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At the Origins of Greek Grammar

By Vincenzo D1 BeNeEDETTO, Pisa

In 1958-59 I published a long paper concerning the “Techne”
ascribed to Dionysius Thrax!). More recently, in an article?) pub-
lished in 1973, I added something else concerning in particular
Pfeiffer’s observations in his History of Classical Scholarship:
as far as I know this article remained unanswered. I should like
to take up the question once more, prompted by an important
work by Prof. H.Erbse’): my respect and admiration for a mias-
ter of philology as Prof. Erbse is, induces me to discuss this
work of his with the greatest consideration and the utmost
frankness. I shall also be referring to some other works written
since 1973.

My thesis that the “Techne” is not authentic was accepted by
many*), but I am particularly pleased in remembering the consent
of P.Maas, who even before publication of my 1958-59 paper de-
clared his agreement with me and later wrote to me expressing
his acceptance of the non-authenticity thesis regarding the
“Techne™?).

1) Cf. V. Di Benedetto, Dionisio Trace e la Techne a lui attribuita, Annal. Scu-
ola Norm. Sup. di Pisa, Cl. di Lettere, Storia e Filosofia, Ser. II, 27, 1958, 169-
210 (= Di Benedetto I); 28, 1959, 87-118 (= Di Benedetto II).

2) Cf. V. Di Benedetto, La Techne spuria, Annal. Scuola Norm. Sup. di Plsa
Ser. III, 3, 1973, 797-814 (= Di Benedetto III).

3) Cf. H.Erbse, Zur normativen Grammatik der Alexandriner, Glotta, 58,
1980, 236-258.

4) Cf. P.M.Fraser, Ptolemaic Alexandria, Oxford 1972, I 470 and II 680; J.
Pinborg, Current Trends in Linguistics, 13, The Hague-Paris 1975, 69-126; E.
Siebenborn, Die Lehre von der Sprachrichtigkeit und ihren Kriterien. Studien
zur antiken normativen Grammatik, Amsterdam 1976; D.Fehling, Gnomon, 51,
1979, 488-490; M. Saraiva Barreto, Gramatologia grega: dois temas da historia
da lingiiistica, Humanitas, 31-32, 1979-1980, 3-22. The non-authenticity of the
“Techne” is taken for granted by K.Hiilser, Die Fragmente zur Dialektik der
Stoiker, I-II, Stuttgart-Bad Cannstatt 1987.

%) The complete text of P.Maas’ postcard, dated Oxford 2.10.1959 (which
I stll hold and which begins with “Sehr geehrter Herr Kollege, Ich danke
Ihnen bestens fiir die freundliche Zusendung des ersten Teiles Ihrer Studie
iiber die T&yvn des Ps.-Dion. Thrax”) was published in Di Benedetto III,
797, n.2.
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L.

A very important testimony®) regarding the question of the
authenticity of the “Techne” is that of Apollonius Dyscolus, De pro-
nomine GG II 1.1. 5, 13-19 Of @no tijc Zrods dpdpa xalovor xai
1a¢ avrovopiag, Siapéoovia 6 Tdv nag’ Huiv dpdowv, 1j tadra uév
DOIOUEVE, ExEIV OE AOQLOTAON. «xal OV TPOTOV», Paci, «10 dpdpov
Suyd¢ voeitar (1f te yap ovuPoli) tdv xdiwv, év @ paucv Eapdoov,
xal (@010 10) xdAov, év @ pauev peydiow Godoois xexpiiodat) tov
deiva), oltw xal év 1 Aoy dodpov 1oV avtov (1pomo)v». - Kai
AnoAlé6woog 6 Adnvaios xai 6 Opgé Aiovioiog xai dpdpa Seixting
106 dvrovouiog éxdieoavy.

According to Erbse’) in the expression dodoa Scixtina ta¢ dvrwv-
vuias éxdlecav of the last phrase we should integrate, as if by
zeugma, Oewxtixds also for what concerns the object dvrovuuiog (as
if it was 1dg Sewxtindg dvrovouiag), and, according to Erbse, Apol-
lodorus and Dionysius Thrax did not call dpdpa Sewxtind the pro-
nouns in general, but only the ‘deictic’ pronouns.

I do not think this interpretation is exact. I believe that Apollonius
means to say that Apollodorus and Dionysius Thrax called pro-
nouns, i.e. all pronouns, dodoa Sewxtixd.

Already in the phrase which immediately follows in 5, 20-22
(Zvvn)yopet 6¢ abrois 0 Adyog, xado ai dvrwvouiot xai Avapopixds
Aaupdavovrai, xai ta dodpa 8¢ dvapopav dnloi the word dvrow-
pice is used as referring to pronouns as such, with no distinction
made as to classes. But more particularly, the expression rdg dvrov-
pias éxdieoav of Apoll. pron. 5,18-19 (with reference to Apollodo-
rus and Dionysius Thrax) is exactly in line with 3,12-13 &xdieoe rag
avrowuiag (regarding Aristarchus who suggested his definition of

) K.Linke, Die Fragmente des Grammatikers Dionysios Thrax, SGLG Band
3, Berlin-New York 1977, quotes as fr.54 and as fr.55 Sch. Dion. Thr. GG I 3.
160, 26-28 and 161, 6-8 but omits Apoll. Dysc. pron. GG II 1.1. 5, 18-19: this
deprives the reader of an evidence which is one of the most ancient on Dionysius
Thrax and which is also the primary source of part of Linke’s fr. 54. I think also
that it is not correct on Linke’s part not to have quoted Sextus Empiricus’
testimony (Adv. Math. I 57) according to which Dionysius Thrax’s definition of
grammar was given £v 1ois [lapayyélpact, an expression behind which one can
recognize the title of a work by Dionysius Thrax: Fraser, op.cit., II 680 thinks
that the title could originally have been MHapayyéiuara yoauparixé (or
TEYVING).

7y Op.cit., 255-257.
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pronouns as being Aéfeig xara mobowna ovivyovg), with 3,17
xAntéov (scil. wd¢ dvrovvuiag: concerning Dionysodorus who
termed pronouns zepovouacieg), with 4,2 abrag [scil. rdg¢ dvrwvy-
piag)| éxdieoev (concerning Tyrannion who termed pronouns
onueldoeic), with 4,19 xaleiv (scil. rag avrovuuiag: on those of the
Comanus’ school who gave to the dviovuuiat the name of d¢vrovou-
aoiag to avoid an aeolian colouring). All these cases concern pro-
nouns as such, in a general sense (and the whole section begins
in 3,9 with Agxtéov 8¢ dno tiic xAfjoews, énel napd Tiot StdPoPoG:
the matter is how each author called the pronouns, the pronouns as
such).

On the other hand, Apollonius’ reference to Apollodorus and
Dionysius Thrax is made in connection with another definition of
pronouns - all pronouns -, that of the Stoics, who dodoa xalovot xai
tag avrovouiag, i.e. did not distinguish between articles and pro-
nouns as two different parts of speech, calling articles (dodpa)
dopiot@dn and pronouns (dpfoa) dpiouéva.

