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CHAPTER 5. NATURA ARTIS MAGISTRA.
DIONYSIUS ON NATURAL STYLE, SYNTAX AND WORD ORDER

5.1. Introduction

In the two preceding chapters, we have examined the close connections between
grammar, rhetorical theory and literary analysis in Dionysius’ treatises. In the present
chapter, which will concentrate on Dionysius’ views on natural style, syntax and word
order, the fruitful cooperation between these disciplines will become even more
manifest. Apart from rhetoric and grammar, philosophy will also play a significant
role in this chapter. Our investigations will depart from the observation that ‘the
natural’ (10 @uoikoV) is a recurrent theme throughout Dionysius’ rhetorical works
(see also section 2.5.2). On closer inspection, it becomes manifest that we find two
different concepts of nature (¢voig) in his treatises. On the one hand, nature
corresponds to the artless and the usual. On the other hand, there is a passage in which
Dionysius adopts a philosophical concept of nature: in this case, nature corresponds to

the rules of logic.

Throughout his works, Dionysius uses the terms ¢Uo1g and @uoikdg in the sense of
the ‘usual’ and ‘normal’: according to this concept, natural expression imitates the
language of laymen, who are not trained in the use of rhetorical expression. The term
@vo1c is here opposed to téxvn (see also section 2.5.2)." This concept of nature is
applied to various aspects of writing: not only word order can be natural, but also
syntax (grammatical constructions), style in general and even the organisation of the
ideas in a speech. Dionysius’ ideas on natural style, syntax and word order are of
course closely related: they will be discussed in section 5.2. I will argue that we can
trace a development in Dionysius’ analysis of the styles that he regards as natural or
unnatural. In the early works, Dionysius merely describes certain plain and simple
passages (in particular those of Lysias) as natural, and he characterises the more
figured style as ‘unnatural’. In the later works, Dionysius adopts a syntactic
framework, including a technical terminology, which allows him to be more precise
about the exact nature of the passages that he considers to be natural or unnatural.

Thus, syntactic theory contributes to the analysis of style.

A different concept of nature is adopted in Comp. 5. Here, Dionysius conducts an

experiment by which he aims to discover whether attractive and beautiful composition

! Untersteiner (1959) discusses the contrast gpvoic and téxvn in Dionysius’ works, but his discussion is
not in all respects satisfactory: see section 5.2.
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depends on the arrangement of words that ‘nature demands’. Natural word order is in
this case determined by a number of logical rules, which claim that the parts of speech
(T poéprar 10 Adyov) should be arranged according to a fixed order.” Because the
experiment proves that Homer’s verses do not always follow the rules of nature,
Dionysius decides to reject the natural principles. In section 5.3, I will argue that the
concept of natural word order in Comp. 5 is largely determined by Stoic ideas. In the
final part of this chapter, I will compare Dionysius’ ideas with some other ancient
views on natural word order, namely those of the rhetoricians and critics ‘Demetrius’

(section 5.4.1), ‘Longinus’ (section 5.4.2) and Quintilian (section 5.4.3).

Since part of this chapter concentrates on natural word order, I should add some
introductory remarks on the importance of order in the ancient language disciplines.
Order (td&lg, ordo) is a central concept in ancient rhetorical theory, both in the
organisation of arguments (dispositio) and in the treatment of expression (elocutio).’
In the latter department, aspects of word order can be discussed in connection with
euphony, rhythm and figures of speech.* In grammatical theory, order plays an
equally important role, not only on a practical, but also on a theoretical level. On the
one hand, grammarians are concerned with the correct order of words in a sentence.’
On the other hand, they discuss the theoretical order in which the parts of speech and
their accidentia should be treated in a grammar.® The idea that there is one particular
order that is natural (pvoixdc, naturalis) occurs in both grammatical and rhetorical
discussions of t&&1¢ (ordo), on all the levels mentioned. In rhetoric, the distinction

between an ordo naturalis and an ordo artificialis occurs both on the level of thoughts

> On ancient ideas on natural word order (esp. in Dionysius), see also Scaglione (1972) 74-96,
Schenkeveld (1983) 85-89 and De Jonge (2001).

* On ordo and related Greek concepts (t¢.€1c, kbéopog, oikovouie) in ancient rhetoric, see Ernst (2003),
esp. 416: ‘In der Rhetorik erscheint [ordo] tiberall dort, wo es gilt, groBere oder kleinere gedankliche
(dispositio) bzw. sprachliche (elocutio) Einheiten der Rede (partes orationis, Argumente, Stadien eines
erzdhlten Vorganges bzw. Sitze, Worter, Silben) in eine sachlich angemessene, taktisch zweckmifBige
oder dsthetisch ansprechende Reihenfolge zu bringen.’

* In grammar, the order of words in a sentence is mainly discussed in the context of syntax (cOvto&ic).
In rhetorical theory, word order generally belongs to the field of composition (c0vBeoic). THvBeocig and
cbOvtadig are complex terms, both of which are used with different meanings. Although c0vBecig is
more frequent in rhetoric, it also occurs in the works of grammarians (e.g. [D. Thrax], G.G. 1 1, 22,5:
Aoyog 8¢ ot melfic AéEemg oOvBesic Sidvolav adtotedi dnhodoa). Likewise, cOvta&ic is more
frequent in grammar, but it is also used in rhetorical theory (e.g. DH, Comp. 5.24,14 and Dem.
27.188,3). Both 6OvBeoig and oOvtaig are used not only for the composition of sentences, but also for
the internal composition of words. For the terms cOvBecic and civtadic, see also Donnet (1967) 24-
30. Donnet shows that chvta&ig refers both to grammatical constructions and to the order of words in a
sentence. XOvBecig is similarly complex: on this term, see Rhys Roberts (1910) 326-327, Pohl (1968)
1-8, Scaglione (1972) 24-26 and Aujac & Lebel (1981) 9 n. 1.

> See e.g. Apollonius Dyscolus, Synt. 1.132. Cf. Sluiter (1990) 61-69 and Lallot (1997 II) 68 n. 281.

% For the theoretical order of the parts of speech, see Apollonius Dyscolus, Synt. 1.13-29. For the order
of the moods, see Synt. 111.59 and II1.62. For the order of the voices, see Synt. I11.87. On these lists, see
esp. Lallot (1997 II) 19 n. 51.
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(the order of the parts of a speech, the arguments, and the narrated events) and on the
level of expression (the order of letters, syllables, and words). In grammar, the
concept of natural order pertains not only to the actual sequence of words in a
sentence, but also to the theoretical lists of the parts of speech and their accidentia.’
Before we focus on Dionysius’ concept of natural word order, we will first turn to his

views on natural style and its relation to syntactic theory.
5.2. Dionysius on natural style, dxoAov0io and 6 xatdAAnAog Adyog

Central to all of Dionysius’ rhetorical teaching is the (Aristotelian) idea that writers
should primarily pay attention to clarity of style, while avoiding the use of too many
obscure periphrases and figures of speech.® It is for this reason that Dionysius
frequently criticises authors like Thucydides, Isocrates, Isaeus and Plato (in his more
‘poetic’ passages): when discussing the style of these writers, Dionysius constantly
points out that their expressions deviate from normal and customary language. We
should realise that Dionysius’ criticism is not a purpose in itself, but serves to
underline his instructions to future orators: Dionysius’ main concern is that his
students and other readers should learn to write in a clear and perspicuous style. In
many cases, Dionysius rewrites the obscure expressions of classical writers in the
style of ‘those who construct the expression in conformity with common usage’ (see
sections 4.4.2 and 7.3.1).” The distinction between ¢vo1g and téxvn, two notions that
heavily determine Dionysius’ thoughts about language in general, regularly leads to
the identification of normal and customary expressions with ‘the natural’.'® Although
10 QULOIKOV is an important concept throughout Dionysius’ works, the treatment of
this concept in his earlier works differs from that in his later works.'' In the treatises
from the earliest period (in particular the first three books of On the Ancient Orators),
Dionysius regularly refers to the existence of a ‘natural’ style, which is in his view
most clearly represented by Lysias. But in these works the concept of natural style is
still very general and not so well defined: Dionysius does not discuss the syntax that
characterises natural composition, nor does he point to the grammatical particularities
of the opposite type of cOvBecic, which he regards as artificial. In his later works,

however, the concept of ‘the naturalness’ of style and word order is applied in a more

7 On a practical level, Apollonius Dyscolus speaks of 1} kot o1y dcohovBio: (see section 5.2). His
theoretical hierarchy of the parts of speech is also supposed to be in accordance with nature: see esp.
Synt. 1.26.

¥ On the importance of the Aristotelian concept of cagfvela, see sections 1.5 and 7.3.1.

® Amm. 11 11.430,18-20. For the text, see section 4.4.2.

19 Cf. Schenkeveld (1983) 91. For a similar idea in Apollonius Dyscolus, see Lallot (1997 II) 68 n. 281.
On the role of @¥o1¢ in Dionysius’ discussion of mimetic words, see section 2.5.3.

' On the relative order of Dionysius’ rhetorical works, see section 1.3.
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specific way. In On Demosthenes, On Thucydides, and the Second Letter to Ammaeus,
there are two things in particular that enable Dionysius to be more precise about
natural style and word order than in his earlier works. First, he introduces the
technique of metathesis (rewriting), which makes it possible to compare the ‘artifical’
style of Thucydides with a more ‘natural’ version that expresses the same idea (see
section 7.3.1). Second, Dionysius adopts a grammatical framework, including a more
sophisticated terminology: technical grammatical terms like dkoAovBia, referring to
the ideal combination of logical order and correct syntax, koatdAAnAog, ‘congruent’,
and coAotkiondg, ‘grammatical irregularity’, allow Dionysius to give a more precise
description of what he considers to be natural or deviant. Dionysius’ views on
dcolovBio and kot AANAGTNG in his later works seem to foreshadow the important
role that these terms will play in Apollonius Dyscolus’ Syntax.'> In this section, I will
first deal with the general concept of natural style in Dionysius’ earlier works, and
then turn to the more technical ideas on dxoAovBic and kortoAANAdTnG in his later

works.

In order to understand what Dionysius means by a ‘natural’ style and ‘natural’
composition, we should pay close attention to Dionysius’ discussion of Lysias, the
author who was universally considered to be the champion of ‘the natural’. In the
Lysias, Dionysius points out that among the most important characteristics of Lysias’
style are the purity of his vocabulary, the expression of ideas in everyday language,
and his lucidity (cagfvewn)."” Dionysius regularly refers to these qualities in terms of
nature (1 gVo1¢) and the natural (10 uo1kov): Lysias’ style in general is described as
‘displaying the natural to a high degree’ (moAv 10 @uokoOv migaivovoa), which
makes it suited to the portrayal of ‘the reality of human nature’ (GAnBewav ...
gvoenc).'* Further, Lysias’ composition is said to be natural (cOvBectv ... puoiknv),
and his speeches display an ‘uncontrived, natural moral tone’ (foc te 0¥
nenhacuévov GALG @uotkdv).” Thus, Lysias® naturalness pertains to many different
aspects of his writings, which are, however, all related to each other: the naturalness
of his composition (c0vBecic) and word order is an aspect of his natural style (A£€1¢)

in general, which in its turn is part of the natural (in the sense of ‘realistic’) portrayal

12 Cf. Schenkeveld (1983) 91-92.

Y See esp. Lys. 2-4.

" 1ys.10.17,12-13; Lys. 13.23,14-15.

Y Isoc. 2.57,3-4; Is. 9.103,8-9. See also Is. 3.95,4-7 (a comparison between the styles of Lysias and
Isacus): 1) pév yop [i.e. i Avoiov AéEic] doehng Te kol BN uaAlov £6TL GOYKELTOL TE PUGTKAOTEPOY ...
‘The style of Lysias is plainer and has a stronger moral flavour and its composition is more natural
(...).” Is. 7.100,3-5: mapd Avoig pev NOeld éotv I eloPoAn kol 8" 008V BAAO pHaAAOV i GTL LOIKAG
nog eipnton kol deeddg. ‘In Lysias, the introduction is pleasant and the main reason for this is that its
expression is natural and simple.” There are many more passages in which some aspect of Lysias’
speeches is described as natural.
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of the speaker’s character. The concept of Uc1¢ behind these ideas is complex. What
does Dionysius mean when he describes Lysias’ style as ‘natural’? He does not mean
to say that Lysias’ composed his speeches instinctively, nor that he did not make use
of artistic techniques. In fact, Lysias’ speeches are supposed to be the product of an
art (téyvn) that imitates nature (¢Oo1c).'® Dionysius does not always make it very
clear in which sense he regards Lysias’ style as natural. In most cases, it is simply
implied that natural speech corresponds to the speech of a layman, who is not trained
in rhetorical skills:'” correspondingly, natural word order is just an order of words
found in everyday language. Dionysius’ preference for this kind of language is based
on very practical considerations: the orator is supposed to speak in the assembly,

before an audience that mainly consists of laymen (iSi@ton).'® Therefore, if the orator

" In Is. 16.114,9-13 (already cited above), Dionysius points out that Lysias’ narratives are not really
natural, but that they are the product of téyvn, ‘whose greatest achievement was to imifate nature’ (10
wpnooacBot y evoty adTig [sc. The téxvnc] uéyistov €pyov Nv). ‘Longinus’, Subl. 22.1 expresses the
same idea: see section 5.4.2. In spite of Dionysius’ clear statements on art imitating nature, it has been
wrongly supposed that Dionysius is guided by the idea that speeches are the product of an instinctive
and irrational process. See Untersteiner (1959) 80-81, who points to Thuc. 34.381,17-25. In that
passage, Dionysius distinguishes two stages in the treatment of content: first, the invention (ebpeoic) of
ideas, which depends for the most part on talent (¢0o1g); second, the employment (ypficig) of the
material, which depends on art (téxvn). It is true that Dionysius assigns a certain role to ‘talent’ in the
field of content (10 mpoynortikov pépog), but it is also clear from the same passage and from his other
works that 10 texvikoév is indispensable in all rhetorical and historical writing, especially in the field of
style (10 AektikOv uépog). Invention depends more on @Oo1G because it does not pertain to the form of a
text. As Goudriaan (1989) 237-238 points out, Untersteiner’s translation of gUo1¢ as ‘libera ispirazione’
and ‘individualita’ refers to a romantic ideal that does not fit with Dionysius’ theories. Untersteiner’s
interpretation is governed by a tradition of Italian scholars, to which Pavano (1936) also belongs. These
scholars divide ancient theories of art and literary criticism into two approaches, namely a téyvn-
related rationalism and a @Ooig-related irrationalism, the latter of which is supposed to be superior.
Unlike his Italian colleagues, Untersteiner regards Dionysius as an exponent of the school that
emphasised the role of irrationalism in the creation and evaluation of art. (He refers in particular to
Dionysius’ method in On Dinarchus, on the authenticity of the speeches handed down under the name
of Dinarchus.) In my view, it is better to avoid unspecific terms like irrationalism and rationalism (cf.
Goudriaan [1989] 467). Dionysius clearly supposes that both in the production and in the reception of a
text, ‘nature’ and ‘art’ work together. Thus, in Dem. 47.232,4-6, it is said that nature (¢¥o1c) is the
creator (dnuiovpyde), while the arts (i tévon) are the mothers (untépec) of every work (£pyov). With
regard to the judgement of works of arts, Dionysius (Thuc. 27.371,20-22) states that the rational
criterion (of the expert critic) and the irrational criterion (of the layman), although they can be applied
separately, will lead to the same evaluation: cvv@dOv €6t T6 Te Aoyikov kol 10 GAoYoV KpiLThpLov.
‘Reason and instinct will combine in one voice.” On the two criteria, see section 7.3.2. On the two
criteria and Dionysius’ alleged rationality or irrationality, see further Goudriaan (1989) 142-154, 230-
240 and 466-468.

7 See e.g. Is. 9.103,7-12: according to Dionysius, Lysias’ opening words display a moral flavour that is
not contrived (merloouévov) but natural (puoikdv): ‘nobody would say that these are the words of an
orator, but only that it is the language of any ordinary person who is exposed to unjust litigation’
(00eig v eimot pTopog elvort, GAAYL TovTOG 1810TOV KaTaGTEVTOG £ig drydva ddtkov). For the natural
speech of the layman (i8wwtng), see also e.g. Is. 11.107,5.

'8 See esp. Dem. 15, where Dionysius points out that a speech should not only address the well-
educated few, but also ‘the majority of ordinary men’ (tolg moAlolg kol iduwtong). Therefore, the
middle style, which avoids the excesses of the plain and the grand style, is to be preferred: its mixed
character corresponds to the mixed nature of the audience, which consists of both specialists and
laymen. See also Lys. 3.10,13-21: predecessors of Lysias, like Gorgias, confused ‘the ordinary man’
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wishes to be heard and understood, he should to a certain extent adopt the language of

ordinary people, in order to avoid offending the ears of the audience."”

In some cases, Dionysius gives a more sophisticated explanation of the ‘naturalness’
of Lysias’ style, as in the following passage: ‘the most effective style (...) is that
which most resembles natural speech; and nature demands that the expression should
follow the thought, not that the thoughts should follow the expression’ (kpdtioTOV 8¢
EMTASELUOL (...) TO OLOLOTOTOV TG KOTR PUOV. BoVAeTOL OE ) PUGLG TOTG VONUAGTY
gnecBor thy AéEwy, ob T AéEer & vofuoro) (see also section 2.3).*° According to
the latter explanation, natural language is language that directly expresses the
thoughts (to vonuoto), without adding ornaments or changing the order in which the
ideas occur. This concept of natural order, as one that closely follows the (logical or
chronological) order of the ideas, holds both on the level of the sentence (cOvBecic)
and on the level of the text (oikovouia). Thus, in Lysias’ narratives the events are
reported in the order in which they actually happened: in a natural style, the
organisation of the text mirrors the chronological order of events.”' The narratives of
Isaeus, on the other hand, are characterised by (among other things) ‘the fact that
things that were done are told in other than their chronological order’ (t® un koo
100G Y pOVoLG T TpoyBévta elpficBon), and by ‘the fact that everything is told neither
as it was natural to have been done nor as a layman would recount it’ (t® [ég] un
mévo und’ G’ g edov elxe Tpoydivat upd” b av id1dg Tic eimot AéyeoBon).
From the latter passage it becomes clear that, according to Dionysius, a style in which

‘expression follows the ideas’ coincides with the language of laymen.”> We may

(tov idwwtnv) with their artificial expressions. Goudriaan (1989) 510-521 convincingly argues that
Dionysius’ view that the middle style addresses a mixed audience is influenced by Peripatetic ideas.
One may doubt whether the role of the assembly in Dionysius’ time was as important as in the classical
period, but Goudriaan (1989) 29-38 points out that meetings of éxkAnoion were still frequently held in
the east of the Roman world at the beginning of the principate, even if the most important issues were,
of course, not decided there. Ordinary people also attended these assemblies, and orators had to address
them in an appropriate way.

' Mutatis mutandis, the same thing is true for a historian like Thucydides: in Dionysius’ view, history
is not the property of a few well-educated specialists. Therefore, Thucydides should have written in a
more accessible style, instead of producing such obscure passages that cannot be understood without a
linguistic commentary. See Thuc. 51 and cf. Grube (1950) 108.

2 Isoc. 12.72,4-6. A similar idea is found in Plato, Republic 400c12-d4, where it is said that rhythm
and harmony should follow the words (Adyw dxodovBntéov), not vice versa.

2L Cf. Is. 11.106,15-16: koi 10 petd todto, g gvotv eixe yevéoBar te kol pnbivar, Aéyer. ‘And he
reports what follows as it was natural for it to happen and to be described.’

2 Is. 15.113,17-114,1.

3 We may compare Horace’s advice on ordo in Ars Poetica 42-44: ordinis haec virtus erit et venus, aut
ego fallor, | ut iam nunc dicat iam nunc debentia dici, | pleraque differat et praesens in tempus omittat.
‘This, or I am mistaken, will constitute the merit and beauty of order, that the poet just now say what
ought just now to be said, put off most of his thoughts, and waive them for the present.” (Translation
adapted from Smart.)



NATURA ARTIS MAGISTRA 227

conclude, then, that a natural style is a style that presents the ideas in a straightforward
way; at the same time, Dionysius supposes that this is also the way in which ordinary
people would express themselves.

The concept of natural style is closely connected with the rhetorical theory of the
three styles (see section 1.5). In his treatise On Demosthenes, Dionysius includes a
discussion of the grand style (Dem. 1), the plain style (Dem. 2) and the middle style
(Dem. 3ft.). The grand style is described as ‘unusual, redundant, elaborate, and full of
every kind of additional ornaments’ (¢EnAAoryuévn kol meplttn kol £YKoTAOKEVOG
kol tolg émbérolg kdopolc Gmoot ocvumenAnpouévn).”* The opposite style,
represented especially by Lysias, is ‘simple and plain’ (Autn kol &@eAng), and its
power consists in its ‘resemblance to the language of ordinary speech’ (tnv mpog
Sty Exewv Adyov [kai] dportdtnra).”” The middle style, finally, is formed by a
combination of the other two styles.26 In his treatment of the three yopoxtipeg thg
Aé€ewg, Dionysius frequently describes the difference between the plain and the
grand style in terms of ¢Voic.”” While Lysias is the champion of ‘the natural’,

Thucydides is Dionysius’ favourite example of an unnatural and artificial style.*®

Having examined the most important characteristics of Dionysius’ concept of natural
style, I will now focus on the grammatical terminology that he adopts in order to trace
the precise causes of natural and unnatural composition. An illuminating passage is
On Demosthenes 9, where Dionysius summarises the aspects that distinguish
Thucydides’ style from that of others (see also section 2.5.5): the most characteristic
aspect of Thucyiddes’ style is ‘that the thoughts are not expressed by direct means and
not in a simple and plain way, as is the normal practice of other writers, but that the
language is removed and turned away from what is customary and natural (koo
evowv) towards expressions that are unfamiliar to most people and different from
what nature () p0o1c) demands’.”’ Here we do not only have a clear link between that

which is customary (&v £0e1) and that which is according to nature (xorto pOG1v), but

** Dem. 1.130,1-3.

25 Dem. 2.130,6-8. I follow the text of Usher (1974) and Aujac (1988), who delete xori.

26 Although Dionysius calls the middle style 1 pueth te kol oOvBetog €k ToVTOV @V duelv (‘the style
that is mixed and formed by combining the other two’), it is not entirely clear whether Dionysius
regards this style as an Aristotelian mean or as a mixture of the grand and the plain style: see
Hendrickson (1904), Bonner (1938), Grube (1965) 221, Goudriaan (1989) 504-510 and Wooten (1989)
576-580.

77 See e.g. Dem. 9.145,7-11 (below), Dem. 9.147,9: v kot ¢vowv dmoyyehlov, ‘the natural
expression’. Dem. 13.157,16-17: @uoixi Tig €mtpéxel Tolg Avoiov Adyorg edotopia kol x6pig .. ‘A
certain natural euphony and charm flows over the speeches of Lysias (...).

2 Cf. Dem. 2.130,25-131,3. For Dionysius’ evaluation of Thucydides, see section 4.4.1 and the
literature mentioned there.

2 Dem. 9.145,6-11. For the Greek text, see section 2.5.5.
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it is also implied that natural use of language is simple (anA®¢) and plain (GeeA®dQ).
On Demosthenes belongs to the works of Dionysius’ middle period, in which his
technique of literary analysis has considerably developed (see section 1.3).*® Thus, no
longer does Dionysius restrict himself to describing the artificial style as “‘unnatural’,
but he illustrates his point with a metathesis (rewriting) of a passage from

Demosthenes, which he thinks much resembles the style of Thucydides:*'

Demosthenes, Philippics 3.110: Dionysius’ metathesis:

TOAADV, O GvSpeg "ABnvaiot, Adymv TOAADV, ® GvSpec "ABnvaiot, Adymv
ywopévav OAyov Selv ko’ exdotnv yiyvopuévov ko’ Exdotny oyedov
gxkAnoiov mept v Pilnnog, e’ od THv gxiAnotoy, tepi v adikel @ilnmog UGS
glpNvny €TONCATO, 0V HOVOV DUAG GAA 1€ kol ToVG (GAAovg) “EAANVaC, Go’ oD

kol Tovg dAlovg ("EAANvacg) adikel ... glpNvNV ETOINCOTO ...

‘Many speeches, Athenians, are made in all
but every assembly about the outrages that
Philip, ever since he made peace with us, has

‘Many speeches, Athenians, are made in
almost every assembly about the outrages
that Philip has been committing against you

been committing not only against you but and the other Greeks ever since he has made

also against the rest of the Greeks (...). peace with us (...)’

Dionysius’ remarks on his metathesis further clarify his ideas on natural style and
word order. According to Dionysius, there are three devices that have made
Demosthenes’ style ‘removed from the customary’ (100 cuvvfiBoug éEnAloryuévny)
and ‘laboured’ (nepiepyov). First, Demosthenes uses 0Alyov delv instead of the more
usual oyedov. Second, the pair ddikel @iMnrog has been broken up and has ‘carried

away the dcolovBia over a long distance’.”

Third, the phrase ‘not only against you
but also against the rest of the Greeks’ (00 uovov VUGG GAAG Kol TOVG GAAOVG
“EAAnvog) could have expressed the sense by means of the simple connection (S
TG CLUTAOKTG MOVNG), that is, without the extra negation: therefore, Dionysius has
simplified this phrase by using the connectives te koi.”> From this analysis it appears
that Dionysius’ concept of customary and natural expression is related to vocabulary
(0Atyov d€lv), ovvdeosuot (00 povov ... aAAo koi) and word order (Demosthenes’
hyperbaton ®ilnrog ... a.dwkel has interrupted the logical order of the sentence).
Now, it is important to notice that Dionysius presents his own metathesis as the basic

form of language, from which Demosthenes’ sentence deviates (see also section

3% Cf. Bonner (1939) 59-80.

31 Dem. 9.144,14-145,24. For a discussion of the method of metathesis in general I refer to chapter 7
and to De Jonge (2005b). On Dionysius’ analysis of Phil. 3.110, see also Bonner (1939) 68-69.

