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This chapter discusses empirically periphrastic constructions from books 1 and
2 of Aristotle’s Rhetoric, treated holistically as a multilayered corpus. Some, e.g.,
moteloBal Adyov poieisthai logon, reflect the canonical features of support-verb
constructions. The chapter illustrates the relationship between these constructions
and the rhetorical strategies of alternating between brevity and expansion. Further-
more, the stylistic diversity of phrases and issues with their terminological concep-
tion are addressed. The chapter considers the concepts developed in Graeco-Roman
rhetorical theory, such as periphrasis, makrologia, brakhulogia, and their alignment
with modern views, and hypothesises that the term ‘periphrasis’, elaborated in an-
cient rhetoric, is descriptively adequate for a range of multi-word constructions. It
also classifies phraseological material based on verb semantic role and introversion
and extraversion categories, reinterpreting theories of valency change.

Siame skyriuje aptariamos empiriskai atrinktos perifrastinés konstrukcijos i$
Aristotelio Retorikos I ir II knygy, traktuojamy holistiskai kaip daugiasluoksnis
korpusas. Kai kurios, pavyzdziui, moieicOor Adyov poieisthai logon, atspindi
kanoninius leksiniy analitiniy konstrukcijy bruozus. Cia siekiama parodyti
§iy konstrukcijy ry$j su retorinémis suglaudimo ir isplétojimo kaitaliojimo
strategijomis, nagrinéjama stilistiné fraziy jvairové, jy terminologinés sampratos
klausimai, aptariamos graiky-romény retorikos teorijoje i$plétotos savokos, tokios
kaip periphrasis, makrologia, brakhulogia, ju atitikimas Siuolaikiniam pozitriui,
taip pat keliama hipotezé, kad senovés retorikoje i$plétota sgvoka “perifrazé” tin-
kama apibudinti jvairioms daugiazodéms konstrukcijoms. Skyriuje klasifikuojama
frazeologiné medziaga, remiantis veiksmazodzio semantine role ir introversijos
bei ekstraversijos kategorijomis, naujai interpretuojant valentingumo kaitos
teorijas.
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1 Introduction

Aristotle’s Rhetoric!, like any ancient literary monument, is a ‘repository’ of ex-
pressions which contains a sizable collection of compound words and phrases,?
some rather challenging to detect and translate into another language. This chap-
ter reflects a significant effort to evaluate and classify the verb and complement
constructions of an Ancient Greek text being translated into another language,
with a focus on Ancient Greek rhetorical terminology. However, cross-linguistic
parallels (such as Greek “moteicOou Aoyov” poieisthai logon (lit. “make a speech”)
and its English or Lithuanian equivalents), as part of the greater phenomenon
of translation issues, will not be treated here. Instead, this chapter focuses only
on the nature and classification of single-language (Ancient Greek) constructions.
Particular attention in this chapter is paid to the identification of verbal construc-
tions, termed light-verb constructions (LVCs henceforth) or support-verb con-
structions (SVCs henceforth),? which are treated as part of a larger phenomenon
—linguistic, rhetorical, or poetic variation.

Aimed at a synthesis of empirical research, the chapter combines two major
theoretical approaches: the classical theory of style with its basic ‘idea that a
thought can be formulated in several ways with different effects’* and the mod-
ern theories and insights of verb valency, transitivity, and non-causal-causal al-
ternations.” Two thirds of Aristotle’s Rhetoric, Books 1 and 2, dealing with so-
called rhetorical invention, form the basis of the empirical study. This choice of
the corpus of limited scope was due, inter alia, to the large amount of heteroge-
neous material obtained over the course of the research.

Even though the results’ breadth may appear constrained, they may nonethe-
less contribute to a perceptual testing of the methodology: once the phraseologi-
cal principles of these two books are established, the third book can be evaluated
in a similar framework. This study is distinguished by its limited use of auto-
mated processes: many of the word combinations were found in the corpus by

'The dataset is accessible here: http://dx.doi.org/10.5287/ora-n652gamyj.

2For the purposes of this article, we use the term phrases to refer to all the lexical expressions
longer than one word and not forming a sentence. For a similar use of the corresponding term
in Lithuanian phraseology, see Marcinkeviciené (2010: 121-122).

3The synonymity of these terms is not questioned here on the basis of the terminology available
to us in the research materials, such as Langer (2004), Kovalevskaité et al. (2020), Fotopoulou
et al. (2021). In this article, preference will be given to the term SVC, while LVC may appear
sporadically in commenting on the literature where there is a preference for the latter term.

“de Jonge (2014: 326)

°E.g. Lavidas (2009), Arkadiev & Pakerys (2015), Haspelmath (2016), Grossman & Witzlack-
Makarevich (2019).
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way of a close reading and manual extraction. On this basis, a number of con-
structions pertinent to the study were then selected.

The content of the chapter is divided into the following sections: 1) introduc-
tory reflections on the text under discussion (Section 2); 2) observations on the
linkage of verb formations from the perspectives of modern linguistics and of the
notions known from ancient Greek rhetorical and linguistic theory (Section 3); 3)
key points of empirical research and the classification of phraseological material
(with a focus on verbal semantics) (Section 4); 4) an overview of recent findings
on SVCs and other periphrastic constructions in Aristotle’s treatise (Sections 5
and 6); 5) a brief outline of the stylistic functions of verb-based periphrases found
in the course of the study (Section 7).

2 Aristotle’s Rhetoric as a source of Greek phraseology

Téyvn pnropikt} Tékhné rhétoriké (as some manuscripts title it®), or simply Rheto-
ric, a theoretical work on the art of persuasive speech, which, in Aristotle’s view,
shares many similarities with dialectics, ethics, politics, and poetics,7 discusses
the nature and components of this art, the means of persuasion, the arguments
relevant to the three types of speech (deliberative, epideictic, and juridical), and
describes ethical, emotional and stylistic factors of a persuasive speech. The con-
tent of the treatise is roughly divided into three unequal parts: the first two of the
three books, which form the core of the author’s original vision, deal with rhetor-
ical invention and theory of proofs, while the third book covers more practical
issues of style and composition.

The Rhetoric is an integral part of the Corpus Aristotelicum and contains refer-
ences to other works by this author, such as treatises on logical reasoning and
dialectics, AvoAvtiké Ipdtepa Analutika Protera, Katnyopior Katégoriai, and
Tomwka Topika. This study therefore can contribute to our understanding of Aris-
totle’s phraseology and, to some degree, to that of the textual aspects of the trea-
tise in question (e.g. differences across copies), as well as intertextual ones (such
as quotations and paraphrasing of other texts, both oral and written).

As a multi-layered text, Aristotle’s Rhetoric, on the one hand, captures the
rich and literarily charged phraseology of Greek spoken in the 4th century BC,
of which most modern readers, being non-native speakers, can only have a vague
idea. This phraseology is essentially the phraseology of the Attic dialect of the

®See Kassel (1976: 3) (in app. crit.)
On the relation of rhetoric to dialectics, ethics, and politics, cf. Aristotle, Rhetoric 1.2.7 1356a25-
27, and on the relationship between rhetoric and poetics, see Kirby (1991) with references.
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4th century BC, strongly influenced by literary genres dominant in contemporary
Athens, such as Attic drama (apart from the choral parts), rhetorical, philosophi-
cal, and historiographical prose, and used in colloquial form not only in Attica but
also in interstate communication (including the Macedonian court, with which
Aristotle was closely associated). It is uncertain how much this basic dialectal
layer of the treatise was influenced by lexical and phrasal variation from other
dialects (cf. Aristotle’s habit of exemplifying his stylistic points from Herodotus
and Homer, the representatives of the literary Ionic and an epic dialectal mixture
respectively®), but the impact of the stylistic features of Attic drama and oratory
is undoubted.” This naturally prompts us to focus principally on the Attic dialect.

On the other hand, to quote Aristotle’s translator, ‘our knowledge of what
Aristotle wrote is based on manuscripts copied by scribes from older manuscripts,
which were in turn copied from still earlier ones, going back to Aristotle’s per-
sonal copy, with opportunity for mistakes at every stage in the transmission.
The earliest existing evidence for the text dates from over a thousand years after
Aristotle died’ (Kennedy 2007: xii). Understanding the textual tradition prompts a
nuanced interpretation of Aristotle’s phrasing. The decision to use a manuscript
version that uses single-word formations and, inter alia, compound words rather
than two-word combinations, or vice versa, can influence the way in which we
perceive the author on the whole — either as a producer of periphrastic formu-
lations or of compound words.!? As fascinating as this aspect of the study is,
we will not delve into the details here because of constraints of time and space.
Instead, we will just acknowledge that the material used in this study is based
on one of the most widely used Greek editions, that of Ross (Ross 1959), but it
also takes one of the most thorough critical editions, that of Kassel (1976), into
account.

We are thus dealing with a largely literary version of Greek that shares (cum
variatione) the characteristics of every document of the ancient tradition which
has undergone a change over the course of written transmission. This linguistic
form deserves an approach that finds parallels not only with the terms and lin-
guistic phenomena of our time, but also with the terminology and descriptions of
poetic and literary phenomena of the period in which the texts under study were

$Morpurgo Davies (2002: 168)

? Aristotle’s treatise on rhetoric is particularly rich in quotations from classical Athenian tragedy
and from the speeches of the orators of Aristotle’s time (esp. Isocrates and his students).

1050 e.g. in Aristotle, Rhetoric 1.7.26, 1364b31, one version has afeBoiotépwv abebaiotéron, an-
other pr PePonotépwv meé bebaiotéron, in Aristotle, Rhetoric 2.23.11, 1398b11, we find either
BA&ognuov dvta blasphémon énta or Pracenuricavta blasphémésanta, in 1.12.4, 1372a20, we
find either @ilov ®ov philoi osi or pil&dowv philosin, in 2.4.26, 1381b28, either Todg @uAelv
ayoboug tous philein agathous or pulory&Bovg philagathous. For these and other examples see
app. crit. ad loc. in Kassel (1976).
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written. In other words, in addition to the complex typology of different expres-
sions developed by modern linguistics, it is worth recalling the discoveries and
insights of ancient thinkers and stylists, and combining their terminology with
the terms we use today, such as Multi-word Expressions (MWEs henceforth),
SVCs, LVCs, Function-Verb Constructions (FVCs henceforth)!! or V-PCs (V-PP-
Cs),12 etc. This chapter does not focus on this issue in detail, but offers some
insights.

3 Reflections on verbal constructions: Between the
modern concept of support-verb constructions and
ancient rhetorical tradition

The concepts just mentioned, especially multi-word expressions (MWEs hence-
forth) (i.e. phrasal units of great variety and certain ‘semantic opaqueness’ and
a universal phenomenon inherent to a variety of language sources)® and SVCs
(i.e. verb + noun combinations acting as predicates of a sentence)!, are central
to this discussion, which focuses on their forms and functions within Aristotle’s
Rhetoric. In addition to that, it is also worth considering the issue of the relevance
of concepts employed in modern linguistics and their compatibility with the old
ones, as well as that of the commensurability of phenomena covered by the two
families of concepts.

When it comes to multi-word phenomena, we believe that some ancient con-
cepts could be used more widely both in modern linguistics and in the study of
ancient languages. One of these is mepippacic periphrasis (from late Greek mept-
pp&lopon peri-phrazomai, ‘to express in a roundabout manner’) with its Latin
equivalent circumlocutio (cf. Quintilian, Institutio Oratoria 8.6.61; Servius, Com-
mentary on Vergil’s Aeneid 1.65: 17-19) coined by the Graeco-Roman rhetoricians
and grammarians. As attested in ancient literary critics, beginning with Diony-
sius of Halicarnassus (cf. v. mepippaoig periphrasis in Liddell & Scott 1996), it
denotes the use of a longer phrase instead of a possible shorter form (e.g. a com-
bination of words instead of one word). Despite the ramified use of the term in
our time, it often retains a fairly universal meaning, applying to phenomena of
various linguistic and stylistic categories (cf. Haspelmath 2000). Even when dis-
cussing a specific linguistic phenomenon, such as verbal periphrasis, a hint of

10r FVG (for Funktionsverbgefiige) in German literature, e.g. Schutzeichel (2014).

20n verb-preposition constructions cf. Farrell (2005), Keizer (2009), cf. Langer (2004: 8).

BFor this kind of definition, cf. Rayson et al. (2010) and a set of facts about MWEs available on
the PARSEME network website (https://typo.uni-konstanz.de/parseme/index.php/the-action).

