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continued well into the Middle Ages. Ieraci Bio might perhaps have
stated more clearly that Galen devcloped his ideal in reaction to
schools of medicine more hostile to philosophical speculation.
Apparently he didn’t succeed in silencing the detractors of the
broadly educated physician.

Among the articles on the transmission of Galenic texts, Jacques
Jouanna’s ‘Remarques sur la tradition arabe du commentaire de
Galien aux traités hippocratiques des Airs, eaux et lieux et Du Ser-
ment’ is of special relevance to the study of Galen himself. Galen’s
commentary on ‘Airs, waters and places’ has becn lost in Greek,
but refercnces and translated fragments have surfaced at scveral
occasions. A complete translation in Arabic has been preserved in
a manuscript at Cairo, but it isn’t as yet available. Jouanna adds
a new source of fragments from this commentary, contained in an
Arabic treatisc on medical ethics by al-Ruhawi (a translation
appeared TAPhS, 1967), which also testifies to the authenticity of
the fragments of Galen’s commentary on the Hippocratic Oath pre-
served 1n an Arabic translation (published BHM 1956), which until
now was regarded as spurious. Arabic scholarship still promises to
have something in store for students of Galen.
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M. BaraTiN, La Naissance de la Syntaxe a Rome. Paris,
Les éditions de Minuit, 1989. 539 p. Pr. F. 195, —.

This book is another manifestation of the renewed interest in the
history of ancient linguistics. Its author has various previous
publications in this same field to his name and presents us here with
an extended version of his ‘Thése d’Eiat’, defended at Sorbonne
University in 1987. His aim in writing this book is “‘a délimiter les
conditions dans lesquelles a pu apparaitre et se développer (ou au
contraire a ¢été cmpéchée) une théorie syntaxique [as opposed to
isolated observations of a syntactic nature, 1.S.], ¢’est-a-dire une
conception explicite 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 syntax. Orafto may be defined as “‘une
combinaison de mots qui constitue une pensée achevée et qui

Munemosyne, Vol, XLV, Fasc. 1 (1994), © E. J. Brill, Leiden



124 DE NOVIS LIBRIS IUDICIA

exprime quelque chose de complet’ (p. 9, translating Diomcedes,
GL 1 300,18-9). According to B., any analysis performed in this
framework may be considered a syntactic type of analysis. Further-
more, B. combats the ‘‘conception fixiste’’ of the history of ancient
linguistics which reduces each and every theory to a perversion of
original Stoic thinking; instead, B. subscribes to the sound meth-
odological principle of studying his material in its original context
(p. 12).

B. goes in scarch of syntax in three, or rather four movements.
All four topics are intelligently chosen for their ‘syntactic potential’.
Since they all consist of very detailed and intricate analysces, a rapid
sketch of the bare outlines must suffice. This will leave more room
for discussion of details. As a kind of prologuc B. investigates
ancient theories on the conjunction, because he expects to find an
analysis of relations there. In part I of the main body of the book,
he looks for the origin of syntax in dialectics (logic), taking as his
point of departure the curious text De contunctione temporum by
Diomedes (G I 388,11-397,10). Part II is devoted to the study of
linguistic ‘correctness’, more particularly to the concept of solecism
and the question whether any syntactic analysis is at the basis of the
judgment that something is a ‘fault’. In part [II B. offers a
thorough and interesting analysis of Priscian’s De Constructione.
However, it appears that cach of these four royal highways to syn-
tactic analysis first turns into a muddy footpath and finally comes
to a dead end: Traces of syntax may have been there, an original
awarcness of structure can be detected, but it never grew into a
functional systemn. The Artes shattered all comprehensiveness and
left us with remarks on the isolated word and its accidentia. Syntax
was lost, before it could 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 sources in a great many acute
observations of detail. At several places he is able to give convincing
reconstructions of rather complicated developments, as when he
deseribes the semantic development of the word lexzs, which
accounts for various difficulties in the study of solecism (p. 292 ff.;
already discussed in M. Baratin & F. Desbordes, La ‘trotsiéme partie’
de UARS GRAMMATICA, Hist. Ling. 13 (1986), 215-40).

