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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.

he
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The main reason for neglecting these rhetorical works will have
been the almost unassailable position of the Techne in the nine-
teenth and twentieth centuries, especially since the publication of
Schmidt’s article (18502). Moreover, the opinion that the Techne’s
grammatical system and its underlying theory soon had become
common knowledge,?) may have led to the assumption that DH’s
rhetorical works could offer no new material, only some well known
facts. But even after Di Benedetto (1958) had started to undermine
the position of the Techne, no real attention was paid to DH’s
works. It is true that scholars have discussed the second chapter
of Comp. Verb. because it contains a history of the development of
a word class system, and Barwick as well as Pinborg has adduced
several other passages, especially in connection with problems of
Stoic grammar.4) On the whole, however, one will look in vain for
a study such as is undertaken now.?)

Although, of course, some results will be more important than
others, I intend to present a complete survey of relevant material
as well as to discuss similarities to and deviations from what is
nowadays called ‘traditional grammar’, i.e. the grammatical system
and theories as apparent from the Techne, its commentaries and
the works of Apollonius Dyscolus. Comparisons with what is known
about Stoic grammar will also be made.®)

Apart from some short references, neither the chapter on the
history of the word class system (Comp. Verb. 2) nor those on letters
and vowels (ibid. 14 and 15) is discussed here. Both subjects do in
fact belong to a proper survey of ancient linguistic theory, but are
easily separated from the rest of Dionysius’ theories. Moreover,
his theory on letters and syllables is probably influenced by studies

%) Philol. 8, 1853, 2311f. Cp. V. Di Benedetto ANS 27, 1958, 69ff.

3) E.g. Rhys Roberts, 1910, 46f. and H. Erbse, Glotta 58, 1980, 2461°,

%) K. Barwick, Remmius Palaemon und die rémische Ars grammatica,
Leipzig 1922, 95 and 102, and Probleme der Stoischen Sprachlehre und Rhe-
torik, Berlin 1957, 47f. J. Pinborg, Classical antiquity: Greece in: Current
trends in Linguistics, vol. 13,1, The Hague 1975, 102 and 111.

8) Commentators and editors of these treatises (e.g. Rhys Roberts, Aujac
and Pritchett) have often made sound annotations on linguistic aspects, but
these have passed unnoticed.

) Of course, this qualification does not imply a chronological priority,
e.g. ‘traditional’ since 2nd cent. B.C., nor does tracing back various data
to Stoic or other sources mean that I believe that in the 1st cent. B.C., or
earlier, contending schools were existing.
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of Aristoxenus and of oi »xgttixol?) rather than by linguistic views.
Furthermore the history-chapter can be more profitably discussed
in the context of a treatment of other histories, something I hope to
tackle at a later date.

It is self-evident that the character of his works precludes DH
from discussing grammatical theory fully. What he offers in this
field stands always in the service of his argument on literary matters.
Thus, the historical chapter serves as an introduction to the view
that combinations of words make cola, which in combination pro-
duce periods. In Comp. Verb. 5 DH discusses the possibility of a
natural order of the partes orationis, e.g. nomina before verba, in
order to show that such an approach is fruitless for a theory about
otvdeos dvoudrwy. When he exemplifies his views on the three
apuoviar cvvdéoews, he analyzes several x®ia of famous authors and
distinguishes some words according to their word class, but soon he
abandons this method and focuses on the sounds of these words. The
most extensive use of linguistic notions he makes in Ep. Amm.
2.422ff. when he expands what he has said in De Thucyd. 24 on
the oynuatiouoil of Thucydides.

Accordingly, Dionysius’ grammatical remarks are mostly inci-
dental, and therefore shed interesting light on the level of gram-
matical knowledge of a man who, relatively speaking, is a layman
in this field. I must add that evidently DH did not have this know-
ledge when he arrived at Rome about 30 B.C., but only several
years later. For in his earliest treatises, collected in De ant. orator.,
no trace of grammatical distinctions can be found, and it is not
before De Demosthene that terms such as udpia Adyov, o¥vdeouoc,
nrdog, axolovdia, xardiinlov occurr. Prior to this treatise only
dvopa is found, then with the meaning of ‘word’ tout court. Nowa-
days it is generally held that De Demosthene, De Comp. Verb.,
De Thucydide, Ep. ad Ammaeum and De Dinarcho are the latest
works of DH?®). Whereas the diverging character of the last treatise
explains why technical terms do not occur in De Dinarcho, we find
these in the other four. Because, as we shall see, DH does not use
grammatical terms in e.g. De Lysia when he could have done so,
it is evident that he acquired his information when he had already
been in Rome for some time.

) See W. Kroll, Rhein. Mus. 62, 1907, 91ff. on influence of Aristoxenus,
and Karin Pohl, Die Lehre von den drei Wortfiigungsarten, thesis Tiibingen
1968, 971f. and 146ff. and my article, Mnem. 21, 1968, 176ff. on of xgiTixol.

8) Usher xxvi; Aujac I 22f.
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1. In the history chapter, Comp. Verb. 2.6,17ff. DH mentions
nine partes orationis, dvoua, gfjua, advdeouoc, dodoov, mpoanyogixdy,
dvrovopasia, énipgnua, meddeocws and ueroyr, and adds that more
distinctions had been made. From this list it appears that he knows
of a system of nine classes. Though he uses the term zmpoonyopuxdy
this form does not suggest the bipartition, known from traditional
grammar, of dvoua into two subclasses, xdpiov and mpoonyogixdv,®)
for at 7,15 DH clearly indicates that by mpoonyopuxdv a separate
class is meant.

His terminology for partes orationis, here and elsewhere, is fluc-
tuating, for ta tod Adyov uéon or udpia as well as ta uépn/udoia i
Aékews appear, and even td tijs pedoews: udpia, ororyeia Aéfewg and
atouyetddn udpra.®) In traditional grammar ta o Adyov udeia/uéen
is the usual term1).

When indicating separate classed he uses either substantives
(6voua, mpoonyopia) or adjectives, if necessary substantively, such
as 7a mooderina udpia, T ueroyxoy dvoua, To mpoonyooixdv.t?) In this
respect his terminology agrees with that of traditional grammar.

“Ovoua may indicate nomen proprium as distinet from nomen
appellativum (mgoonyogia), but more often it just means ‘word.” In
this case, it is equivalent to Aéfeic and is used to differentiate be-
tween words and sentences (Adyog). In the same way udpia Adyov
may be used, without any connotation of ‘word class’. This use of
dvoua is common, and Ap. Dysc. is right in saying: xavexpdrnoey
oty xal 1) 67w avTot $éaig 1o mdvTa Ta ToD Adyov uden xaleivdau Gvduata
(synt. 19,21.).

Outside the history chapter also, DH uses the system of nine
word classes, as is shown by the following list (p. 71). Apart from
dvopa(-tixdv) and ¢fjua(-txdy), all occurrences for the remainning
classes are listed. The listing is made on the basis of the four treatises
mentioned before.

From this survey it appears that, apart from ch. 2, in Comp.
Verb. all classes occur except ueroy?, for the missing dodgov is re-
presented by dvagdgos. Presumably DH did not need to use ueroys

%) Cp. Uhlig on Techne 23,2 and 33,6ff.

19) Comp. Verb. 1.1.; 4.21,18; 6.29,13; 30,14; De Thuc. 24.361,18; 22.358,
13; De Dem. 30.211,24. Cp. Rhys Roberts 1901, 197.

11} DH does not distinguish between oroiyeia 106 Adyov and aroyeia g
Aéfewe, as is done in Diog. Laert. 7,56ff. See also Rhys Roberts, indices,
8.VV.

12) Ep.Amm. 12,432,10; Comp. Verb. 22.101-103.
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and dpdlpov. More striking is the absence of ériggnua from De Thue.
and Ep. Amm., whereas dvtovouacia is not found in De Thuc. 24,
and, accordingly, not in Ep. Amm. 2 either, but it does occur
elsewhere in both treatises. The absence of énigonua can be explained
by the purpose of the list in De Thue. 24: DH wants to show that
in his use of gyfjuaral®) Thucydides continuosly deviates from
(dvalAdtreTar) ordinary syntax. Probably examples of deviation
were lacking for adverbs.!4)

Word
classes

Treatises De Demosthene De Comp. Verborum
ch. 2 other chh.

