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ABSTRACT: The article cites passages from Téyvn ypoupotikry which
characterise the grammatical category of the noun number (&piOpoi
ovoudrtov) and define two classes of nouns, i.e. collective nouns (ovoparta
nepinmtikd) and distributive (pro)nouns (ovopato Empepliopeva), which
are closely related to the category of the number. Subsequently, the pas-
sages are confronted with the comments of Byzantine scholiasts on them,
quoted from A. Hilgard’s scholia edition. Familiarisation with and inter-
pretation of the analysed scholia made it possible to demonstrate the way
in which the model description of the grammatical noun number as well
as the characteristics of collective nouns and distributive pronouns, con-
tained in the textbook, were received in the circle of Byzantine grammar-
ians. In particular, focus was put on the scholiasts’ choice in regard to
which of the passages required further explanation or complement, and
what explanations or complements thereof were formulated in the scholia,
as well as which statements were met with objections or criticism from
Byzantine commentators, what where the reasons behind those, and what
were the suggested corrections. The analyses conducted, though limited to
selected issues, allow for at least a partial understanding of the specificity
of the grammatical education in the Byzantine Empire and the nature of
the Byzantine discourse on the content of T€yvn.
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Preliminary remarks

It is commonly known that the rather short textbook of Greek grammar
titled Téyvn ypappotikn, preserved until today and attributed to Diony-
sius Thrax (170-90 BC), had a tremendous impact on the development
of modern grammar, even though its connection to the Alexandrian phi-
lologist has long been questioned.' The work constitutes a unique sum-
mary of the Greek studies of words, and its content consists mainly of
the description of eight word classes (parts of speech), which includes
their semantic characterisation, and in the case of declinable words,
also a characterisation of their morphological, i.e. inflectional and
formative, features. The starting point for this article is the textbook’s
description of the grammatical (inflectional) category of the number of
a noun (6vopa), and the description of collective nouns (mmpiAnmtica
ovouara) and distributive pronouns (€mipepilopevo ovopata), directly
related to the grammatical category of the number. However, the pri-
mary subject of analyses will be the way in which these descriptions
were commented upon in Byzantine scholia to the Téyvn textbook. This
will provide us with a closer look at the canonical to Greek doctrine
model of the grammatical characterisation of the noun number, the col-
lectives and the distributives, as well as will allow us to present the

! His authorship of Téyvn ypopatiki was doubted even among the Byzantine scho-

lars, and in the last century the attribution of the textbook was yet again questioned by
V. Di Benedetto in a two-part article (Di Benedetto 1958; Di Benedetto 1959), where
the preserved text was deemed to be a compilation created circa 34" century AD. The
Italian scholar reiterated his theses in several later publications and recapitulated them
in Di Benedetto 2000. Discussions on the issue continue among scholars; the prevailing
view is that Téyvn mostly reflects the knowledge which Greek grammarians reached in
the 2™ or 1% century BC and developed in the first centuries AD, and that the content
of the textbook itself that was penned by Dionysius (if it truly was), a student of Ari-
starchus, definitely underwent multiple modifications and many extensions were made
in the following decades and centuries. For more on this subject, see Wolanin 2004:
241-247; Pagani 2011: 30-64; Callipo 2011: 9-13, 26-34; Woodard 2023: 139-142.
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later reception of this model in the community of grammarians of the
Greek Middle Ages.

The scholia to Téyvn, compiled and published in 1901 by Alfred
Hilgard in the monumental Grammatici Graeci series,” are a collec-
tion of 7 Byzantine commentaries on this textbook. Some of them (4)
are in themselves the compilations of comments to specific paragraphs
of Téyvn; the authorship of these comments as well as the identity of
the collections’ compilers are difficult to establish. In other cases, we
deal with a commentary of one author who is still either difficult to
identify (commentariolus Byzantinus) or otherwise remains unknown
(commentarius Melampodis vel Diomedis, commentarius Heliodori).
Regardless, these texts, composed for the purposes of school or aca-
demic grammar education and hence documenting the methods used
by the teachers of Constantinople during lectures to explain the con-
tent of Téyvn to the students,’ provide us with a certain idea of the
grammatical doctrine of the age of Byzantium, from which these expla-
nations originate. Bearing in mind the topic of the article, the subject
of our analysis will therefore be the content of remarks contained in
the scholia, commenting upon the Téyvn’s passages on the grammati-
cal category of the noun number as well as on collective and distribu-
tive pronouns. In particular, we will attempt to present which of these
passages were deemed as requiring an explanation or an addition, and
what explanations or additions were formulated accordingly, as well as
which elements of the characteristics of the inflectional category of the
noun number raised objections or critical remarks from commentators,
what were the reasons for this criticism, and what amendments were
proposed. The information obtained, though limited in thematic scope,
will nevertheless provide at least some insight into the nature and level
of the grammatical discourse conducted on the content of Téyvn by

2 Anoverview and description of scholia was also done by G. Uhlig in the introduc-

tion to his edition of Téyvn, which is a part of the same publishing series and still retains
the reference character. cf. Uhlig 1883: XXXIV-XL. Basic information on Téyvn, its
supplements and commentaries to it, as well as scholarly studies on the subject, can be
found in Dickey 2007: 77-80.

3 Cf. Hilgard 1901: V: ‘Ex quibus [scil. commentariis] id imprimis elucet, qua ra-
tione in litterarum universitate Constantinopolitana doctores publici scholis, quas de
grammaticis rebus habebant, compendium Dionysianum explanaverint.’
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Byzantine scholars, who greatly respected the work and referred to it
as a major source of knowledge about the classical Greek grammar as
well as a standard by which to teach it.* This is made evident by, among
other things, the volume of scholia preserved to our times, which in
the aforementioned edition by A. Hilgard covers nearly 600 densely
printed pages.

All fragments of Téyvn are quoted in the article according to the
edition of G. Uhlig® with page and line indications, and all translations
are by A. Kemp.®

The quoted excerpts from scholia are taken from the edition of
A. Hilgard’ and are accompanied by numbers denoting pages and lines
as well as an abbreviation referring to the relevant collection or specific
commentary?®; the author of the quoted statement is also indicated — if
identified and included by the editor.” Words in angle brackets < > are
the editor’s conjectures or additions to the text based on its attestation
in another collection (codex). The translations of the quoted passages
from scholia are from the author of the paper. The quotations from
Homer are in A.T. Murray’s translation.'

4 Cf. Robins 1993: 44: “The Techne in its present form, with its extensive commen-

taries, was the foundation and a major authority for teaching and researching the Greek
language and its grammar in the Byzantine Empire.”

5 Uhlig 1883.

6 Kemp 1986.

7 Hilgard 1901.

8 Heliod. = commentarius Heliodori, Vat. = scholiorum collectio Vaticana, Marc.
= scholiorum collectio Marciana, Lond. = scholiorum collectio Londinensis, Byz. =
commentariolus Byzantinus.

°  This is mainly the case when the compiler included in his collection an utterance
also attested in another, non-anonynous collection or manuscript, as a result of which its
authorship is identifiable. In our case, this applies to Stephanos’ explanations contained
in the Vatican collection, and to the comments of Heliodorus placed in various collec-
tions and extracted from his commentary of which commentarius Heliodori is a part.

10 Murray 1919; Murray 1924.
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1. The grammatical category of the noun number in the
Téyvn ypappatu textbook

The category of the noun number is first mentioned in Téyvn as part of
a general characterisation of dvopa as a word class (part of speech) and
this characterisation is as follows:

‘Ovopd €0t pépog AOyov TTWTIKOV, O@pa §| TPAYHA ONUAivov, odua
pev oiov Aifog, mpaypa 8¢ olov madeia, kowvdg te kal idiwg Aeyopevoy,
KOW@G pev olov dvBpwnog tmog, idiwg 8¢ olov Zwkpdatng. Mapénetar 8¢
QO Ovopatt TévTe: yévn, €idn, oxnuarta, dpduoi, ttwoelg (24, 3-7).

A noun is a part of the sentence' which is subject to case inflection, and
signifies something corporeal or non-corporeal; by corporeal I mean so-
mething like ‘a stone) and by non-corporeal something like ‘education’; it
can be used in a general way, as in ‘man;, ‘horse} and in a specific way, as
in ‘Socrates. The noun has five types of attributes: genders, species, sha-
pes, numbers, cases.

According to this characterisation, numbers (apiOuoi) are one of
the five attributes that accompany the noun (mopénetat T@® OvOpOTL).
In the later part of the textbook, the numbers were described in the fol-
lowing manner:

ApiBuol Tpeig: £vikag, Suikdg, TANOVVTIKOG: EVikOg pev 0 Ounpog, duikog
8¢ Tw Oufjpw, TAnBuvTikog 8¢ 0i Ounpor. Eiol 8¢ Tiveg évikol XxapakTipeg
Kai katd MOAA@V Aeyduevol, olov 87uog yopds dyrog- kai mAnBuvtikoi
KaT EViKOV Te Kal SViKdV, VKOV pEv wg ABijvar Offar, Suik@v 8¢ ¢
dqugotepor (30, 5-31, 4).

