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NOMINAL ACCIDENTS BY QUESTION AND ANSWER:
Two FRAGMENTS OF A TEXNH 'PAMMATIKH, ONE NEW*

For Wolfram Ax
on his 60th birthday

PSIinv. 505! A:70x113cm;B: 19x 155 cm Late first or early second century

Two hole-ridden and rubbed fragments, of unknown provenance, from a papyrus roll containing a texvn
ypoppoTikn written on the recto along the fibres. The larger of the two fragments (fr. B) was first
published by V. di Benedetto in 19572 and re-edited by A. Wouters in 19793. The smaller (fr. A) is new.
The verso of both is blank. Fr. B preserves parts of two columns, separated by a space of 1.5-2.0 cm.
The lower margin survives to 1.3 cm in one place and remains of the upper margin may also be
preserved at the top*. Fr. A supplies portions from the beginnings of lines 2-20 of the first column of fr.
B, ranging from a single trace to fourteen letters. A meagre stretch of intercolumniation survives at its
top left. The amount of text missing between the two fragments varies somewhat from line to line. At
the point they come closest (I 19), only one letter is lost. The new fragment in most cases confirms the
supplements proposed by the two previous editors for the missing beginnings of lines 5-16 and 18 of
the first column, thereby making it certain that the lines held an average of around 46 letters® and the
column measured 18.5-19 ¢m across. If parts of the upper margin do in fact survive at the top, a column
contained 22 lines and was roughly 13.5 cm in height. Whereas broad columns are typical of the layout
adopted for technical literature, such low ones would be somewhat unusual. Attention has occasionally
been drawn to the unevenness of the line-ends’, but an effort to obtain alignment on the right is in
evidence. Devices employed to this end include word-division and the reduction of the size of the final

* We should like to express our deep gratitude to Isabella Andorlini, who competently answered several pages of taxing
queries and offered valuable suggestions of her own. Rudolf Kassel and the members of his Kolloquium patiently listened to
a preliminary version of this edition and gave us the benefit of their comments. Guido Bastianini granted permission to
publish.

I Basic information in LDAB 4452 and MP? 2152. The papyrus should perhaps be added to the number of “gram-
matical treatises” (nos. 358~78 on pp. 263-9) listed by Cribiore (1996) in her Catalogue of school texts (see below p. 101).

2 Di Benedetto (1957) 180-5 (No. IV) with Tav. ITl. Cf. also Di Benedetto (1958) 188 for a summary of the content of
the papyrus.

3 Wouters (1979) 135-8 (No. 7).

4 At its greatest extent the unwritten area at the top reaches 0.6 cm without there being the least hint of traces from a
foregoing line. The normal interval between the lines is around 0.4 cm. It is also possible to restore a continuous text from
the bottom of the first to the top of the second column; see 1 22-II 1n.

51n113 and 15, however, the supplements of the two earlier editors were in part wide of the mark. In T 13 the new
fragment has Aeyouevov (BnAeoc Aeyduefvov, Si]octehidpevov) where they restored xortoifiyov ([BnAieoc xartadAfyov,
dJacteAhépevov) and in line 15 xeB’ exdrepov ([10] kol éxdrepov 1lob &lppefvoc) in place of their opoiwme kol émt ([t0
ouoloc kai éni tod &|ppe[voc). In the first case, the number of letters is the same; in the second it is less by one. At the
beginning of I 17, Di Benedetto and Wouters wisely did not attempt to guess at the second of the pair of examples cited for
the énikowvov yévoc (] xeAwvn), but they could have gone further in restoring the words immediately following that example
(xol yix[p 0 &p]pnv) on the basis of the parallel expression surviving in I 16 (xai [ya]p 1) OnAerar).

6 This average is calculated on the basis of the 14 lines in I 5-18 that can be restored with certainty. The diple
obelismene, which occurs in I 5, 11 and 17, is assigned the value of two letters in the calculation. The range in the number of
letters to the line extends from a minimum of 41 letters in I 9 to a maximum of 50 letters in I 12, 15 and 16. It is clear from I
4 {vacat), however, that lines could be considerably shorter. As restored, I1 1, with 37 letters, would also be under average.

7 Cf. Di Benedetto (1957) 180 (“la incertezza dei margini”} and Cribiore (2001) 212 (“the irregular margins™).
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letters in the line®. Since the text of the téyvn is unknown, there is no way of estimating the original
length of the roll. A kollesis running down the second column about three letters in from its beginning
does, however, indicate that a constituent sheet measured at Ieast 22 cm across, unless a join has been
lost at the break between the two fragments. In that case the width of the kollema will have been 15 cm.

The text is written in a medium-sized, rounded, slightly backward-sloping, informal hand. Rough
bilinearity is breached below by rho and tau, above and below by iota. Di Benedetto (1957) 180
assigned the script to the second half of the first century AD, without excluding the beginning of the
second century, and in this he was followed by Wouters (1979) 135°. In favour of the earlier alternative,
Di Benedetto adduced P.Fay. 110 (Plate V; Roberts [1956] Pl. 11b), dated to 94 AD, and, in support of
the later, P.Berol. 6890 (BGU 1 140 Taf. II; Schubart [1911] Tab. 22a), dated to 119 or shortly
thereafter!?. No-one will wish seriously to contest Di Benedetto’s dating and apt comparisons. Both the
general characteristics of the script, especially the tendency to curved lines and rounded angles, already
drawn attention to by Roberts in his description of the hand of P.Fay. 110, point to the period suggested,
and so do the forms of such letters as alpha, epsilon, eta, mu, nu, pi and upsilon. A possible further
parallel, P.Ryl. Il 457, assigned by the editor Roberts to the first half and by Montevecchi (1988) tav.
48 to the beginning of the second century, might incline one to the later end of the proposed
chronological range!!.

Sparing use is made of lectional signs and marks of punctuation, all of which give the impression of
deriving from the original hand. Two words are equipped with acute accents (I 17, 21), though in the
first case the position of the accent is wrong!2. A short descending oblique, vaguely resembling a grave
accent rather than a breathing in form, appears over the initial vowels of three words certainly (I 15, 18,
19) and perhaps over that of a fourth (I 14)!3. Whether actually a grave accent or not, the sign in any
case identifies the new word and thereby serves to assist in the articulation and understanding of the
text. Four instances of the trema placed over iota or upsilon survive, two initial (I 14, II 10) and two
medial (I 18, 19). Elision is effected, but not signalled, on the one occasion it can be tested (I 15). A
middle point makes a single appearance (1 9). To judge by the only surviving case (II 1), letters used as
numerals were overlined!4. Overlining is also employed, in the discussion of the genders and numbers,

8 Words are certainly divided between the lines at I 2-3 (&vBpwl[r-), 6-7 (Evikiic). 13-4 (&vIBpanoc), 16-7
(héyellt]on) and 11 8-9 (mapéllywye). At the end of 115, the last few letters of [dplcevikic are written smaller than usual
and so are those of Gvouo at the end of the preceding line. The diple obelismene at the ends of I 3 and 5, in addition to
performing its proper separatory function, seems to act as a filler. The apparent vacar at the end of I 4 may owe its existence
to the writer’s desire to reserve a single line (I 5) for the enumeration of the five genders.

9 Wouters assigns the papyrus to “ca. 100 AD” in the heading of his edition and proposes “a date at the end of the first
or the beginning of the second century” in his introduction.

10 Wouters draws attention to the similarity of gamma and pi in P.Fay. 110 and of epsilon, eta and upsilon in P Berol.
6890.

11 The hand of P.Oxy. XLV 3233, assigned by the editor to the “late first or earlier second century”, though more
formal and carefully executed, is also closely akin to that of PS7inv. 505.

12 The accentuation of abstract words in -ovn such as yovf, f1dovi and keAiovi (cf. Chandler [1881] 41 § 140) may be
at the root of the slip of yehovf for xehmv.

13 The fact that two of the vowels so marked are aspirated (R in I 14, &vixdc in T 18), but two are not (fj in I 15,
apBulo]c in T 19), is, in addition to form, a further reason against taking the sign as either a rough or smooth breathing. On
the other hand, the fact that three of the four vowel-syllables in question are unaccented and one carries the grave in context
would be in keeping with their interpretation as grave accents, since the practice of placing graves over unaccented syllables
is attested in ancient manuscripts. It must be pointed out, however, that this practice seems to have been restricted mostly, if
not entirely, to poetic texts. On accents in the papyri, see Turner (1987) 11 and most recently Probert (2003) 11-3 with
references to earlier and forthcoming studies.

14 Numerals certainly occurred in I 4 and 18. In I 4, part of the letter presumably indicating the second of the two
numerals written in the line (£) is in fact preserved, but its top and with it the supralineation are lost. Numerals may also have
been present in 121 and I1 9.
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to highlight the definite article when referred to as a word and when cited as part of the examples (1 7,
11,14,21)15.

The diple obelismene occurs four times in the papyrus and performs its proper task of dividing the
text into sections and subsections!'®: in I 3, it serves to separate the yévn from what precedes (whatever
that is); in I 5, the definitions of the yévn from their enumeration; in I 11, the two additional yévn from
the three standard ones (cf. I 4-5n.); in I 17, the ap1Bpot from the yévn. In I 3 and 5, where it comes at
the end of the line, it is horizontally extended and also seems to act as a filler. How systematically the
sign was used is difficult to judge, since the boundaries between the sections on the individual
accidentia and their subsections often fall in lacuna. Its absence between the enumeration and
definitions of the ¢piBpoti in I 18 does, however, show that absolute consistency was not achieved.
Considerations of line-length suggest that it was once perhaps present in I 22, after the treatment of the
ntmcec (cf. 12211 1n.), and possibly at the end of 11 1, between the enumeration and definitions of the
three cyfpota (cef. 11 1n.). The position of the diple obelismene within the text rather than between the
lines in the left-hand margin is unusual and PS7 inv. 505 should be added to the list of the few known
papyrus manuscripts displaying this phenomenon!7.

Departures from standard orthography are infrequent and in any case belong to well-attested types.
There is one case of the simplification of double ¢ (I 6), one of the interchange of o and ® (I 17) and
perhaps one also of the interchange of ot and € (I 11, but ¢f. I 6-11n.)!8. An unassimilated form occurs
once (I 10). It is interesting to observe in this connection that the writer consistently spells dpcevikoc
with -pc- on the one hand (I 6, 15), but &Gppny with -pp- on the other (I 12, 15, 17; ¢f. T 5n.). Whether
iota mutum was written cannot be determined on the basis of what remains, but the use of movable nu
appears regular (I 8,9, 11, 14, 18, 19, 1I 2). If the suggested addition TTI(n)A&id[nc (11 9) is right!?, this is
the only mistake in the surviving text, apart from the erroncous accentuation of yehovn (I 17). The
original hand made one correction, probably in the course of writing (1 5).