De Thucydide

Ep. ad Ammaeum IT

1. dvouc passim x
~Tixov |9 —
R 1770

2. npoonyogia  —
-L%0V x

3. gfjua passim x
Ty |1 —

4. ueroyr — X
-1dy

5. dogor 213,7 x

6. avrovouasia — x
(dvrwvvuia)
-aOTIXGY

7. moédeoi — x
-TuxoY

8. éniponua 185,19 x

passim passim
26,13; 361,231f.;
44,16f. 358,13;
389,18
361,211f.
26,12f.; 361,231
101,81f.;
102,17;
103,Y;
105,6;
108,18
passim passim
103,9 358,13;
361,21
362,7
— 389,16
(dvagdooc (362,10)
98,2)
26,13; 389,17
29,20
30,2;
102,17
362,10
24,19; —
25,4 and 11

passim
423,6ff.; 425, 19ff.

423,4f1.; 426,15ff.

430,13 ff.
423,6f.

passim
423,4; 426,111,

430,13; 431,1%)
423,14; 432,10

430,14 (424,1)

432,11

423,17

13) For the wide meaning of oy7uara/oynuariouol here see J. Ros, Die

METABOAH, Nijmegen 1938,
14) See Ros 172 for such an example.

3928,

*) tij¢ peroyxfic, deleted by Usener, should be put instead of udgiov.
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9. ovvdecuog 146,19; x  101,9ff.;
213,7; 102,16;
232,22; 129,5;
242,21 (Avyooiy-
detoc 98,2)
-OeTixdy 358,14; 423,16

263,10

Notwithstanding these exceptions we may safely ascribe to DH
the use of the system of nine word classes.1®) This system differs
from the traditional eight-parts system by the separate class of
mpoonyopia. In accordance with this system DH nowhere employs
xbptov to indicate nomen proprium, but only with the meaning of
‘word in its proper sense’ as opposed to ‘trope’ (tgdmog, Teomixi)
28615).2%) However, in Ep. Amm. 5.426,20ff. both maegaivesis and
afiwais are called dvouarizd, and not mpoonyopixd, as DH should
have called it in the framework of nine parts. Consequently, the
question arises whether his usage of a nine-parts system is superficial
only. This I am inclined to doubt, for he does employ the distinction
of mpoonyopia and dvduata in the same treatise, Ep. Amm. 11.430,
121f. and calls ndiewc a mpoonyopial?). Moreover, we can explain why
earlier on the bipartition is neglected. In De Thuc. 24 and in its
correlate chapter, Ep. Amm. 2, DH first mentions Thucydides’
variations between Adyo¢ and dvoua, viz. the use of a phrase instead
of one word, and vice versa. From Ep. Amm. 4.425,191f. it follows
that in this context by évoua are meant dvoua as well as gjua. The
next example concerns the change from ‘noun’ to ‘verb’ and vice
versa. There, too, DH does not yet need to distinguish between
dvoua in a restricted sense and mpoonyopia, and so he can call a§iwois
an ovouatixoy. It is only in ch. 11 that the bipartition becomes
appropriate and there it is in fact indicated. It may be added that
nowhere does DH classify a proper name. A similar explanation
may be adduced in the case of gfjua, which is used to indicate a
participle (ibid. 427,17), although uetoy? occurs elsewhere.8)

15) Aujac seems to suggests that DH used a system of eight parts. In his
discussion on the supposedly natural order of the parts of speech DH (Comp.
Verb. 5.26,11f.) mentions the rule of putting ra dvouarixd before ta énidera.
Nevertheless, I do not agree with Rhys Roberts, 1901, 192 and 1910, 299,
who thinks that DH regards émi®etov as a separate part of speech.

1¢) See Rhys Roberts, indices s.v.

17) Cp. Comp. Verb. 5.26,13 and 22.101,91f.

18) The same explanation is valid for Comp. Verb. 5.23,19ff.
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For these reasons I conclude that in principle DH’s classification
is based upon the nine-parts system. This conclusion agrees with
what we know nowadays of the usage of the nine-parts system in
the first century B.C.1®) The provenance of this system is unknown,
but it is at least partially based upon a Stoic distinction between
dvoua and mpoonyogia, although Stoic grammar distinguishes only
five parts, as Diog. Laertius 7,57 shows. It would be dangerous,
therefore, to call the nine-parts system typically Stoic.

Before entering into a discussion of passages which exhibit traces
of a different system I would point out that DH uses drrovouacia
(-otwxdv), whereas the traditional term avtwyvuia occurs once only
in the Teubner edition (Comp. Verb. 6, p. 29,20). When avrovouasia
is used, MSS. vary, for dvrwvvuia(-wxdv) is also found. But in view of
the popularity of the latter word in traditional grammar original
avrovouacia will have been changed by copyists into the other word,
and Usener is right in proposing dvrovouasia as opposed to the
unanimous tradition (Comp. Verb. 1.1.).2°) Apoll. Dysc. tells us
(pron. 4,18ff.) that Comanus (s. I B.C.) used dvrovouasia, and in
Pap. Yale 1,25, 1. 4 too (s. I A.D.) this word is found again?2).
*Avrovopacia lost the battle against dvtwvvuia, probably because the
first word could also be used to indicate a poetical trope.2?)

2. In the foregoing section we have met with several examples
of the application of a system of word classes, examples, therefore,
of what Ap. Dysec. calls uegiouds. This procedure was sometimes
rather difficult, and from his works we learn about ingenious dis-
cussions on the status of dei, yp7} ete. Therefore in itself it does not
surprise us that twice DH, too, wavers between classifications. But
on both these occasions cases are concerned which in traditional
grammar were no problem at all. Then to all appearances DH uses
a system of less than nine (or eight) parts and mixes it with the
full-blown one.

The first time he does so, is Comp. Verb. 22.102,16f. In this
chapter he analyzes a Pindaric dithyramb (fr. 75 Sn.-M.) as an

19) See A. Wouters, The grammatical papyri from Graeco-Roman Egypt,
Brussel 1979, 177ff. According to Sarah Molyneaux Weems, Greek gramm.
papyri: the school texts, thesis Missouri 1981, a standard Techne was not
accepted before 4th cent. A.D. In passing, I may be permitted to remark
that in his history chapter DH does not mention a system of eight parts.

20) Aujac retains dvrwvvule. Aviovouasia with -w- (so F2? 26,13) occurs
elsewhere, e.g. Schol. Iliad M 1d.

21) See Wouters 59. 22) Schol. DThr. 462,4ff. et al.
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example of dguovia adorned. He discusses the first cola and classifies
the words there by their grammatical names as follows:

col. 1-2 Aet7’ v ydpov *OAbumio
éni 1e nhvta néunere (ydow deol)
col. 1 grjua, odvdeouog, dbo mpoonyopixd,
col. 2 ovdeauoc|mpddeos, otvdeouog, mpoanyopuxndy, ¢fua.??)

To classify ydpov, *Oddunior, xAvtdy as mpoonyogind, te as gdvdeouog
and méunete as gfjua is as one may except, but to say that é and
éni are ovvdeouot is surprising, although DH admits that éx{ may
also be called a npddeois (192,16: 7oic énite owdéouoc 4@’ v
doyetat o xdAov, elte doa mpdleow adrdv del 10 7Nyoduevoy xaleiv).
This classification of éxi and te as syndesmoi is a sure sign of a
system with less than nine (or eight) parts.24) It is precisely because
DH also offers an alternative division that we are able to trace this
system. For we know that the Stoics called prepositions gdvdecuor
mpodetixol, in other words, to them the range of syndesmoi was
larger than in the later systems of nine or eight parts,?®) and in this
older system & had to be called a syndesmos.

In order to conclude this analysis of the Pindaric dithyramb,
I would point out that the merismos of deire as gijua is paralleled
by Et. Gud. 139,44,2%) and this parallel favours the retention of
dedre against the MSS. alternative reading of deve.??)

On the other occasion when DH hesitates between two choices,
the same conclusion is imperative. Moreover, this case offers an
interesting parallel to a hotly debated datum concerning Dionysius
Thrax. In De Thucyd. 37 DH quotes from the Melian dialogue
(Hist. 5,86) the passage: 7 uév émeixeia 100 Stddoxew xa¥ rHovylay
GAAjAovg 0b yéyetar, Ta 8¢ 1o modduov magdvra 7y xal od uéliovta
drapépovra adtod gaivere. According to him adrod refers to 1) meixea,
and a more grammatical agreement would have been achieved if
at the end of this phrase Thucydides had written diapéporvra
attijc @aivere.?®). Now, DH classifies the obnoxoiuos word adrof

23) The remaining words of the dithyramb are no longer classified, except
that movdaidalov (col. 5) is ranked under the mgoenyopixd (105,6).

24) So, too, Aujac 1542,

25) Ap. Dysc. synt. 436,13ff. and Uhlig a.l.

2¢) Cp. Et. Magn. 259,2.10 and Anecd. Oxon. Cramer 1,109,16ff.

37) Aujac prefers dere of P, but there is no reason to do so, the more so
as she remarks that “‘certaines formes dialectales semblent mieux conservées
ou restituées dans ¥’ (45, cp. 52ff.).