In support of his interpretation Erbse?) quotes Apoll. con. GG 11
1.1. 248,10-11 auéier avrol oi obvdeouor micovdoavies OUSEV
ovvdéovot xai obvéeouor xalobvrai. Here too, Erbse observes, we
are concerned with a particular class of obvdeouor, the mapa-
mAnowuatixol ovvéeouot, yet Apollonius simply uses obvdeouou.
This interpretation seems doubtful to me. The Stoic Chaeremon
(whose words Apollonius is quoting) when defending the napa-
mAnowuatixol ovvéeouor (‘expletive’ conjunctions) referred to the
fact that some patronymics are such by virtue of their form (the
grammatical 70770¢) but not in their semantic value; in the same way

%) As a confirmation of the fact that in pron. 5,18-19 Apollonius uses the
genus (7ag dvrovuiag) instead of the species (tag Seixtinds dvrwvouiag) Erbse
refers to the fact that Apollonius “bekennt sich [...] ausdriicklich zu diesem
Grundsatz (pron. 4,15)”: ... & u1j 10ig yevixoig nolAdxig ovveypdusia avti 1dv
IS, 10 {Pov Tidévres én’ avipdmov xai éni 100 poivixog 10 puTdv. But here
Apollonius intends to justify the use of the term dvrwvuuia instead of the more
correct avrdvuuov (with reference to éyd) and he states that this is not rapd-
Aoyov: we often use generic terms (7oig yevixoig) instead of specific ones (rdv
i0txdv). This polemical objection against a possible objector has a sense only if
Apollonius is referring not to his own personal mode of expression but to a gen-
eralized use; of course also Apollonius is concerned, but just as an individual out
of all the speakers of Greek. Things are therefore different from the use of rdg
dvrovouiag in pron. 5,18-19 which Erbse presents as a mode of expression per-
sonal to Apollonius.
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some nouns are masculine in their form but not in semantic value
(on this point we could remember Sch. Dion. Thr. GG I 3. 361,35-
362,7, where the distinction is made between the grammarian’s and
the philosopher’s view, the grammarians considering for instance
npyos masculine and the philosophers neuter; and when we find
the word of ptldoopor in such a context we should think first of the
Stoics); and analogously -the Stoic Chaeremon goes on - the napa-
TANQ@uaTINOG 0OVOEoUOS is a conjunction in its form but not its
semantic value: “and in fact the conjunctions when they are pleonas-
tic they do not join anything and are called conjunctions” (through
avroi the strangeness of this fact is underlined)?). If Chaeremon had
said of napaninowuatixol obvéeouor nieovaoavres xtA. he would
have diverted the attention from the strange fact that there are otv-
deopot which 006€v ovvdéovot, conjunctions which do not conjoin
at all. Chaeremon had in his mind the notion of conjunction as such
(conjunctions which are not conjoining!) and at the same time
through the addition of micovdoavres he wanted the reader to
understand that he thought of the expletive conjunctions'?).

%) Erbse is right in saying that adroi was misunderstood by R.Schneider in
GG 1. 2. 249,

1) Erbse translates: “Gewifllich werden ebenso die Konjunktionen (unmittel-
bar vorher war von anderen Wortarten die Rede), wenn sie abundieren und
nichts verbinden, sogar (~ trotzdem) obvdeopor genannt™: with a sliding of xai
which I feel could lead to misunderstanding. - The passages of pron. 15,1. 16, 1.
16,19. 18,12 etc. which Erbse in n.30 quotes in support of his interpretation do
not appear to me to be conclusive proof. In 14,25-15,1 & SAw¢ mporatixdv
dpdpwv émbextixal giow ai avrovopiar Apollonius when saying ai dvrovopio:
is referring to pronouns in general and not to one particular class of them, and
when, following this, he narrows the field to possessive pronouns, it is only in
order to give an example (tovtéotiv v 1 O udg x1.). Of course not the per-
sonal pronouns but the possessive pronouns were suitable to exemplify the case
of an article referring to the following pronoun; but Apollonius at the beginning
wants to formulate the thought in a general way, in order to put the question
whether a pronoun can or can not be preceded by an article (the point of view of
Apollonius is that in cases like d §udg the article refers not to the pronoun but to
the thing which is possessed). In 16. 1-2 ‘Alda xai ta &0 dodpa duoidynoev,
8n xai Tifg dviwvopias éoti 10 dpdpov Apollonius expresses the point of view of
people who thought that in phrases like ¢ marjo 6 éuds one of the two articles
referred to the following pronoun: the thought (erroneous according to Apollo-
nius) is formulated in such a way in order to assert the general principle that an
article can refer to the following pronoun. In 16, 19-20 Ody byiéc e Advewy, 6u
1@ dpdpa ob mpootiderar Tais aviwvuuini, St év toic véveorv ddidoroloi slowy
the pronouns of which Apollonius speaks are the personal pronouns, because the
possessive pronouns are not £v 1oig yéveotv ddidorolor. But, again, the thought
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According to Erbse Apollonius in the passage of De pronomine
concerning Apollodorus and Dionysius Thrax is not referring the
word dpdpov to a particular part of speech but has in mind a signifi-
cance of the word dpdpov which “theoretisch” would make its use
possible for any part of speech. In the passage in question, however,
Apollonius says that the Stoics spoke of just two uses of the term
dpBpov, one for what we (and Apollonius) call pronouns and the
other for what we (and Apollonius) call articles. And the reference
the Stoics made to the double use in everyday speech of the notion
of dpdpov, one as ovufolr) tdv xdAwv and the other as dodoov in
its narrowest sense, can be explained exclusively by the fact that they
divided dpdpa in dpiouéva and dopiorddén: but remaining inside
the notion of dpdpov as a single part of speech.

And that in Apollonius we are concerned with a discussion about
the dpdpov as a part of speech is confirmed by the fact that shortly
afterwards, in pron. 6,15, within the exposition of the arguments in
favour of the thesis of the Stoics, Apollonius uses the expression 70
ab1o puépog Aéyov ta dpdpa xai ai dvrovouiay, and shortly after, in
pron. 6,20-23, when he starts the confutation of the arguments in
favour of the Stoics, he clearly shows that the question rests on
whether pronouns are, or are not, a single part of speech, 70 av1o
Hépog Adyov (see also 7,8-9; 8,13-14; 8,26; 9,4-6).

