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Foreword

The author known (if he is known at all) as Dionysius Scytobrachion
is hardly a topic of general interest, and since scholars of the rank of
Eduard Schwartz and Erich Bethe devoted dissertations to him in the
last century it may with justice be asked why the 20th century must see
yet another one. This time, however, the subject chose himself. My
study of an unpublished papyrus (chapter iii below) revealed that it
contained a reference to Dionysius’ Argonauts, a work already known in
outline from Diodorus and the scholia to Apollonius of Rhodes; further
searching among published papyri turned up two other unnoticed
fragments as well (chapters i-ii below), of which one—from an ancient
manuscript of the work itself—was at least a century older than Diony-
sius is currently thought to have lived. Editions of these three papyri
and a new examination of the evidence for Dionysius’ life and works
formed a dissertation (“The Argonauts of Dionysius Scytobrachion’)
submitted to Harvard University in 1979; out of this, with the addition
of a general description of Dionysius’ major works (chapters vii-viii
below) and a new fragment collection, the present book has grown.

At every stage of my work I have turned to others for help, and have
always received a generous response. Among those to whom I owe
thanks for various assistance are W. Clausen, L. Daly, H. Erbse, L. Koe-
nen, B. Kramer, H. Lloyd-Jones, R. Merkelbach, P. J. Parsons, R. Sco-
del, Z. Stewart, and E. G. Turner. Photographs of P. Hibeh 2.186 and
P. Mich. inv. 1316v are reproduced by permission of the British Library
and the University of Michigan.

My debt is especially great to Rudolf Kassel, who read and improved
many of these chapters and whose teaching has influenced them all;
to Albert Henrichs, who directed the project and kept it interesting
with energetic criticism and encouragement; and to Caroline, whose
patient support is mainly responsible for its completion.

Although it was begun and completed in America, most of this book
was written during a two years’ stay (made possible by the Deutscher
Akademischer Austauschdienst and the Rheinisch-Westfilische Aka-
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demie der Wissenschaften) at the Institut fiir Altertumskunde of the
University of Cologne. More congenial and stimulating surroundings
for such work cannot be imagined, and the list of those there who as-
sisted and encouraged me almost daily—many without knowing they
did so—would be long indeed. I hope, therefore, that my teachers,
colleagues, and friends from those days in Cologne might accept this
odd little book as some sign of my great gratitude to them all.

Cambridge, Massachusetts
September 1981
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Introduction*

The present study aims to add to the hitherto known fragments of the
mythographer Dionysius Scytobrachion three papyrus texts, and to
examine their significance for the tradition of that author’s date and
works. Before proceeding to that task it is necessary to summarize those
conclusions reached by others, primarily on the relationship between
Dionysius’ work and Diodorus, which form the basis of the following
chapters. More controversial problems, including Dionysius’ date, are
only mentioned briefly here; a full treatment of them is possible only
after the evidence of the new fragments on papyrus has been evaluated,
and it is therefore reserved for Part II, Chapters iv - vi below.

The universal history of Diodorus of Sicily preserves several accounts
of the god Dionysus from various countries, and at one point Diodorus
notes that the Libyans have claimed the birthplace of Dionysus for
their own land as well. He prefaces his own account of this Libyan
Dionysus with a description of the source he will follow (Diod. 3.66.5-6 =
T 2a):

... lva undév magaleinwuey T@v ioTognuévwy megl Awvicov, diékiuey
év xepalaio Ta magd Toic Aifver Aeydueva xai T@dv “EAAngvindv ovyyoa-
péwv Soor TobTow oVupwva yeypdpast xal Awweint T@ cvvraaudval
Ta¢ malatas pvdomotias. odroc yap vd e mepl 1ov Adwwoov xal Tac *Aua-
{dvag, i 08 Tods *Agyovadras xal Ta xatd Tov *TAiaxdy mdAepoy moaydévra
xal wéAX Evepa ovvtéraxtal, mapatidels T movjuara T@v doyalwy, TGV
Te pdoAdywy xal TV moTdv.

This description of “Dionysius’ and his works (together with a shorter
one at Diod. 3.52.3 = T 2b) has always been recognized as the neces-
sary starting point for any inquiry into this particular Diodorean source,
for the Sicilian historian clearly has direct knowledge of at least some
of the works he describes. Among the subjects treated by ‘“Dionysius”,
Diodorus includes:

* For the references used see the Select Bibliography (p. 174) and the List of Ab-
breviations (p. 9).
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1) Dionysus

2) the Amazons
3) the Argonauts
4) the Trojan war
5) ndAX &repa

The subsequent narratives of Diodorus make it clear that the first two
items on this list are related; for in those sections which he avowedly
owes to Dionysius (3.52-61, 3.66.4-74.1) Diodorus places in Libya not
only Dionysus but the Amazons as well, and both are connected by him
with a Libyan tribe called the ArAdytioc (Diod. 3.54.1, 3.56.1-2) from
whom, in euhemeristic fashion, the Olympian gods are said to have
been derived. Since the passage of Diodorus just quoted gives only a list
of the subjects treated by “Dionysius” rather than the exact titles of his
writings, it is very likely that this whole complex of Libyan stories
belonged originally to a single work by Dionysius on Libyan mythology.
Although the contents of this work are reproduced by Diodorus, no
certain knowledge of its original form or title is attainable, and in
referring below to Dionysius’ accounts of the Amazons, Dionysus, or
*AzAdvtior, 1 shall call them simply the Libyan Stories.

The third of Dionysius’ mythical subjects is the Argonauts. Whereas
Diodorus states explicitly that he will follow Dionysius for the stories
about the Libyan Amazons (3.52.3) and Dionysus (3.66.5), he names no
source at all for the lengthy account of the Argonauts given later at
4.40-55. Now Diodorus is perfectly capable of using as his main source,
without acknowledgement, an author he has mentioned earlier in
another context,? and Heyne long ago recognized that this is true in the
present case;3 for the scholia to Apollonius of Rhodes frequently cite a
work on the Argonauts by a certain ‘“Dionysius”’, and the version of the

1 On the reasons for choosing this title see Chapter v, p. 80 n. 18 below. For a detailed
examination of all the testimonia on these stories (including some evidence from the
Suda s. Advovioog MirvAnvaios = T la, schol. A.R. 2.963-965¢ Wendel = F 1, and
Strabo 7.3.6 p. 299 = FGrHist 244 [Apollodorus of Athens] F 157a) see Chapter
v and Appendix 1. On the importance of the Libyan Stories for determining the date
of Dionysius see Chapter vi.
As with Matris of Thebes, who is cited in passing on Heracles at Diod. 1.24.4, then
followed (without acknowledgement) later for a full account of Heracles (Diod. 4.8—
18). See the discussion and bibliography in Jacoby’s Commentary on FGrHist 39.
3 Chr. G. Heyne, Apollodori Bibliotheca 11, Observationes (2nd ed. Gottingen, 1803)
354-5, id. De fontibus Diodori, in the preface to the editio Bipontina of Diodorus (1793)
Ixvii; but in assigning the Argonauts to Dionysius the ‘“‘cyclographer” Heyne was
surely mistaken (see below).

[
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story in these citations corresponds precisely to Diodorus’ narrative,
even supplementing it at certain points by providing details which
Diodorus has omitted.* The attestation of the same story from another
source establishes Dionysius as the source of Diod. 4.40-55, and the
striking similarity of these scholia to Diodorus’ narrative suggests that,
at least in these passages, the historian has followed his source relatively
closely. The scholia also add a title for Dionysius’ work, either *Agyovai-
Taw or *Agyovavtixd, a variation common for works on this subject.’
I will refer to it as the Argonauts.

The fourth subject in Diodorus’ list, an account of “events of the
Trojan war” by Dionysius, is not so well known as the Libyan Stories
or the Argonauts. Its title, Towixd, seems to be supplied by an entry in the
Suda,® and a scholion on Homer which cites Dionysius is probably
derived from the work;? but whether Diodorus used it as his source for
the Trojan war we cannot say, since that portion of his history is lost.®

Of the “many other” works of Dionysius which form the last entry in
Diodorus’ list none can be certainly verified, although a title Muvduxa
moos Iaguévwrra, given in the life of Dionysius of Mytilene in the Suda =
T la (and as simply Mvdxd in the life of Dionysius of Miletus = T 1b),
should perhaps be assigned here.?

Once it was seen that the “Dionysius” of Diodorus 3.66.6 and 3.52.3
could be credited with several works on Greek mythology, and that
extensive fragments of at least two of these (the Libyan Stories and Argo-
nauts) had been preserved, scholars attempted to determine to which of
the many known Dionysii these works should be assigned. As we shall
see in Chapters iv — vi below, the Suda and the scholia to Apollonius
offer some confusing and even contradictory biographical information

* Cf. especially schol. A.R. 4.1153-1154 (F 31) with Diod. 4.49.1-2 (= F 30), and

schol. A.R. 4.223-230d, 4.223-230a (= F 29b) with Diod. 4.48.4-5 (= F 28). The

scholia in question (and a parallel citation from Pseudo-Apollodorus, Bibliotheca

1.9.19 [118]) were assembled in FGrHist 32 F 1-6, 9-13; but several of these, which

have no counterpart in Diodorus 4.40-55, probably refer to works other than the

Argonauts (see the table on pp. 66-67 below, with notes 4-9). On the contradictory

ethnics attributed to Dionysius in these scholia see below.

See below Chapter iv, p. 67 n. 8

s. dwovibowog Milrjowosc = T 1b. The fact that the works attributed by Diodorus 3.66.6

to a single author are assigned to different Dionysii in the Suda is examined in Chap-

ter v below.

7 schol. (A Eustathius) II. 3.40 = F 39.

8 See Chapter v, p. 81 n. 23 below.

? On the supposed forgery by Dionysius of a work attributed to Xanthus of Lydia, see
Chapter v, p. 821f below.

@ o
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on this author, and this has provided ample room for conjecture. But the
Argonauts, as the work with the most extensive remains, has always been
at the center of this controversy.

The first scholar to make substantial progress on the identification
of Diodorus’ sources was Heyne (above note 3), and he assumed that the
Dionysius used by the historian was a man known as the “cyclographer”,
who assembled a scholarly collection of various myths known, in imitation
of the complete accounts of the “cyclic’ epics, as a »¥xloc.® In taking
this view Heyne was influenced by the occasional references to variant
versions of the Argonauts’ adventures in Diodorus 4.40-55, and also by
Diodorus’ description of Dionysius’ method (3.66.6: magarideic za
movjuara T@®Y doyalwy, T@Y TE HvdoAdywy xal TOY TomTddv), which
suggested a scholar’s comparison of various sources.

The major difficulty with Heyne’s identification was the character
of the Argonauts and Libyan Stories themselves, which are anything but
scholarly compilations. As noted above, the latter set forth after the
fashion of Euhemerus the “true story” of the origin of the gods in Libya
from a tribe called the *ArAdvtioi, some of whose members (with names
such as Uranus, Cronus, Zeus, and Dionysus), although mortals, were
granted divine honors after their deaths because of their services to
mankind.!!

The Argonauts on the other hand are characterized by an explicit denial
of all “poetic” and fabulous elements of the legend, and their reinter-
pretation in the manner of rationalism, as we shall see in Chapter vii
below. The tendentious treatment of myth in these stories clearly separates
them from the variant (and better known) versions of the same events
occasionally offered by Diodorus. Noting this fact, Friedrich Welcker
argued that Diodorus’ source was not the scholarly cyclographer, but
another author, Dionysius of Mytilene, whose ‘“modern” versions of
these stories appealed to Diodorus’ taste for “philosophical” mytho-
graphy.!? The works of ‘“‘ancient poets and mythographers” which

10 The fragments of the cyclographer (also known as Dionysius of Samos) are collected
in FGrHist 15. His date is uncertain.

11 On Euhemerism in the Libyan Stories see T.S. Brown, HThR 39 (1946) 2671f; G. Val-
lauri, Univ. Torino, Pubbl. della facolta di lettere e filosofia X11.5 (1960) 221f; P.M. Fra-
ser, Ptolemaic Alexandria (Oxford 1972) 1.296f, 11.457f; and Chapter viii below.
Although Euhemerus’ date is not absolutely certain, Dionysius’ obvious debt to him
confirms the terminus post quem offered by a reference in the Libyan Stories (Diod.
3.57.4-8 = F 6) to the Ptolemaic cult of the @soi addeApoi (introduced ca. 270 B.C.).
See below Chapter vi p. 89 and Chapter viii p. 109 n. 47.

12 Der epische Kyklos (2nd ed. Bonn, 1865) I, 70£f. Of the studies which followed Welcker’s,
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Dionysius is said to have consulted are described by Diodorus later and,
in true euhemeristic fashion, they are purely imaginary: a poem by
Linus in “Pelasgian” characters, describing the exploits of Dionysus
among the Libyans, and another poem entitled Pkrygia on the same
subject by Thymoitas, the grandson of Laomedon, based on stories told
him by inhabitants of the region (Diod. 3.67.4-5 = F 8).13 Welcker
succeeded to a great extent not only in characterizing Diodorus’ source,
but also in untangling the complex and error-filled tradition on this
author, to which we must return later. Despite its age his essay is still
worth reading today. Welcker also established the practice of distin-
guishing the man who was Diodorus’ source from the numerous other
Dionysii by adding the epithet Zxvrofoayiwy (“Leather-arm’), attested
in the life of Dionysius of Mytilene in the Suda (= T la), Suetonius,
De grammaticis 7 (= T 3), Athenaeus 12.515DE (= T 4), and schol.
(A Eustathius) 7l. 3.40 (= F 39). Although the reason for this epithet is
obscure, and the sources which attest it are sometimes of doubtiul
value,# the usage is now current; therefore in this study as well “Scyto-
brachion” and “Dionysius” are used interchangeably for the author of
the Argonauts and Libyan Stories.

Despite the fame its author was later to win in historical and patristic
studies, the dissertation of Eduard Schwartz De Dionysio Scytobrachione
(Bonn, 1880) is now of interest mostly as a curiosity. Taking little
account of Welcker’s work, and ignoring the euhemeristic and rational-
istic tendency of the narratives in Diodorus, Schwartz argued once again
that Diodorus’ source was an ancient scholar of Greek myth, and at-
tempted to show that large parts of the extant mythographic scholia
to Pindar and Euripides’ Medea were derived from his compilations.
While it rendered a service in drawing attention to the parallels
between the stories cited as variants by Diodorus and those of various
scholia, Schwartz’s analysis was clearly unsatisfactory as far as the
major narratives in Diodorus were concerned, and it was soon challenged
by Erich Bethe’s dissertation, Quaestiones Diodoreae Mpythographae (Got-
tingen, 1887). Bethe offered further evidence in support of Welcker’s
conclusions, and was the first to recognize the complex nature of Diodorus’
narratives in these cases: the historian had relied on Scytobrachion for

K. E. Hachtmann, De Dionysio Mpytilenaeo seu Scytobrachione (Diss. Bonn, 1865) adds
little of value, but O. Sieroka, Die mythographischen Quellen fiir Diodors 3. und 4. Buch
(Lyck, 1878) contains some worthwhile observations.

13 On such Schwindelliteratur see my note Pellaeus Leo, A JP 1980 (forthcoming).

14 See Chapter vi, p. 91{f below.
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the tendentious accounts of the Libyan *AzAdvrior and the Argonauts,
but was unwilling to suppress entirely the more common versions of
these myths, especially on the voyage of the Argo. He therefore incorpo-
rated at appropriate points parenthetical references to better known
versions, usually introduced by phrases such as &wol gaogiw. These
variants, which are for the most part inconsistent with the main narrative
and thus easily separable from it, were shown by Bethe to have been
derived from the same source used for the Argonauts by Pseudo-Apollo-
dorus, Hyginus, and the scholia to Pindar and to Apollonius of Rhodes.1%
Thus Diodorus 3.52-61, 66-74, and 4.40-55 preserve an epitome of
Dionysius Scytobrachion’s Libyan Stories and Argonauts, into which
Diodorus has occasionally made insertions, not based on his own reading,
but once again derived from a specific source, of which remnants are
found in other mythographic works.

Bethe’s dissertation was universally accepted as providing the correct
identification of Diodorus’ source, and even Schwartz, the object of
Bethe’s attack, acknowledged its justice and repudiated his earlier work
on the subject.!6

The fragments of Scytobrachion had already been assembled by
Karl Miiller in 1848 (FHG 1I pp. 5if); but the results of Bethe’s study
were now incorporated by Jacoby into his collection with commentary
(FGrHist 32), the most important feature of which was the reprinting of
the relevant chapters of Diodorus, with references to the fragments
preserved elsewhere which correspond to them, and the use of double
brackets or small type to distinguish the material inserted by Diodorus

15 Bethe spoke of a common ‘‘mythological handbook” of the first century B.C. at the
latest, in which full variants of different myths were cited, and which has been ex-
cerpted in a variety of different works. This hypothesis has since been generally
abandoned (Wendel, RE XVI, 1367 note) on what I believe are insufficient grounds.
The whole question can only be treated on the basis of a complete collection of the
parallel mythographic material in Greek and Latin (which has never been attempted)
including the papyri; I hope to offer at least the beginning of such a collection
elsewhere, but it is clearly beyond the scope of the present study. As far as the
Argonauts are concerned, Bethe’s collection of parallels clearly points to a common
source (whatever its nature may have been); since this remains unchallenged, I
have taken Bethe’s analysis as a basis for the comments offered on Diodorus in
Appendix 2 below.

16 Tacitly in his RE article on Dionysius Scytobrachion, then explicitly in an auto-
biographical sketch written in 1932 (‘“Wissenschaftlicher Lebenslauf”’, Gesammelte
Schriften 11 [Berlin, 1956] 2): “Im Herbst 1879 kehrte ich nach Bonn zuriick und
wurde am 14. Juli 1880 zum Doktor promoviert; meine Dissertation de Dionysio
Scytobrachione ist bald widerlegt, ohne daB es mich geschmerzt hitte.” See also
Susemihl II, 4647 n. 66.
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from sources other than Dionysius. Although in some cases (particularly
where he departs from Bethe’s views) Jacoby’s analysis of Diodorus is
open to question,!? the outlines of Dionysius’ two major works are now
clear.

But the reconstruction of the Argonauts and Libyan Stories is not the
only problem connected with the tradition on Dionysius: a seemingly
insoluble difficulty is offered by the scholia to Apollonius of Rhodes,
which attach on different occasions two different ethnics, MitvAnvaios
and Moo, to the Dionysius cited there as the author of the Argo-
nauts.*® Since citations under both names are parallel to Diodorus’
narrative, both the ‘“Mytilenean” and the “Milesian” Dionysius must
be one and the same person. Welcker (Ep. Kykl.2 I, 80) had suggested
that one of the ethnics must be simply an error, probably an incorrect
later insertion by a copyist; but this explanation found little favor.!®
Instead, a suggestion of Karl Miiller (FHG II p. 6), further elaborated
by others, has now gained general acceptance: we have already noted
that for the Libyan Stories Dionysius seems to have cited imaginary
“sources” such as Thymoitas’ poem Phrygia and a poem by Linus
(Diod. 3.67.4-5 = F 8), so Miiller and others assumed that a Dionysius
of Mytilene, author of the Argonauts and Libyan Stories, invented a “Diony-
sius of Miletus” as a *‘source” for these accounts, and that in the scholia
to Apollonius the ethnic of this fictitious source has been confused with
that of the real author.

In Chapter iv below I will argue that Miiller’s ingenious theory has
in fact little to recommend it, and that Welcker’s assumption of an error
in the scholia offers the only reasonable solution to the problem of the
double ethnics. An analysis of all the ancient citations of Dionysius and
his work (including those in the papyri introduced below) will show
that those citations which offer the most information, such as ethnic,
title, and book number, are not necessarily the most valuable.

For Dionysius’ date, most scholars have pointed to an ancient source
who seems to concern himself with that very question; for Suetonius
(De gramm. 7 = T 3) notes that some authorities say (aliqui tradunt)
that the Roman grammarian M. Antonius Gnipho was a pupil of

17 See Appendix 2.

18 There is some confusion between the lives of Dionysius of Mytilene and of Miletus
in the Suda as well, but it is not related to the double ethnics of the scholia (see
Chapter iv, p. 68 n. 15).

19 Tt was endorsed by Bethe, Quaestiones 6 n. 1, but has evidently been ignored ever
since.
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Dionysius Scytobrachion, which Suetonius himself is not inclined to

believe, cum temporum ratio vix congruat. Gnipho lived ca. 114-64 B.C.20

and, if Suetonius’ doubts about the chronology are correct, Dionysius

Scytobrachion’s date was too early for the two to be connected.?! But

precisely how much earlier did our subject live? It would seem that

Suetonius does not say, but the wording of the final phrase, in particular

the word vix, has been understood to imply that the lifetimes of Gnipho

and Scytobrachion were just barely irreconcilable, so that Dionysius

could be dated to the latter half of the second century B.C.2?

This view may accurately (if somewhat subtly) take account of
Suetonius’ phrasing, yet this passage must also be measured against the
chronological evidence offered by the other testimonia on Dionysius,
and by his works themselves. A full examination of this other evidence
has never been undertaken; but it is now made necessary by the appear-
ance of new evidence on Dionysius’ date—a papyrus of the late third
(or possibly early second) century B.C., which can only be identified as
a manuscript of that author’s Argonauts. The reasons for this identification
are presented in Chapter i below, and in Chapter vi it is argued that a
considerable number of chronological indications, together with the
papyrus just mentioned, suggest a date ca. 270-220 B.C. for the Argo-
nauts and Libyan Stories, and that Suetonius’ statement, to the extent
that it suggests a later date, must be discarded.

Therefore Dionysius’ ethnic and date, together with some other pro-
blems in the testimonia, will require further examination in Part II
below. Only one of the conclusions reached by modern scholarship can
be accepted as certain: Dionysius’ Argonauts and Libyan Stories have been
reproduced (with some insertions) by Diodorus. This knowledge will
enable us in the following three chapters to identify part or all of several
texts on papyrus as new fragments of the Argonauts.

20 For details on this point and on the passage in Suetonius in general see the beginning
of Chapter vi below.

21 It could be read into Suetonius’ words that Scytobrachion lived later than Gnipho,
but Suetonius could not then be referring to an author already used as a source by
Diodorus.

22 The most recent representative of this argument is P. M. Fraser (Ptol. Alex. 1I,
457 n. 844), but it has been implied in nearly every discussion of the subject. One
important exception is Carl Wendel, who postulated that the Argonauts was used by
Apollodorus of Athens in the mid-second century B.C., so that Dionysius must
have lived earlier (Wendel, Uberlieferung und Entstehung der Theokrit-Scholien [Berlin,
19207 101). This is strikingly confirmed by the new fragment of Apollodorus’ ITegi
Pewy in P. Oxy. XXXVII.2812 (Chapter ii below), in which Dionysius is quoted,

and by the presence of a reference to the Libyan Stories in a fragment of Apollodorus’
work On the Catalog of Ships (see Appendix 1).
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Chapter I: P. Hibeh 2.186

Of the five columns preserved on these two fragments (recto, Plate I)
only column four yields a continuous text, which E. G. Turner in the
editio princeps' interpreted correctly as an exploit of the Argonauts in
Colchis. Of special interest is the occurrence of Heracles’ name (col. 4,
line 3) in this connection, indicating that in the version of the story
preserved here, as in Scytobrachion’s Argonauts,® Heracles was present
in Colchis. While noting this similarity, Turner noted as well the generally
accepted second century dating of Dionysius’ work, and refrained from
suggesting a connection between it and the papyrus.3

As column 4 alone is reasonably complete, and since its contents
suffice to identify the author and the context, it will be considered first.

P. Hibeh 2.186 col. 4 (ir. b, col. 2)

1 lixpayotoar [
dAAa dmox[
‘Hoaxlijc n[
Tovs Tag [

5 rayd xovafBd[A]Aer 6 6¢ *ldow[v &) Adove
t[¢]vag [T]of dopdBov dxodg[a]vtag [
xal éx T]fjc yiic dvioTauévovs
d]zéxrerv[e]v: ol e dAAot Tabgor
ulera wtfo]AA[oF mdvo]v xal dywviag

10 J..oa, [ 9-10 Jrwv dme-

MARGIN
(no accents or punctuation, paragraphi col. 4.2, col. 5.4: collema between
cols. 4-5)

L. o[org[ 5. ’ldowy [@]Adovsed. pr. 6. toved. pr. 7, 9 the letters in the lacunae
are partly rubbed away, partly covered with ink smears.

1 The Hibeh Papyri 11 (London, 1955) pp. 53-57.
2 schol. A.R. 1.1289-91a = F 15b, [Apollod.] 1.118 = F 15a, Diod. 4.41.3 = F 14.
3 T collated the papyrus (now B. M. Papyrus 2959) in August 1978, and for photo-
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“It would be possible to restore this as the labour of yoking the bulls
and slaying the earth-born men imposed by Aietes as the condition of
obtaining the golden fleece’’, wrote Turner, but added that ‘“‘the sug-
gestion ... is not free from difficulties.”’# It is indeed difficult to see how
the well known story can have been adapted here. Presumably Heracles
(subject of xarafdAle: line 5) kills some of these men “sprung from the
earth” (x vfjc yijc dviorauévovs line 7), while Jason kills the rest. It is
startling enough to see that Heracles here plays as important a role as
Jason; but we must also adjust to the fact that some of the yznyeveis only
arise to fight upon hearing the noise (700 dopdfov dxodoarras line 6),
and to the presence of the dAdoc Tatgor (line 8), although the yoking of
these bulls (of whom, as Turner notes, there were usually only two) must
have been over by the time the earthborn men arrived on the scene.
It seems therefore quite impossible to reconcile the papyrus text with the
traditional version of this exploit. Since, however, the presence of
Heracles has already brought forward the name of Dionysius Scy-
tobrachion, it is reasonable to wonder whether a comparison with his
decidedly untraditional version of the events in Colchis can shed any
light on the story found in col. 4 of the papyrus.

In his Colchis narrative as preserved in outline by Diodorus and
confirmed by the scholia to Apollonius, Dionysius evidently took great
pains to remove all the fantastic and supernatural elements of the tra-
ditional story. The intervention of Eros, the yoking of the fire-breathing
bulls, the magical powers of Medea—all were explicitly rejected. The
capture of the dépoc became a simple raid, accomplished with the
practical assistance of a Medea who is no witch, but an expert in pharma-
cology. Her motives are purely humanitarian; unlike her mother Hecate
and sister Circe (both were mortals according to Dionysius) she used her
knowledge to benefit mankind, not to murder. Nor does she condone the
sacrifice of captured foreign sailors by her father’s Taurian guards, but
rescues the doomed men wherever possible.?

graphs (Plate I, p. 185) am indebted to Mr. T. S. Pattie and the British Library.
I am also grateful to Professor Turner for his comments on the identification pro-
posed here, with which he is in agreement.—All supplements and readings unless
otherwise identified come from the editio princeps.

4 op. cit. (above note 1) 53.

$ Diod. 4.45-46.1 = F 20, 22, schol. A.R. 3.200, 3.240 = F 21. Like Priam in Troy
(Diod. 4.49.3—4, P. Oxy. 2812 lines 6-12 [Chapter ii below]), Medea is the only
civilized and just person encountered by the Argonauts in a hostile, barbarian land;
see below p. 991f.
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&evoxrovia is of course a well known feature of the Taurians as early
as Herodotus,® but Dionysius used this custom in a unique way. By
bringing it into Colchis (Aietes had imported Taurian guards from his
brother Perses, who was king of that tribe), he was able to rationalize
away several ‘“mythological” traditions, explaining them through a
confusion of names.” For example, he denied that there was a golden ram
or a ‘“golden fleece”; rather the paedagogue of Phrixos, who was named
Koudg, fell victim to the Taurians in Colchis and ““in accordance with
the custom” (xara 7o vduwuor) was flayed and his skin hung on the wall
of the temple of Ares.® Later, when Aietes had been informed by an
oracle that his life would end when he lost 16 Kgiof 6épos, he had the
skin gilded to induce the guards to watch it more diligently.? A similar
mistake accounted for the fire-breathing bulls of the traditional story.
According to Dionysius, it was only the Taurians (Tafgo:) guarding the
dépoc whom the Argonauts had to defeat, but they were ‘“mythologized”
into fantastic animals.10

Once Dionysius had cleared away these ‘“myths” and altered the
character of Medea, his narrative was straightforward. Aietes had
grown suspicious of his more civilized daughter’s opposition to &evoxrovia
and had placed her under house arrest. She escaped, however, and fled
to a sanctuary of Helios near the shore, where the Argonauts happened
to land and find her that very night. Recognizing her #juepdrygs,t they
revealed their plan, and she in turn told them of her own danger. They

8 e.g. Hdt. 4.103, Strabo 7.3.6 (p.298-9) = Apollodorus, FGrHist 244 F 157a),

Herrmann, RE V.A, 23-24.

On the rationalistic interpretation of myth see Chapter vii, p. 93f.

The rationalization of the golden ram through the proper name Kgids is found

again in [Heraclitus] megl dniotwvy XXIV pp. 81-82 Festa (cf. Palaephatus XXX

p. 43.3 Festa). W. Nestle, Vom Mpythos zum Logos (Stuttgart, 1940) 147 n. 91 notes

that Kgids as a proper name is well attested, e.g. Hdt. 6.50, Simonides PMG 507,

Pape-Benseler s.v. Another (anonymous) explanation for the flying ram was that

Phrixus travelled in a ship that was xgiénpwigos; see Appendix 2, p. 117 n. 4

below.

® Diod. 4.47 (see Appendix 2, p. 117 below), schol A.R. 4.176-177 (= F 25a),
1.256-259 (F 25b), 2.1144-45a (= F 25c).

10 The name of the tribe was often derived from rafigos, see Pape-Benseler s.v.; Tagog
as a man’s name (like Kgidc) is used by Palaephatus to explain the stories of Europa
and Pasiphae, see Nestle 150.—Naturally one of the guards was named dgdxwv as
well (Diod. 4.47.3). The text of Diod. 4.47.1-5 is enclosed by double brackets at
FGrHist 32 F 14, suggesting that Jacoby felt the rationalistic explanation of the bulls
as Taurians to be an insertion by Diodorus, not taken from Scytobrachion; but this
is surely incorrect, see Appendix 2, p. 117.

11 For fjuepos and derivatives referring to cultural and moral advancement, see Hen-
richs, ZPE 1 (1967) 51-52. fjuegdrng here = “civilized nature”.

®
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decided to join forces.!? Jason and Medea, with Heracles acting as
guarantor, took oaths, the one to marry Medea, the other to help in
obtaining the dégpog.13

The Argonauts set out for the sanctuary of Ares immediately, with
Medea as their guide. Once there, she persuaded the Taurian guards to
open the gates by speaking to them in their own language and identifying
herself as the king’s daughter. The Argonauts burst in at once with
drawn swords, killed many of the guards, and routed the rest; then
they took the dépoc and started back to their ship.

Meanwhile the escaped Taurians had reached Aietes with news of the
attack. He set off with his army at once in pursuit, and overtook the
intruders near the shore. In the battle which followed, Aietes succeeded
in killing at least one Argonaut, Iphitos the brother of Eurystheus,15
but was himself slain by Meleager. The death of the king (and the fulfill-
ment of the oracle) broke the Colchian advance, and the Argonauts,
after pursuing and killing many, returned to the ship. A few of the
heroes (among them Jason) were wounded, but Medea’s skillful use of
herbs healed them within a few days. They took on supplies and left,
with their prize, for home.28

Although Dionysius’ narrative has been shortened by Diodorus, the
main sequence of events is clear. It should also by now be clear that
the central episode of this story, the Argonauts’ attack on the sanctuary
of Ares, is preserved in its original form in col. 4 of P. Hibeh 2.186,
which is correctly printed and supplemented in the first edition with one
exception: for 7radpo: in line 8 a modern text should read Tadpor. If
Heracles and Jason are battling Taurian guards rather than fire-breath-

12 Jacoby (Commentary to FGrHist 32 F 14, p. 516) notes the businesslike relationship
between Jason and Medea, in which “das erotische Element ganz zugunsten prak-
tischer Motive [t0 xowoy cvupépov, Diod. 4.46.4] ausgeschaltet wird.”

13 Diod. 4.46.4. Heracles’ part in the oath is not expressly mentioned until Diod. 4.54.7
(cf. schol. A.R. 1.1289-91a = F 15b: a nmegi Mijdeiav ovunempayévar [sc. ‘Hpaxléa)
i *Idoow).

14 Diod. 4.48.2 (quoted below p. 23). What part Medea played in the battle itself
is unclear. Diod. 4.48.3 has her killing the dragon—which did not exist in Scyto-
brachion’s version of the story (above n. 10)—so that here as occasionally elsewhere
Diodorus will have filled in inconsistent details from the better known story (see
Appendix 2, p. 117 below, and Bethe, Quaestiones 18).

15 Or Iphis according to schol. A.R. 4.223-30a (= F 29b) where the battle is described
in detail.

16 Diod. 4.48.4-5. There was no Apsyrtus in Dionysius’ Argonauts; Medea has a brother
Aigialeus (Diod. 4.45.3, cf. Pacuvius ap. Cic. De natura deorum 3.48, Justin 42.3.1),
but he is not mentioned in connection with the fighting.
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ing bulls the many problems of interpretation noted above simply disap-
pear, and Diodorus’ epitome can be compared in this point with its
original :1?

P. Hibeh 2.186 col. 4 Diod. 4.48.2 (F 26)
1 JIxpayodoay [
_GAAa dmox| 6 usy gaal Tovs *Apyovairag
‘Hoaxfjc n[ pdroc eioneowy glomeodvrag éomaouévoig
Tovg ¢ w[bAas dvolkavrag volg Elpeat mwoAlods uéy
5 vayd xarafd[A]dev 6 8¢ Idow([v &]AAovs  @ovedoar Tdv fapfdowy
t[]vac [t]od FogdPov dxodgla]vrag [ (sc. Tadpwy), Tods & dAdovg
xal &x T]fj¢ yijc dvioTauévovs 86 10 mapddooy xata-
&) ménrev[e]v: ol ve dAdow Tabpor winEauévovg éxfaleiv éx
plere mfo]AA[oB ndvolv xgi dywriag T00 Tepuévovs xTA.

10 ..]..0a..[ 9-10 Jrowvdme-

The Argonauts and Medea have made their way at night to the
sanctuary of Ares, and Medea has persuaded the guards to open the
gates. The preserved text begins with a description of the attack itself.®
Heracles kills the guards who are on duty, but it must be supposed that
many other Taurians are asleep in the sanctuary. Some of these (&44ovg
Tivag lines 5-6) are awakened by the noise, but are cut down by Jason
just as they arise from the ground to resist. The activities of the rest of
the guards (ol 7e dAdot Tadpo: line 8)° are no longer preserved, but we
know from Diodorus (4.48.4) that they managed to escape and report
the attack to Aietes.?® Thus Diodorus’ account alone provides a suitable
context for the text of col. 4.

The papyrus text on the other hand preserves two details which were
omitted by Diodorus, but are thoroughly characteristic of Dionysius’
methods and may with confidence be assigned to his Argonauts. In the
first place, Heracles’ leading role in the attack on the sanctuary suits the
importance given to him elsewhere in the Argonauts.?* Secondly, it is not

17 The supplements I print in lines 3—4 are offered purely exempli gratia, and are in any
case somewhat too short for the space.

18 J|xpayotioav (line 1) evidently refers to Medea; did she shout to the guards to open
the gates, or cry out the signal to attack?

19 For the sequence uév...d¢...7e assumed here, see Denniston, The Greek Particles
(2nd ed. Oxford, 1954) 500.

20 In line 10 perhaps dné|puvyor.

31 See above, pp. 19-22 n. 2 and n. 13, and Chapter vii p. 96£f below.
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a coincidence that lines 6-7 suit the actions of earth-born men almost as
well as those of quite normal guards, for the papyrus text allows us to
recover Dionysius’ rationalistic explanation of the ypzmyeveis: it must
have been alleged that the slaughter of these men “as they got up from
the earth (where they had been sleeping)” was the basis for the better
known poetic u@dog of the earth-born men,?? just as Kouds, the Taurian
guards, and the guard 4pdxw» were transformed into fabulous beings.

The four remaining columns of P. Hibeh 2.186 contain more meager
scraps, and only in one other case is it possible to connect the text
securely with Diodorus’ epitome. Fragment a (cols. 1-2) cannot be
joined with fragment b (cols. 3-5),% so that the order of the fragments
cannot be judged with total certainty. It seems, however, from the few
points of comparison with Diodorus that the order adopted in the first
edition is correct. I offer below the texts, with some guesses as to their
content.

P. Hibeh 2.186 col. 1 (fr. a, col. 1)

] *Idoovos Tag dekiig
1. dupotépoi xai éna-

5 1....avv adrfo]ic
Jeavre Tac ripwelas
1vé[
MARGIN

Both deéids (line 3) and vag Tipwoelas (line 6, cf. Diod. 4.54.7) suggest the
oaths of Medea and Jason, but I can offer no continuous supplements.
According to Diodorus and the scholia to Apollonius,? Scytobrachion
involved Heracles in this scene also, so that the deéial could belong to

22 The Zragroi of Thebes prompted rationalistic explanations of a different sort, see
schol. Eur. Phoen. 670.

2 The fact that the lower margin is partially preserved on both fragments and that
the width of one column is known would have facilitated such a join, were it possible.

24 TIn the editio princeps, the numbers to the left of the brackets in col. 1, line 1 and col. 3,
lines 1 and 5 indicate the presumed number of letters missing not from the beginning
of the line (the normal practice), but from the first preserved letter of the widest line
in each column. They thus imply nothing about the width of the whole column,
which can be presumed to have been roughly equivalent to that of col. 4.

2 See above n. 13.



P. Hibeh 2.186 25

Jason and Medea, Jason and Heracles, or all three. dupotégoic (line 4)
are perhaps Heracles and Jason, to whom the aorist participles (?) in
lines 5 and 6 might refer. In lines 4-5 émalyyeid- (cf. Diod.) would
conflict with normal syllable division, but cf. E. Mayser, Grammatik der
griechischen Papyri aus der Ptolemderzeit (Leipzig-Berlin, 1906-1970) 1.1 §57d.

P. Hibeh 2.186 col. 2 (fr. a, col. 2)

. . .voe Setvoig[

v évlovs dg[
10 dvuévovs o

70 Téuev[og

A

MARGIN

4. ot paca[v ed. pr. 7. “possibly peoriuov, but there seems to be space for another
letter between the supposed ¢ and ¢ * ed. pr.

This column evidently follows the oaths (col. 1 ~ Diod. 4.46.4) and
precedes the attack on the temple of Ares (col. 4 ~ Diod. 4.48.2); but
there is little hope for restoring the sense, as Diodorus has left out these
details. 76 téuev[oc in line 11 is more probably the sanctuary of Helios,
where Medea met the Argonauts, than that of Ares, to which they went
later (zdve uév[ is of course possible also).

P. Hibeh 2.186 col. 3 (fr. b, col. 1)

1 1.[
I ... eddéwe
#]dmrew Tag
Jav péya fag[1-2]
5 Joovs

After line 6, 2-3 lines smeared over with ink.
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The amount of text missing between columns 2 and 3 cannot be
known, but probably the Argonauts and Medea have now arrived at the
sanctuary of Ares (which they attack in column 4). One might expect a
brief description of the sanctuary, or perhaps of the Taurian method of
human sacrifice (line 3 dmox)dmrery 7ag| [xepaids ? [cf. Amm. Marc.
22.8.34, Hdt. 4.103], line 4 Bag[Balo- [somewhat long for the space],
line 5 Tad]govs or Bagfd]eovs).

Column 4 deals as noted above (p. 23) with the attack of the Argo-
nauts on the téuevos of Ares, in which many of the guards were killed
and the rest put to flight.

P. Hibeh 2.186 col. 5 (fr. b, col. 3)

1 Jd
dar pagy[
loaow dg o[
&Ayea ad[

5 " oa 7 Mij[deta ?
&deuem[
Aa Cul[dovme ?
ay[

MARGIN

Since the column length is uncertain, it cannot be known how much
text separates these words from the attack on the sanctuary in col. 4.
Yet it seems unlikely that the Argonauts’ battle with Aietes, which was
a high point of Dionysius’ narrative,?® is already over. Thus the obvious
parallel in Diodorus (4.48.5), Medea’s healing of the wounded Argo-
nauts (suggested by dAyea?’ line 4 and [if correct] lu[downe line 7,
presumably used as an ointment) is ruled out. It is however quite
possible that Medea gave some attention to the wounded after the earlier
battle as well, and that Diodorus has omitted this detail.

We have seen that columns 1 and 4 of P. Hibeh 2.186 can be matched
with portions of Diodorus’ summary of Dionysius’ Argonauts, and that
the other three columns (in so far as they can be interpreted at all)
provide nothing that conflicts with Diodorus, who has undoubtedly

26 Diod. 4.48.4-5 = F 28, schol. A.R. 4.223-30d = F 29a, 4.223-30a = F 29b.
27 On the uncontracted form see Mayser, Grammatik I. 2 p. 37. Of course a compound
adjective (e.g. dmegaiyéa) is also possible.
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abridged his original. This alone would strongly favor an attribution of
the papyrus text to Scytobrachion, but it is further clear that column 4
can only be interpreted on the assumption 1) that Heracles played a key
role in the events in Colchis, and 2) that the rafgor were rationalistically
explained as being in fact Taurians. The first detail is known chiefly
from Dionysius,?® the second exclusively from him. The inevitable
conclusion is that these papyrus fragments belonged to a manuscript of
Scytobrachion’s Argonauts.?®

To this view there would seem to be one major obstacle, the date
assigned to the papyrus (ca. 250-220 B.C.) by Turner. Dionysius has
been commonly assigned by modern scholars to the late second century
B.C. at the earliest, on the basis of Suetonius De gramm. 7 (= T 3);30 if
this date is correct, it is of course impossible to associate Scytobrachion
with the papyrus. An analysis of the testimonia shows however that
Suetonius’ words by no means allow a precise determination of Dionysius’
date, and that assigning him to the late second century B.C. is, for
reasons even apart from the papyrus, clearly impossible. A detailed
discussion of Scytobrachion’s date is reserved for Chapter vi below, but
since P. Hibeh 2.186 will be seen there to form a terminus ante quem for his
work it will be useful to review here the considerations which led to the
date assigned to it in the editio princeps.

The hand is irregular; lines are uneven, letters are occasionally reduced
and bunched together at the end of a line (e.g. col. 1 line 3). o, 7, ¢, 8 and
@ regularly extend above the line, ¢ and 8 below it as well. o is small and
high, £ is formed as &, { asz. Some forms of » (with a raised right vertical,
e.g. col. 4 line 9), of w (with the second arc raised, e.g. col. 1 line 6),
and of 7 (the cross stroke extending much farther to the left than to the

2 That Heracles was present in Colchis is attested also for Demaratus (FGrHist 42
F 2a-b), of whom almost nothing is known. Theocritus XIII.75 has Heracles
continuing to Colchis on foot, after being left behind by the Argonauts, apparently
in order to reconcile his own story with one that included Heracles in the whole
voyage—possibly that of Scytobrachion, but see below Chapter vi, p. 87 n. 11.

2* There are of course other solutions imaginable, e.g. that here we have a source of
Dionysius’ Argonauts, or a totally unattested story which happens to agree with him
on these two points. One cannot call either supposition at all likely. Nestle 147 n. 91
supposes that Herodorus, who also wrote a rationalistic account of the Argonauts
(FGrHist 31 F 5-10, 38-55), was a major source of Scytobrachion’s account. Thi:
is contradicted not only by Dionysius’ obvious striving for originality, but also by
the fact that Herodorus’ version of these events was totally different from Scyto-
brachion’s; e.g. in Herodorus’ story Heracles did not sail with the heroes at all
(FGrHist 31 F 41), and the fleece and the yoking of the bulls were not denied (FGrHist
31 F 52-53).

3¢ See the Introduction, p. 18 above.
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right, e.g. col. 1 line 6, or even composed of two strokes, e.g. col. 4 line 5)
are characteristic of the third century in general, but the more basic
forms of » and w are also present.3! The frequent linking strokes with
a, v, v and even 32 suggest a date in the second half of the third century,
but the early second century is also a possibility.

This dating of the hand is confirmed by the circumstances of the
papyrus’ acquisition. The Greek papyri from Hibeh consist of mummy
cartonnage from the Ptolemaic period. P. Hibeh 2.186 belongs to the
group (designated as “mummy A”) which was purchased by Grenfell
and Hunt in 1902 and later traced to a single Ptolemaic tomb.33 Therefore,
while the particular mummies from which they were derived cannot be
ascertained, the range of possible dates for these papyri can nevertheless
be determined from the dated documents of the group; the lower limit
of this range is roughly 200 B.C.3* Yet here too a date in the early second
century cannot be completely ruled out, for the hand of P. Hibeh 2.174
(Astydamas, Hector?), which is also from “mummy A”, belongs according
to Turner clearly to the second century, not the third.s Although this
papyrus alone is definitely later than 200 B.C., it serves as a warning
that later dates for other papyri of this group are at least theoretically
possible.

P. Hibeh 2.186 can therefore be dated with certainty to the late
third or early second century B.C. Although a date before 200 B.C. is in
fact very probable, it is best to use the broadest conceivable range when
employing the papyrus as evidence for the date of its author, as will be
done below in Chapter vi.

The appearance of even a small part of an original source of Diodorus
might be expected to answer several questions about that author’s use
of his sources and about the nature of Scytobrachion’s writings, and this
expectation is to some extent fulfilled by the papyrus. The evidence of
the Apollonius scholia, as correctly interpreted by Bethe,3¢ suggested
that Diodorus reproduced Scytobrachion relatively faithfully, but inserted

31 P, Cairo Zenon 59532 (M. Norsa, La scrittura letteraria greca dal secolo IV a.C. all’ VIII
d.C. [Florence, 1939] pl. 2) of ca. 256-246 B.C. shows the same double forms of »
and w (e.g. in lines 14-15) in a more regular hand.

32 On linking strokes with ¢ see W. Schubart, Griechische Palidographie (Munich, 1925) 32.

33 See The Hibeh Papyri 1 (London, 1906) Introd. pp. 3 and 5.

3¢ Introduction to P. Hibeh 1 p. 11, C. H. Roberts, Greek Literary Hands 350 B.C. —
A.D. 400 (Oxford, 1955) on pl. 2b = P. Hibeh 1.1. The latest dated document from
Hibeh is P. Hibeh 2.265 (204-3 B.C.).

35 See Turner’s discussion in the editio princeps.

35 Bethe, Quaestiones 1-24; see the Introduction, p. 16 above.
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now and again references to other versions of the Argonaut story which
are not derived from Scytobrachion. This view is confirmed by the
papyrus, which is clearly a continuous account of the expedition in a
simple and unassuming style, not an argumentative collection of variant
versions. From the more fragmentary columns (which have no counter-
part in Diodorus) and from column 4 (which is much more detailed
than the Diodorean parallel) we can gain some idea of the degree of
condensation of the original source by the epitome.

The verso of the papyrus contains a literary text in a different hand,3’
the greater part of which has been effaced by ink. On fr. b only isolated
letters can be read, but fr. a preserves enough to enable the work to be
characterized:

P. Hibeh 2.186 (verso) fr. a

MARGIN
1 Jw[ 5 ]...v duwwedwps|
o]vra uév afe]droy edgeriy [
1. 0swerjxguev (space) 8¢ modros [
1.wmorodoyiag évornoauey|
5 1. ¢ advdc edoev yoduuaot [
] 0 yoduua éxaot[

1..L1.L
1L
1l

4. “not, e. g., yynorodoyiag” ed. pr.

These lines evidently come from a discussion of inventors, and of the
invention of writing in particular. The lack of names preserved hinders
any estimate of its relation to the extant catalogues of inventors,3® but
the presence of such a work on the verso of Scytobrachion’s Argonauts
illustrates well the tastes to which a rationalistic account of the Argo-
nauts’ exploits might appeal.3?

37 Assigned to the late third century B.C. by Turner. ~

38 See in general A. Kleingiinther, “mo@rog edgperis”, Philol., Supplbd. 26.1 (1933),
K. Thraede “Erfinder” RAC 5 (1962) 1191-1278. On various attributions of the
invention of writing see Pfeiffer, History of Classical Scholarship 1 (Oxford, 1968) 21if,
Moggi, Annali della scuola normale superiore di Pisa, cl. di lett. e filos. IT (1972) 452 n. 4.

3 For Scytobrachion’s account of the invention of writing see Diod. 3.67.1 (= F 8)
and Chapter iv, p. 69 below.
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Chapter II: P. Oxy. 2812

In volume 37 of the Oxyrhynchus Papyri (London 1971, pp. 39-44,
with pl. VII) Edgar Lobel has edited and interpreted a somewhat
puzzling fragment of a commentary from the first century after Christ.
He assumed, evidently correctly, that it is a commentary on a tragedy;
yet most of the preserved text gives us no information on the tragedy
itself, but rather a detailed discussion of the roles of Poseidon and Apollo
in the service of Laomedon, with illustrative quotations from Homer,
a certain Dionysius, and Nicander. Although he noted a resemblance
between a sentence in this discussion and schol. (Genev.) Il. 21.446-449,
a direct quotation from Apollodorus’ ITegi dewv (FGrHist 244 F 96),
Lobel came to the conclusion (p. 39) that “Apollodorus was evidently
not directly used”” in the commentary. To the extent that we do not have
here the ipsissima verba of Apollodorus, he is certainly correct. Yet it
seems probable that lines 1-36 of the second column consist almost
entirely of a paraphrase from the section of ITepi dewv dealing with
Apollo (FGrHist 244 F 95-100). In this paraphrase the copious citations
and methods of argument characteristic of Apollodorus are still preserved,
so that P. Oxy. 2812 provides one of the most detailed testimonia known
to this part of ITegi dewv; it makes possible a more precise analysis of the
fragments already known, and indicates that more Apollodorean material
has been preserved in the Geneva scholia on Z/. 21 than had been thought.
Accordingly, I offer below first a brief description of Ilepi dedw itself,
followed by a detailed study of the fragments of it which relate to the
epithets *AopdAiog and Osueldiodyos of Poseidon, and Nduwog of Apollo;
for these three epithets are found in lines 13-16 of the papyrus as well,
as Lobel recognized. I then argue that the context of Apollodorus’
treatment of these epithets is revealed by the papyrus—the proposed
athetesis of Il. 7.452-3, where the version of the building of the walls
of Troy conflicts with that given at /. 21.4461f. Finally, I examine the
citations with which Apollodorus illustrated his discussion of the zetyo-
doula, from which it will appear infer alia that the Dionysius quoted is
Dionysius Scytobrachion. At the end of the chapter I give a new and
(in terms of supplements) somewhat more venturesome text of column II
of this papyrus with a commentary, to both of which the reader will
wish to refer in connection with the discussion which precedes them.

My debt to Lobel’s edition, which remains indispensable for any
detailed study of the text, is great.!
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The industry of a succession of scholars and no small amount of luck
have made ITegi de@v a much better known work today than it was a
century ago. After Carl Robert? had demonstrated that the mythological
handbook known as “the Library of Apollodorus” was falsely ascribed
to Apollodorus of Athens, the real study of Apollodorus’ “theological”
work, based on a detailed examination of several works which were
indebted to ITepi dedv, began with R. Miinzel,® and was continued by
E. Hefermehl and K. Reinhardt.* Jacoby’s collection of the fragments
and his commentary on them® were based largely on the work of these
three scholars. Since the appearance of that collection however two
papyri have provided substantial new fragments: R. Merkelbach® has
identified P. Oxy. 2260 as a portion of Apollodorus’ discussion of the
epithets of Athena, while the same scholar and L. Koenen have more
recently published a Cologne papyrus fragment of Ilegl dewv (P. Col.
inv. 5604), which contains lengthy citations from Epicharmus and a
previously unknown epic, the Meropis.” From the considerable corpus of
fragments which now exists, several characteristics of this work can be
clearly defined:

1) The chief task was the interpretation and etymologizing of the
names and epithets of Greek gods, not from place names or aitiological
myths, but from their natures. Their names were seen as functions of
their évégyeiar and dvvdueis.®

! T am most grateful to those scholars who have offered suggestions on the text of the
papyrus, and allowed me to reproduce them here; their names are to be found in the
Commentary on pp. 50ff. I owe a special debt to Mr. Peter Parsons, who
examined the papyrus, informed me of the results and made many suggestions.
I am also indebted to him and Professor Lloyd-Jones for the opportunity to read
lines 18-36 of P. Oxy. 2812 col. II as they will appear in their Supplementum Hellenisti-
cum, now in preparation.

2 C. Robert, De Apollodori Bibliotheca (Diss. Berlin, 1873), cf. Van der Valk, REG 71
(1958), 100-168.

3 R. Miinzel, De Apollodori ITegi dewv libris (Diss. Bonn, 1883), Quaestiones Mythographae
(Berlin, 1883).

¢ E. Hefermehl, Studia in Apollodori ITepi Deov fragmenta Genavensia (Diss. Berlin, 1905) ;
K. Reinhardt, De Graecorum Theologia Capita Duo (Berlin, 1910).

S FGrHist 244 F 88-153, 352-356.

¢ Archiv fiir Papyrusforschung 16 (1956) 115-117, cf. R. Pfeiffer, History of Classical
Scholarship (Oxford, 1968) 262.

7 Collectanea Papyrologica: Texts published in honor of H. C. Youtie (Papyrologische Texte und
Abhandlungen 19) 1, 3-26, Henrichs, Cr. Erc. 5 (1975) 5-38. The ascription to Apollo-
dorus is confirmed by the discovery that Philodemus’ De Pietate (whose dependence
on Ilepi dewv was already established) cites the Meropis for the same story, see
Henrichs, Cr. Erc. 7 (1977) 124-125.

8 FGrHist 244 F 353.11, with Jacoby’s Commentary pp. 756-757; Pfeiffer Hist. Cl.
Schol. 1, 262 ; Henrichs Cr. Erc. 5 (1975) 25.
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2) The study of these epithets was based on the evidence of Greek
literary texts, which Apollodorus quoted verbatim with great frequency
and from a wide range of authors, as the papyrus fragments show.
Among these authors one—Homer—stands alone as the “approved”
source.?

3) Although authors later than Homer could be cited with approval
to the extent that they followed Homeric and Apollodorean interpreta-
tions of epithets, they were more often censured for xardyenoic, in this
case the false (i.e. non-Homeric) use of a particular epithet. Apollodorus
termed these authors as a group oi vedtegor (sc. ‘Ourjgov), borrowing
the term used by his teacher Aristarchus for those who ‘“supplemented”
the Iliad and Odyssey by interpolating into them references to non-
Homeric stories, or (in the case of cyclic poets and later authors) by
preferring a non-Homeric version of a particular myth.® This basically
Aristarchean orientation of Apollodorus’ work could extend even to the
examination and approval of his teacher’s exegetical discussions.!!

4) Apollodorus’ learning made it inevitable that the collection of
citations would occasionally be undertaken for its own sake, rather than
to illustrate the argument, and it is likely that several minor authors owe
their inclusion in modern fragment collections solely to Apollodorus’
learning and curiosity.1? P. Col. inv. 5604 provides the best example of
such an ‘“‘appendix” to the argument, for there the Meropis, although
ascribed to a vedtegog, is nonetheless quoted dia 70 idlwpa tijc ioToplac;
in such cases the philologist and antiquarian side of Apollodorus’ nature
evidently prevailed over the theologian and philosopher.1?

In P. Oxy. 2812, lines 1-36 there are ample grounds not only for
postulating a close connection with other known fragments of I7egi ded,
but also for believing that nearly all of the above Apollodorean charac-
teristics play a role in the discussion.

? It is not an exaggeration to say, with Pfeiffer and Jacoby (locc. citt., preceding note),
that ITepi dedv is primarily a work of Homeric scholarship.

10 Apollodorus as student of Aristarchus: FGrHist 244 T 1 (Pfeiffer Hist. Class. Schol. 1,
261, Jacoby’s Commentary to FGrHist 244, pp. 757-758 on Homer vs. of vedtego).
On Aristarchus’ attitude to of vedzegor see A. Severyns, Le cycle épique dans Iécole
d’ Aristarque (Paris, 1928) 31{. This term (with its Latin adaptation neoterici) has a long
career in Greek and Roman literary scholarship, which I hope to examine elsewhere.
—Apollodorus judged the author of the Meropis to be vedregds Tis (P. Col. inv. 5604,
line 42), cf. Strabo 14.5.29 = F 170.

