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continued well into thc Micldle Ages. Icraci Bio might pcrhaps have
statcd more clearly that Galen devcloped bis ideal in rcaction to
schools of medicine more hostile to philosophical speculation.
Apparenlly he didn't succced in silencing the dctractors of the
broadly educated physician.

Among the articlcs on the transmission öl' Galenic texts, Jacques
Jouanna's 'Remarqucs sur la tradition arabc du commentaire de
Galien aux traites hippocratiques des Airs, eaux et lieux et Du Ser-
mcnt' is of special rclevance to the study of Galen himself. Galen's
commentary on 'Airs, waters and places' has been lost in Greek,
but references and translated Fragments have surfaccd at scveral
occasions. A complete translation in Arabic has been prcscrved in
a manuscript at Cairo, but it isn't äs yct available. Jouanna adds
a new source of fragmcnts irom this commentary, contained in an
Arabic treatise on medical ethics by al-Ruhawi (a translation
appeared TAPhS, 1967), which also testifics to the aulhenticity of
the i'ragments of Galen's commentary on thc Hippocratic Oath prc-
servecl in an Arabic translation (published BHM 1956), which until
now was regarded as spurious. Arabic scholarship still promiscs to
have something in störe for sludcnts of Galen.

5211 CA 'S-HKRTOGKNBOSCH, J.J.M.B. CROONEN
van der Does de Willcboissingel 10

M. BARATIN, La Naitsance de la Syntaxe ä Rornn. Paris,
Les éditioiis de Minuit, 1989. 539 p. Pr. F. 195, — .

This book is another manifestation of the rcncwed interest in the
history of ancient linguistics. Its author has various prcvious
publications in this same field to his name and prescnts us herc with
an extended version of his 'rl'hese d'Etat ' , defended at Sorbonne
University in 1987. His aim in writ ing this book is "ä délirnitcr les
conditions dans lesquelles a pu apparaitre et se dcveloppcr (ou au
contraire a été ompêchce) une theorie syntaxic|ue [as opposed to
isolated observations of a syntactic nature, I.S.], c'est-ä-dire unc
conception explicitc et organisée de ce type d'analyses" (p. 10). B.
looks for traces of a syntactic theory in Roman linguistics and in
order to do so he adopts the ancient framework of oratio/ logos, rather
than any modern view on synlax. Oratio may be dcfined äs "une
combinaison de mots qui constitue une pensee achcvcc et qui
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cxprimc quclquc cliosc de complet" (p. 9, translating Diomcdes,
GL I 300,18-9). According to B., any analysis perlbrmed in this
Framework may be considered a syntactic type of analysis. Furthcr-
more, B. combats the "conception fixistc" of the history of ancient
linguistics which reduces each and every theory to a perversion oi'
original Stoic thinking; instead, B. subscribes to the sound mcth-
odological principle öl studying his material in its original context
(p. 12). '

B. goes in scarch of syntax in three, or rather four movcments.
All four topics are intelligently chosen ibr their 'syntactic potential'.
Since they all consist ol'vcry detailcd and intricate analyses, a rapid
sketch of the bare outlines must suflïce. This will leave rnore room
for discussion of details. As a kind of prologuc B. investigates
ancient theories on the conjunction, bccausc he expects to find an
analysis of relations there. In part I of the inain body of the book,
he looks for the origin of syntax in dialectics (logic), taking as his
point of departure the curious text De coniunctione temporum by
Diomedes (GL I 388,11-397,10). Part II is dcvoted to the study of
linguistic 'correctness', more particularly to the concept of solecisrn
and the question whether any syntactic analysis is at the basis of the
judgment that something is a ' f a u l t ' . In part III B. offers a
thorough and interest ing analysis of Prisciari's De Comlructione.
However, it appears that each of these four royal highways to syn-
tactic analysis first turns into a muddy footpath and lïnally cornes
to a dead end: Traces of syntax may have been there, an original
awarencss of structure can be detected, bul it never grew into a
funrtional systern. The Artes shattored all comprchcnsiveness and
left us with remarks on the isolated word ancl its accidentia. Syntax
was lost, before it coulcl fully develop, and this was due to a con-
scious decision of the artigraphs. This is the main thesis of B.'s
study.

The book covers a wide range of topics and B. shows his
familiarity with especially the Latin sourccs in a great many acute
observations of detail. At several places hè is able to give convincing
reconstructions of rather complicated developments, as when hè
describes the sernantic developrnent of the word lexis, which
accounts for various difficultics in the study of solecism (p. 292 ff.;
already discussed in M. Baralin & F. Desbordes, IM 'troisièmepartie'
de l'ARS GRAMMATICA, Hist. Ling. 13 (1986), 215-40).

