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Andreas U. Schmidhauser

Grammar as one understands it today gives an account of the system of rules govern
ing the construction of syllables, words, and sentences in a certain larigeage.
ence thus called was independentlyNand verffedéntlyNdeveloped at about the
same time in ancient India and Greece: Sanskrit grammar is the wankiraf (P . c.
400 BC); Greek grammar is the creation of Chrysippus of Solz4o BC). Both
Panini and Chrysippus not only inaugurate a néeld but also represent the cuimi
nation of centuries of linguistic thought: what distinguishes them from their prede
cessors is that they, for thist time, integrated the results obtained into one theory.
The term OgrammarO itself is of Greek origin: litefiaflyepparticny (or in full: 7
ypappatikt) Téxvn) is the skill, expertise, or knowledge belonging to a person eonsid
eredypappatikog; and the adjectivgpappatikog is derived from the nougpdaupa
[letter], which in turn derives from the venpagewv [write, draw]. Over time, the
meaning ofypappatikog and thus also ofpappatiki changed. One can distinguish
four stages:

i. In the fourth centurysc, whenypappatikog first appears, it is used to describe
someone who knows the OlettersO: a person versed in grammar, that is, knows how to
read and write, can set apart vowels, consonants, and semiconsonants, and suchlike
(e.g. PICra.431€;Phlb.18d; Soph2s3a).

ii. From the third centurysc, ypappatik comes to be used for what one would now
call philology and criticism (e.g. Dioflhrax ap. Sext. EmpMath. 1.57; cf. Di
Benedettaooy: 2.522). Thus the oeuvre of Aristarchus of Samothrge o C)N 6
ypaupatikdtatog [the most grammatical] to some (Aths.12.2)Nconsists in edi
tions of and commentaries on Homer, Hesiod, Archilochus, Alcman, Pindar, Herodo
tus, and others, as well as in a number of critical treatises on Homeric questions (see
e.g. Pfater 1968: 210).

ii. From the earlyfirst centurysc, the content of the grammariansO discipline 4is en
larged; in particular, it includes a new so-called technieghikév] part or tool,
which corresponds to what one would now term grammar (e.g. Asclepiades ap. Sext.
Emp.Math. 1.91; 1.252; cf. Blankigg8: 146). A Otechnical grammariasxith as Apel
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lonius Dyscolus ff. AD 140) no longer edits texts nor comments on themNhe eom
poses treatises on the elements, the parts of speecBuedte §422; cf. Ap. DyCon.
213.10).

iv. From the end of antiquity, theexvikov progressively comes to be seen as the
ypappatikry par excellence (e.g. Michael Sysgnt.46 [c. 813]). Thus Priscian f.
500), the author of, inter alia, a voluminous and immensefljuémtial Latin gram
mar, can now refer to Apollonius asmmus artis auctor grammaticibe greatest
authority on grammatical sciencedh$t. 8.439.22). It is this use ofpappatiki which
has given rise to the modern notion of grammar.

(Two precisions to the above quadripartitidirst, the use of the term evolved
gradually, of course; and secondly, the creation of a new use did not, in thiscase, en
tail that the older uses passed away entirely.)

Now some might argue the semanticfishist outlined makes it impossible to
write a historiography of Greek grammar from Plato to, say, Planlidesop) inso-
far as there does not exist a single discipline cgdl@tiatikr, the history of which
one could study. Yet to renounce the project entirely would be rash. For there still
remains the possibility of focusing on one relatively stable acception of the term
ypappatikr, and studying the history of that discipline. Furthermore, one ought not
to forget that past nomenclatures are immaterial to the question whether the inquiry
is the same as, or similar to, the one practised later. Hence, if one intends to study the
history of grammar qua science of language, one should not want to restrict oneself
to studying the history of thexviov and ofypappatikr in its last use. For it is well
known, and | shall show below, that the subject as suclirgtagecognised by the
Stoics.

Because the StoicsO inquiry was done under the umbrella of philosopkgrit is o
declaredNgenerally without further argumentNthat theirs was not yet an Oautono
mous scienceO (e.g. Di Benedsitsy: 2.497). Some scholars have even gone so far
as to argue that philosophy OblockedO the emancipation of grammar (e.g. lldefonse
1997: 15). Both claims are anachronistic and false, for they presuppose that philoso
phy and science are radicallyfeiient in natureNwhich, at least in antiquity, they
were not: any historiography of biology, for example, starts with Aristotle, who in
vented the discipline (see e.g. Lenmaxi: xx). As for the alleged lack of autonomy;,
depending on how one understands the notion, this need not necessarily be a point
of criticism: dter all, for half a century now most linguists whfte& on such ques
tions have considered their discipline a branch of cognitive science (e.g. Chomsky
1968: 1).

