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THE FRAGMENTS OF
HELIODORUS HOMERICUS

ANDREW R. Dyck

a. Introduction

N light of H. Erbse’s path-breaking edition of the Iliadic scholia and

a number of studies of individual figures that have followed in its
wake,! the history of early Homeric exegesis is gradually becoming
clear. We still, however, need a modern edition of the fragments with
commentary for so major a figure as Aristarchus; and the new edition
of Aristophanes of Byzantium does not provide text and commentary
for the Homeric exegesis, as it does for the other fragments.2 Another,
albeit lesser, desideratum is for such treatment of the fragments of
Heliodorus, who is cited forty-six times in extant recensions of the Lex-
icon Homericum of Apollonius Sophista,® thrice with approbation,*
four times with preference for an alternative explanation.’

V Scholia Graeca in Homeri Iliadem (scholia vetera), recensuit H. Erbse, 7 voll. (Ber-
lin 1969-88); Die Fragmente des Grammatikers Dionysios Thrax, ed. K. Linke, Die
Fragmente der Grammatiker Tyrannion und Diokles, ed. W.Haas, Apions [A@dcoot
‘Ounprxat, ed. S. Neitzel, SGLG 3 (Berlin/New York 1977); I frammenti dei grammatici
Agathokles, Hellanikos, Ptolemaios Epithetes, ed. F. Montanari, Lesbonax Ilepl oynud-
tov (of uncertain date), ed. D. L. Blank, The Fragments of Comanus of Naucratis, ed.
A.R. Dyck, SGLG 7 (Berlin/New York 1988); id., “The Glossographoi,” this journal 91
(1987) 119-60.

2 Aristophanis Byzantii Fragmenta post A. Nauck collegit, testimoniis ornavit, brevi
commentario instruxit W.J. Slater, SGLG 6 (Berlin/New York 1986), pp. 175-210.
Also, E.Duke’s new edition of Seleucus announced by Erbse (previous note) 1,
LXXXVII, is still awaited.

3 Cf. A. Henrichs and W. Miiller, “Apollonios Sophistes, Homerlexikon,” Collectanea
Papyrologica: Texts Published in Honor of H.C. Youtie, 1 (Bonn 1976) 34, n. 25.

4 Frr. 34, 36 and 51; cf. fr. 7 (‘(HMd8wpog 'Aprotapyeiog petagpdlwy .. .). In fr.
50, too, he clearly prefers Heliodorus’ view to Apion’s; cf. fr. *22, in the event that
Heliodorus’ name should be restored.

5 Frr. 14, 17, 42 and 46. Cf. also fr. 44, where Apollonius prefers the explanation of
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In marked contrast to Apion, with whom Apollonius Sophista juxta-
poses his name thirteen times if one accepts the restoration of Helio-
dorus’ name in fr. *22 and counts fr. 30 from Cyril, almost certainly
via Apollonius, nothing is known of Heliodorus’ - life.® His
identification with Heliodorus the metrician has been mooted on
grounds that Irenaeus, attested as the pupil of the metrician, had glosso-
graphic interests (Su. et 190: E{pnvaioc . . . pabntig ‘HAwoddpov 100
petpikod ...). But if the compilers of the Suda had merely found
‘pupil of Heliodorus’ in their source, might they not have inserted ‘the
metrician’ (the Homerist’s work being, apart from citations in Apollo-
nius Sophista and the dependent tradition, hardly known in later times),
to distinguish him from the novelist? The other argument adduced in
favor of the identification is that the grammarian and metrician were
contemporaries. But this argument, too, depends upon the veracity of
the reference in the Suda, since the metrician’s terminus post quem is
inferred from the fact that he cites Seleucus and his terminus ante quem
from the fact that his pupil (?) Irenaeus is cited by Erotian at the end of
the century.” But if, as, in view of their similarity of interests, one
would expect, Irenaeus was the pupil of the Homerist, rather than the
metrician, the latter’s first-century terminus ante quem collapses. Thus,
though the identification cannot be ruled out, it has less in its favor than
has sometimes been supposed. Though an interest in metre and in
Homeric studies could both reside in a single individual (Aristophanes
of Byzantium being a ready instance), one searches in vain for a frag-
ment of the Homerist which betrays any interest in metre.

The one certain terminus post quem for Heliodorus is Aristarchus, in
whose ‘manner’ ('Apiotopyeing) he is said, in fr. 7, to proceed. How-

unnamed “others” to that of Aristarchus and leaves Heliodorus’ and another, anonymous
account without comment, and ad fr. 19.

S Frr. 16, *22, 24, 28, 30, 34, 36, 37, 41, 42, 48, 49, 50: cf. Horst Schenck, Die Quel-
len des Homerlexikons des Apollonios Sophistes 1961 diss. (Hamburg 1974) 35; I exclude
sch. D.T. 183.11 (&g 8¢ Aédwpog ko 'Aniwv év 1@ mepl TdV otoryelwv . . .); but these
two authors are also juxtaposed by Pamphilus (apud Ath. 11.501d and 14.642¢); the
transmitted text should therefore not be tampered with: cf. Cohn, RE 1.2 (1894),
2806.35 ff. and 5.1 (1903), 709.66 ff. On Apion’s life cf. Cohn, RE 12 (1894), 2803.
41 ff.; an RE article on our Heliodorus is lacking; Eustathius read a version of the four-
man commentary attributed to Apion and Herodorus, the latter surely corrupted from our
grammarian’s name; cf. F. Ritschl, Opuscula philologica 1 (Lipsiae 1866) 117.

7 Cf. J. H. Lipsius, Neue Jahrbb. f. Phil. u. Paed. 81 (1860) 609-10, who cites Su. et
190, and, on the metrician’s date, Cohn, RE 5.2 (1905), 2120.49 ff.
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ever, the fact that Apollonius so often —though not exclusively — cites
him in juxtaposition with Apion suggests that the two Homerists were
contemporaries who wrote immediately prior to Apollonius;? hence he
had to read and take account of the views of both, rather than cite one
via the other (as Ritschl had supposed®).

Since so large a proportion of Heliodorus’ fragments is preserved in
the Lexicon Homericum of Apollonius Sophista, it is worth noting that
this text, dating from the second half of the first century AD., is
transmitted, in abridged form, in the tenth century codex Coislinianus
graecus 345 (C); I have checked Bekker’s edition of our glosses against
a microfilm of the original. In addition, portions of the text, sometimes
in fuller recension, have come to light on papyrus.!® Of particular
interest is the fact that P. Berol. inv. 16705 (s. V-VI), includes five
fragments of Heliodorus (frr. 3, 5, 6, 13 and 14 below), none previ-
ously found in a version of Apollonius Sophista (though three of
them — frr. 3, 13 and 14 below — were previously known from Hesy-
chius). In view of the fact that we can trace no certain direct use of
Heliodorus subsequent to Apollonius Sophista, the citations in the
papyrus should not be ascribed to post-Apollonian augmentation.!!

Heliodorus is likely to have written an Odyssean commentary used
by Apollonius Sophista. The fact that Apollonius explicitly ties Helio-
dorus’ comments to specific passages on a number of occasions!Z
makes it clear that he has used a source keyed closely to a text, as a

8 Schenck (n. 6 above) 36; cf. ad fr. 48 below on the possibility that Heliodorus
responded to Apion’s work.

9 Cf. Ritschl (n. 6 above), 117 (Apollonius knew Heliodorus only via Apion),
exploded by Schenck (n. 6 above) 35, who points out the implausibility of assuming that
in all passages where Heliodorus is cited either alone or in company with other grammari-
ans a reference to Apion has fallen out.

10.Cf, A. Henrichs and W. Miiller (n. 3 above) 29, n. 5, where items published to that
date are cited, and 30 ff. for publication of further fragments; cf. in the interim T. Renner,
“Three New Homerica on Papyrus,” this journal 83 (1979) 321-31; M. W. Haslam, “A
New Papyrus Text of Apollonius Sophista,” ZPE 49 (1982) 31-38.

1 Though such augmentation did take place: cf. 2 propos Ap. S. 156.16-22 — a series
of non-Homeric glosses possibly interpolated from Pamphilus —H. Erbse, Beitrige zur
Uberlieferung der lliasscholien, Zetemata 24 (Munich 1960) 429 f., esp. 430, n. 1. The
editio princeps of P. Berol. was by Henrichs and Miiller (n. 3 above); supplements ar=
theirs, unless otherwise indicated.

12 Frr. 2, 3 (cf. test.), 4, 6, 7, 11, 12, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 24, 25, 26, 27, 37, 38, 39,
44, 45,46, 47.
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commentary, but not a lexicon, would be. Also, as M. W. Haslam
observes, in spite of Apollonius’ tendency to reduce his sources to
glossographic form, such comments as fr. 7 (xaB0 00 xotvoig xp@vron
vépoig a propos the Cyclopes’ epithet &@epictwv at 1 106) and fr. 34
(the hands to be understood as object of oyopévn in  141) are ill
adapted to the lexicon format.!?> These characteristics would, however,
not rule out a monograph on Odyssean problems; and various frag-
ments of Heliodorus deal with the Homeric arag or dig elpnuéva, well
known {ntripoto and the like!'* that one would expect to be so treated.
Yet such a format seems less likely than a commentary because of the
admixture of a number of routine glosses on unremarkable voces
Homericae;'® though a commentator might feel constrained to offer
definitions for such items, the author of a learned monograph could
easily have eschewed them.

Occasionally, like Apollonius Sophista, other alphabetically
arranged lexica of antiquity and the Byzantine period (Et. Orion. and to
some extent Ep. Hom., Et. Gen.; the Suda, with its stricter alphabetiza-
tion, is, of course, an exception), displays a method of composition
based upon successive use of a fixed number of sources. In particular,
the glosses sometimes tend to fall into series by the order of the
occurrence of the lemmata in the Odyssey.'® These patterns, together
with the lemma-form, are often useful in determining the verse to
which the gloss referred (see ad fir. 1, 5, 12 [a particularly striking
instance], 29, 32, 40, 45). The reason is that Apollonius’ basic source
was a collection of glosses corresponding to our D-scholia arranged in
commentary form.!” Hence the commonest form of the Heliodorus
glosses: an anonymous explanation (usually corresponding to a gloss
preserved in the D-scholia) followed by one attributed to our gram-

13 Any attempt to infer from our one testimonium (=Hsch. ep. ad Eulog. 31 ff. Latte) a
work of Heliodorus with the word Aé€erg in its title is doomed by both by this fact and the
fact that Hesychius knew our grammarian only via Apollonius Sophista (see below).

14 Cf. n. 109 and 110 below, as well as frr. 12 and 20.

5Fm. 1, 6, 8, 25, 26, 31, 33, 37, 38.

16 For the similar arrangement of glosses in the alphabetical collections of Ep. Hom.
see Epimerismi Homerici, ed. A. Dyck, SGLG 5/1 (Berlin-New York 1983) 8 ff.

17.Cf. H. Gattiker, Das Verhiltnis des Homerlexikons des Apollonios Sophistes zu den
Homerscholien, diss. (Zurich 1945), as modified by H. Erbse (n. 11 above) 408 f. and
Schenck (n. 6 above) 6 ff., as well as the latter’s sample analysis of 10 pages of Bekker’s
edition 146 ff.
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marian.'® Apollonius does, of course, sometimes add Iliadic to Odys-
sean material or vice-versa; if so, this is ordinarily clearly signalled by
a quotation.

In spite of the fact that lemma-forms, context and quotations can
serve as a control, it is not always clear which of several possible
Homeric passages prompted Heliodorus’ comments. The Apollonian
context is sometimes itself ambivalent, as in the case of frr. 8 (aiBona
olvov), 41 (tpntotot), 42 (1piyAnva), 43 (Vypov &houov);!? in other
cases, Ap. S. C gives us no aid, the glosses being extant only in other
lexica (frr. 9, 23, 30). Therefore I have, for practical reasons, presented
the fragments preserved in the lexicographical tradition alphabetically
by gloss.

The degree to which these lexicographically attested fragments bear
on the Odyssey, rather than the /liad, is striking (see “Index of Passages
discussed by Heliodorus”). In only one instance does Apollonius’
gloss appear to refer unambiguously to the Iliad, namely fr. 46, where
the lemma is followed immediately by év 1 Q 1f¢ TAiddog and then
by the citation of Heliodorus. Note, however, that this gloss is posi-
tioned between two Odyssean glosses (159.12 vrepponAicarto: p 268;
159.27 vrootaxvorto: v 212), so that it is by no means impossible
that Apollonius found Heliodorus’ view under x 279, rather than Q 248,
and added the Iliadic reference suo Marte. Even the Apollonian
glosses show, however, that Heliodorus did not ignore the lliad: in fr.
18 he cites E 880 a propos P 185; on the other hand, it is doubtful that
fr. 19 includes his comments on IT 150 and T 400 or that in fr. 26 he
commented on I' 25-26 as well as £ 89 (see ad locc.).

Habent sua fata libelli. Posterity was not kind to Heliodorus. In
spite of Hesychius’ reference to him in his letter to Eulogius (T 1
below), Apollonius is very likely to have been the last author to make
direct use of his work. Hesychius’ citations are agreed to be via
Apollonius;?° the same is doubtless true of the one fragment (30)

18Frr. 3,4,6,8,9, 11, 13, 15, 25, 27, 29, 32, 39, 40; occasionally dg xai "HAédwpog
or the like is appended at the end (cf. frr. 1 and 26).

19 In this case the ambiguity results from the fact that there are only two preserved Y-
glosses, the other being Vyp& xéievBo; however, since both are far commoner in the
Odyssey (the latter by a ratio of 4:1, bypov £Aonov by a ratio of 3:1), both glosses are
likely to derive from an Odyssean commentary.

20 pgce Ritschl (n. 6 above) 116; cf. Schenck (n. 6 above) 32.
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known only from Cyril’s lexicon;2! and the version of the Zvvaywyn
Aé€ewv ypnoipwv used by both Photius and the Suda included some
glosses from Apollonius Sophista in its earlier form and added still
more in process of expansion;2? hence the fragments thus attested.??

The non-lexicographical fragments, 52 and 53, pertain respectively
to the accentuation of ANAPIAY and IMAX and to the punctuation of E
297; the context of both being unclear and the authenticity of fr. **54
being in considerable doubt, there is insufficient evidence to posit the
existence of an Iliadic commentary as well. I have, however, again for
practical reasons, arranged these fragments in the order of the passage
of the Iliad referred to. I have marked fragments in which the name of
Heliodorus has been conjecturally restored by an asterisk (*) and a par-
ticularly doubtful restoration with double asterisk (**). I have not ordi-
narily burdened the critical apparatus with itacistic errors or confusions
of € and ou or indicated variants in the apparatus testimoniorum. The
parallels collected under each gloss are intended to illustrate only the
doctrines of Heliodorus.?*

21 Cf. Schenck (n. 6 above) 32.

22 Cf. Henrichs and Miiller (n. 3 above) n. 46, 38 f.; G. Wentzel, “Beitrige zur
Geschichte der griechischen Lexikographen,” Sb. d. preuss. Akad. d. Wiss. zu Berlin,
1895, 481-82 = LGM (n. 24 below) 5-6.

23 Schenck (n. 6 above) 28 and 31 was prepared to include Heliodorus’ name in
Apollonius’ text by conjecture for fr. 4, but not for fr. 9.

24 The following works are cited by abbreviation:

“Amm.” Ammonii qui dicitur liber De adfinium vocabulorum differen-
tia, ed. K. Nickau (Leipzig 1966)

Antisthenes . . . Socraticorum Reliquiae, ed. G. Giannantoni 2 (Rome 1983)

Giannantoni 319-407

AO Anecdota Graeca e codd. manuscriptis bibliothecarum
Oxoniensium, ed. J.A. Cramer, 4 voll. (Oxford 1835-37)

AP Anecdota Graeca e codd. manuscriptis bibliothecae regiae
Parisiensis, ed. J.A. Cramer, 4 voll. (Oxford 1839—41)

“Apio” Gl. Hom. Apionis Glossae Homericae, ed. in: A.Ludwich, Uber die

Homerischen Glossen Apions, Philol. 74 (1917) 20547 and 75
(1918) 95-127 = LGM 283-358

Apio Apions TA@ccon ‘Ounpikaer, hrsg. v. S. Neitzel, SGLG 3
(Berlin-New York 1977)

Ap. S. Apollonii Sophistae Lexicon Homericum, ed. 1. Bekker (Berlin
1833)

Ap.S.... St Apollonii Sophistae Lexicon Homericum, ed. K. Steinicke [litt.

-8 tantum], diss. (Gottingen 1957)
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Ba. Synagoges recensio b, ed. in: Anecdota Graeca ex codd. mss.
bibl. reg. Paris., 1, ed. L. Bachmann (Leipzig 1828)

Chantraine Pierre Chantraine, Dictionnaire étymologique de la langue
grecque. Histoire des mots, 4 vols. (Paris 1968-80)

Choer. Th. Theodosii Alexandrini Canones, Georgii Choerobosci Scholia,

Sophronii Patriarchae Alexandrini Excerpta, ed. A. Hilgard, 2
voll. (Leipzig 1889-94)

Crat. Mall. . . . Mette Cratetis Mallotae fragmenta selecta, ed. H.-J. Mette, Sphairo-
poiia. Untersuchungen zur Kosmologie des Krates von Per-
gamon (Munich 1936): frr. 1-51, pp. 103-298, and Para-
teresis. Untersuchungen zur Sprachtheorie des Krates von
Pergamon (Halle [Saale] 1952): frr. 52-86, pp. 67-185

Didym. Didymi Chalcenteri grammatici Alexandrini Fragmenta, ed.
M. Schmidt (Leipzig 1854)

Ecl. Exhoyal Srogdpev Aékewv, ed. J.A. Cramer in: AO 2.
427-87

EM Etymologicum Magnum, ed. Th. Gaisford (Oxford 1848)

Ep. Hom. Epimerismi Homerici, 2, ed. A. Dyck (in press)

Ep. alph. Empepiopol xotd otogelov, ed. J.A. Cramer in: AO
2.331-426

Epit. Cath. pr. ’Emtoun tfig KaBohikfig Mpooediag ‘Hpwdiavod, rec. M.
Schmidt (Jena 1860)

Et. Gen. o — Etymologicum Magnum Genuinum, Symeonis Etymologicum

GHOCYERMG una cum Magna Grammatica, Etymologicum Magnum auctum,

ed. F. Lasserre-N. Livadaras, 1 (Rome 1976); other citations
are from my collation of photographs of

Et. Gen. A Vaticanus gr. 1818, X/XI cen.
Et. Gen. B Laurentianus S. Marci 304, a. 994
Et. Gud. . . . Stef. Etymologicum Gudianum quod vocatur, ed. A. De Stefani, 2

fasc. (Leipzig 1909-20); other citations are from my collation
of photographs or microfilm of

Et. Gud. c Vindobon. philos. gr. 23, XILI. cen.
Et. Gud. d Vatic. Barberin. gr. 70 (olim Barberin. I 70), XI. cen.
Et. Gud. z Paris. suppl. gr. 172, XIII. cen.
Et. Orion. G Orionis Thebani Etymologicon, ed. F.G. Sturz (Leipzig 1820:
G = Paris. 2653, s. XVI)
Et. Sym. a— see Et. Gen. o — duwocyénog
GpooYénng
Eust. Eustathii archiepiscopi Thessalonicensis Commentarii ad

Homeri lliadem, ed. M.van der Valk, 4 voll. (Leiden
1971-88); Eustathii archiepiscopi Thessalonicensis Commen-
tarii in Odysseam, 2 voll. (Leipzig 1825-26)

FGrHist Die Fragmente der griechischen Historiker, ed. F. Jacoby, 3
Teile so far published (Berlin 1923-)
Frisk H. Frisk, Griechisches Etymologisches Worterbuch, 3 voll.

(Heidelberg 1960-72)
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Glossogr.
Hainsworth
Hdn.
Heubeck

Io. Al

Lehrs, Ar.3
Hsch.

Lex. Alp.
A€E. Op.
LGM

Meth.
Nic.

Philox.
Phot.
Phot. o.-8

Poll.
Porph. Q. H.

Ptol. Asc.

Reitzenstein, Gesch.

Russo

Zﬂ

b
sch. Ap. Rh.

Andrew R. Dyck

Glossographorum fragmenta, ed. A. Dyck, “The Glosso-
graphoi,” this journal 91 (1987) 119-60

J.B. Hainsworth on €-0 in: A Commentary on Homer’s Odys-
sey, 1 (Oxford 1988)

Herodiani Technici Reliquiae, ed. A. Lentz, 2 voll. (Leipzig
1867-70)

A. Heubeck on 1-p and y-0 in: A Commentary on Homer's
Odyssey, 2-3 (Oxford 1989-92)

IQANNOY AAEZEANAPEQY TONIKA TITAPAITEAMATA,
AIAIOY HPQAIANOY IIEPI IXHMATQN, ed. G. Dindorf
(Leipzig 1825)

K. Lehrs, De Aristarchi studiis Homericis, 3rd edn. (Leipzig
1883)

Hesychii Alexandrini Lexicon, ed. K. Latte, 2 voll. [-O]
(Copenhagen 1953-66); the rest in: Hesychii Alexandrini Lexi-
con, ed. M. Schmidt, voll. 3—4 (Jena 1861-62)

Lexicon Atpwdetv, quod vocatur, ed. A. Dyck (in press)
Scholia Minora in Homeri lliadem, ed. V.de Marco, 1:
AEZEIZ OMHPIKAI codd. Urb. CLVII et Selestadiensis CVII,
fasc. 1 (Vatican City 1946)

Lexica Graeca Minora, selegit K. Latte, disposuit et praefatus
est H. Erbse (Hildesheim 1965)

Methodius, lexicographer

Nicanoris [lept TAiaxfig otiyufig reliquiae emendatiores, ed.
L. Friedldnder (Ko6nigsberg 1850)

Die Fragmente des Grammatikers Philoxenos, ed. Chr. Theo-
doridis, SGLG 2 (Berlin-New York 1976)

Dotiov 100 natprdpyov Aéewv cuvaywyd, descr. R. Porson,
ed. P. Dobree, 2 voll. (Cambridge 1822)

Photii Patriarchae Lexicon, 1 (A-A), ed. Chr. Theodoridis
(Berlin-New York 1982)

Pollucis Onomasticon, ed. E. Bethe, 3 voll. (Leipzig 1900-37)
Porphyrii  Quaestionum  Homericarum  reliquias  ed.
H. Schrader, 2 voll. (Leipzig 1880-90)

Ptolemaei Ascalonitae fragmenta, ed. M. Baege, De Ptolemaeo
Ascalonita (Halle 1882)

R. Reitzenstein, Geschichte der griechischen Etymologika
(Leipzig 1897)

J. Russo on p-v in: A Commentary on Homer’s Odyssey, 3
(Oxford 1992)

Lexici Segueriani Zuvoywyn Aé€ewv xpnoilnwv inscripti pars
prima e cod. Coisl. 347 [only a], ed. C. Boysen (Marburg
1891) = LGM 12-38

Tuvoywyhg recensio aucta

Scholia in Apollonium Rhodium vetera, ed. C. Wendel (Berlin
1935)
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sch. Ar. Scholia in Aristophanem, ediderunt edendave curaverunt
W.J.W. Koster et D.Holwerda (Groningen-Amsterdam
1960-); the rest in: Scholia Graeca in Aristophanem, ed.
F. Diibner (Paris 1842)

sch. Ar. Lys. Scholia in Aristophanis Lysistratam ed., Prolegomena de fon-
tibus scholiorum scripsit G. Stein, diss. (Gottingen 1891)
sch. Din Il scholia Didymi quae vocantur in Iliadem; ed. princ.: J. Lascaris

(Rome 1517); here cited from: ‘Ouripov Thidg xoi €ilg adtiyv
oxdMa yevdeniypoga Addpov (Ex Bedtpov dv 'Ofovig

1675)

sch. D in Od. Didymi antiquissimi auctoris Interpretatio in Odysseam (Ven-
ice 1528)

sch. Il Scholia Graeca in Homeri Iliadem (scholia vetera), ed.
H. Erbse, 7 voll. (Berlin 1969-88)

sch. Lyc. Lycophronis Alexandra, ed. E. Scheer, vol. 2 scholia continens
(Berlin 1908)

sch. Nic. Al. Scholia in Nicandri Alexipharmaca, post U.C. Bussemaker ed.
M. Geymonat (Milan 1974)

sch. Nic. Th. Scholia in Nicandri Theriaca cum glossis, ed. A. Crugnola
(Milan-Varese 1971)

sch. Od. Scholia in Homeri Odyssea o. 1-309 auctiora et emendatiora,

ed. A.Ludwich, ind. lect. (Konigsberg 1888-90, rp. Hil-
desheim 1966); the rest in: Scholia Graeca in Homeri Odys-
seam, ed. G. Dindorf, 2 voll. (Oxford 1855)

sch. Pi. Scholia vetera in Pindari carmina, ed. A.B. Drachmann, 3 voll.
(Leipzig 1903-27)

sch. Thuc. Scholia in Thucydidem, ed. C. Hude (Leipzig 1927)

SGLG Sammlung griechischer und lateinischer Grammatiker

Stanford The Odyssey of Homer, ed. with . . . Introduction, Commentary

and Indexes by W.B. Stanford, 2 vols., 2nd edn. rp. with altera-
tions and additions (London 1965)

Su. Suidae Lexicon, ed. A. Adler, 5 voll. Leipzig 1928-38

Tim. Timaei Sophistae Lexicon vocum Platonicarum, ed. David
Ruhnken, ed. sec. (Leiden 1789)

Tryph. Tryphonis Grammatici Alexandrini Fragmenta, ed. A. de Vel-
sen (Berlin 1853)

Tyrann. Die Fragmente der Grammatiker Tyrannion und Diokles, ed.
W. Haas SGLG 3 (Berlin-New York 1977) 79-184

Vill. Apollonii Sophistae Lexicon Graecum lliadis et Odysseae, ed.
J.B.C. d’Ansse de Villoison, 2 voll. (Paris 1773)

West S.R. West on a-8 in: A Commentary on Homer’s Odyssey, 1
(Oxford 1988)

Zon. Iohannis Zonarae Lexicon., ed. LLA.H. Tittmann, 2 voll.