Some examples may serve to illustrate these positive points: — P35 i B,
offers a valuable and subtle interpretation of the definition of gdvdeopog in the
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Techne (GG 11 86,3-4) He defends the reading nhoboa instead of wAnpoboa:
obvieapds éott Aéfic ouvdlouca Brdvotav petd TdEewg xol TO TR fppmvelag xeymvog
onkotoax He dffectvely discards the naditional argument that Trypho must have
uscd a form of mhnpdw n his defimuion (cf Apoll Dysc comt 247,22-6) by poinung
out the incompatbility of Apollonius’ quotation (xai 16 xexnvos 17 épunvelag Eotiv
omov rapandnewv) with the normal form ot a defimuon where the partiaple should
cither refor to the neutar pépog Aéyou or the terminine Aéég Thus, the quotauon
must dermve from  the elaboration  of Thivpho's  defimtion i the form
mapahapBhvetar 82 (s & olvdespog) Firor xdpw .. A .. A ... xal 1O xeynvdg g
éppnveiag Eottv dmov mapamAnedy (p 34 1) The defimtion in the Techne (1eading
8nioboa) 15 tahen to mean that the conjuncuon s used when the relationship
between certan elements of the expression must be made exphat **La conjonc-
von ‘indique’ ce qui est imphone” (p 38) In fact, B 's (attiactive) interpretation
15 antapated by a Scholiast on the Techne (GG T in 436,30 1) 1 fully approve of
B s suggestion that the defimuon in the Techne s the vesult of basically Stoic
theory with clear traces of an Anstotehan influence (the word épumvela stands out
hike a flag) (p 39-10) Exactlv the same process s disinguishable m other domains
of the ancient theory of the conjuncuon as well (Gt my Ancent Grammar i Context
Contrnibutions to the Study of Ancent Linguistic Thought (Amsterdam 1990), 133 #
[hencctorth abbraviated as AGCGL) — On p 80 B discusses the difference
between the problemanc categonies cawsales and ratwnales According to B the
cawsales mdicate that the propositions they inttoduce have the (logicaly funcuon of
anlecedens, whereas the rationales mtioduce a Biérepov/zomz’quuﬂ This 15 an
mnteresting suggesuaon, although 1cis impossible to cxplam all instances along these
lines B docs not even attempt to do so, damung (p 88) that when an overall
thcorcucal framework can be posited, 1t 18 inmaterial whether all indinvaidual data
can be accommodatcd Persondlly, I am mdined to a somewhat more positivistic
attitude, but that may be a matter of taste — On p 178 B explans why the Stowcs
never paid much attennion o the (*depondent’) subjunctive  He nighdy pomnts out
that then primary mterest in proposiions excludes the study of the subjuncuve in
comples sentences, because such a sentence does not constitute a separate tvpe of
proposition — On p 411 { B doscribes an important difference between Stoie
grammatical theory and Aucustine’s Dwdectica he Stow lehton ellipes 15 a
prechicate, which as essential for formng a lehton autoteles The predicate 18 looked
upon as the nudeus of the sentence  In Augustine, on the other hand, an
mcomplete sentencee 1s a sentence which lacks a predicace Thus, this1s not a lekton
dhipes, but an ‘énoncé machavé” Here we witness a transition from the notion ol
‘nucleus’ to that of ‘imcompleteness” — On p 152 B sums up an admnable
analvas of the micraction between thetoncal and grammatical approaches to
‘abnormal” usage ol language The grammanans ended up by appropriating a
speaitic dement of thetornie, namely the word-figures, a result of the study of orna-
ment (‘figures - wrdutes’) And due to a symmetnieal evolution the rhetoriaans
adopted a speafic element of grammat, the figmes rosulang from the study of cor-
rectness (Mfigares - 2ata, on soldasmes (xcusables’) In Quinnhan this integration
stll shows through he calls this tvpe of word-figures genus grammation (Quint 1X
3.2) — Onp 470t B has a good discussion of Prisaan’s theory of the cases,
which 1s thoroughly semantic 1 naturc, as B fieely acknowledges

