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New Light on Greek Authors from Grammatical Texts

By Andrew R. Dyck, Los Angeles

The following are observations gathered during the course of fifteen years’
work on the new edition of the Epimerismi Homerici.

1. Aesch. fr. 317 Mette; consulto praetermisit Radt (ad fr. 92a)

Ep. Hom. a 284 (= AO 1, 62, 9)!: ... mapd 10 BAAGTOS OOV GAAGTH, GO
GMoTOC AMIGTH. Tapd OE 10 AAACT® PTjna AAdoTOp 0 ZeVg, €M TV YOAETOV
(-ov cod., corr. Dindorf) T1 mtpacodvimv. tapnktikn 68 1 evvela napd TV
aAdoTtopog yevikfv- AloyVAoc ‘I&iovt (fr. 317 Mette; consulto praetermisit
Radt)-

TPELULEVTG AAACTOPOG:
kai Pepexvdng (FGrHist 3 F 175): «0 Zevg 8¢ 'Ixéorog xai AAACTOpPOC KAAEL-
oL »

The latest editor of Aeschylus’ fragments, S. Radt, follows Nauck’s sugges-
tion? that, in the passage quoted, after AioyOAoc 'IEiovt a citation of péyav
ardotopov (Aesch. fr. 92a apud Phot. a 900 Theodoridis) has dropped out and
that the words npevpevng dAdotopog are corrupted from npevpevdg AAGGTOP
(Eum. 236)3. This hypothesis aims to satisfy the demands of Occam’s razor by
removing one of the two instances of the juxtaposition of mpgvpevnc/-dg and
aAdotopoc/-a in the corpus Aeschyleum; it would likewise eliminate the hard
oxymoron of mpgvupuewviic GAdotopog. But in spite of the advantages offered by
this approach, it is unlikely to be right, as a careful study of the grammatical
context in which this fragment is embedded will show. Our gloss (s.v. dAac-
TNoag) concludes with the passage quoted above, likely to derive from Her-
odian’s treatise [Tepi ma®v, which discussed various types of word-formation,
including petaniaocpuog (cf. 2, 204f. Lentz). Among the derivatives of dAact®
cited are aAdotwp and the metaplastic nominative AAAGTOPOG (TAPTKTIKT) OE 1)

1 Icite Epimerismi Homerici by gloss number in my forthcoming edition as well as by reference
to page and line of the current edition, Anecdota Graeca e codicibus manuscriptis bibliotheca-
rum Oxoniensium, ed. J. A. Cramer, 1 (Oxford 1835).

2 A. Nauck, De tragicorum Graecorum fragmentis observationes criticae, Jahresbericht tiber das
Konigl. Joachimstalsche Gymnasium (Berlin 1855) 3.

3 Tragicorum Graecorum Fragmenta 3: Aeschylus, ed. S. Radt (Gottingen 1985), ad fr. *92a.
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evVela mapd v aAdotopog yeviknyv). For the latter, two apt examples are
adduced: mpevpevig aAdotopog and O Zevg 8 ‘Ikéoiog kai ‘AAAoTOPOS Ka-
Agitat. What is not wanted here is a quotation of Eum. 236, ntpeupev@g aAdc-
topa, which does not fit the argument, which demands examples of the meta-
plastic nominative. Nor does Radt’s objection stand that ‘totus grammatici
contextus graviter turbatus esse videtur’, when the only fault in the mapddoocig
is the change of yaienov to yaArendv after t@v. The problems in this passage
have been created by modern philologists who a priori would not believe that
npevpuevne/-d¢ and dAdotopoc/-a could have been twice juxtaposed in the
Aeschylean corpus. But this is a mere supposition and cannot be sustained in
the face of the grammatical context. The quotation péyav dAdctopov could
have fallen out after AioyVvAog ‘IEiovt; but there is no particular reason to
believe that it did, since two different sources are involved (the Zvvaywyr| for
Photius and Herodian for the Epimerismi Homerici); nor is there any reason
why Aeschylus could not have used forms of the metaplastic dAdotopog on
more than one occasion. Radt also has difficulty with npgvpevng as a qualifier
for an aAdotwp; but the hard oxymoron is much more likely to be Aeschylean
than the result of scribal error. This case shows how important it is for the
editor of fragments to attend closely to the grammatical context in which they
are embedded and how wary he should be of introducing changes which con-
tradict the argument which they were adduced to illustrate®.

