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DISTINGUISHING BETWEEN CONCRETE
AND ABSTRACT NOUNS

A Terminological Innovation in Herodian?*

Abstract: This article lays out the terminological system used to distinguish between
concrete and abstract nouns in Pseudo-Arcadius’ Epitome of Herodian’s [epi xad-
olfig mpoowdiog (‘On prosody in general’), and shows that this system is funda-
mentally different from those found in other Greek grammatical texts.
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() Introduction

Today we divide nouns, for some purposes, into two large
groups: concrete nouns and abstract nouns. This categorization of
nouns was already made by ancient Greek grammarians, but dif-
ferent terms for concrete and abstract nouns are used in different
texts.

This article will first lay out the terminological system used to
distinguish between concrete and abstract nouns in Pseudo-Arca-
dius” Epitome of Herodian’s Tlept kadohkiic nmpocwdiag (‘On
prosody in general’),! and then show that this system is fundamen-
tally different from those found in other Greek grammatical texts.?
At first sight, Pseudo-Arcadius’ system shares the use of the term
ovola with some other texts in which concrete and abstract nouns
are distinguished, but the term turns out to occupy a quite different
place in the system. Finally, we will consider the origins of Pseu-

*) This article was written while I held a Humboldt Postdoctoral Research
Fellowship at the University of Cologne. I am greatly indebted to Philomen Probert
and Stephanos Matthaios for their feedback on my article.

1) Pseudo-Arcadius’ Epitome is one of the two fully-preserved epitomes of
Herodian’s Iepi xadohkfic npocediog. The other one is by John Philoponus of
Alexandria. See Dickey 2007, 76.

2) As well as reading relevant texts and secondary literature likely to be rel-
evant, for the initial collection of evidence I also made a TLG search for the term
ovoio in grammatical and lexicographical texts up to the 13™ century AD.
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do-Arcadius’ system: does it go back to Herodian, and how did it
come about in the first place?

(1) The usage of the term ovoio in Pseudo-Arcadius’ Epitome

There are five passages in which — as we shall see — Pseudo-
Arcadius’ epitome of Herodian’s lost ITept kaohkfig npocodiog
draws a distinction between abstract and concrete nouns:

(1) 121.4-93 T& eig AH Mjyovta €xovio Ty mpd téAovg cLAAaPMV
Bpoyelov un eig cOuvoy KataAyovsay, el uev kdpia dov i odoioy
onuaivor, Bapidvetor médn, kvidn, oidn, Nédn: el & kot mpdypoTog
1doo01t0, OEVVeETaL Koudh (1 emuédera), adn (M ndovn), epadh (
BovAn), xAdn (6 xdouog).

(Words) ending in AH that have a short penultimate syllable which does
not end in a consonant are recessive if they are proper names or they
indicate an oVoic, e.g. médN, kvidn, oidn, Nédn; if they are used of a
npoyno they are oxytone; xoudn (‘care’), adn (‘pleasure’), @padn
(‘counsel’), A7 (‘luxury’).*

(2) 34.14-17 Ta. eig NIZ S1pdyea mpoonyopikd 0EOveTaL, Kot ovGlog
ketuevo A 1| O mopaAnyovto: povig, yAavic, covig, Ovig, kovig (10 €ml
i kepoAfic), KOvig 88 10 XAUaL. OTAVIC Kol PPOVIC 0VK EML OVGLOC,

Common nouns ending in NIZ and consisting of two short syllables are
oxytone, when they denote an ovcto and have A or O in their penulti-
mate syllable, e. g. pavig, yhavig, cavig, dvig, kovig (that which is on the
head), but xévig the earth. ondvig and pdvig do not denote an ovoio.

(3) 112.7-10 Tar &g A poipov povoyevii o EI 1@ I porpd mopoknyo-
pevo £mi ovotog T1dépevo o&vvetar yed, Lewd (e18og kpiic), oMd,
¥p1d. 10 8¢ pvelo, xpeto Popdveral, ov yop emi ovolog AouBdverar ...

(Words) having only one gender, ending in long A, and having in their
penultimate syllable the (diphthong) EI or long I, and denoting an
ovoio, are oxytone, . g. xeid, (el (a kind of barley), pAid, dpra. But
uveta and ypeta are recessive, for they are not understood in relation
to an ovGlo. ...

(4) 68.7-12 Ta eig QMOZ S160AAB0L TPOGTYOPTKOL GLPYOUEVEL GO GUM-
e@VOL UM 10V M, £l ril ovGiog TdtTort0, 0EUveTan Poude, wouds, Lo-
uog, Youdg (0 smpdc). 1o uéviot kduog ( @dN) Bopvveton kol 1O UdUOG
ono 100 M dpyetor, kol 10 Pdpog kol Kpduog (kvprov) Bapiverar,
HoTEP TO MUOC.