The two fragments come from the part of the téxvn ypoppoatiki®® devoted to the moperopeve
(“accidents™) of the noun. Both the first and the last few lines of the surviving text are so badly damaged
as to render hopeless attempts at restoration in these areas. In the first section that can be reconstructed
with any degree of certainty (I 4-17), and which has derived most benefit from the discovery of the new
fragment, the yévn of the noun are dealt with. The treatment of the yévn is followed by discussions of
the &p1Bpoi (I 17-21) and apparently the ntdcewc (I 21-2). Although the identification of the section on
the ntdceic, proposed here for the first time, rests on the few letters and traces remaining in the last two
lines of the first column, it is irresistibly tempting (cf. I 21-2n.). Remnants of the treatment of the

L5 The definite article plays a decisive role at least in the theory of the yévn expounded in the papyrus. On several
occasions, however, the writer seems inadvertently to have omitted the supralineation: [ 13 (), 17 (), 20 (’l:(‘x_)). In a number
of other places (I 9, 11, 14, 16, 19), its expected presence can no longer be verified owing to damage and, in these cases, it
has been restored in the transcript.

16 On the diple obelismene, see Turner (1987) 12-3 and Barbis (1988), 473-6, in partic. 475 (“lo scopo del segno &
quello di indicare una divisione, chiara e netta all’interno del testo”). See now also the article by M. Stein, s.v. Kritische
Zeichen (B.1b4.), to appear in a forthcoming volume (XXI) of the Reallexikon fiir Antike und Christentum.

17 We are aware of only two other cases (both in medical papyri) of the internal use of the diple obelismene. One is
P.Mil.Vogl. 1 15, where the sign appears inside the line to separate the question-and-answer units of this medical catechism
(recto 17,20, 26,27, verso 15, 21); cf. also Moretti (1995) 22. The other is P.Ryl. 111 530, where it is similarly used within
the text to divide the individual medical aphorisms from each other (fr. a recto 4, 13, 19, verso 27, 30, fr. b verso 63).

13 For the simplification of double ¢ (cc > ¢), cf. Gignac (1976) 158-9; for the interchange of o and ® (® > 0), cf. ibid.
276-T; for the interchange of o and € (o > €), ef. ibid. 192-3.

19 For the loss of an unaccented vowel before a liquid or nasal, cf. Gignac (1976) 307-8, and, in particular, for that of n
between 1t and A, cf. SB V1 9242b 5 (Grhidn for anniiatnv), quoted by Gignac in his list of examples.

20 For the characteristics of this genre, see Wouters (1979) 33—45 and Ax (1982 {2000]) 97 [128-9]. Works of this class
typically provide a definition of grammar, an exposition of the tasks of the grammarian and a structural analysis of the Greek
language based primarily on the word-class system.



100 J. Lundon — S. Matthaios

omuatoe, which perhaps began at the end of the last line of the first column, occupy at least the first
seven lines of the second column. The final part of the discussion of the £{dn was hitherto thought to
survive in the first three lines of the first column, but new readings in the second column now suggest
that the £1dn, or at least the €10 topoyoyov, were handled after the exnuotoc in 1T 9 ft,

If this reconstruction is correct, the five accidentia of the noun were treated in the following order:
vévn, apbuol, ntdcetc, cxfuoto, e10n. Such an arrangement is new. On the one hand, it differs from
that adopted in the Téyvn attributed to Dionysius Thrax (§ 12, GG 1.1:24.6-7). There too the yévn come
first, but they are then followed by the £idn, cyfiuota, dpBuoil and mtdceic in that succession. On the
other hand, it is also different from the order in which Apollonius Dyscolus and Herodian (and
Romanus) are reported to have arranged them. These scholars, according to the Scholia to Dionysius
Thrax and Choeroboscus, placed the €181 before the yévn, inverting the positions assigned to these two
accidents in the Téyvn attributed to Dionysius Thrax?!. Such differences with respect to the later
tradition confirm that a fixed order for the treatment of the nominal accidents had yet to be established
by the first century AD.

The grammatical theory in PSI inv. 505 is expounded by question and answer and the papyrus
furnishes an early example of this manner of presentation?. The catechistic method proceeds in a
descending scale from the higher to the lower levels of the overall system of classification. The
individual sections in the papyrus are introduced by a question asking the number of the subclasses of
the grammatical category concerned (rocot, -oit, -o). Further questions within the sections then elicit the
definitions of each of the subclasses (11 éctiv). The order of the interrogative words and the category or
subclass in question is deliberately reversed (e.g. dp1Bpol mécot in 1 17 and not wdcor dprBuot) so that
each section or subsection begins with a clear indication of its subject. In PST inv. 505, however, the
question-and-answer procedure seems not to have been rigidly adhered to in all cases. The definition of
the plural in the section on the numbers, unlike the definitions of the singular (I 18 &vikoc ti éctiv) and
the dual (I 19 Oviko[c] i éctwv), is apparently not introduced by the expected interrogative,
nAnBuvtikoe 11 éetwy (cf. 1 17-21n.).

PSI inv. 505 is one of the earliest téyvar ypappoatikel that has come down to us on papyrus and in
this lies its especial importance??. It allows, as few other direct witnesses do, a glimpse into word-class
theory in the crucial stages of its development prior to Apollonius Dyscolus, active in the second
century AD. Not surprisingly the papyrus manual differs in several respects from the later grammatical
tradition. To begin with, a number of the illustrative examples are unigue (cf. I 9 govn, 11 medio[v?, 17
xehwvn, 11 3 Aéwv). Secondly, the definitions of two of the yévn, the xowdv and énixowvov, are
otherwise unattested (cf. I 11-7n.). This makes the loss of the definitions of the other accidentia the
more regrettable, since they may well have contained new concepts and formulations. Finally, the order
of succession in the treatment of the five nominal accidents as reconstructed seems to have diverged
considerably from their arrangement elsewhere (cf. above and 1 1-3n., 21-2n., Il 7-9n., 9-11n.). In
view of these differences, caution should be observed when calling upon the subsequent grammatical
tradition as a basis for textual restoration.

2L Cf. Sch. D. Thr. (£ <Heliodori>), GG 1.3:524 21 ictéov 611 6 pév Atoviicioc té yévn mpotdtter tdv eiddv, émedh
negikoct 1é £18n brotdececBol tolc yéveav: ol 88 nepl ‘Hpwdiavov (cf. Hrd. Tlepi dvopdtov, fr. 1, GG I11.2.2:612.4-5)
kol Anoriaoviov (Ap. Dysc. Fragm., GG 11.3:39.19-20) & eidn 1@v yevdv mpotdccovav and Choer. Proleg., GG
IV.1:108.13: ot 8¢ nepi "AnoAhaviov (Ap. Dysc. Fragm., GG 11.3:39.18-9) xai "‘Hpwdiavodv (Hrd. Iepi ovopdrav, fr. 1,
GG 111.2.2:612, 4-5) kol ‘Popovov té £10n npotdccova tdv yevdv. Cf. also Prisc. Inst. 11.22, GL 11:57.8 (= Ap. Dysc.
Fragm., GG 11.3:39.13): accidunt igitur nomini quinque: species, genus, numerus, figura, casus. On the so-called “Apol-
lonian” arrangement and its origin, see Fehling (1956) 247, Wouters (1979) 181-2 with n. 41 and Lallot (1998) 130 n. 5.

22 On the épothuata-structure in technical literature, see Wouters (1979) 41-3, 88-9; Ieraci Bio (1995) and Bussiéres
2004). For its mnemonic function in grammatical literature in particular, cf. Law (1996).

23 pYale125 (No. 1 Wouters), P.Heid. I 197 (No. 6 Wouters), P.Brook. 1 (No. 8 Wouters), all dated to the first century
AD, are, together with PST inv. 505, our earliest surviving papyrus téxvei. Add now the recently published P.Schgyen 1 13.
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Several features combine in betraying the person responsible for this text and the end it served. On
the one hand, the informality of the handwriting and layout make it unlikely that the papyrus was a
commercial product copied by a professional scribe. On the other, the presentation of grammatical
theory by question and answer points unambiguously to the schoolroom. The relatively high level of the
doctrine, however, and in particular the fullness of the definitions in the better preserved sections, point
to a learned individual behind the composition. The bare listing of grammatical categories often
characterizing other handbooks (e.g. P.Ant. 11 68 [No. 15 Wouters] and to a certain degree also the
Téygvn attributed to Dionysius Thrax) stands in stark contrast to the detail of our papyrus téxvn and only
reinforces this impression. The most probable candidate for the owner would therefore seem to be a
teacher, who wrote it, or had it written, for his own personal use as a scholar and instructor?4,

In republishing the old fragment together with the new, we have been able to improve the readings
of the earlier editions in a number of places and as a consequence propose a somewhat different
reconstruction of the text. We have also taken the opportunity to provide a rather more detailed
commentary, in which an attempt is made to place this téxvn in the wider context of the grammatical
papyri and evaluate its content in the light of word-class theory transmitted elsewhere.