Since for the Stoics dpdpov had the value of a part of speech com-
prising both articles and pronouns, it is incomprehensible that in a
section dedicated to Stoics, Apollonius should have included a ref-
erence to Apollodorus and Dionysius Thrax, who would have used
the term in a different sense. Erbse supports his opinion by the com-
parison with the human body which was suggested by the Stoics. But
since this comparison was used by the Stoics to the end of demon-
strating that pronouns and articles are dpdoa (and one part of
speech), it would indeed be strange that Apollonius should link the
thesis of Apollodorus and Dionysius Thrax to this comparison, if
these two grammarians sustained the opposite of the Stoics, i.e. that

is formulated in a general way, in order to show that the principle of the rela-
tionship of pronouns and article as such was involved; and at the same time the
addition of &t év roig yéveouv ddudotodoi elowv left no doubt that the possessive
pronouns were not taken into account. Analogous considerations could be made
for the other passages Erbse quotes in n.30 (for what concerns 18,12 &deixvvro
yap d¢ ovx avrovvuia all the phrase is strongly elliptical - cfr. R.Schneider in
GG II 1. 2. 37; a lacuna was also conjectured - and is substantially different from
that of 5,18-19).
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articles and pronouns are not one but two parts of speech. It is, I
would think, rather an artificial procedure to extract from this com-
parison of the Stoics a distinction between the use of dpdgov “im
eingeschrinkten Sinne” and an use of dpdpov im allgemeinen Sinne
and to separate this aspect of the question from the aim to which the
comparison was directed. And the reference to Apollodorus and
Dionysius Thrax is not, in my opinion, an exemplification of a
restricted use of the word dpdpov, it is a confirmation of the fact
that both articles and pronouns should be considered as one single
part of speech.

Finally, according to Erbse, with the interpretation given by
myself and others to Apoll. pron. 5,18-19 a crass error is attributed
to Apollodorus and Dionysius Thrax, who in this case would define
pronouns as “deictic” while not all pronouns are in fact such. Now,
Apollonius speaks in pron. 9,17-10,4 of a deictic function which
concerns all first and second person personal pronouns and which
alternates with an anaphoric function in third person personal pro-
nouns!?), Pap. Gramm. 2 (ca. 300 A.D.), 1. 10-21 speaks of a deictic
as well as an anaphoric function in third person pronouns'?), Pap.
Gramm. 16 (V-VI A.D.), 1. 15-16 speaks of anaphoric and deictic
pronouns, and in line with Apollonius??) is Sch. Dion. Thr. GG 1 3.

11) The integration in Apoll. Dysc. pron. 10,2 du yévouvs eioi napaotatixai
was made by G.Uhlig on the basis of GG I 3. 86,9-10. But it is a striking fact
that the scholiast in GG I 3. 86,13 (Heliodorus ~ Choeroboscus?) presents just
this phrase as a personal datum (e/nov), and on the other hand the use of af
vmoAeinduevar in Apoll. Dysc. pron. 10,4 (which has no correspondent in GG 1
3. 86,7-15) may be congruent with the fact that Apollonius did not want to make
an explicit subdivision on the basis of the evidentiation or not of the gender
(although a grouping of &xeivog, 86¢, o0rog, abrde against i 08, o, & was implicit
-and obvious: therefore bneoraluévng rifc avrdg in 1l.2-3; and it is worthy of
notice that not even dre yévouvs dnapéuparoi ciowv of GG 1 3. 86,14 appears in
Apollonius).

12) By Pap. Gramm. I refer to A.Wouters, The Grammatical Papyri from
Graeco-Roman Egypt. Contributions to the Study of the ‘Ars Grammatica’ in
Antiquity, Brussel 1979.-The diction of 1. 10-11 of Pap. Gramm. 2 is not accu-
rate: mpdtov was written by mistake for 7oizov? But perhaps the corruption is
deeper (cf. also Wouters, ad loc.: his statement that “the discussion that follows
is not concerned exclusively with the pronouns of the first person, but with those
of all three persons” is wrong: in Il. 12-27 [with 1.27 a new subject is broached;
and already 11.22-27 are something separate] only pronouns of third person are
discussed).

13) As here the issue is the authenticity or not of the “Techne”, the reference
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86, 11.7-15 (and cf. also GG I 3. 261, 1l. 1-5). From all these texts we
see clearly that the deictic function certainly did not cover all pro-
nouns. But we cannot judge Apollodorus and Dionysius Thrax by
what came after them. In defining pronouns as dpdpa dgiouéva the
Stoics wished to underline their definite character (“I” indicates one
person in particular and not another); analogously Apollodorus and
Dionysius Thrax when speaking of dodpa deixtind for pronouns'4)
were aiming to emphasize another important aspect, the deictic one.
We are not able to tell whether and how far they generalized, since
we do not even know whether they in the notion of pronouns (i.e.
the dpdoa JSeixtind) included the pronouns which Apollonius
defined as mapaywyoi, i.e. the possessive pronouns. Nonetheless we
certainly cannot find fault with their definition on the basis of theor-
izations formulated after them and without knowing exactly which
phenomena they included within the notion of dpdpa Sewxtixd.
Neither, of course, can the fact that two pupils of Aristarchus
(although we know that Apollodorus was also a pupil of Diogenes
of Babylon) accepted the Stoics’ line in defining pronouns, be con-
sidered an objection. The picture of the origins of Greek grammar
as delineated by J.Pinborg!®), the most correct one so far drawn,
demonstrates how history of Greek grammar must be seen free from
such schematic divisions.

Besides, the expression decixtixail dvreovopiar is not in the
“Techne”, as well as it is not in the “Techne” the expression dpdpa
dewxtixd which, in Erbse’s opinion, corresponds to it. Even if we
accepted Erbse’s interpretation of Apoll. Dysc. pron. 5,18-19 and

to the 8¢eitic for personal pronouns in the “Techne”, GG I 1. 65,2-66, 1 must not
be considered.

14) In Di Benedetto I, 209-210 I suggested, on the basis of the xai preceding
dpdpa Setxtixd, that Apollodorus and Dionysius Thrax defined pronouns as
dodpa dpiopéva 1j Sewxtixd. This is a possibility, but it is also a possibility that
Apollonius added xai because he was mentioning another definition of pro-
nouns, which however was in line with that of the Stoics mentioned immediately
before.

15) Cfr. Pinborg, op.cit. D.Fehling’s brief remarks in Gnomon 51, 1979, 488-
490 are also illuminating for the history of the ancient grammar (by D.Fehling
see also Varro und die grammatische Lehre von der Analogie und der Flexion,
Glotta, 35, 1956, 214-270 and 36, 1957, 48-100). Scanty and unreliable F. Mon-
tanari in “Dizionario degli scrittori greci e latini”, II, Settimo Milanese 1988,
1093-1105. Full and correct information about Alexandrian grammar and philol-
ogy by Fraser, op.cit., I, 447-479. Important is the contribution of Erbse, op.cit.,
237-244 about the grammatical knowledges of Aristarchus.
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even if we accepted the authenticity of the “Techne”, the supposition
would be necessary that Apollonius was referring to something of
Dionysius Thrax otherwise unknown to us?¢).

IL

If, as I believe, Apoll. Dysc. pron. 5,18-19 attests that Dionysius
Thrax (like Apollodorus) accepted the Stoics’ theory which took the
pronouns and the articles as belonging to the same part of speech, it
follows that the author of Sch. Dion. Thr. GG I 3. 160,24-161,8 (=
Prol. B; ~ Sch. Dion. Thr. GG 1 3. 124,7-14 = Prol. A) did not wil-
lingly or unwillingly misunderstand the passage of Apollonius Dys-
colus as Erbse asserts. Besides, it would be strange for Prol. B to
have misunderstood Apollonius, since Prol. B belongs!’) to the 6th
century A.D. Alexandrian neo-Platonic school, i.e. an environment
wich was one of the most learned in its time, and where erudite-
grammatical interest was very strong.