3) I quote the text of Pseudo-Arcadius’ Epitome from my forthcoming edi-
tion, but the page and line numbers are those of Schmidt 1860.
4) Translations of passages of Greek are mine, unless otherwise noted.
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Disyllabic common nouns ending in QMOZ and beginning with a con-
sonant other than M, if they are used of an ovsia, are oxytone: Boudg,
wwuég, Cwpog, douog (¢ heap ). But x@duog (‘singing’) is recessive, and
néuog begms with M, and Pépog and Kpdpog (a proper name) are re-
cessive, just like dpoc.

(5) 113.20-114.2 Té: eig A poxpov tprovAloBo topodnyopeve 1@ I eni
ovotog AopBovopeva Bopivetart, xmpig Tvav: kopdic, oxedio, {nuic,
onmio, olkio.

Trisyllabic (words) ending in long A which have I in their penultimate
syllable, understood in relation to an ovcto, are recessive, apart from a

, , ) P
few: xopdia, oxedia, (nuio, onria, olkio.

Passages (1) (5) thus divide the entities denoted by nouns 1nto two
groups: ovoiot on the one hand, and npayuotae or non-ovctlon on
the other. The table below contains a list of words denoting an
ovola and a list of words denoting the sort of entity that is con-
trasted with ovoto. It is clear from the meanings of the words in the
two lists that the distinction between £n1 ovsiog / ko’ ovolog (vel
sim.) and oVk €nl ovolo / kot mpdrypoTog is a distinction between
concrete and abstract nouns:

Passage

Passage (1)

Passage (2)

Term used to label
concrete nouns
ovoloV oNUaivet
nédn (‘fetter’)

xvidn (‘nettle’)

o1dn (‘pomegranate’)

Kot’ ovolog
Kelpeva

povig (‘drop’)

xhovig (‘upper-garment
of wool’)

cavic (‘board’)

ovig (‘ass’s dung’)

xovig (‘louse egg’)

Term used to label
abstract nouns
KOUTO TPOAYLOTOC
TOGoETOL

xoudn (‘care’)

adn (‘pleasure’)
epadn (‘counsel’)
xMdn (‘luxury’)
0VK €Tl 0VGLOC
onavig (‘scarcity, lack’)
9povig (‘prudence,
wisdom”)

5) LSJ s.v. ppadn, II give the meaning ‘hint, warning” and cite as examples
A.Ch. 941 and E.Ph. 667. In these passages ‘counsel’ is also an appropriate transla-
tion for epadn, and Pseudo-Arcadius’ gloss BouAn is a reasonable one.
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Passage (3) €ni ovolag tidepeva oV (yop) €ml
xew (‘hole, esp. of serpents’) ovoiog AapPave-
Cero (‘one-seeded wheat’)e 1ot

oMa (‘doorpost’) uvelo, (‘remembrance’)
Up1a (‘pebble used in xpeto (‘need, want’)
divination’)

Passage (4) €ml 0VOlOG TATTETOL (No term is used: an
Bopog (‘altar’) implicit contrast only)
youdg (‘morsel’) K®Hog (‘singing’)
Cwuog (‘soup, sauce’)

Youog (‘heap’)

Passage (5) €mi ovolog (No mention of an

AopPavopevo opposing category)

kopdio (‘heart’)
oyedia (‘raft’)
{nuie (fine’)’
onnio (‘cuttle-fish”)
otxia (‘house’)

Pseudo-Arcadius has a single internally coherent system for distin-
guishing between concrete and abstract nouns. The term ovoiw is
consistently used for the sort of entity that concrete nouns denote,
while the sort of entity that abstract nouns denote can be called a
npdrype or ‘not an ovoto’. In passage (1) the term ovoio is juxta-
posed with the term npdypo. In passages (2) and (3) kot ovolog Kel-
pevo and emi o{)csiocg uﬁéuevoc are juxtaposed with ovk €nl ovolog
and oV (y(xp) ent ovolog AopPaveton respectively. In the latter pas-
sages it is more relevant for Pseudo-Arcadius to pomt out that the
words in question do not fall under the category xo’ ovolog Kelpe-
va./ émi ovolog Tdépevo than to give a positive designation for the
contrasted category. Differently from passage (1), where words de-
noting an ovoto are said to be recessive while those denoting a
Tparypa are oxytone, passages (2) and (3) only tell us how to accent
words that denote an ovole and fulfil various other conditions.

6) This is LS]’s gloss rather than a translation of the gloss el8og kptdfig given
in the text.

7) The gloss ‘fine’ in its sense ‘sum of money imposed as penalty’ denotes
something tangible. However, {nuia can also denote something less tangible (e. g.
‘penalty” or ‘damage’), but in the context of the other words in this list it is clear that
Cnuio: is included as a word capable of denoting something relatively tangible.
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Pseudo-Arcadius notes that certain words do not fall under these
rules because they do not denote an ovoto: what is relevant here is
not what kind of entity they do denote but simply that they do not
fulfil the condition kot ovGlog Kelpevo or €nl ovGlog TIIEUEVOL.

