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CHAPTER 4. LINGUISTICS, COMPOSITION, AND STYLE:
DIONYSIUS’ USE OF THE PARTS OF SPEECH

4.1. Introduction

In the previous chapter, we have examined Dionysius’ knowledge of the grammatical
theory of the parts of speech, in order to establish his place in the history of grammar.
But Dionysius did not write grammatical treatises. As a rhetorician, he used the
theories of grammarians for his own purposes. His works on style and rhetorical
composition offer a unique possibility for us to observe how the two language
disciplines that were arguably most prominent in the ancient world, namely grammar
and rhetoric, were integrated into a coherent set of ideas. While the connections
between grammar and philosophy in antiquity have been the subject of several
modern publications, scholars have paid less attention to the relation between ancient
grammar and rhetorical theory.! A rhetorician who focuses on aspects of style can
apply the theory of the parts of speech in several ways. Dionysius seems to have used
that grammatical theory more frequently than other teachers of rhetoric.> One might
say that there are three different capacities in which Dionysius deals with the theory
of the popio. Adyov. As a rhetorician (section 4.3), he regards the parts of speech as
the building blocks for the composition of texts. Thus, the description of particular
types of composition is partly based on the way in which writers use the parts of
speech. The popioe Adyov are so important that they even figure in the general
definition of ‘composition’ (cOvBec1c) at the beginning of the work On Composition.
This definition of c0vOeo1g as ‘a certain arrangement of the parts of speech’ leads to a
doxographical overview of earlier thinkers on the parts of speech. Here, we observe
Dionysius’ second role: as a ‘historian of linguistics’ (section 4.2), he discusses the
early history of the theory of the parts of speech. Finally, as a literary critic (section
4.4), Dionysius discusses the style of Thucydides by analysing the historian’s use of
the parts of speech: in this context, the theory of the parts of speech is employed as an

instrument for literary analysis.

It is important to realise that Dionysius’ ‘history of linguistics’ is subservient to his
ideas on composition and style. In fact, it would be more correct to state that there are
only two purposes for which Dionysius needs the parts of speech. On the one hand,

the theory of the puopia Adyov offers the rhetorician the starting point for the process

! For studies on the connections between ancient philosophy, grammar, and rhetoric, see section 1.1.
2 However, 1 will compare passages from ‘Demetrius’, ‘Longinus’, Quintilian and later rhetoricians
who make use of grammatical terminology (see sections 4.3. and 4.4).
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of composition, which puts ‘the parts of the phrase’ together as elements. On the other
hand, the theory enables the critic to reduce the stylistic particularities of a phrase to
the way in which specific parts of the phrase have been used. Whereas Dionysius can
indeed be called a rhetorician and a literary critic, his role as a ‘historian of
linguistics’ is a very limited one. However, since Dionysius’ history of the popio
Aoyov in On Composition 2 is inextricably bound up with the definition of
composition (cOvOeo1c), I have chosen to discuss this passage in relation to the use of
the parts of speech in composition and stylistic analysis. When I speak of Dionysius’
three ‘capacities’, the reader should understand that only two of them are really part of
Dionysius’ own intentions, while the third one (that of historian of linguistics) is

subservient to the other two. This will be illuminated in the following section.
4.2. Dionysius as a historian of linguistics

Partes orationis quot sunt?” ‘How many parts of speech are there?’ It is with this
question that the Roman grammarian Donatus (who was active around 350 AD) starts
his Ars Minor. His answer is: octo, ‘eight’. Traditionally, we learn that the system of
eight word classes, which we find in the works of Apollonius Dyscolus and in the
Techné grammatiké, was the result of a long cumulative process: Plato identified two
parts of speech, Aristotle three or four, the Stoics five or six, and Aristarchus and
Dionysius Thrax eight.* This presentation of the history of the word class system has
been criticised in recent years, but it is characteristic for the traditional historiography
of linguistics, represented by scholars like Lersch (1838-1841), Schoemann (1862),
Steinthal (1863), Benfey (1869), Robins (1967 and later) and Lallot (1988).
However, as far as we know, the first text that presented the history of the word class
system in this way is Dionysius of Halicarnassus’ work De compositione verborum.’®
In this section, I intend to make clear that Dionysius can be considered the prototype
of the traditional western approach to the history of linguistics. In Comp. 2, Dionysius
discusses the history of the theory of the uépia (or pépn) Adyov.” Brief as it may be,

this passage may be considered one of the very first histories of linguistics, which

3 Section 4.2 has been published in a slightly different form as De Jonge (2005a).

* Cf. Sluiter (1998) 24-25.

> For objections to the traditional presentation of the history of the word class system, see Taylor
(1987), Sluiter (1993) 131, Schenkeveld (1994) 270, Blank (1998) 174 and Matthaios (1999) 492. See
also section 4.2.4.

S Cf. Taylor (1987) 3. Dionysius’ method of discussing earlier thinkers goes back to Aristotle: see
section 4.2.2.

7 Apart from Dionysius’ history of the word class theory (Comp. 2.6,17-7,21), the account of Quintilian
(Inst. Orat. 1.4.17-21) will be discussed in this chapter (section 4.2.3). Somewhat diverging accounts
are Sch. D. Thrax, G.G. 1 3, 515,19-521,37 and Priscian, Inst. 11.15-17 (G.L. 11, 54,5-55,3).
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would make Dionysius one of the first historians of linguistics.® First, I will discuss
the relationship between Dionysius’ history of the word class system and the rest of
his work On Composition. Second, I will comment on some particularities of
Dionysius’ ‘history of linguistics’. Finally, I will compare Dionysius’ approach with
that of Quintilian and modern historians of linguistics. Thus, I hope to answer the

question what kind of historian of linguistics Dionysius actually was.
4.2.1. Dionysius’ history of the theory of the parts of speech

Dionysius’ history of the theory of the parts of speech can be found immediately after
his definition of cvBec1c (composition) in the second chapter of De compositione

9
verborum:

"H cOvBeoig éot1 pév, Homep kol adtd Aol tovvopo, motd tic Béoig mop’ EAAN o
TOV 100 AOYoL pHoplowv, o On kol oTorxelo Tveg The Aéeme kolovoy. todto ¢
Oc0dekTng pev kol "AploToTEANG Kol ol Kot' E€KEIVOUG PLAOGOPNGOVIEG TOVG
XPOVOUG OYPL TPLAV TPONYOLYOV, OVOUOTO, KOLL PLLOLTOL KOl GLUVOEGUOVE TPOTOL LEPT|
T AEEEMS TO1OVVTEG. 01 O UETO TOVTOVG YEVOUEVOL, Kol UAALOTO 01 THG TTOIKTG
a1pEcEmG NYEUOVES, £m¢ TeTTapwV TpovPifacay, yoploavieg And TV GLVOESU®Y
00 GpBpoe. €10’ o1 peTaryevESTEPOL TO TPOOTYOPLKS S1EAOVTEC GO TAOV OVOUATIKDV
TEVTE GIMEQNVAVTO TO TPATOL LEPT. £TEPOL OE KO TOG dvTovouaoiog amolevEovteg
OmO TOV OVOUOT®OV EKTOV GTOLXEIOV TOVT  £moinoov. ol O Kol TO €mLppPNUOTo.
dtehdvieg dmd TV pnudtov kol toc mpobécelg dmd TV cuvvdéoumv Kol TOG
LETOXOG OMO TOV TPOCTYOPIKMY, 01 & Kol GAAOG TIVOC TPOCOYOryOVTEG TOWMOLG
ToAAGL T& mpdTo popror The AéEeme émoincow - LEEP MV 0V pIKPOC Gv e Adyoc.
ANy 1§ 7e 1@V mpwtwv elte TPV 1) teTtdpov €10’ Sowv O mote Sviov uepdv
nAokm kol mopdBecic to Aeyduevo motel kdAo, £neld’ | tovTwV Gpuovio Tog

KOUAOVUEVOC GLURANPOT TEPLOBOVG, OVTOL OE TOV CUUTAVTO TEAELOVGT AOYOV.

¥ 1t is, however, very well possible that Dionysius (and Quintilian) used an older source (which is now
lost) for the history of the word class system. We might think of Asclepiades of Myrlea (see section
4.2.3).

’ Comp. 2.6,17-7,21 (for a shorter version of Dionysius’ overview, see Dem. 48.232,20-233.2; cf.
section 3.7). In this passage, it is impossible to translate the terms dvéporto, pipate, chvdeouor ete. in
a consistent way, because these terms have a different scope in each of the stadia that Dionysius
distinguishes (see section 3.2): for example, we cannot use the term ‘noun’ for Aristotle’s Gvouc. Even
in a system of eight or nine parts of speech, the word class cOvdeouol covers more than our
‘conjunctions’ or ‘connectives’. However, some readers may find it useful to have an indication of the
meaning of the terms in Dionysius’ survey. There is no completely satisfactory solution to this
problem, but I have decided to preserve the Greek terms in the translation, while adding the usual
(partly anachronistic) translations of these terms between inverted commas.
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‘Composition is, as the name itself indicates, a certain arrangement of the parts of
speech, or the elements of diction, as some call them. Theodectes and Aristotle and
the philosophers of their time increased the number of these to three, making ovoporto
(‘nouns’), puoto (‘verbs’) and cvvdeopot (‘conjunctions’) the primary parts of
speech. Their successors, and in particular the leaders of the Stoic school, raised the
number further to four, separating the &pOpo (‘articles’) from the cOvdecpot
(‘conjunctions’). Next, later generations distinguished the npoonyopikd (‘appellative
nouns’) from the dvouatixa (‘proper nouns’) and presented the primary parts as five.
Others detached the dvtovopaciot (‘pronouns’) from the dovouato (‘proper nouns’)
and made this the sixth element. Yet others divided the émippiuota (‘adverbs’) from
the pPAuoto (‘verbs’), the mpoBéoeic (‘prepositions’) from the ovvdeopot
(‘conjunctions’) and the petoyodl (‘participles’) from the mpoonyopika
(‘appellatives’); while others introduced still further divisions and so made the
primary parts of speech many in number. The subject could be discussed at
considerable length, but it is enough to say that the combination or juxtaposition of
these primary parts, whether there be three, four or any number of them, forms what
are called clauses. Next, the joining together of these clauses constitutes what are

called the ‘periods’, and these make up the complete discourse (Adyog).’

Before we take a closer look at Dionysius’ history of the word class system itself, we
should consider the relationship between this passage and his theory of composition.
Dionysius’ reason for giving a history of the word class theory is that he regards the
uopto or puépn Adyov as the central units of composition. Composition is defined as ‘a
certain arrangement of the parts of speech’, and Dionysius adds that some people call
these ‘elements of diction’ (ctouyelor thg Aé€ewc). I have already pointed to the
interesting background of this remark: we know that the Stoic philosophers
considered the parts of speech otoiyeio (elements), but they referred to them as to
otolyelor 10V Adyou (the elements of meaningful utterance), whereas their otoyelo
g Aé€emg were the letters (the elements of articulate sound). Dionysius is the only
author who refers to the parts of speech as otoiyela tfig Aé€eng (see sections 2.2, 3.2
and 3.3). I have suggested (in section 3.5) that Dionysius’ use of ctoiyelo Aé€eng for
the parts of speech unites a philosophical perspective (the parts of speech as elements)
and a rhetorical approach to language as expression (A€£1¢). In any case, by using the
term otouxelo. Dionysius emphasises the symmetry between the different levels of
language: the parts of speech constitute the Adyog, just as the letters are the building
blocks of the syllables. This view of language as a hierarchical structure characterises
Dionysius’ entire treatment of composition: cOvBecig plays a role on all levels of

language, and the units on one level are the building blocks (or elements) of the units
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on the next level. Thus, syllables are composed of letters, words (or parts of speech)
of syllables, clauses of words, periods of clauses, and the discourse of periods. As I
have pointed out above (section 2.2), this atomistic view on language is found in
many other ancient texts, such as the treatises on metre and music by Hephaestion and
Aristides Quintilianus.'® We may also compare Apollonius Dyscolus’ approach to

syntax (cOvto£ic), which seems to be influenced by Stoic ideas."'

When we compare Dionysius’ version of the history of the word class theory with
other (ancient and modern) versions, we can detect a number of interesting

differences.

(1) Dionysius starts his overview with Aristotle and his student Theodectes, thereby
omitting Plato, while modern historians of grammar usually observe that Plato already
distinguished Svopa and pAuc.'? It is interesting, though, that Dionysius states that
Theodectes and Aristotle ‘increased’ the number of the parts of speech: mponyoryov,
the word he uses, literally means ‘carried forward’. This word already contains the
idea of gradual progress, which characterises the whole passage on the history of the
word class system. When Dionysius says that Aristotle distinguished three ‘parts of

speech’, dvoua, pfiuc and 6Ovdeopog, he is probably referring to the Rhetoric, for in

19 Cf. Van Ophuijsen (1987) 8-9 and Barker (1989) 393-394.

" Apollonius Dyscolus, Synt. 1.2: ¢¢ & ototyelo. g GVAAUPAS Gmotedel kortd: Toig émmhokdic, obtm
kol 7| oOvtaéig t@v vontdv 1pdmov Tive cvAdaPog drotedéoet St thg EmmAokfic 1@v AéEemv. kol Tt
Ov tpdmov ¢k 1dv cvAlafav N AéEic, oVtag ék tfig kataAnldtnTog TV vontdv O avtoteAng Adyoc.
‘And just as the elements (i.e. letters) compose syllables according to their combinations, so, in turn,
the structural combining (syntaxis) of meanings will in a certain way produce syllables (i.e. sentences)
by combining words. Just as the word is made of syllables, so the complete sentence is made by the
grammatical collocation of meanings.” (Translation adapted from Householder.) On this text, see Blank
(1982) 30-31 and Sluiter (1990) 44-46. Note that Dionysius’ formulation (Comp. 2.7,18) teAelodot
Adyov resembles Apollonius’ concept of the ardtoteAng Adyoc, but Dionysius’ Adyog is a text (discourse)
not a sentence. See also Apollonius Dyscolus, Synt. IV.16: "Eeouev yop kol koto Tog Gpy g THS
£kddoeme, g T oToKEle TOV AdYoL TOV adTOV TpdToV Enéyel Tolg otoyelolg tfig Aééemc. ‘Back at the
beginning of this treatise we said that that the elements of the sentence behaved similarly to the
elements of the word.” (Translation by Householder.) Swiggers & Wouters (1995) 37 n. 46 also point
to the similarity between the approaches of Dionysius and Apollonius. See further Sch. D. Thrax, G.G.
I3,211,27-212,1: xoi yop Gnd 1dv otoxelov cviiafal, dnd 68 cvlhaPdv Aéeig, Gno 8¢ Aéewv
dtdvolan, and 8¢ davoldv 6 téhetog Adyoc. ‘For syllables are composed of letters, and words of
syllables, and thoughts of words, and the complete text of thought.” The &idvoion in the latter text
might be compared to Apollonius’ vofoeic. For the Stoic ideas on language as a hierarchical structure,
see FIDS 539-541; cf. Pinborg (1975) 97-98 and Sluiter (1990) 43-44.

'2 Ancient histories of the word class system never start with Plato: Quintilian (1.4.17-20) begins, like
Dionysius, with Aristotle and Theodectes. See also FDS 543-546, overviews that start with either
Aristotle or the Stoics. Modern histories that start with Plato’s distinction of 8vopo and priuc are, for
example, Pinborg (1975), Robins (1966), Robins (1986), Lallot (1988) and Robins (1997%).
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his Poetics Aristotle had also mentioned the &pBpov, the invention of which

Dionysius attributes to the Stoics."

(2) Dionysius gives the Stoics credit for the distinction of the &pBpov. He attributes
the distinction of the Tpoonyopikdv (appellative) to ot uetayevéotepot, ‘later people’.
Since we know that the distinction between proper noun and appellative noun was
definitely an invention of the Stoic philosophers, a fact also known in antiquity, we
might interpret the words ol petayevéotepolr as ‘later generations of Stoic
philosophers’.'* T would prefer this interpretation to that of Usher, who translates
‘[s]Jubsequent grammarians’ (my italics), for until now, Dionysius has only mentioned

philsophers. °

(3) Another particularity is the fact that, according to Dionysius, the pronoun
(&dvtovopaocio) was separated from the proper noun (Gvouo), whereas most ancient
and modern scholars think that the pronouns, before they were recognised as a
separate group, belonged to the &pBpa.'® The question of why Dionysius thinks that
the pronoun was separated from the Svopa (and not from the &pBpov), can probably
be answered by referring to ancient grammatical theory on the dvtwvouio.'’
According to Apollonius Dyscolus, the pronoun can replace the noun: therefore, it can
be combined with a verb, thus forming a complete sentence, which normally consists

of a noun and a verb.'® Apollonius also tells us that the function of the pronoun is

3 Janko (2000) 186-187 thinks that Dionysius and Quintilian are citing an Aristotelian dialogue in
which Theodectes appeared. See section 3.3.1.

' Cf. FDS 536.

1> Usher (1985) 21. More correct translations are those of Rhys Roberts (1910), ‘later inquirers’, and
Aujac & Lebel (1981), ‘les générations postéricures’. According to other sources, the Stoics were also
responsible for the distinction of the adverb, to which Antipater allegedly gave the name pecotng
(Diogenes Laertius VII.57 = FDS 536). Matthaios (1999), however, has pointed out that Aristarchus
(217-145 v. Chr.), who was active before Antipater of Tarsos (fI. 150) already knew the eight canonical
word classes, including the uesdtng. He also discusses (548 ff.) the relation between Aristarchus and
Antipater, and concludes that Aristarchus, like Antipater, borrowed the ferm pecdtng from older Stoic
sources, which did, however, not give that name to a separate ‘part of speech’. The first extant texts in
which the term énippnuo (in the sense of adverb) occurs are the fragments of Tryphon and the works of
Dionysius of Halicarnassus. See section 3.2.

16 See FDS 542: téroptov g’ &v GpBpov kol dvtmvopic, 1O pév pdokovieg ddpiotov Epbpov, o 88
optopévov GpBpov. Cf. Lallot (1988) 17 and Robins (1997%) 41. Steinthal (1890-91 II) 214ff. follows
Dionysius’ view that the pronoun was separated from the noun. Matthaios (1999) 491ff. disagrees with
Dionysius and Quintilian, but also with the traditional view that the dvtovouia was separated from the
Stoic &pBpov: the &pBpov, he argues, had an entirely different function than that of being a
combination of two grammatical word classes, ‘pronoun plus article’.

"7 For the use of the term dvtovopocio (instead of Gvtovouio), see section 3.6.3.

'8 Apollonius Dyscolus, Synt. 1.15: O 10dt0 8¢ onut, St odyl ki €€ dvtavopiog obtotédeta
cuvicTotol, OTov PoUEV 0VTOC, £YM TEPITOT®, OV TEPITOTELS. TOTE YOp cuvictaton T adtotédera, Stoy
avt’ dvéuatog mapoAnedR i avtovouio kod duvéduet téA 1 bt ovvtabic . T am not here claiming
that you cannot have a complete sentence with a pronoun (&vtwvupia), such as “I’m walking, you’re
walking”. For then, too, completeness is achieved, when a pronoun (dvtwvuuia) is used in place of a
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expressed in its name: an &vtwvopla, or (as Dionysius calls it) dvtovoupocia, is a
word that is used ‘instead of* (&vt{) the dvopo (noun)."”” Taking this theory into
account, we can explain why Dionysius thinks that the pronouns were separated from
the nouns (and not, as modern scholars think, from the &pBpov). Dionysius’ idea is
presumably that words such as obtog (‘this one’) were originally classified as nouns
(dvépoar), because they replaced nouns in the construction of a sentence.”” In later
times this type of words would have gotten the name dvtovouaciot (or dvtovoulot),

that is ‘instead of-nouns’.

(4) A further difference between Dionysius and other historians of grammar concerns
the view that the participle (uetoyn) was separated from the appellative
(npoonyopikov). According to most scholars, the participles originally belonged to
the verbs (pAuora) before they were treated as a separate group.”' In order to explain
Dionysius’ different opinion, it is again useful to take into account the ancient
grammatical theory on this part of speech. The participle (uetoyn) owed its name to
the fact that it ‘participated’ in the morphological and syntactical qualities of two
other word classes, namely verb and noun. Apollonius Dyscolus explains in his
Syntax that participles were invented because users of language needed verbs with
cases and genders, so that they could express congruence (katoAAnAdtnc).”> Thus,
the participle is derived from a verb, but, like a noun, it has case, number and gender.
When we take into account that in ancient grammar the participle was considered a
sort of intermediate form between noun and verb, it should not surprise us that
Dionysius suggests that the participle was separated from the appellative, and not

from the verb. We should keep in mind that the words that we call adjectives also

noun (¢vt’ dvéuatog) which gives virtually the same construction (cOvtaig).” (Translation adapted
from Householder.) Cf. [D. Thrax], G.G. 1 1, 63,1: dvtovouia £oti Aé&g dvti dvouartog
nopodopuBavouévn. ‘A pronoun is a word that is used as a substitute for a noun.’

' The pronoun does not only replace the noun, but it was, according to Apollonius Dyscolus (Synt.
1.19), even invented for the sake of the construction of verbs in the first and second person. Nouns
always refer to third persons, and because verbs are also used in the first and second person, the
pronoun was ‘invented’. Although Apollonius Dyscolus discusses the invention of the pronouns
themselves and not the invention of the term dvtwvupia, it is probable that Dionysius’ idea on the
separation of the word class ‘pronoun’ from the word class ‘noun’ is based on the same theory.

201 give the example of obtog because Dionysius classifies Tovtovi as an dvtavopio in Comp. 6.29,20.
I emphasise that Dionysius does not give the argument on pronouns replacing nouns: this is my
reconstruction of his reasoning, on the basis of Apollonius Dyscolus’ arguments.

21 See FDS 542: tpitov v’ 8v pRua (ko) petoyh, T pév piie katnydpnuo Aéyoviec, ™y 8¢ petoymyv
Eyxhua piuatog, 8 £ott puatog mapaywyh. ‘Third, under one part of speech they [i.e. the Stoics] list
verb and participle, calling the verb predicate, and the participle an inflected form of the verb, i.e. a
derivation from the verb.” Cf. Robins (1997%) 41. Because of a remark by Priscian (G.L. 11, 548,2 [FDS
575)), historians of linguistics used to think that Tryphon was the first who distinguished the participle
as a separate word class. However, Matthaios (1999) 420ff. shows that Aristarchus already recognised
the participle as a separate word class, for which he also used the term petoyn.

22 Synt. 1.21. On the term katoAARLOTC, see section 5.2.
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belonged to the appellatives: it is possible that Dionysius is mainly thinking of

participles that are used attributively, or as substantives.

(5) Finally, Dionysius states that the émippnuota (adverbs) were divided from the
pnuota (verbs). He apparently thinks that adverbs (énippnuota) originally belonged
to the verbs. According to other sources, the adverbs originally belonged to the nouns.
Again, we can understand that Dionysius relates the énip-pnuo to the pfiuc.. He may
have thought that adverbs were considered parts of verbs (rather than that adverbs
were called verbs): eb motelv (‘to do well”) would have been taken as one verb, and

not yet as adverb plus verb.

We may conclude that, in his reconstruction of the development of the theory of the
parts of speech, Dionysius is always reasoning on the basis of the name and function
of the word classes that are distinguished in the system of his own time. Thus, he
presumes that the pronouns originally belonged to the nouns, that the participles were
originally part of the appellatives, and that the adverbs belonged to the verbs, before

these parts of speech were recognised as separate groups.
4.2.2. Dionysius’ approach to the history of linguistics

Dionysius of Halicarnassus was, of course, not a historian of linguistics in the strict
sense. As we have seen, he only mentioned the development of the doctrine of the
parts of speech in the context of his own discussion of composition. Nevertheless, we
might very well regard Dionysius as the first representative of a typical approach to
the history of linguistics, which indeed remained the standard until the last part of the
twentieth century AD.

In the opening section of this study (1.1), I distinguished two possible approaches to
the history of linguistics, namely the ‘internal’ and the ‘external’ approach.” A
historian who adopts the °‘internal’ approach (Rorty’s rational reconstruction)
considers earlier ‘linguists’ as his colleagues: when dealing with a certain problem, he
looks for solutions that have been suggested in earlier periods in the history of
linguistics. He analyses and criticises these solutions, but does not always pay
attention to the fact that earlier linguists did not ask the same questions as he does. An
ancient example of this approach is the way in which Aristotle discussed the
philosophers who lived before him: as Guthrie has pointed out, Aristotle looked at the

early philosophers ‘in the light of his own view of reality, and (...) saw them as

23 Cf. Rorty (1984) and Sluiter (1998) 24-25.
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“striving” to reach the same view.”** The second approach to the history of linguistics
is the ‘external” approach (Rorty’s historical reconstruction): the historian who adopts
this method does not try to apply earlier linguistic theories to his own purpose;
instead, he attempts to take into account the context in which earlier ideas about

language were developed, and adheres to the “principle of charity’.>

It is clear that Dionysius of Halicarnassus belongs to the group of historians who
adopt the ‘internal’ approach to the history of linguistics. He discusses the history of
the word class system only because he has to find an answer to the question as to
which elements are the central units that one uses when composing sentences and
texts. Aristotle, the Stoics and the grammarians were, of course, dealing with different
problems, but Dionysius applies their views, which originated in such diverse fields as
ontology, logic, philology or grammar, to the topic of his own investigation into

’ 26
cvvBeotc.

The internal method in the historiography of science, as we find it in Aristotle and
Dionysius, is often combined with a strong belief in progress: the traditional historian
of linguistics looks back from the standpoint of his own linguistic system and
considers earlier periods as preliminary stages that were groping for and striving
towards that system.’’ This attitude is particularly characteristic for nineteenth-

1.2 But even a more recent scholar like

century scholars such as Benfey and Steintha
Robins, in spite of his own warnings against the dangers of ‘looking to the past
through the eyes of the present’, presents the development of the word class theory in
a tree diagram, which bears a remarkable resemblance to the scheme that one can

extract from the second chapter of Dionysius of Halicarnassus’ On Composition.”

* Guthrie (1957) 38.

% Sluiter (1998) 25.

%6 Cf. Lallot (1998) 124 on the discussion of the history of the word class theory in the scholia on the
Techné Grammatiké (Sch. D. Thrax, G.G. I 3, 515,19-521,37): ‘L’interprétation fine de ces textes reste
a faire, et la tdche n’est pas facile, car, ici comme dans toutes les doxographies antiques, la perspective
historique est biaisée par une propension naturelle et permanente a ’anachronisme: les grammairiens
qui en sont les auteurs (ou les compilateurs) la présentent toujours du point de vue de la doctrine et
dans le métalangage qui sont les leurs.’

27 Cf. Schmitter (1987) 103: ‘In mehreren neueren methodologischen Beitriigen zur
Geschichtsschreibung der Linguistik wird den Historiographen dieses Faches vorgeworfen, sie
zeichneten ein unzutreffendes Bild seiner historischen Entwicklung, weil sie die Geschichte der
Linguistik insgesamt als einen Prozel beschrieben, der durch fortschreitenden Wissens- und
Erkenntniszuwachs, durch allméhliches Aufdecken der Wahrheit sowie durch kontinuierliche
Verbesserung von Theorien und Methoden charakterisiert sei.’

2% See Steinthal (18917 IT) 209-218 and Benfey (1869) 121ff. For a discussion of their approach, see
also Grotsch (1982) 118-139 and Schmitter (1987) 105.

%% For a theoretical discussion of the problematic notion of ‘progress’, see Schmitter (1987), esp. 103-
113. Robins’ tree diagram can be found in Robins (1986) 26. For his (traditional) history of the parts of
speech see Robins (1997%) 32-43. Robins (1966) 18 and Robins (1986) are similar in this respect.
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Robins presents the system of eight word classes as the result of a long cumulative
process: Plato, Aristotle, the Stoics and the grammarians, it is suggested, all
contributed their bit to the completion of the final word class system. As we have
seen, the idea of progress is also clearly present in Dionysius’ account: ‘Theodectes
and Aristotle increased the number of the parts of speech to three; the Stoics raised
the number further to four; (...) others made the primary parts of speech many in
number.’ In fact, the resemblance between Robins and Dionysius is of course not so
remarkable at all: by now it has become clear that the traditional approach to the
history of linguistics, which tends to portray the history of linguistic ideas as the
‘progressive discovery of the truth’ (Robins [1997%] 3), can be largely traced back to

Dionysius’ On Composition.

There is, however, one important aspect in which Dionysius differs from later
historians of linguistics. Unlike later scholars, Dionysius does not present the history
of the word class theory as leading to a final and complete system of eight or nine
uépn Adyov. Although he implicitly mentions a system of nine, he adds that other
people distinguished even more parts of speech. Dionysius does not express his
preference for a particular system, and in the end does not seem to care how many
parts of speech really exist, ‘whether there be three, four or any number of them’, as
he says. This attitude is reflected in other parts of his work, where he leaves open the
question of how certain words should be classified. He tells us, for instance, that the
word éni (‘on’) might be called either a cOvdeouog (‘conjunction’) or a mpdBecig
(‘preposition’).*® Such remarks do not only indicate that, in Dionysius’ time, the
system of eight word classes had not yet become a fixed canon, but also that the exact
number of word classes was not so important for Dionysius’ specific purpose. For the
composition of a text out of words, it does not matter to which particular word classes
these words belong. A ‘historian of linguistics’ who was more inclined to view the
word class system of his own time as the final truth about the matter was Quintilian,

whose Institutio oratoria was written at the end of the first century AD.

