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CHAPTER 4. LINGUISTICS, COMPOSITION, AND STYLE:  

DIONYSIUS’ USE OF THE PARTS OF SPEECH 

 

4.1. Introduction 

 

In the previous chapter, we have examined Dionysius’ knowledge of the grammatical 

theory of the parts of speech, in order to establish his place in the history of grammar. 

But Dionysius did not write grammatical treatises. As a rhetorician, he used the 

theories of grammarians for his own purposes. His works on style and rhetorical 

composition offer a unique possibility for us to observe how the two language 

disciplines that were arguably most prominent in the ancient world, namely grammar 

and rhetoric, were integrated into a coherent set of ideas. While the connections 

between grammar and philosophy in antiquity have been the subject of several 

modern publications, scholars have paid less attention to the relation between ancient 

grammar and rhetorical theory.1 A rhetorician who focuses on aspects of style can 

apply the theory of the parts of speech in several ways. Dionysius seems to have used 

that grammatical theory more frequently than other teachers of rhetoric.2 One might 

say that there are three different capacities in which Dionysius deals with the theory 

of the mÒria lÒgou. As a rhetorician (section 4.3), he regards the parts of speech as 

the building blocks for the composition of texts. Thus, the description of particular 

types of composition is partly based on the way in which writers use the parts of 

speech. The mÒria lÒgou are so important that they even figure in the general 

definition of ‘composition’ (sÊnyesiw) at the beginning of the work On Composition. 

This definition of sÊnyesiw as ‘a certain arrangement of the parts of speech’ leads to a 

doxographical overview of earlier thinkers on the parts of speech. Here, we observe 

Dionysius’ second role: as a ‘historian of linguistics’ (section 4.2), he discusses the 

early history of the theory of the parts of speech. Finally, as a literary critic (section 

4.4), Dionysius discusses the style of Thucydides by analysing the historian’s use of 

the parts of speech: in this context, the theory of the parts of speech is employed as an 

instrument for literary analysis.  

 

It is important to realise that Dionysius’ ‘history of linguistics’ is subservient to his 

ideas on composition and style. In fact, it would be more correct to state that there are 

only two purposes for which Dionysius needs the parts of speech. On the one hand, 

the theory of the mÒria lÒgou offers the rhetorician the starting point for the process 

                                                
1 For studies on the connections between ancient philosophy, grammar, and rhetoric, see section 1.1. 
2 However, I will compare passages from ‘Demetrius’, ‘Longinus’, Quintilian and later rhetoricians 
who make use of grammatical terminology (see sections 4.3. and 4.4). 
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of composition, which puts ‘the parts of the phrase’ together as elements. On the other 

hand, the theory enables the critic to reduce the stylistic particularities of a phrase to 

the way in which specific parts of the phrase have been used. Whereas Dionysius can 

indeed be called a rhetorician and a literary critic, his role as a ‘historian of 

linguistics’ is a very limited one. However, since Dionysius’ history of the mÒria 
lÒgou in On Composition 2 is inextricably bound up with the definition of 

composition (sÊnyesiw), I have chosen to discuss this passage in relation to the use of 

the parts of speech in composition and stylistic analysis. When I speak of Dionysius’ 

three ‘capacities’, the reader should understand that only two of them are really part of 

Dionysius’ own intentions, while the third one (that of historian of linguistics) is 

subservient to the other two. This will be illuminated in the following section. 

 

4.2. Dionysius as a historian of linguistics 

 

Partes orationis quot sunt?3 ‘How many parts of speech are there?’ It is with this 

question that the Roman grammarian Donatus (who was active around 350 AD) starts 

his Ars Minor. His answer is: octo, ‘eight’. Traditionally, we learn that the system of 

eight word classes, which we find in the works of Apollonius Dyscolus and in the 

Technê grammatikê, was the result of a long cumulative process: Plato identified two 

parts of speech, Aristotle three or four, the Stoics five or six, and Aristarchus and 

Dionysius Thrax eight.4 This presentation of the history of the word class system has 

been criticised in recent years, but it is characteristic for the traditional historiography 

of linguistics, represented by scholars like Lersch (1838-1841), Schoemann (1862), 

Steinthal (1863), Benfey (1869), Robins (1967 and later) and Lallot (1988).5 

However, as far as we know, the first text that presented the history of the word class 

system in this way is Dionysius of Halicarnassus’ work De compositione verborum.6 

In this section, I intend to make clear that Dionysius can be considered the prototype 

of the traditional western approach to the history of linguistics. In Comp. 2, Dionysius 

discusses the history of the theory of the mÒria (or m°rh) lÒgou.7 Brief as it may be, 

this passage may be considered one of the very first histories of linguistics, which 

                                                
3 Section 4.2 has been published in a slightly different form as De Jonge (2005a). 
4 Cf. Sluiter (1998) 24-25. 
5 For objections to the traditional presentation of the history of the word class system, see Taylor 
(1987), Sluiter (1993) 131, Schenkeveld (1994) 270, Blank (1998) 174 and Matthaios (1999) 492. See 
also section 4.2.4. 
6 Cf. Taylor (1987) 3. Dionysius’ method of discussing earlier thinkers goes back to Aristotle: see 
section 4.2.2. 
7 Apart from Dionysius’ history of the word class theory (Comp. 2.6,17-7,21), the account of Quintilian 
(Inst. Orat. 1.4.17-21) will be discussed in this chapter (section 4.2.3). Somewhat diverging accounts 
are Sch. D. Thrax, G.G. I 3, 515,19-521,37 and Priscian, Inst. II.15-17 (G.L. II, 54,5-55,3). 
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would make Dionysius one of the first historians of linguistics.8 First, I will discuss 

the relationship between Dionysius’ history of the word class system and the rest of 

his work On Composition. Second, I will comment on some particularities of 

Dionysius’ ‘history of linguistics’. Finally, I will compare Dionysius’ approach with 

that of Quintilian and modern historians of linguistics. Thus, I hope to answer the 

question what kind of historian of linguistics Dionysius actually was. 

 

4.2.1. Dionysius’ history of the theory of the parts of speech 

 

Dionysius’ history of the theory of the parts of speech can be found immediately after 

his definition of sÊnyesiw (composition) in the second chapter of De compositione 
verborum:9  

 

ÑH sÊnyesiw ¶sti m°n, Àsper ka‹ aÈtÚ dhlo› toÎnoma, poiã tiw y°siw par' êllhla 
t«n toË lÒgou mor¤vn, ì dØ ka‹ stoixe›ã tinew t∞w l°jevw kaloËsin. taËta d¢ 
Yeod°kthw m¢n ka‹ ÉAristot°lhw ka‹ ofl kat' §ke¤nouw filosofÆsantew toÁw 
xrÒnouw êxri tri«n  proÆgagon, ÙnÒmata ka‹ =Æmata ka‹ sund°smouw pr«ta m°rh 
t∞w l°jevw poioËntew. ofl d¢ metå toÊtouw genÒmenoi, ka‹ mãlista ofl t∞w Stvik∞w 
aflr°sevw ≤gemÒnew,  ßvw tettãrvn proÈb¤basan, xvr¤santew épÚ t«n sund°smvn 
tå êryra. e‰y' ofl metagen°steroi tå proshgorikå dielÒntew épÚ t«n Ùnomatik«n 
p°nte épefÆnanto tå pr«ta m°rh. ßteroi d¢ ka‹ tåw éntonomas¤aw épozeÊjantew 
épÚ t«n Ùnomãtvn ßkton stoixe›on toËt' §po¤hsan. o„ d¢ ka‹ tå §pirrÆmata 
dielÒntew épÚ t«n =hmãtvn ka‹ tåw proy°seiw épÚ t«n sund°smvn ka‹ tåw 
metoxåw épÚ t«n proshgorik«n, o„ d¢ ka‹ êllaw tinåw prosagagÒntew tomåw 
pollå tå pr«ta mÒria t∞w l°jevw §po¤hsan: Íp¢r œn oÈ mikrÚw ín e‡h lÒgow. 
plØn ¥ ge t«n pr≈tvn e‡te tri«n μ tettãrvn e‡y' ˜svn dÆ pote ˆntvn mer«n 
plokØ ka‹ parãyesiw tå legÒmena poie› k«la, ¶peiy' ≤ toÊtvn èrmon¤a tåw 
kaloum°naw sumplhro› periÒdouw, atai d¢ tÚn sÊmpanta teleioËsi lÒgon. 
 

                                                
8 It is, however, very well possible that Dionysius (and Quintilian) used an older source (which is now 
lost) for the history of the word class system. We might think of Asclepiades of Myrlea (see section 
4.2.3). 
9 Comp. 2.6,17-7,21 (for a shorter version of Dionysius’ overview, see Dem. 48.232,20-233,2; cf. 
section 3.7). In this passage, it is impossible to translate the terms ÙnÒmata, =Æmata, sÊndesmoi etc. in 
a consistent way, because these terms have a different scope in each of the stadia that Dionysius 
distinguishes (see section 3.2): for example, we cannot use the term ‘noun’ for Aristotle’s ˆnoma. Even 
in a system of eight or nine parts of speech, the word class sÊndesmoi covers more than our 
‘conjunctions’ or ‘connectives’. However, some readers may find it useful to have an indication of the 
meaning of the terms in Dionysius’ survey. There is no completely satisfactory solution to this 
problem, but I have decided to preserve the Greek terms in the translation, while adding the usual 
(partly anachronistic) translations of these terms between inverted commas. 
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‘Composition is, as the name itself indicates, a certain arrangement of the parts of 

speech, or the elements of diction, as some call them. Theodectes and Aristotle and 

the philosophers of their time increased the number of these to three, making ÙnÒmata 
(‘nouns’), =Æmata (‘verbs’) and sÊndesmoi (‘conjunctions’) the primary parts of 

speech. Their successors, and in particular the leaders of the Stoic school, raised the 

number further to four, separating the êryra (‘articles’) from the sÊndesmoi 
(‘conjunctions’). Next, later generations distinguished the proshgorikã (‘appellative 

nouns’) from the Ùnomatikã (‘proper nouns’) and presented the primary parts as five. 

Others detached the éntonomas¤ai (‘pronouns’) from the ÙnÒmata (‘proper nouns’) 

and made this the sixth element. Yet others divided the §pirrÆmata (‘adverbs’) from 

the =Æmata (‘verbs’), the proy°seiw (‘prepositions’) from the sÊndesmoi 
(‘conjunctions’) and the metoxa¤ (‘participles’) from the proshgorikã 
(‘appellatives’); while others introduced still further divisions and so made the 

primary parts of speech many in number. 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. Next, the joining together of these clauses constitutes what are 

called the ‘periods’, and these make up the complete discourse (lÒgow).’ 
 

Before we take a closer look at Dionysius’ history of the word class system itself, we 

should consider the relationship between this passage and his theory of composition. 

Dionysius’ reason for giving a history of the word class theory is that he regards the 

mÒria or m°rh lÒgou as the central units of composition. Composition is defined as ‘a 

certain arrangement of the parts of speech’, and Dionysius adds that some people call 

these ‘elements of diction’ (stoixe›a t∞w l°jevw). I have already pointed to the 

interesting background of this remark: we know that the Stoic philosophers 

considered the parts of speech stoixe›a (elements), but they referred to them as tå 

stoixe›a toË lÒgou (the elements of meaningful utterance), whereas their stoixe›a 
t∞w l°jevw were the letters (the elements of articulate sound). Dionysius is the only 

author who refers to the parts of speech as stoixe›a t∞w l°jevw (see sections 2.2, 3.2 

and 3.3). I have suggested (in section 3.5) that Dionysius’ use of stoixe›a l°jevw for 

the parts of speech unites a philosophical perspective (the parts of speech as elements) 

and a rhetorical approach to language as expression (l°jiw). In any case, by using the 

term stoixe›a Dionysius emphasises the symmetry between the different levels of 

language: the parts of speech constitute the lÒgow, just as the letters are the building 

blocks of the syllables. This view of language as a hierarchical structure characterises 

Dionysius’ entire treatment of composition: sÊnyesiw plays a role on all levels of 

language, and the units on one level are the building blocks (or elements) of the units 
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on the next level. Thus, syllables are composed of letters, words (or parts of speech) 

of syllables, clauses of words, periods of clauses, and the discourse of periods. As I 

have pointed out above (section 2.2), this atomistic view on language is found in 

many other ancient texts, such as the treatises on metre and music by Hephaestion and 

Aristides Quintilianus.10 We may also compare Apollonius Dyscolus’ approach to 

syntax (sÊntajiw), which seems to be influenced by Stoic ideas.11 

 

When we compare Dionysius’ version of the history of the word class theory with 

other (ancient and modern) versions, we can detect a number of interesting 

differences. 

 

(1) Dionysius starts his overview with Aristotle and his student Theodectes, thereby 

omitting Plato, while modern historians of grammar usually observe that Plato already 

distinguished ˆnoma and =∞ma.12 It is interesting, though, that Dionysius states that 

Theodectes and Aristotle ‘increased’ the number of the parts of speech: proÆgagon, 

the word he uses, literally means ‘carried forward’. This word already contains the 

idea of gradual progress, which characterises the whole passage on the history of the 

word class system. When Dionysius says that Aristotle distinguished three ‘parts of 

speech’, ˆnoma, =∞ma and sÊndesmow, he is probably referring to the Rhetoric, for in 

                                                
10 Cf. Van Ophuijsen (1987) 8-9 and Barker (1989) 393-394. 
11 Apollonius Dyscolus, Synt. I.2: …w tå stoixe›a tåw sullabåw épotele› katå tåw §piplokãw, oÏtv 
ka‹ ≤ sÊntajiw t«n noht«n trÒpon tinå sullabåw épotel°sei diå t∞w §piplok∞w t«n l°jevn. ka‹ ¶ti 
˘n trÒpon §k t«n sullab«n ≤ l°jiw, oÏtvw §k t∞w katallhlÒthtow t«n noht«n ı aÈtotelØw lÒgow. 
‘And just as the elements (i.e. letters) compose syllables according to their combinations, so, in turn, 
the structural combining (syntaxis) of meanings will in a certain way produce syllables (i.e. sentences) 
by combining words. Just as the word is made of syllables, so the complete sentence is made by the 
grammatical collocation of meanings.’ (Translation adapted from Householder.) On this text, see Blank 
(1982) 30-31 and Sluiter (1990) 44-46. Note that Dionysius’ formulation (Comp. 2.7,18) teleioËsi 
lÒgon resembles Apollonius’ concept of the aÈtotelØw lÒgow, but Dionysius’ lÒgow is a text (discourse) 
not a sentence. See also Apollonius Dyscolus, Synt. IV.16: ÖEfamen går ka‹ katå tåw érxåw t∞w 
§kdÒsevw, …w tå stoixe›a toË lÒgou tÚn aÈtÚn trÒpon §p°xei to›w stoixe¤oiw t∞w l°jevw. ‘Back at the 
beginning of this treatise we said that that the elements of the sentence behaved similarly to the 
elements of the word.’ (Translation by Householder.) Swiggers & Wouters (1995) 37 n. 46 also point 
to the similarity between the approaches of Dionysius and Apollonius. See further Sch. D. Thrax, G.G. 
I 3, 211,27-212,1: ka‹ går épÚ t«n stoixe¤vn sullaba¤, épÚ d¢ sullab«n l°jeiw, épÚ d¢ l°jevn 
diãnoiai, épÚ d¢ dianoi«n ı t°leiow lÒgow. ‘For syllables are composed of letters, and words of 
syllables, and thoughts of words, and the complete text of thought.’ The diãnoiai in the latter text 
might be compared to Apollonius’ noÆseiw. For the Stoic ideas on language as a hierarchical structure, 
see FDS 539-541; cf. Pinborg (1975) 97-98 and Sluiter (1990) 43-44. 
12 Ancient histories of the word class system never start with Plato: Quintilian (1.4.17-20) begins, like 
Dionysius, with Aristotle and Theodectes. See also FDS 543-546, overviews that start with either 
Aristotle or the Stoics. Modern histories that start with Plato’s distinction of ˆnoma and =∞ma are, for 
example, Pinborg (1975), Robins (1966), Robins (1986), Lallot (1988) and Robins (19974). 
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his Poetics Aristotle had also mentioned the êryron, the invention of which 

Dionysius attributes to the Stoics.13 

 

(2) Dionysius gives the Stoics credit for the distinction of the êryron. He attributes 

the distinction of the proshgorikÒn (appellative) to ofl metagen°steroi, ‘later people’. 

Since we know that the distinction between proper noun and appellative noun was 

definitely an invention of the Stoic philosophers, a fact also known in antiquity, we 

might interpret the words ofl metagen°steroi as ‘later generations of Stoic 

philosophers’.14 I would prefer this interpretation to that of Usher, who translates 

‘[s]ubsequent grammarians’ (my italics), for until now, Dionysius has only mentioned 

philsophers. 15 

 

(3) Another particularity is the fact that, according to Dionysius, the pronoun 

(éntonomas¤a) was separated from the proper noun (ˆnoma), whereas most ancient 

and modern scholars think that the pronouns, before they were recognised as a 

separate group, belonged to the êryra.16 The question of why Dionysius thinks that 

the pronoun was separated from the ˆnoma (and not from the êryron), can probably 

be answered by referring to ancient grammatical theory on the éntvnum¤a.17 

According to Apollonius Dyscolus, the pronoun can replace the noun: therefore, it can 

be combined with a verb, thus forming a complete sentence, which normally consists 

of a noun and a verb.18 Apollonius also tells us that the function of the pronoun is 

                                                
13 Janko (2000) 186-187 thinks that Dionysius and Quintilian are citing an Aristotelian dialogue in 
which Theodectes appeared. See section 3.3.1.  
14 Cf. FDS 536. 
15 Usher (1985) 21. More correct translations are those of Rhys Roberts (1910), ‘later inquirers’, and 
Aujac & Lebel (1981), ‘les générations postérieures’. According to other sources, the Stoics were also 
responsible for the distinction of the adverb, to which Antipater allegedly gave the name mesÒthw 
(Diogenes Laertius VII.57 = FDS 536). Matthaios (1999), however, has pointed out that Aristarchus 
(217-145 v. Chr.), who was active before Antipater of Tarsos (fl. 150) already knew the eight canonical 
word classes, including the mesÒthw. He also discusses (548 ff.) the relation between Aristarchus and 
Antipater, and concludes that Aristarchus, like Antipater, borrowed the term mesÒthw from older Stoic 
sources, which did, however, not give that name to a separate ‘part of speech’. The first extant texts in 
which the term §p¤rrhma (in the sense of adverb) occurs are the fragments of Tryphon and the works of 
Dionysius of Halicarnassus. See section 3.2. 
16 See FDS 542: t°tarton ÍfÉ ©n êryron ka‹ éntvnum¤a, tÚ m¢n fãskontew éÒriston êryron, tÚ d¢ 
…rism°non êryron. Cf. Lallot (1988) 17 and Robins (19974) 41. Steinthal (1890-91 II) 214ff. follows 
Dionysius’ view that the pronoun was separated from the noun. Matthaios (1999) 491ff. disagrees with 
Dionysius and Quintilian, but also with the traditional view that the éntvnum¤a was separated from the 
Stoic êryron: the êryron, he argues, had an entirely different function than that of being a 
combination of two grammatical word classes, ‘pronoun plus article’.  
17 For the use of the term éntonomas¤a (instead of éntvnum¤a), see section 3.6.3. 
18 Apollonius Dyscolus, Synt. I.15: OÈ toËto d° fhmi, ˜ti oÈx‹ ka‹ §j éntvnum¤aw aÈtot°leia 
sun¤statai, ˜pou fam¢n oÏtvw, §gΔ peripat«, sÁ peripate›w. tÒte går sun¤statai ≤ aÈtot°leia, ˜tan 
ént' ÙnÒmatow paralhfyª ≤ éntvnum¤a ka‹ dunãmei pãlin ≤ aÈtØ sÊntajiw ¬. ‘I am not here claiming 
that you cannot have a complete sentence with a pronoun (éntvnum¤a), such as “I’m walking, you’re 
walking”. For then, too, completeness is achieved, when a pronoun (éntvnum¤a) is used in place of a 
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expressed in its name: an éntvnum¤a, or (as Dionysius calls it) éntonomas¤a, is a 

word that is used ‘instead of’ (ént¤) the ˆnoma (noun).19 Taking this theory into 

account, we can explain why Dionysius thinks that the pronouns were separated from 

the nouns (and not, as modern scholars think, from the êryron). Dionysius’ idea is 

presumably that words such as otow (‘this one’) were originally classified as nouns 

(ÙnÒmata), because they replaced nouns in the construction of a sentence.20 In later 

times this type of words would have gotten the name éntonomas¤ai (or éntvnum¤ai), 
that is ‘instead of-nouns’. 

 

(4) A further difference between Dionysius and other historians of grammar concerns 

the view that the participle (metoxÆ) was separated from the appellative 

(proshgorikÒn). According to most scholars, the participles originally belonged to 

the verbs (=Æmata) before they were treated as a separate group.21 In order to explain 

Dionysius’ different opinion, it is again useful to take into account the ancient 

grammatical theory on this part of speech. The participle (metoxÆ) owed its name to 

the fact that it ‘participated’ in the morphological and syntactical qualities of two 

other word classes, namely verb and noun. Apollonius Dyscolus explains in his 

Syntax that participles were invented because users of language needed verbs with 

cases and genders, so that they could express congruence (katallhlÒthw).22 Thus, 

the participle is derived from a verb, but, like a noun, it has case, number and gender. 

When we take into account that in ancient grammar the participle was considered a 

sort of intermediate form between noun and verb, it should not surprise us that 

Dionysius suggests that the participle was separated from the appellative, and not 

from the verb. We should keep in mind that the words that we call adjectives also 

                                                                                                                                       
noun (éntÉ ÙnÒmatow) which gives virtually the same construction (sÊntajiw).’ (Translation adapted 
from Householder.) Cf. [D. Thrax], G.G. I 1, 63,1: éntvnum¤a §st‹ l°jiw ént‹ ÙnÒmatow 
paralambanom°nh. ‘A pronoun is a word that is used as a substitute for a noun.’ 
19 The pronoun does not only replace the noun, but it was, according to Apollonius Dyscolus (Synt. 
I.19), even invented for the sake of the construction of verbs in the first and second person. Nouns 
always refer to third persons, and because verbs are also used in the first and second person, the 
pronoun was ‘invented’. Although Apollonius Dyscolus discusses the invention of the pronouns 
themselves and not the invention of the term éntvnum¤a, it is probable that Dionysius’ idea on the 
separation of the word class ‘pronoun’ from the word class ‘noun’ is based on the same theory. 
20 I give the example of otow because Dionysius classifies touton¤ as an éntvnum¤a in Comp. 6.29,20. 
I emphasise that Dionysius does not give the argument on pronouns replacing nouns: this is my 
reconstruction of his reasoning, on the basis of Apollonius Dyscolus’ arguments. 
21 See FDS 542: tr¤ton ÍfÉ ©n =∞ma <ka‹> metoxÆ, tÚ m¢n =∞ma kathgÒrhma l°gontew, tØn d¢ metoxØn 
¶gklima =Æmatow, ˜ §sti =Æmatow paragvgÆ. ‘Third, under one part of speech they [i.e. the Stoics] list 
verb and participle, calling the verb predicate, and the participle an inflected form of the verb, i.e. a 
derivation from the verb.’ Cf. Robins (19974) 41. Because of a remark by Priscian  (G.L. II, 548,2 [FDS 
575]), historians of linguistics used to think that Tryphon was the first who distinguished the participle 
as a separate word class. However, Matthaios (1999) 420ff. shows that Aristarchus already recognised 
the participle as a separate word class, for which he also used the term metoxÆ. 
22 Synt. I.21. On the term katallhlÒthw, see section 5.2. 
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belonged to the appellatives: it is possible that Dionysius is mainly thinking of 

participles that are used attributively, or as substantives.  

 

(5) Finally, Dionysius states that the §pirrÆmata (adverbs) were divided from the 

=Æmata (verbs). He apparently thinks that adverbs (§p¤rrhmata) originally belonged 

to the verbs. According to other sources, the adverbs originally belonged to the nouns. 

Again, we can understand that Dionysius relates the §p¤r-rhma to the =∞ma. He may 

have thought that adverbs were considered parts of verbs (rather than that adverbs 

were called verbs): eÔ poie›n (‘to do well’) would have been taken as one verb, and 

not yet as adverb plus verb. 

 

We may conclude that, in his reconstruction of the development of the theory of the 

parts of speech, Dionysius is always reasoning on the basis of the name and function 

of the word classes that are distinguished in the system of his own time. Thus, he 

presumes that the pronouns originally belonged to the nouns, that the participles were 

originally part of the appellatives, and that the adverbs belonged to the verbs, before 

these parts of speech were recognised as separate groups. 

 

4.2.2. Dionysius’ approach to the history of linguistics 

 

Dionysius of Halicarnassus was, of course, not a historian of linguistics in the strict 

sense. As we have seen, he only mentioned the development of the doctrine of the 

parts of speech in the context of his own discussion of composition. Nevertheless, we 

might very well regard Dionysius as the first representative of a typical approach to 

the history of linguistics, which indeed remained the standard until the last part of the 

twentieth century AD.  

 

In the opening section of this study (1.1), I distinguished two possible approaches to 

the history of linguistics, namely the ‘internal’ and the ‘external’ approach.23 A 

historian who adopts the ‘internal’ approach (Rorty’s rational reconstruction) 

considers earlier ‘linguists’ as his colleagues: when dealing with a certain problem, he 

looks for solutions that have been suggested in earlier periods in the history of 

linguistics. He analyses and criticises these solutions, but does not always pay 

attention to the fact that earlier linguists did not ask the same questions as he does. An 

ancient example of this approach is the way in which Aristotle discussed the 

philosophers who lived before him: as Guthrie has pointed out, Aristotle looked at the 

early philosophers ‘in the light of his own view of reality, and (...) saw them as 

                                                
23 Cf. Rorty (1984) and Sluiter (1998) 24-25. 
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“striving” to reach the same view.’24 The second approach to the history of linguistics 

is the ‘external’ approach (Rorty’s historical reconstruction): the historian who adopts 

this method does not try to apply earlier linguistic theories to his own purpose; 

instead, he attempts to take into account the context in which earlier ideas about 

language were developed, and adheres to the ‘principle of charity’.25 

 

It is clear that Dionysius of Halicarnassus belongs to the group of historians who 

adopt the ‘internal’ approach to the history of linguistics. He discusses the history of 

the word class system only because he has to find an answer to the question as to 

which elements are the central units that one uses when composing sentences and 

texts. Aristotle, the Stoics and the grammarians were, of course, dealing with different 

problems, but Dionysius applies their views, which originated in such diverse fields as 

ontology, logic, philology or grammar, to the topic of his own investigation into 

sÊnyesiw.26  

 

The internal method in the historiography of science, as we find it in Aristotle and 

Dionysius, is often combined with a strong belief in progress: the traditional historian 

of linguistics looks back from the standpoint of his own linguistic system and 

considers earlier periods as preliminary stages that were groping for and striving 

towards that system.27 This attitude is particularly characteristic for nineteenth-

century scholars such as Benfey and Steinthal.28 But even a more recent scholar like 

Robins, in spite of his own warnings against the dangers of ‘looking to the past 

through the eyes of the present’, presents the development of the word class theory in 

a tree diagram, which bears a remarkable resemblance to the scheme that one can 

extract from the second chapter of Dionysius of Halicarnassus’ On Composition.29 

                                                
24 Guthrie (1957) 38. 
25 Sluiter (1998) 25. 
26 Cf. Lallot (1998) 124 on the discussion of the history of the word class theory in the scholia on the 
Technê Grammatikê (Sch. D. Thrax, G.G. I 3, 515,19-521,37): ‘L’interprétation fine de ces textes reste 
à faire, et la tâche n’est pas facile, car, ici comme dans toutes les doxographies antiques, la perspective 
historique est biaisée par une propension naturelle et permanente à l’anachronisme: les grammairiens 
qui en sont les auteurs (ou les compilateurs) la présentent toujours du point de vue de la doctrine et 
dans le métalangage qui sont les leurs.’  
27 Cf. Schmitter (1987) 103: ‘In mehreren neueren methodologischen Beiträgen zur 
Geschichtsschreibung der Linguistik wird den Historiographen dieses Faches vorgeworfen, sie 
zeichneten ein unzutreffendes Bild seiner historischen Entwicklung, weil sie die Geschichte der 
Linguistik insgesamt als einen Prozeß beschrieben, der durch fortschreitenden Wissens- und 
Erkenntniszuwachs, durch allmähliches Aufdecken der Wahrheit sowie durch kontinuierliche 
Verbesserung von Theorien und Methoden charakterisiert sei.’ 
28 See Steinthal (18912 II) 209-218 and Benfey (1869) 121ff. For a discussion of their approach, see 
also Grotsch (1982) 118-139 and Schmitter (1987) 105. 
29 For a theoretical discussion of the problematic notion of ‘progress’, see Schmitter (1987), esp. 103-
113. Robins’ tree diagram can be found in Robins (1986) 26. For his (traditional) history of the parts of 
speech see Robins (19974) 32-43. Robins (1966) 18 and Robins (1986) are similar in this respect. 
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Robins presents the system of eight word classes as the result of a long cumulative 

process: Plato, Aristotle, the Stoics and the grammarians, it is suggested, all 

contributed their bit to the completion of the final word class system. As we have 

seen, the idea of progress is also clearly present in Dionysius’ account: ‘Theodectes 

and Aristotle increased the number of the parts of speech to three; the Stoics raised 

the number further to four; (...) others made the primary parts of speech many in 

number.’ In fact, the resemblance between Robins and Dionysius is of course not so 

remarkable at all: by now it has become clear that the traditional approach to the 

history of linguistics, which tends to portray the history of linguistic ideas as the 

‘progressive discovery of the truth’ (Robins [19974] 3), can be largely traced back to 

Dionysius’ On Composition.  

 

There is, however, one important aspect in which Dionysius differs from later 

historians of linguistics. Unlike later scholars, Dionysius does not present the history 

of the word class theory as leading to a final and complete system of eight or nine 

m°rh lÒgou. Although he implicitly mentions a system of nine, he adds that other 

people distinguished even more parts of speech. Dionysius does not express his 

preference for a particular system, and in the end does not seem to care how many 

parts of speech really exist, ‘whether there be three, four or any number of them’, as 

he says. This attitude is reflected in other parts of his work, where he leaves open the 

question of how certain words should be classified. He tells us, for instance, that the 

word §p¤ (‘on’) might be called either a sÊndesmow (‘conjunction’) or a prÒyesiw 

(‘preposition’).30 Such remarks do not only indicate that, in Dionysius’ time, the 

system of eight word classes had not yet become a fixed canon, but also that the exact 

number of word classes was not so important for Dionysius’ specific purpose. For the 

composition of a text out of words, it does not matter to which particular word classes 

these words belong. A ‘historian of linguistics’ who was more inclined to view the 

word class system of his own time as the final truth about the matter was Quintilian, 

whose Institutio oratoria was written at the end of the first century AD. 