28) On this reading gaivere pro gaiverar of the MSS see Pritchett 12315,
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as follows: eire dppov detxtinoy fodAeral Tic adto xaielv eite dvrovo-
paociav (389,16f.).

In his commentary on this passage G. Pavano (Palermo 1958)
merely says that by these two terms DH means the same, and
Pritchett (123, n. 14) remarks that according to Apollonius Dyscolus
(pron. 5,18f.) “Apollodorus of Athens and Dionysius Thrax called
pronouns dodpa detxtixd,” but in the specialized literature on ancient
linguistics no reference can be found to this passage from De Thuc.,
whereas it sheds new light on the communication of Apoll. Dysc.
Therefore, I shall discuss this passage to a greater extent than seems
desirable at first sight.

Apoll. Dysec. gives adtds as an dvrwvvuia with anaphoric value.
Within the pronouns he distinguishes between dewxtixal and dvagpo-
owxai, ofros, éxevog ete. being deictic and adrdg anaphoric. Odrog
etc. occasionally have anaphoric value but adtds is never used in a
deictic sense.??) The Stoics, however, he tells us (pron. 5, 14ff.), had
not distinguished pronouns as a separate class, but put them under
the doftpa. This class consisted of two groups, dodoa ddpiara (or
doptotdn) which were the articles, and dpdoa dpiouéva, the pro-
nouns. According to a later source, Schol. DTh. 518, 32ff., within
the latter group a further subdivision between dia deifews and 8¢
dvapopdc had been made. But the way the Scholiast formulates
this information betrays the fact that he has mixed Stoic and Apol-
lonian terminology and, therefore, makes it unreliable. So far it is
not clear which pronouns were recognized by Stoics as definite
articles. This problem is aggravated when Diog. Laert. 7,78 is ex-
plained in this way, that to them odroc was a definite article, but
éxeivoc an indefinite one. A way out seems to be present in the in-
formation which Apollonius adds immediately after his exposition
of the Stoic view: Kai >AnoiAddweo 6 *Adnraios xai 6 Opdé Awovioiog
xal dpdoa dewxtina Tag dvrwvvpiac éxdlovy. Ininterpreting this passage
scholars nowadays go two different ways, for according to
Di Benedetto (1958, 209-210) Dionysius Thrax and Apollo-
dorus put all pronouns under dpda OSewxtind, according to
others this was the case for demonstrativa only, perhaps together
with the personalia.3%) Besides, the interpretation of the first and

%) Pron. 10,2f.; synt. 87,1ff. and 267,6ff. and see Uhlig a.ll.

) Erbse, 254-7. Cp. M. Pohlenz, Begriindung 55, and see R. Schneider
comm. ad loc. for older interpretations. According to Erbse we have to take
Sextind with tdg dvrwvvulas as well. His parallel to this dzo »xowoi usage does
not apply, however, for con. 248,10 stands in a quotation from Chaeremon
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third xa{ was not unanimous, and in the view of Erbse Dionysius
Thrax used both the terms avrwvvuia and dodtoov dewxtindy, whereas
Di Benedetto thought that this ancient grammarian did not use
avrwvouia, but beside the Stoic dodfgov dgiousévov used dodgov det-
xTinoy also.31)

It seems to me that in the discussion of the Apollonian passage
the meaning of dewxrindc has been taken for granted, and this word
has been identified with ‘demonstrative’, in which case an anaphoric
value was either denied or neglected. It was not said explicitly but
the presumption often was that to Stoics deific had the same mean-
ing as to Apollonius.??) However, in 1974 Frede made the view
probable that to Stoics “nicht nur Aussagen mit demonstrativ ver-
wendeten Pronomina als Subjektsausdruck, sondern auch solche
mit anaphorisch verwendeten Pronomina definit sind.” 33)

When we take together the various data on the Stoic theory of
deixis and pronouns and the information on Dionysius Thrax, the
most acceptable exegesis seems to me that Stoics called both de-
monstrative and anaphoric pronouns dodga wpiouéva a), and that
Apollodorus and Dionysius Thrax followed Stoic views when they
called these words dpdpa detxtind also b), i.e. apart from the Stoic
nomenclature.

A relict of this tradition we have now when DH calls a¥t0d an
dotooy dewxtindv. But after Dionysius Thrax and Apollodorus pro-
nouns acquired names of their own, drrovouasia or avrwvuia. It
seems probable that at the same time this implied a distinction of
pronouns as a separate class, but this we do not know for sure. At
any rate, the passage from De Thuc. 37 clearly shows that DH
knows of two kinds of classification. One of these fits into a system
with fewer parts whereas the other one is at home in a system with
nine (or eight) parts of speech.

(a), and adrol oi ovvdeouor refers to all connectives, which even when they
are used superfluously do not connect at all, but nevertheless are called
syndesmoi (b). Of course, Erbse is right in denying that all possible pronouns
are meant, but this restriction to personal, demonstrative and anaphoric,
which applies already to the statement on the Stoics,isignored by Ap. Dyse.

31) The relationship of this passage to the question of the authenticity of
the Techne needs no discussion here.

32) Erbse 255f.

33) M. Frede, Die Stoische Logik, Géttingen 1974, 54f. Cp. H. Hagius,
The Stoic Theory of the Parts of Speech, thesis Columb. Univ. 1979, 33 and
165f. For these reasons Wouters 54 is wrong in thinking that Pap. Yale 1.25
11. 20-1 dvapopd is omitted.
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The remaining cases of merismos do not call for comment, because
they neither point to a system other than the one we already know
was used by DH nor are different from the classification in works
of traditional grammar. Therefore, it suffices simply to list these

cases:
1. dvopa C.V. 5.23ff. avip, uivig, NéAog, Téxog, Mobaa,
Ayidieds
Ep.Amm. 19.426ff. napaivesis, afiwoig, dnotelyioug,
GAdpupoig, dvdyxn, méAeuog
429 Zvgaxooiog, Adnvaiog, rdgayoc,
tapayr, SxAnowg, éxAog
2. mpoonyogic  C.V.22.101ff. %006, *OAdumior, ydgic, xAvrde
105,6 navdaidalog
108,18 Adnvaiog
Ep.Amm. 11.430,20ff. ndAic
3. ofjpa C.V. 5.2311. &vveme, dede, dvdgovoe, xAvd, uvi-
ow, timre, fjoune, éxdivdn, Exmece,
nétovrau, éxgavel, Epvaay ete., dedire
Ep.Amm. 5.426.20 napaweiv, akotv, dnoteryioa,
Glopiipacdar
12.431.22f.  &délowpuey, mepiyiyverau, yivera,
neglectar, EoTan
4. peroyn Ep.Amm. 12.432,10 UEVOVT WY
5. dpdgov — —
6. dvrovouacia C.V. 6.29,20 TovTovl
7. mpédeoig C.V. 6.30,2 xat- in xariday
22.102,16f. éni
8. dnipgnua C.V. 6.24,211f. émiotpopddny, éfoniow, érépwae,
Potpvddy, orfuegov
9. otvdeopuog C.V. 22.101,7f. 8y, éni, ve, dpa
and 25.129,5

3. Occasionally DH shows more knowledge of linguistic views
than the mere use of names of partes orationis. Thus, in Comp.
Verb. 12.46, 18ff. we find the words o0ddév . . . Adyov udoiov, § enuai-
vetal v odua 1) npdypa. A similar formulation occurs De Dem. 40.
215,13fF., ndoay onuaivoveay edua 7 mpayua AéEw. Of course, these
words remind one of the definition of évoua in the Techne 24,1f.,
uégos Adyov mrwtixdy, odua 7| mpdyua onuaivov, where Aifoc is an
example of the first, maidela of the second group. However, the
context of DH’s phrases clearly shows that he is thinking either
of verbs as well as of nouns (Com. Verb.), or of all possible words
of whichever class (De Dem.). This means that somewhere he has

Copyright (¢) 2007 ProQuest LL.C
Copyright (¢) Vandenhoek und Ruprecht



Schenkeveld, D. M., Linguistic Theoriesin the Rhetorical Works of Dionysius of Halicarnassus,
Glotta, 61 (1983) p.67

78 Dirk M. Schenkeveld

picked up these phrases but has applied them to dvoua in its general
gense of ‘any word’.