Possibly, Dionysius of Halicarnassus and Quintilian were his primary sources. Grotsch (1982) 147-150
analyses Robins’ approach in the following way: ‘Er [Robins] weist zuriick sowohl eine reine
Fortschrittsansicht von der Geschichte, wie auch eine teleologische Geschichtsansicht, wie auch eine,
die vom Standpunkt der Gegenwart aus alles aus der Geschichte ausscheidet, was nicht auf die
Gegenwart direkt bezogen werden kann, moéchte aber davon, Wertgeschichtspunkte in die
Geschichtsbetrachtung einzubringen, nicht ginzlich absehen, sofern ein giiltiger Fortschritt
auszumachen sei.” (My italics, CCdJ.) For his own warnings, see Robins (1997%) 3: It is tempting, and
flattering to one’s contemporaries, to see the history of a science as the progressive discovery of the
truth and the attainment of the right methods (...). But this is a fallacy.’

30 Comp. 22.102,16: see section 3.6.4. Again, the English translations of the Greek technical terms
given here are no real equivalents: the cOvdeouog covers more than our ‘conjunctions’.
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4.2.3. Quintilian’s history of the theory of the parts of speech

The similarities between the passages of Dionysius (Comp. 2) and Quintilian (/nst.
Orat. 1.4.17-21) have often been noted.”’ Quintilian’s account of the development of

the word class theory is as follows:*

Tum uidebit, ad quem hoc pertinet, quot et quae partes orationis, quamquam de
numero parum conuenit. Veteres enim, quorum fuerunt Aristoteles quoque atque
Theodectes, uerba modo et nomina et conuinctiones tradiderunt, uidelicet quod in
uerbis uim sermonis, in nominibus materiam (quia alterum est quod loquimur,
alterum de quo loquimur), in conuinctionibus autem complexum eorum esse
iudicauerunt: quas coniunctiones a plerisque dici scio, sed haec uidetur ex syndesmo
magis propria tralatio. Paulatim a philosophis ac maxime Stoicis auctus est numerus,
ac primum conuinctionibus articuli adiecti, post praepositiones: nominibus
appellatio, deinde pronomen, deinde mixtum uerbo participium, ipsis uerbis aduerbia.
Noster sermo articulos non desiderat ideoque in alias partes orationis sparguntur,
sed accedit superioribus interiectio. Alii tamen ex idoneis dumtaxat auctoribus octo
partes secuti sunt, ut Aristarchus et aetate nostra Palaemon, qui uocabulum siue
appellationem nomini subiecerunt tamquam speciem eius, at ii qui aliud nomen, aliud
uocabulum faciunt, nouem. Nihilominus fuerunt qui ipsum adhuc uocabulum ab
appellatione diducerent, ut esset uocabulum corpus uisu tactuque manifestum:
‘domus’ ‘lectus’, appellatio cui uel alterum deesset uel utrumque: ‘uentus’ ‘caelum’
‘deus’ ‘uirtus’. Adiciebant et adseuerationem, ut ‘eu’, et tractionem, ut ‘fasciatim’:

quae mihi non adprobantur.

‘The teacher responsible will then need to consider how many parts of speech there
are, and what they are, although there is little agreement about the number. Earlier
writers, including also Aristotle and Theodectes, listed only verba (‘verbs’), nomina
(‘nouns’) and convinctiones (‘convinctions’): evidently, they took the force of
language to be in the verbs, and the substance in the nouns, because the one is what
we say, the other is what we speak about, while the ‘convinctions’ provided the
connections between them. (I know most people say ‘conjunctions’, but

‘convinctions’ seems the better translation of syndesmos.) The philosophers,

31 Cf. Colson (1924) 45-46, Schenkeveld (1994) 270 n. 22, Lallot (1998) 124 and Matthaios (1999) 194
n. 17. On Quintilian’s views on the Latin language and its divergences from Greek, see Fogen (2002).
32 Quintilian, Inst. Orat. 1.4.17-21. On this passage, see also Colson (1914, 1916 and 1924). I repeat
my remark on Comp. 2.6,17-7,21 (section 4.2.1): there is no satisfactory method of translating the
terms of the parts of speech in this overview. This case is even more problematic, because Quintilian
himself is translating Greek terms into Latin. Again, I preserve the Latin terms in the translation,
adding the usual (anachronistic) translations between inverted commas.
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particularly the Stoics, gradually increased the number: to ‘convinctions’ were first
added articuli (‘articles’), and then praepositiones (‘prepositions’); to ‘nouns’ was
added the appellatio (‘appellative’), next the pronomen (‘pronoun’), and then the
quasi-verbal participium (‘participle’);’ to ‘verbs’ were added adverbia (‘adverbs’).
Our language does not need articuli (‘articles’), and these are therefore distributed
among other parts of speech, but in addition to the parts mentioned previously there is
the interiectio (‘interjection’). Some, belonging to the competent authorities, have
gone as far as eight parts of speech:>> so Aristarchus and, in our own day, Palaemon,
who both put ‘vocable’ or ‘appellative’ under ‘noun’, as species of that genus. Those
who distinguished ‘vocable’ from ‘noun’ make the total nine. Yet some have also
separated ‘vocable’ itself from ‘appellation’, making ‘vocable’ indicate visible and
tangible objects — ‘house’ or ‘bed” — and ‘appellation’ things in which either or both
of these characteristics were absent, like ‘wind, ‘heaven’, ‘God’, or virtue’. They have
also added ‘asseveration’ (like ew) and ‘derivative’ (like fasciatim). I do not approve
of these.’

There are many similarities between the accounts of Dionysius and Quintilian, and it
is probable that either the Roman made use of the work of his predecessor, or that the
two versions are based on the same source.”” Blank has argued that much of the
grammatical theory that is found in both Sextus Empiricus and Quintilian can be
traced back to Asclepiades of Myrlea, who possibly taught in Rome in the early first
century BC (see section 1.4).”> Sextus Empiricus does not refer to the history of the
word class system, but we should not rule out the possibility that Asclepiades was the
model of the accounts of Dionysius and Quin‘[ilian.36 There are, however, also
differences between Dionysius and Quintilian. Dionysius states that the participle was

separated from the appellative, whereas Quintilian thinks that it was separated from

> Most translators take the words ex idoneis auctoribus with secuti sunt: “others followed good
authorities’. Russell translates ‘some, with good authorities to back them’. It is, however probable that
Quintilian considered Aristarchus and Palaemon the ‘competent authorities’ rather than that he thought
that they followed competent authorities. Thus, I would read Quintilian as follows: ‘some, belonging to
the competent authorities, followed eight parts of speech; so Aristarchus and Palaemon.” The only
problem is the interpretation of dumtaxat. We may follow Matthaios (1999) 191 n. 2, who also
interprets ex idoneis auctoribus as a partitive construction: ‘Andere indes von den kompetenten —
versteht sich — Autoritdten folgten acht Redeteilen.” For the expression idonei auctores, see also
Kaster (1978).

3 Rhys Roberts (1910) 71 thinks that Dionysius and Quintilian used the same source. Brandenburg
(2005) 65 also rejects the idea that Quintilian’s overview directly depends on Dionysius: ‘Man kann
also davon ausgehen daB beide derselben Tradition verpflichtet, aber nicht unmittelbar voneinander
abhingig sind.’

35 Blank (1998) xlv-x1vi.

36 Kroll (1907) 91-92 already suggested that Asclepiades was Dionysius’ source for the history of the
word class theory in Comp. 2.
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the verb.’’ An interesting difference is the fact that Dionysius constantly speaks of
‘splitting’ and ‘separation’, whereas Quintilian refers to the ‘addition’ and ‘extension’
of the system.”® Dionysius uses the words ympilw (‘to separate’), Soupém (‘to
divide”), drolevyvout (‘to part’) and toun (‘division’), while Quintilian uses the verbs
adicio (‘to add’) and accedo (‘to join’, ‘to be added’).” The different vocabulary
seems to reflect a difference in perspective: Dionysius reasons from the past and
emphasises the many distinctions that were developed in the course of time, while
Quintilian presents the history of the word class theory as gradually leading to the
completion of the system in his own time. Quintilian’s terminology of ‘adding’ seems
to suggest (though not explicitly) that the early systems were not complete, whereas
Dionysius’ terminology of ‘division’ seems to imply that Aristotle’s terms already

covered everything, although the system was refined in later times.

These diverging perspectives are related to another difference between the two
accounts. While Dionysius, as we have seen, does not really care how many parts of
speech exactly exist, ‘whether there be three, four or any number of them’, Quintilian
insists that there be clarity how many parts of speech there are, and what they are:
quot et quae partes orationis. These words remind us of the opening of Donatus’ Ars
minor, which I quoted above. Although Quintilian admits that there is no agreement
on the exact number, he clearly opts for a system of eight or nine parts of speech, and
he explicitly rejects the later additions to the system (quae mihi non adprobantur).40
To explain the different attitudes of Dionysius and Quintilian, we should look at the
contexts in which they were presenting their histories of the word class system. In
Dionysius’ account, the word classes figure as the primary building blocks of
composition. Certainty about the exact number of these ‘elements’ was not relevant
for Dionysius’ purpose, since, when one composes a text, it does not really matter
whether one assigns a word to one word class or another. Quintilian, on the other
hand, discussed the history of the word class system in a passage about the teaching of

Latin and Greek in the school of the grammarian. The procedure of merismos (the

37 Cf. Brandenburg (2005) 65.

¥ See Brandenburg (2005) 66, who distinguishes between Dionysius’ ‘Meronomie’ and Quintilian’s
‘Taxonomie’.

3% With respect to the number of “parts of speech’, both Dionysius and Quintilian speak in terms of
extension: Dionysius uses the words npofyoryov, tpovBifacav, npocayoydvieg, while Quintilian says
auctus est.

** Murphy (2000) 489 presents Quintilian’s views wrongly by remarking that the Roman rhetorician ‘is
not sure how many parts of speech there are, and he concludes by saying “it is a matter of no
relevance” (1.4.21).” In fact, Quintilan does not say that the number of the parts of speech in general ‘is
a matter of no relevance’: this is only true of the question whether one should distinguish appellative
and noun as two different word classes: vocabulum an appellatio dicenda sit mpoonyoplia et subicienda
nomini necne, quia parui refert, liberum opinaturis relinquo.
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classification of the parts of speech) was a standard exercise in the lessons of the
grammaticus, so that clarity about the number of word classes was necessary.
Obviously, a teacher of grammar would not want to bother his students too much with

the different views that various scholars had developed on the subject.*!
4.2.4. Dionysius, Quintilian and modern historians of linguistics

In his influential article ‘Rethinking the History of Language Science in Classical
Antiquity’ (1987), Daniel Taylor states that one of the key notions that are central to
the traditional version of Graeco-Roman language science is ‘the emphasis upon the
development of the doctrine of the parts of speech, especially as it accumulates or
evolves in measured stages from its beginnings in Plato to its fullest expression in

Dionysius Thrax.”*

In this section (4.2), I have tried to show in what sense the
Dionysius of Halicarnassus and Quintilian can be considered the prototypes of

modern traditional historiographers of linguistics.

Dionysius’ history of the word class system is in two respects characteristic for the
traditional historiography of linguistics. First, he adopts an ‘internal’ approach to the
history of science, applying earlier views on language, which were developed in
several disciplines, to his own particular subject, which is in his case the art of
composition. Second, his account of the development of the word class theory is
characterised by the idea that gradual progress was made by successive stages in the
history of linguistics. Unlike many other historians of linguistics, however, Dionysius

does not present the word class system of his own time as the ultimate truth.

*I Another difference between Dionysius and Quintilian is the following: Dionysius distinguishes five
stages in the development of the theory of the parts of speech, while Quintilian summarises these in
only two stages, to which he adds two Roman developments of the system. The four stages in
Quintilian’s overview are organised in the following way: (1) like Dionysius, Quintilian starts with
Aristotle and Theodectes, who would have known three parts of speech. (2) Next, Quintilian states that
the number of parts of speech increased ‘gradually’ (paulatim), but, unlike Dionysius, in the first
instance he does not present the extension of the system chronologically, but systematically: the
starting point is the system of Aristotle, and the new word classes are discussed in relation to the three
original ones, namely cOvdecuog (convinctio), 8vopo, (nomen), and pfiuc (verbum). Within his
presentation of the development of the system Quintilian does make chronological distinctions, by
adding words like primum (‘first’), post (‘next’) and deinde (‘thereafter’). Quintilian’s second stage
includes the same word classes as Dionysius’ fifth stage. (3) The third stage in Quintilian’s overview is
the Roman substitution of the interjection for the article. Quintilian remarks that some people put the
appellative under ‘noun’ (‘as species of that genus’), while other people consider vocabulum and
nomen as two different word classes. That makes the total number of parts of speech eight or nine. (4)
In a fourth stage, even more distinctions were added by ‘others’ (alii): vocabulum, adseveratio, and
tractio; but Quintilian himself rejects these differentiations. The additions to the system that he
mentions would increase the total number of word classes to a maximum of twelve, but Quintilian
himself opts for a system of eight or nine word classes.

2 Taylor (1987) 3.
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Quintilian, on the other hand, expresses his preference for a system with eight or nine
parts of speech. I have explained this difference by pointing to the different contexts

in which the two writers presented their views.*’

Over the last two decades, Taylor himself and other historians of ancient linguistics
(such as Schenkeveld, Law and Sluiter) have distanced themselves from the
traditional approach to the history of linguistics in general and to the history of the
word class theory in particular. Nowadays, scholars are more willing to recognise that
Plato, the Stoics, the Alexandrian philologists and the technical grammarians all had
their own, different purposes; and, accordingly, that the units that they called pépn
Adyov were entirely different matters for all of them.*" In the article mentioned above,
Daniel Taylor stated that the different philosophers, philologists and grammarians
‘were not playing the game by the same rules’.*> I would like to go one step further:
they were not even playing the same game. Philosophers were not interested in
enumerating as many word classes as possible, so one would do them wrong by
interpreting them as if they were grammarians. As a historian of linguistics, therefore,
I do not agree with the way in which Dionysius and Quintilian presented the history of
the word class system. As a historian of the historiography of linguistics, however, |

conclude that their approach to the history of linguistics has been very influential.
4.3. Dionysius as a rhetorician: the parts of speech in the theory of composition

In the previous section, we have seen that Dionysius regards the popio. Adyov as the
primary building blocks in the procedure of composition. The emphasis on the uopio
Aéyov in Dionysius’ definition of composition (Comp. 2.6,17-19: 11 0écic nap’
GAANAo T@V T0D AdYou poplwv) can be explained as follows. On the one hand, it
indicates that, in Dionysius’ view, words are the central units in the process of
composition; on the other hand, it underlines the fact that words are components (uépn

or uope) and building blocks (otoyela) of larger structures (namely clauses, periods

* Priscian (6™ century AD) seems to have been the first who both presented a history of the word class
theory and adhered to a fixed number of eight partes orationis: see G.L. 11, 54,5-55,3. Similar is the Ars
anonyma Bernensis (FDS 549). Donatus (G.L. 1V, 372) does not discuss the history of the word class
system, but only remarks that multi plures, multi pauciores partes orationis putant.

* See now also Matthaios (1999) 492: ‘Die von Dionysios van HalikarnaB und Quintilian gegebene
Erklarung fiir die Erweiterung des Wortartensystems durch Aufspaltung umfangreicher Redeteile 146t
genauso wie die in den grammatischen Berichten vorgenommene Zuweisung der einzelnen Wortarten
zum stoischen Redeteilsystem die Tatsache auler acht, daB der Begriff “Redeteil” bzw. “Wortart” von
Schultradition zu Schultradition eine andere Bedeutung hat.’

* Taylor (1987) 5.
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and discourse).*® The idea that the scientific treatment of a certain subject should start
from its ‘elements’ is a common assumption in various ancient language disciplines.*’
According to Dionysius, the combination of the parts of speech forms the clauses
(x®Aa), the joining of the clauses constitutes the periods (nepiodor), and these make
up the complete discourse.”® How does he develop the idea of composition from

udproe Adyov in the rest of his treatise on cOvBec1c?

The reader who has just been told that composition starts from the pdopio. Adyov might
be disappointed to find out that most parts of Dionysius’ work deal in fact with other
units of cvBecig. Many chapters concentrate on letters and syllables on the one hand
and clauses on the other.*” Still, it would be wrong to suggest that Dionysius turns out
to reject his own definition of cvBecic. Pohl argues that Dionysius ‘improves’ his
original definition, which started from the popio. Adyov, by offering ‘eine verbesserte

Definition’ that focuses on words, clauses and periods.”® However, the passage that

* 1t is remarkable that in Thuc. 22.358,15-17 Dionysius divides cOvBeoic into kéupota: (‘cuts’, i.e.
short clauses), k®Aa and periods. ‘Words’ are not mentioned here: the ‘elementary parts of speech’
belong to the selection of words (¢kAoyn), not to composition. Thus, the ‘comma’ takes the place of the
‘word’. The division of composition into comma, colon and period, which seems to be more traditional
than the one into word, colon and period, is also found in Quintilian, /nst. orat. 9.4.22: comma, x®Aov
and meptodog (see below). In the rest of Dionysius’ works, however, the koupo. plays a minor part,
although it figures as an important unit in the discussion of poetry resembling prose: see Comp.
26.136,9ff. See also Dem. 39.213,1 and 43.227,4. On the comma, see Viljamaa (2003) 173-176, who
compares kOupoto: to the intonation units in modern discourse analysis. That it is not self-evident that
composition should start from words (or pdpio Adyov) is clear from ‘Demetrius’, who regards clauses
(x®Ao) as the starting point for prose writing. See Eloc. 1: ‘Just as poetry is organised by metres (...), so
too prose is organised and divided by the so-called clauses.” Having discussed the length and use of
clauses, ‘Demetrius’ points out that ‘from the combination of such clauses and phrases are formed what
are called periods’ (Eloc. 10).

*7 See Van Ophuijsen (1987) 9 on Hephaestion, On Metre: <(...) this is to be explained by the
assumption common to the Greek grammarians that the part is systematically prior to the whole, so
that, to be scientific, the exposition of a subject must proceed from its ultimate elements of analysis, the
atoms as it were, through its intermediate constituents, to the level at which the need for an exposition
is felt.” See further sections 2.2 and 4.2.1 on Apollonius Dyscolus (Syntax 1.2; cf. Swiggers & Wouters
[1995] 37 n. 46) and Aristides Quintilianus.

48 Comp. 2.7,14-18: see section 4.2.1 above. Viljamaa (2003) refers to this same text (Comp. 2.7,14-18)
when he states that ‘in Dionysius’ opinion, the colon is the most important unit of linguistic expression,
and indeed the central unit of the sentence structure (...).” I do not see how the passage that Viljamaa
cites supports this conclusion. The starting point of composition is the arrangement of words, not the
joining of clauses. Viljamaa fails to see that this is the difference between Dionysius and ‘Demetrius’.
For the ancient theory of the period, see Siebenborn (1987).

* Composition from letters and syllables is the subject of Comp. 14-16 (on péhoc), composition from
kAo is treated in Comp. 7-9 (the second part of the discussion of the three activities of composition).
Tukey (1909a) 189 argues that Dionysius’ treatise deals with cOvBec1g Tdv dvopdtmv, 1@v cvAlofdv
and t®v ypouudtov.

3% Pohl (1968) 2. In a similar way, Tukey (1909a) 188 complains that the connotation of the term
cOvBeoic changes in the course of Dionysius’ treatise: in the first nine chapters cOvBecic means
cOvBesic tdv dvoudtwv, whereas in the later chapters, cOvBecig is Gpuovio, which concerns the
musical aspects of language; in the latter sense, cOvBeoig would also include the selection of
(euphonious) words. In my view, however, words (uépio. Adyov) remain the starting point for
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she regards as a ‘new definition’ is in fact a list of the £pya of composition: ‘The
functions of composition are to place the words in a proper way beside each other and
to give the clauses the fitting harmony and to divide the discourse suitably into

! In this passage, Dionysius does not reject his original definition:

periods.
composition still starts from words (the “parts of the phrase’) as its basic units, even if
the arrangement of clauses and periods also belongs to its functions. Pohl thinks that
the rhetorical point of view (which deals with words, clauses and periods) takes the
place of Dionysius’ earlier grammatical point of view.”> In my opinion, it would be
more correct to say that the term popio Adyov, which refers to words not only as
‘word classes’ but also as ‘parts of the phrase’, enables Dionysius to combine the two
perspectives. The grammatical point of view is not rejected, but it becomes an
integrated part of the rhetorical process of composition: the correct use of word
classes and their accidentia is one aspect of oOvOecic. This aspect is especially
highlighted in three passages of the work On Composition, namely the investigation
into natural word order (Comp. 5), the discussion of the three activities of cOvBeoig

(Comp. 6), and the description of the austere composition type (Comp. 22).>

In the first of these passages (Comp. 5) Dionysius tries out whether the juxtaposition
of words according to their grammatical categories results into beautiful composition:
should nouns precede verbs, verbs precede adverbs, and substantives come before
adjectives? This discussion of ‘natural’ word order is arguably the best (though
perhaps not the most successful) example of the integration of grammatical and
rhetorical theory. It would thus deserve to be treated in this section as an example of
the rhetorical use of the linguistic theory of the uopia Adyov. However, the passage is
also heavily influenced by philosophical ideas that (as I will argue) originate in the
school of Stoic philosophers. Because of the complexity of the subject, I have chosen
to give the passage on natural word order a separate treatment in the next chapter
(section 5.3) of this study. Since Dionysius finally decides to abandon the approach to

oUvBeoic undertaken in Comp. 5, the theory of natural word order in fact falls outside

composition throughout the treatise, even if some passages deal with the forming of (mimetic) words
(Comp. 16) or other aspects of sound. In Comp. 22-24, composition still starts from words as its
building blocks: see section 4.3.2.

L Comp. 2.7,18-21: o1t 8 tiic ouvBéceme Epya Té e dvoporto oikelog Oelvar mop® GAANAO kol Toig
KOAOLG Gmododvor TV TpocshKovcav Gppovioy kol toic neptddotg Stodafely ed tov Adyov. This text
immediately follows the history of the theory of the parts of speech (see section 4.2.1).

32 Pohl (1968) 2.

33 Pohl (1968) 3 states: ‘Mit dem Scheitern dieses Versuches [i.e. the discussion of natural word order
in Comp. 5] wird der grammatikalisch-logische Gesichtspunkt endgiiltig aufgegeben.’ In fact, however,
the importance of the grammatical aspects of the art of composition are made very clear already in
Comp. 6, where oynuotiondc (the grammatical formation of words) is the second activity of
composition.
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his theory of composition. In the next sections (4.3.1 and 4.3.2) we will therefore
focus on the two other passages (Comp. 6 and Comp. 22-24) that develop the theory
of ‘placing the parts of speech beside each other’ (Béc1c mop’” EAANA0 TV 10D Adyou

Hopimv).
4.3.1. The parts of speech as building blocks: text as architecture

In the sixth chapter of the treatise, Dionysius starts a discussion of the three activities
(€pya) of the art of composition:™* “the first is to observe which element fitted together
with which element will naturally produce a beautiful and attractive combination. The
second is to judge how each of the parts that are to be fitted together should be shaped
so as to improve the harmonious appearance of the whole. The third is to judge
whether any modification is required in the material used — I mean subtraction,
addition or alteration — and to carry out such changes with a proper view to their

*> 1t should be observed that these ‘three activities of the theory of

future purpose.
composition’ (tig cvvBetiktic émothung tpic £pya) do not correspond to the earlier
three ouvBécemc €pyo mentioned above (section 4.3).°° The three ‘functions of
composition’ (mentioned in Comp. 2) are the arrangement of words, clauses and
periods respectively. The ‘activities of the theory of composition’ (treated in Comp.
6), however, are three techniques that apply to each of the levels of language (words,
clauses, and periods). In other words, the first list of £pya introduces the three levels
of composition, while the second list of €pyo enumerates ‘processes’ or ‘techniques’
that concern all levels: they should be applied first to words (which are the building
blocks of clauses), then to clauses (which are the building blocks of periods), and
finally to periods (which make up the Adyog). Thus, in Comp. 6, Dionysius explains
how the three techniques are applied to the popiar Adyov; in the next three chapters
(Comp. 7-9) he shows that mutatis mutandis the same €pyo play a role in the

arrangement of clauses.”’ Finally, he adds that what he has said also applies to the so-

** See also Viljamaa (2003) 170.

> Comp. 6.27,19-28,2: §v utv idelv, 1l petd tivog dpuottépevov mépuke koAl kol delav AfyecOot
cvluylov- étepov 8¢ yvdval tdv dpudtrectan pedddviov tpog BAANAa i dv Fxoctov oynuatictey
kpeittovo mowoete oivesBot v dpuoviay - tpitov & el 11 Selton petockevic tdv AopPovouévay,
dpaipéoeng Aéym kol tpocsBfikng kol dAlordseng, yvdvol te kol mpog Thy uéAdovoav ypeiov oikelmg
¢€epydoacbor. 1 have adapted Usher’s translation. In Comp. 6.27,19, 1 read é&puottduevov with P
(followed by Aujac and Rhys Roberts); Usener reads &puolouevov. On the three £pyo, see also
Viljamaa (2003) 170.

36 Compare Comp. 2.7,18-21 and Comp. 6.27,18-28,2.

>’ T do not agree with Rhys Roberts (1910) 3, who, in his summary of On Composition, states that there
are three ‘processes’ of composition with regard to words, and only two in the case of k®Ac.
Dionysius’ discussion of the £pyo. of the composition of clauses (Comp. 7.30,18-31,4) is clearly divided
into three parts- kol yop tadto (1) dpudcon mpog dAANAa 8el dot oixelo paivesBon kol gido ko (2)
oynuoticon dg av évdéymton kpdtiota (3) mpokoTookevdcol TE, € TOL TL OE0l, UEIDOEL Kol
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called periods.” Dionysius’ list of three &pya (attractive juxtaposition, oynuotiondc
and petaockevn) does not correspond to the lists of Roman rhetoricians. Quintilian
lists order (ordo), linkage (iunctura) and rhythm (numerus) and Cicero divides
composition into euphony, periodic structure and rhythm.> The first item of the latter
list agrees more or less with Dionysius’ general interest: words must be arranged so
that the final syllables may fit the following initial syllables ‘as neatly as possible, and
that the words may have the most agreeable sounds’. However, Cicero does not
mention the grammatical formation of words, whereas the notion of rhythm (numerus)
is absent from Dionysius’ list.”” It seems, then, that Dionysius takes an original
approach to cOvBeci¢ by integrating grammatical and rhetorical notions; but it is also
possible that he was influenced by Hellenistic ideas on poetic composition, such as we

find in Philodemus’ On Poems.’!

Before he goes into details, Dionysius illustrates the three activities of composition
with the analogy of the builder of a house (oikodduocg), who ‘composes’ a building
from stones, timber, tiling, etc. The builder asks himself three questions: ‘(1) what
stone, timber and brick is to be fitted together with what other stone, timber and
brick? (2) How should each of the materials that are being joined be fitted, and on
which of the sides? (3) If anything fits badly, how can that very piece be pared down
and trimmed and made to fit well?”®* The shipwright will apply the same method, says

nAgovaou® kol el O Tiv’ BAANY petackeuny dgxeton T kAo ‘For also these [i.e. just like the words]
one must (1) join to one another so that they appear familiar and belonging to each other and (2) give
them the best form of which they are capable and (3) adapt them further, if necessary, by abbreviation,
expansion and by any other change of form that clauses admit.” It is obvious that these £pyo on the
level of the clauses correspond on the level of words to (1) the putting together of the udpro Adyou
(Comp. 6.28,16-20), (2) the grammatical formation (cynuotiopdc) of words (Comp. 6.28,20-29,14)
and (3) the modification (uetaoxevn) of words for the sake of harmony (Comp. 6.29,14-30,12). The
repetition of the terms oynuoaticot and petockevn in the passage on clause arrangement is significant.
Cf. Nassal (1910) 28-29.

% Comp. 9.35,17-36,1.

%% Quintilian, Inst. orat. 9.4.22; Cicero, Orator 149. Cf. Scaglione (1972) 49.

5 For these reasons, it is unclear to me how Nassal (1910) 35-36 can think that Dionysius’ list of £pyo.
in Comp. 2.7,18-21 ‘entspricht (...) vollstindig’ the list in Cicero, Orafor 149: the only similarity is that
both lists consist of three items. In Orator 219, Cicero has compositio, concinnitas and numeri. In De
oratore 3.171, Cicero (Crassus) states that ‘connection of words’ (continuatio verborum) requires two
things, namely ‘juxtaposition’ (conlocationem) and ‘a certain cadence and form’ (modum quendam
formamque). Quintilian, Inst. orat. 9.4.22 lists three units of composition, namely incisa or commata,
cola and the period. He then discusses three ‘necessary elements’ of composition, namely ordo,
iunctura, numerus (‘order, linkage and rhythm”). The latter bears some resemblance to Cicero, Orator
149, but Quintilian’s treatment of the three aspects of composition seems to be independent.

'In Comp. 4.22,3-23,5, Dionysius claims to be original.