11 See Henrichs Cr. Erc. 5 (1975) 8 n. 17, and 10-11, to which add schol. Pind. N.
10.114 = F 148. An important disagreement between pupil and master is preserved
by schol. (BD) Ii. 5.422 (= F 353).

12 E, g. Onasos (FGrHist 41), see Wendel, Theokrit-Scholien 97.
13 Henrichs, Cr. Erc. 5 (1975) 23-24.
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In contrast to the general characteristics of ITepi dedv, theorizing
about the structure of the work in detail is seldom justified by the available
evidence.!* The section dealing with Apollo is, however, so well attested
by later authors that at least a few details are recoverable. The frag-
ments relating to P. Oxy. 2812, although they all belong to the same
complex of interpretation, can be divided into three distinct groups.
The first of these, represented by Cornutus, Plutarch, Macrobius, and
Eustathius, concerns an explanation of the double natures of certain
gods—their capability for beneficial and harmful action within the same
sphere—as reflected in their epithets.15

1. Macrob. Sat. 1.17.221 (= FGrHist 244 F 95)

nec mirum, si gemini effectus variis nominibus celebrantur, cum alios
quoque deos ex contrario in eadem re duplici censeri et potestate
accipiamus et nomine, ut Neptunum, quem alias *Evosiydova, id est
terram moventem, alias *AopdAior,18 id est stabilientem, vocant. item
Mercurius hominum mentes vel oculos et excitat et sopit, ut ait poeta
(11. 24.343-4):

ellero 0¢ gdfdov, Tl T avdedy Supara Iélyer
Dy 9énu, Todg & adre xal dmvdovrag yelper Y17

unde et Apollinem, id est solem,’® modo sospitatem modo pestem
significantibus cognominibus adoramus, cum tamen pestis, quae ab eo
noxiis immittitur, aperte hunc deum bonis propugnare significet.

1t Jacoby’s Commentary to FGrHist 244, p. 765: “Man kann selten mehr sagen als daf3
dieses oder jenes in ITegi dedr stand, nicht ob es referiert, gebilligt oder abgelehnt,
iibernommen oder neu aufgestellt wurde.” (cf. p. 760).

15 The difficult question of whether these authors used ITepi deiwv directly or through
one or more intermediate sources (which cannot anyway always be resolved) need
not be considered here, since the Apollodorean material in texts no. 1-9 below
distinguishes itself clearly through 1) its Homeric basis, 2) its emphasis on epithets,
and 3) its relation to schol. (Gen.) Il. 21.446-9 (text no. 10 below), a direct quotation
from ITepl Bedv. On the indebtedness of Philodemus (and the Christian apologists)
to Apollodorus, see Henrichs, Cr. Erc. 5 (1975) 5-7; for Eustathius, Van der Valk,
Researches on the Text and Scholia of the Iliad, 1 (Leiden, 1963) 23 n. 81, Hefermehl 10,
n. 7.

18 °Aopdliov, Wilamowitz: the MSS offer either ’Aogaliwva (a form not otherwise
known except as a proper name) or nonsense. The ending will have been assimilated
to ’ Evooiydova.

17 The second verse, without which the point is lost (cf. the parallels cited by Jacoby in
his Commentary to FGrHist 244 F 129), was restored by Miinzel, De Apollod. 22.

18 Van der Valk (Researches I 308 n. 22) denied that Apollodorus himself equated
Apollo and Helios, suggesting that Macrobius and Eustathius have this detail from
a neo-Platonist source; and Jacoby omits id est solem from the text here, although he
seems in his Commentary (p. 760 and 764-765) to accept that Apollodorus equated
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2. Eustathius in Il. 21.367 (p. 1241.65{f)

... ola xal T0v motaudv midoag GAédpiov uév T@L *Ayidiel, cwoTindy
08 1olg Towaiv. éxarépwy yag elye xai éxeivos ddvaury. obrw xai IToceiddv
0d udvov cewoiydwv, dAa xai dopdiios, xai ‘Eoufic 0d udvoy xepddiog,
GAAa xai {nuias moidy xara Tov xwuixdy (Arist. Plutus 1124), xai ®oifog
ob udvov AndAAwv, dAda xai lateds xal oBliog, 8 doTiv SyiacTixds, g
xal aAlayod elpnTat.

3. Eust.in Il. 1.36 (p. 32.231f)

*AndAlwy 0¢ mapa Tois malatois odx edpuws uév, Suws 8¢ poPeodrego
6 1jhog, eic 6v avapépeTar Ta Aouddn vooruata. donep yag Iooelddy mij
uév aetoiydwv 10 pofepdy, i 6¢ dopdAiog T6 edpnuov, obtw xal 7jiog mijt
uév *Andriwv, niji 6¢ dAekixaxog.

4. Cornutus Theol. Comp. c. 22, p. 42.11f Lang (= FGrHist 244 F 99)

glra *Evooiydova xal *Evvooiyatoy xai Zeiolydova xal Twdxropa yalag

. %av dAdov ¢ Tedmov Iawjoyoc Aéyerar 6 Ilooeddv xal @euelioiyos
9nd Tvew, xal Fbovowy adrde *Aoparinwe ITooeddvil® moAdayod dody én’
adTde xeyuévov Tod Eotdvar Ta olxfuata émi Thg Y.

5. Eust. in Il. 13.43 (p. 919.541f)

6t év 1w ““dAAa Ilooeddwy yaujoyos, évvoaiyaros,| *Apyeiovs dtouvey”
(Il. 13.43-4), d¢ mpo dAlywy 8ppédy, doveiws dvrédnue Td énideta. 6 ydp
adtoc xal ovvéyel yaiay d¢ dopdliog, xai diagelel d¢ évvoaiyatos.

6. Schol. Hes. Op. et Dies 790-1 Pertusi (= Plutarch fr. 106 Sandbach)

... T0D 08 adToD 0L TO xuvely xal 7)pepuely TAG GoTdTOVE TGV HIYOVUEVWY
douds. 00 6 Fedg orog 0B udvov évosiydwy, dAld xal dopdiiog Suveirar,
xal ol Tod¢ oetouods mavewy é9éAovres Iooeddye Fdovory.

them. Apollodorus is known to have resisted ovvoixeidhoers of gods with elements
(see Henrichs, Cr. Erc. 5 [1975] 16-17), but this particular equation had been
common for centuries; see Diggle on Eur. Phaethon 225 (to which Merkelbach adds
Hom. Hymn Ap. 363-369) ; Henrichs op. cit. 16 n. 64; F. Buffiere, Les mythes d’ Homére
et la pensée grecque (Paris, 1956) 187f. Apollodorus’ teacher (FGrHist 244 T 2.20)
Diogenes of Babylon equated Apollo and Helios also (fr. 33, II. 217.12 von Arnim,
cf. Chrysippus fr. 102, II. 305). There is accordingly no reason to doubt the ex-
plicit testimony of Macrobius (I.17.19: Apollodorus in libro quarto decimo ITegi
ey ’ Iijiov solem scribit), supported by Strabo 14.1.6 = FGrHist 244 F 99b, [Heracl.]
Qu. Hom. 7 (= F 98), Cornutus c. 32 (= F 99), and Eustathius (text no. 3 above,
cf. Eust. p. 554.17-21).

19 Hefermehl (6, n. 1) deleted adrdi; if a change is necessary, the deletion of IToceid@ve
as a gloss (so Osann) seems preferable.

20 See FGrHist 244 F 129 with Jacoby’s Commentary.

21 Cf. the variation in the epithets of Apollo between texts no. 2 and 3 above. The
reading {nuiag at Plutus 1124 is otherwise attested only in V.
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Texts no. 1 (Macrobius) and 2 (Eustathius) offer the same sequence of
comparison: Poseidon (as originator or preventer of earthquakes),
Hermes, and Apollo (as originator or healer of diseases). The comments
on Hermes are preserved in different forms, but there can be little doubt
that the quotation of Homer in Macrobius represents more faithfully
the Apollodorean original;?® Eustathius has evidently substituted a
quotation from his own reading.?! In no. 3, Eustathius retains only
Poseidon and Apollo,?? no. 6 (schol. Hes.) mentions only Poseidon, but
with basically the same comparison. The original, Apollodorean com-
parison, from which all these texts are ultimately derived, seems to have
been: Poseidon — ’Evogiydwy, ’ Evvooiyaios, Zeialydwv
*AopdAiog,?® Ocueriodyos,?t Tanjoyos

Hermes - déiye (1. 24.343)
— 8yelper (Il. 24.344)
Apollo - ’AndAiwy (from dmoAibvau)

O3 o8

%2 Cf. Eust. in Il. 5.344, p. 554, 17f. Cornutus (text no. 4 above) discusses Apollo
(c. 32 = FGrHist 244 F 99 p. 1049.121f.) and Hermes (c. 16) separately.

2 *dopdiiog, Osuchiotyos and Néuiwog are the three epithets on which Apollodorus
based the discussion of Il. 21.446f (see text no. 10 below), and they are found in the
papyrus as well (lines 1316, see p. 38). I offer here (and in notes 24 and 30 below)
a list of the testimonia known to me. As Apollodorus himself notes (text no. 10
below), none of the epithets is Homeric. *AopdAios: the form ’Aopdieios is better
attested in older inscriptions; Meiggs-Lewis, Greek Historical Inscriptions (Oxford,
1969) no. 23.40 (the Themistocles decree); SEG XV.517.6 (1II B.C.); Engelmann-
Merkelbach Die Inschriften von Erythrai und Klazomenai 11 (Bonn, 1973) no. 207.6
(I B.C.); IG. XIL5.913.10 (II B.C.); *Ao[paieiwr Dittenberger® I1.799.I1.3
(A.D. I). >AogdAsios in literary texts otherwise only in Arist. Ach. 682, schol. Arist.
Ach. 510, Heliod. 6.7.1 (’Acgdiios is a variant reading). Pollux 1.24 speaks of
’Aopdieior deol. The form *Aopdiiog is found in LG. V. 1.559.14-15 (Roman), cf.
Nilsson, Geschichte der griechischen Religion (2nd ed. Munich 1951) 335. For ’Aopd g
cf. also Strabo 1.3.16 (p. 58) = FGrHist 87 (Posidonius) F 87, Paus. 3.11.9, 7.21.7,
Plut. Theseus 36d, Suda s. *Aopdiiog, Aristides 46.1 Keil, Oppian Hal. 5.680 (cf.
Pfeiffer on Callim. fr. 623). The form ’AopdAeos occurs in a metrical inscription
(II B.C., A. Rehm, Didyma II [Berlin 1958] no. 132.2, 14). Rehm is correct to call
the epithet “weit verbreitet” (cf. moilaxod in text no. 4 above). See also Wiist,
RE XXII. 480-1, Hefermehl 6 n. 1.

? @cuchiotyos: the only literary attestations of which I am aware are texts nos. 4 and
10 above (cf. Inscr. Delos 290.116, III B.C.), but the epithet seems to be alluded to by
Oppian Hal. 5.680 (deusidia végde pvidocwy, cf. Poseidons’ destruction of the deueliia
of the Greek wall, Il. 12.28-29). y7 is called deuchofyos at [Heracl.] Quaest. Hom.
c. 48.6. Apollodorus’ equation of y7j and deuéin (F 131) may have included an
equation of feueiiofyos and yaujoyos. See also Wiist, RE XX11.499. On Apollo as
a builder of city walls see n. 49 below.

% On this old etymology, see Diggle on Eur. Phaethon 225, and Fraenkel on Aesch.
Ag. 1081.

2 cf. Macrob. Sat. 1.17.21 (= F 95), Strabo 14.1.6 (= F 99f).
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The second group of fragments discusses the functions of Apollo
Nduwog, and the Homeric evidence for this epithet:

7. Macrob. Sat. 1.17.431f (= FGrHist 244 F 95)

Néuwov *AndAilwve cognominaverunt non ex officio pastorali et
fabula, per quam fingitur Admeti regis pecora pavisse, sed quia sol
pascit omnia quae terra progenerat. Unde non unius generis sed omnium
pecorum pastor canitur, ut apud Homerum Neptuno dicente (/. 21.448):
“Doife, ov & elrmodag Elxag Polc Bovxolréeones”. Atque idem apud
eundem poetam equarum pastor significatur, ut ait (Il. 2.766-7):
“rag &v Dnoeiq® Yoéy’ dpyvedrobos *Andiiwy, dupw Inlslag, pdfov
*Agnog popeodoas”.

8. Schol. D(AB) Ii. 21.448 (= FGrHist 244, apparatus to p. 1049,
col. 4)

paol 10y *AndAlwva xexAijodar Nouwoy dia Totadtny aiviav. o maiatol
Todg Aowuovs & *AndAAwvog évdulov. mic 0é Aowuds Gmo TdY GAdywy
doyerar, dg pnot xal “Oungog (Il. 1.50): “odofias uév modrov éndiyero
xal xdvag Goyods”. PovAduevor oy Tov Fedv dvowmeiv Iva Todg Aotpovs
amoateéynt, véuoy xal pdlaxa T@y Pooxnudrwy éxdlecav. dev 7dvvaro
“Ounoos eineiv Gri 8Bovxdinoe mapd Aaouédovre (cf. II.21.448) xai
*Adurjron inmopdopfnoey (cf. Il. 2.766-7). ofrws iorogel >AnoAlddwooc.?®

2. &véulov elvae B 3. g % Op. @. A, &¢ @. *Ou. B 5. dnorgénme A 5. 60ev
‘Oungov einciv AB 6. 8vi om. D 7. 7j 0¢ iorogia maga *An. B

9. Philodemus De pietate p. 34 Gomperz (N 433 VIII)

[ "Av]dowy &v [voi] Zvvyewxoic (FGrHist 10 F 3) *A[dun]rwe Aéyer
10y *A[ndA)Aw Inredoar A[idg] émirdéavros, [(H]olodog (fr. 54b M-W)
8¢ xal *Axo[v]oidaos (FGrHist 2 F 19) uéAdew [uév] eic tov Tdoragoy
[6]7o Tod Awds E[ufin)divos, Tijc 6[é Anrods] ixerevad[ong av]del Fnred-
[oat. xai] “Ouneos 8¢ t[adrnc] e vijc In[velag ad]rod u[vnuovede] (Il
2.766-7) xai t[fjc “wodde Elni gonr[@e” (Il. 21.445) magd Aaoué]dovte
ulera Hooel]d@vog, 6te x[al Tov] podov d[neorepr]dnoar [*°

27 Ppoeini: so Jacoby for the MSS @HPI®I and PHPIEI, endorsed also by Van der
Valk, Researches on the Text and Scholia of the Iliad 11 (Leiden, 1964) 606 n. 123, cf.
11.2.763 dnonriddao; according to the Teubner edition of Willis (1963) it is also the
reading of one manuscript. It is probably, like ITngeint, a post-Aristarchean emen-
dation, attempting to replace the Macedonian city Pieria with a Thessalian one. See
Van der Valk, loc. cit., P. Oxy. 1086.25-27 (= Papyrus II Erbse, vol. I, p. 166),
schol. (D Gen) Il. 2.767, apparatus to FGrHist 244 F 95.43 (p. 1056).

28 The subscriptions of the Homeric scholia of this kind (the so-called Mpythographus
Homericus or iotogiai) are notoriously unreliable; but in this case the assignment of
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All three of these witnesses have apparently distorted their originals
to some extent—especially the Epicurean with his stress on the god as a
servant of mortals—yet all three cite the same two Homeric passages for
Apollo’s service, and two give the epithet which indicates the Apollo-
dorean background.’® In no.9 (Philodemus) the citations of Andron,
Hesiod, and Acusilaus are likely to go back to Apollodorus as well.3

The third group of fragments consists of only one text, which is
however of great value, since it provides (through a direct quotation)
a measure of confirmation for the assumption that Apollodorus is the
source of texts 1-9 above, and relates directly to the papyrus.

10. Schol. Genev. [/l. 21.446-9 (= FGrHist 244 F 96, cf. schol. (BT)
1l. 21.447) L
*Anollddweds pnow v {1)y Ilepi dedv “épdaov yap tde Ilooedde
mooonxew 1yEito Ta xave TNV TELY0boulay, Ov fueic uév dopdiiov xal
Pepeotyoy, adros 6é évooiydova xal yaujoyov xalety elwdev, éni Tocodrov
xal {Ta) xara T4 vouas Tdt voulws *AndAlwve 8o xal mepl T@v Edurjlov
nemoinney Inmawy: ‘vag év Iliepiy 9péy’ doyvodrobog *AndAiwy’ (1. 2.766)”

Although elements of the discussions in texts 1-9 above are here com-
bined, it is important to distinguish this scholion from those other
fragments.3? In contrast to texts 1-6, Poseidon ’AopdAioc etc. is here
compared with Apollo Ndutog (not OFAwg). Unlike texts 7-9, only one

the text to Apollodorus happens to be correct. See in general Van der Valk, Re-
searches 1 (Leiden, 1963) 303ff, and on this scholion in particular J. Panzer, De
Mpythographo Homerico restituendo (Diss. Greifswald, 1892) 641.

29 Henrichs compares Josephus contra Apionem 2.247, from the same Epicurean source
(who used Apollodorus) as Philodemus: of 8¢ 87 SovAevovres toic dvdodmoig Heol
xal viy uéy oixodouotvreg éni wodde, viv 6¢ mowuaivovres.

30 Ndueog of Apollo: Callim. Hymn 2.47 (with Pfeiffer’s testimonia, and the commentary
of F. D. Williams [Oxford, 1978]); A.R. 4.1218 (Livrea ad loc.); [Theocr.] 25.21;
Cic. De Nat. Deor. 3.57; Clem. Alex. Protr. 2.24 P; Wernicke, RE 11.61. The epithet
is explained without reference to the two Homeric passages by Cornutus, c. 32,
p. 69.5-9 Lang (= FGrHist 244 F 99), cf. Eust. p. 341.43, Hefermehl 7. For Aristaeus
worshipped as Apollo Nduioc see Merkelbach and West on Hesiod fr. 216.

31 See Henrichs, Cr. Erc. 5 (1975) 8, n. 21. The grounds for the #yzeia were evidently
found in ZI. 1.400, where ®oifloc’Andiiwy was read for ITadldg *Adijvn (see Jacoby’s
Commentary to FGrHist 4 F 26b, to which add. P. Oxy. 418.24f, schol. Pind.
Ol. 8.41B, Eust. 1245.46f).

32 Only by separating the relevant fragments from ITegi de@v into three groups in this
way does the point of schol. (Gen) Il. 21.446-449 and of the papyrus paraphrase
become clear. It is of course still possible that all three groups belonged originally
to the same part of ITepi ey, or even that texts no. 1-9 above represent distortions
of the Geneva scholion and the papyrus by an intermediate source; I see no way to
settle such an issue.
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passage of Homer (II. 21.447) is now under discussion, as shown by the
central place awarded to Poseidon as wall-builder and Apollo as cow-
herd; II. 2.766 is only cited as further confirmation of the latter’s role.
In the other fragments, divine epithets were interpreted with the aid of
Homeric citations, but in the Geneva scholion Apollodorus uses the
evidence of the epithets to explain (ydg) the story given in I/. 21.447.
Yet why was this explanation thought necessary?

Now Lobel had already noted that a portion of P. Oxy. 2812 was very
similar to the quotation from Apollodorus in the Geneva scholion; in
fact the two are practically the same, for lines 13-16 of the second
column probably read:

do[pdAiog uév yae éni ITo] oeiddvos Aéyerar xai
deuehotyoc xal yauj ' oxos, o]l e oelouol ToY-
T mp[oodnrovrar, 6 8¢ Al w]dAdwy vdutos.

(On the supplements here see the text and commentary, pp. 49ff
below.) But it is not only these lines of the papyrus which are relevant to
ITepi 9eiov; for the rest of col. 2, lines 1-36 provides indirectly the answer
to our question, i.e. the reason why Apollodorus was so interested in
Il. 21.4471f.

The text of column 2 begins in the middle of a long note, to which the
relevant lemma from the tragedy is lost. The first words preserved
(lines 1-2) are a quotation from II. 7.452-3, in which Poseidon states
that he and Apollo built the walls of Troy; this is followed by a para-
phrase (from an author whose name is imperfectly preserved) to the
effect that only Poseidon built the walls, while Apollo tended Laomedon’s
cattle (2-5). The latter version is then supported with a direct quotation
from a certain Dionysius (5-12), after which the account of the reyodouia
which distinguishes the roles of the two gods is endorsed with reference
to their respective epithets (12-16, quoted in part above).

Who is the author who is paraphrased in lines 2-5? Homer seems
inevitable; the paraphrase suits Il. 21.4461f perfectly, and we would
expect Homer to be cited first in any series of authorities.3® But if lines
2-5 paraphrase, and 12-16 approve the version of the 7eiyodouia in

33 Lobel remarks on this problem (p. 42): “If Homer is the subject of gnoiy . .. [line 3],
it is odd that confirmation of his account by Dionysius should be offered.” It is not,
however, unusual in such a series of quotations for Homer to be cited first and
supported by other authors—who they were would depend on the learning of the
commentator. Cf. the Zitatennest schol. Eur. Hec. 123 (1.24.18ff Schwartz), on the
role of Theseus’ sons in the Trojan expedition :1) Homer, 2) Adwoviotog yoiv (here
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1l. 21.446£, what are we to make of the preceding quotation of a contra-
dictory version, also from Homer? We can only assume that this ‘““in-
correct” account was rejected in the lost text of the previous column—an
assumption that is not unreasonable in view of the following notes from
the scholia on the Iliad:34

schol. (A) Il. 7.443-64a ““oi 8¢ Deol map Znvi” (443)
&w¢ 10T “d¢ oi uév Toadra mpds dAMjAovs dydoev-
0v” (464) - aderodvrar otiyor elnoor 8o, 6ti mepl
Tij¢ avatpéocws Tod Telyovs Aéyer o Tijc Teryoua-
xiac (sc. Il. 12.3-35) ¢ dv u1) mooetpnxairs évddde.

schol. (AT) Il. 7.443-64b xaddov Ty v Fedv dyopar
NPévovy of mepl Znvddorov xai *Aptotopdyn3® xai
adtog *Aploragyos.

schol. (A) Il. 21.446 <5j dunA}) mods o)y év Tois ém-
dvew adérnow, St dtapwvel Tadra xsivois v olg
noi - “16 T’ éyd xai DPoifos *AndAlwy | ffowr Aaoué-
dovte” (I1. 7.452-3).

schol. (Genev.) Il. 21.446 1§ dumAij modgs 1w GFérnaww
)y &v i H, §vi 6 Hooeiddy udvog duxoddunoe
T0 TELYOG.

Zenodotus, Aristophanes of Byzantium and Aristarchus—the three
most famous textual critics of antiquity—all athetized Il. 7.443-64, for
at least two reasons:

1) the account which is given later of the eventual destruction of the
Achaean wall (II. 12.3-35) does not refer back to this discussion between
Zeus and Poseidon,

2) the account of the 7eiyodoula in Ii. 7.452-53 plainly contradicts
that in 1. 21.446-49.38

the “cyclographer” = FGrHist 15 F 5) as confirmation, 3) Hellanicus (= FGrHist 4
F 143) with a variant version. There too a paraphrase of Homer is followed by a
direct quotation from Dionysius.

3¢ See Klaus Nickau, Untersuchungen zur textkritischen Methode des Zenodotos von Ephesos
(Berlin, 1977) 178-180 (whose text I follow) and Erbse ad locc. (Minor variants and
corrections are not noted here.)

35 = p. 25 Nauck. xai *Agioropdyy is omitted in T.

36 A third reason seems to be given by schol. (A) II. 12.17: that in II. 7 Poseidon
alone will destroy the wall, whereas in 12.3-35 Apollo also takes part (see Nickau
179 n. 41). Nickau convincingly refutes the first and third objections; but the
inconsistency between Il. 7.452f and 21.446f, which seems more substantial, he
leaves undiscussed.
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It is the second reason which is discussed in the papyrus—and in the
Geneva scholion as well (text no. 10 above). It can now be seen that
both also deal with the athetesis, even though neither the fragmentary
text of the papyrus nor the single sentence preserved in the Geneva
scholion mentions it explicitly.3? Although three scholars athetized these
lines in antiquity, and it cannot be determined what reasons each gave
for doing so, there can be little doubt that Apollodorus’ starting point
was an Aristarchean textual discussion.

Schol. (Genev.) II.21.446-49 and lines 12-16 of P. Oxy. 2812 are
therefore identical; by combining these two complementary texts we
can reconstruct with reasonable accuracy the most important features of
the Apollodorean discussion from which both are derived. The direct
quotation from Ilepi $e@v in the Geneva scholion contains 1) Apollo-
dorus’ conclusion,®® that I/. 21.4461f is the “‘correct’ version of the reyo-
douia, and 2) the relevant epithets of Poseidon and Apollo, while P. Oxy.
2812 offers in addition to these details 3) the reason for the endorsement
of II.21.446ff (in that it also quotes the contradictory account from
Il. 7.452-53), and 4) confirmation of this version from another author
(“Dionysius™, lines 5-12). Not only are all of these elements traceable
to ITepl 9e@v through the fragments already known, they also suit per-
fectly the characteristics of that work as defined above—the Homeric
basis of the work, its concern with divine epithets and their meanings,
its copious quotations, and the emphasis placed there on Aristarchean
principles. We must now turn our attention to the rest of the discussion
on the papyrus, beginning with the Dionysius of line 5.

On the identity of this author Lobel offered no conjectures; but the
knowledge that the discussion of the reiyodouia in the papyrus stems from
Apollodorus offers a clue, for Carl Wendel suggested long ago that the
citations of Dionysius Scytobrachion’s Argonauts in the scholia to Apollo-
nius of Rhodes were derived from Apollodorus’ ITegi de@v;3® and the
direct quotation in lines 6-12 here does in fact correspond to an episode
in the Argonauts which is known from Diodorus.

37 Hefermehl 6 had already seen the connection between schol. (Gen.) II. 21.446-9
(text no. 10) and the scholia cited above, but seems to have been ignored by sub-
sequent scholars. The Geneva schol. on Il. 21.444 are also significant (see page
44 below).

38 In a very similar case (schol. Theocr. 10.41-42 = FGrHist 244 F 149), Wendel
(Theokrit-Scholien 95-96) saw that a direct quotation represented only the conclusion
of the argument.

39 Wendel, Theokrit-Scholien 101, see also the Introduction, p. 18 n. 22 above.
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According to most ancient accounts, neither the rescue of Hesione by
Heracles and Telamon, nor Heracles’ sack of Troy (when Laomedon
refused to reward him as promised) had any connection with the voyage
of the Argo.%® But Dionysius, who made Heracles a participant in the
whole expedition and even the leader of the Argonauts,®! included the
rescue of Hesione among their adventures on the way to Colchis, and
placed the sack of Troy on the return voyage.®2 The quotation in the
present papyrus seems to be derived from the latter episode (Diod.
4.49.3-6 = F 32 and 34): the Argonauts stop at Troy on their return
from Colchis, and send Iphiclus and Telamon to the city to claim
Heracles’ rewards. Laomedon, however, imprisons these ambassadors,
and plans to ambush their comrades. This course of action is resisted by
only one of his sons (Diod. 4.49.3 = F 32):

. nal o uév GAlove viods Exewy (sc. Aaouédovra)
TijL modfel ovvepyods, ITolapov 8¢ udvov évavriompayoiy-
T TodTov yap dmopivacdor beiv Td meds Tovs Eévovgs
Sixara Tnoelv xal vjy e Adelpny xal Tag duoloynuévag
inmovs dmodiddvau.

Just as with Medea in Colchis,*® the Argonauts find in Priam a civilized
member of the royal house who supports them against the tyrant’s
injustice. Priam’s plea to his father is thoroughly characteristic of
Scytobrachion, and indicates the most likely source of the quotation in
the papyrus, where the previous anger of the gods is used as an exemplum
to encourage just behavior in this instance. I have accordingly supplied
Priam’s name in the text below.%

After the quotation of Dionysius, the text turns to the refutation of the
version of the retyodouia in Ii. 7.452-3 in words which, as we have seen,

10 See C. Robert, Heldensage 5481f. The connection of Hesione’s rescue with the Argo-
nauts is found first in Dionysius, later in Hyginus Fab. 89 and Val. Flacc. 2.451-578.
On Hesione in Callimachus see Chapter iii, p. 57 n. 15 below. Apollodorus may
have discussed the story of Hesione in his work On the Catalog of Ships, see schol.
(ABD) Ii.8.289 = FGrHist 244 F 158, where however ’AmoAioddowe is Valcken-
aer’s emendation for ’AmoAAwviw:, and the ascription is doubtful (see Jacoby’s
Commentary ad loc., p. 779).

41 See Chapter vii, pp. 96{f.

42 Diod. 4.42 = F 16, 4.49.3-6 = F 32 and 34. Reference to Dionysius’ account of the
rescue of Hesione is found in P. Mich. inv. 1316 v, lines 5-8, see Chapter iii p. 54ff
below.

43 Diod. 4.46f, see Chapter vii, p. 99 below.

4 gj7dv in line 7 will then be Laomedon, supplied for clarity even though he is the
subject of the subordinate clause.

-

-
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betray the Apollodorean origin of this note. The following sentence
(lines 16-18) may well relate directly to the preceding paraphrase from
ITepi deddv; but it contains so many difficulties that no reconstruction
yet offered is wholly satisfactory. The various possibilities are discussed
in the Commentary ad loc. (pp. 511f below). We have noted, however,
that Apollodorus is known to have cited and criticized expressly those
authors whose versions of a particular myth did not match his own.
In P. Oxy. 2260 col. 1, for example, he quotes and attacks Philitas and
the Phoronis for using dodiydogos of Athena (correcting them with re-
ference to Homer), and in col. 2 he criticizes, also with. quotations,
Euripides, Callimachus, Stesichorus and Ibycus for connecting the
epithet Pallas with the story of her birth from the head of Zeus.*® It
seems that in the case of the veyyodouia also Apollodorus must have
quoted some of the versions of which he disapproved, although the
paraphrase of his argument in the papyrus has not preserved any (apart
from Il. 7.452-3). I note the following examples:

.. Auazt Tde, 8re Telyos dvduritoto mdAnog
vynAov moinoe Ilogeiddwy xai *Andiiwy

Hesiod fr. 235.4-5 M-W

.. 7ov (sc. Alaxov) maic ¢ Aavods edovuédwy te Ilooeddy,
*IMwe uéAhovres éni otépavoy Ted-
Eau, naléoavro ovvegydy
Telyeog . . .

Pindar O!. 8.31-33

uera 8¢ vadra Aéyerar Iooedd xai *AndAiwva dovAed-
o Aaouébovre 6t SPoiotns v mepwuév{ovs adrod.
Aéyovrar uév)*® oty dvdpdaowy eldduevor éni piodr,

elre dpa dmodwae elre xal od, Telyos Adivov &v T

*[Alwi ém° dxgotdrwr T@®Y xoAwvdy Tewyioar, 8 (&>t

viv ITépyauos xaleitac.

schol. Genev. Il. 21.444 = FGrHist 4 (Hellanicus) F 26a

45 That the citations in P. Oxy. 2260 col. 2 are not approved but criticized by Apollo-
dorus was shown by Henrichs, Cr. Erc. 5 (1975) 201, 31{.

4 suppl. Brinkmann, Rh. Mus. 60 (1905) 159. This fragment of Hellanicus is clearly
the source of [Apollod.] Bibl. 2.103.

47 suppl. Jacoby.

48 The scholion ad loc. is worth quoting in full, as it may be partly derived from Apollo-
dorus (see Miinzel De Apollod. 20): *AnoAddvidy paoct ©6 ITégyauov xai ijc *IAiov
Ty dxgdmoly, énel *AndAAwvde dotwv iegdv éusive, g “Oungos (Il. 5.446) “Ilegyduwe
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ueta tadra Aéyovor mag’adrov dpuxéodar ddo dvdoag, omd-
Ocy pév xai olrives oddels Eyel eimely droexdws. 8-
Pdvrac 6¢ eineiv §tv Aaouédovte o7 dvdpl Baoilei

elvaw GropdmoAiy €v TijL mdAer, 8v fiu adTov olxely

noémor “fiuel 0By oor Délopey Tewyiov xrioau

xal émorarijoat.”

schol. Genev. Il. 21.444 = FGrHist 43 (Metrodorus) F 2

(Poseidon speaks)

. 8 ob yap dugi tivde Towuway yddva
Doifdc Te xdyd Aalvovg migyovs méoi
dodoioy ¥deuev xavdow, odmor” éx poevidy
edvol’ améorn Tdv Eudy DPovydy mdAet.

Eur. Troades 4-7

& Doife nvpydoas Tov dv *IMwe edrewysi mdyov. . .

Eur. Androm. 1009

. Eeotdy mepyduwy *Amoldwrvinvis. . .
Eur. Orestes 1388

. Doifelovs éni mdpyove

Eur. Helen 1511

... Doifov, 8¢ idpdoaro ydoas
ybala Zrpovvride ya
Aristophanes, Thesmoph. 109-110 (Agathon speaks)

(to Apollo)
& mayxparés, & Tpolag
Telyn malaa deipag

[Eur.] Rhesus 231-232

7 yap 61 Doifds te Iloceiddwy v° éxdAecaay
Alaxov odx dBondi mepi xprjdeuva déuovres.4®

schol. Pindar Ol. 8.41a = Euphorion fr. 54 Powell

ely lepdi, 60 of vnds Y’ évérvxro”. 7} énel 6 *AndAiwy Ta Teiyn dixodduncev. 4 *Anol-
Awviwy T@v droAwAdrwy (there follows a quote from Phaethon 224-225 Diggle). The
second interpretation is supported by similar expressions, e.g. Helen 1511, Soph.
fr. 506 Radt reiyéwy ... ITooeideiovs Soryxods (with the “correct’ ascription of the
tetyodopia), Neptunia Troia (Verg. Aen. 2.625, 3.3) Neptunia Pergama (Ovid Fasti
1.525) etc.

4 GBorinra codd., corr. Lobeck.—Two other citations may be relevant: 1) Callimachus
seems to have treated the 7retyodouia and included Apollo in the building of the wall
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Apollodorus would certainly have had no difficulty in finding authors
to censure for the false version of the reiyodouia, and it is probable that
at least some of the passages in the list above (which does not claim to
be exhaustive) were also quoted in the section of Ilegi de®v which the
papyrus paraphrases. In the case of Hellanicus and Metrodorus it is all
but certain; for these learned citations are preserved in the Geneva
scholia in close proximity to the direct quotation from Apollodorus
(text no. 10 above), and are introduced with the bare remark {nreirac
dua vi gdjrevoar. The same section of these scholia also preserves the
clearest statement of the contradiction between I/. 7.452-3 and 21.446
(schol. Genev. Il. 21.446, quoted p. 37 above). There can, I think,
be little doubt that all three scholia were derived from the same discussion
in ITepl dewv. A comparison of the disiecta membra of this discussion in the
Genevensis with the fairly complete but paraphrased excerpt of the same
in P. Oxy. 2812 is instructive in the various ways in which Apollodorus’
learning could be used by excerptors and assemblers of ancient commen-
taries.50

The list of passages above is also of interest for the disproportionate
presence of Euripides in it. The circumstance that Euripides alludes
to the story of 1l. 7.452-3 fairly frequently may indicate how Apollodorus’
discussion found its way into a commentary on a tragedy, a problem
which Lobel (p. 39) found difficult. It is reasonable to assume that
another brief allusion to Apollo’s part in the teiyodoule occurred in a
tragedy of Euripides now lost, and the scholiast’s note on the allusion
consisted of a paraphrase of the most complete scholarly discussion of the
story known to him—that of Apollodorus, whose learning extended to
citations which were not directly connected with the tragedy itself.
On this hypothesis it is no longer necessary to assume a tragic text in
which Poseidon and Apollo, Laomedon and Laocoon (on whom see
below) all played a part. The scant remains of the tragedy in lines 361f
at least do not contradict the assumption of Euripidean authorship.5!

(fr. 698, see also Lloyd-Jones, ZPE 13 [1974] 211); he also appears to acknowledge
an “Apollo deusiiotyos’, cf. Hymns 2.551f, with the commentary of F. D. Williams
(Oxford, 1978), Pfeiffer on fr. 467 (but see the correction in Pfeiffer’s addenda p. 508f).
2) Herodorus (schol. Lycophr. 522 = FGrHist 31 F 28) denies that either god built
the wall (for further testimonia to this story see Jacoby’s Commentary ad loc.).

%0 The suggestion that the quotations in schol. (Gen.) Il. 21.444 are from Apollodorus
has already been made by Erbse ad loc. Henrichs suggests to me that Hesiod fr. 235
(p. 42 above) is almost certainly derived from Apollodorus as well, since it is
cited in an entry in the Etymologicum Genuinum derived from Seleucus, who is known
to have used Ilegi dedv frequently (see Henrichs, Cr. Erc. 5 [1975] 37).
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Lines 18-36, which occupy the rest of the long note with which we are
concerned here, contain first a summary and then a direct quotation of
a poem in hexameters, whose author was almost certainly Nicander;
the reading N{]xavdpos (line 18) was endorsed by Lobel, and the know-
ledge that the discussion of the teiyodouia here stems from ITepl Pedv
supports the reading further, for Nicander was frequently cited by
Apollodorus.52

Yet we must ask why the verses are quoted; from the remains of
lines 261f, it seems clear that Poseidon’s and Apollo’s tasks for Laomedon
are separate, so that Nicander cannot be an author who is criticized for
following II. 7.452-3. The paraphrase of the verses which precedes
points rather (ydg) to the connection of the story of Laocoon with the
perjury of Laomedon as the reason for the citation, and it is simplest to
assume that it was the very oddity of Nicander’s version which aroused
Apollodorus’ interest—in the same way that the Meropis is cited in P. Col.
inv. 5604, as a curiosity, dia 70 idiwua Tijc ioToplac.5® The adverb which
is missing in the paraphrase ought to be supplied accordingly: ¢ &¢
Ni] | xavdgog 8tergydodar dv ddfeiev §[téowe Taw| (lovoglay: Tov uév
yap Ilooeddvd p[noe xTA.

The verses themselves as a whole are genealogical (cf. /. 20.232,
Hesiod fr. 177 M-W), and describe the doom of the house of Ilos (as
opposed to the other Dardanids? cf. ZI. 20.300(f), implying that it was
well deserved through the dpoadiar of Ilos and the pédor (?) uidor of
Laomedon xaxoggéxrnc.5* It seems likely that the genealogy continued
to Priam and beyond; if so, two other fragments of Nicander describing
the misfortunes of Hecuba (fr. 62 Schneider) and Corythus (fr. 108)
might be connected with the new fragment.5

51 On the frequency of critical comparisons with Homer in the scholia to Euripides,
see Ritchie, The Authenticity of the Rhesus of Euripides (Cambridge, 1964) 51 n. 2. On
the possible contents of the text of the tragedy see the Commentary on lines 36-37
of the papyrus, p. 52 below.

52 See Hefermehl 10, n. 6; Wilamowitz, Herakles 1.169, n. 97 (= Einleitung in die
griechische Tragodie [Berlin, 1921] 170). Since lines 16-18 may be a remark by the
scholiast himself, it is possible that he himself found the quotation from Nicander;
but in view of Apollodorus’ established familiarity with Nicander and the relevance
of these verses to the preceding discussion, it seems more likely that they too were
taken from ITegi Sedv.

53 See above, p. 32.

5 On Ilos and the Adpog *Arng see Jacoby’s Commentary on FGrHist 4 (Hellanicus)

F 25 and Van der Valk, REG 71 (1958) 140.

In the ITegl mowrdy (a most problematical work) Oenone evidently sang a prophecy

of Troy’s coming misfortunes (fr. 13 Schneider = FGrHist 271-272 F 21).

55
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Nicander’s digression on the zetyodouia is difficult to restore, yet it
seems that Poseidon built the walls (27-29), while Apollo tended the
flocks (29?); after Laomedon’s refusal to compensate them, Poseidon
sent the xfjros (31), which oppressed the Trojans (32) and required a
human sacrifice (33?), and Apollo sent the snakes which killed Laocoon’s
son (33-36).

The last three lines contain the first known pre-Vergilian verses
dealing with Laocoon,? and although they are more or less complete,
at least one point is uncertain—the time at which Apollo sends the snakes.
Either 1) Apollo sends them at the same time as Poseidon sends the x7jrog,
in which case Laocoon will have been moved back a generation to
Laomedon’s time,57 or 2) as in all other known versions, Laocoon belongs
to Priam’s generation, in which case Apollo will have deferred his
revenge for a considerable period. The second view seems more likely,
and is perhaps made easier by the verses’ apparent emphasis on the doom
of all of Ilos’ descendants, in which the Laocoon-portent played a part.58

If Nicander tried to invent a reason for Apollo’s action against Laocoon,
he was indulging in a pastime that was popular among ancient authors.
It seems that Arctinus’ *IAiov mépoig supplied no motive of revenge, but
had Apollo, as a friend to the Trojans, give them this omen of their
city’s impending fall while there was still time for Aeneas to escape.®®
Some later authors, however, represented Laocoon as in some sense
guilty.¢0 Still other versions solved the problem by attributing the serpents

58 On the various versions of the story see Austin’s commentary on Aden. 2.199f (with
bibliography). In the present fragment Laocoon’s name must both times be supplied,
but as Lobel notes (p. 39), the fact that even the snake’s names conform to the story
of Laocoon makes any other supplement unlikely.

This interpretation is considerably less likely, but it is not impossible; note Robert’s

comment on Hyginus Fab. 135 (Bild und Lied [Philologische Untersuchungen 5, Berlin,

1881] 196): “Sie (the Laocoon catastrophe) kann lange vorher, vielleicht tiberhaupt

vor die Ankunft der Griechen, gefallen sein.”” It is conceivable that if Nicander made

Laocoon a contemporary of Laomedon he was influenced by Pindar, who seems to

have adapted the tégag of the snakes to a very different purpose in Ol. 8.37-42 and

placed them in Laomedon’s time.

58 See Robert, Bild und Lied 193, Bethe Homer: Dichtung und Sage 11 (Berlin, 1922)
254-255.

5 Proclus Chrestom. p. 91 Severyns (Recherches sur la Chrestomathie de Proclos 1V, Paris,
1963) = O.C.T. Homer (ed. Allen) V, p. 107 = p. 49 Kinkel; see also the preceding
note.

% Hyginus Fab. 135: Laocoon ... contra voluntatem Apollinis cum uxorem duxisset
atque liberos procreasset . .. Apollo . .. dracones misit duos qui filios ... necarent.
Servius ad Aen. 2.201 = Euphorion fr. 70 Powell: hic (Laocoon) piaculum commi-
serat ante simulacrum numinis (sc. Apollinis) cum Antiopa sua uxore coeundo.
The latter story is attributed by Serv. Dan. ad loc. to Bacchylides (= fr. 9 Snell).

5
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to a divinity hostile to Troy, such as Poseidon or Athena.s! A version
tracing the portent to Apollo’s anger at Laomedon would not only have
fulfilled this need for a motive, but would also have explained how
Apollo avenged that insult.®2 This Nicander seems to have done.

Nicander has also followed a version in which only one son is killed,
and presumably Laocoon himself is saved. Such a story is preserved only
as a variant in schol. Lycophron 347, but the paraphrase in the papyrus
does not seem to regard this detail as novel.

These verses also confirm a number of quite specific features of the
story of Laocoon which were already attested: the role of Apollo Gvu-
Boaiog,% the names of the serpents,® the fact that they came from the
Calydnae islands,® and that an altar was the setting.$8

With the quotation from Nicander the paraphrase from Apollodorus
ends; a new lemma with trimeters from the tragedy and glosses on
individual words follows.

Let us then review what may be learned about Apollodorus and about
this papyrus, if my arguments are correct. In his discussion of Apollo
in ITegi dedv Book 13, Apollodorus examined that god’s part in the
tetyodouia also. Starting from Aristarchus’ athetesis of Il. 7.443-464
(especially 452-3), he noted the contradictory version of II. 21.446ff,
and cited at least one author (Dionysius Scytobrachion) who followed
the latter. He then argued that on the basis of certain epithets (which he
had perhaps already discussed) only the version which distinguished the
tasks of the two gods could be correct, and thus implied that Aristarchus’

81 Servius loc. cit.: Alii dicunt quod post contemptum semel a Laomedonte Neptunum
certus eius sacerdos apud Troiam (Troianos coni. Robert, Bild und Lied 206) non
fuit; unde putatur Neptunus etiam inimicus fuisse Troianis et, quod illi meruerint,
in sacerdote monstrare. Here too the serpents are connected with Laomedon’s
perfidy (Robert, Bild und Lied 208, considered this story to be the confused invention
of a Roman grammarian). Athena as sender of the snakes is implied by Aen. 2.225-
227 (see Heinze, Vergils epische Technik [4th ed. Darmstadt, 1957] 20).

2 cf. Bibl. 2.103, where he sends a plague, and Poseidon’s argument at Il. 21.458-460;
cf. also schol. Lycophr. 34 (p. 28.35f Scheer), where Apollo receives a wage of sorts,
but Poseidon does not.

83 Serv. ad Aen. 2.201 (Laocoon Thymbraei Apollinis sacerdos), Hyg. Fab. 135 (where
one of the sons is named Thymbraeus), schol. Lycophr. 347 (v v@: To6 Guupfgaiov
’AnéAAwvog vadi).

84 Schol. Lycophr. 347, Serv. ad Aen. 2.211 (= Lysimachus of Alexandria, Nostoi,
FGrHist 382 F 16, where Jacoby’s comment that the snakes were nameless in epic
must now be altered), and ad Aen. 2.204 (= Soph. fr. 372 Radt, who refers to P. Oxy.
2812).

85 Schol. Lycoph., Serv. Dan. ad Aen. 2.201.

88 Verg. den. 2.202, cf. vad: in the Lycophron scholia.
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athetesis was justified. He cited and criticized at least two authors
(Hellanicus and Metrodorus) who followed the wrong version, and cited
one other account (Nicander’s) as a curiosity. This whole discussion was
twice thereafter used by others for separate commentaries, on /. 21.446{f
in the Geneva scholia, and in P. Oxy. 2812, apparently on a tragedy
which alluded to the 7eiyodouia. In the former the original discussion
has been divided into three separate notes, one quoting Hellanicus and
Metrodorus, one on the athetesis, and one giving a sentence from Apollo-
dorus’ argument. The papyrus on the other hand offers a paraphrase
of the original which is still coherent, and was perhaps directly credited
to ITepi Dty in the preceding column; for in line 47 of the fragmentary
first column we find €]y voic me[ol (Fedr?).

It must of course be allowed that these conclusions are based partly on
speculation and circumstantial evidence; no explanation of such a frag-
ment can have any other basis. Yet the arguments just presented give a
plausible account of the rather odd text which P. Oxy. 2812 offers; if
they are correct, then the second new fragment of Dionysius Scytobrachion
is at least as important for the context in which it is found as for the fact
that it preserves a direct quotation from the Argonauts.

I offer below a text of P. Oxy. 2812 fr. 1a, col. 2, with a commentary.
The text incorporates supplements justified in the preceding discussion,
and the commentary deals mostly with matters which were not considered
above.

The text is written continuously on the papyrus, but it is here presented
as it might appear in a modern edition of scholia. This is in part possible
because of the critical signs employed in the papyrus, which mark one
tragic lemma (paragraphus and dot, text év éxdéoet, line 37), and the
beginnings and ends of the quotations within the long scholion 1-36
(*/. and paragraphus, lines 5, 12, 19?, 36). There are scribal corrections
(lines 8, 27, 46) and at least one wrong reading remains (34, 467). For
estimates of lacunae and the like the reader is referred to the editio
princeps.

... 76 T &yd nal] | Poifos *AndAdwy
[flowt Aaouédovrs modicoauev] | édjoavre (Il. 7.452--3)
“Ou[neos] . [ ©0v] | uév Hoced@vd gnow ¢[megydoac-
S t@r Aao] | uédovre vo teiyog, Tov 08 [PAndAdwva fovrolij-]
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All supplements are from the ed. pr., except the following:

5-8 Rusten (after Lobel’s paraphrase; magd tovtw: Parsons) 10-11 o9 udvov, GAAa
xai Rusten 12-15 Henrichs (yaujoyoc Rusten, mpoodnrovtar Luppe, Gnomon 45
[1973] 326) 17 djxovov Erbse, cf. e.g. schol. (B) Il. 2.1c 18 ovvrerdyPar Rusten
19 éréows Rusten 41 Luppe 44-45 oi dé... Awvigov e.g. Rusten

Commentary

1-2. This passage of the Iliad was athetized by Zenodotus, Aristo-
phanes of Byzantium and Aristarchus, see p. 39 above. The end of the
quotation is not marked by a paragraphus (cf. on line 12).

5ff. A quotation from Dionysius Scytobrachion’s Argonauts, see p. 41
above. Opposite Dionysius’ name in the margin is the sign °/., which
evidently marks the beginning of the citation at the first mention of the
author’s name rather than at the first words of the direct quotation
proper in line 6 (cf. the use of the paragraphus in P. Oxy. 2260, col. 2
line 10). The following words from Dionysius follow Il. 21.4461f closely.

10-11. Lobel writes (p. 42) “od]x a[néd]wxev would be expected and
cannot be quite ruled out, but ] is not a satisfactory interpretation of the
ink.” Parsons notes that the traces seem anomalous both for w and
(which Lobel prefers), and suggests that y» may have been corrected to
wx by overwriting. The Homeric text which Dionysius appears to be
following closely has (Il. 21.4501f): GAX* dve 67 piodoio Tédog moAvyndéec
Do | 8&épegov, Tdre vii Pujoato uwodov dravra | Aaouddwy Exmaylog,
dnetjoas & dmémeumey.

12. A paragraphus marks the end of the quotation, as in P. Oxy.
2260, col. 1 line 7. In P. Col. inv. 5604 (Apollodorus, ITegi dedv, see
p- 31 above) the end of a quotation is marked with a coronis.

12-16. I assume that these lines (as well as most of the discussion in
lines 1-36) are a paraphrase of an argument from Apollodorus’ I7egi
dewv on the Homeric 7reiyodouia; on the evidence for this view see the
preceding discussion.

12-13. These lines must have contained the statement that the
version of the reiyodouia in Ii. 21.446-7 (and in Dionysius) is the correct
one. As an alternative supplement Parsons suggests xai Adyov [&xet
diapépewy (or dieldeiv?) Tac uodopolpiac »TA.

13-14. For the construction assumed cf. schol. (B) II. 8.1 (Porphyrius
p- 112.1 Schrader = FGrHist 244 F 355.1): vt 8¢ 9 xpoxdmemlos »ai
1} gododdxTviog éni Th¢ daiuovoc Aéyetar, d7jlov.

15. I supplement yaujoyoc on the assumption that the third epithet
also represents the beneficent side of Poseidon (see above, p. 35);



P. Oxy. 2812 51

but évvoaiyaios or the like (referring to his destructive powers) is perhaps
equally possible. For mgogdnrovrar Erbse compares schol. 1I. 2.813-14,
5.51, etc. (cf. also Cornutus, c. 32 p. 67.8 Lang).

16-18 The preceding portion of the column contains a paraphrase
from ITegi dedv, and the quotation from Nicander in lines 18f is probably
derived from that work as well (above, p.45); but the sentence
between these two sections is difficult. It ought to be either 1) a con-
tinuation of the paraphrase from Apollodorus, or 2) a remark inserted
by the commentator himself. The grammatical terms ovA|A]nmrixds
fjx[ovoa]v (“‘understand” or ‘‘interpret together”) and ovvrer[dydar
(““construe”) speak for the second alternative, and Lobel suggested that
a particular construction from the tragedy (quoted in t[6 “— Jog”) is
examined here, in which case the loss of the tragic text prevents any
reconstruction of the sense. But ovytdrzewy in the required sense governs
the dative or mpds + accusative (éni with the genitive would be perhaps
intelligible, but the dative here is not). The crasis in 7éndAiww, which
would not be expected in the prose of a scholiast, is equally difficult.
(Parsons suggests as a desperate remedy éni {700 T[dn]dAAwr, explicable
as a quotation from the tragedy.)

If we assume that these lines relate more directly to the preceding
argument taken from Apollodorus, ot might be those writers whom
Apollodorus criticized for a false version of the veiyodouia (see p. 44
above), e.g. #wot 8¢ xa[rayeduevor ovA|Alnnrinde #ix[ovealy, dore T[0
oixodoufjoar 1o velly]os xai émi t[dn]dAdwwe cvvrerdydar. “But some
(Hellanicus, Metrodorus and others), who are mistaken, have under-
stood (the description of the veiyodouia) inclusively (of both gods), so
that the building of the wall has been written about in connection with
Apollo as well”. In this case ovvrdrtw (somewhat surprisingly in this
context) would mean ‘“‘compose”, and én{ would be used as at Paus.
10.26.1 (éni é¢ 7t Koeodonu Aéyovawy dg. . .). Erbse notes however that
the phrase ovAAnzmrindc 7jxovoay could only be used of grammarians,
not poets or mythographers, and suggests that it refers to /. 21.446
(8yd. .. mepl Teiyoc Edewua), stating that some grammarians understood
the verb &ewua as including both Poseidon and Apollo, so that no con-
tradiction would exist between this passage and Il. 7.452-3.

17. Parson notes that domee 7[0d ]...ovvrer[ayuévov might be
possible as well.

19. There may have been a sign (¢/.) in the missing portion of the
margin next to Nicander’s name, as there is opposite that of Dionysius
above (see on line 5). An adverb is required for the lacuna (see p. 45
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above), and since neither {[diw¢ or d[vdnwc seems palaeographically
possible, I assume £[vépws; cf. Conon, FGrHist 26 F 1. XL (p. 204 line 31)
loTopel ETépws.

22. dwepyacauévovg: the future participle might have been expected,
cf. Hyg. 135: Apollo. . .dracones misit qui filios necarent.

23. yodgwy év it [ : the feminine article might refer to a title, but
could also indicate a book number. For some speculations on the context
of the fragment and on the interpretation of the verses see p.45if
above; for linguistic notes in most cases see the editio princeps.

27-28. “Nothing better than uév *Ayauluddac occurs to me. This
adjective is not attested, and *Ayauuedc (Steph. Byz. on ’Aydupusia)
would lead one to postulate >Ayauuic” (Lobel). On ’Aydupueia see Jacoby’s
Commentary to FGrHist 4 (Hellanicus) F 108.

29. md[pyov seems reasonable (for the singular see Jebb on Soph.
0. T. 56) although Aaivovs mdpyovs (Eur. Troades 5) or Adivov zeiyog
(Hellanicus F 26a) might have been expected (#d[oywp’ iegot Luppe).

29-30. Presumably this line described Apollo’s task, which was
separate from the zeiyodouia.

30. E.g. [07) 1769 6] mov[rouédwy.

36-37. The line which begins the new lemma is marked with a dot
and paragraphus, and is év éxdécer. The preceding discussion of the
tetyodoula provides some circumstantial support for assigning the tragedy
in question to Euripides, see p. 44 above. H. Lloyd-Jones suggests:
“the reference to‘goddesses’ in line 36, and then to Hera and Athena (?),
coupled with ‘out of hatred for the chief shepherd’ (line 37) suggests a
possible reference to the judgement of Paris. Is the general run of the
sense ‘you Trojans offended first Poseidon and Apollo, then Hera and
Athena’?”

38. TFor év xarayproet cf. Porphyrius p. 163.10 Schrader.

39. The line beginning the lemma is marked with a paragraphus;
the margin is missing.

40. &dv jAlwe | T@e viv : hoc ipso die (Lloyd-Jones).

43. The lacuna perhaps contained another synonym for dgilouau.
This verb (though perhaps not in this form) must have occurred in one
of the first three trimeters (assuming it preceded dgytastds ), but I can
offer no continuous supplement; perhaps it governed e. g. y@]gov 8¢
odv, cf. Aesch. Suppl. 2561f 60ilouar 6¢ Tijy ve Ilegparfv yddva | Iliviov ve
vanénewva, Hodvwy mélag, 8on 1e Awdwrvaia (schol. ad loc. ¢ 6¢ gos
6 7juéregos 1ami Awddvyy Eyer 8ws tijc Yaldoons), cf. also Eur. fr. 696
Nauck & yaia mazpls, fjv IIéAoy dpilerar, | yaio’.
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44. The exempli gratia supplement is based on Et. Mag. 629.38, doyia
Td pvoTila’ xvolws 68 Ta Awovvoiaxd, did vo &v Tais doydowy adra émireAsi-
odar (cf. schol. A. R. 1.919-21b Wendel, Hesychius o 1108ff with
Latte’s testimonia, and Hesych. o 1117, doyidlety tedeiv Aiwovbowt).
Lobel’s assumption that dgyaic (corrected from agyais in the papyrus)
is an error for dpydot is probably correct. On Joydc see V. Schmidt,
Sprachliche Untersuchungen zu Herondas (Berlin 1968) 109f.