In passage (4) we are not given a specific term for the notion
that contrasts with ovoto. After a list of examples that illustrate the
rule ‘Disyllabic common nouns ending in QMOZX and beginning
with a consonant other than M, if they are used of an ovoia, are
oxytone’, we are told that x@pog (‘singing’) is recessive. One could
argue that this word is intended as a straightforward exception to
the rule: a disyllabic common noun ending in @QMOZ and beginning
with a consonant other than M, used of an ovoio, but not accented
in accordance with the rule. But the other examples mentioned in
the same sentence are excluded from the rule because they do not
fulfil all the conditions mentioned (‘Disyllabic common nouns
ending in QMOZ and beginning with a consonant other than M, if
they are used of an ovota’): the word uduog (‘blame, reproach’)
does not obey the condition ‘beginning with a consonant other
than M’, while Péuoc and Kpdpoc, both proper names, are exclud-
ed because the rule applies to mpoonyopika ‘common nouns’, and
finally dpog must have been cited as an example of a word that
fails to meet the condition ‘beginning with a consonant other than
M’. This suggests that x®pog too fails to fulfil one of the conditions,
and the only condition of this rule that k®pog could fail to fulfil is
‘if they are used of an ovoic’.

(111) The terms used by other Greek grammarians to distinguish
between concrete and abstract nouns

(i1ia) The Téxvn ypouuotikn attributed to Dionysius Thrax
and the scholia to the Téxvn

We find a distinction between abstract and concrete nouns in
the Téxvn ypoupotikn attributed to Dionysius Thrax (passage [6])%
and in two scholia to Dionysius Thrax (passages [7] and [8]):

8) It is not the purpose of the present study to answer the fiercely debated
question of the authenticity or lack of authenticity of this Téxyvn ypappotikn. On
this issue one can consult the essays in Law / Sluiter 1995, Di Benedetto 2000, 394—
400, De Jonge 2008, 91-95, Matthaios 2009, 386—400, and Pagani 2010, 390-409.
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(6) ovouoc £0TL ;,Lapog Xoyov TTOTKOV, GOU T npocyuoc onuaivov, cdpo
ugv olov ?m‘}og, nporyuo. 8¢ 010v noudeio, KOIVOO(; Te Kol 181mg keyopsvov
Kowwg usv olov ocvﬂpo)nog, nrog, LBng 3¢ olov kaputng TOLPEMETOL
8¢ 1@ OvopoTL mévter yévn, 1M, GYApeTL, optdiol, TTOGELS.

(D.T.? GG191.124.3-7)

ovopo is a part of speech with cases, signifying a c®ua or a mpdryuo.
(a odpa like Aidog [‘stone’] and a mpayuo like mondeia [‘education’]),
and employed generally or individually (generally as in &vdponog
[‘man’], tnmog [‘horse’], or individually as in Zoxpdg). The ovoue: has
five accidents: genders, derivational statuses (i. e. primitive or derived),
compositional statuses (i. e. simple or compound), numbers and cases.

(7) ‘c®uo. | TpdyLo GNUAIVOY’, TOVTEGTIV 0VGTOY aicUn TV 1) vonTiy.
(sch. D.T. Vat. GG 1i.iii 217.2-3)

“signifying a o®po. or mpayue”, that is to say an ovcio perceived
through the senses or an ovsia perceived through thought.

(8) ron ugv odv dvopoTog 1810\) ‘wyx(xvm 70 ouclav cnuuwew ot B¢
ovoia owl%napmov T ko Eowto, un Sedpevoy S‘rspon glc 10 elvar:
1AV 8¢ 0Vo1AV ol pév eloty atodtad, ol 8¢ vontoi.

(sch. D.T. Vat. GG 1.iii 215.26-8)

The distinguishing characteristic of the Gvopo is that it signifies an
ovoio; and an ovoto is something that exists in itself, that does not need
another (thing) in order to exist; and some of the oboion are perceived
through the senses, while others are perceived through the mind.

In passage (6), the terms o®po and wpdypo convey the kinds of
entities denoted by concrete and abstract nouns respectively. The
examples MYog and noudetla help to give an idea of what is meant
by these terms: a c®uo is a tangible entity, while a npGypo is an
intangible entity.!!

Passages (7) and (8) distinguish between the kinds of entities
denoted by concrete and abstract nouns with the terms aicinm
ovola (‘an ovoia perceived through the senses’) and vontn oveoia
(‘an ovoia perceived through thought’). The atotntoi ovsion cor-
respond to the odpo that we find in the Tégvn ypoupotikn attri-

9) Ancient authors and works are abbreviated as in LS].

10) GG = Grammatici Graeci.

11) See also Schoemann 1862, 79-80 and Lallot 1998, 127, who translates
npdypo as ‘action’, but explains that npdypo can be understood very broadly for
anything that lacks body and substance. Kemp 1986, 350 translates c@®uo 1) mpérypo:
as ‘something corporeal or non-corporeal’, Kiirschner 1996, 189 translates c®ua. as
‘Korper” and npérypo as ‘Sache” in German, while Swiggers and Wouters 2012 trans-
late the terms as ‘a (concrete) substance or an abstract thing’.
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buted to Dionysius Thrax, while the vontai ovstlon correspond to
the npdrypo.!? Thus, in passages (7) and (8) the term ovoto does not
independently convey the kind of entity denoted by a concrete
noun but needs an additional qualification.