“Fendel (2022: 382)
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that broad meaning is retained (cf. Bentein’s examples of synthetic vs analytic
forms with the latter being called both multi-word and ‘periphrastic’ ones).!®

The breadth of the import of the term periphrasis parallels that of the term
MWE, both of which are sometimes explicitly linked and have similar definitions
(cf. the definition of MWE as ‘linguistic objects consisting of two or more words’
and ‘a highly varied set of objects (from idioms to collocations, from formulae
to expressions)’, Masini 2019). In the context of such juxtapositions, for texts
written in an ancient language, it is natural to favour the terms originating from
that language. On the other hand, given the complexity of the concept of MWE,
it is useful to have an alternative short and inclusive synonym, as is the case with
periphrasis.

Regarding SVCs, their connection to the concept of periphrasis has been no-
ticed (cf. Jiménez Lopez 2016: 183), but it has yet to be thoroughly investigated.
Given the relative abundance of studies on periphrasis, such an enterprise would
be valuable.

Although linguists have noted that the concept periphrasis can be employed at
various degrees of strictness,' a theoretical framework has also been developed
to identify characteristics of a ‘canonical periphrastic construction’ (e.g. the ex-
pression of the grammatical meaning, lexical applicability, regularity, recogniz-
able syntactic relations, and head of a construction).”” Compared to rhetorical
periphrasis, linguistic periphrasis has been more intensively studied in several
forms. Perhaps the best known of these are nominal (or ‘inflectional’, filling of a
cell of the inflectional paradigm; cf. Chumakina 2011, Chumakina & Corbett 2012)
and verbal (or ‘participial’) periphrasis, the latter extensively studied in Bentein
(2016). However, there is still a lack of clarity concerning the applicability of
this concept to other constructions, including SVCs. One of the reasons for this
may be that linguistic research pays little attention to the rhetorical (persuasion-
targeted) and poetic (creation-targeted) background of periphrasis. Therefore, we
have to offer several considerations on this issue.

Periphrasis (a multi-word substitution of a single-word lexical unit) is a tool
employed for pragmatic or stylistically motivated objectives rather than merely
a lexical and grammatical category referring to the usage of a combination of
words in place of the appropriate lexical meaning and morphological form. Its
essence is well reflected in Lausberg’s definition based on various references to

B5Bentein (2016: 2)

6See e.g. Haspelmath (2000: 654-655), where periphrasis has 3 main definitions: ‘the use of
longer, multi-word expressions in place of single words’, ‘one of the canonical literary rhetori-
cal figures’, and ‘a situation in which a multi-word expression is used in place of a single word
in an inflectional paradigm’.

Cf. Chumakina (2011: 249-250); Brown et al. (2012: 244).
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6 Support-verb constructions and other periphrases in Aristotle’s Rhetoric

it in the Graeco-Roman rhetorical tradition: periphrasis is ‘paraphrasing of one
word by several words’ (Lausberg 1998: §590). This definition refers to a wide
variety of quantitative (several instead of one) and qualitative (different degrees
of semantic equivalence) substitution, some of which are explicitly illustrated in
examples of the late manuals of rhetoric.

Thus, for example, Alexander Numeniu, a rhetorician of the ond century AD,
gives examples to show that periphrasis, originally a poetic (creation-targeted)
device, has become a stylistic flourish in prose as well (Spengel 1853: 32). Here, be-
side nominal expressions, such as Bin HpaxAnein bie Herakleéeie (lit. ‘strength of
Heracles’) and pévog Ahxivoolo ménos Alkindoio (lit. ‘might of Alcinous’) stand-
ing for nouns (HpaxAfg Heraklés and Adxivoog Alkinoos), we see Thucydides’
phrase ‘trjv pdOnow énoieicOe’ ten mathesin epoieisthe, ‘you were doing learning’
with the rhetorician’s remark: ‘instead of éuavOé&vete emanthanete’, which corre-
sponds to the well-known type of SVCs with the verb roteicOou poieisthai.'® This
and other support verbs appear in similar constructions in many classical Greek
literary texts, but even a single multi-layered text like Aristotle’s Rhetoric, which
combines the author’s own expressions with those borrowed for paraphrasing
or quotation, shows that such a phenomenon exists in both spoken and literary
Greek. Two examples will suffice here, see (1) and (2):

1 ow elpnTon ‘Bupog 8¢ péyoag éoti
dio eiretai ‘thumos dé mégas esti
therefore say.PRF.3sG wrath.NoM.sG but big.PRED-AD] be.PRs.35G
dloTpeéwv ooy’ kal ‘GAAG te kol petdmoOev
diotrephéon basiléeon’  kai ‘alla te kal metopisthen
Zeus-nurtured.GEN king.GEN.PL and yet  PRT even afterwards
ExeL KOTOV-’ AyovoKkTodoL yop dux
ékhei koton;’ aganaktotisi gar dia
have.prs.3s5G grudge.acc.sG feel.irritation.prs.3pL for/since by.reason.of
v OITEPOYTV
tén huperokhén

ART.ACC SUPremacy.AcCC.sG
‘Wherefore it has been said: ‘Great is the wrath of kings cherished by
Zeus, (Homer, Iliad 2.196) and ‘Yet it may be that even afterwards he
cherishes his resentment, (Homer, Iliad 1.82) for kings are resentful in
consideration of their superior rank’

(Aristotle, Rhetoric 2.2.7, 1379a3-7, translated by J. H. Freese).

80n this popular type of analytic predicate (oloSpou poioiimai + event noun), see e.g. Jiménez
Lépez and Bafios and Pompei, Pompeo, and Ricci in this volume.
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(2) xal to IToAvedkTov elg QITOTANKTIKOV TV
kai to Poluetiktou eis apoplektikon tina
and that.[saying] Polyeuctus.GEN.sG in/towards apoplectic.Acc.sG some
Smedoutnov, 0 pn dvvacHBor movyiav
Spetsippon to0 me dunasthai hesukhian
Speusippus.ACC.SG ART NEG be.able.INF stillness.Acc.sG
ayew OO ThG TOYNG €V TTEVTECULPLY YW
agein hupo tés tiikhes en pentesuringoi
keep/observe.PrS.INF by  ART.GEN fortune.GeN in five.holed.paT
vOo® dedepévov
nosoi dedeménon

disease.DAT.SG bind.PRF.PTCP.PASS.ACC.SG

‘And the saying of Polyeuctus upon a certain paralytic named Speusippus,
that he could not keep quiet, although Fortune had bound him in a
five-holed pillory of disease’

(Aristotle, Rhetoric 3.10.7, 1411a21-23, translated by J. H. Freese)

The phrase &xeL k0tov ékhei koton ‘holds wrath’, ‘cherishes resentment’ in ex-
ample (1), as quoted from the Iliad, in Book 2 (Aristotle, Rhetoric 2.2.7), for the
sake of brevity, could be replaced by the epic verb xotéel kotéei,'”” while another
one, fjovyiov ayewv hésukhian agein (example 2), paraphrased in Book 3 from
an unknown speech by Polyeuctus, stands for fjovyalewv hésukhazein, which is
quite a common verb for Aristotle himself and his contemporary writers.?’ Both
examples conform with Alexander’s definition of periphrasis, both are rather
verbose or ‘macrological’ than the reverse, and both resemble a typical SVC def-
inition (desemanticised verb of frequent use acting as the syntactic operator +
verbal noun, functioning together as one predicate).

Although mepippaoig periphrasis is absent from the extant rhetorical téxvau
tékhnai of Aristotle’s time, some discussion of the phenomenon could be found
in Aristotle’s Rhetoric too, especially in his discussion of style in Book 3.2! Here,
in the context of the treatment of so-called virtues of style, clarity, correctness
(to EAANViCewv to hellenizein), and propriety (10 mpémov to prépon), we read a
statement that must have been dear to Aristotle, both as a writer and as a teacher
of a rhetorical doctrine:

®Only other forms are attested in Homer, but cf. famous dictum in Hes. Op. 25.

22As becomes clear from the entry for fjoux&lw heésukhazo in Liddell & Scott (1996) and a simple
search for this verb in the Thesaurus Linguae Graecae.

'The greater part of this book of Rhetoric (chapters 1-12) is devoted to the rhetorical aspect of
AéEig léxis, and the remainder (13-19) to that of t&€ig taxis.
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(3) O6Aiwg d¢  del eDOVAYVOGTOV Elval  TO
hélos dé dei euandagnoston einai to
generally PRT it.is.necessary easy.to.read  be.INF the.acc
yeypoppévov Kol ebppacTov: E0TLV d¢ To
gegramménon kai euphraston: éstin de to
write.PRF.PTCP.PASS.ACC and easy.to.utter be.PRs.3sG PRT the.NOM
avTod
auto
same.NOM

‘Generally speaking, that which is written should be easy to read or easy
to utter, which is the same thing’
(Aristotle, Rhetoric 3.5.6, 1407b11-12, translated by John H. Freese).

An anonymous scholion on this passage interprets the identity of the terms
evavayvwotov euandgnoston and eb@paoctov etphraston as a measure of the
text’s clarity. Despite Freese’s translation ‘easy to utter’, edphrastos, according to
the meaning of the synonym ev@padrig euphradés in Liddell-Scott-Jones’ Greek-
English Lexicon (Liddell & Scott 1996), and the etymology of the root -¢pad-
phrad-?? of the verb gp&lewv phrazein, the two terms mean rather ‘easy to un-
derstand’, ‘easy to express’, or ‘well expressed’, ‘well explained’. Of course, there
is not yet the term of periphrasis here, to be coined by later rhetoricians, but this
already implies a search for terms that refer to different linguistic strategies of
expressing thoughts.

In fact, there were at least two such strategies in Aristotle’s time with appro-
priate, albeit not well-established, terms for each: cuvtopia suntomia ‘brevity’,
as used by Plato and Aristotle, or BpayvAoyia brakhulogia, as in the Rhetoric to
Alexander (Aristotle, Rhetoric to Alexander 6.3; cf. 22.5), and possibly (though not
surely)?® and poxpodoyia makrologia, called dykog 6nkos by Aristotle, Rhetoric
3.6.1,1407b.

Bpoyxvroyio brakhulogia and poxporoyia makrologia are not systematically
discussed in ancient theories of style and their meanings are usually reduced
to asyndeton (Quintilian, Institutio Oratoria 9.3.50) and redundancy (Quintilian,
Institutio Oratoria 8.3.53). In fact, the compounds PpayvAoyelv brakhulogein,

22The verb @p&lewv phrazein (according to Aristarchus, cf. Liddell & Scott 1996 s.v.) was not used
by Homer in the sense ‘to say, tell’.

21t should be noted that in the texts of Aristotle’s contemporaries, where the words pokpohoyeiv
makrologein poxpoloyia. makrologia are used, they do not have a strictly technical meaning
of a linguistic nature (choice of words, expansion of the text by longer lexical-syntactic units);
rather, they are used in a more general sense in terms of genre (rhetorical speech vs. dialogue)
and content (richness vs. scarcity of the elements of some topic).

173



Tomas Veteikis

pokpoloyeiv makrologein, and their derivatives in Aristotle’s time also referred
to a stylistic tactic of linguistic communication: BpayvAoyio brakhulogia was
the principle of naming things concisely, poxpoloyio makrologia was the
opposite. The former was associated with the pointed questions and straight
answers of dialectics, the latter with rhetorical speeches.24

It is not impossible in this context that Aristotle distinguished between the tac-
tics of style not only as a theorist but also as a practitioner, language user (writer,
imitator, creator, teacher).?> The frequent presence of both elliptical and ampli-
ficatory expressions in the text of his Téxvn Tékhne reinforces this assumption.
Example (4) shows a typical syntax of rather unpolished text which nevertheless

shows signs of professional stylistic skills even in a text of esoteric nature.?®

(4) Ende’  Ov g otetou €0 mhoyewv
éti huph’ hon tis oletai etl paskhein
yet from whom.GEN.PL someone thinks.Prs.3sG well suffer.PrRS.INF
Setv- obrol & eloiv odg &0 memoinkev
dein; hotitoi d eisin hous eii  pepoicken
there.is.need.Prs.INF these.NoM.PL and be.PRs.3PL whom well do.PRF.35G
f ToLel, adtog 1 O adtéov TG | TV
€ poiei, autos e di’ autoéon tis e ton
or do.pPRrs.3sG himself or by.aid.of he.Acc.sG someone or those.GEN.PL
avtod TIg, n PovAetan n €BouvAnom.
autoil tis, ¢ bouletai ¢ ebouléthe”

he.GEN.sG someone or wishes/desires.PRs.3sG or wish.AOR.35G

‘Further, [men are angry at slights from those]?” by whom they think
they have a right to expect to be well treated; such are those on whom
they have conferred or are conferring benefits, either themselves, or
someone else for them, or one of their friends; and all those whom they
desire, or did desire, to benefit’

(Aristotle, Rhetoric 2.2.8, 13792a6-8, translated by J. H. Freese).