In spite of all these merits (and T have left many other instances
unmentioned), this book left me with vague feelings of frustration,
caused by a number of reasons. If T will use the remainder of this
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review to illustrate some of the drawbacks of B.’s work (and ths,
oo, 1s a selection), it should be kept 1n mind that this book 1s still
a worthy testimony to the author’s considerable abilities.

I First of all, one might wonder whether B.’s subject itself is not,
in a way, a betrayal of his professed principles His obstinate search
for syntax 15 at bottom a negative one, in that 1t ignores what Anti-
quity does offer in favour of what 1t does not. This starts with the
very definition of oratio quoted above, which contains a heavy
cmphasis on the semantic aspect, as B acknowledges. The concept
of xataAAnAdtng, or congruitas, ‘cohérence’, combines what we
would call semantic and syntactic aspects, whereas ‘syntax’ in its
original sense is no more than the combination of parts into a whole.
Why then look for ‘syntax’ at all costs?

As anllustration, let me discuss p 416 tf Here, B studies the critena that were
used to distingwish conjunctons and adverbs The most interesting problem 15
presentcd by words which can funcuon as both (hke quando, which 15 wuther an
adverb of time, or a causal conjunction, 1rrespective of 1ts ‘constiuction’) B
notices that Prisaan distinguishes conjunctional and adverbial use on purely
semantic grounds (temporal meaning leading to dassification as an adverb, causal
meaning to that as a conjuncuon), and finds this bizarie (p 417) He then pro-
ceeds to the critena used by Apollomus Dyscolus, dwells extensively on the most
‘syntactic” among tham, but 1s forced to reject them as well He then offers his own
solution (but what 15 the status of that soluton?) 1f the semantic charactenstics
of the word 1n question recur in the semantic charactenstcs of the verb (¢ g tume
and place ('), 1t 15 an advarb, if not, 1t 1s a conjuncuon Now, ‘place’ might
perhaps indecd be constdered a ‘vanable du verbe’ (p 420) 1n Latin grammatcal
theory (although B offers no attestations, ¢f however AGC 51 n 46) But I am
not aware of any Gicek examples (AGC p 98), and 1 do not find 1t a very convine-
ing nouon In fact, the semantic cnterium s decrsave, and understandably so
Comuncuons and adverbs have quite different theoretical onigins The study of
causes origiated m a philosophical conteat and the Stoics laid the basis for later
grammatical theory by connccting certam conjunctions with the notion of ‘cause’
Constuuction did not play any role of significance (*I am praised, because I 1ead
well” s logreally cquivalent to *I read well Therctorc T am prased’, or to ‘I am
praised For Lread well’) Adverbs, on the other hand, playced hardly any role in
Stowc theoty (apatt from Anupater's adoption of the pesétng as a part of speech)
However, in gtammatcal theory they are relevant in the theory of interrogatives
(which always are either nouns o1 adverbs) and these, 1n turn, are connected with
the thetorical establishment of epiatdoesg, especrally those of ume, place and man-
ner Thrs onginal theorcncal separation may account for the not so bizane
application of the semanuc <ritertum  (See turthet AGC 130 )

B 1s not interested in isolated remarks of a syntactic nature (p
10)—which are abundant in anaent grammar —, but looks for a
rcal theory—which 15 not there In itself, such a negative result is
not without 1ts value But it 1s the communis oprnro that there was no
syntax 1n a systematic sensc in Antiquity; therefore, this result of
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a 500-odd-page book with the title “The Birth of Syntax’ 1s some-

what disappointing.