(11ib) P. Yale 1.25

Another distinction between concrete and abstract nouns is
found in P. Yale 1.25 (= Wouters [1979] 47-60; 1°* century AD):

(9) [...dvouo ulev odv smw keE_,lg [ov-]
[olov 181 cm)]uom:og n npuyuou:og
[onuoivovoa, x]wptg xpovov TTOGE-
[wv emSemt]m, otov ‘Ounpoc, Hch}g

.. an ovopa is thus a word which indicates the individual ovoio of a
o®uo or mpdype, without tense and displaying cases, like ‘Ounpog, Ila-
pPg

In passage (9), the term ovoie is supplemented by cmpatog i npay-
potog (column 1, lines 6-9).13 The phrase (18i) ovoio mparypotog

12) See also the discussion in Schoemann 1862, 80. The division of ovcion
into alodntot and vontod, apart from these two scholia to Dionysius Thrax, is also
found in the commentators on Aristotle. Ammonius, in his commentary on Aristo-
tle’s Categories, has the phrase 1@v ovo1@v o1 pév elot vontol ot 8¢ atcdntol
(CAG 4.4, 45.17), which is almost verbatim the same phrase as in passage (8).
Similar phrases containing this distinction are also found in other commentators on
Aristotle, as for example Alexander of Aphrodisias (in Metaph. CAG 1, 175.18-19,
191.15-16) and Philoponus (in APo. 13.3, 338.5-6, 338.30-31).

13) The background to the use of the term ovoic in the definition of Svopa
is the Aristotelian tradition. See further Schoemann 1862, 81, Steinthal 1891, 237—
43, and more recently Matthaios 1999, 211-12. Although no definition of vopa. has
come down to us from Aristotle, in his Categories (2a11-19) he distinguishes be-
tween the np@dtot ovolon (primary substances) and the devtepon ovoton (secondary
substances). Simplicius, one of Aristotle’s commentators, explains that the npdton
ovoion are individuals, in other words the entities denoted by proper names, as for
example Swxpang, and the devtepor ovoion are the species within which the np@tot
ovoton are included, in other words entities denoted by common nouns, as for ex-
ample av¥pomnog (in Cat. CAG 8, 80.28-29 npatog HEV TO.G GTOROVS V610G EVeTO,
devtépog 8¢ toig kowvag kol anhag [‘he assigned as first the individual substances,
while as second the common and general ones’]). The term ovoia appears also in the
two definitions of ovopa attested in Plato’s Cratylus, at 388b13-388c1 dvopo apo.
S18aoKkaAKOV T1 €5TIY Gpyovoy Kol SLoikpITIKOV THE 0VGI0G (DoTEp KEPKIC VOGO
tog (‘therefore a name is an instrument for teaching and for separating being, as a
pin-beater is for a web’, translated by Ademollo 2011, 110) and at 436e2-4 g 10
TOVTOC 1OVTOC TE KOl PEPOUEVOL KO PEOVTOC QOULEV CTUOLIVELY UV TV 0VGTOV TOL
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presents a problem. At first sight, one could think that (i8ie) ovoia
quoctog 51gn1fles an entity denoted by a concrete noun and (i8io)
ovola Tpaypatog one denoted by an abstract noun. However, in
lines 3—4 and 10 npoonyopio appears as another part of speech, not
subsumed under Gvopo.!* Given this, it is unlikely that 6vouo: here
covers anything more than proper names. In fact, after Chrysippus’
distinction between 6vopo and mpoonyopio the term dvopo can
be used to signify proper names exclusively.’®> The first editor of
this papyrus, Hubbell, suggested as a solution to this problem that
n npowuoctog should be bracketed.!® In defence of mamtammg
il npocyuowog Wouters argued that “to the earliest Stoics the Gvopua
(kVprov) is a ‘more genuine’ name than the mpoonyopie”, thus
considering that the terms 6v0u0c xVplov and mpoonyopio. do not
correspond to ‘proper name’ and ‘class-name’ respectively.'” This
point loses ground because of Chrysippus’ distinction between ovo-
uor and npocnyopta Wouters also suggested that “the addition of
COUOTOG T) TPayHOTOG to ovsiav 18ilav by the grammarian of P. Yale
1.25 was presumably inspired by Dionysius Thrax’s definition”.
This, of course, would presuppose that the definition of Gvopa we
find in P. Yale 1.25 was later than the one found in the Téyvn ypop-
uotikn — which is possible regardless of the date of the Texvn ypou-
uotikn itself. The problem in P. Yale 1.25 has no easy solution, but
what matters for our purposes is that ovcio in passage (9) once again
requires an additional qualification (c®patog) in order to convey an
entity denoted by a concrete noun. The term also needs an additional
qualification (npocyuoc‘cog) in order to convey an entity denoted by an
abstract noun, if this point was indeed intended in the text.

ovoporta (‘we say that names signify being for us on the assumption that everything
moves and is carried about and flows’, translated by Ademollo 2011, 438). In Aris-
totle, Simplicius, and Plato, however, the term ovoia does not appear in the context
of distinguishing between concrete and abstract nouns.