32 For the expression kop{les@ot v dxolovdiav, see also Thuc. 53.413,8.

3 See Dem. 9.145,18-24.
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7.3.2). Dionysius points out that in Demosthenes’ version, 0Alyov delv ‘has been
adopted instead of’ (mapoAneBév dvti) the more customary word oyeddv: this
formulation reveals Dionysius’ view that the natural and normal expression used in
his paraphrase ‘underlies’ the artificial expression of Demosthenes. Similarly,
Dionysius tells us that &dikel ®@ilnmoc ‘has been split up’ (droupebév) in
Demosthenes’ version; Dionysius presents his metathesis as the basic and natural
order, from which Demosthenes has consciously deviated, thus interrupting the

dcorovBio.>*

The use of the term dxolovBio (‘logical order’), which appears only in the works of
his middle and later period, marks a significant development in Dionysius’ treatment
of style in general and that of natural word order and syntax in particular. Apart from
dcohovBia, the term kotdAAnAog (‘syntactically congruent’) should be mentioned as
an important term in Dionysius’ more developed syntactic analyses.”> We have
already encountered both terms in our discussion of Dionysius’ grammatical notes on
Thucydides (section 4.4.2). The terms dxolovBio. and xatdAAnAog occur in both
philological and philosophical contexts, but the author that makes the most systematic
use of these terms is the technical grammarian Apollonius Dyscolus (second century
AD). The question presents itself how Dionysius got to know these terms and the
grammatical theory behind them. He may have acquired his knowledge from the
grammarians who were active in Augustan Rome, or he may have studied the works
of earlier philologists, grammarians or philosophers (see section 1.4). But the
interesting thing is that Dionysius’ contemporary Tryphon, who is often considered to
have been the great model of Apollonius Dyscolus, presumably did not use the terms
dxolovBio and xotdAAnhoc. Having closely examined the fragments of Tryphon,
Matthaios argues that Tryphon did not deal with the concept of xataAANAOTNG:
‘Ausblickend dagegen unterscheidet sich Tryphon vom Syntaxtheoretiker Apollonius
Dyskolos dadurch, daB3 er die fiir den syntaktischen Bereich wesentliche Frage nach

>36 The term dxoAovBio

der kotaAAnAOTNGg und nach ihren Bedingungen nicht stellte.
is not found in the extant fragments of Tryphon either.”” Given the fact that both
Apollonius and Dionysius are interested in Stoic ideas, we might suppose that they

have borrowed the syntactical terminology from the philosophers: both dxolovBic

3* A similar case is discussed in Comp. 9.35,7-16: see section 7.3.2.

3% The term coAotkiopde (‘solecism’) is also important, but this seems to have been a more common
term among philosophers and grammarians and even in common language.

3% Matthaios (2003) 128.

37 Von Velsen (1965) reads dixorovBiow in Tryphon fr. 33, but here we should read dxolovBoc: see
Matthaios (2003) 104-105.
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and kotdAAnAog are found in Stoic works (see below).*® The term kotdAAnAog also
occurs in the scholia on Homer, so Dionysius may also have found the terms in the
works of Alexandrian philologists (cf. section 4.4.1).° But because of the limited
number of fragments of Tryphon and grammarians like Tyrannion and Asclepiades,
we should be cautious and avoid drawing sweeping conclusions about the discipline

from which Dionysius borrowed the syntactic terminology and the theory behind it.

Blank and Sluiter have usefully analysed Apollonius Dyscolus’ use of the terms
Gcorovdior and xoroAnAdme.*® KoraAnAdtne, ‘syntactical congruence’, denotes
the mutual agreement between the parts of a sentence: a sentence is xatdAAnAog if all
the words agree with each other, both syntactically and semantically.* A sentence
that is completely kotdAAnAoc, is called 10 £Efic or dicoAovBio: the latter terms
indicate the correct, grammatical order of a sentence whose words agree with each
other and at the same time occupy their proper places.** In Stoic philosophy, the term
Gcolovdio was used to denote the rational order that pervades the whole cosmos.*’
This idea of cosmic orderliness is implicitly preserved in Apollonius’ grammatical
works, for he seems to have thought that the rational order of the universe was

> AxolovBio therefore denotes not

reflected in the orderly structure of language.
only a logical, but also a natural order;” in some cases, the latter aspect of the
concept of dxolovBio is made more explicit by the addition of the words oo
gVow.*® Where téEic designates the order as such, dxoAovBio implies that the
constituents of the order follow from each other, so that the order may be regarded as

logical or natural.

** For the Stoic use of the term kotoAAnAdme, see Blank (1982) 31. According to Diogenes Laertius
VII.59, the Stoics defined solecism as Adyog dicatolANAmg GuvTeTayUévog.

3% Cf. Blank (1982) 55-57.

0 For kxoradnAdng, see Blank (1982) 24-39, Sluiter (1990) 50-52 and 61-69, Lallot (1997 1) 45-47,
and Luhtala (2000) 163-167. For dxolovBia., see esp. Sluiter (1990) 13-16.

1 Cf. Sluiter (1990) 50: ‘KataAAnidtng refers to the mutual relationships of the constituents of a
sentence; it is the notion into which symmetry of structure and semantics merge.” Blank (1982) 28
suggests that xataAAnAdtng is the term that represents dvaloyio in syntax. For the use of xotdAAnAog
in writers before Apollonius (including Dionysius), see Blank (1982) 55-57.

2 See Sluiter (1990) 61-62. In his Syntax, Apollonius normally uses the expression 10 £&fic: see e.g.
Synt. 1.132 and cf. Lallot (1997 II) 68 n. 281. For dkolouvbio as the rational order of words, see Pron.,
G.G. 11 1, 42,8-9. "AxolovBic: can also refer to a group of correlative words: see Steinthal (1891 IT) 346
and Sluiter (1990) 84 and 130.

* See Sluiter (1990) 13-16.

* See Blank (1982) 31. This idea is implicitly present in various ancient accounts of natural word
order: see especially sections 5.3 and 5.4.3 (on Dionysius, Comp. 5 and ‘Longinus’, Subl. 22.1).

* See Blank (1982) 16-17 and Lallot (1997 II) 68 n. 281.

* For 1) xatdt o dxolovdia, see Apollonius Dyscolus, Pron., G.G. 11 1, 42,8-9; Dionysius, Thuc.
24.362,6, Thuc. 53.413,3 and Amm. 11 2.423,12-13. See also section 5.4.2 for ‘Longinus’, Subl. 22.1:
MV €k 10D Kot UGV ELpUOD TOVTOlwg TPOG Vplag Tpomdg Evarildttovst Tdév.
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Coming back to Dionysius, we can observe that in his rhetorical works of the middle
and later period (see section 1.3), he makes use of ideas on syntax that are related to
Apollonius’ views mentioned above.*” In his earlier works, Dionysius merely points
to the naturalness of Lysias’ composition in a general way, and he criticises the
artificiality of authors like Isaeus; but he does not yet describe the grammatical order
and syntax that characterises the natural and artificial styles. In his later works,
however, he develops a grammatical apparatus that describes the unnatural style in a
more precise way. In particular, Dionysius frequently points out that a passage
deviates from dxoAovBio because the construction of the parts of speech is not
congruent katdAAnAog). We have already encountered some interesting illustrations
of this approach in the preceding chapter (section 4.4.2). For example, we have seen
that Dionysius points out that a participle should have had the feminine instead of the
masculine form in order to agree with a corresponding feminine noun.*® With regard
to a sentence that combines a future (in fact an optative present) and a present tense,
he describes the style as ‘deviating from the syntactical congruence’ (éxPefnxvic 10
xotéAAnAov).” He also points to the fact that a pronoun and a participle that should
agree with each other are expressed in two different cases, thus forming an
‘incongruent construction’ (oynuoriopdg dxotdAinioc).” Thus, by combining the
grammatical theory of the parts of speech with an implicit theory of syntax (indicated
by the terms dxoAovBic and kotdAAnAog), Dionysius has found a useful tool for
analysing the precise character of different styles and composition types. In particular,
the syntactic analysis enables him to pin down the causes of the style that he regards

as ‘unnatural’.

Another tool that enables Dionysius to be more precise about the defects of unnatural
composition is the method of metathesis (rewriting) (see section 2.3 and chapter 7). In
the first instance, it might seem attractive to compare Dionysius’ rewritings with the
paraphrases that we find in Apollonius Dyscolus. However, there is an important
difference between the rewriting techniques of the rhetorician and the grammarian.

Apollonius frequently rewrites sentences from daily usage or literary texts in order to

4T The adjective xotdAAniog occurs four times in Dionysius: Dem. 27.189,9; Thuc. 31.378.,9; Thuc.
37.389,21; Amm. 11 12.431,17. The opposite dxatdAAniog occurs twice: Dem. 27.188,3 and Amm. 11
12.432.,9 (for the latter passage, see section 4.4.2). The substantive kataAAnAdng, which we find in
Apollonius, does not occur in Dionysius’ works. The term dixolovBia is rather frequent in Dionysius’
later works; it only occurs in Dem., Thuc., Amm. 11 and Comp. Dionysius uses the word £Ef¢ only in the
sense of ‘following’ or ‘in close succession’, not with the technical meaning that the term has in
Apollonius.

* Amm. 11 11: see section 4.4.2.

¥ Amm. 11 12: see section 4.4.2.

%0 4mm. 11 12: see section 4.4.2.
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bring out their meaning.”' Sluiter has pointed out that these paraphrases are primarily
intended as interpretations of the original sentences.’> Apollonius’ paraphrases often
contain ungrammatical Greek: they bring out the meaning of an utterance without
pretending to give the normal expression: thus, Apollonius’ paraphrases are
theoretical constructions.” Dionysius’ rewritings, on the other hand, show the future
orator how he should write himself: they are practical models of correct writing,
which are intended to correct the artificial and obscure writings of authors like
Thucydides.>* Thus, while Apollonius’ paraphrases sometimes produce unfamiliar or
even ungrammatical Greek, Dionysius’ metatheses intend to correspond to the regular

structure of ordinary Greek.”

In order to illustrate further how Dionysius’ employs syntactic theory in his analyses
of ‘natural’ style and word order, I will discuss two more passages, one from On
Demosthenes and one from On Thucydides. My discussion of these passages aims to
show that the grammatical framework on the one hand and the method of metathesis
on the other enable Dionysius to give a more detailed analysis of what he regards as

‘(un)natural’ style.

In On Demosthenes 23-32, Dionysius draws a comparison between the funeral speech
in Plato’s Menexenus and the encomium of Athens in Demosthenes’ On the Crown. It

has been pointed out that this comparison is rather unfair, since Plato probably

>l The grammarian Nicanor (first half of the second century AD) held that one could remove all
grammatically unnecessary words in order to bring out the basic structure of the sentence (t0 £Efg).
Nicanor called the unnecessary parts of the sentence &10 pécov: see Sluiter (1990) 68-69. The
expression 810 uécov also occurs three times in Dionysius’ works, but he does not use it to denote
‘unnecessary parts’: (1) In Thuc. 25.365,9-13, Dionysius objects to the arrangement of a sentence from
Thucydides 4.34.1: he says that the last part (of the sentence) should immediately follow the first part,
and that ‘the intervening parts’ (t@v 8¢ d1& pécov) should take the next place. (2) In Dem. 38.210,22-
211,2, hiatus is described as the pause that exists in the middle between (810 uéoov) the vowel at the
end of one word and the vowel at the beginning of the next word. (3) In Comp. 25.129,6-7 (ko i ye o1
10 pécov mapeunecov 10 ‘kail okond’ according to Usener-Radermacher), Dionysius seems to use the
expression du pécov for the words koi okond (quoted from Demosthenes’ Against Aristocrates),
which he considers an intrusion that rightly obscures the metre of the rest of the passage; without the
intrusion, the passage would have been ‘in rhythm’ rather than rhythmical. Aujac & Lebel (1981) 181
however, following the MSS, read kol £11 ye, v Ao, p€Gov mopeunesdvTog 10D kol okond’ ete.

32 Sluiter (1990) 65-69.

33 Cf. Lallot (1997 1) 59: ‘Il va sans dire qu’il s agit, dans tous ces exemples, d’un ordre théorique (ou
“profond”, pour parler comme Householder), celui de la “séquence normale” (0 £&fc), qui peut
toujours étre altéré par transposition (...), hyperbate.’

>* As I have pointed out before, Dionysius’ criticism of Thucydides is not an aim in itself, but serves to
guide future orators and historians (like Tubero). With regard to Thucydides’ style, Dionysius’ message
is: ‘Do not try this at home!”

>> On the ungrammatical Greek of Apollonius’ paraphrases, see Sluiter (1990) 65-68.
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intended Aspasia’s funeral speech as a satirical parody of contemporary rhetoric.”
Dionysius could have selected a more typical passage from Plato’s work, if he had
wished to present a text that could really challenge Demosthenes’ superiority.”” It is
important to realise, however, that Dionysius’ aim in this treatise is to present
Demosthenes as the greatest model for all rhetorical writing. Thus, Dionysius first
argues that the middle style is to be preferred to the grand and simple styles. Next, he
points out that among the authors who applied the middle style Demosthenes was the
most successful orator. Therefore, Dionysius has to prove that Demosthenes’ style is
superior to that of two other representatives of the middle style, namely Isocrates and
Plato. His analysis of the Menexenus serves the purpose of showing that Plato does
not in all respects succeed in applying the middle style: in many cases, Plato uses too
artificial expressions, which belong to the grand rather than the middle style.”® Plato is
criticised for his obscurity, his excessive use of figures of speech, in particular the
theatrical figures of Gorgias such as antitheses and balanced clauses, his periphrases,
and his bombastic language.”” Dionysius’ objections to Plato’s style closely
correspond to his criticism of Thucydides’ unnatural style (see above). Just as he did
with regard to Thucydides, Dionysius also rewrites some sentences from the
Menexenus in a clearer and more straightforward style.®” In On Demosthenes 27,
Dionysius analyses a sentence from the Menexenus that he describes as ‘prolonged,

grammatically irregular, and having neither force nor coherence’ (810 pokpo® T Youp

*® See e.g. Blass, DAB 11 (1979° [1874]) 469 and Walsdorff (1927) 18-21. For the parodic character of
the funeral speech in the Menexenus, see Blass DAB 11 (1979° [1874]) 464 and Tsitsiridis (1998) 88-92,
who prefers the term ‘pastiche’. For Dionysius’ analysis of the Menexenus, see Clavaud (1980) 25-29,
who points to ‘le peu d’aptitude de Denys a saisir ’humour de Platon’.

> See Bonner (1939) 67 and Usher (1974) 234 and 359 n. 1. In Dem. 23.179,17-23, Dionysius objects
to the habit of other critics, who select the worst passage from Plato and compare it with the finest
passage from Demosthenes. Dionysius promises that, unlike these other critics, he will draw a fair
comparison. The promise turns out to be empty: Dionysius was probably too eager to convince his
audience of the superiority of his great model Demosthenes. He may have selected the Menexenus
because of the popularity of the funeral speech that it contains: see Cicero, Orator 151 and cf. Blass,
DAB 11 (1979° [1874]) 469. But it is remarkable how easily Dionysius (Dem. 23.180,1-4) rejects the
possibility of comparing Demosthenes’ speech with Plato’s Apology: the Apology ‘never saw even the
threshold of a law-court or an open assembly, but was written for another purpose and belongs to the
category neither of oratory nor of dialogue.” For a discussion of this ‘tantalizingly cryptic’ argument,
see Reid (1997). Many modern scholars have sharply rejected Dionysius’ biased attitude towards Plato.
The classicist and composer Diepenbrock (1911) 164, who speaks of a ‘dwaling’ (‘aberration’),
belongs to a long tradition of scholars who denounced Dionysius’ treatment of Plato. At the beginning
of this tradition stands Gnaeus Pompeius Geminus, who forced Dionysius to defend his criticism of
Plato in the letter that is addressed to him.

> On Dionysius’ evaluation of Plato’s style, see Walsdorff (1927) 9-24.

% See Dem. 24.183,1-10; Dem. 26.187,5-10; Dem. 25.184,16-19; Dem. 29.192,5-11.

% Dem. 24.183,1-10; Dem. 27.188,12-189,16.
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\ k3 ’ \ 3 ’ 1% 3 4 61 . e e . .
Kol Gxot@AAnAov kol ovte dewvotnta €ov ovte cvvtay).” His criticism is

mainly directed at the first part of the sentence:**

g O edyevelag mpdtov VrfipEe T016de N (TOV TPOYOVOV) YEVEGLE, 0K EmMAVG
0000, 00OE TOLG E€KYOVOLG TOVTOLG CTOENVOUEVT UETOLKOVVTOG €V Tfj Y0P,

GALoBev sV Nkdvimv, dAL adtdxBovag ...

‘The first factor of their nobility was their birth, which was not foreign nor did it
reveal these descendants as immigrants to the land, their parents having come from

abroad, but as natives (...).’

According to Dionysius, this sentence contains a number of shortcomings, which
would not occur in the language of people who practice ‘pure language’ (xoBopd:
dwodéxtw). First, he points to some instances of the abnormal usage of words. For
example, Dionysius objects to the combination of yéveoig with drognvouévn: “for it
is not natural for birth in itself to reveal something’ (...), but ‘it is we who reveal a

statement.’®’

Next, he focuses on the grammatical construction:
11g 8¢ BovAduevog odletv Ty dxorovBiav, elnmv v yévestv kol mepl TodTNG TOV
Aoyov amodidovg émiledEeiev av 10 GAAoBev codv MkdvVTwV, TO GPPEVIKOV Td

nAvkd kol Td evikd 10 TAnBuvTiKdV;

‘What writer who was concerned with preserving the grammatical sequence would
first speak of 1 yéveoig and then, while developing his account of this, connect to it

dAAoBev codv Nkdvtov, linking masculine to feminine and plural to singular?’

" Dem. 27.188,1-189,16. The text is uncertain: cvvtay is the reading of one of the MSS, which is
followed by Radermacher. Aujac (1988) follows the reading of another manuscript, capnveiov, which
may well be correct. Other MSS have a lacuna here.

62 Plato, Menex. 237b2-c3.

53 Dem. 27.189,1-3: olyte yap 1) yéveoic adth Tt dmogoivesBat oo Exet ... AL dmogonvopedo pév
Nuelg to Aextd, ... Dionysius seems to think that drogaivecsBon is wrong because he interprets the verb
as ‘to point out’; Tsitsiridis (1998) 199 translates the word as ‘erscheinen lassen’, and rejects
Dionysius’ criticism. Dionysius has two more objections. First, the combination of the word yéveoig
with the adjective #mmAvg is obscure, since ‘foreign’ is an attribute of ourselves, not of our birth.
Tsitsiridis (1998) 199 points out that yéveoig €nnAvg is actually not an unusual hypallage. Further,
Dionysius objects to Plato’s formulation ‘birth did not reveal the descendants as immigrants’. He
remarks that people cannot be said to be ‘immigrants’ in the land in which they were born: ‘people are
only immigrants if they come from elsewhere to the land that receives them.” Dionysius’ point seems to
be that ‘birth’ (yéveoig) automatically happens in the land where one is born, so that it necessarily
assigns children to the land where they are born. Plato, however, seems to use the word yéveoig in the
sense of ‘descent’ (corresponding to mpdyovav): see Tsitsiridis (1998) 199 and, differently, Aujac
(1988) 170.
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Dionysius’ objection concerns what we would call a constructio ad sensum: Plato
uses the pronoun c@®v, as if the subject had been ol mpdyovol, and not 1 tdv
npoydvav yéveoie.™* Of course, we do not have to agree with Dionysius that Plato is
wrong in applying this construction. What matters for our purpose is that Dionysius’
grammatical terminology proves to be an effective tool in analysing the specific
character of a style that he considers unusual and unnatural.”® For, instead of merely
pointing to the ‘unnaturalness’ of the composition, as he did in his early works,
Dionysius is now able to offer a more precise description of Plato’s expression: the
combination of a masculine plural with a feminine singular has ruined the dxoAovBic.
As we have pointed out above, the term dxolovBic describes a sentence whose
construction is grammatically correct and whose words are all put in their proper
place.’® In some cases, the aspect of word order is dominant, as in Dem. 9 (see above),
where Dionysius objected to a hyperbaton that splits up the corresponding noun and
verb ®iAnmog ... adikel. In other cases, as in Dem. 27, it is the other aspect of
dxolovBic that is more relevant, namely correct syntax: in this case, the point is that
Plato has failed to preserve the correct construction. Dionysius proceeds by saying
that ‘the sentence would have been syntactically correct (kataAAniog) if Plato had
referred back to yévesic, which was the subject of the sentence (bep fig O Adyoc fv)
and had added 8ALoBev odtiic hikovong’.?” The term xordAAndog does not so much
refer to ‘coherence’ (Usher), but rather to the syntactic agreement between yéveoic
and ovtig. The problem of incongruity could of course also be solved in another way,
namely by substituting ol mpdyovor for 1) 1@V npoydvmv yéveoic, so that GAAoBev
ce®v Nkovtwv would agree with the subject of the sentence. Dionysius adopts this
second solution and rewrites the sentence with a correct syntactic structure. His
metathesis at the same time solves the other shortcomings of the sentence (concerning
the abnormal usage of yéveoig), to which Dionysius has objected earlier on (see

above):

g & evyevelag mpdTov vrfipEov T0160e o1 mpdyovol, ovyl ennAvdeg Gvieg 0VOE
TOVG £kYOVOUG TOVTOVG GOPNVOVTEG UETOIKODVTOG v Tf) xWpe, dAAoBev codv

nkovimv, AN adtdyBovoc.

4 Cf. Tsitsiridis (1998) 199. In Amm. 11 13, Dionysius objects to constructiones ad sensum in
Thucydides: see section 4.4.2.

65 Dionysius mentions the word @¥o1g in Dem. 27.189,2.

5 Cf. Blank (1982) 27 and Sluiter (1990) 61-62.

7 Dem. 27.189,9-11: v yo&p 8 mov kardAAnhog 6 Adyoc, el mpdc T yéveswv vapépav, drgp NG O
Adyog v, énébnkev - *dAA0Bey odThc Hikobong.”
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Finally, we turn to On Thucydides, which belongs to Dionysius’ latest works. We
have already seen that Dionysius regards Thucydides’ style as unnatural, because it
deviates from the ordinary use of language.®® At the end of On Thucydides, Dionysius
again summarises the historian’s most distinctive qualities in terms of the ‘unusual’
and ‘unnatural’: one of the items in a long list of Thucydidean characteristics is the
use of ‘figures that are awkward and moved away from natural collocation, and which
would not even find a place in any kind of poetry’ (Tovg oko0VG Kol TEXAXVNUEVOVG
¢k Thg xata @oow ovluylog kol 008’ &v Gmaon TOMTIKY Ywpov Exoviog
oynuotiopotc).”” Earlier in the same treatise, Dionysius describes the unnatural
composition of Thucydides in a more specific way, by pointing to irregularities in his
syntactic constructions. A good example is Thuc. 37: in that chapter, Dionysius starts
a discussion of the Melian dialogue, and analyses the first sentence of the Melian

representatives, which runs as follows:”

‘H pév émeikeio 100 diddokey ko’ Novyiow dAANAovg ob yéyeton: o 68 ToD

TOAELOV TaPOVTOL HiON Kol 00 UEAAOVTO OLALPEPOVTOL OLOTOD POLLVETOIL.

‘The reasonableness of instructing each other at leisure is not open to objection. But
the acts of war, which are not in the future but already here at hand, manifestly differ

from this.’

%% See section 4.4. In On Thucydides, there are several aspects of Thucydides’ work (concerning both
style and content) that are described as ‘unnatural’: (1) in Thuc. 11.341,5-7, Dionysius objects to the
unnatural order in which Thucydides reports the events, and to the fact that he mentions first the false
and then the true cause of the Peloponnesian war: 1 te yop @VOLg Gnitel 100 TPOTEPO. TOV VOTEPOV
dpyewv kol TeAn0f npd v yevddv AéyecBon (cf. Is. 11.106,15-16); (2) in Thuc. 12.342,1, Dionysius
remarks that Thucydides’ narrative has an unnatural starting-point: O un Thv Kot& OOV ExeLv GpyNV;
(3) in Thuc. 24.362,6-7, Dionysius points out that Thucydides changes the natural uses of gender and
number, so that the natural word order is ruined: f xatd @OV dxoAovBio Thavdror; (4) in Thuc.
53.413,2-4, Dionysius objects to the fact that Thucydides ‘figures’ stray from the natural order and
make the impression of solecisms: 1@V oynudTOV T0 TETAovnuévov £k The kortd ey dkolovBiog kol
10 coAotkoaveg. An exception is Thuc. 42.398,8-11: in that passage, Dionysius praises the speech of
the Plataeans in Thucydides 3.53-59 because it is ‘adorned with authentic natural colouring’ (&:AnBel 8¢
TV kol puo1kd kexoouficBon ypduatt). Dionysius’ criticism of Thucydides’ style should be seen as a
contribution to the debate among critics of the first century BC in Rome on the usefulness of
Thucydides as a model for the writing of history (see also section 4.4). Dionysius (Thuc. 50.409,8-
410,7) disagrees with those critics who approve of imitation of Thucydides’ style. See Leeman (1955).
% See also section 6.4. The text of the complete list is as follows: Thuc. 52.412,6-17: ©ovkvdidov
punthe (ovdeic) éyéveto kotd TodTG Ye, ko’ O Sokel udhoto @V GAAmv Stogépetv, koTd TH
YAOGONUOTIKNY Kol dnnpyoitopévny kol momtikny kol Eévnv AE&y, kol kotd tog brepPoatovg kol
noAvTAOKouG kol £€ dmokonfic ToAAG onuoively Tpdypoto fovlopévog kol did pokpod tog droddoelg
AopBovodoog vonoels, kol £11 Tpog ToUTOLG KOTE TOVG OKa10VG Kol TemAovnuévoug £k Tfig kot o1V
ovluyiag kol 008’ év dmdion TomTikh Xdpoy ExOoVIog GYNUATIGHOVE, €€ OV T TévTo Avpovouévn Tdr
KoAO kol okdToV Tapéxovca Talg dpetaic dcdpeto Topfildev ic Tobg Adyouc.

