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1.

FIWiPACE

This series of studies in the grammatical theory of Apollonius
Dyscolus has, as its basis, first the desire to examiﬁe in some detail
the contribution which that_author mekes towards the history of
grammatical analysis in Ancient Greek thought, and thereby to the
more general development of linguistic science as a whole, and
secondly, the belief that some re-assessment may well be called
for in much of the present-day attitude towards the cfitoria to be
employed in the categoriéation of the phenomena of laﬁguage.

To this end,the studies have been divided into four main |
chaptefs. In the first, it is intended to analyse the various
criteria employed by Apollonius in classifying forms. The second
chapter is designed at enumerating the distinct categoriles that the
writor sets up on tho basis of the criteria outlined in chapter
one. This will be followed by a brief discussion in chapter th#ee
of certain fallocios and wealnesses that arerenoountored’in his
lines of argument, while the final chapter-endeavours to trace the
rolevance of some acpects of Dyscolus' theorisation to rolated
tronds in modorn gfammatioal analysis. Since this is essentially
a grammatical study, phonological arguments (except where strongly
relovent) are not teken into considoration. However, it is to
be admitted that the use of phonological criteria is made quite

adroitly on ocoasions,_and wo £ind the use of one level of analysis



within the description of the other, which interchange is perfectly
valid. (See below chap. 1, fn. 1.)

Reference numbers throughout refer to the notes which are
placed at the end of the réspective chapters, and at the conclusion
of the final chapter will he found two bibliographies, the first
listing works specifically concerned with the writings of Apollonius
Dyscolus, while the second lists the main works referrved to in the
course of this study. Finally, there is appended a glossary of the

more important end common terms employed by the writer in his treatise.



GENFRAL INTRODUCTION

"The real gap2 in Dionysius' work was to some extent filled by
Apollonius Dyscolus", writes Robins,5 yet he is only prepa;ed-fo
acgﬁrd to Dyscolus one side of'commenf in his volume, while Ihr;x
receives some four sides of detailed attention. The almost entire
absence of Dyscolus' nameh in the files of twentieth century_iipguistio
puhiioations is evidence also of scant knowledge of his works,.despite
the lavish praise bestowed upon him in classical days by Priscian'.5
Not only is his work to be valued in its own fight, but it is mainly
onn Apollonius that we are dependent for our all too meagre knowledge .
of the writings of earlier 'grammarians' such as Frypho, Hébro,‘
Zenodotus and Aristarohus.6 As regards his aim in writing, it is
diffiocult to accept this solely as the correction of Homeric texts7,
especially-sinoe he avowedly prefers examples drawn froﬁ prose
writersa, and although Egger 3 is surprised that Apollonius did not
give his principles of analysis of Greek wider apﬁlicatipn to
language as a whole, Robins10 accurately points out that in antiquity
the question of &ny universality of grammatical structure was scarcely
raised. Living at Alexandria in the second century A.D., Apollonius
could hardly have failed to be conversant with Latin forms and yet
he states (Syntax 111, 59) that infinitives are incapable of denoting
number,11 and hence one may conclude that he felt that his theories
applied to the particular language being analysed. Although
influenced to a certain extent by the analogist12 viewpoint in the
13

anomalist/analoéist controversy “, Dyscolus does, on the whole, .
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pursue an originel idee based upon the establishment of theories
derived from a close examinétion.of his material. Unlike Dionysius,
howgver, Apollonius does not state precisely what forms the substance
of his material, but it is signif'icant that he shows no preference
for Attic forms, despite the fact that the age of Hadrian and
Antoninus was so famous for the revival of Atticism. e find equal
respect being accorded to the various dialects of the Ae;ean isiands
and mainland1h; indeed, his work forms a contribution to the field
of descriptive linguistics and little concern is shown for a
historical survey, with the exception of an occasional essay into
the field of étymology.

0f the numerous works15 reputed to have been written by Dysoolus,
there are extant only the four books of the Syntax and the three
individual volumes on the Adverb, the Pronoun and the Conjunction.
Book 1 of the Syntax deals mainly with the Article, Book 2 with the
Pronoun, Book 3 opens with a discussion of the causes of solecisms,
before proceeding to deal at greater length with the Verdb, while
Book 4 (which is fragmentary towards the end) deals with the Preposition
and the Adverb (a final section on the Conjuﬁction having been lost).
Tt is certainly unfortunate, although perhaps ineviteble, that part
of what is said in the three individual volumes is re-iterated in
the course of the Syntax (this does lead to some contradidions in
argument as will be shown below in chapter 3). The above outline,

however, presents an unjustly rosy picture of the substance of his



material and the style of his discussion. His style is indeed made
Abexonoc by the introduction of extreme technical jargon16, of new

| terminology, of frequent anacoloutha in lengthy sentences, together
with all too frequent digressions concerning abnormal poetical forms
which are in markgd contrast with his more usual objecti%é of arguiﬁg
away the apparent exception,

The text which has been used here is that which constitutes
Parts 1, 2, and 3 of Grammetioi Graeci, published in Leipzig in 1878
and 1910, both volumes consisting of plain text, critical apparatus,
commentary and indices. Part 1, which constitutes the whole of
Volume 1, is the work of Richard Schneider (1878) and contains the
three individual volumes mentioned above., Volume 2 contains two
sections; Part 2, containing the text, critical apparatus and
commentary for the four books of the Syntax, was prepared in 1910
by Gustavus Uhlig, and in the same year, Schneider added the extant
fragments of others of Dyscolus' works, to comprise Part 3. Both
volumes are based for textual purposes upon the earlier editions of
Immanuel Bekker, who between 1813 and 1821 published all the extant
works of Apollonius. VWhere references are made to the original text
in the main typescript and in footnotes, the numbers refer to Uhlig's
paragraph numbers in the four books on the Syntax, while the numbers
in matters connected with the three individual volumes refer to the
page and section of Bekker's edition, since Schneider himself has

chosen to retain this numeration system.




I.0. _A DISCUSSION OF THE CRITERIA EMPLOYED BY DYSCOLUS IN

CLASSIFYING FORMS

In his gemral classification of words, the ¢riteria employed
may be suitably allocated to two main headings, namely, to use the
terminology of M, A. K. Hallida;y,17 "formal" and "oontextual'.
The former group consists of the traditional grammatical criteria
as favoured by Robins18 and Bazell19, this group being subdivided
into what Bloomf'ield20 describes as "the two traditional heads for
most gramﬁatical discussion, syntactical and morphological". These
are here to be understood in the generally accepted manner, namely,
on the one hand, the co-occurrence of words and/or parts of words
(morphemes) in meaningful sentences, as opposed, on the other hand,
to likeness or unlikeness, as between words, of the paradigm of
different forms which they may have within total distribution within
language.

In addition to theseformal oriteris, whoere the appeal is made
to the observed forms, syntactical fué?ions and the interrelations of
the forms within utterances, there is also to be ® nsidered the appeal
to oriteria which may broadly be termed ‘situational' elements,
i.e. they are contextual, although this term is not to be confused
with thé ‘situation concept of behaviour psychologists. This usage
here of situational criteria attempts nothing more than categorisation,

vhereas other writers such as lialinowski and Firthz1 have developed a




concept, termed 'context of situation', in which, by relating the
utteranéesto the situations in which they were or could have been
said (éctual as contrasted with potential), they hope to show the
manner in which language functionsrin humanity. The most thorough
recent treatment of the role of-context in lenguage was provided
in 1961 by Tatjana Slama~-Cazacu who makes a fine but nevertheless
valid distinction between the explicit and implicit context, the
latter being termed ‘the greatest of all aspects of conbext, in that
it contains all that the hearer knows of the speaker and all that
is oontained in a certain situation at a given moment:zz It is
importent here, however, to bear in qind that we are concerned in
this study with the use of contextual criteria with a view té word
classification and not, ostensibly at least, with their use towards
‘the clarification of meening, 23

The appeal to contextual criteria is by no means a new feature
of linguisties althéugh it is still viewed with disfavour by writers
such as Robins.24r K. J. DoveraE established, within the scope of
his own particular sphere of interest at the time, the desirability
of going outside the word itself to an exemination of its relation
to its contéxt. W. S. Allen in his inaugural address at Cambridge
in 1957 (On the Linguistic Study of Languages) suggests that
linguistics is peculiar amongst the sciences in stending astride
two streams of phenomena - on the one side, the phonic material

which constitutes speech, and on the other, the practical situation




in which speech operates. These sitmations, he feels, may be
congidered as functions of the phonic material which operates.ﬁithin
them, i.e. a meaning of the material. It 1is only when we analysé
phonic material by reference to its contextual function thét_the‘;v
peculiarly systematic statements become possible which-ére-character-

istic of linguistics.

DIAGRAITATIC REPRESENTATION OF RELATIONSHIP OF CRITERIA

CRITIERIA .
| I
FORMAL CONTEXTUAL _
i | A 5
r | : .
MORPHOLOGICAL  SYNTACTICAL - ] SITUATTONAL .
LOGICAL  CONCEPTUAL H_’ '
OUTER THNNER
(non-mental) (psycho-
' logical)

As is represented in the ahove figure, oontextual critéria may
be conveniently divided into two pairs of sub-grouﬁﬁ. On the one
side we find logical as opposed to conceptual criteria. . The term
logicel is here used in the sense of the logiocal relationship of
forms within the groups, as for example "given/new", "more/léss
important"-,"item/converse" R "inclusion/non-—inclusion"; and "cause/
consequence", whereas the conceptual group are concerned with abstract

but-not mental qualities, such as aspect in the verb, definite/indefinite

. -



connotations in the pronoun. This particular term, 'conceptual'

hes recently undergone some misinterprelation, notably at the hands

of Professor Thomson, in the opening of his book on the Greek
Language (Cambridge, 1960). Here the author, to quote D. M. Jones'
review26, offers 'somq old-fashioned and loosely drawn definitions

of grammatical categories in conceptual rather than in formal terms',
as when he défines an adjective as 'the name of a quality appertaining
to a substantive'.

The second sub-group consists of the pair termed 'situationall,
respectively outer or non-mental, and inner or mental. Situational
criteria thus include cases in which reference is made to objective
elements in the outer siﬁuation, and those in which the reference
is to elements in the mind of +the speaker, as s.g. will, wish.27
On the one hand, we may instance the balance of present/absent ideas
in the pronoun, and on the other hand, the belief in the interjection
denoting a particular 'state of mind' in the speaker.28
1.1.1. The bulk of Apollonius' work that is extant deals meinly
with Syntax, the interrelationship of formal features of the parts
of speech combined together to produce sentence struoture (which
Robins29 affirms has nothing to do with the ‘meanings - in the usual
seﬁse of the term - of the component words. Apollonius' conception
of syntactical relationship derives from a parallel that he draws

between syllables, words and sentences (syntax 1.2). He postulates

that there must be a correct order (td &éov) for the positioning
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of syllables so that theword may be properly formed (% A8Euc).
Feeling that the individual words are put together sjntactically
to form part of the complete sense (& a%momékﬁc ASyoc), he requires
that there must also be ©o &éov in the arrangement of the sentence
in order to froduce'mb xatdA\Anhov, the ultimate petfect harmony
‘required.50 Lt is on the basis of syntactical criteria that
Dyscolus develops his theory of the cause of solecisms, i.e. the
breaking of this proper relationship between forms. He feels that
the greatest cause of disharmony amongst forms lies in the varying
inflections that are to be found in individual words (e.g. cases,
numbers;, persons, tenses, etc.) as compared with the indeclinable
group (& gxw&wa), such as prepositions, conjunctions and most
adverbs, although he is at the same time fully aware that lack of
external agreement is no necessary implication of incongruity. He
~ helieves that there is a due order and harmony for all forms, end it
is the breesking of this that leads to error. In order to clarify
his position, he submits at S&n;ax 111,10 (although unacceptably
to us) fhat even if obtoc is used with regard to a female‘subject
or a plurality of subjeots, one must not regard obToc ME ETUYEV as
a solecism, since no grammatical law of agreement of forms is here
broken. Such an argument will undoubtedly find favour with those
who oppose the intrusion of semantic considerations "into the field
of formal grammatical categorisation.31 jusf es the word is formed

from syllables, so both kinds of sentence, i.e. relevant and possible,
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depend upon the suitable arrangement of words within the sentence.
Again, as with the word itself, we may instance both subdivision
into syllables and also the joining together of elements (ctouyela)
as in Pérea PéAn, cf. dxpdmolic, xaMA{yxopoc, so also we find a
similar process in sentences where e.g. conjunctions may join two
sentences into one, whereas the omission of the conjunction will
cause a break up of the sense, and he cites,as an example of this
(Syntax 1.10),the omission of xal in 0d. 10, 251/2. Similar
parallels are drawn between vowels/consonants and the parts: of speech.
For in the same way that no consonant can stand withput a vowel, so
certain parts of speech (i.e. prepositions, articles, conjunctions)
. make no sense without the provision of a suitable environment.

Acoording to Appllonius (Syntex 111, 51), there are certain
limitations imposed upon parts of speech when used in colligation
with other forms., Since verbs do not distinguish gender (he
excludes the participle fram this group, see below 3elie3e) NO
limitgtion is imposed upon tﬂeﬁ—in this respect when colligated with
nouns, but on the other hand, since they do distinguish number, the
phenomenon of a neuter plural subject followed by a singular verb
would suggest an obvious incongruity. Dyscolus suggests that the
reason fer the acceptance of this syntax lles in the morphological
'coincidentia' of the nominative and accusative neuter plural forms.
He implies that yplget & matdla is tolerated in the very same

manner that one would accept ypdget modc maldac, whereas the masculine
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plural in the nominative would immediately sound incongrous with;
the singular verb.32 ‘
The'awareness of a properly reasoned and in no way fortuitous
order (taElc) in letters, cases, tenses and genders suggests to
Dyscolus that we should look for +the same principle to apply to
the parts of speech - a curious orthodoxy since he sets out to
produce a hierarchy of the eight parts of speech. The noun and the
verb are adjudged by Dyscolus (Syntax 1, 14) to be the first necéssitxes
of the sentence since, whenthese are removed, the sense forthwith
oollapsesBs,(similar importance being granted to the pronoun, sfanding
in place of the noun). He is of the opinion ﬁhat this order is in
faot a reflection (ufunua) of what is required to establish complete
sense. he Scholiast, writing on Dionysius Thrax,jh-states that
~every sentence must contain a verb, suggesting that a struoture of
this basic form is the "favourite senxence-type" of Greak,35 (to use
Bloomfield's terminology) 36 Discussion of the other parts of speech
is based upon varied criteria - syntaotically we need only cite the
preposition which he feels (1, 26) does not derive its name (mpd6ecic)
from any particular significance of its own, but from tho fact that

a137 than itsgdf by apposition or

it is attached to forms more origin
synthesis in order to convey some otherwise lacking relationship,
and secondly adverbs (&mippfuata) which he states derive their name
rather from their syntactic function of modifying verbs than from
their connotation (syntax, 1, 9). He then uses the remainder of

the four booké on the Syntax to deal with certain individual parts
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of speech in detail, regarding all except the noun and verb as
falling into two classes (1, 56), first those which are used with
reference to nouns38 and verbs, and secondly those which are used
with reference to or in place of these two principal forms, pacing
the article, preposition, conjunction and adverb in the first group,
and the pronoun and participle in the second group.

In dealing with the two forms of the article, which he terms
'prepositive! and 'postpositive' (1, 142ff.), the criteria employed
are mainly of a syntactic nature but they are affected by a false
idea of the phonological background. Following what Forbess9 regards
as his constant procedure and arguing from function rather than from
form, Dyscolus observes at 1. 142 that the essential difference
between the two forms lies in the fact that while the prepositive
form (6, 7, =0) is found in full agreement with its noun, mo such
requirement is made by the postpositive form (8c, 7, 8), this latter
requiring rather the addition of a subsequent verb. Despite the
awareness of this clear functional difference, however, Dyspolus
fails to deduce that they should be allocated to two separate parts
of speech, as will be @discussed below at %.4.1. Indeed, he is
propared to admit that the two forms differ in syntax and in form
(wdEvc / ¢dvn), and there 1is also a reference in Part 3 of Grammatici
Graeci4o, eméhasising his awareness of the syntactic differences
between the two forms. He is aware futhermore of the inability of

\
the protactic,to complete the sense in a sequence such as 6 Ypappamtuoc
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ﬁkeebbélehégamo, where a similarly acceptable result may be achieved
by the.aadition of a postpositive form or a conjunction such as xat.
But he‘warns his readers (1, 144) against making the error of assuming
that.cuvnmﬁpcea¢_and covdédechbal are synonymaus.l+1

Tbg guegtion of the particle ® and its relationship (if any)
with‘thé article was a subjeot far much divided discussion amongst
" the writers of anitquity. 0f the many pqints raised by Dyscolus in
his 'efforfs to segregate the two forms, only a few syntactic points
call for comment. In simple syntactic terms, he notes (1, 104)
(cf. do Pro. 25) that, waile ovroc rejects the article,one is #till
able to say ® ovToc (elthough, as usual, he fails to state in what
environment this would be possible). Apodlonius infers that ®
cannot therefore be a part of the article. Purthermore, (on the .
vérge_of morphology) he makes the unusual_observation that whereas
T®v is analogous to pécwv in whgt Uhlig terms a 'coincidentia generum'
between the noun end the article ( 1, 84), ® on the other hand
merely exhibits the same phonological form throughout, being colligated
with nound of different numbers and genders. From this, Dyscolus
suggests that it would be more appropriate to allocate ® to that
‘groupnef forms which are similarly attached to varying forms of nouns
‘without themselves undergoing any morﬁhological change. iﬁé there-
rfbfe recommends thgt}& be termed 'éﬂfbpﬁpa xhn¢su3v &xAutov' on the
grouhds.of its being an ﬁffix to the vocative oase comparable with

p&,,vﬁ; which are colligated-with the aocusative (Syntax 1, 85).
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The classification of xpfi and 8e% as verbs (mentioned below, 1.1.2)
was strongly opposed before the time of Dyscolus on the basis of their
supposed many similarities with the adverbial group, namely regdar use
with verb-forms, retention of the same external form despite éhanges
in the pronouns ﬁith which they are colligated. At De Adv. 539,
he emphasises that no number of similar features in this direotion
will automatically imply that two forms are to be allocated to the
same part o speech (cf. the protactic article and the pronoun OSTAC,
both of which can be used with an anaphbyic sense). Syntactically,
Dyscolus notes that, in contrast with the adverb, ypf] and 6e} cannot
be colligated with the nominative of a pronoun as for example in
#5et &y ypdgeLy cf. el6’ &y Yp&moﬂpt. His reason for this (111. 72)
Ealﬁhough in fact inconsistent with his earlier remarks), to explain
fhe appaent incongruity of xpﬁ being used unchangingly with varied
numbers and persons, is that the attached infinitive is the feal
subject of the verb. Since the infinitive d9e§ not change its form,
Dyscolus sees no cause for the verb to change its form, and he suggests
that the regular construotion Gel ¢idoloyeilv is equivalent to
Jihohoyipev énel Aelmet 0 @dodoyelv, 111. 76.  On the further
matter of the-analysis of the aoocusative with the infinitive con-
struction, in €.B. Aelnet &pé,/ 8eT &ud duoleiv, he argues that it is
not true that the infinitive alﬁays demands an accusative, but

rather that the infinitive is colligated with the particuler case
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: that the other moods ‘of . the verb require, hence acoountlng for the
genltive in 6e? éué &uouetv Acovvciov. The oonnection between a
dépendent accusative and'the verb xpn/BeL is that the accusative
depends upon this verb, taking on the role of the obljéct of the
clause (as above with Aelmet), since this accusative is required
not by the infinitive but rather by the verb xpf or 6&:“:‘.'_,5(111,78).

At 111, 55,a discussion begins regarding the allocotion of the
infindtive to eithef the odverbial or verb class of forms, Apollonius
favouring the latter. Varied criteria are employed by him to
oppose the idea, allegedly put forward by other writers, of adverbial
classification, and to support his own theory that the infinitive is
A Eyahtcic yevixdtatn, On the basis of syntax, he first observes

one
that it is perfeotly aoceptable for,person to be referred to by two

verbs in seéparate moods within one sentence as in eavd;t-vwcxnc,
npocbxg (this being in reply to the false argument of other
writers that A8Eaic ypdgeic is unacceptable whereas 8&Aetc YpdeeLv
is, and therefore-ypé¢sbv oannot be a verb form). Secondly ho
states that there is a fundamental difference between theviofinitive
and the adverb, namely that the infinitive camnot be colligated
with all verbs whereas the adverb (with very few reservations
regarding tense restrioctions) ocan be so employed. (ﬁis reason for
this is given in what are essentially contextual terms, namely that
.some verbs denofe a partioular‘action whioh mekes ® mplete sense'on
. its omn through its moods without requipinéjthe addition of a further

Jﬁérb. " On the other hand, such verbs as 6éAw require the.addition
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of a second verb in order to complete the sense). Recalling his
earlier argument, that every mood of thewverﬁTZItimately be reduced
to the infinitive, (the meaning of the particular mood in question
being supplied through syntactical paraphrase), he concludes (111. 62)
that the infinitive ought now to supersede the indicative as occupying
first place in the hierarchichal system of verb moods.43

The question of distinguishing between nopdPecuc and advlectc
(apposition and composifion or synthesis) as ways of colligating
prepositions with other parts of speech, is treated at length in the

opening chapters of the Fourth Book of the Syntax.44

He regrets

that accent is often of no real help in deciding between the two
types especlally in verse where metathesis of compound forms is so
frequently found, and he believes that the parts of the sentence, even
if they are split up amongst fhemselves, as in Extvce modAv xudta, do
not lose their property of being oompounded forms. He suggests

that anastrophe of accent demands metathesis whereass retention of
accent and of correct position go together (IV, 9). The question

is clarified syntactically however, since nouns Jbined with prepesitions
by synthesis receive any added article in front of the preposition,
whereas forms compounded by ﬂapéBECLc admit the article in between

the preposition and the noun. He quotes as examples at IV. 13

napld tof véuov of. Tod ﬂapavépou.ks The idea of the nominative

case and prepositions being colligated by apposition is rejected as

impossible by Dyscolus, although he does submit that this is not to
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suggest that nouns are incapable of.receiving the prepositional affix,
as e.8g. ﬂepfépyoc, which Dyscolus suggests possesses a force similar
to that of ﬁhe verb ﬂepbepyﬁéeceau (cf. évtfxovpoc),46 (Synt. Iv, 17).
The composition/apposition question is dealt with again in
Book IV at section 32ff., here in connection with the attaching of
prepositions to verbs. Apollonius declares himself to be in favour
of the former method of junction. His theory (stated at IV, 40)
is that verbs receive the prepositional affix by syntheis, but that
this is never done in such a way that other compound tenses are to be
derived from a compounded present tense; rather, each individual tense
of the verb in turn receives a prepositionz"7 vhich is possible since,
in contextual terms, they all denote the same basic sensé.hs A
similar conclusion, reached at IV. 45 from general observation, is
made by Dyscolus with reference to the cqmpounding of prepositions
with mrticiples. Here the nominative form such as nqmaypéwwv will
admit no article af‘ter the preposition, and hence thefb}m'must be
allocated to the group of compounds by synthesis, He is prepared
then to support his earlier decision about verbal ooppounding on
these very grounds, since he feels that verbs and participleé belong

49

to the same basic scheme.

50

H, B. Rosen”" plausibly divides compound verhs into diffekent
types, and puts'forwgrd the opinion that some types were graphically

distinct from others in early and late orthography, but not generally



19

u'sg.in classical Attic for example . He suggests that merely
.desoriptivg COmbéunds tended to be written and pronounced cvvinpdccery,
pevatnpdccely, etc. He believes51 that fhe standardising of all
types into single written forms goes back to Apollonius Dyscolus,
é&ntéx Iv, 32. However, he is wrong in saying that Dyscolus implies
that it is impossible to make a graphic distinction between verbal
cpmposition of the syntactic kind and the lexical kind (respectively
copnpdccw and petanéunw). There is nothing in Dyscolus' writing

at this poiht to'justify any refeerence to graphicucflistinction between

syntactiocal and lexical.52

The author merely states that all compound
verbs reqeive theif prepositional affix by synthesis, and he argues
éway the apparent exception.

It is in his énalysis of the conjunction that we find an exémple
of the thorough treatment which Dyscolus could give to a subject,
and, -although.this book is not complete, we may begin to appreciate
theladvanoe in detaiied analysis made by Dyscolus upon earlier writers.

53

Forbes”  quotes Thrax' definition of the conjunction as 'a form that

: binds together the train of thought in order, and fills up a gap in
Sk

the speech', Robins , on the other hand, praises Dyscolus for
impfoving upon Thrax by stating that its function is to Jjoin together
syntactiéally'other parfs of speech.55 From the beginning, Dyscolus
prepares for a thorough discussion56; announcing his intention to

roveal differences,between form and connotation (¢dvn and drhoduevov)

(in so far as forms which agree in morphological shape may be
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differentiated by the sense), between simple and compound f orms,.
between real and apparent conjunctions, and between enclitic and

non-enclitic forms.

1.1.2. As has been suggested in the introduction sbove (1.0), the
recourse to formal criteria in grammatical categorisatibn has met
with generally greater approval from linguistic writers, especially
in recent times,than has the appeal to contextual considerations.

The recourse, therefore, to morphologicel criteria is not hard to

trace in the writings of Dyscolus. One may instance his comments
upon the two-fold farm of‘¥he artiole, protactic and hypotactic

(1. 80), and his "proof" of the "loss" of original sigme in the
nominative singular of the prepositive forms. He notes first that

in all other cases the endings of the two forms concur perfectly;
secondly, that plurals in -ot corrdspond to a singular in -oc,

which is also suggested by the feminine termination of -n. After
observing at 1. 86, with reference to other levels, that interrogative
forms must reject the artiéle, since interrogation and the under-
lying concept of the article céntradict each other, he states that
dnotoc cannot be a compound derived from 6 and mofoc since in
morphological terms, one must observe that the & prefix never chenges
its form (contrast 6, %, ©0). He also notes that compound ‘'adjectives'

have a common form in the nominative singular for two genders.
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Similarly, he affirms (dio}h)‘that the inflexion of og'roc, 0,1%:1'1, Tod7To
makes it abundantly clear that it is derived not from.the regular
article but from a pronominal farm (cf. dc &' E¢n), and it must
therefore be treated as a pronoun.

Again, in terms of simple morphological phenomena, he supports
his argument that ® is not to be regardéd as a part of the article
(1. 83). He instances points similar to those mentibned above,
namely,that a genitive terminating in -ov, and accusative in -ov
correspond to a vocative in -e; nominative and vocative piural forms
in all declensions are the =seme, with‘this exception; the feminine
vocative singular ought to be identiéél vith the nominative feminine
singular, and furthermore the other oblique cases of the definite
article all require an intial tau} and in any case, the breathing
and accent are wrong - all evidencing his feeling for analogy.

