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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 (adfr. 92a) 

Ep. Horn. U 284 (= AO 1, 62, 9) I: ... 1tUpa "to aA{l(J"to� 00v UA.uO""tw, w� 
iimO""to� U1tt<nw. 1tUPU 8E "to UAU<nW piillu UA.6.O""tffiP 0 Ze0�, e1tl "twv XUA.e1tOV 
(-wv cod., corr. Dindorf ) "tt 1tpuO"O"oV"twv. 1tUPTPC"tllOl oe r, eU"ÖelU 1tUpa "t"v 
UAUO""tOPO� YeVtl0lv, AicrX0AO� 'I�iovt (fr. 317 Mette; consulto praetermisit 
Radt)· 

1tpeulleV"� UAUcr"tOpO�' 
Kui <l>epeK0S11� (FGrHist 3 F 175)· «0 ZeU� Se 'IKecrto� Kui 'AAUO""tOpO� KUA.el­
"tUl.» 

The la test editor of Aeschylus' fragments, S. Radt, follows Nauck's sugges­
tion2 that, in the passage quoted, after AiO"XUAO� 'I�iovt a citation of Ileyav 
UAU<nOPOV (Aesch. fr. 92a apud Phot. U 900 Theodoridis) has dropped out and 
that the words 1tpeulleviJC; UAUO""tOPO� are corrupted from 1tpeulleVW� UAuO""topa 
(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 1tpeullevr,�/-W� and 
UAUO""tOPO�/-u in the corpus Aeschyleum; it would likewise eliminate the hard 
oxymoron of 1tpeulleviJ� UAUO""tOPO�. 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. UA.uO"­
"t�O"a�) concludes with the passage quoted above, likely to derive from Her­
odian's treatise fIepi 1tu"Örov, which discussed various types of word-formation, 
inci uding lle"tU1tAUO"Il0� (cf. 2, 204f. Lentz). Among the derivatives of UAUO""tro 
cited are UAUO""tWP and the metaplastic nominative UA.UO""topo� (1tapT]lC"tllc" Se i] 

1 leite Epimerismi Homerici by gloss number in my forthcoming edition as weil as by referenee 

to page and line of the eurrent edition, Anecdola Graeca e codicibus manuscriplis bibliolheca­

rum Oxoniensium. ed. J. A. Cramer, 1 (Oxford 1835). 

2 A. Nauek, De Iragicorum Graecorumfragmenlis observaliones crilicae. Jahresbericht über das 

König!. Joaehimstalsehe Gymnasium (Berlin 1855) 3. 
3 Tragicorum Graecorum Fragmenla 3: Aeschylus, ed. S. Radt (Göttingen 1985), ad fr. *92a. 
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Eln'h;ia 1tapu 'tT]v UAucrwpoe; YEVtKl]V). For the latter, two apt examples are 
adduced: 1tpEU�EvT]e; uAUcrwpoe; and 0 ZEUe; oe 'IKecrwe; Kai 'AAUcrwpoe; Ka­
Mimt. What is not wanted here is a quotation of Eum. 236, 1tpEU�EVOOe; UAUcr­
wpa, 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 1tapUOO<Jle; 
is the change of xaM1tov to xaM1toov after 'toov. The problems in this passage 
have been created by modern philologists who a priori would not believe that 
1tpEU�Evl]e;/-OOe; and uAucrwpOe;/-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 �eyav UAUcr'tOPOV could 
have fallen out after AicrxuAoe; 'I�iovt; but there is no particular reason to 
believe that it did, since two different sources are involved (the LOVUYWyl] for 
Photius and Herodian for the Epimerismi Homerici); nor is there any reason 
why Aeschylus could not have used forms of the metaplastic uAucrwpoe; on 
more than one occasion. Radt also has difficulty with 1tpEO�Evl]e; as a qualifier 
for an UAUcr'tWP; 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 illustrate4• 

