-13 Sbordone: [<po]vi Ka[i v6]<0pot; ad8[]va/[Tov] elvai cpa(&yjaTa 
ii;Ei/cOcat Kai Li IXvov pcova& / Ka'i V69pov cax6&v. Philodemus makes the same point in 

On Poems 5, col. 32.16-20: it is completely crazy to assume 6ooi6olra / e&Eoqs TOil 
8sl;o&l?e/voKt zp4yaolv. See also On Rhetoric 4, col. 5.12-16, v. 1, p. 150 Sudhaus: 
[(Jtei]eCa[o]a[t] E / Ta rtpa'yp.ar[a ,]Ev qco/vati o[-6] 8uv[ar]6v lE/liv, 'Xoo-o [6e ti]vag / Kaic v6VpoSo;. 

61Scholia on Dionysius Thrax, 31.6-7, 181.1-2, 182.12-13, 299.39 Hilgard, etc.; cf. 
Apollonius Dyscolus, 2.3 Uhlig. See also Ax (above, n. 10) 235. 

62Origen Contra Celsum 1.24 (Hiilser 643, SVF 2.146): according to the Stoics, words 
are 96aeit, %t{zoulvo0iv p cov vpc ovrv p xv&v TO gpayL7aa, cKa' &v Ta 6v6o,aTa. See Karl Barwick, 
Probleme der stoischen Sprachlehre und Rhetorik (Berlin 1957) 30-33. 
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But since there are things that do not make a sound, in these cases the similarity 
of touch applies; thus, if [things] touch the sense smoothly or roughly, just as 
the smoothness or roughness of letters touches the hearing, so it has produced 
names for them. For example, when we say lene ("smooth"), the word itself 
sounds smoothly. Likewise, who would not judge roughness (asperitatem) rough 
in its very name? .... Things themselves affect us in the same way as words 
are perceived. In the case of honey (mel), as sweetly as the thing itself touches 
the taste, so smoothly does it touch the hearing with its name. acre ("harsh") 
is rough in both ways .... They believed that this is, as it were, the cradle 
of words, when the sensory perceptions of things agree with (concordarent) the 
sensory perception of the sounds.63 

This is an attempt to place the theory that words resemble things on a 
firmer basis than Plato did in the Cratylus. According to the Stoics, the 
resemblance lies in a common perceptual feature: the nature of a thing is 

expressed in sound that makes a similar sensory impact to the thing itself. 
The underlying assumption is that there is a similarity that pervades all 
five senses in such a way that a certain sound corresponds to a certain 
taste or touch, or (although Augustine does not illustrate these senses) 
sight or smell. On the basis of the first, imitative words, the Stoics held, 
other words are formed by similarity, proximity, or opposition between the 
denoted things. 

Is it possible, then, that the author who appears in our fragment calls 
for Stoic "first sound"? The poet cannot, of course, restore the words first 
uttered in the history of mankind. He must use words that are understood 

by others; and these are remote from historically "first sounds." However, 
he can select and arrange conventional words in such a way that they have 

qualities of sound that imitate things in the same way as historically "first 
sounds." Poetically fashioned "first sound" might be said to recreate, nat- 

urally, the sort of sound first used to name things, as far as conventional 

usage allows. Poets could be said to "hit upon" this type of sound because 

they discover it spontaneously, by their own natural sensitivity to percep- 
tual similarities, without prescribed rules-as Crates would say, without 
OE4axa. 

