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PAP.HAMBURG. 128: A HELLENISTIC ARS POETICA

1. In 1954 Bruno Snell published Papyrus Hamburgensis 128 ffr. a and b under the title
Theophrast nepi Aé€ewc I (?).! The papyrus is dated about 200 B.C.; fragment b contains
some incomplete words and can be left out of discussion here, but fragment a, especially its
columns II and III, is of great interest because of its many similarities to as well as
divergences from Aristotle's list of kinds of dvouo in Poetics 21, 1457b1-58a7. After a
long discussion in the shape of a running commentary Snell thinks it right to ascribe this text
"mit grosser Wahrscheinlichkeit" to Theophrastus; it would form part of the first book of his
[Mepl Aé€ewc. This work has been of great influence on later rhetorical theory, as e.g.
Joh.Stroux has shown in his 1912 thesis.2 If Snell is right, this would be an important
discovery. Yet after its publication a few scholars only paid attention to this text, and that to a
small extent. It was almost totally ignored in studies on Hellenistic and later rhetoric3 and got
a few glancing remarks in those on the Poetics.# Thus in his commentary on the Poeetics
D.W .Lucas several times refers to parallels in this papyrus to Aristotle's treatment> and for
obvious reasons does not give an exhaustive treatment; he speaks of "the probable frag. of
Theophrastus' Tlept Aé€ewc" (p. 203). In the new edition of Theophrastus' fragments®
Snell's text with some changes and a translation has been published in the Appendix, nr. 9
(vol. I pp. 612-7). I do not know of any extensive discussion of this papyrus except Snell's
one, and Doreen Innes is the only scholar to doubt explicitly Snell's ascription of this text to
Theophrastus.”

I agree with Doreen Innes on this point but think that though not being from the hand of
Theophrastus the text deserves more attention than has been given to it. This text is older
than the works of Philodemus, Demetrius, the Auctor ad Herennium and Cicero and may
give us new insights into the development of some part of poetical and/or rhetorical theory in
the Hellenistic period, a period notorious for its lack of this kind of texts. My discussion will
focus on col. II, 11. 33-64, which gives the best legible text and contains an interesting part

1 vVersffentl. Hamburger Staats- und Univ.-Bibl. vol. 4, pp. 36-50. In Pack? it is no. 1502.

2 De Theophrasti virtutibus dicendi (Leipzig).

3 Neither the general ones like Kennedy (1963), Grube (1965) or The Cambridge History of Literary
Criticism (1989) nor specific ones such as my Studies in Demetrius On Style (1964).

4 Nothing in the translations or studies on Poetics by Dupont-Roc & Lallot (1980), Halliwell (1986 and
1987) or Janko (1987). In his Aristotle on Comedy (London 1984, 183-4)) R.Janko only says "Theophrastus
[ ] in the papyrus of his [Tepi Aé€emc", thus accepting Snell's attribution.

S Oxford 1968, 202-5.

6 Theophrastus of Eresus: Sources for his Life, Writings, Thought and Influence ed. and tr. by
W.W .Fortenbaugh et al. (Leiden 1992).

7 Theophrastus and the Theory of Style in W.W.Fortenbaugh et al. (edd.), Theophrastus of Eresus. On his
Life and work (Rutgers Univ. Stud. in Class. Hum. 2) (New Brunswick N.J. 1985), 252.
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on metaphor, epithet and metousia, and on the problem of ascription but in order to do the
latter I shall also pay some attention to the whole of the papyrus and more to its relations
with later theory. I shall avoid repeating points made by Snell, whose commentary is very
instructive.

2. With frag. a, col. I, 1. 5-12, we are in the middle of a discussion of dvouo
reminiscent of Poet. 20, 1457al0-14. Aristotle had said that the parts of an dvoua have no
significance in themselves and referred to the element dwpoc in the compound Oe6dwpoc.
The papyrus very probably argues along the same lines but makes this point more clearly by
saying that in A®poc the syllable poc, which is left after removing the first syllable, has no
meaning at all. This is the first time we see the author agreeing with Aristotle in general and
correcting him at the same time.

About the contents of the next twenty lines (13-32) we can only make the reasonable
guess that at one point the author starts an enumeration of the kinds of dvopa, first kOpiov,
but this part is lost barring a few words. However, at 11. 46-8 he defines the érnifetov as 10
neta xkvplov ovoudtov Aeyouevov and it is very unlikely that a discussion of xk0piov
was not given before. The best place for this is in 1I. 13-32. At lines 32-col. II., 37 the
examples xountfi]po voccav and kAddoc, €pvoc, PAactdoc as well as péilav,
dvopepov, Epeuvov suggested to Snell the presence of a discussion of either yA®tto or
covovopov. The first suggestion follows from a comparison of the list of Poetics 21 with
that of the papyrus as given by Snell 48 (but I add more precise information about the
legibility of certain terms).

