NOTES AND DISCUSSIONS

HESYCHIUS © 216 AND EMPEDOCLES FRAGMENT 21. 6
The transmitted text of Empedocles fragment 21. 6 Diels-Kranz reads:
¢k & aing mpopéovot TOEANUVET € kol oTepewnd.”

There are variants 0éAnpa and BeAnfpata, but clearly an adjective meaning
“heavy” or “solid” is needed, since the line is paraphrased by Aristotle Gen. corr.
315al10 as thv 8¢ yfv (sc. Aéyer) Bapy kol okAnpov. The standard conjectural
solutions to the crux are based on a gloss of Hesychius, which reads in the
manuscript 8ghepvov: 8hov ék Puldv (O 216 Latte). “Ohov &k p1idv is taken as
“close-packed,” “firmly rooted.”” Guyet, comparing Homeric mpoB&iupvov,
emended Oghepvov to Béhvpvov in Hesychius. So Diels prints Belepvd in
Empedocles, while noting Sturz’s conjecture 6Avpva.

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, 8Alov éx piudv means “utterly, by the roots,” i.e., “root and branch,”
radicitus, npéppi{ov, in a context of utter destruction. "Ex pi{dv is first used
literally of trees, e.g., at Hom. /I. 21. 243 &x pu{@v Eépinovoa; Orphica frag. 38. 18
Kern ¢k pu{dv eic x06va ninter; Theophr. Hist. pl. 3.7. 1 nevkn te kail EAdtn
tedéng ik pr{@v avtoeteic adaivovtar; and the fig-tree éEnpapévny &k pLidv at
Mark 11:20. For its metaphorical extension to other contexts of destruction, cf.,
e.g., Heraclid. Pont. ap. Ath. 12, 523F ¢k pu@v aveilov toig éx0poic; LXX Job
28:9 xatéotpeyev &k PuUdv 8pm; ibid. 31:12 ék puldv andArecev; Joseph. AJ
9. 181 &k pfdv av thv tdv Zdpwv PBaciiewav EEeireg; Plut. Pomp. 21 1ov
néiepov &k PLdv maviaracty avipnke. For 6iov as “utterly” in this context,
compare the compounds 6A6ppiiog and droppili: literally of plants, Theophr.
Hist. pl. 3. 18. 5 avaxéuntecBor 6AOppiia; metaphorically, LXX Job 4:7 6A6p-
pilot androvto; Prov. 15:5 oi 8% doePeic GLOppilot £k yiig dhoDvtar; Esther 3:13
navtog . . . anodécar dloppili; Cyr. Alex. Ps. 36.8 (PG 69. 928D) iva uq
6L6pprlog &k yfig Amodi).

Thus, even apart from the fact that 8ghepvov 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 8£Avpva 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 8éAvpvov
must be on the right track, and 8ekepvov is certainly a vox nihili. According to the
D-scholium on Hom. /I. 10. 15, 8¢ vpva are Begpériot, “foundations” (the latter
term is glossed pilat in Hesychius). Such a sense is supported by the Homeric
compound npoBéivuvog, which is formed in the same way as npoppilog and is
glossed mp6pp1log by schol. AD on /I. 9. 541, D on 10. 12, and schol. on Ar.
Peace 1209 (the meaning “overlapping,” “one upon another” at II. 13. 130 is
apparently a secondary development).> M. Schmidt tentatively proposed emend-
ing Behepvov to <&k> BepéBrov;’ but, to remain closer to the paradosis, I
propose <mpo>B&ivpvov or <&k> Behdpvov.’

R. JANkO
Columbia University

3. I follow H. Frisk, Griechisches etymologisches Worterbuch (Heidelberg, 1960-72), s.v. Bélupvog.
Tetpabédvuvog is a further evolution, as Frisk argues; the account of P. Chantraine, Dictionnaire
étymologique de la langue grecque (Paris, 1968-80), s.v. -8éAvpvog, is erroneous. See my note on /1. 13.
130 in The “lliad”: A Commentary, vol. 4 (Cambridge University Press, forthcoming).

4. Hesychii Alexandrini Lexicon (Jena, 1858-64), s.v. (© 215).

5. T'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

Qc. ywpeit’ Egekiic, g Erakev 6 Eévog, 1390
dudeg, pépovteg dvahia kTepicpata.
“EXévn, ob 8°, fjv oot ufy kakdg S6Ewm Aéyety,
neiBov, pév’ adtod: Tadtd Yap mapodcd te
npagelg oV dvdpa toOV ooV fiv te un napic.
dédoka ydp oe pn T1g Eunecav nébog 1395
neion pebeivar odp’ &g oldpa noévTiov
00 npdabev avdpodg xaprow EkmenAnypévny:
Gyav yap adtov od mapdvl’ Speg otévelc.
EL. & xoivog fipiv néoig, avaykaiong Exet
0 mpdta AékTpa vopeikag 6 duiiiag 1400
Tipav: Eyd 3& 810 1O pEv otépyerv méGLY
kai EuvBdavorp” v aAAa Tig keive yapig
Ebv katBavovt katBaveiv; Ea 8¢ pe
adtnv porovoav Evideia dodval vekpd.

There is universal agreement among modern editors and commentators that in
line 1399 of Euripides’ Helen the traditional reading xAewég is an error for
Katvég, a conjecture first proposed by Beck.' The scribes have only themselves to
blame for this, since the confusion of kAeivég with kavdg is a common error in

1. Kawég is printed by Murray, whose text is given here (OCT?, 1913), Pearson (Cambridge, 1903),
Grégoire (Budé, 1950), Campbell (Liverpool, 1950), Alt (Teubner, 1964), and Kannicht (Heidelberg,
1969). A. M. Dale (Oxford, 1967) gives tacit approval to Murray’s text.
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