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Abstract: The term cOVSeopoc in ancient grammar covers a range of
invariable words; the definition of the obvdescpog combines formal,
semantic and even pragmatic criteria. In this article the evaluation of the
definitions of the oUOv8ecpog as they are found in ancient Greek
philosophical and grammatical texts is examined, in order to trace the
background of the definitions and the subdivisions, and in order to determine
the set of criteria used to circumscribe the notion. The corpus examined is
constituted by both the “technographical” literature on grammar and the
linguistic remarks made by philosophers and rhetoricians.
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The theory of parts of speech, which is still at the center of morphosyntactic description, has
a long history, reaching back to Greek Antiquity. Its origins lie in Plato’s and Aristotle’s
reflections on the constituent parts of discourse, which through a gradual refinement — in
which the Stoic contribution stands out as prominent — led to the positing of eight uépn t0®

AGYov (see Robins 1986):

(a) the noun (d) the article
(b) the verb (e) the pronoun
(c) the participle (f) the preposition
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The first explicit statement of this division, enriched with short definitions, is attributed to
Dionysius Thrax’ Tékhne grammatiké (cf. Uhlig, G.G. 1 1/ Lallot 1989 / Swiggers Wouters
1998 / Seldeslachts - Swiggers - Wouters 1998):

Tob 8¢ Noyou pépn éctiv Okt Bvopa, pfiua, peToxy, dpbpov, dvtwruuia, mpdbecice,
&mippnua, chvdecpoc. 1y yap mpocenyopia Gc €t8oc TG Ovopatt vmoBéBinTor (G.G. I
1,8 11).

‘The parts of speech are eight [in number]: noun, verb, participle, article, pronoun,
preposition, adverb, conjunction. For the appellative is subsumed under the noun, as [one of
its] species.’

Each of these parts of speech is then dealt with separately, in paragraphs which offer a short
definition, a subdivision into formal and/or semantic subclasses, and an account of a series
of characteristics, — all this being illustrated with grammatical forms taken in isolation. The
definitions given of each part of speech capture the essential formal and semantic properties:
(a) "Ovopd €ctL pépoc Aoyou TTwTikéY, cdpa 1) TpAypa chupdivov, cdua pev olov
MBoc, mpdypa 8¢ olov mawdela, kowde Te kal idlwc Aeyduevov, kowvde pév olov
dvbpwroc {mmoc, 8lwe 8¢ olov Cukpdme. TapémeTar 8¢ TG dvépaTt mévTe: yéum,
€ldn, cxuata, dptbuot, mTdceic (§ 12).

‘A noun is a part of speech, with case-inflection, signifying a (concrete) substance or
a(n abstract) thing — a (concrete) substance like “stone”, a(n abstract) thing like “education”
—, taken in a common or particular sense — in a common sense, €.g., “man”, “horse”, in a
particular sense, e.g., “Socrates”. — There are five accidences of the noun: genders,

species, figures, numbers, cases.’

(b) PApd écti AéEic dmTwToc, EMSekTik) Xxpbvwy Te kdl Tpockdmwy kal dpLOudv,
evépyerar N mdboc mapietdca. TapémeTar 8¢ TH pAnaTl OkTw, &ykAiceic, Stabécelrc,
€ldn, cxuaTta, apbuotl, mpbcwma, xpdvol, culuytar (§ 13).

‘A verb is a word without cases, accepting tenses, persons, and numbers, and
signifying an activity or an undergoing. There are eight accidences of the verb: moods,
diatheses, species, figures, numbers, persons, tenses, conjugation classes.’

(c) MeTox®y écti Aé€lc peTéxovca Thic TAV pnudTov kal TAc TOY OdvopdTwy
i8omToc. llapémeTar 8¢ adT Tattd & kal TO wéuaTL kal TG pAnaTe Sixa
Tpocwmwy Te Kal €ykilcewv (§ 15).

‘A participle is a word sharing the characteristics of both the verbs and the nouns. It
has the same accidences as the noun and the verb, except for persons and moods.’

