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Abstract

The “Deipnosophists” of Athenaeus of Naucratis are a literary work that presents us an
insight into ancient rhetoric and speech from various perspectives. Being composed of fictive
speeches that join the texts of ancient writings in paraphrases and citations in the conversa-
tions of the participants during a banquet, the work reveals in different layers, the composi-
tion of the work itself, the conversations, and their writings, especially the ones that focus on
rhetorical topics, speech in the essential form of this piece of literature. We argue that Athe-
naeus invents and composes here a multimedia memory that arranges topics related to the
culture of banquets in speeches that range from the factuality of historical accounts about
rhetoricians to the fictional story of the event itself that nearly completely consists of speech-
es as praise of this kind of culture. The “Deipnosophists” of Athenaeus comprises both spo-
ken and written aspects of ancient rhetorics and speeches that blend into each other ranging
from the framing narrative of a meeting of Athenaeus who tells the story of the event to a
friend, the speeches of the deipnosopshists, and the presentation of the texts of the works par-
aphrased and cited as speech in the banquet.

Keywords: rhetoric, banquet, hellenism, Epideictic speech, Greek literature, Imperial
Rome

Rezumat

Lucrarea ,, Deipnospophists” de Athenaeus din Naucratis este o operd care face incursi-
une, din diverse perspective, in retorica anticd si discurs. Fiind compusd din discursuri fic-
tive, care sunt subsumate textelor unor scrieri antice in parafrazdri si citdri din conversatiile
participantilor unui banchet, ea dezvdiluie, in diferite straturi, compozitia in sine a acestor
conversatii si scrieri, mai cu seamd, cele ce tin de subiecte retorice si vorbire. Autorul intro-
duce aici 0 memorie multimedia care aranjeazd subiecte legate de cultura banchetelor in dis-
cursuri care variazd de la factualitatea relatarilor istorice despre retoricieni la istorisirea fic-
tivd a evenimentului in sine, care constd aproape in intregime din discursuri de laudd cu
referire la cultura tn cauzd. Lucrarea dezviluie aspecte atit orale, cdt si scrise ce fin de reto-
rica anticd §i discursuri care se contopesc intre ele, de relatarea frapantd a unei intdlniri a lui
Athenaeus, pe care acesta o face unui prieten, de prezentarea textelor lucrdrilor parafrazate si
citate ca discurs de banchet.

Cuvinte-cheie: reforica, banchet, elenism, vorbirea epideicticd, literatura greacd, Impe-
riul Roman
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1. Introduction: Rhetoric and the Deipnosophists of Athenaeus - Three
Dimensions of Speech

The aim of this article is to analyze the information about rhetoric that
Athenaeus provides us in this book that combines a literary form with an
encyclopedic knowledge about Greek customs from the classical time to the
fictive speakers” actions and sayings that reflect the time of Athenaeus. The
field of rhetoric is present in various layers of the text. So Athenaeus has
chosen a unique blend of a framing narrative with a dialogue between Ath-
enaeus and his friend Timocrates who demands an account of this event,
with the narrative of the event of the banquet and the narratives of the
works of authors that are either paraphrased or cited. The framing narrative
of a dialogue of two persons who meet and one of them asks for an account
of a banquet has been used by Plato in his dialogue Symposium. The main
account is the event of the dinner of the deipnosophists. References from
books are cited by the participants, as Athenaeus tells in Book X. Among
them are both citations from speeches of orators and citations from works
providing information about the lives of rhetoricians and their culture.

At each of these three levels of the narrative, speech appears both as spo-
ken uttered words and as rhetorical speech ("Aoyoqg’; ‘oratio’). Athenaeus lets
us also have a look at the contemporary state of rhetoric in the Hellenic
world during the late 2nd century, in the way his protagonists act and com-
ment on rhetorical issues. The culture of banquets as social gatherings that
existed in all parts of the ancient world known to the Hellenic scholars is re-
alized actively during the dinner of the deipnosophists and all of the topics
the deipnosophists discuss in their speeches are thematically bound to the
banquet. The banquet was only a part of the history of the ancient Greek cul-
ture, but as a theme, the banquet was present in a number of literary genres
of the past, that were exclusively dedicated to banquets. In Athenaeus’” work,
several of these writings, that otherwise would have been completely lost,
are quoted. Despite its fictional character Athenaeus reveals in his work bio-
graphic details of his own origin from Naucratis in the Western delta of the
Nile River during the conversation.

The Deipnosophists is more than a literary work of a fictional event. It con-
tains valuable information about the rhetoric of antiquity until the Second
Sophistic from written sources that are exclusively quoted in this work. This
concerns the reference to rhetoricians called orators (‘prjtwp’) and their
speeches, but also other sources that describe the lives of rhetoricians in an-
ecdotal ways giving us an insight of their interaction with professionals from
other scholarly or artistic backgrounds. The way that Athenaeus narrates de-
tails about the performance and interaction between the participating deip-
nosophists entails descriptions of how orators act in comparison with the
deipnosophists and the performance of a professional orator. Plutarch’s
Dinner of the Seven Wise Men (Zopmooiov Tév €xte 0op@v) is a fictive conversa-
tion of the ‘seven wise men’, Thales, Bias, Pittacus, Solon, Chilon, Cleobulus,



and Anacharsis. So while Athenaeus chooses fictional contemporaries to
gather at the banquet, Plutarch uses the seven wise men. The interaction be-
tween the participating deipnosophists has both a discursive structure in the
tradition of the genre of the didactic dialogue and narrative and descriptive
sequences of the text parts of the single deipnosophists. The references are
the argument for their introductory statement that is linked to the discursive
frame of the verbal interaction between the participants. The deipnosophists
quote or paraphrase their references after the short introductory statement.
The topological structure of the whole work ranges subject-wise across all
kinds of topics related to the banquet culture. In terms of arguments, it uses
the encyclopedic knowledge from books as a support for the topics that the
deipnosophists evoke in their speeches during the banquet. But this ency-
clopedic knowledge the deipnosophists provide is a real one. The author of
the Deipnosophists must have had access to these works. What Athenaeus
knew and documented in the Deipnosophists shows us that at the end of the
2nd century CE the works of scholars of the age of Pericles and poetic works
since Homeric time were known, preserved, and employed as sources for
compositions that use the adaption and implementation of these texts into a
new literary form during the Second Sophistic.

