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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)!: ... ropd 10 &AAGTOG OOV GAACTH, OC
amotog Amotd. mopd 0& 10 AAactd plipa dAdcTop O Zelg, Enl TAV YarenOV
(-ov cod., corr. Dindorf) 11 mpaccoviov. mapnkTikn € 1) e0Uela napd TV
aAdotopog yeviknv- AloyVAog ‘I&lovt (fr. 317 Mette; consulto praetermisit
Radt)-

TPELUEVTG AAACTOPOG:
kai ®epexvdne (FGrHist 3 F 175)- «0 Zevg 8¢ Tkéotog kal AAAGTOPOG KUAET-
TAL.»

The latest editor of Aeschylus’ fragments, S. Radt, follows Nauck’s sugges-
tion? that, in the passage quoted, after AioyOiog IEiowt a citation of pug&yav
ardotopov (Aesch. fr. 92a apud Phot. a 900 Theodoridis) has dropped out and
that the words npgvpevng aAdotopog are corrupted from npevpevdg aAdctopa
(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 mpgvpevig/-d¢ and
aAdotopoc/-a in the corpus Aeschyleum; it would likewise eliminate the hard
oxymoron of mpgvpgvig dAdotopoc. 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. @Gloc-
moag) concludes with the passage quoted above, likely to derive from Her-
odian’s treatise Ilepi ra¥@®v, which discussed various types of word-formation,
including petoniacpog (cf. 2, 204f. Lentz). Among the derivatives of GAaot®d
cited are aAdotwp and the metaplastic nominative GAGoTOpOg (ROPNKTIKT 8 1

1 I cite 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 iiber das
Konigl. Joachimstalsche Gymnasium (Berlin 1855) 3.

3 Tragicorum Graecorum Fragmenta 3: Aeschylus, ed. S. Radt (Géttingen 1985), ad fr. *92a.
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2 Andrew R. Dyck

gvVela mapa TNV aAdotopog yeviknv). For the latter, two apt examples are
adduced: mpevpevng ardotopog and O Zevg 8¢ ‘Ikéorog kai AAAGTOPOC Ka-
Aettal. What is not wanted here is a quotation of Eum. 236, npgupevdg aAdo-
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 napddocic
1s the change of yaienov to yoien®dv after T@v. The problems in this passage
have been created by modern philologists who a priori would not believe that
npevpuevne/-®¢ and aAdotopoc/-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 dAdcstopov could
have fallen out after AioyvAog 'IE€iovt; but there is no particular reason to
believe that it did, since two different sources are involved (the Zvvaywyn for
Photius and Herodian for the Epimerismi Homerici); nor is there any reason
why Aeschylus could not have used forms of the metaplastic dAdctopog on
more than one occasion. Radt also has difficulty with npgupevng as a qualifier
for an aAdotop; 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. PMG 942

Ep. Hom. € 189 (= AO 1, 171, 28) propounds inter alia this doctrine: T& &ig
vg GEvVOLEV KaTd ATOPOAT)V T0D 6 cuvtiveTal Kai UAGGTEL TO L, OloV ToyD-
noTpog, Bpadunkoog, «toAvapvt Buéaty» (B 106), «edpudyvuia Muknivn (A 52).
The author then adds: ceonueiwton 10 [TIOAYMNIA &ia (scripsi: €mi cod.)
TOUTOL- Kol TO KUPLOV Kai 10 mpootmyopikov e£éVAye 10 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 (moAVpuvia navtepnng kopa) and Hes. Th. 78 (IToAdvpwvia v’
Ovpavin te). It seems likely that the examples have been chosen to illustrate
the two types of nouns, respectively appellative and proper; if so, toAbuvia
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. OVtog is exceptional because by its
very nature it involves nearness. He goes on to cite three examples of obtog as
vocative, namely Sophron fr. 57 Kaibel (® o0toc, 1) oifj oTpatEiay gooeiovat),
Cratinus, Apanétidec fr. 55 K.-A. (odtoc, xm)su&alg, OUK GvooTnoEl TRotmv)
and Aristophanes, Vespp. | (omoc;, Tl TdoyEl, ® kakodaipov ZEaviia;). Ulti-
mately dependent on thls passage® is Ep. Hom. 1 72 (s.v. romo) where we read:

.. e€aipeTov € exel 1 ovTOC, npog 10 povonpocmnov avTnV ovoav, rstokunm}m
nﬂaoﬁat Kal Enl kAnTikiic «omog, Kavevderg, ® choSmpov» Nt Klntucn
npodg npdcwnov mAncralov Exel thv Seibv. The words obtog, kKoendelg,
kakddaipov 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 (ovt0¢ Kaﬁsuﬁag + @ Kalco-
Sawpov). If the two were juxtaposed (obto¢ kKaDeLSEIS; OVTOC Ti TACKELS, M
Kaxkddaipov), an error resulting from homoeoteleuton would have been dif-
ficult for scribes to avoid’.

4. dp1dpouog vs. opeldpouog

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
0p (& y18popov 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 ope1-
dpdpwv for P’s dprodpopwv. Dodds ad loc. calls attention, however, to the
strong evidence for 6pidpouwv, 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 opiyovoc (Tim. Pers. 88)
and opipakyog (Opp. C. 1, 24). I should like to call attention to the fact that
Opdpopog receives further support from the ancient grammatical doctrine®
preserved at Ep. Hom. v 30 (= AO 1, 417, 9ff.): ai mopd doTikny 1@V €I O

6 Via the 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 + 1 101).
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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oVdeTéEPpOV ovvTIVEEVIL AEEELG, €1 HEV EmME@Epovial QVIEV §j EV AmAodv
{obppmvov ), euAdttovct v ypaenv- Operyévng, Opeifdoiog, dpeiaviog
(Opp. C. 3, 18; H. 4, 309), kai ‘Hoilodog «operydikoro gagivod» (Scut. 122)- €l
8¢ 800 cOpewva fi v Sumhodv meépt, AnoBaALel 10 €, 0lov dpLSPOpOC, Lyily-
YOG, VYIBPERETNG.

5. Posidippus fr. 37 K.

Kocks prints the following text:
10 thig EAaiag d€vopov.

However, this fragment is quoted s.v. peyapoiov (Ep. Hom. p 64 =A0 1, 277,
14) to argue for the existence of both péyapov and péyapog according to the
precept: yivetat yap ta €ig ov o0déTepa Kol €i¢ 0g; other examples include Uov
VVog, kpivov kpivog and mbov mbog. Thus, when Cramer’s edition printed the
fragment as above, H. Sauppe offered in his review the evident correction of
dévdpov to dévdpog (not mentioned in Kock’s apparatus)®. In fact, 8évdpog
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} evemiolg peréesoy £pdpvia tadTa Aryoivel.

The hapax evémiog is unexpected; one expects rather an -s stem form evenng'’,
hence gvenéolv or perhaps gvenin. Note that peAéecoi(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 Yopov.

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®- ... P1Aivog 8¢ ndocav wpav TTig
VOKTOC QUOAYOV elne 810 1O TdTE TV YV TOV dépo EAKELY Kad Gpdetv mavta Td
euTA T 1Kpadt. kail yap Tfj Muépg Todvaviiov: Ta Yap KAT® Ave AuEAyeTOL.
DoEevog 8¢ (fr. 435a) v 1) 00deic poAiokel- dpoddg Kol apolyde. xai &BpdT
(Z 78) yap &v 7 Bpotoi o portdacv.

This isolated fragment escaped the eye of Deichgridber!'!. It seems likely
that the views of Herophilus’ pupil were transmitted via Philoxenus and there-
fore duAivog 8¢ — apélyetar should be added to Philoxenus fr. 435a Theodori-
dis. Possibly the explanation referred originally to auopymn, since apoAydg is
not attested in the Hippocratic corpus.

b) Heraclides Ponticus

Orion’s Etymologicum cites as a source in four passages Hpaxieidng o
[Tovtikde. 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 étvpoAoyidv (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. Deichgriber, 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
AgEgig 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 étvporoyidv 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 Ilepl opvoypagiag and Ilepi mravdd®v, 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 €toporoyi@yv 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 Ilepi étvpoAoyi®v is much needed. In
the meantime, I call attention to the following fragments not listed by Osann:
(1) Ep. ad Hom. A 9A1b: Antotc: ... yéyove 8¢ xata pev [TAdtowva (Crat. 406

a 6) ano tob ANYw- npoeia yap Kai mavrog géAeodoa- 10 yap fluepov kai
nplov €k ToD EmAeAficVoL TdV €lg QUTNV TENANUUEANUEVOY EMPAivETAL. O
3¢ ‘Aplotapyog mapd 10 Af], 10 Awplov, 6 €oTL VéAEL, £meldn ndv, O Av Tig
V€A, map’ avtiic AapuPdvel, mpavtdatng ovong tiig Veds. ovtwg Hpa-
KAELOMC.