Pure morphology is employed as the criterion in De Adv. 542
where the author is confronted with the classification of ypi} and
68f which had until his day been placed by meny in the adverbial
class. He here regards temporal augmentation in the past tenses
of the indicative as the most pdent afgument for allocating the
above two forms to the verb class (éxpﬁv, etc. ), but hé points out
in the corresponding passage in the Syntax (111. 73) that he does
not mean by this that only forms which can be augmented are to be
regarded as verbs (this only occurs, as he observes, in the indicative,

anyway) but rather that forms-which can be augmented show by this



very fact that they are members of the verb class. The last
section of the Book on the Adverb (562ff.) is devoted to av
comprehensive classification of adverblal forms by their terminations,
and, where feasible, he generalises on the meaning of & class e.g.
adverbs in -0ey indicate the source of motion (597)57, and on the
origin of a group, e.g. adverbs ending in -bny originate from nouns
or verbs (Aoyddnv, xnépénv) (611). ‘
His ability to handle two morphological arguments is seen in
De Adv. 553. Since present participles have separate terminations
for the masculine and féminine genders, and a form dxéovca is found
in Il. 1, 565, other writers are quoted by Dyscolus as inclining to
the view that dxéwv is therefore tb be regarded as a participle.
However, as Dyscolus points out, where is the verb from vhich it
is formed? He then suggests as a basis for comparison the form
dxéwv 6aivvcee in 0d. 21, 89, which leads him back to his favouring
adverbial classification. In contrast to thisj} one may observe
his less successful handling of morphological phenomena. On a
purely morphological basis of eight short observations about forms,
he endeavours to prove (De Pro. 13A) that pronound fall into
two distinct groups, on the basis that pronouns which denote genders
by their terminations also exhibit regularity of declension in
their cases. In so doing, he trembles on the verge of making a

conflation of what are in fact two essentially different morphological

features. He details the two groups as follows; first those
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pronouns which are irregular in their declension (&vaxéhov6oc) and
have individual roots for the variouS"numberé and cases and persons
(Gépaia) as opposed to the second group whichldo distinguish generic
differences and hence exhibit regularity (&xolov@{a) throughout
their declension, as e.g. adTdc, &xelvoc.

ﬁith regard to considerations Whioh may affect the allocation
to parts of speech (pépucpor), he suggests at De. Adv. 575 that,

with regard to adverbs ending in —¢L58

s 1t is'the suprounding syntax
wﬁich is the deciding factor. In the case of forms ending thus,

he hotes that some are to be classified as adverbs, while others
retain the significance and classification of their original case
fofms (eege ﬁu&’gpec¢§v= ' 8povc, cf. cx§80bev in 0d. 2, 267, which
does not denote place.of origin). Since he feels that adverbial
compounding takes place 'xatd pidc cvtdZewc', he is, obliged to
exclude the group of forms which terminate in -¢u from the class

of ‘adverhial' compounds (&neppnpatexhy mapaywy) since, as he

rightly observes, this particular ending can be found with what

he terms 'accusative, genitive and dative' connotations, as e.g.
deZubgLv, maccdhopuy, gpiitpnet. However, at De Adv. 608, he does
accept T@L as being purely adverbial, the allocation here being

on the basis of oase equivalence. This question of the determination
of the classification of parts of speech is discussed in greater
détail as a matter of general principles below at 2.1.2. One

'notices in this present connection the appeal to morphology . -
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discussed there with reference to the formal ending of the word
determining its classification. An example, quotable here, is that
found at De Pro. 36C, where in the course of hié remarks about
TnAtxodToc, Dyscolus writes that it is sheer stupidity to state

that it is a noun, and then to regard it as being formed from OETOC;
for he feels that it is the ending of the word that decides to ﬁhich
part of speech a compound form is to be allocated. And further,

as he points out at De Pro. 37A,tnmAtxobtoc must not be regarded as

a compound form since all compound forms of this nature should
possems common gender endings in the nominative singular, masculine

and feminine.

1.2.,0. Those criteria which may be broadly termed 'contextuel'

will be dealt with under two separate headings, this next section
being devoted to the use of logical and conoeptual considerations,
and the subsequent section (1.2.2.) dealing with the recourse to
‘inner' and 'outer' situational criteria. Due to the.olose relation-
ship of these pairs, it has been found more converient to treat them
together rather than to attempt to divide them into four separate

sections.

1.2.1.  Apollonius first hints of logical criteria (1. 13) when,
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after laying evidence for accepting that there is a reasoned order
for letters, tenses, genders etc., he turns to.the order of
precedence that is to be accorded to the various parts .of speech,59
commenting that any man who refuses to look for a logical basis
for this, merely attributing it to chance, will find himself in the
position of denying the influence of order everywhere (this to
Dyscolus seems 'mdvty AA{6iov'). He deduces that thé ;oun and
verb should be accorded priority of place, and of these two the

noun should-receive first place on the grounds that the qualities of
the verb are derived from the state of ‘the noun (tolc 68 cdpacty
éntxeltal f) 66cic v dvoudrtwy, éé@v:iéuétnc Tob bﬁpawpc, Ayw THY
évéﬁyeuav xal 10 mdboc)., The verb itself isseen to take preceéénce
over the pronoun (1. 19) since the latter was conceived primarily

to clarify any ambiguities of person that may arise in the former.
He feels that the pronoun in the nominative case only serves a
really useful purpose when the verb itself is unable to make the
necessary distinction of person, this being especially noticeable

in the third person, which he observed in Synt. 1. 17 as being
unlimited in comparison with the more restricted reference of the
second and first person forms of the pronoun. Furthermore, he
feels (1. 2).) that the pronoun must also give way to the article on
logical grounds, for if the article is used with the noun and the

pronoun is used in place of the noun, then it follows that the

article must be blder than the pronoun.
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In the majority of preéent day reference wofks,‘nyscolus is
generally accorded great credit for:developing the idea of thé }
anaphoric-seﬁse of the definite article, whereby reference is made
back to what is mentioned either implivitly or expiicitly in the
context, thus establishing what he terﬁs a second identification
of a person mentioned before (Gsvfépa yv&ébc).eo The idea of
anaphora, i.e. reference back to ﬁhat is known f;pm previous
mention, is used by Dyscolus to justify the fact that nouns may
both be colligated with and without the definite article, Dyscolus'
theory being that when the subject is 'known' through previous
mention61, an article ia4r§quired to establish theanafhorie relation-
ship, whereas when the subject is unknown, no article can be required.
(This argument is applied in the main to the nominative and accusative
caéeé.)62 This same point is teken up at a later stage when he
. remarks (1. 95) that some may find it strange that nouns can be
colligated with the article whereas the pronouns that replace these
nouns are never preceded by the artiole, this being all the more
unusual in places where the addition of the article would tend to
clarify ambiguities in geﬁder. A reason for this is stated in
conceptual terms, namely %hat.first and second person pronouns deal
,jwitb>par50ns actively cpnc?rned in the subject matter (1. 96), and
ﬂeﬁce these indications do not require the addition of the article

since no repetition of the particular individual's name is called

for, but the person is, as it were, before our very eyes (dx '&yiv).
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Pronouns of the third person possess their own anaphoric sense and
hence do not require the article. Those who feel that forms such.as.
Epoc, which already possess a demonstrative force, can also ﬁe-
colligated with the article are urged by'Dyscolua (1. 100) to observe
that the article colligated with such forms refers to the thing .
possessed and not to the possessor, as @e feels is emphasised by the
fact that one does not say 'd Epoc & mawip' (which would éertainly

be aocceptable if the article were to refer to the pronoun). By
analogy with such phrases as 6 mashp 6 éxelvwv where the two articles
must refer to one noun, Apollonius concludes that in 6 nATHP © Epoﬁ
both articles refer to the one noun and both possess the anaphoric
quality. In modern terms, however, one would prefer +to say that

63 guoc explaining it.

the first is here being used cataphorically,
In cases where possession is involved, he feels (1. 43) that if the
article is omitted, a number (7Afi@oc) of personal possessions is
denoted as in S0BAdc cov tabta &moince, while the inblusion'of the
article suggests to Dyscolus single possession (upovadixtjc xiﬁﬁtc).
A possessive genitive dependent upon a common noun has the article
prefixed to it, whereas the article is omitted with proper nouns
and with Bdcurevc since these, even without the article, are

New Pawe. capable of denoting the necessary single ownership. ’h;;:order to
justify the two articles that are found with 6 tod avﬁpwnob Giéc,

he argues that an article must signify through anaphora a known

poséessqr in order that it may demte .a known pefédn or thing that
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is possessed, In this connection, Dyscolus lists three possibilities
of order of words: & mathp &udc Ecti: & dudc mawhp Tpéxer: o nottp & éudce
gthocoget. He suggests (1. 132) that it is the type of verb that
governs the use and order of words. This idea of the type of verb
(stative as opposed to action) recurs at Syqtax 1. 119-122, where the
author is dealing with the article in interrogative sentences.

He notes first that the article is added to a question formed by Tic

+ & COmmon nNoun 8s €.ge TLC O avepwﬂoc xarelror; and also to a
participle provided that the main verb is one of calling or na.minga",
as in tic 6 Spopwv xarettar; (he further notes a similar construction
with ®otoc as moloc 6 &vbpwnoc Ectiv;). He suggests at 1. 130 that
interrogative adverbs can be colligated with the article regularly
without ahy of the above verb discrimination (e.g. mdc & GvBpumoc
évfxncev;). The reason for this is felt by Dyscolus to be that

with nc ete. the details of the subject of the sentence are 'known',
whoreas with motoc GvBpwnoc the only fact that can be classed as
Yknown' is that of the verb action, with the result that the anaphoric
nature of the article in conjunction with the subject of the verb

is totally incongruous., The real point here, however, which he

fails to stress, is the chénge from attributivé to predicative.

Any genitive dependent upon one of the interrbgative forms such as
tic or ﬂémepoc requires, according to Syntax 1. 125, the addition

of the article unless the genitive is pronominal.®5,
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On the anaphoric nature of pronouns, he states that in the
third person (Synt.:[I19), the proﬁoun will only replace a noun
that is colligated ﬁifh an article (the absolute noun possessing
no sense of anaphora), and he believes that there is a transfer of
the relative sense from the noun to the replacing pronoun.
Apollonius believes that the declension of pronouns is bound up with
the fact that all pronouns indicate (IT.16), either by their
demonstrative or anaphoric qualities (IT A1), definite individuals.
The verb is so endowed, however, only in the first and second persons.
He is of the opinion therefore C[I.17) that <+the pronoun possesses
several forms in the third person as the only means of distinguishing
between otherwise ambiguous individuals. In this connection we
may note the esentially logical distinction between the first two
persons as opposed to the third. The circumstences attendan£ upon
individuals in the first two persons are felt to be '7& ¥n’oyiy'
i.e. known at first hand, whereas the third person refers to somee
thing or somebody possibly outside the immediate sphere of the
speaker.66 Furthermore the awareness of a need to make extra dis-
tiﬁction in the third person by the use of distinotive pronominal
forms would suggest that the author was also aware of a certain
amount. of contextual plurality in third person, whereby 'TI see me'
must.normally be rejected, but 'he sees him' may be accepted, two
distinct persons being involved.67

The diécussion of the irregular declension of personal pronouns
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as compared with that of nouns leads the author to suggest (IL 22)
that each person has his own particular noun, the nominative of
which may be turned into oblique cases which still retain the basic
characteristic of the original nominative (18tov). In order to
make efen clearer the distinction of the individual qualities of the
subjects, we find the creation of different.genders, the addition
of epithets, and the formation of compounds. The pronoun, on the
other hand, is concerned with the basic idea of the reality of the
substance (obcia), and not with individual characteristics, of the
subjects. Henee, he feels that since pronouns reject the host of
individually peculiar qualities exhibited by nouns, it is not
surprising that <they also reject the cusfomary regular declension
of nouns, since any pronoun can stand for almost any noun(s).68
He further seeks to justify the formation of this abnormal declension
amongst many personal pronouns by arguing that it is only to be
expected that a form, which is to be used for so many varied nouns,
will avoid any limitations imposed upon it by eny of the regular
declensions. Turning then (ﬂ26) to the more regular declension
of thp third person forms such as éxelvoc, he suggests that the
reagon for this greater regularity lies in the fact that the person
denoted by éxelvoc is usually placed at some distance from the
speaker, and therefare it is wiser to denote the appropriate gender.
He further observes that adedc requires this distinction of gender

. . § ] ~
since it serves to denote, not distant persons as does exelvoc, but

rather 'absent persons.



On_ the éubject of the addition of the pronﬁun in ths nominative
case in front of the verb, Dyscolus rejedts the view (De. Pro. 27C)
that without the_ﬁronoun, our speecﬁ becomes‘impovenbhed (évéeﬁ); for
after all, remarks Dyscolus, that is the customary usage.70 In
 logical terms, he inclines to the view that the addition of the Ppronoun
in the nominative case is superfluous, unless there is some definite
call for distinction (StactéAn) as in mapeyevduny pév, od mapértvxec 8.
The appeal here is to the concept of the 'I/you’ contrast and it is
this nucleus element which determines the preferred colligation.

He notes at the same +time, however, the value of'the addition of
the third person pronoun where the sense is in the least aﬁbfguous.
He implies (De Pro. 30A) the undesirability of the nominative of
nouns being colligated with verbs in any person except the third,
although, as he points out, there are certain exceptions iﬁ this
respect, depending again upon the connotation of the par;icular verb
in question e.g. verbs of describing (cnualvovta {8iac movdtntoc 6&civ)
demand nouns and rejeoct pronouns on the grounds that individual
characteristics (t&uéTnc)_cannot be convéyed, conceptually speaking,
in pronominal forms, which are of a éeneral nature. efvat, on the
other hand, will admit pronouns since they denote 'oxistence' and
do not demamd reference to any particular quality.

While the article (De Pro. 9B) is not used to differentiate
persons nor to denote 'existence' (aé does the pronoun), its principal

significance, other.than that of anaphora, is that it marks, not
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particular differences, but rather more general distinctions (oﬁu
{6unt) Srapdpa &AAGL yevinf). The noun is said to be incapable of
possessing demonstrative force (8et&tc) (De Pro. 39B) but rather
signifies individual qualities (also termed moudtnc), while the
pronoun denotes the very contrary characteristics, i.e. deixis,
existence, and general differences (Géfguc, obcia, yevixh Svapdpa).
Dyscolus believes that every pronoun possesses either relative or
.demonstrative connotations (10B), the first and second person being
demonstrative, while the third possesses both these qualities (for

he regards adtdc, &xelvoc as demonstrative, and 32 03, ol as
relative). Whatever their similarities may be in syntactic terms,
(e.g. pronominal use of the article, pronominal use with ﬁouns)
Dyscolus rejects any suggestion of their being even a slight case

for muddling the article and the pronoun. He further differentiates
the two classes (16B) on the basis that pronouns, where employed

in answer to interrogative statements, possess a sense of 'primary
cognition' (mpdwn yvdcic) whereas the article contains, in conceptual
terms, a sense of 'secondary ocognition', recalling to the memory.

He feels quite confident that the demonstrative sense in personal
pronouns is fully adequate to distinguish persons without an artiocle
being added (as also with &xetlvoc, adwdc), aithough the real reason
for articles not being colligated with,pronouns71 is that the article
contains the anaphoric sense, the pronoun the demonstrative sense.

Tt is due to their divergent qualities in this respect also that
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nouns and pronouns could never be compounded by synthesis'(Pro.»}QB).
Several points of interest are raised by Dyscolus when he comes
to that part of the Syntax dealing with the Verb. First, in III, 21,
he affirms that dv may be joined with past tenses of the indicaiive,
with the exception of the perfect. The reason for the failure of
dv to be colligated with the present, f‘u‘tzure72 and perfect tenses of
the indicative is flelt by the writer to be that the parficular foroce
of this con,junction.;3 refers not to the realm of the factual, but
rather to the potential (o ng&ceau), which concept he feels is best
cateped for by the aorist,.imperfect andlpluperféct tenses, on account
of their reference to time which is partly or already long past,
rather than to present or future. (This relation of past' to
'possibility' provides a good example of conceptual opp051tion) T
Dyscolus further suggests that the fact that aﬁ is not oolligated‘with
the perfect tenses is another proof of his theary that the perfect
should not be regarded as a tense denoting completion of action in
the past but rather as denoting 'present compietion‘ (cvvrerelav
évecx&cav).- The mention of &av, Yva (see footnote 73) introduces
the topic of aspect within the verb., The absence of any futurel-
subjunctive75 and the fact that these two conjunctions govern elther
a present or pastswu?aeds Dyscolus on to a bare suggestion
of the awareness of aspectual differences. Uhlig interprets76
Dyscolus' idea (Synt. III, 140) as follows: '&dv 8pduw - perfectionem

futuram cursus denotet: &&w Tpéxw - futuram continuationem'. A



similar view is expressed at Synt. III, 101 where the writer suggééts
that the difference between the optative forms uheiécbdw and>xexké{c6w
is that'thé présent form states that tﬁe door ought now to-be-closqd,
whereas the perfect form states thaet by now the closing ofaghé door
ought to have been long completed (thy Exmarat dgeirovcay 6idBecty
Yevéceaﬁ). He feels similarly that the present optative desiréé

a present state to continue, such as Ziouut (Synt. III, 100), while
the aorist optative, e.g. nopeﬁcaupu Thy TALov desires the outcoms

of what is not yet real fact, i.e. that the time of battle may be
finished and past. The same difference is felt to be true for

the present and past tenses of the imperative (III, 102), the

present demanding that a present state should continue, while the

77

aorist requires 'ut aliquid absolutum et praeteritum sit'.
and. noun

In the sequence of article,followed by a participle, the author
sees a variety of interpretations., Pirst, thére is the simple
temporal significance (Synt. I, 11Q) as evidenced in & Alwv wvpavviicac
&uéueén, which he equates with & Afwv petd 0 tvpavviicar éuépedn.
In addition to the usual anaphoric sense to be found with the article,
there is also the classifying idea (Synt. I, 111) as seen in 6 malc
-g deumvicac, identifying one particular boy out of a group of others,
which leads Apollohius to suggest that the idea of 'one out of many'
may be conneoted with the Stoic term 'Gopuctddn pdpia'. At the
78

same time, one notices that the first article is cataphoric’' and

that the second is in fact the classifying form, referring to one



35

perticular boy who has had his dinnor. This ma.y_bO'_péralJ,elled
in the anticipotory or proleptic use of tho article in c.g. 8
Tu‘)azvvox1<§vq6§\5 Tipalb6uw which Dyscolus observes (Syntax 1, LL) has
reference to future time of unspecified duration, as'in 0d. VI,
158/9. At Syntax 1,114, the sequence of article + participle +
imperative is again mentioned in terms of reference to an 7
indefinite future,vwhile the f@%her —point is made that this
'indefinite' sense is not conveyed %hrough the past or present

b .
tenses of the ver,the clearly defined temporal connotation of

these latter being cmphasised.

1e2e2, Still operating under the wide heading of conbextual as

79,although forming

opposed to formal criteria, situational criteria
two sub-groups,will nevertheless be treated in one sectione. I%

is important to notice in this conneotion that in these carly days,
linguistic studies not yet had achieved full independence from

the main line of 'philosophical' intorests of the writers of
ancient Greece, and hence, as Robins observes, one must not be
unduly disturbed at the use of arguments drawvm from oxtra-linguistic
sources.ao Vhile one is well advised to heed the warning of AMdelaide
Hahn81 in her writing on Apollonius, o thorough study of the detailed

writings of this author would suggest that there is abundant room
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for a consideration of criteria based upon psychological and outer,
non-mental situational phenomena. The exéent to which such criteria
are applied by Apollonius varies, as usual, In the discussion of
the eighth and last part of speech at Synt. 1, 28, Dyscolus_defines
the conjunction as meriting this position since it is powerless by
itself, (i.e. when lackiﬁé'other forms which it may join) just as
the limbs of the body are useless except when the main body is present.
A second example at a simple level may be seen in 1, 43 where the
writer suggests that the inclusion of the prepositive article may
denote a feeling of excellence (égoxﬁ ) a8 €.8e ih o Ypappamtuéc
which he interprets as denoting the accepted opinion of all.
Again we may note a similer use of & motfyTnc to refer exclusively
to Homer.

In his classification of interrogative forms ihto two groups
(bvopactixd/Enippnuatixd) (these gwo groups arising from the fact,
in Dyscolus' opinion, that the noun and the verb are the most
e{f:ectfve parts of speech and are therefore the most likely to
be questioned in cases of uncertainty) he classifies (1. 35) the
adverbial group as being concerned with unknown feelings (Scaeécsuc)
and attitudes, as for example, mic &veyvd; xahdc, pnroplxwc.
The exact interpretation of the term SL&GSCLC, in its connection
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with the verb, is discussed at length by Adelaide Hahn . To

Apollonius the various moods of the verb are demonstrative of
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certain "wuxuuau dtabécevc” (111. 59), with the noted exception of
the infinitive.83 Since the infinitive lacks this modal distinction
(to use Hahn's phraseology), Apollonius suggests that this is the
reasoh for the infinitive being able to replace all the other moods
of the verb, providing the particular characteristic of the other
verb is supplied, as in ypdge — yplgetv col mpoctdccw. This theory
of the inflected form of the verb as denoting &.a@écevc is regarded

8l

by Robins " as 'a harking back to the Aristotelian doctrine that

85

speech sounds are symbols for the states of the soul'. To the

indicative, Apollonius assigns the quality of épucmfxﬂ or.dﬂo¢am5uﬁ86,
the latter being produced by the addition of the negative particle obd.
In this connection (411. 80), Dyscolus observes that od is not found
with the imperative, optative or subjunctive moods since they do not
share in this essential quality of statement of fact. He regards

the optative as being concerned with the realm of human wishes, the
imperative with the issuing of commands, whereas the subjunctive

when introduced by a conjunction, assumes the quality of the particular
conjunction in question87, (111, 92) since Dyscolus feels that each
conjunction possesses an individual 66vapuc.88 Vith regard to the
optative mood (edutinh), so called because of ifs obvious connection
with wishes (ebxai), it would appear that the addition of the
optative adverb was unﬁecessary (contrast £i6e Eypajev where the

conjunction has a force of its own). Apollonius suggests that



this usage of the 0ptétive adverb being colligated with the optative
mood (Synt. III, 94) as in el6e kaxo{nv89 is comparable to adding

val in answers to interrogative forms where the verb of action is
also répeated (namely, for greater emphasis, elc miefovac &mitdcerc).
ﬁ; draws a firm distinction between optative forms in verbs and these
optative adverbs as is discussed below at 3.4.2.

With regard to the naming of the moods, and in particular
subjunctive forms, Apollonius suggests that moods which do not
depend upon a qonjunction, such as the indicative, possess an innate
fo?ce of their own (see above, Synt. III, 88) and derive their name
from this and not from the connotation of any added conjunction
(contrast the manner in which the various classes of conjunctions
are named according to the particular concept that they denote).
Since he sees this quality in the conjunction, he believes that the
reason for such clauses as &av E\eyov being regarded as incongruous
is that the inherent force of &dv conflicts with the past tense
in the verb. For this conjunction is felt to denote uncertainty
about future matters and things yet to be completed, the same
principle being applicable to other conjunctions such as {va when
used finally, while he believes that the concept of causality in
conjunctions is at variance with the future tenses of the verb
(Synt. III, 131 ).99

Turning to pronoungand to more obvious situational criteria,

Dyscolus states (Synt. III, 42) that the first and second persons




differ from the third in that whereas the former presuppose persons
being present,91 the third, with the exception of OSTOC, denotes
in the mind of the speaker, & Jmdvta xaxwpacpéva TV TpocdRwY .
Dyscolus feels that it is this awareness of the ‘absent' quality
in the mind of the speaker, not the mere fact of their being third
person,that prevents avtdc and &xelvoc froh possessing vocative
case forms (Apollonius not only connecting the vocative case solédy
with the second person92, but also regarding obtoc as signifyihé
'present’ persons.)93. .
Returning to the analysis of the main parts of speech, the
interjection (&nt¢wvﬁcuc) was never separated off by the Greeks
as a part of speech in its own right. \ Dyscolus regerds it (De
Agdv. 53i) és.a'membe% of the adverbial group, when he states that
o ;dverbs are to be useé when verbs are written in or are to be
mentally supplied, i.e. in cases where we would often use inter-
Jjections. The first grammarian to separate them off as an
individuel part of speech, the first century Roman grammarian,
Remmius Palaemon, segregated them by the criterion of their having
no denotative meaning as such, but rather signifying a state of
mind (nihil docibile habent, significant tamen adfectus a.nimi).%
In the same way that it is not possible to attach certain
attributive forms to eny noun, 8o also some adverbs will not

permit themselves to be . attached to any tense, mood or person

of the verb, while others are not so welimited., For example
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(De Adv. 533), certain adverbs are noted as possessing a strongly
temporal significance, and hence will only be associated with
tenses appropriate to this. Apollonius is even prepared to
distinguish the more ambiguous tenses of participles and verbs by
the addition of e.g. &x06éc as in éX0Ec Méywv to mark the imperfect
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participle. The influence of personal feeling, evidenced above,
in connection with @he interjection, is also brought into play
when the author furns to consider (De Adv. 537) the classification
of the form @uot which is also dealt with at De Pron. 42. After
using various criteria, priﬁcipally morphological and etymological,
to prove that it can be neither a verb nor a pronoun, (although
all interjections are always conceived of, he feels, in the first
person) he comes to his main points. First, he suggests that
adverbs of lamentation are by their very nature attached to the
first, i.e. speaking person, and hence Wuot may still be retained
in the adverbial class. Secondly, he adds that the exclamation
is the result of a state of mind (cf. the above definition of
Remmius Palaemon), and since this is a characteristic of the verb,
it follows that &uot must stand as an adverb by virtue of Apollonius'

theory of adverbs being used to modify the verb (see below, 1.3.14)0
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1¢3.0. In addition to the separate use of individual criteria,
Dyscolus is aware both of the need and of the>value to be gained‘
through using combined criteria as a means of strengthening én
argument, In the remajning sections of this chapter,. oriteria -
combination will be illustrated, first (1.3.1.) in ferms of purely
formal considerations; then follow (1.3.2.) examples of éyntactical
oriteria being combined with contextual arguments, and finally |
(at 1.3.3.) the combination of morphological with contextual
criteria is discussed, before a final brief summarising of the use

made by Dyscolus of the various criteria (1.4.0.).

1.3.1. His handling of the two groups of formal criteria,

syntactical and morphological96, may be seen in extracts from De
Adverbio and De Conjunctions. In the first passage, (De Adv. S543ff.,
whioch is an extension of a previous discussion at De Conj. 497), he un-
consciously brings together two groups of formal criteria as a basis
for regarding €xnt. as an adverb., Whereas other writers such as
Trypho had tended, accofding to Dyscolus, to classify this form

solely as a conjunction, he points out that the function of a
conjunction is to join together syntactically other parts of speech
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end sentences, and he fails to see how it cen be poésible for a

conjnction to assume a negative prefix as is found with d&xnre (De Adv.5hlk)



He also notes the possitility of two contrasted negative forms from
one root word being found only with adverbs; he therefore compares
ob céuvac, dcéuvwc and ody &xnti, &éwnti.  Accordingly, he deduces
that Exnmt cannot be only a conjunction, and stresses his own

view (De Conj. 497) that, when £unt. is equivalent to Evexa, it is
to be regardéd as a causal conjunction, whereas, when it is equivalent
to &xovtnd8v, it must then be regarded as an adverb. From this
ekample of the mingling of formal criteria, we ma& pass on to the
proof which he offers for his theory that each individual tense

of the compound verb receives the prepositional affix whén it has
itself been formed, with the augment added if necessary. His

proof heJ%i;g)that we find compound past tenses with no corresponding
present tense extant, and similarly present and future forms are
found with no corresponding past tense (e.z. xatégayov, natolcw).