(d) "ApBpov €cTlL pépoc Adyou TTwTLKOY, TpoTaccduevor Kdal UmoTaccduevor TAc

Khlcewe TGOV OvopdTwy. Kal €CTL TPOTAKTLKOV ey O, UmotakTikoy 8¢ Oc. IMapémeTal
8¢ atrd Tplas yévn, dpBuol, Trdcec (§ 16).
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‘An article is a part of speech with case-inflections, which precedes or follows the
inflection of the nouns. There is the prepositive ko [‘the’], and the postpositive kds [‘that,

which’]. It has three accidences: genders, numbers, cases.’

() ’Avtwvvula écti MEic avTl dvbpatoc mapaiapBavopévn, TPoCcHTWY GPLCULEVWY
dnAwTikn. TMapémeTar 8¢ T§ dvTovuvpla €&- mpdcwma, yévn, daptbuol, mTwceLc,
cxNpata, €8n (§ 17).

‘A pronoun is a word used instead of a noun, and indicating definite persons. The

pronoun has six accidences: persons, genders, numbers, cases, figures, species.’

(£) TIpdOecic écti MéElc mpoTiBepévn TavTev TAY TOD Adyou uepdv &v Te cuvbécel
kal cwwtdfel (§ 18).
‘A preposition is a word which is placed before all the parts of speech, in

compounding and in construction.’

(g) Emipponud éctu pépoc Aoyou dxALTov, kaTd PHHATOC Aeydpevov Ty émAeyduevor
pApati. Tev 8¢ émppnudTov Ta pév écTwv AmAd, TA 8¢ clvBeta: ATAG HEV (¢
mahaL, chvbeTa 8¢ nhc mpdmarar (§ 19).

‘An adverb is an uninflected part of speech, used with respect to a verb or added to a
verb. Of the adverbs some are simple, others are compound; simple, like pdlai [‘long ago’],
compound, like préopalai [‘very long ago’].’

(h) ClhvBecpéc écti MEic cuvdéouca Sidvorav peto TdEewe kal TO Thce €punvetac
kexnroc dniolca. TEY 8¢ cuvdécpwv ot pér elct cupmiekTikol, ot 8¢ StaleuvkTikol,
ot 8¢ cuvamTikol, ol 8¢ wmapacuvvamTikol, ol 8¢ alTioloyikol, ol 8¢ dmoppnuaTikol,
ol 8¢ culN\oyleTikol, ot 8¢ TapamAnpwuaTikol (§ 20).

‘A conjunction is a word linking together the thought, with order, and showing the
void of the expression. Of the conjunctions some are copulative, others disjunctive, others
synaptic, others parasynaptic, others causal, others dubitative, others syllogistic, others

expletive.’

The system of parts of speech became the cornerstone of Western grammar; it was
transmitted, through the Middle Ages (see Swiggers 1995) to the modern period, and its
success must certainly be explained by its powerful (and flexible) correlation of linguistic
forms, on the one hand, and thought-contents, on the other (see Swiggers 1997: 19-20).
Grammar thus provided an essential link between categories of linguistic form and categories
of thought.
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A striking fact within the grammatical system is the focus on “paradigmatic”
properties of word classes, the formal characteristics of which are coupled with semantic
features, all of which concern the class as a whole or large subsets within the class. This
testifies to an approach of a grammar which favours the study of elements in isolation, and
which focuses on the presence or absence of inflection. This is the more striking, however,
since the superordinate notion, viz. that of Adyos, as well as the definition of what could be
translated as “linguistic form”, viz. Aé&is, highlight the aspect of arrangement, of
combination into a larger unit:

AéEic écTl pépoc EXdxLcTor TOD kaTd chvrTaliy Adyov.

Abyoc 8¢ écti melfic MEewe clvbecie Budrolav alToTeAfy 8nrolca (G.G. 11, §
12).

“The word is the smallest part of the constructed sentence.

