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CHAPTER 3. DIONYSIUS ON THE GRAMMATICAL THEORY OF THE PARTS OF SPEECH
3.1. Introduction

Our study of Dionysius’ integration of different language disciplines will continue
with an examination of the connections between grammar and rhetoric. Ancient
grammar focused on the word as the central unit of language. Modern scholars have
characterised the ancient artes grammaticae (téyvor ypouuotiket) as ‘word-based
grammars’. Adopting the ‘word and paradigm model’ as their framework, these
treatises mainly consist of a discussion of puépn Adyov (normally translated as ‘parts of
speech’ or ‘word classes’) and their accidentia.' The Techné Grammatiké that has
come down to us under the name of Dionysius Thrax distinguishes eight word classes:
Svopo. (noun), priuo. (verb), petoyn (participle), &pBpov (article), dviomvvuio
(pronoun), tpdOectic (preposition), énippnuo (adverb) and oHvSecpog (conjunction).”
For a long time, Dionysius Thrax (170-90 BC) was considered to have been the first
grammarian who used this system of eight parts of speech. In 1958, however, Di
Benedetto put forward the view that most part of the Techné Grammatiké, including
the exposition of the word class system, was to be regarded as a compilation that was
put together in the 3™ or 4™ century AD.’> Although doubts about the authenticity of
the Techné had already been expressed in antiquity, Di Benedetto was the first to
claim that Dionysius Thrax himself only wrote the first five paragraphs of the
Techné.* The publication of Di Benedetto’s views was the starting point of a long and
passionate debate on the authenticity and authority of the Techné.” Although several
scholars (notably Pfeiffer and Erbse) have tried to rebut Di Benedetto’s arguments,
most specialists have now accepted the view that Dionysius Thrax himself wrote only
the very first part of the Techné Grammatiké, while the rest of the work, including the
classification of the parts of speech, belongs to the 3™ or 4™ century AD.°

' Cf. Robins (1997) 31.

? The English terms do not entirely coincide with the Greek concepts: the &p@pov does not only cover
the article, but also our relative pronoun, the énippnua also includes interjections, and the cOvdeouog
comprises what we call ‘particles’. The dvouo covers both substantives and adjectives. The Romans
substituted the interjection for the &pBpov, thus listing the following eight word classes: nomen,
verbum, participium, pronomen, praepositio, adverbium, coniunctio, interiectio.

3 Di Benedetto (1958-1959).

* For the ancient doubts on the authenticity of the Techné Grammatiké, see Sch. D. Thrax, G.G. I 3,
124,7-14 and Sch. D. Thrax, G.G. 1 3, 160,24-161,8.

> Di Benedetto (1973, 1990, 2000) has repeated and illuminated his arguments in response to his
opponents Pfeiffer (1968) and Erbse (1980). For the problems of authenticity and authority of the
Techné, and the arguments pro and contra, see also Pinborg (1975) 103-106, Kemp (1996%) 307-315,
Law & Sluiter (1998?) and Lallot (1998) 20-25, and the literature cited there.

S Exceptions are prof. A. Wouters and prof. P. Swiggers, who regard the Techné Grammatiké as
authentic, although they acknowledge that the preserved text may have undergone some changes. See
e.g. Wouters (1998) and Swiggers & Wouters (2002) 16-17.
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Having acknowledged that the major part of the Techné was not written by Dionysius
Thrax, historians of grammar had to reconsider questions about the origin and
development of the traditional system of eight word classes. According to ancient
testimonies, Dionysius Thrax ‘separated” Ovopo. (proper noun) and mpoomyopio
(appellative), and ‘combined’ &pBpov (article) and dvrtovopior (pronoun).” This
would mean that he did not use the word class system that we find in the Techné
Grammatiké. Those scholars who have accepted Di Benedetto’s thesis that the Techné
is not authentic have pointed to the works of other grammarians as the possible origin
of the traditional word class system. In particular, Di Benedetto himself and others
have argued that it was the grammarian Tryphon (1* century BC) who first adopted
the traditional system of eight word classes.® More recently, however, Matthaios has
shown that Aristarchus (216-144 BC), the teacher of Dionysius Thrax, already
distinguished the word classes that were to become the canonical eight.” He did not
discuss these word classes in a grammatical treatise, but he employed them for his
philological activities (Ax characterises Aristarchus’ grammar as a ‘Grammatik im
Kopf*).'"” Apart from the adverb, for which he used the term pecétng (instead of the
later énippnua), all word classes that were identified by Aristarchus carried the names
that would become standard in later grammars. With the acknowledgement of the
important role of Aristarchus, a new picture of the early history of the system of eight

11
word classes has been drawn.

Many things are still unclear, however, concerning the distribution, development and
systematisation of the traditional word class theory in the period after Aristarchus.'* It

is certain that many other word class systems, consisting of nine or more puépn Adyov,

7 Sch. D. Thrax, G.G. 1 3, 124,7-14; Sch. D. Thrax, G.G. I 3, 160,24-161,8. The information that
Dionysius Thrax combined dvtwvopic and &pBpov may depend on Apollonius Dyscolus’ report
(Pron., G.G. 11 1.1, 5,18-19) that Dionysius Thrax called the pronouns &pBpo Seiktikd. Scholars
interpret Apollonius’ testimony in different ways. Some believe that Dionysius Thrax treated the
pronouns and articles as one single word class, whereas others think that he called pronouns &pBpa
dewctid (‘deictic articles”) without rejecting their status as a separate word class (so Matthaios [2002]
193). See sections 3.2 and 3.6.3 of this study.

¥ For the view that Tryphon was the one who introduced the system of eight word classes, see Di
Benedetto (1958) 125-126, Pinborg (1975) 116-117, Schenkeveld (1994) 268 and 277, and Lallot
(1998) 124-125. Ax (1982) 98-100 usefully summarises the views that various scholars have expressed
on the two relevant questions: (a) from which time was a grammatical theory of word classes used?
And (b) at which point was it fixed in a grammatical treatise?

? See Matthaios (1999), who has elaborated the views of Ax (1982, 1996%).

10 Ax (19967) 288.

' Matthaios has used the results that he obtained from his research on Aristarchus to write a new
reconstruction of the history of the theory of the parts of speech: see Matthaios (2001) and Matthaios
(2002).

12 Cf. Robins (1998%) 19: ‘We know the names of several important grammarians in the Greek world
who were active in the first centuries BC and AD, and we desperately need to find out what was going
on in the Greek world between the times of Dionysius [i.e. Dionysius Thrax] and Apollonius over a
span of about three hundred years.” See also Lallot (1998) 29-30.
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circulated in the period between Aristarchus (second century BC) and Apollonius
Dyscolus (second century AD), before the latter grammarian adopted the system of
eight word classes in his Syntax and other grammatical works."> And although
Apollonius was very influential, the octopartite system probably did not become
canonical until the Roman grammarian Donatus (active around 350 AD) had adopted
it.'"* What happened in the period between Aristarchus and Apollonius is difficult to
tell, because so many important texts have been lost: only fragments survive of the
works written by important grammarians such as Dionysius Thrax, Tyrannion,

Asclepiades of Myrlea and Tryphon (see section 3.2).

Dionysius of Halicarnassus did not write any grammatical treatises, but we have seen
(section 1.5) that in the context of his rhetorical theory he makes use of views that
were developed in philology, grammar and philosophy. Unlike the grammatical
treatises of Alexandrian scholars (Tyrannion, Asclepiades of Myrlea and Tryphon),
most of the works of Dionysius have survived. Schenkeveld was the first to draw
attention to Dionysius’ treatises as ‘a possible source of information for the level of
linguistic knowledge in the second half of the first century BC.’"” In this chapter, I
intend to build on Schenkeveld’s work by using Dionysius’ works as a source that can
increase our knowledge of the theory of the parts of speech as it was circulating at the
end of the first century BC. I will shed more light on the transmission of that theory in
the period between Aristarchus and later grammarians by re-examining the relevant
data that Dionysius offers on the word class theory and by interpreting them in the
light of recent scholarly work.' In this way, I will also attempt to establish Dionysius’

place in the history of the theory of the ‘parts of speech’.

3 Ancient histories of the theory of the parts of speech inform us about the existence of various
systems: see Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Comp. 2.6,20-7,13 and Quintilian, Inst. orat. 1.4.17-21 (see
sections 4.2.1 and 4.2.3 of this study). See also Sch. D. Thrax, G.G. I 3, 356,16-21 and Sch. D. Thrax,
G.G. 1 3,520,23-27 (systems of nine, ten and eleven word classes). In practice, we find systems with
nine word classes in the grammatical papyri P. Yale I 25 (nr. 1 Wouters) and P. Heid. I 198 (ar. 12
Wouters). See Wouters (1979) 179 n. 22. If one follows Schenkeveld (1983), Dionysius of
Halicarnassus also uses a system of nine parts of speech, but see my section 3.6.6. For Apollonius’ use
of the eight word classes, see Synt. 1.14-29. Schoemann (1862) 12 already pointed out that many
grammarians after Aristarchus adopted different word class systems.

' The Romans substituted the interjection for the article. This may have been the work of Palaemon
(see Taylor [1996a] 344), but the definitive canonisation of the system of eight word classes, to the
exclusion of systems with nine or more partes orationis, belongs to later times. For the influential role
of Apollonius Dyscolus, see Lallot (1997 I) 23 n. 35.

!> Schenkeveld (1983) 67.

' In particular, the contributions of Sluiter (1990) and Lallot (1997) on Apollonius Dyscolus, Lallot
(1998) on the Techné Grammatiké, Blank (1998) on Sextus Empiricus, Matthaios (1999) on
Aristarchus, and Janko (2000) on Philodemus shed new light on the history of the theory of the ‘parts
of speech’, which has consequences for our interpretation of the information found in Dionysius of
Halicarnassus.
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I will argue that Dionysius’ treatment of the parts of speech incorporates views from
different language disciplines, in particular the Alexandrian philological tradition
(known to us especially through the fragments of Aristarchus) and the Stoic
philosophical tradition.'” In other words, as far as Dionysius of Halicarnassus shows
knowledge of the grammatical theory of word classes, he belongs to a particular
tradition of scholars such as Dionysius Thrax, Tyrannion, and writers of some
grammatical papyri: in the surviving fragments of these grammarians we find the
influence of the original Alexandrian tradition of philologists (Aristophanes,
Aristarchus) on the one hand and the Stoic tradition on the other.'® From Dionysius
Thrax onwards, Alexandrian and Stoic ideas on language were integrated into one
system that consituted the basis of technical grammar. Apollonius Dyscolus completes
the integration process by making a complete synthesis of the two traditions."” I will
discuss various aspects of Dionysius’ use of grammar that support the view that he
was influenced by both philological and Stoic ideas. Further, we will see that
Dionysius’ use of the parts of speech theory is not only influenced by philology,
grammar and philosophy, but also by the tradition of poetic criticism (see sections 3.2
and 4.3).

The study of Dionysius’ works can increase our knowledge of the development of
grammatical theory between Aristarchus and Apollonius Dyscolus. This should,
however, not obscure the fact that Dionysius is a rhetorician and not a grammarian:
when using his works in order to reconstruct the history of linguistics, we should not
ignore the fact that his concept of ‘parts of speech’ is somewhat different from that of
the grammarians (see section 3.4), and that he uses grammatical theory for different
purposes, namely rhetorical theory and literary criticism.”’ In the current chapter I
bring together the relevant data from Dionysius’ works, in order to reconstruct his
grammatical knowledge. In chapter 4, I will discuss the contexts in which Dionysius

mentions the grammatical theories, in order to show how he makes use of the theory

'7 See also Matthaios (2001) 89.

' On Stoic influence on Dionysius Thrax, see Matthaios (2002) 192-193 and see section 3.2. On the
Stoic influence on Tyrannion, see Matthaios (2002) 193-195.

9 Cf. Matthaios (2001) 88: ‘Er [Apollonius Dyscolus] ist derjenige, durch dessen Leistung die
alexandrinische und die stoische Lehrtradition zu einer sinnvollen Synthese und Fiigung gelangt sind.’
For Apollonius and the influence of philology and philosophy on his work, see Blank (1982) and
Sluiter (1990) 40-41.

2% Dionysius’ remarks on the parts of speech are often cited as evidence for the grammatical knowledge
of his time, but his own aims are sometimes ignored. Thus, Pinborg (1975) 117 n. 45 pays no attention
to the function of Dionysius’ discussion of the accidentia in Comp. 6 (see section 4.3.1), and Matthaios
(2001) 89 refers to Dionysius as if he were a grammarian. Schenkeveld (1983) 69 does mention the fact
that Dionysius’ grammatical observations serve ‘his argument on literary matters’, although in his
interpretation of single passages he does not always take the rhetorical context into account, which can
sometimes lead to misunderstanding (e.g. when dealing with Dionysius’ ‘system’ of word classes, see
section 3.6.6).
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of the parts of speech in different parts of his rhetorical and critical works. Before I
investigate Dionysius’ views on the parts of speech, I will recall the earlier views on
the parts of Adyog and A£€ic (section 3.2) in various language disciplines, and

consider to what extent Dionysius was acquainted with these views (section 3.3).
3.2. Logos, lexis, and their parts in the various language disciplines

The most obvious approach to reconstructing the history of the parts of speech in the
period before Dionysius of Halicarnassus might seem to start from his own history of
the theory of the parts of speech in De compositione verborum 2.*' As I have argued
elsewhere, this passage may be characterised as the first extant history of linguistics in
the western world.”> Dionysius describes the gradual increase of the number of the
parts of speech from Aristotle onwards: Theodectes and Aristotle distinguished three
parts (ovouata, piuate and cOvdecuot), the Stoic philosophers added the &pBpov
and distinguished four, ‘later generations’ (o1 petoyevéstepot) separated OvouoTIKa
and mpoonyopikd, thus arriving at five parts. ‘Others’ (€tepot) distinguished the
avtovouooio as the sixth part of speech, and ‘yet others’ (o1 8¢) added the
émppnuaro, tpobéceig and uetoyod, thus listing nine parts of speech; others (o1 8¢)
introduced still further divisions. I will discuss this overview of the development of
the parts of speech in section 4.2, where I will argue that Dionysius’ overview is the
archetype of the traditional historiography of linguistics. His presentation of the
history of the parts of speech as a gradual progress (from three parts in Aristotle to a
system of nine or more parts) has remained standard in overviews of ancient grammar
until the end of the twentieth century. When determining Dionysius’ own position in
the history of linguistics, however, I will not adopt his approach as a historian of
linguistics. Taylor (1986), Schenkeveld (1994) and other scholars have rightly argued
that historians of linguistics should no longer ignore the different contexts in which
ancient ideas on language were developed.”® This means in particular that we should
take into account that the units that were called uépn were in fact very different items
that were used differently in distinct language disciplines. The English term ‘parts of
speech’ is the traditional translation of the Greek T ugpn tov Adyov, and the Latin

partes orationis.** Originally a philosophical term, it was used in different ways and

2! Comp. 2.6,17-721.

*2De Jonge (2005a).

3 See also Sluiter (1993, 1998) and De Jonge (2005a) 15-16.

2 On the terms pépn Adyov and partes orationis, and their meaning and possible translations, see also
Pinborg (1975) 116, Lambert (1985) 115-116, Robins (1986) 20, Lallot (1992) 127-129 (‘Comment
dit-on “mot” en Grec?’), Blank (1998) 174, Matthaios (1999) 198-200 and Law (2003) 59. Pinborg
(1975) 116 is particularly instructive: ‘The concept of “part of speech” is somewhat heterogeneous as a
consequence of its historical origin. It is used of a segment of a string (identified with a word) and of
classes of such segments. Aristotle seems to have used the term exclusively in this way. It is then used
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contexts by Aristotle and the Stoic philosophers respectively. Philologists and
grammarians, on the other hand, distinguished different ‘word classes’, for which at
some point they borrowed the expression ta. pépn 100 Adyov from the philosophers.
In theories of composition and syntax, the term could be used to designate the ‘parts
of a phrase’: the words in their context. In short, the phrase t¢ uépn tod Adyov did not
mean the same thing to the various thinkers who used the term. Therefore, when
sketching the history of the theory of the parts of speech as a background to
Dionysius’ position, I will not follow Dionysius’ own historical overview, which does
not pay attention to the contexts of the views of Aristotle, the Stoics, and other
thinkers. Instead, I will summarise the most important distinctions that his
predecessors, including philosophers, critics, philological and technical grammarians,

made concerning Adyoc, AéEg and their pépn.”

For Aristotle, the uépn Adyov were the parts of the Adyoc dmopavtikdg (‘assertion’),
and in De interpretatione he distinguished two of them, namely Svopo. and pripo.
The term ovvdeopog does occur in this work, but it is not considered a part of the
Aoyog: it only refers to the ‘joining’ of primitive assertions.”’ Likewise, in his
Rhetoric, Aristotle considers dvouo and prjuc. the sole components of a Adyog,
although the oOvdeopor do appear elsewhere in the same work.”® Aristotle’s
distinction of dvopo and pfiue in De interpretatione is the result of a logical analysis
of a sentence as the bearer of truth or falsity, which Aristotle needs for his
investigation into contradictions.” In the Poetics, however, Aristotle discusses the
uépn AéEewg or ‘parts of the expression’:’’ otouelov (‘element’, i.e. ‘letter’),
ovAlafn (‘syllable’), cOvdeopog (‘conjunction’), Gvopo (‘noun’), pAuc (‘verb’),
GpBpov (‘joint’), ntdorg (‘case’) and Adyog (‘utterance’). This list contains all items

that can be considered ‘components of diction’, whether they are smaller than words

of classes established as semantic classes (especially by the Stoics) and of classes of words undergoing
similar inflections. The traditional exposition of the eight parts of speech reflects a conglomeration of
these different approaches.’

2 The treatment of the pépn Adyov and pépn Aé€emc by various philosophers, philologists and
grammarians is, of course, a complex problem: I can only deal with the aspects that are most relevant
as a background to Dionysius’ use of the ‘parts of speech’.

26 Aristotle, Int. 16a19-17a7: see the interpretation in Whitaker (1996) 35-73. For Aristotle’s analysis of
the Adyog in De interpretatione and its role in the history of the theory of the ‘parts of speech’, see also
Arens (1984), Lallot (1988) 15, Ax (1992) 247-248, Schenkeveld (1994) 271 and Arens (2000).

*7 The expression ouvdéouo eig occurs in Int. 17a9 and 17al6: non-primitive assertions are ‘single by
conjunction’, i.e. formed by joining primitive assertions together. Thus, the /liad is also ‘single by
conjunction’. Cope (1867) 392-397 discusses Aristotle’s use of the term cOvdeopoc.

% For &voua and pfuc as the components of the Adyoc, see Rh. 1404b26-27; the ohvdeopor are
mentioned in RA. 1407a21, 1407b12, 1407b39 and 1413b33.

2% Cf. Whitaker (1996) 7.

3% po. 20. Cf. Schenkeveld (1994) 271 and Grintser (2002) 104-105.
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(e.g. “element’ and ‘syllable’), words, or combinations of words:' thus, Adyog is here
a uépog Aeé€emg and it is defined as ‘a compound, significant utterance, some of
whose parts do have independent significance’.’” Aristotle’s uépn AéEewc and his
uépn Adyov represent two entirely different approaches to language, and neither of
these concepts corresponds to the ‘word classes’ that grammarians identified in later

times.>

The Stoics had a different ontology and logic than Aristotle, which is mirrored in their
list of puépn Adyov.>* They identified first four, later five ‘parts of speech’: Chrysippus
added the mpoonyopla to the list of four parts that were distinguished by earlier
Stoics, namely 8vopo, pAuc, ¢pBpov and cOvdeouog. The pesdtng (adverb) was
added at a still later stage, presumably under influence of Alexandrian philology.’’
Chrysippus’ distinction between ‘proper noun’ (Gvouo) and ‘appellative’
(rpoonyopla) was based on the ontological difference between an individual quality
and a common quality.’® For the Stoics, AéEi¢ is articulated sound, which is either
meaningless or meaningful.’’ Adyog, however, is a semantic unity, which is always
meaningful, whether it refers (in non-Stoic terms) to a word, a series of words or an
entire text.”® The ototxelo AéEewme (or poviic) are the ‘elements of articulated sound’,
that is the letters, while the ctolyelo Adyov are the ‘elements of speech’, that is the

(meaningful) “parts of speech’.”’

Alexandrian philologists and (in a later period) technical grammarians partly used the

same terms as the Stoics, but they did so in a different way and for a different

*! Lallot (1992) 128 remarks that Aristotle does in fact not have a word meaning ‘word’.

32 Po. 20.1457a 23-24: Adyog 8¢ povi) cuvBeth onpovtidh fig évia uépn ko’ obtd onpodiver ti. The
translation is by Halliwell (1995).

» The Aristotelian distinction between Adyog and AéEic is also preserved in Theophrastus fr. 683
Fortenbaugh. On the ‘grammatical’ chapters in Aristotle’s De Interpretatione (1-4), Poetica (19-22)
and Rhetorica, see Arens (1984), Rosén (1990), Ax (1992), Weidemann (19967), Ildefonse (1997) 72-
117, Grintser (2002) and Swiggers & Wouters (2002).

3 For the fragments on the theory of the Stoic puépn Adyov, see FDS 536-549. See especially Diogenes
Laertius VII.56-58 (= FDS 536). Cf. Schenkeveld (1994) 271-272 and Luhtala (2000) 78-85.

* In Stoic grammar the pecétg was introduced by Antipater (Diogenes Laertius VIL.57), but
Aristarchus used the term already before that time. See Matthaios (1999) 553: ‘Diese Entwicklung
impliziert die Annahme, Antipater habe unter dem EinfluB der Ansichten der Alexandriner die
Selbstiandigkeit des Adverbs auch fiir das stoische Redeteilsystem angenommen und zu dessen
Bezeichnung den von den Alexandrinern gepriigten Terminus pecdtng iibernommen.’

3% Diogenes Laertius VII.58. See also section 5.3.6.

37 Unlike the grammarians, who equated Aé€ic with ‘word’, the Stoics used the term AéE (‘articulated
sound’) only in the singular.

38 Diogenes Laertius VII.56-57. Cf. Sluiter (1990) 23 and Luhtala (2000) 72-73.

3% See FDS 539-541. The term otouxeio Adyov also appears in the title of a work by the Peripatetic
philosopher Theophrastus: ITept 1@v t0D Adyov otoryeiov (fr. 683 Fortenbaugh). It has been suggested
that this title refers to the first part of Theophrastus’ Tlepi Aé€ewg, but Schenkeveld (1998a) 69-79 has
argued that it is the title of a logical work. See section 3.3.1.
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purpose. Matthaios has shown that Aristarchus (216-144 BC) distinguished the names
of eight word classes, namely Gvouo (‘noun’), prino (‘verb’), uetoyn (‘participle’),
GpBpov (‘article’), dvtovopio (‘pronoun’), pecdtng (‘adverb’), oOvdeouog
(‘conjunction’) and mpd@eoic (‘preposition’).*” Aristarchus and his Alexandrian
colleagues used these word classes and their accidentia for the explanation and textual
criticism of Homer. For example, Aristarchus observed that in a certain verse Homer
used a passive instead of an active verb form (rafnticdv dvtl évepymricod), or that
he used the word to0g not as an &pBpov (article), but instead of an dvtwvuuio
(pronoun).*' Aristarchus seems to have refined the terminological system of his
Alexandrian predecessors, who already made some important distinctions: Apollonius
Dyscolus reports that Aristophanes of Byzantium used the term npdBecig
(‘preposition’), and that Aristarchus’ older contemporary Comanus knew the pronoun,
which he called dvtovouaocio (see section 3.6.3).*> Aristarchus’ most important
contributions may have been the distinction of the adverb and the participle as
separate word classes, for the terms uecdtng and uetoyn are not used in this sense in
earlier extant texts.* For our reconstruction of the history of the word class system
after Aristarchus, it is important that we pay attention to two important facts. First,
Aristarchus did not use the term érnippnuo, which was the normal term for ‘adverb’ in
later times.** Second, he presumably did not use the expression T uépn 100 Adyov to
designate dvopa, pfipa, etc.” Unlike the philosophers, Aristarchus was not interested

in ‘parts of Adyog’, but in ‘word classes’ (types of words).*¢

% See Matthaios (1999). Matthaios concludes that careful analysis of the fragments of Aristarchus
confirms the testimony of Quintilian (/nst. orat. 1.4.20; see section 4.2.3), who states that Aristarchus
knew eight partes orationis. On Aristarchus and his philological work, see Pfeiffer (1968) 210-233.

1 Aristarchus, fr. 57 Matthaios (Sch. Hom., Iliad 3.306-310): see Matthaios (1999) 312-318;
Aristarchus, fr. 100a Matthaios (Sch. Hom., Iliad 10.322): see Matthaios (1999) 437-438. On
Aristarchus’ use of the word classes in his philological work, see Ax (1982), Schenkeveld (1994) 273-
278, Ax (19967) 282-288, and especially Matthaios (1999).

2 For Aristophanes’ use of the npdBeoic, see Apollonius Dyscolus, Synt. IV.11. Cf. Callanan (1987)
28ff., Schenkeveld (1994) 275, Lallot (1997 1I) 286-287 and Matthaios (1999) 588, 608 and 613. For
Comanus on the dvtovouacio see Apollonius Dyscolus, Pron., G.G. 11 1, 4,18.

# For petoyn, see Aristarchus fr. 92a Matthaios. For pesétng, see Matthaios (1999) 520ff.

* See Matthaios (1999) 548-563.

* The term pépn Adyov is not found in the fragments of Aristarchus and Dionysius Thrax: see
Matthaios (1999) 198-200. Aristarchus seems to have used the term Aé€1g when discussing the category
to which a word belongs, and later grammarians still used Aé€ig when they defined particular word
classes. But grammarians did not say that ‘there are eight (or nine) Aé€eig’. Schenkeveld (1994) 279-
280 thinks that the ‘parts’ of the Alexandrians (Aristophanes and Aristarchus) were actually uépn
AéEewmg in the Aristotelian sense; however, it should be emphasised that Aristotle included also other
units than words among the pépn Aé€emc.

