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Preface

I\J RECENT YEARS A GROWING INTEREST IN ANCIENT SCHOLARSHIP
has brought sources that used to be considered obscure into the mainstream of
modern classical scholarship. This development is welcome, not only because the
extant remains of ancient scholarship shed valuable light on ancient literature,
but also because ancient scholarship is a fascinating subject in its own right, and
its study can teach us a great deal about our own profession. But the increase in
interest has brought with it some problems of access. It is more and more the case
that Classicists, both graduate students and professors, need to consult ancient
works of scholarship that they find difficult to use because of a lack of familiarity
with the resources of the genre and with the peculiarities of scholarly Greek. This
book is intended to remedy that problem and make ancient scholarship acces-
sible to all Classicists.

Some types of ancient scholarship, of course, are already widely available: many
treatises on rhetorical theory and literary criticism, such as Aristotle’s Rhetoric and
Poetics and ps.-Longinus’ On the Sublime, are well supplied with good editions,
translations, commentaries, and abundant modern discussions. The same applies
to biographies of writers by mainstream authors such as Plutarch and Diogenes
Laertius, and to the numerous commentaries on and interpretations of the Bible
and other works of Judeo-Christian religious literature. This book therefore omits
all these categories of material and concentrates on those that are currently most
difficult to find and use: scholia, secular commentaries, lexica, grammatical trea-
tises, and a few closely related works such as the Suda. Metrical treatises and notes
have generally been omitted because metrical studies form a separate, special-
ized field with its own conventions and a large body of terminology that it would
not have been practical to include here; the most useful metrical works are nev-
ertheless discussed to give an introduction to that subject. For convenience the
term “scholarship” will be used in this book as a cover term for the particular genres
included in the book, in other words to refer to any type of work concentrating on
the words, rather than the ideas, of ancient pagan authors: textual criticism, in-
terpretation, literary criticism of specific passages, grammar, syntax, lexicography,
etc. No implication that biblical, rhetorical, or other studies are inherently “un-
scholarly” is intended by this usage.
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This book has two aims: to explain what ancient scholarship exists, where to
find it, and when and how to use it; and to help readers acquire the facility in
scholarly Greek necessary to use that material. Traditionally, the first of these goals
has been addressed by a teacher or other mentor when a student begins to work
on this subject, making the field difficult to enter for those without the good for-
tune to have a mentor with this knowledge. The second aim is traditionally met
by the students’ sitting down with a text and dictionary and teaching themselves,
a method that requires considerable proficiency in Greek. This traditional method
is certainly effective for those with the right combination of luck and ability, and
virtually all the current experts on ancient scholarship have used it. Even for such
people, however, it is not exactly efficient, and as interest in the subject grows
the amount of wasted energy and frustration caused by hundreds of people re-
discovering the same facts laboriously and independently becomes less and less
tolerable. It is therefore my hope that this book will make access to ancient schol-
arship easier and more enjoyable for all, as well as possible for some for whom the
field might otherwise have remained inaccessible.

The first three chapters of this work are directed toward the first aim. They are
not a history of ancient scholarship in its entirety, but merely an explanation of
those portions of it that happen to survive. In Chapter 2 are discussed, author by
author, ancient literary works on which scholarship survives intact or as scholia;
this chapter includes virtually any type of commentary, scholia, or author-specific
lexicon, whether text-critical, literary, rhetorical, metrical, philosophical, etc.,
though types of material for which good guidance is available elsewhere (such as
the philosophical commentaries on Plato and Aristotle) are treated in less detail
than the obscurer material. Chapter 3 discusses lexica, grammatical treatises, and
a few related works. In this chapter are treated, scholar by scholar, the works of
those ancient scholars who now have an autonomous existence as authors: those
whose works still survive or whose fragments are normally consulted in a collected
edition. Many important ancient scholars do not currently have such an autono-
mous existence, as the fragments of their writings must be consulted in the vari-
ous works in which they are preserved; information on using these authors is
provided in footnotes to Chapter 1, which offers a general overview of ancient
scholarship.

The authors treated in Chapters 2 and 3 are discussed not in chronological
order, but in the order most likely to be helpful to the novice. Thus texts belong-
ing to similar genres are kept together, as texts of similar genres tend to have simi-
lar problems, and within each genre the authors with the greatest and most typical
amount of surviving ancient scholarship are treated first. Thus in Chapter 2 schol-
arship on Euripides, Sophocles, and Aeschylus is discussed in that order because
much of what is known about scholarship on Aeschylus is extrapolated from more
plentiful information on Euripides and, to a lesser extent, Sophocles. Similarly in
Chapter 3 the voluminous and indubitably authentic works of Apollonius Dyscolus
are discussed before Dionysius Thrax, whose treatise is enmeshed in complex
questions of authenticity that make it atypical, and also before Trypho, of whose
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writings very little survives. A similar policy has been adopted in giving lists of
modern references: generally speaking, when several secondary sources are listed
without differentiation, the reader is advised to consult them in the order listed.

Readers of these chapters are advised to pay particular attention to the discus-
sion of the relative merits of different editions, for one of the worst mistakes a
novice in the use of ancient scholarship can make is the use of the wrong edition.
Good editions of classical literature abound, so that when working on a standard
literary author such as Plato or Euripides one often has a choice of four or five
perfectly good texts with only minimal differences between them. Really bad edi-
tions of such authors—that is, editions that present a text substantially different
from that found in a good edition—are rare. This situation, one of the most pre-
cious fruits of modern classical scholarship, has the drawback of lulling us into a
false sense of security about published texts: in dealing with ancient scholarship,
one must be far more cautious, for really bad editions abound.

This problem is not simply due to the fact that ancient scholarship has received
less attention from editors than works of literature and that in consequence many
latest editions are very old. More fundamentally, it stems from the different na-
ture of the textual tradition of secondary sources, which were freely altered,
abridged, or enlarged even by scribes who would copy the words of a classical lit-
erary work much more faithfully. As a result it is normal for scholarly works to
appear in radically different form from one manuscript to the next, putting a tre-
mendous responsibility upon editors to analyze the tradition correctly and choose
the best variants. The differences between one modern edition and another can
be huge, and therefore it is worth making a considerable effort to obtain the best
text. Moreover, good texts do not exist for many works, and therefore when using
the flawed editions of those works it is important to be aware of their drawbacks
and to pay scrupulous attention to the apparatus criticus and introduction.

In selecting editions and explanatory works for inclusion I hope T have not failed
to meet the needs of those who have access to excellent libraries and who can
benefit from the knowledge that a rare edition is slightly better than a common
one or that the very best study of a particular question is in an utterly unknown
periodical. I have however also tried to remember the difficulties confronting those
at institutions where library budgets prohibit the purchase of many new texts and
periodicals or where older material is not available, and therefore I have tried
whenever feasible to give not only a first choice of text, but also a readily available
alternative, and to alert readers to the drawbacks of certain widely available but
flawed editions.

For those without access to a good library, the most convenient way to access
the Greek texts of many authors is electronically via the Thesaurus Linguae Graecae.!
Though this resource is an invaluable one, it offers only the bare text without
whatever apparatus criticus, notes, translation, or introduction may be available
in the printed edition; not even an explanation of the use of brackets or other

1. Available at http://www.tlg.uci.edu and on disk.
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symbols appears in the electronic version. The editions used as the basis for the
TLG are usually well chosen, however, and in many cases it is better to consult
the best edition via this medium than a printed version of any other edition. But
when the TLG edition is a poor one, the combination of that fact with the ab-
sence of all the material that could allow one to mitigate the poor quality of the
edition can be catastrophic: for example if one were to consult Timaeus’ lexicon
to Plato via the TLG, one would be presented with a perfectly good-looking text
and have no way of knowing that a large part of the material in it is not from
Timaeus’ lexicon at all, nor would there be any way of identifying the genuine
material even if one were aware of the problem.

In listing editions I have indicated (with the sign “=TLG”) whenever one that
is mentioned is also to be found on the TLG; such an indication does not neces-
sarily imply that the complete text of the printed version is available electroni-
cally, and for many texts that is not the case. As new works are still being added
to the database, some that are not so indicated may yet appear. In some cases,
however, the reason no reference to the TLG is given is that the edition used there
is not one of the ones that is worth mentioning.

The references given to discussions of ancient scholarship are necessarily highly
selective, and many excellent works have been omitted, especially in the case of
topics like the scholia to Homer or to Aristophanes on which a great deal has been
written. Most topics are covered by most of the standard reference works (OCD,
NP, RE, etc.), so I have mentioned such reference works only when they are
unusually helpful; they are however often a good source of further information
even when not expressly mentioned. When possible, I have tried to mention which
works will provide further bibliography, but in many cases the best source of fur-
ther references is simply L'Année philologique.? T have tried whenever practical
to mention at least some scholarship in English, but in most cases those who
confine themselves to works in English will find themselves cut off from the most
accurate, most interesting, or most up-to-date literature, so | have listed many
works in other languages as well.

Chapters 4 to 6 are dedicated to the second aim of this book, an introduction
to scholarly Greek. The basic facts are laid out in Chapter 4, but in order to ab-
sorb them effectively most readers will need practice reading scholarly texts; the
purpose of Chapter 5 is to provide such practice.

Users of this book are encouraged to read Chapters 1 and 4 in their entirety,
for familiarity with the main points laid out there is assumed in later chapters.
They should also read the sections of Chapters 2 and 3 that relate to the particu-
lar type of ancient scholarship in which they are interested, and turn to the rele-

2. Also available online at http://www.annee-philologique.com/aph. Users of the elec-
tronic version should be aware that since entries are written in a variety of languages, text
searches need to be done with multiple keywords; for example entries pertaining to scholia
can be found under the keywords scholia, scholion, scholium, scholie, scholien, scholies,

scoli, scolie, scolies, and scolii.
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vant sections of Chapter 5 for practice in reading that material. Users are encour-
aged to translate the pertinent passages in section 5.1, making use of the glossary
and commentary and checking their results with the key in 5.2. This practice will
often be sufficient; for those who wish to practice their skills further, and for teach-
ers who wish to assign exercises in this book for homework, additional exercises
without key are provided in 5.3.

The material included here is all Greek, both in the sense of being itself writ-
ten in Greek and in the sense of being scholarship on Greek texts and on the Greek
language. Of course, some scholarship on Greek texts is in Latin, either because
it was originally written in that language or because a Greek original was trans-
lated into Latin before being lost. This material is discussed in Chapter 2 where
relevant, but it would have been impractical to include Latin in Chapters 4-6. It
is to be hoped that someone who finds this book useful will one day produce its
Latin equivalent.

When I first embarked on this project, many people told me that it was impos-
sible; I thought only that it would be tremendous fun and would give me an ex-
cuse to learn things [ would never otherwise be able to enjoy. As it turned out, the
project was just as much fun as [ had hoped, but it also proved to be as impossible
as those who are older and wiser had warned me it would be. One reason it is
impossible to write a book like this in a way that will generally give satisfaction to
the intended audience is that scholia (and to a lesser extent other types of ancient
scholarship) are used for very different purposes by different groups such as his-
torians, students of literature, linguists, philosophers, and archaeologists. It is by
now painfully obvious to me that a book of this nature must therefore have sev-
eral very different types of reader with different needs and little sympathy for each
other, and I have decided to deal with this issue by providing all (or as much as
possible) of the information that each group is likely to need, on the grounds that
such a course will make the book as useful as it can be—though, alas, it is un-
likely to earn me the goodwill of any particular group. Thus on certain topics some
readers may feel insulted by the provision of very basic information while others
are irritated by encountering apparently obscure details in which they have no
interest. I beg each group of readers to remember the existence of the others be-
fore condemning me too harshly for not catering exclusively to their own interests.