At the time Philostratus wrote his Lives of the Sophists the word ‘sophist’
(‘'ooglotng’) was not a general term for an expert but used for the “orators’
(‘pnropeg’), the professors of rhetoric, in the Roman Imperium who were
public figures. In the preface to Book I Philostratus wrote that the old sophis-
tic practice must be considered philosophical rhetoric (“tnv apyaiav cogrotiknv
pnropknyv nyeiobar xpn @uioocopodoav”) due to its dialectical approach.
Philostratus, slightly older than Athenaeus, coined the term of the Second
Sophistic for the oratory practice of the “orators” (‘p711opeg’) in the Roman Em-
pire from Emperor Nero onwards. The contextual meaning of the sophist in
the time Athenaeus wrote his Deipnosophists was positive. While it can be
even seen as an overarching conceptual term for professionals of rhetorical
activities in his work, in the dialogues orators are called ‘p1ropeg’, when they
appear as the sources of works quoted or as persons in scholarly works.

2. The Deipnosophists of Athenaeus and Rhetoric of the Second Sophistic

While Athenaeus is not named by Philostratus in his Lives of the Sophists,
the Second Sophistic is the cultural movement that in many aspects frames the
contents, style, and context of the Deipnosophists. So T. Whitmarsh
(Whitmarsh, 2013, p. 14) in the Oxford Handbook of the Second Sophistic asked
‘What of a text like Athenaeus' Deipnosophists?” The recourse to the classical
works of Greek culture and its restructuring to a new kind of composite
work that is a bridge between the fictive event of the banquet and the factu-
ality of the ancient writings that are in most of the texts present, can be seen
as a formal feature of writings of the Second Sophistic. In the way of a bio-
graphical account, the concept of the Second Sophistic was used by Philostra-
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tus. So it does not apply to Athenaeus who is not recorded in his Lives of the
Sophists. E. Bowie (Bowie, 2008, p. 69) in The Geography of the Second Sophistic.
Cultural Variations in Paideia noticed that too little is known about Imperial
Naucratis that had four sophists from late 2nd to early 3¢ century who are
recorded in the work of Philostratus, while this profession was in Alexan-
dria absent and it is not known how these sophists “related to that rather
different sort of scholarly figure, Athenaeus”.

W. A. Johnson and D. S. Richter [Johnson &Richter, 2017, p. 3) in Periodici-
ty and Scope in The Oxford Handbook of the Second Sophistic argued that for
the Greco-Roman world of the 2nd century CE common characteristic of the
Second Sophistic of ‘nostalgia for an idealized classical past’, “archaism and
purity of language’, ‘sophistic performance and contest and display’,
‘paideia and erudition’, and ‘anxieties over self-definition and identity’
should be “explored with nuance, sophistication, and sufficient granularity,
and with close attention to tensions, ambiguity, and ambivalence”. Kemezis
(Kemezis, 2017, p. 5) in Essence et Presence de la Seconde Sophistique. Narrative
of Cultural Geography in Philostratus’ Lives of the Sophists published in Percep-
tions of the Second Sophistic and Its Times. Regards sur la Seconde Sophistique et
son Epoque analyzed the literary structure of Philostratus” Lives of the Soph-
ists with the notice that “the salient geographical feature of Philostratus’s
story is its emphasis on Athens as the ideal site for sophistic activity”. As
shown by K. Eshleman (Eshleman, 2008, p. 397), Philostratus limits the soph-
ists in his work to the three groups of six academic generations from Nicetes
through Herodes Atticus to Philostratus, Polemo and his associates, and
Isaeus and his students.

Recent research has employed the concept of the Second Sophistic as a
term for the second half of the first century to the second half of the 3t cen-
tury CE applicable to public figures beyond the range of Philostratus’ Lives
of the Sophists. G. Anderson (Anderson, 1993, p. 16) stated that there is “no
specific branch of 'sophistic rhetoric', though again in practice sophists con-
centrated on 'epideiktic rhetoric'”. As for the Deipnosophists, we have here
the fictive event of the banquet and the historical accounts of the cited works
in a composite of discourses of the deipnosophists that combine documenta-
tion, dialectics, and oratory. T. Whitmarsh (Whitmarsh, 2017, p. 14) noticed
that “although eternally aware of the potentially fictive properties of a dis-
course, Greeks only rarely acknowledged fiction as a genre: partial excep-
tions can be found in forms of rhetoric and New Comedy, but it was not un-
til the emergence of the novel in the imperial period that one particular liter-
ary form became definitively fictive”. Recent research has contributed to the
analysis of the stylistically complex form of the Deipnosophists. G. Anderson
(Anderson, 1993, p. 347) makes a thematic conjecture between Longinus who
in his On the Sublime discusses in chapter 43 food and refers so to the “‘world
of the Deipnosophists’. O. M. Williamson (Williamson, 2013, p. 19) in Culinary



Rhetoric and Rhetorical Cookery. Plato was Right After All noticed that “the
deeply rhetorical nature of cooking has been recognized since classic times,
particularly in Athenaeus’ Deipnosophists, but the full potential richness of a
deeper theoretical linkage between discursive scholarship and the culinary
arts remains to be explored”.

