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... CHAPTER I
THE NATURE OF THE PROBLEM

(i) INDETERMINACY

The problem of Greek word order is so seldom discussed in this
country that it is still possible to treat it as a fresh problem. In this
respect it differs from all other problems of comparable magnitude
in the study of the Greek language. Of the work so far published on
Greek word order, much is cautious and limited in scope, confining
itself to the minute analysis of a small number of particular pheno-
mena. Work which aims more ambitiously at a high level of
generalisation has borne little fruit. Sometimes this is because the
‘rules’ which it offers prove inadequate, or break down, as soon as
one tries to apply them to a page of Greek in a text opened at ran-
dom.® Sometimes the rules admit neither of proof nor of disproof,
because the arguments on which they rest are circular.? More often,
an objective general statement of the facts appears, to the seeker
after rules, inconclusive in the extreme; it amounts to saying
‘xy7 and xzy occur, but, on the other hand, yxz, y7x, 7xy, and
7yx also occur.” General accounts of word order of the kind
which we find in Schwyzer’s grammar would have delighted Sextus
Empiricus.

It may be argued that if attempts to establish general rules have
ended in doubt and confusion, that is the fault not of the enquirers
after the truth but of the truth itself, Greek word order being *free’,
‘arbitrary’ or ‘indeterminate’. I do not suggest that such a view
is unscholarly or disreputable. It speaks, after all, with the voice of
experience and can draw upon a superabundance of evidence. We
find an Attic boundary-stone which proclaims itself (/G, 1z, 877)
[%0]58 Ad[p]os; we find another, of the same date, which says (i4:d.
878) %d[pos] 4088. The beginning of chapter 8 of the Hippocratic

' Thumb, p. 2, has no difficulty in disposing, by this test, of Kiihner’s
general rule (11, p. 595), but the rule which he substitutes (‘middle’ position of
the verb) can be disposed of with equal ease.

* See especially ch. 1v, A (i) below (p. 32). Similar criticisms of circularity
may be brought against, e.g., Ammann’s attempt ( 5St) to represent differences

of Greek order by stylistic differences in translation and Richter’s treatment
(p. 24) of ‘Rhythmuslinien’.

I DG



2 GREEK WORD ORDER

work De Carne is 16 8¢ firap &8¢ fuvéorn; the next chapter begins
6 8¢ oAy EuvéoTn GO8e.

Discouraging as such examples may be, we should regard them as
opening the question, not as closing it. They suffice to show that
there must be some degree of indeterminacy in Greek word order;
that is to say, it must sometimes be determined by processes in the
mind of the composer, rational or irrational, which we cannot
necessarily expect to recover. On the other hand, there are very
many utterances in Greek which conform to one or other of a
limited number of patterns.* Take, for example, a complete utterance
consisting of the three words wévra &v Eypoyev. Mathematically,
there are six possible ways of arranging three unlike objects; but
out of the six possibilities in this utterance, the majority can be
discarded:

(i) &v mévra Eypayev, (i) &v Eypoye mévta. No competent
student would write either of these; and any competent student
should be able to say why, namely that &v never begins a sentence.

(iif) &ypoye mévt' &v. Nor, I hope, would a student write this;
but I should be surprised if he could say why, except to say (truly)
that if we search for an example, in Classical Greek prose, of verb
+mévta-+&v arranged, as a complete utterance, in this order, our
search will be long. All of us, teachers and students alike, constantly
avoid abnormal formulations without knowing why, and there is
nothing strange in that; the process is comparable with the familiar
experience of carrying out a manual operation rightly when we do
not attend to it too closely and wrongly when we do.

(iv) mévt Eypayev &v. This is described by Demetrius, Eloc.
256, as a kakd@wvov deviation from mévra &v Eypoyev, but some-
thing which one might say or write in order to achieve Sewdrns;
he mentions it with Topeyévero olyi=ol Tapeyéveto.

(v) Eypoyev &v mévta and (vi) wévr® &v Eypopev. On these two

alternatives it is enough for the moment to remark that it is (vi),
not (v), which Demetrius treats as the norm from which wévr’
Eyponpev &v is a deviation, and (vi) which we should be more likely
to write in a prose composition; reasons for this will be given later.

If it is objected that an example containing a word like &v is not a
fair example, it is legitimate to answer: what is a word like &v’, and
which words are ‘like &’? And where does the boundary lie

I Cf. Vendryes, p. 167,
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between the comparative rigidity of wé&vt’ &v &yponpev and the total
laxity of 8pos 680l | &SoU Spos?

The purpose of this book is to discover the nature of the principles
which would justify us in calling mwévt’ &v Eypoyev ‘normal’ or
‘right’ in order.

(ii) TYPES OF DETERMINANT .

The respects in which two utterances may be similar or dissimilar
are clearly very numerous. If two utterances are syntactically
identical, but differ in order, this does not prove that the determi-
nants of their different orders are unknowable; it proves only that
syntactical identity does not suffice to determine identity of order;
and our task becomes the exploration of all the respects in which the
two utterances are dissimilar, in the hope of finding there the vital
difference which determined their difference of order.

Let us now take a very simple Greek utterance, the words with
which Hippocrates excitedly awakens Socrates at the beginning of
Plato’s Protagoras (3108B): TpeoToydpas fiker.r Let us discard any
beliefs which we may previously have entertained on the determi-
nation of word order, and ask in complete innocence: Why, in this
particular utterance, does the word TMpwraydpas precede the word
fiket? We cannot know a prior: what kind of answer we shall get, if
we ever get one; we must be prepared for an answer in any of the
following categories:

(i) In phonological terms, e.g. ‘the longer word precedes the
shorter’, or ‘a word beginning with a consonant precedes a word
beginning with a vowel’.

(ii) In morphological terms, e.g. ‘nouns precede verbs, irrespec-
tive of their syntactical interrelation’.

(iii) In syntactical terms, e.g. ‘ the subject precedes the predicate’.

(iv) In semantic terms, e.g. ‘words denoting motion come at the
end’.

(v) In lexical terms, e.g. ‘fike1 is one of n words which always
come at the end’.

(vi) In logical terms, e.g. ‘Hippocrates knows that Socrates will
guess that someone has come, but he won’t know who; so he utters

' This example is discussed by Goodell, pp. 30f., and Denniston, Prose,
PP- 44f. :
* Cf. Jacobsohn (ctr. Spitzer) and Wackernagel, Wstregel.
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first the word which is least expected by his hearer’. Here and
subsequently I use the word ‘logical’ in a highly general sense, as an
adjective corresponding to the noun ‘thought’.?

(vii) In emotive terms, e.g. ‘the word TTpwTaydpas comes first
because it is the focus of the speaker’s emotion’.

(viii) In social or ceremonial terms, e.g. ‘Protagoras is older than
the speaker’ or ‘fixet is a tabu word in the speaker’s family’.?

(ix) In terms involving the individual history of the speaker, e.g.
‘the last time he said, or wrote, or thought “Protagoras has
arrived” it was in the form TlpwTaydpas fiker, and the present
example is determined by habit’.

(x) In stylistic or aesthetic terms, e.g. ‘ the last time he thought
or said or wrote “Protagoras has arrived”, it was in the form fixe:
Mpwrarydpas, and he likes variety of formulation’.

I should not like to think that these ten categories are an exhaustive
list;3 but they are something to go on with. The customary pro-
cedure in an enquiry of this kind is:

(1) To select one of these categories for exploration.

(ii) To formulate, within that category, hypothetical rules of the
highest level of generality compatible with their being mutually
exclusive.

(iii) To make a selection of texts which is random from the point
of view of the rules to be tested but not necessarily random from
the point of view of history, dialect or genre.

(iv) To compile statistics of the observance and non-observance
of the rules.

(v) On the basis of these statistics, to distinguish between
‘normal’ and ‘abnormal’ order.

(vi) To discover the determinants of abnormality; that is to say,
to discover conditions which are present in all the abnormal

* Goodell, pp. 14ff., uses ‘rhetorical’ in something like this sense.

* 1 exaggerate here, but cf. Wackernagel, #f. pp. 47ff., for respects in
which word order may reflect social conditions and changes in order changes
in conditions.

3 One must also consider e.g. ‘mimetic’ order, in which words denoting
sudden noise or movement precede the words denoting its cause or source
(Ammann, Unt. 1, p. 15, Dopp. p. 23; Havers, Hdb. p. 146), and ‘excitant’
order, in which the words which are essential to the hearer’s understanding of
the whole situation communicated are postponed in order to create tension
(Lindhamer, p. 71; de Vries, pp. 87f.).
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instances but absent from all the normal, or, if present in some
normal instances, are counteracted there by certain other conditions
which are absent from the normal. The process of counteraction
may, of course, be complex, so that we eventually find ourselves
formulating rules which constitute exceptions to an exception to an
exception to an exception to an exception to the general rule.

This procedure is not only customary,* but in some form or other
inevitable. Yet the difficulties and dangers inherent init are numerous
and remarkable.

(i) Statistics may or may not give a clear picture; we cannot know
until we have them. If, for example, we are testing the syntactical
rule ‘the subject precedes the predicate’, and we find that the
ratio of SP to PS is 10:1, we can embark with some confidence
on the next stage of the enquiry, the discovery of the deter-
minants of abnormality. On the other hand, if the ratio is 2:1 or
lower, it is unlikely that we have discovered a primary determinant
of order and more likely that we are on the track of a secondary
phenomenon. :

(i) It is easy, but wrong, to equate ‘statistically normal’ with
‘natural’ and ‘statistically abnormal® with ‘distorted’, ‘inverted’,
etc. If, for example, we were investigating a language in which the
order SP was invariable in statements and the order PS invariable
in questions, it would be misleading to formulate the rule in terms
such as: ‘SP is normal, but this normal order is reversed in ques-
tions’. Statements are more numerous than questions, but that is
not a fact of a kind with which we are concerned ; we should content
ourselves with the pair of discoveries that (a) statement determines
the order $P, (4) interrogation determines the order PS.

(iif) Itis also easy, but equally wrong, to define the determinants
of abnormality positively and to leave those of normal order
negatively defined. Suppose, for example, that there is a language
in which the order PS is statistically abnormal and in all instances of
PS the predicate is the focus of the speaker’s emotion. It is mis-
leading, in such a case, to say that the predicate precedes when it is

* The distinction between ‘habitual’, ‘traditional’, ‘usual’, ‘banal’, or
‘natural’ order on the one hand and ‘occasional’ or ‘rhetorical’ order on the
other is fundamental in Brugmann, Fgl. p. 677, Delbriick, Pgl. pp. 38, 110ff.,
Altind. p. 13, Schwyzer, Gr. 11, p. 691, Leumann, p. 610, Kieckers, St. Vés.
pp. 2ff.; cf. Chantraine, pp. 71f., Vendryes, p. 168.
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emotionally emphasised but omit to say that the subject also pre-
cedes when it is emotonally emphasised. It would be more useful
to say that (a) the element which is the focus of emotion precedes,
and (4) a syntactical determinant operates when emotion is absent.
(Perhaps here, as in other aspects of linguistics, there is room for
‘zero grade’ as a positive concept.) We might also find in some
language that normal and abnormal orders are equally positive
manifestations of a single general principle.

(iv) No scholar, I suppose, thinks that he needs to be warned
against regarding the order of his native language as ‘natural’, but
the danger is more complex and more insidious than is commonly
realised. The concepts ‘nature’ and ‘instinct’ die hard in linguistics.
If in our browsing in linguistic literature we encounter an illustra-
tion of word order drawn from a North American Indian language,
we think it fantastic; but because most of us who know Greek at all
began to learn it as children, and became accustomed to it gradually,
we fail to see that the fundamental differences in order between
Plato’s language and ours are at least as great as that between
Sitting Bull’s and ours.” One consequence of this failure is our
tendency to regard as ‘natural’ such elements as are common to
Greek and English order; we therefore seek explanations of the
differences, but do not trouble to explain what is familiar; theses are
written about xad &yAadk &éybon &mowa (J/. 1, 23)* but not about
pépwv T &mepeior’ &mowe (ibid. 13).3 The fallacy is not wholly
irrational in origin. Since Greek and English are the result of
differentiation from much more obviously related originals, and
since there exist language-families in which all the members of the
family follow the same principles of word order, it might be sup-
posed that we can find a Greek norm of order which will also be an
Indo-European order and will be manifested also in English, French
and German. We might find this; but we have no right whatsoever
to expect that we shall find it. Indeed, when we reflect that the

' Cf. especially the phenomena discussed by Vahlen, p. 1002, Schéne,
Umstr., Wilhelm, Synt. Postgate, p. 166, appreciates the magnitude of the
difference, but in describing it somewhat exaggerates the rational and intel-
lectual aspects of Greek order.

* On ‘Spaltung’, ‘Sperrung’, and ‘Hyperbaton’ see Bachhammer, Havers,
Spalt., Lindhamer, de Vries, Rass, Kiihner, 11, pp. 6ooff., Fraenkel, Jktus,
pp. 1624

3 Cf. the pertinent criticisms made by Loepfe, p. 10.
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few thousand contemporary languages on which we have some
information and the handful which we can trace back into the
past represent only a tiny portion of the whole field of human
language, and that within that portion the variety of structure
which we can find is almost as great as the variety which we can
imagine, we may well conclude that we have no right to expect
anything.

Before we make our initial choice from the list of ten categories,
let us remind ourselves of some important facts by a glance at
the practice of modern spoken English. If we were asked by
a foreigner for a general rule of word order in English, we should
say, I suppose: The subject precedes the predicate. On second
thoughts, we should add: That is, in a statement the subject must
precede the predicate; any utterance in which part of the predi-
cate, in the form of an auxiliary verb, precedes the subject is a
question,

We shall have more than second thoughts, but let us consider for
a moment the nature of our statement so far as it has gone. Our
immediate classification of English sentences is in syntactical terms,
according to whether the subject precedes the predicate or the
predicate the subject. Yet the determinants of these alternative
orders are not themselves syntactical; they are logical. Even then,
the rule is not absolute; for there are questions which in respect of
order are indistinguishable from statements, e.g., ‘You haven’t
done it?’, and the classification of the logical conditions which
determine order in questions is subtle and difficult.”

Furthermore, our statement that the subject precedes the predicate
in indicative statements is not entirely true. Consider, for example,
‘Here comes a policeman’, There goes a bus’, ‘Never have I heard
such nonsense’, or ‘ He would not do it, nor would I expect him to’.
The importance of these exceptions lies in the fact that they are not
instances of subordinate syntactical rules concerning negatives or
demonstratives or adverbs or conjurctions; they are instances of the
occurrence of specified words in specified patterns, and their usage
can be communicated to a foreigner only by exhaustive lists and
examples.

This reminds us that we cannot expect to find that the determi-
nants of order in any language are all of one type. Determinants

' Cf. Brugmann, #sckd. pp. 1ff.
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of several different types may, as it were, pull a given utterance in
different directions, and the order in which it is eventually formu-
lated will represent the victory of one type of determinant over the
others.”

The co-existence of determinants of different types is one of the
fundamental facts of language. If I construct a sentence containing
a subject and a verb which I have never used before—because, let us
say, someone has just invented them—my unthinking grasp of a
highly general and abstract syntactical rule will ensure that I put
the subject before the verb. But this application of a rule to an
unfamiliar content does not weaken my adherence to certain familiar
patterns which are in conflict with the rule, such as ‘nor would
I expect him to’. Historically speaking, over a long enough
period the balance of power between determinants demonstrably
shifts;* but it would be a very unusual language in which all the
utterances of a given individual speaker were wholly and ex-
haustively determined by mutually exclusive rules belonging all to
the same type.

‘With these considerations in mind, let us turn back to our Greek
example, TTpawtarydpas fiket, and make our first choice of a type of
determinant for further exploration. It is clear that not all the ten
types listed afford an equal purchase. The phonological type offers
no firm purchase at all; rhythmically, the word TpwTaydpas is
choriambic; accentually, it is paroxytone with a short penultimate
vowel; it begins with a consonant, and ends with one; its vowels
are all back-vowels. The number of ways in which MpwTaydpas can
be seen to differ phonologically from fikei is very large, and the
possible phonological reasons for the order TMpwTtaydpas fiker are
accordingly so numerous that no obvious starting-point of enquiry
suggests itself. Similarly, if the determinant of the order is habit, or
ceremonial, or aesthetic variation, it will not normally be discover-
able. When the author is dead, there are limits to the inferences we
can draw from what he has left us in writing,

The fact that some types of answer are hard to obtain does not
mean that these answers are wrong; it means only that we shall be

! Schwyzer, Gr. 11, p. 690. Fitbas, Comm. pp. 39f., WO, p. 73 speaks of
‘hierarchies of principles’ and illustrates the growth of the domination of
syntactical principles of order in English.

* Bloomfield, pp. 156f.
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unwise to attempt such an answer until we have first explored the
possibilities of easier types. The possibility of an answer in lexical
or semantic terms depends in the first instance on observation and
thereafter on statistical compilation or negative observation. The
process reveals that there are many words in Greek which never
begin a sentence, and others which never end one. In addition, there
are some which are disproportionately common at the beginning of
a sentence. These data are useful, but they do not help us with
TTpwTarydpos fikel.

An answer in morphological or syntactical terms stands at the
opposite extreme to the phonological. Morphological and syntac-
tical categories in Greek are few, and the possible alternative rules
of order in terms of these categories are correspondingly few. Also,
there is seldom room for disagreement on whether a given word is
noun or verb, subject or object or predicate.” The a priori advantage
of a morphological or syntactical answer is strengthened by the fact
that in very many languages the determinants of order are syntac-
tical* and may be thought to be strengthened by ancient theory. The
order subject—verb is described by Demetrius Eloc. 199 as ‘natural”
(A puokd) T&Eis), and noun—verb by Dionysius Comp. Perb. § as
Tfj pUoal &mdpevov. But any inclination which the statistician may
feel to welcome the ancient critics as allies may falter when he
considers their reasons. Demetrius, speaking specifically of narra-
tive, says that the subject-matter (16 mepl o0) of a sentence should
be stated first, and & ToUrd goTv second, which is not quite the same
as saying that the syntactical subject precedes the syntactical predi-
cate. He continues: ‘but, of course, the order can be reversed.. ..
I do not unconditionally approve the former order and condemn the
latter; T am merely setting forth 76 quowkdv eldos Tfs Té&Eecws.’
Demetrius’s conception of ‘nature’ is not necessarily based on
linguistic usage, as we may see from Dionysius. Dionysius thinks
it natural that nouns should precede verbs because nouns denote
substance (oUolx) whereas verbs denote accident (cupPepnkds) and
substance is ‘by nature’ prior to accident. He once believed, he
says, that in order to write well we should follow nature and put
nouns before verbs; but he realised later that this a priori philoso-

! The problem of Greek order in general has usually been discussed in

syntactical terms, e.g. by Chantraine, Frisk, Kiihner and Schwyzer.
* Barth, pp. 22ff.
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phical view of the relation between substance and accident was
irrelevant to good writing. He deserves credit for his observation, ...
and gratitude for the honesty with which he reveals the divergence
of interest between metaphysics and linguistics. When we come to
examine syntactical statistics, we shall do so without philosophical
allies.