GrammarNand from now on, | shall use that term to speak of linguistic sci
enceNwas one of the pillars of education in Antiquity and the Middle Aes
one encounters examples of grammatical analysis in ancient texts of all genresNfrom
rhetoric and philosophy to medicine and theology. Itugnce went far beyond the
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Greek world. Latin, in the late second centeicy became thérst language to which
the Greek system was adapted; and for the next six hundred years, Latin grammari
ans continued to be inspired by their Greek colleagues (the reverse does not hold). In
the sixth and seventh centuries, ffaehne (a brief school grammar) and other works
were translated into languages as diverse as Syriac, Armenian, and Georgian. In each
case, the resulting grammars were firg for that language. And so it spreade
Greek heritage, then, was vast.

One is so used to speaking of nouns and pronouns, dirgheperson and the
past tense, of case and gender, that it may sometimes pffamwdtddo remember that
these are all technical notions we inherited from antiqiittgy mayNor may notN
have been appropriate for describing Ancient Greek. Yet to decide whether they are
suited to other languages, or to language in generakirehbas to know what they
meant, and why they were introducéithe study of the origins of the study ofdan
guage is thus indispensable to the study of language itself.

The Beginnings

Some situate the genesis of grammar in the Dark Ages, regarding the creation of the
Greek alphabet, in the late ninth centuwry, as Othérst achievement of linguistic
scholarship in GreeceO (Robigs7: 16). This is confused on two counts: First, on
such an inclusive conception of linguistic scholarship, one surely ought to start at
least seven hundred years earlier, for the creation of a syllabaryNLinear B (see Chap
ter 1)Nrequires linguistic prdiciency, tooNindeedegvery script presupposes some
linguistic analysis. Secondly, the changes in respect to the Phoenician consonantal
alphabet are but few: the graphemes for the glottal and pharyngeal obstruénts /
Nwhich do not occur in GreekNwere set to represent the vowels /a of/; and with the
grapheme forli/ already assigned to Greek /h/, the grapheme for /h/ was setto rep
resent the vowel /e/. Otherwise the Greek alphabet closely resembles its model; even
the order of the letters and their names are the same (see Buortkerio4).

In the fifth and fourth centuriesc, a variety of linguistic phenomena were for
the first time identfied and labeled and, sometimes, explaified.Sophists, in par
ticular, appear to have shown an intense interest in languBgst (vritings on the
subject have been lost, so that one is dependent on later authors for information.)
Protagoras . 450 BC), the most celebrated of that heterogeneous group, Odivided up
the kinds of namestq yévn t@v ovopdtwv]: male Bppeval, female niea], and
inanimate preon]O (Arist. Rh. 1407b6); Odistinguished the parts of timedh
xpovov]O (Diog. Laertg.srz); and Odivided speeckvjog] into four kinds: prayer,
guestion, answer, orderO (ibjcs3). There can be little doubt that one has here the
ancestors of the grammatical categories of gender, tense, and sentence.
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Plato (. 380 BC) is the most importanfigure in the prehistory of grammar. On
every linguistic levelNelement, syllable, word, sentenceNthe distinctions he draws,
the terms he introduces, the arguments he advances (and also those he thinks he
refutes) have fetheir imprint on the Stoic and thus the Apollonian system. An-illus
trationNone influential passageNmust herefce: When, in th&ophist, he analyses
Aoyog, he distinguishes between namésofiata] and verbs gnuata], characteris
ing them in semantic terms: a verb is Oan indication applied to actionsxif
npdEeowv]O, whereas a name is Oa vocal sign applied to those performing themO
(262a). To say something, then, one cannot just utter a list of names or of verbs: the
smallest sentengédyoq] is a combinationduyn)\om’]] of a name and a verbdzbb
d). This brilliantNand now seemingly trivialNinsight permits Plato to provide a-pre
cise account of truth and falsehood: to be true, a (simple) sentence must say of Owhat
is that it is f& dvta wg Zécrtv]O:@sa[rqroc vei, for instance, is false insofar as what is
said or predicated dfheaetetus is not something that he isNfdreaetetus is not
swimming now, but talking to the Stranges{abd; cf. Fredsy92: 412).

Aristotle (!. 340 BC) touches on matters of language in many of his writifigs.
closest he comes to presenting his ideas in a systematic fashion is in &hapter
the Poetics. He therefirst lists, and then discusses the several parts of spaechi
tiig AéEewg]NOelement growxeiov], syllable §uAlapr], connective (fi)vésopoc],'
name PBvopa], verb piua], article Bpbpov], case frwowg], and saying Noyog]O
(1456b20). Elements, syllables, names and verbs, and sayings (or sentences) are
known from Plato (e.gCra. 424€). Cases, for Aristotle, are mchtions of a nhame
or a verb: nominal cases include botheational and derivational mofitations, as
one would now call themNthat is, not only forms suchp@v [of a friend (gen.
sg.)] ore¢ilot [friends (nom. pl.)] but also words likaAwog [friendly (adj.)] and
eaikag [friendly (adv.)]; verbal cases are, for exanfidl&ie [Walk!)] and fepadka
[I have walked] (e.gPoet. 1457a18; Cat. 1a13; Int. 16a32; 16b16; cf. Vahlenigi4:

120). AristotleOs class of connectives comprises words sdéhag] (e.g. Poet.
145784; Rh. 1407820); his class of articles, it appears, wordsdiee[this one] (the

text is corruptNbut see Anaximen. Lamps&é. 25.4; Dexipp.in Cat. 32.30). Arti-

cles and connectivesfidir from names and verbs in that they lack $igation.They

are like glue, explain the commentators: they cannot signify anything on their ownRN
their r'Mle is to Oco-signify along with the other parts of sayingO (ReSip®2.24;

see Barnesooy: 231).