1" The word classes described which are, in fact, the parts of speech, have been
identified with the parts of a sentence in the textbook; cf. 22, 4-23, 2: Aé&is €otl pépog
EMdylotov Tod katd cuvtagy Adyov. Adyog 8¢ €ott melhg Aé€emg cuvheatg didvolav
avtoteri] dnhodoo. Tod 3¢ Adyov pépn €otiv Okt Gvopa, pripa, petoyn, Gpbpov,
avtovopia, tpdbeoic, Enippnua, cvvdeopos. — ‘A word is the smallest part of a pro-
perly constructed sentence. A sentence is a combination of words in prose conveying
a meaning which is complete in itself. There are eight parts of sentence: noun, verb,
participle, article, pronoun, preposition, adverb, conjunction.’
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There are three numbers — singular, dual, and plural. The singular is ho
Homeros (Homer), the dual to Homero (the two Homers), and the plu-
ral hoi Homeéroi (the Homers). There are some singular forms which are
applied to a plurality, such as démos (people), khoros (chorus), okhlos
(crowd); and some plural forms which are applied to single or dual refe-
rents, for example, Athénai (Athens), Thebai (Thebes) of single referents,
and amphoteroi (both) of dual referents.

It is easy to see that two distinct parts can be distinguished in the
above section containing the description of the noun number. Since
both were commented on by scholiasts quite extensively, we will first
discuss comments on the first of them.

2a. The first part of the section on the noun number

ApiBpol Tpeig £Vikag, duikdg, MANOVVTIKAG: EVikog pev 0 Ounpog, Suikog
8¢ Tw Ounpw, TAnBuvtikog 8¢ oi Ounpor (30, 5-31, 1).

There are three numbers - singular, dual, and plural. The singular is ho
Homéros (Homer), the dual to Homeéro (the two Homers), and the plural
hoi Homeéroi (the Homers).

So, in the first part of the section three values of the grammati-
cal category of the noun number were indicated and exemplified. In
reference to this, scholia contain explanations on the semantics of this
category, in particular on the semantics of each of its values and the re-
lationships between them, alongside comments on the formal structure
of the terms used to name these values. For instance, in the London col-
lection of scholia we can read the following explanation:

AplBuog  ¢ott  xapaxthp AéEewg  Suvdpevog  Sidkploy OG0
avadé€aocBal,? 1 xapakthip onuaivwv <moodtnra> petd dkolovdiag.
Totéov 8¢ 61l évikog kal SvikOG wpiopévol eiotv, 6 8¢ TANOVVTIKOG

12 This definition is also cited by Pecorella 1962: 134 who suggests that its author

may have been Apollonius Dyscolus, as its exact match can be found in Priscianus; cf.
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adpLoTog €av yap einw @ilog, Eva dnh@, ¢av 8¢ gilw, dvo, éav 8¢ gilot,
oV pévov Tpeig, AAA kal ToAN0VUG. Al Ti 8¢ domep dnd ToD €lg £vdg
yivetat évikog Tpomij ToD oG €ig L Kai TAEOVAOUD TiiG KOG, Kal &md Tod
SVo SVIKOG, oVl Kai Ard ToD TPelg yivetar Tpeikdg; Enedn) 6 tpeig dpxn
nABovg éotiv, TO 6¢ MARB0G 0V Tpelg onpaivel povov, dAAd kai 8 kai &’
Kai ' kal p', TovTOL XApLV €K TG onuaciag Eafe thv dvopaciov- el yop
yéyove mapd O TPEIG TPEIKOG, 0K TjueAhev dpuodletv Toig Tpiotv fj Toig
Téooapoty, AANG TOiG TpLot povorg (Lond. 545, 7-17).

The number is the form of the word that can assume (the function) of
differentiating quantity, or the form expressing a quantity in order. It is
important to know that the singular number and the dual number are de-
finite, whereas the plural - indefinite. For if I say ¢iAog, I am referring to
one, if piAw - to two, but if I say @idoy, I refer not only to three, but also
to many. Why is it that, like évikdg is formed based on eig €vdg by the
transformation of og into 1 and addition of koc¢, and like dvikog is formed
based on &vo, there is no Tpeikdg as well, formed based on tpeic? As three
is the beginning of plurality, and plurality means not just three, but also
four, and five, and ten, and hundred, it was named in accordance with its
meaning, for if alongside tpeig the tpeikdg would have been formed, it
would not be appropriate for either three or four, but for three only.

There are several interesting points in this comment. The first one
is the addition of the grammatical number definition, absent in the
Téyvn passage commented upon.” In this definition, the category is
identified with the form of the word (yapaxtip AéEewc) as an exponent
of a specific semantic function, i.e. expressing a quantity.'* In Téyvn,
the reference to the word form, made by means of the same term, but in
the plural, i.e. yapoktiipeg, appears — in a specific context — only in the

Inst. Gram. 5,46 (= Hertz 1885: 172): Numerus est dictionis forma, quae discretionem
quantitatis facere potest.

13 Nb. the other inflectional categories of the noun, i.e. gender and case, are also not
defined in the textbook.

4 See also Marc. <Heliodorusi> 380, 34-38: AptOpog €0t Kotd pHEV AptOunTikong
ocwpeio LovAd®V YouV GOVOEGSLG, KATA O€ YPUULOTIKOUG XOPUKTN P AEEEMG SUVAIEVOC
Stbkpiow mocod avadéEachat, T yapaktp onpaivev TocdTnTa Hetd dkolovdiog S
TOVG aptpovg dvo Yap kol TpelG Kol €l Tt TotodTov &v dkorovdig dnAodct Togdtra.

413



Hubert Wolanin

second part of the section on the number (and will be discussed below).
In the first part, there is no reference to the word form, and the seman-
tics of this category and its values were characterised only indirectly by
listing terms (with distinct meanings) which identify each value, and by
exemplifying them.

This shortcoming of Téyvn, i.e. a lack of a direct characterisation of
the semantics of the grammatical number, was a catalyst for approach-
ing this topic as well in the commented scholion; the meticulousness
with which it is discussed is the second thing, which attracts our at-
tention. Emphasis is, first and foremost, put on the difference between
the semantic definiteness of the first two values of this category, and
the indefiniteness of the third, alongside on an explanation of what
the indefiniteness and definiteness consist in. In this respect, particu-
larly striking is the effort put into characterising the plural and the role
ascribed to the number three in its characterisation. This likely stems
from the structure of the grammatical category of the number in Greek,
wherein plural is its third value, following the singular, denoting one
object, and the dual, denoting two objects, which naturally raises the
question of the relationship between the third value and the denotation
of three objects. Hence why, while characterising the indefiniteness of
the plural, the scholiast directly refers to the three objects denoted by it,
emphasizing in the same time the inclusive nature of the said value: ‘if
I say @ihot, I refer not only to three, but also to many’.

The relationship between the number three and the semantics of
the third value of the grammatical number is also discussed in the
context of the term used to name this value, i.e. in regard to the ques-
tion about the reason for the absence of the name (dp1Opog) tpeikoc,
whose hypothetical presence emerges from the analogy to &vikdc and
ovikdc. In response, the scholiast concludes that the absence of such
name results from the fact that ‘three is the beginning of plurality’ (0
Tpeig apyn mAnbovg éotiv), ‘and plurality means not just three, but also
four, and five, and ten, and hundred’ (0 6¢ mAf0og 00 Tpeic onpaivet
uévov, aAAG kol 0” kol € kol 1" kal p*). Thus, the number three is as-
signed a special status, which makes it distinct from the numbers one
and two. Specifically, this number does not indicate just itself but also
implies a broader sense of plurality, which includes the number (three)
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as well. Due to the said implication, this grammatical value of the cat-
egory of the number, which may refer to three designated objects, at
the same time expresses a plurality of objects as such, which in itself
determines its actual meaning. And it is from this plurality, i.e. from its
actual meaning, that the value takes its name, as another name would
not reflect the real, i.e. numerically indefinite, nature of its referent. It
is worth noting, however, that the literal message here is about why the
act of referring to three — rather than to many — objects was given this
name: 'Eneidn 0 tpeic apyn mAnbovg €otiv, [...] TobTOL YApV €K TG
onuooiog Elafe v dvopaciov (‘As three is the beginning of plurality,
[...] it was named in accordance with its meaning”).

Let us add that the special status of the number three in the con-
text of plurality and the grammatical plural is also emphasised by other
scholiasts, who cite their own unique reasoning. For example, the fol-
lowing comment of the scholiast Stephanos can be found in the Vatican
collection:

Tov tpitov apBudov mAnBuvtikov dvopdlopey, €mel 6 tpei apBpoOG apyn
nmARBovg éotiv, O¢ Kal év Tf) mapotuia «Tpelq moAhoi»- S TodTo Kal of
nakatot ToOAA& BovAdpevol onuaively Tpeig Aéyovoty, wg kai O mouTig
<e 306> Tpig¢ pakapeg Aavaol kol TeTpakig, avti tod moAldxig (Vat.
<Stephani> 229, 32-230, 2).

We call the third number plural because number three is the beginning
of plurality, as the adage also indicates: «three is many»."” This is why also
the ancient, when referring to multitude, say ‘three] as the poet also does:
(e 306): thrice blessed those Danaans, aye, four times blessed, instead of
many times.

The scholiasts’ interest in the formal structure of words naming
particular values of the number category may also be striking. In the
aforementioned scholion from the London collection, one’s attention
is drawn to the meticulousness and manner in which the scholiast de-
scribes the derivation mechanism standing behind the formation of the
term &vikoc. Although the scholiast correctly perceives the stem of the

15 Comp. Lat. Tres faciunt collegium.
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oblique cases — the genitive singular, to be exact — of the word €ic to
be the derivational base of the said term, the following description of
the derivative process (60 tod €ic évoc yivetar £vikdg Tpomii Tod o
€lg 1 kol TAeovaou® TG Kog) reveals a lack of proper understanding of
the actual morphological structure of the interpreted words, which is
generally a well-known shortcoming of ancient Greek grammar. The
meticulousness of the description contrasts with the general nature of
the statements about the origin of the name of the dual number (&m0
7o V0 dvikdg) and the hypothetical triple number (A ti[...] oyl kod
o ToL TPELS yiveTon Tpeikdgc;), derivational bases of which would have
to be presented in a manner different from that of the singular number
name.