Chapter III: P. Mich. inv. 1316 verso

12.7cm x 24.8 cm top margin 1.7
Plate I1 bottom margin 7.6
right margin 5.8

The fragment! published below for the first time is apparently from a
commentary on an Argonaut story or a treatise on literary criticism.
Several episodes from that story (none of which is found in Apollonius of
Rhodes) are discussed, among them Heracles’ rescue of Hesione (with
a citation of Dionysius Scytobrachion, lines 5-8) and Aphrodite’s
intervention with Aietes (line 23 ? known from the Naupactia). Although
both Dionysius and Apollonius are mentioned by name, it seems unlikely
that either is the main subject of the text. Lines 9-17 evidently contained
an estimate of the arrangement (oixovouia) of a work (presumably on the
Argonauts), but here too the precise subject is unclear, and perhaps
there is a comparison between two works.

The text is written on the verso of a roll whose recto contains two
unpublished documents,? and is perhaps itself a palimpsest; illegible
traces of earlier writing survive to the right of lines 30-34. There are
ample margins below and to the right. The column may have formed the
end of the work, but no title or other such mark is visible.3

! The first transcript of this papyrus was made by Prof. Albert Henrichs, to whom (as
elsewhere in this study) I owe many readings and suggestions. I collated the papyrus
in Ann Arbor in 1976; for assistance then (as well as for checking several readings
subsequently) I am indebted to Professor Ludwig Koenen. For permission to publish
the text here I am grateful to the Hatcher Library of the University of Michigan.
Evidently several documents were cut and joined to make a roll, the verso of which
could be used for a literary text. P. Oxy. VI. 853 (Commentary on Thucydides)
is similar. But a final decision must await publication of the recto.

Parsons suggests however that the traces of ink in the right margin may have con-
tained the author’s name, work title, and book number.

2

©
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The largest number of letters preserved in any line is 25 (line 2). The
original width of the column cannot of course be precisely estimated, but
to judge from the contents, a substantial portion of the column is missing
to the left;? if the text was a Aypomnema, the column could have been quite
wide.®

The text, which is badly smeared or faded in parts (and broken at
line 19), is written in a small, rounded informal hand, roughly bilinear
(¢ projects above and below, v and g occasionally project below). There
are occasional ligatures. The hand is comparable to P. Oxy. X. 1231
(Turner, Greek Manuscripts of the Ancient World [Oxford, 1971] pl. 17, p. 47),
and should probably be assigned to the second century after Christ.

There are no lection signs; iota adscript is written. There is no punc-
tuation (a space in line 3 may indicate the beginning of a new sentence).
A wedge-shaped line filler is used in lines 4 (?), 11, and 18.

Lines 5-8 of the papyrus, although they cannot be supplemented
with any certainty, are nonetheless recognizable as an account of the
rescue of Hesione by Heracles and Telamon within the context of the
Argonauts’ expedition. We have already seen that the earliest known
account of the Argonauts to include Hesione’s rescue was that of Diony-
sius;® and just as the second part of that story is cited from Dionysius in
P. Oxy. 2812 lines 6-12 (above Chapter ii, p.4l1), so a reference to
the rescue itself (cf. Diod. 4.42 = F 16) is given here under Dionysius’
name in lines 5-8. As in the scholia to Apollonius of Rhodes, he appears to
have been cited for comparison with another work.

The sections of the text immediately following the citation of Dionysius
cannot be precisely reconstructed or supplemented, but the vocabulary of
lines 9-17 suggests that the oixovouia of a work is there examined.
Several other such discussions are extant, the most famous of which is the
prologue to Callimachus’ A4itia (fr. 1 Pfeiffer), where the poet explains
why he has not written a single, continuous poem (&v detoua dinpvexés
line 3) on a heroic subject in many verses (§» moAlaic . ., ytAtdow line 4).
Callimachus himself prefers to be dAwydoriyoc (line 9);7? Philitas and
Mimnermus, whose shorter poems are said to be much better than their
longer ones (lines 9-12), are cited to support this view.®

¢ In lines 5-8, for example, the name of Heracles is nowhere preserved, although it
probably occurred more than once.

5 Turner, Greek Manuscripts of the Ancient World (Oxford, 1971) p. 8 (cf., e.g., the
papyrus commentary on Antimachus [Wyss p. 761f]).

¢ See above, Chapter ii p. 41, and p. 57 n. 15 below.

? This assumes a reading such as 7 uév 67 (PL.)] ydg &y (Lobel) dAiydoriyos. Maas
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Callimachus is concerned primarily with the length of a poem, but
the adjective dinvexés refers not solely to the bulk but also to the arrange-
ment of the narrative, and his rejection of such a poem implies that, for
whatever reason, a discontinuous narrative was for him preferable.?
It is likely that what Callimachus rejects as ©6 dinvexés is equivalent to
70 ovveyée in the papyrus (line 17, with moAdotiyos) and in a number of
other texts dealing with the disposition of an historical narrative.

Polybius (38.5-6) notes that the synchronic manner in which he
arranges his history is subject to the charge that the individual narratives
are thereby left incomplete (dvedsj xal dicpoiuévny 1juds memotijodar TR
8&ynow T@v mpayudrwy), for according to some, the reader desires a
complete account of each theme before proceeding to the next one
(Cnreiv 6 Tods @riouatodvras 1o ovveyés, xal 1o téAog iuelpewy dxodoar Tig
modéewe) 10

But Polybius’ own opinion is the opposite. He argues that just as the
senses of hearing, taste, and sight delight in variety, so the yvyif is provided
with relief (dvamadoeic) from monotony by frequent changes of the object
of its attention. For this reason, according to Polybius, the classic Greek
historians used digressions (mwagexfdoeic) in their narratives to provide
such pauses (wgocavamenaiodar), and he gives several examples, which
are taken from the first book of Theopompus’ Philippica (FGrHist 115
T 29, F 38). But even though he approves the use of digressions in
principle, Polybius criticizes those older historians (i.e. Theopompus)!!
for employing them unsystematically (drdxrwc), in that the digressions
themselves are never completed; the author simply ends them, as in a
poem (xafdmep év mowjuare), and returns to the original subject.

(addenda to Pfeiffer vol. I, p. 499) preferred to abandon the punctuation of the
papyrus, and take GAwydoriyos with Sumvma Ocouopdpog (i.e., Philitas’ poem
Anuirne). On the word see Pfeiffer ad loc. and R. Schmitt, Die Nominalbildung in den
Dichtungen des Kallimachos von Kyrene (Wiesbaden, 1970) 6, n. 14.

See the scholia Florentina ad loc. with Pfeiffer’s apparatus, and Pieiffer, Hist. Class. Schol.

I 89, n. 3. I follow Pieiffer on the interpretation of these lines, but they are still

somewhat controversial; see Fraser, Piol. Alex. I1, 1058, n. 287.

® See Pleiffer, Hist. Class. Schol. I, 137, Brink CQ 40 (1946) 17-18; the latter correctly
emphasizes the impossibility of defining precisely Callimachus’ views on poetic
arrangement.

10 Polybius is probably criticizing the view of Ephorus, as preserved by Diodorus 16.1
(K. Meister, Historische Kritik bei Polybios [Palingenesia 9, Wiesbaden, 1975] 77-80);
especially noteworthy is the way in which the argument from @dois in Diodorus is
reversed by Polybius.

1 See Meister, Historische Kritik 63-65, and the similar criticisms of Theopompus’
digressions by Dionysius of Halicarnassus ad Pomp. 6.11 = FGrHist 115 T 20 a, Theon
Prog. 4 (11.80, 27 Sp) = T 30, and Photius Bibl. 176 p. 121 a 35 = T 31.
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Polybius therefore approves, with reservations, the breaking-up of a
narrative by means of digressions (dvamadoeis, magexfdoeis) and seems to
acknowledge in the phrase xaddnep év moujuar: (although it is for him a
term of reproach) that this manner of arrangement was also characteristic
of poetry.

The comparison with poetry is made explicit in the comments of
Dionysius of Halicarnassus on the oixovoula of Herodotus (ad Pomp.
3.11-12). Like Polybius, Dionysius believes that every lengthy historical
narrative should provide relief (dvamadoers) through digressions, and
that in recognition of this fact Herodotus added variety to his history,
just as did Homer (zowxiAny éBovAsidn moifjoar tav yoagny * Outjoov {nAwtrg
yevouevog). 12

That Homer is the model for this use of digressions is also stated in
schol. (BT) Il. 14. 114b: Ounguxov 8¢ taic mapexfdoest davamadery
T0v dxpoatiiy.

The vocabulary of these literary analyses is found in lines 11-17 of the
papyrus as well, and the terms are disposed in a way which suggests
(despite the fragmentary nature of the text) a comparison of the length
(vs. brevity) and narrative continuity (vs. digressions) of two poems.
In lines 11-14 a concise (gdvrouog, line 11) author (or work) is discussed,
who uses digressions (za|[pexfdocwy?, line 12); “Oungixdregov (line 13)
points to the Homeric mowidia for which Herodotus was praised by
Dionysius of Halicarnassus. In lines 15-17a different work (and a different
type of oixovoula) is discussed (évavriws &yer line 15); it is longer
(uaxgote|[o- line 15), does not use magexPfdoeis (? line 16), but rather
continuous and lengthy narratives (ovveyéor xai molvoriyows line 17).

If this reconstruction is correct, then it is very probable that here
(as elsewhere in the papyrus) two Argonaut stories are under consid-
eration, and that one of them is the Argonautica of Apollonius (whose
name occurs in lines 10 and 33).1% Since however none of the myths
related here can be traced to Apollonius’ work, another poem ought to

12 Thucydides is criticized in the same passage for his infrequent use of such drvanavoeis.
In P. Oxy. V1.853 (Pack? 1536) Dionysius’ criticisms of Thucydidean arrangement
in his separate monograph on Thucydides are rejected, but it appears that the
present passage in the letter to Pompey was discussed there as well, in the more
fragmentary col. II. 9-12 (Jv 030’ &g “Hpddo|r[og ca. 11 Jurov ovveyds |v[ ca. 17
Jus mowxidov[), col. ITI. 10-15, and col. IV.4-6 (‘Ounewx[), pace Grentell and Hunt.
The argument that Thucydides does indeed use such digressions may lie behind the
statement in Marcell. Vita Thue. 35 that in his arrangement (oixovouia) Thucydides
was {niwtnc ‘Ourjgov.

13 Apollonius was presumably the author whose narrative was ovveyric and moAdoziyog,
discussed in lines 15-17; but it is perhaps unwise to attempt to anticipate the views
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be the main subject of the text, and this poem I am unable to identify.14
Two authors, Callimachus and Antimachus, might seem promising
candidates; as noted above, the former championed roughly the type of
poem described in lines 11-14, and used several Argonaut stories in the
Aitia;'® the latter was often criticized for excessive length and faulty
arrangement,!® and told of the Argonauts in his poem Lyde.17 But since
none of the mythographic material cited elsewhere in the papyrus
betrays any connection with either author, no conclusion is possible.1®

There is an apparent reference in line 3 to the Argonautica of Cleon of
Courion (see the Commentary ad loc.), which might suggest that that
work formed a chief concern of the papyrus text; but it is on the whole
more likely that Cleon was cited (like Dionysius) for comparison with a
more well known author.

The sort of work to which the papyrus belonged is also uncertain,
since it is almost equally divided between literary and mythographic
comments. Either a commentary on a poem, with an excursus on the
arrangement of the work as a whole,’® or a continuous monograph on
oixovouia (illustrated with specific examples) could account for the
present text.

of an ancient critic, particularly since the ancient estimates of Apollonius’ style

(Quint. X.1.54, [Long.] de Subl. 33.4) are so uninformative.

That both works are poems and not prose works is suggested by line 32 évuérgovg and

line 35 va movjuara.

Frs. 7-21, 108-109 Pfeiffer. According to a scholiast on Vergil Georg. 1.502 (=

Callim. fr. 698 Pfeiffer), Callimachus also told of the rescue of Hesione and the double

perjury of Laomedon; as Pfeiffer notes, there is no necessary reason to connect Calli-

machus’ story with the Argonauts or Scytobrachion (as did Robert, Heldensage 555).

Lloyd-Jones (ZPE 13 [1974] 2091f) suggests that Callimachus’ account of Hesione

is preserved in the Archebulean verses of P. Mich inv. 3499.

16 Callimachus fr. 398 (= Antim. T 19 Wyss), fr. 589 (= T 1), the scholia on Hor.
4.P. 136, 137, 146 (= T 12 a-e), Catullus 95.10 (= T 23), Quint. 10.1.52 (= T 28),
Plut. De garrul. 21 p. 513 (= T 30). But if lines 15-17 refer to Apollonius (above n.
13), then there is no place for Antimachus in 11-14, as the latter can hardly be
advropog.

17 frs. 5665 Wyss.

18 This is hardly the place to review modern views on the “quarrel” between Calli-
machus and Apollonius (see Pfeiffer on Call. fr. 382), and whether the Prologue
““against the Telchines” and Hymn Apoll. 105-113 were directed against the latter;
I see no compelling reason to regard this papyrus as evidence on the question, since
the passages of Polybius and Dionysius of Halicarnassus cited above show that such
literary criticism occurs independently of Callimachus as well.

1* For oixovopia in the Iliad scholia see the index of Baar (Deutsche Beitr. z. Altertumsw.
vol. 15, 1961), for the term in the scholia to tragedy and comedy see Rutherford,
A Chapter in the History of Annotation (London, 1905) 405 n. 9. On rhetorical comments
in the Apollonius scholia see H. Fréankel, Einleitung zur kritischen Ausgabe des Apollonios
(Gottingen, 1964) 106.

1
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12
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In sum, not only the citations of Dionysius, Cleon, a work mpdg
KaAlwdéyny (? line 38) and various myths, but also the discussion of
poetic oixovoula (in which Apollonius is mentioned) make this papyrus
of more than passing interest; yet in most respects it remains a Wartetext.
Some guesses as to the precise content of individual sections are recorded
in the commentary which is appended to the text below.

MARGIN
1 leyovrwvavrovrovrnovmode[ ]
1. . drarovmowrovueyoirnafefo [ ]
].agyovavras (space) ailoyexovgievoo. [ ]
laBeBinuevoomoaypuareiay
5 ].tAovavrovoayaywvaxolov

1. dwowvaww  noovnvrnyiae
1. . xetpevnvromnteud v
1. .vtneovvredauwrifoviey
]1.texotodiadepevoomart

10 1. amoAdwviovexouevoy .
Jxatyapovvropootioxaiov
Jeasuparvwviiarwrna
]. vovouneixwregoviaToge
1. xatavenvoixovoutavre

15 levavriwoeyeipaxgore
1.m7.onagexfaceayea
lovveyeoinaimoAvotiyols
Javrovetiywrexaroy,
1.o.[.].......[.JeoBawararor

20 1Petonediovmag. . . .. et
Jxetuevovdieteoyeracuv
1. .eexnvadnvavavare,
InowapgoderrnvamTnye
loundeaournarnoacav

25 1.vooxticauevocavdionag
1PeoveyPowadiaxeiuevny
]#0Aacrovememoimnxeva
Jvemitniapewauoryeiar
]. vxeaipaidgaverideape

30 Jvracamagairnrovemidv
latnAaciacworedoxery
1. 0devuergovoxarayw
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]. arovamoAdwviovmod[ ]

1. nuarwvarodexteo[ ]
35 1. .ramomparaeregor

1. aroolyyagvpvwaoeyery

Javtovmpooryvavayvw

].Twimpooxaliiodevyy

loapuevewrvfifiwy
MARGIN

1. B¢[: above, either an illegible correction or the remains of the erased text. 3. The
blank space is only the width of a single letter. 4. After mgayuareiay perhaps a line
filler or a high dot. 5. ], : an arc above the line, probably Jo 6.~10. The line ends
are smeared and the number of letters is uncertain. 6. diovvoiw, : the iota adscript
(which is otherwise always written) is almost completely rubbed away. 8. ].. : the
piece of the papyrus containing these two (almost totally obliterated) letters, and the
initial letter of line 9, is now broken off, and visible only on an earlier photograph.
11. At the end, either > or y 14. ] xawav : a horizontal stroke above, y or v. 16. 1u
or]y 18. After ]a a high dot (evidently without significance). At the end either > or 3
22. Atline end either g or (less probably) ¢ 30. Jvrag : cf. -vavrac, line 3. 32. ].o:
a vertical stroke. 33. ] arow : evidently the left-hand vertical of x or . 35, Perhaps
Jev or Jov

1 leydrry adrov 1oy Tijc dmodé[-]
oEWS 1.. 6id Tod meddTov uéyee Tijc fefo. [ ]
1. *Agyovairag (space) ¢AX & ye Kovgiets o.[ ]
xat]afefinuévoc moayuatelay |

5 1. *TAwy adrods dyaydy dxolov-
- 1. dewowoiwy “Hobvny iy Ago-
uébovrog 1. . xesuévmy @ xijres oy

1. avene oy Tedaudve Bovigy-
] oriyois dadéuevos mavr .
10 1. >AmoAidviov éxduevor |
] xai yap abvrouds Tic xai 0d )
Joa éupaivwr dia Tdv ma-
1.7ov *Ounpixdregoy loropt-
. @va]yxaiay v olxovoulav vu
15 ] évavriws Exer paxgore-
0- 1. nv.omagexfaceoyea
] ovvexéot xai mwoAvatiyows
Javrov oriywy Exaréy)
l.o.[.]....... [.]eoBar xara rov
20 19eic ITediov map . . . .. éni
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Jxeiuevoy die&éoyeTar pv-
1. .e o *Adnvav avare,
@lnow *Apgodeirny Aijrn
l¢ Mndeiog pvyorijoas ad-
25 ].v¢ oixtioduevog addic map-
Tv] deov Sxdode duaxeiuévny
d]xoAdorovs memomxévar
Tv &ni it *Agews poryeiat
Hacwpd]nv xai Paldeav, & ¢ *Agt-
30 advyy aldrgs dragaltyrov émidv-
- otg]arniacias dote Soxely
]1.¢ & évuéroovs xarayw-
1. avov *AnmoAAdvioy mol[ ]
].quarwy drodextéo[v]
35 1.. 7a moujuara regor
1. 0 dAiya edpvisc Exey
] adtov meos Ty avdyvw-
aw 1. @ mooc KarrioBévny
yeyloauuévawy BifAiwy

Commentary

1. 77 dmodé|[oews: since the oixovouia of a work seems to be discussed
in lines 91f, 9nddeoic here probably = “subject matter”. The examination
of an author’s choice of vnddesic regularly precedes a consideration of
his oixovouia in Dionysius of Halicarnassus, e.g. ad Pomp. IV.2 0d udvor
0¢ T@v dmodéaewy ydowv d&ioc émawveiodar (Xenophon) ... dAda xal T
oixovouiag, op. cit. V1.2 (on Theopompus) modtov uév 7js dmodéoews . . .
Enetra Tijc oixovoulag . . ..

2. The meaning of did 7of mpdrov is unclear. Parsons suggests uéyot
vijc Befgov[#lag, “in the course of the first book he (Apollonius) takes the
Argonauts as far as Bebrycia”.

8. 4ix & ye Kovgieds o [ ]: Read by Parsons, who comments:
“K2Aéwv 6 Kovpieds wrote Argonautica; known only from the Apollonius
scholia, which cite him three times on the first book (cf. the preceding
line of the papyrus), 1.77-8, 587, 623-6a, for factual comparison with
Apollonius. Apollonius took material from him according to Asclepiades
of Myrlea (schol. A. R. 1.623-6a = FGrHist 697 F 5), so that Cleon
would be contemporary or earlier. They don’t say whether Cleon
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wrote prose or verse; but it would be convenient if he were the unknown
poet with whom Apollonius is being compared.” On this Cleon (who
may be identical with the éiepomoids cited in Etym. Mag. p. 389.251f)
see also RE XI.719.

4. Ci. Dionysius of Halicarnassus 4.R. 1.1: iorogixds xarafaiduevor
moayUaTEIRS.

5-8. A reference to the Argonauts of Dionysius Scytobrachion (see
above p. 54).

5. E.g. &g 7]6 " IAwov adrods dyaydv; dyaydy refers perhaps to Heracles
or Jason (leading the Argonauts [ad7odc] against Troy to exact payment
from Laomedon), less probably to a poet who depicts them as going to
Troy. The sense may have been “in this poem Heracles led the Argonauts
to Troy and killed Laomedon, just as in Dionysius. For according to the
latter Heracles had previously saved Hesione . . ..”” dxoAov|[§- is evidently
to be construed with Adwwvgiwe in line 6 (cf. Diod. 3.52.3 = T 2b:
dxodovdws Awowvaime), but a short supplement between them is unlikely;
to judge from lines 6-8 a large portion of the column is missing to the
left.

7. Koenen notes that ]éxxewuévny (of Hesione, cf. Bibl. 2.5.9) is
more suitable to the remaining traces than mg]loxewuévyy (cf. Aristoph.
Thesmoph. 1033), and that id¢» (of Heracles, cf. Bibl. loc. cit.) is more
suitable than idgy-.

9-17. See in general pp. 54if above.

9. Perhaps only ndvre (it is difficult to determine where the line
ended). duadéodar as a rhetorical term is equivalent to oixovouciv (Prole-
gomenon Sylloge, ed. H. Rabe, p. 176.4: diadéoews 0¢ 10 diadéodar v
Tdéw xal Tnv oixovouiav.)

10. ’AmoAidwviov: here and in line 33, in the context of the Argonauts,
can hardly be any one other than Apollonius of Rhodes.

11-17. On the interpretation of these lines see above pp. 56-57.

11. odvrouos might be used of a man (Wilamowitz, Hellenistische
Dichtung [Berlin, 1924], II, 121, just as dAwydariyoc is evidently applied
by Callimachus to himself in fr. 1.9) as well as a literary work.

12. za|[gexfdoewr seems probable.

13. “Ounguddtegov: on Homer as a model for his use of digressions,
cf. Dionysius of Halicarnassus ad Pomp. 3.11-12, sch. (B) Il. 14.114b
(quoted above, p. 56); as a model for ovyrouia, cf. Philemon fr. 97
Kock: tov u1) Aéyovra 1dv dedvrwy undé &v | paxpdv vduile, xdv 66 elnme
ovAdafds, | Tov &’ &8 Adyovra ur) voul elvou paxedy, | und dv opddg’
elane mwoAda xal moAdy yodvov. | Texurjgov 8¢ Todde Tov “Oungov Aafé: |
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odtog yap nuiv pvoddas éndy yodpet, | GAL 098¢ el “Ounoov elonxer
uaxpdy and Gregor. Nazianz. Ep. 54 = ad Nicobulum 3 (PG 37.109
Migne, p. 50. 4 Gallay) odrws éyd xai feayvioydrarov "Oungov Aéyw,
xai oy Tov *Avripayov (= T 36 Wyss). nds; tois medyuast xoivewy
10 ufjrog, GAX od tois yoduuast. On Homeric mowxidia and ovvrouia see
also the preface to Van der Valk’s edition of Eustathius, vol. 2 pp. lvi-lvii.

16. E.g. magexfac & ye a[- (Koenen suggests magexfas Eove d[v).

17.  ovveyéor xai moAvoriyois: presumably in agreement with moujuact,
iotoplaig, or even momraic (see n. on line 11 above).

18. For otiywv éxardy as a rough estimate of length cf. e.g. Plutarch,
Solon 8.

20. Perhaps -uwnoldeis Ileriov, later perhaps magexfas éni (e. g.
)y Snddeoawv éravdyst ?).

21. E. g. 10v mpo]xeipevov dieképyerar ui[dov.

22. Perhaps z]oiel (Koenen); A]éyet cannot be read.

23. @lnow *Apgodeiryy Aijrne: the collocation of these two names
suggests the story preserved from the Naupactia (fr. 8 Kinkel, schol. A.R.
4.86 Wendel):

07 107’ do’ At mnddov Eufale 87 *Apgodiry
Edpvidrne giAdrne peyfuevar, fic dAdyoto,
xndouévn poealy fiow Snws petr’ dedrov > Ijowy
voothiant olxdvde adv dyyeudyois Erdgoioy.

if 6 & Navmaxtiaxd yodyag or the like was the subject of gnoww, and the
story was continued in the following line of the papyrus, we have another
indication that a substantial portion of the column is lost to the left.

24. J¢ Mndeias pvnorijpas (if the articulation is correct) suggests a
story which is otherwise unattested, viz. that the Argonauts were (or
pretended to be) suitors for Medea’s hand in marriage. This might have
added to Aietes’ hostility towards them, as an oracle had warned him of
danger from his family (A.R. 3.597-600, cf. schol. ad loc. = FGrHist 31
[Herodorus] F 9); he interpreted “family”’ (yevé#idn in Apollonius,
&yyovor in the scholia) to mean his grandsons (Chalciope’s children) and
therefore sent them away (3.601-605). For the same reason he might
have been anxious (like Acrisius or Oinomaus) to prevent his other
daughter Medea from marrying and having children, and might have
set the bull-yoking as a trial for any potential suitor (as implied by the
wording of the Herodorus fragment just mentioned). This is of course
mere speculation, but it receives some support from the situation depicted
in Medea’s dream in Apollonius (3.6191f):
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oy Eeivov (Jason) & éddxnoev (Medea) dpeorduevar vov ded Aoy

ofite udA’ dpuaivovra dégog xouoio xouicoar

0008 T Tolo &xnri uera nrdiy Abjrao

81 Péuev, Bpoa 0¢ uwy opéregov dduov eloaydyoito

xovpidiny magdxoitiy.
As H. Frinkel (Noten ad loc.) remarks, this description corresponds to
Medea’s unconscious wishes; but that does not mean it could not also
reproduce the plot of an earlier Argonaut story.

26-30. The correct interpretation of these lines is owed to R. Kassel;
they all concern Aphrodite’s power over mortal passions, but in a parti-
cular case: angry at Helios’ betrayal of her adultery with Ares (Od.
8.270-271), the goddess afflicted all Helios’ descendants with ungovern-
able passion, most notably Pasiphae (the sister of Aietes) and her daughter
Phaedra. This explanation is offered for Phaedra’s affliction (and
Pasiphae’s) by schol. Eur. Hippol. 47 (II p. 11.121f Schwartz, cf. also
Jacoby’s Commentary to FGrHist 461 F 6), Seneca Phaedra 124-128.
The family of Aietes is added by Serv. ad Bucol. VI.47 (a virgo infelix):

quidam ‘‘virgo” non quod virum illo tempore non haberet
(sc. Pasiphae), sed quia talis ei poena iam virgini destinata
sit, intellegunt, ob iram scilicet Veneris, quae irata Soli quod
se, ut quidam volunt, Anchisae, ut alii, Marti coniunctam
prodidisset, subolem eius inhonestis amoribus subiecit, ut
Circen, Medeam, Pasiphaen.

Lines 26-30 of the papyrus undoubtedly combined the same stories,
although supplements are, as elsewhere, difficult.

27-28. E.g. d]xoAdorovs memomnévar [mdoag tas 4@’ ‘HAio]v, éni it
"Aoews povyeiar [yalemaivoveay (Aphrodite). But as we have seen, more
is probably missing to the left than these supplements would allow.

29. IToaowpd]lyv Kassel (cf. the scholion to Euripides cited above),
and Koenen reports that ]y is more likely than Ja (e.g. Mjdet]av).

30. E.g. *Agpodirny fvdyxacev aldrgs (Phaedra et al.) dmapaitnrov
Smudv|[uiav Exery.

31. ovp]arniaciac: presumably the Argonauts’ expedition to Colchis.

32. ].¢ & éwuérpovs xarayw|-: at the end, a form of xavayweileww
(“compose”); if the word before 6 was a name it did not end in -og.

34. Junuarwy or perhaps o]ynudrwy (Koenen).

36. Perhaps 8]iq 70 dAlya edpvidc &yewv “‘because some parts (of the
poem) are well written”; but Koenen reports that the first letter has
a rounded foot, e.g. xa]rq.
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38. Probably é]yr@imedc KaAdiodévny (or év tdive]irwim. K. Parsons).
I assume that a work ““addressed to (or ‘against’) Callisthenes” is cited ; the
name was doubtless common, but it is perhaps relevant that the Periplous
of Callisthenes of Olynthus (FGrHist 124 F 6-7) is quoted in the scholia

to Apollonius for geographical details.



Part II: The Testimonia

Chapter IV: Dionysius’ Ethnic

As new fragments of the Argonauts, the three papyri examined in Part I
are relatively unimportant; they serve mainly to confirm what was
already known of the story from Diodorus. It is rather as new testimonia
on Dionysius himself (P. Mich. 1316 and P. Oxy. 2812 through their
citations, P. Hibeh 2.186 through its date) that they are of value, and it
seems worthwhile to examine anew all the hitherto known testimonia
in the light of this new evidence, in an attempt to resolve several basic
questions: where Dionysius was born (for two dilferent ethnics are given
him in the sources), which works he composed, and when he lived. If
the testimonia appear at times irreconcilable, it goes without saying that
only with an awareness of their natures, i.e., what we may plausibly deduce
from them, and of the reliability of each witness (measured by the extent
to which they are based on a knowledge of Dionysius’ works themselves)
can we hope to discover the truth.

Our most trustworthy source on Dionysius is clearly Diodorus—his
testimony alone is demonstrably based on a first-hand knowledge of at
least the Argonauts and the Libyan Stories, which he excerpted. It will
therefore be best to begin with his evidence on each point.

On Dionysius’ ethnic Diodorus might be thought to offer no evidence
at all, since on each occasion that he acknowledges his debt to that
author (3.52.3 = T 2b and 3.66.5 = T 2a), he identifies him by his
works alone. Yet the omission of the ethnic is in itself significant, for two
of the new fragments on papyrus name our author simply “Dionysius”
as well.! Both of these may be assumed to cite Dionysius through an
intermediary source,? but their antiquity obviously gives them a claim
to our attention.

1 P. Mich. inv. 1316 v lines 5-6:]. *IAwov adrods dyayov dxolov[8—]. Awwvoioy
‘Howbvny Ty Aao[uédovros. .. P. Oxy. XXXVIL.2812 col. 11, lines 5-6: diovioios
yoiv dvai[dyws Tois magd rod]rwe pnoiv odrws. ... In each case it is barely possible,
but not likely, that his identity was defined further in the missing text. Perhaps a
previous citation of Scytobrachion in P. Mich. contained a more detailed identification,
but the commentary in P. Oxy. is unlikely to have cited him elsewhere.

2 On Apollodorus’ Ilegi $edv as the source of P. Oxy 2812 col. II lines 1-36 see above
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The citations of Dionysius’ Argonauts in the scholia to Apollonius of

Rhodes are to some extent similar to those in the papyri, for there too
the work is compared with other stories, and it is probable that the
source of the scholia (as in P. Oxy. 2812) is Apollodorus’ ITepi dedv.®
At first glance, these scholia might seem even more reliable than Diodorus
and the papyri, since they provide additional information which,
if reliable, would supersede that in the other sources. But it is precisely
these additional details which convict the scholia of at least one type of
error. :
Of the fifteen citations in the scholia to Apollonius which have at one
time or another been assigned to our author, some give only his name,
but the ethnic, work (always the Argonauts or Argonautica), book number
or a combination of these can also be found, as the following table
shows:*

“ Dionysius”™ Ethnic Work Book
Schol. A.R. 1.54-55b

= F 415

2.904-910a = F 40¢

4.176-177 = F 25a Mytilenean

1.1289-91a = F 15b Mytilenean

1.1116 = F 427 Milesian

4.223-30d = F 29a Milesian

4.223-30a = F 29b Milesian

2.1144-45a = F 25¢ Argonauts®
2.206-08b = F 19 Argonauts

1.256-59 = F 25b 2
2.963-965¢ = F 1 20
3.200b = F 21 b0 Milesian Argonauts 1
4.1153-54 = F 31 Milesian Argonauts

Chapter ii. For P. Mich. inv. 1316 v the possibility that this author (whoever he may
have been) consulted the Argonauts directly cannot be ruled out, but on the whole it
seems more likely that the mythographic material collected there is derived from
some intermediate work.
3 See above, Chapter ii, p. 40. On Wendel’s theory of indirect and direct use of the
Argonauts in these scholia see n. 36 below.
Two citations have been omitted from this table as being totally dependent on
others: schol. A.R. 4.115-117b (which is virtually identical with schol. A.R. 2.1144—
1145a = F 25¢) and schol. A.R. 3.240 = F 21 ¢ (which refers back [d¢ mgoeignrai]
to schol. A.R. 3.200b = F 21b). A similar selection might be attempted with other
scholia which tell the same story, but it is not always possible to determine which

'
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Dionysius is five times called a Milesian, twice a Mytilenean; although
the scholia which cite the “Mytilenean’ do notinclude the title and book
number (as do two citations of the ‘“Milesian”), they refer without
doubt to the same story, as can be seen from Diodorus’ epitome.
The natural and, I believe, necessary assumption is that one of the ethnics
must be wrong.12

Yet most modern scholars have hesitated to admit that such apparently
exact citations could contain any sort of error. Thus Miiller (FHGII p. 6),
followed by E. Schwartz (RE V, 932) and Jacoby (Commentary to
FGrHist 32 T 1, p. 510), defended the double ethnics with an ingenious
hypothesis: since Dionysius is known to have claimed ancient and obscure
literary “sources” for his account of the *Aridyrior and Dionysus,!3
and probably did so for his Argonauts as well, and since he was accused by
Artemon of Cassandrea of forging the work of Xanthos of Lydia,
Miiller suggested that a Dionysius of Mytilene, author of the Argonauts,
invented a “Dionysius of Miletus™ as a source for that story. Thus both

version is the original (and the exactness with which the source is identified is prob-
ably no guide to the best version, see below p. 78). For the text of the scholia (and
their line references to Apollonius) I follow Wendel’s edition (Berlin, 1935), not
FGrHist 32.
® The attribution of this fragment is very doubtful (see Jacoby’s Commentary ad loc.).
Despite Jacoby’s objections this fragment is probably to be attributed to Scyto-
brachion (cf. Diod. 3.73.7 = F 12).
This fragment almost certainly belongs not to Scytobrachion but to the Persian
historian Dionysius of Miletus (see below p. 73).
Although for convenience I consistently refer to Dionysius’ work as the Argonauts,
the scholia cite the work as both ’Agyovairar and *Apyovavrixd. This variation is
inevitable for the subject (e.g. FGrHist 31 [Herodorus] F 5, F 8; see Welcker, Ep.
Kykl. 1, 79) and there is nothing to guide us in determining which of the two is correct.
Probably from the Libyan Stories, not the Argonauts (pace Jacoby); see below p. 79.
10" A shorter version of the same scholion (schol. 3.200a = F 21a) omits the title and
book number.
1 cf. F 25a with Diod. 4.47.5-6 (= F 24), F 15b with Diod. 4.41.3 (= F 14); for the
“Milesian” citations, cf. F21b with Diod. 4.45 (= F 20), F 29a~b with Diod.
4.48.4-5 (= F 28), etc.
In the case of some other authors for whom multiple ethnics are attested it has been
suggested that the author in question was active in several cities, as Aristarchus of
Samothrace and Alexandria (so e.g. for Euhemerus, who is claimed for Messene and
Cos—besides other cities—see Jacoby, RE VI, 952). This hypothesis is not open to
us for Dionysius, as it is scarcely likely that enough interest was shown in his bio-
graphy for such information to be thought significant; the different ethnics would in
any case hardly be given in this case by one and the same source without further
comment (as opposed to, e.g., Simplic. Phys. 28, 4 [= VS 67 A 8] Aevxinmog 8¢ ¢
*Eledtng 7} Miljoiog (Gupotépws yde Aéyerar mepl adrod).
13 Diod. 3.67.4-5, 3.66.6 (see the Introduction, p. 15).
14 Athen. 12.515 DE = T 4 (see pp. 82{f below).
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Dionysii could be connected with the work, and the scholia would
reflect this situation.!®

This bizarre theory, endorsed by three scholars of such authority,
has today become more or less a communis opinio;'® as such it deserves a
detailed examination. Since none of the advocates of this view has
defended it at length, we must consider three possible applications of the
hypothesis, all of which are equally improbable.

The historian Dionysius of Miletus!? is a most improbable candidate
for the fictitious source of the Argonauts. He is said to have lived in the late
sixth-early fifth centuries B.C.1® and to have composed at least one work
on Persian history,!? from which only four fragments are listed in FGrHist
687. Three of these are variant names: Powixij as a name for the Red
Sea,? the neuter Aluov for the Thracian mountain known to Herodotus
(4.49) as Aluog,® and Panxouthes as the name of the magus who set up
the false Smerdis.?? Although this information scarcely assists us in
evaluating his work, it clearly confirms that the Milesian Dionysius

15 “Igitur quae apud scholiastam Apollonii ex Dionysio leguntur omnia referenda
sunt ad Mytilenaeum, qui in Milesium abiit vel librariorum acrisia, vel ipsius fraude
Mytilenaei, ut qui non solum Xanthi Lydi, sed etiam Dionysii Milesii nomen
mentitus esse videri possit” (FHG II,p.6). What was for Miiller merely a second
alternative became a certainty for Schwartz and Jacoby, although Schwartz claimed
that it was the Milesian Dionysius who invented the Mytilenean (see below n.36).
Schwartz (RE V.1, 932) and Fraser (Ptol. Alex. 11.458, n. 844) imply that the in-
clusion of titles belonging to Dionysius Scytobrachion in the life of Dionysius of
Miletus in the Suda (= T 1b) is related to the double ethnics in the scholia to
Apollonius; but the confusion in the Suda is only superficially similar. The scholia
to Apollonius do not as a rule give double ethnics, but the confusion of titles among
homonymous authors is very frequent in the Suda, and the Argonauts are found there
solely under the name of Dionysius of Mytilene. On the evidence of the Suda in
general see Chapter v.

16 See, e.g., H. Géartner, Der kleine Pauly I1. 69.

17 FGrHist 687, for bibliography see F. Jacoby, Atthis (Oxford, 1949) 311 n. 8 and
Moggi, “Autori Greci di Persika 1: Dionisio di Mileto”, Annali della scuola normale
superiore di Pisa, classe di lettere e filosofia II (1972) 435 n. 1. The supposed use of
this author by Herodotus, on which opinions vary widely, fortunately need not
concern us here.

18 Suda s. * Exaraiog “Hynodvdgov Mitjoios = FGrHist 687 T 2; a relatively early date for
Dionysius of Miletus is also suggested by the authors who are cited together with him
in FGrHist 687 F 1 and F 3.

19 Whether the often-emended title za uevd dageiov (Suda s. A. Midijoros = FGrHist
687 T 1) is identical with the ITegouxa *Idd: StaAéxtwe also given there is again of no
importance for the present discussion (see Moggi, 4411f).

20 Schol. (BT) 11.16.159 = F 4 (probably not from the cyclographer [FGrHist 15 F 10]).

21 Bekker, Anecdota 1.362, line 24 and Photius, Lex. p. 53, line 21 Reitzenstein = FGrHist
687 F 3.

22 Schol. Hdt. 3.61 = F 2. Herodotus calls him Patizeithes.
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dealt with Persian affairs, with which Scytobrachion’s stories have no
point of contact.?® But the remaining fragment (Schol. Dionys. Thrax
[Gramm. Graec. 1.3] p. 183, 1 Hilgard = FGrHist 687 F 1) attests a myth
which was also treated by Scytobrachion:

TV oToyelwy ebgety dAdor Te xal ” Epogog

&y devtépwe (FGrHist 70 F 105) Kdduov paciv:

of 8¢ odx edpetiv, Tijc 68 Dovinwy edgéaewg

7o0¢ 1judc didxrogoy yeyevijodau, d¢ xal *Hodbotrog
év Taic iovopiais (5.58) xai *Apiororédng (fr.

501 Rose) ioropsetl. paoi yap 8vi Polvines uév
edpov Ta oroiyeia, Kdduoc 6¢ fyayev adra els tiy
‘EAAdda. ITv#ddweog 8¢ [d¢] év T megl oTot-
xelwy xal Piddig 6 Arjhiog v T@de mepl yodvawry
7o Kdduov Aavaoy ueraxouioar adrd paciy. émi-
uapTvgoiot TovTois xai oi Milnoiaxol cvyyoapeis
*Ava&iuavdpoc?t xal Awoviaiog xal * Exataiog
(FGrHist 1 F 20), ofs xai *AmoAlddwoos év vedv
xavaldywe (FGrHist 244 F 165) magariderou.

This fragment provides all the evidence necessary positively to exclude a
connection between Dionysius of Miletus and the author of the Argonauts
and the Libyan Stories.? One notes 1) that the Milesian ethnic is guaran-
teed by the nature of the citation (oi MiAnoiaxoi cvyyoapeic), 2) that the
citations of the Milesians (if not the whole Zitatennest) are derived from
Apollodorus’ work Oz the Catalog of Ships, and 3) that the story which is
credited to Dionysius of Miletus (Danaus’ bringing the alphabet to
Greece) stands in clear contradiction to that told by Scytobrachion in
connection with the Libyan Stories*® (Diod. 3.67.1 = F 8):

gnot Tolwy (sc. Dionysius) mag’ "EiAnot medroy
evpetny yevéadar Alvov gvdudv xai uélovs, &ri 8¢

2 Of course Medea’s son Medos, the eponymous ancestor of the Medes, would quite
likely have been treated by the Milesian, as he is by Diodorus (4.55.7) ; but this well-
attested story (see West on Hesiod Theog. 1001) would hardly require a Schwindelzitat,
and in any case Bethe’s arguments for denying this portion of Diodorus to Scyto-
brachion (pp. 19-20) are well founded.

# Probably the historian (FGrHist 9 F 3) rather than the philosopher (V5 12 C 1).

25 On the fragment in general see Pfeiffer, Hist. Cl. Sch. 1, 20.

% The contradiction has already been noted by Miiller FHG II p.5; Welcker Ep. Kykl.
I, 82, n.102; Moggi 451 and many others.
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Kdduov xouioavros éx Powixns ta xalobueva yodu-
uata ooy gic Ty “EAdnviuny peradeivar dudAex-
Tov, xal Ta¢ mpoonyopias éxdotwe TdEar xal Tovg
yapaxtijpas diaTvrdoal.

Unless we admit that the author of the Libyan Stories contradicted
himself in the Argonauts, Scytobrachion and Dionysius of Miletus are
clearly different men, and in passing we may note also that Apollodorus
of Athens knew and cited them both.

Miiller’s theory might not however require the identification of these
two authors: we could assume either that the author of the Argonauts
had added and cited fictitious details from an otherwise genuine history
by the Milesian,?” or even that he did not have the Milesian historian in
mind at all; the invented “Dionysius of Miletus” could have been a
vague mythical figure like Thymoitas (Diod. 3.67.5), who alone gave
the “true account” of the myth in question.?

But these theories are equally untenable for the complications they
necessarily involve. In the first case we must assume that a work on
Persian history written in the sixth-fifth centuries (and still known to
Apollodorus in the second century B.C.) could have provided a starting
point for such fancies; in the second, that the author of the Argonauts
picked a name and city for his creation at random (Thymoitas, though
shadowy, was at least already associated through his name with Troy)2*—
a name which was the same as his own, and a city which invited confusion
with the historian of Persia.

Perhaps the worst feature of this theory is that it does not even account
satisfactorily for what it sets out to explain, the double ethnics in the
scholia to Apollonius. In the only case that is at all similar to Miiller’s
reconstruction—Hegesianax’ invention of Kephalon of Gergis (FGrHist
45)—there is no such confusion within a single source; those authors
who refer to the Troica of Hegesianax/Kephalon either accept the fiction
and cite him consistently as Kephalon,® or do not, and name Hegesianax.3!

27 A similar solution has been proposed for Xanthus of Lydia (see p. 84 n.33 below).

28 This may have been the view of Jacoby. At any rate, neither in the apparatus to
FGrHist 687 (no commentary was published) nor in Atthis 311 n. 8 does he question
the authenticity of any of the Milesian’s work.

2 Cf. Il. 3.146.

30 Parthenius (FGrHist 45 F 2, F 6), Dionysius of Halicarnassus (F 7, F 9), and the
lexica (F 4-5, F 8, F 10).

31 Athenaeus (FGrHist 45 F 1) ; Strabo, who knows of Kephalon (13.1.19 = T 10) but
cites Hegesianax (13.1.27 = F 3, via Demetrius of Scepsis), probably belongs to the
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How then can the sources of these scholia both have seen through the
forgery and been taken in by it? In fact, while designed to acquit the
scholia to Apollonius of a relatively minor (and I believe quite explicable)
error, this theory makes of the assembler of these scholia himself a
hopeless bungler, a view that will certainly find little favor.

If the double ethnics cannot be satisfactorily traced to Dionysius
himself, it is reasonable to ask if the text of the scholia may not be at
fault. Now a consistent corruption of Mirvinvaios to Mifaoiog (or vice
versa) seems quite unlikely.?? But F. G. Welcker suggested more than a
century ago that this error could have arisen through the later addition
of an incorrect ethnic in some cases by a copyist or reworker of the
scholia. As parallels he noted Diodorus Bk. 40 ap. Photius Cod. 244
(FGrHist 264 F 6, p. 15 line 21), where Hecataeus of Abdera is mistakenly
called 6 MiAjowg after the more famous author, and Cicero De divin.
1.23, where Dionysius has in some manuscripts replaced Dinon as the
author of Persica.33

This suggestion is however supported by even more arguments than
Welcker adduced. First of all there are the papyrus citations, both of
which, as we have seen, name merely ‘“Dionysius”, even though P. Oxy.
2812, with its direct quotation of the Argonauts via Apollodorus’ IZegi
dedv, rests on an excellent source. It even seems that this work of Apollo-
dorus did not as a rule cite more than the author’s name for the quotations
given there,®* which is of particular interest in connection with the scholia,
since we have seen (p. 40 above) that their citations of Dionysius may
also be derived from ITepi $e@v. Certainly for a lesser known work such
as the Argonauts (as with the Meropis in P. Col. inv. 5604)3%5 the work and

same class, although this citation may not be from the Troica (see the Nachtrige to the
Commentary on FGrHist 45, pp. 559-60).

32 Jacoby’s reason for accepting Miiller’s theory (“Da an Versehen oder Verschreibung

nicht zu denken ist . ...” [Commentary to FGrHist 32 T 1]) is to this extent correct.

But Albert Henrichs suggests to me that the confusion of the ethnics MiAjgioc and

Murvinvaiog in the manner described below could have been facilitated if they were

abbreviated, as MiA and Mir.

Welcker, Ep. Kykl. 1, 80; accepted by Bethe, Quaestiones 6 n. 3, but evidently ignored

ever since.

3¢ In this connection the fragment of ITepi #¢v in P. Oxy. 2260 is especially noteworthy,
where five direct quotes are given with authors’ names, but no further information
on the sources (see Henrichs, Cr. Erc. 5 [1975] 21). The citation in [Apollod.] Bibl.
1.118 = F 15 aissimilarly inexact. These considerations of course tend to cast doubt
on the book numbers given in the scholia also, a doubt which, as argued below
pp- 771f, is fully justified.

3 See Chapter ii, p. 31 n. 7.

3

©



72 Part II: The Testimonia

authorship would have been discussed with the first citation, but other-
wise there is every reason to assume that, contrary to one’s expectation,
the citations without ethnic (and book number for that matter) reflect
the intermediary source more closely than those with seemingly more
exact information.

Since the Milesian historian has, as we have seen, nothing to do with
the Argonauts, the Mytilenean ethnic will be the correct one; this con-
clusion is supported not only by the ascription of the Argonauts to the
Mytilenean in the Suda (T 1a, on which see Chapter v), but also by the
fact that there would be no way of accounting for the presence of an
otherwise unknown “Mytilenean” in the scholia if we were to accept
the Milesian ethnic as correct.® But how then could the Milesian
Dionysius have been well enough known to later reworkers of the scholia
that they could mistakenly apply his ethnic to the other Dionysius as
well? One citation—the first of Awvidoiog 6 Middjoroc in these scholia—
suggests the answer (schol. A.R. 1.1116 = F 42):

3 Schwartz (RE V. 1, 932) preferred the Milesian, for no apparent reason. C. Wendel
(Theokrit-Scholien 101, n. 1) did so as well on the basis of Quellenkritik: he assumed that
Dionysius’ Argonauts was used both directly and indirectly in the scholia on Apollo-
nius. As examples of scholia taken directly (by Theon) from the Argonauts he noted
schol. 3.200b = F 21b and 4.115 - 117b (~2.1144-5a = F 25c), but believed that
the only two citations of Dionysius ‘“‘the Mytilenean” (schol. 1.1289-91a = F 15b
and 4.176-177 = F 25a) were taken from an intermediate source, concluding:
“unmittelbar benutzt ist also nur eine Ausgabe der Argonautika [of Dionysius] in
deren Titel Dionysios als Milesier bezeichnet war” (loc. cit.). The opinion of such an
acknowledged master of these matters must command respect, but the distinction
he makes depends solely on the relative completeness of the scholia paraphrases.
This completeness is illusory for two reasons: 1) schol. 4.115-117b (where Wendel
claims that Dionysius was directly used) and 4.176-177 (where Dionysius the Mytile-
nean is cited, and which Wendel believed rested on indirect use) recount the same
story, the latter in an abbreviated form. It is certainly more likely that these two
citations of a single episode from a single author (in scholia on the same book of
Apollonius) were drawn from a single source. 2) Wendel himself had suggested that
some of the citations of Dionysius’ Argonauts in the scholia to Apollonius were
derived from the work ITepi $ewv of Apollodorus of Athens, and this hypothesis is
made even more likely through the discovery that Apollodorus did in fact cite both
the Argonauts (in P. Oxy. 2812, p. 40 above) and the Libyan Stories (Strabo 7.3.6
p. 199 = FGrHist 244 F 157 a, see Appendix 1). Yet the new papyrus fragments of
Apollodorus’ work (on which see above pp. 311f), which were of course unknown
to Wendel, reveal ITepi Se@v to have been a work containing so many extensive verbal
quotations that any ancient scholar who used it would in a sense have access to the
originals through Apollodorus’ liberal quotations of them. Thus questions of indirect
use of an author through this work vs. direct use are now largely out of place.—A
further slight argument in favor of the Mytilenean ethnic as the correct one is the
account of the foundation of Mytilene by the Amazons in the Libyan Stories (Diod.
3.55.7 = F 4).
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“xal medlov Nymijiov” - mebiov Nnymelas éoti mepl
K¥Cuwov. uvnuoveder 6é adtotd xai Kalliuayos év
“ExdAne (fr. 299 PL.) “Nymeine 7 v° dpyos, doldi-

uoc *Adprjoteia’. iy 8¢ Nijmewav Avovioiog 6 M-
Mjowog mediov Tijc Mvoiag gnaiv elvat. 6 yag faot-
Aevg @y Mvuody ” O lvumog dvyarépa ’ldoov Eynuev Nij-
mewav Bvoua, xal xatdixnoey v Tl mediwe TodTwe, 6
viy xaletraw Nymelag mediov. *AmorAddweos (FGrHist
244 F 175) 6¢ gnot Nyrelag mediov év Dovylat. 6

6¢ Kaldlipayds gnow év “Ymouvijuaoe (fr. 464 Pf.)
Néueow elvar Ty 10 medlov xatéyovoar. ot 8¢

xal wl g xalovuévy *Adgrareia vmo AdgdaTov)??
700 idguoauévov.38

Both C. Miiller and Jacoby assigned this fragment to Scytobrachion’s
Argonauts, the former (with some hesitation) because he thought that
all the citations of Dionysius in these scholia (whether the Milesian or
Mytilenean) must come from the same work,? the latter adding that
the son of the Mysian Olympus was Kios, the eponymous hero of the
Mysian town famed for the disappearance of Hylas and the Argonauts’
loss of Heracles (A.R. 1.1207ff, cf. Theocr. XIII).4® Neither scholar
noted the serious objections to this view: 1) this citation, alone of those
in the scholia to Apollonius,! has no counterpart in Diodorus, 2) the
story of Hylas’ end was explicitly contradicted by Scytobrachion, who
asserted that Heracles never left the expedition,*? 3) Olympus is for
Scytobrachion not a Mysian king, but the guardian of Zeus in the
Libyan Stories (Diod. 3.73.4 = F 12). The first and third points are
valid against assigning the fragment to the Amazons’ expedition (Diod.

37 Suppl. Deicke (cf. Et. Gen. s. ordnog, quoted by Wendel ad loc.).

38 On mediov Nnmeiac in general see Jacoby’s Commentary on FGrHist 32 F 9, Pfeiffer
on Callimachus fr. 299, and Wendel, Uberligferung der Scholien zu Apollonios von Rhodos
(Berlin, 1932) 71.

3% FHG II p. 8 (on fr. 8): “Locum ex Argonauticis petitum esse non assevero: Diony-
sium vero huius loci eundem habeo cum eo, quem reliquis locis scholiasta laudat”.

40 In the Commentary on FGrHist 32 F 9 (which is not even grouped with the doubtful
or uncertain fragments).

41 T do not include in this category schol. A.R. 1.54-55b = F 41, which almost cer-
tainly does not belong to Scytobrachion. It cannot be ruled out that Diod. 4.44.7
passes over an important adventure of the Argonauts in Mysia, but it seems highly
improbable.

4 Cf. F 15a-b and F 14. Hylas is never even mentioned by Diodorus, but the list of
Argonauts he gives (4.41.2) is not meant to be exhaustive.
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3.55.4ff = F 4) as well; since only in the Argonauts and Amazon stories is a
connection with Mysia even remotely possible, an attribution to Scyto-
brachion would seem to be definitely ruled out.

If then we consider the next most likely source—the historian Diony-
sius of Miletus—we find several considerations favoring an attribution to
him: 1) Dionysius is here cited chiefly for a geographical detail (the
nedlov Nymelag in Mysia), not for a myth as elsewhere in these scholia,
2) Mysian affairs and geography must have been considered in any
history of Persia, to whose empire that land belonged,** 3) the source of
this whole nest of citations is almost certainly Apollodorus’ work On
the Catalog of Ships**—the very work in which, as has been seen, the
Milesian historian was cited for the story of Danaus (above p.69).
This fragment then, which Miiller wished to assimilate to the other
citations of Dionysius, is quite different from them, and assigning it
to the Milesian historian seems justified, subject of course to the limi-
tations involved when so little is known of his work. This conclusion
would probably have been reached long ago (and was in fact suggested
by Welcker, Ep. Kykl. 1, 79), if the apparent similarity of this citation to
the others in the scholia had not complicated matters.4®

We have concluded then that the Mytilenean ethnic is likely to be
correct; that citations by author’s name alone are possible even in the
best sources; and that the Milesian historian named Dionysius is in fact
known in the scholia to Apollonius. These three assumptions suffice to
explain how the citations of our author in these scholia reached their
present state of confusion. The author of the commentary on Apollonius
from which the surviving scholia are in part derived took several com-
parative citations of the Argonauts by Dionysius of Mytilene from an
intermediate source, probably Apollodorus’ ITepi de®v. From the same
author’s ITepl tof vedv xataldyov he took a geographical notice from
Dionysius of Miletus’ Persian history. He differentiated these homo-
nymous authors by ethnic (and perhaps work and book number) only
as far as his sources did, and as far as was necessary for his own purposes;
43 That the Milesian included mythical figures (like Iasus and Olympus here) is shown

by FGrHist 687 F 1 (above p. 69 on Danaus).

# From Apollodorus’ consideration of Il. 2.828 (which is quoted later in the scholion).
Apollodorus’ name has been here incorporated into the list as merely another
authority, whereas in fact he is the source for all the citations; this is a common
process, see Henrichs, Cr. Erc. 5 (1975) 12 n. 33.