 

                                                                                                                                       
Possibly, Dionysius of Halicarnassus and Quintilian were his primary sources. Grotsch (1982) 147-150 
analyses Robins’ approach in the following way: ‘Er [Robins] weist zurück sowohl eine reine 
Fortschrittsansicht von der Geschichte, wie auch eine teleologische Geschichtsansicht, wie auch eine, 
die vom Standpunkt der Gegenwart aus alles aus der Geschichte ausscheidet, was nicht auf die 
Gegenwart direkt bezogen werden kann, möchte aber davon, Wertgeschichtspunkte in die 
Geschichtsbetrachtung einzubringen, nicht gänzlich absehen, sofern ein gültiger Fortschritt 
auszumachen sei.’ (My italics, CCdJ.) For his own warnings, see Robins (19974) 3: ‘It is tempting, and 
flattering to one’s contemporaries, to see the history of a science as the progressive discovery of the 
truth and the attainment of the right methods (...). But this is a fallacy.’  
30 Comp. 22.102,16: see section 3.6.4. Again, the English translations of the Greek technical terms 
given here are no real equivalents: the sÊndesmow covers more than our ‘conjunctions’. 
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4.2.3. Quintilian’s history of the theory of the parts of speech 

 

The similarities between the passages of Dionysius (Comp. 2) and Quintilian (Inst. 
Orat. 1.4.17-21) have often been noted.31 Quintilian’s account of the development of 

the word class theory is as follows:32  

 

Tum uidebit, ad quem hoc pertinet, quot et quae partes orationis, quamquam de 
numero parum conuenit. Veteres enim, quorum fuerunt Aristoteles quoque atque 
Theodectes, uerba modo et nomina et conuinctiones tradiderunt, uidelicet quod in 
uerbis uim sermonis, in nominibus materiam (quia alterum est quod loquimur, 
alterum de quo loquimur), in conuinctionibus autem complexum eorum esse 
iudicauerunt: quas coniunctiones a plerisque dici scio, sed haec uidetur ex syndesmo 
magis propria tralatio. Paulatim a philosophis ac maxime Stoicis auctus est numerus, 
ac primum conuinctionibus articuli adiecti, post praepositiones: nominibus 
appellatio, deinde pronomen, deinde mixtum uerbo participium, ipsis uerbis aduerbia. 
Noster sermo articulos non desiderat ideoque in alias partes orationis sparguntur, 
sed accedit superioribus interiectio. Alii tamen ex idoneis dumtaxat auctoribus octo 
partes secuti sunt, ut Aristarchus et aetate nostra Palaemon, qui uocabulum siue 
appellationem nomini subiecerunt tamquam speciem eius, at ii qui aliud nomen, aliud 
uocabulum faciunt, nouem. Nihilominus fuerunt qui ipsum adhuc uocabulum ab 
appellatione diducerent, ut esset uocabulum corpus uisu tactuque manifestum: 
‘domus’ ‘lectus’, appellatio cui uel alterum deesset uel utrumque: ‘uentus’ ‘caelum’ 
‘deus’ ‘uirtus’. Adiciebant et adseuerationem, ut ‘eu’, et tractionem, ut ‘fasciatim’: 
quae mihi non adprobantur. 
 
‘The teacher responsible will then need to consider how many parts of speech there 

are, and what they are, although there is little agreement about the number. Earlier 

writers, including also Aristotle and Theodectes, listed only verba (‘verbs’), nomina 

(‘nouns’) and convinctiones (‘convinctions’): evidently, they took the force of 

language to be in the verbs, and the substance in the nouns, because the one is what 

we say, the other is what we speak about, while the ‘convinctions’ provided the 

connections between them. (I know most people say ‘conjunctions’, but 

‘convinctions’ seems the better translation of syndesmos.) The philosophers, 

                                                
31 Cf. Colson (1924) 45-46, Schenkeveld (1994) 270 n. 22, Lallot (1998) 124 and Matthaios (1999) 194 
n. 17. On Quintilian’s views on the Latin language and its divergences from Greek, see Fögen (2002). 
32 Quintilian, Inst. Orat. 1.4.17-21. On this passage, see also Colson (1914, 1916 and 1924). I repeat 
my remark on Comp. 2.6,17-7,21 (section 4.2.1): there is no satisfactory method of translating the 
terms of the parts of speech in this overview. This case is even more problematic, because Quintilian 
himself is translating Greek terms into Latin. Again, I preserve the Latin terms in the translation, 
adding the usual (anachronistic) translations between inverted commas. 
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particularly the Stoics, gradually increased the number: to ‘convinctions’ were first 

added articuli (‘articles’), and then praepositiones (‘prepositions’); to ‘nouns’ was 

added the appellatio (‘appellative’), next the pronomen (‘pronoun’), and then the 

quasi-verbal participium (‘participle’);’ to ‘verbs’ were added adverbia (‘adverbs’). 

Our language does not need articuli (‘articles’), and these are therefore distributed 

among other parts of speech, but in addition to the parts mentioned previously there is 

the interiectio (‘interjection’). Some, belonging to the competent authorities, have 

gone as far as eight parts of speech:33 so Aristarchus and, in our own day, Palaemon, 

who both put ‘vocable’ or ‘appellative’ under ‘noun’, as species of that genus. Those 

who distinguished ‘vocable’ from ‘noun’ make the total nine. Yet some have also 

separated ‘vocable’ itself from ‘appellation’, making ‘vocable’ indicate visible and 

tangible objects — ‘house’ or ‘bed’ — and ‘appellation’ things in which either or both 

of these characteristics were absent, like ‘wind, ‘heaven’, ‘God’, or virtue’. They have 

also added ‘asseveration’ (like eu) and ‘derivative’ (like fasciatim). I do not approve 

of these.’ 

 

There are many similarities between the accounts of Dionysius and Quintilian, and it 

is probable that either the Roman made use of the work of his predecessor, or that the 

two versions are based on the same source.34 Blank has argued that much of the 

grammatical theory that is found in both Sextus Empiricus and Quintilian can be 

traced back to Asclepiades of Myrlea, who possibly taught in Rome in the early first 

century BC (see section 1.4).35 Sextus Empiricus does not refer to the history of the 

word class system, but we should not rule out the possibility that Asclepiades was the 

model of the accounts of Dionysius and Quintilian.36 There are, however, also 

differences between Dionysius and Quintilian. Dionysius states that the participle was 

separated from the appellative, whereas Quintilian thinks that it was separated from 

                                                
33 Most translators take the words ex idoneis auctoribus with secuti sunt: ‘others followed good 
authorities’. Russell translates ‘some, with good authorities to back them’. It is, however probable that 
Quintilian considered Aristarchus and Palaemon the ‘competent authorities’ rather than that he thought 
that they followed competent authorities. Thus, I would read Quintilian as follows: ‘some, belonging to 
the competent authorities, followed eight parts of speech; so Aristarchus and Palaemon.’ The only 
problem is the interpretation of dumtaxat. We may follow Matthaios (1999) 191 n. 2, who also 
interprets ex idoneis auctoribus as a partitive construction: ‘Andere indes von den kompetenten — 
versteht sich — Autoritäten folgten acht Redeteilen.’ For the expression idonei auctores, see also 
Kaster (1978). 
34 Rhys Roberts (1910) 71 thinks that Dionysius and Quintilian used the same source. Brandenburg 
(2005) 65 also rejects the idea that Quintilian’s overview directly depends on Dionysius: ‘Man kann 
also davon ausgehen daß beide derselben Tradition verpflichtet, aber nicht unmittelbar voneinander 
abhängig sind.’ 
35 Blank (1998) xlv-xlvi. 
36 Kroll (1907) 91-92 already suggested that Asclepiades was Dionysius’ source for the history of the 
word class theory in Comp. 2. 
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the verb.37 An interesting difference is the fact that Dionysius constantly speaks of 

‘splitting’ and ‘separation’, whereas Quintilian refers to the ‘addition’ and ‘extension’ 

of the system.38 Dionysius uses the words xvr¤zv (‘to separate’), diair°v (‘to 

divide’), épozeÊgnumi (‘to part’) and tomÆ (‘division’), while Quintilian uses the verbs 

adicio (‘to add’) and accedo (‘to join’, ‘to be added’).39 The different vocabulary 

seems to reflect a difference in perspective: Dionysius reasons from the past and 

emphasises the many distinctions that were developed in the course of time, while 

Quintilian presents the history of the word class theory as gradually leading to the 

completion of the system in his own time. Quintilian’s terminology of ‘adding’ seems 

to suggest (though not explicitly) that the early systems were not complete, whereas 

Dionysius’ terminology of ‘division’ seems to imply that Aristotle’s terms already 

covered everything, although the system was refined in later times. 

 

These diverging perspectives are related to another difference between the two 

accounts. While Dionysius, as we have seen, does not really care how many parts of 

speech exactly exist, ‘whether there be three, four or any number of them’, Quintilian 

insists that there be clarity how many parts of speech there are, and what they are: 

quot et quae partes orationis. These words remind us of the opening of Donatus’ Ars 
minor, which I quoted above. Although Quintilian admits that there is no agreement 

on the exact number, he clearly opts for a system of eight or nine parts of speech, and 

he explicitly rejects the later additions to the system (quae mihi non adprobantur).40 

To explain the different attitudes of Dionysius and Quintilian, we should look at the 

contexts in which they were presenting their histories of the word class system. In 

Dionysius’ account, the word classes figure as the primary building blocks of 

composition. Certainty about the exact number of these ‘elements’ was not relevant 

for Dionysius’ purpose, since, when one composes a text, it does not really matter 

whether one assigns a word to one word class or another. Quintilian, on the other 

hand, discussed the history of the word class system in a passage about the teaching of 

Latin and Greek in the school of the grammarian. The procedure of merismos (the 

                                                
37 Cf. Brandenburg (2005) 65. 
38 See Brandenburg (2005) 66, who distinguishes between Dionysius’ ‘Meronomie’ and Quintilian’s 
‘Taxonomie’. 
39 With respect to the number of ‘parts of speech’, both Dionysius and Quintilian speak in terms of 
extension: Dionysius uses the words proÆgagon, proÈb¤basan, prosagagÒntew, while Quintilian says 
auctus est. 
40 Murphy (2000) 489 presents Quintilian’s views wrongly by remarking that the Roman rhetorician ‘is 
not sure how many parts of speech there are, and he concludes by saying “it is a matter of no 
relevance” (1.4.21).’ In fact, Quintilan does not say that the number of the parts of speech in general ‘is 
a matter of no relevance’: this is only true of the question whether one should distinguish appellative 
and noun as two different word classes: vocabulum an appellatio dicenda sit proshgor¤a et subicienda 
nomini necne, quia parui refert, liberum opinaturis relinquo. 
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classification of the parts of speech) was a standard exercise in the lessons of the 

grammaticus, so that clarity about the number of word classes was necessary. 

Obviously, a teacher of grammar would not want to bother his students too much with 

the different views that various scholars had developed on the subject.41 

 

4.2.4. Dionysius, Quintilian and modern historians of linguistics 

 

In his influential article ‘Rethinking the History of Language Science in Classical 

Antiquity’ (1987), Daniel Taylor states that one of the key notions that are central to 

the traditional version of Graeco-Roman language science is ‘the emphasis upon the 

development of the doctrine of the parts of speech, especially as it accumulates or 

evolves in measured stages from its beginnings in Plato to its fullest expression in 

Dionysius Thrax.’42 In this section (4.2), I have tried to show in what sense the 

Dionysius of Halicarnassus and Quintilian can be considered the prototypes of 

modern traditional historiographers of linguistics. 

 

Dionysius’ history of the word class system is in two respects characteristic for the 

traditional historiography of linguistics. First, he adopts an ‘internal’ approach to the 

history of science, applying earlier views on language, which were developed in 

several disciplines, to his own particular subject, which is in his case the art of 

composition. Second, his account of the development of the word class theory is 

characterised by the idea that gradual progress was made by successive stages in the 

history of linguistics. Unlike many other historians of linguistics, however, Dionysius 

does not present the word class system of his own time as the ultimate truth. 

                                                
41 Another difference between Dionysius and Quintilian is the following: Dionysius distinguishes five 
stages in the development of the theory of the parts of speech, while Quintilian summarises these in 
only two stages, to which he adds two Roman developments of the system. The four stages in 
Quintilian’s overview are organised in the following way: (1) like Dionysius, Quintilian starts with 
Aristotle and Theodectes, who would have known three parts of speech. (2) Next, Quintilian states that 
the number of parts of speech increased ‘gradually’ (paulatim), but, unlike Dionysius, in the first 
instance he does not present the extension of the system chronologically, but systematically: the 
starting point is the system of Aristotle, and the new word classes are discussed in relation to the three 
original ones, namely sÊndesmow (convinctio), ˆnoma (nomen), and =∞ma (verbum).  Within his 
presentation of the development of the system Quintilian does make chronological distinctions, by 
adding words like primum (‘first’), post (‘next’) and deinde (‘thereafter’). Quintilian’s second stage 
includes the same word classes as Dionysius’ fifth stage. (3) The third stage in Quintilian’s overview is 
the Roman substitution of the interjection for the article. Quintilian remarks that some people put the 
appellative under  ‘noun’ (‘as species of that genus’), while other people consider vocabulum and 
nomen as two different word classes. That makes the total number of parts of speech eight or nine. (4) 
In a fourth stage, even more distinctions were added by ‘others’ (alii): vocabulum, adseveratio, and 
tractio; but Quintilian himself rejects these differentiations. The additions to the system that he 
mentions would increase the total number of word classes to a maximum of twelve, but Quintilian 
himself opts for a system of eight or nine word classes. 
42 Taylor (1987) 3. 
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Quintilian, on the other hand, expresses his preference for a system with eight or nine 

parts of speech. I have explained this difference by pointing to the different contexts 

in which the two writers presented their views.43 

   

Over the last two decades, Taylor himself and other historians of ancient linguistics 

(such as Schenkeveld, Law and Sluiter) have distanced themselves from the 

traditional approach to the history of linguistics in general and to the history of the 

word class theory in particular. Nowadays, scholars are more willing to recognise that 

Plato, the Stoics, the Alexandrian philologists and the technical grammarians all had 

their own, different purposes; and, accordingly, that the units that they called m°rh 
lÒgou were entirely different matters for all of them.44 In the article mentioned above, 

Daniel Taylor stated that the different philosophers, philologists and grammarians 

‘were not playing the game by the same rules’.45 I would like to go one step further: 

they were not even playing the same game. Philosophers were not interested in 

enumerating as many word classes as possible, so one would do them wrong by 

interpreting them as if they were grammarians. As a historian of linguistics, therefore, 

I do not agree with the way in which Dionysius and Quintilian presented the history of 

the word class system. As a historian of the historiography of linguistics, however, I 

conclude that their approach to the history of linguistics has been very influential. 

 

4.3. Dionysius as a rhetorician: the parts of speech in the theory of composition  

 

In the previous section, we have seen that Dionysius regards the mÒria lÒgou as the 

primary building blocks in the procedure of composition. The emphasis on the mÒria 
lÒgou in Dionysius’ definition of composition (Comp. 2.6,17-19: tiw y°siw par' 
êllhla t«n toË lÒgou mor¤vn) can be explained as follows. On the one hand, it 

indicates that, in Dionysius’ view, words are the central units in the process of 

composition; on the other hand, it underlines the fact that words are components (m°rh 
or mÒria) and building blocks (stoixe›a) of larger structures (namely clauses, periods 

                                                
43 Priscian (6th century AD) seems to have been the first who both presented a history of the word class 
theory and adhered to a fixed number of eight partes orationis: see G.L. II, 54,5-55,3. Similar is the Ars 
anonyma Bernensis (FDS 549). Donatus (G.L. IV, 372) does not discuss the history of the word class 
system, but only remarks that multi plures, multi pauciores partes orationis putant. 
44 See now also Matthaios (1999) 492: ‘Die von Dionysios van Halikarnaß und Quintilian gegebene 
Erklärung für die Erweiterung des Wortartensystems durch Aufspaltung umfangreicher Redeteile läßt 
genauso wie die in den grammatischen Berichten vorgenommene Zuweisung der einzelnen Wortarten 
zum stoischen Redeteilsystem die Tatsache außer acht, daß der Begriff “Redeteil” bzw. “Wortart” von 
Schultradition zu Schultradition eine andere Bedeutung hat.’ 
45 Taylor (1987) 5. 
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and discourse).46 The idea that the scientific treatment of a certain subject should start 

from its ‘elements’ is a common assumption in various ancient language disciplines.47 

According to Dionysius, the combination of the parts of speech forms the clauses 

(k«la), the joining of the clauses constitutes the periods (per¤odoi), and these make 

up the complete discourse.48 How does he develop the idea of composition from 

mÒria lÒgou in the rest of his treatise on sÊnyesiw? 

 

The reader who has just been told that composition starts from the mÒria lÒgou might 

be disappointed to find out that most parts of Dionysius’ work deal in fact with other 

units of sÊnyesiw. Many chapters concentrate on letters and syllables on the one hand 

and clauses on the other.49 Still, it would be wrong to suggest that Dionysius turns out 

to reject his own definition of sÊnyesiw. Pohl argues that Dionysius ‘improves’ his 

original definition, which started from the mÒria lÒgou, by offering ‘eine verbesserte 

Definition’ that focuses on words, clauses and periods.50 However, the passage that 

                                                
46 It is remarkable that in Thuc. 22.358,15-17 Dionysius divides sÊnyesiw into kÒmmata (‘cuts’, i.e. 
short clauses), k«la and periods. ‘Words’ are not mentioned here: the ‘elementary parts of speech’ 
belong to the selection of words (§klogÆ), not to composition. Thus, the ‘comma’ takes the place of the 
‘word’. The division of composition into comma, colon and period, which seems to be more traditional 
than the one into word, colon and period, is also found in Quintilian, Inst. orat. 9.4.22: comma, k«lon 
and per¤odow (see below). In the rest of Dionysius’ works, however, the kÒmma plays a minor part, 
although it figures as an important unit in the discussion of poetry resembling prose: see Comp. 
26.136,9ff. See also Dem. 39.213,1 and 43.227,4. On the comma, see Viljamaa (2003) 173-176, who 
compares kÒmmata to the intonation units in modern discourse analysis. That it is not self-evident that 
composition should start from words (or mÒria lÒgou) is clear from ‘Demetrius’, who regards clauses 
(k«la) as the starting point for prose writing. See Eloc. 1: ‘Just as poetry is organised by metres (...), so 
too prose is organised and divided by the so-called clauses.’ Having discussed the length and use of 
clauses, ‘Demetrius’ points out that ‘from the combination of such clauses and phrases are formed what 
are called periods’ (Eloc. 10).  
47 See Van Ophuijsen (1987) 9 on Hephaestion, On Metre: ‘(...) this is to be explained by the 
assumption common to the Greek grammarians that the part is systematically prior to the whole, so 
that, to be scientific, the exposition of a subject must proceed from its ultimate elements of analysis, the 
atoms as it were, through its intermediate constituents, to the level at which the need for an exposition 
is felt.’ See further sections 2.2 and 4.2.1 on Apollonius Dyscolus (Syntax I.2; cf. Swiggers & Wouters 
[1995] 37 n. 46) and Aristides Quintilianus.  
48 Comp. 2.7,14-18: see section 4.2.1 above. Viljamaa (2003) refers to this same text (Comp. 2.7,14-18) 
when he states that ‘in Dionysius’ opinion, the colon is the most important unit of linguistic expression, 
and indeed the central unit of the sentence structure (...).’ I do not see how the passage that Viljamaa 
cites supports this conclusion. The starting point of composition is the arrangement of words, not the 
joining of clauses. Viljamaa fails to see that this is the difference between Dionysius and ‘Demetrius’. 
For the ancient theory of the period, see Siebenborn (1987). 
49 Composition from letters and syllables is the subject of Comp. 14-16 (on m°low), composition from 
k«la is treated in Comp. 7-9 (the second part of the discussion of the three activities of composition). 
Tukey (1909a) 189 argues that Dionysius’ treatise deals with sÊnyesiw t«n Ùnomãtvn, t«n sullab«n 
and t«n grammãtvn. 
50 Pohl (1968) 2. In a similar way, Tukey (1909a) 188 complains that the connotation of the term 
sÊnyesiw changes in the course of Dionysius’ treatise: in the first nine chapters sÊnyesiw means 
sÊnyesiw t«n Ùnomãtvn, whereas in the later chapters, sÊnyesiw is èrmon¤a, which concerns the 
musical aspects of language; in the latter sense, sÊnyesiw would also include the selection of 
(euphonious) words. In my view, however, words (mÒria lÒgou) remain the starting point for 
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she regards as a ‘new definition’ is in fact a list of the ¶rga of composition: ‘The 

functions of composition are to place the words in a proper way beside each other and 

to give the clauses the fitting harmony and to divide the discourse suitably into 

periods.’51 In this passage, Dionysius does not reject his original definition: 

composition still starts from words (the ‘parts of the phrase’) as its basic units, even if 

the arrangement of clauses and periods also belongs to its functions. Pohl thinks that 

the rhetorical point of view (which deals with words, clauses and periods) takes the 

place of Dionysius’ earlier grammatical point of view.52 In my opinion, it would be 

more correct to say that the term mÒria lÒgou, which refers to words not only as 

‘word classes’ but also as ‘parts of the phrase’, enables Dionysius to combine the two 

perspectives. The grammatical point of view is not rejected, but it becomes an 

integrated part of the rhetorical process of composition: the correct use of word 

classes and their accidentia is one aspect of sÊnyesiw. This aspect is especially 

highlighted in three passages of the work On Composition, namely the investigation 

into natural word order (Comp. 5), the discussion of the three activities of sÊnyesiw 
(Comp. 6), and the description of the austere composition type (Comp. 22).53 

 

In the first of these passages (Comp. 5) Dionysius tries out whether the juxtaposition 

of words according to their grammatical categories results into beautiful composition: 

should nouns precede verbs, verbs precede adverbs, and substantives come before 

adjectives? This discussion of ‘natural’ word order is arguably the best (though 

perhaps not the most successful) example of the integration of grammatical and 

rhetorical theory. It would thus deserve to be treated in this section as an example of 

the rhetorical use of the linguistic theory of the mÒria lÒgou. However, the passage is 

also heavily influenced by philosophical ideas that (as I will argue) originate in the 

school of Stoic philosophers. Because of the complexity of the subject, I have chosen 

to give the passage on natural word order a separate treatment in the next chapter 

(section 5.3) of this study. Since Dionysius finally decides to abandon the approach to 

sÊnyesiw undertaken in Comp. 5, the theory of natural word order in fact falls outside 

                                                                                                                                       
composition throughout the treatise, even if some passages deal with the forming of (mimetic) words 
(Comp. 16) or other aspects of sound. In Comp. 22-24, composition still starts from words as its 
building blocks: see section 4.3.2. 
51 Comp. 2.7,18-21: ¶sti dØ t∞w suny°sevw ¶rga tã te ÙnÒmata ofike¤vw ye›nai par' êllhla ka‹ to›w 
k≈loiw épodoËnai tØn prosÆkousan èrmon¤an ka‹ ta›w periÒdoiw dialabe›n eÔ tÚn lÒgon.  This text 
immediately follows the history of the theory of the parts of speech (see section 4.2.1). 
52 Pohl (1968) 2. 
53 Pohl (1968) 3 states: ‘Mit dem Scheitern dieses Versuches [i.e. the discussion of natural word order 
in Comp. 5] wird der grammatikalisch-logische Gesichtspunkt endgültig aufgegeben.’ In fact, however, 
the importance of the grammatical aspects of the art of composition are made very clear already in 
Comp. 6, where sxhmatismÒw (the grammatical formation of words) is the second activity of 
composition. 
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his theory of composition. In the next sections (4.3.1 and 4.3.2) we will therefore 

focus on the two other passages (Comp. 6 and Comp. 22-24) that develop the theory 

of ‘placing the parts of speech beside each other’ (y°siw par' êllhla t«n toË lÒgou 
mor¤vn). 
 

4.3.1. The parts of speech as building blocks: text as architecture 

 

In the sixth chapter of the treatise, Dionysius starts a discussion of the three activities 

(¶rga) of the art of composition:54 ‘the first is to observe which element fitted together 

with which element will naturally produce a beautiful and attractive combination. The 

second is to judge how each of the parts that are to be fitted together should be shaped 

so as to improve the harmonious appearance of the whole. The third is to judge 

whether any modification is required in the material used — I mean subtraction, 

addition or alteration — and to carry out such changes with a proper view to their 

future purpose.’55 It should be observed that these ‘three activities of the theory of 

composition’ (t∞w sunyetik∞w §pistÆmhw tr¤a ¶rga) do not correspond to the earlier 

three suny°sevw ¶rga mentioned above (section 4.3).56 The three ‘functions of 

composition’ (mentioned in Comp. 2) are the arrangement of words, clauses and 

periods respectively. The ‘activities of the theory of composition’ (treated in Comp. 
6), however, are three techniques that apply to each of the levels of language (words, 

clauses, and periods). In other words, the first list of ¶rga introduces the three levels 

of composition, while the second list of  ¶rga enumerates ‘processes’ or ‘techniques’ 

that concern all levels: they should be applied first to words (which are the building 

blocks of clauses), then to clauses (which are the building blocks of periods), and 

finally to periods (which make up the lÒgow). Thus, in Comp. 6, Dionysius explains 

how the three techniques are applied to the mÒria lÒgou; in the next three chapters 

(Comp. 7-9) he shows that mutatis mutandis the same ¶rga play a role in the 

arrangement of clauses.57 Finally, he adds that what he has said also applies to the so-

                                                
54 See also Viljamaa (2003) 170. 
55 Comp. 6.27,19-28,2: ©n m¢n fide›n, t¤ metå t¤now èrmottÒmenon p°fuke kalØn ka‹ ≤de›an lÆcesyai 
suzug¤an: ßteron d¢ gn«nai t«n èrmÒttesyai mellÒntvn prÚw êllhla p«w ín ßkaston sxhmatisy¢n 
kre¤ttona poiÆseie fa¤nesyai tØn èrmon¤an: tr¤ton d' e‡ ti de›tai metaskeu∞w t«n lambanom°nvn, 
éfair°sevw l°gv ka‹ prosyÆkhw ka‹ élloi≈sevw, gn«na¤ te ka‹ prÚw tØn m°llousan xre¤an ofike¤vw 
§jergãsasyai. I have adapted Usher’s translation. In Comp. 6.27,19, I read èrmottÒmenon with P 
(followed by Aujac and Rhys Roberts); Usener reads èrmozÒmenon. On the three ¶rga, see also 
Viljamaa (2003) 170. 
56 Compare Comp. 2.7,18-21 and Comp. 6.27,18-28,2. 
57 I do not agree with Rhys Roberts (1910) 3, who, in his summary of On Composition, states that there 
are three ‘processes’ of composition with regard to words, and only two in the case of k«la. 
Dionysius’ discussion of the ¶rga of the composition of clauses (Comp. 7.30,18-31,4) is clearly divided 
into three parts: ka‹ går taËta (1) èrmÒsai prÚw êllhla de› Àst' ofike›a fa¤nesyai ka‹ f¤la ka‹ (2) 
sxhmat¤sai …w ín §nd°xhtai krãtista (3) prokataskeuãsai te, e‡ poÊ ti d°oi, mei≈sei ka‹ 
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called periods.58 Dionysius’ list of three ¶rga (attractive juxtaposition, sxhmatismÒw 
and metaskeuÆ) does not correspond to the lists of Roman rhetoricians. Quintilian 

lists order (ordo), linkage (iunctura) and rhythm (numerus) and Cicero divides 

composition into euphony, periodic structure and rhythm.59 The first item of the latter 

list agrees more or less with Dionysius’ general interest: words must be arranged so 

that the final syllables may fit the following initial syllables ‘as neatly as possible, and 

that the words may have the most agreeable sounds’. However, Cicero does not 

mention the grammatical formation of words, whereas the notion of rhythm (numerus) 

is absent from Dionysius’ list.60 It seems, then, that Dionysius takes an original 

approach to sÊnyesiw by integrating grammatical and rhetorical notions; but it is also 

possible that he was influenced by Hellenistic ideas on poetic composition, such as we 

find in Philodemus’ On Poems.61 

  

Before he goes into details, Dionysius illustrates the three activities of composition 

with the analogy of the builder of a house (ofikodÒmow), who ‘composes’ a building 

from stones, timber, tiling, etc. The builder asks himself three questions: ‘(1) what 

stone, timber and brick is to be fitted together with what other stone, timber and 

brick? (2) How should each of the materials that are being joined be fitted, and on 

which of the sides? (3) If anything fits badly, how can that very piece be pared down 

and trimmed and made to fit well?’62 The shipwright will apply the same method, says 

                                                                                                                                       
pleonasm“ ka‹ efi dÆ tin' êllhn metaskeuØn d°xetai tå k«la. ‘For also these [i.e. just like the words] 
one must (1) join to one another so that they appear familiar and belonging to each other and (2) give 
them the best form of which they are capable and (3) adapt them further, if necessary, by abbreviation, 
expansion and by any other change of form that clauses admit.’ It is obvious that these ¶rga on the 
level of the clauses correspond on the level of words to (1) the putting together of the mÒria lÒgou 
(Comp. 6.28,16-20), (2) the grammatical formation (sxhmatismÒw) of words (Comp. 6.28,20-29,14) 
and (3) the modification (metaskeuÆ) of words for the sake of harmony (Comp. 6.29,14-30,12). The 
repetition of the terms sxhmat¤sai and metaskeuÆ in the passage on clause arrangement is significant. 
Cf. Nassal (1910) 28-29.    
58 Comp. 9.35,17-36,1. 
59 Quintilian, Inst. orat. 9.4.22; Cicero, Orator 149. Cf. Scaglione (1972) 49.   
60 For these reasons, it is unclear to me how Nassal (1910) 35-36 can think that Dionysius’ list of ¶rga 
in Comp. 2.7,18-21 ‘entspricht (...) vollständig’ the list in Cicero, Orator 149: the only similarity is that 
both lists consist of three items. In Orator 219, Cicero has compositio, concinnitas and numeri. In De 
oratore 3.171, Cicero (Crassus) states that ‘connection of words’ (continuatio verborum) requires two 
things, namely ‘juxtaposition’ (conlocationem) and ‘a certain cadence and form’ (modum quendam 
formamque). Quintilian, Inst. orat. 9.4.22 lists three units of composition, namely incisa or commata, 
cola and the period. He then discusses three ‘necessary elements’ of composition, namely ordo, 
iunctura, numerus (‘order, linkage and rhythm’). The latter bears some resemblance to Cicero, Orator 
149, but Quintilian’s treatment of the three aspects of composition seems to be independent. 
61 In Comp. 4.22,3-23,5, Dionysius claims to be original. 
62 Comp. 6.28,5-13: ˜ te går ofikodÒmow ˜tan por¤shtai tØn Ïlhn §j ∏w m°llei kataskeuãzein tØn 
ofik¤an, l¤youw ka‹ jÊla ka‹ k°ramon ka‹ tîlla pãnta, sunt¤yhsin §k toÊtvn ≥dh tÚ ¶rgon tr¤a taËta 
pragmateuÒmenow, po¤ƒ de› l¤yƒ te ka‹ jÊlƒ ka‹ pl¤nyƒ po›on èrmÒsai l¤yon μ jÊlon μ pl¤nyon, 
¶peita p«w t«n èrmozom°nvn ßkaston ka‹ §p‹ po¤aw pleurçw •drãsai, ka‹ tr¤ton, e‡ ti dÊsedrÒn 
§stin, épokroËsai ka‹ perikÒcai ka‹ aÈtÚ toËto eÎedron poi∞sai. 
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Dionysius, and ‘those who are going to put the parts of speech together effectively’ 

