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Remarks on Nicanor, the Stoics and
the Ancient Theory of Punetuation

By Davip L. BLaNK, Los Angeles

Four men’s works were excerpted in the commentary which was
eventually incorporated into the famous scholia in Venetus A of the
Iliad.') Of these Nicanor the punctuator (6 Ztiyuatiac)?) has drawn
the least interest from modern scholars. This grammarian of the
time of Hadrian3) did not endear himself to scholarship by ex-
plaining the work of ¢ ypapuatixdraros Aristarchus, as had Didy-
mus and Aristonicus,?) nor had he as great an antique renown and
as famous a father as Herodian, son of Apollonius Dyscolus. What
he had was a system of no less than eight marks of punctuation
with which he marked the Homeric text, a job for which no more
than two marks had been used by other ancient scholars.

Such punctiliousness earned Nicanor little more than ridicule.
H. Usener, accustomed to think in terms of the sharp contrast of
atoms and void, called Nicanor a Grillenfinger.’) C. Wendel is not
surprised that Nicanor’s system of punctuation is not used in any
known papyrus, since it is so artificial.’) Even L. Friedlander, first
editor of the fragments of Nicanor’s Iliud commentary, though he
chided his predecessors for invoking Nicanor without understand-
ing him,”) often ridiculed Nicanor without trying to see why he
made certain decisions.?)

1) See the famous subscription at the end of several books in this com-
mentary: Ilapdxeitar ta Agiorovinov onueia xal ta Aidduov Iegl tijc Agiotag-
yeiov dopPdoews, Twva 8¢ xai éx tijc Thiaxijc mpoowdiag xai Nuxdvogos Ilepl
oTLY U7jS.

%) The sobriquet is noted by Eustathius 20.12.

3) Suda v 375 (Adler): . .. yeyovas én’ Adpiavod tod Kaioagog. This may be
an inference from the information transmitted by Stephanus Byz. 35.11
(Meineke): Nixdvwp & ¢ Epuelov év 1) mpdc Adgiavdv yodewy . . .

1) Cf. R. Pfeiffer, History of Classical Scholarship 1 (Oxford 1968) 214 and
219. The impression, however, that Nicanor was as dependent on Aristarchus
as was Herodian (219) is misleading.

5) “Ein altes Lehrgebsaude der Philologie,”” SBAW 4 (1892) 582-648; rpt.
in Kleine Schriften (Leipzig 1913) I1 264-314, 282.

8) “Nikanor (27),” RE 17.1 (1936) 274-717, 277.

) Nicanoris megi Thaxfic otwyufic reliquiae emendatiores (Konigsberg
1850) iii: “hae Nicanoris magis decantatae quam excogitatae interpunc-
tiones.”

8) Ibid., 24: *. .. illud discerpendi potius quam discernendi studium,” for
example.
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In this essay I shall try to make out the beginning of a case that
Nicanor’s method was neither as strange as it has often seemed, nor
wholly divorced from theoretical justification. I shall (I) summarize
Nicanor’s eight marks of puntuation and their basic applications,
as far as we know them from a scholium on Dionysius Thrax’s
grammar and from their actual appearance in the Homeric scho-
liasts’ excerpts from Nicanor’s commentaries.?) Next (I1) I shall
demonstrate that Nicanor’s punctuation, which basically distin-
guishes complete and incomplete clauses, is similar in principle and
application to the punctuation theories of his predecessors and that
they too only distinguished these two kinds of clause. Finally (ILI)
I shall argue that the concern to distinguish complete and in-
complete clauses and the analysis of such clauses is ultimately of
Stoic origin. It is to Stoic linguistics, then, that we should look for
the theoretical background of Nicanor’s system of punctuation.

I

1. TEAEIA 2TII'MH. The longest full stop, lasting four yedvoi1°).
and denoting the least degree of connection between the logos it
follows and the logos it precedes, divides two sentences in asyn-
deton and also follows introductory vocative or exclamatory
expressions.

2. YIIOTEAEIA XTII'MH. The next longest full stop, lasting 3
xoovor, divides sentences connected by ¢ or any other ovwdeouos
TV lcodvvauotvtwy 1@ O€: ydp, aAid, adrdp.'l)

3. IIPQTH ANQ XTII'MH. This full stop lasts 2 ypdvo: of silence
and divides sentences connected by the correlatives wuév...d¢,
N...%, obx...dAAd.

4. AEYTEPA AN XTII'MH. This full stop lasts 1 yodvos and
divides sentences connected by xai.

5. TPITH ANQ XTII'MH. This full stop lasts 1 yodvoc and divides
sentences connected by 7é.

) Scholia in Dionysii Thracis artem grammaticam, ed. A. Hilgard (Gram-
matict Graect 1 3; Leipzig 1901) 26.4-28.8. Cf. Friedlinder, op.cit. (n.7) 1-5
and Wendel, op.cit. (n. 6) 276f.

10) These time indications are discussed by Friedliander, op.cit. (n.7)
119-23.

11) Sch. D. Thr. 26.14f.

Glotta, I.XI 1/2 4
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6. ‘YIIOLTII'MH ENYIIOKPITOZ. (or ue®’ dmoxgicews). The first
of the marks dividing incomplete clauses is placed between the
protasis and the apodosis of an dpd7) meglodos, such as those whose
members begin with dgea. . .7dpga, 7uos. . .THuog, bte. . .TdTe,
dwg. . .1éws, dmov. . .8xel. It is called dvvmdxpitos because of the
“dramatic’ rise in pitch of the voice at the end of the protasis
(vmdxpioic), where no breath is permitted and a 1 ypdvos pause pre-
cedes the apodosis.

7. YIIOEZTI'MH ANYIIOKPITOX. This marks a 1 ypdvog pause
isolating parentheses (ta dua uéoov),'?) especially those inserted
between a protasis and its apodosis.??)

8. ‘YIIOAIAXTOAH. (or [Beayeia] dtaotodr)4) This last 1 yodvog
pause has many uses, including: grouping words which ought to
be understood together and separating those which ought not, as
in Quintilian’s statuam auream hastam tenentem®) (mpos 10 capéo-
Tepov dragtalréov); separating words which, if understood together,
would be in solecistic disagreement; separating relative pronouns
from their antecedents, particularly where these are in different
cases, a phenomenon which tended to appear to some ancient gram-
marians as a schema;!®) ‘separating’ clauses of which one is incom-

12} Cf. J. Baar, Untersuchungen zur Terminologie der Ilias-Scholien (Diss.
Hamburg 1952).

13) The beginning and end of a parenthesis are both marked and will
usually both have the dmootiyus dvvnéxgizos, but the practice as preserved
in the scholia is not uniform, so that sometimes one dizgrods} and one dmosriy-
p1) are used and even two diaorodal. Cf. Friedlander, op.cit. (n.7) 7T6ff.