The sentence is a combination of words (in prose?) which expresses a completed
thought.’

The tension between the overall definition of discourse in terms of arrangement, on the
one hand, and the focus on the class-specific properties in the definition of parts of speech,
on the other hand, seems to be reflected in the treatment of declinable vs. indeclinable parts
of speech: whereas the former are primarily seen as paradigmatic categories, the indeclinable
parts of speech are partly defined in terms of their syntagmatic behaviour. Taking into
account this fact, one can look for the presence of syntactic observations in the description of
these parts of speech. The most interesting part of speech in this respect is the conjunction,
and in this article we propose to examine the treatment of this part of speech in ancient Greek
grammatical theoryl. As we will try to show, morphological and semantic properties are
coupled with or even subordinated to syntactic properties in the description and classification
of conjunctions.

Our modern English term “conjunction” is based on the Latin semantic calque? for
Greek olv8eopos, a term which refers to the role or function of constructing a discourse.
The general semantic load of the term olv8eojios explains why the term was used, initially,
as a cover-term for (various types of) words showing *“binding-properties”. Just like the

term dpBpov, the term ocUv8ecopos seems to have been borrowed from anatomical

1 For the theories of the Latin grammarians on the conjunction, see Gutiérrez Galindo (1989, 1990).

2 Latin coniunctio is one of the attested loan-translations of the Greek term ociUvdecpos, next to
convinctio. Cf. Quintilian, Inst. Or., 14, 28,
In Greek and Latin the term ocOv8eopos or coniunctio belongs to a small set of grammatical terms,

such as: olvdeois connexio (colligatio)
owdeopéw -
ocuBECULKES -
owdeTLkOS coniunctivus
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terminology, and its application to language categories testifies to the ancient view of
language (or speech) as an organical build-up. The wide coverage of the term is clear from
the use Aristotle makes of the term clv8eopos in his Poetics XX, 63:

A

ZvBeopos 8¢ éotww ¢uwrh) dompos Ty olre kwhler olire ToLel pwiy piav
OMUaVTIKNY €k TAeLbVwY ¢wudy mepukila ouvrtiBecfal kal ém TAV dkpwy kal &ml
ToU péoou v 1 apuédTTeL &v dpxf Adyou Tbévar kab Eavmiy, olov pév Hrou 8é
A
dwrn) donpos i €k TAELOVGY pév dwudy LES oNMParTIKGOY 8¢ Tolely méduker plav
onuavTiKY dwviy (1456b38-1457a6).

‘A ov8eopos is (a) a non-significant sound which neither precludes, nor brings
about, the production of a single significant sound that by nature is composed of several
sounds [i.e. an utterance], and which it is not appropriate to place at the beginning of an
utterance on its own, e.g., mén, étoi, dé,
or
(it is} (b) a non-sginificant sound which by nature produces, as a result of [joining together]

several sounds that are significant, a single significant sound [i.e. an utterance]’.

Aristotle’s definition is rather vague, but his examples clearly show that he has in mind
particles like pév, &€, and also prepositions; no examples of what in our modern
terminology are precisely called “conjunctions” are given, but we can safely assume that
these more “typical” conjunctions would also belong here. Aristotle’s text brings out (a) the
unmeaningful nature of the clvdeoos, and (b) its non-central role in the sentence: it is either
some kind of “phrasal appendix”, or a phrase-formative element (constituting what we could
call a prepositional phrase). Both views are of course closely tied up with what Aristotle
considers to be “significant” (cf. Gusmani [1992] for a study of “meaning” and
“meaningfulness” in Aristotle), and with his view of the sentence as being primarily a matter
of construing categorical terms.