(toÁw m°llontaw eÔ sunyÆsein tå toË lÒgou mÒria) should proceed similarly. Their 

building blocks are not stone, timber and tiling, but noun, verb and the other parts of 

speech. The analogy between the composition of a text and the building of a house is 

found in other ancient texts as well.63 For Dionysius, the idea seems to be even more 

important than for other rhetoricians, because he focuses on stylistic composition.64 

With regard to the organisation of subject matter (ofikonom¤a), Dionysius adopts 

Aristotle’s concept of organic unity, thus taking a ‘biological’ approach to 

discourse.65 For example, Dionysius praises Herodotus because out of a great variety 

of subjects he has made one ‘harmoniously unified body’ (sÊmfvnon ©n s«ma).66 

With regard to stylistic composition (sÊnyesiw), however, Dionysius’ approach is 

determined by the concept of architecture.67 The architectural character of discourse 

                                                
63 The comparison between text and architecture may be traced back to Democritus fr. 21 Diels-Kranz: 
ÜOmhrow fÊsevw laxΔn yeazoÊshw §p°vn kÒsmon §tektÆnato panto¤vn. ‘Since Homer was divinely 
inspired, he succeeded in building a kosmos out of all kinds of words.’ For the influence of this text on 
the poetic theory that regards a text as a ‘universe’ consisting of elements (stoixe›a), see Armstrong 
(1995) 212-213. ‘Demetrius’, Eloc. 13 compares clauses (k«la) to stones: ‘The clauses in the periodic 
style may in fact be compared to the stones (to›w l¤yoiw) that support and hold together the roof which 
encircles them, and the clauses of the disjointed style to stones which are simply thrown about near one 
another and not built into a structure.’ Quintilian, Inst. orat. 7.pr.1 compares dispositio (the ordering of 
the material, the second officium oratoris) to putting together ‘stone, timber, and other building 
material’ (saxa atque materiam et cetera aedificanti utilia). In Inst. orat. 9.4.27, a sentence whose 
words have not been put in their right places is compared to a construction of unhewn stones (structura 
saxorum rudium). In some cases, the analogy is limited to the use of a specific word. Thus, Cicero, De 
oratore 3.173 speaks of componere et struere verba (‘to put and build the words together’). Many 
rhetorical terms seem to be based on this analogy, such as kan≈n, ßdra and Ïlh (cf. Rhys Roberts 
[1910] 106 n. 2). Finally, I would like to add that ‘Demetrius’ (Eloc. 91), in his discussion of 
compound words (sÊnyeta ÙnÒmata), recommends the word ‘architects’ (érxit°ktonaw) as a useful 
composite. In my view, he may have selected this example as a leçon par l’exemple, i.e. the word 
‘master-builder’ is well built itself.  
64 Dionysius consistently distinguishes between subject matter (ı pragmatikÚw tÒpow) and style (ı 
lektikÚw tÒpow). Each of these components consists of two parts: ı pragmatikÚw tÒpow deals with 
paraskeuÆ (= eÏresiw), ‘invention’, and xr∞siw (ofikonom¤a), ‘arrangement’; ı lektikÚw tÒpow deals 
with §klogØ t«n Ùnomãtvn, ‘selection of words’ and sÊnyesiw, ‘composition’. See esp. Dem. 
51.240,20-241,7. Kremer (1907) 2-3 offers a reconstruction of Dionysius’ rhetorical system that relies 
on Thuc. 22, where Dionysius mentions kÒmma, k«lon and per¤odow as the units of composition. This 
division does not correspond to the one in De compositione verborum (see above). 
65 Aristotle’s comparison of epic to ‘a single and whole animal’ (Po. 1459a20) is reflected in Rh. 
1415b7-9, where it is said that in some cases a speech does not need a prooimion, except in order to 
state the subject in summary (kefalaivd«w), so that ‘like a body it may have a head’ (·na ¶x˙ Àsper 
s«ma kefalÆn). Cf. Heath (1989) 20. 
66 Pomp. 3.238,8-11. On Dionysius’ use of the Platonic concept of organic unity, see also Fornaro 
(1997a) 209-210. Heath (1989) 85-89 points out that by organic unity Dionysius does not mean a 
thematic integration, but rather a text in which all elements ‘are brought together in the appropriate 
order so defined’. On Dionysius’ evaluation of the unity of Herodotus’ work, see also De Jong (2002) 
245. 
67 Breitenbach (1911) 170-172 shows that Aristotle’s ideas on the nature of discourse are influenced by 
Plato’s concept of organic unity (Phdr. 264c2-5, cf. Sicking [1963]), whereas Dionysius’ point of view 
is ‘architectonic’. Breitenbach is right as far as the treatise On Composition is concerned, but traces of 
Aristotelian ideas on text as an organic unity are found in Dionysius’ treatment of subject matter (as in 
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underlies not only his views on the relation between composition and selection of 

words (Comp. 2) and his discussion of the ¶rga of composition (Comp. 6), but also 

the description of the three types of sÊnyesiw (Comp. 22-24).68 Some scholars have 

pointed to related views in ‘Demetrius’ and Quintilian, but one very relevant parallel 

has so far largely been ignored.69 In Philodemus’ On Poems, there is a fragment in 

which one of the Hellenistic kritikoi (see section 1.5) compares composition 

(sÊnyesiw) to ‘house-building’ (ofikodom∞[sai]).70 Janko considers the possibility of 

correcting ofikodome›n here into ofikonome›n, but I think that Dionysius’ comparison of 

the orator with an ofikodÒmow provides a convincing argument for retaining the text as 

it stands.71 The context of the fragment in Philodemus is very much in line with 

Dionysius’ approach to composition. The critic who uses the word ofikodome›n in the 

relevant fragment (Pausimachus, according to Janko) points out that some claim that 

good poetry depends on beautiful words, whereas others think that beautiful poetry 

arises from commonplace words that have been well arranged.72 The same arguments 

play an important role in the opening chapters of Dionysius’ On Composition.73 We 

may add that ‘Longinus’, in his discussion of sÊnyesiw, which echoes Dionysius’ 

view on the magical effects of good composition (see section 6.2), also speaks of tª 
te t«n l°jevn §poikodomÆsei (‘piling phrase on phrase’).74 In view of the other 

parallels between Dionyius and the kritikoi (which are partly taken up by ‘Longinus’), 

we cannot exclude the possibility that Dionysius’ concept of sÊnyesiw as house 

building is influenced by the views of Hellenistic critics of poetry.75 Stanford 

interestingly compares the ancient concept of ‘euphonic architecture’ to an orchestral 

                                                                                                                                       
Pomp. 3.238,8-11 above). In other words, the scope of On Composition accounts to a large extent for 
the difference between Aristotle and Dionysius. 
68 Comp. 2.8,3-16: in arts that combine materials and make from them a composite product, such as 
building (ofikodomikÆ), carpentry (tektonikÆ) and embroidery (poikiltikÆ), the potentialities of 
composition are second in logical order to those of selection, but they are prior in potency. This is also 
true in the case of lÒgow: sÊnyesiw is logically second to §klogÆ, but it has far more power. For Comp. 
22.96,15-19 (analogy between the austere composition and a construction of blocks of natural stone put 
together), see section 4.3.2 below.  
69 For the parallels in ‘Demetrius’ and Quintilian, see above. I should add that ‘Demetrius’, Eloc. 33 
points out that an enthymeme can have the accidental property of periodicity, just as a building 
(ofikodomoÊmenon) can have the accidental property of whiteness. This comparison, however, does not 
seem to pertain to the characterisation of composition as a process of putting building blocks together. 
70 Philodemus, On Poems 1 fr. 55 Janko. 
71 Janko (2000) 245 n. 4 mentions the parallel, but seems unconvinced.  
72 See Janko (2000) 245. 
73 Cf. Comp. 3.9,2-9. See also section 7.2. 
74 ‘Longinus’, Subl. 39.3. Cf. Janko (2000) 245 n. 4. Aristotle, Rh. 1365a discusses the powerful effect 
of ‘combination and building up’ (tÚ suntiy°nai ka‹ §poikodome›n). Here the term §poikodome›n 
probably refers to the figure of speech that builds a chain of clauses, each of which repeats one or more 
words from the preceding clause: see also Rh. Al. 3.11. Some rhetoricians simply call this figure 
‘climax’. See Anderson (2000) 57-58 on §poikodÒmhsiw. 
75 See also sections 1.5, 3.2, 3.3, 6.2, 6.6, and 7.2. 
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symphony.76 Indeed, the concept of architectural discourse or poetry seems to be 

closely connected to the idea of musical and magical speech (see section 6.2), which 

is also a prominent theme in Dionysius and ‘Longinus’. 

 

When discussing the concept of architectural text, we should not forget that while 

Dionysius was teaching in Rome, the Roman Vitruvius was writing his ten books De 
architectura. That work was probably published between 30 and 20 BC.77 Just like 

Dionysius (Preface to On the Ancient Orators), Vitruvius starts his work work by 

commenting upon the new world order that started with Augustus’ victory at Actium 

(31 BC). Both Dionysius and Vitruvius are exponents of the classicism of Augustan 

Rome, and they both demand that their students (future orators and future architects 

respectively) are broadly educated. According to Vitruvius, the education programme 

for the architect includes, among other things, literature, history, philosophy, music, 

medicine, and law.78 At the beginning of his work, Vitruvius points out that 

architecture consists of ordinatio or tãjiw (‘ordering’), dispositio or diãyesiw 
(‘arrangement’), eurythmia (‘harmony’), symmetria (‘proportion’), decor (‘propriety’) 

and distributio or ofikonom¤a (‘allocation’).79 All these terms or their Greek 

equivalents play a role in rhetorical theory as well: Dionysius and Vitruvius largely 

use the same discourse. Where Dionysius defines composition as the juxtaposition of 

words or stoixe›a (‘elements’), Vitruvius states that dispositio (‘arrangement’) is ‘the 

apt putting together (apta conlocatio) of things and the elegant effect obtained by 

adjustments (compositionibus) appropriate to the character of the work.’80 Although I 

do not think that there is a direct relationship between Vitruvius and Dionysius, it is, 

on the other hand, not impossible that Dionysius knew the Roman or his work. In any 

case, it is interesting to realise that not only some of their ideas but also the way they 

present them are rather similar and reflect the discourse of their time. I will return to 

the analogy between text and architecture in the discussion of the austere composition 

type. 

 

We will now focus on the first level to which the three ¶rga of the theory of 

composition apply, namely the level of words or, as Dionysius says, tå pr«ta mÒria 

                                                
76 Stanford (1967) 78-79 and 92. I may be allowed to carry this analogy one step further by remarking 
that, conversely, the symphonies of Anton Bruckner are often characterised as ‘cathedrals’. 
77 See Rowland & Howe (1999) 2-5. 
78 Vitruvius, On Architecture 1.1.1-18. 
79 Vitruvius, On Architecture 1.2.1-9. 
80 Vitruvius, On Architecture 1.2.2: dispositio autem est rerum apta conlocatio elegansque 
compositionibus effectus operis cum qualitate. 
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ka‹ stoixe›a t∞w l°jevw.81 In this case the three activities of sÊnyesiw are the 

following. First, the words that have been selected have to be juxtaposed in an 

attractive basic order. Although Dionysius does not use the term here, later passages 

suggest that this first ¶rgon is called èrmogÆ (‘combination’).82 Secondly, one has to 

decide which grammatical form the words should have: this technique is called 

sxhmatismÒw.83 Thirdly, one has to adapt the form of the words by means of the 

addition, subtraction or alteration of certain letters: this final activity is called 

metaskeuÆ.84 It is clear that the second of these processes is concerned with the mÒria 
lÒgou qua word classes (i.e. it selects the correct grammatical form), whereas the first 

and third ¶rga deal with the mÒria lÒgou qua parts of the phrase.85 Therefore, instead 

of saying that the rhetorical point of view replaces the grammatical point of view, as 

Pohl does, we should understand that composition (sÊnyesiw) comprises both 

grammatical considerations and matters of euphony.86 The first step is described as 

follows:87 
 
pr«ton m¢n skope›n, po›on ˆnoma μ =∞ma μ t«n êllvn ti mor¤vn po¤ƒ suntaxy¢n 
§pithde¤vw ¶stai ke¤menon ka‹ p«w eÔ μ êmeinon (oÈ går dØ pãnta ge metå pãntvn 
tiy°mena p°fuken ımo¤vw diatiy°nai tåw ékoãw). 
 

‘First, they should consider which noun or verb or other part of speech composed with 

which other part of speech will be suitably placed and how [it will be done] in a 

correct or better way (for clearly not every arrangement naturally affects the ears in 

the same way).’  

                                                
81 Comp. 7.30,13-14. Here, the arrangement of the parts of speech is regarded as ‘one consideration 
(yevr¤a) of the science of composition’, besides the second one, which is concerned with clauses, and 
the third one, which starts from periods. In Comp. 7.30,14, •t°ra is not ‘the other’ [aspect of 
composition], as Usher (1985) 59 translates it, but ‘another’ or rather ‘the second’ one (cf. Aujac 
[1981] 84: ‘en second lieu’); the third yevr¤a is concerned with periods (Comp. 9.35,17-36,1). On the 
expression tå pr«ta mÒria ka‹ stoixe›a t∞w l°jevw see section 3.5.  
82 See Comp. 8.32,6 on clauses. Dionysius uses sxhmatismÒw and metaskeuÆ (the second and third 
¶rga) both in the context of words and in the context of k«la. Therefore, we may assume that êrmogÆ 
is als the term for the juxtaposition of word (the first ¶rgon).  
83 See Comp. 6.28,20-21 (sxhmatisy°n) and Comp. 6.29,6 (sxhmatisye¤h). The term is repeated in the 
discussion of the second activity of the composition of clauses in Comp. 7.31,1 (sxhmat¤sai), thus 
indicating the symmetry between the different levels of composition. 
84 See Comp. 6.29,15 (metaskeu∞w) and Comp. 6.30,11 (metaskeuãzei). The term is repeated in the 
discussion of the third activity of the composition of clauses in Comp. 7.31,3-4 (metaskeuÆn). 
85 For the double character of Dionysius’ mÒria lÒgou, see section 3.4. 
86 Pohl (1968) 2-3. 
87 Comp. 6.28,16-20. With Usener I read ka‹ p«w eÔ μ êmeinon. Rhys Roberts and Usher follow the 
MSS in reading ka‹ p«w oÈk êmeinon, which is however not only ‘a difficult litotes’ (Rhys Roberts), 
but also does not seem to follow logically the first part of the question that starts with po›on. Rhys 
Roberts and Usher obscure this difficulty in their translation: ‘in what combinations with one another 
will nouns, verbs or other parts of speech be suitably placed, and how not so well’ (Usher). Aujac reads 
ka‹ p«w eÔ ka‹ êmeinon. 
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When Dionysius says that we should first consider which part of speech should be 

combined with which other part (po›on ˆnoma μ =∞ma μ t«n êllvn ti mor¤vn po¤ƒ 
suntaxy°n), he is looking for a certain basic order of words.88 In Cicero, this basic 

word arrangement (èrmogÆ) is called collocatio.89 What are the criteria for this first 

process in the arrangement of the parts of speech? Dionysius explains that ‘not all 

words combined with all words naturally affect the ears in the same way’. Now, the 

word p°fuken reminds us of the discussion of ‘natural’ word order in the preceding 

chapter, Comp. 5 (see section 5.3 of this study). At the end of that chapter, Dionysius 

has rejected the rigidity of the rules formulated there (nouns precede verbs, verbs 

precede adverbs, etc.), and he has even stated that these theories do not deserve any 

serious attention. With his remark in Comp. 6 he again seems to refer to the existence 

of some natural word order, but this time it is another type of order: one should 

juxtapose the parts of speech in such a way that their combination ‘pleases the ears’. 

So this word order is based on the euphony of the selected words, and not on the word 

classes to which they belong: euphony has taken the place of the rules of logic here. 

Although Dionysius exemplifies the mÒria lÒgou here as ‘noun, verb or another part’, 

his comments make it clear that these items are now treated as ‘parts of the phrase’ 

rather than as ‘word classes’. He now concentrates on the aesthetic quality of 

composition, as the ‘ear’ perceives it.  

 

The role of the ear (ékoÆ) in determining (and evaluating) good composition is an 

important theme in Dionyisus’ treatise On Composition, which is also found in the 

theories of the Hellenistic kritikoi and Cicero. This seems to be the right place for a 

short digression on the theme of hearing and irrational judgement, because the subject 

will turn out to be relevant in later sections of this study as well.90 ‘Demetrius’ reports 

that Theophrastus defined beauty in a word as ‘that which is pleasant in regard to 

hearing (ékoÆn) or in regard to sight (ˆcin), or that which suggests in thought great 

value.’91 In this way, Theophrastus adapted Aristotle’s definition, according to which 

beauty in a word is ‘in the sounds or in what is signified’ (§n to›w cÒfoiw μ t“ 
shmainom°nƒ).92 Thus, although Aristotle already paid attention to the vocal qualities 

                                                
88 Rhys Roberts (1910) 3 summarises this first step as ‘the choice of elements likely to combine 
effectively’ (my italics, CCdJ), but Dionysius clearly means the combination of the selected words (cf. 
suntaxy°n): otherwise we would miss an essential part of composition among the ¶rga, i.e. the simple 
putting together of the mÒria. Besides, §klogÆ (selection of words) is explicitly set apart from the 
process of composition. Kroll (1907) 92 makes the same mistake as Rhys Roberts. 
89 E.g. Cicero, Orator 149. 
90 See sections 6.2, 6.6 and 7.3.2. 
91 ‘Demetrius’, Eloc. 173 = Theophrastus fr. 687 Fortenbaugh: kãllow ÙnÒmatÒw §sti tÚ prÚw tØn 
ékoØn μ prÚw tØn ˆcin ≤dÊ, μ tÚ tª diano¤& ¶ntimon. 
92 On the fragment of Theophrastus and its relation to Aristotle Rh. 1405b6-8, see Fortenbaugh (2005) 
281-286. Dionysius, Comp. 16.66,8-18 (Theophrastus fr. 688 Fortenbaugh) discusses ‘words that are 
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of words, Theophrastus seems to have focused more on the perception of beauty (both 

in hearing and in sight). The notion of ‘hearing’ developed into an essential idea in 

later poetical and rhetorical theory. It figures most prominently in the ideas of some of 

the kritikoi in Philodemus’ On Poems (see section 1.5). Although there are 

considerable differences between the exact views of these critics, it would be correct 

to say that many of them focused on the form of poetry. On the one hand, they 

thought that ‘pleasing the ear’ was the sole purpose of poetry. On the other hand, they 

claimed that the ear was the only criterion for the evaluation of poetry. The term ékoÆ 
occurs in a significant number of fragments in Philodemus’ discussion of the views of 

the kritikoi, but the best example is perhaps Heracleodorus. He claimed that both the 

contents and the words of a poem were irrelevant to its quality. The only thing that 

matters in poetry is composition (sÊnyesiw) and ‘the sound that supervenes upon it’.93 

It is composition that makes that ‘the hearing is delighted by verses’.94 Like 

Dionysius, Heracleodorus also applied metathesis to prove the quality of a certain 

composition (see section 7.2). Further, he thought that ‘we do not need to understand 

poetry to be enthralled by it’.95 The latter view is doubtlessly related to the ideas that 

we find in other fragments of Philodemus’ treatise, where certain critics claim that the 

ear is the only criterion by which we judge poetry: it has an irrational delight (tØn 
xãrin tØn êlogon or tØn t°r[cin] <tØn> êlogo[n]) in the sounds of poetry.96  

 

There are two rhetoricians in particular who adopt similar views on the importance of 

hearing, namely Cicero and Dionysius.97 Cicero tells us that the decision as to subject 

matter and words is in the ‘intellect’ (prudentia), whereas ‘of sounds and rhythms the 

ears are the judges’ (vocum autem et numerorum aures sunt iudices).98 According to 

Dionysius, ‘the ear is pleased’ (tØn ékoØn ¥desyai) by melody, rhythm, variety and 

                                                                                                                                       
by nature beautiful’ and refers to the ideas of Theophrastus; these views on ÙnÒmata fÊsei kalã were 
probably expressed in the same passage in On Style from which ‘Demetrius’ (Eloc. 173) borrows 
Theophrastus’ ideas on ‘the beauty in a word’.   
93 Cf. Janko (2000) 156. 
94 Philodemus, On Poems 1 fr. 193 Janko (= Heracleodorus fr. 7 Janko): t°rp[es]yai tØn ék[o]Øn ÍpÚ 
t«n pohmãtvn. 
95 P. Herc. 1676 fr. 1-4.  
96 Philodemus, On Poems 1 fr. 83 and fr. 151 Janko. The euphonists were strongly influenced by 
musical theory. Aristoxenus, Harmonics 2.33 says: ‘Through hearing (ékoª) we assess the magnitudes 
of intervals and through reason we apprehend their functions.’ (Translation Barker.) 
97 For the connections between the ideas on irrational hearing in Philodemus, Cicero and Dionysius, see 
Nassal (1910) 38-40, and esp. Janko (2000) 361 n. 3 and 395 n. 4. Atkins (1934 II) 133 and 
Schenkeveld (1968) already argued that Dionysius’ theories are influenced by the views of he kritikoi. 
98 Cicero, Orator 162. See also Orator 67 (cited in section 6.6 of this study) and Orator 173: et tamen 
omnium longitudinum et brevitatum in sonis sicut acutarum graviumque vocum iudicium ipsa natura in 
auribus nostris collocavit. ‘And yet nature herself has implanted in our ears the power of judging long 
and short sounds as well as high and low pitch in words’. (Translation Hubbell). On Cicero and the 
iudicia vulgi, see Schenkeveld (1989). 
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appropriateness, the four means of composition.99 In On Lysias, Dionysius gives those 

students who wish to learn the nature of Lysias’ charm the same advice that teachers 

of music give to their students, namely ‘to cultivate the ear, and to look for no other 

standard of judgement than this one’ (tØn ékoØn §y¤zein ka‹ mhd¢n êllo taÊthw 
ékrib°steron zhte›n kritÆrion).100 In the same passage, Dionysius expounds his 

views on the ‘irrational feeling’ (êlogow a‡syhsiw) on which everyone can rely in 

judging literature. When determining whether a specific speech was really composed 

by Lysias or not, one should apply the irrational criterion (tÚ êlogon t∞w diano¤aw 
kritÆrion) rather than the rational criterion (tÚ logikÚn kritÆrion).101 For a more 

detailed discussion of these ideas, I refer to Schenkeveld and Damon, who have 

usefully illuminated Dionysius’ views.102 

 

In preceding chapters, I have already mentioned some similarities between the ideas 

of the kritikoi and those of Dionysius. How should we judge the connections between 

Dionysius and the kritikoi? Goudriaan puts forward five arguments against Dionysius’ 

dependence:103 (1) Dionysius does not mention the kritikoi; (2) Dionysius compares 

prose and poetry and treats prose as a kind of music; (3) some specific aspects of 

Dionysius’ theories, such as the four means of composition, do not occur in the 

theories of the kritikoi; (4) Dionysius characterises only two of his three composition 

types (austere and smooth), the middle composition being a combination of the 

extremes, whereas the kritikoi characterise all of them (l°jiw le¤a, l°jiw traxe›a, 

l°jiw eÈpagÆw);104 (5) the kritikoi are interested in the trained ear, whereas Dionysius 

is also interested in the untrained ear. In my view, none of these arguments is 

convincing: (1) Dionysius does not mention all the earlier scholars whom he knows or 

uses, and his silence on the kritikoi cannot be used as an argument; (2) Dionysius’ 

characterisation of prose authors as poets is very similar to the remarks of the kritikoi 
on Herodotus and Xenophon as ‘poets’ (see section 6.6); (3) if Dionysius borrows 

some ideas from the kritikoi it does not imply that we should find all his theories in 

their works; (4) the similarities between Dionysius’ three composition types and the 

l°jeiw of the kritikoi are more significant than the terminological difference; (5) pace 
Goudriaan, both the kritikoi and Dionysius are interested in the ‘irrational’ delight of 

                                                
99 Comp. 11.38,13-15. See also Comp. 11.40,11-16 (≤ ékoØ t°rpetai etc.) and Comp. 23.119,16-17: tÚ 
êlogon §pimarture› t∞w éko∞w pãyow. ‘The ear’s instinctive feeling will testify (...).’ 
100 Lys. 11.19,1-10. 
101 Lys. 11.18,15-20,6. See also Thuc. 27.371,5-10. 
102 Cf. Schenkeveld (1975) 93-107 and Damon (1991) 44-45. See also Goudriaan (1989) 142-154. 
Schenkeveld (1975) concludes that there is no coherent system behind Dionysius’ theories of 
evaluation, but Damon (1991) rightly argues that Schenkeveld should have taken the relative order of 
Dionysius’ rhetorical works into account. 
103 Goudriaan (1989) 153-154. 
104 On these three types of l°jiw, see Schenkeveld (1968) 198 and Pohl (1968) 99. 
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the ear (see above). Having taken these arguments into consideration, and given the 

many similarities between Dionysius and the kritikoi (see also sections 6.2, 6.6 and 

7.2), I conclude that it is probable that Dionysius borrowed some of their ideas for his 

composition theory. In some cases, similarities may also be the result of the influence 

of earlier (Peripatetic or musical) theories on both the kritikoi and Dionysius. Finally, 

there are a few similarities (like the method of metathesis — see chapter 7) that can be 

explained as part of the general set of ideas of the rhetorical and critical traditions. 

 

When we return to Dionysius’ discussion of the three ¶rga of composition, we can 

now recognise that his views on the arrangement of words that should affect the ears 

(diatiy°nai tåw ékoãw) should be interpreted within the context of the theories on 

euphony such as were developed by the critics of poetry. The basic ordering of the 

parts of speech, the first ¶rgon of composition, is determined by the vocal qualities as 

perceived by the ear. Grammar becomes an important factor in the second technique 

of composition concerning words:105  

 

¶peita diakr¤nein, p«w sxhmatisy¢n toÎnoma μ tÚ =∞ma μ t«n êllvn ˜ ti dÆ pote 
xari°steron fldruyÆsetai ka‹ prÚw tå Ípoke¤mena prepvd°steron: l°gv d¢ §p‹ m¢n 
t«n Ùnomãtvn, pÒteron •nik«w μ plhyuntik«w lambanÒmena kre¤ttv lÆcetai 
suzug¤an, ka‹ pÒteron katå tØn ÙryØn §kferÒmena pt«sin μ katå t«n plag¤vn 
tinã, ka‹ e‡ tina p°fuken §j érrenik«n g¤nesyai yhlukå μ §k yhluk«n érrenikå μ 
oÈd°tera §k toÊtvn, p«w ín êmeinon sxhmatisye¤h, ka‹ pãnta tå toiaËta: §p‹ d¢ 
t«n =hmãtvn, pÒtera kre¤ttv lambanÒmena ¶stai, tå Ùryå μ tå Ïptia, ka‹ katå 
po¤aw §gkl¤seiw §kferÒmena, ìw dÆ tinew pt≈seiw =hmatikåw kaloËsi, krat¤sthn 
ßdran lÆcetai, ka‹ po¤aw paremfa¤nonta diaforåw xrÒnvn ka‹ e‡ tina to›w 
=Æmasin êlla parakolouye›n p°fuke (tå d' aÈtå taËta ka‹ §p‹ t«n êllvn toË 
lÒgou mer«n fulakt°on, ·na mØ kay' ©n ßkaston l°gv). 
 
‘Then they should decide the form in which the noun or verb or whichever of the 

other parts of speech it may be will be situated more elegantly and in a way that fits 

more appropriately the underlying matter: I mean, with regard to nouns, whether they 

will produce a better combination if used in the singular or the plural; and whether put 

in the nominative or in one of the oblique cases; and, if certain words admit of a 

feminine instead of a masculine form or a masculine instead of a feminine form, or a 

neuter instead of either, how they would be shaped in a better way and so on.106 With 

                                                
105 Comp. 6.28,20-29,14. 
106 For this passage, see also section 4.4.1. My translation of §k and §j as ‘instead of’ is based on the 
fact that Dionysius is thinking of substitution of feminine for masculine forms, etc. The idea is that in 
the first part of the composition process one has selected certain basic grammatical forms; in the second 
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regard to verbs, which form it will be better to adopt, the active or the passive, and in 

what moods, which some call ‘verbal cases’, they should be expressed in order to 

occupy the best position, and what differences of tense they should indicate and so 

with all the other natural accidents of verbs (and these same provisions must be made 

with regard to the other parts of speech also; but I need not go into details).’  

 

This passage is one of the earliest texts in which some of the accidentia of the parts of 

speech are discussed.107 It is not, however, ‘the oldest extant discussion of some of the 

accidents of the parts of speech as such’ [my italics, CCdJ], as Pinborg says, for the 

accidentia are not discussed for their own sake, but only because the selection of the 

correct grammatical form of a word is part of the process of rhetorical composition; 

therefore, Dionysius does not offer a complete list of accidents.108 Dionysius tells us 

that the second activity of composition is to decide how every part of speech should 

be formed (sxhmatisy°n) so that ‘it will occupy its position more elegantly and more 

appropriately fitting to the Ípoke¤menon’. Usher translates the latter word as ‘context’, 

but this is not correct, for Ípoke¤menon literally means ‘that which underlies’ (i.e. the 

form); in rhetorical and literary theory, the word refers to ‘subject matter’ (see section 

2.3).109 In other words, sxhmatismÒw has two purposes at the same time. The 

grammatical form of the words should be selected so that it produces a pleasing 

harmony (that the word is situated xari°steron), but it should also fit the ‘subject’ 

(prÚw tå Ípoke¤mena prepvd°steron). According to this interpretation, Dionysius 

acknowledges that euphony is not the only thing that matters in the process of 

composition: one should also take care that the forms of words correspond to the 

things that are signified. For this reason, I disagree with Scaglione’s observation that 

Dionysius is only interested words as sounds and not in words as symbols (see section 

2.3).110 In our passage, he makes it clear that the grammatical form of a word should 

be selected in such a way that the words do not only make a pleasing combination 

with one another, but also ‘appropriately fit to the subject matter’. He does not explain 

how we should understand the latter principle, but fortunately we find some 

illuminating illustrations in his second letter to Ammaeus (see section 4.4.2). There, 

                                                                                                                                       
phase (sxhmatismÒw), one substitutes other forms for the original ones: masculines instead of 
feminines, etc. 
107 For a discussion of the grammatical terms sumbebhkÒta, parakolouye›n and sxhmat¤zv in this 
passage, see my section 3.7. For pt≈seiw =hmatika¤, see sections 3.8 and 5.3.6. 
108 Pinborg (1975) 117 n. 45. 
109 Usher (1985) 57. Aujac & Lebel (1981) 82 correctly translate the word as ‘sujet’. Rhys Roberts 
(1910) 107 renders Ípoke¤menon as ‘ground scheme’, but I do not see what this should mean in the 
relevant passage. Meijering (1987) 110 points out that in the scholia Ípoke¤menon is used as a synonym 
of ÍpÒyesiw (‘plot’). For the philosophical use of Ípoke¤menon as one of the categories, see my section 
5.3.3. 
110 Scaglione (1972) 58. 
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Dionysius states for example that Thucydides used the active kvlÊei (‘hinders’), 
whereas ‘the meaning’ (tÚ shmainÒmenon) required the passive kvlÊetai (‘is 

hindered’).111 Thucydides also speaks of ‘the Syracusan’ and ‘the Athenian’ when he 

‘means to say’ (boÊletai ... l°gein) ‘Syracusans’ and ‘Athenians’:112 he has used the 

singular instead of the plural, thus selecting the incorrect grammatical form. These are 

clear examples of wrong sxhmatismÒw, not because the forms are not harmonious, but 

because the words do not fit to ‘that which underlies’ (tÚ Ípoke¤menon).113 I will 

return to Dionysius’ discussion of Thucydides’ use of the parts of speech in section 

4.4. 

