
NOTES AND DISCUSSIONS 

HESYCHIUS 0 216 AND EMPEDOCLES FRAGMENT 21. 6 

The transmitted text of Empedocles fragment 21. 6 Diels-Kranz reads: 

EK 6' cai5 Tnpop:oul t0?Xrqpv6t ze Kai GTrEpEon6. 

There are variants 09Xrl1ta and 0eXfipaTa, but clearly an adjective meaning 
"heavy" or "solid" is needed, since the line is paraphrased by Aristotle Gen. corr. 
315al0 as T/iV 6U y7fv (sc. ktyet) Papb Kai YK?rlpo6v. The standard conjectural 
solutions to the crux are based on a gloss of Hesychius, which reads in the 

manuscript 0ekeFtvov-' Oov EK itCov (O 216 Latte). "Okov ?K ptCov is taken as 

"close-packed," "firmly rooted."2 Guyet, comparing Homeric nipoOGeutHov, 
emended 0eXcevov to OiXupvov in Hesychius. So Diels prints OeCLpvd in 

Empedocles, while noting Sturz's conjecture OujXpva. 
Whatever the correct reading in Empedocles, the Hesychian gloss cannot in fact 

be based on this passage, since it has been misinterpreted and means the opposite 
of what is demanded by the context. Far from denoting "a whole firmly rooted" or 
the like, 6oov ?K pitov means "utterly, by the roots," i.e., "root and branch," 
radicitus, np6pptiov, in a context of utter destruction. 'EK Ptfciv is first used 

literally of trees, e.g., at Hom. II. 21. 243 ?K pIciCv pipnouoa; Orphica frag. 38. 18 
Kern ?K ptiCov EiS X06va niTiEst; Theophr. Hist. pl. 3. 7. 1 7Ie1K1: TZ Kat ?daTBi 

T?zsO) EK p:iCOv aDT'roETsz E ataivovTat; and the fig-tree 4ilpapvvrlv ?K Oitdtv at 

Mark 11:20. For its metaphorical extension to other contexts of destruction, cf., 
e.g., Heraclid. Pont. ap. Ath. 12. 523F ?K ptitov aveiXov TOi ; ?XOpo6;; LXX Job 
28:9 KaT?CGTp??T v ?K Pit6tv O6pq; ibid. 31:12 ?K ptiCv &antk?cTs?; Joseph. AJ 

9. 181 ?K pti5tv av zl T zTv T 6pov paoi?iktav ?i?X?S;; Plut. Pomp. 21 t6v 
7r6,?Cov ?K 15itv lavTZ6 aotv dv|pq1K?. For 6kov as "utterly" in this context, 
compare the compounds 6X6pptPoq and OXopptii: literally of plants, Theophr. 
Hist. pi. 3. 18. 5 avaKda7rcTco0at ok6ppita; metaphorically, LXX Job 4:7 6o6p- 

pitot &7cr0ovTo; Prov. 15:5 oi 6E a&sIEp?si; O6pptlot ?K yfig O6kOUvat; Esther 3:13 

irrvTa ... &no. .io at OXoppLti; Cyr. Alex. Ps. 36. 8 (PG 69. 928D) iva pfi 
OX6pptio} EK Y71 a7nokX. 

Thus, even apart from the fact that 0??pIVOV is quoted in the singular rather 
than the plural (not a decisive proof in itself that Hesychius is not glossing 
Empedocles), the Hesychian gloss has completely the wrong sense for the line of 

Empedocles to which it is supposed to refer. It is possible that 0?Xulva is still the 
correct solution to the crux in Empedocles, if the word means "foundations," as 

1. Frag. 14. 6 in M. R. Wright, ed., Empedocles: The Extant Fragments (New Haven, 1981). 
2. So Wright, ad loc., who, however, leaves obeli in her text. 
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other evidence suggests. Regarding Hesychius, Guyet's emendation 0EXu[tvov 
must be on the right track, and O0ckELvov is certainly a vox nihili. According to the 
D-scholium on Horn. II. 10. 15, 09kutvva are 0?epsktot, "foundations" (the latter 
term is glossed pigat in Hesychius). Such a sense is supported by the Homeric 
compound npo0e9XupvoS, which is formed in the same way as nip6pptio; and is 
glossed ntpoppito by schol. AD on II. 9. 541, D on 10. 12, and schol. on Ar. 
Peace 1209 (the meaning "overlapping," "one upon another" at 11. 13. 130 is 
apparently a secondary development).3 M. Schmidt tentatively proposed emend- 
ing OcEkEvov to <?K> 0Cte0ue o;4 but, to remain closer to the paradosis, I 
propose <rnpo>hXuptvov or <?K> OXU6tvcv.5 

