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THE GLOSSOGRAPHOI
ANDREW R. Dyck

I. Introduction

HE earliest Homeric exegesis is shrouded in darkness. We may

have a reflection of the treatment of the Homeric text in the
Athenian schoolroom in Aristophanes fr. 233 K-A, evidently an agon
in which a father cross-examines his son on the meaning of various
Homeric glosses; the son, in turn, seeks to deflect criticism by asking
his brother to explain some forensic glosses:

npog tadtog &8 ad AéEov ‘Ouripov yAmttag: 1 kalodot képupBo

UU-UU-UU-UU-1Tl KoAoDG’ Guevnva kapnvo

(B.) 6 pgv odv 06¢, &uog 8’ odtog adedpdc ppacdto: T koahoVoty

18vovg

UU-UU-UU-UU-UU-T 10T’ £€0TiV OnveLy !
There are also the anonymous predecessors against whom Aristarchus
polemicized and whom he designated the Mwocoypdeor. K. Lehrs,
who gathered the Iliadic scholia which allude to these exegetes,
assumed that their doctrines were relics of Athenian school instruc-
tion.> Adding some further passages, K.Latte suggested that
anonymous citation was itself a form of polemic and that there might
have been, not only pre-, but also post-Aristarchan I'lwscoypdgot,
since the older type of Homeric exegesis continued to be practiced.?

There, apart from some individual observations, the matter has

rested to the present day. What is needed is not more impressions
based on selective data but a systematic collection and evaluation of

I Cf. K. Lehrs, De Aristarchi studiis Homericis3 (Leipzig 1882) 37; K. Latte, “‘Glos-
sographika,’” Philologus 80 (1924) 148 = Kleine Schriften (Munich 1968) 641, finds
specimens also at Pl. Crat. 417c, 419c, and 426¢, but this is much less certain.

2 K. Lehrs (above, n. 1) 36-39.

3 K. Latte (above, n. 1) 148, n. 26 = K. Schr. 641-642, n. 26.
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the available evidence. As is inevitable in an area where major texts
such as Cyril’s Lexicon or the Etymologicum Genuinum remain largely
unedited, the present attempted reconstruction must be termed tenta-
tive. Nevertheless, H. Erbse’s monumental edition of the Iiiadic scho-
lia now creates relatively favorable conditions for such an undertaking.
A close look at the senses in which the term yAwocoypdeot occurs is
entailed, as well as an analysis of the paths of transmission and of the
glossographic doctrines in relation to those of Alexandrian critics and
later exegetes.

The term yAwocoypdeot is subject to some variation in meaning,
insofar as yA@ooo. itself denotes a word in need of explanation because
not in current use, whether because it is obsolete or foreign or dialec-
tal.* This study is concerned with the T'Awoccoypdeor of pre-
Aristarchan Homeric exegesis. The following are therefore of no
further interest here: i) the TAwccoypdeot mentioned in the Lexicon of
Harpocration,5 who seem to be authors of collections of 'Attixal
AéEerc;0 i) Suda o 2674, where, 1 suspect, YAwocoypdgot is used
loosely to mean ‘‘lexicographers’’; iii) several passages in which Eus-
tathius, evidently on his own authority,” employs the term of authors of

4 Arist. Rhet. 1410b12: ol pév odv yAdTTou dyv@dteg, o 8¢ kVpro iopev; id., Poet.
1457b3: Aéyw 8¢ x¥piov pev @ xpdvtou éxactol, YAdttav 8¢ @ étepot- ote pavepov
St kol YA@TTOY Ko KvpLov elvon Suvortov 1 adTd, pun toig ovtoig 8€ - 10 Yap olyuvov
Kunploig pév xdprov, nuiv 8¢ yA@tto; cf. also the title of the "Ataxtol yAdooou of
Philetas (Philetae Coi Reliquiae, ed. Guil. Kuchenmiiller [diss. Berlin 1928] frr. 29 ff.)
or the Aaxwvikal YA@ooon of Aristophanes of Byzantium (Aristophanis Byzantii Frag-
menta, ed. W, J. Slater [Berlin and New York 1986] frr. 348-353 [but see n. 6 below]);
yA@tto as a designation for an antiquated word appears to be attested only at Galen,
Glossarium, tom. 19, p.66 Kiihn: 7 yA@tto modoudv éonv Svopa tig cuvnBelog
éxnentwkdg cf. W. D. Lebek, ‘‘Zur rhetorischen Theorie des Archaismus,”” Hermes 97
(1969) 57-58, n. 3 and 64-65, n. 4; LSJ s.v. yA@ooo I1.2. fails to mention the category
““dialect glosses’’; Eust. 918.29 even refers to Atticist lexicographers as ol & @V
YAwoo®v iotopricavteg (see n. 6 below). Cf. also A. Henrichs, ‘‘Scholia Minora zu
Homer,”” ZPE 7 (1971) 232.

5 The passages in question are Harp. 117.8, 165.6, and 182.1 Bekker; a new edition of
the lexicon is being prepared by Prof. J.J. Keaney. On the papyrus evidence for
Harpocration’s life cf. K. Alpers, Das attizistische Lexikon des Oros (Berlin and New
York 1981) 116, n. 74, with literature.

6 Such as that of Ar. Byz. (above, n. 4) frr. 337-347; on the breakdown in the distinc-
tion between yYA@ooo and Aé&ig cf. A. Henrichs (above, n. 4) 232.

7Valk on Eust. 909.28 is surely right in assigning the words el p pntdg mov
evpebein mapaonpavliv vnd tvog yAwoooypdgov to Eustathius himself. Eust.
1024.38, 1090.48, and 1397.58 all depend on Athenaeus (especially 276c: KAeltapydg
onowv év taig Mwooarg ...). H.Erbse (ad sch. O 324c) and M. Schmidt, Die
Erklirungen zum Weltbild Homers und zur Kultur der Heroenzeit in den bT-Scholien zur
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studies of dialect glosses.? The TAwocoypdgpor under study here have
in general one or both of these characteristics: i) they are opposed by
Aristarchus;® ii) they propound interpretations of difficult words
tailored to specific Homeric passages.

Precious relics of Homeric criticism were saved from antiquity in a
document which modern scholars have designated the ‘‘four-man com-
mentary’’ (Viermdnnerkommentar) because it is based on the works of
Aristonicus on critical signs, Didymus on textual criticism, Nicanor on
punctuation, and Herodian on prosody. In the ninth century these rem-
nants were then incorporated in the scholia to the famous Venetus A of
the Iliad; a second tradition of Iliadic scholia, designated bT, likewise
contains material of ancient origin. The glossographic fragments of the
Iliadic scholia derive so regularly from Aristonicus’ work on critical
signs that in several instances where they are attested only in the bT
tradition Erbse suggested that the corresponding scholia in the Venetus

llias (Munich 1976) 201, have good reason to suspect that at Eust. 1018.21 the words
xotd tovg MAwocoypdgovg are Eustathius’ own addition. Similarly, Erbse (ad sch. ¥
29a) raises the possibility that Eust. 1285.44 derives from preserved scholia (sch. D ad ¥
29, Tad ¥ 619).

8Sc. 757.19, 909.27, 1018.21, 1024.36, 1090.47, and 1285.44. Sch. *B ad A 591
probably also illustrates this usage: . . . [lappeviov 8¢ 6 YAwocoypdpog enoiv "Ayoiovg
kol Apvomag kohetv 1ov ovpavov ("Olvumov Helck, coll. sch. AbT ad loc.) BnAdv.
Kpdng 8¢ (fr. 22b Mette) neprondv thv npdtnv sulhafiv XaAdouknv etvou thv AéEy
anodidwotv. . .. M. Haslam ad POxy 3710, col. ii (b), 24, has probability on his side in
asserting [Toppévov (as attested, not only on the papyrus, but also at Ath. 500b and sch.
Ge ad @ 259d and 260), not [Topueviwv (sch. *B ad A 591) to be the correct form. If that
is so, he seems likely, as Haslam also suggests, to be identical with the iambographer and
should thus probably take his place in the series of third-century scholar-poets (Philetas,
Callimachus, Apollonius Rhodius, Eratosthenes). This impression is reinforced by Cal-
limachean and Alexandrian allusions in his preserved poetic fragments: fr. 2: to the
beginning of Callimachus’ "TopBot; fr. 3: Alydnte Zeb NetMe; cf. P. Maas, RE 18.4
(1949) 42 ff. A further consequence would be that the chronological relationship which
K. Latte (above, n. 1) 172 = KI. Schr. 663 posited for Parmeno and Crates (sch. A 591) is
reversed. Indeed, it makes sense to assume that the search for a meaning for fnAdg
should start closer to home, with the Achaeans and Dryopes, and later extend as far as the
Chaldaeans; M. van der Valk, Researches on the Text and Scholia of the Iliad 1 (Leiden
1963) 283-284, reaches similar conclusions by a different process of reasoning. Finally,
the papyrus testimony ([appévav Buldvtiog nap’ "ABnvaiolg 16 xeAlbvelv kopeiv)
makes the bracketing of Iapuévav Buldvtiog by Nicole, followed by Erbse, at sch. Ge
ad ® 260 appear very dubious: Attic most certainly was within the range of Parmeno’s
dialect studies.

9Cf.fr. 1,4,7,8, 10, 12, 13, 15, 16, 19, 23, 25, 31, and 32 below.
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A had been curtailed.!® Aristonican reports on SinAol of Aristarchus
(cf. fr. 10) probably underlie the fragments attested in the Homeric
scholia and Eustathius, as well as those attested in or derived from
Apollonius Sophista (viz., 1, 4, 15, 20; cf. fr. 6b).!! In general the scho-
lia to minor hexameter poets depend heavily on the well-developed
corpus of Homeric exegesis. Hence Erbse (ad sch. T 43) mooted the
possibility that sch. Ap. Rh. 1.401a might derive from a lost Homeric
exegetical note dealing with olfjla. Likewise the connection of otpev-
veaBou with otpdyE, attributed to the TAwocoypdgot at sch. Nic. Alex.
291a (= fr. 30), has probably been transferred from a Homeric gloss:
Ap. S. 146.2 might well have been shortened (cf. Hsch. 6 1987-1989,
of which the last gloss also includes the connection with 6tpdyE, as do
Eust. 1031.9 [ad O 512] and sch. p 351). Tzetzes’ scholium ad Hes.
Scut. 216 (= fr. 12b) probably also derives from Homeric exegesis (cf.
ad loc.).

What clues do we have as to the identity of the T'hwocoypdgor?
There is, in the first place, the evidence of the name itself. They were
evidently compilers of collections of Homeric yA@ooau.!? It seems
plausible that the Alexandrians did not polemicize against these prede-
cessors by name (as did Aristarchus in the case of Philetas and
Comanus) because they did not know their names;'? in all probability,
such Gebrauchstexte (intended primarily for schoolboys?) circulated
anonymously. Some of the earlier Alexandrians, notably Callimachus
and Zenodotus (frr. 3la and 6), were influenced by them. The

10 Erbse ad sch. I 570 (= fr. 29 below) and ¥ 454b ( = fr. 32¢ below); cf. also his com-
ment on sch. = 117 (discussed on fr. 12 below); cf. also Cohn, RE 2.1 (1895) 866.19 ff.

Il Erbse ad sch. T 36b posits a more complete gloss of Ap. S. than survives (7.33
Bekker = gl. 76 Steinicke) as the source of both Hsch. o 462 and Ep. Hom. o 163 (= fr.
1); L. Leyde, De Apollonii Sophistae Lexico Homerico (diss. Leipzig 1885) 21, already
attributed Hsch. o 2503 ( = fr. 4) to Ap. S.; on the other hand, the attempt to deny that Ap.
S. depends on Aristonicus (ibid. 22) is unsuccessful (cf. Erbse ad sch. A 385 [line 457).

12.Cf. Scholia Graeca in Homeri lliadem (scholia vetera) 6, ed. H. Erbse (Berlin 1983)
36: “‘T'Awocoypdepot, ol qui explicationes verborum Homericorum composuerunt.”” The
names of the compilers of some such collections are known (though they are not identical
with the anonymous TAwccoypdgpot whose fragments are edited below): cf. A. Henrichs
(above, n. 4) 233. 1 leave open the question whether the glossographic collections con-
sulted by the Alexandrians were exclusively Homeric; M. Naoumides, ‘‘The Fragments
of Greek Lexicography in the Papyri,”’ Classical Studies Presented to Ben Edwin Perry
(Urbana 1969) 193—194, suggested on the basis of papyrus fragments of three lexica of
Ptolemaic date that they were not.

13 So already Tolkiehn, RE 40.2 (1925) 2434.66—68; contrast Latte (above, n. 1) 148,
n. 26 = KI. Schr. 641-642, n. 26.
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preserved fragments provide no firm dating criteria, apart from the fact
that the TAwocoypdgot (in the sense of interest to us) were pre-
Aristarchan. !4

The basic flaw in the method of the TAwocoypdeot is their habit of
tailoring their definitions of Homeric words to one passage or a handful
of passages; they seldom'’ undertook the laborious task of gathering
the various Homeric passages in which the glossandum occurs and
attempting to do justice to the totality of evidence.'¢ Thus the definition
elopro = Bpaopota (fr. 10) is evidently tailored to A 4; this definition
presupposes and is parallel to daito in A5 (adtovg 8¢ EAwpia Telye
xVvecolv | olevolol te dalta), but will not fit P 150-151 (Etatpov |
koAMneg ‘Apyeiowoty EAmp kol kVppo. yevéoBou), as Aristarchus
pointed out. Similarly, noinviely = draxovelv (fr. 27) was invented
for A 600 (¢ {dov "Heouotov 10 dwpote mormvvovia) but will
hardly suit = 154-156 (obtika 8’ €yve [sc. ‘Hpn]|1ov pev notrviovia
paynv ava kvdigverpav | adtokaoiyvntov kol daépa). These two
passages also illustrate another tendency of the T'lwoocoypdgor: to
prefer a concrete, specific definition that yields immediate sense in con-
text. The resulting definition is commonly too specific (cf. fr. 19:
udotof = Bpdua, not specifically dxpic; fr. 23 dveloto = good things
in general [> ovivnu], not just Bpopata) or too concrete (al@v in
T 27 = “*vital force,”” not ‘‘spinal marrow’’ [fr. 2]) or, in the absence
of controls beyond the immediate context, simply misguided (fr. 6
Soritop = socket in which the pivot of the door moved [if Aristonicus
can be believed, Zenodotus thought this definition so well suited to
1404 that he was willing to rewrite the following line in order to
accommodate it'’]; fr. 18 Aevyaréov = €v Vyp®, a definition tailored to

4 Pace K. Latte (above, n. 1) 148, n. 26 = KI. Schr. 641-642, n. 26 (but see n. 44
below); R. Pfeiffer, History of Classical Scholarship 1 (Oxford 1968) 79, does not state
his reasons for suggesting that they did not begin their work ‘‘before the later third cen-
tury’’ (possibly because he connects them with dialect studies? See below, 125-126).
Cf. also HSCP 85 (1981) 104, n. 6.

I35 For possible exceptions see on frr. 11 and 24 below.

16 Cf, Valk (above, n. 8) 1.258, and 275-276; Cohn (above, n. 10) 869.2 ff.; however,
etymology cannot be used as a criterion to divide pre- and post-Aristarchan interpreta-
tions, as Valk proposes (258 and 266, n. 322; modified somewhat 276, n. 362): cf. frr. 1,
4, 29, 30 and possibly 17 and 20 below.