The Deipnosophist is an artifice and the language used in the speeches is
by no means ordinary speech. Ch. Jacob (Jacob, 2013) in The Web of Athenaeus
described the various layers of the narration of the Deipnosophists and char-
acterized in Chapter XIII. Words and Things the language employed by the
deipnosophists as a language that “does not correspond to” the “common”
Greek (the koine) spoken in the imperial period, but as one that “has been re-
constructed by the work of the grammarians, philologists, and lexicogra-
phers of Alexandria, but which also constitutes a relevant object of reflection
for the rhetors and prose-writers of the Second Sophistic, in search of stylis-
tic and linguistic norms”. Paulas (Paulas, 2012, p. 403) in How To Read Athe-
naeus' Deipnosophists noticed the interactive dimension of the rhetoric that
Athenaeus employs requiring “"readerly" engagement involving inter- and
intratext” that “renders Athenaeus' text both meaningful and pleasurable to
read”. The “understanding this way of reading and its rhetoric enables modern
readers to see the Deipnosophists as a literary work rather than merely a re-
pository of knowledge”. S.D. Olson (Olson, 2018, p. 423) in Athenaeus'
"Fragments" of Non-Fragmentary Prose Authors and their Implications pointed
out that “we can generally tell the difference between Athenaeus' quotations
(which appear to be more or less reliable) and his paraphrases (which are
not)”. L. Romeri (Romeri, 2014, p. 17) acknowledged the interactivity of the
text with its praising function stating that “in Athenaeus’ project there is a
real work of reappropriation of the quoted texts and that this work corre-
sponds to the author’s will to celebrate and to preserve a certain Greek
knowledge, thus leading the quoted texts to interact”. The uniqueness of the
communication style during the banquet in the Deipnosophists has been de-
scribed by Ch. Jacob (Jacob, 2013) in Chapter XI. How to Speak at Table? as “the
result is a coded dialogue, regulated by a series of rules and constraints,
which draws multiple and sophisticated effects of meaning out of a virtuoso
game of decontextualization and recontextualization, of effects of form and
prosody created by the mixing of dialects, metrical structures, literary gen-
res, levels of discourse, and forms of knowledge”. Speech is an integral ele-
ment and overarching means for the composition of the different elements of
the text and the representation of knowledge in the Deipnosophists. It is the
carrier of the persuasive function of rhetoric. In the following sections, we
will analyze how Athenaeus employed speech as rhetorical means to con-
struct the text of the central event of the Deipnosophists, the banquet, and
preserve the knowledge of rhetoric.
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3. The Deipnosophists about Contemporary Rhetoric: Rhetoric and Rhe-

toricians/Orators (‘pritopeg’) at the Banquet in the Deipnosophists

The Deipnosophists is a work that transforms the knowledge of ancient
writings into vivid dialogues of the conversation in various speeches ex-
changed between a group of men that joint a dinner party in Rome. As a
reminiscence of the past of Greek culture, the banquet theme is in various
topics of the speeches unfolded. Unlike the abstract logical instructive dia-
logues of dialectic philosophy whose most prominent representative is the
Platonic dialogue, Athenaeus’ dialogues are full of detailed information
about the lifestyle, habits, and relationships of persons and the speeches of
the deipnosophists entail for the most part narratives. Athenaeus builds
bridges between the massive use of original quotations in the extant books
of Deipnosophists and the proclaimed vivid dialogues they represent in a
quite simple way explained in Book VI. The speakers at the banquet arrived
prepared for their speeches with available quotations from books to be used
in their performances. The Suda describes in its entry for Athenaeus of Nau-
cratis the author as a grammarian (“ypappatkog’) who lived in the time of
Emperor Marcus Aurelius and “wrote a book with the title Deipnosophists
(Aeurvooogrotatl’), in which he records how many of the ancients had a repu-
tation for munificence in giving banquets” (“&ypawe PBiPAiov Svopa
Aeurvoco@iotai: év @ pvnpovevel, 600t TOV maAaidv peyaloyvywg E6oSav
¢otdv”, Tr. Malcolm Heath). Athenaeus appears in the Deipnosophists as a
person we can identify as factual providing us with information about the
place he came from, the Greek emporium Naucratis on the Canopic branch
of the Nile River. Athenaeus provides not only details about the local food of
the city (11.61.) but also lets the participating deipnosophists cite works like
the History of the Foundation of Naucratis of Apollonius” of Rhodos or Naucra-
tis (7.19.).

In Book I (1.1.) Athenaeus is described as one of the persons that attends
the banquet with the appearance of an orator. His work is ‘an arrangement
of the speech’ (“tod Aoyov oixovopida’) in the form of an “imitation of a sump-
tuous banquet’ (‘pipnpa tig Tod detrrvov rmoAvteleiag):

“xal éouv M TOd AOyov oikovopia | “And the arrangement of the conversa-
pipnpa g Tod Selrrvoo molvteAeiag | tion is an imitation of a sumptuous ban-
kai 1 g PiProv dwaokeon Tiig év @ | quet; and the plan of the book follows the
Setrvep rapaokeni|g, Towobtov 6 Bavpaotog | arrangement of the conversation. This,
ovtog tod Mdyoo oikovopog Abrjvaiog | then, is the delicious feast of words
fototov Aoyodetrvov eionyeitat kpeittav | which this admirable master of the feast,
Te avtog £avtod ywvopevog, dorep oi | Atheneeus, has prepared for us; and
ABrjvnot prjtopeg, 010 Tig v 1P Aéyewv | gradually surpassing himself, like the
Oeppomtog mpog TG émoOpeva  Tig | orator at Athens, as he warms with his
BipAov Pabpmdov vrepaMetal” (Ed. G. | subject, he bounds on towards the end of
Kaibel). the book in noble strides” (C.D. Yonge
(trans.)).