The Stoics kept the notion of “linking/binding” (which results from an etymological
analysis of the term olv8eopos, connected with cuvdeiv), but added the morphological
feature of indeclinability. Their definition of the olv8eapos is as follows: “A conjunction is
an indeclinable part of speech, which links together the parts of speech/discourse” (Diogenes
Laertius 7, 58: Zivdeopos 8¢ éott pépos Adyou dmtwTov, auwdodr Td pépn Tob
Aoyov). Given the scarcity of information we have on the Stoic analysis of the indeclinable

3 We quote the edition of Kassel (1965).

4 We follow here largely the translation of Janko (1987: 27). On this passage of the Poetics, see also
Rosén (1990} and Swiggers - Wouters (forthcoming).
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parts of speech, it is impossible to determine what exactly they included under the

oUVBETOS.

The first author to posit a class consisting of phrase- (and sentence-) conjoining
elements, as distinguished from the prepositions, is Aristarchus (ca. 217-145 B.C.)>, but we
have to wait for the text of the Tékhné grammatiké, attributed to Aristarchus’ disciple
Dionysius Thrax (ca. 170 - 90 B.C.), before we find a rather extensive treatment of the

cOVBECOS.

The text of the Tékhne, from which we have quoted the definitions of the parts of
speech, is important in several respects: first, because it defines all the parts of speech, so
that the reader can judge the grammarian on the consistency of his theoretical and
terminological apparatus; second, because it provides (ramified) subclassifications of the
parts of speech; third, because it reflects the criteria on which the grammarians based
themselves.

The interest of the chapter on the conjunction (§ 20 of the Tékhné) is manifest in at
least three respects: (1) it offers a useful and philosophically interesting definition of this part
of speech; (2) it discusses and exemplifies the subclassification of conjunctions; (3) it points
to a tradition of research.

We will first deal with the latter aspect. The chapter on the conjunction ends with a
reference to a divergent classification of the conjunctions, in which at least one additional
class is added to the inventory, viz. that of the adversative conjunctions (cVOv8eopot
évavTiwpaTtikol). The author of the Tékhné did not consider it worthwhile to assign the
status of subclass to this type of conjunctions, but he was aware of the opposite stand taken
by other grammarians, and he deemed it useful to make at least mention of this type. In our
view, the reason for this would be that the adversative conjunctions also display a “logical”
function, and thus rejoin the types of conjunctions listed as subclasses: these are all, except
for the last class of the “expletive” conjunctions, words which have a “logical” function.
This brings us directly to the definition and subclassification of the c¥vdeopos in the
Tékhné. We have a short definition of the conjunction, which radically departs from the
definitions of other parts of speech in the Tékhneé, since this is the only part which does not
receive a formally based definition. As a matter of fact, the c¥v8eopos is defined with
reference to what goes on the mind: it is a word “linking together the thought, with order,
and showing the void of the expression.” Contrary to Baratin (1989: 31), we feel that this

definition is rather far away from the Stoic definition quoted above (as transmitted by