" Thucydides 5.86. Dionysius’ discussion of the Melian dialogue (Thucydides 5.84-111) covers Thuc.
37-41.
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The analysis of this sentence adopts the same procedure as that of the passage from
the Menexenus, which 1 have discussed above:’' first, Dionysius points to the
grammatical irregularity, subsequently he analyses the exact nature of the
incongruence, and finally he rewrites the sentence with a correct syntactical
structure.”” However, Dionysius’ remarks on this text have puzzled modern scholars
to a great extent. Dionysius objects to Thucydides’ use of the genitive singular avtoD
(EVIKOV KO KOUTOL THY YEVIKNV £0)MUOTIOLEVOV TTOGLY ... TO obtod).”” This word, he
thinks, fails to preserve the dxoAovBia, because it does not agree with the feminine
singular émieixeta, ‘nor with the accusative plural neuter’ (todto 8¢ oVte 1@ InAvkd
kol EVIK® kol Ovouotik®d mpocapuottopevov o®ler v dxolovBiov odte 1d
TANBUVTIK® Kol 00SeTEP® (KoL) KT TV OUTITIKNY £0YNUOTIGUEV® TTdo1Y). The
problem is that Thucydides’ sentence does not contain any accusative plural neuter.
For that reason, it has been suggested that Dionysius did not read @aiveto but
eoivete, and that the ‘accusative plural neuter’ was o 8¢ 10O TOAEUOL TOPOVTO TION
kol 00 péALovto Stopépovta, which would have been the direct object of gaivere.”
Both Usener and Pavano adopt this conjecture for the text of Dionysius.”> Some other
scholars think not only that Dionysius read @oivete, but also that this was actually
what Thucydides himself had written.”® But Classen has convincingly argued that this
cannot have been the case: Thucydides uses the active verb goiverv nowhere else.”’
In my view, the conjecture @aivete is not only wrong for Thucydides’, but also for
Dionysius’ text, for the following reason. In his metathesis, Dionysius rewrites
Thucydides’ sentence by substituting o0tiig for cvtoD, thus making the pronoun agree
with émielkeio; but he does not change anything else, and writes gaivetot, according
to all manuscripts.78 Now, if he had read @aivete in the first instance, then he should
also have written it in his metathesis: there is no reason whatsoever to believe that
Dionysius rewrites @oivete as @oivetot, for his metathesis exclusively serves the

purpose of correcting the supposedly wrong form o0t00.” Therefore, I think that the

"' See Thuc. 37.389,5-390,3.

2 For Dionysius’ analysis of this sentence, see also Bonner (1939) 91 and Grube (1950) 107.

73 For Dionysius’ classification of atod as either a ‘deictic article’ or a ‘pronoun’, see section 3.6.3.

™ See Classen (1912) 285: Biicheler suggested the conjecture.

73 Usener: Thuc. 37.389,7; Pavano (1958) 152.

76 Stahl and Van Herwerden read gaivete in Thucydides 5.86: see Classen (1912) 285.

" Classen (1912) 285 also argues that aivete would break the parallellism with yéyetou, but this is not
a very strong argument in view of Thucydides’ preference for variation.

™ Thuc. 37.390,1-3: 7| pév émeixeio 10d Siddoketv kod’ fHovylov dAAMALovg od yéyetar, T& 88 10D
noAéuov Topdvto fdn kod od péAdovta Srapépovta odTHC poiveton.

P agree with Aujac (1991) 99, who reads both times @oaiveton. Pavano (1958) 246 also realises the
difficulty of reading ¢@oiverte in the first instance and @aiveton in the second and hesitates whether
Dionysius consciously or unconsciously misread Thucydides: ‘Utrum ille igitur incuriose ap. Thuc.
eoivete pro @aiveron re vera legerit, an potius verbum a Thucydide prolatum malitia immutaverit,
dubitare licet.
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correctness of the manuscripts should in this case not be doubted: both Dionysius’
quotation of Thucydides and his own metathesis contain the form goiveron.*® What
‘accusative neuter plural’ did Dionysius then think of? One might consider the
possibility that diogépovto. was used as a transitive verb (‘to carry away’), which
could be combined with an accusative. However, such a construction would not make
any sense, and o0td could not be used by itself without agreeing with another word.
The conclusion should be that Dionysius was just mistaken in this case, and that he
meant to say ‘nominative’ where he wrote ‘accusative’.®' In any case, his objection to
Thucydides’ construction is not correct: as many modern commentators have pointed
out, the word or0tod refers to 10D S18dokey kad’ Hovyiov dAAAAovc.” But even if
Dionysius is wrong, it is worth observing how his method of stylistic analysis has
developed.” The use of syntactic theory and technical terminology has enabled him to
put his finger on what he regards as the cause of the alleged unnaturalness of

Thucydides’ style.

Dionysius states that Thucydides’ sentence fails to preserve the dxoAovBio, and he
points out how it should be constructed (cynuaticBeic) in order to be syntactically
congruent (kotdAAnAog). As I have pointed out before, dxolovBio is characteristic
of a sentence whose parts occupy their proper places, while at the same time being in
grammatical agreement with one another. It is the latter condition of dixoAovBic that
Thucydides has not satisfied, according to Dionysius. In the same passage, we also
found another important grammatical term, namely coloikioudg (solecism), which
we already encountered in our discussion of Dionysius’ grammatical notes on
Thucydides in the Second Letter to Ammaeus (section 4.4.2). In Thuc. 37, Dionysius
points out that ‘if one would propose to assign Thucydides’ sentence to the figures
(oxnuorter), then one should call all the solecisms (coAoikicpot) of number and case-

84 . . .
usage “figures”.”" The boundaries between figures and solecisms were indeed rather

80 See also Pritchett (1975) 123-124. I would like to add that there are some interesting textual
uncertainties in this passage, esp. in Thuc. 37.389,12-13 (¥nerto cuvdnyog @ Evikd kol kotd thv 6pBny
g€evnveyuévo TIdoy ‘T0 8¢ ToD moAépov mapdvro N kod ov péAdovta’). The first kot is not in all
MSS, and éEgvnveyuéve is an emendation by Sylburg: the MSS have é€gvnveyuéva. Thus, perhaps one
should read #rerta cuvdyog 1@ evikd xoto Ty OpBNy €€evnveyuéva ntdowy o 88 100 moAépov
nopdvTe N kol od uéAdovta’, in which case Dionysius classifies the neuter plurals as nominatives.

#1 This is of course a solution that I would rather avoid, for I would prefer applying the principle of
charity. However, it seems that one has to choose between two evils: either one radically changes the
text and ignores the unanimity of the MSS at two places (Thuc. 37.389,7 and 37.390,3), or one assumes
that Dionysius, who was not a grammarian and had presumably obtained his linguistic knowledge only
recently, was in this case inaccurate in his use of grammatical terminology.

%2 See e.g. Classen (1912) 285 and Pritchett (1975) 123.

83 Cf. Bonner (1939) 91.

¥ Thuc. 37.389,7-10: 10d10 10 televtodov &l Ti¢ év 101g oyAuooty GEidoet pépetv, odk av eBdvor
névTog TOVG GOAOIKIGHOVG, 301 yiyvovton Topd Tovg &ptBuole kol mopd TOG TTMOELS, GYXAUOTOL
KOADV;
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vague in ancient rhetorical theory. The term oyfjuo has a wide range of meanings, but
it specifically refers to a form of expression that deviates from the normal style of
speaking.®” As such, it refers to both grammatical figures and rhetorical figures (of
speech and thought). Now, deviation can be considered either a quality or a mistake:
in the former case it is called a oynhuo, but in the latter case it is called a
corotktopde.™ Tt is this ambiguous status of deviating expressions, between *figures’
and ‘grammatical irregularities’, to which Dionysius refers when objecting to
Thucydides’ use of numbers and cases. The term coAoikiopdg (or coAowkilewy)
appears five times in Dionysius’ works, all in two treatises belonging to the later
period, namely On Thucydides and its appendix, the Second Letter to Ammaeus.®’ He
uses the word colokioudg exclusively to describe Thucydides’ use of language:
other authors are never criticised for their coAoikiopol. In some cases Dionysius
explicitly hesitates whether Thucydides’ unusual language is figurative or
ungrammatical. Thus, he refers to figures that ‘make the impression of solecisms’.*®
In four cases, he expresses that same idea by using the adjective coloiko@ovng
(‘appearing to be a solecism’) to describe the historian’s constructions
(oymuoriopol).” We can explain this term as follows. On the one hand, Dionysius
wants his readers to avoid the obscurity of Thucydides’ style. On the other hand, the
authority and status of the historian presumably makes that Dionysius tries to avoid
characterising his language as ungrammatical. The term coAotkopovng is the solution
for this ambiguous attitude towards the historian. For Dionysius’ audience the
deviating expressions would be solecisms, but when Thucydides uses them they just

make the impression of being ungrammatical.

% See Lausberg 499. A discussion of Dionysius’ views on figures falls outside the scope of this study. I
will restrict myself to a few remarks on the linguistic aspects of oyfuotoL.

% See Lausberg 498. For the ambiguous status of oyfuoto between grammar and rhetoric, see
Schenkeveld (1991). For Dionysius’ views on figures of speech and solecisms, see also Schenkeveld
(1983) 90-92.

¥ Thuc. 24.362,13-16 (= Amm. 11 2.424,2-6): see section 4.4.2. Thuc. 33.381,6-7: oyfnata, v évia
colowkiopdv mopéyeton d6&av, ‘figures some of which have the appearance of solecisms’. Thuc.
37.389,9: see above. Amm. 11 2.424,2-6 (= Thuc. 24.362,13-16): see section 4.4.2. Amm. 11 11.431,9
(cohowkilewv): see section 4.4.2. In Comp. 18.82,6, the word coAlotkioudg is part of a citation from
Hegesias.

% See Thuc. 33.381,6-7 (preceding note).

¥ Thuc. 29.373.2: 18 1@V oYNUOToR®Y TAOKAS Golotkogaveic, ‘combinations of figures that verge
upon solecism’. Thuc. 53.413,2-4: 10 memhovnuévov éx Thic kot @Ooly dkolovbioc koi 10
colowkogovég, ‘that which strays from the natural sequence and that which makes the impression of
solecism’. Thuc. 55.417,24: 10 colowkogaveg &v 1olg oynuotiopols, the apparently ungrammatical
construction in his figures’. Din. 8.308,3: toUg 8¢ coAotkopavelg oynuaticuove, the figures make the
impression of solecism’. Dionysius uses the term colotkogavig only in his discussions of Thucydides.
YoAowkogavig is further found only in later writers: see Galenus 16.512,3 and Eustathius 630.46.
Dionysius’ term oynuotiopdg (‘configuration’) refers both to the grammatical formation of a word
(with the correct gender, case, number, tense, etc.) and to the formation of clauses and periods: see
sections 3.7 and 4.3.1.
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Apart from the passage discussed above, there are many more cases in which
Dionysius describes Thucydides’ deviations (é€aAAaryai) as failing to preserve the
dicolovBio. In the discussion of the three composition types in On Composition, the
austere composition type (c0vBecic adotnpd), of which Thucydides is one of the
main representatives, is described as ‘in many cases neglecting the logical order’ (&v
noAlolg Drepomtich Thg dicoAovBicc) (see section 4.3.2).°° In three cases, Dionysius
points out that Thucydides’ expressions violate ‘the natural order’ (| koo @OGV

Gxorovdin).”!

Dionysius’ discussions of passages from Demosthenes, Plato and Thucydides allow
us to conclude the following. We have seen that in the descriptions of style (and its
various aspects) in his earlier works, Dionysius frequently uses the concept of the
‘natural’ (@vo1kov), arguing that some sentence or composition is or is not written
‘according to nature’ (kortar @UOLV): VoG is here used as opposed to téyvn and refers
to the expression that imitates the artless language of laymen. This concept remains
very important in Dionysius’ later works, but he also develops a more effective way
of analysing the exact character of what he regards as natural (and unnatural) style,
syntax, and word order. There are two things that have brought Dionysius’
observations on a higher plane. First, he adopts a grammatical framework, including
not only the theory of the parts of speech and its accidentia, but also some interesting
ideas on syntax: what he used to label as ‘natural’ or ‘unnatural’ can now be described
as (a)xataAAnAog, and, what is more, the exact causes of incorrect syntax or illogical
word order can be identified. Second, the method of metathesis enables Dionysius to
compare a passage that does not preserve the dkolovBio with a version whose syntax
and word order is clear and correct. In chapter 7 of this study, I will return to the
procedure of metathesis. The following section, however, will be devoted to a concept

of natural word order that differs from the ideas that we have discussed so far.
5.3. Dionysius’ experiment concerning natural word order (Comp. 5)

In On Composition 5, Dionysius reports on an experiment by which he investigated
the effects of natural word order.”” In this experiment, ‘nature’ (¢p0o1c) does not refer
to everyday language or artless expression, but rather to the rules of logic. In this
section, I will examine the philosophical background of Dionysius’ discussion. I will

first discuss the possible connection between his remarks on Stoic treatises on syntax

% Comp. 22.98,2-3.

' Thuc. 24.362,6, Thuc. 53.413,3 and Amm. 11 2.423,12-13

%2 On this passage, see also Scaglione (1972) 77-79, Schenkeveld (1983) 85-89, Paximadi (1989) and
De Jonge (2001) 160-162.
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(Comp. 4) on the one hand and his experiment on natural word order (Comp. 5) on the
other. Then, I will analyse Dionysius’ experiment, paying close attention to the
philosophical background of the ideas involved in this passage. I will argue that

Dionysius’ experiment is partly based on the Stoic theory of categories.
5.3.1. The Stoic treatises and Dionysius’ natural starting point

Before we turn to a discussion of Dionysius’ experiment, we should first consider his
remarks at the end of On Composition 4. In that passage, Dionysius prepares the way
for his investigations into natural word order. First, he comments on the
(disappointing) contributions of previous writers to the theory of composition, in
particular the Stoic treatises on syntax with their dialectical approach. Subsequently,
Dionysius tells us that, disappointed by the Stoic books, he himself tried to find a
‘natural starting point’ for his investigations. It is important to pay close attention to
Dionysius’ words in Comp. 4, because many scholars have suggested that the Stoic
treatises that he mentions are actually the source of the experiment on natural word

order in Comp. 5.

Having criticised a number of Hellenistic writers (Polybius, Hieronymus, Hegesianax,
etc.) for their neglect of the art of composition, Dionysius adds that we should not be
surprised about the poor composition of these literary writers: for even philosophers,
who publish dialectical treatises (diahekTikog T€VOC), are inept in the arrangement
of their words, and the worst specimens of composition are the works of the Stoic
Chrysippus.” The disappointing quality of the Stoic texts is the more remarkable,
Dionysius says, since some of these philosophers themselves made a study of the
subject of composition, and even wrote handbooks on the syntax of the parts of
speech (téyvag ... bngp tHg ovvtdEene T@V 10D Adyou popiev).’* In other words,
even those people who studied the syntax (cOvta&ig) of the parts of speech did not
compose (cvvtibévan) satisfactory texts themselves.” Next, Dionysius turns from
practice to theory: he now focuses on predecessors who wrote treatises on the theory
of composition. He reports that, when he had decided to write a treatise on
composition (cOvBeo1c), he first investigated what earlier writers had said about the

subject.% In particular, he consulted the works of the Stoic philosophers, because he

% Comp. 4.20,19-21,15 (Chrysippus fr. 25 Dufour). See section 3.3.1.

% Comp. 4.21,15-22,3. See section 3.3.1.

% Note that in this passage Dionysius equates covtaig with cOvBesic, which seems to pave the way
for his philosophical approach to composition in Comp. 5. On cOvtaig and cOvBeotc, see section 5.1.
% Comp. 4.22,3-5.
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knew that they paid much attention to 6 Aekticog témoc.”” However, it turned out that
the Stoic works did not contribute anything useful. The title of the two books by the
Stoic philosopher Chrysippus, Ilept g cvvta&eng TV 100 Adyov pepdv (On the
Syntax of the Parts of Speech), turned out to be misleading: Chrysippus’ books did not
contain a rhetorical, but a dialectical investigation (see also section 3.3.1).”® They
dealt with ‘the combination (cVvta&ic) of true and false propositions, possible and
impossible ones, propositions that are contingent, changing their truth value,
ambiguous ones and others of such a kind’.” Dionysius’ judgement is clear: ‘These
works contribute nothing helpful or useful to civil oratory, at least as far as the
attractiveness and beauty of style (hdovnv kol kGAAog punvelag) are concerned; and

these qualities should be the aim of composition.”'*

Therefore, Dionysius put the
Stoic treatises aside (at least, that is what he says), and tried to find a different

approach to the art of composition:'"!

TOOTNG UEV THG TPOYUOTELG GESTNY, E6KOTOLY &’ aOTOG €T EUOLTOV YEVOUEVOG, €1
TV SuvonY €VPELV QUGIKTIV GLQOPUNY, £RELON MOVTOG TPAYUOTOG KOL TAONG

{nthoeng ot Sokel kpotiom eivor dpyn.

‘I abandoned this enquiry and, independent and relying on myself, I considered
whether I could find some natural starting point, since that seems to be the best

beginning of every operation and every enquiry.’

So, after he had concluded that the Stoic treatises were useless for his purposes,

Dionysius started looking for a guokn Geopun, ‘a natural starting point’. According

to Rhys Roberts, the latter words suggest a ‘Stoic point of view’.'”? Likewise, Aujac

& Lebel remark: ‘La recours a la nature est un démarche typiquement stoicienne.”'”
However, the search for a natural starting does not necessarily point to Stoic

influence. Of course, a Stoic philosopher would have appreciated Dionysius’

T Comp. 4.22,5-8.

% Comp. 4.22,8-23,1 (Chrysippus fr. 199 Dufour). On Dionysius’ reference to Chrysippus’ works on
syntax, see Kroll (1907) 91 n. 2, Barwick (1957) 21, Frede (1987a) 324-325, Baratin (1989) 217-218,
Atherton (1993) 142 n. 7, Luhtala (2000) 24 and Van Ophuijsen (2003) 81 and 93. The misleading
character of some philosophical book titles is a phenomenon that also annoyed Antonius in Cicero’s De
oratore 2.61: “Whenever I happen to come across your philosophers, misled by the labels of their
books (because they almost always bear titles derived from familiar and important subjects, for
example, on virtue, on justice, on the honorable, on pleasure), then I don’t understand a single word —
so entangled are they by their narrow and minutely detailed discussions.” (Translation May & Wisse.)
9 Comp. 4.22,14-17: for the Greek text, see section 3.3.1.

100 Comp. 4.22,18-23,1: for the Greek text, see section 3.3.1.

1" Comp. 4.23,1-5.

'2 Rhys Roberts (1910) 97.

15 Aujac & Lebel (1981) 204.
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method;'* but many Stoic ideas had become part of the general intellectual discourse
of the first century BC, and this is particularly true of the idea that one should take
nature as one’s model. Besides, the view that one should be guided by nature can be
found in almost all Hellenistic philosophies.'” Therefore, Dionysius’ search for a
‘natural’ point of departure fits into a Stoic context, but it does in itself not prove that

the experiment concerning natural word order was influenced by Stoic philosophy.

We should notice how strongly Dionysius emphasises that his new approach is his
own idea, and that it does not depend on the work done by his predecessors: he
abandoned the Stoic treatises, and relying on himself (c0T0¢ €n’ €uovTOD YEVOUEVOQ),
he looked for a natural starting point. In spite of this clear statement, many scholars
have assumed that Dionysius borrowed his chapter on natural word order (Comp. 5)
from the Stoic sources that he had criticised earlier on.'”® Although I will argue that
Dionysius’ experiment in Comp. 5 is indeed partly based on Stoic views, I do not
think that Dionysius copied the entire chapter from Chrysippus, as some scholars have
suggested.'”” I rather think that Dionysius combined some Stoic ideas on language
with his own rhetorical approach to word order. Before I illuminate my interpretation,
I will first point out which indications make us believe that Dionysius’ experiment
concerning natural word makes use of Stoic ideas. Modern scholars have pointed to
three elements in particular, namely the ‘natural starting point’, the repeated reference
to Stoic treatises at the end of Comp. 5, and the Stoic terminology of the passage. I
will briefly examine the value of these three possible indications.

First, Dionysius does not only speak of a ‘natural’ starting point, but at the beginning
of Comp. 5 he also states that the arrangement of words should be ‘as nature
demands’.'® As I have already pointed out, this fact is not decisive in itself, since the
importance of nature was generally acknowledged among intellectuals of the first
century BC. In section 5.2, we have seen that the concept of nature is very prominent
in all Dionysius’ rhetorical works. The second argument for the Stoic character of the
experiment on natural word order concerns the fact that Dionysius refers to the Stoic
treatises not only before he turns to his experiment (at the end of Comp. 4), but also

after the passage on natural word order (at the end of Comp. 5). There, Dionysius

104 Cf. Usher (1985) 47 n. 1: ‘A theory of which a Stoic theorist would have approved.’

195 Cf. Pellicer (1966) 267-270.

196 See Kroll (1907) 91 n. 2, Jensen (1923) 149, Barwick (1957) 21, Pohl (1968) 3, and Schenkeveld
(1983) 86: ‘Therefore, there is a considerable chance at least that DH has been led to the problem of a
natural word order by these Stoic fechnai, if he has not taken over from these his exposition in ch. 5.’
197 See esp. Kroll (1907) 91 and Barwick (1957) 21.

1% Comp. 5.23,13. See section 5.3.2.
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summarises both his study of the dialectical treatises and his own experiment on

. . 10
natural word order together in one concluding remark:'"

d1o TardTog pev M tog adtiog Thg Tordng Bewpiog dméotny. éuviictny & adrdv
kol vOv ovy ¢ omovdiic &&lmv, kol Tog drodextikog mopeBéuny téxvog oy Gg
avorykolog, GAL” v undelg dok®dvV £xewv TL oTOG YPNOIUOV €l¢ TNV TapOVOOV
Oewpioy mept moAloD mowfton  eldévor, OnpevBeic tolc Emiypagoic TV

TPOYULOTELDY OLOLOTNTA TIVOL £X0V00LG KoL TH O0EN TOV cuvtaouevev onTdg.

‘For these reasons I abandoned such a theory. I have recalled these ideas at the present
time not because they deserve serious attention, and I have cited the dialectical
handbooks not because they are essential reading, but in order to dissuade anyone
from supposing that they contain anything useful for the present enquiry, and hence
regarding it as important to know about them, because he has been captivated by the
titles of their works, which have some affinity with the subject, and by the reputation

of their authors.’

The word mopartiBepon can mean both ‘to quote’ a text and ‘to cite’ the title of a
book.'"” Now, does this word refer to the fact that Dionysius has mentioned
Chrysippus’ writings on the parts of speech at the end of Comp. 4, or does he mean
that he has quoted these Stoic texts in Comp. 5?7 On the one hand, it is possible that at
the end of Comp. 5 Dionysius summarises two useless projects, namely both his study
of the Stoic téyvart and his experiment concerning the natural ordering of the parts of
speech. On the other hand, since Dionysius refers in one breath both to the Oewpio: on
natural word order and to the dialectical handbooks, it seems reasonable to suppose
that the theory of natural word order was at least related to the ideas that Dionysius
found in the Stoic treatises. This does not necessarily mean that the philosophical
handbooks were the ‘source’ of Dionysius’ text. It is also possible that Dionysius
borrowed some philosophical ideas from the Stoic téyvout and that he developed his
own theory of natural word order on the basis of these Stoic ideas. In that case, we
might say that the Stoic treatises were the source of inspiration rather than the source
of Dionysius’ experiment in Comp. 5. It should be noted that both projects (the study
of Stoic works and the experiment concerning natural word order) are rejected for
exactly the same reasons: Chrysippus’ treatises turned out not to contain anything
useful to civil oratory as far as ‘attractiveness and beauty of expression’ (ndovnyv kol

kGALog epunvelog) was concerned; and, likewise, the experiment on natural word

19 Comp. 5.26,20-27.6.
"0 Cf. LS s.v. mapatiOnu.
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order is abandoned because in many cases the logical rules do not lead to a
composition that is pleasing (1delo) and beautiful (xoAf):'!" according to Dionysius,
attractiveness and beauty are the two aims of composition, and neither the Stoic books
on syntax nor the experiment on natural word order could help the future orator to

achieve these aims.

Apart from the guoikn dpopun and the summary of the two projects at the end of
Comp. 5, there is a third indication that makes modern scholars believe that the
passage on natural word order is influenced by Stoic ideas: the terminology that
Dionysius uses in Comp. 5 displays a Stoic flavour. We may especially think of the
terms ovola, cvuPePnkog, and the pair T0 To1odv 1 ndoyov. Although Ildefonse has
interpreted ovolo and cvpPePnkog as Peripatetic terms, I think that Schenkeveld was

M2 1 will discuss

right in pointing to the Stoic background of these terms in Comp. 5.
these and other relevant terms in the subsequent sections (see especially sections 5.3.3

and 5.3.4).

It is on these grounds that scholars have argued that Comp. 5 has a Stoic background
or, according to some, even a Stoic origin. The three arguments mentioned (the
natural starting point, the reference to the Stoic treatises at the end of Comp. 5, and the
Stoic terminology) are all relevant, but the most important thing, in my view, has so
far been ignored. I think that there is one more reason to believe that Comp. 5 was
inspired by Stoic ideas: I will argue that a number of ‘natural’ (that is, ontological and
logical) rules that Dionysius discusses in Comp. 5 can only be explained when we
take into account the theory of the Stoic categories.'" Dionysius discusses a number
of rules that allegedly determine the word order of the parts of speech: for example,
nouns precede verbs, and verbs precede adverbs. Some of these rules can be explained
on the basis of Aristotelian logic, but in some cases the Stoic categories account for
the order that Dionysius proposes. In particular, the order of pronoun and appellative
noun and the order of appellative noun and proper noun seem to be based on the order
of the corresponding Stoic categories: substance precedes common quality and

114 . . . .
In my discussion of Dionysius’

common quality precedes individual quality.
experiment, I will point out how the Stoic categories are related to the principles that

determine Dionysius’ natural word order (see especially sections 5.3.3 and 5.3.6).

" Comp. 5.26,17-20.

12 See Ildefonse (1997) 290 and Schenkeveld (1983) 88-89. In Comp. 5.23,16 Schenkeveld reads
oitiav instead of ovoiav: see section 5.3.3.