Another comment on the formal aspect of the terms designating the
three values of the number category can be found in the so-called col-
lectio Marciana, i.e. in the collection of scholia taken from the manu-
script kept in Biblioteca Marciana in Venice. The comment comes from
the scholiast Heliodorus, at times identified with Choiroboskos.'® The

16 Perhaps we should consider the commentator of Téyvn, who is referred to as He-
liodorus in A. Hilgard’s edition of scholia, to be Choiroboskos, a Byzantine teacher and
author of a plethora of works on grammar, who lived in the 8" and the beginning of the
9" century. His most important works include an extensive commentary on Theodosius’
(4™ or 5™ century) Kavoveg gicayoyuoi nepi khiceme dvopdtmv kol pnudrov, i.e. a list
of rules and paradigms of declension and conjugation (cf. Hilgard 1889; Hilgard 1894),
and a commentary on Ilept mpoc@didv, an anonymous collection of rules concerning
accent, vowel length, aspiration and pauses, published by G. Uhlig alongside Téyvn
ypappotikn as one of its supplements. The aforementioned commentary of Choirobo-
skos on ITepi mpoc@didv, preserved partly under his own name, and partly in an exten-
ded version under the name of Porphyry, was published by A. Hilgard in his edition of
scholia to Téyvn (Hilgard 1901: 124-150). Commentarius Heliodori, published in the
same scholia edition (Hilgard 1901: 67-106), is also sometimes combined with Cho-
iroboskos; it includes comments on the passages of Téyvn following those on the noun
number, but most of the missing part of the commentary has been preserved and identi-
fied by the editor in the form of excerpts housed in other scholia collections. The editor
himself does not exclude the authorship of Choiroboskos, but seems rather inclined to
the view that we are not dealing with Choiroboskos’ original commentary but supple-
mented by the scholiast Heliodorus” own remarks; nb. the scholiast Heliodorus is not
identifiable with any person of that name known to us (cf. Hilgard 1901: XIV-XVIII).
In this article, we retain the adopted, in the Hilgard’s edition, attribution of quotes from
this commentary, i.e. we attribute them to Heliodorus. For more on this topic and on
Choiroboskos in general, see also: Dickey 2007: 80-81, Pontani 2020: 92-95.
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author characterises the relations linking the names of each value of the
number category with their derivation bases in the following manner:

To évikdg ktnTkod €idovg éotiv: @omep yap and tod IThdtwv IMAdtwvog
Aéyopev IMhatwvikdg, obtw kol <dmd to0> elg £€vog Aéyopev <évikdg,
Kai> dnhot 6 10D £vog xapaktip, kai dro tod Svo Svikdg, kai Snhol 6 T@OV
Vo xapaktip. AANN oOKETL AT TPEIG TPEIKOG PAUEY: O HEV VAP EVIKOG
Kai Suikog xapaktip iStalovta kai @avepov €xet aplBuov kai tomov, 6
O¢ Tpelg apduog apxnv onpaciag mAibovg Aappavwv katd TOV TOTOV 00
Aéyetal Katd Tapaywynyv Tpeikog, AANA TANOVVTIKOG: Td Yap adTd TUND
Kexpnueda kai €ml TpLdV kol Teoodpwy kol névte (Marc. <Heliodori> 381,
21-29).

The name évikdg (‘singular’) is possessive in nature; as based on II\atwv
IM\&twvog we say: ITAatwvikog, so based on el £évog we say évikdg, and
the form (of the word) &ig (¢vdq) is evident (there); and (similarly), ba-
sed on dvo (we say) dvikdg, and the form (of the word) 8vo is evident
(there). However, we do not say tpeikdg based on 1peig, as both the form
évikdg and form Svikog are characterized by their own distinctive num-
ber and shape, while number three, which constitutes the beginning of
the concept of plurality, in regard to the shape (of the word conveying it)
is not via derivation assigned the name of ‘triple’ (tpeixdg), but ‘plural’
(mAnBuvTikdg), as we use the same form to refer to three, to four, and to
five.

So, Heliodorus primarily attributes the terminology commented
upon to a specified, more general word-formation class, i.e. possessive
nouns (ktntikd), indicating an analogy with [TAatovikog. He does this
directly in reference to the name &vikog (TO Evikog KTNTIKOD €{00VG
€otiv), but later in the quote this status is ascribed implicitly to the other
discussed terms as well. Unlike the author of the London scholia frag-
ment discussed above, Heliodorus does not focus on the formal differ-
ences between the terms derived and their derivational bases, but — on
the contrary — he points to the similarities between them. He emphasises
the obvious presence of derivational bases in the derivatives constitut-
ing the name of the singular number (40 Tod €ig £vog Aéyopev &vikdg,
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Kai Aot 6 tod €vog yapaktp) and the name of the dual number (&m0
oD 300 JLikdg, Kol donAol O Td®V 6v0 yapaktip), which provides the
derived names with semantic clarity, i.e. the relationship between the
name £vikoc and the number one, and between the name dvikdg and the
number two. At the same time, the aforementioned possessive nature
of these names is reflected in this semantic relationship. Heliodorus
also highlights the consistency of the formal structure of the described
names with their semantics, as is evidenced by the emphasis put on
the distinctness of their meaning and form. In this regard, the scholiast
explicitly states that the distinctness of meaning of the first two names
goes hand in hand with the distinctness of their form (6 p&v yap €vikog
Kol dVIKOG yopaktnp idtalovta kal eavepov Exel aplOUOV Kol TOTOV).
However, in the case of the third name, proving the adequacy of its
form in relation to its meaning required more arguments. First and fore-
most, a justification of the choice of the derivation base was necessary,
i.e. an explanation of why it is not the word that means three. And here
again we have to do with a reference to the status of the number three
as the beginning of a plurality and to the functional distribution of the
name in question, which is used in the same form in reference to three,
to four, and to five (objects). Therefore, the commentary is yet again
conducted from the perspective of the form of the word referring (pri-
marily) to the number of three (objects): 6 6¢& tpeig apOuoOG [...] KoTd
TOV TOTOV [...] Aéyetan [...] TAnBuvtikog.

The very same collectio Marciana includes also a rather unique
comment of Heliodorus on the derivation base of the name of the sin-
gular number ([ép1Opog] évicdc) — the numeral gig (‘one’). The scholi-
ast draws attention to the fact that its formal structure in the nominative
case corresponds to noun forms in plural. Even so, he immediately re-
jects any connection between the numeral and plurality, arguing that the
numeral is an original, unmotivated form, i.e. not derived inflectionally
from any form in the singular number. The irregular ending -€ig in the
singular form becomes thereby an argument for the lack of regular, de-
rived forms of the plural of this numeral. It seems that the commentary
also specifically demonstrates sensitivity to the formal features of the
terms in question and the need to clarify any interpretive doubts that
may arise about them. Here are Heliodorus’ words:
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To €l Sokel onuei®@deg elvarr & yap eig &g meplomwpeva evbeia
mAnBuvtikai elow, <olov> ol edyevelg, ol evoefelc: AANG  @apev
teepatioBar 80ev 008 mAnBuvtikov <10 €lg Emdéxetar> (Marc.
<Heliodori> 380, 38-381, 4).

The word eig (‘one’) appears to be special; perispomena that end in -eig
in the nominative case are plural, as, for example, oi evyeveig (‘the noble
people’), ot evoefeig (‘the pious people’); however, (in this case) we say
it is a non-derived form'; thus, the word €l does not additionally take
a plural form.

With regard to the formal shape of terms associated with the num-
ber category, let us also quote one of anonymous commentaries of this
collection:

Avaykaiwg 10 dvopa kol dpBuov émdéxetal, netdn ovpPaivet kai Eva kai
Svo kai Tpei¢ moANAkIG ToD avTod Ovopatog petéxetyv. Kal oty €vikog,
Stav Eva onpaiv, kai Svikog, 6te §00- 0vKETL 8¢ Kail TO TPEIG TPLTLVTIKOV
| Tpeikdv Ovopdlopev, aAN& mANOvvTIKGY, émel O TpelG apBudg apyn
nAfBovg éotiv (Marc. 381, 10-15).

It is necessary for the noun to inflect also for number, as sometimes one,
two, or often even three (referents) fall within (the meaning of) the same
noun. And it is singular if it refers to one, dual - if it refers to two; but
that which refers to three is not called the triple or threefold number, but
plural, as three is the beginning of plurality."®

17 As it seems, the term teBepaticbot should be understood here as the creation

of a form on the basis of its own stem, i.e. establishing a non-derived form. We can
encounter the adjective Ogpotikdg (‘thematic’) and the adverb Ogpaticde (‘[created)]
thematically’) used in a similar sense in section 18 of the second book of Apollonius
Dyscolus’s treatise On syntax (Uhlig 1910: 139-140) in regard to the suppletive forms
of the oblique cases and plural forms of the personal pronouns, i.e. £nod, €uoi, fueic,
etc. as not formally derived from €y® and constituting their own stem. See also: Bed-
narski 2000: 101, n. 60; Bécares Botas 1985: 205-207 (s.v. 0épa, OepotiCo, Ogpotikdc).