Aristotle Papyrus
KOPLOV missing
YADTTOL [YA®TTOL, COVOVVROV ]
LETOPOPE LLETOPOPEL,
Gmd yévouc €mt e180c¢
omo £10ovc £ni yévoc
G eldovc émi e1doc
Kot dvoloylov
<xdcpoc> éniBetov
ueTovcio,
Gmd Yévouc émi £100¢
oo €100vc €ml YEvoc
TETOINUEVOV [remomué]vov
EMEKTETOUEVOV ap[npnuévov]
aenpNUEVOV énextetofuévov]
[cvykexoupélvov
eEnAdayuévoy g]lEnAoryuévov
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The correspondences are striking and insertion of yA@tto looks justified. To Aristotle a
yYA®tto is a strange word, "one which others use" (Poet. 1457b4, cp. Rhet. 1406a7), not
primarily an archaic or rare word, e.g. one used by Homer, the sense usual in later times. In
the papyrus 1. 32 first comes a (to speakers of Attic Greek) common word, then a Homeric
one (xaunti]po vocca). Therefore, it may well be that indeed the author is here
discussing yA®tto in the later sense. As to examples in 1. 35-7 we should observe that in
comparison with péloc the two other words (dvoeepdc, £pepvoc) may count as poetic
yYA®tton, but out of the first triad (kA&doc, Epvoc, BAactdc) only the second one is of this
kind, not, however, the third as we would expect. I think, therefore, that in 1l. 33-37 the
author adds a remark on synonyms to his discussion of yA®tto. If this is right, he
introduces not only a new item but by linking it to yYA@tto changes at the same time the
connotation of synonym the word had in Rhet. 1405al-2. For there Aristotle speaks of
x0pto. which are synonyms, like mopevecBot and Ba:dilerv. Apart from this, the triples
have not become traditional examples of synonyms; instead, grammarians mostly give the
list of dop, Elpoc, udyorpo, cnddn, edcyovov (thus Techne 36,5 Uhlig).

3. It is preferable to look first at the lines 46-59 on érnifetov and the third column, lines
70-96 on neromuévov etc. and to postpone a discussion of the part on petagopa (1. 37-
46) after that on petovcio (1. 59-70) because of the problems involved.

The section on ériBetov first proves those right who interpret the Aristotelian xdcuoc of
Poet. 1457b2 as 'epithet', specifically the epitheton ornans.® The epithet is defined as 10
peto kvplwv ovopatwv Aeyouevov, which makes Snell imterpret xOplov dvouo as
"Substantiv", and he adds: "weil ein 'gewohnliches' Wort durch das schmiickende Beiwort
gehoben wird" (42). The definition of epithet in the Techne ascribed to Dionysius Thrax (34,
3-4), 10 éni xvplov f| mpocnyopikdv [Opwviumc] t1Béuevov (v.l. Aeydpevov) kol
dAobv Eravov T woyov shows Stoic influence in its distinction between proper names
and appellatives, which distinction is absent here as well as in Aristotle's works, and
explicitly mentions the ornans-characteristic implied in the papyrus. The examples in the
papyrus are typically epitheta ornantia (cidnpoc aiBwv, xpvcoc aiyAneic) and the same is
true for most of those mentioned in 1l. 50-59, where it is first said that "there is also double
and triple (epithet) and (that) in respect to what does not apply" (tr. Fortenbaugh) and the
instances are cokecpdpov, d&pnieitdov, [PBo]tpoxaprmotékov and dctepo-
napuapoeyyéc (those of the last category I shall discuss later on). Snell fails to observe
that to Aristotle S itAd are any kind of compound words, whether 6vopo (Poet. 1457a32-
34) or verb (Rhet. 1406a35-7, ypovotpiPeiv) and that at Rhet. 1406a30 and 08b10 he
clearly distinguishes between d1mAd and éniBeto, although his examples of dipla in
1405b35-06a5 mostly concern compound adjectives. Of course, in the lacuna of Poet.
1457b33 concerning kdcpoc Aristotle may have mentioned compound epithets but this

8 See Snell 48 and my The Lacuna at Aristotle's Poetics 1457b33 (forthcoming in AJPh 1993).
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seems unlikely, as I have argued in my article referred to in note 8. We may, therefore, have
a new partition of epithets here.

The last category is called kato to un couPepfnxoc (1. 51-2, 10 un xoto
couPePnrdc in 1. 57-8),2 after which words is added 0 &M ctépnciv Tivec xakodciy.
These latter words look like a reference to Aristotle for in Rhet. 1408a6-9 he mentions the
use of ctépncic and means by this a privative adjective (uéLoc) GAvpov as a metaphor for
caAnyE), as Snell duly notes. The first typification of privative adjectures, however, is not
known from Aristotle, he only offers the formal parallel n pun koto 10 couPefnroc
netafoAn (Phys. 224b27-8), but in contrast to what Snell says ("er scheint aber auch
spiter nicht vorzukommen") I found some parallel expressions. First, in his discussion of
Hippocrates' description in Prognosticon 7 of the hypochondrium Galen says:

(dvddvvov) pEv odv vmoxdvdplov €k tob un couPePnrdroc avtd Aédekton. Two
lines before he had observed that Hippocrates' use of this privative qualification was based
gk 1OV oy vropydvTav, o &N xakelv £0oc écti Tolc veotépoic dmocvouPfefnidTo.l0
The latter term (‘negative symptoms'. LSJ) is found in Sextus Emp., Adv. math. 7, 281-2.
There he criticizes the definition of 'man' in [Plato], Def. 415al1 ({dov dntepov, dimovv,

nAatvovuyov) because it does not give essential qualities and only t¢. copPefnxota kot
drnocvpuPePnxdta. The word dntepov is an armocvuPePfnrdc,!! whereas dinovv
belongs to the couPePnrorta, the accidental properties. Evidently, these passages display
both formal and material correspondences to the expression of the papyrus.!2

In discussing properties Aristotle always sharply distinguishes between natural and
accidental qualities. Absence of a property can be natural, e.g. a serpent is dmovc gocet (HA
491a24), or accidental (Metaph. 1022a22). In Metaph. 1022a32-6 Aristotle connects ol G0
100 o amo@dceic with ctepnceic, which latter word is also used in Rhet. 1408aS-9 (see
above). We can only guess at the reason our author had to put the rather clumsy expression
Koto, To urn copPePnkoc instead of ctépncic.