5 On Aristarchus’ grammatical conceptions, see Ax (1991: 282-288).
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Diogenes Laertius): in Dionysius’ Tékhne, the conjunction is merely identified in a first stage
as a M&Ls (and not as a pépos Tob Adyou), and there is no reference to its invariability (or
“indeclinable nature”). Dionysius’ definition of the conjunction is particularly interesting
because of its philosophical slant, since it is stated (a) that the conjunction links together the
thought (in the Stoic definition the conjunction is said to conjoin the (other) parts of speech),
and (b) that the conjunction “shows the void of the expression”. The latter portion of the
definition (70 Tis épunvelas kexnros Snoboa) has been the topic of discussions on the
textual transmission®: some scholars prefer the reading mAnpodoa (“filling up”) instead of
dnhovoa (“showing”). This deviant reading has more arguments against it than in favour of
it: (1) first, there is the fact that the fifth century Armenian translation of the Tékhne also has
a verb meaning “to show” (yayme)7; (2) secondly, the reading Snlotoa is the older one and
also the lectio difficilior (it seems that TAnpoboa was proposed by the Byzantine philologist
Moschopoulos (ca. 1300), possibly on account of the fact that the Alexandrine grammarian
Tryphon (first cent. B.C.), at least according to Apollonius Dyscolus (2nd cent. A.D.)8,
spoke of “filling up” the void of expression); (3) and thirdly, it is possible to give a
straightforward explanation for Dionysius’ description of the conjunction as showing the
void of the expression. As a preliminary to this explanation it is necessary to reflect on the
definition of the conjunction in its full form. Conjunctions are said to be linking-words, not
words expressing a SudvoLa in themselves; this idea, and the occurrence of the term Epunveta
invite us to establish a link between Dionysius’ definition of the conjunction and Aristotle’s
theory of expression of thought into “lingual” shape (a paraphrase for the Greek noun
épunreta), as expounded in his Peri Hermeneias. It is clear from both the text of the Peri
Hermeneias and that of the Categories that Aristotle’s primary interest is in those grammatical
classes which correspond to a lexical, or better a “representational” content. Hence the
limitation of the linguistic discussion, below the level of the sentence, as we find it in the
Peri Hermeneias, to two classes: dvopa. (the examples given suggest that we should translate
it here as “naming-word”) and pfijpa (the verbal predicate). And in the Caregories the ways
things are said — or the ways in which “being” is spoken about — are all linked to linguistic
expressions with a “real world-content” (cf. the examples given of substance, quantity,
quality, relation/relatedness, place, time, position, possesion, action, undergoing)?.

6 See Lallot (1989: 227-229) for a status quaestionis. Cf. also Calboli (1993: 33-36).
7 Cf. Adontz (1970: 35).
8 Cf. G.G. 11 1, 247.22-26.

9 Categories IV, 1b 25-2a 3: Té@v katd pndeptlar cvpmioky Aeyopévwy €xkacTov fiToL ololav
onupatvet 1§ moodv A wowdry N mpés T | woD ) wore | keloBar 1| Exeww | woielv 1§y
Tdoxew. &€oTu 8¢ olola pév ws TiMw elmelv olov dvlpwmos, tmmos- moodv 8¢ olov
Slmmxv, Tplmxu wowdy 8¢ olov Aeukdv, ypappaTikéy mpds TL 8¢ olor SumAdolov, HuLov,
petfor- mod 8¢ olov év Avkely, &v dyopd: moTé 8¢ olov &xBés, mépuoty- kelobar 8¢ olov
dvdkevral, kdbnrar E€xewy 8¢ olov UmodédeTar, dmAoTals woiely 8¢ olov Téupvel, kalel
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It is in the light of an Aristotelian based view of language (or linguistic expression) that
we have to read the definition of the conjunction in the TékAiné. The primary function of
words is to express our grasp of reality, and this is utterly clear in the case of “object-terms”,
“quality-terms”, “action or event-terms”. Conjunctions do not correspond to any object in
reality nor to any state of affairs: their presence, in language, shows a “void” in linguistic
symbolization (éppunvela), a void which is precisely due to the fact that there is nothing in
reality wich corresponds to relations such as disjunction, conjunction, condition,
consequence, implication, deduction, putting in doubt, etc. Conjunctions are therefore words
which have no “real world-content”, but they have an indicative function with reference to
the underdetermination of thought by reality: thinking is not exhausted by “what there is”.
The “void” (kexnvds) mentioned in the definition of the conjunction is thus “the gap”
extending between the expression of real-world contents (objects/states of affairs) and logical
thinking about this: and this void is precisely shown by the conjunction wich expresses the
way in wich the mind establishes a relationship between (propositional) contents.
Conjunctions are thus not words with real world-contents, but words which only have
content inside discourse; their precise discursive content allows the grammarian to
differentiate between subclasses of conjunctions.