4 Even apart from this scholion, Miiller’s argument that the scholia do not know the
Milesian (above n. 39) is false; since the scholia had access to Apollodorus® Catalog of

Ships (schol. A.R. 3.1090Db), then they also had access to the Milesian historian who
was cited there (FGrHist 687 F 1).
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probably he added the ethnic Midjoios at schol. 1.1116 (= F 42),
Murvinvaios only at schol. 1.1289-91a (= F 15b), and schol. 4.176-177
(= F 25a), it being clear to him as an intelligent reader that the cita-
tions dealing with the Argonauts were from the Mytilenean. Several
centuries later, for the reworkers and excerptors of this commentary,
things were not so simple. They had no access to the intermediate
sources and no longer understood the difference between the two types
of citations, but still wished to distinguish between homonymous authors.
Therefore they simply guessed at the ethnic on the basis of what was
already given, but guessed incorrectly; the ethnic Midsjowos, generalized
from the citation of the historian, was noted in the margins of other
citations of “Dionysius” as well and eventually found its way into the
text of the scholia on A.R. 3.200b (= F 21b), 4.223-30aand d (= F 29a-
b), and 4.1153-54 (= F 31).

If this reconstruction seems complex, one need only recall the alter-
native: a Hellenistic mythographer inventing a sixth century Persian
historian cum epic poet who is especially knowledgeable about the Ar-
gonauts, and whose name happens to be the same as his own. In com-
parison with this theory any other would be simple, but the process
postulated here has in addition the merit that it is known from still
another case. The books of epigrams known today as the Palatine
Anthology incorporate several ancient collections; the first, made by
Meleager of Gadara in the early first century B.C., probably included
no homonymous authors,* and for this reason indicated authorship by
name alone, as is known from the papyri. A collection of later authors
made by Philip of Thessalonica in the mid-first century after Christ also
contained no (or very few) homonymous authors, and again it seems no
ethnics were added. The latter collection did however include several
epigrammatists with the same names as Meleager’s contributors, so
that, when the two collections were eventually combined, it was in-
cumbent on the new editors or copyists to distinguish among these
authors, i.e., to add an ethnic. By that time this task was almost impossible;;
it was therefore carried out only spottily, many ethnics are manifestly
incorrect, and there are probably many errors in the ethnics given that
can no longer be detected.4’

4 See A. S. F. Gow, The Greek Anthology: Sources and Ascriptions (Soc. for the Prom. of
Hellen. Studies, Suppl. Paper 9 [London, 1958]) 18ff. It is, however, possible that
in one case—the epigrammatist Dionysius—there was already confusion in Mele-
ager’s time.

47 Besides Gow loc. cit. (preceding note) see Gow-Page, The Greek Anthology: Hellenistic
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In short, the incorrect Misjouos in four citations?® of Dionysius in the
scholia to Apollonius (in the fifth, schol. 1.1116, it is correct) can be
satisfactorily explained, without recourse to an unlikely duplication of
Dionysii, as due to the later insertion of an incorrect ethnic. This ex-
planation is consistent with the evidence of Diodorus and of the papyri,
as well as that of the Suda which remains to be considered. The know-
ledge that such later insertions are present in these scholia tends to
shake our confidence in the bcok numbers given there as well. This
suspicion, as we shall see in the next chapter, is fully justified.

Chapter V: Dionysius’ Works

The progress of modern scholars in recovering the outlines of Diony-
sius’ Libyan Stories and Argonauts has already been described in the
Introduction; we must now concern ourselves with several difficulties
presented by the testimonia on these and other works, particularly by
the Suda and the scholia to Apollonius of Rhodes.

We have seen that Diodorus, who is clearly our most knowledgeable
source, gives two lists of the subjects treated by Dionysius. The most
extensive of these (3.66.6) includes four items: 1) the Amazons, 2) Diony-
sus, 3) the Argonauts, and 4) the Trojan war.! The next most complete
list is offered by an entry in the Suda (= T la):

Avovidoiog, Mirvinvaiog,? émomoids. orog éxArdn
Zxvrofoayiwy xal Zxvreds. Ty Avovicov xai *Adnvag
otpareiar,® *Apyovadrar év Bifiow ¢' * Tatra 6é

dote meld: Mvdua mpog Ilaguévwrra.

énmomoids del. Gutschmid xai Zxvreds: 7 Zxvreds
Jacoby, qui lacunam post Zxvreds statuit. oTgareiar:
otrparidy codd., corr. Portus ’Apyovairac: -vadrac V

Epigrams 1 (Cambridge, 1965) xxviii-xxix .That this confusion of ethnics does not
occur elsewhere in the scholia to Apollonius is due simply to the fact that very few
homonymous authors are cited there; Dionysius of Chalcis was evidently always
correctly distinguished, but even he once receives the ethnic *Adnvaiog (schol. A.R.
2.279a), apparently a mistake for the Athenian poet Dionysius yaixofs (see Miiller,
FHG IV pp. 392-3).

48 T include schol. A.R. 3.200b and 3.240 together as one citation (see above n. 4).

1 See the Introduction, pp. 11-13.

? MutiAnvaiog is generally acknowledged as the only correct spelling, but Mizvi- is so
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For the moment we must limit our consideration of this vifa to the titles
of works which are listed there, beginning with the Argonauts.* Whereas
Diodorus names only the subjects of Dionysius’ works,® the Suda and the
scholia to Apollonius® cite the title, either *4pyovadrar or *Agyovavrixd.
This variation is common for works on that subject,” and there is no
means of deciding which of them is correct; but since one of them must
be chosen, the former has been used throughout this study.

The Suda attributes six books to the Argonauts. But the scholia to
Apollonius cite only the first and second books,® and since one of these
citations (schol. A.R. 4.1153-1154 = F 31, cf. Diod. 4.49.1-2 = F 30)
is from the return journey of the Argonauts, there clearly exists a con-
tradiction between the Suda and the scholia on this point. A single
numeral is easily subject to corruption, and the emendation of the Suda
here (as Jacoby in fact proposed) would be unobjectionable if better
evidence contradicted it. But the citations in the scholia to Apollonius
cannot be called better evidence. First, as we have seen, in at least some
cases incorrect ethnics have been inserted there, and since book numbers
were not as a rule given in the Apollodorean source of the scholia,?
these are prima facie suspect as well. They are also difficult to reconcile
with the story as told by Diodorus. The only citation from Book 1 (schol.
A.R. 3.200b = F 21b) gives the parentage of Medea with particular
emphasis on the pharmacological skills of her sister Circe. A citation
from the second book (schol. A.R. 1.256-259 = F 25b) recounts briefly
the story of Phrixos’ arrival in Colchis. Now in Diodorus these two
necessary digressions are closely linked; the first is told immediately
before the Argonauts’ initial meeting with Medea (Diod. 3.45.1-46.1),
the second immediately after this meeting (3.47.5), so thatitis difficult to
imagine how they could have been in different books.1® Nor would one

frequent (see Pape-Benseler s.v. Mvtidijvn) as to seem a legitimate alternative which
need not be corrected (cf. also schol. A.R. 1.1289-91a and 4.176-177).

3 The lexicon Eudokia, which is derived solely from the Suda (but may have had access
to better manuscripts than now exist, see H. Schultz, RE VIII.2,1325) reads here
ovvédnxe iy Awovioov xal *Adnvac oreareiav.

4 On énomoids see below p. 81; on the epithet Zxvrofgayiwv see Chapter vi,
pp. 91-92.

5 See the Introduction, p. 12.

¢ See the table in Chapter iv, p. 66.

7 See Chapter iv, p. 67 n. 8. The lexicon Eudokia (see n.3 above) has here ’Agyo-
vavtixd.

8 See the table in Chapter iv, p. 66.

® See Chapter iv p. 71 above.

10 Of course Diodorus’ arrangement here need not reflect Scytobrachion’s, but it is
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suppose that a story told in as much detail as indicated by P. Hibeh
2.186 (Chapter i) could be contained in just two books, although the
length of a book could naturally vary. It is therefore possible, perhaps in
the end even more probable that the Suda here preserves the truth, and
that some of the book numbers in the scholia to Apollonius are, like the
ethnic Midsjorog, later additions. A single citation of the second (or even
the first) book in the scholia would have allowed later supplementers to
assume a work in two books, but no more.1!

The Suda also attributes to Scytobrachion ‘“‘the campaign of Dionysus
and Athena”. As a title thisis clearly unsatisfactory, and Jacoby’s assump-
tion that something has been lost before it is probably correct; but the
phrase itself can be explained by comparison with the account of Dionysus
in Diodorus (3.71.3-4 = F 10), where Athena and the Amazons join
Dionysus and his troops in fighting the Titans.!? Therefore vy dwvioov
xal *AY9nvds orgareloy in the Suda and the stories mepi 16y Aidvvoov xal
ras *Aualdvac noted by Diodorus (3.66.6) will refer in general to the
accounts reproduced by Diodorus 3.52.4-55 (Amazons), 3.56.3-61
(At Advrior) and 3.67-73 (Dionysus). For the form these stories originally
took (as with the title) there is no conclusive evidence, but they were
doubtless more closely interwoven than Diodorus’ narrative indicates.
All three accounts are based in Libya. The Libyan Amazons are connec-
ted both with the *ArAdvrio (the latter were the first people to be con-
quered by them),!3 and with Dionysus (whom they joined to fight the
Titans, as noted above). Dionysus is in turn one of the >ArAdvtiot himself,
so that Bethe (Quaestiones 281f) assumed that all three sections of Diodorus’
narrative were originally contained in a single work, and this view is the
most likely one. It is easy to see how the historian might have divided
a single work by Dionysius into episodes in his desire to treat the Ama-
zons (3.52.1-3) and Dionysus (3.66.4-5) separately; since the *ArAdvioc
were important to both subjects, he was forced to include them as well
(3.561f).

The only other evidence on the form and length of this work is found
in schol. A.R. 2.963-965¢c = F 1:

difficult to imagine that the story of Phrixos and the origin of the dégos were not
recounted, at the latest, shortly after the Argonauts’ arrival in Colchis.

11 Schol. A.R. 2.963-965¢ (= F 1, from the Libyan Stories) supplies a book number that
is particularly suspect. See p. 79 below.

12 Already recognized by Hermann according to Bethe, Quaestiones 29 n. 34. On Diod.
3.71.3 see also Appendix 2, p. 119.

13 Diod. 3.54.1, 3.71.3 (Appendix 2 p. 119) and schol. A.R. 2.963-965¢c = F 1
(see below).
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Awoviaiog 6 év B’ xava AuBdny adrag (sc. vag *Aua-
Ldvag) duxnxévow gnal, ddunt 8¢ dieveyxoboas xai Te-
e Al [ 4 7 -3 -~ 9 1 \ k] A \
yauévag todg 6udpovs Aty xal émi Ty Edodnny xal
moddag adréds mdleis xrioar, dmordéar Te adraic 1o
*Azdavrinoy Evog, 6 v dvvardrarov Tdv tijc Aufing.

The reader who compares this scholion with the account of the Amazons
in Diodorus 3.53.6-54.1 and 3.55.6-7 (= F 3-4) will be surprised to
learn that Jacoby has assigned it to Dionysius’ Argonauts;* he argues
that the scholia to Apollonius only know one work by our author and
suggests that the details found in this scholion were related in the Argonauts
to establish a connection between that work and the account of Libya.
Yet Dionysius’ Argonauts went nowhere near Libya on their return
voyage, and a digression (for which there could be no reason) whereby
the greater part of the Amazons’ exploits would have been inserted into
the Argonauts is surely impossible. Here again (as with the double ethnics
considered in Chapter iv) a mechanical reliance on the infallibility of the
scholia to Apollonius leads to an absurd conclusion.1®

The scholion assigns the Libyan Amazons simply to “the second book™.
If it were trustworthy, this would indicate that in Dionysius’ work
something must have preceded the Amazons’ world conquests and
subjection of the *AvAdyrior—perhaps the origins of the latter tribe,
which Diodorus (whose arrangement does not necessarily follow that
of his original in every respect) recounts only after finishing with the
Amazons. But the book number can hardly be called reliable; for it is
difficult to imagine why an ancient scholar should record only a book
number if the work in question was not cited, and was liable to be
unknown to others or easily confused with another work by the same
author. We have already seen (in Chapter iv) that the wrong ethnic has
been inserted in several references to Dionysius in these scholia, and that
some of the book numbers in other citations are equally suspect (p. 77
above); it is therefore very likely that é» g’ here is simply an inept

14 See Jacoby’s Commentary on FGrHist 32 F 4 (following Miiller, FHG II p.9).
Wendel (Theokrit-Scholien p. 101 n. 1), Welcker (Ep. Kykl. 1, 79), Susemihl (II, 49 n.
79), and Schwartz (RE V.1, 931) have seen the truth.

15 Schol. A.R. 2.963-965c is in fact so close to Diodorus’ account that it might even be
suspected of having been derived directly from his work. The book number given in
the scholion is probably an invention (see below), and is therefore no hindrance to
this view ; but the presence of Dionysius’ name rather than Diodorus’ and *ArAavrixoy
&jvog (Diodorus calls them the *ArAdvrior) suggest an independent source.
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addition by later reworkers of the scholia, based on the book numbers
given for the Argonauts.*®

An examination of Diodorus, the Suda, and schol. A.R. 2.963-965¢
shows therefore that the Diodorean accounts of the Libyan Amazons,
the >AtAdvrioc and Dionysus were probably taken from a single work
by Dionysius, but that the title of this work is now lost.}” We shall
therefore call it the Libyan Stories. 18

A proper consideration of the rest of the information given in the life
of Dionysius of Mytilene in the Suda (above p. 76) requires that we
compare it (and Diod. 3.66.6) with the article on another Dionysius in
the same work:

Awoviborog, Midforog, iatogixds. ta peta Aageiov év
BiBAiows &', mepufynow oixovuédvng, Iegoixa *Iade
dtarénrwr, Towixdv Bifria y'y Mvdixd, xbxlov ioTogi-
%0y &v BifAiow ¢’

We have already seen (above p.68) that Dionysius of Miletus—
whose ethnic is not confused with the Mytilenean’s here—was an historian
of Persia, and only the first and third works assigned to him here are
actually his. But it is a well known feature of the biographical articles in
the Suda that they confuse the works of homonymous authors,® and the
life of Dionysius of Miletus has become a repository of titles which for
one reason or another have been displaced from their original contexts.
The Ilegujynows oixovuévns, which is listed under no less than three
authors,2® probably refers to the extant work of that title.?! The »¥xlog
{oTopinds belongs to Dionysius the “‘cyclographer”, who is elsewhere
cited dv 1@t #oxAwe and whose life is headed Awviboioc Movewriov.2?
The two remaining intruders in this vita belong to Dionysius Scyto-
brachion. The three books of Tpwixd correspond with the fourth subject

18 Tt is also possible that the title has been lost or corrupted into the book number.

17 Another testimonium on these stories is examined in Appendix 1, but it too omits a
title.

18 T avoid calling it Libyca because this implies a Greek title (and a type of work) which
was clearly not the actual one; I also avoid such terms as ‘““Dionysosroman”—there
are certainly novelistic elements in Scytobrachion’s stories, but these can be found
in earlier authors as well; there is also no reason to isolate Dionysus as the hero of all
the Libyan Stories, even though (for Diodorus) his career is the culmination of the line
of Atlantians.

10 See Welcker, Ep. Kykl. I, 7172, Ada Adler, RE IV.A.1, 707, line 44f.

20 See n. 27 below.

21 See Bernhardy’s edition of Dionysius Periegetes, I, pp. 4911f, Miiller FHG II p. 6.

22 See Welcker, Ep. Kykl. 1, 71, Jacoby’s Commentary to FGrHist 15T 1.
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assigned to Dionysius by Diodorus (3.66.6), ta xard oy * Ihaxdy ndAeuoy
moaydévra. It is likely that the citation of Dionysius Scytobrachion for
“Dardanus the son of Paris and Helen” (together with a fictitious verse
to prove Dardanus’ existence) by schol. (A Eustathius) 7/. 3.40 (= F 39a-
b) comes from this work, whose title is known only from the Suda. Diodorus
might well have followed Dionysius’ Towuxd for his own account of the
Trojan war, as he followed him for the other subjects listed at 3.66.6;
but the relevant books of Diodorus are lost.23

There remains only the title Mvduxd, which is also given, in the form
Mvdixa moog Ilaguévwrra, in the life of Dionysius of Mytilene (quoted
above p.76). It could well have been one of the ‘“many other”
works of Dionysius which Diodorus (3.66.6, 3.52.3) declines to specify,
so that, even though no other fragments of it are known, there is no
reason to deny it to Scytobrachion. Mvduxd is a common title ;24 Parmenon
is unknown.?

We can therefore assign to our author the following works: 1) Argonauts
(attested in Diodorus, the Suda, schol. A.R.,several papyri, and elsewhere),
perhaps in six books (see p. 77 above); 2) the Libyan Stories (Diodorus,
Suda, schol. A.R.), original title and number of books uncertain; 3)
Towwxd (Diodorus, Suda, schol. (A Eust) Il. 3.40) in three books; and
perhaps also 4) Mvdua mods IHapuévwvra (Suda).

One problem from the Suda remains, the designation émomoids in the
life of Dionysius of Mytilene. It is clearly incorrect; it has never seemed
plausible that the Argonauts and Libyan Stories, the only works from which
substantial fragments are preserved, were in anything but prose,2 and
if proof were needed the prose from the Argonauts in P. Hibeh 2.186
(Chapter i) and P. Oxy. 2812 (Chapter ii) would supply it. Yet there is
no easy explanation for such an error. Perhaps one of the Dionysii who

23 Tzetzes, Chiliades 12.179ff (= Diod. 7 fr. 1 = FGrHist 15 F 8) has been thought to
imply that Diodorus used Dionysius the cyclographer for the Trojan war; but Sieroka,
Mpyth. Quellen 32 showed that this is a misinterpretation of Tzetzes’ words.

# (i, e.g., the MvBuxd of Neanthes (FGrHist 84) or of Alexander of Myndos (FGrHist

25).

7dg in such a title could mean either “dedicated to” or *‘against” ; Parmenon himself

might be simply an imaginary figure. There is no compelling reason either to assign

the MuBxd to another Dionysius (with Gutschmid) or to detach 7mgds Haguévwrra
from it (with Bernhardy).

% See however Welcker Ep. Kykl. 1, 77. Bethe, in Quaestiones 15 and in Die griechische
Dichtung (Handbuch der Literaturwissenschaft ed. O. Walzel, vol. IX, Potsdam, 1924)
342, calls Dionysius a “prose poet” (cf. also Susemihl II, p. 47 n. 68) ; but this means
only that he did not hesitate to invent new versions of myths. It is not intended to
account for gmomoids in the Suda.

25
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were poets has been confused with the Mytilenean,?” or (less probably)
the epic “sources’ which Dionysius claimed for the Libyan Stories (Diod.
3.67.4-5 = F 8) have been misinterpreted.2® It is certain however that
the author of the vita was himself aware of the problem, since after the
first two items in the list of titles, which refer to the Libyan Stories and the
Argonauts (perhaps the only works of which he had any direct knowledge),
he adds that these were in fact prose.?® Since the biographer himself
had his doubts, and since Dionysius’ known work was clearly not poetic,
the designation émomoids, whatever its origin, can be safely disregarded.

A brief reference to Scytobrachion by Athenaeus (XII. 515DE = T4)
would seem to provide evidence for still another work by him:

Avdol 6¢ eig Togodror fA%ov Toveijs d¢ xal medToL
yovaixag edvovyioa, d¢ ioTopel Edvioc 6 Avdog )

6 Tag &ic adrov dvapegouévag igTopiag ovyyeypapds—
Awovioiog 6 6 Zxvtofoayinwr,3® d¢ *Agtéuwy enoly

6 Kaooavdgeds v tde mepl ovvaywyijs fifrivy (FHG IV
p. 342), dyvodv dvv *Epogoc (FGrHist 70 F 180)

0 ovyypapeds uvnuoveder adrod w¢ malatotégov dvrog
xal “Hooddtwe Tds dpoouds dedwndtos—3b & ol

27 There is already considerable confusion among the lives of Dionysii there on the
attribution of the ITegujynow oixovuérng, which is listed under Dionysius of Corinth
(no. 1177 Adler), of Miletus (no. 1180), and of Rhodes or Samos (no. 1181 ; in the first
and last articles notes expressing doubt about the attribution are added); the
Mytilenean’s designation éromoidc may be related.—The biographies in question are
derived ultimately from the ’OvouaroAdyos of Hesychius “Illustrios” of Miletus
through an intermediate source. G. Wentzel (Die griech. Ubersetzung der Viri Illustres
des Hieronymus [Texte und Untersuchungen zur alichristlichen Literatur, X1I1.3, Leipzig,
1895] pp. 61-2) has shown that the intermediate source (followed by the Suda)
arranged the lives alphabetically, whereas Hesychius—whose order is preserved only
among the homonymous authors—had arranged them according to profession. Thus,
since the life of Dionysius of Mytilene is found with those of epic poets, the érozmoidg
(and probably the objection zaira §é éote meld) will go back to Hesychius.—Gut-
schmid ap. Flach, Hesychii Milesii Onomatologus (a work unavailable to me) had suggested
deleting éromoide.

28 Even if this is so, the theory of an invented epic poet Dionysius of Miletus (see above
pp. 671f) finds no support from it, for the Mytilenean and Milesian are clearly
distinguished in the Suda.

2 Tt is not necessary or even reasonable to assume that the Mv®uxd were therefore in
verse (as does Welcker, Ep. Kykl. I 77, cf. Susemihl II, p. 45 n. 66); the normal way
of indicating prose writings in the Suda is to add to the title xaraloyddny, for hexa-
meters to add ¢’ éndv. Probably the source of this biography could only certify that
the Argonauts and the Libyan Stories were in prose, because he had no knowledge of
the Mvduxd beyond its title.

30 “Fortasse 0’ {8otiv) 6 Zxvt., aut sic certe intellegendum”, Kaibel ad loc.
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Edvios &v Tiji devréoar Tdv Avdiaxdy (FGrHist 765
F 4a) *Adgaudtny pnoi 1ov Avédy Baciiéa medToy
yovaixag edvovyicavra yofiodar adraic dvri dvdodv

edvodywy.

Athenaeus (or rather his unknown source) footnotes his citation from
Xanthus with a reference to and refutation of a theory of Artemon, that
Xanthus’ work was actually composed by Scytobrachion.! Any claim
of this kind made in antiquity (even if, as here, another ancient author
rejects it) deserves careful attention, and repeated attempts have been
made to determine what part (if not all) of Xanthus’ preserved work
could be a forgery by Scytobrachion. As the whole controversy belongs
more properly to the study of Xanthus than to that of Dionysius, and
has been conveniently summarized by H. Herter (RE IX.A.2, 1355-6),
there is no need for a detailed discussion here. A few of the arguments
adduced (mostly by Welcker, Kleine Schriften 1, 4311f) and the counter-
arguments to them may however be noted:

1) The dating of Xanthus to the time of the fall of Sardis in 546-5
B.C. (Suda = FGrHist 765 T 1) and the choice of the famous name
Kandaules for his father (whereas Xanthus is of course a Greek name)
look like the patchwork invention of a character similar to Hegesianax’
“Kephalon” or Dionysius’ ‘““Thymoitas” (Welcker, KI. Schr. 1, 444-5).

There is however nothing out of the ordinary in a (not necessarily
royal) Lydian Kandaules with a son Xanthus (Herter, RE IX.A.2,
1354). The connection of Xanthus’ lifetime with the sack of Sardis
cannot be correct (F 12 refers to a fifth century drought), but the mistake
in the Suda is easily explained: Xanthus’ Lydian history ended with the
fall of Sardis in that year, and from this a mistaken inference about
Xanthus’ own date has been drawn (Herter loc. cit.; Xanthus probably
belongs to the mid-fifth century).

2) Xanthus’ preserved work shows a tendency to derive geographical
names from the names of individuals (FGrHist 765 F 8, F 16, F 27;
Welcker KI. Schr. 1, 441) and is otherwise characterized by “rationalistic”
explanations and an interest in mp@tot edperal (Nicolaus of Damascus,
FGrHist 90 F 15, from Xanthus),32 all of which are well known features
of Scytobrachion’s work.

31 On the fragment itself (FGrHist 765 F 4a), see Herter RE IX.A.2, 1364, lines 551f.
Jacoby’s text at FGrHist 32 T 6 does not include Athenaeus’ refutation, which is
however surely as relevant to Scytobrachion as it is to Xanthus.

32 See Jacoby’s Commentary to FGrHist 90, p. 233, lines 411f.
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Yet that the same characteristics are to be found, long before the
Hellenistic period, in Hecataeus and the Ionian historians in general has
long been recognized (Herter 1358, 1364, see below Chapter vii).

3) In the relatively few stories ascribed to Xanthus which show
undeniable later additions and elaborations, Scytobrachion cannot be
at fault, but rather Nicolaus of Damascus (who used Xanthus quite
often but with varying faithfulness, Herter 1357) or the euhemeristic
author Mnaseas (FGrHist 765 F 17, Herter 1366).

These general considerations as well as a detailed examination of
individual fragments of Xanthus (for which see Herter) lead to a clear
result: there is no reason to suppose from the extant remains that Scyto-
brachion wrote all or part of Xanthus’ Lydiaca.3?

Since this is so, it is difficult (as Herter 1356 notes) to see what led
Artemon to make such a claim. A possible solution lies in assuming that
Artemon’s charge is here falsely reported; second or third-hand accounts
in cases such as these are seldom above suspicion,3 particularly if, as
here, the reporter was more interested in refuting the charge than in
doing justice to it.3% Perhaps some points of contact between Xanthus’
work and that of Scytobrachion led Artemon to claim either that Scyto-
brachion plagiarized the Lydiaca or that he “cited” Xanthus for stories
that were not in fact told by him.2¢ To be sure, no such points of contact
are found in the extant fragments; but conceivably Dionysius’ Towexd
(cf. FGrHist 765 F 21) or a lost section of the stories on the Amazons
(cf. FGrHist 765 F 22) could have provided one.

33 Various other suggestions listed by Jacoby (in his Commentary to FGrHist 32 T 6)
and Herter (1356), such as a reedition or reworking of Xanthus to which Scyto-
brachion added false material, are not impossible, but neither the known work of
Xanthus and Scytobrachion nor the nature of Artemon’s accusation as preserved
here can be said to recommend them.

3¢ Compare the three reports preserved on the controversy surrounding Neophron and
Euripides’ Medea, Suda s. Nedpowv (TrGF 15 T 1), Diog. Laer. 2.134 (T 3), and the
hypothesis to Eur. Medea (T 2); the first two give a totally false impression of the
actual charge, which is not that Neophron forged a work of Euripides, but that
Euripides plagiarized Neophron.

35 Bethe Quaestiones 10-11, followed by Susemihl II, p. 48 n. 72.

36 Bethe Quaestiones 10-11, who compares the verse which Scytobrachion evidently
claimed was to be found after Jl. 3.40 (schol. [A Eustathius] Il. 3.40 = F 39a-b).
This is perhaps on the whole the most likely solution; such a claim by Artemon does
not properly belong to a work “on book collecting” (Ionsius’ dvaywyijs for cvvaywyis,
accepted by Bethe loc. cit., is not necessary; Miiller [FHG IV, p. 340 note 1] gives
parallels), but the title could be a catch-all for all sorts of literary studies.
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Chapter VI: Dionysius’ Date

For a determination of the date of Scytobrachion modern scholars
have generally relied on a single testimonium (Suet. D¢ grammaticis 7 =
T 3):

M. Antonius Gnipho, ingenuus in Gallia natus, sed expositus,
a nutritore suo manumissus institutusque (Alexandriae
quidem, ut aliqui tradunt, in contubernio Dionysi Scyto-
brachionis; quod equidem non temere crediderim, cum
temporum ratio vix congruat).

Gnipho’s lifetime can be dated fairly precisely. His school was visited
by Cicero in 66 B.C. (Suet. De gram. 7, cf. Macrob. Sat. 3.12.8), and since
Gnipho died in his 50th year (Suet.), he cannot have been born earlier
than 116. Nor is he likely to have been born much later than this year,
since L. Ateius “Philologus” (De gram. 10) and the young Julius Caesar
(De gram. 7) were his pupils also. Goetz therefore suggests for his lifetime
114-64 B.C., which must be correct within a few years.! It is this man
then whose studies with Dionysius? are doubted by Suetonius, cum
temporum ratio vix congruat. Is Suetonius correct on the chronological
difticulties? If not, and if Scytobrachion was Gnipho’s teacher after all,
then the master was probably slightly older than his student, and was
active in the early first century B.C.?

It has however more often been supposed, I believe rightly, that
Suetonius’ scepticism on the chronclogy was justified.# In this case, we
are justified in assuming for Dionysius a terminus ante quem (and nothing
more, since Suetonius provides no positive chronological information) of
roughly 100 B.C.

Such a fterminus ante quem has however not been enough for most
scholars, and Suetonius’ words have been assumed to provide some
positive evidence on Dionysius’ date as well: the manner in which the
chronological difficulty is expressed (cum ... vix congruat instead of
simply non congruat) might seem to imply that Suetonius did not place

1 Goetz, RE 1.2618-2619, see also Schanz-Hosius 1,579, and the collection of fragments
in Funaioli, Grammaticae Romanae Fragmenta (Leipzig 1907) pp. 98-100.

2 For contubernium of master and student cf. Suet. Aug. 89, Tib. 14, 56.

3 This is assumed by Goetz (RE 1. 2618-2619), Hachtmann (De Dionysio Mpytilenaeo
12f), and Welcker (Ep. Kykl. 1 82).

4 Wendel, Theokrit-Scholien 101, Susemihl II 47 n. 67, Jacoby’s Commentary to FGrHist
32, p. 509 line 8. Since it will be argued below that Suetonius’ words are less valuable
than other evidence on Dionysius’ date, there is no need to review the arguments here.
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Scytobrachion such a very long time before Gnipho, but just early enough
to rule out a connection between the two. On this inference alone is
based the currently accepted dating of Scytobrachion to the last half
of the second century B.C.5

It goes without saying that chronological deductions of this sort are
relatively uncertain, and can be relied on only in default of less ambiguous
evidence. It will later be argued that there are grounds for treating the
whole of this testimonium with caution, but first we must examine
several other considerations which, taken together, indicate a date for
Scytobrachion quite different from the one deduced from Suetonius’
words.

The most secure evidence on Dionysius’ date is offered by P. Hibeh
2.186, which, as has been seen, can only be an ancient copy of that
author’s Argonauts. According to the editio princeps the papyrus’ date is
ca. 250-220 B.C. We have seen® that a date even as late as the early
second century for the papyrus cannot be entirely ruled out; but on the
other hand this papyrus is clearly not the autograph of the work, and it is
reasonable to assume that the Argonauts had been composed at least a
few years (or even a few decades) before this particular copy was writtcn.
There is no precise formula for combining these various considerations
to reach an exact lower limit for Scytobrachion’s life, but it can be said
that the papyrus suggests the latter half of the third century B.C. as a
terminus ante quem for the composition of the Argonauts and seems positively
to exclude any floruit for Dionysius later than the third century B.C.

To the evidence of the papyrus can be added indirect evidence.

I. Use of Dionysius’ work by other authors

- A. Apollodorus of Athens (ca. 180-110 B.C.)? cited Scytobrachion’s
Argonauts in Ilepl 9ev,® and the Libyan Stories in his work ITegi
108 vedv xaraldyov.?

B. Pausanias (2.21.6) recounts a rationalistic story of the battle of
Medusa and the Libyans and Gorgons from Lake Tritonis
against Perseus and his troops rom the Peloponnese; this narra-

& Susemihl loc. cit. (preceding note), Fraser Ptol. Alex. 11 457 n. 844, and many others.

¢ Above Chapter i, pp. 27ff.

7 On the date see Pfeiffer, Hist. Class. Schol. I, 253-4, and Jacoby, Apollodors Chronik
(Philologische Untersuchungen 16, Berlin 1902) 1ff,

8 As shown by P. Oxy. XXXVII.2812 (Chapter ii above).

? See Appendix 1 below.
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tive must have been taken ultimately from Scytobrachion’s
Libyan Stories,® but was immediately derived from Procles of
Carthage. For Procles’ date there is no direct evidence, but
‘his interest in Pyrrhus and his nationality strongly suggest that
he belonged to the second century B.C.1!

The second of these items can by no means be called certain, since in
this case Dionysius is not mentioned by name. Yet the unique resemblance
between the story reproduced there and Dionysius’ version makes
plausible the assumption that Scytobrachion’s works are being cited, if the
chronology allows it.12 On the other hand, the use of Dionysius by
Apollodorus is a fact: the Apollodorean origin of the citations of the
Argonauts found in the scholia to Apollonius had already been postulated
by Wendel,’® and it is now certain that the Argonauts were cited in ITegl

10 Djod. 3.55.3 = F 5, see Bethe, Hermes 25 (1890) 311-312, Jacoby’s Commentary to
FGrHist 32 F 7, p. 512 lines 24ff. Frazer’s Commentary on Paus. 2.21.5 calls the
resemblance between the two versions slight, but Bethe has shown how closely they
cohere and even complement each other. The rationalistic nature of the version in
Pausanias is made even clearer by the words dndvrog 8¢ vot uvdov Tdde GAAa & adrny
(Medusa) eignuéva, which probably mean (Frazer) “if we leave out the mythical
element, the story told of her is this.”” (Bethe’s interpretation of dndvrog. . . 706 utdov,
that Pausanias found no account of Medusa in his source and thus turned to Procles
[cf. also Hitzig-Bliimner ad. loc.], involves the unlikely assumption that the myth of
Perseus and Medusa was unknown to him.

1L See Miiller FHG IV p. 483, Ziegler RE XXII1.179 n.1. It is odd that Bethe did not

notice that the use of Scytobrachion by Procles is a chronological impossibility if one

accepts (as Bethe did) a date for the former in the late second century.—Theocritus

XII1.75 (metar & é¢ KdAyovs te xal &Eevov ixero Pdow), which seems to attempt to

reconcile the story of Hylas with Heracles’ presence in Colchis (the latter known

chiefly from Scytobrachion, but also from Demaratus [FGrHist 42 F 2 ab] and

Nicander [Ant. Lib. XXVI = fr. 48 Schneider ]), could perhaps be added to this

list. But in view of the variety of works devoted to Heracles in the fifth and fourth

centuries of which little or nothing is known, it seems unwise to draw the conclusion
that Dionysius’ Argonauts was known to Theocritus. In P. Hibeh 2.186 on the other
hand it is the combination of Heracles’ presence in Colchis and the rationalistic
explanation of the Taiigo: which establishes Dionysius’ authorship, see above Chapter

i, p. 27.

Polybius 4.39.6 mentions a story that Jason first sacrificed to the twelve gods, on his

return from Colchis, at the fegdv near the mouth of the Pontus; such a sacrifice on the

return voyage is known only from Dionysius (Diod. 4.49.2 = F 30 and schol. A.R.

4.1153-54 = F 31), and Oldfather (on the passage of Diodorus) and Walbank (on

Polybius) note that he might have been Polybius’ source. To this there can no longer

be any chronological objections (on the date of Polybius 1-4 see Walbank, Polybius

[Berkeley 1972] 19ff), but Jacoby (Commentary to FGrHist 31 F 47) noticed a

discrepancy: Dionysius locates the sanctuary on the European side of the Bosporus,

Polybius on the Asian side.

18 Theokrit-Scholien 101; see the Introduction, p. 18 n. 22.

-
1
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ey under Dionysius’ name (P. Oxy. 2812 lines 5-12), and that the
Libyan Stories were used in ITepl vof vedv xaraldyov.lt Thus even if we
did not have P. Hibeh 2.186, it would be clear that Scytobrachion could
not possibly have written later than the mid-second century B.C., and
probably wrote considerably earlier.’® The passage from Pausanias
(I. B above) suggests the same conclusion.

II. Chronological indications in Dionysius’ works

A. Euhemerus’ “Iegd dvaypagr, which probably appeared in the
first quarter of the third century B.C., is obviously influential in
Dionysius’ Libyan Stories.18

B. Like Apollonius (I. 915-921), but in more detail, Dionysius
connects the Samothracian mysteries with the Dioscuri (Diod.
4.43.1-2,49.8 = F 18, F 34).1" This sanctuary enjoyed its greatest
fame in the early third century; before her marriage to Philadel-
phus, Arsinoe II took sanctuary from Ptolemy Keraunos there,!8
and had previously erected the Arsinoeion.'® The Lagids ruled
Samothrace in the later third century.20

C. In Dionysius’ Libyan Stories Dionysus is the son of the Libyan
king Ammon. Since Ammon had long before foretold Dionysus’
conquests and divinity, the son establishes an oracle of his father,
which he thereafter consults.?2 The similarity to the story of
Alexander is patent; there are in addition several other such
stories, which seem to reflect a period of intense interest in the

14 Strabo 7.3.6 (p. 299) = FGrHist 244 F 157 a (see Appendix 1 below).

15 The assumption that Dionysius was a contemporary of Apollodorus (Wendel,
Theokrit-Scholien 101, Merkelbach-Koenen Collectanea Papyrologica [Festschrift Youtie,
1976] 1, 20) is now ruled out by the appearance of P. Hibeh 2.186.

16 On Euhemerus’ date see Jacoby, RE VI1.1.953, Fraser Ptol. Alex. I1 453 n.827; on
Dionysius and Euhemerism see Chapter viii below.

17 See below p. 95 and p. 107 n. 36.

18 Justin 24.3.9.

19 See P. M. Fraser, Inscriptions of Samothrace (Samothrace, ed. Karl Lehmann, 11.1 [New
York 1960]) on no. 10. Demetrius Poliorcetes and Lysimachus also made dedications
there.

20 See Fraser, Inscr. Sam. 5ff. In Ptol. Alex. I 207 the same author suggests that Arsinoe
may have fostered or even introduced the cult of the Dioscuri in Alexandria (cf.
Callim. fr. 228 Pf. [the Diegesis of the ’Ex$éwois *Agoivdns], where the Dioscuri
carry her off to heaven).

2 Diod. 3.73.1-3 = F 12.
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fictional exploits of Dionysus-Alexander and Ammon.?? One of
these stories is ascribed to Hermippus, the pupil of Callimachus,
and so must date from the late third century, and it seems
reasonable to expect that the others are roughly contemporary,
especially since the oracle of Ammon at Siwah seems to have
declined greatly in importance later.2

D. The story of the ‘““Atlantian” brother and sister Helios and
Selene (called gidddeipog, Diod. 3.57.5 = F 6), who are deified
after their deaths, clearly alludes to the cult of the d¢oi ddedpol
instituted by Ptolemy Philadelphus ca. 270 B.C.24

This internal evidence from Dionysius’ works strongly suggests that
he wrote in the middle of the third century B.C., and the allusion to the
Peol adedpol in the Libyan Stories (I1I. D. above) provides a ferminus post
quem of ca. 270. Once again this evidence would not in itself be con-
clusive; for although nothing in Dionysius’ work speaks positively for a
date as late as the second century B.C.,% none of the evidence just described
absolutely excludes it either. A definite terminus ante quem is provided only
by P. Hibeh 2.186; but the rest of the chronological evidence (apart from
the word vix in Suetonius De gramm. 7, to which we must return in a
moment) can be seen to agree surprisingly well with that of the papyrus.
The writings of Dionysius Scytobrachion can therefore be dated roughly

22 Nock, JHS 48 (1928)28-9 = Essays on Religion and the Ancient World, ed. Z. Stewart
(Oxford 1972) 141-142, citing Leon of Pella ap. Hyginus, Astronomica 2.20 = FGrHist
659 F 9, Hermippus, tbid. = fr. 100 Wehrli, cf. also C. Robert, Eratosthenis Catasteris-
morum Reliquiae (Berlin 1878) 222, and P. Nigidius Figulus (who is evidently using a
still earlier source) ap. schol. German. Aratea p. 80.8 and p. 143.12 Breysig = A.
Swoboda, P. Nigidi Figuli Operum Reliquiae (Vienna 1889) p. 110. Similar stories
(whose authors are unknown) are cited by Nock and Swoboda.

2 On the decline of Siwah see Strabo 17.1.43 (p. 813), Henrichs, ZPE 3 (1968) 57.
V. Ehrenberg, Alexander und Agypten (Beihefte zum Alten Orient V11, Leipzig 1926)
37, asserts that Dionysus was made into the son of Ammon even before Alexander,
but has not recognized that Diodorus 3.68ff comes from Scytobrachion. On Her-
mippus fr. 100 Wehrli see Heibges, RE VIII1.852, and Wehrli’s commentary ad loc.

24 T, Brown, HThR 39 (1946) 271 and p.109 n. 47 below. The exact date of the
introduction of this cult (on which see P. M. Fraser, Ptol. Alex. I 215ff, D. B. Thomp-
son, Ptolemaic Oinochoai and Portraits in Faience [Oxford 1973] 56 n. 3) need not
concern us here.

% Schwartz (RE V.931) claimed that Dionysius’ choice of Libya for his #coloyodueva
may have been due to the interest in the circumnavigation of Africa which existed
in the second century (Posidonius [FGrHist 87 F 28] ap. Strabo 2.3.4 [p. 98] ff);
but both Jacoby (Commentary to FGrHist 32 F 7, p. 511.35f) and Fraser (Ptol.
Alex. 11 457 n. 844) have noted that this interest also existed earlier.
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to the period between 270 (the approximate date the deoi ddeApol were
introduced) and 220 B.C. (P. Hibeh 2.186).26

We have seen that from Suetonius’ manner of noting a chronological
discrepancy between Scytobrachion and Gnipho (De gram. 7) a date for
the former has been deduced, and that this date, in view of the other
evidence just examined, is obviously not the correct one. On the other
hand, no matter how little stress is laid on the word »ix in Suetonius,
it is difficult to assume that he thought of Scytobrachion as an author of
the third century, and the apparent discrepancy between this testimonium
and the other evidence is not easy to account for. We must however
note that it is not only on the question of Scytobrachion’s date that
D¢ grammaticis 7 stands apart from the other testimonia. Dionysius is
said there to have been active in Alexandria; this is likely enough for
any Hellenistic author, especially for one with interests in Ammon and
Ptolemaic ruler cult, but it is attested nowhere else. Even more surprising
is the fact that according to Suetonius (or at least according to the aliqui
with whom he disagrees) Dionysius was a grammarian, while in the other
testimonia there is not the slightest hint that this author was a serious
scholar or commentator on ancient literature,?? and it is difficult to
imagine how the author of the rationalistic Argonauts and euhemeristic
Libyan Stories could have been called the teacher of the sober Gnipho. If
it were not for the epithet “Scytobrachion” then, there would be no
reason to suppose that Suetonius even had our author in mind, and one
may wonder if it is not this epithet, rather than the rest of the description,
which is out of place; perhaps the aligui to whom Suetonius refers knew
that Gnipho was taught in Alexandria by a man named Dionysius, but
wrongly called him Dionysius Scytobrachion.2® It is clear that other
sources on Gnipho did not agree in making him a pupil of Scytobrachion,
so that Suetonius may well be referring entirely to a dispute between
others, and indicating in the words cum femporum ratio vix congruat his

26 The terminus ante quem provided by the papyrus will remain approximate within a
decade or so, but can in no circumstances be later than 200 B.C.; see p. 86
above.

27 Tt was in reliance on Suetonius that Schwartz produced the theory that Dionysius
was a scholar of Greek myth, whose work is preserved in the scholia to Euripides;
this idea was completely refuted by Bethe (see the Introduction, p. 16). On De
grammaticis 7 in particular see Bethe, Quaestiones, 9-10.

28 One man of this name, born in Alexandria, later had several Romans as students in
Rhodes in the mid-second century, i. e. Dionysius ‘“Thrax” (Pfeiffer, Hist. Class.
Schol. I, 266-7). Suetonius would certainly not have confused this epithet with that
of Scytobrachion, but perhaps the aligui whom he cites might have done so.

29 T owe this suggestion to R. Kassel. On Suetonius’ habit of recounting tales which he
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acceptance of the arguments of some of the disputants, rather than the
results of any research of his own on Scytobrachion’s date.?® If that is so,
we can hardly press vix into service to determine precisely when Scyto-
brachion lived.

But even if the background of De grammaticis 7 cannot be reconstructed
with certainty, it is clear that Suetonius has mentioned in passing a
dispute of which we no longer have any detailed knowledge. In this
respect Suetonius’ words resemble those of Athenaeus XII.515DE
(= T4, see p.84 above), and they must be viewed with equal
caution. Suetonius cannot tell us Dionysius’ date, and we need not
require it of him, since P. Hibeh 2.186, together with the evidence of
Dionysius’ works and of his use by other authors, assigns him unambi-
guously to the third century B.C.

On the epithet ‘“‘Scytobrachion”, which this Dionysius received in
antiquity, there is little that can be said. It is known from four testimonia:
the Suda (T la: ofvoc éxMjdn Zuvrofoayiwv xai Zwvreds), Suet.. De
gram. 7 (T 3), Athen. XII.515DE (T 4), and schol. (A Eust.) II. 3.40
(F 39a-b), none of which offers an explanation of its meaning, and
there are no grounds for guessing why “leather-arm” may have been
particularly suitable for our author.3® The ultimate reason for the
epithet is however obvious; it provided a means of distinguishing him
from the numerous other Dionysii, and it has been conjectured that such
nicknames of literary figures (most of them known from the Suda) derive
from the work of Demetrius Magnes (I B.C.), neol dpovduwr.3 The
addition of an ethnic had of course the same purpose and, just as we have
seen that the scholia to Apollonius have confused the ethnics of our
author, it is even possible that one or another of these four testimonia
(which show no direct knowledge of Dionysius’ works) may be in error
in applying the epithet.?? Yet since Welcker’s day the epithet has been

does not himself believe, see W. Steidle, Sueton und die antike Biographie (Zetemata 1,
Munich 1951) 59.

30 Tt is often said that his nickname (as with Didymus Chalcenterus) refers to his volu-
minous writings, but there are not in fact so very many works ascribed to him.
The explanation of the epithet concocted by Welcker, Kl. Schrift. I 445-6, is pure
fantasy.

3! Hug, RE II1.A.2.1822, who also gives a list of the epithets attached to various
figures.

32 This is least likely in the case of Schol. (A Eustathius) 1l.3.40 = F 39a-b, which
probably refers to the Tow:xd (p. 81 above), but the Suda (which frequently confuses
details in the biographies), Athenaeus (where only the alleged forgery of Xanthus’
Lydiaca is mentioned), and Suetonius (who improbably makes Dionysius into a
grammaticus) must all remain to some degree suspect.
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used for our author, and it has been retained in this study as well, not
because it represents an essential part of the tradition on the author of
the Argonauts and Libyan Stories, but because it remains today as conven-
ient for distinguishing him from homonymous authors as it was in
antiquity.



Part ITI: The Works

Chapter VII: The Argonauts

In the preceding chapters reasons have been adduced for assigning
part or all of three different papyri to the Argonauts of Dionysius of
Mytilene, and for dating that work and the same author’s Libyan Stories
to the period 270-220 B.C. It remains to examine the nature of these
works themselves, and the literary traditions to which they belong.

It is clear from the agreement between the citations of Dionysius’
Argonauts in the scholia to Apollonius and Diodorus 4.401f that the latter
has reproduced the contents of his original relatively faithfully.! It is
less easy to judge to what extent Diodorus has interfered with the arrange-
ment of Scytobrachion’s narrative and the emphasis given there to
individual episodes. On the whole, however, the story which emerges
from the combination of the various sources is one of admirable simplicity
achieved through several innovations in the traditional story? and the
repetition of certain basic themes; it is unlikely that these qualities are
due to Diodorus.

The most striking of Dionysius’ innovations in his account of the
Argonauts is his use of that method of interpreting (or rather reinter-
preting) Greek myth which is known as rationalism.3 “Rationalistic”
interpreters attempted to explain the fabulous stories connected with
the heroes* as misunderstandings of perfectly ordinary events, by putting
forward a version which preserved 7o eixdg, i.e. something which could

1 See the Introduction, p. 13 and Chapter i, p. 28 above.

2 Whether Dionysius’ account appeared before or after Apollonius’ Argonautica, and
whether one borrowed from the other in any detail, I cannot pretent even to guess.
The episodes connected with the Samothracian gods and the appearance of Glaucus
(discussed below), both of which are mentioned by Apollonius and Dionysius but
no one earlier, might have been borrowed by one from the other.

3 See in general F. Wipprecht, Studien zur Entwicklung der rationalistischen Mythendeutung
(Programm Donaueschingen) I (Tiibingen 1902), II (non vidi 1908), Nestle, Vom
Mpythos zum Logos, 1311f. and C. A. Lobeck, Aglasphamus (Konigsberg 1829) 987 fT.

+ Rationalism does not as a rule extend to denying the gods themselves, as did the
related method of Euthemerism, which was used by Dionysius in the Libyan Stories
(see chapter viii below).
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actually have happened, but was later ““mythologized’ into an improb-
able fantasy.® One example will suffice: Lynceus was said to have had
such acute vision that he could even see things under the earth, and a
rationalistic account of this story explained it as a misunderstanding.
Lynceus had been one of the first miners, and had invented a lamp for
use in his work (Palaephatus IX Festa).

Stories like these are often viewed with contempt by modern scholars
as the products of a decadent and misguided ingenuity, but rationalistic
reinterpretations of myth were actually a basic feature of the earliest
Greek historiography. The first prose writers viewed the heroic age
as the necessary starting point for any historical account, and the
critical attitude to sources characteristic of a Thucydides was first
applied by Ionian writers to the myths of the poets. The classic exponent
of rationalism was Hecataeus of Miletus;® Herodotus’ famous account
of the origins of the dispute between east and west (1.1f) is derived from
a rationalistic source; Thucydides’ condemnation of 70 uvdddes (1.21,
1.22.4) as well as his treatment of Agamemnon and Minos (1.9, 1.4)
reveal his sympathy with the search for 76 &ixds in myth; Plato cites and
criticizes some rationalistic interpretations current in his own day
(Phaedrus 229 C-E). Many other writers could be added to this list, and
it is probable that many of the rationalistic explanations found scattered
throughout the scholia to Greek and Latin authors go back to works of
the 5th—3rd centuries B.C.

Thus Dionysius’ explanations of the fabulous elements of the Argonaut
story (Diod. 4.47.2-3, 5-6 = F 24), although the details are mostly new,
belong to a well established tradition of Greek prose.” Nor were his
explanations, as they may seem to a modern reader, meant to be wilder
than the myths they replaced, for he always begins with established facts.
The Tatgor were of course a real tribe, and the names Adgdxwy and
Koudg are historical (see Chapter i, p. 21 n. 8 above). Even the gilded
skin of the unfortunate Kpids (Diod. 4.47.5) is based on the reports of
ethnographers (Hdt. 4.26, FGrHist 90 [Nicolaus of Damascus] F 123).

5 Cf. the statement prefixed to the much later collection of such explanations ascribed
to Palaephatus (ed. Festa in the Teubner Mythographi Graeci, 111.2, 1902).

¢ See especially the preface to his Genealogies (FGrHist 1 F 1). For bibliography on
Hecataeus’ rationalism see, in addition to Wipprecht and Nestle (above n. 3),
Jacoby’s Nachirag to the Commentary on FGrHist 1 F 1 and G. Nenci, Hecataei
Milesii Fragmenta (Florence 1954) p. xxxii.

? For rationalism applied to the Argonauts in particular see above, Chapter i. pp.
21-22 nn. 8-10; on Nestle’s view that Dionysius merely reproduced the ration-
alistic Argonautica of Herodorus of Heraclea, see Chapter i, p. 27 n. 29.
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There are also of course instances where, for one reason or another,
Dionysius does not “rationalize”. For the origin of the sea monster which
threatened Hesione only the conventional explanation is offered (Diod.
4.42.2), which is perhaps due to Diodorus, but more probably was
allowed by Dionysius, as its fabulous element was not especially impor-
tant. Oracles, which played as important a role in Hellenistic Greece as
they had in the heroic age, were accepted as natural phenomena, so
that the prophecies received by Laomedon (Diod. 4.42.3) and Aietes
(4.47.2, 6) did not arouse any rationalistic skepticism.

Another group of exceptions is centered on the gods of Samothrace,
and is probably due to contemporary interest in that cult.® Whereas
Apollonius (1.915-921) refers only in passing to the initiation of the
Argonauts (at Orpheus’ urging) into the Samothracian mysteries,
Dionysius draws attention to these gods on two occasions. Both times
Orpheus prays for deliverance from a storm. In the first case (4.43.1 =
F 18) salvation is accompanied by two falling stars which appear over
the heads of the Dioscuri, and the incident is used as an aition for the
importance of both the Dioscuri and the Samothracian gods to sailors.?
On the return journey (4.48.6ff = F 30), Orpheus’ prayers to the
Samothracian gods once again bring safety, and the sea god Glaucus
appears and accompanies the Argonauts for two days and nights (they
otherwise presumably put into shore each night) foretelling their future
(cf. A.R. 1.13101f, Philostr. Imag. 2.15). The heroes repay their vows
for safety, first by establishing an altar and a sanctuary as soon as they
next reach land somewhere near Byzantium (Diod. 4.49.2 = F 30,
cf. schol. A.R. 4.1153-54¢ = F 31), then later by dedicating at Samo-
thrace itself some bowls which are said to have survived to Dionysius’
own day, as had the icgdv at Byzantium.10

8 See above, Chapter vi p. 88. The Argonauts had already been connected with
Samothrace in Aeschylus’ Kdfeigo: (Athen. 10.428, cf. fr. 95-97 Nauck).

® On the Dioscuri as saviours of ships see Allen-Halliday-Sikes on Hom. Hymn 33.
They were often identified with the Samothracian gods; see B. Hemberg, Die
Kabiren (Uppsala 1950) Index s. Dioskuros. The twin comets above the heads of the
twins in Dionysius’ Argonauts evidently allude to the numerous representations of
stars above their heads on coins and reliefs, for which see Fernand Chapouthier,
Les Dioscures au service d’ une déesse (Paris 1935) 114-115, L. R. Farnell, Greek Hero
Cults and Ideas of Immortality (Oxford 1921) 186.—With Diodorus 4.43.1 cf. in
general schol. German. Aratea 146 = P. Nigidius Figulus fr. 91 Swoboda, and
N. Lewis, Samothrace: The Literary Sources (Samothrace 1, ed. K. Lehmann, New York
1958) p. 79.

10 On this sanctuary see Hemberg 219 and Jacoby’s Commentary on FGrHist 31 F 47.
Polybius (4.39.6), who also places the dedication of the sanctuary on the return
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Dionysius’ account of the route of the Argonauts is in accord with his
concern to minimize the fabulous element and keep his story simple,
since he makes them return by the same direct route along which they
came,! and not via the north along the Danube or the south along the
stream of Ocean and through Libya. His willingness to innovate, on the
other hand, seems to have found expression in his account of the geo-
graphy of Colchis!? and in his placement of the Argonauts’ visits to
Byzantium (Diod. 4.49.1-2, = F 30, cf. F 31) and Samothrace (4.49.8
= F 34) on the return voyage (cf. A.R. 2.5311, 1.915f).

The rationalistic interpretation of myth and the simplification of the
course of the voyage are, however, merely a means of bringing to the
fore the main theme of the work, which is the contrast between the
civilized humanity of the Greeks, in particular of Heracles, and the
savage treachery of the barbarians they encounter. To this end the most
drastic changes in the traditional story have been made—the intro-
duction of Heracles as the expedition’s leader, the addition of Hesione’s
rescue to the Argonauts’ adventures, the alteration of their encounter
with Phineus, and a new and wholly sympathetic portrayal of Medea.

The innovation for which the Argonauts is most frequently cited in
ancient sources (schol. A.R.1.1289, Bibl.1.118, = F 15a-b, Diod. 4.41.3 =
F 14) is the replacement of Jason as leader of the whole expedition by
Heracles. Jason conceives the plan of a great quest (Diod. 4.40.2) and
builds the ship himself (4.41.1-2, itself a notable innovation) but is not
mentioned again until the Argonauts reach Colchis, and even there
plays a supporting role to Heracles (P. Hibeh 2.186 col. 4). This is
because Dionysius wished to take full advantage of the figure of Heracles
as a civilizing influence in distant lands;® in his version Heracles first
gains fame through his activities with the Argonauts. At the end of the
expedition (in commemoration of which he is said to have founded the

voyage of the Argonauts (see above p. 87 n. 12), assigns it to the twelve gods,
and probably Dionysius did also, as did Apollonius (2.531-533) and others.—The
gudAar dedicated by the Argonauts at Samothrace are not attested elsewhere. On
the use of supposedly ancient dedications as ‘“‘proof” of the truth of legends see
D. Fehling, Die Quellenangaben bei Herodot (Berlin 1971) 961.