(iii) MATERIAL
It is proposed in the next three chapters to identify types of determi-
nant in Greek word order; it is therefore necessary to define ‘Greek’
for this limited purpose.

Clearly our enquiry must be into early Greek; the study of word
order in the Gospels or Plutarch is interesting and worth-while, but
no one will want to turn first to them for an answer to a question
about the structure of the Greek language so long as the material of
earlier centuries is available.* Equally clearly, our attention must be
concentrated on prose rather than poetry. In poetry rhythm is
among the determinants of form;* and where the determinants
of form generally are more numerous, the isolation of the deter-
minants of word order in particular is likely to be more difficult.
This consideration is responsible also for my comparative neglect
of that large portion of fourth-century prose in which rhyth-
mical and phonetic preoccupations are demonstrably at work
among the forces determining the form in which authors express
themselves.

I have therefore paid special attention to Herodotus and docu-
mentary inscriptions. I am aware that Herodotus was an artist, the
power and beauty of whose work are manifest onevery page; yet there
are two important respects in which his language is ‘natural’. He
does not try, as Thucydides constantly tries, to say too much in too
few words; nor does he wrestle clumsily with language in the manner

of the so-called ‘Old Oligarch’. Secondly, the rhythmical and

* The statistics in Frisk, pp. 161f., show important differences in syntactical
order between Hellenistic and Classical Greek; we may perhaps come to the
conclusion that the major difference is the emergence in Hellenistic Greek of
syntactical determinants which are irrelevant to Classical Greek.

* Porzig, p. 97, says that the exigencies of metre do not create new patterns
of order but only determine the author’s choice between existing alternatives.
T am not sure that this distinction does not beg the question; cf. Wackernagel,
Diche. pp. 61L.; Bloomfield, pp. 157f., 165; Spiegel, p. 514.
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phonetic considerations conspicuous in the fourth century are not in
evidence in Herodotus.! _,

As for inscriptions, it must be admitted that Greek documentary
inscriptions exhibit, at certain times and places, positive charac-
teristics of their own, and that we cannot assume without qualifica-
tion that their language is ‘basic’ or ‘natural’ Greek. Nevertheless,
these characteristics are few and easily identifiable; the establish-
ment of formulae, even at Athens, was remarkably late; and there
are several other considerations which make inscriptions of prime
importance to the student of word order. First, the manuscripts and
papyri of a prose literary text reveal just enough differences in
respect of order to make us reluctant to rely too heavily on the
authenticity of the order in any one passage, whereas an inscription
may be presumed to be only one stage removed from an autograph,
and slips of the chisel are likely to be rarer than slips of the pen.?
Secondly, the composition of documentary inscriptions is moti-
vated by a desire to communicate clearly and not to invite admira-
tion as a work of art.3 I have therefore chosen several of my
documentary examples from places which were not centres of cul-
tural and literary development. I cannot swear that the decrees of
the Ozolian Locrians do not betray the hand of a mute inglorious
Gorgias, but I may be allowed to doubt that and to believe that in
early documents from the Peloponnese, the North-West and Crete
the influence of Kunstprosa is minimal. There is some value in
applying to word order, and to all problems in the history of the
Greek language, a principle which was applied on a famous occasion
to a matter of higher importance: mwp&Tov &v Tals oo InTHoWHEY
Troiév T o,

' Herodotus’s language undeniably shows some characteristics which we
associate with spoken rather than with written composition (cf. Pohlenz,
Herodot (Leipzig, 1937), pp. 209f.), and this makes analysis of the logical
relations between the elements of a Herodotean utterance easier and more
profitable (cf. Loepfe, p. 59).

* Suiking and characteristic patterns of order in literature are always in
danger of over-systematic emendation, from which inscriptions are com-
paratively safe (Schone, Umstr, pp. 1451L.).

3 Schick, pp. 362f.



CHAPTER II
LEXICAL AND SEMANTIC DETERMINANTS

(i) POSTPOSITIVES AND PREPOSITIVES

Most Greek words are ‘mobile’ (symbol M), in the sense that any
one of them may be found at the beginning of a clause, at its end, or
in the middle. There are, however, two important categories of
limited mobility. These are:

(I) Postpositives (symbol g). These words never, or only in
certain specifiable circumstances, occur at the beginning of a clause.
Some of them are unconditionally g, i.e. may not in any circum-
stances begin a clause. They are:

(i) The particles &pa (pox), o, ydp, ve, dai, 8, Sfita, Oy, wév,
unv (uéw), oliv (Gwv), Trep, Te.

(i) The word To1, which may be regarded either as a pronoun
or as a particle, according to dialect.

(iii) The pronouns e, wov (uev), o1, wv (Viv), oge.

(iv) The modal particle &v and its synonyms ke and xc.

Certain others may conveniently be treated as unconditionally g,
since the circumstances in which they may begin a clause are
extremely restricted and the instances very few:

(v) &%.

(vi) The pronouns oi and oo

(vii) The oblique cases of o¥rrés in the anaphoric sense. In the
sense ‘self” they are M; but although this semantic difference might
be expected to cause trouble, I know of no instance of initial cirr-6v,
etc. which requires to be translated as anaphoric and forbids the
translation ‘self’.

The status of other ¢ is less sharply defined:

(viii) The rule that the indefinite pronouns, adjectives and
adverbs Tis, Trws, etc. are ¢ is true on the whole, but to some extent
artificially protected by conventions of accent and translation.
Presented with Tis #vSov; as a complete utterance, we should write
an acute accent on Tis and translate ‘who is in?’ even when ‘is
someone in?’ might seem more appropriate to the context.”

' Is A. Ag. 1344 oiya: Tis wAnyfv &Urtel xauplws obraocptvos; really
a question? :
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(ix) The pronouns og, cov, ooi, when initial, are by convention
accented and are translated-as emphatic. When medial or final, they
are written as enclitic if the context permits their translation as
unemphatic but accented if it requires them to be translated as
emphatic. The statement ‘unemphatic o, oov, oot are enclitic and
postpositive’ thus incurs the danger of circularity inherent in the
concept ‘emphasis’.

(x) Similar difficulties beset the classification of viv/viv, the
oblique cases of ogeis, the present tense of pdveu, and the oblique
cases of fueis and Uuels, though the two last lack the complication of
accentual conventions. )

(xi) The verb elven cannot be classed as ¢ without many qualifica-
tions and reservations, not all of which admit of a satisfactory
classification. efvan as copula tends, in most authors, to be treated as ¢;
when itis first word in a clause, we import into its translation nuances
which the context does not always demand and sometimes scarcely
justifies. I use the symbol M7 for elven in its copulative sense.

In generalising about ¢ it is the unconditional ¢, categories
(i)~(vii), which I have in mind, and it is the use of these words
especially which my examples are designed to illustrate.

The definition of ¢ as words which never begin a clause necessi-
tates a modification of our definition of ‘ clause’. One such modifica-
tion is discussed below. The other is that vocatives, oaths and
parentheses, although often marked off by commas in modern texts,
are often immediately followed by g, e.g. Ar. Pax 137 AN & péX’
&v por ortieov BimAdv E8e1; PL. Prm. 1378 Tis olv, elhely, po1 &mo-
kpiveiton; This amounts to saying that in respect of ¢ vocatives, etc.
do not affect the order.

(A1) Prepositives (symbol p).* These words never, or only in
certain specifiable circumstances, end a clause. They are:

() &G, &rép (eiTdp), 1], fj, keed, OUBE (UnSE), olre (pfyre), elte.

(i) ph="lest’. X

(iii) Relatives, including the indeclinables i, &mef, fve, etc.

(iv) é="the’. In other senses & is not p.

* Wackernagel, Gesezz, pp. 391f.; Kieckers, 5. Sag. p. 150. The most
remarkable postponement of ¢ is in a v./. at Ar. Nu. 398f. xod Tréds, & pédpe oU
kol Kpovicov 8300v kad PexxeoéAnve, elmrep B&AAer Tous Emidprous, ST ouxl
Ziucov’ dvémrpnoev; (8fiT° V: s codd. plerique: wés 8fiT" contra metrum
Ral). Seealsop.15n.1,p. 161, 3.

* Ammann, Unt. 1, p. 12.
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(v) Prepositions. In this category considerable historical changes
and differences between genres are observable, but in prose generally ...
all the prepositions are p except sometimes epl ; &vev, &veke, X&pv,
Xwpls, etc., reasonably classified as ‘improper’ prepositions, do not
come under consideration here.

The simple negative is not easy to classify. It has obvious p
characteristics; it might be argued that expressions such as & 8¢ uf) or
&8¢ ptv &v ytvorto, Ekelvaos 8 ol are just as elliptic as e.g. ol of8’
&trov, and therefore do not tell against its inclusion among p. Since,
however, it may constitute a complete utterance by itself, and since
the types of clause in which it may appear last are numerous, I do
not treat it as p.

The three types of minimal complete utterance are || M ||, || pM ||
and || M|\ By definition, ||l llgll, | Mpl| and [|gM]] are impos-
sible. When two M and one ¢ constitute a complete utterance, the
two arrangements which are theoretically possible are || Mg M || and
| M Mgq||; with two M and two g, there are three possible orders,
| Mqq M|, || Mg Mg|| and || M Mgq||; with three M and two g, six
possible orders; and so on. Yet these alternatives are not equally
used. Greek has a strongly marked preference for || Mg(g...)
MM...), accumulating ¢ after the first M.* This is an observable
historical fact which could never have been deduced from the
definitions of M, p and ¢. In this pattern word-groups which we, as
speakers of modern European languages, would regard as indis-
soluble are disrupted, e.g. Callinus, fr. 1, 20 doep y&p piv mhpyov
tv 6gpBapoioty &pddotv, Ar. Nu. 257 domep pe Tdv "AB&pave” dtreos
uty &Uoere, DGE, 412, 3 (Olympia, VI B.c.) & 8¢ xa ppérpax &
Sapooio Terela el Sik&Sooa, Hdt. vi, 63, 2 &v 5é ol EA&ogovi ¥pdve. . .
1) yuvi) arn Ticrel. Similarly, words which, as we should say, ‘go
together in sense’ are widely separated,? e.g. Lys. 1, 17 TaUt& pou
TévTa s THY yvopny elote; in particular, ¢ which ‘belong’ in
participial and infinitive clauses are commonly associated with the -
words to which those clauses are subordinate, e.g. Hom. /1. xx1, 347
xodper 8¢ pv SoTis Eelpn (a rare type), Hdt. 1, 30, 4 xad ogr €lde
&rmraot Tékve ékyevdpeva, D. 1) 18 ikéAsuod pot alrmdv veras piofo-
ooobar. Hence a sentence such as Pl. Euthyphro 6A gtficer Tis pe

! Wackernagel, Gesety; Schwyzer, Gr. 11, p. 692; Leumann, pp. 611ff.;

Delbriick, Altind. pp. 471., 59.
* Cf. Brugmann, Vgl. pp. 681ff.; Delbriick, gl pp. 4off.
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&€auapTévew is to be treated as only an apparent example, not a real
example, of a ¢ (ue) beginning a clause.*

Generally speaking, the earlier the Greek, the more closely does
M+ M+q>Mg M approximate to a rule. It is not, however, a
question of certain metrically convenient patterns establishing
themselves in the dactylic hexameter and influencing the subsequent
development of the language. The phenomenon occurs in other
Indo-European languages, especially in Indo-Iranian, e.g. Old
Persian, XPa (Xerxes, Persepolis) 15 uta-maiy tya pita akunaus
= kail pov &mi (&) TrorThp Eoinoev.?

The progressive tendency in post-Homeric Greek to distribute ¢
within the clause, instead of concentrating them after the leading M,
is a secondary phenomenon. One of its principal causes is a certain
development, independent of anything we have discussed so far, in
the treatment of p. Even in the earliest Greek there exists a tendency
to arrange an utterance consisting of M, p and ¢ in the order p Mg,
and this tendency is increasingly strengthened in historical times.
This, again, is an observable fact which could not have been deduced
from definitions. Its extreme development may be seen in the
evolution of ‘compound verbs’. By the end of the fifth century
prefix and verb were virtually indissoluble in the language of prose,
and were presumably already an accentual unit. This evolution may
be symbolised M,q+M,>M, q. Contemporaneously with the
coalescence of p and M, certain words underwent semantic changes
and declined from M-status to p-status. The demonstrative pronoun
6 in Homeric Greek may be symbolised M?, i.e. M destined to
become p (and, of course, already in process of change even in
Homer).

The coalescence of p and M is most clearly seen in cases of pMy
where ¢ is a connecting particle, e.g. Hom. /. xx1v, 665 Tfj Sex&rq
8¢ ke 8&mrrapev, Hdt. 1%, 49, 3 &wd ToU TroTtawol yép ot olk EEfjv
U8wp popéeadon, Ar. Nu. 1198 &mrep ol TrpoTévBon y&p Sokolof pot
mrofelv. These three examples may be symbolised: Hom., pMgq M;

* The MS. text of E. 14 1435 TaUoal pe pf) k&xize, accepted by Wacker-
nagel, Geserz, p. 392, might be tolerable if the context permitted (as it does
not) the translation ‘stop abusing me’. Occasionally the inversion of M and ¢
normal in sentences of the type nol pe t§apaptévev is found where some
degree of pause immediately before ¢ seems inescapable, e.g. Lys. x11, 10

dpooev. . . AaPdwv T TéAavTédy pe odoev, Cf.p.13n.1andp. 16n. 3.
* Kent, pp. 96f.; Wackernagel, Gesezz, p. 404.
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Hdt., ppMgq M M M M; Ar., ppMg Mg M. More commonly,
the pM complex may be disrupted by connecting particles, but not__.
by other ¢, e.g. Pl. Prt. 310¢ 6 y&p To1 Tradis pe & Zdrrupos &méSpa,
where the pattern is pggMg pM M. This pattern is typical.

The placing of particles after the definite article or preposition is
so fundamental a characteristic of Greek, and we learn it so early in
our study of the language, that we do not reflect often enough how
curious a phenomenon it is. It is in fact the result of a compromise
between pattern and principle. On the one hand, there is the
increasing tendency to treat pM as an indissoluble unit; on the
other hand, there is a poetic language in which pg(g...) M is
unrestricted and the evolution M?>p only in its initial stages.
Symbolically, pg, Mg,, where g, is a connecting particle and ¢, any
other ¢, is the joint product of pg(g...) M, M?¢(g...) M, and
pMy(g.. )"

As we should expect, the treatment of p+M+g varies greatly
from one dialect to another and from one period to another.
Herodotus, for example, inserts a ¢ pronoun between article and
noun or between preposition and noun; in Attic prose this is very
rare with yo1, even rarer with oot, and unexampled with those cases
of arrév which are equivalent to uw, ol, o@t. kal pot and dAA& pot
with imperatives survive more strongly in Attic than any other xad
gM or &\A& ¢ M where ¢ is a pronoun. A literal translation of DGE,
412, 3 into Attic—T1d & &v yigiopx T Snudoiov kipiov €in Sikézov—
although not entirely unparalleled,> would be extremely unusual.
Thucydides commonly places anaphoric or- immediately after
connective kai; this is not favoured by fourth-century prose. On
the other hand, fourth-century writers arrange the words in certain
parentheses to yield M(g)(|)gM. . . in preference to M(q)| My. . .,
e.g. D. 1, 19 ‘1l oliv;’ &v Ti5 elmon, “ov ypdeels ol elven oTparico-
Tike;®, Pl Euthd. 297c vewotl, por Sokelv, karrormemAeuxéT.3 The
deferment of connecting -particles also provides evidence of the
formation of other types of complex unit. One common type con-
sists of a word repeated in polyptosis, or a pair of closely related

' Cf. Leo, p. 419.

* E.g. Th. vi, 64, 1 ToUs yd&p &v yidous. . .Tous briréas. . . PA&TTTEW &V
ueyéha. For other types of pgM which are unevenly distributed among
dialects cf. Wackernagel, Anr. pp. 27ff. (on #&v 115 and af Tis k&) and Wilhelm,
Beitr. pp. 44f. (on TGV TS TTOAITEV).

3 Wackernagel, Geserz, pp. 392, 397. Cf. p. 13 n. 1, p. 1§ n. 1.
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words, e.g. A. Eu. 529 80N 8\\q 8’ Epopelet. This accords with such
phenomena as ap& @iAgs @A and Umip ards artot.t A numeral
and the word to which it refers are sometimes treated asindissoluble,*
e.g. SEG, x, 2 (Marathon, VI/V B.c.), 19ff. Tpréxovra &vSplas 5¢]
Tov &ydva Emidpoacdal.

Complex units account for many clauses in which ¢ are not placed
immediately after the leading M, but there is another phenomenon
of much wider significance. Contrast Hdt. 1, 10, 2 ®ad 1 yuvi)
gropd piv E§1dvra with 12, 1 ki puv Ekefvn By yeipiSiov Soloa kata-
kpUmrrer. In 12, 1 the pattern pgM. . . is normal; in 10, 2 we have
ppM Mg M. Now the idea that kad # yuvl) émopd constitute a
complex unit cannot be taken seriously; and the fact that in reading
the narrative slowly and clearly we would make a slight pause
between ywvf) and &mwop& is highly relevant. The example suggests
that ¢ are not necessarily placed after the leading p or M of what
would traditionally be defined as a ‘clause’, but may occupy a
similar position within one of the word-groups which constitute the
clause; a ‘word-group’ being recognisable by the pauses of the
voice which precede and follow it.3 This suggestion is supported by
very many passages, e.g. Th. VI, 9, 3 kol Tpds ptv ToUs Tpdmrous
ToUs Upetépous &abeviis &v pov & Adyos ein. The words xkal. ..
Uuetépous are not a ‘clause’, but they are a well-defined word-
group; &oBevris begins the next group, which takes the familiar form
Mgq pM M-

A word-group, defined in terms of natural pause, may be very
short,4 as in Hdt. 1, 2, 1 Tara pdv 81 Toa rpds Ioa ot yevéoe (note
that foa wpds foa are treated, as we should expect, as a complex unit),
Lys. 11, 2 8paxs 8¢ & piv Adyos pot ept ToUreov, 8 8 &ydv kTA. Indeed,
circumstances often arise in which we may wonder whether the first
word of a clause is to be followed by a slight pause or is simply
equivalent to p, e.g. Pl. Prz. 333B olkolv &v &v ¢in | aeoppoaivn ko
1| copic.

One effect of breaking up a clause into word-groups is to distri-
bute ¢; and one consequence of this distribution is that ¢ are often to

* Cf. Haupt, pp. 184ff.; Schulze mentions the phenomenon in Lithuanian.

