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MUSEUM HELVETICUM
Vol. 46 1989 Fase. 1

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. Horn, a 284 AO 1, 62, 9)1: Jiapà tô àZaoTOÇ oùv àÀaaTcn, coç

ütucttoc aTUCTTöj. jrapà 8è tô àkaoTrà prjpa àÀ,àaT(op ô Zeuç, èrii töv yak£7töv
(-COV cod., corr. Dindorf) ti 7ipaacrôvT(ûv. 7iapr|KTiKf) 6è f) eùôeïa Jiapà tt)v
àÂàaTopoç yeviKfjv- AiayôÀoç Içiovi (fr. 317 Mette; consulto praetermisit
Radt)-

7ipeupevf)ç àÂàoTopoç-

Kai OepsKÙôriç (FGrHist 3 F 175)- «ô Zeùç 8è 'Ikéoioç Kai 'AÂâaTopoç KaÂeî-

rat.»
The latest editor of Aeschylus' fragments, S. Radt, follows Nauck's suggestion2

that, in the passage quoted, after AiaxiAoç 'I^iovt a citation of peyav
àÀàaTopov (Aesch. fr. 92a apud Phot, a 900 Theodoridis) has dropped out and
that the words Jipsupevqç àXàaTopoç are corrupted from 7ipeupevà)ç àÀàaTOpa
(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 7ipeupevf|ç/-(ûç and
àA.doTopoç/-a in the corpus Aeschyleum; it would likewise eliminate the hard
oxymoron of jrpeupevijç àÀàaTOpoç. 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. àkao-
Tiioaç) concludes with the passage quoted above, likely to derive from Her-
odian's treatise Elepi naû&v, which discussed various types of word-formation,
including peTa7iÀaopôç (cf. 2, 204f. Lentz). Among the derivatives of àÀaaTÔ)
cited are àZâoTcop and the metaplastic nominative àZàoropoç (7iapqKTiKf) 8è q

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 über das

Königl. Joachimstaische Gymnasium (Berlin 1855) 3.

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

eùiMa napà xf]v dÀdaxopoç yeviKT|v). For the latter, two apt examples are
adduced: Ttpeupevfiç dÀdaxopoç and ô Zeùç ôè 'iKécnoç Kai AÀdaxopoç Ka-
Àsîxai. What is not wanted here is a quotation of Eum. 236, Ttpeupevcoç àXâa-

xopa, which does not fit the argument, which demands examples of the
metaplastic nominative. Nor does Radt's objection stand that 'totus grammatici
contextus graviter turbatus esse videtur', when the only fault in the rcapdSooiç
is the change of xaÀercôv to xaten&v after xd>v. The problems in this passage
have been created by modern philologists who a priori would not believe that
jtpeupevf)ç/-(ûç and àXâozopoç/-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 àÀàaxopov could
have fallen out after Aio%6Àoç 'IÇlovi; but there is no particular reason to
believe that it did, since two different sources are involved (the Zuvaycoyf] for
Photius and Herodian for the Epimerismi Homerici); nor is there any reason
why Aeschylus could not have used forms of the metaplastic d7.daxopoç on
more than one occasion. Radt also has difficulty with 7ipeupevf|ç as a qualifier
for an dÀ,daxtop; 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
contradict the argument which they were adduced to illustrate4.

2. PMG 942

Ep. Horn, e 189 AO 1, 171,28) propounds inter alia this doctrine: xà eiç
uç ôi;uvô|ieva Kaxà djroßoW|v xoù a mjvxiûexai Kai cptAdaaei xö u, oiov xa%6-

rcoxpoç, ppa8uf|Kooç, «TcoXôapvt Quéaxp» (B 106), «eùpuàyuta MuKijvn» (A 52).
The author then adds: oecrripeicoxai xö IlOAYMNIA ôià (scripsi: èiri cod.)
xouxoo- Kai xö KÜpiov Kai xö npocrriyopiKÖv èÇéi)Âu)/e xö u. 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 a applies in
this case equally to both the appellative and proper noun. He then adduces two
examples: PMG 942 (jioÀupvux 7tavxep7tfiç KÖpa) and Hes. Th. 78 (EkAupvid x'
Odpavip xe). It seems likely that the examples have been chosen to illustrate
the two types of nouns, respectively appellative and proper; if so, 7toÀépvia
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. 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. Ouxoç is exceptional because by its
very nature it involves nearness. He goes on to cite three examples of outoç as