2. PMG 942 

Ep. Horn. E 189 (= AO 1, 171, 28) propounds inter alia this doctrine: 'tU Eie; 
oe; O�OVO�EVU KU'tU U1tOßOAT]V w0 cr (J\)V'ti"ÖE'tUt Kai (j>OAUcrcrEt 'to 0, oiov 'tUXu-
1to't�oe;, ßpaool]KOOe;, «1tOAUUPVt 8oecr'tTI» (B 106), «EOPOUYOtU MOKl]Vll» (� 52). 
The author then adds: crE<JT]�dü)'tUt 'to nOA YMNIA BlU (scripsi: E1tl cod.) 
wUwo· Kui 'to KUPtOv Kui 'to 1tPO<JT]YOptKOV E�e"ÖAt'l'E 'to o. 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 cr applies in 
this case equally to both the appellative and proper noun. He then adduces two 
examples: PMG 942 (1tOAU�Vta 1tUV'tEp7tT]e; KOpU) and Hes. Th. 78 (nOAU�VtU 't' 
OopuviT] 'tE). It seems likely that the examples have been chosen to illustrate 
the two types of nouns, respectively appellative and proper; if so, 1tOAU�VlU 
should be taken as appellative in PMG 942, not a proper name, as by Page5• 

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. LiddelI and R. Seott, A Greek·English 
Lexicon, rev. H. S. Jones (Oxford 1940) s.v. 
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3. Corno 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. 06'wC; is exceptional because by its 
very nature it involves nearness. He goes on to cite three examples of 06"[OC; as 
vocative, namely Sophron fr. 57 Kaibel (eh 06"[OC;, � oi:fi (}"tpa-n:iav eooElo"at), 
Cratinus, �pa1tt'ttöec; fr. 55 K.-A. (06"[OC;, Ka"eUÖetC;; OUK uvao.T]oet t[30.ffiV) 
and Aristophanes, Vespp. I (06'wC;, .i mloxetC;, eh KaKoöaq.l.OV 3av"ia;). Ulti­
mately dependent on this passage6 is Ep. Horn .• 72 (s.v .• ofho), where we read: 
. . . esaipe'tov exet i] 06"[OC;, 1tpOC; .0 1l0V01tPOOffi1tOV aU'tllv 06oav, 'te"[OAIli'jo"at 
'tWeo"at Kai e1ti KAll'ttKi'jC;' «06"[OC;, Ka"eUÖetC;, eh KaKOÖatll0V», 1l'ttC; KAll'ttKll 
npoc; npOOffi1tOV nAllO'tu�ov exet 'tllv öeiStv. The words 06"[OC;, Ka"eUÖetC;, eh 
KaKOÖatllOV 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 (06"[OC; Ka"euÖEtC; + eh KUKO­
ÖatIlOV). If the two were juxtaposed (06"[OC; Ka"EUÖetC;; 06"[OC; .i 1tUOXEtC;, eh 
KaKOÖatlloV), an error resulting from homoeoteleuton would have been dif­
ficult for scribes to avoid7. 

4. 6Plbp6f1oC; vs. 6pelbp0f10C; 

At Euripides IA 1593, according to Murray's edition, Land P both present 
opetÖpOlloV. In other pi aces the second syllable of this word is transmitted with 
t 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( E )lÖPOIlOV for OptÖPOIlOV ofPOxy. 841 has been set in the text by Sn eil and 
Maehler (4th edition, 1975) and in Bacchae 985 Murray prints Nauck's OPEt­
öPOllffiV for p's OPtoÖPOllffiV. Dodds ad loc. calls attention, however, to the 
strong evidence for optÖPOllffiV, 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 opiyovoe; (Tim. Pers. 88) 
and opi[3aKXoc; (Opp. C. 1, 24). I should like to call attention to the fact that 
OptÖpollOC; receives further support from the ancient grammatical doctrine8 
preserved at Ep. Horn. u 30 (= AO 1, 417, 9ff.): ai 1tapu ÖO'ttKllv .mv EiC; oe; 

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

7 EIsewhere the conflation of two verses in the Ep. Horn. appears to result from scribes' efTorts 

to!ill out incomplete quotations from memory: cf. ß 33 = AO 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, 7fT. Lentz). 
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OUÖE'tEPffiV cruvn t')EIlEVut Ai�El�, Ei. IlEV Emq>EpOV'tut q>ffivfjEV 11 EV <l7tAOUV 
< crUllq>ffiVOV ) , q>UA.U HOUen 'tT]V ypUq>i]V' 'OPEl YEVT]�, 'OpElßUenO�, opEiuUAO� 
(Opp. C. 3, 18; H. 4, 309), Kui 'H<rioöo� «OPElXUAKOlO q>UEl VOU» (Scut. 122)· Ei 
ÖE Mo crUllq>ffivU il ev Öl1tAOUV Emq>EPTI, U1tOßUMel 'to E, oiov oPlÖPOIlO�, u",U';u­
yo�, U\jflßpEIlE't11�. 