* Cf. Fraenkel, Jktus, pp. 120ff.

3 Fraenkel, Kolon, pp. 319ff.; de Vries, pp. 20f. See also p. 19 n. 1.

4 ‘Kurzkola’ in Fraenkel, Kolon, pp. 327, 343, al. Section (iii) below is
relevant.

2 DG
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be found in close proximity to the words with which, as we should
say, they ‘go’.! As speakers of modern English, we find PL _..
Euthyphro 9 c ToUtou piv &oinut oe and 15E viv y&p omelSew ol
more ‘natural’ than TouTtou pév o” &opinm and vilv yép ot omretBeo.
We are therefore bound to consider the possibility that the funda-
mental reason for the distribution of ¢ and the consequent departure
from the original tendency to collect ¢ after the leading M of the
clause is not the fact that a clause can often be broken up into word-
groups but a desire to bring closer together words which ‘go
together’ in sense. We might suspect that we see the result of a
conflict between pattern and sense in those clauses in which ¢ is
repeated, e.g. E. Md. 250f. &g Tpls &v map’ dorida oTiiven SéAoy’
&v p&AAov i Texelv &raf (pMg pM M Mg M pM M). &v is the ¢
most commonly repeated,? but others may be,3 e.g. X. Cyr. 1v, 5, 29
oxkbyar &8 oiew Svri por Tepl o olos v Trepl Epd Erertd por pépgn
(Mgq|| M Mzq pM|| M M: pM|| Mg M). This phenomenon is not
confined to Greek, but occurs also in Vedic Sanskrit, e.g. Rgveda1,
385, I1 tebhir no adya pathibhih sugebhi raksd ca no adhi ca brithi
=Torrans fipds Thuepov 88ols eUP&TOIs G6dZE Te Tipds UTrép Te (Ldov)
&ybpeve, where the pronoun no (<nah) is placed both after the
leading word (zebhi}) of the whole clause and, with the postpositive
ca, after the leading word (raksa) of the second half of the clause; it
happens also to be the object of raksa.4

I doubt, however, whether the distribution of ¢ over the consti-
tuent word-groups of a clause is motivated to any significant degree
by the desire to bring together words which ‘belong together’.
There are a limited number of associations with &v: oUk &v, fows &v,
Ty &v, 1i5éws &v, etc. ;5 but the many clauses in which distribution

* Compare the history of Russian -¢a (Delbriick, gl p. 50); Macdonell,
p. 285.

* Kiihner, 1, pp. 246f.

3 Kiihner, 1, p. 660, where, however, sentences of entrely different types
are treated without discrimination.

4 Dr A. K. Warder provides me with a remarkable example of repeated ¢
from an early Sanskrit drama: ya te rugtd, sa te naham="1Ti15 oo dpyrofeios,
oTn oot oUx ¢ydd, where the second te is meaningful only in the light of the
first.

5 These associations are specially clear in the examples assembled by
Fraenkel, Kolon, pp. 319ff. In D. 1%, 70 wéAa1 715 fi5écos &v lows tpwThowv
x&BnTo the stereotyped association 15éws &v is responsible for the illusory
appearance of ‘& with the future’.
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has the effect which seems natural’ to speakers of modern English
are matched by an equally large number in which it has the 0pp051te
effect, e.g. [X.] Resp. Ath. 3, 10 ' Sokotior 58 * Afmvaior kad TOUTS ot
ok &pBéds PBouvAeveoBa, D. xx1, 26 obvavrios fikev &v elfUs po1 Adyos,
Hdt. 11, 17, 5 fon 8¢ kad &Tepa Sipdoia ordporra. . . TOIO1 OUVOUOTS
kefTon TéBe, TG v Zairikdy aTdv, 16 8¢ Mevdnotov, [Lys.] xx, 9
Tous piv ydp EEfAauvoy ey, Tous &’ &mextivwuoav (ctr. And. 1, 34
ol utv orTédv gelryovtes dyovto, of & ouAAngbévtes &réavov),
SEG, xi1, 87 (336 B.C.), 21f. kol ) olola Snpocia EoTw alroU
(ctr. IG 112, 43 (377 B.C.), §5 f. kod T& ¥priporTar orrol Snpdaia EoTew
and 111 (362 B.C.), 41f. ¥l TV oloiaw alrrédv Snpooiav elvan).
Hdk. 1, 30, 2 viv Gv Tpepos melpéodon por ErijAlE oe el Tiva fidn eldes
SABiwTarTov is a remarkable distribution. Occasionally, distribution
may result even in a connecting particle being placed in the second
word-group of the clause, e.g. Ar. Ra. 1434 6 bév copéds ydp elmey,
6 & ETepos capdds.

(ii) TYPES OF CLAUSE

In section (iii) I offer statistical data on the position of certain M
within the clause, and in chapter 111 data on the relative positions of
subject, verb and object. I have selected three texts for statistical
analysis: Herodotus 111, 6187, Lysias x11 (/n Eratosthenem) and
Plato, Laches.

Statistical data cannot be presented in terms of ‘word-groups’, for
the analysis of a clause into word-groups is to some extent subjective
and renders independent checking of the statistics impossible. With
one exception, therefore (see (vi) below), I present the statistics in
terms of ‘clauses’, with the reflection that if out of n, occurrences
of a given word 7, are at the beginning of a clause the fraction n,/n,
cannot be decreased by substituting ‘ word-group’ for ‘clause’ and
is almost certain to be increased.* In general, I follow the traditional

! If we divided into groups (as indicated by the dotted uprights) sentences
such as Lys. x11, 24 &l pév T} ToUrou dopehelq : xad pds Erepov Trepl ToUToU
81cx7\éyeoecu &oepts efvon vopizes | &l 8¢ i ToUTou PA&PT | kal Trpds alrdv
TolTov : Sotov kal eboefés the conclusion which my statistics suggest would
be greatly strengthened. This must not be taken to mean that the word-
group as a unit can be disregarded in all statistical enquiry’ concerning
word order. Its distegard is one of the main defects of discussion of
syntactical order in termsof ‘Mittelstellung’ of the verb, asin Kieckers, St. Vbs.
pp. 131,
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classification of clauses into ‘main’ (mn.)," ‘subordinate’ (sb.),
‘participial’ (pt.), and ‘infinitdve’ (inf.), with the following
modifications:

(i) When a sb. is divided into two or more members, of which all
but the first are co-ordinated with what precedes by a connecting
particle, I treat all but the first member as mn.

(if) When one and the same noun or pronoun is both subject of
a participle and subject or object of another verb, I associate it with
the participle;? thus in Hdt. 111, 61, 1 Koppuor) 8 & Kipou xpovi-
govtt Tept Alyvrrrov. . . ErovioTéaran &vBpes pdyor &Uo I treat
Kappion). . . Alyurrrov as a type of pr. (pe.*), Kauplon being the
subject of ¥povizovTi, and in Lys. x11, 73 &vaoTds 8¢ Onpauévns
txéAevoey Upds, kA, I treat dvaoTtds 8¢ Onpapévns as pr.*

(iif) When a noun or pronoun is subject both of Sokeiv, Aéyeadon
or paiveoBon and of an infinitive or participle, I treat it as subject of
the infinitive or participle. Thus I analyse &viip Sokei &8ikeiv as a type
of inf. (inf.*) &viip. . .&Bikelv and a mn. Sokel.

(iv) Other types of complex are dismembered; thus I analyse
Pl La. 1954 mpds Tl ToUT’ elmes PAbyos; as (1) mn., ToUT elmes,
(2) pt., pos Ti. . . PAEyas.

(v) T include in my data participial and infinitive complexes with
the definite article (a/pz. and afinf.).

(vi) For the purpose of the next section, I give the status of
“clauses’ to all word-groups introduced by a connecting particle,
e.g. kal T& Tolaf’ &mavra; these naturally do not enter into data on
the interrelation of subject, verb and object.

(vii) I ignore throughout the existence of vocatives and oaths.

(iii) PREFERENTIAL WORDS

Certain M are disproportionately common at the beginning of a
clause—or more precisely, as near the beginning as p will allow
them to get. I call these words ‘preferential’ (symbol AM4); the
most obvious categories are:

(i) Interrogatives.

(ii) Negatives.

' The category ‘Nachsitze’, i.e. mn. preceded by sb., is sometimes treated
separately, e.g. by Kieckers, St. 7’bs. See p. 30 n. 1.
* Cf. Kieckers, St. Vbs. pp. 129ff.

s
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(iii) The demonstrative pronoun é.

(iv) Words which reJate successive clauses as a whole one to
another, e.g. Tp&Tov, EmerTa, e, Bpcos.

In addition, the following categories must be considered:

(v) tyd, tué, tpol, dpol (Eywys, etc.).

(vi) ouU, fuels, Upek, in the nominative case; I leave out of
account the oblique cases, for reasons given in II (i).

(vii) olros, Toogolros, Tolelros, TnAkoUTos (oUTood, etc.).

(viii) olrre(s) (otrrwot).

(ix) #xeivos.

(x) Belipo, tvralifa, vtaubol, évrelfev.
(xi) Exel, txeioe, txeifev.

(xii) vOv (vuvi, vuvBiy).

(xiii) ToTE.

(xiv) oTds="self’,

(xv) & odrds.

(xvi) &Ahos.

(xvii) Erepos.

(xviii) &ugpdepot.

(xix) TroAUs, TrAeicov, TALloTOS.
(xx) TroAAdKis.
(xxi) els.

I do not doubt that further enquiry would substannally enlarge
the list of M=; I have selected only the most obvious; but in this
book I con.ﬁne the term ‘preferential’ and the symbol M= to the
twenty-one categories listed above, together with two further
categories specified below. All other M T call ‘ordinary’ (symbol
M?).

I give now statistical data of M“ in the three texts analysed.
Column I lists the occurrences of the word concerned as the leading
M of a clause which contains also at least one M?; column I, its
occurrences where it is preceded only by M* and followed by at
least one M?; column III, where it is the only M of the clause or is
preceded only by A“ and is not followed by any M?; column IV,
where its classification is doubtful, depending on one’s classification
of elvau, copulative ylyveoBai, or the oblique cases of oy, fels,
Unels, ogels; column V, where it is preceded by at least one M?,
whether or not it is also preceded by M“. Thus from Hdt. 11, 65, 1
TéTE piv ToooUTe, TOTE is put in column I, TooaUrx in column IIT;
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in Lys. x11, 51 ¢ dupdrepa Tatra dyc ToARols Texunpiols Toapo-
otfiow, I classify dupérepa in column I, talra, dyd, ToMhois in
column II.

I I m Iv Vv

(v) Eyw, etc. Hdt. 14 I 5
Lys. 10 3 1 — 4

PL 6o 11 11 5§ 23

(vi) oY, ete. Hdt. 6 - - - I
Lys. 16 1 - = -

PL 33 8 3 13

(vii) oo, etc. Hdt. 45 12 I 3 70
Lys. 79 14 2 3 25

PL 75 28 8 12 9§

(viil) olres Hd:t. 5 I — — 2
Lys. 9 - - — I

PL II 6 | 8

(ix) &eivos Hdt. 5 2 - — 1
Lys. 18 4 — 10

Pl 7 - — 9

(x) BeUpo, etc. Hdt. 5 S — —_ I
Lys. I I - — I

Pl — I - = 4

(xi) e PL 1 - - - I
(xii) v Hdt. 6 - — 1
Lys. 8 3 - - I

PL 18 - 4

(xiil) TéTe Hdt. 3 1 - — 2
Lys. 3 I - = I

(xiv) olrds Hdt. 15 6 — — 4
Lys. 15 2 — 8 5

. PL 21 3 — 4 26

(xv) & odlrmds Hdt. 3 I
Lys. 4 2 — I 3

PL 4 I I 2 3

(xvi) &Ahos Hd:t. 6 4 3 — 3
Lys. 8 2 — 2

PL 32 I3 7 2 13
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I m m IV v

(xvii) Erepos 7 O Hd 3 — —  — 1
Lys. 4 2 2 I 5

PL — I 1 — I

(xviil) &pgdrepor Hdt. 2 - = = 2
Lys. 4 - - - -

PL - = 1 - -

(xix) TroAUs, etc. Hdt. 6 - - - 4
Lys. 26 7 2 I 8

PL 7 4 3 — II

(xx) ToAAdKIg Hdt. I — — — —
Lys. 2 - = = =

Pl 3 - = = I

(xxi) €lg Hd:. 3 - = = 3
' Lys. 1 T —

PL 3 3 - 2 I

It will be seen that there are differences between authors; the
oUros group is overwhelmingly AM* in Lysias, much less so in
Herodotus and Plato. Greater differences are apparent in:

(xxii) &8e, Tij0¢, OBe, TO1605¢, ToodoBE.

(xxiii) T&s and adverbs formed with the stem Trowvr-.

I m mr v v

(xxii) &8¢, etc. Hdt. 3 — I 2 17
Lys. 3 - = = I

PL 11 2 2 2 23

(xxiii) &S Hdt. 7 2 — 2 23
Lys. 13 4 - - 4

Pl 20 4 4 — 10

TEVTOS Hd:t. 2 — — — —

Lys. I - = - =

Pl 4 — | G I

Of the instances of 88, etc. in column V, 16 out of 17 in Herodotus
and 11 out of 23 in Plato actually occur as the /ast word of a
clause.
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Semantically, M* do not constitute a well-defined class. One
group has a purely demonstrative character,’ e.g. &eivos, and a _
second group consists of logical connectives,? e.g. &pws. Others
have affinities with one or other of those two groups, as ¢y, oV, etc.
have with the demonstratives or mévTtews with the logical connec-
tives. Others have affinities with both, e.g. oITews and viv;3 and
others again with neither, e.g. TroAUs.4

* Kieckers, St. Pbs. pp. 1841, 110ff,, 126f.; Or. R. 1, p. 9; Kaibel, pp. 99f.;
Bergaigne, p. 176. For statistics of pronominal M® in relative sb., in terms of
S and P, see Frisk, p. 39.

* Bloch, passim. 3 Ammann, Unt. 1, p. 42.

* Ammann, Une. 1, p. 16. I have not exhausted the list of M*; see Spiegel,
p. 514, Kieckers, V4. Sag. pp. 145ff., Or. R. 1, p. 9, Schéne, Vschr. on ‘say’,
and Bloch, pp. 243 ff., Kieckers, St. P&s. pp. §0ff., on ‘be’. See also ch. 1v, B
(iv) below.



.. CHAPTER III
SYNTACTICAL DETERMINANTS

(i) GENERAL PRINCIPLES

In Greek prose of the fifth and fourth centuries B.c. the subject ()
tends to precede its verb (7); the relevant statistics can be broken
down to show, for example, that in main clauses in Xenophon, G
the ratio S¥: 'S is 4-0, in relative clauses in Lysias 90, in temporal
clauses in Herodotus 1-2, and so on. The rato OF: 70 shows
greater fluctuation, the extremes being 0+7 and 4-0, but in most types
of clause in most authors it exceeds 1-0.*

These ratios seem to justify us prima facie in giving S¥ and OV
the status of syntactical rules. The problem is then to account for the
instances of 'S and 7’0, and this problem we might expect to solve
by finding conditions which are present in all instances of 7§ or YO
but absent from those of 7 and OV, o, if present in $¥ and O/
are counteracted by other conditions absent from »§ and 7O...
and so on.? If we confined ourselves to purely linguistic conditions,
we might imagine that the differences of order between Lys. x1x, 50
fioleTe. . .ds AdTipos &xor Téhavta TeTrapdkovta wAtlw fi Soa
aUTds GpoAdys and 51 &mévTwv dxnkodTwv 8T TETTAP&KOVTA
Téhavta Exor Awdtipos or between Pl Jon 538B Ti 8¢ 5% Stav
“Oupnpos Abyn @s. . . “Exapndn. . .8i8wo1 and 538 ¢ T 6¢ &Tav Adyn
“Ounpos ‘N 8% poAuPBadvry IkéAn «TA. are the product of the
differences between the ‘constructions’ of the contexts of the words
concerned, or that between Hdt. 111, 67, 1 oU yd&p fjv ol &ogoiis
KauPuoew TeteheutnréTos @dvan Tov Kipou uldy dmmoAwAskévan
adroxepin and 67, 2 6 B 5% pdyos TeAsuThoavTos KapuPloew &bedds
Baoitevoe a difference between the perfect and aorist aspects. These
hypotheses do not in fact survive testing, and we are constantly
confronted with differences for the explanation of which we would
need to draw linguistic distinctions of increasing complexity and
increasingly obvious irrelevance, e.g. X. HG, 1, 2, 16 * AAxiP1&bng 5¢

' Relevant statistics (in terms of S, O and P=Predicate) are to be found in
Frisk, pp. 16ff.

* Delbriick, Germ. p. 10, calls the order S¥ ‘normal’ and VS ‘invertiert’,
Frisk, pp. 39, al, ‘gerade Stellung’ and ‘Inversion’.
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EBlcokev Exoov ToUs Te Trmréas kad TEV STAITEY eikool kal EkaTdv, dv
fipxe MévavBpos, An. 1, 7, 11 Ao Bt fioaw é§anaoyihon Trrmeis, Gv
* ApTayépons fipxe, Th. 11, 30, 1 kol > AoTakd, fis Ebapyos Erupdvver,
AaPévTes. . . TpoceTaificavTo, 80, 6 "OpéoTal B¢ xiAio1, dv EPacievey
*Avrioyos, petd Tapauaicov fuveoTtpartebovro. In short, the relation-
ships $~7” and O-F" are in the last resort no more stable in order
than the relationships illustrated in ch. 1 (i). Yet in recognising this
fact we must also account for the statistics. What exactly do they
prove?

Using throughout the classification of clauses explained in ch. 11 (ii),
I omit from all the statistics in this section all $-7 relationships in
which 77 is elven, whether copulative or existential, or copulative
ylyveoben.® I include in O the genitive or dative with verbs which
never or rarely take an external accusative, e.g. XpfioBo, EmBupeiv,
and the dative of the indirect object with verbs meaning ‘give’,
‘say’, etc., where no direct object is expressed. Where any of these
verbs do have an accusative object, I treat that as O. I exclude from
O the neuter accusative singular or plural of an adjective without
the article, e.g. koi& ppoveiv, Bewdv ToieioBa.

(ii) PREFERENTIAL WORDS

It is obvious that when § is an interrogative the ratio S¥: VS will be
very high; so will O 7: O when O is an interrogative.? We should
therefore expect in general that when S or O is M4, 57 and OV will
be commoner than when § or O is M?. This expectation may be
tested statistically; I give below the figures for S=M? and O=M".
By ‘S=M4"1 mean that § is either (i) wholly composed of M?, e.g.
¢y &pd, or (ii) contains M* and is wholly on one side of the verb or
the other, e.g. Tév8e Tov &vBpax dpdd; cases such as TOV &vBpa Spdd
T6v8e are excluded from these statistics. ‘O=M*’ is to be similarly
interpreted. I do not regard orrds by itself as ever constituting § or
O, and I admit 7&s by itself as constituting S or O only when it
requires the translation ‘everyone’ or ‘everything’ and forbids the
translation ‘all of them’, “all of us’, etc.