 

In his list of the accidentia of verbs, Dionysius states that one should select the right 

form of the voices, moods and tenses, so that the word ‘will occupy the best position’ 

(krat¤sthn ßdran lÆcetai). The word ßdra (‘sitting-place’) is again borrowed from 

the context of architecture, where it has the meaning of ‘foundation’.114 In the analogy 

of house building, Dionysius has already pointed out that in the second ¶rgon of 

composition one should ask on which sides of the materials one should fit (•drãsai) 
the stones, timber and tiling.115   

 

It is interesting to observe that Dionysius, having listed the various accidentia of 

nouns and verbs, refers to the other ‘parts of speech’ as t«n êllvn toË lÒgou 
mer«n.116 This is the only passage where Dionysius uses the traditional philosophical 

(and later grammatical) term tå m°rh toË lÒgou in the sense of ‘the parts of speech’, 

and not his usual expressions tå mÒria toË lÒgou, tå mÒria t∞w l°jevw and, less 

frequently, tå m°rh t∞w l°jevw. Normally, Dionysius seems to avoid the traditional 

term in order to distinguish between ‘parts of a speech (text)’ and ‘parts of speech’. It 

is possible that Dionysius uses the expression tå m°rh toË lÒgou here because he is 

still thinking of Chrysippus’ treatise Per‹ t∞w suntãjevw t«n toË lÒgou mer«n, to 

which he referred at the end of Comp. 4.117 Besides, Dionysius may have used the 

traditional term for the ‘parts of speech’ here because there is no risk of 

                                                
111 Amm. II 7.427,17-428,5. Dionysius’ remark concerns Thucydides 1.144.2: oÎte går §ke›no kvlÊei 
ta›w sponda›w oÎte tÒde. ‘For neither the one is hindered by the truce nor the other.’ 
112 Amm. II 9.428,19-429,4. 
113 For the term sxhmatsmÒw, see Amm. II 7.427,17-18: ÜOtan d¢ t«n =hmãtvn éllãtt˙ tå e‡dh t«n 
payhtik«n ka‹ poihtik«n, oÏtv sxhmat¤zei tÚn lÒgon. ‘When he interchanges the passive and active 
forms of verbs, this is how he constructs his sentence.’ SxhmatismÒw can refer to the formation of a 
single word and to the construction of a sentence, but both aspects are closely connected: if all words 
are given their correct grammatical form, the construction of the lÒgow as a whole will also be correct. 
114 See also Comp. 23.112,1 and Comp. 23.119,11. Cf. ‘Demetrius’, Eloc. 183 and 206. For ßdra as 
‘base’ or ‘foundation’, see Plutarch, Demetrius 21. 
115 Comp. 6.28,10-12. 
116 Comp. 6.29,13. 
117 Comp. 4.22,12-13. See my sections 3.5 and 5.3.1. 
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misunderstanding in this passage: after a list of the various accidentia of nouns and 

verbs, no reader will think of the parts of a text instead of the parts of a phrase. This 

explanation would be satisfactory for the exceptional use of the expression tå m°rh 
toË lÒgou, but there are three more terminological particularities in Comp. 6. (1) 

Dionysius’ remark that some people call the moods pt≈seiw =hmatikãw (‘verbal 

cases’) seems to refer to Stoic ideas (see section 3.8).118 (2) Dionysius adopts the 

Stoic terminology for the voices (tå Ùryå μ tå Îptia), whereas he elsewhere follows 

the Alexandrian distinction between §nerghtikÒn and payhtikÒn (see section 3.8). (3) 

He uses the term éntvnum¤a instead of his normal term éntonomas¤a (see section 

3.6.3).119 Thus, in total, there are four terminological peculiarities in Comp. 6. 

Although I think that we should be careful in assigning Dionysius’ ideas to specific 

sources, the use of a certain model might be the best explanation of the terminological 

characteristics of Comp. 6.120 Although three of the four departures from normal 

terminology seem to reflect Stoic ideas, it seems unlikely that Comp. 6 is based on 

Stoic texts, because the Stoics did not distinguish the éntvnum¤a (pronoun) and 

prÒyesiw (preposition).121 It is more plausible that Comp. 6 is based on the theories of 

the Hellenistic kritikoi, who share Dionysius’ interest in euphonious composition. We 

know that the kritikoi also dealt with the accidentia of the parts of speech.122 Besides, 

the kritikoi seem to have adopted Stoic ideas. The famous Stoic Crates of Mallos 

called himself a “critic” and he discussed the views of earlier kritikoi.123 Therefore, 

the hypothesis that in Comp. 6 Dionysius makes use of the ideas of the Hellenistic 

kritikoi might also account for the Stoic terminology in that passage. 

 

When we look for rhetoricians who share Dionysius’ ideas on the use of the 

accidentia of the parts of speech in rhetorical composition, we actually do not have to 

go far back in time. Although Nassal has suggested that Dionysius might have been 

influenced by the theory of figures of his colleague Caecilius of Caleacte (which I do 

not believe — see below), he seems to have overlooked a very relevant testimony.124 

                                                
118 Matthaios (1999) 299 thinks that this is a reminiscence of the Aristotelian concept of pt«siw, but I 
agree with Schenkeveld (1984) 336, who thinks of Stoic influence. See section 3.8. 
119 Comp. 6.29,20. 
120 Ammon (1889) 28-37 and Pohl (1968) 80 think that Dionysius’ ideas on the ¶rga of composition 
(Comp. 6-9) are influenced by Stoic ideas. However, the Stoics did not distinguish the éntvnum¤a as a 
part of speech; the focus on euphony and the reference to the effect of sounds on the ‘ear’ seem to point 
in the direction of the kritikoi. If there is Stoic influence, Crates of Mallos (who discusses the views of 
the kritikoi in Philodemus’ On Poems) might be the missing link, but this is mere guessing. 
121 Dionysius mentions the prÒyesiw at Comp. 6.30,2. 
122 See also section 3.2. Cf. Janko (1995) and Janko (2000) 186-187 on Pausimachus. 
123 See Sextus Empiricus, Adv. Math. I.79.  
124 Nassal (1910) 31: ‘Also muß die Möglichkeit einer Beeinflussung des C. [i.e. Cicero] wie des DH. 
[i.e. Dionysius] in der Figurentheorie durch Caecilius eine offene bleiben.’ Unlike Nassal, I do not 
make any claim about the possible influence of Caecilius on Dionysius (or vice versa): I merely point 
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In one of the few extant fragments of his work On Figures, Caecilius says that 

‘éllo¤vsiw (‘alteration’) occurs with regard to a noun, cases, numbers, persons and 

tenses’ (ka¤ fhsin aÈtØn g¤nesyai katÉ ˆnoma ka‹ pt≈seiw ka‹ ériymoÁw ka‹ 
prÒsvpa ka‹ xrÒnouw).125 Although Caecilius deals with the figures of speech and 

Dionysius (Comp. 6) with the formation of single words, there are some remarkable 

similarities between the two accounts, especially in their use of terms. We will return 

to Caecilius’ views on ‘alteration’ when we discuss Dionysius’ analysis of 

Thucydides’ style. There, Dionysius deals with the use of the parts of speech in 

sentence construction, and it will turn out that Caecilius’ account summarised above is 

a very close parallel to Dionysius’ discussion of Thucydides. We will now proceed to 

the final technique of composition, which is metaskeuÆ:126 

 
§p‹ d¢ toÊtoiw tå lhfy°nta diakr¤nein, e‡ ti de›tai metaskeu∞w ˆnoma μ =∞ma, p«w 
ín §narmoni≈terÒn te ka‹ eÈedrÒteron g°noito: toËto tÚ stoixe›on §n m¢n 
poihtikª dacil°sterÒn §stin, §n d¢ lÒgoiw pezo›w spani≈teron: plØn g¤neta¤ ge 
ka‹ §n toÊtoiw §f' ˜son ín §gxvrª. 
 
‘Next, one must decide concerning the selected words if any noun or verb requires 

modification, how it may be more harmonious and well positioned: this function is 

applied more lavishly in poetry and more scarcely in prose; but it is applied also in 

prose so far as possible.’ 

 

The word eÈedrÒteron takes up the architectural image of ßdra that we encountered 

in the previous passage. Again, Dionysius has anticipated the use of the term in his 

analogy of house building, where he discusses the third ¶rgon of composition: if a 

certain material is ‘fitting ill’  (dÊsedron), one should ‘pare it down and trim it and 

make it fit well (eÎedron)’.127 Dionysius states that, although poetry makes more use 

of metaskeuÆ, prose should apply it where possible. If we assume that Dionysius’ 

ideas on euphonious composition are (partly) based on the views of poetical criticism, 

the latter statement might be taken as a sign that Dionysius is introducing a poetical 

                                                                                                                                       
to the similarity between Caecilius’ treatment of figures and Dionysius’ discussion of sxhmatismÒw in 
order to illuminate the context of Dionysius’ ideas. 
125 Caecilius of Caleacte fr. 75 Ofenloch. The rhetorician Tiberius preserves this fragment. We should 
allow for the possibility that he uses his own terminology when quoting Caecilius (see section 4.4), 
although there is no reason to believe that Caecilius could not have expressed the views that Tiberius 
quotes. 
126 Comp. 6.29,14-19. 
127 Comp. 6.28,12-13. 
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approach to sÊnyesiw into the field of rhetoric.128 Indeed, there are reasons to believe 

that the Hellenistic kritikoi were interested in the modification of words as Dionysius 

describes it. In Philodemus’ On Poems, there are some fragments in which the critic 

Pausimachus speaks of the euphonious effects of ‘adding and removing letters’.129 

Just like, Dionysius, Pausimachus specifically mentions the modification of ‘nouns 

and verbs’. For ‘adding’ he uses the term proslambãnv, for ‘removing’ a verb that 

starts with épo-.130 In the examples that follow Dionysius’ explanation of the 

technique of metaskeuÆ, he uses prost¤yhmi for ‘adding’, and he further mentions the 

terms prosaujãnv (‘lengthening’), §lattÒv (‘making smaller’) and épokroÊv 
(‘cutting off’).131 At the beginning of Comp. 6, however, Dionysius has divided the 

technique of modification into éfa¤resiw (‘subtraction), prosyÆkh (‘addition’) and 

éllo¤vsiw (‘alteration’).132 These are standard categories in ancient linguistics, 

which can ultimately be traced back to Plato’s Cratylus.133 Where Dionysius has 

éllo¤vsiw, most ancient thinkers who use these categories distinguish between (a) 

the substitution of one letter for another and (b) the interchanging of place of two or 

more letters.134 Thus, they arrive at four (instead of three) different categories of 

modification. These categories are used in various language disciplines, such as 

philosophy, metric, grammar (etymology) and rhetoric. Dionysius’ contemporary 

colleague Caecilius of Caleacte seems to have used the categories of modification to 

order the rhetorical figures of style (sxÆmata).135 He uses the same terms as 

Dionysius: in the fragments of his On Figures, we find the verb prost¤yhmi, and the 

nouns éfa¤resiw and éllo¤vsiw.136 

 

Dionysius’ examples of the metaskeuÆ of words make it clear that the third ¶rgon of 

composition still deals with words qua parts op the phrase (mÒria lÒgou).137 One 

                                                
128 See Janko (2000) 178: ‘But the rest of this material [i.e. Pausimachus’ theories on sound] 
undermines the originality of his [Dionysius’] De compositione verborum: he is, at best, applying to 
prose a method which others had developed for poetry.’ 
129 Philodemus, On Poems 1 fr. 85 Janko and P. Herc. 994 fr. 18,26-19,7.  
130 Cf. Janko (2000) 185. In his introduction, Janko (2000) 185 says that Pausimachus probably uses 
épobãllv, but in his text he reads épo[tiy°mena] (On Poems 1 fr. 85) and [épotiy°mena] (Janko 
[2000] 282 n. 1). Perhaps we should read épo[krouÒmena]. 
131 Comp. 6.29,19-30,12. 
132 Comp. 6.27,23-28,1. 
133 Usener (1913) 288-303 shows that the four categories of change are applied in ancient metrical 
studies, etymology, orthography, and linguistic discussions of barbarism and solecism. He also refers to 
Dionysius’ three categories (with éllo¤vsiw covering both immutatio and transmutatio) in Comp. 
6.27,23-28,1. Ax (1987) traces these categories back to Plato (see Cratylus 394b). See also Sluiter 
(1990) 12. The Stoics use the terms prÒsyesiw, éfa¤resiw, §nallagÆ and metãyesiw. 
134 Cf. Schenkeveld (1983) 90 n. 87. 
135 Caecilius of Caleacte fr. 73-76 Ofenloch. Cf. Ax (1987) 32. 
136 See Caecilius of Caleacte fr. 73 (proy°ntew), fr. 74 (éfa¤resin), and fr. 75 (élloi≈sevw) Ofenloch. 
Theon applies the four categories of change to the paraphrasis: see section 7.3.2. 
137 Comp. 6.29,19-30,12. 
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should adapt the ‘parts of the phrase’ so that they are well connected to each other, by 

adding a prefix or a deictic i, by elision or removal of movable n, and other 

adaptations. Two examples are taken from Demosthenes, namely the use of touton¤ 
instead of toËton and the use of katid≈n instead of fid≈n.138 The other examples are 

invented, and some of them seem to be iconic: this seems to be the case in ¶grace 
(‘he wrote’), which can be written instead of ¶gracen, and in particular in 

éfairÆsomai (‘I will be removed’), which is the result of removing two letters from 

éfaireyÆsomai: éfa¤resiw is the grammatical term for the ‘removal’ of letters, and, 

as we have seen, Dionysius himself uses this term as one of the categories of word 

modification.139 This type of examples, in which the form of a word corresponds to its 

meaning, is also found in the fragments of Dionysius’ contemporary Tryphon: for 

example, in the word ≤mikÊklion (‘half-circle’), the word ¥misuw (‘half’) has been 

reduced to half of its original form (≤mi-).140 In one case, the grammatical aspect of 

the mÒria lÒgou (‘word classes’) is explicitly referred to: touton¤ is a modification of 

the ‘pronoun’ (éntvnum¤a) toËton.141 The latter remark is also interesting for another 

reason. As we have seen before, Dionysius normally uses the term éntonomas¤a and 

not the traditional éntvnum¤a.142 Together with the exceptional use of the expression 

tå m°rh toË lÒgou (see above), the use of éntvnum¤a might indicate that this 

particular passage in Dionysius’ work (Comp. 6) builds on theories on the 

modification of the parts of speech that Dionysius has found in some source.143 As I 

argued before, we should not exclude the possibility that he used a treatise on the 

euphonious composition of poems. This might well be the type of work from which 

we find the (badly preserved) traces in Philodemus’ On Poems. With this 

consideration, our discussion of Dionysius’ use of the parts of speech as building 

blocks in the process of composition (in Comp. 6) is completed. We may now turn to 

the role of the mÒria lÒgou in the discussion of the three types of composition. 

 

4.3.2. The parts of speech in the description of composition types 

 

One of the most original parts of Dionysius’ On Composition is the description of the 

three types of composition in Comp. 22-24. Dionysius distinguishes the austere 

composition (the sÊnyesiw or èrmon¤a aÈsthrã), the smooth composition (the 

sÊnyesiw or èrmon¤a glafurã) and the well-blended composition (the sÊnyesiw or 

                                                
138 Demosthenes, On the Crown 1 and On the Peace 6.  
139 For éfa¤resiw, see also Comp. 9.34,15-35,16, where the ‘reducing’ of k«la is discussed. 
140 Tryphon fr. 131 Von Velsen. See Sluiter (1990) 28, who discusses more examples. 
141 For this modification, which one could regard as a case of metathesis (rewriting Demosthenes, On 
the Crown 1), see section 7.3.2. 
142 See section 3.5. 
143 In Comp. 6.30,5, Dionysius uses his normal term tå mÒria toË lÒgou again.  
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èrmon¤a eÎkratow).144 It is important to realise that these three composition types are 

not the same as the three styles (xarakt∞rew t∞w l°jevw), which Dionysius discusses 

elsewhere.145 In this section, it is not my purpose to analyse the theory of the three 

composition types as such. I will only investigate the role of the mÒria lÒgou in this 

theory, in order to illuminate further the integration of grammar and rhetoric. We will 

see that the analogy between composition and architecture is further developed. In our 

discussion of Comp. 6 we observed that the parts of speech were the building blocks 

that were put together, shaped and modified, according to the three functions of 

sÊnyesiw. We will now examine how the use of these building blocks differs among 

the three composition types, which could be considered three types of architecture. 

 

The austere composition type is introduced as follows. ‘It requires that the words are 

firmly planted (§re¤desyai) and occupy strong positions (stãseiw), so that each word 

is seen on every side, and that the parts (tå mÒria) shall be at considerable distances 

from one another, being separated by perceptible intervals. It does not mind admitting 

frequently harsh and dissonant collocations, just as the sides of the stones that are put 

together in building as they are found (t«n logãdhn suntiyem°nvn §n ofikodom¤aiw 
l¤yvn) do not appear square and polished, but unwrought and rough.’146 The word 

logãdhn (‘as they are picked out’) is mostly used of stones that are brought together 

for a building without being polished. Thucydides uses the word when he tells that the 

Athenians built a wall at Pylos, logãdhn d¢ f°rontew l¤youw, ka‹ junet¤yesan …w 
ßkastÒn ti jumba¤noi (‘bringing stones as they picked them out, and they put them 

together as each stone happened to fit in’).147 The combination of the rare word 

logãdhn and the verb sunt¤yhmi (‘to compose’) in this text is striking, and it may 

                                                
144 See also Dem. 37-41. For an analysis of Dionysius’ three composition types, see Pohl (1968) 22-68. 
145 The three styles are discussed in Dem. 1-3. For the differences between the styles and the 
composition types, see Pohl (1968) 22-46, esp. 45, Grube (1974) 78, and Reid (1996) 49-55. Isocrates, 
for example, belongs to the ‘middle’ or ‘mixed’ style, but he represents the smooth (not the well-
blended) composition type. Dionysius discusses both the theory of styles and the theory of composition 
types in the treatise On Demosthenes, but he does not connect the two theories: cf. Aujac (1988) 22. 
Tukey (1909a) 188 rightly corrects the view of Rhys Roberts (1901) 18 n. 2, who thinks that the 
xarakt∞rew t∞w l°jevw are restricted to the selection of words. Grube (1952) 262 revived Rhys 
Roberts’ interpretation: in his view, the first part of On Demosthenes deals with ‘diction’ only, not with 
‘style in the wider sense’. See also Grube (1965) 223-224. Although Grube (1952) 262 n. 15 states that 
‘those who interpret the expression ≤ miktØ l°jiw in Dem. 3 as the mixed or third kind of style make 
complete nonsense of the structure of the whole treatise (...)’, most recent scholars do indeed think that 
Dionysius deals with three ‘styles’ in the first part of On Demosthenes: see Usher (1974) 235-237, 
Aujac (1988) 16-24, Innes (1989) 269 and Wooten (1989) 576. 
146 Comp. 22.96,11-19: §re¤desyai boÊletai tå ÙnÒmata ésfal«w ka‹ stãseiw lambãnein fisxurãw, 
Àst' §k perifane¤aw ßkaston ˆnoma ırçsyai, ép°xein te ép' éllÆlvn tå mÒria diastãseiw 
éjiolÒgouw afisyhto›w xrÒnoiw dieirgÒmena: traxe¤aiw te xr∞syai pollaxª ka‹ éntitÊpoiw ta›w  
sumbola›w oÈd¢n aÈtª diaf°rei, oÂai g¤nontai t«n logãdhn suntiyem°nvn §n ofikodom¤aiw l¤yvn afl mØ 
eÈg≈nioi ka‹ mØ sunejesm°nai bãseiw, érga‹ d° tinew ka‹ aÈtosx°dioi. 
147 Thucydides 4.4. 
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well be that Dionysius’ analogy alludes to exactly this passage from Thucydides. In 

any case, Thucydides’ description of the building of a wall closely corresponds to 

Dionysius’ presentation of the austere composition. The parts of the phrase clash with 

each other, because they are not adapted and modified as to make them fit 

harmoniously. In practice, this means that the words are separated from each other by 

the use of hiatus or the colliding of the final letter of one word with the first letter of 

the next word. In his analyses of Pindar and Thucydides, two authors who represent 

the austere composition, Dionysius points in particular to the harsh effect of the 

juxtaposition of one word ending in the semivowel –n and words starting with the 

consonants x-, p-, y-, t-, d-, l-, and k-. The same effect is said to be the result of the 

juxtaposition of a word ending in –w and a word starting with j-.148 Dionysius’ 

explanation for the roughness is that the combinations of these letters (stoixe›a) 

cannot be pronounced within one syllable, so that the speaker has to interrupt his 

speech between the words that clash with one another: a certain ‘pause’ (sivpÆ) 

between the words is the result.149 Therefore, the hearing (ékrÒasiw) perceives the 

words not as ‘one continuous clause’ but as separate units.150 For a more detailed 

analysis of Dionysius’ views on the rough combinations of letters at word boundaries 

I refer to the illuminating article by Vaahtera.151   

 

In his analyses of Pindar and Thucydides, Dionysius focuses on the juxtaposition 

(èrmogÆ) of words. However, the austere composition is also described with regard to 

the arrangement of its clauses and periods: on all levels, the sÊnyesiw aÈsthrã is 

‘unstudied’, and it wishes its units to be more similar to ‘nature’ (fÊsei) than ‘art’ 

(t°xn˙).152 Thus, in the building of periods, the austere composition ‘does not use 

certain additional words in order to complete the period, when they contribute nothing 

to the sense’ (oÎte prosyÆkaiw tis‹n Ùnomãtvn, ·na ı kÊklow §kplhrvyª, mhd¢n 
»feloÊsaiw tÚn noËn xrvm°nh).153 Behind the term prosyÆkh (‘addition’), there lies 

an important theory that was influential in both rhetorical and grammatical theory, and 

                                                
148 Comp. 22.99,7-110,20. The examples are from Pindar fr. 75 Bergk and Thucydides 1.1. Dionysius 
points in particular to the juxtaposition of the following words. In Pindar: §n xorÒn, klutån p°mpete, 
ÙmfalÚn yuÒenta, panda¤dalÒn tÉ eÈkl°É égorãn, fiod°tvn lãxete, stefãnvn tçn, éoidçn DiÒyen te, 
égla˝& ‡dete (hiatus). In Thucydides: ÉAyhna›ow jun°grace (-w j-), tÚn pÒlemon tÚn t«n 
Peloponnhs¤vn ka‹ ÉAyhna¤vn (-n p-, -n t-, -n p-, -n k-, -i a-). Cf. Blass DAB I (19793 [1868]) 221. 
149 Comp. 22.101,16-21. 
150 Comp. 22.110,6-9. 
151 Vaahtera (1997) investigates the authors that Dionysius discusses and concludes that his evaluation 
of their use of combinations of semivowels and consonants at word boundaries is not fully consistent 
with the reality of the texts. Isocrates, representing the smooth composition, has in fact more clashes 
between consonants than Thucydides, who belongs to the austere composition. 
152 Comp. 22.97,2-18. 
153 Comp. 22.97,12-14. On Dionysius’ use of the term kÊklow for ‘a well-rounded period’, see 
Lockwood (1937) 200. 
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which is also essential to our understanding of Dionysius’ ideas on austere 

composition.154 In his discussion of the grand style (l°jiw megaloprepÆw), the 

rhetorician ‘Demetrius’ states that connectives (sÊndesmoi) add to the grandeur of 

composition, but he strongly disapproves of the idle use of ‘empty additions’ 

(prosy∞kai kena¤).155 Among the ‘additions’ that may contribute to the grandeur of 

language (but only if they are used in the right way) there is one particular group of 

words that ‘Demetrius’ calls sÊndesmoi paraplhrvmatiko¤.156 These ‘expletive 

connectives’ (his examples include dÆ and nu) also play an interesting role in 

grammatical theory, where they form a subcategory of the grammatical word class of 

the sÊndesmoi (‘conjunctions’). These particular ‘conjunctions’ were discussed from 

two angles. First, it seems that this group of sÊndesmoi became the object of 

discussions on the possible absence of meaning of ‘conjunctions’.157 Where Aristotle 

thought that sÊndesmoi do not have meaning, most grammarians thought that this was 

only true for the sÊndesmoi paraplhrvmatiko¤.158 Second, these ‘conjunctions’ 

were regarded as words with a certain stylistic function. Dionysius’ contemporary and 

fellow citizen Tryphon discussed the sÊndesmoi paraplhrvmatiko¤ in his 

grammatical works.159 He compared these conjunctions with ‘padding’ (stoibÆ): just 

as padding prevents the jarring and breaking of amphoras, ‘in the same way, this 

combination of words is adopted in order to avoid the parts of the expression from 

being rough (traxÊnesyai).’160 

 

The ideas of Tryphon and other grammarians seem to be echoed in Dionysius’ theory 

of the three composition types. Dionysius himself does not discuss the ‘expletive 

conjunctions’ as a grammatical category, but he does use the term paraplÆrvma 
(‘filler’) in his description of the composition types. In fact, he employs 

paraplÆrvma in exactly the same way as prosyÆkh. His statement that the austere 

                                                
154 See Sluiter (1997). 
155 ‘Demetrius’, Eloc. 55-58. Cf. Sluiter (1997) 239-240. 
156 ‘Demetrius’, Eloc. 55. 
157 See Apollonius Dyscolus, Conj., G.G. II 1, 247,22-258,26. Although the sÊndesmoi 
paraplhrvmatiko¤ appear in two fragments of Aristarchus (fr. 172 Matthaios on the conjunction d° 
and fr. 177 Matthaios on the conjunction ên), it is doubtful whether the terminology can be traced back 
to Aristarchus himself: see Matthaios (1999) 582-584. 
158 Aristotle, Po. 1456b38: sÊndesmow d° §stin fvnØ êshmow. ‘A “conjunction” is a non-significant 
word.’ See Sluiter (1997) 234. 
159 Tryphon fr. 41 and fr. 57 Von Velsen. See Sluiter (1997) 237 and Dalimier (2001) 376-385. P. Yale 
I 25 (first century AD) also lists the sÊndesmoi paraplhrvmatiko¤ as one subtype of the conjunctions. 
In Sch. Homer, Iliad 1.173-175 (¶moige ka‹ êlloi, o· k° me timÆsousi) it is stated that the sÊndesmow ke 
is here perissÒw (‘superfluous’). 
160 Apollonius Dyscolus, Conj., G.G. II 1, 247, 26-29 (Tryphon fr. 41 Von Velsen): “˘n gãr,” fhsi, 
“trÒpon efiw tåw suny°seiw t«n émfor°vn eÈxrhste› ≤ t«n stoib«n par°nyesiw Íp¢r toË mØ 
katayraÊesyai toÁw émfore›w, tÚn aÈtÚn dØ trÒpon Íp¢r toË tå t∞w frãsevw mØ traxÊnesyai ¥de ≤ 
sÊntajiw t«n mor¤vn paralambãnetai.” 
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composition does not use meaningless prosy∞kai (see above) is elsewhere 

formulated as follows: it contains unequal periods, mhd° ge paraplhr≈masi t«n 
Ùnomãtvn oÈk énagka¤oiw …w prÚw tØn Ípokeim°nhn diãnoian xrvm°naw (‘not using 

filler words that are not necessary for the underlying meaning’).161 The smooth 

composition, on the other hand, does make good use of this kind of additions: it uses 

‘words that do not contribute to the underlying sense, but serve as a sort of connection 

or bonding between what precedes and what follows, so that words ending and words 

beginning with a rough letter (traxÁ grãmma) may not clash (...).’162 The consequence 

is that the austere composition, which does not use these empty words, ‘is rough and 

harsh upon the ears’ (traxÊnei ... ka‹ pikra¤nei ... tåw ékoåw).163 In his analysis of 

the smooth composition of a Sapphic poem, however, Dionysius remarks that in all 

the nouns and verbs and other parts of speech there are only very few combinations of 

semivowels and voiceless consonants that do not naturally blend with each other, ‘and 

even these do not make the euphony rough’ (traxunoÊsaw tØn eÈ°peian).164 In other 

words, not only the term paraplÆrvma, but also the verb traxÊnv seems to connect 

Dionysius’ views on austere and smooth composition with Tryphon’s definition of the 

expletive conjunctions.165 Now, Dionysius’ terms paraplÆrvma and prosyÆkh are 

not confined to certain conjunctions, but there is good reason to believe that 

Dionysius recognises the ‘expletive’ power of (certain) conjunctions as well. When he 

summarises the most important aspects of the austere composition, he tells us that, 

among other things, it is ÙligosÊndesmow (‘using few connectives’) and ênaryrow 
(‘lacking articles’).166 Here, we encounter a very effective integration of grammatical 

and rhetorical theory: the different types of composition are characterised by their use 

of specific parts of speech, namely the conjunction and the article. 

 

                                                
161 Dem. 39.212.20-22. For the use of paraplÆrvma in Dionysius, see also Isoc. 3.58,20 (Isocrates’ 
use of filler words that contribute nothing), Dem. 19.168,8 (Dionysius rewrites Isocrates leaving out the 
paraplhr≈mata: see section 7.3.1), Comp. 9.33,23 (the unnecessary additions in Plato, Menexenus 
236e) and Comp. 16.67,12-13 (see below). 
162 Dem. 40.215,19-216,5: tinåw •t°raw l°jeiw Ípom°nei prÚw tÚn Ípoke¤menon noËn oÎt' énagka¤aw 
oÎt' ‡svw xrhs¤maw, desmoË d° tinow μ kÒllhw tãjin ta›w prÚ aÈt«n ka‹ met' aÈtåw keim°naiw 
Ùnomas¤aiw parejom°naw, ·na mØ sunaptÒmenai prÚw éllÆlaw afl katalÆgousa¤ te efiw traxÁ grãmma 
ka‹ afl tØn érxØn épÒ tinow toioÊtou lambãnousai spadonismoÁw t«n ≥xvn poi«si ka‹ éntitup¤aw 
(...).  
163 Comp. 22.100,11-12 on Pindar. See also Comp. 22.102,1. For the ‘ear’, see section 4.3.1. 
164 Comp. 23.116,15-20. 
165 The characterisation of sounds as ‘smooth’ and ‘rough’ seems to have its origin in musical theory: 
see ‘Demetrius’, Eloc. 175-176 and cf. Pohl (1968) 149-150. 
166 Comp. 22.98,1-2. The austere composition is also ént¤rropow (or perhaps we should read 
égx¤strofow with manuscript P: cf. ‘Longinus’, Subl. 22.1) per‹ tåw pt≈seiw (‘flexible / quick 
changing in its use of cases’), poik¤lh per‹ toÁw sxhmatismoÊw (‘using a variety of figures’) and §n 
pollo›w ÍperoptikØ t∞w ékolouy¤aw (‘in many cases neglecting the logical order’). For the latter 
characteristic, see section 5.2. 



