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The Fragments of Alexander of Cotiaeum!

ANDREW R.DYCK

1. Introduction

Thanks to the survival of the twelfth speech (really a letter of consolation to
the people of Cotiaeum) of Aclius Aristides, the life of Alexander of
Cotiacum is better attested than that of any other scholar of Greek antiquity;
for no other do we possess such extensive contemporary documentation.
That is not to say that we know everything we would like to know about
the man; for Aristides too often contents himself with vague encomiastic
generalities where we would prefer specific information. Nevertheless we
must be grateful to know as much as we do. In contrast, however, to the
amount of biographical information, the work itself is pathetically
underdocumented.

Having died around the middle of the second century A.D.2 at a ripe old
age (88§ 35-36), Alexander will have been bomn ca. A.D. 70-80.3 We are
not told who his own teachers were, the panegyrist being content to note
merely that Alexander had surpassed them (§ 6); nor does Aristides identify
any students of Alexander besides (unnamed) members of the imperial
family and himself-—Aristides has never been accused of a lack of interest in
self-promotion (cf. also § 40: Alexander’s judgment on Aristides’ speeches)
—though we are assured that they are legion (§ 10).

. 1 On the spelling, cf. Keil ad Ael. Arisud. 2. 217. 9; H. Erbse, Beitrdge zur
Uberlieferung der Illiasscholien (Munich 1960) 36 n. 2 (I have not, however, regularized
the spelling in the documents that follow). I cite the speech hereafter in the text by
paragraph number in Keil’s edition.

2Cf. C. A. Behr, Aelius Aristides and the Sacred Tales (Amsierdam 1968) 51.

3 M. Aurelius to Fronto Ep. 3. 9. 2. van den Hout probably should not be used 10 date
the future emperor's tuition from Alexander later than 139, pace P. Aclius Aristides, The
Complete Works, ir. C. A. Behr, II (Leiden 1981) 395 n. 14. The author indicates that, at
the date of the letter (139 in view of the allusion to the “Caesaris oratio,” probably a
speech of thanks to Pius for the granting of the title of “caesar”), what he has learned about
Greek composition is abandoning him, not that he had never learned the subject at all:
mihi vero nunc potissimum Graece scribendum est. ‘quamobrem?’ rogas. volo periculum
facere, an id, quod non didici, facilius obsecundet mihi, quoniam quidem id, quod didici,
deserit.
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While eschewing the problematical name of “sophist” (§ 8)—perhaps
in deference to the Socrates of his beloved Plato (§ 25)—Alexander did not
spurn payment for his art (§ 16). An interesting aspect of his teaching is
the fact that slaves would attend along with their young masters and that
manumission of the slaves would often ensue either as a spontaneous result
of their admiration for their slaves’ learning or on request from Alexander
himself (§ 15).4

Aristides offers a pleasing portrait of Alexander’s good relations with
his colleagues (§ 11), tolerance of the non-professional (ibid., an
observation confirmed by Marcus Aurelius: test. 2) and generosity (§§ 15—
17, including benefactions to Cotiacum). When Aristides fell ill in Rome
in spring of 144, Alexander enabled him to return home safely (§ 39). He
died leaving a widow and a small son (§§ 37-38).

Besides a work on Aesop (no doubt inspired by local patriotism in view
of the fact that Cotiacum was sometimes given as that author’s provenance:
cf. §§26-27), the only other work which Aristides mentions is the
Homeric ouyypag, assumed to have been identical with the 'EEnymtikd
in at least two books cited by Porphyry (test. 6 = fr. 2). Only three
fragments are assigned to a specific work, one to the "EEnynuika (fr. 2),
two 1o the TTavtodana (frr. 4 and 5). Fr. 2 makes it clear that, as the title
suggests, the "EEnyntixa concerned the exegesis of specific Homeric
passages. On this basis, I have assigned to the EEnymmika two other
fragments which likewise deal with the exegesis of Homeric passages, rather
than, e.g., the philological treatment of voces Homericae, which, inter alia,
was dealt with in the [TavtoSand (fr. 5).5 On the other hand, one cannot
exclude that comments on the spelling or etymology of voces Homericae
appeared in the "EEnmTika, if only as obiter dicta. Hence there remains a
large category of glosses of uncertain provenance, which I have arranged
alphabetically by word discussed (indicated in bold type). I have not
ordinarily burdened the critical apparatus with itacistic errors or confusions
of £ and o, or indicated variants in the apparatus testimoniorum.5

4 Similarly, slaves who were professional grammarians or philologists had very good
chances of receiving their freedom; cf. J. Christes, Sklaven und Freigelassene als
Grammatiker und Philologen im antiken Rom, Forschungen zur antiken Sklaverei 10
(Wiesbaden 1979) 181 ff.

5 One might wish to contemplate, with M. W. Haslam, the possibility that the
'‘EEnmmnixa formed part of the [Mavtodarnd.

Et. Gen. is cited from my collation of photographs.—Note that the Alexander cited at
sch. AT (ex.) ad A 1095 is in all probability Alexander of Myndus, as M. Wellhausen,
“Alexander von Myndos,” Hermes 26 (1891) 565 n. 2, showed (= FGrHist 25 F 6; Jacoby
also prints it, however, among the dubious fragments of Alexander Polyhistor at 273 F
143). The following works are referred to by abbreviated title:

A0 Anecdota Graeca ¢ codd. manuscriptis bibliothecarum
Oxoniensium, ed. J. A. Cramer, 4 vols. (Oxford 1835-37)
An. Orth. Anekdota zur griechischen Orthographie, ed. A. Ludwich (ind. lect.

Konigsberg 1905-12)
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Ap. Dysc. Apollonii Dyscoli quae supersunt, ed. R. Schneider-G. Uhlig, 3
vols. (Leipzig 1878-1910)

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

Aristox. fr. Die Schule des Aristoteles, hrsg. v. F. Wehili, II: Aristoxenos (2.
Aufl,, Basel and Stuttgan 1967)

Choer. Orth. Choerobosci Orthagraphia, ed. in: AO 11 167-281

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

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

M Etymologicum Magnum, ed. Th. Gaisford (Oxford 1848)
Epaphr. Epaphroditi grammatici quae supersunt, ed. E. Luenzer (diss. Bonn
1866)
Ep.ad A Epimerismi Homerici 1, ed. A. R. Dyck, SGLG 5/1 (Berlin and New
York 1983)
Et. Gud. ... Etymologicum Gudianum quod vocatur, ed. A. De Stefani, 2 fasc.
Stef. (Leipzig 1909-20)
Et. Orion. G cod. Paris. 2653, s. XVI, ed. in: Orionis Thebani Etymologicum,
ed. F. G. Sturz (Leipzig 1820)
Et. Orion. H cod. Darmstad. 2773, s. XIV, ed. in: Etymologicum Graecae
' linguae Gudianum, ed. F. G. Swrz (Leipzig 1818) 610 ff.
Eust. Eustathii archiepiscopi Thessalonicensis Commentarii ad Homeri

Iliadem, ed. M. van der Valk, 4 vols. (Leiden 1971-88); Eust.
Commentarii in Odysseam, 2 vols. (Leipzig 1825-26)

Greg. Cor. Gregorii Corinthii et aliorwn grammaticorum libri de dialectis
linguae Graecae, ed. G. H. Schaefer (Leipzig 1811)

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

Hsch. Hesychii Alexandrini Lexicon, ed. K. Latte, 2 vols. [A-O]

(Copenhagen 1953-66); rest in: Hesychii Alexandrini Lexicon,
ed. M. Schmidt, II-IV (Jena 1861-62)

Moer. Harpocration et Moeris, ed. 1. Bekker (Berlin 1833)

Porph. Porphyrii Quaestionum Homericarum reliquias collegit, disposuit,
edidit H. Schrader, 2 vols. (Leipzig 1880-90)

Porph. ... Sod. Porphyrii Quaestionum Homericarum Liber I, 1esto critico a cura di
A. R. Sodano (Naples 1970)

sch. Ap. Rh. Scholia in Apollonium Rhodium vetera, ed. C. Wendel (Berlin
1935)

sch. Din /i Scholia Didymi quae vocantur in [liadem; ed. princ.: J. Lascaris

(Rome 1517); here cited from: ‘Opnpov 'Thdg xai eig admv
oxdAia yevdeniypaga Awddpov, éx Bedatpov év 'Ofovig

(1675)

sch. Din Od. Didymi antiquissimi auctoris interpretatio in Odysseam (Venice
1528)

sch. D.T. Scholia in Dionysii Thracis Artem grammaticam, ed. A. Hilgard
(Leipzig 1901)

sch. Eur. Scholia in Euripidem, ed. E. Schwanz, 2 vols. (Berlin 1887-91)

sch. /1. Scholia Graeca in Homeri Iliadem (scholia vetera), ed. H. Erbse, 7
vols. (Berlin 1969-88)

sch. Lyc. Lycophronis Alexandra, ed. E. Scheer, I1: Scholia (Berlin 1908)

sch. Od. Scholia Graeca in Homeri Odysseam, ed. G. Dindorf, 2 vols.

(Oxford 1855)
SGLG Sammiung griechischer und lateinischer Granvnatiker



310 Illinois Classical Studies, XVI

II. Testimonia
a. De vita
1. Ael. Arist. orat. XII tota

2. M. Aurel. Ant. Ad se ipsum 1. 10: rapa ‘Are&avSpov 10D
YPOUpOTIKOD 1O dvemimAnktov: xal 10 pf ovewdiotikdg
tmAapPavesBor t@dv PapBapov fi cbhowkdv TL § annyés
npoeveykopévav, aAL’ éndeling adtd pdvov éxelvo, 6 E3er
[5] eipficBar, mpogépecBor év tpome o’uto;cpicemg ﬁ
cuvempaptupnoewg ﬁ ouv&alnwawg nept avtod 1od
npdrypatog, ovyl 1l£pl 10D prRpatog, 1j 8’ Etépag Tivodg todTng
EPPEAODG TOLPUROPVICENS.

3.SHA IV Iul. Cap. M. Ant. phil. 2. 3: usus practerea

grammaticis Graeco Alexandro Cotiaensi (cotidianis: corr. Uhlig),

Latinis Trosio Apro et Pol<l>ione et Eutychio Proculo Siccensi.
b. De scriptis

4. Ael. Arist. 12. 36 = 2. 223. 17 Keil: xaitot 10 tfig ‘Ounpixiig
ovyypagiig moypdv kol Tty x6Gpog elvor TOAAOXT.

5. Steph. Byz. 379. 3: Kotidewv- ... évlu fiv 'AAéEavdpog O
"AokAnmidSov ypoppatikdg nodvpabéstartog ypnpatilev, og
nepi navtodantic HAng k8" Eypaye Biflove.
6,7,8 = frr. 2, 4 et 5 infra laud.

III. Fragmenta

a. 'E&nymuxa
1.Sch. A ad N 358-59: o1 &’ #pidog xputepfig <xai Opotiov

ntodéporo / melpap émaArdloavieg én’ apeotépoict
Tavvooav>: 0 Adyog: ot 8 10 népag tod moAépov xoi THG

Su. Suidae Lexicon, ed. A. Adler, 5 vols. (Leipzig 1928-38)

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

Tz. Ex. Draconis Stratonicensis liber De metris poeticis, loannis Tzetzae
Exegesis in Homeri Iliadem, ed. G. Hermann (Leipzig 1812)

Zon. Iohannis Zonarae Lexicon, ed. . A. H. Tiumann, 2 vols. (Leipzig

1808)
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£p18og ouvayavteg énétewvav du@otépolg, olov (iu(pmépa)eav
[5] uewvﬁvemm HEV oDV amd 1THV Secp.('bv W 8¢
£nal7»a§m éni 10d cvuvayar xpcovtou. Kai 1dv naColoycov
Tvég, mheovaler 8¢ 'ApiordEevog 0 povokdg EmmAAoypéva
Aéyov (fr. 137 We.) 1@ ovvnppéva. obteg 6 Kotwaedc.