"First sound," on this interpretation, would be "primary" in the sense of 

forming the natural basis of language, whether historically first or created 

63Augustine De dialectica 6 (94 Pinborg, Hiilser 644). The complete Latin passage 
is: sed quia sunt res quae non sonant, in his similitudinem tactus valere, ut, si leniter vel 
aspere sensum tangunt, lenitas vel asperitas litterarum ut tangit auditum sic eis nonina 
pepererit: ut ipsum "lene" cum dicimus leniter sonat. quis item "asperitatem" non et 
ipso nomine asperam iudicet? Lene est auribus cum dicimus "voluptas," asperum cum 
dicimus "crux." ita res ipsae afficiunt, ut verba sentiuntur. mel quam suaviter gustum 
res ipsa, tam leniter nomine tangit auditum. "acre" in utroque asperum est. "lana" 
et "vepres" ut audiuntur verba, sic illa tanguntur. haec quasi cunabula verborum esse 
crediderunt, ubi sensus rerum cum sonorum sensu concordarent. 
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subsequently. Since there is no precise parallel for such a usage, this inter- 
pretation is speculative. However, there seems to be no reason why Stoic 
"first sounds" must be restricted to a historical period; for humans still 
have the same natural gifts. In our fragment, the phrase "adapted to all 
things," together with the Stoic notion of a naturally pervasive X6yo;, offers 
some small support for taking "first sound" as naturally imitative "primary 
sound." But even if "first sound" is not Stoic "primary sound," then there 
is still a good possibility that the theorist of our fragment proposed a Stoic 
type of adaptation of sound to subject matter, starting with individual let- 
ters. We know that the Stoic Cleanthes assumed a special affinity between 
poetic diction and its subject matter. Philodemus reports in the fourth book 
of On Music (col. 28.2-14, Neubecker):64 

28 2 ... os qnoav 
&a Ltivo[va] re elval TO,a xOTtIKa, 

cKai [oou]tiKa 'iapa8dyeieca 
5 iKa TOi [ry]ou Oro) T f; (qtXooo- 

cpia; tcavcoq CLV e4a[y]Xa- 
Xeiv uvagevov T&a eia Kai 

a[v]O[p]E[lva], .l xov:o; 8 
VeW o T&v 0Teiv ?eTe80v 

10 i4?etS oiceia;, Ta gerpa iKai 
Txa peX.q Kait u0o5 p-Oeoig 

ac k6ta,lra xpocwcveio0at 
,p~ 'rv 6.~Oeuxv ri; t&v 
ipoiw 

Tiv 
a[E lav 

9ei'?v 9[e1]pia;. 

[Cleanthes] says 
that poetic and musical 
examples are better: 
philosophical discourse 
can report divine and 
human affairs adequately, 
but plain prose does not have 
diction that is proper to divine 
greatness: instead, meters, 
melodies, and rhythms come 
as close as possible to the truth 
of the contemplation of 
divinity. 

In this little-noticed passage, Cleanthes makes the surprising claim that 
poetic diction can bring a person closer to the truth about god than philo- 
sophical prose. In common with others, the Stoics held that diction must be 
appropriate to the subject matter (oiceta T0 :paypayxt).65 They also shared 
the common view that meter and melody can enhance the greatness of the 
subject matter. But Cleanthes gave a strong interpretation to this aggran- 
dizement by proposing that meter and melody can actually improve one's 

recognition of the truth about divinity. In his report of Cleanthes' doc- 
trine Seneca appears to assign the same epistemic force to poetic diction. 
He points out that the "confining necessity of song makes our perceptions 
(sensus) clearer," and that the metrical form of a poem impresses an ex- 
alted sense (sensum) more forcefully on the mind than plain prose.66 Both 

64See further the paper on "Aristo" (above, n. 16) 194-195. 
65Diogenes Laertius 7.59; this is the Stoic definition of the "fitting" (rnpeov) in diction. 
66Seneca Epistle 108.10 (partly at SVF 1.487), including: nam, ut dicebat Cleanthes, 

quemadmodum spiritus noster clariorem sonum reddit, cum ilium tuba per longi canalis 
angustias tractum patentiore novissime exitu effudit, sic sensus nostros clariores carminis 
arta necessitas efficit. eadem neglegentius audiuntur minusque percutiunt, quamdiu 
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Philodemus and Seneca mention only metrical and musical qualities. But 
if these qualities of poetic sound reinforce meaning by an imitation of the 
subject matter, then we would expect the sound of letters too, both indi- 
vidually and in combination, to enhance understanding by their imitation 
of things. 