Athenaeus in Book I (1.2.) wrote that a group of rhetoricians (‘pntopwv’)
was present at the banquet, but records none of them by name:

“tdv 88 xovik®v &g mv OV
KbOvoolkov kalei- @ ob povov
dvo Kbveg Gpyol eirtovto, dg Td
TnAepdayw éxxkAnowafovtt, aAAa
TOV AKTAI®VOG TOAD TTAElOVEG.
pTopov Te HV  Ayvplg OV
KOVIK®V KAT" OVOLV GrIOAewTIopEvT)”
(Ed. G. Kaibel).

In Book II (2.20.) is noticed that Athenaeus after having delivered this lec-
ture on the topic water like rhetoricians (‘®%onep oi prjtopeg’) stopped his
speech and then started again. The host of the banquet, Laurentius, is de-
scribed as a speaker in the way of an orator (‘pnotv 6 mapa t® prropt Aaprjvotog’)
(2.35.). From the description of the participating grammarian and text-
centered philologist Ulpian we learn in Book III that he was surrounded by

sophists who are depicted as the inventors of uncommon meanings for
words (3.54.):

“Of the Cynics, there was one whom he
calls Cynulcus, who had not only two white
dogs following him, as they did Telemachus
when he went to the assembly, but a more
numerous pack than even Acteon had. And
of rhetoricians there was a whole troop, in no
respect inferior to the Cynics” (C.D. Yonge
(trans.)).

“tolobtol Tveg eiotv, ® £raipot, ol
OvAmavetot cogiotai, oi xal To
P\aplov kahovdpevov vmo Popaiov,
0 €ig [1od] Beppod Hdartog katepyaoiav

“Such now, my friends, are Ulpian's
companions, the sophists; men who call
even the thing which the Romans call
miliarium, that is to say, a vessel de-

Kataokevalopevov, imvoAéPnta
ovopdalovteg” (Ed. G. Kaibel).

signed to prepare boiling water
in, imvoAéPng, an  oven-kettle”  (C.D.
Yonge (trans.)).

The sophists are called here ‘producers of many names’ (‘moAA®dV
ovopatev noutai’) and several examples of how they produce new words
or use old words with new meanings based on homophony are given. In
Book VI (6.3.) Athenaeus continues the frame narrative of the beginning of
the Deipnosophists that depicts the situation of his meeting with Timocrates
who urges him to recall the event of the banquet of the deipnosophists with
a reference to the speech of the orator (‘prjtwp’) Cothocides saying that he
intends to restore the relicts of this feast to Timocrates like Cothocides:

“xai nMpelg ovv, ® Twpokpateg, | “And we accordingly, O Timocrates,
arrodidopév oot o v | will restore to you the relics of the feast
deurvoooplot®dv Aelyava xai ov | of the Deipnosophists, and will
didopev, mg 6 Kobwxidng ¢noi | not give them, as Cothocides the orator
pntwp Anpoodévnyv xAevdalwv” (Ed. | said, meaning to ridicule Demosthenes”
G. Kaibel). (C.D. Yonge (trans.)).

An account (‘artodooig’) of the event is the self-declared aim of the au-
thor. Athenaeus in Book VIII (8.47.) mentions that one of the participating
guests at the dinner, Democritus, esteems Aristotle, other philosophers, and
rhetoricians (‘“t@®v GAA@V PIAOCOP®V Te Kai P1TOp®V’).
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The practice that the host and guests who attended a banquet had select-
ed topics they presented one after the other during the banquet, is known
from the Symposium of Plato, the central topic of which is eros. In Athenaeus’
work the event, the banquet, and the topic of the speeches are identical, even
though its various aspects are discussed to a degree that lets the banquet ap-
pear as a symbol of a universal pleasant and cultured lifestyle. The idea to
use the knowledge preserved in a library, books about all kinds of
knowledge that contribute to the main topic as material of the narratives of
the sophists participating at the dinner, not only shows us the creativity of
the invention of the author, but also the presence and availability of this
knowledge for scholars like Athenaeus in the second century CE. The ban-
quet takes place in Rome, the center of the Roman Empire, while the culture
of Hellenism and its past and other cultures serve as places the works in the
discourses refer to. The readers experience the culture of banquets in the
narratives of the speeches, while the actions of the event in Rome are only
described to a degree that allows to build a framing structure. Between
praise of the banquet itself, the imperial impact of Rome, and the esteem for
the locations and local cultures in the world known to scholars at that time,
the range of this work as an epideictic speech is open to interpretations. The
deipnosophists present a vivid memoria of the past and connect it to the pre-
sent time of the deipnosophists in their speeches. This blending illusion of
continuity is the persuasive function of the text that is realized by the chosen
medium, the speech.

4. Banquets as a Theme in Greek Culture and Hellenism to the Second
Sophistic in the Speeches of the Deipnosophists

The banquet that Athenaeus here constructed imitates a banquet with
representative participants that contribute to the conversation being well-
prepared for their particular topic with their citations from classic books in
order to demonstrate their expertise. One of the topics is the history of the
banquet culture itself. In one case, in Book IV. (4.13.), an orator, Xenocles, is
mentioned as the host of a banquet in the description of Plutarch about an
Attic banquet the parodist Matron narrated. Its host, the rhetorician Xeno-
cles (‘"Eevoxhiig pritwp’), is in the following poetic invocation formula for the
Muse mentioned:

“Oettva  pot  €vvene, Moboa, | “The feast for much and varied food re-
HoADTpo@a Kai pala moA\d, & | nown'd,

HevoxAflg prtwp €v Abnvaig | Given by Xenocles, O Muse, resound”
detnrvicev ipdg” (Ed. G. Kaibel). (C.D. Yonge (trans.)).