4 Cf. Law (2003) 59. Leonard Bloomfield introduced the term ‘word classes’ in 1914.
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In the generation of Aristarchus’ pupil Dionysius Thrax (ca. 170-90 BC), Stoic
influence on the Alexandrian grammarians became stronger.*’ It has been noticed that
where the teachings of Dionysius Thrax (as reported by ancient testimonies) differ
from the theories in the Techné Grammatiké, Dionysius Thrax seems to have adopted
Stoic ideas.”® In particular, Dionysius Thrax is said (1) to have separated Svopo.
(proper noun) and mpoonyopia (appellative), (2) to have called the pronoun &pBpov
dektikov (‘deictic article”), and (3) to have defined the verb as ‘a word that signifies
a predicate’ (pRuo éott AéE1g kartnydpnua onuaivovoa).” All these doctrines can be
explained as resulting from Stoic influence. As Frede and Janko point out, it may have
been Apollodorus of Athens who influenced Dionysius Thrax by introducing to him
the teachings of the Stoic Diogenes of Babylon (2™ century BC).”® Both Apollodorus
and Dionysius Thrax studied with Aristarchus in Alexandria. Apollodorus shared at
least one of the views of Dionysius Thrax: he too called pronouns &pBpo Serktiicd
(see section 3.6.3).”" A second factor that may have contributed to the integration of
philological and Stoic ideas was the so-called secessio doctorum: in 145 BC many
scholars were forced to leave Alexandria and moved to Rhodes, Pergamon, Athens
and (in later times) Rome. As a result, many ideas seem to have been exchanged
between philosophers and philologists who now came into contact with each other at

various Hellenistic centres of learning.”

In the period after Dionysius Thrax, a new discipline must have developed from the
philological work of the Alexandrian scholars, namely that of technical grammar:
scholars now started to write systematic grammatical treatises, including lists of word
classes and their accidentia. One might say that these technical treatises
systematically fixed down the ‘Grammatik im Kopf® that Aristarchus and Dionysius
Thrax used for their philological explanations. We do not know who wrote the first
treatise of technical grammar, but I have already mentioned (in section 1.4) that
Asclepiades of Myrlea (who came from Alexandria to Rome in the first century BC)
wrote a treatise ITept ypoppoatikiic (On Grammar), which Sextus Empiricus used as a

. . . . . . . . 53
source for his refutations of grammatical theories in his Against the Grammarians.

*" A very instructive history of the word class theory in the period after Aristarchus is found in
Matthaios (2002) 191-213. For the fragments of Dionysius Thrax, see Linke (1977) and for a
reconstruction of his ‘Precepts’ (ITapoyyéAuota), see Schenkeveld (1998°b) and Di Benedetto (2000).
*¥ See Frede (1987b) 358-359 and Janko (1995) 215.

% The ancient testimonies are the following: Sch. D. Thrax, G.G. I 3, 124,7-14; Sch. D. Thrax, G.G. 1
3, 160,24-161,8; Apollonius Dyscolus, Pron., G.G. 11 1, 5,13-19. See my discussion in section 3.6.3.

%% Frede (1987b) 358-359; Janko (1995) 215. Diogenes of Babylon, who wrote a téxvn nept wviic, is
mentioned several times in the account of Diogenes Laertius (VII.55-58 etc.). On Apollodorus, see
Pfeiffer (1968) 252-266.

> Apollonius Dyscolus, Pron., G.G. 11 1, 5,18-19.

32 See Matthaios (2002) 191-192.

33 On Asclepiades, see section 1.4 and the literature mentioned there.
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We have also seen that Tyrannion, who lived in Rome from 67 BC onwards, wrote a
treatise ITepl peplopod @V 100 Adyov pepdv (On the Classification of the Parts of
Speech).”* In this work, Tyrannion may have discussed the number and order of the
word classes, and presumably he also dealt with the assignment of words to their
proper word class, the procedure for which Apollonius Dyscolus uses the word
uepiopdc.” The title of this work on the parts of speech makes Tyrannion the first
grammarian of whom we know that he used the expression to ugpm tod Adyov, which
is until this time only attested in philosophical writings.’® The introduction of the
originally philosophical expression T puépn 1o Adyov in philology and technical
grammar is another example of Stoic influence on Alexandrian scholars. For Aristotle
and the Stoics, this term referred, as we have seen, to the components of Adyog, but
for the grammarians it now came to designate the types of words (word classes) that
they distinguished.”” From now on, pépoc Adyov seems to be the standard term for
word class, but the term popiov was used as well: in the grammatical papyri, the
works of Apollonius Dyscolus and the Techné grammatiké, both uépog Adyov and
uéprov are used in the sense of word class.”® Finally, the distinction between AéEig
and Adyog developed into one between ‘word’ and ‘sentence’: this is a relatively late
application of these terms, which we find in Apollonius Dyscolus and in the Techné

Grammatiké, where A¢€1¢ is defined as ‘the smallest part of the constructed sentence
5 59

(Moyog)’.

>* Haas (1977) has collected the fragments of the two grammarians named Tyrannion (Diocles, the
younger Tyrannion, probably took over the name of his teacher Tyrannion). Pfeiffer (1968) 272-274
offers a general discussion of the scholarly work of Asclepiades and Tyrannion. For Tyrannion’s life
and works, see section 1.4 and the literature mentioned there.

> On the content of Tyrannion’s treatise, see Wendel (1943) 1815. The titles ITepi pepropod and Iept
TV pep®v o Adyov (Tyrannion fr. 55-56 Haas), both mentioned in Suda, have been identified as one
treatise that would have carried the title TTepi pepiopod t@v tod Adyov puepdv, which was also the title of
one of the works of Apollonius Dyscolus. Cf. Wendel (1943) 1815: ‘Gewill betont Lehrs (...) mit
Recht, daB3 pepiopde die Aufteilung der Sprache auf die Wortklassen bedeutet, so da} deren Zahl und
wechselseitiges Verhiltnis sowie die Unterbringung von Wortern zweifelhafter Zugehorigkeit in
derartigen Schriften vorwiegend erortert werden mubBite (...), aber das Ergebnis solcher Untersuchungen
war doch eben die Feststellung und Abgrenzung der uépn 100 Adyov, so daB die Titel ITepi pepronod
und Iept tdv pepdv tod Adyov durchaus verschiedene Kiirzungen des gleichen Volltitels darstellen
konnen.” On Apollonius’ use of pepioude, see Sluiter (1990) 106-139.

% If Blank (1998) is right that Asclepiades of Myrlea was, via an intermediate Epicurean text, the main
source of Sextus’ Against the Grammarians, we may assume that Asclepiades also used the term ¢
uépn 100 Adyov, since the discussion in Adv. Math. 1.131-158 (esp. 132-141) presupposes a grammarian
who used that term.

> Matthaios (1999) translates pépog Adyov with ‘Redeteil’ when dealing with Aristotle or Stoics, but
with ‘Wortart’ when dealing with the grammarians: see Matthaios (1999) 200.

%% The term pépog Adyov is found in Apollonius Dyscolus, e.g. Synt. 1.14-29 etc., [D. Thrax], G.G. 1 1,
22,4-23.3, and in the following papyri: P. Yale I 25 (nr. 1 Wouters), P. Lond. Lit. 182 (nr. 2 Wouters),
P. Heid. 1 197 (nr. 6 Wouters), and P. Heid. 1 198 (nr. 12 Wouters). For udpiov, see e.g. Apollonius
Dyscolus Synt. 1.19 (where 10 pudpiov refers to the word class pronoun) and Synz. 1.22 (where 10 pépiov
refers to the word class participle).

% [D. Thrax], G.G. 1 1, 22,4: Mé€ic éomi puépog dygiotov 1od kord ovvtav Adyov. Cf. Lallot (1992)
128-129.
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Not only Tyrannion’s adoption of the expression té& pépn tov Adyov, but also his
treatment of the different word classes betrays Stoic influence.”® For example, he does
not seem to have distinguished the participle as a separate word class, but as a subtype
of the noun.®' The integration of Alexandrian and Stoic ideas that characterises the
grammatical views of Dionysius Thrax and Tyrannion is mirrored in some
grammatical papyri from later times. In these texts, the originally Stoic distinction of
ovouo and Tpoonyopla (proper noun and appellative) is incorporated in a list of word
classes: this results in a system of nine word classes (with proper noun and appellative
noun as two separate classes), which we find in two papyri in the collection of

62
Wouters.

We recall that for most word classes, Aristarchus already used the names that were to
become the traditional ones, but that he called the adverb pecotng, not énippnuo. The
term émippnuoe (in the sense of adverb) seems to have been introduced in the first
century BC: it first appears in the fragments of Tryphon (active in the Augustan
period), namely in the title of his work ITeptl énippnudtwv (‘On Adverbs’), and, in
roughly the same period, in the rhetorical works of Dionysius of Halicarnassus (see

section 3.6.5).%

While philologists in Alexandria were explaining and commenting on the Homeric
texts, another group of Hellenistic scholars, known as xpitixot, was engaged in a
heated debate on the criteria of good poetry (see section 1.5). We know these critics
from Philodemus’ On Poems. One of the surviving fragments of this work, which
Janko has assigned to the critic Pausimachus of Miletus (cited by Philodemus via
Crates), mentions Ovouo, phuc, covdecpog, and a word that must be restored as
npdBecic.®* For our purposes this fragment is important because the interests of the
kritikoi are similar to those of Dionysius of Halicarnassus. The way in which the

‘parts of speech’ (we do not know what they called them) are used in this context

5 On Stoic influence on Tyrannion’s treatment of the parts of speech, see Matthaios (2002) 193-195.

% Tyrannion fr. 56 Haas. See Matthaios (2002) 194.

2P, Yale 125 (nr. 1 Wouters) and P. Heid. I 198 (nr. 12 Wouters) (see also section 3.6.6).

53 Tryphon, fr. 65 Von Velsen (= Apollonius Dyscolus, Adv., G.G. 11 1, 146,15-23). See also Tryphon,
fr. 66-77 Von Velsen. Cf. Matthaios (1999) 559-560. For Dionysius’ use of the adverbs, see also
section 5.3.4.

6 Janko (2000) 282-283 (P. Herc. 994 fr. 19,4-5). Note that Janko reads mp[olféceic] because
nplolonyoptag] would exceed the space of the lacuna. If Janko’s reconstruction is correct, the fragment
would confirm the belief, based on Apollonius Dyscolus’ reference to Aristophanes of Byzantium, that
the npdBeoig (preposition) was already distinguished in the period before Aristarchus. Apollonius
(Synt. IV.11) suggests that Aristophanes of Byzantium already knew the npdBecic (see above). In an
earlier publication, Janko (1995) 228 assigned the fragment from Philodemus to Aristarchus’ older
contemporary Crates of Mallos, but more recently (Janko [2000] 186-187) he has identified this critic
as Pausimachus of Miletus, who, according to Janko’s reconstruction, is quoted by Crates of Mallos.
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seems to correspond to the way in which Dionysius of Halicarnassus employs them in
some passages of De compositione verborum (see below, section 4.3.1). Like
Dionysius, the kritikoi seem to have used the doctrine of the parts of speech in their
discussion of cOvBeocig (composition), in particular by arguing that the modification
of the parts of speech (by adding and removing letters) can lead to a more euphonious
composition.”® The fragmentary state of Philodemus’ On Poems and the lack of other
evidence make it impossible to judge the exact connections between the kritikoi and
Dionysius, but it is not unlikely that Dionysius’ use of the parts of speech was

influenced by these Hellenistic critics (see section 4.3.1).

Dionysius’ contemporary colleague Caecilius of Caleacte, critic and rhetorician, also
seems to have used the grammatical theory of the parts of speech in his rhetorical
teaching (see also section 1.5). Only a few fragments of his works have come down to
us, but they show us that, in his work On Figures, Caecilius dealt with at least
ovouorta and pruoto and discussed figures that made particular use of the accidentia,
in particular mtwoelg (cases), dp1Budg (number), mpdécwro (persons) and ypdvor
(tenses).® In as far as the fragments allow us to draw conclusions, Caecilius’ use of
the parts of speech in rhetorical theory resembles that of Dionysius of Halicarnassus
(section 4.4.2).

This overview of the various traditions of philosophers, philological and technical
grammarians, poetical critics and rhetoricians, all of which played their own role in
the history of the analysis of Adyoc and AéEig into uépm, be it as ‘parts of the
expression’, ‘parts of speech’, ‘parts of the phrase’, or ‘word classes’, serves as a
background to Dionysius of Halicarnassus’ use of the popio Adyov and uopio
Aé€ewg. Before we turn to a discussion of Dionysius’ use of these ‘parts of speech’,
we should consider his possible connections to the different traditions listed above, so
that our analysis will enable us to establish Dionysius’ place in the history of the

theory of the parts of speech.
3.3. Dionysius’ knowledge of earlier and contemporary theories
Dionysius uses the theory of the parts of speech only in four of his treatises, namely

Dem., Comp., Thuc. and Amm. 11, all of which are works belonging to the middle or

late periods in the division of Dionysius’ works (see section 1.3). Although we should

55 It may well be that the concept of the “parts’ of the kritikoi was similar to that of Dionysius, namely
‘word classes’ as well as ‘parts of the phrase’ (words as building blocks of composition): see section
3.4.

5 Caecilius of Caleacte fr. 73 and 75 Ofenloch.
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not exclude the possibility that it was because of the character of his earlier works
(Lys., Isoc., Is.) that Dionysius did not use grammatical theories there, I think that
Schenkeveld has rightly argued that Dionysius obtained his knowledge about
grammatical theories when he had been in Rome for some time.*’ In this section, I
will discuss the connections between Dionysius and the scholars of various disciplines
that dealt in some way with a theory of the parts of speech. This discussion will
consist of two parts. First, I will discuss those philosophers, philologists and critics of
earlier periods with whose ideas we know Dionysius must have been acquainted,
since he refers to their works (section 3.3.1). Second, I will list a number of
contemporary grammarians with whose views on the parts of speech Dionysius may
have become familiar in Rome, where many intellectuals came together in the first
century BC (section 3.3.2).°® Finally, I will briefly discuss the passages where
Dionysius describes how one learns to read and write: Dionysius’ discussion shows
that the word classes were part of the grammatical curriculum of his time (section
3.3.3).

Because Dionysius does not mention the names of contemporary scholars, we can
never be certain about his connections with them, but we should definitely allow for
the possibility that he knew their ideas on language. This is not to say that this study
will engage in Quellenforschung here: it will not be my purpose to assign each of
Dionysius’ ideas to one particular philosopher or grammarian. Instead, I will explore
the intellectual context in which Dionysius was working, so that we may better
understand how Dionysius’ use of the popio. Adyov is related to the various theories
that existed in his time. As I have argued above (section 1.3), Dionysius’ participation
in the network of intellectuals at Rome is fundamental to our understanding of his
works. In this light, it is not useful to point to specific sources of his ideas, but more
so to reconstruct the collective set of ideas that circulated in this network, and the

discourse in which these ideas were expressed and exchanged.

Only in a few cases will I point to a specific text as the possible source of Dionysius’
views: I will only do so when there are strong reasons to believe that a certain passage
should be traced back to an earlier treatment, for instance because Dionysius’
terminology in that passage differs from the terminology in the rest of his work, or
because the views that are expressed in that passage seem to be typical of a particular
school or discipline: the history of the theory of the parts of speech (Comp. 2) may be

a case in point (see section 4.2.3). Here, Dionysius tells us that ‘some’ (tiveg) call the

57 Schenkeveld (1983) 69.
5 For the intellectual life in Augustan Rome, see section 1.4 and the literature mentioned there.
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parts of speech otoiyelo. Quintilian offers a history of the parts of speech that closely
resembles Dionysius’ account (see section 4.2.3), and Blank has argued that much of
Quintilian’s grammatical theory is based on Asclepiades of Myrlea.”” We can imagine
that a technical grammatical treatise started with a historical overview of the
development of the parts of speech from Aristotle onwards, so in this case we might
indeed think of Asclepiades’ On Grammar (or another grammatical work) as the
source of Dionysius’ account.”’ Another case is Dionysius’ Second Letter to Ammaeus
(see section 4.4), which partly seems to be based on a philological commentary on
Thucydides. In general, however, I will refrain from tracing his ideas back to specific
sources: it is more useful to illustrate the ways in which Dionysius reflects the

discourse of his time.
3.3.1. Dionysius’ knowledge of earlier views on the parts of speech

Dionysius knew the views of several thinkers of the four traditions that we have
discussed in section 3.2: those of the Peripatetic philosophers, the Stoic philosophers,
the Alexandrian philologists and the Hellenistic kritikoi. He mentions representatives
of the first three groups, while his connection to the kritikoi seems to be clear from the
similarity between their and his views on euphony. Did Dionysius also know how the

parts of speech were treated in these different traditions?

In section 1.5, we have observed that Dionysius knew both Aristotle’s Rhetoric and
Theophrastus’ On Style. Above, 1 have pointed out that, in the Rhetoric, Aristotle
distinguished only two pépn Adyov, namely dvopo and pripe.”' He did mention
ovvdeopot in the same treatise, however, and this could explain why Dionysius, in his
history of the theory of the parts of speech (see section 4.2.1), tells us that Aristotle
(and Theodectes) considered ovopota, pnuoate and cvvdespor the primary parts of
speech.” Janko’s suggestion that Dionysius is here quoting an Aristotelian dialogue in
which Theodectes appeared seems unnecessary, for we can imagine that Dionysius is
referring to the third book of Aristotle’s Rhetoric and to a similar work on style by
Aristotle’s pupil Theodectes.”” In any case, there is a reasonable chance that
Dionysius’ history of the theory of the parts of speech in Comp. 2 depends on a

grammatical source (Asclepiades’ On Grammar has been suggested), and,

% Blank (1998) xlv-x1vi.

0 See also De Jonge (2005a) 14 n. 19.

"! Aristotle, Rh. 1404b26-27.

72 Comp. 2.6,20-7,2. The cOvdecuor are mentioned in Aristotle, Rh. 1407a21; 1407b12; 1407b39;
1413b33.

7 Janko (2000) 186-187. Frede (1987a) 317 thinks that the information on Theodectes can only derive
from ‘Theodectes’ remarks on diction in one of his rhetorical writings’.
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consequently, that the observations on the number of parts of speech distinguished by
Aristotle and later thinkers are not necessarily based on Dionysius’ own
investigations.’* Dionysius presumably did not know Aristotle’s Poetics, but there is a
chance that the Aristotelian difference between pépn Adyov (parts of the assertion,
namely ovouo and pAuc) and pépn Aé€ewg (parts of expression, namely ctotyelov,
cvAlafn, covdeouoc, Svoua, pAuc, &pbpov, ttdoig and Adyoc) was known to him
from the works of Aristotle’s succesor Theophrastus.”” Simplicius tells us that
Theophrastus, in his work On the Elements of Speech (Ilept tdv 100 AdyoL
otolyelwv) inquired ‘whether just the noun and verb are elements of speech (tod
Adyov otoyela), or also &pBpa and cOvdeouot and certain others — these too are
parts of expression (Aé€ewg uépn), but noun and verb are parts of speech (Adyov) —
(..)."° The latter words indicate that Theophrastus preserved the Aristotelian
distinction between Adyog and Aeig and their respective pépn. Now, it has been
suggested that On the Elements of Speech is another title of Theophrastus’ book On
Style (Tlept AéEgwc), or perhaps a name of the first part of that work.”” If this were
true, it would mean that Dionysius could have taken notice of the Peripatetic
distinction between Adyog and AéEig from Theophrastus’ On Style, a work that he
used extensively. However, Schenkeveld has argued that Simplicius’ passage
mentioned above does not refer to Theophrastus’ On Style, but rather to a logical
treatise by the same author.”® Therefore, we do not know whether Theophrastus
mentioned the parts of expression (either in connection with the parts of the assertion
or not) in his work On Style, nor do we know whether Dionysius was acquainted with
the difference between Aristotle’s pépn Adyov and pépn AéEews.” Dionysius himself

does not distinguish between parts of the assertion and parts of the expression: as we

™ See Kroll (1907) 91-92, Blank (1998) xlv-x1vi, and my section 4.2.3.

7 Dionysius seems to be ignorant of the Poetics: in Comp. 2, he states that Aristotle only distinguished
&voua, pfina and cOvdecpog as parts of speech, but in Poetics 20.1456b38-1457a10 the &pBpov is
mentioned. Cf. Fortenbaugh (2005) 249.

7% Simplicius, In Cat. 8.10,20-11,2 (= Theophrastus fr. 683 Fortenbaugh): év 1@ Iept 1@v T0d Adyov
ctoxelov & te Oedppootog Gvakivel (...) otov mdtepov Gvopo kol pipe 10D Adyov cTotyeia 1 kol
&pBpa kol sOvdespor ko dALo Tivd (MéEeag 8¢ kol todto pépn, Adyou 8¢ Svopa kol Ppa) ..

" See Theophrastus fr. 666 (titles of books) 17a (On Style) and b (On the Elements of Speech) and
Fortenbaugh’s comments there. On the possible identification of On the Elements of Speech with (a
part of) On Style, see also Frede (1987a) 317.

" Schenkeveld (1998a) 69-79. In his commentary, Fortenbaugh (2005) 244-245 agrees with
Schenkeveld: he now recommends placing fr. 683 before fr. 78 (Ammonius, On Aristotle’s De
Interpretatione 4.17al), which seems to be based on the same logical treatise by Theophrastus.

7 P. Hib. 183 (Theophrastus fr. 683 appendix 8 Fortenbaugh) seems to mention ‘eight parts of the
expression’, but Fortenbaugh (2005) 250-254 is not convinced that this text should be attributed to
Theophrastus. P. Hamb. 128 (Theophrastus fr. 683 appendix 9 Fortenbaugh) contains a discussion of
types of words, where ‘nouns and verbs combined’ (dvoudtov 7| pnudtmv cuvBétmv) are mentioned.
But Schenkeveld (1993) disagrees with Snell’s attribution of the text to Theophrastus’ On Style.
Fortenbaugh (2005) 254-266 (see esp. 265-266) hesitates.
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will see, he uses both uopia (or pépn) Adyov and popio (or puépn) Aé€eme, but without
adopting the Peripatetic (or the Stoic) distinction between the two (see section 3.5).

In Comp. 4, Dionysius tells us that he has read two treatises of the Stoic philosopher
Chrysippus with the title ITept tfig cuvta&eng TOV T00 Adyov uepdv, On the Syntax
of the Parts of Speech, which did not adopt a rhetorical but a dialectical approach (see
also sections 1.5 and 5.3.1).*° They dealt with ‘the composition (cOvtaic) of true and
false propositions, possible and impossible ones, propositions that are contingent,
changing their truth value, ambiguous ones and others of such a kind’.*' Dionysius
emphasises that Chrysippus’ books were not useful to civil oratory, ‘at least as far as
the attractiveness and beauty of style (Wdovnyv kol kaAlog epunvetag), which should
be the aims of composition, are concerned’.®” Just before mentioning the title of
Chrysippus’ treatise, Dionysius also refers more generally to Stoic téyvon Lrep Thg
ouvtdEemg TV TV Adyov poplov, ‘handbooks on the syntax of the parts of speech’,
which were very disappointing to him, because the writers who claimed to write on
the syntax of the parts of speech, and Chrysippus in particular, turned out to be the
worst examples of stylistic writing themselves:* ‘they never even dreamt what it is
that makes composition attractive and beautiful.”®* Although Dionysius objects so
strongly both to Chrysippus’ own stylistic composition and to his logical approach to
the grouping of the parts of speech, we should not exclude the possibility that the
rhetorician’s use of the popioe Adyovu reflects to a certain extent his reading of these

Stoic texts.* This seems to be true at least for the experiment concerning natural word

% Comp. 4.22,12-17. The title does not entirely correspond to the titles of Chrysippus’ works that we
know from Diogenes Laertius VII.192: ITepi 1fic cvvtdEenc kol otoryeimv tdv Aeyouévaov and Ilepi thg
cvvtaeng Tov Aeyopévav. On Chrysippus’ treatises mentioned by Dionysius and Diogenes Laertius,
see Barwick (1957) 21, Frede (1987a) 324-325, Atherton (1993) 142 n. 7 and Van Ophuijsen (2003) 81
and 93.

81 Comp. 4.22,14-17: vngp dEroudtov ovvidEeng GAnBdY e kol yevddv kol Suvordv kol Gduvétov
gvdeyouévov te kol petomntoviay kol AueBorov kol GALOV TIV@Y T0100ToTpOTMV.

82 Comp. 4.22,18-23,1: 00deuiov oit’ dpéderoy obte xpelow toig moArtikoic Adyorg supBotlopévo eig
YoV iSoviv kol kdAAog epumvelog, v Sel otoxdlesBor Ty ovvBestv.

8 Comp. 4.21,10-18: émdypn 8¢ texqunpio xphoosBor 10d Adyov Xpuoinmg 1@ Ztoikd (teportépo yip
ok &v TpoPainv)- To0ToL Yop 00T Guetvov 0bdeLg oG dtodektikag Téxvog NkpiPwoev obte dpuovig
xetpovt cvvtoyBéviag EEfveyke Adyovg t@dv yodv Ovduatog kol S0Enc dEiwbéviev. kaitol
onovddlecBod yé Tiveg npocenonoay odtdy kol mepl TodTo 1O Hépog G Gvarykaiov Ov Td Adym kol
éyvag v¢ Tivag Eypayov brep Thg ovvtdéeng TV Tod Adyov popiov. ‘It is sufficient to point to
Chrysippus the Stoic as proof of my statement [that those who claim to be philosophers and publish
handbooks on logic are inept in the arrangement of their words], for beyond that I refuse to go. Of
writers who have been judged worthy of renown or distinction, none has written treatises on logic with
more precision, and none has published discourses that are worse specimens of composition. And yet
some of those writers claimed to make a serious study of this department also, as being indispensable to
good writing, and even wrote handbooks on the syntax of the parts of speech.’ In this passage, I follow
the text of Aujac & Lebel (1981). Usener reads npofaiev instead of npoPainv (MSS).