14) The first term is that used in Sch. D. Thr. 24.18, al., the second is the
usage of the Homeric scholia. Cf. Friedlinder, op.cit. (n.7) 23. Wendel,
op.cit. (n. 8) 276, says he follows B. Laum’s argument (Das alexandrinische
Akzentuationssystem [Paderborn 1928] 413) that the original term was foaysia
diaarody), while dmodiaarolds} was substituted by Sch. D. Thr. This theory goes
back to K. E. A. Schmidt, Beitrdge zur Geschichte der Grammatik des griechi-
schen und lateinischen (Halle 1859) 521ff. Laum’s own thesis is much more
ambitious (136ff., 413ff.) and is probably wrong. In addition to Laum’s de-
pendence on the dubious twentieth chapter of Ps.-Arcadius (cf. Pfeiffer, op.
cit. [n. 4] 179 and n. 1-2), there are methodological and interpretative errors
in his account. Note that no surviving scholia correspond to the papyrus
marks mentioned by Laum (413f.), nor is a dizorois} needed by the syntax
of almost any of the passages he cites. See also H. Erbse, Beitrige zur Uber-
lieferung der Iliasscholien (Miinchen 1960) 384f.

18) Inst. Orat. 7.9.8.

1%) See the testimonia at Lesbonax, mepi oynudrov, c. 19A, ed. Blank
(forthcoming), especially Trypho, de tropis (ed. M. L. West, CIQ 59 [1965]
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plete until a verb is supplied from the other and ‘joining’ complete
clauses which may nonetheless be said to have some element xaza
xowdy; dividing the apodosis from the protasis of an dv(v)eorgau-
uévy or ‘turned around’ period.

II1.

The most basic thing distinguished by the different marks of
punctuation is the completeness (adroréleia) or incompleteness
(81Aeimov) of the logos whose end is marked. All five oreyuai mark
avtotedeic Adyor,'”) while the vmogriyurn évundxgirogs marks a place
where one may not pause for breath, eddéws ydp émpéostar 7 dvra-
modoois,'®) and the dvvmdxpitos shows that the dvvmdxpiros will even-
tually follow and close the period. The fpayeia diaorods is used to
divide phrases which are not—or are not to be treated as—complete
unto themselves, but which are rather parts of a complete mepiodoc.?)

Thus Nicanor’s eight-fold system is the elaboration of a two-fold
system, distinguishing complete and incomplete phrases with two
kinds of punctuation. This two-fold system is present in the oldest
account of punctuation, that which Dionysius Thrax gives in the
unquestionably genuine beginning of his grammar, in the elabora-
tion of diaorodsj (pause), which is the third part of dvdyvwais (read-
ing aloud). Here Dionysius says: 20)

2Typal giow Toeic: teldela, péon, dmootiywsj. xal 1 uév tedela oriyurj
éott Oravolag dnnpriouévns onuciov, uéan 8¢ onuelov mveduparog
Evexey magalaufavouevov, dmootiyur) 6¢ diavolas undémw dnnotio-
uévng GAL &t évdeodone onueiov.

As a Byzantine scholiast already saw, the only real sriyual here
are the releia and the dmooriyus, since the uéon has to do only with
breathing.?!) Hence some scholars have seen the uéon as an inter-
polation, which may well be the case.?2) To be sure, various Latin

248: Zyfjud o1 colowiouds dmoloyiay Exwv, dg Srav einwuey, 6 Pilinmocg, v
ndvreg poodow, ayadds éor’ and Apollonius Dyscolus, synt. 120.9.

17) Cf. Apollonius Dyscolus, adv. 182.15: oniyus; yap mdsa onueiov abro-
reAslag.

18) Sch. D. Thr. 27.29f. 19) Cf. Sch. Hom. A 225a.

20) Dionysii Thracis ars grammatica, ed. G. Uhlig (Grammatici Graeci I 1;
Leipzig 1883) 7.

2t) Sch. D. Thr. 24.13, 25.7-11.

22) Cf. Schmidt, op.cit. (n.14) 515f. and Laum, op.cit. (n.14) 412f.
Pfeiffer, op.cit. (n. 4) 180 and 219, states without justification that Dionysius
used only two stops.

4%
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sources speak of finalis, media and subdistinctio,?®) but this seems to
be a latter-day systematization, as 1 shall now demonstrate.

In no piece of ancient commentary is a uéon or media ever called
for; it appears only in theoretical discussions, leading, one to believe
that it is a theoretical construct: it fills the space in the line between
the high dot of the finalis and the low subdistinctio,?*) and it supplies
the mean between the long and short pauses.2®) Suspiciously enough,
some of the scholiasts on Dionysius Thrax and some of the Latin
grammarians claim that the media also indicates something about
the sense, namely that it is about halfway through, whatever that
means: to the ancient commentator there must apparently be a
mean between all pairs of extremes.2®) One of these scholiasts, how-
ever, also claims that the uéon would become tedeia if the speaker
did not go on to the next phrase;?’) the phrase closed by a uéoy
must take another phrase after itself, but may not have a “hanging”
thought (xgsuduevov vénua) or show itself to be dreiéc, and it must
be followed by another phrase which completes it.

The ancient grammarians also seem somewhat at a loss as to how
to exemplify the subdistinctio and the media distinctio. Diomedes
cites Aeneis 10.92f. and 2.54 in his discussion of subdistinctio:

huius autem mota est punctum sub versu positum, ut

me duce Dardanius Spartam expugnavit adulter?

aut ego tela dedi fovive cupidine bella?
non entm stmiliter ut in distinctione silenttum tnterpositum tacere
permasit, ut est illud,

et st fata deum, si mens non laeva fuisset.

(4.438.7-12 Keil)

23) Many of these are reproduced by M. Hubert, ‘“‘Corpus stigmatologicum
minus,” Bull. Du Cange (Arch. Lat. Med. Aevi) 37 (1970); see also his notes
and commentary <bid. 38 (1972) 1-166 and 39 (1974) 55-84. See now the
useful tabulation and commentary of T. N. Habinek, The Colometry of Latin
Prose (Diss. Harvard 1981) 45-56.

24) Sch. D.Thr. 177.6: O3 veeic £iot oty pal, dAda témor Teels. Schmidt, op. cit.
(n. 14) 515, argued that dmo- in vmoaTiyur] originally denoted a ‘weaker’ stop,
not one ‘below’ the full stop, and that the uéon was introduced only after the
vmooTiyur was conceived primarily as a mark at the bottom of theline. I agree.

25) Sch. D. Thr. 178.19: ... va dxpa del mote évavria ot and 314.4f.: 7
ey yap redela téocapas Exel ypdvovs ciwmis, 1) 68 uéon Eva, 1 88 dmoaTiyud) Tjuiovy.

