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INTRODUCTION

It is now more than 200 years ago that J. C. T. Ernesti published his Lex-
icon Technologiae Graecorum Rhetoricae (Leipzig, 1795). In all the
intervening time it has never really been supplanted. The great Greek
lexicon of Liddell and Scott, unfortunately, made no use of Ernesti’s
work and its value for technical rhetorical terms is severely limited. The
latest supplement of 1996, whilst adding a few entries on rhetorical
terms here and there, is not much better. Of course, the student of rhetor-
ical theory may consult the relevant portions of R. Volkmann’s Die
Rhetorik der Griechen und Romer im systematischer Ubersicht (2nd ed.
C. Hammer; Leipzig: B. G. Teubner, 1885), J. Martin’s Antike
Rhetorik: Technik und Methode (Handbuch der Altertumswissenschaft
2.3; Munich: C. H. Beck, 1974), and the initial volumes of the His-
torisches Worterbuch der Rhetorik (ed. G. Kalivaoda and F.-H. Robling;
Tiibingen: Niemeyer, 1992-) but such works in no way provide the kind
of lexical help and references supplied by Ernesti. We do have the handy
glossary of rhetorical terms in Philostratus’ and Eunapius’ Vita Sophis-
tarum provided by W. C. Wright in his Loeb edition (Loeb Classical
Library; London: Heinemann, 1921), and there are a few other works
which give some aid, particularly with regard to figures, e.g. J. D. Den-
niston’s Greek Prose Style (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1952). The innov-
ative student will also gain some by using the Greek index to H. Laus-
berg’s Handbuch der literarischen Rhetorik (2nd ed.; Munich, Max
Hueber, 1973),! although the setup of this work and its penchant for util-
ising rather late sources can lead to faulty impressions concerning the
diversity of rhetorical theory. All in all, the complexities of Greek
rhetorical terminology are nowhere adequately dealt with in recent liter-
ature, unless it be via various detailed commentaries on some of the indi-
vidual ancient theorists. A new “Ernesti” thus remains a desideratum.

The present work cannot claim to fill that need, nor is that the aim of this
glossary, which is a product of my book Ancient Rhetorical Theory and
Paul (tevised edition; Peeters: Leuven, 1998). The glossary is primarily
intended as an aid to those attempting to use and apply Greek rhetorical

1 Now available in English translation (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1998).
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methods of argumentation, figures and tropes to literature of the Hel-
lenistic and early Imperial period (i.e. down to the end of the first cen-
tury AD), particularly the documents of the Greek New Testament.

That is, however, not to say that use of this glossary may not be handy
for those wishing to utilise later sources. In fact, to a limited extent, later
sources have been used in the preparation of the glossary where they
may shed further light on terms or concepts originating within the target
period. Use of the glossary in conjunction with the reading of later
sources may aid the reader in determining where theoretical or termino-
logical development is taking place, and where the sources are clearly
relying upon traditional concepts.

A word, however, needs to be said about the paramenters of the glos-
sary. It should be noted that the concept “methods of argumentation” is
limited to terms used in the sources to describe specific methods of argu-
mentation, methods which were often rather generally classified among
the stylistic figures. No attempt has been made to include terminology
specific to otdolg theory which formed the backbone of argumentative
theory in school rhetoric from the days Hermagoras (mid second century
BC) onwards. Where discussion of certain methods of argumentation is
specifically linked to otéoig theory, this has been noted.

Essentially otéoic theory was an intricate way of analysing the dif-
ferences between various forms of judicial disputes. Each kind of judi-
cial controversy (ctdc1c) was provided with a list of appropriate tdmot
(i-e., ready-made arguments). Whilst this general approach became stan-
dard, the nature of such lists, their organisation within a treatise, and the
classification of the otdceig themselves varied. Whilst the details of
otao1g theory vary among the rhetorical theorists, four otdogig (or
kinds of cases) were often identified: 1) otoyacudc, concerning the
fact of the occurrence, e.g.; Did the accused actually commit the murder
or not? 2) 6pog, concerning the definition of the crime, e.g.; Did the
accused commit the crime of sacrilege or the crime of theft when he
stole sacred vessels from a private house? 3) moi6tng, concemning the
quality of the crime, e.g.; Were there mitigating circumstances that jus-
tified the crime? 4) petdAnyig, concerning procedural objections, e.g.;
Has the accused been brought before the appropriate court?

For several reasons (more elaborately worked out in my Ancient Rhetor-
ical Theory and Paul, [rev. ed.; Leuven: Peeters, 1999] 96-104) otdotg
theory cannot be considered helpful in terms of analysing documents retro-
spectively from the perspective of ancient rhetorical theory. In the first
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place, despite the simplified otac1g system described above, the theory
was nowhere standardised. Each professor of rhetoric tended to teach his
own system of gtdcoelg with their various lists of témol. The fact that
most experienced speech-writers never slavishly followed such lists any-
way makes it an impossible task to try and discover what particular the-
ory of 6t@o1¢ may underlie any given speech. For an extensive discus-
sion on alternate views of otdoig classification see Quint. Inst.
3.4.29-62. Even the classifications in the Rhetorica ad Herennium and
Cicero’s de Inventione vary considerably, although they probably repre-
sent modified versions of the same ultimate source.

‘We may, in the second place, note that tdcig theory did not gener-
ally concern itself with the kind of methods of argumentation incorpo-
rated in this glossary. Lists of tomor with ready-made arguments suited
to the particular kind of judicial controversy were the goal of otdocig
theory. The methods discussed here are those such as yeipfuato or
ZvBopiuata.

In the third place, the témot of otdoig theory were specifically
related to judicial disputes, and as such have little relevance to docu-
ments outside of judicial speeches themselves.

The paramenters of this glossary are also restricted in another respect,
namely, in the period within which the rhetorical works systematically
investigated fall. Because of my own interest in analysis of the letters of
the apostle Paul, the targeted sources are those extant treatises up to and
including Quintilian’s /nstitutio Oratoria. One exception outside of this
date range has been introduced, namely, Alexander’s treatise On Figures
(second century AD), since this is the first wholly extant Greek treatise
dedicated to this subject and thus provides us with a wealth of Greek ter-
minology almost certainly dating back to earlier centuries. As already
stated, other later treatises have also been referenced when they are able
to shed light on terminology in the targeted period. Our period is diffi-
cult for Greek rhetorical terminology because of the fact that Greek
school rhetoric is best preserved in certain Latin treatises (e.g., the
Rhetorica ad Herennium). It is not always easy to see which Greek
terms may be underlying the Latin equivalents.

One further caution ought to be noted, that is, that the inclusion of
earlier treatises such as that of Aristotle in no way should be taken to
mean that his treatise is relevant to rhetorical analysis of documents
from the first century AD. In fact, as the entries in the glossary will
show, even much of the technical terminology used by Aristotle underwent
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serious changes in meaning through the centuries. It is the intent of this
glossary to keep an eye for the historical use of the terms described and
to direct the reader back to the sources themselves. The reading of the
respective treatises in their own context can never be supplanted by a
work such as this. The entries are therefore mostly brief, although I have
tried to be comprehensive in the references. It is assumed that the reader
will have copies of at least the most important treatises beside him.

In line with the target period the following sources have been system-
atically dealt with in building the glossary:

Alexander, de Figuris

Anaximenes, Rhetorica ad Alexandrum

Anon., Rhetorica ad Herennium

Aristotle, Ars Rhetorica

Cicero, Topica, de Inventione, de Oratione, Orator, Partitiones Oratoriae
Demetrius, de Elocutione

Dionysius of Halicarnassus (genuine rhetorical works)
Ps.-Longinus, de Sublimitate

Quintilian, Institutio Oratoriae

Rutilius Lupus, Schemata Dianoeas et Lexeos

Theon, Progymnasmata®

The fragments on rhetoric from the following authors have also been
incorporated:3

Caecilius of Calacte, Fragmenta (ed. Ofenloch)’
Hermagoras (ed. Matthes)
Philodemus, Volumina Rhetorica*

2 Spengel’s text was used for the most part, although M. Patillon’s new Budé edition has
also been consulted (Aelius Théon, Progymnasmata [Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1997]).
For reference purposes the page and line numbers of Spengel’s edition have been
retained (these are also given in the margin of Patillon’s edition).

3 The fragments of Apollodorus and Theodorus published by R. Granatelli (Bretschnei-

der, Rome, 1991) do not contain anything relevant to this glossary.

The text of Philodemus’ treatise is not completely available in a recent edition (a new

edition is, in time, to be published by Oxford University Press). I have used the editions

of the fragments as itemised below (the numbering of the books follows the suggestion
of F. L. Auricchio, “New Elements for the Reconstruction of Philodemus’ Rhetorica,”

Akten des 21. Internationalen Papyrologenkongresses, Berlin 1995: Archiv fiir

Papyrusforschung, Beiheft 3 [1997] 631-35).

Books one and two
Auricchio, F. L. (ed.), ®PIAOAHMOY IIEPI PHTOPIKHX Libros Primum et
Secundum (Ricerche sui papiri Ercolanesi 3; Naples: Giannini, 1977).

Book three (= Sudhaus’ Hypomnematicum)

Sudhaus, S. (ed.), Philodemi Volumina Rhetorica (BSGRT; Leipzig: B. G. Teubner,
1892-1896) 2.196-239.
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Stoic authors (in SVF, ed. von Arnim)
Theophrastus (ed. Fortenbaugh ez al.)

For an overview of these works and their place and importance in the
development of rhetorical theory the reader is referred to the standard
works on rhetoric, and also to the second chapter of my Ancient Rhetor-
ical Theory and Paul, where the respective editions and commentaries
are referred to.°

A word as to the nature of the entries is also appropriate. As a rule of
thumb, discussion of a concept indicated by various ferms is placed
under that term first occuring in the target literature. Other terms used
for the same concept are listed with a cross reference to the discussion.
In order to enable the reader to gain some idea of the concept itself, a
short discussion on how it is dealt with in the sources is provided,
together with a rather full list of relevant references. Although omissions

Hammerstaedt, J., “Der Schlussteil van Philodems drittem Buch iiber Rhetorik,”

Cronache Ercolanesi 22 (1992) 9-117.
Book four

Sudhaus (ed.), 1.147-225
Book eight (= Sudhaus’ book six)

Sudhaus (ed.) 1.270-89, 2.1-64
Book nine (= Sudhaus’ book seven)

Sudhaus (ed.) 1.325-85

Cappelluzzo, M. G., “Per una Nuova Edizione di un Libro della Retorica Filodemea

(PHerc. 1004),” Cronache Ercolanesi 6 (1976) 69-76.
Book ten (= Sudhaus’ book five)

Sudhaus (ed.) 1.231-70

Ferrario, M., “Frammenti del V Libro della ‘Retorica’ di Filodemo (PHerc. 1669),”

Cronache Ercolanesi 10 (1980) 55-124.
Fragmenta Incerta

Sudhaus (ed.) 2.168-195
Only the certain fragments have been used. Note that although Ofenloch’s numbering
has been used, more up to date texts have been consulted.
It is, perhaps, pertinent to point out that I would date Demetrius’ de Elocutione to the
first century BC or AD. Although I do not consider the treatise to be the work of
Demetrius of Phalereus, it is not altogether improbable that real author’s name was,
nevertheless, Demetrius. Ps.-Longinus’ de Sublimitate most probably belongs to the
first century AD, as does Theon’s Progymnasmata. Although Trypho’s de Tropis may
possibly go back as early as the first century BC, the work has only been used as a sup-
plementary source. It is attributed in the mss tradition to the grammarian of the first
century BC, cf. Suidas s.v.. This work together with [Greg.Cor.] Trop. probably go
back to the original work of Trypho (see M. L. West, “Tryphon De Tropis,” Classical
Quarterly 15 [1965] 232). The treatise represents the work of a grammarian, not a
rhetorical theorist. Grammarians concerned themselves with stylistic analysis of the
poets and in this respect produced a number of works on tropes and figures. Trypho
cites mainly examples from Homer.

[

a
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will remain, I have attempted to provide for each term a complete list of
relevant references from the target sources. Where Latin equivalents can
be established for what are ostensibly Greek rhetorical concepts, these
have also been included.” A primary function of any given entry is to
provide the reader with a brief overview of discussions of the concept
indicated by a particular term, and (for the target sources) a complete list
of references that may then be consulted. Where appropriate, extra ref-
erences and discussion from other sources are provided to aid under-
standing of the concept. In a few cases, particularly where the nature of
the concept concerned has been prone to misinterpretation (e.g. Tpoc®-
roroiia), practical examples from ancient literature have been refer-
enced. For the New Testament scholar a number of clear references to
examples in the New Testament letters have also been included. These
references are included for clarification and are by no means exhaustive.
No attempt has been made to separate figures of speech from figures of
thought, nor figures from tropes, or even figures from methods of argu-
mentation. These classifications are, of course, prevalent in the sources
and the interested reader will soon discover them by checking the refer-
ences. However, he will also discover that there is a hopeless confusion
in terms of such classifications, and that they are often quite subjective.
In terms of methods of argumentation it ought to be noted that a number
of abstract ToTol (i.e. set argumentative patterns) have been included in
the glossary where these are referred to by particular terms in the trea-
tises. Such témor are not infrequently also classified as figures (cf.
dwaipeoic L., and dpiopog).

Abbreviations used are those of LSJ (with revised supplement, for Greek
treatises) and the Oxford Latin Dictionary (for Latin treatises). Unfortu-
nate abbreviations (e.g. Corn. RA. for the Anonymous Seguerianus) have
been retained, but where authorship is generally disputed for a particular
treatise the abbreviation has been placed in square brackets. References
to a number of treatises (e.g. Arist. RA.) have been given by book, chap-
ter, and/or section number, instead of reference to the page of a particu-
lar edition. [Aristid.] RA. is cited by section number from the edition of
G. Schmid (Leipzig: B. G. Teubner, 1926), not by Spengel’s edition (as

7 Terminology from the parallel lists of figures in Cic. de Orar. 3.202-208 and Orat. 135-
39 has been included only where there is reasonable certainty of the relevant figure
denoted. Both lists seem to be based upon the same (Greek) source. The varied relation
of the Latin treatises to Greek sources is discussed in the second chapter of my Ancient
Rhetorical Theory and Paul.
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1SJ). Philo’s works have been itemised and cited by section number. In
addition, the following abbreviations have been used:

Anon. Poet.Trop. — Anonymous, IIept ITowntikdv Tpoénwv (ed. L.
Spengel, Rhetores Graeci, [Leipzig: B. G. Teubner, 1856] vol.3,
pp-207-14).
Aq.Rom. Fig. — Aquila Romanus, De Figuris Sententiarum et Elocutio-
nis Liber (ed. C. Halm, Rhetores Latini Minores, [Leipzig: B. G. Teub-
ner, 1913] pp.22-37).
Aug. Rhet. — (Ps.?7) Aurelius Augustinus, Liber de Rhetorica (ed. C.
Halm, Rhetores Latini Minores, [Leipzig: B. G. Teubner, 1913] pp.135-
51).
Bion Borys. — Bion of Borysthenes, ed. J. F. Kindstrand, Bion of Borys-
thenes: A Collection of the Fragments with Introduction and Commen-
tary, Uppsala, 1976.
Carm. — Carmen de Figuris (ed. C. Halm, Rhetores Latini Minores,
[Leipzig: B. G. Teubner, 1913] pp.63-70). Cited by line number.
Clod. — Ars Rherorica Clodiani de Statibus (ed. C. Halm, Rhetores
Latini Minores, [Leipzig: B. G. Teubner, 1913] pp.590-92). Cited by
page and line.
Fortunat. Rh. — Fortunatianus, Artis Rhetorica Libri iii (ed. L. Calboli
Montefusco; Patron: Bologna, 1979).
Iul.Rufin. — Iulius Rufinianus, De Figuris Sententiarum et Elocutionis
Liber (ed. C. Halm, Rhetores Latini Minores, [Leipzig: B. G. Teubner,
1913] pp.38-47). '
{Iul.Rufin.] — Ps.-Iulius Rufinianus (ed. C. Halm, Rhetores Latini
Minores, [Leipzig: B. G. Teubner, 1913] pp.48-62).

Schem.D. — De Schematis Dianoeas

Schem.L. — De Schematis Lexeos
Schem.Dian. — Schemata Dianoeas Quae ad Rhetores Pertinent (ed.
C. Halm, Rhetores Latini Minores, {Leipzig: B. G. Teubner, 1913]
pp-71-77).






THE GLOSSARY

a@Bpovopodg
Mentioned in passing at [Longin.] 23.1, definition uncertain, cf.
cuvabpoiopdg and ToAvntatov II.

aiviypa

“Riddle” — Arist. Po. 22.4 defines aiviypa in terms of joining
impossibilities to realities and further clarifies it as a statement
written entirely in petagopai (i.e. transferred senses, cf. Quint.
Inst. 8.6.14), cf. Rh. 3.2.12. In Rh. 3.11.6 aiviypato are regarded
as Gotela (cultured/ elegant) because of their use of petapopd
and their deceiving sense. Yet Aristotle clearly refers to such
aiviypata which after a moment’s thought may be perceived, cf.
Anaximen.Lampsac. RA. 35.18 concerning the need to speak
aiviypnot®d®dg in vituperations. Aiviypato in the more common
sense of difficult riddles are shunned for their obscurity in Po.
22.5. Poll. 6.107 comments on aiviypa in the context of symposia
where it was popular to pose such a riddle and grant a gift of var-
ious meat dishes as a reward for its decipherment (cf. LXX Jd.
14.10-20 where the riddle is, however, translated as TpoBANuUQ).
Pollux distinguishes the aiviypo here from the ypigog by sug-
gesting that the former is posed in playfulness, the latter in all
seriousness (10 pv [aiviypa] madiav eiyev, 6 8¢ ypipoc koi
onovdnV). Quint. Inst. 6.3.51 discusses the aiviypa in the con-
text of jesting in rhetoric. Here it is classified as a kind of guopi-
BoAia (see s.v.). At Inst. 8.6.52 he notes that an dAAnyopia
which is rather obscure is called an aiviypa, see s.v. GAinyopia
I & II for other references categorising the aiviyua under 4AAT-
yopia.

The term is also used at D.H. Th. 48 (p.407,14 U.-R.). Aivog can
be used as a synonym (see s.v.).

aivog
Frequently used as a synonym for pb8og (see s.v.). Theon Prog. ii,
p-73,31-74,2 Sp. defines it as a fable with a moral, although admits
that others use the term in the sense of aiviypa (see s.v.).
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aitoloyia

L

IIL

The speaker, having made some statement, briefly asks a short
inquiring question about it which he then proceeds to answer,
Rhet Her. 4.23-24 (ratiocinatio). Rhet.Her. notes that it is very well
adapted to conversational style (sermo), and holds the audience’s
attention both by its venustas (charm) and by expectation of the rea-
son to follow, cf. Iul.Rufin. 8. The first extant record of this figure
in a Greek treatise appears to be Alex. Fig. 1.8 who cites an exam-
ple from Demosthenes. It is frequently used by the apostle Paul, cf.
Ep.Gal. 3.19; Ep.Rom. 3.1ff; 6.1-3, 15; 7.7, 13; 8.31; 9.14.

. Rut.Lup. 2.19 uses this term of a short and pithy statement prefaced

to an argument that may appear doubtful in order to bolster it, e.g.
praising the audience for the fact that the speaker knows they won’t
be influenced by arguments directed at their emotions, or encour-
agement to listen with a fair mind. Elsewhere the term tpodi6pOwm-
o1g is used, cf. Alex. Fig. 1.3; [Hermog.] Inv. 4.12. Both sources
(Alex. Fig. 1.4; [Hermog.] loc.cit) also mention &midrdpbaocic,
which is a similar statement made after the unpalatable comment/
argument (cf. Ep.Gal. 5.10). When both mpodiopbwoig and
émdopbooig are used, the figure is called duidié6pBocic
(intended for exceptionally unpalatable statements), cf. Alex. Fig.
1.5.

Quint. Inst. 9.3.93 interprets Cic. de Orat. 3.207 (ad propositum
subiecta) to refer to this figure. Quintilian himself perhaps refers to
it when he speaks of praedictio, a species of mwpoAnwig (Inst.
9.2.17, see s.v. TPOKATAATWIC).

The term is used in Suet. Gram. 4 and Quint. /nsz. 1.9.3 of a kind of
rhetorical exercise (mtpoybuvacua) the precise nature of which is
unclear, cf. Sen. Ep. 96.65.

alinyopia

L

Arist. Rh. 3.11.6-10, although not using this term, describes GAAT-
vopia under the term 10 mpocefanatdy, i.e. temporary delusion.
When something is described in oblique terms, whether by appro-
priate sayings (6mo@0éypata), riddles (té €0 Aviypéva), puns (Té
Tapa ypappo cxdpata) or ambiguity (dumvopia), there is a tem-
porary delusion before the hearer realises what is really being said.
Aristotle describes this as to pf 6 onotl Aéyeiwv (Rh. 3.11.6) or
Aéyelwv dAAwg (Rh. 3.11.7, cf. dAA-nyopia). His discussion is
subordinated to a consideration of what makes speech dcteiov
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(cultured). Demetr. Eloc. 99-102 (cf. 151, 243, 282-86), using the
term GAAnyopia, explains that it is peyaleiov especially when
used as a threat. Instead of telling the truth straight out, one uses an
GAAnyopia and so is more fearful and threatening, although also
more ambiguous. However, it should not become an aiviypo to
us.! Demetrius (§243) also uses the term td& cOpBola (symbolic
expressions) to refer to @AAnyopia (as does e.g. Corn. ND 35 and
Ph. Omn.Prob.Lib. 82). At §286 Demetrius suggests that GAAn-
vopia is essentially poetical. Indeed, Heraclit. (first century AD)
All. 5-6 discusses the use of GAAnyopia in various poets, and
Tryph. Trop. 1.3 cites a good example from Il. 19.222, cf. Ps.-Plu.
Vit.Hom. 70.2 Trypho (Trop. 1.4), like Demetrius, distinguishes the
dAAnyopia from the aiviypa (defined as an expression whose
meaning is hidden). It is discussed as a source of jesting in Cic. de
Orat. 2.261-62 (immutata oratio) and Quint. Inst. 6.3.69 (4AAN-
yopia).

D.H. Dem. 5 (p.138,1-2 U.-R.), cf. 7 (p.142,18-19) criticises
Plato’s use of dAAnyopiar as immoderate and untimely. Theon
Prog. ii, p.81,6-7 Sp. speaks of 1| TOV ATOKEKPLRUEVOVY LGTOPLDY
@AAnyopia which detracts from the clarity of a difjynoic.

II. In a broader sense, the term dGAAmnyopia could be used generically
of a group of figures which say one thing but hint at another. Quint.
Inst. 8.6.58 discusses the problematics of this definition.

Phld. RA. 1.164,20-22 S. defines dAAnyopia as a trope. At 1.181
S. he says that dAAnyopiol are normally divided into oiviypa,
nopowpia and eipoveia, a division which seems to be reflected in
Rhet.Her. 446 where permutatio (GAAmyopia) is divided into,
similitudo (using a string of metaphors), argumentum (a kind of
dark periphrasis used to amplify or denigrate) and contrarium (call-
ing something by opposite terms, cf. under eipoveia). Philodemus
adds that hereby several other related figures are passed by, e.g. 6
vplpog and & doteiopds. At 1.174,19ff he complains that the
rhetors never explain when peta@opai or dGAANyopiatl ought to be
used.

! Demetrius does not really contradict Aristotle at this point. Aristotle makes it quite
clear that t& &b fviypéva are riddles which someone after a moment’s thought per-
ceives. Demetrius is warning against sayings which remain obscure to the audience. In
this respect he agrees with what Aristotle says of the aiviypa in Po. 22.5, a passage
which cites the same example as Demetr. Eloc. 102, cf. Arist. RA. 3.2.12.

2 Both Heraclit. All. and Ps.-Plu. Vit.Hom. go on to argue that Homer deliberately spoke
of philosophical doctrines using @AAnyopia. This is of course rather far-fetched.
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Cicero (de Orat. 3.166; Orat. 94, cf. Ast. 2.20.3) speaks of GAAN-
vyopia in the sense of a string of metaphors (cf. Quint. Insz. 8.6.14).

Quint. Inst. 8.6.44-59 deals with the allegory in general, dis-
cussing under this term also oiviypa, gipoveio, copkacpoc,
doteiondc, avrippacic, mapoipia and poktnpiopds. For use in
jesting cf. Quint. Inst. 6.3.69.
The term GAAMYyopia was also used in reference to an interpretative
method applied to poets (especially Homer). It was used, for example,
to show how they were really speaking about ethics or natural philos-
ophy (in allegories). See my excursus on this method in Ancient
Rhetorical Theory and Paul (rev. ed.; Leuven: Peeters, 1999) 173-77.

ailoiwong

I

IL

Lit. “difference”/ “othemess.”

A group of persons or matters are divided and their differences
described, Rut.Lup. 2.2, cf. Quint. /nst. 9.3.92.

A term used to describe the deliberate use of various unexpected
grammatical phenomena. Ps.-Plu. Vit Hom. 41 uses the term 10
Gdovvrtaxtov for this group of “figures,” but adds that it is also
called diroimwoig because a syntax/ disposition different from that
which is customary is used (énewdav 1| cvvrbng tafig diroia
vévntoy).

Caecilius, Fr. 75 (= Tib. Fig. 47) briefly discusses examples
relating to nouns, case (there is a lacuna in the text here), number,
person, and tense. [Longin.] 23-27 (who uses the term &vaiia£ic)
provides a good discussion of examples involving number, person,
and tense (he also mentions the categories of gender and case, §23).
Quintilian provides a much longer list of such “more grammatical”
figures of speech (cf. Inst. 9.3.2 for this characterisation), the
kind of figures which he characterises by the words loquendi
ratio (Inst. 9.3.2). His list (/nsz. 9.3.6-27) includes many kinds of
deliberate grammatical irregularities as well as mopévBeotig (also
rapépntoolc) and figures such as Etepoilwoic and dnoctpoen| (see
the specific entries in the glossary for these terms). Quintilian does
not use any Greek technical term to describe this list of “figures.”
The term dGAloiwotlg (and dAAayn) is used by Alex. Fig. 2.14 for
his list of grammatical figures. An extensive list of these figures is
provided in Ps.-Plu. Vit.Hom. 41-64. Ps.-Plutarch adds that the use
of such figures is not confined to poets, but that they are also com-
monly used by prose writers. See also D.H. Th. 24 (p.362,13-16 U.-
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R. =Amm.2, 2 [p.424,2-6]); 48 (p.407,2-5) of Thucydides’ usage (the
latter passage uses the term petay®yn, but not in a technical sense).
Instances involving number include the use of plural verbs with a
.collective singular noun, etc.. Those concerning person include
drootpoon (see s.v.) or any sudden change of person. The primary
example of @ALoiwoig of tense is the use of the historic present (cf.
[Longin.] 25; [Auristid.] RA. 2.134 and Quint. Insz. 9.2.41 s.v.
petdortactic IL.). For a discussion of GALoimotg involving case, see
s.v. GvBomariayn.
Cf. also s.v. Eallayn.

apiforia — see s.v. dpovopia.
apoeipoirov — see s.v. dpwvouia, cf. eipoveia.
apedopbaois — see s.v. aittoroyia IL

avaykaiov

An argument showing some kind of necessity (e.g. of nature, time,
or some person). It is discussed as one of the arguments useful for
deliberative rhetoric in Anaximen.Lampsac. RA. 1.4-24 (esp. 1.4,
12). If a policy cannot be argued to be easy to accomplish, then one
should argue that it is both possible and necessary. It is clear from
Cic. Inv. 2.170-75 and Quint. Inst. 3.8.22-25 that necessity
remained popular as one of the arguments for deliberative rhetoric,
although Quintilian argues that it has no place here and is better
replaced by dvvatdv (“possibility,” cf. Arist. RA. 1.2.12; 1.4.2).
Anaximen.Lampsac. RA. also discusses necessity at §13.2 as one of
the methods of &keyyog (refutation). Arist. Rh. 3.15.3 suggests the
dvaykaiov as one method of refuting a slander against the
speaker’s person (dealt with in the mpooipiov). Three necessary
forms of argumentation are discussed at Cic. Inv. 1.44-45, the com-
plexio (cf. s.v. ikfupartov), enumeratio (cf. s.v. dwoipeoig L.), and
conclusio (see below). At Part. 38 necessity is listed as one of the
classifications of unintentional actions. Quint. Inst. 5.10.12-14 dis-
cusses various forms of certainties in the context of the argumen-
tum,

By the first century BC the dvaykaiov was sometimes treated as
a figure, cf. Rut.Lup. 1.20; Quint. /nst. 9.2.106; 9.3.99. Compare
also conclusio at Rhet.Her. 441 and Cic. Inv. 1.45 (refutation at
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1.86), defined as a brief argument deducing a necessary conclusion.
It is clear from these references, and from Quintilian’s denial that
dvayxaiov was a figure (Quint. /nst. 9.3.98), that certain Greek
sources discussed conclusio as a figure. See also texunpiov IL.

évadinlooig

L

II.

/...x/x...[ i.e. the immediate repetition of a word or phrase. Syn-
onyms are £navadinAwotg, regressio and reduplicatio. See Quint.
Inst. 9.3.44; [Com.] Rh. 72; Alex. Fig. 1.13 (where it is described
as a particular kind of &érmavdAinwic.

Demetr. Eloc. 66, 140, 267 understands it to mean the repetition of
a particular word or phrase not necessarily in any fixed pattern.
Whilst its primary characteristic is forcefulness (5&1votnc), it can
also provide péyebog and even xapig. Rhet.Her. 4.38 (conduplica-
tio) defines it similarly and adds that it is used either for amplifica-
tio or commiseratio and produces an emotional jab (compare here
the figure traductio in Rhet.Her. 4.20 which is the elegant use of the
same word several times in the same clause, and compare 1 Ep.Cor.
9.20 for a Pauline example). Rut.Lup. 1.11 and Alex. Fig. 1.13 term
this emphatic repetition of a word or words énavainyig (cf. Quint.
Inst. 8.3.50-51, who also uses the term TavtoA0Yia, and Quint. Insz.
9.3.28-29). At Alex. Fig. 2.2 three synonyms are given, Gvadinim-
o1g, maAlAroyio (said to be used by Caecilius®), and éravainyic.
It is mentioned at Cic. de Orat. 3.203 (= Orat. 135), 206 (= Orat.
137). See also s.v. émitipnoic. Compare and contrast TAoK™.

avaxoiveelg

(Lat. communicatio) A figure whereby the speaker seems to consult
with the audience or opponent, cf. Cic. Orat. 138 = de Orat. 3.204;
Quint. /nst. 9.2.20-24. It may simply take the form of a short rhetor-
ical question. The Greek term is first found in the extant literature in
Tul.Rufin. 10 (early fourth century AD).*

avactpoen

The transposition of two words in opposition to their natural word-
order, Rhet.Her. 4.44 (perversio); Quint. Inst. 8.6.65; Alex. Fig.
2.24. 1t is discussed as a specific kind of drepBatdv (used in a

3 Fr. 61, based on a critical emendation of Kapkivog.
4 The only usage of this word recorded by LSJ is in the scholiast to Ar. Pl. 39. It is also
found in Chrys. serm.2.] in Gen. (4.652c).
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general sense, see s.v.). Quintilian gives the example: quibus de
rebus (instead of de quibus rebus).

avapopa

/X.../x.../ A common synonym is énavagopd (cf. D.H. Dem. 40,
p-217,11 U.-R.). Demetr. Eloc. 61-62, 141, 268 (with examples)
classifies it under the peyolompenng, xapiecoa and deivi styles.
Rhet Her. 4.19 (repetitio) notes that the figure has much venustas,
gravitas and acrimonia (cf. Demetrius) and recommends it for
embellishment and amplification. Rut.Lup. 1.7 (who terms it &xt-
BoAn) and Alex. Fig. 1.14 (using the term #mava@opd’®) note
that the repetitions may either be identical words or synonym. Alex.
Fig. 2.3 illustrates a more complex double form of énavapopd in
succeeding x®Aa.® [Longin.] 20.1-3 (using both &vagopa and
énavogopa apparently synonymously) shows how Demosthenes
uses this figure (in combination with others) for a continuous
attacking effect.” It is mentioned at Cic. Orat. 135 = de Orat. 3.206
and Quint. Inst. 9.3.30-34. See further the endnote to the glossary.
For examples see Ev.Matt. 5:3-11.

avlorariaym

“Substitution.” Demetr. Eloc. 60 uses this term to describe the sub-
stitution of case in a phrase, resulting in apposition, e.g. ol ¢ dVo
oxomelot [for T@dv 8¢ 800 okoméiwv] O pEv odpavov gdPLV
ikévet. Demetrius classifies it with the peyalonpenng style. Such
“substitution” of case is a specific form of dAlolwoig (see s.v.), cf.
Alex. Fig. 2.14. It is mentioned in passing in D.H. Comp. 3 (p.11,17
U.-R.).®

éavlvropopd
An answer to an imaginary objection reiterating the truth of what
one has just said. Quint. /nst. 9.2.106; 9.3.87 mentions it very briefly
as a figure discussed by Rutilius sive Gorgias. The extant text of

w

But dvagopd is used at Fig. 2.5.

1t is difficult to see why Alexander classifies the simple form of énavaeopd as a figure
of thought, and the double form as a figure of speech.

He refers to the t@...t® and the dtav...5tav...8tav respectively.

On this figure in other authors see L. Radermacher (ed.), Demetrii Phalerei qui dicitur
de Elocutione Libellus (SWC; Leipzig: B. G. Teubner, 1901, repr. 1967) 79-80.
Radermacher, “Zu Isyllos von Epidaurus,” Philologus 58 (1899) 315 supplies several
examples, especially from Ael. NA.

o

o -
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Rut.Lup. unfortunately does not contain it. Carm. 28-30 gives rella-
tio (sic) as the Latin equivalent, cf. D.H. Dem. 54 (p.246,15 U.-R.);
Cic. de Orat. 3.207 (relatio). See also brogopd. II.

Ruf.Rh. 39 and [Iul.Rufin.] Schem.D. 4 restrict the objection to
that of an adversary (cf. s.v. bnogopd IIL.).

The term is used (without definition) in D.H. Dem. 54 (p.246,14-
15 U.-R)).

avrovaxlacig
1. The use of the same word twice in the same sentence with two dif-

ferent meanings, Rhet.Her. 4.21 (no technical term is used); Quint.
Inst. 9.3.68 (who uses the Greek term); Cic. Orat. 135 = de Orat.
3.206 (no technical term is used); Alex. Fig. 2.22 (using the synony-
mous terms dvrtipetdBecis, oOyxpiolg and mwAokh). Rut.Lup.
1.12 uses the term diapopd to describe the use of the same word
twice, the first time in a specific sense, the second in a general
sense.

. Rut.Lup. 1.5 contains the same example as Quint. /nsz. 9.3.68 but

defines the term (which in the mss is GvaxAooig) in terms of one
person interpreting a word used by another in a different sense from
that intended. This figure is discussed in the context of wit by Cic.
de Orat. 2.273 and Quint. /nst. 6.3.84 (where it is appropriately
grouped with the use of the unexpected, cf. s.v. Tapddoov).

avtanodoorg - Lit. “reciprocation.” See s.v. Gvtifeolg and eikdv.

aviercaymyn

This figure arises when a statement is compensated by contrasting
an opposite thought, e.g. “to live is sweet, but to die for one’s coun-
try provides eternal glory,” Alex. Fig. 1.25, cf. Ep.Phil. 1.21.

avIeEVaVTiDolg

The casting of a positive statement in a negative form, e.g. “not the
smallest” for “the greatest,” Alex. Fig. 2.23; Carm. 163-65;
[Greg.Cor.] Trop. 19 (évavtiwoig), cf. Quint. /nst. 10.1.12. See
also s.v. dvrippaocig I. For New Testament examples cf. Ep.Rom.
1.13; 11.25; 1 Ep.Cor. 9.25; 10.1; Ep.Hebr. 6.10.

Rhet.Her. 4.50 discusses “diminishment” (deminutio) intended to
avoid an impression of arrogance when one speaks of some excel-
lence of oneself or one’s client (cf. Cic. Part. 22, in the context of



FROM ANAXIMENES TO QUINTILIAN 21

charm). The two examples provided are cast in the form of
dvtevaviionotg.

avtifzoig

Anaximen.Lampsac. Rh. 26 defines it as the placement of opposite
terms or meaning (or both) in conjoined clauses, e.g. “It is not right
that this man who has my possessions is rich, and yet I am impov-
erished having lent them out.” Aristotle (discussion in RA. 3.9.7-8)
distinguishes two forms of antithesis, i) that of two opposing
clauses, ii) that of two opposing phrases joined by the same verb (a
form of (ebypa).’ In RA. 3.9.8 he says that antithesis (of opposite
terms) is pleasing because matters that are well known become bet-
ter known placed next to their opposites, and because the antithesis
is similar to a syllogism, for a refutative syllogism (EAgyyog, cf. SE
1652 2) is really just a collection of antitheses. At RA. 3.11.10 it is
one of the things that makes speech dotelov (cultured/ elegant). He
gives a good example, contrasting the rather flat “dmoBvicxely del
unbev auaptavovra” with “d&lov vy drobaveiv pn d&&iov dvra
00 GrnoBaveiv.”

Demetr. Eloc. 22-24, 247, 250 also speaks of antithesis of speech
(i.e. parallel construction). He terms an exact antithesis in all
respects dvtanddoois. Rhet.Her. 421 and 58 (contentio) also dis-
tinguishes between antithesis in words and in thought. He states that
the use of antithesis makes the speaker both gravis and ornatus.