17 To my mind vnod for ®oiBov in I 405 fulfills K. Nickau’s criteria for proving that a
reading of Zenodotus is a conjecture, namely that it is not original, that in Zenodotus’
time it had the appearance of correctness, and that it cannot be accounted for as an
accidental miswriting of the original: cf. Untersuchungen zur textkritischen Methode des
Zenodotos von Ephesos (Berlin-New York 1977) 45, where, however, there is no discus-
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® 281 and/or € 312). They tend to focus on the immediate context!8
and to sweep aside considerations of etymology or even the general
meaning of a Greek word. Thus they posit npdpog = BaciAevg (fr. 28),
#0w = BAdntw (fr. 9), and xappovin = vixn (fr. 14) on the ‘‘one for
one’’ principle; it was left for Aristarchus to define these words as =
npduayoc, &€ €Boug émeortd, and 1) éx xotopoviig (sc. vikn) respec-
tively. In general, their interpretations can be said to be trivializing and
vulgar. Take the case of fr. 17, which shows that the TAwocoypagot
interpreted kAo as lightning and thunderbolts; in fact, in neither of its
occurrences (sc. A 53 = A 383; M 280) should it be so interpreted; in
A 53 the reference is to the bolts by which Apollo causes the plague
among the Greek host (évvijpap pev dve otpatov dyeto kiAo Beoto);
in M 280, as Aristarchus pointed out (sch. A ad loc.), to rain and snow
(fuom xewuepio, 8te v dpeto untieta Zedg | vigéuev, avBpodroiot
meavokdpevog T & kAo M 279-280).

On the other hand, some, though not many, of their interpretations
are seriously entertained down to the present day. Thus, LSJ s.v.
npdyvv prefers the Glossographs’ interpretation of 1570 (= fr. 29),
albeit the reading mpdyvv is mooted,'® whereas Aristarchus’ definition
is better adapted to ® 460 and & 69. Likewise the TAwccoypdgor were
right in connecting the &ra& Aeyopevov Ppdoocwv with Bpaydg, in
spite of Aristarchus’ objection that Bpayvg is unattested in Homer (fr.
7), and in the meanings they posited for dx18vdtepog (fr. 3) and oifjio
(fr. 22).

Thus far the underlying assumption has been that our sources give
an accurate picture of the Glossographs’ doctrines. In some instances,
however, one wonders whether their intentions may have been dis-
torted by the filter through which their views have reached us. The
alternative is to assume that the TAwocoypdgor took leave of their
senses, if, for instance, they defined vekpoi as = véoi or totot as =
dyoBot (see on frr. 21 and 31 below). However, the assumption is un-
avoidable that in some instances common Greek words received at
their hands a radical redefinition: iepdv = péya (fr. 11) or 1déo(c)ov =
odua (fr. 32).

It is easy enough to describe what the F'Awoocoypdeot did and why
it proved, in most cases, inadequate; it is another matter to account for
it. What emboldened them to put forward such radical redefinitions of

sion of this passage.
18 Cf. however, n. 15 above and frr. 2 and 15 below.
19 Cf. also Wyss ad Antim. fr. 5.
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even common Greek words? In the case of one of our fragments there
is evidence that the Glossographs’ definition (fr. 19) also occurred in a
dialect, that is, the doctrine pdotaf = dxpig, which Clitarchus attests
for Ambraciote.Z Now Valk states that this testimony is ‘‘not to be
trusted”’ and classes it along with ‘‘mystifications’’ involving the
dialects which he discovers in the bT-scholia.?! There are indeed dubi-
ous pieces of information about dialects transmitted among the bT-
scholia;?? but this is as one would expect in a compilation dating from a
period long after the ancient dialects had ceased to be spoken.?? On the
other hand, Clitarchus’ dialect studies are well attested elsewhere, and
he can be dated to 200-50 B.C., the heyday of Greek dialectography.*
There is no good reason for impugning his testimony. It raises, how-
ever, the entire question of the relation of the Glossographs’ work to
dialectography. The matter is further complicated, however, by the
fact that pdotaf = dxpig is attested not only for Ambraciote and the
IMwoocoypdeot but also for Sophocles (fr. 716 R). There is, in fact,
another instance of a Sophoclean interpretation of a Homeric word in
agreement with that of the Glossographs (fr. 18), as well as several
other cases in which we must weigh the possibility of the Glosso-
graphs’ having been influenced by dialect studies (frr. 4, 16, and 25).
Yet another example, excluded from the fragments printed below since
the Glossographs are not expressly mentioned,?® is némot Dryopian =
daipoveg (Plut. Mor. 22c¢; sch. o, 32)* and hence adopted in the sense
Beol at Lyc. Alex. 943 (cf. sch. ad loc.). Since the first systematic

20 Et. Gen. B 277 Berger: . . . Kheltapyog 8¢ gnot, 61 kot "ApBpoxidrac pdotal
koAettan M) &kpls, unde EM 216.10; this note evidently derives from a more learned ver-
sion of the scholium to Nicander Ther. 802 than now survives.

21 valk (above, n. 8) 1.251, n. 256.

22 1bid. 1.488-489; Valk is surely right in questioning the Arabian gloss dedvog =
BaoiAedg in bT = 325 or the Tyrrhenian meaning for BAwBpdc attested at bT N 390; also
he makes it appear likely that the dialect definition of fovydiog attested at bT ad N 834 is
based on 6 79 and p 225; on the other hand, the fact that duixBaAdecoa was a poetic
word does not exclude its occurrence in Cyprian.

23 This statement holds true whether one dates the collection to late Antiquity or the
early Middle Ages, the two possibilities left open by M. Schmidt (above, n. 7) 69, who
cites the relevant literature.

24 Cf. W. Kroll, RE 11.1 (1921) 655.9 ff.

25 Note also that Valk (above, n. 8) 1.275-276 attributes to the TAwocoypdgor two
doctrines anonymously transmitted in the Iliadic scholia (sc. dnovatog = kakdg: sch. D
ad T 272; mopeipeog = péhag: sch. A [Ariston.] ad E 83a!; sim. bT ad E 83a2).

26 For other testimonies cf. my forthcoming edition of the Epimerismi Homerici,
adw 1.
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investigations of the dialects seem not to have antedated the early third
century B.C.,>” any work of the Glossographs so influenced would have
originated between this date and Aristarchus. But if in some cases they
may have been aware of dialectal meanings of the words they glossed,
in others the TAwocoypdeot may have used such an awareness of
dialectal variations as license to posit wild semantic shifts. In addition
to the fragments printed below, the following cause célébre is attested,
if not specifically for the TAwccoypagot, at least for some unnamed
Homeric exegetes: otjtn = yuvy in A 6 (Sroctitny éploavte), the
Doric equivalent of which was enshrined by Theocritus Syrinx 14 and
Dositheus Ara 1.2

What influence, if any, did the TAwccoypdgot exercise upon poets?
Wilamowitz pioneered a risky method for finding influences of the
Iowoccoypdgpot on Greek poetry.2? His starting point was Hymn. Hom.
Merc. 503-504: &vBo Pdeg uev énerto moti (dBeov Aewnwdvo. |
gtpanénv (sc. Apollo et Mercurius). He surveyed the attested mean-
ings for {dBeog, concluded that only edddng (cf. Hsch. { 18; EM
407.4) readily yields sense, and assumed that it was an interpretation of
the TAwocoypdeor. However, this definition need go back no further
than Diogenianus (2nd century A.D.), if he is the common source of
Hesychius and the EM ; it has reached us, in other words, by an alto-
gether different path of transmission from the bona fide glossographic
fragments; and it is likely that the definition was invented by someone
who wanted to explain this or a similar passage. The doctrine {dBeog
= g0ddn¢ is in any case unnecessary; LSJ s.v. {&0eog rightly refuses to
recognize it; the widespread use of the epithet doubtless caused it to be
felt in later epic as vaguely commendatory. Wilamowitz’s other exam-
ples are no better. At Aesch. Cho. 185-186 Electra describes her reac-
tion upon seeing Orestes’ lock at their father’s tomb: €€ oppdtov 6¢
dlyrot wintovol pot | otaydveg dpapktol duoyipov TANUULPISOG.
The best clue to the meaning of 8iyot is surely the explanation: np@dnv
dppevotan, ¢ dlyiov "Apyog 10 mote dvudpov (sch. ad loc.);
Aeschylus—and surely also Sophocles (fr. 296 R)—would thus have

27 R, Pfeiffer (above, n. 14) 202, n. 2 (Sosibius Laco).

28 The commentary on the Techne of Dionysius Thrax attributed to Melampus or
Diomedes exempts the grammarian from having to know about such puzzles (sch. D.T.
11.24 ff.; cf. Eust. 21.44: 6 8¢ tovto1g tpocéywv eln &v eLAdKaLvog).

29U. von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, Isyllos von Epidauros (Berlin 1886) 111 f.,
approved by J. Wackernagel, KZ 33 (1895) 49 = Kleine Schriften (Gottingen n.d.) 728
and K. Latte, Glotta 32 (1953) 200 = KI. Schr. (above, n. 1) 698.
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been following the Hesiodic interpretation diyiov "Apyog = "Apyog
dvudpov (fr. 128 M-W); cf. also Garvie ad loc. There is surely no
occasion for finding in our passage the meaning posited by Wilamowitz
(8lyrov = danorv PBefornuévov); how, indeed, should dtn be involved
in this situation? It is odd, too, that Wilamowitz found this meaning
also in what he took to be the fragment of a hexameter verse quoted at
sch. h ad A 171 in the version of cod. Paris. gr. 2556, s. XIV (= P):
dtyov dnowv PePoinuévov.’® Note, however, that cod. Angel. gr.
122, s. XII/XIV (= Ag), which is the source of P,3! presents, not Befo-
Anuévov, but BePAnuévov. The sentence in question, then, should
read: ZookAng év 'IElovi (Ag: ‘Teplovt P: fr. 296 R) {dlyiov} (del.
Papageorgiu) xatd tAeovacuov tod & diyiov drnot PePAnu(u)évov
(Ag, corr. Papageorgiu: BefoAnuévov P). I suspect that the Sopho-
clean quotation is diyiov dtnot, not diyiov alone (as Radt prints it),
with 8{yiov then glossed as = BePfAnupévov. Although Radt follows
Papageorgiu’? in reading ¢not 10 BePAnuuévov for drnor PePin-
uévov, the verb of saying can, of course, be understood; the Ionic form
drnot is definitely transmitted; one can account for its presence in a
middle Byzantine grammatical text*3> much more plausibly as part of a
poetic quotation than as a corruption of the much easier gnoi. How-
ever that may be, there is no occasion for finding 8{yiov = drnot Befo-
Anuévov in the text of this scholium. Nor is drtepog = mpoonvig
required at Aesch. Ag. 276 (GAL 1| 6” énlavév TIC AmTEPOC PATLC;), as
Wilamowitz thought; E. Fraenkel, while stressing the uncertainty of the
matter, prefers the explanation al@vidiog or tayvc (cf. Ap. S. 41.1
Bekker = gl. 583 Steinicke; Hsch. o 6867) in view of the fact that this
question, addressed by the incredulous coryphaeus to Clytemnestra,
who has just announced the capture of Troy, seems to require a pejora-
tive sense.** Nor is Moodg = “‘schroff’’ required in Aesch. Suppl. 794
(rather the Aoodg . .. nétpa of this passage has the same sense [viz.,
““smooth’’] as Aoom ... nétpn of Homer y 293; its steepness is
sufficiently indicated by its other epithets [viz., alyiAy drpdcderktog

30 He found it printed in Anecdota Graeca e codd. manuscriptis bibliothecae regiae
Parisiensis, ed. J. A. Cramer, 3 (Oxford 1841) 162.26; the gloss has since been reprinted
by S. Radt ad Soph. fr. 296 with readings of Ag supplied by H. Erbse.

31 Cf. H. Erbse, Beitrdige zur Uberlieferung der Iliasscholien (Munich 1960) 193-195.

32 P. N. Papageorgiu, Kpttika kol épunvevtikd elg 1o dnoondopata tdv EAMiveov
tpaynk®dv rowntdv (Leipzig 1880).

33 On the date of the h-scholia cf. K. Alpers (above, n. 5) 93, n. 36.

34 Aeschylus, Agamemnon, ed. with a commentary by E. Fraenkel (Oxford 1950; corr.
p. 1962) ad loc.
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old@pwv kpeudg yomidg)) or Eur. HF 1148 (cf. Johansen and Whittle
ad Suppl. 794, who, however, are wrong in regarding the sense
‘““steep’’ as almost certain at A.R. 2.382 [Moofi viiow = ‘‘une ile
dénudée,”’ as Delage renders it]). The one case where Wilamowitz
operates with a definition actually attested for the TAwccoypdoot is
totog = &yaBdc (fr. 31); but this sense is not required at Aesch. Suppl.
400.% In general, nothing is gained by affixing ancient labels without
evidence and on this basis positing strange semantic shifts.

This is not to say that the TAwocoypdeot were without influence on
poets. We do find indubitable traces of their doctrines among the Hel-
lenistic poets Apollonius Rhodius (2.56: fr. 5; 4.92 et alibi: fr. 13),
Theocritus (22.167: fr. 13), Callimachus (fr. 55.2: fr. 9; fr. 627: fr.
31a), and Lycophron (574: fr. 13). The one classical poet who shares
interpretations with the Glossographs is, as we have seen (above, 1295),
Sophocles. It is uncertain, however, whether it is they who have
influenced him or vice versa. Their writings could have been produced
over a long period of time, but insofar as they were influenced by
dialectal studies a post-classical date appears to be indicated.

It is one measure of Aristarchus’ greatness that he succeeded in
freeing himself from the tyranny of the TAwocoypagotr. We can see
how on several occasions he took aim at the simplistic underlying
assumption &v &v0’ évdg, that is, that Homer’s text can be interpreted
merely by mechanical substitution of one word for another (frr. 8 and
14).36 The great Alexandrian seems to have taken some pleasure in sin-
gling out passages in which the Glossographs’ one-for-one substitu-
tions result in absurdity (frr. 1, 5, 10, 23a, 27; sch. A ad Il 41la et =
117) or oversimplification (frr. 8 and 14). Other faults which Aris-
tarchus uncovered were their readiness to assume derivation of
Homeric words from other words unattested in Homer (frr. 1 and 7)
and their anachronism in failing to take account of the way of life of
the heroic age (fr. 15).

The doctrines of the TAwocoypdeot, then, received (in general,
deservedly) a rough reception at the hands of Aristarchus and in works
dependent on him. Did they fare better elsewhere? A fragment of a
Ptolemaic papyrus, if correctly restored, shares the glossographic

35 So, rightly, Pfeiffer ad Call. fr. 627; cf. also Johansen and Whittle ad loc.

36 He did, however, countenance the similar principle npéBecig dvti npoBéoewg: cf.
L. Cohn, RE 2.1 (1895) 871.35 ff.; cf. also D. L. Blank, ‘‘Remarks on Nicanor, the Stoics
and the Ancient Theory of Punctuation,”’ Glotta 61 (1983) 64 f.
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interpretation (fr. 23) évelota = Bpodpata.’’ Among published *‘scho-
lia minora’’ four deal with words explained by the TAwccoypagot;
only one of the explanations coincides.’® The D-scholia (so called
because once thought to have been composed by Didymus), a Byzan-
tine compilation which combines the ancient ‘‘scholia minora’’ with
mythological, allegorical, and grammatical excerpts,?® like the scholia
of the Venetus A and the exegetical scholia, ordinarily present the view
of the TAwoocoypdeot, if at all, as one of several available interpreta-
tions.** Only once does their interpretation of a passage stand alone
(sch. D ad ¥ 454: A\ o 1660V 10 GAA0 GAov o®ua), and this may be
the result of shortening which a full recension of the D-scholia would
correct.*! Thus, the glossographic explanations do not play a prominent
role in the D-scholia, even though the TAwocoypdgpot have been called
schoolmasters*? and the D-scholia, or parts of them, are sometimes
equated with the ancient scholastic tradition.*? Yet their presence in the
D-scholia, like the anonymous form of citation, suggests the antiquity
of the Glossographs’ doctrines.