CHAPTER 4 184 

I have argued elsewhere that we can give two explanations of the fact that Dionysius’ 

austere composition is ÙligosÊndesmow (containing few connectives).167 First, the 

reason might be that connectives can make the structure of a text more explicit, 

whereas the austere composition should aim to ‘emphasise its unstudied and simple 

character’.168 This explanation might be related to Aristotle’s view that asyndeton is 

appropriate to the l°jiw égvnistikÆ (the style of an oral speech), whereas it should be 

absent from the l°jiw grafikÆ (the style of a written composition).169 According to 

Aristotle, asyndeton creates amplification (aÎjhsiw), ‘because many things seem to 

be said at the same time’, whereas the use of connectives makes ‘many things seem 

one’. If we follow this interpretation, we might compare Dionysius’ smooth 

composition with Aristotle’s l°jiw grafikÆ in the sense that it is more ‘precise’ 

(Aristotle calls it ékribestãth), so that the coherence of a text is made explicit by the 

use of conjunctions. We cannot exclude the possibility that Dionysius is guided by 

this kind of considerations. However, I think that a more convincing explanation 

(which does not have to exclude the former one) is that Dionysius is thinking of the 

‘expletive’ use of sÊndesmoi, that is, the use of conjunctions for the sake of euphony. 

According to this interpretation, the austere composition is ÙligosÊndesmow because 

it does not avoid hiatus and clashes between semivowels and consonants by the use of 

‘additional words’. As we have seen, hiatus and rough sounds are characteristic of the 

sÊnyesiw aÈsthrã.170 The sÊndesmow is like ‘cement’: in the architecture of the 

austere composition, it should not be used too much, because the intervals between 

the ‘stones’ of composition should not be filled in. The stones should be unpolished 

and the transitions between them should be rough. ‘Longinus’ expresses a similar 

view on the use of connectives with regard to sublime writing: if you insert many 

conjunctions (sund°smouw), ‘you will know that the rush and ruggedness 

(épotraxunÒmenon) of the emotion, if you polish it by the use of conjunctions into 

smoothness, loses its sting and its fire is quickly put out.’171 

 

                                                
167 De Jonge (2005b) 478. 
168 Comp. 22.97,11-18. 
169 Aristotle, Rh. 1413b3-1414a28. 
170 It has been noticed that the writer Dionysius himself is less interested in the avoidance of hiatus than 
his contemporaries. See Kallenberg (1907) 9: ‘Man braucht nur wenige Seiten von der Archaeologie 
des Dionys von Halikarnass zu lesen, um zu erkennen, dass der Verfasser in der Vermeidung des 
Hiatus nicht die Strenge beobachtet wie sein Zeitgenosse Diodor oder vor ihm Polybius und nach ihm 
Plutarch.’ For Dionysius’ style, see Usher (1982). 
171 ‘Longinus’, Subl. 21.1: (...) e‡s˙ katå tÚ •j∞w oÏtvw paragrãfvn …w toË pãyouw tÚ 
sundedivgm°non ka‹ épotraxunÒmenon, §ån to›w sund°smoiw §jomal¤s˙w efiw leiÒthta, êkentrÒn te 
prosp¤ptei ka‹ eÈyÁw ¶sbestai. 
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As we have seen, Dionysius’ austere composition is not only ÙligosÊndesmow, but 

also ênaryrow (‘lacking articles’).172 It seems attractive to explain the latter 

characteristic in the same way as the avoidance of many conjunctions. In my view, 

Dionysius’ discussion of the austere composition in the treatise On Demosthenes 

provides a very convincing argument for this interpretation. There, he declares that 

the sÊnyesiw aÈsthrã uses neither many conjunctions, nor êryroiw sunex°sin.173 

Usher translates: ‘the article is not consistently employed’, thus interpreting the 

adjective sunexÆw as ‘successive’.174 However, sunexÆw literally means ‘holding 

together’. Dionysius employs the substantive sun°xeia (‘continuity’) in his discussion 

of the smooth composition, where ‘the words are woven together according to certain 

natural affinities and combinations of letters’.175 Therefore, we may conclude that the 

smooth composition uses articles in order to connect the words through a continuous 

stream of sound, whereas the austere composition avoids the use of this kind of 

êryra.  

 

These ideas on the (dis)continuity of sound are without any doubt related to the views 

of musical and poetical critics. Aristoxenus, the Peripatetic musical theorist whom 

Dionysius mentions twice, was also interested in the continuity of sounds, both in 

music and in the sÊnyesiw of letters.176 In his Harmonics, the concept of sun°xeia 
(‘continuity’) plays an important role.177 In the first book of that work, Aristoxenus 

states that ‘the nature of continuity (toË sunexoËw) in melody seems to be similar to 

that which in speech relates to the putting together of letters.’178 In the second book, 

he explains this as follows: ‘The order (tãjiw) which relates to the melodic and 

unmelodic is similar to that concerned with the combination of letters in speech: from 

a given set of letters a syllable is not generated in just any way, but in some ways and 

not in others.’179 In other words, continuity between letters is only produced when one 

combines certain letters that fit together, but there are some letters that do not 

                                                
172 Blass DAB I (19793 [1868]) 222-223 agrees with Dionysius’ characterisation of Thucydides’ 
composition as ênaryrow. 
173 Dem. 39.213,6-8. 
174 Usher (1974) 387. Aujac (1988) 125 offers the same interpretation: ‘elle [l’harmonie austère] (...) ne 
met pas constamment les articles.’ 
175 Comp. 23.116,5-8. 
176 Cf. Janko (2000) 170 n. 3. Dionysius mentions Aristoxenus in Comp. 14.49,2 and Dem. 48.233,8-9. 
177 Aristoxenus, Elementa Harmonica 1.27ff. See Gibson (2005) 47 ff. 
178 Aristoxenus, Elementa Harmonica 1.27: fa¤netai d¢ toiaÊth tiw fÊsiw e‰nai toË sunexoËw §n tª 
melƒd¤& o·a ka‹ §n tª l°jei per‹ tØn t«n grammãtvn sÊnyesin. The translation is by Barker (1989). 
179 Aristoxenus, Elementa Harmonica 2.37: ¶sti d¢ toiaÊth tiw ≤ per‹ tÚ §mmel°w te ka‹ §kmel¢w tãjiw 
o·a ka‹ ≤ per‹ <tØn> t«n grammãtvn sÊnyesin §n t“ dial°gesyai: oÈ går pãnta trÒpon §k t«n aÈt«n 
grammãtvn suntiyem°nh jullabØ g¤gnetai, éllå pΔw m°n, pΔw d' oÎ. The translation is by Barker 
(1989). See also Aristoxenus, Elementa Rhythmica 2.30 on sunexØw =uymopoi¤a (‘continuous rhythmic 
composition’). Cf. Gibson (2005) 95. 
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combine naturally. In the same way, not every note or interval can be sung after 

another one, but only certain combinations produce continuity (sun°xeia). The idea 

of the continuity of sound seems implied in Dionysius’ treatment of the juxtaposition 

of words (èrmogÆ, the first ¶rgon of composition) as described in Comp. 6 (see 

section 4.3.1): ‘Clearly not every juxtaposition of words naturally affects the ears in 

the same way.’180  

 

The notion of continuity also seems to be important to the ideas of the critic 

Pausimachus of Miletus, one of the kritikoi in Philodemus’ On Poems, although it is 

difficult to interpret the scanty evidence.181 For our interpretation of Dionysius’ 

smooth composition and its continuity of sound, it may be relevant that Pausimachus’ 

theory of euphony considered the possibility of adding and dropping letters in the case 

of nouns, verbs, prepositions and conjunctions.182 Another critic in Philodemus, 

perhaps Heracleodorus (as Pohl thinks), shares Dionysius’ views on the insertion of 

semivowels in order to fill in the hiatus between two words. In the work On 
Demosthenes, Dionysius says:183  

 

de¤knutai går ÍpÒ te mousik«n ka‹ metrik«n ı diå m°sou t«n fvnh°ntvn xrÒnow 
•t°rvn parembolª grammãtvn ≤mif≈nvn énaplhroËsyai dunãmenow. 
 

‘It is shown by musical and metrical writers that the intermediate pause between two 

vowels may be filled in by the insertion of other letters, semivowels.’ 

 

The kritikos in Philodemus’ second book On Poems uses the same term for 

‘insertion’: in the case of clashes, ‘one must insert (parembãllein) one productive 

sound, as short and smooth as possible.’184 ‘Demetrius’ expresses a similar view on 

the addition of movable n (a semivowel) to the accusative of Dhmosy°nh and 

Svkrãth for the sake of euphony, and he proceeds by informing us that musicians 

call a word smooth (le›on), rough (traxÊ), well-proportioned (eÈpag°w) or weighty 

(ÙgkhrÒn).185  

 

                                                
180 Comp. 6.28,16-20: oÈ går dØ pãnta ge metå pãntvn tiy°mena p°fuken ımo¤vw diatiy°nai tåw 
ékoãw. See section 4.3.1. 
181 See Janko (2000) 170 and 259 n. 2 on Philodemus, On Poems 1 fr. 64 Janko, where he reconstructs 
the word [... su]nex[est]°ran. 
182 Philodemus, On Poems 1 fr. 85 Janko 
183 Dem. 38.210,22-211,2. 
184 Philodemus, On Poems 2, P. Herc. 994 cols. 27-38: (...), de› parembãllein ©n dunatÚn ka‹ …w 
braxÊtaton ka‹ leiÒtaton. Cf. Pohl (1968) 150. See also Janko (2000) 335 n. 1. 
185 ‘Demetrius’, Eloc. 175-176. 
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To summarise, Dionysius’ theory of composition types clearly illustrates the many 

connections between different ancient language disciplines. Dionysius’ ideas on the 

addition or insertion of letters or parts of speech (articles and conjunctions) with a 

view to smooth composition can be related to the traditions of musical, poetical, 

rhetorical and grammatical theory. The characterisation of rough sounds and the 

continuity of speech seem to originate in musical theory, as ‘Demetrius’ and 

Dionysius suggest.186 The discussion of euphonious composition (sÊnyesiw) and its 

use of inserted letters belong to the tradition of the Hellenistic kritikoi, but it is also 

represented in the stylistic tradition. The view that certain parts of speech (in 

particular the sÊndesmoi paraplhrvmatiko¤) can fill the composition for the sake of 

euphony is expressed in both rhetorical and grammatical works. Dionysius twice 

refers to the musical theorist Aristoxenus, and he may have known and used the work 

of the kritikoi. He also may have known the views of the grammarian Tryphon, since 

they were fellow citizens of Rome at the end of the first century BC (see section 1.5). 

It is not necessary to trace each of Dionysius’ views back to one specific author. It is 

more interesting to conclude that Dionysius made good use of different disciplines, all 

of which contribute to his own theory of composition. 

 

To complete the discussion of composition and the theory of ‘filler words’, I briefly 

return to ‘Demetrius’. Despite the similarities between their views on 

paraplhr≈mata, we should notice that there is an important difference between the 

author of On Style and Dionysius of Halicarnassus. ‘Demetrius’ deals with the 

‘expletive conjunctions’ in the grand style, but he only accepts the use of these words 

when they contribute to grandeur. Dionysius assigns the use of ‘filler words’ to the 

smooth composition, whereas the austere composition should avoid them. In other 

words, ‘Demetrius’ considers the ‘expletive conjunctions’ as a source of elevation, 

whereas for Dionysius the filler words are primarily concerned with euphony: 

although the austere composition, just like the grand style, uses rhythms that are 

‘dignified and impressive’ (éjivmatikoÁw ka‹ megaloprepe›w), it avoids the use of 

paraplhr≈mata.187 These divergent points of view are closely related to the 

difference between the system of styles and the system of composition types. Still, the 

two approaches can lead to a similar evaluation of good composition, as we can see in 

the case of Homer’s catalogue of ships. Both ‘Demetrius’ and Dionyius praise the 

passage from the Iliad that contains the names of Boeotian towns. ‘Demetrius’ argues 

that the connectives (sÊndesmoi) have given the Boeotian names, which are ordinary 

                                                
186 ‘Demetrius’, Eloc. 176 and Dem. 38.210,22-211,2 (above). 
187 Comp. 22.97,3-4. 
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and small, a certain dignity (ˆgkow) and greatness (m°geyow).188 Dionysius states that 

Homer has so beautifully interwoven the names with euphonious ‘filler words’ 

(paraplhr≈masin), that they appear as the ‘most impressive’ (megaloprep°stata) 

of all names (see also section 2.5.4).189 

 

4.4. Dionysius as a literary critic: the parts of speech and the analysis of style 

 

Since Dionysius regards the parts of speech as the building blocks of composition, 

they are not only the starting point for the production of speeches, but also useful 

tools for the analysis of texts: the architecture of a discourse that has been built from 

mÒria lÒgou can also be resolved into these parts again. In other words, a critic who 

intends to evaluate the style of a certain text can focus on the use of the parts of 

speech in that text, thus reducing the stylistic aspects of a text to its elements 

(stoixe›a). In this section, I will enquire how the literary critic Dionysius uses the 

grammatical theory of the parts of speech. I will concentrate on his Second Letter to 
Ammaeus, in which he analyses the style of the historian Thucydides.190 This letter is 

a kind of appendix to chapter 24 of the Dionysius’ treatise On Thucydides: Ammaeus, 

the addressee of the letter, considered Dionysius’ remarks in that passage 

disappointing, because they were not illustrated with actual passages from 

Thucydides’ work.191 Although Dionysius thinks that citing and analysing passages 

from Thucydides is the practice of ‘authors of rhetorical handbooks and introductions’ 

(ofl tåw t°xnaw ka‹ tåw efisagvgåw t«n lÒgvn pragmateuÒmenoi), he agrees to fulfil 

Ammaeus’ wish, thus adopting ‘the didactic instead of the epideictic method.’192 

 

4.4.1. Dionysius on the style of Thucydides 

 

Dionysius’ remarks on Thucydides’ style in his letter to Ammaeus should be 

understood in the context of the ‘Thucydidism’ that had emerged among critics of first 

                                                
188 ‘Demetrius’, Eloc. 54 and 257 on Homer, Iliad 2.497. 
189 Comp. 16.67,11-14 on Homer, Iliad 2.494-501. 
190 On the Second Letter to Ammaeus, see esp. the commentaries by Rhys Roberts (1901), Pritchett 
(1975) 83-104 and Aujac (1991). See also Blass DAB I (19793 [1868]) 207-244 and Ros (1938) 49-68. 
On the structure of this text, see Egger (1902) 233-234 and Warren (1899), who points to Dionysius’ 
‘hastiness’ in composing the letter. 
191 Amm. II 1.421,5-422,6. On the identity of Ammaeus, see section 1.4 and the literature mentioned 
there. 
192 Amm. II 1.422,6: tÚ didaskalikÚn sx∞ma labΔn ént‹ toË §pideiktikoË. Aujac (1991) 131 renders 
these words as ‘prenant le ton du professeur, au lieu de celui du conférencier’. She comments that 
Dionysius prefers an impressionistic kind of criticism to that of a teacher: ‘la critique d’un homme de 
goût plutôt que d’un spécialiste.’  
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century Rome.193 In the Orator (46 BC), Cicero tells us that recently a new group of 

writers had become active who called themselves ‘Thucydideans’. Cicero disapproves 

of these imitators of the Greek historian: ‘Those famous speeches contain so many 

dark and obscure sentences as to be scarcely intelligible, which is a prime fault in a 

public oration.’194 According to Cicero, Thucydides is to be praised only as a historian 

who writes about wars, but not as an orator.195 Among historians of this period, the 

most famous imitator of Thucydides was Sallustius, who had died five years before 

Dionysius’ arrival in Rome.196 Another imitator seems to have been the Roman 

historian Quintus Aelius Tubero, who is the recipient of Dionysius’ treatise On 
Thucydides.197  

 

Dionysius regards Thucydides’ style (at least in its most extreme form) as unsuitable 

for practical purposes. In On Thucydides, he even contests the view of some 

‘reputable critics’ that the style, although not appropriate to oratory, could be a useful 

model for historians.198 The contested view corresponds to the one that Cicero 

expresses in Orator 31 (see above) and Brutus 287: one could imitate Thucydides in 

the writing of history, but not in pleading cases.199 Therefore, I think that Dionysius, 

who never names a Roman writer except for his addressees, may well have used the 

expression tinew oÈk êdojoi sofista¤ to refer to Cicero.200 Nassal already 

considered the possibility that Dionysius thought of Cicero (‘aber sicher nicht in erster 

Linie’), but finally decided that Dionysius’ view must have referred to a Greek source, 

‘denn der Römer C[icero] besaß nicht diese detaillierte Kenntnis von 

                                                
193 On the popularity of Thucydides as a model for the writing of history in this period, see Leeman 
(1955). Cf. Bowersock (1979) 68-69 and Innes (1989) 269-270. 
194 Cicero, Orator 30: Ipsae illae contiones ita multas habent obscuras abditasque sententias vix ut 
intellegantur; quod est in oratione civili vitium vel maximum. 
195 Cicero, Orator 31. Cf. Leeman (1955) 195-196. 
196 See e.g. Quintilian, Inst. orat. 10.1.101. 
197 On Quintus Aelius Tubero, see section 1.4 and the literature mentioned there. In Thuc. 25.364,14-
16, Dionysius states that his work should benefit those who wish to imitate (mime›syai) Thucydides. In 
the final chapter of the treatise (Thuc. 55.418,19-21), Dionysius says: ‘I could have written an essay on 
Thucydides that would have given you more pleasure than this one, (...) but not a more truthful one.’ 
This statement seems to imply that Quintus Aelius Tubero admired Thucydides. Cf. Bowersock (1965) 
130.  
198 Thuc. 50.409,8-410,7. 
199 Goudriaan (1989) 266 objects that Cicero prefers Isocrates and Theopompus as models for 
historiography (see Orator 207), so that the remarks on the imitation of Thucydides in Brutus 287 and 
Orator 31 would be ‘insincere’ (‘onoprecht’). However, Cicero’s preference of the periodical style of 
Isocrates and Theopompus (Orator 207) does not at all imply that historians could not imitate 
Thucydides as well. In other words, there is no real inconsistency in Cicero’s remarks.  
200 Pavano (1958) 196 and Goudriaan (1989) 266 n. 3 state that it is impossible to discover the identity 
of the oÈk êdojoi sofista¤. This is true, but I think we should at least mention the possibility that 
Cicero was one of them. Bowersock (1979) 69-70 points out that Dionysius must have known from 
Cicero’s ideas on Roman classicism via his ‘patron’ Quintus Tubero: Cicero was a friend of Tubero’s 
father Lucius. 
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Th[ucydides].’201 Are we really to believe that Cicero, who spent so much time with 

Greek teachers, both in Greece and Rome, was not able to judge the style of 

Thucydides?202 Nassal does so, because this belief would support his central thesis, 

namely that both Cicero and Dionysius followed the views of Caecilius of Caleacte: 

Cicero would simply have taken over Caecilius’ views on Thucydides, whereas 

Dionysius would have corrected them. Nassal argues that Caecilius wrote a treatise 

between the publication of Cicero’s De oratore (55 BC) and Orator (46 BC), which 

would account for the differences between these two works.203 At the same time, this 

treatise would explain the similarities between the doctrine of Dionysius and that of 

the later works by Cicero. On the connections between Cicero and Dionysius, Nassal 

remarks the following: ‘Eine Abhängigkeit des C[iceros] von DH. [i.e. Dionysius] ist 

aus chronologischen Gründen ausgeschlossen. Ich möchte darum [sic] in der 

vorliegenden Arbeit den Nachweis versuchen, daß die zwischen DH. und C. sowohl in 

der rhetorischen Techne als auch in der ästhetisch-rhetorischen Beurteilung 

griechischer Schriftsteller vorliegenden Berührungspunkte sehr wahrscheinlich 

zurückzuführen sind auf die oben für C.s “Orator” vermutete bezw. geforderte 

griechische Schrift über Stil und Komposition.’204 It is typical that Nassal does not 

even mention the possibility that the Greek Dionysius could have used the ideas of a 

Roman colleague. Nassal’s entire theory relies on the assumption that Caecilius was 

significantly older than Dionysius, for which there is no convincing evidence.205 The 

Suda tells us that Caecilius was active under August.206 Most modern scholars assume 

that Caecilius was roughly contemporary with and perhaps slightly younger than 

Dionysius (fl. 30-8 BC), who refers to his ‘friend’ in one of the literary letters.207 

                                                
201 Nassal (1910) 105. Leeman (1963) 180 and Aujac (1991) 161 also think that Dionysius refers to 
Caecilius of Caleacte. Egger (1902) 77, however, considers the possibility that Dionysius read Cicero’s 
rhetorical works and used them for his composition theory.  
202 Crawford (1978) 199 points out that Cicero was mainly taught by Greeks. 
203 Nassal (1910) 5-10. 
204 Nassal (1910) 6-7. 
205 Nassal’s hypothesis about Caecilius’ dates is based on the reconstruction of the Atticist movement 
by Wilamowitz (1900). Wilamowitz (1900) 6 suggests that the title of Caecilius’ work  Katå Frug«n 
(Against the Phrygians)  indicates that Caecilius wrote that book when the battle of Atticists against 
Asianic rhetoric was still going on. If this is true, Wilamowitz argues, Caecilius’ work must have 
preceded Dionysius’ preface to On the Ancient Orators, which reports the victory of Atticism. In my 
view, we should avoid presenting the conflict of Atticists who objected to ‘Asianic’ style as a real 
‘battle’ that was decided at a particular moment. There were many different concepts of correct ‘Attic’ 
style (see also section 1.2), and there is no reason to believe that all controversies were over after 31 
BC. The title of Caecilius’ book does not imply that it was written before the moment on which the 
Atticists attained their alleged ‘victory’.  
206  See Suda s.v. Kaik¤liow and s.v. ÑErmagÒraw. Cf. Blass (1865) 174. On Caecilius of Caleacte, see 
section 1.4 and the literature mentioned there. 
207 For Dionysius’ reference to Caecilius (Pomp. 3.240,14), see section 1.4 and esp. Tolkiehn (1908). 
Blass (1865) 174, Bowersock (1965) 124 and Kennedy (1994) 160 assign Caecilius’ career to 
Augustan Rome. Brzoska (1899) thinks that Caecilius was a bit younger than Dionysius, and 
Weißenberger (1997) 896 states that Caecilius was born ca. 50 BC.  
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Cicero’s De oratore, however, was already finished in 55 BC, and the Orator was 

written in 46 BC. Therefore, it is chronologically not very probable that Caecilius 

influenced Cicero. Instead of assuming that Cicero relied on Caecilius, or any other 

Greek source that wrote on Thucydides, I think that we should simply accept the more 

elegant solution, namely that Dionysius knew the Orator and referred to Cicero in his 

treatise On Thucydides.208 

 

Dionysius’ criticism of the style of Thucydides especially concerns the poetic diction, 

the variety of figures, the dissonance of the composition and the speed with which the 

ideas are expressed.209 Dionysius thinks that Thucydides’ style is only successful 

when it does not depart too much from the usual. The problem is that Thucydides 

rather frequently diverges from common words and figures, so that his style becomes 

obscure.210 He describes various aspects of Thucydidean style as ‘unnatural’, and he 

points out that it does not preserve ‘logical order’ (ékolouy¤a) and ‘grammatical 

congruence’ (katallhlÒthw). The latter terms and their connection to Dionysius’ 

concept of ‘natural’ style will be the subject of section 5.2, where I will also discuss 

Dionysius’ analysis of Thucydides’ Melian dialogue in Thuc. 37. In the current 

section I will focus on the discussion of Thucydides’ use of the parts of speech in the 

Second Letter to Ammaeus.211 

 

Before we discuss Dionysius’ grammatical notes on Thucydides (section 4.4.2), I 

should draw attention to the fact that there are two ancient texts that contain very 

similar observations on Thucydides. The relevance of one of these parallels has been 

                                                
208 Wisse (1995) has convincingly argued that we should no longer exclude the possibility that Romans 
may indeed have expressed original Roman views, without relying on Greek sources, and that Greeks 
may have taken over certain ideas that were developed by Romans. Goudriaan (1989) 13 thinks that it 
is remarkable that Dionysius does not mention Cicero in any of his works. 
209 Thuc. 24.363,10-12: tÚ poihtikÚn t«n Ùnomãtvn, tÚ polueid¢w t«n sxhmãtvn, tÚ traxÁ t∞w 
èrmon¤aw, tÚ tãxow t«n shmasi«n. Cf. Grube (1950) 105. On the poetic character of Thucydides’ style, 
see also section 6.4. The variation of figures (metabolÆ) is generally considered one of the most 
important characteristics of Thucydides’ style: see esp. Ros (1938). Blass DAB I (19793 [1868]) 226 
agrees with Dionysius on Thucydides’ ‘Gedrängtheit’. See also Norden (19153) 97-98. 
210 Thuc. 49.408,4-10. Cf. Cicero, Orator 30. 
211 For Dionysius’ views on Thucydides and historiography in general see Grube (1950), Grube (1974), 
Sacks (1983), Sacks (1986), Heath (1989) 71-89 and Toye (1995). For a comparison of the evaluations 
of Thucydides’ style by Cicero and Dionysius, see Nassal (1910) 101-115. Although Blass agrees with 
many of Dionysius’ observations on Thucydides, he objects to Dionysius’ blunt criticism of 
Thucydides (Blass DGB [1865] 187): ‘Aber allerdings (...) die schroffe Art in der er sein Urtheil 
ausspricht zeugt wenig von der Pietät, die er gegen einen so überlegenen Geist hätte haben müssen.’ 
The verdict of Norden (19153) 96 is even more severe: ‘Dionys v. H. denkt sich nun in seinen Kritiken 
den Thukydides als einen höchst eigensinnigen Schriftsteller, der, ergriffen von der Sucht, Neues und 
Ungewöhnliches zu bieten, immer das gerade Gegenteil von dem dachte und schrieb, was normale 
Menschen gedacht und geschrieben hätten. Das ist die Vorstellung die dieser Mann von Originalität 
hat.’ Etc. 
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noted before, namely that of the scholia on Thucydides. Not many scholars have 

noticed the second parallel: a fragment from Caecilius of Caleacte’s On Figures.212 I 

will briefly introduce both texts, to which I will also refer in my discussion of 

Dionysius’ grammatical observations. 

 

Usener first noticed the similarities between Dionysius’ grammatical observations in 

the Second Letter to Ammaeus and the scholia on Thucydides.213 From his comparison 

of these two texts he concluded that Dionysius made use of scholia that antedated the 

grammarian Didymus (who was contemporary to Dionysius and may have settled 

down in Rome at some point).214 Usener even suggested that Dionysius had an edition 

of Thucydides that contained critical signs and scholia, a view that was taken over by 

Radermacher.215 One important argument for this view is Dionysius’ own remark (in 

On Thucydides) that there are not many people who can understand the whole of 

Thucydides ‘and even these cannot understand certain passages without a linguistic 

explanation’ (§jhgÆsevw grammatik∞w).216 A little later, he adds that many passages 

from Thucydides are difficult to follow and require ‘linguistic explanations’ 

(grammatik«n §jhgÆsevn).217 As Pfeiffer points out, the term §jÆghsiw does not 

necessarily imply a commentary (ÍpÒmnhma), but it is possible that the 

‘interpretations’ to which Dionysius refers were indeed part of a commentary.218 

Luschnat has argued that both the scholia on Thucydides and Dionysius’ Second 
Letter to Ammaeus can ultimately be traced back to a commentary on Thucydides 

composed in Hellenistic Alexandria.219 Pfeiffer accepted this reconstruction and 

suggested that it was Aristarchus who wrote the first commentary on Thucydides.220 

Now, it is important to realise that it is not certain how far the annotations in the 

Thucydides scholia go back in time. Usener and Luschnat argue that the similarities 

between Dionysius and the scholia point to a common source. We should not exclude 

the possibility, however, that Dionysius influenced certain later lexicographers and 

grammarians, so that the scholia on Thucydides as they survive might partly be based 

                                                
212 See, however, Ros (1938) 56 n. 17, who mentions the parallel. 
213 Usener (1889) 71 ff. The edition of the scholia on Thucydides is by Hude (1927). Apart from the 
scholia, which survived in manuscripts of the 10th –14th centuries AD, there are also two papyri that 
contain similar grammatical observations on Thucydides: P. Oxy. 6.853 (Pack2 nr 1536, 2nd century 
AD) and P. Rainer 29.247 (3rd century AD). The author of the text of the former papyrus is engaged in 
a polemic with Dionysius and rejects his objections to Thucydides’ style: see Luschnat (1954) 25-31. 
214 On Didymus, see section 1.4 and the literature mentioned there. 
215 Radermacher (1905) 968-969. 
216 Thuc. 51.410,15-17. On Thucydides’ obscurity, see also Cicero, Orator 30 (above). 
217 Thuc. 55.417,22-25 
218 Pfeiffer (1968) 223 and 225 n. 4. 
219 Luschnat (1954), esp. 22-25. 
220  Pfeiffer (1968) 225. 
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on his observations.221 On the other hand, Dionysius’ remarks on the §jÆghsiw 
grammatikÆ seem to strengthen the belief that he used a commentary in his letter to 

Ammaeus, and if such a commentary existed, it could be the origin of (part of) the 

scholia as well. There are also some terminological differences between the letter and 

Dionysius’ other works (in particular On Composition), which seem to support the 

idea that Dionysius made use of a certain grammatical work. This does not mean, of 

course, that the entire letter to Ammaeus is copied from a grammatical source. If he 

used a commentary, Dionysius has surely added his own remarks and examples. 