Now, Prol. B as an argument against the authenticity of the
“Techne” says: “(Dionysius Thrax) connected the article to the pro-
noun, whereas the author of the “Techne” [...] sees the article and
the pronoun as being two parts of speech, not one alone”.

16) In the “Techne” - 65,2-66,1-the function of S&ific is mentioned for the
personal pronouns (8w 8¢ i Un’ avtdv Seifewg), but this is something less than
the statement that Dionysius Thrax called the {deictic) pronouns dodoa Sewxtixd.
And a mere hypothesis would be the conjecture that Apollonius read in the
“Techne” something which afterwards disappeared. Erbse, op.cit., 256 n.29
points out rightly that the “Demonstrativpronomina” are not enumerated in the
“Techne”: in Di Benedetto II 109ff. I suggested that the compiler of the
“Techne” could have forgotten them. But the question concerning the omission
of obrog, avtde éxcivog, Be, 6 Seiva in the “Techne” has little to do with the
absence of the expression Seixrixal dvrwvupiar or &odoa Setxtixd. Apollonius
Dyscolus (and others) thought that Seixrixai were in the first place the personal
pronouns of the first and second person and these pronouns are present in the
“Techne”.

) All my detailed analysis concerning Prol. B and Prol. A is ignored by R.
Pfeiffer, History of Classical Scholarship from the Beginnings to the End of the
Hellenistic Age, Oxford 1968, 271. The consequence is that Pfeiffer, instead of
giving to the reader specific information concerning the 7ivé¢ or the source of
Prol. B or Prol. A, supplies only the generic consideration that “it was a bad
habit of grammarians to say ‘some’ instead of quoting the name of the source”.
Erbse, op.cit., 253 accepts my identification of the cultural environment to which
Prol. B belongs.
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The source of this information is to be thought to be Apoll. Dysc.
pron. 5,18-19. Prol. B in fact cites as the source of this information
about the true Dionysius Thrax, as well as of the other information
according to which the true Dionysius Thrax considered the dvoua
and the mpoonyopia as two distinct parts of speech (whereas the
“Techne” includes them under the same part of speech) of reyvixoi,
an expression behind which Apollonius Dyscolus or Herodianus is
to be recognized. And Apollonius Dyscolus’ Pruatixdv is explicitily
cited in Prol. B as the source of the third information, concerning
the definition of the verb given by (the true) Dionysius Thrax.

R.Pfeiffer'®) attempted to undermine the importance of these
facts. According to Pfeiffer the three informations given by Prol. B
are “three small items”, “minor controversial points”, on which
Dionysius Thrax “may well have changed his mind”. But the trouble
is that the information given by Prol. B concern essential points as
the number of the parts of speech and the definition of the nature of
the noun, of the article, of the pronoun and of the verb. To speak of
“small items” about these subjects is not to realize adequately the
real being of the question.

On the other hand, all these items of information from Prol. B are
coherent not only for what concerns their source but also for what
concerns the historical position of the true Dionysius Thrax. We
learn in fact that concerning the article/pronoun relationship, the
Svoua/mpoonyopia relationship and the definition of the verb,
Dionysius Thrax accepted substantially the Stoics’ opinion and not
that which we find later as asserted by Apollonius Dyscolus in II
century A.D. Pfeiffer says that Dionysius Thrax may have changed
his mind. This is of course possible, but it means to superpose an
hypothesis to real facts. (And in pron. 5,18-19 Apollonius simply
speaks of Dionysius Thrax, without specifying whether he is refer-
ring to Dionysius Thrax No. 1 or to Dionysius Thrax No. 2). In fact,
the postulated change of mind of Dionysius Thrax would corre-
spond to a radical change in his historical and cultural position. No
such hypothesis should be advanced without precise documentary
evidence - and this does not in fact exist.

Erbse?®) is of the opinion that the definition of the verb attributed
to Dionysius Thrax in Apollonius’ Pruatixov (as Prol. B informs
us) gfjud fott Aébic xarnydpnua onuaivovoa does not really con-

1#) Op.cit., 271.
%) Op.cit., 257-258. Cf. also Pfeiffer, op.cit., 271.
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trast with that of the “Techne” § 13 grjud éott Aééis dnrwrog Emdex-
TIXT) YOOVOV TE ROl TIPOCANWV xexi GOIIUGY, EvEpyeiav 1] nddog nmag-
tord@oa, since the former concerns the function of the verb in the
sentence and the latter (that of the “T'echne”) attempts to sum up the
“formalen Besonderheiten” of the verb. The drawback to this argu-
ment is that the former definition is very similar to that of the Stoics
(cfr. Diogenes of Babylon fr.22 in St. V. Fr. III p.213 gijua 6¢ éont
pépog Adyov onuaivov dovvietov xarnyopnua) and the latter on
the contrary coincides to some extent with that of Apollonius Dys-
colus (which is, incidentally, more precise: cf. Di Benedetto II, 105).
What matters is not the compatibility or not of these two definitions,
what matters is that the two definitions belong to two different his-
torical-cultural lines. The history of grammar in ancient times is
made above all of formulations which must be judged according to
their specific diction.

One last word on the relationship between Svoua and mpo-
onyopia. Erbse?®) says that the statement of Prol. B, according to
which Dionysius Thrax distinguished between Jdvoua and mpo-
onyogic as being two different parts of speech, is not reliable. And
yet this distinction, with its Stoic character (cf. Diogenes of Babylon
fr.22), is perfectly congruent with the other two items of informa-
tion in Prol. B, and already for this reason is reliable. On the other
hand, in the “Techne” the mpoonyopia clearly belongs to the same
part of speech as the dvoua: cf. GG 1 1. 23,2-3 1} ydp mooonyopic
¢ eldoc 1@ Ovouat vmoféfAnrar. Erbse believes that Dionysius
Thrax “mufite [...] bei jeder niheren Ausfiihrung die Unterschiede
beider Gruppen kennzeichnen” and that “bsswillige oder leichtsin-
nige Wiedergabe seiner Ausfilhrungen konnte auch in diesem Fall
durch falsche Grenzziehung zu Irrtiimern fithren”. But this presup-
poses some work of Dionysius Thrax for which we have no docu-
mentary evidence?') (quite apart from the consideration that one

) Op.cit., 258.