11 Yike Herodorus (FGrHist 31 F 10) and Callimachus (fr. 9 Pfeiffer). On the various
versions of their return see Jacoby’s Commentary on FGrHist 1 F 18 and E. Delage,
La géographie dans les Argonautiques d° Apollonios (Paris 1930) 1921,

12 The Colchian places mentioned at Diod. 4.46.2 = F 22, 48.1 = F 26 suggest a
detailed description of that region in the original which must have been very different
from that of Apollonius (see in general Delage, 1811f).

13 See Prodicus VS 84 B 2, Antisthenes frgs. 22-28 (ed. Caizzi, Milan 1966), Wilamo-
witz, Euripides’ Herakles 11 (Berlin 1889) p. 93 n. 172, pp. 100ff.
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Olympic games, 4.53.4-6 = F 37) he gathers an army of young men
equally eager for glory, and in their company he performs the deeds
which win him divine honors. (This explanation is accompanied by a
suitably rationalistic attack on those who claim, contrary to proba-
bility, that Heracles accomplished these deeds unaided by others.)14

Heracles’ glory consists in leading the Argonauts against a variety of
cruel barbarian kings, and the plight of Hesione provides his first op-
portunity. Heracles rescues her from a danger caused by the treachery of
her father the king, as she herself recognizes when she prefers going with
Heracles to staying in Troy (Diod. 4.42.6 = F 16). In the sequel (4.49.3-6
= F 32, F 34), Laomedon’s pertidy manifests itself once again, and he
plots the destruction of the foreigners (perhaps because he wants the
0égog). But a single barbarian, Priam, speaks out for justice to the
Argonauts; when he is ignored by Laomedon, Priam assists the foreign-
ers. Laomedon is killed by Heracles, who punishes those who are guilty
and rewards the just Priam with the throne of Troy.

The Argonauts’ encounter with Phineus closely resembles their
adventure with Laomedon; in order to make it so, Dionysius has com-
bined two originally different stories to produce a new account. Since
this alteration has caused some confusion among modern scholars
(e.g. in Jacoby’s Commentary on FGrHist 32 F 5), it will be well to
examine briefly both the traditional accounts of Phineus and Scyto-
brachion’s new version.

There were two stories connected with Phineus: 1) his blinding,
for which various reasons were given. The most important of these for
the present purpose is that Phineus had divorced his first wife Cleopatra,
the daughter of Oreithyia and Boreas, to marry another woman who is
variously named. The second wife exhibited her cruelty to her stepsons
by persuading Phineus to blind them. Thereupon Boreas himself, in
anger at the mistreatment of his grandsons, afflicted Phineus with
blindness as well. The Argonauts play no part whatsoever in this story.18

14 Diod. 4.53.4-7 is therefore inconsistent with Diodorus’ other account of Heracles’
career (4.81f, taken from the rhetorician Matris of Thebes, see the Introduction,
p- 12 n. 2 above). Since Dionysius explains Heracles’ labors in this way, it is likely
(as Bethe Quaestiones 21 noted) that the reference to Eurystheus in 4.55.4 is an
insertion by Diodorus.

15 For the sources see Robert Heldensage 817 (but for Robert’s conclusions on Scyto-
brachion and Sophocles’ Phineus, which are based on Bibl. 3.200, see n. 20 below).
Sophocles probably treated this story in one (if not both) of his plays entitled Phineus
(frgs. 704-717 Radt). For representations of Phineus in vase painting see Nereo
Alfieri, Bollettino dei Musei Ferraresi 5/6 (1975/76) 179-180.



98 Part I1I: The Works

2) The blind prophet Phineus is found by the Argonauts when they land
in Thrace. For reasons variously described!® he has been afflicted by the
Harpies, who steal or befoul his food so that he is nearly dead of star-
vation. The Boreadae rid him of the Harpies, and in gratitude he fore-
tells the dangers the Argonauts must face on the remaining voyage.'?
At the time of this episode Phineus’ cruelty to his sons and subsequent
punishment are already over.

Scytobrachion has combined the two stories, so that the Argonauts
land to find the Phineidae being maltreated—which had happened
years before according to other versions—and the children explain their
situation and plead for help. The scene which follows is described only
vaguely by Diodorus, but a fuller account exists in schol. A.R. 2.206-
208b (F 19). Heracles questioned Phineus, who defended his actions in
a skilful speech,!® which might have been effective had not an unnamed
person appeared (described only as a mgeofdrne by the scholion, and
left out entirely by Diodorus) to expose him. Heracles and the Boreadae
freed the children, killed Phineus when he offered resistance, and es-
tablished a new, just government.!® As in the Trojan episode, the Argo-
nauts assist Heracles in punishing an unjust barbarian king, and in
giving power to these who most deserve it.20

18 Cf. FGrHist 12 (Asclepiades) F 31, A. R. 2.1791f.

17 A, R. 2.1781f, Hyg. Fab. 19. Whether Hesiod frgs. 150-157 Merkelbach-West (on
Phineus, the Harpies and the Boreadae) belong to the Argonauts’ expedition is
uncertain. Sophocles probably told this story in his Tympanisiae (frgs. 636-645 Radt).
On Bibl. 3.200 see n. 20 below.

18 Diod. 4.44.1 = F 18. For other speeches of which Diodorus preserves remnants see
p. 101 n. 30 below. Wilamowitz ap. Bethe, Quaestiones 14 argued that the scholion
to Apollonius preserved two different versions, the latter of which (after yeydver),
since it was not found in Diodorus, did not come from Scytobrachion. But there
is no inconsistency between the two accounts, merely more detail in the scholion.

19 The description of Phineus’ death is more accurate in the scholion to Apollonius
(see the preceding note) ; Diodorus has ineptly reproduced the battle (4.44.3 ~4.49.6,
partly a verbal repetition) and other details (e. g. the bonds 4.44.2 ~4.42.5) from
the story of Hesione.

20 Scytobrachion’s account of Phineus has been reproduced in the Orphic Argonautica
671ff, and (via the mythological handbook, on which see the Introduction p. 16
n. 15 above) in Bibl. 3.200, where the text should read:

mapaméovres 8¢ of *Agyovaidrar ovv Bogeddais xoAdlovrar adtdy. (Bogeddais Aegius,
adv Tois Bogéov Heyne, Bogéa: codd. [cf. Diod. 4.44.2 Bogeddag])
The normal story of Phineus’ blinding (no. 1 above) is added as a variant (from the
same handbook) by Diodorus (4.44.4): xai tov Pwéa tijc dpolas Tuyelv ovupogds
(blindness) vn6 Bogéov (= Serv. ad Aen. 3.209). This text and that of Servius enable
us to correct the more usual version of the story at Bibl. 1.120 as well: oi 6¢ vmo
Bogéov (sc. paai nnpwdivar 1oy Pwéa) [xai tdv Agyovavr@v] (del. Bethe, Quaestiones
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But the extreme of barbarism is reached in Colchis. The savagery of the
natives of this region is mentioned at the start as Pelias’ real reason for
sending Jason there;2! for Pelias knows about the custom of &evoxzovia
(4.40.4 = F 14), while the Argonauts do not,2? and he hopes they will
be killed.

In contrast to the exaggerated cruelty of Aietes, Hecate and Circe
(4.45.2-3, cf. F 2la—c), Medea herself is a model of humanity. Her
knowledge of herbs (which, the rationalistic Dionysius adds, has nothing
to do with magic) is used only to help mankind (4.46.1 = F 22, cf.
4.50.6 = F 36). Her opposition to her father’s cruelty (similar to that
of Priam against Laomedon) results in her own arrest; she escapes and
flees to a sanctuary of Helios, and it is there that the Argonauts, who
never have to wait long for an adventure, find her (like Hesione) on the
shore, as soon as they disembark.

Medea’s subsequent agreement with the Greeks is based not on love
for Jason but on mutual seli-interest (10 xotwoy cvupépoy 4.46.4 = F 22).
Because of her civilized nature® she is in as much danger as the for-
eigners, and in return for her promise of assistance she receives a guarantee
that Jason will marry her, evidently a matter more of protection than
love. Heracles acts as guarantor of the oaths (F 15b, P. Hibeh 2.186
col. 1 = F 23a), and it is to him that Medea turns later when the oath
is broken (4.54.7 = F 38).

17). Bethe noticed that the parallel narratives mention Boreas only, and to suppose
(as did Robert, Heldensage 819) that the North Wind sailed with the Argonauts is
absurd. The text of Bibl. has frequently been supplemented with additional names,
many of them incorrect; as in the present case, these can usually be removed with
the help of the parallel mythographic tradition. The corruption of Bogeddais to
Bogéar in Bibl. 3.200 (through an abbreviation?) made it appear that 3.200 and
1.120 told the same story; Thus xai 7@ *Apyovavrdv was added to the former passage
also. Albert Henrichs has suggested to me that the error may be as old as the first
version of Bibl.; but it is in any case an error and should be noted as such in any
edition of Pseudo-Apollodorus. Wagner’s note on Bibl. 1.120 (apparently a defence
of the manuscript readings) is a total muddle.—Once these texts have been properly
interpreted, the view of Schwartz, De Dion. Scytobr. 28, Robert, Heldensage 820,
Jacoby, Commentary to FGrHist 32 F 5, and many others, that Dionysius derived
this story from Sophocles, can be safely dismissed.

The reason that the golden fleece is sought, which remains obscure in most accounts
(see Friankel, Noten p. 304f), is quite simple in Dionysius’ story: Jason was ready to
undertake any adventure as long as it was a foreign one (dmegogiovs orpareiag
Diod. 4.40.2 = F 14), and simply asked Pelias for a suggestion.

v dyeidtyra dyvoodvras (Diod. 4.44.7 = F 20). They learn of the custom of human
sacrifice only from Medea (4.46.3 = F 22).

Her #juegdrns (Diod. 4.46.3, see Chapter i p. 21 n. 11 above), in which she re-
sembles the Argonauts, is the opposite of the dudrns (4.46.1) of Aietes.
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After the attack on the sanctuary of Ares (on which see Chapter i,
p. 221f above) another pitched battle is fought between Greeks and
barbarians, but this one is more difficult than those in Thrace and Troy.
One of the Argonauts is killed,?* and many others are wounded (4.48.5 =
F 30), but once again the barbarian king is slain (this time by Meleager,
4.48.4, cf. F 29a-b) and the victorious Argonauts can set sail, with their
prize, for home.

The arrival of the Argonauts back in Iolcus has been designed by
Dionysius to exhibit to full advantage not just the ingenuity but also the
humanity and piety of Medea. The situation of the voyage is now re-
versed, in that the Argonauts are conironted by the cruelty of a Greek
ruler, and since they themselves are at a loss (4.50.4 = F 36), only the
barbarian girl can help. Medea’s plan for killing Pelias agrees roughly
with the well known story of that deed, but its details are clearly Diony-
sius’ own invention.? It is perhaps the finest episode of the whole book,
and fortunately Diodorus has reproduced it at some length.

Medea decides to use popular superstition for her own ends; like
Peisistratus (Hdt. 1.60) she feigns the entry of a goddess into the city.
Made up to appear old (so that she can later rejuvenate herself for
Pelias)2é she approaches Iolcus in a state of évdovoiacuds, bringing a cult
image of Artemis (in which she has hidden the drugs she will need for
her deception). She announces that the goddess herself, having found
Tolcus (because of Pelias’ piety!) a suitable place to settle, has come
from the Hyperboreans to be installed in a temple there (xad{dgvoig
Diod. 4.51.4). Medea has been been sent by the goddess to bestow on
Pelias a reward, in the form of eternal youth. This religious fakery,
described in appropriate language,?? is eagerly accepted by Pelias, and
the rest of Medea’s plan works perfectly.8

24 Either Iphitus or Iphis (Diod. 4.48.4 = F 28, cf. F 29a-b). This is evidently the
only man lost on the expedition, since there are 54 Argonauts at the start (4.41.2)
but only 53 at the end (4.50.4; the Phineidae, who joined the expedition along the
way [4.44.6], must have been let off again on the way home).

%5 Schwartz, De Dion. Scytobr. 10, once again sees the influence of tragedy, for which
there is no evidence. The absence of any recourse to magic, and the use made by
Medea of Pelias’ detoidarpovia suit Dionysius’ rationalism perfectly, and the whole
scene has rather a comic appeal which is not, I think, unintentional.

26 Clem. Alex. Strom. 363 P (Mrjdea. . .1j Aifrov 7§ Kolyic modytn Bagny Touydv érevénoey)
is probably not (as Schwartz [De Dion. Scytobr. 9 n. 2] suggests) a reference to Scyto-
brachion’s story, but rather a rationalistic explanation of Medea’s rejuvenation of
Jason and Aeson in other stories.

27 Diod. 4.51.2: napayyérew (sc. Mideiav) ndor Séyecdar vy Y edv edoefds mageivar
yap abrny &€ ‘Ymepfogéwy én’ dyaddr daipove Tt Te moAer mdon xai téde faoilel,
(4.51.3) mdgeotiv 7 Peog eddaiuova morjoovoa Tov oixov Tov factAéwg. On (Vmo)déyeodoue
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But Scytobrachion’s more civilized Medea is at the same time a most
reluctant murderess. She has hitherto used her skills solely to benefit
mankind, and only because Pelias’ behavior has been made especially
monstrous® can she be persuaded to resort to violence, as she explains to
the Argonauts.®® Later, when she has persuaded the Peliades to kill
their father, she is repulsed by the thought of actually having him
dismembered and boiled, as is done in other accounts. Her goal, Pelias’
death, has been achieved; since she refuses to be responsible for any
further atrocity, she not only sends the unwitting daughters to give a
signal to the Argonauts, but even goes with them herself, to avoid being
alone with the corpse.

Since Medea’s justice and piety, qualities rare in the barbarians
encountered by the Argonauts, are so notable, the end of the story
becomes all the more effective. When Jason abandons a wife without
fault after ten years of marriage (4.54.2), Medea is diiven to precisely
that savagery (dudrns 4.54.7) which she abhorred in her own family and
has fought against all her life.3! But it was not she who broke her oath.

Dionysius seems therefore to have offered a radically new version of
an old story, which certainly lacks the grandeur of epic or tragedy, but
is not on that account without value. The owner of P. Hibeh 2.186,
if he was ever caught reading it by others with more learned tastes,
had no reason to apologize.

in this sense see Henrichs, HSCP 80 (1976) 278 n. 71, to which he suggests be added
Eur. Bacch. 7691, Paus. 1.37.2, Callim. Lav. Pall. 1371, in Delum 69, Ant. Lib. 24.1,
schol. Nic. Ther. 484. On mogeivar see HSCP 82 (1978) 210 n. 25. Diodorus
probably follows his original relatively closely here.

Diod. 4.52.1-2 (mpoodvrws 8¢ Tdv mapdévay. . .dnovgyfjoar Tois mpooTdyuacty) is
probably not from Scytobrachion. Medea has already supplied the proof which
she had planned (Diod. 4.51.5), and a second demonstration is superfluous, partic-
ularly since the rejuvenation of the ram is a feature of the well known story, such
as Dionysius tends to avoid (and Diodorus to insert on his own). Diodorus probably
wished to incorporate it into the narrative, and invented the last-minute reluctance
of the Peliades so that he could do so.

2 See Diod. 4.50.1-2 = F 35, describing the deaths of Jason’s father, brother and
mother. The accounts of the first two have been reproduced in Bibl. 1.143, where
a different source is followed for the death of his mother (Bethe, Quaestiones 16).
Diod. 4.50.6, one of several speeches which must have illustrated the character
of the speakers quite well in the original: cf. 4.44.1 = F 18 (Phineus, see p. 98
n. 18 above), 4.49.3 = F 32 (Priam, cf. P. Oxy 2812 col. 2 lines 6{f = F 33), 4.54.3
= F 38 (Jason, cf. Eur. Med. 551ff).

Yet even then it is acknowledged that Medea was in the right (Diod. 4.55.1 = F 38).
That this part of the story should in some ways resemble Euripides’ Medea was
inevitable, but Schwartz (De Dion. Scytobr. 5-8) speaks too much of tragic influence.
Care has been taken to alter the story whenever possible (e. g. in the burning of the
house at Diod. 4.54.5, a plan rejected at Eur. Med. 378).
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Chapter VIII: The Libyan Stories

We have seen that the accounts of the Libyan Amazons, the Atlantioi
and Dionysus, which Diodorus gives in three separate installments,
were probably combined by Scytobrachion in a single work. Since the
real title of this work is unknown, it is here called the Libyan Stories.
Like Dionysius’ Argonauts, these stories offer a radical re-interpretation of
traditional myths, this time in conformity with Euhemerism—indeed,
the method of the Libyan Stories is so similar to that ot Euhemerus’
Sacred History that the latter work can be assumed to have influenced the
former directly.? Yet “Euhemerism” (except in a special sense, as we will
see below) is older than Euhemerus himself, and in order to estimate
properly the Libyan Stories we must sketch briefly this tradition as well,
as far as it can still be recovered.3

One of several philosophers of the fifth century to deny the existence
of the gods was Prodicus of Ceos,* who offered the explanation that they
had been invented by early men in two distinct stages: 1) those aspects
of nature which benefited mankind came to be treated as gods, and 2) at
a later time, mortals themselves who had made useful inventions or
developed a particular skill were given divine honors also.®

The immediate effect of this theory can be seen in the theological
arguments of the Euripidean Teiresias (Bacchae 274-285),% and perhaps
in the work of Ephorus also.” Its greatest popularity, however, begins in
the decades following the death of Alexander. It was then that Hecataeus
of Abdera® wrote a complete ethnographical account of Egypt, of which
large parts are preserved by Diodorus.® The aim of this work was not

! See pp. 11-12 and 78-80 above.

2 See p. 14 and 88 above.

On the growth and influence of Euhemerism see especially G. Vallauri, Origine e

diffusione dell’ Euemerismo and A. Henrichs, HSCP 79 (1975) 110 n. 65.

Henrichs (above n. 3) 109 n. 62. Prodicus was therefore included (with Euhemerus)

in the later lists of atheists, on which see C. W. Miiller, Hermes 95 (1967) 151 n. 4.

Philodemus De Pietate p. 75 Gomperz = V§ 84 B 5. On the interpretation see

Henrichs (above n. 3) 115ff and (for second thoughts on another fragment, p. 71

Gomperz) Cr. Erc. 6 (1976) 15-21. Schober’s supplement zod[¢ Awooxodglov[s is

however unlikely to be correct. The well known dgerj of the Dioscuri (e. g., Aristotle

PMG 842.10) is of a different nature than that of Prodicus’ ngdto: edgerai.

See Henrichs (above n. 3) 110 n. 64.

FGrHist 70 F 31b, F 34, cf. also Pseudo-Epicharmus, VS 23 B 8, B 53.

See in general Jacoby, RE VII. 2750-2769, his Commentary on FGrHist 264, Fraser

Ptolemaic Alexandria 1 496-504, I1 718-727, and the works cited in notes 9-13 below.

? Precisely how much of Diodorus I is taken from Hecataeus is still a subject of dispute;
see the recent discussions of Fraser (above n. 8) II 450 n. 815, 721 n. 19 and O.
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solely historical, but philosophical also: Hecataeus wished to demonstrate
whenever possible the superiority of Egyptian culture to that of Greece,
and the derivative nature of the latter.!® To this end the account of the
origin of the Egyptian gods (from whom the gods of Greece are said to
have been derived) is made to conform to the two stages of Prodicus’
theory: the earliest Egyptians derived the names of their first gods
(called the “celestial gods™, odpdvior deol) from natural phenomena,!?
whereas the ‘‘terrestrial gods” (éniyeior deol) were originally mortals,
who were deified because of their wisdom and services to mankind.!?
There follows a list of these kings, who are identified with (among others)
Cronus and Zeus.13

It is impossible to say precisely how the Prodicean theory was expound-
ed in detail in this work, but it is immediately clear that two basic
changes have been made in the ‘“second stage”. The first is formal:
what Prodicus seems to have presented as no more than anthropological
or theological speculation is now claimed as historical fact, and applied
to a particular set of national gods (from which the gods of Greece are
also derived).

The second change is designed to make the deification of mortals more
believable by modelling it after a contemporary phenomenon, the cults
of individual rulers which became ever more frequent in the wake of the
career of Alexander.!* Prodicus had referred to early inventors as the
first men to be deified, and edperai are to be found among Hecataeus’

Murray, JEA 56 (1970) 141-171. The extreme skepticism of Anne Burton in her
Commentary on Diodorus I (Leiden 1972) has little to recommend it, see Murray
JHS 95 (1975) 415, A. B. Lloyd JEA 60 (1974) 287-288.

10 See Fraser (above n. 8) I 497.

11 Diod. 1.11-12 = FGrHist 264 F 25. This is of course an adaptation of Prodicus’

““first stage™; see Henrichs (above n. 3) 111 n. 65 and Nilsson, Opuscula III 31{f.

Diod. 1.13.1 = FGrHist 264 F 25: vndofavras puév dvnrods, dia 6 ovveoiy xal xotvny

avdodmwy edegyesiav Tevevydrag Tig ddavasiag. Against W. Spoerri (Spdthellenistische

Berichte tiber Welt, Kultur und Gotter [Basel 1959] 189-194) I incline to the view that

Diod. 1.11ff is derived from Hecataeus (although 1.15.6-8 and 1.17-20.5 probably

are not, see Schwartz, RE V.671). The substance of the ‘‘second stage’ of this theory

(the apotheosis of great inventors and benefactors) is repeated at Diod. 1.90.2-3

(cf. 1.15.4), which is certainly from Hecataeus (FGrHist 264 F 25).

Diod. 1.13.2-5. Some of the variants here may be attributable to Diodorus himself,

but see T. Cole, Democritus and the Origins of Greek Anthropology (Cleveland 1967)

159-160 n. 35.

14 On Alexander himself see L. Edmunds, GRBS 12 (1971) 363-91, J. Seibert, Alexander
der Grofe (Darmstadt, 1972) 192 and on ruler cult in general L. Cerfaux-J. Tondriau,
Le culte des souverains dans la civilisation greco-romaine (Paris 1957), F. Taeger, Charisma,
Studien zur Geschichte des antiken Herrscherkultes 1 (Stuttgart 1957), C. Habicht, Gott-
menschentum und griechische Stidte (Zetemata 14, second ed. Munich 1970).
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“terrestrial gods” as well;'5 but most of them are styled more generally
edepyérar, the term frequent in contemporary cults,’® and it is noted
specifically that several of them were kings,1” a detail which was not
present in Prodicus’ theory.

In the Sacred History of Euhemerus of Messene, which was probably
written within the first two decades of the third century B.C.,18 these
developments were carried still further. The origins of the gods were
now placed not only in an ethnographic setting, but in the context of a
totally fictitious land invented solely for this purpose.!® Euhemerus
claimed to have discovered south of Arabia three islands, one of which
was named Panchaea. On this island, whose general characteristics and
social structure were described at some length, he found a sacred precinct
of “Triphylian Zeus” and, in the temple there, a golden stele on which
the earthly deeds of Uranus, Zeus, and other former kings, now gods,
were recorded. Based on this stele (and presumably also on the accounts
of the Panchaean priests)? Euhemerus transmitted to the Greek world
the “true story” of their own Olympian gods. In this account he concerned
himself solely with the deified mortals of Prodicus’ ‘“‘second stage’;2!

15 Diod. 1.13.3, 1.15.4. The preoccupation with inventions is continued in the Isis-

aretalogies, see A.J. Festugiére, HThR 42 (1949) 228-229 = FEtudes de religion

grecque et hellenistique (Paris 1972) 157-158, and in general Kleingiinther, “mp@rog
ebgetris”, Philol. Supplbd. 26.1 (1933) 261f, 1091f.

Diod. 1.13.1 (quoted above n. 12), 1.13.5, 1.90.3. The change in vocabulary, which

corresponds to the general shift in emphasis away from cultural benefactors to

political ones, is unlikely to be due solely to Diodorus. On edegyérng in cult (the
title does not necessarily imply deification) see Hepding, Klio 20 (1926) 490ft,

Habicht (above n. 14) 156 n. 77, Murray JEA 56 (1970) 160 n. 1.

17 Diod. 1.13.1: dv éviovs xal Bagideic yeyovévar xara thv Alyvazoy.

18 Euhemerus’ date is roughly fixed by his claim (Diod. 6.1 ap. Euseb. P.E. 2.2.59 =
FGrHist 63 T 1) to have been a gilos of Cassander, who died in 298/7; he is also
called a yégwy in a fragment of Callimachus’ Iambi (fr. 191.9-11 Pf.) which cannot
however be dated precisely. On the Sacred History in general see Jacoby RE VI.952-
972, Fraser (above n. 8) I 289-295, 11 447-457. I cite the fragments after FGrHist 63,
but they have also been collected by G. Vallauri (Turin 1956).

19 On the tradition of fabulous ethnography and utopianism in which Euhemerus
therefore stands see Appendix 1 (pp. 113f below), Jacoby RE VI1.957, J. Ferguson,
Utopias of the Ancient World (Ithaca, N.Y. 1975) 102ff.

20 Cf. Diodorus’ description of the Panchaean priests (5.46.2 = FGrHist 63 F 3): uetr’

b Tac medels adtdy (sc. Tdv Fedv) xai Tdg eic dvSodimovs edegyeciag diamogevduevor.

The priests of Egypt had been claimed by Hecataeus of Abdera as a major source

also (see Jacoby RE VII.2760).

Diod. 6.1 (Euseb. P.E. 2.2.59) = FGrHist 63 F 2 repeats from Hecataeus (see above

n. 12) the distinction between odgdvior and ériyeior Feoi, but notes that Euhemerus

describes only the latter group (see Fraser [above n. 8] II 450 n. 815).
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only political leaders, i.e. kings, (not cultural leaders and inventors) are
envisioned as receiving divine honor.2??

Euhemerus’ account of the Panchaean kings is, with some slight
changes,? the familiar succession of Uranus, Cronus, and Zeus—except
that now all the participants are mortal, and their actions have more in
common with the dynastic struggles of Alexander’s successors than the
gods of Hesiod. After the death of Uranus (FGrHist 63 F 12) the eldest
son, Titan, claimed the throne, but the other members of the family all
supported the cause of the younger son Cronus. Titan yielded, on the
condition that Cronus would dispose of any male children of his own so
that the succession would pass to Titan’s offspring (FGrHist 63 F 14).
When it was learned that this had not been done, the “Titans” (Titan’s
children) and their father imprisoned Cronus and took over the kingdom
(F 15); but Zeus crossed over from Crete, where he had been raised
secretly, to Panchaea. He freed his father, and returned once again to
Crete. Instead of being grateful to his son, Cronus plotted to have him
removed as a threat to his own power, whereupon Zeus crossed to Pan-
chaea once again, routed his father, and took over the kingdom (F 16).

According to Euhemerus most of the legacy of the “Olympian gods”
in Panchaea was the result of the conscious policy of Zeus, who lost no
opportunity to establish cults, first of his grandfather Uranus (F 21),
then later of himself as well (F 23, F 2 [Diod. 6.9]). After several journeys
abroad, during which he spread the cults first established at home (F 23),
Zeus returned to Crete, where he died; his tomb, says Euhemerus, could
still be found there.?

It is plain that this most elaborate product of the Euhemeristic tradi-
tion, the Sacred History itself, has been a major influence on Dionysius’
Libyan Stories.® As we might expect from the author of the Argonauts,
these tales are even more adventurous and less overtly ‘““philosophical’
than those of his predecessors.

Unlike the island of Panchaea, Libya had a real existence in fact,
but Dionysius has made it clear in a number of ways that the setting of

22 See Jacoby, RE VI.964. According to Euhemerus (FGrHist 63 F 20) inventors
showed their work to the king.

2 E.g. the addition of Cronus’ daughter Glauca and his brother Titan (FGrHist 63
F 14).

24 The references to the Cretan tomb of Zeus by Callimachus (Hymn 1.8, fr. 202.15-16)
are not necessarily to be viewed as testimonia to Euhemerus’ account (Fraser [above
n. 8] I1.456 n. 840). On Zeus in Euhemerus see also n. 57 below.

2 For the influence of Euhemerus on authors other than Dionysius see the works cited
above, n. 3, and Taeger (above n. 14) 1.385.
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his stories is purely imaginary.2® The sources cited—the poems of Linus
and Thymoitas, in addition to the accounts of the Libyans themselves,2?
are of the same order as Euhemerus’ Panchaean stele and are meant
only to provide the necessary ethnographic and scholarly frame for the
myths. The main showplaces of the stories are Lake Tritonis and the
River Triton; both had long been associated with Libya, but with myth
rather than geography.?® Their exact locations were never determined.
Scytobrachion provides more details on these places than any other
author, alleging that both were near Ethiopia® and Mount Atlas,
which in turn bordered the Ocean. In Lake Tritonis was located Hespera,
the island of the Amazons (Diod. 3.53.4 = F 2), and in the River Triton
was the island which contained Nysa, the hiding place of Dionysus
(Diod. 3.68.5 = F 8). Lest the traveller seek the remains of any of these
sites, Dionysius adds that Lake Tritonis has since disappeared, like
Plato’s Atlantis, as a result of earthquakes.

The story begins with the Amazons, whose military skills and social
organization are described in the conventional way (Diod. 3.53.1-3 =
F 2), but who are placed in Libya instead of at the Thermodon River.3°
Dionysius recounts the period of their greatest influence with a wealth of
detail which is of course totally invented.3! They begin by conquering
all their island, except for the holy city of Mene,3? then subdue the Atlan-

23 Attempts to show that Dionysius or his “‘sources” can be relied on for the geography

of Libya (Albert Hermann, RA.Mus. 86 [1937] 87, RE XVII.1659) have not been

successful. A more factual account of Libya which precedes in Diodorus (3.49-51)

is perhaps from Agatharchides of Cnidus, see E. Schwartz, RE V.673.

Diod. 3.67.4-5, see p. 15 above.

28 Herodotus 4.178-180. See in general Windberg RE VII A. 305-323, who is however
too much inclined to admit the possibility that Diodorus’ (i.e. Scytobrachion’s)
Lake Tritonis actually existed (col. 320, cf. n. 26 above).

29 ““Ethiopia” is used here in general terms to denote the extreme west, cf. Homer,
0d. 1.23-24, Herodotus 7.70, and Lesky Gesammelte Schriften (Bern, 1966) 417-418.

3 Diodorus’ introduction to the Libyan Amazons is somewhat confusing, since he
first claims (3.52.2) that they are hardly known, then (3.52.3) that many writers,
both old and new, have referred to them before. The inconsistency is probably due
to his speaking in the first case for himself, but in the second reproducing what
Scytobrachion wrote about his “‘sources” (see Bethe, Quaestiones 8). Diodorus offers
a more conventional account of the Asiatic Amazons at 2.44.3-46 (the source is
unknown).
In addition to the many geographical and individual names found in Diodorus’
narrative (and to some extent confirmed by other sources, viz. Paus. 2.21.6 [see
above p. 86], Anthol. Lat. 860 [quoted on F 2]) note the numbers of infantry
and cavalry (Diod. 3.54.2 = F 3), of prisoners taken (3.54.7), and the description
of the Amazons’ weapons (3.54.3), all of which contrasts sharply with the vagueness
of Diod. 2.44.31f, where even the first queens of the Amazons remain unnamed.

32 Diod. 3.53.6 = F 3. On the “Ethiopian Ichthyophagi” who are said to have lived
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tioi, the most civilized of their neighbors.3® The queen of the Amazons,
Myrina,?* makes an example of the Atlantian city of Kerne, which
frightens the rest of the Atlantioi into an immediate submission to which
Myrina responds generously: she founds a new city named after herself
and promises the tribe her protection in the future. The Atlantioi in
return vote her public honors (Diod. 3.54.1-6 = F 3). The whole story
is obviously based on the career of Alexander and his successors and
prepares us for the account of Dionysus which is to come. The rest of
Myrina’s career with the Amazons is told in similar detail, which need
not be reproduced here. After defeating the Gorgons, Arabs, and Syrians
(and concluding a treaty with Egypt), she and the Amazons subdue
Asia Minor, founding in the process cities which bear their names.36
They establish a sanctuary of the Mother of the gods at Samothrace,3®
but are finally defeated by two exiles from their homelands, Mopsus the
Thracian and Sipylus the Scythian (both otherwise unknown). The
death of Myrina in this battle puts an end to their advance, and after
further defeats they return to Libya.%?

Where the power of the Amazons ends, that of the Atlantioi begins,
at least according to the arrangement adopted by Diodorus.3® The first
of the Atlantian kings is said to have been Uranus, who conforms to the
Prodicean concept of the cultural leader and inventor. Not only does he

there, see Jacoby’s Commentary ad loc. (p. 512.7ff) and TkaC, RE 1X.2530. I see

no reason (pace Pape-Benseler s.v. and Der kleine Pauly s. Meninx) to suppose that

Mene here is equivalent to Meninx. It might just as well have been a complete

invention (perhaps based on the “old name” of the moon [Diod. 3.57.5 = F 6]).

Diod. 3.54.1-6. At what point in their history (as described later) the ‘“‘Atlantioi”

were thus conquered is not said, but it was certainly before the career of Dionysus

(Diod. 3.71.3, on which see p. 119 below).

3¢ Myrina herself is derived from the woman named at II. 2.814 and assumed to have
been an Amazon (schol. ad loc., Strabo 12.8.6 [p. 573]) and to have founded cities
(FGrHist 1 [Hecataeus of Miletus] F 138¢, Dionysius of Chalcis fr. 2 [FHG IV
p. 393]).

3 Diod. 3.54.7-55.7 = F 3, 4. On the foundation of cities by the Amazons see Toepffer
RE 1 1756-1758 and n. 34 above.

3 Diod. 3.55.8-9 = F 4 = N. Lewis, Samothrace I (New York 1958) text no. 31; cf.
p- 95-96 above on the role of Samothrace in the Argonauts.

3 Diod. 3.55.10-11 = F 4. The final defeat and extinction of the Libyan Amazons
was accomplished later by Heracles (Diod. 3.55.3 = F 5).

38 Diod. 3.56ff = F 6. For the uncertainties regarding Diodorus’ arrangement see
p. 78-79 above. The Atlantioi are presumably derived partly from the
inhabitants of Plato’s Atlantis, but partly also from the *Ariavres (or 'Ardgavres),
a less remarkable people who are said to have lived in the same area (Herodotus
4.184, Rhianus of Bene fr. 12 Powell, FGrHist 90 [Nicolaus of Damascus] F 103u
with Jacoby’s Commentary).
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introduce agriculture and unite his previously scattered people, but he
is also an astronomer (like his counterpart in Euhemerus);* it is for his
knowledge of the heavens even more than his other services (edegyeoiar)
that he receives after his death divine honors from his people, who
henceforth give his name to the heavens.? Uranus’ wife Titaea, the
mother of the Titans, is also deified under the name Ge.#!

In the next generation of the Atlantioi occurs a story which, as we
have already noted,*? seems to allude indirectly to an existing Ptolemaic
cult. Uranus and Titaea had not only several sons (the “Titans), but
also two daughters, Rhea*® and Basileia. After the deaths of her parents,
Basileia brought up her brothers and sister unaided (for which she was
named the “Great Mother”), and was unanimously proclaimed ruler.
After her accession she married her brother Hyperion, to whom she bore
a son and a daughter, Helius and Selene. Then, however, the jealousy of
the other children of Uranus intervenes; to prevent their succession
to the throne, Hyperion and Helius are killed. In grief at her brother’s
death, Selene (called @iiddeipoc) commits suicide.** To the grieving
mother appears Helius in a dream, and tells her that he and his sister
have been translated to the gods, and that their names will henceforth be
used for the sun and moon. After she relates this dream to the people,
Basileia’s grief turns into madness, and she wanders the world using
rattles, drums, and cymbals (which were the playthings of her daughter)
to make noises at those who see her. After she disappears in a storm,*
the Atlantioi establish cults of Helius, Selene, and the Great Mother.46

The use of the adjective ¢iAddedpog and the deification of the brother
and sister have long been recognized as an oblique reference to the cult

3 Diod. 6.6 = FGrHist 63 F 2.

4 In Euhemerus’ story the deification of Uranus and the transfer of his name to the
sky were acts of Zeus (FGrHist 63 F 21).

41 Diod. 3.57.1-2 = F 6. For the name Titaea cf. Diod. 5.66.2.

42 See above pp. 89-90.

4 Rhea is also called Pandora (Diod. 3.57.2 = F 6), an alteration for the equation of
Pandora with Ge; see the passages listed by West on Hesiod, Works and Days 81
(from which however Diodorus should be deleted).

4 The same situation is the basis of Callimachus’ epigram 20 Pf. (= 32 Gow-Page);
it is perhaps based on an historical incident, but see Fraser, Ptol. Alex. 11.824 n. 203.

45 For the setting-up of a cult as a result of dpaviouds see F. Pfister, Der Reliquienkult
im Altertum (RGVV 5, Giessen, 1909-1912) 480-489 (cf. the disappearance of Hespe-
rus, Diod. 3.60.3 = F 7).

4 Diod. 3.57.2-8 = F 6. In this novel account of the Great Mother Dionysius was
perhaps influenced by other combinations of Demeter’s search for Persephone with
Kybele’s worship (Eur. Helen 13011f, F. Graf, Eleusis und die orphische Dichtung Athens
in vorhellenistischer Zeit [RGVV 33, Berlin 1974] 155 n. 24, 157 n. 30).
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of Ptolemy Philadelphus and Arsinoe II as #eoi adedpol.4” The names
Helius and Selene may have been chosen for their Libyan connections
(cf. Hdt. 4.188), but it is also possible that Helius (Horus) and Selene
(Isis) were already identified with the Ptolemaic royal pair in the third
century B.C.;%® by the first century at any rate the children of Antony
and Cleopatra were named Alexander Helius and Cleopatra Selene
(Plutarch, Anton. 36).

After Hyperion’s death the kingdom of Uranus is divided between
Atlas and Cronus. The former receives the westernmost parts of Libya,
whose people are named after him. Like his father he is an astronomer,
and (although he apparently received no divine honors) on this is based
the myth that he supports the Cosmos.%® His daughters, the Atlantides,
are said to have been the mothers of many men who were later deified,
but Diodorus gives only the well known example of Hermes, son of
Maia.50

Cronus, who receives the rest of Libya for his kingdom along with
Sicily and Italy, plays a major role in the third and final section of
Diodorus’ narrative (3.68-74.1 = F 8-12), which is mainly concerned
with Dionysus. This story corresponds loosely to the Titanomachy of
Hesiod (and of Euhemerus), in that Cronus and the Titans are defeated
and Zeus is finally established as king. But the main figure in this story
is one who had no place in the traditional Titanomachy.5

Dionysus is as central to the Libyan Stories as Heracles is to the
Argonauts, and for much the same reason.’2 Since the fifth century B.C.
the importance of the myths concerning him (as well as his cult) had

47 See above pp. 89-90. We need not of course expect all the details of Scyto-
brachion’s story to correspond precisely with the life of Philadelphus and Arsinoe,
any more than that his account of Dionysus and Ammon should resemble precisely
Alexander; nor does it cause any difficulty that the story does not especially flatter
Philadelphus. The evidence which places Scytobrachion in Egypt is very uncertain
(see p. 90 above; Nock, Essaps I, 143 n. 43 misrepresents Suet. De Gram. 7) and
to assume that he was a “‘court-writer” is unjustified.

8 See D. B. Thompson, Ptolemaic Oinochoai and Portraits in Faience (Oxford 1973) 65.

4 Diod. 3.60.1-2 = F 7. On Atlas as an astronomer see Jacoby’s Commentary ad loc.
(FGrHist 32 F 7) and Wernicke RE 11.2125.

% Diod. 3.60.4 = F 7. Their identification with the Pleiades (3.60.5) is as old as
Hesiod (Works and Days 383).

81 J. Dérig, Der Kampf der Gétier und Titanen (Olten 1961) 50 has not recognized the
nature of Diodorus’ source. Scytobrachion mentions a Gigantomachy also, which
is also very different from the traditional one (Diod. 3.70.3-6 = F 9), on which see
F. Vian, La guerre des géants [Paris 1952] 199).

2 Other accounts of Dionysus (whose sources are all uncertain) are offered by Diod.
1.15.64f, 2.38.3-39.1, 3.62-66.3, 3.74.1-3, 4.1.6-5, 5.75.4-5.
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been increasing. Like Heracles, he was credited with an eventful early
career and wide travels (of which traces remain in Eur. Cyclops 1-9 and
Bacchae 13-19). But Scytobrachion’s account reflects mainly the develop-
ments in the legend which began with Alexander, whose deeds were
shortly after his death (if not during his lifetime) compared with those
of the god.53 The Libyan Stories show another part of the same process, in
which the god was in turn assimilated to Alexander.

A major reason for the transposition of the origins of the gods to Libya
must have been to connect Dionysus as firmly with Ammon as Alexander
had been;% to this same end Dionysus is given an unusual set of parents—
Ammon, who is said to be a king of a neighboring region, marries Rhea
the daughter of Uranus, but also begets a son by Amalthea. To escape
Rhea’s jealousy, he arranges to have this child, Dionysus, brought up in
safety in the city of Nysa (on an island in the River Triton)% and places
him in the care of Aristaeus, his daughter Nysa, and Athena, who had
recently been born at the River Triton.% But Dionysus’ exploits (he had
invented wine there while still a child) come to the attention of Rhea,
who leaves Ammon and marries her brother Cronus. At her urging,
Cronus and the Titans successfully besiege Ammon (who is forced to
flee to Crete),5 then attack Nysa itself. Dionysus assembles now for the

8 See A. D. Nock, JHS 48 (1928) 21-30 = Essays I 134—144, Seibert, Alexander (above
n. 14) 204.

54 Ammon was evidently included in Euhemerus’ Sacred History as well (Diod. 5.44.6 =
FGrHist 63 F 3).

55 Scytobrachion’s rhetorical description of Nysa (3.68.4-69 = F 8) is preserved by
Diodorus at even greater length than his accounts of Hespera (3.53.4-5 = F 2)
and Mene (3.53.6 = F 3, cf. Euhemerus’ descriptions in Diod. 5.41.5ff, 42.7ff =
FGrHist 63 F 3), and must have been a major feature of the original. An unnoticed
reference to Scytobrachion’s Nysa by Apollodorus of Athens is discussed pp. 113ff
below.

56 For Aristacus as guardian of Dionysus cf. Oppian Gyneg. 4.273. Athena’s epithet
Tritogeneia was commonly explained as “born at Lake Tritonis” (see Henrichs,
Cr. Erc. 5 [1975] 24ff). Diod. 3.70.2 = F 9 calls her Tritonis. On Athena’s killing
of the Aegis according to Scytobrachion (Diod. 3.70.3-5 = F 9), see Henrichs 32-33,
Vian loc. cit. (above n. 51).

57 Diod. 3.61.1-2 = F 11 states that Uranus had a brother named Zeus, distinct from
the later, more famous Zeus. Zeus I ruled Crete, named it Idaca after his wife, and
fathered the Curetes. Jacoby (Commentary to FGrHist 32 F 7, p. 513.23{f) argued
that this passage was an insertion by Diodorus, but in the present case (Diod.
3.71.2 = F 10) Ammon flees to the same island, marries Creta, the daughter of
one of the Curetes, and takes over the throne, naming the island (formerly called
Idaea) after his wife. This corresponds perfectly with 3.61.1-2, since Zeus I would
by then have died. There is therefore no reason to deny the earlier section to Scyto-
brachion. The career of this first Zeus is very similar to that of Euhemerus’ Zeus
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first time the army with which he will later conquer the world, composed
of Amazons,® Sileni (Diod. 3.72.1-2 = F 10, the hereditary rulers of
Nysa), and Athena (3.71.4). He routs Cronus and the Titans, then offers
their freedom to the prisoners taken at that battle. Overcome by his
clemency, they prostrate themselves before him (mpooxvveiv adrov g
P#edv) and voluntarily join his army (Diod. 3.71.4-6). This is the first
step in the process whereby Dionysus receives divine honor in his own
lifetime, the first of the Atlantians to do so. The next stage follows
immediately, when his guardian Aristaeus becomes the first to offer him
sacrifice (d¢ dede Fvoar, Diod. 3.72.1).

After traversing Libya and killing the Kampe, a notorious wild beast,5
thus winning for himself fame and the admiration of the Libyans, Diony-
sus and his army finally capture Cronus and Rhea, whom he treats with
clemency and whose young son, Zeus, he educates. His Libyan conquests
completed, Dionysus offers a monument to a prophecy which had
foretold his success. Even before the final battle against the Titans, the
Libyans had informed him of the word of his father Ammon, who had
foretold that his son would one day recover his father’s kingdom, after
which he would conquer the entire world and be revered as a god.
Dionysus therefore founds the well known oracle of Ammon, which he
later consults to learn that his destiny is to obtain immortality through
his good works and world conquests (Diod. 3.73.3 = F 12). The whole
episode, of which many variants are attested,® reveals at its clearest the
model for Dionysus’ career. Like Alexander, his confidence in his invin-
cibility and his claim to immortality derive from the assurances of his
“father” Ammon.8

Dionysus then begins those world travels which, as noted above, were
already known in the fifth century. He begins with Egypt, of which he

(FGrHist 63 F 24) except of course that he is assigned to an earlier generation.—
The etymology of the name of Zeus IT (Diod. 3.61.6 = F 13: did 76 doxeiv Tod xaldg
Lijy aitiov yevéodar Tois dvdodmois) is probably to be attributed to Dionysius rather
than Diodorus; it bears some resemblance to the etymology offered by Chrysippus
(P. Herc. 1428 col. 24-25a = SVF II fr. 1076 [p. 315], cf. Schol. [BT] 11.20.127
and Erbse ad loc.), and may be based ultimately on the older etymology from did
(West on Hes. W.D. 3, Fraenkel on Aesch. Ag. 1485) as well as on {7».

58 Diod. 3.71.3 = F 10, on which see p. 119 below.

% Diod. 3.72.3 = F 10. The Kampe has been borrowed from Zeus’ labors in the
Titanomachy (see Jacoby’s Commentary on FGrHist 32 F 8, p. 514.30ff).

0 See Nock (above n. 53) 142 (to which add Hyg. Fab. 133) and p. 89 above.

%1 On the visit of Alexander to the oracle of Ammon and its treatment by contemporary
historians see J. R. Hamilton, Plutarch’s Alexander: A Commentary (Oxford 1969) pp.
681f.
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appoints the young Zeus as ruler, then proceeds as far as India, always
winning the immediate acceptance of the people as an edegyérns, and
spreading the cult of his own divinity. On his return he engages in one
more battle against the Titans to defend his father in Crete. After the
deaths of Ammon and Dionysus (whose cults of course survive them),
the young Zeus, who has been trained by Dionysus to establish a reign
of justice, takes over the kingdom; with him the story ends, at least in
Diodorus’ excerpts.

We have seen, then, that the Libyan Stories is a work of fiction; it is
based partly on a theory of religion derived from Prodicus, with a story
disguised as ethnography and characters drawn from contemporary
history. But the work which results can be called neither philosophical
speculation nor ethnography nor political propaganda. It is meant
purely as entertainment (like the Argonauts) in which the techniques of
these different genres are all exploited. Once this is recognized, the
Libyan Stories can be treated with the proper caution by the student of
geography and myth, and enjoyed as one more example of the diversity
of Hellenistic literature.



Appendices

1. An Unnoticed Testimonium to the Libyan Siories

Dionysius’ connection of the career of Dionysus with the oracle of
Ammon at Siwah in Libya is in accord with several contemporary
accounts,! but his odd location of Nysa in Libya is clearly his own
invention.? His lengthy description of this idyllic town, where Dionysus
was raised at a safe distance from Rhea’s wrath (Diod. 3.68.4-70.1 =
F 8), belongs with Theopompus’ Megonic y7j and Euhemerus’ Panchaea
to the idealizing and fabulous ethnography in vogue among historians
and philosophical writers alike.3 It would be surprising if Scytobrachion’s
account of this city, which remains an impressive example of Hellenistic
rhetoric even in Diodorus’ paraphrase,* had otherwise vanished without
a trace in ancient literature; in fact, it seems to be referred to at least
once elsewhere, in a suitable context.

Strabo (7.3.6) has reproduced (with disapproval) a large portion of
the preface to the second book of Apollodorus’ work Ilepi Tod vedw
xaraldyov, in which various geographical inaccuracies in the Homeric
catalog are, in agreement with Eratosthenes, defended by reference to
later writers who were equally ignorant of the geography of distant lands.
Apollodorus cited in this connection a long list of fabulous places and
tribes which either never existed at all or were endowed with bizarre
traits that no one could credit. He named first poets, then prose writers
in an apparently chronological order:

0d davuactov & elvaw (sc. gnoiv *Amoliddweog) mepi *Our-
oov' xai yag Tovs &1L vewtépovs Sxelvov moAdd dyvoelv xal
tepazoioyeiv: “Holodov (fr. 153 M-W) uév “Huixvvas Aéyovra
xal Meyadoxepdrovs xai ITvyuaiovs, *AAxudva (PMG 148) ¢

1 See above pp. 891f., with notes 22-23.

2 On the various locations for Nysa see Dodds on Eur. Bacchae 556.

3 See in general E. Rohde, Der griechische Roman und seine Vorldyfer (5th ed., Darmstadt,
1974) 210fi.

4 See Schwartz, RE V.931.
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Zreyavdmodas, Aioydrov 6¢ KvvoxepdAovs (fr. 431 Nauck)
xal Zregvopddiuovs (fr. 441) xai Movouudrovs (cf. Prom. 804—
5) [8v r@r ITgoundet paot]® xai dAla uvola. amo 6¢ rodrwy
&ni Tod¢ ovyygapéac fadiler (sc. *AmoAAddwgog) °Puimala
8on Aéyovrag xal o *Qydiov 8gos xai Ty t@v Iogydvwy xal
‘Eonepldwv navowioy (FGrHist 1 [Hecataeus Milesius] F 194)
xal )y nage Oesondunwe (FGrHist 115 F 75) Megomida yijv,
nmag’ ‘Exataiwt (FGrHist 264 [Hecataeus Abderites] F 8)
0¢ Kuuuegpida ndww, mag® Ednuéowe (FGrHist 63 T 5) dé o
Iayyladiay yijy, [nag’ *Agiorotéler ¢ morauiovs Aldovs &€
dupov, 8x 0¢ tdv SuPowy tixeodar] év 8¢ T Aufine Avovd-
oov wéhv elvar (sc. gnolv *AmoAiddweos), Tadrnyy 6% odx
évdéyeadar dig Tov adrov 8Eevpeiy.

Strabo 7.3.6 (p. 299) = FGrHist 244 F 157 a (cf. Strabo 1.2.35)

Several features of this neglected text deserve comment.® That Strabo
reproduces a list which was assembled by Apollodorus has been challen-
ged by P. M. Fraser who asserts that “Apollodorus here, as frequently,
reproduces the opinions, perhaps the very word of Eratosthenes’ (Ptol.
Alex. 11 454 n. 830). But the evidence available points rather in the
other direction. Eratosthenes’ criticisms of fabulous geography (Strabo
1.3.1 = FGrHist 63 T 5a) and Apollodorus’ agreement with him are
beyond doubt, but Strabo (who knew the works of both authors) clearly
attributes the list of repavoloyoivres itself to Apollodorus.” If further
proof is needed, the characteristically Apollodorean Zitatennest and the
opposition between Homer and the vedregor (cf. Strabo 14.5.29 =
FGrHist 244 F 170) provide it.®

The citation of svyypageic on the Rhipaean mountains, the “Ogyian”
mountain, and the location of the Gorgons and Hesperides probably
refers, as Jacoby notes,? to other authors besides Hecataeus. The Rhipaean
mountains were mentioned also by Hellanicus (FGrHist 4 F 187b),
Hippocrates (I7epi dépwv 19), and Damastes (FGrHist 5 F 1),1° the

5 del. Heyne.

8 The need for a new treatment of the Strabonian fragments of Apollodorus’ Catalog
of Ships (last studied by Niese, Rh. Mus. 32 [1877] 267-307 [288-9 on the text here
discussed]) has been noted by Pfeiffer, Hist. Class. Schol. T 259 n. 2.

7 This was recognized by H. Berger, Die geographischen Fragmente des Eratosthenes
(Leipzig, 1880) p. 31.

8 See Chapter ii above, pp. 321f.

8 Commentary to FGrHist 1 T 13 and 1 F 193—4.

10 cf. Aristotle Meteor. 1.13, Plin. N. H. 4.881.
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Gorgons and Hesperides in Pherecydes (FGrHist 3 F 11) and Herodotus
(2.91).11 Strabo has evidently summarized at this point a more detailed
group of Apollodorean citations of fifth century prose writers.

The citation of ‘“‘Aristotle’”'? presents another difficulty, but here
Strabo does not appear to be to blame. These rocks do not belong in a
list of fabulous places and peoples, and Aristotle forms the only exception
to the chronological order otherwise observed here. (That these authors
should be cited chronologically is natural, since their dates—vedregot,
later than Homer—are the reason for their inclusion.)® I have assumed
therefore that these words (perhaps a confused version of a Pseudo-
Aristotelian paradox)!* are a later addition, and indeed they are not
much less inept than the marginal note on Aeschylus’ Prometheus which
has found its way into the text.

It is surprising that no one has ever inquired about the source of the
Awovdoov mddig, for the nature of the list itself offers some clues to his
identity. He was a prose writer, dealing at least in this case not with
history but with a place that did not really exist, one that “‘the same man
could not find twice”.15 Assuming that the list is ordered chronologically,
he can even be dated roughly between Euhemerus and Apollodorus
himself (ca. 280-150 B.C.); and of course he told of Dionysus in Libya.

Now in Diodorus’ epitome of Scytobrachion the Libyan home of
Dionysus is not Aw»doov A but Nysa.16 Yet in every other respect our
author fits the above description precisely, and he is the only author who
does. When we add to this the fact that the source of Strabo’s list—
Apollodorus—is also (through ITepi dewv) the probable source of the

11 The ’Qydiov dgoc (*Qydyov Xylander) is however known only from this passage.

12 Tt is not to be found in Rose’s collection, nor in his Aristoteles Pseudepigraphus. Aris-
totle (Meteor. 382b 281f) and Theophrastus (megi Aifwv chap. 48) both discuss the
dissolution of rocks, but no similar statement is found in either passage.

13 In his Commentary to FGrHist 264 (Hecataeus of Abdera) F 8 Jacoby similarly

accepted the list as chronological, but did not notice that ‘‘Aristotle” is then out

of place.

Cf. [Aristotle], ITegi davuasiov dxovoudrwv 115 and the index to A. Giannini,

Paradoxographorum Graecorum Reliquiae s. megi Aidwv (p. 429).

15 T would understand this phrase of a place impossible to locate, but am aware of no
parallel; Henrichs suggests that it may have been inspired by Heraclitus VS 22 B 91
moTaud yag ovx oty éufijvar dig T@: avrdi. The city is attested also by Steph. Byz. s.
Awovioov méhic and Eust. in Odyss. p. 1644.59 (the latter obviously derived from
Strabo). Eustathius claims that no man could find it twice because it was a floating
island, but this is just his own guess at the meaning.

16 A Nysa in Libya is attested by Steph. Byz. and Hesychius s. Ndoa; both are probably
derived from Dionysius through an intermediate source.

1
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citations of Scytobrachion in the scholia to Apollonius!? (among them
one from the Libyan Stories, schol. A.R. 2.963-65c = F 1), the identi-
fication of Strabo’s Dionysopolis and Scytobrachion’s Nysa looks very
probable indeed.

Why then does the city have a different name in Diodorus? A certain
conclusion is of course not attainable, but it seems likely that here as
elsewhere (e.g. in F 31 and P. Hibeh 2.186 = F 27) an outside source
contains a detail which, while it fits well into Diodorus’ epitome, was
itself omitted there.1®

It will be remembered that Dionysus, after the first of his successful
campaigns against the Titans, returned to Nysa in triumph with his
captives. After his demonstration of clemency resulted in their joining
his army, the new troops fell down before their general in near worship
(8.71.5: mpooxvveiv adrov d¢ dedv) and later, when Dionysus once again
led his army out into the field from the city, he received direct worship
for the first time from his guardian Aristaeus (Diod. 3.71.5-72.1 = F 10).
There could be no more appropriate time for Nysa to receive its new
name: diwovdoov mdiig.t®

17 See Chapter ii above, p. 40.

18 The same passage of Strabo offers another example: Hecataeus’ Kiupepic ndAic is
found, without a name, in Diod. 2.47.3 (= FGrHist 264 F 7). See Jacoby’s Com-
mentary to FGrHist 264 F 8.