8 Comp. 4.22,2-3: 008 Svap e1dov, Tl 70T’ £0T1 10 TOL0DY Hdelay kol koAv T oVvBeotv.

% While the Stoic treatises dealt with cOvtaic, Dionysius himself is interested in the cOvBeotc of the
parts of speech. Sextus Empiricus, Adv. Math. 1X.8 tells us that according to technical authors
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order (Comp. 5), which immediately follows the remarks on Chrysippus’ works (see
section 5.3). Dionysius abandons that experiment with the logical ordering of the parts
of speech (nouns precede verbs, verbs precede adverbs, etc.) for the reason that in
many cases the logical rules do not lead to a composition that is pleasing (ndgla) and
beautiful (kaA):*® this was, as we have seen, exactly the objection that he had uttered
to Chrysippus’ work and to the logical handbooks in general. I will argue that
Dionysius’ discussion of natural word order is indeed based on the Stoic theory of the
parts of speech, although I do not think that Chrysippus himself was as interested in
pleasing and beautiful word order as Dionysius was: we should rather believe that
Dionysius borrowed Stoic theories on the hierachy of the parts of speech, which he
himself applied to the art of composition.®” Stoic ideas also play a role in other parts
of his work, and Schenkeveld has rightly drawn attention to the Stoic terminology that
Dionysius uses in his grammatical observations.® It will turn out that many aspects of
Dionysius’ use of the parts of speech can indeed be considered Stoic. This does not
imply, however, that Dionysius borrowed all such theories from Chrysippus or
another Stoic source. Since Stoic thought influenced many grammarians of the second
and first centuries BC, Dionysius’ Stoic terminology may also have resulted from his
use of grammatical, rather than philosophical treatises.®® Stoic terminology was part

of the intellectual discourse of the time.

We can be quite certain, then, that Dionysius was acquainted with Stoic views on the
uépn Adyov. Although he is less explicit about his knowledge of the achievements of
Alexandrian philologists in this field, we may assume that he was acquinted with their
views. When Dionysius refers to Aristophanes of Byzantium, he only mentions the

fact that the Alexandrian scholar ‘or any other metrician’ divided poems into metrical

(teyxvoypdpot), who may be identified as Stoics, ‘a definition differs from a universal statement only in
ocvvtagig, but it is the same in “semantic potential” (§0vopig).” The translation is by Van Ophuijsen
(2003). Sextus Empiricus gives an example that suggests that, for the Stoics, cOvta&ig has nothing to
do with the order of words, but with the logical combining (by the use of conjunctions) of propositions.
See Van Ophuijsen (2003) 82-84.

8 Comp. 5.26,17-20.

8 Kroll (1907) 91 has suggested that Dionysius’ experiment concerning natural word order, including
its examples, is borrowed from Chrysippus. See also Jensen (1923) 149. Barwick (1957) 21 also thinks
that the Stoic téyvon themselves treated the order of the parts of speech in a sentence, and so does
Frede (1987a) 324-325. It is, however, also possible that the Stoics discussed the natural hierarchy of
the parts of speech without implying that the pépn Adyov should be placed in a sentence according to
that order: in that case, Dionysius (Comp. 5) would have gone one step further than the Stoics
themselves. See section 5.3.7.

88 Schenkeveld (1983).

% Matthaios (2002) 191-213 discusses Stoic influence on technical grammarians in the period between
Aristarchus and Apollonius. The Stoic Crates of Mallos, who came to Rome in 168 BC, played an
important role in the development of Roman grammatical ideas: see Taylor (2000) 455 and Matthaios
(2002) 201.
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cola.”® Dionysius nowhere mentions Aristarchus or Dionysius Thrax. However, in his
discussion of the style of Thucydides, he remarks that nobody could understand the
historian without the use of a ‘linguistic interpretation” (¢€nmoemg ypoupotikic) (see
section 4.4).”' The term éEAmoic does not necessarily imply a commentary
(Lrouvijue), but the similarity between Dionysius’ notes on Thucydides in the Second
Letter to Ammaeus and the comments in the scholia on Thucydides indeed suggests
that Dionysius made use of a philological commentary. Such a commentary may have
originated in Alexandrian scholarship. If Pfeiffer correctly assumes that Aristarchus
wrote the first commentary on Thucydides, then we may believe that Dionysius used
that work.” In any case, Dionysius’ analysis of Thucydides’ use of the parts of speech
resembles the kind of remarks that we know from Aristarchus’ work on Homer. For
example, Dionysius points out that a noun is used instead of a verb (or vice versa), or
that a single pronoun is combined with a plural verb. I will discuss the relation
between Dionysius and Alexandrian scholarship in more detail in section 4.4.2.
Dionysius does not refer to the kritikoi whom we know from Philodemus’ On Poems.
Nevertheless, in the discussion of Dionysius’ theory of petackevn (Comp. 6), we will
see that the way in which the theory of the parts of speech is used in that passage is
related to the views of the kritikoi (section 4.3.1).

3.3.2. Dionysius’ knowledge of contemporary views on the parts of speech

Having considered Dionysius’ connections to the earlier thinkers who wrote about the
parts of speech in different contexts, we should now focus on the grammarians of the
first century BC, whose views Dionysius may have learned during his stay in Rome.
Dionysius may have known Tyrannion’s Iepl uepiopod t@v tob Adyov pepdv (On
the Classification of the Parts of Speech) (see section 1.4). He also may have known
the commentary on this work, the "EEnymoic 100 Tvpavvievog peplopod, written by
the younger Tyrannion or Diocles. Particularly relevant for our purposes is the work
of Asclepiades of Myrlea, ITept ypoppotixiic (On Grammar). It has been argued that
the structure of Asclepiades’ book is reflected in Sextus Empiricus’ Against the
Grammarians. According to David Blank, Sextus Empiricus made use of an
Epicurean source that attacked Asclepiades’ treatise. In On Grammar, Asclepiades

also included a discussion of the parts of speech, which was probably the basis for

% Comp. 22.102,2: "Aprotopdvng { 1dv EAAv Tic petpikdy. Comp. 26.140,19: "Aptotopdvng ) LG
115). Dionysius himself is not interested in Aristophanes’ division into metrical clauses, but only in the
division of a poem into rhetorical clauses, i.e. grammatical unities that contain a complete thought. On
Dionysius’ concept of colon, see Viljamaa (2003), who compares the colon to the intonation unit of
modern text analysis.

*' Thue. 51.410,15-17.

92 See Pfeiffer (1968) 225. See further section 4.4.2.
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Sextus’ attacks on that theory in Adv. Math. 1.131-158. Blank has suggested that
Asclepiades’ grammatical theories have influenced both Dionysius of Halicarnassus
and Quintilian (Inst. orat. 1.4-8).”> He even goes so far as to state that not only Sextus
Empiricus and Quintilian, but also Dionysius of Halicarnassus closely follow
Asclepiades’ exposition of grammatical doctrines:’* Dionysius’ discussion of ‘voice
([Comp.] 14), letters or elements ([Comp.] 14); syllables ([Comp.] 15); words
([Comp.] 15); and logos ([Comp.] 16)’ (thus Blank) in De compositione verborum
would reflect what Asclepiades had written on these topics. Although I do think that
Asclepiades may have influenced Dionysius’ ideas, I do not agree with Blank’s
suggestion that Comp. 14-16 follows the sections of a grammatical treatise. These
chapters are all part of Dionysius’ discussion of ug¢hog, one of the means of
composition, and they contain many observations that originate in musical and
stylistic theory rather than grammar. A grammatical treatise may have been one of the
models (besides a treatise of Aristoxenus) for the discussion of the individual
properties of letters and syllables in Comp. 14-15. But from the end of Comp. 15, the
focus is on such combinations of letters and syllables that aim to portray emotions or
to express the content of a passage in general.”” There is no grammatical discussion of
‘words’ in Comp. 15, nor is there any linguistic treatment of ‘logos’ in Comp. 16,

which deals, in fact, with the selection and formation of imitative words.”®

Especially relevant to this analysis is the grammarian Tryphon, Dionysius’
contemporary in Augustan Rome (see section 1.4). As I have pointed out, it is
possible that Tryphon and Dionysius participated in the same network of intellectuals,
although we do not have any evidence that they knew each other. We have seen that
Tryphon was the author of separate treatises on the parts of speech, namely ITept
&pBpav, Mept mpobécewv, Mept cuvdéonwv, and ITept émppnudrov.’’ I recall the
fact (see section 3.2) that the latter title of Tryphon’s treatise on adverbs and
Dionysius’ rhetorical works are the earliest extant texts in which the term érxippnuo: is

used for the adverb.

Finally, we should briefly consider the possible connections between Dionysius and

the Roman grammarians who were active under the reign of Augustus (see section

% Blank (1998) xIvi and Blank (2000).

% Blank (2000) 410.

% Comp. 15.60,6fF.

% 1 do think that Dionysius’ surveys of grammatical teaching in Dem. 52 and Comp. 25 (letters,
syllables, parts of speech) correspond to the expositions that we find in Sextus Empiricus and
Quintilian. Blank (1998) does not mention this agreement, but I consider these more convincing

parallels than Blank’s reference to Comp. 14-16: see below.
7 See Von Velsen (1853) and Wendel (1939).



100 CHAPTER 3

1.4). Varro enumerated only four parts of speech on a strictly morphological basis,
and in this respect he was an outsider in Hellenistic grammar.”® As far as the theory of
the parts of speech is concerned, his influence on someone like Dionysius was
probably limited. Varro’s views on the parts of speech were not influential: in the
beginning of the first century AD, Remmius Palaemon wrote an ars grammatica in
which he distinguished eight parts of speech, thus following the Alexandrian
grammarians rather than his famous Roman predecessor.” Quintilian’s remarks on
Palaemon (see section 4.2.3) suggest that he was only one of the grammarians who
distinguished eight partes orationis. 1t is possible that earlier Roman grammarians
also listed eight parts of speech, but Suetonius, who is our major source on the
grammatici of the first century BC, does not mention any treatise on the parts of
speech.'” We do not know whether Dionysius’ contemporary Roman colleagues
mentioned by Suetonius (Marcus Verrius Flaccus, Lucius Crassicius, Scribonius
Aphrodisius, Gaius Iulius Hyginus, Gaius Melissus: see section 1.4) wrote on the

parts of speech.
3.3.3. Dionysius on the grammatical school curriculum

Although Dionysius does not mention any of the grammarians listed above (section
3.3.2), there is one strong indication that he was familiar with contemporary theories
on the parts of speech: in two similar passages, Dionysius refers to the curriculum of
grammar schools, in which he tells us that pupils first learn the letters (ypouuoro),
then the syllables (cvAAaPai), then the words (Aé€eic) or parts of speech (tor Tob
Adyov popier) and their accidentia (cvuPePnkota); finally they start to read and
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write. © Barwick has argued that Dionysius’ discussions of the curriculum of

grammar (Comp. 25 and Dem. 52) depend on Stoic sources.'”” He based his

% On Varro’s unconventional treatment of the parts of speech, see Dahlmann (1932), Taylor (1996°a)
338, Taylor (1996b) 18-30, Taylor (2000) and Matthaios (2002) 203-208. Varro distinguished the
following word classes: words with case, words with tense, words with both case and tense and words
with neither.

9 Suetonius, De grammaticis et rhetoribus 23 is silent on Palaemon’s ars, but Quintilian, Inst. orat.
1.4.19-20 and Juvenal 6.451-453 inform us about the work and its reputation. On Palaemon, see Kaster
(1995) 228-242. Barwick’s reconstruction (1922) of Palaemon’s Ars grammatica has been criticised on
various points, particularly on his view that the Stoic (Pergamenic) téyvn nepl pwviic was the starting
point of Roman grammar: see Pinborg (1975) 113-114, Schenkeveld (1990), Baratin (2000) and
Schenkeveld (2004) 22.

190 Kaster (1995) 230 warns against overestimation of Palaemon’s ars. Other works may have been
equally influential despite of Suetonius’ silence. Suetonius focuses on the lives of the grammarians, and
does not intend to mention all their writings.

1 Dem. 52.242,12-243,9 and Comp. 25.134,23-135,12. For the Greek text, see section 3.7. Note that
the three technical stages are termed differently in the two passages: in Dem. 52 they are referred to as
(1) otoelo thig pwviic or ypaupota, (2) cvAlefoi and (3) 10 toD Adyov udpra, while in Comp. 25
they are (1) ypduuota, (2) cvAlofoi and (3) Aé€erc.

192 Barwick (1922) 107-108; Barwick (1957) 47-48.
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conclusion on the assumption that in these passages, Dionysius uses Stoic
terminology when he distinguishes between the Ovouc, tomog and SOvouig of

1% However, even if it is true that these terms are Stoic, we should realise that

letters.
Stoic ideas had influenced both philologists and technical grammarians (e.g.
Dionysius Thrax and Tyrannion) of the second and first century BC (see section 3.2).
Therefore, Stoic terminology cannot be used as evidence for the use of a Stoic source.
Given the importance of grammatical teaching in Augustan Rome and Dionysius’
own career as a teacher of rhetoric, it seems obvious that in a description of
grammatical schoolpractice he would present his own knowledge and experience
rather than relying on Stoic sources. Moreover, he refers to the grammatical
curriculum as ‘something that we all know’ (0 yop Gmovteg Touev), thus implying

1% Now, the nature of the

that his audience recognises his description (see section 3.7).
relationship between the scholarly treatises mentioned earlier and the type of grammar
that was actually taught at grammar schools in Rome is a complex problem.'®> The
few sources, apart from Dionysius, that inform us about the teaching of grammar in
the first century BC seem to indicate that technical grammar was only a small part of
it:'% ‘grammar’ (ypouporikn) was the art of reading and writing, and the
ypoupotikdg or grammaticus taught literature, especially poetry.'”” Most scholars
assume that some parts of fechnical grammar, dealing with letters, word classes,
orthography and eéAAnvicudg, made their entrance in the school curriculum at the end
of the first century BC:'® that is exactly the period in which Dionysius of
Halicarnassus was working in Rome. Therefore, it is plausible that his remarks on the
teaching of letters, syllables and parts of speech (as preparation for reading and
writing) refer to the actual situation that he observed in Rome between 30 and 8§ BC

(see also section 3.7).

19 Comp. 25.135,1-2; Dem. 52.242,16-18.

14 Comp. 25.134,21-22.

195 According to Suetonius, De grammaticis 3, there were more than twenty grammar schools (super
viginti celebres scholae) in Rome. On the teaching of grammar in antiquity, particularly in Rome, see
Bonner (1977), Kaster (1988), Hovdhaugen (1996%), Morgan (1998) and Schenkeveld (2000).

19 Cf. Hovdhaugen (1996°) 384.

97 It should be noted that Cicero, De Oratore 1.187 does not include any theory of word classes under
the parts of ‘grammar’: he only mentions ‘the examination of the poets, the investigation of the stories,
the explanation of words, and the sounds that should be used in pronouncing them.” (Translation May
& Wisse.) As Sextus Empiricus, Adv. Math. 1.252 tells us, Asclepiades of Myrlea divided ypoupotikh
(i.e. ‘science of literature’) into three parts: ‘the expert, the historical and the grammatical’ (teyvixov
ioTopkov ypoupotikév). The ‘expert’ part (texvikdv) dealt with letters, word classes, orthography,
etc., the ‘historical’ part (iotopikdv) with historical and mythical data, and the ‘grammatical part’
(ypopuotikdy) with the interpretation of poets and prose-writers. See also Adv. Math. 1.91-95 and cf.
Blank (1998) 264-266 and Blank (2000) 409.

1% See Schenkeveld (1994) 264 and Hovdhaugen (19967) 389. This assumption is based on several
sources, including Suetonius, Quintilian, the grammatical papyri and Dionysius of Halicarnassus.



102 CHAPTER 3

Schenkeveld thinks that Dionysius’ description ‘looks implausible’, because it implies
that pupils first learn ‘a complete grammar’ before starting to read and write.'”
However, exercises containing (1) alphabets, (2) syllabaries (ov Bav yov dov Cov
etc.) and (3) isolated words are numerous among the grammatical papyri, as well as
exercises with classifications and declensions of nouns and conjugations of verbs.'"
Schenkeveld’s suggestion that the doctrine of the parts of speech was explained at a
later stage, when pupils could already read and write, may sound more convincing;
but I emphasise that Dionysius’ words do not suggest that one learns a ‘complete
grammar’ before starting to read and write, but rather that one digests a (brief) survey
of the parts of speech and their properties. Besides, Dionysius states that his readers
are familiar with his description of the grammatical curriculum. I will come back to
this problem in section 3.7. For now, the most important thing is that Dionysius’
information shows that the theory of the parts of speech had a place in the school

curriculum.

It is possible that in this period grammarians had started to make use of téyvou
(grammatical manuals), although the earliest extant remains of such works in the

11t should be noticed that the curriculum of

papyri date from the first century AD.
grammar as Dionysius describes it (letters, syllables, parts of speech and finally
reading and writing) largely corresponds to the exposition of grammatical doctrines
that we find in Sextus Empiricus and Quintilian, which Blank has traced back to

"2 In my view, the agreement between

Asclepiades’ On Grammar (see section 1.4).
Dionysius’ references to school grammar and the evidence from Sextus and Quintilian
suggests that some technical grammatical schooltreatise was used at the end of the
first century BC, which may have been a téyvn not known to us, or, perhaps, (a

'3 My hypothesis is that Dionysius knew

summary of) Ascepiades’ On Grammar.
(theories from) such a treatise and combined it with ideas found in a number of other
sources, including the Peripatetic and Stoic works by Theophrastus and Chrysippus

mentioned above.

199 Schenkeveld (2000) 433.

"9 See Morgan (1998) 163-164 and 156-158.

" Cf. Wouters (1979) and Morgan (1998) 156. See especially P. Yale I 25 (nr. 1 Wouters), from the
first century AD, in which nine parts of speech are listed.

12 Blank (1998) xlvi and Blank (2000) 410. As I mentioned above, Blank detects the structure of
Asclepiades’ On Grammar (letters, words, logos) in Dionysius, Comp. 14-16. He does not refer to the
passages on grammatical teaching in Dem. 52 and Comp. 25, which are in my view much more
convincing parallels to the expositions known from Sextus Empiricus and Quintilian.

'3 Blank (1998) 110 only briefly refers to Dem. 52, but he does not discuss the correspondence
between Dionysius’ discussions of school grammar and the exposition of grammatical theories in
Sextus Empiricus and Quintilian.



DIONYSIUS ON THE GRAMMATICAL THEORY OF THE PARTS OF SPEECH 103

3.4. The double character of Dionysius’ pépio Adyov

Having considered the intellectual contexts of his grammatical ideas, we can now
focus on the actual theories on the parts of speech that we find in Dionysius’
rhetorical works. As we have seen, the terminological differences between Aristotle,
the Stoics and the grammarians are closely related to their different interests and
approaches. The terminology that we find in the works of Dionysius of Halicarnassus
differs from that of all these groups, which can again partly be explained by the fact
that his analyses have a different purpose, namely that of instruction in rhetorical
theory. Dionysius uses various expressions when referring to the parts of speech,
namely T uépn o Adyov, To uépn thg AéEewe, o uopLa Tod Adyou and To pHoplo
¢ AeEemg (see section 3.4.2). When referring to Dionysius’ ‘parts of speech’ I will
for the sake of convenience use the term puopio. Adyov (or To popree Tod Adyov): this
choice is based on two considerations, namely that popio Adyov and uopio AeEemg
occur in his works more frequently than the other two expressions, and that uopio
Adyov is used in Dionysius’ definition of composition in Comp. 2.''* In this section, I
will examine Dionysius’ concept of the popior Adyov. The next section (3.5) will deal

with the terminology with which he refers to words, word classes and parts of speech.

Dionysius” use of the term popix Adyov combines the point of view of the
grammarians, who listed several ‘categories of words’, with an approach that is closer
to that of Aristotle’s analysis of the ‘components of the A¢€ig’. On the one hand,
Dionysius classifies words as ‘word classes’, a procedure that grammarians called
ueptopdc.'” On the other hand, Dionysius considers the uopio Adyov the primary
building blocks of composition (cOvOecic) (see section 4.3.1). Thus, Dionysius’
uoptoe Adyov are both word classes and parts of the phrase, even if one of the two
aspects can be dominant in a specific context. The double character of the puopio
Adyou is particularly clear in Dionysius’ definition of ‘composition’ (c0vBeo1c) in
Comp. 2, a passage that is extremely important for our understanding of both

Dionysius’ use of the parts of speech and his theory of composition:''®

13 7 b4 14 , e’ TE \ 9 \ ~ 14 , n 14 14 n b4
H o0vOeoic o1t uév, domep kol odtd dnAol Tovvoua, mowd tic Oéoic mop’ GAANA

1@V 10D AOYoL poplov, & On kol 6Toyeld Tveg The Aé€ewg kodoDotv.

‘Composition is, as the name itself indicates, a certain arrangement of the parts of

speech, or the elements of diction, as some call them.’

4 Comp. 2.6,17-19.
> Cf. Schenkeveld (1983) 73-77.
16 Comp. 2.6,17-19. For Dionysius’ definition of composition in its context, see section 4.2.1.
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To 100 Adyov popilor are here presented as the building blocks (otoyeio) of
cvvBeoic: they are literally the ‘parts’ of the structure that they consitute. Therefore, it
would be natural to interpret T& To0 Adyov udpia as ‘parts of the phrase’. However,
Dionysius immediately tells us that various generations of philosophers and
grammarians distinguished different numbers of popio. Adyov, and he lists the items
that they distinguished in different periods: &voupo, PRuc, cOvdeouog, Gpbpov,
npoonyopikdv, dvrovouosio, énippnuo, tpdbecic, petoyn (for a discussion of this
passage, see section 4.2). In the second instance, then, it becomes clear that t¢. T0d
AOyov popuo are also the ‘word classes’ that were distinguished by grammarians.
Dionysius does not distinguish between the concept of the uépn Adyov in Aristotle
and Stoic philosophy on the one hand, and the concept of the word classes of the
philologists and technical grammarians on the other. His own concept of the popio
AOyov has two aspects: they are parts of the phrase and word classes. Unlike the
writers of artes grammaticae, Dionysius is not so much interested in word classes as
such, but rather in words as they are combined in larger structures of language. By
consequence, his concept of uopio. Adyov seems to be broader than that of the pépn
AOyov in the Techné Grammatiké, which focuses on separate words, without paying
much attention to matters of composition or syntax. Dionysius’ concept of the parts of
speech is more similar to that of the syntactician Apollonius Dyscolus, who is, like

Dionysius, concerned with words in their contexts.''’

3.5. Words, word classes, and parts of the phrase: Dionysius’ terminology

Dionysius does not only use the term uopio. Adyov, but he also makes use of other
terms, which can, from various points of view, all refer to ‘words”:'"* pépo. Ae€eng,
uépn Ae€ewg, uépn Adyov, mpdTor pépm, mpdTo uoplo, otoyelo Aé€ewg and

otoxetddn pudpro..'”’ Dionysius also refers to ‘words’ as dvépato and, less often, as

"7 See Lallot (1997 II) 9 n. 9 on Apollonius Dyscolus’ concept of uépog Adyov: ‘La synonymie qui
vient d’étre signalée met en évidence que le syntagme méros (toii) l6gou ne doit pas étre traduit
mécaniquement, chez A[pollonius], par “partie du discours”, expression figée qui évoque pour nous la
catégorie grammaticale dont reléve un mot. Pour A., méros (toii) logou, en plus de ce sens, peut aussi
bien avoir celui de segment d’une phrase particuliere; c’est en raison de cette flexibilité du sens de
I’expression grecque que j’ai pris le parti (...) de la traduire par “partie de (la) phrase”.

18 Cf. Schenkeveld (1983) 70 and Schenkeveld (1998%) 50: “This fact [i.e. Dionysius’ use of a ‘mixture
of expressions for “word classes™] I can only explain by the assumption that an original distinction
between pépn Aé€eng as “parts of the expression” and pépn Adyov “parts of the proposition” was not
taken over by the first Alexandrian scholars.” In grammar, however, the term pépn Adyov is only
attested from Tyrannion onwards: concerning the first Alexandrian scholars we do not know whether
they used this term; neither pépn Adyov nor uépn Aé€eang is found in the fragments of Aristarchus: see
Matthaios (1999) 198-200.

19 Cf. Schenkeveld (1983) 70 and Schenkeveld (1994) 280.
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AéEerc. How does he use all these different expressions?'? Although Svopa, AéELc,
uépoc, uoptov and octotyelov can all refer to a ‘word’, each of these terms seems to

represent a different point of view.

(1) Although in Dionysius’ works, as in the grammatical tradition, the term Gvopo can
refer to the word class ‘noun’, it normally has the general meaning of ‘word’. In
particular, it is used to distinguish ‘words’ from letters and syllables on the one hand,
and clauses, periods and discourse on the other hand.'”' Thus, dvopo is Dionysius’
most general term for ‘word’, and as such it plays the role that Aé€ic plays in the
works of the Alexandrian grammarians.'** The use of Svopo as ‘word’ in general,
which we do find in Plato and Aristotle, is rare in technical grammatical works:'* for
Aristarchus, 6vopa is the word class ‘noun’ (including kbptov dvoua, tpocyopia and
éniBetov), and although there are a few instances where Apollonius Dyscolus uses
Ovouo in the sense of ‘word’, he, too, normally uses it in the specific sense of
‘noun’.'** ‘Demetrius’ and ‘Longinus’, however, frequently use the word Svoua as
‘word’, for instance when speaking of ovoudtov €xAoym (selection of words) or

dvopdrov oovOeoic (composition or ‘putting together’ of words).'*

In this respect
there seems to be a noteworthy difference between the rhetorical and grammatical
traditions. The difference between the terminology of rhetoricians and grammarians
can probably be explained by pointing to the genres in which they were writing. In
rhetoric and literary criticism, the term A&Eig was primarily reserved for ‘style’,
‘diction’, ‘expression’ or ‘passage’. For that reason, the rhetoricians seem to have
selected the term Ovouo. as their standard term for ‘word’, in order to avoid the
confusion that would arise from using A& for too many different items. In
grammatical works, on the other hand, 6voua carried the technical meaning of ‘noun’,
which explains why the grammarians, on their part, preferred A¢€ig as their normal

126
term for ‘word’.

120 Schenkeveld (1983) has listed the various expressions, but he has refrained from analysing the ways
in which they are used. He considers §vopo, Aé€lg and puopiov Adyov equivalents, without paying
attention to their different connotations. See also Schenkeveld (1998%) 50: “(...) in the treatises of
Dionysius of Halicarnassus we come across a mixture of expressions for “word classes”, (...) without
any difference between the terms.’

12 See Comp. 16.63,4-18, where the symmetry between the levels of ypéupata, cviloBod, dvopara
and Adyog is discussed.

122 On the use of Aé€1g in technical grammar, see Lallot (1992) 129.

123 See Schoemann (1862) 3, Lallot (1992) 128 and Matthaios (1999) 201. The term Svouc. (‘name’) is
related to the concept of language as a nomenclature. On Plato’s use of dvopo (‘name’) and phipo
(“attribute’), see De Rijk (1986) 218-225.