The method of the TAwocoypdgot did not die out after them, how-
ever.** The interpretative dialectic between the semantic field of a word
and contextual exigencies continued, with some interpreters inclined to
yield more to context than they should. Examples can be adduced, for

37 Cf. M. Naoumides (above, n. 12) 193.

38 Cf. Scholia Minora in Homeri Iliadem, ed. V. de Marco, 1: AéEeirg ‘Ounprcad (Vati-
can City 1946) §8§ 853 (fr. 6), 74 and 76 (fr. 7), 262 (fr. 14), and 1052 (fr. 17); only the
last of these pairs coincides (cf. de Marco, p. xxiv); cf. also ad fr. 24 below. None of the
glosses preserved on papyrus and published by A.Henrichs, ZPE 7 (1971) 97-149,
229-260; 8 (1971) 1-12; and 12 (1973) 17-43, happen to correspond to our fragments.

39 H. Erbse (above, n. 12) 1.xi; idem in Lexikon der alten Welt (Ziirich-Stuttgart 1965)
s.v. Scholien C [2].1.

40.Sch. D ad A 600 (fr. 27), A 315 (fr. 24), E 387 (fr. 16), Z 506 (fr. 4), 1 43 (fr. 23),
540 (fr. 9), K 56 (fr. 11), K 226 (fr. 7), A 385 (fr. 15), M 280 (cf. A 53; fr. 17), ¥ 661 (fr.
14), € 312 (fr. 18), T 203 (fr. 13).

411t is reported that an edition of the Iliadic D-scholia is being prepared, after V. de
Marco, by F. Montanari (cf. Gnomon 57 [1985] 763).

42 Cf. n. 2 above. A. Henrichs, ZPE 7 (1971) 100 n. 10, rightly points out that this
assumption exceeds our evidence.

43Cf., e.g., H. Erbse, ‘‘Homerscholien und hellenistische Glossare bei Apollonios
Rhodios,”” Hermes 81 (1953) 170: **Auf solche explicationes magistrorum gehen letzten
Endes auch unsere D-Scholien zuriick’’; Die Fragmente des Grammatikers Dionysios
Thrax, ed. K. Linke (Berlin-New York 1977 [SGLG 3]) 55, on fr. *30: ‘“Wenn das Frag-
ment echt ist, iibernimmt Dionysios lediglich die Schulerklarung’’ (cf. sch. D ad E 894).

44 Cf. the remark of K. Latte (above, n. 1) 148, n. 26 = K. Schr. 642, n. 26: *‘die Tradi-
tion der élteren Homererkldrung hatte auch nach Aristarch ihre Vertreter.”’
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instance, from the fragments of Comanus* and Apion;*® the practice
can doubtless be traced into modern times.

The work of the TAwocoypdpot consisted of a series of glosses. I
suspect that they were arranged originally in the form of a lexicon,
since the underlying assumption of Aristarchus’ critique is that the
Glossographs’ definition should be applicable to all occurrences of the
glossandum. Hence I have reconstructed their fragments in lexicon
form; for convenience I have arranged them in alphabetical order, even
though this is probably an anachronism.*’

In the following edition no account is taken of itacistic errors or
confusion of ou and . Readings in the Iliadic scholia are reported
according to the edition of H. Erbse (Berlin 1969-). In the text of
Homeric scholia it is assumed that notes beginning with 61t stand for 7
SurAn 6T and refer accordingly to a particular line beside which a
dunAn will have been placed (sometimes referred to in abbreviated
fashion merely by the first word or words in the line). Readings in the
Et. Gen. are based on my collation of photographs of A and B. Tes-
timonia are adduced only for the doctrines of the TAwccoypdeor.

II. The Fragments

1. Homeric Glosses

fr.1: o¢ 8’ Ste tic 1€ dpaxovio (v naAivopcog dnéatn
oUpeog év Pricong, V6 te Tpopog EAAXPE yula,
ay &’ dveydpnoev, dxpdc Té uiv elAe mopetd,
¢ avTig kaB’ Suihov €8v Tpdwv dyepaymv
deloog 'Atpéog vidov "AAéEavSpog Beoerdiic. (I' 33-37)

Ep. Hom. o 163 = AO 1.29.25, Et. Gud. 10.9 Stef. (unde EM 7.49):
dyepadyov (T 36): 1 uév cvviiBero v A€y émt wéyou tdooer- Tobg
yop adBdderg kol dmoudevtovg dyepdyovg A€yovst. 6 d¢ “Ounpog
TOVC dyov éviipoug &rd 100 dyav €ml 10D yYépwg dxeloBon

5 &gadtic ko’ Suihov £8v Tpwwv dyepdywv (I 36)-

45 Fr. 10 (= Hsch. a 1990) tailors the meaning of atviCopou to suit N 374; fr. 11 (=
sch. T [ex.] ad N 529; Eust. 945.19) invents a special meaning for 1| Bpoyiwv (= xelp) to
fit N 529: cf. my edition forthcoming in SGLG 7.

46 Cf. Apion's MA@ooat ‘Ounpikad, ed. S. Neitzel (Berlin-New York 1977 [SGLG 3])
203-204, 317.

47 Cf. K. Alpers, Gnomon 47 (1975) 113.
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P O Et. Gud. opolag kol 6tav Aéyn €v i) Bowotia
évvéo vijag dyev Podimv dyepaywv (B 654).

#viol 8¢ tdv Tlwocoypdewv 18lmg tovtovg £80&av dyepwyovg
AéyecBou, énel vnol@dton £mElCOKTO TPOQT XpOVIAL: Qool Yop
elpficBor dnd 100 dyeipelv Oxfv, tovtéott tpoerv, ‘Ourjpov pev
0Vdénote Thy tpoeEnV Oxnfv elpnxdtog, et kai Tovg Tpdag undo-
uaq Svtog vnoldtog &yepdyovg Aéyovtog (sc. I 36 alibi). P O

3 Aéyouvo(1) O : Aéyer Gud. : Ae (cd. ambig.) P 4 énod 100 P Gud. : mopa 16 O|alt. 100 O :
10 P Gud. |vépwg P O : yépa Gud. : yépag EM 5 &g odtig P @ g8’ adtig O : om. Gud. |
#5v] v evan. in ¢ 6 dpolwg P : om. O 9 énel P : énerd(M) O 10 post elpficBon hab. P
tovtéont (cf. quae sequuntur; fort. Ig. T0010) | dyelpewv P : ayéperv O | tovtéont P : fitot
0 11-12 pndopdg dvtag vnotwtog P @ dvtag vnotatag ovdapdg O 12 Aéyovtog scripsi
: MyeaBan P O

ex Apollonii Sophistae glossa quam quae exstat (7.33 Bekker = gl. 76 Steinicke) pleniore
Hsch. a 462 et noster (cf. Erbse ad sch. A ad T" 36b); cf. etiam Et. Orion. (G [5.16]; H
[611.25]: in sede scholiorum Hom.); ex nostro (sc. Et. Gud.: el¢ 10 &AAo) EM 7.49 10
ano tov—rtpogrv] cf. Tz. Histt. IX, 112 |0x1 = tpogr] cf. ad Ep. Hom. a 34

In their explanation of the epithet &yépwyot the TAwocoypdeot
used a single passage (B 654) as the foundation without taking
sufficient account of other usage. Their etymology of the word from
“collecting food”’ (&yeipelv ox1v) would fit the Rhodians to whom the
term is applied in B 654 since they were islanders dependent on
imports; however, this rationale is not possible for the other dyépwyot
of the lliad, the Trojans (I' 36, E 623, H 343, I1 708, ® 584) and
Mysians (K 430). Aristarchus also has another reason for rejecting the
Glossographs’ etymology: ox1 = food is not attested in Homer. Here,
as elsewhere, Aristarchus’ practice is in line with the principle “Ounpov
£€ ‘Ouipov cognvilerv, even if our evidence is insufficient to prove
that he himself formulated it.48

48 Cf. R. Pfeiffer (above, n. 14) 227; his conclusions need to be modified insofar as
C. Schiublin, ‘‘Homerum ex Homero,”” MH 34 (1977) 221-227, has adduced Galen
CMG 5.9.2.182.23 ff., a passage which makes it likely that the maxim antedates Por-
phyry; if this is so, its Aristarchan origin seems very likely (pace Schiublin, who would
trace the maxim to legal-rhetorical literature); the attempt to show that the maxim
antedates Agathon’s bon mot as recorded at Ael. VH 14.13 is unconvincing: cf. N. G.
Wilson, CR 21 (1971) 172 and PCPS N.s. 22 (1976) 123, and G. Lee, PCPSN.s. 21 (1975)
63-64.
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fr. 2: Achilles to Thetis:

QAN LA’ oilvidg
Seidw pn pot 1éepo. Mevortiov dAxipov viov
poton xkaddvoot KoTd Y oAKOTUTOVE BTELANG
eOMOG Eyyelvaovtal, detkicowot e vekpov —
£k 8 alwv népotor—kotd 8¢ xpoa ndvta connn. (T 23-27)

sch. D ad T 27: éx & alov mépotan: fitot aviipnton 0 Plog, 6 éont
{ofic éotépnton. #, i oi TAwocoypdgot, almv £pBaptot, § éoTiv 0
VOTLOT0G HVEADG.

cf. Erot. 20.18 aldv: 6 votioiog pueddc. onot ydp (sc. Hippocrates)- *‘écooxericOn tov
atdve.”” kav 16 Tepi BeAdv kol Tpavpdtov enoi- 1oV aldva voorioag Tig éBdopatog
anéBavev.” kai Mivdopog év ‘Yropyiuaoct Aéyov: ... aldv 88 8t° dotéwv épaichn’
(fr. 111); Diogen. = Hsch. o 2216: aldv: ... Tiveg 8¢ T@V VEOTEpWV TOV vOTIOTOV
(LVEAOV) GéBwkav, ¢ Inmokpdng: ‘“T0v aldve Tig vooricog éBSopnatog dnéBavev’’
... sch. min. £ 1052: ai@v: 6 votiolog pveAdc, Phot. o 677 (ubi vide test.): oddv:
nvedde, ag Innokpdng, fi Blog, A L. ...

A. A. Nikitas has subjected alcdv = ‘‘spinal marrow’’ to close scru-
tiny.*® He has given a very plausible explanation for the origin of the
Glossographs’ interpretation of T 27: the first wound which Patroclus
received is described thus: mBev 8¢ petdppevov 0E€L dovpl | dpwv
nesonyve oxed6Bev Pore Adpdavog dviip, | TTavBoidng ESpopBog (IT
806-808), that is, in the spot where the spinal marrow is located; thus,
when they came to interpret T 27 and inquired what the subject of
népaton might be, the spinal marrow seemed a likely candidate.>® One
might add that this is in accord with the tendency of the MAwocoypd-
ot to seek concrete meanings for the words they glossed (cf. above,
123); this example does, however, show them searching beyond the
immediate context insofar as they took account of the wounding of
Patroclus at IT 806 ff. The explanation of the Glossographs has not

49 A. A. Nikitas, ‘‘Bemerkungen zum Lexikon von Liddell-Scott-Jones,”” Wiirzburger
Jahrbiicher NF. 4 (1978) 75 ff.

50 Nikitas goes too far, however, in denying that aicv ever has the sense *‘spinal mar-
row”’: his treatment of the two Hippocratic fragments cited by Erotian is unconvincing;
Erotian, who had the context of each passage in front of him, is unlikely to have been
wrong about the meaning of aicv; and the uniformity of usage within the corpus of medi-
cal writings of disparate origin transmitted under Hippocrates’ name should not be
overestimated. If the Glossographs’ interpretation was early, the word might well have
come into use in that sense.
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won the favor of modern scholars, however; the anatomical sense of
otcv is, in fact, unnecessary in T 27; the sense ‘‘vital force”
(‘‘Lebenskraft’"), attested elsewhere in epic, is altogether suitable.>!

fr. 3: Odysseus to Calypso:

nétvo Bed, un pot 163e xeo - 01da Kol odTOG

navTo LAA’, ovveka celo nepippuv IInveldrera

e1d0¢ axidvotépn uéyedc 1 elodvta idéabou -

7 uev yop Ppotdc éott, ob &’ &dBdvatog kol dyrpwc. (e 215-218)

3a sch. MV ad € 217 (spectat ad vocem dx18votépn): ol pév M'wooo-
YpSpot dobevestépa, ol dE evteAecTépa. Kol Yap €v AAAOLC ‘‘OVdEV
dxidvdtepov yolo tpéper AvBpdmoro’’ (o 130), dvti 100 evteAéote-
pov. viv 8¢ ol MAwccoypdeotl dnédocav adtd doBevestépay.

3b Eust. 1530.44: dxidvotépa 6t xotd tovg I'Awocsoypdgovg 1
doBevestépa i) evtedectépa, Tepl 00 év 101G ETC TOV KpeTTTOV PN OY-
cetal.

3c The speaker is Odysseus:

"Apoivop’, i noAo: pot doxéerg memvupévoc elvou -

Tolov YO Kol motpdc, énel kA€o OOV dxovov,

Nicov AovAixifio édv T’ éuev doveldy te-

700 6 &k paot yevésBou, énnth &’ dvSpi Eotka,

tovvekd 1ot épém, o 8¢ cvvBeo kal pev dkovcov-

003&v dx1dvdtepov yaio tpépet dvBpdnoto

navtwv 0co0 e yorav ém nveiel 1€ kol €pnet. (6 125-131)

Eust. 1841.24 (ad ¢ 130): dx18vétepov 8¢ /| 10 doBevéotepov xad
evteAéotepov katd toUg TAwosoypdeovg, kad’ od¢ kol repBoiikag
elpntan 10 ‘undev dxidvétepov elvar dvBpdrov’’ (o 130) f| uaAAov
VMOUEVETIKATEPOV, QEPETOVMTEPOV, Tapd TO pf kidvacBor 1itor
xopilesBou kol néppw yivesBon 100 émicvuPaivovioc.

cf. ea testim. quae ad Lex. Aip. o 21 collegi

SLCf., e.g., Hansjakob Seiler, LdfrgE (Gottingen 1955-) s.v. oddbv B 1.cb, with refer-
ence also to Hymn. Hom. Merc. 42 and 119, for which the sense *‘spinal marrow’’ is
sometimes claimed.
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Here modern interpreters have been receptive to the Glossographs’
suggestion (cf., e.g., Passow-Cronert and LSJ s.v. d&xidvdg;
G. Meiwes, LdfrgE s.v. dxidvotepog [with test.]); cf. above, 124,

fr.4: g d’ §te g oTOTOG InNOg, AKooTiGOG £l OATVY,
Seopov anoppi&oag Oein nedloto kpoaivav,
elwBig AovecsBon Evppelog notapolo,
KL&LdmV - Vo OE kdpn Exel, duel Ot yatTon
dpoig dicoovion - 6 8’ dylainet nemorOdg,
plu@a € YoOvo eépet uetd 1’ ffea kol vopov Innov.
(Z 506-511 = O 263-268)

Hsch. o 2503 (ex Apollonii S. recensione quam quae exstat pleniore
[cf. 20.14 Bekker = gl. 218 Steinicke]): dxooticag (Z 506):
kp1Oidoog, addneayicog kot t1ovg TAwscoypdpovg, &nd Tob dkog
AopBaverv. 1(Bnot 8¢ 10 dixog énl thg drnonadoewg 10D Te Mo kol
g dlyng: “mlov T dxéovid 1e dlyav’’ (X 2). 6 3¢ 'Apiotdvixog,
év dxel yevouevog: d10 éméperl ‘‘deopov dmoppri&og Oeler nedloro
xpoatvav’’ (Z 507),  xoi BéAtiov elpntan. Tiveg 8¢ ddnv nAnpwBelc.

cf. sch. A (Ariston.) ad Z 506-511: ... 7 8¢ SimAR npog 10 dkooticag (506), 311 dAlo
dAAwg omédmxay. Eott 8¢ Titor év dyer yevdpevog Sk v otdowv i dxog  kai Bori-
Onuo tic otdoeng {ntdv; sch. A (D|ex.|D|ex.) ad Z 506b: dkooticag: GKog TG T~
cewg Aofdv, Tovtéoty topa, kad kptbidooag. kupimg 8¢ {al} (del. Ddf.) naoo ol tpo-
pai dxkootod kohoOvTon |mopd Oeccarotg, g koi Nikavdpog (cf. Alex. 106), | mapd 1o
{otooBon & copata tpepdueva. v dAA®: koupd mapadofdv. Bédtiov 8t duvoyxe-
pavog émt T g edTvng otdoer. |ol 8t ‘dyooticag’. dyootodg Yap 6 pYmog. § Aovyd-
oog mopd TV &knHyv; cf. etiam Meth. (Et. Gen. o 351; Ep. Hom. o 314); Eust. 658.45; de
glossa Hesychiana ad Ap. S. attribuenda cf. Leyde (supra, n. 11) 21; de textu consti-
tuendo, Erbse, Beitrige zur Uberlieferung der Iliasscholien (Monaci 1960) 413 adn. 2.