14) To be more precise, Hubbell 1933, 190 and Wouters 1979, 49 read npoon-
in line 3 and reconstruct -yopia. at the beginning of line 4. npoonyopic in line 10 is a
reconstruction on the basis of the preserved sections of the definition and the exam-
ple given.

15) See Wouters 1979, 53 and Matthaios 1996, 55, 71.

16) Hubbell 1933, 191. See also the discussion in Matthaios 1996, 70-71. As
an alternative solution along similar lines, an anonymous reviewer tentatively sug-
gested adding udAAov before 1} mpdyporoc.

17) Wouters 1979, 53.

18) Wouters 1979, 53. See also the discussion in Matthaios 1996, 70-71.
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Thus, 1n passages (7), (8), and (9), by contrast with (1)— (5),
the term ovoto does not independently signify the kind of entity
denoted by a concrete noun. By itself the term signifies the entity
denoted by any noun, and to signify the entity denoted by a con-
crete noun it needs an additional qualification.

The table below summarises the terminology used by Greek
grammarians other than Pseudo-Arcadius to distinguish between
concrete and abstract nouns:

Passage Term used to label Term used to label
concrete nouns abstract nouns

Passage (6) ocdpo onpoivet TPOYULO GMUAIVEL
Moc (‘stone’) nondela (‘education’)

Passage (7) ailc¥ntn ovola vontn ovcia

Passage (8) ailoUntal ovoiot vontol ovoiot

Passage (9) ovolav 1diov ovolav 18iav
COUOTOC GNUALIVEL TPAYUOTOC GNUOIVEL
Ounpog
MMapig

(tv) The terms used in philosophical texts to distinguish
between concrete and abstract nouns

Given the Aristotelian background of the term ovoio, one
would like to know if any phllosophers in the Aristotelian tradition
employed the term ovoia exclusively with regard to concrete
nouns.!?

Ammonius in his commentary on Porphyrius’ Introduction
considers that both the c®po. (‘corporeal being’) and the aoopotov
(‘incorporeal being’) are types of ovoia (passage [10]):2°

19) See also footnote 13 above.

20) The distinction between oduo and dccd)uocrov is found in Aristotle at
Cael 305a17- 18 oV yocp 70 YOUEVOY (EV TVt ytyverou Koy Tl ACOUOTOV E6TOL
v {1 yéveoig, 1) €Eet odpa (for everythmg that comes into being, comes into being
in something, and that in which the generation takes place will either be incorporeal
or will possess body”).
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(10) ko youp 0 odUe 0VGi0L £0Ti KO TO doduaTov olov yoyh, SyyeAog,
Yedg

(Ammon. In Porph. CAG?! 4.3, 19.1-2)22

for a odpo is an ovGla, as is an aoOpOTOV, as for example yoyn (‘soul’),
dryyehog (‘angel’), Yedg (‘god’)

Porphyrius, in his commentary on Ptolemaeus’” Appovika, com-
bines the Aristotelian distinction between G(I)uoc and dc(m')uoctov with
the distinction between atointé and vonta.?® Thus, in passage (11)
atotd and vonta differ in terms of their species of ovolo:

(11) Aéyetou toivoy vontov 1dimg, 0 kot’ avThy TV ovcioy dtevivoye
OV aloINTdY, Og E0TL LOVa T doduoto vonta Kol koddmas door un
GOLOTOL.

(Porph. In Harm. 17.13-4)

What is specifically called ‘perceived through thought” is that which
differs in terms of ovoto itself from the things perceived through the
senses, because only incorporeal beings are perceived through thought,
and to put it briefly everything that is not a c®pc.

For both Ammonius and Porphyrius, the term oveio thus covers
both tangible and intangible entities. There is no evidence that
any philosophers in the Aristotelian tradition use the term ovoio
exclusively for tangible entities such as could be denoted by con-
crete nouns.

(v) The ways in which other Greek grammarians
use the term ovclo

We have seen in section (iii) that some grammatical texts
(passages [7], [8], and [9]) employ the term oVoio together with an
additional qualification to indicate concrete and abstract nouns.
We will now investigate cases where the term ovota is employed in
other contexts.

21) CAG = Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca.

22) Cf. passages In Porph. CAG 4.3,70.14 and 77.16—17. Similar passages are
found in Alexander of Aphrodisias (In Metaph. CAG 1, 267.29-30) and in Philo-
ponus (in APr. CAG 13.2, 15.14).