21) That Sch. Dion. Thr. GG I 3. 124,7-14 and 160,24-161,8 should produce
evidence of an original edition of the Dionysian “Techne” is merely an ingenu-
ous invention of G.Morelli, Ricerche sulla tradizione grammaticale latina I 1,
Roma 1970, 114, n.7. The two passages do not speak of an original edition of
the “Techne”, but of opinions from Dionysius Thrax which are in contrast with
the “Techne” attributed to him. Morelli asserts that the original edition known
to Apollonius was complete, while the “Techne” is an epitome: were then con-
flicting opinions (from the same author, and on points fundamental for gram-
matical science) coexisting in this alleged original edition?
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cannot see what should be explained in what is said in the “T'echne”
in 33,6-34,2 Kdpiov puév obv éont 10 mijv iSiav oboiav onuaivov,
olov “Ounpos Zwxpdrng. IMpoonyopixov 6 éoti 10 Tjv xoivijv
oboiav onuaivov, olov &vipwnog inmog).

II1.

Both Pfeiffer??) and Erbse?*’) have admonished me not to rely too
much on an argument ex silentio concerning evidence from the
grammatical papyri. I think that some words must be spent in clarifi-
cation on this argument ex silentio.

In his edition of the grammatical papyri (1979) Wouters has col-
lected 16 documents concerning éyvat ypauuatixai. Of these, two
contain pieces from the “Techne” ascribed to Dionysius Thrax:
P.S.1.118 and a bifolium of a parchment codex defined as Pap. Hal.
55 A. Both belong to the 5th century A.D., while 6 other documents
which do not appear to be transcription from the “Techne” belong
to a period not later than the end of the 2nd century A.C. And
recently (1982) Pap. Kéln IV 176 was published: it has on the recto a
text which largely (but not completely) coincides with the “Techne”,
GG I 1. 14,4-9. This papyrus probably belongs to the 4th century
A.D. (In Di Benedetto IT 118 I wrote that the “Techne” should have
been compiled about the 4th century A.D.).

Is all this a trick of fate? In any case something more can be added
about some grammatical papyri. Pap. Lit. Lond. 182 (written about
300 A.D.) is in important points comparable to the “Techne” for
what concerns the approach to the subject and the scope of the trea-
tise. Moreover, Pap. Lit. Lond. 182 enables us to see a grammatical
falsification in the making. In spite of the explicit Todpwvos téyvn
yooupuatixoi (scil. yoaupuatixi) there can be no doubt in fact that
this is a false attribution (I myself have demonstrated the falseness
of the attribution to Tryphon in great detail in Di Benedetto I, 191-
196: Wouters, who subscribes the non-authenticity theory, does not
understand what I have written and ascribes to me a different point
of view?4)).

2) Op.cit., 270.

23) Op.cit., 247.

24) Cf. Wouters, op.cit., 86 (it is not true that I considered the text of Pap. Lit.
Lond. 182 “una inintelligente riduzione del testo trifoniano”: Wouters simply
does not understand what I wrote in Di Benedetto I, 195) and 91 (it is not true
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Further interesting considerations can be got out of another papy-
rus, Pap. Amh. II 21, from the early 4th century A.D., more or less
the same period as Pap. Lit. Lond. 182 (and the “Techne”). The
treatment of the parts of speech (which in some points is highly
comparable with the “Techne”?)) is in fact preceded in this papyrus
by a section dedicated to the npoowdiai. Now, a section dedicated
to the mpoowdia: (the so-called Suppl. I in G.Uhlig’s edition in GG
I 1) appears to be associated with the “Techne” at least since the end
of the 5th century A.D. (the time of the Armenian translation). The
case of Pap. Amh. II 21 suggests caution in accepting the thesis that
several centuries passed between Suppl. I and what we specifically
call the “Techne” (Suppl. I and the “Techne” have a common man-
uscript tradition). In a similar way, in P.S.1. I 18 (5th century A.D.)
the beginning of § 1 of the “Techne” is preceded by the final part of
a section concerning the feet as metrical units. And the Suppl. III,
concerning the feet, is associated with the “Techne” in our man-
uscript tradition too.

Association in the manuscript tradition does not of course mean
identity in birth age. Nevertheless it is possible to catch about the
4th century A.D. a process of systematization of grammatical
knowledges at a scholastic level, a process which involves the Supple-
menta as well the “Techne” itself. It is a fact worthy of noticing that
there is no substantial difference of cultural level between the Sup-
plementa and the “Techne” itself, and it seems to be no fortuitous
case that the first testimonies of the Supplementa are either identical
or in any case not chronologically distant from the first testimonies
of the “Techne”. And I think it is no mere coincidence that Theodo-
sius’ Eloaywyixol xavoveg nepi xAicews dvoudtov and mepi xlicews
gnudrwv, which were a necessary integration of the “Techne” and of
the Supplementa, belong to about the end of the 4th century A.D.
(and some important manuscripts contain both the “Techne” and the
Kavovee of Theodosius).

that in Di Benedetto II, 113 I shared the opinion of E. Thost according to whom
Pap. Lit. Lond. 182 contains excerpts from one or more of Tryphon’s works).
And, what is more, the most important arguments against the authenticity
brought by Wouters in p.91 coincide exactly with those that I myself had already
put forward in Di Benedetto 1, 192-196 (within the context of a more detailed
discussion than that of Wouters on p.91). My Italian was better understood by
Fraser, op.cit., 11, 687.
) Cf. Di Benedetto I, 190.
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I doubt whether we can consider all this the result of coincidence.
But how can be a fortuitous coincidence the strict parallelism
between direct and indirect tradition? Indirect tradition gives us the
earliest attestations of the “Techne” as a work of Dionysius Thrax
(as far as its technical-grammatical content is concerned: Dionysius
Thrax’s famous definition of grammar which we read at the begin-
ning of the “Techne” had already been discussed by Asclepiades of
Myrlea in the 1st century B.C.) in the 5th-6th centuries A. D.: Timo-
theus of Gaza, Ammonius and Priscianus.

If indeed the “Techne” were authentic, this silence, lasting up to
the 5th century A. D, is inexplicable. It should be noted that between
the time when Dionysius Thrax lived (ca. 170-90 B.C.) and the 4th
century A.D. there is a whole series of authors, many of whose
works have come to us and which we can still read: Apollonius Dys-
colus, Herodianus, Sextus Empiricus and Quintilianus. How could it
be possible that they all joined in a conspiracy, in a pact never to
speak of this work of Dionysius Thrax (which, we must not forget,
would have been the earliest technical-grammatical codification in
Greek culture)?