To return to our fragment, the remaining descriptive term "noble" 
("well-born," e6yevi;) is clearest in meaning, as well as astonishing. It 
implies a rejection of the commonplace association of "noble" sounds or 
words with certain genres, in particular epic and tragedy.67 All genres, 
including the traditionally lowly iambic, use naturally "noble" words. How 
we understand this nobility depends on our interpretation of the other two 
expressions. At the very least, the theorist of our fragment proposes sound 
that is consistently noble in all kinds of poems. Whatever the precise mean- 
ing of "first," it is likely that he conceived of this nobility as based on ele- 
mentary letter sounds. At the extreme end of our interpretative range, he 
may even have proposed sound that is naturally imitative in the manner 
of Stoic "first sounds." Whatever the exact interpretation, the author has 
refashioned the ordinary sense of eiyevvi;. Since his subject is euphony and 
he takes a Stoic view of X6yo;, it would not be surprising if, in the manner 
of the Stoics, he assigned to ebyevev (povtlv the etymological sense of "well- 
created" sound, with a play on "euphony." 

Despite uncertainties of interpretation, our fragment (20) fits Crates' 
poetics well. It could also fit other critics; and I see no way of excluding 
them. But could the theory also fit a Stoic philosopher? The claim that 
"natural" poetic activity deals with sound points to Crates and the critics, 
but is hardly conclusive. Two more fragments, closely related in content to 
our fragment, help to exclude the Stoics. Belonging to the same papyrus, 
these fragments are also well preserved, although they too have been torn 
from their context. 

The first of these fragments (19 in Sbordone's numbering) introduces a 
proof that sound alone makes poets preeminent. 

PHerc 460, 24, tr. B, fr. 19.9-26, Sb: 

19 9 ... a6etItvw Iro- Announcing a proof 
10 vuv bayyeitiLevoG OTI that good poets rank 

ol &yaOoi otxarai la[p]' ov- first and alone endure 
8ev &aXo xpon6xouaiv for no other reason 

soluta oratione dicuntur; ubi accessere numeri et egregium sensum astrinxere certi pedes, 
eadem illa sententia velut lacerto excussiore torquetur. 

67In addition to "Longinus" (as previously cited above, n. 58), Dionysius of Hali- 
carnassus distinguishes between noble and ignoble letter sounds (De compositione 14, 
pp. 146-148 Roberts), rhythms (chapters 17-18, pp. 170-178 Roberts), and verbal com- 
position in general (for example, chapter 4, p. 90 Roberts). 
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-e Kai ii6voi 8taCli'voIaIv 
Anapa' rou'; IxousYU, Ka't iv 

15 &a4Xoi; e]tbcbv %X[lpEaTa- 
icev[cxi &6?t go6voi -ra'6to 
no[oi1awv "OliqP re icaL 'Ap- 
iXo1oX o icaL E6[p]ut7d&v1 

ipby &~ ?o{y rot; Zoqpoic%. 
20 xiaL O0iX64evo;, 6goiciS 8'i 

Kcax T'ij6eoSco 'r roux- 
IT ac&r6'v .icyWV', V)V Se 

1ZcEP-L -rcovqXWV g[e'X%](DV 

8LaCkReaOat, 'ri~v [AeJv yXa- 
25 ptv 'rilv &aoT6v 4[o]; troi; 

axi6roig &vva'neei .... 

than sounds, and saying 
that he showed [else- 
where] that Homer, Archilochus, 
and Euripides alone 
do the same thing- 
also Sophocles and 
Philoxenus, and similarly 
Timotheus who mixes 
their poems-, 
but intending now to 
discuss sounds, he somehow 
attributes irrational 
charm to the same 
things .. . 

Philodemus' opponent ranks Homer, Archilochus, Euripides, and the rest 
as leading poets because they all alike created good sound.68 The opponent 
recognizes only sound as a criterion of poetic excellence. Like the theorist 
of our earlier fragment (20), he holds that good sound is the same in poems 
of different genres. Indeed, he draws attention to the irrelevance of generic 
differences by including Timotheus, who mixed genres, in his list of good 
poets. The view that only sound makes a difference to poetic goodness 
licenses the mixing of genres. 

In the second fragment (17), Philodemus' opponent defends his compar- 
ison of poets of different genres. 