'3 1n De Jonge (2001) 163-164, I have already briefly discussed the connections between Dionysius’
experiment concerning natural word order and the Stoic categories.

4 For the view that pronouns should precede appellative nouns and appellative nouns should precede
proper nouns, see Comp. 5.26,12-14. See section 5.3.6.
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Kroll and Barwick argued that Dionysius copied the entire chapter on natural word
order, including the Homeric examples, from Chrysippus’ books ITepi tfi¢ cuvta&eng

115 . . . .
However, although Dionysius’ experiment concerning

TOV 100 AOyou UeP@V.
natural word order is definitely inspired by Stoic ideas, it is doubtful that Comp. 5 as a
whole has been taken over from these Stoic treatises. Some aspects of Dionysius’
experiment seem to be based on grammatical and rhetorical rather than philosophical

!¢ Therefore, I believe that Dionysius has combined certain philosophical views

ideas.
from Stoic treatises with theories that he derived from the grammatical and rhetorical
traditions, if he did not develop these ideas himself.""” In the course of this study, we
have seen that the combining of approaches from different language disciplines is
typical of Dionysius’ method in general. Besides, this interpretation would avoid
making nonsense of Dionysius’ claim that he, having abandoned the Stoic sources,
independently tried to find a natural starting point.''® In any case, Dionysius’ new
approach did not lead to the results he had hoped for: right from the start, Dionysius
makes clear that he merely reports the experiment concering natural word order so
that no one may think that he omitted it through ignorance: ‘Applying myself to
certain speculations, I was beginning to think that my operation was making some
progress, when I realised that my path was leading me somewhere quite different, and
not in the direction I had prescribed for myself, and in which I felt I had to proceed;
and so I gave up. I suppose there will be no objection if I touch upon that enquiry
also, and state the reasons that caused me to abandon it, so that I may avoid the

suspicion of having passed it by through ignorance and not from choice.”'"”

'S Kroll (1907) 91; Barwick (1957) 21. See also Schenkeveld (1983) 86 and Pohl (1968) 79.
Freudenburg (1993) 138 thinks that Dionysius has borrowed his Homeric examples in Comp. 5 ‘from
some Stoic source now lost’.

"6 In particular, Dionysius’ chapter on natural word order mentions some parts of speech
(&vtovopaoio, éntppnuo) that were distinguished by grammarians, but not by the Stoics; it is also
doubtful that the Stoics intended their hierarchy of the parts of speech to be expressed in a sentence or
Homeric verse: it seems more probable that they argued for a theoretical order than for a practical word
order. See section 5.3.7.

"7 Cf. Sluiter (1990) 132.

"8 Comp. 4.23,1-5. See above.

19 Comp. 4.23,5-12: dnydevog 8¢ vav Bempnudrov kol 86Eag 686 pot 1 mpdryua xopelv g éuadov
£1épmoé mol TodTV dyovsay ug Ty 630y, ody drot émopevdunv kol Gvoykoiov RV EABely, anéotny.
koAdoer 8 0088 Toag kdxeivng yacBou Thig Bemplog kol tog ailtiog einelv 81’ og éEAmov adTyv, Tvar
un pe 86&n Tig dryvoig mapeAfeiv adthv GALG Tpoopéoet.
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5.3.2. Natural word order

The central question in Dionysius’ experiment on natural word order is the following:
will a word order that is based on natural principles always result in an attractive and
beautiful composition? In fact, however, Dionysius turns this question around, for his
analysis aims to answer another question: is an attractive and beautiful composition
always based on natural principles? The answer to the latter question turns out to be
that effective composition is in some, but not in all cases in accordance with natural
word order. Dionysius concludes, therefore, that the principles of nature are worthless
for someone who wants to compose a text.'*’ Dionysius arrives at this conclusion by
testing a number of verses from Homer’s lliad and Odyssey (his corpus for this

experiment) against the rules of nature.'?!

Although Dionysius primarily intends to
teach future orators (writers of prose), Homer is his ideal model for this experiment,
for several reasons. First, according to Dionysius, prose and poetry are not essentially
different: they both aim to achieve the same effects (see section 6.5).'** Second, the
ancient rhetoricians generally regarded Homer as the great model for authors of both
prose and poetry. Moreover, no reader would doubt the beauty of the Homeric poems.
Therefore, there was no source that could more easily falsify the correctness of the
principles of ‘nature’: to be in harmony with nature was generally considered to be
right; but if Dionysius could show that Homer did not stick to nature, he would
automatically prove that the natural principles were not the best guide in the art of
composition. The following introduction illuminates the general idea behind the

theory of natural word order in Dionysius’ experiment:'*

"EdOkel N pot tf) 90Ol HOALoTO UGG EMOUEVOVG OVT® OElV GLpUOTTELY TO UOPLoL

10V AOYOV, (g £xelvn PovAeTot.

‘Well, it seemed to me that we, following nature as much as possible, should fit

together the parts of speech so as she demands.’

The double character of Dionysius’ concept of T popio tod Adyov, which I have
discussed in section 3.4, is also relevant in this passage. The puopio Adyov are here
both ‘parts of the phrase’ and ‘word classes’, for the focus is on the position of the
parts of speech in their context. But, as we will see, Dionysius will be concerned not

only with a word order that reflects the /ogical order of nouns, verbs and adverbs, but

120 Comp. 5.26,16-17: see section 5.3.6.

121 On the Homeric quotations in Dionysius’ De compositione verborum, see Calvani Mariotti (1990).
122 For Dionysius’ views on prose and poetry, see chapter 6 of this study.

123 Comp. 5.23,13-15.
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also with a word order that mirrors the chronological order of the events. Dionysius’
expression Tfj @voel ndAoto MUGg erouévoug has given rise to some interesting
speculation. Aujac & Lebel translate these words as follows: ‘nous surtout qui nous
conformons a la nature’, and, in a footnote, they pose the question whether we should
interpret this expression as a Stoic profession of faith.'** However, Goudriaan has
rightly pointed out that the French translation is inaccurate, since Dionysius did not
write Tfj pVoel pdAiota Hudg Tovg Enopévoug.'> Apart from that, ‘une profession de
foi stoicienne’ seems to be impossible for other reasons as well: Dionysius’ objections
to Chrysippus and other philosophers in Comp. 4 are quite incompatible with a
supposed adherence to Stoic philosophy. Instead of taking pudAicto with muoc, as
Aujac & Lebel do, we could also connect udAioto with tfj gooet, or with erouévoug,
as Usher does: ‘that we should follow nature as much as possible’.'** In any case,
although the words 1fj eUoel poAioto Nuag emopévoug fit into a Stoic context, they
do not prove a direct dependence upon Stoic sources: as I have pointed out above
(section 5.3.1), the view that one should be in harmony with nature was quite
common, and the importance of @Uoig in Dionysius’ works has sufficiently been

shown in section 5.2.'%’

In the course of Comp. 5, Dionysius mentions eight natural principles that supposedly

determine the order of words in a verse or sentence:

(1) Nouns precede verbs (Comp. 5.23,15-18)

(2) Verbs precede adverbs (Comp. 5.24,15-20)

(3) Earlier events are mentioned earlier than later events (Comp. 5.25,11-14)
(4) Substantives precede adjectives (Comp. 5.26,11-12)

(5) Appellative nouns precede proper nouns (Comp. 5.26,12-13)

(6) Pronouns precede appellative nouns (Comp. 5.26,13-14)

(7) Indicatives precede other moods (Comp. 5.26,14-15)

(8) Finite verb forms precede infinitives (Comp. 5.26,15-16)

Dionysius explains and tests only the first three principles. When he has shown that

Homer does not stick to these three rules, he rejects also the remaining five principles,

124 Aujac & Lebel 77 (1981) n. 1: Est-ce un profession de foi stoicienne?’

125 Goudriaan (1989) 469 n. 3.

126 Usher (1982) 47. See also Rhys Roberts (1910) 99: ‘that we ought to follow Mother Nature to the
utmost’. An investigation into Dionysius’ use of pdAioto does not decide the matter, for in some cases
uéMoto belongs to the preceding word or word group (e.g. Comp. 18.84,1), and in other cases it
belongs to the following word or word group (e.g. Comp. 25.130,13).

127 To the many examples listed in section 5.2, add Dionysius’ view that selection of words ‘naturally’
precedes composition: see Comp. 2.7,22-8,3.
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without examining their validity for his audience. Therefore, it is difficult for us to
determine what exactly is ‘natural’ about the last five principles. I will argue that in
Comp. 5, Dionysius uses the term ‘natural’ (puo1xdc) in at least two different ways.
First, one of the principles (nr. 3) refers to the chronological sequence in which events
take place in reality. The rest of the rules adopt a logical concept of nature. The idea
behind these rules is that the different uopioe Adyov correspond to the different
features of entities in reality; the logical (and ontological) hierarchy between these
different features of entities (substance, quality, accident) is supposed to be mirrored
in the hierachy of the corresponding parts of speech. Thus, the noun must precede the
verb because accident (or predicate) presupposes substance (principle nr. 1), and the
verb must precede the adverb because the circumstances of an action presuppose
(active or passive) action (principle nr. 2). I will argue that principles nrs. 4
(substantives precede adjectives), 5 (appellative nouns precede proper nouns) and 6
(pronouns precede appellative nouns) are also based on the idea of logical and
ontological priority: in my view, the order of these parts of speech rests on the
hierarchy of the corresponding Stoic categories. The background of principles nrs 7
(indicatives precede other moods) and 8 (finite verb forms precede infinitives) is more
obscure, but it seems possible to explain them in the same way as the others. I will
now proceed to discuss the natural principles one by one, giving text, translation and

commentary on Dionysius’ views.

5.3.3. Nouns precede verbs

128
The first rule of nature concerns the order of nouns and verbs:

0TIk TO OVOpOrTL TPOTEPD: NELOVY TATTELY TOV PNUGTOV (TC UEV YOp TV OVGIOWV
dMAovv, to 8¢ 10 cvpuPePnkoc, Tpdtepov &’ eivat T} PLGEL TV 0VGIOV
TV ovuPePnkotav), ag to “Ounpiko Eget TovTl:

3 ’ " ~ 4 129
avopa pot vvere Moboo ToAVTpoTOV
~ b ’ 130
ufviv &ede, Oed
L4 ’ 2 ’ 4 131
NéAL0g &’ GvOpPOVCE ATV

KO TOL TOPOTANGLOL TOVTOLG * TIYELTOL UEV YOP €V TOVTOLG TOL OVOUOTaL, £reTait 08 TOL

pAuorton. Tlovog 6 Adyog, AL ovk dAnBng €80Eev elvai pot. Etepo YoOv mopdoyot

128 Comp. 5.23,15-24,15.
12 Homer, Odyssey 1.1.
130 Homer, lliad 1.1.

B! Homer, Odyssey 3.1.
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TIG OV TOPOOEYULOTO. TOPO TH COTH TOMTH KEWEVH EVOVTIOG GUVTETOYUEVOL T
TOTOL GVVTETOKTON, KOAG 88 00y TToV Kol mBovd. 01d TV éoTt ToTaL-
KADO1 pev aidytdyoto ALdg tékog "Atputadvn
Kol
gomete vOV ot Modoon "Odumio Sdpot’ Exovooart ...
uvijoa Totpdg oelo, Oeolg émieiel’ "Ayidhed. >
£V YO TOVTOLC TIYELTONL UEV TOL PLLOLTCL, DIEOTETOKTOL OF TOL OVOUOITOL KOl 0DOELS OV

CTIAoOLTO THY GVVTOSIY TOVTNY MG M.

‘For example, I thought that I should place nouns before verbs (since the former
indicate the substance, and the latter the accident, and the substance is naturally prior
to its accidents). Thus Homer has these lines:

A man — tell me, o Muse, his story, a man of many wiles
And

Wrath, sing, o goddess
And

The sun arose, abandoning
And similar verses: in these lines, the nouns lead, and the verbs follow. The theory is
persuasive, but I decided that it was not true. At any rate, one could furnish other
examples in the same poet of which the arrangement is the opposite of this, and yet
these lines are no less beautiful and convincing. Such lines are these:

Hear me, daughter of aegis-bearing Zeus, the Unwearied
And

Tell me now, ye Muses, who in Olympian mansions dwell
And

Recall your father, godlike Achilles.
For in these examples the verbs lead, and the nouns are placed behind; yet no one

e . . 135
would criticise this arrangement as unpleasant.’

The order of nouns and verbs is explained in philosophical terms: nouns indicate the
substance (ovoia), while verbs indicate the accident (couPepnkoc), and the substance
(ovota) is naturally prior to its accidents (cvuPefnxota). In Comp. 5.23,16,

manuscript P reads oitiov instead of the first ovolav. Aujac & Lebel follow the

"> Homer, Iliad 5.115.

"> Homer, Iliad 2.484.

"** Homer, Iliad 24.486.

'35 My translation is largely based on that of Usher (1985). However, in my rendering of the Homeric
verses | have tried to follow the Greek word order more closely than Usher does, in order to maintain
the order of nouns and verbs, verbs and adverbs, etc. For this purpose, I have also consulted the Homer
translations by Lattimore (1951) and Murray / Dimock (1995).



NATURA ARTIS MAGISTRA 251

reading of P, but Usener prints ovsiov (manuscript F)."*® Schenkeveld also defends
the reading of P (oitiav), for the reason that the combination of ovoto. and
ovuPePnxoc only occurs in later grammatical texts. Schenkeveld points out that the
terms oitiov (not aitio)) and cvuPePnkoc are mentioned in a fragment of the Stoic
philosopher Zeno, which according to Schenkeveld offers a ‘close parallel’ to the text

of Dionysius:"’

ZAvovog. Aftov &’ 6 Zivov enolv eivor 8 8- o 8¢ aitiov cvuPefnds: koi to
Hgv aitiov oduo, ob 8¢ aitiov kornydpnua: Gddvotov & elvol TO pEv aiTiov
napelvat, o0 8¢ ¢oTv altiov ul vrdpyewv. To 8¢ Aeyduevov totodty Exet SHvopy -
aitidv éott 81 O yivetad T1, olov Sl T @epdvnoy yivetor TO @Povely kol Sid Thv
yoynv yiveron 10 CHiv kol d1 THY COEPOGVUVIV YIVETOL TO COQPPOVELY. AIVVATOV
Yop elvol co@pochvng Tepl Tvar odong p coepovelv, N wuxfic m CRv, 7

QPOVNGEMG UT| PPOVELV.

‘From Zeno: Zeno says that the cause (aitiov) is “the thing because of which”: and he
says that that of which it is a cause is an accident (cvuPepnkoc): and the cause is a
body, but the thing of which it is a cause is a predicate. And it is impossible that the
cause is present, while the thing of which it is a cause does not exist. The saying has
the following meaning: a cause is the thing because of which something happens, as
being prudent happens because of prudence and living happens because of the soul
and having self-control happens because of self-control. For it is impossible when
self-control is present in someone that he does not have self-control, or when there is
a soul in someone that he does not live, or when there is prudence in someone, that he

is not prudent.’

On the basis of this text, Schenkeveld concludes that Comp. 5.23,15-18 contains a

‘reminiscence of what in a Stoic treatise was said about Svopa and pripe’."*® This may

be true, but I doubt that the passage from Zeno has anything to do with it.'*
Schenkeveld says: ‘Zeno’s examples (¢povnoig, epovelv) agree with how DH would
have classified them.” However, I think that Dionysius’ classifications are a bit

different. According to Dionysius’ statements, the nouns avip and pfvig would

36 On the MSS of On Composition, see Aujac (1974).

57 FDS 762. Cf. Schenkeveld (1983) 79. Although he rightly remarks that aitio does not occur in this
fragment, Schenkeveld’s quotation of the first sentence of FDS 762 (= SVF 1.89) is incorrect, for he
prints aitiay instead of aftiov.

138 Schenkeveld (1983) 79.

139 paximadi (1989) 223-225 has already pointed out that the fragment on Zeno is not the right parallel
for Dionysius’ ideas on oVoio and cvuPePnidc. However, I do not agree with Paximadi’s view that
Dionysius’ theory of natural word order is inspired by Peripatetic sources.
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indicate the ovotia (or aitio, when we follow Schenkeveld), and £vvene and Gede
would indicate the cvuPefnkdc. But is the ‘wrath’ (ufjvig) then a ‘cause’, the
consequence of which is the ‘singing’ (&e1de)? And is the ‘man’ (&vnp) the cause of
the ‘telling’ of a story (évvene)? In fact, the examples mentioned in the Stoic fragment
are not very compatible with the Homeric verses that Dionysius cites. Besides, it is
true that manuscript P has aitiav in Comp. 5.23,16, but it reads ovoioy in the next
line (Comp. 5.23,17). So, even if one reads aitioy with P, one will have to retain the
term oVclo in the same passage. But the juxtaposition of aitie. and ovoio in one

140 Furthermore, Schenkeveld too easily

sentence does not produce a satisfactory text.
equates the terms oitiov and oditic.. In fact, there was an important difference
between these terms in Stoic philosophy: according to Chrysippus, an oitio is a
Adyoc of an aitiov, or a Adyoc about the aitiov as aitiov.'*! Whereas aitiov is a
(corporeal) cause in the real world, oitioe is its incorporeal representation in
language.'** Therefore, it would be dangerous to use a fragment on aitiov to explain
Dionysius’ alleged use of oitic.. Finally, Schenkeveld’s suggestion that the
combination of the terms ovolo and cvuPefnkog only occurs in later grammatical
texts may be right, but that does not imply that the combination was not used by
earlier thinkers: in any case, Dionysius mentions the combination of ovoio and

ovuPePnxoc according to all manuscripts in Comp. 5.23,17.

There is a further reason to believe that the term that Dionysius uses is ovoio
(substance) and not aitio. There is a remarkable parallel in a passage from the Roman
grammarian Priscian. He argues that, in the theoretical order of the parts of speech,
the noun precedes the verb ‘because the substance (substantia) and person of the one
who acts or suffers, which is designated through the pronoun or the noun, must
naturally be earlier (prior esse debet naturaliter) than the act itself (ipse actus), which
is an accident of the substance (accidens substantiae).'* Priscian is a relatively late
source, but it is clear that he preserves the same idea that we find in Dionysius: the
noun precedes the verb because substance (substantia) precedes accident (accidens).
In a context that is similar to that of Priscian, Apollonius Dyscolus argues that the

noun precedes the verb because ‘body’ (o®ua) is prior to ‘disposing or being

140 See the translation by Aujac & Lebel (1981) 77: ‘les premiers indiquent I’auteur (oitio), les seconds
I’événement et, par nature, I’étre (ovoia) précéde 1’événement.’

41 Cf. FDS 762 (= SVF 11.336): Aitiow & etvou Adyov aitiov, fi Adyov tov mept 10D odtiov.

142 Cf. Sluiter (1990) 134 n. 368.

'3 Priscian, G.L. 111 164,16-21: Sciendum tamen, quod recta ordinatio exigit, ut pronomen vel nomen
praeponatur verbo, ut ‘ego et tu legimus, Virgilius et Cicero scripserunt’, quippe cum substantia et
persona ipsius agentis vel patientis, quae per pronomen vel nomen significatur, prior esse debet
naturaliter quam ipse actus, qui accidens est substantiae. licet tamen et praepostere ea proferre
auctorum usurpatione fretum. Cf. Weil (1978 [1844]) 18 n. 3.
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144

disposed’ (10 SrotiBévon kol 10 drotiBesOon). ™ Luhtala thinks that Priscian has

modified Apollonius’ theory, substituting ‘Peripatetic colouring’ for ‘Stoic
materialism’.'* In my view, however, the distinction between substance and accident
can be Stoic as well as Peripatetic. Given the fact that Dionysius adopts some
specifically Stoic ideas in the course of his experiment concerning natural word order,
I would prefer to interpret the distinction between substance and accident also as
Stoic. The terms ovoio and cvuPePnxdg appear together not only in Aristotelian but
also in Stoic texts. I will briefly discuss the Aristotelian and Stoic background of these

terms. 146

Wouters has suggested that the term ovOota in the definition of the noun in the Techné

Grammatiké points to Peripatetic influence.'®’

We have seen that Dionysius of
Halicarnassus’ rhetorical works show Aristotelian influence (see sections 1.5 and
3.3.1).'"* Therefore we should not exclude the possibility that his use of the terms
ovotlo and cvuPefnkoc in Comp. 5 has a Peripatetic background. Indeed, Ildefonse
has expressed the view that Dionysius’ idea on the priority of nouns over verbs is

9 How does Aristotle use the

connected to the Aristotelian concept of accidence.
terms ovoto and cvuPePndc?' ™’ In his Metaphysics, Aristotle offers a definition of
ovuPepnxoc: ‘Accident (cuuPePnxoc) means that which belongs to something and
can be truly said of it, but which belongs to it neither necessarily nor for the most

part 5151

For example, the finding of a treasure is an accident of someone who is
digging a hole for a plant. Elsewhere, Aristotle explains the difference between ovoio
and ovuPePnkog: ‘for it is in this way that the “substance” (ovoila) of a thing is
distinguished from the “attribute” (cvpuPefnxoc) of it; for example, whiteness is an
accident of man, in view of the fact that he is white, but he is not just whiteness. If

everything were an attribute of something, there would be no first subject of which

44 Apollonius Dyscolus, Synt. 1.16.

145 1 uhtala (2005) 86: “When the noun is said to signify substance and the verb its accidents (...), the
description of the principal parts of speech has been reinterpreted in terms of Peripatetic / Platonic
philosophy.’

14 See also section 3.7, where I have discussed the term cuuBePnxédta, which various early sources use
for the accidentia of the parts of speech.

7 Wouters (1979) 179.

¥ For the Aristotelian influence on Dionysius’ rhetorical works, see also Wooten (1994). I do not
agree with Pinborg’s view that Dionysius’ use of the term cvuBePnxoéto for the accidentia of the parts
of speech points to Aristotelian influence: see section 3.7.

149 T1defonse (1997) 290. Cf. Luhtala (2005) 87 n. 3.

150 This is, of course, ‘ein weites Feld’, and I will only deal with those aspects that are necessary for our
understanding of Dionysius. The same caveat holds for my discussions of the philosophical
terminology in the rest of Comp. 5.

U Aristotle, Metaph. 1025a14-19: ZvuBePnrog Aéyetan O dndipyet pév Tivt kod GAndEg einelv, 00 puévrot
oVt ¢€ dvdrykmg obte (g mi 1O ToAY, olov el Tig dpOTTOV PUTH POBpOV ebpe Bncawpdy. The translation
is based on Apostle (1966).
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something would be attributively a predicate (that is, if “an attribute” always signifies
that something is attributively a predicate of a subject).”'>* Outside the Metaphysics,

the term oupPePnxdg also plays a role in Aristotle’s theory of propositions.'>>

The opposition between ovoio and cvuPePnkoc seems to originate in Aristotelian
philosophy. However, this does not imply that Dionysius’ use of the terms must be
based on Peripatetic sources, for o0cia and cvuPefnkog also occur in Stoic texts. The
word cvuPepnkdg is mentioned several times in the Stoic fragments (see section 3.7),
and it is explicitly associated with the predicate (katnydpnue).”>* This use of the term
ovuPePnkdc reminds us of the fact that the Stoics also use the word cvuPopc in their
grammatical observations. The latter term, which is just like cuuPePnkoc derived
from the verb cupPoive, is used for certain types of predicates.'>> Now, Miiller has
rightly drawn attention to a passage from Stobaeus, who reports that, according to
Chrysippus, only those predicates ‘materially exist’ (Umapyewv) that are

ovpuPepnrdro:®

Movov 8’ LIAPYELV PNOL TOV EVESTMTOL, TOV O TOPOYNUEVOV KOl TOV UEAAOVTOL
VEESTOVOL HEV, VRAPYEV Of 0VOOUMDS, €1 UM OC KO KOTNYOPHUOTO VTAPYELV
Aéyetan pova 1o ovpPePnkoto, 010V TO TEPITOTELV VIAPYEL LOL OTE TEPIMOT®, OTE

d¢ kortokéxAo 1) kéBnpon ovy vrdpyet (...)

‘He [i.e. Chrysippus] says that only the present exists, and that the past and the future
subsist but that they do not exist, except in the way in which only the cvuPepnxoto
are said to exist as predicates: for example, ‘walking’ exists for me when I walk, but it

does not exist when I am lying or when I am sitting down’ ... (lacuna)

192 Aristotle, Metaph. 1007a31-36: 100t yop Sibproton odota kol T couBePnrdc: w Yop Aevkdv @
avBpdne couPéPnkev St Eott pv Aevkdg GAN ody Smep Aevkdv. el 8¢ mhvto kotd cupBefniog
AMéyetan, 0008V éotan mpdtov 10 k0B’ 0D, el del 10 cvpBePnidc ko’ brokeEVoL TIVOG onuaivel TH
xotnyopiov. The translation is based on Apostle (1966).

'53 See Aristotle, Int. 21a5-14 (cf. Cat. 7a25-41). Here, Aristotle points out that if two propositions
about the same subject are true, a combination of the two will not necessarily be true. For example, if it
is true to say that ‘a man is white’ and that © a man is musical’, it does not follow that ‘musical is
white’; and even if that is true, ‘musical white’ is not one thing. For ‘musical’ and ‘white’ are not
essential, but they only belong to the subject ‘man’ xotd cuuPePnxdg (‘accidentally’). See also
Whitaker (1996) 153: ‘subjects and predicates which are only clusters of accidents should not be
considered as forming unities: the fact that they can be said to hold separately therefore does not imply
that they can [may] be said to hold together.’

134 See FDS 762 (cited above), FDS 746 (bodily accidents), FDS 695 (predicates).

153 See FDS 696 (Diogenes Laertius VII.64), where the introduction of the cuuBduata is followed by a
lacuna in our text. See also FDS 789-799. Luhtala (2000) 94-100 points out that cuuBduorto
(‘congruities’) are ‘congruent’ predicates, which means that the nominative case corresponds to a
simple predicate (e.g. obtog mepinortel). Miiller (1943) 54-55 points out that every case of the congruity
between a nominative case and a predicate (active, passive, or neuter) is a cOuBopo.