2 B.’s mcthod seems irreproachable. who would like to be called
“fixiste’’ these days? However, in a sense B. has a very ‘‘fixiste”’
outlook, if not with respect to the Stoa- His trump ace 15 called
Varro This is especially apparent in the second half of part I.

I could say pasym, but ¢f e g p 56, p 96 (‘‘nous préférons une mterprétation
stiictement latine de cette casstficaton Varron a toute chance d'en &tie
I’auteur’”), note the subtle preparation on p 188 where B casually (and seemingly
urclevantly) 1emarhs that Varro’s character structure shows i1emarkable
simmlarities to that of Probus and—in a different 1espect—, of Palaecmon And
indeed, on p 199 he 1s postted as the common source for these two!, p 353 etc
sometimes he makes do with Posidonius (¢ ¢ p 47, 109)

In spite of his famiharity with the dangers of the hermeneutic cir-
cle (p. 12; p. 298), B. spends an enormous amount of ¢nergy on
the reconstruction of lost Varronic texts from later sources, while
positing thesc texts as the basis for later developments (=
‘degencration’). Part I ¢h. 5 1s an extreme example

These 1cconstructions are sometimes unnecessanly long (as when B offas
Willmann’s solution to the problem of the rdanonship between Vairo and
Augustine, p 226, after a discussion which began on p 207, where Willmanns
was mentioned for the first time), sometimes they contain circuldar reasonings even
within the general frameworh which 1s aircular as well On p 230 £ we are told
that in De lingua Latina (1.1) the *‘valences syntaxiques™ of the conjuncuon were
stucdhed 1n two different conteats that of the combination of conjunctions with dif-
ferent moods and that of the combmation of different propositions  This
hypothetcal construct of the way LL dealt with the conjuncuions is then styled a
confirmation of the fact that Varro was the source for the discussion in Diomedes’
De contunctione temporum (where the conjunctions were discussed 1n their combina-
tion with vanous moods), and for contexts where the conjunction figured m an
“analvse d’ensembles” (1 ¢ more dialectical ones) Another example of circulanity
1s p 247, where B otries 1o explamn why Varro chose a ‘dialectical” model for his
LI It I understand him correctly, he argues that since Augustine’s De dralectica
15 concerned with meaning only, therefore LL must have been concerned with
meantng only This means that Varro must have wanted to discuss meamng, and
that explains () why he chose a dialectical model  Without exception the
reconstructions are speculative, as when B suspects (p 225) that De dralectica must
have containcd a short analysis of the **valences syntaxiques’ of words in the part
on the verba sumplicia, and proceeds to posit an equally hypothetical correspondence
with a similar passage in Varro (lost as well) O when (p 232) B solves the
problem of Varro’s emgmatical word-class system by stating that the ‘normal’
classification will probably have been found in the (lost) third hexad ot L1

3 The book leaves the general impression that its author suffers
from horror vacur. Of course, one should be careful of too positivistic
an approach to the history of ancient linguistics. It certainly is a
good idea to make the picees fit into an overall scheme. But still the
preces should fit. As I noted alrcady (ad p. 88), B. and I disagree
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on this point. Let me illustrate what T mean by sketching B.’s
method What [ object to, is that very detailed reconstructions are
based on minor and marginal data As 1 said, B.”s book consists of
a number of case-studics, which have been skiltully welded
together. As a point of departure B. takes chapters from the Latn
artigraphical tradition (de constructione temporum, de soloccismo et bar-
bartsmo; de consensu casuum ctc.) ‘T'he methodical procedure of each
part then shows a regular pattern: B. disunguishes two or more
layers in the chapter on account of small irregularities or contradic-
tions One layer is that of the Ars. Tt is charactenzed by the fact that
it takes the partes orationis and their acadentia as the basic ttems for
any analysis (p 57). Thus, the analysis never reaches a higher
descriptive level, but remains rooted in morphological categories.
The other level contains an (often minimal) trace of what B. calls
“‘analyse de structures’’.