The examples the papyrus gives for privatives are drAovy and drtepov. According to
Snell the first word occurs in prose only (And. 3,5 etc.) and because in his opinion the text
focuses on poetic usage he changes this word to &rovv, which occurs from Soph., Phil.
632 onwards.!3 The error, he says, will have been made under the influence of the
preceding words in -tAovv. Snell may be right, but for the wrong reasons. I leave aside the
occurrence of &nAooc in a poetic context (A.R. 4, 1270-1 aAun arAooc) and do not
stress the fact that in treatments of metaphors and other tropes later rhetorical handbooks

9 Snell rightly explains the difference as a case of variety, well-known from the Corpus Aristotelicum.
0 In Hippocratis Prognosticum commentarii libri tres (CMG 5.9.2), 18b, 85,12-86,4.
1 Many instances of this verb from patristic authors will be found in the lexica of Sophocles and Lampe.
12 After Aristotle Stoics and grammarians call privative nouns and adjectives ctepntixe ovouato (FDS
938-9; Ap.D., adv. 133,23).
3 The other example, drtepoc, is found in poetry from Homer onwards but Snell fails to remark that it
also occurs in prose, see immediately hereafter.
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most times adduce instances from poetry, not from prose. Of more importance, I think, is
that &movc and &ntepoc are to Aristotle his usual illustrations of absence of properties.!4
These words may well have become standard examples of privative adjectives and for that
reason got into the text.

Compared to Poetics 21 our text replaces the Aristotelian kocpoc by énifetov. Already
Aristotle uses the latter word in connection with adjectives (Rhet. 1405al0, b21-2 and
06al0-35), and xOcpoc in this sense occurs in Poet. 21 only. At other times it has the wider
meaning of ornatus and this sense is the usual one later on. This may be the reason why in
the papyrus it has not been taken over.

4. Text and interpretation of col. 3,11. 70-96 do not ask for much comment after Snell's
discussion. The presence of paragraphoi in 1l. 70, 77, 79, 82 and 91 make it very probable
that at those lines a discussion of new notions starts.!5> With Snell I think that in 1. 79 we
have to read donpnuévov, in l. 83 énextetopévov and in 1. 91-2 éEnAlayuévov. The
insertions of meroimuévov in L. 70 and cvykexoppévoyv in 1. 86 are almost certain because
of the sequence in Poet. 1457b33 and the probable occurrence of the example [Ov]yatépwv
Buvy[atpdv], which words in later theory (Hdn,, Gramm.gr. 2, 244) illustrate cvykon®.
As we have seen, the list of kinds of nomina is very much alike to that of Poet. 21, be it that
it is longer by cvykexoupévov and donpnuévov and énektetopévov have changed
places. But also to Aristotle they are closely related and he treats them together.

More than anything else in the papyrus the wording of these terms shows the close
imitation here of the list in Poet. c. 21: they all are participles perf. pass. used as a
substantive to indicate a species of 6vopa. In later lists of tropes we meet more often with
original nouns such as cvykonf|, dvoporronotio and dpoipecic.16

5. In Poet. 21 Aristotle offers a quadruple classification of metaphors: transfer from
genus to species (1), from species to genus (2), from species to species (3) and that based on
analogy, a proportion (4). In the discussion of metaphor in the papyrus (ll. 38-45) such a
division is absent but in that of uetovcio (1. 59-68) it is said that this notion is classified in
two ways (Srttoxdc éylapuPBdévovciy).l7 In what follows there is a distinction between
netovcior md yévouc émi e1doc and its mirror image. Notwithstanding the illegibility of the
examples both Snell and Lucas take it that the Aristotelian notion of metaphor is split up into
metaphor and petovcio. Metaphor, they think, is now being restricted to the proportional
kind (# 4) and the types ## (1) and (2) have been moved to uetovcia, the third type, transfer

14 Cp. Bonitz s.vv.

15 "Very probable" only because in 1l. 53 and 63 these critical signs introduce, not a new notion, but an
explanation. Moreover, in 1. 59, the start of the discussion of uetoucia, a paragraphos is lacking.

16 By see already Poet. 1458b2 o énextéceic kol dmokomad kod £EaAAayod t@v Svoudtov.

17 For this expression cp. Arist., An. pr. 32b26 10 évdéyecBon [..] Suydc Ectv éxhapféver.
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from species to species, apparently being dropped.!8 In principle I agree with this view but a
somewhat longer discussion looks necessary.

First the lines 59-68 on petovcia. The first part of Snell's comment is right: "petoucio,
das spiter (Polyxenos b. Alex. Aphr. zu Arist. Met. 84, 16, Plotin, Proklos) die Bedeutung
von pé0eic hat, erscheint hier zuerst in philosophisch-grammatischer Bedeutung",!9 but the
second part not: "Eine dhnliche Bedeutung wie hier scheint das Wort sonst nicht zu haben",
for there are several exact parallels and one comparable case, all of them of later date. The
first parallel is Schol. b on Iliad X 441 (dinkako mopeupénv, év de Bpdvo morkil’
Enacce): Opova: 1o Panta Epra kotd petovciov, Oupoimc Tolc molodCl T
notovpevo.20 Bustathius' comment is similar (1278, 46 = IV, 648, 117 vdValk): 6pdvo
d¢ xvplmc pgv 1o €x Onpiov §| 10 €x yic dvobopdvia @dpuoxo, vOv 8¢ kot
uetovciov Opdva fiyovv edpuoxa #en 1o PBefoupéva AMvo §| €pro.2! Both the
scholiast and Eustathius explain the occurrence of Opdva at X 441 as a case of figurative
use of a word, which use they call 'participation': the product, 'flowers embroidered on
cloth' (LSJ), is indicated by the material from which it is made. A further parallel comes
from scholium ¢ on Pindar, Nem. 6, 85. In 1l. 50-1 Pindar tells that Achilles kills Memnon
"with the point of his wrathful spear" and a scholiast a.1. explains the use of £yyeoc
Caxdtoto thus: Laxotév enect katd petovciov 1o QEPOVTOC Kol adTO CLUTVEOV TH
opyil, Gmd OV mop’ Oufpe- "moAdd 8¢ [...] {ctovto, Ahaidueva xpodc dcor” (A
573; O 316).22 It is interesting to note that Aristonicus-Aristarchus on A 574 speaks of £k
TOV EUYLXOV HETOEEPEL, a classification we shall meet with later on but which has its
origin in Aristotle's remarks on "making the lifeless living through metaphor" (Rhet.
1411b24 ff.), where he quotes A 574 as an example of a proportional metaphor which ©po
oupatov motel. The comparable case to our papyrus I found in Doreen Innes' paper
mentioned in note 7; it stands in Anon. # xxix, De tropis iii, 208 Spengel. He instances
catachresis by "e.g. if one calls a box made of bronze by way of participation
(uetovcloctikoc) pyxis for only one made of box-wood is properly called pyxis. In like