The other reason that writing this book was an impossible task is that no-one
could be an expert in all the areas it covers, and I, alas, am not an expert in any of
them. Basic proficiency in dealing with ancient scholarship is not too hard to
acquire (and of course it is my hope that with the publication of this book it will
become much easier), but expertise is quite another matter; after working dili-
gently on the subject for five years T am still clearly not an expert. I have, however,
learned a huge amount: much of it about the need for humility, and much of it
about the goodness of the people who actually are experts. | am greatly touched
by the way that the scholars who have the necessary knowledge have been happy
to give me hours or even days of their valuable time, in order that the finished
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product might be good enough to benefit readers as it was intended to do. That
world-famous Classicists were willing to painstakingly scrutinize details so that
future students would be able to learn from this book effectively is, to me, deeply
touching. We have a wonderful profession: I cannot imagine experts in many other
fields being so willing to give their time and energy, without any reward at all, in
the cause of making their own expertise easier to obtain. And it is a glorious thing
that a Classicist who embarks on a valuable but impossible task with youthful
folly and enthusiasm is supported and aided by her older and wiser colleagues
rather than being left to waste years of her life and produce a book that will do
no-one any good.

Thus my gratitude to those who have helped with this book is immense, but
their sheer number makes it impossible for me to express even a fraction of the
debt I owe to each individually. Martin West, Ineke Sluiter, Leofranc Holford-
Strevens, David Sider, and Philomen Probert nobly read the entire work, includ-
ing Chapters 5 and 6, and made many suggestions that resulted in substantial
improvements, as well as saving me from a number of horrifying errors. Each of
them deserves not only my eternal gratitude, but also that of anyone who relies
on this book to provide accurate information. Robert Parker, Nicholas Horsfall,
David Blank, and Robin Schlunk read almost all the book and provided invalu-
able comments. Robert Kaster, Nigel Wilson, Christian Habicht, Jim Zetzel,
Leonardo Tardn, René Niinlist, Alan Cameron, Gregory Nagy, and Frederick
Laurizten read substantial portions and provided extremely useful advice.
Alexander Verlinsky, Heinrich von Staden, Friedemann Buddensiek, Andrew
Dyck, Helmut van Thiel, Richard Sorabji, Valerio Casadio, Michael Haslam, John
Lundon, Patrick Finglass, and Christian Brockmann offered valuable advice and
information on particular sections. Philomen Probert and my heroic research as-
sistant Nina Papathanasopoulou both tested out all the exercises in Chapter 5
and made tremendous improvements to them. The students in my Homer semi-
nar at the University of Ottawa gave me the original idea, and those in my Greek
6260 class at Columbia University, on whom this book was tested, had sharp eyes
and penetrating questions that resulted in numerous improvements. Joel Lidov,
acting on behalf of the American Philological Association, guided this project from
its outset, offering not only thoughtful advice but also extraordinary patience
and encouragement in the face of my doubts and delays, while Justina Gregory,
who oversaw the project in its latter stages, provided an excellent combination
of sympathy and prodding. Julian Ward did a wonderful job on the copyediting,
and Robert Kaster generously oversaw the publication process. [ am deeply grate-
ful to all these people for their help, especially to those who found mistakes that
might not otherwise have been caught, and they are not responsible for the er-
rors that remain.

Columbia University librarians Andrew Carriker and Karen Green, Center for
Hellenic Studies librarians Jill Robbins and Temple Wright, and Jacqueline Dean
at the Bodleian Library all made unusual efforts to locate the obscure materials
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on which so much of this project is based; they were also unusually kind and
patient. [ am also grateful to Columbia University for several research grants, to
the Classics Department of Yale University for offering me access to their won-
derful libraries, and to the Center for Hellenic Studies for providing ideal work-
ing conditions in which to complete the majority of this project.
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Introduction to Ancient Scholarship

Em ALMOST FOUR THOUSAND YEARS, THE PEOPLES LIVING
around the Mediterranean have been attempting to improve their ability to under-
stand ancient texts by systematic study of their language, context, and textual tra-
dition. The Greeks seem to have come to this practice relatively late in comparison
with Near Eastern civilizations such as that of the Babylonians, who produced
dictionaries of Sumerian in the second millennium Bc. The earliest traces of Greek
scholarship can be found in the fifth century Bc, when philosophers and rhetors
began thinking and writing about language in a way that led towards systematic
linguistic scholarship and when attempts to explain Homer to schoolchildren re-
sulted in the earliest ancestors of some of our scholia. In the fourth century Plato
and Aristotle continued to think systematically about language, while the estab-
lishment of an official text of the Athenian tragedies showed a new concern for
textual authenticity and the creation of texts like that preserved on the Derveni
papyrus showed the development of exegesis. The Stoic philosophers also made
important observations about the Greek language that laid much of the founda-
tion for the later grammatical tradition.!

The real beginning of Greek scholarship in our sense of the term, however,
occurred with the foundation of the library and Museum at Alexandria in the early
third century Bc, and for centuries the librarians and other scholars there were
the most important Greek scholars. By the first century Bc noted grammarians,
lexicographers, and textual critics could be found in many parts of the Greco-
Roman world, and scholarship was a flourishing and highly respected profession.
These ancient scholars brought to their work a host of advantages that their modern
counterparts lack: native-speaker fluency in ancient Greek, access to vast numbers

1. Exactly how much is a disputed matter: since both the ideas of the early Stoics
and those of the early grammarians must be reconstructed from later writings, it is pos-
sible to make widely differing assessments of the extent to which the latter were depen-
dent on the former. For the beginnings of Greek linguistic thought and the links between
the Alexandrians and these earlier thinkers, see Pfeiffer (1968), Matthews (1994), Ilde-
fonse (1997), Siebenborn (1976), Frede (1977, 1978), Richardson (1994), Sluiter (1990,
1997a), Swiggers (1997), Swiggers and Wouters (1990), Belardi (1985), Pinborg (1975),
Ax (1986, 1991), Blank (1994), Hovdhaugen (1982), Diels (1910), and Koller (1958).
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of papyrus texts hundreds of years older and usually far less corrupt than our
medieval manuscripts, knowledge of much of the ancient literature that is now
lost, and contact with an explanatory oral tradition going back to the time of the
classical writers themselves.?

Scholarship was very important in intellectual and literary circles from the
Alexandrian period onwards. Hellenistic and Roman poetry is heavily influenced
by research into earlier poetry; indeed some of it can only be understood in the
light of ancient interpretations of those earlier works. Thus we find the word oThTa
“woman” (Theocritus, Syrinx 14) derived perhaps humorously from Homer's
StaotiTw €éploavTe (Iliad 1. 6, “they stood apart, having quarreled”), which in
antiquity was sometimes read 8ta otV éploavte “having quarreled over a
woman.” Educated Greeks and Romans did not read Homer (or other poets) in a
vacuum; they studied the Homeric poems at schools in which obscure words and
complex passages were authoritatively explained, and they discussed criticism and
interpretation. It was thus inevitable that Vergil and Apollonius Rhodius, in com-
posing their own epics, relied not only on the text of Homer itself, but on the tra-
ditional scholarly explanations and interpretations of his poems.?

It is very unfortunate, not only for our understanding of Homer and other early
texts but also for our comprehension of the Argonautica, Aeneid, and other Hel-
lenistic and Roman literature, that most ancient scholarly works have been lost.
Ancient scholarship is thus now of three types: works that survive (intact or in
epitomes), those that now exist only in quotations, papyrus fragments, and
marginalia, and those that are altogether lost. Optimistic attempts are periodically
made to reconstruct works of the second type and to discuss the content of some
in the third category, and many modern scholars have a tendency to refer to lost
works as if they still existed, which can blur the distinction. Such blurring is risky,
however, as many of the modern reconstructions and hypotheses rest on very
dubious foundations. The present work, since it is intended for those who wish
to read works of ancient scholarship, is directly concerned only with works that
are still extant or of which a substantial body of fragments remains, and the lost
material is considered only to the extent that an appreciation of it is necessary in
order to understand the remains we possess.

The earliest scholarship, that from the Alexandrian period, is often considered to
be the most valuable to us, because of the extraordinary intellectual abilities of
Aristarchus and his fellow librarians and the unique body of resources to which
they had access.* None of their work, however, survives in its original form; we

2. See e.g. Henrichs (1971-3: 99-100) and Wackernagel (1914b).

3. See e.g. Schmit-Neuerburg (1999) and Rengakos (1993).

4. For further information on the Alexandrian scholars see, in addition to the specific
works cited below, Pfeiffer (1968), Fraser (1972), M. L. West (2001: esp. chs. 2-3),
Rengakos (1993), F. Montanari (1994), Ax (1991), Turner (1962), Susemihl (1891-2),
Laum (1928), RE, NP, and OCD.
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have only fragments gathered from the works of later scholars, some (but by no
means all) of whom are important primarily for preserving Alexandrian material.

The library at Alexandria was founded ¢.285 B¢, and its first head was Zenodotus
of Ephesus (¢.325-¢.270 Bc).> Zenodotus worked primarily on establishing texts
of Homer and the lyric poets, and our knowledge of his work comes chiefly through
notes in later commentaries indicating Zenodotus’ preferred readings.® The sec-
ond librarian was Apollonius Rhodius (¢.295—¢.215 Bc), who is now more famous
for his poetry than for his scholarship, though a few fragments of the latter sur-
vive as well.” The same can be said of Apollonius’ teacher® Callimachus (¢.305—
¢.240 Bc), who compiled the Tlivakes, a 120-book catalog of authors and their
works.? Eratosthenes of Cyrene (¢.280—¢.194 Bc), the third librarian, was also a
scholar, though he is now more famous for scientific works.'?

The fourth librarian, Aristophanes of Byzantium (¢.257—c.180 Bc), marks the
beginning of the developed period of Alexandrian scholarship, when its greatest
achievements were produced (see 3.2.4). In addition to editing many poetic texts
and dividing lyric poetry into separate lines of verse, Aristophanes wrote impor-
tant lexicographical works, fragments of which are still extant, and invented the
accent marks still in use today. He also wrote introductions to many plays, some
of which are the ancestors of extant hypotheses. Aristarchus of Samothrace (c.216—
¢.145 Bc), the sixth!! librarian, was the greatest of all ancient scholars.!? He pro-
duced not only texts but also hypomnemata—self-standing commentaries—on a
wide range of poetic and prose works and made many crucial contributions, es-
pecially to Homeric scholarship. His editorial and critical judgements were widely
quoted by later commentators whose work still survives, and a fragment of his
commentary on Herodotus is preserved on papyrus (see 2.2.6).

Shortly before the death of Aristarchus the scholars fled Alexandria to escape
persecution by Ptolemy VIII, whose succession to the throne was preceded by a
contest in which Aristarchus had supported the rival candidate; this move ulti-
mately resulted in the dispersal of Alexandrian learning throughout the ancient

5. Zendotus' reputed teacher Philitas, born ¢.340 Bc, was also important for early
Alexandrian scholarship and compiled a glossary of obscure words that became a stan-
dard reference work—though he is better known for his poetry. For the remaining frag-
ments of Philitas’ scholarship see Kuchenmiiller (1928).

6. On Zenodotus see Duentzer (1848), Nickau (1977), F. Montanari (1998), and
M. L. West (2001: ch. 2).

7. On Apollonius see Rengakos (1994).

8. According to ancient sources, though this formulation of their relationship is now
sometimes questioned.

9. On Callimachus see Blum (1977, 1991).

10. On Eratosthenes see Geus (2002).

11. Between Aristophanes and Aristarchus was an obscure Apollonius 6 €i8oypddos
“classifier of forms”).

12. On Aristarchus see Matthaios (1999), Schironi (2004), Liihrs (1992), Apthorp
(1980), Ludwich (1884-5), Lehrs (1882), and Erbse (1959).



6 ANCIENT GREEK SCHOLARSHIP

world and its enormous influence on the Romans. Aristarchus’ pupils established
themselves in a variety of cities; one, Dionysius Thrax (¢.170—c. 90 Bc), founded
a school in Rhodes and produced grammatical treatises, one of which may still
be extant (see 3.1.3). Another disciple of Aristarchus, Apollodorus of Athens!?
(c. 180—¢.110 BC), moved to Pergamum,'* where a school rivaling!® that at Alex-
andria had grown up under the leadership of the Stoic scholar Crates of Mallos'®
(second century Bc). Crates made important contributions to grammatical analy-
sis, while Apollodorus produced, among other writings, an authoritative work of
chronology and a commentary on Homer's catalog of ships.