Ancient theorists also noted cautions on the use of antithesis. For
Demetrius’ remarks see s.v. tapopoiwoig. Thphr. Fr. 692 FHS&G
(= D.H. Lys. 14, p.23,16 - 24.20 U.-R.), advises that antitheses that
are 10 Toov and td duotov are puerile and poetic. They are there-
fore less fitting for a serious purpose. He adds that this is because
word-play in general destroys the na80¢ of the style when engaged
in serious matters. The audience is thereby distracted. Compare
D.H. Isoc. 12 (pp.71,24 - 72,14 U.-R.) where Dionysius voices his
disapproval of clever, theatrical and puerile stylistic devices. He is
clearly thinking especially (but not exclusively, cf. Isoc. 15) of the
multiplication of dvtiBécerg, mapiodoelc and TopPoLOLDGELG

° Contrast the threefold division in Thphr. Fr. 692 FHS&G: dvtifeoig §° doti tprrtde,
6tav 1 odtd Ta Evavtie §i 1@ &vavrtiep td adta §i tolg évavtiolg évavtia
npockatnyopn6t, translated, “Antithesis occurs in three ways: when opposites are
predicated of the same thing, or the same things of the opposite, or opposites of oppo-
sites.”
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(cf. Isoc. 2 [pp.57,20 - 58,3 U.- R.], 13, the analysis of Isocrates in
§14, and Comp. 23, p.120,4-8 U.-R.). This kind of combination
smacked of the theatrics of Gorgias (Dem. 25-26 including an
analysis of this fault in Plato, cf. Amm. 2.2, p.424,11-16 U.-R.; 17,
p-437,1-3). The point is reiterated in Dem. 4 (p.135,19-22 U.-R.):
T yap Avtifetd Te kAl wApPioQ KOl TO TOPATANGLO TOOTOLC
olUte perpralovia obt’ &v kalp@d yivopeva KaTaloyvvel TNV
peyarompéneray, cf. the criticism of over-use of antithesis in
Isocrates at Dem. 20. Philodemus also lists tapico, dvtiBeto and
opototéhsuta as figures belonging to epideictic (he uses the word
panegyric) rhetoric where the audience concentrates on the sound of
the speech, not on its usefulness or truth value (Rh. p.29 [PHerc. 1426,
col.IVa] Hammerstaedt). Quint. /nst. 9.3.102, similarly, remarks
that such figures are out of place when portraying great té9og, and
further states: ubicunque ars ostentatur, veritas abesse videatur.
See also the endnote to this glossary.

Antithesis is mentioned at Cic. de Orat. 3.205 (contentio); Orat.
135, 165 and Rut.Lup. 2.16. It is further discussed at Quint. Inst.
9.3.81-86 and Alex. Fig. 2.21. Its use in jesting is illustrated in Cic.
de Orat. 2.263.

avtpetaforn
I. Rhet.Her. 4.39 (commutatio) best explained by an example: “you

must eat to live, not live to eat.” See also Quint. Insz. 9.3.85, cf.
Rut.Lup. 1.6. Possibly this is what is meant by conversio in Cic. de
Orat. 3.207. For a New Testament example see Ev.Marc. 2:27.

. The first extant Greek treatise to mention this term appears to be

Alex. Fig. 2.22 where he uses it to describe a chiasm utilising the
same terms.

avtipetadeoig — see s.v. Avravixiaoic.

avaimapaforn

A comparison of one’s own arguments with those of the opponent.
It is classified as a method of recapitulation in Arist. RA. 3.19.5. At
Rh. 3.13.3-4 it is mentioned as a form of abd&noig of one’s proofs,
cf. Anaximen.Lampsac. RA. 3.8. Quint. Inst. 7.2.22-23 (comparatio)
mentions this as an aspect of argumentation applicable to the oté-
o1¢ coniectura (= otoyacpds). It may be considered a specific
form of cVyKpLoIC.
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avtieTpoRt] — see s.v. EMQOopda.

avtippaocig
1. A figure involving the use of opposite terms. According to Tryph.
Trop. 2.15 (cf. Ps.-Plu. Vit.Hom. 25; [Greg.Cor.] Trop. 18'%) there
are two kinds: i) @vtippoocic 810 Tob &vavtiov which is elsewhere
termed dvtevavtinoig or Evavtinotg (see s.v. GVTevavIinotig). i)
avtippacig S1d Tob mapakeipnévou which refers to the use of a
euphemism, cf. Comn. ND. 5 (p.5,4 L.); 32 (p.69,17-18 L.); 35
(p-74,19), and see further s.v. edeMuUICHSC.
Quint. /nst. 8.6.57 notes that some classify dvtigpactic as a kind
of dAAnyopia. The term is, however, not defined here.

II. Quint. /nst. 9.2.47 speaks of dvtippaocig as a figure quae dicitur a
negando, and classifies it as a kind of eipoveio. His examples,
however, show that he is thinking more in terms of mapaieiyig
(see s.v.), cf. [Iul.Rufin.] Schem.D. 12.

avtovopocio
An expressive periphrasis (either a word or phrase) used instead of
a proper name. See Rhet.Her. 442 (pronominatio); Quint. Inst.
8.6.29-30; Ps.-Plu. Vit.Hom. 24. Tryph. Trop. 2.17 adds that some
classify it under cuvekdoy 1. The term is also used in D.H. Comp.
2 (p.7,7 U.-R); 5 (p-26,13); Th. 37 (p.389,17). For examples see
Ev.Matt. 26.48.

arnapifpnoig
The enumeration of various matters in order, i.e. TpOTOV WEV ...
devtepov 8¢, etc.. Both Hermog. /d. 1.11 (p.288 R.) and [Aristid.]
Rh. 1.70 place this figure in the context of meptoAn (prolixity). It
is mentioned at Cic. de Orat. 3.207 (dinumeratio) and Quint. Inst.
9.3.91. For a Pauline example cf. 1 Ep.Cor. 12.28.

anddarlig
Although this term is usually used in the general sense of “proof”
(which does not concern us here), Caecilius (Fr. 31) used it for a
kind of argument differing from an &miyeipnua in the kind of

0 The text is confused here and M. L. West (ed.) rightly brackets 18b.
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conclusion it has. He defined it as an incomplete &myeipnpua. Oth-
ers defined Grodei€ig as that part of the &miyeipnpo containing the
proof (Quint. Inst. 5.10.7).

aropia

I

II.

This figure occurs when the speaker asks what or how he should
speak and admits not knowing the answer, Rut.Lup. 2.10. Quint.
Inst. 9.2.19 (who calls it dubitatio) makes the point that this doubt
is feigned but has the effect of producing some credibility of truth,
cf. Inst. 9.2.60; Alex. Fig. 1.21 (using the term diandpnoig). At
Inst. 6.1.3 he suggests its use in the peroratio of a speech. It is men-
tioned at Cic. Orat. 137 = de Orat. 3.203, cf. 207.

Related to this is SiaroyifesBar at Anaximen.Lampsac. RA.
20.2-3 which is described as a form of recapitulation and involves
the speaker debating with himself. The example given involves the
speaker being at a loss (Gnopéwm) with respect to a certain theoreti-
cal outcome.

Rhet.Her. 4.40 uses the term dubitatio in a more specific way, i.e.
when the speaker appears to ask which of two or more words he
might best use, cf. Quint. Insz. 9.3.88; [Hdn.] Fig. iii, p.98.21

Sp..

GTOCLATT|G1G

Often classified as a form of Eupacig (see s.v.). It is mentioned but
not explained in Demetr. Eloc. 103 as a method of cuvtouia (see
s.v.) by omitting words. It is made more clear at §253 (under
de1vdTNcg) by an example in terms of beginning to state something
but cutting oneself off before it has been said. At §264 it is classi-
fied as a figure of thought. Rhet Her. 4.41 (praecisio) notes that the
silent suspicion of what might have been said is fiercer than a
detailed explanation (cf. 4.67 where it is termed abscisio).
Rut.Lup. 2.11 terms it mapaci®rncls and notes that it is used
either when the matter which would be said is known to the audi-
ence or to excite greater suspicion. Alex. Fig. 1.16 gives as reasons
for its use either that the matter is known, or too shameful to be
spoken of. It is mentioned at Cic. Orat. 137 (ut aliquid relinquat ac
neglegat); 138 (ut aliquid reticere se dicat) = de Orat. 3.205 (reti-
centia). See also Quint. /nst. 9.2.54-57; 9.3.59-61. Quintilian adds
that it may be used of anxiety or scruple. For an example see,
D.Chr. 45.1-2.
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arocTPoQT]

I. Lit. “a turning away from” and thus in rhetoric, turning away from
someone to address someone else specifically. It may be considered
a specific form of petdfactig (see s.v.) or of mapévleoig (see s.v.).
It is also often classified as a form of GAAoiwoig of person (see s.v.
dArolworg II, cf. D.H. Th. 24, p.362,13-14 U.-R.). [Longin.] 16.2-
4 uses this term to describe the rhetorical use of an oath. Ps.-Long-
inus is concerned with a sublime use of this figure and thus gives an
example from Demosthenes who turns to make an oath not to the
gods but to those who fought in the battle at Marathon. He thus both
deifies the former Greek victors and enables his audience to identify
with them in the fight against Philip. Ps.-Longinus adds that one’s
timing and sense of placement need to be just right. Although under
a different heading (that of shifts of person), this figure is again
dealt with at §27.

Quintilian deals with drootpoem both as a figure of thought and
a figure of speech (Inst. 9.2.38; 9.3.24-26). It may take the form of
an attack on one’s opponent, or even an invocation. Quint. /nst.
4.1.63-69 notes that many rhetoricians agree that it is inappropriate
to the mpooipiov. Quintilian himself, however, argues (with exam-
ples) that it may sometimes be used here. It should generally not be
used in the narratio (Inst. 4.2.103, 106-107), but may effectively be
used in the peroratio (Inst. 6.1.3). The figure is mentioned at Cic. de
Orat. 3.207 = Orat. 135 (exclamatio). For an example, see Ep.Rom.
2.1.

See also s.v. épponocic.

II. Alex. Fig. 1.20 defines Gmootpo@n as an accusation laid against
one person but really intended for another. It may be used either to
soften or heighten the accusation.!!

III. Quint. /nst. 9.2.39 maintains that aversio (which in §38 he called
Groctpoen) also has a broader definition. It may denote any kind
of utterance that diverts the attention of the audience from the topic
in hand (contrast /nst. 4.1.63). In Cicero this seems to imply even
the introduction of some kind of deliberate mistake, but his meaning
remains very vague, cf. de Orat. 3.205 (erroris inductio) = Orat.
138 (ut ab eo quod agitur avertat animos).

11 Alexander’s first example (from 1. 2.284-286) does not completely conform to his def-
inition, since Odysseus here, instead of addressing the Greeks with his accusation
against them, addresses Agamemnon with his accusation against the Greeks. The per-
son addressed is changed, but the persons accused remain the same.
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aoteiopog
I. In the broad sense, a “witticism,” Demetr. Eloc. 128, 130; [Lon-

gin.] 34.2; D.H. Dem. 54. For a discussion of the Latin equivalent,
urbanitas, as “witticism” in general, see Quint. Insr. 6.3.17, 102-
112. )

II. More specifically, ironical self-depreciation, cf. Tryph. Trop. 2.24.

Quint. /nst. 8.6.57 notes that some define it as a kind of dAAn-
vopia, cf. Phld. Rh. 1.181 S.. Alex. Fig. 1.18 classifies it as a kind
of eipoveia.

GovvdEToV — see s.v. S1alvotc.

avgnoig

“Amplification,” a broad term covering various methods of pro-
moting or conversely denigrating any given matter. These methods
may be considered to be most suited to epideictic rhetoric since the
subject matter is here not in dispute (cf. Anaximen.Lampsac. Rh.
6.2; Arist. Rh. 1.9.40; 3.17.3). At&noig, however, is also generally
applied in other rhetorical genres to promote points that have
already been demonstrated (often found as a standard element of the
éniloyog, cf. Arist. Rh. 3.19.1-2; Rhet.Her. 2.47-49; 3.15 [com-
pare Cic. Inv. 1.100-105]; Cic. Part. 52-58). Theon Prog. ii, p.65,2-
4 Sp. sums up the work of a rhetor as follows: to0 pfitopog Epyov
¢otl 10 e dmodeiEar T dueicPnrtodueva kai 10 adéfcal ta
amodederypéva (cf. p.107,22-26 Sp.).

Anaximen.Lampsac. Rh. 3 lists seven methods of aUéncic or
taneivootg (which is just the opposite application of the same
method).

1) enumeration of good things that arose because of x. (cf.
Arist. Rh. 1.9.38)

2) comparison with a previous favourable judgement. (cf.
Arist. Rh. 1.9.38)

3) contrasting the proposition to the least of those things in the
same class. (cf. Arist. Rh. 1.9.39)

4) mention of the opposite to discredit something.

5) arguing that x acted intentionally (in various ways).

6) building up a series of logically related comparisons. (see
5.v. ETO1K0dOUNO1C)

7) consideration as to whether it is better to show x as a whole
or in parts. (Arist. RA. 1.7.31)
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Aristotle’s handling of abéno1g is somewhat more complicated. On
the surface he seems to deal with the matter in precisely the same
manner as Anaximenes. Like Anaximenes, Aristotle appears to give
his select list of methods of at&noig under a discussion of the epi-
deictic genre (Rh. 1.9.38-40). He lists six:

1) €l povog §i mpdtog #i petr’ dAiyov f| xal péiicra

TENOLNKEV

2) 10 &K T®V Y POVOV Kai TOV Kap@dv

3) €l moAAdkic TO adtd katdpHwKeV

4) €l 10 mpoTpémovta Kol TipdvTe did Tovtov ebpnTAl Kol

KoTEoKELASHN

5) €ic v TpdTOV &ykduilov Emoinon

6) mpog GArovg (esp. 8vdOEovg) dvnimapapairery
On the one hand, these methods of ab&noig are closely related to
tonor for epideictic rhetoric provided in later rhetorical tradition
(cf. s.v. t6mog I1.). On the other hand, they are also very similar to
Aristotle’s third xowvév, namely, that of the great and the small
(incorporating the greater and the lesser) (cf. RA. 2.19.26-27).12 In
fact Aristotle makes it clear that this third kotvév is identical to
adénoic (cf. Rh. 2.18.4-5; 2.19.26).* This xowvov is applied in
some detail to the deliberative and judicial genres in RA. 1.7 and 14,
and there is naturally some overlap with methods outlined for epi-
deictic (cf. Rh. 1.9.38 & 1.7.32; 1.14.4). At Rh. 2.24.4 one of the
fallacious évBvunuata is described as magnifying (ie. by
abénoig) a point that has not yet been proven.

Note that a number of things listed under a®&énocig in

Anaximenes reappear in Aristotle’s discussion of the third

W. M. A. Grimaldi has aptly described Aristotle’s kotvd as “necessary preconditions
to all rhetorical discourse” (Aristotle, Rhetoric: A Commentary [New York: Fordham
University Press, 1980/88] 1.349). I follow Grimaldi’s interpretation of Aristotle’s ter-
minology here. E. M. Cope (The Rhetoric of Aristotle with a Commentary [rev. & ed.
J. E. Sandys; Cambridge: University Press, 1877] ad loc.) incorrectly called the three
kotva, the xotvoli témol. But the koivoi tonot are quite clearly those tomot of RA.
2.23. The three xolv& are common aspects necessary to any argumentation, namely,
that one must know 1) whether something is possible or impossible, 2) whether some-
thing did/will occur, and 3) whether it is great or small.

The word &vBupunpata in the second sentence of Rh. 2.26.1 causes considerable prob-
lems in interpretation and is rightly bracketed by most editors (including Kassel), see
W.M. A. Grimaldi, Commentary, 2.366-67 and Studies in the Philosophy of Aristotle’s
Rhetoric (Hermes Einzelschriften 25; Wiesbaden: Franz Steiner, 1972), 49. Aristotle
is explaining how atiénaoig is not the same as témog évBvpnparog. If the bracketed
word is maintained then Aristotle is inexplicably stating that methods of aB&nocig
(which he has already explained as the third kxo1vov) are évBopmfpata.
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kowvov (compare Arist. RA. 1.7.31 and Anaximen.Lampsac. RA.
3.11-12).

Later rhetorical tradition often terms these methods of abénoctic,
témot. Their level of abstractness tends to vary but the various
lists of methods (t6mov) are generally similar. Theon Prog. ii,
p-106,5-6 Sp., for example, defines témog as Adyog adENTIKOG
duporoyovpévou mtpdyuatog (cf. Prog. ii, p.120,16-17 Sp. dpoi-
oyovpévou mphypatog abénocic). He adds at line 26 that tomot
are yopig Grodsifewms. A list of eight témot is provided of which
many are identical to those present in lists of abstract argumenta-
tive tOmol (see s.v t0mog IL).!4 Rhet.Her. 2.47 (cf. 3.15), simi-
larly, defines amplificatio as res quae per locum communem insti-
gationis auditorum causa sumitur. This definition is clearly
formulated with specific reference to the function of the éniloyog
(i.e. instigatio), where, as we have noted, amplificatio is generally
situated.'> Rhet.Her. 2.47-49 lists ten loci communes for amplify-
ing an accusation. These loci tend to be more concrete (in the
sense of set arguments) than those of Theon. Cic. /nv. 1.100-105
also lists these loci found in Rhet.Her. and adds five more, but
does not identify them with amplificatio as such.'S Amplificatio
may be used in connection with them. At /nv. 2.48 (cf. 2.68)
Cicero argues that some loci communes contain amplificatio (if the
proposition has been proved) but that others are used to prove the
proposition. He also notes that those containing amplificatio
should only be used after the case has been properly proven. Cic.
de Orat. 3.106-108 also discusses loci in connection with amplifi-
catio (cf. Orat. 126).

14 Although not appearing to use the term t6mog, Theophrastus’ six methods of a{ncig
(Fr. 679 FHS&G) are also less specific than those of Anaximenes or Aristotle and
quite similar to those found in Theon. He lists: Tt pév éx t@v mpayudtwv, ta 8¢ éx
1@V ropavoviav, T 82 &€ Gvtinapaforiic kai kpicewg, Th 3¢ &k TOV KaLpdV
kai tob nabovg.

15 Rhet.Her. 2.9-12 deals with the kind of af&noig used to bolster points which have
been proven (within the context of the proof section of a speech falling under the cta-
oG coniecturalis). This, however, is not called amplificatio but approbatio. Both loci
proprii and loci communes are listed. The former are set arguments specific either to
the prosecution or the defense, and seem to encompass the loci of virtues and vices (cf.
16mog L.). The latter are set arguments for or against the various kinds of proof.

16 In the same way that Cicero provides 15 loci for indignatio (the second part of the
énidoyoc, equivalent to the amplificatio of Rhet.Her.), he also provides 16 loci com-
munes for the conquestio (the third part of the €nidoyoc, equivalent to the misericor-
dia of Rhet.Her.).
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It is clear that the tomot defined as methods of a&notg are gen-
erally select tomot which may be used after one’s case has been
proven. Some of the same T6mol may also, however, be used to
prove one’s case, and are thus also found in the, generally longer,
lists of témot for argumentation (see s.v. Toémol III.). So much is
actually said in Cic. Part. 55 which notes that amplificatio is taken
from the loci which are used ad fidem (cf. §45). The ensuing list
combines the abstract Tomot listed at §7 with several forms of argu-
ment (e.g., to use their Greek equivalents, napapolin, tapadeiyua,
TPOCMOTOTOLIN).

Not all later rhetorical treatises call the methods of al&nocic,
tomor however. Ps.-Longinus discusses ab&nocic in general in
§811-12. At §11.2 he provides a select list of methods of at&notc
as follows: tomnyopia, deivooig!’, énippwoig (| npayudrtov 4
Kotackev®dv) and érowodopio (Epyov fj tabdv),'® cf. his own
definition at 12.1-2 where he contrasts aénoig with Byog. Quint.
Inst. 8.4.3 defines four basic methods of amplification: incremen-
tum, comparatio, ratiocinatio and congeries. His discussion of
amplificatio is located under the virtue of elocutio known as orna-
tus (as also Cic. de Orat. 3.104-108). His four methods are not
called loci.

The term is also used (in the general sense of this entry) in D.H.
Lys. 19 (p.31,22 U.-R.); Isoc. 11 (p.71,1 U.-R.); Dem. 54 (p.246,15
U.-R.), 58 (p.252,5 U.-R.); Th. 19 (p.353,14 U.-R.); Imit. 31
(p.205,5 U.-R.), cf. Phld. RA. 1.217,6-10 S..

See also s.v. bnegpPoirn.

dpodog

17

Quint. /nst. 9.3.87 uses this term to describe a statement of the
speaker calling himself back to the subject (after a digression). The
figure is mentioned at Cic. de Orat. 3.203 (reditus ad propositum) =
Orat. 137 (ut se ipse revocet).

Meaning “exaggeration” here, not “by being powerful” as J. A. Areti & J. M. Cros-
sett translate (Longinus: On the Sublime [trans. with commentary; Texts and Studies
in Religion 21; New York: Edwin Mellen, 1985]), cf. Arist. Rh. 2.24.4; D.H. Lys. 19
(p-31,22 U.-R.); Imiz. 31 (p.205,5 U.-R.) where d¢ivwotg is more or less synonymous
with abEnots.

Jahn/ Vahlen* reads with the mss érowkovopia, a &naf Aeyéuevov. But we should
probably read &moikodopic, a term equivalent to xAipcf or growkodounacic. The
cognate verb is used at §39.3. This reading (éwowcodouia) is adopted by Russell who
also notes it in the margin of one of the mss (K).
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BapBapropoc
The opposite of a trope (tpdmog), i.e. the unnatural use of a single
word in a way that harms the effect of the prose. For discussion see
Quint. /nst. 1.5.5-33; Alex. Fig. 1.1; cf. Diog.Bab. Stoic. Fr. 24.
Phld. RA. 1.154-55 S. shows that there was not complete agreement
as to the exact definition of PBapBapiopds. Some, for example,
apparently included mistakes in aspiration and accents while others
did not.!”® Philodemus goes on to discuss the topic of obscurity
(dodeela) and distinguishes those who use it intentionally and
unintentionally. Factors involved in both uses are BopPopiopodc
and colowkiopdg, which Philodemus (who approved only a “nat-
ural” style) always regards disapprovingly (see RA. 1.156-59 S.).

Bpayvroyia
Rut.Lup. 2.8 describes this figure in terms of an orator who runs
ahead of the expectation of his audience by means of the brevity of
his thought. Quint. /nst. 8.3.82 describes it as a figure in which only
that is stated which is absolutely necessary. The term is also men-
tioned in a difficult sentence at Inst. 9.3.50 midst a discussion on
GoOvdetov.?0 At Inst. 9.3.99 it is said to be no figure at all, despite
its inclusion in the treatise of Rutilius. See further s.v. cuvropia.

Bpaxbtng — see s.v. cvvtopia and Epeacic.

yvopn
“Maxim.” Anaximen.Lampsac. RA. 11 classifies yv@pou into two
kinds, that generally accepted (§v8o£og) and that counter to com-
mon opinion (nap&dofoc). Anaximenes classifies three sources: i)
gx tfi¢ idlog ovoewg, ii) 8§ dmepPorfic (exaggeration), iil) &x
TAPOLOLDOE®S (comparison). See s.v. &vBounpa for its proper
use.

19 The distinction which had become fairly standard by the first century between Pop-
Bapropdc as the opposite of a trope, and coAotkIoROG (see s.v.) as the opposite of a
figure, was not always made. D.H. Comp. 18 (p.82,5-7 U.-R.) cites a passage from
Hegesias where the strange use of a single word is called a cololkiouds.

20 M. Winterbottom (Problems in Quintilian [University of London Institute of Classical
Studies; Bulletin Supplement 25, 1970] 167), suggests that the text might be read: Hoc
genus et Bpayvioyiav vocant, quae potest esse copulata <vel> dissolutio, i.e. possi-
bly referring to the last example from Cicero (Qui indicabantur, eos vocari, custodiri,
ad senatum adduci iussi; in senatum sunt introducti...) Quintilian makes the point that
this sort of narration is called Bpayvioyia although it may or may not use connecting
particles.
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Arist. Rh. 2.21 is devoted to the yvdun. Aristotle defines it as a
declaration concerning a general matter related to human action (cf.
Thphr. Fr. 676 FHS&G), or as the major premise or conclusion of a
rhetorical syllogism (£€vO0pnua) standing alone (i.e. a single propo-
sition). He distinguishes four forms (in two categories): Those that
are wopadoot or GueisPnrodpevor and need an explanation, of
which some become &vBvunpatikoi but others merely add a reason
(aitiov). The latter are the most popular. The second category are
those which are quite clear and thus need no appendage, of which
some are known beforehand and others are self-evident. Riddles or
enigmatic expressions may also be used as yvodpal though the
explanation should be short. Aristotle recommends that yv@pot
should be used for older audiences and conceming subjects they are
familiar with. When complaining or exaggerating one may use gen-
eralising statements (yv®upoi) which are only partially true (cf.
Kpfiteg del yevortar, Ep.Tit. 1.12 and compare Quint. Inst.
11.1.86). Aristotle also notes that some proverbs (mapoipial) are
also yvdpot. One may also deliberately contradict well-known
yvdpor with effect, but a reason must be added (cf. Arist. Rk
2.21.13 where two ways of doing this are suggested).

Aristotle notes two general uses of yvopot. Firstly, the effect of
a speech is greatly increased when the audience can (at least par-
tially) sympathise with the sentiment expressed in the yvoun. This
should therefore be aimed for. Secondly, yv®uor give speeches an
ethical character because they make the moral choice or purpose
clear.

Quint. /nst. 8.5.1-8 deals with yv@pot in a similar manner, pre-
ferring a division into simple yvdpat and those requiring the addi-
tion of a reason. He also notes the common practice of introducing
sententiae at the close of passages (cf. Inst. 8.5.11, 13-14).2
Demeir. Eloc. 110-11 also clearly implies that yvépatr were often
placed last in an argumentative context. At 170 he argues that in
certain contexts (e.g. loose parties) the yelolov can take the place
of the yvoun and ypeia. See further s.v. émpdvnua.

21 S. F. Bonner (“Lucan and the Declamation Schools,” American Journal of Philology
87 [1966] 264-65) rightly points out that Quintilian is here referring to the end of a
whole passage by the word clausula. He adds that at /nst. 8.5.11 Quintilian “speaks of
an enthymema as addita in clausula.” This translation makes eminently more sense
than “the close of a period.” For many examples of such sententiae in declamations
see Seneca’s Controversiae and Suasoriae.
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Rhet.Her. 4.24 (sententia) notes the use of antithetical maxims
(with or without a reason attached). He pleads for a sparse use, var-
iously interspersed (thus not specifically as the conclusion of an
argument).

Quint. /nst. 1.9.3 briefly mentions the sententia (defined as uni-
versalis vox) in the context of progymnasmatic exercises. Sen. Ep.
33.7 notes that boys were expected to learn both sententiae and
xpeLon by heart.

For yvdpot used in jesting, see Cic. de Orat. 2.286.

The term is found frequently in the works of Dionysius of Hali-
carnassus.

Ypigog

E2]

Lit. “fishing basket” and so anything intricate, “dark saying.
Demetr. Eloc. 153 defines it as a series of statements with no rela-
tion to each other. In Phld. RA. 1.181 S. we learn that it was some-
times classified as a particular kind of dAAnyopic. See also s.v.
aiviypa.

owaipecig

L

II.

Arist. Rh. 2.23.10 terms one of the (abstract) xoiwvoi tomot, éx
dwaipéosmg. It occurs when several possibilities are listed and all
but one are eliminated, cf. Cic. Top. 10, 33-34 (enumeratio/ parti-
tio); de Orat. 2.165 (partitio). It is listed as a figure in Rhet.Her.
4.40-41 (expeditio) and a form of argumentation in Cic. /nv. 1.45
(enumeratio) with refutation at 1.84. Quintilian describes it as a
form of divisio (Inst. 5.10.66-67, cf. 7.1.31-33). He notes that this
form of argument is risky as it fails when but one alternative is
omitted.

Rhet.Her. 4.47 speaks of distributio which occurs when the speaker
addresses various groups of persons in succession assigning them
their respective roles or duties with respect to the matter in hand.
From the third example we may deduce that a distribution of tasks to
various groups is to be used as part of an argument in support of
one’s case. Distributio is not used here in the general sense of ethi-
cal mandates given to different categories of people (as, for example,
in Ep.Eph.5.22 - 6.9 or 1 Ep.Pet. 2.18 - 3.7). This also seems to be
what is meant by Cic. de Orat. 3.203 (distributio) which appears to
be equivalent to Orat. 138 (ut aliud alii tribuens dispertiat). Very
close to this definition is what [IulL.Rufin.] Schem.L. 23 defines as
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dwaipeoig, noting that the Latin equivalents are distributio or desig-
natio.

Swadiayn
A figure where various words with different (similar and related)
meanings are used to drive home a point, Quint. Inst. 9.3.49, cf.
D.H. Lys. 3 (p.10,20 U.-R.).

owdroyog

“Dialogue.” Rhet.Her. 4.65 (sermocinatio) first gives a lengthy
example where a narrative is told with the words of the particular
characters put in the first person. He also describes another kind of
dialogue wherein the speaker answers his own hypothetical ques-
tions (see s.v. énepotnoig II.). At 4.55 it is described as one of the
methods of expolitio (see s.v. 8€epyacian) where, again, it concerns
putting the matter into the first person achieving the effect of
wpocononotia. According to Quint. /nsz. 9.2.31 some (including
Quintilian himself) consider d1dAoyog an aspect of TpocwmToTolia
(see s.v.). At Inst. 9.2.36 he mentions the example of introducing an
imaginary interlocutor to raise an objection. D.H. Th. 37 uses the
terms S1Grloyog and mpocwmonoiém in reference to Thucydides
when he reports an exchange of speeches recording the words of the
participants in the first person. (The term 61GAoyog is further not
infrequently used in D.H., e.g. to refer to Plato’s dialogues.) For an
example from Cicero, see Clu. 70-72 (cf. Quint. Inst. 4.2.107). Two
further examples are Mur. 62 and Quinct. 71-72 where Cicero con-
verses with others, but these may be Cicero’s representation of real
dialogue which took place in the courtroom.

oudlvoig
“A looseness in terms of sentence construction” and so equivalent
to AcOVAETOV. ‘Arist. Rh. 3.12.2, 4 argues that whilst &cOvdeToV is
suitable to rhetoric, it is not suitable to the written style, which
ought to be accurate and cannot not be acted/ delivered. ’Actv-
detov needs to be acted/ delivered (it is OmoxptTikoV), and that in
a varied way. He also notes that it has the effect of making several
things seem more when listed without conjunctions (cf. Qunt. [nst.
9.3.50). When joined by conjunctions such a list is brought together
into one group and the effect of many items is lost. It is thus an
effective means of at&noig. Demetr. Eloc. 61 (cf. 64) classifies



34

GLOSSARY OF GREEK RHETORICAL TERMS

dovvdetov with the peyoArompenfc style, and at §269 with
de1votng. At §§192f he argues that it is totally unsuited to the sim-
ple style (ioyvotng) because of its inherent unclarity (clarity being
the ruling virtue of this style). It is thus also unsuitable to letters
(§226). He adds that doOvdetov is a very dramatic figure, veritably
forcing dramatics upon the speaker. [Longin.] 19-21 (the first part
of the discussion is unfortunately missing) describes it as giving a
hint of a struggle. The flow of words pursuing each other can be
used to good effect with an appropriate subject. He also describes
its effective use in combination with other figures (e.g.
énavagopd), and argues that if conjunctions are added in such pas-
sages the m@Bog is lost. Rhet.Her. 4.4]1 appears to distinguish
between doOvdetov of phrases (dissolutum, 4.41, cf. Quint. Inst.
9.3.50), which he argues has edge and is very forceful, and dcOv-
detov of individual words (articulus, 4.26) which has rapidity. This
way of speaking seems at least partially to be reflected in Hermog.
Id. 2.4 (p.316 R.) who distinguishes 4ovvdetov of short phrases (t0
dovvdetov koppatikdv [oxfipnal) and of individual words (to
xat’ Svopa kopuatikoyv [oyfual). See further Quint. Inst. 9.4.23;
Theon Prog. ii, p.90 Sp.; Rut.Lup. 1.15; Cic. Orat. 135 = de Orat.
3.207; Alex. Fig. 2.12 (using dovvdetov and 010AVCLG as syn-
onyms).

dwandpnorg — see s.v. dropia.

Swaokevi)

Mentioned as a figure, but not defined, at Quint. /nsz. 9.2.107. A full
explanation is given in [Hermog.] /nv. 3.15 (cf. 2.7). There it is a
technical term for the descriptive portrayal of a matter (] SiatOT®-
o1¢ TOV TPAYHaTOG), as opposed to its argumentative narration. See
5.v. SlTOTMOOIG.

dracvppdg

“Disparagement.” A figure in Caecilius (Fr. 72), cf. [Longin.] 38.6;
Cic. Orat. 137 (ut irrideat) = de Orat. 3.202 (inlusio); Alex. Fig.
1.26.

NaTHTOog

“Portrayal.” Rhet.Her. 4.51 (descriptio, cf. the 10th locus commu-
nis at 2.49) presents this as a figure defined in terms of a vivid and
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serious description of the consequences (of an action). It is also
often used to describe in vivid detail the committing of the crime
being prosecuted (Theon, Quint.). There is always a moral connota-
tion present, hence the comment in Rhet.Her. that it is used to arouse
either indignation or pity. In fact it is this moral connotation which
Theon uses to distinguish the Témog (under which category he places
the dratinwoig) from the Exopaocig (Prog. i, p.119,7-14 Sp.).
Theon’s discussion of dratdnwotg (Prog. ii, pp.108,32 - 109,11 Sp.)
makes it clear that the portrayal is designed to arouse the emotions,
bringing the mé6n to bear. Quintilian discusses “portrayal” (using
the Greek term drotOnwoic?) at Inst. 9.2.40-44 (cf. 4.2.123-24 and
the discussion of 8vapysia at 8.3.61-71).2 See s.v. petdotacic for
one of the techniques he describes. He interprets Cic. de Orat. 3.202
(... inlustris explanatio rerumque, quasi gerantur, sub aspectum
paene subiectio) as referring to this figure, cf. Orar. 139 (rem
dicendo subiciet oculis) although Cicero is probably referring more
generally to évapyeia. At Inst. 4.2.3 drotdnwolg is distinguished
from the rarratio of a speech.

AvotOmwotg is briefly defined with examples at Alex. Fig. 1.24.
It is mentioned in [Longin.] 20.1. See also s.v. taokgvn.2*

Swagopd — see s.v. dvravixkiaoig L

oelevypévov
Rhet.Her. 4.37-38 (disiunctum) defines it as two or more (parallel)
clauses, each ending with a separate verb with related meaning (i.e.
nearly synonymous). He notes that since it is suited to festivitas

22 This term is also used in [Hermog.] Prog. 6 (p.12,10 R.) where, as in Theon’s treatise,
it is classified under toémor. Ps.-Hermogenes uses the term Droypaen as a synonym
(p-14,8 R.). Note that LSJ s.v. bnotbrwaolig cite this reference in the wrong place. It
belongs under section 3.

23 The words “&v dwatundoel” at Inst. 9.2.41 ought to be considered an early gloss in
the text, see M. Winterbottom, Problems in Quintilian (University of London Institute
of Classical Studies; Bulletin Supplement 25, 1970) 157.

24 Interesting is the report of the vivid descriptions in the history of Phylarchus who
always sought np0 3@BaAudv tibévar ta deiva (Plb. 2.56). Polybius speaks disap-
provingly of historians who enumerate consequences of actions (cf. the definition
given by Rhet.Her.) just as tragedians do. This definition and the examples listed by
Polybius show that he is thinking of descriptions designed to make a moral point and
to sway the audience. What he says of their effect in tragedy may equally be applied
to rhetoric: &xel piv yap 8el S @V mbavetatov Adyov ExtAf&al xal yoy-
ayoyfical kotd T Tepdv tovg dkobovrtag.
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(gaiety), it should be used sparingly. Quint. /nst. 9.3.45 discusses
this figure as disiunctio noting that some call it cuvevopia.
Aq.Rom. Fig. 43 discusses the same figure noting d1e{gvypévov as
the Greek equivalent. He adds that the use of such distinct (but vir-
tually synonymous) verbs helps separate the various clauses from
each other. This figure is possibly what is meant by diiunctio in Cic.
de Orat. 3.207.

Most examples of dielevypévov refer to distinct but essentially
similar actions, often undertaken by the same subject, e.g. Populus
Romanus Numantiam delevit, Kartaginem sustulit, Corinthum
disiecit, Fregellas evertit (cited in Rhet.Her.). Quintilian’s exam-
ples, however, also include a series of clauses referring to the same
action. In this respect Arist. RA. 3.12.2-3 also discusses repetition of
the same thought. He notes that such repetition ought to be varied
(netapdirewv), e.g. by using (nearly) synonymous verbs. He adds
that when the same thought is repeated several times, such variation
in language paves the way for an effective (varied) delivery. It
should be added that Aristotle considers such repetition to be inap-
propriate to writing, precisely because it needs the accompaniment
of delivery.

See also s.v. Lebypa.