 

The second text that contains very similar observations on Thucydides is a fragment 

from Caecilius of Caleacte’s On Figures (Per‹ sxhmãtvn), to which I already drew 

attention in our discussion of Comp. 6 (section 4.3.1).222 The rhetorician Tiberius 

reports that ‘Caecilius introduces the figure of alteration (éllo¤vsiw) and says that 

this figure occurs in relation to a noun, cases, numbers, persons and tenses.’223 He 

proceeds by discussing each of these accidentia of nouns and verbs and the kind of 

alteration (or grammatical variation) that occurs in their use. Thus, the alteration 

concerning ˆnoma is explained as ént‹ toË êrrenow tÚ y∞lu μ tÚ oÈd°teron 
paralambãnontew, μ t“ êrreni éntÉ émfo›n xr≈menoi: ‘adopting the feminine or 

the neuter instead of the masculine, or using the masculine instead of both of the other 

genders.’ This statement resembles Dionysius’ formulation of the sxhmatismÒw of the 

genders (cited above, section 4.3.1): §j érrenik«n g¤nesyai yhlukå μ §k yhluk«n 
érrenikå μ oÈd°tera §k toÊtvn. Next, Caecilius treats the use of singular instead of 

plural (‘Greece’ instead of ‘the Greeks’), the alteration concerning ‘number’ and the 

one concerning tenses, ‘when they use the present tenses instead of the past tenses’ 

(˜tan to›w §nest«sin ént‹ t«n parƒxhm°nvn xr«ntai). Since Tiberius only 

mentions Caecilius at the beginning of his treatment of éllo¤vsiw, we should allow 

for the possibility that Caecilius is not responsible for the complete text of the 

fragment. However, in our discussion of Dionysius’ grammatical observations in the 

Second Letter to Ammaeus, we will notice that there are many parallels with the 

                                                
221 Cf. Ros (1938) 65 n. 36, Luschnat (1954) 23-24 and Goudriaan (1989) 18 n. 2. 
222 Caecilius of Caleacte fr. 75 Ofenloch (Tiberius, Rhetores Graeci III [ed. Spengel], 80-81). 
Quintilian, Inst. orat. 9.3.89 reports that Dionysius also wrote a book on figures (see also section 1.3), 
but a treatise Per‹ sxhmãtvn has not survived in Dionysius’ name. It has been thought that at two 
places Dionysius indicates that he was going to write a treatise on figures, namely at Dem. 39.212,13-
16 and Comp. 8.33,3-5: cf. Egger (1902) 24, Radermacher (1905) 969 and Aujac (1978) 21. However, 
in these passages Dionysius merely says that he does not have enough time to enumerate all figures in 
the treatise that he is actually writing (i.e. On Composition and On Demosthenes). 
223 On the figure éllo¤vsiw, see Anderson (2000) 16-17. On Tiberius (the author of Per‹ sxhmãtvn), 
see Solmsen (1936). Later rhetoricians who write on figures echo the views of Dionysius (see Ros 
[1938] 67-68), but in this section I will concentrate on the similarities between the theories of 
Dionysius, his contemporary Caecilius, ‘Longinus’ and Quintilian. 
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examples that are mentioned in the fragment of Caecilius. There are two differences 

between the two treatments. First, Caecilius draws his examples not only from 

Thucydides, although many of them are indeed taken from the historian.224 Second, 

Caecilius deals with éllo¤vsiw in a discussion of approved figures, whereas 

Dionysius mentions the same kind of variations in a negative treatment of 

Thucydides’ stylistic defects. Still, the treatment of éllo¤vsiw in the relevant 

fragment from Tiberius’ On Figures seems to correspond more to Dionysius’ 

discussion than to later treatments, such as the one in ‘Longinus’, Subl. 23-24, who 

appears to correct his predecessor Caecilius (see below).  Therefore, I believe that 

Caecilius, just like Dionysius, was acquainted with certain grammatical theories, 

which he may have borrowed from the grammarians who were active in Rome at the 

end of the first century BC. Even if their observations on Thucydides were (partly) 

based on a grammatical commentary, the type of comments that they make seems to 

be representative of the integration of grammar, rhetoric and criticism in the Augustan 

period. Where Hellenistic philologists point to variations in grammatical construction 

in order to explain a transmitted text, Dionysius uses these observations for his 

rhetoric and literary criticism, and Caecilius seems to have employed them for his 

theory of figures. 

 

4.4.2. Dionysius’ grammatical notes on Thucydides 

 

In the second chapter of his letter to Ammaeus Dionysius repeats the remarks that he 

had made on Thucydides’ style in On Thucydides 24.225 Having mentioned some 

aspects of his selection of words, Dionysius summarises the most important 

characteristics of Thucydides’ constructions (sxhmatismo¤ — for the term, see section 

3.7):226   

                                                
224 Solmsen (1936) 804-807 points out that in those parts where Tiberius cites Caecilius he draws more 
examples from Thucydides, whereas Tiberius himself prefers Demosthenes for his examples. This 
might indicate that his quotations from Caecilius are reliable. 
225 Amm. II 2.422,7-425,8. 
226 Amm. II 2.422,21-424,7: §p‹ d¢ t«n sxhmatism«n, §n oÂw mãlista §boulÆyh dienegke›n t«n prÚ 
aÍtoË, ple¤sthn efisenegkãmenow pragmate¤an, tot¢ m¢n lÒgon §j ÙnÒmatow poi«n, tot¢ d¢ efiw ˆnoma 
sunãgvn tÚn lÒgon: ka‹ nËn m¢n tÚ =hmatikÚn Ùnomatik«w §kf°rvn, aÔyiw d¢ toÎnoma =∞ma poi«n: 
ka‹ aÈt«n ge toÊtvn énastr°fvn tåw xrÆseiw, ·na tÚ m¢n ÙnomatikÚn <proshgorikÚn g°nhtai, tÚ d¢ 
proshgorikÚn Ùnomatik«w> l°ghtai, ka‹ tå m¢n payhtikå =Æmata drastÆria, tå d¢ drastÆria 
payhtikã: plhyuntik«n d¢ ka‹ •nik«n éllãttvn tåw fÊseiw ka‹ éntikathgor«n taËta éllÆlvn, 
yhlukã t' érreniko›w ka‹ érrenikå yhluko›w ka‹ oÈd°tera toÊtvn tis‹n sunãptvn, §j œn ≤ katå 
fÊsin ékolouy¤a plançtai: tåw d¢ <t«n> Ùnomatik«n μ metoxik«n pt≈seiw tot¢ m¢n prÚw tÚ 
shmainÒmenon épÚ toË shma¤nontow épostr°fvn, tot¢ d¢ prÚw tÚ <shma›non épÚ toË> shmainom°nou: 
§n d¢ to›w sundetiko›w ka‹ to›w proyetiko›w mor¤oiw ka‹ ¶ti mçllon §n to›w diaryroËsi tåw t«n 
Ùnomãtvn dunãmeiw poihtoË trÒpon §nejousiãzvn. ple›sta d' ên tiw eÏroi par' aÈt“ t«n sxhmãtvn, 
pros≈pvn te épostrofa›w ka‹ xrÒnvn §nallaga›w ka‹ tropik«n shmei≈sevn metafora›w 
§jhllagm°na ka‹ soloikism«n lambãnonta fantas¤aw: ıpÒsa te g¤netai prãgmata ént‹ svmãtvn μ 
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‘With regard to the constructions, in which he particularly wished to excel his 

predecessors, he took the greatest care. Sometimes he makes a phrase (lÒgow) from a 

noun, and sometimes he condenses a phrase into a noun. Sometimes he expresses ‘the 

verbal’ in a nominal form, and sometimes he changes a noun into a verb. And of the 

nouns themselves he inverts their normal use, so that the proper noun becomes an 

appellative, and the appellative is expressed in the form of a proper noun, and the 

passive verbs become active, and the active verbs become passive; and he alters the 

natural uses of plural and singular and substitutes the one for the other, and he 

combines feminine forms with masculine forms and masculine forms with feminine 

forms and neuters with both, as a result of which the natural order (≤ katå fÊsin 
ékolouy¤a) is ruined.227 He sometimes changes the cases of nouns and participles 

from the signifying to the signified and sometimes from the signified to the 

signifying. And in the use of connectives and prepositions (to›w sundetiko›w ka‹ to›w 
proyetiko›w mor¤oiw) and even more in the words that articulate the values of words 

(to›w diaryroËsi tåw t«n Ùnomãtvn dunãmeiw) [i.e. articles], he allows himself full 

poetic licence. One can find in his work a great many constructions that are unusual 

through changes of persons and variations of tenses and use of metaphors of figurative 

expressions and acquire the appearance of solecisms (soloikism«n lambãnonta 
fantas¤aw).228 And he often substitutes things for persons and persons for things.’ 

 

After this summary of the unusal aspects of Thucydides’ constructions, Dionysius 

goes on to enumerate the particularities of Thucydides’ enthymemes and Gorgianic 

figures of style, which are less interesting for our purpose.229 In the remaining part of 

the letter (chapters 3-17), Dionysius offers and discusses examples of many (but not 

all) of the Thucydidean characteristics mentioned above (with regard to selection of 

words, constructions, and figures respectively).230 Most of these concern the use of the 

mÒria lÒgou, especially nouns, verbs, participles, conjunctions, prepositions and 

articles. We will analyse these remarks in order to understand Dionysius’ blending of 

                                                                                                                                       
s≈mata ént‹ pragmãtvn, (...).The corresponding passage from On Thucydides that Dionysius quotes 
(with some changes) is Thuc. 24.361,12-362,18. 
227 On Dionysius’ use of the term ékolouy¤a, see section 5.2. 
228 On the expression soloikism«n lambãnonta fantas¤aw, related to the term soloikofanÆw, see 
below and also section 5.2. 
229 Amm. II 2.424,6-425,8. 
230 Dionysius does not offer examples of proper nouns that become appellatives and appellatives that 
become proper nouns (announced at Amm. II 2.423,6-8). Neither does he discuss the poetic licence in 
the use of connectives, prepositions and articles (announced at Amm. II 2.423,16-424,2). See Warren 
(1899), who concludes that there is a lacuna after Amm. II 6.427,16 and 7.427,17 (where the 
substitution of tÚ proshgorikÒn for ˆnoma and vice versa was treated) and between Amm. II 13.433,5 
and 14.433,6 (this lacuna was already indicated by Krüger and Usener). Warren points to more 
differences between the outline of the letter (Amm. II 2) and Dionysius’ actual discussion of examples 
(Amm. II 3 ff.), but perhaps we should not wish to make the correspondence perfectly consistent. 
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grammar and literary criticism. Before we start our discussion of chapter 3-14, 

however, we should pay attention to a difficulty in Dionysius’ terminology. In the 

passage cited above, Dionysius refers to articles as to›w diaryroËsi tåw t«n 
Ùnomãtvn dunãmeiw.231 The MSS have nohmãtvn here, but editors have correctly 

restored the Ùnomãtvn that occurs in the corresponding passage in On Thucydides 
24.232 Schenkeveld pointed out that this expression does not refer to particles, since in 

antiquity these words were not distinguished as a group, but to articles (êryra).233 

How should we then interpret the words to›w diaryroËsi tåw t«n Ùnomãtvn 
dunãmeiw?234 Schenkeveld points to the Stoic definition of the êryron as ‘a declinable 

part of speech, distinguishing the genders and numbers of nouns’.235 On the basis of 

this text, Schenkeveld argues that ‘according to DH articles serve as distinctors of 

gender and number, and thus have to do with the meaning of words. But one is 

justified in doubting whether he himself understood what he had written.’236 I think 

that Dionysius did understand what he had written, and I do not believe that the 

definition of the êryron from Diogenes Laertius is relevant here. The verb diaryrÒv 
means ‘to articulate’, but LSJ also give the meaning ‘to fill up so as to form an 

organic whole’.237 We have seen (section 4.3.2) that in the discussion of the three 

composition types Dionysius points out that the austere composition is ênaryrow 
(‘lacking articles’).238 He also tells us that the sÊnyesiw aÈsthrã does not use 

êryroiw sunex°sin (‘articles that hold together’).239 Where the smooth composition 

produces a continuous stream of sound through the use of articles and conjunctions, 

the austere composition wants the words to stand firmly apart: it avoids the use of 

êryra that would make the transitions between the words smooth. Now, Thucydides 

is the most important representative of the austere composition. When Dionysius 

states that the historian allows himself poetic licence in the use of connectives, 

prepositions and especially in to›w diaryroËsi tåw t«n Ùnomãtvn dunãmeiw, he must 

be thinking of the omission of these parts of speech for the sake of the roughness of 

                                                
231 Amm. II 2.424,1.  
232 Thuc. 24.362,11-12. Cf. Schenkeveld (1983) 79. 
233 Schenkeveld (1983) 79-80 and Schenkeveld (1988). 
234 See also Amm. II 11.430,12-14, where Dionysius quotes instances ‘in which he [Thucydides] turns 
the cases of proper nouns, appellative nouns, participles, and <t«n> sunaptom°nvn toÊtoiw êryrvn 
away from the usual.’ 
235 Diogenes Laertius VII.58: dior¤zon tå g°nh t«n Ùnomãtvn ka‹ toÁw ériymoÊw. Cf. Schenkeveld 
(1983) 80. Pinborg (1975) 99 points out that this definition does not look very Stoic: it seems to be 
influenced by grammarians. The Stoics probably defined the êryron as a part of speech that indicates 
the oÈs¤a: cf. Apollonius Dyscolus, Pron., G.G. II 1, 9,9. See also Luhtala (2000) 80 and my section 
5.3.6. 
236 Schenkeveld (1983) 80. 
237 LSJ refer to Aristotle, Historia Animalium 521a10 and Ethica Nicomachea 1098a22. 
238 Comp. 22.98,1-2. 
239 Dem. 39.213,6-8. See section 4.3.2. 
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sound.240 The term dÊnamiw often refers to phonetic value or sound in Dionysius’ 

works.241 Elsewhere, Dionysius points out that modification of the parts of speech, 

which may involve the addition or omission of a preposition (katid≈n or fid≈n), is 

applied more frequently in poetry than in prose.242 The same thing seems to be true of 

the omission of articles and the parapleromatic sÊndesmoi (see above, section 4.3.2). 

Therefore, it seems clear that when Dionysius refers to Thucydides’ poetic use of 

prepositions, sÊndesmoi (including our ‘particles’) and articles, he actually means the 

avoidance of these parts of speech. He describes the articles as ‘words that connect (or 

fill up) the (phonetic) values of words’ because their presence or absence can cause 

the words either to form one continuous stream of sound or to stand firmly apart. The 

latter option is the one that Thucydides, as a representative of the austere composition, 

prefers. Pritchett mentions examples of the omission of the article from Thucydides’ 

work, which seem to support Dionysius’ analysis.243 

 

In the third chapter of the letter, Dionysius starts his demonstration of Thucydides’ 

characteristics. Having briefly mentioned a number of archaic words, he turns to the 

inventiveness and versatility that Thucydides shows in his constructions 

(sxhmatismo¤). In the fourth chapter, he illustrates the periphrasis of one single noun 

or verb (l°jin e‡te ÙnomatikØn e‡te =hmatikÆn) by the use of more words.244 He does 

not comment upon the first example (Thuc. 1.138.3), but it seems clear that Dionysius 

regards the words diaferÒntvw ti §w aÈtÚ mçllon •t°rou êjiow yaumãsai 
(‘especially in this respect deserving more respect than any other’) as periphrastic 

here.245 Dionysius’ analysis of the next example (Thuc. 2.37.1) is unfortunately lost in 

a lacuna.246 After that lacuna, he seems to be discussing the opposite of periphrasis, 

namely the expression of a phrase in one single word, a Thucydidean characteristic 

that had been announced at the beginning of the letter (tot¢ d¢ efiw ˆnoma sunãgvn 
tÚn lÒgon).247 The example (Thuc. 4.12.1) concerns the word parejeires¤a 

                                                
240 On Thucydides’ poetic license, see section 6.4. 
241 Cf. Rhys Roberts (1910) 296. 
242 Comp. 6.29,17-30,3. 
243 Pritchett (1975) 94. 
244 Amm. II 4.425,1-426,2: ˜tan m¢n oÔn m¤an l°jin e‡te ÙnomatikØn e‡te =hmatikØn §n ple¤osin 
ÙnÒmasin μ =Æmasin §kf°r˙ perifrãzvn tØn aÈtØn nÒhsin, toiaÊthn poie› tØn l°jin. ‘When he 
conveys a single noun or verb in more nouns or verbs, expressing the same idea periphrastically, he 
produces this sort of phrase.’ 
245 See also Ros (1938) 56. Further examples of periphrasis in Thucydides are found in the rhetorical 
literature on figures: see esp. Spengel III 32,15 and III 76,8. 
246 Here I follow Aujac (1991) 134. Usener does not assume that there is a lacuna, but reads sÊntomon 
instead of shmainÒmenon at Amm. II 4.426,8. But the transition between ‘periphrasis’ and ‘concision’ 
would then be rather abrupt, and it is more natural that the words ka‹ går §n toÊtoiw (Amm. II 4.426,7-
8) refer to the preceding example. 
247 Amm. II 2.423,3. 



CHAPTER 4 198 

(‘outrigger’). In order to make it clear that this strange word is the condensed form of 

a whole phrase (lÒgow), Dionysius rewrites the sentence, thus explaining what 

Dionysius ‘wants to signify’ (boÊletai dhloËn).248 The scholia on Thucydides give 

different explanations of the term.249 

 

In the next chapter (Amm. II 5), Dionysius deals with passages in which Thucydides 

‘casts the verbal parts of speech in the form of nouns’ (tå =hmatikå mÒria t∞w 
l°jevw Ùnomatik«w sxhmat¤zei).250 The example (Thuc. 1.41.1) contains the words 

para¤nesiw (‘exhortation’) and éj¤vsiw (‘claim’). Dionysius states that ‘the words 

paraine›n and éjioËn, which are verbs, have become nouns, para¤nesiw and 

éj¤vsiw’ (tÚ går paraine›n ka‹ éjioËn =Æmata ˆnta Ùnomatikå g°gonen 
para¤nesiw ka‹ éj¤vsiw).251 The scholia on Thucydides give the same explanation, 

and a scholiast remarks the following: tÚ para›nein ka‹ éjioËn, =Æmata ˆnta, 
Ùnomatik«w proÆnegken. ‘He has expressed the words paraine›n and éjioËn, which 

are verbs, in the form of nouns.’252 Dionysius’ other examples are épote¤xisiw (not in 

the received text, but Thuc. 3.95.2 has perite¤xisiw) instead of époteix¤sai and 

ÙlÒfursiw (‘lamentation’) instead of ÙlofÊrasyai. The scholia merely explain the 

word ÙlÒfursin as yr∞non and lÊphn, without deriving it from the verb that 

Dionysius mentions.253  

 

When Thucydides turns nouns into verbs (tå ÙnÒmata poiª =Æmata), he uses for 

example énagkãsai and poleme›n instead of énãgkh and pÒlemow.254 Thucydides 

(1.23.6) writes tØn m¢n oÔn élhyestãthn afit¤an, lÒgƒ d¢ éfanestãthn, toÁw 
ÉAyhna¤ouw o‡omai megãlouw ginom°nouw énagkãsai efiw tÚ poleme›n. ‘Now the 

most genuine cause, though given least publicity, I consider to have been the fact that 

growing Athenian power made it necessary for them to go to war.’ Dionysius’ 

explanation of this passage from Thucydides is literally the same as the one that we 

find in the scholia: boÊletai går dhloËn, ˜ti megãloi gignÒmenoi ofl ÉAyhna›oi 
énãgkhn par°sxon toË pol°mou. ‘For he wants to signify that growing Athenian 

power imposed upon them the necessity of war.’255 In the scholia, this explanation is 

preceded by the observation tå ÙnÒmata =Æmata §po¤hsen (‘he has turned the nouns 

                                                
248 On metathesis, see De Jonge (2005b) and chapter 7 of this study. 
249 Hude (1927) 234-235. Cf. Ros (1938) 55 n. 14. 
250 Amm. II 5.426,15-16. 
251 Amm. II 5.426,20-427,1. Blass DAB I (19793 [1868]) 213 agrees with Dionysius on Thucydides’ 
‘Verbalnomina’. 
252 Hude (1927) 40. 
253 Hude (1927) 106. 
254 Amm. II 6.427,7-16. 
255 Amm. II 6.427,12-14. Hude (1927) 26. Noonan (1992) discusses the passage and defends 
Thucydides against the criticism of Dionysius and the scholia. 



LINGUISTICS, COMPOSITION, AND STYLE 199 

into verbs’). Dionysius adds the following words to the explanation: pepo¤hken d¢ 
ént‹ t∞w énãgkhw ka‹ toË pol°mou Ùnomatik«n ˆntvn =hmatikå tÒ te énagkãsai 
ka‹ tÚ poleme›n. ‘But for the nouns “necessity” and “war” he has substituted the 

verbs “made it necessary” and “to wage war”.’ How should we explain the fact that 

the scholiast gives the verbatim text that we find in Dionysius?256 Did Dionysius 

quote a text from a grammatical commentary that also survived in the scholia, or did 

the scholiast make use of Dionysius’ comments? To answer this question, we should 

observe that the combination of boÊletai and dhloËn is rather frequent in Dionysius: 

it occurs seven times in the rhetorical works. In many cases, (as in Amm. II 6) the 

words introduce Dionysius’ rewriting (metathesis) of a passage, which intends to 

make clear ‘what the author intends to signify’.257 Apart from boÊletai dhloËn, we 

also find many instances of boÊletai l°gein in Dionysius’ works.258 In the scholia on 

Thucydides, however, the expression boÊletai dhloËn does not occur anywhere else. 

It does occur in the scholia on Homer, but the rewriting seems characteristic of 

Dionysius’ method.259 Therefore, it seems likely that the scholiast made use of 

Dionysius’ observations on Thucydides: in his discussion of Thucydides 1.23.6 he 

agreed with Dionysius and decided to quote him. If this conclusion is correct, it will 

have far-reaching consequences for our understanding of the relation between 

Dionysius and the Thucydides scholia in general. Both Usener and Radermacher 

assumed that the scholia on Thucydides represent an independent tradition that was 

not influenced by a rhetorician like Dionysius.260 Although Ros and Luschnat admit 

the possibility that it was Dionysius who influenced the scholia, they finally follow 

the authority of Usener and Radermacher.261 I think that it is still plausible that 

Dionysius made use of some grammatical commentary (see above), but we should be 

very careful when tracing the scholiastic tradition in the form that we know it back to 

Alexandria. In any case, it seems that this tradition was not independent of the 

rhetorical tradition from the Augustan period: at least part of the comments in the 

scholia seem to be borrowed from Dionysius’ observations.  

 

Dionysius now turns to Thucydides’ interchanging of the accidentia of the parts of 

speech: he discusses the use of the voices (Amm. II 7-8), numbers (Amm. II 9), 

                                                
256 Aujac (1991) and other commentators are silent on this correspondence. Noonan (1992) 38 observes 
the ‘identical reaction’ of Dionysius and the scholia, but does not explain the fact that they use exactly 
the same words. 
257 The expression boÊletai dhloËn occurs in the following passages: Thuc. 29.374,22; Thuc. 
30.375,25-376,1; Thuc. 30.376,6; Thuc. 31.378,5; Amm. II 4.426,12; Amm. II 6.427,12-13; Amm. II 
8.428,12-13. See also Ant. Rom. 4.41.4; 4.69.4; 5.19.5. 
258 E.g. Thuc. 29.374,13. 
259 For the use of boÊletai dhloËn in the scholia on Homer, see e.g. Sch. Homer, Iliad 8.185. 
260 Usener (1889) 71 ff.; Radermacher (1905) 968-969. 
261 Ros (1938) 65 n. 36; Luschnat (1954) 23-24. 
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genders (Amm. II 10), cases (Amm. II 11) and tenses (Amm. II 12). Just like the early 

grammarians, Dionysius distinguishes only two voices (see section 3.8). In our 

passage (Amm. II 7-8), Dionysius uses the terms poihtikÒn and §nerghtikÒn for 

active, and payhtikÒn for passive. In the introduction of the letter (which he cites 

from On Thucydides 24), however, he uses the terms tå drastÆria (the active forms) 

and tå payhtikã (the passive forms).262 In the sixth chapter of On Composition (see 

section 4.3.1), which seems to be influenced by theories from Hellenistic poetic 

theory, he again uses different terms: tå Ùryã (active) and tå Ïptia (passive).263 

According to Schenkeveld, poihtikÒn is ‘unique in this sense of active’.264 Since it 

occurs only here, we might assume that Dionysius found his examples of the 

interchanging of passive and active in a source that used different terms than he 

himself when he mentioned the characteristics of Thucydides’ style in his treatise On 
Thucydides. 
 

As examples of Thucydides’ use of the active instead of the passive Dionysius 

mentions kvlÊei (‘hinders’) (Thuc. 1.144.2), which is used instead of kvlÊetai (‘is 

hindered’) and §pimignÊntew (‘mingling’) (Thuc. 1.2.2), which is used instead of 

§pimignÊmenoi (‘being mingled’).265 At the latter passage, the scholia explain oÈdÉ 
§pimignÊntew éde«w as §pem¤gnunto men oÈk éde«w d° (‘they mingled but not without 

fear’), thus silently substituting the middle for the active participle.266 Thucydides’ use 

of the passive instead of the active is illustrated by §nhllãghsan (‘they had been 

brought into contact’) (Thuc. 1.120.2), which is said to replace the active 

sunÆllajan (‘they dealt with’), and by katƒkhm°nouw (‘who had been settled’) 
(same passage), which Thucydides is said to have used instead of katƒkhkÒtaw (‘who 

had settled’).267 The latter examples return in the later rhetorical treatments of 

figures.268 The scholiast also agrees with Dionysius and writes that §nhllãghsan is 

used ént‹ toË sun°mijan ka‹ …m¤lhsan (‘instead of “they mixed together” and “they 

consorted”’).269  

 

Dionysius is not the first to discuss the interchanging of active and passive. 

Aristarchus already pointed out that Homer used the active naietãousi (Iliad 4.45) 

                                                
262 Amm. II 2.423,8-9: ka‹ tå m¢n payhtikå =Æmata drastÆria, tå d¢ drastÆria payhtikã. 
263 Comp. 6.29,8. See sections 3.8 and 5.3.6. 
264 Schenkeveld (1983) 84. 
265 Amm. II 7.427,17-428,9. For Dionysius’ use of the term =∞ma with regard to the participle 
§pimignÊntew, see section 3.6. 
266 Hude (1927) 2. 
267 Amm. II 8.428,10-18. 
268 See Rhetores Graeci ed. Spengel (1856) III 34,17, III 184,19 and III 89,27. Quintilian Inst. orat. 
9.3.7 also mentions variation in the voices of verbs. Cf. Ros (1938) 57 n. 20. 
269 Hude (1927) 86. 
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instead of naietãontai.270 He also pointed to the use of tÚ payhtikÚn ént‹ toË 
§nerghtikoË (‘passive instead of active’) in ırçsyai (Iliad 3.106) and timÆsontai 
(Iliad 9.297).271 The original aspect of Dionysius’ discussion of this kind of variations 

is of course that he does not use these grammatical observations in order to correct or 

to explain a text, but in order to support his stylistic analysis of Thucydides. Even if 

he consulted certain philological or grammatical works for his examples, the way in 

which he used these examples was probably rather new: the basic units of technical 

grammar, the parts of speech and their accidentia, have now become the tools for 

literary criticism. Dionysius always emphasises that Thucydides’ use of the parts of 

speech deviates from the ‘natural’ and from the ‘usual’: thus, the grammatical analysis 

supports his literary evaluation of the historian.272 It seems that Dionysius’ friend and 

colleague Caecilius of Caleacte similarly used the accidentia of the parts of speech for 

rhetorical purposes (see below), in particular for his treatment of the figures of style. 

It was ‘Longinus’ who brought the integration of grammar and literary criticism to 

perfection: in his discussion of ‘changes of case, tense, person, number or gender that 

vary and stir up the expressions’, he makes a much more refined use of these 

grammatical categories than Dionysius does.273 Nevertheless, it may well be that 

Dionysius (perhaps with Caecilius) deserves the credit of being one of the pioneers in 

this field that lies between the disciplines of rhetoric and grammar. Besides, there is 

an important difference between Dionysius’ use of grammar in the Second Letter to 
Ammaeus on the one hand and the way in which Caecilius (if the fragment from 

Tiberius preserves his words), ‘Demetrius’ (see below) and ‘Longinus’ employ the 

grammatical categories on the other hand. The latter critics and rhetoricians discuss 

figures that one can adopt in order to achieve grand or sublime style. They select 

examples from different authors that illustrate each relevant figure. Dionysius, 

however, applies the grammatical categories in order to analyse the style of a single 

author (Thucydides). For him, the changes in number, case, gender, tense and voice 

do not contribute to grandeur, but they illustrate his mainly negative evaluation of 

Thucydides’ style, which he regards as unsuitable for imitation. 

 

                                                
270 Aristarchus, fr. 55 Matthaios: see Matthaios (1999) 309-312. The same example is given in FDS 
596. 
271 Aristarchus, fr.57 and 59 Matthaios: see Matthaios (1999) 312-318. 
272 See e.g. Amm. II 6.427,7 (éntistr°caw •kat°rou toÊtvn tØn fÊsin) and Amm. II 9.429,9 
(§jallãttvn tØn sunÆyh frãsin). 
273 ‘Longinus’, Subl. 23-27. See esp. Subl. 23.1: t¤ d¢ afl t«n pt≈sevn xrÒnvn pros≈pvn ériym«n 
gen«n §nallãjeiw, p«w pote katapoik¤llousi ka‹ §pege¤rousi tå •rmhneutikã; ‘And the changes of 
cases, tenses, persons, numbers, and genders, how do they vary and excite the expressions?’ Görler 
(1979) 186-198 shows that Roman poets of the Augustan period (esp. Vergil) put ‘Longinus’’ advices 
on syntactical variety into practice. He argues that Horace’s iunctura callida (Ars poetica 47) is also 
‘eine Aufforderung zu kühnen und darum verfremdenden syntaktischen Neuerungen’. 



CHAPTER 4 202 

In Amm. II 9, Dionysius discusses Thucyides’ interchanging of the singular and the 

plural (see also Amm. II 13 below).274 He first points out that Thucydides (6.78.1) 

speaks of ‘the Syracusan’ and ‘the Athenian’ when he means ‘the Syracusans’ and 

‘the Athenians’, and (Thuc. 4.10.3) that he writes ‘the enemy’ (pol°miow) when he 

means ‘the enemies’ (pol°mioi).275 Dionysius’ example of the use of the plural 

instead of the singular is from a different character: here, Dionysius points out that 

Thucydides (Thucydides 2.35.2) starts with a singular pronoun (ßkastow), and then 

goes on with a plural participle (fyonoËntew) and verb (épistoËsin).276 On 

épistoËsin, the last word of this sentence, the scholiast on Thucydides remarks that 

le¤pei ßkastow: ‘the word “each” is omitted’.277 He adds that it is a figure (sx∞ma). In 

other words: he explains that the word ßkastow, which appears earlier in the sentence, 

should be added to the verb épistoËsin again, thus forming a constructio ad sensum, 

ßkastow being a collective pronoun. Thus, where Dionysius objects to Thucydides’ 

interchanging of singular and plural, the scholiast gives a more positive explanation. 