2. PM(G 942

Ep. Hom. € 189 (= AO 1, 171, 28) propounds inter alia this doctrine: 1& €i¢
vg OEuVOpEVE KaTd AmoBOATV T0D G cUVTIVETAL Kai PUAAGTEL T L, 01OV Tar V-
TOTROG, BPpaduiko0g, «toAvapvt Buéatn» (B 106), «edpudyvta Muknviy (A 52).
The author then adds: ceonueiwtar t6 ITTIOAYMNIA i (scripsi: €nl cod.)
TOUTOL- Kal TO KVplov kai t0 mpoonyopikov £EEUAye 1O v. This is the first
mention in this passage of the distinction between appellative and proper
nouns; however, the previous examples have all been of appellative nouns;
hence the author evidently thinks it worth noting that the loss of ¢ applies in
this case equally to both the appellative and proper noun. He then adduces two
examples: PMG 942 (mroAvpvia tavtepmmg kopa) and Hes. Th. 78 (IToAvpwvia t°
Ovpavin te). It seems likely that the examples have been chosen to illustrate
the two types of nouns, respectively appellative and proper; if so, moAvuvia
should be taken as appellative in PMG 942, not a proper name, as by Page’.

4 On other fragments omitted by Radt cf. H. J. Mette, Gnomon 58 (1986) 595.
5 The appellative should likewise be added to H. G. Liddell and R. Scott, A Greek-English
Lexicon, rev. H. S. Jones (Oxford 1940) s.v.
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3. Com. adesp. 646 Kock

Apollonius Dyscolus pron. 21, 3ff. argues that the vocative is used to
address persons who are nearby and that therefore the pronouns of the first
and third persons properly lack a vocative. O0tog is exceptional because by its
very nature it involves nearness. He goes on to cite three examples of obtoc as
vocative, namely Sophron fr. 57 Kaibel (& obtoc, 1} oifj otpateiav é0oeiodar),
Cratinus, Apanétideg fr. 55 K.-A. (ourog, mOeuSelg, OVK avooThoel TRoTtmv)
and Aristophanes, Vespp. | (oo‘cog, Tl Thoyel, ® Kakodaipov Zaviia;). Ulti-
mately dependent on this passage® is Ep. Hom. 1 72 (s.v. To0t0), where we read:

. éEaipeTov el 1] ovTOC, np(‘)g 10 povonp()ownov avTiv oboav, TeToApfioval
nf)eoﬁal Kol €mi KANTIKTiC- «omog, KaUEOOELS, ® mxoSatpov» NG K?ancn
npdg mpocwmov mAncialov Exer v deiv. The words ovtog, kavevdels, ®
kaxodaypov have found their way into Kock’s collection of comica adespota as
fr. 646. In fact, however, it is likely that we have here, not an otherwise un-
known comic fragment, but a conflation of the passages from Cratinus and
Aristophanes quoted by Apollonius Dyscolus (ourog mﬁev&etg + O KO.KO-
Sayov). If the two were juxtaposed (obtog kKaUevdelc; oOTOC Ti MACYKEL, M
Kaxodaipov), an error resulting from homoeoteleuton would have been dif-
ficult for scribes to avoid’.