The banquet was a literary motive and topographic place for the presen-
tation of discourses among participants in the Greek culture. Athenaeus’
work mentions and quotes several works with the title Banguet besides poet-



ic, scholarly and historical works with other titles that entail passages of de-
scriptions of banquets. In Book I the poet Archestratus is mentioned as the
author of the writing The Art of Giving a Banquet (‘Apxeotpdtov Tod
deurvoloyov’) that is quoted during the banquet. The compound “GeurvoAoyog’
is a reference to rhetorical speech (“Aoyog’) about the event of a banquet
(‘éeimvov’). In Book V the traditions of banquets are described in various cul-
tures beginning with the poetry of Homer in Greece extending to other parts
of the world like Germany, Egypt, Persia, and India with quotations from
works of authors that entail the banquet as a topic.

For works exclusively dedicated to a particular banquet the title Banquet
(Zopmooiov) is used in the conversations. The classic writing with the title
Bangquet has survived under the title Symposium for the dialogue written by
Plato about a symposium attended by Socrates and other scholars who dis-
cuss the common topic of love from various perspectives. The Banguet
(Zopmooiov) of Plato is mentioned as the title of several books in the Deipnos-
ophists ((5.5.), (5.7.), (5.18.), (5.57.), (11.108.), (11.114.)). Additionally, an un-
known treatise on Laws of Banquets written by Plato is cited, describing that
under the dominion of Lacedaemon, no drinking parties existed even during
the time of the Dionysiac festival of Bacchus (5.43.). The title for the work
Banquet written by Xenophon entails the word ‘ooumdoiov” (‘Eevopdvtog
ZopnoowVv’) and is mentioned in several parts of the Deipnosophists ((5.13.),
(15.34.), (11.111.), (14.3.)). Among the deipnosophists, it was known that the
rivaling philosophers Plato and Xenophon had both written works with the
title Banquets (Zopmooia): “Zopmoowa pév yap yeypdegaow apgpotepor” (11.112.).
Even Aristotle is quoted as the author of a today unknown Banguet
(Zopmooov) (“Aprototedng & €v 1@ Zopmooim ¢noiv”’) (15.16.). In Book VI
(6.2.) Athenaeus tells that laws for banquets were laid down by Xenocrates
in the Academy and later Aristotle continued with these guidelines for ban-
quets. Heraclides of Tarentum appears twice as an author of a treatise with
the title Banquet (Zoumdoiov) with a quotation: (“6 8¢ Tapavtivog Hpaxeidng
év 1@ Zopmooie enot:”, (2.76.) and “HpaxAeidng 6 Tapavtivog, dvOpeg pilot,
&v 1® mypagopéve Zopmnooio ¢noi”, (3.91.). In Book III Yonge translates a
title of a quoted book of Lynceus ‘an account of the Banquet of Ptolemy’,
while the original text does not use a capital letter (“avaypdapmv yodv to
[TroAepaiov copnooov @notv ovtwg:”) and so the original text indicates an
event rather than a book (3.58.). A work with the title Symposium (Zousooiov)
of a philosopher, Meleager the Cynic, is quoted (“xai Meléaypog & o
KOVIKOG év 1) Xvprooio ovtwol ypaget”). Here Athenaeus uses the un-
common verb “ypdaget (‘he/she writes’) instead of the common verb “¢not’
(‘he/she says’) for the introduction of the author’s work (11.107.).

In Book XIII it is noticed that the Stoic philosopher of the 3rd century BCE
Persaeus the Cittiaean wrote an account with the title Recollections of Banquets
(“xatrot Ilepoatov tod Kitiemg év 10ig Zopnotkoig Ynopvipaow”, (13.86.)).
Aristotle’s student Aristoxenus is quoted from his book Promiscuous Banquets
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(“Aprotogevog &v Toig Zoppiktolg Zopnotkoig ‘dpotwov, ¢not,”, 14.31.)). The
word ‘Aeimvov’ is used for the title of literary works in the Deipnosophists.
Philoxenus” play with the title Banquet is mentioned several times (“xati
d\oGevog 87 év 1d émypagopeve Asimve enotv”, (9.77), “©Aogevog & 6
O010vpapPoriotdg év @ Emypagopéve Astmve”, (15.33., “émel 6¢ kai o
Kobrjptog ®\ogevog év 1@ Aeintve”, (14.50.)). Timachides is an author who is
quoted three times from his several books comprising work Ban-
quet (“Eomiepidav 6¢ pida ovtwg kaleiobat twva ¢not Tipaxidag év o#
Aetivav”, (3.23.) and “Twpayidag 8¢ €v toig Aetrrvorg to podov ¢not”, (15.29.),
and “Twypayidag 6° &v tetdpte Aeirrvov Kai 0rjoelov Tt dvaypa@et KAAOLHEVOV
avBog” (15.32.).

5. Rhetoric and Rhetoricians/Orators (‘prjtopeg’) in the Cited and Re-
Narrated Books of the Deipnosophists

Reading the Deipnosophists as a multimedial composite of different texts
from a time before the concept multimedia in its contemporary definitions
was used means to acknowledge the media that existed at the time Athe-
naeus flourished: Written and spoken speeches that were in the rhetorical
theory highly differentiated, artifices of different genres, and scholarly writ-
ings of different fields of expertise. Recorded in Greek book once written in
the past and well-preserved in late antiquity of the Imperium Romanum,
these texts enabled Athenaeus to produce his literary composite. Despite its
fictionality, we can show that the conversations of the banquet as Athenae-
us’ unique invention refer to contemporary rhetoric. The factual scholarly
work and literary artifacts that appear in the conversations refer to the past
of the oratory culture as a means of documentation. The citations of the
books often are introduced with the word “¢pnoi’ marking the beginning of
the paraphrase or original text quotation as a speech. So in the conversation-
al speeches of the banquet, the texts of the written works quoted are as a
speech introduced by their respective author. Both kinds of speeches, the
spoken and written speech that are delivered during the banquet, are the
implementations of the framing speech that Athenaeus delivers to his friend
as the recollection of this event in the frame narrative.