(Leipzig 1808).
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b. Testimonium

Hsch. ep. ad Eulogium 31 sq. Latte: oV yap 6kviiom petd mappnoiog
einelv 61 1@v "Aprotdpyov kol "Anniovog xai ‘HAModdpov AéEewv
evmopioag, kai 1o BipAio npocbeig Aoyeviavod, & npdtov kol péy-
otov Umdpyer mAeovéktuo doutds, 18iq xepl yYpapwv €yd, petd
ndong 6pBétnTog Kol dxpifecTding YpoORg KATA TOV YPOUUOTIKOV
‘Hpwdravév, Aé&v pev ovdepiov mopéhmov xelpévny év adtolg,
AL kol TAeloTog 00y eVphv TpoctéBerxa.

c. Fragmenta

1) Preserved in the Lexicographical Tradition

1 Ap.S. 8.4: dyaxAvtd, (y 388): &yov dvopootd, ag kel HAddwpog.

cf. sch. D ad y 388: dydxAvto: dyov évdoa; Hsch. o 289: dydkAvta: dyav évdoa fi
&yov draPePfonpéva; Ep. alph. (AO 2.343.12): dyoxAvtde: éx oD &yav kol t6 kAvtdg,
6 &vdoog 10V10 éx 100 KAéw, 10 So&dlw, katd petdBectv 100 € elg v KMo kol
KAVTOG.

Used once each in the lliad (Z 436 of Idomeneus) and Theogony (v.
945 of Hephaestus), &yoxAvtog surpasses dryokAeirtdg in popularity
with the poet of the Odyssey, who uses it of things as well as persons.
Heliodorus’ explanation, based upon a division into component parts, is
quite routine and is similar to that attested in the D-scholium ad y 388.
It is this verse (though possibly y 428) that our gloss evidently refers to;
after a group of glosses of mixed provenance, ours appears to be the
first of a brief series of Odyssean glosses, being followed by 8.5 &ypo-
tépog (€ 133) and dyhadkopmor (n 113).

2 Ap. S. 5.4: tfoyomalduebo: ‘HMSEBwpog &yav mpooexeinebo
“GAA’ 81e 81 (uiv) mdvteg Toyomaldued’ é€epéovteg” (cf. x 249).

2 pv] suppl. Steinicke ex Hom.

cf. sch. T ad x 249: &yaldueBa: dyov npoocexeipeBa xal éAnapodpev kol €enAnTed-
ueba.

Verse k 249 depicts the efforts of the remaining crewmen to elicit
information from Eurylochus, who has returned thoroughly shaken
after watching his companions turned to swine by Circe. The
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apparatus critici of modern editions give dyonoldued’ as Heliodorus’
reading in this verse; but surely what Heliodorus did was to propound
the doctrine correctly reported in the T scholium ad loc., namely to
gloss &yaldued’ (or, possibly, dyocodued’, the other plausible ancient
variant) as &yov npooekeipeBo. The error will have arisen, as M. W.
Haslam observes, under the influence of the preceding gloss dyorald-
pevor. The form of the quotation will then have been adjusted to agree
with the new lemma. If all three of sch. T’s definitions derive ulti-
mately from Heliodorus, he was evidently again guided, as Haslam
suggests, by an etymology (aydlopon < dyov &lopon [cf. é€emAntrd-
nebal).z

3a Ap. S. Berol. inv. 16705 fr. B recto, gl. 3:

ke & k3 ’ NI ~ ke
[&8ev]xéi: dmeorkdn i ddexer, di-
’ e /’ k3 ’
npocdokntml. ‘HAédwpog averkd[ota].

3b Ap. S. 9.15: &devkéi: 1itol 1® dmeorkdti A olov Gdexel, Anpocdo-
kit “adevkél kelton OAEBpw” (v.I. a 46). év 8¢ 1§ A ‘Odvooceiag
“adevkéi” (8 489) ('HAOSwpog ) dverkdoto.

5 &devkéi ketran OAEOpo secl. Steinicke, ketton 6Aé0pe ante alt. &:devkei inserens 6
post Steinicke supplevi

hinc Hsch. a 1073: &devkéi: dneoikdt. olovel ddoxel, dnpocdokel. ‘HAMISwpog 8¢
onowv avelkdote. ol 8¢ &devkrig: adtdpxmg; cf. sch. D ad & 489: &devkéi: dnpoo-
Soxnite, yolend; ibid. { 273: ddevxéo: oxAnpdv, yolendv; ibid. x 245: ddevkéo:
aviotépntov; sch. BE ad 8 489: 0A£0pw &devkéi: &dokel, dnpocdoxite, and Tod
Sevyw 10 déxopar. i mkp®, €k 10D & oTepNTLKOD poplov kei T0D yAedkog; sch. B ad §
273: ¢fjuv ddevkéo: And 10D yAeDkog dyAevkéa kod ddevkéa. § TV dnpocdSkntov,
6mo 100 dépkw, 10 PAérw. A THv mkpdv, f TV deovii; ibid. HQ: &nd tod Sedrog:
adevkéo 0By v mkpav xai dedxog un Exovoav; ibid. E: dnpoodékntov: mapd o
doxetv. kai &devkrig, dmevkéa Tve odoav v moAvmkpov; Et. Orion. G 24.20
(>8elkw), unde Et. Gen. (B) o 63 (Et. Sym. a 129) et Et. Gud. 21.1 Stef.; sch. Ap. Rh.
1.1037-8b: ddevkéog Ektobev dmg: 0d mpoonvode, dneotxviog, mkpdg: Sedkog yap
0 YAvkY ... fi deavodg xoi dmpoopdtov, mopd 1O delkw; sim. ibid. 2.267b et
2.388-91b—; EM 16.26 ex Et. Gen. et sch. Ap. Rh. 1.1037-8b; Eust 1506.3, 1563.33,
1657.25

Appearing as a description of the death which Menelaus darkly

25 For Heliodorus’ putative sponsorship of variant readings see also ad frr. 17, *20 and
**54.
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suspects may have befallen some of his comrades on the expedition to
Troy during their voyage home and about which he asks Proteus (&
489)% or as the kind of reputation which Nausicaa shuns ({ 273) or of
the fate of Eurylochus’ unlucky companions, changed to swine by
Circe (x 245), adevkng clearly had an unpleasant meaning. The
ancient interpreters, agreeing on an alpha-privative formation, divided
between (a) those who thought the basic meaning ‘unexpected’ (to
devym, a posited by-form of déyopon) and (b) those who derived it
from yAebxog and hence found the sense ‘harsh, unpleasant’. Helio-
dorus’ interpretation ‘unconjectured’ arrives at a result not dissimilar to
(a) but is probably based on a different etymology (might he have
known a gloss corresponding to that preserved at Hsch. § 722: devxer :
opovtiler or dedxw = PAérw at EM 260.54?). Heliodorus’ definition
was minted for & 489 (cf. Ap. S. 9.15), where it is apt enough (though it
would not fit { 273). Modemn linguists despair of an etymology (cf.
Frisk ad loc.).

4 3b (Ba. 31.10): &divoto yéoro (T 316 al.): 10D d@pdwc Exxeopévov.
| “Zeprivav” 3¢ “adivéwev” (v 326) 1dv cvveydg ddovoav, 6 ‘HALG-
dwpog €.

1 &dwvoto] adivod Hom.

cf. Ap. S. 9.4: xai 81e gnoiv “&divoto ydo10” 10D dBpdwg éxxeopévov. éni 8 tfic T
payedlag 'Odvcoeiag “nd’ dg Zeprivav ddivdwv @Bdyyov dxovcev” (v 326; fik- C),
ouvexds ¢8ovadv, unde Hsch. o 1141; cf. sch. Tb (ex.) ad T 3156'% T (ex.) ad X 430g;
sch. bT (ex.) ad ¥ 17; bT (ex.) ad Q 123; sch. o 92, 8 320 et 721; Eust. 1394.32; de loco
v 326 al. (sc. = "déwv) “Apio” Gl. Hom. 212.16; Eust. 178.27 et 1949.27 (cf. sch. D ad I1
481)

The ancients already distinguished as many as five different senses of
&divéc in the Homeric poems.?’” The interpretation of the phrase
Zeipfivov &divdwv at y 326 was disputed between those who, like
Heliodorus, thought it bore something like its normal sense (he glossed
it as ovveyxc @dovodv) and those who, like the author of the collec-
tion of Homeric glosses circulated in antiquity under Apion’s name,?

26 Also Athena’s characterization of the death suffered by Aegisthus, if M. W. Haslam,
whom I have followed, is right in supposing Apollonius’ d.devkéi xettou 6AE0po a (pre-
viously unattested) v.l. at o 46 (these words were bracketed by previous editors).

27 «Apio” Gl. Hom. 212.14 ff.

28 On authenticity cf. CP 77 (1982) 277, n. 38 (though it would be nice to find yet
another opposition of Heliodorus and the real Apion).
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thought to give it a special sense = Ndéwv. Like Apollonius Sophista,
modern lexicographers group together £ 316 and y 326, where the
epithet is applied to sounds; and while they find reference to volume,
rather than duration of sound (‘vehement, loud’ as in LSJ s.v., 2.), they
rightly reject the ad hoc sense ‘sweet’.

A note on the transmission: This is one of four lexicographical frag-
ments not attested in an extant version of Apollonius Sophista (cf. frr.
9, 11 and 30); Apollonius does have the content but without Helio-
dorus’ name attached. It can be regarded as a virtual certainty that the
gloss entered the lexicographical tradition via a fuller version of
Apollonius than that now extant.?? The gloss does not yet occur in the
earlier version of the Zvvaywyn (%), which is a slightly expanded ver-
sion of the Lexicon Cyrilli, only in P, which G. Wentzel showed to
have been interpolated inter alia from Apollonius Sophista.?® Valk (ad
Eust. 178.26-29) thought that the problem of Zeiprivowv adivdwv in
326 would have been aired in a scholium no longer extant.

5 Ap. S. Berol. inv. 16705 fr. B recto, gl. 11:

aexng: ‘HA[6dwp]og [evkara]-
opovno[c .... Jkal...k. [

cf. Ap. S. 11.5: tdelkaotog: evkarappdvnog, év i T pawedie; sch. D ad T 124: of
ol aeikég: 0b dervov kol detkeg Kol Gmeotkdg kol 00 yokendv odtd; Hsch. o 1076:
aekés: kaxdv, okAnpov, dnpenég, edkatopdvntov, dneotkdg; sch. A (Did.) ad M
435a': ... dpewvov 8¢, pnoiv, derxéa, 1OV e0TEAR. . . . ; sch. D ad M 435: detkéa: tov

T on e e T, NI
€0TeAR] Kol oikTpov et ad Q 594: énel 0¥ por derkéa dddxev dmotva: €nel ovK evteAR
uot napéoye Adtpa . . .

Attempts to place the verse to which this gloss originally referred are
complicated by the incompleteness and corruption of P.Berol. and C
respectively and by the fact that the order of glosses in these two
witnesses diverges sharply. It seems likely, however, that deixric
(P.Berol.), not deixég (Hsch.), was the original form of the lemma, as
the form of the gloss in C (edkatagpbévntog) would indicate, in spite
of the corruption of C’s lemma.3! As to the order of glosses, note that

29 Cf. p. 5 above.

30 Cf. n. 22 above.

31 M. W. Haslam compares with tée{xoctog the following line of P.Berol., where he
suggests with a query fj ei]xal[ewv or [esBar. On the other hand, D. Blank suspects that

téelkootog may represent interference from dveikdoto, the last word of the gloss on
&8evkei (=fr. 3 above).
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divergences are to be explained by the more thoroughgoing alphabeti-
zation of P.Berol.,, whereby, however, m, 1 and &L are treated as
equivalent, as in the Suda (cf. gll. 11-13). Therefore the order in C is
closer to the original and, in this case, suggests that the reference of our
gloss is to v 66:32 the preceding gloss, delkéliov refers to v 259, the
following one, deikiag, to v 308. Therefore the reference to T (sc.
124) may be Apollonius’ means of changing to another definition (not
extant in C or P.Berol., but probably dneoixdg, preserved following
evkatagpdvntov by Hsch.) from a different source (cf. sch. D ad T
124); the fuller form of Apollonius’ gloss would then have been, e.g.,
derxric: ‘HAModwpog evkatappévntog: év 1 T paywdia dekég,
dneowkdc. Alternatively, one might, with M. W. Haslam, regard T as a
simple error for Y (sc. ‘'Odvooeiag); cf. Ap. S. 9.5, cited ad fr. 4 above,
and fr. 19 below. Thus Apollonius drew once again upon Heliodorus’
Odyssean commentary.

Heliodorus’ gloss would neatly fit the sense of v 366 (from Theo-
clymenus’ reply after his dire prophecy has been laughed at by the sui-
tors and Eurymachus has questioned his sanity): etol pot 6@Boiuor te
kol oBorta kol médeg dpew / xod véog év otifecot tetvypévog 0vdEY
OELKNG.

6 Ap. S. Berol. inv. 16705 fr. B recto, gl. 17:

delpog: aipag, HModwpog [év it a]
‘Odvooeiag tpooevéy[xag)].

cf. sch. D ad Z 264 (sim. AI™ [Ariston.] ad loc.): dewpe : mpdogepe, unde Diogen. (Hsch.
o 1303 [cf. 1304]; Su. 0. 636; EM 22.17; cf. Zon. 54); Ap. S. 10.21: delpog: éni pév 100
Bootalerv ... énl 8¢ 100 mpd{c)pepe (corr. Bekker) “un pot olvov deipe” (Z 264) xai
&v 1§ o 'O8vooeiog (141) “delpag” Tpocevéykag. efpnton 88 obrag, énel 6 Tpocpépwv
atper 10 mpocepduevov: kol aipelv 10 Tpoceéperv. dmd 8¢ tovTov Kol TOV dpTov
Gvopdcor, dg enowv 'AnoArédwpog (FGrHist 244 F 237); sch. Ar. Pac. 1; Eust. 641.18

At Z 26465 Hector, about to return to combat, instructs Hecuba: u1
pot oivov deipe peAippova, métvia pfitep, / uf p’ dmoyviaong
péveog, dAxnc 1€ AdBwpon, where depe was traditionally glossed as
npoogepe (sch. D ad loc.)—the starting-point for Apollodorus’
etymology of é&ptoc. Heliodorus applied this sense to deipag in its

32 The other occurrences of the masculine nominative singular being at x 308, @ 184, K
483 and @ 20.



The Fragments of Heliodorus Homericus 15

occurrence at o 141 as well (Sontpdg 8¢ kperdv mivokag nopéBnkev
Gelpag / mavtoiov . . .); sch. DEZ ad loc. takes a similar line in glos-
sing koploog.

7 Ap. S. 12.20: d&Bepiotov (1 106): év tf [ 'Odvooeiog ént 1@V
KukAdrwv émBétov Aeyopévou “KukAdnwv 8’ é¢ yotov dnepeLoimv
aBepiotmv” (1 106), 6 yoov ‘HAddwpog 'Aprotapyelong petappdlov
onoi, kaBd od xowolg ypdvion vopolg. 6 yap 'Apictapyog Adyer
dikalovg elvon tovg Kdkhomog éxtog 100 MoAveruov: ¢noi yodv
nepl o0tV “Oepioteder 8t Exaotog/ matdwv 18’ dAd v, 008’ GAAY-
Aov dAéyovorv” (1 114-15). 6 8¢ KvkAhwy éxk ¢ 16lag doePelag tept
o0Tdv gnoy “ov yop Kdxhwreg Alog aiyioyoto dAéyovoiv” (1 275),
Smep weddog: avtol Yap elowv ol Aéyovteg “el pev 01 un tig oe Prale-
Tou olov €dvtal, / voioov &’ ol g €ott Adg peydAov GAdacBon” (1

\ o 1%

410-11). xod éotiv 6Aog 6 Témog 0010¢ T@V TpoPAnudT@Y.

8 ainiéyov Hom. 108’]y Hom.

cf. Ap. S. 158.32 (s.v. vnepgiador): kai Tovg KvxAwnag ywpic tod MoAveripov dikal-
ovg Guvéstnoey, kai émi 100 “Kukddnwv 8’ &g yotav vrep@rddmv dBepictav’ tovg un
101¢ Korvolg vopolg xpmuévoug; cf. sch. H ad 1 106: dnepgrddov, &Bepictav: fi tdv
HEYEAOQLAV T chpaTL, T@V Sorinev yap N AéEig, dBenictwv 8¢ @V vduoig un xpo-
uévov - enoi yop “Oepioteder 8¢ Exootog naidwv 18’ dASxwv.” el yap Av &Beuictav
AR PO - P ,
avti 100 &dikav, ndg Aéyel “of pa Beotor nemorBdteg;” el & el TG, ko nddg 6 MoAy-
oNués enot “ov Kvxhoneg Atog aindyov dAéyovor” (1 275), oxoneltw 10 Tpdswnov,
611 MoAvgripov éotl 10D dpoedyov ko Onprddoug . . . dote MoAdenuov pévov Aéyel
Uneprigavov kol Gdixov, tovg 8¢ Aoimovg navtag KvkAwnog evoePetg xai Sikalovg
kol memotfdtog tolg Beolg, 60ev kol dvijkev adtolg adtopdtmg M YR ToVG Kapmovg;
ibid. sch. T: ndg vnepréAoug xoi &Bepictong kot mapavépovg eindv tovg Kdxdmnog
doBova mapda Bedv adtoig vndpyetv Aéyet 18 dyafd; pntéov odv S UreprdAoug ugv
Sua v drepoymv 100 cdpatog, dBepictoug 88 Tovg un VR xpwurévoug éyypdow Sk
” v " msou , LSy am

10 #xootov idiov dpyecBon: “Oepiotever 8¢ €xactog naldwv B8’ dAdxov” (1 115),
Snep dvoplag onuetov. "Aviic0évng 8¢ gnowv (cf. fr. 189 Giannantoni) dm udvov Tov
MoAdgnpov elvon &dikov: kol y&p 0Dt0g 100 ALdg Vrepdnng éotiv. ovkoby ol Aotmol
Sixouor- & tobro yap kal Ty yiiv adtolg ta ndvra dvadiddvar adtduatov, kol 10
un épyélesBor aviv Slkanov €pyov éotiv. GAN’ Eunpocbev Proiwv Piatovg, “of
opeag owvéskovto” (§ 6), donep xod tovg Myavtog: “Gonep vnepBipoiol Mydviesot
BaciAevev” (n 59), donep kil 100G Datakog PAantopévoug O’ adT@V HETAVASTH VL ;
sim. VB ad loc. et Eust. 1617.44

The words narrating the approach of Odysseus and his crew to the land
of the Cyclopes (KvAdnwv 8’ &g yalav vnepgidlov &Bepictov /
1x6ued’: 1 106-7) constituted a npéPAnua in antiquity (cf. the con-
cluding words of the fragment), though we know of no attempt to solve
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it by athetization or rewriting. The question was how to preserve a
consistent narrative point-of-view in the face of apparent contradic-
tions. Antisthenes (fr. 189 Giannantoni) already took the position that
Polyphemus was the one wrong-doer among the Cyclopes, a view
which Aristarchus seconded. Heliodorus’ contribution was to bring
this view into line with the epithet applied to the Cyclopes at 1 106, by
the morally neutral explanation that &8éuiotot should be taken to refer
to a lack of common (and written, adds — after Heliodorus? —sch. T
ad loc.) law. Apollonius goes on to support his statement that Helio-
dorus has glossed the word modo Aristarcheo by citing Aristarchus’
argument that the Cyclopes know no social organization beyond the
family unit (v 115) and his refusal to take at face value Polyphemus’
statement of 1 275 (0¥ KVxAmneg Ao aiyidyxov dAéyovorv) in light of
their reference to Zeus at1 410-11. No doubt the explanation of Orep-
@1dAwv in a purely physical, not moral, sense, the citation of the fact
that they obtain crops without labor (1 107 ff.) as proof of their piety
and the attempt to explain away their bad relations with the Phaeacians
(€ 6) all formed part of Aristarchus’ (and already Antisthenes’?) argu-
ment, which differentiates between the poet’s words and those of his
characters. This interpretation is less than satisfying to the modern
reader, who may well doubt that the facts of the poem allow for a sim-
ple moral characterization of the Cyclopes (cf. their treatment of the
Phaeacians!). In any event, this fragment shows Heliodorus working
along lines laid out by Aristarchus and thereby winning the (implicit)
approval of Apollonius Sophista.

8 Ap. S. 13.30: aiBona olvov (A 462 al.): fitor 1OV @voer Bepudv
(oiBerv yop 10 xolewv), i Tov pédava, og HAddwpog, fj TOV Aapmpov
Kol SVvoLLy.

1 aiBona C 1 tov Tolle: tff C

sim. “Apio” Gl. Hom. 292.4 (addito nuppdv interpretamento) 1 Oeppév] cf. Hsch. o
1876 (Oeppavtikdv) 1-2—péhava] cf. sch. D ad A 462; Et. Gen. a 197, unde EM
32.43 et Et. Sym. o 265, unde Zon. 68; Eust. 135.34 et 470.7 2 pélova] cf. Hsch.
(Cyrill.) o 1877; AéE. ‘Op. o 155

D. Blank suspects a tpdBAnua taking 1 346 (xitoovPlov petd xepoiv
& ov péhavog oivoto) as its starting-point: how could the péAag olvog
also be aiBoy? It is probable that in Heliodorus’ day two, if not more,
interpretations of aiBoy were in competiton: Oeppdg or pélag, both
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attested in the D-scholium to A 462, the former supported by an
etymology from oiBevv, the latter by a connection with the AiB{oneg.
Heliodorus preferred the latter; we can only guess at his reasons (did he
suppose it more likely that the Homeric epithet was based on the
immediate appearance of wine, rather than its effect when ingested?).

9 b (Phot. o 1043; Ba. 75.24): &Aocvdvng: Thig év &AMl cevopévne. 6
8¢ ‘HMSdwpog tii¢ Bohdoong dnédwkev.

1 oevopévng Haslam : yevopévng P 2 Baddoong Reitzenstein : Bohdw z Oadoo b,
v BdAacocov Ba.

cf. sch. D ad 8 404: &Aocvdvng: thg BaAdoong nopd 10 év dAl cevecBar, unde Hsch.
(Cyrill.) o 3248 et Su. o 1340; sch. PQ ad loc.: Booxriuata thg Baddoong, dg kol

GAAaxod “né 1l pot xoi xfitog émoocedn péyo Salpwv / (€€ GAdG) old Te ToAAX Tpéger
KATOG Aportpitn” (e 421-22); Ap. S. 21.21: dGAocddvnv: v év &AMl cevouévny, olov
évalov: “vemddeg xoAfig ahoovdvng” (8 404). ol pév tfic BaAdoong, éviol 8¢ tfig
’Aportpitng; de testimoniis inferioris aetatis cf. ad Ep. Hom. a 327 editionis eius, quam
praeparo

Like fr. 4 attested only in the Zuvoywyn, this fragment, too, surely
derives from a fuller version of Apollonius Sophista than C presents
(note that ol pév has supplanted Heliodorus’ name there).>> Besides &
404, quoted above, aAoocudvn occurs only in Aeneas’ speech to
Achilles at Y 204-5: gooi ot uév IInAfog dpispovog éxyovov elvor, /
untpog &’ éx @étdog kaAMmAoxduov dAlocvdvng. It is possible that,
as D. Blank suggests, a {fitnua underlies this, like the previous frag-
ment: how could both the vérnodec of & 404 and Thetis in Y 205 be said
to belong to aAocvdvn? In antiquity there were two competing solu-
tions: Heliodorus took it as a term for the sea in general; others saw in
it specifically a designation for Amphitrite; both views were probably
based on a comparison of € 421-22 (quoted above); proponents of the
second could also have cited p 96-97: . .. deA@ivdg te kvog Te Kol e
no0u petlov #Anot / xfitog, & popio Béoxer dydotovog ‘ApeLtpitn.
The meaning of the Odyssey-poet’s substantivized epithet may have
been obscure even to him;3* but the two ancient solutions amount to
much the same thing, since, as Stoll observed, Amphitrite appears in
the Odyssey essentially as an allegory of the sea.®
33 Cf. also ad fr. 41.
34 Cf. S. R. West ad 8 404.

35Cf. Stoll in W. H. Roscher (ed.), Ausfiihrliches Lexikon der griechischen und
romischen Mythologie 1 (Leipzig 1884-86) 318.33 f.
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10 Ap. S. 23.31: dAgnotiiot (o 349): évtipoig: Aéyer 8¢ Paciietory.
ottog ‘HModwpog.

cf. sch. D ad & 349: dAgnotiiowy : égevpetixols, émvontikols, éviipoig; Hsch. o 3329:
dAgnotic: 1x0vog eldog kai Evtipog: ibid. 3332; T (Phot. o 1069; Ba. 78.18); EM 73.1:
Aéyovtan xod oi évtipot xai tipol BoaociAelg A dpynotal; al. sch. BE ad o 349: dgn-
otfiov : émvontikolg, EQEVPETLKOLG, Amd T0D GAed, 10 evpiokm, &’ ob xal 10 dAgo;
sim. sch. D ad loc. et sch. ad { 8 et v 261 et Eust. 1224.45 et 1422.34; Meth. (Ep. Hom. c
331 et Et. Gen. a 557 et ea opera, quae inde pendent)

In the passage in question Telemachus chides Penelope for reproving
the minstrel for his choice of the return of the Achaeans from Troy as
the subject of his song: o¥ v 1’ dowdol / attior, GAAG mob Zedg
aiTog, 8¢ e 8ldwoiv / avdpdotv dAgnotiictv Snwg é8éAnoly éxdote
(o0 347-49). Since évtipoig is one of the glosses given here by the D-
scholium, Heliodorus’ contribution lay evidently in giving this sharper
point as Baciiedolv. Though suited to o 349, his explanation would
not fit other occurrences (£ 8, v 261); cf. ad fr. 3 above.