A form such as fvemov, whore the compounding was made in the présent
tense, and theﬁ passed as one united form into the past to receive
the temporal augment, is regarded as an exception (with the added
suggestion that forms thus compounded (e.g. xabiZw) do not differ
contextually speaking from the simple verb, whereas on the other
hand xavaypdow does). His argument is morphological, although

not in conflict with syntactical consideratioﬁs. He finds himself
in the position where his notion of similarity of structure in

all these ranks makes him uncertain regarding the morphology of a

phrase and syntax of a word on the one hand, and the morphology of



a word on the other hand, which, when considered from the point of
view of tﬁe word alone, suggests morphology in opposition to syntax.98

From this balancing of criteria of a formal nature, one may
pass on to consider examples where Dyscolus allowed the daims of
syntax to outweigh morphological considerations. Cases of.this
kind are more in evidence than those of the contrary kind, i.e. where
Dyscolus permits morphology to outweigh syntax, suggestiné?that
the author valued the claims of syntax more highly them-those of
morphology. bn the other hand, it should be pointed out that
Dyscolus, when dealing with the classification of the parts of
speech in terms of general principles of categorisation, does lay
down that it is the ending of the word which determines to which
part of speech the word is to be allocated (see below 2.1.2,).
In De Adv. 551, he notes that mTdE is a substantive on account of
its declension and syntax, whereas mdE and AGE are both to be
regarded as adverbs owling to thelr being colligated‘with verbs,
and their having no syntax other than that cammonly associated
with the verb. |

He then turns his attention to indeclinable numerals. Despite
their unchangingterminations which would suggest their belonging
to the adverb group of forms, these numerqls are nevertheless to be
treated as nouns, since, if they were tfulyiadverbé, they-would be
used indisériminately with any singular or plural form of the verb,

whereas in reelity these numerals are only found in a plural environment.
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Henpe:he deduces that they lack the proper adverbial relationship

. with the verb, although the important poimt here, surely, is the
absence of any other noun in the nominative case. One may similarly
obsgrve (De Adv. 553) that 8sﬁpo,99 while clearly an adverb, assumes
an apparently plural formation in 0d. 8, 133, (8elte, giloi), presumably,
- aocording to Dyscolus, ;fter analogy with &e, Syete. Again in
De:Adyerbio 529, we may observe syntactical criteria ovefriding
morphological considerations where Dyscolué turns his aitention to

the definition of the adverb in general terms. He terms it "an

| in&eclinable part of speech, which is colligated with the moods of

the verb, either wholly or partly, and without which the o mplete

“idea (5&5&0&@) is not fully expreésed." He states that case forms
which do not possess some relationship with the noun but are éolligated
with referende to the verb assume adverblal syntax, which he details

as including loss of declension as for example in Tdyv ﬂepeﬂamefc.
Wifh a similar prineiple in mind, he states that where an ‘adjective'
qualifies not a noun but a verb, it becomes an adverb, observing that
the adverb requireqd a verb to complete its sense (either factually or

supplied) in the seme way that the adjective requires a substantive.

1.3.2. A further blending of oriteria, now syntactical with

contextual, is to be seen in the discussion of &kkﬁlwv (synt. 11, 147)

 where‘the aﬁthor observes that any form such as “&\\ihot, if found,
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would_be_équivalent to dAdol dArof which he regards as syntactically
unacceptable on the grounds of the two adjacent nominative forms.

He then‘notes that &\\flovc differs from other reflexive forms in
that it does not denote a passage of action (contextually), as is
revealed by the variety of case endings (morphology) which are
détermindd by the particular verb in question (syntax). In De Pwo.
44, the discussion of GAAoc provides a further blending of criteria.
In connection with the argument that 8Aloc is to be treated as a
noun and not as a pronoun, Dyscolus observeo that, in addition to
morphological and situational considerations, the genitive plurd of
pronouns can colligate with o0deic without the addition of the article,
whereas the genitive of nouns requires the article when so colligated,
and the latter case is true also of ‘@A\Aoc, hence it is to be regarded
as & noun. These same two words are also discussed on the basis of
varied criteria in Syntax 1, 63, where Dyscolus observes that the
article should be attached to &\loc where it refers to a complete
whole out of which are to be distingubhed several component sub-
divisions, as e.g. ol GAAo. “BAAnvec, ol & Aloretc. 100 Where, on
the other hand, dA\oc does not refer exclusively to a whole class,
there is no need for the addition of the article (e.g. GAhovc ¥BpuZe,
un ﬁp&c). The application of similar oriteria is seen in the
omission of the article with AMANovc, since tho persons involved
are thought of in the nominative and accusative cases in &A\frovc.

Sinee, furthermore, it would be contrary to syntactic principles to
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have two articles in different cases referring to one noun, Dyscolus
judge$ it better to have none, illustrating the priority being
accorded to syntactical considerations on this occasion.(Synf.1, 70).
Further criteria combination may be evidenced in the final
surviving chapters of the book on the Conjunction and in Syntax 111,
127. In both these places, Dyscolus directs his discussion at a
group of forms which are termed expletives (napwnknpwpdrnxa).
Barlier writers such as Thrax and Trypho were prepared to regard
these forms as merely filling up a gap in the speech (uéxnvac, De
Conj. 515), while the Stoics were in favour of their being included
in the conjunctive class on the grounds of their significances.
By the use of formal arguments (e.g. interchange with other forms,
the distributional properties of enclitics) énd of contextual con-
siderations (e.g. the increase of éxmAfELc through the particle in
xaAdic ye, the force acquired in propositions through &ANG pfy, the
strengthening of the disjunctive idea through 'ro/t.),-(De Adv. 517ff.),
Apollonius seeks to establish first of all that these forms have a
claim to recognition as a part'-of speech in their own right, rather
than merely as an unjustified incursion of phonetic:syllables.
He is of the opinion that the cause of uncertainty about their
classification as parts of speech is that several forms can stand
together with the same force retained.m1 .He concludes that any

detailed classification based upon their connotations is impossible
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due to the variety of these latter. Yet it is clear at this

stage that Dyscalus is all too vague on the question of "joiﬁing
syntactically other parts of speech." According to our traditional
Greek grammar, it is necessary to distinguish between (a) the true
conjunction,(b) the indispensable connective, and (c¢) the grammatically
empty connecti&e which may indeed have a perfectly valid psychblogical
connotation (as e.g. &7, &pa), but does nothing more in fact than

Jjoin otherwise unconnected sentences, and indeed can often be dis-
penged with altogether. In such a case as this, one is prepared

to accept the verdict of Forbes102

that 'the Alexandrians excelled
more in the classification of forms than in the analysis of function
by which alone syntactical relations can be fully explained.' At
the same time, however, one feels that much oredit has been with-
held from Dyscolus by writers whose ignorance of his detailed
writings is the mainspring of their oriticism.

An example of Dyscolus possibly being influenced by the Greek
liking for macro-micro-cosmic opposition may teétify to contextual
criteria being accorded priority over others. In the opening of
De Conj. (482), the suthor discusses disjunctive (StaZevutixd) forms.
Dyscolus here observes that, just as it is not possible to add the
article to every deqlinable form, so it is not possible to attach
any conjunction to any sentenoce, the senseh(ma 6nko6pevov)
de@ermining-the exact typeéﬂof conjunction permitted, i.e. what is

acceptable and what is not. The topic of disjunotive conjunotions
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provides an example of how Dyscolus could use syntactical and
contextual criteria in very close combination. He feeis that
this particular group were rightly included under the conjunctive
group, since they do syntactically connect sentences, the term:
6La§evxmuxﬁ being acquired from the manner in which this is achieved.
He interprets the connotation of these forms as being that only one
of & series of elternatives is possible in realitys Statements
which are naturally disjunctive are said to be termed 14 paxépeva
by the Stoics, i.e. those which cannot both be in existence at éhe
same time, as opposed to T& &vtixeipeva which are opposed by the
introduction of a negative (ciy®, od ciy®d, cf. QeéYYOPQL):v These
disjunctive forms are to be carefully distinguished frﬁm what he
terms subdisjunctive forms (napadiaZevxtixfl) (De Cbﬂj. 485), in
that whereas the former signify that one or other but only one can
be factual, the latter denote that one or the other or both are
possible (cf. pure copﬁiative forms whioh automaticelly establish-
the possiHlity of all forms joined in this way). To Dyscolus,
the actual fact of cvwdédecbat is all important; pfoviéed that th%ﬁ
is achieved, the order of the connectives rests merely upon théir
individual connotations (487).

The interweaving of syntactical and contextual considerations

may also be seen in connection with the form and origin of 81871

. /
and x808t,. He believes (De Conj. 508) that, in compounds, &iua
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and watd never possess a causal sense (of. Siatpéyw, uatépXOgdo),
but this is only»true when they are attached by parathesis before
an accusative as in 8id Tpu¢6va.. He therefore infers that the 3t
in 8187. is not a conjunction but rather a declinable form in the
accusative denoting causality (the nominative here being excluded
since prepositions were not attached tb this case by parathesis, and
secondly since causal 6ta never governs any case except the accusative).
The discussion of what he terms 'possessive pronominal forms'
at Synt. 11,193.provides an additional illustration of the combination
of syntactical and contextual arguments. He observes that in
statements contéining a possessive form, the subject is eithér 1) &
person or thing which is possessed; (2) a - person who is the possessor,
or (3) neither the possessor nor the possessed (he instances these
three possibilities as follows: & Buoc {mmoc Tpéxet, wov eudv Gypov
Ecuuwa, 1oV épav vEdy £6(6agev. Where the sﬁﬁject of the sentence
is the person or thing which is possessed, the possessive pronouns
can only be changed into the genitive of the simple, non-reflexive
pronoun., However, he lists elval as oreating an exception (épavmoﬁ
eiut obxdtnc) arguing that it may be colligated with a possessive
pronoun and noun in such a way that the subject may be both the
possessor and the person possessed. Contextually speaking, the
author suggests (Synt. 1, 138) that while cqmpounﬂ reflexive pronouns
can be declined in any oblique. case, the reason for there being no

nominative far these forms is that the Greeks denoted the source of
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activity by the nominative case, the object of activity by the
accusative (except, as he points out, with passive forms). Turning
then to more syntacticel matters, he adds that in Epavtov Emaica

the subject is denoted through the verb and there cannot be two
nominatives(i.e. subjecta) in any sentence containing one verb.

Since the verb does not denote case, the object of activity must

be denoted by the oblique cases of the pronoun, the reflexive form
being used to denote that +the agent and the recipient ére one and
the same person. Since the oblique cases of the simple pronoun denote
a passage of action not to be found with the feflexive form, and since
such a connotation cannot be derived ffom the nominative case, it
follows that the nominative of reflexive forms was nevef.formed.

The discussion of {va and d¢pa in fhe book on the Conjunction
(hBO) provides an example of syntax being used to clarify contextual
ambiguities. The author is aware that {va may be employed as a
final and dso causal conjunction (this latter idea being discussed
at greater detail in 3elets)e However, he maintains that when it
is employed causally, it is colligated with past tenses of the verb,
whereas when used in a final sense, it is colligated even with future
tenses, although he does make the additional morphological point
that e.g. in 8¢ Yva (ut) ypdyw, we are dealing with the aorist
suﬁjunctive and not the future indicative as can be proved from

verbs where the two forms are not identical (e.g. Mapdveiv):
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1e3.3. The final settion of the first chapter is concerned with
the manner in which Apollonius sets contextual arguments_.'ég;inlstr. _
purely morphological donsiderations. The manner in Whi;hvsyscolus
does manipulate the various criteria provides examplés from ﬁhich

to deduce their relative importance to him. It is a stgtédhprinciple
of his grammatical theory that no number of features held in common
by two forms will automaticaliy imply that thé.fﬁo féfms are tovbe
allocated to the same part of speech, This is seen in connection
with the article and the pronoun (De Pro. 4B) whose common feat;res
are listed by the author, These may be summarised as (a) in syntactical
terms, the substitution of the article for the pronoun in what he
terms both protactic (as at Il. 1. 12) and hypotactic positions 7
(I1. 21, 198); (b) the similarity of breathings in e.g. &, o8, of °>;
(c) the lack of the vocative in the article and the comparable lack
of this case in first and third person pronound. He then suggésts
at De Pro. 7C that & and to¥, although their farms agree with those
of the'article, must nevertheless be regarded as pronouns when fhéy
are used with pronominal cdnnotations, an example ' of contextual
considerations outweighing those of morphology. Further evidgﬁcg
of this kind is not hard to find. On the basis of pronominalr
deixis, he ejeots Tic from the pronominal class (De Pro. }5&3,
although he fails to make a clear distinction betﬁeen the tﬁo_forms

of this word. He then rejects all morphologilcal arguments to the

ocontrary in affirming that, since Ttc whether used‘interrogatively_
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or otherwise is always indefinite, it is incompatible with the deixis
concept of the pronoun and must therefore be allocated to the sub-
stantival group.1o#
As has been mentioned above, Dyscolus believes that the article,
when used with pronominal connotations, must be regarded as a pronoun
(e.g. é@ﬁ 8’8c), disregarding anyeontrary claims of morphology.
Turning then to the verb, he notes in Synt. 111, 29 that any claims
of morphology must also be waved aside when he not only accepts
YpéQwv ﬁvb&pnv as containing an imperfect paE;iciple; but further
believes that the form Yp&¢euv must be regarded as the imperfect
infinitive in such sequences as éx8&c yploeiv 'AmoAAdviov cvvépn.
A further example, this time from De Adv. 597, occurs where Dyscolus
suggests that the -Oev ending in adverbs, e.g. AécBobev, normally
indicates source of motion. Howe?er, he is still prepared to
accept the over-riding force of contextual arguments, and agree
that there are forms in -6ev which retain the basic significance of
the original root word (as with &uébev, which he regards as derived
from Doric &ued rather than Attic guob ). Hence, he concludes that
such forms are to be allocated to the same part of speech as the
original case form, backing his theory that identity of form does
not automatically lead to identity'of word class.
Two examples are found in close proximity in the first book

of the Syntax to illustrate the combination of formal and contextual
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arguments, Sinc§ hg yegérds_thq,articlé as posééssipg ﬁhe;anaéhoric
quality (Synte 1, 43), he can soo no possibility ( 1, 71) of its being
colligated with a word such as :tp.-(Pc; Tepoil ,the very nature of vhich,
in Dyscolus! opinion, requires prior mention in its own merite

The second instance is one of great importance in early Gr;dk :
grammatical thought, namely the categorisation of the particle :E;

(1, 75ffe)e Trypho and other early writers hed apparently acceded to
the then generally held view that this paerticle was in fact the
vocative of the true article, their arguments being drevm from its
form and from its function which was regerded by them as that of
differentiating between nominative and vocative in ambiguous exa@@les
as at 0d. 3, 375. As has been mentioned above under morphology(1.1.2.),
Dyscolus argues to the contrary,regarding these alleged similarities
as inconclusive, and he stresses rather that this partlcle does not
adheore to the underlying concept of the article nor does it denote
tho special quality of the article( Z(,Vdﬂo)\SSis ),this latter
ergument boing considered by Dyscolus to be of the greatest importence.
Other points mentioned here are that.this particle is attached
exclusively to the second person,being a vocative form, vhile the
article retains its allegiance with the third person, and Dyscolus
also adds(1, 83) that, whereas the vocative form in nouns never has

a longer final syllable than its nominative form, this principle is
invalid if ® is to be regarded as the vocative 6f the dofinite

article.



1ele0. Vhike it is clear that Dyscolus finds considerable scope

in combining the forces of contextual arguments with thpse of formal
ones to add weight to é theory where necessary, it cannot be overlooked
that where the two classes pull, as it were, in different directions,
he inclines towards favouring the contextual apﬁeal, suggestihg that
there is still =& need for the re-assessment of the place of such
criteria in the field of grammatical categorisation. As he himself
states, (Synt. II. 49), the final appeal must be made to the force

of reason (%) 80vauic Tod Adyov) even when all syntactical considerations
are beyond doubt. On the other hand, one must still bear in mind

the occasional illustration where a contrary view is upheld, as

e.g. at Synt. III, 134, where Dyscolus states that in a clause such

as 5ypa¢u 4v in which the indicative verb loses its quality of 3pucuoc,
it must nevertheless be still accepted as being indicative on the
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grounds of its being formally so. Similarly, one notes, in
accordance with +the view of Eobins106, that where formal criteria
imply a divergent categorisation, he inclines to favouring syntactical

arguments rather than those of morphology.



55

NOTES TO CHAPTER ONE

See further discussion in Hjelmslev.' (1947: 69-78) and Robiﬁs
(1965: 48) "Reference to .. phonological_shapés in grém@ﬁr

is perfectly compatible with the prime conside;ation being

given to the interrelations within the lgvel in determining

the status of analytic elements". For a summary of ﬁhe
Transformationalist view of the relationship of phonology. i th
grammar, see N. Chomsky (1965b: 114ff.), and for a critici_ém

of Dyscolus' unjustified confusion of levels in this respééf,
see below 4.4.0.

Referring to the lack of treatment of syntax.

(1951: 42; see also 1957: 102). 7
R. Oamerer (1965: 168) suggests that the only médern critical
exegetical work (i.e. A. Thierfelder (1935)) produces a very un-
favourable picture of the method and competence of Dysoolus.

For a detailed list of works dealing witﬁ'Apollonius, see below
Bibliography 1.

Cf. Priscian XIV, 1, 1; XV, 3, 13; XVI, 1,1, For an assossment
of the importance of Dyscolus' work for Priscian, see A. Luscher,
De Priscianis Studiie Graecis, in Breslauer Philologische
Abhandlungen Hft, L4, 1887; cf. also Lersch (1838, pt. 2: 111ff.);
Hjelmslev (1935: 5) for éimilar tributes to the importance of

Dyscolus' work; Befnhardy, Wissenschaftliche Syntax der Criechishal
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sprache. Berlin., 1829: 37 - 'none before Apollonius had tried

to give a scientific basis to Greek syntax.' For a éimilar

view on the original thinking of Dyscalus, see G. Frohne (1844:1ff.)
On the pre—Alexdndrian.school, see further Lersch (1838: pt. 1:
55-68), and H. Steinthal (1863: 351ff.) who would not apply the

term 'grammafian' to any writer earlier than the Alexandrian

school. For a detailed list of these minor 'grammarians', see

‘Egger.. (1854: 11).

Jespersen (1922: ZOff{) - "The object of research (at Alexandria)
being the interpretation of the old poets". A more acceptable
view is thet of Robins (e.g. 1951 38) to the effect that there
was a careful study at the Alexandrian school for comparison with

the language of Homer with a view to grammatical analysis.

" De Pro. 83B; Synt. II, 49; De Conj. 517.

Begger (1854: 46).

Robins (1952: 290). cf. also (1951: 93) - "The terms and categories

+t0 be employed cen only be decided and justified on an ad hoc

basis by reférence to the particular 1énguage in question,"

Cf. also (1966: 3).

Cf. venturos esse, but note Aulus Gellius, Noctes Atticae, 1.7,
where it is suggested that originally the -ufﬁm termination was
invariable.

He suggests, for examplo, Ut rather than elpt, after Euev;

see Excerpta Grainm. ap Cramer, Anec. Oxon. IV, 346-356.
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See furtner F. H. Jolson, Class. Quarterly, 1919, vol. 13: 24-36.
Eor a brief discussion of' references to dialect forms, see

G. Frohne (1844: 11-13).

For a complete list, v. sub Apollonios Dyskolos, Pauly Real-
Encycolpldie der Altertumswissenschaft, Stuttgart, 1896, vol. 2:
136,  For a more detailed analysis, see Zegger (1854: 12ff.).
Canerer (1965: 168) describes her study as being concerned with
a writer whose work is extremély difficult and on whom but
little work has been done, She suggests that the authentie
ordering of his works still lies in profound darkness, as does
& substantisl part of his terminology. An attempt to rectify
the existing ofder of the Syntax was made in T852 by L. Lange
(See Bibliog. 1). )
a(1961: 2uLTF. ).

Such an interpretation is felt to be vaiid in view of remarks

in his works, (1951: 43); (1965: 190, 213, etc.).

(1962: passim).

(1935: 184).

See further Robins (1965: 41, 2);but,compare lormork's reviow of

thin in L 3,041, 196721704

(1961: conclusions, p. 227ff.).

See further Ogden, Richards and lLalinowski, 'The iieaning of
lieaning', 8th Edition, London, 1946: 296-337. Contrast

J. R. Firth, (.iodes of .weaning, Essays and Studies, 1951: 118) -
"The main concern of descriptive linguistics is to make state-

ments of meaning."
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Cf. Firth (1957: 223); Robins (1965: 183) and (1951: 43) in

which latter passage he condemns Apollonius for his use of

logical criteria . (NB. Hoenigswald's review of this work
in Language, 1957, vol. 29: 180-182). Cf. also Robins (1951:

92) - "Any conception of language as"expressing ideas"is quite
inadequate and misleading as the basis of grammar or any other
part of linguistic analysis." A siuilar view is expressed

by F. R.nPalmer in 'Linguistic Hierarchy', Lingua, vol. 7, 1957,
esp. 236. o

(1960: 33# etc.).

Greek Through Linguistics, Class. Review, June 1963, vol. XIII,

fasc. 2: 182,

Cf. Aristotle, de Int., Chap. 1, where the author likens the

felation of sounds to eﬁotions vith that of signs to‘sounds,

adding that4there is a conventional relationship between

feeling anc speech. |

See below 1.2.2.

(1951: 42, fn. 1) of. Hockett, C.F., Language, 1961: 4L5ff,
Avart from the uﬂﬁafranted confusion of the phonological and
grammatical in Dyscolus' theorising, this suggestion that
every unit has an individual structure of its own has an

interesting parallel in modern theory, sec below 4.4.0.
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e.g. Robins (1959, passim). #o Hyscolus, the solecism is
primarily the product of formal rather than contéﬁtualiinaocuracy,
(so Synt. III,q10 where he states that solecisms ariSe-through
erfors 'év Tf) covtdEel wiv NEewv'). |

This forms an inferesting appeal not only to syntex buﬁ rather
to the speaker's Sprachgefihl (of. uf) put for od in Thue. I,
118: Ovtec wal wpd Tod ph waxelc Tevar éc todc monduovc.

One accepts that um is used here merely because it feels better
within the 7ol ... levax context, or as Dyscolus would say
'¢vcux&repov'9 . For a aiticism of the appeal to Sprachgefiihl,
see Robins (1965: 8/9). The Neuter Plural with the Singular
Verb structure was explained by J. Schmidt‘(Die Pluralbildungen
der Indo-Germanischen Neutra, 1889) as being a borrowing of the
feminine singular cdllectives into the neuter plura1;  -Since,
however, Hittite possesses no feminine, Sturtevant prefers to
say 'neuter singular collectives' (Comp. Grammar of.fhe Hittite
Language, 2nd Edition, 1951, pp. 53, 81, 91ff.).

See Robins (1952 2é9ff.).,

Bekker (18163 841, 2). |

Robins (1965: 234) suggests that the mistaken idea in antiquity
that all senterices must contain a verb arose through a con-
fusion of the fayouriﬁe sentence type with the supposedly

only admissibie senéeﬁce»type. See further on the npug and

verb;‘4.2.2. below.
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(1935: 171).

peTayevecTE pay cf. Robins (1966: 5) - "It is clear from the

-form in which ancient writers put their statéments that they saw

the history of grammar as involving a word class system that

was progressivelyﬁexpanded through the creation of new classes
from the subdivision.qf classes previously recognised in

earlier systems." |

He is keen to stress for example (Synt. 1, 135) that, in &

AOyLOC ﬁvepwuoc, it is the adjecti&e-that refers fb the noun

and not vice versa.

P. B. R. Forbes, Oxford Classical Dictionary, v. sub. Apollonius.
(1910, pt. 3: 131) - "The postpositive form whose syntax does not

require the same (structure) as that of the prepositive form"

" (here quoting Synt. I, 80).

An interesting, though distant, parallel to thisrmay be found
in the account of the Proceedings of-fHe'Bth'Internationai
Congress of Linguists held at Oslo in 1957. On page 251 of
this report, Ivanov quotes Gonda as having formal evidence for
finding a conjuncfive force in forms such as *k° (this form
being heré regarded as the form which underlies the relative
ih IE). This is however a view not supported by writers

such as N. E. Collinge. Cf. Adelaide Hahn (1964: 111-130).
See below 3.443.

See below 3¢2.1e and 3eke3.
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Egger (185#; 182£f.) is not impressed with the manner in
whicth&scdlus handles tﬁe preposition, condemning his tendency
to go into detailed arguments without summing up hisréwn views
clearly.ana suggesting that there 1s too muchAprepcdupatiBn
with superficial distinctions rather than going to the root

of* matters. - B

See below 3.4.3. regarding his confusion of syntax and word
formation in this connection,

Cf. Lydhs (1966b:232) regarding the theory that all nouns are
derivable from verbs.

Lersch (1838; pt. 2: 130) quotes a footnote from Priscian XI,
p. 833: Apollonius summus auctor artis grammaticae, docens in ,
primo iibro de verbo, immobilem figurationis iuncturam manere,
et separatim confirmans componi, T xataypdew - xatéypa¢o§;
gnvypdow  Eméypagov, ét his similia quaecunque intus habent
declinationem, hoc est, ﬁost praepositionem.

His.proof for this theory is discussed below at 1.3.1.

See below 3elie 3.

‘Bine Laut~ und FormenLehre der Herodotischen Sprachform.

Heidelberk, 19623 161.
ibid: 186, fn. 97.
Although this is not to say that he is generally unaware of

the difference between syntactical and lexical levels.

Class. Review (1933), vol. 47+ 112,
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(19511 43). | .
© Cf. Bokkor (1816: 952): Priscian XVI. 1.

: Seé further discussion below 2.3.1.

'H?fié"aware in syntéctical terms that the essential difference

betiween pronouns in -fev and adverbs with the seme termination

is that the former qén be used with any preposition governing

the genitive case while the latter cannot, e.g. & £uecBev cf.

®dmd Adcpobev (See below 1.3.3. for discussion of pronominal

forms such as £pebev and their connotations).

“Oh the origin of this form and its place in Mycenaean Linguistics

see G. P, Shipp, lycenean and Homeric Greek, University of
Melbourne, 1961, reviewed by A. J. Beattie in Class. Review,
1963, 179ff., with especial reference to the numerical

connotation of this ending. Dyscolus regards it as only a

singular form. Note Shipp's suggestion that in liycenean it is

~nearly always instrumental or locative, while in Homer, it is

instrumentel or locative with a preposition.

 Cf. Lersch (1838, pt. 2: 112ff.) regarding Dyscolus' tretment

of thé eight parts of speech set up by Aristarchus.
Synt. II, 10; of. I, 43.

But it must be accepted that anaphora, at least in its strictest

- senge; does not depend upon such an immediate reference.
?.mhkiné a pointless note that the genitive and dative cases

- ‘r§éuire~the artiole always since,'ih the example of indeclinable



63
6l

65

66

67

68

69

70

63

nouns, it would be impossible otherwise to determine accurately
their case. (Synt. I, 49).

See further footnote 78 regarding this idea of cataphoric usage.
See further below h.s.O. for a discussion of the system of the
listing of groups of forms in the writings of e.g. F. W,
Householder.

The fact that one does not say «ic &\\wv but rather tic Tdv
GMwy is regarded by Dyscolus as further evidence for rejecting
the view that 8A\\oc is a pronoun.

Note hére how he regards the vocative case as being connected
with only the second person. Cf. discussion below (1.2.2.)
arising from Synt. III, L2, regarding gxetlvoc, aﬁmbc, ogmoc.

Cf. bipersonal forms with two separated and distinctive
personal categories involved in Swahili (nilimwona - I saw him)
etc. See also examples quoted in H. P. Houghton, An Intro-
duction to the Basque Language, Leyden, 1961.

Note how this idea suggests a kind'of panmorphology, ia deliberate
non-integration.

See below 1.2.2., and especially footnote 93 regarding third
person pronominal forms.