 Ebeling’s statistics of the copula give a picture quite different from that
which is given by statistics of verbs other than the copula.

* Thomson analyses the logical circumstances in which interrogatives are
displaced from their normal leading position.
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SV s oV »o

tyd, etc. Hdt. 7 I 5 2
Lys. ) — 2 2
PL 49 9 15 3
ov Hdt. 5 — — —
Lys. 12 — — —
PL 40 10 — —
olrros Hd:t. 21 7 28 25
Lys. 2§ — 46 7
Pl 21 8 70 19
#xeivos Hdt. 2 I 1 —
Lys. 8 I 8 I
Pl 2 I 2 3
orTds Hdt. 2 I — —
Lys. I — 2 —
PL I — 3 I
6 orrrds Hdt. — — 6 —
Lys. — — 4 —
Pl I — I —
&AAos Hdt. 2 — 2 —
Lys. 2 — 2 I
Pl 3 2 12 4
Erepos Hd:t. 3 — I —
Lys. 2 — 4 —
&updTepol Lys. I - I -
TroAUs Hdt. 2 — 1 —
Lys. 4 I 19 —
Pl I —_ 7 I
el Hdt. — — 1 —
Pl — —_ I —
ToraLs Hdt. 44 10 45 27
Lys. 63 2 88 I
Pl 118 30 11 31
Total 225 42 244 69
SV:vs or:vo
RaTios Hdt. 44 1:67
Lys. 31-§ 8

PL 393 358
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As these figures accord closely with the general picture of M*
given in I(iii), so too the figures for &8¢ and w&s reflect the
differences between authors illustrated there:

A\ 4 Vs oV Vo

85¢ Hdt. — I I I1
Lys. 1 — — 1
PL 7 2 8 2
TS Hdt. — 3 7 5
Lys. — — I I
Pl Vi — 8 2

(iiil) ORDINARY WORDS

Let us now see what happens when S and O are M?. 1 distinguish
between:

(@) | §¥, in which no M of any kind precedes S in the
clause.

(8) nSV, in which § is preceded by a negative but by no
other M.

(¢) -8V, in which § is preceded by at least one M other than a
negative.

So too n S, - VS, | OV, etc. Clauses containing S, O and V” will
appear twice in the tables, once for their $~7 and again for their
O-V relationship. Thus e.g. Pl. La. 184D viv 8¢ T tvavriav. ..
Adxns Nikle #eto is both -S7 and -O V. 1 give separate figures for
seven of the eight types of clause defined in II (ii); a/inf. is so rare in
the texts analysed that I have omitted it.

mn. sb. pt* pt. alpt. inf* inf

| SV Hdt. 27 15 15 14 3 — 11
Lys. Iy 12 5 6 — — 11
Pl 9 I3 3 4 — 6 11

nSV Hdt. - = I 1 - — I
Lys. I I - = - = —
PL I I I - - — I

SV Hdt. 5 3 - - =
Lys. 3 3 I - = = 2
PL 3 2 2 2 — I
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nVs
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nOV

| Vo

nVO

-yo
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Hdt.
Lys.

PL

Hdt.
Lys.

PL

Hdt.
Lys.

PL

Hdt.
Lys.

PL

Hdt.
Lys.

PL

Hdt.
Lys.

PL

Hdt.
Lys.

PL

Hdt.
Lys.

PL

Hdt.
Lys.

PL

17
38
151

2

I2
22

14
34
II
17

2

1§
4
10

sb.

O W o AWM W W N

- - N

4

I

~N = 0o

The totals for the three texts are:

Hdt.
Lys.

Pl

Ay

99
60

63

Vs

68
12
22

pt.

12

*

pt.
8
2

35
17
II

N WD

N N W

or
76

178
89

29
alpt. inf* inf.
2 - 2
— I
1 —_ —_
I — —_—
I I I
3 — 14
3 — 39
2 — 22
- - 3
- - 2
— - 6
- 3
I - 7
r = 9
2 - 17
- - 2
- - I
- - 6
- - 6
—_ - 2
Vo

127

57

79
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The differences of ratio between the four principal types of clause
(omitting pt.*, a/pt., inf.* and a/inf. as inadequately represented) are: _

Hdt. Lys. PL
SV:VS OV:V0 SVy:Vvs ov:yo SV:¥VS Oov:»¥0
mn. I'19 059 475 4 2-6 1-07
sb. 197 053 16 675 -8 158
pt 1-25 037 iy 195 3 067
inf. 325 1°27 o) 2-81 65 132

It appears that there is a consistent preference for ¥, and that
this preference is more marked in inf. than elsewhere. With that
exception, the most conspicuous feature of the tables is the
differences between authors.® These differences, however, are not
consistent differences between dialects, periods and genres; authors
are not even always consistent with themselves. In Hdt. viII, 1—48,
Lys. x1x (De Aristophanis Bonis) and Pl. Jon, the comparable totals
are:

SV Vs or Vo
Hdt. 75 45 85 76
Lys. 38 24 61 55
Pl 42 21 43 33

Comparing now the ratios S¥: S and OV: VO for all six texts, we

have:

SV Vs or:r¥o
Hdt. 11 1°46 06
Hdt. vt 1-86 1’12
Lys. xu1 5-0 312
Lys. x1x 1-58 111
Pl. Laches 2-86 1’13
Pl. Jon 20 1°30

* Further data illustrating authors’ preferences in different types of clause
may be found in Behaghel, Sz. 4. p. 280, and in Frisk, pp. 28ff. Hermann,
pp. 500f., points out that there are no structural characteristics of s4, which are
general JE. ‘Nachsitze’ (see p. 20 n. 1) which fulfil the requirements of my
argument by containing either S= M?and ¥ or O=M?and 7 are too few in
the texts analysed to be distinguished from other mn. So far as they go, they
exhibit S 7, V'S, O P and V O.

-
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Plato is the most consistent. Lysias shows a very much greater
preference for $¥ and O in x11 than in x1x. Herodotus in v
agrees with Lysias and Plato in preferring OV, but differs greatly
from his own practice in 111

It is clear that these statistics are very far indeed from estab-
lishing for ‘Classical Greek’ simpliciter anything worth calling a
syntactical rule of word order. Extended to a much greater variety
of authors and texts, they would no doubt give us an interesting
picture of the vagaries of individual preference—and thereby
suggest with increasing force that all patterns of order which are
describable in syntactical terms are secondary phenomena.



CHAPTER IV
LOGICAL DETERMINANTS

A. GENERAL PRiINcCIPLES

(i) EMPHASIS

The fact that Greek utterances identical not merely in structure but
also in content may still differ in order, the variations in structural
preference between authors and between different portions of the
same author’s work, and the high proportion of ‘abnormality’ even
in authors whose preferences are consistent, suggest that some, at
least, of the determinants of order must be sought not inside the
utterance itself, but outside it, in its relation to its context.! In
modern spoken English such relations are expressed by modification
of the tone and volume of the voice, so that two utterances which in
writing are identical may be revealed in speech as standing in quite
different logical relations to their contexts.

These relations in Greek have sometimes been discussed in terms
of ‘emphasis’, sometimes in terms of the distinction between
‘logical subject’ and ‘logical predicate’. For pedagogic purposes,
rough rules have been formulated in the terminology of emphasis,
e.g- “the emphatic positions in a Greek sentence are at the beginning
and the end’.3 Yet the term ‘emphasis’ is for a variety of reasons
unsatisfactory.

(¢) ‘Emphatic’ is commonly used to describe both words
which are the focus of the speaker’s emotion and words which
are essential to the clarity of his argument.# Some passages of

' Cf. Loepfe, pp. 8, 130, Kaibel, p. 96, on the failure of purely grammatical
explanations.

* Cf. Brugmann, Pschd. pp. 4f., off., Richter, p. 28, on the variety of
function fulfilled by tone and volume of voice.

3 Denniston, Pr. St. p. 44, Delbriick, Pgl. Synt. pp. 110ff.

4 Firbas, Comm. p. 39, uses ‘emotive’ to denote all kinds of ‘emphasis’.
Yet the distinction is vital; clear explanation and the stimulation of emotion
are often incompatible; so are humour and explanation, for the humour of the
unexpected requires the speaker to create a misleading expectation, and this is
not a common or profitable didactic technique. Richter, p. 37, makes a
fundamental distinction between ‘geflihlerregende Rede’ and ‘berichtende
Rede’.
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Greek prose are designed to stimulate in the hearer pity, terror,
anger, scorn or pride;.the majority are not: they are designed
to make the hearer understand, and the only emotion which
sustains them is the determmatlon to communicate intelligibly.
The difference in purpose and circumstances between language
which stimulates irrational emotion and the language of ex-
position is profound, but the term ‘emphasis’ obscures this
difference.

(8) Emphasis is necessarily a matter of degree. There are some
short utterances in which it is possible to designate one component
unhesitatingly as ‘emphatic’ and another as ‘unemphatic’; but
most Greek utterances are longer and more complex. Consider
for example Heraclitus, fr. §7: 8i8&okodos & mAsloTwy ‘Hoiobos:
TolTov ydp EmioTavTan TAeloTa eldévan, SoTis fpépny kal ebppduny
oUk Eyiveookev' #a1 yop &v. If we possessed the original context
of this fragment, we should probably be able to say which of
the words in the first clause is less emphatic than its neighbours;
but with that exception, I should find it very hard either to
allocate the remaining words between the categories ‘emphatic’
and ‘unemphatic’ or to arrange them on any scale of emphasis.”
Objections of a similar kind may be brought against all analyses
of logical relationships; but we must seek, and may find, an
analysis which admits of more absolutes than the concept ‘emphasis’
does.

(¢) To a remarkable extent, individuals may disagree about the
location of ‘emphasis’ in a given passage of Greek,? and an indivi-
dual may disagree with himself on different occasions.

(d) These three defects of analysis in terms of ‘emphasis’ com-
bine to lead us into a danger which is never far away in the study of
dead languages. We suspect that there is a certain semantic difference
between two alternative formulations; we find certain examples in
which the difference of formulation coincides with this semantic
difference; upon these examples we base a general rule; we then

' Seep.37n.I,p.53 NI,

* Goodell, pp. 22fF., 27f., 38f.,, remarks on this danger. I find it impossible
to agree with Ebeling’s interpretation (pp. 236£.) of sentences which seem to
him to illustrate his general principle, and I find much room for similar dis-
agreement, both on principles and on their particular illustrations, with

Fischer, pp. 194ff., Holwerda, p. 45, Richter, pp. 33f, Schéne, Umszr.
pp. 171{., Meillet, pp. 365 ff., Wundt, pp. 350, 368 n. 1.

3 PG
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translate all other examples of the alternative formulations in such
a way as to make them conform to the rule; and finally we treat our
translations as evidence for the validity of the rule.!

(ii) LOGICAL CATEGORIES

Rules defined in terms of ‘logical subject’ and ‘logical predicate’
(or ‘psychological’ or ‘cognitional’ subject and predicate, or
‘determinand’ and ‘determinant’, or ‘thema’ and ‘rhema’)?* escape
to a large extent the disadvantages of rules defined in terms of
emphasis. They avoid the risk of confusion between the rational and
the emotional, they leave little room for disagreement on analysis,
and still less room for disagreement on questions of degree.

The essential difference between ‘logical subject’ and ‘logical
predicate’ may be illustrated by taking some simple English utter-
ance such as ‘dogs bite’. Irrespective of context, the syntactical
relationship between the two elements of this utterance is constant;
‘dogs’ is always the syntactical subject and “bite’ is always the
syntactical predicate. If the context of this utterance is a discussion
of the habits of dogs, syntactical subject and logical subject coincide;
‘dogs’ denotes the subject-matter, Té Tepl oU, To Umokelyevov. If, on
the other hand, the context is a discussion of creatures which bite,
the logical classification of the elements of the utterance is the
reverse of the syntactical; ‘bite’ becomes the logical subject, and
‘dogs’ the logical predicate. In English, the syntactical categories
determine the order of words, the logical categories the volume of
the voice.

* This criticism may, I think, be levelled against Barbelenet, Etre, pp. 63 ff.,
r03f., and Ammann’s semantic classification (Unt. 11, pp. 300ff.) of examples
of alpeiv and Eetv in Homer.

* ‘Logical’: Weil, pp. 14 ol., Holwerda, p. 24, Gardiner, p. 273, Sandmann,
pp. 101 ff.; *psychological’: Gabelentz, Weit. pp. 129, 335, Sprw. pp. 365, 370,
Paul, p. 236, Dittmar, p. 40; ‘cognitional’: Sandmann, pp. 142ff., 245 ff.;
‘determin-’: Dittmar, pp. 37fI., Richter, p. 25; ‘rhema’ and ‘thema’: Loepfe,
p. 23. Fitbas, Comm. p. 39, WO, p. 71, Non-Th. p. 171, distinguishes between
‘theme’ or ‘communicative basis’ and ‘rheme’ or ‘communicative nucleus’.
I do not imply that all these authors use all these terms synonymously; I cite
them simply as examples of distinctions which are in varying degrees analogous
to the grammarian’s distinction between subject and predicate, but must be
drawn in the light of the logical relation of an utterance to its context and are
not necessarily revealed by grammatical form.
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The difference between the logical categories can be described in
several different ways:. .-

(i) In the two contexts which T have postulated, the utterance
‘dogs bite’ is an answer to an implicit question;! in the first context,
‘what do dogs do?’, and in the second, ‘which animals bite?’ In
each case the utterance could be reduced to the logical predicate
alone; it would be laconic, but it would be intelligible; the logical
subject is the element which is common to question and answer.?

(if) The logical subject is what one would leave out if one were
sending a telegram; the logical predicate is what one would leave in.3

(iii) The logical subject is the element which is expected or pre-
dicted by the hearer; the logical predicate is the element which is
new, unexpected and unpredictable to him.4

To amplify now the concepts ‘dispensable’ and ‘predictable’:

(a) In speaking of a word in a given context as ‘dispensable’ I do
not mean necessarily that it could be omitted without any gram-
matical adjustment of what remains; thus in saying that &mupels is
logically dispensable in Ar. Nu. 435 TeUe Toivuv v fueipeis: ob y&p
peyddwv Embupeis 1 recognise that its omission would make the
change of peydhwv to ueydha desirable.

(6) Words are not dispensable or predictable solely by virtue of
their relation to the verbal context; their relation to their material
context is also relevant.5 In S7G3, 358 a Hidpov & Aewvopéveos kol Tol
Zupokdotor 131 Al Tupdy’ &md Kupos, the word ‘dedicated’ is
dispensed with because it can be understood from a combination of
the words themselves with the nature and location of the object
upon which they are inscribed.

(c) Whether or not dispensability and predictability are deter-
minants of order remains to be seen; but we can say for certain that
in any language whatsoever there are circumstances in which order

' Weil, p. 22, Gabelentz, Sprw. p. 366, Wundt, p. 349, Dittmar, p. 40,
Gardiner, pp. 273f., Hatcher, pp. 2391

* Loepfe, p. 28.

3 Cf. Gabelentz, Sprw. p. 366, on exclamations.

* Goodell, pp. 30f., Richter, p. 13, Loepfe, p. 25, Bolinger, pp. 1118f%.

5 That is to say, the whole situation of speaker and hearer, or of writer and
reader, must be taken into account, and not merely those aspects of the
situation which are put into words. This is stressed by Brugmann, Fiscid.
pp- 13f., Gabelentz, Sprw. p. 370, Richter, pp. 13, 15ff., de Vries, p. 23,
Loepfe, pp. 18, 35f., Gardiner, passim.

3-2
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determines predictability. In X. HG, 1, 2, 16 &v fipxe MévawSpos the
relative pronoun &v tells us nothing certain about the content of the
clause which it introduces; Xenophon may, for all the hearer knows,
be about to say ‘of whom the majority had lost their shields’; we
cannot predict fipxe from v, and still less can we predict MévewSpos
from fipxe. On the other hand, in An. 1, 7, 11 &v *ApTaytpons fipxe,
given the words &v *Aptaytpors, the following fipxe has a high
degree of predictability, for after &v and a man’s name the author is
more likely to be going on to say ‘led’ or ‘commanded’ than any-
thing else. Similarly in /G, 12, 865B [4]6pos [tepé]vos *Alpreni]Sos
*Alpepuloias, pos does not tell us ‘boundary of what?’, nor does
Tepévous tell us “sacred land of whom?’; hence the second word is
not predictable from the first, nor is the third predictable from the
first two. But in 8654 Adpos *ApTeniSos Tepévos *Apopulc]ios the
word Tepévous is both predictable and dispensable, for ‘boundary of
Artemis’ can only be ‘boundary of the temple/sacred land of
Artemis’ ; compare the complete inscription 4dpos Aiés (/G, 12, 863),
in which ‘temple’ or ‘sacred land’ is understood.

(d) The criterion of dispensability in Greek is, or can be made, a
very strict one. We are entitled to say that a word in a given utter-

ance is dispensable if we can find, preferably, an identical utterance, -

or, failing that, a very similar one, in the same author, or in the same
place and period, in which it is actually dispensed with. Thus we can
say that in * Callias dedicated me to Athena’ the words ‘ dedicated me’
are dispensable because we haveactual examples of * Callias to Athena’.

(¢) Dispensability and predictability are not always the same
thing. Compare with &v fipxe MévavSpos the modern English
practice of writing the name of a man in brackets after the name of
a ship or a military formation. By convention, the name in brackets
is the name of the commander; hence in English the words ‘com-
manded by’ are dispensed with. In Greek this convention is not
used, so that in &v *ApTaydpons fipxe the word fipxe has a certain
degree of predictability but is not dispensable.

(f) ‘A certain degree’ is an unavoidable qualification. A word
can never be wholly predictable from the preceding words; at the
best it can only be overwhelmingly likely, and more often it is
predictable only in the sense that it is the most likely of a small
number of feasible alternatives. Similarly, in speaking in paragraph
(d) of ‘identical. . .or. . .very similar’ utterances I tacitly admitted
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that in one sense dispensability also may be a matter of degree.”
Nevertheless, dispensabjlity and predictability differ from ‘ emphasis’
in that while admitting of degrees in a positive sense they admit of
absolutes in a negative sense. I do not know what would be meant
by calling a word ‘absolutely emphatic’; but in any context there
are words which are ‘absolutely indispensable’ or ‘absolutely un-
predictable’. So long, therefore, as certain characteristics can be
wholly absent from some of the elements with which we are dealing,
the risk of imprecision entailed in the fact that their presence in the
remainder is a matter of degree is an acceptable risk.