'8 1In the later part of the scholion we can find the comment of Stephanos quoted
above (Vat. <Stephani> 229, 32-230, 2), which justifies the thesis of the number three
being the beginning of plurality.
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Here we see that the scholiast (more likely to be a compiler in this
case), referring to the semantics of the noun, justifies the very neces-
sity of taking into account the number category, and writing about
the absence of a hypothetical triple number, he uses not only the term
tpeikdv, already cited above, but in addition a second, rather amusing,
neologism, i.e. TPITLVTIKOV.

2b. The second part of the section on the noun number

Eiol 8¢ Tiveg évikol XapakTijpeg Kai Katd TOAA@V Aeyopevol, olov d7uog
X0pOs Gxrog kel TANBLYVTIKOL KaTh EVIK@V TE Kal SUIKDV, EVIKOV HEV OG
Abfvau Ofifau, Suikdv 8¢ w¢ dupotepor (31, 1-4).

There are some singular forms which are applied to a plurality, such
as demos (people), khoros (chorus), okhlos (crowd); and some plural
forms which are applied to single or dual referents, for example Athénai
(Athens), Thebai (Thebes) of single referents, and amphoteroi (both) of
dual referents.

As noted previously, commentaries also exist for the above-cited
second part of the Téyvn’s section on the noun numbers. What is dis-
cussed there is a certain discrepancy between the semantics attributed
to specific values of the grammatical number and the quantitative as-
pect of the meaning of some words marked by these values. Such cases
were exemplified, on the one hand, by collectives, and, on the other, by
(toponymic) pluralia tantum. To indicate the existence of such a dis-
crepancy, the author utilised distinct phrases that introduce a termino-
logical distinction between the formal aspect of the words marked by
the specific value of the number category, and their semantic aspect.
On the one hand, we have évikol / mAnBuvrtikol yopaxtipeg — ‘singular/
plural word forms’, on the other kotd TOAAGV / KOTO EVIKAV Kol SUTKGV
Aeyouevor — lit. “uttered with reference to numerous / singular and dual
[objects]’.!”” Among many issues commented upon by the scholiasts
in regard to this passage, the above terminology was also deemed as

1 For more on this, see also Wolanin 2004: 193—-194.

420



Byzantine Scholiasts on the Description of the Grammatical Category...

requiring further explanation. In the Venice collection, famous for its
manuscript kept in Biblioteca Marciana, one can read the following
short comment on the matter:

Xapaktijpa Aéyel TOV TOTOV THG TPOPOpdc: TO yap Sijpog kal xopdg kal
6xAog €vikod pgv aptBod mpogopay Exet, mAfjBog 8¢ onuaiver (Marc. 382,
11-13).

[The author of Téxvn] uses the term yapaxtip to refer to a type of
a (word) form, as the words Sijpog (‘people’), xopdg (‘choir’) and &xAog
(‘crowd’), though they have singular form, denote plurality.

As one can see, the phrase tOmog THic Tpoeopdg was used to explain
the term yopaxtip, while the phrase kot moAA®dV Aeyduevor, refer-
ring to the meaning of collectives, was replaced by a simple wAtj00g
onuaivovow. In the Vatican collection of scholia, there is, on the other
hand, a remark made by Stephanos, who, by citing a formal analogy,
justifies the assignment of the singular number to the collectives listed,
and in the same time he explains the essence of their plural meaning:

To yap xopdg dvoud €0ty EXov XApakTipa EVIKOV — GOTEP Yap KANOG,
oUTtw Kai xopdg — A& 1O ¢ adTod onuatvépevoy TAnBuvTikdv oty 00
yap &v ovotain xopog €€ £vog podvov avBpdmov, AAN €k TAelOVWV- Kal TO
Sfjpog 8¢ T0 dpotov onpaiver (Vat. <Stephani> 230, 6-9).

(The word) xopdg (‘choir’) is a noun having a singular form - for as (the
word) kalog (‘beautiful’) is formed, so is xopog (‘choir’) - but the me-
aning expressed by it is plural; for a choir cannot consist of only one man,
but of many; and (the noun) §fjpog (‘people’) has a similar meaning.

To indicate the form — analogous to kaAdg — of the interpreted col-
lective (yopdc) Stephanos utilised the term yopoktip (évikdg), also
used in Téyvm, but referring to its meaning he used the phrase 10 &
avtod onuawopevov (mAnbvvtikov). Heliodorus, in turn, portrays
this discrepancy between form and meaning on a broader plane while
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drawing attention to syntactical consequences that come with the use
of collectives:

Nonep énl TOV prpdtov eiol wval Toig onpatvopévolg évavtiat — 10
yap dpxodpal gwvi] pév 0Tt TabnTikdy, onpatvopéve 8¢ EvepynTikoy —,
obtw kal énl 1OV Ovopdtwy eiol pwvai évavtial Toig onpatvopévolg tod
yap Sfjpog 6 pév tomog €vikog, 1O 8¢ onpavopevov TANBLYVTIKOV: TG
yap &v ovotain Sfpog dvev mTOAA®V; 80ev émi TV TolobTwy ¢80V ¢oTt
Kai TPOG TAG PWVAG Kal Tpdg T& onpatvopeva DIavtay, olov «O Sfpog
émolépunoev» kai «O 8ijog émohéunoav» (Lond. <Heliodori> 545, 18-25).

As in the case of verbs there are forms opposed to the things signified —
for 6pyovpat (‘T dance’) is passive in form, and active in meaning - so also
in the case of nouns there are forms opposed to the things signified; the
form of the word 8fjog is singular, and the meaning plural; for how could
there be a people without the many? Hence, with such words, agreement
can be applied both to the form and to the meaning, as in, for instance,
0 Sijpog énorépnoev (‘the people fought (singular) a battle’) and 6 dfjpog
énoAéunoav (‘the people fought (plural) a battle’).?

The scholiast invokes here an analogy to deponent verbs, which
rids collectives of their appearance of uniqueness, or even incorrect-
ness. What is also noteworthy is the use of twofold terminology to des-
ignate the concept of the word form. On the one hand, we have the term
owvn used several times, and on the other, Tomog. However, when re-
ferring to the meaning conveyed, the author consistently uses the term
70 onuawvopevov. When it comes to the aforementioned syntactic con-
sequences, the scholiast noted the possibility of combining plural verb
forms with singular collectives, i.e. the possibility of applying the so-
called ad sensum construction (cOvto&ig katd chveotv), mentioned by
other grammarians®' as well. However, later in his commentary Heli-
odorus raises the question of why collectives are also used in the gram-
matical plural:

20 Likewise in Marc. 381, 30-382, 1.
2l Cf. e.g. Apollonios Dyskolos, ITepi cuvté&emg 1, 67 (= Uhlig 1910: 58-59).
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Zntntéov 8¢, el TabTa év 1@ Evikd dplOud mAnBuvTiknv onuaciav &xovat,
S Tl Méyovtar mAnBuvTiK®G, olov dfpol Paptv odv 6t S TodTO
Aéyovtat mTANBVVTIK®G, tva TV TooHTNTA TOV CVOTNUATWY SNAWOWOLY:
gav yap ginw dfpog, &v ovotnua SNA® TOAADV AvEp@V TEPLEKTIKOV, EAv
O¢ elnw Onpot, ToAAd ovotrpata Sn\@ (Lond. <Heliodori> 545, 30-34).

If they [scil. collectives] in the singular have a plural meaning, then the
question must be answered as to why they are used (also) in the plural,
as is with, for instance, 6fjpot (‘peoples’). And we claim that they are used
in the plural form to show the quantity of collectivities, for if I say dfjpog
(‘a people’), I show one collectivity including many people, while if I say
Sfjpot (‘peoples’), I show many collectivities.

Thus, in the scholiast’s opinion, collectives such as dfjpog are used
in the plural to ‘show the quantity of collectivities’. Consistently, the
meaning of the collective noun in the singular, which in the first part
of the quoted paragraph was determined to be mAnBvvtikn onpocio
(‘a plural meaning’), later in the text was expressed as just cOoTnuO
(‘a collectivity’), and in reference to the specific word form 6fjpog as
GUGTNUO TOAADV AVOpAV TePtekTkOV (‘a collectivity including many
people’). Thus, mAnBuvtikn onuaocio was identified with cvoTua as
the meaning of the collective noun in singular. In turn, the grammatical
category of the number was assigned the function of indicating ‘a quan-
tity of collectivities’ (mocdtto TV cvotudTev),” or more specifi-
cally: the singular number of indicating ‘one collectivity’ (&v cOoTnua),
and the plural — ‘many collectivities’ (moALd cvotipata). Thus, we are
dealing here with a certain terminological distinction between oot o
as a term referring to the lexical semantics of the collectives (independ-
ent of their grammatical number), and mocdtng, €v, and ToAloi as terms
referring to the semantics of the grammatical category of the number,
both in general (mocdtng), and of its two values, i.e. singular (£v) and
plural (moAhoi). Therefore, we can consider this a rather successful at-
tempt to characterise the collectives, i.e. to point out the essence of
grammatical plurality on the one hand, and the essence of lexical col-
lectivity on the other, and at the same time the basis for the difference

22 Cf. supra Lond. 545, 7-17.
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between pluralis and collectivum — although it clearly lacks a more
general conceptual and terminological apparatus that would allow for
the theoretical distinction between grammatical and lexical semantics.
For obvious reasons, in the above commentary Heliodorus focused on
semantics, but it is also worth noting the phrases occurring there that
characterise the formal status of words, namely &v 1® &vik® apOud
(‘in the singular’) and the adverbial determiner mAnfvvtikédg (‘in the
plural’).