Text
Col. 1
Top (7
o 35 Ll
2 | 10 ][ +25 I 1] avBpo-
3 [n- 8 ][ +25 ] o—
4 [ 8 ]ev| +10 L1 & vacar?
5 dpcevikdv, Onhokdy, obdétepolv, Koy, Enikovov. y—
6 dpclevikov ti éctv; Svopa] ob mpotdc(c)eton £t Thc Evi-
7 xfic evBeloc nr[mcemc d&pBpolv 0 5, olov 0 "Ounpoc. Bnivkdy
8 i éctwv; dvopo ob [rpotdccet]on éni tic Evikfic evBel{]oc
9 mrcenc Gpbplov t]o ﬁ [oTov 7] €0V 008ETepov T dctiv;

10 [8]vouo ob npotéfccet]on €x[i thic] evikfic edBeiac nrocenc

11 &pBplo]v o 6, olov [0] nedio[v. )-]- korvov ti éctiv; Svopo

12 xore [uglv nécoc [vie nrd]cetc dpotm kot €nt T0b Gppevoc ko Tod
13 BfAeoc Aeybuelvov, diJactellouevov 8t toic dpBporc, otov O &v-

14 Bpwnoc, 7 &vBpowrfoc, 6 Trroc, innoc. [énix]owov i éctiv; dvopo,

15 [10] ke’ xdrepov 1[ob &]ppe[voc kloi 100 O[HAeo]c pdvov T [ap]ceviic

16 [§] Ondokdx Aeydpe[vov,] 0{9[\; o aetoc, kol [ya]p 1) OnAero opo[i]oc Aéye-
17 [t]on, 7 xeAdvn, kol yolp 0 Gplpny opolnc kaAeiton. )— apiBuoi mdcot;

18 [y-] evik[o]c, dvikoe, mA[nBluvtikdc. evikoc i éctiv; apiBuoc o

19 [ 1 [ #7 Je I Qi[o]yg"Ounpoc. Ovikd[c] Tt &ctiv; apbufo]c

20 [o +17 Jcov, [O?Lo]y;(g ‘Ouplw. tA]nbuvtikoc 8¢

21 [o +20 olo]v ot “Ou[npot. }— ntocet]c n[d]ca; [&-] e0-
22 [Belo, yevikn, Sotikn, otttk kAntik[f. }— cxfpoto (?)

Foot

24 For the connections of this papyrus grammar with a scholastic milieu, cf. Di Benedetto (1957) 180, 182 and Cribiore
(2001) 212-3.
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PSI inv. 505
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Col. 11
Top (7)
1 mbco; - omho[Vv, covBetov, nopacivBetov. aniotv]
2 1[i] éetv; Ovolpa
3 olov Afwv, B]edc ()
4 ov mxe [
5  moapocovBe[tov i éctiv; Gvopo
6 8 vracy
7  olov ‘Hpaxheidnc
8  xoimop[dfyayov nf +307 nopd-]
9 yoyo. eic el TInYAeid[nc
10 cov[x]pruidv, b[repBeticov 207 ToPOVY-|
11 pov, pnuoti[xo]v [
12 wv 8
13 [
S
15 wowr |
16 aded |
7o
18 Traces

I1 ]. [ first, right-hand part of thin horizontal at letter-top level; second, vertical with junction at top, followed apparently
by foot of a second vertical, & possible; third, lower left-hand arc of round letter, perhaps o = ] .- first, upper and lower arcs
of round letter open to the right, € or ¢; second, remains of oblique descending from left to right and joining vertical at foot, v
more likely than en; third, faint traces, if not illusory, of round letter with crossbar 2] [, remains of round letter? ] | ],
first, upper arc of round letter; last, curving upright on edge of break, which might suit v, but second and third apparently not
ot 3 c, first and second, part of oblique descending from left and joining slightly bent upright in middle, ot or ki or pos-
sibly \;munhkely v; third, indeterminate remains of mangled letter; fourth, lower curve of round letter, ¢ rather thano 4 ],
scattered specks &, lower curve and start of crossbar  After & no trace of writing though surface apparently intact 5 FTE'.L-
KOWVOV, T COTt. perhape from ¢, only upper tip of 1, xo corr. perhaps from v, second o retraced or corr. from another (round)
letter 6 apclevixov, lower half 7 apBpo]v, only the lower tip of the second vertical 8 npotoccet]ot, only end of tail
9 1]o, right—hénd arc T, lower part of first and foot of second vertical govny- 10 E‘.lt[l only bottom of lower curve and tip
of crossbar of e 12 opowwc, only lower left-hand arc  emt, only ends of crossbar and right-hand junction 13 8¢, minimal
trace on edge of break To1c, only right-hand tip of crossbar 1477 inmoc, after i apparently space (now in lacuna) greater
than normal distance between letters; only part of the lower (?) arc of o followed by the start of the upper curve of ¢ 15 Q[n-
Ago]c, left-hand projection of midstroke on edge of break 7 up]cevucmc end of cap 16 ae]roc, vestiges of crossbar on a
single fibre yo]p, tip of descender n@nlewz foot of first vertical of nj on lower limit of break, then top of 9 on upper edge
oue[L]aJc left-hand side of o, two traces from either curve of @, end of capof¢ 17 YeAOVH ycx[p, lower half of upright of
s followed by tip of nose of o ap]pnv, only lower half of second vertical ouolax, lower extremity of 1, followed by
remains of right-hand side of © xoherton, only tail 18 evix{o]c, topmost part of upper curve of g, second upright of v,
scanty traces of ¢ on right- -hand edge of break duikoc nl[ne]uvumc of v, 1, % and o meagre remnants £VIKoC ECTLV, part
of upper arc of ¢, then right-hand half of crossbar of 1 19 OL[O]V central Dbhquc of v, followed at interval by second
upright o, part of lower left-hand arc Smm[c scanty traces of upper left-hand arc  m, right-hand half of crossbar
apBpfolc 20 Jeov, upper curve of ¢, upper half of 0, upper portions of first upright and obhque of v Ounplw, upper half

of first vertical of n, followed by part of upper arc from head of p mhInBuviikoc, junction of crossbar and second upright of
n. only tip of upper left-hand branch of v 21 du[npot ntacel]c. end of overhang running into crossbar of = x[o]cau,
overhang of ¢, upper half of vertical of 1~ 21-2 evl[Bewc, cap of e, then arms of v 22 K?L]T_]‘cw['n, junction of crossbar and
second vertical '
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IM40ov nyo [, between v and n faint traces of one or rather two letters, after o hooked descender as of vor p, then two
upriﬂht§ -separalcd by a short interval and probably belonging to a single letter 5 Itotpawves['cov short segment from
crossbar of &, part of loop of ¢, faint traces of head of p 6 v, two minimal traces, the first level with the letter-tops, the
second at mid- height, followed by lower half of left-hand vertical, perhaps beginning of diagonal and second vertical of v
c1[ upper half of ¢, then top of upright 7 npa}chelﬁ[nc only foot 8 nap[oc] wyov, left-hand side of =, tail of a, foot and
bar of ¥, left- hand arc and base of disfigured @, only minimal traces from bottom of o0 on lower edge of hole n[ left-hand
half 10 cuv[ Jpl'mcov right-hand branch of v, apparently lower arc from head of p. only scanty traces of o on edge of
break U[nepesrmov 11 pov, top of first leg of 1 (on piece of papyrus to be shifted upwards and to the rlght) and top and
curving foot of second, apparently most of left-hand vertical and oblique of v, followed by upper part of right-hand vertical
pnuoetixo]v, foot of descender and remnants of head of p, top and foot of first and trace of second upright of 1, upper part of
1, upper part of oblique and top of right-hand vertical of v 12 wv, or perhaps pov  Third or fourth letter after v, almost
cDmplete circle in upper half of line suiting p, o or posqlbly even ¢ Before 0, left-hand tip and right-hand half of high
horizontal 14 o, or perhaps

I3 Jupoc B25, ndp, nlupbe W 5 [Gppevikéy B, W 6 [appevicdv B, W 7 &pBpov] B, W 8 npotdccetai W 9
ov[8|étepov W 10 Eln[i B, W 12 [6]u0{mc W 13 [Bfheoc kotorfyov B, W 3[¢ t]olc B,W 14 3 {[n]roc B
({[x]moc W) 15 [td opoiec xoi éai 10D d]ppe[voc B, W Ofdeolc B, W dpplevikide B, W 16 Get]oc B, W  yop 7]
Bhhero B, yop 7 OlAkerc W opolioc] B, W 17 xai va[p o aplpnv: Jpn B, ]pn[ | W ouoli]ac B, W  k[a]Aeiton W
18 ninBulvi[icd]lc B, W [éc]tiv W 19 [6] B, W Svik[oc t]i B,W 20 Jcov B, 10 dic?]cov W "Ou[fipe B, W
rAnBlvlvrikde B, W 21 olov] W »— mrdcetfe nlofeoy; [£] edll@eia: | w[ Jeav [ B, W 22 xAlnux(n: Jvak| B,
aAnBu? vtk W
Mdov nyo [ov[ Jnxon [B,W 5 nlalpacivle[tov B,W 7 H[ploxieid[nc B,W 8 xoi nop[dlywyov [: kot
EY vi[ B, xoi [ ']1:[ ' _]ey[ Jvil W 89 napd]lyoya eic en TinyAeid[ne: yo abcewnhead B, W 10 cuv[K]pwucov
blrepBetikov: cov ~ puxfo]v 9] B, W 10-1 nopdvullpov, pnuati[xolv:  owov pat[ B, W 13-8 edd. pr. non
descripserunt

Translation

.. anthrop- (man) ...
.. 5: masculine, feminine, neuter, koinon, epikoinon. What is a masculine noun? A noun preceded in
the nominative case singular by the article ho (the), for example ho Homeros (Homer). What is a
feminine noun? A noun preceded in the nominative case singular by the article he (the), for example he
eune (the bed). What is a neuter noun? A noun preceded in the nominative case singular by the article
to (the), for example to pedion (the plain).

What is a koinon noun? A noun which in all the cases is used in the same form both for the male and
the female, but (whose gender) is distinguished by the articles, for example ho anthropos (the man), he
anthropos (the woman), ho hippos (the stallion), he hippos (the mare). What is an epikoinon noun? A
noun which, whether referring to a male or a female, is used only with the masculine or the feminine
article, for example ho aetos (eagle), since the female is also referred to with the same word, he chelone
(tortoise), since the male too is thus called.

How many numbers are there? 3: singular, dual, plural. What is the singular number? The number
which ... for example ho Homeros (Homer). What is the dual number? The number which ... for example
t0 Homerd (a pair of Homers). But the plural ... for example hoi Homeroi { Homers).

How many cases are there? 5: nominative, genitive, dative, accusative, vocative.

How many figures are there? 3: simple, compound and decompound. What is a simple noun? A noun

.. for example leon (lion), theos (god). ... What is a decompound noun? A noun ... for example
Herakleides (son of Herakles) ... and derivative ... derivatives in ei, Peleides (son of Peleus) ...
.. comparative, superlative, ... denominative, deverbal ...