vocative, namely Sophron fr. 57 Kaibel (to oùxoç, f| oifj axpaxeiav èoaeïadai),
Cratinus, Apa7téxiôeç fr. 55 K.-A. (oùxoç, Kaûeùôetç; oùk àvaaxpaEi tßoxoiv)
and Aristophanes, Vespp. 1 (oùxoç, xi ndaxeiç, (b KaKÔSavpov Havdia;).
Ultimately dependent on this passage6 is Ep. Horn, x 72 (s.v. xoùxo), where we read:

è^aipsxov Ë^et f| oùxoç, 7tpôç to povonpôaœnov aùxpv oùaav, xexoXpfjcrOai
xii)ecn>ai Kai èrxi KÂpxiKfiç- «oùxoç, KatîeùSeiç, à) KUKÔSatpov», pxiç KÀpxiKf]
Tipôç jcpôaoïïïov 7iÀpaiàÇov èxer xpv Seîlçiv. The words ouxoç, Kaùeùôsiç, a>

KUKÔôaipov have found their way into Kock's collection ofcomica adespota as
fr. 646. In fact, however, it is likely that we have here, not an otherwise
unknown comic fragment, but a conflation of the passages from Cratinus and
Aristophanes quoted by Apollonius Dyscolus (oùxoç KaûeùSerç + a> kcucö-

Saipov). If the two were juxtaposed (ouxoç KaûeùSerç; ouxoç xi 7iàayeiç, à)

KaKÔSavpov), an error resulting from homoeoteleuton would have been
difficult for scribes to avoid7.

4. ôpiôpôpoç vs. ôpeiôpôpoç

At Euripides IA 1593, according to Murray's edition, L and P both present
ôpetôpôpov. In other places the second syllable of this word is transmitted with
i 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
ôp(e)i8pôpov for ôptôpôpov of POxy. 841 has been set in the text by Snell and
Maehler (4th edition, 1975) and in Bacchae 985 Murray prints Nauck's opev-
Spôptov for P's ôptoSpôpcov. Dodds ad loc. calls attention, however, to the
strong evidence for ôpvSpôpcov, 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 ôpiyovoç (Tim. Pers. 88)
and ôprpaKxoç (Opp. C. 1, 24). I should like to call attention to the fact that
ôpiôpôpoç receives further support from the ancient grammatical doctrine8
preserved at Ep. Horn, u 30 AO 1, 417, 9ff): ai Tiapà 5otuct)v xcöv eiç oç

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. Horn, appears to result from scribes' efforts
to fill out incomplete quotations from memory: cf. ß 33 AO 1, 95, 23 (Homer E 255 + t 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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oùSexépœv oDvxvûépevat ÀéÇetç, ei pèv ëTntpépovxai (pcovqev f| ëv ànÀoùv
< auptpcovov (puXàxxoucn. xqv ypacpqv- 'Opetyévriç, 'Opeißacnoc;, ôpeiauÂoç
(Opp. C. 3, 18; H. 4, 309), Kai 'Haioôoç «ôpei%â3.Kovo cpaeivoù» (Scut. 122)- ei
8è 86o atiptpcova f| ëv SmÂoCv ëmcpepp, ä7ioß<x7Aet xô e, oiov àpiôpôpoç, ôt|riÇu-

yoç, i)*|/ißpepexr|q.

5. Posidippus fr. 37 K.

Kocks prints the following text:

xô xfjç èÀaiaç 8év8pov.

However, this fragment is quoted s.v. peydpotaiv (Ep. Horn, p 64 AO 1, 277,
14) to argue for the existence of both piyapov and péyapoç according to the

precept: yivexai yàp xà eiç ov oùSéxepa Kai eiç oç; other examples include ûuov
ûûoç, Kpivov Kpivoç and tdjov tujoç. Thus, when Cramer's edition printed the

fragment as above, H. Sauppe offered in his review the evident correction of
8év8pov to 8év8poç (not mentioned in Kock's apparatus)9. In fact, Sév8poç

proves to be the reading of the manuscript, SévSpov a mistake of the first
editor.