26) Sch. D. Thr. 178.6f., 313.14ff., 479.31ff., Donat. 4.372.20 Keil, Pom-
peius 5.133.6 Keil.

27) Sch. D. Thr. 480.7f.
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The parallel version of Dositheus (7.428.19-22)28) cites only the
second example, but gives three verses:

et st fata deum, si mens non laeva fuisset,
impulerat ferro Argolicas foedare latebras
Troiaque nunc staret Priamique arx alta maneret.

Although the attempt has been made to insert pauses within all
five of these lines,?®) it is noteworthy that each of the two examples
given by Diomedes is the end of a protasis and is followed imme-
diately by an apodosis: 10.94 tum decuit metuisse . .., 2.55-6 im-
pulerat . .. Trotaque nunc staret . .. Each example, then, would end
with an dmooTiyun évvadxoiros on Nicanor’s system.3?) Diomedes’
first two examples of the media distinctio are the following: ')

Vt belli signum Laurenti Turnus ab arce
extulit et rauco strepuerunt cornua cantu,

utque acris concussit equos utque impulit arma,
extemplo turbati animi, [simul omne tumultu
conturat trepido Latium saevitque tuvenius

¢ifera-] (Aeneis 8.1-6)

aut hoc inclusi ligno occultantur Achivi,
aut haec in mostros fabricata est machina muros,

?8) On the relation between the reports see K. Barwick, Remmius Palae-
mon und die romische ars grammatica, Philologus Suppl. 15 (1922) 50f. Note,
however, that Dositheus’ version, though shorter than that of Diomedes,
shows better understanding of the common source. Here he makes clear
that 2.54ff. is an example of subdistinctio. F. M. Brignoli, “L’Interpun-
zione Latina,” Giorn. It. Filol. 9 (1956) 24-35, 158184, does not see this
(166). In general Brignoli adds little, but he does recognize the gram-
marians’ ‘‘imprecisione e incertezza’ concerning the nature and use of
the media.

) R. W. Miller, Rhetorische und syntaktische Interpunktion. Unter-
suchungen zur Pausenbezeichnung im antiken Latein (Diss. Tiibingen
1964) 79.

%) The standard practice of scholiasts and other writers in noting puac-
tuation is to cite the example, ending with the word before the mark of punc-
tuation. Miiller’s note (ibid., 79 n. 11: “In bekannten Stiicken wird héaufig
nur der Anfang zitiert.”) is incorrect, as is Caesarius’ insertion of post at
Diomedes 4.439.7 (note that Cod. Sangall. omits post in the parallel passage
of Dositheus 7.429.15).

#1) Again Dositheus gives only the second example, citing the entire last
line, but reading equs.
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inspectura domos venturaque desuper urbi,
aut aliquis latet error equo [ne credite, Teucr.]

(Aeneis 2.45-8)

Here too Diomedes leaves off his quotations just where Nicanor
would have placed an éwndxpitoc dmooTiyu, signalling that the
apodosis followed immediately.??) Diomedes’ comment on the first
passage seems rather confused,3¥) but Servius’ is not:

est figura ab eo quod praecedit id quod sequitur. distinguendum
sane ‘error’, et sic dicendum ‘equo me credite Teucri’.

He recognizes that this is a period composed of protasis and apodo-
sis. Diomedes’ last and more subtle example is also a bit confused:

item: lectumque tugalem,
quo perii, super inponas
(Aeneis 4.496-7)

minus apertum. subdistinguendum enim est pro voluntate dicentis.
hoc enim voluit intelligi Dido, non esse lectum tugalem quo perierit.
inmorandum est ergo et respirandum ‘tugalem’ et sic inferendum
cum vmoxplaews affectu ‘quo periv’.

(Diom. 4.439.2-8 Keil)

et lectumque tugalem,
quo perii, super 1mponam:
hoc enim voluit intelligt Dido, non esse lectum .
(Dosith. 7.429.11-16 Keil)

Despite the momentary slip in “‘subdistinguedum,” I think Diomedes
must still have intended this as an example of a media distinctio,
as did Dositheus. As Diomedes’ and Diositheus’ explanation shows,
their source took this as an example of the punctuation mgoc 70

32) T have included the apodoses in angular brackets.

33) Miiller, op.cit (n.29) 82, attempts to set punctuation at the colon
boundaries only of the first example and does not mention the second. It is
not clear to me how Miiller’s notation (‘“‘die in den beiden ersten Kola der
vierkoligen Periode zur Vorbereitung auf equus emphatisch verwendeten
Substantiva lignum und machina miissen durch die media distinctio an den
Kolonenden zur Wirkung gebracht werden.”) explains Diomedes’ (and Dosi-
theus’) statement (‘“‘confunditur ratio conpositionis in generali nomine ligni
atque machinae equi”; 4.439.1). Perhaps the punctuation desired by Dio-
medes’ source is some sort of mpds 16 capéoregoy.
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cagéaregov, which would be a fpayeia diastolds) for Nicanor. Note,
however, that once this instruction is followed and a pause before
quo perii is read, quo perii super imponam becomes a protasis to the
following abolere mefandi/. . .tuvat...; on Nicanor’s system, an
dvondxpirog Smootiyuy) might have followed our example. Cassiodo-
rus gives as an example of a subdistinctio arma in arma virumque
cano, saying that it is needed because ‘cano’ respicit ad utrumque
(7.146.5-8 Keil). I think this is a reference to the fact that the next
word after cano, the relative pronoun qui, would have both arma
and virum as antecedents, if no pause were inserted after arma (an
incongruity for a masculine singular pronoun).t) This is a job of
the diaotod? in Nicanor. If the examples, but not the reasons for
the specific punctuation, in these grammars’ sources were taken
from commentaries on the Aeneis,3%) one would have to assume
that the examples were not said in these commentaries to demand
two different marks of punctuation. Rather the grammarians’
source, faced with exemplifying both subdistinctio and media distinc-
tio, divided the examples up and excogitated the rationales. And
indeed, there are no mediae distinctiones mentioned in the Vergilian
commentators.3%)

Also noteworthy in this context is where one ought to use punc-
tuation, according to Diomedes (4.437.24-438.3) and Dositheus
(7.429.16-24):37) before similitudines (magafoial), as Nicanor would
use the dmootiyun) évomdxgirog; before redditae (Gvramoddosis), again
Nicanor’s dmootiyur) évumdxpirog; before transitions from one person
to another— probably before a clause with a new verb and a new
subject: a oTiyu) for Nicanor; before a vocative, Nicanor’s reAeia ; %)
before sed, Nicanor’s dmotedela; before quoniam,3®) again dmoredsia

31) Cf. Apollonius Dyscolus, synt. 122.7ff. on Ilias X 460.