However, in the discussed section (31, 1-4) from Téyvn also an-
other type of discrepancy between the formal shape and the meaning
of the word is indicated: €ici 08¢ tveg [...] TAnBvviikol [yopokTipec]
KOTO EVIKAV TE Kol dVik®V [Aeyouevol], Evik®dv pev g A0ivar Onfo,
SVik@V 0¢ ¢ dupdtepor. ‘There are [...] some plural forms which
are applied to single or dual referents, for example, Athénai (Athens),
Thébai (Thebes) of single referents, and amphoteroi (both) of dual ref-
erents.” This kind of discrepancy is the opposite of what was exempli-
fied by collectives. And the statement about ‘anomalies’ of this type
also became a matter discussed by the scholiasts. In the Vatican col-
lection, we can find the following comment from Stephanos on this
subject:

SopPatvel éA, enoty, ¢k Tod évavtiov, TAnOuvTIKOV EXely xapakTipa
10 §vopa, onpaivesBat 8¢ €€ avtod évavting <évikdv>. OfPal yap TOTOG
TAnBuvTikdg, 1 8¢ oA pia €otiv. Ta 8¢ towadta kai oi momtal obTw
npo@épovTtal, TaG pHEV ABnvag <n 80> evpuvdyviav <ABRvnv>, Ot TH
@V Hev TANBLVTIKOVY 0Ty, T@ O¢ onpavopéve EVikov- TolobTo 8¢ Kal
10 OfPat, ©g kal 6 TounTNg elne MPOG TO onpAvopeEVoY <Z 416> OV
oyimvlov. Kai 1o apgdtepot 8¢ Svikov 6v, g avtog Aéyet, TAnBuvTikOv
xapaktijpa €xel, onuaiver 8¢ dvo povovs: kal yap obdE ToApnoet Tig émt
nmA0ovg i AéEel xpricacBat (Vat. <Stephani> 230, 10-19).

And sometimes, he says, the opposite occurs: the noun has a plural form,
while denoted by it is - to the contrary - singularity. For “Thebes’ is a plu-
ral form, but (denoted by it) the city is one. Poets also show this when
(writing) about Athens: evpvayviav <ABfvnv> (1 80), since formally it is
plural, but semantically - singular. The same applies to Thebes, since the
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poet also said in accordance with the meaning: ®nnv dyinviov (Z 416).
And dugdtepol too, while expressing the dual number, as mentioned by
(the author of Téxvn) himself, has a plural form, though it points to just
two (referents); and not a single person dares to use this word in reference
to many of them.

As can be seen above, Stephanos mainly explains the essence of
the toponymic pluralia tantum cited in the Téyvn text by pointing out
the contrast occurring between their form and their meaning: tomoC
TNOVVTIKOG, 1) 6€ TOMG pio €0Tiv / 1 V] peEv mAnbuviikdv Eotiy,
TQ 08 ONUAVOUEVE® EVIKOV / TANOUVTIKOV YopoKTiipa EXEL, ONUAIVEL
d¢ dvo uovovc. What is noteworthy here is the use of three different
expressions to refer to their formal structure, i.e. TOmog, ewvn and
yopoxtnp. However, the scholiast is particularly focused on the seman-
tics of these words, i.e. on proving the singular, individual character of
their referent. He does so by referring to Homer’s syntagms, in which
‘the poet said in accordance with the meaning’ (6 momg eine TPOC TO
onuowodpevov). The point, of course, is the use of adjectival modifiers
of the discussed city names (and the names themselves) in the singular.
Heliodorus, in turn, delves deeper into this question and tries to explain
why singular and dual objects can be designated by plural word forms:

A&lov 8¢ ot nTioat, Tivog évekev oUtw mapeilnmrat TANBuVTIKOV &vTl
EVIKOV Kal SUTK@V- Kal yap TO dupoTepoL, MG avTdg Aéyel, TANBVVTIKOV
€xel xapaktiipa, onpaivet 8¢ dvo puévovg, obte yap toAunow émt mAnbovg
T AéEel xprioacBal. Kai Aéyopev, S todto, 811 10 MANOLVTIKOV Kal
évikov Kkal Suikov onpaivel, émeldn) éumepiéxetat @ apBud kai T Ev
Kai t& Svo. Pricetev <&v> TG, «dpa yodv, émed) TO £vikOv Eumepiéxetat
T AplBu® T@V Suik@Y, Kai Suikd &vTi évik@v EEeaTt Aéyetv» Aéyopev
OtL ol v pgv yap @ TANBLVTIKD AdpLoTdG oty O apBpds, v 8¢ Td
SVik® Wplopévog DG odv TOV wplopévov katd §vo povwv aptduov
Kai avti évog mapalapPdverv ebloyov; ITdAwv mAnBuvtikov pev €xet
oMoV Tpoopds TO Aéyerv ABfvar kal Offar ©¢ yap Katd TOAADY
¢0TL Aeyduevov, piav 08¢ onuaiver tag ABnvag kai piav tag OnPac
‘Ounpog pévrol dkpiPrg OV TA pEV EVIKA EVIKDG TPONVEYKATO, OlOV
<n 80> ¢@xeto & ei¢c MapabBdva kal gdpvdyviav ABvny, kai <A 366>
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@XOUED’ &g ONPNY, kal <Z 416> ONPnV yimvAov. Awd Tl 68 TO dugpodTepol
xapaktijpa mAnBuvtikov €xet; ‘OtL opoiwg kAivetat 1@ MANBVVTIKGD- ©G
yap oi moAloi T@vV TOAA®V Toig TOAAOIG TOLG TOANOVG @ TOANOL, oVTwW
Kai <oi> AueoTePOL TOV AUPOTEPWY TOTG APPOTEPOLS TOVG AHPOTEPOVS @
apgotépot (Marc. <Heliodori> 382, 17-35).

It should be clarified why the plural form is used in such a manner inste-
ad of the singular and dual forms, for also the (word) apgdtepot (‘both’),
as is said by (the author of Téxvn) himself, has a plural form, while it re-
fers to two (referents), and I dare not use that word in reference to a plu-
rality. And we claim that this is because the plural expresses both the sin-
gular and the dual, as the number (it expresses) contains both one and
two. One might say: «So, since the singular number is contained in the
number expressed by the dual forms, can the dual forms also be used in-
stead of the singular forms?» We say that they cannot, for in the (gram-
matical) plural the number is indefinite, and in the dual the number is
definite. How, then, could it be reasonable to use the definite (grammati-
cal) number intended for only two also instead of that intended for one?
And again, the plural form of expression characterizes the word ABfjvat
(Athens’) and the word @fjpat (‘Thebes’), for each is spoken as in refe-
rence to many, and means one Athens and one Thebes. Homer, however,
being meticulous, expressed singular things in singular ways, as in, for
instance, <n 80> @yeto § ei¢ Mapabdva kai gdpvdyviav ABRvny (‘She
came to Marathon and broad-wayed Athens’), and <A 366> @x6ped’ &g
OnBnv (‘We went forth to Thebe’), and <Z 416> @npnv vyinvlov (‘Thebe
of lofty gates’). Why does the word dugdtepor (‘both’) have a plural
form? Because it inflects like a word in the plural; since just as (we dec-
line) oi moAAol T®V TOAN®V TOI¢ TOANOTG TOVC TOANOVS @ TTOAAOL, so (we
do in the case of) <oi> dpEoTEPOL TOV AUPOTEPWY TOIG AUPOTEPOLG TOVG
AUPOTEPOVG O AUPOTEPOL.

Heliodorus explains then the use of the grammatical plural to ex-
press singular and dual objects on the grounds that the plurality in-
cludes both one and two, i.e. in a number which can be expressed by
plural both one and two are included. Although a similar inclusion can
also be applied to the relationships occurring between the dual and the
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singular, the question of whether one could use the dual instead of the
singular is answered in the negative. He justifies his view by referring
to the already mentioned attribute of the definiteness of the dual and
the singular number against the indefiniteness of the plural.” It seems
that in the indefiniteness attributed to the plural one should also find
an argument justifying the earlier claim that the plural also includes
one and two. Thus, the pluralis, according to Heliodorus’ reasoning,
would include one and two, but — unlike the singularis and dualis — not
be limited to them. Even if this were the case, it would be difficult not
to notice and accuse the scholiast of inconsistency or even contradic-
tion, having in mind the paragraph from the Venetian collection quoted
above (Marc. 381, 21-29) in which he pointed to the number three as
the beginning of the concept of plurality (0 6¢ tpeic apOuog dpymv
onpaciog TAndovg AapPavav), as did, moreover, other Byzantine com-
mentators (cf. supra Lond. 545, T-17; Vat. <Stephani> 229, 32-230, 2).

Our attention is also drawn here to the use of the phrase w¢ yap
Kotd TOMAMV 6Tt Agyduevov in reference to the words AOfjvar and
Onpot. An analogous formulation can be found in the pargaraph of
Téyvn quoted above and commented upon by scholiasts, i.e. Eici 8¢
TIVEC £VIKOL YOPAKTIPES KO KOTO TOAAMDY AEYOUEVOL, 010V 710G YOpOS
dyrog. The phrase there, as can be seen, applies to collectives, and
the term Aeydpevou itself refers to their range of meaning: ‘(There are
some singular forms which are) applied to (a plurality).” In Heliodorus,
the statement (AOfjvar / Ofifar) dg KoTd TOAGDY £6TL AgYOUEVOV ap-
plies to a plurale tantum word, and the term Aeyouevov refers to its
formal shape: ‘it is spoken (= is expressed in the form) as in reference
to many’. We are thus dealing here with a kind of ‘reversal of the func-
tion’ of the participle Aeydpevov. It is also interesting to note that the
expression in question is not found in any other scholion commenting
on the issue at hand.