Some c'xamplcs mny serve to i l lus l ra tc these positive points: — P 35 11. B.
of lc is u valuable and subtlc Interpretation of the definit ion of auvSeafXo; in the
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'leihne (CG I i 86, '1-4) I I I dclcnds thc leadmg SïjXoüacx instead öl nX
iati Xé!;i; auvöéouca Biävoiav (j.eT<x toi^eco; xai TO TTJS épi^riveï

H< i f lccmely disiaids die t iaci ihonal aigument lhat 'Iiypho niusl have
iiscd a foiin <)f JiXripów in Ins defimtion (cf Apoll D\sc < w m 247,22-6) bs pomting
nut thc i iKompat ib i l i ty öl Apollonius' quotation (xai TÖ xexTjves -cfj? epjjnrjveLai; ËOTIV
ÖTTOU KapomXrjpüv) \ \ i th thc noimal fo in i öl a defimtioii vvhcic thc partieiplc should
e i th i r rcfcr to (he n e u U i jjiepo; Xoyou 01 thc tcminmc XÉIJK; Thus, ihc quotation
inust dem c hom tin claboiation öl Tivpho's dcfinit ion in thc form
7tapaXa|ißaveTou SÈ (st ó crOvStaiio?) rvtoi yppiv •• *\ •• f\ ••• xa< ~° x^X1!^? ̂
ip(j(.r)VEta? E'OTIV ÖTIOU ftapcmXiqpöjv (p H l ) Thc dcfinit ion in thc Tuhne (icadmg
öriXaüaa) is takcn to mean that thc con|uiution ib uscd wlicn the iclationship
b c l \ \ ( t n (c i t .un clcincnts öl thc cxpicssion mus! he m.idc cxplu u "La con|onc-
tion ' indiquc' tc qui est imphc Ht " (p 'J8) In lact, B 's (a t t iac t ivc) intc ipreta t ion
is anticipalcd hy .1 Siholiast on thc 'lichne (CG I m 436,50 II ) I lully appiovc ot
B 's suEji^estion thal thc defimtion m thc Tichni is thc icsnlt öl basically Stoic
thcor\ with clcai t i a ics öl an Anstolchan inf lucnic (the \void Ép(XT)vEi'a btands out
hkc a flcii^) (p 3<)--10) Kxactlv the samc piotcss is distmijuishable in othei domams
öl thc am icnt thcoiy öl thc c onjuni t ion äs wei l (CA in v Ant tent Gramrnar in Conte\t
Ctminbutwns In ihe Study o/ Ancunt Linguntit 'I hoti^hl (Amstcidain 1990), 133 I I
[ l u n n l o i l h abb t iv ia tcd äs Ad(3] ) — On p 80 B discubses thc d i l l c i encc
betwccn Ihc p iob lc ina tu catCRoncs cauiala and rationale, Ai iouhng to B the
iau\alt\ mdicnte that thc propositions they intiodvue ha\e thc (los^ical) lunttion öl
antt(cdtn\, whcrcas thc rationulis i n t i o d i u c a BeÜTEpovAonijY/wns This is an
micicstirm sum^eslion, ahhough it is- impossiblc to c \plain < i l l inst . i iHcs along these
hncs B doi s not cven atternpt to do so, t laimint; (p 88) that \\hen an o\ciall
l l uou t i ca l hamcwork can bc posilcd, it is nnmatci ial uhethci all indiMdual d.ita
( a n be actoinmodaud PeisonalK, I am mchned to a somevvhat nioie positivistu
atti tude, but that inay bc a inat tc i ot taste — On p l 78 B explams v\hy thc Stoic s
nevci p,n<l iiiuch attcntion to the ( 'dcpi ndcnt ' ) sub|uncti \c He nghlly pomts out
that thcn pnrnaiy mteiest in piopositions ekelndes thc study of tlu sub|imctive in
complex, scntcn(es, bccause siu h a seinem <• does not (ons t i tu te a sepaiati tvpc öl
piuposi t ion — On p 4 1 1 l B disuibes an i m p o i t a n t d i l l c iencc bctween Stoic
i(i itminal K al thcoiy and Au^ustmc's Dudictna The Stou itkton fllifit\ is a
pieduatc , whitl i is cssi ntial loi l o i m i n g a leLtnn autotelf, The piedaate is lookecl
upon as the nuclcus öl thc sentcm c In Aui>ustinc-, on die othci hand, an
iiuoinpletc sc ntenrc is a senlente \\hich laiks a p i< duate l hus, this is not a lekttm
ilhjn\, but an 'énomé madiivé' Heic v\ t witncss a tiansition Irom thc notion öl
' r uu lcus ' to that öl ' incomplctencss' — On p 152 B sums up an admnabie
anaKsis öl the n i K i a i l i o n betvveen t h c t o i u a l and g i a i n i n < i t u a l appioachcs to
"abnoimal ' usagi öl languagi l In g iammai ians ended up b\ appiopriatmg a
sp< ( ilu < leincnt öl ihc lo i i c , i i a i iK . lv thc woid-li t ;uics, a icsult ol the studv ol orna-
ment ( ' l l g u r t s - i'tr/utn') And duc to a svrnmct i ica l evolut ion ihc ihc to iu i ans
adopted a speulu clement ol g l ammai , thc l igu ics i i s u l ü n t ; hom thc study ol cor-
>nlnt\\ ( ' f imncs - utiu, ou sok'cismcs < \< nsablcs') In Quintilian this mtcgiation
s t i l l sho\\s th iough he calls this tvp t ol woid-tiguies iienu\ qrammatiium (O_mnt IX
i, 2) — On p 470 l B lias a gooil discussion ol Piiscian's theoiv ol the (ases,
which is thoioughh \rmanltt m natuic, as B ficcK ,u knowleclgts