3%) Cf. Miiller, op.cit. (n. 29) 82.

38) The only plausible example of a media distinctio in a Latin grammarian
is in Cassiodorus (7.146.10 Keil): Aen. 2.234 dividimus muros et moenia pan-
dimus urbis. This is similar to Sch. D. Thr. 313.18, which cites H 93 aideobai
uév avivactai, deioav & Smodéydar, but 313.17 cites A 36 Andilwvt dvaxti, To¥
fonouog téxe Anrdy, which ought to be a diearods) on Nicanor’s system, or a
subdistinctio for the Romans.

37) As Miiller recognized (op.cit. [n. 291 77 n. 9), this passage in Diomedes
is about distinctio in general, not just the finalis.

38) Nicanor would also use the redela after an introductory vocative.

39) Miiller, op.cit. (n. 29) 77 n. 9, asks “Warum nur bei quoniam, und nicht
auch bei quod, quia, cum?”’ On the practice of taking one conjunction as the
standard for each logical form see M. Frede, Die Stoische Logik (Abh. Ak.
Wiss. Qétt., Phil.-Hist. K1. III, 88, 1974) 74f. Cf. also infra.
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for Nicanor; before tunc in apodosi, Nicanor’s dmoatiyur évondxpirog;
before and after interrogatives, Nicanor’s tedela. This is almost a
summary of the functions of Nicanor’s marks of punctuation, leav-
ing out the diaorody. Thus Nicanor and Diomedes/Dositheus’
source were looking for similar things in their theory of punctuation.

The same scholia which give us excerpts from Nicanor also men-
tion the views of others as well. Some of these views will have been
cited by Nicanor, others by the excerptor; some will have agreed
with Nicanor, others not. In any case, both Nicanor and the ex-
cerptor seem to feel that whether they agree or disagree, all the
views cited about specific punctuations work on similar basic
principles, disagreeing only in their specific application.

Individuals whose punctuation is cited are: Ptolemaeus Ascalo-
nita and Seleucus (A 211-2a!), Ptolemaeus Ascalonita (A 216),
Philoxenus (A 231), Ptolemaeus Ascalonita (I'155b: dwaorolds)),
Heliodorus, Herodian, Ptolemaeus Asc. (E 297¢!), Neoteles
(@ 325al: duaotory)), Heracleo (N 107a: oriyui}), Aristocles (T 218-9:
dtaotodn)), Aristarchus, Nicias (@ 110ablc'b?/c?: gtiywi}), Dionysius
Thrax, Demetrius Ixio (a 96: aryur). Often twéc are cited, as at
A 124b (otilovor), 160a, 580-3a (dmooTiyus, vmoredeia. .. Te-
Aela), B 212-216, I" 1568, 158a, 428a, A 14-6, 147b (oi dmouvnua-
Twotal), 371-2, 382-3, E 278al, @ 95, K 136-8, 545-6a (dtactoly),
A 385al, 802-3a, 5 1a, O 187a. Often 7j ovwjdeta or 10 gvvndec is
credited with a certain punctuation, as at A 106a2, I 57-8, N 623a,
Z La (1) oumjdne avdyvwaoig), O 97a, 346, 437, IT 46a, ¥ 3304, 335-6a,
where it either ovilet or ovvdnter. The picture which emerges from
these citations is that even common practice punctuated on grounds
Nicanor often agreed with, while other scholars often applied several
of the same marks of punctuation used by Nicanor and did so
according to principles not too different from Nicanor’s own.

Further confirmation of the fact that Nicanor was not up to
anything unusual, in his use of punctuation—he just divided the two
basic categories, complete and incomplete, among more individual
signs—is provided by Quintilian’s application of the two-fold
system of Dionysius Thrax to the opening lines of the deneis (Inst.
Or. 11.3.35F.).40)

40) F. H. Colson, Quintiliant Institutionis Oratoriae Liber I (Cambridge
1924) 104, finds three marks of punctuation mentioned in 1.8.1: “Superest
lectio: in qua puer ut sciat ubi suspendere spiritum debeat, quo loco versum
distinguere, ubi cludatur sensus, unde inecipiat . . .”” Colson equates suspen-
dere spiritum with the subdistinctio, versum distinguere with the media, and
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Secundum est ut sit oratio distincta, id est, qui dicit et in-
cipiat uby oportet et desinat. Obseruandum etiam quo loco susti-
nendus et quasi suspendendus sermo sit, quod Qraect dmodiacro-
My uel dmooTiyuapy uocant, quo deponendus. Suspenditur ‘arma
wirumque cano’, quia tllud ‘uirum’ ad sequentia pertinet, ut sit
‘wurrum Trotae qui primus ab oris’, et hic iterum. Nam etiam st
aliud est unde uenit quam quo uenit, non distinguendum tamen,
quia utrumque eodem uerbo continetur ‘uenit’. Tertio ‘Italiam’,
quia interiectio est ‘fato profugus’ et continuum sermomem, qui
faciebat ‘Italiam Lauinaque’, diuidit. Ob eandemque causam
quarto ‘profugus’, deinde ‘Lauinaque uenit litora’, ubi iam erit
distinctio, quia inde alius incipit sensus. Sed in ipsis etiam
distinctionibus tempus alias breuius, alias longius dabimus:
interest enim sermonem fintant an sensum. Itaque illam distinc-
tionem ‘litora’ protinus altero spiritus initio insequar; cum tlluc
uenero: ‘atque altae moenia Romae’, deponam et morabor et
nouwum rursus exordium faciam.

Quintilian says one must observe two things: where sustinendus
et quasi suspendendus sermo sit, which the Greeks call dmodiaorols
or dmoatiyw, and where sermo deponendus sit (this would correspond
to oreyu), indeed to tedela in Dionysius’ system). He proceeds to
suspend, that is to mark with a dmodiagrolds), arma virumque cano,
because virum points forward —that is to say, he punctuates as
Nicanor would, with a vmodiastods (= Peayeia diactols}) before the
relative pronoun qu¢. Quintilian also suspends Troiae qui primus
ab oris, which may not receive a distinctio because both whence
(Troy) and whither (Italy) are connécted by venit, which is xowdv
in both clauses; Nicanor would agree. Next, dmodiaoroiai are placed
around fato profugus, because this is an interiectio or, as Nicanor
would say in explaining the use of his dmogriyur dvvadxpiros, dia
uéoov. Finally, Lavinaque venit litora takes a distinctio, because now

cludatur/incipiat sensus with the finalis. There is, however, nothing to con-
nect versum distinguere with any of the pauses in particular. It may concei-
vably refer to the pause of one mora at verse end which is used to justify the
brevis in longo in that position (cf. Mar. Vict. 6.71.19ff. Keil) and could be
related to the thesis that brevis in longo may oceur before punctuation in the
middle of a line (cf. Sch. D. Thr. 54.27ff., which tacitly uses Nicanor’s ter-
minology). It seems perverse to take the two instructions given at 11.3.351f.,
say that the shorter full stop is actually the media distinctio, and read this
into versum distinguere in 1.8.1, as Colson does. See also Miiller, op.cit. (n. 29)
68 and n. 5.
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another semsus begins, as Nicanor would also say. Quintilian’s
dmodiactolds] vel dmoatiyur), then, corresponds quite well to Nicanor’s
Omodiaotody ) and dmootiyurj, the signs of incomplete sense.