In a similar way Quintilian’s discussion of the substitution of singulars for plurals and 

vice versa differs from Dionysius’ treatment: sunt et illa non similia soloecismo 
quidem, sed tamen numerum mutantia, quae et tropis adsignari solent, ut de uno 
pluraliter dicimus (...) et de pluralibus singulariter. ‘There are other devices, not 

indeed like solecisms, but involving a change of number, which are often reckoned 

                                                
274 Amm. II 9.428,19-21: Parå d¢ tåw t«n •nik«n te ka‹ plhyuntik«n diaforãw, ˜tan §nallãtt˙ tØn 
•kat°rou toÊtvn tãjin, •nikå m¢n ént‹ plhyuntik«n oÏtvw §kf°rei. ‘With regard to the distinctions 
between singular and plural, when he changes the order of both of them, he expresses singulars instead 
of plurals as follows.’ Amm. II 9.429,7-9: ÉAnt‹ d¢ toË •nikoË tÚ plhyuntikÚn paralambãnei toËton 
tÚn trÒpon §jallãttvn tØn sunÆyh frãsin. He adopts the plural instead of the singular, in this way 
departing fom the usual expression.’ The subject is announced at Amm. II 2.423,9-10. 
275 Amm. II 9.428,19-429,7. The former passage (Thuc. 6.78.1) is also discussed in Thuc. 48.407,2-15, 
where Dionysius criticises the change (in the second part of the sentence) from the third person to the 
first person: ka‹ ¶ti tÚ katakor¢w t∞w metagvg∞w <t∞w> ¶k te toË plhyuntikoË efiw tÚ •nikÚn ka‹ §k toË 
per‹ pros≈pvn lÒgou efiw tÚ toË l°gontow prÒsvpon. ‘And again, the wearisome change from the plural 
to the singular and from the third person to the first person.’ On the terms tÚ l°gon prÒsvpon (‘the 
speaker’ i.e. the first person) and lÒgow per‹ t«n pros≈pvn (‘utterance about persons’ i.e. the third 
person), see Matthaios (1999) 392-395. He points out that these terms for the grammatical persons are 
based on Aristotle, who  (Rhetoric 1358a37) distinguishes between ı l°gvn (the speaker), prÚw ˘n l°gei 
(the one whom he addresses), and per‹ o l°gei (the subject on which he speaks). Varro’s distinction 
concerning the three grammatical persons is between qui loqueretur, ad quem, and de quo (De lingua 
latina 8.20 — but ad quem is a conjecture). Aristarchus seems to have distinguished between prÚw 
aÈtÒn (second person) and per‹ aÈtoË (third person). Because one scholion to Iliad 5.265 refers to 
Hecabe and Hector as tå l°gonta prÒsvpa (‘the talking persons’), Matthaios (1999) 393 believes that 
Aristarchus also used the expression tÚ l°gon prÒsvpon as a grammatical term for the first person. 
Dionysius’ contemporary Tryphon wrote a treatise Per‹ pros≈pvn (fr. 38 Von Velsen). See also 
section 3.8. 
276 Amm. II 9.429,7-17. Thucydides 2.35.2: m°xri går toËde énekto‹ ofl ¶paino¤ efisin per‹ •t°rvn 
legÒmenoi, §w ˜son ín ka‹ aÈtÚw ßkastow o‡htai flkanÚw e‰nai drçsa¤ ti œn ≥kousen, t“ d¢ 
Íperbãllonti aÈtÚn fyonoËntew ≥dh ka‹ épistoËsin. On this variation in number, see Ros (1938) 57-
58. 
277 Hude (1927) 130. 
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also as Tropes: speaking of a single thing in the plural (...) or of a number of things in 

the singular.’278 The Latin examples are the use of nos (’we’) instead of ‘I’ (Vergil, 

Georgics 2.541) and the use of acer Romanus (‘the fierce Roman’) (Vergil, Georgics 
3.346) instead of ‘the fierce Romans’. Quintilian would agree with Dionysius that 

writers who employ these substitutions ‘depart from customary usage’. However, 

Quintilian explicitly states that these devices are not solecisms, whereas Dionysius’ 

discussion illustrates the idea that Thucydides’ style is not to be used as a model. 

Although he does not use the word solecism with regard to the interchanging of 

singular and plural, Dionysius does say (in the same letter) that Thucydides could be 

said to commit solecism (soloik¤zein) in the use of cases (pt≈seiw) (see below). 

That the borderline between solecisms and figures could indeed be vague is made 

clear in various ancient texts on soloikismÒw.279 Elsewhere, Dionysius uses the term 

soloikofanÆw (‘like a solecism’) (see section 5.2). Just as the expression 

soloikism«n lambãnonta fantas¤aw (‘acquiring the appearance of solecisms’), the 

term soloikofanÆw seems to indicate that a certain obscure construction can be 

sanctioned in the style of a classical author like Thucydides, but should not be 

imitated by Dionysius’ students.280  

 

For Dionysius’ discussion of the use of singular and plural, we also have an 

interesting parallel in the fragment of his contemporary Caecilius of Caleacte on 

éllo¤vsiw.281 Caecilius first points to the variation ‘concerning the plural’ (katå tÚ 
plhyuntikÒn) that occurs in Thuc. 1.6.1: pçsa går ≤ ÑEllaw §sidhrofÒrei (‘for 

entire Greece went armed’), where Greece is used instead of the Greeks. This 

Thucydidean example corresponds more or less to Dionysius’ examples of the use of 

the singular instead of the plural. But Caecilius also offers two examples of ‘variation 

concerning numbers’ (per‹ d¢ toÁw ériymoÁw éllo¤vsiw), which occurs in sentences 

that combine a singular with a plural: these cases corrrespond to Dionysius’ 

discussion of the constructio ad sensum in Amm. II 13 (below). The first is taken from 

Eupolis: ëpasa går poyoËmen ≤ kleinØ pÒliw (‘for we, the famous city, desire’). A 

                                                
278 Quintilian, Inst. orat. 9.3.20. The translation is by Russell (2001). 
279 See e.g. FDS 601a: §pe‹ tÚ m¢n sx∞ma ¶xei tinå afit¤an eÎlogon kayistam°nhn efiw eÈpr°peian, ı d¢ 
soloikismÚw oÈk ¶xei. ‘For the figure has a certain plausible reason, which makes it acceptable, but the 
solecism does not have such a reason.’ Suetonius, De grammaticis et rhetoribus 22 tells us a story that 
shows that the use of incorrect grammatical constructions could have serious consequences. Once, 
when the grammarian Marcus Pomponius Porcellus (who was active under Augustus and in the early 
years of Tiberius) was acting as an advocate, ‘he was so persistent in condemning a solecism 
(soloecismum) made by his opponent that finally Cassius Severus addressed the judges and asked for 
an adjournment, so that his client could call in another grammarian — since he thought that the dispute 
with his opponent was going to turn not on a point of law but on a point of solecism (soloecismo).’ The 
translation is by Kaster (1995). 
280 For soloikism«n lambãnonta fantas¤aw, see Amm. II 2.424,5-6 (cited above). 
281 Caecilius of Caleacte fr. 75 Ofenloch. 
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second example concerns the expression (in Demosthenes) Íme›w Œ boulÆ (‘you, 

council’).282 In both cases the stylistic (or grammatical) particularity concerns the 

combination of a singular with a plural, not the substitution of an independent plural 

for a singular. ‘Longinus’ has more to say on the variation concerning numbers.283 A 

writer can start with a singular form that turns out to signify a plural: the example, 

whose source is unknown, concerns the combination of the singular laÒw épe¤rvn (‘a 

numberless people’) with the plural verb kelãdhsan (‘shouted’). This example fits 

the ‘variation concerning numbers’ of Caecilius, but ‘Longinus’ thinks that this kind 

of figure is actually of minor importance. ‘It is still more worthy of notice that plurals 

sometimes make a grander impression’.284 Here, ‘Longinus’ seems to correct his 

predecessor Caecilius, who also wrote on the sublime: according to ‘Longinus’, one 

should not bother too much about a constructio ad sensum (he does not use the term), 

for it is much more interesting how one can produce grandeur by the use of the plural: 

thus, Sophocles makes Oedipus speak six lines on marriages, marriages, fathers, sons, 

brothers, brides, wives, and mothers, so that his misfortunes seem to be plural as 

well.285 Likewise, ‘Longinus’ adds, one can speak of ‘Hectors and Sarpedons’. The 

opposite technique, the contraction of plurals to singulars, can also give the effect of 

sublimity: ‘Longinus’’ examples here include a passage from Demosthenes, who says 

¶peiyÉ ≤ PelopÒnnhsow ëpasa dieistÆkei (‘then the Peloponnese as a whole was 

split’).286 This kind of ‘compressing the number of separate individuals into a unified 

whole’ agrees with Caecilius’ example (‘entire Greece’) from Thuc. 1.6.1 (above).287 

Some of the examples mentioned above are related to the ancient ideas on the 

anomaly that can exist between the form and the meaning of a word. Both Stoic 

philosophers and philologists seem to have pointed to the anomaly in collective nouns 

(d∞mow, laÒw), singulars that refer to a plurality, and names of towns such as ÉAy∞nai 
and Plataia¤, plurals that refer to a single city.288 The Stoic Chrysippus wrote a 

work Per‹ t∞w énvmal¤aw (On Anomaly) in which he probably dealt with words that 

showed an anomaly between shma›non (form) and shmainÒmenon (meaning).289 As a 

                                                
282 Eupolis fr. 104. The words Íme›w Œ boulÆ  are not found in our text of Demosthenes, but see Third 
Olynthiac 31: Íme›w dÉ ı d∞mow. 
283 ‘Longinus’, Subl. 23-24. 
284 ‘Longinus’, Subl. 23.2. 
285 Sophocles, Oedipus Rex 1403-1408; ‘Longinus’, Subl. 23.3. 
286 Demosthenes, On the Crown 18. 
287 ‘Longinus’, Subl. 24.1: tå §k t«n plhyuntik«n efiw tå •nikå §pisunagÒmena §n¤ote 
Íchlofan°stata. Quintilian, Inst. orat. 9.3.8 also mentions the figura in numero: either a plural 
follows a singular (Romani corresponding with gens), or a singular follows a plural (the example is a 
problematic passage from Vergil, Eclogues 4.62-63). For examples of variation in numbers in later 
rhetoricians, see Ros (1938) 58 n. 23.  
288 Sextus Empiricus, Adv. Math. I.154 uses the word énvmal¤ai. 
289 See FDS 194 (= Diogenes Laertius VII.192) and FDS 640 (= Varro, De lingua latina 9.1). On the 
Stoic views on anomaly, see Siebenborn (1976) 98-100 and Ax (1996) 290. The account of Dahlmann 
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philologist, Aristarchus also commented on Homeric words of which the form did not 

seem to agree with the meaning.290 In connection with his observations on this type of 

words, he also pointed out that Homer sometimes uses the plural instead of the 

singular, for example st°mmata (Iliad 1.14), which refers to one garland, and pÊlai, 
which refers to one single gate.291 The plural names of cities he also explained in this 

way. In later times, the technical grammarian Apollonius Dyscolus points out that 

there are various words whose grammatical form is in conflict with their meaning 

(dhloÊmenon). His examples are mãxomai, which has a ‘passive’ form and an active 

meaning, paid¤on, which is a neuter but refers to a boy or a girl, and Y∞bai, which is 

a plural whereas it signifies a single city.292 

 

Dionysius’ next subject is the use of genders: masculine, feminine and neuter.293 

Again, Thucydides’ interchanges are said to ‘depart from the normal forms’ 

(§kbebhku›ai t«n sunÆyvn).294 He first mentions some individual words with 

unusual genders: he argues that Thucydides uses tãraxow for taraxÆ, ˆxlow for 

ˆxlhsiw, and tÚ boulÒmenon and tÚ dunãmenon instead of boÊlhsiw and dÊnamiw.295 

More interesting is Dionysius’ last example (Thuc. 4.78.3): Àste efi mØ dunaste¤& 
mçllon μ fisonom¤& §xr«nto t“ §pixvr¤ƒ ofl Yessalo¤.296 ‘So that if the 

Thessalians had not been under despotic rule rather than enjoying equal civil rights by 

the law of their country.’ Dionysius points out that Thucydides has made the feminine 

                                                                                                                                       
(1932) 52-53 is illuminating: ‘Dies zeigt, daß die Stoiker (...) tÚ t“ shmainom°nƒ dhloÊmenon und tÚn 
t“ tÊpƒ t∞w fvn∞w xarakt∞ra (...), den eigentlichen Sinn des Gegenstandes und seine sprachliche 
Form oder, wie es in dem ganz stoisch-chrysippischen Stück bei Varro VIII 40 heißt, das, was die vox 
significat, quam intellegimus und die vox quae ex syllabis est ficta, eam quam audimus, unterschieden 
und eine Anomalie, die zwischen beiden besteht, betonten. Ähnliche Unstimmigkeiten bezüglich des 
Geschlechtes und der Zahl (154) führt auch Sextus (adv. gramm. 148 ff.) an und nennt das Anomalie 
(...). Aus all diesem ergibt sich, was Chrysipp unter Anomalie verstanden hat: ein Plural bezeichnet 
einen einzelnen Gegenstand, ein maskulines Wort einen femininen Begriff, eine Privativform eine 
Sache, die keinen entsprechenden Sinn hat. Das sind alle Anzeichen dafür, daß die fvnÆ dem 
shmainÒmenon nicht gerecht wird.’ 
290 See Aristarchus fr. 82 Matthaios. See Matthaios (1999) 282-283. 
291 Aristarchus fr. 38 Matthaios. See Matthaios (1999) 283. 
292 Apollonius Dyscolus, Conj., G.G. II 1, 215,16-216,2. Cf. Matthaios (1999) 282-283 and Dalimier 
(2001) 246-247. 
293 Amm. II 10.429,18-430,11. The subject is announced at Amm. II 2.423,11-13: yhlukã t' érreniko›w 
ka‹ érrenikå yhluko›w ka‹ oÈd°tera toÊtvn tis‹n sunãptvn, §j œn ≤ katå fÊsin ékolouy¤a 
plançtai. ‘He connects feminine forms with masculine forms and masculine forms with feminine 
forms and neuters with both, as a result of which the natural order is ruined.’ Thus, the outline promises 
a discussion of the combination of unusual genders; the substitution of genders of particular words 
(Amm. II 10.429,18-430,6) is not announced: cf. Warren (1899) 319. 
294 Amm. II 10.429,19. 
295 The word tãraxow is in fact not found in Thucydides. See Usener (1889) 106 and Ros (1938) 59 n. 
24. On the use of ˆxlow for ˆxlhsiw, see Blass, DAB I (19793 [1868]) 214. TÚ dunãmenon is not found 
in our Thucydides text either. The word tÚ boulÒmenon, which Dionysius adopts in his quotation of 
Thuydides 6.24.2, does not occur in our text of that passage: see Aujac (1991) 164.  
296 The Thucydides MSS have tÚ §gx≈rion, Hude (OCT) corrects it into [tÚ] §gxvr¤ƒ. 
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(tÚ yhlukÒn) word §pix≈riow (‘of the land’, adjective) neuter (oÈd°teron). Dionysius 

wants to take the adjective §pixvr¤ƒ with fisonom¤&. ‘What is signified by the 

expression’ (tÚ shmainÒmenon ÍpÚ t∞w l°jevw), he says, is the following:297 Àste efi 
mØ dunaste¤& mçllon μ fisonom¤& §xr«nto tª §pixvr¤ƒ ofl Yessalo¤. ‘So that if 

the Thessalians had not been under despotic rule rather than enjoying national 

equality of civic rights.’ The latter metathesis only changes the article t“ into tª, thus 

restoring the agreement with fisonom¤&.298 

 

For the interchange of genders, the fragment from Caecilius provides another parallel 

to Dionysius’ discussion. In his treatment of éllo¤vsiw (‘variation’), Caecilius states 

that ‘they change nouns by adopting the feminine or the neuter instead of the 

masculine, or using the masculine instead of both of the other genders’ (ÙnÒmata m¢n 
élloioËsin ént‹ toË êrrenow tÚ y∞lu μ tÚ oÈd°teron paralambãnontew, μ t“ 
êrreni éntÉ émfo›n xr≈menoi). Just like Dionysius, Caecilius draws his example 

from Thucydides (2.44.4), who speaks of tÚ filÒtimon instead of ≤ filotim¤a, using 

the neuter instead of the feminine.299 This example clearly fits the first examples of 

Dionysius.300 When we turn to the field of philology, we observe that Aristarchus 

already commented on words whose gender Homer was supposed to have changed, 

making pÊlow instead of pÊlh, xÒlow instead of xolÆ, etc.301 He also claimed that it 

is characteristic for the language of Homer that he sometimes combines a feminine 

substantive with a masculine adjective: Aristarchus used this principle to defend 

certain readings in the Homeric text.302 Thus, in Iliad 15.626 he preferred the 

feminine form of the substantive éÆth (‘blast’) to the masculine form éÆthw, thus 

reading én°moio d¢ deinÚw éÆth (‘the terrible blast of the wind’). In order to prove 

that Homer could use a feminine substantive with a masculine adjective, he pointed to 

the Homeric expression klutÚw ÑIppodãmeia (‘the renowned Hippodameia’, Iliad 
2.742).303  

                                                
297 On the phrase tÚ shmainÒmenon ÍpÚ t∞w l°jevw, see also section 2.3. 
298 See Ros (1938) 59-60, who points out that the original text was probably §xr«nto §gxvr¤ƒ (as in 
Hude’s edition). The scholia interpret tÚ §gx≈rion as §gxvr¤vw: see Hude (1927) 268. 
299 Caecilius fr. 75 Ofenloch. The same example in the Epitome Alexandri, Rhetores Graeci III 33,16 
Spengel (= Caecilius fr. 75a Ofenloch), but there tÚ filÒtimon is said to be used instead of ı filÒtimow. 
300 ‘Longinus’, Subl. 23 merely mentions the gen«n §nallãjeiw. Quintilian, Inst. orat. 9.3.6. mentions 
Vergil’s oculis capti talpae (‘blind moles’, Georgics 1.183) and timidi dammae (‘frightened deer’, 
Eclogues 8.28). He correctly adds that there is a reason for this use of talpa  and damma: these words 
can refer to both males and females. These rather unsatisfying examples make the impression as if 
Quintilian took over the figurae concerning genus in nominibus from Greek predecessors without 
knowing where to find appropriate Latin equivalents to the Greek examples. 
301 Aristarchus fr. 35 Matthaios. See Matthaios (1999) 275. 
302 Aristarchus fr. 33 Matthaios. See Matthaios (1999) 276. 
303 Cf. Matthaios (1999) 276. 
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In this context, I should also point to an interesting passage that can be found in 

Sextus Empiricus’ arguments against the grammarians. When he attacks the 

grammarians’ claim that some nouns are maculine by nature, others feminine and 

others neuter, Sextus Empiricus gives various arguments that are opposed to the 

concept of natural gender. One of them is that one word (for example stãmnow, ‘jar’) 

can be feminine for the Athenians and masculine for the Peloponnesians.304 Further he 

points out that even ‘the same people will use the same names differently, 

pronouncing them sometimes masculine, sometimes feminine, and saying both ı 
limÒw and ≤ limÒw (“hunger”).’305 Sextus Empiricus’ argument in fact seems to be 

directed against scholars like Dionysius of Halicarnassus, who thinks that he can 

censure Thucydides for writing tãraxow for taraxÆ. Sextus would object (as he does 

against the grammarians) that no noun is feminine by nature; and if the reason for the 

criticism were that the noun is feminine by common usage, he would answer that ‘the 

criterion of what is said correctly and what not will not be any expert grammatical 

rule, rather the non-expert and simple observance of usage.’306 

 

So far, Dionysius has been rather neutral in his analysis: he has merely pointed to the 

‘unusual’ of Thucydides’ variations in the use of the parts of speech and their 

accidentia. In the next chapter (Amm. II 11), his judgement becomes more severe, 

when he comes to speak on the historian’s use of cases (pt≈seiw) of proper nouns, 

appellatives, participles, and the articles attached to them (<t«n> sunaptom°nvn 
toÊtoiw êryrvn).307 He tells us that Thucydides does not write as ‘those who 

construct the expression in conformity with common usage’ (ofl m¢n går ékoloÊyvw 
tª koinª sunhye¤& sxhmat¤zontew tØn frãsin) (see also sections 5.2 and 7.3.1).308 

Because he combines words that do not agree with the cases and genders that would 

be required according to regular grammar, Thucydides could even be said to commit 

solecism (soloik¤zein).309 The first example (Thuc. 8.64.5) is as follows:310   

                                                
304 Sextus Empiricus, Adv. Math. I.148. 
305 Sextus Empiricus, Adv. Math. I.149: ofl aÈto‹ d¢ diafÒrvw taÈtå ıt¢ m¢n érrenik«w §kf°rousin ıt¢ 
d¢ yhluk«w, l°gontew tÚn limÒn ka‹ tØn limÒn. The translation is by Blank. 
306 Sextus Empiricus, Adv. Math. I.153: genÆsetai toË te eÔ legom°nou ka‹ mØ kritÆrion oÈx‹ texnikÒw 
tiw ka‹ grammatikÚw lÒgow éll' ≤ êtexnow ka‹ éfelØw t∞w sunhye¤aw paratÆrhsiw. The translation is 
by Blank.  
307 Amm. II 11.430,12-15: ÉEn oÂw d¢ tåw pt≈seiw t«n Ùnomãtvn ka‹ t«n proshgori«n ka‹ t«n metox«n 
ka‹ <t«n> sunaptom°nvn toÊtoiw êryrvn §jallãttei toË sunÆyouw, oÏtvw sxhmat¤zei [tª frãsei]. 
‘When he changes the cases of proper nouns and appellative nouns and participles and the articles 
attached to them departing from the usual, he makes the following construction.’ The subject 
announced at Amm. II 2.423,13-16 seems a combination of the actual subjects of Amm. II 11 (the use of 
cases) and Amm. II 13 (constructio ad sensum). Cf. Warren (1899) 319. 
308 Amm. II 11.430,18-20. 
309 Amm. II 11.431,9. On Dionysius’ use of the term solecism, see also section 5.2. 
310 The MSS of Thucydides have tØn ÍpÚ t«n ÉAyhna¤vn Ïpoulon aÈtonom¤an. Rhys Roberts (1900b) 
has convincingly argued (against Usener [1889] 107) that Dionysius preserves the correct text of 
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svfrosÊnhn går laboËsai afl pÒleiw ka‹ êdeian t«n prassom°nvn §x≈rhsan §p‹ 
tØn êntikruw §leuyer¤an, t∞w épÚ t«n ÉAyhna¤vn ÍpoÊlou eÈnom¤aw oÈ 
protimÆsantew. 
 
‘For the states, having acquired a moderate constitution and security in their actions, 

moved towards downright independence, showing no regard for the hollow pretence 

of law and order offered by the Athenians.’ 

 

Dionysius has two objections to this construction: protimÆsantew (masculine) should 

agree with the feminine noun pÒleiw, and eÈnom¤aw (genitive) should be an accusative 

(as direct object with the participle).311 He corrects these ‘mistakes’ and rewrites the 

sentence as follows: 

 
svfrosÊnhn går laboËsai afl pÒleiw ka‹ êdeian t«n prassom°nvn §x≈rhsan §p‹ 
tØn êntikruw §leuyer¤an, tØn épÚ t«n ÉAyhna¤vn Ïpoulon eÈnom¤an oÈ 
protimÆsasai. 
 

The second example concerns a passage (Thuc. 4.10.2) in which Thucydides has 

combined the dative t“ plÆyei with the participle kataplag°ntew (‘frightened by 

their number’). Dionysius would prefer an accusative (pl∞yow ... kataplag°ntew, 

‘fearing their number’), and he compares the use of the verb fobe›syai (‘to fear’), 

which normally takes the accusative and not the dative.312 This is a remarkable piece 

of syntactical theory, which we could compare with the Alexandrian procedure of 

analogy.313 The Alexandrians philologists determined the correct forms of words by 

comparing a doubtful form with an established form (a bipartite proportion), or by 

                                                                                                                                       
Thucydides here. Indeed, the editions of Hude (Teubner, Leipzig 1901) and Stuart Jones / Powell (OCT 
1942) have adopted Dionysius’ reading (which is confirmed by a scholion, see Hude [1927] 419) in the 
text of Thucydides. 
311 A scholiast explains protimÆsantew here as front¤santew (‘regard’, with genitive): see Hude (1927) 
419.  
312 Amm. II 11.431,13-15. 
313 See Pfeiffer (1968) 229, Siebenborn (1976) 56-84, Schenkeveld (1994) 283-287 and Ax (1996) 286. 
On the basis of two fragments from Varro (De lingua latina 8.23 and 9.1), Lersch (1838-1841) and 
Steinthal (1890-1891) reconstructed the ancient controversy between anomalists (represented by the 
Stoic Crates of Mallos) and analogists (represened by Aristarchus). However, since Fehling (1956-
1957) has expressed the view that Varro’s presentation of the controversy between supporters of 
analogy and supporters of anomaly is a rhetorical construct that Varro needs for his exposition (i.e. that 
he debate did not take place in the form that Lersch and Steinthal reconstructed), scholars disagree 
about the existence and the nature of that debate. Siebenborn (1976) 97-98 and Ax (1996) 289-295 hold 
to the opinion that there was a real controversy between two schools (Alexandria and Pergamon), even 
if it is difficult to determine the exact extent and effects. Blank (1982) 1-4 denies that there was a 
conflict at all. Taylor (1987) 6-8 and Schenkeveld (1994) 286-287 emphasise that there is no sufficient 
evidence for the belief that a large-scale quarrel between analogists and anomalists took place. 
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comparing a doubtful form and an established form of one word with the same forms 

of another word (a quadripartite porportion, such as ¶keire : ke¤rvn = ¶peire : 

pe¤rvn).314 When the words that were compared were similar both with regard to their 

form and with regard to their meaning, the comparison was called a ‘perfect’ 

analogy.315 Varro gives the example bonus : malus = boni : mali. Dionysius seems to 

adopt a similar procedure, not in order to establish the correct form of one word, but 

in order to determine the correct syntax, more precisely the combination between a 

verb and its object. He argues that kataplÆttomai takes the accusative and he tries to 

prove this by comparing that verb to another verb (foboËmai), which can be used 

with the same meaning.316 Dionysius points out that one would not say tª parå t«n 
ye«n Ùrgª fobe›syai (‘being afraid through the anger of the gods’) but tØn t«n 
ye«n ÙrgÆn (‘to fear the anger of the gods’). We might think that this is not a very 

strong argument, because two verbs that have the same semantic value do not 

necessarily combine with the same case. Nevertheless, it is a striking example of 

syntactical reasoning, which seems to foreshadow Apollonius Dyscolus’ 

investigations into syntactical regularity. Apollonius also mentions foboËmai as one 

of the verbs that require the accusative, and he compares this verb with tr°mv, feÊgv 
and fr¤ssv, all of which can mean ‘to fear’.317 Although these verbs do not indicate 

an activity (oÈdemiçw ˆnta §nerge¤aw §mfatikã), they are still combined with an 

accusative. In other words, the peculiarity of these verbs is that the accusative se in 

the sentence tr°mv se cannot be changed into the subject of a corresponding passive 

sentence. Apollonius explains this fact by assuming an ellipsis of diã (a preposition 

that requires the accusative) in the construction of these verbs:318 fouboËmai se is 

actually foboËmai diå se. Dionysius’ use of the analogy between kataplÆttomai 
and foboËmai in order to prove that the former verb requires an accusative is 

parallelled by Apollonius, Synt. III.167, where it is argued that d°omai takes the 

genitive because it signifies (shma¤nei) something similar as le¤pomai with the 

genitive.319 

 

Dionysius’ analysis of these ungrammatical constructions is of high importance to his 

judgement on Thucydides. He wrote the treatise On Thucydides with the intention that 

                                                
314 On this example, see Siebenborn (1976) 71-72, Schenkeveld (1994) 283 and Ax (1996) 284. It may 
be that Aristarchus only used the bipartite proportion. 
315 Varro, De lingua latina 10.68. Cf. Callanan (1987) 107-108. 
316 Amm. II 11.431,9-15. Aujac (1991) 164 suggests that Dionysius introduces the example with 
fobe›syai because he was not entirely certain that the verb kataplÆttomai really requires an 
accusative; Thucydides in fact uses that verb with a dative more than once. Rhys Roberts (1901) 181 
remarks that Dionysius himself uses §kplÆttesyai with a dative in Pomp. 1.221,12. 
317 Apollonius Dyscolus, Synt. III.166 
318 See Sluiter (1990) 67 n. 113 and Lallot (1997 II) 259 n. 403. 
319 See Lallot (1997 II) 259 n. 406. 
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those readers who wished to imitate the historian would know which aspects of his 

treatment of subject matter and style should be avoided.320 It is precisely the ‘unusual’ 

that makes his style unfit for imitation (m¤mhsiw). The illustrations of Thucydides’ 

deviations in the Second Letter to Ammaeus support Dionysius’ argument, and the 

solecisms to which he points form the strongest warning that one should not copy his 

style indiscriminately. Dionysius points to another instance of the incongruency of 

cases in Thucydides in his discussion of tenses (below). 

 

When we look for other ancient discussions of the variation of cases, we find different 

kinds of treatments. Aristarchus considered the ‘changes of cases’ (§nallaga‹ t«n 
pt≈sevn) characteristic of the Homeric language.321 The explanation that Homer 

used one case instead of another one seems to have been one of the most important 

principles in Aristarchus’ philological work.322 In the field of criticism, ‘Longinus’ 

mentions the variations of cases (pt≈sevn §nallãjeiw) as a source of the sublime, 

but he does not offer any examples.323 Later rhetoricians strangely cite the opening of 

the Iliad and Odyssey as examples of the variation of cases, and remark that the poet 

changed from the accusative to the nominative, probably meaning that the opening 

words êndra and m∞nin (accusatives) are taken up by the relative pronouns ˜w and ¥ 
(nominatives).324 It is quite remarkable that this normal grammatical phenomenon 

could be considered a rhetorical figure. More interesting is a passage from 

‘Demetrius’ (On Style 65), who states that grandeur in figures is produced from ‘not 

staying in the same case’.325 He illustrates this technique with a passage from 

Thucydides 4.12.1, the same passage that Dionysius cites as an example of the 

expression of a phrase in one single word (see above): ka‹ pr«tow époba¤nvn §p‹ 
tØn épobãyran §leipocÊxhs° te, ka‹ pesÒntow aÈtoË §w tØn parejeires¤an. ‘The 

first to step on the gangway, he fainted, and when he fell on the outrigger (...).’ In this 

sentence, the subject (Brasidas) is first qualified by a participium coniunctum in the 

nominative (époba¤nvn) and then by a genitive absolute construction (pesÒntow 
aÈtoË): in other words, the subject of époba¤nvn and pesÒntow is the same, but it 

appears in two different cases. In order to prove the grandeur of this figure, 

‘Demetrius’ rewrites the sentence in a way that destroys the striking effect of the 

orginal.326 

                                                
320 Cf. Thuc. 1.325,11-16 on his earlier treatment of Thucydides in On Imitation. 
321 See Matthaios (1999) 285-289. 
322 See Aristarchus fr. 42 Matthaios and cf. Matthaios (1999) 285. 
323 ‘Longinus’, Subl. 23.1 
324 Rhetores Graeci III 34,1 Spengel and III 168,10 Spengel. Cf. Ros (1938) 60 n. 27. 
325 ‘Demetrius’, Eloc. 65: tÚ mhd¢ t∞w aÈt∞w m°nein pt≈sevw. 
326 Ros (1938) 55-56 points out that the sentence does not only contain a change from participium 
coniunctum to genitive absolute, but (in the subsequent words) also a change of subject (first Brasidas, 



LINGUISTICS, COMPOSITION, AND STYLE 211 

In Amm. II 12, Dionysius discusses ‘the style that deviates from the syntactical 

congruence with regard to the tenses of verbs’ (≤ d¢ parå toÁw xrÒnouw t«n =hmãtvn 
§kbebhku›a tÚ katãllhlon frãsiw). The expression tÚ katãllhlon refers to the 

congruence of a syntactically regular sentence. The term plays an important role in the 

work of Apollonius Dyscolus, and it seems to be of Stoic origin.327 According to 

Diogenes Laertius VII.59, the Stoics defined solecism as lÒgow ékatallÆlvw 
suntetagm°now (see below). In Amm. II 12, the concept of tÚ katãllhlon is not only 

used with regard to the use of tenses, but also with regard to the use of cases (see 

below).328 We will more thoroughly discuss Dionysius’ use of this term and related 

ideas on syntax in section 5.2. For Dionysius’ terminology for the tenses ‘present’ (ı 
parΔn xrÒnow) and ‘future’ (ı m°llvn xrÒnow), see section 3.8. 