7 xpActc tof Blov.  Respect for the language of familiar
conversation hﬁs lead C. C. Fries to use this as material for

a new kind of grammar. Seé—hiQJStnncturé of English, Univ.

of Michigan. Note also the remarks of J. R. Firth in the
Proceedings of the William Jones Bicentenary Confefence, Londbn,

194,6: 30£f. Cf. below 2.1.0.
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He will, of course, accept the coiligation of tho posﬁpo;itive
article with a pronoun. Cf. below, 3.3.1. | | |
Disoussion of the colligatioﬁ of v with the future indicative
may be found in the Class., Quarterly (1946: 1£f.) where A. C.
Moorhouse concludes (p. 10) that on the whole this syntax is to
be regarded as a colloguialism as far as post-Homeric writing
is concerned. On the other hand, lcCleod (CQ, 1956, 111)
adds weight to the idea that it is an Attic usage, drawing
this conclusion from his obéervations upon Lucian and the
Solecist. Hulton (CQ, 1957: 139) suggests that we shoﬁld
regard it as parallel to the use of Qv with the imperfect
and aorist indicatives. It is regrettable that none of the
above vriters even makes reference to Dyscolus! theory.
Cf. his suggestions at Synt. III. 138 (mentioned below at 1.2.2.)
that the force of final {va, &&v (i.e. uncertainty about the
future) prevents their ever being colligated with past tenses.
This view is, of course, untrue far tva (cf. Goodwin, 1889,
paras. 316, 333). ’

otV
The whole question of Dysecolus' treatment,and especially the
point of potential conjunctions is treated at length by Camerer
(1965).
He backs up his arguménts ﬁorphologically to obviate possible

doubts where sigmatic aorist forms and futures might be confused.

Gramatici Graeci, pt. 2: 389. Cf. also J. Gonde, The Aspectual

function of the Rig Vedic Present and Aorist. 1962, liouton.

The Hague. !
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This is probably untrue, however. See further N. E. Collinge,
Aréhivum Linguisticum, 1960: 95ff. For a detailed study of
the system ‘of tenses and aspects in Greek, see further M. S.

Ruiperez, Estructure del sistema de aspectos y tiempos del

verbo griego antiquo. (Salalanca, 1954). The author here

tries to find an overall correspondence between morphological
end semantic categories.

The term 'cataphoric' is here used in the sense developed by
X% A. K. Halliday in 'The Linguistic Study of Literary Texts',
P;oéeedings of the Ninth International Congress of Linguists,

Cambridge, lMass., pp. 302-7, esp. 304.

" “Arguments in favour of situational criteria may be evidenced

in nineteenth céntury writings such as Ph. Wegenér, Untersuchungen

Uber die Grundfragen des Sprachlebens, Halle, 1885, pp. 21ff.

Stated more fully below at 3.0. -

(1951: 48) - "We should not interject eny fancy philosophical

or psycholbgicai notions-of mind or soul into the dry and
objective statements of one whose style may‘haye'won him this
cognomen of Dybcoiﬁs preéisely because it was so free from
extraneous aﬁgmentation pf aﬁy such metaphorical and metaphysical
trappings ." -

Cf. Uhlig (19102 96): "81dbectc vocabulum usurpat Apollonius

non solum de statu activo, passivo, medio qui verborum generibus

significantur, et (cum wuxbun coniunctum) do affectionibus
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loguentium quae modis verbi declarantur, sed etiam de temporibus
verbo denotdtié%"See below 2.4e3. and,in general, A.E,Hahn(1951),
See below 3.4.3.

(19512 43).

On this see further Lersch (1838, pt. 2: 129/9) and cf.
Aristotle, Int. 1.

Cf. Aristotle, Int. 4: "A statement is that about which we

can meaningfully ask is it true or false."

Cf. the belief of many current writers that the subjunctive is
of late origin and, indeed, uncertain in IE. Gonda (The
Character of the IE moods, Wiesbaden, 1956, e.g. pp. 103ff.)
goes so far as to state that the meaning of modal classes,
especially the subjunctive in subordinate clauses, is to be
assigned to sentence items other than the verb mood.

In Synt. III, 19, he states that, due to their special
connotations, aqe can never be colligated with the optative

nor €i6e with the imperative, etc.

See further Adelaide Hahn (1951: 31).

See below 3.1.1. regarding his incorrect treatpent of

at Synt. III,131 in this respect.

Cf. Lyons (1963: 85) - "Both speaker and hearer are in the
context." -

Dyséolus suggests at Synt. III, 64 that it is the idea of
'personal presencé'-found in the Yocative case that caused

writers.on letter headingé and inscriptions to avoid e.g;
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Atovicie xalpe in favour of the more unlimited. Avowvcigp xalpetv,
with which Dyscolus would understand some verb of 'bidding', which
in his opinion denotes the sense of commanding, the,farticular
connotation of the imperative.

A detailed examination of individual pronouns is given in

Beitrllige zur Lehre von Griechischen Pronomen aus Apollonius
Dyskolus, Gustav Dronke, Rhein. lMuseum, 1893, Vol. IX# 107-118.

In a recent doctoral4thesis for the University of Princeton,

1964, J. H. Maguire (Studies in Greek Personal and Demonstrative

_Pronouns) suggests that differences between pronouns are more

in the nature of emphasis and viﬁi@pess than in the degree of
demonstrativity deno;ed. De Pro. 72B states that $5¢ and

obtoc indicate close proximity to the speaker, whereés gxetvoc
supposes 'distance away' (6m6c1npa). llaguire belieﬁes that

08¢ shows the more vivid form of reference, looking at things
from the point of view of the speaker, while &xelvoc reférs to
items of interest in a reference area other than that whose
centre is the speaker, and o370c contrasts with the other two

in that it is essentially more obgective, of.. Synt. III, 4257 Po.
Cf. Robins (1951: 59)., It is difficult to see how, in v1§33 657
of Apollonius' writings in Synt. I, 73ff., de Pro. 5B, 16B, etc.,
tﬁe above autﬁor 6an write with }egard to &i fSuoh words had
hitherto been treated with thé adverbs except for the Greek ®
which was regarded by the Alexandrlans as the vooative of the

l
deflnlte artlcle,ro, n, To,.' On Remmlus Palaemon, see further
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Charisius, Ars Grammatica, 2. 212.

See further 1.3.3, below and cf. C. E. Bazell (1962: 134)

where the point is made that such English phrases as 'tomorrovw',
'mnyaf,%mdomtwwrmmp%tmm%inm@hm

and yet this phenomenon did not become (at least until recently)
regarded asian affair of grammar. Gonda (see above fn. 87)
would presumably express the opinion that, in éx8éc + participle
or infinitive, the wholé idea of 'past! (i.e. the imperfect
form) is carried by &x6éc while the verb-form merely co-occurs.
Robins (1951: 9#) affirms that the two classes of formal
criteria cannot be considered separately, for morphological
classes are only relevant to grammar as having particular
syntactic functions. Cf. Hockett (1958: 177) - "The morphology-
syntax boundary is not always as clear as one would like to
think."

See Robins (1951: 43, fn. 5); cf. de Adv. Shk.

Cf. Halliday (1961: 261ff.) who suggests that, according to the
direction of ocbservation, the syntax of a unit of one rank is
the morphology of a structure of another rank and vice versa.
This form is discussed, with a judgement being pronounced
against its adverbial origin, by A. J. Beattie, The Origin of
Gréék Aebpo, TPS, 1949: 1-21.

One may observe here an example of 'phoric' usage where

Dyscolus notes that the article is required with the partitive
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genitive construction as in v dvBpdmwy oi piv elciv “Enmvec,
oi 8¢ Pdppapot which he compares with a non-partiti#é genitive
as in &v6pdmwy &dxodw, The‘éuthor again suggests that ih the
former the underlying ideé is to denote the camplete whole which
is subdivided.

Cf. Pike "It is merely cohtrastive meaning that a morpheme
lacks in a position of redundancy; it still retains its
identificational meaning." (K. L. Pike, Language in relation
to a unified theory of the structure of human behaviour.

1954, pt. 1: 99,

Class. Review, 1933, vol. -47: 112,

Quoted as an additional argument for rejecting ® as part of

the article.

In the opening of De Adverbio, he compares the adverb coupled
with the noun: with the article prefixed to a verb form and
without an additional noun. He observes that the hypotactic
article, when lacking a preceding noun, then becomes indefinite
as in 8c pedSer PAdntetar since he maintains that it is een-
textuaily equivalent to et Tuc peBJeL pAdmtetat. This view is
repeéted at Synt. IV, 6 to the effect that if the postpositive
article is added to the indefinite tic, the érticleritself
becomes indefinite, which sense is completely contrary to the

View expressed on the article in Synt. I, 43.
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cf. Halliday (1961: 24,5) - "It follows that, in description,

formal criteria are crucialy_taking pfecedénce over contextual

cz_'it‘éria." . Cf. J. R. Firth (Synopsis. of Linguistio ﬁeom,
Phil. Soc.-fublic., Oxford,.1953; 15), "References to..non-verbal
constituents of situations aré éﬁmissible'in corroboration of
formal linguistic characteristics, stated as oriteria for
settiné up word clasées.” Cdﬁfrast, hbwever, De Pro. 85A:

"ob qupailc pepdpucrar T Tob héyou.éépnl‘cnpauboyévouc 8&."

See below chap. IV,‘fn. 33,



PIIHCIPLES FOLLOVED AT -
CATHGORTES ESTABLISHED BY DYSCOLUS

' Z.O. It is in no way inteded in this chapter even to attempt

‘to eSSess the importance of Dyscolus theorles in the development
Nof the grammatical traditlongof the VWestern World, nor can this

7 eseey cldim to be a truly comprehensive statement of all that he
| wished to set up in terms of classesy etc. on the basis of +the
criteria discussed above. For on both of these accounts, we are

at once impeded by the small quantity of his writings that are still
extent.1 The most that can be saf'ely undertaken is a discussion

of the several ocategories that he does establish in the seven books
still available to us, noting where relevant, any significent'advance
mgde ej Dyscolus upon earlier writers, together with some account

of the general principles of analysis that he avowedly seeks to
follow in the course of his writings.2

" While it is a oemparatively simple matter to place Dyscolus in

tne long line of major grammatical theorists, and at the same time,
to trace in his works much of what is also found in the writings of
others, it may well be, as Egger suggests,3 that in reality he had
barely eny knowledge of his greatest predecessors' works. It is
Significant that, although living at Alexandria, prebably in the
.timevof Antoninus, he never quotee Latin examples or principles, nor
1ndeed does he make reference to such well known authoritles as

&

.Dionysius Thrax and Arlstotle, ‘the maJorlty of his references being

-to such 1114known writers as Habro and Trypho, together with ococasional
'5-

references to the St01c School.
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2.1.0, His liking for the analogist line of thought has been
mentioned elsewhere6 and it iﬁ/this approéch that is utilised by /@
Dyscolus in solving.(at least, for his own way of thinking) such
uncertaiq#%ies and queries as occur for example at Syn. 111, 36;
where he states that since col vt &yadp is composed from three
words all in the dative case, it follows by analogy that the same
is true of cb wv dyabdc, his argument being here to support the
recognition of ¢d "as a possible nominative form rather than purely
vocative form, as suggested by writers of other works in Dyscolus'
day. At De Pro. 63A, in reply to the query regardihg the reason
for there being no full declension of &ywye (i.e. why the accusative
and.éenitive forms ere wanting), he states that dialects are not
usually arranged according to the lawa of analogy, least of all
Attic (égmpdxngman.). At Syntax 1, 60, he condemns the thought-
lessness of those who accept the forms of words as valid merely
because they are in regular usage, and who are at the same time
totally prepared to ignore the forces of tradition and analogy
(napddoctc, dvaroyia). Just as tradition is invaluable in correct-
ing faulty readings in the texts of old poets, in emending every-
day speech, and in forming an opinion about the usages of nouns in
antiquity, so D&soolus feels that his present enquiry into syntax
will corréct the various faults that one comes across in speech.
_It is in this sense that we may consider Dyscolus to have a
Vtendency tqwards becoming a prescriptive grammarian, feeling his

duty to lie in the field of speech pathology.7 This tendency



kowards Erescriptiﬁismris, however, sometimes carried perhaps a
little too fér - he éﬁ:&gﬁi radical, clear cut decisions8 whereas
a closer examination might well have led to a somewhat modified
cohblusion, as for example where he allocates éxelvoc and ogwoc
to the pronominal class without hesitation on the grounds of their
denoting a known person (De Pro. 10B, 77B) yet fails to fireat the
postpositive article accordingly, presumably since he wavers between
what he considers to be its pronominal and conjunctive forces.9

He may also be said to follow a set of principles of constituent
grammar based upon an analysis of distribution. At De Pro. 11438,
he suggests that sparsity of usage is a valid argument against
general acceptance of a form, dealing here in particular with the
dual forms vde and c¢&e1o for he regards the sources where these
forms do occur as unworthy of serious consideration. Similarly,
he writes at Synt,q4, 156, that the majority rule will prove the
incorrectness of the 'few' forms, both through comparison of the
varying forms, and also when from general observation (ictopia),
one condemns the dnaf Aeydueva fqund in individual authors. On
the other hhnd, he implies at De Pro., 27A that the mere fact that
forms are not in current usage is by no means to be regarded as
progf of the inability of these forms to exist.11 He is therefore
prepared to accept a vocative form such as *c¢éxepe, or *’Apuct&pxste,
despite the non-existonce of these forms in the usage of his day,
& fact of which he is well aware (see Synt. 111, 44). The effect

of every&ay‘épcéch is'hOtéd iﬁ De Adv. 535 where Dyscolus cbserves



that adverbs (and also 'adjectives' - éniBetixd) should regularly
occupy a protactic position in their clause, and he suggests thaf
their freguent postponement to hypotactic positions is in fact ”
'hyperbaton',_this rule being proved By general usage - &x T
TOANT|C xpﬁcawc.12 Furthermore, at De Adv. 616, he notes a definite
trend in everyday speech towards the muddling (6Lacvyxuvdscnc) of
the particular connotations of local adverbial forms capable of
answering to 'ubi', 'quo' and 'unde' (e.g. ﬂpécﬁev). Yef he is
nevertheless prepared to quote examples, presumably from the every-
day speech of his time, to support arguments elsewhere, as at De
Pro. 154 'tov &ué', De Pro. 254 '® obtoc'. It is to be admitted,
however, that the appeal to written language is far less common;
there is the statement at De Conj. 508 that Trypho's theory that
uEv Yﬁp coalesced into one written form can never be acceptéd since
they are never found written in that way (nape&knppévoc), and again
At De Pro. 39A, he states that written evidence opposes (1d Tfic
ypaghic &vténeito) the formation of Hueddmoc from Muelc + ddmedov

»
or edagoc.

2.1.1. In fulfilling his tendency towards prescriptivism, Dyscolus
does endeavour to establish more or less water-tight compartments
,'especially with fegard to formal categorisation, as for exampls,

the vérious parts of speech. Although thg grounds for ocategorisation
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differ in certain details, Apollonius preserves the eight parts of
speech, stated by Aristarchus and defined in greater detail by

Dionysius Thrax13

» viz. Noun (dvopa), Verb (pfjua), Participle (uetdym),
Article (Gp6pov), Pronoun (&vrtwwouia), Preposition (npdbecuc),

Adverb (énfppnua) and Conjunction (cSvwéecuoc). (These are here
arranged in the hierarchichal order set up bj-Dyscolus in Synt. 1,
13f‘f.).14 In De Adv. 530, Apollonius refers to the noun and the

verb as being of greater basic importance (eepaxtxémepa), the
remainder referring in various ways to these fﬁo, the noun finally
gaining priority of placing as will be shown in greater detail at
L.2.2, Before emphasising thatmo one part of speech was ever
formulated sélely to clarify any ambiguities that may afise in

another, as e.g. the addition of the article to clarify uncertainties
of gender in the noun (Synt. 1, 38), he states that another basis

for categorisation (1, 36) is that some forms are solely colligated
with nouns and verbd (cvumapahoufavopévor) i.e. the article, pré;
position, adverb, and conjunction, while the remaining pair (prﬁnoun
and participle) may be employed either in the above manner or
alternatively in place of nouns and verbs (&vevnawopéyop). Vention
will be made below at L4e4.0. of his theory resembling 'bound/free' forms
as a basis for distinguishing the noun, verb, pronoun and adverb from
the preposition, articlq and conjunction, which latter group are

unable to be used absolutely.
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2.1.2. Since Apollonius is concerned in the extant works with the
properties of the various parts of speech and with the discussion

of certain parts of speech in greater detail, it is not surprising
that one does come across an attempt to establish principles for
general application in analysis, by means of which the classification
of forms may be the more satisfactorily achieved. With regard to
the principle of substitution of one form for another, Dyscolus
féels, with certain reservations, that the mere fact of this being
poggible is not proof that two forms are arbitrarily to be alloocated

15

to the same part of apeech. For example, at De Conj. 488, he
rejects that suggestion that ﬁ and ob belong to the same part of
speech merely because ob can be substituted for ﬁ after a verb
denoting preference. Furthermore, he stresses (De Pro. 6A) that
the fact thattwo parts of speech do possess certain features in common
is i1l no valid ;eason for inferring that they must necessarily be
asoribed to the same category (as e.g. the discussion at Pro. 5B,
regarding similar features of articles and pronouns). There is an
additional argument at De Adv. 538 to the effect that not even
similarity of syntactical colligation implies automatically that
two forms must be allocated to the same part of speech, as is
evidenced when he rejects ypf and det from the adverbial group
deSfite the similarities which other writers felt to exist in terms

of.syntax between these forms a.d adverbs colligated with verbs.



2.1.3. He secondly seeks to establish two principlesyoftenalyéis
which are often found to be mutually contreﬁictory, nqmeiy‘that the
classification of.a word is to be decided on the one hand‘froo its
ending, while on the other hand the basic sense (0 onhoﬁpevoo);is‘
to be the determining factor. Support for the first criterioojie
found in Syntax H, 163, where Dyscolus suggests that this is to be
the criterion in dec1d1ng the classification of compound.forms.

At De Pro. 81C, he suggests that if epautoo is to be accepted as

a pronoun, then adtdc must be regarded similarly; since lt 15

from the ending that the classification is to be determlned (so
also in general terms, De Pro. 36C, Synt. 11, 4). At _Dev_Pro. 394,
he ejects Nuedandc from the pronominal class on the gnnnde:ofvits
ending with a substantival term:i.nation.16 " On the other~ ha.nd., we
find an apparent contradiction of this .at Dé Pro. 85A where Dyscolus
avers that the dedsion regardlng the allocation of forms to parts

of speech must be based not on the form'butron the underlying connot-_
ation of the word (v cnuaivduevov) as for example, if the"éE'
sense is present in Epéﬁgﬁ as it is in Aioéev, then &uélev must be
regarded as an adverb, whereas if this senee'is abseot, duéoev
is to be treated as pronominal with the genitival property in the
secondary category of casc (an example of conoeptual oonsiderations
outweighing those of morphology 7),. This prlnclple is reiterated
at Do Pro. 344 where he epeaks.of thejunder1y1ng ponnotation‘of TLC

moeking it abundantly obvious that that form is a noun and .ot a



pronoun (i.e. refefriné to indefinite rather than clearly defined
individuals),‘and agqin at De Conj. 482, where the writer states
that disjunctive forms, although apparently at varience with the
basic idea of con-junction, must nevertheless be regarded as members
of the class of conjunctions since they do in fact join sentences,

which is the common quality (6 xotvdv) of this group.

2,2.0. Section Two of this chapter is concerned with what may
loosely be termed the primary, secondary and tertiary categories
set up by Dyscolus. The first of these divisions deals with the
units of operation within the grammatical framework, and involves
details regarding the use made by Dyscolus of general terms such-as
Aéyoc and NéEic. The eight parts of speech (secondary categories)
will then be outlined in terms of what Dyscolus has to say of them
individually (2.3.1), followed by an analysis of the subdivisions.
of theseiwhere appropriate. Finally, in 2.4.0Q,'tertiary’
categories will be discussed, this term here applying to the
phenomena where a system cuts aoross a structure and operates at

a given place Wifhin it, as for example, the categories of person
and number in the verb.18 (At Dyscolus' stage in the develop-
ment of linguistic theory, it is of no use working with a system
end a structure at a higher level th@n the above). In typological

terns, & languagé such as Greek, in which word order plays a
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oomparativei& unimbortant part -grammatically speaking, generally
marksis§ﬁtactic rolationships and sentence formations by the use
of‘m¢fphoiogical categories, that are determined by the laws of
government of forms and thatiare exhibited by words of different
classes. With Greek grammarians also stressing overt agreement
betwéen inflected forms if one is to avoid solecisms (as discussed
in-thé opening chapters of Book III of the Syntax), one may con-
veniently loqk for further classification at a level of greater

19

delicacy “ under the traditional headings of case, gender, number,
person, etc. Again, it is essential to bear in mind the paucity
of our eﬁidence regarding the detailed beliefs of Dyscolus, How
much more one would be able to deduce if one knew precisely how

much of Prisoian's writings are an exact reflection of Dyscolus'

ideas.

2.2.1. It is significéht to observe the close resemblance between
Dyséolus' terms and those retained by Priscian.zo The latter |
retainb'Dysdolhs’ theory in accepting, againét the general trend
df{mpdgfﬁ thpﬁght, that no subdivision into meaningful units below
thefievel of the word is valid, except in the case of compound forms
(Pfiéb:‘i4) 3, 14,-c£..Synt. III, 61). Since he could conceive of
no- grammatical unit lower than the word (lower unlts to Dysoolus

;were only what we would term phonologioal" soe below 4.#.0-)
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Djnscolus clearly has no concept of what we would term 'the morpheme'.21
With regard to compound forms, however, he is very cdnscious of the
etymological difference between compound and original forms
(ﬂapévaa as opposed to npwmétona or cbvbeta as opposed to &ﬂk&j}
For example, at De Conj. 480, he announces his intention to improve
upon much earlier futile discussion and to distinguish carefully |
between cdvbera and &mAd. He is also aware of examples of simple
derivation, as, e.g. at Synt. 111, 174, he suggests that possessive
nouns and pronouns are derived from the genitival caseé of original
forms and hence are capable of denoting possession (as for example
'ExTGPELoc), and he makes a lengthy morphological attempt to

derive &xnti from &exdZw at De Conj. 499/500, quoting other examples
in support of every phonetic change that is required by this piece
of etymology.22 On the all important quesfion of deciding between
root forms and terminations, Dyscolus begins but fails to complete
his analysis, since he most probably did not possess the technical
terminology with which to explain the relation §f root to affix,

He was, however, fully aware that terminations were not merely
fortuitous and haphazard, although his detailed writings on this

23

subject are no longer extant.

2.2.2. It is unfortunate that Dyscolus does not adhere to any

rigid rules regarding the use of terms with which to describe the
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varidus levels of structure, i.e.sentence, olause and word.

Ope may illustrate the uses first of the term Adyoc as follows:

(1) 'éense', as in Synt. 1, 2 where he speaks of the underlying
oonnotation of each word being a part of the overall sense. This
usage in Dyscolus writing is almost compatible with (2) his- unlt'

of 'sense' viz. the sentence as when he speaks of &yw being placed
at.ths beginning of a sentence (De Pro. 62A)., This point is stressed
by'Camérerzh where she states that the term Adyoc is to be interpreted
not only as synonymous with simple sentence (einfachen Satz) but also
with complete sense (Sinnganzen), Apollonius coupling the adjective
adtoteMic with AM8yoc in this connection (1.2). The same writer

also compares this with the Stoic terms 'ody &\ &Eudpara’ and
'cuhhoyfcpot'25. (3) A third meaning given to ASyoc by Dyscolus
is that of word in the sense of verbal utterance, as e.g. Synt. 11, 44
‘notetcOar Todc Adyovc ﬂpéc-xuvac'. (4) He frequently extends this
usage to express what we would term "speech" as in 'parts of speech'
(7& pépn wob Adyov) (of. Synt. 1, 60 where he speaks of faults
occurring in speech 'td &v ASyyp Siamecdvta', discussed above Z.ﬁi.

In addition to & rarer use of Adyoc as equivalent to Evvoia in terms
of the fundamental idea of a form, a fifth usage of this word can

be evidenced from Synt. III, 156 and 178, where,after quoting one
syntactical structure, he states that the same principle 6 adTdC
Kéyoc) applies equally to a second structure. Finally, there is

the use of Adyoc in the sense of Reason, as when at Synt. II; 49
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he speaks of the forcéd of reason asteing tﬁe final coriterion.

The main use to which Dyscolus puts the term AéEvc is that
of'ﬁis'ﬁasid unit of analysis, i.e. the word, as in Synt. I.4, where
he speaks of two words duplicating the same meaning (AéEeic mAeovdZovci)
as 6.8. &nw and &vénw (of. NéEuc prnuatixf) which is equivalent -to
© pfiua). At a lower level of analysis, one finds cvhha56126 being
employed as the unit constituting the word, and finally he reaches '
his lowest unit, 10 ctouxelov, which he regards as the smallest
element of speech, the letter of the alphabet, although this latter
element is only relevant in formal grammatical terms. There is
an overalli objective in the combined efforts of the above levels,
namely that in a reasoned order they will produce To xaTdXRnXOv.27
For just as combinations of letters produce syllables when arranged
in this due order,so sense units are produced by the correct -
combination of words. Similarly, he maintains (I,2) that,as the
word_is produced from the correct colligation of syllables, so

complete sense is produced by the ordered cohesion of the connotations

of individual words.

2.3.1. In dealing with the eight parts of speech, Dyscolus does
not make any distinctive advance upon the theories of ecarlier
writers. One observes at once that the article and the participle

ére still tréated as separate groups, while the adjective and the
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classes respectively. In general, Dyscolus follows the example
of Thrax in défining the parts of speech mainly in terms of formal
criteria, Egger 28 suggests that Dyscolus' ideas are probably
fairly traditional but, before his exposition of them, lacked real
precision and force. However, there develops a need, as byscolus
realises, for the introduction of further criteria, which he is
capable of applying simultaneously as was shown above, 1.3.2. and
1.3.3. For he finds it diffioult to establish verbal categories
without multiple criteria sinoce parts of speech do not belong only
to formal grammar,

He is aware that certain features (t& mapendueva) apply in the
case of several parts of speech29 (e.g. the noun denotes number,
gender and case; the participle number, gender, case, tense and
voice; the verb number, tense, person etg?) and it is these tertiary
categories together with his ideas regarding "personal existence“‘
(odcia), demonstrativity and enaphora, thatffrm the basis of his
theories. He considers that the noun possesses no relative nor
demonstrative powers (De Pro..59B) and that all the cases of the
noun (with the exception of th; vocativé)are to be regarded as
belonging to the third person (30A). Aocordingly he contrasts
the noun and pronoun in that the latter may denote anaphora, the
' demonstrative relationship (5eTEic) and what he terms 'odcia',

M

| (this being rendered by Egger ? as 'la réle personnel'). He



feels that the concept of verbal activity or receptivity (i.e. active
as ‘opposed to passive voice) stems from the 'state' (6dcic) of the
noun and it is this'opposition of active to passive together with
modal distinction (&udbecic) that he regards as tg» particular
characteristic of the wverb (I, 16; De Adv. 537). In.this respect
Dyscolus echoes the idea of Thrax in regarding the verb as signifying
'an activity or a being acted upon'. In addition to this, he also
states that évery verb denotes action (np&wpa) together with a
person expressed in the nominative case (De Pro. 28B, cf. Synt. 1, 17).
The dual relationship of the participle, morphologically with his
substantival group and syntactically with the verb, caused Dyscolus
no small amount of concern and uncertainty, especially since he
realised that the participle belonged to the same basic schema as
the verb (Synt.I¥, 45), and is capable of denoting both gender and
action (De Adv. 532).32 He is nevertheless not unaware (Synt. 111,
26) of its failure to make distinctions of person and 'mood’ (¢Dxtxﬁ
Evvoua) which he postulates as being an impqrtant function of the
verb class. Apart from a few brief remarks such as the value of
the.partiﬁiple in oﬁwiating the need for a conjunction to join two
verb forms, he has little to say regarding this form in the extant
works, stating At »3ynt. 111, 190 that a more detailed discussion
will be found in Mepl pevoxfc.