Chrysippus

Chrysippus, a native of Soli in Cilicia, became the third head of the f&to&emo
and Cleanthes, in3o BC. His position within the School wasns pareilNthus the
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quip OWere there no Chrysippus, there would be no StoaO (Diogy.LagxtWith

an oeuvre of over seven hundred books, he was also one of the mfstaurblors
antiquity had seen. What remains are a few hundred OfragmentsO or snippets of text:
a handful of papyriNnotably of hiogical Investigations (PHerc. 307; cf.FDS 698)N,

a few dozen quotations, and many reports of mostly much later sources which in
general are hostile or incompetent or bdthere are, in addition, a few thousand
anonymous fragmentsNpieces attributed to the Stoics in general. Scholars ascribe
many of them to Chrysippus, tobhough in theory this seems the right thing to do,

in practice the selection isten exceptionally dicult. ChrysippusO system has not

yet been reconstructed satisfactorily; to this day no consensus has been reached on
even the basic issues (see e.g. kigda and Gaskinggy on cases).

Philosophy, according to Chrysippus, divides into three species: hgigr]
studieshoyog, that is, both language and reason; physics investigates the world; and
ethics examines how one can live in accordance with the world (Diog. Lgext.

Logic divides into the two sciences of dialectic and rhetprie)( Dialectic, in turn,
subdivides into a part concerned with sourdvyr], and a part dedicated to the
items signfied [onpawvopeva] (7.43). In a diagram:

Philosophy — Logic — Dialectic — Science of sound
b  Physics = Rhetoric &  Science of what is sigied
L1 Ethics

The study of dialectic is indispensable to oneOs success in lifeNeven the Wise Man,
that elusive creature, is a dialecticias1): for otherwise he Owould not be infallible
in argumentOy(47).

At the heart of Chrysippus@leetion on language stands the theory of what he called
the elements of languagex[tod Adyov otoiyeia]Nname, verb, etcThat theory is a
self-contained part of his science of sound. Sogadi], he claims, is either writa

ble Eyypaupartoc] or unwritable pypappatoc]: writable sound is speeckéfig], for

this is the only sound that can be written down with lettgpgylpatal; unwritable
sound, on the other hand, is mere noigg§] such as the crash of thunder. Speech
that is sigrficant fonuavtikdg] is what one calls languageéyog] (Diog. Laerty.5sb

57; cf. AX1986: 138).

Speech is sound which can be divided into smaller items which themselves can be
divided into smaller items whichBhe smallest parts of this divisionNthe elements
of speecht tig MéEewg otorxeia]Nare the letters (Diog. Laert.s6). When letters
are constructed with one another, they form syllaiieiNafai]; syllables, in turn,
can be constructed with one another to form woidgdic]; and words constructed
with one another form sentencesojol. Language thus exhibits three degrees of
complexity.



6 ANDREAS U. SCHMIDHAUSER

A letter, then, is a part of a syllableNbut not any part. A letter is a part of a syllable
that does not have any parts itself. For example, the sounds represensedibare
said to be letters; | shall refer to them as /e/ and /t/. Hence the sound corresponding
to teNhenceforth /te/Ncould not count as a letter because there are two parts to it,
viz. /t/ and /e/. Note, however, that /te/ could qualify as a part of a syllable; for in
stance if one analysed the werdyn. It is because the sound /e/ does not have any
parts itself that one considers it a letter. OWait a momentO someone might object.
OSurely one can split it up further. Suppose your utterance lasts one second. Mine will
last just half a second. Hence the sound /e/ does have parts and is not a letterO Well,
that is true as far as the argument goes. It does not apply to the present case, though:
for the point is that /e/ does not have any part that would count as a part of a syllable.
The short and the long /e/N/e/ and /e:/Ndo not count as twfiadent parts of a syl
lable. Suppose we both pronounce /te/ in our way, once with a long and once with a
short /e/. Surely both would agree that they have produced twice the same syllable.
By contrast, were | to produce the sound /te/ and you the sound /de/, there would
seem to be afférence. In point of fact, the two Greek words which correspond to
the two syllables in questionil and 8¢Ndo not mean the same: the one means
OandQ, the other, ObutO. Hence the two component syllables could not be the same.
Hence the two component sounds /t/ and /d/ constitute twient letters.

Accordingly, one should di@e the letter as follows (sthol. Techne 316.24; Gal.
PHP 8.2.5):

For any sound, x is a letterypappa] if, and only ifx is a smallest part of any syllable in
whichx may occur.