156 Stobaeus, Anthologium 1.8.42 (106,5-23 Wachsmuth). Cf. Miiller (1943) 60-61.
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The Stoics use the verb vrdpyewv (‘to exist’) only for material things: the immaterial
things (namely kevov, tomoc, xpovog and Aektdv, void, place, time and ‘sayable’) are
‘something’ (t1), but they do not ‘exist’ (brapyewv); they can at the most be said to

157

‘subsist” (beiotacBor). " Unfortunately, there is a lacuna at the end of the text of

Stobaeus; but Miiller has convincingly argued that Chrysippus could have added that,

158
In

unlike the cvuPePnkoto, the cvpPaucto do not ‘materially exist’ (Lrapyewy).
other words, there are two types (or rather aspects) of predicates (kotnyopfucto): on
the one hand, there is the cuuPePnkdc, which represents the predicate in the physical
world: it is that which is said about something qua physical fact.'”” On the other hand,
there is the oouPapo, which represents the predicate in the field of Adyog: it is that

160 The Aextdv is immaterial and can

which is said about something qua Aextov.
therefore not be said to ‘exist’. The following example may illuminate the difference
between ocvuPefnxoc and ocvuPopo: in the factual event that Socrates walks,
‘walking’ is a cvuPePnkoc; in the spoken sentence Twkpdatng nepunatel, however,

o ’ 161
neptotel is a ovufopor.

Before I point out how this Stoic concept of cvuBefnkdg corresponds to Dionysius’
use of the term in Comp. 5, I will first add some words on the Stoic use of the term
ovola, which, according to Dionysius’ statements, is prior to cuufefnkoc. According
to Stoic ontology, there are two principles, namely the active principle, which is the
divine Adyog, and the passive principle, which is the oOoio (substance). These

principles constitute the basis of all entities in reality:'®>

Aokel & adTo1g ApYog elvorl TV OA®V d00, TO TOLOVV KO TO TAGKOV. TO UEV OLV
TOOYXOV €lvalL THY Gmotov ovotov v VANV, 10 € To1odv 10V €v onT] Adyov Tov

Oéov.

‘They [the Stoics] hold that there are two principles in the universe, the active

principle and the passive. The passive principle, then, is substance without quality,

7 See SVF 11.329-332. Cf. Long & Sedley (1987 I) 162-166. The term ‘to subsist’ (which Galen, SVF
I1.322, regards as a case of ‘over-refined linguistic quibbling of some philosophers’) is illuminated by
Long & Sedley (1987 I) 164: ‘There’s such a thing as a rainbow, and such a character as Mickey
Mouse, but they don’t actually exist.’

158 Miiller (1943) 60-61: ‘Man konnte sinngemiss fortfahren: ein Umdpyxev kommt dagegen nicht
denjenigen xornyopfuate zu, die cvuPduata sind, d.h. den Praedikaten im Satz im Bereich der
menschlichen Rede.’

159 Cf. Miiller (1943) 60. See also Ildefonse (1997) 173.

10 For the Stoic Aextdv, see Sluiter (2000a).

161 Cf. Miiller (1943) 60.

12 FDS 744 (= Diogenes Laertius VII.134).
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that is matter, whereas the active is the reason inherent in this substance, that is
GOd.’l63

Ovoto (substance) is also the first ‘category’, which is sometimes also named

'%* Through the divine mvedpo, the ovoio, which is in itself

vrokelpevoy (substrate).
without quality (Gmolov), receives a certain quality (mo1ov), the second category; the
third category is the disposition (ni¢ €ov), and the fourth category is the relative
disposition (npo¢ Tl nowg £ov). The exact meaning of these four ‘categories’ is a
complex problem, but it seems clear that the Stoics used them both in their dialectical
and in their physical observations.'® In other words, the categories are both logical
and ontological items, and each entity belongs to all categories, consisting of
substance and quality with a certain disposition.'®® The categories are used as
headings that make it possible to analyse and describe the entities that exist in

reality.'®’

Coming back to Dionysius, we can now better understand the philosophical
background of his ideas on the order of noun and verb. According to Dionysius, a
noun indicates the ovolo, whereas a verb indicates the cuuBepnxoc and substance is
prior to accidents. If my interpretation of the Stoic use of cvuPefnxdc is correct, it
seems reasonable to believe that the Stoics would say that accident in reality
(cvuPePnkoc) presupposes substance (ovoia): according to Miiller’s explanation, a
ovuPePnxoc is the physical representation of the (incorporeal) predicate, which would
be said about an entity. The entity itself is designated by a noun: the noun refers to
quality (mto16v), which in its turn belongs to substance (ovotia). In this way, it seems
possible to connect Dionysius’ statement to Stoic theories. It is true that the priority of
substance over accident could in itself be based on Aristotelian ideas on accidence,

. 168
such as we have discussed above.

However, in view of the natural rules that
Dionysius will discuss in the remaining part of Comp. 5 (see especially sections 5.3.4
and 5.3.6), it is more probable that Dionysius’ statement about nouns and verbs rests
on Stoic views on ovota and cuuPePnkodc. For not only the latter terms, but also the

expression 10 molovv M mhoyov can be related to Stoic philosophy (see FDS 744

163 The translation is by Hicks (1925).

!4 For the Stoic theory of “categories’ (which the Stoics did not call categories), see FDS 827-873. See
also Long & Sedley (1987 1) 165-166, who, referring to Simplicius’ yévn in SVF 11.369, point out that
the ‘categories’ are actually genera of the existent.

15 On the Stoic categories, see Rist (1969) 152-172, Long (1974) 160-163, Sandbach (1975) 93-94,
Hiilser (1987 III) 1008-1009 and Menn (1999) 215-247. On the connection between the Stoic
categories and grammatical theory, see Luhtala (2005) 21-22.

1% See L&S 28A6.

17 Cf. De Jonge (2001) 163.

168 Cf. Tldefonse (1997) 290.
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above), and the order of pronouns and common nouns and the order of common and

proper nouns will turn out to be based on the Stoic categories.

When we focus on Dionysius’ experiment, we observe that he mentions three
Homeric lines that support the natural order of nouns and verbs, after which he quotes
three other verses in which the opposite order (verbs precede nouns) is used. It is
interesting to notice that the nouns (ovopota) in the first three examples include one
nominative (RéAoc) and two accusatives (GvSpo and pRiviv).'® In the three
counterexamples, all nouns are vocatives: tékog (or 'Atpuvtmvn), Moboor and
Ay tAAeD. In other words, Dionysius does not care about the syntactic functions that
the various nouns perform in the sentence: the ovolo indicated by a noun is not
necessarily the ‘subject’ of the sentence: in antiquity, the concept of syntactic subject
is not used. Therefore, Baldwin was wrong in stating that Dionysius argues for
‘putting the subject before the predicate’.'’® Modern readers would presumably not
see much difference between the word order in &vdpd pot &vvene Modoo
noAvtpornov (Od. 1.1) and ufiviv &ede, Oed (I 1.1) on the one hand, and kA001 pev
o1y10x010 A10g tékog "Atputmvn (I 5.115) and €omete vov pot Modoar "OAlvumio
dwpot’ Egovoar (1. 2.484) on the other hand: in all these verses, an imperative verb
is followed by a vocative expression. For Dionysius, however, the first position in the
verse seems to be the most important thing: the first three examples all start with a
noun, whereas the three counterexamples start with a verb. Dionysius’ formulation
also indicates that the examples are chosen because they start with nouns or verbs: in
the first three examples, the nouns ‘lead the way’ (Myeltoul uev yop €v T00TOLG TOL
ovouortar), while in the three counterexamples the verbs ‘lead the way’ (év yop
TOUTOLG Myelto pev to pnuorte). Except for one (Gvopovoe), all verbs in the six
examples are imperatives. Perhaps Dionysius’ refutation would have been more
convincing if he had also given one example of the order verb - noun with an
indicative instead of an imperative. But for Dionysius the three counterexamples
sufficiently prove that the first natural principle (nouns precede verbs) is mBavdg, but

not &AnBnc. The difference between a mBovdcg and an dAnOng Adyog is a rhetorical

' We have already observed (section 3.6.1) that Dionysius uses the term Svouo here in a general
sense: it includes both appellative nouns (like né\og, Gvdpo and pfviv) and proper nouns (Modoou
and ’Ay1AAed). The sixth noun is either téxog or "Atputvn, or perhaps Dionysius includes both of
these words among the nouns that are ‘placed behind’. As I have pointed out, Dionysius only adopts
the distinction between vopo and mpoonyopic when it is relevant. Thus, §vopo can refer either to a
noun in general or to a proper noun: the latter is only the case when a proper noun is regarded as
opposed to an appellative noun. We may add that the classification of Moboot and "AxiAAed as
ovouota proves that Schenkeveld (1983) 72 is wrong in suggesting that Dionysius never classifies
proper nouns.

170 Baldwin (1959) 110.
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topos, to which Dionysius appears to allude.'”!

His conclusion is, then, that nobody
would criticise the arrangement (tnv ovvta&iv) of the counterexamples. In
Dionysius’ works, the term cOvta&ig is rather unusual in the sense of ‘composition’
or ‘arrangement’, for which he normally uses the term c0OvBecic. For the Stoics,
however, oOvta&lg was the normal term, which also appears in the title of
Chrysippus’ works mentioned in Comp. 4 (see sections 1.5, 3.3.2 and 5.3.2). Later
grammarians like Apollonius Dyscolus also wrote treatises ITept cvvtaCewmg, but

172 Therefore, the occurrence of the term in

rhetoricians use the term less frequently.
this passage might be another indication that Dionysius’ experiment is based on ideas
that originate in either Stoic philosophy or technical grammar (which was in its turn

influenced by Stoic ideas).
5.3.4.Verbs precede adverbs
Dionysius’ second natural rule demands that verbs precede adverbs:'”

£11 TPOC ToVTOLS GUEVOV €5OKOVV ELVaL TO PUOLTOL TPOTETTELY TAV EXpPNUETDY,
éneldn mpoTePOV €0TL T} GUOEL TO TOLOVV 1| TAGYOV TAOV GUVESPELOVIWY OVTOTG,
TpOMOV Afy® kol TOMOL kKol YPOVOL KOl TOV TOPATANGlov, O 0N KaAoDuevV
EMPPNUOITOL, TOUPODELYUAGT Y POLUEVOS TOVTOLG

7 ; ’ ~ \ ’ 5 > / 174
TOnTE O EMOTPOPAON Y, TOV OE GTOVOC MPVLT’ OLELKNG ...

fipute &’ €€onicw, Gmd 8¢ yuylv ékdnvoocey ...
exAvON &’ etépwoe, dénoc 8¢ ol Fkneoe xepdc.'’
&v Omaiot yop 0T TOUTOLG VOTEPO TETOKTOL [Ouo] TV PNUAT®V T EmPPAUOTOL. KOl
10070 mBovOV HEV (g TO TPpdTOV, 0VK AANOEC 8& g 00O’ éxelvo. Téde Youp
oM opdt T® 0OTG TOMTH EvOvVTimg elpnTot
Botpudov 8¢ métovran én’ dvBestv elopvoiot ...'”’
ofuepov Gvdpo pdoode noyootdkoc EileiBuio | ékpovel.'”™
Gp’ oDV Tt xelpw yéyove T TowuaTo brotaxOévimv Tolg EmppAUoct TOV PNUdTmV;

ovdel¢ OV elmot.

7 Cf. Aujac & Lebel (1981) 204.

172 On the terms oOvOeoic and ohvtadic, see Donnet (1967).
173 Comp. 5.24,15-25,11.

74 Jliad 21.20.

' Iliad 22.467.

176 Odyssey 22.17.

7 Tliad 2.89.

'8 Jliad 19.103-104.
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‘Besides, I thought that it was better to place verbs before adverbs, since that which
acts or is acted upon is prior to the things that accompany them, I mean circumstances
of manner, place, time, and the like, which we call adverbs. I relied on the following
examples:

He struck in a circle around him, and their shameful groaning rose (...)

She fell backward and gasped her life breath from her (...)

He fell to one side, and the cup fell from his hand.
In all these cases the adverbs are placed after the verbs. This principle, like the first
one, is also persuasive, but it is just as untrue as that one. For the following verses, in
the same poet, have been expressed in the opposite way:

In clusters together they fly above the flowers of spring (...)

Today Eileithyia of women’s child-pains shall bring forth a man to light.
Well, are the verses at all inferior when the verbs have been placed after the adverbs?

No one would say so.’

Just like the first principle, the second principle of natural word order is based on a
logical priority: 10 mowobv 1} mdoyov (‘that which acts or is acted upon’) naturally
precedes ta. cuvedpevovta avtolg (‘the things that accompany them’). To start with
the latter term, Tt cuvedpevovta is often found in medical treatises, where it refers to

the ‘symptoms’ of diseases.'””

The term is not found in technical grammatical texts,
but ‘Longinus’ uses the verb cuvedpevw when discussing how one can make style
sublime by choosing and combining certain ‘constituent features’ and circumstances

from reality:'®’

0VKOVV €meldn TOol TOIC TPAYUOGL QUGEL GULVEDPEVEL TIVOL UOPLO. TOAG VAOLG
CUVUTAPYOVTO, €€ Qvaykng Yévolt’ &v MUV VYoug olTlov TO TOV EUQEPOUEVMV
gxdéyev Gel T kapLaTarte kol Todto T Tpog GAANA mouvBicet xaBdmep Ev Tt

copo motely dvvochor-

‘Since with all things there are associated certain elements, inherent in their
substance, it follows of necessity that we shall find one factor of sublimity in a
consistently happy choice of these constituent elements, and in the power of

combining them together as it were into an organic whole.”'™!

179 See Gippert (1997) 1060 on Galenus.
180 <L onginus’, Subl. 10.1.
'8! The translation is by W.H. Fyfe / Donald Russell (1995).
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‘Longinus’ illustrates his point with the famous poem Sappho fr. 31 (paiveton pot
Kkhvog ...). In that poem, he argues, Sappho has excellently expressed the emotions
that ‘accompany’ (cvuPoivovta) the passion of love, emotions that she has taken
from the ‘attendant symptoms’ (ék t®v moperouévwv) and from real life (ék tiig

82 Thus, like Dionysius, ‘Longinus’ uses the word cuvedpedw with regard

dAnBetog).
to the circumstances that accompany certain events in reality. Interestingly,
‘Longinus’ also uses the terms cvuPoivovto and napenduevo in this context. These
words, too, point to certain ‘accidental features’: in grammatical texts, both copBaive
and mapénopon are used for the accidentia of the parts of speech, as we have seen in
section 3.7. The word cvuPaivovta is, of course, derived from the same verb as the
term ovuPePnkodc, which we have encountered in Dionysius’ discussion of the first
principle of natural word order (section 5.3.3). The passage from On the Sublime,
then, seems to reveal that the word cuvedpevw belongs to the same word field as
ovuPaivovra, cvuPePnkoto and moperduevo: all these words are related to the idea
of a distinction between substance (cf. ‘Longinus’” VAcig) on the one hand, and

accidents or attributes on the other hand.

Another parallel for ta cvvedpedovto is found in the treatise under discussion,
namely in On Composition 16. In that passage, Dionysius deals with the combination
of letters and syllables. He tells us that °(...) attractiveness of language is due to
words, syllables and letters that please the ear by virtue of some affinity; and that the
difference in detail between these, through which are revealed the characters, feelings,
dispositions and actions of persons and their attendant qualities (... t& €pyo T@V
TPOCAHNMV KOl T cuvedpevovta, Tovtolg) are made what they are through the
original grouping of the letters.”'™ Again, the expression & cuvedpebovra refers to
the accompanying accidents of ‘actions’ (€pya), and perhaps also those of characters
(§0n), feelings (mdBn) and dispositions (dro@écerg). Thus in Comp. 16, 100

ovvedpevovto are connected with (at least) ‘actions’ (€pya). In Comp. 5 they are

182 <] onginus’, Subl. 10.1: olov 7| Zomeed T cvuPoivovio Toig Epwtikaic pavicng todfuote £k 1OV
nopenouévav kol &k i dAnBelog ovtic exdotote AopBdver. ‘Sappho, for instance, never fails to take
the emotions incident to the passion of love from its attendant symptoms and from real life.” Cf.
Russell (1964) 100.

183 Comp. 16.63,11-18: 7delav 8¢ Siéhextov ék @V Nduvdvtov Ty dxonv yivesBor xotd 1O
noponAfoilov dvoudtmy te kol cLALaBdY kol YpouudTmv, Tée Te Koth Hépog &v To0To1g dlapopdic,
ko’ g dnhodton 16 Te KON kol to méOn kol ol Sebécelg kol o Epyo TV mpocdRWY KoL TO
cvvedpedovTo, T00T01g, And ThHE TPMTNG KATAGKEVHiC TOV Ypouudtmy yivesBou totordtog. Usher (1985)
translates ‘actions and the attendant qualities of the persons described’, but I prefer ‘actions of persons
and the attendant qualities [of those actions]’: in my view, the pronoun to¥101¢ in 10 Guvedpedovia
to0to1g refers back to té £pyo. (or to the entire word group té te H0n kol 1o 1dOn kod o Sabéoerc kol
10 €pya), while t®v mpoocwrwv must be connected with to &pyo (and the rest), not with o
cuvvedpevovto. Cf. Aujac & Lebel (1981) 116: ‘les actions des personnages et toutes les circonstances
annexes’.
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connected with 10 o0V 1 Tdoyov (‘that which acts or is acted upon’), and although
this expression seems to designate the subject of an action, Dionysius appears to be
thinking of the action itself: For strictly speaking, verbs do not indicate ‘that which
acts or is acted upon’, but rather ‘the acting or being acted upon’: 10 moielv T
ndoyew. Correspondingly, Aujac & Lebel (1981) have silently ‘corrected” Dionysius
in their translation: ‘par nature, ce que 1’on fait ou ce que 1’on subit est antérieur aux
circonstances (...).”'** Again, the background of Dionysius’ terminology may be either

Aristotelian or Stoic. We will discuss both possibilities.

Arisotle includes moielv (‘acting’) and naoyewv (‘being affected’) among his ten
categories: ‘of things said without any combination, each signifies either substance
(oot or quantity (tooov) or quality (mo1ov) or relation (rtpog 1) or where (mov) or
when (noté) or being in a position (kelcBo) or being in a condition (£xewv) or doing

5185

(rolelv) or being affected (naoyewv). Examples of ‘doing’ (moieiv) are ‘(he) is

cutting’ (téuver) or ‘(he) is burning’ (xaiel), while examples of ‘being affected’
(ndoyew) are ‘(he) is being cut’ (téuverar) or “(he) is being burned’ (xoieton).'™
Aristotle’s examples would more or less fit the ideas of Dionysius, who also points to

verbs as the words that indicate 10 To1oUVv 1| T&GYOV.

The expression that Dionysius uses, 10 To100V 1) Tao)OV, also reminds us of the two
Stoic principles, which I have mentioned above (section 5.3.3): the Stoics distinguish
between the active principle (10 molodv), namely the divine Adyog, and the passive
principle (10 mdoyov), namely substance without quality.'®’ Apart from that, the
Stoics also use the terms notelv and waoyewy in order to distinguish between physical
objects and immaterial things (such as the Aextov). Only material objects (cmpotor)
are able to act or to be acted upon.'®® Besides, the terms moteilv and ndoyetv are not
only used in the ontology of the Stoics, but they also play a role in their logic and
semantics. [Toielv and ndoyewv seem to be connected to the ‘active’ or ‘direct’ (0p0&)

predicates and the ‘passive’ or ‘reversed’ (Vntio) predicates respectively, although the

184 Aujac & Lebel (1981) 78.

185 Aristotle, Cat. 1625-27: Tév koo undepiov cvumhokhv Aeyopévev €kactov fitot odolov onpaivel
| mocov 1) mo1ov 1 mpdg Tt 1 mod f| moté 1 keloBou 7y Exerv 1) motely f) mbioyetv. My translation is based on
Cooke (1949) and Ackrill (1963).

186 Aristotle, Car. 2a3-4. Aristotle returns to these categories in Cat. 11b1-8. For notelv and mdoyev,
see also Physica 225b1ff. and De generatione et corruptione 322b11.

87 FDS 744 (Diogenes Laertius VII.134): see section 5.3.3.

188 See SVF 1.90; 1.518; 11.363. Cf. Long & Sedley (1987 1) 165: ‘Since interaction is exclusively the
property of bodies, the Stoics cannot allow these incorporeals to act upon bodies or be acted upon by
them. How then do they play a part in the world? No satisfactory discussion of the problem has
survived.” For the problematic character of the Aextdév in this respect (which is incorporeal but
nevertheless transfers meaning between speaker and listener), see Sluiter (2000a).
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direct evidence for the connection is limited."®® Apart from ‘direct’ or ‘active’ (6pOc)
predicates (e.g. axovel, 0pQ) and ‘reversed’ or ‘passive’ (Vmrtier) predicates (e.g.
axovopot, opduat), the Stoics distinguish also ‘neuter’ (ovdétepa) predicates (e.g.
gpovel, mepuorel).””’ Miiller has convincingly analysed the Stoic ideas in the
following way: the active predicates signify a moielv npd¢ t1, the passive predicates
signify a ndoyewv vrod Tvog, and the neuter predicates signify ‘das “reine” moielv
bzw. mooyewv ohne Bezug auf eine ntdoic mhayle’.'”! Each of the three types of
predicates corresponds to a nominative case: (1) a xaTnydpnuo. 0pBdv corresponds to
a mtdo1g 0pOn that indicates T0 molodv npdg 11, (2) a kartnydpnua Vrtiov corresponds
to a mtdolg OpBn that indicates 10 mdoyxov Lrd Tvog, and (3) a konydpnuo
ovdétepov corresponds to a ntdolg OpbY that indicates a ‘pure’ molodv or mdoyov,
that is, an acting or being acted upon without any connection to an oblique case. The
correspondence (or congruence’) between the predicate and the ntdoig 8pbn is called
oopuPapo.'”?

Having taken these Stoic ideas into account, we may well argue that Dionysius’
statement about the priority of t0 To10Vv 1} Tacyov over to cuvedpevovto reflects
Stoic ideas on predicates; but we cannot exclude the possibility that the use of the
term 1O TOLOVV T maioyov is inspired by the Aristotelian categories mentioned earlier.
However, in view of the explanation that we will give of some of the remaining
principles of natural word order (see section 5.3.6), it seems more probable that

Dionysius’ statement is based on Stoic ideas.

In section 3.6.5, I have already discussed the three types of adverbs that Dionysius
mentions in this passage: érippiuorto tporov (adverbs of manner), torov (place), and
xpoOvov (time). Here, it should be emphasised that the Stoics did not use the term
énippnuo, but pecdg for the adverb.'” Antipater of Tarsos introduced the term
uecotng in the Stoic theory of the parts of speech. The earlier Stoics, however,
including Chrysippus, did not distinguish the adverbs among their uépn Adyov. For
this reason, it seems very unlikely that Dionysius copied the complete passage on
natural word order from Chrysippus’ treatises on the syntax of the parts of speech, or

from any Stoic source for that matter. Thus, although I think that Dionsyius’

189 See FDS 801 and cf. FDS 696 (Diogenes Laertius VII.64).

190 Cf. Miiller (1943) 52-62 and Luhtala (2000) 88-100. Luhtala (2000) 88-94 argues that the notion of
‘action’ is almost absent from the sources on the Stoic theory of the predicate for the reason that
predicates signify something incorporeal, while ‘acting’ or ‘being acted upon’ is characteristic of
bodies alone.

¥ Miiller (1943) 58.

192 f. Miiller (1943) 54-55 and Luhtala (2000) 94-96.

193 See Diogenes Laertius VII.57. Cf. section 3.2.
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principles of natural word order are somehow based on Stoic ideas, I do not agree
with Kroll and Barwick that Chrysippus was the ‘source’ of Comp. 5. I rather suppose
that Dionysius made use of grammatical ideas (either or not taken from a specific

treatise) that were connected with or based on Stoic theories of logic.'”*

Just as in his discussion of the first principle Dionysius chose examples that start with
nouns and verbs respectively, he now chooses verses that start with verbs and adverbs
respectively. And again, the principle is rejected, because, though it seems persuasive,
it is not true.

5.3.5. Prior in time is prior in word order

The third principle of natural word order is different from the preceding ones. In this
case, it is the chronological order of events that is to be reflected in the order of

195
words:

€11 kol 160e PuUNV Selv Un TopEPYWS PLAGTTELY, OT®G TO TPOTEPQL TOTG XPOVOLG KOl
0 tael potepo Aopfavntot: ol 0Tt ToDTOL

Y \ ~ \ \ 196
o Epuoay pev TpdTo Kol Eseodav kol £detpo

’ ’ \ \ ’ 9 3 9 7 197
AlyEe Brog, vevpn d¢ pey’ loev, dAto 8’ 016T0¢

copolpov £nert’ Epprye pet’ augirolov Paciiero -
Guemélov ey duopte, Bobein 8 Eufoie divn.'
vl Ao, @ain Tig v, €l ye i kot GAAa v TOAAG 00 0UT® GUVTETOYUEVO, TOUALOTOL
00d&V NTToV | TOdTOL KOAG -
tAREe & dvaoyduevog oxiln Spuoc, v Alne kelov'®
npdTepov Yop O mov 10 Enavartetvachal éott 10D TAR 0. kol £t
HAooev dyyt otde, Téhekue & dmékoye Tévovtag | odyeviovc? ™
npdToV yop ON mov Tpootikev T® UEAAOVTL TOV mEAekLY EUPGAAELY €lg TOLG

TEVOVTOC TOV TOOPOL TO GTHVOL 00TV TANGLOV.

1% For the influence of Stoic philosophy on grammarians of the first century BC, see section 3.2 and
the literature mentioned there.

195 Comp. 5.25,11-26,11.

"% Jliad 1.459 and 2.422.

"7 Jliad 4.125.

%8 Odyssey 6.115-116.

1% Odyssey 14.425.

20 Odyssey 3.449-450
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‘Yet again, I thought that I should never relax my efforts to guard that things that are
prior in time should also be taken prior in order, as in the following cases:
First they drew back [the victims’ heads] and slaughtered and skinned them
and
The bow groaned and the string twanged loud and the arrow leapt away
and
Then the princess threw the ball to a maid:
the maid indeed she missed, but threw it into a deep eddy.
“Certainly”, someone might say, “if only there were not many other lines not
arranged in this order, and yet no less beautiful than these:”
And he struck, having raised himself up, with an oak-block, which he had left |
uncut
For evidently the stretching out is prior to the striking. And again:
He dealt the blow, standing near, and the axe cut through the sinews | of the
neck
Surely it would fit someone who was about to drive the axe into the bull’s sinews to

have taken his stand near it first.’