52 Comp. 6.28,5-13: & 1€ youp oikodépog dtov mopionton Ty HAny € fig nédder kortookevdley My
oixtow, MBovg kot EvA kot képaoy kot TAAa TévTa, cuvTiBnoty ¢k Todtev §dn 10 Epyov Tpia Tt
nporypetevdpevog, moi del AMbw e kol EOVA® xoi TAvB molov dpudcor AiBov fi Ebdov | mAivBov,
Enerto wadg TV appolouévav Exactov kol éml motag mAevpdg Edpdoot, kol Tpitov, £ T 06edpdy
£oTLy, Amokpodoa kol TepLkdyo kol adtd TovTo ebedpov motfoat.
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Dionysius, and ‘those who are going to put the parts of speech together effectively’
(tovg péAovTag ed cuvBncety T Tod Adyov pdpia) should proceed similarly. Their
building blocks are not stone, timber and tiling, but noun, verb and the other parts of
speech. The analogy between the composition of a text and the building of a house is
found in other ancient texts as well.”> For Dionysius, the idea seems to be even more
important than for other rhetoricians, because he focuses on stylistic composition.®*
With regard to the organisation of subject matter (oixovouio), Dionysius adopts
Aristotle’s concept of organic unity, thus taking a ‘biological’ approach to
discourse.®” For example, Dionysius praises Herodotus because out of a great variety
of subjects he has made one ‘harmoniously unified body’ (cOupwvov gv cdua).®
With regard to stylistic composition (c0vBecic), however, Dionysius’ approach is

determined by the concept of architecture.’’ The architectural character of discourse

% The comparison between text and architecture may be traced back to Democritus fr. 21 Diels-Kranz:
“Ounpog pdoeme Aoymv Bealobong énémv xdouov €textvato tavtolwy. ‘Since Homer was divinely
inspired, he succeeded in building a kosmos out of all kinds of words.” For the influence of this text on
the poetic theory that regards a text as a ‘universe’ consisting of elements (ctolyela), see Armstrong
(1995) 212-213. ‘Demetrius’, Eloc. 13 compares clauses (kdAa) to stones: ‘The clauses in the periodic
style may in fact be compared to the stones (toig A{Boic) that support and hold together the roof which
encircles them, and the clauses of the disjointed style to stones which are simply thrown about near one
another and not built into a structure.” Quintilian, /nst. orat. 7.pr.1 compares dispositio (the ordering of
the material, the second officium oratoris) to putting together ‘stone, timber, and other building
material’ (saxa atque materiam et cetera aedificanti utilia). In Inst. orat. 9.4.27, a sentence whose
words have not been put in their right places is compared to a construction of unhewn stones (structura
saxorum rudium). In some cases, the analogy is limited to the use of a specific word. Thus, Cicero, De
oratore 3.173 speaks of componere et struere verba (‘to put and build the words together’). Many
rhetorical terms seem to be based on this analogy, such as kovav, £€6po and VAn (cf. Rhys Roberts
[1910] 106 n. 2). Finally, I would like to add that ‘Demetrius’ (Eloc. 91), in his discussion of
compound words (cOvBeto dvéuota), recommends the word ‘architects’ (dpyitéktovac) as a useful
composite. In my view, he may have selected this example as a lecon par l’exemple, i.e. the word
‘master-builder’ is well built itself.

5 Dionysius consistently distinguishes between subject matter (6 Tpoypotikdg témoc) and style (6
AexTikOg tOmoc). Each of these components consists of two parts: 0 mpoyuatikog tomog deals with
nopackevn (= ebpeoic), ‘invention’, and ypficig (olkovouie), ‘arrangement’; 0 AextikOg 1omog deals
with éxloyn 1@dv dvoudtov, ‘selection of words’ and cOvBecic, ‘composition’. See esp. Dem.
51.240,20-241,7. Kremer (1907) 2-3 offers a reconstruction of Dionysius’ rhetorical system that relies
on Thuc. 22, where Dionysius mentions xouuc, k®Aov and mepiodog as the units of composition. This
division does not correspond to the one in De compositione verborum (see above).

5 Aristotle’s comparison of epic to ‘a single and whole animal’ (Po. 1459a20) is reflected in Rh.
1415b7-9, where it is said that in some cases a speech does not need a prooimion, except in order to
state the subject in summary (kepoiouwd®dg), so that ‘like a body it may have a head’ (vo. €yn domep
cduo keporiv). Cf. Heath (1989) 20.

5 Pomp. 3.238,8-11. On Dionysius’ use of the Platonic concept of organic unity, see also Fornaro
(1997a) 209-210. Heath (1989) 85-89 points out that by organic unity Dionysius does not mean a
thematic integration, but rather a text in which all elements ‘are brought together in the appropriate
order so defined’. On Dionysius’ evaluation of the unity of Herodotus’ work, see also De Jong (2002)
245.

57 Breitenbach (1911) 170-172 shows that Aristotle’s ideas on the nature of discourse are influenced by
Plato’s concept of organic unity (Phdr. 264c2-5, cf. Sicking [1963]), whereas Dionysius’ point of view
is ‘architectonic’. Breitenbach is right as far as the treatise On Composition is concerned, but traces of
Aristotelian ideas on text as an organic unity are found in Dionysius’ treatment of subject matter (as in
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underlies not only his views on the relation between composition and selection of
words (Comp. 2) and his discussion of the £pyo. of composition (Comp. 6), but also
the description of the three types of cOvOeoig (Comp. 22-24).°® Some scholars have
pointed to related views in ‘Demetrius’ and Quintilian, but one very relevant parallel
has so far largely been ignored.® In Philodemus’ On Poems, there is a fragment in
which one of the Hellenistic kritikoi (see section 1.5) compares composition
(o0vBeo1c) to ‘house-building’ (oikodopfi[cai]).” Janko considers the possibility of
correcting otkodopelv here into otkovopelv, but I think that Dionysius’ comparison of
the orator with an oikodduog provides a convincing argument for retaining the text as
it stands.”' The context of the fragment in Philodemus is very much in line with
Dionysius’ approach to composition. The critic who uses the word oikodopelv in the
relevant fragment (Pausimachus, according to Janko) points out that some claim that
good poetry depends on beautiful words, whereas others think that beautiful poetry
arises from commonplace words that have been well arranged.’”” The same arguments
play an important role in the opening chapters of Dionysius’ On Composition.”> We
may add that ‘Longinus’, in his discussion of cVvBesic, which echoes Dionysius’
view on the magical effects of good composition (see section 6.2), also speaks of 11
te 1@v MEemv émowkodounoet (‘piling phrase on phrase’).” In view of the other
parallels between Dionyius and the kritikoi (which are partly taken up by ‘Longinus’),
we cannot exclude the possibility that Dionysius’ concept of cOvBecic as house
building is influenced by the views of Hellenistic critics of poetry.” Stanford

interestingly compares the ancient concept of ‘euphonic architecture’ to an orchestral

Pomp. 3.238,8-11 above). In other words, the scope of On Composition accounts to a large extent for
the difference between Aristotle and Dionysius.

% Comp. 2.8,3-16: in arts that combine materials and make from them a composite product, such as
building (oixodouikn), carpentry (tektovikn) and embroidery (moikiAtikh), the potentialities of
composition are second in logical order to those of selection, but they are prior in potency. This is also
true in the case of Adyoc: cOvBes1g is logically second to £xAoyf, but it has far more power. For Comp.
22.96,15-19 (analogy between the austere composition and a construction of blocks of natural stone put
together), see section 4.3.2 below.

% For the parallels in ‘Demetrius’ and Quintilian, see above. I should add that ‘Demetrius’, Eloc. 33
points out that an enthymeme can have the accidental property of periodicity, just as a building
(oixodopovuevov) can have the accidental property of whiteness. This comparison, however, does not
seem to pertain to the characterisation of composition as a process of putting building blocks together.
70 Philodemus, On Poems 1 fr. 55 Janko.

7! Janko (2000) 245 n. 4 mentions the parallel, but seems unconvinced.

72 See Janko (2000) 245.

3 Cf. Comp. 3.9,2-9. See also section 7.2.

™ ‘Longinus’, Subl. 39.3. Cf. Janko (2000) 245 n. 4. Aristotle, Rh. 1365a discusses the powerful effect
of ‘combination and building up’ (10 cvvtiBévar kol énoikodouelv). Here the term émotkodopely
probably refers to the figure of speech that builds a chain of clauses, each of which repeats one or more
words from the preceding clause: see also Rh. AL 3.11. Some rhetoricians simply call this figure
‘climax’. See Anderson (2000) 57-58 on énotkodéuncic.

75 See also sections 1.5,3.2,3.3, 6.2, 6.6, and 7.2.
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symphony.”® Indeed, the concept of architectural discourse or poetry seems to be
closely connected to the idea of musical and magical speech (see section 6.2), which

is also a prominent theme in Dionysius and ‘Longinus’.

When discussing the concept of architectural text, we should not forget that while
Dionysius was teaching in Rome, the Roman Vitruvius was writing his ten books De
architectura. That work was probably published between 30 and 20 BC.”” Just like
Dionysius (Preface to On the Ancient Orators), Vitruvius starts his work work by
commenting upon the new world order that started with Augustus’ victory at Actium
(31 BC). Both Dionysius and Vitruvius are exponents of the classicism of Augustan
Rome, and they both demand that their students (future orators and future architects
respectively) are broadly educated. According to Vitruvius, the education programme
for the architect includes, among other things, literature, history, philosophy, music,
medicine, and law.”® At the beginning of his work, Vitruvius points out that
architecture consists of ordinatio or t4&i¢ (‘ordering’), dispositio or S160ec1g
(‘arrangement’), eurythmia (‘“harmony’), symmetria (‘proportion’), decor (‘propriety’)
and distributio or oixovoulo. (‘allocation’).” All these terms or their Greek
equivalents play a role in rhetorical theory as well: Dionysius and Vitruvius largely
use the same discourse. Where Dionysius defines composition as the juxtaposition of
words or otoyelo (‘elements’), Vitruvius states that dispositio (‘arrangement’) is ‘the
apt putting together (apta conlocatio) of things and the elegant effect obtained by
adjustments (compositionibus) appropriate to the character of the work.”® Although I
do not think that there is a direct relationship between Vitruvius and Dionysius, it is,
on the other hand, not impossible that Dionysius knew the Roman or his work. In any
case, it is interesting to realise that not only some of their ideas but also the way they
present them are rather similar and reflect the discourse of their time. I will return to

the analogy between text and architecture in the discussion of the austere composition

type.

We will now focus on the first level to which the three €pyo of the theory of

composition apply, namely the level of words or, as Dionysius says, & Tp@To LOPLOL

76 Stanford (1967) 78-79 and 92. I may be allowed to carry this analogy one step further by remarking
that, conversely, the symphonies of Anton Bruckner are often characterised as ‘cathedrals’.

" See Rowland & Howe (1999) 2-5.

78 Vitruvius, On Architecture 1.1.1-18.

7 Vitruvius, On Architecture 1.2.1-9.

8 Vitruvius, On Architecture 1.2.2: dispositio autem est rerum apta conlocatio elegansque
compositionibus effectus operis cum qualitate.
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kol otoyelo e AéEewc.® In this case the three activities of cOv@eoic are the
following. First, the words that have been selected have to be juxtaposed in an
attractive basic order. Although Dionysius does not use the term here, later passages
suggest that this first &pyov is called Gppoyn (‘combination’).** Secondly, one has to
decide which grammatical form the words should have: this technique is called
oynuotiopde.”® Thirdly, one has to adapt the form of the words by means of the
addition, subtraction or alteration of certain letters: this final activity is called
uetaokevn.™ It is clear that the second of these processes is concerned with the pépuo
Adyov qua word classes (i.e. it selects the correct grammatical form), whereas the first
and third €pyo. deal with the pépioe Adyov qua parts of the phrase.® Therefore, instead
of saying that the rhetorical point of view replaces the grammatical point of view, as
Pohl does, we should understand that composition (c0vBecic) comprises both
grammatical considerations and matters of euphony.*® The first step is described as

follows:®’

TPATOV UEv oxomnelv, molov dvoua fi plinc f| tdv ALy T1 poplov moip cuvtoydiv
Emtndelmg £6TONL KEUEVOV KOl TTMG €V 1| AUELVOV (0D YOp OT) TOVTOL YE UETO TAVTMV

110¢ueva népukev opotmg dratiBévor tog dcodc).

‘First, they should consider which noun or verb or other part of speech composed with
which other part of speech will be suitably placed and how [it will be done] in a
correct or better way (for clearly not every arrangement naturally affects the ears in

the same way).’

81 Comp. 7.30,13-14. Here, the arrangement of the parts of speech is regarded as ‘one consideration
(Beowpia) of the science of composition’, besides the second one, which is concerned with clauses, and
the third one, which starts from periods. In Comp. 7.30,14, &tépo is not ‘the other’ [aspect of
composition], as Usher (1985) 59 translates it, but ‘another’ or rather ‘the second’ one (cf. Aujac
[1981] 84: ‘en second lieu’); the third Bewpio is concerned with periods (Comp. 9.35,17-36,1). On the
expression to TpdTo LoOpLoL kol otoryele: thig AéEewg see section 3.5.

2 See Comp. 8.32,6 on clauses. Dionysius uses oynuoatioudg and petackevf (the second and third
£pyo) both in the context of words and in the context of k®Ac. Therefore, we may assume that &puoyn
is als the term for the juxtaposition of word (the first £pyov).

¥ See Comp. 6.28,20-21 (cynuoticBév) and Comp. 6.29,6 (oynuaticbein). The term is repeated in the
discussion of the second activity of the composition of clauses in Comp. 7.31,1 (oynuaticar), thus
indicating the symmetry between the different levels of composition.

¥ See Comp. 6.29,15 (uetaokevfic) and Comp. 6.30,11 (uetaoxevdletr). The term is repeated in the
discussion of the third activity of the composition of clauses in Comp. 7.31,3-4 (ueto.oKevnV).

8 For the double character of Dionysius’ popio Adyov, see section 3.4.

8 Pohl (1968) 2-3.

¥ Comp. 6.28,16-20. With Usener I read kol g &0 7} duewov. Rhys Roberts and Usher follow the
MSS in reading xoi nid 0¥k duewvov, which is however not only ‘a difficult litotes’ (Rhys Roberts),
but also does not seem to follow logically the first part of the question that starts with wolov. Rhys
Roberts and Usher obscure this difficulty in their translation: ‘in what combinations with one another
will nouns, verbs or other parts of speech be suitably placed, and how not so well’ (Usher). Aujac reads
Kol TG £V KO GLELVOV.
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When Dionysius says that we should first consider which part of speech should be
combined with which other part (rolov Gvouo 1} pfipe | 1@V GAA®V Tt HOPloOV TOl®
ovvtoyBév), he is looking for a certain basic order of words.* In Cicero, this basic
word arrangement (Gppoyn) is called collocatio.*® What are the criteria for this first
process in the arrangement of the parts of speech? Dionysius explains that ‘not all
words combined with all words naturally affect the ears in the same way’. Now, the
word mégukev reminds us of the discussion of ‘natural’ word order in the preceding
chapter, Comp. 5 (see section 5.3 of this study). At the end of that chapter, Dionysius
has rejected the rigidity of the rules formulated there (nouns precede verbs, verbs
precede adverbs, etc.), and he has even stated that these theories do not deserve any
serious attention. With his remark in Comp. 6 he again seems to refer to the existence
of some natural word order, but this time it is another type of order: one should
juxtapose the parts of speech in such a way that their combination ‘pleases the ears’.
So this word order is based on the euphony of the selected words, and not on the word
classes to which they belong: euphony has taken the place of the rules of logic here.
Although Dionysius exemplifies the popioe Adyov here as ‘noun, verb or another part’,
his comments make it clear that these items are now treated as ‘parts of the phrase’
rather than as ‘word classes’. He now concentrates on the aesthetic quality of

composition, as the ‘ear’ perceives it.

The role of the ear (&xon) in determining (and evaluating) good composition is an
important theme in Dionyisus’ treatise On Composition, which is also found in the
theories of the Hellenistic kritikoi and Cicero. This seems to be the right place for a
short digression on the theme of hearing and irrational judgement, because the subject
will turn out to be relevant in later sections of this study as well.”” ‘Demetrius’ reports
that Theophrastus defined beauty in a word as ‘that which is pleasant in regard to
hearing (dxonv) or in regard to sight (Gyv), or that which suggests in thought great

91
value.’

In this way, Theophrastus adapted Aristotle’s definition, according to which
beauty in a word is ‘in the sounds or in what is signified’ (év toig yo@oig 1} T®

(mp&oavop&évcp).92 Thus, although Aristotle already paid attention to the vocal qualities

¥ Rhys Roberts (1910) 3 summarises this first step as ‘the choice of elements likely to combine
effectively’ (my italics, CCdJ), but Dionysius clearly means the combination of the selected words (cf.
cvvtoyBév): otherwise we would miss an essential part of composition among the pya, i.e. the simple
putting together of the udpio. Besides, éxAoyn (selection of words) is explicitly set apart from the
process of composition. Kroll (1907) 92 makes the same mistake as Rhys Roberts.

¥ E.g. Cicero, Orator 149.

% See sections 6.2,6.6 and 7.3.2.

! “Demetrius’, Eloc. 173 = Theophrastus fr. 687 Fortenbaugh: kéAlog ovépatde éott 10 TPOS TV
oy | pog v Sy 718V, 1 10 Tf Stovolg Evripov.

%2 On the fragment of Theophrastus and its relation to Aristotle Rh. 1405b6-8, see Fortenbaugh (2005)
281-286. Dionysius, Comp. 16.66,8-18 (Theophrastus fr. 688 Fortenbaugh) discusses ‘words that are



LINGUISTICS, COMPOSITION, AND STYLE 171

of words, Theophrastus seems to have focused more on the perception of beauty (both
in hearing and in sight). The notion of ‘hearing’ developed into an essential idea in
later poetical and rhetorical theory. It figures most prominently in the ideas of some of
the kritikoi in Philodemus’ On Poems (see section 1.5). Although there are
considerable differences between the exact views of these critics, it would be correct
to say that many of them focused on the form of poetry. On the one hand, they
thought that ‘pleasing the ear’ was the sole purpose of poetry. On the other hand, they
claimed that the ear was the only criterion for the evaluation of poetry. The term dixon
occurs in a significant number of fragments in Philodemus’ discussion of the views of
the kritikoi, but the best example is perhaps Heracleodorus. He claimed that both the
contents and the words of a poem were irrelevant to its quality. The only thing that
matters in poetry is composition (6OvOeoic) and ‘the sound that supervenes upon it’.”>
It is composition that makes that ‘the hearing is delighted by verses’.”* Like
Dionysius, Heracleodorus also applied metathesis to prove the quality of a certain
composition (see section 7.2). Further, he thought that ‘we do not need to understand
poetry to be enthralled by it’.” The latter view is doubtlessly related to the ideas that
we find in other fragments of Philodemus’ treatise, where certain critics claim that the
ear is the only criterion by which we judge poetry: it has an irrational delight (tnv

xGptv Ty dAoyov or Ty tép[yiv] (tv) &Aoyo[v]) in the sounds of poetry.”

There are two rhetoricians in particular who adopt similar views on the importance of
hearing, namely Cicero and Dionysius.”’ Cicero tells us that the decision as to subject
matter and words is in the ‘intellect’ (prudentia), whereas ‘of sounds and rhythms the
ears are the judges’ (vocum autem et numerorum aures sunt iudices).”® According to

Dionysius, ‘the ear is pleased’ (v dxonv 1decBai) by melody, rhythm, variety and

by nature beautiful’ and refers to the ideas of Theophrastus; these views on dvopoto @voel kKoAd were
probably expressed in the same passage in On Style from which ‘Demetrius’ (Eloc. 173) borrows
Theophrastus’ ideas on ‘the beauty in a word”’.

%3 Cf. Janko (2000) 156.

% Philodemus, On Poems 1 fr. 193 Janko (= Heracleodorus fr. 7 Janko): tépr[ec]Bon thv éx[o]fv Dmd
TOV ToNUATOY.

%> P. Herc. 1676 fr. 1-4.

% Philodemus, On Poems 1 fr. 83 and fr. 151 Janko. The euphonists were strongly influenced by
musical theory. Aristoxenus, Harmonics 2.33 says: ‘Through hearing (dxofj) we assess the magnitudes
of intervals and through reason we apprehend their functions.’ (Translation Barker.)

°7 For the connections between the ideas on irrational hearing in Philodemus, Cicero and Dionysius, see
Nassal (1910) 38-40, and esp. Janko (2000) 361 n. 3 and 395 n. 4. Atkins (1934 II) 133 and
Schenkeveld (1968) already argued that Dionysius’ theories are influenced by the views of he kritikoi.
% Cicero, Orator 162. See also Orator 67 (cited in section 6.6 of this study) and Orator 173: et tamen
omnium longitudinum et brevitatum in sonis sicut acutarum graviumque vocum iudicium ipsa natura in
auribus nostris collocavit. ‘And yet nature herself has implanted in our ears the power of judging long
and short sounds as well as high and low pitch in words’. (Translation Hubbell). On Cicero and the
iudicia vulgi, see Schenkeveld (1989).
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appropriateness, the four means of composition.” In On Lysias, Dionysius gives those
students who wish to learn the nature of Lysias’ charm the same advice that teachers
of music give to their students, namely ‘to cultivate the ear, and to look for no other
standard of judgement than this one’ (thv dxonv £0ilewv kol undev dAlo TordTNg
GkpiPéotepov {ntely xpurfiplov).'” In the same passage, Dionysius expounds his
views on the ‘irrational feeling’ (Aoyog aicOnoic) on which everyone can rely in
judging literature. When determining whether a specific speech was really composed
by Lysias or not, one should apply the irrational criterion (t0 GAoyov Thg dtovolog
kputfptov) rather than the rational criterion (td Aoywkov kprrfiiptov).'’! For a more
detailed discussion of these ideas, I refer to Schenkeveld and Damon, who have

usefully illuminated Dionysius’ views.'"*

In preceding chapters, I have already mentioned some similarities between the ideas
of the kritikoi and those of Dionysius. How should we judge the connections between
Dionysius and the kritikoi? Goudriaan puts forward five arguments against Dionysius’

103
dependence:

(1) Dionysius does not mention the kritikoi; (2) Dionysius compares
prose and poetry and treats prose as a kind of music; (3) some specific aspects of
Dionysius’ theories, such as the four means of composition, do not occur in the
theories of the kritikoi; (4) Dionysius characterises only two of his three composition
types (austere and smooth), the middle composition being a combination of the
extremes, whereas the kritikoi characterise all of them (A&Eig Aetla, AE€ic Tpoyelia,
MéErg edmaryne);'™

is also interested in the untrained ear. In my view, none of these arguments is

(5) the kritikoi are interested in the trained ear, whereas Dionysius

convincing: (1) Dionysius does not mention all the earlier scholars whom he knows or
uses, and his silence on the kritikoi cannot be used as an argument; (2) Dionysius’
characterisation of prose authors as poets is very similar to the remarks of the kritikoi
on Herodotus and Xenophon as ‘poets’ (see section 6.6); (3) if Dionysius borrows
some ideas from the kritikoi it does not imply that we should find all his theories in
their works; (4) the similarities between Dionysius’ three composition types and the
AéEerg of the kritikoi are more significant than the terminological difference; (5) pace

Goudriaan, both the kritikoi and Dionysius are interested in the ‘irrational’ delight of

% Comp. 11.38,13-15. See also Comp. 11.40,11-16 (1) éon tépretou etc.) and Comp. 23.119,16-17: 10
dAoyov émuaptupel thc dkofic ndBog. ‘The ear’s instinctive feeling will testify (...).”

190 7ys.11.19,1-10.

01 7ys. 11.18,15-20,6. See also Thuc. 27.371,5-10.

192 Cf. Schenkeveld (1975) 93-107 and Damon (1991) 44-45. See also Goudriaan (1989) 142-154.
Schenkeveld (1975) concludes that there is no coherent system behind Dionysius’ theories of
evaluation, but Damon (1991) rightly argues that Schenkeveld should have taken the relative order of
Dionysius’ rhetorical works into account.

19 Goudriaan (1989) 153-154.

1% On these three types of Aé€ic, see Schenkeveld (1968) 198 and Pohl (1968) 99.
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the ear (see above). Having taken these arguments into consideration, and given the
many similarities between Dionysius and the kritikoi (see also sections 6.2, 6.6 and
7.2), I conclude that it is probable that Dionysius borrowed some of their ideas for his
composition theory. In some cases, similarities may also be the result of the influence
of earlier (Peripatetic or musical) theories on both the kritikoi and Dionysius. Finally,
there are a few similarities (like the method of metathesis — see chapter 7) that can be

explained as part of the general set of ideas of the rhetorical and critical traditions.

When we return to Dionysius’ discussion of the three £€pyo of composition, we can
now recognise that his views on the arrangement of words that should affect the ears
(SrotBévon tog dkodc) should be interpreted within the context of the theories on
euphony such as were developed by the critics of poetry. The basic ordering of the
parts of speech, the first £pyov of composition, is determined by the vocal qualities as
perceived by the ear. Grammar becomes an important factor in the second technique

. . 105
of composition concerning words:

Enerto Srokpively, nddg oynuaticev tobvoua §j 10 phino i tdv EAlwv 3 T1 81 mote
yopltéatepov 1dpuvBnceton kol Tpog o Vrokeievo, Tpenmdéotepov - Aym 8¢ €nl pev
v Ovoudrtov, motepov Evikdg 1) mAnBuvtikdg AcpuPoviopevo kpeitto Afyeton
cvluylav, kol ToTEPOV KarTo THY OpBNV Ekpepduevo. TTAOGLY 1 KaTd TOV TAOYiOV
Twé, kol €1 Tiva mégukev € dppevikdv yivesBon Onduka §i £k OnAvkdv dppevikd Ty
ovdétepa £k ToVTOV, TAG OV duetvov oynuoticBein, kol ndvto To ToloDTo - €l 8¢
OV pnudtov, totepo kpeitto AouBovoupevo fotat, o0 OpBa | T Vmtioy, kol kot
nolog EYKALGELS EKQEPOUEVOL, O.C ON TIVEG TTOCELS PNUATIKOG KOAOVGL, KPOTIGTNV
£0pov ANYETON, KOl TOLOG TOPEUPAIVOVTO. d1opOpOg XPOVOV Kol €1 Tvor TOlg
puocty Ao mapokolovBely mépuke (tor & ohTor TODTO KO €ml TV EAA®V TOD

AOyou nep®dv @uAaktéov, tva un ko’ Ev Ekactov Aéym).

‘Then they should decide the form in which the noun or verb or whichever of the
other parts of speech it may be will be situated more elegantly and in a way that fits
more appropriately the underlying matter: I mean, with regard to nouns, whether they
will produce a better combination if used in the singular or the plural; and whether put
in the nominative or in one of the oblique cases; and, if certain words admit of a
feminine instead of a masculine form or a masculine instead of a feminine form, or a

neuter instead of either, how they would be shaped in a better way and so on.'” With

195 Comp. 6.28,20-29,14.

1% For this passage, see also section 4.4.1. My translation of ék and ¢ as ‘instead of” is based on the
fact that Dionysius is thinking of substitution of feminine for masculine forms, etc. The idea is that in
the first part of the composition process one has selected certain basic grammatical forms; in the second
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regard to verbs, which form it will be better to adopt, the active or the passive, and in
what moods, which some call ‘verbal cases’, they should be expressed in order to
occupy the best position, and what differences of tense they should indicate and so
with all the other natural accidents of verbs (and these same provisions must be made

with regard to the other parts of speech also; but I need not go into details).’

This passage is one of the earliest texts in which some of the accidentia of the parts of
speech are discussed.'”” 1t is not, however, ‘the oldest extant discussion of some of the
accidents of the parts of speech as such’ [my italics, CCdJ], as Pinborg says, for the
accidentia are not discussed for their own sake, but only because the selection of the
correct grammatical form of a word is part of the process of rhetorical composition;
therefore, Dionysius does not offer a complete list of accidents.'®® Dionysius tells us
that the second activity of composition is to decide how every part of speech should
be formed (oynuoticBév) so that ‘it will occupy its position more elegantly and more
appropriately fitting to the broxeipevov’. Usher translates the latter word as ‘context’,
but this is not correct, for brokeiuevov literally means ‘that which underlies’ (i.e. the
form); in rhetorical and literary theory, the word refers to ‘subject matter’ (see section
2.3)."” In other words, oynuatiopdég has two purposes at the same time. The
grammatical form of the words should be selected so that it produces a pleasing
harmony (that the word is situated yopiéotepov), but it should also fit the ‘subject’
(rpoOg T Vokeinevo Tpemwdéotepov). According to this interpretation, Dionysius
acknowledges that euphony is not the only thing that matters in the process of
composition: one should also take care that the forms of words correspond to the
things that are signified. For this reason, I disagree with Scaglione’s observation that
Dionysius is only interested words as sounds and not in words as symbols (see section
2.3)." In our passage, he makes it clear that the grammatical form of a word should
be selected in such a way that the words do not only make a pleasing combination
with one another, but also ‘appropriately fit to the subject matter’. He does not explain
how we should understand the latter principle, but fortunately we find some

illuminating illustrations in his second letter to Ammaeus (see section 4.4.2). There,

phase (oynuotiopdg), one substitutes other forms for the original ones: masculines instead of
feminines, etc.

%7 For a discussion of the grammatical terms cvuBePnréta, topoxorovdeiv and oynuotilw in this
passage, see my section 3.7. For ntaoeig pnuotixal, see sections 3.8 and 5.3.6.

1% Pinborg (1975) 117 n. 45.

1% Usher (1985) 57. Aujac & Lebel (1981) 82 correctly translate the word as ‘sujet’. Rhys Roberts
(1910) 107 renders broketpevov as ‘ground scheme’, but I do not see what this should mean in the
relevant passage. Meijering (1987) 110 points out that in the scholia brokeipevov is used as a synonym
of bréBeotc (‘plot’). For the philosophical use of brokeievov as one of the categories, see my section
53.3.