#These principles are well expressed by Plato, especially in the dialogues devoted to sophistic
topics, see Plato, Protagoras 335b8, Plato, Gorgias 449c4-d6, Plato, Sophist 268b1-9 etc. Aristotle
himself mentions paxpoloyia makrologia in Aristotle, Rhetoric 3.17.16, 1418b25, referring more
to a naturally occurring practice in which the speaker exaggerates his self-presentation than
to a cleverly balanced or consciously extended rhetorical strategy.

#0n Aristotle’s careful construction of sentences and the application of the rhetorical figure
hyperbaton in a particular passage of the Rhetoric, see Martin (2001), and on Aristotle’s exper-
imental attitude to language and important inventions, see Allan (2004).

%%0n the esotericism of the Aristotelian Corpus and the ‘quite rough prose’ of the Rhetoric, cf.
Poster (1997) and Kennedy (2007: 3).

?"Here we use square brackets to mark the ellipsis.
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Here, 11 éti, which is used in the same way as in the previous sentence, pre-
cedes the implied governing phrase mpoctjkewv oletar molvwpeicBon prosékein
oietai poluoreisthai ‘he thinks it is proper for him to be highly esteemed’, which
is omitted, as is the genitive of the omitted phrase 016 ToOTWV hupo totiton ‘by
these’. Extended speech is indicated by the following additional factors: the sep-
aration of subject and predicate by the particle 7 ¢, the use of 0 ndoyewv ei
paskhein instead of something like one-word ebnaOeiv eupathein or edmpayeiv
eupragein,®® and the use of the passive construction (0@’ &v huph’ hon...) rather
than the active.

All this shows that the lexical and syntactic material of Aristotle’s Rhetoric can
be seen as the result of the interplay of ‘brachylogical’ and ‘macrological’ strate-
gies and that the MWEs (‘linguistic objects consisting of two or more words’)
can be hypothetically associated with the latter.

Since SVCs, like periphrases, imply the use of more than one word and, in some
cases, the substitution of a single word (a lexical verb whose meaning is echoed
by a noun of verbal derivation, the constituent of an SVC) by a longer phrase,
as if transforming the meaning of that word in the combination of two, albeit of
unequal semantic weight, it is conceivable to think of these terms as synonyms
by virtue of this similarity: SVCs as a type of periphrasis (verbal or predicative),
and periphrasis itself as a general name for multi-word combinations of a similar
category in which the substitution of a shorter lexical unit by a longer expression
is discernible.

In this way, the tripartite typology of word combinations (e.g. Van der Meer
1998, also in Marcinkevic¢iené 2010) could be merged with the typology of pe-
riphrases, so that periphrases could also include collocations, idioms, and other
word combinations (e.g. compositional phrases, CPs henceforth). If it is possible
to name a sequence of word combinations according to the looseness of their
syntactic, lexical, and semantic relationships (free combinations — collocations
- idioms; cf. Marcinkeviciené 2010: 88), some periphrases can be classified as
freely formed, others as collocations, since they are already characterised by the
suspension of word meaning and their frequent use (which does not, however,
prohibit their formation in the form of paraphrases, especially in poetry), and the
others as idioms —word combinations characterised by the greatest suspension
of meaning.

Bevmalelv eupathein is attested in Plato (esp. Plato, Phaedrus 247d4, Plato, Republic 347c7), and
evTpayelv eupragein in Aristotle (e.g. Aristotle, Rhetoric 2.9.7, 2.9.9)
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4 In search of support-verb constructions in Aristotle’s
Rhetoric: Key points of empirical research on
multi-word expressions

What follows below is a brief description of the stages of empirical work of the
author of the present chapter. This work roughly happened in three interwoven
stages: 1) empirical collection of the material, 2) search for theoretical models to
classify the results, and 3) counting and sorting the material. In the first stage,
about 900 two-plus-word phrases were collected, of which 350 items were most
similar either to verb-based collocations, or SVCs. To achieve this, some sort of
sifting and exclusion was necessary: the so-called free word combinations were
excluded, while collocation-like expressions and combinations of verb deriva-
tives (participles, adjectives) with nouns were accepted. Not only verb + noun
formations were taken into consideration, but, as our concern is with various pe-
riphrases, also verb combinations with other complements (esp. adjectives and
adverbs).?’

The second stage, which dealt with terminological questions of naming and
classifying expressions, was by no means easier. There are still many ambiguities
in this area (how many different types of word combinations and periphrases
there are in general, how they differ from each other, whether periphrasis is
morphologically primary (cf. Chumakina & Corbett 2012: 5) or not, whether it
belonging to an inflectional paradigm and having multiple exponents is a neces-
sary prerequisite of periphrasis, etc.), but this does not prevent us from sticking
to the favoured term (periphrasis): it is quite flexible and can serve as a general
term for different constructs, including SVCs.

On the other hand, the variety of SVCs and expressions similar to them need
further clarification and subdivision (as is not the case currently), since even the
examples of the periphrases given by the above-mentioned rhetorician Alexan-
der Numenius (2nd c. AD), are of at least two different types, one with the
same subject (tr)v p&bnow énoieicOe tén mathesin epoieisthe = épavbévete eman-
thanete, the subject being Opeig humeis, ‘you’ (pl.), in both cases), and another
with a change in the subject of the sentence (Evvoik o6’ npuiv éyéveto énnoid
poth’ hémin egéneto = évevorjoaypev enenoésamen). In this study, we would like
to highlight that, while a noun may have a greater significance as the semantic
head in the typology of SVCs, a particular verb’s semantic import may also play
arole.

» Adjectives of neuter gender can frequently express the meaning of a noun (and so, in fact,
substitute nouns), whereas the more common combinations of verbs and adverbs (in fact col-
locations) are found in grammars under the name of periphrases (cf. Smyth 1920: §1438 on
adverbs with &yewv ékhein or SiokeicOou diakeisthai).
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5 On verbs forming periphrastic constructions: The idea
of extra- and introversive verbs

While the definitions of SVCs emphasise the reduction of the semantic role of
the verb, our intuition is that some of the verbs’ fundamental morpho-semantic
aspects or features can be retained, leading to different verb-noun combinations
with the same noun.

One such primary retainable aspect relates to the valency properties of the
verb, i.e. the ability or inability to handle one or more complements. This intu-
ition is in line with several theoretical frameworks, first of all, with the gram-
matical theory of valency, based on verb centricity (verbs structure sentences
by binding the specific elements (complements and actants) in the same way as
atoms of chemical elements do), with Lucien Tesniére’s theory of actants (agents
or persons accompanying a verb in the form of the nominative, the accusative,
and the dative cases respectively)>® and verbal node with its theatrical metaphor
(‘like a drama, it obligatorily involves a process and most often actors and cir-
cumstances’, Tesniére 2015: 97). Notably, even when not acting in their full lexical
meaning, verbs that form SVCs retain their bivalence (+nominative, +accusative),
and in combination with the complement they can also become/seem to become
trivalent (cf. €xw ékho + accusative > yapwv €xw kharin ékho + dative).

The observations on the verbal node as a metaphorical drama (or verb-
governor in dependency grammar) and research on verbal derivations and
valency change (variety of cross-linguistic morpho-syntactic strategies in
transitivity alternations) reflect a general paradigm comparable, from our point
of view, with Aristotle’s rhetorical model of persuasion, consisting of a triad
of factors in the process of rhetorical action (also full of alternating stylistic
strategies): the speaker’s §0og éthos (moral nature), the hearer’s mé0og pathos
(emotional condition), and the Adyog ldgos (rational basis, logical validity) of the
speech.

Aristotle’s scheme, most explicitly stated in Aristotle, Rhetoric 1.2.3, parallels
the semantic and syntactic relations between the participants (or actors) of the
sentence in their connection to verbs of different valencies.3! The speaker, the
messenger, as if the agent of the sentence, is the initiating actor who, through
his self-presentation and speech (or act of predication comparable to the function
of a verb in a sentence), affects one or more ‘actors’, one of whom is the product

30See further Tesniére (2015: 100-109).

3'In rhetoric, the activity of verbs is probably paralleled by the Omoxpioig hupékrisis, which,
depending on the characteristics of each situation and the characters of the actors, can be
different, both highly static and dynamic.
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of the logical material, the Adyog l6gos, the meaningful text (parallel to the object
of the sentence, which represents the great variety of things), and another, the
listener (or group of listeners) is the reactive agent, the recipient of the affection
or message (like the secondary objects of the sentence).

However, every text (oral or written) is not just a collection of identical sen-
tences with identical verb properties. Variation, or variability, is important for
rhetorical success, and the possibilities of word derivation help to achieve it.
In Greek, the possibilities of derivation, both synthetic and analytic, are rather
vast.>? From some studies on word derivation we have important terms coined
that describe variations in verb valency: extraversion and introversion. Accord-
ing to Lehmann and Verhoeven, extraversion is the process by which an intransi-
tive (or monovalent) verb becomes a transitive (or bivalent) verb, and the reverse
process is called introversion (Lehmann & Verhoeven 2006: 468—469).

A simplified example of derivational extraversion would be to change the in-
transitive exhortation ‘let’s gamble’ (cf. Lith. loskime, and Gr. kvpedwpev kubetio-
men) into a sentence where the same verb becomes transitive: ‘I gambled away
all my money’ (cf. Lith. as pralosiau visus savo pinigus, and Gr. katex0Ofevoa
&mav T apydplov katekiibeusa hapan to argiirion®®). This example of extraver-
sion shows the ability of language to derive a transitive verb from an intransi-
tive verb by adding certain analytical adjuncts. The phenomenon is well attested
across languages and the term ‘ambi-transitive’ or ‘labile’ is applied to such verbs
(Arkadiev & Pakerys 2015: 57, Lavidas 2009: 68, Haspelmath 2016: 38, etc.). This
is a situational and context-dependent change, i.e. situational extraversion.

It is important to note, though, that Aristotle’s Rhetoric exhibits both situa-
tional valency (cf. the transitive tp&ttewv prattein in mpdrtewv T@ KoA& prattein
ta kala in Aristotle, Rhetoric 1.7.38, 2.12.12, and the intransitive one xox®g / €0
npartewv kakos/ edl prattein in Aristotle, Rhetoric 2.9.2, 2.9.4), which is dependent
on the production process of the phrases, and the internal valency, the latter in-
nate to each verb. The premise of this observation is that most transitive verbs
fall into two categories depending on their underlying meaning: introversive and
extraversive.

This intuition is based on the assumption that transitive verbs can be used to
express the direction of an action in one of two ways: either inwards, i.e. towards
the area that is closer to the main performer of the action, or outwards, i.e. to-
wards a more open area that does not belong to the performer or is distant from

%2For a significant account of the possibilities of derivation and compounding, or word forma-
tion in general, in ancient Greek and Aristotle’s contribution to the conceptualization of these
processes, see e.g. Wouters et al. (2014) and Vaahtera (2014).

$Cf. Lysias, In Alcibiadem I 27: xataxvPedoag t& dvra katakubetisas ta nta.
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him/her. When we say ‘he/she gives, sells, carries, strikes, draws’, if we do not
add the reflexive form, we refer to actions that are distant from the performer,
and we focus on the exterior object, a component of the world that does not
belong to the performer (‘gives, sells’, thus ‘takes away from himself’, ‘carries,
strikes’, thus ‘uses his strength instead of replenishing it’, ‘draws’, thus ‘puts the
idea on display to be seen by others’). When we say ‘takes, buys, owns, feels,
sees’, we are focusing on the performer’s inner world. In a way, this classifica-
tion of verbs is reminiscent of semantic classes such as action verbs and stative
verbs, except that it primarily concerns the categorisation of transitive verbs.