23 The letters B and W refer respectively to the transcripts of Di Benedetto (1957) 183—4 and Wouters (1979) 136-7
Mere differences in the dotting of letters, and not in their actual presence or absence, are in general ignored.
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Commentary

I 1-3. Di Benedetto (1957) 184 (comm. 1 1-3) and Wouters (1979) 137 (comm. 1. 1-4) detected the
final part of the section on the €16 in the meagre remains of these lines. Wouters recognized an exam-
ple of the brokoprcTikdv eidoc (diminutive) in the letters at the end of I 2 (avBp®)26. At the end of I 3,
Di Benedetto recovered an example of the mapdvopov eidoc (denominative) through his supplement,
ndp nlup6c?’. In support of Di Benedetto’s restoration, Wouters pointed out that the map@dvupov eidoc
immediately follows the broxopictikdv eldoc in the Téyvn attributed to Dionysius Thrax28. Although
neither editor says so explicitly, the fact that, according to our sources, Apollonius Dyscolus and
Herodian treated the €(6n before the yévn (cf. p. 100) may have been a guiding consideration in their
efforts to reconstruct these lines.

If Di Benedetto and Wouters are right in supposing that the £16n were the subject of this part of the
text, the discussion of the £16n before the yévn in the treatment of the accidentia of the noun would be
shown to antedate Apollonius Dyscolus and Herodian?®. P.Heid. I 198 (No. 12 Wouters), I 6-II 28,
datable to the third century AD, proves that the same arrangement of the two ropendueva continued to
be adopted in manuals of the post-Apollonian period??. On the other hand, the order of the nominal
accidents in the Tgyvn attributed to Dionysius Thrax, where the yévn are dealt with before the &idn.
formed a distinct tradition. Expectedly, it is this disposition that turns up in P.Amh. Il 21 (No. 14
Wouters), 22-4, written at the beginning of the fourth century AD31,

The reconstruction of these lines proposed by Di Benedetto and Wouters, however, encounters a
barrier of obstacles. In the first place, it is doubtful whether the traces at the end of 1 3 can actually be
read as the sequence vpoc, though these letters appear undotted in the two earlier editions. Secondly,
even granting the correctness of the reading and the supplement based on it, t0p w|updc, the noun in
question would be a very surprising choice of example, occurring a single time in Sch. D. Thr. (Em
<Heliodori>), GG 1.3:542.34 in illustration of a special type of denominative formation32. Thirdly, as Di
Benedetto (1957) 184 (comm. I 1-3) himself pointed out, the nepovupov is followed by the pnuotikov
g10oc in [D. Thr.] Ars gramm. § 12, GG 1.1:29.3—4, whereas according to his reconstruction it would
have to be the last of the €18n treated in PST inv. 505. Inasmuch as the Tapdvupoy and pnuotikov £180c

26 For diminutives of dvBpwroc as examples of the Drokopietikdvy eidoc, cf. [D. Thr.] Ars gramm. § 12, GG 1.1:28.7
(awBpawnickoc); Sch. D. Thr. (Em), GG 1.3:376.22 (dvBpdmov); Sch. D. Thr. (Comm. Byz.), GG 1.3:574.5 (dvBpundplov).
The diminutive is defined in [D. Thr.] Ars gramm. § 12, GG 1.1:28.6-7 as follows: broxoplcTikov 8¢ €cTt 0 peimey 109
pwToTiNoL dcvykpitec dniodv, olov avBpanickoc, AMbaf, uetpaxtiiiov. Cf. also Ap. Dysc. Fragm., GG 11.3:45.34-6;
Sch. D. Thr. (Zv), GG 1.3:226.13-228.3; (Em), GG 1.3:374.31-376.24; (Xl), GG 1.3:538.8-540.2 and (Comm. Byz.), GG
1.3:574.3-6. On these definitions, see Lallot (1998) 135 n. 14.

27 In [D. Thr.] Ars gramm. § 12, GG 1.1:29.1-2, the denominative is defined as follows: nopdvupov 8¢ &ctt 10 rop’
dvopa momBév, olov Aéav, Tpoewv. Cf. also Sch. D. Thr. (Em <Heliodori>), GG 1.3:377.6-7 (= Ap. Dysc. Fragm., GG
11.3:46.22-3): ropdvopov 88 &ctiy 8 véyovey £€ dvopatoc undevi 1dv GAlmv Drorentwrdc. Further passages of relevance
are Sch. D. Thr. (Xv), GG 1.3:228.5-24; (Xm <Heliodori>), GG 1.3:376.25-377.14; (Z1), GG 1.3:540.3-543.]1 and (Comm.
Byz.), GG 1.3:574.6-8. On the denominative, see Lallot (1998) 135-7 n. 15 and Matthaios (2004) 14.

28 . [D. Thr.] Ars gramm. § 12, GG 1.1:25.7 and 28.6-29.2. The two species come likewise in the same order in
P.Harr. 59 (No. 11 Wouters) recto, 1-10. Wouters (1979) 137 n. 6, however, supposes that muppdc (“flame-coloured™) was
meant for tupdc (“wheat”) in the papyrus on the ground that the former would stand in a closer semantic relation to the word
wop from whose genitive it is made to derive.

29 Wouters (1979) 181-2 (comm. 11. 7 sqq.) regards the papyrus as evidence that Apollonius Dyscolus is not to be
credited with the introduction of the order of the accidents he adopts.

30 Cf. Wouters (1979) 181-2 (comm. 11. 7 sqq.)-
31 CI. Wouters (1979) 195 (comm. 11. 22-4). On the two systems used in arranging the nominal accidents, see Lallot
(1998) 130 n. 5.

32 Di Benedetto (1957) 184 (comm. I 1-3) and Wouters (1979) 137 (comm. 1. 1—4) quote this passage in support of
their reconstruction. This type of derivative is obtained not through the addition of a suffix but by means of metaplasmus, the
nominative of the newly formed word being identical with the genitive of the noun from which it derives.
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make up a conceptual whole33, such an arrangement would seem problematic. Note that the diple
obelismene at the end of line 3 and the surviving text in line 4, where the treatment of the yévn begins,
put it beyond doubt that the section ended here. Fourthly, the sequence avBpm need not necessarily
belong to a diminutive form of dvBpwmoc at all, since the noun GvBponoc is commonly cited as an
example of other nominal categories. The Téyvn attributed to Dionysius Thrax uses dvBporoc to
illustrate appellatives (kowdc Aeyopeva), as opposed to proper names (idiwc Aeyopeva)d4, in the
definition of the word class 6vopo. If the discussion of the nominal accidents began with the yévn in I 4,
it is at least conceivable that the word fragment avBpo is part of the noun GvBpwrnoc adduced to
exemplify the appellatives in the definition of the noun.

However, even supposing these lines belonged to a discussion of the &{dm, the €101 discussed can
only be the £idn kot v cnuociov. The €idn koto Thy eoviv were evidently treated in a later
section, as new readings in II 101 reveal3S. Furthermore, if the letters at the end of 1 2 do come from
the noun dvBpwnoc, a standard example of the npocnyopikov Gvopa®, the particular eldn koo Thv
cnuocilay in question here must be proper nouns and appellatives.

I 4-5. Whereas the following lines can be supplemented with confidence, the first line of the section
on the yévn is almost entirely lost and is also the most problematic from the theoretical point of view.
Nevertheless, a combination of clues helps to determine its original content. First of all, the last letter of
the line is very likely an epsilon. Since five genera are discussed in the next lines, it seems reasonable
with the two earlier editors to take the letter as a numeral referring to these. A second important clue is
the partly preserved diple obelismene in 1 11. The sign does not mark the end of the section on the yévn,
but rather serves to divide it into two distinct parts, the first dealing with the three main genera
(Gpcevikdv, BnAvkdv, ovdétepov), the second with two additional ones (kowdv and émixowvov).
Wouters (1979) 137-8 (comm. 1. 5) was the first to connect the presence of the diple here with the
ancient controversy over the number of the genera and thereby to substantiate Di Benedetto’s hunch
([1957] 181-2 and 184 [comm. | 4]) that the author of the treatise made reference to the issue in I 4.
Both scholars adduced P.Amh. 11 21, 22-3 in support of their contention: To0T®V TV OVOUGTOV &CTIV
TPl <yévn>, koo [Oe Tvocc] | mévte. To this passage Wouters added [D. Thr.] Ars gramm. § 12, GG
1.1:24.8-25.2: yévn pev odv eict tpiot: dpcevidv, fndvkdv, o0détepov. Evior 8¢ npoctiBéact Todroic
AL 800, KooV Te KOd énikotvov, KOOV UEv olov Tnmoc, Khmv, énikowvov 88 olov xeAddv, detdc.
Supposing the author of PSI inv. 505 mentioned the two positions on the number of the genera, as
seems quite likely, he will have done so in I 4 immediately after the introductory question. That
question must therefore have stood at the very beginning of the line (for reasons of space) and not, as Di
Benedetto (1957) 184 (comm. I 4) suggested, at the end of the line just before the numeral. The diple

33 Unlike the other types of derivative nouns (the patronymic, the possessive, the comparative, the superlative and the
diminutive), which owe their names to the basic semantic content of the derived word (on each of these types see [D. Thr.]
Ars gramm. §12, GG 1.1:25.6-28.7}, the categories of the denominatives and deverbals are based on the part of speech to
which the primary word belongs. Thus the denominative is defined as a word which is derived from a noun and the deverbal
as a word derived from a verb; cf. [D. Thr.] Ars gramm. §12, GG 1.1:29.14; Sch. D. Thr. (Zv), GG 1.3:228.4-229.5; (IZm),
GG 13:376.26-378.2; (Zl), GG 1.3:540.2-543.16. On these £16n, see Steinthal (1890-91) II 248, Lallot (1998) 135-7,
Vaahtera (1998) 54-5 and Matthaios (2004) 14.

34 See [D. Thr.] Ars gramm. §12, GG 1.1:24.5. For the opposition between kowvdc and idimc Aeyduevov, its
philosophical background and connection with the distinction between proper names and appellatives, see Matthaios (1999)
211-3.

35 Ancient grammarians distinguished £8n kotd thy @wvAiv and €181 katd thy cnpociov. CE. Sch. D. Thr. (Z1), GG
1.3:527.25-8 (= Ap. Dysc. Fragm., GG 11.3:39.22-6): 1dv 8¢ ovopdrov té pév eicl kotd tThy gaviv eidn, 1o 88 kord Thv
CNHoCciov Kol 0 HEV KOTd THY QOVIY TPOTOTLTOV KOl Topdyeyov, Onep Drodlapeiton sic roTpovopLkdy kol £ERC, T
88 xotd cnuaciov koplov, mpocnyopikdv kai e€c. Cf. also (Em <Heliodori>), GG 1.3:385.16-8; (X1 <Heliodori>), GG
1.3:552.3-6 and 15-8. In the Téyvn attributed to Dionysius Thrax, the eidn xatd Thv gwviv and £idn kotd Ty enpociov
are treated in separate sections (§ 12, GG 1.1:25.3-29 4 and 32.2-45.2 respectively). On the classification of the 1én of the
noun, see Lallot (1998) 148-50 n. 25.