This brings us to the issue of the classification of conjunctions in ancient Greek
grammar, which is an extremely complex one. If one takes into account the scholiasts’
commentaries (Schol. Dion. Thr.) on the Tékhné and Apollonius Dyscolus’ treatise De
coniunctione (G.G. I 1, 211-258), we note that various subclasses of conjunctions were set
up. Among the “species” mentioned there are, e.g., the cupmAekTLkol, the StaleuvkTLxol, the
cvAhoyLoTikol, the mapamAnpwpaTikol, the cuvamTikol, the mwapacvvamTikol, the
SwoTakTLkol (“expressive of doubt”), the alTioloyikol, the émifeukTikol (/ UmoBeTikol10)
(“suppositive” / “hypothetical™),. the évavTiwpaTikol, etcll. The Tékhneé has only eight
types: the copulative, the disjunctive, the synaptic, the parasynaptic, the causal, the
dubitative, the syllogistic, and the expletive.

mdoxew 8¢ olov Téuvetar, kaletar. “Each uncombined word or expression means: what, how
large, what kind of thing, related to what; where, when, in what position, in what state, what doing,
what suffering. Examples, to be sketchy, of ‘what’ are “man” and “horse”, of ‘how large’, “two cubits
long”, “three cubits long”, of ‘whar kind of thing’, “white” and “grammatical”, of ‘related to what’,

[T

“double” and “half” and “greater”, of ‘where’, “in the Lyceum”, “in the market-place”, of ‘when’ ,

“yesterday”, “last year”, of ‘in what position’, “is lying”, “is sitting”, of ‘in what state’, “is shod”, “is
» k< 3y <L

armed”, of ‘what doing’, “cuts”, “burns”, of ‘whart suffering’, “is cut”, “is burnt”.

10 For the otv8eopol UmoBeTikol, mentioned in P. Lit. Lond. 182 (= Wouters 1979, no. 2), cf.
Schenkeveld (1982).

11 For a full list, see Sancho Royo (1984).
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Each of these types is defined and exemplified (in what seems to be an exhaustive
wayl2):
<I> CupmiekTikol pév olv elcw 8cov Ty épunvelav ém dmelpov ékpepopévmy
cwdéovcly. elcl 8¢ Oder év 8¢ Té kal NG Hév Ndé 18¢ &tdp almdp fTou kév dw.
<2 AwalevkTikol 8¢ elcww Scou T pev ¢pdcwy émcwdéoucly, Ao 8¢ mpdypaToc
elc mpdyua Suctdcw. elcl 8¢ olber # froL Hé.
<3 CuvamTtikol 8€ eicwy dcov UmapEly pév ob 8niodet, cnualvouvct 8¢ dkolouvBlav.
elcl 8¢ olde €l €elmep €187 €ldAmep.
4> TlapacvanTikol 8¢ elcww 8col wed” UmdpEewe kal TdEw Snrobew. elcl 8¢ olde:
émel émelmep €meldn émeldnimep.
<3 AlTwoloyikol 8¢ elew dcol én’ dmoddcel aitiac &vexker mapaiapBdvovTal. eict 8¢
olde wa Bppa dmwc Evexa olveka 818 SLdTL xab’ & kad L xad’ Scov.
®> ’Amop[pInuaTikol 8é elcy Scou émamopoivTec elwbact cuvdelv. elcl 8¢ olde: dpa
KaTa UdV.
7> CudhoyicTikol 8¢ elcvy Scou mpde Tdc €mMipopdc Te kal cUANPelc TV
dmodelewr €l Sidkewwralr. elcl 8¢ olde: dpa GG dAhapfy Tolruw TolydpTol
TOLYapoDy.
@ TlapaminpwpaTikol 8¢ clcww beol pétpou T kbcpou €vekev mapaiapBdvovTal. elcl
8¢ dide: 8 pd v Mo Tol Oy dp SfATa mwép THh Wiy dv ad viv olv kév yé.
Twec 8¢ mpocTidéact kal évavTiwpaTikote, olov épmme duwce (G.G. 11, 87-101).

‘(1) Copulative, now, are those which link together the expression extended without any
Iimit. They are the following: mérn [‘on the one hand’}, dé¢ {‘but’, ‘and’], #¢ [‘and’], kaf
[‘and’], alld [‘but’], émén [‘both [... and]’], &édé [‘[both] ... and’], idé [‘and’], atdr, autdr
[‘but’], étoi [*or’], kén, dn.