Later in his commentary, Heliodorus, like Stephanos, recalls Ho-
meric phrases in which the names of Athens and Thebes, as well as
the adjectives describing them, are used in the singular. The scholiast
attributed the presence of this linguistic device to Homer’s meticulous-
ness, who ‘expressed singular things in singular ways’ — T pév €vika

2 See also Marc. 382, 3-10; Lond. 545, 25-29.
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évikidg mponvéykato.”* The adverbial évikdg, referring to the word
form and thus to the use of the grammatical singular, has its parallel in
the phrase (Aéyovtar) mAnBuvtik®dg — ‘(are used) in plural’, employed
by Heliodorus in section Lond. 545, 30-34 (cited above) in reference to
collective nouns while pointing to the reasons for their use in the plural
as well.

In the last part of the commentary, the scholiast justifies the assign-
ment (in the Téyvn textbook) of the plural form to the word duedtepot
(‘both’) by pointing to its formal analogy to moAloi (‘many’). The
formal analogy was also invoked by Stephanos in justifying, in turn,
the attribution of the singular form to the collectives (cf. supra Vat.
230, 6-9: To yup xopdc dvoud E6Tv €OV YOPOKTPO EVIKOV — DGTEP
yap koAog, ovtw koi yopdg). However, Heliodorus, unlike Stepha-
nos, does not limit himself to juxtaposing two analogous word forms,
but speaks of an inflection being parallel to that of the word in plural
(opoimg kiiveton T® TAnOvvtik®) and adds full paradigms of the words
compared. This type of detailed enumeration seems to be quite typi-
cal of the interpreted scholia, making it clear that they were intended
for a school-oriented, didactic purpose.”® However, they are perhaps
particularly characteristic of Heliodorus, who, for example, elsewhere
details the paradigms of all personal and possessive pronouns inflected
according to the person, number and case, which filled several pages of
Hilgard’s edition (cf. p. 80—-85), and the editor himself noted: ‘non mul-
tum abest quin nauseam nobis moveat declinatio illa pronominum et
primitivorum et derivatorum per omnes personas, numeros, casus per-
ducta’ (praef. XV). On the other hand, Hilgard emphasised that many
elements of the scholiast’s commentary testify to the good quality of
his sources?® and mentioned Choiroboskos in this context, albeit with-
out explicitly identifying him with Heliodorus.

Apart from the section 30, 5-31, 4 discussed so far, which char-
acterises the number of the noun as one of its inflectional category

2+ See also Lond. 545, 34-546, 1.

% See also Lond. 546, 2—4; in reference to the entirety of the interpreted section 30,
5-31, 4 from Téyvn see also Byz. 574, 29-575, 2.

2 Hilgard 1901: XV: ‘Satis multa insunt in eo commentario, quae eius auctorem
fontem haud spernendum adisse doceant.’
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(mopemduevov), there are 2 semantic classes of nouns (gidn dvoudtwv)
closely related to this category, which are described in the Téyvn text-
book (together with 22 other classes) at the end of the paragraph con-
cerned with the noun (&vopa). One of these classes is constituted by
TPUMTTIKA OvopoTa, i.e. the collective nouns, previously cited as ex-
amples in section 31, 1-31, 4, but not yet named, and the other one by
émpeplopeva ovouara, i.e. the distributive (pro)nouns. Below, there-
fore, we will present Téyvn’s definitions of these two classes of words
and the scholiasts’ comments on them.

3. The collective nouns

The collective noun (mmpinmrikdv dvopa) was defined in T€yvr in the
following way:

IMepAnmtikov 8¢ 20Tt 1O TQ £vik® apBud® TARBog onuaivov, olov d7uog
Xopog Gxyrog (40, 4-41, 1).

A collective noun is a noun in the singular number which signifies a plu-
rality, such as ‘people, chorus, crowd.

As can be seen, the short and simple definition is illustrated here
with the same examples as in the case of &vikol yapaxtiipeg Kol KoTd
TOAGV Aeyopevotl in section 31, 5-31, 4. And, as with regard to that
section, also commenting on this passage on collectives, the scholiasts
generally focus on explaining the phenomenon of singularity of the
form and plurality of the meaning of these words, additionally using
examples of Homer’s ad sensum constructions, as in, for instance, the
following commentary by Stephanos:

ITepAnmTikov Gvopa Aéyetal, §tav O P&y xapaktip £vikog 1), Eppaivntat
8¢ Sui tod onparvopévov oAb Tt MABog, olov atpatdg xopds. Elpnrat
8¢ mepAnmTikOV Tapd TO mepLExeY Ta €§ avTod onuavopeva, olov, WG O
TeX VKOG QN oL, SfpHog xopog dxAog: Tadta yap £vikov pév €xet TOV TUTOY,
€ig oG yap Aéyel, t0 8¢ €€ avt@v onpavopevov TABOG oty obte yap
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av dMpog obte xopodg obdte dxhog €€ Evog mpoowmnov ovotain. Evredev
ovv kal ol mouytal €id6teg TV Svvapy TAG AéEewg TOANGKIG TTPOG TO
onuatvépevov dravt@ot kal pripata mAnBuvvtikod dpBpod émdyovory,
olov <Y 166> aypdpevor ndg Sfijpog kai <O 305> 1/ mAnOLg émi vijog
Axaudv amovéovto (Vat. <Stephani> 240, 34-241, 8).

A noun is referred to as collective when the form is singular, while thro-
ugh the meaning some numerous plurality is shown, as for instance an
army or a choir. 1t is called mepthnmtikov because it includes the things it
denotes, for instance, as the grammarian says, the people, a choir, a crowd.
These words have a singular form, since they end in -os, but what is si-
gnified by them is a plurality, as neither the people, nor the choir, nor the
crowd can consist of just one person. For that reason also poets, aware
of the meaning of the word, often take into account what is meant and
combine plural verbs with it, as e.g. (Y 166) dypopevot nég 6fjpog (‘whole
folk [...] gathered together’) and (O 305) i mAnBvg émi vijag Axadv
amovéovto (‘the multitude [i.e. the army] fared back to the ships of the
Achaeans’).”

It may be somewhat surprising that in explaining the origin of the
name of this class of words, the scholiast referred to the verb nepi€yetv,
rather than to the expected mepilappavewv.® However, Heliodorus, in
his commentary on this paragraph, again poses a question, and the an-
swer to it allows him to question the definition of collectives adopted
in the Téyvn textbook:

<AM> oOv el Aékel Tig, Ote mMAOuvTIK@G avtd Aéyopev, OUKETL
nepANmTkdv oty Nai, Aektéov, kal dte TANBUVTIKOG avTO Aéyopev,
<mepAMMTI>KOV €0t GAN oDk €8et avTOV elmely «to 8 évikoDd
apBpod mARBog onpaivov»: 008¢ yap HOVw T Evik® dpOu@® mARBog
nephapPdvopev: idod yap Aéyovteg oi Sfjpot, cuveatikaoty ¢§ £kdotng
Stapéoewg TG v adtii <mA0>0¢6 ephapfavovong. Kai ur tig dmohdfn

27 See also Marc. 395, 24-31; Lond. 557, 4-10.

2 A direct reference to this verb is only found in commentariolus Byzantinus (Byz.
577, 8): tadto yop (scil. mepnmrikd) Af0og tephapPavovst Sid ToDTO TEPUTNTTIKG.
Aéyovtot.
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Eévov elvar TO Aeydpevov, émedn kal év <Toi¢> émpuepilopévolg mapd
Bpaxh <tadT>0V OpdUEV: MG YAp €V TO EkaoTog Kk TAG Kab’ €va toufig
émi tavtag ylyvetat 1) dvagopd, kol v 1§ EkaoTtol €k TG <katd ToAAoG
TO>HNG €Ml TTAVTOG Katd TOAAOUG TETUNHEVOLG AéyeTal 1] dvagopd, ovTw
Kai év @ Sfpog evik®d Tonw mA{00g <mepthapfd>vopey, kol TaAw év Td
dfpot moAovg drjpovg dnhoduev ovvnypévoug €k Stalpéoews EKAOTNG
nAf0og <mepikAelovong> (Heliod. 68, 18-30).

And if someone says: when we utter this (word) in the plural, is it not
then already a collective noun? But of course it is, it must be said; also
when we utter it in the plural, it is a collective noun; however, (the au-
thor) should not have said that ‘by means of the singular number it signi-
fies a plurality), for it is not only in the singular number that we express
plurality. For here are (the people) uttering the word Sfjuot (‘peoples’),
(and in doing so) they put together (a collection), each component of
which in itself contains a plurality. And let no one think this to be stran-
ge, since we also see almost the same thing in distributive nouns, for just
as in éxaotog (‘every’) from the division into individuals a reference to
all arises, and in &kaotot (‘all belonging to each group’) from the division
into many (groups) a reference to all divided into many groups is expres-
sed, so also in dfjpog by means of the singular we express a plurality, and
again in Ofjpot we express numerous peoples gathered into a whole, each
component of which contains a plurality.’