Thus, based on these considerations, extraversive verbs are those transitive
and ambi-transitive verbs which imply a transfer in attention to an external ob-
ject (‘I make, give, send, say’ etc.), while introversive verbs suggest a change in
emphasis from an exterior object and/or subject to the main subject (‘I feel, re-
ceive, get, hear’). This difference in verbs might also be a prerequisite for the
ramification of the semantic or syntactic roles of the respective phrases and for
the nuances of their translation.>*

6 Most frequent ‘support verbs’ and potential
support-verb-construction-type periphrases in Aristotle

Among the 350 constructions,> selected from around 900 phrasal combinations,
we identified the following most frequent extraversive verbs: 8186von didénai ‘to
give’, Aéyewv légein ‘to say’, moteiv poiein ‘to make’ and moteioOa poieisthai ‘to
make (for onself)’, T1Oévon tithénai ‘to put’, and @éperv phérein ‘to bring’, ‘carry’.

Most of them correspond to English light verbs. They typically direct the ac-
tion towards the object (accusativus rei) and/or the recipient of the benefit or
harm, expressed by the dative case or its syntactic equivalents (1tpdg Tvar pros
tina, €ig Twva eis tina etc.). Versions with prefixes, such as amodidovar apodido-
nai, émAéyewv epilégein, épmoleiv empoiein, SiatiBévar / SwatiBecBou diatithénai /
diatithesthai, xataokevalewv kataskeudzein, and mapackevdlewv paraskeudzein,
were also included in the analysis. However, verbs with objects in the dative and
genitive cases (such as ypfloOar khrésthai + dative or tuyyavew tunkhanein +

*For example, the extraverted phrase may be ‘exert pressure’ and the introverted one ‘feel pres-
sure’ or the extraverted phrase could be ‘tell the truth’, and the introverted one ‘know the truth’.
So perhaps &xw x&puv ékho kharin = xapiCopon kharizomai ‘I feel grateful’, xé&pwv 8idwpu kharin
didomi = xapilw kharizo ‘1 express/share my gratitude’?

*This figure can be verified by summing up the number of constructions given in Table 1, Ta-
ble 12, and the table provided as the dataset for this chapter, see n. 1.
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genitive) were not thoroughly examined at this stage of the research, so they are
not covered in the present discussion.

Of all the verbs mentioned, 104 tokens (constructions with direct objects) were
found in the analysed corpus (76 different types). The count includes formations
with the suppletive forms and verbal derivatives (e.g. adiectiva verbalia) as well.
Table 1 shows a simplified characterisation of periphrases with extraversive verbs.
Table 1 serves as a numeric overview, relevant examples are provided in Table 2 to
Table 11. For the sake of simplicity, all the morphological variations are counted
as though they are reducible to a single phrasal formula (infinitive + accusative of
the object), including verb tenses, verbal adjectives, participles, singular and plu-
ral forms of nominals. The individual columns indicate the number of repeated

Table 1: Overview

tokens/types  repeated®  unrepeated®  types SOt types with COY

S1ddvar, amoddovan, 14/9 3 (3+0) 6 (5+1) 8 (3+5) 1(0+1)
avtanodidovar

(didonai, apodidonai,

antapodidénai) + Acc.

Aéyewy, eineiv (légein, 29/19 4 (3+1) 15 (11+4) 14 (3+11) 5 (1+4)
eipein) + Acc.

TOLELY, TTOLijoAL, 29/ 26 2 (1+1) 24 (9+15) 10 (1+9) 16 (1+15)
épumoieiv (poiein,

poiésai, empoiein) +

Acc.

KOLTOOKEVALELY 3/3 0 3 (0+3) 0 3 (0+3)
(kataskeudzein) + Acc.

TAPOCKEVALELY 2/2 0 2 (0+2) 0 2
(paraskeudzein) + Acc.

noeioOon (poieisthai) + 9/8 1 (1+0) 7 (3+4) 4 (1+3) 4(0+4)
Acc.

npattewy (prattein) + 5/4 1 (1+0) 3(1+2) 2 (1+1) 2 (0+2)
Acc.

T0éva, Ogivon (tithénai, 3/1 1 0 1 (1+0) 0
theinai) + Acc.

PEPELY, EVEYKELY 10/4 3 (3+0) 1 (1+0) 4(3+1) 0
(phérein, enenkein) +

Acc.

Total 104 /76 15 61 43 33

* In the brackets, the first number indicates the amount of verb-controlled single objects, and the
second number refers to complex objects and objects with attributes.
 These brackets show the data from the second and third columns.
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and non-repeated expressions, and for each verb (or group of verbs) two cate-
gories of objects are distinguished: a single object (SO henceforth), and a com-
plex object (CO henceforth), where verb constructions with an SO are labelled
with the abbreviation V + SO and constructions with a CO are labelled V + CO.
When CO is an accusative duplex, the direct object (DO henceforth) is marked
in bold.

Of all the verb + object (V+O) combinations, the most important feature that
brings such a combination closer to the concept of an SVC (a periphrasis of the
direct lexical verb) is when the verb has only a single object (V+SO). But the
presence of variants with a complex object, CO (noun + adjective or pronoun,
noun + noun joined with a conjunction, or accusative duplex), especially the
repeated ones, such as (t&) €£w T00 Tpdypatog Aéyewv / (ta) éxo tou pragmatos
légein and ToUg Adyoug Okolg Totelv / tous logous ethikous poiein, encourages
us to distinguish another category next to the SVC category, more ‘macrologic’
an expression than the SVC category.

It should be noted that some polysemous verbs, such as moteiv poiein, have
synonyms (verbs with closely related meanings and similar causative functions)
that can form analogous periphrases, or rather patterns of periphrasis, with
some variability. For example, the expression ‘(by one’s own speech) to make
a judge of a certain state of mind’ occurs several times in Aristotle’s treatise
(cf. dmwg TOV KpLTNV OOV Twva. Towjowaotv / hopds ton kriten poidn tina
poiésosin (Aristotle, Rhetoric 1.1.9), kataokevalev 1§ Aoyw [tovg kprrag]
tolovtovg / kataskeudazein toi l6goi [tous kritds] toiotitous (Aristotle, Rhetoric
2.2.27), ¢v TOOG T€ KPLTAG TOLOVTOVG TTAPACKELAOT O AOYOG / edn tous te
kritas toioutous paraskeudséi ho logos (Aristotle, Rhetoric 2.9.16)), and always
with some difference: the verbs vary (rmoteilv, katackevdlelv, mtapaockevalety
poiein, kataskeudzein, paraskeudzein), as does the way the verb’s object is
inflected (singular, plural, or naturally omitted), and the predicative object
is also inflected differently (either the accusative of tolodtog toioiitos or a
combination of pronouns denoting indefiniteness, woldg tig poids tis).

The following tables also show the variability of the grammatical tense cat-
egories and the suppletive forms of the verbs involved in the periphrases (cf.
Aéyew légein and eimeiv eipein, pépewv phérein and éveykeiv enenkein, etc.), and
thus the irregularity that prevents the conclusion of a fixed rule for certain word
combinations.

The data in the tables are purposefully grouped by the repetition of words and
the complexity of their complements: in addition to the low semantic weight
of the verb, SVCs/LVCs are usually identified by the single non-composite com-
plement (SO) and the repetitive use of the whole phrase (cf. column ‘Repeated
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Table 2: 8i1d6vau, dmodidovar, avramodidovor (didonai, apodidénai, an-
tapodidonai) + Acc.

Repeated types (with morphological Unrepeated types (occurring only once), and

variations), and list of V+SO and V+CO list of SO and CO

V+SO: SO:

1) xapv Sidovan / avrasodidovar / 1) TG kpioelrg tas kriseis (Aristotle, Rhetoric

anodidovou (kharin didoénai / antapodidénai/  1.2.5),

apodidonai) (thrice in total: Aristotle, 2) & Sikoua ta dikaia (Aristotle, Rhetoric

Rhetoric 1.1.10, 2.2.17, 2.2.23); 2.23.12),

2) Sodvou diknv doiinai diken (twice: 3) [6pxoug] [hérkous] (omitted Acc.)

Aristotle, Rhetoric 1.12.1, 1.12.3); (Aristotle, Rhetoric 1.15.2),

3) dwdévou / dodvon puraxnv (didonai / 4) v mpdOecwy tén prothesin (Aristotle,

dodinai phulaken) (twice: Aristotle, Rhetoric Rhetoric 2.18.5),

2.20.5 (bis)) 5) aipeowv hairesin (Aristotle, Rhetoric 2.24.9).
CO:

1) 0 dixouov kai t6 cvpeépov to dikaion kai
to sumphéron (Aristotle, Rhetoric 1.1.7)

types’ in each table). In this way, phrases such as: xapwv did6vou, kharin dido-
nai, dotvou diknv, dotinai diken, 5186voun pulakniv, didonai phulakén, moleicBan
TOV AOYOV, poieisthai ton logon, Aéyewv Tnv aitiav, légein tén aitian, évOvpripata
Aéyew, enthumémata légein, vopov Beivou, némon theinai seemingly fall within
this category.

Of course, some may be disqualified due to high variability®® (such as the
phrase Aéyew v aitiav légein tén aitian, which attests the variants tv aitiov
¢pelv, ten aitian erein, S Tg eipnuévag aitiog, did tds eireménas aitias, hex0év-
Tog 10D aitiov, lekhthéntos toii aitiou), while other phrases, although occurring
only once, can be considered SVCs because they are quite frequent in other texts
or can be created by analogy (e.g. various phrases with the verbs moteiv poiein,
moleloBOou poieisthai, and Aéyewv légein) and serve as analytic counterparts for the
corresponding simplex or compound words (cf. T Yevdij Aéyewv ta pseudé légein
‘to speak/tell lies’” = Yevdoloyeiv pseudologein ‘to speak falsely’ (cf. LS] s.v.), T0g
YVOpOG Aéyew tds gnomas légein ‘to say maxims’ ~ yvopoloyeiv gnomologein
‘to speak in maxims’, toielv N8V poiein hédi ‘to make pleasant/sweet’” = dvvelv

*This creates an irregularity factor, and the phrase begins to resemble a free word combination,
arbitrarily created by the speaker/writer for the occasion rather than taken from common
usage. If one sees a full realisation of the lexical meaning of the verb rather than a partial one,
disqualification is inevitable.
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Table 3: Aéyew, eineiv (légein, eipein) + Acc.

Repeated types (with morphological
variations), and list of V+SO and V+CO

Unrepeated types (occurring only once), and
list of SO and CO

V+S0:

1) Aéyew / émhéyew v aitiav / tag aitiog /
10 alitiov (légein / epilégein ten aitian / tds
aitias / to aition) (five times in total: Aristotle,
Rhetoric 1.2.11 (¢peiv erein), Aristotle,
Rhetoric 2.9.5 (tdg eipnpévag aitiag tds
eireménas aitias), Aristotle, Rhetoric 2.23.24
(twice: AMéyew v aitiav légein tén aitian and
Aex0évtog tod aitiov lekhthéntos toi aitiou),
Aristotle, Rhetoric 2.21.14 (¢mAéyewv
epilégein)

2) (t&x) évBvpparta Aéyev / EvBOpnpa eimeiv
((ta) enthumeémata légein / enthimeéma eipein)
(four times in total: Aristotle, Rhetoric 1.2.8,
1.2.14, 1.15.19, 1.2.21),

3) T&An0n talethé (twice: Aristotle, Rhetoric
1.15.26 (bis)) V+CO: 1) (tdr) €€w 0D
TPAYROTOG AéyeLy / TeXVOAOYELY (td) éxo toil
pragmatos légein / tekhnologein (thrice in
total: Aristotle, Rhetoric 1.1.5, 1.1.9, 1.1.10)

SO:

1) o08év oudén (Aristotle, Rhetoric 1.1.3),

2) napodeiypato paradeigmata (Aristotle,
Rhetoric 1.2.8),

3) vmobrjkag hupothékas (Aristotle, Rhetoric
1.9.36),

4) ta Yevdij ta pseudé (Aristotle, Rhetoric
1.15.26),

5) tap&dotov paradoxon (Aristotle, Rhetoric
2.21.4),

6) TG YVOHOG tds gnomas (Aristotle, Rhetoric
2.21.13),

7) pavepd phanera (Aristotle, Rhetoric
2.22.3),

8) t&x Sikoua ta dikaia (Aristotle, Rhetoric
2.23.15),

9) T &dika ta ddika (Aristotle, Rhetoric
2.23.15)

10) Adyov 16gon (Aristotle, Rhetoric 2.20.5
(elmeiv eipein)),

11) tavavtia tanantia (Aristotle, Rhetoric
2.23.12);

CO:

1) [tobg énaivoug kai Todg Yoyoug tois
epainous kai tous psogous] (ex pass. ol émavot
ko ol Yoyor Aéyovton hoi épainoi kai hoi
psogoi légontai) (Aristotle, Rhetoric 1.9.41),
2) & ko kod kaBoAov ta koind kai
kathélou (Aristotle, Rhetoric 2.22.3),

3) [t&] €€ v loaot kai téx 8yyig [ta] ex hon
isasi kai ta engis (Aristotle, Rhetoric 2.22.3),
4) 36Eav Twvé doxan tina (Aristotle, Rhetoric
2.26.4)
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Table 4: moleiv, moljoa, éumoleiv (poiein, poiésai, empoiein) + Acc.