[ find this werminology musleading, in that it evokes modern associations with
syntax m ¢ late sense of the woird, viz a structural andlysis which abstracts from
all semanuc features E g oon p 336 he uses the expression
ture interne’” to designate the procedure of Dwomedes, De consensie cerborum cum
casthus, GL 1 410,30 320,9 This 15 ginving Diomedes too much credit

B. then proceeds to derive this second level from a source
(preferably lost bits of Varro) which was truly syntactic in nature,
but has unfortunately been lost. In this way B. creates and erases
a theory of syntax with one stroke of his pen—admuttedly an untor-
tunate metaphor for a book of this amplitude This procedure is,
of course, highly speculative

The tone 1s set nght irom the prologue, i which B tries to show that the
ongmal classafication of conjunctions was based on an analysis ot sentence-type
(thus, by imphcation, a *syntacuc’ analysis), only later to be watered down to a
single=word analvears Heare, oo, the ongim of a syntactic theory was suffocated by
school pracuce

B thinks Aristotle posited a twofold division of the conjunctuons (p 20, on Poet
20, 1456h38-1457ab) Mév, Firot and 8¢ sigmify an opposition or a disjunction, they
are “‘non-conjonctions’”, while the others do fulfill therr primary task ol gdvdeatg
One may not agiee, but this s innocent enough But on p 61 this result undergoes
a subtle, but dangerous change B now speaks of the Anstotehian bipartition of
the conpunctions into disjunctive and copulative ones This ‘clementary opposi-
ton’ 1s supposed 10 be at the basis of all later categores Onp 67 B remarks that
the discovery of the parapleromatihor changes the whole concept of the conjunction
Parapleromatihor do not connect phrases B ascnibes ther adoption to Anstotehan
mfluence (the “‘non-conjonctions’), but d Apoll Dysc on the Stoic Chacremon
(Cont 2481 {t ) and Apollonius’ own arguments in favour ol attnbuting meamng
o parapleromatihor (Cont 249,21 41 ) Onp 82 #f B dlaims that the Latin classifica-
tion of the conjunctions mto five categones (copulativae, disiunctivae, causales,
rationales and expletivac) 15 based on the four categornies ol change, adiectio, detractio,

analvse de la struc-
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transmutatto and  wnmutatto This would provide a context of an  ‘analyse
d'ensembles” for the theory of the conpunciions He morc or less successtully hinks
adiectio with the copulaticae, and, with growing trouble, detractio with the diyunctivae
and transmutatio with the cawsales/ratronales And then he finds himselt stuch with the
stlf-crcated problem ol having to match mmmnutatis with the epletivae, which he
solves by assuming that these conjunctions are the *substututes’ for a taat assump-
tion, an mmplicit context (p 80) He condudes that the expletive *'joint cet énoncé
a cot autre auguel elle est subsintuee’’, a physical impossibility It he has to 1eturn to
this cotrespondence later, he wiselv uses the copulative conjunctions only (¢ ¢ p
315) B ’s suggestion that the Latin dassificanon of conjunctions 1s based on the
categories of change s lighlv arufical But my main objection to 1t 1s that I do
not see why no granumarian ever mentioned this classificatory prinaple We
encounter the four change processes 1 all kinds of hnguistic context They are
always quitc casy to rccognize because of the charactenstic ternunology (et p
278 if dealing with these categones in the context of barbarisms and solecisms)
T cannot think of anv reason why this terminology would have been suppresscd
m this one context, unless it is because this 1s not the dassificanon prinaple used
heie