Sinpnuévn (nepiodoc/ Epunveia)

Lit. “divided.” A term used in both Aristotle and Demetrius (in dif-
ferent ways) in relation to a discussion on gpiodot (see s.v.).

dwkaroroyia

Rut.Lup. 2.3 defines it as a brief appeal to the equity (justice) of
one’s case. Two examples are given. It is mentioned at Cic. de Orat.
3.205 and is possibly equivalent to Orat. 138 (ut medeatur).

auifppatov

Cic. Inv. 1.45 (complexio) defines it as a form of argument in which
two alternatives are offered, both of which are refuted. The same
kind of argument is termed partitio in Quint. /nst. 6.3.66 (in con-
nection with jesting). The Greek term appears to be first extant in
rhetorical theory in [Hermog.] /nv. 4.6, who suggests that it has a
reputation for sharpness and truth (dpipdtntog 8¢ 66Eav Exov kail
GAnOeiag). Refutation of S r1Anuparta is discussed at Cic. Iny. 1.83-
84, cf. Quint. Inst. 5.10.65.
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aloyia
Stating a word or phrase twice for the sake of clarity when strictly
speaking it could be left out the second time. Demetr. Eloc. 103
says it contributes to péyefog (and thus shows that cuvtouia does
not always guarrantee pé€yefoc). At §197 it is extolled for its
cogmnveia and at §211 for évapyela (see s.v.) where it is contrasted
with 10 drog Aéyewv. See also s.v. dvadiriwoig I1.

sidolororia = paviacia (see s.v.).
gikaoia — see s.v. glkdv.
gikoviopog — see s.v. xopaktnplopds L

£ixog
Lit. “likeliness” or ‘“probability.” Anaximen.Lampsac. Rh. 7.4
defines this as a statement or argument which listeners are likely
to believe because they know examples (noapadeiypata) of the
matter mentioned. If such examples are not known then the orator
must supply them to make the matter “probable.” The €ixdg is
divided into three 16€at involving, i) the use of t& wd.OM which are
natural to man in one’s argument (for everyone can empathise
with them), ii) the use of £0og, and iii) the use of képdoc.
Rhet.Her. 2.3-5 discusses this under causa coniecturalis (cToy0c-
n6¢) (as does Cic. Part. 34-38) and divides it into i) causa (oitio)
which is the motive (cf. Arist. Rh. 2.23) and ii) vita (Gdywyn), i.e.
manner of life (e.g. past convictions, etc.). Cic. Inv. 1.46-50 has a
broad discussion of what he calls the probabile (= €ikdg?). At
Inv. 1.47 it is divided into four subdivisions, 1) signum (cf. s.v.
onueiov), i) credibile (= wiBavov?), iil) iudicatum (cf. s.v.
xexpluévov), and iv) comparabile (cf. s.v. dpoimotg). Of these,
the second subdivision corresponds to what is commonly called
eikoc. Cic. Part. 40 speaks of ways of making a probability per-
suasive: (in order) by exemplum, similitudo and fabula. D.H. Lys.
19 (p.31,3-4 U.-R.) distinguishes the gixdc from the napéderypo
(following Aristotle), and at Amm. 1.2 (p.258,12 U.-R.) from the
onueiov. At Is. 15 (p.113,16-17 U.-R.) he speaks of refutations
from probabilities (ol §x T®V gikdTwV EAgyyot). Phld. RA. 1.369-
70 S. (cf. 372-73) lists 10 €ixdg, together with 16 onugiov and 1o
texpunplov, as &vteyvol proofs (over against the dteyvol
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proofs?3), but disputes that they are the special province of rhetoric.
At Rh. 1.285 S. he contrasts more or less probable arguments
(elxdta) with the truth and seems to parallel this with the contrast
between é&vOvpnpata (= arguments from probability) and ta
3An6f onueio (see also s.v. &vOOpumua). At Rh. 1.245-49 S. he
contrasts the sophists’ use of probabilities (gixéta kai ebAoya)
with the logical syllogisms (cvAAoyiouoi) of philosophers. In
Quint. /nst. 5.9.8 the €ixdg is a kind of non-necessary onueiov. At
Inst. 5.10.15-19 (in the context of the argumentum) he discusses
probability (distinguishing three degrees).

gikov

“Simile,” see also s.v. petapopd and dpoiwocic for discussion of
other theorists.

Aristotle deals with similes (using the term €ix®v) in three sepa-
rate places of book three of the Rhetoric. At 3.4 he describes the
simile as a kind of metaphor. The simile, however, should not be
too often used in prose as it is basically poetical. Many examples
are provided. At 3.10.3 Aristotle argues that similes, like metaphors,
produce a pleasurable learning experience (see comments s.v.
petapopd). The simile may thus be characterised as cultured
(Gotetov), although it is slightly less effective than the metaphor
because of its added length. Aristotle would seem to include the
lengthy Homeric similes under the term gix®v, at least, this is sug-
gested by the allusion to Il. 20.164ff in RA. 3.4.1. Further discussion
is given at 3.11.11-13. ‘

Unlike Aristotle, Demetrius distinguishes between a short simile
(¢ikooia) and the long (Homeric) simile (rapafoAn).?® Demetr.
Eloc. 80 notes that the use of a simile (gikocio) is “safer” than the
use of a metaphor (cf. Arist. Fr. 131 Rose; Thphr. Fr. 690
FHS&G). At §89 he adds that when a metaphor is turned into a sim-
ile brevity should be aimed at, for otherwise one runs the risk of
turning it into a poetic comparison (tapafBoAin), cf. §160 for witty
similes, and §273 on the forceful simile. Rhet.Her. 2.26 briefly lists

% These were proofs which were considered not to be in need of any skilful method, such
as the use of witnesses, documents etc.. The distinction is Aristotelian and was not
common in school rhetoric (see R. D. Anderson, Ancient Rhetorical Theory and Paul,
[rev. ed.; Leuven: Peeters, 1999] 47). Philodemus understands the distinction to be
between proofs common to all and proofs specifically belonging to the province of
rhetorical theory — a point he disputes.

26 For Aristotle’s use of the term mapafoin, see s.v. topdderypa.
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faults in constructing similes. At 4.62 he states that similes are used
either for praise or censure.

DH. Is. 4 (p.96,5-15 U.-R.); Dem. 50 (p.237,1-11 U.-R.) and
Comp. 11 (p.40,2-16 U.-R.) use the term gixkdv of extended com-
parisons. In Comp. 11 the gix@v is used as proof (texpoipopar) of
the point for which Dionysius is arguing.

sipopévn Aélig
Lit. “strung-on style.” Aristotle’s term for a paratactic style. See
s.v. TEPLOSOC.

sipoveia

“Mock modesty.” Anaximen.Lampsac. RA. 21 (cf. 33.3) and Arist.
Rh. 3.19.5 describe it as a method suited to recapitulation.
Anaximenes uses the term to describe, i) Tapdieiyig (see s.v.), and
ii) calling something by opposite terms (e.g. This good man has
stolen my horse, cf. s.v. dvtippaocig 1.). The latter is recommended
in vituperations (Rk.Al. 35.19). He also recommends the use of £ip-
ovelo when attempting to increase goodwill in an audience that is
already well-disposed to the speaker (Rh.Al 29.7). Arist. Rh. 2.2.24
notes that eipoveio produces anger because it is a kind of despis-
ing (cf. EN 4.7.14-16 [1127b 22ff] where he discusses gipoveia as
a character trait). Cic. de Orar. 2.269-72 (cf. 262) discusses dissim-
ulatio of words and thoughts in the context of wit, i.e. when one
speaks solemnly of something in such a way as that it is clear that
he is jesting, cf. Brut. 292-99 (ironia/ & €ipwv) where it is described
as witty but not always appropriate.?’ At Ac. 2.15 dissimulatio is
identified with eipoveia. It is further mentioned at Cic. Orar. 137
and de Orat. 3.203.

Quintilian defines eipoveia in terms of saying something con-
trary to what ought to be understood (/nst. 9.2.44). At Inst. 8.6.54 he
introduces ironia as a trope classified as a kind of dAAnyopia. Its
nature is further discussed at Inst. 9.2.44-51 where the difference
between gip@veia as a trope and as a figure is discussed. As a trope
it involves the use of certain words contrary in meaning to what is
intended. But the context always makes clear what is meant so that
there is no real pretense. As a figure gipaoveia can be used to dis-
guise one’s whole meaning, since the conflict is not only of words

27 At Bruz. 292 Epicurus is said to have censured the use of iromy.
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but of sense. Whole passages of a speech or even a speech in its
entirety may take the form of irony.?® A number of specific forms of
irony are also discussed (cf. s.v. dvtippacig IL.). At Inst. 6.2.15 he
notes that irony is more suited to the character of a good man than
derisus.? For use in jesting, see Quint. Inst. 6.3.68, cf. 91.

Alex. Fig. 1.18 defines it in terms of pretending to say the oppo-
site and notes that there are four kinds of gipwveia, namely,
doteiopds, poktnplopds, copkacpds and yAsvacudg (see the
respective entries).

Demetr. Eloc. 291 describes dugifoiov (ambiguity, cf. s.v.
Opmvouie) as having a hint of irony (eipwveiag Eupacic). D.H.
Dem. 23 (p.178,19 U.-R.) uses the word, but not as a technical
rhetorical term. Phld. RA. mentions that gipwveio was classified

~under dAAnyopia, see further s.v. GAANyopia II. The term is once

again used at PHerc. 1004, col. XL Cappelluzzo.

EkQppaocig

“Description.” Theon treats this as a separate progymnasmatic
exercise (Prog. ii, p.118,6ff Sp.) defining it as a descriptive treat-
ment bringing that which is pictured vividly before the eyes (of the
hearers), cf. s.v. évapyesia. He distinguishes it from the t6mo¢ (and
here we may think especially of the Statdnwolg = dramatic
description of an event, see s.v.) by stating that while both are gen-
eral in scope (i.e. not concerning definite objects), there are two dif-
ferences. Firstly, the tOmo¢ concerns matters where moral choice is
involved, whilst a description, for the most part, concerns inanimate
objects and those things incapable of choice or purpose. In the
second place, in a tO0mog one describes the matters and adds one’s
personal opinion whether it is good or bad, but an Ex@paocig is
simply a description.

The term is also used in D.H. Imiz. 31.3.2 (p.209,8-9 U.-R.), cf.
Cic. de Orat. 3.205 (descriptio).

£hgyyog

“Refutation.” Anaximen.Lampsac. RA. 13 discusses refutation in
terms of arguments based on dvaykaiov (by nature or in our

2 On the text of Inst. 9.2.46 see M. Winterbottom, Problems in Quintilian (Institute of
Classical Studies Bulletin Supplement 25; London: University Press, 1970) 157-38.
¥ On the text, see M. Winterbottom, op.cit., 105.
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experience), and on @dvvatov (by nature or in relation to our oppo-
nent’s argument). Arist. RA. 2.22.14-15 speaks of &vBvunuara
which may be either deiktikd or &ieyktikd. This distinction is,
however, not further developed in his treatise. Later rhetorical trea-
tises generally devoted some discussion to methods of refutation,
although the details do not concern us here further than those meth-
ods falling under the purview of this glossary (see introduction), cf.
Cic. Inv. 78-96; Part. 44; de Orar. 2.215, 3311f; Quint. Inst. 5.13-
14; 6.1.4; 6.3.72-78 (refutatio in connection with jesting); D.H. Is.
15 (p.113,16-17 U.-R.). The term appears to be used in this (techni-
cal rhetorical) sense in Phld. RAh. at PHerc. 1004, col. LXXXIII
Cappelluzzo.

Erdsyng
“Ellipse,” i.e. the omission of a word(s) that needs to be understood
for the sense. Tryph. Trop. 2.17 notes that it is sometimes classified
under cuvekdoyn. Alex. Fig. 2.13 states that this figure emphasises
emotion.

éuponorg

An emotional interjectory exclamation. Rhet.Her. 4.22 (exclamatio)
restricts such an exclamation to a kind of dmootpoon (see s.v.)
which may be addressed to a person, city, place or object. He notes
that it is used to express grief or indignation and should be used
sparingly when the importance of the subject requires it. Quint. /7sz.
9.2.26-27 (exclamatio) does not restrict the exclamation to an
address, citing examples such as “liberatus sum: respiravi” and
“bene habet.” Of course even these examples may be considered a
form of &nootpopn directed at oneself. Such emotional outbursts
are termed &uPonoceig in [Comn.] RA. 19 and 237, a term used
together with oyetAiacpoi (referring more specifically to exclama-
tions of indignation). They are said to be most suited to the emo-
tional character of the £éwiAoyog in a speech.

A well-known Pauline example is to be found in Ep.Rom. 7.24.

Epgaoig
This term is used in the sense “hint” or “suggestion.” It is related
to Eugpaoctic as an image or reflection, e.g. in a mirror. Rhet.Her.
4.67 (significatio) divides it into five kinds: 1) by exsuperatio (cf.
s.v. bmepfoAn) which increases a certain suspicion, ii) by



42 GLOSSARY OF GREEK RHETORICAL TERMS

ambiguum (cf. s.v. dpwvopia), i.e. use of a double meaning, iii) by
a given consequence, i.e. when something is said which logically
follows from something else, iv) by abscisio (cf. s.v. drocidnRN-
G15), V) by similitudo (cf. s.v. dpoiwoig), i.e. laying a brief com-
parison beside the matter in discussion without comment, e.g. “Do
not, Saturninus, rely too much on the popular mob — unavenged lie
the Gracchi” (trans. Caplan). Quint. /nst. 9.3.67 is unclear, but cf.
8.2.11; 8.4.26; 9.2.64. At Inst. 8.3.83-86 he discusses two kinds:
i) a word used which means more than it says, e.g. Od. 11.523
“the Greeks descended into the wooden horse,” the word
“descended” showing at the same time the size of the horse (fur-
ther illustrated at Tryph. Trop. 2.2 and [Corm.] RA. 78); ii) a word
deliberately omitted, either by stating that you omit to say some-
thing, or by what is actually drociwdnnolg (which he admits).
Demetr. Eloc. 288-90 gives examples of both these kinds amidst a
discussion on figured speech (in the forceful style). Although he
does not specifically term these examples éupdacelg, yet he indi-
cates in his introduction to the discussion (287) that Eu@aoctc is an
important aspect of his topic. Further see Demetr. Eloc. 57, 130-
31, 171, 282-86, etc.. At §286 he suggests that it is primarily poet-
ical. Phld. Rh. 1.177 S., discussing the views of other rhetorical
theorists, mentions &u@aoclc in connection with the use of
metaphors.’® "Epeactg is further mentioned at Cic. Orat. 139 and
de Orat. 3.202.

The use of Zupacic in terms of a word meaning more than it says
can also be used to produce wit, Cic. de Orat. 2.268; Quint. Inst.
6.3.69.

D.H. Th. 16 (p.349,2 U.-R.) uses the word, but not as a technical
rhetorical term.

30 At 1.176 (col. XVIL14-17) he sets about mentioning at least three purposes of the
metaphor according to “some.” However, the text breaks off after the mention of
brevity and clarity. After two lines from which no sense can be made, we encounter
the second half of a sentence concerning what must be a comparison to the task of a
poet. The genitive construction oV [péoving ¢ [0 capeg] &xodong would appear to
have referred back to the noun €u@aoctg, as we may gather from the following sen-
tence: MMhavdo<t>v §[&] The épuedoens dg odong caenveialg fj oju[vreAobvroc]
TV O’ ad[tdv karovpélvny [Evélpysiav o0 petagépery Sila navtog (I have
substituted évépysiav for Sudhaus’ vapyesiav). The next sentence makes it clear that
Philodemus is still speaking about proposed purposes for using metaphors. The other-
wise unexpected introduction of the notion of &ugacig would suggest that the third
purpose of the metaphor belonging to the sentence broken off at 1.176 (col. XVIL17)
is Epoacic.
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Similar to Eueaotg is Ppayvtng in Tryph. Trop. 2.9 defined as a
pithy statement (e.g. dné@Beyua) with a meaning beyond that of
the literal text, see further s.v. cuvropia.

évaihalig — see s.v. GAroiwaoig I

ZvavtioTng — see s.v. £vOdunpua.

évavtioolg — see s.v. avievavtiootg and dvtigpaoig L

évapyewa

“Vividness.”

"Evapyeta is the art of vivid expression, often described in terms
of setting matters before the eyes of the audience (cf. Ep.Gal. 3.1)
and including all manner of detail. It was variously discussed by the
theorists as a figure (Rhet.Her. 4.68-69 using the term demonstra-
tio), a trope (Tryph. Trop. 2.3%1), a virtue of the narratio (81iynoic,
cf. Quint. Inst. 4.2.63; Cic. Top. 97) or more generally an important
quality of style, especially in description. As such it is foundational
to the more specific devices of StatOinwoig (cf. dSrackevn), Exepa-
o1 and gavtacic (see their separate entries).>?

Demetr. Eloc. 208-220 discusses vividness as an important qual-
ity of the plain style, noting that it is achieved by attention to detail,
repetition (cf. s.v. dthoyia), use of harsh sounding letters, and ono-
matopoeia (cf. s.v. dvouparororia). D.H. Lys. 7 describes the
gvapyelo of Lysias as a virtue (dpetn) of his style (cf. Isoc. 11,
p-70,23 U.-R.; Dem. 58, p.252,5; Imit. 31.2.5; 31.5.2). Evapyeia
is defined as a certain power which brings that which is said under
the senses. It arises from a grasp of the circumstances/ conse-
quences (ék THg T@V mopakoAiovfodviev ANYemc). At Pomp.
3.17 évépysia is described as the first of the supplemental virtues.?

31 W, Kroll rightly emends the &vépyeia in the text to &vépyeia (“Rhetorik” in Pauly’s

32

33

Real-Encyclopddie der classischen Altertumswissenschaft. Eds G. Wissowa et al. Sup-
plementband 7. [Stuttgart: J. B. Metzler, 1940] 1112).

According to [Longin.] 15.2 évapyeia is the goal of @avrtocic (where a matter is not
only vividly portrayed before the eyes of the audience, but the speaker himself appears
to see the very events taking place before his own eyes — as if in a prophetic trance, see
s.v.). According to Theon Prog. ii, p.119,28-29 Sp. it is one of the virtues of &x@pa-
o1; and defined in terms of almost being able to see that which is spoken of.

The three necessary virtues are pure language, clarity and brevity (f] kaBapa didhex-
T0g, capnvela, and cuvtopia). The supplemental virtues are manifold.
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It is also a virtue of style in Cic. Part. 20 (illustre). Quint. Inst.
4.2.63-65 discusses évapyeia (evidentia) as a virtue of the narratio.
At Inst. 8.3.61-71 it is categorised under the virtue ornatus as a styl-
istic quality. Various methods are discussed (e.g. expression of a
total picture; description of many different details;- impression of
truth). Both Rhet.Her. 4.69 and Cic. de Oratr. 3.202 state that
“vividness” is useful in amplification (a®&noig). Rhet.Her. 4.45
notes that metaphors may also be used rei ante oculos ponendae
causa.

Although Aristotle does not use the term £&vapyeswa in his
Rhetoric he does discuss the use of vivid metaphors (RA. 3.10.6-
3.11.5), lit. metaphors that are set Tpo oupdtwv (before the eyes).
This “setting before the eyes” is defined at RA. 3.10.6 as seeing
matters as they are happening instead of as future occurrences, and
at Rh. 3.11.2 in terms of signifying évépyeia (activity/ energy).

Setting a matter before the eyes is described as a figure in Cic. de
Orat. 3202 (... inlustris explanatio rerumque, quasi gerantur, sub
aspectum paene subiectio), cf. Orat. 139 (rem dicendo subiciet
oculis). In Cic. Inv. 1.107 the fifth locus or method by which to
induce pity is that of setting all one’s misfortunes individually
before the eyes so that the judge(s) seems to see before him what he
hears, cf. Rhet.Her. 4.69. At Inv. 2.78 setting a matter ante oculos is
given as one of the loci communes for the 6thols comparatio (Inv.
2.72).

At Cic. de Orat. 2.264 narratio, described in terms of setting
matters ante oculos, is discussed as a device for jesting.

évlopunpa

Lit. “consideration.” Compare £vBOuiov “scruple,” &vOOupiov
noleicOai 1 = évBupéoua, “have a scruple about.”

A primary part of rhetoric for Aristotle is argumentation as
embodied in the évBOpnua. It is well known that Aristotle devel-
oped his own theory concerning the £vOounuo by basing himself
on an analogy to his Analytics. It is not necessary to describe the
theory in full here, suffice it to say that at RA. 1.2 an &évObunpa is
described as the rhetorical equivalent of the cuAdoyiouodg (syllo-
gism) in dialectics just as the mapaderypo (example) is equivalent
to the émaywyf (induction) (RA. 1.2.8). Aristotle recognises that in
rhetorical practice there are two kinds of &vBuunpata, namely,
those whose mpotacelg (premises) are founded upon established
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views or facts and those which rely on particular methods of argu-
mentation (t6mot). Only the latter are proper rthetorical syllogisms
(évBounpara, discussed in full at RA. 2.18-26). The former actually
engage one in other disciplines to establish the necessary mpotd-
oe1c.3 The &vBbunua is thus a deductive process of reasoning, a
version of the three step syllogism (major premise, minor premise,
conclusion). ITapdaderypa and §vBOunpa are the two kinds of log-
ical proofs (wioctelc) available to the orator. The rhetorical
£vBounua, however, is not a cuAAOYIoNOG in the technical sense.
An orator never spells out a formal syllogism, but the elements
should all be present or at least clearly implied. With this definition
Aristotle is able to effectively organise various kinds of (Evteyvai)
proofs (which in rhetorical theory are usually treated separately)
under the head of the évBOunpa. Thus probabilities (eikota), signs
(omueia), evidences (TeKUMpia, i.e. necessary signs) are all materi-
als of &vBupnpata. At Rh. 2.21 even yv@par are classified as parts
of &vBvunuata. RA. 2.21-25 deals more fully with rhetorical (syllo-
gistic) évOvunpata.

In book three of the Rhetoric Armstotle comments further on
évBvunuata. Firstly, when speaking of speech that is cultured and
popular (T dotein koi T eddokipobvra), he notes that &vBoun-
poto should not be so superficial as not to teach anything, nor
should they be incomprehensible. He follows this up by noting that
the use of antithesis and vivid metaphor aid in making &vOopfpato
so. In the section on td&1¢ dealing with the proofs, Aristotle makes
a few general comments on the appropriate use of &vBvunuato
(Rh. 3.17.5-9). One must, for example, not string them one after

3% W. M. A. Grimaldi (Studies in the Philosophy of Aristotle’s Rhetoric [Hermes
Einzelschriften 25; Wiesbaden: Franz Steiner, 1972}, cf. Aristotle, Rhetoric: A Com-
mentary [New York: Fordham University Press, 1980/88] on 1.2.20-21) argues that
Aristotle means to say that the specific material for évBopfuata will be discussed
first, and then the forms of inference in which this material may be cast. On his inter-
pretation there are not two distinct kinds of &vOvpApote. Whilst this interpretation
seems attractive, for my part, I cannot but think that Aristotle is indeed distinguishing
two Kinds of évBopfpata at Ra. 1.2.20-21. He seems to be saying that some évOuun-
uata depend for their argumentative structure upon the knowledge of several different
disciplines. Others depend upon a more general argumentative structure as treated in
the kowvol témor. Nevertheless, this could be considered one of a number of inconsis-
tencies contained in the Rhetoric in which case Grimaldi may be still be correct. In any
case, it is quite possible that later rhetorical theorists read this treatise in another way,
overlooking what Aristotle says at this point, especially given his emphasis on the
évBounpa as the equivalent of the dialectical cvAAoyiopdg in RA. 1.2 generally.
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another nor use too many. They should be relevant. When exciting
emotion (n&0oc) or portraying trustworthy character (f00¢),
gvOupmpota should not be used, for the one will cancel out the
other.

Demetrius’ discussion of the &vObunua at Eloc. 30-32 is clearly
related to the Aristotelian tradition, although his material seems to
have been drawn from an intermediary source common to Quintil-
ian (see below). Aristotle’s theory has been somewhat adapted.
Demetrius defines an &vBbunua as a kind of unfinished syllogism
that is found in two forms, namely, &k péyng Asyopévn and &v
dxolovBiag oxfpott.? Firstly, whilst Aristotle certainly permitted
évBupnpato to exist in the form of unfinished syllogisms, he did
not restrict them in this way. It is clear from his explanation as a
whole that by évObunpa he generally meant a kind of syllogism in
three parts (major and minor premises, and conclusion).® Secondly,
on the surface Demetrius’ two forms seem to correspond to Aristo-
tle’s demonstrative and refutative évBopunuata (cf. Rh. 2.22.14-17;
2.25.1; 2.26.3; 3.17.13). Demetrius does not explain them any fur-
ther. Yet we have in Quint. Inst. 5.14.1-4 (cf. 5.14.24-26; 5.10.2;
9.2.106) an explanation of these forms clearly relying upon the
same source. We learn there that these two forms are two quite spe-
cific kinds of rhetorical syllogism, the one reasoning from conse-
quences employing a simple proposition with a reason attached, the
other employing contraries, i.e. using an antithetical form of reason-
ing showing the proposition to be in conflict with another consider-
ation.>” Quintilian goes on to add what seems to be another version

T accept here (following L. Radermacher [1901] and D. C. Innes [1995]) Finck’s addi-
tion of # in the text. The text thus reads: 0 §” évOounua didvord Tig ftor &x paync
heyouévn <> &v dxolovbiog oyfiuatt. The 1 is surely required by the fjtot and the
text represents a simple case of haplography. Furthermore, this addition brings the text
into line with the interpretation in Quintilian (see below) clearly based upon the same
source. Yet it should be noted that [Anon.] Fig. iii, p.111,25-26 Sp. (fourth century AD
or later) gives evidence of a different interpretation: diévola yap ot to évBbunuo
gk uhyng Aeyopévn &v dxohovbiog oynfuatt. The discussion in this treatise would
appear to be based upon an already corrupted text of Demetrius.

See also W. M. A. Grimaldi, Studies, 87-91.

H. E. Butler (in the Loeb translation) consistently translates ex consequentibus as
“from denial of consequents.” The term “‘denial” does not come from the text, nor is
it suggested by the underlying Greek (from Demetr. Eloc. 30) év dxoAlovfiag oxn-
pati. It seems influenced by the explanatory note of A. Wolf (Loeb ed. vol. 2, p.524)
who provides a dialectical interpretation of the two kinds of évBuufpota. I am not
convinced that Quintilian had such a dialectical interpretation in mind. His own expla-
nation does not seem to reflect this.
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of the second form, namely, when a reason is added to a proposition
which is contrary or dissimilar to the point of the opposition. Quint.
Inst. 5.10.2 (cf. 8.5.9-10) rightly notes that the term &vObunua was
often restricted to this latter form (the former being denoted an
émyeipnua). This represents a rhetorical definition of the
£€vBounua predating Aristotle.

Aristotle’s definition of the &vBdunpa did not become standard
within rhetorical circles. That is not to say that a kind of rhetorical
syllogism was not further developed in rhetorical theory, but the
rhetorical syllogism after Aristotle went under the term &miyeip-
nua. The standard definition of an &vBbunua in rhetorical theory
remained what it had already been before Aristotle, namely, a short
argument or consideration based on contraries.3?

This seems to be reflected in the definition provided by Anaxi-
men.Lampsac. RA. 10 (cf. 5.1-4), namely, a short consideration as to
whether any matters under discussion are in opposition to any of the
TeAMKA kKeedAaa (e.g. dikorog, voulpog, ocdueepog, ete., cf. s.v.
kepéiatov IIL) or their opposites, or the f6og Tob Aéyovtog or
£00¢ TV mpayudtov. Such considerations, together with yvauat,
are used to conclude any line of argumentation (e.g. argumentation
by gixdta or by mapadsiyuata, cf. Anaximen.Lampsac. RA. 32.6,
8; 34.11; 35.12, 15f; 36.18). Cic. Top. 55-56 likewise argues that
the &vBunpo is a short proof from contraries used as a conclusion
(example provided). The same kind of argument seems to be
intended in Rhet.Her. 4.25-26 (cf. Quint. Inst. 5.10.2) where it is
termed contrarium, e.g. “why should you think that one who is a
faithless friend can be an honourable enemy?” He states that it
ought to be one short sentence. It provides a forcible proof refuted
only with difficulty, cf. Cic. de Orat. 3.207 (contrarium) which
Quint. /nst. 9.3.90 appears to have interpreted in this sense (also
using the term &vavtidng, cf. 9.2.106).

Dionysius of Halicarnassus uses the term &v8dunpa in the gen-
eral sense of “argument,” but at Is. 16 (p.114,20-22 U.-R.) and Din.
6 (p.305,14-15) he contrasts the &vBObunpa with the émyeipnpa.
Neither term is explicitly defined but the contrast is clearly between
a simple form of argument and a syllogistic pattern of reasoning,
see s.v. gmyeipnua.

38 This fact seems not to have been noticed by W. M. A. Grimaldi who inappropriately
cites Cic. Top. 56 as if it were dealing with the same matter as £vObunpua in Aristo-
tle’s Rhetoric (Studies, 56).
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Philodemus (RA. 1.285-86 S.), in his critique of Nausiphanes,
contrasts évlvpnuota with @ AT onpeia fi motopata (“true
indications or pledges”). In the same context he speaks disparag-
ingly of xeva &vBupnpato when one is looking to treat of matters
with respect to the truth (and not mere probability). *EvOvunpata
would appear to be used here in the sense of arguments from prob-
ability (eikoTa) as over against necessary onueia (see s.v.) which
indicate the truth. His critique of rhetorical &vOvufuata surfaces
again at Rh. 2.40 S..%°

Of further interest is a comment in Quint. /zsz. 12.10.51 where it
is noted that some theorists considered the évOounpe as more fit-
ting in a written speech, the map&derypa as more fitting in a spoken
speech.

Ealhayi

A term described by Dionysius of Halicarnassus as the radical
departure from common idiom (to ££aAldrTery éx tob cvvnbovg,
Dem. 10, p.148,18 U.-R., cf. for the noun p.149,1; Dem. 13,
p.157,10; 158,6; 56, p.249,23; Th. 42, p.397,19; 47, p.404,22; 55,
p417,12; Amm. 2.3, p.425,16; Imit. 31, p.204,17). The virtue
(Gpetn) of €alAiayn in composition (cOvOec1c) is said to be one
of the distinguishing marks of Demosthenes (cf. Dem. 50, p.239,16-
23; Din. 7, p.307,1-2; 8, p.308,18-20).

The term is similarly used at Quint. /nst. 9.3.12. Cf. also s.v.
GAAol®o1G.

éspyacia

A term used in connection with the practical working out or elabora-
tion of some rhetorical exercise or argument. Such methods of “elab-
oration” are often quite detailed, outlining a step by step procedure.

The earliest example of such an &£gpyacia is found in Rhet.Her.
4.54 (expolitio). The treatise refers here to the working out of a mat-
ter in general (res).** Three ways are described in which a matter
can be varied when dwelling on the same point in the same place;

¥ In PHerc. 1674 (col. XLIV,16 Auricchio) we learn that Epicurus mentioned the tradi-
tions and rules of évOvpunfpata in his work ITepi g pnropikiic.

40 It has not infrequently been suggested that expolitio here should be likened to the exer-
cises prescribed in conjunction with a ypeia. Expolitio is itself, however, not a ypeia,
which is somer.hmg much more specific, and a.lways related to a particular person, cf.
Theon Prog. ii, p.96,18ff Sp..
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by the words, delivery and treatment. Treatment is further subdi-
vided into the use of the first person (sermocinatio) and the deliber-
ate arousal of the emotions of the audience (exsuscitatio). At 4.56-
57 a sevenfold step by step procedure is provided, consisting of: i)
a simple statement of the matter, ii) the addition of a reason, 1ii) a
restatement of the matter (with or without reasons), iv) the use of a
contrarium, v) a simile, vi) an exemplum, and vii) a conclusion. This
procedure is in many respects similar to the épyacia outlined for
the xpeia and the yvopn in [Hermog.] Prog. 3 (p.7,10-8.14 R.) and
4 (p.9,18-10,21 R.). Compare the &épyacia for the fAOonoiia, [Her-
mog.] Prog. 9 (p.21,19-22,3 R.). A less procedural &pyacia for
gmyeipnuata is supplied in [Hermog.] Inv. 3.7. Dionysius of Hali-
carnassus also uses the term (é§)epyacio for the working out of
émysipnpata/ Evlopnpuate or more generally of kepdioia, e.g.
Lys. 15 (p.26,4-5, 12 U.-R.); Isoc. 4 (p.60,14-15), 12 (p.71,16-17);
Is. 3 (p.95,17, 22); Din. 8 (p.309,1); Th. 13; cf. Alex. Fig. 1.11.
D.H. Th. 9 (p.335,18-20) treats t& wepi tag E€epyaciog as one of
the three departments of oixovouio (the duty of the orator concern-
ing the organisation of his materials).

Theon Prog. also contains a short chapter on &£epyacia pre-
served only in Armenian (there is a French translation in Patillon’s
Budé edition).

énaxorodOneig — see s.v. Emyeipnuo 1L

énavaditlwoig — see s.v. dvadiniooic.

imavainyng
L. Repetition of a particular particle to remind the listener of where

one began, e.g. of uév, Demetr. Eloc. 196. It provides an indication
of clarity appropriate to icyvotng because of its effectiveness in
avoiding ambiguity. Compare the repetition of toVvTov YAGpLv in
Ep.Eph. 3.1 and 14.

II. = dvadiniwoig II.

énavagopd — see s.v. Avapopa.

éndavodog

“Return.” An explanatory comment clarifying and distinguishing a
statement using two nouns (usually names) connected to one verb,
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e.g. Nwciog xal "Alkifuadng &ni ZikeMog v otpateiov
S1ép0s1payv. "AAKIB1AONG pEV eDTEAT) TOV TOAEUOV KATAALTDV,
Nikiag 8¢ dpyov otpatnynoag, Caecilius Fr. 73. Neither the def-
inition in Quint. /nst. 9.3.35-36 nor Alex. Fig. 2.7 demand a com-
mon verb. .

énavoplowaoic — see s.v. petafoin L

énslevypévov

Rhet Her. 4.38 discusses adiunctio, a figure involving a series of
phrases governed by one verb placed either at the beginning or the
end. When the verb is placed somewhere in the middle of the
phrases the figure is called coniunctio, which may indicate that his
source used the term ovvelgvyuévov (although I am not aware of
an extant rhetorical theorist using this term in this sense). He sug-
gests that coniunctio will be used more frequently than disiunctum
(see s.v. drelevypévov) on account of its brevity. Quint. /nst. 9.3.62
also discusses &melgvyuévov, although it is unclear whether he
intends this term to cover cases when the verb assumes the middle
position (9.3.63-64).41

Arist. Rh. 3.9.7 mentions this (using the verb &émiledyvout) as a
way in which dvtiBeotlg can be achieved. He notes a form of sole-
cism in connection with this figure at RA. 3.5.7 (when a verb is used
which is inappropriate to one of the phrases).*?

Tib. Fig. 36 terms the use of one verb governing two antithetical
clauses oulvyia.

See also s.v. {ebypo. For a Pauline example cf. Ep.Rom. 5.3b-4.

énE160010V

“Episode,” a term taken from poetic theory indicating some kind of
parenthetic narrative. See further, s.v. tapafactic.

énevlopnua

“Supplemental argument.” Thphr. Fr. 675 FHS&G would suggest
that he may have used this term. He is said to have defined it as &§

41 If so, then it would imply that the other variants discussed in this section also fall
under &nelevypévoy, i.e. i) understanding both sexes when using a masculine noun,
and ii) the interchange of singular and plural.

42 This form of solecism is commonly called “zeugma” in modern grammatical termi-
nology (cOAANy1g in Tryph. Trop. 2.10).
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énaywyng évOounpa (an enthumeme by induction). The reading of
the codices in Anaximen.Lampsac. RA. 32.1 is dubious.

ingpdTNOIG
“Rhetorical question.” See also s.v. Epdtnua and toécpA.

I. Those left unanswered by the speaker: Anaximen.Lampsac. RA.
20.5 (the prefix mpoo- is used at 20.1) lists it as a method of reca-
pitulation (whether of parts or of the whole of a speech), as does
Arist. RA. 3.19.5 (épdtnoig). Similarly, Rhet.Her. 4.22 (interroga-
tio) suggests that it is best used as amplification when points against
the adversaries have been summed up. The recommendation that
énepdrnotg be used in recapitulation is most probably connected
to the element of T&Bog in its use (rhetorical theorists generally rec-
ommended the building up of 7dBog in the &wiloyog). This is con-
firmed by Demetr. Eloc. 279 (10 épwtdvta Tovg dkobovtag Evia
Aéyeiv) who classifies it under the style dg1votng. He notes that the
listener appears to be like someone under cross examination who
has nothing to answer. It is thus a rhetorical question which expects
no answer. Quint. /nst. 9.2.6-11 emphasises that such a question is
not for gaining information but instandi gratia (for the sake of
insisting on our point/ threatening). It may also be used to invoke
pity, admiration, etc. (i.e. other wdOn). For an example see
Ev.Marc. 12.24.

II. Those answered by the speaker: [Longin.] 18 (nteboeig kai &pontn-
oe1g)® deals with questions posed by the speaker which he answers
himself. He means rhetorical questions often accompanied by their
own answer. Even if the matter is rather inferior, the quick fire
question and answer in meeting objections makes what is said both
loftier (bymAdtepoc) and more persuasive (T1ot6TEPOS), and both
gunpaxtog and coPapdg (effective and impulsive). He notes that
they should come across as unrehearsed and thus fit the emotional
moment. Ps.-Longinus also notes that the speaker himself appears to
be under cross-examination. For tebotg as a rhetorical term (unex-
plained), cf. D.H. Dem. 54 (p.246,14 U.-R.).

Rhet.Her. 4.33-34 speaks of subiectio, i.e. when the speaker asks
the opponents either what they would say in their favour, or what
they would say against himself, and then provides the appropriate

43 Perhaps it is better to read medoelg xal droxpicelg (cf. the apparatus of Jahn/
Vahlen?).
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answer. He adds that this makes it easy to amplify the indignity of
the act. Alternatively the speaker can ask a similar question of him-
self. Such questions may be accumulated. (At 4.65 [sermocinatio]
the possibility of answering such questions in a hypothetical first
person is suggested.) Quint. /nst. 9.2.14-16 also mentions this, cf.
the remark at /nsz. 9.2.36. Quint. Inst. 5.11.5 shows how such ques-
tioning can be used as an inductive argument. At Inst. 9.2.15 he
notes that some call this figure suggestio, which should be consid-
ered a Latin equivalent of Orogopd. Indeed Tib. Fig. 39 defines
bro@opd in just this way, emphasising the dialogue-like character
of question and answer. For broader definitions of the term Omo-
©opa (not restricted to the question form) see s.v. BTOPOPA.

Two good examples of &mepdtnoig from Isaeus and Demos-
thenes are cited by D.H. Is. 12-13. The figure is mentioned at Cic.
Orat. 137 = de Orat. 3.203, cf. 207. For Pauline examples see
Ep.Gal. 1.10; Ep.Rom. 3.1-9, 27-31 etc.. ’

émpPolrn — see s.v. Avapopd.

¢mdroplwoic — see s.v. altioroyia 1L

énileviig

Cic. de Orat. 3.206 (adiunctio) and Orat. 135 seem to imply the
repetition of a word either at the beginning or end of a clause, cf.
[Hdn.] Fig. iii, p.99,22-25 Sp..

énibstov

“Epithet.” Arist. RA. 3.2.14 treats of the sources of &nifgta, and
Rh. 3.3.3 of frigidity in £niBeta where he notes that prose needs to
be more restrained than poetry. At Rh. 3.7.11 he notes that the use
of &niBeta is most suited to someone speaking emotionally
(radnTik®c). PHamb. 128 fr. a (= Thphr. App. 9 FHS&G), attrib-
uted to Theophrastus, defines the &rnifetov as 10 peTd KLPIWY
dvopdtwv Aeydpevov (“that which is used in conjunction with
ordinary words,” transl. FHS&G), e.g. oidnpog aifov (“blazing”
iron) and ypvcdg ailyAnelg (“dazzling” gold). Three special kinds
of epithets are then illustrated, the double (e.g. cakecEdpog
“shieldbearing”), the triple (e.g. dotepopapuapopeyyég “star-
crystal-bright), and the privative (e.g. dntepov “wingless”). Quint.
Inst. 8.6.40-43 distinguishes the éniBetov from dvrovouacio. The
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former is a short descriptive phrase standing next to the noun in
question, whilst the latter substitutes for the noun. He stresses that
in oratory use of the £nifetov must add something to the meaning
and should not be redundant (as often in poetry). The term is also
used (in this sense) in D.H. Dem. 5 (p.137,18 U.-R.); Th. 29
(p-375,11) and more strictly grammatically in Comp. 5 (p.26,12).*

Note that énifetov and dvtovopaocio are also discussed in
grammatical treatises (as “adjective” and “pronoun” respectively).