According to Dionysius’ third principle of natural word order, that what is prior in
time should also be prior in word order: t& mpdtepo T0lg Ypovolg kol tfj taet
npdtepo.”’’ Again, Dionysius proves that Homer sticks to this principle in some, but
not in all cases. The term npdtepa in Comp. 5.25,13 is used in a different way than
npotepov in Comp. 5.23,17 and npotepov in Comp. 5.24,17. When Dionysius stated
that the ovolo is ‘prior’ to 10 cvuPePnkog and 10 mo10VV N TAGYKOV is ‘prior’ to To.
ouvvedpevovto, he was referring to a logical priority. The formulation Tt mpdTepo
101 ypoOvolg, however, refers to the chronological order of events in reality. These
two different ways of using the word mpotepov were already distinguished in
Aristotle’s Categories.”™ Aristotle lists five ways in which people say that one thing
is called ‘prior’ to another thing: (1) ‘in respect of time’ (xotd xpovov), when one
thing is older than the other; (2) ‘as to implication of existence’ (kotd ThHv ToD elvor
dcohovBnowy): for example, one is prior to two because two implies one; (3) with
regard to some order (kotée Tivor TGELy), as in sciences and speeches: in grammar the

letters are prior to the syllables, and in speeches the introduction is prior to the

21 A5 we have seen in section 5.2, Dionysius frequently expresses the view that in a natural style the
order of events as reported corresponds to the order of events in reality: in a more artificial style, the
order can be reversed. I add one more example: in Thuc. 11.341,5-6, Dionysius objects to the fact that
Thucydides departs from the chronological order of the events: 1] te yop @0G1g dmftet T TpdTEPOL TAV
Votépwv dpyety ... ‘Nature required that prior events should have precedence over later ones (...).’

*2 Aristotle, Cat. 14a26-b23.
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exposition; (4) what is better and more valued (10 BéAtiov Kol TO TYLOTEPOV) S also
thought to be ‘prior by nature’ (mpdtepov T @voet; this is the strangest use of
npotepov, according to Aristotle); (5) finally, in the case that the existence of one
thing implies the other (see nr. 2), that which is the cause (10 aitiov) of the existence
of something may also be called ‘naturally prior’ (npotepov 1fj @voel). When we
compare this list with Dionysius’ first three principles of natural word order, we can
observe how Dionysius’ ways of using the term npdtepov correspond to some of the
usages mentioned by Aristotle: in the discussion of the first and second principles,
Dionysius’ use of the term mpdtepov corresponds to Aristotle’s second use: for an
accident implies a substance, and circumstances of an action imply an acting or being
acted upon. In his discussion of the third principle, however, Dionysius’ use of
npoOtepo. agrees with Aristotle’s first use: priority in respect of time (koto xpOvov).
We do not have to suppose that Dionysius himself was directly thinking of Aristotle’s
account of different kinds of priority, for he nowhere makes explicit that he is using
the word npdtepov in different ways. However, Aristotle’s distinctions illustrate that
Dionysius may have been aware of the fact that he was referring to different types of
priority.

In spite of the divergent concepts of prority behind Dionysius’ principles of natural
word order, they all presuppose the same underlying idea, namely that language
should ideally be a perfect representation of reality. Priorities that exist in reality,
whether logically or chronologically, should be similarly expressed in language, so
that language perfectly mirrors reality. This idea, which underlies the entire
experiment on natural word order, might be related to Stoic views on language:
according to the Stoics, there was a mimetic relationship between the form and
meaning of the first words (see section 2.5.3). It is remarkable that Dionysius has
taken three of the five Homeric examples in this passage from Homeric scenes that
deal with the sacrifice of animals. The reason for his selection of these examples is
presumably that the various actions of which a sacrifice consists are performed in a
clearly fixed sequence. In particular, the killing of the animal and the preparations that
lead to it cannot be performed in the opposite order; this fact seems to make the
sacrifice scenes particularly useful for Dionysius’ refutation of the third principle of

natural word order.
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5.3.6. The remaining principles of natural word order

Having tested three principals of natural word order, Dionysius now decides to reject

the remaining rules as well, without commenting on them: ***

£t mpog tovtolg MElovv T pEv OvouoTike TpotdTTEly TAV Emibétmv, To OF
TPOCTYOPLKO, TV OVOUUTIKAV, TOG O’ GVTOVOUNGLOG TV TPOSTYOPIK®Y, £V T€ TO1g
puoct puAdttely, tva 1o OpBoL TdV éykAvopévov NYRToL Kot T TOPELPOTIKO TMV
OMOPEUPOATOV, KOl OAAO TOLODTH TOAAG. TOVTO, O TOVTO OlecAAEVEY T TETPOL KO
TOVU UNdEVOG GLEL0 AMEPUIVE. TOTE UEV YOP €K TOVTOV £YIVETO KOl TV OLOLOV 0DTOTG

Moelo i) oVVOeo1g kol kodf, T0TE &’ £k TAV UM To100TOV GAN évavTimy.

‘And still further, I thought it right to put the nouns before the adjectives, the
appellative nouns before the proper nouns, and the pronouns before the appellative
nouns; and with verbs, to take care that the indicatives should precede the other
moods, and finite verb forms the infinitives, and many more similar rules. But the
experiment upset all these assumptions and showed them completely worthless. For in
some cases the composition was rendered attractive and beautiful by these and similar

arrangements, but in other cases not by these but by opposite arrangements.’

I summarise the remaining rules of natural word order:
(4) Substantives precede adjectives™™

(5) Appellative nouns precede proper nouns

(6) Pronouns precede appellative nouns

(7) Indicatives precede other moods

(8) Finite verb forms precede infinitives

Since Dionysius neither explains these rules nor illustrates them by giving examples,
the reader himself has to understand why this particular order of words would be
natural. In the present study, it will be argued that the principles (4), (5) and (6) are
based on the same logical (and ontological) priority that underlies the principles (1)
and (2): they can be explained by taking into account the Stoic theory of categories,
which we have already mentioned above (section 5.3.3). The two final principles (7)
and (8) are less clear, but I will argue that they can also be explained with the concept

of logical priority that underlies most of the other rules.

293 Comp. 5.26,11-20.

2% For Dionysius’ use of the term éni@etov, see section 3.6.1. When I translate this term as ‘adjective’,
I do not mean to say that the énifetov is a separate word class for Dionysius. The énifetov should
presumably be classified as an voua, but its particularity is that it qualifies other nouns.
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The fourth principle (to pév Ovopotikd mpotdrtety 1V émibétmv) can easily be
understood on the basis of the explanation that Dionysius has offered concerning the
first and second principles. Just like the order noun — verb and the order verb —
adverb, the order substantive — adjective seems to be based on the logical priority of
substance over accident. If Dionysius had commented on this principle, he could have
said that the ovolo indicated by a substantive is ‘earlier’ than the accident or the

quality (ro1dv) indicated by an adjective (¢ni{Betov).””

For the explanation of the fifth principle (1o 8¢ mpoonyopike [mpotdtretv] TMV
OVOUOITIK®V), it is important to remember that the distinction between proper noun
(6voua) and appellative noun (rpoonyopia) goes back to the Stoic philosophers (see
section 3.2). According to the Stoics, tpoonyopiat (appellative nouns) signify a koivn
no10tng (common quality), whereas dvouato (proper nouns) signify an idio To10Tng

(individual quality).**

Therefore, Schenkeveld suggests that Dionysius’ rule of
putting appellative nouns before proper nouns is based on the order of xowé - 110,
and he adds ‘but I have yet to find an exact parallel’.**” I think that this parallel can be
found in the following text, in which Syrianus comments on the Stoic order of

common and individual qualities:**®

Kol 01 ZTmikol 88 TOLC KOVAE TO1oLE PO TAV 1d1mg motdv drotiBevron.

‘Even the Stoics place the commonly qualified individuals before the peculiarly

qualified individuals.”**

In Stoic philosophy, the moov (‘quality’, or rather ‘the qualified’) is the second of the

four ‘categories’:*'® while the first category (substance) indicates that an entity exists,

the second category indicates an entity as a qualified substance. The no1ov consists of
two parts, namely the ‘commonly qualified’ (kowv®dg mowdv) and the ‘peculiarly

qualified’ (id1wg mo16v). The former corresponds to appellative nouns (rpoonyopiot)
such as ‘man’ or ‘horse’, while the latter is represented by proper nouns (dvéporo).”!
The text cited above tells us that the ‘commonly qualified’ precedes the ‘peculiarly

212

qualified’: so, Socrates is first a man and only then is he Socrates.” ~ We may

295 For the terminology of dvopatikd and énifeta (substantives and adjectives), see section 3.6.1.

296 FDS 536 (Diogenes Laertius VII.58). See also FDS 562a-569b.

27 Schenkeveld (1983) 89.

208 FDS 849.

299 Translation by Long & Sedley (1987 I) 169.

219 gee FDS 852-865 and Long & Sedley (1987 1) 166-176.

21 EDS 536 (see above).

212 cf. Long & Sedley (1987 1) 173-174: ‘This [i.e. ‘the qualified’] divides up into the “commonly
qualified”, i.e. anything as described by a common noun or adjective; and the ‘peculiarly qualified’, i.e.
qualitatively unique individuals, as designated by proper names like ‘Socrates’. The former are prior to



268 CHAPTER 5

conclude that the Stoic theory of the categories explains Dionysius’ order of
appellative and proper nouns: the order of mpoonyopika and dvoportikd is clearly
based on the natural order of the corresponding categories, the commonly qualified
and the peculiarly qualified.”"? It should be noted that this principle could not be
explained on the basis of Aristotelian philosophy. This fact sheds light on our
interpretation of some of the earlier rules of natural word order, which we were able
to explain both from an Aristotelian and from a Stoic perspective. Since it seems to be
certain that the order of proper and appellative noun is based on Stoic logic, it is
preferable to assume that the order of nouns and verbs (section 5.3.3) and the order of
verbs and adverbs (section 5.3.4) are also inspired by Stoic rather than Peripatetic

theories.

The sixth principle (tg &’ dvTovVoUGLaG [TPOTATTEV] TV TPOGTYOPIK®Y) seems in
the first instance difficult to explain. In my view, however, the Stoic theory of the
categories can again provide the solution. Why should pronouns precede appellative
nouns in particular, and not nouns in general? The answer is probably that Dionysius
is thinking of what we call demonstrative pronouns, which are normally combined
with appellative nouns. The only pronoun that Dionysius classifies as such in his
works is indeed a demonstrative pronoun, namely tovtovi in the expression eig

CONEY s A . 214
TOVLTOVL TOV ay®vo (see sections 3.6.3 and 7.3.2).

Now, the Stoics argued that only
a demonstrative reference (0€1&1g) indicates that something (corporeally) exists in
reality: therefore, simple affirmative propositions are only ‘definite’ (dpiouévoe) if

215 . . . e -~
‘this one is walking’ (ovtog mepinatel), for

they contain a demonstrative pronoun:
example, is a definite proposition. ‘Someone is walking’, however, is an indefinite
proposition, while ‘Socrates is walking’ is an ‘intermediate’ proposition.*'® In other
words, the demonstrative reference indicates that an entity is a substance (oOcia). As
Long & Sedley put it, ‘it [the demonstrative reference] is the most direct way of
indicating, without describing, something a speaker knows or believes to exist.”*'” It
seems clear then, that there is a connection between the Stoic part of speech &pBpov
and the first category, substrate (Vmokeipevov) or substance (ovola): something

218

belongs to the first category if it exists as a material object.”~ The grammarian

the latter, no doubt because to be a man, or white, is part of what it is to be Socrates, and not vice
versa.’

213 For this explanation, see also De Jonge (2001) 164.

214 Comp. 6.29,20. The quotation is from Demosthenes, On the Crown 1.

215 FDS 916 (= Sextus Empiricus Adv. Math. VI11.96-100). Cf. Lloyd (1978) and Graeser (1978) 206.
216 For the differences between an G&impa @piopévov (definite proposition), &dpiotov (indefinite
proposition) and pécov (intermediate proposition), see FDS 916.

" Long & Sedley (1987 I) 207.

218 Cf. Luhtala (2000) 81 and De Jonge (2001) 164.
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Apollonius Dyscolus seems to preserve the Stoic views on the connection between the
parts of speech and the categories: he points out that ‘pronouns (évtmvopict) indicate
substance (ovoiov), and nouns indicate substance together with quality (ovoioy peto
nodtnroc)’.>" The Stoics did not use the term dvtovopio (or dvtovopooio) (see
section 3.2), but their &pBpov probably had exactly the function that Apollonius
Dyscolus attributes to the pronoun:** by using an &p@pov, one assigns something to
the first category, thus indicating that it ‘exists’, without saying anything about its
quality. Since the ‘substance’ (oVoiw) is ontologically prior to the ‘quality’ (to1dv),
the order of these categories explains why Dionysius suggests putting pronouns before
appellative nouns. For pronouns indicate ‘substance’, while appellative nouns indicate

the ‘common quality’.**'

There are two remaining principles of natural word order in Dionysius’ account, both
of which deal with the forms of verbs: év te toic piuact guAdrttety, vo o dpBo
TOV EYKALVOUEV@V MYRTOL KoL TO TOPEUPOTIKO, TV amopepeatov (principles 7 and
8). The distinction between 06p8& and éyxhvoéuevo. (or, when we follow P,
gyxekAMpévo) has mostly been interpreted as one between indicatives and non-
indicatives (see also section 3.8).*** Steinthal, however, argues that the opposition
between 6pBd and éyxexAiuéva is one between present indicatives on the one hand

and all other tenses and moods on the other hand.**

He attempts to equate the
distinction between 6p0¢ and éykexhpévo (Comp. 5.26,14-15) with the disctinction
between 0p0d and Yntio that Dionysius mentions elsewhere (Comp. 6.29,8): with
regard to the latter distinction, Steinthal again interprets 6p0¢& as present indicatives,
and Yntior (= éyxekApéva) as all other tenses and moods. He thinks that to Vo in
Comp. 6 are divided into moods (¢ykAlcelc) on the one hand, and tenses (xpovot) on
the other hand. However, we have already seen that 6p0d& and Urtio refer to the

224

voices ‘active’ and ‘passive’ (sections 3.8 and 4.3.1).”” This is the originally Stoic

terminology: the Stoics distinguish between active (6p0&), passive (¥ntio) and neuter

219 Apollonius Dyscolus, Pron., G.G. 11 1, 27,9-10: oboiov onpoivovoav ai dvrovopion, to 8¢
ovouota ovolay puetd mordtog. See also Apollonius Dyscolus, Pron., G.G. 11 1, 9,9: (dviovouton) ...
ovolay te pévov dnAodoty. According to Luhtala (2000) 80, this is the original Stoic definition of the
&pBpov. See also Pinborg (1975) 114-115.

220 See Luhtala (2000) 80-82.

22 For this explanation, see also De Jonge (2001) 164.

222 See Schenkeveld (1983) 84, Usher (1985) 53. Aujac & Lebel (1981) 80 offer a less specific
translation: ‘que les formes simples précédent les formes infléchies (...).”

22 Steinthal (1891 II) 274.

24 agree with Schenkeveld (1983) 84, who argues that the distinction between 6pBd and Yrtio
(Comp. 6.29,8) is one of ‘gender’ [i.e. voice] alone, whereas the distinction between 6p8¢d and
gykexhpéva, (Comp. 5.26,14-15) ‘may well be one of indicatives v. non-indicatives’.



270 CHAPTER 5

(00détepar) predicates.”” Although their theory of predicates was not taken over, it
seems that their terminology for ‘active’ and “passive’ influenced the scholars of other
language disciplines. I conclude that Steinthal was wrong in equating éykexAiuévo
with Yntio. But how should we then interpret the distinction between 0p0d and
gyxekMpévo (or €ykAwvoueva) in Comp. 5? In grammatical texts, the distinction
between 0pBd¢ and éyxAwvdpevog (2ykexhpévog) normally refers to the opposition
between the nominative case and the oblique cases of the nominal parts of speech.?*
But since Dionysius explicitly refers to the order of the ‘direct’ and ‘inflected’ forms
of verbs (not nouns), it is clear that he is not thinking of the nominative and oblique
cases.””” In Comp. 6 however, Dionysius tells us that some people refer to the
gykAloelg (moods) as ‘verbal cases’ (nmtooelg pnuotikag) (see sections 3.8 and
4.3.1).2*® We have related Dionysius’ remark to Macrobius’ statement that the Stoics
call the indicative modum rectum, thus comparing the indicative to the nominative.”*’
All this seems to support the interpretation of 6p0& and &ykAwvéueva as indicatives

(the “direct case’ of the verb) and other moods (‘oblique cases’) respectively.

Before elucidating my interpretation of 6p0& and éykAwvduevo. as indicatives and
non-indicatives, I will briefly mention one other explanation that might seem to be
attractive:>’ one might suppose that 6p0é and éyxAvopeva refer to the active verbs
and other voices respectively. The term éyxAtvoueva is not attested in this sense, but
the use of 6pB& in the sense of ‘active’ is very common in Stoic logic, which, as we

have seen, distinguishes between active (0p0d), passive (Yntie) and neuter

% See Miiller (1943) 52-59 and Luhtala (2000) 94-96. In my view, Steinthal (1891 II) 274 is wrong in
thinking that, in Comp. 6.29,7-12, Dionysius proceeds from more general items (non-indicatives) to
more specific items (first moods and then tenses): ‘da er aber (...) vom Allgemeinsten ins Besondere
hinabsteigend von den Vntio zu den éykAiceig und dann zu den Sropopal xpdvav gelangt (...)°. In fact,
Dionysius deals with three equally specific accidentia, all of which he presents at the same level,
namely voices, moods, and tenses: see section 4.3.1.

226 In Apollonius Dyscolus, Synt. 11.106, ai éychvéuevon ntwoelg are the inflected cases of the
pronoun. In Synt. 1.49, 1@dv éyxhvouévev (textual variant kMvopévmv) are ‘declinables’ (nouns etc.) as
opposed to &xAta, i.e. words that do not have inflection (namely letters, such as o). Further, 6p06v
and éykexhpévov are found in discussions of rhetorical exercises (progymnasmata), indicating two out
of five ‘forms of narratives’ (oyfuoto duymudtov): the dpBov dnogovticdv oyfiuo only uses the
nominative case, whereas the dmogovtikov &ykexhuévov oyfipo uses also the other cases. See
Hermogenes, Progymnasmata 2.4,21-5,9 Rabe.

227 In some instances, Dionysius also refers to participles as priuoto (see section 3.6.2), but it is
unlikely that he is thinking of the cases of participles here.

228 Comp. 6.29,9-10.

229 Macrobius, De diff’, G.L. V, 611,36. Cf. Schenkeveld (1984) 335.

3% n theories of accentuation, 6pBdc and éykhvépevoc form a common pair, referring to accented
words and enclitic words respectively: 6 dpBdg tovdg or T 6pBN tdorg is the ‘straight’, that is acute
accent, which is opposed to 0 &yxhivduevog tovdg or T &yxAvopévn tdotg, the grave accent. But this
distinction is irrelevant to Dionysius’ discussion of word order.
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(00détepar) predicates.! At the level of Aé€1c, the three predicate types correspond to
three types of constructions, namely (1) a pfjuc. (verb) with an oblique case, (2) a
prine (verb) with brd and an oblique case, and (3) an intransitive pfjuo (verb), without
an oblique case.”” Is it possible that Dionysius’ 6p8¢é are ‘active’ verbs, and that the
gykhvopevo correspond to passives?” A difficulty of this interpretation is that, in
Stoic logic, passive and intransitive verbs are not regarded as ‘inflected’
(¢yxAwvopeva) forms of the active forms: the terms dp0é, Yntior and o0Sétepa do not

24 1n technical

refer to the forms of words, but to the meaning that they carry.
grammar, however, the terms 0pBf (= évepyetikn d1dBecic) and vrtio (= mobnTich
d140e01c) might be taken to refer not only to the meaning but also to the forms of

. . 235
active and passive verbs.

Thus, the passive voice and the middle voice (e.g.
£A0BNV, Adopon) might be considered inflected forms of the active verb form (e.g.
A). In this context we should also mention the fact that in certain sources, the
nominative case (ntdo1g 0pOn), ‘which indicates the substance’ is associated with the
active verbs (phuarto 6p8&). > It seems, then, that we should not directly exclude the
possibility that Dionysius’ seventh principle of natural word order (t& 0pBd @V
gyxAvouévav nynrton) refers to the order of active verb forms and the other voices;

nevertheless, I will not follow this interpretation, for reasons to be given below.”’

To summarise, Dionysius’ 0pB& and éyxhivoueva (or éykexApéva) could
theoretically refer to either active and non-active verbs, or indicatives and non-
indicatives. As I pointed out above, I will here adopt the interpretation of these terms
as indicatives and non-indicatives. The following arguments are decisive. First,
Dionysius’ view that the moods (¢ykAiceig) are ‘verbal cases’ (see above and section

3.8) supports the interpretation of 0pBd& and éykAivéuevo as indicatives and other

231 . . . . A . . . .
The active predicate indicates a moielv npdg 11, the passive predicate indicates a ndoyely Hnd TIVOC,

and the neuter predicate indicates a pure acting or being acted upon.

22 Cf. Miiller (1943) 66-70.

3 The middle voice was not yet distinguished in Dionysius’ time: see section 3.8. and the literature
mentioned there.

234 Cf. Miiller (1943) 67: ‘Die Verb-Form selbst hat also nichts mit der Kennzeichnung als “Aktiv”’ zu
tun: droAéyeton Tive ist Aktiv!’

33 See Rijksbaron (1986) 433. For priuata 0pBd and Hrtio, see Sch. D. Thrax, G.G. 1 3, 548,34-37. For
4pB7 and vrtio S140ec1¢, see Sch. D. Thrax, G.G. 13, 247,10-13 and G.G. 1 3, 401,1-10.

236 Sch. D. Thrax, G.G. I 3, 546,5-14 (= FDS 780). On this text, see Luhtala (2000) 105-107. See also
Sch. D. Thrax, G.G. 13, 230,24-30.

7 Another possibility, not mentioned yet, would be that 6p0¢ and éyxhvépeva refer to the present
tense and other tenses respectively. According to Aristotle, /nt. 16b16-18, only present tenses are really
‘verbs’, whereas past and future tenses are ‘cases of the verb’ (see above and section 3.8). Ildefonse
(1997) 205-210 observes that there are parallels between the Stoic theory of cases and the theory of
tenses. As far as I know, however, the terms 6pBd and éyxAivéuevo are never used in the context of
tenses. The suggestion of Steinthal (1891 II) 274 that the opposition is between present-indicatives and
all other tenses and moods is based on the wrong assumption that the 6pB¢ (as opposed to Vrticr) in
Comp. 6.29,8 are present indicatives: see above and section 3.8.
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238
moods: >

Dionysius seems to have borrowed the terms of the ‘direct’ and ‘inflected’
cases of nominal parts of speech for the moods of verbs. Second, the rule that
indicatives should precede the other moods would fit with the other logical principles
that Dionysius mentions: the idea that underlies the supposed order indicatives — non-
indicatives would probably be that indicatives refer to a situation that exists in reality,
whereas subjunctives, imperatives and optatives refer to situations that do not ‘exist’,
but are only hypothetical, wished (prayed), or commanded. Thus, the seventh
principle of Dionysius’ experiment concerning natural word order could be
interpreted in accordance with the rules that indicate the priority of substance over
accident. But there is a third argument. Important evidence that supports my
interpretation comes from Priscian. According to the Roman grammarian, the
indicative is (in a theoretical list) the first mood because, unlike the other moods, it
designates the substance or essence of the content (substantiam sive essentiam rei
significat):*

takes the first place among the cases.**” Priscian’s views correspond to Macrobius’

therefore, the indicative may be compared to the nominative, which

information about the Stoics, who are said to have regarded the indicative as modum
rectum and to have related it with the nominative as the ‘direct case’. We may
conclude that the statements of Macrobius and Priscian strongly suggest that
Dionysius’ order of 0p0& and &yxAivoueva is based on Stoic view that the indicative,
which indicates substance, is the first of the moods. Just like most other principals of
natural word order, this order is based on the logical precedence of substance over

accidents.

Finally, there is the natural order of Tapeugatixa and aunopéueato (principle nr. 8).
Manuscript F reads 1o mopspeotike 1@V amopeu@dtov, whereas P has 1o
OmOPELPUTIKG. TOV Topepeoatik®v. With Usener and Aujac, I adopt the order of F,
because the word drapepeatikog (only in P) is not attested in any ancient Greek text,

whereas amopéueatog is the normal grammatical term for ‘infinitive’. The form

3% The grammatical term for indicative is dproTuc (EykMoic) or Op1oTikdv.

3% The term res is presumably a translation of mpaypo, which refers to the content (meaning) of verbs:
see Sluiter (2000a).