In spitc oi all thcsc incrils (and I have left many other instanccs
unmcntioncd), this book left tnc with \agur icchrigs of fru.stration,
(auscd bv a nunibcr ol reasons. II I \ \ i l l usc thc rcmainder oi this
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review to illustrate somc of the drawbacks oi B.'s work (and this,
too, is a selection), it should bc kept in mind that this book is still
a worlhy tcstimony to the authoi's considerable abilities.

l First öl all, one might wonder whether B.'s subject itself is not,
m a way, a betrayal of his professed principles His obstinate search
for syntax is at bottom a negative one, in that it ignores what Anti-
quity does oifer in favour öl what it does not. This starts with the
very definition oi oratio quoted above, which contains a heavy
einphcisis on the semantic aspect, as B acknowledges. The concept
of xocTaXXr]XÓTT]<;, or congruitas, 'cohérence', combines what we
would call semantic and syntactic aspects, whereas 'syntax' in its
original sense is no more than thc combinalion of parts into a whole.
Why then look for 'syntax' at all costs:1

As an I l lus t r a t ion , let mc discuss p 4161t Hcrc, B studies the cntciia that were
used lo distmguish ton)untt ions and adverbs 'I lic most mtercstine; problcrn is
presente d by woir ls w h i f h < an f u n e t i o n as both (hkt quando, which is cithcr an
adverb o) t i r ru , or a causal ron)unr t ion, irrespectivc öl its 'consüutt ion ' ) B
noticcs that Priscian chstmguishcs con|unctional and adveibial usc on purcly
scmantie, grouncls (tempoial nieaning Icading to classifkation äs an adverb, causa]
meamng to that äs a conjimction) , and finds this bi/arte (p 417) Hc then pro-
teeds to the criteria uscd by Apollonius Dystolus, dwclls extcnsively on the most
's\ n tact ic ' among th tm, but is torted to leject thern äs well Hc thcn offers his own
solul ion (but what is the status ot that solutioii'1) if the semantic chaiactenstics
ot thc word in question rccui in the scmantic c haractei is l ics of the verb (c g t ime
and place ( ' ) ) , U is an adve ib , if not, i t is a con junc t ion Now, 'plaic' might
pethaps indeed lx (onsidciecl a 'vanable du veibe' (p 420) in Latin grammatica!
thcory (although B of fe r s no at tcstat ions, cf however AGC 51 n 46) But I am
not avvait- of any Gicck exampks (AGC p Qfi), and I do not find it a veiy tonvint-
ing notion In lat t, the semantic c n U r i u r n is decisivc, and understandably so
C o n j u n f l i o n s and adveibs have quite di l fc icnt theoietical ongins The study öl
< a u s i s origmated in a philosuphic al rontcxt and the Stoics laid the basis for later
g ia inmatua l du oiv b\ ( o n n t t t i n g cci tain (onjunctions wi th the not ion of 'cause '
G o n s t i u c hon did not pla\ any lülc of significancc ('I am praiscd, because I icad
\ \ < l l ' is logical lv iq iuvalenl to 'I icad well Theiefou I am praisid', or to 'I am
praised hoi I tcad well ') Adveibs, on the othei hand, playcd hardly any role in
Stou theoiv (apai t hom Antipate i ' s adoption of the [Aeatm]; as a pa i l of speech)
Howevei , in i j i amina tK <il theory tht) arc iclevant in the thcory of intenogatives
(which always arc eithci nouns 01 adveibs) and these, m tu rn , are connectcd with
thc ihetoncal establishment öl Kepiatäati;, cspetially tliose of time, place and man-
ni i This oiii^ina] thcon t i t a l Separation mav account ioi thc not so bi/ane
appl ica l ion of thc semant ic c i i t e i i u m (See fur the i AGG UO f f )

B is not interested in isolatcd rcinarks of a syritactic nature (p
10)—which are abundant in ancicnt grammar —, but looks for a
real theoiy—which is not there In itself, such a negative result is
not wi thout its value But it is the communis opinio that thcre was no
syntax in a systcmatic sense in Ant iqui ty; therefore, this result of
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a 500-odd-page book with the titlc 'The Birth of Syntax' is somc-
what disappointing.