On the'otper hand, his general conception of the pronoun is

more readiiy accessible. His definition is stated at De Pro. 10A



with almost unusual simplicity of terminology: 'The.prdﬁoun-is a
part of speech which refers to definite persons (&pfcpeﬁoc);aﬁd
oarries case and number distinction, but lacks océasionall& géﬁder
distinotion,' He is not unduly perturbed by the obvious irregularity
that is found in the declension of personal pronouhé, feeling that -
these are individual roots (6epatd T6ua) to denote the various
persons, numbers and cases. He does however suggest in De Pro. 134
that regular declension (&xohov6{a), as found with txeTvoc and agmbc,
is coupled with distinction of gender. In contrast to the verb,

he observes at 28A that the pronoun possesses the means of making'
personal distinction emphatically where required (StactoAd).

Sinee he is also of the opinion (1.19) that pronouns were formgd

for the sake of the syntax of verbs (Evexa tfic wdv bﬁp&twv cﬁvé&ov)'
i.e. since nouns, according to Dyscolus, were not normelly colligated
with the first or second person of verbs; it is not surprising that
he suggests that pronouns possess the case quality of nouns together
with the personal distinction of verbs. The particular ocharacter-
istics of the noun (including our adjectival group) such as quantity,
quality, feeling, and any notion o% indefiniteness are all rejected
by Dyscolus as compatible with the pronoun, which he stresses always
denotes clearly defined persons (Pro. 3i4, of. Synt. 11, 2)) with
the unfortunate result that he is convinced (De Pro. 32A) that -

33

pronouns may only be substituted for proper nouns.
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Previous definitions of the article had stopped short at
purely formal oharacteristics (so e.g. Dionysius Thrax), Dyscolus
breaking new ground with his idea that one of its principal features
Sl

is that of reference back to a known person or thing. Unfortunately,
at the same time, Dyscolus peréisted in binding together both the
hypotactic form (8c, ¥, 8) and the protactic form (&, %, ) - two .
forms which were not effectively separated until the work of

Maximfus Planudis in the fourteenth century A.D.55 In connection
with the repetition of the article, Dyscolus states that where a

noun is found at the beginning of a phrase, it is permissible for

two articles to be found in the phrase wheréas, if the Pronoun ocoupies
the prior position, only one article may be used (as e.g. & mawhp o
éxelvov, cf. & éxelmov marfhp), proving his awareness that p&sition

iﬁ.a phrase can affect the selection of one rather than another form.
He observes at Synt. 1, 39 that while no form was invented solely

to oclarify another, one form is frequently made more intelligible

through its accompanying items.36

He realises that the very names
of preposition, adverb and subjunctive (6ﬂomauxtxﬁ) in@icate an
attempt to achieve a particular well-defined poéition within a
structure, while the theory of enclisis.(involving loss or ohange
of accent) stresses for him the selective and formative power of
position within the sentenoe.57

It is impossible to derive much from the extant writings

regarding Dyscolus' opinions regarding,the pfepdsition‘since most
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of what is available in that connection deals with the manner in
which prepositions are attached to other parts of speech (Syntax IV,
1-60), i.e. either by synthesis or apposition (rapdbecic) - he quotes
cfvotxoc as opposed to xatd Tdv Krncugivta. However, he takes care
at De Conj. 480 to stress the need to rejedt the Stoic view that tha"
conjunction and preposition belong to the same oclass (Eﬁvﬁecpoc;

of. Diog. Laert. VII, 58). Hé stresses in this connection the
principle that where one form can perform the function of two parts

of speech the allocation must be made in accordance with the particular
function being performed on each occasion. He quotes the example

of Tva being used as an adverb and conjunction, as also 8¢pa, whose
use as an adverb is noted at Il. 8, 66, and as a final conjunction

at Tl. 1, 524. Since he believes that the preposition is later

in origin than the forms to which it is attached (1. 26), he states

at 1. 12 that it is the additional environment (i.e. a subsequent
case) that determines the exact significance of the preposition,
quoting as examples to prove his point the fact that 81& 'AmoAhwviov
is equivalent to yi _pdcxovtoc 'AmoMwviov, whereas &4 + accusative
suggests that Apollonius Is in fact the cause (o aimfov38).
Regarding the other two indeclinable forms, the adverb and the
conjﬁhction, more detailed information is abailable. We do possess
nis general definition of the adverb (De Adv. 529) as an indeolinable
part of speech that modifies all or certain moods of the verb (NéErc

” ~ ) ~ [ 94 i | F I »n ~
axhitoc xatnyopolca TV €V TolcC PNUACLY EYKALCEWY XaOOAOV n‘papnch).



83

Since this notion of reference to a verbal category can include
verbs which require to be mentally supplied (De Adv. 531), Dysocolus
mgintains that the interjection (éﬂb¢évﬁccc) is to be retained

within the adverbd class.39

He observes g clear morphological
.parallel between neuter adjectival forms (éniBerixd) and meny
adverbd, and he fherefore suggests that when an adjective no longer
modifies (&n{xettat De Adv, 530) a noun but rather & verb, then it
becomes an adverb and assumes adverbial syntas which entails becoming
indeclinable (&xAitcia). He is ocareful to point out,however,that
the latter fact does not imply that all adverbs can be employed in
any context and he notes especially the exemple of adverbs with
strong temporal connotations.40

Dyscolus suggesté in the opéning of the book on-the conjunction
that other writers had dismissed this part of speech merely as a
form which connects the train of thought with no particulaer significance
of its own (480). However, Dyscolus sees in the conjunction the
ability to join togethér syntactically the parts of a sentence.h1
While the conjunotion lacks the categories found with the major
parts of speech, he nevertheless finds in the various members of
,this group an 1nherent force (Suvapuc) as a result of vhich he is
‘<lable to group them contextually under the six headings which survive

in De Con,]unctione (viz. Disjunctive, Subchsaunctive, Elect:.ve,

'Dubltatlve 8¢5 apa, Causal .and Expletive), out of the nineteen



groups which were recorded by Priscian and are listed by Egger:

(1854: 209/10).

2.3.2. Turning to subdivisions of certain of the above eight

parts of speech, we may begin with the substantival group which

is subdivided at Synt. 11, 22 into 'proper' and 'common' nouns

(h iy dvopdtwy Bcic éxevonfn elc movdtmrac xouvdc N L6lac, e

ave pumoc , Hl&mwv).hz We may conveniently term these divisions

as being made on the basis of significance (cnpacta). On the one

" hand, there are 'proper' nouns (T& xwpia) of which he writes in

De Pro..134A that they always denote the particular characteristics
of one individual, On the other hand, he sets up a group of common
nouns (t& mpocnyoptxd) which he subdivides variously,hs the most
important group (termed & éniBetixd) being defined in De Pro.324
as those forms which denote quantity or quality or some mental attitude,
(7mAundTnTo 1) mowdtnta N S1dbeciv YuxFc), and which are attached to

b compares the view of Aristarchus that the

proper nouns. Lersch
noﬁn indicates a body or thing expressed in general or special ways
with the position of the later Alexandrians who found in the noun
nthOnly the essence of the thing indicated but particularly a
'zeneral' or 'special' quality, 6r a 'general' or 'special' sign
which that idea,fupdamental'to the body, gives to it. At the seme

time, 6ne may deduce from the Writings of ‘Apollonius the division



mgntioned above (2.2.1.)'and made accordiﬁg to the type of noun
(xat’eldoc) i.e. irlo original és opposed to compound forms., In
the latter class (ﬁapéyunﬁ) he places patronymics (ratpwwwuixd),
possessive nouns'(xtnt;x& 6.8, ‘Bxtdpetoc) and degrees of comparison
(coyxprTind, Gﬂepesmuﬂé) as foﬁnd with forms that we would term
adjectives.hs' He sees-a clase connection between the proper noun
and the pronoun in that both denote well-defined persons (Pro. 32A)
while on the other hand, he only retained the adjective within the
substantival class, according to_Eggerﬂ,h6 on account - of its semantic
affiﬁity with the common nouﬁ. .'i

With regard to the verb, he tends to make basically contextual
divisions. There can be no doubt that ﬁevwas aware‘of'the difference
ip syntax created by such verbs as ervab, xaxefceqn and. 6vopé§zc6aL,h7
yet there is no apparent awareness of the forﬁai distinction in
.‘general terms between subJect (TO unouetpevov) and predicate within
the sentence. He attempts secondly to establlsh separate groups
for verbs Which govern different cases. First, he analyses those
verbs which take an accusatlve case as hav1ng a common element,
namely that the action passes directly'from the subject to the dbject
(a detailed..synopsi_s' is provided at 11'1.' 159ff.). There is also
the.hint of awareness of the difference between transitive and
intransitive forums, when he'deals with‘the turhing of verBs from.
active to passive voice, a move which he finds impossible with

certain verbs.uB His theory simply states the hierarchic nature
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of the properties of elements, i.e. 111. 157 suggesté thmt if any
verb is not followed by an objeoct in an oblique case, iéqéénnot'
assume a passive form. The difference between the ﬁwo'gfoups is
therefare felt to be dependent upon the syntactic distinctiéﬁ between
those verbs which may construct ﬁith a second noun under certain .
;onditions and those which may not do so. The group which govérn
the genitive case form a special class since they are treated as
being mainly verbs of 'sensation' (afcenctc), which, in Dyscolus'
opinion, is generally a passive concept whereby thé subjecfs'them—,
selves are affected; On the basis of this idea, he endeavours-to
account (111. 172) for the obvious syntactic difference between
QLAely and &p&v, feeling that the latter is more of a verb of.
passion in which the subject is affected by the object (ﬂpocéuamieeceab).
The dative group he summarises at 111. 177 as those.ﬁhioh depote a
sense of advantage (mepumoincic) and as such he endeavours”to.adcount
for the indirect object found in e.g. aqw_cou oV naféa (111. 183),
the dative after verbs denoting service (6ﬂnpeci&) and those verbs
which denote mutual inter-action such as pdxeca. and meibecBai, in
which the two parties involved play an equally influential and
effective role.

In Dyscolus' view, pronouns (excluding possessive fdrms) may
be subdivided first on the basis of their being either demonstrative
(deLuTLxn) or“relative”(&vawopuwﬁ).77 In his opinion, every pronoun

represents a spedified person with thé',fesulf'that all indefinite
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forms are éutomatically excluded from the pronominal class.

At Synt. 1, 96, he suggests that pronouns do provide a me#ns of
distinguishing between undefined persons, and secondly that relative
or anaphoric forms can only replace a noun that is colligated with
an article, the demonstrative forms being used in contexts where

the speaker feels it undesirable to‘use a noun, Personal pronouns
possess a dufficiently clear indication of deixis to be able to
distinguish between genders in ambiguous cases without the need of
an accompanying article, and he also notes theebility of personal
forms to supply emphatic usage (283). Still on a contextual level,
he makes a further distinction (Synt. II, 146; cf. De Pro. 85C)
between pronominal forms in so far as simple pronouns (i.e. personal
forms) allow for a passage of -.action betwean the subject and the
object (of. De Adv. 529) whereas compound (i.e. reflexive) farms
denote no such passage of action but rather the retention of the
gotion within the subject iself (adtondleia) (with the observed
exception of &\AAlovc, Synt. 11, 148).

Little need be said at this péint (i.e. as to subdivision) on
the five remaining parts of sbeech.h9- Dyscolds' division of the
article into pre- and post-paiitive forms has been mentioned'else—‘
where. (above 1.1.1. .a.nd 2.3.1.) while his failure to (make a clear

distinction bétweenfthése two types will be discussed below at 3.4.1.
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‘No attempt is made in the extant writings to set up any formal
;d1v1310ns w1th1n the partlcipial and prepositional groups (except
in” 56 ﬂar as he was avare of the effective contextual differences
producod by varying syntactical colligations of prepositions, as
‘15 mentloned above in fn. 38) lention has also been made above
(2 3 1. ) of the listlng on a contextual basis of the conjunctive
group, and in additlon to thls, there is a hint of the gwareness of
the‘dlfferenee between subordinating and co-ordinating conJunctlons.
Apollonius suggests (Synt. 111, 132, of. 111, 125) that this is
evidenced by fhe subjgnctive mood (dmotaxtixf)) on the one hand,
which must alwa&s be introduced by a conjunction (this latter
detefmining the particular connotation to be adopted by the verb
form)so, and on the other hand by the co-ordinating force, as far
as oase is concerned, found with conjunctive and disjunctive forms
as in &yd wxal cd xal éxelvoc.

2.4.0. In dealing with tertiary categories, it will be convenient
to deal with the more widely found catego;ies first, i.e. person,
gender, case and number, before proceeding to consider Dyscolus'
ideas on those which apply exclusively to the verb and partioiple,

i.e. tense, voice and mood.



2.401.  With regard to person (mpdcwmov), it Wouidqagiéaf'éfgﬁni‘
the sparse evidence available to us§ that Dyscolus is ih;f;y§ﬁ?¥&f
the retention of the traditional coﬁcept of fhreé éé;sonéir§ﬁiié:af |
the same time providing a further example of his l}kiné éﬁr‘ﬁiérarchicgl
ordering by suggesting (Synt. 11, f7b) that the fi;a%:pepédn'tékes
precedence over the other two. At De Pro. 22B, he“rejecés fhe
simple idea that the first person is always 'the épeaker'.(fsfuﬂ
drogatvdpevov) (cf. Synt. 1. 19) and that the second person isrﬁefely
the person faddressed' (cf. Synt. 111, 113), since he believ‘eé_j?tha'c
the first person plural can reason;bly include members of aliithrée
persons as he instances with the 'adhortative'51 form ﬂgpﬂwpev';hioh
he feeis covers the whole range of persons. He also states at De
Pro. 23A that the so-called first and second plural forms of the |
indicative can hardly be regarded as limited to their names.

Beyond that, one may notice a distinction made between thé first -
two persons and the third, the former being well defined in terms of
confext, the latter being often so ill defined as to require a'mdre“
abundant supply of personal pronouns with which to establish indis-
putable personal reference (of. Synt. 1. 17; De Pro. 294, 4LOA where
Dyscolus suggests that the nominatives (as found in verbs of the
first or-second persoh) are limited in their sphere of reference
(6puZopévn) while the third person is by its very nature 'unlimited',

except where the verb denotes an action peculiar to itself such as
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&cmp&ﬂteu or Bpovm@). Personal pronouns may be colligated with

all persbns of the verb, but he is incorrect in adding that nouns

may only be colligated with the third person of the verb, aithough

he does make an exception in the case of verbs of calling or being.

He further believes that change of person is denoted by the varying

terminations of the verb,52 and this, which he terms ﬂpécwﬂov ih

De Pro. 22A, the link between pronoun and verb, indicates (i) BeELELC

cwpatix - the actual relationship of the speaker to the addressee;

(ii) 61@Becic Yuyixn - the 'adfectus animi' of the speaker, an idea

.whioh is qualified by Schuneidexr with the suggestion that this |

feature is always represented within the first person of the verb(See fn.7:
He does not see, in the third person of the imperative, the same

problem that baffled some of his fellow grammarians (according to

Synt. 141, 112) namely that these forms should in fact belong to

the second person since they imply a second person being required

to pass on insgtructions to others (i.e. to third persons). He

observes carefully here that, with second person imperative forms,

it is the number of persons addressed by the speaker that causes a

morphological change from singular to plural, whereas with third

person forms in the imperative, the corresponding number change is

only brought about acéording to the number: of people whom the speaker

wishes to affect by his command, the number of the individuals who

are being instructed to pass on the command being irrelevant to

the morphological shape of the verb form.
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Turning to the category of case (ﬂT&ccc), Apollonius was faced
with a heritage based mainly upon morphological categories, handed
down by earlier grammarians such as Dionysius Thrax. The latter,
according to Robins,53 does no more in fact than list the five cases,
adding designations drawn upon a semantic basis from the more obvious
meanings of each form, whereas Ejelmslev5# regards the definitions
of Dyscolus as representing 'the-culminating point of the Greek
school of'thought'. The immediate problem,-however, lay in the
vocative whioch was regrettably never isolated from the other cases
by the Alexandrian writérs. Thrax naturally enough included it
within his case system, acting upon morphological considerations.55
In general terms, the Greeks regarded the case construction as
reflecting a relationship (6LdBecic) between subject, verb and object
(De Adv. 529) and hence it becomes increaéiﬁgly difficult to account
for the vocative in these terms, He is clearly aware of the problem
when he writes at De Pro. 67 B that the vocative is placed by itself
and is separated off from the words that follow it. One unusual
facet of Dyscolus' ideas with #he regard to the vocative is found at
Synt. 111, 6L, where he states that the use of the vocative assumes
the presence §f the individuals addressed, on the basis oi' which he
suggests that it was rejected by the writers of epistolary inscriptions
(cf. De Pro. 25A).

As regards the other cases, it may well be that we have an



97

Qxambié of the Greéks' especial penchant for binary opposition.56
In‘this papticular instance, binary opposition may be considered
-aS-éxisting between the nominatige and the other cases, the former
boingtermed 6p6n, the latter 'oblique' (ﬂkayfab)?7 althouéh he is at
"pains to point out the basic idea (U6tov) of the noun is preserved through
out all its case forms (Synt. 1, 78), the use of ths oblique cases
depending upon the relation with the verb (cf. Synt. IV, 13ff.).

It is interesting to note in this connection the ideas put forward by
Hjelmslev (ibid) to the effect that the Greeks felt a particularly
close relationship between the cases of the noun and the voices of
the verb. According to this writer, the nominative case and the
active case are both accorded the title dvépyeia and 6pn, while the
passive voice and the oblique cases are both referred to as mdBoc
and mMhaylatr. It is difficult to trace this type of double usage in
Dyscolué' yriting, however, although he does state at Synt. 11, 142ff.
and De Adv. 529 that action in verb forms is denoted through the
nominative case, passing then to oblique cases, whicﬁ in turn denote:
ndBoc, except where passive forms are concerned. Indeed, as HBjelmslev
_sﬁgggsts, one must be careful not to take this too far in terms of
ané.logy, both on account of the middle voice (uécn) (which Hjelmslev
regards as a 1§gical‘rather than purely linguistic category) and
{also on accoﬁnﬁ,of the suspicious alignment of the passive voice with
ftﬁe three_6blique cases. An alighment of nominative and active as

opposed to accusative and passive, as hinted by Dyscolus, would be
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preferable; but in any case, the whole discussion was insufficientxy

clarified at the hands of the Greeks, and was nottreated?é@equately

tntil the writing of Varro.58
One may summarise Dyscolus' opinions about the variogs cases

as follows. The accusative (aimtamuxﬁ), which he believes to be

the case most usually governed by transitive verbs, is seen as the

case not so much of.cause but rather of effect59 (but cf. Synt. 1. 12

after prepositions). He accordingly limits the accusative as being

passive or reoceptive. The dative (Sotuxf)), on the other hand, was

loosely connected with the idea of giviﬁg although he stresses in

particular the idea of advantage (wepuﬂoinc;d) mentioned abovejéo -

and which is viewed from the angle of the nouns involfed rather |

then the verb, i.e. the redipient of the action (8ynt. 111, 184).

He writes incorrectly at 111. 174 that the genitive case is the

sole case which may denote posseésion,61 since it is boﬁnd up .

ultimately with the idea of dominating. He also believes that the

genitive is the case to be used when we do:not wish to denote any

passage of.action from the subject to the object as e.g. al c6dvopal cov.

On the basis of the-above, it is perhaps easier to appreciate why

Hjelmslev concludes that £he accusative is the most oblique of the

cases, while the genitive and dative denote a md®oc which approaches

closely to the realm.of the nominative itself.

On the category of gender (Yépoc) Dyséolus' extant writings
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offer no new idéas“exceptvfurther evidence for the ideanéf binary
poles of opposition. For, in addition to suggesting at Synt;~11, 23
that the creation of different grammatical genders was aimed ét
attaining a more acourate distinotion between subjects, he speaks of
the neutér: gender (o o%&étepov) as lying in between the masculine
and fepinine, but being independent of each (Synt. 1, 22: b Tostwv
(sc. dppevindy xnal 6mrvxdy) dmogarixdv].

Similarly, his writing on number bffers little in advance of
earlier theories. One may note De Pro. 109A where he states that
it is acceptable to use a plural with reference to one object or
peron (8¢’ &évixod petarapPavducvov), since the plural number (&
ﬂhneuvmcubc) is naturally inclusive: of one or more matters.
However, to use a sinéular (td &vixdv) or a dual (Td Svixdv) with
reference to plurality would be fooiisﬁ (he presumably hers ignores
the contextual ideas behind 'colleétive' nouns ). He also dserves
that the dual is as limited in its sphere of numbeical reference as

are the other cardinal numbers, 3, 4, 5, etc.

2.442. Dyscolus recognised five moods (&yxhiceic) of the verb, the
infinitive, the indicative, thé 0ptative,_the imperative and the
subjunctive, which he deals with individually in terms of their
contextual meanings and syntacticalvcolligafions. Although he
regards the infinitive (&mapéugatoc) as 'td dvopa 10V pfpatoc’, he

nevertheless sees no juétificatibn for its'being,excluded from the
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verb group despite its failure to make distinotion of person and
modal characteristic which, in addition to tense and voice, he
cregards as belng oharacterlstlc of the verb (Synt. 111, 55, 59f.;
Do Adv. 537) It is pignificant that, despite the inebility of
the infinitive to ccnvey modal distinotion, (i.e. it contains no
- 16tun cﬁpqcfa,-cf. the 'wish' expressed through the optative, etc.)
it 15 atili'ocunied as part of the- verb., This idea of the moods
of the verb dentting wvxtxgb Suabécerc is regarded by Lersch63 as

foundering on that very difficulty on which philosophers have often

U foundered in ancient and modern times, that is, Dyscolus has no

'idea how to free himself from the formal categories in which the
"AG;eek-language operates directly. He spesks, for example, at
Synt. 114, 134 of the indicative being thevorigin: of the subjunctive
and being then influenced by conjunctions in such a way that it
Eékes on the form of tﬁe subjunctive. When forms 'changed' from
icdiOative to subjunctive, Dyscolus sees it as a morphological
change whereby any penultimate shert voweol in the indicative form
wae:lengthened in the corresponding subjunctive $6rm.

Afsma. general principle, he believes (Synt. 1';I'1, 88) that the
various moods of the verb derive their name from'the particular

property denoted through them (of. ©d émhoduevov, 1 » 125).

lj:zSince the indicative (dptctixd)) is baslcally the mood of statement

of fact, he feels that it logiocally follows for it also to assume

Mv’the title of the mood of negation (&mo¢atunn), this latter being
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achieved by the addition of the negative particle (%0 Gmogatixdy
énippnua) i.e. od, for he sees this as the oppositidn of fact v.
denial, (111. 90) (% paxouévn 1§ dmogdce. razdgactc), and if is on
the basis of this theory that he rejects the colligation of od with
all the other moods, preferring um &ﬂayépevcuc.64'

Turning to the optative moodj(eﬁumuuﬁ), we notice that he
regards it as possessing an inherent sense of its own, oénnected
with the idea of 'wishing' (edyx1), although he does not rule out
the possibility of adding the optative particle (e.g. €10e) with
the optative verb forms. He compares this with the colli;gatiOn
of €(6e + indiocative, which is more easily justified on the grounds
of the mainly factual basis of the indicative. (ete + infinitive
is at once rejected because of the lack of personal distinction.)
He is firmly convinced that the automatic association of the
optative forms purely with future time is unwarranted, and he

65

evidences such clauses as etfe vevouﬁxba 6 matc. Egger suggests
that Dyscolus is not realiy aware of the non-temporal differences
betwéén aorist and present forms in moods other than the indicative.
However, it is signifiocant to note that at Synt. 111, 110, he
interprets Zwoiut as praying for present continuance while he feels
that Zcauut would in fact be praying for the end of life. The
same problem is regarded as existing with the imperative tenses

since he is awafe that one can hardly order 'what is past' and

yet 'past® imperative tenses are found. The hink of the awareness
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of aspectual differences within verb forms has been mentioned above
in detail at 1.2.2, and needs no further comment here. He does

note one similarity between the opéative and imperative moods, namely
that just as the optative force may be strengthened by the addition
of ei6e, so the imperative property  (especially in forms which
concur with those of the indicative mood) may be made clearer by

the addition of &ys.

The idea of an adhortative mood (bmoBetixt)) is summarised by
Dyscolus at III, 111 as being the result of a confusion of two moods.
This so-called adhortative form (by which he means €.g. ¢86pr€v)
lacks the second and third person forms while the imperative, in his
opinion, lacks first person forms; hence he concludes that there may
well have been a confusion with the result that one mood supplies the
déficiencies in another. He interprets this adhortative as the mood
which avoids the direct issuing of commands, using rather a form of
general exhortation which involves the first person (i.e. the speaker)
in the command.66 He is of the opinion also that those who claim
that there is a first person form within the imperative are similarly
confusing the imperative with the adhortative. According to Dyscolus
we do not give orders to ourselves, but we can exhort each other as
at Il. 2, 6 which form népwau ought to be changed, the writer says,
into méujw, giving a singular form which developed into a plural.
There is no need for a second person form in the adhagtative mood,

since there all other persons are encompassed within the first person



103%

form. He even goes so far as:to state that léywpev and Aéyete
must belong to different moods on the basis of analogy, since in
all moods, first and second person plural forms h;ve the same
penultimate vowel length. (Syntax IIL, 110).

We possess & general summary of his view on the subjunctive
mood (6no¢axrtxﬁ) preserved at Synt. III, 123f,, stressing tﬁe
need of this'mood for an introducfory canjiinction: ... Tob pﬁ cvvicTdcOal
adthy el ph drotayeiy wolc mpoxelpevorc covdécporc elpdzar 6ﬂotaerxﬁ.67
There was at the time of Dyscolus' writing a certain amount of con-
fusion regarding the xnamiﬁg of this mood, Dyscolus mentioning other
writers who, on the grounds of uncertainty (SLCTéqpéc) implied in
- zay ypag®d, preferred to term this mood dictaxtixf. Apollonius'
reply to this argument is that in itself the subjunctive possesses
no such element of uncertainty, this being here supplied by the con-
Jjunction, He suggests further (probahly somewhat sarcastically) that if
we are to name all the moods by virtue of the connotations which they
receive from their introductory conjunction, then clearly Eypawev
(in el Eypa¢ev) must no longer be regarded as indicative. The.
problem of the subjunctive is that, whereas the other moods possess
their own éonnotations independent of any conjunction, thés is not
so with the subjunotive. Since therefore he feels that the subjunctive
is incapable of standing on its own, he terms itlﬁﬂOTGXTL%ﬁ (Synt. III,
132), believing that the oonnotatj.on— of the subjunéfive forms is

determined‘By.the force of the conjunctibh (SyhﬁauIII, 92).