11 Hsch. o 3582: dueviivocev (N 562): doBevii énoincev. ‘HAddw-
pog 8¢ éml TV “vexdwv duevnva xapnva” (x 521, 536, A 29, 49) t&
adavénza.

cf. Ap. S. 27.3: dueviivocev: &obevii énoincev, kot oTépnoty 100 pévoug, 8 éott Thg
toyboc: “duevivocev 8¢ ol alxyuiv” (N 562). xoi duevnvég 6 dobevrig: “f xe Lag
Gevnvog £o. yaAxoto tunfict” (E 887); al. sch. D ad x 521: dpevnvd: doBevii, pévog
ovx &xovto fi cdpatog SVvapv: &nd 100 uévnv Exewv éxet v yoxrv; Eust. 1668.28:
“Ott 10 “moAAL 8¢ YouvodoBou vexdwv duevnva kdpnve” oikelov pnbivon 6te peciton
Tioiv elev yodvol kol AveeeAETs.

The epithet duevnvd used four times in the Odyssey in the phrase
vexvwv Guevnva kapmvo. was notoriously obscure even in antiquity; it
is one of the voces Homericae on which a father quizzes his son in
Aristophanes’ AowtaAfg (fr. 233 K.-A.). What we should probably
assume to have been the standard ancient interpretation preserved in
the D-scholium to x 521 is based on an analysis as an o-privative for-
mation to pévog (later revised, to accommodate the analogy of nétw
netvdc, to a deverbative from pévo : cf. Et. Gen. a 629 and its deriva-
tives). Similarly, Heliodorus, perhaps guided by a gloss pévog = voig
(cf. Hesch. p 861), understands the word to mean adiavontog, evi-
dently in the active sense ‘void of understanding’ (cf. LSJ s.v,, II).
This would fit well with the Homeric conception of the dead as attain-
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ing consciousness only when they drink blood.3¢ In view of the notori-
ous obscurity of this epithet, Heliodorus’ interpretation deserves
perhaps more attention than it commonly receives these days.?’

A

12 Ap. S. 29.9: duuopov (g 275): moTe pEv koKOUopov “Guuopog f)
tdyo xipn / oed Ecopan” (Z 408-9)- note 8¢ duorpog, dpuétoxog, “oin
&’ dupopdg ot Aoetp@v ‘Qxeavoto” (X 489, € 275)- Aéyer 8¢ {xoi }
éni thg "Apxtov. 10Dt0 8¢ elpnkev un Myvookaev §tt kol dAAa od
Svver- A mpoOg T mpoetpnuéva TV cvyKpiowy notettat. O 8& ‘HAddw-
pog enowv Bédtiov Adyelv Ot fyvder. O 8¢ Kpdang (F 25a Mette)
oUtag dvaytvaoketl “fi ©° a0tod otpépeton kol v Qpiova Soxeder /
{ol)” (T 488, & 274), uéypt 10U10V KaToAéywv: “n & dupopdg EoTt
AoeTpdV ‘Qkeavoto,” tva 10 cvpPePfnxoc adth kol (€¢’) Etéporg Tav
doTpV dxoUNTOL.

1 xokdpopov Tolle: kdppopov C | &upopog Villoison, ut Hom. : xdupopog C 3 xai]
del. Crénert 5 mpog ta Vill. : mapd 10 C 6 enowv Vill. : ga(orv) C 8 oi- suppl.
Helck 9 é£¢’] suppl. Wachsmuth

cf. Arist. Poet 1461a 20: kai 16 “oin 8’ Gpupopog” kot PETOPOPAy - 10 Yp Yvmpiudro-
tov pévov; Strab. 1.1.6 (p. 3): . . . 0vd& Kpdtng (F 25¢ Mette) odv 6pOic ypdper “oi - 7
8¢ (E. Maass, olog 8’ codd.) dppopdg éott AoeTp@v”, evymv To un eevktd. Bedtiov 8
‘HpaxAertog kai ‘Ounpikatepog, Opolng avtl apktikod v "Apktov dvopdlov (sq. Vs.
22 B 120 = fr. 62 M.); “Api.” Gl. Hom. 218.4 (=LGM 296.4): dupopov: 10 Koképo-
pov fi Tv duotpov; Porphyr. 1.225.25: &viotépntdv €011 10010 KATNYOPODOL HEV YO
Kato Tov mept THg "ApkTov Adyov @dokovtog “oin & dupopdc €ott Aoetpdv ‘Qxeo-
voto”: kaBdrov yop mdvra To év 1§ dpkTikd pf Svverv. Avorto 8’ Gv ék Thg Avogo-
pag T@V mpog & eipnTon Sid Tig Aééewg: elpnuévov yop “TIAniddag 8’ Yddag 1e 16 e
obévog 'Qpiwvog / "Apxtov 8, fiv kol "Apakov énikAnoly kaAéovowv, / § T’ adtod
otpégetan kol T 'Qplova dokever” (I 486-88), 10 “oin &’ &upopdc éott Aoetpdv”
(489) mpog todta T& pnBévia dotpa kol & cvykartadexBévio Exel TV dvapopdy.
kv Sropfiton 8¢ “of,” elto “Ny & dppopde ot Aoetpdv 'Qkeavoio” (=Crat. F 25b
M.), kata Aé&v \) Adorg Ondpyer; ex Ap. S. (brevius) Hsch. o 3707; sch. (ex.) T 489a!:
oin & dupopdg (Eott Aoetpdv ‘Qkeavoto): 10 oin ovk #xer v cdykpioty Tpdg
anovra 1o {ddio, AL npog péva T évretunopévo th donidi- bT elol yap xei dAla
un d¥vovta. b 1 xakdpopov] cf. sch. D ad Z 408; Su. o 1630; Et. Gen. o 658, unde EM
84.26 2 duorpog, apétoyoc] cf. sch. D ad T 489

Among the ancient {ntrjpota in the Homeric poems was the fact that

36 Cf. E. Rohde, Psyche. Seelencult und Unsterblichkeitsglaube der Griechen 9. u. 10.
Aufi,, 1 (Tiibingen 1925) 55 ff. = Engl. transl. 1, 36 ff.

371t is not mentioned, e.g., by A. Heubeck, in: A Commentary on Homer's Odyssey, 2
(Oxford 1989) ad x 521 or by Frisk s.v. duevnvég.— Note that Steinicke has added
‘HM6dwpog— &dravinta dnédwkev at Ap. S. 27.5.
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the Bear “alone” is said not to set (£ 489, € 275). Aristotle included
this as one of the examples of npoPAriuata in chapter 25 of the Poet-
ics. Some, like Crates of Mallos (fr. 25 M.), were prepared to resort to
a very tortured interpretation of the transmitted text (whereby the Bear
is said to watch Orion ‘for herself’ [o1]), in order to save the poet’s
reputation for scientific accuracy.’® Others wanted to restrict the
“alone” to the other constellations mentioned in context (Ap. S., sch.
[ex.] £ 489a'). Heliodorus, however, untroubled by the thought of the
poet’s scientific ignorance, readily conceded the point.>

That our lemma (Gupopov) pertains to € 275 (not £ 489) is clear
from its position within the group of A€€eig arranged in order of their
appearance within the Odyssey appended at the end of the AM-
series;*0 the sole anomaly is 29.28 dueoyanaléuevog, which may, as
M. W. Haslam suggests, have ousted a gloss on augayarnalov (€ 381)
and should therefore be one entry later:

29.5 duivrtopog: B 326
29.6 duow:y344

29.7 dueexdAoyev: & 618
29.8 dpoaocin: 6 704
29.9 dupopov: e 275
29.18 dueriAvBe: £ 122
29.19 dpoeigéxotev: 0 340
29.21 dugupopevowy: 1 164
29.22 dunoduevog: 1 247
29.23 dunyovin: 1295

38 Cf. the apt comment of Strabo (1.1.6 = Crates fr. 25¢ [p. 205, 4] M.): 008 Kpdtng
ovv 0pOag ypdiper “ol - 1) & dupopdc éott Aoetpdv”, pedywv T UM gevktd. On the text
of Crates’ interpretation cf. E. Maass, Aratea, Philologische Untersuchungen 12 (Berlin
1892), pp. 189-90.

39 In this regard, too, Heliodorus’ view contrasts with that of Apion, for whom the
opinion is attested 8T dotpoviépog “Ounpog (FGrHist 616 F 35a).

40 This appears to be the regular procedure; Haslam compares the Odyssey glosses at
the end of the AT- series: 8.4 &yoxAvtd y 388; 8.5 dypotépag { 133; 8.7 dyhadkopmot 1y
115; 8.9 dyanrvopo (n 170; this is the reading of C; rather than emend to -og, perhaps
posit a lacuna following the lemma); 8.11 dyvopevéov x 123; 8.12 dypnv p 330; 8.13
dyvoricoca v 15; 8.14 dyoropévov v 16; 8.16 dryxvAoxethon x 302; 8.18 dyvacooke W
95; 8.20 dyvoinoev (a surrogate for dyvoifior) © 218; 8.22 dyépfn @ 349. Note that
several of these attributions (8.16, 8.22) differ from Steinicke’s. It need hardly be said
that the implications of this compositional principle for the emendation of the text are
considerable.
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29.24 opoptioecBor:1 512
29.25 dpepépvkev: k 227
29.26 dueotépwbev: p 58
29.27 ’Apoitpitn: 97
29.28 dueayanalduevog: IT 192; cf. & 381
29.29 duotPrv: p 382
29.30 dueovdag (sic): p 237
29.32 'Apvico: T 188

29.33 aunfyoavol: t 560

30.1 duevnvav: 1 562

30.3  dupopinv:v 76

304 dueudooche: v 152
30.6 apapticovieg: ¢ 188
30.8 duncavteg: ¢ 301
30.9  dwuépdn: ¢ 290

30.10 du@éBeto: ¢ 431
30.12 dueéteca: v 196
30.14 durvuto: o 349.

13a Ap. S. Berol. inv. 16705 fr. A verso, gl. 58:

apueovdic (p 237): nep[i] 16 €dagog, [0 8]¢ 'HA[1]6[dwpoc]
AUEOTEPOILG TOLG XEPOIV.

13b Hsch. o 4153: dueovdic (p 237): nepi 10 €dapog. 6 8¢ HAModw-
POG GUPOTEPOILG TOIG XEPOLY £1¢ TO 00B0G PImTOV.

cf. sch. D ad p 237 (sim. sch. H): dpgovdic: nepl 10 €8apog; Orio laud. in Et. Gen. o
751 (=Reitzenstein, Gesch., p. 42.18), unde Et. Sym. o 839 et EM 93.17; Eust. 1818.60:
Aéyer 8¢ dppovdic épetoon 0 mpdg THi Yl plya, kot €61t TavTov Td TP YRV EAdcan.

At this point in the narrative Melanthius has just insulted beggar Odys-
seus and kicked him in the hip; Odysseus is considering the appropriate
response: 6 8¢ pepunipi&ev 'Odvooedg / ME petoifog pomdAm éx
Buudv #lotto, / B mpdg YNV éAdoele kdpn dueovdic delpac (p
235-37). M. W. Haslam is surely right in thinking the P.Berol. entry
defective and in need of supplementation at the end with Hesychius’
elg 10 ovdag pintov.*! Heliodorus, while accepting 008i¢ > 0080,
was dissatisfied with duel = nepi; he evidently felt the need for an

41 Cf. fr. 35 below, where Heliodorus likewise supplies the hands as object.
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instrument in parallel with pondA® in the preceding line. A different
instrument is provided by Fick’s duewdic from *apuewfadic ‘with
both ears’, which, based on an assumed error in petaypoppotiopds
from Old Attic to Ionic script, has won acceptance, e.g., from Bechtel,
Lexilogus, and Frisk s.v. dqueovdic. J. Russo (ad loc.) objects that the
result is a comic image inappropriate to the anger of Odysseus, whose
alternative is to murder Melanthius; but might he, in his anger, have
equally well thought such scurillous treatment exactly what Melanthius
deserved? On the other hand, LSJ, followed by Stanford (ad loc.), sees
the form as an adverbial extension of &uet on the analogy of duvdig to
opo; Stanford translates ‘gripping him round (sc. the middle)’, LSJ
‘lifting by the middle’; though possible, this interpretation seems less
plausible both semantically (the instrument — the middle — needs to be
supplied) and morphologically (there is no parallel for an extension in
-0vdig). One should, in any case, avoid taking refuge, with A. G. Tso-
panakis, in the lectio facilior &’ 00dog épelcag.*? Though his own
solution has failed to carry conviction, Heliodorus did put his finger on
a real difficulty, as the continuing controversy illustrates.

14a Ap. S. Berol. inv. 16705 fr. A verso:

avaxtopiniot (o 397): tlalc] deomoti[k]aic.
‘HModwpog el .. ]a.[... Jetong, Evior taig
fy[eluoviong,” Apigrapy[og] kai Bact-
Mxoig, onfep] BéAt[i]ov.

14b Hsch. o 4380: dvoktopinoi: 1alg deomotikoic 1 PaciAikoic
{bnnpecioug}. 6 88 'HMOdwpog toig dmo Aetafi}e: “Sainvicag Gu’
Yecorv dvaxtopinoy énésbw” (0 397).

7 drmpeciong] seclusi | Aetong C: corr. Schmidt

cf. Ap. S. 34.21: dvaxtopinot: taig 10d dvoktog, olov T0b deondtov: “Senviicag
8w’ B{1}ecowv avaxtopinor énésBu” (0 397). éviot 8¢ taig Myepoviong cuvenaxohov-
Belto. 6 8¢ 'Apiotopyog Tolg TdV Gvoktdpwv vidot, Snep oti Bédtiov; sch. B Vind.
133 ad o 397 (brevius Q): dvaxtopinowv: 6 pév 'Apictapyog tolg deonotikaig, O 8¢
"Aplotoedvng, Gv #xoctog dpyer, 60ev kol O xepdvok, cui sim. Eust. 1785.38:
avaxtoplog 8¢ Vog "Apiotapyog uév tdg Seonotikdg gnowv, ‘Apiotopdvng 8¢ dv #xa-
o106 Booxav dvdooet, § éotiy Bpxet. Amd TorovTov 88 dvdooely yiveton kal xelpdvoal

42 Apgovdic, Hellenika 12 (1951) 79-93.
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0 Tfig xe1pOG fi TdV v xepoiv dvdoowv. 2 toig deonotikaig] cf. Hsch. a 4379; T (Phot.
o 1528; Ba. 83.14; Su. a 1924)

Eumaeus, about to respond to beggar Odysseus’ query about his ori-
gins, contrasts their behavior with that of a hypothetical ‘other’: t@v &’
dMov Stiva kpadin kol Bupdg dvdyet, / evdétw EEeABdv- duo &
Mot earvouévnoet / detnviioog G’ Beaory dvaktopinotv énécbw. / vt
& évi khoin wivovté te ouvupéve te / k1ideoty dAA AV Teprmpeda
Aevyodéoiot, pvwopéve: . .. (0 395-400). 'Avaxtdplog as an epithet
occurs only in this passage; it derives from dvdxtmp, the agent noun to
dvdocw.*® Therefore Aristarchus’ explanation of dvaktopinot as the
swine ‘belonging to the master or king’ is very likely to be correct (it
is, in fact, accepted by modern scholarship [cf. LSJ s.v.]). In spite of
the reading reported by the first editors, it is hard to imagine that the
papyrus contained anything except Hesychius’ tailg dmd Aela{i}g.
M. W. Haslam suggests that Heliodorus could have arrived at this
definition by an etymology from dvdyw, if he equated this with &yw in
the sense ‘carry off as captives or booty’ (LSJ s.v. &yw 1.3.). See
addendum.

15a Ap. S. 35.17: d&vanvota (A 274): €xdnha, éEdxovota. O OF
‘HA68wpog dvayyeAta.

15b Phot. o 1625: dvdmvota: dvekAdAnta, dveEdkovota. 6 O
‘HA6dwpog avéyyedta kol dppnta. fi €€dyyelto kol €xdnia xol
¢€axovoro.

3 dveEaxovota] -au z

sch. BV ad A 274: dvdnuota: dva otépa naot AéyesBor kol movBdvesBor: fi Sid-
dnAa; Hsch. o 4533: dvdnvoto: @avepd, &vrikoo, dvaeavdd; T (Ba. 84.27; Su. o
2041): dvanvota: #kmvota, dAG; Et. Orion. G (31.3) s.v. dvadoyio: oty odv O
Adyog, &hoyog, Ghoyio kol pHetd thg a oteprioemg, kal GAAN otépnotg, dvoloyia. Tot-
obtov &€ éott kad 10 Avdnvuota, Té neptPonta- énkedvace 8¢ 10 v &v i Aéker Tf) dvar-
hoviq, &g év 16 dvaioyvvtog, dvoudrg, unde EM 97.39; Eust. 1684.36: dvdnvota 8¢
10 GKoVOTA fi Pavepd, Kol KoTd TOVG TOACLOVG EITELY, GV GTONO TGGL KEIPEVE TUV-
BdvecBon. yiveran 8¢ 1 AéELg mod 10D nevBm mevow, €€ ob miotic, | 8i” épwticeng
nabnoig, oG éx 100 kevow N KVOTIS. €K 3 10D THOTIG EnVoTov Kol GvdmvoTov, Kal
GALwg 8¢ elnelv, €x 100 ménvopal TéTLOTOL TVGTEV 1O GKOVOTOV Kol TAEOVAGU® T0D v
8t evpwviay dvénvotov.

43 Cf. Emnst Fraenkel, Geschichte der griechischen Nomina agentis auf -tip, -top, -tng
(-1-), 2 voll. (StraBburg 1910-12) at 1.18 and 2.22 f.; Ernst Risch, Wortbildung der
homerischen Sprache, 2. Aufl. (Berlin-New York 1974) § 40e.



24 Andrew R. Dyck

The Odyssean catalogue of women includes the earliest account of the
Oedipus saga: untépa v Oidunodoo 1dov, xaAny Emxdotmy, / f
uéya €pyov épekev Gidpeinat véoro, / ymuauévn @ vii- 6 8 ov matép’
#Eevapi&og / yiiuev: doap & dvdnvota Beol Béoav dvBpdnoioty. /
GAA’ O pev év OnPn moAvnpdre dAvea macywv / Kaduelov fivacoe
Bev dhodg S BovAdg (A 271-76). Though, like dpeovdic (fr. 13)
and dvoxtoprog (fr. 14), a Homeric dnaf, dvanvotog continued in use
in Ionic; thus Hdt. 6.64 and 6.66.3 clearly confirm the vulgate explana-
tion and refute Heliodorus, who wrongly interpreted the prefix as priva-
tive* and evidently referred this line (274) to the state of affairs during
Oedipus’ rule in Thebes (described in vv. 275-76), rather than to the
sequel.

16 Ap. S. 33.24: &vdpayBéor (x 121): odg xai &vnp Poaoctalwv
BapuvBein{v} &v vrepueyéBeirg dvrag AMBovg: “oi p’ and metpdov
avdpayBéor yepuadiorot BaAAiov” (ibid.). 6 ‘HM8wpog uéya Papog
nopexouévolg tolg avdpdotv, 6 8¢ 'Aniov (fr. 18 N.) tolg avdpdg
Bdpog éxovowv. A olov avdpayéoty, katd mapévBeoty 100 0, iv’ 7
101¢ AvdpdoLy dy0g ToLoVoLY.

1 100¢ C : corr. Bk. 2 BapuvBeinv C : corr. Bk. |’ Steinicke, ut Hom.: 8’ C 4
napeyopévorg Steinicke ex sch. k 121 : napeydpeve C

sch. B ad x 121: &v8payBéot xeppodiotot: ftor toig Suvapévorg &vdpa kartafapy-
vew. 7 Grep avtolg uev v xeppddia, dAhwv 8¢ dyxBogopripata- fi péya Papog nap-
éxovot tolg Baotdlovat ; sim. sch. Q ad loc.: péyo Bépog napéxovor toig Pactalov-
owv &vdpdot - fi evyevéot, toig duvapévorg dvdpa xotafoapiverv- fi peydroig; Hsch. a
4733: dvdpoyBéor: tolg Suvapévorg kail &vdpdorv dxBog moficon; EM 102.41:
avdpayBéot: tolg kol Gvdpag duvopévorg Bapivon dia péyeBog; Eust. 1651.9: AiBot
8¢ avpayBelc ot dvdpoPapeis, ol toig dAkorg avdpdotv EmayBii &v yévoivto gopri-
pato.

In the baleful encounter with the Laestrygonians, Antiphates follows
his cannibalism with a shout to his compatriots, which meets with this
response: oi &’ diovieg / goitwv ipBipor Aarotpuydveg dAAoBev
dAog, / puplot, ovk dvdpesoiy éoikdteg, GAAL MMyaouv. / ol p’ amo
netpdav dvdpoyBéc xeppadioiot / BAAov: . .. (k 118-22). Another
Homeric éno, &vdpaybéot is clearly compounded from cévdp- and
&xBog; on this point both Apion and Heliodorus are agreed. The
debate is over the precise relation of the two terms, whether the bould-

44 Cf. Heubeck ad loc., who sees the form as a contrary to &rv610G.



The Fragments of Heliodorus Homericus 25

ers are ‘of a man’s weight’ (Apion) or are a ‘burden for a man’ (sc. to
carry; Heliodorus). On Heliodorus’ interpretation dv8payBig would
be a verbal rection compound with the object as prior member based on
a verb *&y0ém (cf. Hsch. o 8869); on Apion’s view, a determinative
Bahuvrihi compound with the prior member in genitival relation to the
following substantive;* the accent would be the same in either case.*¢
Both explanations have evidently been developed from the context.
Neitzel (ad Apion fr. 18) thought Heliodorus’ interpretation preferable
because it emphasized, a fortiori, the gigantic size of the Laestrygoni-
ans (“... die Laistrygonen mit Steinen werfen, die gewohnliche
Mainner kaum tragen konnen”); but the same point emerges from
Apion’s explanation, since a burden of a man’s weight can hardly be
carried by a normal man, let alone thrown. Possibly Apion was
influenced, like Chantraine,*’ by the analogy of poAiPoy8rg ‘heavy
with lead, leaded’; the analogy is imperfect, however, since in our gloss
the prior member is not an added substance; note, too, that poAiBoy0rig
is attested no earlier than Philip, AP 6.103 (like Apion, 1st cen. A.D.).
Heliodorus’ interpretation seems closer to the epic thought-world; cf.
the description of a boulder’s weight at T 285-87: 6 8¢ yepuadiov
AGBe xepl / Alvelog, péya €pyov, & 00 dVo v’ dvdpe pépotev, / olot
vdv Bpotoi elc’ - 6 &€ v péa mdAAe xoi olog.

17 Ap. S. 34.4: &vé€opoan (T 27): év éuavtod EEw- “Eetvog 68’ - 0V yap
eypyov Gvé€opan 8¢ xev éufig ye / xoivikog amtntor” (1 27-28)-
oUtwg gnoiv 6 'HAModwpog. prinote 8& kowvdtepov elpnkev O NUELG,
611 00K &pyOV 1OV Edvov dvéCopon ExeLy.

1 épovtd C : corr. Bekker | post Egtvog verba 8’ o0 ydp habuit C*, del. C! 2 dpyov] ex
Hom. corr. Steinicke

cf. Hsch a 4906: &véEopon : dmopevd; Eust. 1853.54: “Eetvog 88’ o0 yap depyov
Gvé€opar 8¢ xev dufig ye / xoivixog ntnton xoi tiAoBev elAnAovBdg” (1 27-28) fiyouv
00delg Gpyog tpopriceton map’ éuol. Aeimer 8¢ 11 kol éviadBa év 1@d “ov yap depydv
&vé€opar” (1 27). Aéyer Yép, @G ok Gv dvaoyoinv apyov dvta fi Siayovta.

45 Cf. A. Debrunner, Griechische Wortbildungslehre (Heidelberg 1917) §§99 and 95
respectively; I apply this terminology to bring out the similarity in the practice of both
grammarians here to fr. 36 below; I assume that these differences were instinctively felt
even though a corresponding terminology was evidently lacking.

46 Cf. Hdn. 2.2.13 and 2.37.16, etc.

47 S.v. &xBopaur ; he explains &v8pory B¢ ‘qui fait la charge d’un homme’.
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Heliodorus is sometimes fairly scrupulous in respecting the force of
prefixes (cf. fir. 1, 25, 42, 48-49); however, he fudges a bit in fr. 18
(see ad loc.) and offers a false analysis of the prefix at fr. 15 (in taking
Gva- as an ¢-privative). In this instance it is difficult to believe, how-
ever, pace T. W. Allen (app. crit. ad t 27), that Heliodorus’ paraphrase
implies a variant reading évé€opai, since, as D. Blank points out, there
surely was no possibility of a petdopaocig involving dva-. Alterna-
tively, Heliodorus may have thought it necessary to posit a special
meaning for dvé€opan in this passage because it lacks the participial or
infinitival complement common with it in later Greek (note that
Apollonius’ paraphrase inserts such an infinitive). 'AvéyecBou with
accusative of person is, however, amply paralleled in the sense ‘suffer,
bear with’ (LSJ s.v. avéyw C.IL2.); hence Apollonius was right to
resist a special meaning here.