6. New Epic Fragment

The hexameter at Ep. Horn. X 1 Et.Gud. 370, 11-12 Sturz) seems to
have gone unnoticed:

(vai) eÙETtioiç peÀéeaaiv ècpùpvia xaßxa /ayaivei.

The hapax eùémoç is unexpected; one expects rather an -s stem form eùe7rr)ç10,

hence eueiieaiv or perhaps eÙE7rtr|. Note that peXéeaoi(v) appears in the same
place in the verse as in Homer v 432. The verb Àiyaivetv, 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. Horn, a 283 (=AO 1, 61, 14):

Waive Oupöv.

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

a) Philinus of Cos

Ep. Horn, a 339 (=AO 1, 82, 6) s.v. ccpo^ycp-... OtÀïvoç Ôè nâaav räpav rfjç
vukxôç àpoÀyôv eilte Stà xô xoxe xf|v yrjv xôv àépa ëtaceiv Kai âpSeiv rcàvxa xà
tpuxà xfj hcpaSc Kai yàp xfj f)pépçt xoùvavxiov- xà yàp Kàxto àvco àpéA.yexai.
OiÀôÇevoç Sè (fr. 435a) èv r\ oùSeiç po/icKet- àpoAôç Kai àpoÀyôç. Kai dßpoxr|
(E 78) yàp èv f| ßpoxoi où cpotxcoaiv.

This isolated fragment escaped the eye of Deichgräber11. It seems likely
that the views ofHerophilus' pupil were transmitted via Philoxenus and therefore

OiA.tvoç 8è - àpéÀyexai should be added to Philoxenus fr. 435a Theodori-
dis. Possibly the explanation referred originally to àpopyt], since àpoXyôç is

not attested in the Hippocratic corpus.

b) Heraclides Ponticus

Orion's Etymologicum cites as a source in four passages 'HpaKM8r|ç ô

riovxiKÔç. It is likely that the twenty-one passages in which etymologies are
attributed merely to 'HpaKÀsi8r|ç 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 glosses12. 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 Elepi èxupoA.oyràjv (as in frr. 1-3
Osann13) 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 Philoxenus14. 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
particular 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 Herodian15.

11 K. Deichgräber, 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, Quaeslionum Homericarum particula 111 (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 ofhis
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 tendency16; and an illustrious
name from the past might have greater cachet than a more recent one (the
AéÇetç of Aristophanes of Byzantium continued in use into the twelfth
century). Nevertheless the elder Heraclides was evidently not the author of the
work riepi èxupoÂoytcov 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 Tlepi ôpdoypacptaç and Tlepi 7icn)â>v, Philoxenus and the
Herodianic Symposium and Epimerismoi, was among the sources which Orion
used directly17. 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
chronologically 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 exupoA-oyttov to the pupil of Didymus,

even though his one known work of scholarship was the Aéayat in three
books of hendecasyllables, a work so obscure as to require commentary18. A
new edition of the fragments of the work üepi èxupoÀoyttov is much needed. In
the meantime, I call attention to the following fragments not listed by Osann:
(1) Ep. ad Horn. A 9Aib: Ar)xoùç- yéyove Sè Kaxà pèv n^axtova (Crat. 406

a 6) ànà xoù A.f|ûro- rcpaeîa yàp Kai navxaç èÂeoùaa- xô yàp qpepov Kai
Ttpâov èk xoù örnAeA-fjadai xœv eiç aùxf|v 7iejtÀqppeÀr|pév(ûv èrcrcpaivexai. ô

5è Aptaxapyoç rcapà xô À.fj, xô Acbpiov, ö èaxi ûéÀet, ètreiSf] xàv, ö äv xiç
t)éÀ.r|, Tiap' aùxfjç Xapßdvet, 7tpaùxdxr|ç oûoqç xfjç ûeâç. ouxcoç 'Hpa-
KÀsiSqç.

(2) Et. Gen. (AB): Ttôaiç- rcapà xqv xoù tiôaxoç (pùaiv, È7xerôf| ptyvùpevov xf) yf)
yevvr)xiKÔv (B: om. A) yivexat xtov (puxôiv Kai aneppdxcov- oùxroç Kai
(A: om. B) ô dvqp piyvùpevoç xf) yuvaiKi aïxvoç (B: -ov A) yivexat xfjç xoù
7iat8ôç (xoù 7t. A: naiôibv B) yevvriaetoç- ooxojç 'HpaKÂei8r|ç.