124 For Aristarchus’ use of §vopa, see Matthaios (1999) 201-296. For Apollonius’ use of dvopa, see
Lallot (1997 1I) 22 n. 64.

125 See e.g. ‘Demetrius’, Eloc. 49, 50, 92; ‘Longinus’, Subl. 8.1, 30.1,30.2.

126 Apollonius Dyscolus, Synt. 1.18 considers two explanations for the fact that §vouo means both
‘word” and ‘noun’: either 8vouc was originally only used for ‘noun’ and, because of the primacy of
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(2) Besides 6voua, Dionysius also uses Aé€1¢ in the sense of word, but this use is less
frequent.'”” In the cases where Dionysius uses AéEic (and not Svouar) as ‘word’, he
often points to a particular word in the text that he is analysing: in most cases, A£E1¢ is
a word qua concrete and specific form.'*® In purely grammatical contexts, the term
A¢€1c may be preferred to Gvopo for practical reasons. Thus, Dionysius refers to uiowv
A€y elte dvopotikny eite pruatikny (‘a single noun or verb’) when he opposes the
use of one single word to the use of ‘more nouns or verbs’ (TAeloclv OVORAGLY T
pnoow).'?’ In this case, use of the term Svopa for ‘word’ (e.g. Svopa GVOLOTIKOV)
would of course be rather confusing, because in the same passage it already has the

meaning of ‘noun’.

(3) When Dionysius refers to a ‘word” with the term poptov or uépog (Aé€emg or
AOyov), he normally regards it as a word that is a part or constituent of a larger
structure.” This perspective is, of course, particularly relevant in De compositione

. . . 131
verborum, where words are considered the units of which texts are composed.

(4) In Dionysius” works, uépn Aé€ewg, uépn Adyov, popio Aé€eme and popio Adyov
can all refer to words."”> Mdpta, however, is much more frequent in this sense than
uépn: Dionysius refers to words only once as uépn Adyov, and only twice as uepn
Aé€ewe, while puopro Adyov and popio Aé€emg (or simply uodprar) are the standard
expressions:'>* pépo. Adyov is found ten times, pdpio. AéEeme twelve times.'**

this part of speech, it was later used in the sense of ‘word’ in general; or §vopo originally meant ‘word’
and was later introduced as the special term for the ‘first’ in the hierarchy of the parts of speech, i.e.
‘noun’. According to Apollonius, both explanations would confirm the primacy of the ‘noun’ over the
other parts of speech.

127 For AéEeic as ‘words’ in Dionysius, see e.g. Comp. 6.30,11; 9.34,13; 11.41,18; 11.41,19; 11.42,5;
20,91,10;20.92,16; 20.93,7; 25.135 4.

28 E.g. MéEeig (Comp. 6.30,11) in the context of the modification of specific words; g ot AéEeamc
(Comp. 9.34,13) refers to the repeated word kaAelc in Aesch. 3.202, tdv tp1dv AéEewv (Comp. 11.42,5)
refers to Euripides’ olyo olyo Aevkdv. In Comp. 11.41,18-19 (tdg e Aé€erg t01c uéresty Hmotdirtety
a&rot kol 0 T péAn toig Aé€esv) Dionysius does not discuss specific words, but here, too, it is the
form of words that is relevant.

"% Amm. 11 4.425,19-426,1.

130 See Rhys Roberts (1910) 311 on pdpra: “”Words™ simply might serve as a rendering in many cases,
except that it is usually well to preserve Dionysius’ idea of “words in their syntactical relations”,
“words in a sentence”.’

1A similar distinction between AéEi and pépog Aéyov is found in Apollonius Dyscolus. Lallot (1997
I) 9 n. 9 states that in Apollonius Dyscolus, Aé€ic, uépog 100 Adyov and udprov are ‘largement
interchangeables’. There is, however, a difference in connotation, which Lallot himself confirms
elsewhere: see Lallot (1992) 129, where he explains that Aé€ic is Apollonius’ term for a word qua
‘forme individuelle et concréte’, whereas pépog Adyov points to a word as belonging to a word class.

32 The distinction between “particles’ and ‘word classes’ is one of later times, as has been shown by
Schenkeveld (1988).

"33 Dionysius himself uses the term T pépn tod Adyov for words only in Comp. 6.29,13 (1dv GAAov 10D
Adyov uep@dv). In Comp. 4.22,12-13, the expression is part of the title of Chrysippus’ treatises Ilepi Tfig
ovvtEeng TV 10D Adyov pepdv. The epitome of Comp. (17.171,12) substitutes ndv puépog Adyov for
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Dionysius’ preference for uopia instead of pépn can again be explained by the fact
that he is a rhetorician. Philosophers used to uépn tov Adyov when referring to the
parts of speech, and in later times grammarians adopted the term for their word
classes (as we have seen, Tyrannion may have been the first grammarian who used the
term). For rhetoricians, however, to. uépn tod Adyov is the technical expression that
refers to ‘the parts of a speech’, i.e. the parts of a text. Indeed, Dionysius uses the
word pépn normally when referring to larger structures. T ugpm tod Adyov, on the
one hand, are primarily the parts of a fexz, such as introduction (rpootutov) and
narrative (Stynoic).">> The arrangement of these “parts of a text’ is called oikovopia,
while the arrangement of the smaller “parts of the phrase’ is called cOvOecic."*® T
uépn g Aé€ewg, on the other hand, are the aspects of stylistic writing, namely

selection of words (éxhoyn) and composition (cOvOeotc)."’

The fact that Dionysius speaks of both ‘parts of the Adyog” and ‘parts of the A&Eig’
when referring to words reminds us of Aristotle’s ‘parts of the assertion” (uépn Adyov)
and ‘parts of the expression’ (uépn Aé€ewc) (see section 3.2). We have already seen
that Dionysius may have been familiar with the Peripatetic distinction between pepn
Adyov and uepn Aé€ewg from his reading of Theophrastus® On Style (see section
3.3.1). However, Dionysius uses the expressions ‘parts of the Adyog’ and ‘parts of the
Ae€1g” without adopting the Aristotelian distinction between the two: in his case, the

different terms do not imply two different concepts.'*®

nowv Svopo kol plino kol GAAo pdprov Aéeme (Comp. 17.68,13). Ta pépn thg AéEemg refers to words
only in Comp. 2.7,2 (with the adjective npdto) and Comp. 12.43,18.

B4 T8 péproe 1od Adyou (or udprar Adyov): Dem. 26.185,1; Dem. 52.242,20; Comp. 2.6,18-19; Comp.
4.21,17; Comp. 5.23,14; Comp. 6.28,15-16; Comp. 6.30,5; Comp. 11.41,2; Comp. 12.46,21; Comp.
25.132,7. To pépro tfic AéEemg (or pdpron Aé€emc): Dem. 39.211,24-25 (tolg #hoyictolg te Kol
otoyeimdeot poplog tfic Aékemg); Dem. 48.232,20-21 (toig mpartolg popiowg tfic Aéewc); Dem.
48.233,10-11 (tdv npidrov popiov tfig AéEemc); Dem. 51.240,6-7 (to pdpro thg Aé€ewq); Comp. 2.7,1-2
(t& mpdta popra tiig Aéemq); Comp. 7.30,14-15 (1 mpdtor pdpro kol otoryelo thig AéEewme); Comp.
12.44,6 (1dv tfig Aé€eac popiwv); Comp. 16.66,19 (10 udpra tfig Aééeng); Comp. 17.68,13 (udprov
AéEemq); Comp. 17.69,17 (SrovALEPav popiov AéEenc); Comp. 20.90,20 (10 Aord tig AéEeme popiar);
Comp. 22.101,7-8 (MéEemc popiav); Comp. 22.109,9-10 (1dv popiov thg Aé&ewc); Comp. 26.136,5 (ta.
g MEewg uopra); Amm. 11 5.426,15 (t& pnuotike uopro tfig Aé€emg). In Pomp. 2.230,14-15,
Dionysius does not refer to a word but to an aspect of Plato’s style, whether one retains the MSS’ tiig
8¢ AéEemg 1 uOprov, which is printed by Aujac (1992) 85, or reads Usener’s 100 8¢ Aektikod popiov.

135 See Ant. Rom. 1.40.6;3.65.6; Lys. 16.27,10-11; Is. 14.111,11-12.

136 See Dem. 51.240,20-241,7. Cf. Kremer (1907) 2-3.

57 See Thue. 22.358,8-27 (611 pév dmoco AMEwg eig 5o uépn Srapeltan o mpdto ete.); cf. Pohl (1968)
11-12.

%8 Rosén (1990) 116-117 discusses the definition of cOvBeo1g in Comp. 2.6,17-19 and concludes that
Dionysius of Halicarnassus preserves the Aristotelian distinction between Adyoc (‘Satz’) and Aé&ig
(‘Rede’ or ‘Ausdruck’). But he does not take into account the fact that Dionysius uses uopio Aé€ewg
and pdpro. Adyov in quite the same way. Rosén thinks that a direct line runs from Aristotle’s Poetics to
Dionysius Thrax and Dionysius of Halicarnassus, but he ignores the Stoic influence on the theory of
the ‘parts of speech’. Besides, Aristotle’s uépn Aé€eac also include ‘elements’ and syllables, whereas
Dionysius’ parts of the phrase are words only.
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(5) Dionysius also refers to words as otoyeia, ‘elements’."* This term points to the
role of words as building blocks in the process of composition.'*® The same idea is
expressed by the term otougelddn pépro.'*' In Comp. 2, Dionysius states that the

142
Now,

uopoe Adyov are also called otogela g AéEemg (‘elements of the phrase’).
we know that the Stoic philosophers considered the parts of speech ocrtovyeila
(elements), but they did not refer to them as otovyelo thg AéEemg, but as otoryelo
700 Adyov:'* for them, the otoyelo 10D Adyov were the parts of speech, while the

1% The same distinction can be found in the

otolyela g Aé€emg were the letters.
works of the grammarian Apollonius Dyscolus. As far as we know, Dionysius of
Halicarnassus is the only author who refers to the ‘parts of speech’ as otoiyelo
Aé€ewg (instead of Adyov). In Dionysius, words are t¢. otovxelo the Aé€ewe, whereas
the letters (and the corresponding sounds) are o otovyelo Thg eoviic. If it is true that
the parts of speech were called otoiyeta tfig AéEeme by some people, as Dionysius
claims, then we might suppose that these people (or perhaps Dionysius himself?) have
combined an originally philosophical idea (the parts of speech as elements) with a
rhetorical approach to language as expression (A£E1c) (see also section 4.2.1).'*
However, we have seen that Dionysius does not use popio Adyov and uopo Aé€ewg
with different meanings. We should therefore not attach too much importance to his

use of otoyeia thg Aé€ewg instead of otoryeio 0V Adyov.

(6) The parts of the phrase are also called T& tpdTo uépn (thg Aé€eme) and 1o TpOTOL
uéplo. g AéEewc.'*® The adjective mp@dtog emphasises the idea that words are the

units from which the process of composition starts: the connotation of mp®dto pépn

139 Ytouyelo refers to words in Dem. 48.232,20-21; Comp. 2.6,19; Comp. 2.7,8; Comp. 7.30,14. It refers
to letters in Dem. 52.242,16-17; Comp. 14.48,5; Comp. 14.48,6; Comp. 14.48.,8; Comp. 14.50,4; Comp.
22.101,14; Comp. 22.101,16; Comp. 22.102,9. Other applications of the word ctotyelov in Dionysius’
rhetorical works: in Lysias (15.25,14; 15.26,16; 16.26,18), the ctoiyelo are elements of the subject
matter (not of language); 1o TpdTn otoyela in Dem. 37.209.18-19 are the physical elements of the
world; otovyelov in Dem. 53.244,6 refers to ‘delivery’ (rdkpioic) as an essential ‘element’ of oratory.

140 For Dionysius’ explanation of the use of otoiyeia in the sense of ‘letters’ (Comp. 14.48,3-8), see
section 2.2.

" Dem. 39.211,24-25 (otouyerddn udprow tiic AéEemc) and Thuc. 22.358,13 (otorxeiddn popiar). In
Comp. 14.49,11-12, however, 10¢ Tp®OTOG T€ KO GTOLXEIDOLIG THg Qwviic duvdpel are the letters (or
sounds).

2 Comp. 2.6,17-19. Cf. Dem. 48.232,20-21: t0ic mpdroig popiorg tig AéEewc, & 8l otoryeia D6 Tvev
KOAETTOL ...

'3 For the Stoic use of the term ctotyelov Abyov for a part of speech, see FDS 536a and 539-541. Cf.
Sluiter (1990) 43-44.

144 Dionysius, however, refers to letters (ypduuoto) as otoyelo, as otoiyela. ewviic or as dpyod
eoviic: see Comp. 14.48,3-8; Dem. 52.242,16-17 (1dv ototyelov thg ¢ovig); Ant. Rom. 1.20.3.

145 Cf. Tldefonse (1997) 105.

M6 Toepdyro pépn: Comp. 2.7,7; Comp. 2.7,14-15; 16 tpdro. pépn tig AéEewc: Comp. 2.7,1-2; 1& npdro
uopra thig Aé€eac: Dem. 48.232,20; Dem. 48.233,10-11; Comp. 2.7,12-13; Comp. 7.30,14.
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seems to be similar to that of otougeia (see also section 2.2).'*” The expression td
npdto. pépn (or pudpe) only occurs in passages where the word otouyelo is also
mentioned, in some cases clearly as an alternative: T Tp®To LOPLO KO GTOLYETO THG
Aé€ewg (‘the first parts and elements of the phrase’); tolg mp®TOlg HOplOLg THG
Aé€ewg 0 On otoyelo Lo Tvev kadelton (‘the first parts of the phrase, which are

148

called elements by some people’) (see section 4.2.1). ™ Just as the term mp®dTOC

characterises the parts of speech as the ‘primary’ units of composition, it also refers to

the letters as the “first and elementary powers of voice’.'*’

(7) Schenkeveld also mentions Tt thg @pdceng popto as one of Dionysius’
01t is doubtful whether this is right. The term is

found only once in Dionysius’ works, and there the context seems to make clear that it

expressions for partes orationis.

refers to ‘parts of the expression’ in a more general sense:"”' in Thuc. 24, Dionysius
first tells us that the typical style of Thucydides is characterised by (a) his choice of
words (éxhoyn T@dv dvoudtwv), (b) his covBesic t° éhattévov kol Tdv perldvov
woptwv (‘composition of both shorter and longer parts’), and (c) his figures
(oynuoticpot). Then he remarks that, during the entire war, ‘Thucydides never
stopped revising his eight books (...) and polishing and rounding off every single one

*152 This statement is illustrated by a range of examples,

TOV THC PPOGEDS LOPLmV.
some of which belong to the level of words, while others are related to matters of
composition and figures of speech. Therefore, I would prefer to interpret to Thg
epaoewg nopto in the same way as the ‘shorter and longer parts’ mentioned earlier:
they include both word classes and longer units (e.g. clauses).'> I have found no other
ancient text in which the expression T Tfg @paceng uoplo (or pépn) occurs.
However, Dionysius himself provides us with a useful parallel. When discussing
Plato’s style in Pomp. 2, he tells us that Plato, ‘in aiming to achieve lofty, impressive

and daring effects of expression (¢pdoewc), did not succeed in all aspects (uépn).”

YT Cf. Comp. 7.30,13: Mio. uév 81 Bewpia tig ouvBetikiic émothung ) mept ordtdr T& Tp@dTOL pdpror ko
otorxeio thig Aé€ewg 1{de. ‘This, then, is one aspect of the science of composition, the one which is
concerned with the primary parts and elements of speech.” See section 4.2.1.

8 Comp. 7.30,14; Dem. 48.232,20-21.

49 Comp. 14.49,11-12: see section 2.2.

150 Schenkeveld (1983) 70.

P! Thue. 24.361,18.

52 Thuc. 24.361,15-19: Sietéhecé ¥é 101 TOV ENTOKOIEIKOGOETTH XPpOVOV TOD TOAEROV Gmd THG Gpyiic €
¢ Tedevtiic ToC Okt BOPAovC, big udvog koTéAimey, GTPéPoV Bvem kol k&t kol kol Ev FxocTtov TdV
g pdoeng poplmv PLvdv Kol TopedmV.

153 Usher (1974) 527 translates ‘the individual phrases’, Aujac (1991) 75 ‘chacun des éléments de son
énoncé’.

54 pomp. 2.231,21-24: (...) tfic DymAfic kol peyohompenodc kol TOoPoKeKVOUVELIEVIC PPaoEne
gpréuevoy IAdrova pn epl mdvto T pépn koropBodv.
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Here, to. uépn are clearly general ‘aspects’ of expression, which seems to support our

interpretation of & tfig epdoeng udpio in Thuc. 24.'>
3.6. The word classes according to Dionysius

I have argued that Dionysius’ puopioe Adyov are both word classes and parts of the
phrase. In this section, I will concentrate on the former aspect. In his passage on the
history of the theory of the parts of speech, Dionysius lists nine word classes: dvoua,
pAua, ovvdeouog, GpBpov, mpoonyopikdv, dvrovouaocic, ernippnuo, mpdbeoic,
uetoxn.>® All these word classes are also used in other passages in Dionysius’
works."”” They appear in different forms: either as nouns (e.g. Svoua, Tpoonyopic,
pfinc) or as neuter adjectives (e.g. OvouaTikOV, TPOoNyoplkov, pnuotikdv). In the
latter case, the adjectives either qualify a substantive like Gvoua (e.g. O petoyikov
Svoua) or pudptov (e.g. to mpoBetikd pdpra), or they are used as substantives (e.g. T0
npoonyopikdy, o pnuatikdv).® T will briefly discuss each of the word classes that
occur in Dionysius: 8vopa and mpoonyopikdv (and érniBetov) (section 3.6.1), pripo
and petoyn (section 3.6.2), &pBpov and dvrovouaocio (section 3.6.3), npdBecic and
covdeouog (section 3.6.4) and émippnuo (section 3.6.5). This discussion has two
purposes. On the one hand, it will enable us to compare Dionysius’ word class theory
with the views of philologists and grammarians, so that we may establish Dionysius’
place in the history of the theory of the parts of speech. On the other hand, the
overview will serve to answer an important question: does Dionysius use a system of
nine word classes (section 3.6.6)? Schenkeveld has concluded that ‘we may safely
ascribe to Dionysius the use of the system of nine word classes’.'” I will reconsider
the evidence and argue that, although Dionysius makes use of a total of nine word

classes, we cannot attribute to him the use of a ‘system’ of nine word classes.
3.6.1. Svopa and tpoonyopikdv (and éniBetov)

Dionysius uses the term ¢voua in many different ways. We have already seen (section
3.5) that Gvopo is the most general term for ‘word’. In grammatical contexts,
Dionysius uses 6vopo on two different levels. First, Gvoua is ‘noun’ in general; that
is, any proper noun or appellative noun, and (in modern terms) any substantive or

adjective. Second, when it is directly opposed to appellative noun (rpoonyopikov or

153 The parallel is in itself not decisive, however, because the difference between uépn (generally larger
structures and only in a few cases designating ‘words’) and pudpio noted above might play a role here.
156 See section 4.2.1. Cf. Schenkeveld (1983) 70.

57 See Schenkeveld (1983) 70-71.

158 Cf. Schenkeveld (1983) 70.

159 Schenkeveld (1983) 72.
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’ 2 . 160
Tpoonyopla), Ovouo means ‘proper noun’, i.e. a personal name.

When classifying
appellative nouns, Dionysius does not consistently use the term mpoonyopikdv (or
npoonyopia). This term is used when Dionysius points to the difference between a
proper noun (0vouc) and an appellative noun (rpoonyopikév), but when this
opposition is not relevant, appellatives are often classified as dvopato (see below).'®!
The form mpoonyopikdv occurs fifteen times, the form mpoonyopio only twice (in
Amm. T 11)."%* The fact that mpoonyopio appears only in the Second Letter to
Ammaeus supports the idea that Dionysius used a philological commentary in this
work (see section 4.4.2). Dionysius’ preference for the term mpoonyopikdv might
seem to suggest that he regards the appellative noun as a subtype of the noun (i.e. as
npoonyopikov Ovouo) rather than as a separate word class (i.e. mpoonyopio).
Schenkeveld, however, observes that in the history of the word class system,
Dionysius also uses the term mpoonyopiké when a separate word class is meant.'®
Therefore, the neuter form npoonyopikoév does not indicate that the appellative noun
is a subtype of the 6voua (noun) rather than a separate word class. It is possible that
the neuter form mpoonyopikov stands for mpoonyopikov uodpiov (‘appellative part’)

rather than for tpoonyopikov Gvopo (‘appellative noun’).

Dionysius classifies the words yopdv, ’OAvumior, kAvtav, navdoidorov and
"ABnvoioc as mpoonyopikd, and the word méAerg as mpoonyopic.'® In some cases,
however, appellatives are called Ovopotikd or ovopoto (nouns). For instance,
Dionysius (Amm. 1I 5-6) analyses how Thucydides ‘changes verbs into nouns and

nouns into verbs’: where normal usage would have demanded a verb, Thucydides uses

10 See e.g. Thuc. 24.361,23-362,1: kol adT®V ye TOOTOV GVAGTPEQOV TAG XPAOELS, TvoL TO pév
OVOULOTIKOV TPOGTYopLKOV yévnton, 10 08 mpoonyopikov Ovopotikde Aéymrton. ‘He [i.e. Thucydides]
inverts the normal use of the nouns, so that the proper noun becomes an appellative noun, and so that
he expresses the appellative noun by a proper noun.’

! In the history of the theory of the parts of speech (Comp. 2.7,5-6), Dionysius states that the
npoonyopikd were separated from the dvopatikd. See section 4.2.1.

'2 The term mpoonyopikév occurs in the following passages: Thuc. 24.361,23-362,1 (twice); Amm. 11
2.423,6-7 (= Thuc. 24.361,23-362,1; twice); Comp. 2.7,5-6; Comp. 2.7,11; Comp. 5.26,12-13; Comp.
5.26,13-14; Comp. 22.101,8-9; Comp. 22.101,11; Comp. 22.101,14-15; Comp. 22.102,17-18; Comp.
22.103,9; Comp. 22.105,6; Comp. 22.108.18. The term npoonyopia occurs at Amm. 11 11.430,13 and
Amm. 11 11.430,20.

163 Schenkeveld (1983) 70. The argument does not work for Comp. 2.7,5-6 (16 tpoonyopikd. d1eAdvteg
4ro 1OV Ovopotikdv) because here Dionysius could mean that ‘they separated the mpoomyopixd
ovopota [not yet a separate word class] from the other nouns’, thus forming a new word class
npoonyopion. But Schenkeveld’s argument does work for Comp. 2.7,11 (xoi t0¢ petoydg Gnd 1dv
npoonyopik@®v), where the ‘appellatives’ (npoonyopiké) must be a separate word class.

164 See Comp. 22.101,8-11 (xopév and ‘Ohdumior), Comp. 22.102,17-18 (kKAvtdv), Comp. 22.105,6
(movdaiidodov), Comp. 22.108,18 (CABnvoioc) and Amm. 11 11.430,20 (rdherc). Schenkeveld (1983) 77
also mentions yd&piv, but Dionysius does in fact not classify that word in his discussion of éri 1¢
Khutow méunete xdptv Oeol in Comp. 22.102,5-104,13.
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a noun, and vice versa (see section 4.4.2).'® In this passage, the words nopoiveotc,
a&looig, arotelylolg, OAOQLPOLS, dvaykn and toAepog are classified as dvoportikd
(not mpoonyopikd).'® The reason for this categorisation is that Dionysius opposes
these nouns to the verbs nopovelv, d&odv, dmoteryicot, dAoedpachort, dvaykdoot
and molepelv respectively.'®” In this context, there is no need for Dionysius to classify
the relevant nouns as ‘appellatives’, because the opposition here is between verbs and
nouns, not between common and appellative nouns. It may be significant that
Dionysius uses the term dvoportikd in this passage, and not ovopota, for it is the
distinction of ‘nominal’ and ‘verbal’ parts that is relevant here. Elsewhere, Dionysius
classifies the words &vdpa., pfviv and fiélog as dvoparo.'®® This can be explained in
the same way. Dionysius points out that in three Homeric verses that he quotes, the
nouns are placed before the verbs (section 5.3.3): &vdpa precedes €vvene (Odyssey
1.1), urjviv precedes dewde (fliad 1.1), and néMog precedes dvopovoe (Odyssey 3.1).
In these examples, the opposition is again between nouns and verbs. The fact that
these nouns are apellative nouns is not important here, so Dionysius calls them
ovopota, ‘nouns’.'® The other words to which Dionysius refers as ovopota are tov
Tupaxdotov (‘the Syracusian’) and 1@ "ABnvaie (‘the Athenian’), but here one might

also think that dvopata has the general sense of ‘words’.'”

Apart from its use as ‘noun’ and ‘proper noun’, dvouo is also used in opposition to
¢éniBetov. The latter use is only found once in Dionysius’ works, in the passage where
he discusses the natural word order of dvopatikd and éniBeto (see section 5.3.6):'"!
nElovv 1o uév Odvouatike mpotdrtely TV emBétwv. ‘I thought 1 should place

dvouatikd before éniBeta’. The word éniBetov is first mentioned in Aristotle’s

15 See Amm. 11 2.423,4-5: ol VOV p&v 10 Puotikdv Ovopatikde skpépav, oavbig 8¢ tobvoua pRuc
nowv. ‘And sometimes expressing the verbal part in a nominal form, and sometimes changing the
noun into a verb.” Amm. 11 5.426,15-16: Ev oig 8¢ w0 pnuotikd udpio g AéEewg OvopoTikde
oynuotiler, tordy motel My gpdiotv. ‘When he casts the verbal parts of speech in the form of nouns,
he expresses himself in the following way.” Amm. 11 6.427,8-10: “Otav 8¢ dvtioTpéyag EKOTEPOL
T00TOV MV VoW T Ovoporto ToWf pAroto, todtov TOv Tpdmov Ekeépet thv Aé€wv. ‘But when he
reverses the natural use of both of these parts and turns nouns into verbs, he produces the following
kind of expression.” See section 4.4.2.

1% 4mm. 11 5.426,15-427,16. For the context, see section 4.4.2.