5. Posidippus fr. 37 K. 

Kocks prints the following text: 

'to 'tfj� eA.aiu� OEVÖpOV. 

However, this fragment is quoted S.V. IlEYUPOlOW (Ep. Horn. 1164 = AO 1,277, 
14) to argue for the existence of both IlEYupov and IlEYUPO� according to the 
precept: ytVE'tut yup 'tu Ei.� OV OUöE'tEPU Kui Ei.� o�; other examples include wov 
wo�, Kpivov Kpivo� and m)ov m)o�. Thus, when Cramer's edition printed the 
fragment as above, H. Sauppe offered in his review the evident correction of 
ÖEVÖPOV to öEvöpo� (not mentioned in Kock's apparatus)9. In fact, ÖEVÖPO� 
proves to be the reading of the manuscript, öEvöpov a mistake of the first 
editor. 

6. New Epic Fragment 

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

(vul) EUE1tiOl� IlEAiEcrenv Eq>UIlVlU 'tuu'tu AlyuivEt. 

The hapax EUEmo� is unexpected; one expects rather an -s stern form EUE7ti]�IO
, 

hence EUE1tEenV or perhaps EUE1tiTI. Note that IlEAiEcrcrt(V) appears in the same 
place in the verse as in Homer v 432. The verb AlyuivElv, a vox Homerica 
(A 685) imitated by Aeschylus (Septem 874) and by hexameter poets from the 
Hellenistic age onward (Ap. Rh. I ,  740, Arat. 1007, Nonn. 7,48 alibi, AP 2, I ,  
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. Horn. u 283 (=AO 1,61, 14): 

Wut VE WIlOV. 

9 H. Sauppe in: Zeitschrift ftir die Alterthumswissenschaft 2 (1835) 676. 
10 Cf. A. Debrunner, Griechische Wortbildungslehre (Heidelberg 1917) 72. 
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8. New Fragments 0/ Authors o/Technical Prose 

a) Philinus 0/ Cos 

5 

Ep. Horn. U 339 (=AO 1, 82, 6) s.v. UIlOA:Y<P' ... <l>lAtVOC; OE 1tiicruv ropuv 'tfjc; 
VUK'tOC; UIlOAYOV eim; OlU 'to 'to'te 'tllv yfjv 'tov uepu EAKelv Kui äpoelv 1tuv'tu 'tU 
CPU'tu TfI lKIlUOl. Kui yup 'tTI T]IlEpQ. 'tOUVUV'tlOY' 'tU yup KU'tW ävw ullEAye'tUl. 
<l>lAOsevoc; OE (fr. 435a) EV TI ouoeic; 1l0AlcrKel' UIlOAOC; Kui ulloAyoC;. Kui ußpO'tT] 
(3 78) yup EY TI ßpo'toi ou cpOl'tromv. 

This isolated fragment escaped the eye of Deichgräber". It seems likely 
that the views of Herophilus' pupil were transmitted via Philoxenus and there­
fore <l>lAtVOC; oe - uIlEAye't(ll should be added to Philoxenus fr. 435a Theodori­
dis. Possibly the explanation referred originally to UIlOPY11 , since UIlOAY0C; is 
not attested in the Hippocratic corpus. 

b) Heraclides Ponticus 

Orion's Etymologicum cites as a source in four passages 'HPUKAelOllC; 6 
DOV'tlKOC;. It is likely that the twenty-one passages in which etymologies are 
attributed merely to 'HPUKAeiollC; 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 glossesl2• The problem is whether the 
author was the eider or the younger Heraclides Ponticus, the pupil of Plato or 
of Didymus. For neither is a work titled Depi E'tUIlOAOytrov (as in frr. I-3 
Osann 13) 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 Philoxenusl4. F. Wehrli, however, did not edit these fragments 
along with those of the eider 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 15. 

11 K. Deichgräber, Die griechische Empirikerschule (Berlin 1930) 163-164 and 225f. = fIT. 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. üsann, Quaeslionum Homericarum particula III (Gissae 1853). 
14 Cohn 88ff. 