18 Ap. S. 32.13: &vécoupt: Gvomelcoupl, EROTPVVOLLL, TPOTPEYOL-
unv- “ei¢ edvnv &véoorput op{ot}wBfvar gddtt” (E 209). to100-
T6v €011 Kol 10 “00d¢ ke TnAéuoyov kexoAmuévov ®S’ dviel{ncg)” (B
185). 0¥k &vorykaidv enoiv {0 "ApioTapyog) ano thg aviag dkovely,
GAAG paAAOV Gmd oD dviévar. d1d kai dacvvtéov, (v’ | dvieing.
310 kol émoeépel “ocd oikw ddpov motidéyuevos” (B 186)- ol yap
Avmodvtéc Tivag 00 AapBdvovot ddpo. el uev odv amd Tig dviog, RV
&v 10 pipa dvigmg. €om yap ano thg devtépog cvlvylag TdV TEept-
OMOUEVAY, GVID GVIQE GVIG Og TIL® TILQS TILG Kol ATaTd Grotdg
Gmotd: kolbd oDV 10 eDKTIKOV TOD (TLU®) TILENV (TIHENG TILN) Ko
é11 100 (AmoT®) AmaTENY GmOTENG GTOTAN, 0VTOG AVIONV GVidNng
avigm. | Evior 8¢ poot dactwg Se(v) dvaylvaokely kol pn yiddg. £k
ugv 1hg docuvouévng éotar émotpivorg xai émtpifoig kol mopop-
pdmg, et 8 yiAdg, elg aviav dyolg. madg &' av o eig aviav dywv
Tiva(c) Sdvout’ v map’ éxelvov AapBdvelv ddpa; kota S ThvV
‘HAo8dpov anédootv apudler {éroveing} xdxeivo obtag elpficBau,
“GAN’ Gving, énel ovTog éyelvoo mold’ didnAov” (E 880), Thig peto-
POpac ovoNG Gnd T Gviepévov TAV Kuvav kotd tog Onpag GeE-
oeag. kol 10010 Thg dmoddoews ket kot £mi 100 TnAepdyov Aéye-
o000 xoi émi ThHg "ABrvnc.

2 dpwBiivar Hom. : oporwdfivon C 3 évieing Steinicke post Hom. : aviet C 4 6
apilotopyog suppl. Cronert 5 dvieing Steinicke : évieloo C 6 0@ oike post Hom.

Steinicke : ¢ olko C 10-11 Tiu® et dmotd suppl. Bekker 10 tipdng tipen] suppl.
Tolle 12 ¢not C : corr. Vill. | 8¢1 C : corr. R. Janko 13 énotpivoigC! : -e1g C*  13-14
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nop- opudg C : corr. Vill. 15 tvd C : corr. Vill. 16 émaveing] secl. Bekker 18 dvie-
uévng C : corr. Haslam 19 3ufjxet] vox suspecta : Siapkel R. Janko, fort. recte

1 &véoarpt = dranelcoup] cf. Hsch. (Cyrill.) a 4901; 2 (Ba. 95.19 et [loc. corrupt.] Su.
o 2318); EM 109.49; Eust. 1441.1 3 de loco B 185 cf. sch. HMQRYV ad loc. (=Hdn. Od.
pr. 2.134.27): &vieing: Sacvvidov: £ott yap dvti 100 dvoneiBorg, Gnod petapopdg TV
KOVIIYOV TRV £QLévimv Tobg ipdvTag Totg kuoi. yihot 8¢ ‘EAAGvikog (fr. 4 M.) nopa
v aviav éxdeyopevog 10 Avmoing. el 8¢ 10V70, €xpfiv YpdgeLy dvidmg: TolodTn Yap
7 Sevtépa ovluyia; Lehrs, Ar.3, p. 308 5 810 kot Suovvtéov] cf. sch. A (Hdn.) ad Q
2352  17-18 tic petapopag ovong Gmo Thig dvienévov tdv kuvav kata teg Bipog
Goéoeac] cf. sch. D ad B 185: &3’ dvielng: émd 10D dvinuy, g mbeing. kovnyetiki 1
AéEig: B1e T1g xbva 10D Seopod Tauelg dorion kotd Bnpdg. | Socuviéov- EoTt yap dvti
100 GvanelBelg, Gnd PETAPOPES TV KUVNKETIAV TOV EPLEVIOV IREVTAG TOTG KVGTV.
ot 8¢ ‘EAAGVIKOG . . .

Unimpressed by Halitherses’ prophecy, Eurymachus offers a very dif-
ferent assessment of the position: o0tdp ‘Odvooebg / GAeto THA @G
kol oV katoeBicOon Vv éxelve / dpedeg. ovk &v 1dooa Beompo-
néwv dydpevec, / 00dé ke TnAépayov kexolouévov &S’ dvieing, / 60
oike dwpov motTdéyuevog, ol ke mopnowv (B 182-86). The sense of
avieing was disputed in antiquity between those who, like Hellanicus
(cf. sch. ad loc., quoted above), connected the word with avia ‘pain’
and another party who (rightly) saw a connection with avinut (and,
accordingly, asserted interaspiration of the prior iota). As a teacher of
Aristarchus’ adversary Ptolemy Epithetes, Hellanicus, who, together
with Xeno, was a leader of the Xwpi{ov1eg, is likely to be an elder con-
temporary of Aristophanes of Byzantium;* hence Aristarchus himself
is likely to be, as Cronert conjectured, the critic whose name has fallen
out; the comment on interaspiration is certainly in line with his doc-
trine.*

This was evidently the state of discussion when Heliodorus came on
the scene. Our grammarian’s contribution appears to have been to
throw into play E 880 as a further parallel (in this passage the wounded
Ares complains bitterly to Zeus that he has not restrained Athena: to0-
mv & oUt’ énel mpotifdrienn oUte Tt €pyw, / GAN’ dvielg, £mel ahTOg
g¢yelvao mold’ &idnlov: E 879-80); also, accepting the connection
with &vinut, Heliodorus thinks that a metaphor from the release of
dogs in hunting lies at the bottom of the use of this verb in both pas-
sages (sc. E 880 and B 185); in the latter passage he is evidently follow-

48 Cf. Su  3035; Gudeman, RE 8.1 (1912) 153.61 ff. and 154.16 ff.; F..Montanari (n. 1

above) 50-51 and 95.
49 Cf. Lehrs, Ar.3 300 ff.; Montanari (n. 1 above) 71, n. 54.
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ing an already established interpretation (cf. sch. D ad loc.).

Perhaps Heliodorus arrived at his view on the basis of the vulgate
explanation of E 880 (sch. D ad loc. : dvieig: doieig); but it is a weak-
ness of his interpretation that he gives undue importance to the term
dpeorc,® with &vinu itself added only in a subsidiary way (&nd Thg
aviepévav Tdv Kuvav koo TG Bpac depéoenc). Our extant evidence
may be deceptive, but on its basis no one would argue that the poet and
his audience understood &vinu in these two passages as a metaphor
from hunting.

19 Ap. S. 43.29: dprnuion: 6 ‘HMddwpog év Y 'Odvooeiog, “100po
xoi tog kovpog “Aprnuton” (v 77), &nd 100 dprdlev. | épeaiver 8¢
“Ounpog inmopdpeoug avtag. €v 8¢ T ‘TAddt, €nt (tod) “tovg Etexev
ZegVp® Gvéuo "Apnuia Iloddpyn™ (IT 150), 6 pev Tipoyévng €v toig
Mopagpdoeoiy £deiéev 611 xdplov Gvopo “Apnuia, 10 8¢ [Moddpyn
¢éniBetov, nhavnBelc: todvavtiov yop gaiveton. €v ydp GAAoOLg TOV
ZdvOov xai BdAtov mpocayopedav 6 "AxiAleic gnot “EdvOe te xod
{ob} Bdhie, tmAexivta téxva Moddpyme” (T 400)), dote v Gp-
motov emBetikade elpficBot, olov v dpraxtikiv 100 Spdpov Sk
Ty OVE.

1v Bk.: o C 2xoi] 8 Hom. 3 1od] suppl. Vill. 4 tipoyévng] exspectaveris tiporyé-
vng 8 ov] post Hom. del. Steinicke

cf. sch. A (Aristonic.) ad IT 150a: “Apnuia Moddpyn : M duwAd, St Znvodotog ypdeet
“Apmuto. ddapyog” d¢ émBetikdv, v’ § moddxng. Eott 8¢ 1o xprov Gvopa Moddpym.
capig 8¢ kol éx TovTev- “EdvOe e xol BaAie, mAexAvta tékva Moddpyng” (T 400).
2 &no 100 aprdlewv] cf. Et. Orion. G 28.17: "Apruia: mapd 10 &pnw, 0d mapdywyov
andlo. obrog Hpwdravdg (1.281.19; cf. 2.901.35); sim. Et. Gen. (AB) s.v. "Apruia,
unde EM 148.28; AéE. “Op. o 743; sch. Lyc. Al 167: &pruion 8¢ Aéyovtar kot Spved
TvaL GPTAKTIKG . . .; Eust. 1414.40: Soupdvid tiva mtepwetd, ote xoi GvBpdnovg
aprdewv Pralng.

The exemplum of the daughters of Pandareos, cited by Penelope in her
prayer to Artemis, was the inspiration for Heliodorus’ etymology
(accepted by Herodian and others) of "Apruton from apralw: toepa
3 10 xovpag "Apmuton dvnpelyoavto . . . (v 77). Penelope’s previous
words give clear indication of how this is to be understood: ... i
#nevtd 1 GvapndEaca 0Veldo / olyorto mpogépovoa (v 63-64).

50 Its application to hunting is apparently in turn a metaphor from its use as a technical
term in races: cf. Poll. 3.147.
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Possibly, as D. Blank suggests, the words following Heliodorus’ doc-
trine, épgaiver 8¢ “Ounpog inmoudpeovg avtdg, conceal a polemic
against Heliodorus on grounds that horses cannot grab. In any case, in
view of their different premise, there is no reason to connect these
words or the following polemic against Timogenes (Timagenes?) on
the respective parts of speech of “Apnvia and Io8dpyn in I1 150! with
Heliodorus, rather than Apollonius himself or an unnamed source, in
spite of the fact that, in the end, a similar etymology results (ofov Thv
GPTOKTLKNY T00 SpSUov Sii Tay o).

*20 Ap. S. 72.20: émParopt uRrev (v 222): fitor Booxritopt, (A €nt-
Britopt) olov épunnactiptl. ol t@v PaciAéwv viol TpdTOV Ml KPLDV
eldBactv émPaivery, dg koi ‘HAMOdwpdg onoiv. “émiPatopt piiwv /
navandlo, olol te dvaxtov noideg faotv” (v 222-23).

1-2 i émPnitopt Haslam 3 nAwodwpog Ritschl : npodotog C | émPBdtwpt C : correxi
cf. sch. ad v 223: olof 1e vdxtov moideg oot : 81t xal of BactAslg évepov dt” dv
enowv 'Avdpopadyn “névrag yap katénegve moddpkng dlog 'AxiAhetg Bovoiy én’ elhr-
nédecowv” (Z 423-24). HQ xoi Alvelag nepl "AxiAAéng: “Gte Bovoiv énfAvBey fueté-
pnowv” (Y 91). H; sim. sch. D ad loc.

Athena appears to Odysseus in disguise after the Phaeacians have put
him ashore on Ithaca, which at first he fails to recognize: oyxe860ev 8¢
ot NM\Bev ’ABrivn, / avdpl Séuag éixvia véw, émPadtopt pirov, /
navondAm, olol e dvaxtmv moideg foot, / SinTuxov Gue’ Guototy
&xovo’ evepyéa Awniv - / Toooi 8’ Vo Aropotol tédN Exe, yepoi &’
dxovta (v 221-25).

Even in antiquity there was evidently a division of opinion between
those who read émPritopt (cod. Pal. 45, a. 1201 = Ludwich’s P, as well
as Allen’s d family; it appears as a correction elsewhere) and the vul-
gate émPwrtopt, since, in connecting the nomen agentis with émPoi-
velv, Heliodorus (and he, rather than Herodotus, for whom no such
notion is otherwise attested, is clearly the author in question) surely

SLH. Erbse (ad sch. A ad 1 150b) moots with a question mark an identification with
Twpoyévng i Tuwoyévng, a Milesian historian and rhetorician discussed at Su. T 590; but
this is far from certain. A further problem is the relation of the Timogenes quoted by
Apollonius to Zenodotus, who is quoted to the same effect in the scholium just cited. T
suspect that this paraphrast had merely followed Zenodotus’ interpretation and was cited
by Apollonius for reasons of convenience.
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presupposed the former reading.3? Perhaps he was guided by a concern
with 10 npénov in preferring a reading which would, in his view, con-
nect the disguised Athena with the sons of kings rather than mere
shepherds, but his reading and quite fantastic interpretation have fallen
into well deserved oblivion.

21 Ap. S. 73.5: émewnéve: énnugiecpéve. émt O thig I ‘Odvooeiog
“ueydAny émeypévov dGAxiv” (vv. 214 et 514) "HMddwpog drodidnot
tremoimuévov.

2 émepévov Hom. : -0¢ C 3 nemownpévov non intellego : reprPePAnpévov recte Haslam

1 émnugecpéve] cf. sch. D ad A 149: émelpéve : iugrecpéve, neptBePAnpéve (sim. sch.
Dadi1214et514)

Odysseus explains the all too justified foreboding that caused him to
bring a skin of Maro’s wine as he explored an unknown shore with
twelve picked men: adtiko ydp pot dicarto Oupog dyrivap / dvdp’
¢nedevoecBon peydAnv émeipévov Ay, / dyplov, obte dixog €D
18410 oUte Bépiotag (1 212-14). On the other hand, the forebodings
which Telemus’ prophecy aroused in Polyphemus were wide of the
mark: GAA’ olel Tiva @At péyoy xod xodov €8éyuny / EvBad’ éAed-
oecBon, peydAnv émepévov dAxiv (1 513-14). Heliodorus® gloss as
transmitted by C (remoinuévov) is evidently corrupt; we will need
Haslam’s nepifefAnuévov to restore sense.

*22 Ap. S. 81.24: {dotpa. (£ 38): "Aniwv (fr. 37 N.) 10 évdipato tdv
avdpav- “{dotpd 1e kol mémAovg kol priyea oryohdevra” (£ 38). o
8¢ "HMddwpog Bértiov o {opata, tag Ldvog.

3 'HM68wpog Duentzer, De Zen. stud. Hom., p. 27, 8 : Znvédwpog (cf. Pusch, p. 19) C

cf. sch. PQT ad B 38: {@otpa: & mpog v Ldvny émtideia, néva & éomt {doocBa,
ofov yrtdvog kol & toradto. TETAoVG 8¢ T yuvankela évddpato kol éunepovipato.
Gnag 8¢ éviatBa 1 {dotpo Aéyeton ; brevius sch. D ad loc.: {dotpa: 1d npdg {avnv
¢midera évdvpoto: Adyer 8¢ yutdvag fi Lovog; Hsch. £ 263: {dotpa: to Lopata,
xai {avoag. A xrtdvag Lootodg, i xAalvag dvdpelovg. Tiveg 88 o évdvpata ; T (Phot.
56.21; Su. { 173; Ba. 247.25); Eust. 1550.18: &€on 8¢ {dotpo éviodBa elodnol 1 npog
v {dvny émtideia oig éott {doacBan ; Neitzel, pp. 199 et 206

The transmitted name of Zenodorus is the more difficult reading than

52 This interpretation was first suggested to me by David Blank; for the formation of
émBdrop cf. M. Leumann, Homerische Wérter (Basel 1950) 92.
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Duentzer’s conjectured ‘HA68wpog, since the former is not otherwise
cited in the extant epitome of Apollonius, whereas Heliodorus is regu-
larly contrasted with Apion. However, there is no necessity for Helio-
dorus always to be the grammarian juxtaposed with Apion, since it can-
not be shown that Apollonius knew Apion via Heliodorus.>®> Though a
treatment of {®ctpa is missing from the extant epitome of Zenodorus’
contrastive study of Homeric vocabulary with the cuvrifeia,>* the
same is also true of Zenodorus’ fragments transmitted in the scholia.5
On the other hand, the v of Zenodorus, as written in C, differs only
slightly from A4, so that, apart from the initial {, there is a virtual palae-
ographic identity of the two names (with the transmitted text made, as
M. W. Haslam notes, even more suspect by the - context). Also, it has
all the earmarks of a gloss of Heliodorus: it pertains to a passage of the
Odyssey, is fairly conventional in content (see below) and corresponds
to the commoner form for citation of both grammarians, viz. 1) Apion,
2) Heliodorus.5%

This fragment offers a fairly obvious (and already traditional?)
explanation of {@ctpa by connecting it with the cognate word {dporto
(indeed, Lwvag is attested as a variant reading in this passage: sch. P).
More imaginative was Apion’s attempt to find in { 38 a contrast
between men’s and women’s clothing and carpets,”’ an attempt
rejected by Apollonius. If nothing else, this fragment shows that scho-
lars of imperial date had to fall back on guesswork to explain Homeric
anag Aeydpevo, with some giving preference to context, others to
etymology.

23 Ep. Hom. 1 26: fA{Batog (O 273, 619; x 88): dynAx, 6md 10D kel
npodTov EmPatvely 1ov fiAtov. Tveg 8 NAlpatog &nd 10d ewtilety
g axAvog 10 bynAd. | 'HMddwpog 8¢ dAiBatov, £¢° fiv oty dht-
etV Baivovtog f did 10 Vwog ) did tpaydintoe. O Et. Gud.

1 DymAn d Ecl. : 6 YymAdg O | post bymAn add. d! n(apdye)ton s.l. 2 tiveg O : tivig 8

33 Cf. Schenck (n. 9 above), who, however, accepts Duentzer’s conjecture (27, n. 1).

34 Miller, Mélanges de littérature grecque (Paris 1868) 407 ff. = LGM 253 ff.

35 Cf. H. Pusch, Quaestiones Zenodoteae, diss. (Halis Saxonum 1889) 21-22. This
fact has roused suspicion that the alleged epitome may be inauthentic, a mere compilation
from the Porphyry-scholia: cf. Schrader, Porph. Q.H. 1, 433; Erbse, LGM, XV;
K. Nickau, RE 10A s.v. Zenodotos 2 (Munich 1972) 21.22.

56 Cf. frr. 28, 30, 34, 36, 41, 48, 49.

57 See Neitzel, ll.cc.
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Gvti 10D B 10 @ ypdoovor d : f Ecl.  3NAédwpocd Od:f Ecl. 189 fivO:de’ odd
Ecl. 34 €otv dArtelv d Ecl. : dAtelv (pr. 1 in loco alterius litt. inc.) éotv O 4 Bai-
vovtag d Ecl. : Batvovta Ol pr. i O Ecl. : om. d | §1& 10 Yyog d Ecl. : &’ Yyog O

AO 1, 194.9-12 (192%; Et. Gud. d 78-79" Il brevius Ap. S. 83.25: NAiBatog: VynAd,
¢’ fi 6 iAog mpdtov BdAAer ; Ep. Hom. ex Ecl. (AO 2.445.25)  3—4 dA{Batov —] cf.
Hdn. II. pr. (2.96.34) = sch. A ad O 619a' = Hdn. naf. (2.259.24): fA{Batog: yiddg:
&no 100 dMtetv éoynudmioton .. .5 Et. Gen. (AB) s.v. AA{Batog: dVoPotog kol (kod
om. B) bynAdg témog, uéyag, €¢° @ év 11 Paivev dArtel, § éotiv Guaptdvet. yiAod-
o 6md Yop oD dAitely GAtd dArtdPortog kot cuykonf (kotd cuykonnv B) kol éktd-
oel dABotog kol NA{Patog. dnhot 8¢ kol N cuvalien “tov pév v fABatog nétpn” (O
273) ...; sch. Pi. O. 6.109¢c: nétpav dAiBotov: xoi fitor €9’ fig Paivovta éotiv GAL-
1elv 14 10 Vyog . . .; Eust. 1033.33: 16 8¢ fA{Botog 0 pévov éyitdouvv ot modouor,
kaBd kol GAA0OL édnAwOn (loc. nondum repert.) dnd 100 GALTELY, 8 é0TIV AmOTUYETY
Kol GpopTely thic éxel Bdoewg, AAAG Tiveg kol €ddouvoy . . .

The etymology of A{Batog remains hardly less a puzzle today than it
was in antiquity. Heliodorus’ theory, unlike other ancient etymologies,
does justice to the unaspirated initial vowel, unambiguously attested at
0O 273 (though dialectal variation could also be invoked to account for
it); this fact no doubt explains the support of Herodian, who offers
AArtéunvog (T 118) as a parallel for the lengthening. Though this
parallel (and RAitoepydg) were still cited by Buttmann,® these parallels
are imperfect, because our epithet is not a verbal rection compound;
Frisk (s.v. nA{Batoc) still gives the etymology as “unerklirt”.

24 Ap. S. 100.19: kAiciov (o 208): t@v dno eipnuévav, &v 1 Q Thg
"Odvooelog, “nepl &8¢ kAiclov Bée mavin, / év 10 olteckov(to)’ (®
208-9), &vti 109 év 1® oike. 6 pev ‘HMdwpog g xdxAw kol o
xotoAvoelg elpnkev, 6 8¢ "Apiotapyog (10) kukAdBev 10D ofkov olov
¢x onPadov Prodopnpévov, mpdg 0¥ kol ot Bpdvor Ekervio, dote
odv kod én’ adtdv kabilopévoug deinvelv xai €yxowpacBon. o 8¢
"Aniov (fr. 49 N.) gnoiv ottog: kAlotov i Bdoig ép’ ¢ keltan 6 Bpd-
voc- “nepl 8¢ kAlorov Bée mdvin” (o 208), § éoti 81” SAov 10D olkov.

4 10] supplevi

cf. sch. V = D ad w 208: xAiciov: dnof elpnton. onpaiver 8¢ EE€dpav Tiva orypa-
10187, v fi #xetvo of Khopol. fi xpnnidwpa, ép’ 0d éxabélovto A ékoudvto; sch.
Vind. 56 ad loc.: kA{ctov: dAAo 10 mapd 'Attikolg kKA{olov. KOKeIvO pHEV YOp Gpagdv
xod {evydv Sextikdv, & vV Popoiot mopd Thy 61doty 6TtadbASv actv. 010 & mopd
70 KAelewy, 8 éott mepLéxerv, év uéow TolG oikovg . . .; Hsch. (Diogen.) k 3017: xAt-

“2.

olov: movdoxelov A Bdoig, ée’ fi tiBeton 6 Opdvog; Eust. 1957.39: “évBa oi,” gnoiv,

58 Lexilogus 2 (Berlin 1825) 176 ff.
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“otkog énv, nepl 8¢ kAlotov Bée ndvn” (o 208), dmotd T xopdkmuo T@v évtog { kol
Epxiov énovAeng.

Homeric dno& Aeyoueva are especially difficult when later usage pro-
vides no guide (cf. sch. Vind. 56 ad ® 208, quoted above); as we have
seen (ad fr. 22 above), the ancient interpreters were then forced to take
refuge in context and/or etymology. Such a case is the kAiciov of
208-9, which ran around the house of Laertes and where the slaves
took their meals, sat and slept (év 1® oitéoxovto kol (Covov Nde
{avov: ® 209). Heliodorus interpreted it as the slaves’ dwellings
(xotaldoerg), located around the house; Aristarchus thought of it as
built from straw or twigs (otffdc) placed round about the house
(R. Janko reports that bundles of twigs are still used as seats in the
homes of the poorest Laconian peasants); Apion thought it was a plat-
form on which chairs were placed. Dorotheus of Ascalon, who
devoted an entire book to the word, came no further with its semantics
than: 10 00V xwpodv kAivag ToAldC kol Bpdvoug kAlotov ékdAovy.?
Since we lack access to the arguments (which are likely to have been
largely guesswork based on etymology and/or context anyway®’), the
meaning of xA{ciov in @ 208 cannot be finally settled, though Aris-
tarchus’ explanation, with its apparent grasp of the primitiveness of life
in the Homeric age, seems most plausible.

25 Ap. S. 136.17: mpo(B)ytvyav: npoevéseicav: “Tpieg 8 Tpo(l)tv-
yov” (N 136, O 306, P 262). 6tav 8¢ év 1 Q 1fig 'Odvooeiag Aéyn €ni
100 Aaéptov “pévog tpottuwev” (v. 319), 6 ‘HMddwpoc, npo{oc }éne-
oev, npo{c}éoeloey.

1 mpotvyav utrumque] correxi  2-3 énl 100 Aaéptov pévog mpovtuyev] transpos.
Vill. : post AA168wpog hab. C  3—4 npocénecev C : corr. Haslam 4 npocéoeicey C :
corr. Haslam

1 npoevéceroav] cf. sch. D ad N 136: npoUtuyav : npoéBarov, npoékpovoav; sch. D
ad P 262: npovtuyov : npdtov évéBadov; Hsch. n 4048: mpovtuyay : mpoévevoay,
npoiABov, tpoexdpnoav (sim. Hsch.  4049); T (Phot. 465.22; Ba. 353.8; Su. & 2915)
34 npoéneoev] cf. sch. V =D ad @ 319: npoBtuye npoevénesev ; Eust. 1962.38: “Spiud
uévog mpoBTuyev”, fiyouv mpoevénece tolg Proiv. O 87 mpondoyel O¢ o TOAAYL O
péAdwv doxpvev. 1 8 AéEig 100 mpotdntery kol év TAddt, ARV moAepi, (g dnAol

% Apud Porph. Q.H. 2.132.13.
60 M. W. Haslam moots the possibility that not only Dorotheus’, but also Heliodorus’
gloss may have been motivated by etymology.
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10 “Tpdeg 8¢ mpoTtoyav”. kol dAAmg 8 vOv mpotiyon 1o uf évtdg mov Tdwour, GAAL
7pd 100 dxpatnpiov 0D PLvdg.