PHerc 460, 26, tr. B, fr. 17.8-27 Sb: 

17 8 ... at- 

O'L 6t o86 v1 Wp oivno0M 66 6 
10 av 'ApXi'LoXov i E,i6ptxi 

Srjv AIa &XAov ?tv&"a O;Lh- 

pwc -LaugPa'oXXov, &a'v io6- 
vov lcazepol)u "rv xcat- 
vo-tNqvTjv &vtirtapatt- 

15 0 &)Lev Xe'4v. oi6 y&ap 'o'n 
Si&cpopov [i~ou<S> tpaycot- 
S{ax icattagpoq icad t6b ig- 
CLeXL5, && 'oaro' oi6 cru4la- 
XoiJxEv i4 &7'POv) ye- 

20 vo-o 'Xolv noi[pxoIto 
,cob TV.'u; i)xa'[PXOIVro 

He says it will make 
no difference, not even 
if we compare Archilochus 
or Euripides or someone 
else with Homer, if only 
we juxtapose the 
praised diction of each. 
For just because tragedy, 
iambic, and lyric differ 
from epic we will not 
refrain from comparing 
poets of different genres, 
since the goal is 
the same for each genre. 

68Aristotle (Poetics 2, 1448a15) cites Timotheus and Philoxenus as composers of 
dithyrambs and nomes, in connection with the depiction of better, worse, and similar 
characters. Timotheus (ca 450-360 B.C.) experimented in combining various meters and, 
in general, was innovative in the creation of intricate musical effects. 
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Itavcni yvet xcaxco<v>. iFa- For it follows that all 
oav yap &aokou06e[i -]iv b- diction in them is 
v atToit; ,xi v lcakx inserted beautifully, or 

25 1 p?ao q cp^ A (akoq kw y- badly, or indifferently, 
KcetioOa, Txorxo 6' [o]vrxo and this occurs 
'T]6te, octav avTxv'o[v] ci .... whenever at all ....69 

Citing three of the same poets as appear in fragment 19, the opponent 
argues that it makes no difference whether the poems are of different genres 
because "the goal is the same" for all. As in fragments 19 and 20, poets of 
different genres are praised for doing the same thing. In this fragment the 

goal is identified as beautiful diction. The text breaks off before any further 

explanation is given; but in view of the link with frs. 19 and 20, it is plausible 
to understand beautiful diction as diction with good sound or simply as 

good verbal sound. The division of diction into three kinds, beautiful, bad, 
and intermediate, is a Stoic feature.70 But the view that poetic goodness 
consists in diction alone sets the doctrine apart from Stoicism. 

The three fragments (20, 19, and 17) together appear to propose a single, 
coherent position: poets excel for no other reason than that they create 
diction that sounds good. Good sound is naturally the same in all genres 
of poetry and extends through all genres as the same X6yo;. Although this 

position is influenced by Stoicism, it excludes a basic Stoic requirement of 

good poetry-good thought. The author appears to be a "critic" and if he 
is not Crates, he is someone very much like him.71 

DEPARTMENT OF CLASSICS 
UNIVERSITY OF CHICAGO 

CHICAGO, IL 60637 

69In line 12, the transcript has AH, which is readily corrected to &v. Hausrath and 
Sbordone read <fi> &v. In the original numbering of the papyrus fragments, this frag- 
ment follows immediately upon fr. 18 Sbordone (PHerc 460, 25), which in turn follows 
upon fr. 19 Sbordone (PHerc 460, 24). The original numbering suggests, although it 
does not prove, that the three fragments were fairly close together in the original pa- 
pyrus (separated perhaps by one or two columns from each other, as Richard Janko 
has suggested to me). Fr. 18 Sbordone is closely related in content to frs. 17 and 19. 
Using Stoic vocabulary, the opponent asserts that "the worthwhile and bad" lies alone 
in the "interweaving ([auptg]Xoicf), praiseworthy or to be avoided, of dialect" (fr. 18.6-13 
Sbordone). It should be noted, however, that the original numbering of fr. 20 Sbordone 

(PHerc7 460, 8) places it far apart from frs. 17-19 Sbordone. 
'70The Stoic theorist ("Aristo") attacked by Philodemus in On Poems 5, cols. 14-21, 

classified all poems, as well as thought and composition, as good, bad, or neither. 
71I am very grateful to the anonymous readers for Phoenix for their many valuable 

suggestions. 
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