In another case we have still more reason for explaining
Dionysius’ words by assuming that he has mixed up various pieces
of information. In Ep. Amm. 14.433,6{f. he discussed those oynua-
twopoi in which Thucydides treats mpdyuara as mpdownma and, con-
versely, ocduara as mpdyuara. Usually scholars explain that both
mpdowna and cduara stand for ‘persons’ and mpdyuara for ‘things’,
so that here Dionysius would first discuss the device of ngoswmonoiia
and then its antithesis.?*) This explanation is right for the second
case, for according to DH in Hist. 1,70 Thucydides puts 76 duéregoy
instead of Jucic, thus he uses a mpdayua, not a owua. In the first case,
however, difficulties arise when we follow the traditional inter-
pretation. Here DH quotes Hist. 1,71,7: mpog tdde foviedeode &3,
xal Ty Ilelondvwnoov mewdode un éldaoov’ ényeicdar 7 of marépes
dulv nagédooav. To use énysiodar for mpodyeww €w,3®) he says, does
“not agree with 5y ITelondvynaov for this is a ywpa, whereas the verb
does apply to its glory and its power (zj] ddén xal voic mpdayuacw
mepl bty dmdgyovow), and this is what Thucydides means to say. If,
indeed, DH here is talking of ngocwmomnoiia, he ought to have taken
i Iledondvwnoov as an animate body, which is improbable. I prefer
to believe that he knows an antithesis mpdyua — odpa (= abstrac-
tum — coneretum),’) has identified this with another one, viz.
modowmoy — mpdyua (= persona — res). and here uses these terms
indiscriminately and without realizing that his first example is a
case of the antithesis mpdyua — o@ua, and his second one of mpdow-
oY — ;paua.

In Comp. Verb. 5.23,15ff. DH mentions a difference between
the referents of dvoua and ¢7jua. He says that in principle in a sen-
tence one should put nouns before verbs: 7a uév yap (sc. évduara)
v ovoiay (F, Teubner text; airiav P, Budé text) dnlotw, ra 8¢ (sc.
gfuata) 10 ovufefnrds, mpdregay & elvar Tif @iboer TRy odolay TAY
ovupefnxotwy. To a certain extent these words remind one of Apoll.
Dysec. synt. 18,5f.: 700 dijuaros avayxaiws modxeirar 1o dvoua énei
70 Sandévar xai 10 drarideodar®) odparos idiov, Toic 8¢ cduaoct

3¢4) Rhys Roberts, Pritchett and Usher.

3%) See C. G. Kriiger, Dion. Hal. Historiographica, Hal. Sax. 1823, 235 on
the difficulty of DH taking mgodyew & w as equivalent to é&nyeiodat.

3¢) See Techne 24,3. Cp. G. Nuchelmans, Theories of the proposition,
Amsterdam 1973, 65f.

37) Cp. Comp. Verb. 5.24,17 1o mowodv 7 ndoyov.
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énixerrar 1) Yéaug Téwy dvoudrwy. But he does not mention the contrast
odoia and to ovufefnxdc. This contrast is not common at all in
linguistic works and is found in Choeroboscus?®) and other late
authors only. In traditional grammar odsia is often used to define
dvoua®®) but airia is never thus used and 16 svufefinxds is absent from
definitions of gfjua. However, both aizwy (not airia) and 16 ovufefy-
xd¢ occur in a fragment of the Stoic Zeno4°) (Stobaeus Ecl. 1,138,
14 W. = SVF 1,89), which offers a close parallel to the text of DH :
aitioy & 6 Ziyawv gnaly elvaw 8¢ 8, 08 & aitiov ovufefnxds: xai 1o udv
aiTioy odua, o6 & aitioy xatnydpnua (. . .), altwoy § ot 8¢ 6 yiveral
71, oloy dia Ty @edvnow yiverar 7o ppovely xtA. The parallel between
aitia (cod. P) and 10 ovuBefnxds in the text of DH on the one hand,
and aitiov and ovufefnxdc in Zeno’s on the other is striking, the more
so as Zeno’s examples (podynoig, peoveiv) agree with how DH would
have classified them, and also because in Stoic texts xarnydonua is
commonly used in connection with ¢fua.') In my opinion, there-
fore, in the Dionysian passage we have a reminiscence of what in a
Stoic treatise was said about évoua and ¢7ua,®?) and, accordingly,
with Mme Aujac we must accept the reading of P, aitiav.%3)

In De Thucyd. 24.362,10ff. we some across the next passage
which calls for comment: & d¢ voic owderixoic xal Toic
moodetinois xal éTv pdAhov év tois diapdpodor Tog T@Y Gvoudrwy dvvd-
pews oot Tpomov Evelovordlwy (sc. 6 Govxvding). The same words
occur in the quotation in Ep. Amm. 2.423,16ff., albeit that here
vonudrwy, not dvoudrwy, is used.4t) The last words of this passage
have been misunderstood by translators and commentators, for
from Rhys Roberts onwards, these words have been taken as re-

) 105,2-7. See Steinthal 2,233f., who does not mention the Dionysian
passage, and D. Donnet, AC 36, 1967, 38.

) E.g. Techne 33.61f. To take odoia as asuresign of Aristotelian-Peripat-
etic theory (Wouters 179) is to ignore the many occurrences of odoia in
SVF.

49) Stobaeus Eclog. 1.138,14ff. = SVF 1, 89.

4) E.g. Diog. Laert. 7.58. Cp. my Studies in the history of ancient lin-
guistics II, Mnem. 37, 1984.

2) Steinthal 2.233f. speaks of Aristotelian influence on the passage of
n. 38,

43) Her reading of this text is based on her observation (44) that F more
than once modernizes the text. This is true for £,26,13; 22.102,16 agvvdecuov,
see Usener a.l.

4) The interchange between vorjuara and dvduare is common in the MSS
of DH, and decision not always easy.
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ferring to particles and articles, which parts “bring out the force
of individual words or complete their meaning’’.45) Unfortunately,
in Ep. Amm. we do not have an explanation of these words by ex-
amples,*®) but, nevertheless, we can be sure that DH never meant to
designate particles. Such a group was never distinguished by ancient
linguists, but is a modern invention. Words which nowadays are put
under this vague term were classified in Antiquity mostly as gdvde-
ouot, and several of them as éniprjpara.t”) DH has already mentioned
70 guvvdetixd, therefore by his last words he means another class,
which must be none other than the article.4®) This view is strength-
ened by a remark in Comp. Verb. 22.98,2ff. that dpuovia adorned
is liyoaddecuoc, dvapdgos xtA. and a similar observation in De Dem.
39.213,17. We know that for DH in prose Thucydides, more than
anyone else, represents this style of composition.

But what does DH mean by duapdgodr tag dvvdueis svoudrwr? In
other Dionysian texts dvauis is used to mean ‘phonetic value’ of
letters or ‘sense’ of words,*?) and in Comp. Verb. 22.101,19ff. we
find the expression cwwnny i dwogilovoar Exatrépwy T@Y yoauudtrwy
Tdg dvvduec.’®) Outside these texts we have the Stoic definition of
dodoov in Diog. Laert. 7,58: dodgov (. ..) dwopilov ta yévn tdv dvo-
udtwy xai Todg douduods, olov ‘0, “H, Td, Oi, Ai, Td. This definition
applies to a restricted group of Stoic dpdpa only,’!) and it, or a
similar one, must have been current later, for Apoll. Dysc. (synt.
35,51f.) is opposed to those who assert that articles serve for dud-
HOLOLS YEVDY.

In all probability, therefore, these latter texts provide a clue for
the explanation of Dionysius’ wording, in as much as according to
DH articles serve as distinctors of gender and number, and thus
have to do with the meaning of words. But one is justified in doubt-
ing whether he himself understood what he had written.

4. In his treatment of the accidentia of the partes orationis DH
has some remarks which are interesting because of their difference

45) Usher 529. Cp. Rhys Roberts, 1901, 135 and Pritchett 17 and n. 39.

4¢) For possible reasons for this omission see Ros 537 and 66.

47) Cp. Antje Hellwig, Glotta 52, 1974, 145-8.

48) So Reiske and Blass, AB 12, 1887, 222f.

49) See Rhys Roberts, indices s.v.

80) Cp. 1bid. 25.135,1f. and De Dem. 52.242,16ff. On the trias, mentioned
there, of dvoua — témoc — dvvaus see Barwick RP 102 and 107, and Hagius
122, This trias is already present in Polybius 10, 47, 8.

51) Cp. Pinborg 99.
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from those in traditional grammar. Most of these concern accidents
of noun and verb, and when discussing these I shall also go into his
terminology of accidents themselves.