18 The sequence of the types (1) and (2) in the papyrus is not certain. Snell reads éviote pév [én’] eldovc
émi yévoc, <éviote §’°Gmd yévouc €ml e180c>- olov amd yévovc pev én’ eid]oc] ktA. thus giving sequence
(2)-(1). D.Sedley ap. Fortenbaugh suggests sequence (1)-(2), which is the Aristotelian one. However, Snell's
order with the following (partly legible) illustration has the advantage of giving the common Greek sequence
abba.

19 But "in philosophisch-grammatischer Bedeutung" begs the question of the papyrus' authorship.

"(Pieces of) dyed wool by participation, the product in like manner with the material".

21 "Opdva properly the material taken from animals or the useful herbs sprung from the earth, but now
by means of participation Homer called the (pieces of) dyed linen or wool Bpdva, i.e. épuaxo”. Note the
etymology Opévo. from dvaBopdvto and/or Onpiawv.

2 "He uses Cdaxotov by participation with its bearer, the spear itself breathing together with his anger.
Taken from (or: model is) Homer's lines "the spears were standing [...], longing to taste flesh". Schol. b a.l.
has a different explanation, which has no connection with figurative usage.
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manner we speak of the neck' of a jar etc." 23 So far some parallels for the papyrus' term
LeTovcioL.

Its author says that this kind of word is classified in two ways "from what follows" (éx
100 mapemouévov). Aristotle distinguishes between 'the accident' and 'the consequent'
(e.g. Top. 128a38 and 131a27) and in Rhet. 1401bl15-29 he discusses first the 'fallacy of
the accident' (témoc 1o 10 couPePnrdc), then the 'fallacy of the consequent' (tdmoc
nopd 10 £ndpevov).24 The interpretation of these two fallacies is not without problems23
but can be left aside here. From Top. 117a7-15 we learn that the enquiry &no 10 necBon
concerns not only what follows later but also what is immediately preceding. In Soph. EI.
181a22-30 a different split of 7| T@®v énouévwv dkolovBncic is being used, one of which
being dc t® v péper 10 koBdrov, otov dvBpdne {Pov. This latter text uses the
distinction between species and genus, as we would put it. Aristotle, however, may also
speak of 10 énavm yévoc and 10 VrokAT® Yévoc, e.g. Top. 143a15-28 with the example 6
Yop QUTOV gimac o0 Agyel dévdpov. The author of the papyrus, we may conclude, has
taken over an Aristotelian term which matches the distinction of species and genus.
Unfortunately, the text of 1l. 64-70 is almost totally illegible and we do not know which
examples are given.26

The choice of the term petovcio as 'participation' will have been stimulated by
Aristotle's discussion of the relationship between species and genus. In Top. 121a10-20 he
says that obviously the species participate in their genus, but not conversely. He uses the
verb uetéyewv here and in 132b35-33al1 in a similar context péBe&ic. Already Snell pointed
out the interchangeability of uéBe&ic and uetovcio in later commentaries on Aristotle. When
looking for a fitting term for this kind of word someone may have chosen petovcia, and not
uéBe&ic, perhaps because the latter word had already become a technical term with specific
associations, such as in Plato's philosophy. The term was not successful; later on we shall
look at its successor, metonymy/synecdoche.

6. The interpretation of the part on metaphor is hindered by a textual problem in 11. 37-42,
the very definition of metaphor. Snell gives it as follows: petagopdayv 8¢ <T0> TOV OVTOV
dvoudtov 1| pnudtov cvvBétov Ard Opoiov Tvoc €n’ HAAo mpoyuo
puetevnveyuévov. As its examples we get 10 yfipoc dvcuoc Bilov, thv €pnuov vijcov
ynpevewy dvédv and tov PBacihéo mowuéva dvdpdv.27 The insertion of <td> is based

23 Spengel gives uévn yép xvpioc 7 &k THEov petovcactikde mHEc dvoudetor, which I do not
understand. I move petovcioctikdc to the foregoing phrase dc £l Tic <petovclocTikde> Aéyer TuEido
MV &K xoAkoD KorTeEcKevacuévn Y.

4 Cp. Soph. ElL. 166a25 and 176bl ff. In these cases there is no difference between &mecBot and
nopénecBon.

25 Cp. W.M.A.Grimaldi S.J., Aristotle, Rhetoric II. A commentary (New York 1988), a.1.

26 See Snell a.1. for conjectural supplements after the still legible b]roxpitdic.

27 Resp. Plato, Leg. 770a (in Poet. 1457b25 example of the proportional metaphor); Homer, Od. 1 124
and I1. A 263.
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on its occurrence in definitions in 11. 46, 70 etc.28 To Snell the text of 11. 37-42 is anything
but acceptable and he suggests a different text, which, however, to his mind gives problems
and which, moreover, takes 10 petevnveyuévov in the sense of "die Ubertragung", whereas
the substantival participle cannot have this sense.2® Fortenbaugh translates "Men (call)
metaphor the transfer of unchanged substantival or verbal composite expressions from
something similar to another thing" and is right in adding: "The Greek text is awkward and
probably corrupt". Hence a new attempt to constitute a better text is unavoidable.