R. JANKO 
Columbia University 

3. I follow H. Frisk, Griechisches etymologisches Wirterbuch (Heidelberg, 1960-72), s.v. 0kXuuvog. 
TsEpa0eXupvos is a further evolution, as Frisk argues; the account of P. Chantraine, Dictionnaire 
etymologique de la langue grecque (Paris, 1968-80), s.v. -EOtXuvoq, is erroneous. See my note on II. 13. 
130 in The "Iliad": A Commentary, vol. 4 (Cambridge University Press, forthcoming). 

4. Hesychii Alexandrini Lexicon (Jena, 1858-64), s.v. (O 215). 
5. I wish to thank the Editor, an anonymous referee, and J. E. Wills, who kindly helped me to consult 

the Thesaurus Linguae Graecae database at Harvard University. 

HELEN'S FAMOUS HUSBAND AND EURIPIDES HELEN 1399 

OE. copEiT'p EPE>cS, dgS f1ta Ov 6 4voS, 1390 
p6LEgc, (p?pOVTe; tvdkCta KT?pitcptCaa. 
'EkXvrq, ob 6', jv cot phi KaKicS C 604 XycEtv, 
nteiOou, p[v' a6zov Taua6r yap ncapofod Tc 
nppd~E&S Tov aivpa Tov ov iv zl? pni ntapct. 
6?5o1Ka yap oe Pl Tst; m U teoD)v n60lo; 1395 
T?io1n pj0eivatc o6g ' ~S oilSa iO6vtIOV 
TOO 7cp6a0?v a&vp6; Xdptotv EK=Ckn: 7;rf[yIvPlv' 
ayav yap aut6ov o6 nap6v0' 6Log; aTvct5;. 

EX. CD KactLv6 fllv 7n6o1;, avatyKaioc EXEt 
Tza 7rpcT XKrxpa vuTH(tKdt; 0' 6OtHicaS 1400 
Ttpdav '7y S 68e 1T6 TtV GTPZpyetv 7r6otv 
Kai 4uv0dvoqt' dv &aXXk Ti Keivp) XdptS 
6v KcatOav6vTt KaTOaveiv; Ea 6S pE 

a6Thiv poXo&ooav vztdtpla F6ovat veKppO. 

There is universal agreement among modern editors and commentators that in 
line 1399 of Euripides' Helen the traditional reading K?Ltv6g is an error for 
Katv6o, a conjecture first proposed by Beck.' The scribes have only themselves to 
blame for this, since the confusion of KZetv6o with Kacv6o is a common error in 

1. Katv6g is printed by Murray, whose text is given here (OCT2, 1913), Pearson (Cambridge, 1903), 
Gregoire (Bude, 1950), Campbell (Liverpool, 1950), Alt (Teubner, 1964), and Kannicht (Heidelberg, 
1969). A. M. Dale (Oxford, 1967) gives tacit approval to Murray's text. 

other evidence suggests. Regarding Hesychius, Guyet's emendation 0EXu[tvov 
must be on the right track, and O0ckELvov is certainly a vox nihili. According to the 
D-scholium on Horn. II. 10. 15, 09kutvva are 0?epsktot, "foundations" (the latter 
term is glossed pigat in Hesychius). Such a sense is supported by the Homeric 
compound npo0e9XupvoS, which is formed in the same way as nip6pptio; and is 
glossed ntpoppito by schol. AD on II. 9. 541, D on 10. 12, and schol. on Ar. 
Peace 1209 (the meaning "overlapping," "one upon another" at 11. 13. 130 is 
apparently a secondary development).3 M. Schmidt tentatively proposed emend- 
ing OcEkEvov to <?K> 0Cte0ue o;4 but, to remain closer to the paradosis, I 
propose <rnpo>hXuptvov or <?K> OXU6tvcv.5 

R. JANKO 
Columbia University 

3. I follow H. Frisk, Griechisches etymologisches Wirterbuch (Heidelberg, 1960-72), s.v. 0kXuuvog. 
TsEpa0eXupvos is a further evolution, as Frisk argues; the account of P. Chantraine, Dictionnaire 
etymologique de la langue grecque (Paris, 1968-80), s.v. -EOtXuvoq, is erroneous. See my note on II. 13. 
130 in The "Iliad": A Commentary, vol. 4 (Cambridge University Press, forthcoming). 