Of the three verbal tertiary categories,'little’définite-is said
‘by Dyscolus in the extant vritings regarding tense (xpovoc) The
.4ma1n contrast for the Greeks was that between present time and past
time (évectdc cf. nap@_xnpévoc), Dyscolus himself clinging very much
to the ideas of the Stoics acoording to Lersch. Hence, he states'in

the opening of Syntax IIT that the perfect tense indicates not ® much
68

- past completion as present perfection. At two fairly adjacent

points in Syntax ITI, he uses, to describe the perfeot tense, first
xpdvoc xatd Tdv Evectina mapatetvdpevoc, and secondly &vectic napate Lvé-
puevoc (which Lersch suggesté reveals the influé;ce of the Stoic
Eve cric napatamtnéc).69 |

ihe présent tense is regarded as a basis for comparison with
the other tenses (Synt. I, 13, of. TV, 21); he suggests that, just as
the oblique éasé; of the noun take their place after the nominative,
8o the tenses of the verﬂ do so after the present. The present,
~along with the perfect, is regarded as being concerned with what is
factual; the aorist, imperfect and pluperfect being considered aﬁ'
denéting what has partly happened or is already long past (Synt. III, 21).
He further believes_(I, 114) that the present and past tenses of the
. indicative are clearly defined (ebémia) while the future generally
acéﬁires'an indefinite sense. Since he feels that this latter sense
isﬁclose to the connotation of limperatives in a connotation such as
0 mvpavvouxovncac tupnenceman / Tiupdcbw, he concludes that every

T

‘1mperative possesses an element of futurlty (TOD pehhovmoc) and
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that the real difference between the two forms is modal rather than
temporal (SumAhaxdc T} éyuhlcer); -

Turning to the question of voice (81d6ectc), we are fortunate
in having at least a summary of Dyscolus' ideas preserved in Synt.
III, 147ff. He first observes that not even the infinitive lacks
voice - 1t is a necessity for all moods of the verb, and he discusses
at length the relation of aﬁtive to passive forms. MNention has
been made elsewhere of his ideas regarding transitivity end intransitivity
in verbs (2.3.2. and 4.2.2) and little need be added here. It is
the transference of acotion from subject to objedt-ghich is the pre-
requisite for a verb to be changed from active to passive, éhd he
stresses at Synt. III, 156 that normal transitive verbs such as
&vaka&cxw, if they are used intransitively, i.e. without an object,
cannot in that léttér context Be changed into the passive. On the
other hand, he is aware that verbs such as wvéw and &b, which denote
no such transfer of activity, require no passive; similarly, if the
active form of adverb denotes suffering (méfoc), then clearly no
passive form is called for (as e.g. with xonu&).7o

He says reérettably l}tfle regarding the middle voice (pécn),
beyond refefring to it as the cvveuntcic of the active and passive
voices, suggesting that the middle is capable of expressing ideas

that are attributable to either of these. For example, he feels

that &rouncduny is a basically active concept, as opposed to &hovcduny
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which he maintains is more passive. It is difficult to understand,

however, in this light, a note which he makes at Synt. III, 54 to

the effect that the middle lies in between the active and passive

voices and has no direct contact with either of them (uetaZd TobTwv,
3 -~ | / . . .

o0 TPOCYWPOL Ca ov&swep@), unless this is meant again to imply binary

poles (active and passive) and was mentioned above in connection

with the three genders (2.4.1.).

2.4.3. The use of the term 6td6ecic and in particular SudBectc
woxcxﬁ has given rise to considerable uncertainty amongst recent
‘editors. While it has been stated above that Sud8ecic is the term
psed by Dyscolus to denote voice in the verb,71 ones cannot ignore
its use at e.g. Synt. I, 114 in the phrase 'ﬁ.SL&BGCtC o péAdovtoc!
(in the sense of future time), and similar expressions such as
edntinn dudPecic, together with the statement at De Adv. 537 that
every feeling (xd0gc) arises from some bnéeqcuc, and that this
SL&BGCLC is a characteristic of the verb. An even greater problem
- has been posed by Sudbecic when coupled with the adjective YoxLu,
rendered by Skrzeczka in his writings as 'dle Affektion der Seelel.
‘For Uhlig,72 61d0ecic means (i) case government by the vofb, as at
De Pro. 27B and De Adv. 529, referring to the use of oblique cases;

(i1) mentalrattitude, as conveyed by the mood of the verb (Modaldiathese)'

| inrwhich conhection, Uhlig believes the adjective yuyix] must be

'
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attachéd to dudbectc, and secondly that this connotation does-hat
belong to the infinitive mood. (iii) other verbal categories such
as tense and aspect, as mentioned above with regard to the fh£ure.
Schneider72ad the same basic groups, but he is harassed by the~theory
that &udBectc Yoyuah must be attached to the first péfSon,(ib?d.); P
One feels more inclined, however, to accept the view of Adelaide
Hahn74'that, bearing inimind the above connotations, togethsr With‘
the regular usage in the sense of voice (e.g. &tdbecic TABTYT LA
De Adv. 529),-one must infer that 8tdBectc on its own means very
little, the exact connotation depending on the form attached to it
(as e.g. xpoviudl, dvepyntinf))s This idea of 81dBecic being equivalent
to some general term such as 'element' would be bormne qut py thé
diffe;ence between optative mood (e@utunﬁ Eyuhtcic) and optafivg
distinotién (eﬁumuxﬁ §1d0ecic) in Synt. III, 95. On the moré;f
complicated question of the connotation of Su1dBecic wvxuxﬁ; ﬁahn
believes that, where this term is used of the verb; it is alﬁays
completely parallel to number and person (as e.g. with regard to the
infinitive mood, at Synt. ITT, 59ff. ). Hence she opposes sﬁroﬁgly
the idea of any interpretation based upon 'mental qualities' or
'attitudes of solll', choosing rather to retain Priscian's idea of -
'discretio personarum et modorum'. Nevertheless, there is Stili-to
be accounted for the statement by Dyscolus (De Pro. 32B) that
'adjeétives' (2x10eTund) may denote Sudls@ic Yvyuxf and (at De Pro. 224)

that person in the verb (npécwﬁov) also indicates the same property.
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NOTES TO CHAPTER TO

See above 0. for details of these.

' In order to produce as comprehensive a statement as possible,
some re-iteration of points made with reference to the different
analytical criteria in chapter 1 will be inevitable but restricted
to a minimum.

(1854: 49).

If is significant that he only makes reference to bionySius Thrax
at De Pro. 4B, where he observes that Apollodorus the Athenian
and Diqnysius Thrax termed pronouns 'deictic articles'.
oi~&n6'ttdac, e.g. De Conj. 479, where Dyscolus announces his
intention not to be entirely contrary to the Stoic line of
thinking (éxtdc fic v Cmwiexdv 86Enc), and he suggestg—fhat it
is valueble in a task such as his to extract what is useful from
all sources. ?or a detailed list of the writers quoted by
Dyacolus, see also Schneider (1910: 284ff. ).

- 0.y 4.0, and 4.1. cof. Albin Lesky, Geschiochte der Griechischen

- Litgrafur; Engl. Transl. 1966: 889: 'He (Apollonius) did not

Elaze neﬁitrails; he always takes his starting point from the
parfs of speech and.proves to bé a pedantic analogist." For
a contrary view on Dyscolus 'blaging new trails', of., Adelaide
Hahn (1951: LB); and on the importance Qf the anélysis by parts

of _spe'eéla,' cf. Robins \(1'9636_'_:__ 5ff‘-.); See Burther below fh.?B.
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It is worthwhile to note here the slight return inHSb;e c§h-
temporary thinking towards prescriptivism, evidénged, féf;éxample,
in Lyons (1965: 16£f. ). -

Egger . (18542 114) - "les décisions tranchantes". Similarly;
over hasty gudgement is evidenced below at 3.1.1. in connection
with the colligation of od with the optative mood.

cf. above 13i1.1., and below 3.4.1. |

These dual forms are disoussed, with special referenée'to
Dyscolus' treatmént, in Thierfelder (1935: 31-5). | |

c¢f. here thé.point made below at 3.4.1. regarding Synf. ITI, 47
to the effect that &udc is used as a vocative form instead of the
expected £ué at e.g. 0d. 19, 406, merely to avoid confusion;

cf. also the discussion on frequency and grammaticalness,rarising
from Transformational Theory, towards the end of 'Transformational
Grammar: Form and Theory', 7. 0. Dingwall, Lingua, 1963, vol. 12:

233-275; also R. Quirk, Acceptability in Langﬁage (Prooéedings

- of the ﬁhiversity of-Newcaatle upon Tyne® Phil. Soc., vol. 1, No., 7,

1966: esp. 82). Conversely, one notes the ideaat Synt. III, 93
on the impossibility of there being e.g. a passive form of whovtd,
a feminine form of Gpcny; and again, the statement at De. Pro.
26C tﬁat reason does not require the formation of vocative forms
from the second person plural possessive forms (#Suétepe, *duérepor)
and hence they are not found. |

of. Lersch (1838, pt. 1: 76) who, in writing of Apollonius, states
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"wir finden dass sich tpupf) und Myoc (&varoyla) engegengesetzt
sind" (We find that regular usage and reason are opposéd to each
other). Cf. Syntax IT, 49, where Dyscolus suggests that we

should accept examples from everyday speech (éx thic xolvnc

¢pécawc), from the accurate writings of historians, aﬁd especially

from the force of reason (0 pel¥ov &x Svwdpewc Tfc To¥ Aéyov).
See Steinthal (1865, pt. 2: 210/1).

cf. Bgger: (1854: 245) who is of the opinion that Dyscolus
would have been better advised to have endeavoured to7e§tablish
mo;e-general principles, rathér than tending -tq'makeAcnmparsion
between individual words. On the priority alloéation of the
noun and verb, cf. A. lleillet, Linguistique historique et
générale. Paris. 1926, vol. 1: 175.

But see further examples and discussion below at 4.5.0.
Soeiabove 1.1.2. for a further example with reference to
morphological criteria.

Spe further above 1.3.3., and observe also the note at De Pro.
84A to the effect that a derived form, although retaining the
same ending as its original, need not necessarily Be allocated
to the same part of speech, and similarly, a derived form which
does not retain the same ending as its original form nééd not

automatically be allocated to a different bart of speech.

Cf. below 2.3.1. rogarding {va and ogpa, and also Robins (1965:

258). | _
‘Gee fuvther Robing (19533 100,4n.2).

For this term, sce Halliday (1961: 272ff.).
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Set out in detail in Robins (1951: 65£f.).

So also Robins (1959b: 119ff.): "It is certainly a weakness of
the classical grammarians that they barely recognised any
grammaticai unit below the level of the word and certainly never
set out with any rigour the establishment of the morphemes of
the language."

For a detailed discussion of xnte and &&xnty, see further

Thierfelder (1935: 75£f. ).

‘8o Egger’: (1854 305).

(1965: 171).

cf. Dioé. Laert. Vitae Philosophorum, VII. 63.

For a general discussion of'Dyscqlus"unfortuqate mingling of
grammatical and phonoloéical‘levels, see further below L.4.0,
On this term, see further Camerer (1965: 169).

(1854: 70/1).

Such definitions as are available to us show that Dyscolus
formulated his ﬂefinitions mainly in what Lyons (1966b: 217)
calls 'Inflexional terms'. See the following footnote for an
example., |

So the Scholiast on Dionysius Thrax (Bekker, 1816: 882):
ﬂapakapwpev o vdv uau oy ' AmoNwviov opov gvtélwc Exovia’ bﬁpé
ECTL pépoc Abyov sv:igzicxanTLCpocc SLagdpwy Xpdvwy SenTixdV

pST evepyeuac n ﬂaeouc, Tpocwnwv TE NOL apbepwv npotatcxov Ste

v el m&g‘mﬁc'wbxnc'bthé;ecc énrot.
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(1854 114)

See further 3.4.3., especially fn. 30.

On this point, cf. Robins (1951: 66) where the incorrectness of
Dyscolus' theory, repeated by Priscian, XII. t.1., is well stressed.
Cf. De Pro. 6C: 'xdca dvagopd yvdcewc mpovgectdene dctl cnpavrind'
emphasising the impqrtance‘of previbus mention. Contrast the

Stoic theory that the definite article (end relative pronoun)'

were Gpbpa &opuctddn, a theory clearly contrary to Dyséolus'

concept of anaphora. (See further-bioﬁ. Halic. de Comp. Verb., 2).
See further discussion below 3.4.1. It is interesting to note

how little Dyscolus has to say with regard to the relative pronoun
form, this failure being one of the probable results of his
inability to escape from traditional ideas.

Cf. Lersch (1838, pt. 2: 111f.) where this author quotes Dyscolus
as speaking against those who are of the opinion that an independent
part of speech cannot serve as a dérely‘approximate explanation

of another.

The question of order being natural or enforced remained a problem
for the early grammatical theorists, of. Cice;o, Inst. Or. VII, 24,
and Quintilian, IX, 4.

cf. Uhlig (1910t 14): 'eorum vis definitur eis vocibus quibuscum
coniuncta sunt.' Surely Liddell~Scott-Jones afe misleading here
in stating that cvccnuaivw (whose absolute use here is quoted by

them, v. sub. cvccnuaivw) means to derive one's meaning from



39
40
41

L3

45

113

*tContext’. Qn.the difference between environment and context,
see Lyons (1963: 25).

See above 1.2.2;

See above 1.2.2. and also fn. 95;

See discussion in Robins (19511 43): of. Synt. I, 10 where

Dyscolus emphasiseé that the absence of a ® njunction can break

up the desired unity within sentence structures. One must hear

tn mind in this connection that c¥vwSecuoc means to Dysooius a
far wider range of forms than 'conjunction® does t:.the modern
grammarian. Hence, Dyscolus includes as conjunctions all the
expletive forms such as &%, &pa together with forms such as Sv.
On this latter form, as a'potential conjunction, see further
R. Camerer (1965: 180).

Gf. Diog. Leert. VII, 57, who makes & semantically based dise
tinotion betwben proper nouns denoting individual qualities
(75ta) and the common noun denoting 'common' gqualities (xouwh
notdinc). See further Bekker (1816: 842).

For a d&tailed list of these subdivisions, see further Lersch
(1838; pt. 2: 115-123),

(1838, pt. 2: 113ff.).

Ljons (1966b: 216) observes that from Alexandrian times it has
been customary to group the noun and adjective together - the
distinction of nomen éubstan@ivum and nomen adjectivum as

separate parts of.speedh being a medieval development. Cf. V.Brondal
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Les Parties du Discours, Copenhagen, 1948: 25, and J. TTackernagel,
Vorlesungen Uber Syntax, Basle, 1920: 22-3.

(1854: 87).

See further discussion below at 4.5.0. Cf. also J. Lyons (1966b:

221) who discusses verbs classified as either 'stative' or 'action',

" according to whether they denote a state or an activity.

See below 3.1.1. for his error here with regard to verbs that
govern the dative case, and 4.2.0, L4.2.1. regarding the relation
of Dyscolus' ideas with modern transformation theory.

His treatment of adverbs has already been mentioned above, 1.1.2.
Cf. the modern idea that mood is a property of the clause and
not just the verb.

On this term, see below 2.4.2.

See further below 3.4.3,

(1957: 100).

(1935: 5).

See further discussion in Hjelmslev (ibid).

See further N. E. Collinge, Word, 19, Fasc. 2, 1963, page 233,
esp. fn. 6.

Cf. E. Sittig, Das Alten der Anordnung unserer Kasus und der
Ursprung ihren Bezeichnung als FAlle. Stuttgart, 1931.

de L.L., VIII, 3.

Note how altla, as final cgduse, can serve for both these ideas for

Aristotle.
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Cf. Robins .(1965: 283) for a criticism of any attéﬁptrfélderive a
single meaning from ahy individual case. -

See below 3.k.1.

Cf. the idea of marked and unmarked form, where grammatléél '
distinctions may. be made in terms of polar opposites’ such as |
siﬁgular/pldral, but also as A and non-A, Here, one may observe
that the unmarked form can be neutral as well as negative. For
Dyscolus, the plural is cbntextually unmarked and can import the
singular (i.e. in the above terms, non-A can includé L) whereas
‘one' is 'marked as one only' (singular)).

(1838, pt. 2: 205ff.).

See below 3.1.%.

(18543 158ff. ).

Cf. Lersch (1838, pt. 2: 206) and Priscian XVIII;AB.

It is interesting to note that, while élsewhere he quoﬁes
extensgively from Homer, Le here ignores the existence of
independent subjanctive forms in that author, cf. Goodwin, (1889:
97, section 284ff.). Similarly, compare Dyscclus' theory with
¥egard to the 'wish' concept of the optative mood above with
Goodwin (ibid: 382).

See above 1.2.1. regarding aspect, and also Synt..III, 21,
(1838, pt. 2: 212); cf. Diog. Laert. VII, 141.

Verbs such as nepanqme?ﬁ which are normally intragsitiVe are

able to fegeive third person passive forms (eege RepLiatelTal M
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086c), since: they are concerned with inanimate things (Synt. III,

A 52, 'a.t];uxoi)

:So Egger 1(185h. 179) 'la voix du verbe'.
~ See above ohap. I, fn. 82._;
' ?(1878. notes, pi 38) :

(19512 u3ee.)s

ABDENDUM

-,It is regretted that the article by P.W.Householder

f*in Lingua,17, arrived too late for consideration in

thie cennection.(-Greek. In 'Wo:dwelaeeeeﬁ,pp.1-152).
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3.0, INCONSISTENCEES AND ERRORS IN DYSCOLUS' ARGUMENTS

In instancing places where Dyscolus' theorisation can be shown
to be faulfy or, at any rate, inconsistentrwith his ovm ideas
expressed'elseqhere, it is as well to bear in mind the warning of
Robins1 that in the pioneering stage of any one subject, one cannot
expect systematic developments or consistent tidiness of method.
Lersch2 values the work of Dyscolus so highly thaf he is prepared
to endeavour to establish the opinions of Dyscélus from the'moré
copious writings of Prisocian. He feels that 'all the previously
spun threads re-unite in a point of concentration in Dyscolus, and
here, too, general linguistic analysis reaches a conclusion which
unmistakably ensures for it for a long time a true value which only
later petrified into formalism end schematisation.' Robins1 is of
the opinion that, in passing comiments upon ancient scholars, we must
remember our privileged position in having an already devéloped and
formulated subject of study, which we owe not least to the profit
derived from considering the mistakes of our academic forerunners in
Greece and ébagkue,Secondly, he believes that we must be prepared to
find grammatical and general linguistic #e=es$=s speculationsproduced
along with,and buttressed by,theories that would now be considered,
not the province of grammar, but of psychology, logic and physics.3
Nevertheless, it is considered expedient at this stage to provide
illustrations of the errors in reasoning ahd understahding which do

ocour in the extant works of Dyscolus.
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3.11, One may reasonably begin with examples where Dyscolus is

indefengibly incorreét in a dogmatic statement of;érammatibal fact.

In S&ntax III, 90, he denies thé acceﬁtability of the sgquence of 66=

with the optative mood, choosing only to accept a colligation suéh ag

un Yvo{nc. The basis of this unjustified objection lies-in the fact

‘that he feels that od can only be properly associated with the mood of

the verb that exprcsses a pure statement of fact, which,to Dyscolus,

is achieved only through the indicative. Examples to disprove this

theory can readily be seen in traditional grammars such as ‘that of

Goodwin.h Dyscolus' essential error here is one of over-generalisation

and a disregarding of what, although few in number, constitute concerted

exemples to the contrary. Later in the same book, (Syntax III, 131)

he speaks of the conjunction {va being used in a causal sense. The

only reéerenoe to such a usage is that in Theodosii Canones, 2, 257, and

hénce one can safely deduce that it is not a literary usage, if indeed

it is a correct statement of gramm tical phenomenon, for there are

no references to it in traditional grammars such as that mentioned above.
Towards the conclusion of the same book (Synt. III, 178), Dyscolus

states that it is not possible to change 'dative' verbs from the

‘active into the passive in the usual menner (i.e. with the result that

the original objeot-beoomes the subject of‘the second clause) since

he is of the opinion that action cannot be orientated from a pronoun

in the dative case, but only from an accusative. Of the many exsmples

cited>5y Schwyzer,5 which one may use to disprove this idea, the



119

following pair will suffice:
Thue. I. 82. 1: fuelc dn’ *Adnvalwy Enitpovievducoa.

Soph. Ant. L08: mpdc cob td beiv’ duelv’ énmme L Anuévot .

3.2.1« Although he has been variously hailed as the first to put
Greek gramm tical thought upon a really scientifiec basis,6 the title
A cxoroc derived, as it probably is, from extreme difficulties of
style, may well be evidence far a certain amountof muddled thinking
on the part of that writer. This leads him to a regrettable source

of errar, namely, inconsistency with ideas expressed elsewhere in

his own writings .7 Instances of this vary from the very simple to

the abstruse. Far example, in De Pro. 18B, he states that he is

well aware of the change in sense produced by moving the adverb in

the sequence o &vepwnoc vbv in order to signify contemporary mankind
(i.e. 6 viv GvBpwmoc).  On the other hand, he writes at the beginning
of De Adverbio (532) that, because of its specific sphere of reference,
the adverb is nevex placed between the article and the noun, since

it cen refer to neither; this clearly reflects é momentary neglect

of such peculiarly Greek phrases as that quoted-above. In contrast
to this, he states at Synt. III, 62 that further refledtion has

caused him to change his eérlier opinion regarding the ordering of

the moods of the verb, and that first place is now to be allocated to

the infinitive. Ths is, as he is well aware, a contradiction of
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8
what he had proposed in Hept ‘Eﬁpaioc, where he had apparently

‘favoured the choice of the indicative on the grounds of its posséssing

greater temporal distinctions than the infinitive.9

3.2.20 The exact relationship of the vocative case with the other
members of this category was a source of difficulty to the majority

of Greek grammarians.1o Dyscolus was well aware of its connection
with the second person, (cf. the 'allocation' of the remaining case
forms of nouns to the third person in De Pro. 304), but he was not
conﬁinced, as were other writers of his day, that ¢b had consequently
always to be regarded as a vocative farm (De Pro. GGA, cf. Synt. IIT,
>35f.). Dyscolus observes that, since the vocative is feit to be a
form separated off from the other forms in the sentence, no enclitics
may be attached to a vocative form, Since, then, the phrase ¢V pov
is found, he affirms that cd cannot be a vocative form in this context.
Furthermore, he observes that in answer to interrogative forms, we

can make use of nominative forms, this being a function with which

¢ is perfectly compatible. In this connection, Schneider11 notes

a lack of consistency in Dyscolus' argument. In De Pro., he had
agreed with Trypho that ¢b was vocative except where it was colligated

with verbs of'being' or 'addressing'. But in Syntax III, 41, he

comes to the conclusion that ¢V is in fact always nominative except
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where, in ignorance of some one's name, we ad&ressithem using cv,
In Syntax III, 36, also, he places far greaterfrestricfion on the
use of the vocative case as compared with the nominative: "o pdAAov
nopaxtvbovebetar § ¢d dvtwopla xatd Thy Thc aAnTLafic cdvtoELy dc od
8ebvtwe mape L Mqpufvn mep natd Ty THic edbelac clvraZiv", regarding

the nominative as the more regularly found &nd more acceptable>usage.

3¢2.3. The discussion of the respective qualities of'ﬁouns and
pronouns, which occupies paATt of the openiﬁg staées of the book on
the latter, provides further examples of inconsistent reasoning on
the part of Apollonius. At De Pro. 9C and 30B, he states that
pronouns denote no particular qualities of individuals (TSLQ) but
rather simple deixis (the demonstrative characteristic found in all
personal pronouns with the exception of the purely anaphoric forms
g, ov, o), and additionally what he terms substance (oﬁcfa),

On the basis of pronouns denoting obc{a, he adds weight to his other
arguments12 against the allocation of Tniuxobtoc to the pronominal
class. For he observes that, whereas the true pronoun denotes odcia
(De Pro. 9C), this form denotes the essentially nonrpronominal
feature of 'quality'. On the other hand, he ocbserves at 38B that

this same form is found with an iota suffix, which Dyscolus believes

serves to heighten the degree of deixis, just as is found with

@ ~ . ‘
pronominal forms such as ovtoc, &xcivoc. Also, he adduces as an
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argument against the possibility of nouns being compounded with
pronouns {De Pro. 39B) the fact that nouns do not possess any sense
of deixis (how then can he still plausibly argue for the inclusion
of anAtxobtoc within the class of substanfives?), while pronouns
on the other hand do possess a sense of personal distinction either
abgolutely or in direct cpntradiatinction to other persons.
Furthermore, he feels that compound forms in general retain the
same basic connotation as the original form out of which they were
compounded, Yet at an earlier point (De Pro. 36B), in the course
of the discussion of the alleged compounding of wniixoc with odoc
to produce: TnAtxolroc, he state; that simple forms never denote the
same as compounded forms derived from them, and therefore, since
tnAiroc is contextually equivalent to TnALxodtoc, the possibility

of compounding havihg taken place is refuted.

302k Sohneider13 (quoting Rudolf Skrzeczka)14 claims to have come
across a contradiction of ideas with regard to the forms olxov 8%,

At De Adv, 592, Dyscolus stated that otxov 8¢ is employed with
adverbial syntax, and yet is not to be regarded as a member of the
adverbial group. At De Pro. 844, he oﬁserves that olxov 65 preserves
the correct ending of en original accusative form, but is not to be

allocated fo the seme part of speech as this original form, ie. to a

declinable part of speech, since Dyscolus believes that it is .from
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the ending of a compound form that the allocation is to be made15
(he is of the opinion that we are here dealing with two indepehdent
forms, as is proved for him, by the accent). It is diffioult to |
see any contradiction here, despite the view of the-commenta%rs, for
'adverbial in concept' is fully reconcilable with 'membership of a

non-declinable word-class'.

3.3.1. Reference has been made in 2.1.0 above to Dyscolus' liking
for radical deocisions, and his tendency to over prescripti;ism'in
.this respect. One may observe & further example of this over-haéfy
Judgement and invalid donclusion at De Conj. 488 in connection with
the form 7§ to which he gives the title ‘elective' (6;&ca¢n15xﬁ).16:"‘
He makes a strange interpretation here to the effect that this'form>
denotes that the first option is to be acoepted while thé éécond is
to be rejected, as e.g. in PBodhopal ¢onhoye?v 7 cxoANdZeLv. He
reveals a further weakness at this point, too, in adding, without
justification, that since this form ﬁ can only be colligated with
fittov or udAlov, these latter forms are also to be allocated to the
group of conjunctions.

The uncertain_ty amongst early writers regarding the true relation-
shif between simple and compound forms leads into a Dyscolus that
produces not only contradiction but also 'fanciful wandering'. The

anaphora question, raised at Syntax 1. 43, appears also in the opening
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of the book on the Pronoun with reference to the idea that original
(i.e. personal) pronouns are not to be termed '&cSvapbpor' sin;e
they can always be followed by a postpoéitive form of the article
and occasionally admit even a prepositive article v(De Pro. 15B

éyd 8c Eypaya of. Attic tdv £ué, together with Tov aﬁﬁi.ﬁfgﬁﬂﬁgtzgnv
from Calljmachus fr. 315%, edited 0. Schneider). (His incidental
theory here that compound forms such as ptc&vepwndc denote. a con~
tinuous as opposed to intermittent state can hardly be classed as
logical deduction following upon systematic observation of the facts).
However, he differentiates between articles and pronouns here on the
basis of articles being used anaphorically, never demonstratively,
while personal pronouns are used demonstratively (with the exception
of €, 00, ol mentioned above, 3.2.3.) and hence articles cannot be
colligated in a protactic position with personal (demonstrative)
pronouns on the basis of thefe being no previous person to whom
reference may be made (De Pro. 16A: 'h v apbpwy cmpacia Tiv
npwmomﬁnwv xaTl ﬂpétaguv &potpet, 8eTELY cnuatvovcdv')., This
theory is clearly in contra&iction to his remarks above regarding
Tov éué and other forms, which, although few in number, do at

least constitute examples which must be taken into account when

deducing a general rule.
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3e3¢2¢ A further example of this 'wandering' is %o be found at
Syntex 111.183 wherec Dyscolus dfféfs thd opinion that ig a sequence
such as,&é%w 6o, 1%V 6Ev°v yJHomer was justified in placing the
dative case form before the accusative on the grounds that the
detive form 'embraces' ( ép'ﬂeplelc‘n_h; ) an raccusative form.