Repeated types (with morphological
variations), and list of V+SO and V+CO

Unrepeated types (occurring only once), and
list of SO and CO

V+S0:

1) TarvTod / TOUTR TTOLELY (tautd / tautd poiein)
(twice in total: Aristotle, Rhetoric 2.2.9;
2.2.16);

V+CO:

1) Tovg Adyoug nbikovg motelv (tous logous
ethikous poiein) (thrice in total with

SO:

1) pey&ha megala (Aristotle, Rhetoric 1.7.32),
2) 10 hedi (Aristotle, Rhetoric 1.11.4),

3) OepPoAnv huperboléen (Aristotle, Rhetoric
1.11.20),

4) [ayaBd] [agatha] (Aristotle, Rhetoric
1.13.18: &yab&dv GOV émoincev > [motfoo

variations in word order: Aristotle, Rhetoric
2.18.1; 2.18.2; 2.21.16)

ayo®&] agathon hon epoiesen > [poiésai
agathal),

5) tavavtio tanantia (Aristotle, Rhetoric
2.2.17),

6) TOV £€Aeov ton éleon (Aristotle, Rhetoric
2.8.16),

7) v cukogavtiov tén sukophantian
(Aristotle, Rhetoric 2.24.10),

8) trjv 0pynv tén orgén (Aristotle, Rhetoric
2.1.9),

9) 18ovnv hedonén (Aristotle, Rhetoric 2.2.2);

hedinein ‘to sweeten’, Tijv 0pynv éusotelv tén orgen empoiein ‘to produce/cause
anger’ = 0pyilewv orgizein ‘to make angry’, ‘to irritate’, etc.).

Some phrases with the same verbs, although used repeatedly, e.g. ta0t0 moLeiv
tauto poiein ‘to do the same thing’ or mp&ttewv T& kA& prattein ta kala ‘to
do/practice good [deeds]’, are on the edge of SVCs because they have a non-
noun complement. The bivalent/trivalent verbs motelv poiein ‘to make/cause’,
kotaokevdlew kataskeudzein ‘to furnish’, ‘to make/render’, and ntapackevdlely
paraskeudzein ‘to furnish’, ‘to make/render’, which govern the accusative du-
plex and in which a predicate adjective together with the verb can replace the
causative verb, are also reminiscent of the SVC-like periphrases, esp. e.g. motelv
otpePAOV poiein streblon ‘to make crooked/distorted’ = otpefAodv strebloiin ‘to
crook’, ‘to distort’, moielv oepvoTepov poiein semnoteron ‘to make more solemn’
~ oepvodv semnotin ‘to make solemn’, ‘to magnify’, etc.
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Table 5: moteiv, moifjoan, épmoteiv (poiein, poiésai, empoiein) + Acc. (con-

tinued from previous table)

Repeated types (with morphological
variations), and list of V+SO and V+CO

Unrepeated types (occurring only once), and
list of SO and CO

None

CO:

1) 10V kavova otpefAov ton kandéna®
streblon (Aristotle, Rhetoric 1.1.5),

2) &g élayioTwv KOpLOV TOV KpLTV hos
elakhiston kurion ton kritén (Aristotle,
Rhetoric 1.1.8),

3) TV kpreiv wowdv Twva ton kriteén poion
tina (Aristotle, Rhetoric 1.1.9),

4) a€LomoTov TOv Aéyovta axidpiston ton
légonta (Aristotle, Rhetoric 1.2.4),

5) Tov Aéyovta éuppova ton légonta
émphrona (Aristotle, Rhetoric 1.2.21),

6) un) Ppadutépag Tag Kvioelg me
bradutéras tas kinéseis (Aristotle, Rhetoric
1.5.13),

7) motdg 1) amiotoug [tag cuvenkag] pistds
¢ apistous [tas sunthékas] (Aristotle,
Rhetoric 1.15.20),

8) tov vopov kvplov ton némon kiirion
(Aristotle, Rhetoric 1.15.21),

9) ovAevtikodg [sc. Tovg AvOpdIOUG]
bouleutikous [sc. tous anthropous]
(Aristotle, Rhetoric 2.5.14),

10) po Sppatwv [Té kokd] pro ommaton
[ta kaka] (Aristotle, Rhetoric 2.8.13),

11) pr) éleevix &avto me eleeind hdpanta
(Aristotle, Rhetoric 2.9.5),

12) dikowa ToAA& dikaia polla 13) [tobg
duvapévoug] oepvotépoug [tous
dunaménous] semnotérous (Ross) :
gppavestépovg emphanestérous (Kassel)
(Aristotle, Rhetoric 2.17.4), (opp. kel évia
adikein énia) (Aristotle, Rhetoric 1.12.31), 14)
OV fiTtw Aoyov kpeittw ton hétto logon
kreitto (Aristotle, Rhetoric 2.24.11), 15)
[Adyoug] domep kal mapaforig [logous]
hosper kai parabolas (Aristotle, Rhetoric
2.20.7)

“The direct object (DO) is highlighted in a bolder font.
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Table 6: xataokevdlewv (kataskeudzein) + Acc.

Repeated types (with morphological
variations), and list of V+SO and V+CO

Unrepeated types (occurring only once), and
list of SO and CO

None

CO:

1) xai adTOV OOV TV Kal TOV KpLthVv kai
hauton poioén tina kai ton kritén [sc. moldv
Twa / poién tina)] (Aristotle, Rhetoric 2.1.2),
2) éxvToOV tololtov heauton toioiiton
(Aristotle, Rhetoric 2.1.7),

3) [toUg &kpoatig tous akroatas]
tolovtoug toiotitous (Aristotle, Rhetoric
2.2.27)

Table 7: mapackevdlewv (paraskeudzein) + Acc.

Repeated types (with morphological
variations), and list of V+SO and V+CO

Unrepeated types (occurring only once), and
list of SO and CO

None

CO:

1) abtovg totovTovg hautotis toiotitous
(Aristotle, Rhetoric 2.3.17),

2) Tovg KkpLtag Totovtovg tous kritas
toiotitous (Aristotle, Rhetoric 2.9.16)
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Table 8: moieioBau (poieisthai) + Acc.

Repeated types (with morphological
variations), and list of V+SO and V+CO

Unrepeated types (occurring only once), and
list of SO and CO

V+S0:

1) moeioBat OV Adyov poieisthai ton 16gon
(twice in total with variation in word order:
Aristotle, Rhetoric 1.5.18, 2.18.1)

SO:

1) Tag miotelg tas pisteis (Aristotle, Rhetoric
1.2.8),

2) v kpiowv ten krisin (Aristotle, Rhetoric
2.1.4),

3) Todg cuAAoYyLopoVG tous sullogismots
(Aristotle, Rhetoric 1.10.1)

CO:

1) T0g miotelg kol ToLg Adyoug tas pisteis kai
tous logous (Aristotle, Rhetoric 1.1.12),

2) pidov yépovta philon géronta (Aristotle,
Rhetoric 1.15.14),

3) molitag Tovg mebopopoug politas tois
misthophorous (Aristotle, Rhetoric 2.23.17),
4) puyadag Tovg [...] Sromenpoaypévoug
phugadas tous [...] diapepragménous
(Aristotle, Rhetoric 2.23.17)

Table 9: tpattewv (prattein) + Acc.

Repeated types (with morphological
variations), and list of V+SO and V+CO

Unrepeated types (occurring only once), and
list of SO and CO

V+SO0:
1) tpattewy T kaA& prattein ta kala (twice:
Aristotle, Rhetoric 1.7.38, 2.12.12)

SO:

1) T& cvpgépovta ta sumphéronta (Aristotle,
Rhetoric 2.12.12). CO: 1) t& cupeépovta 1)
BhoBepi ta sumphéronta ¢ blabera (Aristotle,
Rhetoric 1.3.6), 2) mtoAh& Sikouwa polla dikaia
(Aristotle, Rhetoric 1.12.31).
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Table 10: T10évou, Oeivou (tithénai, theinai) + Acc.

Repeated types (with morphological Unrepeated types (occurring only once), and
variations), and list of V+SO and V+CO list of SO and CO
V+S0: None

1) [vopov Betvou (tebnkévon)] [némon theinai
(tethékénai)] (thrice: Aristotle, Rhetoric 1.1.7,
1.14.4, 1.15.11, always in passive
construction; hence the periphrasis is only

reconstructed)

Table 11: pépewv, éveykelv (phérein, enenkein) + Acc.
Repeated types (with morphological Unrepeated types (occurring only once), and
variations), and list of V+SO and V+CO list of SO and CO
V+S0: SO:
1) miotelg @pépewv pisteis phérein (twice: 1) texpriprov tekmérion (Aristotle, Rhetoric
Aristotle, Rhetoric 1.7.40, 2.18.2), 1.2.17)

2) pépewv ta evOuprpata (EvOupnpata
@épewv) phérein ta enthumémata
(enthumeémata phérein) (twice in total:
Aristotle, Rhetoric 2.22.16, 2.26.3),

3) évotaow (évothoelg) pépewv (Eveykelv) /
énstasin (enstdseis) phérein (enenkein) (five
times in total: Aristotle, Rhetoric 2.25.1,
2.25.3, 2.25.5, 2.25.8, 2.26.3)
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Among the introversive verbs, the following components of periphrases were
found most frequently in Aristotle’s treatise: £xelv ékhein ‘to have’, ‘to have the
potential’, Aapfdavewv lambanein ‘to take’, ‘to accept’, ‘to admit’ etc., m&oyewv
paskhein ‘to be treated’, ‘to suffer’, ‘to experience’, and npd&ttewv prattein ‘to
experience certain fortunes’, ‘to fare’.

These verbs frequently direct the action towards the object (accusativus rei)
and/or maintain the recipient of the profit or harm, expressed in the nominative
case, although sometimes they can also be related to the subject-giver (¢k tivog
ék tinos, Tap& TIvog para tinos, Ud Twvog hupo tinos). There are 64 different con-
structions (types) with these verbs + DOs, which occur 83 times in the text under
consideration. Their brief characteristics are shown in Table 12. Table 12 serves
as a numeric overview, relevant examples are provided in Table 13 to Table 18.

Table 12: Periphrases with introversive verbs

tokens/types  repeated*  unrepeated*  types SOT  types with COT

éxewv (ékhein) + Acc. 49/35 9 (9+0) 26 (18+8) 27 (9+18) 8 (0+8)
AapPavew, Aafeiv 27/23 3 (3+0) 20 (6+14) 9 (3+6) 14 (0+14)
(lambanein, labein) +

Acc.

noxewy, Tabeiy, 6/5 1 (1+0) 4 (4+0) 5 0

nenovOévan (pdskhein,
pathein, peponthénai) +

Acc.
npattew prattein” + 1/1 0 1 1 0
Acc.
total 83/ 64 13 51 42 22

* In the brackets, the first number indicates the amount of verb-controlled single objects, and the
second number refers to complex objects and objects with attributes.
T These brackets show the data from the second and third columns.

Tables 1 and 12 show an equal number of recurrent V+CO phrases (see col-
umn 3), but the table on introversive verbs does not contain any recurrent V+CO
phrases, and on the whole only 2 out of 4 (50%) of the introversive verbs have a
one-time phrase of the latter type, while among the extraversive verbs, as many
as 7 out of 9 (~78%) do.

Some of the verbs mentioned of both kinds, but especially the introversive
ones (those listed in Table 12), form adverbial, prepositional, and parenthetical
constructions. The text under study has a total of 163 of such constructions (on
this see the dataset, see n. 1), with the number of non-repeated constructions
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being 73; the leading type here is €yewv ékhein + adverb, called explicitly a pe-
riphrasis by Smyth®’ (73 occurrences of 22 different phrases).