23) Compare the distinction between aicdntol and vonrtod ovotot in passages
(7) and (8), but in passage (11) the terms aicdntog and vontog do not qualify ovoto.
Instead, it is implied that things perceived through thought (vonta) and things per-
ceived through the senses (aiota) all have an ovoto of one kind or the other.
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In the Texvn ypoupotikn attributed to Dionysius Thrax, the
term ovoio is used in the definition of kVpio and Tpoonyopikd:

(12) xbprov pgv ody son 10 rnv 1610cv oncsww csnuoavov otov Ounpog,
ToOKPATNG. npocm(opmov 3¢ 011 10 TNV KONV 0VGT0Y GNUAVOV, 010V
Gvdponog, 1 immog.

(D.T. GG i.i 33.6-34.2)

A proper name is one signifying an individual ovsic, like Ounpog, Tw-
kpang. And a common noun is the one signifying a shared oboio, like
Gvdpomnog, Tnmoc.

The terms 1810 0voi0 and xowvn ovoio here convey the entities de-
noted by proper names (kVpio ovopota) and common nouns (rpoc-
nyopica) respectively.2* The distinction between concrete and ab-
stract nouns is not raised in this passage, but the use of the term
ovoio is consistent with its use in the scholia to Dionysius Thrax
(passages [7] and [8]). The entity denoted by any noun is termed an
ovola, and this term is further qualified in order to distinguish the
entities denoted by different sorts of nouns — abstract and concrete
nouns in passages (7) and (8), or proper and common nouns in pas-
sage (12).

In Apollonius Dyscolus, in the context of a distinction be-
tween avtovouion (¢ pronouns ) and ¢ ovouowoc (‘nominals’),? pro-
nouns are said to 51gn1fy an ovoio, while ovopata signify an ovoio
peta molotntog (‘ovoto with a quality’):26

(13), 0VGIoY GMULOUVOVGTV Ol GVTMVURTOL, To 88 GVOIOTe. 0VGToY UETOL

no10TNTOC

(A.D. Pron. GG ii.i 27.9-10)7

the pronouns signify an ovoie, while the nouns (signify) an ovcto with
a quality

24) See also Lallot 1998, 150.

25) 1 use the word ‘nominal’ as a cover term for nouns and adjectives.

26) See also the discussion in Schmidt 1859, 232 and Steinthal 1891, 239-41.
The term mowdg (‘quality’) is the Stoic term employed in the definitions of Gvopo.
For example, Diogenes of Babylon uses the term no16tng instead of ovcie in his de-
f1n1t1ons of common noun and proper name transmltted by Dlogenes Laertius
(7.58): gom 8¢ npoonyopl(x UEV KOTOL TOV AlOYSVT] uépog Adyov onpoivov Kownv moL-
ornw olov ocvx?pomog, nmog: Gvopo 8¢ €Tt uépog Adyov dnAodv 1diaw mordta,
ofov Atoyévng, Zkpdtng (‘a common noun is according to Diogenes a part of speech
signifying a shared quality, like Gvdponog, Tnrog; a (proper) name is a part of speech
indicating an individual quahty, llke Aloyavng, Soxpdng’).

27) Apollonius’ ovoio peto. noto‘m‘cog finds a successor about seven centuries
later, when Choeroboscus (in Theod. GG iv.i 106.3—10) mentions the definition of
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In suggesting that ovopora refer to a being (ovotia) and convey a
quality (mow0tng), the phrase ovolav pera mow0Tog appears to
combine the Aristotelian and the Stoic traditions.28 Pronouns, as
opposed to nouns, refer to someone or something without telling
us anything about this entity: in other words they do not indicate
a quality (row0tng) (cf. A.D. Pron. GG iii 4.1-2). Apollonius
makes no distinction here between abstract and concrete nouns,
but his distinction between nouns and pronouns suggests once
again that the entity denoted by any noun (and indeed any pro-
noun) is considered an ovota.

Further evidence for Apollonius’ use of the term ovoio comes
from his Syntax, where we find the phrase yevixn ovoto. The idea
here is that by referring to a particular individual, a proper name
implicitly conveys also the category it belongs to, so that a com-
mon noun can be understood (e. g. Trypho implies also ‘man’). The
supplement yeviknv was introduced by Franciscus Portus on the
basis of Priscian (GLK?? 111 122.5-6 generalem substantiam):*°

(14) Vrop&iv Tivog vrokelpévoy EminTodviég popev Tig KIvelto; Tig
nepimatel; Tic Aokel; TpodnAov pev ovong The Kiviceme, The meputoTh-
cemg, Thg Aoldig, 10D 8¢ évepyodvtog mpocmnov adnAov kadestdroc.
gvidev kol ol avIumoymyod OVOUOITIKOL YIVOVTOIL, TPOGTYOPLKOL 1) KVPL-