It is certain that to the author metaphor has to do in some way with the transfer of words
from one mpayuo to another because of a similarity. Aristotle's definition, "movement
(¢mipopd) of an alien name (Gvopa)" (Poet. 1457b6-7), says nothing about resemblance
being the guarantee for transfer but in 1459a8 we read 10 yop €0 petopépetv O Gpotov
Bewpelv éctiv. What is transferred is Svopo in its widest meaning of 'word', words being
symbols of pragmata (Soph. El. 165a6-10). From Aristotle's examples in Poet. and Rhet. it
follows that he excludes the possibility of transfer of conjunctions, pronouns etc. and
restricts metaphor to nomina (substantives and adjectives) and verba. Such a restriction is
explicitly made in the papyrus' definition; later theoreticians are less precise and speak of the
transfer of a word, but once Quintilian (8, 6,5) puts it thus: transfertur ergo nomen aut
verbum. To understand the words t@v ovt®dv we have to keep in mind that in later theory
(Auctor ad Herennium, Cicero etc.) the main difference between metaphor (and catachresis)
on the one hand and metonymy and synecdoche on the other is that metaphor concerns
transfer of a word used to indicate properly one thing to a different thing, whereas in the
other two tropes one word replaces another word, which is closely related ('substitution')
and in which case, moreover, the 'leap’ is less big. In this view the occurrence of t@®v
avT®V is correct. What Aristotle indicates as the movement of an (in its original context
properly used) alien word is here the transfer of the same words. Under this interpretation
there is no need to change these words into c0T@V TV (Snell 42).

Why the plural dvoudtov f| pnuatov? This question is related to the problem of
cvvBétwv. Following a suggestion of Snell, Fortenbaugh relates this word to the discussion
about compound words in 1l. 6-12, but I do not know of any restriction of metaphor to this
kind of words and the examples of the papyrus for metaphor immediately disprove this
interpretation. The position of covBétwv makes it advisable to take it with both dvoudtwv

28 A verbum dicendi in the third person plural, e.g. Aéyovcwv (cf. 1l. 61, 66, 70) can be supplied
mentally; such a forrn does not imply that this author summarizes what someone else said before, as Snell on
1. 60f. suggests. The use of "subjektlose 3. Person Plural fiir den Begriff 'man"' is common in Hellenistic
prose, not only in the case of verba dicendi. See L.Rydbeck, Fachprosa, vermeintliche Volkssprache und
Neues Testament (Uppsala 1967), 36-8.

His suggestion is <10> t®v dvoudtov odtdv §| pnudtov covBétwv ... petevnveyuévov, and its
sense would be: "Die Ubertragung von einzelnen Worter selbst oder von zusammengesetzten Wendungen". As
to the pair Svouo (Einzelwort) and pfino. (Wendung) he refers to Plato, Crat. 399b, but in these cases
Aristotle uses Svopo. and Adyoc.
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and pnudtwv. Indeed, chvBecic dvopdtav is the usual term in rhetorical-poetical treatises
for 'putting words in a context'. Quintilian (8, 3, 38) makes the interesting remark translata
probari nisi in contextu sermonis non possunt and also observes in his introduction to the
discussion of tropes (8, 6, 2) that verti formas non verborum modo, sed et sensuum et
compositionis. Though the first remark aims only at the evaluation of metaphors and ancient
treatises always define metaphor as the transfer of a word, not of words, it is clear that to
interpret a word as an instance of metaphorical usage can only be done in its context. To
interpret ducpai as referring to old age we need a context. This can be very small, like here,
viz. ducpai Blov. All three examples of metaphor consist of a combination of two words,
one of which forms the context for the other, transferred word. Apart from discussions on
metaphor we find covtiBévor and covBecic in the sense of 'putting words in a context,
combining a word with another' in Aristotle's discussion of sophisms based on linguistic
means (ropd v Aé€wv, Soph. El. 1. 4). One of these is called mopd v covBectv, and
its counterpart mopd TV Staiipecty. An example of this sophism is "eym ¢ #0nxo dodAov
Svt’ életBepov with two possible meanings.30 One of the clearest examples of the use of
the verb occurs in 166al7-21 in the treatment of the sophism mopo v Gueiforiov: 'a
third type occurs when the combination (t0 cuvteBév) has more than one meaning but taken
apart (kexopicuévov) one only, e.g. éntctotor ypaupato. For here each word means
one thing, the word £rictoton and the word ypdupata, but both together more than one,
either that the letters themselves have knowledge or that someone else has knowledge of
letters.' Therefore, I interpret covBétov in 11. 39-40 as meaning 'combined with another
word, put in a context.' In this interpretation the use of the plural is understandable. The
context can be that of nouns only, but also one of noun+verb, and the Greek conjunction 1
admits the sense 'and/or.'3!

As to the transfer "from one similar thing to another" Snell rightly remarks that one would
expect the more logical expression &nod mparynotdc Tivoc eic GAAo Tt dpotov. However,
as it stands the expression is lucid enough.