Particularly important is the evidence from Apollonius Dyscolus.
Not only does he not mention Dionysius Thrax’s “Techne”, not only
does he supply information about Dionysius Thrax which contrasts
with the “Techne”, Apollonius even gives us positive indications
about the origins of Greek grammar which scarcely fit in with the
“Techne” as written by Dionysius Thrax. From Tryphon (the gram-
marian active in the 2nd half of the 1st century B.C.) Apollonius has
handed down to us (according to A.von Velsen’s edition) 6 pieces of
evidence concerning the /Tegi dpfowv (and the title of the work
too), 10 pieces of evidence concerning the ITegpi dvrovouidy, 1 piece
of evidence concerning the [7egi mpoodnwv (and the title of the
work), 1 piece of evidence concerning the [Tggi mpodéoewv (and
the title of the work), 20 pieces of evidence concerning the /Tegi
ovvééouwv (and the title of the work), 14 pieces of evidence con-
cerning the [Tepl émppnudrov (and the title of the work). In com-
parison to these 52 pieces of evidence for Tryphon, which con-
cern an area covered also by the “Techne” attributed to Dionysius
Thrax, we know in Apollonius of only two pieces of evidence for
Dionysius Thrax (to which one more can be added by conjecture).
This 3:52 ratio gives us an idea of who Dionysius Thrax was
and who was Tryphon to Apollonius Dyscolus (the most learned
grammarian in the ancient world). To Apollonius, Dionysius Thrax
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was a grammarian of relatively minor importance, who in some
points had accepted the doctrine of the Stoics; Tryphon was on the
contrary a grammarian who was highly esteemed for a long series
of technical-grammatical works: as I once wrote Tryphon can
be legitimately considered “il primo grande maestro della nuova
scienza”.

To another grammarian who was active in the 1st century B.C,,
Tyrannion?¢), we have to attribute, in addition to an exegetical-
grammatical activity, a ITepi ueoiouod t@v 1o Aoyov uepdv, and
about a pupil of Tryphon, Habron, we know that he wrote a ITeoi
avrovuiag, a Ilegl napoviuwv and a el xtntindyv.

It is in the 1st century B.C., after Dionysius Thrax, that grammar
as an autonomous science begins to blow fully?), especially with
Tryphon. But it is worthy of noticing that neither for Tryphon nor
for any grammarian of his time we know that he wrote a compend-
ious handbook like the “Techne” attributed to Dionysius Thrax: this
was an achievement of a still later time.

2¢) For an accured and detailed discussion concerning the life and works of
Tyrannion (the elder) see W.Haas, Die Fragmente der Grammatiker Tyrannion
und Diokles, SGLG Band 3, Berlin—-New York 1977.

27) Pfeiffer, op.cit., 271-272 wrote that if Dionysius Thrax is not the
author of the “Techne” then “the part played by scholars in the systemati-
zation of grammar a century later must have been greater than we believed”:
I think that this should not be any more a matter of conjecture.-Pfeiffer,
op.cit., 270, n.2 wrote that Pap. Wiirzburg 2 “has apparently escaped di Be-
nedetto’s attention”. But that in this 2nd century A.D. papyrus (which con-
cerns the 796mor and not the specific subject of the “Techne”, and rightly
was not included in Wouters’ collection of grammatical papyri) Awovioiog in
col.1, I.14 is Dionysius Thrax is merely an hypothesis not founded on any
evidence. Moreover, that in 1.15, after év (1), yoauuarugi téyvy should be
integrated was an arbitrary hypothesis of J.Stroux, who incidentally did not
think of Dionysius Thrax as the author of this ypaupatixy téevy but of Awo-
wotog 6 Tpvpwvog, and based his conjecture on the (apocryphal!) explicit of
Pap. Lit. Lond. 182 on the assumption of a relationship between the postulated
Awoviotog 0 Tobpwvog and the grammarian Tpdpwv (and cf. also Di Bene-
detto III, 804-805). The authenticity of the “Techne” as a work of 'a pupil of
Aristarchus can not certainly be defended on the basis of the fact that in the
2nd century A.D. a certain Dionysius is mentioned (in a non technical-gram-
matical context) who was probably the author of a work, in the title of which
there was a feminine substantive. That is all. Why should I have spoken of
an unfounded hypothesis?
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Iv.

In line with G.Uhlig Erbse compares the passage of the “Techne”
17,4-19,4 - concerning the long syllable-with Sext. Emp. Adv.
Math. 1,121-122. According to Erbse the coincidences show that
Sextus made direct use of the “Techne”: Sextus’ additions (which
Erbse puts in brackets) are meaningless and evidently, according to
Erbse, Sextus in § 122 forwent to reproduce the examples for sake of
convenience?®).

There are indeed coincidences between the two texts. But in my
opinion we should distinguish between coincidences regarding mat-
ters of fact (the various possibilities when it is possible to have a
long syllable) and coincidences in formulations. The former are not
decisive for establishing a contact between the “Techne” and Sextus,
since Sextus can have derived the theory of the 8 possibilities of long
syllables from some other texts unknown to us (for instance, the
same 8 cases of long syllable are enumerated by Hephaestion 1,11-
3,2 C.). And as far as the coincidences at the formal level between
Sextus and the “Techne” are concerned, they appear to me to be
fewer and less important than the differences.

The formulation of the “Techne” 17,4-5 xara tpénovs Oxrd,
@UoEL pEv 1P€ic, Oéoel 8€ mévre is not exactly matched in Sextus’ text.
Sextus does not speak, in a resumptive way, of 8 possibilities, he
points out-through &iyd¢-that the cases can be grouped in two
groups, he does not use the word 1pd7m0¢ and he uses instead the
adverbs 7oyyd¢ and nevraydg and he says that the syllable is long
Jéoet ... mevrayds only after having enumerated the 3 cases of the
first group (besides, Erbse puts in brackets the phrase ofxoov pdoe:
oLy B¢ unxoverar ovAlafi at the end of the first group, but this
phrase seems to be necessary for the structure of all the passage and
it is hardly an addition of Sextus; analogously Erbse brackets at the
beginning, as an addition of Sextus, the opening phrase /ldoa odv
ovAdapfn 1 uaxpd éoniv fj foayeia, depriving in this way the follow-
ing paxpd of his substantive). In this (introductory) part of the text
the formal(?) coincidences between the “Techne” and Sextus are
limited to the use of the opposition of the words @voer and Séoer
(but Sextus, diverging also on this point from the “Techne” repeats

28) Cf. Erbse, op.cit., 248-251. In GG I 1. 17 G.Uhlig wrote: “Transcripsit
octavam § praemisso @aoi plurali Sextus E. 626,28,
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@voel, and afterwards dZoey, after having said @vost te xai Féoet).
Moreover, for what concerns the first case, whereas the “Techne”
has 7jrot 87’ @v b1 t@v paxpdv otoyeinv éxpéonrar, Sextus has 7
drav &yn oroyeiov puvoer paxpov, and the example is 7jdg¢ in Sextus
but 7jpw¢ in the “Techne” (the example is introduced with ofov in
the “Techne” and with o¢ éni rijc ... Aéfews in Sextus); for what
concerns the second case the example coincides in the two texts, but
the formulations differ radically, and among other things Sextus
uses a nexus-xowov ... oroyeiov-which is never found in the
“Techne”. Analogous considerations could be made for the other 6
cases, with the aggravating fact that Sextus inverts the order of the
discussion for the second and third case of long syllables by nature
and for the fourth and fifth case of the long syllables by position.