"9 Scaglione (1972) 58.
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Dionysius states for example that Thucydides used the active koAver (‘hinders’),
whereas ‘the meaning’ (10 onuouvopevov) required the passive kwAvetor (‘is
hindered”).""! Thucydides also speaks of ‘the Syracusan’ and ‘the Athenian’ when he
‘means to say’ (BovAetot ... Aéyewv) ‘Syracusans’ and ‘Athenians’:''> he has used the
singular instead of the plural, thus selecting the incorrect grammatical form. These are
clear examples of wrong oynuationdc, not because the forms are not harmonious, but
because the words do not fit to ‘that which underlies’ (td Umoxeipevov).'”® T will
return to Dionysius’ discussion of Thucydides’ use of the parts of speech in section
4.4,

In his list of the accidentia of verbs, Dionysius states that one should select the right
form of the voices, moods and tenses, so that the word ‘will occupy the best position’
(xpotiotnVy £€0pav Aqyetat). The word €dpa (“sitting-place”) is again borrowed from
the context of architecture, where it has the meaning of ‘foundation’."'* In the analogy
of house building, Dionysius has already pointed out that in the second £pyov of
composition one should ask on which sides of the materials one should fit (€3pacon)

the stones, timber and tiling.'"®

It is interesting to observe that Dionysius, having listed the various accidentia of
nouns and verbs, refers to the other ‘parts of speech’ as t@v GAA®vV TOO Adyov

~ 116
LEPQV.

This is the only passage where Dionysius uses the traditional philosophical
(and later grammatical) term to uépn ToV Adyov in the sense of ‘the parts of speech’,
and not his usual expressions T uopla 100 Adyov, To uopia thg Aé€ewg and, less
frequently, to uépn tiic Aé€ewe. Normally, Dionysius seems to avoid the traditional
term in order to distinguish between ‘parts of a speech (text)’ and ‘parts of speech’. It
is possible that Dionysius uses the expression to uépn 10b Adyov here because he is
still thinking of Chrysippus’ treatise Ilepi thg ocuvta&eng TV 100 AdYoL HepdV, to
which he referred at the end of Comp. 4.""” Besides, Dionysius may have used the

traditional term for the ‘parts of speech’ here because there is no risk of

" Amm. 11 7.427,17-428,5. Dionysius’ remark concerns Thucydides 1.144.2: obte yap éxelvo koldel
toig onovdoic olte tdde. ‘For neither the one is hindered by the truce nor the other.’

"2 Amm. 119.428,19-429 4.

'3 For the term oynuotouée, see Amm. 11 7.427,17-18: “Otav 8¢ t@v pnudtov GAAGT & €8N v
nofnTikdv kol tomtikdv, obtw oynuortilel tov Adyov. ‘When he interchanges the passive and active
forms of verbs, this is how he constructs his sentence.” Tynuotioudc can refer to the formation of a
single word and to the construction of a sentence, but both aspects are closely connected: if all words
are given their correct grammatical form, the construction of the Adyog as a whole will also be correct.
114 See also Comp. 23.112,1 and Comp. 23.119,11. Cf. ‘Demetrius’, Eloc. 183 and 206. For £€dpo. as
‘base’ or ‘foundation’, see Plutarch, Demetrius 21.

' Comp. 6.28,10-12.

16 Comp. 6.29,13.

"7 Comp. 4.22,12-13. See my sections 3.5 and 5.3.1.
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misunderstanding in this passage: after a list of the various accidentia of nouns and
verbs, no reader will think of the parts of a text instead of the parts of a phrase. This
explanation would be satisfactory for the exceptional use of the expression To uépn
100 AOyov, but there are three more terminological particularities in Comp. 6. (1)
Dionysius’ remark that some people call the moods mtoocelg pnuatikdg (‘verbal

cases’) seems to refer to Stoic ideas (see section 3.8).

(2) Dionysius adopts the
Stoic terminology for the voices (¢ 6pOd §j T Vmtiol), whereas he elsewhere follows
the Alexandrian distinction between évepymtikdv and mofnticdv (see section 3.8). (3)
He uses the term dvtwvouio instead of his normal term dvtovopoacio (see section
3.6.3).""” Thus, in total, there are four terminological peculiarities in Comp. 6.
Although I think that we should be careful in assigning Dionysius’ ideas to specific
sources, the use of a certain model might be the best explanation of the terminological
characteristics of Comp. 6."*° Although three of the four departures from normal
terminology seem to reflect Stoic ideas, it seems unlikely that Comp. 6 is based on
Stoic texts, because the Stoics did not distinguish the &vtwvvuio (pronoun) and
npdBecic (preposition).'*! It is more plausible that Comp. 6 is based on the theories of
the Hellenistic kritikoi, who share Dionysius’ interest in euphonious composition. We
know that the kritikoi also dealt with the accidentia of the parts of speech.'** Besides,
the kritikoi seem to have adopted Stoic ideas. The famous Stoic Crates of Mallos
called himself a “critic” and he discussed the views of earlier kritikoi.'* Therefore,
the hypothesis that in Comp. 6 Dionysius makes use of the ideas of the Hellenistic

kritikoi might also account for the Stoic terminology in that passage.

When we look for rhetoricians who share Dionysius’ ideas on the use of the
accidentia of the parts of speech in rhetorical composition, we actually do not have to
go far back in time. Although Nassal has suggested that Dionysius might have been
influenced by the theory of figures of his colleague Caecilius of Caleacte (which I do

not believe — see below), he seems to have overlooked a very relevant testimony.'**

8 Matthaios (1999) 299 thinks that this is a reminiscence of the Aristotelian concept of mtdoic, but I

agree with Schenkeveld (1984) 336, who thinks of Stoic influence. See section 3.8.

9 Comp. 6.29,20.

120 Ammon (1889) 28-37 and Pohl (1968) 80 think that Dionysius’ ideas on the £€pyo of composition
(Comp. 6-9) are influenced by Stoic ideas. However, the Stoics did not distinguish the dviovouic as a
part of speech; the focus on euphony and the reference to the effect of sounds on the ‘ear’ seem to point
in the direction of the kritikoi. If there is Stoic influence, Crates of Mallos (who discusses the views of
the kritikoi in Philodemus’ On Poems) might be the missing link, but this is mere guessing.

"2! Dionysius mentions the npé@ecic at Comp. 6.30,2.

122 See also section 3.2. Cf. Janko (1995) and Janko (2000) 186-187 on Pausimachus.

123 See Sextus Empiricus, Adv. Math. 1.79.

124 Nassal (1910) 31: ‘Also muB die Moglichkeit einer Beeinflussung des C. [i.e. Cicero] wie des DH.
[i.e. Dionysius] in der Figurentheorie durch Caecilius eine offene bleiben.” Unlike Nassal, I do not
make any claim about the possible influence of Caecilius on Dionysius (or vice versa): I merely point
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In one of the few extant fragments of his work On Figures, Caecilius says that
‘aAAolwotg (“alteration”) occurs with regard to a noun, cases, numbers, persons and
tenses’ (xaii gnowv admyv yivesBou ko’ Svopo kol mrmoelg kol dpBuovg kol
npdowno. kol xpévoug).'”> Although Caecilius deals with the figures of speech and
Dionysius (Comp. 6) with the formation of single words, there are some remarkable
similarities between the two accounts, especially in their use of terms. We will return
to Caecilius’ views on ‘alteration’” when we discuss Dionysius’ analysis of
Thucydides’ style. There, Dionysius deals with the use of the parts of speech in
sentence construction, and it will turn out that Caecilius’ account summarised above is
a very close parallel to Dionysius’ discussion of Thucydides. We will now proceed to

the final technique of composition, which is petooxevn:'*®

émi 8¢ tovto1g T0r AneBévto drokpivery, el Tt Selton petackeviic Svoua §) phuce, Tdg
OV EVOPUOVIMTEPOV TE KOl €VEOPOTEPOV YEVOLTO® TOVTO TO OTOLYEIOV £V UEV
romtikh) doyidéotepov éotiv, v de Adyolg melolg omovimTepoV - TANV Yivetol ye

KoL €V TOVTOLG €9 OGOV OV €YY mPi.

‘Next, one must decide concerning the selected words if any noun or verb requires
modification, how it may be more harmonious and well positioned: this function is
applied more lavishly in poetry and more scarcely in prose; but it is applied also in

prose so far as possible.’

The word £0edpdtepov takes up the architectural image of €dpo that we encountered
in the previous passage. Again, Dionysius has anticipated the use of the term in his
analogy of house building, where he discusses the third €pyov of composition: if a
certain material is ‘fitting ill” (80oedpov), one should ‘pare it down and trim it and
make it fit well (ebedpov)’.'*” Dionysius states that, although poetry makes more use
of petaoxevn, prose should apply it where possible. If we assume that Dionysius’
ideas on euphonious composition are (partly) based on the views of poetical criticism,

the latter statement might be taken as a sign that Dionysius is introducing a poetical

to the similarity between Caecilius’ treatment of figures and Dionysius’ discussion of oynuotioudg in
order to illuminate the context of Dionysius’ ideas.

125 Caecilius of Caleacte fr. 75 Ofenloch. The rhetorician Tiberius preserves this fragment. We should
allow for the possibility that he uses his own terminology when quoting Caecilius (see section 4.4),
although there is no reason to believe that Caecilius could not have expressed the views that Tiberius
quotes.

126 Comp. 6.29,14-19.

127 Comp. 6.28,12-13.
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128 .
Indeed, there are reasons to believe

approach to cOvBec1g into the field of rhetoric.
that the Hellenistic kritikoi were interested in the modification of words as Dionysius
describes it. In Philodemus’ On Poems, there are some fragments in which the critic
Pausimachus speaks of the euphonious effects of ‘adding and removing letters’.'*
Just like, Dionysius, Pausimachus specifically mentions the modification of ‘nouns
and verbs’. For ‘adding’ he uses the term npocAouPdavo, for ‘removing’ a verb that
starts with &mo-.""" In the examples that follow Dionysius’ explanation of the
technique of uetackevy, he uses npootibnut for ‘adding’, and he further mentions the
terms mpooonEave (‘lengthening’), éAottéw (‘making smaller’) and dmokpov®
(‘cutting off’)."*!

technique of modification into doipesig (‘subtraction), npocnikn (‘addition’) and
132

At the beginning of Comp. 6, however, Dionysius has divided the

aAlolwoig (‘alteration’). " These are standard categories in ancient linguistics,

which can ultimately be traced back to Plato’s Cratylus.'”

Where Dionysius has
aAAlolwotlg, most ancient thinkers who use these categories distinguish between (a)
the substitution of one letter for another and (b) the interchanging of place of two or

more letters.'>

Thus, they arrive at four (instead of three) different categories of
modification. These categories are used in various language disciplines, such as
philosophy, metric, grammar (etymology) and rhetoric. Dionysius’ contemporary
colleague Caecilius of Caleacte seems to have used the categories of modification to
order the rhetorical figures of style (oxfuora).””” He uses the same terms as
Dionysius: in the fragments of his On Figures, we find the verb npoctiBnui, and the

5 ’ 3 ’ 136
nouns a@oipeotc and AAAOIOOLG.

Dionysius’ examples of the uetackevn of words make it clear that the third €pyov of

composition still deals with words qua parts op the phrase (uopioc Adyov)."”” One

128 See Janko (2000) 178: ‘But the rest of this material [i.e. Pausimachus’ theories on sound]
undermines the originality of his [Dionysius’] De compositione verborum: he is, at best, applying to
prose a method which others had developed for poetry.’

129 Philodemus, On Poems 1 fr. 85 Janko and P. Herc. 994 fr. 18,26-19,7.

130 Cf. Janko (2000) 185. In his introduction, Janko (2000) 185 says that Pausimachus probably uses
dmofdAw, but in his text he reads d&mo[t10éueva] (On Poems 1 fr. 85) and [dmotiBéueva] (Janko
[2000] 282 n. 1). Perhaps we should read d&ro[xpovdueval].

B Comp. 6.29,19-30,12.

2 Comp. 6.27,23-28,1.

133 Usener (1913) 288-303 shows that the four categories of change are applied in ancient metrical
studies, etymology, orthography, and linguistic discussions of barbarism and solecism. He also refers to
Dionysius’ three categories (with dAhoiwoig covering both immutatio and transmutatio) in Comp.
6.27,23-28,1. Ax (1987) traces these categories back to Plato (see Cratylus 394b). See also Sluiter
(1990) 12. The Stoics use the terms tpdcBecic, dpaipeoic, évarlloym and petdbeotc.

134 Cf. Schenkeveld (1983) 90 n. 87.

135 Caecilius of Caleacte fr. 73-76 Ofenloch. Cf. Ax (1987) 32.

136 See Caecilius of Caleacte fr. 73 (npoBévtec), fr. 74 (Gooipeotv), and fr. 75 (dAhowdoewg) Ofenloch.
Theon applies the four categories of change to the paraphrasis: see section 7.3.2.

37 Comp. 6.29,19-30,12.
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should adapt the ‘parts of the phrase’ so that they are well connected to each other, by
adding a prefix or a deictic 1, by elision or removal of movable v, and other
adaptations. Two examples are taken from Demosthenes, namely the use of Tovtovi

3% The other examples are

instead of ToVtov and the use of xat1dwv instead of 1dwv.
invented, and some of them seem to be iconic: this seems to be the case in &yponye
(‘he wrote’), which can be written instead of €ypowyev, and in particular in
aeonpnoopot (‘I will be removed”), which is the result of removing two letters from
dpopebnoopa: dpaipeotig is the grammatical term for the ‘removal’ of letters, and,
as we have seen, Dionysius himself uses this term as one of the categories of word

modification.'*’

This type of examples, in which the form of a word corresponds to its
meaning, is also found in the fragments of Dionysius’ contemporary Tryphon: for
example, in the word fuikvkAtov (‘half-circle”), the word nuiovg (‘half’) has been
reduced to half of its original form (fut-)."*" In one case, the grammatical aspect of
the poproe Adyov (‘word classes’) is explicitly referred to: Tovtovi is a modification of
the ‘pronoun’ (Gvtwvopio) todtov.'*! The latter remark is also interesting for another
reason. As we have seen before, Dionysius normally uses the term dvtovouacio and
not the traditional dvtwvopio.'** Together with the exceptional use of the expression
TO péPM 1oV AdYov (see above), the use of dvtwvvuio. might indicate that this
particular passage in Dionysius’ work (Comp. 6) builds on theories on the
modification of the parts of speech that Dionysius has found in some source.'” As I
argued before, we should not exclude the possibility that he used a treatise on the
euphonious composition of poems. This might well be the type of work from which
we find the (badly preserved) traces in Philodemus’ On Poems. With this
consideration, our discussion of Dionysius’ use of the parts of speech as building
blocks in the process of composition (in Comp. 6) is completed. We may now turn to

the role of the popioe Adyov in the discussion of the three types of composition.
4.3.2. The parts of speech in the description of composition types

One of the most original parts of Dionysius’ On Composition is the description of the
three types of composition in Comp. 22-24. Dionysius distinguishes the austere
composition (the oOvBecic or dpuovian adompd), the smooth composition (the

ocvvBeotig or dpuovio yYAopvpd) and the well-blended composition (the cOvBeoig or

138 Demosthenes, On the Crown 1 and On the Peace 6.

139 For deoipeoic, see also Comp. 9.34,15-35,16, where the ‘reducing’ of kAo is discussed.

'O Tryphon fr. 131 Von Velsen. See Sluiter (1990) 28, who discusses more examples.

! For this modification, which one could regard as a case of metathesis (rewriting Demosthenes, On
the Crown 1), see section 7.3.2.

12 See section 3.5.

"3 In Comp. 6.30,5, Dionysius uses his normal term & pdpio: 100 Adyov again.
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apuovia ebiportoc).'* It is important to realise that these three composition types are
not the same as the three styles (yapoxtipeg thg Aé€ewc), which Dionysius discusses

145
elsewhere.

In this section, it is not my purpose to analyse the theory of the three
composition types as such. I will only investigate the role of the popioe Adyov in this
theory, in order to illuminate further the integration of grammar and rhetoric. We will
see that the analogy between composition and architecture is further developed. In our
discussion of Comp. 6 we observed that the parts of speech were the building blocks
that were put together, shaped and modified, according to the three functions of
ocOvBecic. We will now examine how the use of these building blocks differs among

the three composition types, which could be considered three types of architecture.

The austere composition type is introduced as follows. ‘It requires that the words are
firmly planted (épeidecBon) and occupy strong positions (6tdceLg), so that each word
is seen on every side, and that the parts (Tt popio) shall be at considerable distances
from one another, being separated by perceptible intervals. It does not mind admitting
frequently harsh and dissonant collocations, just as the sides of the stones that are put
together in building as they are found (t@dv Aoyddnv cvvtiBepévov év oixodouioig
Li@wv) do not appear square and polished, but unwrought and rough.’'*® The word
Aoyadnv (‘as they are picked out’) is mostly used of stones that are brought together
for a building without being polished. Thucydides uses the word when he tells that the
Athenians built a wall at Pylos, Aoyddnv 8¢ @épovtec AiBovg, kol EuveriBecay g
gkootov Tt EuuPoivor (‘bringing stones as they picked them out, and they put them

147

together as each stone happened to fit in’). ™" The combination of the rare word

Aoyddnv and the verb cuvtifnut (‘to compose’) in this text is striking, and it may

44 See also Dem. 37-41. For an analysis of Dionysius’ three composition types, see Pohl (1968) 22-68.
S The three styles are discussed in Dem. 1-3. For the differences between the styles and the
composition types, see Pohl (1968) 22-46, esp. 45, Grube (1974) 78, and Reid (1996) 49-55. Isocrates,
for example, belongs to the ‘middle’ or ‘mixed’ style, but he represents the smooth (not the well-
blended) composition type. Dionysius discusses both the theory of styles and the theory of composition
types in the treatise On Demosthenes, but he does not connect the two theories: cf. Aujac (1988) 22.
Tukey (1909a) 188 rightly corrects the view of Rhys Roberts (1901) 18 n. 2, who thinks that the
yopoaxtipec thc Aé€eac are restricted to the selection of words. Grube (1952) 262 revived Rhys
Roberts’ interpretation: in his view, the first part of On Demosthenes deals with ‘diction’ only, not with
‘style in the wider sense’. See also Grube (1965) 223-224. Although Grube (1952) 262 n. 15 states that
‘those who interpret the expression 7 wikm Aé&ig in Dem. 3 as the mixed or third kind of style make
complete nonsense of the structure of the whole treatise (...)’, most recent scholars do indeed think that
Dionysius deals with three ‘styles’ in the first part of On Demosthenes: see Usher (1974) 235-237,
Aujac (1988) 16-24, Innes (1989) 269 and Wooten (1989) 576.

146 Comp. 22.96,11-19: £peidecBon Bovdeton Tt dvopoto doeolde kol otdoei AopPavey ioyvpdc,
b0t éx meprpaveiog Fxaoctov dvouo OpacBot, dméyewv te dm’ dAANA@v 1O udpro. dractdoelg
a&roAdyoug aicBnroig ypdvorg dierpydueva - poyeiong te xpioBon moAloyf kol dvtitdnolg Toig
ovpBolaic ovdev vt Stopépet, otot yivovton tiv Aoyddnv cuvtiBeuévoy év oikodoutoig ABov ol i
gvydviot kol um ovveeouévor Bdoerg, dpyod 8¢ Tiveg kol ohTooyESL0t.

7 Thucydides 4.4.
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well be that Dionysius’ analogy alludes to exactly this passage from Thucydides. In
any case, Thucydides’ description of the building of a wall closely corresponds to
Dionysius’ presentation of the austere composition. The parts of the phrase clash with
each other, because they are not adapted and modified as to make them fit
harmoniously. In practice, this means that the words are separated from each other by
the use of hiatus or the colliding of the final letter of one word with the first letter of
the next word. In his analyses of Pindar and Thucydides, two authors who represent
the austere composition, Dionysius points in particular to the harsh effect of the
juxtaposition of one word ending in the semivowel —v and words starting with the
consonants -, n-, 0-, 1-, 8-, A-, and k-. The same effect is said to be the result of the

juxtaposition of a word ending in —¢ and a word starting with &-.'*®

Dionysius’
explanation for the roughness is that the combinations of these letters (ctoiyelo)
cannot be pronounced within one syllable, so that the speaker has to interrupt his
speech between the words that clash with one another: a certain ‘pause’ (clwnn)
between the words is the result.'” Therefore, the hearing (Gxpdooic) perceives the

159 For a more detailed

words not as ‘one continuous clause’ but as separate units.
analysis of Dionysius’ views on the rough combinations of letters at word boundaries

I refer to the illuminating article by Vaahtera."”!

In his analyses of Pindar and Thucydides, Dionysius focuses on the juxtaposition
(&puoyn) of words. However, the austere composition is also described with regard to
the arrangement of its clauses and periods: on all levels, the cOvBecic ovotnpd is
‘unstudied’, and it wishes its units to be more similar to ‘nature’ (¢voel) than ‘art’
(réxvn).152 Thus, in the building of periods, the austere composition ‘does not use
certain additional words in order to complete the period, when they contribute nothing
to the sense’ (oUte mpooBikaig Tioiv dvoudtwv, o 0 kOxAog éknAnpwdij, undev
deehovo0L TOV VOOV yxpouévn).">® Behind the term npooBikn (‘addition’), there lies

an important theory that was influential in both rhetorical and grammatical theory, and

8 Comp. 22.99,7-110,20. The examples are from Pindar fr. 75 Bergk and Thucydides 1.1. Dionysius
points in particular to the juxtaposition of the following words. In Pindar: év yopdv, xAvtov méunete,
Opeolov Bvdevia, mavSaidaddy T° evKAé’ dryopdv, 108étmv Adyete, otepdvav v, dotdav Adbev te,
dyhoiq 18ete (hiatus). In Thucydides: 'ABnvoiog Euvéypoye (- &-), 1OV méhepov 1OV TdV
Tehomovvnoiov kol ABnvaiov (-v mi-, -v T-, -v -, -v k-, -1 0-). Cf. Blass DAB 1 (1979° [1868]) 221.

49 Comp. 22.101,16-21.

130 Comp. 22.110,6-9.

! Vaahtera (1997) investigates the authors that Dionysius discusses and concludes that his evaluation
of their use of combinations of semivowels and consonants at word boundaries is not fully consistent
with the reality of the texts. Isocrates, representing the smooth composition, has in fact more clashes
between consonants than Thucydides, who belongs to the austere composition.

152 Comp. 22.97,2-18.

153 Comp. 22.97,12-14. On Dionysius’ use of the term xiOxAog for ‘a well-rounded period’, see
Lockwood (1937) 200.
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which is also essential to our understanding of Dionysius’ ideas on austere
composition.™* In his discussion of the grand style (AéEig peyodompenic), the
rhetorician ‘Demetrius’ states that connectives (cUvdeouotl) add to the grandeur of
composition, but he strongly disapproves of the idle use of ‘empty additions’

(npocbijkort kevai).">

Among the ‘additions’ that may contribute to the grandeur of
language (but only if they are used in the right way) there is one particular group of
words that ‘Demetrius’ calls oOvdeopot mopominpopoticol.’”® These ‘expletive
connectives’ (his examples include on and vv) also play an interesting role in
grammatical theory, where they form a subcategory of the grammatical word class of
the cOvdeopot (‘conjunctions’). These particular ‘conjunctions’ were discussed from
two angles. First, it seems that this group of cUvdeoupotr became the object of
discussions on the possible absence of meaning of ‘conjunctions’."”” Where Aristotle
thought that cOvdeopot do not have meaning, most grammarians thought that this was
only true for the oOvdeopor moporAnpopoatikol.”” Second, these ‘conjunctions’
were regarded as words with a certain s#ylistic function. Dionysius’ contemporary and
fellow citizen Tryphon discussed the ovUvdeouol mopomAnpouctikol in his
grammatical works."”” He compared these conjunctions with ‘padding’ (ototpn): just
as padding prevents the jarring and breaking of amphoras, ‘in the same way, this
combination of words is adopted in order to avoid the parts of the expression from

being rough (tpaydvesBor).”

The ideas of Tryphon and other grammarians seem to be echoed in Dionysius’ theory
of the three composition types. Dionysius himself does not discuss the ‘expletive
conjunctions’ as a grammatical category, but he does use the term moponAnpouo
(‘filler’) in his description of the composition types. In fact, he employs

noponAnpouo in exactly the same way as mpocOnim. His statement that the austere

154 See Sluiter (1997).

153 “Demetrius’, Eloc. 55-58. Cf. Sluiter (1997) 239-240.

136 ‘Demetrius’, Eloc. 55.

"7 See Apollonius Dyscolus, Conmj., G.G. II 1, 247,22-25826. Although the oOvdesuot
TOPOTANPOUOTIKOL appear in two fragments of Aristarchus (fr. 172 Matthaios on the conjunction &4
and fr. 177 Matthaios on the conjunction &v), it is doubtful whether the terminology can be traced back
to Aristarchus himself: see Matthaios (1999) 582-584.

158 Aristotle, Po. 1456b38: cOvdeopog 8¢ éotv povi donuoc. ‘A “conjunction” is a non-significant
word.” See Sluiter (1997) 234.

159 Tryphon fr. 41 and fr. 57 Von Velsen. See Sluiter (1997) 237 and Dalimier (2001) 376-385. P. Yale
I 25 (first century AD) also lists the cOvdeouor mopoanAnpmuotikot as one subtype of the conjunctions.
In Sch. Homer, Iliad 1.173-175 (¢uotye kol &AAo1, of k€ e Tiufcovot) it is stated that the cOvdeopog ke
is here neprocdg (‘superfluous’).

160" Apollonius Dyscolus, Conj., G.G. 11 1, 247, 26-29 (Tryphon fr. 41 Von Velsen): “Ov yép,” enot,
“tpbémov eic 10¢ ovvBécelg OV dugopémv edypnotel N @V otolPdv mopévBesic LmEp Tod N
kotaBpardesBan Tovg dpopelc, TOov odtov M TpdmoV LREP TOD T ThE Ppdoemg uh TpaydvesBor 1{8e T
cvvtoaéig 1ov noplwv topoloufdveror.”
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composition does not use meaningless mpocBfxotl (see above) is elsewhere
formulated as follows: it contains unequal periods, undé¢ ye TOPUTANPOUOGL TOV
OVOUATOV 0VK AVayKOLo1g O¢ TPOG TNV DIOKEWEVIV dldvotay Y pouévog (‘not using
filler words that are not necessary for the underlying meaning’).'®" The smooth
composition, on the other hand, does make good use of this kind of additions: it uses
‘words that do not contribute to the underlying sense, but serve as a sort of connection
or bonding between what precedes and what follows, so that words ending and words

beginning with a rough letter (tpayd ypdupe) may not clash (...).” '

The consequence
is that the austere composition, which does not use these empty words, ‘is rough and
harsh upon the ears’ (tpaydvet ... koi mucpoivet ... g dxodrc).'® In his analysis of
the smooth composition of a Sapphic poem, however, Dionysius remarks that in all
the nouns and verbs and other parts of speech there are only very few combinations of
semivowels and voiceless consonants that do not naturally blend with each other, ‘and
even these do not make the euphony rough’ (tpayvvoioog v evénetav).'** In other
words, not only the term moponAnpouo, but also the verb Tpoybvm seems to connect
Dionysius’ views on austere and smooth composition with Tryphon’s definition of the
expletive conjunctions.'® Now, Dionysius’ terms mopanAfpouc and tpocOikn are
not confined to certain conjunctions, but there is good reason to believe that
Dionysius recognises the ‘expletive’ power of (certain) conjunctions as well. When he
summarises the most important aspects of the austere composition, he tells us that,
among other things, it is dA1yocOvdespoc (‘using few connectives’) and &vopBpog

(‘lacking articles’).'®® Here, we encounter a very effective integration of grammatical
and rhetorical theory: the different types of composition are characterised by their use

of specific parts of speech, namely the conjunction and the article.

! Dem. 39.212.20-22. For the use of moponAfpouc in Dionysius, see also Isoc. 3.58,20 (Isocrates’

use of filler words that contribute nothing), Dem. 19.168,8 (Dionysius rewrites Isocrates leaving out the
nopomAnpopoto: see section 7.3.1), Comp. 9.33,23 (the unnecessary additions in Plato, Menexenus
236¢) and Comp. 16.67,12-13 (see below).

12 Dem. 40.215,19-216,5: twvag etépog Aéeic bropéver Tpdg 1OV Drokelpnevov vodv 0Bt dvaykaiag
o¥t’ Towg ypnoiunog, deonod 8¢ tvog N kOAANG téEv 1alc PO adTAV Kol HET’ OOTOG KEWEVOLG
ovopactoig napegouévac, tva um cvvortouevol tpog GAAMAoG ol kortodyovsoit Te elg TpoyL yYpouo:
kol ol T &pyMv dmd T1vog 10100Tov AopuBdvovcot Gradovicuovg TdY fixmv To1doT Kol AVTITUTLOG
(r)-

163 Comp. 22.100,11-12 on Pindar. See also Comp. 22.102,1. For the ‘ear’, see section 4.3.1.

164 Comp. 23.116,15-20.

!5 The characterisation of sounds as ‘smooth’ and ‘rough’ seems to have its origin in musical theory:
see ‘Demetrius’, Eloc. 175-176 and cf. Pohl (1968) 149-150.