1-3 le. suppl. Erbse

Cf. sch. A (Did. | Ariston.) ad N 359a: reipop érarrdlavieg <én’
dp(potepomt tévvocav> (suppl. Villoison): Stxwg Aptotapxog,
xail “én’ allnlomw " v 8¢ &' apcpotépmv o keyousvov 81 o
Mocerddv xail 6 Zebg tov ndéhepov tfi Epidr cvvédnoav, 10 népag
¢ €p1do¢ xai mGAwv 1O 1oV nolépou AaPévreg xai
éualkd&avteg £r’ dugotépors, ('60nep ol ta ap.pm:a ROLOVVTEG,
168¢ sm t68e. oVrtwg Aplctapxog I A Smkq, 611 maparinyopel,
8o népata unoneeuevog. etepov uév eplﬁog, €repov d¢ moAépov,
e§antopsva xat’ ap.q>o1:epmv Y otpateuuatwv sch. D ad N 358-
60: o 8¢ ng xai o ﬂoocl&ov 1(1 nspa‘tu g p.axng Xai 109
nokepoo telvavug Kath GUEOTEpOV THV STpaTdV, cSncuv
ioxvpd Seopd, O¢ {8£cpog} (ut gl. seclusi) moAdoig aluog
arodeiag éyévero. 3 10 mépag) cf. sch. D ad N 359: neipap:
népog, téhog. 5 1d 8t EnaArdEar—] cf. sch. D ad N 359:
traAréEavteg: tmnAéfavieg ¢ kfjpag xol olovel dhoavtec;
Ap. 8.70. 26: énoArdEavreg: EmnAé€avieg, éEappoticavrec, cui
sim. Hsch. (Cyrill.) € 4131: tnaAralavreg: éoapputioavug.
émnké&avteg .. Porph 1. 184. 14: BSuvardrepa xal
toAunpbdtepa and TdvV etg nepata oxowm m)p.BaM»ovuov xol Eig
Eeopov tnaiiattéviov & ncpa‘ra. fneita  tewoviov
HETEVAVOXEV, épt&og keywv xai nokcuou Tl napata
eval).a&avzs; xal dfoavieg Erdvvoav sn: ak)mlong. ommg
logvpde thv épiv 1d moAépe ouvﬁncavug g Tov 8£cpov ToBTOV
“Gppnxtov” (360) udv elvar xoi “Grutov” (360) amoxg, “roAADV”
5¢ “yonvat fAvoe” (360) Eust. 937. 5: n L ;,u:‘ca(popa yéyovev eu;
v pégmv and tdv Ev toig oxowviog fi toig mact Beoumv &
doavtéc tweg E§ axpa)v. elta Swatavieg taviovowy, bg v &
Seopde mmvmeetg xol opiyxBeig doparialii. makoidg 8¢ tig
onow olte: “meipap Exadrélovtes dvil 1ol  pdymv
napateivavieg, and t@v Emwmhexopévav oxowviev kxatd td
répata”; Eust. 937. 23,

I assume that this entire scholium, not just the final pomon (t® &¢
énalraEoar—), derives from Alexander.” It is all of one piece; the
sentence begmmng Q) 8¢ énahAddEon gives grounds for the interpretation
enalka!’;m ouvawm of the paraphrase. Alexander follows Anstarchus
in interpreting neilpop as = m-:pccg (“end”) and éraila&or as “join”
(ouvawat Alexander OOTEP T CLppOTOL 1tomuv1£g and éEantdpeva
xot' appotépev tdv otpatcvpdrov respectively in the Didymean and

7 Subscriptions can be deceptive, however; see on fr. 3 below.
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Aristonicean portions of sch. A ad N 359a; émunAéEavteg Ap. S. 70. 26);
the D-scholia, too, present a similar doctrine. Alexander may have been the
first to spell out that the underlying metaphor is from ropes, but this was
certainly implicit in Aristarchus’ position.®

Of greater interest for the student of Alexander are the following words
(t1® 8¢ énaArdEar—). “Certain prose authors” are cited—let us leave
open the question whether citation of specific names and passages has been
lost in the course of transmission—to establish an identity of meaning of
enaArdEan and ouvayar. Possibly Alexander will have in mind the use
of éradidoosewv in the sense “overlap” or “become confused or
intermixed,” for which LSJ cites various Aristotelian passages (s.v.
énodlaocoo I1.2.a-b). The following citation of Aristoxenus has becn
misunderstood: it is not, as F. Wehrli supposed (ad Aristoxen. fr. 137), that
Aristoxenus is alleging that Homer is guilty of redundancy, but rather that
Alexander is accusing Aristoxenus of redundancy (cf. LSJ s.v. rAeovalw
1116) in calling T ovvnpuéva énmAlaypéva. Though both terms occur
in the Elements of Harmony,? the passage Alexander refers to does not.
Besides the continuing influence of Aristarchus, this fragment discloses that
Alexander read his prose authors with Homer in mind, in the hope that their
usage would shed light on the poet’s.

Lehrs suspected that this notice reached the A-scholia via Porphyry,
Quaestiones Homericae, where a similar doctrine is found.!® The fact that
Porphyry elsewhere cites Alexander’s 'EEnynrtixa (fr. 2) is a point in favor
of this hypothesis. Note, however, that Porphyry’s notice diverges from
our scholium in content and phraseology. Furthermore the other citations
of Alexander in the A-scholia (frr. 5 and 8) have no corresponding material
in Porphyry and are not typical of his interests. I suspect that all three
fragments derive from an exegetical commentary the author of which, like
Porphyry, had access to the "EEnyntka.

8 M. van der Valk, Researches on the Text and Scholia of the lliad, 2 vols. (Leiden
1963-64), at II 97-99, regards the interpretation of reipap as “end” rather than “rope™
(cf. LSY s.v,, I1.2) as Aristarchus’ fatal mistake in this passage. He sees this as the
replacement of “a concrete notion by an abstract idea” (p. 97); but note that népog as used
here by the ancient interpreters has the concrete sense of “the end of a rope.” Furthermore
fastening of a rope over two parties would not require two ropes 1o be joined “crosswise
over one another” (pace van der Valk 98-99). If any part of Aristarchus’ interpretation
fails to satisfy, it is his gloss of énaAAdEavteg, which fails to make clear “daB die
Titigkeit der Gotter ihre verderbliche Wirkung auf beide Parteien gleichermaBen ausiibt”
(A. Heubeck, “Homerica,” Gymnasium 56 [1949] 251 = Kleine Schriften zur griechischen
Sprache und Literatur [Erlangen 1984] 124). For the interpretation of this passage, cf. also
R. Janko, The Illiad. A Commentary IV: Books 13~16 (Cambridge, forthcoming) ad loc.

9 Aristoxeni Elementa Harmonica, ed. R. da Rios (Rome 1954) Index verborum s.vv.

10K. Lehrs, Quaestiones epicae (Konigsberg 1837) 11 n. 2; similarly Erbse (above,
note 1) 96; in his edition of the scholia, however, Erbse adds a question mark after
Porphyry's name.
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2. Porph. 1. 227. 22 = 27. 29 Sod. = Erbse ad sch. T 509-33: év
® deviépy 1dv EEnyntikdv 'AlééavSpog 0 Kotoaedg: ddo
o‘rpouo‘t m:pu:xdﬂnvro v m')kw EOMpLOl 1} mopBOelv aétouwag
avthv f| 1o npwn Aafdvreg (xmavcu ot & #vdov Svieg odk
(5] eSexovro myv npoxlnow ot obv nols},um onoiv, eveSpav
Tve enomcavro tdv noxuvuov xoi Tdv Bouxokwv & fv
KThpata Tdv €v 111 noéher. elta a&xm 10 pév “ol &’ od now
neiBovro™ (513) dxovew m-:pt v v T nokst 10 o¢ “Xoxm
uueempnooovm (513) 1!Epl 1@V nokep.w)v kai 10 “ot §’ isav”

(101 (516) mepi 1dv €ig v Evédpav ambvinv nokepw)v ot
Ot oxomoi tdv moAepiov eist. 0 8¢ ¢ o't 8 ('m; onv énvBovio
noki)v kEAladov uep‘t Bouo{v (530) éni tav év Gl néAer
axover: éxabélovro yap év emclnmq Boulevouevox w tex)m
©povpelv mopadovieg T GmoAépnw nktma 10 yip “ipaov
[15] nponapmee Kaenuevm (531) c'qp.(xwat TV t:mcknma)v
Ev oug slpoom Ko owopeuouow ote & avtoig Epnviln ta
xotd 1& moipvia, émtpéyovor xai £EeABovieg cvpBdAlovor

péyny.

subsidia: magna ex parte codicem V (= Vat. gr. 305, anno 1314)
seculus sum; ex recensione y laudo *B, h.e. codicis Venet. gr. 821
manum recentiorem (s. XIUVXII) 1-2 — xot. *B: aAéEavdpog piv
0 xot. obtw gnow V 2 post xot. hab. B 811 3 neprexdfnvio]
noap- *B 6 1@dv mowuvieov xal 1@v Povkdrev V: toig mowuviog kal
101 BovkoAiog *B 10 post nepi hab. *B tdv nolepiov | thv] om.
V | nohepiov V: hoc loco om. *B 12 mepi V: napd *B 13
txxAnoig *B: éxxAnoiaig V 14 ipdov] eip- propter etym.
scribendum monuit Haslam 15 tdv] om. *B 16 dyopebovorv] éx-
xAnowafovowv *B

14-16 ipawv— &yopedovow] cf. sch. D ad X 531: ipdev: npd tdv
ayop@v, & Eotv ExxAnowdv, ard 100 eipewv &v avtaig xal Adyew,
80ev 6 "Ipog; Ap. S. 92. 22; Hsch. 1 873; sch. A (Ariston.) et bT (ex.)
ad I 531a-b; Er. Orion. G 59. 1; Et. Gud. 427. 23 (d2); EM 475. 11;
Eust. 1160. 34.

Alexander’s interpretation of the famous scene of siege and battle from
the Shield of Achilles (X 509 ff.) is among three interpretations quoted by
Porphyry, who (rightly) rejects both this one and the view that the two
armies are divided, one friendly to the besieged, the other hostile.!?
Alexander’s reading entails a number of difficulties, most notably, as
Porphyry pointed out (1. 228, 27 = 29. 7 Sod) the fact that he must
assume a change of subject within v. 513 (o1 8’ ob mow neibovto, Adye &’
vreBwpfocovro), since he thinks the ambush was conducted by the
besiegers, not the besieged; as Porphyry rightly says of this interpretation,

11 Cf. Erbse (above, note 1) 36 and 54.
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Eott Eheyrdviov tOv momTiv pun Suvauevov ¢pdalewv atapdyng (1.
228. 15-16 = 29. 24-25 Sod.). Moreover, how is it that the besiegers have
not already possessed themselves of the townsmen’s herds of cattle and
flocks of sheep, which Alexander supposes to be the goal of the ambush?
Would the besieged risk leaving their walls in charge of women, children
and aged men merely for a council? Porphyry’s question is also pertinent:
If the ambush was mounted only by a portion of the besiegers, how could
the townsmen climb on their horses and ride to the scene openly and
without opposition (1. 228. 16 = 29. 24 Sod.)?

Alexander remains isolated in this interpretation, accepted neither by
Porphyry nor the author of the exegetical scholia (T and b ad L 513¢!-2).
Only Eustathius, perplexed by the repeated use of ot 8¢ to shift the subject
(vv. 513, 516, 525), accuses the poet of acdeeia and leaves Alexander’s
interpretation on an equal footing with the other two cited by Porphyry
(1159. 33 ff.). Porphyry himself, like modern commentators, prefers the
interpretation whereby the besieged undertake the ambush, the women,
children and old men guard the walls because the warriors have left for that
purpose, the scouts are sent out by the townsmen, not the besiegers, and it
is the besiegers whose council is interrupted by the commotion which
follows upon the ambush (1. 228. 19 ff. = 29. 29 {f. Sod.). In one detail
Alexander was in good company, however, namely his interpretation of
ip&av (v. 531), where he followed a well-established tradition.!?