ovoua ascribed to Philoponus and his teacher Romanus: 8¢i 8¢ yivaoxewv o1t Twvég,
ov éotv 0 P1Abémovog kal 6 Pwpovog 6 TovTov S1ddokadog, ‘Totdtta’ Aéyovoty év
0 8p» GvTi 10D ‘0doio’, olov ‘Bvopd 0Tt pépog AdYoL TTMTIKOV EKAGTOV TRV LTo-
Kstuévwv Gmudrmv hil npocwéc‘ca)v Kowhv n iSiocv notémw dnovéuov gmedn Kod n
notomg &v ovolg Bewpeitor Kol 16TE0V OTL 00610l HEV EGTLV n ocm‘}unomonog Ymop-
§ig, otov ocvﬂpomog, {nmog Kou 70 TOWDTE, TOLOTNG BE 0VTO TO TOLOV, 01OV TO AEVKOV,
70 Eovdov, 10 pélav koi ta Totodto: (‘one must know that some, among whom are
Philoponus and his teacher Romanus, say ‘motdtng’ instead of ‘ovoic’ in the defin-
ition, that is to say ‘Gvopa is a part of speech capable of inflection, assigning a com-
mon or individual quality to each c@®uo or mpdypo in question’, because a nodtng
is observed in an oVoio; and one must know that an ovoio is something that exists
in itself, like Gvdponog, Tnnog and the like, while a no16tng (is) the actual quality, like
white, yellow, black and the like’).

28) This mixing of the Aristotelian and Stoic traditions can be also seen in
Priscian, who follows Apollonius Dyscolus closely at Institutiones Grammaticae
2.18: proprium est nominis substantiam et qualitatem significare (‘it is characteristic
of anomen to signify a substance and a quality’). See also the discussion in Schmidt
1859, 233 and Jeep 1893, 124-25.

29) GLK = Grammatici Latini edited by Keil.

30) See Lallot 1997, 11 27 n.95. In his critical apparatus Uhlig 1910, 29 reports
that Egenolff in his copy of Bekker’s edition noted his preference for the word xot-
v1v instead of yevixnyv.
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o1, TOV KUPleV EHEOVILOVTOV Kol TV (YEVIKIV) 0DGTIOV: QOUEY YOp T
Gvdpanog nepurotel 1) inmog N Tpoowv éyketévou méAly 10D dvdpdrov.
(A.D. Synt. GG ii.ii 29.1-7)

When we seek the identity of someone given, we say “who is moving?’,
‘who is walking?’, ‘who is talking?’, when the motion, the walking, and
the talking are manifest, while the person acting is unclear. The replies
are nominal, either common nouns or proper names, with proper names
also revealing a general obolo. For we say ‘the man is walking’ or ‘the
horse (is walking)’, or “Trypho (is walking)’, with ‘the man’ again im-
plied.

Once again no distinction between abstract and concrete nouns is
made, and the term ovola conveys the entity denoted by any noun.

In Choeroboscus’ commentary on Theodosius the term ovoto
is used in connection with the pronoun tig, and is employed in the
context of dlstmgulshlng between an individual entity and its prop-
erties. The pronoun tig, by contrast with the other interrogative
pronouns which are said to be {ntntika nept v ovotov (‘asking
after the properties of the ovoia’), is said to be avtfig Tfig ovolog
Inmticov (‘asking after the ovoto itself’):

( 15) TOALY O (xnopoum e lsyovrsg, 1 SNTOTE TOV MEVOTIKAY ANAVTOV
omo TO‘D 1T ocpxousvcov otov nmog nocog nnkucog noorog noSomog, uovov
‘CO Ttg amo ‘COU T ocpxsrou Kol £6Tv smsw wmnv mv altiov, 0Tt 10 ng
aNThg Tiig onouxg vial Qnmnxov olov ng £0TL Z(mcpom]g, Adtov; To
88 &0, nsucrucoz TRV nspl mv ovmocv elot {nm1ikd, olov ro nolog mot-
otmrog, ro nocog m0G4TNTOG, TO nn?mcog nn?»ucotmog, ro no&xnog
sx‘)vovg 10 ndotog 16Eemg: Eneldn odv 10 ng TG ’ET]Q o'um(xg gotl Qn—
‘CT]TLKOV 6V SAAOY nsvmn«nv Cnmru«ov oviev rmv nspl mv ouclav
£1KOTOE OC 6100»7»0(&(xv nspt 70 Gnuocwousvov npog 10, GANOL TEVOTIKO
SmML(xﬁe Kol TEEpl MV GpyNV, Kol 00K dpyetor 6mo 1o I, Tdv dAlov
amo tod I dpyopevev.

(Choerob. in Theod. GG iv.i 193.15-25)

Again some raise the question, “Why among all the interrogatives be-
ginning with =, like molog ndcog tnAixog ndotog nodamdc, does only tig
begin with a T?”. And itis possible to give this reason: that tig asks after
the ovoia itself, as in Ti¢ éo1t Zokpdng; (tig éot1) ITAdtwv; The other
interrogatives ask after the properties of the ovoia, as in moiog after
quality, m0cog after quantity, TnAixog after size, modamog after nation-
ality, mdéotog after position in a series. So since tig asks after the ovoto
itself, while all the other interrogatives ask after the properties of the
ovoto, just as tig differs in meaning in comparison with the other in-
terrogatives, so it reasonably differs also with regard to its beginning,
and it does not begin with a © while the others begin with .