2 B.'s rncthod seems irreproachable. who would like to be callcd
"fixiste" these days.1* However, in a sense B. has a vcry "fixiste"
outlook, if not with respect to the Stoa' His trurnp ace is called
Varro This is especially apparenl in the second half of part I.

I could say pastirn, hut cf e g p 5t>, p 9b ("nous piéléions une mterpiétation
s l i i i t ement latine de ccttc classtfication Van on a toute chancc d'cn êttc
l 'auteur"), notc the subtle pieparation on p 188 wheic B casually (and seemmgly
nrelevantly) lemaiks that Varro's chaiacter s t ruUuie shows icmarkablc
s i tn i la i i t i es to that ol l'robus and—in a diffeient lespeet—, of Palacmon And
indeed, on p 199 hc is posiled as the coinmon sou re e lor these t \ \o ' , p 353 etc ,
sornetimes hè tnakcs do with Posidonins (c g p 47, 109)

In spite ofh is famiharity with the dangers oi the hcrmeneutic cir-
cle (p. 12; p. 298), B. spends an enormous amount of energy on
the reconstruction of lost Varronic texts fiom later sourccs, while
positing these texts as the basis for later developments ( =
'degeneration'). Part I ch. 5 is an extreme example

These icconstructions are sonietiines unncccssanly long (as \\hen B offus
Willmann's solution to the problern ol the rclauonship betwcen Vauo and
Augustine, p 226, alter a discussion whiih began on p 207, where Willmanns
was mentioncd foi the first tune), sonietiines they contain circular rcasomngs even
within the general haniewoik which is nrculai as well On p 230 f we are told
that in De hniyta Latma (LL) the "valcnces svntaxiques" ol the conjunuion were
studicd m two dillerent contexts that ol the combination ol lonjunctions \Mth dif-
lercnt moods and that ol the i ombination ol different proposilions This
hypothetical tonstuict ol the way LL dealt w i t h the tonjuru tions is then siylcd a
confirmalwn of (hè tact that Varro was the soune loi the discussion in Diornedes'
De comunctwne temfiorum (where the conjunctions were discusscd in thcir combma-
tion with vanous moods), and foi contexts where the conjumtion figuied in <in
"analyse d'ensembles" (i e moie dialec tical ones) Another example of c i iculanty
is p 247, wheie 15 tnes lo cxplain why Vauo chosc a 'dialectual ' model for his
LL II I understand him correttly, hè aigues that sim e Augustme's De dialectica
is ronccrned wilh meaning only, theiefore LL must have been concemcd with
meaning only This nieans that Varro must havo wanled to discuss meaning, and
that cxplams (?) why he chose a dialettu al model Without cxception the
reconstruetions are speculative, as when B suspects (p 225) that Ds dialectica must
have contamcd a short analysis of the "valences syntaxicjues" of woids m the part
on the verba \implicia, and procccds to posit an equally hvpothctiral torrespondcnce
with a similar passage m Varro (lost as well) Oi when (p TVl) B solves the
problern of Varro's emgmatical woid-class systein by stating that the 'noimal'
classification will piobably have been found m the (lost) third hexad ot LL

'$ The book leaves the general impression that lts author suffers
from horror uacui. Of course, onc should be carelul of too positivistic
an approach to the history of ancient linguistics. It certainly is a
good idea to make the pieces fit into an overall scheme. But still the
pieces should fit. As I notcd already (ad p. 88), B. and I disagrce
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on this point. Let me illustrate what I mcan by skctching B.'s
rnelhod Whal I object to, is that vcry detailed reconstructions are
based on minor and rnargmal data As l said, B.'s book consists oi
a number of (asc-studics, vvhuh ha\re been skillully weldecl
together. As a pomt oi depaiture B. takes c haptcrs frorn the Latin
ai tigraphical tradition (de conslruclwne lemporum, de soloecismo et bar-
ban\mo\ de tomensu casuum ett.) The methodical procedure ol each
part then shows a regulär pa t tern : B. disimguislies two or moie
layers in the chaptcr on account ol small inegularities or ( ontradic -
tions One layei is that of the An. It is charactenzed by the lact that
it takes the par/es oratwnis and their accidenha as the basic items lor
any analysis (p 57). Thus, the analysis ncvcr reaches a highei
clescnptivc Icvel, bul remains rootecl in rnorphological categones.
The other levcl contains an (ölten minimal) tiace ol what B. calls
"analyse de structurcs".