In the late second century Hipparchus of Nicaea produced an astronomical
commentary on Aratus that has the distinction of being the only Hellenistic com-
mentary to survive intact to this day (see 2.3.1). This feat of survival is still more
impressive considering that the commentary is not a chance papyrus find but was
preserved via the manuscript tradition; it survived at least in part because Hipparchus’
work had independent value as an astronomical treatise. From Hipparchus one can
learn much about the genre of the Hellenistic commentary, but because of its heavily
scientific orientation his work is not typical of ancient commentaries on literary
works.

In the first century BC scholarship entered a new phase. The Alexandrians had
established good texts to the important works of classical literature and produced
excellent commentaries on them, so there was little original work remaining to be
done in those areas. Some scholars of the Roman period branched out into com-
posing grammatical treatises and producing commentaries on postclassical or
nonliterary authors, particularly the difficult and erudite poetry of Hellenistic
scholars such as Apollonius and Callimachus and the scientific works of math-
ematicians and physicians. Others sacrificed their originality and continued to work
on classical authors, producing syntheses or reworkings of earlier commentaries.
These scholars’ lack of originality, a frequent ground for nineteenth- and twentieth-
century disdain, at the same time incurs gratitude insofar as we owe to it virtually
all our knowledge of the Alexandrians’ work: such fragments of Alexandrian schol-
arship as survive today normally come via composite commentaries of the Roman
period.

13. For the fragments of Apollodorus see Jacoby (1929: 1022-1128), Theodoridis
(1972), and Mette (1978: 20-3).

14. On the Pergamene scholars and their library see F. Montanari (1993b) and Nagy
(1998).

15. Because of statements in Varro and Gellius, this rivalry is often thought to have
taken the form of a controversy between “Analogists” (Aristarchus and his followers, who
believed in principles of regularity in language) and “Anomalists” (Crates and his follow-
ers, who believed in irregularity). Some scholars (e.g. Fehling 1956—7; Pinborg 1975; Blank
1982: 1-4, 1994) doubt the reality of this controversy, but others (e.g. Ax 1991; Siebenborn
1976: 2—13; Colson 1919) support its existence. See also Schenkeveld (1994: 281-91).

16. On Crates see Broggiato (2002), Mette (1952), Janko (1995), and Ax (1991).
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The establishment of Alexandrian scholarship in Rome was at least partly the
work of Tyrannio(n) the elder (¢.100—¢.25 Bc), a pupil of Dionysius Thrax who
produced a variety of scholarly works that survive only in fragments (see 3.1.9).
Rome then became the main place of work for a number of Greek scholars.!”
Trypho(n) (second half of the first century Bc) produced glossaries and grammatical
treatises, some of which may survive in excerpts (see 3.1.8). Philoxenus (first
century BC) produced an etymological treatise, and Diocles (first century BC to
first century ap) wrote a commentary on the works of his teacher Tyrannio(n);
fragments of both are still extant (see 3.1.10 and 3.1.9). The second-oldest extant
commentary, dating to the first century Bc, is that of Apollonius of Citium on
Hippocrates (see 2.2.1); this work owes its survival to factors similar to those that
preserved Hipparchus’ commentary on Aratus.

The greatest producer of composite commentaries, and probably the most pro-
lific of all ancient scholars, was the Alexandrian Didymus Chalcenterus (“brazen-
guts”), who lived in the second half of the first century B¢ and the beginning of the
first century Ap.'"® Didymus is said to have written 3,500 or 4,000 books and was
nicknamed BLpALoAdBas because he allegedly could not remember what he had
written. He put together the writings of Aristarchus and other scholars in order to
compile hundreds of composite commentaries on Homer, Demosthenes, and other
literary works, as well as producing lexica and monographs; the remains of his com-
mentaries are our primary source of knowledge of the Alexandrians’ critical work.
Most of the commentaries survive only in extracts preserved in later works, but part
of the commentary on Demosthenes has been found on papyrus.'® Another important
commentator of this period is Theon, whose works now survive only in fragments.2°

17. Inaddition to the ones mentioned here, there were a number of other Greek scholars
working at Rome; these are less well known today because less of their work suvives. Two
particularly notable scholars, both from the Augustan age, are Aristonicus (who wrote Homeric
commentaries and a work on Aristarchus’ signs) and Seleucus (who also wrote on Aristarchus’
signs, as well as on many other topics). For Aristonicus see 2.1.1.1 below, Friedlaender (1853)
and Carnuth (1869); for Seleucus see M. L. West (2001: esp. 47-8 with n. 7).

18. This Didymus is (probably) to be distinguished from a number of other scholars
named Didymus, including Didymus minor / Aldupos 6 vedTepos, a Greek grammarian
in Alexandria in the st cent. Ap; Didymus Claudius, a Greek grammarian in Rome in the
early Ist cent. Ap; Didymus son of Heraclides, a Greek grammarian in Rome in the mid-
Ist cent. AD; and Didymus the Blind, a theologian in Alexandria in the 4th cent. ap. See
NP iii: 553—4, RE v.i: 472—4, and Fraser (1972: ii. 686).

19. For the fragments of Didymus see Moritz Schmidt (1854), Ludwich (1884-5: i.
175-631), Miller (1868: 399-406 =TLG), and Pearson and Stephens (1983 =TLG); for
discussion see C. Gibson (2002), F. Montanari (1992: esp. 262—4), Van der Valk (1963—
4:1. 536-53), and works cited in Pearson and Stephens (1983).

20. Although he worked in Alexandria, this Theon is not to be confused with Theon
of Alexandria, an important mathematical writer of the 4th cent. Ap, nor with Theon of
Samos, Theon of Smyrna, and numerous other Theons. The surviving fragments of his
work have been collected by Guhl (1969).
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From the first century ap we have Heraclitus” allegorical exegesis of Homer
(see 2.1.1.3), and that century was also a source of several lexica of which we have
surviving epitomes: the Homer lexicon of Apollonius Sophista (see 2.1.1.3) and
the Hippocratic lexicon of Erotian (see 2.2.1), both of which preserve elements
of much earlier scholarship. These early lexica, and probably their immediate
predecessors as well, were arranged in a simple form of alphabetical order, in which
only the first or first two or three letters of each word were taken into account in
determining their order; this type of alphabetization is characteristic of much
ancient scholarship and was not completely replaced by full alphabetical order
until the Byzantine period.?!

In addition, it is in this century that we find the first evidence of an interesting
development in post-Alexandrian scholarship: the proliferation of popularizing
commentaries and summaries of literary works, usually with an emphasis on
mythology.?? The Alexandrian commentaries and their direct descendants were
deeply scholarly and written for a sophisticated audience; they contained discus-
sion of textual problems, alternative interpretations, critical judgements, and fac-
tual background, including detailed historical information and excerpts from
related literary works. Their commentaries were never the only type of commen-
tary in existence, for elementary aids to school readings existed even before the
Alexandrian period. In the Roman period, however, the scholarly commentaries
faced considerable competition from a different type of work aimed at a less so-
phisticated adult audience.

Some of these works were prose summaries of famous poetry, often focusing
on mythological details; these included a set of summaries of individual books of
the Iliad and Odyssey (see 2.1.1.3) and a collection of summaries of the plays of
Euripides known today as the “Tales from Euripides” (see 2.1.3). Such works may
have been intended to be read instead of rather than along with the original poems
or plays. Other examples of the popularizing tendency, such as the ® commen-
tary on Aratus (see 2.3.1) and the Mythographus Homericus (see 2.1.1.3), were
still commentaries tied to the original work but contained in place of textual or
historical information extensive prose paraphrases aimed at helping readers grasp
the basic sense of the unfamiliar Greek, and/or increased discussion of the mytho-
logical background, sometimes with an eye-catching set of illustrations. Some
scholarly information might be retained from the older commentaries, but most
was simply excised to make room for the new material. The scholarly commen-
taries themselves did not usually disappear at this period, however; rather the two
types of commentary existed side by side.

The popularizing works appear to have continued and even increased in popu-
larity in the second century and later, but at the same time the second century
saw much high-quality scholarly activity; it is also the first period from which a

21. For more information on ancient alphabetization, see Daly (1967).
22. On the use of such material in the Roman period see Rossum-Steenbeek (1998)
and Cameron (2004).
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substantial amount of scholarly material has survived until the present day. It is
probably not coincidental that this century was the period of the Second Sophis-
tic, a movement that involved widespread revival of interest in the language of
the classical writers. Second-century authors like Lucian learned to produce lit-
erary works in nearly flawless imitations of fifth-century Attic, and even in other
classical dialects. The perfection of these imitations is especially impressive con-
sidering that non-literary Greek (as seen for example in documentary papyri) had
undergone considerable evolution in the intervening five or six centuries, becom-
ing a language markedly different from that of Plato or Herodotus.

Some of the most important results of the second-century developments seem
to have come in the areas least covered by the Alexandrians, such as grammar.??
Apollonius Dyscolus, probably the greatest of the grammarians, was active in the
mid-second century Ap; of his many works analyzing the structure of Greek, four
still survive and are crucial to our understanding of ancient grammar (see 3.1.1).
Apollonius’ son Herodian produced important treatises on topics such as accen-
tuation, of which portions are still extant (see 3.1.2). Hephaestion’s treatise on
metre, the main source of our knowledge of ancient metrical theory (see 3.3.2), is
also from this period.

The second century was also a good era for lexica. Many of these were Atticist
lexica that provided lists of words acceptable in Atticizing writing, though often
they included material from authors such as Homer or Herodotus who would not
today be considered Attic. There was considerable debate among the Atticists as
to which authors should be admitted to their canon, and we can see the results of
that debate both in the work of broad-based lexicographers such as the “Anti-
atticist,” who took pains to justify by citation of Attic authors the use of words that
were intelligible to second-century Greeks, and in the lexica of strict Atticists such
as Phrynichus, who rejected such words in favor of obscurer alternatives gleaned
from Old Comedy. Not all second-century lexica simply focused on the Attic dia-
lect, however; we also have Galen’s glossary of Hippocratic words (see 2.2.1), Pol-
lux’ Onomasticon (see 3.2.7), Harpocration’s lexicon of terms used by the Attic orators
(see 3.2.5), and remains of Herennius Philo’s collection of synonyms and homonyms
(see 3.2.6). Diogenianus’ lexicon of rare words, which is lost but formed the basis
of Hesychius’ work (see 3.2.1), also dates to the second century.

Many commentaries were also produced in the second century, and a number
of these are still extant. Galen (¢.129-¢.216) is responsible for thirteen surviving
commentaries on Hippocrates that are crucial for our understanding of the na-
ture of ancient scholarship (see 2.2.1), as well as some extant work on Plato (see
2.2.2). The earliest surviving commentaries on Aristotle likewise date to the sec-
ond century, and the most important of the Aristotle commentators, Alexander of
Aphrodisias, comes from the second and third centuries (see 2.2.3). Writers of

23. For more information on ancient grammatical theories, see Steinthal (1890-1),
Pinborg (1975), Siebenborn (1976), Ax (1986), Sluiter (1990), Matthews (1994), Swiggers
and Wouters (1996), Ildefonse (1997), and the works cited in section 3.1.
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the third century too produced numerous commentaries and exegetical works on
ancient literature, a substantial amount of which survives: from Porphyry alone
we have works on Homer, Plato, Aristotle, and Ptolemy.

Towards the end of the Roman period commentaries were sometimes written
on works of the earlier Roman period, such as those of Lucian (see 2.3). The re-
maining fragments of such commentaries can be of considerable value today, in
part because their authors had access to older scholarship, and when treating an
archaizing author a commentator often needs to discuss matters that significantly
predate the author himself. Even historical details about fifth-century Athens can
be gleaned from the remains of these commentaries.