166 Comp. 22.98,1-2. The austere composition is also &vtipporog (or perhaps we should read
dyytotpogog with manuscript P: cf. ‘Longinus’, Subl 22.1) mepi 10 mrooeg (‘flexible / quick
changing in its use of cases’), moikiAn mepl T0V¢ oynuationovg (‘using a variety of figures’) and év
noAAolg Lmepontikh Thig dkolovBiog (‘in many cases neglecting the logical order’). For the latter
characteristic, see section 5.2.
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I have argued elsewhere that we can give two explanations of the fact that Dionysius’
austere composition is 6AtyooOvdeouog (containing few connectives).'®” First, the
reason might be that connectives can make the structure of a text more explicit,
whereas the austere composition should aim to ‘emphasise its unstudied and simple
character’.'®® This explanation might be related to Aristotle’s view that asyndeton is
appropriate to the A¢€ig dywviotikn (the style of an oral speech), whereas it should be
absent from the AéE1g ypopikn (the style of a written composition).'”® According to
Aristotle, asyndeton creates amplification (ab&noic), ‘because many things seem to
be said at the same time’, whereas the use of connectives makes ‘many things seem
one’. If we follow this interpretation, we might compare Dionysius’ smooth
composition with Aristotle’s AéEilg ypapikn in the sense that it is more ‘precise’
(Aristotle calls it dxpiPeotdn), so that the coherence of a text is made explicit by the
use of conjunctions. We cannot exclude the possibility that Dionysius is guided by
this kind of considerations. However, I think that a more convincing explanation
(which does not have to exclude the former one) is that Dionysius is thinking of the
‘expletive’ use of cuvdeopot, that is, the use of conjunctions for the sake of euphony.
According to this interpretation, the austere composition is 0Aryocvvdecuog because
it does not avoid hiatus and clashes between semivowels and consonants by the use of
‘additional words’. As we have seen, hiatus and rough sounds are characteristic of the
oovBeoic avompd.!” The odvdeopoc is like ‘cement’: in the architecture of the
austere composition, it should not be used too much, because the intervals between
the ‘stones’ of composition should not be filled in. The stones should be unpolished
and the transitions between them should be rough. ‘Longinus’ expresses a similar
view on the use of connectives with regard to sublime writing: if you insert many
conjunctions (cvvdéopovg), ‘you will know that the rush and ruggedness
(&motpayvvouevov) of the emotion, if you polish it by the use of conjunctions into

smoothness, loses its sting and its fire is quickly put out.”’”!

' De Jonge (2005b) 478.

'8 Comp. 22.97,11-18.

' Aristotle, Rh. 1413b3-1414a28.

701t has been noticed that the writer Dionysius himself is less interested in the avoidance of hiatus than
his contemporaries. See Kallenberg (1907) 9: ‘Man braucht nur wenige Seiten von der Archaeologie
des Dionys von Halikarnass zu lesen, um zu erkennen, dass der Verfasser in der Vermeidung des
Hiatus nicht die Strenge beobachtet wie sein Zeitgenosse Diodor oder vor ihm Polybius und nach ihm
Plutarch.” For Dionysius’ style, see Usher (1982).

I “Longinus’, Subl. 21.1: (...) elon kotd 10 &Efic oVtog mapaypdeov G¢ T0d mdhovg TO
cvvdediwyuévov Kol dmotpavvopevoy, €av tolg cuvdiopolg é€opaiiong eig Aewdmra, Gxevipdv te
npoonintet koi eV EoPectot.
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As we have seen, Dionysius’ austere composition is not only d0Atryocvovdecuoc, but

also GvopBpoc (‘lacking articles’).'”

It seems attractive to explain the latter
characteristic in the same way as the avoidance of many conjunctions. In my view,
Dionysius’ discussion of the austere composition in the treatise On Demosthenes
provides a very convincing argument for this interpretation. There, he declares that
the o0vBeo1g adotpd uses neither many conjunctions, nor GpOpotc cvveyéow.'”
Usher translates: ‘the article is not consistently employed’, thus interpreting the
adjective ouveyfic as ‘successive’.'”* However, cuveyig literally means ‘holding
together’. Dionysius employs the substantive cuvéyeia (‘continuity”) in his discussion
of the smooth composition, where ‘the words are woven together according to certain
natural affinities and combinations of letters’.'”> Therefore, we may conclude that the
smooth composition uses articles in order to connect the words through a continuous
stream of sound, whereas the austere composition avoids the use of this kind of

&pBpo..

These ideas on the (dis)continuity of sound are without any doubt related to the views
of musical and poetical critics. Aristoxenus, the Peripatetic musical theorist whom

Dionysius mentions twice, was also interested in the continuity of sounds, both in

176

music and in the oOvOeoig of letters.””° In his Harmonics, the concept of cuvéyeio

177

(‘continuity’) plays an important role. ** In the first book of that work, Aristoxenus

states that ‘the nature of continuity (toV cuveyovg) in melody seems to be similar to

178 In the second book,

that which in speech relates to the putting together of letters.
he explains this as follows: ‘The order (td&ig) which relates to the melodic and
unmelodic is similar to that concerned with the combination of letters in speech: from
a given set of letters a syllable is not generated in just any way, but in some ways and

5179

not in others.”  In other words, continuity between letters is only produced when one

combines certain letters that fit together, but there are some letters that do not

172 Blass DAB 1 (1979° [1868]) 222-223 agrees with Dionysius’ characterisation of Thucydides’
composition as &vapOpoc.

' Dem. 39.213,6-8.

174 Usher (1974) 387. Aujac (1988) 125 offers the same interpretation: ‘elle [I’harmonie austére] (...) ne
met pas constamment les articles.’

> Comp. 23.116,5-8.

176 Cf. Janko (2000) 170 n. 3. Dionysius mentions Aristoxenus in Comp. 14.49.2 and Dem. 48.233,8-9.
77 Aristoxenus, Elementa Harmonica 1.27f. See Gibson (2005) 47 ff.

78 Aristoxenus, Elementa Harmonica 1.27: gaiveton 8 towordtn tig gho1g elvon 10 cuveyodg &v i
neA@dig oto kol év Tf) Aé€et mept MV 1@V ypopupdtov ovBeotv. The translation is by Barker (1989).

7 Aristoxenus, Elementa Harmonica 2.37: §ot1 8¢ towordtn Tig 1) mept 10 épupedéc e kol ékpehic tééig
ol kol 1) mepl (Tv) 1@V ypoupdtwv ovvBecty év 1@ drodéyesBon: o ydp névto tpdrmov £k Tdv adTdv
ypouudtav cvvtiBeuévn EvAhafn yiyvetor, dAAL o pév, mog 8 ob. The translation is by Barker
(1989). See also Aristoxenus, Elementa Rhythmica 2.30 on cvveyhg puBuomotio (‘continuous rhythmic
composition’). Cf. Gibson (2005) 95.
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combine naturally. In the same way, not every note or interval can be sung after
another one, but only certain combinations produce continuity (cuvéyeia). The idea
of the continuity of sound seems implied in Dionysius’ treatment of the juxtaposition
of words (&puoym, the first €pyov of composition) as described in Comp. 6 (see
section 4.3.1): ‘Clearly not every juxtaposition of words naturally affects the ears in

180
the same way.’

The notion of continuity also seems to be important to the ideas of the critic
Pausimachus of Miletus, one of the kritikoi in Philodemus’ On Poems, although it is
difficult to interpret the scanty evidence.'®' For our interpretation of Dionysius’
smooth composition and its continuity of sound, it may be relevant that Pausimachus’
theory of euphony considered the possibility of adding and dropping letters in the case
of nouns, verbs, prepositions and conjunctions.'® Another critic in Philodemus,
perhaps Heracleodorus (as Pohl thinks), shares Dionysius’ views on the insertion of
semivowels in order to fill in the hiatus between two words. In the work On

Demosthenes, Dionysius says:'®

delkvutat Yop LIO T€ LOVGTKMY KOl UETPIKDV O 01 LEGOV TOV QMVNEVTOV Y POVOC

£1épov mopeufoAf] ypopudtov Nueovev dvorinpodcebor dvvduevog.

‘It is shown by musical and metrical writers that the intermediate pause between two

vowels may be filled in by the insertion of other letters, semivowels.’

The kritikos in Philodemus’ second book On Poems uses the same term for
‘insertion’: in the case of clashes, ‘one must insert (rapeuPaAierv) one productive
sound, as short and smooth as possible.”'®* ‘Demetrius’ expresses a similar view on
the addition of movable v (a semivowel) to the accusative of AnuocOévn and
Zoxpa for the sake of euphony, and he proceeds by informing us that musicians

call a word smooth (Aetov), rough (tporyv), well-proportioned (edmoryéc) or weighty

(dyxnpdv).'*

180" Comp. 6.28,16-20: ov yap M mavto ye petd mévtov 18éueva Téeukey dpoing StamBévon Tig
dxodig. See section 4.3.1.

181 See Janko (2000) 170 and 259 n. 2 on Philodemus, On Poems 1 fr. 64 Janko, where he reconstructs
the word [... ov]vey[ect]épav.

182 Philodemus, On Poems 1 fr. 85 Janko

' Dem. 38.210,22-211,2.

'8% Philodemus, On Poems 2, P. Herc. 994 cols. 27-38: (...), 8¢l mopeuBédrey &v Suvortdv kol &g
Bpoydtatov kol Aetdtatov. Cf. Pohl (1968) 150. See also Janko (2000) 335 n. 1.

185 ‘Demetrius’, Eloc. 175-176.
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To summarise, Dionysius’ theory of composition types clearly illustrates the many
connections between different ancient language disciplines. Dionysius’ ideas on the
addition or insertion of letters or parts of speech (articles and conjunctions) with a
view to smooth composition can be related to the traditions of musical, poetical,
rhetorical and grammatical theory. The characterisation of rough sounds and the
continuity of speech seem to originate in musical theory, as ‘Demetrius’ and

186 . . . .. , .
The discussion of euphonious composition (cOvBecic) and its

Dionysius suggest.
use of inserted letters belong to the tradition of the Hellenistic kritikoi, but it is also
represented in the stylistic tradition. The view that certain parts of speech (in
particular the cOvdeouot naponAnpwuatikol) can fill the composition for the sake of
euphony is expressed in both rhetorical and grammatical works. Dionysius twice
refers to the musical theorist Aristoxenus, and he may have known and used the work
of the kritikoi. He also may have known the views of the grammarian Tryphon, since
they were fellow citizens of Rome at the end of the first century BC (see section 1.5).
It is not necessary to trace each of Dionysius’ views back to one specific author. It is
more interesting to conclude that Dionysius made good use of different disciplines, all

of which contribute to his own theory of composition.

To complete the discussion of composition and the theory of ‘filler words’, I briefly
return to ‘Demetrius’. Despite the similarities between their views on
nopanAnpouote, we should notice that there is an important difference between the
author of On Style and Dionysius of Halicarnassus. ‘Demetrius’ deals with the
‘expletive conjunctions’ in the grand style, but he only accepts the use of these words
when they contribute to grandeur. Dionysius assigns the use of ‘filler words’ to the
smooth composition, whereas the austere composition should avoid them. In other
words, ‘Demetrius’ considers the ‘expletive conjunctions’ as a source of elevation,
whereas for Dionysius the filler words are primarily concerned with euphony:
although the austere composition, just like the grand style, uses rhythms that are
‘dignified and impressive’ (d&impotikovg kol ueyodonpenelc), it avoids the use of
ropamAnpopate.'®’ These divergent points of view are closely related to the
difference between the system of styles and the system of composition types. Still, the
two approaches can lead to a similar evaluation of good composition, as we can see in
the case of Homer’s catalogue of ships. Both ‘Demetrius’ and Dionyius praise the
passage from the //iad that contains the names of Boeotian towns. ‘Demetrius’ argues

that the connectives (cUvdeouot) have given the Boeotian names, which are ordinary

186 ‘Demetrius’, Eloc. 176 and Dem. 38.210,22-211,2 (above).
187 Comp. 22.97,3-4.



188 CHAPTER 4

and small, a certain dignity (&ykoc) and greatness (uéyeBoc).'®® Dionysius states that
Homer has so beautifully interwoven the names with euphonious ‘filler words’
(rapomAnpopacty), that they appear as the ‘most impressive’ (ueyoadompenéototo)

of all names (see also section 2.5.4).'%

4.4. Dionysius as a literary critic: the parts of speech and the analysis of style

Since Dionysius regards the parts of speech as the building blocks of composition,
they are not only the starting point for the production of speeches, but also useful
tools for the analysis of texts: the architecture of a discourse that has been built from
uopoe Adyov can also be resolved into these parts again. In other words, a critic who
intends to evaluate the style of a certain text can focus on the use of the parts of
speech in that text, thus reducing the stylistic aspects of a text to its elements
(otoyyetln). In this section, I will enquire how the literary critic Dionysius uses the
grammatical theory of the parts of speech. I will concentrate on his Second Letter to
10 This letter is

a kind of appendix to chapter 24 of the Dionysius’ treatise On Thucydides: Ammaeus,

Ammaeus, in which he analyses the style of the historian Thucydides.

the addressee of the letter, considered Dionysius’ remarks in that passage
disappointing, because they were not illustrated with actual passages from
Thucydides’ work.'”" Although Dionysius thinks that citing and analysing passages
from Thucydides is the practice of ‘authors of rhetorical handbooks and introductions’
(01 TOIg TEYVOG KOl TOG ELCOY®YRG TOV AdYwV Tporynortevouevol), he agrees to fulfil

Ammaeus’ wish, thus adopting ‘the didactic instead of the epideictic method.’""?

4.4.1. Dionysius on the style of Thucydides

Dionysius’ remarks on Thucydides’ style in his letter to Ammaeus should be

understood in the context of the ‘Thucydidism’ that had emerged among critics of first

188 ‘Demetrius’, Eloc. 54 and 257 on Homer, Iliad 2.497.

189 Comp. 16.67,11-14 on Homer, Iliad 2.494-501.

% On the Second Letter to Ammaeus, see esp. the commentaries by Rhys Roberts (1901), Pritchett
(1975) 83-104 and Aujac (1991). See also Blass DAB 1 (1979° [1868]) 207-244 and Ros (1938) 49-68.
On the structure of this text, see Egger (1902) 233-234 and Warren (1899), who points to Dionysius’
‘hastiness’ in composing the letter.

Y gmm. 11 1.421,5-422,6. On the identity of Ammaecus, see section 1.4 and the literature mentioned
there.

92 Amm. 11 1.422,6: 10 Sidookohikov oy AaBodv dvti 10D émdektikod. Aujac (1991) 131 renders
these words as ‘prenant le ton du professeur, au lieu de celui du conférencier’. She comments that
Dionysius prefers an impressionistic kind of criticism to that of a teacher: ‘la critique d’un homme de
gott plutdt que d’un spécialiste.’
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century Rome.'” In the Orator (46 BC), Cicero tells us that recently a new group of
writers had become active who called themselves ‘Thucydideans’. Cicero disapproves
of these imitators of the Greek historian: ‘Those famous speeches contain so many
dark and obscure sentences as to be scarcely intelligible, which is a prime fault in a
public oration.”'”* According to Cicero, Thucydides is to be praised only as a historian
who writes about wars, but not as an orator.'”> Among historians of this period, the
most famous imitator of Thucydides was Sallustius, who had died five years before
Dionysius’ arrival in Rome."”® Another imitator seems to have been the Roman
historian Quintus Aelius Tubero, who is the recipient of Dionysius’ treatise On
Thucydides.”’

Dionysius regards Thucydides’ style (at least in its most extreme form) as unsuitable
for practical purposes. In On Thucydides, he even contests the view of some
‘reputable critics’ that the style, although not appropriate to oratory, could be a useful

model for historians.!”®

The contested view corresponds to the one that Cicero
expresses in Orator 31 (see above) and Brutus 287: one could imitate Thucydides in
the writing of history, but not in pleading cases.'”” Therefore, I think that Dionysius,
who never names a Roman writer except for his addressees, may well have used the

. s 5 ’ : 200
expression Tiveg ovk @door cogiotal to refer to Cicero.

Nassal already
considered the possibility that Dionysius thought of Cicero (‘aber sicher nicht in erster
Linie’), but finally decided that Dionysius’ view must have referred to a Greek source,

‘denn der RoOmer CJicero] besal nicht diese detaillierte Kenntnis von

%3 On the popularity of Thucydides as a model for the writing of history in this period, see Leeman
(1955). Cf. Bowersock (1979) 68-69 and Innes (1989) 269-270.

19 Cicero, Orator 30: Ipsae illae contiones ita multas habent obscuras abditasque sententias vix ut
intellegantur,; quod est in oratione civili vitium vel maximum.

193 Cicero, Orator 31. Cf. Leeman (1955) 195-196.

196 See e.g. Quintilian, Inst. orat. 10.1.101.

7 On Quintus Aelius Tubero, see section 1.4 and the literature mentioned there. In Thuc. 25.364,14-
16, Dionysius states that his work should benefit those who wish to imitate (uueicBon) Thucydides. In
the final chapter of the treatise (7Thuc. 55.418,19-21), Dionysius says: ‘I could have written an essay on
Thucydides that would have given you more pleasure than this one, (...) but not a more truthful one.’
This statement seems to imply that Quintus Aelius Tubero admired Thucydides. Cf. Bowersock (1965)
130.

¥ Thuc. 50.409,8-410,7.

19" Goudriaan (1989) 266 objects that Cicero prefers Isocrates and Theopompus as models for
historiography (see Orator 207), so that the remarks on the imitation of Thucydides in Brutus 287 and
Orator 31 would be ‘insincere’ (‘onoprecht’). However, Cicero’s preference of the periodical style of
Isocrates and Theopompus (Orafor 207) does not at all imply that historians could not imitate
Thucydides as well. In other words, there is no real inconsistency in Cicero’s remarks.

290 pavano (1958) 196 and Goudriaan (1989) 266 n. 3 state that it is impossible to discover the identity
of the 0Ok Gdo&or cogprotad. This is true, but I think we should at least mention the possibility that
Cicero was one of them. Bowersock (1979) 69-70 points out that Dionysius must have known from
Cicero’s ideas on Roman classicism via his ‘patron’ Quintus Tubero: Cicero was a friend of Tubero’s
father Lucius.
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Th[ucydides].”*"' Are we really to believe that Cicero, who spent so much time with
Greek teachers, both in Greece and Rome, was not able to judge the style of
Thucydides?*** Nassal does so, because this belief would support his central thesis,
namely that both Cicero and Dionysius followed the views of Caecilius of Caleacte:
Cicero would simply have taken over Caecilius’ views on Thucydides, whereas
Dionysius would have corrected them. Nassal argues that Caecilius wrote a treatise
between the publication of Cicero’s De oratore (55 BC) and Orator (46 BC), which
would account for the differences between these two works.””> At the same time, this
treatise would explain the similarities between the doctrine of Dionysius and that of
the later works by Cicero. On the connections between Cicero and Dionysius, Nassal
remarks the following: ‘Eine Abhéngigkeit des C[iceros] von DH. [i.e. Dionysius] ist
aus chronologischen Griinden ausgeschlossen. Ich mochte darum ([sic] in der
vorliegenden Arbeit den Nachweis versuchen, da3 die zwischen DH. und C. sowohl in
der rhetorischen Techne als auch in der A&sthetisch-rhetorischen Beurteilung
griechischer Schriftsteller vorliegenden Berithrungspunkte sehr wahrscheinlich
zuriickzufithren sind auf die oben fiir C.s “Orator” vermutete bezw. geforderte

griechische Schrift iiber Stil und Komposition.’***

It is typical that Nassal does not
even mention the possibility that the Greek Dionysius could have used the ideas of a
Roman colleague. Nassal’s entire theory relies on the assumption that Caecilius was
significantly older than Dionysius, for which there is no convincing evidence.*”” The

206
Most modern scholars assume

Suda tells us that Caecilius was active under August.
that Caecilius was roughly contemporary with and perhaps slightly younger than

Dionysius (fI. 30-8 BC), who refers to his “friend’ in one of the literary letters.”"’

1 Nassal (1910) 105. Leeman (1963) 180 and Aujac (1991) 161 also think that Dionysius refers to
Caecilius of Caleacte. Egger (1902) 77, however, considers the possibility that Dionysius read Cicero’s
rhetorical works and used them for his composition theory.

292 Crawford (1978) 199 points out that Cicero was mainly taught by Greeks.

293 Nassal (1910) 5-10.

294 Nassal (1910) 6-7.

293 Nassal’s hypothesis about Caecilius’ dates is based on the reconstruction of the Atticist movement
by Wilamowitz (1900). Wilamowitz (1900) 6 suggests that the title of Caecilius’ work Koo ®puydv
(Against the Phrygians) indicates that Caecilius wrote that book when the battle of Atticists against
Asianic rhetoric was still going on. If this is true, Wilamowitz argues, Caecilius’ work must have
preceded Dionysius’ preface to On the Ancient Orators, which reports the victory of Atticism. In my
view, we should avoid presenting the conflict of Atticists who objected to ‘Asianic’ style as a real
‘battle’ that was decided at a particular moment. There were many different concepts of correct ‘Attic’
style (see also section 1.2), and there is no reason to believe that all controversies were over after 31
BC. The title of Caecilius’ book does not imply that it was written before the moment on which the
Atticists attained their alleged ‘victory’.

26 See Suda s.v. Kaikihog and s.v. ‘Eppaydpoc. Cf. Blass (1865) 174. On Caecilius of Caleacte, see
section 1.4 and the literature mentioned there.

207 For Dionysius’ reference to Caecilius (Pomp. 3.240,14), see section 1.4 and esp. Tolkiehn (1908).
Blass (1865) 174, Bowersock (1965) 124 and Kennedy (1994) 160 assign Caecilius’ career to
Augustan Rome. Brzoska (1899) thinks that Caecilius was a bit younger than Dionysius, and
Weillenberger (1997) 896 states that Caecilius was born ca. 50 BC.
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Cicero’s De oratore, however, was already finished in 55 BC, and the Orator was
written in 46 BC. Therefore, it is chronologically not very probable that Caecilius
influenced Cicero. Instead of assuming that Cicero relied on Caecilius, or any other
Greek source that wrote on Thucydides, I think that we should simply accept the more
elegant solution, namely that Dionysius knew the Orator and referred to Cicero in his

treatise On Thucydides.™

Dionysius’ criticism of the style of Thucydides especially concerns the poetic diction,
the variety of figures, the dissonance of the composition and the speed with which the
ideas are expressed.””” Dionysius thinks that Thucydides’ style is only successful
when it does not depart too much from the usual. The problem is that Thucydides
rather frequently diverges from common words and figures, so that his style becomes

210
obscure.

He describes various aspects of Thucydidean style as ‘unnatural’, and he
points out that it does not preserve ‘logical order’ (dxolovBio) and ‘grammatical
congruence’ (kotaAAnAOTNG). The latter terms and their connection to Dionysius’
concept of ‘natural’ style will be the subject of section 5.2, where I will also discuss
Dionysius’ analysis of Thucydides’ Melian dialogue in Thuc. 37. In the current
section I will focus on the discussion of Thucydides’ use of the parts of speech in the

Second Letter to Ammaeus.*"!

Before we discuss Dionysius’ grammatical notes on Thucydides (section 4.4.2), I
should draw attention to the fact that there are two ancient texts that contain very

similar observations on Thucydides. The relevance of one of these parallels has been

2% Wisse (1995) has convincingly argued that we should no longer exclude the possibility that Romans

may indeed have expressed original Roman views, without relying on Greek sources, and that Greeks
may have taken over certain ideas that were developed by Romans. Goudriaan (1989) 13 thinks that it
is remarkable that Dionysius does not mention Cicero in any of his works.

299 Thuc. 24.363,10-12: 10 momTikdv @V dvopdtov, 1o moAveldec v oynudtav, T Tpoyd TG
apuoviag, To téyoc t@v onuoactdv. Cf. Grube (1950) 105. On the poetic character of Thucydides’ style,
see also section 6.4. The variation of figures (uetafoAn) is generally considered one of the most
important characteristics of Thucydides® style: see esp. Ros (1938). Blass DAB I (1979° [1868]) 226
agrees with Dionysius on Thucydides’ ‘Gedriingtheit’. See also Norden (1915°%) 97-98.

1 Thuc. 49.408,4-10. Cf. Cicero, Orator 30.

2! For Dionysius’ views on Thucydides and historiography in general see Grube (1950), Grube (1974),
Sacks (1983), Sacks (1986), Heath (1989) 71-89 and Toye (1995). For a comparison of the evaluations
of Thucydides’ style by Cicero and Dionysius, see Nassal (1910) 101-115. Although Blass agrees with
many of Dionysius’ observations on Thucydides, he objects to Dionysius’ blunt criticism of
Thucydides (Blass DGB [1865] 187): ‘Aber allerdings (...) die schroffe Art in der er sein Urtheil
ausspricht zeugt wenig von der Pietét, die er gegen einen so tiberlegenen Geist hétte haben miissen.’
The verdict of Norden (1915%) 96 is even more severe: ‘Dionys v. H. denkt sich nun in seinen Kritiken
den Thukydides als einen hochst eigensinnigen Schriftsteller, der, ergriffen von der Sucht, Neues und
Ungewdohnliches zu bieten, immer das gerade Gegenteil von dem dachte und schrieb, was normale
Menschen gedacht und geschrieben hitten. Das ist die Vorstellung die dieser Mann von Originalitéit
hat.” Etc.
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noted before, namely that of the scholia on Thucydides. Not many scholars have
noticed the second parallel: a fragment from Caecilius of Caleacte’s On Figures.*' 1
will briefly introduce both texts, to which I will also refer in my discussion of

Dionysius’ grammatical observations.

Usener first noticed the similarities between Dionysius’ grammatical observations in

the Second Letter to Ammaeus and the scholia on Thucydides.”"

From his comparison
of these two texts he concluded that Dionysius made use of scholia that antedated the
grammarian Didymus (who was contemporary to Dionysius and may have settled
down in Rome at some point).”'* Usener even suggested that Dionysius had an edition
of Thucydides that contained critical signs and scholia, a view that was taken over by

Radermacher.’"®

One important argument for this view is Dionysius’ own remark (in
On Thucydides) that there are not many people who can understand the whole of
Thucydides ‘and even these cannot understand certain passages without a linguistic
explanation’ (¢Enyfoeng ypoupatikic).”'® A little later, he adds that many passages
from Thucydides are difficult to follow and require ‘linguistic explanations’
(ypoppotikdv éEnymoewov).”!’ As Pfeiffer points out, the term éEfqynoig does not
necessarily imply a commentary (bmopvnuo), but it is possible that the
‘interpretations’ to which Dionysius refers were indeed part of a commentary.’'®
Luschnat has argued that both the scholia on Thucydides and Dionysius’ Second
Letter to Ammaeus can ultimately be traced back to a commentary on Thucydides

composed in Hellenistic Alexandria.*"

Pfeiffer accepted this reconstruction and
suggested that it was Aristarchus who wrote the first commentary on Thucydides.”*’
Now, it is important to realise that it is not certain how far the annotations in the
Thucydides scholia go back in time. Usener and Luschnat argue that the similarities
between Dionysius and the scholia point to a common source. We should not exclude
the possibility, however, that Dionysius influenced certain later lexicographers and

grammarians, so that the scholia on Thucydides as they survive might partly be based

212 See, however, Ros (1938) 56 n. 17, who mentions the parallel.

213 Usener (1889) 71 ff. The edition of the scholia on Thucydides is by Hude (1927). Apart from the
scholia, which survived in manuscripts of the 10™ —14™ centuries AD, there are also two papyri that
contain similar grammatical observations on Thucydides: P. Oxy. 6.853 (Pack” nr 1536, 2™ century
AD) and P. Rainer 29.247 (3 century AD). The author of the text of the former papyrus is engaged in
a polemic with Dionysius and rejects his objections to Thucydides’ style: see Luschnat (1954) 25-31.
1 On Didymus, see section 1.4 and the literature mentioned there.

215 Radermacher (1905) 968-969.

21 Thuc. 51.410,15-17. On Thucydides’ obscurity, see also Cicero, Orator 30 (above).

' Thue. 55.417,22-25

218 pfeiffer (1968) 223 and 225 n. 4.

219 Luschnat (1954), esp. 22-25.

220 pfeiffer (1968) 225.
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on his observations.””' On the other hand, Dionysius’ remarks on the éEfqynoig
yYpouuoTikn seem to strengthen the belief that he used a commentary in his letter to
Ammaeus, and if such a commentary existed, it could be the origin of (part of) the
scholia as well. There are also some terminological differences between the letter and
Dionysius’ other works (in particular On Composition), which seem to support the
idea that Dionysius made use of a certain grammatical work. This does not mean, of
course, that the entire letter to Ammaeus is copied from a grammatical source. If he

used a commentary, Dionysius has surely added his own remarks and examples.