3a. Porph. 1. 234, 10 = 112. 7 Sod. = Erbse ad sch. T 79-80a:
'Akéﬁavﬁpog 8¢ o Kouue{)g ¢not Xé‘ywv- xal&c_, Ext—:t 1
eotanog 10D Snpmnyopodvrog AxOVEWY xod iy VROKPOVEV VTOV
kol suno&Cew ('tomo yccp cmp.awu 0 “uBBalew" [T 80])
[5] xalenov 'yap Kou ™ uavu Sewm ev Topoyi eu:ew N
yap “yodendv Emotauevov mep edvta” (ibid.) kata "Attiknv
ovvifelav mAeovaler 10 “dévia”: éxeivoig yop fiv avvneg
Aéyew “pn mpododg mpdg 'yévp" avti tod pn npodde, xai
“nailerg Exov” vl 10b damaifelg, xai éviadba “yalenov
[10] yap émiotdpevov mep é6via” (ibid) avri tod tov
emotapevov QopuvPeiobon yokendv, dg kol t0d Emoripovog
phtopog év BopOPo yahendeg Snunyopodvrog, | €pol Bt Sokel

3b.Sch. A ad T 79-80a: totadtog pév xaddv axkovEW <—
[15] é6v1a>: xal&)g é’xal 10 Eotdrog Kol Snpnyopo%vmg
axodewv xoi pm brokpodew und’ s;,utoﬁt(;uv 10910 yap dnhol

10 “vB<B>allew“ (T 80) xalenov yap Kol Ttd mave Sewvd
év tapoyfi Eimelv. 1070 Qyvonoog "Apiotopyog xai oindeig

12 Probably the interpretation of Aristarchus (cf. sch. A [Ariston.] ad £ 531a), it
entered the scholastic tradition (cf. D).
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napaimoiv Tiva ék 100 "Ayapéuvovog yiveoBo nagevéenxe
[20] b “abtdOr €€ ESpng” (T 77). mpdtov pév ovv i av
xa@élorto 1OV dykdva tetpopévog, Eneita obvtwg Eppwrton
dote OAiyov Votepov (cf. T 252-66) xanpov AROGHETTEWY.
oVtwg 0 Kotwaes,

recensionem 7 ut pleniorem hic magna ex parte secutus sum

2 Aéyov yx: om. V| Exer x: om. V 4 onpaivel] ovpaiver VI
vpBarrerv] LPaArewv *B: LBBaAew V 5td ... dewd yx: to
(corr. 1®) ... dewdv V | 10] © Haslam, fort. recte 5-12 10 y&p
yarendv—] om. V 10 yap Villoison: xep *B 17 HfaAkewv A:
suppl. Villoison

34 pi vnoxpovewv—ULPPaAAev] cf. sch. D ad T 80: bPPaAAerv:
vrokpovew, Eurodilewv tov Aéyovro ...; Ap. S. 156. 27 et 33:

. ot 8¢ mepl 1ov Iiddviov Eotdta piv Afyovor ToV
‘Ayapéuvovo roapd 1 xo0édpg, obd’ év pécorg totdta. ... ol
8¢ mept tov Idodviov éx tob LPPaAdewv td Lmoxpovewv
tdxobovoiv; Hsch. v 567: vroPdAier: vmoxpovey sch. bT ad T 80b:
VBBGaAAELv: DroxpovesBar Bopife tdv Aéyovia; Eust. 1172. 34:
ol xal avtol (sc. ol axpiBéatepor) broPfadiewv gaci 10 xwAdvewv
xal brokpovewv S xpavyilg xai moieiv Bépufov ... 8-9 xal
“nailerg Exov"” avii tob dwanailerg] cf. Moer. 212. 8 (pAvapeig
#xov); Greg. Cor. 14647,

At issue is a passage from the Assembly scene in T (74-80) where
Achilles announces his return to battle; the immediate reaction is as
follows:

&g E@aB’, ol &' éxdpnoav Evxvipmdeg "Ayaioi

pfiviv dreimbvrog peyoBopov Mnietovog.

toior 8¢ xal petéeimev dva& avdpav "Ayapépvov

avtdlev EE ¥dpng, obd’ év péocorov dvaatdg-

“d o¢idor Hpweg Aavaoi, Bepdrovieg “Apmog,

totadtog piv xaldv axovew, ovdt foikev

OPBaArerv- yodendv yop émotapéve mep £évti... "

In light of sch. A ad T 79-80a (= fr. 3b) Alexander has been thought guilty
of the grave error of supposing that Aristarchus interpolated (ropevébnxe)
v. 77, on the assumption that av160ev €§ E8png means that Agamemnon
spoke from his seat because of a wound;!? yet Agamemnon’s wound was at
the elbow (A 252). Now T 77 was already read by Aristophanes of
Byzantium (and therefore could not have been interpolated by Aristarchus),

13 This, by the way, was the interpretation of Epaphroditus fr. 43 L. = sch. bT ad T 776
and Eust. 1172. 21.
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as we know from sch. AT (Did.) ad T 76-77. Therefore Ludwich thought
that Alexander must be burdened with a surprising piece of negligence.!4

Alexander has, however, been sufficiently exculpated on this score by
Erbse, who makes it very likely that the compiler of the A-scholia
combined at sch. T 79-80a two passages from Porphyry (1. 233. 3 ff. =
110. 3 Sod. + the first part of our fr. 3a) and carelessly added to the
conglomerate the subscription obtmg 0 Kotwaets, which applied only to the
first part (—év tapaxfi einelv ~ first part of fr. 3a). Moreover, the A-
compiler evidently misunderstood Porphyry’s words (1. 233. § = 110. 7
So0.) xai gnot (sc. 0 "Apiotapyog) Sk Tobto évébnxe (sc. 6 “Ounpog) to
“avtofev € Edpng 00d’ év péocoilot dvootdc” to mean that Aristarchus
interpolated (napevéOnke) the verse in question. Finally, the words
avtolev €€ €8png can merely mean that Agamemnon spoke from where he
was, i.e., did not go to the usual speaker’s position in the middle of the
assembly, but did stand up (as is implied by v. 79: Eotadtog pév xadov
axovew).1

If, then, Alexander can be cleared of responsibility for the misinforma-
tion laid to his charge in fr. 3b, what was his contribution to the understand-
ing of T 807 Like others, he passed on the interpretation of bBB&AAew as
equivalent to broxpovelv, éunodilew, doubtless known to him from the
scholastic tradition (cf. sch. D ad loc.). Whether he did more than that
depends upon the status of the latter part of fr. 3a (10 yap “yarendv
tmotduevov mep E6via” xatd Artuciv ouviBeiav—). E. Kammer,
following Barnes, athetized this material, which is absent from V;6 Sodano
agrees that it does not belong to Alexander but believes it to have been added
by the redactor of the x-recension. In putting forward this view Sodano cites
sch. A ad T 79-80a (= our fr. 3b), Ap. S. s.v. VBBdArew and Eust. 1172,
20; but none of these passages excludes the possibility that Alexander
explained €6vtiof T 80 as a pleonasm according to Attic usage.

Now Alexander was interested in matters of dialect (cf. frr. § and 13);
and one sentence which he cites, “pf npodobg npdg yévy,” is not a bad
parallel. He should not, however, have mixed this up with such expressions
as noileig €xov and tried to subsume both types under the rubric
“pleonastic participle;” also the phenomenon is, of course, by no means

14 A, Ludwich, Aristarchs homerische Textkritik, 2 vols. (Leipzig 1884-85) at I 74-75
(the error posited would be especially surprising since fr. 7 below shows Alexander
familiar with, and influenced by, Didymus’ work).

15 Erbse (above, note 1) 54-57; for the last point he compares Demetrius Sidonius apud
Ap. S. 156. 27 (quoted above; cf. also Eust. 1172. 30); he is likewise able 1o show that
Schader’s assumption that a citation of Demetrius has fallen out at 1. 233. 3 of his edition
of Porphyry is unfounded and therefore that the Apollonius cited at 1. 233. 11 was the
teacher of Porphyry, not of Demetrius.

16 Scholia Homerica emendatiora praefatione de scholiis Porphyrianis praemissa, ed. E.
Kammer (diss. Konigsberg 1863); Joshua Bames published Porphyry among other works
of Homeric exegesis in the introduction to his edition of Homer (Cambridge 1711); both of
these works, cited by Sodano, are inaccessible to me.
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confined to Attic;'? possibly Alexander was here influenced by Aristarchus’
view that Homer was an Athenian.!8

It is worth remembering that in Alexander’s day the study of syntax was
in its infancy, his contemporary, Apollonius Dyscolus, being the author of
the first book on the subject, a book, however, which was not the kind of
systematic exposition of Greek syntax a modern reader would expect but
rather a paradigmatic discussion of select problems!? and which offers no
guidance on the problem at hand. Perhaps, then, Alexander’s attempt to
grapple with the conjoined participles of T 80 should not be judged too
harshly.

b. MNavtodand

4. Et Gen. (A) s.v. 8ixpov xai Sixpoov, unde EM 276, 26 =
Hdn. 2. 385. 21: 'AAéEavBpog 8¢ 0 10D 'AckAnmuadov év 1d
tdv Iavtodandv mapd 10 kbépog, 0 onpaiver tov kAddov
(EvBev xai xopolalic n ddevn Aéyerar) xai kopelv, 10 toig
[5] xAddorg capodv. | éya 8t vopilw paAdlov mapd to képog

5 capoiv] copp- A

Ex Et. Gen. etiam Zon. 1238: xopWadig (sic): f ddovn, kol xdpoc,
O xAddog, xal xopeiv, 10 tolg ¥Addoig capodv. 3 xdpog =
xAddoc] cf. Hsch, x 3655: kdpoc: tnAffog avOpodnev (rAnopovi
dubitanter Haslam). xai 1d véa Blastipata. xai pétpov.

The adjective dikpoog or, later by hyphaeresis, 8ikpog (= “cloven,
bifurcated”) is attested as early as the Little Iliad (fr. 5 Bernabé and Davies:
apgei 8¢ épxNG / xpVoEog GoTpdnteL kol £x’ avTd dixpoog aiyun = sch.
T ad 1 142b = sch. Pi. N. 6. 85b) and continued in use by poets (Ar. Pax
637: tv8e piv Sucpoig émBouv Ty Bedv kexpdrypaoiv; Call. fr. 177. 2
Pf.: Sikpov grrpdv aerpapévn; conjectured by Hermann at Aesch. fr. 152
R.); it also proved useful to medical and scientific authors (see LSJ, Thes.
Ling. Gr., s.v.). If Lentz has correctly assigned our passage to Herodian,
whose work on pathology often served as a source for the etymologica,20 it

17 Cf. examples cited at R. Kiihner and B. Genh, Ausfiihrliche Grammatik der
griechischen Sprache 1 (4. Aufl., Hannover 1955) 39 (§ 353.4, Anm. 3).

18.Cf. sch. A (Ariston.) ad N 197; Vita V (p. 247. 8 Allen = Vitae Homeri et Hesiodi, ed.
Wilamowitz [Berlin 1916; rp. 1929] 29. 9); R. Pfeiffer, A History of Classical Scholarship
Jrom the Beginnings to the End of the Hellenistic Age (Oxford 1968) 228. Herodian, too,
regarded the Homeric dialect as equivalent to Ol Attic: cf. J. Wackemagel, Kleine
Schriften (Gottingen n.d.) II 1107.