How many letters are ther&Rat is an empirical questiofihe traditional answer is
twenty-four (Diog. Laerty.s6; cf. Sext. EmpMath. 1.100.3; see Blankgg8: 154).

These letters can be ordered by various relations. Following again the tradition,
Chrysippus divided them into two subsets: the seven vowels|§vta], and the
seventeen consonantsofipwva]. The criterion for inclusion is whether a letter may

be uttered aloneNor rather, whether when uttered alone it may constitute a syllable
(cf. schol. Techne 500.23). The condition is straightforward: letters werdided as the
smallest parts of a syllable; if one desiresfferdntiate them further, it seems +ea
sonable to investigate the contribution each letter makes to the constitution of a syl
lable.

One may look at the syllable from twdtelient viewpoints. On the one hand, a sylla

ble appears to be a construction of letters. But not any construction. To give an ex
ample,vovNthat is, the sound corresponding to itNcounts as a syllable, whereas
vxvde does not. To know which letters, in a syllable, may be combined with which
demands a fair amount of work. Vowels, as we have just seen, are peculiar in that
they can constitute a syllable on their own. Such a syllable would thus have only one
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part, namely itselfjwg [dawn], for instance, has two syllables,fitst of which con
sists in the element

On the other hand, the syllable seems to be the result of a partition of the next
greater unit, viz. the word (cf. GRHP 8.2.5). Yet a syllable is not any part of a word.
Take the wordEwxpdtng [Socrates]. Someone might want to distinguish here the
two partsocwkpa andtng. The first part, however, is not really a part of the word
Zwkparng but rather two parts in on&he objection is the same as in the case of the
letters; and the answer, too. One may thdsdehe syllable as follows:

X is a syllablespANafr|] if, and only if x is a smallest part of a word.

Notice that a word can have only one part, that is, consist of a single syllable: such an
example would be the sound correspondingito [now].

Words, too, can be described under two aspects. On the one hand, as just illustrated,
words are a construction of syllables (cf. Diog. Laak2). On the other hand, they
are themselves parts of yet another entityNthe sentdhos:

x is a word J¢€iq] if, and only ifx is the smallest part of a sentence.

Why OsmallestO? is, gay) ¢pa [a woman loves] not a part of the sentepoe) ¢pa
kuvog [A woman loves a dog]? Well, of course, it is; yet as in the case of the parts of a
word or of a syllable, there is no use in taking into account alternative parti
tionsNChrysippus appears to believe that syntactic relations of any kind apply only
to the ultimate constituents.

WordsNall wordsNsignify.That is why Chrysippus insisted on calling thfedi
ent subsets not the parts of speech but the elements of langtage® \oyov
ototxeia]: for words are peculiar in that their si§nates constitute the semantie at
oms, as it were, out of which the siggates of sentences and other complex struc
tures will be built (cfschol. Techne 514.36).

Chrysippus recogniseflve elements of language: articlésbpa] such as the
definite ovtog [this one] or the indénite tig [someone]; namesyouata] such as
Aiwv [Dio]; appellativesrfpoonyopiat] such asvwv [dog]; verbs grnuata] such as
nepuateiv [walk]; and connectivesjvdeopot] such asai [and] (Diog. Laerty.57).
Connectives signify what is called a connecimedeopoc], too (e.g. Diog. Laert.
7.71; cf. Ap. Dy.Con. 214.4; 248.1). Verbs signify a predicat&drnyopnua] (e.g.
Diog. Laert;.58; 7.70). Appellatives, names, and articles signify a ease] (e.g.
Diog. Laert.7.70; Sext. EmpMath. 11.29)Nor alternatively: appellatives signify a
common quality kowr| mowotng]; names, a peculiar qualitidfa mowotng]; and artk
cles, it appears, a substanai|a] (Diog. Laerty.58). (A substance, for the Stoics, is
a bit of matter; a peculiar quality is what makes a certain bit of ufigdatiatter the
unigue thing it is; and a common quality is constitutive of the thing it fieslibut,
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in a sense, not peculiar to it insofar as there may be, and generally are, other things
which have the same quality.)

A sentence is a construction of words. Occupying the last place in the hierarchy of
writable sound, it cannot be characterised as being a part of something else. Which is
why it is déned semantically:

X is a sentencagyoc] if, and only ifx signfies a complete sayablegtov].

Consider, for example, the senterdev tpéxet [Dio runs]. The nameAiwv signfies

the case Dio; the verpéxet signfies the predicate run. When the two words are
constructed together, they signify the statalifgwjua] or state of fiairs that Dio

runs (Diog. Laerty.65; cf. Fredagg4b). States offfirs constitute one kind of say

able fextov]. Another such kind are questions: for example, the sentgrc@®:wv

Tpéxet; signfies the question wheth@heo runs. One alsfinds commands, oaths,

etc. (Diog. Laerty.76; cf. Barnesggg: 200). Any sound signifying a complete say

able therefore counts as a sentence. If a single word does so, it counts as a sentence,
too. Examples of a one-word sentence include verbs in the imperativetlike
[Speak!], and nouns in the vocative suchi&spoxAe [Patroclus!].