19 A foundation of Dionysus himself at the oracle of Ammon (Diod. 3.73.1 = F 12)
might seem to have a better claim to the name, but Apollodorus’ list suggests a
wonderland, and this is clearly Diodorus’ Nysa. That Strabo-Apollodorus should
by Awovicov ndlis mean ““a city connected with Dionysus” (i.e. Nysa) is possible;
yet the other places (perhaps even v t@v Iogydvwy ... xavowiay, cf. Xenophon
of Lampsacus ap. Pliny, N. H. 6.200 Gorgonum quondam domus) are cited by their
proper names.
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2. Some Insertions by Diodorus into his
Epitome of Dionysius’ Argonauts

There remains the problem, first recognized by Bethe, of separating
from Diodorus’ epitome of the Argonauts the material which he took from
clsewhere, most probably from the same source as Bibl., Hyginus, the
scholia to Apollonius and other such works, as is shown by a comparison
of the relevant passages.! The task is made easier by the frequent oc-
currence of inconsistencies between two passages in Diodorus, one of
which is usually found to be innovative and in harmony with the rest
of Scytobrachion’s narrative, while the other repeats a more common
story and is found in the other mythographic works (particularly in
Bibl.) as well.2 In such cases the latter version is clearly an insertion by
Diodorus.

Bethe’s conclusions on this problem are in general fully sufficient, but
in a few cases his arguments can be made more precise or supported by
further evidence.?

Jacoby has seen that 4.46.5-47 (= F 24) contains some material
inserted by Diodorus, but has bracketed so much of the text that nothing
is left to explain the subsequent actions of the Argonauts. Two sections,
4.47.1 (the well known story of the flight of Phrixus and Helle on the
golden ram) and 4.47.4 (an equally well attested rationalistic explanation
of the same, which is different from Dionysius’ account) do not belong
to Scytobrachion, and Diodorus will have inserted them from the hand-
book.# On the other hand 4.47.2-3 (with the exception of the word
yovodualiov) belongs to Scytobrachion; the story of the oracle and of

! On the mythological handbook postulated by Bethe as the source for the common
material in these works see the Introduction, p. 16 n. 15.

2 The mere fact of the repetition of a detail of the Argonaut story from Diodorus in
Bibl. does not, however, suffice to prove it an insertion, since Dionysius’ account was
excerpted in the mythological handbook as well, as shown by Bibl. 1.118 (F 15a)
~schol. A.R. 1.1289 (F 15b). Bibl. is dependent on Scytobrachion’s Argonauts (with-
out citing him by name) also at 3.200 (~Diod. 4.44.2 = F 18, see Chapter vii,
p. 98 n. 20 above) and 1.143 (~Diod. 4.50.1-2 = F 35, Chapter vii, p. 101
n. 29 above).

2 They should also be defended against the changes adopted (sometimes without

discussion) by Jacoby, who indicates what he believes are the Diodorean insertions

with double brackets in his text of FGrHist 32 F 14. None of Jacoby’s arguments
against Bethe’s analysis is convincing. Some insertions in the Argonauts by Diodorus

have been discussed already in Chapter vii, pp. 98ff, nn. 19, 20 and 28.

The assertion that Phrixus actually travelled on a ship that was xgidmewigog (Diod.

4.47.4) is found again at schol. Plato Menex. 243a (p. 185 Greene), schol. A.R.

1.256-259, 2.168b. Van der Valk, REG 71 (1958) 104 n. 21, who criticizes Greene

-
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the Taurians who guarded the d4gpo¢ in the sanctuary of Ares is repeated
in 4.47.6, and the rationalistic explanation of the fire-breathing bulls
(found also in P. Hibeh 2.186, col. 4) is taken for granted in the rest of
the narrative.® 4.47.5-6 belong to Dionysius as well,® but Diodorus’
combination of several versions of these events has made it necessary for
him to repeat in 4.47.6 what he has already said more fully in 47.2.

Diodorus occasionally weaves a variant version into his narrative so
closely that only the internal inconsistency enables it to be recognized.
Thus we must choose whether, according to Dionysius, Pelias had one
son named Acastus (4.53.1 = F 36, 4.55.2 = F 38) or had no male
children (4.40.3 = F 14, as in Euripides’ Peliades). Bethe, Quaestiones
21-22 has shown that only the latter alternative suits the rest of Scyto-
brachion’s story. The mention of the well known Acastus is taken over
from the handbook (Diod. 4.53.1 ~ Hyg. Fab. 24). Another such case is
that of 4.45.4 = F 20 (Circe poisoned the king of the Scythians and took
over his throne, until she was expelled for her cruelty and went to Italy)
and 4.47.5 = F 24 (the same Scythian king took Phrixos as his pduevog,
and later left him the throne). Since the natives of this region practice
strict &evoxtovia according to Dionysius, 4.47.5 was necessary to explain
why Phrixos was not himself put to death.? But 4.45.4 is, as Bethe noted
(Quaestiones 22), an insertion by Diodorus to account for Circe’s well
known presence in the west.

The presence of the Thespiadai (4.41.2 = F 14, 4.48.5 = F 30) in the
list of Scytobrachion’s Argonauts is surprising. The usual story (even of
Diodorus himself, 4.29.2{f) was that these were the children of Heracles
by the fifty daughters of Thespius, and they are nowhere else connected
with the Argonauts. Possibly Dionysius told a very different story of
their parentage and careers; but more probably the confusion® is due
to a corruption in the text of the Argonauts which Diodorus himself used.
Evidently Scytobrachion included not just Iphiclus @eotiddns (A.R.
1.201) on the journey but also some of his brothers. Diodorus found

for not noting the resemblance between part of the scholion on Plato and Bibl.

1.82-3, has himself overlooked the parallels in Diodorus and the scholia to Apol-

lonius (which incidentally disprove his conclusion).

The guard Dracon (4.47.3) is not referred to again by Diodorus, but there is no

reason to doubt that he too belonged to Dionysius’ story.

¢ On Diod. 4.47.5 see p. 94 above; 4.47.6 is reproduced in F 25a-c).

7 In A.R. 3.584-588 this purpose is fulfilled by the command of Zeus.

8 In 4.41.2 Diodorus calls them Ocomiov maideg (they were not, despite their name),
and at 4.48.5 reports that the @eomdda: (all fifty of them?) were wounded in a
battle. (See Héfer in Roscher’s Lexikon, V.779.)

e
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Ocaniov instead of @cotiov in his original (for the frequent confusion of
the two see Pape-Benseler s.vv.) and made the best he could of it.

I add one note on a supposed insertion by Diodorus in the Libyan
Stories. In Diod. 3.71.3 (= F 10) Cronus, Rhea, and the Titans have
made war on Dionysus’ father Ammon, and are advancing against
Dionysus himself at Nysa. When Dionysus learns of their plans, he
assembles an army of Nysaeans and also recruits some nearby tribes,
including the Amazons, who it is noted have already been described.

The next sentence, as printed by Jacoby, informs us that although the
Titans and Cronus are advancing on his land, Dionysus first takes his
newly formed army on a tour of world conquest, after which he returns
to defeat the Titans in Libya.

Jacoby concludes that this sentence (xai modTov uév . . . xarasroéyaoc-
dat, Diod. 3.71.3) is an insertion by Diodorus himself, since it interrupts
the story and anticipates the later description of Dionysus’ conquests
(Diod. 3.73.6 = F 12); in fact, what these words seem to mean would be
too nonsensical even for Diodorus to have written.

Yet Jacoby’s comment rests on a misunderstanding and incorrect
punctuation of the Greek text, which is not a complete sentence. The
infinitives oreldacPar and xaracreéyacdar do not refer to Dionysus but
to the Amazons, and they are dependent on doxodoiw. There should be
no stop in the punctuation after dieveyxeiv, and the whole sentence is to
be translated: ‘“Dionysus recruited in addition from the neighboring
peoples the Libyans and the Amazons; concerning the latter we have
already noted that they seem to have excelled in physical strength, and
to have been the first to undertake an expedition abroad and to conquer
a great part of the world.” Diodorus (i.e. Dionysius) is simply referring
back to remind us of the military prowess (Diod. 3.53.1-3 = F 2) and
wide ranging campaigns (3.541f = F 3) of the Libyan Amazons.



The Fragments

A Note on the Fragment Collection

Since the preceding chapters have presented three new fragments of
Dionysius’ Argonauts, and proposed many alterations to the edition of the
Argonauts and the other fragments by Jacoby (FGrHist 32), it seemed
worthwhile to offer here a new collection of all the fragments of Dionysius.
The following texts are arranged somewhat differently than in Jacoby’s
edition; they are no longer ordered according to the completeness of the
citation, but according to their places in the narrative, so that the re-
mains of the Argonauts and the Libyan Stories may be read continuously
and the various sources compared. (The alleged reliability of the ethnics
and book numbers given in the scholia to Apollonius is in any case an
illusion, see p. 75 and 79 above.) The corresponding fragment numbers
in FGrHist 32 are noted in parentheses in the apparatus to each
fragment.

The single critical apparatus confines itself to recording a selection
of variant readings and conjectures (from the latest editions and from
FGrHist 32), and referring to previous discussions of the fragments, and
to the chapters above (the latter designated by page number alone).

Material which I judge not to pertain to Dionysius or his works is
printed in small type; this is in particular the case with insertions by
Diodorus himself into his epitome of the Argonauts and Libyan Stories,
many of which have been discussed above.

The sigla for the manuscripts of Diodorus ITI-IV are those of Vogel’s
edition (Leipzig, 1888), for the scholia to Apollonius those of Wendel
(Berlin, 1935).



Dionysii Mytilenaei Fragmenta

Testimonia
la Suda é 1175 Adler

Awoviorog, Mitvinvaios, émomoids + ofrog xAifdn Zxvrofoayiwy
xal Zroteds. v Awovicov xal *Adnvas orparelay, >Aoyovairor
&y Pufiiow ¢’ - Tadra 6é ot meld. Mvduxa mods Hapuévawrra.

Ib In eodem lexico s. dwovdotog Midijorog (6 1180 Adler)
pertinent ad Mytilenaeum haec: Towwdy fifiia y’', Mvdixd.

2a Diod. 3.66.5-6 (= F 8)

.. lva undév magalelnwuev t@v iorognuévwy mepl Awovicov,
0uééiuey 8y xepalaiows Ta mapd toig Aifvar Aeydueva xai Ty
‘EAimvindsy ovyypapéwy Soor Todrows cdupwva yeyodpact xal

66.6 Awwvoior t@r ovvralauévor tds malads uvdomoilac. odrog
yao vd ve mepl oy Audvvoov xai tac *Aupaldvas, Ere 68 Todg 5
*Agyovaitas xai Ta xard vov *Iliaxdy ndAepov moaydévra xal
AOAX Evega ovvtéraxtal, mapatidels Ta moujuata 1@y doyalwy,
T T8 pvdoldywy xal TdY momTdY.

2b Diod. 3.52.3 (= F2)

. draypdpey Tag medéei; (sc. Amazonum Libycarum) mecpa-
odueda év xepaltaiow drolovdws Adwovvaime 1@t cvvTeTayuévmr
Ta 7epl tovds *Agyovabrag xal tov Advvgov xal Erepa moAld
1@ év Tolg malatordrols yedvois moaydévrwy.

la (I) v. pp. 76-80 supra (p. 81 de énonoids ). émomoide del. Gutschmid 2 xai Swevreds:
7 Zwvreds Jacoby, qui' lacunam post Zxvtets statuit. orgavelav: orgaridy codd.,
corr. Portus . *Agyovairar -varag V

1b (5) v. pp.80-81 supra 2a (4) etb (3) v. pp. 11-13 supra
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3 Suet. De grammaticis 7

M. Antonius Gnipho, ingenuus in Gallia natus, sed expositus,
a nutritore suo manumissus institutusque (Alexandriae
quidem, ut aliqui tradunt, in contubernio Dionysi Scyto-
brachionis; quod equidem non temere crediderim, cum
temporum ratio vix congruat). 5

4 Athen. 12.515 DE

Avdol 8¢ elg Tooodrov fAdoy Toupijc d¢ xal medToL yvvaixag
ebvovyioat, d¢ ioTogel Edvdoc 6 Avdog 7} 6 Tag eic adtoy dvape-
pouévag ioropiag avyyeypapds — Awvioiog 6 6 Zxvrofoayiwy,
¢ *Aotéuwy gnolv 6 Kaocoavdpeds év tde mepl ovvaywyijs
BiBriwv (FHG IV p. 342), dyvowv 6v. *Egpogog (FGrHist 70 5
F 180) 6 ovyypapeds uvnuoveder adrot o¢ malatotépov 8vrog
xal “Hpoddrwe 1d¢ dpoguas dedwxdrog — 6 & odv Edviog év
it devtépow v Avdiaxdv (FGrHist 765 F 4a) *Adpaudtny
onot 1oy Avddy PaciAéa mpdTov yvvaixas edvovyicavra yoefodal
adraic Gvri avdpdy edvodywy. 10

3(2) v. pp. 85-86, 90-92 supra 2 Alexandriae (et quidem Th. Mommsen
4 (6) v. Herter, RE IXA. 1355-6, supra pp. 82ff 3 ‘“‘fortasse &’ (Za7iv) 6 Zxvr., aut
sic certe intellegendum” Kaibel



Fragmenta

Fabulae Libycae
(De Amazonibus)

52.1

1 Schol. Ap. Rhod. 2.963-965¢

*Epogos 6¢ év 0’ (FGrHist 70 F 60a) gnoi vas *Aualdvag
folouévag vmo Tdv Gvdodv, €feiddvrwy adrdv éni Tva
7éAepov Tovs pév xaralewpdévrac dvaigely, tode 08 dmo Tijg
Eévne mpooidvras un déyeodar. Awoviciog 8¢ év B’ xara Afbny
avtag duenxévar gnol, godune 8¢ dieveyxoboas xal toeyauévag
Tovg Sudpovs €Adety xai éni Ty Edpdmny xal moAlds adrdd
ndleg xrioat, dmordéar te avraic T *Ariavvixov Edvog, & Ty
dvvardratov thv thc Afdns. Znvédeus 8¢ adrds gnowy
duxnnévar v Aldomioar xal Ouegyouévas émi 1o dvriméoay
ovyyiveodar Tolc adrddh dvdedowy, xai el usv Hjiv droxvijosiay,
mpooedilew TijL adrij dywyij, el 8¢ dopev, Tois avdodar diddvar.

2 Diod. 3.52-53.5

TobTwy & Hjuiv dievguynuévwr oixelov Gv eln Tois mooelonué-
voig Tdmows OieAdelv va mepl vag *Aupaldvag ioTogodueva Tdg
yevouévas T0 malaov xata thy Aufdnv. oif mollol uév yae
dmetMjpaot Tag mepl tov Oeguddovra morauov v tde IIdvrwe
Aeyouévas xarwixnrévar udvas dmdpfor o & dAndéc ody
olTtws &Eyel dia 16 moAd mpoTEQETY TOlS Y0dvOLs Tag xata Ay
xal moedbeis aEoAdyovs émireAéoacdar. odx dyvooduev 8¢ diudTi
moAdoic TdY dvaywwoxdvrwy dAvijxoos @aveirar xai Edwvy
mavreAds 1 mepl TovTwy iovopla: fpaviouévov yap 6locyepds
T00 yévovg Tty *Aualovidwy todtwv modlals yeveaic modregoy

Fabulae Libycae: inscriptio vera ignota, v. p. 80 supra

De Amazonibus: cf. T 2a ©d ... mepi ... vac *Aualdvag

1(4) v.p.79supra 2(7) 3 pév add. D

10

5

10
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1@y Towixdv, Tdv 0¢ mepl Tov Ocpuddovra moTaudy yvvaindy
NHRUAXKVIDY UixQ0Y PO TOVTWY TV XEdvwY, 0dx GAdywe ai
uetayevéarepar xal udllov yvweilduevar Ty ddkav xexingovo-
uijxact TNy TOY malady xal mavvedds dyvoovudvwy did TOV

3 xodvov vmo Ty mAelorwy. od uny GAN fueis edoloxovres 15
moAdods uév TdY doyaiwy momrdy Te xal ovyygapéwy, odx
GAlyovs 0¢ xal Tdv perayeveatréowy uwijuny memouquévovs
adTdv, dvaypdpeww Tas medées mewpacdueda v xepaialols
axoAovdws dwovvaiwt T ovvrerayuévar Ta mepl Tods *Aoyovai-
tag xal 1oy Advvoov xal repa moAda Tdv v Tois malatotdrors 20
x00vois moaydévrwy.

4 yéyove uév odv mhelw yévy yvvauxdv xara Ty Afiny
pdypa xal tedavpacuéva ueydiwg n’ dvdgeiar Té TE pap
@y Togydvwy &9vog, ¢’ 6 Aéyerar vov Ilepoéa orparedoa,
nagetMijpauey alxijt diapépov: To yag Tov Awdg uév vidv, tdv 25
8¢ xa® éavrov “ElMjvwv doitotov, tedéoar uéyiarov adiov
)y énl Tadras ovpavelay vexuroiov dv Tig Adfor Tijc mepl Tag
mpoetpnuévas yvvaixas vmepoyijc te xal dvvduews: 1 TE TAY
vy ueAdovodv iorogeladar avdgeia mapddobov Exet Tnv Ymegoyny

53.1 7pog Tag xad rjuds pioes T@Y yvvaxdy ovyxgivouévy. gaci 30
yag dmdpfar tijc Afidne év voig meds Somébpav ubgeary émi
Tolc mépaat tijc olxovuévns Edvos yvvaixoxparoduevov xal Bioy
8nlwxndg ody Suotoy TdL map® Huiv. Tais uév yag yvvativ Edog
elvar diamovely ta nava mdAsuov, xal yedvovs MELouévovs
dpeilewy orpatedeodar, diarnoovuévns Tijc mapdeviag: Siedddv- 35
Twy 08 T@Y STdY TV TH oTeATElAS TPOTLéVaL uév Toig dvdodot
mabomotias Evexa, tag & doyds xal Td xowd Sioxely Tadrag

2 dmavra. Todg & Gvdpas duolws Taic mag@’ nuiv yaueraic Tov
xazowidiov Exety Blov, vmnpetodvras Toig V7O TAY CVYOLXOVGDY
mooararrouévors: w1y uetéyewy & adrovs wite orparelas unr 40
Goyfic it dAdng Twvog év Tois xowois magpnolas, & e Euellov

3 @oovnuariodévreg émujocodu taic yvvadi. xava Oé Tag
yevéoes T@Y Téxnvoy Ta uév Boépn magadidoadar roic avdedat,
xai TovTovs Satoépewy adra ydiaxte xal GAAow Tiglv Syrfuacwy
olxelwe vals Tdv vymiwv flxia: el ¢ tdyor Hfjlv yevvydéy, 45

11 yvvax@y om. E 13 xai om. D 19 7 ovvrerayuévar om. D 27 grgarnyiay D
31 éni 100 mégarog II (codd. praeter DAB) 33 odx loov CF 34 v ndéAeuov CF
36 t@v tijc : tijic CF 42 émubéodar II 45 oixeioig Vogel



53.6

Fragments 2-3

émindeocdar adrod Tods wacrods, Iva un uerewollwvrar xatvd
Tod¢ Tijc dxufic yodvovs: dumddiov yag od To Tvyov elvar doxeiv
meog Tag orgareiog Tods 8Eéyovras Tod ocduaros uacrods: 616
xal TovTWY adtag dreoteonuévas vmo t@dv ‘EAMjvwy *Aualdvag
mpooayogevecdar. uvdoloyodor & adrag duxmxévar vijoov Ty
o uév 100 mpds dvouds Vmdoyewy adry ‘Eoméeav mpoo-
ayogevdeioay, xeyévny & év tijt Torrwvide Auvn. Tadtyy 8¢
wAnaiov Ymdoyety To¥ mepiéyovrog TNV Yijy dxreavod, meoanyo-
petodar & dmd Twvos ufdllovrog eig adrny morauod Tolrwvog:
xelodar 08 Ty Aluvny Tadryy ninoiov Aidonias xal Tod mapa
70V dxeavoy dpovg, & uéyiotov uév Smdoyety T@v v Toig TomOLC
{rovrows)y xai moomenmTwxos €l TOv dxeavdy, dvoudlecdar &
oo v “Elljvov "Arlavra. )y 8¢ mooepnuévny vijooy
Sndoyeww uév edueyédn xal nlijon xapmiuwy 6évéowy mavroda-
ndy, 4@’ dv mogilecdar Tas Toopdas Tods dyywoelovs. Exeww §
adTny xai xTnvdv whidos, alydv xai meofdrwy, E dv ydia
xal xpéa mpog diavpopny dmdoyewy Tois xextnuévors: oltwe 08
70 ovvolov un yefiodar v0 Edvos 81 TO wifmew Tol xapmod
TovTOV TNy Ypelay edpedivar mag’ adrols.

cum Hespera cf. Anth. Lat. 860:

Inter Amazonidas, quas insula celsa Tritonis | Hespera
progenuit, qui me nescire Myrinam (cf. F 3 = Diod. 3.54.2) |
Dixerit, ignarum sese fateatur oportet | Eximiae laudis:
Libyamque Asiamque subegi.

3 Diod. 3.53.6-55.2

tas & odv *Aualdvas GAxijL diapegodoas xai meds mdAeuov
dounuévas 16 uév medTov Tas v TijL vijowL A AEls xaTATTEEPED-
dav nlny Tijc Gvopaloubvne Mijvng, icods & elvar voulouévng,
Ny xavowxelodar uév on’ Aidibnwy > Iydvopdywv, Exewy 8¢ mvedg
énpuonuara pueydia xai Aldwy molvreddy miijdos T@y dvoualo-

47 doxet codd., corr. Dindorf 57 {rovroic) Jacoby mgoxexvpds Eichstaedt
3(7) 3 {uév) Mijvne Hertlein

125

50

55

60
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uévwy mag’ “Ellnow dvSodxwv xal capdiwv xal cuagdydwy,
ueta 08 tadra mwolrlods Tdv mAncoydowy ABdwy xal vouddwy
xavamoAsufjoat, xal xticar néhy ueydiny évrog vijs Totrwyidos
54.1  Afuwng, v dmo tob oyrjuatog dvoudoar Xeppdvnoov. éx 6¢ Tadtng
douwuévag Syyepiioar peydas mfolaic, doufjs adtaic dume- 10
codons Emeldetv morda udon vijc oixovuévns. éni modTovg &
avtag orparedoar Aéyetau Tovs *Atdavriovs, dvdgas fjuspwtdrovg
@y 8y Toic TOmols Exelvows mal ydoav veuouévovs eddaiuova
xal mwoldewg peydrag: mag’ olg 87 pvdoloyeiodal pact iy TdY
Pedv yéveoy vmdofar mEds Tols ®aTd TOV dxreavov Tdmowg, 15
ovppdvws toig map’ “"Ellnot uvdolrdyois, mepi dv ta xava
2 uépoc uixgov Votegov Ouékiuev. Tty oly *Aualdvev Aéyetar
BaoiAebovoay Mbgway cvotioacdar otpardmedov meldv uév
Tououvginy, inméwy 06 Towoyiriewy, Cnlovuévnc map’ adrais
meputTdTegoy v Tolc molréuows i Gmo TdV imméwyv ypelag. 20
3 drlowg 6¢ yofjodar oxemagtnploc Spewy upeydiwv dogais,
dyodons tic Aufing tadra ta (Dia Toic ueyédecwy dmiora,
duvvtnplows 0¢ toig Elpeot xal taig Adyyaus, #ri 6¢ Tdkouis, ols
ui) uovoy && évavtiag fdAAewv, dAAa xal xard tag uyds Todg
4 dmidudnovrag eic Todmiow Tobedewy edatdyws. duPalodoas & 25
adtag eic )y 1Y *Atdavriov ydeav tods uév Ty Kéovny
xalovuévny oixotvras magavdéer vixijoal, xai GVVELOTECOVOAS
Tolg pedyovaty vtog TAY TELDY xvoLEboa THs mdAews: PovAoué-
vag 08 Tt @dfwt mavamrjéacdar Tods meglolnovs DdUDS
mpooeveydijvaw Toic dAobol, xai Tods uév dvdgas 1jfndov dmo- 30
opdlau, téuva 8¢ xal yvvaixas ééavdpamodioaudvag xataoxdypo
5 Ty wéiw. Tijc 8¢ mepl Tovs Kegvalovs ovupoeds dwadodeione
eic Todg duoedveis, Aéyetar Todg uév *Ariavtiovs xatamiayévrag
60 Suoloylag magadodvar tag mdAes xal may T0 mEoaTayPéy
mouvjoewy dmayyeilacda, )y 8¢ Baciliooav Migway émieindg 35
adrois mgooeveydeicav @iliav te ocvvdéodar xal méiw dvri
Tij¢ navaoxapeions oudvouoy Eavtijs xticar xatouwxiocar & eig
adTny Tols Te alyualdrove xal Ty Syywelwy Tov BovAduevov.
6 ueta 8¢ tadra Tdv "Atlavrioy §ded Te peyalompenii ddvrwy
adtie xal Tias dEoAdyovs xowijt yneioauévwy, drodééactal 40
te Ty pulavdowmiav adtdy xal mpocemayyeilactar to #dvog

16 za add. D 19 dwoyidiowy ... Toiouvgiwy Wesseling 23 vois et taic om. A 26
At Aavtidwy codd., corr. Vogel 41 7e om. D
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7 edegyerioewy. Ty & Eyywolwy memoleunuévwv moAddxis $mo
v Gvoualouévwr Iopydvwy, ododv minowydewv, xai 10
obvolov Epedoov éxdvrwv Todro 10 Edvog, paclv déwwdeicay
)y Mbowav omo v *Atiavrioy ufalelv eic )y ydoav 1@y 45
mooetonuévwy. dvrirabauévov 8¢ tdv Topydvwy yevéodau
xaQTeedy udynv, xal tas "Aualdvag émi vol mpovepfuatog
yevouévag aveAeiv uév T@v dvuraydeiodv maumindeic, wyofoar
0’ odx éAdrTovg TooyLAiwy: TdY & EAAwy els Tiva dguuddn
T670v  ovupUyove@y miBaréodar uév Ty Mdowav dumeijoar 50
)y Sy, omeddovoav dedny dveldelv To #dvog, ob Svwndeioav
0¢ xparijoat Tic émPolijc émaveddeiv éni Tods Soove Tijc ydoag.

55.1 1y & *Apaldvewv vuxtds Ta mepl tdg gulaxds Jardvuovady
o Ty ednuepiav, émdeuévas tag alyualwridag, omacauévag
1a lpn T@v doxovodv xexparnxévar moAlag dveldeiv- Tédoc 0 55
100 Andovs adrag mavrayddev mepuyvdévros edyevds puayouévag

2 amdoas xavaxonijvat. Ty 6¢ Mbgway ddyacay tag dvarpedeloas
TAY 0VoTEATEVOVTDY év Tool mvpals ywudrtwy ueydiwv
émotiioar Tdpovs Toels, ods uéyot tod viv *Aualdver oweods
dvoudleotar. 60

4 Diod. 3.55.4-11

55.4 v 8¢ Mdbowdy paot tijc e Afdns iy mislotny émeldeiv,
xal mapafaltoboar eic Alyvmrov meds uév "Qoov 1oy ”Ioidog
BaciAedovra tdre Tijc Alydmrov @udiav ovvdéodar, meds &
*Agafas dwamoAeproacay xai modlods adrdv dveloboav, Ty
uév Zvplav xavactoéyacdar, tédv 0¢ Kilixwy dmavinodvrwy 5
adrijt perd daowy xai T0 xelevduevov moujoely Suoloyodyrw,
éAevidégovs apeivar Tovs Exovoiwg mpooyweroavrag, odc Gmo
Tabtng tijs aiviac uéyor tod viv *Elevdegoxilixas xaleicdar.

5 xavamoleufjoar & adrny xai ta mepl 1oy Tabgov vy, didpoga
Tais dAxaic dvra, xal da Dovylas tijc ueydins énl ddiarray 10
xavafijvar Eijc 0¢ Ty nagadaldrriov ydeav mpooayayoudvyy

6 dgovs Béadar Tijc orgarelas oy Kdixov motaudv. tijc 8¢ dogi-

44 Epedgov : dpduidiov 11 éyovody codd., corr. Eichenstaedt 48 dyriray®évrwy D
55 doxovvrwy D 56 adrais I 59 cogode Reiske
4(7) 11 om. D 4 adr@y om. D 11 ngooayouévyy D
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xtiTov ydoag éxielauévny tods eddérove Tdmovs eic mdlewy
xtioes oinodouijoar mielovs mdhets, xal Tobrwy Sudvvuoy uiay
éavtijt xtioar, 1o & dAAag dmo Tdv Tag Nyeuoviag Tag ueyiorag 15

7 gyovedv, Kdunv, Ilizdvav, Igujvny. tadtag uév odyv oixicat
nogd ddAatrrav, dAlag 8¢ mAelovs v 7Tolg TEOc uecdyelov
avjxovar Tomowg. xavacyelv & adriy xal TGV vijowy Tivdg,
xal pdora v Aéofov, év fu xricaw 7d v MivvArjvyy Sudvvpoy

8 Tiju uereyodon tijc ovgatveiag ddelpij. Emeta xal tdv dAAwy 20
vjowy TvaG xatacTeepouévny yewacdival, xal mocaudvny
T unrol 1@y Vedy edyag Vmép Tijc ocwrnolas meoseveyPijvar
viowt Tivl Ty Spfuwy: Tadtyy 08 xatd Twa év Tols dvelpolg
pavraciay xatheodoar T moostgnuévm Vede xal Pwpods
idgvoacdar xal dvolag peyalompeneis mireAéoar Gvoudoar & 25
adt)y Zauododixny, OBmep elvar upedeounvevduevov eic Ty
‘EA ity dudAextov iepav vijoov: Evioi 8¢ Tdw ioToguedy Ayovot To
700 To¥ Zdpov adray xalovubvnyInd @y xatotxobvrwy 8v adrij tére Ogaixdy

9 Zauodeduny dvopacdivar. 0 uny aAAd Td@v *Aualdvwv draveidov-
odv &g Ty fmeigoy pvdoloyotor Ty untéga Ty Pedy edage- 30
orydeioay it vijowe dAlovs Té Twvac v adtit xatowxicar xal
tod¢ avtijc viods Tods Jvoualouévovs Kogifavras: € ob &
eiol marpdg dv dmogpirwr xata Ty Tederny mapadidoodar
xavadeifar 0¢ xal Ta viv &v adtiji ovvredodueva pvoriola xal

10 70 téuevog dovAov vouoderijoar. megl 68 TobTovs Tovg yedvovs 35
Mdyov wov Ogéuxa, puydda yevduevoy vmo Avxodgyov Tob
Bagiiéws Tdy Opaixdv, ufaleiv eig Ty ydoav 1@y *Apaldvay
UETO GTpaTids TAS ovvexmesolors adTdi ovoTgateioar 08 xai
Zimvdov 1@t Mdywe tov Zniddny, mepuyadevuévor duolws éx

11 ijs dudgov Tt Ogdixnt Zxvdias. yevouévns 08 mapardéews, 40
xal 1@y mepl 1ov Zinvioy xal Mdyov mpoteonodvtwy, Ty TE
Bacileaay tdv Aualévwv Mbowav dvargedivar xal TV
dAAwv Tag mAelovs. ToT 0 yoedvov mpofaivovtog, xal xata TAS
udyac del tév Opaxdy Emxpatobvrwy, 10 TeAsvralov TAg
nmegiiepdeioas 1@y *Aupaldvwv dvaxduyar mdlww eig Ayfiny. 45
xal Ty uév orpaveiav Ty dno Aupine *Apaldvwy uvdoloyoior
Towdro Aafelv to mépas.

15 #yeuovias peyiorags D 16 ITpujvmy : mgiveiav F, moevraviav nor D, noerraviay
n@t’,unvA 27—29 Evior—_dvouaodijva cf. Diod. 5471—2 = FGrHist 548 ¥ 1 27 6
7o Tovrov D 28 vére CD, more vulg. 29 dualovidwy D 35 6 om. D 37
duatovidwy C 38 cuvveneiomecovons D, cvveminevoodons C, ovveiosnesodons F, corr.
Wesseling



Fragments 4-5 129

5 Diod. 3.55.3

tag 8¢ Topydvas 8v Toig Totepov ypdvois adéndeiocas mdiww
dno Iegodwg tob Awog xavamolepndijvar, xad Jv xaipoy
8Bacilevey adrdy Médovoar 10 6¢ Tedevraiov d¢° “Hoaxldéovs
dodny dvarpedijvau Tavrag Te xal 10 TdY "Apaldvwv Edvog,
xa 6v xaugov Tods meoc fomépav tomovs EneAdwv Edeto Tag 5
éni vijc Aufdnc otifAag, dewov 1jyoduevog, el mooedduevos T
yévog xowwfit 1@y Avdodmwy edepyerelv mepidyeral Tva TAHY
vy yvvauxoxgarodueva. Aéyerar 8¢ mai Ty Tortwvida
Auwny ceioudv yevoudvwr dpaviedijvar, dayéviwy adriic Tdy
OGS TOV DxEAVOV UEQDY KeXALUEvav. 10

de Gorgonibus his cf. Proclem Carthaginiensem apud
Paus. 2.21.6 = FHG IV p. 484 (v. p.87 supra): dandvrog
0¢ Tod uddov tdde dAda & adriy (sc. Medusam) oty elpnuéva:
Ddoxrov uév Jvyaréga elvar, Televrioavrog 06 of 100 marpdg
Bactredewy Ty mepl Ty Auvny iy Torrwrida olxodvrwy xal
énl Ojpav te dkiévar xal & tag udyag fyeiedar voic Aifvat
xal 07 xal vore dvrixadnuévny otpar® meog Ty Ilepoéwg
dSvauwy — Erneadan yap xai T Ilegoel loyddag éx Iledomovvij-
cov — dolopovndijvar vixtwp, xal tov Ilepoéa 70 xdAlog
#ru nal éni venpdt Javudlovra oltw Ty xepal)y dmoteudvra
avtijs dyew voig "EAAnow &g émideiEwv.

5(7) 2 xaigov : yodvoy I1 3 éPacilevoey D St ... ovijAngy 11
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(De Atlantiis)

6 Diod. 3.56-57

56.1 Hueic & Emedn meol Tdv ‘Atdaviiov Euvicdnuev, odx
dvolxeiov fyodueda dieddeiv ta uvdoloyodueva mag@’ adrols
mepl i T@Y Yedy yevéoews, dia 1O un moAd diaAddrrey adra

2 1@y wwdoloyovuévay mag’ "EAinow. oi Tolvvy *Atidvtior Todg
7apa TOY dxeavoy Tdémovg xavowxodvres xai ydeav eddaiuova 5
veuduevor moAdde uéy edoePelon xal @rlavdpwmiar Tijt mEOS
Todc Eévove doxotor dwapépery T@Y mAnowydewy, TNV OF
yéveorw T@v Fedv map’ adrois yevéodar paci. ovupwreiv 8¢ Toig
Aeyouévoig S’ adTdv xai Tév Emupavéoraroy T@v nag’ “EAincl mowmrdy &v
ol; magewsdyer Ty "Hoay Adyovoay 10

elue ydg Syouévn molvpdgfov meigara yaing,
* Oneavdy e ey yéveow xal pyréea Tydov. (I1. 14.200-201)

3 uvdoloyoior 8¢ medTov map’ avtoic Odgavéy Pacileboar xal
T0ds Gvdodmove omopddny olxodvrag ocvvayayelv eis mélews
meplBolrov, xal tijc uév dvoulas xai tod Fngudbdovs flov madoar 15
Todc Vmaxodovrac, e5pdvra TAG TAY Nubpwy xapgmdv yeelas
xal mapadéoei xal TdY dAAwv TOY yonoiuwy odx SAlyar
xataxtioacdar & adrov xal Tijc oixovuévns Ty mAeloTny, xal

4 udlota Tods meds TNy Eomégav xal TAY GexToy TOmOVS. TAY
0é dotowy yevduevov dmiuelij mapatnontiy morldd mooléyery 20
T@Y xard Tov xdouov uelldvrwyv yiveodar eionyrnoacdar 68

De Atlantiis: stemma gentis:

{

|
Titaea —T-Uranus Zeus I 1 Idaea
T | l
BasileiaHyperion Atlas Cronus -Rhea —Ammon —~Amalthea
‘IV Curetes
Helius Selene Atlantides Hesperus Zeus II Dionysus
Creta

6 (7) 1 driavridwy D, drdavreiwy C 4 drddvreor C, driavteic of D 6 moddd
Vogel, noAd Dindorf, moAdijt codd. 9-12 owugwseir—Tnosy cf. e.g. Diod. 1.12.5-6 9
mout@dy Sungov D 16 dnaxedoavrag D tag : 0é Tag D 19 tdw te D



57.1

Fragment 6

toig dylowc TOov wuév dviavrdy Gmo T Tod HAlov wwioews,
Tovs 0 pfjvas Gmo thig oerfyng, xal rag xar’ roc Exactov
doag diddlar. 80 xal Tods mollodg, dyvoodvras uév iy TdY
dotowy aidviov tdéw, davudlovras 08 Ta ywdueva xata Tag
moopptioes, vmolafeiv Tov Tobrwv elonynriy Jelac peréyery
pbosws, pera 0é Ty & dvdpdmwy adrol uerdoracw Oud e
Tac edegyeoias xal Ty Ty dovpwy dmiyvwawy ddavdrovs
Tiuag Gmoveipar petayayeiy 8 adrod TRY mpoonyoplav dmi
T0v xdouov, Gua uey T doxelv oixelwe doynxévar mog Tag TAY
dorowy Smirodds te xal dboes xal TéAAa Ta ywdueva mepl Tov
xdouov, dua 6¢ TdL ueyéder TdY Tyudy SmegfdArewy Tag ede-
yealag, xal mwedg Tov aidva Paciiéa tdv §Awy adrov dvayo-
pedoavrag.

Odgavod ¢ pvdoloyodoryevéodai maidag éx wAeidvwy yvvaixdy
7méyTE P0G TOIS TeTTAQRAHROVTA. XAl TOVTWY GxTwxaidexa Aéyovowy
dndoyew éx Tiralas dvoua uév oy Eyovrag éxdorovs, xowij 0¢
mdyrag ano Tijc unTeog dvoualouévovs Tiwvdvas. v 6é Tiraiav,
copgova oboav xal moAAdy ayaddv aitviav yevouévny voig
Aaolg, dmodewdijvar ueta TRy Televrny dmo TdY €8 maddvrwv
I'ijy perovouacdeioay. yevéodar & adrdr xai Svyarépas, dv
elvar 8%o tas mpesPfurdras mold TdY dAAwy émipavesrdrag,
T Te xatovuévny Baoileway xai ‘Péav Ty on’ éviwv Ilavddoay
dvouacdeicav. Todtwy 08 TRv uév Baoclleiav, moeofurdrny
oloay xal cwpootvnt Te xai cvvéoel moAd Ty dAAwy diapégov-
oav, &xdoépar mdvrag Tods Adedpods xowijL unTEoS edvoiay
mageyoudvny: 810 xal ueydiny unrépa mpocayopevdivar uerd
8¢ Ty 1ol margdg && avdedmwy eig Feods uerdoraocty, ovyyw-
podvtwy T@v SyAwy xal T ddelpdv, dvadétacdar Ty facidelay
magdévov odoav Fri xal dia TRy dmepfolny tTijc cwpoatyng
09devi ovvourijoar fovindeicar. Soregoy 6¢ fovAouévny duaddyovs
tijc Paoileiog dmolumely viods, ‘Ymeplove ovvoxijoar TdY
adedpdv évi, meos Ov oixeidrara Oiéxeito. yevoudvwy & adtij
%o Téwvwv, ‘Hilov xai Zeljvng, xal davualouévwy éni ve
Tt xdAlet xal T cwpgoatyny, paci Tovs ddeApods TadTme
uév &n’ edrexviar @pdovodvrag, 1ov & Ymeplova @ofndévrag

131

25

30

35

40

45

50

55

32 (omovddoavras) tds edegyecias Reiske 36 uév Aéyovary D 40 Aaois : dAdois

vulg. 41 adr@e D (cf. Euseb. Pr. Ev. 2.2 p. 57¢), adr@y vulg.

44 perovouaocdeioay

CF 49 dwadékacdar iy éfovoiav Ty Basileiay CF 50 & 6¢ codd., corr. Bekker
54 teom. vulg.
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utimote vy Paciielay eig avToy megiomdont, mpdkwy émireAécao-

5 da mavredds dvdoiov: cvvwposiav yag momoausvovs Tov ULy
‘Ymeplova xaracpdéar, 1ov 6 "HAwv dvra maida tow 7Auciav
duBaldvrag eic vov *Hoibavoy motauov dmomvibar xarapavods 60
8¢ yevouéwne tijc drvyilag, Ty uev Leljvny @uiddeipov odoav
xa® dmepfolny Gmo Tob Téyovg Eaviny gy, THY 08 unTépa
{nroboay 10 odua maa TOV mOTAUOY OUYxOTOV YEVETTOL, Hal
xazeveyDeioay el Tmvov idetv dywv, xad v Edofev dmordvra
oy “Hlov magaxalelv adrny w1 Fonvelv 10v TMY Téxvwy 65
ddvaror: tovg uév yap Twwdvas redfecdar tijc mpoonxovong
Tiuwelas, favtov 06 xal Ty ddedpny el ddavdrove @boeis
uetaoynuaticdfjoecdar deiaw Tvi moovoiar dJvouachjoecdar
yag vmo T@v dvdedmwy fjlov uév To medTegoy v 0doavdL mig
iepoy xalobuevoy, geljvny 6¢ Ty wijvny meocayogevousvyy. 70

6 Odiweyepdcioav 8¢ xal Toic Sylowc Ty TE Gveigov xal Ta mepl
avt)y drvyrfjuara dieidoboay déidoar Tolg uev teveAevtnxdoLy
dmoveiuar Tipag icodéovs, 100 & adTijc oduatos unxéTe undéva

7 Duyelv. uera 6¢ Tadra Supavij yevousvny xal Ty Tijc Yvyarodg
aovyviov Ta dvvdueva wipov émirelely domdoacay miavdodar 75
xaro Ty ydoav, Aclvudvyy uév Tag Toiyas, TdL 08 S TAY
Toundvoy xal xvufdlov yopwe évdedfovoav, dote xata-

8 mljrrecdar Tods Spdvras. mdviwy 0¢ To mepl adray mddog
dleodvrr, xal Tvov avreyoudvwy Tob gduatos, Emiyevécdal
nAijdos BuBoov xal cvveyelc xepavvdy mrdoews: évradda 6¢ Ty 80
uév Bacileway dpavij yevéodar, todg & dylovs davudoavrag
) mepuréreay Tov uév “Hlov xal Ty Zelijvny Tij mpoonyopia
xal Tals Twwals uerayayeiv éni ta xat’ odgavov dotoa, THY 08
untéoa tobrwy Jedv e vouloar xal Bwpods idgboacdar, xai
Tals 0wk TdY Tvumdvwy xal xvufdlov dvegyeias xal Toic 85
dAdows Gmagwy dmoutpovuévovs ta megl adtny cvufdvra Jvoiag
xal Tag dAdag Tpag Groveluo.

(aliena sunt quae Diodorus 3.58-59 de Magna Matre narrat)

69 ©6 :to» DF 73 unxériom.D 76 Aedvuévny Euseb. loc. cit., xarale lvuévyy codd.
81 Bacilicoay D 84 xai Taic : taic D



60.1

7 (7)

Fragments 6-7
7 Diod. 3.60

uera 8¢ )y “Ymegplovos tedevty pvdoloyodor tods viods
100 Odpavod dicdéodar T Paoilelav, dv dndoyewv émpaves-
rdrovs "Ardavra xai Kodvov. todrwv 8¢ Tov uév "Arlavra
Aayeiv Tovs mapd Tov dxeavoy rdémovs, xal vovs e Aaodg *Ar-
Aavtiovs dvoudoar xal o uéyiotov T@Y xara THY ydeav dpdy
Suolws "Ardavra mpooayogedoat. @act & adrov Ta mepl THY
dotpoloyiav ééaxpifdoar xal Tov apatpixov Adyov eic dvdodmovs
modTov éEeveyxelv: 4’ ¢ aitiag ddar Tov obumavra xdouov
éni 1@y "Ardavros duwy dycicdar, 100 pidov Ty Tic opalpas
efoeawy xal xavaypapny aivitrouévov. yevéodar & adrdn
mAelovg viods, v Eva Sweveyxelv edoefelar xal vijt mpeos Todg
doyouévovs dixatoadvn xal prlavdewmiar, TOY TPOCAY0EVSUEVOY
“Eonegov. Tobtov & é&ni 1Ry xogueny Tol “AtAavros dgovs
avafaivovra xali Tag T®v doTpwy magarneiioels moLoBuEVOY
8Ealpyne vmo mvevudrwy ovvagmayévra upeydiwv dpavrov
yevéadar dia 6¢ Ty dgeTny adrod to mddog Ta nAfdy élefgavra
Tyuas Gdavdrovs dmoveiuow xal Tov Emupavéoratov TOY xaTd
70v 00pavoy dotépwy duwviuwe éxeivwe mposayopeioar. vmdobal
& "Arlavr xal Yvyarépas émrd, Tag xowvds uév Gmo Tod
mareos xalovuévas *Ariavridag, idiow & Exdotny dvoualouévny
Maiav, *HAéxvoav, Taiyérny, Zreodnnv, Meodnny, ‘AAxvdvyy,
xai redevraiay Kedauvd. Tadtas 8¢ uyeioas toig émpaveordrowg
fowor xai Peols doymyods xaraotiivar Tol mAeloTov Yévovs
Ty dvdodmwy, Texoboas Tovs O dgery Feods xal Tjowag
dvouacdévrag, olov Ty meesfvrdryy Moalay A peyeioay
‘Eouijv texvdoat, morldv edgetny yevduevoy toig dviodmois:
naganinoiwg 8¢ xai vac GAAag Ardavridac yevvijoar maidag
érupaveic, Oy Tods uév §9vdv, Tovs 06 méAewy yevéoda xtiorag.
dudmep 0% udvov mag’ évios tdv Pagfdowy, dAla xal maga
volg "Edlnet vods mlelovovg Tdv doyatordrwv rodwv &g
ravtag dvapépety 10 yévog. vmdofaw & adras xai odppovag
diapepdvrwg, xal upera TNy Tedevrny tvyely ddavdrov Tiufc
nag’ avdodmois {xai} xathdgvdeloas év @ xdouwr xai T
@y IlAewddwv mooonyopion megiinpdeicas. éxlijdnoar §é {ai)
*Ardavrides xal viupar did TO Tods Eyyweiovs xowijt TAS
yuvaixag voupas mposayopedety.
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(De Dionyso Libyco)

8 Diod. 3.66.4-70.1

66.4  odx dyvod & O1i xal Tdy TRy APiny vepoubvwy oi mapa
T0v dxeavov oixofyres dupiofnrodor tijc Tod Veof yevéoewe,
xal Ty Nooav xal vdAda Ta mepl adrod uvdoloyodueva mag’
éavtois Oewxviover yeyevnuéva, ol morda Texurjgia TodTww
uéyot tot xad fudc Plov dvauévewy xata TNy ydoav @aci- meos 5
8¢ todrowg Gri moAdoi TdY maludy mag’ "Edince uvdoyoedpwy
xal ToMTAY cvupwrodueva TovTols [0ToQ0oToL xal TMV uETA-

5 yeveorépwy cvyypapéwy odx JAiyor. didmep, Iva undév maga-
Aelnwuey T@v iotognuévwy negl Awvdoov, didéiuey év xepalalow
70 mapd voig Aifvar eydueva xal T@v “EAAnvixdv ovyygapéwy 10
door TodTowg obupwva yeyedpast xai Awowwoiwt Tdt ovvra-

6 Laubvwr tac malwuas pvdomorlas. obrog yap Td TE TEEL TOY
Adwoooy xal tag *Aualdvas, &Tr 8¢ Tods Agyovabrac xai ta
xard 1ov “IThiaxov mdlepov mpaydévra wai wéAl Erepa ovv-
Téraxtou, magaridels Ta mojuara T@Y doyaiwy, TOY Te pvdo- 15
Adywy xal T@v monTdHY.

67.1 onal volvoy mag’ "Ellno. modvov edpetny yevéodar Aivoy
gvdudy xai uélovs, &vi 6é Kdduov xouicavroc éx Powinne ta
xalodueva yoduuara medrov eic TNy ‘Eilnvixny ueradeivar
dudlexvoy, xal Tag mpoanyoplas Sxdotwe Tdéar xal Tods yapa- 20
xtijpas Swarvmdoar. xowijt uev oty Ta yedupuara Dowixeia
xnpdijva dua 10 mapa tods "EAAnvag éx Powvinwy peteveydijva,
idiaw 6¢ tov Ielaoydv modTwy yonoouévwy tois uetatedeiot

2 yapaxtijoor Iledaoywxa mpocayopevdijvar. vov 68 Aivov émi
mourixni xal peAwidios davpacdévra padyrds oyeiv moAlols, émpavestdrovg 25
08 voeis, “Hoaxléa, Oauvgav, ’'Ogpéa. tobtwy O wov uév “Hoaxiéa
wbagilery pavddvovra Sid v Tijs Yoyic Peadvrita ur) dvvacdar dééacda
™ uddnow, Ened vnd vof Aivov minyais Emriundévra dweyicdivar xai

3 T wddoar oy Oiddoxaloy mardfavra dmoxveivai, Oaudgav O6F @boel

De Dionyso Libyco: cf. T2btd megi . .. 7oy Adibvvoor, T la oy Adiovioov xai’Adnvdg
otpareiav, v. p. 78 supra

8 (8) 8 magaleinwuey D, magalinwuey cett. 11 tde cvvrabauévor om. D 12
wvdoropiasD 21 gowwixfia D, powvinia CF 2440 voy 6i—distiwpes v. Bethe, Quaestiones
Diodoreae pp. 25sqq. 26 et 29 dduvgww CF
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Fragment 8

diapdome xeyopnynuévov Exmovioar o megl THY povouxiy, xai xard Ty
&v 1@t pelawideiv dmepoyny pdoxeww favrdy Tdv Movodv éuueiéoregov didery.
010 xai Tag dedc adrde yodwdeioas Ty Te povouxny dpeléodar xal nnodoar
oy dvdga, xaddneg xal Tov "Ounpov Todrois mpocuagTvgely Aéyovra
(I1. 2.594sqq.) &da 1e Moioa

avrduevar Oduvow Tov Ogrixa nadoay doidi,
xal &

ai 0 yoAwodusvar nnedy Héoav, adrdag doidny

deaneoiny dpélovro xai éxAélatov xdagiaTiv.
nepl 08 ’Oppéws Tob Teitov uadntod {Ta) xard uégog dvayedyouey, Stay tdg
nodbsic adrod Sueticopev. TOv O odv Aivov <pa0'i T0l¢ Hslaaymoig
yodupact cvvtaldusvov tag Tof modrov Awovicov mpdfers xal
rag dAdag pvdoloyiac dmolumelv dv voig vmouvijuacty. Suoiwg
d¢ vodroiws yonoacdar toig IleAaoyixoic yoduuast ov > Ogpéa
xal ITpovamidny zov ‘Outjgov diddoxalov, edpuvij yeyovdra
uelromoidv: mwpdg 0¢ todrowe Oupoirny 1oy Ovuoirov Tod Aaoué-
dovrog, xava TRy Aoy yeyovdros iy > Oppéws, mAavndivou
xata moAlods Tdmove TAc olxovuévne, xal mapafalely Tig
Aufims eic Tty medg fomépav ydoav {rfic oixovuévns} Ewg
axeavod, dedoacdar 8¢ xal v Nocav, év 7i uvdoloyodowy
oi yydoor {doyaiot Toapivar Tov Awbvvoov, xai Tas xaTd
uépoc tof Vet todrov modfers paddvra magd Tdv Nvoaéwy
ovvrdéacdar Ty Dovylay Gvoualouévny moinow, doyaixois T
te Oadéxtwr xal Toic yoduuact xonoduevov. gnoi & ody
"Apuwva faciiedorvra {rodrov) Tod uégove Tijc Afbns Odgavod
yijuar Jvyatéoa )y mpocayogevouévny Péav, ddeipnv odoav
Kodvov ¢ xai 1@y GAAwv Tirdvwv. émidvra 8¢ tny Bacideiay
edgety minoiov @y Kepavviwy xalovuévwv odv magdévov
Tt xdAlder Srapépoveav Audlderav 8voua. doacdévra &
adtijc xal mincidoavra yevvijoar maida Tde Te xdAlel xal T
gdune davpaocrdy, xai v uév *Audideiav dmodeifar xvolav
T08 odveyyvs Tdmov mavrdg, dvros TdL oyrfjuart magaminoiov
xépatt Bode, ag’ 7 airias “Eomépov xépag mpogayogevdijvar
dua 08 T doetny i ydas elvar mlijon mavrodanijs duméiov
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3 xal 1@y dAAwv évdépwy TdY Nubgovs PpepdvTwy xapmols. TG
8¢ mooetpnuévne yvvaixos Ty dvvactelay magalafoiong, dmo 65
Tadrne Ty yoeav *Auaideiac xépas dvouacdivar 616 xai Todg
uerayeveotépovs avdodmovs dua Ty mpoetonuévny aitiay Ty
xpatiotny yijy xal mavrodamols xagmois mAndovoay woadrwg

4 ’Aualdeias xépag mpooayogedey. Tov & ody "Auuwva gofod-
uevov v vijc “Péag {nlotvmiav xedypar 10 yeyovde, wali Tov 70
maida Aadoar pereveyxeiv el twva moly Niooav, uaxgoy an’

5 Buelvov tdv Ton0Y Annornuévny. xelodar 0¢ tadtny v Tum
vijowe megieyousvne uév vmo vod Telrwvog motauod, mepr-
xofjuvwe 6¢ xal xad &va témov éyodomt orevag eioPfolds, ds
avoudodar mddag Nvolas. elvar & év adrijt ydpav eddaiuova 75
Aewpudol te paltaxoic desdnuuévny xal wyyaiow S8acwy dodevoud-
vy dayidéor, dévdpa Te napmopdpa mavrvola xai mwoAAnw
Gumelov adropui], xal Tadrtne TNHY wlAelotny dvadevdpdia.