Quintilian then goes on to say that, even among the full distinc-
ttones, some are shorter and some longer, depending on whether they
mark the completion of the sensus or the sermo.4?) The pause at the
completion of the sensus with litora is thus shorter than that at the
end of the opening declaration of the poet (sermo) and before the
address to the Muses: . . . afque altae moenta Romae. Note that the
invocation of the Muses begins asyndetically, as Nicanor would
want the phrase following a 7edela otiyur) to do. Although multum
tlle et terris iactatus et alto also begins with no particle, Latin is more
sparing with connectives than is Greek, while the pronoun ille surely
establishes some connection to what went before and might thus
call for Nicanor’s dmotredeia.1?)

Thus, Nicanor seems to operate with the same basic interpretive
aims and the same basic system of punctuation as his predecessors.
His innovation consists in making further distinctions in the marks
used for incomplete phrases and in quantifying stops which people
like Quintilian had been willing to leave to the reader’s discretion.*4)

41} Friedlander, op.cit. (n. 7) 22f. and n. 7, wants to make Quintilian’s
two terms refer only to what Nicanor calls fpayeic dixorodsj, the minima
distinctio.

42y Cf. Miiller, op.cit (n. 29) 94.

43) The immediately following passage of Quintilian (11.3.39) speaks of
pauses ‘“in periodis,” noting that sometimes a slight, non-interruptive pause
without a breath is required, sometimes a breath is to be stolen without a
pause. Miiller, ¢bid. 94, wants to recognize the media in the breath without
pause, but has no suggestion for the pause without breath, which Quintilian
clearly wants to be taken in parallel. I believe that both the pauses mentioned
here are further refinements the orator should be able to use, but which are
too subtle to fit into any system of punctuation.

#4) Usener, op.cit. (n. 5) 282, finds a four-fold system in Diomedes (4.437.
12 Keil: “distinctio_, subdistinctio, media distinctio sive mora, vel, ut quibus-
dam videtur submedia”), reasoning that no one would think that the media
could also be called submedic and that Diomedes must mean: ‘... mora
et ... submedia.” This four-point system of punctuation is then worked by
Usener into the grammatical system which divides everything into fours and
is perhaps to be associated with Tyrannio. The four-fold punctuation men-
tioned in Sch. D. Thr. 177.19-32 is taken by Usener as a later attempt to
improve upon Diomedes’ four points. This Greek four-fold system, however,
is clearly of rhetorical, not grammatical origin, as the use of meglodor and

negexonai shows, not to mention the additional mark called gyxoms), used to
note synaloephe (177.28-32). Points of contact between this testimonium
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I1I.

The original formulation of many grammatical principles in
antiquity was the work of the Stoics, whose system was not opposed
by, but rather was the basis of technical grammar in antiquity *%).
Problems we would call “grammatical’’ appeared in two parts of
Stoic dialectic, the part mepi gpwrijc, which dealt with expressions
or signifiers, and the part mepi 1@y npayudrwy xai 1@y onuavouévwy,
dealing with things meant or signified.?®) The basic task of Stoic
grammar and rhetoric was to grasp the relation between signifier
and signified, so that a one-to-one correspondence between the two
obtained in correct language usage, the signifier exactly expressing
the thing meant.

The unit among things meant is the Aexzdv, of which some are
said to be adrorels], others éAdwn7. Diocles of Magnesia describes
these as follows:

8Auni] uév odv ot Ta dvamdorioTov Eyovra TRy Exgopdy, olov
Todger émilnroduey ydp, Tig; adrorelsj & éoti Ta ammgTiousvny
Eyovra TNy éxpopdy, olov I'pdpet Zwxpdrng.

(Diog. Laert. 7.63)

These two kinds of lekta—or rather their expressions — correspond
precisely to the phrases separated by releia oriyur) and dmooTiyun
in the two-fold system of punctuation. The adroreiés Aexrdv has an
dnnotiouévyy éxpopdy, while the telela orvyurj is a sign that the ex-
pression preceding it has a diavoiay dnneriouévny (Dion. Thr. 7).47)

and Diomedes are hardly to be found. As for Diomedes, his account is so
confused (see above, n. 28, 37), that little can be inferred from his precise
wording. His account switches almost indiseriminately between using distinc-
tio for punctuation in general and for the finalis alone. Just after the various
names of the positurae are given, he says: ‘“‘distinctio quid est? apposito
puncto nota finiti sensus vel pendentis mora” (437.14f.). In the discussion of
the last example of the media sive mora, Diomedes says both “‘subdistinguen-
dum” and “inmorandum” (439.5f.). If no one would take a media for a sub-
media, perhaps a subdistinctio could have been so taken. On Usener’s four-
fold system regarding accents, see W. Haas, Die Fragmente der Grammatiker
Tyrannion und Diokles (S.G.L.G. 3; Berlin 1977) 171f.

45) Cf. M. Frede, “The Origins of Traditional Grammar,” Historical and
Philosophical Dimensions of Logic, Methodology and Philosophy of Science, ed.
Butts and Hintikka (Dordrecht 1977) 51-79.

%) Diogenes Laertius 7.43-82.

#7) This term is also found in the Nicanorean scholia, e.g., A 216 §xactog
yag xad éavrov Adyoc dangriouévoc éoti . . .
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The test of the incomplete expression is also the same. I'pdgpet ex-
presses an incomplete lekton because any listener will expect to
hear who is writing. The scholia on Dionysius Thrax, for their part,
note that at the site of a redela oreyur) I may remain silent as long
as I like, but when there is a dmooryus} I may not remain silent as
long as I please, for the listener forces me to add some further
phrase.®)

Punctuation and the pauses it determines will have been part of
the Stoics’ concern in their theory of “voice,” since the length of
the pause after a phrase will show whether that phrase is complete
or not, and in the theory of the signified, since the pause shows
whether the phrase corresponds to a complete lekton or not. But it
is not always a simple matter to determine when a phrase is com-
plete, particularly in Homer. In I" 433ff.:

. GAAd 0 Eywye
nmadeodar xélopar, undé Eavd®d Meveldo
avifiiov nédepov morepuilew 70é pudyeoda

are moleuilew and pdyecder dependent on xélopar, or are these
infinitives used instead of imperatives? In this and many other
cases, Nicanor chooses coordination over subordination,?®) a choice
much ridiculed by Friedlander, who attributes it either to Nicanor’s
blind adherence to Aristarchus’ dictum d&v¢ Oungos daxdnrer Tag
podoetg®) or to an excessive striving for the greater Zupasic®?!)
which the scholia claim that short phrases have.5?)