Many late antique commentaries have survived more or less intact, but these
all concern philosophical, mathematical, or medical writers.?* Most plentiful are
commentaries on Aristotle, Plato, Hippocrates, Galen, Ptolemy, and Euclid, but
Archimedes and Apollonius of Perga are also represented. These works are usu-
ally concerned with the subject-matter rather than the text of the commented
author and so preserve little scholarship in our sense of the term, but they are
often very interesting as expositions of late antique thought in these disciplines.
The best-preserved commentators are Simplicius, who wrote on Aristotle, Euclid,
and Epictetus, and Proclus, who wrote a phenomenal number of works on au-
thors as diverse as Hesiod, Plato, and Ptolemy. It is clear that commentaries to
literary works were also composed during this period, in some cases by the same
scholars as the surviving commentaries, but succeeding generations preserved only
the philosophical and mathematical ones.

We also have some scholarship of other types surviving from the late antique
period, but most of it is highly derivative. Since the scholars of the Roman period
had done for lexica and grammars what the Alexandrians did for texts and com-
mentaries, late antique scholars had few opportunities for constructive original-
ity. Many of their works are now valued primarily for their preservation of earlier
scholarship; Hesychius’ lexicon of obscure words (fifth or sixth century) and the
lexica of Orus, Orion, and Cyrillus (all fifth century) belong to this group, as does
the geographical lexicon of Stephanus of Byzantium (sixth century).

Others were elementary, aimed at drilling the basic grammar of classical Greek
into children who spoke a language as many centuries removed from Pericles as
we are from Chaucer. Schoolbooks had of course existed for many centuries, but
those from the Hellenistic and Roman periods, designed for an audience whose
native language was not dramatically different from that of the classical period,
were not usually preserved (though they are sometimes found on papyri). By con-
trast the Canones of Theodosius (fourth—fifth century) is a set of rules for declen-
sion and conjugation that has survived to the present day via the manuscript
tradition.

24. For further information on late antique scholarship see N. Wilson (1983a: 28—
60), Kaster (1988), Reynolds and Wilson (1991), and Robins (1993).
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The next major development in the history of commentary, the transformation of
commentaries on literary works into scholia,?> was a momentous one.?® In one
sense this transition was chiefly one of format, for ancient commentaries (hypo-
mnemata) were separate books, while medieval scholia took the form of marginalia
around the text on which they commented.?” This change is usually thought to

25. The word “scholia” now has different meanings when used by different groups of
scholars. In recent works on Greek literary texts it means “commentary or notes written
in the margins of a text,” as opposed to “hypomnema,” which refers to an ancient self-
standing commentary, and to “gloss,” which generally refers to a short definition found
between the lines of a literary text (often the distinction is that a marginal comment is a
scholion and an interlinear one is a gloss, though sometimes marginal notes consisting of
short definitions are also called glosses, and the term can also be used for an entry in a
lexicon). Since this usage of these terms is now the most common one, it is also followed
in this book. Scholars working on philosophical and scientific texts, however, have a ten-
dency to use “scholia” (and sometimes even “glosses”) for a commentary consisting of
short notes on specific passages rather than a continuous exegesis, regardless of whether
that commentary is found in the margins of a manuscript or as its only text; sometimes
they even use “scholia” for a continuous commentary.

The original meaning of ox6\a is “notes,” regardless of location (see Lundon 1997),
but while the ancients referred to their self-standing commentaries as vmopvipara, the
Byzantines called commentaries oxOALa, irrespective of location or character. This usage
is continued into modern Greek, where ox6\a is still the regular word for “commen-
tary.” Nineteenth-century scholars working on authors for whose works self-standing late
antique commentaries are preserved intact as well as being the source of most marginalia
(i.e. philosophical, mathematical, and medical texts) tended to keep the Byzantine usage
of ox6\ia or to temper it with the ancient usage by restricting the word to commentaries
consisting of discrete notes. Since for such texts marginal and self-standing commentar-
ies have similar content and origins, the location of the commentary in the manuscripts
is not of much importance, so scholars working on them had no need to develop a termi-
nology that identified commentaries by location. But 19th-cent. scholars studying authors
for whose works ancient scholarship is preserved (at least via the manuscript tradition)
only in marginalia came quite naturally to use oxdAta only for marginalia. When papyrus
fragments of ancient self-standing commentaries on those authors turned up, the major
differences between the content of those fragments and that of the marginalia necessi-
tated a distinction in terminology and led to the resurrection of the ancient term “hypo-
mnema” for the self-standing commentaries, as well as a more deliberate restriction of
the term “scholia” to marginalia. In the last half-century or so research on the conversion
of the hypomnemata into marginalia has solidified this terminology among students of
literary texts, but it has spread only gradually to other areas; for example scholars working
on medical texts now use “scholia” only for marginalia, but those working on Aristotle
still use “scholia” for commentaries.

26. For more information on this transition see N. Wilson (1967, 1971, 1984), McNamee
(1995, 1998), Zuntz (1975; 1965: 272-5), H. Maehler (1994, 2000), Andorlini (2000),
and Irigoin (1994: 67-82); n.b. also Zetzel (1975).

27. For more information on the hypomnema and scholia formats and ancient com-
mentary in general, see in addition to the works already cited Slater (1989a), Rutherford



12 ANCIENT GREEK SCHOLARSHIP

be connected to the shift in book production that occurred in the late antique
period: most ancient books were written on papyrus rolls in short parallel columns
with little space between them and virtually no room for marginalia, while most
medieval ones were written on parchment codices (i.e. manuscripts shaped like a
modern book), often with wide margins around each page. At some point a few
hypomnemata were copied into the margins of codices, and then both they and
the uncopied hypomnemata were lost, leaving only the marginalia extant.

But the relationship between hypomnemata and scholia is more complex, and
the differences between them more significant, than this formulation suggests.
Hypomnemata were unified works by a single author; even composite commen-
taries like those of Didymus presented a fairly seamless appearance and smoothly
integrated pieces of information from various sources. Though written on sepa-
rate rolls, they were not intended to be read independently of the text but were
connected to it by lemmata, short quotations indicating the word or passage under
discussion. When a hypomnema was intended to accompany a particular edition,?®
like the texts and commentaries of Aristarchus, the two could be linked by mar-
ginal signs in the text pointing to notes in the commentary. At the same time
marginal and interlinear annotation on papyrus texts is by no means unknown;
we have numerous annotated papyri of literary texts from many genres.?? But such
annotation normally consists of brief notes rather than the complex discussions
found in hypomnemata and in medieval scholia, and it is clear that our scholia
are descended from ancient hypomnemata rather than from ancient marginalia.

Medieval scholia are not simply transcripts, or even abbreviated transcripts, of
ancient hypomnemata, nor are many of them readers’ casual notes; they are dense
and systematic collections of extracts from different sources. They make no claim
to be the work of an individual, and little or no attempt to reconcile the contents
or integrate the syntax of the different extracts, which often involve multiple en-
tries on the same passage (frequently separated simply by d\\ws?°). The authors
of (some of ) the hypomnemata used may be given in a general note on the sources
of the scholia, and the sources of individual notes are often explicitly stated at
their beginnings. The original lemmata may be retained (and in such cases pro-
vide a valuable independent witness to the text, since they sometimes escape
corruptions undergone by the main text), but often they are lost, made redundant
by the note’s proximity to the text it explains.

(1905), Sluiter (2000), Pasquali (1934), Biihler (1977), C. Gibson (2002), N. Wilson
(1983b), Meijering (1987), Tosi (1988: 59-86), Lamberz (1987), Arrighetti (1977), and
numerous articles in Geerlings and Schulze (2002), Goulet-Cazé (2000), and Most (1999).

28. The texts produced by ancient scholars, which clearly differed from those of other
scholars to some extent, are now usually called their “editions.” They did not, however,
have all the characteristics of a modern “critical edition.”

29. For further information on annotated papyri see McNamee (1977, 1992, forth-
coming) and Van Thiel (1992).

30. See Ch. 4.1.5 for the use of d\\ws.
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Scholia often represent severe abridgements, and sometimes mutilations, of
hypomnemata, but at the same time the initial selection of material appears to
have been excellent. Most of the papyrus commentary we possess is fairly elemen-
tary, and only a small percentage preserves Alexandrian scholarship, but the scholia
are often based on Alexandrian material, suggesting that their first compilers made
an effort to find the most scholarly commentaries to copy into their margins. Such
commentaries were not, unfortunately, those of the Alexandrians themselves,
which seem to have disappeared before the end of the Roman period, but rather
the composite commentaries of Didymus and his contemporaries. Material from
these scholarly works was often mixed with that from more popularizing works of
the Roman period, and frequently with later material as well, but it is still true
that much more Alexandrian material can be recovered from scholia than from
papyri.

The precise date and manner in which this crucial change from separate com-
mentary to scholia took place are disputed, with suggested dates ranging from the
fourth to the tenth century.?! Clearly the change was complete by the time of our
earliest manuscripts with scholia, which date to the ninth and tenth century, but
some independent hypomnemata could have survived until that date (indeed we
know that ninth-century authors like Photius had access to large quantities of
ancient scholarship that disappeared not long afterwards), so our earliest manu-
scripts could contain scholia copied directly from hypomnemata. Alternatively one
can point to the early parchment codices of the late antique period (a number of
which contain substantial marginal annotation, though this annotation often fails
to show the composite characteristics of medieval scholia), and to late antique
legal and Biblical commentaries in the medieval scholia format, and argue that
hypomnemata began to be converted into scholia in the fifth century. In the lat-
ter case the process was probably a gradual one, for it is clear that information
continued to be copied out of self-standing texts into the margins of other texts
throughout much of the Byzantine period.

In a sense the act that is most significant for us is not the copying of the hypo-
mnemata as scholia, but the subsequent loss of the hypomnemata themselves—
something that did not necessarily happen as soon as the scholia were copied. By
no means all ancient commentaries disappeared; those on philosophical, medi-
cal, and mathematical works often survived intact or nearly intact, as did those
on Christian texts. Scholia on such works are usually considered valueless and
are rarely published, because they are mostly drawn from commentaries that still
survive; by contrast the scholia on poetic texts, since they come from lost com-
mentaries, are highly prized.

31. e.g. White (1914: p. Ixiv) opts for the 4th or 5th cent., McNamee (e.g. 1998: 285)
the 5th cent., N. Wilson (e.g. 1983a: 34—6) and Dover (1993: 96-7) the late antique
period, H. Maehler (e.g. 1994) the 9th cent., and Zuntz (e.g. 1975: 109) the 9th or 10th
cent. Erbse (1969-88: ii. 547) believes that the scholia to other texts may have been
compiled in the 5th or 6th cent., but that those to the Iliad come from the 9th cent.
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An interesting exception to all these principles consists of the “D scholia” to
Homer, which were not originally hypomnemata but which appear as a self-
standing commentary, without the text of Homer, in several medieval manuscripts
of varying dates (as well as in the margins of many manuscripts containing the
text of Homer). These scholia must at some point have been copied from differ-
ent sources into a self-standing commentary, showing that the flow of informa-
tion between different formats could go in both directions.

An apparent (though perhaps illusory) period of scholarly inactivity after the late
antique period was ended by a revival in Byzantium in the ninth century.??> Many
scholars of this period are not respected by Classicists, but they had access to lost
works of earlier scholarship and thus can be of considerable significance now; in
addition, the study of the evolution of Byzantine scholarship is an interesting field
in its own right. Early Byzantine scholars include George Choeroboscus (eighth—
ninth century), who wrote a number of didactic works containing information from
lost works of the early grammarians; some of these survive, including a long com-
mentary on Theodosius as well as (probably) the Epimerismi Homerici. His con-
temporary Michael Syncellus has left us a basic textbook on syntax, and Photius
(c.810—¢.893) contributed the massive Bibliotheca, a compendium of information
on earlier literary works, in addition to a lexicon. The Etymologicum genuinum, a
ninth-century etymological lexicon, and the Suda, a tenth-century literary ency-
clopedia, both survive intact (and enormous) and preserve many valuable frag-
ments of earlier scholarship.