5.1. Greek Rhetoric and Roman Oratory in the Deipnosophists

As a practice of rhetoric in the mythos, in Book I (1.28.) during the discus-
sion about banquets in Homer’s poetry it is noticed that the Trojans honored
at the end of their banquets Mercury to whom the “tongue’ (‘yAdooa’) as in-
struments of “interpretation’ ("éppnveia’) was dedicated. Athenaeus in Book
XIII wrote about rhetoric in the time of Aristotle that Philo wrote a ‘speech’
(‘Aoyoq’) against Sophocles who was defended by the cousin of Demosthe-
nes Demochares caused by Sophocles’ release of a decree that banned phi-
losophers from Attica:

“kal Zo@okAiig 8¢ tig yneiopart | “And a certain man named Sophocles,
éCnAaoe mmavtag @uiooogovg Tiig | passed a decree to banish all the philoso-



Attikiig, ka® ob Aoyov Eypawye
PiA@v 6 Aplototélovg yvapLog,
arrohoyiav vmep tod Zo@oxAéong

phers from Attica. And Philo, the friend of
Aristotle, wrote an oration against him;
and Demochares, on the other hand, who

Anpoxapovg memoumkotog  tod | was the cousin of Demosthenes, composed
Anpoobevoog dveyrod” (Ed. G. | a defence for Sophocles” (C.D. Yonge
Kaibel). (trans.)).

It is told in Book XIII that in the Roman Empire sophists were either
banned from Rome as persons who corrupt the youth or admitted, but nev-
ertheless, the Romans are praised as ‘the best in every respect’ (“Popaiot 6’
ot mavta Gptotor’). The Deipnosophists adds here a quote from the poet Anax-
ippus who mentions that for him “philosophers are only wise in quibbling
about words” (“1obg ye pihooogpoug év toig Aoyorg ppovodvtag”), while be-
ing “foolish” (“‘povov’) ‘in terms of the deeds’ (“év toiot 6’ €pyorg”) drawing
on the discussion about the relation between words and things:

“kai Popal ot 6 ol mavta | “And the Romans, who are in every respect

dptotot £€¢Balov Tovg coPloTag
g Popng og Owagbeipovtag
TODG VEOLG, &mel OVK 010 Breg
katedéCavto. gpgpavilet &’ dpdV
Kai 1o avontov Avaduimog 0
Kopodonolog év Kepavvoopéve
Aeyov obteg - oifpor, PLANooOQETS.
GAAG TOOG ye PLAOCOPODG £V TOTG
Aoyolg  @povodviag  ebplok®
povov, év tolot &’ &pyolg vtag

the best of men, banished all the sophists
from Rome, on the ground of their corrupt-
ing the youth of the city, though, at a subse-
quent time, somehow or other, they admit-
ted them. And Anaxippus the comic poet
declares your folly in his Man struck by
Lightning, speaking thus—Alas, you're a
philosopher; but I Do think philosophers are
only wise In quibbling about words; in
deeds they are, As far as I can see, complete-

avonjtoog opd” (Ed. G. Kaibel). ly foolish” (C.D. Yonge (trans.).

The practice of banning philosophers and rhetoricians was common in
many cities across Greece during the time of Socrates with reference to
Chamaeleon’s book on Simonides (13.92.). This contrasting comparison of
ancient Greek and Roman politics dealing with philosophy and sophistry
and rhetoricians who supported or acted against them describes rhetoricians
as public figures involved in political affairs.

5.2. Classic Rhetoricians/Orators (“prjtopeg’) in the Deipnosophists of the
Periclean Age

5.2.1. The Platonic Circle I: Gorgias

Gorgias is a well-known person in the Deipnosophists with the profession
of an orator (‘prtwp’). So in Book V is noticed that Antisthenes’ dialogue
Archelaus was written against Gorgias the orator (‘pritwp’) (5.63.). Its source
is Antisthenes” second treatise called Cyrus, in which the dialogue Archelaus
is mentioned. The dialogue Gorgias of Plato appears in several places
(“Iatev év I'opylg ooykataréymv”, ((3.78.), (11.115.), (11.118.)). Athenaeus
in Book V (5.58.) quotes from the dialogue Gorgias to show how carefully Pla-
to composed his dialogues. An anecdote tells that Gorgias himself (“6
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Topylag avtog”) said to his friends that Plato knows to write iambics well
after he read the dialogue about him (11.113.). Other anecdotal details about
the life of Gorgias come from Clearchus who wrote in his Lives that Gorgias
for more than eighty years used his full intellectual capacities and from De-
metrius of Byzantium who recorded that Gorgias lived over hundred years
because, as Gorgias stated, he never pleased anyone except himself. (12.71.).
The expression ‘I spoke in Gorgias-like language)” (‘éyo I'opyteiorg prjpaoty
€inw’) appears in a quotation of the Banguet of Xenophon (11.111.). Gorgias
appears to be the name-giving person of a book with the title Gorgias written
by Hermippus (11.113.). In Book XIII it is recorded that Gorgias wrote a trea-
tise on Courtesans (“év t® nepi ‘Etaipdv”, (13.70.)) and a treatise about the
courtesans of Athens (“maviev tobteV ovyyeypa@otev mepi 1OV Abrvnot
‘Etapidwv”, (13.21.)).