While such considerations may play a role in Nicanor’s decisions,
they would not account, e.g., for statements such as Nicanor some-
times makes to the effect that 7 ocwwi)deia ovvdrrer, but 6 Adyos
aigei otilew.5®) The logos is a reference to the natural, internal
coherence of the linguistic system.?*) In my work on Apollonius
Dyscolus, Nicanor’s great contemporary, I have shown that this
coherence results from the necessary reflection of the signified by
the expression. The signified, being intelligible, is itself always in

48) Sch. D. Thr. 24.22-27; cf. 480.7-8: ... odx dvdyxn émlnrioat 16 é&ijc.

49) Sch. Hom. I" 434-5abl. 50) Sch. Hom. N 172a; cf. £169a.

51) Cf., e.g., Sch. Hom. I 375: nagarnonréov Oti dupavrixdregor yivovrar oi
Adyor Bdooov duaxontduevor: 7 yag doyn udidov magloTarar did Tot TolodTov.

52) Friedlander, op.cit. (n.7)7,24-30. 33) E.g., Sch. Hom. 4 186b'b3.

8) D. Blank, Ancient Philosophy and Grammar: The Syntax of Apollonius
Dyscolus (Chico, Calif. 1982) 12-19, 51. Cf. Sch. Hom. B 497a: xa® &xactov
Svoua éx gioews xai Adyov dwaorodr) éoti Beayvrdry . . .
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rational order. The decision, then, whether or not an expression is
complete at any point comes down to a consideration of what is
supposed to be expressed, the longer or the shorter sense.’®) When
both senses seem equally apporpriate, it seems only logical to prefer
the shorter, since one would need some reason to extend an already
complete sense.’®) Hence the expression will be marked with a
otiyur) sooner, rather than later. If such punctuation seems to leave
an expression still apparently incomplete, although it is the ex-
pression of a complete sense, the grammarian must find out what
nddoc the expression has suffered, by which the correspondence of
expression-structure and meaning-structure has been disturbed.5?)

Understanding these methodological presuppositions, which
Nicanor will share with other grammatical theorists, will make the
reasons for Nicanor’s practice clearer. Nicanor would, for example,
rather assume in a line such as

paox’ i, "I rayeia, Ilogeddwye dvaxti/ndvra 1dd dyyeila

(O 158f.)

that an infinitive is being used instead of an imperative, a common
pathos in Homer, than that the expressions of two separate, com-
plete senses should be dependent on one another. Friedlander com-
plains %) that Nicanor does not follow Aristarchus’ simple method
of making certain sentences complete by anastrophe of a preposi-
tion, such as EIII in

GAX éni vor xal 8uoi Ddvaros xai poipa xparalny (P 110)—

as &m it would stand for the finite verb &reori. But Nicanor agrees
with Apollonius Dyscolus that such sentences are complete (i.e.,
they express complete lekia), but are corrupted, lacking a verb:

IlgotrTov 6¢ 671 xal Towadra odx dmoxomai slow, d¢ Twee vméla-
Bov. . .diha mady Adyov édAeimovra gripate: mdve yag SAng Aékews

%%) Ibid., 351f., 45. Cf. Anon. Comm. in Rhet. Aristotelis 196.12f. Hayduck
(C.A.G. 21.2): & uév roidode orilwuey, Al draptily dudvoiar, el 68 Toidode
@Ay . ..

%) This is, indeed, Nicanor’s explicit justification in some cases, e.g.,
Sch. Hom. B 56a: adroreds)c yag ¢ Adyos (also A 186blb3: above, n. 53).

57) On the method of pathology in syntax, see Blank, op.cit. (n. 54) 41-9.

°%) Op.cit. (n.7) 24, 105: “Aristarchus &m, Nicanor: Aeines 6 éori gijua,
unde én{ legisse putandus est.”
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dnoxom) yiverar; pagrvoel xal adto 1o Svopa tod mddovgs, siye
mAoa amoxomny) puépos T Tot Slov Aewduevoy vmayopevet.
(Apollonius Dyscolus, synt. 6.11-7.5)

Friedlander also disagrees vehemently with Nicanor’s treatment
of independent clauses connected by xai or vé. Nicanor separates
such clauses with full stops, namely the o' and g’ dvw orvyual.
Friedlander thinks5%) that many such paired phrases ought not to
be separated by pause, as

ol ue uéya mhalovor xal odx eido” édéAovta
Thiov éxmépoar iegoy mroAiedpov.
(B 130f.)

yetol Té pw watépebev Emoc T Epar’ &x T dvdualev.
(A 361)

On the second of these passages, Nicanor notes that the griyual are
needed because each clause is a period on its own.

Here, too, a passage from Apollonius Dyscolus clarifies the Stoiciz-
ing point of Nicanor’s procedure (synt. 170.19-171.18):

Oi 61 xaloduevor @dgototixol otvdeouor éx T@dv mpoxeluévay
Adywy dno xowot Aaufdvovow 1) voua 7) fjua. évreddey xal otiyuijc
ampoodeeisc siow, ws dv &t yousvov Tod mpooiovtog Adyov d¢ mEds
10y Ymoxeluevor. éxxelodw 8¢ dmodelypara, éx uév tod cvvidovs
Adyov xai Aiovicioc mepimarei xai Amolldviog, xowod
nagalaufavopévov 100 meguatel® €x 06 10U mounTINOD

Bowwtdy uév IIpwélews xai Avjitog foyov

Apnecilads ve Ilpodorpywe te Klovios te [B 494seq.],
xowo?¥ maAw magalaufavouévov Tol Hjoyov. of gnue 8¢ Tobto, g
mdvTwe & xowdTnTL TA ToLabTa mapalaufdveTat, GAL ¢ Ta éx xowoD
magaiaufavoueva év towadty ovumdoxnij xatéarnxey, Aéyw i} éx ToD
xai Ty e TobTE icodvvauotrrwy. (8eiouey yap 61t 6 8¢ xal mdAw ol
T0UTQ ioodvvauotvtes magattotvrat Tag xowdTnTas, uerdfacy wotod-
HEVOL %Al TAY FTWTIRDY xal Tt Ty gnudTwy. xal Evdey drpoadeeis
dvres Tod mapaxeyuévov Adyov atiyufic aitior xadeoTdow, w¢ Exet
Ta towabra, Aiovdorog udy Eypayer, Todpwy 8¢ dvéyrw-

%) Op.cit. (n. 7) 57f.; cf. 58: ‘““Adhuc nostro sensu freti Nicanoris super-
vacuam in distinguendo operositatem notavimus. . .”
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xwoic & pn) Emueoilopeva gy éx mAydovs, w¢ Exer 10 piholo-
YPNOWUEY O UEQOY OV eV xaTta ayoANy éyw 8¢ év oixe:"
aAx Fitor uév tadt émeifouey GAAvAoow
ool pév éyd ov & duoi [A 62sq.].