Thus the separate parts of the definitions look alright but the whole not yet.32 E.g.
petevnveyuévoy in itself may look acceptable, especially in combination with an inserted
<16> in 1. 38, and this insertion is quite defensible, as we have seen. However, the
participle perf. pass. cannot stand for the nomen actionis ("Ubertragung") and it looks as if
we should read petevnveyuévaov, thus bringing it in accord with dvopdatov 1| pnuaToV.
Without inserting <t6> we now have petagopdyv 8¢ (sc. Aéyovcv) T@V ... PNUATOV

3017 get you free (enfranchised you) when you were a slave' or ' made you slave (enslaved you) when you
were free'.
31 Cp. the remarks of Ap.D., conj. 219,11-15 on 1 nopadialevktiky.

One additional observation concerns the word order and the position of the definite articles in the
examples of metaphor: olov 1 yfipoc dvcudc Blov ktA. The metaphor is Sucpal Blov and o yfpac is not
predicate nominal as one would expect. The solution is the author's adherence to Aristotle's text in Poet.
1457b22-5 épel totvov ... 10 Yipoic Ecnépav Blov §) ducudc Blov.
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..uetevnveyuévav, which words mean: 'They speak of metaphor when the same nouns
and/or verbs ...have been transferred'. In theory this is acceptable Greek but I do not know
of any definition in Greek literature formulated by means of an absolute construction. More
acceptable and involving minimal change is to read instead of 8¢ in 1. 38 &~ é<x>. For 'to call
something after' the Greek uses expressions like Aéyewv, mpocayopevety, ovoudleiv,
xodelv and or £x.33 Keeping to petevnveyuévov we now get a dependent construction, in
which the participle expresses the main idea:34 'They call metaphor after the transfer of the
same nouns and/or verbs, in a new combination, from one similar thing to another. This text
has a twofold function: explicitly it says why metaphor is called thus, implicitly it defines
metaphor. The absence of a formal definition is not an unsurmountable obstacle for in 1I. 59
ff. there is not even a start for a definition of metousia. All in all, I accept this latter reading
of the Greek text33 be it with some doubt.

7. The interpretation of the three examples of metaphor is linked with the question what
type of metaphor the author is thinking of. Does he restrict his notion of metaphor to
Aristotle's fourth kind, the proportional metaphor, as Snell supposes (see § 5)? In favour of
this view Snell can refer to the first example, dvcuoi Biov, which to Aristotle is a metaphor
of analogy (Poet. 145b24-5). The two other instances permit a similar reading: inhabitants:
to be deserted::husband:to be widowed, and king:subjects::shepherd:sheep.36 We may add
that in later theory the notion of 6po1dtnc (to a lesser extent, apparently, similitudo in Latin
texts) used in connection with metaphor mostly corresponds to the Aristotelian notion of
analogy37 and that a restriction of metaphor to this type is very common. In fact, Aristotle's
insistence on the proportional metaphor being the best of all four types (e.g. Rhet. 1411al)
will have stimulated this limitation. Besides, in the Aristotelian theory of metaphor the fourth
type requires a big mental leap from one notion to another, which is being made possible by
detecting a common function for both: what the shield is to Ares is the wine cup to
Dionysus, the common factor being that both shield and cup are standard attributes of
deities. Such a big leap is absent from the transfer from species to genus and vv. (## 1 and
2), whereas type # 3 (species to species) is much like the proportional metaphor, witness the
example in Rhet. 1410b13-5: "When [Homer] calls old age 'stubble’, he creates
understanding and knowledge through the genus, since both old age and stubble are [species

33 E.g. Arist., EN 1152b7 810 dvopdkocty tov péxaplov &md 100 yaipev, GC 322b31 té 8¢ érepa
dvouorta, dimd TV ETépav Aéyetan, Phys. 187b3 mpocaryopedecBon ... €x t00 udAict’ brepéyovtoc.

34 In this case in the translation the use of the word 'transfer' is justified.

35 A third possible text is <10 £k> TV oOTAV ...covOétwv ...uetevnveyuévov, or even to change
cvvBétov in covBetov, but these have problems of their own too.

6 Cp. [Georg. Choeroboscus], de tropis 245,23-25, &cnep tolc mopécty brotéraktor & moiuvia,
oVt kol toic Pacthedcav ol Yo yelpa; mowny Yop Kupiwc 6 TdV mpoPfdtwv voueve Aéyetan, and other
references given by H.Jiirgensen, Der antike Metaphernbegriff (Diss. Kiel 1968), 45.

7 Jiirgensen, o.c. 43-50.
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of the genus of] things that have lost their bloom".38 In fact, Aristotle's distinction of types
## 3 and 4 is more due to his wish for a logical classification than to their use in practice.39
For these reasons we can understand why in later Greek theory opowdtnc was restricted to
the proportional metaphor. As I have said, this resemblance is one in function. In e.g. HA
48617-9 Aristotle explicitly tells us that in the case of some animals parts like a bird's
feathers and scales of fish are the same, not because of their form but according to an
analogy. Here a distinction between similarity of function and resemblance in form occurs.
Hence we understand the contrast made by Demetrius, ITepi épunveioc 88 when he says:40
"Note, however, that when c@dévdvAoc kol kAeic kol ktévec are applied to parts of the
body, these terms are not being used kot petagopdv, GAAL ko’ dpotdTNTOL d100 TO
gotkéva KTA." In this section Demetrius, as I have argued elsewhere, 4! restricts "metaphor’
to the metaphor of analogy and introduces a contrast between metaphor and resemblance,*2
whereas before in § 78 he asked for metaphors which are not far-fetched but derived from a
resemblance (éx 10D Opoiov); otov £otkev GAAAAoic ctpatnydc, kvPepvhATnc,
fvioxoc: mdvtec yop obTOl GpYOVTEC eicty. dcpoddc oDV pel Kol O TOV CTpaTNYOV
koPBepviny Aéyov Tiic mOAewc, kol dvanoily 0 tov kvPepvninv dpyovio Thc
vnoc . Demetrius does not say so explicitly but his argument concerns the transference from
species to species under the genus of being a leader, which comes close to the proportional
metaphor. The apparent contradiction is solved if we realize that in § 88 Demetrius is
speaking of outer, formal resemblance not of a functional similarity, which latter meaning is
present in § 78.