7 Amm. 11 5.426,20-427,1; Amm. 11 5.427,4-6; Amm. 11 6.427,14-16. See section 4.4.2.

18 Comp. 5.23,15-24.4.

' Dionysius does not make explicit which are the dvéporta that are “placed after the verbs’ in the
Homeric verses quoted in Comp. 5.24,9-14. However, the Ovouota seem to include ‘Atputmvn,
Moboou and "AxiAled, and in that case Schenkeveld (1983) 72 is wrong in saying that ‘nowhere does
DH classify a proper name’.

70 Amm. 11 9.429,2-4. Schenkeveld (1983) 77 also includes the words tépayoc, Topoyn, SxAnoic and
Syhog among the words that Dionysius classifies as dvopoto, but Dionysius merely mentions these
words in his discussion of the interchange of masculine and feminine (4mm. 11 10.429,17-430,11),
without assigning them to word classes. On this passage, see section 4.4.2.

7 Comp. 5.26,11-12: see section 5.3.6.
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Rhetoric, where it refers to any ornament that characterises something or

172

somebody." '~ The first definition of the éniBetov is found in the Hellenistic papyrus P.

Hamb. 128 (ca. 200 BC): 10 ueto kupiov ovoudtov Aeyouevov ‘that which is said

*I3 The papyrus mentions examples like o{dnpog aiBwv

together with substantives.
and ypvoog aiyAnelg, which seem to support Snell’s interpretation of kbpiov Gvopo
in this text as ‘substantive’.'”* Aristarchus does not regard éni{Betov as a separate
word class, but as one of the functions of the noun (Svopo).'”” He classifies adjectives
as ovoporto (nouns): a word may perform the role of énifBetov, but that does not mean
that it belongs to a separate word class.'”® In antiquity, the én{Betov was never treated
as a separate word class. Apollonius Dyscolus states that ‘the éniBeta signify size,
quantity, condition of the soul or something similar’.'”” In the Techné Grammatiké,
the éniBetov is a subtype of the Svopa: ‘it is placed next to proper or appellative

nouns alike, and conveys praise or blame.’'"

Dionysius of Halicarnassus does not
offer any examples of éniBeta, so that it is difficult to determine the status of this item
in his theory. Rhys Roberts thinks that Dionysius regards the adjective as a separate
part of speech, but Schenkeveld has rejected that view.'”” Schoemann argues that
Dionysius uses €nifetov in the same way as Aristotle and he states that Dionysius
‘nennt (...) ein und dasselbe Wort bald ériBetov bald npoonyopikdv, je nachdem es
entweder sich dem Eigennamen oder ein anderweitigen Benennung des Gegenstandes

180 1t is true that, in the rest

anschlieft, oder allein als dessen Bezeichnung auftritt (...).
of Dionysius’ work, the term érnifetov is a rhetorical rather than a grammatical
concept. It appears for example in phrases like v énifetov kol koteckevOGUEVTV
opdotv (‘the ornamental and elaborate expression’), or Tovg én1Bétovg xdouovg (‘the

additional ornaments’).'"®' Likewise, énifeta are ‘additions’ or ‘appositions’ in
general.'®> The only grammatical context in which the term appears is the phrase

n&lovv 10 pev dvopotikd mpotdrtely TV mbétmv. According to Schoemann, the

172 See e.g. Aristotle, Rh. 1405a10; 1405b20. Cf. Schoemann (1862) 86 and Matthaios (1999) 236-237.
173 See Schenkeveld (1993) 69 and Matthaios (1996) 67-68.

174 Snell (1954) 42 and Matthaios (1999) 237.

!5 See Aristarchus fr. 12b Matthaios, where Aristarchus points out that, in Iliad 2.111, puéyog is not
used ‘as an epitheton’ (xot’ éniBetov) but in order to differentiate the great Ajax from the small Ajax.
See Matthaios (1999) 233-244.

176 See Matthaios (1999) 241.

77 Apollonius Dyscolus, Pron., G.G. II 1, 26,12: AL phyv témBetikd: fj TnAkdmto. i mosdta i
S1éBec1v yoyfic Snlol fj Tt TotovToY.

78 [D. Thrax], G.G. 1 1, 34,3: Enifetov 8¢ €011 10 émi kupiov i} Tpoonyopikdv T opoviueg

T0éuevov kol Snhodv Erouvov f ywoyov. The translation is by Kemp.

7 Rhys Roberts (1910) 299; Schenkeveld (1983) 72.

180 Schoemann (1862) 86.

8UE g, Dem. 4.135,16-17; Dem. 13.158,7; Dem. 18.166,3.

82 See e.g. Dem. 5.137,18.
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dvoportikd are not ‘substantives’ here but ‘nomina propria’.'® This is possible, but
not necessary. The corresponding passage in Quintilian (see section 5.4.3) seems to

translate dvopotikd, and éni@étov literally: nomina adpositis (...) essent priora."** 1

n
Aristarchus, én{@eto. are combined with both persons and things.'® Therefore, I
conclude that the opposition dvoportikd / énifeto is one of nouns (appellatives or
proper nouns) and epithets (ovouoto used with the function of describing other
nouns). Dionysius presumably thinks of words that we would call adjectives. But if
we translate éniBetov as ‘adjective’, we should be aware that the énifetov is not a
separate word class for Dionysius, but a noun (6vouc) that is used to qualify another

noun (Gvouo).

In his use of the term xVplov Ovopo, Dionysius adopts the rhetorical, not the
186 Just like Aristotle,

Dionysius uses this term for a noun that is used in its proper sense, as opposed to a
187

grammatical meaning of the term (see also section 2.5.5).
word that is used in a metaphorical sense. °' This use of xOplov Ovoua is different
from the one that we find in Alexandrian scholarship. Aristarchus employs the term
kUprov ovoue for a word that expresses the actual designation of a person or thing:
the xOprov Ovopa is normally opposed to the émiBetov, which describes or
characterises the person or thing designated by the xOplov dvopo.'*® Neither kOprov
Gvoua: nor éniBetov are separate word classes for Aristarchus, but ‘Anwendungsarten’
of the dvopo.'® In later times, kOplov dvopa (‘proper noun’), énibetov (‘adjective’)
and mpoonyopikdv (‘appellative’) are treated as subtypes of the dvopc.'”® Dionysius
of Halicarnassus does not employ any of the grammatical concepts of kOptlov Gvoua.
In his works, xUpio Ovoparto are words that are used in their proper sense: we often
find the collocation T kUplor Te kol koo Ovouporto, ‘standard and ordinary

191
words’.

83 Schoemann (1862) 86 n. 2 adds his own examples: Poxiov 6 otpotnydg (‘Phokion, the
commander’) and 6 otpotnyog Pwkiov (‘the commander, Phokion’). In the former order, otpotnydc
would be an epithet, in the latter order it would not be an epithet, according to Schoemann.

184 Quintilian, Inst. orat. 9.4.23.

185 Matthaios (1999) 235: éniBetov is ‘dasjenige “Nomen”, das der (eigentlichen) Benennung ([xOptov]
Svoua) einer Person sowie eines Gegenstandes oder Sachverhalts hinzugefiigt wird, um diese bzw.
diesen durch Angabe einer ihnen eigenen Art oder Beschaffenheit nidher zu charkaterisieren.’

186 On the ancient use of the term x0plov Svopa, see Matthaios (1996).

87 For Aristotle’s use of k0ptov dvopa, see Po. 21.1457b1-6. Cf. Matthaios (1996) 65-67.

188 Matthaios (1999) 224 points out that xOpiov voua in Aristarchus means ‘dasjenige Nomen
(6voucw), das in Opposition zu anderen dovopoto die geltende bzw. die Haupt-Benennung eines
Objektes zum Ausdruck bringt.’

189 Matthaios (1999) 214-244.

0E g [D. Thrax], G.G. 11, 33,6-35,2.

Y1 For Dionysius’ use of xOplov voua, see Lys 3.10,7-8; Lys. 3.12,10; Lys. 4.12,22; Isoc. 11.70,20;
Dem. 13.156,1; Comp. 3.14,14-15; Comp. 21.95,14-15 (xvpioig dvopociv opposed to petapopikoic
ovouaowy); Pomp. 2.228,6-7.
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3.6.2. pfipo and petoyn

Just like Ovoua, the term pfjuc: is used in different ways. First, it has the non-technical
sense of ‘saying’ or ‘word’."”> In grammatical contexts, pfipo: is used both in a general
and a more specific sense. On the one hand, pfiuc can refer to any verbal (rhematic)
form, including both verbs and participles. On the other hand, when piijua is opposed
to uetoyn (participle), it refers to the ‘verb’ in the strict sense.'”® In other words, just
as Ovopo can comprise all ‘nominal” forms, pfiuc can cover all ‘verbal’ forms. The
term petoyf occurs twice, the term petoyikdv thrice in Dionysius’ works.'”* The
word pevoviwv is the only word that Dionysius classifies as a participle (10

195 ) / ’ ’
The words €muryvovtes, kotoknkotog and GKNPUTTOUEVOC,

196

LETOYLKOV OVOUQL).
however, are called pAuoto (not petoyot). ~ In the case of &myuryvovteg and
kotoknkotog, their classification as ‘verbs’ can be explained by the fact that in the
relevant context these words are considered ‘verbal’ forms, which adopt the verbal
accidentia. Thus, in Amm. 11 7-8, Dionysius discusses how Thucydides interchanges

Y7 the historian uses

passive and active forms of verbs (see section 4.4.2):
énuuyvovteg instead of émyuyvopevor and kotoknkdtag instead of kortoknuévovg,. '
The relevant contrast is here between active and passive, and not between verbs and
participles: the accidentia active and passive are attributes of all verbal forms,
including participles. Therefore, Dionysius has not used the term petoyn in this
context. Although the case of okmpuntouevog is less clear, we can assume that

Dionysius classifies this word as a pfjuo again because he considers the word as a

2 For the non-technical use of phiuo, see Ant. Rom. 1.28.2;4.18.2;10.7.3.

In the history of the theory of the parts of speech (Comp. 2.6,20-7,13; see section 4.2.1), Dionysius
says that the petoxot were separated from the mpoonyopikd. Most modern scholars, however, think
that participles were classified as pnuoto before they were regarded as a separate word class.
Dionysius’ reconstruction in Comp. 2.7,11 (10¢ uetoydig dmd TdV TPoonyoplkdv) seems incompatible
with his own classification of participles as pApoto.

%% The term petoyn occurs in Amm. 11 11.430,13 and Comp. 2.7,11. The term petoyixdv occurs in
Thuc. 24.362,7; Amm. 11 2.423,14; Amm. 11 12.432,10. Usener rightly deleted tiig petoyiig in Amm. 11
11.431,1-2.

195 Amm. 11 12.432,10. Since Dionysius uses the term petoyn in the same letter (Amm. 11 11.430,13), we
should not believe that the expression 10 uetoyikov dvope. implies that the participle is a subtype of the
Svouo (a view that Matthaios [2002] 193 attributes to Tyrannion). The term &vopo. in the expression 10
petoykov dvopo means ‘word’ rather than ‘noun’. Likewise, in Comp. 6.30,2-3, Dionysius refers to
xotdmv as todvopa, where vopo again has the general sense of ‘word’.

196 For émyuyvovteg, see Amm. 11 7.428,8. For xotoxnkotog, see Amm. 8.428,17. For oxnpurtdpevog
(not mentioned in Schenkeveld [1983] 77), see Comp. 20.90,9-21. In Amm. 11 7-8, one might argue that
not only émyuyvovteg and xotexnkotog are classified as verbs, but (implicitly) also their ‘passive’
equivalents ényuyvopevol and KoT@KMUEVOLG.

7 See Amm. 11 7.427,17-18: “Otov 8% 1@V pnudrov GAAGT T £18n 1@V ToONTIKdY KOl TOMTIK®Y,
o¥tw oymuotilel 1ov Adyov.

9% Amm. 11 7.428,7-9: kol yép (2v) 1ovtOlC 10 Emymyvivieg évepymtikdv bmépyov phine tod
émpryvopevol mabnticod dvtog yopav énéyel. Amm. 11 8.428,17-18: dvti yop 10D momTikod PAUOTOC
10D kaTeKNKdTOG TO TobNTIKOY TOpEiAnEey 1O KorTEKNUEVOC.

193
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‘verbal’ part of speech: in Comp. 20, Dionysius analyses the description of Sisyphus’
torments in Od. 11.593-598; he shows that the composition of these Homeric verses
imitates first Sisyphus’ sufferings when rolling his stone to the top of a hill, and then
the speed with which the stone tumbles downhill again.'” The first observation is that
‘in the two lines in which Sisyphus rolls up the rock, except for two verbs all the
remaining words in the passage are either disyllables or monosyllables’.**" This part
of the analysis clearly refers to Od. 11.595-596, and that means that both
oxnputdpevog and dBeoxe are classified as pipota.’’! Here, Dionysius refers to the
two longer words in the Homeric lines by calling them ‘verbs’, thus again opting for
the more general classification. The other words that Dionysius classifies as pruoto

are unproblematic.*’*
3.6.3. &p0Opov and dvrovopacia

The terminology for most parts of speech corresponds to that of technical grammatical
texts, but Dionysius’ term for the pronoun deserves some attention. Instead of the
usual A&vtwvopte, Dionysius normally uses the word dvtovouaoio (or
Gvrovopootikdy).’” According to Apollonius Dyscolus, the term dvtmvopacio (not

; , . 204
avtovoupoocio) was used by Comanus, an older contemporary of Aristarchus.

1% Comp. 20.89,20-93,19. Schenkeveld (1983) 77 has not included this passage in his list of Dionysius’
classifications of words. The analysis of the Sisyphus passage may be compared with ‘Demetrius’,
Eloc. 72.

290 Comp. 20.90,19-91,1: mpdrov pév év toig duoi otiyoig ol Gvakviier T métpav, EEm Svelv
pnudrov 1o Ao thg AéEeme udpia mévt’ otiv fitot SicvA oo fi povosOALaPa.

1 0d. 11.595-596: ot & ugv oknpurtdpevog xepotv te mootv te | Abav dve dBeoke mott Adgov
(Comp. 20.90,11-12). The rest of Od. 11.596 (&AL’ &te péAdot) and Od. 11.597-598 are discussed in the
second part of Dionysius’ analysis (Comp. 20.92,3-93,19).

2 The following words are also classified as pipoto or pnuatiké: vvene (Comp. 5.23,19), Geide
(Comp. 5.23,21), &védpovoe (Comp. 5.24,2), kAOOL (Comp. 5.24.9), uviican (Comp. 5.24,12), tinte
(Comp. 5.24,21), fipune (Comp. 5.25,1), éxhivOn (Comp. 5.25,2), nétovion (Comp. 5.25,7), éx@ovel
(Comp. 5.25,9), 6ebte (Comp. 22.101,8), mopovely (Amm. 11 5.426,20), d&odv (Amm. 11 5.426,20),
dmoteyyicon (Amm. 11 5.427,4-5), dhogdpocBor (Admm. 11 5.427.5), é0éhowev (Amm. 11 12.431,22-
432,1), meprytyveton (Amm. 11 12.432.2), yiveton (Amm. 11 12.432,6), £oton (Amm. 11 12.432,7),
énonvéoel and mapovécer (Dem. 26.185,18-21); the latter two verbs are not listed in Schenkeveld
(1983) 77. Schenkeveld does mention £xrece (Comp. 5.25,2) as a word classified as pfjuc, but in the
Homeric line that Dionysius cites it is éxA{vOn that precedes the adverb: #knece is not relevant here.
Further, Zpvoav (Comp. 5.25,15) does not belong in Schenkeveld’s list of ‘cases of merismos’ either,
for Dionysius does not classify this word.

23 *Aytovopooio: is found in three passages of the Teubner text: Comp. 2.7,7 (dvtovouaciog, which V
corrects into dvtovopiog), Comp. 5.26,13 (&vtovouaciog, but P and the second hand of F have
dvtwvouaociog, while the first hand of F has dvtwvoutag) and Thuc. 37.389,17 (dviovopociov, where
Sylburg proposed to read dvtovupiov). Further, dvtovopactikdv is found in Amm. 11 12.432,11
(where some MSS have dvtovoukov).

204 Apollonius Dyscolus, Pron., G.G. 11 1, 4,18-19: "Ex¢e0yovidc ¢oot 1o Alohikdv tobg mept Kopowov
dvtavouaciog KoAely, efye 1O uev vouo 0O kowvov, 10 8¢ Svoua. ‘They say that Comanus and those
who agree with him, in order to avoiding the Aeolic form, called the pronouns dvtovouaciog, for the
reason that dvopo is the common word, not Svuua.’” The expression tovg mepi Kopoavov (‘those around
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Comanus preferred the term dvtovopacio, because he considered dvtovouio an
Aeolic form, to which he objected. The term dvtovouaocic is not only found in
Dionysius, but also in a papyrus fragment that dates from the middle of the first

205

century AD.”” Wouters has argued that those scholars who favoured the use of pure

206

Attic language selected this term.”" It is possible that Dionysius of Halicarnassus

207 We should observe that in one

used the term dvtovouacio for the same reasons.
passage of Dionysius’ text (Comp. 5.26,13), the MSS have dvtwvoupociog (Comanus’
term), which the editors correct into dvtovopocicg. The traditional term, dvtovoulc,
occurs only once in Dionysius (Comp. 6.29,20). Usener suggests that we should read
&vtovopacio here, and Schenkeveld agrees.””® However, the terminology of Comp. 6
(where we also find other unusual terms such as mopokolovBelv and T pépn Tod
Adyov instead of T popier) might indicate that this passage is based on a specific
model (see section 4.3.1); this would also explain why dvtovoulo is used here

instead of dvtovopocio.

Dionysius classifies three words as ‘pronoun’: he calls the word tovtovi an
Gvrtovouia, and the word judv an dvtovopaotikdv.” More interesting is the word
avtoV, which is classified as ‘either an @pBpov Sewktikdv or an dviovouacio’.
Dionysius refers to this word as follows: &vikOv kol KOTO, THV YEVIKTV
éoynuoticpévov mtdowy, el 1e &pbpov dewktikov PovAetal Tig o0tO KoAely el e
avtovouaoioy, To "avtod’, (...) the genitive singular ahtoD, whether one wishes to
call it a deictic article or a pronoun.”*'’ For our purpose, it is important to observe that
there are two possible explanations for the fact that Dionysius offers two
classifications. The first possibility is that Dionysius uses a system of nine word
classes, and that he refers to the fact that «0tod could, within that system, for different
reasons be called either a deictic article or a pronoun. The second possibility is that
Dionysius refers to the fact that different systems of word classes were used: in a
system with only five or six parts of speech, adtod would belong to the &pBpov

(which covers both articles and pronouns), whereas in a system with eight or nine

Comanus’) refers to Comanus himself: see Matthaios (1999) 445 n. 68. For the fragment of Comanus,
see Dyck (1988) 259. On Apollonius’ reference to Comanus, see Brandenburg (2005) 573.
25p_Yale125 (nr. 1 Wouters).

296 Wouters (1979) 58-59. See also Matthaios (1999) 445-446, 503-504 and Matthaios (2001) 69-70.

27 On Atticism in Dionysius, see section 1.2. In his glossary of rhetorical terms, Anderson (2000) 23
defines &vtovopoocio as ‘an expressive periphrasis used instead of a proper name’, and also lists
Dionysius, Comp. 2, Comp. 5 and Thuc. 37 under that heading. However, although it is true that the
pronoun was understood as ‘replacing the noun’ (see also section 4.2.1), Dionysius does not use the
term dvtovopocto for a rhetorical figure.

298 Schenkeveld (1983) 73.

29 For tovtovi, see Comp. 6.29,20 (see also sections 5.3.6 and 7.3.2). For fju@v (not in the list of
Schenkeveld [1983] 77), see Amm. 11 12.432,11.

20 Thuc. 37.389,16-17. For the context, see section 5.2.
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parts of speech, it would be classified as an dvtovouaocio. As Schenkeveld has
pointed out, this problem is connected to a difficult text from Apollonius Dyscolus’
De pronominibus. Together, these texts cast light on the terminology of &pBpov and
Gvtmvopio in the grammatical writers who were influenced by Stoic ideas.”'' T will

first discuss Apollonius’ text and then return to Dionysius.

Apollonius Dyscolus tells us that the Stoics did not distinguish the pronouns as a
separate word class, but classified them as épBpo.. For them, the &pBpo included both

apBpa ddpiota (the later articles) and &pBpo dpiouévo (the later pronouns).”

Apollonius adds the following information:*"

Kol "AmoALédwpog 0 "ABnvaiog xoi 6 Opaf Atoviciog kol GpBpa detktikd Tdg

OVTOVOULOG EKGAOVY.

‘And Apollodorus from Athens and Dionysius Thrax called the pronouns also deictic

articles.’

Scholars strongly disagree on the interpretation of this sentence.”’* Three
interpretations have been suggested. (1) Apollodorus and Dionysius Thrax used the
expression G.pBpo dewktixd for all pronouns, while completely avoiding the term
Gvtovopiot.””” This would mean that (the later) pronouns and articles were treated as
one single word class in the word class system of Dionysius Thrax. According to this
interpretation, Apollonius’ words kol &pBpa. derktid should be explained as ‘also
deictic articles’, that is, apart from &pBpa. dprouéva. (2) Apollodorus and Dionysius
Thrax used the term &vtovouton for pronouns, but they also (‘gelegentlich’) called
the pronouns ¢pBpa deixtikd: according to the latter interpretation all pronouns could

be called either dvtovouiot or &pBpa dektikd. ' According to this interpretation,

211 Schenkeveld (1983) 75.

212 Apollonius Dyscolus, Pron., G.G. 11 1, 5,13-15: Ot énd tiic Trodc &pBpo koAodor kol o
avtavopiog, Stapépovta 8¢ v map’ fuiv dpBpwv, 1) TodTa ugv dpiouéva, éxelvo 8¢ doprotddn. ‘The
representatives of the Stoic school call the pronouns as well articles, which differ from our articles in
that the former [i.e. the later pronouns] are definite articles, and the latter [i.e. the later articles]
indefinite articles.’

13 Apollonius Dyscolus, Pron., G.G. 11 1, 5,18-19.

21 See Schoemann (1862) 119-125, Erbse (1980), Di Benedetto (1990) and the excellent discussion in
Matthaios (1999) 509-514. Brandenburg (2005) does not discuss the passage in his commentary on
Apollonius’ De pronominibus. For the various ancient grammatical terms for ‘pronoun’, see Lallot
(2001).

213 See Di Benedetto (1990) 20-26.

216 For this option, see Schoemann (1862) 120: ‘[I]ch halte es fiir viel wahrscheinlicher, dass er [i.e.
Dionysius Thrax] sich in diesem Punkte an die Tradition der Schule gehalten, und etwa nur
gelegentlich in Erorterungen iiber das Wesen und die Function der Pronomina und mit Beziehung auf
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Apollonius’ words kol &pBpa derktikd should be explained as ‘also deictic articles’,
that is, apart from aviwvoutot. (3) Apollodorus and Dionysius Thrax used the term
dvtovopiot for pronouns, but they called only the deictic (not all) pronouns &pBpa

» 217
delkTIKAL.

Di Benedetto has convincingly argued that the third of these interpretations, which is
defended by Erbse, is incorrect, because in the context of Apollonius’ remark, he uses
the term &vtovopio for all pronouns and not in the restricted sense of ‘deictic
pronouns’.*'® We may add that Dionysius of Halicarnassus’ classification of oidtod as
G.pBpov derktikdv confirms that Erbse is wrong in assuming that only ‘demonstrative’
pronouns were classified as &pBpo Sewktikd. Matthaios correctly argues that the
expression &pBpa. derktikd does not designate demonstrative pronouns only: &pBpa
dewktikd is an equivalent of the Stoic expression ¢pBpa dpiopuévo, which included
the later personal, demonstrative and anaphoric pronouns.’'” It seems clear, then, that
Dionysius Thrax called all the pronouns &pBpa dewktikd, just as the Stoics called
them &pBpo @wprouéva. Two possibilities remain: did Dionysius Thrax and
Apollodorus, when referring to pronouns, use only the expression dpBpo derctixd (1),
or did they use both the term dvtmvopion and (‘gelegentlich’) the expression &pBpar

dektika (2)?

Di Benedetto and Schenkeveld follow the first interpretation: they think that
Dionysius Thrax did not treat the pronoun as a separate word class. Schenkeveld has
argued that Apollonius’ use of the word xatl in koi &pbpo derctikd indicates that
Apollodorus and Dionysius Thrax called pronouns both ¢pBpo. dpiouévo (as the
Stoics) and &pBpo. dercticd.** All this would imply that Dionysius Thrax did not
recognise the dvtovopio as a separate word class: and that is exactly what a scholiast
seems to report when saying that Dionysius Thrax ‘combined the pronoun with the
article’ (ovviinte 1@ &pBpw v dvtovopiov).?' This statement may be based on

Apollonius’ remark about Dionysius Thrax, in which case it does not have an

die bei den Stoikern iibliche Benennung derselben gesagt habe, sie konnten auch &pBpo. derktikd
heissen.” See also Matthaios (1999) 513.

217 See Erbse (1980) 255, who translates Apollonius’ sentence as follows: ‘Und wirklich nannten
Apollodorus und Dionysios die (scil. entsprechenden, d.h. deiktischen) Pronomina sogar “deiktische
Glieder””. Schoemann (1862) 120-121 already mentions this interpretation.

218 See Di Benedetto (1990) 20-26. Schoemann (1862) 121 also mentions this argument. Matthaios
(1999) 511-512 rejects Erbse’s interpretation.

219 Matthaios (1999) 512-513.

220 gchenkeveld (1983) 76: <(...) the most acceptable exegesis seems to me that Stoics called both
demonstrative and anaphoric pronouns &pBpo dpiouévo a), and that Apollodorus and Dionysius Thrax
followed Stoic views when they called these words &pBpa derktikd also b), i.e. apart from the Stoic
nomenclature.’

2!'Sch. D. Thrax, G.G. 1 3, 160,27-28.
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independent value as a source; but even if that is true, it is an important ancient
interpretation of Apollonius’ words.””> Now, Matthaios has shown that, before
Dionysius Thrax, Aristarchus already distinguished the dvtovouio as a separate word

223
class.