The starting-point of this discussion of dispensability and pre-
dictability was the traditional distinction between ‘logical subject’
and ‘logical predicate’. This traditional distinction is by no means
coincident with the distinction between the dispensable and the
indispensable or between the predictable and the unpredictable. The
position is rather that when we devise examples of the simplest kind
to illustrate the traditional distinction as sharply as we can these
examples draw our attention to other ways of describing the logical
relation between the components of an utterance and suggest the
possibility that these ways may be more fundamental in character,
and of a wider application, than the traditional terminology.

This possibility is realisable. In postulating two contexts for the
English utterance ‘dogs bite’ I chose two of the same type, in which
one element is ‘given’ by the situation or ‘inherited’ from what has
preceded. This, however, is not the only type of context. Suppose
that instead of the habits of dogs or the number of biting animals the
context were concerned with the means by which animals defend
themselves. In this context ‘dogs’ and ‘bite’ would receive in
modern English different intonations but the same volume of voice.
If we analyse this utterance in terms of dispensability and predict-
ability, the answer is short and clear: both elements are indispensable
and both are unpredictable. Yet it is customary to apply to this type
of utterance also the analysis into ‘logical subject’ and ‘logical
predicate’; and most people familiar with these terms, if they were
required to analyse ‘dogs bite’ in the context ‘how do animals
defend themselves?’, would say that *dogs’ is logical subject and
‘bite” logical predicate. But would this analysis be meaningful ?

' Cf. Firbas, Comm. p. 42, WO, pp. 71f., on degrees of ‘communicative
dynamism’; but see p. §3 n. 1 below. '
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In the type of utterance in which one element is ‘given’, the
speaker is saying something (the logical predicate) abour something
else (the logical subject). There are other types of which something
similar is true; a list with a heading, or a scholion with a lemma, is an
utterance in which something (the list or the scholion) is ‘predi-
cated’ of a ‘theme’ (the heading or the lemma). Itis sometimes open
to us to conceive a simpler and less formal utterance in this way, and
to make our conception clear in our expression, e.g. ‘as for John,
they caught him’, or ‘ the one that got away was John’, converting,
as it were, ‘they caught John’ into a heading ‘John’ and a minimal
list ‘they caught him’, or ‘John got away’ into a heading ‘the
following got away’ and a minimal list ‘ John’. The relation between
theme and predicate has played a larger part in discussions of word
order than it deserves, for the statement ‘the theme precedes the
predicate’ is tautologous, and ‘the predicate precedes the theme’
self-contradictory. One can no more predicate something of a
theme not yet expressed than one can ‘contribute to’ a discussion
not yet proposed or begun. In the case of English utterances of the
types ‘as for x, y* and ‘the one who x was 5’ we have formal
linguistic grounds for saying that x is the theme. But where we have
only the order x, y to guide us, we cannot infer that the speaker
necessarily conceives x as theme; we can only say that y is not the
theme.” Most actual utterances have neither theme nor predicate.
Dionysius’s story about Plato’s attempts to find a pleasing arrange-
ment of R. 3274 xoréPny xO¥s els TTepou& perd Madkevos Tol
*AploTwvos is bien trouvé. No element in this sentence imposes itself
as the ‘theme’; and however determined we might be to analyse it
as saying something about something else, we could never find
cogent grounds for deciding whether it says something about
yesterday, or about Socrates going to Piraeus, or about Socrates
being with Glaucon.

It is arguable that attempts to analyse all utterances in terms of
theme and predicate rest simply on a logical muddle, to which
Aristotle’s metaphors and the ambiguities of the word ‘subject’ in
modern European languages have contributed significantly. Where
the order SP is a syntactical rule, when the theme of some utterance
conceived as theme and predicate happens to be the grammatical §

* In the English examples the syntactical structure indicates to the hearer or
reader the speaker’s conception of the utterance; order by itself does not.
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the normal order satisfies the requirements of the relation between
theme and predicate, i.e..7AP is expressed as SP. It is, however, an
obvious fallacy to argue from ‘ 74P is sometimes expressed as SP’
to ‘xy always expresses 7AP’."

To use the term ‘logical subject’ of the given element in an
utterance, of the theme in an utterance conceived by the speaker as
theme and predicate, and of the element which a student of the
language may choose to regard as a theme, defeats the original
purpose of making a distinction between syntactical and logical
categories; and it obscures the fundamental difference between
dispensable and indispensable elements by applying the same term
now to a dispensable element and now to an indispensable one.?
PL. R. 327 A contains five elements no one of which is predictable and
no one of which is dispensable in the sense that if it were omitted it
could be understood from the context.3 If we are to retain the terms
‘logical subject’ and ‘logical predicate’ we must say that the utter-
ance consists simply of five logical predicates; which would be a
bizarre use of the word ‘predicate’. For these reasons the tradi-
tional terminology seems to me inappropriate to the description of

 The consequence of failure to disentangle different modes of classification
is reflected in, e.g., Goodell, p. 22, ‘the grammatical subject is likely to be the
logical subject’, or Gabelentz, Sprw. p. 369, ‘das Gehdrte verhilt sich zu dem
weiter Erwarteten wie ein Subjekt zu seinem Pridikat’, or Kieckers, Sz. V5.
pp. 132ff.; who seems almost to equate ‘first element’, ‘theme’ and ‘logical
subject’.

* This is one of the two major defects (see also n. 3 below) of Loepfe’s
analysis, pp. 30, §1. He uses ‘Thema’ of the ‘given’ element, ‘Neues Thema’
of the element which is not “given’ but seems to him to have some affinity
with the ‘Thema’. Hence in Menander, Epitr. 1491f. Tefbaoat Tporyepbous,
ol8* &7, xad TaUra katéyers whvra, NnAba Tivd TTeMav T dxelvous elpe
TpeoPuTns dviip adwéAos he classifies NnAéa. . . éxefvous as ‘Neues Thema’.

3 Paul, p. 236, discussing an utterance of which no element is ‘given’,
points out that each element could legitimately be regarded as ‘predicated’ of
all that has preceded. Gabelentz, Weit. pp. 136f., discusses a news item in
similar terms, but obscures the point by choosing to regard the first element as
‘psychological subject’, of which all the rest constitutes the ‘psychological
predicate’. The root of the trouble is the axiom (e.g. Ammann, Dopp. pp. 19f.,
Loepfe, p. 24) that the majority of utterances have one ‘rhema’ apiece.
Loepfe, pp. 37f., therefore introduces the term ‘Nachtrag’ and analyses
Pl Lys. 203a thus: &mopeudunv ptv (Th) 2§ *Axadnuelas (Th.) eddU
Avielov (Rh.) Thv E§eo Telyous (Nir.) U’ cairrd T Teiyos (N1r.). Thereby he
throws away all the advantages which might have been gained by his other-
wise perceptive and original principles of analysis.
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the contents of an utterance in terms of their logical relations to their

context. I realise that one ought not lightly to impose a new
terminology upon a subject already overburdened with termino-

logies; but this consideration is outweighed by the obvious disad-

vantages of using terms which have already been used in the same

connection in different senses.” I propose, then, to treat a Greek

utterance as composed of elements of two logical types, ‘nuclei’

(symbol &) and ‘concomitants’ (symbol C). I call an element N
if it is indispensable to the sense of the utterance and cannot be

predicted from the preceding elements, and C in so far as it is

deficient in either of those qualities.?

To describe in terms of NV and C the utterances so far discussed:
in the context concerned with the behaviour of dogs, ‘dogs bite” is
C N; in the context concerned with biting animals, it is V C; in the
context concerned with defensive habits of animals, it is N N; and
the opening sentence of the Republic is N N pN pN pN.

There is one further type of utterance which must be considered.
Imagine someone saying: ‘Keep clear of dogs; dogs bite.” If this
utterance were written down, without the help of italics or under-
lining, any reader would interpret the second occurrence of ‘dogs’
as C. It could logically be replaced by ‘they’ (pronounced with
diminished voice) or, indeed, omitted without serious loss of
intelligibility. But the fact remains that when an utterance of this
kind is spoken both elements can receive equal volume of voice. In
other words, the speaker is treating ‘dogs bite’ as if the words
belonged to a context different in type from that to which they
actually belong. If I ask myself in what circumstances I would do
this, I can give a definite answer; I would do it when I had in mind
a contrast between dogs and other things; I should be implying
‘other things may not bite, but dogs do’. Implicit antithesis would
make me treat as N a word which it was open to me to treat as C.
Now it is one thing to explain what one would have in mind if one
intoned and stressed in a certain way some words of one’s own
language; it is quite another thing to demonstrate what was in the

* Cf. Richter, p. 11, on the desirability of a new terminology even in 19z0.
Sometimes the same term has been used in opposite senses; e.g. Ammann’s
‘Satzbasis® (Unt. 1, p. 13) is the opposite of Firbas’s ‘communicative basis’.

* ‘Nucleus’ is used by Fitbas, see p. 34 n. 2 above. ‘Nucleus’, ‘satellite’
and ‘concomitant’ are used by Pittman, pp. 288f,, with phonemic and
morphemic connotations.

»
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mind of an ancient writer.” If I formulate rules of order in terms of
XN and C and then explain away every recalcitrant example by saying
that the writer must have chosen to treat C as V, I am wasting time
on a grossly circular argument. Whether or not the situation is as
difficult as this can only be discovered by seeing whether there is
a ‘normal’ pattern of relationship between NV and C and how far the
abnormal instances can be defined and classified.

B. CONCOMITANTS .

(i) TREATMENT OF CONCOMITANTS AS POSTPOSITIVES

By definition, M and ¢ are such that when an utterance is composed
of one of each they are arranged in the order Mg. We have seen that
inearly Greek the combination of two M with one or moregq tended to
be arranged in the order Mg(g) M. Can we trace a similar process in
logical terms, of such a kind that the combination of N with C takes
the form N C,?and of two NV with C the form N C N? Again, we have
seen the effect of a tendency in historical times to treat a clause as a
pair or series of word-groups and to distribute g among these groups.
Is there a parallel logical development resulting in the distribution
of C over a series of word-groups each of which begins with ¥?3

The pair of documents which follow were inscribed at Tegea in
the fifth century B.c. (/G, v, ii, 159). (B) was intended to replace
and cancel (A), but fortunately (A) was not cancelled with such
vigour as to render it illegible.

(A) ®)
§1. Zoubica TS Oidoxaid ZouBion Topradika TE1 Didaxald
Sikdman pved T3eTpomdTIcn Hved &pyupld

' Brugmann, Fschd. pp. 4f., emphasises the essential difference between the
study of spoken and of dead languages.

? Suggested (in different terminology) by Ammann, Unz. 1, pp. 20, 26f.,
Delbriick, 4l/nind. pp. 51f

3 The argument from analogy is in itself of limited value. The fact that in
most Greek words the terminations give the spatio-temporal orientation of the
stem accords with the arrangement My, where ¢ gives similar orientation of
M. Yet attempts to infer general ‘ Bestimmungsgesetze’ from the structure of
the word and to apply these to the structure of the sentence (e.g. Dittmar,
pp. 371L., Goodell, pp. 21, 34, Hirt, p. 235, Gabelentz, Sprw. p. 373, Bergaigne,
pp. 22ff., 125ff.) do not do justice to the facts. '



42 GREEK WORD ORDER

The words Traprajkx and &pyupiew are C, because they could have
been omitted and understood from the material context; the demon-
stration of this is provided by (A), 1, where the composer thought
it unnecessary to say that the money was a deposit or that it was in
coined silver. The logical pattern of (B), 1 is: N CpNiNN C; 1
take T3eTpokéTIocn pved as a complex N of numeral type. Cf. /G, 1%,
i, 333A (Locris, V B.c.), 4ff. of &’ &5iK5(s) ouAd1, TéTopes Spaypi -
ol 8¢ TAtov B&C dpapdv Exor TS oUAov, AEMIGAIoY SpAETO FOTI ouAdoal,
DGE, 412 (Olympia, VI B.C.), 1 «i 8¢ Bevéor &v Tlapsi, Pot kax 854801
ko ko8&pat TeAelon. In the first provision of the Locrian document,
the composer did not think it necessary to say that ‘four drachmae’
was a fine, given that the document is a law and laws are largely
concerned with the specification of penalties. Therefore dgAéreo in
the second provision and 8c&8801 in the Olympian document may
be regarded as C; they exemplify respectively the logical patterns
NCpN and NgCpN N

The remainder of the Xuthias documents from Tegea is:

§2. of K oirrds AikE, el pév ko 36%,
SverEoBS. alrrds Gveréods.
§3. ol 8¢ K &mobava, of 8¢ kax pE 36,
TSv Thwov Epev, ol vlol &verdo86 Tol yvéoon,
Eref kox TrévTe FéTec AEPSVTL  Ered Kok EP&oGVTI TTEVTE FéTEC
§3a. el 8¢ xax pE 3dvT,
Tod Guycrrépes dvehGo85 Tal yvEoiai.
§3b. : el 8¢ kax pt 33V,
Tol véBo1 dvirso05.
§4. of 8 xx pé yevek AeiméTan, el 88 kax pE vébot 36vT,
TV EmBIk&TOV Epev. 70l ’s &oloTx dbikes &verSodd.
§s. el 8¢ K dvpiAdyovT,
Bioryvdpev 82 T3¢ Teyedras  Tol Teyedran SiaryvévTd
k& TOV OeBudv. K& TOV 0eBpdv.

In (A), 2 &vehéobw is V; it is, in fact, a complete clause in itself. In
(B), 2, on the other hand, the  status of &veAéobw is in peril; given
arrds, the sense of &vehéofw becomes almost inevitable, and the

! I do not distinguish between NV} C NV, where N, and &V, are syntactically
interrelated (e.g. as § to O or as components of S) and the same arrangement
where NV, and NV, are co-ordinated (e.g. S; ¥+ Sy). Cf. Havers, Spalt., Hdb.
pp. 44f., Boldt, pp. 78ff., 103 ., Rass, Krause, pp. 245 ff., Delbriick, Alzind.
pp. 58f.
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word might therefore be regarded as dispensable because predictable.
The composer has chosgn, by means of the order, to give C status
to a word not inevitably of that status. But in (B), 3-4 the composer
no longer has a choice; given &veréodew in (B), 2, &verwaduw in (B), 3,
(B), 3a, (B), 3b and (B), 4 is necessarily C. When combined with a
single &, in 3 b, it follows it; combined with two &, in 3 and 3 a, it
is placed after the first . In (B), 4 I take &oiorar Té0ikes to be a
complex N, so that the pattern is pp NN C.

A more complicated and sophisticated document, the First Decree
of Callias (Athenian Tribute Lists, D 1) illustrates the same principles:

(§1) &modBvon Tois Beois Té& Xpéuorra T& dgedd- N pN pN pN. . .||

(§3) Aoyrodobdv 8t o1 AoyioTal. . . NgpN...|
(§4) owvaydyEs 8¢ Tdv AoyroTdy NgpCpN N M|

& PoA? crrorpdeTdp EoTo.
(§5) &mobbvTow 8t T XpEuarTa Aot puTéves. . . Ng pCpN. . .|
3ETESQVTES T& Te Mwékix kol T& ypau- N pgN ppN. . .||
porTeic. . .
(§6) &mopavdvrdv 8¢ T& yeypopubva Aol € NgpCpglN.. .||
hiepks. . .

In§4 T6v Aoyiotév is C by virtue of of Aoyiorad in §3; in § 5, T&
xpfiporra is € by virtue of §1 and (by implication) §§ 2—4; in §6, T&
yeyparuéva is C by virtue of the latter part of §5. The decree goes
on to provide for the creation of a new board of treasurers; it defines
their essential function, and then proceeds to details:

(§9) Trapa 88 TEV Vv Topdv kad TV EmioTa-  pgpN CppN. . i
V...
&rapiBuEodoBoy kol &ootiododdv & N pN pC.. .|
XpEpoTa. . .
(§10) xal Topadexodadoy Aot Tapion Aot Aadv-  pN pC pN ppN C||
Tes Topd TSV viv &pXovTdvV
With &rapifunodotov kal &rootnododuwv & xphuara in §g cf. &
Popéns Te kad & xepcov Eordot in the following passage of Herodotus
(11, 26, 2):
&l 8% 1) oTdots HAAcKkTO TEW Copbeov pgpN N pN||
kal Tol oUpavol ppN:
T utv viv & Bopéns Te kad & xeipcov dot&ot, pgNipNg ppN C||
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ToUtn udv Tol véou fiv ) otdois kKl Tiis  NgipN Mt pCppN||

pecapPpins,
17} 8¢ & véTos viv EoTnke, papNiN C||
TorrTn) 88 & Popéng, NgipN|
el Todrrar o0Teos elye, pPNINC|
6 fjdios &v pNg:
SreAcuvdiievos Bk péoou Tol oUpavol N pN pN:
UTrd Tol Xetuddvos kol Tol Popéw ppN ppN |
fiie &v T& &vew T EUpdytrns Ng pN pN||
korrderep viv s AipUns Fpyera, pPNipNC|
Bief1dvra 8 &v v Bik réons Evpdomms Nggq pN N
EAtropa! N
Totéev &v TOV “loTpov Ng pN||
Térep viv EpydzeTan ToV Nethov. pNCipN

Certain words in this passage are immediately identifiable as C:
tot&o1, (fiv) 1y oTdos, and &oTnke, by virtue of the initial ) oTéois;
#pyeTan because of fiie &v, and &pydeTan because of mouev &v; and
elxe on grounds of dispensability. One of the commonest brachy-
logies in Greek is the omission, in a relative clause, particularly with
mep, of a word intelligible from its occurrence in the preceding
clause; Herodotus here, as often, avoids brachylogy by expressing
words which could be left implicit. & Bopéns Te kal & Xepcv are a
pair of V co-ordinated; so are ToU véTou kal Tiis peoapppins. In the
former case the C is placed after the second &, in the latter case after
the first. Towards the end of the passage, viv and Tijs Aipims are V;
so are v0v and Tov Nefhov; in the former case the C #pyeton is placed
after the second &V, in‘the latter case the C pyd&zeton after the first V.
In this short passage we have four clear examples of C combined
with two V. In two cases the &V are co-ordinated; in the other two
cases they are not.? Whether they are co-ordinated or not, the C may
be placed either after the first V or after the second.