Table 13: éxewv (ékhein) + Acc.

Repeated types Unrepeated types (occurring only once), and
list of SO and CO
SO: SO:

1) éxew dwowpopdig ékhein diaphoras /
Swapopav Exewv diaphordan ékhein (twice in
total: Aristotle, Rhetoric 1.1.11, 2.25.13),

2) &xew qyabov ékhein agathon (twice:
Aristotle, Rhetoric 1.2.10, 2.20.7),

3) éxew (t0g) mpotdoelg ékhein (tds) protaseis
(thrice: Aristotle, Rhetoric 1.3.7, 1.3.8, 1.4.13),
4) éxew péyebog ékhein mégethos / péyebog
éxew mégethos ékhein (twice: Aristotle,
Rhetoric 1.7.32, 2.8.8),

5) x&pv €xewv kharin ékhein (thrice: Aristotle,
Rhetoric 1.13.12, 2.7.1, 2.7.2),

6) cvyyvouny Exew sungnomen ékhein
(twice: Aristotle, Rhetoric 1.13.16, 2.25.7),

7) Sbvayuy Exewv dunamin ékhein / Exewv
Sdovayuy ékhein dunamin (four times in total:
Aristotle, Rhetoric 2.5.4, 2.5.5, 2.5.8, 2.5.17),
8) Aoyov €xewv (Twvog) logon ékhein (tinds)
(twice: Aristotle, Rhetoric 2.6.14, 2.6.15),

9) #xewv T 1j0n ékhein ta éthe / R0og Exewv
éthos ékhein (thrice: Aristotle, Rhetoric
12.17.1, 2.17.5, 2.21.16).

1) émothunv epistémeén (Aristotle, Rhetoric
1.1.12),

2) 10 MmooV 0 piston (Aristotle, Rhetoric
1.15.26),

3) téxvag tékhnas (Aristotle, Rhetoric 1.2.12),
4) TG apxbg tas arkhas (tinos) (Aristotle,
Rhetoric 1.2.21),

5) poxOnpiav mokhthérian (Aristotle,
Rhetoric 1.10.4),

6) xakov kakon (Aristotle, Rhetoric 1.11.8),
7) émbopiov epithumian (Aristotle, Rhetoric
1.11.14),

8) dtoloyiav apologian (Aristotle, Rhetoric
1.12.7),

9) ntpdpacwv prophasin (Aristotle, Rhetoric
1.12.23),10) x6tov kéton (Aristotle, Rhetoric
2.2.7),

11) tiprjv timén (Aristotle, Rhetoric 2.2.6),
12) rjv Omovpylav tén hupourgian (Aristotle,
Rhetoric 2.7.4),

13) PoniBewawv boétheian (Aristotle, Rhetoric
2.21.15),

14) 86€ag doxas (Aristotle, Rhetoric 2.21.15),
15) opéhewav ophéleian (Aristotle, Rhetoric
2.21.16),

16) Siknv diken (Aristotle, Rhetoric 2.3.5),
17) v adtiov tén aitian (Aristotle, Rhetoric
2.24.4),

18) évotaowy énstasin (Aristotle, Rhetoric
2.25.10).

*’Smyth (1920: §1438): “An adverb with #yewv [ékhein] or SwaxeicOaun [diakeisthai] is often used
as a periphrasis for an adjective with eivou [einai] or for a verb.”
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Table 14: éxewv (ékhein) + Acc. (continued from previous table)

Repeated types Unrepeated types (occurring only once), and
list of SO and CO
none CO:

1) 008¢v, 8 TL Aéywov (av) oudén, ho ti
légosin (an) (Aristotle, Rhetoric 1.1.4),

2) 6 T &utoléoer ho ti apolései (Aristotle,
Rhetoric 1.12.8),

3) xuplwtaTnV ticTwv kuriotaten pistin
(Aristotle, Rhetoric 1.2.4),

4) xowov £idog koinon eidos (Aristotle,
Rhetoric 1.9.35),

5) 10 H)OL kol TO kaAOV t0 hedu kai to kalon
(Aristotle, Rhetoric 1.12.27),

6) dOvoyuy peydAnv dunamin megalen
(Aristotle, Rhetoric 2.5.2),

7) piov xpriow mian khrésin (Aristotle,
Rhetoric 2.21.16),

8) mAeiw TGOV drapydvTwv pleio ton
huparkhonton (Aristotle, Rhetoric 2.22.11)

Table 15: Aapfavewv, Aafeiv (lambdnein, labein) + Acc.

Repeated types Unrepeated types (occurring only once), and
list of SO and CO
SO: SO:

1) Aappbaverv/hafeiv mioterg lambanein/
labein pisteis (thrice in total: Aristotle,
Rhetoric 1.2.7 (aor.), Aristotle, Rhetoric 1.6.30
(adj.verb.), Aristotle, Rhetoric 1.8.7),

2) ) Aofeiv / AapPavery mpotacelrg labein/
lambanein protaseis (twice: Aristotle,
Rhetoric 1.3.9 (aor.), Aristotle, Rhetoric 1.9.2
(adj.verb.)),

3) AapPévery /eidngévon Tipwpiov
lambanein/ eiléphénai timorian (twice:
Aristotle, Rhetoric 2.3.13 (aor. pass.:
AngBeica tipwpio léphtheisa timoria),
Aristotle, Rhetoric 2.3.14 (pf.)).*

1) 8iknv diken (Aristotle, Rhetoric 1.14.2),

2) [6pkovg horkous] (omitted Acc.) (Aristotle,
Rhetoric 1.15.27),

3) tog avEroelg tas auxeseis (Aristotle,
Rhetoric 2.19.26),

4) cvpgophg sumphoras (Aristotle, Rhetoric
2.23.20),

5) [86€ag doxas] (restored Acc. from pass.
eilemmeénai doxai) (Aristotle, Rhetoric 2.18.2),
6) [tovg tomoVg tous topous] (from pass.
eilemmeénoi ... hoi tépoi) (Aristotle, Rhetoric
2.22.16).

?As can be seen, there is some modification rather than a precise replication of the construction.
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Table 16: Aappaverv, Aafeiv (lambanein, labein) + Acc. (continued

from previous table)

Repeated types

Unrepeated types (occurring only once), and
list of SO and CO

CO:

1) T& oToLEla Kol TG TpoThoelg ta stoikheia
kai tas protaseis (Aristotle, Rhetoric 1.2.22),
2) t& ototyeio mepi ayabod kol GLHPEPOVTOG
amA@G ta stoikheia peri agathoii kai
sumphérontos haplos (Aristotle, Rhetoric
1.6.1),

3) vodv kxai @podvnow noin kai phroénesin
(Aristotle, Rhetoric 1.7.3),

4) totinoma toitito (Aristotle, Rhetoric 1.8.4),
5) & Umépyovta 1} Sokodvta LiLdpyewv ta
huparkhonta € dokodinta huparkhein
(Aristotle, Rhetoric 2.22.8),

6) 1O Ti €071 10 i esti (2.23.20),

7) to katholou (Aristotle, Rhetoric 2.25.8),

8) Yedddg 1 pseiidos ti (Aristotle, Rhetoric
2.26.4),

9) & ohveYYyLG TOIG LTLEPYOLOLY OG TADTX
ovta ta sunengus tois huparkhousin hos tauta
onta (Aristotle, Rhetoric 1.9.28),

10) T& Qo TOXNG td apo tikhes (Aristotle,
Rhetoric 1.9.32),

11) t& ovpeépovta ko T Ndéa td
sumphéronta kai ta hédéa (Aristotle, Rhetoric
1.10.19),

12) mdoa xal ol pésa kai poia (Aristotle,
Rhetoric 1.10.19),

13) 10 petax To0T0 WG dix ToOTO 10 Meta totito
hos dia toiito (Aristotle, Rhetoric 2.24.8),

14) v AnpooBévoug moAtteiay ... KOKOV
aitiav tén Démosthénous politeian ... kakon
aitian (Aristotle, Rhetoric 2.24.8)
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Table 17: noxewv, nabeiv, temovOévar (pdskhein, pathein, pepon-
thénai) + Acc.

Repeated types Unrepeated types (occurring only once), and
list of SO and CO

SO: SO:

1) téoyew kakd / kakov paskhein kaka / 1) ayob& agatha (Aristotle, Rhetoric 1.13.18),

kakon (twice in total: Aristotle, Rhetoric 2) 10 éoyatov to éskhaton (Aristotle, Rhetoric

1.13.18, 2.3.14) 2.3.16),

3) anaxia (Aristotle, Rhetoric 2.12.15),
4) tO a0Té to autd (Aristotle, Rhetoric 2.20.5)

Table 18: mp&ttewv prattein®

Repeated types  Unrepeated types (occurring only once), and list of SO and CO

None SO:
peyéo tpdrttewv megala prattein (Aristotle, Rhetoric 2.10.2) (“experience
great things (great fortunes)”)

However, the general weakening of the semantic function of the verb and the
closeness of the syntactic-semantic link between the verb and the adverb are im-
portant features that suggest parallels between verb + adverb phrases and SVCs
(e.g. between phrases such as €0 #xewv eil ékhein and x&pwv £xewv kharin ékhein).
Since some of these constructions undergo a semantic change in the properties
of the verb (the meaning is or seems to be non-literal) and the overall meaning
of the expression is perceived only in the light of some non-literal interpretation.
Periphrases of this kind resemble idioms.*®

Combining the data in the two tables, the following 23 phrases fall more or less
into the category of SVC-type periphrases (in alphabetical order of the verbs).
As can be seen from this list, a large proportion of these have lexical verbs that
correspond to them in their core meaning (only verbs that are rare or absent in
Aristotle’s texts and in Attic dialect texts close to his time are marked with a
question mark; to be sure, the significant details of these correspondences still
need to be checked):

**Idioms not in sensu lato, as one finds in Mastronarde (2013) (passim, see esp. examples with
éxw €kho and mpdttw pratto and adverbs on pp. 103-104), but in a stricter sense as described
in Everaert (2010) and Bruening (2020).
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

194

x&prv d1dovar (amodidovar, avtanoddovar) kharin didonai (apodidé-
nai, antapodidonai) (1+1+1=3) ‘to give/return favour’ = yapilewv kharizein,
xopilesOou kharizesthai,

dovvar dixnv doinai diken (3) ‘to give right satisfaction’, ‘to suffer pun-
ishment’ = {nuiodoBoun zémioidsthai (cf. Aristotle, Rhetoric 1.9.15);

éxewv Srapophv ékhein diaphoran (diaphoras) (2) ‘to have difference(s)’ =
dwpépewv diaphérein;

éxewv dvvayy ékhein dinamin (5) ‘to have power’ = dovacsbou dinasthai;
Exew émotiunv ékhein epistémen (1) ‘to have knowledge’ = énioctocOon
epistasthai;

éxewv péyebog ékhein mégethos (2) ‘to have size, importance’ = peyeboto-
Oow megethotisthai (?);

. &xew ovyyvouny ékhein sungnomen (2) ‘to have compassion/forgiveness’

= CUYYLYVOOKELY sungignoskein;

. X&pw €xew kharin ékhein (3) ‘to have gratitude’ = yopiCecOoun

kharizesthai;

. Aappavewy ripwpiayv lambanein timorian (2) ‘to obtain retaliation’ = Tiyc-

peloBou timoreisthai;

. Aéyew (eimeiv) évOvpunpoata légein (eipein) enthumémata (4) ‘to speak up

enthymemes/pieces of reasoning’ = évOupeicOan enthumeisthai

Aéyewv Emonvov légein épainon (1) ‘to say a word of praise’ = émauveiv
epainein;

Aéyewv TaAnOn légein talethé (1) ‘to speak the truth’ = d&AnBedewv
alethetiein;

Aéyewy ta Pevdiy légein ta pseudé (1) ‘to tell lies’ = YevdoAoyeiv pseudolo-
gein;

Aéyewy g yvopag légein tas gnomas (1) ‘to say maxims’ = yvopoAOYeLY

gnomologein;

Aéyewy broBnkag légein hupothékas (1) ‘to tell advice’ = dmotiOévan hupo-
tithénai / OrotiBecOou hupotithesthai;
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15. Aéyew poyov légein psogon (1) ‘to say a word of blame’ = Yéyewv pségein;

16. moteioBon TG mioterg poieisthai tas pisteis (2) ‘to produce proofs/means
of persuasion’ = mioTodV pistoiin (?);

17. moteioBon v kpiow poieisthai ten krisin (1) ‘to make a judgement’ =
kpivew krinein;

18. moieioBon 1OV Adyov (Adyoug) poieisthai ton logon (logous) (2+1=3) ‘to
make/give a speech’ = Aéyewv légein;

19. moeioBon tovg cVAAOYLOHOVG poieisthai tous sullogismots (1) ‘to make
syllogisms’ = cuAloyilecBou sullogizesthai;

20. @éperv evOvpnipata phérein enthumémata (2) ‘to provide enthymemes /
pieces of reasoning’ = évOupeicOan enthumeisthai;

21. @épewv évotaow phérein énstasin (5) ‘to bring (forward) an objection’ =
éviotacOo enistasthai;

22. @épew mioterg phérein pisteis (2) ‘to provide proof/means of persuasion’
= o TtoOV pistotin (?).