The earliest surviving manuscripts of many literary texts date to the early Byz-
antine period, and these manuscripts often contain scholia. But the scholia as they
appear in our manuscripts are not always what they were when they first became
marginalia. In order to survive, scholia had to be recopied with each successive
copying of the main text, and this did not always happen; in many cases the sheer
quantity of marginalia defeated copyists, leading to the omission of large amounts
of material. It is common for scholia on small bodies of text (such as the speeches
of Aeschines) to be much richer than the scholia on longer works (such as the
dialogues of Plato), and it is also usual for scholia to be much more plentiful at
the beginning of a long work than in subsequent sections. Sometimes correction
for these omissions was made by Byzantine readers who, having originally copied
a text with few or no scholia, then found a different source with scholia and cop-
ied those; such hybrid manuscripts can be important for the preservation of scholia
but are highly problematic for those who use scholia to determine manuscript
stemmata (see O. L. Smith 1981: 53).

Moreover, even when they were copied, the scholia suffered many kinds
of corruption. They were frequently abbreviated, displaced, miscopied, or
inappropriately run together. Their text was treated much more casually by copy-

32. For further information on Byzantine scholarship see N. Wilson (1983a), Hun-
ger (1978: ii. 3-83), Reynolds and Wilson (1991), and Robins (1993).
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ists than the main text, so that some scribes felt free to rephrase the notations as
they saw fit (see H. Frinkel 1964: 99). As a result, the scholia to a single author
often appear in radically different form in different manuscripts, and frequently
the divergences are so great that no reconstruction of the original is possible.

The situation is further complicated by the fact that some Byzantine scholars
composed their own notes on ancient literature, sometimes based on the older
scholia and sometimes on their own researches, and these notes have been trans-
mitted in the margins of manuscripts as well. The Byzantine scholia are known as
scholia recentiora and receive on the whole less attention than the older scholia
(known as scholia vetera or “old scholia”), but they cannot be ignored entirely. In
the first place one has to identify them in order to tell which scholia are old and
which are not, since scholia from different sources are frequently mixed together
in the same manuscript. In addition, since the writers had access to manuscripts
now lost, they often used old scholia that we do not possess and that we can only
recover from a study of the Byzantine notes. Moreover Byzantine scholars occa-
sionally had good ideas of their own—and of course the scholia recentiora are cru-
cial for the study of Byzantine scholarship.

The earliest significant body of Byzantine scholia comes from Arethas of
Caesarea (¢.850-¢.944), whose recasting of older scholia preserves much ancient
material. John Tzetzes (¢.1110—¢.1180) produced numerous surviving commen-
taries on classical authors, many of which contain important information on the
work of earlier scholars. Eustathius’ (c.1115—c.1195) immense commentaries on
Homer are now considered probably the most important of all surviving Byzan-
tine commentaries and contain much ancient material. Maximus Planudes
(c.1255-¢.1305), Manuel Moschopulus (c.1265-after 1305), Thomas Magister
(active 1301-46), and Demetrius Triclinius (c.1280-1340) also produced signifi-
cant commentaries on a number of authors. The latest of these, Triclinius, is often
called the first modern scholar; he went far beyond the resources handed down
to him to develop his own metrical analyses and write original commentaries. While
these qualities make his work interesting and important in the history of classical
scholarship, they also mean that it is often less reliable than that of his predeces-
sors as a source of ancient material. Fortunately Triclinius’ ideas evolved over a
considerable period, and we have manuscripts of his work at widely differing dates.
In many cases his initial work on a text involved the faithful repetition of ancient
scholia, and only later did he depart from them significantly. When both versions
are preserved, scholars tend to use the earlier (“proto-Triclinian”) work for recon-
struction of ancient commentary, and the later (“Triclinian”) for evaluation of his
own theory.

The Byzantine period produced other types of scholarship as well, some of it
original, some of it preserving valuable ancient material, and some of it falling into
neither category. Important works of this period include those of Gregory of
Corinth (eleventh—twelfth century), who discussed Greek dialectology, and sev-
eral lexica, of which the most significant are the Etymologicum magnum (twelfth
century), Etymologicum Gudianum (eleventh century), and lexicon of Zonaras
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(thirteenth century). Maximus Planudes (¢.1255—¢.1305) is responsible for a wide
variety of extant works, including collections of texts and some important theo-
retical discussions of grammar, and John Glykys (fourteenth century) has left us
a work on correct syntax.

After this period old material known to scholars was rarely lost, and therefore
authors later than the 14th century are not used as sources of ancient scholar-
ship. In modern times the surviving self-standing works of ancient and Byzantine
scholarship, such as the grammars, have been edited and published like other sur-
viving ancient texts, though on the whole they have received less editorial atten-
tion and so present more challenges for readers, and more opportunities for future
editors, than do works of classical literature. Scholia are more problematic; at first
they were either ignored or published together with the texts they accompanied
(either at the bottom of the page or as an appendix), but now they are usually
collected and published in separate volumes. Such collections often include not
only manuscript scholia but also papyrus fragments with commentaries or mar-
ginal scholia to the works concerned.

The body of surviving scholia is enormous; often the scholia on a literary work
fill more volumes than the work itself. Much of this material is late, and it is not
always easy to distinguish the ancient elements in the mixture. Modern editors
often deal with this problem by marking individual scholia with signs to indicate
their origins or by editing only a portion of the surviving scholia, such as the old
scholia, the metrical scholia, the scholia from certain manuscripts, or the mar-
ginal scholia (as opposed to interlinear glosses). Often this pre-selection is help-
ful, but often it causes much inconvenience, since it means that there may be no
complete text of the scholia on a given author when one is trying to follow up a
reference consisting only of the location of the lemma in the original work.

In either case the reader is presented with editorial decisions that may or may
not be trustworthy. In the case of certain authors the division of scholia is easy,
because those from different sources appear in different manuscripts or are marked
with different signs in a single manuscript. In other cases the matter is much more
complex, and sometimes editors are relying simply on the assumption that any
comments on certain topics must come from certain sources. As the value of a
scholion depends largely on its source, it is important to understand the editor’s
judgements in this respect and their level of reliability. For this reason it is impor-
tant to choose editions carefully and to read the preface to one’s chosen edition
in order to find out what sort of evidence underlies these editorial decisions; the
present work is intended to help with the choice of editions but can be no substi-
tute for a careful perusal of prefaces.

The value of ancient scholarship as a whole is immense, but the usefulness of
individual works varies widely. Some offer large quantities of generally reliable,
accurate information on subjects like the language or the world of classical Ath-
ens. Others contain very little such information but are nevertheless important
for the light they shed on classical scholarship in their writers’ times or on the
textual history of a literary work. Still others seem to offer valuable information
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about antiquity but are unreliable and mingle a bit of real knowledge with a del-
uge of guesswork. Though it is normally the case that factual information about
the classical period is more to be trusted from a Hellenistic source than from a
Byzantine one, date alone is not an adequate guage of reliability. Just as some
modern scholars are much more trustworthy than others, there was considerable
synchronic variation in the reliability of ancient scholars; this variation is particu-
larly apparent in the Roman period, from which we have both very trustworthy
works such as those of Galen and Harpocration and others of much more dubi-
ous character. The nature of a source is therefore at least as important to know as
its date. This is the reason for the great emphasis, in modern studies of scholia
and other composite works of ancient scholarship, on identifying and separating
material from different sources.



2

Scholia, Commentaries, and Lexica
on Specific Literary Works

2.1 ARCHAIC AND CLASSICAL POETRY

This category includes the most famous and most often cited scholia. By far the
most important are the Homer scholia, but those on Pindar and the Attic drama-
tists are also significant.

2.1.1 Homer

Ancient scholarship on Homer was extensive and of high quality, for the best
scholars of antiquity devoted much of their time and energy to the Homeric
poems. Work on Homer that could be described as scholarship goes back at least
to the classical period and probably to the sixth century Bc, and editing the text of
Homer was one of the main tasks of the first Alexandrian scholars. Zenodotus,
Aristophanes of Byzantium, and Aristarchus probably all produced editions of the
Iliad and Odyssey, and Aristarchus wrote extensive commentaries, while Zenodotus
and Aristophanes compiled glossaries of primarily Homeric words. In addition,
the early and persistent use of Homer as a school text meant that there was a tradi-
tion of school exegesis that reached back as far as the classical period. Though none
of the very early work on Homer survives in its original form, a surprising amount is
preserved in various later compilations, so we often know, for example, the read-
ings of several different Alexandrian scholars for a particular passage, and even some
of the arguments behind these readings (although the arguments preserved in later
sources cannot always be assumed to be those of the editor himself).

Two principal sources for the ancient scholarship on Homer survive: the scholia
and Eustathius’ commentaries, both of which are gigantic works filling many vol-
umes in modern editions. There are also some smaller works, some of which are
more valuable than others.

2.1.1.1 Scholia
Most of the old scholia to the Iliad fall into three groups: A, bT, and D. The A scholia
come from the margins of the most famous Iliad manuscript, Venetus
A (tenth century), where they were entered systematically by a single scribe. (A
scholia are also found in other manuscripts, including those whose scholia fall pri-
marily into one of the other categories, for they contain material that was widespread
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long before the writing of Venetus A. They are, however, defined by their occur-
rence in that manuscript: a scholion found elsewhere is considered to be an A
scholion if it duplicates material from Venetus A.") The origins of the A scholia are
clearer than is the case with most scholia, for at the end of almost every book the
scribe added a subscription indicating their source: mapdkettTar Ta "AptaTovikov
Inueta kat Ta Advpov Tlept Ths "AploTapxeiov Slopbuioews, Tvd 8¢ kal €k
s Thakiis mpoowdlas ‘Hpwdlavol kat ék Tob Nikdvopos Tlept aTuypis “Written
beside [the text] are Aristonicus’ ‘Signs”and Didymus’‘On the Aristarchean edition’,
and also some extracts from Herodian’s ‘Tliadic prosody and from Nicanor’s ‘On punc-
tuation’.” The principal basis of the A scholia is therefore the four works cited in
this subscription (all of which are now lost except insofar as they are preserved in
the scholia), but it is unlikely that the scribe who wrote it was actually copying from
the works themselves. Rather his source, or more likely his source’s source, was a
compilation of these four works (and some other material) probably made around
the fourth century Ap and known today as the “Viermdnnerkommentar” or VMK.

All four elements of the VMK represent Alexandrian scholarship to a signifi-
cant extent. Aristonicus’ treatise on signs, composed in the Augustan period, was
a compilation of excerpts from one of Aristarchus’ commentaries and from other
works, focusing on critical signs. Didymus’ work, probably also from the Augustan
period but later than that of Aristonicus (which Didymus probably used), was a
compilation based primarily on Aristarchus’ commentaries, though his focus was
on textual variants. Herodian’s treatise on Homeric accentuation, from the late
second century AD, also drew heavily on Aristarchus’ commentaries, and Nicanor’s
work on punctuation, from the first half of the second century ap, was based on
earlier works including those of the Alexandrians. The A scholia are thus a major
source of information about the opinions of Aristarchus and, to a lesser extent,
other Alexandrian scholars; they contain more than a thousand explicit references
to Aristarchus. They are of crucial importance for our knowledge of the text of
Homer, the goals and methods of Alexandrian scholarship, and ancient systems
of accentuation, punctuation, etc.

The A scholia also contain material that probably does not derive from VMK.
This information is more interpretive in nature and is related to material found in
the bT scholia; A scholia of this type are also called exegetical scholia and as such
are grouped with the bT scholia.

The bT scholia are so called because they are found in manuscript T (eleventh
century) and in the descendants of the lost manuscript b (6th century). They con-
tain some Alexandrian material (much of it attributable to Didymus) but seem to

1. Except that identification as a D scholion takes precedence over identification as
an A scholion, so material found in the main D-scholia manuscripts is considered to be
D-scholia material even if it also occurs in A. Thus the different groups of scholia are
grouped hierarchically in the order D, A, bT, other, and material is assigned to the first of
these groups in which it is found. It is not accidental that this hierarchy matches the
chronological order of creation of the earliest elements of each group.
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come more immediately from a commentary of the late antique period (known as
“c”), of which b produced a popular and T a more scholarly version. These scholia
are also known as the exegetical scholia, because they are concerned primarily
with exegesis rather than textual criticism. They include extensive extracts from
the'Opnpika {nmpata of Porphyry and the ‘Opnpikda mpopAnpaTa of Heraclitus
(see 2.1.1.3). Until recently the bT scholia were thought to be much less valuable
than the A scholia (whose worth has been recognized since the eighteenth century),
because of the limited extent to which they can aid in establishing the text of the
Homeric poems. In the past few decades, however, an increasing interest in an-
cient literary criticism has brought these scholia into new prominence, and they
are currently at the center of modern work on ancient Homeric scholarship.