If we were to admit that the text used by Sextus was the “Techne”
we would have to suppose that Sextus reproduced it with a whole
series of changes. But on which grounds could such an hypothesis be
based? I can not see any. In some important points the text of this
part of the “Techne” coincides with Hephaestion (and diverges from
Sextus), but this fact is not sufficient for supposing that Hephaestion
also copied the “Techne”. Since the 8 cases of the long syllable are
exactly the same in Hephaestion and in Sextus (and in the “Techne”:
but for the order of the fourth and the fifth case of long syllables by
position Hephaestion coincides with Sextus and not with the
“Techne”), for this part of the grammatical science there must have
been, at least at a certain level, a sort of x0uv7j in the 2nd century
A.D.: and in my opinion the most natural way of explaining the facts
is to think that this xouwvrj left afterwards evident traces in the
“Techne”. But let us see how Sextus behaves for what concerns vow-
els and consonants.

In 1,99 Sextus speaks - concerning the orogeiov - of the
xapaxtip, the 1omog, the dvvauic and the dvoua: this does not have
a counterpart in the § 6 of the “Techne”, but (partially) in Apollo-
nius Dyscolus GG II 3. 3 (Sch. Dion. Thr. GG I 3. 31,19ff. ~ Prisc.
Inst. 1 6. 8).

In 1,100-101 for ancipital vowels (presented as xowva urxovs te
xal Ppayvtnrog) Sextus uses the words Siypova, bypd, dupifoia
and perafodixd. On the contrary, in the “Techne” (10,2) only one
word - 8iypova - is used. On this point Sextus is closer to his near-
contemporary Pap. Osl. II 13 (ca. 100-150 A.D.) where (11.76-85)
for the ancipital vowels in addition to Sfygove certainly another
term is used, perhaps du@ifola (and the couple of verbs éxreive-
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odai/ovotéddeodar used by Sextus for the ancipitals has a counter-
part not only in the “Techne”, 10,2-3, but also in Pap. Osl. II 13,
11.78-80). As examplification for the ancipital vowels 3 verses are
cited by Sextus (the same verses in the same context are taken into
account by Pap. Kéln IV 177 of the 4th century A.D.), and analo-
gously 3 examples are cited in Pap. Osl. II 13, 11.81-83: on the con-
trary no example is cited in the “Techne”?).

In 1,102-103 Sextus speaks of the consonants. As 7juipova 11
consonants are enumerated, and the theory according to which the
fuipwve are 8 in number (excluding & @, y) is referred to as the
opinion of 1tvé¢ or &viow. In the “Techne” (11,5) the nuipwva are 8
in number, with no oscillation. In this case the “Techne” does not
coincide with what Sextus presents as the basic opinion, but with a
variant; on the contrary, in Sextus 1,142 on the genders of the noun
the situation is opposite: the genders are 3 in number as in the
“Techne”, where however it is pointed out that £vior add two more
genders, the xo1vév and the énixowvov.

Again, if the omission in Sext. 1,102-103 of the denomination -
regarding the consonants - of the pfoa (in relation to B, 7, &: the
denomination is registered in the “Techne”, 12,5-13,1) can easily be
explained, in abstract, by a process of simplification carried out by
Sextus, the same cannot be said for the definition of rho (as the con-
sonant which has dacvrnra and wildrnra) which is present in Sex-

2%) Concerning Pap. Osl. II 13 G. Morelli, op.cit., 112-130 does his utmost to
demonstrate (self-confident manipulations are not lacking: 1) he omits noticing
in pp.123-126 that 11.97-101 do not have their counterpart in the “Techne”;
2) he speaks of the greater extension-in comparison with the “Techne”-of
11.45-66 and of 11.76-85 after having pronounced his judgment on the papyrus,
through a comparison with the “Techne” which involves only a part of the papy-
rus; 3) it is wrong to compare -as Morelli does in p.125, n.36-Pap. Osl. II 13,
11.85-104 with GG I 1. 11,1-16,5: the papyrus is interrupted after the part corre-
sponding to 14,7-9; 4) Morelli in p.119 says that Pap. Osl. II 13, 11.15-37
“corresponds to Dion. Thr. p.9, 5-6”, but the verb “corrispondere” in this con-
text is ambiguous: in fact the papyrus is not only much broader, but faces also
important problems concerning the structure of the syllables which ‘Dionysius
Thrax’ ignores) that the “Techne” is on some points more detailed and grammat-
ically superior to the papyrus. But the postulated superiority of the “Techne”
does not yet prove that the papyrus is later than the “Techne”. (In p. 120 Morelli
distorts many times my thought, showing small respect for his interlocutor and
his readers; and to say -as Morelli does in p. 114 ~that about the end of the 1st
century B.C. an abridged text of the “Techne” began to oust the original one,
this is not philology but science fiction.)
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tus and missing in the “Techne”, and for the definition of the dpw-
va which in Sextus is radically different from that in the “Techne”.

In conclusion, I do not believe that the comparisons made by
Erbse demonstrate that the source of Sextus was the “Techne” attri-
buted to Dionysius Thrax. The (partial) coincidences found between
Sextus and the “Techne” (and between Hephaestion and the
“Techne”, and, for instance, Pap. Osl. II 13 and the “Techne”) can
more simply be explained by the fact that Sextus was drawing on the
same current of Greek grammatical culture which was to leave its
traces later, together with other currents, in the “Techne”.

And there is yet another aspect of the question to be considered.
“Da sich Sextus 1,57 (vgl. 1,72. 80. 82)” — writes Erbse?) on the sub-
ject of points of contact to be found between Sextus and the
“Techne” - “ausdriicklich auf Dionysios Thrax berufen hat und
1,250 (vgl. auch 253) nochmals auf ihn zuriickgreift (die genannten
Stellen handeln vom Prooimion der “Techne”), liegt die Vermutung
von vornherein nahe, er benutze die “Techne” auch in den Ausfiih-
rungen iiber die Einzelheiten”. These observations of Erbse are to
me rather perplexing. If the grammar text used by Sextus did indeed
belong to one of the grammarians he cites, I do not see why it
should have to belong to Dionysius Thrax and not to some other
grammarian whom Sextus takes into consideration in this part of his
work. Particularly Asclepiades of Myrlea should be taken into
account, since he is mentioned already in Adv. Math. 1,47 (even
before Dionysius Thrax), and then in 1,72 (in connection with the
definition of Dionysius Thrax reported in 1,57) and afterwards, at a
long distance, in 1,252 (immediately after Dionysius Thrax): Asclep-
iades is the grammarian who, as it were, has the first and the last
word.

On the other hand, for what concerns Dionysius Thrax, Sextus
reports the criticism to his definition of grammar brought forward
by Ptolemaeus the Peripatetic (1,60-61) and Asclepiades (1,72-73),
but Sextus himself disapproved the definition of Dionysius Thrax
(1,62-63) as well as that of Asclepiades (1,74-75), of Chares (1,80-
83) and of Demetrius Chlorus (1,84-89). If Sextus reports the defin-
ition of Dionysius Thrax at the first place and if he refers to Diony-
sius Thrax when discussing the definition of Chares it is because the

%%) Op.cit., 248-249. This remark is made by Erbse before comparing GG I 1.
17,4-19,4 with Sext. Adv. Math. 1,121-122.
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dionysian definition must have been the oldest, and it had been criti-
cized also by Ptolemaeus and Asclepiades. But it is not legitimate, in
my opinion, to privilege Dionysius Thrax as the source of Sextus, in
his discussion of the syllable, among all the grammarians who are
cited by him: we are not even sure that Sextus read directly the work
of Dionysius Thrax and did not know his definition through Deme-
trius or Asclepiades®!).