So far, two or three criteria have been used to distinguish these expressions:
(1) in most of these, the verb has a more or less* reduced semantic role and
acts as a syntactic operator to convey the basic concept referred to by the noun,
while (2) the latter, with few exceptions (cf. doGvou diknv dotinai diken), retains
its basic meaning; (3) the above list contains provisional one-word equivalents
of the phrases, implying that they are possible periphrases, or phraseological
alternations, of individual verbs.

In addition, many of these expressions seem to be transformable into nom-
inal phrases without changing the noun’s core meaning*’ (e.g. &Swxio Sovaypuy
éxovoa adikia dinamin ékhousa (Aristotle, Rhetoric 2.5.4), ‘injustice that has pow-
er’ > *adwciog dvvoyug adikias dinamis, ‘the power of injustice’), but in reality it
is very rare to find in the texts of Aristotle and his contemporaries the nominali-
sations equivalent to the phrases at hand. So there is still more to discover here,

$¢xewv ékhein and noteicOan poieisthai, for example, are less specific because they do not imply
a clear instrument and situation for the action, whereas Aéyewv légein and @épewv phérein hint
either at the mental/linguistic/rhetorical world and the organs and instruments involved in
the action, or at a dramatic change of situation.

*°0n this important criterion for the identification of SVCs/LVCs, see e.g. Jiménez Lopez (2016:
190-191) and Kovalevskaité et al. (2020: 8).
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and the number of SVC-type periphrases may change after additional categori-
sation.

A broader intertextual investigation is also needed to reveal whether there is
any regularity, in that different verbs are used with the base noun for similar
meanings (e.g. x&pwv did6vou kharin didénai ‘to give/express favour’ and yé&piv
éxew kharin ékhein ‘to have gratitude’, moteicOou 0 mioTelg poieisthai tas pisteis
‘to produce proofs’ and @épewv miotelg phérein pisteis ‘to bring/provide proofs’).
Similarly, the reason why the author prefers the periphrases éxewv cuyyvounv
ekhein sungnomen and AMéyewv émouvov légein épainon to the forms with moieicOa
poieisthai recorded in other contemporary writings remains to be clarified.*!

The material under study contains the following most common nouns in SVC-
type periphrases: évOOunpa enthiimema (6) ‘enthymeme’, ‘piece of reasoning’,
Sdvvayug dinamis (5) ‘power’, évotaoig énstasis (5) ‘objection’, miotig pistis (4)
‘proof’, Adyog logos (3) ‘speech’, xapig kharis (3) ‘favour’, ‘gratitude’. These are
abstract nouns, and given the Aristotelian concept of rhetoric, which assigns
specific weight to various forms of persuasion and psychological effect, some of
them could be classified as part of his rhetorical ‘technolect’. Their verbal part-
ners may vary (e.g. évOopnuo enthiumema goes with Aéyewv légein and @éperv
phérein, yapig kharis with did6von didonai and éxewv ékhein). Common objects
include the neuter adjectives xakov kakén and &yaB6v agathon representing ei-
ther nouns or adverbs (i.e. typical derivatives of abstract adjectives). However,
adverbial periphrases are more common here, the four following constructions
being the most frequent: oitwg &xewv hotitos ékhein (26), g Exewv pos ékhein (17),
€0 moLelv eil poiein (12) and €0 né&oyew ei paskhein (9) (40% of the 163 adverbial
and adverbial-like constructions and over 18% of the 350 verbal phrases selected
from the currently analysed portion of Aristotle’s text).

7 On the stylistic function of the
support-verb-construction-type periphrases
As already mentioned (see the discussion above of stylistic tactics of brachylogy

and macrology), periphrases can be classified according to their stylistic func-
tion. They indicate the author’s taste and intentions (aesthetic or pragmatic):

“ICf. Herodotus, Histories 2.110: Aapeiov ... Aéyouot ... cuyyvounv tomoacOar Dareion ... 1é
gousi ... sungnomeén poiésasthai; Lysias, Pro milite 22: dnép &V neppavidy adiknpdrov
ovyyvouny moeicOe... hupér ton periphanon adikématon sungnomen poieisthe...; Plato,
Politicus. 286¢5-7: xp1) 81) pHepVNUEVOULG EPE KL OE TGOV VOV eipnpévwv TOV Te YOYoV EkGoTOTE
kol Emavov moteicOon khré dé memneménous emé kai sé ton niin eireméndn tén te pségon
hekastote kai épainon poieisthai.
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either he/she aims at artistic effect (ornatus*?) or seeks to improve comprehen-
sibility, maintain decorum (e.g. avoiding verba obscena), or put a spontaneously
caught thought into words. Thus, the expressions we encounter have their dif-
ferent occasion-related backgrounds: some are easy to grasp, others unclear due
toan irregular sentence structure; some are often repeated, others are rare, occa-
sional, and experimental.

A noteworthy stylistic phenomenon is the switching back and forth between
MWEs and their shorter equivalents, the mutual substitution of words and
phrases to avoid monotony and tautology. A good example of this alternation or
variation (petafolt) metabolé or évarhayr| enallagé in Greek rhetorical terms)*3
is in Aristotle, Rhetoric 2.19, see (5), which deals with the topic of the possible
and the impossible. Here the expression dvvatog éoti dunatos esti alternates
with the verb 8Vvartal dinatai or with its own semantic head, the adjective
Sdvvartog dunatos, omitting the copula:

(5) &vén to évavtiov n Svvatov
an de to enantion éi dunaton
if but ART.NOM contrary.thing.NOM COP.PRS.SBJV.35G possible.NOoM
| glvou n yevéoObou, Kol TO EvovTiov
e einai ¢ genésthai, kai to enantion
either be.PRs.INF or become.AOR.INF and ART.NOM contrary.thing.NoM
So6Eerev av elvar  Svvatdv,  oilov el
doxeien an einai  dunaton, hoion ei
seem.AOR.OPT.3SG PRT COP.INF possible.Nom for.instance if
Suvvartov avBpwmov vylocOfval, Kol voofool.
dunaton anthropon hugiasthénai, kai nosésai.
possible.NOM.SG.N man.ACC.SG cure.AOR.INF.PASS and fall.ill. AOR.INF.ACT
kol €l to Opotov duvatov, Kol TO
kai eito hoémoion dunaton, kai to
and if ART.NOM similar.thing.Nom possible.NOM so.and ART.NOM
dpotov [...] xai o M apym
hoémoion [...] kai hoii he arkhe

similar.thing.NoM [...] and REL.GEN ART.NOM beginning.NOM

#20n the functions of the periphrasis (esp. according to Quintilian’s theory), see Lausberg (1998:
§592, 269-270).

“Lausberg (1998: §509, 236): other names for ‘grammatical changes’, but actually more complex
inversions: évolhoyt, étepoiwoig, dAlolwotg, dmaldayn exallage, heteroiosis, alloiosis, hupal-
lage, mutatio.
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duvartan yevéoOan, kol  TO TéEAOG:  0LdEV
dunatai genésthai, kai 1o télos; [...]
be.possible.PRs.IND.35G become.AOR.INF so.and ART.NOM end.NOM [...]
yop ylyvetat ovd’ apyetar yiyvesBal tdv advvartwv

kai hoi 1o télos, kai he arkhe

and REL.GEN ART.NOM end.NoM so.and  ART.NOM beginning.NoM

(-] kol 00 1O Téhog, kal 1) &apxT) duvarn

dunate

possible.NoM
If of two contrary things it is possible that one should exist or come into
existence, then it would seem that the other is equally possible; for
instance, if a man can be cured, he can also be ill; [...] Similarly, if of two
like things the one is possible, so also is the other. [...] Again, if the
beginning is possible, so also is the end; [...] And when the end is
possible, so also is the beginning’

(Aristotle, Rhetoric 2.19.1-2, 1392a8-12; Aristotle, Rhetoric 2.19.5,
1392a15-19, translation by J. H. Freese).

Some further examples of the alternation of periphrases (boldfaced) and their
one-word equivalents can be found in (6).

(6)
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Periphrases and their one-word alternatives

a. CUYYVOUNV EXELV VS CUYYLVOOKELY
sungnomen ékhein vs sunginoskein

€9’ olg te yap el ouyyvounv XLy, ekt Tadta, Kol TO T
apopTRpoTo Kol o adtknpata pr) tod ioov dEodv, pnde ta
QUOPTHHOTR Kol T& dTuxfpata: [...] kal To toig dvBpwmivolg
OUYYLVOOKELV ETLELKEC,.

eph’ hois te gar dei sungnomen ékhein, epieiké taiita, kai to ta
hamartéemata kai ta adikémata me toii isou axioiin, mede ta
hamartémata kai ta atukhémata; [...] kai to tois anthropinois
sunginoskein epieikés. (Aristotle, Rhetoric. 1.13.15-16, 1374b4-11)

b. €0 moteiv vs (&vt)evmoleiv
eil poiein vs (ant)eupoiein
7O X&pLv Exelv IO TOOAVTL €D Ko AVTELTOLELV TOV €D TOLNCAVTA
t0 kharin ékhein toi poiésanti eii kai anteupoiein ton eii poiésanta
(Aristotle, Rhetoric 1.13.12, 1374a23-24)
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’ \ ¥
c. oupeépev vs PAafepov eivar
sumphérein vs blaberon einai

008&V Yop KwALeL éviote TaDTO CUPPEPELY TOIG Evavtiolg: OBev
MyeTan &G T& Kok cuvéryel Todg avOpmmTovg, dtov f TadTO
PAaPepov appoiv

oudeén gar koltei eniote tauto sumphérein tois enantiois; hothen légetai
hos ta kaka sundgei tous anthropous, hotan éi tauto blaberon
amphoin. (Aristotle, Rhetoric 1.6.20, 1362b37-1363al)

d. adwkelv vs dikana tp&TTELV/TTOLETY
adikein vs dikaia prattein/poiein

Kol o0g adiknoavteg Suvricovtal TOAAG Skl TPATTELY, G
pading ioacdpevol, domep €gn Iaowv 6 Oettalog deiv Adikelv évia,
Omwg dvvnTon kKol dikana TOAAX Twolelv

kai hous adikésantes dunésontai polla dikaia prattein, hos rhadios
iasomenoi, hosper éphe Iason ho Thettalos dein adikein énia, hopos
diuneétai kai dikaia polla poiein. (Aristotle, Rhetoric 1.12.31,
1373a24-27)

e. TMPATTELY KOUKDG VS KOAKOTPAYELV
prattein kakaos vs kakopragein

det yap émi pev toig dvaking TpATToust Kakdg ouviyBecbal kai
¢eelv, Toig 8¢ 0 vepeosdv-[...] 6 pév yap Avrovpevog émi Toig avaking
Kokompayodoty fjodnoeton 1} &Avmog €oToun €Tl TOIG EVAVTING
KOKOTPyoUoLy, 0lov ToUG TaTpaloiag kol pon@dvoug, dtov TOYwmal
Tipwplag, o0delg av AvmnBein xpnotodg

dei gar epi mén tois anaxios prattousi kakds sunakhthesthai kai
eleein, tois dé eti nemesan;[...] ho mén gar lupoumenos epi tois anaxios
kakopragoiisin hésthésetai € alupos éstai epi tois enantios
kakopragoiisin, hoion tous patraloias kai miaiphonous, hotan tikhosi
timorias, oudeis an lupetheié khrestos (Aristotle, Rhetoric 2.9.2-4,
1386b12-29)

In examples (6a)—(6e), the interchange is rather veiled, e.g. the periphrasis
ovyyvouny éxewv sungnomen ékhein in (6a) is replaced by the verb cuyywookewv
sunginoskein only in the next sentence; the compound verb &vt-gvmoteiv ant-
eupoiein in (6b) echoes the phrase £0 mowjoavta eii poiesanta (the prefix hides
the equivalent of the periphrasis); the verb cupgépewv sumphérein in (6c) corre-
sponds to the nominal phrase BAaBepov etvar blaberon einai of opposite meaning,

199



Tomas Veteikis

which is interchangeable with the verb fAdusttew blaptein (antonym to cuoppéperv
sumphérein); similarly, the verb &duwkeiv adikein (with complement évia énia) in
(6d) parallels the opposite phrase dikaia oA & moielv dikaia polla poiein, while
xakonmpayelv kakopragein mirrors mpartelv kak@g prattein kakos in (6€). All this
shows that Aristotle actively employed not only analytic but also synthetic con-
structions, i.e., he alternated the tactics of macrology and brachylogy.