First, however, comes a short discussion of the only passage where
DH mentions accidents of classes other than noun and verb. In Comp.
Verb. 5.24,17ff. he takes the view that verbs are to be put before
adverbs: éneids) modtepdy éoti TF] @boe 10 Mooty 7] wdayoy T@Y cvvedpen-
Ty adtois, TEdmOV Afyw xal Tdmov xal yedvov, xai Tdy mapaninoiwy,
a &7 xaloduey émporjpara. To typify adverbs by ra ovvedpedovra Toic
onjuaow reminds one of Priscian’s information on the view of Stoics
who did not distinguish adverbs as a separate class and quasi
adiectiva verborum ea nominabant,’®) but this vague parallel is
less interesting than the three kinds of adverbs which DH mentions:
émponipara Teomov, Tomwov and yodvov.’®) The latter two terms are
known from traditional grammar but the first does not occur there
at all.’*) DH quotes Homeric lines as examples of the order verb—
adverb, and conversely, but does not indicate which adverb be-
longs to which subclass. However, we may safely assume that to
him éfoniow, étépwae and orjuegov are adverbs of place and time, and,
consequently, that éxiorgopddny and Borpvddy are adverbs of manner.
In Techne 75,1 Botpuddy, together with ndf, Adé and dyeAnddy, is
called éniponua mowdryros,%) and the identification of todnov with
motdTyTos is easy to make. This is the more so as when explaining
the Techne passage ancient commentators connect these adverbs
with a sense of ‘“the manner in which,” e.g. Schol. DTh. 60,3ff.:
ta dndodvta Tov 10T oyrjuatos Tedmoy xal iy Evdelw xalelrar mowdTyrog,
oloy mdc Ervye; nvE adc foyovro; ayeAnddy: ndc éxadélovto;
yv0£.5) In the case of DH we do not know whether he uses a current
word or introduces a term of his own-—though the first alternative
seems more acceptable—, at any rate his énipgnua Tedmov is unique
in ancient linguistics.

Accidentia themselves are indicated by various terms; once
zapaxodovieiv is used in this way, but more usual is ra cvufefy-

%) TI, 16.54,10.

53) Kai v@v nagani. hints at more than three kinds, but DH does not say
how many. E.g. Techne 73,3 and 76,2.

%) In Gramm. Lat. adverbia modi does not oceur either.

%) Cp. Ap. Dysc. adv. 205,2: ndv eic dov Afjyov énmipomua mostnrdc éoTe
TaQEuPaTINGY, 00 TYmoV, foteuddy xTA. *Emictpopddny is not commented upon
in Sch. I1.

%) Cp. Uhlig ad Techne 75,1.

Glotta, LXI, 1/2 6
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#6ta.?”) This word also serves to indicate properties of letters and of
styles of composition.®®) Accidents of syllables, however, are called
nddn.5®) Ta ovufefnrdra, when referring to accidents of parts of
speech, comprise more features than are indicated by the traditional
term of ra magendueva in e.g. Apollonius’ works. For in De Dem. 55
DH lists the following features: ovoroldai, éxrdoeis, dEvtnyres, Bagd-
yTeg, yévn, mrdoeig, apuduol, éyxiiceg, ta dAla magamdvioa Tovtow
pveia dvra. In a much abbreviated form the list is found again in
Comp. Verb. 25, éxtdoeig, ovotorai, mpoowdiar xai Td magamiiijoia
Tovtowg, where mpoowdia is a substitute for d&dtnres and Pagdrnreg
in the first passage. In traditional grammar ovorodal and éxtdoewg
are placed under the nddn Aéfewv, morphological modifications,%?)
but breathings are not put there. However, even later still, zgocwdiat
is used as a generic term of which tdvog, yodvor, mveduara and nddy
are the differentiae.®!)

Thus we see that as far as terms for accidents and their contents
are concerned, DH differs from traditional grammarians:

— 7a ovufefnrdta, not Ta mapendueva, is used (1),

— 70 ovuf. also comprise the nddy Aééewv of traditional grammar
and the breathings (2),

— nddn is used in connection with nddy cvilefav, not with nddy
Aékewr (3).

From Comp. Verb. 15 it appears that zd#y cvilafav are the differ-
ences in short and long syllables which vary in proportion to the
number of consonants before the vowel of the syllable,%2) as well as
the various sound values (harsh, smooth, soft etc.). In this context
xaraoxevalew also occurs, and ibid. 61,8 ai 1@y ovilafd xaraoxeval
18 used to indicate manipulation of the properties of the syllables.
In the examples of this procedure we find new terms, viz. mapéxTacts
in connection with Homeric forms, fodwaw and yniapdwy (60,131t.),
and 7} T@v ovAlafdv xail yoauudtwy éAdrtwaig, probably referring to
the forms dupindny and &xmdnyev. More common in traditional

57) IHopaxoAovdeiv: Comp. Verb. 6.29,12, cp. Ap. Dyse. pron. 4,3. td ovyu-
Bef.: Comp. Verb. 25.132,7; 1354 = De Dem. 52.242,20f.

%8) Comp. Verb. 14.50,10; De Dem. 36.209,25 and 50.237,9. Cp. De Thuc.
22.358,17.

59) Comp. Verb. 15.59,15f. and 25.135,3 = De Dem. 52.242,20f.

$9) See Schneider Ap. Dyse. Fragm. 177f. and E. Siebenborn, Die Lehre
von der Sprachrichtigkeit und ihre Kriterien, Amsterdam 1976, 44.

§1) See Steinthal 2, 205ff. and Wouters 192.

$2) Cp. Rhys Roberts 1910 a.l.
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grammar are (én-)éxraces and ovorodd, words that DH uses else-
where (ibid. 25.135,4f.), but then alongside with md#®y, as we have

seen.
Outside the context of a discussion of nddy DH uses the verbs

énAifew and ovvaleipew in connection with the rapid pronunciation
of oiopar and 8éov.%3) These verbs, together with the noun gvradowpr]
in Comp. Verb., are used here for the first time as grammatical terms
(see LSJ).

As far as the individual accidents are concerned, those of nouns
agree with what we know about them from traditional grammar.
They are the following: évixdc—mAndvvtinds, 6o nrdos—nAdyiae
RTWOELS, dpoevind|dpoeva—Inlvnd— oddérepa, and nrdoe aitiarixd,
yevixy) and dotxr].5%)

More variation and differences are shown in the list of verbal

accidents:

Comp. Verb. 6,29, 71f.: Ta dpfd — 1a mria
éyxldioeis, dc 01 twes mrdoeis gnuatinds xalobow
(nolag) mapeupaivovra drapogag ypdvaw
xai €7 twva Tois grpagw diia nagaxolovdeiv népuxe

5.24,35 and T0 moLoty — TO MAoyoY
26,14 ta dpdd — td éyxeniiubva

Ta mogeupatTind — ra dmagsupatixd (or vice
versa)

De Thue. 24.362,1f. Td nadntxd — ta Jpactigia

= Ep.Amm. 2.423,8f.

Ep.Amm. 7.427,17ff. Ta nodytied — Ta MONTIXG
10 madnTixdy — 10 EvegynTisdy

exx. xwieta xwlver

dmipyvipcor Emipiyvovres
évalddynoay cvvhidabay
HATQOHNUEVOVS HOATQWHNHOTAS

ibid. 12.431,221f. (xo0vor tév gnudrwr), 16 uév é9éAoiuev®) dgiua
100 uéAdovrds éovt ypdvov dnAwtixdv, o 8¢ mege-
yilyverat 100 magdvrog . . . 16 uév yiyvera: tod
magévrog oti, 1o 0¢ Eorar Tol uéllovrog yodvov
dniwTixdy.

To take the last passage first, Aristotle, Poet. 1457a17f., adi-
Cet. . .mpooonuaiver Tov mapdvra yodvov seems to be a parallel, and,

%) Cp. Rhys Roberts 1910, s.v. ovvaiowps].

%4) Comp. Verb. 6.29,1ff.; De Dem. 27.189,81f.; De Thuc. 24.362,3ff.; Ep.
Amm. 2.423ff.; 9.428,19ff. and 11.430,121f.

%) Following Kriiger (lviii) H. Usener, Dion. Hal. libr. de imitatione rell.,
Bonn 1889, 108 prefers é#éiousv of cod. C.