Chrysippus refers to the words and sentences one uttets aguaivovta [the
signiiers] (Diog. Laerty.62). The items sigied by the sigfiers are calleda
onuawvopeva [the signficates] orta npaypata [the things] (ibid.): for example, in
the sentencaiwv tpéxet, these are the state difairs that Dio runs and its constitu
ents, viz. the case Dio and the predicate run.

Truth and falsehood do not belong to sentences, but to statfaicf: & state of
affairs is true if it obtains or is the casedpyxel], and false otherwise (e.g. Sext. Emp.
Math. 8.85). To know whether a certain state s obtains, one has to look at the
world. When assessitgwv tpéxet, for example,~one will have to determine whether
the predicate run is truly said of the case DioNone will try to ascertain whether Dio
iS now running.

A negative sentence suchoashiwv nepuratel is simple according to Chrysippus:
indeed, it sigrfies a negativaifropatikov] state of fairs, viz. the simple state of
affairs which obtains if it is not the case that Dio walks (Diog. Laest. cf. Frede
1974: 70). Chrysippus also recognises non-simple statestaifsa a complex sen
tence such adiwv tpéxer kai Oéwv mepunatel, for example, sigfies the complex
state of fiairs that Dio runs and@heo walks (ibid.).

Logically speaking, the articledbtog, the nameAiwv, and the appellative
avBpwmog signify the same, viz. a case. From a physical viewpoint, however, their
semantics is not the same: wherea&sg, for example, sigfies the mere matter of
which Dio consistsAiwv signfies his peculiar quality. Since according to Stoie doc
trine DioOs substance and his peculiar and common quality are bodies, cases should
be considered corporeal, too; they are thus not sayables.
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Verbs signify a predicate, which is an incomplete sayable, and thus incorporeal.
Take the verp iliwv tpéxet. Plainly it could not signify a body. For supposiet
signified DioOs running (a disposition Chrysippus considers a body): then whenever
one saidAiwv tpéyet, one would speak truthfullithere is, of course, a link between
the verb, the incorporeal predicate, and the corporeal disposition of running: the
predicate run, which is sidgied by the verhpéye, is true of something if, and only
if, that thing has the disposition of running.

Connectives appear to function like verbs in that the connective they are said to
signify must be incorporeal and thus an incomplete sayable. For were the connective
a body, the resulting complex state fohies would always obtain whatever the cir
cumstancesNwhich is absurd.

ChrysippusO theory of writable sound constitutes a generative grammarNfrom the set
of the twenty-four letters (and with the help of three sets of rules), one can generate
[yevvav], first, syllables, then words, and then sentences PE&IS.3.13; cf.schol.

Techne 514.36). On the level of sound alone, there thus exist three syntaxes. His lost
writingsNthree works in eight booksNand the number of fragments preserved sug
gest that Chrysippus focused especially on the syntax of the elements of language (cf.
Diog. Laert.y.192). Let me give a brief specimen of how the reconstruction of that
part proceeds:

None of the syntactic rules is directly preserved. To some extent, however, one
can derive them from passages where they are presupposed. Consider, for example,
the ddinitions of the elements of language and of their SmaesNour sources
happen to confuse the two (e.g. PQiuest. Plat. 1009C; schol. Techne 356.10). On
the linguistic level, the few filgitions that we have are all purely semantical: the
verb, for instance, is fieed as signifying a predicate (e.g. Diog. L&eg$, schol.

Techne 161.7). Yet in ChrysippusO eyes the elements of language must have certain
syntactic properties themselves, for otherwise he would not have written at least two
books on their constructioropvrtagic] (Dion. Hal. Comp. 4.20; cf. Alex. Aphrin An.

pr. 404.7). On the ontological level, thefifétions are more informative: the predi

cate, for instance, is filged as follows:

gott 8¢ 1O Katnydpnua E Aektov EAMmiq ovvtaktov opdf mrdoet mpog dfidpatog
YéVeoLy.

The predicate is E an incomplete sayable which, if constructed with a straight case [i.e. a
nominative], generates a state fais. (Diog. Laertz.64)

From this, one can derive the following rule:
Case + Predicate State of &airs

(The two symbols O+0O ardCGire used only for the sake of brevity: the rule should
be read OIf a case is constructed with a predicate, a sfiesoisageneratedO.)
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The corresponding rules on the linguistic level immediately follow:

Name + Verb> Sentence
Appellative + Verl> Sentence
Article + Verb> Sentence

According to another dmition, the predicate is constructiblevvtaxtév] with one
or several cases (Diog. Laett4). Which suggests that for predicates such as the
significate obpav [see], the rule is as follows:

Case + Predicate- Case> State of &airs

To this one ontological rule correspond nine linguistic rules: one can see why Chry
sippus chose to base the latter on the former.NAnd so forth (seadBgli Frede

1993).