240 Priscianus, Inst. VIII.12.63, G.L. 11, 421,20-422,2: Indicativus, quo indicamus vel definimus, quid
agitur a nobis vel ab aliis, qui ideo primus ponitur, quia perfectus est in omnibus tam personis quam
temporibus et quia ex ipso omnes modi accipiunt regulam et derivativa nomina sive verba vel
participia ex hoc nascuntur, (...) et quia prima positio verbi, quae videtur ab ipsa natura esse prolata,
in hoc est modo, quemadmodum in nominibus est casus nominativus, et quia substantiam sive
essentiam rei significat, quod in aliis modis non est. Neque enim qui imperat neque qui optat neque qui
dubitat in subiunctivo substantiam actus vel passionis significat, sed tantummodo varias animi
voluntates de re carente substantia. Deinde hunc primum auctoritas doctissimorum tradidit modum in
decliantione veborum. Cf. Steinthal (1891 II) 288. It is possible that Priscian draws on a discussion in
Apollonius’ On Verbs, which contained a passage on the order of the moods: see Lallot (1997 II) 193
n. 148 and see below.
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amopep@otika seems to be either a mistake or the hypercorrection by a scribe who

1 Apart from Dionysius of

wanted to give the two words the same ending.
Halicarnassus (who uses the word only in Comp. 5.26,15), Apollonius Dyscolus
seems to be the only ancient author in whose works the word mopeugaticdc has been
preserved.*** Apollonius, however, never uses TapeueOTIKOC on its own, but always
in combination with an object in the genitive: nopeueotikdg Tivog means ‘indicative
of something’, such as person (tpocdrov), place (ténov), or manner (rordtnrog).”*
But what do Dionysius’ mapeuoticd (‘co-indicatives’) indicate?”** The other
technical term that he mentions here, dropéueoatov, leads us to the answer. The term
amopéugatov, which literally means ‘not-co-indicative’, is the word that Apollonius
Dyscolus and other grammarians use as their technical term for the ‘infinitive’. The
infinitive is ‘not-co-indicative’ for the reason that it does not indicate anything except
for the minimal verbal accidentia: unlike the finite verb forms, the infinitive does not
express person and number, but it does express the general verbal accidentia tense
(xpdvoc) and voice (8160e01¢).”* Concerning these matters, Apollonius Dyscolus

states the following:**®

"IS10v odv pAnoTdg 0Ty v idlotg petaoynuoTionolc Stdgopoc xpdvoc didbectc te

n

b}

gvepmticn kol mafntuian kol £t i) péon: ov mdvimv petélofev 10 yevikdTatov

! Schenkeveld (1983) 89 wrongly states that the order of F is mopepueotiké — dmopepnoorikd: it is
TopeEUQoTIKG — dmoapéueata. The shorter form (&napéueota) corresponds to the term that
grammarians use for the ‘infinitive’, while the longer form (&rnapepgatixd) is not attested in any other
text. Further, Schenkeveld (1983) 86 n. 75 incorrectly suggests that Aujac & Lebel (1981) adopt the
order of P. In fact, Aujac & Lebel read ropepootikd — dnopéupato (F), just like Usener.

2 For Apollonius Dyscolus’ use of mopepgorikds, mapéupaocts and mapepgoivety, see Van Ophuijsen
(1993) 764-767.

3 For napepootikd Tpoc®no, see Apollonius Dyscolus, Pron., G.G. 11 1, 63,10. For napeugotixo
tomov, see Adv., G.G. 11 1, 180,20. For moiétntog napeugatikov, see Apollonius Dyscolus, 4dv., G.G.
IT 1, 205,3-4. Cf. Schneider, G.G. 1I 3, 242 (index vocabulorum): no.peugatixdc Twvog indicans algd.
See also Van Ophuijsen (1993) 766-767, who translates the term as ‘co-indicative’. He points out that
the prefix mopo- in nopeu@atikdg can mean either ‘besides another subject’ (i.e. besides another
subject that indicates something) or ‘besides another object’ (i.e. besides another object that is
indicated).

 TMapeppoticdc does not seem to be equivalent to the mood ‘indicative’ (at least, it does not refer to
this mood alone), for which Apollonius Dyscolus uses the term Opiotikh (¥ykAMoic) or OploTIKOV
(pfipoy).

25 Cf. Steinthal (1891 1I) 286, Lallot (1997 II) 192 n. 143 and Sluiter (1990) 86-87. On the history of
the term dmapéueatov, which is probably of Stoic origin, see also Matthaios (1999) 361-362. It is
possible that Aristarchus was the first who used the term for the infinitive: in fr. 72 Matthaios,
Aristonicus reports that Aristarchus pointed to the infinitivus pro imperativo (16 dnapéuortov instead
of 10 mpootaxtikédv) in Iliad 3.459. But we cannot prove that the use of these terms in the scholia can
be traced back to Aristarchus himself. This problem is connected to the status of Aristonicus as a
source for Aristarchus (see Matthaios [1999] 43-46). Aristonicus, who was active in the Augustan
period, preserved parts of Aristarchus’ bmouvfuoto, but it is possible that he added his own
terminology. See esp. Matthaios (1999) 45.

246 Apollonius Dyscolus, Syntaxis 111.60.
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piina, Aéym 10 OmopEUQOToV, £nel elnep Tfj OUOEL NV OMOPEUPATOV, TMG TODTOL

TOPEUPALVEL

‘The essential features of a verb lie in the special inflections for different tenses and
diatheses [voices] — active, passive and middle. The most general verb form, the
infinitive [‘non-(co)-indicative’], has part in all of these features. For if the infinitive

was really naturally ‘non-indicative’, how could it indicate these?’*"’

Apollonius’ explanation of the term ‘infinitive’ makes clear that it is called
amopeueatog (£ykAioig) because it does not indicate the accidentia that are expressed
by finite verb forms (indicative, subjunctive, optative and imperative), namely number
and person. Therefore, I think that we are justified in concluding that Dionysius of
Halicarnassus’ opposition between mopeugatiko and dropéueoto is an opposition
between ‘finite verb forms’ and ‘infinitives’.**® Dionysius’ mapeppatikd are those
verbal forms that indicate number and person, namely the forms of the indicative,
subjunctive, optative and imperative. Apollonius’ ideas on the infinitive may also
provide the explanation for the order of mopeugotixe and dmopéueoto that
Dionysius suggests: finite verb forms co-indicate number and person, while infinitives
only indicate voice and tense: thus, the finite verb forms point to the existence of one
or more persons (I, you, he, etc.), and indirectly indicate ‘substance’.”* When we
interpret the order of finite verb forms and infinitives in this way, we are able to
connect the last principle ((MYHTo) TO TOPEUPATIKO. TOV GTOPEUOATOV) With the
logical rules that Dionysius discussed earlier in his experiment concerning natural
word order: again, those words that (indirectly) point to a substance precede the forms

that only point to certain accidents.”*

Apollonius Dyscolus himself also discusses the place of the infinitive in the order of

the verbal moods. Unlike Dionysius, however, Apollonius does not refer to the order

71 have adapted the translation of Householder (1981).

8 Cf. Aujac & Lebel (1981) 80, Usher (1985) 53, Aujac (1992) 258. See also Apollonius Dyscolus,
Pron., G.G. 11 1, 63,9-11, where dnapéupotog and napeppoatikde (Tpocmrov) appear in the same
context: kol SOV €k TV GmOPEUPETOV, GmEP GVIMVUUIYE CUVTAGGCOUEVE TOPEUPOTIKE YiveTol
TPOGMTOV - TO YUp ‘€Ut Ypdeev’ TpdTov Kol 10 ‘Gt ypdeewy’ devtépov. ‘This is also clear from the
infinitives, which become indicative of person when they are constructed with a pronoun: for “¢ue
ypdoewv” [“that 1 write] indicates the first person, and “ct ypdoewv” [“that you write”] indicates the
second person.’

9 See also Ildefonse (1997) 199 on the Stoic views concerning the difference between predicates and
infinitives: ‘(...) si tout prédicat est un prédicat déterminé, I’infinitif n’est pas encore un prédicat;
abstrait de toute actualité sensible, abstrait de toute combinaison syntaxique, il est le prédicat en tant
qu’il n’ existe pas.’

2% In De Jonge (2001) 160, I interpreted the order of mopeppatikd and dropéugate as ‘indicatives
before infinitives’, but I now think that it should be ‘finite verb forms before infinitives’.
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of the infinitive and other moods in a sentence, but rather to a theoretical order,
according to which the moods should be treated in a grammar. In his Syntax,
Apollonius points out that indicatives, optatives and the other moods are ‘subtypes of
the general verb’ (Tt brOAoma €10n 10V yevikoV pnuortog), the general verb itself
being the infinitive.”>' Therefore, the infinitive is the basis for each of the other
moods: in fact, every verbal form of one of the moods corresponds to a combination
of the infinitive with a word that conveys the meaning of the particular mood. For
example, tepumatd (‘I am walking’; indicative) corresponds to @pioauny tepmatelv
(‘I indicated that I was walking’), while mepumatolut (‘may I walk’; optative)

22 In other

corresponds to noEauny mepwmatelv (‘I prayed that I would walk”), etc.
words, the infinitive is the basis of all the other moods, and therefore it occupies the
first place in the hierarchy of verbal forms. Apollonius also tells us that he has not
forgotten that he has argued elsewhere that the indicative (and not the infinitive) is the
primary verb form:*>* he has now changed his mind about the order of the moods,
although he still allows that, for pedagogical reasons, the indicative is treated first, in
d.>* It is the infinitive that takes the first

place. Lallot has suggested that Apollonius’ change of mind may be related to the fact

spite of the fact that it is not the primary moo

that in an earlier period he was interested in morphological aspects, whereas in the

Syntax he focused on the syntactical functions of moods.>”

It is interesting that
Apollonius compares the relationship between the infinitive and the other moods on
the one hand to that of the primary word forms (1o tpototure) and the derived word
forms (t@v topoywy®v) on the other hand. This seems to suggest that the infinitives
are not only theoretically prior to the other moods, but that they have also been

invented earlier; in the same way, the primary word forms are supposed to have

»1 Apollonius Dyscolus, Synt. I11.60.

2 Apollonius Dyscolus, Synt. IIL61.

3 Apollonius probably defended this order of moods in his work On Verbs. Choeroboscus, who read
this work, reports that Apollonius’ order of moods was indicative, infinitive, optative, imperative,
subjunctive: see Lallot (1997 II) 193 n. 148.

2% Apollonius Dyscolus, Syntax 111.62: 0O AéAnopon ¢g év £Tépoic cuUPEPSHEVEE TIGL THY OPLOTIKNV
gyxMotv mapedexdumy bg mpotedovsay TV dAAov. GAL odv ve N dxpiic éEétacic 00 Adyou
kotnvéykoce 10 petofécbon, cvyxmpovpévou ékeivov, b dedvimg dmd g Oplotiiic éykhiceme
apyduebo, ody bc TpdTg oong, dg 88 Expavestdng odone kol moAf¢ kol Suvapévng S1ddEon kol
TOC £YYEVOUEVOC GUVEURTMOELG Kol TO Eyyevopevo Tdn kol mopoywydc, 008 10D To100Tou poropévou,
k00 8v 1ol torovTolg EMhemesTépa | Amopéuotog FykMotic, efye kol T TpoTéHTLROL TOV AéEewy &v
gLdtTovt xortoyiveton VAN 1dv mopoyeydv. ‘I have not forgotten that I elsewhere picked the indicative
as the primary verb form, in agreement with other scholars. But a more careful study of the argument
has forced me to change my mind, although I allow that we begin [discussion of the verbal system]
necessarily with the indicative mood, not because it is indeed primary, but because it is the most
transparent, occurs frequently and can teach us the occurring similarities of form, phonological changes
and derivations; the fact that the infinitive does not have the same richness of forms is not incompatible
with the fact that it occupies the first place, for primary forms of words are also less bulky than
derivatives.” I have adapted the translation of Householder (1981).

253 Lallot (1997 11) 193-194 n. 149.
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existed earlier than the derived word forms. In his discussion of the (theoretical) order
of the parts of speech, Apollonius also uses the argument that some parts of speech

256
h.

‘were invented earlier’ than other parts of speec In those cases, chronological

priority corresponds to the hierarchical priority in the list of the parts of speech.

5.3.7. Stoic logic and Dionysius’ experiment concerning natural word order

In the preceding sections, I have tried to illuminate the theoretical background of the
principles of natural word order that Dionysius mentions in De compositione
verborum 5. 1 have not only attempted to reconstruct the philosophical ideas that
underlie the terminology that he uses, but also to supply an explanation for those rules
that Dionysius himself does not illustrate. The experiment concerning natural word
order as a whole shows a particular view on the relation between language and reality.
The entire experiment is based on the implicit idea that language should represent
reality as close as possible: therefore, it is supposed that priorities that exist in reality

should also be expressed in the order of words.

The eight principles that Dionysius mentions refer to at least two different types of
priority. The third principle (prior in time is prior in word order) supposes that the
chronological order of events in reality should correspond to the order in which these
events are reported in language. Most other principles (1, 2, 4, 5, 6; presumably also 7
and 8) refer to a logical and ontological priority, which differentiates between more
and less essential features of an entity or situation. Dionysius himself provides the
explanation for two of the principles: (1) nouns precede verbs because an accident
(ovuPePnkoc) presupposes a substance (ovota), and (2) verbs precede adverbs
because circumstances (cuvedpevovta) presuppose acting or being acted upon. I have
argued that the order of (4) substantive and adjective, (5) appellative noun and proper
noun and (6) pronoun and appellative noun should also be explained as based on a
logical and ontological priority. Concerning the order of (7) indicatives and other
moods and (8) finite verb forms and infinitives, we cannot be absolutely certain about
the reason why these orders are natural. However, I have suggested that these
principles, too, may be based on the idea that those verbal forms that (indirectly)
indicate substance in reality are prior to other forms: the indicative points to the action
of something or someone existent in the real world, other moods indicate the action
that is only hypothetical, wished, or commanded, while infinitives do not indicate

person and number, so that they do not point to any substance at all. The two types of

%6 See Apollonius Dyscolus, Synt. 1.21 and 1.25-26. Cf. De Jonge (2001) 162 and Grintser (2002) 91-
92.
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priority to which Dionysius refers correspond, as we have seen (section 5.3.5), to
some of the different uses of the word ‘prior’ (npdtepov) that Aristotle distinguished

in his Categories.

Our analysis of Dionysius’ principles of natural word order has shown that these
principles depend to a large extent on Stoic ideas. Two principles (appellative nouns
precede proper nouns and pronouns precede appellative nouns) can only be explained
by taking into account the Stoic categories. The order of the Stoic categories
(substance, common quality, individual quality, disposition and relative disposition)
underlies the natural order of the parts of speech (pronoun, appellative noun, proper
noun, verb) as Dionysius presents it. The order of substantives and adjectives,
indicatives and other moods, and finite verbs and infinitives can also be related to
Stoic ontology. It is certain, then, that Dionysius’ experiment concerning natural word

order has a Stoic background.

However, the Stoic character of the chapter on natural word order does not imply that
Dionysius borrowed or copied that chapter from Stoic sources. As we have seen
before, some modern scholars (in particular Barwick and Kroll) have suggested that
Dionysius took Comp. 5 over from Chrysippus’ treatises ITepi tfic cvvta&eng TV
100 AOYyov uep®v (On the Syntax of the Parts of Speech). As 1 have pointed out in
section 5.3.1, these scholars use three arguments that would indicate Dionyius’
dependence of Stoic sources. I will now briefly re-examine these three supposed
indications. (1) First, there is the reference to the diodextikol téxvon at the end of

»7 when he has rejected the theory of natural word order, Dionysius

Comp. 5:
mentions both the experiment on natural word order and the dialectical treatises in one
breath, telling us that he only mentioned them so that nobody, misled by the titles of
the dialectical works, would think that they contained anything useful for the theory
of rhetorical composition. This remark might indicate that Dionysius has borrowed
the theories of natural word order from the Stoic treatises. However, in an earlier
passage, he has claimed that he had put the Stoic works on syntax aside, and that he

himself had looked for a natural starting point.>®

If we take this remark seriously, we
may also conclude that, at the end of Comp. 5, Dionysius summarises two
unsuccessful projects, namely the experiment concerning natural word order on the
one hand, and the study of the Stoic treatises on the other hand. (2) It has also been
thought that the search for a natural starting point betrays the Stoic origin of Comp. 5.

However, the idea that nature should be the guide and model for everything was a

37 Comp. 5.26,21-27.6.
28 Comp. 4.23,1-5.
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common idea among intellectuals of the first century BC, and it does not necessarily
point to a Stoic source. Besides, Dionysius points to the importance of nature in a
number of other passages of his rhetorical works: this seems to be a general view of
Dionysius rather than the sign of a specific Stoic theory. (3) Finally, scholars have
suggested that the terminology of Comp. 5 proves the Stoic origin of the chapter.” It
is true that ovolo, cvuBePnxoc and 10 molodV 1 maoyov can probably be traced back
to Stoic philosophy, as I have shown. However, Dionysius also uses a number of
grammatical terms that did not have a place in Stoic logic. The Stoic system of the
uépn Adyov did not include the dvrtovouosio (or dvtovouic), and the Stoics called
the adverb uecdtng, not éntppnuo (see sections 3.2 and 3.6.5). These facts weaken the
argument that the entire chapter Comp. 5 was taken over from Chrysippus. Further, it
is doubtful whether the Stoics themselves would have discussed the order of the parts
of speech in a sentence or Homeric verse. Although Frede thinks that Dionysius’
words imply that the Stoics dealt with practical word order in their works on syntax,
we can also imagine that the Stoics merely argued for a natural hierarchy of the parts
of speech (namely pronoun, appellative noun, proper noun, verb, adverb), without

20 In that case,

implying that this should be the word order of a Greek sentence.
Dionysius would have adopted a Stoic idea on the natural hierarchy of the parts of
speech, which he himself applied to the order of words in Homeric verse: according to
this interpretation, Dionysius would have gone one step further than the Stoics, by

giving a rhetorical application to their philosophical hierarchy of the parts of speech.

I conclude that, although the experiment concerning natural word order is to a large
extent based on Stoic ideas (especially their theory of categories), it is unlikely that
Dionysius directly copied this passage from a Stoic source. The chapter on natural
word order combines Stoic philosophical and technical grammatical ideas with a
rhetorical approach to composition. In any case, the experiment did not lead to the
results that Dionysius had hoped for. It turned out that the beauty of Homeric verse
did not depend on the adoption of the principles of nature. Therefore, Dionysius

rejected the theory: nature may be a good guide, but Homer is the best.

259 According to Pohl (1968) 79, the Homeric examples are also an indication for the Stoic origin of
Comp. 5. She regards Pseudo-Plutarch, On Homer as a parallel. However, not only Stoic philosophers,
but also grammarians and rhetoricians constantly used Homer as their main text of reference.

260 Brede (1987a) 324-325.
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5.4. Natural word order according to ‘Demetrius’, ‘Longinus’, and Quintilian

The concept of a natural word order does not only appear in the work of Dionysius of
Halicarnassus, but also in that of other rhetoricians, literary critics and grammarians.
Although the concept of natural word order is widespread in ancient rhetorical texts,
there are interesting differences between the views of various rhetoricians, critics and
grammarians. In this section, I will briefly discuss the ideas on natural word order of
three ancient colleagues of Dionysius: ‘Demetrius’ (5.4.1), ‘Longinus’ (5.4.2) and
Quintilian (5.4.3).

5.4.1. Natural word order according to ‘Demetrius’

The rhetorician ‘Demetrius’ discusses ‘the natural order of words’ (1 @uoikn Ta&ig

10V dvoudtmv) in his account of the simple style (yapoxtp ioyvoc): >

(199) Kol 6Amg 11 puoikiy taEet tdv ovoudtov xpnotéov, o 10 “ Entdouvog éott

2 262

noAG év de€La éomAéovtt gig tov Toviov kOAmOV TPATOV UEV YOP MVOUOLGTOL

T0 mepl 0V, devTEPOV O O TOVTO €0Tlv, OTL TOALG, kol Tor OAAo €peChic. (200)
99263

T'{yvotto pev odv av kol 1o fumotv, ig 10 ““Eott néic Eevpn.® od yop mdv
tovtny doxiudlopev v téEy, 008 v £tépav dnodokudlouev, kobo éxtiBéuebo
Hovov 10 euoIkov e1dog Thg 1dEemc. (201) 'Ev 8¢ 1ol Smynuocty fitot dmod Tig
opbiic dpxtéov: “’Emidauvoc €ott moA,” §| and Thg odtiatikiic, dg T0 “Aéyeton
Enidopuvov v mOAW.” ol 08 GAAOL TTOCELS AGAQELEY Tvo, TopEEovot Kol

Baooavov 1@ te AEYoVTL 0DTH KO TA GKOVOVTL.

‘(199) In general, follow the natural word order, for example “Epidamnos is a city on
your right as you sail into the Ionian gulf.” The subject is mentioned first, then what it
is (it is a city), then the rest follows. (200) The order can also be reversed, for example
“There is a city, Ephyra.” We do not rigidly approve the one nor condemn the other
order; we are simply setting out the natural way to arrange words. (201) In narrative
passages begin either with the nominative case (e.g. “Epidamnus is a city”) or with
the accusative (e.g. “It is said that the city Epidamnus...”). Use of the other cases will

cause some obscurity and torture for the actual speaker and also the listener.’***

261 ‘Demetrius’, Eloc. 199-201. For date and authorship of ‘Demetrius’, On Style, see the literature
mentioned in section 1.5.

262 Thucydides 1.24.1

263 Homer, Iliad 6.152.

26% The translation is by Innes (1995).
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Unlike Dionysius of Halicarnassus, ‘Demetrius’ presents an account of natural word
order that is pragmatic rather than grammatical. ‘Demetrius’ states that one should

first mention O mept oV, ‘the matter about which’: the topic.*®

This approach to word
order strikingly resembles the descriptions of Greek word order that have been
developed in recent years. In particular, ‘Demetrius’’ formulation reminds us of the
ideas of Helma Dik, who has argued that a Greek sentence normally starts with the
“Topic’.**° In Functional Grammar, the Topic presents ‘the entity “about” which the
predication predicates something in the given setting’.*” Whereas Dionysius’ natural
word order in Comp. 5 was determined by logical and chronological arguments,
‘Demetrius’” @uoikm taEig seems to be entirely based on pragmatic considerations,
which aim to present the information clearly to the audience.**® Even his grammatical
statements on the use of the cases (Eloc. 201) are not based on logical ideas, but only
on the rhetorical view that one should always (at least in the simple style) avoid
obscurity (dodaeeia): the use of other cases than the nominative and accusative at the
2 In short,

‘Demetrius’” perspective, which concentrates on the clear communication and

beginning of a sentence would torture both speaker and listener.

presentation of a narrative, is completely different from the logical perspective that

etermines Dionysius’ experiment in Comp. 5.
det D ’ t in Comp. 5

Another difference between ‘Demetrius’ and Dionysius is related to these divergent
approaches, namely the position that the theory of a natural word order occupies in
their work. Dionysius’ experiment concerning natural word order falls outside his
actual treatment of composition, since he rejects the natural principles before he starts
his discussion of the functions, means and aims of cOvBecic. ‘Demetrius’, however,

270

deals with natural word order in his treatment of the simple style.””™ The simple style

3 Dover (1960) 9 wrongly states that ‘Demetrius’ argues for the order ‘subject — verb’, which he

compares to Dionysius’ remark (Comp. 5) on the order of nouns and verbs. Although he acknowledges
that ‘Demetrius”” remark on 10 mepi ob and 0 T0VT0 €5Ttv does not mean that ‘the syntactical subject
precedes the syntactical predicate’, Dover fails to observe the fundamental difference between the
grammatical approach of Dionysius and the pragmatic approach of ‘Demetrius’.

266 Dik (1995) 12.1 emphasise that I do not claim that the theories of ‘Demetrius’ and Dik are the same:
there are many differences, and ‘Demetrius’ does not use the expression 10 mept ov in the technical
sense in which Dik uses the term ‘Topic’. My point is rather that if one looks at ancient theory from a
modern perspective, it is ‘Demetrius’ whose views are most similar to the modern pragmatic views on
word order. A comparison with modern pragmatic theory can help us to see the differences between
‘Demetrius’ and Dionysius, but we should not read modern theories into ‘Demetrius’’ text.

27 Simon C. Dik (1978) 19.

268 The emendation by Piero Vettori (1499-1585) in Eloc. 199 (guoikii t¢Eet instead of ghoet ko) is
without any doubt correct, as the formulation in Eloc. 200 (10 guoikov eidog g t¢Eenc) indicates.

269 “Demetrius’” metathesis of Thucydides 1.24.1 (Eloc. 201), which makes the sentence start with the
accusative instead of the nominative, seems to reflect the exercises (progymnasmata) that were used in
schools of rhetoric: see section 7.3.2.

2791t is important to remember that ‘Demetrius’’ views on natural word order are part of his discussion
of the simple style: he does not say that every sentence in any passage should start with 10 wepi ob.
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(xopoktnp ioyvog) differs from the other styles in the use of normal words and clear
constructions. In some cases, ‘Demetrius’ describes the simple style with the term
ocuvvhbng, which means ‘usual’, ‘customary’, or ‘familiar’.*’" It seems clear, then, that
his ‘natural word order’ is nothing more than the word order of everyday language.
While hyperbaton fits the elevated style, the @uown ta&ig is appropriate for the

272 .
7> In other words, ‘Demetrius’’ concept of ‘nature’ does not correspond

simple style.
to the concept of ‘nature’ in Dionysius” Comp. 5 but rather to his use of ¢Oo1¢ in other
parts of his work (see section 5.2). In Dionysius’ experiment, the natural order
represented logical and chronological priorities that can be found in reality. In
‘Demetrius’’ account, however, ‘natural’ means ‘normal’ and ‘unmodified’, and his

natural order contributes to the clarity of the information that is to be communicated.

It should be noted that ‘Demetrius’ does not strictly adhere to the natural order of
words, but makes clear that the reversed order is also allowed. This attitude points to a
similarity between ‘Demetrius’ and Dionysius: both rhetoricians conclude, on the
basis of literary examples, that there is more than one possible word order. And in
both accounts, Homer is the authority that proves that one should not rigidly stick to

one single arrangement of words.
5.4.2. Natural word order according to ‘Longinus’

‘Longinus’, the author of On the Sublime, touches on the subject of natural word order

in his discussion of hyperbaton:*"

‘Longinus’, On the Sublime 22.1:

Tric 8¢ adthg 18€aig kail o UepParta Betéov. £ott 8¢ Aé€emv 1) voncenv €k ToD kot
dcohovBioy kexivnuévn 1dEc kol olovel (...) yopoktp évayoviov mdBovg
dAnBéotatog. dg yop ol 1@ Svtt opyilouevor fi eoPoiduevor §j dyovaxtodveg §j RO
mhoturiog | O GALov TvOg (TOAAG Yop kol GvopiBunto mébn kol o0d’ v
einelv T1g Ondoa dOvorto) exdotote napomintoviec dAAa TpoBéuevor ToAAdKIC €n’
dAlo. petamnddot, péoo Tive mapeufdAiovtec GAdyme, eit’ ovBig éni T TpdTOL
GVOKUKAODVTEG KOl TTOVTN TTPOG THG ywviog, Og VT GOTATOL TVELUOTOG, THOE

KOKELGE Qy(1oTPOPOG GVTIGTOUEVOL TOG AEEelg Taig VONoELS TV €K T0D Kottt ¢UGTV

Therefore, I do not agree with the analysis of Weil (1978 [1844]) 14, who remarks that ‘Demetrius’
‘uses exaggerated expressions to establish a theory which he has not himself practiced in the treatise
which contains it.’