Apollonius’ gloss occurs within a series of Iliadic entries: 136.13 mpo-
tpanécBon : Z 236; 136.14 npotiPdAAec : E 879; next our gloss; then
136.20 mpopvov : E 339; 136.22 npopvepein : E 307; 136.23 npduole :
T 392 etc. The phrase Tpieg 8¢ npovtuyov doAAéec, which is used
three times of the Trojan advance in the Iliad, was conventionally
translated as npoéPatov, npoékpovoav (sch. D ad N 136), of which
Apollonius’ rendering npoevéceioay is a slight variation (and a rare
one at that; LSJ gives the word as transitive and cites only Plut. Eum.
6.4: ... T00G HET’ QTOD OTPOTEVOPEVOLG . . . Tpoevoeloot 1@ Kpa-
epd . . ).

As was his wont, after recording this vulgate explanation, Apollo-
nius cast about for further material and found Heliodorus’ comment a
propos the scene in which, confronting Laertes for the first time upon
his return, Odysseus cannot refrain from telling yet another made-up
tale, at which the old man groans and pours dust on his head; Odys-
seus’ response is as follows: 100 8’ @pivero Bvude, dva pivag 8¢ ol
16n / Spiud pévog mpovtuye pldov natép’ elcopdmvtt (w 318-19).

Apollonius’ report of Heliodorus’ interpretation of ® 319 is corrupt;
npocéoeloey is vox nihili, and his npocénecev labors under the grave
suspicion of likewise originating in the confusion of npo- and mpoo-
(the two being often written identically in minuscule script). If the res-
toration here adopted is correct, Heliodorus’ originality is in doubt
since a very similar gloss (=npogvéneoev) is found in the D-scholium
ad loc. Apollonius’ procedures in excerpting doubtless account for the
absence of the expected contrast between Heliodorus’ Odyssean gloss
and the Iliadic one at the beginning of the entry.

26 Ap. S. 141.3: oedag (O 681): mapopuniocag. dtav 8t @ff “koi ToG
pév oedav motopdy divijevia” (€ 89), dvti 100 dresdPnoav. xal 10
“ei mep &v ad1ov / sedwvtor” (I 25-26) coPdct ued’ dpuig. obtog
kol ‘HMédwpoc.

216 s.l. add. C!

1 oedag = napopunioag] cf. Hsch. 6 461; oppricoag vel sim.: sch. D ad O 681; Lex. Aiu. &
10; Et. Gen. (AB) s.v. cebw: 10 Opud kol didkw - dnd 100 od oevw; EM 710.1; Eust.
658.14 2 dnecdéPnooav] cf. sch. D ad { 89 (8d{wEav) 3 coPdct ned’ dpufic] Srdxwot
vel sim.: sch. D ad I" 26; Hsch. o 468
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Perhaps cevog, the last of the oe- glosses in Ap. S. C, should be taken,
like the preceding entries (141.1 céhag nupdg: T 366 and 141.2 Zek-
Meig for the sake of TeAdot at IT 234), to refer to the Iliad ; hence I
have assigned it to O 681, from the traditional interpretation of which it
hardly differs (cf. sch. D ad loc.). Heliodorus’ material probably
begins with the Odyssey verse ({ 89); since Heliodorus’ name has evi-
dently been tacked onto a previously existing entry (note ko), he need
not have offered anything more than (&n)ecépnooav ped’ opufig as a
gloss on oebay in that passage, as M. W. Haslam suggests.

27 Ap. S. 142.22: oxidvaron (A 308, n 130): okeddvvvton, & éot
oxopnileton- 6 8¢ ‘HMSSwpog xwpilecBor kol “oxédacov (8°) dmo-
hdea Bupod” (0 149).

16 ot Bk.: olov C 2 post NAdédwpog suppl. Schenk oxivacBou | §’] Schenck ex
Hom.

ex gl. nostra (iam corrupta?) Hsch. a 979: ckidvoton : Sackeddvvuton, okopnileton,
xopileton. 1-2—oxopnileron] cf. sch. D ad A 487 2 oxoprileton] cf. sch. D ad o
274 et O 149; Hsch. o 980-81; £ (Phot. 520.10; Ba. 366.8; Su. ¢ 603); sch. Nic. Th. 329a
2 xywpilesBou] cf. Ap. S. 142.20: oxédacov : ywpioov (Heliodoro attrib. Schenck)

As D. Blank points out, Heliodorus evidently arrived at his definition
specifically for 6 149, where the presence of the genitive Bupod sug-
gests the idea of separation. Hence Schenck’s oxidvacBou, which
would make o 274 the focus of Heliodorus’ interpretation (LvnoTnpog
pgv émi oxidvacBor dvay ), is not wanted.

28 Ap. S. 144.7: omAadec (e 405): 6 pev 'Arniwv (fr. 125 N.) ol év
U8att xothon métpo, O 8¢ ‘HAd8wpog ol napabaldcoior nétpon kol
nemANUévaL VIO TV KVUGTOV.

hinc £ (Phot. 531.6; Ba. 368.30; Su. ¢ 943): cmAddec: ol év ¥datt kotAon métpot, OC
"Aniov - ‘HMédwpog 8¢ 1d¢ napabalacoiog nétpag kol TéneiAnupévog vnd TV KOpd-
t0v, et Lex. cod. Coislin. 347 asserv., typis impr. AP 4.175.18  2-3 ol nopoBoAdc-
otot—] cf. sch. EQV ad y 298: cmAddecor 8¢ toig mapoliong nétpoig, mapd 10 éom-
AdcBou - f 1oig katd BdAacoav nepretknupévang év dAlyp V8att, unde Eust. 1468.28:
omAddeg 8¢ o¢ ol malarol pacty, al TapdAion (sic; lege -ot) Tétpot mopd 10 omAOD-
o0 fi dxvn; Et. Gen. (AB) s.v. omAddec, unde EM 724.2; Et. Gud. cz: omAddeosoiy
(7298, € 401): mopadiorg nétparng, mapd 10 éomAdcdor - fi tolc katabodoooiol nept-
elAnupévoug év OMy ¥8at: kol dAAwg omAddes ol Veokor métpon. fi mapd TOV
ontAov, 6 onuoivel 1oV pvmov (f Topd—z : om. ¢).

Heliodorus’ interpretation of omiAddeg seems to have been based
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above all on the following narrative from Nestor’s account of his
homecoming: €01t 8¢ T1¢ Moon aineld 1e elg Ao wétpn / Eoxani
['dptuvog év Nepoetdél moviw- / évBa vétog péyo kOpo moTh oKOLOV
plov @Bel, / ¢ Ponotdv, pkpog 88 ABog uéya xOp’ dnoépyet. / ol v
&p’ &v0’ NABov, orovdf & fAvEav SAeBpov / dvdpeg, drtdp viidg e
noti omAddesorv €akav / kopat’ - (Y 293-99). Heliodorus’ idea that
the omAddeg are on the seacoast (mapaBaldooio) is clearly in line
with the description of the Aioomn aineta te €lg GAo wétpn and the
headland (pilov; cf. € 405: AN’ dxtoi mpoPAnteg éoav omAddeg te
néyol t€). Heliodorus clearly has in mind an etymology from memiAn-
pévor Vo Tdv kvpdtwv (‘having been compacted by the waves’); his
etymology was later ousted, however, by a derivation from omAodv-
B0 (‘to be stained’, sc. by foam). On the other hand, Apion’s con-
ception that the omAddeg were in the sea probably derives from € 401:
kol &M Sodmov dkovoe moti omAddecot Baidoong; possibly he
added the qualifier ‘hollow’ (xotAouw) for etymological reasons, as
Neitzel has suggested (ad Apion fr. 125) with reference to the later
attested etymology from onéog (cf. sch. P ad € 405; Et. Gen.). In any
case, Heliodorus’ etymology fits the Homeric contexts much better
than Apion’s or the explanation that the omAadeg were reefs beneath
the sea (ol Vporor tétpar : sch. E ad € 405; Et. Gen., Et. Gud.).

29 Ap. S. 144.13: ctavpol (Q 453, & 11): xoranfiyeg Kol 6KOAOTES
xod mdvto T Sraviotdpueva EVAo o’ fig évvolag kol ot ko’ Mudg
dvoudlovtar. | 6 8¢ ‘HAMISwpog oTarvpovg dmd tod Eotdvan, ol Aeyd-
uevol tokomniot.

3 oxontol C : oxdAoneg aut otavpotl Villoison

hinc Hsch. 6 1664: otowpoi: ol KoTomennydteg okOAOmEG, XOPOKEG KO MAVTO T
totdto EVA, Gmo tod €otdvon; cf. sch. b (ex.) ad Q 453a: (otavpoiot) (add. Bk.):
stowpot eiol EVAa drwEvopéva (dme- b : corr. Haslam, ut etiam sch. § 11 infra [bis])
aueotépwbev xoi npoomennyuévo tfi yii mpog 16 elpyerv Tovg elotévou BovAopévoug;
sim. sch. A? (DIx) ad Q 453b: <ctawpotioty nukivoiot > (add. Duchesne): 6&€ot EdAotg,
okéroyt | Tukvolg; sch. Q ad & 11: otavpovs: @Evopévo EdAa kot dpBa Ennée npog to
GvtiBaivery @ tolx®; sim. sch. D = V ad loc.: otavpods: té 6pBd kol dnwgvopéva
EG6Ao:; EP (Phot. 535.1; Su. 6 1011; sch. Patm. Thuc. 2.75.1): otowpol : té 6p6ia nenn-
yéto EVAa; partim ex sch. Ep. alph. (AO 2.410.6): otawpdg: mopd 10 ota kai 10 £dpog,
& onuadver 1 mAdrog. | Tapd 88 16 month otowpot (Gaisford : otpora Baroce.) Aéyov-
ton 10 mofvppéva (Gro-: correxi) EVAa, Gnep kal okéhomog kaAel: “oTavpolot
mukvoic” (Gaisford: moukiAag Barocc.; Q 453); ex I + x + Ep. alph. fluxit Et. Gen.
(AB) s.v. otawpovg (-6¢ BiM): otoupods EAeyov (ot. £A. A : om. B) of modonol 6pB&
EdAa, Topd TV otdoty, Gnep EEmBev neprtiBeton tolg cdAals Tpog O P GTEVOYWPEL-
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o0 1o Lo év tolg cveetots. | elpnran 8 kol 6 map’ MUV 6TOWPSE TP THV CTAGLY
kod 10 edpog kTA., unde EM 725.28; Eust. 1748.51: otavpol 8¢ 6pBd kei dnwéounéva
Edho. 1o xail otavapa mopd toig pf Aakodoly edyev@g. yivovion 88 mapd v elg
dépa oTdotv fj mopd 16 eig edpog iotacBor. of 8 adtol kol okéAoneg Aéyovton . . .

Txoniot is vox nihili; oxopmiot would be an obvious correction but is
possible only on the assumption that there is reference to some (techni-
cal?) sense of the term otherwise unattested. In any case, Heliodorus is
the earliest author known to put forward an etymology from é¢cstdvon or
the like,! which later became standard (cf. Ep. alph., Et. Gen., Eust.).

The first of four alphabetized £T- glosses in C, otovpot is followed
immediately by two Iliadic glosses, otépvov (B 479 al.) and cteponn-
yepétoo (Omo& at IT 298). Apollonius could, of course, have found
Heliodorus’ comment under & 11 even if his initial source pertained to
Q453.

30 Cyrill. Lex. (asserv. cod. Bodl. auct. T. ILii; typis impr. AP
4.191.17): otiPn (e 467, p 25): dnAhodton G pev ‘Aniov (fr. 126)
yixog, tg 8 ‘HAMddwpog ndyvn - "AnoAAddwpog (FGrHist 244 F 274)
10 €€ aiBpiag wiyoc.

2 dnmiog cod.

cf. Hsch. ¢ 1846 (emend. Mus.): oti{Pn: yiyxog, mdyvn- “un pe dandoonic} / otifn
dmnotl<n>)" (p 24-25); Su. 6 1099: otifn: mnyvAlg, A ndyxvn. “Ounpog: “otiPn
vrnoin” (p 25), tovtéotiv 6pBpivny; sch. BT ad € 467: otiPn 1e : 1| €wBvi) wiypa; sch.
B ad loc.: 1) méyvn, dnd 100 onPdlecBou ; sch. E ad loc.: 10 8§ alBplog xpvog yevipe-
vov pdAioto mopd 1odg tédog kot Tog XEpag Guo Nuépg, Snep Evior Aéyovor pdAknyv;
sch. PQ ad loc.: 7 énbivh ydxpa, 1| néxvn. tdv drok 8¢ elpnuévov i AéEig; sch. V =
D ad loc.: 1) mdyvn xotd dvtigpacty, fi 16 £eBivov yiyog; sch. V = D ad p 25: otifn
drnoin : 6 mayetdg 6 opBpivéc; Eust. 1546.45: o1ifin 8¢, dg mov xai év toig éEfig, 1y
£wbivh Tayvn, nopd 16 otelBo, 10 xoTomatd Kol Tukvorold; ibid. 1810.60: “un pe
Sopdoon / otiPn vmnoin” (p 24-25), fiyouv 1 wbiviy ndxvn, b tpoyéypoanton.

Pace sch. PQ ad £ 467, otiPn is not a araf Aeyouevov. Though landed
on Scheria, Odysseus’ problems are by no means over; he contemplates
grim alternatives: "Q pot éya, 1 néBw; T vi por prixioto yévnto; / el
pév x* év notapd dvokndéa vikto puAdco, / uf K duudic otiPn te
kaxT kod BfAvg éépom / € dSAMymmneding Sopdon kexagndta Buudv- /
aBpn & éx motopol woyph nvéer MO0 tpd. / el € xev € kAMTOV Gva-
Bog xod 8doxiov UAnv / Bdpvorg év nukivoiot katadpdBo, . . . deldw

61 Might Philoxenus already have mooted a derivation from *ot®? Cf. fr. *598 Theo-
doridis (ctatiip).
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1 Bripecoly Ehwp koi kUppo yévopon (e 465 ff.). Arguing that the
town is better for a mendicant’s purposes, beggar-Odysseus proposes to
Telemachus that he should be led there: éué 8’ &&er dvnp 63e, 1OV oV
keAevers, / adtix’ énel ke mupdg Bepéo dAén te yYévnton. / alvidg yop
tade eipot’ o kaxd: uf pe dopdoon / otifn vanoin - Exabev 8¢ e
doto gat’ elvon (p 22-25). In both passages otifn is perceived as a
danger to the traveler. Though otifn is associated with cold in both
passages (note the reference to the cold wind from the river at € 469
and the compounding factor of elpata . . . xaxd at p 24), there can be
no doubt but that Heliodorus’ interpretation of oti{Pn as ‘hoar-frost’ is
correct against the interpretation of it as ‘cold’ in general (Apion) or
‘the cold generated by the clear cold air (of night)’ (Apollodorus);
hence the contrast with the ‘soft dew’ at € 467%%; though if the word
were drog Aeydpevov at p 25, one would be hard pressed to choose
between the definitions of Apollodorus and Heliodorus.

31 Ap. S. 145.33: otiABov ({ 237): ‘HMSdwpog {elg 10} nepridumay.
£oTL &€ kol uiv cvving N Aékrg.

1 €lg 10 utpote dittogr. secl. Haslam; cf. fr. sq.

cf. sch. D ad T 392: otiABwv: Adunwv; Poll. 2.63 et 87, 3.71; Hsch. ¢ 1859: otiABer:
Aapmer; Et. Gen. (A; al. B): ot{ABo: 10 Aduno: mapd 10 o1éAho ot{ABo, unde (ex
recens. pleniore) EM 728.2; Eust. 1842.26: . .. onep 10 “nudpvavto déuag mupdc” (A
596, N 673, P 366, £ 1) &v1i 100 @ ndp, 0¥t kol “otiABwv xdAAei” (I 392) 10 Adume-
oo vy ...

If not the most original of Heliodorus’ interpretations (it merely adds
an intensive mepi- to the vulgate gloss: cf. sch. D%3), his treatment of
otiABw at least shows that he did not deal exclusively with rare
Homeric words and usages; he did not despise explaining even com-
mon words (cf. Apollonius’ comment: suviiOng 1 A¢Eic).

62 Cf. LSJ s.v. o1iPn and s.v. 0fdvg I1.1. Hainsworth ad e 467 finds OfiAvg in this
sense open to the same objection as TpO@LULOG, i.€., that it would be purely ornamental and
awkward in combination with ot{fin xaxr, and hence prefers the sense ‘moist’, ‘soak-
ing’, “chilly’; I fail to see that the objection applies to ot{pn and find no parallel in early
poetry for such a sense for 6fAvg.

63 D. Blank queries whether Heliodorus may have been influenced by mepiyedeton in
the simile at { 232.
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32 Ap. S. 146.2: otpet(y)esBon (u 351): katamovelsBon. 6 8 HALG-
dwpog eic 10 otpoyevesBon peteiAnee v AEv- “fi dnBa otped-
(y)ecBon v aivij dntothn” (0 512).

1 et 2-3 otpevecBar] otpedyesBou post Hom. praeter L* (u 351) Alberti 2 otpatey-
eoBou C : corr. Haslam | post tnv rasura ca. 5 litterar. capax 3 aivfl] o in gutta vel in
loco alterius litt. inc.

hinc Hsch. ¢ 1988: (ctpevyetar:) otpayeveton (o1pat- Marc., corr. Haslam), tadaino-
pettat, koramoveltol, (o)tplayyeveton], Tprynuepet (textum post Musurum restitui; cf.
Ap. S., Hsch. © 1474 et Eust. 1441.59); cf. Glossogr. fr. 30 = sch. Nic. Al. 291a; Didym.
fr. 34, p. 69 Schm. = sch. Ap. Rh. 4.1058a: o1pevyouévorg: gBeipopévorg kot kata-
movoupévolg fi kal mpocdiatpiBovotv- 80ev kol otpdyE M xatd Bpoxd mpdeoig T0D
{#8atog: obte Atdupog; sch. D ad O 512: o1pedyecBoun : Tohoinwpely, kokonobelv;
sch. A (Nic.) ad O 511-12: (BéAtepov fi dmoAécBon éva xpdvov g Pravar, / fi dnba
otpevyesBon év aivii Sniotfit) (le. add. Friedldnder): SractoAn émi 10 Prdvor, péxpt
8¢ av10d cuvantéov- 6 yap Adyog, fi dmoBavelv i {ficon cuvtdpwg BéATIOV oty R
uetd mapoAkhc xotamovetoBar ; sch. H ad p 351: otpetdyesBon : katd o1pdyyo @Beipe-
oo, fiyouv xat’ dAlyov; sch. B ad loc.: katd otpdyya éxpedoar, 6 éott xar’ dAlyov
otpayyicon kol moBavelv; sch. V = D ad loc.: xatd otpdyya, 8 éott kat’ dAlyov,
Ymoppeiv; Et. Gen. (AB): otpedyecBou : olov otpayyilesBor, xat’ dAiyov xiveloBou
kol ekAslnely - ovtg ‘Apiotovikog: | tadounmpely, kakonabelv (ta. kok. A : ord. inv.
B). .., unde EM 729.50; ex sch. O 512 Eust. 1030.8: otpedyecBou 8¢ 10 otpoyyilecbon
kol olov katd oTpdyyo kod kot OAlyov éxAelmewy . . . ; ibid. 1725.12: Aéyel 8¢ o1pevye-
oBoun 10 TixecBon Apud kol olov kT oTpdyye Voppely . . .

With reference to Haslam’s conjecture otporyevesBon restored in both
texts above, note that forms of otpary(y)evouon are, in fact, commonly
corrupted into forms of ctpotevopon, as LSJ (s.v. the former) docu-
ments. As Haslam observes, this gloss probably originally belonged to
0 512, which is quoted (cf. the definition kotomoveicBon, which also
appears in the Nicanor scholium ad loc.), but once the Heliodoran
material was added, it was displaced to the series of Odyssean glosses
(indeed it is the fourth gloss in a row which cites Heliodorus): 145.31 =
fr. 34 (€ 141); 145.33 = fr. 30 (£ 237); 146.1 = fr. 32 (A 502); our gloss;
146.4 otpoparileton (o 315); 146.5: otpdpog Nev doptip (o 109; also
v 438, p 198). Heliodorus was probably guided here, as so often else-
where, by etymology. However, his definition as ‘to loiter’, rather than
‘to perish slowly’ or the like had the consequence of lessening the
severity of conditions on the Island of the Sun portrayed by Eurylochus
at p 350-51 (... BovAop’ amoaf npodg kbua xovav énd Ouudv dAéo-
oo /1 B otpedyesBon £dv €v viioe épriun) and hence did not meet
with much favor.
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33 Ap. S. 146.1: otd&orpt (A 502): ‘HMSBwpog elg xotdnAn&iv
{&y)yorpur.

&youu C : corr. Haslam

cf. sch. V=D ad A 502: otd&oupt : elg katanAn&uv &ydyorut (dva- MS : corr. Haslam);
Hsch. 6 2083: otd§auu : elg kordnAn&rv dydyoyur ; Eust. 1695.22: xod 81t 10 otd&onu
0V pévov adtonaBddg vl 100 gpi&enpt kad pofcouut, AL’ 18ob vov ki dAAomadidg

A sy ! »
avti 100 “eig utoog kod ExnAn&wy &ydryoru”.

The shade of Achilles asks Odysseus for information inter alia about
the fate of Peleus: einé 8¢ pot IInAfog duvdpovog e 1t nérnvocor, / 4
€0’ &xer Ty moAéory petd Mupuidévesoy, / i v drpdlovory &v’
‘EALGS0. Te DOV 1e, / olvexd piv xatd yhpog €xel xelpdg e nédog
€. / 00 yap &ydv émapwydg U’ adydc neAlolo, / totog mv oldg ToT’
évi Tpoin edpeiln / mépvov Aadv dpiotov, audpmv "Apyetoiowy. / el
101668’ EABorur pivovBa nep é¢ matépog 8@, / H K€ Tew cTH UM
uévog xal yelpog Gdmtong, / ol ketvov Bidwvion €€pyovsiv T Amod
Twfig (A 494 ff.). That otd€ou in A 502 bears a special sense was
recognized in antiquity and continues to be so to the present.% It
appears that we must assume that, as in fr. 30 (and elsewhere: see p. 60
below), Heliodorus essentially repeated the vulgate interpretation (cf.
sch. D).

34 Ap. S. 147.28: spapoyedvto (1 390. 440): 6 pev Aniov (fr. 129 N.)
&ydopouv, 6 8¢ "HMdodwpog BéAtiov xatemrovoivto. | . . .

hinc Hsch. ¢ 2856: 6@opoyebVTo : Kotenovoivto, épAEyovo, éyégovy 1-2 — kateno-
vodvrto] cf. sch. BP ad 1 390: c@apoyedvto : dietelvovto, é0mapdocovto Hetd 1ixov, fi
xatemovoivio; sim. sch. D ad loc.: cpapoyedvio : Sietelvovo, nepieteivovto, fi kote-
novoivio, fi é(c)napdocavto; sch. B ad 1 440: cpapayedvto: éBapoivio a 10
npotag un duekyBivar; sch. HQ ad loc.: Sietelvovto, éknenAnouéva fioav: 0d0ap 88
10 YdAo; sch. D ad loc.: cpopayedvto : nenAipwvto; Eust. 1636.7: 10 8¢ cgopayedvto
&v1i 10D £1eivovto katd ToUg tadanolg, i kotenovoivto, i éonapdttovio, voeiton 8¢
katd Tiva fixov, 80ev kai Mivdapdg mov ént noAvrixov 16 éprogdpayov (fr. 6a [d] M.)
1Bnowv. dnhot 8¢ 10070 Kai 1 100 yaArkéwg éviadBa napaPorn elg tovtov dyovso 0
oilewv xai 10 {oxewv kol 10 ceapoyelv, Ay dcov TpoyVtepov T0 ceapoyElV GG
SnAodv kol Tiva Bpooudy ; Eust. 1638.30: {otéov 8¢ dg Avmet 1& dg €ppéBn dviipedxta
{@o 6 100 ydAaxtog mAeovoopudg Sroteivov Tovg paotovg; de Apionis sententia cf.
etiam Et. Orion. G (143.1), unde Et. Gen. (AB) s.v. cgapayebvto (-ebto B), unde EM
737.57

64 Cf. Heubeck ad A 502: “ctuyéw is used here . . . with an unusual meaning (‘to make
something dreadful for someone’).”
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The same verb is used of the effect of the stake upon the roots of the
pupil of Polyphemus’ eye at 1 389-90 (ndvta 8¢ ol PAEpap’ duel kol
dppvog edoev ditun / YAvng konopévne: ceapoyedvio 8 ol mupl
ptlon) and of the udders of the victim’s unmilked ewes at 1 43940
(OrAeron & éuéunxov dviperktor Tepi onxovc- / ovBoto yop ceapa-
yedvto). It is clear that, as Neitzel pointed out (ad Apion fr. 129),
Apion’s definition was formulated with 1 390 in mind and very much
under the influence of the following simile (¢ & 61’ dvmp yohxkedg
néAekuv péyav NE okémopvov / elv Bdatt wuxpd Pdntn peycio
{&yovta / gapudccov- 10 yop adte o1dipov Y& kpdtog é0Tiv: / O
100 otl’ 0pBohudg éhaivéw mepl poxA®: v 391-94), Heliodorus’
rather for 1 440. Unless Apollonius was thinking only of the latter
verse, the basis for his preference is unclear.