19.Cf. Cohn, RE I1.1 (1895) s.v. Apollonios no. 81, 139. 16; D. L. Blank, Ancient
Philosophy and Grammar: The Syntax of Apollonius Dyscolus (Chico, CA 1982).

20 On the reconstruction of this work, cf. R. Reitzenstein, /nedita poetarum Graecorum
fragmenta II (ind. lect. Rostock 1891) 18 ff.
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is he, rather than Alexander, who has the honor of being the first to propose
the etymology currently favored (< xépag; the stem ending in -f will
account for the original ixpoov).2!

Alexander’s mistake was perhaps to attempt to build a word-family on,
at best, a very tenuous foundation, the only other independent testimony for
xopog = kAidog being Hsch. x 3655; hence, for instance, LSJ does not
recognize xopog in this sense. The word for laurel (usually spelled
xopuBalic) is surely related to the cult titles of Apollo (KépvBog) and
Artemis (KopvBorA(A)ict), rather than a generic word for branch.

Alexander’s connection of xopeiv and x6pog with the same root?? might
seem prima facie more promising in light of @uAeiv/pidlog. However, if the
basic noun stands to the verb’s direct object in the relation of an instrument
with which it is treated, one expects a formation in -odv, not -giv.23

Together with fr. 9 and test. 5, our fragment preserves what I take to be
the name of Alexander’s father, Asclepiades;? and, like fr. 5, it tells us that
Alexander wrote a Miscellany in at least ten books (cf. test. 5). If the
contents were alphabetically arranged, this might account for 8ixpoov and
énioyoieg being treated in the same book, but without further evidence we
cannot be sure.

5.Sch. A ad E 241c: énioygotres: 19 émioyolpt axéAovBov
ot 10 Eénioyoig, 1@ 8¢ émoyoinv 10 €moyoing: kol Towg Edet
obtag Exew, napepBipn 8 Lrd 1@V petayapokINPLOGVTOV-
1 8¢ yapoxtiipt yevépevov Spotov 1@ “loinv” kai “Gyayoinv”
[5] mapd Zangol (frr. 169 et 182 Voigt) ko 1§ “menayoinv”
nap’ EdmoMdu (fr. 472 K.-A)) eikdtog éBopvtovifn 1o
émoyoing yevépevov Emioyoieg, dg AloAikdv. obrto xai
"Aregavpog 0 Kotwoebg év 1@ 1 1dv MavtoSondv.

2 Emoyoinv 10 émoyoing Cobet: émoyoing 10 émoyoinv A 51§
Bekker: 10 A

1-21p Erioyoipr—Emoyoing] cf. Ap. Dysc. et Hdn. apud Choer. Th.
2. 260. 19-20, unde EM 664. 26 (s.v. nepinatoinv) et Eust. 983. 1:
¢x 100 oyxoipr 8¢ 10 oxoinv 'Attixidg, opoing 1® mepmatoimt
nepinatoiny xal toig dpoiorg; sch. A ad Z 24151 (1§ xev) (secl.
Erbse) énioxoieg: oltwg thy ypagiv mapatifetar 6 ‘Hpeduavde
év 19 1L" tiig KaB6Aov (Hdn. 1. 469. 14; cf. 2. 230. 20) xai Aéyer
ard 10b Erioxoig mAeovaoudv elvar 109 € fi ovotorflv tod

2 Cf. H. Frisk, Griechisches Etymologisches Worterbuch, 3 vols. (Heidelberg 1960
72) at T 394, s.v. Sixpooc.
M, W. Haslam queries whether x0pog = xAdSog might have been inferred from

xopeiv.
Cf. A. Debrunner, Griechische Woribildungsiehre (Heidelberg 1917) 93 f. and 99 f.
2 Rather than of his teacher, as A. Meineke (Analecta Alexandrina [Berlin 1843) 16)

supposed.
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gmoyoing; sch. At ad E 24152 oVtwg 'Hpwdiavog énioyveg
(debuit énioyoreg, ut vidit Erbse).

In the Awo¢g andn Hera offers “Ynvog the prospect of fine gifts in
return for collaboration in putting Zeus to sleep (2 238-41):

ddpa 88 to1 ddowe xardv Opbvov, debitov aiel,

xpvoeov: “Hearotog 8¢ x' éudg maig, aueryvieig
ev€er doxnoag, Hnd 8¢ BpHivuv noaiv fice,

1® xev énioyoieg Aimapovg n6dag cilamvalov.

At issue in our fragment is the word énioyoieg, attested here as early as the
third century B.C. (n®® = Pap. Ryl. 49) and assumed by Alexander and
Herodian to be the transmitted text.

Alexander notes that one would expect Ernioyovg (1o énxicyoyst) or én-
oyoing (to éxwoyoinv). He therefore cautiously (Iowg) moots the possibility
that émoyoing ought to have been the reading (énioyoig, of course, being
metrically excluded) but that it was corrupted in the process of transcription
from Old Attic script, which failed to differentiate between e and 0.2

' The modern editor must also face the additional query: Is the reading
émoyoing plausibly Homeric in light of what we know about the history of
Greek? Now oyoig is original, 6xoing an innovation; but how early an
innovation? In the Odyssey we meet gihoin (8 692) and gopoin (v 320),
which have been explained as Attic; the /liad has ctaincov (transmitted
without a variant) at P 733.26 Wackemagel has argued, however, that, since
the /liad otherwise has the -1n- formation only for verbs in -y, the true
reading at = 241 is énioyowog.?

Admittedly the evidence is less extensive than one would like,
However, editors including Ludwich, Allen and Mazon are probably right in
preferring Alexander’s émwoyoing. Note that it is not a “conjecture of the
second century A.D.,” as Wackernagel states,?® but an alternative
interpretation of the oldest rapadosic and that the parchment reading that
he prefers is attested only in the sixth century A.D. (a fact which he does
not mention).2% Furthermore if émioyoing strains credibility in spite of
otaincav, @hoin and gopoin, how much less likely is Homer to have

23 This mode of explanation is likely to have been used already by Aristarchus: cf. sch.
A (Ariston.) ad A 104a!, with testimonies adduced by Erbse. I assume, however, that
Alexander leamed only the principle, not its application to this passage, from his great
predecessor (via Didymus?).

6Cf E. Schwyzer, Griechische Grammatik 1 (Munich 1953) 794 ff.; P. Chantraine,
Grammaire homérique 1 (Paris 1958) 463 ff.

21 5. Wackernagel, Sprachliche Untersuchungen zu Homer (Gttingen 1916) 14; and
Kleine Schriften (above, note 18) 1 806-07.

2 previous note.

2 Cod. Brit. mus. add. 17210: émoyoiag.
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known an énioyowng formed on the analogy of the third plural weak aorist
optative -ewav (cf., e.g., amurvewav [I" 299], axovoeiav [B 98, 282])?30

The provenance of our scholium is a difficult problem. Erbse would
assign it, together with the other A-scholia which mention Alexander, to
Porphyry’s Quaestiones Homericae; he points to the fact that in his eighth
quaestio Porphyry deals with a problem of textual criticism, just as our
scholium does (cf. fr. 15 below, which displays an interest in the processes
by which the true reading is corrupted similar to that of our fragment).3!
Van der Valk, however, objects that (a) we have no evidence that Porphyry
dealt with Z 241; (b) Porphyry’s interest in a textnal problem in the eighth
quaestio is an exception; (c) our fragment deals specifically with a
grammatical point, and we know that Porphyry despised grammar and
grammarians; and (d) the citation by work and book number is more precise
than Porphyry is wont to be (but cf. fr. 2).32

H. Schrader, on the other hand, assigned this scholium to Herodian.33
However, if, as I am inclined to believe, at Hdn. 1. 468. 4 Lentz’s
reconstruction (based on Ep. alph. [AO 2. 334. 20] and EM 495. 1) is
correct, the prosodical portion of our scholium conflicts with Herodian’s
doctrine that the strong aorist optative only of verbs with participles ending
in -¢ retains the accent of the primitive; hence, on Herodian’s view, one
would in any case expect énicyoteg, not the form émoyoieg implied by
Alexander, so that the supposition of Aeolic barytonesis would be
redundant. If this note had passed through Herodian’s hands, one would thus
have expected it to include a corrective along these lines.

In view of the deficiencies of the hypotheses of Porphyrian or
Herodianic provenance, might we be best advised to assign this scholium to
the exegetical commentary which seems the likely source of two other
citations of Alexander in the A-scholia (sc. fir. 1 and 8)?*

¢. Ex opere incerto

6.EM 77. 7 (s.v. dpapabog): fotv odv dunédov 1 yévog,
ol 8¢ v Eonéplov otapvAiy- "AAEEavdpog v TafovPoactov
Aévyer.

2 thv &PovPactov] v dfodpastov PT: thv  dumedov
BovPactov vel BovPdoteov Sturz

30 Cf, R. Janko (above, note 8) ad loc., who arrives at a similar conclusion.

31 Cf. Erbse (above, note 1) 97-98.

32 Van der Valk (above, note 8) I 113-14.

3 H. Schrader, Porphyrii Quaestionum Homericarum ad Iliadem pertinentium reliquiae
(L:iPzig 1880) 379.

3% This is the altemate possibility mooted (with a query) in Erbse’s edition. The
citation of Eupolis, ill adapted to the argument, may be a later addition (so M. W. Haslam).

35 On the accent, cf. Hdn. 2. 762. 6 = Choer. Th. 1. 331. 4.
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Cf. Hsch. a 3425: dpdpalug: dprerog, fi yévog otaguiiic: eipntot
8¢ xai éxi ywAod twvog, dbo Paxtnpiorg vrd tdg paocydiag
tperdopévov xai éxkpepdpevov Froviog tov ndda og Pétpuv.

The compiler of the EM adds our fragment immediately after a
Methodian gloss (s.v. apuépagvg) which he copied from the Et. Gen.3 Our
material has been thought likely to derive from Diogenianus in view of the
similar definitions presented by Hesychius and the EM;3 if that is so,
Diogenianus, who was his contemporary,3® is the earliest author to cite
Alexander. The word was used by Sappho (fr. 173 Voigt) and Epicharmus
(T'a xoi Bdlooow, fr. 24 Kaibel) and in a comic scene described at Hsch.
a 3425; in addition, yevdapdpatue appears at Ar, Vesp. 326 (cf. sch. ad
loc.). What was meant by those who called the apdpatog 7| Eonéprog
ota@uAl is obscure enough;3® but Alexander’s remark is corrupt
(aPodBactov being vox nihili), with no remedy in sight (the connection
with BovBaotig, the Egyptian equivalent of Artemis [cf. Hdt. 2. 137. 5]
implied by Sturz’s conjectures is far from clear).

7. Et. Gen. (A), unde EM 145. 38 (s.v. ppdtetov pélog

(Eur. Or. 1384]): ... &Alow 8¢ 811 O fxog 10d dppatog GG

kol Aemtdg yiverar: 1ov odv SELV kai Aemtov ¢Boyyov

appdtelov €k tovtov O Edvpwunidng éxdhece: xai edvodyov

[5] elodyer Aéyovia- towodtar 3 TV edvodyev ol @ovod.

oVt Aidvpog (p. 245 Schm.) xai "AAéEavSpoc. | fi mapd tov

apudv, 6 onuaiver tov ndhepov i 1dv Dpuydv drohéxte
onoi Modaundne. | iotopel 6 v xepucv AéEwv cuvayaydv

MeB6dwog,

Cf. sch. TB Eur. Or. 1384 (1. 220. 21 Schwartz): 'AnoAAddwpog
Kvpnvaiog (fr. 1 Dyck) mapemypaghv Aéyer eivar td tapuddiov
“Ihwovt. el 8t fiv nopemtypaoh, dnal dv éneypageto {10 "IAwov
anoieto). Evior 8¢ tOv éxmenndnxdta Gpiya edvolydv ooty
eival, tobg 8¢ ebvolyovg émewds dEvpdvovg brdpyev. 1O odv
6Edtovov dppdteov adtdv @dvor dia 10 tov wrafdéviov tdv
appdtov Axov davatetapévov 1e xai 6Ebv elvar. St 8
edvodyog v, onoi- “obte <ydp> yuvh mégukag, odt’ dv
Gvdpdowv ob v’ el” (1528)- xal mdAw- “0b yap Pofic dxodoav
"Apyog tEeyeipetar” (1530). eiot 8¢ xal GAlar aitiar &g
éxtifetor 6 bropvnpatioduevog.