[i1d
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accordingly, we are not compelled to take the words of DH as
technical terms, though it would not be inappropriate to do so. If
we choose the latter course, 6 magaw ypdvogc would be notable, for
6 éveatdc ypdvos is the traditional word. ‘O példwv yodvos is quite
usual. The pronouncement that é9éiowuer is ‘a verbal form which
indicates the future’ (so Rhys Roberts) is not unusual either when
we consider Apoll. Dysc., synt. 354,11 ff. Among the terms for the
genders madnredy and évepynTindy are traditional, dpactijoiov has a
parallel in dgactixdv in Schol. DTh. 401,2f., and similar words in
Apoll. Dysc. pron. 44,1 etc., but mowrixdv is unique in this sense
of active (not in LSJ). The pair dpddy —dnti0v too belongs to this
accident, for Schol. DTh. 1.1. says, évegynruea) dddeois (.. .) frig
maga Toic ptiogdpors dpactiny) xal Gpdn xaisitar and madnTixg (.. .)
7t maga Tols prloodpol; vntia xaleitar (cp. 548, 351f.). In view of
what we know from Diog. Laert. 7,64 we can trace this distinction
to the Stoics.%8)

This assignment of Gpddv—dnTiov to gender means that in Comp.
Verb. 6 we obtain the following tripartition, od—¥dnria ~ genders,
dyrlioeig ~ moods, dtagopds yodvawr ~ tenses. However, ibid. 5,1.1 we
meet with the antithesis Godd—éyxexAiuéva (PMV ; éyxdiwdueva F)
(and amapepparind—mageuparind), which distinction does not
square with those of ch. 6. If I understand him rightly, Steinthal
(2,274) thinks that both distinctions are compatible, if one inter-
prets them as follows: in ch. 6 the pair dpdd—&aria distinguishes
between indicativi praesentis and all other moods and tenses,
dnria then is split up, first into &yxligers, moods and finally into
zoovor, tenses. This division, he thinks, occurs in ch. 5 too, where
dpdd— Eyxexlipéva tallies with the pair indicatives—non-indicat-
ives, and mageuparixd— drdgepparied with that of non-infinit-
ives—infinitives. I believe that the distinction dpdd—dmTia can
better be explained as one of gender only, and that Steinthal’s
solution, though consistent, is wrong. The antithesis dod— &yxe-
xAyuéva may well be one of indicatives v. non-indicatives, but it is
not necessary to take épdd in both passages in the same way. DH
avails himself of different distinctions, without being aware that
they differ.®?)

At any rate, we see that the terminology in Comp. Verb. 5 and 6
is quite different from that in De Dem. 52 and Comp. Verb. 24 and
25, 1111, in as far as in the first passages va ovufefinxdra does not

%) Cp. Pohlenz 177ff. %7) See also my Studies I1.
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occur. Now the background of Comp. Verb. 5-6 seems quite Stoic,*8)
so take ta ovufefnxora, which does not occur here, as a distinctly
Stoic term is uncalled for.®?) On the other hand, when ta ovufBefnxdra
does occur, DH is speaking in general terms about how at school
children are taught yoaupazixij;?°) nor does this prove a Stoic origin.
According to Pinborg 101 ‘‘this purely Aristotelian concept of
accident is inconsistent with Stoic epistemology’’ and he thinks (111)
that the use of accident “could point to a direct peripatetic influence
on grammar, which otherwise is difficult to prove’’; he adds that ““it
is probably not accidental that Dionysius of Halicarnassus who used
peripatetic sources, is our first witness to the use of the term accident
as a technical term of grammar.” In favour of this view one may
adduce another Peripatetic (and Platonic) view in this chapter of
Comp. Verb. (25.134,11): & tails dAlaic téyvarc dv évégyed wig 7
moinotg To TéAoc.”) But the comparison with musical education here,
as well as the proper subject of this chapter, viz. the differences and
similarities between prose and poetry, remind one of views proposed
by oi xpitixoi. These people were inclined to Stoic theories.’?) On
the whole, I do not exclude the possibility therefore, that ta cvu-
Pepnréra was used in Stoic grammar (cp. also SVF 1,89 and 2,509),
but cannot prove it.

5. We may now turn to the remarks of DH which have to do
with the more philosophical aspects of linguistic theory. Several
times already I have quoted passages on word order; now I shall
deal with these systematically. In Comp. Verb. 5 DH embarks on
a fundamental treatment of the question whether a natural order of
word classes exists and is to be followed in the odvdeoic. In the pre-
vious chapter he had said that when preparing his treatise he had
studied in particular Stoic writings, because Stoics ‘“‘were accus-
tomed to pay no little attention to the department of discourse”
(tr. Rh. Rob.). However, a work such as Chrysippus’ megi t7js

68) See section 5 and e.g. Pohl, 80.

8%) So Barwick Probl. 47, but see Pinborg 101f.

) In De Dem. 52 and Comp. Verb. 25 yoauuaruxy) téyvy refers to phono-
logy and morphology as well as to reading, subjects children are taught at
school (cp. ¢bid. 14.50,17), but De Thuc. 51.410,17 (cp. 45.417,22 and De
Lysia 4.12,17) yoauuazwer) ééfynaig, which even those with a thorough know-
ledge of Thucydides are in need of, has a wider meaning, of course, of philolo-
gical commentary.

™) Cp. Plato Symp. 205b and Aristotle Eth. Nic. 1094a4.

72) See note 7.
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owtrdfews t@v 100 Adyov mogiwy had nothing to do with rhetoric,
but was concerned with dialectis. Therefore, DH put these Stoic
works aside, and ‘““falling back upon my own resources [I] proceeded
to consider whether I could find some starting-point indicated by
nature itself”’ (puowry dpogusv). This too led to a dead end, but
nevertheless he undertakes to treat of it, in order to avoid the blame
of having neglected a fruitful approach. Hence his discussion in
ch. 5.

Thus it seems that DH has independently embarked on this
matter. But at the end of ch. 5 (26,201f.) he brackets together this
research and that of véyvat dialextixai. Therefore, there is a consid-
erable chance at least that DH has been led to the problem of a
natural word order by these Stoic téyva, if he has not taken over
from these his exposition in ch. 5.7%) Later on, we shall see that this
speculation turns out to be almost a certainty.

DH tells his addressee that he started from the conception that
we must follow nature as much as possible and must put together
Ta udpta Tot Adyov such as she wishes. Therefore évéuara must come
before grjuara (see p. 78), then verbs before adverbs (see p. 81),
what happens first before what happens later, and, finally, nouns
before adjectives,”®) nmpoonyogixd before évduara, avrovopaciat before
mpoonyooixd, and in the case of verbs, ta dodd before ra éyxexAiuéva
and ta mageupatind before ta damagéupara.’®) In the first three in-
stances quotations are given which prove that a pleasant composi-
tion can be attained irrespective of whether one keeps to the natural
order or not. Later on he stops giving examples, but this causes
no wonder, for to him this whole avenue of thought is worthless.

Upton (1702, see G. H. Schaefer, comm. 1808) and Rhys Roberts
(1910) have referred here to' Quintilian 9,4,23-5 who mentions a
similar theory: est et alius naturalis ordo, ut viros ac feminas (. . .)
dicas potius quam retrorsum. (...) illa nimia quorundam fuit
observatio ut vocabula verbis, verba rusus adverbiis, nomina appo-
sitis et pronominibus essent priora (. . .) et illa nimiae superstitionis,
uti quaeque sint tempore, ita facere etiam ordine priora.’®) The
similarities are indeed significant, the only exceptions being the

73) Pohl 78 and Aujac 204.

74) See note 15.

75) Thus cod. F, Teubner; Cod. P, Aujac td dragsupatixa (ngd) Tdv magepu-
patdv. Cp. Ap. Dysc. synt. 324ff.

¢) Cp. F. R. Verwig, Der rhet. Naturbegriff bei Quintilian, Heidelberg
1976, 108-10.
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distinction between and the order of mpoanyopiar and dvduara, and
the placing of avrovopacsiar before mpoonyopixd.

Another parallel from a rhetorical work is to be found in
Demetrius megi égu. 199: xai 6Awe (in the plain character and in lucid
narrative) tij Quows] vaéet T@y Svoudtawv yonotéov, ¢ 10 Enidauvdg
éote mihic év 6ebud éomAdovt eic tov Tdvioy xdAinov (Thue.
(1,24,1). modTov uév yap @véuactar 10 mepi ov, debregov 8¢ & Todrd
doTw, 6te woAic, xal Ta dAda épeéijc. In the next paragraph Demetrius
gives counter-examples which are also acceptable. Pseudo-Longinus,
too, knows of 7} éx to¥ xara glow eiouod tdéis (22,1). Accordingly,
though these four literary critics reject the idea of a natural word
order as the only acceptable guide in composition, it is clear that
such a view was current.??)

Basically, the same view is also found in Apoll. Dysc. synt.
15,6ff., but this parallel has almost never been noted.”®) Apollonius
there discusses the order of the parts of speech, comparable to
that of letters, because in both cases ratio is dominating and guid-
ing. He compares the order of nominative—other cases, present—
other tenses, and masculine —feminine —neuter gender. In all these
instances the order is xara Adyov, not xara tdymv. As to the parts of
speech, Apollonius argues for the order of dvoua, gfua, peroyr,
dodoov, dvtwwvuia, meddeoic, éniponua and odvdeouos (synt. 15,6
27,16).