The word dxootiocog is attested only in the horse simile which
occurs at both Z 506 ff. and O 263 ff., applied in the former passage to
Paris, in the latter to Hector. Hence the meaning had to be inferred
from this single context. The T\wocoypdgot, etymologizing from
dxog ‘‘remedy,”’ explained it as literally = dkog AopuPdverv. In this
particular context the ‘‘remedy’’ takes the form of food and drink
(tiBnot 8¢ 10 dxog éni Th¢ dmomaceng 10V te Atpnod kat g dlyng),
a metaphor for which Homeric precedent could be cited (X 2: nlov 1’
dxéovtd te Slyav). One wonders whether it was the TAwocoypapot
or later commentators who adduced Thessalian dxootal = Tpogal
and/or Nicander (Alex. 106—-107: moAAdx &’ évBplyerag év dntarén-
owv axootaig | Teppaing ABdvoro xdov mepinnyéo Bauvorg). If the
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former is the case, this would be confirmation of the view that early
Homeric exegesis tended to treat uncommon Homeric idioms as dialec-
tal phenomena.’? The variety of explanations of dxooticog already in
circulation in his time caused Aristarchus to mark his text with a SiwAn.
Aristonicus, presumably following Aristarchus, adopted a different
solution from that of the Glossographs. He connects the word, not with
dxog, but with &yoc, and interprets as = év dxel yevopevog. By way of
justification he points to the following words deopov droppi&og Belet
nedioto kpoatvov. In other words, Aristonicus interprets the situation
differently: it is not a satisfied horse who has eaten his fill at the
manger who breaks free of his tether and runs clattering through the
plain, but a horse in distress; but why the horse should have felt distress
precisely év @dtvn remains unexplained. The meaning that has pre-
vailed approximates that of the TAwocoypdeot, though based on yet a
different etymology (> dxooty ‘‘barley’’).53

fr.5:  Ogelnov (sc. Mevéloog) Innoroty éxékAeto pwvnody Te-
“‘un ot épvkecBov und’ éototov dyvupéve kiip.
eBricovton tovTolol TédeC kol yodva Kopdvto
i DUV - Ao yop dtéuPovion vedtnroc.”” (¥ 442-445)

sch. T (D|ex.) ad ¥ 445b: atéuPovion: otépovton.|ol 8 Mwccoypd-
Qo1 PLELPOVTOL.

cf. sch. Ap. Rh. 2.55-56b: ({va unj pou) dtéufnon (uetdmoBev) (suppl. Haslam): ivo pr
pot péuyn Votepov mg xelpovag eiAnemg. 10 Yop dtéuPecBon ol vedtepor ovk émi 100
otepiokesBou fikovoav, AL’ éni 10D péueecsBo; sim. sch. Ap. Rh. 2.1199 et 3.97-99¢

“It is clear that this meaning cannot have been presented by the
glossogr. on this passage, where it would be inappropriate. They, no
doubt, offered this interpretation for the Homeric expression atepfo-
pevog ktot tong’”’ (A 705, 1 42).>* Here we have an instance where a
poet has availed himself of a doctrine of the TAwocoypdgot (cf. above,
128).

52 Cf. K. Latte (above, n. 1) 147 ff. = KI. Schr. 641 ff.; W. D. Lebek (above, n. 4) 63.

33 Cf. V. Pisani, LdfrgE (Géttingen 1955-) s.v. dxootiioon; H. Frisk, Griechisches
etymologisches Worterbuch 1 (Heidelberg 1973) s.v. dxoot; LSJ 5.v. dxootdw or -€w.

34 Valk (above, n. 8) 1.276.
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fr. 6: Achilles to Odysseus:

#vBo 8¢ pot ndha toALov énéocuto Bupdg dyivep
yiHovTto pvnoety dAoxov, éikviay dkotty,

xtipoot épnecBon 1o yépwv éxticato MnAevcg:

00 Y0p éuol yuyhg avtaéiov 008’ Soa paciv

Thov €xtiicBan, €0 vandpevov ntorieBpov,

70 Tpiv €n’ elpvng, Tpiv eABelV viag 'Axoudy,

008’ §oa Adivog 0080¢ dgritopog éviog éépyet,

®oiBov "AndAlwvog, ITvbot évi tetpnéoon. (1 398—405)

6a sch. A (Ariston.) ad I 404a: 008’ Soa Adivog (0¥80¢ &eritopog
&vtog €épyer): npdg 10V MAwoGoYPEEoVE GETOoPog T0D GTPOPENS
amodiddvtac. kol Znvdodotog 8¢ oUtwg Exdédexton- tov Ydp EERC
petéypope: ‘‘vnod ‘AndAlwvoc.’’ deritopa 8¢ Tov 'AndAlwvo. émiBe-
TIKDC, 0V Ko1véTEPOV, AAAX TOV TT¥B10V, olov dpogritopa, S1d 10 elc
ASyoug €pxecBar tolc xpnopmdouvpévorc,

6b Ap. S. 49.17 (s.v. doritopoc = gl. 759 St.): ot 8¢ TAwocoypdgot
agritopa €doEav AéyecBon 1OV otpogéa thc Blpac.

1 le. suppl. Villoison 8 &gritopag C : corr. Villoison

cf. sch. h (An. Par. 3.173.6 s.v. &@1itopoc): . . . i 10D tfig TLA{Sog otporéwg (Ge : po-
Péag Ag).

H. Pusch warns that the reference to Zenodotus in 6a need not imply
that that author’s TA®ccou contained an entry dgitop: otpogeve.>
Cf. above, 123 and n. 17.

fr. 7: The speaker is Diomedes, who volunteers to spy on the Trojan
camp by night but asks to be joined by a partner:

Néotop, &n’ dtpdver kpodin xai Bupdg dyrvep

avdpdv duopevénv ddvar 6TpaTOV EYyLg EGVImY,

Tpdwv - &AL’ i tig pot dviip du’ €morto xai dAXoG,

poAAov Bairwpn kot apoaredtepov éotan.

odv 1e &Y’ épyopévo, xal e Tpod O 10D évonoev

Snnwg képdog #n- podvog &’ el nép 1€ vorion,

GAAG. € o1 Bpdocwv te véog, Aenth O€ te pftic. (K 220-226)

55 Cf. H. Pusch, Quaestiones Zenodoteae (Halle 1890 [Dissertationes philologicae
Halenses 10]) 189.
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7a sch. A (Ariston.) ad K 226: 4ALG € o1 Bpdccwv: 6n ot TAwcco-
ypdgpot Bpdccwv &vii 100 Adocwv (amd 100 Bpoyde: GAL’) 0vda-
nod kéxpntou 1091 “Ounpog. drnodotéov ovv Bpaccduevoc, Topoc-
oduevog O1a 10 déog, ovy €otnkmg S TV dywviav. draf 8¢
évtaBa kéyxpnron th Aé€et.

7b Eust. 800.10: 10 8¢ ‘‘Bpdoocwv’” dnaf pev évtaiBa elpntol 10
nowmtfi, dniot &¢ kotd toVg IAwoocoypagovg tOv Ppadiv § 1oV
Bpoydv, aro 100 Bpadic Ppadiov Bpdcowv, fj ard 100 Bpay i Bpo-
xlov Bpdoonv, ig Aoy Vg Aayiwv éAdcomv, toydg Toyinv Tdocwy.

2 suppl. Friedlénder 3 tobto A : corr. Bekker

cf. sch. D ad K 226: Bpacocwv: Bpaditepog (Bpoyvtepog Haslam), éAdocwv; Ap. S.
53.7 Bekker = gl. 845 Steinicke: Bpdccwv: ol pév éldocwv, ol 8¢ dnd 100 Bpoopod
droxtog kai pn otoBepdc; Hdn. Mon. (2.942.17): 0dccwv. 1é elg v Afyovia cuykpt-
Tkd StovAhofa, el ot mpod téAovg 10 o, cuvesTaApuévov avTo Exel. Bpdocwv

AAAG 1€ ol Bpdoowv te véog (K 226) . . .

The issue is the sense of the dno& Aeyduevov Bpdocwv in K 226.
The corruption of the A-scholium makes assessment difficult; but given
the definition Bpaccwv = éAdoowv, there is no reason to assume that
the TAwoocoypdeot derived the word from any other source than
Bpoxvc. Hence Eustathius’ indication that they offered alternative
definitions tov Bpadvv §| 1ov Ppayvv and corresponding alternative
etymologies seems to result from contamination with another source,
probably either Et. Gen. B 243 or EM 211.33. Here, as in fr. 1, Aris-
tarchus takes aim at the Glossographs’ practice of assuming derivation
from a word (in this case Bpoyvc) unattested in Homer. (Did he also
object to the tautology of Bpdoowv 1€ voog, Aenthy 8¢ te uftic?) His
own solution, Bpdocov = Bpacoduevog = tapaccoduevog Stk 10 déoc,
cannot be supported with extant parallels and has, accordingly, not
found favor.3® On the other hand, the solution of the FAwocoypdepot is
backed by good analogy, as Herodian knew. This example may serve
to illustrate the fallibility of Aristarchus himself, particularly in cases
where a solution cannot be found by appealing to a passage or passages
elsewhere in the Homeric corpus.

36 Cf. C. G. Cobet, Miscellanea Critica (Leiden 1876) 388; N. Wecklein, Uber Zeno-
dot und Aristarch (Munich 1919 [Sb. d. Bayerischen Akademie d. Wissenschaften,
philosoph.-philol. u. hist. K1.]) 70; F. Martinazzoli, Hapax legomenon 1 (Rome 1953) 44.
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fr.8: ’ISoupevedg 8’ ov Afjye uévog péya, iet0 &’ alel
né riva Tpoowv épePevvii voxti kaAdyou,
i o010¢ Sovrfioan dpdvmv Aoryov 'Axorote. (N 424-426)

8a sch. A (Ariston.) ad N 426a: fj ad10¢ dovmficar: 811 éx nopemopé-
vou 10 GmoAécBon- ot yop év moAéuw mintovieg wogov dnoterodot
101¢ 6mAotg. 1 8t dvopopd mpodc Tovg Mwscoypdeove: odTot Yop
&v) v’ évog ¢déEavto **Bedovndtoc’’ (W 679) dvtl Tob 1eBvnkdrog.

4 €v ins. Bekker

8b "Extwp & dc eldev MatpoxAfio ueydBopov
Sy dvoyalouevov, BePAnuévov OEEL yodkd,
Ay oAy pd ot HABe xotdr otiy o, ovTo 88 Soupl
velatov &g kevedva, dompo Oe yalkov éhacoe:
Sovmnoev 8¢ necwv, péyo 8’ fikoye Aadv "Ayoudv . . . (IT 818-822)

sch. A (Ariston.) ad [T 822a: dovnnoev 8¢ tecwv: STl &k TV TO10VTMV
aneEedéEavto oi TAwocoypdpotl 10 dovrRcon &v &vO’ €vog avtl 1o
amoBovelv. dyvoodot 8¢ 61t odk émi mavtog Bavdrov tdocer Thv
MELY, GAN €mi 1@V év ToAéue mrtéviov did oV topakorovBoiva
YooV €k 1dv OnAwv.

2 dnetedéEavto Erbse (cl. sch. A ad I1 4la [laud. ad fr. 13 infra]): dnexdéEovto A
4 mntévtwv Bekker: muktevéviov A 5 yéeov Bekker: 6Bov A

8c ¢ #pad’ (sc. Epius), ol 8’ dpa mavTeg GKTV £YEVOVTO GLOT).
Edpvodrog 3¢ ot olog dvictato, (66Beog g,
Mnxiotiiog viog TaAaiovidao dvoktog,
8¢ mote OMPBocd’ NABe dedovndrog Oldinddao
¢ tapov - €vBo 8¢ mavtag éviko Kaduelwvag. (¥ 676-680)

sch. A (Ariston.) ad ¥ 679a: 8¢ mote OBag & NABe (dedovmdtog
Oldinddao): St ém 100 Mnxiotémg dixovotéov (10) ‘B¢ mote O Pag
(8" AABev,”” ovk émi 10D EVpudiov, dg 6 Kpding (p. 46 W.). xai 81t
ot vedtepot mapd OV “Ounpov tov Oldinovy gooiv £0vToV TVEAG-
(5) oavio modnyovuevov elc ‘ABfvag éABelv kol ékel televtiicon -
vidv 8¢ oudloyov St év OnfPang érededinocev. kol PO TO
dedovnétoc: oi TAwocoypdpor ydp &v avO’ évog teBvnkdtog €€e-
SéEavto. éx mapemopévov BE vontéov 6T Htor v moAép teteded-
TNKeE—yoPovOL Yap ol mintovieg: ‘‘dovmnoev Ot meowv’’ (A 504
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al.)—7 xotexpiuvicev €ovTév: kol yap ovtog 6 Odvartog petd
YoQoL.

1-2 le. suppl. Villoison 2-3 16 et &’ suppl. Erbse

The TAwocoypagpot may have based their ‘‘one for one’” interpreta-
tion Sovnficar = drnoBavelv on this last passage. If so, they probably
assumed that Homer, like the authors of the cyclic Thebaid and Oedi-
podia as well as Sophocles and Euripides, knew a version of the legend
in which Oedipus, upon discovery of his crimes, either blinded himself
or was blinded by others and went into exile or retirement. It would
then have been left to Aristarchus, putting into practice—whether or
not he invented it—the precept “Ounpov €§ ‘Ouripov cagnvilewv,” to
sort out the stages of the tradition. According to the poet of the Odys-
sey, he continued to rule over Thebes:

GAA’ O pgv év O1Bn ToAunpdte dAyea tdcywv
Kadueiwv fivacoe Bedv dhodc S1d BovAdc. (A 275-276)

Perhaps Aristarchus had this in mind in suggesting that Oedipus might
have died in war.’® In any case, he is firm in insisting on the literal
sense of dovmnoon and the fact that this excludes certain forms of
death (cf. 8b), including the non-violent death he dies in Sophocles’
Oedipus Coloneus.>

fr. 9: Phoenix to Achilles (exemplum of Meleager):

57 Cf. n. 48 above.

8 Cf. E. R. Dodds, The Greeks and the Irrational (Berkeley-Los Angeles-London
1951) 36.

39 The usage Sovnfican = dmoBavelv once claimed for Quintus of Smyrna (cf. Quinti
Smyrnaei Posthomericorum Libri XIV, ed. Thom. Christ. Tychsen [Strasbourg 1807] lvi:
‘‘Sovumetv simpliciter pro interimi, mori, 1.768, IL9 [hodie I1.12], II1.192 [hodie II1.193]
& alibi;’’) will not bear scrutiny (the three passages cited refer respectively to the deaths
of Thersites, Hector, and Achilles): cf. now F. Vian and E. Battegay, Lexique de Quintus
de Smyrne (Paris 1984) s.v. 8edovng (= ‘‘qui a péri de mort violente’’). The same is
true for the passages adduced by E. Livrea ad Ap. Rhod. 4.557, viz., Ap. Rhod. 1.1304
(Pelias), 4.557 (Apsyrtus), Euphor. fr. 40.2 Powell (Achilles), Lyc. Alex. 285 (Hector),
492 (the Calydonian boar), 919 (Philoctetes), Quint. Smyrn. 2.555 (Memnon), Nonnus
11.327 (Ampelus). For other versions of Oedipus’ death cf. L. R. Farnell, Greek Hero
Cults and ldeas of Immortality (Oxford 1921) 332 ff.
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xal Yap Tolol Kokov xpuedBpovog Aptepic dpoe,
xooopévn § ot 0¥ 1 Bahdora youvd dAmiig

Otvedg péE’ - dAlot 8t Beol dalvuvd’ ExotéuPac,

oin 8’ ovk €ppee AL0g kovpT peydAoto.