35 Ap. S. 145.31: ot & d&vto oxouévn (L 141): ‘HAdSwpog tog
YEIPQG VIO TO TPOCONOV BVOTEIVOGOL.

cf. sch. H ad { 141: otfi 8’ dvio oyxouévn: €€ évavtiag émoyebetoa- of 8¢ Aeinelv
pooi oG XEWPaG, | T0 kpndepvov. Tiveg 8¢ meprkadvyopévn ; sch. PQ ad loc.: dugiBo-
Aog 1) oTiyun kol M Sidvora. i yap €otn Emoyxodon Eavthy TG PLYHG: ko’ fv did-
volav xwpiotéov Ekdtepov- ol 8¢ Aelnewy paot tag xetpag, (v’ i mapaforlopévn 1dg
XELpOG énl t0 kpnidepvov. ot 8¢ paot 10 kprdepvov Aelnelv, T0VTéoTL TEPLKAAVYOUEVD
On’ aldo¢; Eust. 1421.12: {otéov 8€ 61 10 “dvta naperdwv kpridepva” (o 334) tad-
v éott 1@ nopaxaAvyauévn vno aidolg; ibid. 1555.28: “oti & dvto oxopévn,”
fiyouv kpatnBeloa, 1 émoyxodoo Eavtny THS PUYAG.

A problem which exercised the ancient interpreters was the use of 6y0-
uévn without an expressed object with reference to Nausicaa in the fol-
lowing passage: 1} y&p 'ABrivn / Bdpoog évi gpect Bnke kol éx déog
etAeto yviov. / ot 8 dvta oyopévn (§ 139—41). The middle partici-
ple of €y appears with an object as Sarpedon is about to penetrate the
Greek wall (v [sc. donida] dp’ & ye npdcbe oyduevog, dvo Sodpe
Twacowv, / PRy p° tuev d¢ 1€ Aéav dpecsitpogog kTA. : M 298-99); the
participle is clearly passive when used of Oedipus’ mother Epicaste at
A 279: & dyel oyonévn (cf. A 334, v 2); and it appears four times with
reference to Penelope’s modest use of her veil when appearing before
the suitors: dvta topeldov oyxopévn Amoapd kpfideuva (o 334, & 416,
6 210, ¢ 65). Accordingly, one or more ancient critics were inclined to
supply the veil as object in our passage by analogy with Penelope’s
scenes (cf. sch. ad loc.), but in doing so they took too little account of
the circumstances in which Nausicaa finds herself, playing ball with
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her maids. More plausible, if an object needs to be supplied, is Helio-
dorus’ theory that Nausicaa uses her hands as a veil, or rather a screen,
when confronted with the naked Odysseus.%5 But the subsequent action
lends no support to this theory; and the use of the middle of éxw
without an accusative object is not unparalleled in epic: cf. T 84: ol &’
goyovto payng Gved v éyévovto; o 57: ig €pab’, ol & &oxovio
@dBov peydBupor 'Axonol. Perhaps, then, Eustathius’ interpretation is
to be preferred: “oth &’ dvto oyouévn,” fiyovv xpatnBeica, 1 émi-
oyoboa E0VTNV THE PLYIC.

36 Ap. S. 150.11: tov{a)yimoda (1 464): 6 pev 'Aniwv (fr. 135 N.)
tavadnoda, 0 & HAMddwpog mpoceyéstepov tavinoda, TETOUEVOC
0 TOpELQ X POUEVE TAOV TOSRV.

1 tavimodo C : corr. Neitzel 2-3 tetopéva Tfi mopelq xpapeva t@v noddv C: corr.
Haslam (Eust. ad loc. coll.) : tetapévorg év tfj nopeiq xpipevo. toig mootv Vill.

hinc Hsch. T 129: tovodnoda : 6pBénoda, tetapévorg 1ol oot xotd thv 6doimopiay;
cf. Tryph. fr. 96 Velsen = Hdn. Il pr. (2.50.34) = sch. bT ad E 289b2: Tpvgwv 8¢ cOvle-
Tov 0010 €xdéyetan mapd 10 Tadadv kol v Prvév opolng 1@ tavadrodoe Tavaitodo
(cf. Et. Gen. [AB] s.v. vab@t, unde EM 598.21); sch. HQV ad 1 464: tavodmodo : té
tetopévolg toig moot Padilovia, fi loxvonoda, fi Tavadnodo (tavas- Dindorf : tovy-
noda HQ : tetavénoda V)- tovadv yop 10 éniunxeg . . .; sch. BQ ad loc.: {oyvénoda,
TeTopuéVoug ToVg T6dag Exovia . . .; Eust. 1639.46: tavaidnodo 8¢ Aéyer oV 1d poakpd-
noda uévov, GAAG kol to tetopévag totg noot Badilovio- totov & elmelv, poxpd
Bipévra.

As in fr. 16 above, Apion finds the epithet a Bahuvrihi compound,
Heliodorus a verbal rection compound; Neitzel should have noted that
Apion was preceded in his interpretation by Trypho (fr. 96 Velsen). In
spite of the fact that the posited sound-change and type of formation
can be supported by parallels,’® Apion’s interpretation remains seman-
tically unsatisfying (the length of a sheep’s foot being in no way
noteworthy). Heliodorus’ interpretation, whereby the derivation is
from tovdw (=1elvw) 1OV moda, with consequent emphasis on the
intense gait of sheep (i.e., the fact that they walk with stiff legs®’) has

65 Cf. fr. 13 above, where Heliodorus likewise supplies ‘the hands’.

66 For the latter cf. tavucintepot (e 65) and other examples at Frisk, s.v. tovv-, as well
as our next gloss.

67 Eustathius has surely misunderstood this point in making tavadnoda = poxpd
BiBdvta; far better is Hesychius’ paraphrase 6p86noda ; cf. also Stanford ad 1 464.
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therefore won acceptance in both ancient%® and modern times.5°

37 Ap. S. 149.18: taviylwoool (¢ 66): £ml HEV TAV KOPp@OVAV @Gl
“taviylococol 1e kopdvon” (ibid.). kot pévior 10 Trpogaivipe-
vovt, tetapévag eig péyeBog Exovoon tog yYAdooog. 6 8¢ 'Aniav (fr.
134 N.) tetopévnv &ovoal thy eaviiv. 6 8¢ ‘HAodwpog 10 mpo-
TEPOV.

1 pév] secl. Haslam, fort. recte 2 pévtor] uév vel uév 81 praefert Bk.

hinc Hsch. t© 142: taviyAwoocot : paxpdewvor- i tetopévnyv €xovoar Ty yA@ttav; cf.
sch. BPQ ad & 66: taviyAwoool 8¢ peyeddyhwooot - 1o albuiag 8¢ gnot; sch. D ad
loc.: taviyhwooot : tAatdywoocot.

Unlike frr. 16 and 36 above, here Apion and Heliodorus are both
agreed on a Bahuvrihi compound; the difference lies in the sense each
assigns to the second element. As in fr. 42 below, Apion goes astray
by deviating too far from the literal meaning, since, unlike @wv1,
yYA@tta cannot be used to designate the sounds of animals as well as
the speech of humans.”® Hence Heliodorus’ interpretation is the one
implicitly followed in the scholia. Derivations from both taviwe and
*1avig are under current consideration.”!

38 Ap. S. 150.20: tapnnoav: ‘HAddwpog év i T' poyedie 'Odvo-
oelog (v. 70), Ty tépyiv annvéykovto.

cf. sch. D ad y 70: téprnoav: ékopésBnoav (sim. sch. D ad A 779 et Q 633; Et. Gen.
[AB] s.v. taprnuev, unde EM 746.52); Hsch. t 201: téprnoav : épyiv éLafov; Eust.
1457.16: 10 8¢ 1épmnoav dvti 100 éxopéoBnoav fi paidov Etépebnoav 8’ é8wdic.

Following a feast, Nestor thinks the time has come to question his
guests Telemachus and Athena/Mentor: viv 81 kGAALOV €01t petal-
Afoar xod €pécBaun / Eelvoug, ol Tivég elowy, énel tdprncay €5wdhc (y
69-70). Heliodorus differs (slightly) from the vulgate explanation in
emphasizing the enjoyment, rather than the satiety induced by the meal

68 Note Apollonius’ approving npoceyéotepov.

6 Cf., e.g., LSJ s.v. tavodnovg, where, however, Eustathius’ mistaken interpretation
is repeated.

70 However, his instinct that the epithet for crows should be founded on a salient,
readily observable characteristic is in principle sound.

71 Cf. Neitzel 201, and ad Apion fr. 134.
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(was he perhaps influenced by considerations of what was npérov for a
king?).

39 Ap. S. 152.35: miurv: éni pév 1hig 8dceng xal Thg cuvriBoug futy
“miufic fig € W fotke tetiuficBon pet’ "Ayonode” (¥ 649), émi 8¢ 1iig
TepTag “Tiuny dpvopevor” (A 159), ént 8& 100 TPoosTinov “Tiuny &’
"Apyeloig{iv} dmotvéuev” (I 286) £nt 8¢ Thg OVAG “TiunVv dueig dyov-
1e¢ éetxoo{o}dPorlov” (x 57). unrote 08 kol T0VTO €Ml TPOGTIHLOV
Aéyetan. | 0 8¢ ‘HAdédwpog xod v PaciAeiay obtog gnoiv elpricBon -
“f €1 ExeL runv moAé{ec Jor(v) et Mupuiddveosor” (A 495).

4, 5,7 post Hom. correxi 6 AéyesBou C : corr. Bk.

wn

hinc EM 758.48: 6 8¢ T Hpwdiavog kol v Pacidelov oVtag enoiv elpicBot, “A ér°
#xel rumv moAéor(v) petd Muppuiddvesot” (A 495); al. Eust. 1695.39: 816 kol 'Odvo-
oebg eVpL KAEog ExeLy €ppéln mov ko’ ‘EAAGSa ki pécov "Apyog.

The shade of Achilles is concerned to discover from Odysseus his
father’s current status: eing 8¢ pot [InAfjog duvpovog el 11 térvooar, /
A €1 &xel unv moAéowy petd Mupuidévesoiy, / i wv dtiudlovory
&v’ ‘EAAGSa te ®O(nv 1€, / obvexd piv xatd yhipag &xel xelpdg 1€
né8ag 1€ (A 494-97). In spite of Eustathius’ dissent, Heliodorus put his
finger on a nuance of the Greek in this context which appears otherwise
to have gone unnoticed in antiquity.”?

40 Ap. S. 153.32: toAdmevoev: xotelpydooto - 60ev kol 1 1@V Eplmv
oAU Adyeton. 6 8¢ ‘HAddwpog dieiAnoev.

cf. Hsch. 1 1102: toAtdnevoey : é€elpydoato; sch. bT (ex.) ad Q 7a: tohMdnevoe: el
éAog fyayev, &nd 1@V éplmv- ToAdan Yop 1 ceaipa 1@V épimv. &vBev 10 €k mOAADV
npayudtov eig Ev 1 kepoarov tolvmevelv Aéyetan ; sch. EV ad a 238: énel néAepov
TOAUTEVOE : KOTELPYAGOTO, HETOPOPLKDG. TOAVTN Yop e180g Potdvng Bavasipov: kol
v 1av éplev 18N xoteipyocuévny eiknowv toAdmn Aéyopev; sch. V = D ad & 490:
toAdmevoev: gunyoviiooto. petd kokomobdelog monBév. toAvmedelv épydalesbou,
ToA%mn M épyooia, TOATELTOV KaTooKELaOTOV Kol negilokoAnuévov €plov; sch. E
ad loc.: ToA¥7n, eldo¢ Botdvng. petapopiikdg 88 kol TNV éplwv T@V Hdn KotElpYOONE-
vov elAnoty oAby Aéyopev. ToAdnELsE YoV 1ol KaTELpYAoOTO, UNENELVEY, T EEE-
@uyev; sch. Q ad & 368: toAdmevoey : petd kaxonoBelog ivucev; sch. Ar. Lys. 587: kol
ToAunedely : g émt 1oV éplwv Enéuelve T4 Tponfi; ad Lex. Aip. 15

The position of this gloss within an alphabetized series of Iliadic
glosses suggests a reference to Q 7: 153.21 toxfjog: perhaps ¥ 223;

72 Cf. A. Heubeck ad A 494-97.
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our gloss; 154.1 to&dta AwPntip: A 385; 154.2 topvacoto: ¥ 255.
However, as elsewhere, Apollonius probably added Heliodorus’
definition from the Odyssean commentary, ToAVnevoe(v) being attested
thrice in the Odyssey (o. 238, 8 490, & 368; cf. also o 95) but only once
in the /liad. Heliodorus’ gloss of ToAvrevetv as ‘to wind through’ (i.e.,
to the end) does not differ markedly from the conventional view.

41 Ap. S. 154.16: tpnrotowv (T 448, a 440, x 12): 'Ariov (fr. 137 N.)
kuplog: 1pdowv yop €vetelvovio ail kAlvail. O 8¢ "‘HMddwpog el
TOOTOV TEIVELY TOTC ED TETPNUEVOLC.

hinc et Hsch. 1 1324: tpntoig év Agyéecor (cf. [ 448): tolg kot TaG GPLOYORG TETPTUE-
voig, i ipavtotols. 1uaot ydp évetelivovto al kATvau, O¢ kod té BdBpa, et sch. AM ad
[ 448a: év tpntoiot: 6 pév "Aniev xuplag: iudol yop évetelvovio ol kATvor. 0 8¢
‘HMS8wpog toTg eb Ttetpapnpévols. ‘AnoAldviog 88 6 100 Xaiptdog (fr. 2 Berndt) S1&x
10 xotd MV appoymyv tetpficBon; sch. D ad loc.: tpntolol: tetpuanuévolg mpog Thv
@V oyowiwv déowv; sch. D ad Q 720: tpntolg: koADG KATECKELAGUEVOLG (KOTOL-:
correxi), tetpnuévols; sch. Q ad o 440: Tpntotot : topvevTolg, ipaviodétorg; sch. H ad
k 12: tpntolot 8¢ totg koA KaTeoKEVOOHEVOLG Ty TeTopvevpévolg; Et. Gen. (AB): t1pn-
0V Aéxoc: fi mapd 10 tetpRoBon kotd T éviidata elg & éuBdAleton (B: PéAeton A) 1y
ondp - i mopd 10 eTpRicBon Todg nodag elg od¢ éuBdAdeton (B: uPdhe- A) T évii-
Aota, unde EM 765.3; Eust. 1428.63: 1pntd 88 Aéyn npdg dractorny tdv ouPddwv, 1o
tektovnBévia. ol yop onPddeg elkalwg nemoinuévar, ovdév 1L 1010010V TAGKOVOL ;
Eust. 1582.47: 1& 8¢ 8épuvia tpnta Aéyn mpoidv Aéyet, &t 8¢ xol mukivov Aéyoc. el 8
10 1pNTOV 0vKk €0t mukvov kolBd Tétpntan, GAL’ év Tovtolg TipuocTol due® Tolg
Sepviolg, 10 pev dia tag év 1ff kAivy xotatprioetg, 10 8¢ S v 100 oTp@OUATOC
nokvéTITOL . . .

C presents in general an abridgement of Apollonius’ lexicon; but this
gloss is particularly compressed as compared with its derivatives at
Hsch. t 1324 and sch. Ai™ qd T 448a4. The view of Apollonius, the son
of Chaeris, has fallen out altogether, as R. Berndt saw.” Furthermore
Apion’s view is curiously expressed; one cannot but wonder whether
something has fallen out before {paowv y&p xtA.”* Neitzel is surely
right in assuming that for Apion the bedframe contained holes where
the straps were inserted and fastened, even though the perforation of
the bedframe is attested in our sources only in connection with a sup-
port of rope, rather than straps (cf. sch. D ad I' 448; Et. Gen.). - Apion’s

3R. Berndt, De Chaerete, Chaeride, Alexione grammaticis eorumque reliquiis, pars
prior, diss. (Konigsberg, 1902), p. 51, 5; cf. Erbse (n. 11 above) 83, 3.

74 M. W. Haslam suggests the original gloss as, e.g., 6 pév "An{ov kupiwg, Toig TeTpn-
UEVOLG KO LpovToTolg (or (pavTodEToLg) - (NGOt YO KTA.
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interpretation was, it should be emphasized, evidently a piece of guess-
work based on an analogy to chairs in existence in his day (note
Hesychius’ phrase ¢ xai t0 BdBpa); his view was, however, allowed
as a possibility by sch. Q ad o 440.

Whereas Apollonius, the son of Chaeris,”> thought that tpntdv
(‘perforated’) referred to holes enabling the pieces to be fitted together,
Heliodorus took a line similar to the vulgate explanation (cf. sch. D ad
Q 720). Others saw these beds as luxury items turned on the lathe: cf.
Topvevtolg (sch. Q ad a 440) and tetopvevuévorg (sch. H ad x 12).76
Tpntév may well, as S. Laser suggests, refer to some technical innova-
tion; its precise character remains in doubt, however.”’

42 Ap. S. 154.24: 1piyAnva (E 183, 6 298): 6 uév ‘HModwpog tpi-
xopa elme: YAjvn yop 1 k6pn 100 09BaAuod. ottmg 8¢ eipnton émi
10V évortiov 10V év 7 'Odvoocela Sidopévov 17 Inveddnn. o6 &
"Aniwv (fr. 138 N.) BéAtiov moAdyAnva - YArivn yop 1) x6pn, dote elvar
roAlvBéata, ToAAR Béac &Era. TovTOoLG &V TIC TpocBeln ST xod YAN-
veo, Aéyeton 1o Béog d€ra, Gt onoi “xkéSpivov vydpogov, d¢ YArivea
moAAQ xexavder” (Q 192).

5-6 yAMvia C : corr. Vill. 6 811 C : corr. Vill. | dyipogov C : corr. Vill.

hinc et Hsch. T 1361: tpiyAnva: moAvOéato- yAfivou yop oi deBodpoi- tpikoxko,
1p16900Apa, modverdi et T (Phot. 601.1; Su. T 961; Ba. 389.31; Et. Gen. [AB] s.v. tpi-
yAnvo. [pars prior]): tplyAnva: 6 pév ‘HMéSwpog tpikopa - yAivn yép 1) t0d d¢Baipod
k6pn. 6 8¢ "Aniwv moAdyAnva, 1o Béag &Eua, et Lex. cod. Coislin. 347 asserv., AP
4.176.2 typis impr.; sch. A (Ariston.) ad Z 183a: tpiyAnve, popdevto: 1} SunAf, 61 tpi-
yAnvo. tpixopa, ig tpLdv {wdlev 8¢’ Exdtepov dednpiovpynpévov. ...; sch. D ad loc.:
tpiyAnve: moAAfig Béag d&ra, tpixokka fi Tpinpdoena. YAvn yop 1 100 69BaApnod
x6pn. fi ToAADV koopiev &&ro - yAfveao yop 1t kéouta, og kol GAAayod enow: “o¢

75 Evidently the Chaeris who studied with Aristarchus: cf. Cohn, RE 2.1 (1895)
135.43 f., with literature.

76 Might this have been suggested by a recension of the beds so described, namely
Telemachus’ bed (o 440), the bed assigned to Telemachus in Nestor’s palace (y 399), the
bed assigned to Odysseus in Alcinous’ palace (n 345), the appointments in the house of
Aeolus Hippotades (x 12), the bed of Paris (I' 448) and the bed on which the corpse of
Hector, brought back by Priam, is laid out (& 720)?

77S. Laser, Hausrat, Archaeologia Homerica IIP (Géttingen 1968) 31; he prefers the
interpretation of the etymologica whereby holes were bored in the bedstead to receive the
cords (viz., which held the mattress); pace Neitzel, this is not quite the same as Apion’s
interpretation (see above). The wooden bedframe discovered in room A2 at Thera is dif-
ferent, however; it still bears evidence of leather lashings tied around it: cf. Spyridon
Marinatos, Excavations at Thera (1970 Season) (Athens 1971) 41-42 with P1. 104-5.
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yAivea moAAd kexdvdel” (Q 192); sch. BQV ad o 298: tpiyAnvo.: tpikopa kdouia,
évartio tptdeBaluo. 10 88 popdevta vt 10D petd ToAA0D pdpov kai kokomaBelog
xateckevoopéva ; EM 766.9 ex Et. Gen. et sch. A ad Z 183a; Eust. 976.34: 1piyAnva 8¢
A 10 dEroBéara xai moAAfg YAivng &&ia, fiyouv Béog, 68ev kol 10 “yArfivea moAAL
kexGvder” (Q 192) . .. fj 1 €k 1pLdv tivev {dwv ovvBeta. ol 8¢ poot tptéeBoiua [cf.
Et. Gud. cz s.v. tplyAnval, & ot "Attikol Tpiottio Kol 1p1oTtidag kahodotv, ot 8¢ tiveg
1V Exovia Xapitev éxtunduate. 10010 & 00 kaddg: oV yap olde Xapitwv &p16-
HOv 0 ToINT G Katd ToVG VoTEPOV.

The basic difference between Apion and Heliodorus on the sense of the
epithet tpiyAnva, applied to the earrings that Hera puts on in the
toilette scene of the Aldg drdtn (E 183) and the earrings presented to
Penelope by Eurydamas at ¢ 298, is that Heliodorus, but not Apion,
takes the prefix literally; thus those who explain tpikoxka (sch. D,
Hsch.) or compare the Attic tpidttia or tprottideg (Eust.) are in the
same camp with Heliodorus. The three-armed earring is, in fact, well
attested from early times.”® Therefore, and in view of the fact that the
accompanying epithet in both passages is popoevta, evidently derived
from pudpov and meaning ‘clustering like mulberries’, surely, in spite of
Apollonius’ unusual preference for Apion’s metaphorical interpreta-
tion, Heliodorus was nearer the mark.”

43 Ap. S. 157.9: Vypov Ehanov (£ 49, 215; n 107; ¥ 281): 6 ‘HMddw-
pog fitol ik 10 elg dveowy dyewv kol dvidvor 10 oduo, 1) Sid TO
nAelova xpOvov VYpOV SLopévely kyeduevoy.

2 xod aviévon] ut glossema secl. Haslam (Hsch. coll.), recte

78 Cf. Chr. Kardara, ““Epuato tpiyAnve nopdevia,” AJA 65 (1961) 62—64, who notes
that the three-armed earring points to an Assyrian or North Syrian origin.

79 On popdetg cf. LSJ s.v. and E. Bielefeld, Schmuck, Archaeologia Homerica IC
(Gottingen 1968) 4; note also the pair of gold earrings with three clusters descending
from the hoop, each cluster shaped like a mulberry by means of a technique of gold-
granulation, discovered in an EG II grave at Lefkandi; R. A. Higgins in M. R. Popham,
L. H. Sackett and P. G. Themelis, Lefkandi 1 (London 1980) 221, describes this find as
“the first identified revival by Greeks of the Mycenaean technique of granulation, which
was kept alive in Phoenicia through the Dark Ages”; ibid. Pl. 231d (I owe this reference
to the kindness of R. Janko). Cf. also R. Janko, The lliad. A Commentary. IV: Books
13-16 (Cambridge 1992) 177-78 (on Z 182f.), who agrees with Heliodorus.—On
Apollonius’ verdict cf. Schenck (n. 6 above) 18, who thinks that confirmation for Apion’s
interpretation in the D-scholium ad Z 183 may have been decisive (but cf., with M. W.
Haslam, Ap. S. 154.35); he notes that Apollonius expresses approval for Apion’s
definitions on only three other occasions: 122.21, 148.15, 159.29 (=our fr. 49).
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hinc Hsch. v 500: Oypov #Aovov : {0 katopepng} (secl. Mus.) S 10 ei¢ dveoty dyewv 10
odpo. fi 8Tt mavTov TdV Vypdv Vypdtatdv éott 10 EAatov- maot Yop TOlg VYpOIg émt-
nAel PaAAdpevov 16 FAauov; cf. sch. D ad { 79: Vypov Ehauov: ov Tfi gvoer Vypdv,
AL T vypomordv; sch. E ad loc.: ypdv #hanov : 10 vyponotdy, g 10 “yAwpdv déoc”
(H 479, A 43 al.). §{ 8 16 un &moxpuotarrodcBor 10016 enowv A Sid 10 un édv
EnpavBivar, & kol duedtepa Bewpodvion éni 100 ¥Satog; sch. P ad loc.: 00 10 ¢voet
VYpdv, AL 10 Vypomotdv, T0 un €dv okAnpivesBat, fj 10 yXAXOTIKOV TOV COUGTOV ;
Eust. 1300.58: “€Aoov” 8¢ “Oypdv,” mg kol év 'Odvooela, 10 un 1o (kpalduevov,
GAAG TapapEvoy TolG GAELQOpEVOLG Kol dmokmADov TV kpavpwoty; Eust. 1552.26:
“Ehaov” 8¢ “Oypov” 0¥ névov mg xohaotikdv kol Vyponoldv kol Srotnpodv 10 GAL-
otV odpo év VypdTL, OG UM okehetevesBar, GAAE kol STt 0VK dmoxpuoTaA(A)odTan
(suppl. Blank) 1@ yiyet S1& thv €v ad1d motétn o 0¥ piv anAdg Vypda.