Vhile considering a statemont such as the above,it is
as well to bear in mind the remarks of Adelaide HdeZTrth regard to
Dyscolus: 'It seems to me that no one.who studies his writings can
fail to be struck by the curious mixture of tho subtle and the
puerile which they present,but he_deserves more credit foxr the

subtle than blame for the pusrile,’

Jelreie In addition to the above examples where Dyscolus is
guilty of simple grammatical errors, inconsistency of ideas and
'rambling', one may oite instances where his fault is one of

inadequnte reasoning. As has been discussed above,'18_ Dyscolus'

writings at Syntax 1, 142ff show gbundant awarencss of clear
syntactical differences between the two forms .of the so-called
article, namely,our definite article(tho protactiovformyin Greek)

a8 opposed to our relative pronoun(the hypotactic form). After
observing thesc phenomena,'Dyscolug furthor notes that a'demonstrative

N
form e.g.«a&Tbs,as long as it is precedcd by a conjunction, can possess
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the same connotation as a postpositive form (e.g. Syntax I, 145:

& ypoppatiude napeyévemotgc/xai ogéoc} SuendEato)., However, he is
still unwilling to allocate this pronoun to the same part of speech

as the postpositive article since he feels that there are too many
dissimilar features between the classes of articles and pronouns.

He notes accurately that odToc can possess an anaphoric sense equivalent
to that of the article, and also the demonstrative sense which is to
be found in e.g. wal $c. He then goes so far as to say that, if

a verb is colligated with a preceding article, the article must be

a postpositive form (od y&p mpotaxtixdy Gpbpov pHud ﬂom&‘énf@&pemau).19
And 2gain),.he states (I, 142/8)in connection with the prepositive
article, that it is closely bound up with the case of its noun, while
no such requirement is made of the postpositive form (T4 VmoTox®Lxd
Gpopa abLagopel mpdc 10 xaTGAAMAOY THic MTdcEwC TV npoTaccoud vy ob Ty
bvopdtwv mpdc & wnal avamépmer THY &vawépév). Whether the reason is
the external force of analogy or the close morphological similarity
between the two forms, it is nevertheless to be regretted that
Dyscolus did not draw the above arguments tq their only logical con-
clusion and allocate the tw§ forms of the article to different parts
of sﬁeech, especially so since he avowedly makes it one of his guiding
principles that no number of similarities between forms must auto-
matically imply that the two forms are to be allocated to the saﬁe

2
part of speech. 0
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A second example of inaccuracy of reasoning is to be found in
Syntax III, 747 where the author suggests that it is the force of
usage (xpﬁcuc) that prevents the formation of a regular vocative
form from the pronoun épbc, on account of the possibility. arising
of confusion between this and the accusative form of the first
person pronoun. Yet, at other pla09321 he is fully aware of
examples where one form can be subjected to at least two different
analyses, and presumably he is here ignoring such dual-purpose forms
as wetcopar. Insufficient scrutiny and over hasty deduction are
exemplified'further in his suggestioh at Synt. III, 174 that, when-
ever we think in terms of possession, we most naturally think in
terms of the genitive, which alone conveys this concept - again too
radical a decision (here, he is endeavouring to justify the fact
that verbs denoting domination gbvern a genitive case). However,
he is clearly overlooking the claim of the dative to denote this
concept, and surely it is naive reasoning on the part of Dyscolus
to assume that we dominate all that we posseass.

Syntax III, 86 affords an interesting example of a false appeal
to the order of words. Quoting Iliad 5, 118 as an example, Dyscolus
foels that the possibility of ambiguous interpretation, which might
well arise with two accusatives as in the clause Xéyovci 6Ewva d@pical
Afwva, must be overcome by accebting the suggestion that the first

accusative always denotes the active element in the sentence, while
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the second signifies the passive (i.e. objective) form, which he

regards as the natural order - 7 évepyntixh &1ébecic mpotépa THc

7aONTLATIC,

3442, llention is made elsewherezzﬂof Dyscolus being influenced
by the ideas of the Analogist school of thought. It may wellvbe '

that this influence is the cause of his endeavouring to find

parallels betvieen what he considers to be similar categories or

features of categories. First, one may instance the parallel

(dc .;......ogmw) dravm at De Adv. 56L, where Apolloniusnétates
that adverbs which are derived from prepositions énd.which terminate
in -Ogv are.so used that they are able to answer the questibné
‘unde®', 'ubi?', and 'quo?'.23 Dyscolus compares this with nouns
of comﬁon gender (xouvétnta yévovc), for he feels that the differing
prepositions may make the necessary distinction of local form in
these adverbs in exactly the same way as the afticle ﬁay detefmine
the gender of substantives which are usually termed 'of common gendgr'z#
* (cf. Synt. i, 38/9). Such a parallel as this however, can only be
regarded as valid in the most general of terms,

As has been observed above,25 Dyscolus suggests that there is
a distinction to be drawm between optative forms in vérbs which

denote a 'mental state of desiring' togeﬁhgf with positive action,

-and optative adverbs, which he feels denote merely the state of
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desiring with no action implied. He sees a parallel +to this in
€e8e Kevuémepoc which he believes denotes the quality of 'whiteness'
together with a degree of intensity (comparative), as opposed to a
form such as &pefvwv, which he suggests denotes only the degree of
intensity (Synt. III, 96). This can only be summarised as a
curious idea, on the one hand, that one can make a qualitative
analysis and a statement segment by seément of meaning as applied
to a syntagma, while on: the other hand, we notice a simple error
of ascription of meaning to dueivwy which surely denotes 'goodness',
as much aé xéuxétepoc may be said to denote ‘whiteness'.

Unwarrented parallelism is a fault to be evidenced at De. Conj.
505, where the author states that yap is used with the same construction
and connotation as §ti, except that yip always occupies second place
in its clause, and furthermore, the clause, to which it is attached,
is piaced second, beiné appended to the rear of ths main clapse to
which it makes reference. He is prepared to regard such places
where this rule is broken (e.g. Iliad 2, 28L) as mere hyperbata.
However, 87t can be shown to control a bound ;lause in effect (i.e.
subordinate) while y&p is used to introduce a free clause, generally,
in fact, a separate sentence.26 There 1s, therefore, a difference
in operation within the sentence structure of which Dyscolus was
eithér ignorant of careless.

Otﬁer short examples which may be quoted are, for example, the
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suggestion at Synt. III, 60 that thore is a valid parallel to be
-drawn between nouns and verbs in so far that, just as one doéérnot
eject commoﬁ nouns frbm the substantival group of forms on the
érounds-of their failing to denote special qualities, so one is not
Jjustified in excluding the infinitive from the verb class merely
because it fails to denote certain of the special features of the
verdb, namely number, person and GL&OGch.27 Finally, ih connection
with heteroclite forms, Apollonius sees what Egger‘z8 terms 'une
grande analagie' between verb forms such as ¢£pw, ot cw, and

a pronominal paradigm such as &y®, vai, (De Pro. I4aC).

3e4¢3. Lack of understanding leads Dyscolus into an apparent

problem in connection with the acceptance of the infinitive within
the verb group, and the rejection of the partieiple from membership
of thet group. At Synt. III, 190, he observes that what is true
regarding case government of nouns following verbs is also true when
nouns are made to be dependent upon a participle, although the iatter
rejects the personal distinction denoted by the verb, together with
what Hahn would again term 'modal distinoction' (Tdc mapemduevac
Btéeeca;c wuxux&c). He then admits that failure to make the above
diétinctions is-the reason for the participle being exélﬁded from

the verb groﬁp, despite its ability to make temporal distinctions.

On the other hand, he argues at length for the inclusion of the
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non-person, non-number distinguishing infinitive form within the

verb group. Dyscolus sees it as a difficulty but tries to avoid the
problem, first by suggesting that the infinitive is the most geﬁeral
member of the verb group (T yevixdratov pfiwa).  He then continues
(Synt. III, 61) by drawing another invalid parellel, for he states
that every derived foarm can be split up into an original form, together
with some element which possesses the same force as the derived farm
(e.ge ‘Exropfénc = 7Ex¢opoc vféc).29 In the same way, he believes
that every mood of the verb may be replaced by the infinitive together
‘with a word which denotes the same as the particular mood in quéstion
(e.g. mepimatd = bpicduny mepiratelv). Yet this in itself is clearly
no just reason for excluding the participle from the ﬁerb class ﬁhi1e

retaining the infinitive (cf. BadiZw=> Siaterd saazémy).3°

The crux
of the matter will be seen, however, to lie in the fact that con-
textually the infinitive is part of the verb, whereas it is in
syntactical and morphological terms that it stands‘on its owm.

The argument allegedly put forward by other writers that there
is no structure in which two verbs in different moods in one sentgnce
refer to one and the same person (as e.g. ¥ ASEavc ypdgetc) is used
by them in support of their view thet the infinitive in e.g. ypdgewv
8éAeLc cannot be classed as a verb form. Apollonius,vhowever,
rejects their view (Synt. III, 57) on the grounds that one can
acceptably write &&v dwaymwdony, mpdcexe.  Although he ha.s .p'robably

missed altogefher the point of subordination, one must not overlook



the possibilit&'of his being deficient in categories with which to
di;tingﬁiéﬁ’subordinate clauées. It is not deficiency in this
reéﬁéét'but rather inadequate elucidation—which suggests-a ﬁisunder—
s#anding at Synt. IV, 52 where Apollonius states that %Eov and ndpov
aib‘neuter.since.they are used in colligation with infinitives, as
are their original forms in the indicative. He would no doubt have
.been bettér advised to have emphasised that this result is obtained
by virtue of the infinitive being the subject.

A‘fqrfher example, revealing the limited extent to which verbal
analysis'had deveioped in Dyscolus' time, is evidenced at Synt. IV, 12,
where the writer observes that whereas, in general terms, prepositions
may be oompoﬁnded with other forms either by synthesis or by apposition,
they-are only attached to the nominative case of substantives by
synthesis. He makes a confusion of syntax.with word formation here,
as He’also does when he states that it is clear from the position of
the accent that cSvouxoc is similarly formed by synthesis (although,
as is pointed ouf, there are examples to the contrary, e.g. ﬂepuvaméc).
He afifs that words formed by synthesis are found in every case, whereas
he believes that this is not tmue with structures formed by parathesis.
Dyscolus is here trying to sort out a confusion amongst earlier
writers between derivation and inflection; cvv in cdvouxoc is merely
a produotive, bound morpheme, whexeas cOvft is a preposition in its
own right, proclitic but case governing. It is unfortunate that

ladk'of‘gfaﬁhictiarity and phonological evidence hampers our detailed
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understanding of the synthesis/parathesis quesfion. Egger{31
suggests that Dyscolus was aware of the difference between root

and ending, but did not possess the technical vocabulary with which
to eiplain the idea of a root form; for he never makes any attempt
to break this down in the same way that hé analyses derived (i.e.
compounded) forms.

A final example, revealing inadequate understanding on the
part of Dyscolus, this time in a morﬁhological connection, occurs at
De Pro. 132A. Here, the author states, in dealing with reflexive
and possessive pronouﬁs, that these forms change their endings to
distinguish gender and case, but change their initial éyllébles to
distinguish persons. To differentiate number, however, they alter
both (e.g. &udc, vwitépw, fuétepor).  Although no case distinotion
is required with verbs (they already contain an inherent nominative;
De Pro. 28A) Dyscolus observes that verbs do change their endings
to dendte persons. The-feéson for this difference is felt by the
writer to lie in the fact that pronouns have cases which assume
certain terminations and hence any change of case in final syllables
would be obliterated if the final syllablg were to denote change in
the category of person at the same time. Here, however, he is
clearly overlooking such forms as cog, coaic; and consgqﬁently
the details of the whole principle of inflexion with‘its precluding
of the simultaneous and matched extrication of categories and

32

formal elements.
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(19511 4).

(1838, pte. 2:111).

. It is interesting to note in this reépect,however, the extent .-to
vhioch members of the Transformationalist school are now prepared
to make use of érgumepts drgwn from the fields of logioc,psychology
and mothematios(so, for example, N..Chomsky, On the notion ‘'rule
of grammar'. Proccedings of the Twelfth Symposium in Applied
Mathematios: 6 = 24. American Mathematical Soociety,I961.

(1889: para. 234; see also Appendix 1, osp.. p.375).

Grieshische Grammatik, Vol. 2, ed. Debrunner: 240/1.

Bgger (1854: 43): "Pour lui, la grammaire est un cnsemble de lois
et de regles Stablies sur 1l'observation exacte des faits." Cf. also
Croiset, Vol. 5: 635: Sandys, Hist. of Class. Scholarship,I903, -
vol. 1: 313; and below, 4.0,

Cf. Hjelmslev (1953:12): "The description shall be free of
contradiction, exhaustive and as simple as poasible.” In addition
to the examples quoted here, one may also note instances mentioned
in the text elsewhere, as e.g. 2.1.2. where Dyscolus endeavours

to establish two contrary principles- regarding thé classification
of forms ( namely, the appeal to the ending of the word, as:
opposed to the appeal to the undorlying connotation) and 4.5.0.
regarding the value of the appeal to substitution in the samo
connection.

This refercnce is suggestcd by Uhlig (1910: 327).

On this inconsistonoy, soe furthor R. Skrzeczka (1861: 9). On

the idoa that Dyscdlus may well have changed his opinioﬂ

regar&ing t0pié$ ﬁchuB¢QQ-in carlier works, soe furthor R.
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Schneider (1864 47Bff.);zzt is enbbufagiﬁg to oompareithe thgor§
of Schneider\ regarding the ;étongss}of the volumes on symbax
7ith Dyscolus' own statement at Do Adve 530 o the effect thab
"It will be showm in greatef detail in the SyntaXeee.", cloarly
implying that #hc 8yntax volumes were written at a later date
than De Adverbio. |

See above 2.4e1s and also Hjelmslev (1935: 4)e

(1878 notes: 78); J

See abovo 141.2.

(1878 notess 92).

(18472 17).

See further above 2.71.3.

On these conjunctions, see further discussion in Thierfeldor
(1935: 67¢f. and esp. 69).

(1951: 48, £n. 99).

Tetata '

It is difficult 4o reconcile this statement with his argument
discussed below at 3.4.3. to the offoct that the infinitive is
part of the verb, since he is full& awvaro of such colligations
as TO Ypé&en/(Synt.1, 50).?or a moro dotailed discussion of
of the colligation of the arprolo with thé infinitive, see

A. Oguse.Sur dos omplois peu connus do 1'infinitiv préoddd de
1'artiolc. Revuo de Fhilologio, Vbl,#b, fasce. {. 1966: 59-67.
See above 2.1.0. for a disocussion of Dyscolus' tendency to

over-presoriptivism in this.connééyipp.
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E.g. SYnt. III, 31 where he notes cases of cvvépﬁf&cbé-in verbal
homophones such as vtu&, viud, éneyov eto. 'dﬁ the bfohﬁnciation
of these forms, and the point of the iota subseript eupecially,
see further H.‘Sturtevant, The Pronunciation of Greek and Latin,
2nd edition, 1940.

See further 0, 2.1.0., L4.0., 4.1,

' Schneidér, writing on this passage (1878: 170) suggests the

following equivalencies: Epﬂpocﬂev - vorn; éx Toﬁ,gpﬁpoceev - von
vorn; elc ©d Euxpocdev - nach vorn; cof. Eggery_(185h:.201);
and also note £v@ev which solely answers to 'inde', because,

according to Dyscolus, its Doric equivalent &v6a supplied the

‘other two connotations,

See further Lersch (1838, pt. 2: 132ff.) for discussion of this

feature of the article.

1e2.2.

Cf. Goodwin (1889, para. 714). O7T. clauses are bound in such

a way that e.g. 'virtual oratio obiiéua' can be shovm in their
relation to the free clause; with yip clauses, no such cohesive
relationship to the clause containing the explicandum exists.

See further above 2.4.3.

(18543 99).

This example cen be interpreted as meaning that, for example, to
produce a patronymic, one treats a patronymic as a grammatical
property to be given morphological realisation, that this may

be denoted e.g. by the term vidc, and that this element vidc



30

31

32

137

may then be realised as -uénc, —a&nc,.—pa&nc, etc. according

to the special dictioﬁgry listing of the element symﬁoiisedvby
HHctor,'.and_that the correct application of ‘the ﬁorpheme-to the
neme will in fact produce a form ‘Extop{énc.  Cf. P. H. Matthews,
The Inflexional Component of a .word andgafadigm grammar.
Journal of Linguistics 1965, vol. 1, no. 2; 139ff,

Cf. Priscian III, 32: 'participia potestate famen.ét vi
significationis omnes cont%%nt modps'.A Also note Adelaide Hahn
(1951: 43) who believes that we cen make periphrastic use of

the participle to form any tense and mood of the verb. It

is worthwhile hefe to note Dyscolus' remark at De Adv. 530
regarding the similar force underlying the verb and the
participle (6vvauel l&{wua ©d Tob phuavoc), and his observation
that the participle is nevertheless incépable of.produciné
complete sense on its owm. On-the seﬁarate allocation of the
participle, see further Lersch (1938, pt. 2: 130-1).

(1854: 305).

See further C. E. Bazell, Linguistic Typology, University of

London Inaugural Lecture, London, 1958: 10.



138

4.0.  DISCUSSION OF ASPECTS OF DYSCOLUS' THEORTES WHICH ARE

COLIPATTIBLE WITH TRENDS OF LIODERN GRAMIMATICAL ANALYSIS

In this chapter, no attempt is consciously being made towards
criticising any aspects of modern-grammétical theory, the objestive
being rather to reveal any facets §f Dyscolus' theorisation that
can be related to any current or recenttrends in analysis. Ahf the
same time, one must bear in mind that Dyscolus wes writing with the
intention of producing a description of the classioal Greék language'
as he knew it from his reading and from how he himself heard it
being spoken.1 qﬁhis is theoretically‘at least-in keeping‘with thé
aims of modern descriptive grammar, which, to quote Robins' definifion;z
'sets itself to analyse and describe part of the structure apd working
of a given language as spoken or written at a particular time amongst
members of a pa;ticular speech community.' Robins continugs’by
suggesting that % grammar depends far its existence on the assumption
that patterns are discoverable, and that such an analytilc teohﬁique
can be usefully employed towards the discovery of these petterns.’

In his own less—polished manner, Dyscolus aims at the discovery of
patterns within language, but to him these patterns are very quch
the result of the force of anaiogy.3 * There can be little douﬁt that
this was a valid search - there are indeed regularities in grahmatical
forms and functions, and it is part of tho task of the analyst to

search out and bring to classificetion these patterns. ~ References

e
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have been made elsewhereu to the view that Dyscolus makes some

early contribution towards the establishment of a 'scientific!
approach to grammatical theorisation. By modern standards, he
falls short, even in some of the most elementamby resgﬂéts,s as has
been discussed above in chapter 3. Yet he is nevertheless himself
oritical and discriminating in reviewing the work of his predecessors
and contemporaries, and especially those authors who, he felt,

'lacked a methodical approach'.6

4.1, The analogist school of thought may be compared with that

of the Realist group,7 since both schools incline to the idea that

in language there is a level or organisation which is totally in-
deﬁendent of deduction by the grammarian, whose task consists rather

in the discovery of theme regularities and-patterns.8 One may
further compare the idea of thé Realist school, .outlined by Householder,
with Dyscolus' remarks in the opening of the first book of the Syntax.
At Syntax 1. 2, he states that letters are joined together to produce
syllables, not by mere chance, but according to the demands of the

laws of syntax (&v § xatd 5 8éov cvvidEer). So also, at Syntax

1. B8, he observes that a solecism is produced by forms being colligated
in a manner ﬁontrary to this necessafy order (&ndv ydp ta pf Sedvia

iy AEEcwv énbﬁvvaweﬁ, o totofto nohobuev corouxtcpdv). (This

latter idea, however, is not to be confused with the use of order



14,0

(fﬁgté) in Syntax 1.13%etc. in terms -of the hierarchical ordering

of the parts of speech, étc.). The elements of the various
levelévqf grammar are colligated correctly (or incorrectly) in so
far as they correspond (or fail to do so) with this underlying
system of organisation, i.e. to use the terminology of generative
grammar, it is this 'td 8éov' which generates the acceptable
structures ﬁithin a language. It is unfortunate that_Dyscolus

is here insufficiently explicit to enable one to determine precisely
hov philosophical or pragmatical he intends this use of %0 &&ov

to be. If he believed in it as being the basis for elemental rules
to be employed with reference to phonotactic or morphotactic
components, then one can see his idea as a distant forerunner of

the theory of ‘fixed initial constraints' for the development

of grammar, discussed by Chomsky9 with reference espeéially to
"possible, non-existent forms" in a language, such as /blik/ as

opposed to /bnik/ in modern English usage.

4.2.0. One can begin to trace in Dyscolus' writing the germ of
an idea based upon the transformation of forms. This is only

- hinted at primarily in a very simple manner in terms of morpho-
phonology, but it can be observed that Dyscolus' theory on the
phonological formation of P&An from Bélea (Synt. I, 10) is

analogous to the transformational rules found in the earliest
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writings of Chomsky and others of this school of thought.10

Furthermore, the idea put forward at 111. 61 that every compound form
can be split into .an original form together with some element that
produces the same sense as fhe compounded form,11 - the idea there
thﬁt any mood of the verb cen be transformed into the infinitive
together with an element that will produce the particular notion

of the given ﬁood ~ these too contain the-éerm of the same basic

idea of transformation. Apollonius is also wellvaware of the
restrictions imposed upon forms by co-occurrence,12 and he knows

only too well that the choice of a first word may well affect the
cholce of subsequent words, since certain words are found in

restricted usage when colligated with other f'orms.1

4e2.1. Probably the most obvious exampie of transfarmation in
Dyscolus' writing is that found in connection with the transformation
from the active verb to its pasgive form, as recorded in 111. 157ff,
He suggests that verbs which require the addition of an oblique

case to complete their sense may be changed into the passive,
although he does not possess the detailed terminology with which

to describe the exact proéess of the transformation. He does
however state at 111. 159 .that, with the passive form, the 'sufferer’
is foﬁnd in the nominative case, while the active verb assumes

passive formation, being followed by Bmo with the genitive (he
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ow 3 o rd e N ~
- instances 8épY ce=» ey® S€pouat vxo cob). This may be readily
| 4

compared with Chomsky's summa.ry1 of this particular transformation:
:ﬁbbsébt and'suﬁject are interchanged; verb-» is + V + en + by".

’7.Thé above rule of Dyscolus is also fully in keeping with the
génefalisation made by Robins15 in discussing transformation

»gnalygis: "Subject to certain statable exceptions,16from sentences

of the structure NP, V. NP, (Vhere NP = noun or nominal group, and

'Vt = a verb that admits the form 'was .....(was eaten, was seen, etc.)',
a lexically correspondiné sentenoce of the form NP2 VP by NP1 cecrssee
can be pfoduoed by applying the transformational processes of word

order change, word form change and the addition of 'by'".17

) &;2.2. However, once the transformation has begun, the imporhant
zguéstion becomes 'what will constitute the "sentenoce kernels" of
the language§:18 As far as Dyscolus is concerned, there can be little
"??doubt as to W;at would fill this role, since his writings make it
abundantly clear (Synt. 1.1#) that, once the noun and the verb are

' removed, the whole sense forthwith collapses.19 Although he dees
'¥grant priority of place to the noun,?o he nevertheless does imply
‘at 111. 8 that no nominative form on its om can constitute a

sentence (i.e. without a verb), not even in answer to an interrogative

‘utterance, since in the latter context, one must mentally supply

- the necessary verb. Since he is fully aware of the ability of the
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verb to denote person in all its moods (with the e#&eﬁtiqn'éfléhe
infinitive), he is assured of the pronominal (if notrthe sﬁbatan%ival)
element always being present, assuming that a sentence, consiéting
solely o% a verb, were to be regarded as acceptable (1. 17).
Lyons observe321 that since the nineteenth century there has been
considerable discussion regarding thé relative priority‘af‘nouns
and verbs from a historical point of view, and he notes the tendency
of many scholars to put forward the view thgtpqpuﬁﬁ?é;fe of verbal
origin (see his references). Dyseolué;hsééver maekes no claim
to the universalAapplication of his parts of speeéh, a view ehhoed
by Lyons who suggests (ib.id) that they should merely be regarded
as 'complex cover terms +to be employed in the description of a
particular language.'

The question of a priority of noun and verb in gramm tical
analyéis has recently become a point of linguistic inte:estfgz

3

Eobin52 follows the theory of Dyscolus when he speaks of setting

up a class of nouns and a class of verbs, with the other wopd
classes being defined in part at least by their syntactic relations

2k

with these. That there are these basic underlylng features of

language (i.e. noun and verb) is accepted also by members of the

25 belioveé that "ecertain

transformationalist school, e.g. Chomsky
fixed categories (Noun, Verb, etc.) can be found with syntactic
representation in the sentences of any one language."™ Similarly,

one can observe how Dyscolus' theory regarding the essential
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importance of these two forms touches on. the idea of the immediate
constituents of a sentence, since they would form the hasic

26

minimum pattern for any sentence type.

4e3.0. The factor which has especially brought Dyscolus into
conflict with much recent and current grammatical opinion is that

of the choice of multiple criteria with which to esteblish linguistic

categories, as was seen above in chapter 1. This is byrnd'means
to suggest, however, +that Dyséolus is at variaﬁéé”with the whole
of modern thinking on this matter. Lyons opens his artioié“(1966b)
by stating that he feels that the traditional 'notional' theory.

of the parts of speech merits a more sympathetic'coqsiggration:than
it has received from most linguists in recent years. The idéé

of 'notional' grammar is regarded by Jespefsenz?:as starting from
the assﬁmption that there exist .extralingual categories which ére
iﬁdependent of the more or less accideﬁtai-faots of existiﬂg.
languages (cf. Ha.llida.yzs: '"The context is the relé't;i-on of the
form to non-linguiétic features of the situations in which language
oéerateﬁ and to linguistic featuresldfher thon those of the item
under attention, these being togétnéf *oxtrtoxtual" features'.)
Whereas Dyscolus is prepared to give priority to contektual éonf
siderafions, and generally t§ allbﬁ’themzfo override érgﬁments

dravm from morphology and syﬁtax (see above 1.3.2., 1,3;5,), the

4
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formalist school of thought would tend to allow the appeal to
non-verbal constituents of structures only in corroboration of
formal characteristies which are being used as criteria for the
establishment of word classes. V/hile Dyscolus does not go to
the 'extreme' of Bull29 in applying the basis of contextual mean-
ing as the essential appeal in categorisation, he would tend to
assure a via media, making abundant use, where expedient, of all
forms of c?iteria.

It is interesting +to note in this light the remarks made by
Uhlenbeck30 to the effect that every single sentence has to be
interpreted by the hearer with the help of extra-linguistic, i.e.

situational data.31

These may be:

(1) the situation in which the sentence is spiken.

(2) preceding sentences (if any).

(3) the hearer's knowledge of the speaker.
These are also stressed by Tatjana Slama-Cazacu, as has been
mentioned above 5;0, ana these ideas compare favourably with thé,
situationa132 ideas expressed by Dyscolus (e.g. Synt. I, 96) that
the'oircﬁmstances of the first and second persons are- ‘'known'
(i.e. th; speaker and the listener), as compared with the 'unknown'
third person. Uﬁlenbéok goes on to question whether in facf the

transormationalists have really ignored too much the call of such

extralinguistio criterias(ibid17).
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4Le.3.1. Thile on the subject of criteria, it is also worthwhile
to note how Dyscolus' treatment of varied criteria discussed above
(1.3.1.), where syntactical considerations are regularly given
priority over thogse of morphology where- the two differ, can be

33 to the effect that where there

compared with the view of Robing
is a conflict between morphological and syntactical classification,
syntax is almost always accorded priority. For, in the general
analysis of languages, states Robins, words are assigned to word
classes on the formal basis of syntactic behaviour, supplemented
and reinforced by differendes of morphological paradigm. - This

is precisely tﬁue for Dyscolus, and it probably accounts for the
more abundant use of syntactical criteria (cf. above 1.1.1. and
“1.1.2.),

In connection with logical criteria (ehove 1.2.1.), mention

34

was made of Apollonius' development of the anaﬁhora concept in

the article (Synt. 1, 43; 2, 10) - a theory fa the origin of which
' 35

Robins”” credits Dyscolus with ‘acute insight'. The general idea
of 'reference back' is paralleled in the writing of Professor Dover
on Greek Word Order,36 in which the author deals with what he

terms 'logical determinants'. In treating of these logical
catégoriéé in word order, Dover distinguishes predibtable'and
dispensable concepts, and he regards the basic Greek utterance as

being camposed of two logical types; 'nuclei' and ‘concomitants'.