4. 0pi16pouog vs. 0pe1dpouog

At Euripides IA 1593, according to Murray’s edition, L and P both present
operdpopov. In other places the second syllable of this word is transmitted with
1 alone, not the diphthong. But the diphthongal spelling has found favor with
most editors. Thus, for instance, in Pindar, Paean 7, 6, Schroeder’s conjecture
op (€ )13popov for opidpopov of POxy. 841 has been set in the text by Snell and
Machler (4th edition, 1975) and in Bacchae 985 Murray prints Nauck’s opet-
dpopwv for P’s oprodpopmv. Dodds ad loc. calls attention, however, to the
strong evidence for 6p1dpduwv, including, not only the Pindar papyrus, but
also the MSS of Nonnus (5, 229 and 25, 194). On such matters the evidence of
manuscripts from the age of etacism is not, however, unimpeachable. Dodds
accordingly appealed also to the analogy of the forms Opiyovog (Tim. Pers. 88)
and Opipaxyoc (Opp. C. 1, 24). I should like to call attention to the fact that
Op1dpouog receives further support from the ancient grammatical doctrine®
preserved at Ep. Hom. v 30 (= AO 1, 417, 9ff.): ai napd dotiknv 1dV €ig 0¢

6 Viathe Epimerismoi attributed to Herodian, as I argue in the introduction to my forthcoming
edition.

7 Elsewhere the conflation of two verses in the Ep. Hom. appears to result from scribes’ efforts
to fill out incomplete quotations from memory: cf. B 33=A0 1, 95, 23 (Homer E 255 +1101).
For other examples of fragments which Kock wrongly included in his collection cf. O. Crusius,
GGA 151 (1889) 163-185.

8 Surely derived ultimately from Herodian’s Orthography (cf. 2, 410, 7ff. Lentz).
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oVdeTEéPWV ovvTidEnevar AgEelg, el pév Emeépoviar ewvijev §j €v aniodv
(ovpugmvov ), euAattovot v ypagnv- Operyévng, Opepdoiog, OpeiavAiog
(Opp. C. 3, 18; H. 4, 309), kai ‘Hoiodog «Operydrkolo @aeivov» (Scut. 122)- i
8¢ 800 cOpEoVa Ty v SimAodv Emeépy, AToPaALEL TO €, 0lov OpLdPAHOC, LYIly-
Y0G, DY BpERETNG.

5. Posidippus fr. 37 K.

Kocks prints the following text:
10 Th¢ EAaiag dEvApov.

However, this fragment is quoted s.v. peydpowoiv (Ep. Hom. p 64 = A0 1, 277,
14) to argue for the existence of both péyapov and péyapog according to the
precept: yivetat yip Td €ig ov oLdETEPQ KAl €1 0¢; other examples include Vvov
Vvog, kpivov kpivog and moov mvog. Thus, when Cramer’s edition printed the
fragment as above, H. Sauppe offered in his review the evident correction of
dévdpov to 8évdpog (not mentioned in Kock’s apparatus)®. In fact, 8évpog
proves to be the reading of the manuscript, dévdpov a mistake of the first
editor.

6. New Epic Fragment

The hexameter at Ep. Hom. A 1 (= Et.Gud. 370, 11-12 Sturz) seems to
have gone unnoticed:

{vai} gveniolc peréecotv £pvpvia TadTa Aryaivel.

The hapax guémog is unexpected; one expects rather an -s stem form gvgnnc'?,
hence evenéolv or perhaps gvenin. Note that peAéesoi(v) appears in the same
place in the verse as in Homer v 432. The verb Atyaivelv, a vox Homerica
(A 685) imitated by Aeschylus (Septem 874) and by hexameter poets from the
Hellenistic age onward (Ap. Rh. 1, 740, Arat. 1007, Nonn. 7, 48 alibi, AP 2, 1,
389 [Christodorus] alibi), suggests a Hellenistic or later date for this verse.

7. New Trimeter Fragment

The opening of a trimeter, probably to be added to the Supplementum
Hellenisticum rather than to the edition of the tragica adespota by Kannicht
and Snell, is quoted at Ep. Hom. a 283 (=AO 1, 61, 14):

10aive Yupuov.