Both of Heliodorus’ alternative interpretations of the epithet for olive
oil, vypdv, take their cue from the vulgate explanation (16 Vyponoidv :
sch. D ad £ 79). The first interprets Uypdv in the sense ‘languid’ (cf.
LSJ s.v. vypog I1.2.). The second interpretation was correctly ela-
borated by Eustathius (surely on the basis of a scholium similar to the
extant sch. E ad { 79) as 10 un 1oy tkpalduevov, GALG mopouévoy
T0lg GAcL@opévolg Kol dmokmADov v kpavpwoty. One can, how-
ever, question the premise of the D-scholium and see the epithet as
designating olive oil as opposed to fat or tallow (so LSJ s.v. 0ypdg I.1.).
If Heliodorus allowed himself to be influenced too much by the
received interpretation in this instance, the tradition of ancient Homeric
exegesis as a whole seems to have had nothing better to offer, since
other hypotheses based on the physical properties of olive oil, such as
those preserved by Hesychius (rmaviov Vyp@dv Vypototov €oTt 10
#\aov xtA.) or Eustathius (6t 0¥k dmokpuotad(A)odror @ Wiyel
ktA.: cf. sch. E ad £ 79), are even less plausible as explanations for the
Homeric epithet.

44 Ap. S. 158.8: vmepixtaivovto: v araf elpnuévov, év tfi ¥ tiig
"Odvooeiag “médeg & Vmepiktaivovio” (y 3). 6 yop 'Aplotapyoc
enov &yov éndAlovto, npoBupovuévng adtic Badilev uév taxéwng,
un duvouévng 8¢, dAAG katd Bpayd 81 T0 Yipwg. @aivetal Tolvov
10 mAfipeg katd 'Apiotopyov épiktaivovTo, kol dfAa & The avoyve-
oeng. €viol 8¢ étuudtepov Vniep Jeoyilovto katd Ty mopeiav: ol
Y&p orovdaoTikig Exovieg katd Sidfaciv Op@dvIaL GOTEPEL GYLOUOV
TLVOL TOLOVHEVOL T@V TodMV Eva map’ Eva, Epe)i&an 88 kuping 10 dia-
oxloal, “fpike & innoddoela xkdpuc-” kol NUels €Tt EpeyuoV Adyouev
10v gotopévov kdapov. 6 8t ‘HAGdwpog DrokotekAvTo 0K 0TO-
vodvieg. dAdot 8¢ Vrepikvoivro Sk v mpobuuiay.
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3 exspectaveris mpoBupovpévng pev ovtiic Badilelv Toxéwg 6 éroudtepov C : corr.
Bk. | Onepeoyilovto C: corr. Lehrs 7 @cg nepi C: corr. Bk. 8 €pi€ar C: corr.
Ludwich 9 post €1t rasura ca. 14 litterar. capax

cf. Hsch. v 411: Yniep)ktaivovto (corr. Schmidt): éviol vrep dVvaprv {kvouv, Onep-
1kvoivTo d1d TV xopdv, § oty éEetelvovio; sch. MS Barnes ad y 3: Umepiktaivovio :
"Apiotapyog uév &yav éndAhovo (uév &y. én. M [=Marcian. 613] : éndAlovto O : énd-
Aovto [sic] V™ [=Monac. 233], teste Ludwich [n. 83] 4 : dvendAAovto MS Barnes) kol
gxivodvto mpoBupovuévng adtiic Badilelv taxéwg, un dvvopévng 8¢, dAAL xatd
Bpoxd S 10 yApag. ol 8¢ UmepeEetelvovro. duewvov dfibev éxivodvro, mapd 10
{ktap, § éotv 8yyic: kol yap mpoelpnke, “yodvata & Eppdcavto”. toxéwg (-wv cod.)
odv Vmeptkvodvto, 8 éom mapeyivovto; sch. HQ ad loc.: vrepiktalvovto 8¢ mep-
1xvodvTo kol Vrepenidwv, vntp 10 Séov EB&dilov. ot 8¢ &yav ikvodvto; Et. Gen. (B):
mepiktalvovio: “nédeg & Umepikralvovio” (v 3)- Kpdrng (fr. 62a M.) dyav €ndA-
Aovto- Avcaviag éni 100 tpéuetv onol 1tetdyBon. 6 8¢ Ziddviog kol 6 Mivdapiwv
(mvdéprog B) dacéag dvéyvmsav, dote elvar dneptkvoivto - 6 8¢ 'Ackarwvitng (p. 63
Baege) y1Adg gnot. ot 8¢ nddeg Srikvodvro didx v xapdv Vnep 10 uétpov thg duvd-
uewg, unde (brevius) EM 778.9; Eust. 1936.10: 10 8¢ Vnepixtaivovto dvii 100 dvendA-
Aovio xatd "Apictapyov, i dnepeletelvovto, dyav ikvodvio- mapa 10 (ktap, § éoty
éyyic. ..

The araf elpnuévov vrepiktaivovto, used of Eurycleia’s legs as she
goes to convey to Penelope the good news that Odysseus has returned
and killed the suitors (yovvata 8’ éppddoavto, modeg &’ Vmepiktoi-
vovto: y 3), was much discussed in antiquity. Lysanias, the teacher of
Eratosthenes,? thought it referred to a trembling of the old woman’s
legs.8! Aristarchus, followed by Crates,3? paraphrased the verb as &yowv
éndAdovto. As Ludwich showed, Aristarchus probably wrote On’ ép1-
ktaivovto, since Apollonius gives the full form as *¢piktaive, which
he evidently analyzed into the intensive particle épt- (cf. the paraphrase
dyov) and the verb dxtaivm.®® Dissatisfied with this, Aristarchus’
pupils Ptolemy Pindarion®* and Dionysius Sidonius®> sought to derive

80 Cf. Gudeman, RE 13.2 (1927) 2508.55 f.

81 Possibly he actually read dmooxtoivovto (cf. Hsch. v 563: vmooktaivovio : é1pe-
uov), as Ruhnken (ad Tim., p. 21) once conjectured.

82 M. W. Haslam queries whether it is not more likely that Crates’ interpretation has
fallen out of Et. Gen.

83 A. Ludwich, “Homerica”, Jahrbb. fiir cl. Philol. 41 = 151 (1895) 2-5, who compares
inter alia sch. Aesch. Eum. 36: dxtaivev : koveiLewv - onpaiver 8¢ kol 10 youpiav kol
drdxtog mndav ; Lehrs, Ar.3 307, aptly compared Virgil’s description of Sychaeus’ aged
nurse Barce carrying out Dido’s instructions at Aen. 4.641: illa gradum studio celebrabat
anili.

84 On him cf. A. Blau, De Aristarchi discipulis, diss. (Jena 1883) 17 f.; F. Susemihl,
Geschichte der griechischen Litteratur in der Alexandrinerzeit, 2 (Leipzig 1892) 155 f.;
A. Dihle, RE Suppl. 9 (1962) 1306.2 ff.; F. Montanari, “Il grammatico Tolomeo Pin-
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the verb from Vnep- and an otherwise unattested by-form of ixvéopou,
but met with opposition from Ptolemy Ascalonita,3¢ who asserted the
absence of interaspiration (likewise presupposed by Aristarchus).
Apollonius preferred to Aristarchus’ interpretation the view of certain
unnamed ‘others’ who connected the verb with épet&ar = draoyiocon
on the grounds that those who move eagerly across a surface “are seen
to effect a kind of division of the legs one by one” (Op®vton ®omnepel
GO0V TIVOL ToloVUEVOL Tdv modadv Eva mop’ Eva). Heliodorus, on
the other hand, saw Eurycleia’s legs as “beginning to ‘break down’ (in
strength and vitality), i.e., getting weak” (M. W. Haslam); more origi-
nal than usual, he evidently finds, as Haslam observes, Vro-, not vrep-,
the augment, then pikt-/pnxt-. Still others appear to have connected
the verb with Taviw (=1elvw) or with {xtop (=£€yydc). Even the most
recent commentary on this passage observes: “The exact sense is
unclear ...”%7 In any case, the basic sense was laid out by Aristarchus,
who was the first to detect a semi-comic tension between the aged
woman'’s desire for speed and actual locomotive powers, although his
successors tried to arrive at a similar goal by various other routes.

45 Ap. S. 160.18: YIIEPMOPON (o 35): 6 pév 'Apiotapyog thv devté-
pav d&vtovav Vrepudpag dxovel, “ag kol viv AiyioBog vnépuopov
"Atpeidao” (a0 35)- 0 8¢ ['H]Modwpog dg dvo uépn Adyov Gvio mpo-
épetat, Kol pnoiv Vngp 10 kabfKov.

cf. Hsch. v 433-34: Onéppopo. : Unep 10 déov, Vnep 10 kabBfikov; Vnep udpov: dpoing;
sch. A (Hdn.) ad Y 30b.!: Onép pdpov {é€arrandEnt} (del. Dindorf): 'Apiotoedvng og
“OnépProv” (P 19 al.) &v. pépog Adyov motdv- kol 6 'Ackadwvitng (p. 58 Baege), énel
GvTi Emppruatog 100 Vrepudpag mopelAnnton, dpolwg tAnBuvtik® “évBa kev 'Apyel-
otolv vnéppopa véotog” (B 155). kol Ov tpdmov “ov pév kadov &téupev” (¢ 312) avtl
700 KoAdg 80Tt ki 10 TANBLVTIKOV “ov pEv Kadd xdAov 1dvde EvBeo” (Z 326), oVtwg
xai 10 Tpokelpevov Evikdg kol tAnBuvvTikdg elg cvviav tapedevoeton Empprinatos:
“Beldw um ko ety og Vnéppopov EEohandén” (Y 30) xoi “EvBa kev "Apyeloioy(v) vnép-
popo véotog” (B 155). ... ddvatan kot todto kai 10 v 1f ‘'Odvoocela (sc. a 35), Aéyw
88 10 “dg xad viv AiyioBog vnéppopov”, xatd SidAvoly dvayvackesBor, dpolng t®
“un xai Omép poipav ddpov "Aidog” (Y 336), donep 1idn dmeenviunv (cf. Hdn.

darione, i poemi omerici e la scrittura,” Studi di letteratura greca, Ricerche di filologia
classica 1 (Pisa 1981) 97-114.

85 Cf. Cohn, RE 5.1 (1903) 983.51 ff.; Blau (previous note) 45-48.

86 On him cf. Susemihl (n. 84 above) 2, 156-58; A. Dihle, RE 23.2 (1959), 1863.20 ff.
with literature.

87 Cf. Heubeck ad v 3, as well as Frisk s.v. {ktop.
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1.488.7); brevius sch. bT ad Y 30b.2 et Eust. 1193.57; sch. A (Hdn.) ad B 155a.: Onép-
popa : ovteg V¢’ Ev 6 Vnéppopa o Yap (B TLvee) katd didotacty. .. .; sch. MQ ad
o 34: Ongp podpov: o cvvBetov 10 Vnep udpov. uépov d v poipav: “f po kai ov
kaxov udpov iMAGLers” (A 618). xai ndg dAAoyod enot “poipav & ovtivd enu” (Z
488); pntéov 8 Thg poipog 10 pév €0t povotponov, 10 8¢ dpeifolov, a¢ év TAad
&nedeillapev- dg év 10 “wip yap € pé enot ... / Sixbadlag xfipag pepéuev” (I
410-11); sch. Q ad loc.: &vTi Tob Vnép 10 nenpwpévov ; Ep. Hom. v 1 et 41 (cum test.)

The interpretation of YIIEPMOPON was controversial in antiquity,
with Aristophanes of Byzantium, followed by Aristarchus and Ptolemy
Ascalonita, in favor of the interpretation as a single word, adverbial in
sense, while Heliodorus, like the MQ scholium ad a 34, thought it two
words.®8 While allowing both possibilities, at least in Y 30 and o 35,
Herodian was decidedly in favor of Aristarchus’ interpretation for B
155, if sch. A ad B 155a can be trusted. Those who interpreted as two
words pointed to udpov as a separate word in A 618 and to the phrase
Omep potpov at Y 336, though whether Heliodorus himself cited either
passage is unknown; their adversaries, on the other hand, invoked the
analogy of OmépBrov.

If, as J. Wackernagel argued, the great Alexandrians had access to
an oral tradition on Homeric prosody, their interpretation carries weight
in spite of Heliodorus’ opposition.%° Heliodorus is on firmer ground
here, as elsewhere, however, in the area of semantics, especially since
the context in which the gloss occurs suggests that his paraphrase Onep
70 xoBfixov may have been minted with o 35-36 in mind (&g xod Vv
AiyioBog Omep poépov Atpeidao / yAu® &Aoxov pvnothv, tov &
éktave vootioavta);’ similarly Ep. Hom. v 1 renders dOnéppopo at B
155 as Omep 10 mpootikov, where the return of the Greeks without cap-
turing Troy is at issue. AtY 30 and ® 517, however, where the refer-
ence is to an untimely Greek seizure of the wall of Troy, the vulgate

88 Whether Heliodorus took the same line on YITEPMOPA is uncertain; certainly the
other party did.

89 J. Wackernagel, Kleine Schriften, 2 (Géttingen n.d.) 1103—4 and 1152.—Or did
Heliodorus have only o 34-35 in mind, where he appears to have the scholium on his
side?

% Ap. S. 160.16 drwpeiag (Y 218), the last of a short series of alphabetical glosses;
our gloss; 160.22 Hrate kpewdvtwv (o 45 or 81); 160.23 vnioyetar (B 91 or y 380);
160.24 vrootag (y 99 or & 329); 160.26 vrodudg (8 386), etc.; it seems on internal and
external grounds less likely to refer to @ 517.—Note that he thus brings to bear a term
familiar from Stoic ethics; cf. Damianos Tsekourakis, Studies in the Terminology of Stoic
Ethics, Hermes Einzelschriften 32 (Wiesbaden 1974) esp. pp. 42 ff.
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gloss Topa 10 eipapuévov seems apposite (cf. sch. D ad Y 30), as also
in a 34 (the suffering of mortals Vnép 10 Tempwuévov, as rendered by
sch. D ad loc.).

46 Ap. S. 159.22: vrnvntn: év 1 Q tiig TAddog (sc. v. 348; cf. x
279). 0 'HMo6dwpog anodidwoiv dpting tyv fipnv éxovil. vrivn 8é
£0TLV 0 V1O TV Plvo T0mo¢: kol ol pev 1oV puotoko drodiddaoty, ol
3€ 10 yéverov. dkovelv 8¢ Guelvov 1® dpTing Yeveldvil: didmep énri-
VEYKE “T100 mep yoprectdrn fifn.”

cf. sch. D ad Q 348 (partim sim. A): mp&tov Vv : dpxopéve yeverdlewv - vrfvar
8¢ kadoDvtar atl mepi o xelAn tpixeg, 0 piota dpt puduevoe. ol 8¢ xotvax einov 10
yévelov; sch. HQV ad x 279: dmnviitn : Onrivn Aéyeton 6 pdotol. mpdrov dmnvrn,
GpTL yeverdvti, mpatng fifng kot fAkiag Svt, dptiyevelo yeverritn. Omrivn 8 ot 10
éndvo xethog, &9’ 0b mpdrov yevvatan 6 xvods, 8 EoTLy T Tp@TN 00 Yevelov ExQUOIC;
sch. Q ad loc.: vrMvniTng 6 10 xeThog npdtov xvodlwv yevelw; T (Phot. 625.12; Ba.
397.3; Su. v 429): OrnvrTY : Akpat, GpTL YEVEL@VTL, unde Lex. Aip. app. 3, gl. 2 3—4
ol pév—yéverov] cf. Poll. 2.80: ai & ¥nd puvi tpixeg pdota kai vroppiviov, koi mpo-
noyoviov 1 Tpdtn PAdoT - ai 8¢ npdg Q) kdtw xelAer mdnnog, 1 8’ €€ dppotv drivn ;
sch. AbT (ex.) ad Q 348a: xoi pdotal pev al ém 100 dvo xelAovg Tplxeg, 10 8¢ kdtw
nannog, 10 8¢ €€ dpepotv vmivn; sim. Eust. 1353.56  2-3 Yvmvn —1émog] cf. Hsch. v
539: vmiivn : 10 Yéverov, fitot ndyev: dAlor piotal, Alol drivn, 8¢ ot <0> VIO THY
piva témog. 4 1@ dptiwg yever@vu] cf. Dem. Thr. (fr. om. Gehrmann) ap. Eust.
1658.61: ‘Eppfig 1@ 'Odvooel émituyydvel, veaviok® mpoceolkag, &ptt dromiunia-
pévo yevelov.

The epithet VanvriTng is applied to Hermes on his mission to Priam in
the "Extopog Adtpa (Q 348) and when he appears to provide Odysseus
with the magical drug p@Av (x 279) prior to the meeting with Circe.
‘Yrnrjvn being the term for the beard and moustache (cf. Poll. 2.80, sch.
AbT ad Q 348a), the conventional explanation of TpdTov dANVTY in
antiquity was dpyopéve yeveraletv or the like (sch. D ad Q 348; cf.
sch. HQV ad x 279; Z, Dem. Thr.).°! This is also the explanation
favored by Apollonius Sophista over Heliodorus’ less literal diptiog
v fipnv égovti. Apollonius believed that the following phrase, t0?
nep yopiestarn 1ifn, tells against Heliodorus (evidently on grounds of
redundancy); Heliodorus doubtless thought that it supported his posi-

91 Cf. Risch (n. 43 above) § 14d, who recognizes the connection with vmjvn and sug-
gests with a question mark that Ormviitng may belong to the group around moA{tng; on
the paraphrast Demosthenes Thrax cf. B. Gehrmann, Demosthenis Thracis MetofoA®dv
‘'O8vooelag Fragmenta, diss. (Konigsberg 1890); he leaves the question of date open
(12-13).
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tion.92 This case illustrates Heliodorus’ willingness to take a fresh look
at the context and challenge the vulgate explanation on this basis, if he
thought it necessary. However, the more literal rendering has tended to
prevail in both ancient and modern times.?

47 Ap. S. 160.26: vmodumg: “Tocerd(Gyov(oc) Ynoduac” (8 386) O
ugv ‘HAddwpog dumg vmotetayuévog, €viol 88 GG mepPLooELOVONG
dxovovot Thg npobécenc.

1 mocelddv C : correxi 2 mepracevovong Bekker : nepiooov ovong C

cf. Hsch. v 611: drodumg: vrotetayuévog dodAog, Bepdnwv; sch. D ad & 386: ¥vro-
S : Oepanwv, Ornpétng; sch. EQ ad loc.: ¥modudg: 6 vrotetayuévog Bepdnwv 100
Mocelddvog. &upacty yap éxel 1| vnd- Bepdnawv 6 VYroelkav 1@ olkelw deondtn xai
Sapalduevog. mapédker 1 Und, Srapuidrter 8¢ v Ofetav (mapéiker—= Hdn.
2.140.19); T (Phot. 627.13; Ba. 398.2; Su. v 484): Oroduwg: dovAog; Eust. 1501.37: év
8¢ 10 dmodudg neprrth N npdbecic, dg kai €n’ ARV ToAADY yivetou.

There was an ancient controversy as to whether the prefix in dYrodumg
had force and the word should be rendered as SpG¢ VROTETOYUEVOG, as
Heliodorus did (cf. sch. EQ ad & 386), or whether, in fact, compound
and simplex were indistinguishable in sense and the vro- redundant (cf.
sch. D ad loc.). Insistence on literalism occasionally stood Heliodorus
in good stead (cf. ad fr. 42); here it seems a dubious blessing.

48 Ap. S. 160.11: YITIONHIQI (o 186): 6 nuev 'Aniwv (fr. 143 N.) @ év
0 '18dxn Apévog oUtmg kahovpévov. 6 8¢ ‘HAMGdwpog g dvo uépn
Adyov Svio petelAngev, tv’ §j Yo 1) vnio- enot yap “viiog témog
Exov EVAa i dévdpa, ¢€ GV decpodor tag vardg kaBopuilovteg.”

hinc Hsch. v 705: O16 vni : 1drog Sévdpa (-ov M) éxav, év olg é8éopevov 1dg vadg et
sch. D.T. 444.29 = AO 4.310.10: 6 yap "Aniwv &g t0d év 10dxn Awpévog drmovnie
xoAovpévou cuvBétag avéyve: 6 8¢ 'HAddwpog Siaupel, tv’ { v1d 1d vniw; Eust.
1409.39: 16 8& Hrd viiw ol pev Ve’ Bv dvayvaokouot, Aéyovteg Droviiiov 1oV Alpéva.
ot 8¢ év vuol pépeoty “Omod 1@ Nnto Spet 1 vVAMeviL”, fiyouv 1@ Sacel, Snep kol kpelt-
tov- €l pév yap &v pépog Adyouv 10 dmoviiiov g éniBetov 100 Apévog, ein &v xol 10
OAjevtt éniBetov 100 Awpévog, Smep €oti @optikdv: 0v8elg Yap &v VAdevta einn
Mpéva. édv 88 8vo pépn Adyov elev 10 “Ond vnie”, ToAAY dxpiBectépa. 1 ypoor, tva
Aéyn 1ov Mpéva xeloBor vrd 1@ Nnie, pet VAfevtL.

92 Cf. frr. 49 and 31 (?) for possible examples of Heliodorus basing his paraphrase
closely on another word in context.
93 Cf., e.g., LST s.v. dbnmvring.
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As Neitzel remarks, it was doubtless the analogy of y 81 (fuetg & é§
I8¢ “Yrovniov eiAfiAovBuev) that led Apion to think YIIONHIQI a
single word in a 186 (év Apévi PeiBpe YIIONHIQI vVAxevty). But if
‘Yrnovijiog was the name of the harbor, what did Apion make of
‘Pel@pw? Eustathius presents a fuller version of Heliodorus’ argument,
doubtless from a scholium no longer extant, with emphasis on the
absurdity of applying the epithet UArjeig to a harbor, a consequence of
Apion’s interpretation.®* Might this argument go back ultimately to
Heliodorus and indicate that he wrote after Apion? Heliodorus has, in
any case, developed his gloss for vijiov (our one verbatim quotation of
the grammarian, by the way) on the basis of etymology (> vadg) and
context (epithet VAfjievtt). One wonders how he dealt with y 81.

49 Ap. S. 159.27: vmootoyvorto (v 212): 1OV araf elpnuévov. O
pev odv "Aniwv (fr. 144 N.) dnodidworv vravéorto, 6 8¢ ‘HAGSwpog
Omoyevv@to: “Omoctoyvotto Podv yévog edpupetorwv”  (ibid.).
ONAC uEv oDV EkATEPOC. ElpNTOL YOP GTO TV GTOYVWV UETOPOPL-
k@G, domep ovv €5 évdg onépuatog elg muBunyv yivetal, o’ od moA-
Aol otdyveg, ovtmg &nd piag fodg moAAol yivovton. didnep 6 pev elg
10 Ymod&orto petéppoocev, 6 8& LRoYEVV®DTO.

cf. sch. D ad v 212: ¥nootayvorto: énav&orto; Hsch. v 751: drootayvorto: vrod-
Eotto amd 100 6Tdxvog; sch. Ap. Rh. 1.972a: ypdgeton 3¢ “dppol mov KaKelvey vro-
otayveckov” vl 10D dpting, vewot YmnvEavov, vaqvBouv; Eust. 1890.3: 1o 8¢ vmo-
otayvorto (-oto cod.) &vti 10D avorto Slknv otayvwv- Gv Exactog € £vdg kékkov
ToAUYX0VG YiveTou TOV kKoprdv - €k 10D oTdy VoG Yap 10 vroctayvesBou.

The cowheard Philoetius is moved by the appearance of a beggar of the
same age as his master to these reflections about Odysseus: el 8’ 116n
#0vnke kol elv "Atdao ddpotory, / & pot €nert’ 'Odvonog Guvpovoc,
Sc p’ émi Bovaiv / elo’ €11 T0TOOV €évia Kepadivov évi dfiue. / viv
&’ ai puev yliyvovioun dBéceator, 008é kev dAAwg / Avdpl v’ VrooTO-
xvorto Podv yévog edpuuetdnmv- / 10 8 dAAot e kéhovion Gyve-
ueval opioy ovtolg / Eduevon (v 208—14). The dna drootayvotto
is, as Apollonius notes, a metaphor from ears of grain (oTdyVES).
Apion’s interpretation (sc. Ynov&orto) hardly differs from the conven-
tional énad&orto. Heliodorus’ rendering broyevv@to (‘be begotten’) is
no improvement.”> Neither of the ancient glosses brings out the force
94 Neitzel ad Apion fr. 143 presents the same argument without citing Eustathius.

95 Schenck (n. 6 above) 19 suggests that Apion is following etymology, Heliodorus
context (cf. ytyvovton in v 211).
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of the metaphor, however; cf. T. E. Shaw’s translation: “Yes, and
these have so increased as to be beyond number, like ears of standing
comn for multitude. Never did any man’s broad-fronted cattled breed
better.”%

50 Ap. S. 165.24: @uAing (e 477): 6 uév ‘HAddwpog yévog élalog, O
8¢ Anlwv (fr. 152 N.) y1hidg yévog 8évdpov. Aéyeton yap {8t} 1 dvi-
uepog éhaio Aeyouévn euAio {Aéyeton}.

2-3 8 et alt. Aéyetan del. R. Janko

cf. Paus. 2.32.10: paxovg pev 3 kaAodowv Tporlivior ndv oov dxapmov éAaiag,
k6Tvov kol guAAiav xai Elonov; sch. D ad € 477: guking: eldog éAalag Thg kadovpé-
vng uAiog; sch. BPQT ad loc.: guAing: oMo eldog éAalag, poppivng Spoto gvAla
éxovong. ol 8t 10 dypiédarov Aéyovorv; Hsch. @ 985: guA{e}ing: guAio éotiv eldog
dypredaiog, GAAol cukiig, ol 88 eldog 8évBpov Spotov mpive ; Eust. 1547.6: 1 8& puAdia
€ldog kot odth dyplag édaiag €xovomng evAka Spota puppivy, puAdttovsa uéxpt kai
viv mapa moAlolg tobvopa; al. “Amm.” gl. 490: povAia kol guAio Srapépet. pavAio
uév yap eldog Ehatag, puAia 8¢ 1) oxivog, Vix recte.