The foregoing serves to explain how and why in the Hellenistic period the Aristotelian
theory of metaphor was modified and his notion of metaphor was split into metaphor proper,
the proportional one (including the third type of species to species), and another group of the
types ## 1 and 2, which now asks for attention. Snell 44 explains it thus: "Die 'Metusie'
kann also entweder darauf gehen, dass ein allgemeiner Ausdruck das Spezielle oder aber ein
spezieller Ausdruck das Allgemeine bezeichnet. Von der Metapher, die etwas von einem
Fremden und Andersartigen 'heriiberholt’, ist also die Metusie mit gutem Grund
geschieden." Taken by itself this explanation is right but lacks a setting in later theory. The
following survey serves as an indication of this setting and, at the same time, shows the
confusion reigning in this field. It is well-known that from the Auctor ad Herennium

38 Transl. G.A Kennedy, Aristotle, On Rhetoric (Oxford 1991).
39 Lausberg §§ 555.3 and 558.

References to and comparisons with Demetrius' theories are specifically apt in this treatment of a
Hellenistic papyrus for "though written much later, [his] work is highly anachronistic, drawing on fourth-and
third-century sources and ignoring or ignorant of late Hellenistic theories" (G.A.Kennedy (ed.), The
Cambridge History of Literary Criticism, vol. I: Classical Criticism (Cambridge 1989), 196.

41 Studies in Demetrius On Style (Amsterdam 1964), 94-96, but I posited too big a difference with
Demetrius' foregoing statements on metaphor.
I cannot follow Jiirgensen's objection (48-9) to this explanation.
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onwards handbooks give a collection of tropes which to Aristotle come under metaphor.
There are four main types: metaphor (in the restricted sense), catachresis (cp. Poet.
1457b28), metonymy and synecdoche. The papyrus has no trace of any distinction of
catachresis, whereas e.g. Demetrius "appears to know the theory in 86-7, though [he] does
not use the term"43 and, we may add, has nothing to say on metonymy and synecdoche
either. Differentiation between metonymy and synecdoche is known to e.g. Auctor ad Her.
(4, 43-5, denominatio and intellectio) and Cicero (De orat. 3, 167-8), but Cicero is less
precise in his terms; he calls metonymy traductio et immutatio but only characterizes cases of
synecdoche as finitima illa [..], cum intellegi volumus aliquid aut ex parte totum eqs. He
takes metonymy and synecdoche together when saying that immutata [..[sunt translata
quodam modo (§ 169). In Orator 92-3 (cf. Part. or. 17) he ignores synecdoche and
distinguishes between verba tralata and mutata. In the latter group of 'altered words'
"another word is substituted for the correct one, meaning the same, but drawn from some
associated idea"44 (sumptum ex re aliqua consequenti), which words remind one of the
papyrus' ék 1oV moperouévov! Cicero adds that this device is called by rhetoricians
braAdayf because of the exchange of words,4> by grammarians petovouio because
nomina are transferred and that Aristotle ranges under transference both these phenomena
and also catachresis. It is clear that the papyrus' metousia corresponds to Cicero's traductio
et immutatio (verba mutata). According to Jiirgensen 32 and 34, who, however, does not
discuss this papyrus, the types ## 1 and 2 of the Aristotelian metaphor return later as species
of the trope synecdoche. This is true but even then examples are put under different species.
Thus e.g. Quintilian 8, 6, 19 has the subtype ex genere speciem but his example ferrum pro
gladio belongs according to Trypho, De trop. 3, 196, 5-7 to the subtype &m0 tfic YAnc 10
anotélecuo. This reminds us of the use of uetovcia in Sch. 1. X 441b, quoted above.
Moreover, the Auctor ad Herennium, who distinguishes between denominatio and
intellectio, defines metonymy as quae ab rebus propinguis et finitimis trahit orationem egs.,
thus coming close to Cicero's definition of immutatio in a wider sense. Cocondrius, De trop.
3, 233, 22, to take another example, explains metonymy as a substitution kato Tivo
Kowoviay Tdv npayudtov and kowvovia recalls petovcio. To my mind, therefore, it is
preferable to say that the papyrus' petovcio represents what in later theory has become
metonymy and synecdoche.

Taken in this way the papyrus' concept of petovcio shows both distance from and
adherence to Aristotle's ideas, distance for petovcio is taken away from metaphor and

43 Doreen Innes, Cicero on Tropes, Rhetorica vi, 1988, 325 in reaction to my Studies 97-8.

44 Tr. M.Winterbottom in Russell-Winterbottom, Ancient Literary Criticism (Oxford 1972), 243.

45 Cf. D.H., Comp. 3, p. 11, 16-8 U.-R., o¥te petogopai tivec edyeveic obte brotloyol odte
katayphceic kth. and Sch. Il. O 52b braAlaxtikdc. In Pomp. 2, p. 228, 9-12 Dionysius censures
Plato's misuse of énifeto, petovopiot, dvoroyio év toic petagopaic and dAAnyopiot. These parallels
to Cicero's statement are often ignored in secondary literature.
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adherence in far as the distinction of species to genus v.v. is being kept. This notion also
establishes a link with later theory of the tropes metonymy and synecdoche. It will not do,
however, to reconstruct a kind of Darwinian scheme of evolution of the ancient theory of
tropes for we have to reckon with various attempts which came to nothing next to successful
ones. It is impossible to put together in one neat, single scheme the different data from
Philodemus, Demetrius, Dionysius, Auctor ad Herennium, Cicero, Trypho and our papyrus.