Friedlinder, who often tries to pit Apollonius against Nicanor,
cites this passage to show that Apollonius, unlike Nicanor, was
sparing with interpunction and did not punctuate between clauses,
one of which required an understood verb from the other.%®) Besides
overlooking the fact that Apollonius might have used some other
mark of punctuation than oriyu in such cases,®!) Friedlander seems
to have missed the true purpose of Apollonius’ statement.

This passage falls into two parts, one about xal and the other
““collective” conjunctions, the other about 6¢ and its equivalents
(of TodTw ioodvvauotvres ; note the appearance of this terminology in
Sch. D. Thr. 26.14ff., the description of Nicanor’s vmoreisia).%?)
The collective conjunctions are said by Apollonius to take a noun
or verb from the phrases preceding them and hence not to need
oteyuai, since the following phrases still depend on what went be-
fore (“Both Dick sees and Jane t00.”). 44 and its equivalents are
sald to avoid the sharing of words between clauses, whence clauses
joined by these conjunctions are in need of a o7iyus} and are complete
in themselves (‘““Dick walks. But Jane runs.”’). The reason for this
difference is that 3¢ causes a transition of subjects or verbs (or [adv.
182.15] of the mpdyua, a word practically synonymous here with
lekton).%*) Apollonius also admits, however, that in some situations,

80) Ibid., 51f. .

81) Friedlander takes Apollonius’ statements to the effect that areyur) ndca
onuciov adroredelas (e.g., adv. 182.17) as being about punctuation in general.
Though Apollonius never speaks of other punctuation besides oriyus, I find
it difficult to believe that adroréleia was the only thing marked by him and
that he did not know the diacrods.

82) Since the scholiast obviously had read Apollonius, it is not clear from
whom his words come. Schmidt, op.cit. (n. 14) 516 Anm. 10, followed by
R. Schneider, Apollonii Dyscoli Librorum Deperditorum Fragmenta (Gramma-
tici Graect 11 3; Leipzig 1910) 18f., does not believe that the 5juéregos yoau-
patixos 6 Anolidviog could be Apollonius Dyscolus on the grounds that Apol-
lonius Dyscolus never mentions the $moredela and, indeed, thought that every
oTiyusj was a sign of completeness. Apollonius Dyscolus is mentioned quite
frequently in the commentaries on Dionysius, and I doubt whether anyone
else could have been meant by ‘“‘our grammarian Apollonius.” Also see the
preceding note.

83) Adv. 182.13-19: . . . ofre ¢ xal ovvdecuos édvvaro nagataufdveodai, olire
dAdog Tig T@Y mpoTaxTix@y. dAX 0008 TGV TmoraxTixdv, GTi w) pdvov adrig 6
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which involve ‘distribution,” 8¢ does not have its usual effect
(“Both Dick and Jane are at home, Dick sleeping, but Jane read-
ing.”).

Now it is simply not the case that all Greek sentences containing
these conjunctions follow Apollonius’ rule. Apollonius rather de-
scribes what he feels is the frequent, or even the proper, practice.
What Apollonius seems to be driving at is that the normal conjunc-
tion joining sentences in which one element is understood xata
xowoy is xai or Té, since this sort of conjunction takes a common ele-
ment naturally. The nature of d¢ and its congeners, however, is
such as to cause a transition from one subject or verb to another
between one phrase and its sequel; the normal conjunction separat-
ing independent clauses, then, will be 84, etc. Similarly, at adv.
182.14ff., Apollonius contrasts d¢é and 7¢ (or xaf), saying that 84
denotes (mwagacrarixds) completeness and demands a oziyus], while
7é causes no completion and demands that another phrase follow,
as in “odte Tiud oe o¥re Aadd oor.” Note that, both in adv. and in
synt., all the examples of xai and 7¢ connections show the conjunc-
tion in both clauses. This suggests that the “normal’’ or “canonical”
usage of xai and 7¢ will be in clauses where the conjunction is re-
peated and that the reason why these conjunctions do not establish
completeness is not only that they tend to accept common ele-
ments in the phrases they connect, but also that they normally
come in pairs whose first member always requires the addition of
a second member.%%)

This sort of normalization of usage, whereby one conjunction is
assigned proprie (xvpiwc) to one task, clearly belongs to the milieu of
Stoic grammatico-logical theory. One form of expression is selected
as the proper representative of one lekton or sense. Other expressions
which are used to represent the same sense may then be classed as
ueradipers or ‘‘translation-substitutions.” Words used contrary to
their own proper usage to substitute for other words are called
ratayernoels. Syntactic constructions used to represent senses to
which they do not exactly correspond are seen as “surface variants,”
in some way altered from the proper construction (wddz).

04, w¢ Epny, ppobuevos Ty Tomuxny magaywyiy, usrdfaciy Te To¥ modyuarog
onuaiver. 6id xai oTeyuijc aitidc 8ot xai avroreieios magacTatixds: oTvyus) yde
ndoa onueiov adroredplac: ¢ Té odx Edvvaro mapalaufdvecPar, émel odx adroTé-
Actay oy Evegov Adyov dmpjrer éni tof olve Tiud o otive Aadd oot

%) Cf. Blank, op.cit. (n. 54) 22, 35f.
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In general, normalization of surface structure enables the Stoic to
read-off the deep or logical structure from the expression. Normal-
ization of conjunctions in particular is found in Chrysippus’ defini-
tions of the types of non-simple propositions (ody dnid déiduara),ss)
just as it is when our grammarians speak of ‘“‘6¢ and its ioodvva-
potvres abvdeopor.”” Once the truth conditions of the various types
of propositions are set and the rule is made that the corresponding
conjunctions are only being used properly when these truth condi-
tions are to be maintained, then the logical form of any proposition
can be grasped immediately from its expression.®®)

Nicanor can be seen using these methodological presuppositions
in various places. Often Nicanor analyzes the syntax of a passage
in such a way as to make a conjunction seem intrusive in the text.
Such a conjunction is then said to be meptoads or to mAeovdlew,
mAsovaouds being a common pathos or surface disturbance.’?)
Other sentences are analyzed by Nicanor as having the wrong
words—words which do not suit their actual structures. These
words are then said to be used with the sense of the proper words or
to be used instead of them or to be a translation-substitute for
them.%¥) At times, Nicanor even uses the specific terminology of
pathology in speaking of the “full”” or original, undisturbed form
of a sentence he is punctuating; one ought to know the “full”
form in order to decide on the underlying structure and the ap-
propriate punctuation (but the full form need not always be
decisive).%°)

) Diog. Laert. 7.71ff.; not all the types named here are as old as Chry-
sippus.