15 Herakleides Pontikos2, 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 tendencyl6; and an illustrious 
name from the past might have greater cachet than a more recent one (the 
AE�El(; of Aristophanes of Byzantium continued in use into the twelfth cen­
tury). Nevertheless the eider Heraclides was evidently not the author of the 
work llEpi E't\)�OAOYUj)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 llEpi op1}oypuq>ia<; and llEpi nu1}rov, Philoxenus and the 
Herodianic Symposium and Epimerismoi, was among the sources which Orion 
used directiyl7. Thus Orion has the citations of Didymus (p.18S 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 eider bearer of this name is thus chrono­
logically exciuded. Therefore unless, in spite of Occam's razor, we want to 
posit a third Heraciides Ponticus or assurne a confusion with Heraciides of 
Miletus, we must attribute the work llEpl E't\)�OAOytroV to the pupil of Didy­
mus, even though his one known work of scholarship was the AEcrXUl in three 
books of hendecasyllables, a work so obscure as to require commentaryl8. A 
new edition of the fragments of the work llEpi E't\)�OAOytroV is much needed. In 
the meantime, I call attention to the following fragments not listed by Osann: 
(1) Ep. ad Horn. A 9Alb: AT]'toO�· ... YEYOVE öe KU'ta �EV llAU't(ÜVU (Crat. 406 

a 6) ano wO Ail1}(ü· npuEiu yap Kui nuv'tu� EAEOOcrU' 'to yap il�EPOV Kui 
1tptiov EK wO E1ttAEAilcr1}Ul 'trov d� UlhT]v nE1tAll��EAll�EV(ÜV E1ttq>uivE'tUt. 6 
Oe 'Apicr'tuPXo� nupa 'tO ATI, 'tO �c.OptoV, Ö Ecrn 1}EAEt, E1tEtOT] 1ttiv, ö av 'tu; 
1}Üll, 1tUP' Ulhil� Aa�ßavEt, npaü'ta'tll� OUO"T]� 'til� 1}Eti�. oih(ü� 'Hpa­
KAEioll�· 

(2) Et. Gen. (AB): 1t6crt�· nupa 'tT]v wO üöu'to� q>ucrtv, E1tEtOT] l.1tyv0�EvOV 'tTI YTI 
YEVVT]'ttKOV (B: om. A) yiVE'tUl 'trov (j)\)'trov Kui (mEp�a't(Üv, oÜ't(Ü� Kui 
(A: om. B) <'> aVT]p �lyv0�EvO� 'tTI YUVUlKl uino� (B: -ov A) yivE'tUl 'til� WU 
1tUlöO� (wO 1t. A: nmorov B) YEvvi]crE(Ü�' OÜ't(ü� 'HPUKAEioll�· 

16 Sc. etymologies of 'Pea, epw<;, Ar1'rw, lillepa, crrollU. Only the last, the famous derivation from 

criillu, 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 n&pi 1l0vocrullißwv !nwu'[wv on the other. 
18 Et. Gud. 297, 50 Sturz (ev imoll vJillau u' Aeax11<; 'HpaKAt:ioou [Meineke for UMcrX11<; 'Hpa­

KN:ioo<;]); other works attributed to hirn are ltO\lillu'[a eltlK<l ltolli and ltUppiXUl (Su. 11 463); 
the evidence was collected by A. Meineke, Analeeta Alexandrina (Berlin 1843) 377-381. 



New Light on Greek Authors from Grammatical Texts 7 

c) Cassius Longinus 

The Suda (A 645) attests several works of Cassius Longinus dealing with 
Homer: (1) 'A1t0PllIlU'tU 'OIlTlpU(a, (2) Ei q>lA6aoq>o<; 'DIlTlPO<;, (3) npOßAllllUm 
DllllPOU Kui MaEt<; f:V ßtßAiOl<; ß', (4) nEpi 'tmv 1tUP' 'OllllPOU 1tOMU <JT]IlUtvOU­
a&v Af:�EWV 0'. Of these, (2) is evidently of a philosophieal, (4) of a lexico­
graphical character. Lehrs plausibly suggested that (1) and (3) represent dif­
ferent forms of reference to the same workl9. Writing about 'problems' in the 
poet's text went back to Aristotle20 and was continued by Longinus' pupil 
Porphyry21. The surviving fragments fall into two groups, those dealing with 
alleged interpolations (frr. I -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 studies22, 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 hirn in fr. 2; and 
his interpretation was possibly the starting-point for a conjecture by Longinus 
in fr. 3. 
(1) Eust. 67, 26: 'Ia'tEov oe ön 'tE 'tO «aU' T]'t0l Ilf:V 'tUU'tU IlE'tUq>puaoIlEaltu 