5.2.2. The Platonic Circle II: Aspasia in a Dialogue with Plato as Quoted
by Herodicus the Cratetian in the Deipnosophists
In Book V of the Deipnosophists, Athenaueus cites and re-narrates a dia-
logue between Aspasia and Plato (5.61.). The source for it is Herodicus the
Cratetian. Aspasia is not called an orator, but a “wise instructor of rhetorical
speeches of Socrates’ (‘] copn ToD Z@KPATOLG OOAOKANOG TAV PHTOPLKAV
AOyaV'):
“Aomaocta  péviot 1 ocogr  tod | “Aspasia, indeed, who was the clever
Zokpatoog d18dokalog TdV pnTtopk®dVv | preceptress of Socrates in rhetoric, in
AOy®wv €v Tolg @epopévolg w¢ avtiig | these verses which are attributed to
greowv, Gmep ‘Hpodwog 6 Kpatntetog | her, which Herodicus the Cratetian
napedeto, proiv obtwg” (Ed. G. Kaibel). | has quoted, speaks thus—“ (C.D.
Yonge (trans.)).

In the following dialogue, Aspasia advises Socrates to charm Alcibiades
with his voice as a strategy for the beginning of love (‘pu\iag 10’ dpxr)’) in
order to win the love of Alcibiades. The following part is a combination of a
dialogue between Socrates and Aspasia and a narration of events. Aspasia is
called “instructor in love affairs’ ("ép@todidaoxkalov’) for Socrates. The fol-
lowing narrative about the unsuccessful approaches of Socrates towards Al-
cibiades refers to the Platonic dialogue Protagoras. Book V (5.62.) mentions
among the writings of the philosopher Aeschines a work with the title Aspa-
sia. Details about the life of Aspasia are recorded in various sources. So Soc-
rates is supposed to have spent time with Aspasia’s flute-playing woman as
told by Xenophon in Book II of his Memorabilia. (5.63.). In Book XIII (13.71) it is
mentioned that Socrates went to the house of Aspasia:

“olp O éxAinvev Ov £Coxov &xpn | “And with what fiery power did Cypris,
AnoMov avBponev eivat Zokpdtn [ in - her  wrath,  heat Socrates,
év ocopin Konpig pnviovoa mopog | whom Apollo had declared to be su-
pévet. ék 0¢ Pabeing woxfg | preme among all men in wisdom! Yea,


https://topostext.org/people/134
https://topostext.org/people/168
https://topostext.org/people/16
https://topostext.org/people/2

Kovotepag £enmovno’ aviag, oiki’ | though his soul was deep, yet he la-

ég Aomaoing nolevpevog” (Ed. G. | boured with lighter pains when he visit-

Kaibel). ed the house of Aspasia” (C.D. Yonge
(trans.)).

In Book V (5.63.) it is recorded that the work Aspasia of Antisthenes attacks
the sons of Pericles Xanthippus and Paralus. In Book XII about the life of
Aspasia it is noticed that Pericles lived with her. Aspasia is called a courte-
san from Megara (‘Aonaociag tfig é&k Meyapav £taipag’, (12.45.)). In Book XIII
it is told that Aspasia was the friend of Socrates (‘Aomaotia 6¢ 1| Zeoxpatikr’)
and imported great numbers of beautiful women so that Greece was filled
with her courtesans with a reference to the Acharnenses of Aristophanes. Ar-
istophanes is here the source for the account that the Peleponnesian war was
initiated by Pericles” love to Aspasia (13.25.). In Book XIII (13.56.) it is narrat-
ed that according to the account of Clearchus Amatory Matters Pericles
caused a state crisis in Greece due to his relation with Aspasia. In Book XIII
(13.37.) it is noticed that the name of a courtesan belonging to Cyrus the
Younger was changed from Milto to Aspasia.

5.2.3. Rhetoricians / Orators (‘prtopeg’) from the Alexandrian Canon of
Ten Greek Orators

Athenaeus’ Deipnosophists does not refer to the Attic orators of the Alex-
andrian Canon of Ten Greek Orators in a referential or systematic way, but the
names of seven of these orators appear in the conversations. The contempo-
rary philosopher of Plato Isocrates, a student of Gorgias, is called ‘orator’
(pntep’) ((3.94.), (13.21.)). Athenaeus in Book XIII (13.62.) writes that Isocra-
tes is the ‘most modest of all the rhetoricians’ (‘0 @V prTopOV
aidnpoveotarog’) who had a mistress named Metanira with a reference to
the Letters of Lysias, while Demosthenes in one of his speeches says that this
mistress belongs to Lysias.

The most famous orator of the classic Greek past praised in writings of
late antiquity is Demosthenes. In the Deipnosphists many of his speeches are
cited. The attribute ‘orator’ (‘prjitwp’) is given to Demosthenes in several
places ((2.22.), (3.57.), (6.62.), (8.31.), (13.31.), (13.54.), (13.63.), (14.3.), (14.53.)).
Cothocides is called ‘orator’ (‘prjtwp’) in a quote ridiculing Demosthenes
(6.3.). Demosthenes’ contemporary rival Hypereides appears also in several
places of the Deipnosophists with the profession ‘orator’ (‘prjtawp’) ((3.90.),
(6.92)), (8.27.), (12.77.), (13.58.), (14.6.)). Lysias has the attribute ‘orator’
(‘pntwp’) throughout the conversations ((12.48.), (12.76.), (13.34.), (13.93.),
(13.94.)). An anecdote is told about Lysias who was desperately in love with
Lagis the courtesan, whose panegyric was written by Cephalus the orator
(‘pNtwp’) (13.62). In his oration against Philonides Lysias says that Nais was
the mistress of Philonides (13.62.). In Book V a speech of Lysias is quoted
(5.45.) with the remark that philosophers often are more inclined to evil
speaking than comic writers with examples from writings of Aeschines, the
pupil of Socrates, and his negative disposition displayed when laughing at
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Lysias the orator. (5.62.). Antiphon is called ‘orator’ (‘prjitwp’) (‘Avtipdvtt 6¢
® prtopt Aoyog’) who wrote a speech On Peacocks (9.56.). Lycurgus is called
‘orator’ (‘pritwp’) who wrote an Oration against Demades. (11.51.). For Aeschi-
nes the professional title ‘orator’” (‘prtwp’) is used three times in the Deipnos-
ophists (6.41.), (8.22.), (13.30.). According to Demosthenes’ oration about the
False Embassy, Epicrates who was nicknamed Cyrebion was the son-in-law
of Aeschines (6.41.), Aeschines’ speech against Timarchus is mentioned
(13.30.). Since the orators Isocrates, Demosthenes, Hypereides, Lysias, Ly-
curgus, Antiphon, and Aeschines are mentioned in the Deipnosophists, while
the names of Andocides, Dinarchus, and Isaeus lack, we can assume that
Athenaeus did not take into account the Alexandrian Canon of Ten Greek Ora-
tors who were selected by Aristophanes of Byzantium and Plutarch in his
Lives of the Ten Orators.