A AdBet’ fi 0Ok événoev - ddoato St péyo Buud.

1 8¢ xoAwoouévn dtov yévog loxéarpa

dpoev #m yAodvny odv dypiov apyiédovia,

0¢ xokd mOAA’ Epdecxev EBmv Olviiog dhaomy -

moAAd 8’ 6 ye mpoBéhvpva yopai Bake dévSpea pokpd
avtfiow pilnot kot avtolg dvBeot pridwv. (I 533-542)

sch. A" (Ariston.) ad I 540b: (3¢ xoxd T6AL’ €pdeokev E0wv Olviog
dhonv): 61 ol TAwosoypdeot 10 €0wy dnodiddact PAdntov. €ot d&
¢€ £0ouc émpoltddv.

1 le. supplevi : €Bwv suppl. Erbse

cf. sch. D ad I 540: €Bwv: ¢£ £0ovg katotpéywv, kol PAdntwv; Eust. 773.25: 10 8¢
*€Bwv Olvijog dAwniv’’ dvti 100 €€ €Boug BAdntwv t& nept KaAlvddva.

Callimachus appears to have been influenced by this doctrine of the
Twocoypdgot (cf. also ad fr. 31a below): Call. fr. 55.1-2 Pf = SH
267.1-2: 10V pév &proxudng edvig Gviike Aldg | "Apyog €Bewv . ..
(spectat ad leonem Nemeaeum). (Cf. also above, 128)

fr. 10: Glaucus to Hector:

T Ke 6V Yelpova pdTo. sodoeLog ued’ Suidov,

oxéth’, énel Zapmndov’ dpa Egtvov xal £Totpov

kaAAmec "Apyeioioty Ehwp kol kVpua yevéosBat,

8c to1 TOAN” Spelog yéveto, TTOAel Te Kol oOTR,

Lwog édv - viv 8’ ob ot dhalkéuevon kdvog ETAng. (P 149-153)

sch. A (Ariston.) ad P 151b: xdAMnec: /| SinAf, Gt T& EADPLA OVK
#om Bpaparo, ¢ ol MAwcscoypdgpot, AN’ éAkVonata.

sim. sch. A (Ariston.) ad £ 93b

The Glossographs’ definition, if invoked in this passage, would
impute cannibalism to the Greek host! This passage is an evident part
of Aristarchus’ reductio ad absurdum of the glossographic doctrines.
(Cf. above, 128.)
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fr. 11: Agamemnon to Menelaus:

AL’ {01 vOv Alavta kai '18opeviio kGAeooov

plupo Bémv mapd vijag: éymd &’ €t Néotopa dtov

elut, xai dtpuvém dvotiuevor, ol k* €BéAnov

ENOelv éc puAdKkwV Lepov Téhog NS’ émtetlon. (K 53-56)

11a. sch. A (Ariston.) ad K 56b (spectat ad le. éABelv éc puAdxav): 1t
ot TAwccoypdpotl 1epOv téAog 10 Uéyo TAYH. ... LepOV TENOG MG
“lepov 1x00v>’ (IT 407) tov péyav. iepdv pév odv télog Aéyer 10
Oetov Tdyna, ‘iepov’’ 8¢ “‘ixBOv’’ 1oV dvetov xai iepdv Podv (cf. A
99 alibi), &mo T0? tecOon.

11b Et. Gen. (AB): 1epOv téhog: 10 péya tdrypa Aéyovoty ot MAwosoo-
YPAot, O ‘“lepdv 1xO0VV’’ OV péyav. 1epdv pev odv téhog Aéyouvot
10 Betov tdypo, ‘lepov & (xBVV’’ 1OV dvetov xad tepdv Podv (cf. A
99 alibi), &nd 10 {ecBou.

11c Eust. 789.11: ot pévtor Mwcocoypdpot 1epov 10 Héyo Qootl, O
kol iepdg, paoiv, ix0vc O péyoc.

7 Aéyovor A : Aéye B 8 xai A : ¢ B

cf. sch. D ad K 56: iepov (téAog;: iepdv) fitot péyo fi dnnAdlaypévov tdv Aorndv Epywy.
1éA0g 8¢ kal 10 Tdyna. .. .; sch. Eur. Hipp. 1206: lepdv: dvti 100 péyo; sch. Ael. Arist.
77, 6; Ba. 260, 24: iep®: Oelt, fitor peydAw; Aog = tdypa: cf. sch. Thuc. 2.22.2; sch.
A (Ariston.) ad I1 407d: {epov {(xB0v: 61t odx énl Tt eldog 1xBVog pepduevog elpnke
lepov 1y B¥v, xabdnep Tveg dnodeddkacty oV mouniAov, ot 8¢ tov kdAAxBuv, GAAL
KOWVOTEPOV TOV GveTov kol eVTpagf, 0 tepov Bodv (cf. A 99 alibi) Aéyopev tov dver-
pévov; Et. Gud. 273.16, unde EM 468.25; Erbse, Beitr. (cf. ad fr. 4 supra) 143, adn. 2.

Valk (ad Eust. 789.11) suspected Eustathius’ attribution to the
Iwoocoypdeot of an interpretation of iepdg 1y0V¢. Though Eustathius
sometimes uses the term with great latitude (see above, 120-121), in
this case Valk’s suspicion is baseless, since the attribution occurs
already in the Er. Gen., so that any reconstruction of the common
source, which Eustathius refers to as Apion and Herodorus, should
include it.%0 Note also that in this case the Glossographs’ explanation is

60 So already K. Nickau, Gnomon 56 (1984) 688. One wonders whether the Constan-
tinian poet(s) might still have been influenced inter alia by this doctrine of the Glossogra-
phoi in rendering magnus as tepdg in Virgil Ecl. 4.5; cf. also E. Fisher, ‘*Greek transla-
tions of Latin literature in the fourth century A.D.,”” YCS 27 (1982) 181.
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based on a comparison of passages, not just one (cf. fr. 24 below).

fr.12: ol &’ éx AovAryiowo ‘Exvamv 0’ lepdmv
viicwv, ot vatovot tépnv alog HAdog dvta,
v 000’ Nyepdveve Méyng drdhovtog "Apnt
duAetdng, v TixTte Al grhog inmdto PuAec,
8¢ mote AoVAMX16VS’ dnevdoooto motpi yorwbelc.
(B 625-629)

12a Eust. 305.5 (spectat ad B 628): 810 xai inndtng viv eipficBan
Soxel kol adTOC AVl TOV PLYLG: KELTOU YOp TOTE TO ITNOTNG Svopa
kotd T0Ug FAGG0YPAPovg KOl £ML TOLOVTOL CTILOLVOUEVOD.

12b v &’ v juxdpov Aavéng tékog, inndta [epoevc,
o1’ dp’ émyadwv cdxeog mooiv 0U0’ xdg adTod,
Badpo péya ppdocach’, Enel 00dauf Eotipikro.
(Hes. Scut. 216-218)

sch. Tzetzae ad Hes. Scut. 216: {nnoto. [Iépoevc: kot tov¢ MAwooo-
Ypdgove (¥otv) inmdtmv dkovewv tOV @uyddo. émel O mAmmOG
‘Axpiciog €€€Bolev avTOV, OV YOp E€loAyETON IMME® XPOUEVOG O
[epoeve.

2 ins. Lehrs

cf. sch. D ad B 336: inndto: dvti 100 inmikdg, vov 88 @uyds. 6 yap mointhg vov avtl
100 Quyddog kéxpntor; sch. A (Ariston.) ad £ 117: inndto Olvevg: St éAéyyovtan ol
1OV IRRGTY Amodidovieg euydda- 6 yap Olvedg katéuevev éml thHg matpidog; Ap. S.
92.4 Bekker: inmdton: ot pév vedtepol inmdtny 1OV @uydda {inmdtnv} Aéyovoiv:
“inmdto PotviE,’” 8T euydg amd Thig matpidog mpog MnAéo HABev. 6 8¢ “Ounpog odx
£oikev Ml T0VTOV TAGGELV. £6TLY 0DV O ITRATNG IXMKOG Kotd TOAepov, g Néotmp Kol
Olvevg; Hsch. 1 854: {nndta: inndmg, inmxde. ot 8¢ vedtepot guydg, o0k €v. kGAMov
Yop EmoTRHOV ITmKRG, iInmikdTtatog. GAAOL inTnAdtng.

Eustathius’ reference to the FTAwccoypdpot caused Erbse (ad sch. =
117) to suspect loss of an Aristonican note (presumably to B 628).
Such a note would be in line with tendencies observable elsewhere: a
meaning developed to fit a single Homeric context (in this case, B 628),
to which Aristarchus objected (if Apollonius Sophista can be taken as
representing his views) on the grounds that it did not suit other
occurrences of the word in question. One can, however, question
whether their critics have correctly interpreted the Glossographs’ inten-
tions: Eustathius merely states that they sometimes (note) assigned the
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meaning @UYGG to inndtne. Our fragment is unique, however, among
the attestations in Iliadic exegesis in that Eustathius is the sole witness.
This fact may have led Valk (ad loc.) to suggest that Eustathius copied
his reference to the TAwocoypdeor from Tzetzes ad Hes. Scut. 216
(12b). Yet even if this is so, if the citation of the TAwccoypdgor rests
upon a tradition, it is likely that inrotng = @uydg entered Hesiodic exe-
gesis from Homeric criticism (cf. above, 122 on the dependence of
scholia on minor hexameter poets on Homeric exegesis), though the
question whether the borrower was Tzetzes himself or a predecessor
must remain open. It is, of course, possible that Tzetzes added the
reference to the TAwocoypdgot and used the term in the loose sense of
Suda o 2674 (see above, 120); in that case the testimony has no eviden-
tial value for the doctrines of the FAwoocoypdeor under study here.
However, since inndtng = guydg is attested for ancient Homeric exe-
gesis (sch. D ad B 628; Ap S. 92.4 Bekker) and there is no inherent
reason to deny this doctrine to the TAwccoypdegot, the prior explana-
tion (viz., loss of an Aristonican scholium) seems preferable.

fr. 13: Of Odysseus:
toke yevdeo ToAA& Aéywv étdpototy dpoia (T 203).
Eust. 1861.52 (ad 1 203): 10 8¢ iokev ot pév FAwccoypdpot &vti 10D

Eleyev €xdéxovton, ol 8¢ dxpiPéotepor dvti tod fiokev, § goTv
eixalev aneixoviCwv pog aAiBeray.

cf. sch. V (= D) ad t 203: {oke yevdeo moAld Aéywv étdpoioty dpoto: Tiveg BovAovion
10 “‘€Aeye’’ onpaivev. dAhot 8¢ 10 ‘“Hioke,”’ 10 “‘elkalev, dpolov.”” 1 yip SAov
“modda wevdfi Aéyav elkalev, dote Spota elvon dAnBécty.”” ano 100 eldw 6 péAdwv
elow; sch. x 31: {oke: GAAoL pév 16 ¥Aeyev onpaively BovAovion. MS Barnes. ov8é-
note “Opnpog éni 100 &Aeye 10 {oke, AN’ éml 10D Muolov. HmdTNTOL OOV 6 Sra-
oKeVOOTNG €K ToD ‘‘loke yevdeo moAAL Aéywv étvpotowy Spota’” (t 203). Vind. 31;
sch. A (Ariston.) ad IT 41a: ai’ k€ pe oot {okovec: 6t 1 {okovteg dvdhoydv ot ¢
xard Sralpecty élokovteg, opotodvteg: *‘éixto 8¢ Béoxedov avtd’ (¥ 107). ¥ 8¢ dvar-
Qopa TPOG ToVG amekdebapévoug 10 ‘lokev ywevdea moAra Aéywv étdpotov’’ (1 203)-
0 yap ‘‘{oxev’’ dmodapPdvovor ketoBar avti t0d EAeyev, ok 6pBdg; sch. Ap. Rh.
1.834: ... 10 8¢ {oxev avtl 10D €Aeyev, kakd: “Ounpog yop avii tod Gpotov; sch. Lyc.
Alex. 574: 10 {oxwv "Opunpog puév €mt 100 6po1ovY, Avkdppwy 8¢ ént 10D Aéyetv enoiv.

This is another instance (cf. above, 128) in which one can with some
probability claim that poets (Ap. Rhod. 4.92 et alibi [cf. Livrea ad
loc.]; Theoc. 22.167; Lycophron Alex. 574) were influenced by a doc-
trine of the TAwocoypdgot, if Eustathius’ attribution to them of {oxev
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= #Agyev is correct. Moreover, the attribution is likely to be right, since
the gloss bears the expected characteristics: it is evidently based on a
single passage, namely t 203 (as the author of the Vienna scholium to y
31 suspected); it yields a superficial sense but on closer inspection
causes difficulty (it is odd to have the participle Aéywv depending on
{okev if {okev itself = €Aeyev); finally, the Glossographs’ ad hoc
definition fails, as usual, to place {okev within the larger framework of
Greek vocabulary, whereas others (Aristarchus?) were left to suggest a
connection with fiicke. Finally, the antithesis between oi MAwccoypd-
oot and ol dxkpiféotepor, whether Eustathius found it in a source or
formulated it himself, is faithful to the tenor of Aristarchus’ critique of
their methods.

fr. 14: Achilles announces the boxing match and the prizes at stake:

“’ATpeldn e kod GAAOL Ebkviudeg "Axouof,

Gvdpe 8Vm nepl t@vde keAevouev, & mep dplotw,

o€ LAA’ dvacyopéve memAnyépey - @ 8¢ x’ 'AnéAhwv

don kappovinv, yvowot 8t ndvteg 'Ayauol,

Nuiovov taloepydv dymv kAoinvde veéobo-

o0t 6 viknBeig dénag oioetan apeikdnedlov.” (¥ 658—663)

sch. A (Ariston.) ad ¥ 661a!: ddn xappoviny: 8t odx éony &v v’
£vOc xopovin vikn, og ot FAwccoypdeot, AL’ 1 €k kotopovig: 810
émi dpopéwv 0d 1doceL, AN’ Ml TV TUKTELOVIMV KL LOVOUOYOVV-
tav (cf. X 257)- 81l yop KaTopOVHC,

2 xoraoviig (olim per cd. scriptum) Lehrs : toAM(@v) A 4 S1&x Erbse : pla: A

cf. Plut. aud. poet. 22¢: &AAog Totvuv Tpdmog €0TL T0G &V To1g moMpacty Doylog TPog
10 PéAtiov €k 10D xelpovog pebiotig 6 Sud tdv dvopdtav thig cuvnBelog, mepi Ov el
10V véov yeyopuvdoBor paAdov | mept tg Acyopévog YADTTOG. EKETVO HEV YOp GLAG-
Aoyov, xoi ovk dmdEg St ... xappovinv 8¢ viknv Alolelg v €€ émpoviig kol
KapTeplag. . .