9 H. Sauppe in: Zeitschrift fiir die Alterthumswissenschaft 2 (1835) 676.
10 Cf. A. Debrunner, Griechische Wortbildungslehre (Heidelberg 1917) 72.
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8. New Fragments of Authors of Technical Prose
a) Philinus of Cos

Ep. Hom. a 339 (=AO 1, 82, 6) s.v. QuOAY®- ... D1ATvog &€ ndcav dpav Tiig
VUKTOC GpoAYOV gime 816 TO TOTE THY Yiiv TOV dépa EAKELV Kai dpdetv mavTa Té
eLTA T{] iKpadl. kal yap tij Nuépe ToLVAVTIOV- TG VAP KATW dve AUEAYETOAL.
Dd1AdEEvog 8€ (fT. 435a) £v 7] 00SElC HOAioKEL GpOAdS Kai GpoAyoG. Kai aBpdTn
(Z 78) yap £v 1) BpoToi 0O port@dov.

This isolated fragment escaped the eye of Deichgrdber!!. It seems likely
that the views of Herophilus’ pupil were transmitted via Philoxenus and there-
fore d1Aivog &€ — apéryetar should be added to Philoxenus fr. 435a Theodori-
dis. Possibly the explanation referred originally to apdpyn, since apoAyog is
not attested in the Hippocratic corpus.

b) Heraclides Ponticus

Orion’s Etymologicum cites as a source in four passages "HpakAgidng o
[Tovtikog. It is likely that the twenty-one passages in which etymologies are
attributed merely to "'HpaxAeidng derive from the same source. In addition,
further entries in Orion’s collection can be assigned to Heraclides, as Cohn has
shown on the basis of the order of the glosses!2. The problem is whether the
author was the elder or the younger Heraclides Ponticus, the pupil of Plato or
of Didymus. For neither is a work titled Ilepi &€tvporoydv (as in frr.1-3
Osann!3) expressly attested. Cohn argued for the former on grounds that the
fragments treat the etymology of terms from the realm of physics and ethics
that would have been of interest to the philosopher and that the method is akin
to that of Plato’s Cratylus, rather than the more sophisticated pathology
evolved by Philoxenus!4. F.Wehrli, however, did not edit these fragments
along with those of the elder Heraclides but assigned them instead to the
younger man. He argued that the preserved fragments do not betray any par-
ticular philosophical tendency, such as that observable in the Cratylus; that the
grammatical method used in several glosses is, in fact, the one described by
Cohn as younger; that Orion’s source was evidently organized as a lexicon, an
unlikely form for a fourth century author to have chosen; and that so old a
work would hardly have continued in use into the late empire in competition
with the works of Philoxenus, Soranus and Herodian!°.

11 K. Deichgrdber, Die griechische Empirikerschule (Berlin 1930) 163-164 and 225f. = frr. 322,
327, 328, all transmitted via Erotian from Philinus’ work against Bacchius’ Hippocratic
lexicon.

12 L. Cohn, De Heraclide Pontico etymologiarum scriptore antiquissimo, Commentationes philo-
logae in honorem Augusti Reifferscheidii (Vratislaviae 1884) 84fF.

13 F. Osann, Quaestionum Homericarum particula 111 (Gissae 1853).

14 Cohn 88ff.

15 Herakleides Pontikos?, ed. F. Wehrli, Die Schule des Aristoteles 7 (Basel/Stuttgart 1969)
118~119.
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Though Wehrli has shown that Cohn’s position is inadequate, not all of his
arguments carry equal weight. If we had to reconstruct the Cratylus from the
fragments of its etymologies preserved in the EM, for instance, we would have
a very imperfect notion of its philosophical tendency!®; and an illustrious
name from the past might have greater cachet than a more recent one (the
AéEerc of Aristophanes of Byzantium continued in use into the twelfth cen-
tury). Nevertheless the elder Heraclides was evidently not the author of the
work Ilepi étvporoyi@v cited by Orion. In addition to Wehrli’s argument from
the form of Orion’s source, note that the frequency of its citation and the
regularity with which it appears in a certain place within the series of glosses on
each letter of the alphabet insure that it, along with commentaries on poets,
Soranus, Herodian Ilept dpVoypagiag and Ilept naddv, Philoxenus and the
Herodianic Symposium and Epimerismoi, was among the sources which Orion
used directly!”. Thus Orion has the citations of Didymus (p. 185 Schmidt) and
Theon (fr.17 Guhl) at fr.1 Osann or of Apollodorus (FGrHist 244 F 284) at
fr. 24 Osann via Heraclides, and the elder bearer of this name is thus chrono-
logically excluded. Therefore unless, in spite of Occam’s razor, we want to
posit a third Heraclides Ponticus or assume a confusion with Heraclides of
Miletus, we must attribute the work Ilepi étvpoAroyi@v to the pupil of Didy-
mus, even though his one known work of scholarship was the Aéoyat in three
books of hendecasyllables, a work so obscure as to require commentary'. A
new edition of the fragments of the work Ilept Etvporoyi@v is much needed. In
the meantime, I call attention to the following fragments not listed by Osann:
(1) Ep. ad Hom. A 9A1b: AntoUc: ... Yéyove 8¢ katad pév IMAdtwva (Crat. 406