36 Cf. P.Yale125 (No. 1 Wouters),I 13 and [D. Thr.] Ars gramm. § 12, GG 1.1:34.1-2.
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obelismene at the very end of the preceding line would lead us to expect it there in any case. Given this
reconstruction of the content of I 4 and considering the available space and the two previously unknown
letters contributed by the new fragment, an acceptable restoration of the wording at the beginning of the
line might be [yévn moca] . €v[101 8¢ or perhaps even [yévn mocas; oi] uev [ ...

Those among ancient grammarians opposed to granting the xowvov and érikowvov yévoc the status
of genera at all pointed out that these two categories possess no specific formal or semantic charac-
teristics of their own to distinguish them from the other three genders?’. Since there are no more than
three articles in the linguistic sphere3® and no more than three natural genders in extralinguistic
reality??, no more than three grammatical genera could, in their view, come into question. The position
of the author of this handbook on the matter, however, is not entirely clear. He certainly separated the
two additional genera from the three standard ones by means of the diple obelismene in I 11 and
showed at least an awareness of the issue in I 4, if our reconstruction of the line is correct. On the other
hand, he goes on to define and exemplify all five genera. Though believing in the existence of only the
masculine, feminine and neuter, he may nevertheless have included the other two yévn for the sake of
completeness of treatment. The grammarian behind P.Amh. 11 21 (No. 14 Wouters) expresses a
preference for three genera, but also provides the xowov and énikowvov with full definitions and
examples. The Téyvn attributed to Dionysius Thrax likewise favours a three-genus system, but does not
hesitate to list and illustrate the two additional yévn (§ 12, GG 1.1:24.8-25.1-2).

Even if we are well informed about the development of the doctrine of grammatical genus*?, it is
uncertain at exactly what point in time the status of the genus commune and epicoenon was first called
into question. Apollonius Dyscolus appears to have taken a theory of three genera as his starting-point
and to have regarded the xotvov yévoc as a linguistic peculiarity rather than a distinct genus over and
above them#!. The énixowvov yévoc he subsumed under it*2, Both the Téyvn attributed to Dionysius
Thrax and P.Amh. 11 21 {No. 14 Wouters), of the early fourth-century AD, also prefer a system of three
genera, as we have just seen, and P.Ant. I1 68 (No. 15 Wouters) recto, i 33-6, likewise of the fourth-
century AD, passes over the kowov and £nikowvov yévoc in silence; cf. Wouters (1979) 202 (comm. 1.
33). But PSI inv. 505 now suggests that qualms about the five-genus system were already felt in the first
century AD and thus provides our earliest evidence for their existence.

I 5. The spelling of the restoration &[pcevixov is due to the fact that the term was almost certainly
written with -pc-, and not -pp-, in its two other occurrences (I 6, 15). Admittedly, the crucial letter is

37 Cf. Sch. D. Thr. (Em <Heliodori>) GG 1.3:363.4-12: mapdcyouey toivov kol T xowd yéver kol t@ enikoive
18iovc yopoxtipoc xod i81o GpBpo mpoc axpiBetay ked Srdxpray Tdv dAlov yevdy, kol tdte dduev kol ovtd yévn - el 8¢
oy ebpickopey, 1t pédmy tAfiBoc yevdv mopeicdyopev i téxvn; kol xph Aéyety dvopo kowvdv, dvoua énikolvoy, kol ol
Yévoc xowdv kol énikowvov, "Qc obv dédeikton, ob Sexduebo 1 yévn TadTe mopd O Gpcevindy kol Bnhvkoy kol obdé-
tepov, éneidn olte cnpociov idiav #xovcy obte &pBpov 1810v- 1o yép cnpavdpevoy odTdv 1 dpcevikov 1 Bniuxdv, kol
1 poviy adtév A dpcevikn { Onhokh. Cf. also Choer. Proleg., GG IV.1:107 34-5: éne1dn odv o0dev Exovav (S1ov, dAld
rnoparoufdvovion éx 1@V dAlov yevdv, o0 duvapelo tabta Aéyev o yévn mopd 1o dpcevixdy OnAvkov obdétepov,
AR obite 88 maciv elcwv éyvwcpuéva. Further passages of relevance are: Choer. Canon., GG 1V .2:101.7-13; Sophr. Exc., GG
IV.2:378.1-7. On the whole problem, see Wouters (1979) 195-6 {comm. 1. 22-38) and Lallot (1998) 130-1 n. 6.

38 Sch. D. Thr. (21 <Heliodori>), GG 1.3:524.30-1 defines genus as yopextip AéEewv cnuaivav 1o &v eovi dpcev §
Bfiku 1| 008é1epov and indicates in the definite article the distinctive feature of each of the three vévy (cf. 1 6-11n).

39 Strunk (1993) has succeeded in showing that, according to the ancient conception, the neuter also belongs to the
realm of natural gender.

40 On the history of the theory of the grammatical genera in the ancient scholarly tradition, see Callanan (1987) 35-6
and Matthaios (1999) 272—4. The first evidence for the creation of a genus commune comes from Aristarchus; cf. Matthaios
(1999) 273-4. According to Sch. D. Thr. (£m <Heliodori>), GG 1.3:357.16, Tryphon also distinguished a xowvov yévoc (fr.
93 Velsen).

41 Cf. Ap. Dysc. Fragm., GG 11.3:59.9-20 (col. 2).

42 Cf. Schneider (1910) 39: “Ap[ollonius] non solum ea nomina xowvd appellat, quac quamquam una terminatione
utuntur, tamen ¢ et ) articulis genera distinguunt, sed etiam ea quae unum articulum admittunt, sed duo genera significant, ut
N xeAdav, O detdc. Emxoivoc semel legitur coni. 253, 20 et est ‘universe’”.
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damaged in both cases, but, in both, the traces point decisively to ¢ rather than p. The two previous
editors, who could not take account of the first occurrence, which is preserved in the new fragment, and
did not notice the trace of the ¢ in the second, supplemented the Attic form with -pp- throughout. The
word for natural gender, however, is spelt &.ppnv, with double p, on the three occasions it occurs (I 12,
15, 17), and this may have dictated the editors’ choice. Inconsistency in the spelling of these terms
within the works of one and the same author is attested elsewhere in grammatical literature, and one
spelling does not necessarily rule the other out. Apollonius Dyscolus, for example, uses dppevikdv and
apcevikOv as well as dppny and d.pcny indifferently43.

I 6-11. The enumeration of the five yévn is followed by a treatment of each yévoc in turn,
consisting of an introductory question, a definition and one or two examples. In the definitions, the
name of the word class, Ovouo, stands in place of the term for the accident or property in question,
Yévoc, just as it does in the discussion of the ¢ynpoto further on (cf. 11 2). By contrast, the denomination
of the accident ép1Budc is maintained in the definitions of the numeri (1 18-21). This suggests that no
particular theoretical importance should be attached to the substitution of word class for property in the
definitions here.

The definitions of the masculine, feminine and neuter display the same structure:

Masculine = article 6
Feminine = a noun preceded in the nominative singular by the article 1
Neuter = article 0.

As the table makes clear, the article accompanying each noun constitutes the distinctive characteristic of
each of the three genera. The definitions in the papyrus thus already reflect the common conception that
grammatical gender, as opposed to natural gender, is recognizable by the covta&ic tdv dpBpmv and
evowvia alone — that is, by exclusively linguistic features**. Apollonius Dyscolus later took issue with
this view, apparently a popular position at the time, in his treatise [Tepi yevv4s.

The definitions of these three genera in PSI inv. 505 find exact parallels in P.Amh. 11 21 (No. 14
Wouters), 24-3046. Comparable both in substance and wording are also those recorded in Sch. D. Thr.
(Zm <Heliodori>), GG 1.3:362.3-7; (¥m <Heliodori>), GG 1.3:524.31-4 and (Comm. Byz.), GG
1.3:572.28-33%7. P.Ant. 11 68 (No. 15 Wouters) recto, I 33-6 and [D. Thr.] Ars gramm. § 12, GG
1.1:24.8-25.2, on the other hand, merely list the names of the genera, providing neither definitions nor
examples.

The late P.Amh. 11 21 (No. 14 Wouters), 24-30, dated to the carly fourth century AD, gives
examples of the three main genera, all evidently chosen with a view to correlating grammatical and
natural gender: masculine with male in 0 "Apictaptoc (1. "Apictopyoc), feminine with female in f
"EAévn and neuter with “neuter” in t0 mondelov [[. modiov])*8. The author of PSI inv. 505, on the
contrary, appears clearly not to have sought such a thoroughgoing correspondence. Whereas gramma-

43 Cf. the Index vocabulorum in Schneider (1910) 179 s.vv. apcevikoe and dpenv and 184 s.v. yévoc. For an example of
the use of both spellings within the same line, cf. Ap. Dysc. Syar. [11.98, GG 11.2:355 2.

44 Cf. Sch. D. Thr. (Sv <Stephani>), GG 1.3:218.12-6; (Em <Heliodori>), GG 1.3:361.35-362.7, (2] <Heliodori>), GG
1.3:524 30-1,524.35-525.2 and (Z), GG 1.3:525.6-18.

45 Cf. Ap. Dysc. Synt. 138, GG 11.2:35.5-7: 0¥ petploc 8 tivee dcgdhncow tmoraPdvrec Ty mopdfecty tév &pBpav
elc yévouc didxkpiav nopatiBecBor toic dvduoct. mpoc oVc dvreipnton S therdvov &v 10 Iept yevdv (= Ap. Dysc.
Fragm., GG 11.3:59.38-41) and Ap. Dysc. Synt. 141, GG 11.2:36.16-37.11 (= Ap. Dysc. Fragm., GG 11.3:5941-60.11). See
Lallot (1997) II 30-1 n. 118 and Di Benedetto (1957) 181.