4. Hesychii Alexandrini Lexicon (Jena, 1858-64), s.v. (O 215). 
5. I wish to thank the Editor, an anonymous referee, and J. E. Wills, who kindly helped me to consult 

the Thesaurus Linguae Graecae database at Harvard University. 

HELEN'S FAMOUS HUSBAND AND EURIPIDES HELEN 1399 

OE. copEiT'p EPE>cS, dgS f1ta Ov 6 4voS, 1390 
p6LEgc, (p?pOVTe; tvdkCta KT?pitcptCaa. 
'EkXvrq, ob 6', jv cot phi KaKicS C 604 XycEtv, 
nteiOou, p[v' a6zov Taua6r yap ncapofod Tc 
nppd~E&S Tov aivpa Tov ov iv zl? pni ntapct. 
6?5o1Ka yap oe Pl Tst; m U teoD)v n60lo; 1395 
T?io1n pj0eivatc o6g ' ~S oilSa iO6vtIOV 
TOO 7cp6a0?v a&vp6; Xdptotv EK=Ckn: 7;rf[yIvPlv' 
ayav yap aut6ov o6 nap6v0' 6Log; aTvct5;. 

EX. CD KactLv6 fllv 7n6o1;, avatyKaioc EXEt 
Tza 7rpcT XKrxpa vuTH(tKdt; 0' 6OtHicaS 1400 
Ttpdav '7y S 68e 1T6 TtV GTPZpyetv 7r6otv 
Kai 4uv0dvoqt' dv &aXXk Ti Keivp) XdptS 
6v KcatOav6vTt KaTOaveiv; Ea 6S pE 

a6Thiv poXo&ooav vztdtpla F6ovat veKppO. 

There is universal agreement among modern editors and commentators that in 
line 1399 of Euripides' Helen the traditional reading K?Ltv6g is an error for 
Katv6o, a conjecture first proposed by Beck.' The scribes have only themselves to 
blame for this, since the confusion of KZetv6o with Kacv6o is a common error in 

1. Katv6g is printed by Murray, whose text is given here (OCT2, 1913), Pearson (Cambridge, 1903), 
Gregoire (Bude, 1950), Campbell (Liverpool, 1950), Alt (Teubner, 1964), and Kannicht (Heidelberg, 
1969). A. M. Dale (Oxford, 1967) gives tacit approval to Murray's text. 

309 309 


	Article Contents
	p. 308
	p. 309

	Issue Table of Contents
	Classical Philology, Vol. 81, No. 4 (Oct., 1986), pp. 285-370
	Front Matter
	The Disadvantages of Monotheism for a Universal State [pp.  285 - 297]
	From Emperor to Bishop: The Self-Conscious Transformation of Political Power in the Fourth Century A.D. [pp.  298 - 307]
	Notes and Discussions
	Hesychius Q 216 and Empedocles Fragment 21.6 [pp.  308 - 309]
	Helen's Famous Husband and Euripides Helen 1399 [pp.  309 - 313]
	The Political Career of Aristophon [pp.  313 - 319]
	Proteus the Sealherd (Callim. SH Frag. 254. 6) [p.  319]
	Martianus and His First Editor [pp.  320 - 328]
	A Note on De consolatione philosophiae [pp.  328 - 329]

	Review Article: Watching the Birds: Cicero the Augur and the Augural Templa [pp.  330 - 340]
	Book Reviews
	untitled [pp.  341 - 343]
	untitled [pp.  343 - 349]
	untitled [pp.  349 - 354]
	untitled [pp.  354 - 358]
	untitled [pp.  358 - 363]

	Books Received [pp.  364 - 369]
	Back Matter [pp.  370 - 370]