From Diogenes to Trypho

ChrysippusO pupils were mostly concerned with preserving the doctrine of the Mas
ter. Zeno of Tarsus, who on ChrysippusO deatbof BC) became the fourth
scholarch of the Porch, did not write much, but He degreat number of disciples
(Diog. Laert.7.35; cf.SVF 3: 209). Diogenes of Seleucia, known as the Babylonian,
the fifth scholarch, had been a studérit of Chrysippus and then of Zeno, and he
became one of the dominant intellectfiglres of the second centurg (cf. SVF 3:
210B243). His handboolOn Sound ["#$%.'()* ] appears to be the main source lying
behind Diogenes LaertiusssD59Nwhich is one of our principal sources for that
part of the Stoic doctrine (Diog. Laertss; 7.57; cf. Mansfeld 986: 367). During his
long career, Diogenes formed scores of studentsNamong them not only philosophers
such as his successors Antipater and Panaetius, but also grammarians like Apollodo
rus of Athens and Dionysiukhrax. The Babylonian seems to have played a cardinal
r™le in the transmission of the Stoic science to the Alexangki@apatikoi (cf.
Frede1987: 358).

Antipater of Tarsus, the sixth scholarch (fremg4o BC), was one of the Oleading
dialecticiansO of his time (Clauc. 143; cf.SVF 3: 244B258). To students of the his
tory of linguistics, he is known especially for having introduced, i@Mhipeech and
What is Said ["#$%F,-#* /% +#012,('(], the so-called middleufodtng] (Diog.
Laert.7.57). As in the case of OconnectiveQ, the term OmiddleO is used to speak both of
an ontological class (e.g. Simpl.Cat. 388.24) and of the corresponding linguistic
classNinstances of the latter includedpeiwg [oravely] andxal@g [well] (ibid.
37.12). It is with Antipater that the most innovative period in the history of Stoic
dialectic ends.
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The contribution to linguistic theory made by the early Alexandrian grammari
ansNfrom Zenodotus of Ephesus. (280 BC) to Aristophanes of Byzantiun (200
BC)Nis modest.The position occupied by Aristarchus of Samothrdcea¢o BC) is
more dificult to determine: in recent years, it has been argued that the system of the
eight parts of speech as one knows it from Apollonius DyscolusO writings was, to a
great extent, already in place in his time, and had presumably been partly created by
him (Ax 1982; Matthaiosi999).

Aristarchus himself did not write any books on what was later called technical
grammar; but some of his many pupils didNfor instance, Diony$tuax (! . c. 120
BC). The little one knows of DionysiusO system (and setting aside the grammatical
aide-mémoire Known aslechne, which, apart from its opening, postdates Apollonius)
suggests he defended a Stoic theory: names and appellatives, in Dionysius® eyes, con
stitute two diferent word classes; verbs hdirterl as signifying a predicate; and
word§ such agyo he did not (unlike Apollonius) call pronouns but deictic -arti
clesNChrysippus had referred to them adimige articles, but regarded all fagte
articles as deictic (cf. Di Benedettoy: 2.522; Schmidhauser forthcoming).

The first centurysc witnessed an explosion of interest in grammar and a-corre
sponding number of specialised publications, ranging from orthography and pneu
matology (the theory of aspiration) to pathology, the theory of the various parts of
speech, and dialectologihe most importantigure of that age was Trypho of Alex
andria (. c. 50 BC). As far as one can tell from the scattered remains of his writings,
the general theory he defends is, if not the same as, certainly very similar to the Apol
lonian oneNhalf of the preserved fragments in fact stem from Apollonius.

Apollonius Dyscolus

Apollonius is the greatest and mosflirential of the Greek grammarians; he is also

the first for whom we possess original writingsNand not just a thin essay but hun
dreds of pages. His theory of language in many respects resembles ChrysippusO, as the
famous second paragraph of Bigtax may illustrate:

f0n yop kai 1 mpwtn pnbeica dpepng VAN T@OV oTotxeiwv TodTO TOAD TPOTEPOV
Katemnyyeilato, ovx WG ETuxev EMITAOKAG TIONCAUEVT) TOV OTOLXElWY, AAN" €V Tfj KaTd TO
Séov ovvtaket, ¢ fig oxedov kai TV dvopaciav gilnxev. 1 te énavaPePnrvia cvAAap
Tavtov  avedédato, elye ai ¢k TOOTWV OvVTAEels dvaminpodpevar katd TO Séov
dnotehodot TV A&, kai cageg Tt axdrovBov éott TO kai Tag Mégelg, uépog obioag Tod
Katd oVvTagy adtotelodg Adyov, 1o katdAnlov tii¢ ovvtalews dvadéEaoBadrd yap €€
EKAOTNG AEEEWG TAPUPLOTAUEVOV VONTOV TPOTIOV TIVA OTOIKEIOV £0TL TOD AOYOU, Kai WG T&
ototyela TG oLARaPag dmotelel katd Tag émmhokdg, obtw kai 1 cOvtadlg T@v vont@v
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TpOTOV TVd GLAAAPAG dmotedéoel Si1d TAG Emmhokig T@v AéEewv. kal €Tt &v TpodTOY €K
T@V oLAAaP DV 1) AEELG, oBTwG €k TAG KATAAANAOTNTOG TV vonT@V O adToTEANG AGYOG.
Much earlier already, the elementsNmentionfdt qua indivisible matterNannounce
this, for the combinations of the elements are not made at random but according to the
rules of the constructionNfrom which they irffect have also received their narfiee
syllable, at the next level, obeys the same principle, since to produce the word; the con
structions of the syllables must be realised according to the rules. And clearly it is logical
that also the words, which are the parts of a well-formed complete sentence, obey the
congruence of the construction: for the thinkable underlying each word constitutes an
element, as it were, of the sentenceNand just as the elements produce the syllables ac
cording to their combinations, so also the construction of the thinkables will produce
syllables, as it were, through the combination of the words; and again, just as the word
comes into being from the syllables, so does the complete sentence come into being from
the congruence of the thinkables.

(Ap. DySynt.1.2.3B3.2; cf. Priscinst. 18.108.5B109.3)

Like Chrysippus Apollonius starts with the elements of writable sound, and derives
from them first, syllables, then, words, and then, sentenceshaf. Techne 4.2); like
Chrysippus he regards a construction of words as a sentence if and only ifigssigni

a certain underlying entity; etc. (see Fregky: 354).

Yet the similaritiesNstriking though they may beNshould not lead one to-over
look the diferences between the two theories. Most importantly, Apollonius-intro
duces an additional level of analysis. A sentence, in his eyes, is a construction of
words that sigrfies a complete thoughtNa mental item, that is {diol. Techne
214.4; 354.7; Prisc.Inst. 2.53.28). For Chrysippus, on the other hand, the digate
of the sentence was a stateftdissNwhich is an element of the ontology, alongside
predicates, cases, qualities, etc. Again, for Apollonius a word is a part of a sentence
that signfies a thinkableNsomething that is, so to speak, an indivisible element of a
complete thought. In fact, he presupposes that to each word-class there corresponds
a thinkable-class, and he generally calls the two by the same naimewanuia,
say, can be a pronoun (eRgon. 23.6) or the thinkable sigfied by a pronoun (e.g.

Pron. 8.4). Sometimes he also uses circumlocutions sughr@s pnuatwv ékpopd
[the form of verbs] to speak of the word (P@n. 23.19); or he spefies what one
finds on the noetic level by means of expressions sughyap vooduevov éotiE
[for what is thought iSE] (e.gPron. 43.17).

Sometimes we might wish to be more precise. Let us therefore stipulate the fol
lowing:

If « is an expression of Greek that sfgrs a thinkable, therns is the thinkable sigfied
by «; likewise, itxB is an expression of Greek that sfgs two thinkables, therwg> are
the two thinkables sigfied bya; etc.
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And:
If x is a word-class, thenxstis the corresponding thinkable-class.

These are not modern sophistries. In his commentary orildtieie, for example,
Heliodorus (ninth cent.) once reports a distinction between pronouns and- <pro
nouns>: the latter, he says, are cafiedwvopioal, the former,avtovopa (schol.
Techne 77.21). The use of such twin terminologies did not become generalised, how
everNpresumably the risk for confusion was deemed small.

In principle, a word is a writable sound that sfggs exactly one thinkable. In
reality, however, the one-to-one correspondence between words and thinkedies o
fails to hold. Indeed, sometimes a word includes more than one thinkable: an in
flected verb likgpagw [l write], for instance, sigfies two thinkables, vizéyw> (or
rather its enclitic but unrealised sibling) angp&ew> (e.g.Synt. 2.165.2). Some
times, on the other hand, a single thinkable is expressed by two words: thus, for in
stance, when Homer (as read by Apollonius) splits certain words and wurite&
fioBov [(they) ate down] instead afatriobov [(they) devoured] (e.g0d. 1.8sQ.,
with schol. Od. ad loc.; cf. Ap. Dysynt. 1.6.11). It is inexact, then, to describe the
relation between the two structures as isomorphism (pace Slygter2o7; cf.1990:

140).

Apollonius wrote a treatise call&: the Doric, Ionic, Aeolic, and Attic Dialects
(Suda a 3422). The title alone illustrates that he regarded Attic as one dialect among
othersNit certainly was not the standard against which he measured Greekness (cf.
e.9.Pron. 50.4). As for the Greek used in ApolloniusO timeNwhat we call OCommon
GreekO or OKoineONit, too, is considered a dialeafde.g23.24). For to Apolle
nius, all varieties of Greek seem to stand on the same levelNthe linguistic level. Each
dialect represents affiirent realisation of what is to be found on the noetic level.
This does not entail, as is frequently claimed, that Ohe still has a synchronic view of
the Greek languageO (Schiranb2: 155). On the contrary, Apollonius was well
aware that some linguistic forms were older than othersNas can be seen, for exam
ple, in his brilliant demonstration that Homer did not yet know thgeséve pre
noun épavtédv (Pron. 44.11).