Platonic argument illustrates the same principles as legal docu-
ments and Herodotean exposition. In Lackes, 194E Nicias expresses
. the view that courage is Sewdv kai Bappaéwv émioTiun. After
dealing with a certain amount of obstreperousness from Laches,
Socrates embarks (196D) on an examination of Nicias’s hypothesis,
and begins with a formal statement of it: Thv &wSpelov émaTipuny

T T have provisionally treated EATropuct as &V, but see (iii) below.
* See p. 42 n. 1 and Vv below.
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P15 Sewddv Te xal Boppaiticov elven: pN N Mt Ng pN M. In 198D
he turns the argument tg.the discussion of fmao-Tijua in general, and
in 1998 begins his conclusion olxolv, & &pioTe, kol ) &vbpela Tév
- Bewddv fmoiiun foriv kad Bappaéwov: N. . .ppN pN C Mt pN. He
reminds Nicias what Té& Seivé ko T& Bappoiréa are; he reminds him
of the nature of &miorfiun. Then: o pdvov &pa TEV Sewddv xal
Bappairkov 1) &vbpela tmoThun doriv: N Ng pN pN pN C M+, The
argument continues (199¢): ‘You have told us about a part of
courage; but we were asking what courage as a whole was. Now it
seems ol pbvov Sawdv Tz kal Sappodéewov Emothipn f) &vbpela doTiv':
NN NgpN N pC Ms, My analysis here does not depend upon
subjective interpretation of ‘emphasis’, but upon the simple test of
dispensability. In 1998 0¥ pévov &pa, xTA., given the preceding few
lines, f &vSpeia could not be omitted without causing confusion, but
émoThun &oriv could. In 199c the reverse is the case.

With the exception of elye in Herodotus’s €l Tatra olrress ele, all
the words which I have so far treated as C have been words “given’
by the verbal or material context. There is in addition a common
type of C (ele is an example) which is dispensable in so far as the
word-group which contains it could be rephrased to convey the
essential meaning without it. An easily applied test is to substitute
g or M. Thus in Pl. Grg. 470D Eibodpcov oliv oor Sokel elven fy
&bhos; Ok olBa, & TIdAe, ob ydp Tw ovyyéyova 1§ &vbpl, the
words T &vwbpl are pC because they could be replaced by the ¢
alrréd. Cf. wefron in two passages of Herodotus:

v, 198, 2 (. . .&AAos oTands) T olvopa keiton Alpas p N C N

=T& olvopk tom Aupos pNM' N
=1 olwoux Alpas pNN
200, 2 (Kkedpn Te fom1) 17 olvopa ‘AvbfiAn xeftn  pN N C
=Tij olvopa *AvénAn ol pN N Mt
=Tij olvopc *AvéijAn pNN

In cases to which the test of substitution is inapplicable there is
room for much doubt and disagreement, according to one’s view of
the extent to which the sense conveyed by the omission of the
alleged C falls short of the ‘essential’ sense. For example in Pl
Euthyphro, 24 Tés &v Auxele koroimov Siarpipds fv8&Se wiv
SierpiPers there is antithesis between & Aukeiep and &v8é&Se and be-
tween kaToimeov and viv; these are certainly N, and Siarrpipers is
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certainly C; but I may not command agreement in suggesting that
SiortpiPéss is also € (1ds &v Aukeleo . . . SirTpiPés being replaceable by
16 Alkeiov), so that the logical structure of the whole utterance is
pPNiNC|NiNC. Cf. D. L1v, 3 fuels 8 domep #8485 eldberev,
oUrw Bifyyonev xal Ew=N(=M") ¢ipN C||N(=M") CipN, in
which eld®eiuev might plausibly be regarded as &; it is its sub-
ordination to the strong antithesis &v8&be/B§co which gives it its
flavour of C.

The passages already analysed have shown the analogy between
M:Mgand N:N C, and I add one further example of the ‘ distribu-
tion’ of C, Lys. 1, 15-16: '

mpooépyeral pof Tis wpeoPims &vBpwtos Ny NC|

UTtd yuveaikds Urrotrepglelox. . . pPNN. .|
o & (sc. f) yuwr)). .. N(=M%gq...|
TpooeAfolioa olv pot Nyqgi

tyylUs # &vlpcoros Tiis olklas Tiis &ufis dmm- N pCpNpN N|
‘EdgiAnTe’, Eomy,. . .. NC...

Here the- C # &8pwrros is placed after the leading word of the
second word-group of a sentence in the manner of e.g. the ¢ po1 in
D. xx1, 26 obvavrios fikev &v elis por Adyos.

(ii) CONCOMITANT GROUPS
Naturally the C element in a clause may be more than a single word.

The simplest type of complex C, like the simplest of complex N, is’

a pair of words which together constitute a familiar expression and
are rarely separated, but a clause may also contain a succession of C
which all have similar logical relations to the preceding clause(s)
but are not united by any other common factor. Both types are
illustrated by §§10-12 of the First Decree of Callias:

(§10) ...xad &v oTEAER dvaypagodvidv  ppNNNN.. .|
s &mrovra. . .
(§11) xal 1O Aovrdv dvaypagdvtdv kot ppN C pN CpC||
oel Topien &5 oTEAEY ,
kol Adyov 5156vrdv v 1e dvtdvy  pN N pgN CppNCp ||
XpEudrdv kal TéV TrpocIGVTOV
Tols 8eois. . .

-’
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(§12) xad & TavaBivadov & Tavedivaia  ppN pN pCC
TOA Adyov 518&wTEV. . .

In §12 & TTaveBnvadewv & Tlavedrvoaa is a complex N of familiar
type; Tov Adyov 8i18évrewv is a comparable type of C. In§11 the N
are T Aormédv and ol alef ; Taufon and & oTfiAny are both C by virtue
of what has preceded, but the C status of each of them is independent
of that of the other and of &verypopdvreov.

Three literary passages illustrate the treatment of C groups; they
are arranged in ascending order of magnitude:

(a) Euthyphro, 8E

Trpdeds Tvos Tép1 Siapepdpevor Ny N|
ol pv Sikadeds paolv el TepdexBoa, Ng:N G C|
ol 8¢ &bixeos Ng:N

Here ooty is strictly speaking MY in character, and the word-
group which I have analysed as N Cgq C is therefore on the
borderline of the category ‘C group’; it admits of the analysis
N My C.

(6) Chrm. 164D

xaod ouuqépomtw’f:évAe?\q)otgdrvaeé\m pN ppN NpN N|j
T TotolTov ypdupe.

xad ydp Tolro oUrw por Sokel & pgNiNg CpCClp. ..
Yedupa dvaxeiodaa, 6. . .

The word-group headed by the NV oUrew stands essentially in the
same relation to oliro as may be seen in the much simpler Hero-
dotean clause & TaUra:olrws elxe. The first C of the group, Soxel,
is, like @awiv, a word of special status (see section (iii)).

() Hdt. 1, 1, 1

(...7& Te &AAa kod &1 v alTiny troAduncav
&AAfjdoi01.)
Tlepoteov pév vuv ol Adyior’ Ngq pN';
Oolvixas afrious paol yevéoda ifs Siapopiis N C C CpC

Here again gaoi and yevéoBon are words of special status, classifiable
as Mr, so that the word-group ®Polvixas. . .Bixpopfis may be
analysed as N(=M?) C(=M") C(=M?) C(=M?) p((=M?), and is
clearly modelled upon M: Mgq M.
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(111) TREATMENT OF CONCOMITANTS AS PREPOSITIVES

The analogy between Mg M and N C N suggests the possibility of
a similar analogy between pM and C N. There are, I believe,
certain categories of word which are commonly treated as if they
were p. Consider, for example, Hdt. 11, 81, 2:

Kkodror Tupdwvou UBpiv pedyovos &vpas pN NN C:
& Sripou dxordoTou UBpiv TreEoElv PNNCN(GD
o1 oUBodds &vaayeTov. ton NN|

What is the status of ¢ot1 here? Isit, as M7, to be compared to
¢ immediately following a word-group which it is nowadays
customary to mark off by commas (ch. 11, (i), (I), p. 13)? Or
is it wrong to suppose that there is any kind of pause in the voice
after meoelv? The latter question, at least, cannot be asked about
1, 82, 1:

poi 8¢ v& pdv elre MeyédPuzos ‘ Ny || pg elme N
& 16 TAfifos Exovra N C||
Boxter oUk SpBdys Aéfan. Soxéet NN C||

Both lme and Boxéer are obviously .C in character, since they are
logically dispensable; yet both of them here are the first M of a
clause. Cf. also Hp. Carn. 4, 3:

el Ti5 80éAo1 STrTSV pq 8801 N Ng pN pNg||
veupmBed e kal koAAwBex kol TEAA 5¢,

& pdv ENAa Tor SmrTderan, paNiNC|

T 8¢ veupddBed Te kol KOAAGDBex pqNgpNiNCC...|
oUk £6ée1 Srrrdrotian . . .

T 8¢ mérarov kad Arrapov pgNpNiN C||

TéyloTa STeTdrTon.

The passage exemplifies the same logical principles as that of
Herodotus on the path of the sun, with the single exception of
t0éno1; cf. ibid. 19, 6 €l B4 Tis PotiAeTon xad Tolrro EMéyEon, kTA., where
PoUAeTan is as insignificant for the essential sense of the passage as
80éAo1 in 4, 3.

It would therefore seem possible that words meaning ‘think’,
‘seem’, ‘want’, ‘be willing’, ‘say’, and ‘be’, when there is no
significant antithesis between thinking and saying, wishing and
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doing, being and becoming, or appearance and reality, can be
treated as if they were g* This is by no means the full story of the
behaviour of elven (see section (iv)), but it offers an explanation of
the very common type of clause vopizwv olrres &v &plora wpdgen, in
which ¢ is placed not after the word meaning * thinking’, ‘knowing’,
‘hoping’, etc., but after the next M. It is noteworthy that these
words are dispensable in the sense that they could be replaced by dx
with a participial construction or simply by an accusative and
infinitive construction.?

(iv) PREFERENTIAL TREATMENT OF CONCOMITANTS

Demonstrative words are often logically C, but they are exempt
from the treatment which I have described in sections (i) and (ii);
their role as M* may take precedence over their logical category.
Thus we find in the First Decree of Callias:

(§7) Tomias 8¢ &mroxuapetey ToUToY TV NgNCpC...|
XpEpaTSV. . .
(§8) Aolrror 5t TomeudvTdy Ep wdAe . . . MeqCpN...|

olrror in§ 8 is as dispensable, logically speaking, as ToUrrev in §7, but
is nevertheless given precedence. This treatment of demonstrative
words is extended to words which are in explicit antithesis;3 the
nature of the extension may be seen in many passages of Herodotus’s
catalogue of Xerxes’ army, e.g.:

viL, 62, 263
Kigoion 8&. . . prrpnedpor fioav. Ng...N M|
Kiootcwov 8t fipxe "Avéens. . . CgNN...|

*Acalpior &t. . .EyxepiSia. . .elyov. . . Ng...N...C...|

olrror 8¢ Umd uiv ‘EAMvwv dkoMovro  MeipgNN N...|
ZUpiot. ..

fipxe 8¢ ogecov "Oéoms. Ngg N|

* Firbas, Comm. pp. 45f. -

? Fraenkel, Kolon, pp. 327f., treats voulzewv, fyyolpevos, etc. in such
utterances as ‘Kurzkola’.

3 Demonstratives often imply antithesis, but their treatment as M* does
not depend on their antithetical element; cf. oU &¢=2Af%; in cases where
antithesis is ruled out, e.g. Hdt. 111, 69, 3 kad fiv piv gafvnran Exewv dTa,
véuze cewouthv Zpépbt T Kipov ouvoikiev, fiv & pry Exwv, o 8¢ 18 péoyw
Zuépbr,

4 DG
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7341 )
Oplyes 58 &yyotdrw Tiis Magrayovikfis NgiNpNCC...| -~
oxeutyy elyov. . .
ol 82 OpUyes. . .&xaéovro Bplyes. .. peC.. . NN...|
*Apuévior 8k errée Trep Oplryes toeodyaro. .. NgipgN C. . .|
ToUTWVY w fipxe 'Aptéxpns. .. MCNNN.. .|

AuBol 8¢ &yyordrw Tils ‘EAAnvikiis elxov NgiN pN C (||
SmAa. ..
ol 52 Aubol Mnloves &koelivro Td TéAan . . . pgCiN CpN. . .||

From the point of view of dispensability, there is no difference
between the ¢ ogecov in fipxe 5¢ opewv and the demonstratives o¥rol
and ToUrwvinoffrol. . . dkeAelvroand ToUrwv . . . fipxe, but the writer
has chosen to use demonstratives in thetwo latter cases; he could have
chosen otherwise. Equally, thereis no logical difference between ogewv
and Kioolwv, or between ol 5¢ ®pUyes or ol 5 AuBol and the third
person plural termination of the verb; but the writer has chosen to cast
his account of the Persian contingents in the form of a list in which
each item is explicitly contrasted with what has preceded and what is
to follow. Catalogue style’, in which the initial word of an item
may be a demonstrative or treated as a demonstrative, is the most
obvious type of extended explicit antithesis.* A similar preferential
treatment of C appears in shorter antitheses, e.g. Hdt. 11, 22, 1:

Abyel ydp o0’ ortn oUBky, C(=p?) ¢ pN N|
" gauévn TOv Nehov péew &mrd Tropbvns C(=p) pN NpN N||

X1évos,
s péer? pdv & AiPing 5i& péoeov Altémeav,  pCqipN pN N ||
ExB15o1 B¢ & AlyurrTov. NgipN||

Related to antithesis is the preferential treatment of a word in
rejecting someone else’s argument,? e.g. Hdt. 11, 20, 2-3:

Tév A Erépn piv My ppNg C:
Tous Ernolas dvépous elven alrious pPNN Mi CiCpC
TAnSUEY TOV TToTapdv. . .

* Th. v1, 43 is a good example of ‘catalogue’ style.

* It must, however, be observed that there is a logical affinity between fal,
in describing the course of a rivet, and the usage of fom discussed below
(p. 52); cf. Kieckers, St. V5. pp. §8f.

* This is on—or over—the boundary of emotive utterance; cf. the scomful
repetition in Ar. Lys. 430 ff. pndlv hasoxAsiere. . . Tl 861 poxAdv; ob ydp
HOXAGHwY Bel, KTA.



LOGICAL DETERMINANTS 51

ToAMis 8¢ Ernaion piv ok v Emrvevoay, NgiCqiNg C||
& & Nethos Twirrd dpydigeren, ., pNiN (|
Tpds 5t el Ernoim afnior foay, NgipC C M|
Xpfiv kad Tobs &Aovs Torapots, C(=p) ppN C||
&oo1 Tolon Ernoinor &vrior déovan, pPCNC|

Suofes Téoyew kal korrd Todr 6 Neidcep. NCppNpN|

The degree of implicit antithesis involved in such an argument is
almost the furthest that we can trace the influence, via explicit anti-
thesis and ‘ catalogue style’, of the preferential treatment of demon-
stratives. We are already passing into the sphere of influence of a
different phenomenon, the preferential treatment of words which
have some emotional force—among which I would class the M?
ToAUs and s, in which there is necessarily a degree of emotion
absent, for example, from &vio1 and pépos.
A different category of preferential C is indicated by the relation
between §1 and §2 of the First Decree of Callias:
(§1) &mroddven Tols Beols T xpbuorra. .. N pNpN...||
(§2) &mroBibéven &t &md v Xpeudtdv & CqppC | ppN MipCN||
&5 &rréBooiv tom tols Beols EpoE-
Qiontva
The explanation of this phenomenon is as follows. It often happens

that in a compound word one element is V and the other element C;
this is true of oU8els, oUkém, etc., e.g. in Hdt. 111, 119, 6:

dvtip piv &v por &AAos yévorto, Nggq:N C||pN N||
el Bodpcov 88€A01,
kol Thova A, el Todra roPdion, PN CipN N|

Torrpds 88 xod unTpds obkén pev 3wévtev Ny pNiNg N|
&BeAgeds &v &AAos olBevl Tpémey yivato. Ng CiNCC||

It is true also of compound verbs, as in D. xxi, 32:
&v pdv Tolvuv 181y Svra Tv' alrréov UPplom . pggN Migg Ny ||

TS, ..

Yeaptv UPpewxst. . . peUfeTon, NN...C|

v 8¢ Beouodétny, &mipos Eoron kabBdmras, PN|NM: N|
ik 7i; &1 Tols vépous fibn pN|ppNN

& Tolrro Tokdv TpoouPpizel. pPNCN

' UPpewss is not, I think, C, for ypaptiv UPpews is balanced by Sfxknv
Koxmyopias.
42
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—where TpoouPpizel is analysable into N Trpoo- and C -uPpizel

A fortiori, a preposition in a complex of preposition with noun or _.-
pronoun may be N; and so it is in &rd Tév Xpnuérwv above.

But if a preposition or an element in a compound word may have
N status, so may a termination or any form which belongs to a
system of forms. For instance in D. xx1, 122 7§ dpolax Tij Tolrou
Yéyov’ f} yévort &v movmpla; the NV element in yévort’ &v is not the
stem yev- but the mood index with the ¢ &. Here, and in expres-
sions such as o xal Zoren, $66kel kol Sokel, ete., the meaning is
indicated in English (but not in all modern European languages) by
diminished volume of voice on the repetition of the verb stem and
augmented volume on the auxiliary, can, would, did, etc. English
‘emphasis’ may reliably be employed in translating passages such
as Hdt. 111, 64, 2 pofdov 82 dog pérmv &mroAcwAskass eln Tov &Behgedy,
&mhdane Spépdiv: drrokhavicos 88 wad TrepimuexTiioas Ti) drdon
gvugopd], dvabpdookear &l Tdv Trmov. . .kal ol &vaBpioxovn &mi
TV Trrrov Tol xoAsol ToU §lpeos & pinng &mrorriTrel. &wokhaloas 58
virtually=elra, and dvaBpdokovm virtually=év TolTe, requiring
the translations ‘after he had wept. ..’ and ‘while he was jumping
up...’, and exhibiting a certain aﬁimty between this class of
preferential € and the preferential demonstratives.® The class, how-
ever, includes phenomena which are not demonstrative in character
and cannot be translated by English demonstratives. The verb
efven is sometimes used by Herodotus as a signal that an item of
general rather than historical information is being given, e.g. 1v, 158,
2 xal ToV k&AM TOV TGV Xwpwv Tvet. . . pfy iBotev, . . . vukTds TTapiiyov.
fomn 5t TS Xopw Tolry olvoua "lpaoa, ctr. ibid, 182, 1 KoAwwds Te
dAbs ko Spoos 16 *Aupcovie kad UBwp, xal &vBpawror mepl onlrrdv
olkfouat® T Bt ywpw ToUrw olivopa AUy éom. In both these
cases alike the English-speaker would increase the volume of voice
on ‘name’ (‘the name of this place. . .”) and not on any word which
could be regarded as a translaton of ¢or1.?

&moBi8évea in the Decree of Callias belongs to this category. The
aorist infinitive &moBolven in § 1 prescribes the act; the imperfective
&moB186ven is the signal that a detail about the act is being pre-
scribed, and the next words &md Tév Xpnpdrwy, where &mé is &,
show that it is the source of the money which is being prescribed.