Therefore, if we follow the interpretation of Di Benedetto and Schenkeveld
concerning Dionysius Thrax, one should not believe that ‘affer Dionysius Thrax and
Apollodorus pronouns acquired names of their own’, as Schenkeveld believes.”** We
should rather suppose that after Aristarchus, who used a system of eight word classes
(including the dvtovoulo as a separate word class), Stoic influence on grammar
became so strong that Dionysius Thrax adopted a different classification of the parts
of speech (with fewer word classes), in which the pronouns belonged to the &pBpo.
The pronouns would then have gotten the names &pBpa dpiouévo. and &pBpo
dewktika. Matthaios rejects this interpretation: he does not believe that Dionysius
Thrax did not use the term &vtwvouic, because Aristarchus already used that term

225

before him.”” But it seems that we should not exclude the possibility that Dionysius

Thrax did not follow his teacher in this respect.

Matthaios himself adopts the second interpretation: Dionysius Thrax used the term
avtovoulot for pronouns (just like Aristarchus), but sometimes he added that they
could also be called ¢pBpo. Serctiné.*® According to this interpretation, Dionysius
Thrax would not have used a word class system in which pronouns and articles were
taken together as one word class, but he would have agreed with Aristarchus in
treating the dvtwvoulo as a separate word class; he would merely have allowed for
two possible alternative terms for pronouns, namely dvtovopio and d&pBpov
dewktikov. This interpretation reduces Apollonius’ remark on Apollodorus and
Dionysius Thrax to a terminological matter (that is, not a problem concerning the

word class system).

*22 For the problematic nature of the text, see Matthaios (1999) 511. Di Benedetto (1990) 26-27 argues

that the scholion correctly interprets Apollonius Dyscolus’ information about Dionysius Thrax.

22 Matthaios (1999) 432-519.

224 Schenkeveld (1983) 76. My italics.

225 Matthaios (1999) 511: ‘Ferner hat die Interpretation von Di Benedetto zur Folge, daf sich der
terminus post quem fiir die Anerkennung des Pronomens als selbstindiger Wortart und die Einfithrung
des Terminus dvtovopio auf die Grammatikergeneration nach Dionysios Thrax und Apollodor
verschiebt. Diese Schlufifolgerung ist aber unannehmbar. Denn wie unsere Ausfiihrungen gezeigt
haben, haben Aristarch und seine unmittelbaren Zeitgenossen das Pronomen bereits als eigenstdndige
Wortart anerkannt und es dvtovopocio — so Komanos — bzw. dvtwvouic (...) genannt.” But I do not
see why it is impossible that Dionysius Thrax distanced himself from Aristarchus and started to call the
pronouns &pBpa: derctikd. A parallel case is the grammarian Tyrannion. Matthaios (2002) 194 believes
that, unlike Aristarchus, Tyrannion did not regard the participle as a separate word class but as a
subtype of the Gvoua. If Stoic influence caused Tyrannion to disagree so strongly with Aristarchus,
could it not have had a similar effect on Dionysius Thrax?

226 Matthaios (1999) 513; Matthaios (2002) 193.
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Apollonius’ information about Dionysius Thrax remains difficult to interpret. One
thing is clear: Dionysius Thrax was influenced by Stoic ideas on the parts of speech.
The question is to what extent the Stoics exercised their influence. According to the
first interpretation, Dionysius Thrax was so strongly influenced by Stoic ideas that he
distanced himself from the word class system of his teacher Aristarchus, adopting a
system of fewer word classes and classifying the pronouns as &pBpa. In this case,
Apollonius would be saying: and Apollodorus of Athens and Dionysius Thrax called
the pronouns &pBpa derktikd apart from &pBpa. dpiouévo. According to the second
interpretation, Dionysius Thrax did not change the Aristarchean system but merely
allowed for an alternative name for pronouns, thus showing his respect for the Stoic
terminology. In this case, Apollonius would be saying: and Apollodorus of Athens
and Dionysius Thrax called the pronouns &pBpa. derxtikd apart from dviovopion. 1
cannot solve the problem, but I would like to mention one more argument in favour of
the first interpretation: Apollonius’ claim that Apollodorus and Dionysius Thrax
called the pronouns ‘also &pBpa derktikd’ directly follows his observation that the
Stoics did not call the pronouns dvtmvopiot but &pBpa dpiouéva (see above); within
this context, it would be more natural to understand that, just like the Stoics,
Dionysius Thrax called the pronouns &pOpo. (namely épBpo. dpiouéva and also
G.pBpa. derktid), rather than that, unlike the Stoics, he called them &pBpo. Serkticd:

as well as vtV

We can now return to our own Dionysius and his classification of ovtod as either a
pronoun or a deictic article (Thuc. 37.389,16-17; see above). The explanation of
Dionysius’ text depends on the interpretation of Apollonius’ information about
Dionysius Thrax: the two interpretations of Apollonius’ remark that we have
discussed above correspond to two different interpretations of Dionysius’
classification of a0tov. According to Matthaios, Dionysius of Halicarnassus’ view
that one could call the word o0t0b either a ‘deictic article’ or a ‘pronoun’ (el te
GpBpov derktikov BovAetad Tig oTd Kodely €l Te dvtovouaciov) agrees with the
alleged use of these terms by Dionysius Thrax:**’ both Dionysius Thrax and
Dionysius of Halicarnassus would have used &pBpov deiktikdv and dviwvouio
(vtovoupaoio) as alternative terms. Matthaios points out that the particles el te / €l
te are not disjunctive, but indicate that the two options distinguished are both
possible. For this reason, he rejects the explanation of Schenkeveld, who argues that
Dionysius of Halicarnassus double classification of the word ovtod shows that he

knows of two different word class systems, namely one with nine word classes (in

227 Matthaios (1999) 513: ‘Wie bei Dionysios Thrax und Apollodor erscheint der Ausdruck &pBpov
dewxtikdv auch bei Dionysios von Halikarna3 als eine Alternative zum Terminus dvimvouic bzw.
dvtovouaocio fiir die Bezeichnung des Pronomens.’
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which the dvtovopocio is a separate word class) and one with fewer parts (in which
28 Matthaios

concludes: ‘Es ist unwahrscheinlich, dal Dionysios von Halikarna3 den Terminus

pronouns and articles constitute one single word class — the &pBpov).

GpBpa. Sewktikd als Hinweis auf eine Untergruppe des sowohl Artikel als auch
Pronomen umfassenden Redeteils &pBpov hat gelten lassen. Denn die Kategorien
Artikel und Pronomen stellten seiner Ansicht nach sonst zwei selbstdndige Wortarten
dar.” Here, I would like to raise two objections. First, it is true that Dionysius of
Halicarnassus elsewhere classifies tovtovi and nuov as dvtovopoaciotl (see above).
However, we have also seen that Dionysius classifies appellatives sometimes as
ovouorta, and sometimes as tpoonyopikd, and that he classifies participles sometimes
as pnuoto and sometimes as petoyod: he uses both general terms and more specific
terms. I would suggest that this same principle might apply to his use of &pBpov and
avtovouaotio: according to this interpretation, the word adbto¥ could be classified
either in a general way as &pOpov Sewtikdv or in a more specific way as
avtovopocio. My second objection to Matthaios” analysis is his interpretation of the
particles €1 1€ / €1 1e. I agree that these particles indicate that the two options are both
acceptable for Dionysius. However, I do not agree that this would be inconsistent with
Schenkeveld’s suggestion that the two alternative classifications refer to two different
word class systems. In my view, it is possible that Dionysius refers to the existence of
a system with fewer than nine word classes (without the category of the dvtmvouic)
on the one hand, in which ordtod would be classified as an &pBpov, and of a system of
nine word classes on the other hand, in which it would be classified as an
avtovouaocio. Dionysius would in that case mean to say the following: ‘(...) whether
one wishes to call o01tob a deictic article (as do the Stoics, and Dionysius Thrax, who
treat pronouns and articles in one word class) or a pronoun (as do the grammarians
who use a system of eight or nine word classes).” In my view, the fact that Dionysius
uses el t¢ / &l te merely shows that he gives equal value to both possibilities:**’
Dionysius leaves the question open, because he is not interested in the use of
grammatical ‘systems’ of word classes with an exact number of uopio Adyov. I
conclude that I prefer Schenkeveld’s interpretation of Dionysius’ classification of
avtov as referring to two different word class systems. But both Apollonius’
reference to Dionysius Thrax and Dionysius of Halicarnassus’ classification of o010
remain difficult problems, which are closely related to our poor knowledge of the

most obscure period in the history grammar.>*

228 Schenkeveld (1983) 76; Matthaios (1999) 513 n. 408.

29 See Smyth (1956) 647.

2% To make things even more difficult, Dionysius (Comp. 2.7,7-8; see section 4.2.1) tells us that the
dvrtovouacion were separated from the dvopota. This would mean that, if one takes different phases
of the history of the word class system into account, one could classify the word o0tod as either an
&voua or an dvtovouocio, but not as an &pBpov. But the history of the theory of the parts of speech is
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3.6.4. tp6Beoig and cOvdeopog

We have seen that Dionysius uses several grammatical terms both in a more general
and in a more specific sense: dvopo. (‘noun’) covers both 6voua (‘proper noun’) and
npoonyopikdv (‘appellative’), prino (‘verbal part’) covers both pruc (‘verb’) and
uetoyn (‘participle’); the classification of the word owtol as either an &pBpov
dewktikdv or an dvtovopocio might also be interpreted as indicating that &pBpov as a
general term covers both the pronouns and the articles. Dionysius’ treatment of
npdBecic (‘preposition’) and cOvdespog (‘conjunction’) is similar in this respect. The
classification of kot- in kot1ddV as tpdBecic is unproblematic, as is the classification
of te and &pa as oOvdeopor.”®’ However, the words éni and év are called oOvdeopot
(not mpoBécerc), although Dionysius allows for an alternative classification of éni as
npdBecic.*® In Comp. 22, Dionysius analyses a Pindaric ode, and classifies the words
of the first two cola according to their word classes. In his discussion of the first colon

233

(Agdt’ év xopov 'OAvumion), he calls the word év a cOvdeopog.”” When discussing

the second colon (éni te kAvTdY méumete x&ptv Beotl), he remarks the following:***

év 8¢ 1} kot pépog cuvBécel 100 kdAov Tolg uEv €mi 1e cuvdéouolg G’ GV
Gpyeton 10 kdAov, eite &pa tpdBecty adTdV Sel T Hyoduevov KoAely, TO TPoon-
YOPIKOV £MIKEIUEVOV UOPLOV TO KALTOV OVTITUTOV TEMOINKE KL TPOYEIQV TNV
cuvBeoy.

‘In the detailed arrangement of the clause, the placing of the appellative word kAvtdv
after the connectives ént te (or perhaps the first of these should be called a

preposition) has made the composition dissonant and harsh.’

As Schenkeveld remarks, according to a system with nine parts of speech, both év and
ént should be classified as npoBéceig, not as cOvdecpotr. Dionysius himself says that
éni might be called a npdBecic, but he does not say that with regard to év. Possibly,
the juxtaposition of éni te has reminded Dionysius that he could give a more precise
classification, since some people would not regard these words as belonging to the
same word classes. In any case, Dionysius’ mention of two possible classifications for

ént (cVvdeopuog or npdBecic) could be explained in two ways. The first possibility is

a rather isolated passage in Dionysius’ work; we have already pointed out that his classification of
participles as priuoto does not agree with his view (in Comp. 2.7,11) that the participles were separated
from the Tpoonyopikd.

21 See Comp. 6.30,2 (xot-); Comp. 22.102,16 (te); Comp. 25.129.5 (&pa).

32 Comp. 22.102,15-17.

233 Comp. 22.101,7-21.

2% Comp. 22.102,15-17.
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that Dionysius’ remark points to the difficulty of the merismos procedure. In that case,
Dionysius’ idea would be that one could argue for two different classifications of the
word ért, which, for different reasons, could be assigned to either the prepositions or
the conjunctions. We should not exclude this possibility, but the problem is that we do
not know of any grammatical debate on the classification of érxi within a word class
system of eight or nine parts of speech. The second possibility has been suggested by
Schenkeveld: he argues that the alternative classifications offered by Dionysius are
related to the existence of different word class systems: the classification of érni as a

235 I other

ovvdeopog “is a sure sign of a system with less than nine (or eight) parts.
words: in a system with five or six parts of speech, the cuvdeouog would also have
covered those words that in a system of eight or nine parts would have been identified

as prepositions.

In order to support Schenkeveld’s interpretation, I would like to point to a passage
from Apollonius Dyscolus’ [Tept cuvdéopmv.”® According to Apollonius, Posidonius
(probably the Stoic philosopher who lived ca. 135-50 BC) had objected to those
people who thought that cbvdeouot do not indicate (dnAovot) anything but merely
connect the phrase (v @pdowv cuvdéovot).”>” Posidonius thought that cOveopot
did have a meaning of their own, and to prove this he pointed out that éridovvar (‘to
give besides’) differed from amododvon (‘to give back’) and arnoitelv (‘to demand
back’) from npocoatelv (‘to beg’). Thus, he showed that éni, and and npdg did in fact
‘indicate’ something, and he did so ‘being confident that the preposition and the
conjunction are one part of speech’ (rioToVUEVOg Gt €V pépog Adyou 1 te mpdbecig
kol 0 oOvdeouog). Apollonius Dyscolus, however, did not agree that npdBecic and
ovvdeopog were one word class, and therefore he had to find another way of proving
that cOvdeopot have meaning.”*® Posidonius’ view seems to correspond to that of the
Stoics, which Apollonius reports elsewhere: ‘the Stoics also called prepositions
“prepositive conjunctions” (npoBetikovg cuvdéouovg), considering it better to name
this class from its distinctive position than from its force, as was done for the
conditional (cuvvorntikot) and copulative (cuvumniektikol) conjunctions, and all the

5239

other types. It seems clear, then, that for Posidonius, as for the other Stoics, the

33 Schenkeveld (1983) 73-74. See also Aujac & Lebel (1981) 154 n. 2.

236 Apollonius Dyscolus, Conj., G.G. 11 1, 214,4-20 = Posidonius fr. 45 Edelstein-Kidd. Cf. Dalimier
(2001) 236-240.

37 The view that conjunctions do not have a meaning goes back to Aristotle’s definition in Po.
1456b38: see Sluiter (1997b) and my section 4.3.2. See also Kidd (1988) 199-204 (the commentary ad
Posidonius fr. 45).

3% See Apollonius Dyscolus, Conj., G.G. 11 1, 214,17-215,13; cf. Dalimier (2001) 240-243.

239 Apollonius Dyscolus, Synt. IV.5: &vBev yop kol ot 4md tig Zrodg Tpobetikods ékdhovy cuvdéopong
10¢ npobéoel, duevov fimodievorl dmo thg é€atpétov cvvidemg v dvopoaciov BécBor finep dmo
th¢ Suvduenc, kabdmnep of e GuVomTIKOL KO GUURAEKTIKOL KO 01 DEOAOLTOL.



DIONYSIUS ON THE GRAMMATICAL THEORY OF THE PARTS OF SPEECH 125

ovvdeopog covered both the conjunctions and the prepositions that were distinguished

by grammarians like Apollonius Dyscolus.

On these grounds, we may conclude that Dionysius’ classifications of év and érni as
obvdeopot belong to a system with less than eight (or nine) parts of speech.** His
remark that én{ could be classified as either a cOvdeopoc or a tpdBeoic indicates that
he does not make a rigid choice for the use of a system of nine parts of speech:
instead, he implies that the classification of éri depends on the word class system that
one uses. Taking into account the Posidonius fragment, we may assume that
Dionysius is thinking here of the classification that the Stoics would make. In that
case, he is implicitly referring to the Stoic system that consisted of five (or six) parts

of speech, namely §voua, npoonyopio, &pBpov, pripo, (uesdtne) and cOVdecuoC.
3.6.5. émippmpua

Dionysius’ use of the term énippnuo is of high importance.**' As I have pointed out

above, Dionysius’ works and the fragments of Tryphon are the earliest extant texts in

242

which the word érippnuo occurs (see sections 3.2 and 3.3.2).”"" It is interesting that

the grammarian Philoxenus (who came from Alexandria to Rome in the first half of
the first century BC) still uses the term pecdtng for the adverb: this is the term that the
Stoics used, and we also find it in the fragments of Aristarchus.”*> Given the fact that
Tryphon was a contemporary and fellow citizen of Dionysius of Halicarnassus, we
may regard Dionysius’ use of the term énippnuo as an important sign that his works

244

reflect the most recent developments in grammatical theory.”™ He classifies seven

245
words as adverbs.

29 In Comp. 2.7,10, Dionysius states that the prepositions were separated from the conjunctions (Té

npobécelc dnd 1dv cuvdéoumv). This analysis seems to confirm the view that his classification of év
and énl represents the use of an older system; these words would be cvvdeouor before they were
treated as a separate word class (npobéceig). Dionysius’ classification of participles as verbs and his
classification of a pronoun as a ‘deictic’ article, however, cannot be related to his history of the word
class theory: there, the participles are said to be separated from the appellatives (not from the verbs)
and the pronouns from the nouns (not from the articles) (see above).

241 The term énippnie. occurs seven times in Dionysius® works: Dem. 26.185,18-19; Dem. 26.185,19;
Comp. 2.7,9; Comp. 5.24,16; Comp. 5.24,19-20; Comp. 5.25,4; Comp. 5.25,11.

242 See Tryphon, fr. 65 Von Velsen (= Apollonius Dyscolus, Adv., G.G. 11 1, 146,15-23).

3 Philoxenus, fr. 578 Theodoridis: here, Philoxenus classifies the word étd¢ as a pecdng. See
Matthaios (1999) 559-560. On Philoxenus and his works, see section 1.4 and the literature mentioned
there.

% The term énippnuo also occurs in a fragment of Tyrannion in Herodian, but the latter grammarian
may be using his own terminology while presenting the views of Tyrannion: see Matthaios (1999) 559-
560.

5 The list of Schenkeveld (1983) 77 is not complete, for it does not include the words ixavdc and
eouevadg (Dem. 26.185,18-19). The remaining ‘adverbs’ are £miotpoeddny, éfomicw, &tépuoe,
Botpvddv and onuepov (Comp. 5.24,15-25,11).
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Schenkeveld has rightly drawn attention to the three types of adverbs that Dionysius
mentions in Comp. 5.24,18-19: émppnuota tpoémov (adverbs of manner), tomov
(place), and yxpovov (time) (see section 5.3.4). The €mippruato tpdmov are usually
called émipphuoto moldtntog, but Schenkeveld’s suggestion that the &mippriuorto
tpomov are ‘unique’ in ancient theory was not correct: Sluiter refers to some later

texts, in which the term is used as well.**°

In the examples to which Dionysius refers,
¢€oniom and £tépmoe are probably adverbs of place, onuepov is an adverb of time,
while én16tpo@ddny and Botpudév must be adverbs of manner.**’ It is interesting to
notice that the grammarian Apollonius Dyscolus mentions Potpvdév among his
examples of the adverbs that end on —dov, which are always adverbs of manner

(rotémroc).>*®

3.6.6. Does Dionysius use a system of nine word classes?

In his history of the theory of the parts of speech, Dionysius of Halicarnassus
mentions systems of three (Aristotle and Theodectes), four (Stoics), five (later Stoics),
six, and nine uopro Adyov: although he adds that other people made more distinctions,
the system with nine pépa is the last one he explicitly mentions (see section 4.2.1).%*
Does this mean that Dionysius himself also used the system of nine word classes? In
view of the fact that Dionysius mentions each of the nine word classes not only in the
Comp. 2 but also in other chapters of On Composition and in the other three treatises
where grammatical theories are used (Dem., Thuc. and Amm. 1), Schenkeveld states
that ‘(...) we may safely ascribe to DH the use of the system of nine word classes.”**"
The system of nine word classes seems to have been a common alternative to the
system of eight uépn Adyov. The nine-part system differs from the system that we find
in the Techné in that the appellative noun (tpoonyopia) is not treated as a subdivision
of the Svopo, but listed as a separate part of speech.”>’ As I have pointed out above
(section 3.2), this separation of proper and appellative noun was taken over from the

Stoics, for whom the distinction was based on the ontological difference between

246 Schenkeveld (1983) 81 and (1994) 279; these adverbs are also mentioned in Sch. D. Thrax, G.G. I 3,
281,11f; 60,3ff.; 433,21; for more places, see Sluiter (1990) 132 n. 358.

247 Cf. Schenkeveld (1983) 81.

**% Apollonius Dyscolus, Adv., G.G. 11 1, 196,13. See also Adv., G.G. 11 1, 146,4; 197,20; 205,4.

9 Comp. 2.7,9-13.

2% Schenkeveld (1983) 72. See also Morgan (1998) 154. Schenkeveld (1983) 73 remarks that, although
the distinction between Gvoua and mpoonyopia is originally Stoic, ‘it would be dangerous (...) to call
the nine-parts system typically Stoic.” In fact this would not only be dangerous, but even wrong: the
system with nine parts of speech seems to have been quite common among grammarians; the Stoics
however distinguished only five uépn Adyov (in later times six, including the pecdtng); these parts of
speech were essentially different from the grammatical ‘word classes’.

21 Cf. Quintilian Inst. orat. 1.4.20 (see section 4.2.3).
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individual and common quality.**?

The adoption of this originally Stoic element in the
grammatical word class theory resulted in a system with the following uépn Adyov:
dvopo, mpoonyopia, phiua, petoxh, &pbpov, dvtovouasic, npdbeci, énippnuo and
ovvdeopoc. We know two grammatical papyri that adopt this system.”>> Schenkeveld
argues that Dionysius of Halicarnassus uses this same system with nine word

254
classes.

There are, however, some passages in Dionysius’ works that do not seem to support
the conclusion that Dionysius used the system of nine word classes: in these passages,
Dionysius appears to classify certain words differently from what a system of nine
parts of speech would have required. First, we have seen that dvopo and pfjuo are in
some cases used as general terms covering two word classes: Gvoupo covers both
Ovoua and mpoonyopikov, while pfince covers both pfiuo and petoyn. Second, we
have seen that Dionysius’ classification of év and éni as obvdeopot points to the use
of a system with fewer word classes. According to Dionysius, the prepositions are
either covered by the term cOvdecpog or they are separately classified as npoBéceic.
A similar explanation is possible in the case of his classification of o01T0D as a ‘deictic
article’: pronouns are either covered by the general term &pOpov or they are
separately classified as avtovouactiot. In other words, although Dionysius knows the
names of nine word classes, in many cases he gives classifications that do not fit into

the most elaborate system that is available to him. How can we explain this?

According to Schenkeveld, Dionysius normally uses a system of nine parts of speech,
but in some instances ‘uses a system of less than nine (or eight) parts and mixes it
with the full-blown one’.*>> T would like to suggest a slightly different interpretation.
In my view, it would be more correct to avoid ascribing any ‘system’ of word classes
to Dionysius in the first place. The fact that his classifications in some instances fit
into a system of nine and in other instances into a system of five or six word classes
(without &vtwvouic and npdBecic) does not mean that he is actually using two
different grammatical systems. Dionysius is not a grammarian, and he only uses
grammatical theories inasmuch as they can help him to clarify his own rhetorical
ideas. His rhetorical instructions do not demand that he adopt a specific grammatical
‘system’ of word classes. Therefore, instead of assuming that Dionysius uses a system
of nine parts of speech, which he sometimes mixes up with a system of fewer uépn

Adyov, it would be better to accept that Dionysius is not so much interested in the

32 FDS 536 = Diogenes Laertius VII.58.

23 p. Yale 125 (nr. 1 Wouters; first century AD) and P. Heid. I 198 (nr. 12 Wouters; third century AD).
2% See also Matthaios (2001) n. 115.

253 Schenkeveld (1983) 73.
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exact number of word classes: he is not concerned with grammatical systems, but with
the composition of texts. This is especially clear in his discussions of specific texts. A
good example is his analysis of the arrangement of a Pindaric poem in Comp. 22 (see
section 3.6.4 above). Dionysius analyses the austere beauty of the cOvOeoig of the
verses, which are characterised by rough sounds and dissonant combinations. In his
discussion, he points to ‘the connectives ért and te’, and immediately adds ‘or
perhaps the first of these should be called a preposition’.*® Now, the classification of
ént, or of any other word, for that matter, does not have any effect on his analysis of
the euphonic aspects of the composition of the Pindaric dithyramb; therefore,
Dionysius leaves it to the reader to decide what he wants to call the specific parts of

speech.

In fact, Dionysius himself makes it explicitly clear that the exact number of uopio
Adyov is not important for his purpose, and that he does not support any grammatical
‘system’ at all. At the end of his discussion of the different word class systems that
have been adopted by earlier thinkers (consisting of three, four, five, six, nine, or

more popio. Adyov), Dionysius concludes the following:*’

VREP OV 0V HIKPOC GV €M Adyoc. TANY 1] Ye TV TpdTOV £lTE TPV 1) TETTAPWV €10’

Sowv O mote Svtov pepdv mAokm kol mapdBecic to Aeydpuevo motel k®dAa, (...)

‘The subject could be discussed at considerable length, but it is enough to say that the
combination or juxtaposition of these primary parts, whether there be three, four or

any number of them, forms what are called clauses (...).’

Unlike Quintilian, who gives a similar history of the word class theory (see section
4.2.3), Dionysius does not choose any of the systems that he mentions. He leaves the
question open, ‘whether there be three, four or any number of them’. In Dem. 48, he
adopts the same attitude: ‘The primary parts of speech, which some call the elements,
whether they be three, as Theodectes and Aristotle believe — nouns, verbs and
conjunctions — or four, as Zeno and the Stoic school say, or more, are always
accompanied by two phenomena of equal importance, tone and time.*® Again,
Dionysius does not select any of the systems known to him, but makes clear that the

number of 1o wpdta popler ThHg AéEewg is not relevant to his rhetorical

28 Comp. 22.102,15-17.

37 Comp. 2.7,14-16.

2% Dem. 48.232,20-233,2: 10ig npdrotg popiotg thg AéEeme, & 5 otorgelo bmd Tvov kokeltar, eite Tpio
0T otiv, g Ocodéktr Te kol "Apiototédet dokel, Gvopoto kol pipate kol cuvdespoL, ite TéTTOpL,
&¢ toi¢ mepl ZAvavo, tov Ztmikdv, eite thelw, SYo todto dikolovBel uéhog kol ypdvog (oo
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investigations.”> Our conclusion should be that Dionysius does not use a system of
nine word classes, nor does he mix different systems of word classes. This teacher of
rhetoric makes use of the grammatical word classes when he needs them, but he does
not select any of the systems that we find in grammatical treatises. We can also put
this in a more general way: as we have seen in section 1.6, Dionysius incorporates
many ideas from different disciplines, but he he does not want to deal with the too
technical details of metrical, grammatical or philosophical problems. Several times,
Dionysius emphasises that, although he makes use of theories from grammar, music,
metrics, and philosophy, the technical details of these studies are not relevant for his
investigations. These disciplines are only important for him as far as they support his

260

rhetorical instructions.” For modern scholars, this implies that they should not

interpret Dionysius as if he were a grammarian, or, for that matter, a philosopher.**’
3.7. The accidentia of the parts of speech: copuBepnxdéta versus tapendpeva

An important part of the ancient grammatical doctrine of the parts of speech was the
theory of the accidentia: the categories that are applicable to each word class. In
Greek technical grammar, these accidentia are called moperouevo. They traditionally
include both inflectional and derivational categories.> The Techné Grammatiké lists
five mopendueva for the noun (yévn, £1dn, oynuora, dpBuol and ntmoeic) eight for
the verb (éyxhicelc, SroBécerg, €1dn, oynuote, &pBuoil, npdcwmo, ypdvor and
ovluylon) and also mentions the accidentia of the participle, article and pronoun.”®
Dionysius of Halicarnassus refers to the accidentia at several passages in his
rhetorical works. In this section, I will discuss Dionysius’ technical terminology for
the accidentia and some related terms. In the next section (3.8), I will deal with the

specific categories that he distinguishes.