The Glossographs’ ‘‘one for one’’ interpretation xopupovin = vixn
neglects to do justice to etymology (cf. above, 124); they presumably
failed to recognize the connection with xotopovi), probably because
they lacked as yet a clear conception of the ndn, or regular changes,
involved in Greek word formation.5!

6! Cf. n. 67 below; on xoppovin in particular cf. E. Risch, Worthildung der homer-
ischen Sprache? (Berlin-New York 1974) § 41b; on the ndBog in question (sc. &rokonn
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fr. 15: Diomedes to Paris:

t0€dt0, AwPntiip, Képq dyrad, tapBevonina,
el pév On avtiProv ovv tedyeot netpnBeing,
oVK Gv tot xpatounoct Puog kai tapeéegiol- . . . (A 385-387)

Ap. S. 98.11 Bekker: xép{q) &yAoé (A 385): ol uev Mwoccoypagor
toig Opi€lv &yorAdueve: wépa yap v tpixa AéyesBon. 6 8¢
"Apiotapyog xuping dkovel 10 10D Bodg képac, olov 10 kepdTI(V)oV
cvplyynov: 10 yop modoudv, pdg 1O un drotpdon tov 1xBVv, 1@
dryxiotpw meprtiBesBon tovt0, OV 8¢ “Ounpov pndérote elpnrévon
képag TV Tpixo. 60ev éni 10D kép(a) dyAaé, T0Ew dyaAAdpeve.

3 kepatiov C : corr. Bekker

cf. sch. A (Ariston.) ad A 385d: xépq dyAae: . . . &vior &, 1 t6Ew dyoaAAdueve - mpo-
elpnxe 8¢ “‘t0Edto AwPntip s sch. A (Hdn. 2.75.18) ad A 385e!: képq dryhaé: . . . ot 8¢
éEétetvay 10 o tdAv TAnBuvTidv €xdexduevor, TBévieg 8 v AéEwy émt oD 16E0v,
Hote elvon katd képog, cuvalenyv ékdexduevol 10D képao. mept 8¢ ThH ToradTNg
avayvacens dedilotor Nuty, 6ndte SrehdPouev nepl 100 ‘‘képa ék ke@oARc’’ (A 109;
locus non iam exstat; sed cf. infra). tocodtov 8¢ €x® viv napoaguAdor éni t00 vontod
0g 81 omévidv éotv én’ avBponivng gicemg mopd @ month 10 Képog émt TPiyog
tdocecBon. ‘xéunv’’ (T 27 al.) 8 Aéyer kad *‘tpixog’ (X 77 al.) xod *‘mAoxdpove’ (E
176) kad **€0eipag’ (cf. T1 795 al.); sch. D ad A 385: képa (Gyhaé): xoArwm{dueve
to€ukfi fi Th Tpx@oer. képog Yop ot makonol kol TV Tpixwoly ékdAovv; sch. Q ad p
253: Boog képac: kEpag 'AploTapy oG 10 KepATivov cupiyyiov, 6 émtiBéoct tpog 1o un
€60iecBon Vo 100 {xBV0g TV dppidy.

Forsman is right in finding Apollonius’ gloss incoherent.®? The
intrusive material comprises the words olov 10 kepd&tivov cupiyytov:
70 YOp TOAOLGV, TpOG 10 pun dmotpdEan 1OV 1 BVv, 1® dyxiotpw nept-
1{0ecBon tovt0, which evidently pertain to another passage, such as p
253 (where cf. sch.). Whether the confusion was caused by Apollonius
himself or arose in the process of excerpting his lexicon must remain
open.%3 The tenor of Aristarchus’ rejoinder to the TAwccoypdgpor is
nonetheless clear: he objects that the postulated sense is without

of a preposition) in the Homeric dialect cf. K. Strunk, Die sogenannten Aolismen der
homerischen Sprache (diss. Cologne 1957) 113 ff.

62 C. Forsman, De Aristarcho lexici Apolloniani fonte (Berlin 1883) 37-38. His pro-
posed restoration of the text is, however, to be treated with reserve.

63 Fragments of this gloss discovered on a third-century papyrus and published by
W.E. H. Cockle, ‘“‘A New Greek Glossary on Papyrus from Oxyrhynchus,”” BICS 28
(1981) 123 ff. (fr. 1, col. i, 24 ff.) fail to shed light on this problem.
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Homeric parallel. He proposes instead a usage attested elsewhere in
Homer (and plausible in context: cf. sch. A [Ariston.] ad A 385d sub
fin.). Herodian seems, as so often, to be in agreement with Aristarchus
(cf. sch. AbT [ex.] ad A 109a: xépa: ... Hpwdiavdg cuvaiienv tod
képaa). Others attempted to achieve a sort of compromise between the
two views (cf. sch. A [Ariston.] ad A 385d: xépa GyAaé: STt képg 00
T TPLXl WIADG, GAL’ EUTAOKNG TL YEVOG" E1G KEPATOG TPOTOV GVETAE-
xovTo oi &pxotol xtA.). Still others found an obscene reference.®* In
their interpretation the Mwocoypdgol seem to have been guided by
the general 700o¢ of Paris rather than any explicit hints in this context.

fr.16:  moAloi yap 671 tTAfjpey 'OAdumia dopot’ Exovieg
¢E Gvdpadv, yorén’ ddye’ én’ dAAAolol T1Bévtec.
TAR pév "Apnc, 8te v "Qrog xpatepdc v’ Egradtng,
noideg ALonog, dfcay kpotep® Evi deopud-
XOAKED &’ v KepAp® dEdeTO TpLoKOUdEKD UTjVaG: . . .
(E 383-387)

Cyrilli Lex. (cod. Voss. 63): xépopoc: 10 deocpwtiptov mapd 101G
TMwccoypdgoris, tapd 88 Kvrploig 10 dyyetov, napd 8¢ "Apiotapyo
o niBoc,. '

cf. Ap. S. 98.4 Bekker: xepduo: ody g xatd Kvmpiovg 1@ Seopwtnple- kol yap év
GAAOLG “‘ToAADY &’ éx kepduwv puéBv miveto tolo yépovtog™ (I 469); sch. D ad E 387:
XOAKED (KepApe): xohkd Kol oKANP® Gyyel®, niBo fj Seopwmpie: of yap Kidnprot 10
Seopotiplov xépapov kaAodor; Eust. 560.2 (ad E 387): &dnoav 8¢ tov "Apnv év
XOAKED KePGR®, Tiyouv &yyelw, otov nibe. xpfiowg 8¢ thg AéEewe Tadg kot év Tf |
poymdia (sc. v. 469). dAlot 8¢ paoct Seopwtnpio oteppd, Aéyovieg Kunploug képa-
pov KoAetv 10 deopwtiplov.

The nature of Ares’ place of confinement exercised ancient critics a
good deal. Some posited for képaypiog in this passage the Cyprian sense
“‘prison’’; Aristarchus objected that elsewhere in Homer (I 469) the
word means ‘‘storage jar.”” The T'Awocoypdeot enter the picture in
the confused gloss of Cyril’s Lexicon which K. Latte brought to light.53
The original form of the gloss might have been something like this:

64 Aristoteles pseudepigraphus, ed. V. Rose (Leipzig 1863) 166, fr. 20a (= 145) =
Eust. 851.52: 'ApiototéAng (Apiotopdvng Rose) 8¢, poot, képq dyhadv etnev vl tod
aidolp cepvuvépevov ...; this interpretation may well have been triggered, as
A. Henrichs suggests, by the neighboring napBevonina.

65 Glotta 34 (1955) 200 = K1. Schr. 698.
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Képopog: ayyelov: xatd 0t Mwocoypdeovg deopwtiplov, O¢ Topo
Kvunpioig: xatd 8¢ "Aplotapyov niBog. Latte sought Cyril’s source in
a fuller version of the D-scholium (ad E 387) than that now extant; but
one expects to find Aristarchus’ views reported, if anywhere, in the
Aristonican scholium ad loc.; hence it is more likely that Cyril’s source
was either a lost Aristonican scholium ad E 387 (so Erbse ad loc.) or a
fuller gloss of Apollonius Sophista than that now extant.%

fr.17:  évvipap pev ava otpotov gyeto xijda Beoto,
0 dexdtn & dryoprivde kaAéocoto Aadv 'AxiAlede: . . .
(A 53-54)

Et. Gen. (AB): xijAov: 10 EVMvov Béhog: mapd 1O kaAov 1O dnlodv
70 E¥Aov. kata 88 IMwoooypdeoug BéAn Bela, Tovtéoty doTpamdc
kol Bpovtag: ‘‘dyeto kAo Beoto’” (A 53): mopd TOV Ko PéAAOVTX
7ov dnAodvra 10 kavow, 80ev kol ‘mupl MAéw’’ (O 217), Tovtéont
KOVOTIKQ, YEYOVE TAEOVAOU®D TOV € . . .

3xai]om. B|tovB : 10 A

cf. Ap. S. 99.2: xijAa: mote pev 1o EVAva BéRn, 1oy’ éndyeto kiAo Beoto’’ (A 383)-
nt 8¢ 100 Aidg, ‘‘meavokdpevog to & ke’ (M 280), ot pév té onpela, Tog Ppovidg
Kol 10G Gotponds, 6 88 "Apictopyds enot kod tobta PEAN elvon motd T A, .. . ;
sch. A (Ariston.) ad M 280: vigéuev, avBpanoiot: 81t kfjdo to BéAN Atde, xtv kol
Vetde. . . .; Et. Gen. fons Etymologici Gud. 319.18; cf. EM 510.21

The INwocoypagpor might already have been guided by such an
etymology as mopa Tov kiow péAdovta, though, of course, the fully
developed doctrine of pathology came only much later.” Cf. above,
124.

fr. 18: Monologue of the storm-tossed Odysseus:

6 D. L. Blank moots the possibility that the TAwscoypdpot merely wanted to point
out that xepoud® in E 387 refers to the deoud of the preceding line and doubts that kepa-
uég = deopwtriplov in Cyprus.

7 Cf. J. Wackemnagel, De pathologiae veterum initiis (diss. Basel 1876) 26 = Kleine
Schriften 3 (Gottingen 1979) 1452; D. Blank, Ancient Philosophy and Grammar: The
Syntax of Apollonius Dyscolus (Chico 1982) 83, n. |; ad fr. 6 of Comanus of Naucratis
(to appear in SGLG 7). The entry s.v. kfjAa in the papyrus text of Apollonius Sophista
published by W. E. H. Cockle (above, n. 63), 1.ii.1-2, is too damaged to admit of certain
restoration; for one attempt cf. M. W. Haslam, ‘A New Papyrus Text of Apollonius
Sophista,”” ZPE 49 (1982) 35, n. 21.
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TPLOpaKaPEG Aavaol Kol TeTpaxic ol 10T’ SAovio

Tpoin év edpein, xdptv "Atpeidnot pépovieg.

ag On &y y’ Spelov Bavéerv kol ndtpov Emonely

finoTt T 61 pot TAetotol yoAxipea dodpa

Tpdeg énéppryov nepi IInAelwvi Bavdvr.

10 ¥ Ehayov ktepéov, kal pev kAéog Ryov "Axonol

viv 8¢ pe Aevyarée Bavdto elpapto dAdvar. (€ 306-312)

sch. Q ad & 312: Aevyoréw Oavdriw: 61t Aevyaréov Odvatov ol
T\wocoypdeot drodedokact Tov &v VYpd, £k 1€ TOVTOV Kol €K TV
1 "AAAE@g €v Th TPOG TOV TOTOUOV WA Aeyopévov. duewvov Ot
OAéBprov, mapd To{ v} Aorydc.

4 tov Aorydv Q : corr. Haslam

cf. sch. D ad € 312: Aevyadée: 486Ew A dduvate, fi T &t Udartog.

Valk points out that AevyaAéog appears at ® 281 and € 312 in con-
texts in which a man (Achilles and Odysseus respectively) fears
imminent death by drowning.%® Might the T'Awocoypdeor have been
guided as well by a derivation of AgvyaA€og from Vypdg? In any case,
the interpretation is an early one as can be seen from Sophocles frr. 785
(udpw Aevyoréw) and 1062a Radt (Phot. 216.16: Aevyoréo: diaPpo-
x0¢. oVt Zo@oxAng); cf. above, 123-124 and 125.

fr.19: g d’ 8pvigAnTiicl veooo0loL TPOYEPTIOL
pdotox’, énel ke Aafnot, kokdg &’ dpo ol EAEL avTH,
e kol &yt TOAAAC pev &bTVoLg ViKTOg tawov,
fipota & aipordevia diénpnocov moAepilwv,
&vSpdior popvdpevog ddpwv Eveka cpetepdnv. (1 323-327)

sch. A (Ariston.) ad I 324a: (udotox’:) 611 oi FAwccoypapol pdoToKa
™V Gxpido, déov pdonuo kol Bpdpa. éviote 88 kol odTod 10 GTOU
Opavipng, xobdnep {10} yoivika 0 HETPO(DIV Kol TO HETPOVUEVOV
“&AN’ "08vo{o}evg éni pdotaxo xepol nielev’’ (8 287).

1 le. add. Erbse 3 pr. 10] secl. L. Friedlénder | pétpov A : corr. Friedlinder 4 6dvooeig
A : corr. West

cf. sch. Nic. Ther. 802: 1ol 0’ Ungp dxpawv: oiTiveg, enoiv, fiyouv ol dxpideg, éni TdvV

68 Valk (above, n. 8) 1.253.
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dxpov &Bépwv 100 oltov intdpevon OV Aémupov, Titor Aemvpi{duevov, ctdyuvv
Béoxovron.

Valk suggests that in Theoc. 14.39-40 (udotoko doloo TékvoloLv
Onwpogioict xeMdov | dyoppov taxiva méteton Blov dAAov dryel-
pewv) the word pdotoxa may ‘‘possibly’’ bear the Glossographs’ sense
(= oxpida).% However, the definition tpoefiv ... dmaldv xoi
tpogepdv offered by the scholium ad 39-42b is surely adequate.
Moreover, since this passage is patterned after I 323-324 (ag 8’ Gpvig
AnTAGL VEOOGOIGL TpoYépnoL | pactax’), where the word is agreed to
mean paonuo kol PBpdua, it seems gratuitous to assume that Theo-
critus misunderstood his model. Cf. above, 123.

fr.20: (¢ dpo povicog népe PApROKOV EPYELEOVING
£k yaing épvoag, kal pot vy avtod £detée.
piCn pev pélav €oxe, yahokt 8¢ elkelov dvBog:
p@Av 8¢ piv xaréovot Beorl - yoAendv 8¢ 1’ dpvooerv
avdpdot ye Bvntotot - Beol 8¢ 1e ndvta SVvavTou.
(x 302-306)

Ap. S. 114.23 Bekker: p@Av (x 305): gutov dAeEiopdppoxov. ol pev
vop TAwccoypdotl 10 dxeopa kol 0lov 1O EAKVOI TAV POPUAKWY
KAedvOng 8¢ 0 @iddoogog (SVF 1, fr. 526) dAAnyopikdg ¢noi
dnAodcBor 1ov Adyov, 81’ 0 pwAvovrtor ol Oppal kol Té Tdon.