émpovi

“Lingering.” Demetr. Eloc. 280 appears to define it as a longer
expression of the matter, i.e. dwelling on a point. He adds that it
may greatly contribute to dgivotne. Hermog. Id. 1.11 (pp.285-86
R.) also characterises this figure as belonging especially to
de1votne. He states that one should use &mipoval when dealing
with a particularly strong point, repeating it several times. He goes
on to refer to a passage in Demosthenes and remarks that there the
same thought is restated more than four times in the same place.
Alex. Fig. 1.10 defines it as dwelling upon the same thought with
abEnoic. He gives several short examples. In this respect it may be
noted that [Longin.] 12.2 uses this term to describe the effect of
abénoic.

Rhet Her. 4.58 discusses commoratio which he explains in terms
of dwelling long and often on the strongest point in the whole
speech and often returning to it. This is somewhat different from
émpovn proper, which designates lingering on the same point in
the same place, cf. Cic. de Orat. 3.203. I am not aware of an extant
Greek source which makes this distinction.

The figure is mentioned at Cic. Orat. 137 = de Orat. 3.202. Cf.
s.v. AemTOAOYiA.

For a possible Pauline example, see £p.Rom. 1.24-32.

dmimhokm — see s.v. EnolKodOUNCLC.
émripneig

A phrase used to heighten the intensity of a particular word, Alex.
Fig. 2.28. Alexander suggests three ways in which this might be

4 The term is found once in Philodemus, in a fragment without context (fr. 20a,5 Fer-
rario).
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accomplished, i) by repeating the same word (= dvadinimoig IL.),
ii) by using a word which emphasises the difference in intensity (e.g.
o0 Qihia, GAA’ pwg), iii) by using the strongest possible term to
describe the concept (e.g. dpyileto, od pév odv, AL’ Euaivero).
The last two methods are hardly distinguishable and form a special
case of petafoin I. Alexander notes brroAAayn as a synonym.

émponn
In Rhet Her. 4.39 permissio occurs when the speaker surrenders the -
whole matter (or himself) to the will of another. It is used especially
to invoke misericordia. Rut.Lup. 2.17 identifies this figure as
gmtponn, cf. [Hdn.] Fig. iii, p.98,21 Sp.®>. It is mentioned at Cic.
de Orat. 3.207, cf. Quint. Inst. 9.2.25 (permissio).

émpoyaouos

Reference to a number of various matters in rapid succession with-
out detailed description. Alex. Fig. 1.17 likens it to cuvafpoioudg
and émtponn, but notes that the difference is that it brings together
very separate matters which are stated for the sake of credibility.
Wherein this credibility lies is not said, but the example provided
shows that this figure may be used when quick reference to a num-
ber of varying examples may be deemed expedient. It is mentioned
at Cic. de Orat. 3.202 (reading percursio, cf. Aq.Rom. Fig. 6),
where it is contrasted to a vivid description (cf. s.v. &évapyeia).

In the nature of the case, when mopdAietyig (see s.v.) is used to
surreptiously refer to several matters briefly, the figure of &mitpoy-
acpog is present, cf. Schem.Dian. 9.

émupopd
/...x/...x/ A common synonym is dvtiotpoon, cf. Alex. Fig. 2.4;
DH. Dem. 40 (10 davnotpépovta, p.217,11 U.-R)), 50
(&vtictpoen, p.125,18). It is further mentioned at Rhet.Her. 4.19
(conversio); Rut.Lup. 1.8; Cic. Orat. 135 = de Orat. 3.206; Quint.
Inst. 9.3.30-34. See further the endnote to the glossary. For a Pauline
example see 1 Ep.Cor. 13.11.

4 gmitponn 8¢ &tav 1ol kobOVOLY EMTPEYMUEV TNV TAV TPAYHATOV Tj dvoudtwv
gEovoiav, ¢ mapd @ BOpwidn nopeicayetar fi "Avdpouéda Aéyovoa 1d
Ilepoet,

diyov 8¢ u’ @ Eév’, eite mpdomolov BEAELS,
git’ Ghoyov, gite duwida.
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imoavnua.
A maxim added as a finishing touch. Demetr. Eloc. 106-111 defines
the &mip@dvnua in terms of a phrase added for decoration (and thus
not necessarily connected to the foregoing argument or narrative, cf.
§114). It is distinguished from the yvdun in that a yvoun does not
always take the final position.

The é¢medvnpua is thus a yvéun used to close a passage or argu-
ment. That all manner of arguments were frequently closed in this
way is clear from the sources, cf. Anaximen.Lampsac. Ra. 32.3;
Quint. Inst. 8.5.11, 13-14. See further s.v. yvdun. Quintilian com-
plains that such closing maxims were popularly used in the schools
to function as transitus (petafdoeic) thus obscuring somewhat the
transition from one section to another (/nst. 4.1.77-79, see s.v.
petafactc).

[Longin.] 4.3, using the verb form, criticises an émipdvnua from
the history of Timaeus as frigid. Timaeus’ émipdvnpa takes the
form of an impossible &tvpoioyio based on proper nmames. Plu.
Nic. 1 adds another example from Timaeus. Theon notes that t0
gmawvelv is not fitting for history or political speech but is more
suited to the theatre or stage (Prog. ii, 91,12-14 Sp.), although he
admits its use if it is not too obvious (Prog. ii, 91,23ff Sp.). The
effect is then graceful (&niyapig).

In Theon’s chapter on the ypeia (Prog. ii, p.103 Sp.) émpwvely
is introduced as one of the ways in which yp&iol can be practised,
namely, by briefly and suitably saying some approving words about
it, e.g. that it is GAn6ég, KaAdv, cuppépov, or approved by other
reputable men. Similarly, the chapter on &ynoig describes
Emipmvelv as one of the exercises for a dinynoig (Prog. ii, pp.91-
92 Sp.). Theon suggests adding a yvédun in connection with each
part of the dinynoic. Without explicitly using the same noun or
verb, the same exercise is applied to the fable (ub00g). He speaks
here of adding the moral (yvouikdv Adyov = éniloyog) to a fable,
Prog. 3 (i1, p.75,19-76,5 Sp.).

See further D.H. Th. 48 (p.407,21 U.-R.); [Hermog.] Inv. 4.9;
S.E. M. 2.57 and possibly Phid. Rh. 1.173 S..

gmyeipnpa
Although this term may simply mean “argument” (as it often does
in later authors), we refer here to more specific definitions in rhetor-

ical theory.
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We know from D.L. 5.43, 47, 49 that already Theophrastus had
written separately on émiygipfpota and évlopnuata (cf. Fr. 666,
673ab FHS&G and cf. s.v. énevOdunua).*® The essence of the
rhetorical émiyeipnua can be traced in early Latin treatises:

1. Rhet.Her. 2.28-30 (the Greek term is cited at §2.2) divides it into
five parts: propositio, ratio (briefly giving a causal basis), rationis
confirmatio, exornatio (including amplification), and conplexio (a
brief summary conclusion — called conclusio at 3.16). The last two
parts are optional. Faults applicable to each part are described in
2.31-47. According to W. Kroll this non-syllogistic definition of the
émyeipnua was frequently maintained by later writers, but repre-
sents a poor reproduction of the (same) Greek theory underlying
both Rhet.Her. and Cic. Inv..*

II. A form of rhetorical syllogism most often divided into five parts.
Note that already in the Topica of Arstotle an émiyeipnua is
defined as cuAAOYIOUOG S1aiekTikdG, that is, a syllogism based on
generally accepted premises (as opposed to the ©riocdonpa =
GUALOYIoNOG EmodelkTiKOg, i.e. a syllogism based on necessary
premises, cf. Top. 162a, 100a). In this sense the émyeipnua is a
rhetorical adaption from dialectics.

Cic. Inv. 1.57-77 (ratiocinatio, cf. Quint. Inst. 5 10.5-6) repro-
duces this five part division as follows: i) major premise (proposi-
tio), ii) supporting argument (propositionis approbatio), iil) minor
premise (assumptio = npdoinyig, cf. Div. 2.108), iv) supporting
argument (assumptionis approbatio), v) conclusion (complexio). He
notes that some treat parts i-ii and iii-iv as inseparable entities
resulting in a three part division. He adds that if one of the premises
is a necessary argument, then it obviously needs no supporting argu-
ment. A variety of ways of formulating the conclusion are discussed
at 1.73-74. Refutation is discussed at 1.87-89. Quint. /nst. 5.14.5-23
discusses the émiyeipnpa in similar fashion, arguing for the tripar-
tite division.

It is clear that this syllogistic approach to the &émiyeipnua was
standard in Hellenistic rhetoric. As such, the doctrine of the &miy-
eipnua clearly corresponds to what Aristotle was getting at with the

46 The long list of the works of Theophrastus in Diogenes is actually a composite of four
different lists. The reference to a work on émiyeipfipata at # 37 is probably the same
as that of # 270.

47 “Das Epicheirema” (Adademie der Wissenschaften in Wien: Philosophisch-his-
torische Klasse; Sitzungsberichte (1936) 216.2, pp.5-8.
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gvOounuo. Aristotle’s idiosyncratic use of the term gv@opunuo did
not catch on, but his concept of rhetorical syllogistic reasoning did.
Apparently the first extant Greek rhetorical theorist to clearly distin-
guish between &vBounpa and &myeipnua is Dionysius of Halicar-
nassus (Din. 6, p.305,15-16 U.-R. where the émiygipnua is clearly
considered to be an expanded form of &vOounpa, cf. Isoc. 12,
p-71,16-17 U.-R.; Is. 16). In Is. 16 the terms are not explained but a
good example of the syllogistic émiysipnua is given. At Is. 17 a
citation from Isaeus provides an excellent example of an émyeip-
nua, where the major premise (p.116,9-13 U.-R.) is cast in the form
of a dtkfupatov which is then refuted (p.116,13-18). The minor
premise follows with reference to its proof (p.116,18-21), and then
the conclusion (p.116,21 — p.117,1). Other examples follow.*® The term
is elsewhere used at Lys. 23 (p.26,5 U.-R.); Isoc. 4 (p.60,15); Is. 3
(p.95,22); Dem. 46 (p.231,7); 55 (p.248,8-9); Amm. 1.8 (p.266,17);
Din. 8 (p.308,21, p.309,1).

Related to the émiyeipnua is Cicero’s discussion of the argumen-
tatio in Part. 46. He divides it into two forms, direct and emotional.
The direct argumentation puts forward a proposition which is then
proved, supported, and returned to by drawing a conclusion. The
emotional form of argument first takes up the supporting arguments
and then, having excited the emotions, throws in the proposition at
the end. If the conclusion is obvious it need not be explicitly drawn.

A later treatise dedicated to the émiyeipnpa is Minucianus’ wepi
émyeipnudrov (probably third century AD).

III. For another, apparently common, definition of émiygipnpuo as an
argument from consequents see Quint. Inst. 5.10.2 (cf. s.v.
gvBounua). Note that at Quint. Inst. 9.2.106 (cf. 103) it appears that
Celsus thought the term &mokoAolOnoic used by Gorgias the
Younger (first century BC) probably synonymous with vy eipnua
in this sense.

£TOLKOOOUTGIG
A figure wherein the principal word(s) of each clause is repeated in
the next and used to build an argumentative chain, e.g. odx gimov

48 In this respect I am less inclined than W. Kroll (Epicheirema, 17) to think that the
rhetorical syllogistic éntyeipnpa was pure theory with no practical significance. This
more especially when due consideration is given to what is said in the theorists con-
cerning various ways in which the “standard” (or perhaps better, “theoretically ideal™)
five part division may be shortened.
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pév tadta, odk Eypaya 3¢ 00d” Eypaya pév, ovk énpécPevoa
8&- 008’ énpécPevoa pév, ok Encioa 8¢ OnPaiovg (D. 18.179).
It is defined in Anaximen.Lampsac. RA. 3.11 (with an example —
one of the seven Tpdmor adEfoewc); Arist. Rh. 1.7.31; GA
1.18.34; and Rut.Lup. 1.13 (who uses the term &mimloxm). Both
Anaximenes and Aristotle argue that the original subject appears
much greater because it is the cause of so many things. It was used
both in serious and comic contexts (cf. Aristotle’s citation of
Epicharmus, and D. 18.179). Demetr. Eloc. 270 prefers the term
KATpaE (“ladder”) and compares it to one stepping up to greater
and greater things. Rhet.Her. 4.34-35 (gradatio) notes that it has a
certain attractiveness (lepor). [Longin.] 23.1 classifies xAiuag
together with d&6poiwopdg and petaforny (II.) as forms of
noAbnTeta.*’ All three are said to be Tavv Gyoviotikd. At §11.2
énowkodopia (an equivalent term) is listed among the methods of
at&no1g.>® Quint. Inst. 9.3.54-57 recommends sparing use because
of its affected nature. The figure is mentioned at Cic. Orat. 135 and
possibly intended at de Orat. 3.207 (gradatio). Alex. Fig. 2.8 allows
that the repeated word in the xAipo& be a synonym. For Pauline
examples see Ep.Rom. 5.3-5; 8.29-30; 10.14-15.

érmoikodopia — see the note s.v. aténoig on [Longin.] 11.2, and the
- entry s.v. €TOLKO3OUNO1G.

épyacia — see s.v. Eepyacia.

épOTNnRO
Alex. Fig. 1.22 defines it as a question requiring only a yes or no
answer. Contrast mooua, and cf. s.v. gngpdinoic.

épATNOIS — see s.v. EMEPDTINOIC.

foynpaticpivog Aoyog
“Figured speech.” In rhetorical theory the term “figures” (e.g. of
speech) often had the same meaning as it has in English, but it could
also refer to a more specific use of figures often referred to as
éoymuationévog Adyoc. In this case the term oyfjua took on

4 But see s.v. nolbrrwtov for a suggestion on the text of Ps.-Longinus at this point.
30 See s.v. aBEnoug for a note on the text of Ps.-Longinus at this point.
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another connotation, best indicated by the definition of the cynic
philosopher and rhetor Zoilos (fourth century BC): oyfiud gotiv
&tepov pév mpoornoleicbal, Etepov 3¢ Aéyerv (L. Radermacher,
Art. Script. B XXXV Fr. 2). Demetr. Eloc. 287-98 notes that this
more specific use of the term refers to the use of figures to hide or
cover what one actually wants to say. It is a way of softening one’s
critique especially if that critique was to be presented to people high
in authority. Two reasons for using figures in this way are given,
dopdiela and ednpénela (“caution” and “propriety”). [Longin.]
17, however, wamns against too obviously cloaking everything in
figures in these situations as this arouses suspicion. One must use
figures in such a way that they appear not to be figures. This is best
achieved by ensuring that the figures are sublime for then their sub-
limity strikes one so much that the fact that a figure is used recedes
into the background.’! Quint. Inst. 9.2.65-107 discusses figured
speech under three uses, caution (9.2.67-75), propriety (9.2.76-95),
and charm (venustas, 9.2.96-107). The famous Asianist orator of the
late first century AD, Scopelian, is said to have excelled in this kind
of figured oratory (Philostr. VS 519), as are later orators. Two trea-
tises probably to be dated to the early third century AD (wrongly
attributed to Dionysius of Halicarnassus, cf. Radermacher, pp.xxiii —
xxiv, Teubner ed.) deal in detail with this kind of figured speech,
[D.H.] RA. 8 and 9, cf. [Hermog.] Inv. 4.13; Aps. Prob.. The treatises
clearly presuppose earlier discussion (no longer extant), cf. Rh. 8.1.

étepoinoig
A term used at Quint. /nsz. 9.3.12 of phrases which depart from nor-
mal idiom for the sake of novelty and usually also brevity. Quintil-
ian notes that this term is not dissimilar to é£alAayn (see s.v.). He
lists it together with that group of “grammatical” figures elsewhere
known as GAAOI®G1G (see s.v.).

étoporoyia
The use of an (often suspect) etymology in terms of definition, e.g.
Cic. Top. 10, 35-37; de Orat. 2.165; Quint. Inst. 1.6.29; 5.10.55,
59; 7.3.25. With respect to names (including puns) see also the
TOmocg in Arist. RA. 2.23.29; Theon Prog. ii, p.111,4-11 Sp.; Quint.

5! The notion of concealing one’s craft in speech-making was a general commonplace
among the theorists. For a long list of references see Caplan’s note to Rhet.Her. 4.10
(pp-250-51 Loeb ed.).
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Inst. 5.30-31. See also cvlvyia L. and dvoparonotia II. For a New
Testament example see Ep.Hebr. 7.1-2.

£OQTUIGHOG
“Euphemism,” cautiously classified under the style degivotng at
Demetr. Eloc. 281, cf. Quint. /nst. 9.2.92 (under a discussion of
éoxnuatiouévog Aoyog). It is also termed avtigpacig 610 tod
ropakelnévov (see s.v. Gvtippaocic L).

Cebypa
Although there is a lacuna in the text, it seems clear that Alex. Fig.
2.17 uses this term to cover cases of die{evypévov, énelevyuévov
and “cvvelevypévov,” cf. the concluding remarks to the discus-
sion of disiunctum, coniunctio and adiunctio in Rhet.Her. 38 where
he states that these three figures belong to one genus.

nBoloyia
See s.v. yopaxktnpiopds IIL It is a doubtful reading in Quint. /nst.
1.9.3 and Suet. Gram. 4 (instead of aetiologia).

f0onotia

I. Quint. /nst. 9.2.58-59 uses this term to describe descriptions of oth-
ers’ characteristics (imitatio morum alienorum), either in terms of
words or actions (he gives pipnocig as a synonym). Such descrip-
tions go back at least as far as Theophrastus’ work 70wkoi
XOPaKTTpeC.>? Rhet.Her. 4.63-65 (notatio) also notes the descrip-
tion of particular kinds of character (e.g. the boastful man) by
means of describing various things that such a man would do. He
adds that such descriptions have great attraction. Cic. de Orat. 3.204
(= Orazr. 138, cf. 139) states that such descriptions have the effect of
either calming or exciting an audience. See also YaPAKTNPLOUOG

I1I.
Rut.Lup. 1.21 unfortunately does not define the term fjfomotia
but gives two examples. These examples both clearly describe a
particular character, but their descriptions are at the same time
essentially couched in language given in the first person. Rutilius
thus seems to form a bridge between definition I. and definition II.

32 Note that Arist. Rh. 2.12-17 gives an analysis of characters in terms of four factors:
naon, EEetg, HAakiar and toyat.
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II. The exercise termed fjfomoiio in the later mpoyvuvécpota is
essentially a form of tpoconronoiia. Strictly speaking fjforotia is
npocmronotlia of a human person, whether a specific person, or a
kind of person (e.g. a painter). When used in this sense, the term
npocononotia is restricted to exercises in which non-human per-
sons are made to speak (mostly abstract qualities). For such
fifonotia see [Hermog.] Prog. 9 and Lib. Eth.. Alex. Fig. 1.15
restricts fjfomotia to existing persons. Quint. /nst. 6.2.17 seems to
be referring to general fiBomotiat (i.e. of kinds of people) when he
speaks of the §fn practiced in the schools.>® In the general sense,
this meaning is identical to fjfomotia I..

III. D.H. Lys. 8 uses fifonotia of providing a favourable presentation
of the character of the speaker throughout the speech (a term, he
claims, that is used by many in this sense). Dionysius, admiring this
virtue (dpetn) in Lysias, breaks it down into the common analyti-
cal trio dwavola, AE1g and odvOeoic (cf. the structure of Demetr.
Eloc.). "HBomovia here refers to the portrayal of a character both
suitable for the speaker for whom the speech is written, and a char-
acter which makes a positive impression upon the audience. At Lys.
19, Dionysius analyses the way in which Lysias uses three kinds of
proofs (derived from Auristotle, cf. RA. 1.2), proofs from the matter,
from the character of the speaker (R0oc) and from emotions
(m6080¢). His discussion of proofs derived from the character of the
speaker is related to his earlier discussion of the virtue of ffonrotia.
Here he explicitly suggests that the character of the speaker should
be made trustworthy (p.31,11 U.-R., cf. Arist. RA. 1.2.4). The term
is further used at Isoc. 11 (p.71,5); Imit. 31 (p.205,5). See also s.v.
n60c.

1100¢ (and maBoc)

I. “Character” and “emotion.”>* Although often used as technical
terms in secondary literature, these terms are not generally used in a
specifically technical sense in the rhetorical treatises.

"HOog and né0og are sources for two of the three kinds of proofs
outlined in Aristotle’s treatise (RA. 1.2 and ffoc 2.1.1-7, néBog

33 M. Winterbottom (private letter dated 4 July, 1995) would interpret these #10n as con-
troversiae involving characterisation (fj01kai).

3¢ The following description is in large part indebted to J. Wisse, Ethos and Pathos from
Aristotle to Cicero (Amsterdam: A. M. Hakkert, 1989) to which the reader is referred
for a detailed examination of the subject.
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2.1.8-2.11 and a supplementary analysis of the various characters of
people at 2.12-17). Proof through #foc concerns the enhancement
of the trustworthiness of the speaker, whilst proof through m&60¢g
concems the effecting of the whole range of emotions.> Aristotle
classified proofs through f8og and m&fog together with more
strictly rational argumentation as the three kinds of proofs available
to the orator.

This classification was not followed in rhetorical theory gener-
ally, which relegated portrayal of character to the mpooiptov, and
excitement of emotion to the &rniloyog. Even Aristotle himself
introduces again both portrayal of character and excitement of emo-
tion in his discussion of the parts of a speech. Aristotle, however,
places both concepts in the énidoyog (RA. 3.19), and he does not
explicitly use the term fj8oc here, although he discusses topics
which are generally associated with proof through character portrayal,
i.e. making the audience favourable to oneself and unfavourable to
the opponent. Anaximenes, whilst not using these terms, places the
concept of effective character portrayal in the mpooiptov of both
deliberative and judicial speeches (Anaximen.Lampsac. Rh. 29.1,
6-9; 36.3-6) and the concept of exciting the emotions in the con-
clusion of a judicial speech (RA. 36.29). The concept of character
portrayal is also found in the conclusion of a defense speech
(Rh. 36.45). Both Rhet.Her. 1.6, 8; 2.47-50 and Cic. Inv. 1.20-22,
100-109 include the effective character portrayal and excitement of
the emotions respectively in the Tpooiptov and éniloyog of a judi-
cial speech.

The terms 1j00¢ and wdBoc can be found throughout the rhetori-
cal treatises of Dionysius of Halicarnassus who adopted them along
Aristotelian lines, cf., for example, Lys. 19 for an analysis of Lysias
based on the Aristotelian scheme.”®

In [Longin.] 9.15 (cf. 9.13-14) we see m&Bog (emotion) con-
trasted with §0oc¢ (narrative-like characterisation).

Cicero in the de Oratore returned to the threefold classification of
proofs deriving from Aristotle, thereby emphasising the use of char-
acter portrayal and excitement of emotion throughout a speech, not
only in passages specifically designed to effect the one or the other

55 For Anaximenes’ classification of the argumentative use of wé6n as a kind of &ikoc,

see s.v. glkdc.

% Dionysius is one of the few authors from the first century BC of whom we can be sure

that he personally studied the treatise of Aristotle on rhetoric.
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(de Orat. 2.310). However, the content of his remarks on these sub-
Jects (de Orat. 2.178-216, 310-12) shows that he defined proof
through character portrayal in terms of the effecting of those mild
emotions which produce benevolentia (goodwill or sympathy) in the
audience with respect to either the orator or his client (reflecting the
Roman practice of advocacy).”’ Proof through the excitement of
emotion involves the effecting of the violent emotions. Note that
Cicero studiously avoids the use of technical terms in this treatise,
and never specifically uses the terms 8og or ©60og or any techni-
cal Latin equivalent.

Quint. /nst. 6.2.8-9 appears to go one step further in terms of def-
inition. In a difficult passage he notes that the term j8o¢ in rhetori-
cal contexts appears to mean more than just character (mores), but
morum quaedam proprietas (“certain properties of character” or,
perhaps, “a certain appropriateness of character”?)®. He goes on to
suggest that more cautious writers explain &0 and %01 in terms
of violent and mild emotions respectively. His discussion of f80¢
and naBog is placed under his treatment of the éniloyog (admitting
that their use is also important in the Tpooipiov and, although less
s0, in other parts of the speech).

Demetr. Eloc. 226 suggests that fjfoc is especially important in
letters, where a letter is described as “virtually an image of the soul
of the writer.”* Further comments are found at Eloc. 28.

Both 301 and fiOn are mentioned at Phid. RA. 1.164 S. as 167
g¢ykataokebov AOGyov (forms of elabourate speech) but not
explained.

See also s.v. fbororia ..

IL. See s.v. ABonotia II..

0¢o1g
An argumentative treatment of a theme which lacks the specifics of
person and circumstances, e.g. whether one ought to marry. The
term On60eo1g is used for a specific case, e.g. whether Cato should
marry (on 0¢o1¢/ bndBeoig generally, see Quint. [nsz. 3.5.5-18). A
0éo1¢ may include indefinite persons or circumstances, e.g. whether

37 D.H. Lys. 19 (p.31,15-16 U.-R.) also thought that for the presentation of a trustworthy
character (180c), the application of mild emotions (m@fn pétpia) were appropriate.

8 The latter possibility is suggested by J. Wisse (Ethos, 5) who in turn references G. M.
A. Grube, The Greek and Roman Critics (London: Methuen, 1965) 291.

3 This seems to be an adaption of a common saying, cf. D.H. 1.1.
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a king should marry; whether those under siege ought to send an
army abroad. Quint. /nst. 3.5.11 also mentions another (less com-
monly accepted) way of defining the difference, which explains the
9éo1g as contemplative (e.g. whether Orestes was rightly acquitted)
and the bnoBso1g as active (e.g. that Orestes did not commit the
crime). In this sense, the OndBeo1g deals with the case actively,
whilst the 8¢c1g looks back on it.

The use of Béce1g has its background in philosophy, particularly
the Peripatetic and (especially since the turn to scepticism) Acade-
mic schools (cf. Cic. de Orar. 3.109-110; Orat. 46, 127; Theon
Prog. ii, p.69,1-4 Sp.; Phld. RA. 2.173 (fr. 12) S.; Quint. Inst.
10.2.25).%0

Certain Hellenistic rhetorical theorists from the time of Hermago-
ras (second century BC) incorporated B€cg1g into their systems, but
there is evidence that Béce1g were sometimes little more than men-
tioned (cf. Cic. Inv. 1.8; de Orat. 2.78).5' Rhetorical theory was
more concerned with droBéoeig. Cicero, in accordance with the
attempt to synthesize rhetoric and philosophy in his later rhetorical
treatises, championed the value of 8éceig for the training of the
orator. He also incorporated an expanded discussion of the analysis
of Béceig given in de Orar. 3.109-119 into Part. 61-68 (and again
later, more briefly, in Top. 79-90).5 The inclusion of 8éce1g into
rhetorical theory from the second century BC on was probably to
deliberately incorporate philosophy into the scope of rhetorical edu-
cation.

Although we cannot be sure how school rthetoric dealt with
fécelg in the first or second centuries BC (did they do anything
more than mention them?), by the first century AD we find the

See further, H. Throm, Die Thesis: Ein Beitrag zu ihrer Entstehung und Geschichte
(Paderbom: Ferdinand Schéningh, 1932) 171-83.

Cic. Inv. 1.8 is itself evidence that this trend was not universal. He denies that 8écgig
have a place in rhetorical theory. Apollodorus (c. 104-22 BC), who taught at Rome, is
also known to have criticised Hermagoras on this point, arguing against the distinction
bndbecie/ Béoig altogether (see Aug. Rhet. 5). On the other hand, we know that
Athenaeus (second century BC, a rival of Hermagoras) emphasised the close connec-
tion between the dn68so1g and 8€c1g by calling it pars causae (cited in Quint. nst.
3.5.5). Theodorus of Gadara (fl. 33 BC) called the Béoig, kepdratov év Dnobécet
(cited in Theon Prog. ii, p.120,19 Sp.). This is probably to be connected with
Theodorus’ gtéoig theory, see kepaiaiov L.

Cicero’s discussion in de Oratore differs in one respect, in that he asserts that his
analysis applies to both consultationes (0écelg) and causae (drnoBéceis), de Orat.
3.111-12.
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0éo1¢ grouped among the various preliminary exercises commonly
known as mpoyvpvéopata. That 5ol became a standard exer-
cise among the tpoyvpuvdopata is clear from Quint. /nst. 2.4.24-
32 and Theon Prog. ii, p.120,12ff Sp.. Theon’s treatment of 6¢celg
is quite clearly very rhetorical, and also polemical against philoso-
phy. He divides 6éc¢1¢ into those which are Bswpmntikai and those
which are mpaktikei (Prog. ii, p.121,6-17 Sp.). Although this
seems to reflect the division in Cicero (Part. 61-68; de Orat.
3.109-119; Top. 79-90) into the O¢c1¢ cognitionis and actionis, the
analysis is quite different. Theon refers to the Oswpmtikoi as
philosophical and the mwpaxtikai as rhetorical. However, he goes
on to argue that rhetoric is just as able to treat of philosophical as
rthetorical Oéce1g. He provides a detailed list of tomot for dealing
with 6éce1¢ and adds remarks on the ordering of material, abénoug,
and other typical rhetorical methods. Cicero, on the other hand,
deals with the 8¢01G cognitionis in terms of a simple application of
o18o1¢ doctrine. The 68€o1g actionis is divided into that concerning
instruction in duty (e.g. to parents) and that concerning the calming
or arousing of emotions (explained as incorporating various kinds
of consolation or exhortation in Cic. de Orat. 3.118).5 Clearly both
kinds of 8¢ce1g in the Partitiones are philosophical in origin.

In Cic. Orat. 125 the Béc1c, along with ai&nog, are described as
two important forms of ornatus (rhetorical ornamentation). Cicero
is refering to the discussion of a general question in the midst of a
speech. This reflects his views as outlined in de Orat. 2.133-47;
Top. 80 (cf. Part. 61) and Oratr. 45-46 that every concrete case
(brbéBeo1g) may be brought back to a general theme underlying it
(cf. Quint. /nst. 10.2.18). This concept is not only useful in terms of
investigating possible arguments (by way of abstract témot), but the
general underlying theme may also be separately handled in one’s
speech (de Orat. 3.120; Quint. /nst. 3.5.13 and see D.Chr. 38 for an
example). '

Dionysius of Halicarnassus does not use the term 0€o1g in the
sense discussed here, but the term dn66eoi¢ (in terms of the con-
crete case or subject in question) is frequent.

For 6éosg1c described as tomot, see s.v. tomog IV.

iocok®Aov — see 5.v. TOPLCWOOIC.

6 Compare Sen. Ep. 94-95.
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KaTAYPMNOoLS
Aristotle (cited in Cic. Orat. 94) terms it a kind of metaphor involving

a misuse of words (abusio). Cicero gives the example of minutus
animus instead of parvus animus, and adds that the misuse of related
words can be used for pleasure or because it is appropriate, cf. de
Orat. 3.169; Rhet Her. 4.45 (abusio). Quint. Inst. 8.6.34-36 (abusio)
gives similar examples, e.g. equum divina Palladis arte aedificant
(“they built a horse by the divine art of Pallas™), cf. Insz. 10.1.12. He
defines it, however, as the use of the nearest term for a matter where
no proper term exists (cf. Inst. 8.2.6, and also Cic. Orat. 82, 92 who
classifies this figure under metaphor and not xatdypnoig). It is in
this respect distinct from a metaphor which uses another word where
a normal word exists (similarly Tryph. Trop. 1.2), though he admits
that the poets frequently use xotdy pnoig where other terms do exist.
How is this then distinguished from metaphor? It would seem only
by a use that strikes one as incorrect. He also distinguishes it from the
substitution of words with quite different meanings, e.g. virtus
instead of temeritas. Katéypnotg is thus the substitution of a closely
related word that is nevertheless wrongly used. It is mentioned as an
acceptable figure of speech in D.H. Comp. 3 (p.11,17 U.-R.).

K. Barwick argues that xatdypnocic in the strict sense (a con-
ventional word used wrongly to indicate something for which there
is no conventional word) was the definition developed by the Stoa%.
This kind of katéypnoic is one of several solutions when an author
is looking for a word to describe something for which there is no
conventional term. Two other solutions would be either to coin a
new word, or to use Tepippacic. Both of these other options are
also discussed by rhetorical theorists.

Kataypnoic thus lies on the border between barbarism (Bop-
Bapiouodc) and the effective use of a trope, a distinction also recog-
nised as difficult by the ancients, cf. Quint. /nsz. 1.5.5. It is a partic-
ularly difficult trope for us to isolate, depending upon a very precise
knowledge of the kinds of contexts appropriate to any word. In gen-
eral we rely upon the suggestions of ancient authors. Gregory of
Nyssa (hom. in I Cor. 15:28 M. 44.1324) considers Paul’s use of
kexévotal TioTig at Ep.Rom. 4.14 to be an example of xatdypm-
o1 (in malam partem).

% Probleme der stoischen Sprachlehre und Rhetorik, Abhandlungen der Séchsischen
Akademie der Wissenschaften zu Leipzig: Philologisch-historische Klasse Bd. 49 Heft 3
(Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 1957) 90-91, 96-7.
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kateotpappivn (AEEw/ épunveia)
Lit. “turned-down style.” A term used in both Aristotle and
Demetrius for periodic style (though defined somewhat differently).
See s.v. mepiodog. )

KEKPLPEVOV .

A judgement of popular opinion or some other authority used to
buttress an argument. Anaximen.Lampsac. RA. 1.13-24 discusses it
as one kind of argument to be employed in conjunction with the
TeEALKA kepdAara (a later term, cf. §1.4-12, and s.v. xepdiaiov
II1.). Four classes are distinguished (§1.13), judgements made by
gods, men, reputable judges, or our opponents. This argument is an
(abstract) k0O1vOG TOTOG in Arist. RA. 2.23.12 (it is also one of the
toémol in Theon Prog. ii, p.108,29-32 Sp.). Arist. Rh. 3.15.8 men-
tions the refutation of a use of a kpicig as a slander against the
speaker. Quint. Insz. 5.11.36-44 also uses the term xpiocig, but
Testricts it to popular sayings or opinions. Judicial decisions are dis-
cussed at Inst. 5.2. Cic. Inv. 1.48 divides this argument into three
classes: i) those with religious sanction, e.g. made under oath; ii)
from the common practice of mankind; iii) an approved judgement
(made, for example, by some special vote). Refutation of kpiceig
is discussed at Inv. 1.82-83. See also Rhet.Her. 2.19-20 (iudicatum)
who notes that such judgements may often contradict each other,
requiring a comparison of the judges, times, and number of judge-
ments. For the relation of kexpipuévov to dpiopndg see Arist. Rh.
2.23.8 (the third and fourth examples of 6piopdg) and Rut.Lup.
2.5.

Philodemus, although he does not use these terms in respect of
rhetorical theory, does use the term kexpipévov of popular opin-
ions (PHerc. 1674, col. XXV,21-22 Auricchio) which the rhetors
seek to follow (instead of philosophical truth). The term xpicig is
used of a judgement or opinion from authorities (PHerc. 1674,
col. XXII1,22; LII,32; LVII,33 Auricchio).

For a New Testament example compare Paul’s reported use of
quotations from Greek poets, ActAp. 17.28.

KEQAALaL0V
1. The school of Theodorus apparently used the term xgpdiaiov in
many different senses (Quint. Inst. 3.11.27). In terms of otdo1g the-
ory, Theodorus seems to have spoken of xepaloia yevikdTaTa
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instead of oTéoe1c.5° Subordinate ctacelg were termed capita spe-
cialia (Quint. Inst. 3.6.2; 3.11.3, 27; Aug. Rhet. 12).56 Quintilian
also notes that he used the term xe@dAaiov to designate the propo-
sitio cum adfirmatione. We learn from Theon (Prog. ii, p.120,19
Sp.) that Theodorus designated the 8¢o1g as ke@GAatov év drnobé-
cel and he seems to equate it with Hermagoras’ designation of the
fécic as 1O kprvopevov.’ These definitions are probably to be
connected with Theodorus’ otéotlg theory, but if we compare
Theon Prog. ii, p.69,1-6 Sp. it is just possible that Theodorus meant
a thetic section in a speech (i.e., a treatment of the theme in a gen-
eralised way, cf. s.v. B€éo1c).

In later rhetorical treatises (as already in the fourth century BC ora-
tors) the term ke@aAaiov was commonly used for the heads (argu-
ments to be developed) of a proposition (rpétacic), cf. D.H. Is. 14
(p-112,1 U.-R.); Th. 19 (p.353,18-21); Comp. 1 (p.6,3); Theon
Prog. ii, 121,6 Sp.; Phld- RA. PHerc. 1674 (col XXXVILS5; LIV,12-
13 Auricchio), 1672 (col. VIII,31-32; XXI1,27; XXXI1,22-23 Auric-
chio), 1506 (col.XL,14 Hammerstaedt); etc..

Related to II. is the use of this term to indicate an available line of
argument (cf. Quint. /nst. 3.11.27; Theon Prog. ii, p.69,1-6 Sp.
where BgTikd Ke@aAaly are spoken of, see Tomoc IV.), or even for
abstract argumentative patterns, commonly called kotvoi toémot in
earlier philosophically influenced treatises. For this last use of
ke@aiatov see [Hermog.] Inv. 3.4 (and following); [D.H.] RA.
10.5-6, cf. Str. 1.2.31.

A particular kind of argument especially related to deliberative
rhetoric was the TeAxoOVv kephAarov. Such teAikd kepaAaio (argu-
ments of purpose) were arguments related to such concepts as justice,
legality, advantage, etc.. Whilst the discussion of such arguments in
relation to deliberative rhetoric goes all the way back to Anaximenes
(cf. Anaximen.Lampsac. Rh. 1.4-24; Arist. Rh. 1.6; Rhet.Her. 3.3-6;
Cic. Inv. 157-76; Quint. Inst. 3.8.22-35), the first use of this term for
them appears in Hermogenes (Hermog. Stat. pp.52,20 — 53,1 R.; cf.
[Hermog.] Prog. p.14,6-12; pp.25,22 — 26,6 R.).