46 Cf. Wouters {1979) 138 (comm. 11. 6-17) and 195 (comm. 11. 22-38). Cf. now also P.Schgyen 1 13.7 and 7-10n.

47 Cf. Wouters {1979) 195 (comm. 11. 22-38).

48 For the natural gender of neuter nouns, cf. Sch. D. Thr. (£), GG 1.3:539.31: 10 o0détepov mohidkic kotd
pEoTépmv YevaV, Gc 10 nondiov.
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tical and natural gender coincide in 6 “Ounpoc (I 7), the example given for the masculine, in 1) v} (I
9), the example given for the feminine, they manifestly do not. The example of the neuter, 16 nediov (1
11), is less straightforward. If nedlov is in fact meant, no attempt is made to correlate grammatical and
natural gender, since, like €0vr|, the noun refers peither to a male nor a female nor a “neuter” as con-
ceived by ancient grammarians (cf. n. 48). If, on the other hand, noudilov is intended, both genders
would correspond as in the case of 0 “Ounpoc, the natural neuter gender referring either to a male or a
female according to the ancient conception. The noun noidiov is the example cited for the neuter in
P.Amh. 11 21 (No. 14 Wouters), 30 and the phonetic interchange involved is in any case well-attested
(see p. 99 n. 18 above). The absence of a systematic attempt to correlate grammatical and natural gender
in the exemplifications of the three genera in PSI inv. 505 and the choice of unique examples (evvn,
nediov?) should probably be put down to the handbook’s early date of composition.

1 11-7. In this section the two additional yévn, the kowvov (I 11—4) and the érnixowvov (I 14-7), are
discussed. The definitions of the two genera given in the papyrus differ in their wording from those
found in our other sources. P.Amh. 11 21 (No. 14 Wouters), on the other hand, conspicuously accords
with the Scholia to Dionysius Thrax both in definitions and examples*?.

Whereas each of the three main genera contains nouns referring either to male beings or female
beings or beings or things that are neither male nor female, the kowov and émixowov yévoc
accommodate nouns that refer at once to beings both male and female. The precise difference between
the three main and the two additional genera therefore involves natural gender and natural gender alone.
This emerges clearly from the definitions of the xowvov and énikowov yévoc given in the papyrus and in
particular from the expressions €ni 1ob Gppevoc ko T0d Ofkeoc (I 12-3) and xab’ éxdrtepov 1[od
&]ppe[voc kot 1od B[fAeo]c (I 15). Unlike their derivatives dppevikov/apcevikéy and Bnivkéy, used
of grammatical gender, the words &ppev and BfiAv refer to male or female creatures in extralinguistic
reality.

If the difference between the three main and the two additional genera involves natural gender, the
dividing line between each of the two additional genera, like that between each of the three main
genera, is grammatical and depends on the form of the noun and the article and their combination.
Nouns belonging to the genus commune are masculine in form, but can be constructed with either the
masculine or the feminine article, according as they refer to a male or female entity. Nouns belonging to
the genus epicoenon, by contrast, are either masculine or feminine in form and, if masculine, construct-
ed with the masculine article, if feminine, constructed with the feminine article, but refer indifferently to
both natural genders. The author of the papyrus t€yvn thus combines both the formal and semiotic
aspects of the two genera in his definitions by indicating the interplay of the article and word form, on
the one hand, and natural gender, on the other. The morphological and syntactical elements as features
distinguishing the genus commune and the genus epicoenon are given greater prominence in the
definitions transmitted by P.Amh. II 21 (No. 14 Woulers), 30-8 and the Scholia to Dionysius Thrax,
where the object of extralinguistic reality is left out of consideration (cf. n. 49).

The examples chosen for the two additional yévn in PSI inv. 505 are all parallelled elsewhere in
grammatical literature3?, with the exception of 1 xehwvn (I 17). To illustrate feminine nouns belonging

49 For the definition of the kowov yévoc, cf. P.Amh. 11 21, 30—4 with Sch. D. Thr. (Iv), GG 1.3:218.18-20; (2m), GG
1.3:363.19-20 and (Z1), GG 1.3:525.20-1. For the definition of the érixowov yévoc, cf. P.Amh. 11 21, 34-8 with Sch. D. Thr.
(Zv), GG 1.3:218.22-24 and (Z1), GG 1.3:525.23-5. See also Wouters (1979) 195 (comm. 11. 22-38). The xowvdv yévoe, or
rather dvopa, is moreover defined and exemplified in a marginal annotation in BKT IX 188 (P.Berol. 21282). A revision of
the text of the scholium by R. Luiselli is to appear in the journal Eikasmos.

50 For o/ év@pwmoc (1 13-4) as an example of the genus commune, cf. Sch. D. Thr. (Zv <Stephani>), GG 1.3:218.29;
(Zm), GG 1.3:363.20-1. For o/f {nroc (1 14), cf. [D. Thr.] Ars gramm. § 12, GG 1.1:25.2; P.Amh. 11 21 (No. 14 Wouters), 32;
Sch.D. Thr. (Zv), GG 1.3:218.20; (Z1), GG 1.3:525.21. For 6 detoc (1 16) as an example of the genus epicoenon, cf. [D. Thr.]
Ars gramm. § 12, GG 1.1:25.2; P.Amh. 11 21 (No. 14 Wouters), 38; Sch. D. Thr. (Zv <Stephani>), GG 1.3:219.7; (ZD), GG
1.3:525.28.
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to the genus epicoenon, our sources cite instead 1 mepictepa, N xopmvn and especially 1 xeAdaov3!.
The close formal resemblance of yeAwvn to yeAdwv raises the possibility that yeAawvn, if perhaps not
actually to be considered a mistake for xeAidwv, may at least have been suggested by it somewhere
along the line. It should in any case be remembered that use is made of examples unattested elsewhere
in the tradition on other occasions in this papyrus texvn (cf. above p. 100).

I 17-21. The diple obelismene towards the end of 1 17 marks the beginning of the section on the
numeri, which catechistically opens with the question &p18uoi nocot. There follow, in I 18, the numeral
indicating the number of the &p1Buoil, now lost in lacuna at the beginning of the line, and the
enumeration of the three genera themselves.

Unlike the singular and the dual, the plural was not introduced by a question. The space available
between the expression nA]nBuvticoc 8¢ in I 20 and the example in I 21 (oto}v ot “Ou[npot) does not
suffice for both opening interrogative and definition. The occurrence of the particle 8¢ immediately after
nA]nBuvricoc, however, makes it clear that the absence of the question is not merely due to scribal
error. The particle seems rather intended to secure a contrast between the singular and the dual, on the
one hand, and the plural, on the other. In all likelihood, the desired contrast consisted in the opposition
of the indefiniteness of the plural, which can refer to any number of items greater than two, to the
determinate nature of the singular and the dual, limited respectively to one and two.

P.Ant. 11 68 (No. 15 Wouters) recto, I 37-40 merely lists the numbers. [D. Thr.] Ars gramm. § 12,
GG 1.1:30.5-31.1, gives a list and adds examples of each. But, as is clear from what remains, PST inv.
505 went further still and also provided definitions. Parallels for the definitions of the numbers can be
found in the Scholia to Dionysius Thrax and Choeroboscus: (1) Sch. D. Thr. (Em <Heliodori>), GG
1.3:381.19: &vikde pgv O 10 8v cnuaivov, olov o Aloc, duikde 8¢ 6 1t 800 cuaivav, otov o Alovte,
mAnBuvTiKoc 8¢ 6 1é Tpie §j kol moAAD cnpaivev, olov ol Alavtec; (2) Choer. Prol., GG IV.1:109 20:
EvikOc Lév ety 0 Ev TL anuodvev, olov Aloc: duikoc 88 6 8Yo cnuoivov, olov Alavte: TAnBuvticdc
8¢ 6 tpelc fj mhetovoe enpaivav, otov Alavtec: dpyh yop thiBouc 6 tpeic dp1Buoc dctivs2,

Unfortunately, the state of preservation of the papyrus makes it impossible to determine the exact
wording of the definitions of the three numeri given in the papyrus téxvn. The examples, however,
show that the definitions were based on the concept of the quantity referred to by each, the singular
indicating one, the dual two and the plural three or more. At the same time, as pointed out above, a
distinction seems also to have been drawn between the singular and dual as expressing a definite
quantity, on the one hand, and the plural as expressing an indefinite quantity, on the other.

The article 0 directly following ¢piBuoc in 1 18 would lead one to expect that the structure of the
definitions of the three numeri in the papyi‘us was very close to that of the definitions in the parallels
cited above from the Scholia to Dionysius Thrax and Choeroboscus. In the parallels, the article is
accompanied by the participle cnuoaivov and the participle has as its direct object an expression
indicating the exact quantity referred to by each number. There are, however, serious reasons for
doubting whether the same words were used in the papyrus as in the parallels and even whether the
structure of the definitions in the papyrus was maintained in each case. In particular, the definitions of
the singular and the dual given in the parallels seem too short for the space available in the papyrus,
whereas the definitions of the plural appear too long. The exiguous surviving traces of the definitions in
the papyrus are also either indeterminate or positively do not suit the wording of the parallels. The fact
that the papyrus elsewhere gives definitions unattested in the sources only opens the door to the
possibility here too. That would of course remove an obstacle to the supplement 16 d1c]cov, proposed by

51 For #y mepictepd, of. Sch. D. Thr. (Sv <Stephani>), GG 1.3:219.6-7; (E1), GG 1.3:525.28; for T xopévn, cf. Sch. D.
Thr. (Zv <Stephani>), GG 1.3:219.7; for | xeh1dov, cf. [D. Thr.] Ars gramm. § 12. GG 1.1:252; P.Amh. 1I 21 (No. 14
Wouters), 38; Sch. D. Thr. (Ev <Stephani>), GG 1.3:219.7.

52 On the development of the category &piBuéc in the ancient grammatical tradition, the definitions of the individual
numbers and the terminology used in discussing them, see Matthaios (1999) 278--83. For the view that the plural means three
or more, cf. Sch. D. Thr. (Zv}, GG 1.3:229.32-230.2; (£m <Heliodori>), GG 1.3:381.25-9; (1), GG 1.3:545.14-6.
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Di Benedetto (1957) 185 (comm. I 18-22) and admitted by Wouters (with a question mark) to his text33,
but the surviving letters, read by both previous editors as certain, are in fact much less so and any
supplement based on them must therefore be viewed with extreme caution.