Ear0-

36 Ed. at R. Reitzenstein, Geschichle der griechischen Etymologika (Leipzig 1897) 13.
20.
37 Cf. Erbse (above, note 1) 97.

3 Su.51140: ... yeyovag ... éni 'Adpravod BaciAéac; cf. Cohn, RE V.1
(1903) 778. 10 ff.
¥ Cf. L. Dindorf, Thesaurus Linguae Graecae 1.2 (Paris 1831-56) 20d.
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Our fragment has reached the etymologica via the fifth-century
lexicographer Methodius,*® who is expressly cited. Methodius is likely to
have used an Atticist source, which, in turn, found the comment in the
Mavtodand (the 'EEnymtucd not being known to have dealt with authors
other than Homer). Sch, Eur. Or. 1384 preserves (via Didymus, who is
expressly cited: o appdreiov péhog 0 Aldupdg growv wvopdoBan . . .,
1. 220. 9 Schwartz) a more detailed version of the same doctrine (though the
scholium’s last sentence shows that it, too, is curtailed). Alexander has
simply taken over from Didymus an interpretation of the use of &ppaterov
at Or. 1384; Didymus’ own work is largely of value as a collection of the
views of his predecessors; we have no way of gauging his originality in this
matter, however.*! Furthermore, Alexander shows no awareness of the
possibility that Apollodorus of Cyrene had raised, namely that Or. 1384
might be a stage direction that crept from the margin into the text.*2

8. Sch. Aim ad A 1i: <’Ayq1Afjog:> o6 Kotixebg “"AxiAfiog,” Sk
10 pétpov Ev A ypdeer xai yop 10 Kdpavdpog avii tod
Ixapoavdpog ypaeetot.

1 le. add. Erbse 2 yap Erbse: ///f A 3 yp(dgetar) Erbse, Beitr. 96:
yp(dpecBar) Erbse in ed.

1-2 'AxAfjog—ypaoger] cf. sch. DAT ad A 1h: [Ininiddee
*AxtAfjog: oVtmg avayveostéov 81’ Evdg A Sid 1O pérpov xal S
10 dyog (8 Eotr Adnnv) émeveyxeiv toig 'TAiedorv. oi 8¢ rapd 10
ph Oiyeiv yeideor 1pogng (debuit xhod vel xiAfig, 8 foti Tpopiig, ut
vidit Erbse)- 8Aw¢ ydp ov petécye yaroaxtog Ep. ad A 1E (cum
test.); Tz. Ex. 61. 3: 'Axikfiog: &v A, ob 814 0 pérpov, xabé
Twveg phoxovoly, aAAd §14 te 1o Gyxog epmoreiv Thiedor xai S
10 AR Buotpov elvar .. .; sim. Tz. laudatus sch. Lyc. 797; Eust.
14. 8: 6t donep 'Odvoorig mott piv Sia dvo oo mopd T
rnowt{i, motd 8¢ 8’ &vdg, ¢ perd tadta gavhoerar, oltw xoi
"Axtihetg, tviadfo pév Ev 1@ “TinAniddeo 'Axidfiog” xai
GAdaxod 8 S’ Evog Expoveiton A, év mieioot 8 tdroig Svo A<A>
(corr. Haslam) e énayovifovtar 8¢ GAAor pév tfi tob Evd,
Frepor 8¢ 1)) tdv dbo A ypaeh, 1 piv dbo tbévieg fi dnd 1o
&yog idAAewv fiyovv Adnmyv éuBdAdewv, ... H xatd nAeovacpodv
tov Etépov A B tO eVvgovérepov, ... T OE Evi A
ovviyopodvieg mpdtov piv éx Tig dvodoyiag, Tva i Spowov 1§
"Oideve, Paoidede: elva £ Ervpoloyiag, G¢ Gnd tob &xog toig

40 Cf, C. Wendel, RE XV.2 (1932) 1380. 22 ff., esp. 1381. 20 ff.

41 Cf. Pfeiffer (above, note 18) 274 ff.; on the Euripidean commentaries in panicular, p.
277.

42 Bor Apollodorus' date (prior to the first-century A.D. lexicographer Pamphilus, who
quotes him), cf. A. Dyck, “On Apollodorus of Cyrene," HSCP 85 (1981) 106; E. Hoffmann-
Aleith, RE XVIIL3 (1949) 336. 44 (Pamphilos no. 25). The problem is still debated: cf.
Euripides, Orestes, ed. C. W. Willink (Oxford 1986) ad loc., with literature there cited.
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Thedowy ... yevéoBon- ff and t0d a otepnTixod xai 10 g1Adg
... 2-3 15 Kéapavdpoc—ypdoetar] cf. sch. h ad & 223 (laud.
Erbse ad loc.); sch. D.T. 351. 8: *“ndq odv,” éndyovot, “mdiwv 1 ok
xowhv eipydoato, @g év td ‘'obdE IZxdpavdpog EAnyev’ (P 305)
xol 10 § Sundodv Ov v 1d ‘of te ZdxvvBov Evaiov’ (B 634);”
npdg ol¢ qopev, émedn avdayxn fiv mdvteg Tt ovépata
tviedijvar 1§ novioey, & mdviwg évtiBépeva yordv eipydleto
tov otiyov: xal S 10 ypewddeg pérpov xoateppdvnoev O
rowtig; ibid. 506. 4; Eust. 255. 29 (cum Valkii adn.): onpeiocar 5
611 6 Ixapavdpog Svoyepds &v pérpe Fxwv napeiopéev Npwixd
ExouvotopnBn ¢§ avdyxng mapa 10b mowntod.

This fragment represents a stage in the efforts of ancient grammarians
to bring the spelling and prosody of Homeric proper names under a common
denominator. It is surprising that Alexander is singled out for the spelling
‘AxAfjog in A 1, which is that both of the vulgate and the scholastic
tradition (cf. sch. D ad loc.)** In any case, others (like sch. D, Tzetzes,
Eustathius and others) sought an etymological, rather than a mertrical,
justification.

The name of the river Scamander could not have been used in hexameter
verse if the initial ox- caused a preceding short syllable to lengthen.
Accordingly, in all twelve passages in which it occurs in the the Jliad the o
fails 10 make position and a variant spelling with - is attested.** The
rcading with ox- is attested at P. Heid. 1262a (= n'2, 3rd century B.C.) at @
305.45 Alexander provides a terminus ante quem for the spelling
KépovSpog in Homer.

The rule formulated at sch. h ad ® 223 whereby only verbs beginning
with ox- or {-, but not nouns, lengthen the previous syllable is
inadequate: it introduces an alien e¢lement (part of speech) into metrical
calculations;*6 and what about oxedavvouy/xeddvvopi?4? More promising
is the approach of K. Strunk, who argues that the prosody ¥ ox- takes
advantage of a reminiscence of a dialect in which ox had been assimilated to

“3 On the spelling itself, cf. M. W. Haslam, “Homeric Words and Homeric Metre: Two
Doublets Examined (AeiBw/eiBo, yoia/ola),” Glotta 54 (1976) 206 n. 12.

“4E 36,77, 774, H 329, A 499, M 21, © 74, ® 124, 223, 305, 603, X 148; the same
is true of the name Lxapavdpiog derived from it (Z 402); M. W. Haslam compares the
treatment of the form oxénapvov at € 237 and 1 391, where the o likewise fails to make
position.

45Cf. S. West, The Ptolemaic Papyri of Homer, Papyrologica Coloniensia 3 (Cologne
and Opladen 1967) 138.

46 M. W. Haslam raises the interesting possibility that h's rule may have arisen from a
misunderstanding of té ovopara at sch. D.T. 351. 8 (cited above).—For a similarly
misguided introduction of part of speech into ancient prosodical doctrine, cf. J.
Wackemagel (above, note 18) II 1105,

47 Erbse (above, note 1) 96 n. 2, therefore rightly assumes this note to be a late
invention.
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x and cites corresponding short forms and papyrus evidence for a personal
name Kdp(p)avdpog.*8

Erbse assigned our scholium to Porphyry’s Quaestiones Homericae *°
more perhaps because of fr. 3b above than the nature of our fragment itself
(it has no correspondence in Porphyry’s extant work; nor is it clear what
kind of {\tmpa could have accommodated it). It is argued above (ad frr. 1
and 5) that we should in any case assume that some of the citations of
Alexander in the A-scholia derive from an exegetical commentary, a
hypothesis which would also suit this fragment well.

9. Et. Gen. (AB) s.v. @&xvn, unde Et. Gud. d? 251. 18 Stef. et
EM 181.55: . . "ALEEovBpog Bt ¢ o 00 onknmaSou Xsyu
auThV napa oV ou{',m néMovta elvan, g Tedyo Téxvn, Kol
anoPoAfj oD 1.

2 6 100 doxA. A: om. B 2-3 Aéyer adtiv post pfAlovta hab. B 3
téxvn B: tedynv xai A Ixai A:om.B 41 A:vB

3 nopd tov Gike) of. Et. Qrion. G (23. 12). | 1edyw téxvn] cf. Et
Orion. H (616. 44); EM 755. 56, cui sim. Zon. 1720; Eust. 178. 5,
421. 36, 575. 33,

If, as LSJ contends, the basic meaning of dxvn is “anything that comes
off the surface,” then Alexander’s etymology from the verb meaning “shoot,
dart” has at least some semantic plausibility. However, the supporting
analogy is inadequate; for, as M. W. Haslam observes, 1éxvn is not formed
from 1ebEw, nor does GitEw have a present *Gityw. Not surprisingly, then,
Alexander’s etymology failed to find favor either in Byzantine or modern
times.

The Byzammes preferred the ctymology from exm (...aexnvm g
ouca M pn Svvapévn ExecBon xai kpateicbar Sik 1o lamopspeg Kol
atopov: Et. Gen.; cf. test. cited by Erbse ad sch. bT ad A 307c) Modem
etymologists allow a connection either with &yvpov, “chaff,” or with the
root m Latm agna (“ear of grain”) and Gothic ahana (“chaff”) plus the -snd
suffix.50

Probably this fragment, like Alexander’s other etymologies (fir. 4, 11,
12), belongs to the Ioavtodand (fr. 4 above being expressly attested for
that work). In Et. Orion. the gloss s.v. Gyvn occurs within a group of
glosses interpolated into the section from Philoxenus. I suspect that
Orion’s gloss on dyvn may derive from Herodian, as seems likely in the
case of ir. 4. The Et. Gen. will have drawn on a more detailed Orion gloss

48 K. Strunk, “Sprachliches und Prosodisches zur mykenischen Orthographie,” IF 66
(1961) 164 1.

49 Erbse (above, note 1) 96, and, with a question mark, ad sch. A 1i.

30.Cf. H. Frisk (above, note 21) s.v. &xvn; P. Chantraine, Dictionnaire étymologique
de la langue grecque: Histoire des mots, 4 vols. (Pans 1968-80) s.v. ayvn.
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than is now extant. Note that the mention of Alexander’s father’s name also
binds fragments 4 and 9 together.