6 Jdmdoyey 8¢ xal mavra {tov) tdmov e¥mvovy, T 6¢ xad Jmep-
BoAy Vyiewdy. xai dia Todro TOVS v adTd marowxotvras 80
paxgofiwrdrovg mdoyewy TAY mAnooydowyv. elvar 08 T
vijoov Ty uév medtny eiofolny adlwvoeldi, oboxiov dynlois
xal orvoic 6évdgeaty, dote Tov Aoy wi) mavrdnac: diaidumery

69.1 i iy ovvdyxeiav, adyny 8¢ udvyy dpdodar pwrds. mdvrim
8¢ xara tag mapddovg mpoyeioPar myyas Bédrwy AL ylvkdtyre 85
diapdowy, dote Tov Tomov elvar Tols foviouévois dvdiatoiypa
mpoonvéoratov. &fc & Jmdoyewy Gvrgov TdL pév oxfuatt
nvxlotepés, T@L 08 peyéder nal tdr xdAler Yavpaoctdy. Smep-
xelodau yap adrod mavrayijt xenuvov meods Syos ééaloiov, méTpas
Eyovra 1olg yoduaot diapdpovs: dvallaé yap dmootilferv Tag 90
uév dalarrion moppdpar Ty yedav éyodoas magamisioy, Tag
0 nvavde, Tivas O dAAawg pioeot meptlaumouévas, dote undéy
elvar yodua T@v fwoauévwy map’ avdodmows mepl TOV TOTOV

2 adedonTov. meo 8¢ Tijg eloddov mepurévar Sévdga Favuastd, Ta
uév wdompa, ta 08 dedali], meos adrny udvov TNy dmo tic 95
Déas Téoyiy Omo Thc pdoews dednuiovoynuévar dv 8¢ todrowg
&vveotredery Bpvea mavrodarma tais pdoeowy, & TNy yoday Eyewy
émirepns] xal Ty pelwidlay mpoonveordiny. 1o xal mdvTa TOY
Témov Smapyewy ui) udvov Veompeni] xara Ty modooyw, dAld

75 Nvoeias CF 76 mnyaiors Dindorf, xenvaiois Vogel, xnmioic D, xnmeiog C,
xnmeiac F 78 adropuij {pégovear) Jacoby 79 (rév) Dindorf 92 megilaumouévaig
Wesseling
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xal xara Tov fyov, d¢ dv tijc adrodddxrov yAlvevpwriag 100
3 wmdans iy évagudviov Tijc Téyyns pelwidiav. diedddvr 8¢ T
eloodoy Dewpeliodar uév Gvroov dvamemraudvov xai Tijt xatd
T0v Aoy adyijt meptdaunduevoy, dvdny 8¢ mavrodand mepuxdra,
xal udhiora iy te xaclay xal TdAda v Svvdueva 00 Eviavtdy

draguidrrewy Ty edwdlay: Spdodar 08 xai vwupdy edvag év 105
adtd mieiovs €& avddv mavrvodandy, o yeipomovjrovs, GAN
4 o7 adrijc i @boewe dveludvag Feompends. xavd mdvra 08
T0v Tijc megupegelac xxlov ofr’ dvdos obre @pbAlov memTwHOG
opdadar. 010 xal toic dewuévors od udvov mirepmij palveadau

v medooywy, GAAG xal Ty edwdiay mooonveaTdTny. 110
70.1 el Todro odv 10 dvrgov Tov "Apuwva magayevduevoy
nmapadéodar Tov maida xal magadodvar Toépewy Ndoni, widr tiy
*Agiotaiov Yvyatépwy: dmiordTny & adrod Tdéar Tov *Aotstaio,
dvdga ovvéoer xal ocwppoodvn xai wdon mwadeloaw Siapégovra.

hanc Nysam Libycam, quam etiam ap. Steph. Byz. et
Hesych. s. Néoa invenies, respicit Apollodorus Atheniensis
ap. Strab. 7.3.6 p.299 = FGrHist 244 F 157a: &v 82 7
Aufdme Avovioov mdAw elvar (sc. pnaly *Amoliddwoos), Tadrny
08 odx évdéyeadar Oic Tov adrov dfeveely (v. p. 113 sqq.
supra)

9 Diod. 3.70.2-6

70.2 7eos 8¢ Tag dmd A unrevids “Péag dmPovids gblaxa Tob
nadds xaraotijoar Ty Adnvav, wixedv med TOVTWY THY
100vwy ynyevij paveicay &mi tod Tolrwvos motauod, 80 6v

3 Tourwvida mooonyogetodar. pvdoloyoior 6 oy Fedv Tadryy
Elouévny Ty mdvra yedvov TRy magdeviav owpgoolvy Te 5
Oeveynely xal tas miAelotag Tdv Tegvdy 8Eevoely, dyyivovy
odoay xa’ dmegfoliy: {nAdoar 68 xal vd xavd Tov méAsuov,
dAxije ¢ xal gdume drapégovoay dAda te modld modfar uviiune
déwo xal Ty Aiyida mpooayogevouévny dvelelv, dnpolov T

4 xavamAnxrinoy xal mavredds Svoxaraydwiorov: ynyevéc yap 10

103 8¢ D, re vulg. 104 & davr@y D 111 v om. D
9(8) 3 40 v : 6 8v xai C, &6 Jacoby



138 The Fragments

Smdoyov nal puowds éx Tob orduatos driavov éxfdAlov pAdya
10 uév modrov pavijvau mepl )y Povylav, xal xaraxaboar Ty
xdoav, 7y uéyot Tot vov xaraxexavuévny Povyiav dvoudleodor
Enewt’ émeAdely 1a mepl Tov Tadpov Spn cvveydc, xal xataxaboo
Tovg &&7jc dpvpovs uéyot tijc *Ivduxiis. ueta 8¢ tadra malw éni 15
ddlarrav Ty Emndvodov mowmoducvov mepl uésv TRy DPowwixny
dumofjoar Tovs xava tov Aifavov dgvuods, xai 60 Alydnrov
mopevdey éni tijc Aifidng dieAdeiv Tovs mepl Tny Eomégary Tdmovg,
xal 0 televraiov eig Todg mepl o Kepadvia dpvuods éyxava-

5 oxfiypar. émupleyouévns 8¢ T ydoag mdvrnu, xal Ty avdodmwy 20
T@Y Uy dmoAlvuévwv, Ty 0¢ dua Tov pdfov Exleundvrwy Tag
marpibag xal uaxpav &xvomlouévwv, Ty A9nvdv @act Ta
uév ovvéoer ta & dlxfjt xal gdunt meguyevoubvny dveletv o
Pnolov, xal Ty Sogdy adrod meptayauéyny @ogeiv TdL orider,
dua uév oxémng &vexa xal tijc puiaxiic Tol ocduaros mEos Todg 25
doTegov xvddvovs, dua 8 doetijc dmduvnua xal dixaiag ddéng.

6 Ty 8¢ punréea Tob Inplov yijy Sgyiodeicav dvelvar Todg Svoua-
Louévovs ylyavras dvrimdiovg voic deois, odc Toregov dmo
Aog dvarpedivar, cvvaywvilouévns *Adnvic xali dwovicov ueta
@Y dAAwy Fedv. 30

10 Diod. 3.70.7-72

70.7 o unv dAAe Tov Advvoov év Tijt Ndont Teepduevov xai
uetéyovra tdv xallotwy Emrndevudrwv i) udvov yevéoda
1@ wdAder xal T gdune dudpogov, GAAa xai @iAdreyvov xal
8 mpeds mav TOo yorjowuov edgeTindy. Smvofjoar yap adrov T
naida vy flxiay Svra ol uév olvov Ty @low Te xal yoelav, 5
anodAiyavra Bdrovs Tijc adropuods dumélov, TdY § dealwy Ta
dvvdueva uév Enpaiveodar xai mpds dmodnoavoioudy Svra
yorowa, petd 8¢ Tadta xal Tag ExdoTwy xaTad TEOTOY PuTElag
eb0eiy, xal Bovndijvar Tt yéver Ty Aviodmwy peradodvar THY
idlwv edonudrwv, éAmicavra dua 0 wéyedos tijc edegyeoiog 10
afavdrwy revbeodar TLudY.
71.1 Tiic 08 mepl adrov dperic Te xal 68Eng duadibouévngs, Aéyetar

11 &niarov D3, dnierov cett. 19 xavaoxiyar CF 21 éxdinévrwv CD 24 tde
otiider pogeiv Vogel 27 dwopacuévovs 11
10 (8) 3 xai quAdteyvov dAia II 8 zodmov : vémoy CF
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v “Péav Goyiodeioay *Aupwve idotiundijvar Aafetv dmo-
x€elotoy oy Awbvvoov 0d Svvaubvny 8¢ xparijoar vijc SmifBoliis
Tov uév "Apuwva xaralimelv, dnarlayeicav 8¢ mpds Tods 15
2 adedpode Titdvag ovvowrijoar Kpdvwe tdr dderpdi: todrov
& dmo 1ijc ‘Péagc mewodévra orpareboar pera tdy Tixdvwv én
YAppwva, xal yevoubvns mapardéews tov uév Kodvov éni tod
mootepfuatos dndobat, Tov & *Auuwva airodeion mielduevoy
uyely eig Korjrny, xal yfjuavra 1@ tdve Baciievdvrwv Kovgh- 20
Ty &vog vyarépa Kghrny dvvacreboal e tdv vomwy xal
70 7Ed To¥ TNy vijoov *ldalay xalovuévny dmo Tijc yvvaixdg
3 dvoudoar Koy, tov ¢ Kodvov pvdoloyoiar xparifjoavra
10y "Apuwvioy ténwv todtwy uév doyxery mxods, éni 8¢ T
Nioav xal tov Awdwoov orpareboor uera moAldijs Svvduews. 25
T0v 0¢ Awbwooy mvdduevov Td Te Tob maTeos éAarrduara xai
1@y Tirdvoy én° adrov ovvdgourfy, ddooicar orpatidrag
éx tijc Ndons, dv elvar ovvrgdpove diaxoaiovs, diapdgovs
ThL 1€ AAxfL xal TijL 7Eos adrov edvolow mpoolaféodar 8¢ xal
Tdv TAnooydowy Tods te Aifvasc xai tas Aualdvag, mepi 30
@v mpoephxauey 8ti doxoboww dAxiji Sweveyxely xal medTOY
uév orpateiay dmepdoiov oreilacdar, modiny 8¢ Tijc olxovuévng
4 voig Smiowc xaraotoéypacdar. udiiora & adrdg pact magoguijoa
7oog Ty gvupayiay *Adnvay dua Tov Suowov Tijs meoargéoewg
LijAoy, dg dv Ty *Apaldvwv dyvreyouévar éni mold T Gvdpeiag 35
xal magdeviag. dumuonuévns 0é Tijc Svvduews, xal T@Y uéy
Gvépdv aTparnyotvros Awovdoov, T@Y 68 yvvaixdy TR 1jysuoviay
épodane *Adnvds, mooaneadvras uerd Tijc arparids voic Tirdot
ovvdyar udyny. yevouévne 6¢ mapardfews loyvods, xal moAldy
map’ dupotégols meodvtwy, Towdivar uév vov Kodvov, ém- 40
5 wxparfjou 0¢ Tov Abvvaov doioTedoavta xaTd Ty udyny. uetd 8¢
radra tovs uév Tirdvas quyelv eic tods xaraxtndévras vmo
@y mepl 1ov "Appwva témovs, Tov 8¢ Advveov ddpoicavra
mAidos aiyualdrov émaveldeiv elg v Nooav. dvradda 6é
)y dvauy mepiotrioavra xadwmliouévny voic dlobor xarn- 45
yoplay moujoacdar v@v Tirdvewy, xal mdoav Srmdvoiay xavalumely
¢ uéAlovra xavaxdmreww Tovs alyualrdrovs. dmordcavrog &
adTods Tv EyxAnudrwy xal )y éfovaiay ddvrog eire gvarpa-
-tedewy gite dmibvar Bodlowvro, mdvrag EAéodau cvarparedey dia

16 ddeAgodc del. Jacoby 19 cirodeios om. CE 32 orgareiay moAisyy CF - 33 adraig
D 46 mdow Vogel
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6 08¢ 10 mapddobov Tijc cwrnplac meooxvvely adTov dg Dedv. oy 50
d¢ Adwvoov magdyovra xad &va Tév alyuaidrov xal iddvra
omovdny olvov ndvrag éfogrdoar ovoToaredey addAwg xal uéxot
redevtijs fefalws Saywviciodar 810 xal TobTwY mMedTwWY
vmoondvéwy dvopacdévrwy Tods uetayevearégovs dmouiuov-
uévovg a. Tdte moayPévra tag v Tois moréuous diarboei; omovdoe 55
;mpocayopedery.

72.1 700 & ody Awvboov péilovros erparedewy éni vov Kodvoy
xal vijg dvvduews éx tijc Nbong éEwodongs, uvdoloyodow *Agia-
Taloy 10y émardrny adrod Svolav ve mapacrioar xai medTOY
dvdodrwy d¢ Pedt Ioar. ovorpareboor 8¢ @act xal vy 60
2 Nvoaiwv tods edyevesrdrovs, ods dvoudleada ZetAnvods. mod-
Toy yde T@v dndvrwy Paciiedoal pact tijc Ndons Zeidnvdv,
0% 10 yévog 80ev 7y vno mdvrwy dyvoeiodar dud i)y doyadTyra.
Eyovros & adtod xara TRy dopdv ododv, diaredéoar xal Todc
éxydvovs 10 mapdanuov TodTo @ogodvras Sud Ty T gdoews 65
xowwviay. vov & odv Awbvvoov dvaledéavra perd Tijs Svvducws,
nal dueAdovra moAlny uév dvvdgov ydoav, odx SAlynv & Eonuov
xal Inouddn, raracroaromededoar mepl mély ABvxny T

3 dvoualouévnyy Kafigvav. mgog 0¢ tadwme ynyevés dmdoyov
Inelov xai moAlods dvalionoy Ty &yywelwy, Ty dvoualouévyy 70
Kdpunnv, dveleiv xal peydine toyeiv 8éne én’ dvdoelar mapa
T0is éyywelo. moufjoar & adTov xal ydua mopudyedes émi
Tt povevdévre Inplwe, BovAduevov dddvarov dmolimely Snd-
uvnua tijs idlag Goetiic, 10 xal diaueivay uéyol TdY vewtéowy

4 yobvwy. Eneiva Tov uév Abvweoy moodyey moeos todg Tirdvas, 75
ebTdxTws molovuevoy Tag ddowmoplas xal mdot tois Eyywolois
pLraviodmws mpoopepduevoy xai To ovvolov Eavrdv dmopaivd-
uevov otpatedely €mi xoddoel uév Tdv doefdv, edegyecior 0é
100 %010 yévovg Ty dviodrwy. Tods 6¢ Aifvas davudlovrag
)y edraiav xal o Tis Yoyijc peyaltongenés, Toopds Te magéye- 80
odar voig dviodmois dayidels xai cvotparedery moodvudrara.

5 ovveyyilodons 08 Tijc dvvduews Tijt mndAer Ty *Aupwvioy, tov
Kodvov mpo tob teiyovs mapardier Aewpdévra iy uév mdiww
voxTos umoijoat, onmeddovra eic Télog xarapdeipar Toi Awovicov

50 adrov Reiske, adrods codd. 52 gvorearedosiy Wesseling 59 dvaiac e magaoxevdoar
D 61 MNvodéwy C, Nvogaéwy F  Zidivovg D, Zidivovs C 62 tdv dndvroy del.
Jacoby  7ijic Ndonc om. D, del. Vogel Zidjvor D, Zidwov C 63 oF: ofros D
67 oAy pév : Ty D 69 xaPigvav D, {dfigvavrell. 75 mpoodyew I1 83 nagardéer
om. CE 84 duapdeigar D



61.1

Fragments 10-11

1a marpdia Pacileia, adrov 6 dvalafdvra tny yvvaixa *Péavy
xai Twvas 1@y ovmywviouévov gilov Aadelv éx tijc mdlewg
Swadodvra. 0d uny 1y ye Awdvwoov duolay Exewy TodTwe mpoai-
gecwy: Aafdvra yag tdv e Kodvov xai tiv “Péav alyualdrovs
od udvov apeivar Tdv Eyxinudrov dia THY ovyyéveiav, dlla
xal mapaxaléoar Tov Aowwov ypdvov yovéwy Exewv meos adrov
eBvoudy e xal Tdfw xai ovliy Tipwuévovg S adrod udiota
mdvrwy. v uév odv “Péav diareAéoar mdvra 1oy Siov dg viow
dgyandoav, Tov 6¢ Kodvov Smoviov Exewv iy edvoiav. yevéodau
& adroig mepi TobTovg TOVE Ypdvovs vidv, 8v mpocayogevdijval
Ala, tiundivar 6¢ peydiwg 9mo tod Awovioov, xai & dgerny &v
Toic JoTegoy yodvois yevéodar mdvrwy factiéa.

11 Diod. 3.61.1-3

Kodvoy 8¢ pvdoloyobowy, ddedpov uév “Ariavros é&vra,
drapégovra & doefeiaw xai mAcovebiaw, yijual Ty ddeApny * Péav,
8¢ fic yewijoar Aia vov *OMumov Goregov Emuxindévra.
yeyovévar 08 xai Erepov Ala, Tov ddedpov uév Odgavod, tijc 6é
Konjrne Paoiiedoavra, tije 66Ene modd Aewnduevov tob petayeve-
atégov. To0TOY UV 0dv Pacirefoar Tof gdumavros xdouov, Tov
0¢ mooyevéaregor, dvvastedovta Tijc mpoelgnuévys vijoov, déxa
naidag yevvijoar todg Gvouacdévras Kodpnras mposayopeioar
8¢ xal Ty vijoov amo tijc yvvawxos *Idalav, év fi xal reAevrij-
cavra Tagfjval, dewxvvuévov 1od Ty Tapny defauévov Tdmov
Héxot Ty xad Nuds yodvwy. od uny ol ye Kofjres 6uoioyodueva
Tod701c pvdoloyoior, meol O rjueic &v Toic mepi Kofrne (5.64
sqq.) Ta xara pégos Avayodyouev: dvvactedoar 04 pagt TOY
Kodvov xava Zineliav xai Aufimy, & 8¢ vy *Ivaliav, xal 10
advolov v Toig mpos Eomépay Tdmols ovoTricacdar Ty facildeiay
mapa mdoe 08 @oovpalc diaxatéyewy tac drpomdAels xal Tovg
Sxvovs TV Ténwy {TodTwy'} 4@’ of 67 uéyer Tod vov yodvov
xavd ve )y ZixeAlav xai Ta meds Eonépay vedovra uéon moAlods
T@Y YYnAdv Ténwy dn’ éxeivov Kodvia mpooayogedeodat.

93 Snovdov edvoiay Eyerv D 94 8y : xai D
11 (7) 4-11 yeyovévar—ypévwy a Diodoro ipso ficta esse putavit Jacoby, sine causa

(v. p. 110 n. 57 supra) 1 uvdoloyoio: :

vovtwy del. Dindorf
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12 Diod. 3.73-74.1

73.1 @y 08 Aufdwy elonndrwy adrde med tijc udyns te xad oy
xatpov Efémeoev éx tijc Pacilelac Auuwv, tois éyywolois
mooeLonRs €l TeTayuévois yodvois e viov adrod Audvvoo,
xal Ty Te mavediay Gvaxticecdo Pacidelay xal mdong g
oixovuévns nvoievoavra Jeov vouodjocodar, dmorafwy dindi 5
yeyovévar udvty 14 te yenotiotov idgboaro Tod mareds xai Ty
7éAy oixodounoas Tiuas doioey dg Vedr xal Tovs émiueinoo-
uévovs Tol pavreiov xaréornoe. magadeddoda 8¢ Tov "Auuwva
Exewy %0100 xepaliy TeTvmwuévny, magdonuoy doynxdros adTod

2 70 xpdvoc xara vagc orpareiag. eioi & of pvdoloyoivres adrdr mods 10
aMideiay yevéodar xat éxdregov uégog Ty xpotdpwy xepdria® Sid xal Tov
Aibvvgov, vioy adrod yeyovdra, Ty duoiav Exewv medooyy, xai Toig émiyivo-

3 pévoig T@v dvBodnewy magadedéodar Tov Beov Todrov yeyovdra xegariav. UETA
0 ody v Tijc moAews oixodouiav xai Ty mepl 1O yonoTHoLoy
xatdotacy medTov gact tov Adwooy yehoacPar tdr dedr 15
mepl Tijc otpavelag, xal Aafelv maga Tol margds yenouov tu

4 tod¢ Gvdodmovs edegyetdy Tedferar Tijs ddavaciag. 610 xal
puetewoiodévra Tij poyfe 10 uév modvov émi iy Alyvarov
otpateio, xal Tijs yweas xarasrijoar faciiéa Aia vov Kodvov
xal ‘Péag, maida v fjluxiav dvra. magaxaracriioar & adrde 20
xal motrdrny ¥ Olvumov, dp’ of ov Aia madevdévra xai

5 mowteboavra xatr’ dgerny *OAdumiov mpocayogevdivar. tov &
o0y Awbwvoov Adyetar diddéar tods Alyvmriovs iy Te TS
Gumélov gurelay xal v yefjow xal Ty mapddeoy Tob TE
oivov xal t@v dxpodgbwv xal tdv GAlwv xagmdv. mdvrme 6 25
dtadidouévne mepl adrod @riuns dyadijc undéva xaddmep moog
mo Adutov  avritdrreodar, mdvras 08 mpoduws Vmaxodovrag

6 énaivows xal Yvolas d¢ Feov tiudv. Tde 8 adrde Todnwt paciy
Emeldetv Ty oixovudvny, &&nuegodvra uév v ydpav tals
putelaws, edegyerodvra 0 vTods Aaods peydiaws Tipals xai 30
xdotaL eog Tov aldva. dio xai mdvrag Tods Gvdpedmovs &y Taig
7mo¢ Tod¢ dAdovg Deods Tiuaic ody duoiav Eyovras mpoalpecty

12 (8) 5 Jvouaodijoesdar D 6 idgboaro : Idgvoey ©6 D, om. F 7 dvowmodourioag
Dindorf 9 oyeiv CF 10-13 elot 8 oi—negartav, cf. Diod. 4.4.2 21 0@’ of I1 24 xai
xofiow xai mapddeow D 25 xai Ty Ty GAAwy D, xai tivwy dAAwy IT 26 diadedoudvng
D 30 7wpaig xai : dweeaic xai Rhodomanus xai tiuious Vogel



74.1

61.4

Fragments 12-13

GAMjAowg oyedov éni pdvov Tob Aiovioov ovupwvovuévnyy
amodewxview pagrvpiav tijs ddavasias: 0ddéva yag ofd “EAli-
vov ofte Bagfdowy duotgov elvar tijc Todrov dweeds xai
xdotvog, dAAa xai Tods dmmygiwuévny Exovrag ydeav 7 meos
putelay dumélov mavtedde dnnAlotoiwuévny uadelv 10 xara-
oxevalduevoy éx Ty xiddv moua Boayd Aewwduevov tijs mepl
70 olvov edwdias. Tov & ody Awbvwody pact TY xardfacty éx
vij¢ > Ivduniic éni to)y YdAarrav momoduevoy xaralafely drnavrag
rod¢ Tivdvag fdgowxdrac dvvdueis xai dafefnudras eis Korjrny
én’ "Appwva. mposBefondnxdros 8¢ xai vod Awdg éx tijs Alydmrov
tolg mepl T0v "Aupwva, xal moréuov ueydlov cvvesTdros év
Tije vijowt, Tayéws xal Tods mepl Tov Awdvvooy xai iy *Adnvay
xal Twvag T@v dAAwy Fedv vouiodévrwy ovvdoauciv eic Kortny.
yevousvns 06 mapardéews ueydins dmixparijoar Tods meol TOY
Awbwoor xal mdvrag dveldeiv tods Tirdvag. uera 0é raira
"Appwvos xal Awovioov upetactdviov éx i avPowmivyg
pioews eis Ty ddavaciav, 1ov Ala @aci Paciietoar 106 adu-
avtog x6ouov, xexolacuévwy 1@y Tixdvawy, xal undevos dvrog
100 ToAwrjoovtos 0 doéfeiav dupiofntiioar Tijc doxTic.

T0v uév ody medvov Aidwvoov &€ YAupwvos xai *Aualdelag
yevduevoy towavtag ol Aifves iovopodowy émireAéoaodar modéeis:

13 Diod. 3.61.4-6

Kodvov 8¢ yevduevov viov Ala tov évavriov tdd matvgl Blov
{nAdoar, xai mageyduevoy favtoy maowy mexi] xal pldvdowm-
7oy Y7o Tob mAdovg marépa mpooayopevdivar. diadééacdar
& adtdv @aot Ty Pacilelav of uév &xovoing Tob nareds nagaywericay-
7og, oi & V710 TV Sy Awv aipedévra dua 16 uioog 10 Eos TOY marépar
émioToareboavros 8 &’ adrov Tod Koedvov uerd 1dv Tizdvowy
xpavijoar Th udyne tov Ala, xai xSy yevduevov v SAwy
émeldeiv dmacav v oixovuévny, edegyerotvra 10 yévos TGHWY
avdodmwv. dieveyneiv & adrov xai oduatos gdunmt xal Taic
dAAaws anmdoaig doetals, xal dia TodTo TaAyd xbplov yevéadau
100 odumavros xdopuov. xaddiov 8 adrov Ty dnacav omovdry

45 1@y dedv Hertlein
13 (7) 4 gaciom. CF éxévrog II (et Euseb. Pr. Ev. 2.2 p. 49)
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144 The Fragments

Eyew eic #dAaowy uey Tdv doefdv xal movnoedy, edegyeaiav 8¢

6 1@y Sylwy. avd v ueta v 8 avdodnwy uerdotacy dvouac-
Pijvar uév Zijva Sia 10 doxely tob xalde Cijv alviov yevéodou
toic Gvdodmog, xatdpvdijvar & év TdL xdouwe T Ty &5 15
radovrwy Tiuf, mAvTey meoduws dvayopevdvrwy Jeov xal
#bpiov el T0v aldva To0 oVumavros xdouov. TAY uév ody
maga voig “Atlavtiois deoloyovubvwy Td xe@dloua TADT
oy,

API'ONAYTAI

14 Diod. 4.40-41

40.1 nepl 06 vdy Apyovavtdv, Eneidr) tovtog “Hpaxlijc ovve-
oTpdTevoey, oixeiov dv ein dieldeiv mepl adridw.

*Idoova yevéodar Aéyovowy vioy uév Alosovog, ddelpidody ¢
ITediov 100 Octraldy faciléws, goune 6¢ oduaros xal pyoyis
AaumodTnTe dievéyxavria Tdv NAwtdy dmdvuioal T medfat 5

2 uvijuns &Eov. Spdvra 08 TV mpo adrod Ilegoéa xal Tivag
&AAovg dia tag Vmegoplovs oTpareias ®ai TO mapdBolov TAHY
&y §6Eng deiuvijorov tetevydras, (nAdoar tas mpoargéoes
adt@dv. 010 xai vy SmPolny dvaxowwodusvoy Tdr Pfacilel
Tayéws Aafeiv adrov ovyxdravov, ody obtw tob Ilediov omed- 10
dovrog mooayayelv eic émpdveiay Tov veavioxov d¢ éAmiCovrog

3 &y taic mapafdrow orgareias drapdagrioeodar adrov uév yag
&x pboewe darepfjodar maidwy dooévar, Tov §° ddedpov edlafei-
ofar prjmore ovvepyoy Eywy Tov viov érnidnrar i Bacilelo.
xobmrovra 0¢ Ty dmoyiav Tadryy, xal Ta mEdg THY orgareiay 15
yotioiua yoonyroew énayyeidduevor, magaxaleiv @diov reAéoan
atetlduevoy 10y mhodv eic KéAyovs éni o SiafeBonuévov vob

4 %0100 0épog yovaduaiiov. Tov 8¢ IIdvrov xatr’ éxelvovs Tods ¥00-

13 8yAwv : dyaddv Euseb. 18 uvdoioyovuévwy D

API'ONAYTAI (vel APTTONAYTIKA, v. p. 67 n.8 supra): cf. T la ’Agyo-
vatrar év Bifrios ' (B’ Jacoby, sed. v.p. 77 supra), T 2 ab ra negi rods Agyo-
vavrag, F 19, 21a, 25¢, 31.

14 (14) 6 7ov codd., 7@y Dindorf 9 /s émifoliic CF 18 déggoc D, dégag CF (ut
plerumque)



41.1

Fragments 13-15a

vovs meglowxoduevoy vmo Edvidy Papfdowy xal mavvedds
ayplwy déevoy mpocayogeveodar, Eevoxtovodvrwy Ty éyywolwy
tovs xaramAdovrag. ’Idoova 0 O6dEnc dpeyduevov xai TOVY
a@dAov Svgépuxtov uév, od xava mav & advvatov xpivovra, xai
dtd TofTo ud@Alov adrov émpavéorepoy Eoeodar dralaufdvovra,
mapacxevdoacdar 1d mEog TNy SmPfoliy. xal medTov uev
mepl 10 IIjAwov vavanyljcacdar axdpos, mold 1@ peyéder xai
i lowmiji xavraogxevijt Ty toTe ovvideiay dmepfdAlov, dia TO
oyedloug mletv Todg ToTE Avdodmovs xal uixgols mavteAds
dxaziows. 6i0 xal T@Y iddvTwy adro TdTe xaTATANTTOUEVWY, XAl
Tijc @riuns dwadodeions xara ny “EAAdda mepl Te 10T ddAov xai
Tijc xard Y vavanyiay émPolis, 0dx Alyovs Ty v dmegoyals
veavionwy Emidvuijoar peracyeiv T ovparveiag. *ldoova O¢
xadelxdoavra 10 oxdpog xal xoourjoavra mdgL Tolg avixovot
mpoc Exminbw Aaumodc, éxréfar Tdv dgeyoudvwr Tic adrij
mpoarpéoews Tovs EmiupaveotdTovs dpiotels, DOTE 0VY adTL
Tovds dravras elvaw mevrijxovra xal Térrapas. Todrwy 8 vndpyewy
évdofotrdrovg Kdoropa xal ITolwdebxny, dvri & ‘Hoaxléa xai
Telaudva, mpos 68 Tovroig > Ogpéa xai ty Zyowéwe ’Araidviny,
&t 08 1od¢ Oeomiov maidas xai adrov Tov oreAdduevov TOW
n oty éni 1)y Kolyida. vy 8¢ vaiv *Agyd mgocayogevdijvar xard uév
Twag Ty pvdoypdpwy dmé Tol TO oxdpos doyirextovioavros Agyov xal
ovuneboavrog Evexa ol depaneley del Ta movodvra uéon i veds, we &
&vior Aéyovowy dno T mepl 1o Tdyog Ynepfolijc, dc dv T@Y doxaiwy deyoy
76 Tayd meooayogevdvrwy. Tovs & 0DV doiatels cvvedddvras EAdadar
opdy adTdy otparnyov "Heaxléa, meoxpivavras xat’ avdpeian.

15a [Apollodorus], Bibliotheca 1.9.19 (118)

‘Hoddwpoc (FGrHist 31 F 41la) 8¢ adrov (sc. “Hpaxléa)
0%6é v doxnv @not mAeboar Tdre (sc. cum Argonautis),
dAda mag’ *Oupdine doviedery. Pepexvdne (FGrHist 3 F 111a)
8¢ adrov év *Ageraic tijc Oeogallos dmolepdivar Aéyer, tijs
*Aoyots gdeybauévnc ui) dbvacdar @éoerv To TovTov Bdgog.
Anuagérne (FGrHist 42 F 2b) 8¢ adrov eic KéAyovs memAevxdra

21 t6 @Aov CDF, tov d%Aov rell.
15a (6a) 1 7jeddoros A, corr. Faber 6 Anudgaros Aegius
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146 The Fragments

nmapédwne: Awovioios uév yag adrov xai fyeudva gnel TdOY
*Aoyovavtdv yevéodau.

15b  Schol. Ap. Rhod. 1.1289-91a (p. 116.7 Wendel)

*AnolAdvios uév odv dmoledeipdal gnot vov “‘Hoaxléo mepl
Kiovy éxfdvra éni tny Yo {rjrnow: Awvdciog 6¢ 6 MirvAnvaiog
ovumen Aevrévar gnal 1oy fowa Toi doistedary fwg KéAywy xal
t0 mepl Mijdeway ovumemoayévar tde *Idoowvt. Suoiwg xal An-
uagétne (FGrHist 42 F 2b). “Hoddweos (31 F 41b) 66 gnov uny 5

/’ 3 7 ’ b4
ovumenevnévar adTdv te xal Tevag dAdovg.

16 Diod. 4.42

42.1 Enewt’ én tijs *IwAxo?d tov ExmAovy momoauévovs, xai magal-
Adéayrac 1y 1e "Abw xai Zauodedueny, yeiudve mepumeaeiv,
xal moooeveydijvar i Towiddos mpeds Ziyeov. éyraida &
adtdy Y andfacy mowmoauivwy, edpedival pact magPévoy

2 Jdedeuévny maga Tov alyialov dud towatrag aitios. Aéyerar tov 5
Hooeddva dua Try pvdoloyovuévyy v Towixdv Tetydv xata-
oxevy unvicavra Aaouédovtt T facilel xijtog dveivar éx
100 meAdyovs meog TN ydeav: Ymo 0 Tobrov TOds TE MapA
70 alyaldov duatpifovrac xal Todg yewpyoivrag 0y mapadaidr-

T10v mapadsws cvvaprdlecdar meog ¢ TovTois Aowuoy dumeaeiy 10
gic ta wApdn xal xagndv mavredij @dopdyv, dore mdvrag
8 EumMjrreodou vo uéyedog tijc megioTdoews. 8io xal cvvTEEXSVTWY
Ty Syxlwv elg duxAnciov xal (qrodviwv dmalrlayny TdVY
droynudrwy, Aéyerar Tov Paciiéa méuwar meds Tov *AndAlw

T0d¢ dmepwrigovtas mepl T@Y ovuPefnrdrwy. dxmeadvros ody 15
yonouot ufvy dmdoyew Ilooeddvog, xal tdre Tadryy Afbew
Srav ol Tokdes 10 Aayov Tdv Téxvwy éxovolwg mapaddat Bopdy
T whjTeL, pagly andvrwy g Tov xAfjgoy Eufavdvriwy émavel-
4 ey eic “Hodvny v 100 factiéws Gvyatépar diémep 1oy Aao-

7 uév ydo non intellego
15b (6b) 4 ta Wellauer: =év P, voic L, (&v) toic Keil 4 Anudgeros P, Anudgaroc F
16 (14) 10 magaddéws : nagayefiua IT 18 dufindéviwv 11



Fragments 15-16 147

uébovra ovvavayxacdévra magadodvar TRy Taedévor xai 20

5 Jeouoic xaralafduevoy dmolimeiv mapa tov aiyialdv. évraiida
0é 1ov uév “Hoaxldéa peva tdv *Agyovavtdv nv dndfacty
momaduevoy, xal paddvra mapa Tijc xdpne TNV MEQuméreav,
avagefiéar uév Tods megl 10 odua deouods, avafdvra & eic Ty

6 nddw &nayyeilacdar T Bacilel diapPegeiv 10 xfjrog. Tob I 25
Aaopédovroc damodebauévov Tov Adyov xai dwpeav ddoewy
Srayyetdauévov tag dvixrtovg Immovs, paci T uév xijrog v¢
‘HoaxAéovs dvargedijvas, Tije & “Howbvm dodfvar Ty éEovaiay
elve Podloro perd ol oddoavvos dmeldely eite upera THVY
yovéwv xarauévewy v TijL matpide. TNV uév odv xdonv £Aéodar 30
70V pera tob Eévov Blov, 0B udvov Tny edegyeaiav Tijs ovyyevelas
mooxpivacay, GAAa xai gofovuévny un mdaiw pavévroc xijrovg

7 moos Ty Juoiay Ym0 Ty molTdv Sxredi Tiuweiay. vy &
‘Hoaxléa ddbgois xal voig mpootixovar Eeviows Aaumpde Tiundévra
)y ‘Hodvny xal tac Inmovs mapadéodar tde Aaouédovri, 35
ovvraéduevoy uera iy x Kdlywv émndvodov dmolijypeadas,
adrov 8 dvaydivar ueto Tdv *Apyovavtdy xavd omovdnv mi
T0v meoxeiuevoy @dlov.

cf. Hygin. Fab. 89.2-3

ob eam rem (sc. fraudem Laomedontis) Neptunus
cetum misit qui Troiam vexaret; ob quam causam rex ad
Apollinem misit consultum. Apollo iratus ita respondit, si
Troianorum virgines ceto religatae fuissent finem pestilentiae
futuram. cum complures consumptae essent et Hesionae sors
exisset et petris religata esset, Hercules et Telamon cum
Colchos Argonautae irent eodem venerunt et cetum inter-
fecerunt, Hesionenque patri pactis legibus reddunt, ut cum
inde rediissent secum in patriam eam abducerent, et equos
qui super aquas et aristas ambulabant.

25 diapdeigety CF 33 & : §odv CF
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43.1

The Fragments

17 P. Mich. inv. 1316 v, 11. 4-8

xar]afefinuévoc mpayuazelay |
5 1. "TAwv adrovs dyaywv dxolov-
- 1. dwwvoiowy “Howvny t)v Aao-
uédovrog  léumetuévny Tde xifrer idov
1. avtne odv Tedaudve foviey-

18 Diod. 4.43-44.6

Sruyevouévov 8¢ pupeydlov yeudvog, xal TOY dgLoTéwY
amoyvwoxdvrwy v cwrneiav, gaciv Ogpéa, T Teletijs
udvov Tdv gvumledvrwy pereoynxdra, mouvjoacdar toig Laud-
Ooaiés Tag dmép Tijs owtnglas edydg. edd¢ 0é Tob mveduazog
8vddvrog, xal dvoiv dotépwy émi tac T@v Awoxdpwv xepaldg
dmunecdvroy, drnavrag usv éxmlayijvar 1o mapddobov, molaBeiy
8¢ Pewv moovoloar Ty xwdbvwy favtovs dnnAldydar. dio xai
voig Smywouévorg magadooipov yeyevnuévie Tijc megimeTeiag,
deil todg yewpaloudvovs TAY mAedvrwv edyas usv tideodar Tolg
ZaudPoaibl, tac 08 Tdv dotépwy magovelas avaméumey &ig
my 1@ Awooxdpwy Emupdvetay. od uny dAla tdre Ajfavrog
700 yeuudvos dmofivar uéy vode dowoteic tijc Opdixng eic TNy
mo DPuvéws factrevouévny ydoav, megimeoeiy 0¢ dvoi veavioxowg
éni tywwolar Suwouypuévors xai pdotibt mAnyac ovveyels Aau-
Bdvovar Todtovs & dmdoyery DPwéwe viods xai Kleomdrpag,
v paow 8 *Qoedviag tijs * EgexPéws yevvndijvar xai Bogéov,
dta 08 untovids toAuav xai diafolag yevdeis Tvyydvovrag Y7o
700 TaTeog Gdixwe Tijc mpoetgnuévys Tiuwelias Tov yag Pwéa
yeyaunxora Idalay Ty Aapddvov 105 Lnvddv PaciAéwe
Jvyatépa, xal dd To¥ mEog adty Epwta mdvra yagilduevow,
moreboar Sudte Tijt unrovide Plav ép’ Tfpet mpooiyayov of
sedyovor, PovAduevor Tt pnTel yapileoPar. Tdv 08 mepl Tov
‘Hoaxléa magaddéws Empavéviwv, @acl tods uév év vais
dvayxaig 8vrag dmxalrécacdar xaddmep Veods Tod¢ dpioTels,
xal Tag aitiag dnAdoavras tijc Tof marpos magavouias delodar

17 (<) v. pp. 53-64 supra
18 (14) 8 pevouévne II 13 megurvyeiv IT 17 8¢ del. Vogel

10

15

20

25



Fragments 17-18

Thy Groynudrov adtods &feréodau. Tov 06 Dwéa muxodds
aravrijoavra vois Eévois magayyeidar undev Tdv xad Eavrov
7o lvrpayuoveiv: undéva yap mavéga Aafeiv mag’ vidy sxoveiwg
Tuwoiav, & un T peyédel 1@V ddixnudrwy Smégdowvro TR
puowny TOY yovéwy eis Téxva @iloovopyiav. évradda ocvu-
nAéovrag toig mepi tov ‘HoaxlAéa vodg émuxalovuévovs uéy
Bogeddas, ddedpods & Svrag Kleomdrpag, Aéyeror Sia v
ovyyévelay moTOVS Opuijoar meog Ty Porfdetav, xal Todg
uév meguneipévovg Toic veaviaxows Seouods mepiopiiéar, Todg &
dvavriovuévovs T@v Pagfdowy dmoxteivar. Sourjoavros 8¢ Tod
Duwvéwg modg udynv, xai tod mhjdovs Ty Opauxdv ovvdga-
udvrog, pasi vov ‘Hpaxléa mdvrwv &piora diaywvioduevoy
adtdy te Tov DPwéa xal Tdv dAlwv odx SAlyovs dveletv, 1o
0¢ televraiov xgaviocavra Ty Paciieiwy v uév Kleomdroay
éx Tijc @uiaxijc mpoayayely, toig de Duweldarg dmoxarastijou
Y maTediay doynyt Povioudvawv & adrdy Y unrovidy uer’
aixias droxveivou, meloar Tijc uév Tipuwelas TadTys dmoativa,
7pog 8¢ Tov marépa méuywavrag eic Ty Zxvdiav éxeivoy magaxa-
AMoar Ty &l adrods dvounudrwy Aafely xdlagwy. o yevndévrog
Tov uév Znddny viic dvyareds xavayvdvar ddvarov, Tods 6
éx vijc KAeomdroas viovs drevéyraodar maga toig Ooaiki ddkar
émieixelag. odx dyvod 08 Subti Twés TdY uvdoyedpwy Tvplwdivar pact
Todg Puveidag vnd Tob mareds, xai Tov Puwvéa Tijc duolas Tuxelv ovuPoeds
976 Bogéov. dpoiws 08 xai tév ‘Hoaxléa Tivés magadeddract mods vopeiay
ékel¥évra xara THy ’Acoiav vmé Tdv ’Agyovavtév Emi i ydeas
amodewpdivar. xadéhov ¢ Todc malawodg wpddovs ody dmAiy  0vdé
ovumepwynuévny iotogiay Exeww ovuPéfnxe: dibmeg ob yon Pavudlew, édy
Twva TAY doyaoloyovuévwy un ovupdvws dmact Toig mowmTais xal
ovyygapeiol ovyxgivwuey. 00 uny GAAG xai tods Duweldag Aéyerou
v Pactreloy magaddvras Tijt unrol Kleomdroar gvorgaredoa
Toi¢ dptoTedaw.

cf. [Apollod.] Bibl. 3.15.3 (200)

Kleomdroav 6¢ Eynue Duveds, du yivovrow maides {8€) adrijg
(add. Hercher) ITMj&nmoc xal Iovdiwv. Exwv 8¢ TovTouvg
éx Kleomdroas maidag *Idalav yduer oy Aagddvov. xdxelvy
@Y mpoydvwy meos DPuvéa phogay xavayedderar, xal mioTedoag

40 éx om. D mgodyery D 43 nméupavra CF
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45.1

The Fragments

Duveds dupotégovs Tvplol. magamréovres 0¢ oi *ApyovaiTar
ovv Bogeddarg (Bogéar codd., corr. Aegius, v. p. 98 supra)
xoAdlovrar adTdv.

19 Schol. Ap. Rhod. 2.206-208b

Awviaiog 8¢ &y wois Agyovadraus gnolv dvaigedijvar Tov
Duwéa vmo “Hpaxléovs i0dvroc tods maidag év Spnuiar xal
uadovros 8ti Smo DPwéws fjoav éxfefinuévor xava duaforny
Znvdiniic yvvads, v yeyauixer 6 Duweds magaTnoduevos
Klcomdrgay: yeydver 8¢ 100 DPuwéws xal mpesfitne xatiyogos
nagd v “Hoaxlel. dibmep “Hpoxlijc dvautiovs edpdy Todg
naidag xavifyayey eig )y matpdiay oixiayv, Pivéa 6¢ dvioTduevoy
nal Yeljoavra xaramovricar Tov Erepoy T@Y maibwy Aaxticas
6 “HoaxAfjc anéxntevey.

20 Diod. 4.44.7-45

dvaydévras & adrods éx Tijc Opdixns xai xoucdévras eic TOV
Hévrov moooyeiv vt Tavowrdj, Ty dyodtnta T@Y &yywoliwy
dyvoodvrag: véuiuov yap elvar Toic Ty ydoay TavTny oixoiot
BagBdoorg e *Apréuide TavgordAwe Tods xatamAéovras &é-
vovg: mag@’ ols pagt TNy Ipuyéveiav év toic Boregov yodvois
idoetay Tijs elonuévns Peot xaracradeicav Few Todg dAio-
xouévovg.

dmilnrodone 68 tijc iovoglas vtag vijc Eevoxvovias aiviag,
dvayxaiov Poayba OweAdetv, dAAws Te xal T magexfdoews
oixelag éoouévns waic Tdv Agyovavtdy modfeot. @acl yag
‘Hxlov 8bo yevéodar maidag, Aijrny te xai IIégony: Todtwy 6¢
Tov uéy Abjrny Pacidedoon tijc Kolyidos, tov & Eregov Tijs
Tavouiic, dupotépovs 08 dueveynely dudtnre. xai Ilépaov ey
‘Exdrny yevéodar dvyarépa, T6Aunt xal mapavoulior mpoéyovoay
100 mateds® prloxtviyov & oloav &v Taic amoTvyiowg Gv¥odmovs
avti T@dv Inolwv xaravofedewv. @ildteyvov & eic papudrwy

19 (5) 5 7w post xai add. P mpesfiric Wendel

20 (14) 2 mgooéyew D?* 4-6 Gdewv—xaraoradeioay om. D 11 Ilégony :

F 2la

10

15

ITegoevs



Fragments 18-21a 151

Pavaciuwy ovvdéoes yevoubvmy 10 xaroduevov dxdvitoy
8&gvpeiv, xal Tijsc Endorov dvvduews metpay AaufBdvey uloyoveay
Taic dibousvarg Toic Eévoig Toopaisc. éumeplay 8¢ ueydinv v
Todrows Exovoav mpdTov ulv Tov maréga gpagudxwt dapdeipar 20
xal diadélacdar vy Pacilelay, Ener’ *Agréutdog iegov idgvoa-
uévy xai Todg xavarréovras Eévovg Ieodar Tij Fedt xaradel-

3 facav én’ audrnte drovouacdijvar. ueta 6¢ Tadra cvvouxioacay
Aifjrne yevvijoa b0 Svyarégas, Kipuny te xai Mijdeiay, &t &
viov Aiywadéa. xai iy uév Kioxnv eic pagudxwy mavrodandy 25
énivotav éxtpameioav 8Eevgely Gildv mavvolag @does xai
dvvdueis dmiorovuévas odx JdAlya uév yag dmo vijc unreds
‘Exdrns didaydijvar, mord 8¢ miAeiw dua tig idiag Smiueleiag
8kevgotoay undeuiay dmepforiy dmolinelv érépas mpdc émivoray

4 gapuaxeiag. dodivar & adray eig yduov Tdt Pacidel Tdvy 30
Zaguardv, obc &vior Znddac mpocayopedoval. xai to udv modrov
Tov dvdga gapudxoig dveleiv, uera 0¢ tadra v Pacileiav dadebauévny

5 moldd xard T@v deyoubvov dud mpdfar xal Blaa. dibmep éxmecoboav
Tijc Pacileiag xard uév Twvag Tdv uvdoyodpwy puyelv éni TOV dxeavdy,
xai vijoov Eonuov xaralafoudvny évraida uerd T@Y ovupUyovoGy puvaixdy 35
xatiboviijvat, xara 6¢ Tivag Tdv ioToguxdy dxAimoboay Tov I1évrov xazouxij-
oa t7jc *Traliag drowrigiov T6 uéxgl Tod viw an’ éxeivng Kigraiov dvouald-
uevoy.

21a Schol. Ap. Rhod. 3.200a

v Kloxny vwéc uév Abjrov ddedpijy, tivég 8¢ dvyatépa.
iovopel 6¢ Avoviaiog “HAlov vi éyévovro Ilepoeds xal Aljrng.
ITegoeds 6é Tadpwy éfacidevoey xai ovyyevduevog viupnt Tivi
‘Exdrny &oye dvyaréoa, ¥} mepl voc 8onuias éxdorore diarpi-
Povoa éumerpordrn TdY TE dnAnTHEiwy xal Tdv idedar dvva- 5
uévawy éyévevor fiv puerameuypdusvoc 6 Abjrne Eynuev xai Eoyev
8¢ adrijc Ty Klguny.

17 %6 : 7ov D 31-38 xai 10—dvopatéuevoy v. p. 118 supra 36 éxAeimovoay D

21a (la) 2 ITegoedg : ITégong F 20, F 21b 4 4 xai magd vdg éonuias éxds téve
(meoi Tag xadovuévag €xac P) diargifovoa “Exdrn te éxhidn xai éuneigordrn xTl. A,
v. H. Frinkel, Einleitung zur kritischen Ausgabe der Arg. des Apollonios (Géttingen
1964) 101-102



152 The Fragments

21b  Schol. Ap. Rhod. 3.200b

v Kipuny Awviowos 6 Midjowog év o’ tdv *Aoyovavtindy
Jvyatépa Aifrov xai “Exdrne tijc Iégoews Jvyarpds, ddeipny
08 Mndelag. "HAlwe ydo gnow viode yevéodar ddw év Tois
Témois éxeivoig, olg évduata 7y Ilépons wal Aiftng Todrouvs
draxataoyely Ty ydoav, xal Aiftny uév Kédywy xai Mouwtdv, 5
ITégoea 68 ¢ Tavpurijc nvpetoar tov 6¢ ITépoea mpeafitepor
dvra yijuar yvvaira Tdv Eyywelwy Tivd, xal yevéodou adrde
dvyatéoa, ft dvoua “Exdry, rfric Aéyetar avdowen yevéodar
mepl T4 xvvnyeTivd xal mpdty davaciuovs gilas edpelv xal
T0v favtiic mavépa @apudxows Gmoxteivar. Tadtny yhiuacdar 10
meppdeioay eic Kddyove Aiftne 1de matpadédpwe, d@’ 7 yevé-
oo Kiguny xal Mideiav: Tow 8¢ Kipxnv, moeofotépar odoay Tg
Mndeiag, dmepfaréodar Ty avtijc untépa, Ta uév duaxobocacar,
10 0¢ xal adTy épevonxviay moAdd xal dewvd.

2lc  Schol. Ap. Rhod. 3.240

{ovv €&t vaicoxe Oduapti:) ¢ ta Navmaxtind memomxidg
(fr. 4 Kinkel) Edpvidrny adry Aéyer, Awovioios 8¢ 6 Midjorog
‘Exdtny untéga Mndeiag xal Kipxns, d¢ mpoelpnrar (schol.
3.200ab), Zogoxiijc (fr. 344 Radt) 8¢ Néagav upiav Tdw
Nnonidwv, *Hoiodos 6¢ *Ioviav (Theog. 958, 960). 5

22 Diod. 4.46.1-4

46.1 )y 08 Mideiav iorogobor podelv mapd Te TAS UNTEOC Hal
Tijc Gdelpijc amdoas Tdg TOY pagudxwy dvvduews, mooatpboet
& dvavtiwtdrge yefjodar Siatedelv yap Tod¢ naramiéovrag
Ty Edvov EEatgovudvny éx TV wvdvwy, xal mOTE UEv mapd
700 matpos aitelodar defoer xai ydoitt Ty TAY ueAddvrwy 5

21b (1a) 3 gnow P, pacw L 4 todrovg 8¢ xarasyeiv HF 5 Kdéiyovs xai Maidrag
L, KéAywv xai thic Madbridos P, corr. Wendel 6-13 mpeof.—Mndeiagc in L post
modldd xal dewwd leguntur 14 post dewwd add. P Mijdeiar 84, vewrépav uév Kipnng,
ody frroudvny 0¢ adric. Tatra usv Adwovioios

2lc (1b) 1 lemma suppl. Wendel 2 ¢ P, om. L



Fragments 21b-23a 153

dndAilvedar cwrnoiav, moré & adriy éx tic puiaxijc dpicioay
movoeiodar Tijg T@Y drvyotvtwy dopalelast Tov yao AbjTyy
T4 pév 0wd Ty idiav dudtyra, Ta & Snd Tijc pvvawrds *Exdrne

2 newodévra, mpoodéfaodar vo Tijc Eevoxvoviag véuuoy. dvrimpar-
Todans 08 Tiic Mndeiag del pudrdov tijt mpoarpéoer 1@y yovéwy, 10
paol 1oy Abjrny dnonredoavra )y éx Tiic Yvyaroeds EmiBoviny
els élevdégay abriy dmodécdar gulaxiy: Ty 6 Mijdeay
diadodoav xatapuyeiv &l i téuevos “HAlov xeluevoy mapd

3 ddAarrav. xad v 61) yoedvor Tods *Agyovabras and vijc Tavor-
#ijs xomodévrag vuxtds xavamletoar tiig Koldyidog elc 16 15
mooetpnuévoy Téuevos. Evda 1) mepurvydvrag Tij Mndelow
mAavouévn maga Tov alyialdy, xal paddvras mag’ adrijc 1o
tijs evoxtoviag véuwuov, dmodébacdar pév v fueodryra Tiic
nagdévov, dnidoavras & adriji Ty Savtdv émPoiny mdlw
mag’ éxelvne padely Tov dmdoyovra adrit xivdvvov ame Tod 20

4 margds dua TRy meds Tovs Eévovs edoéBeiav. xowvoi 8¢ Tob cuu-
PégovTos pavévtog, Ty uév Mijdeiay énayyellacdar ovvepyrioety
adrois péyot dv ovvreléowor vov mooxeluevoy adAov, tov &
*Idoova dia Ty Soxwv dodvar mictelg St yiuas adriy e
adufiov drmavra Tov Tod Lfjy yodvov. 25

23a P. Hibeh 2.186 col. 1 (fr. a, col. 1)

J.at[, 1.
] *Idoovos tag dekag
1. dugpotépois xai éna-

5 1....av7e adrfo]is
loavre vas vipwolas
199
Marco

22 (14) 7 dogaleios : owrnoiac D 9 6 : vére D 10 paldov it mgoargéost om. D
17 maga : megi I 20 dnd Wesseling, 576 codd. 23 ovvreAdor D
23ab (=) v. pp. 24-25 supra



154 The Fragments

23b P. Hibeh 2.186 col. 2 (fr. a, col. 2)

5 av dzep. [

og Tov 7. [
@[.1.ovpov 9] . ].7g
... voe dewodg[
v &viovg g -de-]

10 dvuévovs o[
70 téuev[og
L

MaARrGoO

24 Diod. 4.46.5-47

46.5  perd 0é tadra Tods *Agyovairas dmolimdvrac guiaxas g
veds, vuxtos Gpufjoor uera Tijc Mndelag émi T yovodpaldiov
0é00¢* megi 0B Td xava uégog olxeiov dv el SreAdel, lva undév TGy dvyrdvTwy
elg Ty Vmoxeiuévny iotogiav dyvoijra.

47.1 Doikov Tov *Adduavros uvdoloyoiol did Tdg dnd Tijc pnroveds émfovdag S
avalafdvra tiy adeipny “Eriny puysiv éx tijc “EAAddog. megaiovuévor &
att@y xavd Twva dedv modvoay éx tijc Edpdmng eic Ty *Aciav éni xgiob
xovaoudiiov, Ty uéy magdévov droneoeiv eic Ty SdAarray, 7y 4n’ Exelvng
*ElMjomovroy dvouacdijvar, tov 8¢ Difov eic tov IIdvrov mogevdévra
xarayHivar uév mads v Kolyida, xard 8¢ vi Adywov Hdoavta v xey 10

2 avadeivar 16 Sdgog &ig T6 ToT *Ageog iegdy. pueTa 08 TadTa factAeborrog
tijc Kolyldog Aifrov yonoudv éxmeoeiv 611 Tdte %aTAOTOéYPEL
10y Blov Srav Eévor xaramAedoavres T0 yovodpallov dégos Gmev-
éynwot. dio &) Tadras vas aiviag xal b Ty idlay dudrnTa
xavadeifar Heww Tovs Edvovs, Iva diadodelonc Tijc @riuns eic 15
dravra vémov mepi tijc KdAywv dyoidtnroc undels tdv Eévwy
émiBijvar tolurfon tic ydoeas. megifaleiv 08 xal T Teubve

24 (14) 3-11 negi—ices» v. supra p. 117 3 va Hertlein, om. D, ro rell. 4 &ic : éai D
10 xaveveydivac II 11 Bacidedovri—Airye CF 16 dnavra 7ov témov D



Fragments 23b-25a 155

Telyos xal péAaxas moAdods Emiorijoar Tdv x vijs Taveuxi:
4@’ By xal tegarddes mapa voic “EAinet mlacdijvar uddovs.

3 duafefoijodar yap St mvpinvoor Tadgot megi TO Téuevos dmijoyov, 20
dodxwy & Gumvos érrjger 10 dépog, dmo uév tdv Tadpwy perev-
exdelons vic Spwwoulas éni Ty t@v Bodv loydy, dmo 8¢ T
xazra Ty Eevoxtoviay dudtnrog mvpmvely Tods Tadpovs uvdolo-
yndévroct magaminaiwg 8¢ Tod Tnoodvros 0 Téuevos Apdxovrog
dvoualouévov, perevnvoxévar Tode momris Emi TO Tepard®des 25

4 xal xavamAnxrinoy 100 Ldiov. Tig duoiag 08 uvdodoyias Exeodar xal
T megl Tob Dgifov Aeydueva. diamAetoar yag adrdy paocw of uév éni vedg
TpoTouNy Eni Tijc medipag éxovons xood, xal Ty “EAAny Svopogoicay éni
T vavtial, xal od Todr’ éni Tob Toiyov i veds éxxvmrovoaw, el THY

5 ddAarTay mgomeoeiv. &viou 0¢ gact TOv fagiléa TdY Zxvddy, dvra 30
yaufoov Aifrov, maga tolg Kdlyows Smibnuijoar xad 6
xatpov didvar ovvéfn Tov Doifov uera 0¥ mAULdaywyod,
dowTinds 08 oydvra Tol maidos Aafelv adrov &v dweedt mag’
Aifjrov, xal xaddmep viov yvijgwov dyamifjoavra xovalumely
avtde Ty Bacidelav. T0v 8¢ mabaywyov dvoualduevoy Kooy 35
Todijvar Toic Peols, xal 100 ocduatros xdapévros mpoaniwdival

6 Td vedr o déopua xara TO voupov. pevd 68 vadra Al
yevouévov yonouod, xad v donualvero {vdre) tedevrijoery
avtoy Srav Eévor xaramledoavres 10 1od Koiod 6égos dmevé-
yxwot, 10y Pacidéa ool teygloar T Téuevoc xai @ovedv 40
éyxataorijoat, meos 0¢ TodTolg yovodaar o dégog, Iva Sid T
émipdvelay Ym0 T@Y oTEATIWT®Y Emueleordrns dfwwdi @u-
lam’y'g. Tadta uéy oy éféorar Tovs dvaywdaxovras xgivew mods tag idiag
éxdoTov mpoargéoeis.