(2) Disjunctive are those which link together the wording, but [which] separate one thing
from another. They are the following: é, étoi, eé [‘or’].

(3) Synaptic are those which do not express real occurrence, but [which] signify a
consequence. They are the following: ef [‘if’], efper, eidé, eidéper [‘if really’, ‘if indeed’].
(4) Parasynaptic are those which show, together with real occurrence, also an order. They
are the following: epef [‘since’], epeiper [‘since indeed’], epeidé [‘since’], epeidéper [‘since
indeed’].

(5) Causal are those which are used for the indication of a reason. They are the following:
hina, éphra, hépos [‘that’, ‘in order that’], héneka, hoiineka [‘because’], dihé [‘wherefore’,
‘on which account’], dihoti [‘because’, ‘since’], kath’hé [‘in so far as’, ‘according as’;
‘wherefore’], kath’héti, kath’hoson [‘so far as’, ‘inasmuch as’].

12 However, frequent conjunctions such as ®oTe or 7L are simply not listed.
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(6) Dubitative are those with which speakers, in case of doubt, are accustomed to link
together [the discourse]. They are the following: dra, kdta [‘and then ...?", ‘and so ...7’],
mén [‘surely not ...7’].

(7) Syllogistic are those which are well suited for the conclusions and the [second] premisses
of proofs. They are the following: dra [‘then’], alld, allamén [‘now’, ‘then’], roinun,
toigdrtoi, toigaroiin | ‘therefore’].

(8) Expletive are those which are used for [the need of] the metre or ornament. They are the
following: dé [‘now’, ‘then’, ‘in fact’], rhd, ni [‘now’], poit [‘perhaps’], tof [‘mark you’,
‘look you’], thén [‘in truth’], dr, déta [‘indeed’], pér [‘very much’], pé [‘at all’], mén
[‘verily’, ‘truly’, ‘surely’], dn, ai [‘again’, ‘anew’], niin [‘now’], odn [‘so’, ‘then’], kén,
gé [‘at least’, ‘at any rate’].

Some add also [what they call] adversative [conjunctions], e.g., émpés, hémaos [‘all the

same’, ‘nevertheless’]’.

We will now take a closer look at these various subtypes!3. As can be seen, the
expletive conjunctions do not have any discursive content at all: they are verse-fillers, and in
this respect they hardly satisfy the definition of the conjunction when taken strictly (‘“a word
linking together the thought”). The other conjunctional classes have to do with the modal
scope of thought contents (e.g., the dubitative conjunctions), with the concatenation or
separation of propositional contents (judgments/statements), as is the case of the copulative
“and”, “bur’), disjunctive (“or”), syllogistic (“then”, “therefore’) and causal conjunctions
(both “purposive” and “explanatory”), or with the construction of a complex statement,
which is based on the relation between propositional components. The last case corresponds
to the classes of synaptic and parasynaptic conjunctions, which call for a brief comment.
Both terms (cuvamTikol, TapacuvvamTikol), like most of the other terms for types of
conjunctions, have their origin in classifications already elaborated by the Stoics. But
whereas the Stoics defined axiémata (“propositions™), the Tékhné defines the conjunctions
which are used to build the respective axiomatal4.

In the case of synaptic and parasynaptic conjunctions the Stoics had made a distinction
between a conjoining of hypothetical propositions which merely expresses the relationship of
consequence, and a conjoining of propositions which asserts the factuality of the
introductory clause, so that the combination can be read as an inference. The Stoic view is
summarized as follows by Diogenes Laertius (VII, 72): Tév & obx amidv d&iwpdTwy