(16) maAv dmopodot Tiveg Aéyovieg, Ti SNMOTE TAVIOV TAY TEVCTIKDY
un Sviev ntntikdy ovthg g ovolog ALY 1@V mept TV ovGiay, olov
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10 molog noté‘m‘cog, 10 ndcog ﬂ:océ‘m‘roc_,, 0 ﬂ:nMKOQ nnlm()‘m‘rog, 10
TOGTOG ‘rocéeu)g, 0 noBunog sﬁvoug, Hovov 10 tig ocm:ng 1fig ovolog g0t
{nmrikov: Epotdpevol yap Tig €Ty Aéyopev Tokpdmg, MAdtov.
(Choerob. in Theod. GG iv.i 194.5-10)

Again some raise the question, “Why among all the interrogatives
which do not ask after the ovota itself but after the properties of the
ovoio - like moiog after quality, mdcog after quantity, inAikog after size,
n0o7t0G after position in a series, and modomog after nationality —, does
only tig ask after the ovoto itself?” For on being asked ‘tig €o11;” we
say Zoxpang (or) [MAdtov.

No distinction between abstract and concrete nouns is drawn here,
but the use of ovo1a is consistent with the use we have seen consis-
tently except in Pseudo-Arcadius: the referent of any noun or pro-
noun, regardless of tangibility or intangibility, is termed an ovoic.

(vi) Should the use of the term ovola be attributed
to Psendo-Arcadius or Herodian?

At this point, one might ask if the use of the term ovola in
Pseudo-Arcadius should be attributed to Herodian, or rather to
the epitomator or some intermediate source. Pseudo-Arcadius tells
us in his preface that his work is an abridgement of Herodian’s ITept
radoMxiig mpoowdiog, and that he has divided complex rules of
Herodian’s into larger numbers of simpler rules. There is no evi-
dence to suggest that he altered Herodian’s terminology, but on the
other hand this cannot be ruled out. If we wish to decide whether
the term ovota should be attributed to Herodian or Pseudo-Arca-
dius, we would ideally be able to find evidence on Herodian’s use
of the term from his other works.*" Of these, however, only the
[ept uovnpong Xe&ewg survives in its entirety,’? while other works
are preserved in epitomes or fragments. In his collected edition of
Herodian’s works, Lentz made a compilation of various Herodian-
ic sources, but his reconstruction of Herodian is notoriously spec-
ulative 3 Lentz’s reconstruction of Herodian’s [ept 6voudm)v

31) For a list of Herodian’s works see Dickey 2014, 325-45.
32) See Dyck 1993, 790 and Dickey 2007, 75.
33) See Dyck 1993, 772-94, esp. 775-76, 779, and Dickey 2007, 76-77.
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boscus’ commentary on Theodosius: they are our passages (15) and
(16). As we have seen, the term ovola is used here in the sense that
we consistently find in authors other than Pseudo-Arcadius: ovsia
simply signifies the referent of any expression that has a referent.
However, these passages do not contain any evidence allowing the
term ovoia to be attributed to Herodian. Thus, it cannot be decid-
ed with certainty whether the unique use of the term ovota we find
in Pseudo-Arcadius should be attributed to Herodian, to Pseudo-
Arcadius, or to some intermediate source.

(viz) Conclusion

In conclusion, our examination of the term ovoia has shown
that the use of this term in Pseudo-Arcadius’ Epitome differs from
(1) the terms used by other ancient Greek scholars to distinguish
between concrete and abstract nouns, and (ii) the ways in which
other Greek scholars use the term ovoto. Pseudo-Arcadius con-
trasts with all our other ancient Greek scholars in the place that the
term oVGla occupies in the system for distinguishing between con-
crete and abstract nouns. For Pseudo-Arcadius nouns denote an
ovoto if they are concrete or a mpayuo (or ‘not an ovoio ) if they
are abstract. For other ancient scholars who use the term ovclo in
connection with nouns, all nouns denote an ovoio: concrete nouns
denote one type of ovola whereas abstract nouns denote another.
Given that no predecessor for this use of the term ovoto has been
discovered so far, even in texts of a similar genre and philosophical
background, Pseudo-Arcadius’ use should probably be considered
an innovation on the part of Herodian, the epitomator, or an inter-
mediate source, although an antecedent might come to light in the
future.

At this point we might ask how this innovation came about in
the first place. The word oVcio is derived from the verb eivou ‘to
be’, and ought to mean ‘existence’ or ‘something that exists’.3* For
all the other ancient scholars we have considered, an ovcto. is some-
thing that exists in a tangible or intangible sense. Herodian or Pseu-
do-Arcadius (or even an intermediate source) has interpreted exis-

34) On the interpretation of the term ovoia in Plato as a nominalization of
the existential elvon see Ademollo 2011, 110.



408 Stephanie Roussou

tence in a more concrete and perhaps more intuitive sense: only the
entities denoted by concrete nouns really exist, as it were, or can be
called ovoiou.
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