5 Compare Clod. p.590,4-5 H. where it is said that the Greeks either use the term oTé-
G1C OF YEVIKOV KEQAANLOV.

% Compare Hermogenes’ use of the term xe@dAaia to designate subordinate GTdcEelg
(Hermog. Stat.).

7 1t is not clear whether Theon is referring to Hermagoras of Temnis or Hermagoras, the
pupil of Theodorus.
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KAipa - see s.v. émotkoddunoig.

KOvOTNG
/x...y/x...y/ Rut.Lup. 1.9 explains it as a combination of &miBoin
and émipopd. Alex. Fig. 2.5 terms it cupumAok™ and notes cOvOe-
o1G as a synonym. It is further mentioned at Rhet.Her. 4.20 (con-
plexio);%® Cic. de Orat. 3.206 and Quint. Inst. 9.3.31. For a Pauline
example see 2 Ep.Cor. 9.6.

Koppo

A short clause. A building block of the sentence, or tepiodog. The
koupa is generally defined as distinct from the k®Aov (Thphr. Fr.
701 FHS&G; Demetr. Eloc. 9; Rhet.Her. 4.26; Cic. Orat. 222-23)
due to the fact that it is shorter (Demetr. [oc.cit.; cf. D.H. Comp. 26,
p-136,9-10 U.-R.). Rhet.Her. 4.26 (somewhat unusually) defines it
in terms of single words following each other in asundatic fashion
(see s.v. 01GAvoig), cf. Hermog. Id. 2.4 (p.316 R.) who speaks of 10
Kot Svopa KOUPATIKOV (CYTLe).

Quint. /nst. 9.4.122 states that “most people” define the xoupa
(incisum) as part of a x@Aov (membrum). This definition is, how-
ever, not found outside of Quintilian in the sources under purview
here. Quintilian himself defines the kéupo as a phrase lacking
rhythmical completeness.

See further s.v. tepiodog.

Koupdriov
A short x6pupa (see s.v.). Used in D.H. Comp. 26 (p.139,16 U.-R.).

Kpicls — see 5.v. KEKPIUEVOV.

KUKAOG
“Circle.”
1. [Hermog.] /nv. 4.8 uses this term to describe the sequence: /X...x/.
II. The term is sometimes used in describing the circularity of tepiodot,
e.g. Demetr. Eloc. 30, 31, cf. 11, 20; D.H. Comp. 19 (p.87,14 U.-R.);
22 (p.97,13); 23 (p.120,2-3), cf. Pomp. 6 (p.247,18-19). At Philostr.
Dial. 1 it is used as an equivalent for “period.”

%8 A lacuna in the text of Rhet.Her. in the definition of conplexio is filled conjectually by
Marx with ut et conversione et repetitione [utamur].
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KOOV
“Clause.” A building block of the sentence or mepiodog (see fur-

ther s.v. kOppa and Tepiodog).

Aemtoloyia
“Detailed discourse.”® A detailed working out (2€gpyacia) of
each of several circumstances relating to the subject under discus-
sion. It may be used to highlight the contrasting elements in a com-
parison, to show swiftness or slowness, etc.. Two examples are
briefly discussed in Alex. Fig. 1.11. Cf. s.v. &mipov.

AvoLg
Used by Demetr. Eloc. (passim) as a synonym of d1GAvolg (see
SV.).

paKpoloyia see s.v. TAEOVOGUOG.

HepLopog

The arrangement of (related) individual matters separately showing
their particularity, Rut.Lup. 1.18, cf. D.H. Lys. 15 (p.25,18; p.26,6
U.-R.); Isoc. 4 (p.60,14); 12 (p.71,16); Is. 3 (p.95,15-16, 20); 15
(p.113,20). Rutilius describes this as effecting both utility and clar-
ity. Compare the seventh method of at&noig listed by Anaximenes
(s.v. aB&noic). This is probably what is meant at Cic. de Orat.
3.205 (digestio) which seems to be equivalent to Orat. 137 (dividat
in partes).

petapacig
“Crossing over.” RutLup. 2.1 uses this as a general term to
describe the crossing over from one subject to another, either by the
introduction of an droctpoon (ct. Quint. /nsz. 9.3.25), or by sum-
moning oneself back to the original topic of discussion. Compare
Rhet Her. 4.35 on transitio where the speaker makes a transition to
his next point, e.g. “we have spoken of x, now we shall speak of y.”
The figure is mentioned at Cic. Orat. 137 and de Orat. 3.203 where
the speaker is expected to announce what he will next speak upon
and distinguish it from what has gone before, cf. Quint. /nst. 4.1.74.
At Inst. 76-79 Quintilian complains of the use of yvdpot in the

% The term Aemwtoloyia is also used in this sense (though not as a rhetorical figure) in
Hermog. Id. 1.12 (p.309,2 R.).
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schools to mark a transition (see further s.v. émipdvnua). At Inst.
9.2.62 he denies that transitus is a figure. See further Luc. Hist.Con-
scr. 55 for remarks on the pet@facic between the tpooiptov and
dimynoig of an historical work.

petafoin
“Change” or “reversal.”

I. Demetr. Eloc. 148-49 (under the yAa@upd style) describes it as a
kind of reversal of one’s thought, or recantation. He gives two
examples, the first involving the use of a more realistic description
following a OmepPoAn, the second involving the speaker/ author
changing his intention (in this case whether or not to tell the reader
the names of two dogs which the author has mentioned). The result
of such a “correction” is to make the audience favourable (i.e. pro-
vide yapic, cf. gratia in Rhet.Her. 4.36).

This figure would seem more or less equivalent to correctio
(Eravopbwoirg, cf. [Iul.Rufin.] Schem.L. 17) as defined by
Rhet.Her. 4.36 (cf. Cic. Orat. 135 = de Orat. 3.207 — reprehensio;
de Orat. 3.203 — correctio). He notes that the initial use of the
“incorrect” formulation helps to highlight the following “correc-
tion,” and thus impresses the correct formulation upon the hearer.
The examples provided show that the initial statement does not have
to be considered completely false, but that the correctio may only
provide a different perception of the matter. Rut.Lup. 1.16 calls
such a self-correction petévora, cf. Quint. Inst. 9.2.17 (emendatio,
a species of TpdAnyic); 9.2.18 (reprehensio, a form of TpOANYIG,
being self-correction related to the meaning and propriety of one’s
words); 9.2.60 (quasi paenitentia); 9.3.89 (correctio). Compare
also Anaximen.Lampsac. Rh. 18.9 who advises that if in court the
judges en masse make some kind of objection to you speaking, then
you should rebuke yourself, not the judges (vice versa if it is only a
minority of the judges).

For a specific kind of petafoin in this sense, see s.v. &nttiun-
oG,

It seems to have been common to employ a short apologising
statement after the use of OmepBoAn or an especially bold
metaphor, cf. Arist. Rh. 3.7.9; Cic. de Orat. 3.165; Quint. Inst.
8.3.37.

For Pauline examples see Ep.Gal. 1.6-7; 3.4; 4.9; Ep.Rom.
8.34.



72

II.

1II.

GLOSSARY OF GREEK RHETORICAL TERMS

Caecilius (Fr. 69 = Quint. Inst. 9.3.38) seems to have used this term
in the same way as Alex. Fig. 2.16 (cf. Tib. Fig. 38), namely, of a
kind of moAVTmT@TOV Where successive clauses differ, not only in
terms of their cases, but also in terms of their content, e.g. D. 18.311
(as cited by Alexander): Tig yap ocvpuayia cov mpaEavtog
véyove tf] moOAer; tig 6¢& Pofbewe &k thg ofic ebvoing xai
d0Eng; tig 8¢ wpeoPeia; Tig 8¢ draxovia, &1 fiv /| TOALG évdo-
Eotépa; 11 1@V "EAANVIKAV fi Ti TtV oikelov &TAidg Ennvodpdr-
tal 810 o€; molal Tpinpels; moia BEAT; Tolol VEDGOLKOL; etc.
This may also be the meaning at [Longin.] 23.1 (and probably also
§3, cf. 20.3), see s.v. moldntwTOV. Ps.-Longinus claims that it is
mavy Gyoviotikn. Quint. /nst. 9.3.39 adds that when such diverse
matters are more briefly noted we have the figure which Cicero
called dissipatio (cf. Cic. de Orat. 3.207). It would appear that con-
tinuatum (Cic. loc. cit.) corresponds to this figure, using unbroken
language.

In a more general sense D.H. Comp. 19 (cf. Comp. 11-13) and Dem.
47-49 (p.232,15ff U.-R.) speak of petafoAin (variation) as the third
factor (of four) which contributes to both f)deia and kaAn Gpuovia.
With respect to prose he speaks of variation in terms of periods, cola,
rhythms and the pitch of the voice. At Dem. 49 (p.235,22 U.-R.) this
third factor is described as ta év tailg peraPoraic oynuoata. See
also Isoc. 4 (p.60,16 U.-R.); Dem. 20 (p.172,1); Th. 53 (p.413,4-5);
Cic. de Orat. 2.177; 3.100, 192 and of history in general D.H. 1.8.3;
Pomp. 3.12 (p.237,2 U.-R.); D.S. 20.2.1.

RETAANYNIGS

This figure arises when a particular word in a standard phrase is
substituted for a less common synonym, Tryph. Trop. 1.5. Quint.
Inst. 6.3.52-53 (cf. 9.2.106) notes that it makes a poor form of jest,
although at 8.6.37-39 he sees no other use for it than comedy. D.H.
Th. 31 (pp.376,21-377,4 U.-R.) gives an example of poetic petain-
wic in Thucydides.

petavola — see s.v. petafoin L

UETACTACLS

I

Cic. Orat. 137 mentions the figure whereby the speaker transfers
the accusation against himself onto his opponent. This is one
method of petdcTocig according to Alex. Fig. 1.27, who notes that
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the blame may also be transferred to others, e.g. the audience, cf.
Cic. de Orat. 3.204 (traiecto in alium).

II. Of the transfer of time. Quint. Inst. 9.2.41 uses this term in a

description of techniques for the composition of a dbrotOnwGoIS (see
s.v. dSratonwoic). The term refers to the vivid presentation of some
real or fictive action from the past or future to the audience as if it
were happening before their eyes.”

UETEPOPA

70

71

73

“Transfer.” Aristotle generally treats this term in its literal sense. It
signifies a transferred meaning of some kind. Metagopa is there-
fore much broader than the English term “metaphor.” Any verb,
noun or even phrase which has some kind of transferred sense is
a petagopd. Thus besides metaphors, also metonymy, similes,
hyperbole and proverbs are considered petagopai. Arist. Po. 21.7-
15 defines four kinds of petagopai, i) Grd o yévou émi £idog,
i) &mod tob £idoug &mi 1O yévog, iii) Gmd Tod gidovg &ni €idog,
iv) xatd 10 dvaioyov (consult the context for an explanation of
the various kinds). These four kinds are alluded to in RA. 10.7,
where the fourth is particularly recommended. Broadly speaking
petagopai are handled twice in RA. 3.1-12 (mepi AéEewg). Under
the section on the dpetn Aé£Eewg’! (which is essentially clarity
and propriety), Aristotle describes the particular qualities of the
petaeopt as 10 ca@ég, to MoV and tO Egvikdv. In prose the
peTagopal must be appropriate. Aristotle thereby rejects uetagopai
which are too obvious, e.g. “lording it over the oar.”’? The
petapopd should also be a related concept.”® “Lording” has nothing

It ought to be noted that M. Winterbottom (Problems in Quintilian [University of Lon-
don Institute of Classical Studies; Bulletin Supplement 25, 1970] 157) considers the
word “perdotacic” to be an early gloss.

"Apetn is here in the sense of an attribute enabling something to fulfill its function
(Epyov).

In this respect our sensitivities are significantly different than those of the ancient
Greeks, who generally looked upon bold metaphors in prose as examples of poor taste,
Phld. Rh. 2.26 S. (a quotation from Nausiphanes?) who speaks disparagingly of
metaphors detached from what is ordinary (dnntnuéval tob yvdaiov petagopai).
Compare the two examples from Gorgias condemned in [Longin.] 2.2 (cf. Hermog. /d.
1.6 [p.249 R.]): E€péng 6 tdV [Tepodv Zedg and yomeg Euyuyot tapor.

In this connection compare PHamb. 128 fr. a, attributed to Theophrastus (= Thphr.

Appendix 9, FHS&G), where petagopd is defined as “the transfer of unchanged sub-
stantival or verbal composite expressions from something similar to another thing”
(translation FHS&G). Examples are given such as old age being “the setting of life”
or the king being the “shepherd of the people.”
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to do with an oar. Good examples are when actors are called either
dtovvookdrakeg or Teyvital. These terms are both clear and make
an effect due to the fact that they are unusual terms for actors
(16 Eevikdv). They also contain a connotation of praise or blame
(in this respect cf. 2 Ep.Cor. 2.17, xarnAebovieg tOV Adyov).
Although not stating it in so many words, Aristotle seems to be
pointing to the functions of petapopai in argument. If the last
example was of praise or blame, he also adds an example suitable
to judicial oratory when &poptavo (“make a mistake™) is used
instead of @dwkéw and vica versa. Given such an argumentative
function, his insistence that a petagopa should be concealed (x€x-
Aemtal 3.2.10), i.e. not overly obvious, makes sense.” It is unfortu-
nate that Aristotle only hints at this question of function and does
not really develop it.

The second place petagopal are dealt with is in the discussion
of the sources for elegant speech (doteiov). At RAa. 3.10.2 Aristotle
notes that we experience something as pleasant when we leamn
something easily. Concerning words, this is especially the case with
uetagopai. The point is that foreign words being unknown convey
no information, normal words convey no new information, but
uetaeopal always imply something extra.”> At Rh. 3.10.7 Aristotle
begins a longer section on petagopal, giving many examples, par-
ticularly of those which are vivid (another important quality which
is separately discussed at RA. 3.11.1-5). Vividness (évepyeia) is
best expressed in a metaphor which makes something inanimate
alive (cf. Demetr. Eloc. 81; Quint. Inst. 8.6.11-12). Rh. 3.11.11-15
is a brief discussion of similes, proverbs and hyperbole as
“metaphorical” sources of elegance.

Demetr. Eloc. briefly mentions the petagopd under the
Epunveia yhaeupd (§142) and deivn (§272). When treating it as

4 This probably also lies behind Aristotle’s description of petagopai unsuitable in
prose (Rh. 3.3.4). They should not be laughable as in comedy, nor too excessively
solemn as in tragedy, nor again far-fetched. These factors all reinforce the point that
uetaeopai should not be recognised as such. Even such a common metaphor as sow-
ing and reaping (used throughout antiquity) is banned as too poetic!

75 This very general point is related to discussion in later rhetorical theorists of &ueactg.
A related idea was expressed by Nausiphanes (born ¢. 360 BC, teacher of Epicurus)
who in his rhetorical style only allowed for metaphors which helped express a matter
difficult to understand. He speaks of tfiv Aoiidv &¢ cuvectdoov GKpwE kAT

ghodiay TdV OduANUéveV Kol HETaEopdig &l TO &YVOOVHEVOV TpRypo dpioTd
petevnveypévov (Phld. Rh. 2.27 S.). He appears to have despised the customary
metaphors of rhetors (Phld. RA. 2.26 S.).
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part of the peyalompenng style he enters into some discussion
(§§78-88). His use of the term generally corresponds to our English
“metaphor” (although he subsumes a discussion of similes and
comparisons under this general heading). A metaphor provides
Ndovn and péyeBog. Like Aristotle, a metaphor should not be too
bold, but a related concept (a commonplace, cf. D.H. Dem. 5
[p.137,19-138,1 U.-R.]; Quint. /nsz. 8.3.37; [Longin.] 31.1). If a
metaphor seems daring it should be changed into a simile (eikacia,
defined as an expanded metaphor), or an adjective should be added
to help the understanding (e.g. popuryya dyopdov referring to an
arrow). He reminds us that many metaphors are so customary in
usage that they are just like using normal adjectives. Technical
terms, however, coined because of their likeness to other objects are
not real metaphors (e.g. T kieig as “collar bone™). There is no hint
of argumentative value in Demetrius’ discussion.

Phld RA. 1.164-81 S. critiques various rhetorical theories con-
cerning petagopai, and at 1.170 S. mentions témor which the writ-
ers of rhetorical treatises provide for composing metaphors. The
text is, however, quite fragmentary. Whilst references to comments
from Philodemus are generally interspersed in the text, we may at
this point note that at RA4. 1.171 S. (col. 11,15-22b) he provides us
with two methods of classification for metaphors found amongst the
theorists. The first is very close to that of Arist. Po. referenced
above (instead of katd t0 AvdAoyov, Philodemus has [dmo
vévoug] &mi [v€]vog). The second classification is as follows: [tdg
uev] (sc. petaeopag) &’ [Eulydyov ént [Epwoya, tlalg 8° aln’
Gyoyov [r” dwouyal, tlag 871 an’ [Eulyd[yov én” dyuya, T]ag 8°
[aim’ a[wOywv én’] E[u]wlvlya. This classification is also found in
Tryph. Trop. 1.17 and Quint. /nsz. 8.6.10. Quint. Inst. 8.6.13 adds
the further sub-classification: a rationali ad rationale et item de
irrationalibus, et haec invicem.”” According to [Hermog.] Inv. 4.10
the classification according to animate and inanimate subjects
belongs to the grammarians, as does the term petapopa! Ps.-Her-
mogenes does not think this classification suitable for rhetorical

76 A further relation between Philodemus’ discussion of petagpopai and that of Trypho
is be seen at Phld. Rh. 1.177 S. where the discussion moves from £nueacig to opoim-
o1¢ as the purpose of metaphors. These are precisely the two purposes discussed in
Tryph. Trop. 1.1.

77 The last words of the sentence, et a toto et a partibus probably ought to be deleted, cf.
M. Winterbottom, Problems in Quintilian (University of London Institute of Classical
Studies; Bulletin Supplement 25, 1970) 145.
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theory. We may note that Trypho’s treatise, possibly dating as early
as the first century BC, is surely that of a grammarian, given that he
only discusses Tporad in relation to Homer.

[Longin.] 32.1 mentions that many theorists (including Caecilius)
ruled that no more than two or three metaphors should be used in
the same place. However, he cites Demosthenes to disprove this. He
adds that Auristotle and Theophrastus also recommended changing
daring metaphors into similes or adding an apologetic statement
(Arist. Fr. 131 Rose; Thphr. Fr. 690, cf. Fr. 689A-B FHS&G).
With this he agrees, but adds that they may be used at the right
moment in case of extreme passion or genuine sublimity. Continu-
ous tropes may be used in commonplaces and descriptions.
Rhet Her. 4.45 (translatio) also notes that theoreticians in general
say metaphors should be modest. He gives a number of possible
uses: rei ante oculos ponendae causa, brevitatis, obscenitatis vitan-
dae, augendi, minuendi, ornandi.

Cic. de Orat. 3.155-65 devotes an extended dlSCI.lSSIOIl to the
metaphor (translatio). Certain tenets already seen in Aristotle’s the-
ory are again stressed, e.g. the fact that a metaphor ought to be a
related concept (3.155-56, 162-63; cf. Orat. 92), though bolder
metaphors are not condemned, but said to provide splendoris alig-
uid (3.156). Cicero (in the mouth of Crassus) isolates three func-
tions of the metaphor as follows: i) to make the meaning more clear
(metaphors based on related concept); ii) to better express the
whole matter (of deed or thought) in view; iii) occasionally for the
sake of brevity.” Yet Cicero goes on to discuss the sheer pleasure
occasioned by a good metaphor (cf. Orat. 134). Several comments
on bad metaphors are made (3.163-64), e.g. they ought not to con-
tain ugly ideas nor ideas out of proportion to what they are describ-
ing (this latter comment seems to be in opposition to Rhet.Her., as
noted above, who argued that the metaphor can be used augendi et
minuendi causa). A harsh metaphor may be softened by a small
apologetic introduction (e.g. “what one may call...”), 3.165 cf.
Quint. /nst. 8.3.37. In Orat. 65 far-fetched metaphors are said to be
the provenance of the (Gorgiastic) sophists rather than orators.

The importance of petagopai not being too harsh and preserving
a relation with their reference is also emphasised in D.H. Dem. 5

Cf. Phld. Rh. 1.176 (col. 17,14-17) S. who speaks of “some” who give the purpose of
metaphors as covtopi[ag] xaptv kai cagnveiag kal [lacunal. Going by what tollows
(1.177) I would suggest that the third purpose was probably £upacic, see s.v. ELEoocis.
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(pp-137,19 - 138,1 U.-R. = Pomp. 2.6)". Although Dionysius also
mentions petapopal in relation to other authors (Lys. 3, p.10,17 U.-R.;
Amm. 1.8, p.266,21-22; Th. 24, p.362,15 {= Amm. 2, p.424,4-5];
Comp. 3, p.11,16; Imit. 34; Orat.Vetr. bk.2, fr.2), he does not dis-
cuss this figure any further.

Quint. /nst. 8.6.4-18 discusses metaphors, arguing that they may
be used either because there is no other appropriate term (necessary
metaphor) or for clarity’s sake or as ornamentation. At Inst. 4.1.58
he adds that rather bold metaphors should be completely avoided in
the opening. For the relation of metaphor to similitudo in Quintilian
see s.v. Opoiwaois. For use in jesting cf. Cic. de Orat. 2.262; Quint.
Inst. 6.3.68.

ustovopia

Use of one term (of a related object or concept) for another, e.g.
substitution of Greece for Greeks, container for contents, Rhet.Her.
443 (denominatio). Cic. Orat. 93 states that petwvopia is the term
among grammarians for which the rhetorical equivalent is dmal-
Aayn. Dionysius of Halicarnassus uses both terms, cf. Dem. 5
(netovopia, p.137,18 U.-R. = Pomp. 2.6); Comp. 3 (dbrariayn,
p-11,17). It is further mentioned at Cic. de Orat. 3.167, 207 (tra-
ductio, immutatio). Quint. Insz. 8.6.23-27 cautions lest its use be too
poetic. For common Pauline examples cf. Ep.Gal. 2.7.

pipnog
See s.v. runtikov and fi@ororia I. The broader concept of stylis-
tic piunoig is not dealt with here.

LR TIKOV
As a figure, the term is used by Demetr. Eloc. 226 (synonym =
uipnoic) to describe the imitation of one’s own words, an imitation
occuring only shortly after the original words were stated.
Demetrius notes that this is more suited to a speech (G¢ydv) than to
a written work (it is thus also inappropriate for letters).

nobog

“Fable.” For Aristotle’s comments on fables (Adyol) see s.v.
napadsrypa. Demetr. Eloc. 157-58 speaks of the pd0og under the

7% The word petagopalis is rightly added to the text by Radermacher.
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yYAa@upd style and notes that if used at right moment it can be quite
gbyapic (a word which in Demetrius has connotations of humour).
He notes that fables may be invented or taken from existing stock.
Cic. Part. 40 suggests that a fabula can be used to lend credence to
a probable argument even though it be itself incredibilis. The point
is that it moves people (cf. Theon Prog. ii, p.76,6-7 Sp.). Theon
Prog. ii, p.72,28 Sp. gives the following definition: pt06g &oti
LOY0g wevdng elkovilmv dAnBeiav (“myth is fictional discourse
reflecting reality”). He suggests that pbfot be used in a speech
after the setting out (x0ecig) of the matter (pp.72-73). They may
concern living creatures, inanimate objects, or be possible or
impossible stories. When using them we add some comment before
and after, noting what the poBog resembles (pp.74-75). Quint. [7st.
1.9.2 and 2.4.2 mention the utbog as part of the Tpoyvuvaopata.
Quint. /nsz. 5.11.19-21 discusses the use of aivot as examples. He
refers to the famous example of Liv. 2.32 (cf. 1 Ep.Cor. 12). Whilst
the term pvBo¢ is not outside of Dionysius of Halicarnassus’
vocabulary, he does not mention pb6o1 in connection with rhetori-
cal theory.

JMUKTIPLOROg

“A sneering remark.” Tryph. Trop. 2.21 explains it as that (com-
ment) which attends a certain movement and drawing together of
the nostrils (poktiipec). It is mentioned at Quint. Inst. 8.6.59 who
describes it as dissimulatus quidam sed non latens derisus. Alex.
Fig. 1.18 classifies it as a kind of eipaveia.

OpoLOTTMTOV

Rhet Her. 428 (cf. 4.18) speaks of similiter cadens which he
defines as various words of the same case and similar endings
placed near each other. At 4.32 he suggests sparing use because of
the obvious artificiality, cf. under mapovopacica. RutLup. 2.13
uses the term both for words having the same case and words end-
ing in the same syllable (the term may thus be used for verbs with
identical endings, cf. Ep.Rom. 1.31 [-ovcwv]). The figure is men-
tioned at Cic. de Orat. 3.206 = Orat. 135 and, perhaps, at Phld. RA.
1.162 S. (in the context of artificial figures to be avoided). Quint.
Inst. 9.3.78-80 defines it a little differently, namely, in terms of var-
ious words in the same clause rendered in the same case, though
identical termination is not necessary. See also Alex. Fig. 2.19.
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Opo10TEALEVTOV

Lit. “similar ending.” The term is used to refer to phrases contain-
ing words with similar endings. Rut.Lup. 2.14 notes that it has less
effect than opolomtwtov. Rhet.Her. 4.28 distinguishes similiter
desinens (6polotélevtov) from similiter cadens (bpoLdOTTO®TOV)
by restricting the former to words without case endings. At 4.32 he
suggests sparing use because of the obvious artificiality. According
to Cic. Orat. 84 it should be avoided in the plain style. Phid. RA.
(p.29 [PHerc. 1426 col.IVa] Hammerstaedt) places dpototéievta in
a list of figures belonging to panegyric speeches, cf. s.v. dvtifgtov
and also Rh. 1.162 S.. See further Demetr. Eloc. 26, 268; Cic. de Orat.
3.206 = Orat. 135; Quint. Inst. 9.3.77 (as a kind of napovopacica);
Alex. Fig. 2.18. See also s.v. napopoinoic and Tapovopacia.

OpOLOTNG — see s.v. TAPOUOIMOIS.

opoincig

‘Opoimoig is used as a generic term in Tryph. Trop. 2.5 to cover
tropes of similarity (cf. D.T. 642b §6). Trypho distinguishes three
such tropes: gixdv (simile), Tapaderypa (historical example) and
mapaforn (hypothetical example). This same division is found in
Cic. Inv. 1.49 and Rhet.Her. 4.59-62.%° There is clearly a common
source to all three treatises at this point (cf. Iul.Rufin. 22 which uses
the term Opoiwolg similarly, but only discusses two Kkinds,
napdderypo and wopaBoin).

Cic. Inv. 1.49 deals with likenesses under the general term com-
parabile (which functions as an argument of probability, cf. s.v.
gixde), listing the three kinds as imago (cf. s.v. elkdV), collatio (cf.
s.v. mapaBoAn, correctly interpreted by Quint. /nsz. 5.11.23), and
exemplum (cf. s.v. Tapaderyna). Refutation of the comparabile is
discussed at /nv. 1.82.

At Inv. 1.46-47 Cicero discusses the similitudo as an abstract con-
cept of likeness. He provides a division obviously dependant (prob-
ably secondarily) upon Arist. Rh. 2.23.1-3 (from the xoivoi T0mol).
Even the same examples are adapted. Aristotle’s terminology is
given between brackets. i) by contraries (8x T®v &vavtiov), ii) by
equivalents (8x t@v Opolmv mt®cewV), and iii) by those cases

80 Although Rhet.Her. does not use a generic term as do Trypho and Cicero, it is to be
noted that he goes on next to ‘describe effictio which is the same as Trypho’s next
trope, YapaKTNPLOHOG.
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coming under the same principle (¢x T@v npog dAinAiea). Compare
Cic. Top. 15-18, 41-50 and Quint. /nsz. 5.10.73-79. It is further
mentioned at Cic. de Orat. 2.168 and 3.205 = Orar. 138.

At de Orat. 2.265-66 Cicero discusses the similitudo as a source
for jesting. Here it is divided into two kinds: the collatio (a brief
comparison) and the imago. The imago is not here used in the strict
sense of an image of things or persons provided by a likeness (i.e. a
simile, cf. s.v. elxdV), but of a characterisation, which (going by the
examples) may be non verbal or also metaphorical in nature.

Rhet.Her. 4.59-62 does not use a generic term for likenesses but
discusses the same three kinds together (though in another order).
He uses the term similitudo for napafoAn, then discusses exem-

plum (cf. s.v. nap&derypa) and imago (cf. s.v. gikdv). Similar to

Cic. Inv. 1.46-47, he analyses four ways in which the similitudo
(which for Rhet.Her. is, of course, restricted to the notion of a hypo-
thetical example) is presented: by contrast, negation, parallel, and
with brevity. He also identifies various uses, i) for embellishing the
style, ii) as a proof, iii) for the sake of clarity, iv) for presenting a
vivid picture (ante oculos ponendi negotii causa, cf. NATOTOGIS).

The second use identified in Rhet.Her. 4.59 is also to be found in
Cic. Inv. (see above) and Part. 40 who suggests that the similitudo
be used to give credence to a probable argument. At Part. 55 he lists
it as a locus for amplificatio (aBENG1Q).

Rhet.Her. 4.67 discusses the use of similitudo as a specxflc
method of significatio (see s.v. Eupacic). Given that the example
quoted uses an historical comparison, the term similitudo is not here
used in the restricted sense of 4.59-61.

Quintilian, like Cicero, uses the term similitudo generically of all
kinds of “likenesses.” In fact he even classifies the metaphor as a
brevior similitudo (Inst. 8.3.8). This is also clear from Inst. 6.3.57-62
where he discusses the use of similitudo in jesting. Similitudo is
here classified in a twofold way, there is the similitudo spoken
“openly” (i.e. as a metaphor), and that spoken as a napafoin (i.e.
as a simile).®! Quintilian’s main discussion of similitudo (under
elocutio) is found at Inst. 8.3.72-81. Here he isolates two func-
tions: 1) to illuminate a vivid description, and ii) to support a

81 The operative sentence is, unfortunately, corrupt in the manuscript, although the mean-
ing is clear. M. Winterbottom (Problems in Quintilian [University of London Institute
of Classical Studies; Bulletin Supplement 25, 1970] 109-110) suggests the following
restoration: Adhibetur autem similitudo interim palam, interim sicut parabolae.
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proof. His discussion here concerns the former kind and equates to
the simile. Although no Greek equivalent for similitudo is given
here, Quintilian uses the term gikdv for this kind of similitudo at
Inst. 5.11.24 where he suggests that it is less suitable in oratory
than that kind of similitudo which functions to support a proof. At
Inst. 8.3.77 (within his discussion of the similitudo as simile) he
speaks of the mapaBoAn (literally referring to placing things side
by side each other) as comprising both the res and the similitudo
which are placed beside each other (either the res or similitudo may
come first). Thus for Quintilian (here at least) the term similitudo
refers to the item to which something is compared, whilst the term
nmopaPoAn refers to the whole simile (i.e. the thing which is com-
pared and the comparison itself). Quintilian also distinguishes
between a simile whose point of comparison is quite remote (libera
et separata, Inst. 8.3.77) and that which is reciprocal, which he
says the Greeks call dvtanddoois. His discussion at this point may
be compared with Ps.-Plu. Vir.Hom. 84 where mopaBoAf is
defined as the laying alongside each other of similar matters which
are reciprocal (i.e. mapaPoAn has by definition dvtandédocig in
Ps.-Plu.).

At Inst. 5.11.22-31 Quintilian deals with similitudines which sup-
port a proof (discussed under the general rubric of examples to
which their effect is likened). Such “likenesses” we would tend to
call comparisons. From [nst. 5.11.22-24 it appears that the gixdv
(simile) is a subset of the mopaPoAr, which in turn is a kind of
similitudo which compares things with a rather remote likeness.
Here we would seem to come close to the definition of mapafBoln
as a hypothetical example (as opposed to an historical example).
This notion would seem to be supported both by the examples Quin-
tilian provides and by Inst. 5.11.1.82

opovopio
1. “Ambiguity.” Arist. Rh. 3.2.7 notes that ambiguous words (dpovopio
tdv dvopdtwv) are used by the sophists for specious ends. At Rh.
2.23.9 he briefly mentions an (abstract) woiwvog Témog from
homonymy (€x T00 Tocay®s), and at RA. 2.24.2 he describes the fal-
lacious &vObpnua mwapd v dumvopiav. Examples of fallacious

82 On this passage see M. Winterbottom, Problems in Quintilian (University of London
Institute of Classical Studies; Bulletin Supplement 25, 1970) 95.
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etymology (cf. s.v. &topoiloyia) and fallacious argument by
homonymy are given. At RA. 3.5.4 he discusses Guoipola in terms
of language. Demetr. Eloc. 291 defines Gu@ifolov as a particular
method of &oynpatiocpévog AOyog whereby one deliberately
speaks so that there is doubt as to the intent of the words (e.g.
whether they are intended as wonder or sneering). Rhet.Her. 4.67
mentions the ambiguum as one of the methods of producing signifi-
catio (see s.v. Eppacic). Cic. de Orat. 2.250-54 discusses ambigua
in connection with jesting, as does Quint. Inst. 6.3.47-51 (who uses
the term duoiPoAiia), but Quintilian does not recommend it (although
see also 6.3.62 and 87). Theon Prog. ii, pp.129,11 - 130,36 Sp. dis-
cusses the ways in which vopot may be unclear (resulting from var-
ious forms of ambiguous phraseology). Phid. RA. 1.185,18-20 S.
lists the use of ambiguous metonomy (to[tJavtag du[etr]Boiiag
EAeTV ple]lt[ovoplikdv) as a fault of style.®

. For the more specific sense of homonymy, cf. Theon Prog. ii,

p-129,28-130,1 Sp. (re: lack of clarity in vopot).

dvopatomoria
I. “Onomatopoeia.” Rhet.Her. 442 (nominatio) suggests that such

terms may be coined to better signify the matter, though neologisms
should be used sparingly. D.H. Comp. 16 (pp.61,20 - 63,3 U.-R.)
discusses the phenomenon without specific advice as to usage. He
speaks of puntikd dvopata. Demetr. Eloc. 94-95, 220 uses the
term 10 mwemowmuévov Ovoua to indicate the coining of ono-
matopoeic words (although he also uses this term elsewhere of
word-coinage in general). Onomatopoeic coinage is said to con-
tribute to peyoronpénera (§95) and to évapysia (§220). The term
nemoinuévov is also used in this sense in D.T. 637b (p.42,3-4
Uhlig) and Tryph. Trop. 1.8. The term ovopatonoiia is used in this
sense in Quint. /nst. 1.5.72; 8.6.31-32 (cf. 8.3.30); Str. 14.2.28 and
Plu. Mor. 747d. Quint. Inst. 1.5.72 advises against the use of words
imitating sounds unless they are commonly accepted. He notes that
the practice of coining onomatopoeic words is more acceptable in
Greek than in Latin.

The idea that all or most words were originally imitative (and so
at least partially onomatopoeic) in origin seems to have been not

8 In book 2, Philodemus complains of the dupiBoiot AéEgic of his opponents, and also

speaks of dugiforov in Epicurus (PHerc. 1672, col. XVI,22, 30-31, col. XIX,15, 18,
pp.195, 197, 207 Auricchio).
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uncommon, and especially prominent among the Stoics, cf. Arist.
Rh. 3.1.8; Stoic. 2.146; D.H. Comp. 16 (pp.62.,9 - 63,3 U.-R.).
Of word coinage in general. Arist. RA. 3.2.5 (using the term menot-
nuévov) suggests that its use will be infrequent since it goes
beyond propriety. Several examples of all too poetic compound
coinages are given at Rh. 3.3.1, cf. Isoc. 9.9-10 who maintains that
coinages belong to poetry not prose. Tryph. Trop. 1.8 uses the term
dvoparornotia in this sense, dividing it into seven methods: &tv-
poAoyia (a word coined on the basis of a root form), dvaioyia (by
analogy to another word), mapovopasia (by minor modification of
an existing word), cbvBgo1g (by coining a new compound word),
évaliayn (interchange in a compound word, e.g. yOvavépor for
avépodyvvor), diaipeotc (using two words separately which nor-
mally form a compound, cf. Demetr. Eloc. 92), teroinuévov (ono-
matopoeia). Cic. Part. 16 brietfly mentions words coined either by
similitudo (cf. d&varoyia), imitatio (probably meaning imitation of
Greek words), inflexio (cf. rapovopacia) or adiunctio (cf. cOvOe-
o1c). Demetr. Eloc. 91-93 speaks of the coinage of new compound
words which may produce variation and even péyefog. Such com-
pounds may also produce deivotng and are said to be popular
amongst orators (Eloc. 275). At §§96-98 he speaks of word coinage
in general, distinguishing coinage of entirely new words and
coinage by mapovouacia. Although various examples from prose
are given, Demetrius views word coinage as precarious even in
poetry. A coined word ought to be clear, customary, and Greek-
(not foreign) sounding (cf. Cic. de Orat. 3.170 and Theon Prog. ii,
p-129,22-27 Sp. on the lack of clarity of such words). Quint. /nst.
8.3.30-37 whilst dismissing onomatopoeia as an option, speaks of
two kinds of word coinage: in iungendd (cf. cOvBeoic) and in
derivando. The latter (by expansion or variation of an existing
word) may be formed from general words or €ven proper nouns. To
these two categories 1s added that of words formed by imitation of
Greek. Quintilian notes that many Roman rhetorical theorists
banned or at least severely restricted word coinage in Latin (as
opposed to Greek), cf. Inst. 8.6.32-33. See also Cic. de Oratr. 3.154.
The term memwowmpévov was also used of word coinage in gen-
eral, cf. Arist. Po. 1457b 33f; Rh. 3.2.5; Demetr. Eloc. 98; Cic.
Orat. 80; Quint. Inst. 8.6.32-33; D.H. Dem. 4 (p.135,6-7 U.-R.);
Th. 24 (p.363,24), 35 (p.383.10); Comp. 3 (p.11,19), 25 (p.124,15);
and Theon Prog. ii, p.81,9-13 Sp..
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Of course word coinage could also occur for other than rhetorical
or poetic reasons. Gal. vii, p.417 K. mentions the coining of technical
terms cvviopov didackoriag Evekev. See also s.v. KaTdyYPMOIG.

opropog .