I lind t h i s tei ininolog) misleading, in that it e v o k i s modern associations with
syntax in a late sensc ol the woid, \ i / a s tuutural ana lys i s \ \ h i c h abstracts lioin
all semantic k a t u i e s F, % on p i ' i f) hc us ts the txpiession "analyse de la s t i u c -
(u i c interne" to designaU the piocedure oi Diornedes, f)t tonitnw itiboium cum
laiihm, (ïL I 'M0,'!0 '120,') T h i s is gi\ mg Oiomecles too r n u c h credit

B. thc-n proceeds to clerive this scumd levcl Irorn a source
(preferably lost bus of Varro) which was t i u l y syntactic in nature,
bul has unfortunatcly been lost. In this way B. c reates and erases
a theory of syntax with one stroke of his pen—adrmttedly an uriior-
tunate mctaj)hor lor a book ol this amplitude This procedure is,
of course, highly spcculative

l he tone is set nqht hom the piolot^ne, m w h u l i B tnes to show th,u the
onif inal rlassitu ation ol (»ti |uiu tions was based on an analysis ot sentcme-type
(thus, by impl icat ion, a ' syn ladu ' .inalvsis), only latei to be wateied down to a
smt;le-\\oid analvsis H( i<\ loo, (hè 01115111 ol a s y n t a i t i c t l i eo iy was sullocated by
school piact icc

B t h i n k s Anstotle positcd a twolold division ot the con]unrtions (p 20, on I'oet
20, l i%b J8-l'157ab) Mév, 71101 and oé sigmly an Opposition nr a dis junt t ion, they
aic "non-< onjonctions", whik the othcis do fulf i l l t he i r pnmaiy (ask ol oüvSeai?
One may nol ac;iee, but this is innocent enough Hut on p 01 th i s lesul t unclc-i^oes
<i sublle, but dani^erous t hange B now speaks of the Anstotehan bipartition ol
the ion|unctions in to dis | i i iKtive and copulative ones This ' e k n u n t a i v Opposi-
tion' is supposed lo be at the basis of all latei c a t e g o i u s On p 67 B lemaiks tha t
the chscovciv of the paraplernmatiktn (hanges t h < whole c onrept of the conjiinction
l'araplfromatiioi do not connect phrases B asc nbes their adoption to Anstotehan
inf lu rmi - (the "non-con|onctions"), but cl Apoll Dysc on the Stoic Chaeienion
(Co«i 248,1 11 ) and Apollomus' own a iguments m la\om ol < i t t i i b n ( i n g ineanini, '
(u/Kira/iiemnatihHi (dom 24C),21 ft ) On p 82 II B ( lamis tha t the Latin r lass i fka-
t i on of the c o n j u n t t i o n s into tïw (ategones (cofiulatiiae, disiunttutfu, causalis,
ralwnale\ and enplelivat) is based on the (bui categones ol ihange, arliiclw, ttilrattio.
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trarftmulaliu and immututto Tills \\ould pitmcle <i ton tex t ot an 'analyse
d'cnsemblcs" loi i h e t h e o i v ot the t on junct ions He mort or Icss successlull) links
adiictw \ v i l h the lopulatiiat, and, \ \ i th i;rowmg tiouble, dttnutm W i l l i ihc diyunitivae
and tratumulatio vv i th the tau\ale'i/ratwnali\ And tht-n he llnds lumscli stuck \\ i th tht
sclt-cicatecl pioblem öl havinq to ma t th imrnutalio \\ith thc r\pletivae, which hc
sokes b> assuming tha t thi so conjunctions are thc 'substitutes ' foi a taut assump-
t ion, an imphcit context (p 86) Hc concludes tliat ihc t xpleme "joint c et enoiuc
a c i t aulic auqutl eile n! \tilnlitn«", a phys ica l ini]>ossibihtv If hc has to ic turn to
th i s t ont spondente l a t e i , h< vvisclv uscs thc topu la t ix t con|uncüons onl\ (e g p
i l "i) B 's Suggestion that thc Latin dassifkation of con|unt t ions is based on the
catcqoncs öl dianijc is highK aiüfiual Bul im m,im objection to it is that I do
not sce \\liv no ^ l a in ina i i an e\ei nientioncd this classificatorv pririLipk We
etuounte i tlu four chant^c piot-csses m all kinds öl l int ;uis t i ( lontcxt 'I hc\ aie
always quitt easy to iccognize betaust of t l ic (haiactenstu teinimoloc;) (cl p
278 If dealing with th« se catcgoiies m the context ot barbansins and solecisms)
I ( a n n o t ( h i n k of ,mv leason why this tc immoUmv vvould have been suppiesstd
in this ont' (on tex t , unless it is btcaust this is not the ( lass i l l ta t ion puntiple used
hei c