29 A similar lack of interest in the exact terminology of the word classes seems to be expressed in
Comp. 17.68,13-14: ndwv Svoua kol puc kol dALo woplov Aé€eme, & Tt Ul povosvALoBov éotiv, év
pLOu® Tvi Aéyeton. ‘Every noun and verb, and every other part of speech, if it does not consist of a
single syllable only, is spoken in some sort of rhythm.’

260 See Comp. 14.50,1-11; Comp. 15.59,2-14; Comp. 18.73,10-13.

261 Dionysius’ views on the referents of the pdpio Adyov (such as ovoic, couBePnrdc, T moodv 1
néoyov; see Comp. 5.23,13-27,6) will be analysed in the discussion of Dionysius’ views on natural
word order (section 5.3.3), since we can only interpret these views by paying close attention to their
context. The same is true for Dionysius’ remarks on cduo, mpoyuce and mpdoorov (which are
designated by words), and his use of the terms onuoivov (that which signifies) and onpoivéuevov (that
which is signified): these subjects will be discussed in section 4.4.2. For cdua, npdyuo and tpdconov,
see Comp. 12.46,19-472; Dem. 40.215,14-15; Amm. 11 14.433,6-434,12. For onuoivov and
onuovopevov, see esp. Amm. 11 13.432,14-433,5 (cf. sections 2.3 and 4.4.2).

262 Cf. Robins (1997%) 43-46.

263 [D. Thrax], G.G. I 1, 24,6-7 and 46,5-47,2: the accidentia of the noun are gender, type, form,
number and case. The accidentia of the verb are mood, voice, type, form, number, person, tense and
conjugation.
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Apart from occasional references to particular accidentia, there are four passages
(Amm. 11 6-12, Comp. 6, Comp. 25, Dem. 52) where Dionysius mentions a number of

. . 264
accidentia.

In the analysis of Thucydides’ style in the Second Letter to Ammaeus
(Amm. 11 6-12; see section 4.4.2), Dionysius points out that the historian uses for
example active instead of passive verb forms, singular instead of plural nouns,
masculine instead of feminine nouns, a present instead of a future tense, etc. In his
discussion of the three €pyo of composition (Comp. 6; see section 4.3.1), Dionysius
says that the second activity is the selection of the correct grammatical form of nouns,
verbs and other parts of speech: one should select the number, case and gender of
nouns, and the voice, mood and tense of verbs, in order to attain the most effective
composition. Finally, there are two passages (Comp. 25; Dem. 52) where Dionysius
describes how children learn to read (see section 3.3.3). These two texts will be the
starting point for our discussion of the accidentia (the other texts where the accidentia
are treated are discussed in sections 4.3.1 and 4.4.2). In Dem. 52, Dionysius gives the

following information:*®’

otV yop Stov éxpdBopev, mpdtov pev o dvopoto TV otolyelov The emvig
avolopuPavouey, O KOAEITOL YPOUUOTOL. £meltor (TOVG) TOTOVG T€ CUTMV Kol
duvdpelg. Stov 8¢ todTor udbwpev, toTe Tog GLAAABAG TV Kol T TEPT TOOTOLG
40N kpathoovtec ¢ TovTOV T T0D Adyouv pdpra, dvopoto Aéym kol pApoto kol
ovvdéopovg, kol To ovuPePnkoto TovTOLG, GLOTOAGS, EkTAcElS, OELTNTOG,
Bopdtnrog, yévn, mtooelg, &pbuols, éykAicelg, 100 GAAo. mopanmAncio. ToOTOLg
uoplo Ovro.

“When we learn this [i.e. grammar (ypouuotikn)] properly, we begin by learning by
heart the names of the elements of sound, which we call letters. Then we learn their
shapes and values. When we have discovered this, then we learn how they combine to
form syllables, and their properties. Having mastered this, we learn about the parts of
speech, I mean nouns, verbs and conjunctions, and their accidentia: shortenings,
lengthenings, high pitches, low pitches, genders, cases, numbers, moods, and
countless other related things.’

The corresponding passage (Comp. 25) is worded more brieﬂy:266

10 ypdppoto, dtoy mondevdueda, tpdTov pev o Ovouata ovtdv ékpovBdvouey,

£nelto Tovg TOMOVG Kol Taig duvderg, €10’ oVtw tog cvAAaPag kol To év TorTOUg

264 Amm. 11 6.427,7 —12.432,13; Comp. 6.28,20-29,14; Comp. 25.134,23-135,6; Dem. 52.242,15-24.
25 Dem. 52.242,15-24.
266 Comp. 25.134,23-135.6.
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&N, kol petor Tovto H{on tog AéEerg kol T cuuPePnrdta odtalc, Ektdoelc te Aéym

KOl GLGTOAGG KO TPOGMOTOG KOLL TOL TOPOTANGLOL TOVTOLG.

‘When we are taught to read (“letters”), first we learn by heart the names of the
letters, then their shapes and their values, then, in the same way, the syllables and
their properties, and finally the words and the accidentia that apply to them, by which

I mean lengthenings and shortenings and variations in pitch and similar functions.’

Despite some differences, the passages in Dem. 52 and Comp. 25 are quite similar,
and they serve the same purpose in their context.**” In both passages Dionysius draws
a comparison between rhetoric and grammar, in order to prove that slow and gradual
learning finally leads to success: having completed a process of long and laborious
learning one will in the end succeed in mastering a technique, which one can then
apply with great ease. Part of the process is that one learns the parts of speech and
their accidentia. For these categories of the parts of speech Dionysius does not use the
term mapendpeva.”® Dionysius’ term for accidentia is cvuPePnrdra, which he uses
in both Dem. 52 and Comp. 25 (it does not occur in Comp. 6 and Amm. 1I). There is
one other passage where 10 ovuBePnkota refer to the accidentia: earlier in Comp. 25,
Dionysius quotes fictitious opponents who do not believe that Demosthenes
composed poetic prose (see section 6.3) by ‘keeping a careful watch on the length and
quantities of his syllables, and taking great trouble over the cases of nouns, the moods
of verbs and all the accidentia of the parts of speech’ (ropo@LAGTTOV TG UNKN Kol
TOVG YPOVOVG KOl TOC TTOGELS TOV OVOUOTOV KOl TOC EYKAIGELS TOV PNUATOV KOl
névo o ovpPePnrdro Toig popiotg 100 Adyov).*’ The term cuuPePnrdto does not
only refer to the accidentia that apply to the various parts of speech: Dionysius also
employs the words ovuPepnkota and cvuPéPnke(v) when discussing properties or

characteristics of style, letters, and the human body.*"

Dionysius does not use the verb nopénesBor in discussions of the accidentia, but we

do find the related words dxolovBely and nopoaxolovBely in his works. In Dem. 48,

27 Dem. 52 mentions 1 Tod Adyov pépro, while Comp. 25 has tog AéEeic. Further, the 6&0mtag and
Bapbmrog of Dem. 52 are summarised in the npoc®diag of Comp. 25. Finally, Comp. 25 does not
mention the genders, cases, numbers and moods that occur in Dem. 52.

268 Cf. Schenkeveld (1983) 82. Té mapendpeva in Lys. 19.31,6 refers to the circumstances of actions.

29 Comp. 25.131,18-132,8. I think that the only specific accidentia of the parts of speech mentioned
here are the cases of nouns and the moods of verbs: mapopvAdttov To ufKm Kol Tovg xpdvoug seems to
be one unit, and the ‘lengths’ (ufxn) and ‘quantities’ (ypdvor) of syllables do not belong to the
accidentia of the parts of speech.

270 Properties of a certain style: Thuc. 3.328,10; Thuc. 25.364,14; Amm. 11 1.421,17; properties of
letters: Comp. 14.50,10; properties of the human body: Dem. 50.237,3. In Thuc. 22.358,17, Dionysius
says that figures (oxfiuota) ‘apply’ (cuuBéfnke) to both simple words and composite expressions.
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which seems to be influenced by musical theory, Dionysius states that ‘two
phenomena of equal importance, namely tone (uélog) and time (xpovoc), always
accompany (dxoAovBel) the primary parts of speech, whether there be three, four or

2! In Comp. 6, Dionysius uses the word mapaxolovBelv when

more of them.
referring to the accidentia that ‘apply’ to the verb.’”* Like mapénecOon, the term
73 Both terms

indicate that certain attributes ‘closely follow’ something to which they belong.

(mop)okoAovBely seems to have its origin in Aristotelian philosophy.

Apollonius Dyscolus also uses mapoxolovBelv for the accidentia of the parts of

274
speech.”’

Apart from cvuBepnkdto and (rop)okoAovBely, one more technical term should be
mentioned. In Comp. 6, Dionysius tells us that the second activity of composition is to
decide how every part of speech should be ‘formed’ (oynuoticBév). The verb
oynuotifom is a technical grammatical term, which refers to the morphological
formation of words.”” Dionysius uses the term in that specific sense, but also in a
wider (syntactical and rhetorical) sense with regard to word order, figures of speech

276

and figures of thought.”"” Both oyfjuo and oynuotionog can refer to the form of a

word and to a construction.”’’ In the specific sense of word formation, oynuorilew

' Dem. 48.232,20-233,2: t0ig mpdrotg popiotg thg AéEewg, & 81 otoryeio bmd Tivev kokeltan, eite Tplo

00T £0Tiv, g OeodéxTr Te kol "Aprtototédel Sokel, dvouoTo Kol PAuatae kKol oOvdeopot, eite téttapa,
&¢ T0i¢ mepl ZAvovo, TOV ZTonkdv, elte mhelm, 500 todto dkoAovBel pédog kol xpdvoc oo ‘The primary
parts of speech, which some call elements, whether they be three, as Theodectes and Aristotle believe
— “nouns”, “verbs” and “conjunctions” — or four, as Zeno and the Stoic school say, or more, are
always accompanied by two phenomena of equal importance, tone and time.” This is a shorter version
of Dionysius’ history of the theory of the parts of speech in Comp. 2.6,17-7,21: see section 4.2.1.
Dionysius mentions Aristoxenus at Dem. 48.233,8-9 (cf. section 1.5).

22 Comp. 6.29,11-12: €l tiva 10lg pApocty dAAo topokorovdely méguke. See section 4.3.1. Dionysius
uses napaxolovBelv in various other contexts. It can e.g. refer to the qualities ‘belonging’ to the three
styles (Dem. 34.205,3) and to propriety (t0 mpémov) ‘accompanying’ the three other means of
composition (Dem. 47.232,17).

" See Aristotle, Rh. 1399al 1ff. on the témog ék 10D dikodovBodvroc. Cf. Matthaios (1999) 206.

274 See Apollonius Dyscolus, Pron., G.G. 11 1, 4,3. Aristarchus uses the term mopokolovBely in a
grammatical context (that is, if Apollonius preserves Aristarchus’ phrasing) when he denies the
existence of plural forms of the ‘composite’ third person reflexive pronouns (i.e. éovt®v, Eavtolg) for
the reason that the pronouns of the first and second person do not have such forms either: Apollonius,
Pron., G.G. 11 1, 71,20 (= Aristarchus fr. 125a, 8-9 Matthaios): T1®v ntdtmv Koi SevTépv 0VK Sviwmy &v
cvvBécer mAnBuvtih, £€ dvdykmg xoi toig Tpitolg mapnrkodotBet todtdy. “Since the first and second
persons do not exist in the plural composite, the same thing necessarily applies also to the third
persons.” Cf. Ax (1982) 104-105 and Matthaios (1999) 206-207.

" For oynuorilewv as the morphological forming of words, see also Thuc. 37.389,15-16 (xortdt thv
yevucy éoymuotiopévov ntdow), Thuc. 37.389,19-21 (1 nAnBuvtikd wod o0detépo (kol) kot Thv
altiotikny éoynuotiopéve ttdotv) and Amm. 11 5.426,15-16 (t0 pnuoticd puopio thg Aé€ewmg
ovopotikdg oynuatiler).

776 See e.g. Thuc. 23.359,27 (oynuortiletv tog AéEeig (kay tog vonoeic); Amm. 11 7.427,18 (oynuartilet
10V Aoyov); Amm. 11 8.428,11 (oynuariler 1ov tpdnov); Amm. 11 11.430,19-20 (oynuoetildvreg v
Qpdowv).

271 Cf. Blass DAB1(1979° [1868]) 211-212.
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and the corresponding noun oynuoticudg are also found in the fragments of

Aristarchus and Tryphon, in the grammatical papyri and in Apollonius Dyscolus.””®

Dionysius’ use of the term cvuBefnrodta provides important evidence for the history
of the theory of the accidentia. In 1922, Karl Barwick argued that copPepnxoto was
the term that the Stoics used for the accidentia that applied to their uépn Adyov, and
his most important piece of evidence was Dionysius’ use of this term in Dem. 52 and

Comp. 25 (which we have quoted above).””

Barwick thought that Dionysius follows a
Stoic source in these two passages, because in the same texts he also distinguishes
between the 6voua, Tonog and dvvayug of letters, a distinction that belongs, according

to Barwick, to Stoic theory.”®

Although I agree that the Stoics may have used the
term cvuPePnxoto for the accidentia of their parts of speech, I do not agree with
Barwick’s argument that Dionysius’ reference to the distinction between name, type
and value of letters in Dem. 52 and Comp. 25 indicates that he used a Stoic source for
these chapters; nor do I think that couBePnkoto was used for the accidentia by Stoics
only. I have three objections to this analysis. First, we have already seen that
Dionysius also uses ocvuPePnkoto in another passage (Comp. 25.131,18-132,8),
where we do not find the same remarks on the name, type and value of letters, or any
other Stoic theory. Second, Stoic terminology in the two passages does not necessarily
point to the use of a Stoic source, for we know that many grammarians of the second
and first century BC were influenced by Stoic ideas. Therefore, passages in which
Stoic distinctions are mentioned should not automatically be traced back to Stoic
sources. This brings us to the third and most important objection against Barwick’s
analysis. As I have argued in section 3.3.3, the relevant passages from Dem. 52 and
Comp. 25 describe the contemporary practice of grammatical education. If we take
into account the purpose of Dionysius’ argument in these passages, we will easily see
that it is not very probable that in this context Dionysius refers to specific Stoic
theories. Dionysius intends to point out that his readers know very well that slow and
gradual learning in grammatical education finally leads to good results. Likewise,
Dionysius argues, rhetorical training demands much exercise and patience, but in the
end orators are able to compose texts with great ease. Now, this comparison between

grammar and rhetoric would not be very convincing when it did not refer to the

278 For Aristarchus’ use of the term, see Matthaios (1999) 204-205 and 257-258; for Tryphon, see fr. 56
Von Velsen; for the papyri, see P. Yale I 25 (nr. 1 Wouters), P. Heid. I 197 (nr. 6 Wouters) and P. Lit.
Lond. 182 (nr. 2 Wouters); for Apollonius’ use of the term, see Schneider, G.G. II 3, 268 (index
vocabulorum).

279 Barwick (1922) 107-108. See also Barwick (1957) 47-48.

280 Barwick (1922) 107-108: ‘[U]nd daB Dionys. v. Hal. an den Stellen, wo er von den ovuPefnrdro
spricht, einer stoischen Quelle folgt, geht daraus hervor, daB er ebendaselbst and den ypdupoto
dreierlei unterscheidet, 8vopa, Tomog und dovapg: eine Lehre, die wir bereits oben als stoisch kennen
gelernt haben.’
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contemporary practice in grammar schools, for it depends on the audience’s
knowledge of grammatical teaching. In Dionysius’ words, it is ‘something that we all
know’ (6 yop Gmavteg Topev).”*! For these reasons, I do not agree with Barwick that

Dionysius directly follows Stoic sources in Dem. 52 and Comp. 25.

How can we then reconstruct the early history of the theory of the accidentia? Pinborg
has rightly argued that the general concept of accidence is of Aristotelian origin.***
Scholars disagree, however, on various problems concerning the ancient theory of
grammatical accidentia. The most important questions are the following. (1) Did the
Stoics know a theory of accidentia? And if so, did they use the term cvuPefnxoto or
nopenopeva? (2) Which term did the early philologists and technical grammarians
use? I will briefly consider these questions, paying special attention to the information

that Dionysius of Halicarnassus offers.

(1) Pinborg argues that the Aristotelian concept of accident is inconsistent with Stoic
283 Frede, on the other hand, thinks that the accidents of the parts of

speech were treated in Stoic grammar, and that the use of the concept of ‘accident’ in

epistemology.

grammar may have been of Stoic origin.*** In my view, our knowledge of Stoic
grammar does not support Pinborg’s view that the Stoics did not know ‘the purely
Aristotelian concept of accident’.*®* The word cupBePnkdrta occurs three times in the
Stoic fragments: the concept of ‘accidents’ (cvuPefnxoto) is used to describe
predicates (FDS 695), corporal accidents such as form and sweetness (FDS 746,
compare Dem. 50.237,3); the consequence of a cause is also an ‘accident’ (FDS
762).%* 1 would like to add that in Comp. 5, Dionysius distinguishes between
‘substance’ and ‘accident’ in a passage that is almost certainly based on Stoic theories

287

(see section 5.3.3).”°" There, T cvuPePnkdta do not refer to the accidentia of the

parts of speech, but to the predicates that are expressed by verbs: Dionysius tells us

that nouns (0voporta) indicate the substance (ovotia), while verbs (pruato) indicate

288

the accident (t0 ovuPefnxog).™® If the passage on natural word order is indeed

21 Comp. 25.134,21-22.

82 pinborg (1975) 102. For the Aristotelian concept of accidence and its connection to the grammatical
accidentia, see Ildefonse (1997) 81-86.

% Pinborg (1975) 102.

28 Frede (1987a) 332.

%5 Pinborg (1975) 111 thinks that the grammatical accidentia are the result of direct Peripatetic
influence on grammar. See also Matthaios (1999) 207.

26 FDS 695 (kormyopfiporta ko cvuPendto) = SVF 11.182. FDS 746 (bodily accidentia such as form
[oxfuc] and sweetness [yAvkOtnc]) = SVF 11.381. FDS 762 (aitiov and cuuPefnrdc) = SVF 1.89.

27 Comp. 5.23,17-18.

288 Tldefonse (1997) 290 relates Dionysius’ remark on the priority of ovcio over cuuPefnkdc to the
Aristotelian concept of accident. For the pair ovoia and cvuBefnkdg this is in itself possible, but the
rest of Comp. 5 shows that Dionysius’ experiment is based on Stoic ideas. My view is that Comp. 5 can
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inspired by Stoic views (as [ will argue in section 5.3), this could be an important sign

that the Stoics knew the concept of accidence.

Schenkeveld has suggested that the Stoics may have used the term mopenduevo for
the accidentia of the parts of speech.”™ However, there is no evidence for the use of
nopenoueva by the Stoics: this term is mentioned nowhere in the Stoic fragments.
Elsewhere, Schenkeveld draws attention to the fact that Dionysius does not use the
term cvuPePnkoto in Comp. 5-6: ‘Now the background of Comp. 5-6 seems quite
Stoic, so take T cvuPePnrodta, which does not occur here, as a distinctly Stoic term

is uncalled for.”**°

I agree that at least Comp. 5 has a Stoic background (see section
5.3), but I object to the argumentum e silentio that Schenkeveld uses: the omission of
the term cvuPePnkoto in Comp. 6 cannot be used as an argument for the view that
the Stoics did not use that term. Moreover, couPefnkog and couPefnrdta do in fact
occur as opposed to ovoia in Comp. 5, as I have already mentioned. To conclude, I
believe that the Stoics knew the concept of accident and that they used the term

ovuPePnkota for the accidentia of the parts of speech.

(2) The second problem concerns the terminology for accidentia in the early
grammatical texts. Scholars used to think that the term ocvuPefnkoto was
chronologically prior to the term moperouevo: the latter term is only found in
grammatical texts from the second century AD onwards (Apollonius Dyscolus,

grammatical papyri, and the Techné Grammatiké).”'

Recently, however, both Ax and
Matthaios have questioned the chronological priority of cuuBefnkéto.*®* Ax has

suggested that Apollonius Dyscolus literally quotes Aristarchus when saying that,

only be explained on the basis of the Stoic categories: otherwise, one cannot understand why common
nouns should be placed before proper nouns and pronouns before common nouns. See De Jonge (2001)
and chapter 5 of this study.

2% Schenkeveld (1999) 192: “This Latin term [accidentia] is a translation of cupBePnkéto and in texts
on the Stoic theory of causes and effects this word means necessary or constant consequence. But it is
not found in grammatical texts as a technical term for constant attributes of verb and noun. The
traditional Greek name is mapendueva, a word known from Aristotelian works in the sense of
necessary consequence, and it may well be that Stoics, too, used this term.” Luhtala (2000) 100 has
recently defended Barwick’s view that the Stoics used the philosophical notion of cuufefnkoto for the
grammatical accidents.

20 Schenkeveld (1983) 85.

2! The terms nopendpevov and mapéreton are used for the grammatical accidentia in Apollonius
Dyscolus (cf. Lallot [1997 II] 347), in P. Iand. V 83,13 (nr. 13 Wouters; end of the 3rd century AD)
and P. S.I. VII 761,7 (nr. 16 Wouters; 5th-6th century AD), and in the Techné Grammatiké ([D. Thrax],
G.G. 11, 24,6; 46,5; 60,2; 62,1; 64,1). For the chronological priority of the term cuuBefnxdra, see
Schenkeveld (1994) 279: ‘The accidentia are called cvuPefnkota, not yet nopendueve’. In a more
recent publication, Schenkeveld (1999) 192 is less certain about the chronological priority. Note that
‘Longinus’, Subl. 10.1 uses mopendpevo, in the general sense of ‘accompanying symptoms’: see section
5.34.

22 Ax (1982) 107 n. 38; Matthaios (1999) 205-208.
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according to the latter, the word Gveo is an adverb, because its lack of flection and
lack of congruence are properties ‘that did not apply (mopeineto) to nouns’.””
Matthaios has pointed out that Aristarchus uses the term €k moperouévov ‘in einem
grammatisch-technischen Kontext’, namely when reasoning for the meaning of a
word ‘aufgrund dessen, was aus der Bedeutung des Wortes folge’ (éx

% 1 think that we should be very careful when using these two

TOLPETOUEVOD).
fragments as evidence, for the following reasons. Concerning Ax’ suggestion, it
should be emphasised that we do not know how closely Apollonius Dyscolus follows
the words of Aristarchus: the word rnopeineto may very well be Apollonius’ own
phrasing, and not Aristarchus’. Concerning Matthaios’ reference to Aristarchus’
expression €k mopenopuévov, it should be noted that the term is used here in a different
sense than in technical grammar, and in my view it does not prove that Aristarchus
actually used the terms mopenduevo. or mopénecBon for the accidentia of the parts of
speech.”” Therefore, the doubts of Ax and Matthaios about the chronological priority

of the term cuuPePnkoto over nopendueva are based on rather scanty evidence.

For the use of cvuPePnxota in early times, however, there is more evidence: in a
fragment of Philodemus’ On Poems, which Janko has assigned to the critic
Pausimachus, it is said that ‘(...) in this manner neither the diction (A£E1c) nor the
subject-matter (Vmokeiuevo)) nor any of the ovuPefnxota will be cause of

excellence’.*”® Janko interprets the cuuPefnkéto as the ‘accidents of language, i.c.

declension, conjugation and prosody’.””’ This would fit another fragment from
Philodemus, where Pausimachus offers a list of several accidentia, namely grave and
acute (Gveolg and énitooic), aspiration and lack of aspiration (mpdomvevoig and
W1A0tNe), lengthening and shortening (£éktacig and ovotoAn), prefixation and case
(npdBecic and mrdoic).® This list partly corresponds to Dionysius’ list in Dem. 52
quoted above: he too mentions cvoToAdg, éktacelg and ntwoelg, and both the critic
and Dionysius enumerate prosodic elements, accents and inflectional categories in one

list (see below). Furthermore, the term cuuPePnkota in the sense of the grammatical

293 Aristarchus fr. 136 Matthaios (= Apollonius Dyscolus, Adv., G.G. 11 1, 145,51f.).

9% Aristarchus fr. 8a Matthaios. See Matthaios (1999) 206.

295 Matthaios (1999) 205 says: ‘Es ist nun durchaus méglich, daB8 Aristarch den Ausdruck mopénecOot
bzw. mopoakolovBelv iiber dessen Gebrauch in den Erkldrungen éx mopemouévov bzw. €k oD
nopokohovBodvtoc hinaus auch in den Kontext der Wortartensystematik iibertragen und dazu
verwendet hat, die einer grammatischen Kategorie zukommenden, akzidentiellen Merkmale zu
kennzeichnen.” (My italics.) We can indeed not exclude the possibility, but we do not have any hard
evidence for Aristarchus’ use of napendueva as accidentia.

2% pausimachus fr. 74,1-5 Janko (Janko [2000] 268-269). In an earlier publication, Janko (1995) 225-
228 assigned this text to Crates of Mallos.