10a. Choer. Th. 2. 108. 31: 'O 8¢ 'Aké(;owSpog ) Kowaebg
9aup.aouog av1o oxnpaTtCu Aéyer yap ot moAAL pnua‘ta
and 1od p.ellovwg napayovtm eig tOv Eveotdra, ncou
xpenoum 10 © £1g 10 % A €ig 10 x, olov opd ow]'oco ounxm (€ ob
[5] =0 op.’qE_,co) okm oMéom OAéxke- O\n(og ovv £x T0D 8£toco
péALovtog €yéveto O éveotdg Seikm kot TpomAv 10D G Elg
10 x, xal éx 10D Seikw Aowmdv axoAovBwg O pécog
napakeipevog 8é8oixa, donep Aeinw Aéhowna, Aelfo
AéroBa, neibw némorBa.

10b. Et. Gen. (AB), unde EM 253, 9: §édowka: £oti Seidw, olov
[11] “8£i8m pf T nabe” - tovtov O pécog mapakeipevog
5580L8a Kol S v enaMmMow v & érpdmm 1O Eoyotov
d elg x xai yéyove §édowa. | 0 85 Ala&avSpog ) Kowaeng
Oovpaoiog outo?»oyevtm Xsymv 611 oA pnp.m:a glow and
[15] peArdviov elg éveotdtag petaydpeva xoi tpémovial to
o 7 eig 10 x | eig 10 x, olov oud ounow ocpfxw opnfw, OAD
6lécm 6lé|ca)- oi'nmg obv xal éK 100 Seiom uéldovrog
eyevero 0 éveotdg deixw xal éx tovTOL O péoog
nopokeipevog 8édowka. | Sra ti yap deikaw gyéveto kal od
[20] deiyow; énedn ovdénote ta elg p pnpata Bélovor 'm El
319B6yye mapodiyesBat, *Afv 10D oteixw Atiyw. oltwg

ZnvoPuos.

1 xotvavebg O 6 dyéveto] ¢yivero C 11 ndbaw] fort. ndOpor ut A
470 (cf. anon. ad EM 253. 11) 12 8£8018a B: 8é8owo A |1@dv B:
700 A 13 ante x hab. A 10 | yéyove A: yivetar B 15 peddévriov]
uéAdoviog A | petaybpeva] wapa- B 16 prior fiom. B 19 ti A:
10Vt0 B | post deixw hab. A pripa

Cf. ad Ep. ad A 555.

At issue is the form dédowka. For the first question about it, viz. its
classification as to tense and voice, Choeroboscus has found an answer to
his satisfaction in Apollonius: It is perfect middle, changed from 8£8018c
because of the juxtaposition of the three d sounds (Choer. Th. 2. 108. 20 =
Ap. Dysc. 3. 107. 42). Choeroboscus then goes on to explain that the third
8 was changed because, owing to the nature of the perfect reduplication, a
change of either of the first two deltas would have entailed change of the
other and thereby a total change in the appearance and sound of the word.
He then goes on to cite the “remarkable” analysis of Alexander, who sees
Sédowca as a regular perfect middle to deixw, formed on future Seicw, like
OA® OAéom OAékw. By the way, the ndBog by which a present form was
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derived from the future was not uncommonly used by the ancients; cf., e.g.,
Ep. ad A 490.

1 have focussed on Choeroboscus’ presentation, since it gives a clearer
notion of the grammatical context in which Alexander’s remark was quoted
than does the excerpt in the Er. Gen. Both Choeroboscus and Et. Gen. s.v.
S5édowca are likely, however, to derive from the same source, namely
Zenobius’ commentary on Apollonius’ ‘Pnpatikdv.S!  Choeroboscus’
dependence on Zenobius was made likely by Reitzenstein, who compared
Choeroboscus’ discussion of udoow (Th. 2. 154. 17) with Et. Gen. s.vv.
iviooo and ipdoow.52 1 suspect that Alexander’s “remarkable” opinion
was already cited (and rejected) by his contemporary, Apollonius Dyscolus;
it seesms much less likely to have been dredged up by Zenobius centuries
later.3?

11. Et. Gen. (AB), unde EM 277. 8: Swatoicwv (T 391):
and 10d Sivd 10D cvotpépn. topvevtoig fi 6TpoyydAolg and Tiig
10v xAMvonddov neprpepelag. "AléEavdpog 0 Kotvaeg,

2 alt. tob Erbse: 10 AB 3 dAéavdpog — A: om. B

Cf. sch. D ad I’ 391: 3ivwtoioi: fitor nemowiApévorg i katd
cuotpopilv tetopvevpévorg; Ap. S. 59. 5: Swweroior Aeyxéeoou
orpoyydrorg, and tiig 1@v xAwonddwv neprpepeiag; Et. Orion. G
(44. 1; in sede scholiorum Hom.): 8wwth (Swath G: corr. Larcher):
nepigpephic, towxvia divp (adive G, corr. Larcher), 6 ot topve.
8ivog 8¢ O 16pvog mapd 16 Sweiohar kai xvxAovshar (Soveiohar
xal xoAoboBar G, corr. Larcher); sch. bT ad N 4074; ad Ep. Hom. §
48 (= AQ 1. 114, 10) eius editionis quam praeparo.

The form divertoior occurs in the Homeric poems only at this place
(but cf. Siveoriy at N 407 and t 56), where Aphrodite seeks to lure Helen
back to Paris” chamber in spite of his debacle in the povopayio with
Menelaus (T" 390 ff.):

“Bevp’ 10" "AréEavdpég of xakel olkdvde véeobar.

SUH. Duentzer, De Zenodoti studiis Homericis (Géttingen 1848) 14-16, had the merit
of observing that, apart from four passages dealing with voces Homericae where Zenodotus
was clearly meant, the {n compendium in the EM should be resolved as Znvéfiog. The
fragments of this work were assembled by G. Schoemann, De Zenobii commentario
Rhematici Apolloniani (progr. Danzig 1881); our fragment is no. 12 at pp. 11-12.

52 Reitzenstein (above, note 36) 361-62.

53 On Apollonius' date, cf. Cohn, RE IL.1 (1895) 136. 32 ff. Unlike the younger
grammarian Choeroboscus, our Zenobius does not enjoy his own RE article; H. Giirtner, RE
X A (1972) 12. 10 ff., suggests that our Zenobius may be the author of AP 9. 711 in honor
of a rhetorician named Victor, if Sulpicius Victor (4th century) is the honoree in question;
note, however, that, as Reitzenstein (above, note 36) 362 showed by reference 10 Et. Gen.
s.v. oudeic = EM 639. 16, Zenobius was contemporary with or younger than John
Philoponus (6th century), whom he criticized.
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xeivog 8 v’ év Baldpe xai Swvwroior Aégesot,
xéAAeil te otiAPov xai gipaov: ... 7

Alexander’s interpretation of Swwtdg as a verbal adjective to Swd is
implicit in the D-scholium to I 391; and the agreement in wording of Alex-
ander’s explanation with that of Apollonius Sophista is striking. As
terminus ante quem for the latter we have only the fact that he is cited by
Herodian.>¥ However, it is more likely that Alexander has copied from
Apollonius (whose Lexicon survives in a shortened version only) than vice
versa, since, although Apollonius names a good many sources,>® Alex-ander
is not among them, Apion being the latest source that Apollonius does cite.
Apollonius will have been influenced here, as elsewhere, by the D-scholia
(or rather their ancient predecessor, the scholia minora),56

It is tempting to believe, with Erbse,’? that Alexander’s comment was
taken from the 'EEnyntuca, but since the Mavrodand, too, dealt with a
Homeric &naf Aeydpevov (cf. fr. 5), certainty is unobtainable. Nor is it
possible to determine the source from which the Er. Gen. gleaned this
information.58

12. EM 294, 7 (s.v. Swtivn [I 155, 297, 1 268]): "AAéEavdpog
8¢ odvBetov elvar Thv AéEw mapd 1o Ty 8éow tivew, v’ f 1
amotvopévn 86o1c.

2 860w] - D
Cf. sch. D ad I 155: 8ativnou dwpeai.

We may assume that Alexander was familiar with the explanation of
Swrivn given in the D-scholium to I 155. His etymology both accounts
for the -twv- element and at the same time adds the idea of “paying what
one owes™? appropriate to the earliest occurrence of the word in the passage
where Agamemnon promises Achilles his choice of one of his three
daughters in marriage and seven fortified towns (nto)ieBpa) as a dowry if
he will return to battle (I 154-56 ~ 296-98):

¢v &' dvdpeg vaiovst xokdppnveg, mohvPodtan,
ol xé ¢ dutivpor Bedv B¢ nipfoovot
xai ol brd oxAnTpe Amapig teAéovar Bépiortas.

34 Cf. Cohn, RE 1.1 (1895) 135. 60 ff.

33 Fifteen to be exact; cf. the detailed discussion by H. Schenck, Die Quellen des
Homerlexikons des Apollonios Sophistes (Hamburg 1961) 13 ff.

36 Cf. H. Gautiker, Das Verhiltnis des Homerlexikons des Apollonios Sophistes zu den
Homerscholien (diss. Ziirich 1945) 50-65; K. Steinicke, Apollonii Sophistae Lexicon
Homericum (diss. Géttingen 1957) xvii-xxi; Schenck (previous note) 146 ff. gives a
paradigmatic source-analysis of glosses on ten pages of Bekker's edition.

57 Erbse (above, note 1) 98 n. 1.

38 Erbse ad sch. I' 391a mentions Orus with a question mark (because of fr. 147).

59 Cf. LSJ s.v. tivw 1, 5.v. Gnd D.4, s.v. drotive 1.1-2.
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These dotivon are clearly, as Leumann remarks, “am Grundstiick haftende
Abgaben.”® In the Odyssey Sativn twice appears as a gift to be given by
host to guest (1 268, A 352).

This etymology, like Alexander’s derivation for dixpo(o)v (fr. 4), has
found favor in neither medieval nor modern times. More influential in
Byzantium were the two alternative etymologies recorded at Choer. Orth.
(191. 12): (a) Sacw, dwoivn, dotivy; (b) dédotar, dotdg, Sotivy,
Swrivm, both repeated (without mention of Alexander’s hypothesis) at Et.
Gen. (AB) s.v. dwtivn (~ Zon. 588) and Et. Gud. 387. 18 Stef ;6! the EM
has sandwiched Alexander’s view between these two. One wonders whether
it might have been, again, Herodian who saved the doctrine of his elder
contemporary for posterity; Herodian himself was, after all, not averse to
bold compounds.52

Modem comparative linguists see dwtivn as an old formation from the
word for gift, do¢ or *dd1-¢, and the suffix (t)wv-, possibly a
backformation from a genitive *§wrtivog.5

13. Eust. 859. 50: iotéov ¢ xai 11 TOV imﬁpoc ot uee
Opnpov mtpov e chovm Kol wnpov kol gt ou p.ovov KOLTOL
'ysvoc; QPpEVIKOV wttpog, alAd xal OnXuK(oc_, @nol yodv ATArog
Awvioiog (1 1) latpov yovaika, "Arebig 8¢ (fr. 318 K.)
[5] idrprav. T B¢ iatp{v'q o{)x Elknvmév onoi. moapd 8¢
'co:.g Teyvixoig KEL‘E(X.L Kou I ;u»:v ’ong (p. 42 Ritschl) onx
"EAANvIv kséw v latpivnv elval gnow, AkeiavSpog o6t 6
Kottvaets, tpdg akpifeiav Aaddv, ui "Attuchv elvat adtiv
héyer,

Cf. Choer. Orth. (170. 33 ~ Hdn. 2. 456. 26): 'ASpnctivn, Aimivn:

NI JRRTRE 7. yap S 10V vy povoyevn, un yevopeve and
emestmv xupux. anootpégoviat mv S g & Sttpeoyyou
Ypaphv, olov Qm:avwn, Eunvwn. mtplvn xal t& Spowa; An.
Orth. 163. 23-24: & 8k [sc. S 100 nvm] vrip ¥° ovAraBag Sk
10V 1+ Aintivy, 'Adpnotivn, 'Qxeavivn, Ednvivy, Kvpnxivn,
iatpivn ...