The nucleus of the utterance is that which is indispensable to the
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sense of the utterance and which cannot be predi;ted from the

preceding elements, while the term 'concomitant' covers any part

which can be dispensed with on the gpounds of its being unreservedly
p?edicted f?om another part of the sentence. With certain reservations,
one may perhabs parallel the use of the article to refer back to a
previously mentioned subject with the idea of concomitancy, as

opposed to the 'novelty' of the nucleus, to use Dover's terminology.

In dealing with a spoken language, the observer can form an assess-
ment of the relationship between the 'given' and the 'new' through
ocontrastive intonations, together with furtherASubtleties if the

37

'given' is accepted but the 'new' is questioned. Otherwise,
grammatical features of word order or even ofmppphemic opposition
come into play. That the Greeks and the Romans were also conscious
of the idea underlying this 'nucleus/concomitancy' opposition is

38 when dealing with purely temporal

suggested by Woodcock's note,
*oun' clausés, to the efféct that the past subjunctive is‘used to
convey what is 'given' if this occurs in the subordinate clause,
while the past indicative is employed for what is 'new' if similarly

contained within the subordinate:olause. N. E. Collinge39

suggests
that the Greek idea along similar lines may be seen in the use of
éﬂei,to direct a clause containing the 'given' while Ste direots

a clause containing the 'new'.
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kel O,  No attempt at grammetical description is worthwhile
unless a clear statement is made regarding tHe unitého in Which
the analysf believes that the partiéul&r languagg_in queétibn‘
operates, and with which the external phenomena of language are .
built up. Dyscolus' idea, as set out in the opening. chapters of
Syntax 1, and discussed above, especially at 1.1.1.; oon515ts of
a vertical scale in which the author starts from the minlmal unlt,
viz, 1o c'rot.xe:t.ov,M which he subdivides into two groups, ¢wvnSVTa
(vocalic elements capable of being uttered by themselves) and
copupidva (consonants which require the addition of a vocalic element
in every context). It is worthwhile here to note that he likens
_ this‘rel&tionshjphz to what we would term 'bound' and 'fréé"?orms,>
ji e. those parts of speech which can be used absolutely (nouns,
verbs, pronouns, and 'adverbs' - eLclamatory forms, probably oﬂr
interjection) (Synt;'1. 12), as opposed to the preposition,-art;cle
and conjunction (these latter requiring a particular syntactical _
environment ). |

Dyscolus has no awareness of what we would term 'the morphemo',
his iowest unit is this ctouxeiov which he defines a§ being ih-
I3

divisible (&uépnc) much in the same way that Hockett™™ states -

thet morphemes are not composed of phonemes - they are indlvisible
units. After ctoiuxelov which forms the lowest link in the ohﬁn,‘44
the second stage is reached by the joining together of eleménts

to form the sylléble, and it is then the ® mbination of these -
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syllables in due order that brings him to the level of the word.
Although Dyscolus only details this analysis in terms of the build
up of the more éomplex from the lower units, there is no reason

to doubt that he conceivéd of it as working in both directlons;

he is fully arare in other places (Synt. 1, 10; 111, 61) of the
'breaking down' of forms, especially compound forms, into their
component parts. Here we may observe a similarity between Dyscolus'
view and that of Halliday regarding the relationship of the various
units, although the 1atﬁér.is far more adept at keeping the approach
ffee from non;grammatical intrusions,. For, unlike ?agini, stcolus
buildé up.'his units of grammatical analysis to the level of the
word vie phonology. f_The confusion of the phonological elements
of letters (sc. phonemes) and syllables with the grammatical
concepts of the word and sentence is an unfortunate weakness, but
is perhaps inevitable at this ea;ly stage of the development of
analysis where the distinction between the various levels of
language study had not yet become apparent. This particular
distinction between phohology and grammdr is still maintained by
all linguists and even in a de facto manner by members of the
transfarmationalist school. A particularly clear statement of
érinciple in this fespect is giveﬁ by W. S. Allen's study of Abaza,45'
the point being made at pp. 145ff. that 'word' tends to be both a
gremm tical and phohological abstraction, wherein the criteria of

L6

both analyses to some extent coincide.
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h.h.1.u"In the same way that R.obins)'*7 believes that the sentence
is by definition grammatically complete in itself, so Apollonius
termé his conception of the sentence as '6 abdtozeAfnc Aéyoc' (1.1/2
etc.). For Dyscolus, as for most linguistic thodght in the
twentieﬁh centﬁry, the sentence was the highest unit which he could
conAeeiv_e of as operating within the language structure, but the
majority of his work was connected with what was for him the essentially
meanipéful element of the analysis, namely the word (AEic). It is
important here to note the view expressed at Synt. 1.2 regarding the
moaningful qﬁality of the word as being the constituent of the
complete sense (or sentence?) (xéyoc).hs Although he is fuily
avare thaé morphological changes in nouns and verbs indicate
ﬁifferences in tertiary categories such as number, case and person,
he nevertheless treats the word as forming the bais of his analysis,
and it is the interrelation of words with one another within the
sentence structure that is his main concern in the Syntax. To
this-extent at least, Dyscolus is in agreement with the view of

L9

Robins ~ who argues in fevour of aiword-based grammar, and opposes
too much empheds being placed 6n the conceptual features 9f &he small-
est units. An interesting parallel in this connection is also

50 in her creditable attempt

ertha
found in the writings of Demissms Siertsems
to explain much of the unduly complex terminology of Hjelmslev's

.éarliér vrork (1953). Miss Siertsema argues strongly in favour of
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the word being regarded as the only means of handling a céncept,

and se suggests that it has never beem necessary to makelan attempt
to find the sign (words) of a language that we know,.because they
constitute directly given data (pp. 136, 169). Still closer to
Dyscolus' above idea is her statement on ﬁage 167: "How do wé knorr
the meaning of>a sentence unit at all if not b& the meanings of the

words of which it has been constructed?"51

4.5.0. At de Pro. 65C, Dyscolus states that parts of speech which

are identical in form may well be distinguished by their syntax.
Thereas other writers had argued‘th;£ ¢V must bé>regarded purely as
a vocative form, Dysdolus maintains the possibility of its being
accepted also as a nominative form and he adduces, iﬁ sﬁpport of
this theory, the syntactical fact that this pronoun is.colligated
with verbs of 'being' and 'calling', which verbs he observes are
used with nominative case forms. This latter-appeai to the meaning
of words to help list them is noteworthy in view of the similar
suggestion put forward in some modern grammars such as that ofr
ﬁouseholdep.52 Similar references to a special syntax being found
with these verbs are made at Synt. 1, 108; 1, 122; 2, 47, 4and in
Do Pro. 30A. He continues this discussion by stating that all
nouns, except when used in the vocétivéigase, ére ?o be célligatod

with the third person of the verb, unless again the verbfiazqne
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of '"¥Ajcuc' or 'gﬂapELC'. Pronouns are colligated with the first

and second persons of verbs partly at least on account of the

limﬂationslimposed upon substantives in these persons, aﬁd since he:
4his ponoun o

observes ’r being used with verbs afi all cases, he sees no reason

to exclude the form frbm the nominative case. He further notes

at 66C that forms joined by copulative conjunctions are for the

most part in the same case, and hence in an example such as cd nal

éyw xal éxelvoc, it is not unreasonabie to accept that ¢ is a

nominative form. This last poiqt is suggestive of the 'Combination'

test put forward by C. E. Bazell verbally at least in an address

to the Linguistics Association, his thesis being that to determine

whether two forms possess an identical grammatical status one may

let them stand in combination and then decide whether they a?e both

acceptable in this new form, This idea of ;oombination"is closely

allied to the theory of 'substitution' which was developed by G-linz.53

In addition to the test of re-arrangemenfi(Verschiebeprob?) and the
test of deletion (Weglassbarkeit), which, as suggested afove,'would
bring Dyscolus back to the noun and verb in the sentence, Glinz
produces this third test which he terms 'Ersatzprobe' - a parallel
to the Americen concept of the Substitution Frame. Dyscolus(is
somewhat uncertain, however, of the validity of this test. In

De Pro. 38B, he suggests that the final argument in favour of
dlocating Tnhtuqiimoc to the substantival class is &hatrﬁtng”ﬁﬁlso

a noun in his theory) may be substituted for it, ond he accordingly
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feels obliged to admit that it must belong to the same part of
speech as {coc. Contrary to this principle, however, at De Pro.
80C (as also at 7A and De Conj. 488), Apollonius postulates that
thé mere fact that one part of_speech may be substituted for
another is no guarantee that the two forms must be allocated to
the same part of speech (he is here opposing the idea of other‘
wiiters that adtdc must be allocated to the substantival group on

4 with pwévoc in I1l. 8, 99).

the grounds of its being synonymous

he still suggests at De Pro. 81B that the essentiel argument far the
inclusion of adtdc within the pronominal class is that it may be used
in place of a noun, and secondly that one can substitute another

third person pronoun for adtdc trithout any change in significance.
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NOTES_TQ_CHAPTER FOUR

See further above 2.1,0.

1951: 93

For a dgfaiiéd discussion of Apollonius and the 'analogia' concept,
see G. Prohne (1844: 6ff.). |

é;g. chap. 1, fn. 5.

As, fo:iexample, with regard to the three basiccanons of science:
'exhaustiveﬂééf, ‘consistency' and 'sconomy', this latter being
surely of @eagre (if indeed any) importance in comparisoﬁ with the
the first two. See further Robins (1965: 8) and cf. also the
remark o Hjelmslev, quoted above, “chap. 3, fn. 7.

es8. Synt. 2, 113 where he advocates the importapce of the truly
methodical apbroach, 'vdv Eupedddwc dmodeLx8évTa Aéyov'.

See further F. W. Householder, I.J.A.L., 1952, vol. 18, 260-8;

cf. Rnbins (1966: 6).

cf. the 'analogist' search for patterns with the remarks of R. Il
Dixon, Linguistic Science end Bogioc, Mouton, The Hague, 1963

(= Janus Linguarum Series linor, No. 28), p. 11: "The soientist
will recognise a certain pattern that is common to:-a number of
observations......Having thus recognised certain patt'erns., he will
compare and correlateuthem..;...A theory-is obtainecd by genéralisation
upon pattern correlations......The first function of & scientific
theory 1s that it should be deseriptive. Instoad of having to

refer to each recogniséd pattérn in~each dbsérvation.individually,

i
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18
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wevcah describe the patterns in toto by means of the theory."

of . _‘the Transformationalist attitude towards patterns and
regularities in Chomsky (1965b: 103). |

Chomsky (1965b: 101).See further below fn.§5._

On the aptitude of some mehbers of the Transformationalist School
towards thé work of earlier grammarians who write within the
tradition of the Graeco-Roman School, see Chomsky (1964, esp.
15££. ).

See above chap. 3, fn. 29 for discussion of this idea with
regard to patronymics.

'Restrictional co-ocourrence grammar', - see Halliday (1961: 260),
Robins (1965: 224). One may quote the limitations obserwed by
Dyscolus (Synt. III, 19) on the.use of certain temporal adverbs
as an example o what Halliday (ibid: 272f.) would presumably
term "Restrictions with a greater degree of delicacy." See fn.56.
of. Chomsky (1957: 1BOLE.). |

(1957: 77)scf. also (I965a:167-8).

(1965: 242).

Dyscolus' inaccuracy in regarding 'dative' verbs as one of these
exceptions is discussed at 3.1.1. .
See further Z. S. Harris, Transformational Theory, Language 1965,

Vol. 41, No. 3, faéb.’I, p. 383.

_On the recent rejection ofrthe idea of sentence 'kernels', cf.
Lyons, (1966a: 119) who quotes Chomsky (1965a: 18); and Matthew's
review of ChomSk'.Y (19658) in JL 3,80.1 1967 :I46; also
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Werner Winter, Transformation without kernels. Language.2965,
Vol. 41, No. 3, fasc. I, 48,fF,

of. Plato, Cratylus 431B: Aéyo. ydp mov dc &yfuar H todwwy

(sc. ovopdtwv xal prudtwy) ESveecic &ctu and Aristotle, Rhetorica

v ’ 9 » s N
3, 2: ovtwy 8 Ovopdtwy xai prnudtwy €€ av 6 Aéyoc cvvécmley,

“although it would be anachronistic to suggests that Plato and

Aristotle used these terms in our sense of noun and verb, For
a more detailed discussion of svopa and bﬁpa in this respect,
see H. Armbruster (1867: 3-7).

He séates at Synt. 1. 16 that it is from the 'state' of the noun
that the essential characteristics of the accompanying verb are
derived. 16 SiatiBévar ual 1O SiatibecBal cduatoc TLov Tolc

58 cduaciy Exuxditar f 68cic v dvoudtwv EE av f L6uéTnc Tob
puatoc, Aéyw iy évépyerav xail td ndboc.See further fn.57.
(1966b: 231) Note how he concludes also that nouns are of prior
origin to verbs.

e.g. Jo Firbas (Thoughts on the Communicative Function of the
Verb in English, German and Czech, Brno Studies in English, 1959
h2) emphasises the need to discover the relative importance of
all the eleménts of an utterance.

(1952: 293) cf. 1, 36: 7o 6n6ho¢na oV pep&& tob Adyov dvdyetal
=pdc Thy Tob phuatoc wai Tob dvdpatoc cdvraguv.

It mey well be that a favourable comparison can be drawn between

(a) Dyscolus' theory (Synt. 1, 36) that the six remaining parts
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of sﬁeech are to be grouped according to whether they are
colligated with and/or used in place of the noun and verb
(see'f‘urt'her above 2.i‘.1.) and (b) the idea of Zellig Harris
that §ther elements are shunted to one side of each centre
element (String Analysis of Sentence Structure, Papers on Formal
Linguistics, No. I, louton, The Hague, 1962), although one must
Bear in mind that, for Harris, there may well be nouns aﬁd verbs
in his left and right adjuncts.

(1965a: 28).8ee further below fn. 58.

Synt. 1. 14: =hc ASyoc &vev todtwv of cvyxhefetar, stressing

the importance of the noun and verb in the séntence structure,

'On the noun and verb as the basis for further expansion, cf.

E. Bach. ‘Introduction to Transformational Grammars. New York.
1964,‘p. 3Lff.

(19242 55).

(19611 243).

(1960t 2). Dyscolus could hardly have agreed with Bull that

in his day "the features of objective reality which are

pertinenf to the pfoblem had been analysed thoroughly by the

physical sciences so as to be olearly defined."

E. M. Uhlenbeck. An Appraisal of Trensformation Theory.
Lingua, Vol. 12, 1963, pp. 1-184e8p.IIff.
dhgeae reoent'suppont'fbf a 'widening' of carlier views on

context, see J. Lyons (1963:‘8h, 5)e
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With the appeel to inner situational (mental) criteria;.g%.
HJelmslev (1953: 5): "Eanguage is the instrument vi th whioh ‘man
forms thought feeling, mood, asplratlon, will, act."

(1965: 226), see also (1959: 109) for the expression of a similar
'view. -
On the general conocept of anéphora, see reference to Halliday,
chapter 1, fn. 78.

(19515 43).

(1960: 3uff.).

See further M. A. K. Halliday, Studies in Linguistic Analysis,

61, and N. E. Collinge, Archivum Lingwisticum, 1960, fasc. 2, p. 100.
A.ﬁew Latin Syntax, p. 235, fn, ii.

ibid, p. 107.

cf. Halliday (1961: 251): 'the category set up to accounf for the
stretohes that oarry grammatical patterns is the unit'. 'The
relation amongst the units is that going from top (largest) to

bottom'(smallest) each consists of one or more than one of the

unit next below.,' See further on grammatical units, C{ E. Bazell,

(1953,,_:_ 1 ), C. L. Ebeling, Lingﬁistic Units, Janua Linguarum, No. 12,
Mouton;.The Hague. Halliday'é line of thinking,in terms of a
soalo/cgtegory grammor; is taken to be equivalent, mutatis

mutandis, to tho ideas developed in this direction by members of

the tagmemic sohobl centred around Pike, Longacre and others at the

Summer Instltute of Langulstlcs, and hence references to his works

‘are felt to be sufflcient in this respect.
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SosRoman Jakobson (Fundamentals of Language, GCGravenhage, 1956,
7/8,'wi£h Il Halle) claims that the searBh for the ultimate

diéorete differential constituents of language can be traced back to
Platé's conception of %0 ctoixelov (of. Plato, Theatetus 20%c,

Pol. 278d).

cf. Hjelmslev.(1953: 26)regarding 'dAection' in this oonnection.
(1955i 15), of. F. R. Palmer, Linguistic Hierarchy, Lingua 7,

1958, 229/30. |

of. Hjelmslev (1953: 28): 'The text is a chain, and all the parts

(i.e. clauses, words, sentences, syllables, etc.) able to be sub-

divided'. It is worthwhile, with reference to this author, to
note the affinity between Dyscolus' idea regarding personal
posséssive pronouﬁé end that of Hjelmslev (195}: 24) where the
latter, in his usual technical jargon, speaks of the 'solidarity’
between morphemes {i.e. inflexional components considered as
élements of the content) of different categories within a grammatical
form, such that one morpheme of one category is necessarily
accompanied by a morpheme of another category, as one may instance
in connection with Dyscolus' theory regarding the significance

of morphological changes in possessive pronouns to denote varying
cages, numbers and persons (see further above 3.4.3.).

Structure end System in the Abaza Verbal Complex. TPS, 1956,
127-176. |

S. 1. Lamb has devéloPed an interesting approach which may be

oompared’with‘tﬂat of Dyscolus, After commencing his analysis
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with a sememic network, reaiised in terms of a lexemic tree, he
thus proceeds to themext level down (i.e. the word)g then.bn, Vié
morphemes, which are arranged in a chain, until ultimately the
phonological exponents are reached (see further his 'Oufline of
Statificational Grammar', Berkeley, 1962, and also 'On éltéfnation;
transformation, realisation and stratification', Monograph Series
on LQ}guage and Linguistics, 17, Georéptoﬁn University Press. )

On the idea that there exist phonological units independéﬁtif of
grammatical units, i.e. sub@divisions of what some writers would
term 'morphemes', see also Lamb, Prolegdmena to a Theory of
Phonoiogy,_ Languags, 1966, (Vol. 42, No. 2), p. 536.

(1965: 191).

"d yap &E éxac¢nc NeEewc ngruqucm&p&vov voni8y Tpdrov TV
ctouxetdy &cti tob Adyov."

(1959b: 127-8) of. (1965: 199).

A Study of Glossematics. The Hague, 1955.

For a view contrary to that expressed heré, see J. Brough,
Theories of Linguistics in the Sanskrit Grammarians, (TPS 1951,
esp. pp. 45/6) where the meanings of words are regarded as méfg
stepping stones towards thg meaning of the structure as a whoie.
of. Eric Hamp, A Glossary of Americen Technical Linguistic

Usage (1925-50) who quotes E. Sapir, Language, New York, 1921 ¢
155:§ 'In an analytic language, the sentence is always of

prime importance, the word is of minor interest.'
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i 155 §

'Lists in Grammars', to be foudd in Logic, Metholology and
Philosophy of S¢ience, Proceedings of the 1960 Iﬂternational
Congress. Stanford]University Preés, 1962,

Die Innere Form Des Deutschen, Berne and Munich, 2nd. Edition,
1961, pp. 89-93 especially for a discussion of Ersatzprobe..
See.also the review by Moulton in Language, Vol. 29, 1953, 175-180, -
and vol. 39, 1963, 134-6.

For a discussion of the role of synonymy in semantics, see

J. Lyons, (1963: 77-8, etc.).

ADDENDA ‘
Cf. A. NMcIntosh, Patterns and Ranges. Language.IéGI
vol. 37,No. 3, pt. I:325%£f. | |
On the range of phenomena to be influenced by

'selectional' ideas such as these, cf. Matthews' review

of Chomsky (I965a) in JL 3, No.I. I1967:131-2.

On the 'directional' character of the Noun/Verb
relationship in the theories of the Transformationalist
School,cf. Chomsky I965a:II4-5.

cf. ibid:35-6 regarding the role of the noun and verb
in‘the context\bf language learning, and ibid:I20-3 on

these parts Of.speecp ds terminal symbols.
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GLOSSARY OF THE MIORE COLTION AND IIPORTANT TERIS USED BY APOLLONTUS

48uaBipacToc
? »
G4 T LATLUT
? [
QL TLOAOYLHOC

dxatdnghoc

&xatakhnkémné
‘auXLToc
&dxorovbia
dvaroyla
dvandincuc
dvactpden
dvagopd
&vovrdye Lv
&yt SLacTor
dvtavopia

&dpuctoc

dmapépgatoc
dmhobc

[ 4
drogatinde

dmrwtoc

intransitive

the accusative case (so. mtlcuc)
oausal (used of conjunctions)
incongrnous, (used cf elements at any level iﬁcorrectly
£itted togethor) | e
inoongruity

indéclinable

rééularity of declension

uniformity, consistency

reference b;ck

anastrophe (used of accents)

reference back to what has been previously mentioned
to use instead of, to substitute for
contra-distinction, ocontrasted oppostion

the pronoun

(1) used of forms which are unlimited in their spﬁaﬁe
of reference. (ii) the aoriSf.tense (éc.,i@évqé)f
the infinitive mood - - R
simple, i.e. non—compounded forms

negative; used as a special quality of the 1ndloat1ve>

indeclinable



apﬁpov

&puopd
ape pde
~dpcevindy
dcdvapdpoc
dcveeroc
3 » ’ -
GO TOTEAELD -
- adToTENC
Bapdc
Bpaxdc
J
YEVLXT]
’ L4
 yévoc
yyieie
dact
- deuurLnde
detELC
Snrodpevoy
8uépactc
SraZevrrinde

dudbectc

8udrexnToc
Sudvoia

8 Lamopmtinde
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the article, including the definite article and the
relétive pronoun -

the category of number

the masoculine gender (sc. yévoc)

uséd_of forms that cannot be colligated with the article
simpie, as 6pposed to compound

completion (often with Tob Adyov, complete sense)
complete

the grave accent (sc. Tdvoc)

short, used of syllaﬁles

the éenitive case (sc. madcic)

(i) class (genus) (ii) gonder

recognition, used of articles and demonstrative pronouns
the rough breathing (sc. ﬂveﬁpa)'

demons%rative (of pronouns)

demonstrativeness

connotation, as opposed to form (pdvn)

transition (e.g. active to passive, subject to object)
disjunctive (used of conjunctions)

disposition; voice (in the verb). (But see furthor
2.4:3.)

dialect

senae,'nqtion

dubitative (used of conjunctions)
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elective (used of conunctions)

distinction

the so-called dubitative mood (sc. &yxhicic)
the dative case (sc. mtidcic)

(i) force, influence (ii) possibility
potential (e.g. used of conjunotions)

to be formed from

to throw back the accent as an enclitic

bss mood in He ved

particular kind, type

defective

ellipse:

able to embrace

interchange

deficiency

action,'activity; the active voice in the verd
actual as opﬁoaed to pofential (Svvéuet)

the present tense (sc. xpdvoc)

singular (num?er)

basioc conno£ation, sense

lengthening of a word

adjunctive (used of conjunctions governing a subjunctive)
(i)_the edjective (sc. Svopa).  (ii) an appendage, as
e.g. the adverb befare the verb.

the adverb
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énitacic intensity

écduevoc the future tense (rare)

gtepdrhiToc heterocliteb

evbetla the nominative case (sc. ﬂf&cuc)

eduTLAf the optative mood (sc. Eyiitcic)

eépa original form, roct word B

Bepatixde a primary form, used e.g. of nouns and verbs
Gésuc (i)arrangement, (ii) position, (iii) state
T80y peculiar characteristic.of

t6luua a particular property of

raTEIAAAOC correctly colligated

xaqulnlétnc correct colligation of forms

ratdgactc affirmation

AAYT LA the vocative case (sc. mtdctc)

2oL véc common (used of nouns of common gender etc., )
ATHCLC possession '

ntnxtxéc " possessive (used of pronouns,-etc.)

xSproc proper (used;of nouns)

MELc . word

hé&ﬁg speech; statement, sentence; argument, reason; principle
HENY the future tense (sc. xpdvoc)

pepLcpde allocation to parts of speech )
pépoﬁ Aoyob a pért of speech

uéen the middle voice of the verb (sc. 8utdbecic)



He cénc the middle voice of the verb . .-.

HeTdBact ¢ ' transfor (e.g.of the action from the subjeot to the objed
uetalapPdvecOar to be‘regarded as

peTdBecic ) transposition

petoxf tho participle

povadiudc single

8V°P° the noun

] L d »

Ogvc the acute accent (sc. tévoc)

opbn the nominative case (so. mwiicic)

v . "

oploc coxrect accent (sc. tdévoc)

oplZouevoc limited, defined

[ /

Optcuoc definition 7

opLecTud the indicative mood (sc. EyaXscuc)

QﬁtFG ' essence, substance; existence (Sein)

ndfoc the passive state

nABNTL XA the passive voice (sc. 6tdPecuc)

napdyw to derive (e.g. by changing the form of a word)
napay@m derivation . .
ﬂ&p&@&(bc formation of a compound form by appositibn asn

opposed to synthesis (composition).
RAPATATPWUOTL %S C expletive (uséd of conjunotions)

RAPATATLAUSC the imperfect temse ,(sc. xpovdc)

ﬂGP5ﬁ5H8V¢g S categories found in forms (L. accidentie)
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past time in general as opposed to present time-
a derived form

‘interrogative

oblique (used of cases other than the nominative)
to be redundant

the plural number

brgathihg

quality‘(as denoted through adjectival forms)
therrépOsition -

appéliafivé (used of ‘nouns)

the imperative mood of the verb (sc. EyukLCLc)

the category of person

uged in a protactic position, as the definite article

an originel, i.e. underived, form

.grammatiqailinflexion, especially the category of case

a form subject to inflexion, usually of case inflexion

the verb

sigpifioance, connotation

solgcism

basiﬁ element of language, letter of the alphabet
|

to be compounded from

the Bomparative ﬁégree of the eadjective

conjugation inverbs, declension in nouns and pronouns

syllsble -
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h ~\\5€L¢ava consonants
e éﬁvSEéEQF : conjunction
.pveyn%&ci{. identity of form
- '~.C6veéccc compounding of a form by synthesis as oﬁéosed to
| apposition
© cbvbetoc : a compounded form
cOvtagLc ‘ the(oorrect)arrangement of forms within.the
structure
cxfipor form, shape; schema
TaELC order, position
tdcuc stress
) tdvoc accent
AN material
dnepOetLxde ‘the superlative degree in comparison
bmepcvvredixde the pluperfect tense of the verb (sc.'xpévot)
VRoBeTL XA the so-called "adhprative" mood (sc. Eywndicic)
Gﬂouefpevov literally, the topic under observationihenpe,the subject
5ﬂ°TQ*TLK5C the subjunctive mood of the verb; attachéd-in a

hypotactic position, e.g. the relativelpronoﬁn

pdvn the form (of a word)
puvnevTa . vowels
xXpficLe usage,custom

xpdvoc : time in general, and especially, tense in the verb