16 Sc. etymologies of 'Péa, ëpo)Ç, Ar|t(û, fiPÉpa, oâpa. Only the last, the famous derivation from
crfjpa, 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 flapi povooukXdßtov pr|pàt(ov on the other.

18 Et. Gud. 297, 50 Sturz (èv Ù7iopvppari a'Aéoxriç 'HpaiAeiSoD (Meineke for àXéozriç 'Hpa-
KkaiSoç]); other works attributed to him are jiovfipata èrciKà rcoXAct and roppixai (Su. r| 463);
the evidence was collected by A. Meineke, Analecta Alexandrina (Berlin 1843) 377-381.
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c) Cassius Longinus

The Suda (X 645) attests several works of Cassius Longinus dealing with
Homer: (1) Ajtopppaxa 'OgppiKà, (2) Ei cpiA.ôaocpoç "Opppoç, (3) npoßAppaxa
'Ogppou Kai Àùaetç èv ßtß/dotg ß', (4) riepi xâ>v 7tap' 'Opppou noXXà appaivoo-
orôv ÀiÇecov 8'. Of these, (2) is evidently of a philosophical, (4) of a
lexicographical character. Lehrs plausibly suggested that (1) and (3) represent
different forms of reference to the same work19. 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. 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 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
followed 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: 'Iaxéov 8è öxi re rà «àXX1 pxoi pèv xaùxa pexatppaaôpeada
Kai aùxiç» (A 140) oaxepoßou/viaq èoxi oko7côç, ö 8f] Kai £7U(ppàÇecn)ai Kai
èruprpteoeaOai Àéyexai. Kai öxi àvcoxép© xoöxou oxiyoç sïç Keîxai ôokôv
Kaxà xôv Aoyyïvov eivai 7tapévx)exoç. ëaxi 8è èKeîvoç xô «ài;a> èXcov»

(A 139). àpKet xe yàp, (ppaiv, eiç xeÀeiav èvvoiav xô àvra aùxoû Keipevov
ërcoç Kai xô ècpeçpç 8è xoù «àÇco èLcôv-» «ö 8è Ksyo/aooexai, ov àv ÏKtopai»
(A 139) eiç oùSèv 8éov èk xepioooC xéôeixai. xtç yàp oùk oiôev 6)ç Âu-

7tpaexai ô àSiKpdeiç ;

(2) Eust. 106, 33: xivèç 8è dpéaKovxat, cbç Kai Aoyyïvoç SpÂoî, vôdov eivai xôv
ôeôxepov axiyov, ou Kaxàpyei xô oppaive (sc. A 296), axiÇovxeç eiç xô «pp
yàp ëpoxye» (A 295) xe^eiav Kai Äapßdvovxeq sk kovvoù xô ènnéKXzo, vva
Aàyp, öxt «âAÀoiç èTnxéÀÀeo- pp yàp ëpoiye è7iixéWxo».

(3) Ep. Horn, a 347 (=AO 1, 83, 1 Off.): Kàaaioç 8è Aoyyïvoç «ôpvrç 8' &ç
7i avoTtaîa» (a 320; corr. Nauck), ïv' p ye/aScov àTtô xpç navÔ7rr|ç, pyouv p

OcoKiKr), ènerSp èv A )auLiôt xpç OcokvSoç xà xepi Tppécoç ^eyôpeva pu-
ûoA.oyeîxat, Kai p llavÔ7xp 8è Ocokikp tcôXiç.

19 K. Lehrs, De Aristarchi studiis Homericis3 (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 A7topf|naxa 'OpT|ptKd 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. Schräder, 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
transmitted among the Homeric scholia.

22 See n. 19 above.
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(4) Eust. 1919, 15 (ad x 57-58): f] 5è loiauxt) xrpr] Kai xîpoç Àéyexar KmpiKane-
pov, (bç Aoyyîvoç 8r|Âot, ôpoiroç xâ> xoÀp xoÀoç, cbvf] œvoç Kai xoîç xoioû-

xoiç.

(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 ofA 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 Ttavorana, very probably a conjecture, would restore the

designation of a specific type of bird, the swallow, just as Aristarchus had
seen in ctvo7taia 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 xïpoç as Adesp. 1164. The form was,
however, poetic in general (cf. Archil. I.e., Aesch. Ch. 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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