Landed on Scheria, Odysseus seeks shelter for the night: doiovg &’ ép’
omAv0e Bdpuvoug / €€ 0pdBev mepudtag: 6 pév euAing, 6 8’ éAaing. /
T00¢ pev dp’ o’ dvéuwv Sidn pévog Vypdv déviwv, / oUte mot’
Néhog paéBov dxtiow EBorlev, / 0Bt SuBpog nepdocke Stapumepéc:
g dpa tukvol / aAAidoioty €puv érapotfadic- odg vn’ ’O8voceng /
dvoet’ (e 476-82).7 One suspects that Apion’s fondness for dicho-
tomy®® led him to deny the conventional wisdom (cf. sch. D ad loc.),
followed by Heliodorus, that the guAin was a type of olive. I suspect
that Hesychius’ alternative explanations are likewise philologists’
guesses aimed at supplying a suitable shade-tree. Later Greek usage
(cf. Pausanias, Eustathius), should be decisive in favor of the traditional
interpretation.

51 Ap. S. 168.22: yoivikog: “8¢ xev éufig (ye) / xolvikog &ntnrtor” (t
27-28)- 0 8¢ 'HModwpog Béher dnholv émd pépovg tpogic, ovk
amBdvac.

9 The Odyssey of Homer, tr. T. E. Shaw (New York 1956, 1st publ. 1935) 276 (also
cited by Stanford ad loc.).

97 Cf. Nonnus’ imitation (Dion. 5.474): Bduvovg énv tavieuArog, 6 pév euAing, 6 &’
€laing.

98 Cf. fr. 37 Neitzel = our fr. *22.
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cf. sch. D ad t 28: xoivikog Gnteton : 1po@ig Aapufaver - 16 e petpodv kol 10 HETPOVHE-
vov; sch. HQ ad loc.: dvti 100 dandvng, tpoefig. dna évtadbo 1 govn. kol od did
to0t0 ywprotéov tiig TAddog v 'OdVoceiav - kakel yap elot 1008e evtedéotepa
ovopato- “OApov 8 Gg oceve Parwv” (A 147), “4ue’ dotpaydAorot yohwBels” (¥
88), “ntdov(a)” (¥ 697); Eust. 1853.59: yotvi§ 8¢ viv 1 tpoer - dlonuog yap 1 Aékrg,
£€nl 1€ 6keVOVG TOD HETPOVVTOG KO TOD HETPOVUEVOL TPEYHATOG.

Here Heliodorus is not so much concerned with the meaning of a word
in context (he assumes the vulgate explanation yoivikog Gnteton =
1po@Og Aappaver), but rather with the semantic development that led
to this sense. Eustathius, l.c., was able to cite other examples of the
homonymy of the measure and the object measured (viz., uédipuvoc,
tdAavtov). Heliodorus’ observation, however, that the Homeric usage
is an example of cuvekdoyn or pars pro toto is a good one and rightly
receives Apollonius’ approval.

2) Preserved outside the Lexicographical Tradition

52 Herodian, Iepi povipovg Aé€eag 2.939.20: °Avdpidg: t& €l og
Myovta xoBapdv, éxtetopévov €xovia 10 o, £l ol mpd Téhoug
pwviiev f| owvievta, BapivesBon BéAer, Spaxovriog, dvouatiag,
konmatiog, Aoklog, EpvElag, Bopéag, Hpéag, Oapoéag, Kpatéag,
Muvdag, ®Aeydac, 'Av8péag: puplov éoti nAfBog Tolovtwv dvoud-
Tov ddiomtwrtov. onuel®deg dpo tO Avdplag GEuvduevov. ovk
dyvod 8¢ 611 ‘HAd8wpog £BovAeto adtod nepionay - Opoimg Ot Kol 10
lpdg. 10 & avto f&lov xal Apdxwv 0 Ztpatovikedg, €Tt 68 kol
Tvpavviev (fr. 13 Haas). ok €xet 88 oUTw T& THg AVOYVOOENS, G £V
£téporg (cf. 1.51.14) édjlwoa.

4 xomnatiog . . . edpvElag cod. : corr. Lehrs 9 tupavvikev cod. : corr. Bloch

cf. To. Al. 8.22: ceonuelwton 10 {udg kel Gvdprdg dEvvBévta {pdvtog yop kol
&vdprdvtog Gmep map’ 'AtTikolg <mpo>mepionaton ; Epit. Cath. pr. 21.11: nepiondron
8¢ "Apkag telexdg: ovdémote 8¢ 6EVvetar, ywpig el un dorv &nd mabfntikod Tapakel-
pévou ovvBeta, 80ev 10 Tndg kel dvdpidg, dg éktetopévov Exovia 1 ag onuetovuedao
4&vvdpeva . . .; ad Tyrann. fr. 13 Haas et ad Ep. Hom. 1 57

Both IMAZ and ANAPIAZX still belonged to the living language in the
second century AD. A grammarians’ dispute over their accentuation
may therefore seem at first surprising. Furthermore Haas ad Tyrann. fr.
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13 is only partially correct in saying that Heliodorus et al.® merely
wanted, by violence, to reduce these two words to the general rule,
since then we would have expected them to posit dvdplag (even if the
proper names or quasi-adjectival forms like Spakovtiag, dvopatiog,
xonrmotiog or tapatiog are held to be inapposite parallels, surely
koxAlag provides the needed analogue: cf. Hdn. 1.52.1 ff.).

There was, however, some local variation, with Attic speakers pro-
nouncing &v8plavtog, ipdvtog etc. in the oblique cases.!®’ Perhaps
the circumflex of the oblique forms invaded the nominative in some
people’s speech and was seized upon by the grammarians named as the
more analogous and therefore “correct” pronunciation. Herodian is,
however, clearly right about the prosody of these words.!”! Helio-
dorus’ remark may have been made a propos the form IMAX at I 391;
the same is likely in the case of Tyrannio, as Haas has shown.!0?

53a sch. A (Hdn.) ad E 297c!: Alvelag 8 dndpovoe(e} (cov donidt
Sovpi te pokp®) : ‘HMédwpog o1iler ng 100 dndpovoev, elta dpye-
o1 4o 10D oLV donidt Sovpl e pokpd* & Yop elxe, enot, npdtepov,
tobto @ [Movdape petédokev. alpel yobv, enol, Thv donida &rod
100 vekpod kol kaBorAileton kol 10 PAnBEv Vnd 100 Alopndoug
dépv. | 10010 88 0¥k Fomv dAnBEc ¢ ST dmd tov IMavddpov 6
Alvelag aipet 10 Onho- oV yap édfAwoev 6 mointic, dniBoavdv te

9 Draco’s chronological position is unclear; he was prior to the Techne attributed to
Dionysius Thrax (on the date of which see most recently V. di Benedetto, ““At the Origins
of Greek Grammar,” Glotta 68 [1990] 19-39, with literature) and to Apollonius Dys-
colus: cf. L. Cohn, RE 5.2 (1905) 1662.27 ff. (in the list of his works at Su. 8 1496 we
should surely read Iepi catvp(tk)dv).

100 Tugvto- 10 yop éxtetapévov véog ‘AtBi8og, o dALavTa: sch. T ad E 214b, as
well as Io. Al. cited above.

101 Cf. n. 89 above; the Herodianic cross-reference is likely to be to a passage of the
TAioxm mpocdio otherwise lost, since it is here that one would expect him to discuss the
reading of the Homeric text, not in the KaBoAix?) npocsedic (al. Haas ad Tyrann. fr. 13).
Might the other party have been influenced by Aristarchus’ view that Homer was an
Athenian? Cf. A.R. Dyck, “The Fragments of Alexander of Cotiaeum,” /CS 16 (1991),
317,n. 18.

102 pgce F. Ritschl (n. 6 above) 119, who denied that this material could derive from a
work of Homeric exegesis and raised instead the possibility that the metrician is the
Heliodorus in question in this fragment; however, the quantity of the vowel is not at issue
here (the length of the o being presupposed), only the accent, which is, of course, not
within a metrician’s province; the problem is akin rather to that dealt with in fr. 45 (albeit
in this case the meaning is unaffected).
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adtov telvan 1Ov Alvelov youvov mapadedoxévar tolg moAgpiolg,
Oméyuypdv 1€ 10 ExdéyecBon OV Atopndn € od kaborAiontan 6
Alvelog kol uy 008wg adtov dvelelv: 810 xad 0 'Ackodwvitng (p. 46
B.) cuvdntel dote énl 10D Alvelov xeloBon 10 “odv donidt dovpl te
poxp®”’- xoi dfiAov &t O Mavdopog v’ EAAOL KOTO TO CLOTMUEVOV
koBonAioto, 0 8¢ Alvelog elg 10 petd@pevov petevnvoyer v
donida, elye 8 10 80pv mapaxeinevov, Ny Ekerto év 10 dlepw, donep
kol Néotwp fvioydv Atopndet, ag cageg €x 100 “Extopog nposdnov
“of ke AaPwpev / donido Neotwopénv” (@ 191-92). ottag 8¢ xai
Adtopédmv vioxel 1@ MotpdkAm- mapadoic odv tag fviog 'Alxiué-
SovtL moAepel tolg idloig Snhorg (cf. P 481-83). tovta ‘Hpwdioavog
¢év 1fi [Ipoowdiq (2.51.5). A

53b sch. bT ad E 297¢% ‘HMédwpog Eomiev elg 10 dndpovoe - mape-
Sedaxer yap, pnotv, 6 Alvelag ta 1o 6mAo 10 Movdapw mg uéAhwv
fvioxety, €10’ obtw xateABov ékdiddokel 1OV vexpdv kol todTolg
onAileton- Snep dromov, 10 émtnpetv Atoprdea, dxpig od onhicHf
Atvelog. GAAG paAhov, o kol ‘Hpwdiovd (2.51.16) Sokel, kotd pev
10 cronapevov Iavdapog onhileton . . .

1 le. emend. et suppl. Villoison 2 éwg 100] eig 10 Bekker, fort. recte 3 efAe paot A :
corr. Bekker 4 mapéBwkev Bekker, fort. recte | yobv odv Lehrs, y” odv Erbse  7-8 1
o0Tov eivon] Te odTOV €0vToV Bekker : e 10 €00tV vel sim. Erbse : 1e adtov ein v
Haslam, recte 20-21 napoadedoket b 21 gnoiv—38nho T: enot 16 6mho b 22
évd18voket E3

cf. sch. T ad E 297d.!: Alvelag & d&ndpovoe ovv donid dovpl 1e pokpd: SAov
cuvantéov 1OV otiyov, O Nikdvep (p. 183 Friedl.); sch. A" ad E 2974%: cuvantéov
8Aov tOv otiyoVv.

This, Heliodorus’ one known foray into the field of Homeric punctua-
tion, can hardly be accounted a success. He has, however, put his
finger on a real problem in the text. Aeneas finds Pandarus on the field
of battle (E 167-69); their conversation results in Pandarus’ decision to
join Aeneas in his chariot; the reader assumes that down to this point
Pandarus has been armed only with his bow (cf. esp. E 204-5: &¢
AMmov, adtdp meCoc é¢ “TAiov eldihovBo / 16€oio1v micuvog). If,
then, Pandarus uses Aeneas’ equipment in his fatal encounter with
Diomedes, as the reader would naturally assume, how is this sequel to
Pandarus’ death possible: Alveiag 8’ dndpovoe obv donidt dovpl 1e
nokp® / deloog ui o ol épvoarto vekpov "Axanot (E 297-98)?
Heliodorus’ solution, to make Aeneas leap from the chariot
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unarmed, afraid lest shield and spear be taken along with the corpse,
was rejected by Ptolemy Ascalonita on several grounds: the poet does
not depict Aeneas putting on the arms of his fallen comrade; there are
also problems of plausibility and taste: Aeneas would not have offered
Pandarus to the enemy unarmed, nor would Diomedes have waited for
Aeneas to arm himself. Although on one occasion Apollonius implicit-
ly praised Heliodorus for his exegesis “in the manner of Aristarchus”
(’Aprotopyeing),'® in this instance it fell to Herodian (or already
Ptolemy Ascalonita?) to invoke the Aristarchean principle koté 10
clwonmpevov to solve the problem: xoi dfdov 6t 6 IMavdapog v’
dAAov xoth 10 cLonmpevov koBdrAioto kTA. 1%

**54 sch. Ge (ex.?) ad ® 259a.: (xepoi pakeArov Exwv ;) ‘HAddwpog
ypGpeL- “yepot dlxeAlov Exwv”.

1 le. add. Nicole 1-2 'HM68wpog ypaper - xepoi dikeAlav éxwv Nicole : 1dpododpig
yap xepotiv éxov dlkeAlov Ge

cf. Ap. S. 109.33: paxelhov : 8ikeAlav, kakdg: €otL yap 10 TAatd okagelov; Hsch. p
114: poxéAAn : dikelho, TAatL okagelov . . . 8¢ T pakéAAng O otedede; sch. bT (ex.)
ad @ 259b.: (uéxerhov :) pdxelho 1 okolig i tpokéAlovoa kol xivodoo: SixeAlo
yap 1 S1x60ev kéAhovoo (cum iis testimoniis, quae collegit Erbse); sch. D ad loc.:
pdkeAlay : poaxéAAnv- éott 8¢ eldog EpyaAeiov.

If Heliodorus’ name is correctly restored here!% and if, as Ludwich
suggested,'% Heliodorus’ &{keAAa is a gloss rather than a variant read-
ing,'%7 then this would be Apollonius’ harshest criticism of Helio-
dorus.!%® But this fragment would be singular not only in that respect
but also as the sole glossographic fragment transmitted outside the
lexicographical tradition and bearing unambiguously on the Iliad;
Nicole’s conjecture therefore remains subject to grave doubt.

103 Fr. 7 above.

104 Cf. R. Meinel, Kot& 10 ciwnduevov, ein Grundsatz der Homererklirung Ari-
starchs, Progr. (Ansbach 1915) 13.

105 Cf. also Ludwich’s conjecture H8po(ppdnc) Aodpic ypdoeet (n. 83 above) 12, n. 66.

106 Ibid., n. 68; for ypdperv in the sense ‘explain’ he has collected parallels at Aristarchs
homerische Textkritik, 2 (Leipzig 1885) 748; Erbse ad loc. likewise adopts this position
in light of Ap. S. 109.33.

107 As Allen assumes, after Nicole, in his app. crit. ad ® 259.

108 Cf. fr. 42 above, where he preferred Apion’s interpretation; I. Helck, De Cratetis
Mallotae studiis criticis quae ad lliadem spectant, diss. (Lipsiae 1915) 42, n. 1, had, on
account of this harshness, assumed Apion to be the target.
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d. Conclusion

Of Heliodorus’ extant glosses most give explanations for Homeric
words, the exceptions being frr. 12, 35 and 51-53; 16 deal with &no&
elpnuéva,!® another seven with words which occur only twice in
Homer.!! Seldom do we hear of his opinions about prosody and punc-
tuation, above all in frr. 52 and 53 respectively,!!! two fragments which
have bypassed the usual Apollonian filter; they do not, however, make
one greatly regret the loss of other such material. We know of at most
one case in which Heliodorus seems likely to have sponsored a variant
reading.!!?

In trying to evaluate Heliodorus’ work, we are hampered by the
Apollonian filter through which almost all of it has passed, as well as
the corruption of several fragments (21 and 29). Nevertheless we can
form some estimate, if nothing else, of his glossographic activity. By
the first century A.D. there was a substantial tradition of Homeric exe-
gesis for the scholar to react to, and it was proportionately difficult to
say something new and true. Both Apion and Heliodorus labored
under this problem. Also, the hunt for npoAfuata, begun by the Peri-
patos and continued at Alexandria, was by no means dead in Helio-
dorus’ day (cf. ad frr. 7, 8, 9, 12).!'3 Much of the time Heliodorus
appears as a conventional critic, hewing close to the received interpre-
tation (albeit sometimes with refinements tailored to the given context:
cf. ad frr. 1, 6,9, 18 (for B 185), 21, ¥22, 25 (?), 31, 33, 34, 38, 40, 41
and 50. Similarly, he takes the interpretation preserved in the D-
scholia as his starting-point in frr. 18 and 43 (cf. also fr. 11); and he
works along lines opened up by Aristarchus in fr. 7. He also, if I am
not mistaken, evinces concern to protect the tpénov in the depiction of
royalty: cf. ad frr. 10, 35, 38 and, possibly, 41.114

In handling difficult dro& elpnuéva, the scholar was sometimes
reduced to guesswork (cf. ad frr. 22 and 41). For better results at

109 Sc. fir. 11, 13, 14, 15, 16, 20, 24, 36, 37, 44, 47, 48, 49, 50, 51, **54.

110.8c. frr. 9, 29, 30, 32, 34, 42, 46.

11 For prosody cf. also fr. 45 and ad fr. 48; for punctuation cf. also fr. 12.

12 Cf, ad frr. 2, 17, *20 and **54.

113 Cf, The Fragments of Comanus (n. 1 above) 253, n. 47.

114 This last fragment would be relevant if Heliodorus’ inclusion of b with tetpnuévolg
in his definition of tpntotowv was intended to distinguish the royal beds so described (see
n. 76 above) as deliberately ‘pierced’ (for aesthetic reasons), rather than through other
causes.
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explaining difficult words there were two methods available —both,
however, subject to abuse: inference from etymology or from context.
Heliodorus practiced both methods, especially etymology, which plays
a role in 23 of the extant fragments.!!> Many of these interpretations
are routine and unoriginal; and when he strikes out on his own there are
sometimes problems: cf. ad frr. 13, 14, 15, 17, 18, 23, 32 and 35.
Sometimes, however, close attention to context paid off for Heliodorus:
see ad fir. 3, 5, 26 (for T" 26) and 39; and in fr. 33 he appears to have
been the first to detect a nuance which modern scholars still recognize.
On other occasions, even if one cannot agree with his solution, he at
least put his finger on a real difficulty (cf. fr. 13 and the non-
glossographic fr. 53).

We have the opportunity to compare Heliodorus’ views with various
predecessors, including Aristarchus. On occasion he follows in the
footsteps of his great predecessor (fr. 7; cf. fr. 18, if Aristarchus’ name
is correctly restored). He parts company with him, however, four
times: in frr. 14 and 45, where Aristarchus’ view is accepted by modern
scholars, and in frr. 23 and 44, which cannot, on our evidence, be adju-
dicated. The same non liquet applies to his difference with Apollonius,
son of Chaeris, and Apion over the sense of the epithet for beds,
tpntév. He has the merit, however, unlike Crates and Apion, of not
insisting on Homer’s scientific omniscience (cf. ad fr. 12). He may
also have refuted one Timogenes (?) on the parts of speech of "Apnuvia
and [Toddpyn (fr. 19).

However, the thirteen citations which juxtapose our grammarian
with Apion provide the best opportunity to compare Heliodorus with
another scholar.!'® Suda o 3215 includes the information that Apion
was a pafntg 'AnoAdwviov 100 'ApyiBlov. But Ruhnken already
saw that this could not be right and that Apion must be the older
man.!!” Hence Polak’s emendation to poafnthc "ApxiBilov t0d "Anol-
Awviov, whereby Apion would be the student of Apollonius’ father,
has won general acceptance.!!®

More citations of Apion appear in Apollonius’ Lexicon than of any

115 He employs etymology in fir. 1,2, 3, 4,9, 11, 13, 14 (2), 15, 16, 19, 22, 23, #24 (?),
29, 32, 36, 37,41, 42, 44, 47, 48.

116 Cf. n. 6 above.

117 Preface to Alberti’s Hesychius.

118 Cf. Henrichs and Miiller (n. 3 above) 27, n. 5, who also correct Schenck’s surprising
mistake (n. 6 above) 13 ff. in making Apion the teacher of Apollonius Sophista.
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other scholar;!!® most include no value judgment, but almost 1/3 con-
tain a negative assessment; and only four times does Apollonius
express approval of Apion’s position.!”? One sometimes has the
impression that Heliodorus is being cited primarily as a counterweight
to Apion; thus, in frr. ¥22 and 50, Apollonius makes clear his prefer-
ence for glosses of Heliodorus which merely repeat the doctrine of the
D-scholia.!?!

In the circumstances one might expect to find Apollonius expressing
preference for Heliodorus over Apion even where the latter is superior.
This is not, in fact, the case. Only in fr. 34 is the lexicographer possi-
bly less than fair to Apion; Apollonius’ preference for Heliodorus’
interpretation of cpapoyebvto is warranted only if 1 440 and not 1 390
is in question. Elsewhere when he prefers Heliodorus’ gloss, it is, in
fact, better (frr. *22, 36, 50). It is possible that some editorial com-
ments by Apollonius have fallen out in the course of transmission, but
at other points one might have expected him to express preference for
Heliodorus’ view, when, according to the extant text, he does not (frr.
16, 28, 30, 37, 48); and on one occasion he wrongly prefers Apion’s
interpretation (fr. 42). Though one case cannot be decided on evidence
available today (fr. 41), I find no instance where Apion’s interpretation
is definitely to be preferred. One could take refuge in the assumption
that Apollonius has focussed on the less plausible of Apion’s glosses,
though he was not the only ancient Homerist to criticize Apion
severely.!?? But surely there must have been cases in which Apion and
Heliodorus agreed which it did not suit Apollonius’ purposes to record.

Apion has received much criticism in modern times as well, some of
it deserved. S. Neitzel has finally given us a more balanced assessment
of Apion’s achievement by keeping in mind that Apion was, like Helio-
dorus, ordinarily glossing a single passage. Heliodorus was less prone
to risky interpretations (and less original) than the other scholar; and he
paid the price by being cited less often than Apion.!?3 Heliodorus, too,
however, has his interpretational absurdities (see especially fr. *20, if it
is his). But, unlike Apion, he avoided the pitfall of asserting the poet’s

119132 according to Neitzel 207, n. 66.

120 Cf. Schenck (n. 6 above) 25 and n. 79 above.

121 Were the D-scholia, or rather their ancient forerunner, an important criterion for
Apollonius, as Schenck suspected (see n. 79 above)?

122 Cf, Porphyry’s judgement at fr. 46 N.

123 His fragments amount to only ca. 1/3 those of Apion.
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expertise in astronomy.'?* Suffering many, though not all, of the limi-
tations of Apion, Heliodorus, though not a great critic, was a guardian
and defender of the tradition of Homeric exegesis and was still able to
make a few modest gains.!?

INSTITUTE FOR ADVANCED STUDY

Index of Passages Discussed by Heliodorus

Homeric fragment Homeric fragment

verse!20 number verse number
E 297 53 €237 31
E 880 18 1106 7
d 259 *54 1214 21
Q 348 46 1440 34
a 35 45 1464 36
o 141 6 x 121 16
o 186 48 k 249 2

o 238 40 x 521 11
o274 27 A 274 15
o 349 10 A 495 39
B 185 18 A 502 33
v70 38 u 351 32
v 388 1 v 222 *20
4 386 47 0397 14
5489 3 p 237 13
£ 66 37 127 17
€275 12 128 51
€ 405 28 v 77 19
£ 467 30 v 212 49
e 477 50 v 366 5
€38 *22 v 3 44
£ 89 26 v 326 4

£ 141 35 ® 208 24

o319 25

124 See n. 39 above.

1251 would like to thank David Blank, Richard Janko and especially M. W. Haslam for
a particularly thorough and beneficial reading of this paper.

126 T assign to the earliest attestation within either poem in case of more than one.
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incertum utrum ad lliadem an Odysseam spectent

fr. no.

8

9
23
29
41
42
43

possible references

A 462, B 257, al.
Y 205, 6 404
0273, « 88, al.
Q453,& 11

I 448, o 440, al.
= 183,06 298

¥ 281, £ 49, al.

Index of Glosses Here Edited

&yaxivto 1
tayonaldueba 2
&devkél 3
&divoto Yoo 4
dewkig S
delpog 6
&Bepictav 7
aiBorno olvov 8
dhoc¥dvng 9
aignotiiot 10
Suevivaoocey 11
Gupopov 12
Sppovdic 13
dvoxtopinot 14
&vanvota 15
avdpayBéoct 16
ANAPIAL 51
avéopan 17
avécoyu 18
&proton 19
gmPatopt pAwv *20
gmewpéve 21
Lootpa *22
AA{Patog 23
IMAX 52
KkAlclov 24
pdaxeldav *54

npovtuyay 25
cevog 26
oxidvaton 27
omAadeg 28
ctovpol 29
otifn 30
otiAfov 31
otpevecBou 32
otv€out 33
ceapoyedvto 34
oyopévn 35
tavavnoda 36
tavvyhoooor 37
taprnoav 38
nufv 39
toMdnevoev 40
tpntotot 41
TplyAnva 42
Vypov EAonov 43
Omepixtaivovio 44
YINEPMOPON 45
omnvity 46
vroduwg 47
YITONHIQI 48
vmootavorto 49
@uAing 50
xoivixog 51

Addendum (p. 23 above): M. W. Haslam now suggests retaining tofg GmoAei-
aig, which may be interpreted as ‘smooth’ (cf. LSJ s.vv. dnoleaive and Aetog
3; cf. such compounds as dwpdAerog, éniAerog, kpovidrerog), and would, in
turn, imply an analysis as &-vok- ‘without fleece’.