The D scholia are unfortunately named after Didymus, with whom they are
now known to have no connection; they are also known as “scholia minora” or
“scholia vulgata.” They are the largest group of Homeric scholia, and our earliest
manuscript evidence for them is older than that for the other types of scholia, for
the chief witnesses to the D scholia are manuscripts Z and Q, which date to the
ninth and eleventh centuries respectively. D scholia are also found in a wide range
of other manuscripts, including A and T, where they can be identified by their
resemblance to notes found in Z, Q, or other manuscripts not part of the A or bT
traditions. Many D scholia are very short and appear as interlinear glosses in A
(and other manuscripts), but others are more substantial and take their place in
the margins of A.

The D scholia have diverse origins and form a heterogeneous group, but there
is no doubt that much of the material in them is very old, for there are remarkable
similarities between the D scholia and Homeric scholarship found on papyri; in
fact such similarities are much more frequent with the D scholia than with A or
bT scholia. One major component of the D scholia is lexicographical, consisting
of short definitions or explanations of difficult words. Many of these definitions
can also be found in papyrus glossaries and/or as marginalia or interlinear glosses
in papyrus texts of Homer, for they come from an ancient vulgate tradition of
interpretation. The basis of this tradition goes back to the schoolrooms of the clas-
sical period, so that it predates the Alexandrians and represents the oldest surviv-
ing stratum of Homeric scholarship. Other components of the D scholia include
mythological explanations, plot summaries, and prose paraphrases; these too are
paralleled in the papyri and must be ancient, though they probably do not go back
as far as the lexicographical element.

The D scholia have the distinction of existing in a number of medieval manu-
scripts as a self-standing commentary, without the text of Homer; they have thus
reversed the path usually taken by scholia, since a self-standing work has been
created out of notes from different sources, rather than a self-standing commen-
tary being broken down into separate notes. Partly as a result of their unusual
manuscript position, and partly because of their inherent usefulness for those who
need help to read Homer, they were the first Homeric scholia to be published in
printed form (in 1517) and remained pre-eminent until superseded by the A
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scholia. Subsequently they have been much neglected—until a few years ago the
1517 edition was the standard text—and it is only very recently that modern schol-
ars have begun to pay them serious attention. Now, however, it is recognized that
D-scholia lemmata sometimes preserve variant readings of the text that are not
otherwise attested, that their definitions can provide important evidence for the
meaning of Homeric words, and that they contain crucial information about the
history and evolution of ancient scholarship, the ancient education system, and
the way Homer was read and understood in antiquity.

The scholia to the Odyssey are much fewer and less well preserved than those
to the Iliad. This distinction goes back to antiquity, when the Iliad was consid-
ered the superior work and so was read and copied much more often than the
Odyssey. Nevertheless it is clear that the Alexandrians produced texts and com-
mentaries on both poems, and that ancient scholars discussed the interpretation
of the Odyssey as well as that of the Iliad. Thus equivalents of all three groups of
Iliad scholia can be found for the Odyssey scholia: there are Alexandrian text-critical
scholia, exegetical scholia of the bT type, and D scholia. However, because there
is no equivalent of Venetus A among the Odyssey manuscripts the different types
are not so easily separable by manuscript source.

Byzantine annotations to texts of the Iliad and Odyssey also exist, but these are
generally ignored and remain largely unpublished. The best-known group of Byz-
antine scholia is the “h-scholia” to the Iliad, because these were once thought to
be ancient, though they are now dated to the eleventh century.?

In addition to the uses of the Homer scholia already mentioned, they are im-
portant for the understanding of post-Homeric literature. Much of this literature,
both Greek and Latin, was based to some extent on the Homeric poems, but not
on the Homeric poems as we read them: rather on the Homer of the scholiasts.
Authors such as Apollonius Rhodius and Vergil drew on and alluded to Homer
based on the readings and interpretations current in their own time, and there-
fore the scholia provide us with information crucial for understanding their poems.

Most of the A and bT scholia to the Iliad are best consulted in the superb edition
of Erbse (1969-88 =TLG). This edition is highly selective and tries to represent
an early stage of the A and bT traditions, a feature that makes the most famous
scholia readily available and easy to consult but also results in the omission of
many scholia from different traditions, some of which are important. The omit-
ted material includes all the D scholia, the bT scholia derived from Porphyry and
Heraclitus, and some other material that cannot be easily assigned to any of the
three main groups of scholia, not to mention all the Byzantine scholia. The seven
volumes of Erbse’s edition thus represent only a small fraction of all the preserved
scholia, and since many scholia appearing in codex A are omitted from the edi-
tion because they belong to the D family, while others appearing in manuscripts
of the b family are ignored because they come from Porphyry or Heraclitus, the

2. Erbse (1960: 208) dates them to the 12th cent., but evidence of their use in the
Etymologicum magnum shows that they must be earlier; see Alpers (1981: 93 n. 36).
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edition is not even a complete collection of the scholia appearing in the manu-
scripts included.

Of the scholia omitted from Erbse the most important are the D scholia, which
can be found in Van Thiel’s edition (2000b). The Porphyry and Heraclitus scholia
are best consulted in editions of the works from which they came (see 2.1.1.3).
Even together, however, these editions do not cover all the Iliad scholia, nor do
they allow one to work out the full extent of the material in an individual manu-
script; even the contents of A, the most famous, cannot all be found in recently
published editions alone. For such purposes one must resort to the older editions
of Iliad scholia, which cover the most important manuscripts individually: W.
Dindorf (1875-8) for A and B, Maass (1887-8) for T, Nicole (1891 =TLG) for
the Geneva manuscript,? and Lascaris (1517) and De Marco (1946) for the two
branches of the D scholia. A complete facsimile of A has been published by De
Vries (1901) and is useful for understanding the printed versions of the A and D
scholia.

The situation regarding editions of the Odyssey scholia is both less complex and
less satisfactory. The standard edition for most scholia is that of W. Dindorf (1855
=TLG), which is decidedly inadequate (and note that the D scholia are marked
“V”in this edition). The first 309 lines of the first book only have received a better
edition by Ludwich (1888-90 =TLG). The D scholia to the Odyssey are being ed-
ited by Conrad (forthcoming) and are otherwise to be found only in Asulanus’ edi-
tion (1528).

It is possible to collect from the scholia the fragments of each of their sources,
so that these can be studied as a group. Such collections have been made for the
lost works of a number of ancient scholars, and these are sometimes convenient,
but they are usually based on superseded texts and so should not be used in iso-
lation. Collections include those of Duentzer (1848) on Zenodotus, Slater (1986)
and Nauck (1848) on Aristophanes of Byzantium, Friedlaender (1853 =TLG,
1850) and Carnuth (1869 =TLG, 1875) on Aristonicus and Nicanor, Moritz
Schmidt (1854) and Ludwich (1884-5:1i. 175-631) on Didymus, Lentz (1867—
70 = GG iii) on Herodian, and Schrader (1880-2, 1890) on Porphyry.

There is a vast corpus of papyrus Homerica (commentaries, glossaries, antholo-
gies, explanations, paraphrases, summaries) and annotated papyrus texts of Homer,
and each year it is augmented by new discoveries. This material is not normally
included in editions of the manuscript scholia and so is difficult to find; it is how-
ever often important. A few papyrus commentaries are incorporated into Erbse’s
edition, and the annotated texts are listed and in most cases reprinted by McNamee
(1992) and Van Thiel (1992). For guides to the rest of this material see M. L.

3. This manuscript contains bT and h scholia, including many (probably late) scholia
omitted by both Erbse and Van Thiel, as well as some independent old material esp. on
book 21. It is especially interesting for the later history of Homer scholarship because it
was owned by Manuel Moschopulus and by H. Stephanus (Henri Estienne).
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West (2001: 130-6), Lundon (1999), F. Montanari (1984, 1988b), Henrichs
(1971-3), and Raffaelli (1984);* further publications in Spooner (2002).

The literature on the Homer scholia is enormous. Important studies include
those of Erbse (1960), Van der Valk (1963—4), Martin Schmidt (1976), F. Mon-
tanari (1979), Henrichs (1971-3), and van Thiel (2000a), and general introduc-
tions include Nagy (1997), Gudeman (1921: 630-45), and the preface to Erbse
(1969-88); Lamberton and Keaney (1992) offer a look at ancient readings of
Homer as illustrated in the scholia and a variety of other sources. Works on some
of the themes of modern interest in these scholia include: on the connection be-
tween the Homer scholia and later literature, Schmit-Neuerburg (1999), Schlunk
(1974), and Rengakos (1993, 1994); on literary criticism, Richardson (1980),
Meijering (1987), and many recent articles, e.g. Niinlist (2003); on the work of
particular ancient scholars, Lithrs (1992), Matthaios (1999), Erbse (1959), Lehrs
(1882), and Ludwich (1884—5) on Aristarchus, Nickau (1977) on Zenodotus,
Blank (1983a) on Nicanor, Dyck (1987) and Latte (1924) on the glossographers,
and Ludwich (1912—14) on Demo.? In addition, most works on the textual his-
tory of the Homeric poems devote considerable attention to evaluating the an-
cient Homeric scholarship preserved in the scholia; recent examples of such works

include Apthorp (1980), M. L. West (2001), and Nagy (2004).

2.1.1.2 Eustathius
Eustathius, archbishop of Thessalonica (not to be confused with several other
Eustathii), wrote a number of commentaries on ancient authors in the twelfth
century AD. The most important of these is his massive work on Homer, but we
also possess a commentary on Dionysius Periegeta and the introduction to a com-
mentary on Pindar, as well as historical and religious works dealing with Eustathius’
own times. He is also sometimes credited with writing an epitome of Athenaeus’
Deipnosophistae, but this attribution is now frequently rejected.

Eustathius based his commentaries on an impressive range of ancient sources,
many of which are now lost to us in their original form. He consulted different
manuscripts of the texts with which he worked and recorded variant readings, thus
preserving for us the readings of manuscripts that have since disappeared. He also
made extensive use of scholia, lexica, and other scholarly works, some of which
no longer exist. In addition, he used works of ancient literature other than the
ones upon which he commented and thus sometimes preserves fragments of those
texts and variants otherwise lost.

The longest and most important of Eustathius” works is his commentary on
the Iliad. This was written for students and educated general readers, rather than

4. General lists of Homeric papyri, such as those in Pack (1965) or the Homer and
the Papyri website (www.chs.harvard.edu/homer_papyri), may also be helpful.

5. Though greatly neglected at present, Demo is worthy of further study, for numer-
ous fragments of her work are preserved, and she offers a rare example of a female scholar
(of the late antique/early Byzantine period).
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for scholars, and is designed to be read with or without the text of the Iliad. The author
provided it with a marginal index, which appears to be an invention of his own. The
main source is the Homeric scholia (both those we possess and others), but many
other works are also used (see the introduction to Van der Valk’s edition for details).
The commentary on the Odyssey is similar but much shorter and less important.

Eustathius’ commentaries have reached us in excellent condition. For the Iliad
commentary we possess, in addition to numerous copies, the author’s own auto-
graph manuscript. The identity of this manuscript (Codex Laurentianus Plut. LIX
2 and 3) was discovered fairly recently, and in consequence the only edition of
the text to be based on it (that of Van der Valk, 1971-87 =TLG) is by far the best.
For the Odyssey commentary there is no equivalent of Van der Valk's edition, and
one must use Stallbaum’s text (1825-6 =TLG). Stallbaum also produced a text of
the Iliad commentary (1827-30), but as he did not use the autograph manuscript
at all, Van der ValK’s text is always superior. There are separate indices both to
Van der Valk’s text (Keizer 1995) and to Stallbaum’s (Devarius 1828).