Kui ul'in<;» (A 140) ua'tEpoßoUAiu<; f:a'ti aK01to<;, Ö ol'] Kui f:1ttq>pa�EaltUt Kui 
f:1ttIlTlltEuEaltUt AEYE'tUl. Kui ön avw'tEpw 'tou'tou a'tixo<; EI<; KEt'tUt oOKmv 
KU'ta 'tov Aoyytvov eivUt 1tUpEvltE'tO<;. ean Of: f:KEtVO<; 'to «u�w f:AWV» 
(A 139). apKEi 'tE yap, q>Tlaiv, Ei<; 'tEAeiuv eVVOHl'V 'to uvw uU'tou KelllEVOV 
e1to<; Kui 'to f:q>E�fi<; Of: 'tOu «U�w EAooV'» «ö Of: KExoAooaE'tUt, ÖV äv lKWIlUt» 
(A 139) Ei<; OUOf:V OEOV f:K 1tEptaaOu 'tEltEnUl. 'ti<; yap OUK OiOEV 00<; AU-
1ti]aE'tUt 6 aOtKTlltEi<;; 

(2) Eust. 106, 33: nVf:<; Of: apEaKov'tUt, 00<; Kui Aoyytvo<; oTlAoi, vOttov eivUt 'tov 
OEU'tEPOV a'tixov, 0;) KU'tapXEt 'to ai]IlUtVE (sc. A 296), a'ti�ov'tE<; Ei<; 'to «Ill'] 
yap eIlOlYE» (A 295) 'tEAeiuv Kui AUIlßavov'tE<; f:K KOtVOU 'to f:1tt'tEMeO, lVU 
Af:Yn, ön «UUOl<; f:1tt'tEMeO' Ill'] yap ellOtYE f:1tt'tEMeO». 

(3) Ep. Horn. u 347 (=AO 1, 83, 1 Off.): KaaatO<; Of: Aoyytvo<; «OPVt<; 0' &<; 
< 1t )  uV01tuiu» (u 320; corr. Nauck), LV' Ti XEAtOrov a1to 'tfi<; nUV01tT]<;, T]youv r, 
<l>WKtKll, f:1tEtOl'] f:V <.1 )uuAiot 'tfi<; <l>wKioo<; 'ta 1tEpi TrlPEW<; AeYOIlEVU IlU­
ltOAOYEi'tUt, Kui r, nuvo1tT] Of: <l>WKlKT] 1tOAl<;. 

19 K. Lehrs, De Aristarchi studiis HornericisJ (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, 54fT., who distinguishes the two works and assigns 

frr. 1-2 to the "A1tOp�lia"ta "01iT1plKU without giving any reason. 
20 Cf. H. Hintenlang, Untersuchungen zu den Horner-Aporien des Aristoteles (Diss. Heidelberg 

1961 ). 

21 Porphyrii Quaestionurn Homericarurn reliquiae. ed. H. Schrader, 2 voll. (Leipzig 1880-90); 

see also Porphyrii Quaestionurn Hornericarurn Liber I. ed. A. R. Sodano (Napies 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):" ÖbOlUU'tll 'tlll" Kui 'tiIlO� AiYE'tat KWlllKW'tE­
pov, we; Aoyyivoe; ÖllAoi, 0IlOlWe; 'tCP XOAi1 X6AO�, wv-r, d)voe; KUi 'tOie; 'tOlOU­
'tOle;. 

(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 1tuvo1tuiu, very probably a conjecture, would restore the 
designation of a specific type of bird, the swallow, just as Aristarchus had 
seen in avo1tuiu the name of a bird (sch. u 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 Iists 'tiIlOe; as Adesp. 1164. The form was, 
however, poetic in general (cf. Archil. I. c., Aesch. eh. 916; LSJ s. v.), not just 
comic23. 

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