Which zd&ic is meant here? The comparison with the alphabet
suggest word order in the sentence, but Apollonius does not say so
explicitly. Pinborg (119) thinks that “this order primarily expresses
the relative importance of the parts of speech in the sentence, only
secondarily the actual word order”, but this view is only partially
right. From the comparison with the alphabet, where the letters 3,
¥, etc. all are seen as derivations of the a (19, 11ff.), as well as from
terms used, such as $éoig, uerdnrworg, mpeafiregov, doyardregor, it
appears that vd&ic also has to do with a chronological order of origin
of the parts of speech: before a verb could come into being, a noun
had to exist, otherwise a verb could not express the action (or
passion) which had to be connected with the noun.??) All the same,
noun and verb are va éuyvydrara uépn, they cannot be left out, and
consequently, the Apollonian rdé:ic indicates the relative importance

") For similar views on the natural order in other subjects cp. De Dem.
33.202,18; Comp. Verb. 2.7,23ff.; De Thue. 11.341ff. and see H. Caplan on
Ad Herenn. 3,16 and F. Striller De Stoic. stud. rhet., Bresl. Abh. I, 2, 35.

78) Pohl 79. ) Cp. adv. 121,41f.
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of parts of speech too and has a hierarchical character in addition
to that of chronological priority.

These two priorities of parts of speech have their counterpart in
those of the accidents. In synt. 324, 10ff. Apollonius argues exten-
sively for the view that the infinitive as 10 yevixdraror ¢fjua should
come before the indicative and therefore deserves a treatment
prior to the latter mood, even when from a didactic point of view
the opposite order of treatment looks preferable. Here, too, Apollo-
nius argues for a chronological priority, for the logos proves that
the infinitive may be compared with the original words, ta mpwtd-
tvna, and the indicative with their derivatives, ra nagaywyd.

But in the case of some parts of speech Apollonius takes rdé&ig
as the actual word order. The preposition may have a later origin
than the noun, nevertheless it stands before the noun it belongs to
(ustayeveotéga uév €ote Ti] @ioer, tij 0¢ tdéer dpxtinr)). The same is
true for the article, dpdpov poTaxzixiv.®?)

All in all, we must deduce from these and related passages that
to Apollonius % xara Adyor tdw uepdv tod Adyov rdéig (synt. 15,71.)
refers to an order of parts of speech which is chronological, hier-
archical and, to a certain extent, one of the actual order of words in
a sentence.

This order is quite rational, he says, i.e. by means of reasoning
one can deduce which words came into existence first. Moreover,
the whole of this train of thought presupposes the view that lan-
guage is dependent on an original namegiver (9éce:) and has been
given in accordance with the natural state of things (¢vost), which
view is definitely Stoic.?!)

To come back to the Dionysian passages, we now detect several
similarities between his remarks and those of Apollonius, e.g. when
DH says that nouns mpdregov slvar than verbs (23,17f.). Apollonius,
however, stresses less than DH the natural order in the sense of
word order, but this approach was understandably more attractive
to DH and other literary critics.

Several points remain for discussion here. Why does DH assert
that mpoonyopixd must be put before gvduara, and dvrovouasia: before
mpoonyopixd? In Stoic opinion mpoonyooiar indicate a xowrn mowdtre
and dvduara an idia mowdtng (Diog. Laert. 7,58). In view of the Stoic
character of chapter 5 we may assume that Dionysius’ order was

80) Synt. 27, 11,

81) D. Fehling, Rhein. Mus. 108, 1965, 218ff. Steinthal 2,231ff. must be
accordingly corrected.
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influenced by a presumed order of xowd—idia, but I have yet to
find an exact parallel. Much more difficult is the explanation of the
order pronoun—common noun. Apollonius, synt. 20, 1ff., declares
it not unreasonable if one wishes to put—i.e. to discuss—the pro-
nouns before the verbs because they replace the nouns, but he
rejects this view. But this passage does not help in explaining
Dionysius’ order. Apollonius, however, does give an exact parallel
to what DH says about the order amageuparind—magepupatind
(26,15), whether with MS P we accept this order, or with F the order
mapeupatind—amageppatind. Apollonius defends the first order,
but confesses to have formerly adhered to the second one (synt.
327,13fF.).

At the beginning of this section I suggested that in chapter 5 DH
was inspired by Stoic sources, to say the least. This suggestion has
become almost a certainty, now that we have met with the parallels
mentioned, to which I also reckon what has been said about airia—
ovuPefnxds (p. 79) and about ép¥d—InTia (p. 84).

6. Gradually a picture of DH has developed as a man who can
easily use parts of different linguistic theories. Sometimes this
eclectic procedure leads him into contradictions. This is clearly
the case when we compare Comp. Verb. 16.62,9ff. with 18.74,2.
In the first passage he describes several Homeric lines as felicitously
expressing things. For this feature nature is responsible, 7% gdois 7
010000 uiunTinods ral Fetinods ) Nuds Ty dvoudtwy, ols dnlodrar Ta
modyuara xard Twas ebAdpovs xal xwnTixovs tijc diavoiag ouoLdTNTAS.
These words accord with the Stoic view that originally language is
an exact replica of things signified, and that when composing names
the namegiver acted in a precise way, be it that here we, not an
imaginary name-giver, are said to do so.

However, in the second passage Dionysius deplores the fact that
not all rhythms are equally excellent, and recommends that, con-
sequently, we mix both good and ugly rhythms, in the same way
as this is to be done in many cases, Ta ydg vduata xeitar Tois
mpdypuacw d¢ Ervyey (74,2). This idea is the very opposite of the first
one: w¢ drvyey versus xard twas edAdyovs duowdtnrag. This second
opinion may have been taken from a Peripatetic source, also because
of the similarities between this passage and 16. 66, 18 ff., which latter
passage is preceded by a quotation from Theophrastus’ megpi Aéfews.8?)

82) xai der. not in P, omitted by Usener, but retained by Fehling 222,
83) Cp. Pohl 120.
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We must not imagine that between ch. 16 and ch. 18 Dionysius
has changed his mind ; on the contrary, he only reproduces what he
has read, without realizing its implications.

The first opinion, that of ¢vois as the originator of language, we
find again in Comp. Verb. 3.14,11ff.; Herodotus has not picked and
chosen his words with studious care; no they are ola 7 pvoic tédnxey
oduBola tois mpdyuacw. One may wonder whether this expression
betrays a Peripatetic source,—the use of oduflolda certainly leads us
to think so®)—and in that case, confusion between Peripatetic and
Stoic views seems complete.

7. Dionysius’ views on figurations and figures of speech are closely
related to the idea that there are natural properties of language. Of
course, here is not the place to treat the whole of the theory of
oyrjuata, but only its linguistic aspects.

These aspects are not touched upon in the earlier treatises, where,
moreover, by oyrjuara almost exclusively the Gorgianic figures are
meant. It is not before De Dem. and Comp. Verb. again that DH
draws linguistic theory into the discussion of eynuatiouoi.?%) Very
evidently he does so in Comp. Verb., De Thuc. and its appendix,
Ep. Amm., although not in a consistent way.

In Comp. Verb. 6 three functions of compositions are distin-
guished, douoy7, synuariouds, and xaraoxevij; ) all three have their
place, irrespective of their objects, viz. single words, cola and
periods. Kataoxevy) comprises three processes, dpaipeoic, mpoodixn
and dlloiworg. This triad is well known from Plato’s Cratylus, has
a firm place in traditional grammar, and is transferred here to the
field of rhetoric.?”) In the case of word modifications DH mentions
Tovtovi (pro rodrov) and xarideiv (pro ideiv) as examples of adiectio,
unT (idiag) to illustrate detractio, also called ovwvalowr), whereas
mutatio is demonstrated by the pairs éywgopilnae—épidoydonae
and dpawrjocopar— dpatgedicouat.

Under the heading of oynuariouds of single words fall the many
accidentia, dealt with in section 4, whereas in the part on the
shaping of clauses DH uses the Stoic theory of speech acts, which I

84) Cp. Fehling 224 and Aujac 74.

85) See note 11.

86) MSS vary between xaraoxev) and ueracxevr). See Aujac.

87) Cp. Th. Herrle, Quaest. rhet. ad elocut. pertin., Leipzig 1912, 40f. DH
does not distinguish between uerddzoig (transposition) and dddoiwoig (trans-
mutation), for which see H. Caplan on Ad Herenn. 4,29 and Siebenborn 44.
In his later examples DH concentrates on addition and subtraction.
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have discussed elsewhere,®®) and which he calls tgdmot t7jc éxgopds
1@v vonudrwy. After giving a list of these shapes he adds that a
multitude of oynuatiouol xai tijc Aééews doneg xai Tijs davolas exists,
but then he drops the subject.