8. Evidently the list in the papyrus is a list of various types of dvopata, not one of e.g.
tropes and figures. By analogy with Poet. 21-2 Snell 48-9 concludes "dass der Pap. eine
Ubersicht iiber die Arten (poetischer) Worten gibt, um auf Grund davon die dpeth AéEemc
zu behandeln, wie Aristoteles es im 22. Kapitel tut." This sounds quite reasonable but is
not certain at all and a different context is very well imaginable. But the conditions for such
an endeavour are determined by the preliminary problem of authorship and style of this text.
Snell 49-51 ascribes this treatise to Theophrastus: "Bei einem friihhellenistischen Text, der
geradewegs auf die apetn AtEewc zusteuert, der von Aristoteles anhingt, aber dessen
Gedanken und Terminologie doch selbstindig ausbaut, denkt man zuerst an Theophrasts
Schrift mept Aéewc." He has two arguments, one the statement made by Porphyry and
transmitted by Simplicius, in Cat. p. 10, 20-11, 2 ( = # 683 Fortenbaugh), that
Theophrastus in his On the Elements of Speech as well as his associates#® worked up the
subject of words in so far as they are expressions, not categories. They inquired whether
noun and verb are the only elements of speech or also conjunctions etc., kol Tic 1| Kvplo
MErc, tic 8¢ petogopikn AéEic, kol tiva td mdOn ovtic otov T dmoxonh, Ti
dpoipecic, Tivec ol amlal, Tivec ol covBetor, Tivec ai brocvvBetor, kai Gco ToloDTAL
and discussed the various qualities of style. Snell admits that because of the reference to the
associates Porphyrius' report is not an exact reproduction of the order in Theophrastus' book
but according to him this text shows that in some part of his nepi Aé€ewc Theophrastus
closely followed Poetics 21. This will have happened - this is the second argument - in his
discussion of the first virtus orationis, éAAnvicuoc. We will, therefore, have a neat parallel
between Poetics 21-22 (list of kinds of words followed by a discussion of their use in order
to get dpetn AéEemc) and this papyrus (list of words followed by a discussion of
eAANV1cHOC, being the first quality of style). After a sensible observation on the question
why Theophrastus' book, which is commonly seen as dealing with rhetoric, has so much to
say on poetical words and means as is being done in the papyrus, Snell 51 concludes: "Man
wird also mit grosser Wahrscheinlichkeit unseren Papyrus dem Theophrast zuweisen diirfen.
Der notizenhafte Stil wird bei den Verfasser der "Charaktere" nicht wundernehmen;
andererseits fehlt nicht eine gewisse Sorgfalt, z.B. ist der Hiat vermieden."

46 1ike most scholars, Snell quotes after the Berlin edition ol mepl adtov yeypagdtec, but already
Stroux 24, n. 2 pointed out that the reading ol mepi avTdV yeypopdtec is preferable to the usual one,
because then both the verb and the perfect participle give a good sense.
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Snell's stance on the authorship has been douted by Doreen Innes, who observes (see
note 7): "It is perhaps suspicious that later theory fails to use the term metousia." Indeed, if
this text were by Theophrastus, we would expect more traces of its influence. But the fact is
that e.g. Demetrius often quotes from Theophrastus' work, also on the subject of metaphor,
and shows himself to be a sturdy representative of the Aristotelian tradition but gives no
indication at all of any awareness of the notion of metousia/metonymy. Dionysius of
Halicarnassus, too, quotes from and uses ITepl Aé€ewc, in his works the terms broAloryol
and petwvoptot occur once each but not petovcio. Moreover, we have a few literal
quotations from ITept Aé€ewc, e.g. Dionysius, Lys. 14 ( = # 692 Fortenbaugh). These
quotations remind us of the style in Poet. 21 by their personal remarks and arguments or
conclusions about agreements or differences between the kinds of words. All these traits are
absent from the papyrus.47 Its style is rather that of a téyvm, like the Techne ascribed to
Dionysius Thrax, and which has been well described by Fuhrmann and Wouters:43 short
definitions, some examples, systematic arrangement of the elements to be described, no
argumentation or some only, sometimes an indication of a divergent opinion or a reference to
a different term. For these reasons the authorship of Theophrastus is unlikely in the case of
the text of our papyrus. The author may have been one of those other men who have written
on elements of speech and are referred to by Porphyry.

From the rejection of Snell's ascription to Theophrastus follows that it is no longer
necessary to see the text of the papyrus as a preparation to a discussion how to achieve
virtue(s) of style. It may have been so but this is only one possibility. Another is to view the
papyrus as part of one of the earliest Téxyvatl ypopupatikol. In the authentic part of
Dionysius' Techne the second task of ypappoatixn is €é€nyncic xoto TOLC
EVUTOPYOVTOC TTOINTIKOVC TpOTovc, in which description the term 'poetical tropes' has
the wide meaning of 'poetical modes of expression.'49 To perform this second task an
introduction on kinds of words would not have been amiss. But much here is pure
hypothesis and it seems preferable to characterize the text of Pap.Hamb.128 as a Hellenistic
ars poetica.

Amsterdam, Vrije Universiteit D.M.Schenkeveld
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47 The text is not an epitome. See note 28.
8 M.Fuhrmann, Das systematische Lehrbuch (Gottingen 1960), 29-34; A.Wouters, The grammatical
Papyri from Graeco-Roman Egypt (Brussel 1979), 41-5.
9 See my Figures and Tropes in G.Ueding (ed.), Rhetorik zwischen den Wissenschaften (Tiibingen
1991), 153-6.