Thus, this time Heliodorus is no longer asking about the rationale

behind the possibility of using collectives in the plural, but about the
consequences this possibility rises for the way in which this class of
words should be defined. In this context, the scholiast points out that
the definitional association of collectivity with the expression of plu-
rality by a word in the grammatical singular only is inappropriate for
two reasons. Firstly, because it wrongly deprives the word of collec-
tive status if it is used in the grammatical plural, and secondly, because
collectives express plurality not only in the singular but also in the
plural. And the greater part of the commentary, rather paradoxically,
is focused precisely on proving that collective nouns convey plurality

See also Marc. 395, 18-24; Lond. 557, 10-15.
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also in the plural. This time, however, the scholiast does not resort to
the phrase moAAd cuotipata, but speaks of a plurality arising from the
division into parts, each of which also contains a plurality (¢§ ékdotng
dwapéoemg thg &v auti] TAN0og Teptiapfavovong). It can therefore be
inferred that, according to Heliodorus, one should define collectives as
words that denote plurality in both the singular and plural.

Referring to the argument carried out by the scholiast, it must be
said that his intuition leading him to consider also word forms in plura-
lis like ofjpot as collectives is fully correct. However, what impeded him
in presenting a correct line of argument was the already mentioned lack
of the conceptual distinction between grammatical and lexical seman-
tics, which prevented him from referring precisely to lexical semantics
as a property that determines the collective character of a word’s mean-
ing and is actualised regardless of the value of the grammatical number
in which it occurs. Connected to this, of course, is the general issue
of the lack of the conceptual distinction between a lexeme (dictionary
unit) and a grammatical form representing it. However, in the afore-
mentioned attempt to prove the plural meaning of collectives in plura-
lis particularly interesting is the resort to the analogy with distributive
(pro)nouns (ta Empepldueva) that allowed the scholiast to present this
meaning as a plurality resulting from the division (of some whole) into
parts that themselves contain a plurality: &¢ yap [...] &v 1® €kootot €k
TG KATO TOAAOVG TOUNG €M TAVTOG KOTO TOAAOVG TETUNLUEVOLS AEYETOL
N avagopd, obt® kol [...] &v t@ Ofjuol ToAAOVE OMpovg dnAoduev
CLVNYUEVOLG K SLpEcEmS £KAGTNG TTAT|00¢ Tepucheiovong — “for just
as in €kaotot (‘all belonging to each group’) from the division into
many (groups) a reference to all divided into many groups is expressed,
so in dfjpol we express numerous peoples gathered into a whole, each
component of which contains a plurality’. The distributive (pro)nouns
in question are a type of nouns (6vopata) distinguished in the Téyvn
textbook following the collective nouns. Because of the links between
the distributives and the grammatical category of the number, they also
remain of interest to us.
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4. The distributive (pro)nouns

The distributive (pro)noun is accompanied in the Téyvn textbook by the
following definition:

"Erpepilopevov 8¢ éott 10 €k Vo § kol mAedvwv émi &v Exov Thv
avagopav, olov ékdtepog ékaotog (41, 2-3).

A distributive is a noun which, when two or more things are involved, re-
fers to one of them, such as hekateros (each - of two), hekastos (each - of
more than two).

This passus was also referred to by Heliodoros in a longer
commentary:

Kal 6 6pog tod <émpepio>pévov kai ta émgepopeva mapadeiyparta
TavL Eopalpéva ¢otiv- el yap T émpepldpeva ék <8vo i kai> mAeldvwv
émi v €kaoTov Exel THV avagopay, €8st einelv 1 €tepog fj dANog, Emeldn
Tabta ¢k Svo <kai> mMOAN@V Eva onpaivet. "Eotv odv oltwg dpevov
Aéyerv- émpeptlopevov €otv 6 dnhol éva ék Sbo, <fj dvo kad’> éva, | Eva
¢k TIOM@V, 1} ToANOVG kB Eva: olov Eva pev ¢k o, wg TO ETepog TOV
09BaAu@v, <dvo 8¢ kal’> éva, MG TO EkdTepog TOV OPOANU®Y, Eva Te €K
TOADV, ©¢ TO EANOC, TOANOVC Te kal &va, ¢ 1O €kaotoc. <Eidévar>
8¢ xpn}, dg Tveg €86&acav O EmipepilOpevoy THY advThv Evvolay mwg
Exelv TO MEPIANTITIKGD- <el yap TO> «EkaoTog éADétw», ¢aoty, évikdg
TOANOVG Tiephapfdvel, Sokel mwg TavTov elvan TO émipeptidpevov <kai TO
TEPIASNTITIKOY, €l Ye EKAoTOV avT@V €mi TO ToANoVG SnAodv dvagépetal.
ITpog obg Setl o<itw> Aéyewv: <dyvoelv por> Sokeite, ®G TOAN 0Ty
i Sagopd émpepllopévor kai mepAnmTiKOD, OOk €idoTEG, OTL TO
grpept{dpevov pév <€k tod kaf Eka>0ToV EMUUEPLOUOD TRV TPOG TTAVTAG
gupaotv £xel, 1O 8¢ TEPIANTITIKOV 0VK &€ Empeplopod AN adtdbev <Tiv
nepiAnyv onpaiver> (Heliod. 68, 31-69, 13).

Both the definition of a distributive noun and the examples supplied are

completely wrong, for if each of the distributive nouns refers to one of
two or also of many, then it should have been said, either &tepog (‘one of
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two’) or &A\og (‘another’), as they denote one of two as well as of many.
So it is better to say this: a distributive is a noun that expresses one of
two, or two by one, or one of many, or many by one; and so one of two,
as e.g. one (£tepog) of the eyes; two by one, as e.g. each (ékdrtepog) of
the eyes; one of many, as e.g. another (&\Aog); many by one, as e.g. every
(¢kaoTog). It is important to know that some have considered that the di-
stributive noun has almost the same meaning as the collective noun. For
if, they say, (the expression) éxaotog éNOétw (‘let everyone come’) in the
singular includes the many, then it seems that the distributive noun and
the collective noun are more or less the same thing, since each is assigned
to denote the many. They should be answered thus: you seem to me to be
unaware that there is a great difference between a distributive noun and
a collective noun, as you do not know that the distributive noun from di-
vision to each individual has a meaning referring to all, while the collec-
tive noun not from division, but directly means an inclusion (of many).*

While with regard to the definition of a collective noun, the scho-
liast postulated only a certain correction, here we have a total criticism
(Kai 6 6pog 100 €mpepllopévov kol T EMPEPOUEVO TOPAdELY AT
whvv écparpéva éotiv — ‘Both the definition of a distributive noun and
the examples supplied are completely wrong’). And it seems fair to
say that this criticism is at least partially justified. If the term avopopd
stands for a semantic reference, then the examples given by the au-
thor of Téyvn (éxdtepoc, €kactoc) are certainly not characterised by
reference to a single element (out of two or many), although this is the
feature assigned to them in the definition CEmpepilopevov 6é éott 10
[...] éml &v &yov Vv dvapopav). In contrast, Heliodorus’s reasoning in
defining and providing examples of the distributives is clear, coher-
ent, and logical. According to him, these words denote either one ob-
ject, implying at the same time its membership in a two- (8tepog) or
multi-element set (6ALog)*!, or two or many objects, but — unlike col-
lectives — in an individualising way (xa6’ £&va), i.e. emphasising their
individuality within the two- (¢kdtepog) or multi-element (8kactoc) set

30 See also Lond. 557, 17-25.
31 It should be pointed out that lexemes £tepog and dAkog are currently not included
in the distributive pronouns in the strict sense.
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they form. Also interesting and noteworthy seems to be the final part
of the commentary in question, in which the scholiast emphasised the
difference between the distributive nouns expressing plurality and the
collective nouns, writing that the distributive noun ‘from division to
each individual has a meaning referring to all’ (¢k tod kob’ €kaotov
Emuepiopod v mpog navtag Epeacty £xet), while the collective noun
‘not from division, but directly means an inclusion (of many)’ (00K &§
Emuepopod AL’ awtolev v mepiAnyy onuaivel). The difference
in the way the two types of words express plurality is thus character-
ised by the opposition: ék 100 ka8’ Exactov Emepiorod vs. antdhey,
while their scope of meaning is identified by the terms trv Tpog mévtog
gupacty €xel and v mepiAnyv onuaivel, respectively. In these ex-
pressions, one can also see references to the nomenclature applied to
both types of nouns. In this context, aside from the phrase mepiAnyv
onuaiver which characterises the meaning of collectives, it is worth
noting the use of the word émuepiondg in place of toun, which Heli-
odorus used when referring to distributive nouns in his commentary on
collectives (éx Tiig kO’ &va topf|g &ml mavtag yiyveton 1 avapopd —
vide supra, Heliod. 68, 18-30;).

Téyvn’s definition of distributive nouns, which are rather challeng-
ing to approach theoretically, was also commented upon and explained
by scholiasts differently and not as critically as Heliodorus did. Thus,
the author of an anonymous commentary included in the Vatican col-
lection attempts to explain how accompanying examples should be in-
terpreted in light of this definition, while presenting an understanding
of the definition itself that differs from that of Heliodorus:

To pev éxdtepog ék Svo émi v Exel TV dvagopdy, olov ¢ dtav einw
«EKaTepog TOV @ilwv yvioldg €oTiv» obToL ydp émi €v Exovot Thv
avagopdv, Aéyw 8n v yvnodtnta: kal TéAv 10 €KaoTog <€k TOAADV
émi v £xel TV avagopdy, olov wg dtav elnw «Ekactog> TOV Qilwv
é\edBepOG EoTivr obTOL Yap émi Ev Exoval TNV dvagopdy, Aéyw &1 v
é\evBepiav (Vat. 241, 15-20).