A short, clear definition, Rhet.Her. 4.35 (definitio). It is mentioned
at Cic. de Orat. 2.164 (cf. Orat. 116-17 on the usefulness of the the-
ory of definition from dialectics) and Rut.Lup. 2.5. Whilst the above
cited sources treat it as a figure, it is also treated as an abstract
tomog, cf. Arist. Rh. 2.23.8; Cic. Top. 9, 26-32 and Quint. [nst.
5.10.54-64. Quint. Inst. 6.3.65 discusses definitions in jesting. For
the relation of dpiopdg to kekpipuévov see Arist. Rha. 2.23.8 (the
third and fourth examples) and Rut.Lup. 2.5. For a possible New
Testament example cf. Ep.Hebr. 11.1.

6pKog

84
85

86

“QOath.” The oath (when used spontaneously in a speech) was some-
times discussed as a kind of figure, cf. [Longin.} 16.2-4 where it is
discussed in connection with dnoatpo@n], and Quint. /nst. 9.2.98 as
a form of éoynuoticpuévog Aoyog to be used for the sake of elo-
quence.?* A curse (exsecratio) is mentioned at Cic. de Orat. 2.288
as a possible source of jesting.

The oath (as part of the judicial process) was also categorised as
one of the non-technical proofs, which do not really concem us
in this glossary. Discussion may be found in Anaximen.Lampsac.
Rh. 17; Arist. Rh. 1.15.27-33 (an extremely elliptical paragraph)®’;
Isoc. 1.22-23; Cic. Part. 6 and the discussion in Off. 3.102-115;
and Quint. /nst. 5.6 who discourages proffering an oath to the oppo-
nent. Phld. Rh. PHerc. 1426, col.llla, 22ff (pp.27-8 Hammerstaedt,
cf. PHerc. 1674, col.X1,1-3 Auricchio®), citing Epicurus, mentions

Dionysius of Halicarnassus does not discuss oaths in connection with rhetorical theory.
The interpretation of this passage is difficult. The term §186vou usually refers to giv-
ing another person an oath to swear (i.e. dictating the terms of the oath). The term Ao~
Bavelv usually refers to taking an oath dictated by another. For discussion see W. M.

- A. Grimaldi, Studies in the Philosophy of Aristotle’s Rhetoric (Hermes Einzelschriften

25; Wiesbaden: Franz Steiner, 1972) ad loc.; D. Mirhady, “Non-Technical Pisteis in
Aristotle and Anaximenes,” American Journal of Philology 112:20-27; and cf. G. A.
Kennedy, Aristotle: A Theory of Civic Discourse on Rhetoric (New York/ Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1991 ad loc..

J. Hammerstaedt (“Der Schlussteil von Philodems drittem Buch iiber Rhetorik”
Cronache Ercolanesi 22 [1992] 68) restores this passage differently whereby the oath
is made dnép Tod Lfjv, although I cannot read this into the drawing of the papyrus pro-
vided by Auricchio.
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the oath made by orators for judicial (but not epideictic) speechs
to judge rightly.

nafog — see s5.v. 7OOG.

raliloyia
See s.v. dvadiriwoig IL., but note that in Anaximenes this term
means “recapitulation,” i.e. a short summary of what has been said
(Anaximen.Lampsac. Rh. 20-21).

nopdpacic
“Digression.” Arist. Rh. 3.17.11 recommends episodes (¢me1c0d10w)
of praise in epideictic oratory.

[Longin.] 12.5 /mtés— that a digression (napéfactg) is one of the
suitable places for a Ciceronian profusion of at&noig. Certainly
Cicero’s theoretical rhetorical works do connect at&noig with
digressions (cf. Part. 128; de Orat. 2.80, 312)*7 as does Theon
Prog. ii, p.78,7-9; 106,2-3; 128,7-8 Sp. (using the term mapéxPa-
c1g). At §15.8, whilst speaking of pavtacica, Ps.-Longinus states
that digressions should not be poetic or on impossible eventualities
such as are so popular in his own day(!). However, the term
napdPfoocig may simply mean “deviation/ transgression” here. In
this connection it is interesting that Cicero also mentions the pur-
pose of embellishment, cf. de Orar. 2.80, 312; 3.203 (delectatio);
Brut. 82. Cic. de Orat. 2.312 notes that those cases which admit the
most amplification and embellishment have the most scope for
digression.

Hermagoras had argued for placing a digression (e.g. expanding
on the atrocity of a crime being prosecuted) immediately before the
conclusion of a speech (Fr. 22 Matthes, cf. Cic. de Orat. 2.80). Cic.
Inv. 1.27 (cf. Rhet.Her. 1.12) states that one kind of narratio con-
cerns itself particularly with digressio (a number of suggestions for
digression are listed). At de Orat. 2.311-12 Cicero suggests that a
digression to arouse the emotions might be placed either after the
narratio or before the conclusion, or in fact anywhere in a speech.

87 For a useful discussion of digression in Cicero’s speeches see, H. V. Canter, “Digres-
sio in the orations of Cicero,” American Journal of Philology 52 (1931) 351-61. Can-
ter briefly summarises rhetorical theory on digressions and then analyses in how far
Cicero’s practice conforms to the theory. Surprisingly, [Longin.] 12.5 is not men-
tioned.
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Quint. Inst. 3.9.4 refuses to reckon egressio as a separate section of
a speech. Quint. J/nst. 4.2.103-105 argues that it is generally unsuit-
able to the narratio (cf. Rhet.Her. 1.14; Theon Prog. ii, p.80,27-
81,4 Sp.). He provides one example and goes on to discuss digres-
sion extensively, with examples, at Inst. 4.3 (nopéxfacic),
advising that in principle a digression may occur anywhere in a
speech (/nst. 4.3.12). Theon (Prog. ii, p.71,5 Sp.) directs the teacher
to show his students the appropriate moment for, among other
things, digression (tapéxpactc).

Use of digressions is mentioned at Cic. Orat. 137 and de Oraz.
3.207. A synonymous term taken from the analysis of poetry is
énelcééiov, cf. [Longin.] 9.12 (in Homer); D.H. Comp. 19 (p.87,6
U.-R.); Isoc. 4 (p.60,16); Th. 7 (p.333,24). Dionysius also uses the
term mapékPacic at D.H. 1.53.4 and Imit. 31.3.3, as does Philode-
mus (Rh. 1.157 S.) who notes that many digressions can be a cause
of obscurity.

Quint. Inst. 9.2.107 mentions that some considered wapadifiyn-
o1¢ a figure. Elsewhere, this term is used of a digression during the
narratio of a speech, see Ruf.Rh. §23; [Com.] RA. §§57-61 (cf.
Arist. Rh. 3.16.5). In §61 ps.-Cornutus (= Anonymous Seguerianus)
states that, although some authors consider TapékPacig synonomous
to mapadinynots, they are to be distinguished. Iapadinynoig is
a digression on matters not pertaining to the case, mtapékpactic is
a digression which provides a likeness or imitation to the events
described in the narratio. At §62 he notes that Alexander (son of
Numenius) ridiculed the whole idea of engaging in digressions
(mapéxPaocig — but not in the specific sense of §61).

napafoin

L

Lit. “a placing of things side by side each other.”
“Hypothetical example.” The ancients often distinguished between
the mopddeiypua as a concrete example, and the wapaBoin as a
hypothetical example, cf. Arist. Rh. 2.20 discussed s.v. napadetypa;
Tryph. Trop. 2.5 (iii, pp.200,31 - 201,2 Sp.); Quint. /nsz. 5.11.22-24
with discussion s.v. elixdv; [Ammon.] Diff. 374; Iul.Rufin. 22. See
for further discussion s.v. dpol®G1G.

The napaPoirai of Jesus as recorded in the Gospels may be clas-
sified here.

. Demetr. Eloc. 89 effectively defines a mapaBoAn| as an extension of

an eixacia which is a short simile. A longer (poetic) simile is a
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napafoirny which can also take the form of a proverb (cf. Ev.Luc.
4.23). At 8§89 Demetrius suggests that only with great care can a
wppafPoin be used in prose, but at §§146-47 he identifies it as a
squrce of witty language (cf. Cic. de Orat. 2.265). At §274 he notes
that it is not suitable in forceful language-because of its length.
Ep.Hebr. 9.9 (cf. 11.19) may use the term in this sense, cf.

Ep.Jac. 3.4-5a for an example.

III. The term could also be used in a more generalised way, see, in par-
ticular, the discussion of Quintilian’s use 5.v. Opoil®G1C.

The term is used in a fragmentary context at Phld. RA. 2.186 S.
(fr. 11).

TapadsLypa
“(Concrete) example.” Anaximen.Lampsac. RA. 8 states that exam-
ples (rtapodeiypata) are used to bolster arguments considered by
the listeners to be improbable (cf. €1kog and Cic. Part. 40). Exam-
ples can also be used to make an opponent’s argument seem
improbable. Although Anaximenes does not say so, he gives exam-
ples of mapadeiypata which show that they can also be used to
reinforce an argument which may already be considered probable.
Arist. Rh. 2.20 divides the map&derypa into two forms, namely,
historical examples, and invented examples. Invented examples are
further divided into the mapaBorr (hypothetical example), and the
AOyvog (fable). He uses the term dnunyopikoc to describe the
AOYOC, but notes that it is easier to find fables to support one’s argu-
ment than historical examples (RA. 2.20.7), cf. s.v. utfog. If no
évBounuato are available, then examples must be used as proofs,
that is, they are to be put first and one’s argument seems to be a
proof by induction (cf. Cic. Inv. 1.51-56; Top. 42; Quint. Inst.
5.10.73; D.H. Amm. 1.7).%8 This requires the use of multiple exam-
ples, but is only rarely suitable to rhetoric. If évBuunuata are used
then the function of examples becomes supporting testimony (uép-
tupec) which is placed after the main arguments (¢vOvpnpata). In
this case, only one example is necessary.®® Rhet.Her. 2.46 briefly

8 Phld. Rh. 2.41, 45 S. seems to contrast argument by induction with the use of a
TapadeLypaL.

8 Contrast Plin. Ep. 2.20.9 who suggests that later theorists stipulated three examples to
be necessary, although I am not aware of such a stipulation in the extant treatises, cf.
Quint. Inst. 4.5.3.



88

GLOSSARY OF GREEK RHETORICAL TERMS

lists faults made in using examples. At 4.62 he suggests the same
four purposes are possible as listed for the similitudo (nopaBoin),
namely, embellishment, clarity, proof, or vividness. Cic. Part. 55
lists the use of exempla as a locus for amplificatio (a8Enoic). Cic.
Inv. 1.49 briefly argues that examples are a subset of probable
proofs. Use of examples is mentioned at Cic. Orat. 138 = de Orat.
3.205. D.H. Lys. 19 (p.31,3-4 U.-R.) distinguishes the &ix6¢ from
the mapaderypo (following Aristotle, cf. Amm. 1.7). Quintilian
(Inst. 5.11.6-21), like Aristotle, discusses tapadgiyuata in connec-
tion with comparisons and fables. Quint. /nst. 5.11.15-16 distin-
guishes between relating an example in-depth and merely referring
to a (known) example. Quint. /ansz. 12.10.51 notes that some theo-
rists considered the §vBbunua as more fitting in a written speech,
and the Tapdderypa as more fitting in a spoken speech.
See further s.v. dpoiwocic.

TUPASLAGTOAT)

Rut.Lup. 1.4 defines it as the distinguishing of two or more terms
which appear to have the same meaning, often accompanied by a
statement on how they differ, cf. Quint. /nst. 9.3.65.

TOPASLN YN OIS — see s.v. Tapdfacts.

napddosov

“Surprise.” Demetrius (Eloc. 152-53) discusses the introduction of
the unexpected (mopd mpoodokiav) as one of the témor from
which charm (y&pig) may be produced. It is discussed in the con-
text of jesting by Cic. de Orat. 2.255, 284-85 and Quint. Inst. 6.3.84
(in connection with what is elsewhere called dvtavaxiaocic, see
s.v.), cf. 6.3.24. A more negative view of mapadofa may possibly
be discerned in D.H. Din. 8 (p.308,18-23 U.-R.). To nopddotov is
discussed as a figure in Quint. /nst. 9.2.22-24. It is achieved by rais-
ing a particular expectation, for example, that one will next speak of
something much more (or much less) serious than the foregoing,
and then doing the opposite. Cf. D.H. Lys. 24 (p.35,21-23 U.-R.).
See further s.v. yvoun.

TAPAAELYIG

Anaximen.Lampsac. Rh. 21 (who classifies it as a form of &ip-
ovela) defines it as saying something whilst pretending not to (e.g.
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“I will not talk about...”). Such an introductory sentence is always
present. Anaximenes further describes it as év Tpoonoifjoet Tapa-
Aelyewe Aéyovta. Demetr. Eloc. 263 defines it similarly in terms
of deliberately mentioning something whilst stating that you will
not mention it but pass it by. Rhet.Her. 1.9 mentions it as one way
of making an introduction (to a juridical speech) by insinuatio
(290080¢). He deals with it as a figure (occultatio) at 4.37 and notes
that it is used when, a) it is not pertinent to call the matters in ques-
tion to the attention of the audience, b) there is advantage in an indi-
rect reference, c) a direct reference would be long and undignified,
or not able to be made clear, or easily refuted. ITapdAgiyig is also®
briefly defined with an example in Alex. Fig. 1.19. Two good New
Testament examples of this figure are to be found in Ep.Philem. 19
and Ep.Hebr. 11.32ff.
See also s.v. dvtippooig IL.

TUPACIOTNOLS — see 5.V. ATOCLONTC1G.
napékfacts — see s.v. mapapfacic.
napgpforn) — see s.v. Tapévheoic.
TAPERTTOOLS — see 5.v. TAPEVOESLG.

napévleoig
A parenthesis containing some distinct thought not totally unrelated
to the subject in hand. Rut.Lup. 1.17 warns that its use is dangerous,
having either a wonderfully inept effect on the ears, or a forcibly
pleasing effect. Among his examples he includes a case of
arooctpo@n. D.H. Th. 24 (p.362,18-22 U.-R. = Amm. 2.2, cf. 2.15,
p.434,13-15) speaks of two kinds of parentheses (he uses the term
TOPEUTTOCLS), TA T€ CKOAA kal ToALTAOK Kol dvoeféAikTa
kol td dAAa Tt ovyyevi) To0TOG. An effective parenthesis must
therefore by related to the subject in hand and not too involved, cf.
Pomp. 6.11 and Amm. 2.9 (p.435,9 U.-R.) where the term mapey-
BoAn is used. Related to this is the advice of Quintilian (Inst.
8.2.15) who warns that it needs to be short to avoid obscurity, cf.
Inst. 9.3.23 where the synonym mop&éuntoocis is given and it is
listed among those ‘“grammatical” figures elsewhere known as
GAroiwotg (see s.v.). Caecilius (Fr. 76) used the term ropgpfoirn.
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See also Alex. Fig. 2.25 and s.v. bnepPatdv. For Pauline examples
cf. Ep.Gal. 2.6, 8.

TapLooV
L. = nopicwoig (see s.v.).
1. = napopoinocig (see s.v.).

Tapicwolg

Anaximen.Lampsac. Rh. 27 defines it as the presence of two bal-
anced clauses (800 o0 k@A), whether many small words are bal-
anced with fewer large words, or whether their size and number are
equal.®® Arist. Rh. 3.9.9 simply defines it as oo td k®Aa. Demetr.
Eloc. 25 (iooxwhov) explains the equality in terms of number of
syllables. Rhet.Her. 4.27-28 (conpar) allows for a near equal num-
ber of syllables and adds that a clause with extra syllables may be
balanced by a clause with longer syllables. This appears to be the
only source where the question of syllable length is brought into the
discussion (otherwise only discussed by rhetorical theorists in con-
nection with prose rhythm).®! See also Rut.Lup. 2.15 (icéxorov,
defined in terms of two or more clauses); Quint. /nst. 9.3.80 (icok-
wAov); and Cic. de Orat. 3.206. Apparently Theon the Stoic used
the term mapicov (Quint. Insz. 9.3.76). Alex. Fig. 2.26 also dis-
cuses apioov, although the text is corrupt (see Spengel’s critical
apparatus). Alexander seems to want to say that mépicov especially
refers to clauses with an equal number of syllables, but if the number
of syllables is not exactly equal, then other factors provide a balance.
Dionysius of Halicarnassus mostly uses the noun tapicwotg of bal-
anced words and clauses (for comments, see s.v. tapopoiwoig) and
in discussion distinguishes between words/clauses which are Ycog
(equal) and those which are mapiocog (near equal), cf. Isoc. 14.
Occasionally ntdpicov is used as a substantive, cf. Dem. 4 (p.135,20
U.-R.), 20 (p.171,12).

According to Cic. Orat. 84 such figures should be avoided in the
plain style. Phld. RAh. (p.29 [PHerc. 1426, col.IVa] Hammerstaedt)
places mépica in a list of figures belonging to panegyric speeches,

9 1 would be inclined to delete the added <kai> in Fuhrmann’s text.

9! It may be that the term dp18udg (in opposition to cuAAafatl) in Alex. Fig. 2.26 refers
to syllable length. The text is, however, uncertain and in it’s present form corrupt. The
example quoted has neither equal syllables nor syllable length.
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cf. s.v. dvtiBetov. See also s.v. Tapopoinoig and the endnote to
this glossary. For a Pauline example see Ep.Gal. 2.20a.

Tapolpic

“Proverb.” For references in Arist. RA. see s.v. petagopd. Demetr.
Eloc. 156 treats it as the first source of witticisms: @OceL yap
xapiev mpayud oty napotpia (cf. Quint. Inst. 6.3.98). At §89 he
notes that a mapafoin may take the form of a proverb. Proverbs
are recommended in epistolary style (232) where they are said to be
dnuotikdév Tt and kowvdv. Quint. Inst. 8.6.57 (cf. 5.11.21) notes
that some classify it together with capkacpdg, doreicpde and
dvtippacig as a kind of @GAAnyopia, cf. Phld. RA. 1.181 S. and s.v.
@lAnyopia II.. A Pauline example of a proverb used as GAAnyopia
is found in Ep.Gal. 5.9.

TOPOROIOGIS

This figure is treated at Anaximen.Lampsac. RA. 28 (called
opolotng at 26.1°%) where the discussion concerns napicwolg
(balanced clauses) using like-sounding words (especially the ends
of words, or similar syllables). There is no discussion of function.
Arist. Rh. 3.9.9 defines it as two clauses (x®Aa) with similar
sounding beginnings or endings. Demetr. Eloc. 25-29 (whose dis-
cussion is a revised version of Aristotle) refers to this as mapd-
pota k®Aa and 6pordtng. It also includes alliteration. As sub-
forms he discusses icOkwAov and dpototérevta (cf. Rut.Lup.
2.12 who defines mapoépotov as similarity of words and notes that
it does not differ much from 6porotéAgvTov or OUOLOTTOTOV).
Quint. Inst. 9.3.75-80 discusses four kinds of similium of which
the first (9.3.75-76) concerns like sounding words. In this connec-
tion he mentions the Greek term mépicov, although he adds that
Theon the Stoic?® defines it in terms of not dissimilar clauses (cf.
s.v. mapicwols). The other three kinds are odpototélgvtov,
opoltonTmToVv and icdkwAov.

Demetr. Eloc. 27-28, ct. 247, notes that artful speech (including
antithesis and wordplay) is precarious (§micQaAnc). It can easily
dissolve the forcefulness of a passage. Demetrius warns against its
use when speaking forcefully or when exciting emotion (ndfog) or

92 At Rh. 11 Anaximenes uses the term Tapopoi®olg in the sense of comparison, cf. s.v.

YVOun. ,
9 A probable conjecture in the text for the cheostolcus of the mss.
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portraying the speaker’s character in an effective way (f]60c).%
“Anger has no need of art” (cf. Quint. /nst. 9.3.102). A passage
from Theopompus is cited disapprovingly. This figure is approved
by Demetrius at other times as something Gorgianic and Isocratic
that provides elevated expression (peyainyopic).

Dionysius of Halicarnassus also argues that in political (= delib-
erative) and judicial discourse a natural style is to be preferred
to well-rounded periods and juvenile figures of speech, Isoc. 12
(pp-71,24 - 72,6 U.-R., cf. Amm. 2.17; Dem. 20, p.171,12-13; 25,
p-184,14-19). He goes on mention dvtiBeois, mapicwolg, and
napopoimoig specifically, adding that there is nothing wrong with
Judicious use of such figures, Isoc. 13 (pp.73,21 - 744 U.-R,, cf.
Dem. 40, p.217,7-13; Lys. 14, p.23,20-22). At Isoc. 20 (p.91,10-12
U.-R,, cf. Th. 24, pp.362,22 - 3634 [= Amm. 2.2]; 29, p.375,7-12;
Comp. 23, p.120,4-8) napicwolg and napopoimwocig are classified
as epideictic figures. The distinction made between napicwotg and
nopopoimwolg would suggest that the latter ought to be defined as
clauses containing words with similar beginnings or endings. He
regards mipica and mapéuole k®AQ as inappropriate to the style
of harsh harmony (fj adotnpd dppovia), Comp. 22 (p.97,5 U.-R.),
and such figures in general as inappropriate to grandeur (ueyaio-
npéneia), Dem. 4 (p.135,19-22 U.-R.). The terms are further used
at Isoc. 2 (p.57,20 U.-R.).

See also the endnote to this glossary.

Ta.poporoyia
“Partial admission.” The presentation of an equal or stronger argu-
ment after conceding some (lesser) point to the opposition, Rut.Lup.
1.19. Quint. /nst. 9.2.99 denies that this is a figure, but compare
Inst. 9.2.51 on concessio (a concession of something seemingly
damaging to our case, which serves to prove our trust in the cause)
and confessio (a confession of something innocuous by the person
we are defending). Confessio is classified as a species of TpOANYIG
at Inst. 9.2.17 (see s.v. mpoxkatainyig). Cic. de Orat. 2.286 dis-
cusses a form of humorous admission of the accusation of the oppo-
nent against the speaker.
For a possible Pauline example, see 1 Ep.Cor. 10.23.

% Demetrius would seem to conceive of the portrayal of the speaker’s character (R80c¢)
in terms of evoking pity in the audience. In the same paragraph n8og is coupled with
£€heov (instead of the expected f80g).
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TOPOVOLAGLO.

Rhet Her. 4.29-32 (adnominatio) defines it as the use of very simi-
lar words in close collocation that mean quite different things. He
discusses three kinds: i) the slight alteration of letters or vowel
lengths, ii) words less immediately similar, iii) the same words in
different cases (= Greek moAOmtwtov). He suggests sparing use
because of the artificial character (i.e. it is obvious that effort has
been expended beforehand to create the effect) and adds that it is
more suited to entertainment, tending to lessen the speaker’s fides,
gravitas and severitas. The speaker’s auctoritas is destroyed. Scat-
tered infrequent use brightens the style. Similar criticism is voiced
at D.H. Th. 48 (p.406,16-19 U.-R.) where Dionysius states that
napovopocic is yoypd (frigid) and contributes not mdBog but
¢mndevoig (“studiedness™). At Th. 24 (p.363,1 U.-R., = Amm.
2.2) mopovopaocia is listed along with other Gorgianic figures
which are said to be “theatrical” (Beatpikoc). Rut.Lup. 1.3 defines
it in terms of five ways of slightly altering words, cf. Cic. de Orat.
2.256-57 where the Greek term is used and the matter is discussed
within the context of the use of wit (cf. also 3.206 and Oratr. 135).
At Orat. 84 Cicero calls the device of changing but one letter guae-
sitae venustates (affected/ studied charms). This is to be avoided in
the plain style. Alex. Fig. 2.19 also defines it in terms of the use of
words varying only slightly from each other in spelling. For several
good Pauline examples, cf. Ep.Rom. 1.28-31 (&doxipgcav ...
adoxipov; eBdvov, ovov; AovvéTovg, AoLVOETOUS).

Quint. /nst. 9.3.66-67 states that Tapovouocia (adnominatio) is
effected by either repeating the same words in different cases or by
repeating the same word with intensified meaning. Its opposite is
repeating a word which is used the second time to show its false-
ness, e.g. quae lex privatis hominibus esse lex non videbatur. At
Quint. /nst. 9.3.69-80 similar words with dissimilar meanings are
discussed without giving a technical term. These are divided into
four kinds. i) = RhetHer. # 1 (cf. Quint. [nst. 9.2.99), ii)
ouototélevtov of several clauses, iii) opodnT®TOV, iv) icdK-
wAov. As can be seen, Quintilian’s discussion is rather more broad
than Rhet.Her.. At Quint. /ast. 6.3.53-56 this figure is discussed in
connection with jesting in rhetoric, although it is described as a poor
(frigidus) form of jesting. See also the endnote to this glossary.

ITapovopacio may also be brought about via word coinage, see
dvopartornoiia I1.
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Tappnoia

Rhet. Her. 4.48-50 (licentia) defines this as the figure whereby
someone is reprehended to whom respect is due. This may be
smoothed over either by flattering the audience first, or by suggest-
ing that they may not like what you are going to say, but truth etc.
compels you. The latter may be used effectively even when the
speaker knows that the audience won’t mind what he has to say, cf.
Rut.Lup. 2.18. It is mentioned at Cic. Orat. 138 (ut liberius quid
audeat) = de Orat. 3.205 (vox quaedam libera atque etiam effrena-
tio augendi causa). See also Quint. Inst. 9.2.27-29.

The notion of mappnoia (frank criticism) also received discus-
sion in much wider circles. There are even significant portions
extant of Philodemus’ lecture notes under Zeno on this topic giving
insight into Epicurean views on the subject.®> Paul not infrequently
appeals to his own use of tappnoia, cf. 2 Ep.Cor. 3.12; 7.4 et al.

nerownpévov (6vopa) — see s.v. dvopartororia.

TEPLOYOYT

A term used by Demetrius to describe the rounding of a mepiodog
(Eloc. 19), and more generally of a mepiodog itself (cf. §§45-46,
202), cf. d&yoyn in D.H. Isoc. 15 (pp.76,22 - 77,1 U.-R.).

nepiodog

“Period.” In most rhetorical treatises this term indicates a form of
carefully structured sentence wherein a certain balance is created by
the word order or syntax which may be described in terms of a path
“around” (mep1-080¢), i.e. going in a circle and so ending up where
one began. Such a balance may be created by such figures as
Gvtibeotg, or also by placing a certain syntactical or grammatical
suspense in the sentence structure, e.g. by means of Omepfatdv.
The suspense is resolved near the end of the sentence at which point
the “circle” is completed.

Phld. RA. 1.164-66 S. gives testimony to rhetorical treatises
which discussed mepiodol, x®dAo and koppoto and the various
ways they are weaved together and their qualities.®® A discussion of
the extant authors in our period follows:

9 A. Olivieri (ed.), Philodemi T1epi appnoiog (BSGRT; Leipzig: B. G. Teubner, 1914).
% The term is also used at Rh. 1.198 S. and PHerc. 1426, col.1Va,21-22 (p.29 Hammer-
staedt.
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Aristotle’s definition of the period in RA. 3.9 is a difficult and
controversial matter.”” A basic problem is whether Aristotle con-
ceived it in terms of prose rhythm as many interpreters have thought
(his discussion of the period follows upon a discussion of prose
thythm). Recently, R. L. Fowler has cogently argued that Aristotle
defined the period “logically” (i.e. of a pre-planned logical struc-
ture), and not with respect to rhythm.?

Aristotle distinguishes two kinds of styles, the one he terms
eipopévn AEELG (strung-on) and the other kateotpapuévn AéEig
(turned down). The former is described as paratactic, i.e. the string-
ing on of thoughts one after the other connected by conjunctions. It
has no end in itself, but goes on until the subject matter has run out.
Its unlimitedness makes it unpleasant. The xatectpaupévn style,
on the other hand, consists of mepiodot, i.e. self-contained sen-
tences. Aristotle defines the mepiodog as AéEv Exovoav dpymv
kol teAevtnv adbThy kab’ adtiv kol péyebog edbobvontov (a sen-
tence/ style having a beginning and an end in and of itself, and a
magnitude easily able to be seen). He goes on to note that a
nepiodoc also has a self-contained thought. It is pleasurable
because the hearer knows where he is going (he can see the end in
sight), and it is easily understood since it is memorable on account
of its @p1Bude (which should probably be interpreted in terms of
balance and structure).’®

Aristotle remarks that the gipopévn style was common in the
ancient writers, but that not many use it in his own day. It would
seem, therefore, that Aristotle would consider any well-defined sen-
tence to constitute a wepiodog. If one’s prose is not simply strung

Aristotle’s text is also problematic. I follow Kassler’s edition, agreeing with his indi-
cations of interpolations. In addition, as J. A. Kennedy (Aristotle on Rhetoric: A The-
ory of Civic Discourse [New York/ Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1991] 240) and
R. L. Fowler (“Aristotle on the Period (Rhet. 3.9),” Classical Quarterly 32 [1982] 94-
95) have argued, the quotation from Herodotus at 3.9.2 should be considered as a late
interpolation (Kassel marks it as a later addition from Aristotle’s own hand).

Op.cit. 89-99. See also D. C. Innes, “Period and Colon: Theory and Example in
Demetrius and Longinus,” in Peripatetic Rhetoric After Aristotle (Rutgers University
Studies in Classical Humanities VI, ed. W. W. Fortenbaugh and D. C. Mirhady; New
Brunswick/ London: Transaction Publishers, 1994) 37-38. For a recent attempt to
define Aristotle’s definition of the period in terms of prose rhythm, see T. Adamik,
“Aristotle’s Theory of the Period,” Philologus 128 (1984) 184-201. Much of the older
literature is referenced in these articles.

Aristotle illustrates what he means by dp10p6g, defined in terms of measuredness, by
quoting examples of metred poetry.
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together with simple conjunctions, then it consists, by definition, of
neptodot.1®

He goes on to speak of two kinds of epiodor, the simple and the
compound (lit. “divided,” dinpnuévn). The simple wepiodog is said
to consist of only one k®Aov, the compound tepiodoc of two kDAL
(or more?'Y). Compound rgpiodor are further divided into those with
parallel k®Aa and those with antithetical k@Aa (i.e. arranged in terms
of &vtifeoig, see s.v.). In this context Aristotle also discusses k®dAa
arranged in terms of napicmotlg and Tapopoinacig (see s.v.).

Something of Theophrastus’ discussion of the wepiodog is pre-
served in Cic. de Orat. 3.184-87 (= Fr. 701 FHS&G). There we are
informed that prose is much more fitted together and pleasing if it is
differentiated by articuli and membra (= kOppota and x®dAa), and
that such membra ought not to be shorter at the end, lest they break
the verborum ambitus (= tepiodog). The final membra should thus
be of equal length or even longer than the preceding membra. It
would seem that Theophrastus is our first extant rhetorical source to
speak of koppata as well as k®dAa as the building blocks of the
neplodog.

Demetrius’ treatise on style (Eloc.) contains an extensive intro-
duction on sentence structure (§§1-35). Here he discusses the
x®dAhov (§81-9, §9 concerns the x6upa as a short kdAov), and then
the meplodoc (§§10-35). He defines the kdAov as a complete
thought, or as one distinguishable part of a larger complete thought.
A x®Aov should be neither too long nor too short (the Peripatetic
mean), although long x®@\a may be suitable to elevated subject mat-
ter (uéyeBog, cf. §44ff, 204), and short k®Aa to slight and charm-
ing (cf. §§204ff), or also forceful (3e1voTnc) subject matter (cf.
§§241-43). The nepiodog is defined as a combination of koppoTo
and x®ica ending in a thought which is well-turned (gdxotaoc-
1pogwc). He speaks of the need for a bend (xaunm) at the end.
Demetrius also quotes Aristotle’s definition with approval, empha-
sising the fact that in a nepiodog (“a path circling around”) one

Of course, Aristotle has more to say on what an appropriate epiodog is, which
explains his comment at Rh. 3.9.6 that ai te Alav Bpaydkwior [sc. mepiodor] od
nepiodog yivetal mpometH obv dyet tdv dxpoatmv.

Aristotle’s text is difficult (RA. 3.9.5). Cf. Demetr. Eloc. 34, and see Fowler, op. cit.,
93n for discussion.
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knows, right from the beginning, where the end is. It is clear from
the examples he provides, that this “turning back” or “bend” at the
end of a mepiodog may be achieved by OmepPatdv, subordinated
syntax where a key element is suppressed until the end, or, more
simply, by balance in the clauses achieved by dvribeoc,
bpro16tNG, iodkwA.ov, or dpototérevtov (the latter figures are dis-
cussed in §§22-29).192 He uses the image of a runner on a circular
track where the race starts and finishes at the same point.
Demetrius’ inclusion of the idea that a mwepiodog should have a
“bend” at its end implies that not every self-contained sentence can
be termed a nepiodoc. He makes this implicit by citing a mepiodog
from Demosthenes (20.1) and then rewriting it so that the circular-
ity or bend is removed (§§10-11). The rewritten version is said to be
no longer a gpiodog.

Demetrius goes on to make a twofold division of prose style that,
whilst using terminology also found in Aristotle, is significantly dif-
ferent. He distinguishes 1| kateoctpappévn épunveia (prose com-
pletely written in wepiodor) from 1 Sinpnuévn Epunveia (prose
written in xk®Ao which are not fitted together in any way, whether
by periodic form, or even by conjunctions). As can be seen,
Demetrius gives no place to Aristotle’s elpopuévn (strung-on) style.
Because of his narrower definition of the tepiodog, the Sinpnuévn
style is no longer considered periodic. Demetrius adds that good
prose will use a combination of these two methods.

In speaking of what constitutes a good mepiodoc (§§16-18),
Demetrius suggests that it will have between two and four k®Aa
(cf. §§34-35). He does accept the possibility of a “simple period”
consisting of one long k®Aov, but such a kdAov should be long and
also have a bend (xapnm) at the end. Similarly to Theophrastus
(noted above), he notes that the final k®Aov of a mepiodog should
be longer than the preceding k®Aca. He then goes on to distinguish
three kinds of mepiodor associated with three different kinds of
prose, ictopwkn, pnrtopikn, and Sraroyikn. These kinds of
neplodor are distinguished in terms of the degree of their “circu-
larity” or bend. The rhetorical period is the most circular, the

102 A couple of examples taken from Demetrius (Eloc. 17) may illustrate: A single clause
nepiodog with a bend caused by Omepfatdv is cited from Hdt. 1.1, "Hpoddtov
‘AAMkapvactog iotoping anodeéig fide. Another example shows a bend caused by
avtifeoig (ppaotg vs Sravoia), | yip coeng ploig TOAL eAG TapéyeTarl Taig
TV GKovévtev davoiailg (source unknown).
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conversational period is the most loose and is described as a cross
between the dinpnuévn and kateotpapupuévn style. The historical
period stands inbetween these two kinds. At §244 he adds that
neplodot tightly bound at the end (cf. the “rhetorical period™) are
much more forceful than a loose sentence structure. Such endings
would appear to need to be produced by GmepPatdv or syntax,
since Demetrius rejects the use of figures connected with balanced
clauses in the forceful style (§§247-50). The forceful style is the
only one suited to a frequency of (appropriate, short) mepiodot
(§251-52, cf. 303). A

We may also note that Demetrius says (§32) that mepiodot (as
opposed to &vOuounpota) are used in every section of a speech.
They may produce grandeur (§§45-47). In the simple style (ruled by
the virtue of clarity) they should be short and clear (§§202-203). Of
interest is the fact that whilst at §21 Demetrius described the kind of
meplodor which are acceptable in conversational style, he states
that periodising in letters is absurd (§229), even though he describes
epistolary style as more studied than conversational style (§224).

Rhet Her. is the first rhetorical treatise extant to deal with the
K®A0V, kOpuo, and tepiodog as figures of speech. At 4.26-28 the
following “figures™” are dealt with, in order: membrum (kK®Aov),
articulus (xéupo), continuatio (nepiodog), conpar (IcdKOAIOV),
similiter cadens (OpolOMTWOTOV), similiter desinens (Opolotélgv-
tov). Although the only internal connection made in the discussion
of these figures is at conpar (where what is said of membra is
referred to), the resemblance to the order in Demetr. Eloc. is clear
and suggests certain connections which are not made explicit in the
text of Rhet.Her.. Firstly, the isolation of membrum as a figure sep-
arate from continuatio suggests that Rhet.Her., like Demetrius, has
a restricted definition of the tepiodog. Not every complete sentence
can be a mepiodog. Certain kinds of sentences, characterised by
Demetrius as dunpnuévn in style, are simply made of membra
which are not moulded into a mepiodog (cf. the examples given in
Rhet.Her. 4.26). Secondly, although Rhet.Her. does not say so, the
period or continuatio is clearly considered to be made up of mem-
bra and articuli which are arranged in a certain way. His definition
of the continuatio is vague, emphasising density and a crowdedness
of words forming a complete thought. He does not mention circu-
larity or the need of a “bend” at the end, although each of his three
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examples contain such a “bend” (twice by the syntax, and once by
brepPatov). He does suggest that the continuatio is best used in a
sententia (yvoum), contrarium (cf. s.v. évOOunua, in the sense of a
short consideration from contraries), or conclusio. The discussion of
certain “Gorgianic” figures immediately following upon the contin-
uatio suggests that these may be considered ways of arranging a
nepiodog (as in both Aristotle and Demetrius).

Cicero, de Orat. 3.191, following the Peripatetic mean, suggests
that periods neither be too long nor too short. At §198 they are men-
tioned as something difficult, which some orators even in his day
were not able to compose. In Brut. 33-34 he attributes the origin of
the period to Isocrates. Other authors before him may only perhaps
have chanced upon a periodic form by nature. Terminological
equivalents in Greek and Latin are mentioned in Brut. 162, cf. Orat.
204.

In Orar. 221-26, within a general discussion of prose rhythm, he
contrasts speaking in incisa (xoppota) and membra (x@lo) with
speaking in periods. Periods should be used only sparingly in judi-
cial speeches. The norm is to speak in incisa and membra, i.e. dis-
jointed incisa and membra which form complete thoughts in them-
selves. A full or complete period consists of approximately four
membra which are knotted together. The shortest possible period is
held to consist of two membra.