curmupévor péy éotw, ws O Xplowmmos év Tals ALolekTikdls ¢noLl kal Aioyévms

13 See also Sancho Royo (1984: 100-103) and Lallot (1989: 238-251).

14 On the difference between the Stoic approach and Dionysius’ approach, see Swiggers - Wouters
(1994).
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¢v TH AiadexTikfy Téxvn, TO owvrecTos Bld ToD “el” ouvvamTikol ouvvdéopou.
EmayyéeTar 8’ 6 olvdeopos obTos dikoloubely TO Selrepor T@ TpWTw, olov “el
Nuépa éotl, ¢ds é&oTl”. mapacuvwmupévor & éoaTwy, ns O Kplvis ¢now év Tj
ArakexTiky Téxvn, aflopa O VMO ToD “émel” ouwdéopov mapacuvfimTar dpxopevoy
am’ dfudpaTtos kal Mjyov els dflwpa, olov “Ewmel Muépa éotl, ¢Bs €oTv”.
EmayyéMetar 8’ 6 olvBeopos dxoloubelvy Te TO BelTepov TG MpwTw Kol TO TPOTOV
UpeoTaval. ‘Of propositions that are not simple the hypothetical, according to Chrysippus in
his Dialectics, and Diogenes in Art of Dialectic, is one that is formed by means of the
conditional conjunction “if”. Now this conjunction announces that the second of two things
follows consequentially upon the first, as, for instance, “If it is day, it is light”. An
inferential proposition according to Crinis in his Art of Dialectic is one which is introduced
by the conjunction “since” and consists of an initial proposition and a conclusion; for
example, “since it is day-time, it is light”. This conjunction guarantees both that the second
thing follows from the first and that the first is really a fact’. The Tékhné, which may have
introduced the term mapacvvanTikds, on the model of cuvanTikds (only the latter term
seems to have been used by the Stoics), basically retains the same semantic-ontological
distinction, and adopts two essential notions already found in the Stoic doctrine, viz.
drorovOia and Vmapis (cf. UpeoTdrar in Diogenes Laertius’ text). The term dkoloudia
refers to the relationship of consequence/consequentiality: in a formal-logical account, we
could define the notion as “entailment”. The UmapéLs, which is specific to the parasynaptic
conjunctions, refers to existential import: the introductory proposition is taken to be a fact, so
that apart from the expression of mere consequentiality it is also affirmed that the
consequence obtains in reality. This type of hypothetical linking corresponds to an inference
(“given that p, then ¢). The parasynaptic conjunctions thus come very close to causal (but
not causal-final) relationships, although they are expressed by forms which are extensions of
the synaptic conjunctions (cf. éme(, émelmep, émerdr, émeldrimep and the synaptic
conjunctions €%, elmep, L8N, eldmep).

It may also be the case that the author of the T¢khne deliberately speaks of dkohovdia
in the case of synaptic conjoining, and of Td€is in the case of parasynaptic conjoining
(although one notes that most commentators consider both terms to be synonymous). If the
terminological distinction was made deliberately, we should interpret dxoloubia as referring
to the relation of consequence holding between B and A (A being the condition of B),
irrespective of the occurrence of both in reality (Umapéis); the term TdEls would then refer to
the order of events (A precedes B), but perhaps more stricly to the linear order of the two
propositions (the “grounding” sentence, from which the inference is drawn, preceding the
conclusion; this is the standard order in Classical Greek for complex propositions introduced

by €i, elmep ...).

ISBN: 0 08 043 438X



ICL 16, Paper 0039 Copyright © Elsevier Science Ltd.

What can be said in conclusion of this analysis of the chapter on the conjunction in the
Tékhné grammatiké? In spite of the fact that we can criticize it for leaving out some
(frequent) conjunctions and for providing short and somewhat vague definitions, it should
be recognized that the author made an attempt to account systematically for a word class
which does not have lexical (-referential) content, and whose status cannot be defined in
terms of dependency on an other word in the sentence. In this respect the conjunction proved
to be the most difficult class to define within a word-based grammatical model; nonetheless,
the 7ékhné not only succeeded in identifying a large number of conjunctions, but it also
provided a logically based grid for a subclassification of this discourse-constructing class of
words.
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