The second text that contains very similar observations on Thucydides is a fragment
from Caecilius of Caleacte’s On Figures (Ilepl oynudtwv), to which I already drew

222 The rhetorician Tiberius

attention in our discussion of Comp. 6 (section 4.3.1).
reports that ‘Caecilius introduces the figure of alteration (dALoimoic) and says that
this figure occurs in relation to a noun, cases, numbers, persons and tenses.”*> He
proceeds by discussing each of these accidentia of nouns and verbs and the kind of
alteration (or grammatical variation) that occurs in their use. Thus, the alteration
concerning Jvopo. is explained as d&vti t0d dppevog 10 BAL f| 10 0Vdétepov
ropolopuBavovtes, | T® Gppevt avt’ aueoly xpouevol: ‘adopting the feminine or
the neuter instead of the masculine, or using the masculine instead of both of the other
genders.” This statement resembles Dionysius’ formulation of the oynuoaticudg of the
genders (cited above, section 4.3.1): €€ dppevikdv yivesBor OnAvka 1j €k OnAvkdy
appeviko N 00d¢tepa €k TovTwv. Next, Caecilius treats the use of singular instead of
plural (‘Greece’ instead of ‘the Greeks’), the alteration concerning ‘number’ and the
one concerning tenses, ‘when they use the present tenses instead of the past tenses’
(6tav 10lg &veot@®OV GVTL TOV TopoyNUEvev yxpdvtot). Since Tiberius only
mentions Caecilius at the beginning of his treatment of dAloiwotig, we should allow
for the possibility that Caecilius is not responsible for the complete text of the
fragment. However, in our discussion of Dionysius’ grammatical observations in the

Second Letter to Ammaeus, we will notice that there are many parallels with the

221 Cf. Ros (1938) 65 n. 36, Luschnat (1954) 23-24 and Goudriaan (1989) 18 n. 2.

222 Caecilius of Caleacte fr. 75 Ofenloch (Tiberius, Rhetores Graeci 11l [ed. Spengel], 80-81).
Quintilian, /nst. orat. 9.3.89 reports that Dionysius also wrote a book on figures (see also section 1.3),
but a treatise I[Tepl oynudtov has not survived in Dionysius’ name. It has been thought that at two
places Dionysius indicates that he was going to write a treatise on figures, namely at Dem. 39.212,13-
16 and Comp. 8.33,3-5: cf. Egger (1902) 24, Radermacher (1905) 969 and Aujac (1978) 21. However,
in these passages Dionysius merely says that he does not have enough time to enumerate all figures in
the treatise that he is actually writing (i.e. On Composition and On Demosthenes).

22 On the figure dALoiwotc, see Anderson (2000) 16-17. On Tiberius (the author of ITepi oynudtav),
see Solmsen (1936). Later rhetoricians who write on figures echo the views of Dionysius (see Ros
[1938] 67-68), but in this section I will concentrate on the similarities between the theories of
Dionysius, his contemporary Caecilius, ‘Longinus’ and Quintilian.
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examples that are mentioned in the fragment of Caecilius. There are two differences
between the two treatments. First, Caecilius draws his examples not only from
Thucydides, although many of them are indeed taken from the historian.”** Second,
Caecilius deals with dAAolwoig in a discussion of approved figures, whereas
Dionysius mentions the same kind of variations in a negative treatment of
Thucydides’ stylistic defects. Still, the treatment of dAAolwolg in the relevant
fragment from Tiberius’ On Figures seems to correspond more to Dionysius’
discussion than to later treatments, such as the one in ‘Longinus’, Subl. 23-24, who
appears to correct his predecessor Caecilius (see below). Therefore, I believe that
Caecilius, just like Dionysius, was acquainted with certain grammatical theories,
which he may have borrowed from the grammarians who were active in Rome at the
end of the first century BC. Even if their observations on Thucydides were (partly)
based on a grammatical commentary, the type of comments that they make seems to
be representative of the integration of grammar, rhetoric and criticism in the Augustan
period. Where Hellenistic philologists point to variations in grammatical construction
in order to explain a transmitted text, Dionysius uses these observations for his
rhetoric and literary criticism, and Caecilius seems to have employed them for his

theory of figures.
4.4.2. Dionysius’ grammatical notes on Thucydides

In the second chapter of his letter to Ammaeus Dionysius repeats the remarks that he
had made on Thucydides’ style in On Thucydides 24.**> Having mentioned some
aspects of his selection of words, Dionysius summarises the most important
characteristics of Thucydides’ constructions (oynuoticpot — for the term, see section
3.7):2%6

22 Solmsen (1936) 804-807 points out that in those parts where Tiberius cites Caecilius he draws more
examples from Thucydides, whereas Tiberius himself prefers Demosthenes for his examples. This
might indicate that his quotations from Caecilius are reliable.

2 gmm. 11 2.422,7-425 8.

26 Amm. 11 2.422,21-424,7: éml 8¢ 1@V oxnuoatiopdv, év oig udhioto BovAiBn Steveykely v Tpd
obtod, TAelotny eloeveykduevog Tpoyuateioy, T0te uev Adyov €€ dvouatog moldv, tote 8¢ eic Svouo
GVVAyOV TOV AGYoV+ Kol VOV UEV TO PIUATIKOV OVOUATIKDGS Ekpépmv, adbig 8 Tobvoua pRua Totdy-
Kol DTV Y€ TOOTOV AVaoTPEQPOV TG XPNGELS, Tva TO LEV OVOUOTIKOV {(TPOGTYOPIKOV YEvNTOL, TO O
TPOGTYOPLKOV OVoUoTIKAC) Aémron, kol to ugv mobntike pucta dpactiple, 100 8¢ dpactiplo
noBnTkd - mAnBuvtikdv 8¢ kol evikdv GAAETTOV TG EDGELS Kol dvTikatnyopdv TodTor SAAMA®Y,
OnAvkd T Gppevikoic kol dppevikd Ondukols kol 0vdEtepo. ToVTOV TIGlY GuvamTay, €€ GV T Kot
@Oov dxolovBio. mhoavdtor: Tog 08 (TMV) OVOUOTIKOV 1| UETOYIKDV MTIMCELG TOTE WEV TPOC TO
onueVOUEVOV Gimd ToD GMUEiVOVTOG AmOGTPEPMV, TOTE BE TPOg T0 {(oNuUoivov &nd ToD) onuotvouévou:
gv 8¢ 10l¢ cuvdetikoic kol Tolg mpobetikoic poplolg kol #TL uoAAov év 1oic diapbpodor tog TdV
ovouatov duvéuelg Tomtod tpomov éveEovoidlmy. mheloto 8 Gv T1g elpol mop’ adTH TV SYNUATOY,
TPOCAONMV TE GMOGTPOPOIG KoL YpOvVeV Evadloyclc Kol TPOMIKDY ONUELMCEMY UETOLQOPOLG
E&nAAaryévo kol GoAOIKIGUAY AopBdvovta ovtaciog: OmdOco. T YIVETO TPGyUoTo VTl CmUGTOY T
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‘With regard to the constructions, in which he particularly wished to excel his
predecessors, he took the greatest care. Sometimes he makes a phrase (Adyog) from a
noun, and sometimes he condenses a phrase into a noun. Sometimes he expresses ‘the
verbal’ in a nominal form, and sometimes he changes a noun into a verb. And of the
nouns themselves he inverts their normal use, so that the proper noun becomes an
appellative, and the appellative is expressed in the form of a proper noun, and the
passive verbs become active, and the active verbs become passive; and he alters the
natural uses of plural and singular and substitutes the one for the other, and he
combines feminine forms with masculine forms and masculine forms with feminine
forms and neuters with both, as a result of which the natural order (n xota: UGV

GkorovBic) is ruined.”’

He sometimes changes the cases of nouns and participles
from the signifying to the signified and sometimes from the signified to the
signifying. And in the use of connectives and prepositions (tolg cLVOeTIKOIG KOl TOTG
npoBetikoic popioig) and even more in the words that articulate the values of words
(tolg d1apBpodot T0¢ TV dvoudtmv duvdper) [i.e. articles], he allows himself full
poetic licence. One can find in his work a great many constructions that are unusual
through changes of persons and variations of tenses and use of metaphors of figurative
expressions and acquire the appearance of solecisms (coloikiou®v AcuPdavovio

pavtociog).””® And he often substitutes things for persons and persons for things.’

After this summary of the unusal aspects of Thucydides’ constructions, Dionysius
goes on to enumerate the particularities of Thucydides’ enthymemes and Gorgianic
figures of style, which are less interesting for our purpose.””” In the remaining part of
the letter (chapters 3-17), Dionysius offers and discusses examples of many (but not
all) of the Thucydidean characteristics mentioned above (with regard to selection of

230 Most of these concern the use of the

words, constructions, and figures respectively).
uoplo. Adyov, especially nouns, verbs, participles, conjunctions, prepositions and

articles. We will analyse these remarks in order to understand Dionysius’ blending of

oMUOTe GVTL TPOYUETOV, (...). The corresponding passage from On Thucydides that Dionysius quotes
(with some changes) is Thuc. 24.361,12-362,18.

227 On Dionysius’ use of the term ducohovBia, see section 5.2.

2% On the expression colowioudv AauPdvovia ovtaciog, related to the term coAoikopavig, see
below and also section 5.2.

2 gmm. 11 2.424,6-425 8.

3% Dionysius does not offer examples of proper nouns that become appellatives and appellatives that
become proper nouns (announced at Amm. 11 2.423,6-8). Neither does he discuss the poetic licence in
the use of connectives, prepositions and articles (announced at Amm. 11 2.423,16-424,2). See Warren
(1899), who concludes that there is a lacuna after Amm. 11 6.427,16 and 7.427,17 (where the
substitution of 10 npoonyopidv for Evopo and vice versa was treated) and between Amm. 11 13.433,5
and 14.433,6 (this lacuna was already indicated by Kriiger and Usener). Warren points to more
differences between the outline of the letter (Amm. 11 2) and Dionysius’ actual discussion of examples
(Amm. 11 3 ff.), but perhaps we should not wish to make the correspondence perfectly consistent.
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grammar and literary criticism. Before we start our discussion of chapter 3-14,
however, we should pay attention to a difficulty in Dionysius’ terminology. In the
passage cited above, Dionysius refers to articles as tolg SiopBpodot Tog TdV

»1 The MSS have vonudtov here, but editors have correctly

OVOUOTOV OUVALELC.
restored the dvouatwv that occurs in the corresponding passage in On Thucydides
24.7% Schenkeveld pointed out that this expression does not refer to particles, since in
antiquity these words were not distinguished as a group, but to articles (&pBpat).”*”
How should we then interpret the words tolg S1apBpodot tdg T@V dvoudtwv
Suvéuec?”** Schenkeveld points to the Stoic definition of the &pBpov as ‘a declinable
part of speech, distinguishing the genders and numbers of nouns’.>>> On the basis of
this text, Schenkeveld argues that ‘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 doubting whether he himself understood what he had written.’>*® T think
that Dionysius did understand what he had written, and I do not believe that the
definition of the &pBpov from Diogenes Laertius is relevant here. The verb d10p0pdm
means ‘to articulate’, but LSJ also give the meaning ‘to fill up so as to form an
organic whole’.”>” We have seen (section 4.3.2) that in the discussion of the three
composition types Dionysius points out that the austere composition is &vapBpog

% He also tells us that the o0vBeoic odotnpéd does not use

239

(‘lacking articles’).
GpBpoig cuveyéowv (‘articles that hold together’).”” Where the smooth composition
produces a continuous stream of sound through the use of articles and conjunctions,
the austere composition wants the words to stand firmly apart: it avoids the use of
¢.pBpo: that would make the transitions between the words smooth. Now, Thucydides
is the most important representative of the austere composition. When Dionysius
states that the historian allows himself poetic licence in the use of connectives,
prepositions and especially in toig dtopBpodot Taig TV dvoudtav duvdpetg, he must

be thinking of the omission of these parts of speech for the sake of the roughness of

B gmm. 112.424,1.

22 Thuc. 24.362,11-12. Cf. Schenkeveld (1983) 79.

233 Schenkeveld (1983) 79-80 and Schenkeveld (1988).

234 See also Amm. 11 11.430,12-14, where Dionysius quotes instances ‘in which he [Thucydides] turns
the cases of proper nouns, appellative nouns, participles, and (t®v) cuvontopévov tovtolg &pBpwv
away from the usual.’

33 Diogenes Laertius VII.58: Stopilov tdt yévn 10v dvopdtav kol tovg &pibuode. Cf. Schenkeveld
(1983) 80. Pinborg (1975) 99 points out that this definition does not look very Stoic: it seems to be
influenced by grammarians. The Stoics probably defined the &pBpov as a part of speech that indicates
the ovota: cf. Apollonius Dyscolus, Pron., G.G. 11 1, 9,9. See also Luhtala (2000) 80 and my section
5.3.6.

236 Schenkeveld (1983) 80.

27 LSJ refer to Aristotle, Historia Animalium 521a10 and Ethica Nicomachea 1098a22.

238 Comp. 22.98,1-2.

> Dem. 39.213,6-8. See section 4.3.2.
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240
d.

soun The term dVvouig often refers to phonetic value or sound in Dionysius’

241

works.”" Elsewhere, Dionysius points out that modification of the parts of speech,

which may involve the addition or omission of a preposition (katid®v or 1d®v), is

2 The same thing seems to be true of

applied more frequently in poetry than in prose.
the omission of articles and the parapleromatic cuvdeouot (see above, section 4.3.2).
Therefore, it seems clear that when Dionysius refers to Thucydides’ poetic use of
prepositions, cOvdeopot (including our ‘particles’) and articles, he actually means the
avoidance of these parts of speech. He describes the articles as ‘words that connect (or
fill up) the (phonetic) values of words’ because their presence or absence can cause
the words either to form one continuous stream of sound or to stand firmly apart. The
latter option is the one that Thucydides, as a representative of the austere composition,
prefers. Pritchett mentions examples of the omission of the article from Thucydides’

. . . . 243
work, which seem to support Dionysius’ analysis.

In the third chapter of the letter, Dionysius starts his demonstration of Thucydides’
characteristics. Having briefly mentioned a number of archaic words, he turns to the
inventiveness and versatility that Thucydides shows in his constructions
(oynuatiopot). In the fourth chapter, he illustrates the periphrasis of one single noun
or verb (MEwv elte dvopotikyv eite pnpotichv) by the use of more words.”** He does
not comment upon the first example (Thuc. 1.138.3), but it seems clear that Dionysius
regards the words Siapepdvimg Tt ég otd paAlov Etépov d&rog Bowudoor
(‘especially in this respect deserving more respect than any other’) as periphrastic

245

here.”™ Dionysius’ analysis of the next example (Thuc. 2.37.1) is unfortunately lost in

a lacuna.”*® After that lacuna, he seems to be discussing the opposite of periphrasis,
namely the expression of a phrase in one single word, a Thucydidean characteristic
that had been announced at the beginning of the letter (tote d¢ eig Ovoua cvvarymv

247

tov Aoyov).”"" The example (Thuc. 4.12.1) concerns the word mopeEeipecio

% On Thucydides’ poetic license, see section 6.4.

41 Cf. Rhys Roberts (1910) 296.

2 Comp. 6.29,17-30,3.

8 pritchett (1975) 94.

24 Agmm. 11 4.425,1-426,2: Stov uév odv piav AéEwv eite dvopatuav eite pnuotikiy év mAelootv
ovopaotv | phuacty exeépn nepltepdlov vy adthv vénowv, totovmy motel v Aé€wv. ‘When he
conveys a single noun or verb in more nouns or verbs, expressing the same idea periphrastically, he
produces this sort of phrase.’

5 See also Ros (1938) 56. Further examples of periphrasis in Thucydides are found in the rhetorical
literature on figures: see esp. Spengel 111 32,15 and 11 76,8.

24 Here I follow Aujac (1991) 134. Usener does not assume that there is a lacuna, but reads cOvtopov
instead of onpouvopevov at Amm. 11 4.426,8. But the transition between ‘periphrasis’ and ‘concision’
would then be rather abrupt, and it is more natural that the words kol yop év Tovtolg (Amm. 11 4.426,7-
8) refer to the preceding example.

7 Amm. 112.423,3.
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(‘outrigger’). In order to make it clear that this strange word is the condensed form of
a whole phrase (Adyoc), Dionysius rewrites the sentence, thus explaining what

248

Dionysius ‘wants to signify’ (BovAetar dnAovv).”” The scholia on Thucydides give

different explanations of the term.**’

In the next chapter (Amm. 11 5), Dionysius deals with passages in which Thucydides
‘casts the verbal parts of speech in the form of nouns’ (T pnuotike uopLoe THG
AMéEeme dvopatikde oxnuatiler).”® The example (Thuc. 1.41.1) contains the words
nopaivestg (‘exhortation’) and d&imoig (‘claim’). Dionysius states that ‘the words
nopovely and &&lodv, which are verbs, have become nouns, mopoivesig and
a&loolg’ (0 yop mopoivelv kol GE0VV  PAUCTO OVIOL OVOUOTIKG. YEYOVEV
ropoivesig kol dElwoig).”' The scholia on Thucydides give the same explanation,
and a scholiast remarks the following: 10 mopaivelv kol &&lodv, pruoto Ovia,
ovouortik®dg ponveykey. ‘He has expressed the words nopoively and a&lovv, which

252 : : s ’ .
7% Dionysius’ other examples are amotelyio1g (not in

are verbs, in the form of nouns.
the received text, but Thuc. 3.95.2 has mepiteiyiolg) instead of dmoteiyicor and
OAOQupotc (‘lamentation’) instead of dAo@OpacBat. The scholia merely explain the
word OAdgupoty as Opfivov and Admnv, without deriving it from the verb that

Dionysius mentions.>>>

When Thucydides turns nouns into verbs (to ovopator mofj pnuata), he uses for
example Gvoykdoot and moAepelv instead of dvéykm and moAepoc.”* Thucydides
(1.23.6) writes thv pév odv dAnbectdtny aitiov, Adym 8¢ deavestdiny, tovg
"ABnvaiovg ofoport peydAovg ywvopévoug dvorykdoot eig t© molepelv. ‘Now the
most genuine cause, though given least publicity, I consider to have been the fact that
growing Athenian power made it necessary for them to go to war.” Dionysius’
explanation of this passage from Thucydides is literally the same as the one that we
find in the scholia: BovAeton yop dnAodv, &t peydAot yryvouevor ot "AbBnvoiot
avaykny nopéoyov Tob moAépov. ‘For he wants to signify that growing Athenian

5255

power imposed upon them the necessity of war.”””” In the scholia, this explanation is

preceded by the observation ta. ovoporto piuoto éxoinoey (‘he has turned the nouns

% On metathesis, see De Jonge (2005b) and chapter 7 of this study.

2 Hude (1927) 234-235. Cf. Ros (1938) 55 n. 14.

20 gmm. 11 5.426,15-16.

U Amm. 11 5.426,20-427,1. Blass DAB 1 (1979° [1868]) 213 agrees with Dionysius on Thucydides’
‘Verbalnomina’.

32 Hude (1927) 40.

233 Hude (1927) 106.

2 gmm. 11 6.427,7-16.

35 gmm. 1 6.427,12-14. Hude (1927) 26. Noonan (1992) discusses the passage and defends
Thucydides against the criticism of Dionysius and the scholia.
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into verbs”). Dionysius adds the following words to the explanation: meroinkev o¢
GVTL THG GVAyKNG Kol TOU TOAEUOV OVOUOTIK®MY OVIOV PNUOTIKO TO T€ OVOYKOGOL
kol 0 moAeuelv. ‘But for the nouns “necessity” and “war” he has substituted the
verbs “made it necessary” and “to wage war”.” How should we explain the fact that
the scholiast gives the verbatim text that we find in Dionysius?**® Did Dionysius
quote a text from a grammatical commentary that also survived in the scholia, or did
the scholiast make use of Dionysius’ comments? To answer this question, we should
observe that the combination of fovAetat and dnAovv is rather frequent in Dionysius:
it occurs seven times in the rhetorical works. In many cases, (as in Amm. 11 6) the
words introduce Dionysius’ rewriting (metathesis) of a passage, which intends to
make clear ‘what the author intends to signify’.*>’” Apart from BoOAeton dniodv, we

258 In the scholia on

also find many instances of BoOAetoit Aéyelv in Dionysius’ works.
Thucydides, however, the expression BovAetot dnAovv does not occur anywhere else.
It does occur in the scholia on Homer, but the rewriting seems characteristic of

d.*” Therefore, it seems likely that the scholiast made use of

Dionysius’ metho
Dionysius’ observations on Thucydides: in his discussion of Thucydides 1.23.6 he
agreed with Dionysius and decided to quote him. If this conclusion is correct, it will
have far-reaching consequences for our understanding of the relation between
Dionysius and the Thucydides scholia in general. Both Usener and Radermacher
assumed that the scholia on Thucydides represent an independent tradition that was
not influenced by a rhetorician like Dionysius.*®” Although Ros and Luschnat admit
the possibility that it was Dionysius who influenced the scholia, they finally follow
21 1 think that it is still plausible that

Dionysius made use of some grammatical commentary (see above), but we should be

the authority of Usener and Radermacher.

very careful when tracing the scholiastic tradition in the form that we know it back to
Alexandria. In any case, it seems that this tradition was not independent of the
rhetorical tradition from the Augustan period: at least part of the comments in the

scholia seem to be borrowed from Dionysius’ observations.

Dionysius now turns to Thucydides’ interchanging of the accidentia of the parts of

speech: he discusses the use of the voices (Amm. II 7-8), numbers (Amm. 11 9),

256 Aujac (1991) and other commentators are silent on this correspondence. Noonan (1992) 38 observes
the ‘identical reaction’ of Dionysius and the scholia, but does not explain the fact that they use exactly
the same words.

27 The expression PovAeton dnhodv occurs in the following passages: Thuc. 29.374,22; Thuc.
30.375,25-376,1; Thuc. 30.376,6; Thuc. 31.378,5; Amm. 11 4.426,12; Amm. 11 6.427,12-13; Amm. 11
8.428,12-13. See also Ant. Rom. 4.41.4;4.69.4;5.19.5.

8B g. Thuc. 29.374,13.

9 For the use of BoOAetan Snhodv in the scholia on Homer, see e.g. Sch. Homer, /liad 8.185.

260 Usener (1889) 71 ff.; Radermacher (1905) 968-969.

21 Ros (1938) 65 n. 36; Luschnat (1954) 23-24.
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genders (Amm. 11 10), cases (Amm. 11 11) and tenses (Amm. 11 12). Just like the early
grammarians, Dionysius distinguishes only two voices (see section 3.8). In our
passage (Amm. 11 7-8), Dionysius uses the terms momtikdv and évepyntikdv for
active, and nafntikdv for passive. In the introduction of the letter (which he cites
from On Thucydides 24), however, he uses the terms to dpactipra (the active forms)

262

and 10 moBntikd (the passive forms).”*” In the sixth chapter of On Composition (see

section 4.3.1), which seems to be influenced by theories from Hellenistic poetic
theory, he again uses different terms: ¢ 6p8& (active) and t& Yntior (passive).”®
According to Schenkeveld, mowmtucdv is ‘unique in this sense of active’.*** Since it
occurs only here, we might assume that Dionysius found his examples of the
interchanging of passive and active in a source that used different terms than he
himself when he mentioned the characteristics of Thucydides’ style in his treatise On

Thucydides.

As examples of Thucydides’ use of the active instead of the passive Dionysius
mentions kwAvet (‘hinders’) (Thuc. 1.144.2), which is used instead of kwAveton (“is
hindered’) and émipuiyvovteg (‘mingling’) (Thuc. 1.2.2), which is used instead of
énmyuyvopevol (‘being mingled’).”® At the latter passage, the scholia explain 008’
EMULYVOVTEG OOEMG as EMEULYVOVTO eV 0Vk G.ded¢ O¢ (‘they mingled but not without

fear’), thus silently substituting the middle for the active participle.*®

Thucydides’ use
of the passive instead of the active is illustrated by évnAAaymoov (‘they had been
brought into contact’) (Thuc. 1.120.2), which is said to replace the active
ovvnAlo&av (‘they dealt with’), and by xatwknuévoug (‘who had been settled”)
(same passage), which Thucydides is said to have used instead of kotoxnkotog (‘who
had settled’).”®” The latter examples return in the later rhetorical treatments of

268

figures.”™" The scholiast also agrees with Dionysius and writes that évnAAdyncoy is

used avtl T0d cvvémEoy kol ouiAncov (‘instead of “they mixed together” and “they

269
consorted””).

Dionysius is not the first to discuss the interchanging of active and passive.

Aristarchus already pointed out that Homer used the active voetdovot (lliad 4.45)

262 4mm. 11 2.423,8-9: kol 1o pév mantikd: piporta Spoothpia, o 8¢ Spacthpro modnTikd.

63 Comp. 6.29,8. See sections 3.8 and 5.3.6.

264 Schenkeveld (1983) 84.

25 gmm. 1 7.427,17-428,9. For Dionysius’ use of the term pRuo with regard to the participle
gmuryvovreg, see section 3.6.

266 Hude (1927) 2.

27 4mm. 11 8.428,10-18.

268 See Rhetores Graeci ed. Spengel (1856) 111 34,17, 111 184,19 and III 89,27. Quintilian Inst. orat.
9.3.7 also mentions variation in the voices of verbs. Cf. Ros (1938) 57 n. 20.

2 Hude (1927) 86.
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instead of voerdovtar’’’ He also pointed to the use of 10 maBntikdv Gvii tod
évepymtikod (‘passive instead of active’) in opocBanr (Iliad 3.106) and tiphcovTon
(Iliad 9.297).*"" The original aspect of Dionysius’ discussion of this kind of variations
is of course that he does not use these grammatical observations in order to correct or
to explain a text, but in order to support his stylistic analysis of Thucydides. Even if
he consulted certain philological or grammatical works for his examples, the way in
which he used these examples was probably rather new: the basic units of technical
grammar, the parts of speech and their accidentia, have now become the tools for
literary criticism. Dionysius always emphasises that Thucydides’ use of the parts of
speech deviates from the ‘natural’ and from the ‘usual’: thus, the grammatical analysis
supports his literary evaluation of the historian.”’ It seems that Dionysius’ friend and
colleague Caecilius of Caleacte similarly used the accidentia of the parts of speech for
rhetorical purposes (see below), in particular for his treatment of the figures of style.
It was ‘Longinus’ who brought the integration of grammar and literary criticism to
perfection: in his discussion of ‘changes of case, tense, person, number or gender that
vary and stir up the expressions’, he makes a much more refined use of these
grammatical categories than Dionysius does.””” Nevertheless, it may well be that
Dionysius (perhaps with Caecilius) deserves the credit of being one of the pioneers in
this field that lies between the disciplines of rhetoric and grammar. Besides, there is
an important difference between Dionysius’ use of grammar in the Second Letter to
Ammaeus on the one hand and the way in which Caecilius (if the fragment from
Tiberius preserves his words), ‘Demetrius’ (see below) and ‘Longinus’ employ the
grammatical categories on the other hand. The latter critics and rhetoricians discuss
figures that one can adopt in order to achieve grand or sublime style. They select
examples from different authors that illustrate each relevant figure. Dionysius,
however, applies the grammatical categories in order to analyse the style of a single
author (Thucydides). For him, the changes in number, case, gender, tense and voice
do not contribute to grandeur, but they illustrate his mainly negative evaluation of

Thucydides’ style, which he regards as unsuitable for imitation.

7% Aristarchus, fr. 55 Matthaios: see Matthaios (1999) 309-312. The same example is given in FDS
596.

2! Aristarchus, fr.57 and 59 Matthaios: see Matthaios (1999) 312-318.

72 See e.g. Amm. 11 6.427,7 (dvtiotpéyog ékotépov to0tmv ™y @vow) and Amm. 11 9.429,9
(¢EoAhdrtov v cuviBn pdotv).

213 “Longinus’, Subl. 23-27. See esp. Subl. 23.1: 1{ 8¢ ai 1@V TrdoEOV YPOVOV TPoshTOY CPOUBY
yevadv évoldaelg, nidg Tote KoTamolkiAAovot kol €neyeipovot To. Epunvevtikd; ‘And the changes of
cases, tenses, persons, numbers, and genders, how do they vary and excite the expressions?” Gorler
(1979) 186-198 shows that Roman poets of the Augustan period (esp. Vergil) put ‘Longinus’’ advices
on syntactical variety into practice. He argues that Horace’s iunctura callida (Ars poetica 47) is also
‘eine Aufforderung zu kithnen und darum verfremdenden syntaktischen Neuerungen’.
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In Amm. 11 9, Dionysius discusses Thucyides’ interchanging of the singular and the
plural (see also Amm. II 13 below).””* He first points out that Thucydides (6.78.1)
speaks of ‘the Syracusan’ and ‘the Athenian’ when he means ‘the Syracusans’ and
‘the Athenians’, and (Thuc. 4.10.3) that he writes ‘the enemy’ (moAéuioc) when he
means ‘the enemies’ (moAéuior).”” Dionysius’ example of the use of the plural
instead of the singular is from a different character: here, Dionysius points out that
Thucydides (Thucydides 2.35.2) starts with a singular pronoun (€xactog), and then
goes on with a plural participle (pBovodvtec) and verb (Gmiotodow).”’® On
amiotovoty, the last word of this sentence, the scholiast on Thucydides remarks that
Leiner éxaotoc: ‘the word “each” is omitted’.””” He adds that it is a figure (oyfiuc). In
other words: he explains that the word €kxootog, which appears earlier in the sentence,
should be added to the verb aniotoVowy again, thus forming a constructio ad sensum,
£kaotog being a collective pronoun. Thus, where Dionysius objects to Thucydides’
interchanging of singular and plural, the scholiast gives a more positive explanation.
In a similar way Quintilian’s discussion of the substitution of singulars for plurals and
vice versa differs from Dionysius’ treatment: sunt et illa non similia soloecismo
quidem, sed tamen numerum mutantia, quae et tropis adsignari solent, ut de uno
pluraliter dicimus (...) et de pluralibus singulariter. ‘There are other devices, not

indeed like solecisms, but involving a change of number, which are often reckoned

2% Amm. 11 9.428,19-21: Topd 8¢ T6g TdY Evikdy Te koi TAnBuvTikdy Stapopdic, Gtov evarldrtn Ty
gxatépov TovTov TGEY, Evikd pév dvtl mAnBuviikdy oVtog ékeépet. ‘With regard to the distinctions
between singular and plural, when he changes the order of both of them, he expresses singulars instead
of plurals as follows.” Amm. 11 9.429,7-9: "Avti 8¢ 10D £vikod 10 TAnBuvTiKov mapodaufdvel Todtov
1ov tpdmov €aiAdttov thy cuvABn epdotv. He adopts the plural instead of the singular, in this way
departing fom the usual expression.” The subject is announced at Amm. 11 2.423,9-10.