Apart from the definition of grammar, for what concerns the
grammar in 1ts entirety it is not Dionysius Thrax, it is Asclepiades of
Myrlea who was the main reference point for Sextus. In 1,91-93 Sex-
tus speaks of the partition of grammar in three parts, the ioTopixéyv,
the reyvixov, the ibwaitepov. Each of these three parts will be later
discussed by Sextus, but the partition in itself is accepted by him.
And this partition, as the comparison of 1,91-93 with 1,252 shows,
was that of Asclepiades of Myrlea. On the contrary, in 1,250-251
Dionysius Thrax’s partition of grammar in 6 parts’?) is criticized by
Sextus (d10nw¢ Staipovuevog), and the criticism is based on the fact
that the dionysian partition does not entirely correspond to that of
Asclepiades. That is not all. Sextus says that the 4th and the 5th part

31) My point of view that Asclepiades of Myrlea should be the source of Sex-
tus for what concerns 1,57 was accepted by Fraser, op.cit., II, 680. It is striking
that in Dion. Thr. T 4 L., 1l. 19-20 Awoviorog 6 @p@é is immediately followed by
[xail AoxAnmadns 0] Muvgieavig. - About the definition of Demetrius Chlorus
see V.Di Benedetto, Demetrio Cloro e Aristone di Alessandria, Annal. Scuola
Norm. Sup. di Pisa, Ser. II, 35, 1966, 321-324 (where I suggested to read ¢ xai
(ovyyoapeior Asyouévav xail) v xata x1l.).

32) Pfeiffer, op.cit., 269, n.2 states that I translated xpioig momudrov with
“textual criticism”. This is not the truth. In Di Benedetto I, 179 I translated xpi-
o ooy with “giudizio critico delle opere poetiche”, and “giudizio critico
delle opere poetiche” is an Italian expression which does not coincide with “tex-
tual criticism” (“critica del testo”). And from what I wrote in p. 179, n.4 emerges
that in this “giudizio critico” I included also textual criticism. This in order to
re-establish the truth. On the other hand Pfeiffer’s statement that textual criti-
cism is 8i6pdwois and not xpioic mouudtev is not unobjectionable. For a
detailed discussion cf. Di Benedetto III, 807, n.1. In fact, I do not see how in
such a general expression as xpiow noqudrav is a reference to textual criticism
can be excluded: remember that in Sext. Adv. Math. 1,93 the exegesis (ra
doapds Aeyoueva éfnyodvral) is strictly connected with textual criticism (7@
Uyt xai 1@ pip towadre xpivovor: the use of the verb xpivw is to be noticed).
Moreover, several fragments from Dionysius Thrax show that he did indeed tex-
tual criticism on Homer: cf. in particular frr.14-20 and K. Linke’s observations,
pp-42ff. Have we to suppose that Dionysius Thrax omitted in his partition of
grammar a so considerable aspect of his grammatical practice?
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of the dionysian partition were taken out of the zeyvixdv (the zeyvi-
x#0v was a part of the partition of Asclepiades and when saying éx
100 TeYVI*oD (AaupPdvwv) Sextus falls into anachronism: but since he
accepted Asclepiades’ partition as the true one he inadvertently
thought of it as timeless). Now, for Asclepiades the zgyvixdv
included also all the technical-grammatical matter, beginning from
the oroiyeia and the parts of speech (cf. 1,92 nepi wdv oroyciov
xai v 100 AByov uepdv). These subjects, according to Sextus, were
not considered by Dionysius Thrax, but they were considered (at
least in his formulation of the partition of grammar) by Asclepiades.
Therefore, when afterwards in 1,97 ff. Sextus discusses the ororyeia
and then the syllables and afterwards the noun, if we had to choose
between Dionysius Thrax and Asclepiades of Myrlea as the gram-
matical source of Sextus, our preference should go to Asclepiades.
Sextus can of course have used a grammatical text which was neither
of Dionysius nor of Asclepiades. But I think it would be method-
ically incorrect to say that the source was Dionysius Thrax and not
Asclepiades of Myrlea or some other grammarian.

It should also not be forgotten that Sextus does not mention a
technical-grammatical handbook of Dionysius Thrax, nor does he
mention a title like T€yvn ypaupartiei. He says that Dionysius
Thrax enunciated his definition of grammar év roig mapayyéiuaot:
a title like /Tapayyélpara is not attested in the manuscripts which
transmitted to us the “Techne” ascribed to Dionysius Thrax.

It is to be pointed out, finally, that the § 2 of the “Techne” (con-
cerning the dvdyvwoig) contains an explication of just the first of
the 6 parts of the (authentic) dionysian partition of grammar in § 1.
The relationship between §2 and §1 (containing the authentic
definition of grammar and of its 6 parts) is strict, as the comparison
between § 1 napa moumraic te xai svyypapedov and § 2 moudrov
71 ovyyoauudrov, between § 1 dvdyvwoig évrpifric and § 2 ddidnrew-
105 mPoYopd, between § 1 xara npoowdiav and § 2 xara npoowdiav
shows. A word like 76yvn appears only in § 1 and § 2 and not in the
following part of the handbook, and the same goes for mpooéia.
We are not able to say how far § 2 reproduces the very words of
Dionysius Thrax, but certainly the substance of § 2 corresponds, at
least partially, to the dvdyvwoig évrpifiic of § 1. This means that
only for the 1st of the 6 parts of the dionysian partition of grammar
there is in the “Techne” an (at least partial) explanation. If (apart
from §1 and §2) the “Techne” were all authentic, it would be
impossible to find out a reason for this interruption.
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Erbse®?) considers § 2 together with §3 (concerning the 76vog)
and § 4 (concerning the oriyun) and thinks that “der inhaltliche
Einschnitt liegt hinter § 1”: according to Erbse “die “Techne’ spricht
also streng genommen von zwei verschiedenen Fertigkeiten des Le-
sens, und nur die Namensgleichheit verfiihrt zur Annahme der Iden-
titat”. But I do not see how the davdyvwoic évrpifiic xata npoowdiav
of § 1 can be distinguished from the dvdyvwois as adidnrarog npo-
popd (with the addition that dvayvwotéov ... xad’ broxpiow, xara
npoo@diav, xatrd SiaotoAijv) of the immediately following § 2.
Actually of the 6 dionysian parts it was only the first, that concern-
ing dvdyvwoig, which could interest the boys of the school to whom
the “Techne” was directed; the other 5 parts belonged to a level
which was not of a school of about the 4th century A.D. (and
instead were essential for the philological-grammatical activity of an
Aristarchus’ pupil in the 2nd-1st century B.C.).

3) Op.cit., 246.
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