The three numeri are illustrated in PSI inv. 505 using forms of the proper name “Opnpoc. So too in
[D. Thr.] Ars gramm. § 12, GG 1.1:30.5-31.1. The Scholia to Dionysius Thrax and Choeroboscus,
quoted above, opt for AToc instead. The name “Ounpoc also appears in this papyrus as the example of
the masculine gender (I 7).

I 21-2. Di Benedetto (1957) 185 (comm. I 18-22) and Wouters (1979) 138 (comm. 1. 22), who
recognized part of the term ntAnBuvtikdc in the few letters surviving in I 22, thought that the section on
the numeri continued in these lines with a discussion of the pluralia tantum. In support of this idea, both
editors adduced a passage from the Téyvn attributed to Dionysius Thrax, where the enumeration of the
apibuoi is followed by a treatment of discrepancies between grammatical number and the actual
ournbes of PRISORS Of (hings sefered 1. D Bentdein (1957) 131 and Wonters (1979) 138 {comm. Y.
23 sqq.) also both supposed that the section on the cyipate came directly after the &piBuot and
Wouters further suggested that only a little text was missing between the last line of the first column and
the first surviving line of the second. His ground for this was presumably the assumption that the
treatment of the numeri in the papyrus concluded with a discussion of the pluralia and singularia
tantum, as it does in the Téyvm attributed to Dionysius Thrax. Unfortunately, the trace of the letter that
both Di Benedetto and Wouters took as a certain nu in [ 22 does not suit that letter at all well, so that the
palaeographical basis of their proposed restoration tAnBu]vtik| turns out to be far less solid than it
might otherwise have been.

A completely different reconstruction of these lines is possible. Among other things, this recon-
struction takes account of the letters and traces preserved in I 21, not exploited by the previous two
editors. It is tempting to discern in the sequence read by Di Benedetto and Wouters as ©[ Jcov a section-
opening interrogative, n[6]cau, instead. Since the other accidents of the noun are dealt with elsewhere in
the papyrus, and since the interrogative is apparently feminine in gender, the section in question should
be that on the ntaxceic. Some confirmation of this suspicion comes from the following line (I 22). Here
the trace of the letter interpreted by Di Benedetto and Wouters as a nu better suits an efa and the
resulting sequence ntik occurs in the standard term for the vocative case, kAntuen. It seems hardly
coincidental therefore that the position of these four letters in the line would accord with the usual place
reserved for the vocative in the list of the cases, the fifth and last one.

If these new readings and supplements hit the mark and the discussion of the ntwceiwc fell within
these two lines, the example of the plural in I 21 was followed by the diple obelismene and the question
introducing the new section. The numeral indicating the number of cases came next and after it the
enumeration of the five cases themselves. The numeral is now missing, but there would be room for it in
the gap and the traces of the following and last two letters in [ 21 would be consistent with the epsilon
and upsilon of £00ela, a standard term for the nominative case>. The enumeration of the mtdcelw
continued in I 22 and ended with the vocative.

33 This expression never occurs in the sources in reference to grammatical number. In its single occurrence in Ap. Dysc.
Synt. IV.1, GG 11.2:434.5-9, it is used in an entirely different connection and appears to mean “double”.

54 Cf. [D. Thr.] Ars gramm. § 12, GG 1.1:31.1-4: £ici 8¢ tivec Evixol yupaxtiipec kol xatd ToAldy Aeydpevor, olov
dfipoc, yxopoc, Sxroc: xoi mAnBuviixol kotd Evik@v te kol dvikdv, Evikdv piv oc "ABfvar, OfPar, dvikdv 88 dc
aupdtepot. See also Ap. Dysc. Fragm., GG 11.3:60.37-61.4 (col. 1) and 60.28-61.4 (col. 2) as well as Sch. D. Thr. (£v), GG
1.3:230.3-19; (£m), GG 1.3:381.19-382.35; (Xl <Heliodori>), GG 1.3:545.18-546 4. For the history, in the ancient scholarly
tradition, of this problem of incongruence between form and meaning, cf. Lallot (1998) 139 n. 18 and Matthaios (1999) 282-
3.

55 Other terms for the nominative case, besides e08eic, are 6pBf and évopactuahy. Cf. [D. Thr.] Ars gramm. § 12, GG
1.1:31.6 and Matthaios (1999) 286 with n. 402. The fact that eOfele occurs elsewhere in the papyrus (I 7, 8, 10), and is the
only term used by the author for the nominative, makes it likely that it stood here too.
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The position of the treatment of the mtwcewc in the midst of sections on other accidents is
noteworthy. In the Greek and Latin grammatical literature that has come down to us, the cases are
always dealt with last>. Yet it would be mistaken to expect an early manual to treat the accidents in
exactly the same order as later handbooks. Even in the subsequent tradition, a certain degree of fluidity
in their arrangement is in evidence, albeit not as regards the position of the cases specifically. Whereas
the &p1Bpot were discussed after the cyfiuate in the Téxvn attributed to Dionysius Thrax, in the Latin
Artes grammaticae (and presumably in Apollonius Dyscolus) they were treated before them57. And, as
we have seen (cf. above p. 100), the relative order of treatments of the yévn and the £{dn was also a
subject of dcbate in some circles. But, leaving aside the sequence of the accidentia as whole, it is
important to observe that, in [D. Thr.] Ars gramm. § 12, GG 1.1.24.6-7, the sections on the dp1Bpoi and
the mtdceic are arranged in the same order as in our papyrus téxvn and that in both texts the ttmceic are
discussed immediately after the ¢p1Bpof.

It is likely that the treatment of the =t@cewc came to an end directly after the enumeration of the five
cases and that the cases were not defined. Our other surviving handbooks at least never give definitions
of the individual cases, probably on account of the conceptual and theoretical difficulties involved.
Sometimes alternative terms are provided for each of the cases in the discussion of the mtmcewc®, but
the rigid typology of the questions occurring in the other sections of this papyrus téxvn, aimed at
obtaining exclusively the enumeration and the definition of the grammatical categories discussed, would
seem to rule that possibility out>®.

1 22-11 1. If the section on the mtaceiwc consisted in the enumeration of the five cases alone, the
discussion of the ¢yfuote: must have begun at the end of I 22, the last line of the first column. In that
case, the mention of the fifth and final mtidcic, the xAntikn, was directly followed by the diple
obelismene and the diple obelismene by the first word of the question opening the new section,
coynuorte. With 41 letters (the diple obelismene counting as two), I 22 would fall at the lower end of the
range of certainly established line-lengths (cf. n. 6).

Di Benedetto (1957) 185 (comm. Il 1) and Wouters (1979) 138 (comm. 1l. 23 sqq.), who supposed
that the treatment of the dp1Bpuot continued in 1 22, were forced to assume that at least one entire line
was lost at the top of the second column. But, if our reconstruction of I 22 is right and the first word of
the question introducing the section on the cyfpoto (the word cynuote itself) was the last word of the
first column, then the second word of that question (the interrogative noca), preserved at the beginning
of 11 1, was the first word of the original second column. From this it would follow that the unwritten
space above II 1 belongs to the upper margin. Its depth, slightly greater than the normal interval
between the other lines (see p. 97 and n. 4) and the total absence of traces of letters from a line above it
also suggest that this is in fact the case.

II 1-7. What little remains of the section on the ¢yNuate is enough to show that each of the three
figurae was defined and illustrated with an example or two. The T&yvn attributed to Dionysius Thrax (§
12, GG 1.1:29.5-7) confines itself to examples and so does P.Ant. IT 68 (No. 15 Wouters) verso, I 8—
1560, The first word of the definition of the ariodv cyfiua in II 2, dvo[po, moreover, indicates that, as
with the genera, the terms for the subclasses of the figurae, aniodv, chvBetov and mopocivBetov,
qualified the word class exhibiting the property (Gvopc) rather than the property itself (cxfjpo).

56 See above p. 100 and the references in n. 21.
ST Cf. Prisc. Inst. 11.22, GL 11:57.8 (= Ap. Dysc. Fragm., GG 11.3:39.13). On the arrangement of the accidentia of the
noun in the Latin grammarians, see Jeep (1893) 125.

38 See [D. Thr.] Ars gramm. § 12, GG 1.1:31.6-32.1; Ap. Dysc. Fragm., GG 11.3:65.22-67.42; Sch. D. Thr. (Zv), GG
1.3:230.24-231.10; (Zm), GG 1.3:383.27-384 21. For the various terms used to designate the cases, cf. Lallot (1998) 144-8.
P .Ant. 11 68 (No. 15 Wouters) recto, I 41-6 just enumerates the five cases without mentioning alternative terms.

59 Latin grammars with question-and-answer structure also confine themselves to the bare enumeration of the cases. Cf.
e.g. Donat. Ars minor, GL 1V:355.25-6.

60 On the history of the grammatical category cxfjua, see Matthaios (1999) 260-2 and (2004) 8-10 and 14-6.
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As supplemented here and in the first two editions, II 1 is short, containing only 37 letters against an
average of 46 in column I. Perhaps a diple obelismene was placed after the enumeration of the three
cfinota, as it was after the list of the five yévn in I 5. In the latter case, however, the sign occurs at
line-end.

IT 1-3. The arAodv cyfjue was treated in these lines and parts of the definition and examples
survive. The words t[i] éctiv at the beginning of II 2 belong to the introductory question and prove that
the discussion of at least this, and probably the other figurae, proceeded in accordance with the
catechistic method.

So little of the definition of the cyfjno is preserved in the papyrus that it would be foolhardy to
attempt to restore its precise wording. The following definitions, given in the Scholia to Dionysius
Thrax, may at least convey a rough idea of its content: (1) Sch. D. Thr. (Em <Heliodori>), GG 1.3:378.6:
Kol GADL pév éctiv Ocar un) mépuke dronpeicBon eic d0o T kol mAelovae AéEeic 8l vomtac; (2) (Zm),
GG 1.3:379.32: anhodv écti 10 £ £voc pépouvc Adyov Hyouv pide AéEewc, olov Bede.

The aniovv Ovoua seems exceptionally to have been illustrated with two examples. The first
(Afwv) is intact, but only the initial letter of the second (8) survives. Wouters hesitatingly restored 8[g6c
in II 3, the example given in the second of the definitions just quoted. The noun Aéwv, on the other
hand, never occurs in illustration of this figura in other grammatical literature and so joins the number
of otherwise unattested examples cited by the author of this téxvn (cf. p. 100 above).