I add soine points öl detail — I' '28 D L VII 72 AititüBe? 8£ etrtiv d^itona TÖ
auviaaao|ji£vov Biöc TOÜ 'Sion', oiov 'Sioti T]|Jiipa idTi, ^cö? e<rav' otovti yäp aïtióv ÈOTI
TO Tiptötov TOÖ SeuTÉpou B sui^csts (hat oïoveï i ndua t c s that theie is onl) an
appati tu lelationslup of c.uist bt iween thc t \vo propositions II the oon ju ru tion did
not inakc the tausal l i n k explint , nobod\ \vould havi rnade thc link liunscll The
d i l t e i e iKc between < oinplcx causal propositions \ \ l n i t l l u i e is a na tu ia l causal
H lationship betwecn thc tomponent paits and thosc \vheu suc h a tonnet Hon is
onlv tnade b\ thc choite of woitls is kno\ \n to the Stoics and—in i^rainiuai — to
Apoll D>s( (Coni 255,8 , e t '217," i , sei- ACiC Hb n 9) But in the passage hom
D l, oïovtï is u s t t l , bctause a xoccr]yopTifia, which is nuo ipo tcn l , can nevei be an
airiov in thi s t r i t t scnsc, bccausc an amov is always a body Otovet simpK excuses
the ta tachres lu t h o i c c of woids (t l Mnemoi, 41(1988), 19, n 7) — O n p 97 B
u n s (o usc thc label Staxaxtixóc 01 SiatafM-o? (o dist inguish bi tvvcen \anous types
öl fau\ali\ and rationale, Hc cla ims theie aic no Ciieek examples of thest \\oids
indicatmi; a t lass öl con|uiu( ions See, howe\er, Apoll Dysc Synt 375,3 l ,
Schol m Dion l'hi 284, l -2, St hol Hom l 5b-8a', Heiochanus D, Fig (Rhü
Gr I I I 88,18 Spen^cl (ÖTCCO;)). Thcodos CG IV i 72 ,12 , Thociob CG IV n 275,
H l , Kpim Hom ( A r i t t d Oxon Ciamei) I 102,26 II , M u h S>nc § 196 Don-
net , CAG IV 6 68 10 (and mv AGC 129, n 345) —ün p 107 n 2 B tmphaM/c-s
thc fact tha i 'doubt' is nevci a st-mantic chaiaclci is t i t o! the "conjont lions
d' implu ation", see howc\er Epitii I loin (Ancid Oxon Ciamei) I 162,2611 on
(he chfleicnce between t\ and tTtei, vvhcie U is rcmarktd that thc foimci is uscd iv
8i<rcocY(jUö, the lattci SiaßtßatojTixöii; ( Int identall), l, too, claimcd that something
was 'nevei ' the case m ancient grammai and lound mv countei cxamplc m B (p
l i2, t l AGC 142 on the existente öl k inpoial tonjunctions) These (hings happen

) Moie s tnouhl ) , B uses Apoll Dvsc fynt i75,10 12 (oü xaXttTai TO 'tl
TCEpiTtateT?' StaTaxTixov) äs an a i i*umint loi the same point But Apollomus aigues
foi cxatl ly thi l e v e i s e A t t t i i d i n g to him ef TceptTtattt? cxprcsscs almost äs much
tloubt ,is £ötv Tiepuroafji; Still , we do not call the mood öl TiepmateT; 'SiaiaxTixo;',
bnt stick to 'ópianxói;' mstead Thcieloie, thc dann of those \ \ho pielei to call the
sub|unctivc SiaTOtXTixo; mstead öl UTCOTOCXTIXÓ; is u n j u s t i f u d As a t onscqucncc, it
is not t i u e that Pi iscian i s the fust to < onnt 11 ei with a notion of doubt, as B t lamis



HO Dt NÜVIS LIBRIS IUDRIA

(|) 111) Inciel innlly l think B tcncls to gi\c Pnscian 100 much credit ibpiually
whcn he daims (p WH l ) that Pnsi lan was t lu Ins t to wntc a truc Syntax 1I(
ignoies t h < lact that Apollonius piohably wiotc a Tc./yr\ too öl wh ich th< Syntax
was thc c iown

Moit than once, B oifeis quitc convmcmg reconstructtons, but
ovt rstates Ins case This time I shall dcnvc my example from part
II, ihr analysib öl hnguistic concctness B gives a good idea of thc
ckvelopment of thc concept of Latimtas But I do nol think U provcs,
what tt is intended to prove, viz the existcnce of a truly syntactic
type of analysis in thc1 first Century B G