D.H. Comp. 2 (p.7,14-18 U.-R.) describes the building blocks of a
speech as follows: the arrangement of the parts of speech (cTovyeia)
produce k®Aa, the fitting together of k®Aa produce mepiodot (cf.
Comp. 19, p.85,8 U.-R.; Dem. 39, p.212,2; 40, p.217.2), which in
turn complete the entire speech (& cbmag Ady0g).1% This statement
would seem to suggest that Tepiodog is simply a term for “a com-
plete sentence.” One of the tasks of cOvBecig (composition or
arrangement) is to mark off a speech with nepiodot, i.e. (it would
seem), arrange one’s clauses in clearly defined sentences (Comp. 2,
p.7,18-21 U.-R.).14

103 At Th. 22 (p.358,15-16 U.-R.) he divides the parts of cOveoig into KOppaTH, KOAL
and rwepiodor (cf. Comp. 26, p.136,9-10 U.-R.).

104 The text reads: Eoti 87 Tii¢ cuvBéoews Epya @ Te dvopota oikeiwg Belvar map
GAANAQ kol Tolg kDAoL Amodovval TNV Tpogrikovsay Gppoviav kai taig nepto-
doic Srohafeiv £ oV Adyov.
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At Comp. 9 (p.35,17ff U.-R.) he speaks briefly of the tasks of cOv-
0eo1c applied to mepiodot, but essentially refers back to his discus-
sion (in Comp. 9) on these tasks as applied to x®Aa. Dionysius adds
that one needs to know when the use of wepiodot are appropriate to
a speech, how much to use them, and when they are not appropriate.
It is clear that for Dionysius prose is not always organised into
mepiodot, and a certain amount of variation is to be desired (Comp.
19, p.86,12-14 U.-R.).

At Comp. 22 (p.97.9-18 U.-R.,, cf. Dem. 39, pp.212,17 - 213,5)
he specifies the kind of meplodot appropriate to harsh harmony
(f avotnpa Gppovia). Such periods are characterised by lack of
studiedness. The close of such a mepiodog does not necessarily
coincide with the close of a thought. The circle (k0xAocg) is not
filled out by the addition of extra words, nor is the period measured
according to the breath of the speaker.!% He goes on to illustrate
this by analysing the opening paragraph of Thucydides, dividing the
paragraph into “mepiodor” defined according to the breath of the
speaker (npdg 10 wvebpa, p.111,1 U.-R.). The first complete sen-
tence is thus divided into three separate mepiodot. We ought to
remember that a “good” period was considered to be a complete
sentence able to be uttered in one breath (Comp. 23, p.113,3-4 U.-
R.).IOG

Smooth harmony (Comp. 23, cf. Dem. 40, p.217,2-6 U.-R.)
requires that all the xk®Ao. terminate in a wepiodog which should be
measured according to a full breath. The final clause ought to be

. thythmical. Among other things, Dionysius rejects the mepiodog
dxdALsTog in this style (p.113,5 U.-R.). This would seem to refer
to a Tepiodog consisting of one K®AOV.

Quint. /nst. 9.4.19-22 distinguishes two kinds of prose styles,
the one bound and interweaved (oratio vincta atque contexta), the
other loose (soluta) and therefore more suited to dialogues and let-
ters. Interestingly, Quintilian tells us that the bound style is com-
posed of the three elements: képpata (incisa), kd®Ao (membra),
and the neplodog (ambitus vel circumductum vel continuatio vel

105 What Dionysius precisely means by & x0xhog is not clear. Compare Comp. 19
(p-87,14 U.-R.), where he criticises Isocrates and his followers for using only &ic nep-
1680V KOKAOG T1G.

106 Compare Philodemus’ complaint that the long periods of the sophists are difficult in
terms of delivery, Rh. 1.198 S..
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conclusio).! He therefore appears to suggest that the loose style
has none of these elements (contrast Demetrius above), although
this is not explicitly stated and seems rather unlikely.

At Inst. 9.4.122-130 Quintilian defines the xkoppa, kdAov and
nepiodog and discusses them in connection with thythm. His defi-
nition of xoupata and k®dAa compel him to define the tepiodog as
any complete sentence. The xoppa is a clause lacking a complete
rhythm (numerus).'®® It may be as short as a single word, e.g. the
word diximus in, “Diximus, testes dare volumus.” The x®Aov by
contrast has a complete rhythm, but has no real meaning when iso-
lated from the rest of the sentence. The wepiodog is a complete sen-
tence and may take two forms, either simple, or complex. The com-
plex mepiodog consists of koépupata and kdAo which have many
thoughts. In other words, the complex sentence consists of subordi-
nate clauses. Quintilian adds that the tepiodog consists of at least
two k@®Aa and averages four. At Inst. 4.9.125-130 he adds advice on
the use of koppota, kdAa and (complex) wepiodor.1?®

Alex. Fig. 2.1 defines the mepiodog as containing a complete
thought in a well-circumscribed placement of x@Aa (cf. [Corn.] RA.
242).110 In defining the k®\ov as a part of a nepiodoc, Alexander
would appear to have conceived of the tepiodog as any complete
sentence. He allows for two to four k®Aa in the mepiodog. More
than four k®Aa is considered to be an overstepping of the limit.

[Longin.] 40 mentions periods midst a discussion of émicVvBe-
o1g (fitting the parts together into a whole), however there is no pre-
cise definition or use of the term.

Quintilian also uses the terms comprehensio and circuitus to refer to the period, cf.
Inst. 9.4.121-22.

Quintilian adds, however, that most people define the xoppa as a part of a K®AOV
(pars membri), as if the x®Aov were made up of k6upata in the same way that a
nepiodog is made up of k@Aw. None of the theorists within the purview of this glos-
sary, however, appear to define the koppua in this way.

At Inst. 4.9.128 he begins: Periodos apta prooemiis maiorum causarum.... But it is
clear from the context that he must mean complex as opposed to simple tegpiodot. On
the delivery of a complex mepiodoc, see Inst. 9.3.39.

The text is problematic here. It reads: mepiodoc pév odv ot Adyog &vev mepi-
YPoE®dV Kol KOA®V cuvlicel adtotedd Siavolay dkeépev. Spengel suggests gD
TePLYPAe®YV instead of dvev meplypoedv, but Teptypdo then lacks an object. We
are, however, aided by the quotation of Alexander in Ps.-Herodianus, de Figuris 93
which reads: Adyog €v edmeprypdo® cvvBécel kdAwv. Perhaps Alexander origi-
nally read: Aoyog &v edneplyplo® Koppdtav kai kdriov cuvbécer (cf. Alex. Fig.
iti, p.27,14-15 Sp.).



102 GLOSSARY OF GREEK RHETORICAL TERMS
nEPLEGOLOYIL — see S.V. TEPLPPUTIC.

nEPLPPUTIC

The use of a phrase for a word, even a phrase that includes the word
concerned, cf. Rhet.Her. 443 (circumitio) who gives embellish-
ment (ornandi ratio) as the motivation for its use. [Longin.] 28-29
treats mepiopacig as an ornamental figure which engenders Vyoc,
but warns that moderation is needed. Alex. Fig. 2.10 also suggests
that it makes one’s language more DynAoc and provides more
Euepaocts. Quint. Inst. 9.1.6 defines it as including the word con-
cerned. At Inst. 8.6.59-61 he adds that it may be used to avoid
explicitly mentioning something indecent, or for ornatus, but that
excessive periphrasis is called mepiocoloyia (cf. Inst. 4.2.43;
D.H. Dem. 5 [p.137,7-16 U.-R. = Pomp. 2.5], 13 [p.158,6]). D.H.
Amm. 2.4 provides examples of nepippacic from Thucydides. The
term is further mentioned at Dem. 7 (p.140,20 U.-R.); 29 (p.192,5);
Th. 29 (p.375,7 of mepippacig momtikn), 31 (p.378,1). A com-
mon New Testament example is cép€ xai aipa, cf. Ep.Gal. 1.16
etal.

neveIS — see s.v. Enepatnolg IL

TAEOVUOPOG

Fr. 64 of Caecilius suggests that he used this term, aithough Fr. 65
states that he called pleonasm by the term cvvevopia. The follow-
ing example is given: 71 d&l mpdtTELY KOl TOLETY TNV TOALV. Sim-
ilar examples are provided by D.H. Dem. 58 who discusses
wheovaoudg and its opposite, Bpayvioyia, in Demosthenes, but
the term wAgovaopdg is not really used as a technical term here or
elsewhere in Dionysius. Quint. /nsz. 8.3.53-55 discusses it both as a
fault and a virtue and also mentions the term paxpoioyie which
appears to be synonymous, though in a negative sense (cf. Arist. RA.
3.17.16). Demetr. Eloc. 7 (cf. 242) uses poxporoyia of the lame
and shrivelled speech found in prayers and laments, and of the long-
windedness of old men caused by their weakness. Alex. Fig. 2.11
defines it as an addition to a statement which does not harm its
sense. This may be done either for the sake of embellishment or
emphasis. An example of each is provided. See also s.v. cuvtopia.
For a possible Pauline example see Ep.Gal. 1.12.
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TAoKN
I. Generally a term referring to the combination of various figures
such as @vagopd, émpopd or forms of repetition, cf. Quint. Inst.
9.3.40-42; D.H. Th. 29.
. A term used for bringing words or phrases of various different
meanings together, Quint. /nst. 9.3.48-49.
III. = dvtoavakiooig (see s.v.).

TOAVTTOTOV
1. Wordplay using different case-endings. Rhet.Her. 4.31 calls this a
kind of adnominatio (see discussion under mapovopacia). It is
mentioned at Cic. Orat. 135 = de Orat. 3.207; and illustrated in
Quint. Inst. 9.3.37 and Alex. Fig. 2.15. A good Pauline example is
to be found in 2 Ep.Cor. 9.8 (navti mévtote ndoav), cf. 1 Ep.Cor.
9.20. )

II. Rut.Lup. 1.10 defines this in terms of stating the same thought in
various ways (involving varied case-endings). The definition here,
however, is broader than that above. In fact [Longin.] 23.1 classifies
aBporopdg, petaPorn (II.) and xAipaf as forms of moldmtwtov
implying a broader definition yet. All three figures involve bringing
various things together in one place. The term woAOTT®OTOV Would
at this point, therefore, seem to refer to cases of multiple arrange-
ment (if the text is correct).!!! All three are said to be Tévv yovic-
TIKA.

TOAVGOVOETOV
The opposite of doOvdeTov, i.e. the use of many particles. Demetr.
Eloc. 54 and 63 notes that cuvagseia (his term for toAvcbvdeTov)
can often make the matter in hand seem péyefoc. Yet at §194 he
argues that the addition of particles robs a dramatic phrase of its
pathos, cf. [Longin.] 21. See also Rut.Lup. 1.14 and Quint. Inst.
9.3.50-54. For Pauline examples, cf. Ep.Rom. 8.38-39, 9.4-5.

ToOAVOVLILIG — see 5.V. CUVOVULNL.

npoddpbmars — see s.v. aitoroyia IL

111 Jahn/ Vahlen?, in the critical apparatus, note the conjecture of Martensius k@6poiouoi
which is not unattractive given that this broad sense of moAbnt@toV seems to be
nowhere else attested.
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TPOKATAAN YIS

Anaximen.Lampsac. Rh. 18 defines it as anticipation and refutation
of, i) possible objections in the minds of the audience regarding the
speaker (18.1-10), ii) probable objections to be made by the oppo-
nent (18.11-15). Advice is also given on countering such anticipa-
tion by others. Rut.Lup. 2.4 and Quintilian use the term mpoAnwyic.
Philodemus (in a short fragment) also appears to refer to rhetorical
TPOANYIG, RA. 2.189 (fr. 3) S.. Quint. Inst. 4.1.49-50 discusses its
usefulness in the Tpooiyiov, cf. 9.2.16. At Inst. 9.2.17 he discusses
five species: praemunitio (dealing with possible objections before
the presentation of one’s own case, cf. Cic. de Orat. 3.204 [prae-
munitio] = Orat. 137 [ut ante praemuniat]), confessio (see s.v.
mopouoroyia), praedictio (see s.v. aitioroyia II.), emendatio (see
s.v. petaPoAn L) and praeparatio (see s.v. TPOTAPACKELT). Inst.
9.2.18 follows this up with two methods of confirming the meaning
and propriety of one’s words, i.e. by praesumptio (Quintilian’s term
for mpoANM Y1 in general) and reprehensio (self-correction, see s.v.
petapoin L.

This figure is further mentioned at Cic. de Orat. 3.205 (anteoccu-
patio) = Orat. 138 (ut ante occupet quod videat opponi) and dis-
cussed in Alex. Fig. 1.6. See also s.v. bmo@opa.

For Pauline examples, cf. Ep.Rom. 9.19ff, 11.191f.

TPOKATAGKEDT] — See §.V. TPONMUPUCKELT.

TPOLNYIS — see §.v. TPOKATAANYIG.

TPOTAPACKEVT)

L

I1.

“Preparation.”

Quint. /nst. 9.2.17 mentions praeparatio as one of the species of
TPOAMYIG (see s.v. TpokataAnyic) and defines it rather generally
as a full statement (cum pluribus verbis) explaining why we will do
or have done something. The context suggests that the matter
referred to is something connected with the presentation of the
speech. Praeparatio is thus a statement of explanation made before
or after a particular portton of one’s presentation.

Later rhetorical theorists define praeparatio as the preparing of the
judge to listen to a particular subject by various means, cf.
[Tul.Rufin.] Schem.D. 3 (who gives the Greek equivalent
nponapackevn). Iul.Rufin. 32 gives the Latin equivalent of
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TPOTUPACKELVT, as praemunitio, but his definition is more along
the lines of this later form of mpomapoockeyvn than what is else-
where termed praemunitio (see s.v. TpoxatdAnyic). He gives the
example of showing a witness to be trustworthy before introducing
him, and then adds that this figure is thus like the use of a gener-
alis locus et tractatus communis. He adds a citation from Cic. Mil.
7 where Cicero first deals with the general proposition that self-
confessed killing is not ipso facto condemnable, before speaking
with reference to the death of Clodius. Ilpotnepyoacia (apparently
a hapax legomenon) is added as an equivalent term. Compare also
Aps. Rh. 1, pp.306,17 - 308,19 Sp.-H. who outlines in some detail
how one should prepare the judge to be moved to pity (a function
of the émiloyoq).

Ipoxoatdcxevn is used, but not explained, probably in this
sense at D.H. Lys. 15 (p.26,6 U.-R.); Is. 3 (p.95,20); Din. 8
(p.309,1-2). See also the references below (at definition III.).

ITL. The term is also used, with a similar meaning (of the preparation of
the judge to listen to a particular subject), to denote an added divi-
sion of a speech (i.e. an optional pars orationis) coming between
the introduction (principia) and the narration (narratio). A fuller
explanation of this sense is given in Fortunat. RA. 2.15 pp.121,15 -
1223, cf. 2.20 p.127,5-8 Cal. Mont. (the mss vary between the
Greek equivalent mpormapackevn and mpokatackevn). Its posi-
tion as one of the optional extra partes orationis is explained at Rh.
2.12. The term is also used in this way in Troilus’ Prolegomena
where he summarises the outline of a hypothetical speech, see
H. Rabe (ed.), Prolegomenon Sylloge (Leipzig: B. G. Teubner,
1931; repr. 1995) 52,8-20. Compare the comments at D.H. Is. 14
(p.111,17-19 U.-R.) and the discussion in §15. Dionysius here gives
the possible purpose of mpokatackevr| as rendering the narrative
more credible, but suggests that there may also be other reasons for
its use.

TPOGUTOO0G1S
Rhet.Her. 4.52 speaks of divisio when a question is divided into two
or more alternatives and immediately resolved by supplying a rea-
son for each. The Greek term is used in Rut.Lup. 1.1, cf. Quint. /nst.
9.3.93-96 who doubts that it should be counted as a figure. Quint.
Inst. 5.10.65-70 uses the term divisio generically of any argument
listing alternatives. The figure is mentioned at Cic. de Orar. 3.207.
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TPOGOLACAPN GG
The addition of a clarifying word to a phrase already complete in
sense, Alex. Fig. 2.9.

TPOCVLVATAVINOLS
A kind of chiasm in which after two nouns, two explanatory phrases
(or words) appear of which the first phrase refers to the second
noun, and the second phrase to the first noun, e.g. Il. 450-51, Alex.
Fig. 2.27.

TPOcOTOTOLIA

Demetr. Eloc. 265-66 defines it as introducing a specific character
(person or thing) and letting it speak. It is not to be confused with
personification. Rhet.Her. 4.66 suggests that it is most beneficial in
abEnoig (cf. Cic. Part. 55), and appeals to pity (which are treated
as a form of at&noic in Cic. Part. 57). Both of these methods
belong to the &niloyog in Rhet.Her. (cf. 2.47-50). In this respect
Theon Prog. ii, p.117,30-32 Sp. also notes that it is especially suit-
able to the portrayal of characters and emotions (10n and md@6n),
two concepts frequently associated with the énidoyoc. See also Cic.
Orat. 85 and Rut.Lup. 2.6.

Quint. /nst. 9.2.29-37 notes that this term sometimes also covers
what others distinguish as SitdAoyoc (sermocinatio, see s.v.),
restricting Tpocwronoiia to fictitious persons or things. Yet in
Rhet.Her. 4.65-66 where this very distinction is made, conformatio
(the term in Rhet.Her. for mpocomonolia) may still refer to real
persons who are nevertheless absent. Quintilian’s own interpretation
of the figure is rather broad and one is inclined to say that he side-
tracks somewhat, e.g. at Inst. 9.2.36 where he refers to the possibil-
ity of introducing an imaginary objector, which is really another fig-
ure altogether (cf. s.v. Eéngp®dTnoig). Quintilian also notes that the
speaker may not always be specifically introduced, but it is notable
that his only example is from epic poetry (Verg. A. 2.29), and even
here he adds that omission of notification of the speaker is itself
another figure, namely, detractio. Quint. Inst. 4.1.28 (cf. 6.1.3, 25-
27) recommends use of mpocwnornoiia in the &niloyog, where
(unlike the mpooiuiov) free range can be given to the emotions,
although at 4.1.69 he cites an example of its use in a TPooiulov
from a lost speech of Cicero (cf. also D. 1.2). Cic. Inv. 1.99-100
suggests using it in the recapitulation of the &ériloyoc as a way of
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varying presentation. His examples are of a lawgiver (dead person)
or things (cf. Alex. Fig. 1.12). Cic. Top. 45 alludes to mpooc®-
nonoiia and suggests that it is a device used by both orators and
philosophers (cf. examples below). It is, however, to be avoided in
the plain style (Orat. 85). It is further mentioned at Cic. Orar. 138 =
de Orat. 3.205. Dionysius of Halicarnassus mentions use of tpoco-
nonotia at Th. 37 (p.388,18-19 U.-R.) and Imiz. 31.3.1 (p.207,22
U.-R.).

IIpocwronoiia as a device is not only found in speeches. A par-
ticularly well-known example is to be found in Plato’s dialogue
Crito 50a — 54d. Socrates engages here in a dialogue with the laws.
Plato seems to be deliberately playing upon how an orator might
speak (cf. 50b). For good examples in the speeches of Cicero, see
Cael. 33-34 (a dead person called up); Catil. 1.17-18, 27-29 (the
patria speaks); Planc. 12-13 (the people speak — here the speech is
interrupted with comment from Cicero himself). It also occurs in a
philosophical dialogue, Fin. 4.61 (the pupils of Plato are called up).
See further (the speaker is indicated in brackets) P1. Prt. 361a-c (the
result of a discussion); D. 1.2 (the present season); Bion Borys. Fr.
17 Kindstrand (poverty); Lucr. 3.931-62 (nature); Ph. Cher. 35-38
(vocations); cf. Op.Mund. 79 (nature); Plu. 2.1048f (life); Sen. Ep.
95.10 (philosophy); Arr. Epict. 3.1.23 (a choice example of some
species); D.Chr. 45.5 (the noble man); Max.Tyr. 11.4 (the parts of
the body, and, Asclepius); 17.3 (téyvn); Babr. 71.5-10 (the sea).

IMpocononoiia was also taught as a progymnasmatic exercise,
pamely, the writing of a short speech in the style of some other
(usually famous) person, cf. Quint. Insz. 3.8.49-54. Theon Prog. ii,
pp.115-18 Sp. devotes a separate section to this but mainly dis-
cusses matters relating to appropriate language and possible forms
of speech. He adds that the production of words of encouragement,
protreptic and letters fall under this kind of exercise (Prog. ii,
p.115,20-22 Sp.).!'? At Prog. ii, p.120,24-30 Sp. he shows (inciden-
tally) that he includes d1drloyog under tpocononotia.

Later works on mpoyvuvdouorta distinguished between mpocw-
rorotia and fOonotia (see s.v. fBonotia IL.).

TPOVREPYAGiL see S.v. TPOTAPUTKELT.

12 | follow here the edition of Patillon, reading to tdv mapnyopik®v Adywv eidog
(Spengel has tavryvpik®dv). The manuscript tradition is divided.
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niopa
Alex. Fig. 1.22 defines it as a question requiring an explanatory
answer. Contrast épdtnpa, and cf. s.v. éngpdinoig.

GUPKAGROG
“Sarcasm.” Quint. /nst. 8.6.57 notes that some classify it as a kind
of dAAnyopia (Alex. Fig. 1.18 classifies it as a kind of eipwveia).
It is described as effected when someone is reproached using oppo-
site terms with a false smile, cf. Ps.-Plu. Viz.Hom. 69; Tryph. Trop.
2.20.

onueiov

“Sign.” Anaximen.Lampsac. Rh. 12 defines it as something which
functions as a sign of something else because of a customary rela-
tion between them. Its effect is to produce either opinion or (certain)
knowledge. Arist. Rh. 1.2.16-17 understands crpeio as a source for
évOvpnpata. He has the same division, calling the onueiov pro-
ducing certainty, (the dvaykaiov) texpurfpiov (that upon which one
can build a syllogism). At RA. 1.2.18 he gives an example, showing
that onpeia can be considerations of a certain kind: Zwxpdtng
60@O¢ TV xai dikatog might be considered a “sign” that ol cogoi
are dixatot. Other examples are also given, e.g. that one frequently
draws breath could be considered a “sign” that one has a fever (cf.
Rh. 1.5.9; 1.9.14, 26, 32f; 2.2.12, 19, 20, 26; 2.3.5; 2.4.3; 2.5.2f,
14f, 21 — used with Adywa of divine signs; 2.6.7ff). Fallacious
évBounpato derived from onpela are described at 2.24.5. Her-
magoras (Fr. 8 Matthes) also used the term onuelov in a very gen-
eral way. Quint. /nsz. 5.9.12-14 complains against this general
usage.!!®

Rhet.Her. 2.6-7 (in the context of the otdolg, coniectura =
otoyacpudg) defines signa a little differently, namely, as indica-
tions that the accused sought favourable opportunities for commit-
ting the crime. He gives six subdivisions. At 2.8 he discusses argu-
mentum which conforms to the definition of Anaximenes on

13 Note that the phrase omjusiov 56 was a standard way of introducing an argument in
the Attic orators, cf. also Arist. RA. 2.21.9; 3.2.1, 6; Po. 4.19; Demetr. Eloc. 31; 301
(introducing an example); Theon Prog. ii, p.126,11 Sp.; J. AJ 1.127; 2.86; Ph.
Det.pot.ins. 3; Migr.Abr. 69; Congr. 92; Fug. 5, 204; Mur.nom. 164; Abr. 33;
Vit.Mos. 2.18; Spec.leg. 1.26, 90; Omn.prob.lib. 39, 89; Aet.mund. 23; Hypothetica
8.7.17, 19. Similarly the phrase texufplov 8é.
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onuetov, and follows with consecutio (signa derived from subse-
quent behaviour).

Cic. Inv. 1.48 classifies the signum as a subdivision of the proba-
bile (cf. s.v. €ixog). It is defined as something perceived by one of
the senses which also signifies something which seems to follow
from it. His examples are blood, flight, paleness, dust etc. (cf. Cic.
Part. 39, 114 discussed under the otéoig, coniectura). That a
signum must be perceived by one of the senses is a restriction in the
definition not present, for example, in Aristotle. At 1.81 Cicero dis-
cusses the refutation of a signum.

Dionysius of Halicarnassus praises Lysias for his ability to dis-
tinguish T onpeia left behind by the actions and to elevate them to
the status of texunpwa (Lys. 19, p.31,5-8 U.-R.).!* The onueia
may refer to indications left at the scene of the crime (e.g. blood,
etc.) and Texpnpla to (necessary) proofs constructed by argumenta-
tion based upon the onpeia. At Is. 15 (p.113,16-17) onueto are
coupled together with Texpufpia and EAgyyor.

Quint. /nst. 5.9 classifies three kinds of &vteyvot proofs, namely,
signa (= onueia), argumenta (similar to évBopnuota in the Aris-
totelian sense) and exempla (= ntapodeiypota). He argues against
the Aristotelian notion of classifying signa under the argumenta.
Signa are divided into those necessary (texpnpia), and those not
necessary (either elkdta or dubia). The dubia need the support of
argumenta.

Phid. Rh. 1.285 S. speaks of td @AnO%f onuelo and contrasts
these with évOvunuata (in the sense of arguments from probabil-
ity), see s.v. &vBOunua. At Rh. 1.369 S. he lists onueiov together
with €ixdg and texunplov as the Evteyvot proofs, see s.v. £lkdg.

GOLOIKLG[LOG
The opposite of a figure (oyfjua), i.e. the unnatoral use of a
group of words in a way that harms the effect of the prose.!'> For

114 This paraphrase is based on Usher’s translation in the Loeb series. Perhaps, however,
we should translate t& onpeia @ Tapendpeva toig Tpdypuoct more generally as
“the ompela (indications) attendant upon the matters.” Might then Dionysius have
been thinking of Lys. 4.12 (G&1® 8° Soov Gv &yéveto onuelov To0T@ mpdg To
Sokelv GANOf Aéyewv puydvtog &uod thv Bhoavov, tocobrov Epol Tekunplov
vevécOor &t 00 weddopat ...)?

115 This is the definition generally used by the rhetorical theorists cited here. The terms
BapBaprouds and corotkiouds were, however, sometimes used interchangeably,
see s.v. BapBaplopos.
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discussion see Quint. Inst. 1.5.34-54; D.H. Th. 24 (p.362,13-16 U.-
R.), cf. Th. 33 (p.381,6 U.-R.), 37 (p.389,7-10); Alex. Fig. 1.1; cf.
Diog.Bab. Stoic. Fr. 24. For comments on Philodemus’ discussion
see s.v. BapBapiopdc.

oOYKpLoLG
L. This involves the presentation of a parallel case/ item which may be
compared in some detail with the subject in hand in order to show
how the one is better, worse, or equal to the other.

Among the Latin authors there are several passages which seem
related to cUykpioig. RhetHer. 2.6 lists conlatio as a form of
argumentation to be used in the otdog called coniecturalis (cToy-
acudg) providing several specific loci. Quint. Inst. 9.2.100-101
discusses comparatio in the context of figures (oynuota), but
prefers not to consider it a figure.''® Quintilian mentions that both
Celsus and Visellius regarded it as a figure, and in this connection
also mentions Rut.Lup. 2.16 (&vtiBetov). Rutilius Lupus’ first two
examples of &vtifeta are certainly cast in the form of cvykpi-
GElG.

Faults in comparisons (vitiosa in conparandis rebus) are listed in
Rhet.Her. 2.45. [Longin.] 4.2 cites an example of cUyxpioig from
the historian Timaeus which he considers representative of 10
yoyxpdv (frigidity). Timaeus compares the time it took Alexander
the Great to conquer Asia with the time Isocrates took to compose
his Panegyricus (10 years). Ps.-Longinus mocks this as if the rer-
tium comparationis is avopeia. The question here is what Timaeus
intended to communicate by the comparison, and why Ps.-Longinus
thought that it was so obviously frigid. Timaeus’ comparison strikes
us as funny and it is possible that such exaggerated humour was
considered obviously -out of place in history.

Theon Prog. ii, p.108,3-15 Sp. discusses cOykpiog as one of the
tomot for abénotc, cf. Cic. Part. 55 (similitudines) and Quint. Inst.
8.4.9-14 (comparatio). This is the same as the abstract argumenta-
tive tOTOG in Arist. RA. 2.23.4-5; Cic. Top. 23, 68-71 (ex compara-
tione); de Orat. 2.172; Part. 7 (rerum contentiones); Quint. Inst.
5.10.86-93, cf. 6.3.66. It is categorised into three classes: compari-
son with greater, lesser, or equal.

116 On the text see M. Winterbottom, Problems in Quintilian (University of London Insti-
tute of Classical Studies; Bulletin Supplement 25, 1970) 161.
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A somewhat less abstract approach to cOykpio1g is provided in
Theon’s chapter on cUYKPLo1G as a separate progymnasmatic exer-
cise, comparing 10 BéAitiov and tO yeipov (Prog. i, p.112,19ff
Sp.). He distinguishes comparison of persons and matters, and indi-
vidual entities and classes of objects. Lists of tdmot (without using
that term) are provided on tpdcona and tpaypata (cf. similar lists
in Quint. Inst. 5.10.23-52). The comparison of good and wicked
men is treated as a wpoyouvacuo by Quint. /nst. 2.4.21. In this
context one should compare Plutarch’s Vitae Parallelae. D.H. cites
examples of cuykpioeig from Isocrates (Isoc. 17; Dem. 17) and
Demosthenes (Dem. 21).

For a New Testament example cf. Ep.Hebr. 1-2 (comparison
between the son of God and angels).

For a specific kind of cOyxplolg see s.v. Gvrimapaforn.

II. = dvtavaxiaoic (see s.v.).

ovluyia
I. An argument based on cognate words, Arist. Rh. 2.23.2 (8x t@V
opoiwv ttdoewv); Cic. de Orat. 2.167 (coniuncta); Top. 12 and
38 (coniugatum/ coniugatio); Quint. Inst. 5.10.85 (coniugatum —
disapprovingly). The Greek term is first mentioned in this sense at
Cic. Top. 12 and 38. See also the related concept, étopoioyia.
II. = &rneloypévov (see s.v.).

coppolrov — see s.v. @Ainyopia L.
GUUTAOKT] — see 5.V. KOLVOTNC.

covadporonoc

The bringing together of various things (words or phrases) in a list
(using dovvdetov), RutLup. 1.2, cf. Cic. Part. 122 (coacerva-
tio).""7 This corresponds to Quint. Inst. 8.4.27, who notes that it
involves the bringing together of various things which do nor all
concern the same matter. Similar is Alex. Fig. 1.9, where it is an
argument (xe@&lalov) constructed by bringing together various
events or possible events. Arist. Rh. 3.24.2 classifies this kind of
argument as a fallacious §vOounua (Tapda v AEEW).

17 The term coacervatio is used by Aq.Rom. Fig. 6 of cuva®poiwoudg (cf. Alex. Fig.
1.17).
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Zuvabpoiopdg is classified by [Longin.] 23.1 as one form of
moAVTTOTOV together with petafoin . (with which it seems
closely related), and xAiua&.!'® All three are said to be mavv
GyoVIoTIKA.

CUVEQELX — See 5.V. TOAVCLVIETOV.
[ouvelevynévov] — see s.v. nclevyuévov.

oLVVEKOOY T
Rhet Her. 4.44-45 speaks of intellectio as the whole for a part, or
part for a whole, cf. Cic. de Orat. 3.168; Quint. Inst. 8.6.19-22. It
has more scope in poetry than prose. See also s.v. dvtovopoacia and
EAAgwyng.

oUvlsog — (as a figure of speech) see s.v. KOWvoTNC.

OCUVOLKELOOLG

The bringing of things not normally associated with each other (e.g.
opposites) into a positive relation, Rut.Lup. 2.9. Rutilius states that
this has great force, for example, by portraying vice out of praise
and vice versa, cf. Quint. /nst. 9.3.64. At Anaximen.Lampsac. RA.
3.1 it is presented as a summary feature of encomia. This, however,
seems odd and, given the generally problematic nature of the text,
may be considered suspect.

ovvtopia

“Conciseness.” Arist. Rh. 3.6 discusses t0 dykov and its opposite
ovvrouia as an attribute of A&£1c. Conciseness is helped by the use
of one defining word instead of a description or definition, placing
an attributive adjective between the article and the noun (instead of
repeating the article with the adjective), and using doOvoetov.
Anaximen.Lampsac. RA. 22.3-7 discusses lengthening (unxdvo),
abbreviating (Bpayvioyéw) and measuring (pécwg Aéygw, the
mean) one’s discourse. The methods for conciseness are similar to
Aristotle, cf. Theon Prog. ii, p.84,5-17 Sp. on GuvIouia KATd TNV
AéEtv with respect to the dinynpua.

118 Byt see the note on the text at this point, 5.v. TOAOTTMTOV.
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Rhet Her. 4.68 discusses brevitas as the figure of conciseness in
the narration of a succession of events. Quint. /nst. 4.2.42, under the
discussion of the narratio, mentions the fact that some Greeks dis-
tinguish between the circumcisa (cOvtopog) and the brevis exposi-
tio, the former being free of superfluous matter, the latter possibly
omitting necessary matter. Quintilian may be referring to the dis-
tinction made in Tryph. Trop. 2.8-9 between cvvtopia which refers
to speech containing the necessary elements themselves (cf. Theon
Prog. ii, p.83,14-18 Sp. on cuvtopia), and Bpaydtng which is a
short statement containing a message beyond the literal text itself,
as in apothegms (cf. Eppacic), cf. Demetr. Eloc. 7-9, 241-43, and
perhaps Thphr. Fr. 695-96 FHS&G (= D.H. Lys. 6 and Demetr.
Eloc. 222). Trypho’s distinction is, however, more closely paral-
leled in Quint. /nst. 8.3.82-83 where Ppayvioyia is distinguished
from &upoocic.

Demetr. Eloc. 103, 137-38 and 253 discusses cvvtopuia in rela-
tion to PEYUAOTMPENNC, YAapupd and dewvn &punveio respec-
tively. ’ATocidnnotg (see s.v.) is introduced as a particular form of
ovvropic. [Longin.] 42 discusses excessive cuvvtopia, which he
terms 7| &yov TH¢ PPACE®S GLYKORY, as a stylistic fault.

For brevity (cuvtopio/ brevitas) as a possible reason for the use
of metaphors, see s.v. petapopd. For brevitas as a device used in
jesting see Quint. /nst. 6.3.45-46. For methods of prolonging or
abbreviating discourse see Theon Prog. ii, p.75,16-19 Sp. (of the
uoboc), p.83,14-84,17 (of the Svfynue), p.103,28-104,15 (of the
xpeia).

See also Cic. de Orat. 3.202 (distincte concisa brevitas) and
Orat. 139 (brevitas). Dionysius of Halicarnassus praises concise-
ness (Bpayvtng) in Lysias at Lys. 5 and in Demosthenes at Th. 55
(p417,19 U.-R.). At Dem. 58 he discusses BpayvAioyio and
mAgovaopog in Demosthenes.

The fact that discussion on conciseness as a figure is often con-
nected to narration is reflected in the fact that many theorists con-
sider conciseness as one of the virtues of the narratio in a speech.
See Anaximen.Lampsac. RA4. 30.4-5, 8-9; Rhet.Her. 1.14; Cic. Inv.
1.28; de Orar. 2.326-28; Theon Prog. ii, p.83,14-84,17 Sp.; Quint.
Inst. 2.31-32, 40-51, cf. D.H. Lys. 18 (p.30,2-3 U.-R.). Arist. RA.
16.4 denies that conciseness is a virtue of the rarratio (S11ynoig),
substituting t0 peTpimg (the mean). Cic. Part. 19 mentions brevitas
as a stylistic virtue.
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cUVOVURiO
I. Arist. Rh. 3.2.7 briefly notes that whilst ambiguous words are use-

ful to the sophist, synonyms are useful to the poet. The use of syn-
onyms is further discussed in Rhet.Her. 4.38 (interpretatio); Theon
Prog. ii, p.129,13-14; p.130,1-5 Sp. (termed moAvwvupic and
explained as a possible cause of obscurity) and Alex. Fig. 2.6. See
also s.v. TAeovoopoc.

0. = 6ielevypévov (see s.v.).

oyETAMaoPOS — see s.v. Euponoic.

oy fpa
Figure, i.e. the unnatural use of more than one word (as distinct
from one word only, cf. s.v. Tp6T0OG) in a recognizable way to pro-
duce a certain effect. Contrast coAoikiopnds. For discussion of def-
inition see RhetHer. 4.18 (end); Quint. /nst. 9.1-9.2.5; 9.3.1-5;
Alex. Fig. 1.1-2.

The earliest extant work to separately discuss figures is Rhet.Her.
who separates figures of speech (verborum exornationes) from fig-
ures of thought (sententiarum exornationes). This work includes
tropes under figures of speech, cf. §§4.42-46.11° The oyfiua is dis-
tinguished from the tpomoc in Phld. Rh. 1.164 S., although
Philodemus’ only examples of what should fall under oynpota are
the discussion of ntgpiodot, kdAa, and kOppato (1.164-65 S.). Fig-
ures of speech are mentioned at Rh. 1.372 S.. D.H. Dem. 48
(p.234,11 U.-R.) distinguishes oyfpota from tpdmor.!? In fact,
Rhet.Her. appears to be the only author under consideration here
who clearly classifies tropes under figures of speech.

Going by the Latin “translation” of Gorgias the Younger’s work
nepl oyxnudtev (= RutLup.), we may conclude that the figures
here were not categorised into figures of thought as opposed to
speech. Nevertheless, almost all theorists from this time and thereafter
divide figures into these two common categories, see [Longin.] 16-
29;12! Demetr. Eloc. 263-71;'22 Cic. Top. 34; cf. de Orat. 3.200-208;

119 Compare Quint. Inst. 9.1.2 who mentions that C. Artorius Proculus, a theorist from the
Republican period, (among others) included tropes among figures.

120 The term oyfpa is frequently used of figures in his writings, although oynuatiopog
(see s.v.) is also used as a synonym.

121 The distinction is made at 8.1 and, although not mentioned again in the extant text,
does serve as an ordering principle in §§16-29.

122 The division is made in the discussion of each style, but is most clear in the discussion
of £punveia deivny §§263-71.
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Orat. 134-39; Brut. 69;123 Caecilius Fr. 50; D.H. Dem. 39
(p-212,10-13 U.-R.). A

At Inst. 9.1.4-9 Quint. correctly admits that there is a certain flu-
idity between tropes and figures, and between figures of speech and
figures of thought. At Inst. 9.1.22f he argues against those Greeks
who include the various emotions as figures, or such things as per-
suasion, threat, entreaty, or excuse. Quintilian, as most theorists,
divides his discussion into figures of speech and figures of thought.
The figures of speech are further divided into:

1) grammatical figures (loquendi ratio)
2) figures of addition

3) figures of omission

4) figures of similitude/ contrast

This division is common in later Greek theorists, but also found as
early as Ps.-Plu. Vit.Hom. (second century AD).!?* This would sug-
gest that Quintilian has borrowed the division from another earlier
Greek rhetorical theorist. Cornelius Celsus apparently divided his
discussion of figures into three categories, those of speech, thought,
and colour (see Quint. /nst. 9.1.17-18).