This fragment is unique in dealing, not with a textual problem,
definition or etymology but exclusively with a question of usage. Here, as
elsewhere, Eustathius displays familiarity with the Atticist lexicon of

%0 M. Leumann, Homerische Wérter (Basel 1950) 280; he goes on to suggest that
Sariva as “rent in kind” at /G 1V 841. 18, 21 (Calauria, 3rd cent. B.C.) may be a semantic
development from this passage.

61 Cf, also Eust. 743. 44, who merely notes the lengthening of the first vowel of
Swrivn.

62 Cf, , .., P. Egenolff, “Zu Lenlz Herodian II," Philol. 62 (1903) 57-59; Dyck,
Glotla 55 (1977) 225-27 (eBuiog < lov + Bupée).

63 Cf. H. Frisk (above, note 21) s.v. 8{8wp1; E. Schwyzer (above, note 26) 1 465 n. 5.
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Alexander’s contemporary, Aelius Dionysius,5 who made the point that
iatpdg can be common to both genders,® cited Alexis for the form idtpio
but denied that ictpivy was Greek. Eustathius also used, however, another
source which quoted Orus and Alexander and which, it is agreed, he refers to
by the periphrasis ot Texvikoi. While Reitzenstein argued that Eustathius
thus refers to an otherwise unknown collection of Atticist excerpts,% it is
generally agreed today that mapda toig Texvikoig is rather an allusion to
Choeroboscus, who (among others) is elsewhere so referred 1087 and is the
source of Eustathius’ other two citations of Orus.® Presumably the remark
will have stood in a more nearly complete version of Choeroboscus’
Orthography than is now extant. Orus, in turn, will have cited Alexander,$
as in fr. 14.

Atticism was certainly in the air in Alexander’s lifetime, as the activity
of Aelius Dionysius and Herodian attests; it therefore seems likely that his
remark on iotpivn was prompted by Atticist interests (a reply to Aelius
Dionysius?).”! We do not know whether he cited evidence in support of his
position, though he certainly could have (cf. LSJ s.v. totpive).

14. Et. Gen. (AB), unde EM 664. 39: mepippndig: olov

m:ptpanng o¢ tpanec,n (x 84). AB repippayeig, meprppueis,
obtag Ake&av&pog o0 Komwaebg., [liog 8¢ (fr. 14 Hiller)
REPLOEPNG, TEpLppUNG. “Qpog (om. Ritschl). A EM

4 dpog EM: om. A

Cf. sch, D ad 5 84: meprppndfig: mepwchacBeic fi neprppayeic- §
nepippedpevog fi meprppueig | mepipepng; Ap. S. 130. 7:
nepLppndng: mepippnoduevog, mepikexkAacpévog.  Pértiov B

64 Cf. H. Erbse, Untersuchungen zu den attizistischen Lexika, Abh. der Deutschen
Akademie der Wissenschaften zu Berlin, Philos.-hist. Kl., Jg. 1949, 2 (Berlin 1950) 1 ff.

85 For {atpdg as feminine, cf. Plut. mor. 143d, Ath. 636a.

66 Reitzenstein (above, note 36) 389.

87 Cf. K. Alpers, Das attizistische Lexikon des Oros: Untersuchung und kritische
Ausgabe der Fragmente, SGLG 4 (Berlin and New York 1981) 82-83, who finds that in all
other passages which refer to oi Texvixoi Reitzenstein’s interpretation is excluded.

% Namely 837. 44 ({fitperov) from Choer. Orth. 215. 27 (possibly via Et. Gen. [AB]
s.v. {fitperov) and 857. 42 (Aéwv) from Choer. Orth. 235. 32; cf. L. Cohn, De
Aristophane Byzantio et Suetonio Tranquillo Eustathi auctoribus, Jahrbb. f. cl. Philol.. ed.
A. Fleckeisen, 12. Supplbd. (Leipzig 1881) 295 n. 23, and RE VI.1 (1907) 1474. 2 ff;
Alpers (previous note) 81 n. 12. Cf. in general also Erbse (above, note 1) 97 n. 2, and van
der Valk ad Eust. 859. 52.

% Kotd ®puviyov, xatd grotyeiov has been seen as the work of Orus in question:
cf. F. Ritschl, De Oro et Orione commentatio (Bratislava 1834) 42; R. Reitzenstein, Der
Anfang des Lexikons des Photios (Leipzig and Berlin 1907) xlix; C. Wendel, RE X VIII.1
(1942) 1178. 49 ff.; perhnps however, this should be modified slightly 1o Orus’ Atticist
work later used by hlmself in his Orthography; cf. Alpers (above, note 67) 80-83.

70 Cf. Reitzenstein (above, note 36) 371 ff.
"L Cf. L. Cobn, “Der Atticist Philemon,” Philol. 57 (1898) 365.
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HETAQPOPIKDG mepippedpevog: PBaAdetar yap xoai 10 motfplov
xpatdv, o¢ duo 1R néoer mepippeiofor meodvia. O BE
"Apictapyo; otpofnBeic meprgepng fmece tfi tpanélp, og
xepixhacBfivar mept adtive “mepippndhg 8¢ tpanéln /
xanreoev” (y 84-85); sch. Ap. Rh. 1. 431a: meprppndig
xep(hecow): éxi npboonov ped’ dppfig xatevexBeic, émppayeig
tig todpnpooBev, fi éneveyBeic <fi> (suppl. Haslam) dvti tob
nEPLPEPGUEVOG, bg Kol mapd 1@ momtii- “mepppndig 8¢ tpanéln
/ xdrreoev” (x 84-85). ‘Avtipayog 8¢ (fr. 190 Wyss) 10 xatd
wOxdov xeoelv odtw Adyer. viv BE dvii 1o émevexOeig eig 10
#unpocBev; Eust. 1920. 30: nepippndiic 8¢ 6 éppavtiopévog
atpary, dg dnd 10 péle, nept ob mposipnton (sc. 912. 22, 1469.
3), ob Sebrepog ddpiotog Eppadov, 8Bev O meprppndic.

The first question that this fragment raises is that of the relation of the
two grammarians cited, Alexander and Pius. Now Hiller dates Pius to the
end of the second or beginning of the third century, with the terminus post
quem derived from the fact that Pius is not cited by Herodian.” In order for
that argument to have force, however, it would have to be shown that Pius
offered material relevant to Herodian’s interests. But, in fact, none of Pius’
fragments bears upon prosody, which was the focus of Herodian’s preserved
work on the Homeric text.”> More telling perhaps is the fact that Pius’
work was not cited by Nicanor, who lived under Hadrian and might well
have been interested in Pius’ punctuation of & 55 (fr. 6 Hiller).”4
Furthermore Hiller’s terminus ante quem is given by Orus’ citation; but
Orus is nowadays dated to the fifth, not to the first half of the third,
century.”

It is worth considering whether the grammarian’s name may provide a
clue to his date. Like, for instance, the Thucydidean biographer
Marcellinus, Pius bears, in Greek fashion, a single name, even though the
name itself is Roman. I suspect that the grammarian takes his name from
the emperor Antoninus Pius, who adopted the agnomen upon ascending the
throne in 138.7¢ Pius’ case is evidently not parallel with that of Aelius

T2E. Hiller, “Der Grammatiker Pius und die &moloyior npdg tég &Beriioerg
"Aprotdpyov,” Philol. 28 (1869) 93-94; the question of Pius'® date is left open by D.
Strout and R. French, RE XX.2 (1950) 1891. 26 ff., s.v. Pius no. 2.

73 Namely the TAwxh and 'Odvsaeiax Tpoopdiar, preserved in extensive excerpts
in the scholia on the respective poems; some of the content of these works was doubtless
repeated—and not merely in Lentz's reconstruction—in the KaBoAwh Tlpooedia. The
one doctrine of Pius that might have interested Herodian is that preserved in fr. 1 Hiller (=
sch. T ad E 6384"), since Herodian, 100, dealt with the problem of ¢AL’ ofov (sch. A ad E
638c = Hdn. 2. 52. 9 Lentz; cf. also Haas ad Tyrann. fr. 18); however, Pius’ view (i.c., that
the words fioav oy olog ob need to be understood) is so eccentric that Herodian may well
have thought it unworthy of serious attention.

"A point already made by Hiller (above, note 72) 93 and n. 11; for Nicanor’s date, cf.
C. Wendel, RE XVIL1 (1936) 274, 50-52.

8 Cf. C. Wendel, RE XVIIL1 (1942) 1178. 34 ff., with literature.

76 Cf. P. v. Rohden, RE 11.2 (1896) 2497. 60 ff. and 2498. 24 ff.
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Herodian and others who, upon receiving Roman citizenship, adopted the
gentile name of the emperor responsible,’? since then we would have
expected him also to adopt Aclius (the nomen gentile of Imp. Caes. T.
Aelius Hadrianus Antoninus Aug. Pius) and to have retained his original
Greek name. He is likely rather to have been named after the emperor, who
was often simply called Pius to distinguish him from the later Antonini.”3
One would expect a child so named to have been born after the death of
Antoninus Pius on March 7, 161, and within ca. one generation of that date,
while the memory of the emperor was still potent. We thus arrive by a
different route at a date not dissimilar to Hiller's.

It would have been welcome for Alexander to have been contemporary
with, or later than, Pius, so that we could assume the same chain of
transmission for both frr. 13 and 14 (viz. Alexander > Orus). However, our
fragment may have come from Alexander’s "E€nymuikd, fr. 13 from the
Mavrodand. Orus is not otherwise known to have used Pius; possibly he
found both scholars cited in a commentary of later imperial date. One
wishes the citation of Orus were by both name and title. Possibly it derives
from the Avoeic mpotdcewv 1OV 'Hpwdravod, which dealt with
controverted voces Homericae.™

Hiller’s comment on our fragment, that Alexander derived nepippndng
from mepippiyvopt, whereas Pius saw mepippeiv as its etymon, and his
suggestion that mepippueic should be deleted, is an attempt to construct a
dichotomy at the expense of the transmitted text. Both scholars are, in any
case, dependent on the D-scholia or their ancient forerunners.

Modem etymologies of mepippndng have not made much progress
because of the uncertainty about its meaning. It is evidently formed from
nepi- and a stem *piidog, possibly related to padivég *‘slender. 30

15. Porph. 1. 286. 19 Schr. = 35. 9 Sod.: 'Ev 'cmg <bt7tnpovog
Zoppikrorg mepi HpoSoruou 8top9mparog 0 YPOAHUOTIKOG
Stuhyopsvog nstpmm xai ‘Ounpika twva ooupnvd;ew ovdev
Ot yxelpov Kou tov 'Hpddotov qnlo'ovn oot tnv nacav 10D
[5] avdpog avaypa\yw Cnmmv enoi yap ot év tff mpary
HpoSowg TV lctopw)v 1t€pl. Kpoioov 1od Avdod moAdd te
Ao Gtulemat xm pnv OtL ... avébnke 8¢ twa (sc.
avaenuata) Kol “gv Bpayxtﬁnm tfioL Mll'r\mwv” (1. 92. 2)
xal yéypanrtar fdn xatd mavia anAdg T Aviiypago 1o

T Cf., in general, Emst Fraenkel, RE XV1.2 (1935) 1662. 55 (s.v. Namenwesen) and
the case of a Spartan named Eurycles who, upon receiving citizenship from Augustus, was
called C. Iulius Eurycles (P/R IV 208, no. 301); cf. B. Doer, Die rémische Namengebung
(Stutigant 1937) 126. On Aeclius Herodian, cf. E. Hiller, Quaestiones Herodianeae (diss.
Bonn 1866) 3, and Lentz, Hdn. I xi.