[ add some ponts of detail — P 28 D L VII 72 Aluddeg 8¢ doty délwpa 1o
suvtaaabpevov Sid tob ‘Biétt’, ofov ‘Bidut Hubpx dotl, @ig dottv’ olovel yap aittév ot
10 npdtov tob deutépou B suggests that olovel indicates that there as only an
apparent relationship of cause batween the two proposiions I the conjunction did
not makc the causal ink expha, nobody would have made the hnk himsdl The
difference between complex causal propositions where thae 15 a natural causal
rddattonship between the component parts and those wherc such a connection s
only made by the choice of words 1s known to the Stoics and—in grammar—to
Apoll Dysc (Comt 233,8, i 217,5, see AGC 116 n 9) But in the passage lrom
D 1. ofovel 15 uscd, because a xatnydpnpe, which s incorporeal, can never be an
aftiov 1n the strict sense, because an aittov 15 always a body  Olove! stimply excuses
the catachresuc chowce of words (¢f Afnemos 41 (1988), 19, n 7) — Onyp 97 B
tiies 1o use the label dtotaxtizdg o1 Storaypds to distinguish between varous types
of causales and rationales 11 daims there are no Greek examples of these words
indicating a class of conjunctions  Sce, however, Apoll Dyse St 375,3 ¢,
Scho! m Dion Thr 284,1-2, Schol Hom 1 56-8a*, Herodianus De Fig (Rhet
Gr 111 88,18 Spengdd (8rwg)), Theodos GG IV 172,12, Chociob GG IV 1 275,
134, Epim Hom (Anccd Oxon Cramer) 1 162,26 #, Nich Sync § 196 Don-
net, CAG IV 6 68 10 (and my AGC 129, n 345) —Onp 107 n 2 B cmphasizes
the fact that ‘doubt’ 1s never a semantic charactastic of the ““conjonctions
d'imphcatnion’’, see however Epim Hom (Anecd Oson Cramer) 1162,26 #f on
the difference between ef and éref, whete 1t 1s remarked that the tormer s used 8y
dwwtaypd, the latter SiafeBorwtixdde (Incidentally, I, too, clamed that something
was ‘never’ the case 1n ancient grammar and found my counter example n B (p
132, (i AGC 142 on the existence of tampotal conjuncuions) These things happen

) Motc sciously, Bouses Apoll Dvse Snt 375,10 12 (00 xohelzar w6 ‘el
nepimatels’ Sotaxtixdv) as an argument for the same point But Apollonius argues
for exacdy the reverse Accordmg to him el mepiratelg cxpresses almost as much
doubt as d&v mepmatiic Stll, we do not call the mood of meptmatels ‘Siotaxtixég’,
but stick to “éptatidg’ instead Therelore, the ddaim of those who prefer to call the
subjunctive Setaxtinég instead of dmotaxtixds 15 unjusnficd  As a consequence, 1t
15 ot true that Priscian s the first to conndct el with a noton of doubt, as B clanms



130 DF NOVIS LIBRIS IUDICIA

(p 111) Inadentally 1think B tends to give Priscian too much <redit espeaally
when he dlamms (p 181 1) that Priscian was the first to write a truc Syntax He
ignores the tact that Apollonius probably wiotc a Tegvr oo of which the Syntax
was the crown

Motc than once, B olfers quitc convincing reconstructions, but
overstates s case This time T shall dernive my example from part
1, the analysis of hinguistic correctness B gives a good 1dea of the
development of the concept of Latinitas But I do not thank 1t proves,
what 1t 15 intended to prove, viz the existence of a truly syntactic

type of analysis in the first century B C
On page 352 ff B shetches the tollowing development in the study of 7 atinutas