(2) Et. Gen. (AB): t6o1¢- Tapa TNV 00 VEATOG PUGLV, EMedN uryvopevov T yij
yevwnTikov (B: om. A) yiveton T®vV QUTAOV Kol ONEPUATOV: OVTWS Kol
(A: om. B) 6 avip pryvopevog tf) yovaiki aitiog (B: -ov A) yivetai tfig tod
nodog (1od . A: nauddv B) yevvioswe oVt ‘Hpaxieidng.

16 Sc. etymologies of 'Péa, £pwg, Antd, nuépa, odpa. Only the last, the famous derivation from
ofjua, 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 Ilepi povoovAlafwv pnudtov on the other.

18 Et. Gud. 297, 50 Sturz (év vmopvijpat o’ Aéoyne HpaxAeidov [Meineke for aréoyng Hpa-
kA£i80¢)); other works attributed to him are rowpata émka moAAd and muppiyo (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) Arnopfpata Ounpikd, (2) Ei grtAdcogog ‘Ounpog, (3) IpopAinuata
Ounpov kai Avoetg ev Biprioig B, (4) Iept t@v map’ Opnpov ToALL oTpavov-
o®dv Aé€ewv &’. 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 &€ 011 1€ TO «GAL’ NTOL HEV TADTA UETAPPACOUETU A
kol adTigy (A 140) VotepoPovriog Eoti oxomde, O &) kal Emopalecvot kol
Emunvedecvor Aéyetor. Kai Tl AveTép® TOVTOL GTiXOC £l¢ KelTan SOKMV
Koté TOV Aoyyivov givol mapévietog. EoTt 88 EkeIvog 10 «HEw EADVY
(A 139). apkel 1€ yap, pnoiv, gic teleiav Evvolav 10 Ave aUTOD KEILEVOV
gmog kol 10 £@eliic 88 Tob «GEMm EAMV-» «O 3¢ KEXYOAMGETUL, OV GV TKOUUL»
(A 139) gic ovdev déov &k meprocod TEVELTAL TIC V&P OVK OIOEV ME Av-
mjoeTan O adiknUEel;

(2) Eust. 106, 33: Tivég 8¢ apéoxovtan, O¢ kai Aoyyivog SnAot, vodov elvan Tov
SevtepoV oTiyoV, 0L KaTdpYEL TO ofjparve (sc. A 296), otifovteg eig TO «un
yap Eporye» (A 295) teleiav kol Aappavovieg €k Kovod 10 EMLTEAAEO, Tva
AEYT, OTL «GALOLG EMLTEAAED: UT) YOP EROLYE ENMLTEAAEON.

(3) Ep. Hom. a 347 (=AO 1, 83, 10ff.): Kdoolog 8& Aoyyivog «Opvig & ¢
{n)avomaio» (o 320; corr. Nauck), v’ f) xeAdawv and tfig [Tavénmg, fyouv 7
Dwkikn, £nedn &v (AdavAidt g Pokidog T nept Tnpéwg Aeyopeva po-
voAoyeital, koi 1 [Tavonn 8¢ Pwxikn TOALC.

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 ‘Anopfijpata Opnpikd 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): 1) &€ totadTn TIUT KOl TILOG AEYETOL KOUIKOTE-
pov, @G Aoyyivog dniot, opoimg t@ oA xOA0G, ®VT MVOS Kal Toig TOLoV-
TO1G.

(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 navornaia, very probably a conjecture, would restore the
designation of a specific type of bird, the swallow, just as Aristarchus had
seen in avonaic the name of a bird (sch. @ 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 1ipog as Adesp. 1164. The form was,
however, poetic in general (cf. Archil. I.c., Aesch. Ch. 916; LSJ s.v.), not just
comic?,

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