On page i52 II B skcti h( s thc tollowing devclopnu nt in th< sind) of Iatmilas
In thc fus t c e n t B ( Latin grammanans undcrwcnt thi mlluenci of Alixaridnan
t luory Ihc imposition öl G i ei k giammadr-il theory on I atm led to ihc iden t i fua
tion öl I ahn and Grcck I atm c arm to bc rcgaided ab a Gack (Acolu) dialect
Scauius mi t i i t cd a icact ion and h c n c i f o i t h I i t in giammanans conccntratcd on
thc cliffci ( n< ( s bitwecn I alm and Gtcck I his stimulatcd morphologieal de sei ip
tion ( \ \ h c i e thc d i f l i i cnc t s uc obs lous) but disiouragcd tht d t \c lopment öl syn
ta\ bicausi I Hin shand i ts s\ntactic s t r u c t u i t w i th G t c c k (') (p .517) I am
mdincd to givi a diflen nt ( xplanation (hat lakcs thc wider scx ia! and politie al con
u \ t into account (cl M Dubuisson l e latin «/ il une lanifue barbare'', Ktcma 9
(lc)84) r)"> 68) Thc, GiLeks had al\\a)s dividccl thc \\oild into (ïiccks and bat
banans Consccnu nl l \ Rom ms \\crc ta l lcd baibanans too and Latin was con
sidcitd a ba ibanan lanquai^c (noi diel the Romans takc oiÏLncc d Plautus
Ua«Mt imrtit barbare (A*, 11)) But \\hen thi word barbaros acquncd pejoiativc o \cr
IOIILS, thc Romans bcgan to obji ( l to it This comcidcd w i t h thc qiowth öl Roman
mllucncc m t h < Mcdi tc i iam an Sc\c ia! solutions vvc ic t i i c d ( i; that of di\ idmtj
t h < human racc into thrcc s p t c u s Giecks barbanans and thc terlium gemi',, the
Romans Moic succcsslul was thc id< ntilication of Romans and Gut ks, Supporte d
by thc. rmthologual s t u i > ot kuii^ Luanclci wlio allcgedly t iavcl lcd frorn Aicadia
m tht Pcloponnt sos to Italy somc vcars bc lo ie thc I rojan wai So far, thtre is
nolhmq to mli.rc.st a l inguïs t H o w e \ e i m the f irs t i c n t u i v B C , this theoiy all
ot a sudden finds a hngu i s tu appluation A Vairo and a Philoxenus c o n n e i t thc
lan^uay, I atm and A( olit usmg s ( r u t l y Imguistic (puielv morphological)
a i g u n u n t s \'o\\ I do not agrcc w i t h B that u is stränge to find that differencfi
betw«n languagcs arc sticsstcl I ihmk U is tar more. suipnsing if mueli attcntion
is paid to ihc siniilarittfi bctwcen two am icnt languagcs l Ins is stiangt bccausc
am l in t t;i mimadcal theoi") is built on thc \cry assumption öl such a pnncipal and
s l i m t m a l smnlaritv All languagcs w e i e supposcd to bc logiealh ccjuivalcnt to onc
Tiiothe r What usually m t c u s t s ,m < u u i c n t srholar is prcciscly tlie dweri>eiifes
bclwccn languages I l u i i l o i c somethmg special is gomg on heic Novv, all
Imguists w ho piomote thi iheory öl Acolo Latin aie m onc way or anothci rclatcd
to thi Roman pohtician and gcmial Ponipiy Notably, Vauo was a kmd öl
minister of propaganda and a h f i l o n g Inend to Pompcy Whcn the lat tci had to
deal w i t h thi Roman mteiionty < o m p l e x and thc Guck arroganci aftn thi
Rom.m ronqucst öl Gicicc n sdins quite hkely that Vario made another
scholai lv contnbut ion lo ihc solution öl Pompcy's problc ms Uc combined somc
ot his many capadlics (those ot the piopagandist and thc linguïst) in oulcr to pro
vidc an a ig um cn t toi thc < quation ot Gucks and Romans 1t is quitc rcmarkable,
that the conctpt öl Acolo I atm disappcaud almosl äs quukly äs it cmcigcd—äs
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did the atutencss oi the social pioblem to w t i u h U was iclated The Imguistic
llicory leaves no more than some small trat es in the coipus of the Gmmmatici Latim
But these cannot be uscd to cxplain a shift frorn syntax to moiphology As fai as
we know, nothing but moiphologital smnlai i t i es \veie evei icmarked upon (e g
(hat between the Acohc wan and the Latin v (Gr èa6r|<;, Acol /ÉaOo?, Lat teitn),
01 the fact that both Latin and Aeohc lack a dualis)

The examples givcn so f ar show alrcady that B. is subtle and
sophisticated in his argumcntation, but more than oncc comes
dangerously close to overinterpretation, as hc notices himself (p.
87).

On p 52 f B expatiates on the allcged d i f fe rcnre between Pnscian's and
Ilehodorus' view ol the nn and nrdo cxptesscd by con]unctions In fact, thcre is
no fundamental d i f ferente between the two gramrnarians, as B eventually aclmits
B 's difficulties with Pnscian's examples are largely due to a misquote (/'l /» juv et

fortn Aenea\ instead of el fiun el jorti\ fml Aeneat) When Pnstian says i'irn, tjuando

»;««/ me m aliquas w>niftiat (se comunctio) (GL I I I 43,4 f ), me conesponds to
Gicck 'having üitap^ii;', ra, ahquas to Tcpayfiata ('statcs of aflairs') Swiul is "en
meine lemps qu'elle conjomt" (so B , nghtly p 53) In genei al, I thmk it cannot
be doubted that wheie Ilehodoius and Piisnan coinude, this pomts to Apollomus
Dyscolus as their common souice No other aruient giammarian had the same
authonty

4. Finally, there is the way the tnatcrial is presented. In fact, this
(onstitutcs at the same time a major attraction and a source of
irritation B has a very attractive style. The book is easy to read,
skilfully composed and very persuasivc at first sight. It is clearly
written on the model of a detective-story. This accounts lor
cxclarnations such as "Qucl inotif a donc pu en trainer Ie dérègle-
ment de la présentation du solécisme, et finalement cette dégrada-
üon.1' Il faut bien une raison!" (p. 291) and for the horror vacm
mentioned above. This method of présentation entails that the
reader is often vvillfully le f t in the dark about wherc the story will
lead to (e.g. p. 184; p. 291), or even about the purpose ol a whole
rhaptcr (e.g. ch. l of part I). And sincc one clue after another
appcars to lead up blind alleys, his patience is oftcn stretched
beyond rcasonable limits.