In the first cent B € Latin grammarians underwent the mfluence of Alexandnian
theory  Lhe imposition of Greck grammatcal theory on I atin led to the idenufica

tion of I atn and Greck T aun came to be regarded as a Grodk (Acolic) dialect

Scaurus mttited a reacnon and hencetorth Tatin grammanans concentrated on
the diffaences between T aun and Greeh This simulated morphological desenp

non (whae the diffarences aire obvious) but discouraged the devdopment of syn

tax because T anin shared its syntactic structure with Greck () (p 317) T am
inclined to give a different «xplanation that takes the wider soaial and pohtical con

text into account (ef M Dubuisson  [e latin est il une langue barbare?, Kitcma 9
(1984) 53 68) The Greeks had alwdays divided the world into Gieeks and bar

barians Conscquently  Romins were called barbarians oo and Latin was con

sidaced a barbaran language (not did the Romans take offence  «f Plautus

Maccus vortat barbare (As 11)) But when the word barbares acquired pejorative over

tones, the Romans began to object toat This comaded with the growth of Roman
mfluence in the Mcditertancan Sevaral solutions warc tiied ¢ ¢ that of dividing
the humnn racc into three speaes Greeks barbarians and the tertium genus, the
Ramans Morc successtul was the identihcation of Romans and Greeks, supported
by the mythological story of king kuandcar who allegedly travelled from Arcadia
mn the Pddoponnesos to Ttaly some years before the Trojan war So far, there s
nothing to intcrest a hnguist However i the first century B C | this theory all
of a sudden finds a linguistic apphcation A Varro and a Philoxenus connect the
languages 1 atin and Acolie usimg stnctly hngwisue (purelv morphological)
arguments Now I do not agree wath B that 1t 1s strange to find that differences
between languages are stressed  thunk it s far more surprsing if much attention
ts paid to the semilanities between two ancent languages  This 18 stange because
ancient gnnmmatcal theory 1s built on the very assumption of such a prinapal and
sttuctinal similarity: Alllanguages were supposed to be logically cquivalent to one
another  What usually intarests an ancent scholar 1 preasdy the diwergences
baween languages  Thadfore somcthing speaal s going on hete Now, all
Iinguists who promote the theory of Acolo Laun are in one way or anothar redated
to the Roman poliiaan and genaial Pompey Notably, Varro was a kind of
minister of propaganda and a hfclony friend to Pompey When the latter had to
deal with the Roman mfenonty complex and the Greek arrogance aftar the
Raoman conquest of Grecee it scans quite hkely that Varto madc another
scholarlv contribution o the solution of Pompey’s problems e combined some
of his many capacities (those of the propagandist and the linguist) in otder to pro

vide an argument tor the cquation of Giecks and Romans It 1s quite remarkable
that the concept of Acolo Taun disappearcd almost as quickly as st emerged—as
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did the acuteness of the soaal problem to which 1t was related The linguistic
theory leaves no more than some small traces i the corpus of the Grammaticy Latin:
But these cannot be used to explain a shuft from syntax to morphology As far as
we hnow, nothing but morphological similarities were ever remarked upon (e ¢
that between the Acolic wau and the Latin o (Gr éobig, Acol réclog, Lat westis),
o1 the fact that both Latin and Acolic lack a dualis)

The examples given so far show alrcady that B. is subtle and
sophisticated in his argumecntation, but more than once comes
dangerously close to overinterpretation, as he notices himself (p.
87).

On p 521 B eapatiates on the alleged difference between Prisaan’s and
Hehodorus™ view of the vis and ordo expressed by conjunctions In tact, there 1s
no tundamental difference between the two grammarians, as B eventually admts
B s difficulties with Priscian’s examples are largely due to a nasquote (ef puus et
Sortes Aeneas instead of el pues et fortny furt Aeneas) When Prisaian says wim, quando

simul esse res aliquas significat (sco contunchio) (GL 1 93,4 1), esse corresponds to

v

Greek ‘having Umapbs’, res aliquas to mpdypata (‘states of affairs’) Swmul 15 *‘en
méme temps qu’elle conjoint”” (so B, nghtly p 53) In general, T think 1t cannot
be doubted that where Heliodorus and Priseian comade, this pomts to Apollonius
Dyscolus as their common soutce No other anaent grammanan had the same
authonity