! Cf. Firbas, Comm. p. 42 n. 25.
* Bloch, pp. 243 ff., Wackernagel, Dickz. pp. 181l
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Cf. IG, 1%, 16 (Athens, 394B.c.), 10ff. dudoo(i 8¢ *Abnvaicov piv] Té
arpornydfs. . .kod Tos Mmwméas, ‘Epetpiécov 8¢ T{ds orporrnyds kad

Thv BoAt. . .[. . . wad Tas &AAas] dpxds: . . . dpwivan B ToV voup[ov
Spxov ékartépols TV rapd oglow alrrois.

C. NucLEl

(i) SERIES

So far we have been concerned with the relation between N and C.
A less tractable problem is raised by clauses which contain two or
more N. Where both N are M?, what determines their order? To
speak of an order of importance is unhelpful, since it is rarely
possible to form any opinion of the comparative importance of the
different &V in the same clause.”

Certain Attic boundary-inscriptions of late fifth-century date are
illuminating:

IG, 1, 897 Belip® ["EAelvowidv [tp]reris TeA[efrdn, Tlepaudy 8¢
TPrTTUS pYETAN. :

Ibid. 899 [B]eUp’ 'Emglk]péov Tpreris Tedeutdn, Opiaciov &t
&pyeran Tprevls.

SEG, x, 374 Trprrrds Tehefurss, TaAPevfioy 8] Spxerfon
Tlprrris.

1G, 1%, 898 [B]elipe Taijavidv Tprvris TeAeuTda, &pyeren &8 Muppi-
vooidv Tprrris.

The first member of the antithesis is arranged uniformly in all
cases ; the name of the trittys, followed by the word Tprrris, followed
by TéAsutd. The structure of the second member varies. The two N
in it are the name of the trittys and &pyeten, and these may occur in
either of their two possible orders. Tpitris is here C, and may be
attached to either N, giving the two patterns N C N and N NV C.

It thus appears that when two members of the same syntactical
structure and similar content are in antithesis, the second member
may or may not be arranged in the same order as the first. When it

* Firbas, Comm, p. 42 insists on the need to discover the relative importance
of all the elements of an utterance, and speaks (Non-Th. pp. 171f.) of a
‘transitional status’ between ‘rheme’ and ‘theme’. I do not feel able to do
more than point out, in a given example, which elements have some degree of
C status, and would prefer to leave all other questions of ‘importance’ alone.
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is not, the order of the antithetical pair as a whole is given the
technical term “chiasmus’, and may be symbolised (xy) (¥ x*). The
fact that boundary-stones may be chiastic shows that chiasmus is
not necessarily a literary embellishment.* Cf. /G, xu, v, §93 (Tulis,
V B.c), 14ff. dropadvey v olkinv EelBepov Bodoom TrpdiTov,
Emaira 5¢ Yodmon olkérny Eupdvra, DGE, 179 (Gortyn, V B.C.),
off. pEbé T& T&s yuvoaxds Tov &vdpa &robdban pEd’ Emomévoca, uEs’
ullv T& T&S porTpds.

Less conspicuous than chiasmus, but related to it, is the series of
the type (xy)+(x'y")+(y" x")+(y"x") ..., in which the two mem-
bers of each pair are arranged in the same order, but each pair may
differ in order from the preceding pair. The following passage is
taken from one of the more artless speeches of the Demosthenic
corpus, [D.] xLv1, 6f.:

fiv 8 &y piv fifiwoa apoAopupavey,
Oebpnuios &8¢ TpoUkaAtoaTo Trapadolvan,
G5 oUrrof ooy,
To 8 oty oUBels elbe Tapdy,. . .
tpapTUpnoav & ol udpTupes olitor
&5 8801 TTapaBolvan Bedgniios
kad TpdrAnov TrpokcoiTo,
@rfifnoav §° of SikaoTal
SAnd elvan THv papTupiav,
pelryewv & Ept Tov EAeyyov. . .,
G35 oUK &vorykalidy toTiv
TOUTOUS ‘TOUS U&pPTUPaS T Weudfi uespopTupnrivad;

In the first antithesis (yc piv, xTA.) Gedpnos 8¢, polxaéoarro and
Tapabolivon are placed in the second member in positions corre-
sponding to tyd pév, flwox and apodouPdverv in the first; in the
third member & 8¢ odux corresponds to tyc pév and BGedernuos 5
in position and in morphological category, though its syntactical
role is different, In the second antithesis (upTipnoav 8¢, kTA.), the
verb @1finoav 8¢ occupies the same position in the second member
as the verb &uopripnoov 8¢ in the first, and the subject-noun of
Sikaoral the same as the subject-noun of pépTupes oUrror. In the third
antithesis (éAn®fi, xtA.) the predicates &An6ii elvan and gelrye 5¢ take
first place in their respective members.

* Schick, pp. 370f., Leumann, pp. 797f., Delbriick, Altind. pp. 61f.

-’
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The fact that one cannot predict when a Greek will employ
chiasmus in antithesis is & particular case of a more general pheno-
menon: one cannot predict at what point, in a series of members of
similar or identical structure and content, the internal arrangement
of the members will be changed.

There is a large class of utterances which is not as a rule mentioned
in discussions of word order but is nevertheless highly relevant to
this matter of series; I mean lists, especially lists of payments. For
example, each item in the first Athenian Tribute-List conveys two
pieces of information: the name of the city which has paid, and the
&rropyty of the amount which it has paid. Throughout the list, the
name of the city is placed first and the amount second. In the next
list, however, the order is reversed, and it remains so in all the other
extant lists. The relevance of facts of this kind to the multinuclear
clause may appear from consideration of some passages (§/G3,
2414) from the accounts of the commissioners in charge of the
reconstruction of the temple at Delphi in the fourth century. The
entries made in the first part of the accounts for 356 (SIG3, 2414,
4fL.), under the rubric E5wke & TéAs, are of a pattern which is-normal
throughout this series of documents. The name of the recipient is
given first; then the goods or services for which the payment was
made; then the amount of the payment, e.g. Taciww loxeydou
pvis Séxa. . . “AppoBiwt XoAkel Seouddv pvas £, In the latter part of
the accounts of 3§6, however, there is a list of entries in which the
order is changed, the goods or services being specified first and the
recipient second, e.g. poyavepoTos Xoapdhan pvs TéTopas® Polpov
elogopds Sparyuad Tpels, HiuwPéAiov: mOT TO poydveopa Alwov Topds
Oeoyéve Bpaypal Trévre, ktA. The rubric which introduces this
series is &mrd Tolrrou &vdewopa. Yet the change in order can hardly
be related to the change in rubric, for the composer seems not to
have realised at first the grammatical consequences of the new
rubric; he wrote puds Téropas in the accusative, as if under the
rubric &wke & A5, and only in the second item passed to the
appropriate nominative (a confusion which occurs elsewhere in this
series of documents). The abnormality of the order is in fact
matched by the abnormality of the circumstances in which these
payments were made. The document itself states: perd Tdv Aoyiouédv,
TopedvTwv TéW Povdeutdv, fmétafov Tol vawoTrotol. . .&pyUplov
Bépev Torl T Epya T bv Kopivboot . . .kepdhaaper ToU EAaPov perd
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Tov Aoyioudv ol Koplvbiol voomrotol kal 6 Zudwvios pvds Sexaoktdd.
The explanation, I think, is this. The draft record of the expenditure _..
at Corinth was presumably made not by the man who drew up the
record of expenditure at Delphi, but by the Corinthian commis-
sioners. Their arrangement differed from thatadopted by the recorder
of expenditure at Delphi; given a free choice whether to name the
recipient before the service or the service before the recipient, the
Delphian made one choice and the Corinthians made another. When
the Delphian came to incorporate the Corinthian draft record into the
final record, although the arrangement differed from his own, he did
not think it worth-while to alter it into conformity with his own.

The important aspects of this case are: first, that in utterances of
exactly similar nature and identical structure, the &V can be differently
arranged by different individuals; secondly, that one individual may
adhere so consistently to one of two or more alternative arrange-
ments that he gives it the status of a formula; and thirdly, that the
formulae adopted by different individuals are nevertheless equivalent
in the sense that an individual does not regard someone else’s
formula as incorrect.

(ii) FORMULAE
Utterances which contain a $~7 or O-F relationship are no less
susceptible of conversion into formulae than those which do not.
Compare the formulae of the prescript of an Attic decree with the
equivalent formulae of Argive decrees:*

(1) Edofe Tij Bould} kad TG Sfijue SAradqx EBofe TeAeiq

(2) 6 Setva &ypoppdreve YPopeUs Pewdds & Belva
(3) 6 Selva EmreaTaTel &rpfiTeve & Belva
(4) & Betva elre EAeke & Belva

The two states differ radically and consistently. In (1), Athens says
‘decided by the Assembly’, Argos ‘by the Assembly decided’; in
(2)(4), Athens puts S before ¥, Argos 7 before S. Probably in
each state the three formulae (2), (3) and (4) influenced and sus-
tained each other; but in neither state did any of the three influence
the position of » in (1). I would infer from this that the fact that
#50&s and typappdmreve are both 7 did not suffice to make the

' SEG, xm, 239 and DGE, 838, 23]. are the oldest examples (respectively

early and mid fifth century B.c.) of the Argive formulae, which were still in
use in the second century B.C. (e.g. DGE, 99, 2ff.).
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Athenian or the Argive regard #5ofe T} Bouldj, xtA. and & Belvax
typouudreve as utteranges of simjlar structure.

The interaction of formulae can be followed in greater detail in
the prescripts and subscripts of the Athenian Tribute-Lists. The
factor common to all, which I omit, is &mi Tfis &pxfis (with or
without an ordinal numeral), to which # refers.

ATL 2, 1 k&1 N[édv typoupdrreve?
3, 1 AJ81 Awdft]ipos &ypom[pdrreve]
Since it was common practice to identify a board by paming its
secretary—this identification, and not a desire to give interesting
information about what Leon and Diotimus were doing, is the
point of naming the secretary—f followed by a name makes
typaupdreve predictable and therefore C. This interpretation is
supported by lists 4~8, where the secretary’s demotic is added:

41 Ha ....... Ags dypaupd]Teve Aajhudaios

S, 0 A[EL ...l typoupéreu[e HoJrcneu[s]
7, 1 AJ& Mevir[ipo)s typafuudr]eve Aos[mrrpels

8, 2f. A& A10[Es typogpdreve Tjonovi[8Es

The pattern N C N reminds us of dedication formulae, in which
évitnke is C. The situation in list 13 is very different:

13, 1f. [Af1 XoAJidels Mehirels dypopudreve Alo[p]Upiios
"Ixceprels AEAAEvoTonulars Bv Z&[Tupos] Aevkovoiels ouve[ ypopdereve)

Here not only the secretary is named, but also the eponym of the
board and the co-secretary. The fact that others besides the secretary
are named automatically confers &V status on ¢ypapuéereve because
it becomes antithetical; hence XoAxiSels MeArrels typappdrsve is
N N N. T am not arguing simply that ¢ypauudrreve must be inter-
preted as N because of the change in order; for lists 203 reveal the
antithetical nature of ¢ypapuéereve by chiasmus:

20, 1f. AEt Oowidos ....... ] ’Axop[vels typompudereve
AeA[Aevolrfofas Bv ... L] [l el &x Kepan]edv

21, 1f. At Tlpdréwijkos &k Kepoutdv ‘Emixdpos [Eypompdereve
heNAEvotaplos 2v .. ... uorxos XopiBéuo Xoutreradov

22, 2ff. Af1] OiAe[.......... Jexro[ .ol typon[uéreve
AA]Aevot{ouias Ev Atjoviaios

23, 3ff. A1 . .JuoxdpEs Mup[p]ivfoorjos dypoupd(T]eve [AefArévo-
Topdas & [Oi]Aéraapos [M1kapied]s
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The prescripts of lists 16, 17 and 19 are illegible, and list 18 is lost
altogether, so that we do not know exactly when, between list 15
and list 20, the composer of the record chose to adopt chiastic
order; but once adopted, the new formula was maintained until in
list 25 (24 is missing) the character of the whole prescript was
altered by naming all the members of the board.

The serious problem lies in lists 11 and 12:

11, 1 A% ZTpdp[Bixos Xo]AheldEs dy[pau]udereve
12, 1 A& [Zloglas typafupdreve "EAcuaivi(os)

In list 11 the order which I have described as ‘antithetical’ is
adopted; yet there is no antithesis, as no one else is named. List 12
reverts to the earlier practice, in which &ypoppdereve is treated as C.
The co-secretary and the eponym are not named in the prescript,
but separately, at the bottom of the list (12, 36), and they are stated
in ‘antithetical’ order: Z&rtupos Aeukovoels xouveypom[pérreve
ZJogorAts KoAs[vElev AeAAtvoraufles 2v. The explanation of these
phenomena is that formulae belonging to one series of documents
influenced similar formulae belonging to other series. In the pre-
scripts of decrees several individuals were named as performing
different functions. The composer of the prescript of a tribute-list
therefore had available to him three sets of models: (i) previous
tribute-lists, (ii) other documents in which only one official was
named, (iii) other documents, notably decrees, in which several
officials were named and their different functions specified. Lists 11
and 12 are a battle-ground of models, and lists 13ff. represent the
victory of the third set of models.

The existence of formulae has an important bearing on the com-
pilation and use of statistics. Suppose, for example, that we wanted
statistical information on the relation between the imperatival
infinitive and its object in the language of Attic documents. /G, 12,
81 (421/0 B.C.), § opens with the words Tdv ‘Perdv Top Topk TS
[&]oreos yepupdoa, and 94 (418/17 B.C.), 4f. with the words Epyom
T Angpdv TS KéBpo . . . xatd piobBoom Td Téuevos korrdl T ouvypopds.
In the former case the object precedes the infinitive, and in the latter
it follows. Now suppose that we add to these two examples the
scores of decrees which record the public commendation of indivi-
duals or states and begin, almost without exception, with the words
troavéoon Tov Selva. If we counted each of these commendatory

~r’
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decrees as one example, we should conclude that it was much
commoner in Attic decrges for the object to follow the imperatival
infinitive than to precede it. In one sense, this is literally true; but it
would not necessarily follow that the composer of an Attic decree,
if required to say strip the statue of its gold’, would be more likely
to say TepieAéofon Tol &rydAparos Tov Xpuodv than Tol &ydAuecros
Tov Ypuodv mepichéobon. The Athenians often had occasion to
commend people; they rarely had occasion to bridge the Rheitus or
to fence the sanctuary of Codrus. Thetefore the expression of
commendation became formulaic at an early date; and the more
instances of the use of a formula we include in our statistics, the more
we distort the picture which our statistics were intended to give us.*

The influence of such formulae on each other may be seen on a
grand scale in decrees. An Attic decree usually makes the provision:
‘let the Secretary of the Council inscribe this decree on a stone
stele’. This provision sometimes. begins with the words T &¢
yipiopa Té8e, sometimes with &verypéyea 8¢, sometimes with Tév
¢ 'ypoquuorréar; by the end of the fourth century the form beginning
with &varypéapon 8¢ emerges, after a varied career, with the status of
a formula. Another common provision is ‘and invite the ambassa-
dors (etc.) to dinner in the prytaneum’; and here too the formulation
beginning with xoAdoon 8¢ or xal kodéoon has an almost unchallenged
predominance.? To draw general syntactical conclusions from these
instances would be not only rash in principle but in conflict with the
results of statistical inference from contemporary literature. If we
could trace a formula back to its source we should find that the
initial lead of one formulation over its alternatives was the product
of what we, as students of the history of the language, would be
compelled to call ‘chance’. Once the lead is established, the likeli-
hood that this leading formulation will become a formula is greatly
increased; so is the likelihood that it will help to determine the

T Schwyzer, 11, p. 693, by going on from a distinction between *habituell’
and ‘okkasionell’ to cite many examples of the type Kexpotrls &rpurdveve
and add ‘ Doch liest man auch Eyve 5&puos Del.? 623 (Erythrae, II?)*, may give
the impression that Kekpomls #wputdveve exemplifies a general principle
while ¥yww 5&uos demands a special explanation. This impression would be
fundamentally misleading, since the alternative formulations are syntactically
indifferent and the predominance of either in a given community is a question
of habit and tradition.

* McDonald, pp. 153f.
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predominant formulation of other utterances of similar structure
and content. When these formulations conform to each other, their _...
very conformity strengthens the predominance of the formula with
which the process began.

Despite this, certain formulae have been used statistically to prove
that one syntactical order is ‘normal’ and others ‘abnormal’. But to
collect hundreds of instances of dedicatory inscriptions or artists’
signatures® or proverbs,? and to argue syntactically from them, is
illegitimate. The more instances we collect of identical formulation -
of a single type of utterance, the more conclusively do we demon-
strate the existence of a formula and the less relevant does our
information become to the establishment of general syntactical
rules. Two utterances of type (a) tend to be formulated similarly
simply because they are both (a).

Every sustained utterance, colloquial or literary or administrative,
is necessarily in some degree formulaic; it is hard to say anything
which does not in some way resemble something which one has said
or heard before. I set out below the various ways in which Homer,
in the catalogue of ships, and Herodotus inform us of the name of
the commander of a force or ship.3 I arrange the examples in an
order designed to show (so far as is possible when one is compelled
to operate in only two dimensions) the extent to which each example
is derivative or original. Dots indicate words in apposition to the
commander’s name, dashes words in apposition to the name of the
force.

(a) B72y dAA& MéBeov kbounoe .. .

() Bro4 &AA& ogeas kéopnoe Mod&pxns . . .
I,103,3 fiye 8¢ alrous ... Mabins ...
VI, 92,2 fjye 8 arous ... Edpupdms ...
IX, 17,2 fye 8¢ alrroUs ‘Apporidns . . .
vIl, 63 fipxe 8¢ ogecov *OTdomns . . .
VI, 103, I fiyov 8¢ ogeas orparnyol Séka
vil, 222 dorporifiyee 8¢ alrrédv Anuderros ...
IX, 28, 6  EoTporiiyee 8¢ alrrédv *AploTeldns .. .
IX, 96, 2  EoTparfiyee 8¢ ool Tiypévns ...

' Wackernagel, Gesety, pp. 43011

? Fischer, pp. 2ff., Barth, pp. 28f,, 45f.