Alex. Fig. 1.1-2 also admits that it is not easy to distinguish fig-
ures from tropes and figures of speech from figures of thought. He
distinguishes the trope as that which makes a virtue (dpetn]) out of
one word (its opposite being the BapPapiondég which makes a
kakia). The figure is a k6ounocig with more words, its opposite
being the coioikioudg which provides dxoopia. He explains the
difference between figures of speech and figures of thought by
arguing that a change of words or word order dissolves the figure of
speech but not the figure of thought (since the matter or meaning of
the words remains the same). This explanation of the difference can
already be found in Cic. de Orat. 3.200.

Alexander goes on to rebut the views of some (Apollodorus? cf.
Quint. Inst. 9.1.10-13) who argue that there is no such thing as a

123 The distinction between tropes and figures is made at Brur. 69 and (without using
technical terms) de Orat. 3.149 and Orat. 134.

124 Ps Plu. describes the categories as follows: 1) t& katd theovaouodv (Vie.Hom. 28),
under which category also fall t& watd évadiaynv (Vir.Hom. 30), 2) ta& kot
Evéeiav AéEewg (Vit.Hom. 39), 3) dAdoimaoig (Vit.Hom. 41). The book is dated to the
latter half of the second century by its most recent editor, J. F. Kindstrand (Leipzig:
B. G. Teubner, 1990).
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figure of thought since all thought contains some kind of form
(oyxfpa) given that the soul is constantly on the move. Alexander
distinguishes between that form which is according to nature (xoTd
QVo1v), and that which is not. In the latter case only, are we con-
fronted with a figure. A similar argument against the separate exis-
tence of figures of speech is refuted.

CYMNULETICROG

D.H. Comp. 8 uses the term fairly broadly to refer to ways of fitting
together k@A, but also speaks of oynuaticpol tNg AéEewmc and
¢ dwavolag (figures of speech and of thought), cf. Comp. 22
(p-98,1 U.-R.); 23 (p.120,5); Dem. 39 (p.212,10-11); Pomp. 6
(p-247,19-20).

&g
1. A term vsed by Rut.Lup. 2.20 to designate the figure involving the

.

isolation and clear notation of but one matter when a group of
things has been collectively mentioned.
“The structural ordering of a sentence,” cf. Demetr. Eloc. 229.
Quint. /nst. 7.1.1 defines the term ordo as recta quaedam collocatio
prioribus sequentia adnectens. It is discussed at 9.4.23-32 and
includes discussion of do0vdetov, naturalis ordo (= uoikn Ta&ig,
cf. Demetr. Eloc. 199-200; D.H. Comp. 5) and dmepBatov. Ordo is
distinguished from iunctura (discussed at Inst. 9.4.32-44) which
concerns what the Greeks called &ppovia (cf. D.H. Comp.).'?

It is impossible to say what Cic. de Orat. 3.207 may have meant
by ordo, cf. Quint. Inst. 9.3.91.

TEVTOAOYL

See s.v. Gvadinimoig II. The term is used in the negative sense of
“tautology” at D.H. Comp. 23 (p.117,9 U.-R.); Ph. Congr. 73 who
calls it 10 QavAotatov £ido¢ of pakpoloyie, and Quint. Inst.
4.2.43, cf. Plu. 2.5044d.

TEKUTPLOV
I. [Arist.] Rh.Al. 9 defines it as an inconsistency in fact or word

detected in one’s opponent (this is the same as Aristotle’s 22nd
[abstract] ko1vog tOTog, RA. 2.23.23).

125 See R. D. Anderson, Ancient Rhetorical Theory and Paul (rev. ed.; Leuven: Peeters,

1999) 81-3.
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. Arist. Rh. 1.2 and Quint. Inst. 5.9.3-7 define it as a necessary
omnpetov (see s.v. onueiov for further information).

TOMOG -

“Place” or “source.” See, for example, Demetr. Eloc. 136-62
where the various TOmO1 (i.e. sources) for al yapiteg are given.
Whilst témor were supplied for all manner of subjects in rhetorical
theory, the term came to be used in several distinct ways.

. Tomou of virtues and vices, cf. Quint. /nst. 2.4.22-23 (as mpoyvu-
vaopata); 5.10.20; Phid. RA. 1.226 S.. In Cic. de Orar. 3.106-107
Crassus distinguishes between loci communes i) concerned with
certain vices and offences, whether magnifying or deprecating them
or also appealing for mercy; ii) disputationes de universo genere in
utramque partem which in context can only be a reference to
0éceg (see below sub. IV.). The subjects envisaged concern virtue,
duty, equity, good, dignity, utility, honour, etc.. Crassus continues
with a digression on philosophical oratory (de Orat. 3.109-25)
wherein he describes the two kinds of 8£ceig (consultationes),
those ad cognoscendum (which are further analysed in terms of
otaocelc) and those ad agendum (de Orat. 3.118) which concern the
various virtues and vices.

. Tomor as methods of abénoig (see s.v. abénoic).

III. To6mot of argumentation. These kinds of tomot are discussed in var-

126

ious ways. The sources frequently make use of the designations spe-
cific and common témo1, but these terms are not always used in the
same way. Koivol témot are of course more broadly applicable
than specific T6mo1, but the way in which they are more broadly
applicable varies.

In terms of the way tOmol were generally dealt with we may dis-
tinguish between the approach of philosophical rhetoric and school
rhetoric. We begin with philosophical rhetoric.

Aristotle distinguished between set treatments of particular sub-
jects (i.e. specific témou), which he called €iom (cf. RA. 1.2.20, out-
lined for the three genres of rhetoric in RA. 1.3-2.17), and (xoivot)
tomot. He used the term (koivoi) tomou to refer to abstract argu-
mentative patterns (e.g. if A is good, the opposite of A is bad), cf.
Rh. 2.23-25;1%5; Top..

On Aristotle’s distinction between the kowva and the xowvol témou (not reflected in
later tradition) see footnote 12 s.v. ati&noic.
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Cicero, both in de Orat. 2.152, 160 and Top. 1-5 claimed to be
going back to Aristotle’s way of dealing with Joci. Whilst the spe-
cific system he outlines is not identical to that of Aristotle, the con-
cern for abstract argumentative loci in general certainly is. In de
Orat. 2.121-77 he deals broadly with loci. Whilst considering the
special topics not worth mentioning, he makes an interesting dis-
tinction between intrinsic and extrinsic loci, i.e. those related
directly to the subject (2.164-72) and those not (2.162-63). Intrinsic
loci conform to Aristotle’s concept of koivol tOmot, and are also
termed argumentorum sedes ac loci (2.166). The latter (2.173) are
loci based on the dtgyvot proofs.'?” The same distinction is made in
both Cicero’s later works, the Topica and Part. 5-8. In fact the lists
of intrinsic loci in de Orat. 2.164-72 and the Topica are essentially
the same. The list in Part. 7 is clearly related.!?® This tradition
dividing a discussion of témol into abstract argumentative patterns
and commonplaces on &tejyvor proofs appears to be Peripatetic in
origin, although it does not stem from Aristotle himself.'?® The evi-
dence of Part. 7 would suggest that Philo of Larissa took over this
tradition in his rhetorical teaching.!*®

Under the influence of Cicero, Quintilian included a list of
abstract loci, clearly related to Cicero’s intrinsic loci, in his loci
argumentorum. His organisation of Joci (see below) is thus a hybrid
of philosophical and school rhetoric.

As far as we can tell from the extant sources, school rhetoric
commonly distinguished between a group of t6mwot which concerned

127 Such loci are discussed in Quint. /nst. 2.4.27-32 as part of his discussion of progym-
nasmatic Déoetg, see tomog IV..

128 Part. 7 contains two interpolations (bracketed text in most editions) listing loci iden-
tical to those in Top. and de Oraz. (the first interpolation containing the first four loci,
and then a complete list). After the interpolations a third list is presented which,
although clearly related to the list from Top. and de Orar., is not identical. We may
assume that this is the list originally belonging to the treatise.

129 The organisation of the abstract Tonol is also paralleled to a certain extent (indepen-

dently of Cicero it seems) in the fourth century AD Peripatetic commentator and

rhetor Themistius (in Boethius, De topicis differentiis, bk.2, see E. Stump, Boethius’s

De topicis differentiis [Ithaca and London: Comell University Press, 1978]).

Although we do not know the precise source of the Partitiones, we do know that it

stemmed from the Academy (Part. 139). Philo of Larissa is the only known Academic

who took up the teaching of rhetoric. His Academic rival Antiochus of Ascalon does
not appear to have taught rhetoric, cf. Cic. Brut. 315. The Academy itself as a philo-
sophical school seems to have ended with Philo, cf. J. Glucker, Antiochus and the Late

Academy (Hypomnemata 56; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1978).
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the sources of argumentation, and témwotr which were more or less
specifically related to certain kinds of cases. The latter group were
divided among the various 6tdoelc in judicial rhetoric. For deliber-
ative rhetoric T6mol concemning the telikd Ke@aiaio were listed
(cf. s.v. xepdharov IIL.), and for epideictic rhetoric Témot of praise
and blame.

The témot concerning sources of argumentation are called the
materia universa omnium argumentationum by Cic. Inv. 1.34 (they
are termed loci at 1.44), and are subdivided into those loci concern-
ing persona and those concerning negotii. This seems to have been
a standard division, cf. Quint. /nst. 5.10.23-52; Theon Prog., ii,
pp-113,2 - 114,6 Sp.. In general these loci provide a checklist of
subject areas to be considered when thinking of arguments (e.g. for
persona, a person’s birth, age, sex, etc.). Cicero’s list in de Inven-
tione, however, also includes a short section of abstract argumenta-
tive patterns along the lines of what he later called intrinsic loci.
These loci are said to be adiunctum negotio (listed at Inv. 41-42).
This fact would suggest that school rhetoric did not entirely neglect
abstract argumentative témot. However, such toémot do not appear
to have received much emphasis, nor did they receive a separate
place within the theory (in /nv. 41-42 they are merely one subdivi-
sion of the source-loci concerning negotii).

Quintilian’s discussion of loci argumentorum differs somewhat
from the above and represents a mixture of the more traditional
rhetorical approach, with the philosophical approach adopted in
Cicero’s later treatises. Quintilian divides the loci argumentorum
(which he distinguishes from the loci of virtues and vices) between
those sources of arguments (sedes argumentorum) related to con-
crete persons (e.g. birth, nationality, etc.) and matters (e.g. place,
time, resources), and those loci communes which are common to all
cases (i.e. removed from concrete persons and matters). The latter
group are clearly the same kind of loci as Cicero’s later intrinsic
loci. The former, however, conform to the source-loci of school
rhetoric.

Lists of more specific loci related to the various kinds of oratory
are provided in Rhet.Her. and Cic. /nv. under the section devoted to
inventio. For judicial rhetoric Rhet.Her. 2.13-26 gives loci com-
munes which are listed under the various other ctéceig with which
they can be used. Cic. Inv. bk. 2 provides both loci specific to var-
ious cases within the octéoeic and loci communes which may be



120

Iv.

GLOSSARY OF GREEK RHETORICAL TERMS

applied to the ot@c1g concerned. The loci communes are defined at
Inv. 1.48-50 in the sense of ready-made arguments able to applied
to many different cases. Quintilian places his discussion of loci
specific to the various ctdoelg under the section on dispositio
(td&1g), Inst. 7.2-9. The discussion in Cic. Part. 34-43 is placed
under the confirmatio of a speech and is separate from the treat-
ment of the five officia of rhetoric. For deliberative and epideictic
rhetoric, Joci are provided under the section on inventio in Cic. Inv.
2.157-78; Rhet.Her. 3.3-7, 10-11; and in Quint. /nst. 3.7.7-28 (for
epideictic tOmol which he terms materia) and Inst. 3.8.22-25 (for
the telika ke@dharo of deliberative rhetoric which he calls partes
suadendi and out of which loci arise, cf. 3.8.27). Cic. Part. places
the loci for these genres of rhetoric under a discussion of dmo0é-
oe1g (epideictic §§74-82, deliberative §§83-88). In addition, Tdémo1
for epideictic rhetoric are provided by Theon Prog. ii, pp.109,28 -
111,11 Sp..

Dionysius of Halicarnassus also shows awareness of lists of
tomol, e.g. Lys. 15 p.25,13-19 U.-R. (cf. Comp. 5, p.24,15-20)
where a list of typical témot is provided which is very similar to the
list in Theon Prog. ii, p.78,16-20 Sp.. Both lists are introduced as
otouyxelo (not toémwor). Elsewhere Dionysius uses the term t61og in
the sense here under discussion, cf. Lys. 17 (p.29,6-8 U.-R.) and
Amm. 1.11-12 (of témo1 in Aristotle’s treatise).

Phld. RA. 1.203 S. speaks of the t6mo1 a philosopher would con-

sult for refuting opponents.
The term ténot is also used in connection with 0éceig. Strictly
speaking O¢ceg1g are properly distinguished from témou in that a
0éo1g refers to a disputed matter whilst a TOmOg concerns the
magnification of an agreed-upon matter (cf. Theon Prog. ii,
p.120,16-17 Sp.). But when 1670l are presented pro and contra
various subjects, a discussion of these pros and cons can be
termed a 6€oc1g (cf. Cic. de Orat. 3.107 of témol concerning
virtue, duty, etc. in the context of amplificatio; Quint. Inst. 2.4.27
of t6mol concerning the &teyvol proofs, in the context of a dis-
cussion of 8éce1g as mwpoyvuvacuata). Theon Prog. ii, p.69,1-6
Sp. terms such topical 8£ceig used within a speech, fetika
KeQaAdia.

. Phld. RA. 1.170 S. mentions t6mol which the writers of rhetorical

treatises provide for composing metaphors. No such list is extant
from the theorists under our purview here.
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TPOTOG

Trope, i.e. the figurative use of a single word (as distinct from sev-
eral words, cf. s.v. oyfjpa). Contrast BapBopionds. For discussion
of definition see Alex. Fig. 1.1; Quint. Inst. 6.1-3; 9.1.4-9. Quint.
Inst. 6.1 mentions that there was little agreement among theorists as
to their classification or number. He discusses tropes under two
headings, those used for the expression of meaning, and those used
for ornamentation. At Inst. 9.1.4-9 he correctly admits a certain flu-
idity between tropes and figures.

The extant discussion (the first part of the section is missing) of
Tpémol suitable to sublimity in [Longin.] 31-32 concems only
metaphors. Although Demetr. Eloc. discusses tropes separately
from figures in connection with the four styles, he does not use the
term TpOTOG as a technical term. The term is used by Cic. Brut. 69;
Phld. Rh. 1.164ff S.; D.H. Dem. 48 (p.234,11 U.-R.); cf. tpomika
(sc. ovopota) D.H. Comp. 25 (p.124,14 U.-R.); 26 (p.137,7);
Theon Prog. i, p.81,9-18 Sp.; tpdror at p.§6.1.

DRaAAayT)
L. = petwvopia (see s.v.).
IL. = émripnoig (see s.v.).

vnelaipeoig
Lit. “removal.” The figure is effected when claims are made on
behalf of someone or something, having admitted (and thus
removed from purview) that another has a better claim. The ranking
of someone or something else next to a well-known claimant effects
persuasion. Alex. Fig. 1.7 offers the following example: “Zeus
rules all things, but I rule men.”

onepfatov
This figure arises when certain words belonging together are gram-
matically separated by another word or phrase that doesn’t belong,
e.g. Ep.Rom. 1.11, édmnob®d yap idelv dudg, iva Tt petadd
xéplopa duiv mvevpatikdv (where TU YApLopQ TVELHATIKOV
belong together). Certain forms of dnepBatdv are quite common in
literary Greek, (e.g. when a verb is placed second to last in a clause,
and a noun agreeing with some article or adjective earlier in the
clause is placed after the verb, cf. the style of Ps.-Longinus who
uses it so often that it becomes rather trite). Quint. /nst. 9.4.26 notes
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that every sentence where the verb does not come last in sequence
(in Latin) must contain some form of dmwepPatdv. Apart from such
standard forms of expression, OwepPotdv is normally considered
poor use of language, leading only to ambiguity (cf.
Anaximen.Lampsac. Ra. 25.1; Quint. Inst. 1.5.40; 8.2.14). Its
rhetorical use reflects deliberate planning for a particular reason.
[Longin.] 22 states that it reflects great emotional struggle. The
audience’s difficulty in grasping the statement reflects the emo-
tional tension of the speaker. Ps.-Longinus includes the stating of a
reason (with yé&p) before the proposition it supports. Phld. RA. 1.160
S., in a difficult fragment, assumes that the use of brepBatdv is
sometimes necessary. Why this may be so is not apparent. He also
notes that some rhetorical theorists claim the overuse of dreppartov
(when not necessary) to be a fault. Rhet.Her. 4.18 states that it
should be avoided unless it is elegant (concinna). At 4.44 he sug-
gests its purpose lies in the ability to create suitable prose rhythm.
Here, he terms it transgressio and divides it into perversio (transpo-
sition of two words placed next to each other, = dvactpoemn, see
s.v.) and transiectio (transposition occuring over a longer distance).
The same twofold distinction is made by Quint. Inst. 8.6.65 and
Alex. Fig. 2.24. Both authors suggest that OmepBatdév properly
refers to a transposition over a greater distance (thus excluding
dvactpoen).!3! Alexander includes an example of parenthesis (see
s.v. mapévleoig) under drepPatdv (generically considered), cf.
Fig. 2251

Dionysius of Halicarnassus discusses bmepfBatov in Thucydides
at Th. 31 (pp.377,19 - 378,5 U.-R.), cf. 52 (p.412,10). It is mentioned
at Cic. de Orat. 3.207 (verborum concinna transgressio). See also
Quint. Inst. 8.6.62-67.

orgpfoin
“Hyperbole.”
Anaximen.Lampsac. Rh. 11.4-5 treats of the dnepPolin as a pos-
sible source for the composition of yvdpat (see s.v.).

131 Of interest is Philo’s use of OmepPatdv in de mut.nom. 13 (p.580 M.) where he
applies the figure to argue for an impossible interpretation of Exodus 6.3. See also
Plin. Ep. 8.7.

132 Compare Origen’s exegesis of Ep.Rom. 1.13-15 where he argues that Paul uses the
figure of dmepBatodv when he parenthetically inserts the clause: xai éxwA08nv dypt
100 6e0po (comm. in Rom. fr. 4 Ramsbotham).
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Arist. Rh. 3.11.15 deals briefly with hyperboles as metaphors. He
is careful to speak of approved hyperboles. They are described as
characteristic of youth (uepoxiddels) for they demonstrate vehe-
mence (cQodpotnc) and are thus mostly used when one is angry.
They are not suitable in the mouths of older men. Aristotle mentions
the common practice of adding a short apology for using a dmep-
BoAn (Rh. 3.7.9, cf. Quint. Inst. 8.3.37). Demetr. Eloc. 124-27 (cf.
161-62, 182-86) divides hyperbole into three categories, comparison
of likeness (e.g. “to run like the wind”), of superiority (“whiter
than snow”), or an impossibility (“her head was fastened to the
sky”). But Demetrius adds that every hyperbole is impossible and is
therefore the most frigid way of speaking of all. It is definitely not
recommended! At §286 he suggests it is poetical.

Although the Aristotelian tradition seems to have been fairly neg-
atively disposed to the use of hyperbole, Strabo indicates that he
considered it a customary rhetorical feature. He says of Posidonius
(in praise of mines) that he odk Gméyegtar tHg ovvnboug
pnropeiag, GAAL cvvevlovoid taig drepPoraic (3.2.9).13 Its
acceptability is also reflected in rhetorical theorists. [Longin.] 38 (it
is mentioned in passing at §5) treats it as something that can be sub-
lime but should not be overdone.!** It is at its best when it passes
unnoticed, and is best used in conjunction with some great dramatic
circumstance. Two fine examples are given, Th. 7.84 and Hdt.
7.225. Despite what is said in these passages, Ps.-Longinus cor-
rectly maintains that both examples are believable. He adds that it is
only the tragic nature of the situations described that enable one to
get away with such hyperbole.

Rhet.Her. 444 (superlatio) defines hyperbole as speech that exag-
gerates the truth either for the purpose of amplification or denigra-
tion (this definition is found verbatim in the Greek tradition at
Tryph. Trop. 2.1, cf. Cic. Top. 45; de Orat. 2.267). He notes that it
can either be used on its own (i.e metaphorically) or with conparatio
(i.e. as a simile, e.g. “his body was as white as snow”). Conparatio

133 “He did not abstain from rhetorical custom, but was inspired with hyperboles.”

134 At §9.5 he praises an exaggerated hyperbole in Homer (Il. 5.770-72). This is proba-
bly in connection with his treatment of the second source of sublimity, T0 cQO3pOV
xai évBovolaotikdv, which probably began in the lacuna at 9.4. As noted above,
Aristotle had already suggested that hyperbole exhibits cpodp6tng. Given that Long-
inus is at this point dealing at some length with Homer, his praise of such excessive
hyperbole should probably not be interpreted to mean that he approved of this in
prose.
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is further subdivided into comparisons of equality and superiority.
At 4.67 hyperbole (here termed exsuperatio) is described as one
kind of significatio (cf. s.v. Enoacic).

Quint. /nst. 8.4.29 notes that bwepfoAn is sometimes regarded as
a method of amplificatio (aGEnoig), though his own discussion is
located under tropes (/nsz. 8.6.67-76). Here he classifies hyperboles
as either (simply) going beyond the facts, or constructed in the form
of a similitudo, comparatio, signum or metaphor. Quintilian admits
that every hyperbole goes beyond what is credible and advises
restraint. He notes that it is best used when the subject dealt with
surpasses what is natural/ normal. Quint. Inst. 6.3.67 (cf. 8.6.74)
discusses OmepPoAn as a trope in connection with jesting, as does
Cic. de Orat. 2.267. It is further mentioned at Cic. Orat. 139; de
Orat. 3.203 and D.H. Lys. 3 (p.10,17 U.-R.).

For possible Pauline examples see Ep.Gal. 1.8; 1 Ep.Cor. 13.1.

ur60sois — see s.v. Béoic.

DTOTUTMOLS — see 5.v. SaTONWOo1G.

DTOQOpa

L

-IL

1L

For brogpopé as rhetorical question(s) immediately answered by the
speaker himself, see s.v. énepdnoic.
The term bmoeopd (together with its correlative dvBvrogopad)
could also refer to possible objections from opponents stated in non-
question form. These two terms are so used in Ps.-Hermogenes’
discussion of xeedioia (Jnv. 3.4, cf. Fortunat. RA. 2.27). A
kepdiaiov (in the sense of an argumentative locus such as those
listed under the various ctdogic) derived from (possible or known)
objections from opponents is organised into a four-part structure: i)
npdtacig (introductory statement: e.g. “perhaps this argument will
come from the adversaries”), ii) dmoopd (a short statement of the
argument itself), iii) dvtitpotaocig (introductory statement to the
refutation), iv) dvBuomo@opd or Aboig (the refutation).

See also s.v. GvBumopopa.
A different tradition is preserved in Ruf.Rh. 39 where a bnogpopd is
defined in terms of the speaker suggesting a certain thought and
then refuting it. This is said to be appropriate to deliberative
speeches. An @vBumoeopd concerns the statement of a thought
used by the the opponent, and is suited to judicial speeches.
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oavtacia ;
[Longin.] 15.1 defines it as: &tav & Aéyeig O’ vBovotacuod kol
ndBovg PAémerv doxfig kol O’ dyiv Tibfig toig dxodovov.!®
The speaker thus speaks as if he is seeing and experiencing at that
moment what he is describing. Ps.-Longinus adds that in rhetoric
the purpose is évapyeia (vividness). In §15.8-12 he treats of the
rhetorical pavtacio. His examples show him to be getting at the
use of powerfully descriptive examples in one’s argument (he uses
the words évayovia kel Eunadf). It is not the use of a descriptive
example as such, but one with paviacia, where the speaker paints
a vivid picture placing himself in the very situation he is describing.
The listener is dragged along from the mere point of persuasion into
the fantasy. At §15.1 he notes that others use the term sidwAomotia
instead of pavtacia.
See also Quint. /nst. 6.2.29-36; cf. 9.2.33; 12.10.6.

AAPAKTNPLOPOG
“Characterisation.”

1. A bodily description of someone, useful either for the purpose of
designating him, or to represent someone with grace, Rhet.Her. 4.63
(effictio). Bodily descriptions could also be used to poke fun, cf.
Cic. de Orat. 2.266 who terms this imagines. Related to Cicero’s
term is eikoviopog noted by Tryph. Trop. 2.6 as a synonym of
LapoKTnpLouog, which he also defines in terms of a description of
bodily characteristics.!3

II. RutLup. 2.7 describes yapoxtnpiopdg as follows: Quem ad
modum pictor coloribus figuras describit, sic orator hoc schemate
aut vitia aut virtutes eorum, de quibus loguitur, deformat. It is thus
the description of the virtues or vices (i.e. the character) of particu-
lar people.

III. The term could apparently also refer to virtues and vices described
abstractly (if Seneca has not confused two related concepts). Sen.
Ep. 95.65 stated that descriptio (i.e. signa et notas) cuinusque virtutis
et vitii was called by some yapaxtnpiopods, by Posidonius
nooAroyia. It is clear that this latter definition comes very close to
MBorotia L

135 “When you, under inspiration and emotion, seem to behold what you are saying and
place it before the eyes of your hearers.”
136 For the relation of Tryph. Trop. and Rhet.Her. at this point, see s.v. dpoiwcic.
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LAPMEVTIGHOG

Tryph. Trop. 2.22 defines it as a witty statement by which both the
speaker and hearer are relaxed or put in a good humour, cf. Theon
Prog. i, p.99 Sp. where one of the twelve gidn of the ypeia is
Kot xopleviiopov. Demetr. Eloc. 128 describes the yAaoupd
style in general as A6yog yoprevtiopog kail thapoc. §§128-89 are
devoted to an exposition of this style (§§128-35 concern ta €1dm
TV apitwv, 136-62 ol témor 4@’ dv ai yépiteg, 163-72 concern
the yelolov and ck®dupa, 173-78 AéEg, 179-85 cbvBeog, 186-89
a related but faulty style).

D.H. Isoc. 15 (p.77,1 U.-R.) speaks of t®v negpiddav O yapiev-
Tiopudg which should probably be interpreted as “the playfulness of
his (i.e. Isocrates’) periods.” At Isoc. 12 (p.72,12-14 U.-R.) he
states that every yapieviiopog is inappropriate to serious and diffi-
cult situations, and inimical to arousing pity, cf. also Is. 20
(p.123,10 U.-R.).

For rhetorical jesting in general see Cic. de Orat. 2.216-89 and
Quint. /nst. 6.3 (cf. 6.2.46-49). The Latin equivalent venustus
(Quintilian uses the adjective) is treated at Quint. /nst. 6.3.18. It is
mentioned in Cic. de Orat. 3.205 (ad hilaritatem impulsio) = Orat.
138 (ut in hilaritatem risumve convertat), cf. 139 (hilaritas).

2hevoopog
“Mockery.” Classified by Alex. Fig. 1.18 as a kind of eipoveia. It
is defined in Anon. Poet.Trop. 21 in a way almost identical to
capkacpdg, cf. [Greg.Cor.] Trop. 16 (on capxacudc).!’” Compare
D.H. Comp. 18 (p.83,19 U.-R.), although the term is not used here
as a rhetorical figure.

LpEia
Demetr. Eloc. 170 argues that in certain contexts (e.g. loose parties)
the yelolov can take the place of the yvdun and ypeia. This is
probably the earliest reference to the rhetorical ypeia. Sen. Ep. 33.7
notes that boys were expected to learn both sententiae (i.e. yvduati)
and ypelat by heart. Theon Prog. ii, p.96,19-21 Sp. gives the fol-
lowing careful definition: ypeia &cti ocbviopog dmoQacic 1

137 A work attributed in the mss tradition to Trypho. The earliest ms is probably to be
dated to the fourth century AD. This work together with Tryph. Trop. probably go
back to original work of Trypho, the first century grammarian. See the edition of M.
L. West, “Tryphon De Tropis,” Classical Quarterly 15 [1965] 230-48.
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npaig puet’ ebotoyiag dvapepouivn gig T1 dPLGHEVOV TPOCH-
wov §j dvaloyodv npocdn®.*® The yxpeia is then distinguished
from the yvoun and the dropvnuovevpo. He goes on to divide the
¥ peia into three yévr, those dealing with sayings (Aoyikai), those
dealing with actions (rtpaxtikai), and those which are mixed.'® A
number of subdivisions are also discussed. Exercises on ypg&tat are
discussed on pp.101-105 Sp.. These include retelling (drayyeiia),
varied use of grammatical forms (kAic1lg), Emedvnua, opposition
from contrary considerations, expanding it or shortening it. On
p.104 a section is added on various methods of criticising a ypeia
(dvaockevn). A final paragraph is added on té&ic. From here we
understand that the full treatment of a ypeia includes a short intro-
ductory sentence (wpooipiov), the setting out of the ypeia itself,
and then various treatments on it. At this point at&noig, Tapixfa-
o1 and §0n (?, cf. s.v. fBomotia L) are used. Quint. Inst. 1.9.3-5
also briefly discusses this exercise.

Endnote

D.H. Dem. 40 (p.217,7-13 U.-R.) in describing the yAagvpd &puovia
notes that it makes use of those (poetic) figures which most move the
crowds (Tt KivnTikdtata tdv OyxAwv). This comment would seem to
give some indication of the popularity of artificial figures of speech
among the kind of crowds that regularly attended orations in late first
century BC Rome.**" The figures listed in this category are: moplo®-
O8lg, TAPOULOLDOELG, GAviBécelc, mapovopooia, A&vTioTpoen,
g¢novagopd, and GAAa TOAAL TOLADTA TOIMTIKNG Kol peMKTg AéEewg
Spyava. They are elsewhere identified as Gorgianic figures, Th. 24.
Such figures are considered by Demetrius (Eloc. 27-29, 154, 247,
250) to be out of place in passages where forcefulness (6e1voTnC) is

138 «“Xpeia is a short and intelligent statement or action referring to some definite person
or the equivalent of a person.”

139 Theon gives the following example (from the first group) “Diogenes the philosopher,
having been asked by someone how he might become famous, answered, ‘by thinking
least of reputation.’”

140 1f Dionysius means to refer to crowds attending orations in court — and that may be
doubted — we should note that such courtroom crowds were to vanish later during
imperial times (Tac. Dial. 39, cf. 19-20). But the reference may be to crowds gather-
ing to hear epideictic declamations. The popularity of such artificial figures in first
century BC Rome may be suitably compared with Gorgias’ popularity in Athens some
400 years earlier.
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desired, or where emotion or characterisation is evoked (a6m xai f16n).
“Anger has no need of craft.” Such figures may, however, produce
charm (yapig, §29, 154) and dignified bombast (8yxog, §247) and are
said to work in conjunction with elevated vocabulary (peyoainyopia,
§29). As such, they may be considered suitable to the ueyahomnpenc
style (cf. §77), and probably also to the yAagupd style (cf. §154, and
Dionysius above), although they are not explicitly mentioned in the dis-
cussion of either. Demetrius’ considerations appear to be based upon an
assessment of Aristotle’s style.

Similar views are expressed by Rhet.Her. 4.32 who virtually restricts
these figures to epideictic oratory (cf. Cic. Part. 72; Quint. Inst. 8.3.11-
12), otherwise allowing only for a scattered use to brighten the style.

Cicero’s approach to such figures is less negative. His comments are
to be found in several places in the Orator, and are therefore probably
bound up with his defense against the attack on his style by the propo-
nents of a narrow Lysianic Atticism. Cic. Orat. 37-38 describes these
kind of figures as most suitable to epideictic oratory (broadly defined so
as to include history) where they are openly used (at §65 far-fetched
metaphors are also grouped with these figures and several other charac-
teristics of sophistic oratory are mentioned). Use of such figures pro-
vides concinnitas and may even provide prose rhythm naturally, without
deliberately aiming for such (cf. Orat. 164-67). Cicero notes that they
are much less common in judicial oratory and even then are concealed
(Orat. 38), although at Orat. 165 and 167 he provides two examples
from his works which are hardly concealed (Mil. 10 and Ver. 4.115)! At
Orat. 107 he cites a portion of an early speech containing such figures
and notes that it gained great applause upon delivery (S.Rosc. 72).

Quintilian notes with disapproval how the kind of rhetorical display
common in declamations found its way into the courts (cf. Inst. 4.3.2).
He contrasts the concealed eloquence of former times with the ostenta-
tion (iactatio) in the courts of his own day (Inst. 4.1.9). The kind of
bombast common in the courts and its hearty reception by the crowds is
aptly described in Inst. 12.8.3 and more dramatically in Plin. Ep. 2.14.
Yet the background here is somewhat different from the days of Diony-
sius of Halicarnassus, being influenced by the activity of the dela-
tores.**! Quintilian himself cautions that when strong emotions are
called for, artificial figures are quite out of place (Inst. 9.3.100-102).

141 See M. Winterbottom, “Quintilian and the vir bonus,” Journal of Roman Studies 54
(1964) 90-97.
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abscisio 24,42  coniugatio 111
abusio 66 coniugatum 111
adiunctio 50, 52, 60, 83  coniunctio 50, 60
adnominatio 93,103  coniunctum 111
ad hilaritatem risumve convertat 126  conlatio 110
ad propositum subiecta 14 conpar 90, 98
aetiologia 60  conparatio 123
ambiguum 42,82  conplexio 69
ambitus 96, 100  consultatio 64, 117
amplificatio 18, 28, 29, 80, 88, 120, 124  contentio 21,22
anteoccupatio 104  continuatio 98-99, 100
approbatio 28  continuatum 72
argumeniatio 57,119  contrarium 15, 47, 49, 99
argumentum 15, 17, 38, 108, 109, 118-19  conversio 22, 54
articulus 34,96,98  correcrio 71
aversio 25  credibile 37
brevis expositio 113 definitio 84
brevitas 113 delectatio 85
causa 64  deminutio 20
circuitus 101  demonstratio 43
circumcisa expositio 113 denominatio 77
circumductum 100 derisus 40
circumitio 102 descriptio 34, 40, 125
coacervatio 111 designatio 33
collatio 79, 80  detractio 106
commiseratio 18  digestio 70
commoratio 53  digressio 85
communicatio 18  diiunctio 36
commutatio 22  dinumeratio 23
comparabile 37,79  dissipatio 72
comparatio 22,29, 110, 124  dissolutum 34
complexio 17,36  disiunctio 36
comprehensio 101  disiunctum 35, 50, 60
concessio 92 dissimulatio 39
conclusio 17, 18,99, 101  distributio ) 32,33
conduplicatio 18  dividat in partes 70
confessio 92,104  divisio 32, 105
conformatio 106  dubizatio 24

congeries 29 dubium 109
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effictio 79, 125
egressio 86
emendatio 71, 104
enumeratio 17,32
erroris inductio 25
evidentia 44
exclamatio 25,41
exemplum 37, 49, 79, 80, 88, 109
exornatio 114
expeditio 32
expolitio 33,48
exsecratio 84
exsuperatio 41, 124
exsuscitatio 49
fabula 37,78
gradatio 58
hilaritas 126
illustre 44
imago 79, 80, 125
imitatio 83
immutata oratio 15
immutatio 77
incisum 69, 99, 100
incrementum 29
inflexio 83
inlusio 34
inlustris explanatio ... sub aspectum
paene sublectio - 35, 44
insinuatio 89
intellectio 112
interpretatio 114
interrogatio 51
ironia 39
iudicatum 37,67
iunctura 116
licentia 94
locus 28, 29, 80, 88, 105, 110, 118-20
locus communis 28,34, 44, 117, 119-20
locus proprius 28
loquendi ratio 16
membrum 69, 96, 98, 99, 100, 101
nominatio 82
notatio 60
occultatio 89
oratio soluta 100
oratio vincta atque contexta 100
ordo 116
parabola 80
partitio 32, 36
percursio 54
permissio 54
permutatio 15

perversio 18, 122
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praecisio 24
praedictio 14,104
praemunitio 104, 105
praeparatio 104
praesumptio 104
probabile - 37
pronominatio 23
ratiocinatio 14, 29, 56
reditus ad propositum 29
reduplicatio 18
refutatio 41
regressio 18
relatio 20
rellatio 20
rem dicendo subiciet oculis 35, 44
repetitio 19
reprehensio 71, 104
reticentia 24
sententia 32,99, 126
sermocinatio 33, 49, 52, 106
significatio 41, 80, 82, 124
signum 37, 108-109, 124
simile 49
similiter cadens 78,79, 98
similiter desinens 79, 98
similitudo 15, 37, 42, 77, 79-81, 83, 88,

110, 124
similium 91
subiectio 51
suggestio 52
superlatio 123
traductio 18,77
traiecto in alium 73
transgressio 122
transiectio 122
transitio 70
transitus 55,71
translatio 76
urbanitas 26
ut ab eo quod agitur avertat animos 25
ut aliquid relinquat ac neglegat 24
ut aliquid reticere se dicat 24
ut aliud alii tribuens dispertiat 32
ut ante occupet quod videat opponi 104
ut ante praemuniat 104

ut in hilaritatem risumve convertat 126

ut irrideat 34
ut liberius quid audeat 94
ut medeatur 36
ut se ipse revocet 29
Venustus 126
vox quaedam libera atque eriam

effrenatio augendi causa 94
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Ev.Matr.
Ev.Marc.

Ev.Luc.

ActAp.
Ep.Rom.

1 Ep.Cor.
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14.10-20

26.48
2.27
12.24
423
17.28
1.11
1.13
1.13-15
1.24-32
1.28-31
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2.1
3.1-9
3.27-31
4.14
5.3-5
5.3b-4
7.24
8.29-30
8.34
8.38-39
9.4-5
9.19ff
10.14-15
11.19ff
11.25
9.20
9.25
10.1
10.23
12
12.28

2Ep.Cor. 217

Ep.Gal. 1.6-7

EpEph. 3.1,14

Ep.Phil. 121
Ep.Tit. 1.12
Ep.Philem.19

EpHebr. 1-2

11.1
11.19
11.32ff
EpJac. 3.4-5a
1 EpPet. 2.18-3.7
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