[bookmark: _GoBack]	The distinction between the Asiatic and Attic oration styles continues to constitute a complex subject of research, in light of the diverse interpretations of a well known passage of Cicero (Brutus 325), which delineates two contrasting styles within Asiatic oratory. If one is to place the first rhetorical theorization of Asiatic style no earlier than 110 BCE (Lucarini 2015), one reopens a series of questions concerning the classification of much of Hellenistic literature.
	From this point of view, a book traditionally considered Asiatic, such as 2 Macc. (Gil 1958), which is a summary of the historical work of Jason of Cyrene (an otherwise forgotten author who lived in the second century BCE), offers a lexical inventory rich in poetic language that is otherwise not attested in the Septuagint, which would indicate a typical “Asiatic extravagance.” In any case, many of these terms, e.g. ἄτερ, θέμις, σχέτλιος, μόρος, ἀμίαντος, ἄτρωτος, εὐανδρία, or the expressive Hellenistic verb ὑψαυχενέω, would become dear to even that Roman pioneer of Attic-style literature, Dionysius of Halicarnassus. The multifarious stylistic level of 2 Macc., which is the object of a meticulous doctoral thesis by Domazakis (2018), shows, to a certain degree, the potential of the Greco-Judaic culture of the second century BCE, teetering between an everyday koine and a literary koine, and the possibility to isolate some so-called “Asiatic” stylistic choices that would not have been derided by even the proudest Attic stylists in the imperial age.	Comment by Anna: “without”	Comment by Anna: “law/custom/justice”	Comment by Anna: “unwearying” or “miserable”	Comment by Anna: “destiny”	Comment by Anna: “undefiled” or “pure”	Comment by Anna: “invulnerable”	Comment by Anna: “manliness” or “a population of good men”	Comment by Anna: “to carry the neck high”, i.e. “to show off”
	On the other hand, the backlash against terms perceived as “too colloquial” (such as the verb βλέπω) in favor of more intellectual language (such as συνοράω), and the inevitable emergence of colloquial language (such as συχνός) in certain semantic environments, together diminish the urgency of any classification of the book within the intricacies of Asiatic style. Instead, the more valuable result is to make the most of the Judaic context of the work and the enthusiasm for Hellenization during the Hasmonean age: such factors probably explain the linguistic zeal of the author, which seems to be guided by an incipient desire for Attic style. One indication in this sense comes, for example, from the use of the adjective ληρώδης (12.44), ‘futile,’ ‘foolish,’ which is a hapax in the Septuagint, systematically ignored by the commentators, far removed from Polybian style, but later adopted by Philo and Galen.	Comment by Anna: “see”	Comment by Anna: “see”	Comment by Anna: “long” or “many”	Comment by Anna: “frivolous” or “foolish”