 

Dionysius offers two examples of Thucydides’ change of tenses. In the first passage 

from Pericles’ funeral speech (Thuc. 2.39.4), Dionysius thinks that ‘the future verb’ 

§y°loimen (which is in fact a present potential optative in a conditional clause — ‘we 

should wish’) should have been combined with the future verb peri°stai (‘we will 

have advantage’) in the main clause instead of Thucydides’ present tense perig¤gnetai 
(‘we have the advantage’).329 Although this kind of construction is in fact not 

uncommon in Greek (the present indicative in the apodosis refers in such cases to 

general present time), Dionysius thinks that it is not regular (ékÒlouyon).330 For the 

determination of §y°loimen as a ‘future’, Schenkeveld refers to Apollonius Dyscolus, 

Synt. III.98.331 In that passage, Apollonius says that according to some, it does not 

make sense to attribute tenses to the optative, since ‘wishes are for the coming to pass 

of something which does not yet exist’ (§n to›w oÈk oÔsin afl eÈxa‹ g¤nontai efiw tÚ 
§ggen°syai). In Synt. III.100, he says that wishes (which are expressed in the optative) 

refer to ‘that which is not present with us’: §p‹ to›w mØ sunoËsin afl eÈxa‹ g¤nontai. 

                                                                                                                                       
then ‘the shield’). The text of Thucydides (which diverges from the quotation in ‘Demetrius’) is as 
follows: ka‹ traumatisye‹w pollå §lipocÊxhs° te ka‹ pesÒntow aÈtoË §w tØn parejeires¤an ≤ ésp‹w 
perierrÊh §w tØn yãlassan (...). 
327 See section 5.2. See also Blank (1982) 27-28  and Sluiter (1990) 50-52. 
328 Amm. II 12.431,16-17; Amm. II 12.432,8-9. See further section 5.2 and cf. Blank (1982) 55. 
329 The Thucydidean text is as follows: ka¤toi efi =&yum¤& mçllon μ pÒnvn mel°t˙, ka‹ mØ metå nÒmvn 
tÚ pl°on μ trÒpvn éndre¤aw §y°loimen kinduneÊein, perig¤netai ≤m›n to›w te m°llousin élgeino›w mØ 
prokãmnein ka‹ §w aÈtå §lyoËsi mØ étolmot°roiw t«n ée‹ moxyoÊntvn fa¤nesyai. ‘And yet, if we 
would wish to face danger in a spirit of easy indifference rather than after laborious preparation, and 
with a courage born of habit rather than from respect for the law, we have the advantage of not 
suffering hardships when they are yet to come, while in actually confronting them we show ourselves 
no less courageous than those who are always toiling.’  
330 See Smyth (1956) 535: ‘efi with the optative (instead of §ãn with the subjunctive) is not infrequent in 
the protasis with a primary tense of the indicative (...) in the apodosis. The reference is usually either to 
general present time (with the present indicative), or to future time.’ Smyth also refers to Thuc. 2.39. 
On Dionysius’ example see Krüger (1823) 233 and Aujac (1991) 164-165.  
331 Schenkeveld (1983) 84. 
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Thus, it seems that because they regarded the optative as the mood of wishes and 

prayers, grammarians associated this mood with future situations. This seems to be 

the reason for Dionysius’ qualification of §y°loimen as a future.  

 

The second example of the change of tenses is Thucydides 4.10.3:332 

 

toË te går xvr¤ou tÚ dus°mbaton ≤m°teron nom¤zv, ˘ menÒntvn m¢n ≤m«n 
sÊmmaxon g¤netai: ÍpoxvrÆsasi d¢ ka¤per xalepÚn ¯n eÎporon ¶stai.'  
 

‘I consider the inaccessibility of the spot to be in our favour, which, if we stand our 

ground, is our ally. But if we withdraw, the position, although it is difficult in itself, 

will be easy to pass through.’ 

 
Dionysius tells us that the verb g¤netai (‘is’) points to the present, whereas ¶stai 
(‘will be’) points to the future (tÚ m¢n går g¤netai toË parÒntow §st¤, tÚ d¢ ¶stai 
toË m°llontow xrÒnou dhlvtikÒn). Further, there is an incongruent construction:333 

Thucydides has expressed the participle menÒntvn and the pronoun ≤m«n in the 

genitive case, but ÍpoxvrÆsasin in the dative. According to Dionysius, it would be 

more appropriate (ofikeiÒteron) to put ÍpoxvrÆsasi in the genitive as well. Again, 

there is a scholion on Thucydides that agrees with Dionysius’ view: it explains 

ÍpoxvrÆsasi as Ípoxvrhsãntvn.334 Indeed, some modern scholars think that the 

dative form in Thucydides’ text is corrupt: Hude prints a crux in his Thucydides 

edition, and Ros thinks it is only explained by Thucydides’ preference of variation 

and incontinuity.335 

 

Dionysius calls menÒntvn a metoxikÚn ˆnoma, which Aujac translates as ‘substantif 

participial’.336 She thinks that this is the term for a participle in a genitive absolute 

construction, and refers to Apollonius Dyscolus, Synt. I.141. I do not think that her 

interpretation is correct, for two reasons. First, Dionysius frequently uses adjectives in 

the neuter for the parts of speech, either or not with a substantive (proshgorikÒn, 

=hmatikÒn, tå proyetikå mÒria, etc.).337 Therefore, it is more probable that 

Dionysius uses ˆnoma here in the general sense of ‘word’ rather than as ‘substantive’: 

menÒntvn is a ‘participial word’, i.e. a participle. Second, the passage in Apollonius 

                                                
332 Amm. II 12.432,3-13. 
333 Cf. Blank (1982) 55. 
334 Hude (1927) 232. 
335 Hude (1913), Ros (1938) 62. 
336 Aujac (1991) 139. 
337 See Schenkeveld (1983) 70-71. 
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Dyscolus to which Aujac refers (Synt. I.141) does not deal with a metoxikÚn ˆnoma, 

but with sÊntajiw metoxikÆ: the construction of the participle. Apollonius here 

discusses the construction of a participle with an infinitive (ı tÚn ênyrvpon y°lvn 
Íbr¤sai otow §stin), which has nothing to do with Dionysius’ example. 

 

Caecilius of Caleacte also seems to have discussed the variation concerning tenses. In 

the fragment from Tiberius’ On Figures, two examples are mentioned:338 

Demosthenes has used the present instead of the perfect in toÁw ır«ntaw Ím›n 
mãrturaw par°jomai (‘I will bring forward for you those men who saw it’): the 

present participle ır«ntaw is said to replace the perfect •vrakÒtaw (‘those men who 

have seen it’).339 The second example seems to concern a historical present (ır« 
instead of e‰don in Euripides’ Andromeda).340 Finally, Caecilius also mentions the 

funeral speech from Thucydides (2.35.1), where he thinks that §painoËsi (‘they 

praise’) is used instead of §pπnesan (‘they praised’). Indeed, Pericles refers in this 

passage to his predecessors, who have spoken at previous occasions: ‘most of the men 

who have spoken here praise the one who has added this speech to the usual 

ceremony.’341 In this case, the present tense makes that Pericles’ words refer to the 

general usage at the occasions of a funeral speech. In narrative, on the other hand, the 

present can of course be used to highlight certain events: ‘Longinus’ notes that the 

historical present occurs frequently in Thucydides. The effect of this use of the 

present instead of the past tense he describes as follows: ‘you will transform the 

passage from a narrative into a vivid actuality.’342 Quintilian offers an example of 

present instead of past tense from Cicero’s In Verrem.343 Interestingly, he adds that 

‘there is a figure corresponding to every kind of solecism’. Dionysius did not share 

this view, at least not as far as Thucydides’ style was concerned. Where other 

rhetoricians treat the variation of tenses as a figure, he thinks that Thucydides departs 

from tÚ katãllhlon. 

 

In Amm. II 13, Dionysius discusses constructions that concern ‘the turning away from 

the signified to the signifying’ (prÚw tÚ shma›non épÚ toË shmainom°nou prãgmatow 

                                                
338 Caecilius of Caleacte fr. 75 Ofenloch. 
339 Demosthenes, Against Neaira 34. 
340 Euripides, Andromeda fr. 145 Nauck. 
341 Thucydides 2.35.1: Ofl m¢n pollo‹ t«n §nyãde ≥dh efirhkÒtvn §painoËsi tÚn prosy°nta t“ nÒmƒ tÚn 
lÒgon tÒnde. 
342 ‘Longinus’, Subl. 25: oÈ diÆghsin ¶ti tÚn lÒgon éllÉ §nag≈nion prçgma poiÆseiw. Sicking and Stork 
(1997) have recently rejected this interpretation of the historical present. For more examples of tense 
variation from the rhetoricians who write on figures, see Ros (1938) 61 n. 28. 
343 Quintilian, Inst. orat. 9.3.11 on Cicero, In Verrem 5.116. 
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tØn épostrofÆn), and vice versa (see also section 2.3).344 These are sentences in 

which a collective noun in the singular is combined with a plural verb (constructio ad 
sensum). In these cases, the verb is not connected to the grammatical form of the verb, 

but with that which it signifies. Thus, in the first example (Thuc. 6.35.1), t«n d¢ 
Surakos¤vn ı d∞mow (‘the populace of the Syracusans’) is combined with the plural 

verb ∑san (‘were’).345 The second example (Thuc. 5.4.2) is slightly different: here, 

the subject changes from Leont›noi (‘men of Leontini’) to ı d∞mow (‘the 

populace’).346 As we have seen, Dionysius has already discussed Thucydides’ 

interchanging of the singular and the plural (Amm. II 9 above): there, he pointed to the 

substitution of one singular word for a plural (e.g. ‘the Syracusan’). In relation to that 

passage, we have also referred to Caecilius’ discussion of the variation concerning 

numbers (per‹ d¢ toÁw ériymoÁw éllo¤vsiw), where he mentions a constructio ad 
sensum (poyoËmen ≤ kleinØ pÒliw), and we have observed that ‘Longinus’ offers a 

similar exemple (laÒw ... kelãdhsan). 

 

All the examples mentioned here concern the syntax of collective nouns: both of 

Dionysius’ examples contain the word d∞mow, and later rhetoricians cite sentences 

with the words pÒliw and laÒw. Grammarians were also interested in the 

constructions of this kind of words. In the Technê Grammatikê, we find the following 

definition of the perilhptikÒn (‘collective noun’): perilhptikÚn d° §sti tÚ t“ •nik“ 
ériym“ pl∞yow shma›nomenon, oÂon d∞mow xorÒw ˆxlow. ‘A collective noun is a 

noun in the singular number that signifies a plurality, such as “people, chorus, 

crowd”.’347 The scholia add the following explanation: ‘Therefore poets, who know 

the meaning of the word, react to the signified (prÚw tÚ shmainÒmenon) and bring in 

plural verbs, as in égrÒmenoi pçw d∞mow (‘the entire population being gathered’, Iliad 
20.166) and ≤ plhyÁw §p‹ n∞aw ÉAxai«n épon°onto (‘the multitude departed to the 

ships of the Greeks’, Iliad 15.305).’348 Apollonius Dyscolus also mentions the former 

                                                
344 Amm. II 13.432,14-433,5. Krüger (1823) 234 argues that there is no Greek or Latin author who did 
not use this construction (et quis vel Graecus vel Latinus auctor eam [structuram] non usurpaverit?), 
and he points to the use of that construction in [Dionysius of Halicarnassus] Ars Rhetorica 383,7-8, 
which is however not anymore considered to be the work of Dionysius. 
345 The text of Thuc. 6.35.1 runs as follows: t«n d¢ Surakos¤vn ı d∞mow §n pollª prÚw éllÆlouw ¶ridi 
∑san. ‘The populace of the Syracusans were engaged in great strife with one another.’  
346 The text of Thuc. 5.4.2 runs as follows: Leont›noi går épelyÒntvn ÉAyhna¤vn §k Sikel¤aw metå tØn 
sÊmbasin pol¤taw te §pegrãcanto polloÁw ka‹ ı d∞mow §penÒei tØn g∞n énadãsasyai. ‘For when the 
Athenians left Sicily after the convention, the men of Leontini enrolled many new citizens, and the 
populace turned its mind to the idea of redistributing the land.’ The scholia on Thucydides do not say 
anything about these passages. 
347 [D. Thrax], G.G. I 1, 40,4-41,1. The translation is by Kemp (1987). 
348 Sch. D. Thrax, G.G. I 3, 241,4-8: ÉEnteËyen oÔn ka‹ ofl poihta‹ efidÒtew tØn dÊnamin t∞w l°jevw 
pollãkiw prÚw tÚ shmainÒmenon Ípant«si ka‹ =Æmata plhyuntikoË ériymoË §pãgousin, oÂon <U 166>  
égrÒmenoi pçw d∞mow ka‹ <O 305> §p‹ n∞aw ÉAxai«n épon°onto. 
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example when he speaks about collective nouns, ‘which are said in the singular, but 

thought in the plural.’349 Already Aristarchus pointed to a similar construction in Iliad 
2.278 (fãsan ≤ plhyÊw, ‘the crowd said’).350 However, he seems to have called this a 

sx∞ma prÚw tÚ nohtÒn, whereas Dionysius and the later grammarians call it a 

construction prÚw tÚ shmainÒmenon. This can be explained by the fact that 

grammatical theory after Aristarchus (from Dionysius Thrax onwards) was heavily 

influenced by Stoic philosophy. The Stoics distinguished between the expression or 

form of a word (tÚ shma›non) and its meaning (tÚ shmainÒmenon) (see also section 

2.3).351 Thus, Dionysius seems to have adopted the Stoic terminology in this passage.  

 

We have already seen that Dionysius’ terms ékolouy¤a and katãllhlow likewise 

reflect the Stoic ideas on syntax and grammatical congruence. Now, the Stoics also 

had a theory of solecism (soloikismÒw): a grammatical irregularity in a combination 

of words, which they seem to have defined as lÒgow ékatallÆlvw suntetagm°now 
(‘a meaningful utterance put togeher incongruently’).352 Later sources tell us that 

solecism can occur in various forms, including gender and number (both of which 

Aristotle already mentions in his account of •llhn¤zein), case, person, tense, voice 

and mood.353 It is possible that the Stoics also discussed the kind of solecisms to 

which Dionysius refers in this letter. For we are told that the Stoic Chrysippus stated 

that Homer committed a solecism (soloik¤zein) when he combined the verb d“si 
with the subject ‘Zeus’, ‘thus using a plural instead of a singular verb’.354 Although 

this example is in itself rather dubious because d“si is a normal Homeric singular, 

the fragment may be regarded as evidence that Stoics discussed this type of solecism. 

The type of solecism here mentioned (even if it is not a true one) concerns the 

combination of a singular with a plural, just like the Thucydidean construction (d∞mow 
... ∑san) to which Dionysius objects. Elsewhere, Dionysius refers to Chrysippus’ 

                                                
349 Apollonius Dyscolus, Synt. I.67: éyroistikå ÙnÒmata, ëper •nik«w m¢n l°getai, plhyuntik«w d¢ 
noe›tai. 
350 Aristarchus fr. 82 Matthaios. See Matthaios (1999) 384. 
351 See Sluiter (1990) 22-23. They further distinguished the tugxãnon (the thing in reality to which a 
word refers). 
352 See FDS 594 and FDS 600-604a. Cf. Sluiter (1990) 23 and Ildefonse (1997) 273-275. On the 
ancient definitions of solecism, see Baratin (1989) 262-278 and Hyman (2003) 180-181. 
353 See FDS 601a. In Rh. 1407a19, Aristotle states that •llhn¤zein  (‘purity of language’) is the 
foundation of style, which depends on five rules: the use of sÊndesmoi (m°n and d°), the use of specific 
words (fid¤oiw ÙnÒmasi), the avoidance of amibguous terms (émfibÒloiw), the correct agreement 
(épodidÒnai ... Ùry«w) of genders (tå g°nh t«n Ùnomãtvn), and the use of number (tå pollå ka‹ Ùl¤ga 
ka‹ ßn, ‘many, few or one’). Next, Aristotle (Rh. 1407b) points out that a text should not be difficult to 
understand. Solecism (soloik¤zein), which is explained as tÚ mØ épodidÒnai (‘lack of 
correspondence’), can for example occur when the word ‘seeing’ is used with both ‘sound’ and 
‘colour’, where the word ‘perceiving’ would be appropriate. See Siebenborn (1976) 24 and Basset 
(2003) 54-56.  
354 FDS 601d.  
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works Per‹ t∞w suntãjevw t«n toË lÒgou mer«n (On the Syntax of the Parts of 
Speech).355 It is possible that Chrysippus discussed solecism in that work, but he also 

wrote a separate work On Solecisms (Per‹ soloikism«n).356 But when we take the 

Stoic influence on technical grammar in the first century BC into account, we may as 

well conclude that Dionysius’ remarks in the Second Letter to Ammaeus reflect 

grammatical ideas on katallhlÒthw and syntax. It is possible that the grammatical 

treatises of Asclepiades, Tyrannion and Tryphon (see section 3.2) contained similar 

views, although Matthaios argues that Tryphon was not interested in katallhlÒthw 
(see section 5.2).357  

 

The final subject that is relevant to our investigation into the integration of grammar 

and literary criticism is found in Amm. II 14. In this chapter, Dionysius discusses 

passages in which Thucydides has treated prãgmata as prÒsvpa and s≈mata as 

prãgmata.358 The traditional interpretation is that both prÒsvpa and s≈mata refer to 

‘persons’, and that Dionysius discusses first the treatment of things as persons, and 

next the treatment of persons as things.359 However, Schenkeveld thinks that 

Dionysius here mixes up two different theories, namely one theory that distinguishes 

between ‘abstractum and concretum’ (prçgma and s«ma), and one theory that 

distinguishes between persona and res (prÒsvpon and prçgma). The former 

distinction is found in the Technê Grammatikê, where the ˆnoma is defined as a part 

of speech that is subject to case inflection and signifies something corporeal (s«ma) 

or non-corporeal (prçgma).360 Schenkeveld’s reason for supposing that Dionysius 

mixed up two different linguistic theories is the obscure example that Dionysius offers 

when discussing the treatment of pãgmata as prÒsvpa (Thuc. 1.71.1): prÚw tãde 
bouleÊesye eÔ, ka‹ tØn PelopÒnnhson peirçsye mØ §lãsson' §jhge›syai μ ofl 
pat°rew Ím›n par°dosan. ‘Therefore you must take good counsel, and strive to 

ensure that the Peloponnese you lead forth may be no less powerful than when your 

fathers left it in your care.’ Dionysius first points out that Thucydides has used 

§jhge›syai (‘to lead forth’) here in the sense of proãgein ¶jv tØn PelopÒnnhson 

                                                
355 Comp. 4.22,8-23,1: see sections 3.2.2. and 5.3.1 For the title of Chrysippus’ work, see FDS 194. For 
the Stoic influence on stylistic theory, see Atherton (1993) 483-486, but she does not mention 
Dionysius here. 
356 See FDS 194 (= Diogenes Laertius VII.192).  
357 On Tryphon and syntax, see Matthaios (2003). Matthaios (2003) 128 concludes that unlike 
Apollonius Dyscolus Tryphon did not examine katallhlÒthw.  
358 Amm. II 14.433,6: PrÒsvpa d¢ parÉ aÈt“n tå prãgmata g¤netai ... ‘In Thucydides things become 
persons (...).’ Amm. II 14.433,18: Prãgmata d¢ ént‹ svmãtvn tå toiaËta ÍpÉ aÈtoË g¤netai. ‘Things 
are used instead of persons by him as follows.’ 
359 See Pritchett (1975) 96, Usher (1985) 423-425 and Aujac (1991) 140-141. For the contrast between 
s«ma and prçgma, see also Dem. 40.215,14; Comp. 12.46,21-47,1. For the contrast between prÒsvpon 
and prçgma, see Comp. 20.88,11-15; Dem. 13.156,6-7. 
360 [D. Thrax], G.G. I 1, 24,3: ˆnomã §sti m°row lÒgou ptvtikÒn, s«ma μ prçgma shma›non.  
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≤goum°nouw aÈt∞w (‘to lead the Peloponnese outside as its leaders’). According to 

Dionysius, this could not possibly happen to the territory (x≈r&), but only to ‘its 

reputation and its material resources’ (tª d¢ dÒj  ̇ ka‹ to›w prãgmasin), ‘and this is 

what Thucydides means to signify’.361 There are two problems here. First, already 

Krüger has pointed out that Dionysius’ interpretation of the word §jhge›syai is 

obscure.362 It seems that Dionysius’ explanation proãgein ¶jv tØn PelopÒnnhson 
means ‘to expand the Peloponnese’ (Peloponnesum augere, according to Krüger), 

which would rather agree to the expression mØ §lãsson' §jhge›syai as a whole. A 

better explanation of §jhge›syai would be ‘to lead the Peloponnesians to other 

countries’ (ducere Peloponnesios in externas terras, according to Krüger), which 

would fit Dionysius’ discussion of the treatment of things as persons. Second, 

Dionysius states that §jhge›syai could not happen to the Peloponnese, but that it 

could happen to its reputation and prãgmasin, thus somewhat obscuring the 

distinction between things and persons: in this opposition the Peloponnese should be a 

thing, but Dionysius’ explanation opposes it to other ‘things’ instead of persons.363 

The example would have been easier if Dionysius had pointed out that one could not 

‘lead’ a country (a thing) but only its inhabitants (persons), so that Thucydides treated 

a thing (the Peloponnese) as a person. For this reason, Schenkeveld concludes that 

Dionysius has identified the distinction prçgma / s«ma (abstractum / concretum) with 

the distinction prÒsvpon  / prçgma (persona / res), and that he did not realise that the 

example from Thuc. 1.71.1 was a case of the anithesis prçgma / s«ma (abstractum / 
concretum).364 Although I agree that Dionysius’ example and his explanation are 

somewhat problematic, I do not think that we have to attribute the difficulties to the 

alleged confusion of two different theories. The word s«ma (concretum according to 

Schenkeveld) does not occur in Dionysius’ discussion of the first example, but only in 

the next one, which is a clear and unproblematic example of the treatment of persons 

(s≈mata) as things, namely the use of tÚ Ím°teron (‘your way’) instead of Íme›w 
(‘you’) in Thuc. 1.70.2.365 With regard to this second example, Dionysius states the 

following: tÚ går Ím°teron ént‹ toË Íme›w pare¤lhptai, prçgma Ípãrxon ént‹ 
s≈matow. ‘For “your way” has been submitted for ”you”, a thing taking the place of a 

person.” If Dionysius was using a theory on abstractum pro concreto in the first 

                                                
361 Amm. II 14.433,13-17: tÚ går §jhge›syai nËn t°yhken §p‹ toË proãgein ¶jv tØn PelopÒnnhson 
≤goum°nouw aÈt∞w: toËto d¢ tª x≈r& m¢n édÊnaton ∑n sumb∞nai, tª d¢ dÒj˙ ka‹ to›w prãgmasin to›w 
per‹ aÈtØn Ípãrxousin dunatÒn, ka‹ boÊletai toËto dhloËn. 
362 Krüger (1823) 235-236.  
363 See Aujac (1991) 165. 
364 Schenkeveld (1983) 78. 
365 Amm. II 14.433,18-434,12. It should be noted that s«ma is also the term that Dionysius uses in the 
outline of the letter in Amm. II 2.424,6-7: ıpÒsa te g¤netai prãgmata ént‹ svmãtvn μ s≈mata ént‹ 
pragmãtvn (see above). 
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example (tØn PelopÒnnhson ... §jhge›syai), we would expect him to have used the 

term s«ma in that case, but there he only speaks of prÒsvpa. Further, if Schenkeveld 

were right that Dionysius’ first example concerns a case of abstractum pro concreto, 

we would have to assume that the Peloponnese is the abstractum, and tª d¢ dÒj˙ ka‹ 
to›w prãgmasin the concreta. This could work for prãgmata, but it could not for 

dÒja (‘reputation’). For this reason, Schenkeveld’s suggestion that Dionysius was 

thinking of an antithesis prçgma / s«ma does not make the passage more 

understandable. In other passages, the distinction between prçgma and s«ma does not 

differ from the one between prçgma and prÒsvpon (see section 2.3). I think, then, 

that Dionysius does regard the expression tØn PelopÒnnhson ... §jhge›syai as a case 

of personification, because he thinks that §jhge›syai should be used with a personal 

object. This interpretation is supported by the explanations in the scholia on 

Thucydides. Here we find the following interpretation of §jhge›syai: êrxein, 
krate›n •t°rvn, ‘to rule over, to be master of other people’.366 Although this 

interpretation differs from the one that Dionysius offers, it seems to support the idea 

that §jhge›syai is considered a verb that governs a personal object. In spite of the 

obscurity of Dionysius’ comment, we may conclude that he regards tØn 
PelopÒnnhson ... §jhge›syai as a case of personification: the Peloponnese is a thing 

(prçgma) that is treated as a person (prÒsvpon).  

 

In our discussion of chapter 3-14 of the Second Letter to Ammaeus, we have 

compared Dionysius’ grammatical notes with the observations of philologists 

(Aristarchus and the scholia on Thucydides), rhetoricians (‘Demetrius’, Caecilius of 

Caleacte, Quintilian), a literary critic (‘Longinus’), technical grammarians (in 

particular Apollonius Dyscolus) and philosophers (the Stoics). We have not only 

observed that similar ideas on the substitution and combination of the accidentia of 

the parts of speech are found in all these disciplines, but also that the use of these 

ideas diverges from discipline to discipline. Most illustrative are the different 

treatments of Thucydides’ deviating language in the scholia, Caecilius and Dionysius 

respectively. They all point to similar passages in Thucydides’ work where the 

historian expresses his ideas in an unusual way. The scholia comment upon these 

passages in order to explain them, so that the reader of Thucydides will be able to 

understand what he means to say. Caecilius of Caleacte includes some of these same 

passages in his account of the figure éllo¤vsiw: the implication seems to be that 

orators could use these figures in their speeches, thus imitating the variations of 

Thucydides and other authors. Dionysius however objects to Thucydides’ unusual 

                                                
366 Hude (1927) 57. Another scholion on the same passage says: ént‹ toË êgein tÚ §jhge›syai 
(‘§jhge›syai is used instead of “to bring”’). 
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expressions, and in some cases he even refers to them as solecisms. He points to the 

historian’s deviating language in order to prevent his readers from imitating 

Thucydides’ style, which he considers inappropriate for both historians and orators. 

Dionysius’ integration of grammar and literary criticism in the Second Letter to 
Ammaeus supports his views on Thucydides’ style, which he already expressed in his 

treatise On Thucydides. The grammatical notes on his use of the parts of speech 

confirm the evaluation of Thucydides as an author whose style should not be copied 

indiscriminately. 

 

4.5. Conclusion 

 

In this chapter, we have investigated Dionysius’ use of the grammatical theory of the 

parts of speech. We have seen that Dionysius employs the mÒria lÒgou both as a 

rhetorician and as a literary critic. His definition of sÊnyesiw emphasises that 

composition starts from the parts of speech as its building blocks. Although this 

definition is directly followed by a history of the theory of the mÒria lÒgou in the 

sense of ‘word classes’ (here we have seen Dionysius’ role as a historian of 

linguistics), the other aspect of words, that of ‘parts of the phrase’ is similarly relevant 

for Dionysius’ composition theory. We have discussed two passages from the work 

On Composition that make clear that the grammatical point of view is essential to 

Dionysius’ views on sÊnyesiw. In Comp. 6, he argues that words should be combined 

and shaped in a form that is appropriate both with regard to grammar and with regard 

to euphony. In Comp. 22-24, Dionysius describes the three different types of 

composition, and he argues that the use of the parts of speech is one of the factors that 

contribute to the smoothness or austerity of the sÊnyesiw. In both passages, the 

concept of architecture is very prominent. As a literary critic Dionysius supports his 

criticism of Thucydides’ style by pointing to specific deviations in the historian’s use 

of grammatical constructions (sxhmatismo¤). Dionysius’ stylistic analyses 

foreshadow Apollonius Dyscolus’ work on syntax: the Second Letter to Ammaeus 

contains a number of syntactic observations that have so far been ignored by scholars 

who study the history of syntax in antiquity. In chapter 5, I will come back to 

Dionysius’ views on syntax. 

 

I hope to have shown that the integration of grammar and rhetorical theory on the one 

hand and grammar and literary criticism on the other is fundamental to Dionysius’ 

works. He has taken up linguistic views that were developed in the context of 

philology and technical grammar and uses them for his own purposes. More 

specifically, Dionysius seems to have incorporated theories from various disciplines. 
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First, it is plausible that he used theories on sÊnyesiw that were developed by the 

Hellenistic kritikoi, who also used the theory of the parts of speech in their theory of 

composition. Further, he seems to have employed a philological commentary on 

Thucydides, from which he may have taken the examples of deviating style. On the 

other hand, we have seen that, conversely, the later scholia partly seem to rely on 

Dionysius. Finally, he knew Stoic works on the syntax of the parts of speech; the 

extent to which Dionysius actually made use of the Stoic works is not yet clear, but I 

will argue in the next chapter (5) that Dionysius’ discussion of natural word order 

(Comp. 5), which is another example of the integration of grammar and rhetoric, is 

indeed based on Stoic theories. As to specific ‘sources’ I want to be very careful. We 

may make an exception for the philological work on Thucydides that Dionysius seems 

to have used in his Second Letter to Ammaeus. Apart from that, I will not make any 

specific claims on the sources that he may have used for different parts of his work. 

Dionysius knew a large number of works from various language traditions in wich the 

parts of speech played a role (philology, philosophy, poetic criticism, and probably 

technical grammar). Some of these works he mentions himself, and others he may 

have used without mentioning them. Thus, it is possible that he knew the work of the 

grammarians Asclepiades of Myrlea, Tyrannion or Tryphon. Indeed the history of the 

theory of the parts of speech might rely on a discussion of the m°rh lÒgou in a treatise 

by one of those grammarians. However, we will never know to what extent Dionysius 

depended on this kind of work. It is more rewarding to conclude that Dionysius was 

one of the very first rhetoricians who systematically integrated various language 

disciplines in order to support his own purposes as a rhetorician. The theory of the 

parts of speech has proven to be a perfect example of this successful synthesis. 