78 Cf. v. Rohden (above, note 76) 2498. 63 ff.

7 Cf. Wendel (above, note 75) 1179, 1 ff.

80 Cf. Frisk (above, note 21) and Chantraine (above, note 50) s.v. repLppNdNG.
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[10] “tfig” &pBpov oVV 1@ 1 toodvvapodv 1@ “taig,” ovdéva ye
piv ‘EAAvav bropeivan Bndvkdg “tag Bpayyidag” av
eineiv, "Hpodorov 8¢ paAdov av erépov puia&oobar, axpifi
1€ Svto mEPL TA OVOPATA KOL ROVY ERLELKAG GPOVILOTIKGV.
10010 &1 Oepanedwv 1ig (sc. Alexander Cot.; cf. quae sq.) ovy
[15] 'Hpoddtov ¢noiv auaptnua yeyovéval, padlov 8¢ tov
{ovy)ypagpéa ¢noi Siapapreiv moapepPodrdvia 10 {o}r,
noAA& 8¢ oépeclar péxpr viv Guaptipate xatd TRV
‘Hpoddtov ouyypagnv xai £1t thv Bovkvdidov xai Pdictov
kol tdv Glav afoldyeov ocvyypagéov. Ti 8 ovyxl kai T
[20] mowjpata oxedov avardew navia  TVYLAvEr
apapInpdtev  ypaeixdv xai tdv GrAev wapo-
Swopbopdrov navv aypoikwev; . .. érovdyopev 8¢ éni tov
‘Hpoédotov xai tov Swopbothv 1dv Kotvaéa 'AAEEavdpov.
n&ilov yap 6 avhp ypdoew “tficr MiAnoiov” yopic Tob  “tfig
[251 MiAnoiev,” drokeipévng EEwbev xdpne 1 yig. “xai éyd
5¢,” onoiv (sc. Philemon), “énel@ounv odtag Exev o g
ypogfig, tov 8¢ dvdpa tiig axpifods cuvésewg EteBovpdxewy.
evmxdw <8&> t0ig "Hpodorteiorg ou')to'ig Eneoct kol yevé;wvog
Eni téder mg Aw\mnaxng BlBlou, nng éoti 8£u1£pa 30
[30] w.&st tbploke ndhv xotd v mnmucnv RTOOV
einévta tov 'Hpddotov- avee KEv_ Elg Bpayxt&xg TG
Mtlnotmv (2. 159. 3). ovkétr odv @unv auapmp.a Eivor
ypaqmcov "Tovikdv 8¢ pé&iiov L&wp.a TOAAL yap obrot Thv
ovopauov xcuponm Gnlmc(oc_, éxgépovieg, olov v 1€ Aifov
[35] Kol ’IT]V xiova kai én v Mopabava- Kpativog (fr. 506
K.-A)* smmm'tam Mopabdv,’ Nucavﬁpog (fr. 111 Schneider) .
‘geoxtipévny MopabBdva,” tadra ;,u-:v oDV & Mueig ebpopev
kot éxpivapev LYE.” TowdTa 81 10D DrdApovog Aéyovrog,
& pév npdg 'AAéEavBpov nept 1ob 'Hpodoteiov SropBdpatoc
[40] eipnkev, obx oikelov xpive 1fi napovon Lrobécer
Eetalew.

subsidia: cod. V tantum

§ dvaypdywe Schrader: -yar V 8 Ppayyidner ut Hdi. Schrader:
Bpayyior V 16 ovyypagéa V: corr. Schrader | g1 V: corr. Rosén 28
8¢ suppl. Schrader 38 vyifa Sodano: byiag V

This, the most detailed of all discussions of Alexander’s doctrines, came
to Porphyry via Philemon, rightly identified by L. Cohn with the Atticist
lexicographer who lived ca. A.D. 200.3!

81 Cf. L. Cohn (above, note 71) 363--66; C. Wendel, RE XIX.2 (1938) 2152, 15 f. and
2151. 37.
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Proper names form a difficult transmissional problem,?? especially
when, as in the case of BpoyyiSa., they are anarthrous unless coupled with
attributes. Here, as in fr. 13, the fundamental problem is that of
determining the 'EAANviopog of a certain form, though in this case the
decision on usage has textual consequences. While in fr. 13 Alexander
admitted iatpivn as a Greek (albeit not Attic) form, here he denies that
Bpayxtﬁou as a feminine is Greek (lines 10*12 oVdéva ye pnv
‘EAMvov bropelvat Onlokdg “tdg Bpayyidog™ &v eineiv). Note that,
unlike Zoilus of Amphipolis and others, his reaction is not to blame Lhe
author, but the napddosig.®3 Hence he proposes to emend to €v
Bpoyyidnot tiig Milnoinv with (lonic) xdpng or yfig understood.? The
formulation itself is perhaps a bit awkward; one might rather have expecied
év Bpayyidnot 1fig MiAnoing (cf. Paus. 7. 5. 4). Bu[ the fatal ob_|ect10n is
the one raised by Philemon, that é¢ Bpayyidag tdg MiAnoiwv is, in fact,
read at Hdt. 2. 159. 3. Alexander thus stands convicted of carelessness
(though the lack of modem aids should be taken into account).

By the way, Philemon’s defense of the napddootig on grounds that the
Tonians had a predilection for feminine forms is also wide of the mark.
MoapaBov appears as feminine at Pi. 0. 13. 110; and, as Kassel and Austin
truly remark ad Cratin. fr. 506, it is odd to see him cited for an allegedly
Ionic feature. Presumably Alexander’s error lay rather in confusing the
ethnic ot Bpayyidau (cf. Hdt. 1. 158. 1: ég tovg Bpayyidag) with the
(feminine) toponym 33

IV. Alexander’s Legacy

For Aristides, Alexander’s writings were but a pale reflection (pikpd dtta
eldwAa) of his lectures (§ 26). No doubt, in turn, the surviving fragments
are but a pale reflection of the writings. It is thus doubly difficult for the
modem student to do justice to the man who, in his time, held so high a
reputation.

The surviving fragments indicate that Alexander was read largely by his
contemporaries (Diogenianus [fr. 6], Apollonius Dyscolus [10], Herodian
(4, 9, 12]) or those who wrote within about a generation of his death
(Philemon [15]).8 Within the same interval his views will have entered the

82Cf., e.g., Haas ad Tyrann. fr. 29 and CP 77 (1982) 273 (problems of accentuation of
profer names in the Homeric text).
Cf. Erbse (above, note 1) 98.
% The proposed emendation is therefore not tiig (pace Herodoti Historige, ed. H. B.
Rosén, 1 [Leipzig 1987] app. crit. ad 1. 92. 2).
85Cf. H. B. Rosén, Eine Laut- und Formenlehre der herodotischen Sprachform
(Heldclberg 1962) 99 n. 104.

6 1. Cohn's idea (abovc. note 71) 366 that Philemon's politeness in disagreement
with Alexander (fr. 15) is an indication that he was a younger contemporary personally
acquainted with him is an atltractive possibility (though not the only possible
explanation).
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exegetical commentaries from which most of the Homeric fragments derive
(1, 5, 8 and possibly 11 and 14). On one occasion Porphyry’s citation of
Alexander is demonstrably at second hand (fr. 15) and, in all likelihood, in
other cases as well, in spite of citation by book number (fr. 2). In the fifth
century Methodius (fr. 7) and Orus (frr. 13 and 14 and possibly 11) probably
knew his views via intermediary (Atticist?) works.

It is a pity that so large a percentage of the surviving fragments deals
with Homeric problems,?7? since the possibility of reaping a new and true
insight from that well-ploughed ficld was much reduced in Alexander’s day.
Thus his Homeric criticism makes, on the whole, a much less original
impression than that of, say, Apion,®8 since Alexander so often follows the
scholastic interpretation (preserved in the D-scholia: cf. frr. 1 and 14 and
part of 3) or Apollonius Sophista (fr. 11). In some cases when he does
venture out on his own, as in his interpretation of the sicge depicted on the
Shield of Achilles (fr. 2) or his explanation of the syntax of émiotopéve
£évr (fr. 3), the results are unfortunate. It was perhaps premature,
however, for G. Wentzel to deny Alexander any “wissenschaftliche
Bedeutung.”®® For fr. 5 preserves an (evidently original) interpretation of
the napadosig at Z 241 and an explanation of the corruption which have
prevailed to this day.

Aristides praises Alexander for the sheer range of his interests (§ 24),
but this is a merit that our fragments are least able to do justice to. We
would not know, for instance, that Alexander had devoted attention to
emending the text of Herodotus but for the fact that Porphyry, exceptionally
in the Quaestiones Homericae, quoted Philemon on the subject because he
thought the comments on textual corruption of more general interest and
because his dedicatee, Anatolius, happened to be interested in Herodotus (fr.
15). The only other author whose exegesis is represented in the fragments
is Euripides (fr. 7). Only en passant in the Homeric fragments do we find
examples of Alexander’s wide reading: the citations of Aristoxenus (fr. 1),
Sappho and Eupolis (fr. 5), though the latter may have been added later (see
above, note 34),

It would be easy to measure Alexander against the standard of modern
philology and find him wanting. Though his etymologies (cf. frr. 4, 9, 11,
12) have not found favor, taken as a whole, they are by no means the worst
surviving from antiquity, an age when the etymologist’s art, like rhetoric,
took persuasiveness, rather than truth, as its goal.%® If on occasion he

7 70f15(1,2,3,5,8 11, 14).

8 Cf. S. Neitzel (ed.), Apions TAdaoox ‘Opnpixai, SGLG 3 (Berlin and New York
1977) 204 ff.

89 Wenizel, RE 1.2 (1894) 1456, 30.

90 Cf. the definition at E1. Gen. (AIB) s.v. érvpohoyia: forn AéEcwg dvantubig
cvugdvay tdv cnpawvopévav appélovee i gwvi) npdg Tiv Tob bmoxelpévov
npaypato mBavétnta . .. (known also in simplified form from sch. D.T. 14. 23,
169. 20, 303. 17 and 390. 12, as well as from Eustathius’ paraphrase [1408. 13]); C.
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seems less careful than he should have been, the difficulty of working
without modern aids needs to be borne in mind (cf. ad fr. 15). It is a pity
that more of his Atticist work has not survived, since the one fragment that
we have (fr. 13) makes it clear that in this field he was an authority more
accurate than some who made a name for themselves by writing on such
questions.

Such is our picture of Alexander of Cotiacum: a great teacher, a great
personality, but as a scholar largely a routinier, though with an occasional
flash of insight.%!

V. Indices

a. Passages Discussed by b. Words Discussed by

Alexander of Cotiacum Alexander of Cotiaecum
Eur. Or. 1384 fr.7 apdpatug fr.6
Hdt. 1. 92. 2 fr. 15 appareiov péog fr.7
Homer: ‘Axiifiog fr. 8
Al fr. 8 axvn fr.9
391 fr. 11 Bpayyidot fr. 15
1155 al. fr. 12 S8édoka fr. 10
N 358-59 fr. 1 Sixpov, dlkpoov fr.4
E241 fr. 5 Sdwaoroiow fr. 11
T 509-33 fr. 2 Sotivn fr. 12
T 79-80 fr.3 £ovTo fr.3
y 84 fr. 14 énaAdagal fr. 1
énioyoteg fr.5
loTpivn fr. 13
nepppndig fr. 14
VBBAAAEW fr.3

University of California, Los Angeles

Wendel, RE XVIII.2 (1942) 1448. 8-12 autributes EM 817. 4 (érvpodoyia 8¢ éotv
éimonpacia AéEewv éni 10 mAelotov O ndbog Eyxovoa) to Choeroboscus’
[poAeydpeva tig 'OpBoypagiog and notes that it corresponds to the Prolegomena of
Charax derived from Herodian; the version at sch. D.T. 454. 22 ( ... émonpoocia éni
t@v mAeiotov 0 mbavov Exovca) is, however, likely to be original as against EM
(ré&Bn being a common, but not essential, characteristic of etymologies); cf. Aristotle's
definition of the #pyov of rhetoric: 16 i8eiv & Lmdpyovia mbBavd nept Exactov
(Rhet. 1355b10-11).
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