Modern scholarship on Eustathius is fairly extensive. Accessible introductions
in English include Browning (1992: 141-4) and N. Wilson (1983a: 196-204).
The introduction to Van der Valk's edition of the Iliad commentary (beginning in
volume one and continuing in volume two) is excellent, thorough, and written in
highly comprehensible Latin. More wide-ranging discussions, covering the non-
scholarly aspects of Eustathius’ life and works, can be found in Browning (1962—
3: 186-93), Kazhdan (1984: 115-95), and Wirth (1980).

References to Eustathius normally follow marginal numbers like references to a
classical text.” On the rare occasions when references are given using the Homeric
book and line numbers, patience is needed to pursue them; Eustathius’ discus-
sions do not always proceed in strict linear order, but Van der Valk inserts Homeric
line numbers into the text whenever Eustathius moves from one line to another.

2.1.1.3 Other Sources of Ancient Scholarship on Homer
A number of ancient works on Homer have survived as separate entities to some
extent, and there are also some Byzantine works that preserve ancient scholar-
ship. Though these have traditionally received much less attention than the scholia,
interest has grown in the past few decades, and a number have recently received
good new editions that make them much easier to consult.

The primary Homeric lexicon of the late antique period was that compiled by
Apollonius Sophista® in the first century ap, with sources including Apion, the

6. Readers interested in diacritics should, however, note that this edition does not re-
produce Eustathius’ own accent and breathing marks but regularizes these signs to fit modern
conventions; Eustathius’ own system is explained in the introduction, pp. xxvi—xxx.

7. Unfortunately, these numbers are omitted from the TLG version of the text, which
instead gives references by page and line of Van der Valk’s edition.

8. Also known as Apollonius son of Archibios, but to be distinguished from all the
other Apollonii involved with ancient scholarship.
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ancestors of the D scholia, and, indirectly, Aristarchus’ commentaries. Apollonius’
lexicon is for us one of the most important works of Greek lexicography, for it is a
key source of information on ancient understandings of Homer’s vocabulary and
how Homer was read in antiquity. In addition, the lexicon preserves many frag-
ments of earlier work, including but not limited to that of Aristarchus; for example
the obscure Homerist Heliodorus? is known primarily from Apollonius. An epitome
of Apollonius’ work has come down to us in a single manuscript, and we also have
several papyrus fragments of fuller versions, ranging in date from the first to the
fifth century ap; these differ among themselves to some extent, showing that
numerous alterations to the lexicon were made in the late antique period. Apol-
lonius’ lexicon was a source for Hesychius and the etymologica, which can also
provide some further information on its original state. The work is in approximate
alphabetical order; that is, most of the entries are grouped together by their first
two or three letters, but the other letters of the words are not usually taken into
account in determining their arrangement.

The text of the epitome can be found in Bekker (1833a =TLG), and the long-
est papyrus in Henrichs and Miiller (1976).1° Dyck (1993b) provides an edition
of the fragments of Heliodorus, including those from sources other than Apol-
lonius. Useful studies of the lexicon include those of Haslam (1994), Erbse (1960:
407-32), and Schenck (1974). F. Montanari (1996b) offers a good introduction
with further bibliography.

Apion,'! who lived in the late first century Bc and first century ap, compiled
an etymologizing Homeric lexicon entitled M\@ooat ‘Opnpikat, and a work of that
title with Apion’s name attached has survived, but the surviving work is probably
not the one Apion wrote. Apion’s own work was one of the principal sources of
Apollonius Sophista, who quotes from it extensively, showing that this lexicon was
different from the one we possess. The surviving lexicon is evidently a poorly made
collection of excerpts from a longer work, and is alphabetized by the first letters
of the words. The fragments of Apion’s own lexicon (including those from sources

9. This Heliodorus is probably the same person as the Herodorus mentioned by
Eustathius, who misattributed a version of the “Viermdnnerkommentar” to Apion and
Herodorus. It is unclear whether this Heliodorus the Homerist can be identified with
the metrician Heliodorus mentioned in the scholia to Aristophanes, but he is certainly to
be distinguished from several other writers of the same name, including the author of the
novel Aethiopica; the grammarian whose name is attached to Choeroboscus’ commen-
tary on Dionysius Thrax; a Neoplatonist philosopher who was the son of Hermeias and
brother of Ammonius; Heliodorus Periegeta the antiquarian; and Heliodorus Arabius the
sophist.

10. For editions of and bibliography on the other six fragments see Henrichs and Miiller
(1976: 29 n. 5) and Haslam (1994: 107-8). There is also an unpublished dissertation
with a re-edition of letters a—8 of the epitome (Steinicke 1957).

11. This Apion is the same as the one against whom Josephus’ Contra Apionem is
directed, and produced other works in addition to the lexicon; fragments of these works
can be found in Jacoby (1958: 122—44). See Dillery (2003).
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other than Apollonius) have been collected and discussed by Neitzel (1977 =TLG),
with an addendum by Theodoridis (1989); the other lexicon has been published
and discussed by Ludwich (1917-18 =TLG). Neitzel and Ludwich provide the
principal studies of these works, but other useful discussions include those of
Haslam (1994: 26-9, 35-43), Van der Valk (1963—4: esp. i. 294-302), and Bossi
(1998); see F. Montanari (1996a) for further bibliography.

The Mythographus Homericus is a somewhat amorphous entity. This term is
used to refer to the author of a lost work, probably composed in the first century
Ap, that related the full versions of myths alluded to in the Homeric poems. The
work could be called a mythological commentary, for it was arranged in the order
in which the allusions occurred in the poems. It tended to give only one particu-
lar version of each myth, attributed to a specific source; a number of the attribu-
tions can be shown to be genuine, and it seems that the compiler was using
important and now lost scholarly commentaries, probably Alexandrian. Although
most of this compiler’s work is lost in its original form, a number of papyrus frag-
ments (dated from the first/second to the fifth century Ap) have survived, and much
material from the commentary was incorporated into the D scholia, where it can
often be identified; although clearly related, the papyrus and D-scholia versions
of the same entries are not identical. The papyri have all been collected and in
some cases re-edited by Rossum-Steenbeek (1998: 278-309), who also provides
a good study and further bibliography; other useful discussions include those of
F. Montanari (1995) and Haslam (1990).

Another type of material found both in the papyri and in medieval manuscripts
is Homeric hypotheses, or summaries of small sections (usually individual books)
of the poems. These hypotheses, like those to dramatic texts, are found without
the poetic text in the papyri but are prefixed to it in manuscripts. A discussion of
the phenomenon and collection of the papyrus evidence can be found in Rossum-
Steenbeek (1998), and the medieval versions are published in editions of the
D scholia.

The ‘Opnpika mpopAipata (Quaestiones Homericae or Allegoriae Homericae)
attributed to Heraclitus offers allegorical interpretations and defenses of Homer’s
treatments of the gods. The Heraclitus in question is not Heraclitus of Ephesus,
the pre-Socratic philosopher, nor can he be identified with any of the other known
Heracliti; he seems to have written in the first century ap. His sources included
Apollodorus and Crates of Mallos, and there is some debate about whether his
work can be considered particularly Stoic in orientation. Heraclitus” work survives,
largely intact, in a number of manuscripts; much of it is also to be found in the bT
scholia, for which it was a major source (though Erbse’s edition omits the scholia
based on Heraclitus). The work is best consulted in the edition of Russell and
Konstan (2005), which includes an English translation and excellent introduc-
tion; another good option is Buffiere’s edition (1962 =TLG), which offers a French
translation and another good introduction. Discussions include those of Long
(1992: 45-8) and Bernard (1990, with further bibliography).
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A substantial essay entitled Tlept Tov Blov kal Tfis Totrjoews Tou Ourpou
(De Homero) is attributed to Plutarch but probably dates to the second or third
century AD. The first part contains a short biography of Homer, and the second
part discusses interpretation. The best text is that of Kindstrand (1990), but Keaney
and Lamberton (1996) offer a usable text of the second part with (unreliable)
English translation. The definitive study is that of Hillgruber (1994-9), and both
editions offer discussion and further bibliography.

The third-century (ap) Neoplatonic philosopher Porphyry!? has left us two
works on Homer. One is an extended allegory on Odyssey 13.102—12, the cave of
the nymphs; this piece is crucial for understanding the Neoplatonic interpreta-
tion of Homer. For discussion of its various editions see Alt (1998: 466).

Porphyry also composed a treatise entitled ‘Opnpica {ntipata (Quaestiones
Homericae), which is believed to be based in part on Aristotle’s six-book
AmopripaTa ‘Opnpikd (now lost except for a few fragments). Porphyry’s work is
exegetical in nature and consists not of a linear commentary but of a series of essays
that use discussion of specific passages to make larger points about Homeric in-
terpretation. Only the first book survives in its original form, in a single fourteenth-
century manuscript. Almost all the material in this manuscript is also found, in a
very similar form, in the bT scholia to Homer, showing that one of the major sources
of these scholia was Porphyry’s work, which was probably systematically cut up
and rearranged as scholia at a relatively late date. The later book(s) of Porphyry’s
work, though lost in their original form, are therefore probably all or almost all
preserved in the bT scholia (though the scholia from this source are systemati-
cally omitted from Erbse’s edition).

The standard text of the preserved first book is that of Sodano (1970 =TLG),
where the self-standing and scholia versions of Porphyry’s words are given in par-
allel columns. For the rest of the work one must rely on Schrader (1880-2 =TLG,
1890 =TLG), who used inferior manuscripts, made poor editorial judgements, and
arranged the material in the order in which it appears in the scholia, rather than
in Porphyry’s order. (This order is probably unavoidable for the later books, since
we have little chance of reconstructing the overall themes and arrangement of
Porphyry’s essays from the rearranged fragments, but Schrader follows it for the
first book as well.) Schlunk (1993) provides an English translation of Sodano’s
text, and there are good discussions in Sodano’s introduction and in Erbse (1960:
17-77).

The Epimerismi Homerici is a commentary consisting of grammatical explanations
and definitions of Homeric words; the émipepiopds format was an instructional

12. Also referred to by his Latin name Porphyrius, but not to be confused with Porfyrius,
or Publilius Optatianus Porfyrius, a Latin poet of the 4th cent. Ap, nor with the Pomponius
Porphyrio who commented on Horace. He is also to be distinguished from the Byzantine
Porphyry associated with the TTept mpoowdlas commentary on a supplement to [ps.-]
Dionysius Thrax.
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method of the Byzantine school tradition (rather like sentence-parsing in English
several generations ago), so most of the explanations in the Epimerismi Homerici
are elementary. The work was based on a wide range of sources, including Hero-
dian, Apion, the D scholia, and several lost works of ancient scholarship. Though
anonymously transmitted, the Epimerismi are likely to have been composed by
Choeroboscus in the ninth century. They are useful not only for what they tell us
about the Byzantine reading of Homer, but also because they preserve ancient
scholarship that is lost in its original form.

The Epimerismi were originally arranged in the order in which the words treated
appeared in the poems, but at a later stage the entries pertaining to the first three
books of the Iliad were reorganized in approximate alphabetical order. We have
several manuscripts of this later version, known as the “alphabetical epimerismi,”
as well as a few texts of the entries for the first book of the Iliad in their original
order, known as the “scholia-epimerismi.” Thus entries for the first book of the
Iliad are preserved in both versions (though each version contains some entries
that do not appear in the other), those for books 2 and 3 are preserved only in the
alphabetical version, and those after Iliad 3 are lost altogether. Additional mate-
rial that originally belonged to the Epimerismi can be found in the Etymologicum
Gudianum, which can be used to reconstruct the archetype. The standard edi-
tion of the Epimerismi is that of Dyck (1983-95 =TLG), who gives in the first
volume all the entries pertaining to the first book of the Iliad (regardless of which
manuscript tradition they are found in) and in the second volume the alphabeti-
cal epimerismi (with the exception of those presented in the first volume); this
work also provides a comprehensive discussion and further bibliography.