Periphrases with other verbs (less frequent or with non-accusative objects)
were not considered, but some possible candidates for SVC-type and Verb-Prepo-
sitional Phrase Construction (V-PC)-type periphrases were noted. A few exam-
ples can be seen in Table 19.

The variety of periphrases is of course not limited to the verbal periphrases
mentioned in this chapter. At least three other types of periphrasis can be identi-
fied in the present text: 1) the verbal periphrasis sensu stricto,** with disputed ter-
minological purity, most thoroughly studied by Klaas Bentein (Bentein 2016);*
2) a certain kind of elaborated periphrasis which replaces parts of the sentence
and makes use of articular infinitives*® with complements, and 3) combinations
of verbal adjectives in -16g (-t6s), -1 (-t€), -6V (-tén), or -tikodg (-tikds), -Tikt
(-tiké), -ticov (-tikén) with copular verbs.?

4 0f the type yeyovaog eipn gegonds eimi or yeysvnpuévol fioav gegenéménoi ésan.

A couple of examples of such periphrases in Aristotle’s Rhetoric include: 51 8" &md TOYMG pév
& ToadTa yryvopeve ésti d’ apo tikhes men ta toiatita gignémena (Aristotle, Rhetoric 1.10.12,
1369a32; cf. Bentein 2016: 92) and ko £&v peilov kokov memov0oTeg dow kai edn meizon kakon
peponthoétes osin, (Aristotle, Rhetoric 2.3.14, 1380b14; cf. Bentein 2016: 128 n.87).

*On articular infinitives see Smyth (1920: §§2025-2037). Aristotle’s Rhetoric has no shortage
of such periphrases, ranging from 2 to 10 words. A couple of examples of longer periphrases
include: 10 mop& pikpoOv cwlesbou éx TdOV KWWSOVWV 0 pard mikron sozesthai ek ton kindinon
(Aristotle, Rhetoric 1.11.24, 1371b10-11), 10 t& apraptripota kol T adikfpoto pr) Tod icov aElody’
to ta hamartémata kai ta adikémata mé toil isou axiodin (Aristotle, Rhetoric 1.13.16, 1374b4-5), td
7 undev yeyevijoBou &yaov 1) yevopévev pry eivon dmdavowy 0 € médén gegenésthai agathon
¢ genoménon mé einai apélausin (Aristotle, Rhetoric 2.8.11, 1386a15-16).

“"The latter type, not examined by us at present, would be considered a ‘true periphrasis’ in Laus-
berg’s rhetorical terminology, as it avoids the mention of the verbum proprium. The following
is one example of such a periphrasis in Aristotle, Rhetoric 2.12.3, 1389a3-5: oi pév odv véol t&x
0N eioiv émbopnTikoi [...] xal T@OV mept 10 odpa EMBLIOY pdAioTa akolovOnTikoi giot
Tf) mepl 1o dppodicio hoi mén oiin néoi ta étheé eisin epithumetikoi [...] kai ton peri to soma
epithumion malista akolouthetikoi eisi i¢ peri ta aphrodisia ‘In terms of their character, the
young are prone to desires [...]. Of the desires of the body they are most inclined to pursue
that relating to sex’ (translation by G. A. Kennedy).
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Table 19: Further SVC candidates

SVC-type periphrasis

V-PC-type periphrasis

ovY £€VvOG COHOTOG yontdv amdéAavowv oukh
hends somatos agapan apélausin®® (Aristotle,
Rhetoric 2.23.8, 1398a23) > ayondv amdéAovoiv
agapan apélausin ‘to be fond of enjoyment’ [=
amohavewv apolatiein?]

T0ig kakd &yyéAAovowv tois kaka angéllousin
(Aristotle, Rhetoric 2.2.20, 1379b20) > ayyéAAewv
kok& angéllein kakd ‘to report bad news’ [=
kakayyeheiv kakangelein®'?)

npog GANOelay ... teiver Tadta pros alétheian ...
teinei taita (Aristotle, Rhetoric 1.7.40, 1365b15) >
teively Tpog aAnOeray teinein pros alétheian®
(“to point to the truth”)

minmtew, neceiv, umintewv + €ig + Acc./ piptein,
pesein, empiptein + eis + Acc.

mimTeL ... 1) ab€noig eig Tovg énaivovg / piptei ... he
atixesis eis tous epainous (Aristotle, Rhetoric 1.9.39,

1368a23) > mintewv €ig Tovg €maivoug / piptein
eis tous epainous ‘to fall among forms of praise’
[= mpookeioBar / mpooeivon Toig émaivolg? /
proskeisthai / proseinai tois epainois?]
o0d¢ Toig Kak®g dedpaxdowv daxovoing dikowov
eig Opynv meoeiv / oudé tois kakos dedrakésin
akousios dikaion eis orgén pesein™' (Aristotle,
Rhetoric 2.23.1, 1397a13-14, quoted from unknown
drama) ‘it is unjust to fall into anger at those
who have unwillingly done wrong’ > eig opynv
nintewv (neceiv) / eis orgeén piptein(pesein) [=
opyilecOou, eéEaxyprodeOar / orgizesthai, exagri-
otisthai]
eig v EAAewfv épminter/ eis tén élleipsin empiptei
(Aristotle, Rhetoric 2.24.7, 1401b29) ‘it... falls under
the [the fallacy of] omission’ > €ig Tnv éAAewpv
éunintew / eis tén élleipsin empiptein

npociikov eivor TS d@eilecBan xé&piv prosékon

einai toid’ opheilesthai kharin (Aristotle, Rhetoric

2.23.1, 1397a16, from an unknown drama) > x&pig

o@eileton kharis opheiletai (pass. pro act.) >

Xapwv 0@eidewv kharin opheilein ‘owe gratitude’

**The phrase is intertextually connected with Isocrates, Speech 1.27: &yduta @V dopydvrwy
ayo®ov pn v OmepPfdAiovoay kTficy GAAY TV petpiov drdlawowy agapa ton huparkhén-
ton agathon me ten tén huperballousan ktésin alla tén metrian apélausin ‘value not the excessive
acquisition of the goods that accrue to you, but the moderate enjoyment of them’. Cf. also Aris-
totle’s paraphrase recorded in another treatise: 810 kot Tov Biov dyand®dol TOV ATOAALGTIKOV
dio kai ton bion agaposi ton apolaustikon (Aristotle, Nicomachaean Ethics 1095b17 Bekker) ‘there-
fore they value (are fond of) the life based on enjoyment’.

#In various texts of Aristotle’s contemporaries, only the combination of the verb and preposition
npog pros is repeated (cf. Plato, Symposium 188d2-3, Plato, Republic 526d9-el et al.), sometimes
with a prefix (cvv-teivewv sun-teinein, ‘direct earnestly (to)’, ‘tend/contribute (towards)’), while
the combination with &\r|0eiav alétheian is very rare (used by Aristotle himself only in the
quoted passage and in Aristotle, Topica 104b1-2, and never by his contemporaries).

**The verb kaxayyeelv kakangelein ‘bring evil tidings’ is attested once with Demosthenes, cf.
Demosthenes, De Corona 267, as a quotation from an unidentified tragedy.

SICS. Euripides, Orestes 696: dtawv youp P& Stipog eig 6pynv mecov hétan gar heba démos eis orgén
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8 Conclusions

Aristotle’s Rhetoric, the source of the phraseology of the fourth-century BC Attic
dialect studied in this chapter, is a complex, multi-layered text in which the lan-
guage of Athens at the height of Athenian drama and oratory is intertwined with
Aristotle’s scholarly vocabulary and rhetorical ‘technolect’, and with the phrase-
ology of various dialectal varieties and genres of text, presented as quotations.

An empirical examination of two thirds of this source (Books 1 and 2, covering
over 32,500 words) showed that it contains no less than 350 verb-based phrases
with popular accusative-taking verbs, of which 23 are of the SVC type. The most
important criteria for identifying this type of expressions are the role of the verb
as a syntactic operator with a reduced meaning, the semantic dominance of the
abstract noun or noun-like adjective, the existence of a one-word equivalent (of
the type moleicBar Tov Adyov poieisthai ton logon = Aéyewv légein), and the repet-
itiveness of the phrase. Other criteria are more difficult to verify due to the lack
of textual evidence.

The set of 350 verb-based phrases also includes up to more than 150 verb-
noun combinations with the same semantically flexible verbs, and more than
160 combinations with adverbs and complex complements. This contributes to
the discussion on the concept of SVC, as it is hypothesised that a support verb
can also be a seemingly lexically complete causative verb (such as moteiv poiein
‘to do, make’) with an accusative duplex, or a subject-oriented transitive verb
(such as &xewv ékhein ‘to have’), that drastically changes meaning when used in
combinations with adverbs.

Theoretical reflection on the terms and their corresponding phenomena has
shown that the linguistic terms MWE, SVC, and others, which are applied uni-
versally to phraseological phenomena in various languages, can in principle also
account for Ancient Greek phenomena. At the same time, concepts invented by
users of Ancient Greek themselves, such as ‘periphrasis’, or epithets designating
stylistic strategies (‘macrological’, ‘brachylogical’), etc., also prove to be descrip-
tively adequate.

Periphrasis is a term that has survived from Graeco-Roman rhetoric into mod-
ern linguistics to describe the substitution of a short lexical unit (a word) by a

peson ‘when the people youthfully rave, drowning in anger’. Cf. also: Tragicorum Graecorum
Fragmenta 80, v.1-2 (Nauck 1889):

glmep yop ovde Tolg Kakdg dedpakdoLy

aKovoiwg dikalov eig OpyNV TECETV

eiper gar oudé tois kakos dedrakésin

akousios dikaion eis orgen pesein ‘if it is not right to be angry with those who have done wrong
involuntarily’.
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longer one (a combination of two or more words). The description of the periphra-
sis by the second-century-AD rhetorician Alexander Numenius, with appropri-
ate examples, matches well in its content with what is nowadays labeled SVC.
Since the term ‘periphrasis’, defined more strictly in linguistic contexts with em-
phasis on its grammatical function (as a cell-filler for a grammatical paradigm)
does not stand in contradiction with the original meaning of the concept, the
substitution of one word by two or more words, it may be the key to a possible
solution for the terminological problem of reconciling the MWEs and the various
phraseological units: the use of the term periphrasis as a synonym for the MWE,
provided that both indicate substitution or alternation.

The idea of the dichotomy between the change of valency and the inherent
meaning of verbs, inspired by the theories of valency and transitivity change
and their possible parallel in Aristotle’s conception of the conditions of the ef-
fective speech (j0og, m&boc, Adyog éthos, pathos, logos), supports a simplified
dichotomous classification of transitive verbs into introversive and extraversive
ones, which in turn may help in the future to better assess the nuances of the
semantic contribution of verbs in periphrases (or MWEs) to the overall meaning
of a phrase.

The author’s personal style, scientific interests, aesthetic and occasional pref-
erences (represented by the ‘macrological’ and ‘brachylogical’ alternatives) un-
doubtedly affected the variety and alternation of phrases contained in Aristo-
tle’s Rhetoric. This stylistic flexibility demonstrates the expressive capability of
the Greek language, as well as each author’s creative contribution to the overall
phraseological ‘bank’ of the language.

Abbreviations

AM  Agent marker LVC  Light-verb construction
AS  Agent-role subject MWE  Multi-word expression

CO  Complex object SO Single object

CP  Compositional phrase V+CO  Verb with a complex object
DO  Direct object V+SO  Verb with a single object

FVC Function-verb construction
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