2 post dkeopo kot vocem novam £pucpo. inserere voluit Haslam (coll. épicog x 303) 4
ot Tollius : xai C

cf. sch. D ad x 305: p@dAv: Botdvng eldog mapd 10 portev, 8 Eotv dpavilev, To gdp-
poko: goot 8& avto EAképevov thg pilng 1@ ket Bdvartov Emeépery 1 dnoondvrl,
unde Et. Gud. 401.27, unde Tzetzes ad Lyc. Alex. 679; Hsch. u 2036: pdAv: @utod
e1dog dAe&ipdppaxov, i Botdvng avmmdbiov. ot 8¢ 1OV Adyov, S 0d & mAvVTOL
pwAdeton, 6 éott mporidveton; T (Phot. 283.22; Ba. 305.19; Suda v 1326): p@Av: &vti-
néBrov fi Botdvn (vtinaBet 1y Botdvn Ba.) dAelipdppoxoc, fitot niyavov dyptov; Et.
Gen. (AB) s.v. p@Av, unde EM 592.39.

What did the Glossographs mean when they called pdAv ‘10
dxeopa kol olov 10 EAxvopo 1oV eopudxev’’? In his editio princeps
of Apollonius Sophista, Villoison offered the following explanation:
‘‘Lexicographi enim intelligunt remedium, et quasi id quod ad se
attrahit vim veneni.”” To be sure, LSJ recognizes €é\xvopo only as the

69 Valk (above, n. 8) 1.251.
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result of the action éAxvev, that is, something that is drawn; however,
the oldest formations in -po comprise the most varied types of nomen
actionis.”® The choice of &\xvopa may well have been influenced by
the preceding dkeopo; the olov indicates that the usage is not normal.
If Villoison is right, the words limiting 10 €Akvopo, namely t@v eop-
udxov, will refer to Circe’s @appaxa Mypo (x 236; cf. 290; LSJ s.v.
€k 11.8). In fact, the lexicographic tradition generally defines u®Av
in opposition to Circe’s drug as an dvtiedppoxov (Et. Gen., EM ) or an
oare€ropdppaxov (Ap. S., Hsch., I); similarly, some exegetes define
pwAvvewy as = doavilelv 1o eappaxoa (sch. D and derived texts cited
above). A. Henrichs is probably right in suspecting that the T'Awooo-
ypad@ot understood pwAvvely = EAkeLv.

fr. 21: From the description of Achilles’ shield:

év &’ "Epig év 8¢ Kuvdoipog opuiAeov, év 8’ d0lon Krip,
dArov Lwov €xovoa veovtatov, GAAov dovtov,

dAAov teBvnaro kot péBov Edxe modotiv -

elpo & &y’ A’ dpotot Sopolvedv oot QWTMY.
ouidevv & ¢ e {wol Bpotol 1’ éudyovro,

vekpovg T GAA)Awv Epvov xatoteBvnarac, (L 535-540)

sch. A (Ariston.) ad T 540a: vexpotg v’ dAAiAwv (Epvov katateBvn-
Toc): Ot énl TV ToloVtmv ténwv ol [Awccoypdpol vekpolg TOVG
véovg vméAafov AéyesBou.

1 le. suppl. Friedlander

Perhaps the tautology of vekpovg ... xatateBvnarog caused the
Glossographs to posit vekpol = veor.

fr.22:  ovtdp énel T ExaoTo NEPLEPASEMG GAEYLVOY,
KAn1dog pev Tpdta tdde diepoipricavto,
&vdp’ éviuvapéve dotem plav- €k §° dpa péoonv
fipeov ‘HpaxAft kol npwwv dtep GAA®V
"Aycaie, Teyéng 8¢ po nrorieBpov Evare-
Tolg uéoony olo1oty arod kAntda Airovto

70Cf. A. Debrunner, Griechische Wortbildungslehre (Heidelberg 1917) §311;
A. Henrichs compares épeiopal, @apa, noidevpoe (LSJ s.v., I1.2), oxAipuopa. My treat-
ment of this fragment is in general much indebted to Professor Henrichs.
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abtog, 00 Tt Tade- énl 8’ ETpenov alvicovieg
Tipuv ébotelpng olfia vnog €pvcBoai. (Ap. Rh. 1.394401)

sch. Ap. Rh. 1.401a: ... olfia 8¢ t& mnddAia olov oirjouo, éneldn
olfoewg xpelo 1@ xvBepvity. ol 8t MAwocoypdgor Tovg olakog.

Here is another case where the Glossographs’ definition is still
accepted (cf. LSJ s.v. olfjiov; above, 124). As A. Henrichs notes, the
etymology presented in this scholium is intelligible if oinoig can mean
something like ‘‘informed opinion.”’

fr. 23: Hermes, disguised as a prince, to Priam:

R, métep, @S’ Inmovg te kol NUIGvoug 10V¥velg

vikto 81 duPposiny, 8te B’ elidovot Bpotol &AAot;

000¢ 6¥ 7’ £derco¢ pévea mveloviog 'Ayonog,

ol 101 duopevéeg kal Avapoiot éyyug oct;

10V &l 1(¢ o€ {80110 Bonv 1o vikto pédanvay

106600’ dvelat’ dyovta, Tic Gv d1 tot viog ein. (Q 362-367)

23al sch. A (Ariston.) ad Q 367a: téc00d’ dvelor’ dyovra: 8Tt 0¥
navtwg Ppouoata t¢ dvelota, dg ol MAwscoypdeot, ALY TdvTa TO
dvnoiv Tive tepirotobvo, M VOV T ddpa. . . .

23a2 sch. bT (ex. [Ariston.]) ad Q 367b: dveloto: ypripata, Topd T
dvnowv. ot 8¢ Mowccoypdeot Bpopata- bT m¢ ‘‘én’ dvelad’ étotpa
npokeipeve’’ (191.221al.). T

23a3 Suda o 334: dvelato: oV mavtog Bpduoto, dg oi TAwccoypd-
9o, GAAG TavTa 10 eig vnoty émtidera. . . .

5 o1 8¢ YAwoooypdpot T : dnAot 8¢ dAkay 60t kol 1 BCE™: aAAay O 8¢ dnhot kod &
E*| & Erbse : kol T

23b Penelope to Odysseus in the guise of a beggar:

dotal yap te THAo dpevnvav elciv dvelpwv -

ol uev yap kepdeoot tetedyator, ol 8 éAépavTt -
0V ol pév k’ EABwot ia tpLotod EApavio,

ol p’ élepaipovton, €ne’ AKPAOVTO PEPOVTES:

ot 8¢ i Eeotdv kepawv EABwot BYpale,
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ol p’ &rvpa kpaivovot, Bpotav dte kév Tig idnta.
(1 562-567)

Eust. 1877.61 (ad t 562): &v tovtoig 8¢ onueimcon xoi &1L 10D
aAnBoic dveipov étvporoyoupévon dnd te 10D oo 10 OV elpery, €T
3¢ kol &md 10D Gvéw, 10 MPEAD, 4€ 0D kol 10 Svelap TAeovaoud T0D
1dt0, dOVopocé T Gvelap kol adtd 1O Gverpov, olov ‘‘Gvelop
xepdtov ovd’ éAépovtog 8v’’ (cf. T 562-563). €€ ob dfilov GTL ovk
éni Bpopdtov pudvov Aéyetanr 10 Ovelap, GAAG mov el Svnouv
é¢mtidelov oUtm kodeltan, Omolév Tt kol 6 &AnBNg Svelpoc. of Mwo-
coypdpot pévtot éni Bpdpatog v AéErv 18u(dlecBon @)acty.

8 (d1aLecBan pactv Henrichs (coll. Valk ad Eust. 800.42; Eust. 867.53) : idiacav cod.

The Glossographs evidently liked to find words for edibles in the
Homeric poems (cf. fr. 10), whereas the parodist Matro of Pitane liked
to insert new ones;’! cf. above, 123.

fr. 24: Agamemnon to Nestor:

® yépov, €10, dg Bupdg évi o1iBecor pilotory,
¢ 101 yovvaB’ énorto, Bin 8¢ to1 funedoc ein
&ALG o€ YHpog telpet Opotiov: . . .. (A 313-315)

24a sch. Ai™m (Ariston.) ad A 315a: (GAAG o€ Yipag telpel opotiov:)
61 ol TAwocoypdgpot dpoliov 10 KaKov.

24b Eust. 476.44: onpelovviol ydp ol moAaiol O Opoliov 1OV
1tom1:nv énl eodAov )»auBavew "Ani{wv YoOv Kol Hpo&opog ooy,
6t ot kaccoypwpm opotiov xatd 81oupeow P00l 10 KOKOV, oxov
“yfipog telper opotiov’” (I 315) ko ‘vetkog opotiov éuPole péoov’’
(cf. A 444) kol ‘‘Odvorov pev opoiliov’’ (y 236) kol ‘‘“1éAog opotiov
noAépov’’ (cf. I 440-441), tvo ein opoliov mepl O mdvreg Gpoimg
Sidketvtan ¢ yohendv. 10 péviol elnelv yRpog Ouotliov 10 Opoleg
nooLv émkelpevoy 101G émtelvopévorg elg 10 CRv edvontov pév, ovk
dpéoxel 8¢ T01g TAAOLOTG,

7! The text is now reprinted at Supplementum Hellenisticum, ed. H. Lloyd-Jones and
P. Parsons (Berlin-New York 1983) 259 ff., including the celebrated Seinvd por évvene,
Moboa, toAdtpoga kol paAo toAAd . . . (fr. 534.1).
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1 &AAé—r1elper supplevi, opottov suppl. Erbse

cf. sch. min. ad A 315 (P. Dura 3, v. 11 [ii A.D.; cf. M. Gronewald, ZPE 44 [1981] 178]):

OLLOLLOV KOKOV.

The fact that ouoliog/-ov appears as the epithet of various evils
(yipag, vetkog, Bdvatog, télog moAéuov) evidently led the TAwoco-
ypdeot simply to equate it with evil. This is, of course, an over-
simplification and fails to do justice to the word’s relation to opotéw.
In this case, however, the Glossographs seem to have based their
definition on a comparison of various passages (cf. above, fr. 11).

fr.25:  &vBa dVw vixtag 8vo T’ fipoto kipott TNY®d
nAaleto (sc. 'Odvooeic), oAl 8¢ ol kpadin npotidooet’
SAebpov.
(e 388-389)

sch. EPQV ad ¢ 388: xVpott nny®d: ol pév MAoccoypdgot péhovt kol
16X VP D, YUXP® AdLOAUTE. TIVEG O YoAnvolw. Kpelooov OE eVTaYel,
eVTpaQel Ko evpeyéDet.

1 ol pév yYAwoooypdeot] om. EPQ 2 yuyp® adiodvtw] om. PV 3 ante edtpagel hab. D
Kol

cf. sch. D ad T" 197: nnyeciudAAw: . .. €plov anyov €xovtl, 6 €0t ANKTOV, el1e pédav,
e1e Aevkdv; Hsch. m 2150: mnyectpdAAe: . . . anyov yop 10 eVTPaQES: TIVEG OE Aevkov
10 TINYOV, ot 8¢ pédav; sch. T (ex.) ad I 124a: nnyovg: nélavog. . .; sim. sch. Call. Aet.
2a, 52 (I1, p. 104 Pf.); Et. Gen. (AB): nnyog (-@g B): . . . onuaivel 8¢ ko to péhov katd
SiaAextov; Et. Gud. 465.1; EM 669.20; Eust. 403.42: 10 8¢ nnyecipoAAw dvtl 100
pedavopdAdw; eund. 740.50: tnyolg 8¢ innovg 10V eVRAYETG AfYel Kol 6Tepeovc: o1 O
nadatol BéAovot voely péhavog. . . : eund. 1539.42: i xod GAAwG KDHO TNYOV TO pHEAOY
Katd Tive YAdooav, 60ev kal kp1og év TAddt anyesipaAiog (I' 197).

Did the Glossographs have dialectal evidence to support their
definition nnyog = péAag (cf. Et. Gen. s.v.)? Or is their definition likely
rather to have been inferred from ' 197-198 (dpverd piv ywye éiokw
TNYESIUAAA®, | 6 T° 0ldv péya v Siépyeton dpyevvdwv)? In any
case, it seems that underlying sch. € 388 is a critique (of Aristarchan
provenance?) of their view on the grounds that it ignores etymology
(cf. kpelttov Ot evmayel ...). Aristarchus is likely also to have
pointed out that their definition is ill adapted to & 388.
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fr. 26: Having noticed his guest’s weeping during Demodocus’ song of
Troy, Alcinous asks for an explanation:

eint & 6 1t Khalerg kai 0&vpeon Fvdobt Buud

"Apyelov Aavadv 188 TA{ov oltov dxovmy.

70V 8¢ Beol pév ted€av, EnexkAmoavto & Shebpov
avBpdnorg, iva ot xol ésoopévoloty Goldn.

7 tic ot kol TNOg &mépBito TALEB mpd

£6010¢ v, YauBpog i nevBepde, of te ndhota

kndiotol teAéBovot ned’ aipd te xoi yévog adtdv;

1 (¢ mov kad £tolpog Avip Keyoplopéva eldag,

£60A4c; énel oV pév 11 xao1yviiTolo xepelnv

ylyveton 8¢ kev £taipog v menvupévo. eidf. (0 577-586)

sch. T ad 0 581: 7 tic Tot kol NG copds K TovTov dnAodton STt
mog 6{V} kot émyopiayv oixelog i A0, GAL’ (oV)) £T0lpog, G ol
noAlol tdv Mhwocoypdony - émeéper yobv dvtidiactéAlwv *“f o
T1¢ kol €taipog dvrip’’ (B 584), 6piopdv mordv. N @hia yop Stav Tig
v oavtdv fmrndevpatov {nAwtng toxn, Omep dnlot S 10D
“keyoplopéva’’ mpdrttetv: (0 88 mnog kol olkelog GAAQ eV Keyo-
pLopévo Tpdrtel) ovx dAAo 8¢, 810 TpooéBnke 10 *‘écOAdS” (0 582).

26 West: o0 cod. |émyopiav Henrichs, coll. Ap. S. 131.22 Bekker, sch. D ad 6 581 et "
163, Hsch. n 2219, Ep. Hom. n 121 : énwvuplav cod. |ody suppl. West 6-7 0 d&¢—
npattet] suppl. West.

cf. Eust. 1611.21: onueiocon 8¢ 811 nepi nmod kol €taipov épntioag 6 PaciAelg ovk
¢olymoev 0vdt Tovg ke’ aipo, eindv “ued’ oiud te kod yévog adtdv,” olovel Adywv
&g elmep mnod péuvnuon kol Etapov, ToALD TPOTEPOV MEPL CUYYEVODG EPWTH. TOVTOV
8¢ évdelkTikdv kol O N Tlg Tol kol mnog dmépbito’’: O yap KAI ovvdeopog
Sevtepevelv dnAot 10V mnov tob €€ ainatog yévous. t@v Ot pnbeicdv olkerotitwv
01001 TIg KaTd TOV rowThv 1 Sradpectg. 1@v i’ odg AvmovpeBa, ol pév mnol eloy,
ToVTéoTIV &yx1oTol Ko KANTOl ovuyyevelq mopd TO md, 10 KIdpou, dv kidiotol
yopuPpodc kol mevBepde, ol & pYoeL cuyyevels. kol Tovtmv ol puév atpa, Mg of moideg, ot
8¢ amAdg Yévog, Og dedpol adtavéyiol dveytol. elot 8¢ Tiveg kol ovdEtepov TovTOLY,
TOVTECTLY 0UTE Ol 0VTE GUYYEVELG, GAL’ ETOipot.

The argument adduced tells against the Glossographs’ nndg =
¢toipog; also, one expects the interpretation of the MAwocoypdgpor to
meet with rejection rather than approval; hence West’s supplements.

fr.27:  “Hpn & eiceide xpvodBpovog deBaipotor
ota6’ €€ OVAdumoLo Ao plov - adtika &’ Eyve
TOV P&V ToLTVVoVTOL LAV Gvo Kudidverpov
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avtokaotyvntov kol daépa, xoipe 88 Buud . . . (Z 153-156)

sch. A (Ariston.) ad = 155: t0v pév moimvuovio: 61Tt 10 TOITVVOVTOL
gvepyoivid €otiv, oVy m¢ oi NAwocoypdeot molovot 10 mormviely
Srakovelv éx 100 “‘ag 1dov "Hearotov dia dwpata rorrvdovia’ (A
600).

cf. sch. D ad A 600: roinviovta: évepyodvta, dtakovodvta; Theogn. Orth. 129 (AO
2.23.16): notnviet, dtakovet.