a 6) and 100 ANVw- npaeia yap kol maviag éleodoa- TO yap HUEPOV Kal
npdov €K 100 EMAeATicUAL TV EIC AVTNV TEMANUUEANUEVOV EMLQaivETAL. O
O¢ "Apictapyog mapa TO Afj, TO Amprov, 0 £oTL VEAEL, €neldn v, O Gv Tig
V€AY, map’ avTiic AapPavel, mpaitdng ovong tiig Veds. oLtwe Hpa-
KAELONG.

(2) Et. Gen. (AB): moo1¢- mapa TNV T00 HOATOG PVGLY, ENELDT) PHLYVOUEVOV TT] Y1
yevwnTikov (B: om. A) yivetal TV QLUIOV KOl GTEPUATOV- OVTOG Kal
(A: om. B) 0 avip pryvouevog tij yovauki aitiog (B: -ov A) yivetan tfig to0
nondog (To0 . A: manddv B) yevviioews- ovTmw¢ "HpoakAeidng.

16 Sc. etymologies of 'Péa, Epwg, Anto, fuépa, odua. Only the last, the famous derivation from
ofpa, gives a hint of Plato’s philosophical position.

17 Cf. H. Kleist, De Philoxeni grammatici Alexandrini studiis etymologicis (Diss. Greifswald
1865) 25; the fragments of Heraclides appear between Herodian’s works on orthography and
pathology on the one hand and Philoxenus’ work I'lepi povoosvAaBwv prudtov on the other.

18 Et. Gud. 297, 50 Sturz (év bropvipatn a’ Aéoxng ‘HpaxAeidov [Meineke for aléoyme "Hpa-
KA£i80c]); other works attributed to him are tovjpata €émka toAAd and moppiyar (Su. n 463);
the evidence was collected by A. Meineke, Analecta Alexandrina (Berlin 1843) 377-381.
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¢) Cassius Longinus

The Suda (A 645) attests several works of Cassius Longinus dealing with
Homer: (1) Anopfjpata Ounpika, (2) Ei gitAdcogog ‘Ounpog, (3) IMpofAnuata
‘Ounpov kai Avoeig v Biriorg p, (4) [epi tdvV map” Opnpov ToAAL GTLaLvov-
odv AtEewv §’. Of these, (2) is evidently of a philosophical, (4) of a lexico-
graphical character. Lehrs plausibly suggested that (1) and (3) represent dif-
ferent forms of reference to the same work!®. Writing about ‘problems’ in the
poet’s text went back to Aristotle?® and was continued by Longinus’ pupil
Porphyry?'. The surviving fragments fall into two groups, those dealing with
alleged interpolations (frr.1-2) and those discussing individual words (frr. 3—-
4). Though frr. 1-2 were already discussed by Lehrs and Aulitzky in connection
with Longinus’ Homeric studies??, it might be useful for the known fragments
to be united in one place. The fragments illustrate, if nothing else, the degree of
influence exercised by Aristarchus in the third century: Aristarchus was fol-
lowed by Longinus in fr. 1; his reading was evidently noted by him in fr. 2; and
his interpretation was possibly the starting-point for a conjecture by Longinus
in fr. 3.