88) Frede, op.cit. (n. 39) 74f.

) E.g., Sch. Hom. A4 193-4a: ddv uév odv vmoorilwuev, é émpegduevog
ovvdecuoc megiaods Eorar, HA%e & Adjvy . . ., A 280-1a,4 T14al, M 10-2, 144a,
374-5, O 320-1al, @ 226, 556-61, 2 42-3al,

) E.g., Sch. Hom. A 204a: Zora: 6 0é xelpevog dvri tob 871 »ai 16 16 dvrti
Ymotaxtixod To¥ &, 388: ... Suws 8¢ £ic 16 8 vmoraxtiny dpdgov adTo ueraly-
ntéov, 580-3a: ... rob dlid ... napalaufavouévov dvri toi 64, B131-2, 1688a
(here d¢ is said to be used for §7t, a clear indication that in this one function
the standard conjunction is &7i), M 141: elwg: dvri To? Téwg viv xeivar, ofov
Héxol Twds: Sidmeg ody vnmooTuxtéov, mel uf) wvplwg xeita, O 571a, @ 55661,
567al,

) E.g., Sch. Hom. I" 143al: ©6 ¢ é&7jc dodvderov. &l 8¢ mpooredj 6 dAAd
el 10 mAfjpes, xai 6 Adyos cvwvdedeuévog xai % oriyus) dmoredela Eorar (emend.
Erbse), O 40: ningéoraros & &v v 6 Adyog, &i xai ovvdeouos Exeiro & Sve 7 dg
xai ovvinrero dv tois éndvw, W ] TowadTy 7 podoi . . .
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I shall now return to Nicanor’s comment on 4 361:

xewol Té pwv narépebey Enoc v Epat’ E€x T dvdualev.
Sch. Hom A 361: otuxtéov éni 1o xarépebey xai éparo xai ovd-
ualev: 7 mepiodog yap xad Eavtiy Eéxdoty.

Nicanor says each group of words is a period unto itself. When
agriyuai are recommended between clauses which share a verb xara
xowdv, Nicanor admits that these full stops are not regular or
logical, but é» airrjuari siow, because they are needed for emphasis
or demanded by 70 moénor.?®) Since he makes no mention of the fact
that the three phrases in A 361 all share a subject in com-
mon, but rather he calls them each by itself a period, Nicanor
must have felt that dependence can only be the result of
sharing a verb, whereas Apollonius Dyscolus speaks of independent
clauses as sharing neither a noun nor a verb.”) Since these clauses
are each complete, their connection should, in the normalized system
of Apollonius, be accomplished by means of ¢ or one of its equiv-
alents, which is in place where the verb changes between two clauses.
The punctuation with otiyuai is thus clearly called for by the inde-
pendence of the clauses, and these oriyual should be dmotédeiar,
these being the marks belonging with 8¢. But if the poet did not
write . . .d¢.. .84, but rather 7€...7€...7¢, then he had to have a
reason—namely not to give great separation and even contrast to
these clauses, as the dmoréleiar demanded by 8¢ would have done.
Hence Nicanor, while punctuating with gtiyuai, would use the 3’
dvw. This causes a silence which lasts the same amount of time as a
diaatodyj, the mark he would have used if the clauses were dependent
on one another for a verb xara xowdv and if therefore vé. . .vé. . .7é
were being properly used.

This practice seems to represent a compromise between the Stoic
theory as explained by Apollonius and the superficial approach of
one who wanted only to render Homer’s expression properly. On
this view the main distinction with which the Stoics were con-
cerned —whether or not a logos was complete or incomplete—is
made by the setting of otiyusj or of diaorodr) and dmoatiyur. But the
fact that Homer, unlike a logician, was out to do more than just
express a certain meaning perfectly causes the interpreter to want

) E.g., Sch. Hom. = 317a; cf. Friedlinder, op.cit. (n. 7) 52f.
1) Synt. 170.20; on Nicanor see Sch. Hom. 0 346-7a and Friedlander,
op.cit. (n. 7) 55, 57f.
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to understand and do justice to some of Homer’s intentional per-
turbations of surface structure. In other instances, where for ex-
ample a conjunction superfluous to the presumed logical syntax
threatens to mislead the reader into punctuating incorrectly, there-
by mistaking the true meaning, Nicanor points out the true logical
connection and punctuates accordingly, the most important funec-
tion of language being to express meanings as clearly as possible.

Linguistic Theories in the Rhetorical Works
of Dionysius of Haliecarnassus*)

By Dirk M. ScHENKEVELD, Heemstede (Holland)

0. The last decades have seen the publication of several important
studies on the history of ancient linguistics. The period before
Apollonius Dyscolus has especially been in the limelight, and grad-
ually it has become clear that the authenticity of the Techne
ascribed to Dionysius Thrax and the level of linguistic studies at
the time of Aristarchus and his pupils form a pivotal problem.?)

All these studies have one omission in common, in that they have
all neglected the opuscula rhetorica of Dionysius of Halicarnassus
(DH) as a possible source of information for the level of linguistic
knowledge in the second half of the first century B.C. As I hope to
prove, these works cast some light on this matter. It is, however,
outside the scope of this article to relate here these results to the
problem indicated above.

*) Dionysius Hal. (DH) is quoted after the Teubner edition of H. Usener -
L. Radermacher (1899-1904), by chapter, page and line. Ep. Amm. = the
second Letter to Ammaeus. Rhys Roberts 1901 and 1910 refer to the well-
known translation and commentaries of The Three Literary Letters and On
Literary Composition resp.; Aujac = Dénys d’Halicarnasse, Opuscules rhé-
toriques ITI, par Germaine Aujac et Maurice Lebel, CUF 1981. Vol. I (1978)
is cited as Aujac I; Pritchett = Dionysius of Hal., On Thucydides, transl.
by W. K. Pritchett, Univ. Cal. Pr. 1975; Usher = Dionysius of Halicarnas-
sus, The Critical Essays in two Volumes, with an English translation by
Stephen Usher, Loeb Cl. Libr., 1974. Dr. Pauline Allen kindly corrected my
English.

1) See W. Ax, Aristarch und die “Grammatik’, Glotta 60, 1980, 96—119
and literature cited there.
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