Cf. above, 123 and 129.

fr. 28: Hector to Paris:

Adomopt, 180¢ Ep1oTE, YovaLovEc, ATEPOTEVT,

ol®’ eelec dyovdg T’ épevou dyopde v’ dmoAéoBon -

kol xe 10 Bovroiuny, kol kev ToA képdiov fev

i oVt Aofnv T éuevan xail VoyLov GAA®Y.

1 mov Koyyohdwot kdpm koudwvteg Ayouol,

QAVTEG APLOTHO TPOUOV EUUEVAL, OVVEKD, KOAOV

180G én°, GAL’ ok €01t Bin @peciv 008€ Tig kY. . . . (I 39-45)

sch. A (Ariston.) ad T 44b: @dvteg dprotha (mpduov Eupevor): 41t
KOTO GLYKOTNV TOV Tpduayov elpnkev, ovy m¢ ol MAwcscoypdpot TOV
BoaciAia.

1 pavteg aprotiio] npopov Bekker|npduov éupevon supplevi

cf. sch. A (Ariston.) ad X 85c: un 8¢ npduog (otaco tovTe: 611 COPRG MPSUOG O
TPOUaY0G, 0y 6 BaciAevs; Ap. S. 135.22: npduocg: 6 BaciAeve, 6 ot Tpdpoyog.

One can see how the Glossographs’ interpretation npdpog =
BaoiAevg could have originated from TI' 44 or another such passage
where the meaning ‘‘king’’ seems, at least at first glance, to fit. How-
ever, as a definition, Tpduayog is a better semantic fit, whether or not
one accepts it as the etymology as well.”?

fr. 29: Phoenix to Achilles (the subject is Meleager):

72 H. Frisk, Griechisches etymologisches Worterbuch 2 (Heidelberg 1970) s.v. npdpoc,
is still prepared to entertain it as a possibility; cf. also P. Chantraine, Dictionnaire
étymologique de la langue grecque 3 (Paris 1968) 941, s.v. npdpoc.
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f (sc. KAeoratpn) § ve nopxatéhekto x6Aov Bupadyéo nésowv,
&€ dpéwv untpoc xexohmpévog, i pa Beotot

ROAN’ dxéovs’ paiTo Kas1yviTolo eévoro,

noAAQ Ot kol Yoty moAvedpPny xepoiv dAoia

KtkAoxovs’ "Atdny kai narviv Mepoegdveray,

npdyvu xabelopévn, devovio 8¢ ddxpuot kéAnor,

mondi dépev Bdvatov - thic 8’ fepogottic 'Epivig

#xhvev é€ "EpéBecory, dpeidryov ftop €xovoa. (I 565-572)

sch. T (ex.) ad I 570: rpdyvv xaBelopévn: rovteddg xabnuévn, 6An
nopetpévn, tva théov ) 10 néBog. oi 8& Mwocoypdgot ‘éni yévv'.

cf. sch. D ad I 570: npéyvv: eig yévaro; Et. Orion. 126.10: tpéyvv: olov npéyovu (Lar-
cher: mpoiiyn cod.) katd ovykomiy, 6§ €0Tt OkAdooL. kol §| TpS GvTi ThHe Exl, €mi Yvu,
unde Et. Gen. (AB) s.v. npdxvv, unde EM 691.50 (brevius Et. Gud. 483.37); Eust.
775.12: 10 8¢ “‘mpdyvv’’ énlppnud 0Tt mordTNTOg Kot dnAot 10 €nl Yovu kol mg elnely
TPOYOVY, Kol KOTO GVYKOTTV Kol TPOTHY TPSYVL.

Cf. above, 124.

fr.30:  (&woev 8¢ o€ un T BN Tapd xElAeoL MO
0OASuevov Moetev § ©° dxipoerdeg G8wde. . . .
10 Kol GTPEVYOREVE Tep AviiAuBev €x xopdTolo
VeV LOALG, TOGLEG OE Topov Tk Adport’ Exevov
POPUOKOELG POTOLY GALYKLOL TOold Te BooKag
dptalig aiyuntioly vrevvacBelon veosoolg
dANote pev tAnyiiot véov Bpopfria yaotpog
#xBadev év priviyEiv dvootpoxa, ToAAdKL Voo
Sopvouévn ddorotov vrEk Yovov Ekyee youn.

(Nic. Alex. 279-280, 291-297).

sch. Nic. Alex. 291a: 1® kol OTPELYOUEV®: EAALVOUEV® T GUVEYO-
Héva- ol 8t TAwes0oYpapoL Koth 0TPAyYo AROAAVUEVEQ.

cf. sch. H (sim. B et V) ad p 351: otpevyesfou: kot otpdyye ¢BelpesBaun, iyouv kat’
OAlyov; sch. Ap. Rh. 4.1058a (= Didym. fr. 34, p. 69 Schm.): ctpevyopévors: ¢Beipo-
uévolg kel kotomovoupévolg fi kot tpocdiotpiBouvoiy - 80ev xai o1pdyE 1 katd Bpoxd
Tpoesic 100 Udatog. oltm Aldupog Hsch. o 1989: otpedyopon: SotpiPow, dp’ ob xai
o1pdy, N katd Bpay b npdeotg.
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The Glossographs’ definition was based upon O 512 and p 351, the
two Homeric passages in which otpetyesBon occurs, in each of which,
as Valk observed, it is used ‘‘by persons who prefer to die at once
instead of dnBa& otpevyesBon.’’® Their definition, based evidently
both on etymology and (Homeric) context, is ill adapted to Nic. Alex.
291, where we need rather the prior definition of the scholium
(EAavvouéve i ocvvexouéve; ‘‘distressed”’ Gow-Scholfield). This
case illustrates how Homeric exegesis infiltrates that of the minor hex-
ameter poets (cf. above, 122). This doctrine of the Mlwccoypdgot
exercised some influence, since an etymological connection of ctpayE
and otpedyecBan was still accepted by Didymus and Hesychius.

fr. 31: Ajax to Hector:

GALN’ O UEV €V VIIEGGL KOP®OVIGL TOVTOTOPOLGL

KELT' Amounvicog Ayouéuvovt, Totuévt Ao@v

Nuetc 8’ elpév totot ol &v cébev dvTidcopey

kol ToAéeg: QAN dipye wayng 6¢ nroAéporo. (H 229-232)

31a sch. b (ex.) ad H 231al: (1olot:) oi MAwocoypdpot o Tolor GvTi

Yo

100 dryaBoi- 30ev xal KaAAipayog 1@ ‘‘tolwv Tdel’” kéypntou (fr.
627).

1 le. add. Bekker | alt. rotor Bekker: totobtot b 2 1] 16 C|toiwv] totov C|del cod. : det
Meineke, Vindic. Strab. 211

If Pfeiffer is right in suspecting that the words tolwv del conceal a
Callimachean fragment, we have here an instance of the influence of a
doctrine of the Glossographoi on a poet (cf. above, 128).74

3 Valk (above, n. 8) 1.266; O 511-512 (Ajax to his companions): PéAtepov,
anoAéoBou Eva xpovov e Pravon, | i dnBd otpedyesBour év aiviy Sntotiti; u 350-351
(Eurylochus urges his companions to kill the cattle of the Sun): BovAopu’ &ro mpog
kDo yovov and Bupov 6Aéooa |fi dnba otpevyesBar Edov év viiow épriun. Valk goes
on to discuss the use of this verb by Apollonius Rhodius and Callimachus; it remains
moot, however, whether they were influenced by the Glossographoi or by their own
interpretations of the Homeric passages.

74 Valk (above, n. 8) 1.183, n. 241, finds tofoc = yaBdc at Ap. Rh. 2.468-470, where
Paraebius is the speaker: & @(lot, odx dpa mévteg vnépProt dvdpeg Eaoiy, | 0vd’
evepyesing auviipoves: g xai 88’ &vip | totog €dv Sedp’ AABev, £ov uépov Sepa
Saeln. But surely the qualities understood under totlog are implied by the preceding
statement (totog = ov) VnépProg 008’ edepyesIng dpuviinwv).
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31b The mourning for Patroclus:

g €pad’ (sc. Ax1Ahedc), oi & umEov doAréeg, npxe & "AyiAAede.
oi 8¢ Tpig mepi vekpov EdTpryag HAooa ITmovg

pvpduevor - petd 8¢ oL Oétic ydov iuepov dpoe.

devovto ywéuobot, devovio 8¢ tevyen pwTOV

ddicpuot - totov yap ndBeov urotwpa edforo. (¥ 12-16)

31b! sch. A (Ariston.) ad ¥ 16al: dxpuot Tolov yap: 81t odEnTLRddG
10 10T0V, 0VY, (g ol T'Awocoypdgor d&lodatv, dyaBdv.

31b2 sch. bT ad ¥ 16a2: tolov yop n6Beov: Tolov odENTIKDG KTl
#upacty. oi 8t Thwocoypdeot dvti 100 dyaBdv fikovoav.

3 totov—rtotov T : om. b : totov (ut le.) Erbse 3—4|xata épgootv T : kol Bovpoactixdg
UET’ EPPACEMS, TV’ 1) TOV péyav kol nepifontov b

cf. Hsch. T 1068: totot: tot00701, &yo.fol.

Failing to understand the adverbial use of totov (= ‘‘so much’’; cf.
ad fr. 32a below), the Glossographoi resorted to the definition totov =
&yoBév; however, D. Blank moots the possibility that the Glossographs
merely meant ‘‘tolov, i.e., &yoBdv,”” and that their intentions were
misunderstood or misrepresented by our sources (cf. above, 124).

X3

31c¢ Priam and his children mourn the death of Hector:

To1dec uev motép’ el kaBrjuevor €vdoBev adAfig
ddxpuoty elpot’ Epupov, 6 &’ &v uéccoilot YepoiOg

Evtondg 8v xAolvn kekoADUUEVOG: el OE TOAAT

KOmpog €NV xe@oAf Te kol oV Evi Tolo YEPOVTOG,

™MV po. kvAvSdpevoc katouioato xepoiv efot. (Q 161-165)

sch. A (Ariston.) ad Q 164a: kénpoc énv ke@aAf te (xol adyEévt 1010
Yépovtoc): 61t 10 tolo ovk £ty dyalBod, g oi TAwocoypdpor, GAAY
Bavpostikig TotovTov. . . .

1-2 le. supp. Villoison

“‘Remarkable that toto is interpreted by both parties as if it were
totov’’ (M. L. West).
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31d Menelaus to Peisistratus, son of Nestor:

® UA’, émel too0 elneg 86 Gv mERVUREVOG vy
eimot kol Pé€ete, xal O¢ Tpoyevéstepog ein -
T0l0v Y0P Kol ToTpde, O kol menvupéva Balets.
(8 204-206)

31d! sch. H ad & 206: tolov: dvti 100 T0100T0V, OVY, Mg ol MAwcco-
YpAoL, Taviwg &yoBod.

31d? Eust. 1492.9: {ctéov 8¢ &1 10 ‘‘tolov yop matpde’” (& 206) ot
IMwccoypdeot &vti 100 dyaBod pacty, o Té tolotd oydAia Aéyet.

fr. 32: Thetis’ visit to Hephaestus:

t0v 8’ ebp’ 1dpdovto EAMccdpevoy mepi pucog
onevdovia - 1pinodog yop €e(K0C1 TAVTOG ETEVYEV
£otdueval Tepl Totyov évotobéog ueydpoto,
xpYoeo 8¢ 69’ V1O xdxAo Exdotw muOuévi Ofixev,
Sppa ol avtépotor Betov dvcaiat’ dydvo
NS’ adTig TPdC ddpa veoloto, Bodpa idécBau.
ot 8’ fitot téac0v pev €xov 1Aog, ovata &’ oY T
doudddea Tpocéxelto - 1d P’ fipTuE, KOmTE O decpovc.
(T 372-379)

32a sch. bT (ex. [ex. + Ariston.]) ad £ 378b: tdc{c)ov uév €xov téloc,
(oot &’ ovnw): 16c{c)ov T dvti 100 GAov bT *‘O¢ 10 uév dAAo
1600V gotviE v’ (¥ 454)- oltwg Ydp @not mpdg T map’ OAlYoV TETE-
Aeopévo. ol 8¢ Mwoocoypdgor t6c(c)ov dvti 100 10 cdpc. T ol d€,
£nl T060VTOV E0y 0V 10 TéA0g oTE TV Wrwv mpocdetcBot. Tiveg &
t0c00Vv 10 Aotndv. bT

1 téo0v T : corr. Maass 2 oUata 8" oUno suppl. Erbse|técov T : corr. Maass | 8¢ Erbse :
g T 3 téoov Maass : totov T 4 téoov T : corr. Maass 5 t0] om. T 6 1écc0v] t6c0v T

The Glossographs posited a simple antithesis of the c®uo and
ovorto of Hephaestus’ tripods, the former of which is complete, the
latter still needing to be added. They thus mistook the epic usage by
which t6c(c)ov (adv.) = ‘‘to such an extent,”” for which other inter-
preters aptly cited ¥ 454.

32b Confrontation of Achilles and Hector:
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010g 8’ dotp elot et AoTPAGL VUKTOG AUOAYD
€omnepog, 0¢ kAAAMGTOG €v 0Vpavd {oTorTon dotrp,
O¢ alypufic anélopn’ evrixeog, v &p’ "AxtAledg
naAlev de€iteph) ppovéwv kokov “Extopt diw,
eloopowv xpoa kKaAov, Onn eieie pahiora.
700 8¢ ko dAAO TOoOV UEV €xe xpda Y aAkeD TEVYED,
kaAd, t& [Motpdkioro Binv évapiée kataxtdg:
@aiveto &' ) kAnideg dn’ Buwv odyév’ éxovot,
Aovkaviny, ive. te yoyfic dxiotog SAeBpoc:
Tf ¢ éni o pepodt’ Elac’ Eyxei dlog Axidiev. . . .
(X 317-326)

sch. T ad X 322a2: ot 8& M'AwGG0YpdpoL 1660V GVTlL TOD CDYA.

32¢c  ’Apyeiol 8 év dydvi kaBrjuevor elcopdmvto

{rrovg- 1ol 8¢ nétovto xoviovieg nedioo.

np@tog &’ 'I8opeveng Kpntav dydg éppdoad’ inmovc:

670 YOp £KT0G Aydvog VmépTatog &v mepLni) -

1010 &’ divevBev £6vtog OpoxkAntipog dkovoog

£yvo, ppaocoto &’ Innov dpirpenéa Tpovyovid,

d¢ 10 pév dALo 1600V PotviE Ry, &v 8¢ petdne

AevkoOv oo T€TuKTo Tepltpoyov oTe ujvn. (¥ 448-455)
sch. bT (ex.) ad ¥ 454b: 8¢ 10 pév dAAo téc0v (potvi& fv): técov T
Avti 100 SAov ottm ydp gnot npdg 10 Top’ SAlyov teTeAEcpéva. ol
d¢ TAwocoypdpot Técov vl 10D 10 cidpoe. Xoparéov (fr. 20 We.2)
8¢ pnot Tov¢ To10vToVE IrmoVE dipioToug elvarn. bT73

sch. (cum le. téccov émdpapétnv) primo loco ad ¥ 433 occurit in T 1 le. codicis T
suppl. Erbse : om. b 3 téccov b|t0 om. b
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