4. Finally, there is the way the material is presented. In fact, this
constitutes 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 persuasive at first sight. It is clearly
written on the model of a detective-story. This accounts for
cxclamations such as “‘Quecl motif a donc pu entrainer le déregle-
ment de la présentation du solécisme, et finalement cette dégrada-
tion? Il faut bien une raison!” (p. 291) and for the horror vacu
mentioned above. This method of presentation entails that the
reader is often willfully left in the dark about where the story will
lead to (c.g. p. 184; p. 291), or even about the purpose of a whole
chapter (c.g. ¢h. 1 of part T). And since onc clue after another
appears to lecad up blind alleys, his paticnce is often stretched
beyond reasonable limits.

For example, the attenuve readar has been alerted by B to the possibility of
‘grammaticalization” of philosophical concepts Thus, he will expect a solution n
this direcuon nght from the outset on p 295, whare B deals with the problem of
the shiftimg meaning of Mg in the context of the cirtutes and vitra orationss Yet,

he has to read through another 18 pages (') (p 319, see p 311) of tnial and eiren,
unul B finally comes up with this solution

[t 1s hardly a reproach to call an author persuasive. B. is very per-
suasive, but his rhetoric often leads to 86« rather than to émostfur,
as appears {from many of the examples quoted above.

Fg¢ on p 341 B tformulates as a hypothests that all teats of Diomedes
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ultumately derive from a source concernad with the internal stuctuie of case con
sttuctions  Lhis means that Diomedes already represents a stage of degeneration
to a motre idiomatic apptoach On p 3112 B with a subtle shift concdudes *“cctte
wvolution montre [my italics TS| sur un pomt preas, comment le courant
arugraphique a pu disposcr d’unce analvse de type syntaxique et ’a denaturée’’
And on p 352 the tormulation 1s stronger sull  Ce que montrent le De consensu
dc Diomede ct les textes apparentes ¢ est qu'ily a cu des analyses de type syntaxs
que dans le domaine artigraphique latin, mars qu’elles ont eté transformees en
istes de tournures idiomanques ' Good rthetonie, bad logic

The intricate, almost hterary, composiion of the whole book
makes the lack of an index locorum (potiorum) all the more regret-
tablc It s difficult quickly to find one’s way to the many valuable
rcmatks on matters of detail However, B makes up for this by
providing a very detailled and useful “‘table analytique de
matieres”” (p 529 ff)

All in all, I would hke to end on a positive note The book 15
extramely 11¢h i information for the pauent 1eader Moreover, 1t
15 refreshingly provocative—the present review testifies to that B
has without any doubt an admirablc grasp of anaent Latin gram-
matical theory, and 1t 1s a pleasure (and an exhausting experience)
to let him guide you thiough the hidden recesses of Latin grammar
But beware of the dulcia verba of your guide!
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Virgul, Georgics, edited with a commentary by R A B
Mynors with a preface by R G M Nissr1 Oxtord, Cla-
rendon Press, 1990 XCI1, 345 pp Pr £ 45,00

Cc commentarre sut les Georggques, qui renferme également le
texte de 'O G 1, fut édité par M Nisbet aprésla mort de R A B
Mvnors (M ) cn 1989, le hvie est a tous pomts un monument digne
du grand latmiste anglais et du poéte qui ’a accompagné toute sa
vic On admue Mumversalité du commentateur, sa grande érudi
uon dans les domaines techniques de 'agriculture, mais auss: sa
sensibilitd aux aspects Iittéraires d’un genre hybride comme le
pocme didactique A, de notre part, guidé par Sir Roger, nous
avons compris pour la premicie fois la description de la charrue
(Georg 1,169 173) “‘an Ascracan poem might be expected to pro-
vide something of the sort”” (Comm p 37), explication des zonae
du ad et de la terre (I, 233) <ot d’une dartd exemplaire Bien que
M n’utilise jamais (hcureusement) le jargon de la critique hittérame
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