25a  Schol. Ap. Rhod. 4.176-77

moAdol 68 yovoodv 10 dépac elpixaoy, olg *AmoAidyviog
Nxodobdnoev. 6 68 Zpwvidne (PMG 576) moré uév Aevxow
moté 08 moppugoty, Awvicios 6¢é ¢ Mirvinvaiog dvdewndy
gnot yeyevijodat, madaywyoy tod DPolov, dvduar: Koidv.

21 dvavos Vogel, adrois codd. 26-30 ric—gac: v. p. 117 supra 29 vavtidiar D
37 vew Poggio, et codd. 37 xara 16 D, xard 7: rell. 38 vdre Dindorf, éorjuave
D, éofjuaive {6 Peos tdre) Jacoby 44 éxdorovs aut xaorov Hertlein

25ab (2ab)
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The Fragments

25b Schol. Ap. Rhod. 1.256-59

7 68 loropla xetvaw maga “Exaraiwe (FGrHist 1 F 17) 8t 6
xotog 8AdAncey. Evior 8¢ pagy adrov éni xglompdgov oxdpovs
nmleboar. dwoviarog 6¢ &v ' Koy pnot Poikov Tpopéa yevéodau

1 ? 3 -~ 3 ’ \ \ ~ \
xal ovumenAsvaévar adtde eic Kdlyovs: 810 xai psuvdetobar Ta
7epl ¢ T xpLot Yvoiag adrdde.

25¢ . Schol. Ap. Rhod. 2.1144-45a (= 4.115-117b)

A woviorog v voig *Agyovadtag gnal Koy yeyovévar Tpogéa
Doikov, 8v ailodduevov tijsc mfoviijc ’Ivods dmodéodar Tdve
Doitwe Ty @uyiy moujeacdar, Sdev xal pepvdetodar w¢ dmo
xpt00 Sracwieln. “Hoddwpog (FGrHist 31 F 38) 6é gnow &
*Adduarros xai Ocuiotots yevéodar maidas Zyowéa, > Eetdony,
Aebrwva, ITvoiov, vewtdrovs 8¢ Doikov xai "EAlny, odg dud
v *Ivods dmPoviny xywoeifiou. televtijoar 8¢ iy “EAiny
xara Iaxtiny enoiv “EAddvixos (4 F 127).

26 Diod. 4.48.1-3

v 08 Midewav ioropodor xadnyricacdou vois *Agyovadrais
7mpds t0 Tob “Ageog téuevos, anéyov éfdournxovra oradiovg
a0 tijc nélews, v xaleiodar uev Xifagw, Exeww 8¢ ta faciieia
tdy Kélywv. mpocerdoboav 68 walc mdlawg xexAetuévag
wxtos Tt Tavowxijt dialéxtwr mpoopwviocar Tods @Eovgovs.
T@v 0¢ oTEaTIWT®Y dvordviwy Teodduws d¢ dv BaciAéwg
dvyarol, pact rodg *Agyovadrag elomeodvrag domacuévors Toig
Elpear moAdods uév govedoar Tdv Pagfdowy, Tovs & dAlovs
816 70 magpddobov xavamAnbauévovs éxfalelv éx tod Teuévoug,
xal vo 8épog dvalafdvrag meog Tnw vady énelysodar xara omovdiy.
nagannoing 8¢ Tovrois xai Ty Mijdeiav &v T Teuéver Tov pvdoloyoduevoy
dvnvoy Spdxovra megieomelpauévoy 16 dégog Tois pagudxolg droxteivat, xal

uera ’Ideovog Ty éni ddrarray xardfacwy moujoacdat.

25¢ (2¢) fere similia habet sch. Ap. Rhod. 4.115-117b
26 (14) 5 vodc gpoovgovc Hertlein, Toic pgovgois D, Tois pgovgoio: I1

10



Fragments 25b-27

27a P. Hibeh 2.186 col. 3 (fr. b, col. 1)

1 1.0
I ... eddéwe
x| dnrew Tag

lav péya pag[1-2]

5 Joovs

1 llxpayotoar [
__GAAa dmox|
‘HoaxAfjc n[
Tovs Tag [

5 Tayd xarafd[A]Aev: 6 8¢ *Idow[v &]Adovg
tli]vac [t]ot Pogdfov dxodg[a]vrag [
xal éx T)fjc yijc dvioTauévovs
&) zwénrey[e]v: of ve dAdor Tadgor
uleva o] AA[oF wdvo]v xgi dywviag

10 .00, [ 9-10 Jrwv dme-
Marco

27c¢ P. Hibeh 2.186 col. 5 (fr. b, col. 3)

1 o
dar pagi|
loaowy &g 8]
_dAyea ad[
5 ga 1) Mij[beta ?
8deunvv[
Aa Lul[dovye ?
ay[
Marco

27a (=) v.p.25 supra

157

27b (-) Cf.F 26 (48.1),et v. pp. 19-24 supra 1 o[velg[ 2-5 e.g. 6 uév|‘Hoaxifjc
nlodrog eloneodv] | Tods Tds w[Aag dvoifavrac] | Tayd xavaBdider 10 e.g. ané|—gvyor

(cetera suppl. ed. pr.)



158 The Fragments

28 Diod. 4.48.4-5

484 1@y 8¢ dwaguydvrwy Tadpwy dmayyeiddviwv tdt Bactlel
Y yevousvny énideow, pact Tov AijTny perd Tdv megl adrov
oToaTiwTdy dudéavta tods “ElAngvas xavalafeiv minoiov Tijs
daldrrne & épddov O ocvvdyavra udynv dvelelv &va TV
*Aoyovavtdy “Ipitov Ty Edguadéws ddeipov tob tovg ddAovg 5
‘Hoaxlei mpoordfavrog, &netra 7ol dAdows Tde mhider TdW
cvvaywvilouévwr meguyvdévra xal Piadregov &yxeiuevov Vmo

5 Meledygov govevdijvar. &vda 07 mecdvrog tob Pacitréws xai
@y ‘EAMvor énagdévrov, Toanivar meds puyny Tode KdAyovg,
xal xata 10y Suwyuoy Tovs misloTovs adrdy dvargedirar. 10

29a Schol. Ap. Rhod. 4.223-30d (p. 272.16 Wendel)

gnai 8¢ ¢ *AnoAddviog dia Todtwy Tov Alfjtyy dmpaxtov
dmooTéypau, dua 08 Tadv £Efjc (4.224sqq.) @nor Tov *Ayvetow
véov dvra 7vioyelv magafefnxdra tde marel. Adwvdciog 6¢ 6
Mildods gnow 6t Aifrne é0lwEev adrods: of 0¢ doioreis
Nywvilovro dxovtilovtes, oi ¢ mepl 1oy Aljrny lnmevorv: &vda 5
xail "I tedevrijoar Tov Zdevédovt xavafaldvra yape o TdDY
meol Abjrny innéwv megunardAnmroy yevéodar vmo Tod Aifrov,
meguomacdévra 1@ Bodywi. v 6¢ Tolg E&fjc pnow, d¢ oi Kdlyo
eig puyny érpdmnoay.

29b  Schol. Ap. Rhod. 4.223-30a (p. 271.25 Wendel)

0 uév *Anoliddviog drpaxtdy gnow dvaywoeioo Tov Abjrny
ody Syrfjuate Hyoyodvroc *Aydprov, Awviciog 6¢é ¢ Milijoids
gnow 6t xaralafdv Ty vaty ¢ Abjtne magaralauévwv Tdy
dototéwv “Ipwy dvetdev *Apyciov, Edgvodéws ddelpdv, xai
adtog moAdovs dnméfale. 5

28 (14) 6 todc dAdovc—meguyvdévrac—eyxeiuévovs IT 10 7ov Suwyuov : Ty 66év 11

29a (10a) 6 “Ipw : “Ipitov F 28 8 megiomac®évra Wilamowitz, negioradévra L,
om. P

29b (10Db)
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30 (14) 1 voavpaviac F 4 xai fordvais del. Dindorf 16 érav: érav rdyiora 11

Fragments 28-31

30 Diod. 4.48.5-49.2

yevéodar 8¢ xal Tty dowotéwy Teavuatiav ‘ldoova xai
Aaégrny, &ri 8 *Avaldviny xal tod¢ Ocamiddag mpooayogevo-
Uévovg. TovToUS UEY 0By pacwy 7o tijc Mndelag év §Alyaus fuéoais
gitaig xal Bordvaig Tiol Yepamevidijvar, Tode & ’Agyovadras
drmiciticausvovs dxmletoat, xal uéoov 7oy 1o Iovrixoy nélayog
Eyovrag mepumegelv  yeyudve movredde Emuevddvwr. Tob &
*Oppéwe, naddmep xnal modtegov, edyac monoauévov voig
ZaudPoaiks, AjEar uév tods dvéuovs, pavijvar 8¢ mAneiov Tijg
veds 1OV mooayopevouevoy Vaidrriov I'Aadxov. todrov &
ri 0Yo viwrag xal Vo fuébpag ovveyds T vyl cvumledoavta
nooetmely uéy ‘Hoaxldel mepl 1dv d%Awy xal tijc ddavaciag,
voig 0¢ Tvvdapidaig, 61t mpooayogevijcovraw uév Aiwdoxopor,
Tiudic 8 loodéov tedbovraw mapa mdow dvdedmois. xaddiov &
8¢ dvduaroc mpoopwvicavra mdvrag todg Apyovadras eimeiv
¢ dua vag > Oppéws edyas Fedv mpovolar pavels adrols onualver
T0 péllovra yevijoeodar cvuBoviedewy oy adrols, Grav Tijg
yfic dypwrvrat, Tac edyds dmododvar tois Peois, 6 ol Teredyaot
dic 7j0n tijc cwtnelag. Emerta vov udv I'Aadxov Odvar mdlw
gic 10 mélayog, Todg & *Agyovadras xara ordua tod IIdvrov
yevouévovg mooomAeboar Th yiji, factAedovrog TdTe Tijg ydoag
Bitavrog, 4@’ o8 xai vy moiv T@dv Buvlavriwv dvoudsdar.
évtatda 0¢ Pwuods idguoauévovs xal voic Veols Tdac edyds
droddvrac xatcpdoar Tov TomOY TOV FTi Mal VOV TiUdUEVOY
070 T@Y maganledviwy.

31 Schol. Ap. Rhod. 4.1153-54

Tewaiov (FGrHist 566 F 87) 2Aéyovvoc év Kepxibpar todg
ydpovg (sc. lasonis et Medeae) dydijvau, diovioiog 6 Midijorog
év B’ 1@y *Apyovavtdv év Bvlavtiwe gnolv, *Avriuayos 8¢ év
Adéne (fr. 64 Wyss) év KdAyows wAnoioy tot morauod uyijvas.

dnodidsvar CF 23 énodiddvras D
31 (3) 3 ’Agyovavr@v L :’Agyovavrixiv P 6¢ om. L
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32 Diod. 4.49.3

uetd 8¢ tadra dvaydévras, xal diamieboavrag Ty te Ilgo-
movrida xal vov “ElMjemovrov, moogeveydijvar Tijt Towidde.
dvratda & “Hoaxlréovs méuypavros eic )y mdiw ~Ipuxddv e
10v Gdedpov xal Telaudva tds te lnmovs xai oy ‘Howdvny
anouthoovrag, Aéyerar tov Aaouédovra tods uév mpeofevrac 5
eic puAaxny drnodéodai, Toic & GAdows *Apyovairaic 60 évédoag
Boviedoar Ddvarov: xai Todg uév dAdovg viode Eyxew Tij modéer
ovvegyods, Ilplapov 08 udvov évavtiompayotvra: TodTov pap
amogrivacdar Oeiv 0. meos Tovs Eévovs dixaia Tnoely, xai Ty Te
adedpny xal tag duoloynuévas Inmove drodiddvar. 10

33 P. Oxy. 37.2812 col. 2.2-12

“Oulneos] . [ ©0v] | uév Hooeiddvd gnow ¢[negydoac-

dar i Aao] | uédovre 76 Teiyog, vov 8¢ ["AndArwva fovxoi-]

{oar (Il. 21.4465qq). dwovdotos yodv dval[dyws Tois maga Tov-]

| Tt pnaoly ofrwe:
uera 0é [vavra 6 ITplauos dva] | piuvijioxet adrov g 5
4o [Tdv Fedv pijviog Tois] f Towaiy dve, Ilooetdivog
ulév xavaoxevdoavroc] | v6 veiyos meol Toolav, *AndA-
AMwvog 8¢ Toig mowuvt]Y oig [émi]orarijoav]Tos, Aaou[é-
dwv 0b udvoy o8] ' a[méd]wxev adro[i]s Tov wi[oddy,
dAla xal dred) 1|2 Mjoag éEéfaley. 10

34 Diod. 4.49.4-8

494  oddevog & adrde (sc. [Touduw:) mpooéyovrog, paciv el THy
puiaxny 8o Elpn magevéyxavra Addpar dodvar Tolg mepl TOY
Telaudva, xal v 708 margds mpoalpeowy EEyynoducvoy

5 aitioy yevéodaw Tiis ocwtnplas adrols. eddvs yap Tovs mepl TOV
Tedaudva @ovedoar uéy Tdv @uidxwy Tovs 4Gvreyouévovs, 5

32 (14) 4 vac Eichstaedt, rods codd. 7 fovieboasdar DF

33 (-) verba Dionysii € Priami apud Laomedontem oratione sumpta sunt, ut videtur;
cf. F 32 et v. p. 40 sqq. supra 5-8 supplevi paraphrasin ed. pr. secutus (magd
Tovtawe Parsons) 10-11 o3 udvov, dAda xai supplevi
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Fragments 32-35

puydvrac & éni Ydlarrav dmayysilar ta xavd uépgos Toig
*Agyovadtaig. didmep Todrovs uév Evolpovs yevoubvovs medg
udymy dravrijoar voic 8x i mélews Exyeoudvois uera Tod
Paciléws yevouévns 0é udyme ioyveds, xal T@®@v dgioTéwy did
Tag Gpetas dmixpatotyvrwy, uvdoioyodor tov “Hoaxldéa mdvrwy
dowota daywvicacdar tdv te yap Aaouédovra povedoar, xal
Tijc o Aewe €€ épddov xpatioavra xoAdoar uév Tods ueracydvrag
@ Pacilel tijc émiPoviijs, IToduwe ¢ dua Ty dixatoabvyy
magadotvar Ty Pacilelav, xal @iliay cvvdéuevov Exmietoot
ueta T@v *Apyovavtdy. &vow 8¢ 1@y doyaiwy momTdy magadsddxacy
ot uera Ty *Agyovavtdv, AL’ idias oTparedoavra Tov “HoaxAéa vavoiy §&
&vexa tdv Innwv EAetv Ty Tgoiav. mpocuagrvpeiv 8¢ Tovrows xal " Oungov
v toiode Toig &neoww (I1. 5.638 Sqq.)

AN oléy Tivd gaot Biny “HgaxAneiny

elvar, duov maréga Poacvuéuvova, dvuoléovra,

8¢ mote 8etp’ Adaww Svey’ innwv Aaouédovrog

8& olnic ovv vl xal dvdedor mavgotégoloy

*Thiov 86aldmale néhuwv, yiowoe & dyvidg.
1005 0" ’Apyovadrac @aciv éx i Towiddos dvaydévras eig
Lapododixny xopodijvas, xal toic ueydlowg Veols vag edydg
dmoddvrag mdhwv Gvadeivar tas gudlas eic To Téuevos Tag
xal vy diauevoioag.

35 Diod. 4.50.1-2

Tijc 08 T@V doLoTéwy Gvaxomdijc dyvoovuévns Tt xara T
Octraliov, paci meoomeselv griuny 8§t mdvres of uerd. > Idoovog
orparedoavres v toig xara vov IIévrov tdmoic dmoldAaat.
Oubmep 1oy Ilediav xaipov Exewv vmolaufdvovra tods épédgovs
tijc Pacilelas mdvrag dednv dveldelv, Tov uév marépa TOV
> Idoovos Gvayxdoar miely alua Tadgov, Tov 8 adedpov IToduayov,
maida v Hhxiav Svra, poveboar. *Aupuduny 8¢ iy untéea
uéAdovoay dvarpeiodal paow Emavdgoy xal uviuns d&lay émi-
teréoaodar medbwy: wavaguyodoav ydg émi Ty éotiav 70D
Baciléws xai xatagacauévyy madeiv adrov dia T@dY doefn-
udrwy, &lpel mardéacay Savtijs 0 oTiidos fowinds xataoToépa
Tov Siov.

34 (14) 15 Zno—'Agyovavrdy om. C 19 twa A, mote cett.
35 (14) 5 7ob ’Idsovog CF
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¢f. [Apollod.], Bibl. 1.9.27 (143)

IeMlag 0¢ dmoyvods Tnv dmootoply TdY *Apyovavtdy Tov
Aloova wrelvery Fidelev: 6 08 alrnoduevos Eavrov dvelsly
Pvalay Smireddv ddeds Tob Tawgelov omacdpevos aluatos
3 7 ¢ \ -] 4 ’ 3 7 /7 4
amédavey. 1) 8¢ *Idoovos wijtne émapacauévy Ileldiar, vimiov
amo limotoa maida Ioduayov éaveny dviprnoe Ilerlag 06 xai 5
70V abtijt xatalewpdévra maida Gréxteivey.

36 Diod. 4.50.3-53.3

50.3 1ov 8¢ Ilediav todtown Tt Tpdnwe mdoay thy *Idoovos ovy-
yéverav Gpdny dveldvra Tayd Ty meoorxovoay Tols doeffuact
xouioacdar Tipwelav. tov pag *ldoova xatamledoavra vuxTog
tijs Oetraliag eic Spuov 0d paxgav uév tijc *lwixot xeipevo,
adecdgnrov 88 Tols &x Tijs mdlews, padely mapd Tvos TdY xata 5

4 TR ydeav Ta yevdueva mepl ToVS oVYYEVEls ATVYNUATA. TAVTWY
8¢ T dootéwy Eroiuwy dvrwv fondely TdL *Idoov xal mdvra
xivdvvoy dvadéyecdar, mepl ijc dmidéoews dumecelv adrols Gu-
puapriTnow: Tovs uév yap ovufoviedery magayefjua fracauévovs
el Y ndlw dnpocdoxitws mdéodar T facilel, Twvas & 10
amopaiveodar deiv oTpatidTag Gro Tijc idlag mateidos Exactov
ovArééavra nowov dpacdar méAeuov: dAdVvatov yag elvar
sevTijnovra xal Towly avdodot mepryevéodar Pagiléwg ddvauy

5 &yovrog xai mdlews afwoldyovs. Towabrng & ofons év adrois
anoplag, Aéyetar )y Mideiav émayyeilacdar 60 Eavtijc Tov te 15
ITedioy dmoxtevely 06Awt xal ta Pasileta magadwoey Toig

6 dowotedowy duvddvws. dvradda ndvrwy davuacdvtwy Tov Adyoy
xal Tov Tedmov Tijg Smifovlic uadelv {nrodvrww, eimelv GTu
xopiler ped éavtijc moAdag xal mapaddbovs dvvduels paoudrwy
edgnuévas vnd e Tijc unTeos ‘Exdrne xal ti¢ ddedpiic Kionns: 20
xal Tadras pev pndémove ypfiodow mEdTEQOY TEOS AT Astay
avdodmwy, vyl 8¢ 8 adrdv duvveiodar gardiws Tovs dfovs

7 tpwoelas. mpoewmotoay 0¢ Tolc dpiotelor Ta xavd uéeos Tig
émdéoews, éx Tty Badgidelwy adrols Emayyellacdar onuavely

36 (14) 9 ofc uév CF 12 ovAlééavra : éxlébacdar D 16 dmoxreivar codd., corr.
Hertlein 16 magaddoew : magadotvar F 22 dudvecdar D 24 onuaiverw codd.,
corr. Hertlein
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Fragments 35-36

Tijs uév Huépas xamvdr, tijc ¢ vuxtos mvel, mEog THY mepner-
uévny tijc Yaldrrns oxomiy. adrny 0¢ xaraoxevdoacay *AoTé-
utbos eidwloy notlov, eic uév todro mavrodamas gioes pag-
udxwv xovaxgdyal, favtijc 08 Tdg uév Teiyas dvvdueai Tiot
yoicacay moufjoar moluds, 16 8¢ medowmov xai T6 cdua guridwy
nAijpes, dote T0dg IddvTas doxeiv elval Tiva mavredds moeofiTiy:
70 8¢ televtaiov dvalafoioay iy Jeov Sieaxevacuévny xara-
adnntinds els Sylwy deioidapoviav, elc iy mdlwv eiofaleiy
dw’ Nuéear. évdealodons & adrijs, xal Tod mAdovs xard Tdg
600vs ovvTEEROoVTOS, Tagayyérlew mdot déyecdar TRy Pedv
edoefdc mageivar yap avtny & “Ymepfogéwy én’ dyaddn
Saipovt Tt e méAew mdane xal 1@t facilel. mdvrwy ¢ mpooxv-
vodvTwy xal Tiudvriey Ty deov dvoiaws, xal T obvolov Tijg
ndAews dmdong ovvevdealobongs, eiofalely vy Mideway els ta
Bacilewa, xat vov te IleMav eic deioibaiuova diddeowy éufaleiv
zal tas Jvyarépas adrod dud Tijc Tegareias elg TowabTny xavd-
wAnEw dyayetv dove moredoar it mdoeoTiy 1) Feds eddaiuova
moujoovea T0v olxov Tod Paciléws dmepaivero yao éni dpa-
x0vTwy Syovuévny TRy “Aptepy 80 dégos dmepmeracdijvar
moAda uéon Tijc oixovuévns, xal meos xadidovowy Savtic xal
Tiuas  aiwviovs &xledéydar tov edoeféorarov dmdvrwy TOY
Baotréwy: mpooteTayévar & adrij xal 0 yijpas dpelodoay To
Ilediov dud Tvowy dvvduewy véov mavredds moujoar T oduc
xal modda Erepa mpds paxdoiov xal Deopidi] Biov dweroacdar.
éxmlntrouévov 0¢ 108 Paciléws To mapddofov T@dY Adywy,
énayyeldlacdar Ty Mijdeiay magayeijuc éni Tod oduarog
Eavtijs Tag ToVTwY mlotes mapéfeodat. eimodoay ydo mdL T@Y
IIeliov dvyatépwy xadagov dveyxely Sdwo, xal Tis mapdévov 10
onéy edddg éni téloc dyayodong, gaciv eils oixioxov Tiva
ovyxleloacay Savty xal meguipauévny To odua mAv dmo-
xMboacPor Tds TdY @agudxwy Svvduews dmoxatactadeicay &
gic Ty mpoindoyovoay diddecwy xal paveicay t@e Laocilel
xavaniifacdar Tovs Gpdvrag, xai 6dfar Tvi Yedv moovolos
uetnAlayévar vo yijoas eic magdévov wvedtnra wal xdiAlog
mepif Aemtov. morfjoar 8 adTny xal dud Tivwy pagudxwy eidwia
pavracdijvar Ty dpaxdvrwy, ép’ &y dmopaivecdar TRy Vedy
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32 éufaldeiv D 36 e om. D 38 owwdealovonc codd. (om. D), corr. Reiske 46
dpeAdvra codd., corr. Stephanus 51 zodrwy om. IT 51 wd E, piav cett. 60 ép’ :
ap’ D
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xouwodeiocay 80 dégpoc 8¢ “Ymepfopéwy émbevwdijvar i Ilelio.
@y & dveoynudrwy Smép Ty dvdownivny plow pavévrwy, xai
100 Baociréws ueydAng dmodoyijc GErotvrog Ty Mideiav xai To
advolov mioTeboavrog dAndij Adyewv, paciy adrny xara udvag
dvrvyodoay t@ Iledlow magaxaléouw Taic Yvyarodor duaxeded- 65
cacdar ovvegyeiv xal modrtewy dmep dv adraic mEooTdTTNL
7moootixey ydo Tt Tob Pfaciréws oduate ur) dovAixaic yeeoiv,
dAda Taic @Y Ténvwy Vepamevdévra Tvyely Tijc mapga Vedv

7 edepyeciog. Oidmep Tob Ilehiov vaic Pvyarpdor dagendny
sindvroc mdvra modrrey foa dv 1) Midewa mooovdrine mepi 70
10 odua Tol mateds, tac uev magdévovs Eroimovs elvar TO

52.1 xelevduevov dmiveleiv, iy 8¢ Mijdewav vvxtog émiyevouévng
xai o0 Ilediov mpog Bmvov Tpamévrog Aéyewy ¢ dvayxaiov &y
MéBnre nadeyijoar 16 odua ot Ileliov. ngosdvrag 8¢ @y nagdévar
dekauévwr Tov Adyov, Erégav adriy émvofjoa micTwy TG n° adriic Aeyoué- 75
voov. TEpouévov Yo xoLod molverolc xavd v oixiav, énayyeilacdar Tals

2 xdpaig TolTov medtegoy xadeyrjoey xal moujoeww dn’ doxfic dova. ovyxara-
Depévwy & adrdv, prdoioyodor Ty Mideway xara uéin diehotoav 16 odua
T07 %000 xadeyfioal, xal did Tvwy @apudxwy magaxgovoauévny ékeleiv
éx ToB AdPyroc dovic eldwlov. évraiBa TdY magdévwy xavamiayewodv, 80
xal niotelg Tis énayyeliag Hynoaubvwy évdeyouévag Exswv, vrovoyijoar Tois
mpoordypact. xal tas uév dAlac dmdoas Tov marépa TvmATOVOAG
dmoxteiva, udvny & Adunoty 80 edoefelas Smepfo )y dmoayéo-

3 dai 105 yevymioavrog. uera 8¢ radra Ty Midewdy pact Tob uév To
odua xataxdmrew i) xadéyew dmootijvai, meoomomaauévny 6¢ 85
dely modregoy edyas movjoasdar Tiju oeljvne, Tag uev magdévovg
dvafifdoar perd Aaumddwy émi TO uerewodratov TEYos TAOY
Bacileiwy, adrny 8¢ i Kolyide dwaléxtwr xavevyrhy tiva
uoxoay Segyouévny Syypovitewv, dvactoopny Oddobcar Toig

4 upéllover mowicdar TNy Enideow. 610 xal Tods *Agyovairag 90
amo tijs oxomils xarauaddvrag To woY, xal vouloavras cvvTeTe-
AModaw Ty avaigeow Tob Paciléws, doufjcar deduwe wEOS TNV
dMw, mageoelddvras & évrog Tob Telyovs Eomacuévols Toig
Elpeay eis ta Pacileia xavaviijoaw xal Tovg Evavtiovuévovg
1OV @uidxwy dveldely. Tag 68 Tob Ilediov Vvyarépas dote 95

63 amodoyijc : dmegoyfic I 64 @aciv adrov x. u. évrvyelyv tov maréga (v m. om.
FM) tais dvyarpdor xal magaxaréoar ovvegyeiv I1 68 deganciac F,degancvdévrivel
Beganevdéy Vogel 69 Siappridny om. D 71 elvar Dindorf, ofiag codd. 74-82 neosdvras—
ngootdyuase V. p. 101 n. 28 supra mposdvrws Dindorf, mgoonvis codd. 81
énayyehriag : mpdéews CF 84 v om. D 94 xaravtijoar xai om. II
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Fragments 36-37

natafefnrvios 4o Tod Téyovs meds TNV xadéynow, xal maga-
0d&w¢ €v Tois faocilelows idodoas Tdv Te * Idoova xal Tods dotarels,
negualyeic éni TijL ovupopdr yevéodar ofte yag dubvacda Ty
Mideiar elyov 8&fovoiav ofite 10 mpaydév adrais udboos 6
drdrny dopddoaca. Oidmep Tadras uév douifoar Aéyerau
otepioney avrag tod (ijy, tov & ’Idoova xarelefoavra Td
nddn mapaxaracyely advds, xal Vappeiv magaxaiécavra
Sewnviewy ¢ €x waxiac uév oddév Tuagrov, dxovoiwg 08 &°
dndrny froynoav. xaddlov 6¢ mdot Tolg cvyyevéow Emayyei-
Aduevoy Smieinds wal peyalowdywe moooeveyjoeadar, ovv-
ayayeiv gic éxnlnoiay ta niifdn. droloynoduevov 8¢ mepl TV
memoay uévwy, xai diddéarvra didte Tods mpoadumicavras Hubvaro,
Tyuwlay éAdrrova Aafawv dv adrds mémovdey, *Axdotwe uév T
Iehiov v mavodiay Paciieiav magadodvar, T@Y 6¢ 700 PaciAéwe
Yvyarépwy déidoa adrov peovrida movjoacdar. xal mépag
ovvteréoar Ta)y Yndoyeoy adrdy paot uetd Tiva yodvoy cvvouxi-
cavta mdoag Tois Emupaveordrows. Alxmotiy uév yag TR
moeafurdTny éxdodvar meds yduov ‘Adwirwe Tdr Déenros
Octralin, *Aupuwduny 6¢ *Avdgaiuov Aeovréws ddeipdn, Ed-
advny 0¢ Kdvne td Kepdov, Pwxéwv tdre faciiedorre. Tadra
uév adrov Gotegov mpdfou, Tdre 08 perd T@v doioTéwy elg
*Ioducy vov &v Ilelomovwiowt micdoavra dvolav Emireléoar
Tt Iooeddv xai xadegdoor Ty *Aoyd tdr Fedi. dmodoyis
08 ueydns tvyydvovra mapd td: Pacidel vy Koguwdiwy
Koéovre pevaoyseiv tijc molirelas xal tov Aowwov yedvov év vij
Kogivdwt xavowijoar.

37 Diod. 4.53.4-7

uedidviwy 8¢ tdv *Agyovavtdv i tds matpidas daywol-
Leodau, pact Tov “HoaxAéa ovufoviedoos Tois doiotedor meds Ta.
nmagddoéa Tijc Téyne dAMfjAowg Boxovg dodvar ovuuayoey, édy
Tig fondelag mpoodendij dxirékacdou 0¢ wai tijc “EAAddos Tov
émpavéoTatoy Tdmov &ic dydvwy Féowv xal mavifyvewy xoujy,
xal xadepdoar T0v dydva TdL peyiotwt T@y Bedy Aul >0 Avu-
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99 elyov : Egew Il 105 peyatompends II 107 deifavva D 108 muweiay :

duatipweiay D

108-109 *Axdorw—nagadosvar cf. F 13 (Diod. 40.3), Bethe, Quaestiones

Diodoreae p. 21 ’Axdotwe : éxdorwe DF 110 d&iwg davrdy II 115 Kdvmp tdoe :
xai vrw D, xamardver CEG? 115 Qwxéwy : Pviaxéwy AB 117 év : éni D
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5 miwe. ovvouoodvTwy 0¢ T®Y dpoTéwy mepl Thc ovuuayiag, xal
)y dudraly TdY dydvwv dmirpepdvioy “HoaxAel, paci Todtoy
{rov} Tdmov mpoxpivar meds THY mavigyvoew Tic T@v *HlAelwy
ydooag Tov mapa Tov *Alpedv. dio xal TRy mapamovauloy 10
xathegdoavra T ueylotwr 7@y Fedv, *Olvuniav an’ éxelvov
mpooayopeboatl. vmooTnoduevoy § Inmixov aydva xal youvixdy,
1d te meol T@Y E}Awy Sardfar xal Fewpods dmooTellar Tovg

6 taic mdéleor mpoegodvrag TRY Véav TV dydvwy. dia ¢ TRV
mapa toig *Apyovadraig yevoubvny dmodoyny adrod xara Ty 15
orgateioy 0d petplwe doacdévrog, mpooyevécdar Ty éx Tijg
*Owumixijs mavnydoews ddkav, dote mdvtwy Tty “EAdjvov
émpavésTaroy Dmdoyewy xal magd tals mAelotoug mbleot
yvowodévra mollods Eyewy émdvunrag Tijc pildiag, ode mpodiuovs

7 elvar petacyelv mavrog xwdvvov. toyd & &’ avdgelow xal 20
orgarnyiu Savuacdévra otpardmeddy Te xpdTioTov cvoTHOA-
odar xal wdocay érneAdelv T oixovuévny edepyeToivra 10 yévos
@Y avdodmwy Gvd dv Tvyely adTov cvupwyovusvns ddavaciag.
Todg 8¢ mowprac Sua Ty ovwidn Tegavoloyiav uvdoloyifiowm
udvoy tov “Hoaxléa xai youvov dndwy tedéoow todg tedovin- 25
uévovs ddAove.

38 Diod. 4.54-55

54.1 GAld mepl uéy 1od Yeof Todrov Ta pvdoloyodueva mdvra
dujidouey, vovi 8¢ mpoodetéov THulv xal mée ’Idoovog ToV
Smoewduevoy Adyov. paci yap adrov év Kopiviwe xarouxodvra
xal ovuPiudoavra dexaeti] yodvov Mndelar yevvijou maidac 8&
abtig, Tovs uév meeoPurdrovg 8o didbpovs OerTaldy Te xal 5
*Adspévmy, tov 6é TolTov mOAD vedrepov Todtwy Tioavdgor.

2 7ofrov uév obv Tov yedvov ioTopotoy dmodoyijc GEtwdijvar Tnw
Mrideav mo Tob Avdeos Oud TO w7 pdvov xdAler Svapépey
adtijy, dAdd xal cw@goovvne xal Taic dAAlac dpeTals xexo-
oufiodar perd 08 Tadta del pdAlov Tob yodvov TRy @uowny 10
ebmoémetay dpargovuévov, Aéyerar tov *lacova I'avxne épac-

3 Bévra tijs Koéovros Qvyatpos uvnotetoar to)y mapdévor. ovyxa-
radeuévov 8¢ tot mateds xal TdEavros fudpav Toic yduols, TO

37 (14) 9 wovdel. Hertlein tévom.D 17 t@évom.D 18 dndpbac IT 20 peréyew 11
38 (14) 3 dmolenduevoy II 12 pwnoredoacdar D
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uéy modtov émPalrécdar pacly adrov meldewy Ty Mijdeiay
énovalwg magayweijoar Tijs ovufidocws: fodlesdar yag {adrry) 15
yauety odx anodoxiudoarra Ty meos adTny dutriav, dAld {xai}
T0is Ténvols omebdovra ovyyevi] Tov Tod Baciiéwe olxov motijoa.
4 dyavaxvobons 0¢ Tijc yvvauxds xal Deods papgTvooudvng Tovg
éndnrag yevouévovs T@v Boxwy, pasi Tov *Idoova xatapgovi)-
5 ocavra 1@y Soxwy yhuar Ty Tod Paciléws Fvyatéga. Ty d¢ 20
Mideway é&edavvouévny éx tijc mélews, xal ulay fuéoay mapd
100 Koéovrog Aafotioay eic Ty tijc puyijs magaoxeviy, el uev
1d Pacildeia voxtos eloeldelv dAlowdoacay Tols pagudxois THY
avTiig Sy, xal Ty olxiav Spdyai, §ilidy T meoodeicay, edon-
uévov uév Smo Kigungs vijc 4deApijc, Sbvauww & Eyov, émdy EEapdi, 25
dvoxardofectov. dpvw 8¢ @leyoudvwrv Tdv Paciielwv, TV
pév* Idoova tayéws éxmndijoar, Ty 8¢ I'Aadxny xal vov Koéovra
6 700 mveds mepinatalafdvros dragpdapfival. Twec 8¢ T@v ovyygapéwy
paci Tods uéy viods Tijc Mndsiag ddpa xouioar Tij viugne pagudrows xeyoi=
uéva, iy 68 I'laduny dekapévmy xal T oduare mepdeuévny adrhiy te 30
ovppogdt meguneceiv xal oy matépa fondodvra xai Tod cduarog dypdusvoy
7 edevriioan. TRy 08 Mijderav émitvyodoay Tois mpdTows dyyetotiuacty
0dx dmootijvar Tijc > Idoovos Tiuwolas. i tooodro yao meoeddeiy
adtny doyijc dua xai {nlovvmias, &tv & dudrnros, dov émel
diépuye Tov peta Tijc véupns xivdvvoy, Tt opayii T@y xowdy 35
Téxvov Eufalelv adtov eis Tas weylotas ovugoeds: mANy yae
&vog 100 diaguydvtos Tods EAdovs wiovs dmoopdfar xal Ta
ocouata tovtwy &v T tijc “Hoas teuéver ddyar xal petd t@v
moTordtwy Jeoanawvidwy Eri voxtos uéons @uyelv éx Tig
Kopivdov, xal diexmeoeiv els Orfas moeos “Hoaxléa totrov 40
yao peoitny yeyovdta tdv duoloyidy év Kdlyows émnyyéldar
55.1  Bondrjoery adrij. magaomovdovuévni. év Tocobrwi 88 TOV uéw
*ldoova oTeondévra Téuvwy xal yvvawxos dééar mdor dixaia
memovdévar 010 xal i) Svvduevov Sveyxely 10 uéyedos tijg
ovupopds éx Tol (fjv Savtdy uetactiioar. zove 8¢ Kogwdiovs 45
Sunendijydos pév ti dewdtyra Tijs neguneveias, udora 8 dnogely megl T
Tagfis Tdy naidwy. dibneg drooteidvrwy adtdy ITvddde Tovs énegwtiicovtag

70y Yedv Smaws yonotéov ot Tois cduast 1@y naidwy, meostdiar Tiy Mvdiay

15 adriy del. Jacoby (dAAnw Dindorf, adrov vel I'havxny Vogel) 16 dmodoxipudlorra
II xai del. Dindorf 21 mapd : dné II 28-32 mwic se—redeviom v. Bethe,
Quaestiones Diodoreae p. 18 32 &mizvyodioay : dnotvyodioay Dindorf 35 &&épuye 11
39 vuntdg péons : moAdic vuxrdg odons CF  45-50  zodc 8i—o mgootaydér v. Bethe,
Quaestiones Diodoreae p. 19 48 §nwc : ndc II  éoti om. CF



168 The Fragments

&y T Teuéver Tiig "Hopag adrovs ddyar xai Tiudy fjowixdy adrods déoiy.

2 momedvrwv 8¢ T@v Kogwdiov 10 mgostaydév, pact Octralov uév tov 50
diaguydvra 1oy dno Tijc unreds @dvov dv Koplviwi Toapévia
uera tadra Smaverdeiv eic *lwixdv, oboav ’Idoovos mavpida
&v 1 xavalafévra ngoopdrws * Axacvov Tov IleAiov TeteAsvinxdra maQA-
Aafeiv xava yévos mpoorjxoveav TNy facilelav, xal Tovs O@’
Eavtoy Tetayubvovs Gg’ favtol mpooayopetoar BOerralods. 55

3 odx dyvod 8¢ SidTi megl Tiig TV OeTTaldy mEoanyopiag od TavTyy udvyy T
ioropiay, dAAd xal dapdvovg érépag mapgadeddodar ovuféfnxs, meol Gv év

4 oixsiorégoic uynodnoducda xagois. Ty & oy Mrdeiav &y O7fac
paot xaralafotoav “Hpaxléa pavixdt mdder ovveyduevov xal
Tovg viods Qmextayxdra, gapudxois adrov idoacdou. Tov & 60
Edovodéwe émixeiuévov voic mpoordyuactv, dmoyvoioay Ty
%aT0. 10 maeoy &x TovTov forjdeiay xavaguyely eig *Advac moeos

5 Aiyéarov Ilavdiovos. vratida & of uév pacw adriw Aiyel ovvoixijoacay
yevvijoar Midov tov Soregoy Mndiag Paciheboavta, Tivés & iorogotow D@’
“Inndrov vod Kpéovrog 8Eaurovuévny tuyely nploswe xal tdv 65

6 Zyxinudrwy dmotvdijvou. pera 0¢ tadra Onoéws émavelddvrog
&z Toolfjvog eig tag *Adjvag, Syxindeicav éni paguaxeiot
puyelv éx Tijc molews' ddvrog & Alyéwe tovs magaméuyovras

7 &lg 7y Bodlowto ydoav, eig Ty Powinny xoutcdijvar. Evreddey
& &g todg dvw tomovs tijc *Aclas dvafdoay cvvouxijoal Tive 70
1@y Empavdy Paciiéwy, & of yevvijou maida Midov: xal Tov
{uév} maida pera Tod mavedg Televrny dwadeduevoy Ty Pact-
Aelay Davpaocdijvai te xara Ty dvdgelav xai Tovs Aaods 4@’
éavrot Mijdovg Gvoudoar.

53 xazaiapdvia—reredevennira v. ad F 36 (Diod. 53.1) 54 vvom.D mapayevécdar D
60 grexraxdra C a verbis 106 8 Edgvodéws usque ad cap. 55 finem quid Dionysio,
quid Diodoro aut eius fontibus aliis tribuendumsit valde incertum; v. Bethe, Quaes-
tiones Diodoreae pp. 21-22 72 uév del. Bekker 73 Aaods Rhodomanus : di4ovs codd.
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TPQRIKA

39a Eust. in Il. 3.39-40 (ddomage, eldos Goiore, yvvaiuavés,

»

rinegonevrd, | alf’ Spedeg yovds v Euevar dyauds v’ dmoléodas) p. 380.29

Aéyetar Awoviciov 1oy ZxvroPpaylova istogeiv Adgdavoy
naida ‘EXévns xai Ildpidog, 8, paoi, xal moopépel petrd 70
“dyauds T dmoAdoda’ otiyov toiTov: “undé T yobvaow oloww

épéooacdar pilov vidw, Adedavor”.

39b Schol. (A) II. 3.40

Awovboids pnow ¢ Zxvrofgayiwy Adedavoy dnd ‘EAévng xal
Idgidog yevéada.

Dubia vel spuria

40 Schol. Ap. Rhod. 2.904-10a (p. 193.21 Wendel)

0t 08 émoAéunoey *Ivdods 6 Auwdvvoog, Awovicids gnot xai
*Aoiotddnuos év o' OnPawxdv éniygauudrwy (FGrHist 383 F 1)
xal Klelragyos év vais Ileol *Arékavdgov iovoglars (FGrHist
137 F 17).

41 Schol. Ap. Rhod. 1.54-55b

"Aupovooos ypdpetar xal did vod B, d¢g Awovioiog. Eote 88
notauds Ocooalias. mpomagobdverar 84, b év Tij ' vijc KaddAov
(Herodian. I 213, 16 L.).

TPQIKA:v.T 1b, T 2a (vd xard vov *Ihaxdv ndlepov mpaydévra) et p. 81 supra

39a (11) undé v—Adgdavoy cf. Il. 9.455

39b (11)

40 (13) de Dionysio “Bassarico” cogitavit M. Schneider, fort. recte, cf. autem F 12
(Diod. 3.73.7)

41 (12)
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42 Schol. Ap. Rhod. 1.1116

“xal medlov Nymijov’ medlov Nnymelag éovi mepi Kdlixow.
uvnuoveder 8¢ adrod xal Kaldipayos év “Exdin (fr. 299 Pf.)
“Nnmeing 7 ©° doyos, Goidipoc *Adgrioreia”. tny 6¢ Nijmewar
Awoviaios 6 Midjoios mediov Tijc Mvoilas gnolv elvar. ¢ pap
Bacireds 1@y Mvody *Olvumos dvyatépa *ldoov &ynuev Ni- 5
meway Bvoua, xal xardixnoey &v TdL mediwt TobTwr, 6 YOV
xadeivar Nnmelog mediov. *AmorAédweos (FGrHist 244 F 175)
0é gnov Nynelog mediov év DPovyla. ¢ 6¢ Kallipayds gnow év
‘Yrouwijuase (fr. 464 PL.) Néueow elvow tnv ©6 medlov xaré-
yovoay. ot 8¢ xal nd g xalovuévy *Adororeia dno CAdpdoTov) 10
100 idgvoauévov.

42 (9) sine dubio Dionysio Milesio historico (FGrHist 687) tribuendum, v. p. 73
supra 10 suppl. Deicke ex Et. Gen. s. v. ordmog
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34-38
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F23a 24, 99

F23b 25

F24 04, 1176
F2 23

F27a  25fF

F27b  19ff, 23fF
F27c 26

F 28-29 100 _
F30 95,100, 118
F32 41,97 101
F33  40ff 101

F3 9

General Index

F 35 101, 117
F 36 100, 118
F38 99,101,118
F 42 72
Dionysus 88 1F, 1064, 109, 115,
119

Ehrenberg, V. 89 n. 23

Ephorus 102

Eratosthenes 114

Erbse, H. 44, 51

Ethnography 104 n. 19, 113

edegyérne 104 n. 16, 112

Euhemerus of Messene 88, 102,
104fF

Euripides

— and Homeric reiyodouia
(Il. 7.452-3) 44

— Bacchae 13-19 110

— Bacchae 2741F 102

— Gyclops 1-9 110

Eustathius

- In Il. 1.36 (p. 32.23ff) 34

— In II. 13.43 (p. 919.58fF) 34

— In Il. 21.367 (p. 1241.65fF) 34

Gnipho, M. Antonius
Gregory of Nazianzus
- Ep. 54 62

18, 85

Hecataeus of Abdera 104
n. 20

Hecataeus of Miletus 94

Hefermehl, E. 31

Hegesianax 70

Helios 33 n. 18

— and Selene 89, 108fF

Hellanicus of Lesbos

- FGrHist 4 F 26a 42

fuegdrns 21 n. 11, 99 n. 23

102,



General Index 179

Henrichs, A. 31ff, 37 n.31, 45 Medusa 86
n. 50,53 n.1,71 n. 34,102 n.3 Mene 106

Heracles 19, 27, 41, 96fF Merkelbach, R. 31
Hermippus 89 Meropis  311f, 45
Herodotus Metrodorus
- 1.1f 94 — FGrHist 43 F 2 43
Herter, H. 83ff Mnaseas of Patara 84
Hespera 106 Miiller, K. 16, 67, 68 n. 15
Hesione 41, 54, 97 Miinzel, R. 31
Hesychius “Illustrios” of Miletus Myrina 107

82 n. 27
Heyne, C. G. 14 Naupactica
Homer 56, 61 — fr. 8 Kinkel 62
- II.7.452-3 30, 37fI, 44, 47 veddregor 32, 114fF
— II. 21.446fF 30, 3711, 47 Nicander 45ff
Hyperion 108 Nicolaus of Damascus 84
(Ymo)dégeadar 101 n. 27 Nysa 106, 110, 113, 115

vmédecig 60
oixovouia 54, 561f, 60
Jacoby, F. 16, 31, 67, 68 n. 15,

117 n. 3, 119 Palatine Anthology 75
Jason 96 Panchaea 104ff
‘ Pandora 108 n. 43
Kampe 111 P. Coloniens. inv. 5604 31{f
Kassel, R. 63, 90 n. 29 P. Hibeh 2.186 19ff
Kephalon of Gergis 70 P. Mich. inv. 1316v. 53ff
Koenen, L. 31,53 n.1 P. Oxy. 6.853 56 n. 12
P. Oxy. 20.2260 31
Laocoon 45ff P. Oxy. 37.2812 30ff
Laomedon 41, 97 mapeivar 100 n. 27
Libya 105ff, 109 magexfdoeg 55F
Linus 15, 106 - Paris 52
Lloyd-Jones, H. 31 n. 1, 52 Parsons, P. 31 n.1, 60
Lobel, E. 30, 38, 44ff, 521 Pasiphae 63
Pausanias 2.21.5 86
Macrobius Pelias 991
— Sat. 1.17.22fF 33 Perseus 86
— Sat. 1.17.43ff 36 Phaedra 63
Magna Mater 108 Philemon

Medea 20ff, 62, 99fF - fr.97 61
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Philodemus

— De pietate p. 34 Gomperz 36
Phineus 97ff

Phrixos 118

Plato

— Phaedrus 229C-E 94
Polybius 55ff, 95

- 4.39.6 87n.12

- 38.5-6 55

moAboTiyos 5

Poseidon 30, 35, 38

~ *Aopdliog 30, 33ff, 37ff

— Osuchiodyos 30, 34ff, 38
Priam 41, 97

Procles of Carthage 87
Prodicus of Ceos 102ff
Ptolemy Philadelphus 89, 109

Rationalistic  interpretation of
myths 14,21, 83, 87 n. 10, 931,
100 n. 26

Reinhardt, K. 31

Rhea 108,110

Robert, C. 31

Samothrace 88, 95ff, 107

Schol. Ap. Rhod.

— and Apollodorus of Athens 40

— Citations of Dionysius 66ff, 79ff

Schol. Hesiod.

— Op. et Dies 790-1 34

Schol. Homer

- Il. 21.346ff 36fT

Schwartz, E. 151f, 671, 89 n. 25,
100 n. 25

General Index

Servius

— ad Bucol. VI.47 63

Sophocles

— Tympanistae and Phineus 97fF

Strabo

- 7.3.6 (299)

Suda

- Confusion of biographies
80, 82

o¥vrouos 56, 61

113ff

68,

Taurians (Tadpor) 21fF
Theocritus

- 13.75 27,87 n. 11
Ocol ddedpoi 89
Thespiadai 118
Thucydides 94
Thymoitas 15, 67, 106
Titaea 108

Titans 109

Triton, River 110
Tritonis, Lake 106
Turner, E. G. 19

Uranus 107ff

Van der Valk 33 n. 18,117 n. 4

Welcker, F. G. 14ff, 71
Wendel, C. 18 n. 22, 40, 72
Xanthus 83ff

Zenodotus 39
Zeus 105, 109, 110 n. 57, 112



Addenda

p- 15, n. 13 (Pellacus Leo): See now A JP 101 (1980) 197-201.

p- 21, n. 10 (Tauros as a man’s name in rationalistic explanations):
See also FGrHist 327 (Demon) F 5, 328 (Philochorus) F 17, 156 (Arrian)
F 58, R. B. Edwards, Cadmus the Phoenician (Amsterdam 1979) 39-40.
For ‘Drakon’ cf. Palaephatus 3, FGrHist 305 (Hagias and Derkylos) F 6,
70 (Ephorus) F 31.

p- 29 (P. Hibeh 2.186 verso, fr. a line 3): Perhaps t]edewohxauey
(x]adewonxaper of the first edition is a vox nihili).

p. 31, n. 1: The entire text of P. Oxy. 2812 has now been included as
F 721 in TrGF vol. 2 Fragmenta Adespota, ed. R. Kannicht and B. Snell
(Gottingen 1981).

p- 31, n. 7: The text has now been re-edited by B. Kramer as P. Koln
3.126 (Papyrologica Coloniensia VII.3 [Opladen 1980] pp. 23-33).

p- 34 (Text no. 4 [Cornutus]) : Tevdxtoga yalag is from Soph. Trach. 503.

p- 35, n. 23 (dopdiwg): A. Henrichs adds the Delphic oracle found
at Tralles (mid-third cent. after Christ, BCH 5 [1881] 340 = Parke-
Wormell no. 471) verses 5-6: xalelodw [ AopdAos Teuevoiyoc *Androonoc
"Irnmiog *Apyis.

p- 52 (P. Oxy. 2812 fr. 1a col. 2, line 19): For érépws iatopsi cf. also
schol. Hom. Od. 10.6, Philostratus, Her. 28.4 (p. 36.24 De Lannoy).

p- 56 (Schol. [BT] /l. 14.114b): N. J. Richardson per epist. compares
schol. (BT) 1. 16.666a: wuxpd: 6¢ magexfdoer Gvanader tov dxpoatrny
xapudvra.

p. 57, n. 18: On this supposed quarrel see now M. Letkowitz, ZPE 40
(1980) 1-19.

p. 57, n. 19: On oixovouia in the scholia on the Iliad see now N. J.
Richardson, CQ 30 (1980) 267-269.



182 Addenda

p. 63 (P. Mich. inv. 1316 v, lines 26-30) : Cf. also the story of Pasiphae
as told by ‘Libanius’, dmyfuara 15 (J. Jacobs, De Progymnasmaticorum
Studits Mythographicis [Diss. Marburg 1899] 54).

p- 85, n.4 (Dionysius as teacher of Gnipho): For chronological
arguments against a master-pupil relationship R. Kassel compares
Pythagoras and Numa (see Ogilvie on Livy 1.18) and Pythagoras and
Democritus (Diog. Laert. 9.38).

p. 94: The fate of Krios was perhaps influenced by the story of Phere-
cydes the philosopher (Plut., Pelop.21)—or Epimenides according to
Diog. Laert. 1.115 = FGrHist 595 (Sosibius) F 15—whose skin was
preserved by the Spartans in obedience to an oracle (see M. L. West,
Early Greek Philosophy and the Orient [Oxford 1971] 4).

p- 96, n. 10 (Heroic dedications): Cif. also the ¢idia:c supposedly
dedicated by various heroes in the temple of Athena at Lindos (FGrHist
532 F 1 B-C), and see in general F. Pfister, Der Reliquienkult im Altertum
(Giessen 1909-1912).

p- 96, n. 11: On the various routes for the Argonauts’ return see also

Lesky, Thalatta (Vienna 1947) 62-64.

p- 96: Jason as builder of the Argo is found already in Hdt. 4.179.1.

p- 101, n.29: See also the Homer lexicon of Apollonius Sophistes,
p. 156.18 Bekker (and Erbse, Beitrige zur Uberlieferung der Iliasscholien
[Munich 1960] 4291F): radgworv alua: davdowuov, nd Mida xai Aioovos
(*Idgovos cod., corr. Robert, Heldensage 866 n.5)- mepl 1ot Ocuiavoxiéovg
ob mdor cvupwveitat.

p.- 108, n.45: On dgavicuds see also A.S. Pease, HSCP 53 (1942)
12-18.

p. 116, n. 19 (Gorgonum guondam domus): Cf. also Herodian, ITegi uov.
24k, c. 9 Lehrs, 11.914.5 Lentz = Cypria fr. 21 Kinkel: I'ogydvwy oixn-
T1jpto.

p- 117, n. 4 (A ship that was xguémowipog): Cf. also Tac., 4nn. 6.34.
p- 118, n. 8 (Beconiov/BOcoriov): See also Jacoby’s Commentary on
FGrHist 4 F 3.

p- 137, F 8 (Diod. 3.70.1) : With Nysa, the daughter of Aristaeus and
nurse of Dionysus, cf. the words paia 7éloTn used of Mt. Nysa in Soph.
F 959 Radt.



Addenda 183

p. 141, F 11 (Diod. 3.61.3): Since the alleged Kgéna (on which see
Pape-Benseler s. v.) are a feature of Sicilian geography this etymology
might be an addition by Diodorus himself.

p- 142, F 12 (Diod. 3.73.2): (Ram-horned Dionysus) For Dionysus
with the horns of a bull see Nisbet-Hubbard on Hor. Odes 2.19.29.
Lysimachean coinage represents Alexander with the ram’s horns of
Ammon (Franke-Hirmer, Die griechische Miinze [Munich 1964] pl. 176),
and it is possible that a similarly horned Dionysus appears on 3rd cent.
B.C. coins of Cyrene (Franke-Hirmer pl. 215), but Apollo Karneios
is another possibility (Nock, Essays 1.142).

p- 167, F 38 (Diod. 4.54.7): For one son escaping death at Medea’s
hands cf. the 4th cent. Apulian crater now in Munich, which probably
illustrates a tragedy (E. Simon, Gymnasium 61 [1954] 212-215, Kannicht-
Snell, TrGF Adespota F 6a; the story depicted there is in most respects
unlike that of Scytobrachion).

p- 168, F 38 (Diod. 4.55.5): Hippotes the son of Creon is also attested
on the Munich crater and in Hyg., Fab. 27 (cf. schol. Eur. Med. 19).

p. 169, F 39ab: On supposed children of Paris and Helen see RE
14.28301f, schol. (A) Il. 3.175, FGrHist 382 (Lysimachus) F 12, 271-2
(Nicander) F 33, Tzetzes schol. Lycophr. 851.
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