3 1 exclude such passages as Hdt. vi1, 215, 1X, 66, 2, where the relative Té&v
means not kal ToUTwy but ToUTous Gv.
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VIII, 131, 2 oTporTnyds 8t kal vadapyos: fiv Aevruyidns . ..
vil, 121, 3 oTpamnyovus 88 Tapelxeto ZpepSoptved Te kal
Meyépuzgov?
vII, 71 &pyovra 8¢ Tapelyovto Maoodyny .. .*
vilL, 61,2 kol &pxovra Tapefyovto ‘OTavéa . . .
VIL, 62, 2 fiyeudva TrapexSuevor Meydmravoy . . .
vil, 67, 1 fyysuéva mapexovevor "Apiduapdov . . .
(c) Boéog T&v fipx’ . .. "Ayamrivep EfkovTa veGy
B 736 T8V fipy’ Evplimunos ...
B 826 TV fipxe . . . TTdvSapos
B2 T&v fipx’ 'Aokdhagos kal "léAuevos . . .
B 830 T&v fipy’ "AbpnoTds Te kal "Apgios . ..
B 842 T&v fipy’ “IrmrdBods e TIUAds *° . . .
v, 120, 3 Tiis fipxe "I5&vBupoos
v, 128, 2 Tffs fipxe Ixmacs?
viL, 211, 1 Tiis fipxe “Y8&pvns
v, 180 Tfis fipxe MpnEivos
VIII, 47 Tfis fipxe . . . O&UANos
vil, 82, 1 Tiis fipxe . . . TavadTios ...
v, 181, 1 Tiis ETpinpdpyes *Agwvidng
vii, 182 Tfis ETpinpdpyes Ddppos . . .
viI, 121, 3 Tiis toTportfiysov Tprravraiyuns Te kal MEpys
VII, 194, I T&V toTporThiyEe .. . ZavBwkns
V11, 20§, 2 TGV EoTporTiiyes Aeovmiddns ...
B 713 T&v fipx’ . .. EvBeka vdv EdunAos
B 586 Tév ol ... fipxe ... MevfAaos EEfikovTa veddv
B 576 TGV &xorrdv vnddv fipxe . . . "Ayapéuvey .
@ v,1,1 Tév & MeydPagos fipxe®
vII, 233, 1 TGV & Aeovmiddngs toTporTiiyEe
() B 685 T&Y o TrevTriKovTa veddv fiv dpyds *AxiAAeUs
B 731 TV aUf’ fyyelobny . . . TToSoelpros f)5¢ Morydeov
B 540 T&V aUf’ fyeudveu’ *Ereptiveop . . .
B 552 TEV o8’ fyepdveve . . . Meveabels
B 563 TV aUf’ fyeudveve . . . Aopfidng kol Z8vedos . . .
* Here there is explicit antithesis between the command of a force and some
other aspect of it. . '
* I doubt the propriety of including these three passages in my list, since in
all three cases (note the definite article in two of them) the purpose of the

relative clause is not so much to inform us who the commander was as to
remind us which force is being referred to.
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B 6o1
B 627
B 740
B 337
B 622
(f) B78
B 636
B 758
B 657
B 698
B 650

B 620
B 870
B 678
(5) B 623
VI, 111, I
vit, 97
viL, 97
(&) v, 66, 2
viI, 68
yi, 73

vii, 77
vii, 8o

vii, 81
VII, 121, 3

vil, 83, 1

@ v, 79
() v, 82,2

GREEK WORD ORDER
TV o’ fyepdveuve . .. Néorwp

- T&V a®’ fyepdveve Méyns . . .

TGV alf’ fyepdveve . . . TloAvmroltns ...
TV abf ... fipx’ “Actos ...
TV S ... fipxe ... Aiopns
Tév B¢ doxThTns fipxev . . . & vedsv
T&v pbv "Obuooels fipxe . . .
TGV utv TTpdboos . . . fyeudveuve
TSV ptv TAnTréAepos . . . fYyeudveue
Tév ol TMpwreofiaos . . . fyepdveve
Taw piv &p” "IBopevels . . . Ayeudveue Mnpiévns
...
Tév piv &p’ *Auglipoaryos kod O&hmos fiynodetny!
T v &’ *Apgluaos kot N&ams fynokotny
T ol QelSrmrmés Te xod "Avrigos fynodobny
Tév &8 TeTdpTwv fpye MoadEevos . . .!
ToU piv SeioU képeos fydeTo . .. KoaAAlpoyos!
Tiis 8¢ &AAns oTpamnis toTpariyeov ol Slo
ToU 5¢ vavTikoU dorpaTiiyEov olde?

~TolTwv 5 fipyov olde?

ToUTwv 5t fipyov olbe?

ToUTwv guvapgoTépwy fpye "ApTdyuns .. .

ToUTwv. TavTwv fipye Badprs .. .

ToUTwv 58 TAV vnowTéwv fipxe Mopbdvrns ...

ToUToV Gv ToU orpaTol fipxov wv ool .. .3

Tarns wiv Bf) Eorpatfiyeov MopBévids Te xal
Maoiorns!

Tv 8¢ puplwv TolTwv ——— EorpaTiiyee uiv
‘Yo&pvns3

TouTwy 5¢ Maoiomios ... fipye

toTparfiyeov 8¢ TouTwv ———~ MapBéwids Te ...

kad Tprravralyuns’

(k) v, 173, 2 forpariyes 58 AaxeSanpoviwv pév Edalvetos!

(/) B8s8
B 645

Muodv 8¢ Xpdms fipye kad “Evwopos . ..
KpnTdv & ’ISopevels . . . fyeudveuve

' Here there is explicit antithesis (with pév/5£), within a single complex
sentence, between different forces.

? Followed by a list of names.

3 Here there is explicit antithesis between the command of a force and
some other aspect of it.

~art
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B 494
VIL, 72, 2

B 517

B 856
(m) B 844

B-756

vil, 62, 2

vII, 66, 1

vii, 67, 1

ViI, 755 2

VIl 64, 2

vii, 69, 2

Vi, 74, 2

Vi, 79

vi1, 97

Vi, 131, 3

B 638

B 851

B 527

B 819

B 816

Vi1, 69, 2

vII, 62, 1

VII, 67, 2
(n) B 862

Bss7

B 748

B 671

B 653

B 867
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Mrcowv al MéctAns Te kal "Avrigos fyynod-
ofnu. .. .
- Bowwrédv uév Tinvedéows xad AfjiTos fipxov
ToapAaydvav pév vuv kad Maminvév Adros . . .
fipxe*
aUrdp Qoxnjeov Zxédios kal *Emiarpogos fipxov
oarrdp “AAizivev "O8ios kal *Emriorpogos fipxov
arép Optjixas fiy” *Axéuas kad TTelpoos ...
Moyvitewv & fipxe Mpdboos '
Kioolwv 82 fipye "Avéens .. .
*Aplowwv 8t fipye Ziodpvns . ..
Zoparyytav 8 fipxe Pepevdéerns .. .

Opnikwv 8¢ ——— fipxe Baooduns . . .
Boxtpleov 8¢ kod Zakéwv fipxe ‘Yordonns ...

*ApoPiwv 8¢ kad Albrérewv ——— fipxe "Apoduns . . .

AuBdv 8t xal Muodv fipxe *ApTappévns .. .

Mopdsv 8¢ kal KAy fipxe PapavBrns . ..

Alyumrtieov 8¢ dorpamiyee "Axcapévns ...

*Abnvadewov 8¢ toTpatyee ZdvBimrmos .. .

AlTwAGY 8 fyyeito Odas . ..

TapAayédveov §° tyyetto TTuAcapéveos Adoiov kijp

Aokpdv & fyyepdvevey ... Alas

Acpbavicov abr’ fipyev ... Alvelag

Tpwol utv fyesudveve . .. “Exrep

TGV ptv 81) Umip AlyUnrrou AlBiéreov kad *Apapicov
fipxe *Apaduns’

ol & Mfijdor &pyovra uiv mapelyovto Tiypdvny

2

TTéncrues 88 &pyovra Tapelxovto "ApTatvmy . ..
Ddpxus ol Oplryas fiye xad *Aokévios ...
Alas 8 & ToAauivos &yev SuokodBexa vijos
Fouvels & & Kugou fiye 8Uw kol elkoat vijos
Nipels ab Zbunbev &ye Tpels vijos toos
TAnmSAeuos & ... & ‘PdBov dwvéa vijas &yev
Néorns of Kapév fyfioato ———

* Here there is explicit antithesis (with pév/5¢), within a single complex
sentence, between different forces.

? Here there is explicit antithesis between the command of a force and
some other aspect of it.
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(o) B631 ortdp *Odugoels fye KepadAfivas ———
B 848 aUtdp Tupaiyuns &ye Todovas ———
B 840 ‘ITméoos & &ye pUAa TMeAaoydv ———
B 876 ZaptnBav & fipyev Avkiwv ked Mados . . .

A first glance over this list may suggest unlimited variety of
formulation, but a second glance corrects the impression. Homer
and Herodotus confine themselves to a proportion of the possible
total of permutations.” If we turn from information on the com-
manders of troops to information on the names of persons and
places, we find that Herodotus’s formulations of ‘whose name was
...” in part correspond to his formulations of ‘commanded by’;
obvouc 8¢ of fiv NV ~ fye 8’ arrous & Beive and Tol odvopd kot N ~
T fipxe 6 Seiva, Yet straightway we encounter a new formulation:
1, 179, 4 "ls olvopa odlrri], I, 205, 1 Téuupls of fiv olvopa, 11, 29, 3
Taropyos obvopa adrri) foT1, VIII, 32, 1 TiBopéa obvopa arri. This has
no counterpart among the formulations of ‘whose commander
was . . ."; but if we seek its ancestry, we may find a cluein Hecataeus,
- fr. 282 &v 8’ orrrolon oA, Tapikdvn olivopcr.

This brings us back finally to the ‘ conflict of pattern and principle’
of which I spoke in ch. 1, (ii). In attempting to explain the word
order in any given Greek utterance, we must ask not only ‘with
what principles is it consistent?’ but also ‘what are its models and
what is the history of its models?’? The part played by patterns and
models offers an explanation of the process by which the syntactical

* It should be remembered that the Homeric catalogue, unlike Hdt. vi1, is
simultaneously a catalogue of forces and a catalogue of heroes.

* Barth, pp. 37ff., emphasises the importance of formal analogy and
association. Frisk, p. 76, makes the point that an order originally determined
logically may become ‘mechanisiert’ through familiarity and may eventually
be employed in utterances to which the original determinants are entirely
inapplicable. Elsewhere in his argument he perhaps underestimates the
importance of this phenomenon. Thus (pp. §61f.) he explains the order P S in
Tév fipxe & Belva by saying that fipxe is a * Rubrikwort’, and the exceptions X.
An. 1, 7, 11 Qv *Aptaytpons fipxe, HG, 11, 1, 6, 1v, 8, 10, VI, §, 11, by saying
(p. 59) that for Xenophon (unlike Herodotus and Thucydides) fipxe is not a
‘Rubrikwort’. What then is the explanation of X. An. 1v, 8, 18 &v fipxev
Alaylvns & "Axapvév, ibid. &v fipxe Khedvawp & *Opyxoptwios, HG, 1, 2, 16?
It might seem that fipxe cannot both be and not be a ‘Rubrikwort’ for the
same author in the same works. But perhaps it can, provided that we reverse
the cause and effect. Herodotus chooses to make fipxe a ‘ Rubrikwort” by

putting it first; Xenophon sometimes chooses to do so, and sometimes not;
but the word order cannot be invoked to explain the choice.

-’
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principles, secondary in character, came in course of time to super-
sede primary logical principles. It may be said that from the first
the scales were weighted in favour of $¥ and OV by four
phenomena:

(i) Demonstratives as a whole tended to be treated as A= and
constituted a high proportion of the commoner M. Many demon-
stratives are pronouns and may therefore be § or O; but no demon-
stratives are V. Thus |S(=M*) V" and |O(=M=) V" served as
models determining | S(=M"*) ¥ and | O(=M?*) ¥V, without serious
competition from | P(=M>=) § or | V(=M=) O.

(ii) When S=C, it is often adequately expressed by the person-
index of ¥, but whereas the case-index of a noun or pronoun may
express its relationship to 7 no part of a noun or pronoun expresses
the content of V. Therefore | S(=N) V(=C) was always necessarily
commoner than | (=N §(=C), and served as a model determining
|S(=N) (=D

(iii) The copula is the only #” which I have consistently sym-
bolised as Mt; but the number of »” which may in varying degrees
have the character of the copula is large, and these 7" constituted a
productive model for | N C(=7#") in general.?

(iv) When the same utterance may be formulated either as
| S(=N) P(=C)oras| P(=N)S(=N),the tendencies just described
determined a preference for the former. This in turn served as an
additional model determining |S(=N) V(=N)3

! Cf. Ammann, Unt. 1, pp. 20f., Kaibel, pp. 99f.
* Cf. Rass, pp. 33f%.
3 It may be the case that a single action or passion with multiple agents is
commoner in life than multiple action by a single agent, so that
N(=Sp C(=P)+N(=Sp

describes a commaoner state of affairs than N(=#7) C(=8)+ N(=V}); but I
would feel uneasy in dealing with so high a level of generalisation.



CHAPTER V

STYLE

What purports to be an account of the ‘style’ of a Greek author
often constitutes what might more reasonably be regarded as an
account of his ‘language’; at any rate, if one were asked to give an
account of the author’s ‘language’—that is to say, the author's
language as opposed to the common factors of the language of the
nation to which he belongs—the result might not differ in kind
from what is presented as an account of his ‘style’.

I do not infer from this that ‘style’ is an illusion, a term which has
no useful application; nor do I infer that ‘style’ is a genus of which
‘language’ is one species, the other species being the author’s
selection, treatment and arrangement of his material. It is rather
that style is an epiphenomenon of language, a group of aspects of
language. Suppose, for example, that an author uses 8el twice as
often as yp#. That is simply a linguistic fact. Suppose that another
author, a compatriot and contemporary of the first, uses yp1} twice
as often as &el. That is another linguistic fact. But put the two
linguistic facts together, and by virtue of mere juxtaposition they
are suddenly transformed into stylistic facts. Of the two authors,
one has chosen differently from the other; and as soon as the possi-
bility of choice is seen to exist, we can begin to speak of style. Or
again: suppose that the first author concentrates all his instances of
¥p1 in the first third of his work, while in the second author’s work
¥p1 and Bel are evenly distributed. These are stylistic facts, which
are out of place in an account of the authors’ /anguage.

In making a choice, an author can be ahead of his time or behind
it; he can anticipate a development which will become general in
the next generation, or ignore a development well established in the
previous generation. The fact that Thucydides describes the despon-
dency of the Athenians retreating from Syracuse as xaTfipeix
(vi1, 75, §), taken by itself, is of no stylistic significance; it acquires
such significance when we learn that Homer uses this noun and
that between Homer and Thucydides no other extant author uses it.

Since the element of choice in word order is so large, it is a parti-
cularly suitable subject for stylistic enquiry. It might even prove

-t
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that authors could be more clearly differentiated, the chronological
developments of an author’s style more clearly illuminated, and the
spurious intrusions into the corpus of his work more clearly idend-
fied, by means of this study than by any other aspect of form what-
soever. We have to ask, in respect of word order, as in any other
respect, not only what choice does the author make?’ but also ‘how
many times running does he make the same choice?’ The answer
to the first question is a linguistic fact, which becomes a stylistic
fact when it is related to the answers to the same queston asked
of other authors. The second question is not a linguistic question
at-all, and the answer to it is wholly, from the very beginning,
stylistc.®

Let us reconsider, from this point of view, Hdt. 11, 26, 2. In
ch. 1v, B, (i) our purpose was to discover the answer to the linguistic
question ‘what is the relation, in respect of order, between C and
N?’ Now the question is different: ‘what degree of consistency in
the treatment of C and NV does Herodotus pursue?’ It is obvious
that he pursues, and achieves, morphological and syntactical
variety by giving the syntactical predicate, which is C throughout
from xod ToU olpavol to Tourry 5¢ & Popéns, the forms &or&a and
gornie in the i) pév [ ) 8¢ clauses, changing it to fiv | oréos in the
Tor BV clause, and omitting it altogether in the clause Todrry 82 6
Bopéns. The co-ordinated &V in the complex protasis are continuous
in & Popéns Te kal & Xewicov, separated in ToU véTov. ..kl Tfis
pecouPpins, and when the north wind is referred to in the apodosis
the order is reversed: Umrd ToU yemddvos kad ToU Bopéw. Vv precedes
the syntactical subject in Tfj pév viv & Bopéns. . . but follows it in 7ij
8¢ & véros viv. ... The C &pyxetan is the last element in the clause
korrderep VOV i AtUns Epxetat, but the C $pydzeran is ‘sandwiched’
in the clause Té&mep viv Epyédgeron Tdv Nefhov. We have the impres-
sion that from a stylistic rather than a linguistic point of view one
of the most powerful determinants of order in Herodotus is the
desire to achieve variety so far as this is consistent with the prin-

* Schwyzer, 11, p. 697, gives the impression that ‘okkasionell’ order is a
‘Stilmittel”, while ‘habituell’ order is not; so too Leumann, pp. 794ff., treats
hyperbaton under *Stilistik’, not under * Wortstellung’, despite the occurrence
of hyperbaton in non-literary prose (cf. Chantraine, pp. 791.). This allocation
of selected phenomena of order to the category ‘Style’ reminds one of a

modern Trimalchio’s description of his house: ‘It’s been built, but the
architecture ain’t put on yet.’

5-2
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ciples shared by him with other Greek writers and the stock of
models available to him. e

The effects of this pursuit of vanety are often forced upon our
attention more obtrusively than in Herodotus. Here are the
opening words of sections of the Hippocratic De Carne:

5, I T& 8¢ omAdyyva &8¢ pot Bokel EuoTfivan
7 & 88 trvelpcov Trpds T kapdin Eyévero Hbe
8 7o 5t frap BBe Suvéomn
9 & 8t omAfy Suviom Hbe
10  T& 5t &pbpa e Eytveto
12, 1 ol 8¢ 484vTes Uotepov ylvovTar Sik Té5e
14 ol 8¢ Tplxes plovron HSe
15, 1 dxover 8¢ Bk TO5e
16, 1 Sogpaiveron 8 & Eyxiporos Uypds v
17, 1 Opfj 8¢ Bk Tolrro
18, 1 SicAéyeton 8t [Bid] TO TrveUpa EAkeov

Deliberate variety of order is as obvious here as variety of vocabu-
lary; in other words, the proximity of &8¢ §uvéarn is among the
determinants of fuvéorn B¢,

It appears from the history of other Indo-European languages
that syntactical principles of order have a greater endurance than
logical principles, and I have suggested that in Greek itself the
primary logical principles ‘weighted the scales’ in favour of an
increasing dominance by syntactical patterns of order. If the Greeks
had not possessed so intense a degree of artistic self-consciousness,
it may be thought likely that syntactical patterns would have
established themselves much earlier and much more firmly.* We
find in fact that in the language of the New Testament rules of order
are much more easily defined in syntactical terms than they are in
Classical Greek.* It appears that Greek literature, by attaching
value to variety of form, maintained a resistance to that drift
towards syntactical uniformity which has been the fate of other
languages, and that pagan post-Classical literature diverged in-
creasingly from the colloquial language of its own day by reasserting
the primacy of logical rules of order.

* Barth, p. 26, seems to imply—rightly, I think—that it was conscious art
which maintained the elasticity of Greek word order for so long.

* Cf. Barth, p. 48, Wundt, p. 369, on the part played by colloquial language
in enforcing formal analogy.
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