25 gmm. 11 9.428,19-429,7. The former passage (Thuc. 6.78.1) is also discussed in Thuc. 48.407,2-15,
where Dionysius criticises the change (in the second part of the sentence) from the third person to the
first person: kol #1110 Kortokopeg T petoryoyic (Thc) £k te 10D TAnBuvTikod el 10 Evikov kol &k TV
nepl Tpocdnmv Adyou eig 10 100 Aéyoviog npdcmnov. ‘And again, the wearisome change from the plural
to the singular and from the third person to the first person.” On the terms 10 Aéyov npdcwnov (‘the
speaker’ i.e. the first person) and Adyog mepi tdv mTpoconwy (‘utterance about persons’ i.e. the third
person), see Matthaios (1999) 392-395. He points out that these terms for the grammatical persons are
based on Aristotle, who (Rheforic 1358a37) distinguishes between 6 Aéywv (the speaker), Tpog Ov Aéye
(the one whom he addresses), and mepi ob Aéyet (the subject on which he speaks). Varro’s distinction
concerning the three grammatical persons is between qui loqueretur, ad quem, and de quo (De lingua
latina 8.20 — but ad quem is a conjecture). Aristarchus seems to have distinguished between mpog
o0tov (second person) and mepi ovtod (third person). Because one scholion to Iliad 5.265 refers to
Hecabe and Hector as té Aéyovta npdcona (‘the talking persons’), Matthaios (1999) 393 believes that
Aristarchus also used the expression 10 Aéyov npéconov as a grammatical term for the first person.
Dionysius’ contemporary Tryphon wrote a treatise Ilepi mpoconwv (fr. 38 Von Velsen). See also
section 3.8.

76 gmm. 11 9.429,7-17. Thucydides 2.35.2: uéxpt yop 1008 Gvektol ol &mouvol eiow mept £tépawv
Aeyduevor, éc Goov Av Kol avTOC EkoloTOg ointon ikowog eivon dpacoi TL GV fikovsev, T® OF
VrepPdAlovTt adTov eBovodvieg 1idn kol dmiotodoty. On this variation in number, see Ros (1938) 57-
58.

27" Hude (1927) 130.
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also as Tropes: speaking of a single thing in the plural (...) or of a number of things in

the singular.”’”®

The Latin examples are the use of nos ("we’) instead of ‘I’ (Vergil,
Georgics 2.541) and the use of acer Romanus (‘the fierce Roman’) (Vergil, Georgics
3.346) instead of ‘the fierce Romans’. Quintilian would agree with Dionysius that
writers who employ these substitutions ‘depart from customary usage’. However,
Quintilian explicitly states that these devices are not solecisms, whereas Dionysius’
discussion illustrates the idea that Thucydides’ style is not to be used as a model.
Although he does not use the word solecism with regard to the interchanging of
singular and plural, Dionysius does say (in the same letter) that Thucydides could be
said to commit solecism (coloikilewv) in the use of cases (ntdoelg) (see below).
That the borderline between solecisms and figures could indeed be vague is made

. . . r 279
clear in various ancient texts on 6oAOLKIGUOGC.

Elsewhere, Dionysius uses the term
colotkopavig (‘like a solecism’) (see section 5.2). Just as the expression
colotkiou®v AapuPavovta gavtaciog (‘acquiring the appearance of solecisms’), the
term coAoiko@ovng seems to indicate that a certain obscure construction can be
sanctioned in the style of a classical author like Thucydides, but should not be

imitated by Dionysius’ students.”®

For Dionysius’ discussion of the use of singular and plural, we also have an
interesting parallel in the fragment of his contemporary Caecilius of Caleacte on
aAAoiwoig.” Caecilius first points to the variation ‘concerning the plural’ (kortd: T
nAnBuvtikdv) that occurs in Thuc. 1.6.1: maca yop | ‘EAAag éo1dnpoedper (‘for
entire Greece went armed’), where Greece is used instead of the Greeks. This
Thucydidean example corresponds more or less to Dionysius’ examples of the use of
the singular instead of the plural. But Caecilius also offers two examples of ‘variation
concerning numbers’ (nepi 8¢ Tovg &p1Buovg dAAoimaotc), which occurs in sentences
that combine a singular with a plural: these cases corrrespond to Dionysius’
discussion of the constructio ad sensum in Amm. 11 13 (below). The first is taken from

Eupolis: dmoco. yop moBoduev i kAewvn ndtg (‘for we, the famous city, desire’). A

278 Quintilian, Inst. orat. 9.3.20. The translation is by Russell (2001).

9 See e.g. FDS 601a: émel 10 pév oo et tve aitiov ebloyov kabiotapévny eig ednpénetay, o 8¢
colotkiopog ovk £xet. ‘For the figure has a certain plausible reason, which makes it acceptable, but the
solecism does not have such a reason.” Suetonius, De grammaticis et rhetoribus 22 tells us a story that
shows that the use of incorrect grammatical constructions could have serious consequences. Once,
when the grammarian Marcus Pomponius Porcellus (who was active under Augustus and in the early
years of Tiberius) was acting as an advocate, ‘he was so persistent in condemning a solecism
(soloecismum) made by his opponent that finally Cassius Severus addressed the judges and asked for
an adjournment, so that his client could call in another grammarian — since he thought that the dispute
with his opponent was going to turn not on a point of law but on a point of solecism (soloecismo).” The
translation is by Kaster (1995).

20 For solotkiopdv AapBévovto govtaciog, see Amm. 11 2.424,5-6 (cited above).

81 Caecilius of Caleacte fr. 75 Ofenloch.
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second example concerns the expression (in Demosthenes) Uuelg ® PovAn (‘you,

. 282
council’).

In both cases the stylistic (or grammatical) particularity concerns the
combination of a singular with a plural, not the substitution of an independent plural
for a singular. ‘Longinus’ has more to say on the variation concerning numbers.”* A
writer can start with a singular form that turns out to signify a plural: the example,
whose source is unknown, concerns the combination of the singular Aad¢ dmelpwv (‘a
numberless people’) with the plural verb xeAadnoav (‘shouted’). This example fits
the ‘variation concerning numbers’ of Caecilius, but ‘Longinus’ thinks that this kind
of figure is actually of minor importance. ‘It is still more worthy of notice that plurals
sometimes make a grander impression’.”® Here, ‘Longinus’ seems to correct his
predecessor Caecilius, who also wrote on the sublime: according to ‘Longinus’, one
should not bother too much about a constructio ad sensum (he does not use the term),
for it is much more interesting how one can produce grandeur by the use of the plural:
thus, Sophocles makes Oedipus speak six lines on marriages, marriages, fathers, sons,
brothers, brides, wives, and mothers, so that his misfortunes seem to be plural as
well.?®* Likewise, ‘Longinus’ adds, one can speak of ‘Hectors and Sarpedons’. The
opposite technique, the contraction of plurals to singulars, can also give the effect of
sublimity: ‘Longinus’’ examples here include a passage from Demosthenes, who says
éne1f’ N [ehomdvvnoog dnaco dierotiket (‘then the Peloponnese as a whole was
split”).?®

whole’ agrees with Caecilius’ example (‘entire Greece’) from Thuc. 1.6.1 (above).

This kind of ‘compressing the number of separate individuals into a unified
287

Some of the examples mentioned above are related to the ancient ideas on the
anomaly that can exist between the form and the meaning of a word. Both Stoic
philosophers and philologists seem to have pointed to the anomaly in collective nouns
(8fuog, Aadg), singulars that refer to a plurality, and names of towns such as "ABRvou

and TMAatonad, plurals that refer to a single city.”

The Stoic Chrysippus wrote a
work ITept thg dvouaiiog (On Anomaly) in which he probably dealt with words that

showed an anomaly between onuoivov (form) and onuovouevov (meaning).289 As a

282 Bupolis fr. 104. The words ueic & BovA# are not found in our text of Demosthenes, but see Third

Olynthiac 31: bueic 8’ 0 dfog.

8 “Longinus’, Subl. 23-24.

284 <Longinus’, Subl. 23.2.

85 Sophocles, Oedipus Rex 1403-1408; ‘Longinus’, Subl. 23.3.

286 Demosthenes, On the Crown 18.

#7 Longinus’, Subl 24.1: t& éx 1dv mAnBuvtikdv elg T évikd émouvaydueva éviote
vymrogavéostoto. Quintilian, Inst. orar. 9.3.8 also mentions the figura in numero: either a plural
follows a singular (Romani corresponding with gens), or a singular follows a plural (the example is a
problematic passage from Vergil, Eclogues 4.62-63). For examples of variation in numbers in later
rhetoricians, see Ros (1938) 58 n. 23.

288 Sextus Empiricus, Adv. Math. 1.154 uses the word évopolio.

%9 See FDS 194 (= Diogenes Laertius VII.192) and FDS 640 (= Varro, De lingua latina 9.1). On the
Stoic views on anomaly, see Siebenborn (1976) 98-100 and Ax (1996) 290. The account of Dahlmann
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philologist, Aristarchus also commented on Homeric words of which the form did not
seem to agree with the meaning.*”” In connection with his observations on this type of
words, he also pointed out that Homer sometimes uses the plural instead of the
singular, for example otéuuato (Iliad 1.14), which refers to one garland, and nOAoi,

which refers to one single gate.*”!

The plural names of cities he also explained in this
way. In later times, the technical grammarian Apollonius Dyscolus points out that
there are various words whose grammatical form is in conflict with their meaning
(dnAovuevov). His examples are paryouoit, which has a ‘passive’ form and an active
meaning, tondiov, which is a neuter but refers to a boy or a girl, and ©fBot, which is

a plural whereas it signifies a single city.””

Dionysius’ next subject is the use of genders: masculine, feminine and neuter.””
Again, Thucydides’ interchanges are said to ‘depart from the normal forms’

294 He first mentions some individual words with

(éxPBePnrvion 1@V cvvnBov).
unusual genders: he argues that Thucydides uses tapoyog for tapoyn, Oxiog for
SyxAnoic, and 10 BovAdpevov and 1o duvdpuevov instead of BodAnoig and SHvoug.””
More interesting is Dionysius’ last example (Thuc. 4.78.3): ®ote el un dvvooteiy
uoAdov 7 icovouio éxpdvio 1@ Emyopie ol Oeccadol.””® ‘So that if the
Thessalians had not been under despotic rule rather than enjoying equal civil rights by

the law of their country.” Dionysius points out that Thucydides has made the feminine

(1932) 52-53 is illuminating: ‘Dies zeigt, daB die Stoiker (...) T0 T® onuoivouéve dnioduevov und tov
T® TOm THg ewviig xopaktipa (...), den eigentlichen Sinn des Gegenstandes und seine sprachliche
Form oder, wie es in dem ganz stoisch-chrysippischen Stiick bei Varro VIII 40 heifit, das, was die vox
significat, quam intellegimus und die vox quae ex syllabis est ficta, eam quam audimus, unterschieden
und eine Anomalie, die zwischen beiden besteht, betonten. Ahnliche Unstimmigkeiten beziiglich des
Geschlechtes und der Zahl (154) fiihrt auch Sextus (adv. gramm. 148 ff.) an und nennt das Anomalie
(...). Aus all diesem ergibt sich, was Chrysipp unter Anomalie verstanden hat: ein Plural bezeichnet
einen einzelnen Gegenstand, ein maskulines Wort einen femininen Begriff, eine Privativform eine
Sache, die keinen entsprechenden Sinn hat. Das sind alle Anzeichen dafiir, daB die ¢wvf dem
onuowvouevov nicht gerecht wird.”

20 See Aristarchus fr. 82 Matthaios. See Matthaios (1999) 282-283.

2! Aristarchus fr. 38 Matthaios. See Matthaios (1999) 283.

292 Apollonius Dyscolus, Conj., G.G. 11 1, 215,16-216,2. Cf. Matthaios (1999) 282-283 and Dalimier
(2001) 246-247.

2 Amm. 11 10.429,18-430,11. The subject is announced at Amm. 11 2.423,11-13: OnAvkd v dppevikoic
Kol Gppevikd OnAuvkolc koi o0déTepar TovTMOV TGV Guvdmtav, €€ dv N kot evoy dkolovBio
nAovotol. ‘He connects feminine forms with masculine forms and masculine forms with feminine
forms and neuters with both, as a result of which the natural order is ruined.” Thus, the outline promises
a discussion of the combination of unusual genders; the substitution of genders of particular words
(Amm. 11 10.429,18-430,6) is not announced: cf. Warren (1899) 319.

2 Amm. 1110.429,19.

295 The word tépogoc is in fact not found in Thucydides. See Usener (1889) 106 and Ros (1938) 59 n.
24. On the use of 8xAog for SyAnotc, see Blass, DAB I (19797 [1868]) 214. To duvépuevov is not found
in our Thucydides text either. The word 10 BovAduevov, which Dionysius adopts in his quotation of
Thuydides 6.24.2, does not occur in our text of that passage: see Aujac (1991) 164.

2% The Thucydides MSS have 10 éyxdprov, Hude (OCT) corrects it into [10] &yywpie.
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(0 BnAvkdv) word ériydprog (‘of the land’, adjective) neuter (ovdétepov). Dionysius
wants to take the adjective émiyywple with icovoulq. ‘What is signified by the
expression’ (1O onuovépevov vrd e AéEemc), he says, is the following:*” dote el
un duvaotely LGAAOV 1) loovouly Expdvto Th Enyympim ol Oeccorotl. ‘So that if
the Thessalians had not been under despotic rule rather than enjoying national
equality of civic rights.” The latter metathesis only changes the article 1@ into tfj, thus

. c12 s 298
restoring the agreement with icovopia.

For the interchange of genders, the fragment from Caecilius provides another parallel
to Dionysius’ discussion. In his treatment of dAAoiwotg (‘variation’), Caecilius states
that ‘they change nouns by adopting the feminine or the neuter instead of the
masculine, or using the masculine instead of both of the other genders’ (ovouorto pev
dAAo10DGY GvTi 10D Gppevog 10 BAL | 10 0Vdétepov mapoaauPdvovies, i T®
appevt avt’ aueoiv ypopevor). Just like Dionysius, Caecilius draws his example
from Thucydides (2.44.4), who speaks of 10 @iA0Tipov instead of T} prAoTiuic, using
the neuter instead of the feminine.””” This example clearly fits the first examples of

. . 300
Dionystius.

When we turn to the field of philology, we observe that Aristarchus
already commented on words whose gender Homer was supposed to have changed,
making mdAog instead of TOAN, x6Aog instead of xoAn, etc.’”’ He also claimed that it
is characteristic for the language of Homer that he sometimes combines a feminine
substantive with a masculine adjective: Aristarchus used this principle to defend
certain readings in the Homeric text.’’> Thus, in Iliad 15.626 he preferred the
feminine form of the substantive ént (‘blast’) to the masculine form dmng, thus
reading dvéuoto 8¢ dewvog anm (‘the terrible blast of the wind”). In order to prove
that Homer could use a feminine substantive with a masculine adjective, he pointed to
the Homeric expression xAvtog ‘Inmoddpeio (‘the renowned Hippodameia’, Iliad

2.742)%

27 On the phrase 10 onpoavépevov brd i AéEeac, see also section 2.3.

2% See Ros (1938) 59-60, who points out that the original text was probably éyp@dvto éyyopio (as in
Hude’s edition). The scholia interpret 10 £yympiov as éyywpimg: see Hude (1927) 268.

%9 Caecilius fr. 75 Ofenloch. The same example in the Epitome Alexandri, Rhetores Graeci 111 33,16
Spengel (= Caecilius fr. 75a Ofenloch), but there t0 @iAdTipoV is said to be used instead of 6 piAdTIHOC.
390 <1 onginus’, Subl. 23 merely mentions the yevov évoAlGEerc. Quintilian, nst. orat. 9.3.6. mentions
Vergil’s oculis capti talpae (‘blind moles’, Georgics 1.183) and timidi dammae (‘frightened deer’,
Eclogues 8.28). He correctly adds that there is a reason for this use of talpa and damma: these words
can refer to both males and females. These rather unsatisfying examples make the impression as if
Quintilian took over the figurae concerning genus in nominibus from Greek predecessors without
knowing where to find appropriate Latin equivalents to the Greek examples.

39 Aristarchus fr. 35 Matthaios. See Matthaios (1999) 275.

392 Aristarchus fr. 33 Matthaios. See Matthaios (1999) 276.

393 Cf. Matthaios (1999) 276.
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In this context, I should also point to an interesting passage that can be found in
Sextus Empiricus’ arguments against the grammarians. When he attacks the
grammarians’ claim that some nouns are maculine by nature, others feminine and
others neuter, Sextus Empiricus gives various arguments that are opposed to the
concept of natural gender. One of them is that one word (for example otduvog, ‘jar’)
can be feminine for the Athenians and masculine for the Peloponnesians.** Further he
points out that even ‘the same people will use the same names differently,
pronouncing them sometimes masculine, sometimes feminine, and saying both 0
Mudg and 7 Apde (“hunger”).”?”” Sextus Empiricus’ argument in fact seems to be
directed against scholars like Dionysius of Halicarnassus, who thinks that he can
censure Thucydides for writing tapoyog for tapoyn. Sextus would object (as he does
against the grammarians) that no noun is feminine by nature; and if the reason for the
criticism were that the noun is feminine by common usage, he would answer that ‘the
criterion of what is said correctly and what not will not be any expert grammatical

rule, rather the non-expert and simple observance of usage.’*"

So far, Dionysius has been rather neutral in his analysis: he has merely pointed to the
‘unusual’ of Thucydides’ variations in the use of the parts of speech and their
accidentia. In the next chapter (Amm. Il 11), his judgement becomes more severe,
when he comes to speak on the historian’s use of cases (ntwoeig) of proper nouns,
appellatives, participles, and the articles attached to them ({(t@v) cuvomtopevav

7 He tells us that Thucydides does not write as ‘those who

to0TOlg GpBpwv).
construct the expression in conformity with common usage’ (o1 uév yop dxorovBwg
™ kowfi ouvnBeiq oynuarifovtec Ty epdotv) (see also sections 5.2 and 7.3.1).°%
Because he combines words that do not agree with the cases and genders that would
be required according to regular grammar, Thucydides could even be said to commit

solecism (Gokom{f;aw).mg The first example (Thuc. 8.64.5) is as follows:>'°

3% Sextus Empiricus, Adv. Math. 1.148.

395 Sextus Empiricus, Adv. Math. 1.149: ot odtol 8¢ S10pdpag TadTel OTE PEv Gppevikds Ekpépovoty Oté
8¢ Onhvkac, Méyovteg tov Audv ko thv Auév. The translation is by Blank.

39 Sextus Empiricus, Adv. Math. 1.153: yeviicetan 100 1€ €0 Aeyopévou kol ply kpttiptov odyl Texvikog
TIg Kol ypouportiicdg Adyog GAN ) dtexvog kol Gpelng Thig ovvnBeiog nopothpnotc. The translation is
by Blank.

397 gmm. 11 11.430,12-15: "Ev oic 8¢ 10g T1hoeIS 1@V OVORGTOV KoL TRV TPOSTIYOPLBY Kol TV HETo) @V
kol (1dv) cuvantopévav tovtolg GpBpwv ¢EaAddrter 10D cuviBoug, obtwg oynuotilet [t epdoel].
‘When he changes the cases of proper nouns and appellative nouns and participles and the articles
attached to them departing from the usual, he makes the following construction.” The subject
announced at Amm. 11 2.423,13-16 seems a combination of the actual subjects of Amm. I1 11 (the use of
cases) and Amm. 11 13 (constructio ad sensum). Cf. Warren (1899) 319.

% gmm. 11 11.430,18-20.

39 gmm. 11 11.431,9. On Dionysius’ use of the term solecism, see also section 5.2.

319 The MSS of Thucydides have thv brd 1@v "ABnvoinv Yroviov adtovouiov. Rhys Roberts (1900b)
has convincingly argued (against Usener [1889] 107) that Dionysius preserves the correct text of
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cwEPOcLYVNV Yop AoBodcat ol TOAELS Kol OOV TOV TPUCCOUEVMV EXDPNCOY L
mv &vtikpug EAevBepilav, thg dmo tdv ABnvoiov bmodAov edvoulog ov

TPOTIUNCOVTEG.

‘For the states, having acquired a moderate constitution and security in their actions,
moved towards downright independence, showing no regard for the hollow pretence

of law and order offered by the Athenians.’

Dionysius has two objections to this construction: Tpotiuncovteg (masculine) should
agree with the feminine noun noAeig, and edvoptag (genitive) should be an accusative
(as direct object with the participle).”'' He corrects these ‘mistakes’ and rewrites the

sentence as follows:

cwEPOcLYVNV Yo AoBodcat ol TOAELS Kol OOV TOV TPUCCOUEVMV EXDPNCOY L
mv Gvtikpug €levBepiloy, Ty omd tdv ABnvoiov Umovlov edvopiov ov

TPOTIUNCOCLL.

The second example concerns a passage (Thuc. 4.10.2) in which Thucydides has
combined the dative t® nAh0et with the participle xotanAayévteg (‘frightened by
their number’). Dionysius would prefer an accusative (nAfifog ... xotomhoyévteg,
‘fearing their number’), and he compares the use of the verb goBeicOon (‘to fear’),
which normally takes the accusative and not the dative.’'* This is a remarkable piece
of syntactical theory, which we could compare with the Alexandrian procedure of

313

analogy.” ° The Alexandrians philologists determined the correct forms of words by

comparing a doubtful form with an established form (a bipartite proportion), or by

Thucydides here. Indeed, the editions of Hude (Teubner, Leipzig 1901) and Stuart Jones / Powell (OCT
1942) have adopted Dionysius’ reading (which is confirmed by a scholion, see Hude [1927] 419) in the
text of Thucydides.

31T A scholiast explains npotwufcavteg here as ppovticavteg (‘regard’, with genitive): see Hude (1927)
419.

2 gmm. 1 11.431,13-15.

313 See Pfeiffer (1968) 229, Siebenborn (1976) 56-84, Schenkeveld (1994) 283-287 and Ax (1996) 286.
On the basis of two fragments from Varro (De lingua latina 8.23 and 9.1), Lersch (1838-1841) and
Steinthal (1890-1891) reconstructed the ancient controversy between anomalists (represented by the
Stoic Crates of Mallos) and analogists (represened by Aristarchus). However, since Fehling (1956-
1957) has expressed the view that Varro’s presentation of the controversy between supporters of
analogy and supporters of anomaly is a rhetorical construct that Varro needs for his exposition (i.e. that
he debate did not take place in the form that Lersch and Steinthal reconstructed), scholars disagree
about the existence and the nature of that debate. Siebenborn (1976) 97-98 and Ax (1996) 289-295 hold
to the opinion that there was a real controversy between two schools (Alexandria and Pergamon), even
if it is difficult to determine the exact extent and effects. Blank (1982) 1-4 denies that there was a
conflict at all. Taylor (1987) 6-8 and Schenkeveld (1994) 286-287 emphasise that there is no sufficient
evidence for the belief that a large-scale quarrel between analogists and anomalists took place.



LINGUISTICS, COMPOSITION, AND STYLE 209

comparing a doubtful form and an established form of one word with the same forms
of another word (a quadripartite porportion, such as fkeipe : kelpwv = Eneipe :

3% When the words that were compared were similar both with regard to their

TEPOV).
form and with regard to their meaning, the comparison was called a ‘perfect’
analogy.’"” Varro gives the example bonus : malus = boni : mali. Dionysius seems to
adopt a similar procedure, not in order to establish the correct form of one word, but
in order to determine the correct syntax, more precisely the combination between a
verb and its object. He argues that katoanAntropot takes the accusative and he tries to
prove this by comparing that verb to another verb (poBoduot), which can be used
with the same meaning.’'® Dionysius points out that one would not say T mopdt T@dv
Bedv opyii poPeicBon (‘being afraid through the anger of the gods’) but v v
Bedv opynv (‘to fear the anger of the gods’). We might think that this is not a very
strong argument, because two verbs that have the same semantic value do not
necessarily combine with the same case. Nevertheless, it is a striking example of
syntactical reasoning, which seems to foreshadow Apollonius Dyscolus’
investigations into syntactical regularity. Apollonius also mentions gofoduot as one
of the verbs that require the accusative, and he compares this verb with tpéuw, eevym
and gploow, all of which can mean ‘to fear’.*"’ Although these verbs do not indicate
an activity (o0dgiog Ovto évepyelog éueotikd), they are still combined with an
accusative. In other words, the peculiarity of these verbs is that the accusative ce in
the sentence Tpéum e cannot be changed into the subject of a corresponding passive
sentence. Apollonius explains this fact by assuming an ellipsis of 316 (a preposition
that requires the accusative) in the construction of these verbs:*'® @ovBoduan ot is
actually @oPoduot S oe. Dionysius® use of the analogy between kotamAntropot
and @oBoduor in order to prove that the former verb requires an accusative is
parallelled by Apollonius, Synt. II1.167, where it is argued that d¢opon takes the
genitive because it signifies (onuaivel) something similar as Aeimopon with the

e 319
genitive.

Dionysius’ analysis of these ungrammatical constructions is of high importance to his

judgement on Thucydides. He wrote the treatise On Thucydides with the intention that

314 On this example, see Siebenborn (1976) 71-72, Schenkeveld (1994) 283 and Ax (1996) 284. It may
be that Aristarchus only used the bipartite proportion.

313 Varro, De lingua latina 10.68. Cf. Callanan (1987) 107-108.

31 Amm. 11 11.431,9-15. Aujac (1991) 164 suggests that Dionysius introduces the example with
@oPelobor because he was not entirely certain that the verb xotamAfittopon really requires an
accusative; Thucydides in fact uses that verb with a dative more than once. Rhys Roberts (1901) 181
remarks that Dionysius himself uses éxnAfittecBon with a dative in Pomp. 1.221,12.

317 Apollonius Dyscolus, Synt. 111.166

*1% See Sluiter (1990) 67 n. 113 and Lallot (1997 II) 259 n. 403.

319 See Lallot (1997 I1) 259 n. 406.
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those readers who wished to imitate the historian would know which aspects of his
treatment of subject matter and style should be avoided.’*” It is precisely the ‘unusual’
that makes his style unfit for imitation (uiuncig). The illustrations of Thucydides’
deviations in the Second Letter to Ammaeus support Dionysius’ argument, and the
solecisms to which he points form the strongest warning that one should not copy his
style indiscriminately. Dionysius points to another instance of the incongruency of

cases in Thucydides in his discussion of tenses (below).

When we look for other ancient discussions of the variation of cases, we find different
kinds of treatments. Aristarchus considered the ‘changes of cases’ (évalloyol T@dV

321

ntocemv) characteristic of the Homeric language.” The explanation that Homer

used one case instead of another one seems to have been one of the most important

principles in Aristarchus’ philological work.’*

In the field of criticism, ‘Longinus’
mentions the variations of cases (ntwcewv évaildEelc) as a source of the sublime,
but he does not offer any examples.’> Later rhetoricians strangely cite the opening of
the Iliad and Odyssey as examples of the variation of cases, and remark that the poet
changed from the accusative to the nominative, probably meaning that the opening
words avopo and pfiviv (accusatives) are taken up by the relative pronouns 0¢ and 1

(nominatives).”**

It is quite remarkable that this normal grammatical phenomenon
could be considered a rhetorical figure. More interesting is a passage from
‘Demetrius’ (On Style 65), who states that grandeur in figures is produced from ‘not
staying in the same case’.”” He illustrates this technique with a passage from
Thucydides 4.12.1, the same passage that Dionysius cites as an example of the
expression of a phrase in one single word (see above): kol Tp®dTOg dmoPoivav €nt
mv anoBéBpav Edetmoydynoé te, kol mecdvtog adtod €¢ v napebeipeciov. ‘The
first to step on the gangway, he fainted, and when he fell on the outrigger (...).” In this
sentence, the subject (Brasidas) is first qualified by a participium coniunctum in the
nominative (&roPaivwv) and then by a genitive absolute construction (recdvtog
o0ToV): in other words, the subject of drofoivev and necdvtog is the same, but it
appears in two different cases. In order to prove the grandeur of this figure,
‘Demetrius’ rewrites the sentence in a way that destroys the striking effect of the

. 1326
orginal.

320 Cf. Thue. 1.325,11-16 on his earlier treatment of Thucydides in On Imitation.

321 See Matthaios (1999) 285-289.

322 See Aristarchus fr. 42 Matthaios and cf. Matthaios (1999) 285.

323 “Longinus’, Subl. 23.1

324 Rhetores Graeci 111 34,1 Spengel and 111 168,10 Spengel. Cf. Ros (1938) 60 n. 27.

325 <Demetrius’, Eloc. 65: 1o unde tiic abtic pévey mtdoenc.