In fine, let us take a brief look at three parts of speechNpronouns, verbs, and nouns:
A pronoun is déned as a word which is used in place of a noun and which indicates
a deinite person Pron. 9.11). The first criterion seems to be syntactic: a pronoun is
the sort of word which, when joined to a verb, yields a sentenceNthat is, a <pro
noun>, constructed with a <verb>, produces a thought:

Pronoun + Verb > Sentence (linguistic)
<Pronoun>+ <Verb> > <Sentence> (noetic)
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The second criterion is semantic: by means of a pronoun, dimesler identies a
certain item. Elsewhere, Apollonius further explains that the sort of thing one-identi
fies is a substancevpia] (e.g.Pron. 26.14; Synt. 1.101.12). Ordin{:\rjly it is thought

that Apollonius intends to speak of OAristotelian substancesONthings like me or my
bike (e.g. Lallotggy: 2.64; cf. Arist.Cat. 2a11). It appears more likely, however, that

he usesvoia in the Stoic fashion, that is, in the sense of O(bit of) mattesgn(cf.
2.155.6).

The verbOs syntax has been outlined above: when constructed with a noun, or a
pronoun, a verb such gpagewv [write] yields a sentence. Most verbs signify an ac
tion [mpaypa]: ypagew, for instance, sigfies the action of writing (e.gron. 114.28;

Synt. 3.323.9; cf. above ). Actions in all likelihood are incorporeal items, akin to
Stoic predicates. For were they corporeal, one could not entertain erroneous
thoughts. Apollonius recognises various kinds of action. Runflingg, etc. consti

tute one group: these belong to one person or thing only; seeing, killing, etc. form
another group: they involve two or more things (8v@t. 3.395.13).

A noun is déned as a word that assigrsigvepe] a quality frowotntal (schol.
Techne 524.9; Synt. 2.142.1). The nounavrp [man], for example, assigns the quality
of being a man to some bit of matf@ius when | combine the noun with a verb and
say, for exampleéyvnp tpéxet [A man runs], what | say is that an underlying -sub
stance quafied as man is engaged in the action of running. A quality is either pecu
liar [idia] or common kown] (cf. above pz). A common quality is one had by many
(Pron. 26.10). Manhood is an example of such a quality;Ncanﬁ) [man] would thus
be an example of a noun that stggs a common qualityNApollonius refers to it as
an appellative nounnpoonyopikov dvopal. A peculiar quality, on the other hand, is
one had by one person only (ePgon. 105.18). An example would be the quality of
being Andreas, for no one save me is ﬁgdliin this way: hencévdpéag [Andreas]
is a noun that sigfies a peculiar qualityNApollonius calls it a proper nowtpiov
Gvopa]. Sentences with a proper noun suchAa8péag tpéxet [Andreas runs] are
analysed in the very same way as sentences with an appellative nauijpligexet
[A man runs]: the action of running belongs to a certain substanceigdals being
a man or as being Andreas.

Among the verbs that do not signify an action, énes the so-called verbs of
being such asivat [be] or vnapxewv [be]. (The standard translation afrapxrca
priuata as Overbs of existenceONESLs.v. vmapktikogNis obviously mistaken.)

Two examples of what Apollonius has in mifipbgwv ypappatikog ¢ott [Trypho is

a grammarian]ipthocogog cogog vmdpxet [A philosopher is wise]. Verbs of being

are peculiar in both syntax and semantidsey are constructed with two nomina
tives. They signify thebmap€ig [being] or ovsia [being] of something (e.dynt.
2.207.8). That is to say, these verbs are used to predicate a qualitydpeiv
nolotnrog] (e.g.Synt. 1.91.2). Given that aréoti [is], on its own, cannot signify a
quality, Apollonius might have intended to say that a verb of being serves to predicate
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the quality sigrfied by the second noun, of the person sigdiby thefirst noun.
What a sentence such Esbgwv ypapuatikog éott thus means isNthe quality of
grammarian is predicated of the substance with the peculiar quality of Trypho.

FURTHER READING

The best surveys of the history of Greek grammar are Pinbgyg)(and Blank
(2000).

The remains of Stoic dialectic have been collected and translated into German by
HYlser (987E88); a selection of the fragments, with English translation and com
mentary, may be found in Long & Sedleys(¢). For a general account of Stoicism,
see the contributions in Algra et alg§9) and Inwood fo03); for Stoic grammar in
particular, see especially chaptessandi7 in Frede {987), and Blank & Atherton
(2003).

A full bibliography on Apollonius DyscolusNincluding editions and translations
to downloadNcan be found in SchmidhausesqoD). For a general introduction to
Apollonius, see Blanki§93); much can be learned from LallotOs notes to his French
translations of théyntax (1997) and theTechne (1998).
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