II 3—4. The whole of the treatment of the cOvBetov cxfjno is missing except for a few letters and
traces at the beginning of II 4, but it will have consisted, on the usual pattern, of the introductory
question, covBetov Ti éctiv, the definition and one or more examples. It is once more impossible to
recover the wording of the definition, but again its general content can be readily imagined from
definitions provided in the Scholia to Dionysius Thrax: (1) Sch. D. Thr. (Zm <Heliodori>), GG
1.3:378.6: chvBeta 8¢ 1a €k 800 1 kol mhedvov AéCewv 18ig vonrtdv covieBeuéva, év évi tove ke’
gvoc vmokepévou AopPavopeve; (2) (Em), GG 1.3:379.33: covBetov 8¢ 10 éx dvo Aéfewv 7 xod
nhetdvev, olov eradBeoc, xpucoievkditboc. Since there would scarcely be enough room for the whole
of the definition in II 3, it is likely that the letters and traces preserved in II 4 belonged to it and not to
the exemplification. But the identity of some of those letters and the articulation of all remain uncertain.
A word-break may fall between 1 and y, and n may be taken as the disjunctive 1}, but this is just one
possibility. Assuming that they do come from the definition, there is space enough later in the line for
the citation of at least one and at most two illustrative compounds. These, consisting of two or more
words, tended to be quite long®!.

I1 5-7. The words napacbvBe[tov and ‘Hparxeld[nc, preserved in I1 5 and 7 respectively, mark the
beginning and approximate end of the treatment of the third figura. The first certainly belonged to the
opening question (to.pocovBe[tov ti éctiv); the second, as its formal characteristics and the preceding
olov show, was cited as an example. The definition, which will have begun with &voua, is entirely lost,
but, as with those of the two preceding cyfuoto, the Scholia to Dionysius Thrax help to form a notion
of its content: (1) Sch. D. Thr. (£m), GG 1.3:379.34: 10 8¢ nopochvBetov mopfikton dnd covBétou- Sk
toVto Kol mapacovBetov kakeiton; (2) (21 <Heliodori>), GG 1.3:544.20: kol écti nopocovBetov 10
ano cuvBéTov yevouevov, un wévtol npochafov etépov AEEwv, olov "Ayopéuvav, ‘Ayopueuvovidng (3)
(Em <Heliodori>), GG 1.3:379.14: ropocivBeto 8¢ ékelvd popey 1o 6o covBétmv ovopate elc gv
TV TPOELPNUEVOV ENTO e1OMDV PeTOmITTOVTOL.

It is nevertheless not at all easy to make sense of the letters and traces surviving in Il 6 and imagine
how they might tie in with the definition. Is d¢ at line-beginning the particle &€ or is it part of another
word? And, in the latter case, is it the start of a new word or the continuation of one divided between the

6l Cf. e.g. the two long compounds cited from Ar. Ra. 966 by Sch. D. Thr. (Em <Heliodori>), GG 1.3:378.11-2:
codmyyohoyyurnvadne and copxocpomitvokdurne. Such examples from Greek comedy were favourites among Greek
grammarians to illustrate compounds formed of more than two words.
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lines? As for the following letters, one possibility might be to recognize in them a form of the word
tdcic. A discussion of accentuation in connection with word composition would not be out of place in
this context, as a passage from the ITepi cuvta&ewnc of Apollonius Dyscolus shows62. The same passage
informs us that Apollonius Dyscolus also dealt with problems of accentuation in his monograph Ilepi
CMUATOVE.

The examples of the three ¢ynuoto cited in the Téyvn attributed to Dionysius Thrax (§ 12, GG
1.1:29.6-7) make up a connected series of three, in which the second is built upon the first and the third
upon the second: Méuvov, 'Ayouéuvev, "Ayopepvovidn®. However, to judge by the examples
surviving in the papyrus (Aéwv, 6[e6c?, ‘Hpaxheid[nc), the author of this téyvn appears to have
selected nouns with no common morphological components.

The name ‘HpaxAeidne is not cited elsewhere in illustration of the rapacivBetov Gvoua, but is
used to exemplify a particular type of derivative within the category of patronymics®?.

II 7-11. New readings in II 8-11 afford a general idea of the content of these lines, but the precise
structure of the text and its relation to what immediately precedes remain problematic. It is now
apparent that derivative nouns were discussed and their €161 enumerated. A distinction between primary
and derivative nouns (rpetétuna and moparywyo) probably introduced the discussion in 11 7-8, though
to what extent the former were treated is uncertain (cf. Il 7-9n.). Since the mopachvBera fall into the
wider class of the mopdywyo, it seems reasonable to suppose that the foregoing subsection on the
napacovBetov dvopa gave rise to the discussion of the derivatives. But whether a new section on the
£{dn actually began between the exemplification of the mopoctvBetov Gvoue in II 7 and the
enumeration of the e(dn mopoyoyov in II 9-11 cannot be established with absolute certainly. An
enumeration would in any case point to the beginning of a new section.

IT 7-9. It is impossible to restore the missing parts of these lines with any confidence, because so
much is lost and the little that survives does not seem to fit together easily. The section on the €141 in
the Téxvn attributed to Dionysius Thrax (§ 12, GG 1.1:25.3-7), however, may provide some guidance to
the reconstruction of the text of the papyrus in this area. There a distinction is first drawn between
primary (rpwtdtura) and derivative (mopdryoye) nouns and then the latter are broken down into seven
classes (e1dn mopoydymv). The presence of koi mopldlymyov in II 8 and the likelihood of an
enumeration of the £18n rapoyoywy in I 10-1 suggest that the author of our téxvn proceeded along
similar lines. If so, npwtotunov stood at the end of 11 7, as the first of the pair of two main £(8n, and the
section on the €{dn itself began after the exemplification of the mopachvBetov dvouo. Assuming a
second example of 10 letters or so after "HpoxAeid[nc, the diple obelismene, the introductory question
(e16n mocw) and the letter representing the number two (B), the length of the line would be about
average. It must be borne in mind, however, that the treatment of the £{dn in the Téyvn attributed to
Dionysius Thrax reflects only one of several possible classifications in ancient grammatical theory (see
n. 35 above).

There are, however, at least two serious obstacles to this reconstruction. The first is that there would
hardly be enough room in II 8 for the definitions of the TpotéTvmoV and mapdymyov £idoc, even if the
question-and-answer form was here exceptionally dispensed with. Secondly, the surviving text in 11 9
does not contain even part of a definition, but seems to refer to a derivational type of patronymic. The
first four letters of I1 9, ywyo, seem at least clearly to be part of the term moapdywyo divided between the
lines. The following sequence of letters may then most plausibly be articulated into the preposition eic,
the letters €1, constituting the initial part of the suffix, and a word formed with this suffix. Supposing the
writer omitted the first era by mistake, that word was IInAeidnc, commonly cited in grammatical

62 ¢y, Synt. IV.51, GG 11.2:475.3-476.3. On this passage, see Lallot (1997) II 310-1 nn. 125 and 126.
63 Cf. Fragm., GG 11.3:61 37-62 6.

64 The same series of examples occurs in P.Ant. I1 68 (No. 15 Wouters) verso, I 11-5.

65 Cf. Sch. D. Thr. (Ev), GG 1.3:221.26~7; (m <Heliodori>), GG 1.3:367.23-4.
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literature as an example both of the patronymic in general and of one of its particular types®. Such an
articulation would fully accord with the ancient theory of derivation, which classified types of
derivatives by suffix (kotdAn&ic) and further by the syllable preceding the suffix (mopdAn&ic)®?. Like
"HpoxAetdne, TI{n)Aeid[nc is a derivative and it is precisely this link between the two words that would
speak against the beginning of a new section on the eidn in II 7 after the exemplification of the
nopocvvBetov Gvopa. Instead, 11 7-9 may have added that an essential property of the mopachvBetov
ovopo, as opposed to the other two cyfjuota, consisted in its being at the same time a derivative. In
such a context a mention of the tpmtdTomoV £180c would be out of place.

On the other hand, the link between the nouns ‘HpoxAeid[nc and ITin)Aetd[nc might serve to
provide a bridge from the treatment of the nopochvBetov voua to a general discussion of derivatives
and their €(8n. In this case, the enumeration of the €{dn in the following lines would be explicable and
perhaps forms part of a separate section. The connection between the nopocovBeto and ropdyoyo is
directly attested in Sch. D. Thr. (Zm <Heliodori>), GG 1.3:379.14-20 and (Z1 <Heliodori>), GG
1.3:544.18-20, where the decompounds are said to fall into the same seven £16n as all other derivatives.

II 9-11. Restoration of these lines is based on a new reading of the letters and traces in II 10. Here it
is possible to identify a term for one of the £{dn rapaydywv, the cuv[k]prrikdv, or comparative noun.
Immediately thereafter an upsilon is visible on the edge of the break. In the list of the £in nopaydyoy
given in the Téyvn attributed to Dionysius Thrax (§ 12, GG 1.1:25.6-7), the cvykpitikov is directly
followed by the bmepBeticdv, the term for the superlative. It therefore seems likely that the superlative
came after the comparative in the papyrus too and that the two terms belong to an enumeration of the
kinds of derivative. A term for a third kind of derivative can also perhaps be detected in the following
line, pm.tocn[lco] preceded perhaps by a reference to yet another kind, n(xpm\m]luov A new section
may thus have begun in 11 9 after TI{n)Ae1d[nc and the rest of the line contained the diple obelismene,
the introductory question, a numeral indicating the number of the €{dn and the first items of the
enumeration. The order in which the kinds were listed may have been the same as in the Téyvn
attributed to Dionysius Thrax (§12, GG 1.1:25.6-7); motp@VOMIKOV, KINTIKOV, COYKPLTIKOV,
UrepBeticdy, LrokoplcTikdy, TopdVLLOV, pruatikév. But the arrangement of the surviving pairs,
cov[x]priikov-v[repbetikdv and moapovv]lipov-pnpeti[koélv, which in any case logically belong
tc;gethér in this sequence, is no absolute guarantee: ' '

IT 11-8. If a new section on the £{dn nopaydyov began in I1 9, the treatment of the individual kinds
of derivative might have occupied these lines. The four letters at the beginning of II 16, o.deA, may
belong to adeledc, or a form of adeApdc, which occur in the discussion of the notpwvuuIKSY gidoc in
Sch. D. Thr. (Em <Heliodori>), GG 1.3:365.32-366.2 and (Z1 <Heliodori>), GG 1.3:531.22-31.
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