In these chapters DH sees composition as a conscious art; there-
fore, it is understandable that the subject of a natural configuration
is not raised. This is done, however, in other texts, especially when
the style of Thucydides comes under discussion. Then DH is talking
about a natural sequence and agreement between words in phrases,
and Thucydides’ oynuatiouol are seen as deviations (éfaliayy).
Thus, the douovia adorned, of which Thucydides is a prime example,
is characterized by 70 t#js axolovdiac 1@y npocteveydévrwy dmegonri-
n@c Exew Ty podow undé xatr’ GAAnla.®?) Elsewhere the most char-
acteristic trait of his style appears to be 10 u7 xatr’ eddeiay founvelay
Eevmyéydar Ta vorjuata und w¢ ot Tols dAdows abvndes Aéyew, dnids
xal Aperde, atla éénilaydar xai aneoroapdar Ty didAextov éx TV &y
et xal xava @bow eig ta un ovvidy toic mollois und s 1 @ioig
dnaurei.®?) An example of this process is the use of a nomen feminini
generis together with a partic. mase., & dv 7j xara pdow dxolovdia
mAavarar.®t)

Consequently, we here have the identification of usual (cvvjd7c)
with natural (pvoua]) word order and sequence. Whether this nat-
uralness has at the same time the oldest rights, is not stated, but
only implicitly assumed.

Deviation from usual agreement leads to incorrect usage, and,
therefore, the Thucydidean configurations more than once are called
oodowcopaveic.®?) This close relationship between these oynuariouol
and goldowiouol most emphatically appears in De Thuc. 37. 389, 7ff.,
where with reference to Hist. 5,86 Dionysius exclaims, rodto 70
Tedevtaiov el Tic v 10l oyfjuact aEidoer pépew, odx dv pddvor mdyvrag
Tods godoviouods, Soor plyvovrar magd Tode douduods xal mapd TG
ATOOCELC, oxiuara xaleiv.??)

This kind of figure of speech Quintilian also discusses (9, 3, 21f.),
asserting that it loquendi rationem novat and may be called genus

88) Studies II. Cp. De Dem. 54.246,14f.

8) De Dem. 39.213,10ff., cp. Comp. Verb. 22.98,2f.

#) De Dem. 9.145,6ff., cp. Ep. Amm. 3.425,16; 10.429,9 and 18f.; 11.430,
14 ete.

1) De Thuc. 24.362,6f., cp. 53.413,2ff.; De Dem. 9.147,9 and 39.213,1.

2) E.g. De Thuc. 24.362,16; 33.381,6f. cp. 41.396,26f. and Ep. Anm. 2.

#) Cp. Ep. Amm. 11.431,6ff. and see p. 74.
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grammaticum. He too stresses the link with vitia orationis, and more
explicitly than DH he explains that these figures are acceptable
because of auctoritas, vetustas, consuetudo, and, sometimes, ratio.
Similar views are currently expressed after Quintilian,®®) but DH
is one of the first authors who combines rhetorical and grammatical
doctrine. Although Barwick’s statements on a Stoic origin of the
theory of figures are rightly rejected by Fehling *3) and new research
on this subject is necessary, I shall not pursue this matter here. I
only point out that the frequent occurrences of 7 xara giow dmay-
yera, dxolovdia, xardAinlog ete. in these parts dealing with con-
figurations seem to betray Stoic influence.®®)

If this suggestion is accepted, it will influence one’s view on the
sources of the treatises on Thucydides, particularly as far as lin-
guistic theories play a part here. Usener expressed the opinion that
DH used works of Alexandrian grammarians, and Luschnat agrees
with him.%?) One may wonder, however, whether ‘Alexandrian’ is
the right word,?®) but, of course, this scepticism is related to the
far-reaching problem of the level of grammatical theory in the circle
of Alexandrian scholars, a problem which falls outside the scope of
this article.

8. At the outset I drew attention to the absence of any mention
of linguistic aspects from the earlier treatises, even when DH could
well have mentioned such aspects.?®) When researching the matter of
composition of words, he came across grammatical theories and used
these in his own treatises. These are mainly of Stoic provenance, as
we have seen, but we do not yet know to what extent Stoic theory
had become common knowledge and had been transferred to other
linguistic works.

Two questions are then raiSed whether these traces of linguistic
theories are a reliable indication of the level of common knowledge
of linguistics in Rome at the end of the first century B.C. (1), and
even of the level of linguistic theory at all at that time (2).

Before entering into the first question we may consider several
related points. First, we must take into account that DH was not

) Cp. Ros 54ff., Von Fritz, AJPh 70, 1949, 344ff. and Siebenborn 92ff.

95) GGA 212, 1958, 169ff.

%) Cp. Pinborg 102f. and D. L. Blank, Studies in the syntactic theory
of Apollonius Dyscolus, thesis, Princeton 1980, 53ff. und App. A.

97) Usener (see note 65), 71ff. O. Luschnat, Philol. 98, 1954, 22ff.

%) Cp. Ros 653,

%) E.g. De Isocr. 14.74,15.
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a competent linguist, but at best a sound layman. Secondly, the
sources he quotes by name are mostly ‘“‘the old ones” — Plato, Aris-
totle, Theophrastus, Aristoxenus, Chrysippus, Epicurus, Calli-
machus, Aristophanes of Byzantium, but not e.g. Aristarchus,
Dionysius Thrax, Diogenes of Babylon, Trypho, Posidonius. As
one must conclude from the list in Rhys Roberts’ edition of Comp.
Verb. 50, DH mentions no author from later than second century
B.C. However, at one time we can be sure that DH used a much
more recent source, viz. a treatise of Philodemus,%®) and at other
the same conclusion applies with great probability when the works
of oi xpirixol are concerned (see note 7).

Therefore, we need not infer that the linguistic knowledge of
DH represents an older, or even antiquated, level of grammatical
theory. For other reasons, too, this inference is rather improbable:
in his treatises DH uses the nine-parts system. If the eight-parts
system was current in these times, he would at least have mentioned
the modern system. For, as Mme Aujac (I, 15) rightly remarks,
DH is always afraid of not seeming to be well up in his subject.
A similar argument shows that his remark on dodpov detxtindy is
not wholly outmoded, and certainly what he says on the accidents
in Comp. Verb. 25 (~ De Dem. 52) does not represent dated views,
for it occurs in a sketch on current education in grammar at
school, which, if already passé, would have made him a laughing-
stock.

For all these observations I am inclined not to brand much of
what DH offers on linguistic subjects as antiquated theory, but
to draw from it the inference that his remarks correspond with the
level of common knowledge of linguistic views which then at Rome,
at least in Greek circles, were circulating. An exception, I think,
must be made for the list of accidents in Comp. Verb. 6.29,8ff.,
which seems to come directly from an older source.

The second question is much more difficult to answer and involves
an extensive discussion of all available data. As I have said before,
it is not my intention to do so here. I may only remark that accep-
tance of my answer to the first questions strenghthens the case of
those who think that the proper evolution of ancient grammar is
to be put in the first century B.C.101)

100) De Tsocr. 13.73,5ff. See Aujac I, 193ff.
101) Fehling, Gnomon 51, 1979, 589.
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9. The main results of this inquiry are:

(1) DH uses a system of nine word classes, without showing
awareness of the so-called traditional system of eight parts of speech.

(2) Twice his classifications of words betray the existence of
older systems with fewer parts.

(3) He offers the only parallel to the statement that Dionysius
Thrax called pronouns dpdlga deixtixd.

(4) He stands alone in mentioning éniggrjuara redmov, presumably
an equivalent of émweiuara modryvog.

(5) His views on natural word order and agreement correspond
on many points with those of Apollonius Dyscolus, and are probably
of Stoic origin.

(6) Stoic influence on his views can also be seen in his statements
on the origin of language and on the relation between noun and verb.
Whether his use of cvufefinxdra, instead of magendueva of traditional
grammar, is influenced by Stoic theory, remains to be seen.

(7) There is a strong probability that a great part of what DH
offers on linguistic subjects corresponds with the level of common
knowledge of linguistic views circulating in Greek circles at Rome
at the end of the first century B.C.

Greek »xandvn and Latin capanna

By DemETRIUS MOUTSOS, Rochester

Kondyn f. ‘mule-car’, the Thessalian counterpart of drn#jvy ‘four-
wheeled wagon, any car or chariot’ (Ath. 10.418¢), and the variant
xandyy are derivatives of xdzny ‘crib, manger’, cf. xdntw ‘gulp down’.
In Pollux 1.142 xandvn means the cross-piece in the chariot seat,
whereas the side-pieces are named xandvaxes. On the other hand,
the Hesychian gloss xanadai-[xdwnlot] pdrvar has been considered
spurious. The interpretation xdnnlo: ‘retail-dealers; tavern-keepers’
has been correctly doubted as being dittographic,!) and the gloss
itself, whose meaning is identical to that of xdnz, has been emended

1) Hesychii Alexandrinit Lexicon, ed. K. Latte, Hauniae 2 (1966) 409 s.v.
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