5.2.4. Rhetoricians / Orators (‘prjtopeg’) of the 4th and 3rd Century BCE

Demades is called ‘orator” (‘pritwp”) ((3.55.), (13.61.)) who said that Aegina
was the “eyesore of the Peireeus,” and that Samos was “a fragment broken
off from the city” (3.55.). Axionicus” work Lover of Euripides is the reference
for calling Callias the orator (‘prjtwp’) a gambler (8.27.). For the fatness of the
orator (‘prjtwp’) Python of Byzantium his fellow-citizen Leon is used as the
reference (12.74.). Callimedon is called ‘orator” (‘prjtap’) ((3.57., (3.64.)). The
play Ponticus of Alexis mentions the orator (‘prjtwp’) Callimedon (3.57.).
Athenaeus in Book VIII (8.28.) employs the word ‘rhetoricians’ (‘pntopwv’) in
a quote from the source Physician of Theophilus in a wordplay of the homo-
phonic pun between ‘xapapog’ (‘crawfish’) and Callimedon's nickname Ca-
rabus:

“@eopog 8’ &v Tatp® dpa oxkomwv | “And Theophilus, in his Physician, ridicul-
avtod kai 1o év Aoyolg woypov - | ing his coldness of expression, says—“And
g 8¢ guoTipmg mpog avtov t@v | the slave put before the young man him-
veaviokev [...] éyxéAetov napatebewce. | self with great eagerness a little eel: his fa-
1@ mnatpi Tevbig Mv  xpnot. | ther had a fine cuttle-fish before him. 'Fa-
natpidov, 1ndg €xelg  1pog | ther,' says he, ' what do you think of your
kdapapov; Woxpog éotv, dmaye, | crawfish ' 'It is cold,' says he; 'take it away,
¢not- pnropev ov yevopat” (Ed. | — I don't want to eat any orators” (C.D.
G. Kaibel). Yonge (trans.)).

The “brazen poet and orator” (‘prtwp’) Dionysius Chalcus wrote a speech
advising the Athenians to adopt a brazen coinage that Callimachus notices
in his list of Oratorical Performances (15.9.). Caucalus is an ‘orator’ (‘prjtwp’)
who has written a panegyric on Hercules (10.2.). Philinus as an ‘orator’
(‘pntwp’) wrote a debate on the Croconidae (10.25.) It is noticed about Aris-
tophon the orator (‘prjtwp’) that he proposed in the archonship of Euclides a
law that everyone who was not born of a woman who was a citizen should
be classified as a bastard (13.38.). Nicarete the courtesan was the mistress of


https://topostext.org/people/78
https://topostext.org/people/922

Stephanus the orator (‘pritwp’) (13.65.). Stratocles is called an ‘orator’
(‘pntwp’) who kept as his mistress a courtesan whose name was Leme in
Gorgias’ treatise on Courtesans (13.70.) The nephew of Demosthenes Demo-
chares has the professional title ‘orator’ (‘prjtwp’) (11.119.). In a reference to
Leon of Byzantium who was a student or Aristotle a Python of Byzantium is
called “orator’ (‘prjtwp’) (12.74.). Baton of Sinope who wrote a treatise on
Thessaly and Haemonica (14.45.) is called twice ‘orator’ (‘prjtwp’) ((14.34.)
and (14.45.)). For Cepahlus the title ‘orator’ (‘prjtwp’) is used (13.62.) when
mentioning that he wrote a panegyric for the courtesan of Lysias Lagis. The
only rhetorician of the Augustan Age who is called “orator’ (‘prtwp’) is Cae-
cilius ((6.104.), (11.15.)). As for rhetoricians of the 2nd century CE, Herodes
Atticus carries the professional title ‘orator’ (‘prjtwp’) (3.55.). Occasionally
orators as a group of professionals are cited in works of Greek poetry. So in
Book X (10.73.) from Antiphanes’ play Sappho a speech is cited asking how an
orator can be declared mute (“pijtwp dpwvog”). From the Knights of Aris-
tophanes a passage is quoted in Book III (3.47.) that mentions orators
(‘pnropeg’). In Book XIII (13.60.) it is told that Herodicus in Book VI of his Es-
say on People mentioned by the Comic Poets wrote that a courtesan according to
the orators (‘prjtopeg’) was called Sestos. In the Deipnosophists the title ‘ora-
tor’ (‘pntwp’) is used for representatives of this profession from its earliest
beginnings like Gorgias to orators of the 2nd century CE in the age of Imperi-
al Rome like Herodes Atticus.
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