21 See esp. ‘Demetrius’, Eloc. 60 and 190.

272 Cf. Rhys Roberts (1969) 245.

23 For date and authorship of ‘Longinus’, On the Sublime, see the literature mentioned in section 1.5.
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£1ppod TOVTOlMg TPOg Muplag TPOmog evaAilattovot ta&ly, oVTOg Topo TOlg
GplOTOLG CLYYPOPEVGL d10r TOV VrepPotdV M UIUNGCIG Rl T TH QUoEMG Epyo
oepetal. T0Te yop M (VN TEAE0g MVIK® &v @LOLG glvor Ookfj, | &’ ov QUo1g

émruyng Stov AavBdvovoay mepiéyn My téxvny.

‘In the same category we must place hyperbaton. This figure consists in arranging
words and thoughts out of the logical sequence, and is, as it were, the truest mark of
vehement emotion. Just as people who are really angry or frightened or indignant, or
are carried away by jealousy or some other feeling — there are countless emotions, no
one can say how many — often put forward one point and then spring off to another,
irrationally inserting some remark, and then wheel round again to their original
position and are all the time dragged rapidly about, this way and that, by their
excitement, as by a constantly veering wind, and vary their words, thoughts and the
order that springs from the natural sequence in innumerable ways — so, too, in the
best prose writers the use of hyperbata allows imitation to approach the effects of
nature. For art is only perfect when it looks like nature and nature succeeds only when

she conceals latent art.”>”*

The obscurity of this exposition on hyperbaton is not only caused by ‘Longinus’’
illustration of this figure by a lecon par [’exemple, but also by the fact that he uses the

275 We have seen that for ‘Demetrius’ the ‘natural’

term ‘nature’ in two different ways.
order was in fact the usual and unmodified word order. Likewise, ‘Longinus’ regards
hyperbaton as a departure from the ‘logical order’ (dkoAovBia) or from ‘the order
that springs from the natural sequence’ (thv ék 100 kot oo eippod 1¢Ew).’® On
the other hand, the departure itself'is also a natural phenomenon, both in reality and in
language: the order in reality can be disturbed by a veering wind; in language,

277
Thus, when

inversion of the natural order occurs when people speak with emotion.
prose writers consciously use the figure of hyperbaton, they in fact imitate ‘the effects
of nature’ (1o Thg @Ooewg Epyn): their artistic use of hyperbaton imitates the natural
type of expression of people who are carried away by emotion.””® The difference
between the approaches of ‘Demetrius’ and ‘Longinus’ concerning natural word order

can be explained in the following way. ‘Longinus’ is interested in the ‘sublime’

2% The translation is based on those of Russell (1964) 138 and Fyfe / Russell (1995).

23 On theory and example in ‘Longinus’ and ‘Demetrius’, see Innes (2002).

276 For the term dixoAovia, see Sluiter (1990) 13-16 and section 5.2 of this study.

2" The view that emotions influence the order of words is also found in the works of French
grammarians of the eighteenth century, who borrowed their ideas partly from ‘Longinus’ and
Dionysius of Halicarnassus. See Scaglione (1972) 222-282.

78 Compare Dionysius’ idea (Is. 16.114,9-13) that natural style is the product of art imitating nature:
see section 5.2.
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(Oyog) rather than in different styles of writing. In On the Sublime, he lists five
sources of the sublime: great thoughts, strong emotion, figures of thought and speech,
noble diction and dignified word arrangement.*” The exposition of hyperbaton (Subl.
22) is part of the discussion of figures (Subl. 16-29), but it is clear that for ‘Longinus’
this figure is also related to emotion and dignified composition: thus, hyperbaton is
for several reasons a very effective technique for writers who want to achieve sublime
expression. Therefore, the deviant word order is much more interesting for ‘Longinus’
than the guowm ta&ig that ‘Demetrius’ assigned to the simple style. It seems that
‘Longinus’ has made an effort to prove that hyperbaton, although it differs from the

1:*%% the idealistic view of nature

‘natural’ order in a strict sense, is in fact not unnatura
(¢Vo1¢g), according to which everything that is good is also natural, seems to have
caused ‘Longinus’ to state that the order of words that is normally considered to be

deviant, is in fact in agreement with nature.”®'

Just like Dionysius, ‘Longinus’ uses a terminology that is philosophically coloured.
Terms like dxolovBio (see section 5.2 above) and eipudg are typically Stoic; and so
is the word nvmpévo, which occurs in the subsequent passage, where ‘Longinus’ adds
that hyperbaton is used to separate ta @Uoel ivouévo (‘things that are unite by
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nature’).” In Stoic philosophy, the word eipudg occurs in the discussion of fate: fate

(eluopuévn) is a ‘concatenation of causes’ (elpuodc aiti@v), which is explained as ‘an
inescapable ordering and interconnexion’ (161 xoi émiodvdesic dmopdPorog).”
The Stoics thought that a certain rational order, which was created by the divine
Adyoc, was present in the entire cosmos.”** The words téEic, dxorovdia and eipudc
refer to this rational order, indicating that each thing follows logically from another

thing (see also section 5.2).2

These philosophical ideas seem to have left some traces
in ‘Longinus’ terminology. When he mentions ‘the (word) order that springs from the

natural sequence’ (tnv €k 10V koto, OOV €1puod taEwy), ‘Longinus’ seems to be

7 Subl. 8.1.

280 Quintilian (Inst. 9.4.26) seems to struggle with the same problem, and he therefore emphasises that
hyperbaton, although it departs from the naturalis ordo, belongs to the tropes and figures, ‘which are
good features’ (virtutes): see section 5.4.3.

81 For a discussion of ‘realistic’ and ‘idealistic’ views of nature, see Boswell (1980) 11-13. See also De
Jonge (2001) 161-162.

82 Subl. 22.3: “Thucydides is even more [than Herodotus] a master in the use of hyperbata to separate
ideas which are naturally one and indivisible.” For fivouéva, see SVF 11.368 and Apollonius Dyscolus,
Synt. 1.10 and 11.149 (hvouéva as composita).

8 SYF11.917. See L&S 551.

284 Cf. Sluiter (1990) 13-14: ‘The Stoa believes that a divine Adyoc permeates the whole cosmos as a
supreme rational principle, creating order everywhere. This rational order may be indicated by the
terms dxoAovBio and td&g, 16E1g representing the structural orderliness itself, i.e. the fact that one
thing follows another, dxolovBio adding the idea that one thing follows from another, i.e. introducing a
notion of causal nexus. Often, however, these words seem to be used as mere synonyms.’

*% See SVF 11.920.
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thinking of a use of language that perfectly mirrors the reality to which it refers. In
this respect, his concept of natural word order corresponds to that of Dionysius of
Halicarnassus, who, as we have seen, experimented with verses that reflected as much

as possible the logical order of things in reality.

In the rhetorical debate on the natural order of words, ‘Longinus’ takes a special
stand. We recall that Dionysius of Halicarnassus altogether rejected his logical
concept of natural word order, because it turned out to be useless. ‘Demetrius’
adopted 1| guowkn 1&g in his rhetorical theory: for him, natural word order was
identical with the unmodified word order of normal language, which belonged to the
simple style. ‘Longinus’, however, goes even further. He agrees that there is a certain
normal or logical order that can be called ‘natural’, but at the same time he argues that
the departure and variation from the normal order is also in a certain way in
agreement with nature: thus, the unnatural order (both in reality and in language) is in

fact also natural.
5.4.3. Natural word order according to Quintilian

Having dealt with three different approaches to natural word order found in Greek
rhetoric and literary criticism, we finally turn to Roman theory. Quintilian’s treatment
of naturalis ordo is part of his account on compositio. According to Quintilian,
composition consists of three necessary elements, namely word order (ordo), linkage

2% In his discussion of ordo, Quintilian first

(iunctura) and rhythm (numerus).
explains that ‘sentences should grow and rise’ (augeri enim debent sententiae et
insurgere): stronger words should follow weaker words, so that the sentence does not

end in an anticlimax. Next, there follows a passage on natural word order:**’

(23) Est et alius naturalis ordo, ut ‘uiros ac feminas’, ‘diem ac noctem’, ‘ortum et
g : 288 .
occasum’ dicas potius, quamquam et retrorsum. (24) Quaedam ordine permutato
‘ e ey . o« ) . ‘ ’
fiunt superuacua, ut ‘fratres gemini’: nam si ‘gemini’ praecesserint, ‘fratres’ addere
non est necesse. Illla nimia quorundam fuit obseruatio, ut uocabula uerbis, uerba
. . . . . 289 .
rursus aduerbiis, nomina adpositis et pronomin<a nomin>ibus™"" essent priora: nam
fit contra quoque frequenter non indecore. (25) Nec non et illud nimiae superstitionis,

uti quaeque sint tempore, ea facere etiam ordine priora, non quin frequenter sit hoc

28 Quintilian, Inst. orat. 9.4.22.

27 Quintilian, Inst. orat. 9.4.23-27.

288 The reading of A is quamquam et. In some MSS this reading has been corrected into quam: see
below.

2 1 adopt Naylor’s conjecture pronomina nominibus for pronominibus (A). See Naylor (1923).
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melius, sed quia interim plus ualent ante gesta ideoque leuioribus superponenda sunt.
(26) Verbo sensum cludere multo, si compositio patiatur, optimum est: in uerbis enim
sermonis uis est. Si id asperum erit, cedet haec ratio numeris, ut fit apud summos
Graecos Latinosque oratores frequentissime. Sine dubio erit omne quod non cludet
hyperbaton, sed ipsum hoc inter tropos uel figuras, quae sunt uirtutes, receptum est.
(27) Non enim ad pedes uerba dimensa sunt, ideoque ex loco transferuntur in locum,
ut iungantur quo congruunt maxime, sicut in structura saxorum rudium etiam ipsa
enormitas inuenit cui adplicari et in quo possit insistere. Felicissimus tamen sermo
est cui et rectus ordo et apta iunctura et cum his numerus oportune cadens contigit.

‘(23) There is also a natural order: “men and women”, “day and night”, “rising and
setting”, though the reverse does occur also. (24) Some words become superfluous
when you change the order. Take fratres gemini, “twin brothers”: if gemini has come
first, there is no need to add fratres. The rule given by some theorists, that nouns
should precede verbs, verbs adverbs, nouns adjectives, and pronouns nouns, is much
too rigid, for the contrary order is often excellent. (25) Another piece of gross
superstition is the idea that as things come first in time, so they should also come first
in order. It is not that this is not frequently the better course, but earlier events are
sometimes more important and so have to be given a position of climax over the less
significant. (26) If composition allows, it is much best to end with a verb, for the force
of language is in the verbs. If this proves harsh, the principle will give way to rhythm,
as often happens in the greatest orators, both Greek and Latin. Of course, every verb
which does not come at the end will give us a hyperbaton; but this itself counts as a
trope or a figure, and these are good features. (27) The point is that words are not
measured according to metrical feet; they are therefore moved from one place to
another so as to join where they fit best, just as, in constructions made of unhewn
stones, the irregularity itself suggests the right stones which each piece can fit or rest
upon. However the most successful style is that in which natural order, well-fitting

linkage and appropriate rhythm are all found.’

Quintilian’s treatment of word order has been described as ‘scanty and
unsystematic’.*** T do not agree with this conclusion, at least not as far as his
discusion of naturalis ordo is concerned. Part of the confusion on the side of modern
interpreters may have been caused by the fact that Quintilian is doing two things at the
same time. On the one hand, he seems to be reacting to Dionysius of Halicarnassus,
whose logical principles of natural word order are refuted in /nst. 9.4.24-25. On the

other hand, Quintilian himself offers a more pragmatic account of natural word order,

290 Naylor (1923) 156.
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which is closely connected to his earlier view that ‘sentences should grow’, and which
implies that the most forceful words should be placed at the end of the sentence. We
will first deal with Quintilian’s refutation of the rigid, logical principles of natural
word order that he probably found in Dionysius, and next with his own, more

pragmatic ideas.

In Inst. 9.4.24, Quintilian rejects the theory of ‘certain people’ (quorundam) that
nouns should precede verbs, verbs adverbs, substantives adjectives, and pronouns
nouns: ‘for the contrary order is often not unbecoming’ (nam fit contra quoque
frequenter non indecore). This passage appears like a perfect summary of Dionysius’
chapter on natural word order, where, as we have seen, Homeric verses proved that
beauty and attractiveness do not depend on the order of grammatical unities.
According to the manuscripts, the idea of some people was that ‘nouns should be
placed before adjectives and pronouns’ (nomina adpositis et pronominibus essent
priora). However, if we compare this statement with Dionysius’ rule 710G
d’dvtovopaciog (tpotdttelv) TV npoonyopik®dv, we will easily see that Naylor’s
simple correction (... pronomina nominibus essent priora) is without any doubt
correct.””! It seems clear, then, that Quintilian’s quorundam obseruatio (‘the theory of
some people’) refers directly to Dionysius’ experiment concerning natural word order.
Quintilian refers to Dionysius three times in total, and two of these references occur in
book 9 of the Institutio oratoria, namely in the sections on figures and on prose
rhythm.*?

construction of stones (structura saxorum, Inst. 9.4.27) seems to be based on the

Besides, Quintilian’s comparison between rhetorical composition and a
analogy that Dionysius draws in Comp. 6 (see below).

Apart from the grammatical rules (nouns before verbs, verbs before adverbs, etc.),
Quintilian also refutes Dionysius’ third principle of natural word order, according to
which things that are prior in time should also be prior in word order (see section
5.3.5 above). Quintilian’s formulation (uti quaeque sint tempore, ea facere etiam
ordine priora) closely resembles Dionysius’ rule: 0nmg To TpoTEP TOIG Y POVOLG KOl
i ta&er npdtepal AowBdvnron.?”® Like Dionysius, Quintilian rejects this piece of
‘superstition’, but his argument has often been misunderstood. He states that the idea
that word order should follow the chronological sequence of events is wrong, non

quin frequenter sit hoc melius, sed quia interim plus ualent ante gesta ideoque

1 Naylor (1923) 156-157. As far as I know, Russell (2001) is the only edition that has adopted
Naylor’s conjecture. The edition by Winterbottom (Oxford 1970) follows the MSS at this point.

22 Quintilian, Inst. 3.1.16; 9.3.89 (figures); 9.4.88 (prose rhythm). Dionysius is not mentioned in /nst.
10, but Quintilian’s reading list is presumably largely based on Dionysius’ On Imitation.

293 Comp. 5.25,11-12. See section 5.3.5.
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leuioribus superponenda sunt. Many modern scholars have thought that superponere
means ‘to put before’.*** Thus, according to Scaglione, Quintilian states that certain
events which occurred earlier must be mentioned first not really for that reason [sc.
that they occurred earlier], but because they happen to be more important.”**> This
interpretation is wrong, for superponere does not mean ‘to place before’, but ‘to place
after’.® In fact, Quintilian says that earlier events, if they are more important, should
be placed affer the later events: this argumentation perfectly fits his view that stronger
words should be placed at the end of a sentence, and that sentences should ‘grow and
rise’.**” Again, Quintilian prefers a pragmatic approach to the ‘superstitious’ idea that
language should perfectly mirror the order of reality. For Quintilian, word order is not
the representation of a logical or chronological order in the real world; it should not be
based on priorities that exist in reality, but rather on the requirements of clear
communication and on the rhetorical effects that one wishes to achieve. Quintilian is
more explicit about this kind of considerations than Dionysius. The differences
between the approaches of the two rhetoricians are of course also related to the fact
that they focus on two different languages: it should be noted that Quintilian’s view
that the most important information should be placed at the end of the sentence fits

only Latin, and not Greek syntax.*”®

Quintilian rejects the logical and chronological principles that Dionysius discussed in
Comp. 5, but he also expresses his own views on naturalis ordo. To begin with,
Quintilian refers to a number of fixed expressions, each of which consists of two
opposed notions: ‘men and women’, ‘day and night’, and ‘rising and setting’. Why is
the word order in these expressions natural? In the first instance, the answer seems to
be that this is the customary way of speaking. But there might be still another factor at
work, namely the implicit view that in each of the formulas mentioned a positive
notion precedes a negative notion. In that case, this implicit idea of natural order
would correspond to one of the distinctions that Aristotle made concerning the use of
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the word ‘prior’ (which we have discussed in section 5.3.5 above):” Aristotle tells us

that ‘what is better and more valued’ (10 BéAtiov kol TO TyLmTEPOV) is often thought

294 Cf. Butler (1921) 521 (‘placed before”) and Cousin (1978) 238 (‘les placer avant’).

93 Scaglione (1972) 76.

2% For the meaning of superponere (‘to place after’), see Quintilian, Inst. 8.4.6 and cf. Lewis & Short
(1993 [1879]) s.v. superpono. The translations of Watson (1876) 217 (‘to be put after’) and Russell
(2001) 175 (see above) are correct.

27 Quintilian, Inst. 9.4.23 (see above).

2% In his discussion of Latin word order, Pinkster (1990) 178-184 considers the possibility that the final
position of a sentence is reserved for Focus constituents. Pinkster indeed shows (178-179) that non-
finite verb constituents in the final position of a sentence often contain ‘salient information’, but he
decides that more research on this subject is needed.

* Aristotle, Cat. 14226-b23.
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to be ‘prior by nature’ (npdtepov 1fj pvoer). We have already seen that Dionysius of
Halicarnassus’ principles corresponded to two other usages of the word ‘prior’ that
Aristotle distinguishes. Whether the order of wiros ac feminas, diem ac noctem and
ortum et occasum 1is based only on customary usage or on a supposed priority of
positive over negative notions, it is clear that Quintilian does not rigidly stick to this
‘natural’ order of words. Just like ‘Demetrius’ (xoi 10 EunaAtv, Eloc. 200), Quintilian
explicitly mentions that the reversed order is also possible: quamquam et

300
retrorsum.

Next, Quintilian remarks that, in some cases, change of the natural word order will
make certain words superfluous: fratres gemini seems to be the natural order, because
after gemini the word frates is not anymore necessary. Dionysius of Halicarnassus did
not discuss this aspect of word order, but it is possible that Quintilian’s remark is
somehow related to Dionysius’ order of appellative and proper nouns.’”’ Gemini is not
a proper noun, but it is more specific than fratres. Dionysius’ order of appellative
noun and proper noun was, as we have seen, based on the Stoic idea that the
‘commonly qualified individuals’ precede ‘the peculiarly qualified individuals’*** It
is possible that Quintilian thought that the order of appellative nouns and proper
nouns, mentioned by Dionysius, was based on the idea that a general qualification
would become superfluous (supervacua) if a more specific qualification preceded it.
If this is true, Quintilian’s example of ‘twins’ and ‘brothers’ may be considered a

reformulation of Dionysius’ rule concerning appellative and proper nouns.

Having rejected the useless grammatical rules that Dionysius had tested in his
experiment, Quintilian draws up a grammatical principle of his own, which is
particularly appropriate to the Latin language:** verbs should be placed at the end of

the sentence, ‘because the force of language is in the verbs’ (in verbis enim sermonis

3% Some manuscripts have corrected quamquam et into quam (‘rather than’), a reading that is adopted
by Butler (1921) 518 (‘in preference to the reversed order’). However, quamquam et is definitely
correct: just like Dionysius and ‘Demetrius’, Quintilian states that the reversed (not natural) order is
also possible.

3 Comp. 5.26,12-13 (10 8& Tpoonyopikd. (TPoTEITELV) TAV GVOUOTIK®V): see section 5.3.6.

392 FDS 849: see section 5.3.6.

393 Inst. 9.4.26. It is not entirely clear whether this section is stil part of Quintilian’s discussion of
natural word order. It is possible that only /nst. 9.4.23-25 deals with natural order, and that Inst.
9.4.26ff. contains remarks on ordo in general. However, I think that rectus ordo in Inst. 9.4.27 (cf. Inst.
2.5.11) is identical with naturalis ordo in Inst. 9.4.23. Besides, we have seen that ‘Longinus’ (Subl.
22.1) also discusses natural word order in the context of hyperbaton. Therefore I believe that natural
word order is the subject of the whole passage Inst. 9.4.23-28.
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vis est).>* By consequence, he adds, every sentence that does not end with a verb will
be a case of hyperbaton. But Quintilian hastens to say that hyperbaton belongs to the
tropes or figures, which are ‘good features’ (virtutes). Here, Quintilian seems to
struggle with the same problem as ‘Longinus’: if hyperbaton is a departure from the
natural order, it might easily appear to be wrong. ‘Longinus’ solved the problem by
pointing out that the deviant order is also natural (since it occurs when people are
moved by emotions); in a similar way, Quintilian emphasises that hyperbaton is a

virtus, and that it occurs in the greatest orators, both Greek and Latin.’”’

We may
compare the passages in which Dionysius hesitates whether a deviating expression is
a figure or a solecism (section 5.2). It is for the sake of rhythm that one could break
the rule of ending the sentence with a verb, according to Quintilian. His
argumentation for the precedence of rhythm over natural word order strongly reminds
us of Dionysius’ ideas on prose rhythm. Words have to be transposed from one place
to another for the reason that ‘they are not measured according to metrical feet’ (non

ad pedes verba dimensa sunt).’*°

This statement is then illustrated with the analogy of
a construction of unhewd stones (structura saxorum rudium), which evokes
Dionysius’ views on the architectural character of composition (see sections 4.3.1 and
4.3.2).>"” Quintilian concludes that the ideal style is the one in which the three aspects
of composition, rectus ordo, ‘well-fitting linkage’ (apta iunctura) and ‘appropriate
rhythm’ (cum his numerus oportune cadens) are all present. Rectus ordo seems to be
identical with the naturalis ordo.’®® Another passage where the expression rectus ordo
occurs suggests that this is the normal and unmodified order of words, as it occurs in
everyday language.’” Thus, for Quintilian, natural word order seems to be the
unmodified and customary order of words: rectus ordo entails that verbs are placed at
the end of the sentence, but the order can be changed for the sake of rhythm and

effective linkage (iunctura).

To conclude this discussion, I would like to emphasise that Quintilian’s view on the
position of verbs is not based on any /ogical consideration, but rather on the more

general idea that in Latin the most significant information should have its place at the

39 For the position of the verb in the Latin sentence, see Linde (1923). See also Pinkster (1990) 168-
169 and 178-179, who reports that in Caesar the finite verb occupies the final position in 84% of the
main sentences, whereas the percentage is much lower in writers such as Cicero and Varro.

3 In Inst. 9.4.28, Quintilian adds that not all hyperbata (fransgressiones) are to be recommended:
some are too long (see also Inst. 8.6.67) and others are too free.

3% Quintilian rightly observes that the metrical feet that are used in composition often exceed the
boundaries of words, a fact that Dionysius (Comp. 17-18) does not always take into account when
illustrating different rhythms with single words. Cf. Aujac & Lebel (1981) 211 n. 3.

397 See Comp. 6.28,5ff. and Comp. 22.96,16-19.

398 Cf. Butler (1921) 521 and Russell (2001) 175, who both translate it as ‘natural order’.

39 In Inst. 2.5.11, rectus ordo is opposed to sermo deflexus.
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end of the sentence.’'® In other words, Quintilian, just like ‘Demetrius’, presents a
pragmatic account of natural word order, which may indeed be regarded as more
useful for rhetorical writing than the logical approach that Dionysius of Halicarnassus

had proven to be wrong.
5.5. Conclusion

In this chapter, I have discussed Dionysius of Halicarnassus’ views on natural style
and syntax in general, and natural word order in particular. I have distinguished

between two concepts of the ‘natural’ that we find in Dionysius’ works.

First, we have dealt with Dionysius’ general ideas on natural style, syntax and word
order. We have seen that ‘the natural’ (10 @uoikov) is a central concept throughout
his works. Many aspects of texts are described in terms of ‘natural’ or ‘unnatural’,
both on the level of thoughts and on the level of expression. Dionysius frequently
objects to a style that he regards as unnatural, by which he means that a writer
deviates too much from normal usage; this can be the case both in vocabulary and in
aspects of word order and syntax. In Dionysius’ view, orators should always make
themselves clear, and not only to the intellectual few. In his later works, Dionysius
adopts a grammatical framework, including ideas on dxoAovBio and 6 xotdAAnAog
AOyog which enables him to analyse more closely the particular aspects of unnatural
compositions. At the same time, he usefully applies the method of metathesis, by
which he is able to point out the exact differences between a deviating and a more

customary style.

Next, we have focused on On Composition 5, in which Dionysius uses a different
concept of natural word order. Here, word order is mainly determined by the rules of
logic and ontology. I have argued that Dionysius’ experiment on natural word order is
largely inspired by Stoic ideas on language. In particular, the order of the Stoic
categories seems to underlie the supposedly natural order of the parts of speech in
Comp. 5. Finally, we have compared Dionysius’ views with the ideas of three other
critics and rhetoricians. This comparison has once more made it clear that the term
‘nature’ can be used in very different ways. ‘Demetrius’ takes a more pragmatic
approach to the concept of natural word order than Dionysius. ‘Longinus’ is
determined to show that deviating word order is in fact also natural. And Quintilian
not only rejects the ‘superstitious’ ideas with which Dionysius experimented, but also

argues for a word order that is rhetorically efficient.

310 See Inst. 9.4.29-31.
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Our examinations in this chapter have clearly illustrated the close connections
between grammar, philosophy and rhetoric in Dionysius’ works. In On Composition
5, Dionysius decides to reject the logical approach to the problem of word order. But
his analyses of style in other parts of his work make use of a grammatical apparatus
that foreshadows the syntactic work of Apollonius Dyscolus. It has become manifest
that Dionysius’ discussions of natural style and syntax are built on a sophisticated
knowledge of linguistic matters, which combines ideas from grammar and Stoic
philosophy. With this observation we conclude our investigations into Dionysius’ use
of the parts of speech, which has been the object of our attention in chapters 3-5. In
order to illuminate Dionysius’ integration of language disciplines further, we will now

turn to his views on prose, poetry and poetic prose.