Foi example, the attentive leadci has been aleited by B to the possibihty of
' i J i ammai icah /a t ion ' ol philosophn al toiuepts Thus, he wi l l expett a solution in
ih i s dneaion i i gh t dom the outset on p 2c)r), whne B deals wilh the problem of
the shift ini; meaning of Xé!;t? in the context of the nrtuti\ and vi/ia oratwmi Yet,
hè lias to lead llmnigh another 18 pages (') (p T19, sec p 31 1) of l u < i l and enoi,
u n t i l B l ïna l ly < omes up wi th this solution

It is hardly a reproach to call an author persuasive. B. is very per-
suasive, but his rhetoric often leads to 8ó£a rathcr than to È7T:iaTr|[jLT],
as appears irom niany of the examples quoted above.

K g on p 341 B foimula tes as a hypothesis that all texls of Diomedes
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ultimatcly dcn\c (Vom a SOUKI conccrmd \ v i ( h UIL inttinal s t i uc tu i e of läse ton
sl iucl ions I Ins ineans that Dioimdes aliead) n pu srnts a stalte of dcgeneration
lo a moic idiomatic appmach On p HZ K \ \ i th a subtlc shift concludcs "(.LtK
LsoluUon montre |mv italics I S ] sur un point P I L L I S , cüinment le cou ian t
artigraphiqm a pu disposn d'unc analvsL de type syntaxiqut et l 'a dcnaturce"
And on p i ï2 ihe f o i i n u l a t i o n is strongt r still Cc que montrcnt le De conunsu
de Diomede 11 l ts t tx tcs appartnlis t LSI qu'il y a cu des analyses dl typi syntaxi
qui dans k domaint ar t ig iaphiqut la l in , maïs qu'elles ont ft<' translormies cn
l i s t L S de tou inu ie s icl iomatiqiu s ' Good i l u t n n r , had loijic

The mtricate, almost htciary, composition of thc wholo book
makes thc lack of an index locoium (potioium) all thc rnore rcgict-
tabk 1t is di f f ' icul t quickly to find one's way to the many valuable
rc rna iks on mattris of detail Howcvcr, B makes up loi this by
providmq; a vcry detailed and usolul "tablc analytique de
matières" (p 529 ff )

All in all, I would hke to end on a positive note The book is
c-xtrcmely i i c h m Information for the patiënt leadei Moreover, it
is rclicshmgly piovotativc-—the piesent icview testifies to that B
has vuthout any doubt an aclmirabk grasp of ancient Latin giarn-
matical thcoiy, and it is a plcasurc (and an exhausting expencnce)
to let hun guide you thiough the hidden reresses of Latin grammar
Bul bewaie of ihe dulcia verba of youi guide'

1181 IIT A M S I L I V h H N , Schokland 169 I \ tK i - S I U I I T R

Virg,il, Georges, ecüled with a commentaiy by R A B
MYNORS with a pielace by R G M NISBF i Oxfoid, Cla-
rendon Piess, 1990 XCI, ^r) pp Pr £45,00

Cc commentairt sui les Geon>iquis, qui icnfcnnc cgalemcnt le
texte de l 'O C l , fut édité pai M Nisbct apres la moit de R A B
Mvnots (M ) LH 1989, le hvie est ä tous jjomts uri monument digne
du grand latimste anglais et du pocte qui l'a accompagnc toutc sä
vic On admnc l 'umversalitc du commentateui, sä giandc crudi
tion dans les domames techmqucs de rag t icu l tu ie , maïs aussi sa
sensibilitt ' aux aspcc ts l i t t é i a i r e s d 'un genre hybndc comme le
poinu' didacliquc Amsi, de notrt pai t , guidé par Sir Rogci, nous
a\ons cornpns pour la picmicic fois la dcscription de la chairue
(Giorq I, 169 175) "an Asciaean poern might be expected to pio-
vidc something of the sotl" (Cornm p 37), l'exphcalion des zonae
du c icl el de la tenc (I, 2^3) < st d 'une c lar tc exernplaire Bien cjue
M n'ulihse jamais (hcurcuscment) le jaigon de la cnlique li t tcraiic

\fnrmo^m \ öl \LVII hast 1(1991) feil J Bull I Lidcn