(1) Eust. 67, 26: ‘Iotéov &€ OTL 1€ TO «AAN’ jTOl PV TavTA LETAPPACOUECTV
xai avTicy (A 140) botepoPovriog éoti oxomde, O & kai mppalecar Koi
gmunvedecal Aéyetal. xai 6T AVOTEP®D TOVTOL GTiYOC E1¢ KETTAL SOK@MV
Katé 1OV Aoyyivov eival mapévDetog. Eott 88 ékeivoc 10 «GEw EAGV»
(A 139). apkel 1€ yap, enoiv, &i¢ teAeiav Evvolav 10 Gve AVTOD KEIPLEVOV
Emog xai 10 €QeETic 68 TOD «AEW EAMV-» «O 88 KEYOAMTETAL, OV GV TKOpALY
(A 139) gic o0&V déov ék meplocod TéVELTAL. TIiC Y&p OVK OIBEV (G Av-
nfoetal O adtknVeic;

(2) Eust. 106, 33: Tivég 8¢ apéokovtal, a¢ kai Aoyyivog dniot, voov givat tov
devtEpPOV GTiYOV, OV KaTdpyEl TO GTiPaLVE (sc. A 296), oTilovTeg €ig TO «uf
yap guorye» (A 295) tedeiav koi AapuBavovieg €k Kovod 1O EMLTEAAEO, Tva,
AEYT, OTL «GANOLG EMLTEANED: UT) YOP EOLYE EMITEAAEON.

(3) Ep. Hom. a 347 (=AO 1, 83, 10ff.): Kaoolog 8¢ Aoyyivog «0pvig & ®¢
(n)avomaiar (a 320; corr. Nauck), iv’ f) xeAdmv and tfjg [Tavénng, fiyouv 7
DPoxikn, Enedn &v (A )aviidr tiig Pwxidog ta nepl Tnpéwg Aeyopeva pu-
voAoyeitat, kai N [Tavonm 8¢ Pwxixt TOALS.

19 K. Lehrs, De Aristarchi studiis Homericis® (Leipzig 1882) 220; he is arbitrary, however, in
assuming that frr. 1-2 below are too rhetorical in character to derive from this work. No less
arbitrary is Aulitzky, RE 13, 2 (1927) 1406, 54ff., who distinguishes the two works and assigns
frr. 1-2 to the Anopfpata Ounpika without giving any reason.

20 Cf. H. Hintenlang, Untersuchungen zu den Homer-Aporien des Aristoteles (Diss. Heidelberg
1961).

21 Porphyrii Quaestionum Homericarum reliquiae, ed. H. Schrader, 2 voll. (Leipzig 1880-90),
see also Porphyrii Quaestionum Homericarum Liber I, ed. A. R. Sodano (Naples 1970); there
is need for a new edition based both on excerpts independently transmitted and those trans-

mitted among the Homeric scholia.
22 See n. 19 above.
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(4) Eust. 1919, 15 (ad x 57-58):  6¢ tordTn Tium Kol TIHOG AEYETAL KOPUIKDTE~
pov, ¢ Aoyyivog dnrol, Opoimg T@® XOAN XOAOG, V) ®VOG Kai Toig TOLov-
TOLG.

(1) Here Longinus follows Aristarchus (sch. Ariston. A 139a) in athetizing
A 139 as otiose; in this he is not followed by modern editors.

(2) Longinus merely reports the athetesis of A 296, for which we have no other
evidence (the Venetus A has no obelus at this point). Presumably the cause
was, once again, redundancy.

(3) Longinus’ reading navonaia, very probably a conjecture, would restore the
designation of a specific type of bird, the swallow, just as Aristarchus had
seen in avornoia the name of a bird (sch. a 320). EM 111, 23 and sch. M on
a 320 preserve Longinus’ reading, but not his name.

(4) Similar doctrine appears at Eustathius 563, 24 and 1148, 36, the latter citing
Archil. fr. 124 b 2 West. Kock lists tijog as Adesp. 1164. The form was,
however, poetic in general (cf. Archil. I.c., Aesch. Ch. 916; LSJ s.v.), not just
comic?,

23 1 am grateful to Prof. Felix Heinimann for useful comments on an earlier draft of this paper.
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