27 Janko (2000) 269 n. 1. See also Janko (2000) 182-184.

298 pausimachus fr. 94,13-25 Janko (Janko [2000] 300-301).
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accidentia occurs not only in the Pausimachus fragment, but also in Philodemus’

rebuttal >’

We have seen that Dionysius of Halicarnassus uses the term cupufefnxoto when
referring to the grammatical curriculum. I have pointed out that his reference to the
teaching of letters, syllables and parts of speech (as preparation for reading and
writing) presumably corresponds to the actual curriculum of grammar schools in
Rome at the end of the first century BC. The various stages that Dionysius mentions
(letters, syllables, parts of speech and finally reading and writing) agree with the
exposition of grammatical doctrines that we find in Sextus Empiricus and Quintilian.
Blank has argued that these expositions depend on Asclepiades’ On Grammar.>® But
if these expositions of grammatical teaching reflect the general practice of grammar
schools, we do not have to trace these texts back to a specific source. Concerning the
terminology of accidents, I think that Dionysius’ reference shows that cuufefnxoto

(and not napendueva) was the normal term for accidentia in the first century BC.

Having taken the evidence into consideration, I conclude that it is most plausible that
the term ovuPePnxota was chronologically prior to the term mopendupevo. The
Aristotelian concept of accidence was taken over by the Stoics, who used the term
ovuPePnkodta. The kritikoi, Philodemus and presumably the grammarians of the first
century BC also used this term for the accidentia of the parts of speech. In my view,
there is insufficient evidence to suggest that Aristarchus used the term mopenduevo
for the grammatical accidentia. In later times, grammarians (grammatical papyri,
Apollonius Dyscolus, the Techné Grammatiké) preferred the term nopenouevo for the
accidentia. But grammarians still understood the two terms as having the same

301 . . . : .
The Roman term accidentia, however, is a translation of the original

302

meaning.

Greek grammatical term, as Barwick has already pointed out.

3.8. Dionysius on the accidentia of nouns and verbs

We now leave the discussion of the terminology of accidentia in general and turn to

the specific categories themselves. We have already seen that under the

299 Cf. Janko (2000) 182 n. 6: P. Herc. 994 fr. 19,7 (Treatise A col. b7 Sbordone): émi t@v dvoud[tov 7]
td[v] pnudrov kol t@dv AoV | uepdv 10D Adyov kol tdv | mopakeuévov ontolg cvuPenkdtwy.
According to Janko, this text belongs to the second book of On Poems (cf. Janko [1995] 225 and
Matthaios [1999] 207 n. 24). Luhtala (2000) 114 n. 197 wrongly suggests that the first occurrence of
the term cvpPePnxdta in the sense of accidentia is in the works of Dionysius of Halicarnassus.

390 Blank (1998) xlvi and Blank (2000) 410.

31 Cf. Sch. D. Thrax, G.G. 1 3, 217,23: Iapenduevov 8¢ éott oupPePnidc. See also Steinthal (1891 11)
243-244.

392 Barwick (1922) 107.
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ovuPepnxota, Dionysius lists items from (1) prosody, (2) accentuation and (3)
inflectional categories (accidents in the sense of the maperduevor distinguished by
grammarians of later times). In Dem. 52, Dionysius mentions GVGTOAGG, £KTACELS,
o&vmrag, Bopdrog, Yévn, ttoocetg, &p1Buoig and éykAiceig. In Comp. 25, he lists
éktaoelg, ovotoldg and mpoowdiog. So, the d&vtntag and PBapovtntog of Dem. 52
are summarised in the mpoowdiog of Comp. 25, while the latter chapter does not
include the genders, cases, numbers and moods that occur in Dem. 52.3% Tvotoladi
and éxtaoeig refer to the shortenings and lengthenings of syllables, which later
grammarians treat under the so-called nén AéEemv.’** As we have seen, these items
of prosody (¢ktacig and ocvotoAn) are also included in the list of accidentia in a

fragment of Philodemus’ On Poems.>”

That same fragment also mentions items of
accentuation (G&veoig, grave, and émitooig, acute), be it in different terms than
Dionysius, who uses 0&0tng (high pitch), Boapvtng (low pitch) and, in general,
npocwdio (scansion).’’® The combination of items from prosody, accentuation and
inflection under the term ovuPePnkota in both Philodemus and Dionysius of
Halicarnassus indicates that the technical grammatical distinctions that we know from
later texts, such as the grammatical papyri, Apollonius Dyscolus and the Techné
Grammatiké, were not yet established in the second and first century BC. Besides,
Dionysius combines theories from various language disciplines; concerning his use of
accidents this is particularly clear in Dem. 48, where Dionysius says that there are two
phenomena that accompany (dxoAovBel) all the parts of speech, namely tone (uélog)
and time (ypovoc).”’” These accidents are borrowed from musical theory, and it is no
coincidence that Aristoxenus is mentioned in the passage that discusses the high and

308

low pitch and rhythm of words.” In the rest of this section I will focus on those

accidentia that are treated as such in technical grammar.

In the list of ocvuPefnrodta in Dem. 52, only the yévn (genders), ntdoeig (cases),
dpBuol (numbers) and éykMoelg (moods) correspond to the morphological
accidentia, which were also distinguished by technical grammarians of the first

309

century AD onwards.”” In Comp. 6, the accidentia are mentioned in two groups, one

for nouns and one for verbs, which I will discuss in that order.’'°

393 Cf. Schenkeveld (1983) 82.

3% Cf. Schenkeveld (1983) 82. Dionysius himself speaks of né6n cvAlafdv, not of nén AéEewv: see
Comp. 15.59,15-16; Comp. 25.135,2-3 and Dem. 52.242,19-20.

395 pausimachus fr. 94,13-25 Janko (Janko [2000] 300-301).

39 Cf. Janko (2000) 182.

37 Dem. 48.232,20-233,2 (see above).

% Dem. 48.233.9.

309 My discussion of the individual accidents builds on the analysis of Schenkeveld (1983) 83-84.

319 1n Comp. 6, Dionysius’ terminology differs from that in the rest of his work: see my discussion in
section 4.3.1.
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With regard to the nouns (énl pev t@dv ovoudtwv), Comp. 6 mentions the following
items:*"!

(1) évikdg (singular) and nAnBuvtikag (plural)

(2) 6pON ntdo1g (nominative) and tAdyon Ttmoelg (oblique cases)

(3) &ppevikd (masculine), OnAvid (feminine) and o0Sétepo. (neuter)

These accidentia correspond to &p1Buoi (numbers), mtdoelc (cases) and yévn
(genders) respectively. Dionysius also refers to the numbers as nouns: 10 évikov and
70 TAnBuvTucdv or & vikd and & TAnBuvtiké. '? The oblique cases are specified as
aitiotikn, yevikn and dotikn, and the cases are not only mentioned in connection
with nouns, but also with appellative nouns (rpoonyopikd), participles (uetoyot) and

313

articles (&pBpar).”” The terms of the genders occur as nouns (t0 dppevikdv, 10O

BnAvidv and 10 0Odétepov), as adjectives in combination with yévog (1@ OnAvkd

Yéver) or udpiov (1o OnAvkodv pudpiov), and as adverbs (Gppevikde).’ '

With regard to verbs (éni 8¢ tdv pnudtwv), Comp. 6 mentions the following items:*"
(1) o 6pBar ) To Yt
(2) xoto Tolog EyKALoELg EKQEPOUEVDL, O O TIVES TTOGELS PNUATIKOG KOAOVGL

(3) molog TOPEUPAIVOVTO. DLOPOPOS Y POVOV

These accidentia correspond to (1) voice, (2) mood, and (3) tense respectively.
Elsewhere, Dionysius also mentions (4) number and (5) persons.’'® Because his
terminology for the verbal accidents casts light on the development of grammatical
theory between Aristarchus and Apollonius Dyscolus, I will discuss each of these

items separately.

S Comp. 6.29,1-7.

312 Dem. 27.189,8; Thuc. 24.362,3; Thuc. 37.389,7-21; Amm. 11 2.423,9; Amm. 11 9.428,19-429,17.

313 For the specific cases, see Thuc. 37.389,7-21 and Amm. 11 11.431,1-15. See further Thuc. 24.362,7
and Amm. 11 2.423,13-14: dvouotikdv 1 peto1kdv ntdocelc, ‘the cases of nouns and participles’; Amm.
I 11.430,12-14: 10¢ mTOCEC TV OVOUATOV KO TV TPOCTYOPIDV KOl TOV HETOXDV KOl {TdV)
cvvantopévov to0tolg &pBpwv, ‘the cases of proper nouns, appellative nouns, participles and the
articles attached to them’. These references to the cases of participles and articles should be added to
the lists of Schenkeveld (1983).

3 Dem. 27.189.8; Thuc. 24.362,4-5; Thuc. 37.389,7-21; Amm. 11 2.423,11; Amm. 11 10.429,18-430,11;
Amm. 11 11.430,20-431,1 (1® 1€ OnAvkd yéver thg npoomyopiog 10 Onivxov &v ECevéav pudpiov); Amm.
11 11.431,6-7. The adverb dppevikdg occurs at Amm. 11 10.429,21.

315 Comp. 6.29,7-12. See section 4.3.1.

318 Dionysius does not mention the ‘conjugations’ (cv{vyion) of verbs, which we find in grammatical
texts. In Dionysius, the term cvluyio refers either to the connection or combination of letters and
words (e.g. Comp. 3.15,1) or to a ‘group’ of letters that share the same characteristics (e.g. Comp.
14.56,6).
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(1) Voice. The Techné Grammatiké distinguishes three voices (8100¢ce1g), namely
active (évepyeio), passive (ndBoc) and middle (uesdtnc).’'” It is clear that Dionysius
of Halicarnassus distinguishes only two voices, namely active and passive, and not the
middle voice. In this respect, Dionysius does not differ from the early grammarians:

318

Aristarchus and Varro do not distinguish the middle voice either.”” As far as we

know, Apollonius Dyscolus is the first grammarian who gives the 140sc1¢ péon a
separate treatment besides the 8160eo1¢ évepyetikhy and the §160ec1¢ nabntikn.*”® In
grammatical texts, the two voices are called évepyntukn (active) and mobnrtich
(passive). These terms are also found in the fragments of Aristarchus.’*’ The Stoic
philosophers, however, used different terms, namely Spoctikh or 0pbf (active) and
Ymtiar (passive).’”! It is interesting that both the grammatical and the philosophical
terms are found in Dionysius of Halicarnassus. In Amm. II 7-8 (see section 4.4.2),
Dionysius uses the terms momtikév and évepynuikdv for active, and mobntikdv for
passive.’” In the introduction of the same letter (which he cites from On Thucydides
24), however, he employs the terms 1o dpaocthpro (the active forms) and T

nofntikd (the passive forms).’>

In Comp. 6 (see section 4.3.1), which seems to be
influenced by theories from Hellenistic poetic theory, he mentions t& 0pOd& (active)
and o Yntior (passive).”** Dionysius’ terminology of active and passive is important
evidence for the reconstruction of the history of grammar in the first century BC. The
blending of philological terms on the one hand and Stoic terms on the other confirms
that technical grammar in the period after Aristarchus was influenced by Stoic

philosophy.

(2) Mood. Dionysius does not mention the specific terms for indicative, subjunctive,
optative and imperative. He once refers to 1o dmepéueato (‘infinitives’) and 1o
ropepoatikd (‘finite verb forms’) (see section 5.3.6).**° Besides, Dionysius is the

first extant writer who uses the grammatical term &ykAicig, which is the usual

317 [D. Thrax], G.G. I 1, 46,5ff.

318 See Matthaios (1999) 302-326.

319 Apollonius Dyscolus, Synt. 111.30. On the middle voice in ancient grammar, see Rijksbaron (1986).
320 Aristarchus fr. 20 Matthaios. See Matthaios (1999) 306.

321 Sch. D. Thrax, G.G. I 3, 401,1 (= FDS 803): "Evepynuikh pév éott Sidfeoic (...), fitig mopd toig
@1 ocd@o1g SposTikn koi opBn kokeiton. ‘Active is a voice, which is called dpostiky and dpbh by the
philosophers.” For pfjuoto 6pB¢& and Yrtia, see also Sch. D. Thrax, G.G. 13, 548,34-37.

2 gmm. 117.427,17-428,18.

323 mm. 11 2.423,8-9: kol 1o pév mantikd: priporta Spoothpia, o 8¢ Spacthpro modnTikd.

324 Comp. 6.29,8. See also sections 4.3.1 and 5.3.6. Steinthal (1891 II) 274 thinks that the distinction
between 6pBé and éykexhpéva (Eykhvouevo according to P) in Comp. 5.26,14-15 is the same as that
between 0pBd and Ymrtio in Comp. 6.29,8: he interprets 6pBd as present indicatives, and Vntio (=
gykexhpévar) as all other tenses and moods. Schenkeveld (1983) 84 corrects Steinthal. The term Urtio
refers to ‘passives’, whereas €yxhvoueva (which is to be preferred to the reading éyxexhuéva) are
non-indicatives (see below).

325 Comp. 5.26,15-16.
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grammatical term for ‘mood’ in later grammatical texts (Apollonius Dyscolus and the
Techné Grammatiké).**® Although Aristarchus already mentions all the specific
moods (indicative, subjunctive, etc.), he does not know the term £ykAio1g in the sense
of ‘mood’.**” We do not know whether Dionysius’ contemporary Tryphon used the
term £yxAioig, but if Dionysius’ references to the grammatical curriculum in Comp.
25 and Dem. 52 refer to the educational practice of his time, as he suggests (see
above), then we may conclude that the term was introduced at some point in the first

century BC.***

With regard to the moods, Dionysius uses two expressions that almost
certainly betray Stoic influence. First, he tells us that some people (tiveg) call the
moods ntodoelc pnuatikde (verbal cases) (see section 4.3.1).**° Second, he mentions a
distinction between between 6p0¢ (indicatives) and éykAivduevo, (non-indicatives)

(see section 5.3.6).%°

In later grammatical texts, the verb is defined as a word
‘without case’ (&mrotov).”®! For Aristotle, however, ntdo1g refers to the flection of
both nouns and verbs. Thus, the view that moods are ‘verbal cases’ might seem to be
related to Aristotle’s views on the verb and its cases (ntwoeig pruatog). However,
there is an important difference, for Aristotle’s ‘cases of verbs’ are not moods, but
tenses: according to Aristotle, Uywaiver (‘is healthy’) is a verb (pfjuc), whereas
vylavev (‘was healthy’) and vywavel (‘will be healthy”) are not verbs but ‘cases of
verbs’ (ntdoelg phuatoc).”” In other words, only the forms that indicate the present
tense (tov mapovro xpovov) deserve the full title of verb, while the forms of the past
and future tense, which indicate ‘the (time) beyond’ (t0v wépif), are cases of a

2% Matthaios argues that Dionysius’ reference to mtdoelg pnuorikodi betrays

verb
Aristotelian influence. Schenkeveld, however, draws attention to a passage from
Macrobius, who states that the Stoics called only the indicative rectum, thus
comparing the indicative to the nominative (denique Stoici hunc solum modum
rectum, velut nominativum, vocavemm‘).334 Although Matthaios believes that the
Stoics only used the term nt®doig for nouns, Macrobius’ text strongly suggests that

they compared the cases of nouns to the moods of verbs, and, in particular, the

326 For Dionysius’ use of &yxAiceig (‘moods’), see Comp. 6.29.9; Comp. 25.132,6; Dem. 52.242,23. In
Dem. 54.246,2, the word is not used for grammatical moods, but for the tone of delivery.

327 See Matthaios (1999) 356-360.

328 Graefenhan corrected one title of Tryphon’s work into Ilept pnudtov éykAiceov [instead of
yMTIKAV] Kol GmOopeU@ATOV KoL TPOSTUKTIKAV KOl eDKTIK®Y Kol dmo@oviikdv, but Matthaios
(1999) 358 n. 299 rightly doubts the correctness of the expression Ilepi pnudtov éyxAicewmv. On this
title, see also section 1.4.

329 Comp. 6.29,9-10.

30 Comp. 5.26,14-15.

31 See [D. Thrax], G.G. I 1, 46,4. Cf. Matthaios (1999) 298 n. 9.

32 Aristotle, Int. 16b16-18.

333 Aristotle, In. 16b18. Cf. Whitaker (1996) 68-69.

334 Macrobius, De diff’, G.L. V, 611,36. Cf. Schenkeveld (1984) 335.
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nominative to the indicative.”® In my view, this would explain both the expression
ntooelg pnuotikai (verbal cases) and the distinction between 0p0& and éyxAwvopevo
(indicatives and non-indicatives). The terms 6pBd and éyxhvdueva will be discussed

more fully in section 5.3.6.

(3) Tense. Concerning tenses, Dionysius of Halicarnassus distinguishes between the
‘present’ (0 mopawv ypovog) and the ‘future’ (0 péAAwv xpovoc); we do not know
whether he also knew a term for the past tense, since his examples concern present
and future tenses only.”’® Schenkeveld and Matthaios argue that Dionysius’
terminology shows Aristotelian influence: the term 6 mopav ypdvog is found in
Aristotle’s Poetics, but the traditional grammatical term is 6 éveotdg xpdvoc.”’ The
latter term seems to be of Stoic origin, and Aristarchus also uses it to designate the
present tense. The Aristotelian tradition was not only preserved in Dionysius of
Halicarnassus’ use of the term 0 mopmv ypdvog, but also in the Latin translation

338
praesens.

(4) Number. Dionysius uses the category number (&p1Budc) not only in connection
with nouns (see above), but also in connection with verbs.”*” Dionysius’ terms, évikév

(singular) and mAnOuvtikév (plural), are the traditional ones, which Aristarchus

340

already uses.” The term for dual is not attested in Dionysius’ works.

(5) Person. Dionysius once refers to the first person as 10 100 A&yovtog npOc®ROV
(‘the person of the speaker’) and to the third person as Adyo¢ mepl TOV TPOCHTWV

(‘speech about persons’).341

He uses these terms when pointing out that in a certain
passage Thucydides changes from the third to the first person.*** Matthaios has argued
that the distinction between grammatical persons ultimately goes back to Aristotle’s
distinction between 0 Aéywv (‘the speaker’), tpog ov Aéyet (‘to whom he speaks’) and

343

mepl o0 Aéyer (‘about which he speaks’).”* Dionysius’ terminology largely

corresponds to that of Aristarchus, who refers to the first person as 10 A€yov

333 Matthaios (1999) 299.

36 4mm. 11 12.431,22-432,2. Cf. Schenkeveld (1983) 82-83 and Matthaios (1999) 329-330

37 Aristotle, Po. 1457a17-18. Cf. Schenkeveld (1983) 83-84. For the classification of 8¢ owev as a
future tense, see section 4.4.2.

338 Cf. Matthaios (1999) 330-335 and 344.

39 Amm. 11 9.429,10-17: Hixovoev is classified as singular, Bovodvtec and drictodotv (indirectly) as
plurals.

40 See Matthaios (1999) 377.

3 Thuc. 48.407,4-5. Cf. Matthaios (1999) 394.

*2 Thuc. 48.407,2-15 on Thuc. 6.78.1.

3 Aristotle, Rh. 1358a37. See Matthaios (1999) 393-394.
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npocwrov (‘the speaking person’), to the second as npog ovToV (‘to him’) and to the

. \ R} ~ . 44
third person as mept a0Tod (‘about him”).?

3.9. Conclusion

In this chapter, I have collected and interpreted Dionysius of Halicarnassus’ views on
the parts of speech. In this way, I have reconstructed as it were a hypothetical
grammar that was used by Dionysius. This is a helpful procedure if one wishes to
describe the history of grammar in the first century BC. However, we should realise
that Dionysius is not a grammarian, but a rhetorician who makes use of grammatical
theory only if he can use it for his own purposes. For this reason, I have argued (pace
Schenkeveld) that Dionysius does not use a ‘system’ of nine word classes. He is
neither interested in the exact classification of words, nor in the precise number of the
uoptoe Aoyov. His attitude towards grammar as a discipline of which the technical
details should be left to the grammarians also explains his fluctuating terminology
concerning linguistic matters. As we have seen, Dionysius refers to the voices (active
and passive) sometimes by the Alexandrian and sometimes by the Stoic terms. One of
the reasons for the variety of terms is, of course, that he does not care about
systematic terminology: he is only interested in the effects of the use of active and
passive verbs on stylistic composition. Dionysius’ profession also accounts for his
terminology and his concept of the uépioe Adyov. I have argued that Dionysius prefers
the expression uopio Adyov (and uopio Aé€emg) because a rhetorician uses the
expression pépn Adyov for the parts of a text (e.g. introduction, narrative), and the
expression pépn Aé€ewg for the aspects of expression (selection of words,
composition). Similarly, Dionysius prefers 6vouo as the most general term for ‘word’,
because in rhetoric A¢€ig (the grammatical term for ‘word’) refers to ‘style’ and
‘expression’. The concept of Dionysius’ uopto. Adyov comprises two aspects: they are
both word classes and parts of the phrase. The former aspect is especially relevant
when Dionysius refers to the remarkable use of a specific word class (e.g. the active
instead of the passive use of a verb). The latter aspect is especially relevant when

Dionysius deals with composition (cOvBec1c), the putting together of ‘parts’.

We have seen that in his use of the parts of speech Dionysius is influenced by several
ancient language disciplines, in particular Alexandrian philology and Stoic
philosophy. In general, Dionysius follows the Alexandrian distinctions and
terminology concerning word classes and their accidentia. A number of aspects of the

grammatical theories in his work, however, betray Stoic influence. In this respect,

3% See Matthaios (1999) 387-393.
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Dionysius of Halicarnassus is similar to grammarians like Dionysius Thrax and
Tyrannion. Among the Stoic aspects of Dionysius’ treatment of the uoépio. Adyov are
the distinction of Ovouo and mpoonyoplo. (mpoonyopikdv) as two separate word
classes (a Stoic element in an Alexandrian word class system) and the use of the Stoic
terms 10 0pB& (active) and to Yrtior (passive) (I have not yet been able to assign
Dionysius’ use of the term mowntikév in the sense of ‘active’ to any of the earlier
traditions). I have argued that the terminology for moods, ttooeig pruatikot (‘verbal
cases’) and 0pB& (indicatives) and éyxAivouevo, (non-indicatives), is also Stoic.
Dionysius’ reference to pronouns as ¢pBpo. derktikd (‘deictic articles’) corresponds
to an ancient testimony on Dionysius Thrax, who seems to have adopted this same
expression under Stoic influence. Dionysius’ idea that the parts of speech are
otolyelo (‘elements’) is also Stoic. Further, I have argued that Dionysius’ term for
accidentia, cvuPePnkoto was also used by the Stoics. In chapter 4 and 5, we will see
that in the field of syntax Dionysius is also influenced by Stoic theories, as the Stoic

expressions 0 kotdAAnAog Adyoc and dkorouvBio indicate.’*

But apart from the
philological and the Stoic tradition, there were other language disciplines that made
use of the parts of speech theory, and in some cases Dionysius follows views that
were developed in these disciplines. Thus, in his terminology for tenses, Dionysius
seems to follow the Peripatetic tradition, naming the present tense 6 mop®V yPOVOG
instead of 0 éveotwg xpovog, which is the Alexandrian and Stoic expression.
Dionysius’ use of the ‘persons’ can be traced back to Aristotelian ideas on
communication. It is important to realise that if a certain term is called ‘Stoic’, this
does not imply that Dionysius borrowed that term from Stoic sources. Grammatical
treatises of the first century BC seem to have mixed ideas of both Alexandrian and
Stoic origin; Dionysius’ terminology shows the same integration of philological and
philosophical ideas and may therefore be based on grammatical texts of the first

century BC.

Two grammatical terms are important because Dionysius’ works are the earliest
extant texts in which they appear: the term érnippnuo (adverb) first occurs in Tryphon
and Dionysius (both active in Augustan Rome). The grammarian Philoxenus (also
active in the first century BC) still uses the term pecotng (which also designates the
‘adverb’ in the fragments of Aristarchus). The term &yxAicelg (‘moods’) is first
attested in Dionysius of Halicarnassus. Because he uses the term when referring to

grammatical school practice, we may assume that it was introduced in earlier periods.

5 In section 5.3, it will be argued that Dionysius’ investigation into natural word order (Comp. 5), too,
is based on Stoic ideas, in particular on the Stoic theory of categories.
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In general, Dionysius’ descriptions of ‘how we learn to read’ (t¢ ypopuoto, OtV
nondevwpedo) (Comp. 25 and Dem. 52) deserve to be taken into account more
seriously than some modern scholars have done. I do not think that these passages are
directly based on Stoic texts (pace Barwick), nor do I believe that Dionysius’
description is unrealistic (pace Schenkeveld). Dionysius tells us that one learns first
letters (ypdupotar), then syllables (cuAAofoat), then words (Aé€erc) or parts of speech
(T Tod Adyov uopra) and their accidentia (couPePnkota); finally one starts writing
and reading. Grammatical papyri confirm that the writing of separate letters, syllables
and words was practiced. Both Dionysius’ passages on the grammatical curriculum
depend on his audience’s recognition of the fact that this is the way children learn to
read. Therefore I believe that Dionysius’ description corresponds to the practice of

grammar schools of his time, which he must have known very well.

To conclude, Dionysius of Halicarnassus’ treatment of the parts of speech confirms
Matthaios’ reconstruction of the history of the word class system in the period
between Aristarchus and Apollonius Dyscolus.*® After Aristarchus, the Alexandrian
scholars were deeply influenced by Stoic theories. This Stoic influence resulted in a
number of grammatical works that must have combined Alexandrian and Stoic ideas
on language. Most of these works are lost, but the few extant fragments of Dionysius
Thrax and Tyrannion show that they adopted Stoic views in their classification of the
word classes. The works of these grammarians have not survived, but my
investigations have shown that the grammatical discourse of the Augustan period was
indeed characterised by a deep amalgamation of Alexandrian and Stoic theories on
language. This integration of philological and philosophical ideas would finally
culminate in the work of Apollonius Dyscolus (2™ century AD).

The next two chapters will further confirm the view that Dionysius brings theories
from different language disciplines together in a useful way. In chapter 5, I will show
that Dionysius’ views on style and word order, which are related to Stoic ideas on
syntax, foreshadow Apollonius Dyscolus’ syntactic theory. But first, it is time to
focus on Dionysius’ use of the pépioe Adyov in the rhetorical and literary context of
his works. In chapter 4 we will find that his use of the parts of speech is not only
related to the traditions of philologists and philosophers, but also to the disciplines of

poetical criticism and musical theory.

34 Matthaios (2002).