326 Ros (1938) 55-56 points out that the sentence does not only contain a change from participium
coniunctum to genitive absolute, but (in the subsequent words) also a change of subject (first Brasidas,
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In Amm. 11 12, Dionysius discusses ‘the style that deviates from the syntactical
congruence with regard to the tenses of verbs’ (1) 8& map& TOLE Y POVOVG TOV PNUATMV
ékBePnxvia 10 kotdAAnAov @paocig). The expression 10 kotdAAnAov refers to the
congruence of a syntactically regular sentence. The term plays an important role in the
work of Apollonius Dyscolus, and it seems to be of Stoic origin.’*’ According to
Diogenes Laertius VII.59, the Stoics defined solecism as Adyog GxkotaAANA®G
ocvvtetoryuévog (see below). In Amm. 11 12, the concept of 10 kataAAnAov is not only
used with regard to the use of tenses, but also with regard to the use of cases (see
below).”*® We will more thoroughly discuss Dionysius’ use of this term and related
ideas on syntax in section 5.2. For Dionysius’ terminology for the tenses ‘present’ (0

nopov xpovog) and ‘future’ (6 uEAA@V xpovog), see section 3.8.

Dionysius offers two examples of Thucydides’ change of tenses. In the first passage
from Pericles’ funeral speech (Thuc. 2.39.4), Dionysius thinks that ‘the future verb’
¢0éhouev (which is in fact a present potential optative in a conditional clause — ‘we
should wish”) should have been combined with the future verb mepiéoton (‘we will
have advantage”) in the main clause instead of Thucydides’ present tense weptylyveton
(‘we have the advantage’).”® Although this kind of construction is in fact not
uncommon in Greek (the present indicative in the apodosis refers in such cases to
3% For the

determination of £0é\owuev as a ‘future’, Schenkeveld refers to Apollonius Dyscolus,

general present time), Dionysius thinks that it is not regular (dxéAovBov).

Synt. 111.98.%°" In that passage, Apollonius says that according to some, it does not
make sense to attribute tenses to the optative, since ‘wishes are for the coming to pass
of something which does not yet exist’ (8v toig 00k ovGV 0l edyod yivovtot eig o
éyyevésBon). In Synt. 111.100, he says that wishes (which are expressed in the optative)

refer to ‘that which is not present with us’: €t T0l¢ un GLVOVGV Kl ELYOL YIVOVTOL.

then ‘the shield”). The text of Thucydides (which diverges from the quotation in ‘Demetrius’) is as
follows: kol tpovpaticdeic ToALS EMmoydyncé Te kol Tecdviog odtod é¢ v nopelelpeciov f domig
nepleppin éc v 0dhaccav (...).

327 See section 5.2. See also Blank (1982) 27-28 and Sluiter (1990) 50-52.

38 gmm. 11 12.431,16-17; Amm. 11 12.432,8-9. See further section 5.2 and cf. Blank (1982) 55.

329 The Thucydidean text is as follows: kaitot ei pevuio udAkov fj Tovey uekém, kot i Letd vopmy
10 Théov 1) Tpdrav dvdpelog £0éhowey kivduvedely, meprytveton Huiv tolg te péAlovsty ddyetvolg un
npokduvely kol &¢ ot EMBodot Ut droApotépolg v del poyxBodviwy aivesBar. ‘And yet, if we
would wish to face danger in a spirit of easy indifference rather than after laborious preparation, and
with a courage born of habit rather than from respect for the law, we have the advantage of not
suffering hardships when they are yet to come, while in actually confronting them we show ourselves
no less courageous than those who are always toiling.’

339 See Smyth (1956) 535: “ei with the optative (instead of ¢&v with the subjunctive) is not infrequent in
the protasis with a primary tense of the indicative (...) in the apodosis. The reference is usually either to
general present time (with the present indicative), or to future time.” Smyth also refers to Thuc. 2.39.
On Dionysius’ example see Kriiger (1823) 233 and Aujac (1991) 164-165.

331 Schenkeveld (1983) 84.
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Thus, it seems that because they regarded the optative as the mood of wishes and
prayers, grammarians associated this mood with future situations. This seems to be
the reason for Dionysius’ qualification of é0éAowuev as a future.

The second example of the change of tenses is Thucydides 4.10.3:**

T00 18 Yop yopiov 10 SvoéuPotov Muétepov voullw, O HEVOVTIOV UEV TUDV

GOUUOYOV YIVETOL: DTOYWPNOOCT O KOUmep Y OAETOV OV eVTOpOV E0TOL.

‘I consider the inaccessibility of the spot to be in our favour, which, if we stand our
ground, is our ally. But if we withdraw, the position, although it is difficult in itself,

will be easy to pass through.’

Dionysius tells us that the verb ylveton (‘is’) points to the present, whereas £oto
(‘will be’) points to the future (0 puev yop yiveto 100 TapdVTOG €071, TO 08 £6TOI
700 péAdovtog ypdvov dnAmtikdv). Further, there is an incongruent construction:
Thucydides has expressed the participle pevovtwv and the pronoun Mu®v in the
genitive case, but broywpnoootv in the dative. According to Dionysius, it would be
more appropriate (oikeld0tepov) to put Lroywpnoooct in the genitive as well. Again,
there is a scholion on Thucydides that agrees with Dionysius’ view: it explains
VoY ®PHoOCL as VToY®PNoGVTMY.’ 3* Indeed, some modern scholars think that the
dative form in Thucydides’ text is corrupt: Hude prints a crux in his Thucydides
edition, and Ros thinks it is only explained by Thucydides’ preference of variation

and incontinuity.**’

Dionysius calls pevovtmv a petoyikov ovouo, which Aujac translates as ‘substantif
participial’.>*® She thinks that this is the term for a participle in a genitive absolute
construction, and refers to Apollonius Dyscolus, Synt. 1.141. I do not think that her
interpretation is correct, for two reasons. First, Dionysius frequently uses adjectives in
the neuter for the parts of speech, either or not with a substantive (rpoonyopikov,

337 Therefore, it is more probable that

pnuatikdy, 1o mpobetika pdplo, etc.).
Dionysius uses 6vouo here in the general sense of ‘word’ rather than as ‘substantive’:

uevovtov is a ‘participial word’, i.e. a participle. Second, the passage in Apollonius

32 gmm. 11 12.432,3-13.

333 Cf. Blank (1982) 55.

3% Hude (1927) 232.

333 Hude (1913), Ros (1938) 62.
336 Aujac (1991) 139.

337 See Schenkeveld (1983) 70-71.
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Dyscolus to which Aujac refers (Synt. 1.141) does not deal with a uetoyikov dvoua,
but with oVvta&lg uetoyikn: the construction of the participle. Apollonius here
discusses the construction of a participle with an infinitive (6 tov &vBporov Bélawv

bBpicot obtog éotiv), which has nothing to do with Dionysius” example.

Caecilius of Caleacte also seems to have discussed the variation concerning tenses. In
the fragment from Tiberius’ On Figures, two examples are mentioned:>®
Demosthenes has used the present instead of the perfect in tovg OpdVTOG DUTV
uaptopag mopeEouot (‘I will bring forward for you those men who saw it’): the
present participle 0p@vtog is said to replace the perfect éopokdtog (‘those men who

339 : . < A
The second example seems to concern a historical present (0p®

340

have seen it’).
instead of ei8ov in Euripides’ Andromeda).”*’ Finally, Caecilius also mentions the
funeral speech from Thucydides (2.35.1), where he thinks that érouvovot (‘they
praise’) is used instead of énfjvecav (‘they praised’). Indeed, Pericles refers in this
passage to his predecessors, who have spoken at previous occasions: ‘most of the men
who have spoken here praise the one who has added this speech to the usual
ceremony.’>*' In this case, the present tense makes that Pericles’ words refer to the
general usage at the occasions of a funeral speech. In narrative, on the other hand, the
present can of course be used to highlight certain events: ‘Longinus’ notes that the
historical present occurs frequently in Thucydides. The effect of this use of the
present instead of the past tense he describes as follows: ‘you will transform the

32 Quintilian offers an example of

passage from a narrative into a vivid actuality.
present instead of past tense from Cicero’s In Verrem.>* Interestingly, he adds that
‘there is a figure corresponding to every kind of solecism’. Dionysius did not share
this view, at least not as far as Thucydides’ style was concerned. Where other
rhetoricians treat the variation of tenses as a figure, he thinks that Thucydides departs

from 10 xotoAANAov.

In Amm. 11 13, Dionysius discusses constructions that concern ‘the turning away from

the signified to the signifying’ (tpo¢ 10 oNUAIVOV GO TOV CUGLVOUEVOD TTPAYUOTOS

338 Caecilius of Caleacte fr. 75 Ofenloch.

339 Demosthenes, Against Neaira 34.

0 Buripides, Andromeda fr. 145 Nauck.

! Thucydides 2.35.1: Ot pgv oot 1@v évB&de {on eipnidtov énavodot tov tpoc®évto 16 vouw tov
Adyov t6VOE.

32 <Longinus’, Subl. 25: o0 dufiynowy £111ov Adyov GAL’ évorydviov Tpdrypa tooerc. Sicking and Stork
(1997) have recently rejected this interpretation of the historical present. For more examples of tense
variation from the rhetoricians who write on figures, see Ros (1938) 61 n. 28.

343 Quintilian, /nst. orat. 9.3.11 on Cicero, In Verrem 5.116.
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44 .
3% These are sentences in

mv arootpoenv), and vice versa (see also section 2.3).
which a collective noun in the singular is combined with a plural verb (constructio ad
sensum). In these cases, the verb is not connected to the grammatical form of the verb,
but with that which it signifies. Thus, in the first example (Thuc. 6.35.1), T@dv &¢
Tvpakociav 6 dfpog (‘the populace of the Syracusans’) is combined with the plural

> The second example (Thuc. 5.4.2) is slightly different: here,

verb fjoav (‘were’).
the subject changes from Aeovtivor (‘men of Leontini’) to 0 Ofuog (‘the
populace’).’*® As we have seen, Dionysius has already discussed Thucydides’
interchanging of the singular and the plural (4mm. I1 9 above): there, he pointed to the
substitution of one singular word for a plural (e.g. ‘the Syracusan’). In relation to that
passage, we have also referred to Caecilius’ discussion of the variation concerning
numbers (nepl 8¢ tov¢ Ap1Buove dAAoimaoig), where he mentions a constructio ad
sensum (moBoduev N xhewvn wOALC), and we have observed that ‘Longinus’ offers a

similar exemple (Aadg ... keAadnoov).

All the examples mentioned here concern the syntax of collective nouns: both of
Dionysius’ examples contain the word Ofjuog, and later rhetoricians cite sentences
with the words moAig and Aadg. Grammarians were also interested in the
constructions of this kind of words. In the Techné Grammatiké, we find the following
definition of the mepiAnmtikov (‘collective noun’): TeptANTTiKOV O€ €0TL TO TO EVIKD
&p1Bu®d mAfBoc onuodvopevov, otov dfiuog xopdc Sxroc. ‘A collective noun is a
noun in the singular number that signifies a plurality, such as “people, chorus,

Crowd” ’347

The scholia add the following explanation: ‘Therefore poets, who know
the meaning of the word, react to the signified (mpog 10 onuouvouevov) and bring in
plural verbs, as in dypouevor nog dfjpog (‘the entire population being gathered’, Iliad
20.166) and 7| TAnBv¢ éni vijog "Axondv dmovéovto (‘the multitude departed to the

ships of the Greeks’, lliad 15.305).”*** Apollonius Dyscolus also mentions the former

3 Amm. 11 13.432,14-433,5. Kriiger (1823) 234 argues that there is no Greek or Latin author who did
not use this construction (et quis vel Graecus vel Latinus auctor eam [structuram) non usurpaverit?),
and he points to the use of that construction in [Dionysius of Halicarnassus] Ars Rhetorica 383,7-8,
which is however not anymore considered to be the work of Dionysius.

3% The text of Thuc. 6.35.1 runs as follows: tév 8¢ Zvpokosciov 6 Sfuog év ToAAR Tpdg GAAHAoLC Eprdt
noov. ‘The populace of the Syracusans were engaged in great strife with one another.’

346 The text of Thuc. 5.4.2 runs as follows: Agovtivot yop dmel@dvtmv "ABnvaiov éx Sikehiog petd Ty
cOuBocty tohitog te éneypdyovto moAlovg kol O Sfuoc énevoer Ty Yiiv dvaddoacBal. ‘For when the
Athenians left Sicily after the convention, the men of Leontini enrolled many new citizens, and the
populace turned its mind to the idea of redistributing the land.” The scholia on Thucydides do not say
anything about these passages.

3*7D. Thrax], G.G. 11, 40,4-41,1. The translation is s by Kemp (1987).

8 Sch. D. Thrax, G.G. 1 3, 241,4-8: Evtedfev odv kol ol momrtod 1ddteg mv Sbvouy tng AéEemg
TOAGKIG TPOG TO OMUAVOUEVOV DOVT®GT Kol prpoto TAnBuvTikod dp1Buod éndyovsty, otov (Y 166)
Sypouevor mog dfjuog ko (O 305) émi vijag "Ayoidv dmovéovTo.
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example when he speaks about collective nouns, ‘which are said in the singular, but
thought in the plural.”**’ Already Aristarchus pointed to a similar construction in Iliad

330 However, he seems to have called this a

2.278 (pdoov H tAnB0c, ‘the crowd said’).
oxfuo. Tpog 10 vontov, whereas Dionysius and the later grammarians call it a
construction mpo¢ 10 onuouvopevov. This can be explained by the fact that
grammatical theory after Aristarchus (from Dionysius Thrax onwards) was heavily
influenced by Stoic philosophy. The Stoics distinguished between the expression or
form of a word (t0 onuoivov) and its meaning (10 onuovopevov) (see also section

2.3).>>! Thus, Dionysius seems to have adopted the Stoic terminology in this passage.

We have already seen that Dionysius’ terms dxolovBio. and xatdAAniog likewise
reflect the Stoic ideas on syntax and grammatical congruence. Now, the Stoics also
had a theory of solecism (coAoikiopndg): a grammatical irregularity in a combination
of words, which they seem to have defined as A0yog GxaTaAANA®E GVVTETOYUEVOG

352 Later sources tell us that

(‘a meaningful utterance put togeher incongruently’).
solecism can occur in various forms, including gender and number (both of which
Aristotle already mentions in his account of eAAnvilewv), case, person, tense, voice
and mood.” It is possible that the Stoics also discussed the kind of solecisms to
which Dionysius refers in this letter. For we are told that the Stoic Chrysippus stated
that Homer committed a solecism (coAoikilewv) when he combined the verb d@®ot
with the subject ‘Zeus’, ‘thus using a plural instead of a singular verb’.*** Although
this example is in itself rather dubious because d@®ot is a normal Homeric singular,
the fragment may be regarded as evidence that Stoics discussed this type of solecism.
The type of solecism here mentioned (even if it is not a true one) concerns the
combination of a singular with a plural, just like the Thucydidean construction (dfjuog

... oav) to which Dionysius objects. Elsewhere, Dionysius refers to Chrysippus’

39 Apollonius Dyscolus, Synt. 1.67: é@porotiké dvoporta, Gmep evikde pev Aéyetan, TAnBoviikde 8¢
Voeltat.

330 Aristarchus fr. 82 Matthaios. See Matthaios (1999) 384.

331 See Sluiter (1990) 22-23. They further distinguished the tuyyxdvov (the thing in reality to which a
word refers).

332 See FDS 594 and FDS 600-604a. Cf. Sluiter (1990) 23 and Ildefonse (1997) 273-275. On the
ancient definitions of solecism, see Baratin (1989) 262-278 and Hyman (2003) 180-181.

33 See FDS 60la. In Rh. 1407al19, Aristotle states that éAAnviewv (‘purity of language’) is the
foundation of style, which depends on five rules: the use of cOvdeopot (uév and 8¢), the use of specific
words (18loig dvouoct), the avoidance of amibguous terms (dupeiBoroig), the correct agreement
(&modidbvart ... dpBax) of genders (td yévn 1V dvoudtav), and the use of number (T ToAAN kol OAlyo
kol v, ‘many, few or one’). Next, Aristotle (RA. 1407b) points out that a text should not be difficult to
understand. Solecism (colowkilewv), which is explained as 10 un d&rodiddvor (‘lack of
correspondence’), can for example occur when the word ‘seeing’ is used with both ‘sound’ and
‘colour’, where the word ‘perceiving’ would be appropriate. See Siebenborn (1976) 24 and Basset
(2003) 54-56.

3 FDS 601d.
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works Tlept thg cvvta&eng T@v 100 Adyov pepdv (On the Syntax of the Parts of

>3 1t is possible that Chrysippus discussed solecism in that work, but he also

Speech).
wrote a separate work On Solecisms (Ilept colotkiou@dv).”>® But when we take the
Stoic influence on technical grammar in the first century BC into account, we may as
well conclude that Dionysius’ remarks in the Second Letter to Ammaeus reflect
grammatical ideas on xotaAAnAdtng and syntax. It is possible that the grammatical
treatises of Asclepiades, Tyrannion and Tryphon (see section 3.2) contained similar
views, although Matthaios argues that Tryphon was not interested in kotoAANAOTNG

(see section 5.2).>7

The final subject that is relevant to our investigation into the integration of grammar
and literary criticism is found in Amm. 11 14. In this chapter, Dionysius discusses
passages in which Thucydides has treated npdyuoto as mpéocwno and couoto as
npdrynoro.”® The traditional interpretation is that both npécona and cdpora refer to
‘persons’, and that Dionysius discusses first the treatment of things as persons, and
3% However, Schenkeveld thinks that

Dionysius here mixes up two different theories, namely one theory that distinguishes

next the treatment of persons as things.

between ‘abstractum and concretum’ (mpoyuo and copa), and one theory that
distinguishes between persona and res (nmpocomov and mporyuo). The former
distinction is found in the Techné Grammatiké, where the 6vouo is defined as a part
of speech that is subject to case inflection and signifies something corporeal (c®duo)
or non-corporeal (nparyno).’® Schenkeveld’s reason for supposing that Dionysius
mixed up two different linguistic theories is the obscure example that Dionysius offers
when discussing the treatment of mdayuoto as mpécwno (Thuc. 1.71.1): mpog tade
Bovreveoshe v, kol v Iehombvvnoov mepache pn éAdocov’ éEnyelobot A ot
notépeg LUV mopedooayv. ‘Therefore you must take good counsel, and strive to
ensure that the Peloponnese you lead forth may be no less powerful than when your
fathers left it in your care.” Dionysius first points out that Thucydides has used

éEnyeloBon (‘to lead forth’) here in the sense of npodyswv €€ v Iledondvvncov

355 Comp. 4.22,8-23,1: see sections 3.2.2. and 5.3.1 For the title of Chrysippus’ work, see FDS 194. For
the Stoic influence on stylistic theory, see Atherton (1993) 483-486, but she does not mention
Dionysius here.

336 See FDS 194 (= Diogenes Laertius VII.192).

37 On Tryphon and syntax, see Matthaios (2003). Matthaios (2003) 128 concludes that unlike
Apollonius Dyscolus Tryphon did not examine xoteAAnAdtng.

3% Amm. 11 14.433,6: Tpéoona 88 mop” odtdv To Tpdrynoto yivetan ... ‘In Thucydides things become
persons (...)."” Amm. 11 14.433,18: Tpdyuato 8¢ dvii coudtmv T& Totedto br” cdtod yivetal. ‘Things
are used instead of persons by him as follows.’

359 See Pritchett (1975) 96, Usher (1985) 423-425 and Aujac (1991) 140-141. For the contrast between
oduo and mpayuo, see also Dem. 40.215,14; Comp. 12.46,21-47,1. For the contrast between npdcmwrov
and ntporyuo, see Comp. 20.88,11-15; Dem. 13.156,6-7.

391D, Thrax], G.G. 11, 24,3: 8voud €01t pépoc Adyou mtetikdy, sdUa | Tpdryre: STILeivoV.



LINGUISTICS, COMPOSITION, AND STYLE 217

nyovuévoug antiic (‘to lead the Peloponnese outside as its leaders’). According to

o

Dionysius, this could not possibly happen to the territory (y®pg), but only to ‘its

reputation and its material resources’ (tf) 6¢ d0&n kol 101G Tpdynaowv), ‘and this is
what Thucydides means to signify’.**' There are two problems here. First, already
Kriiger has pointed out that Dionysius’ interpretation of the word éEnyeicBou is

%2 1t seems that Dionysius’ explanation mpodyewv #£m thv Iehlombvvnoov

obscure.
means ‘to expand the Peloponnese’ (Peloponnesum augere, according to Kriiger),
which would rather agree to the expression ut éAdcoov’ é€nyelcBon as a whole. A
better explanation of &&nysicBon would be ‘to lead the Peloponnesians to other
countries’ (ducere Peloponnesios in externas terras, according to Kriiger), which
would fit Dionysius’ discussion of the treatment of things as persons. Second,
Dionysius states that é€nyelcBou could not happen to the Peloponnese, but that it
could happen to its reputation and mpdyuoociy, thus somewhat obscuring the
distinction between things and persons: in this opposition the Peloponnese should be a
thing, but Dionysius’ explanation opposes it to other ‘things’ instead of persons.’®’
The example would have been easier if Dionysius had pointed out that one could not
‘lead’ a country (a thing) but only its inhabitants (persons), so that Thucydides treated
a thing (the Peloponnese) as a person. For this reason, Schenkeveld concludes that
Dionysius has identified the distinction wpoypo / coduo (abstractum | concretum) with
the distinction tpocwrov / wpayuc (persona / res), and that he did not realise that the
example from Thuc. 1.71.1 was a case of the anithesis npaoyuo / copo (abstractum /
concretum).’®* Although 1 agree that Dionysius’ example and his explanation are
somewhat problematic, I do not think that we have to attribute the difficulties to the
alleged confusion of two different theories. The word coduo (concretum according to
Schenkeveld) does not occur in Dionysius’ discussion of the first example, but only in
the next one, which is a clear and unproblematic example of the treatment of persons
(couoto) as things, namely the use of 10 Luétepov (‘your way’) instead of Luelg
(‘you’) in Thuc. 1.70.2.°> With regard to this second example, Dionysius states the
following: 10 yop DUETEPOV GVTL TOV VUELG TOPEIANTTOL, TPOYUO, VIAPYOV GVTL
ocoportog. ‘For “your way” has been submitted for ”you”, a thing taking the place of a

person.” If Dionysius was using a theory on abstractum pro concreto in the first

3 Amm. 11 14.433,13-17: 10 yop éEnyeioBon viv 1é0nkev émt tod mpodyewv £€m v Melondvvnoov
fyovpévoug ordtiig: Todto 88 i xdper uev adbvatov v cuuffivor, 1 88 86&n kol Tolg Tpdypocty Toig
nepl a0V LR PyoVGY duvaTdv, kol fodleton ToDT0 dnAodV.

362 K riiger (1823) 235-236.

363 See Aujac (1991) 165.

364 Schenkeveld (1983) 78.

395 gmm. 11 14.433,18-434,12. 1t should be noted that c@pa is also the term that Dionysius uses in the
outline of the letter in Amm. 11 2.424,6-7: dndco. te yiveton Tpdypota dvil coudtov fj couato dvTl
npayudtov (see above).
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example (v [Tehomdvvnoov ... éEnyelcBan), we would expect him to have used the
term o®uo in that case, but there he only speaks of npdcwna. Further, if Schenkeveld
were right that Dionysius’ first example concerns a case of abstractum pro concreto,
we would have to assume that the Peloponnese is the abstractum, and 1§ 8& d0En xoil
101g mpayuacwy the concreta. This could work for mpdyuata, but it could not for
d6&a (‘reputation’). For this reason, Schenkeveld’s suggestion that Dionysius was
thinking of an antithesis mpoyuo / oduo does not make the passage more
understandable. In other passages, the distinction between npayuo and couo does not
differ from the one between mpdyuo and npdcwnov (see section 2.3). I think, then,
that Dionysius does regard the expression v [Tehordvvnoov ... éEnyeicbon as a case
of personification, because he thinks that é€nyeicBou should be used with a personal
object. This interpretation is supported by the explanations in the scholia on
Thucydides. Here we find the following interpretation of &EnyeicOon: dpyeiv,
xpatelv £tépov, ‘to rule over, to be master of other people’.’*® Although this
interpretation differs from the one that Dionysius offers, it seems to support the idea
that €€nyelcBon is considered a verb that governs a personal object. In spite of the
obscurity of Dionysius’ comment, we may conclude that he regards tnv
[Telordvvnoov ... €éEnyeicBon as a case of personification: the Peloponnese is a thing

(nporyuo) that is treated as a person (Tpoc®OTOV).

In our discussion of chapter 3-14 of the Second Letter to Ammaeus, we have
compared Dionysius’ grammatical notes with the observations of philologists
(Aristarchus and the scholia on Thucydides), rhetoricians (‘Demetrius’, Caecilius of
Caleacte, Quintilian), a literary critic (‘Longinus’), technical grammarians (in
particular Apollonius Dyscolus) and philosophers (the Stoics). We have not only
observed that similar ideas on the substitution and combination of the accidentia of
the parts of speech are found in all these disciplines, but also that the use of these
ideas diverges from discipline to discipline. Most illustrative are the different
treatments of Thucydides’ deviating language in the scholia, Caecilius and Dionysius
respectively. They all point to similar passages in Thucydides’ work where the
historian expresses his ideas in an unusual way. The scholia comment upon these
passages in order to explain them, so that the reader of Thucydides will be able to
understand what he means to say. Caecilius of Caleacte includes some of these same
passages in his account of the figure dAlolwoig: the implication seems to be that
orators could use these figures in their speeches, thus imitating the variations of

Thucydides and other authors. Dionysius however objects to Thucydides’ unusual

3% Hude (1927) 57. Another scholion on the same passage says: Gvti t0d Gyewv 10 éEnyeicBon
(‘éEnyeicbou is used instead of “to bring”™”).
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expressions, and in some cases he even refers to them as solecisms. He points to the
historian’s deviating language in order to prevent his readers from imitating
Thucydides’ style, which he considers inappropriate for both historians and orators.
Dionysius’ integration of grammar and literary criticism in the Second Letter to
Ammaeus supports his views on Thucydides’ style, which he already expressed in his
treatise On Thucydides. The grammatical notes on his use of the parts of speech
confirm the evaluation of Thucydides as an author whose style should not be copied

indiscriminately.
4.5. Conclusion

In this chapter, we have investigated Dionysius’ use of the grammatical theory of the
parts of speech. We have seen that Dionysius employs the popioe Adyov both as a
rhetorician and as a literary critic. His definition of ctOvBecic emphasises that
composition starts from the parts of speech as its building blocks. Although this
definition is directly followed by a history of the theory of the puopio. Adyov in the
sense of ‘word classes’ (here we have seen Dionysius’ role as a historian of
linguistics), the other aspect of words, that of ‘parts of the phrase’ is similarly relevant
for Dionysius’ composition theory. We have discussed two passages from the work
On Composition that make clear that the grammatical point of view is essential to
Dionysius’ views on cOvBecic. In Comp. 6, he argues that words should be combined
and shaped in a form that is appropriate both with regard to grammar and with regard
to euphony. In Comp. 22-24, Dionysius describes the three different types of
composition, and he argues that the use of the parts of speech is one of the factors that
contribute to the smoothness or austerity of the oc¥OvBecic. In both passages, the
concept of architecture is very prominent. As a literary critic Dionysius supports his
criticism of Thucydides’ style by pointing to specific deviations in the historian’s use
of grammatical constructions (oynuoticuot). Dionysius’  stylistic analyses
foreshadow Apollonius Dyscolus’ work on syntax: the Second Letter to Ammaeus
contains a number of syntactic observations that have so far been ignored by scholars
who study the history of syntax in antiquity. In chapter 5, I will come back to

Dionysius’ views on syntax.

I hope to have shown that the integration of grammar and rhetorical theory on the one
hand and grammar and literary criticism on the other is fundamental to Dionysius’
works. He has taken up linguistic views that were developed in the context of
philology and technical grammar and uses them for his own purposes. More

specifically, Dionysius seems to have incorporated theories from various disciplines.
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First, it is plausible that he used theories on cOvBecig that were developed by the
Hellenistic kritikoi, who also used the theory of the parts of speech in their theory of
composition. Further, he seems to have employed a philological commentary on
Thucydides, from which he may have taken the examples of deviating style. On the
other hand, we have seen that, conversely, the later scholia partly seem to rely on
Dionysius. Finally, he knew Stoic works on the syntax of the parts of speech; the
extent to which Dionysius actually made use of the Stoic works is not yet clear, but I
will argue in the next chapter (5) that Dionysius’ discussion of natural word order
(Comp. 5), which is another example of the integration of grammar and rhetoric, is
indeed based on Stoic theories. As to specific ‘sources’ I want to be very careful. We
may make an exception for the philological work on Thucydides that Dionysius seems
to have used in his Second Letter to Ammaeus. Apart from that, I will not make any
specific claims on the sources that he may have used for different parts of his work.
Dionysius knew a large number of works from various language traditions in wich the
parts of speech played a role (philology, philosophy, poetic criticism, and probably
technical grammar). Some of these works he mentions himself, and others he may
have used without mentioning them. Thus, it is possible that he knew the work of the
grammarians Asclepiades of Myrlea, Tyrannion or Tryphon. Indeed the history of the
theory of the parts of speech might rely on a discussion of the uépn Adyov in a treatise
by one of those grammarians. However, we will never know to what extent Dionysius
depended on this kind of work. It is more rewarding to conclude that Dionysius was
one of the very first rhetoricians who systematically integrated various language
disciplines in order to support his own purposes as a rhetorician. The theory of the

parts of speech has proven to be a perfect example of this successful synthesis.