In the case of the word éxdtepog (‘each of two’), of the two by one some-
thing is referred (to them), as when I say, for instance: ‘each of the two
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friends is legitimately born, for to them by one something is referred,
I mean legitimate birth. And again in the case of éxaotog (‘each’), of the
many by one something is referred (to them), as when I say, e.g.: ‘each
of the friends is free, for to them by one something is referred, I mean
freedom.

If our understanding of this explanation is correct, the scholiast as-
signs to the expression €mi €v used in Téyvn the meaning in which Helio-
dorus used the term ko8’ &va (i.e. ‘by one’, ‘individually’),** while he
gives to the term dvogopd a meaning closer to predication rather than
reference.* In the same collection, we can also find two other attempts
at describing the essence of distributive nouns. The first of these was
penned by an anonymous author:

To érupeptlopevov Sid o ék TAG Katd uépog Statpéoewg wg émi TV Xwpetv
Kai TV avTy évvolav Sokel mwg Exetv T@ TEPIANTTIK®, €l ye ékdtepov
avt@v émi To mavtag Snhodv avagépetat (Vat. 241, 21-24).

The distributive noun, by the fact that it extends, in a way, from division
into parts to the whole, also seems to have almost the same meaning as
the collective noun, since both are attributed to denote all (elements).

As we recall, such a characterisation of distributive nouns was criti-
cally addressed by Heliodorus, who cited the second part of it almost
verbatim in his commentary (cf. supra 68, 31-69, 13; Heliod.). For this
reason, the compiler of the Vatican scholia added to the above passage
the words of Heliodorus (with minor changes), in which he described
the difference between distributive and collective nouns (cf. 241, 24—
27). The second attempt at creating his own approach to the specificity
of distributive nouns is attributed to Stephanos:

32 Similarly to M. Callipo, who uses the phrase uno alla volta in her translation of

the discussed Téyvn paragraph; cf. Callipo 2011: 73: ‘Il distributivo ¢ quello che, tra
due o anche piu elementi, fa riferimento a uno alla volta, come éxdtepog (uno dei due)
£xaotog (ciascuno).” However, it is difficult to accept the translation of éxdtepog as
‘uno dei duo’.

33 Comp. also: Marc. 396, 2-8.
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Empepil{opevéy  éottv 6 moteitoaw  and  mwARBovg  mpoownwy
gEavapibunow-* elpnrar 8¢ émpepldpevov, 6ti dmopepiler amd ToOD
TARB0oVG TO KataAnmtdy, MG T €kaoTog Kai 1O ékdtepog (Vat. <Stephani>
241, 10-13).

A distributive noun is one that transforms a plurality of people into (the-
ir) enumeration; it is called distributive because it distinguishes from the
plurality that which can be grasped (individually), e.g. each, each of two.

The clever phrases the scholiast used here, i.e. Totgiton 6o mA00vg
€€avapibunov and dmopepilet amod tod TAO0VG TO KaTtaAnTTdV, serve
to formulate an intelligent and rather accurate characterisation of the
semantics of distributive pronouns. As was already mentioned, describ-
ing these words correctly could be difficult because of their unique
meaning, on the one hand generalising and determining the plurality
of the referent, but individualising on the other, which is linked to the
possibility of their use in the singular grammatical number.

5. Conclusions

In summary of our review and the analyses conducted, we can con-
clude that the short section on the grammatical category of the noun
number in Téyvn ypoppotiky, as well as the even shorter sections that
define collective nouns and distributive (pro)nouns, generated quite
a few rather diverse explanations and comments from Byzantine scho-
liasts. Practically each and every one of the statements and examples
was commented upon.

When it comes to the general characterisation of the grammati-
cal category of the noun number in Téyvn, the scholiasts, on the one
hand, focused on the semantics of the specific values of this category,
while emphasizing the definite character of the singular and dual num-
ber, which implied that a noun stands for (respectively) one or two
objects, in contrast with the indefinite character of the plural number,
which may refer to any number of objects, starting with three. On the

3 See also Lond. 557, 16-17.
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other hand, the subject of the scholiasts’ comments concerned the re-
lationships between the meaning contributed by specific values of the
number category and the terminology adopted to name these values.
In this regard, we can find statements whose authors identify the deri-
vational bases of the terms referring to the singular and dual number,
interpret the formal aspect of the manner in which they are created, and
emphasise the word-formative clarity and semantic adequacy of both
terms. First of all, however, they comment extensively on the lack of
the term ‘triple number’ (ap1OuoOg TpeiKdg / Tprrvvtikog) for this value
of the number category, which allows the noun to designate three ob-
jects, and the use of the term “plural number’ (dp10p0g TANOVVTIKOS) to
serve this function instead. Furthermore, they justify this phenomenon
on the grounds that the number of three objects implied by this value
is at the same time the beginning of the (indefinite) plurality that de-
termines the actual scope of meaning of this value and the etymon of
its name. In addition, they invoke a specific argument in the form of
adages and quotations from Homer, in which the number three func-
tions as a generalisation of plurality (tpeic moAloi). A particular case
of sensitivity to issues concerning the nomenclature used to refer to the
number category is Heliodorus’ comment on the apparent relationship
of the formal shape of the numeral one, especially its ending -€ig, with
the grammatical plural.

Plenty of comments were made on Téyvn’s examples of words in
the singular number denoting a plurality (3fpog) and words in the plu-
ral number referring to one (AOfjvar) or two objects (dupotepor). In
commenting on this contradiction between the grammatical form and
the semantics, Heliodorus stands out again, reducing the appearance
of uniqueness of this phenomenon by referring to deponent verbs as
words characterised by a similar discrepancy between the form and
the meaning as collective verbs. Responding in turn to the question of
why these nouns can also be used in the grammatical plural, he made
a terminological distinction between the plurality expressed by them
lexically (cuotnuo — “a collectivity’) and the plurality expressed gram-
matically (moALd cuotnuato — ‘many collectivities’), and thus de facto
a distinction between collectivum and pluralis. In regard to pluralia
tantum nouns, he tried to justify the fact that they refer to only one or
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two objects by referring to the indefiniteness and inclusivity of the plu-
ral as a value including the numbers one and two as well, which, how-
ever, contradicts his own identification elsewhere of the number three
as ‘the beginning of plurality’. The inadmissibility of using the gram-
matical dual to express a single object was explained by him, in turn,
by pointing to the definite nature of the dualis. Scholiasts in general,
not just Heliodorus, also considered it necessary to justify the state-
ment about the grammatical singularity of nouns such as dfjpog and the
grammatical plurality of nouns such as A6#jvat, and therefore pointed
to their formal analogy with singular and plural forms (respectively)
of ‘regular’ nouns. Similarly, they explained and argued the thesis of
the singularity or plurality of their meaning (respectively), often using
literary examples of ad sensum constructions.

Closely related to the grammatical category of the number are also
two nominal semantic classes defined in Téyvn, namely the collec-
tive noun (6voua mepiinmtikdv) and the distributive (pro)noun (dvopa
émueplopevov). In the scholia pertaining to the description of col-
lective nouns, apart from schematic statements justifying their gram-
matical and semantic status, we can also find an interesting comment
by Heliodorus, who considered the textbook’s definition of this word
class, which connects the plurality conveyed by these words only with
the grammatical singular, to be imprecise, and argued that a collective
noun maintains its status as a collective noun and expresses plurality
even when it occurs in plural. The plural character of its semantics,
when used in the grammatical plural, is described by Heliodorus this
time in terms of the division into parts that themselves contain a plural-
ity (éx dpécemg £kaotng AT 00g mepikielovong), and the description
is accompanied by an appeal to the analogy provided by the distributive
noun. And the definition of the latter noun class also came under Helio-
dorus’ criticism, as did the view espoused by some grammarians that
the meaning of collective and distributive nouns is one and the same,
since Heliodorus claimed that the distributive noun from the division
to each individual has a meaning referring to all, while the collective
noun means directly encompassing the many. However, in the scholia
we also find commentaries that present a different from Heliodorus’
understanding of Téyvn’s definition of a distributive noun, and even
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scholiasts’ own attempts to capture the essence of these words, among
which Stephanos’ definition stands out.

The presented overview of scholia® shows that the intellectual level
of comments on the subject matter indicated in the title varied consid-
erably. It must be remembered, however, that these commentaries had
a scholarly, didactic character, as did the Téyvn textbook itself, which
was devoted to the grammar of classical Greek, as evidenced by, inter
alia, examples drawn mainly from Homer and the poets of the clas-
sical period. That being so, we should not be unduly surprised by the
overly detailed discussions on elementary and rather obvious issues, or
by the attributing (implicite) to the dual number a status analogous to
that of the singular and plural, although even at the time when Téyvn
may have been written, the dualis was already in a state of decline.*
However, the cognitive value of the scholia remains beyond doubt, and
among their authors there happen to be distinct and uncommon figures,
such as Heliodorus (vel Choiroboskos). Alfred Hilgard, aware of all the
shortcomings of the scholia, wrote with concern in the introduction to
his edition: ‘mihi videor audire obiurgantes, quod nimis et operae et
temporis profusum sit in re viliore aut nullius pretii’.’” As far as I know,
his concern happily remained only a concern, which gives me hope that
the same will be true for this humble contribution as well.
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