A number of ancient works on Homer with subject-matter outside the limits
of this book, including numerous biographies, survive and often contain informa-
tion that is still useful for scholarly purposes. This material has been collected in
the fifth volume of Allen’s edition of Homer (1912 =TLG), where it is conveniently
accessible with a reasonable text, and in M. L. West (2003), which offers a better
text and English translation. There are also other usable versions; for example the
TTept ‘Opnpov (Vita Homeri) of Proclus (a Neoplatonic philosopher of the fifth
century AD) has been edited with French translation and extensive discussion by
Severyns (1963). For a guide to editions of this material, and of the remains of
other ancient scholarship on Homer that is too insignificant to be discussed here,
see the list of abbreviations and editions in Erbse (1969-88); Graziosi (2002)
provides a discussion of the biographical tradition.

2.1.2 Aristophanes

The scholia to Aristophanes are among the most important sets of scholia, in part
because they provide historical background without which many of the jokes and
allusions in the comedies would be incomprehensible. They are relatively well
preserved, and most of them can be found in a sound and reliable modern edi-
tion, making them easier to use than many scholia.
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Most Aristophanes scholia fall into one of four groups: the old scholia, Tzetzes’
scholia, Thomas Magister’s scholia, and Demetrius Triclinius’ scholia. Scholarly
attention tends to focus on the old scholia, which are the most useful in terms of
the information they provide on Aristophanes, but the later annotations preserve
some old material and are interesting in their own right because of the perspec-
tive they offer on Byzantine scholarship.

The old scholia to Aristophanes are derived from a variety of sources going
back to the beginning of Alexandrian scholarship. Callimachus, Eratosthenes,
and Lycophron (a contemporary of Zenodotus) all worked on Aristophanes to
some extent, and the first continuous commentary on his plays was produced
by Euphronius, the teacher of Aristophanes of Byzantium. Aristophanes of Byzantium
himself produced an edition of the plays, providing an introduction to each (the ex-
tant verse hypotheses of the plays are thought to be distant descendants of these
introductions) and may also have written a commentary; Callistratus and Aristarchus
probably wrote commentaries on the plays, and Timachidas of Rhodes wrote one
on the Frogs.

The work of these and other scholars was combined into a single commentary
by Didymus in the late first century Bc or early first century Ap, and sometime in
the first two centuries Ab Symmachus compiled another commentary, using
Didymus as his main source but also consulting other works. At a later date
Symmachus’ commentary or one of its descendants, along with some other mate-
rial, was copied into the generous margins of a book of the plays of Aristophanes
and formed the archetype of our extant scholia.

Perhaps the most important of the additional sources of our scholia is the
metrical commentary on Aristophanes written by Heliodorus'? around ap 100.
This commentary is often studied apart from the other scholia, for it is crucial for
our understanding of ancient metrical theory but of limited use in understanding
Aristophanes. Heliodorus’ work has been preserved to varying extents for the dif-
ferent plays; one can reconstruct from the scholia nearly all of it for the Peace, as
well as substantial sections of it for the Acharnians and Knights and some frag-
ments for the Clouds and Wasps, but little else.

In addition to the direct tradition of the scholia, which is well attested in sev-
eral manuscripts, there is an indirect tradition via the Suda, whose writer had access
to the same body of material when it was more complete and therefore often pre-
serves scholia that did not survive in the direct tradition. There are also a number

13. It is unclear whether this Heliodorus can be identified with the Homeric com-
mentator preserved by Apollonius Sophista (on whom see 2.1.1.3 above), but he is clearly
not to be identified with many other writers of the same name, including the author of
the novel Aethiopica; the grammarian whose name is attached to Choeroboscus’ com-
mentary on Dionysius Thrax; a Neoplatonist philosopher who was the son of Hermeias
and brother of Ammonius; Heliodorus Periegeta the antiquarian; and Heliodorus Arabius
the sophist.
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of papyri and ancient parchment fragments with commentaries or scholia on
Aristophanes; on the whole, those of the fourth century and later seem to reflect
a body of material very similar to the ancestor of our scholia (though in some places
more complete), while the earlier ones, which are much rarer, apparently belong
to different traditions.

Byzantine scholarship, at least in its later centuries, focused primarily on the
triad of plays made up of the Plutus, Clouds, and Frogs, but scholia recentiora on
other plays also exist. Tzetzes and Triclinius each produced several editions of the
plays with commentary, making their scholia somewhat complex; whether
Thomas Magister also made two editions of Aristophanes is debated.!* From
Tzetzes edition (the original scope of which is unknown) we have long commen-
taries on the triad, a shorter set of notes on the Birds, and a preface to the Knights.
His notes make use of old scholia that are no longer extant, as well as manuscripts
with better texts of the plays than we now possess, but also contain a consider-
able amount of guesswork. Thomas’s commentaries, which are less extensive, are
confined to the Plutus, Clouds, and Frogs. Triclinius’ notes, which are often based
on Thomas’s as well as on old scholia, cover the Plutus, Clouds, Frogs, Knights,
Acharnians, Wasps, Birds, and Peace; he is probably responsible for nearly all the
metrical scholia not traceable to Heliodorus. Eustathius also wrote a commentary
on Aristophanes, which is lost apart from fragments in later scholia, and addi-
tional contributions to our corpus of scholia recentiora were made by Moscho-
pulus and Maximus Planudes.

The best edition of the scholia is a multivolume work edited first by W. J. W.
Koster and later by D. Holwerda (1960— =TLG "), which includes both old and
Byzantine scholia, usually in separate volumes. The volumes containing the Thes-
mophoriazusae and Ecclesiazusae have not yet appeared, so for those plays the
standard text of the scholia is still that of Diibner (1842 =TLG).'® While the Koster—
Holwerda edition is unquestionably the best in terms of completeness and quality
of the text presented, a number of older ones are still useful for specific pur-
poses. Rutherford’s edition (1896) of the scholia in the Ravenna manuscript pro-
vides translations and commentary in English. White’s edition of the Heliodorus
fragments (1912: 384-421) extracts all the Heliodorus fragments from the scholia,
groups them together, and provides an excellent introduction (in English) with
explanation of Heliodorus” Greek. Jorsal et al. (1970) collect the Byzantine met-
rical scholia to the Frogs. White’s edition of the Birds scholia (1914) has much

14. See Koster (1964) and O. L. Smith (1976b).

15. For the Aristophanes scholia the TLG uses the new edition for only a few plays,
and Diibner for the rest.

16. This text must be treated with caution, particularly because it includes some
material from the Suda that is not actually found in manuscripts of Aristophanes, and
makes this material seem to be scholia. One result of this problem is that modern litera-
ture sometimes contains references to “Aristophanes scholia” that cannot be found in
the Koster—Holwerda edition, only in Diibner and in the Suda.
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more detailed indices than the new edition, and Koster (1927) provides an im-
portant supplement for Plutus and Clouds.

Papyri with Aristophanes commentaries or scholia are not uncommon, and are
conveniently collected with German translation and excellent discussion by Trojahn
(2002). In addition, most of those relating to extant plays are included in the Koster—
Holwerda edition, and those relating to lost plays can be found in Austin (1973).

Discussions of the Aristophanes scholia are numerous, lengthy, and extremely
varied in character and conclusions. The best overview in English is still White’s
exceptionally lucid introduction to his edition of the Birds scholia (1914), which
covers the entire history of the creation and transmission of the scholia and in-
cludes detailed information on Didymus and Symmachus; this work is, however,
out of date in places and is concerned almost exclusively with the old scholia.
Dunbar’s introduction (1995: 31-49) is briefer but up to date and covers all types
of scholarship. Rutherford (1905) offers a detailed and highly informative exami-
nation of the nature and contents of the old scholia, but many of his views are no
longer accepted, and the author’s evident grumpiness can make the book diffi-
cult to read. Additional discussions of textual history can be found in Koster (1985),
Hangard (1983, 1985), and the prefaces to the individual volumes of the Koster—
Holwerda edition (particularly volumes i.i a, i.iii.i, and ii.i). Montana (1996) dis-
cusses the information the old scholia provide on the ’Afnvalov molitela.

The papyrus scholia and commentaries are particularly interesting for the ques-
tion of the dating of the transition from self-standing commentary to marginal
scholia, as the marginal commentaries in Aristophanes papyri of the fourth cen-
tury and later tend to resemble the medieval scholia more than is the case with
other authors. Discussions of this and other issues relating to the papyri can be
found in Trojahn (2002), Zuntz (1975), H. Machler (1994: 124-6), Luppe (1978,
1982), and McNamee (1977: 175-96, 356; forthcoming). The best sources for
discussion of Heliodorus are White (1912: 384-95) and Holwerda (1964, 1967).
For the scholia recentiora one can consult N. Wilson (1962), O. L. Smith (1976b),
Koster (1964), Koster and Holwerda (1954), Holzinger (1930), and the prefaces
to volumes i.iii.ii, iii.iv b, and iv.i of the Koster—Holwerda edition. For examples
of the way scholars use the Aristophanes scholia for historical information on the
plays and on Athenian history and culture, see Carawan (1990), Lavelle (1989),
Sutton (1980), Bicknell (1975), and Holwerda (1958).

2.1.3 Euripides

The scholia to Euripides are of great importance but difficult to use with confi-
dence because of the lack of a reliable edition. Of the nineteen surviving plays of
Euripides, only nine have preserved scholia: a large amount of annotation exists
for the “Byzantine triad” of Orestes, Hecuba, and Phoenissae, and less extensive
but still substantial notes survive on the Medea, Hippolytus, Alcestis, Andromache,
Rhesus, and Troades. For most plays the scholia are easily divisible into old and
Byzantine scholia, though in the case of Rhesus and Troades the two types are more
difficult to separate.
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The old scholia go back to the work of Aristophanes of Byzantium, who estab-
lished the Alexandrian text and colometry of Euripides’ plays, wrote introductions
to them, and passed on a number of additional pieces of scholarly information
(probably via notes or lectures rather than a complete commentary). Aristophanes’
textual resources included the official Athenian copy of the tragedies, established
less than a century after Euripides’ death and purloined by the library at Alexan-
dria, and he also had detailed historical information going back to Euripides’ own
time, since he provided information on the original productions of the plays. Other
Alexandrians subsequently wrote commentaries on the plays, and these were
combined into a composite commentary by Didymus around the end of the first
century BC. The scholia have a note stating that they were taken from the com-
mentaries of Didymus and Dionysius, but we have no idea who Dionysius was or
when he flourished. However, there do not seem to have been significant addi-
tions to the old scholia after the mid-third century ap.

The old scholia are very important for establishing the text of the plays, not only
because their evidence for textual transmission makes it possible to sort out the
intricate manuscript tradition of the plays, but also because their lemmata and com-
mentary often preserve correct readings that have been lost from the text itself in all
branches of the tradition. They also contain much valuable information from the
Alexandrian commentators, on the productions, the staging, the poet’s sources, tex-
tual variants, etc.; this is mixed with lexicographical and mythological information
dating to the early Roman period, and with paraphrases from school editions.

A number of late papyri contain commentaries on Euripides or marginal scholia;
these agree closely with those found in the manuscripts.

Most of the plays, including a number for which there are no surviving scholia,
are accompanied by hypotheses. There are three types of hypotheses: one group
descends from the introductions written by Aristophanes of Byzantium (though
the degree to which the surviving versions resemble his originals is a matter of
dispute), a second set was composed by Byzantine scholars using earlier material,
and a third group descends from plot summaries originally intended as substitutes
for the plays rather than introductions to them. None of the sets is extant for all
the plays; for some plays only one type of hypothesis is preserved, but for others
multiple surviving hypotheses allow direct comparison between the different
groups. The ancestor of the third group of hypotheses was a complete set of epito-
mes of Euripides’ plays, arranged in alphabetical order. This work, now known as
the “Tales from Euripides,” circulated widely in the Roman period, quite inde-
pendently of the tragedies themselves, and we have substantial fragments of it on
anumber of papyri from the first to third centuries Ap, including the epitomes of
many lost plays. The “Tales from Euripides” are often attributed to Aristotle’s pupil
Dicaearchus of Messene, though many scholars consider the attribution spuri-
ous, or suspect that only some material from Dicaearchus’ epitomes survived as
part of a collection compiled in the first century BC or AD.

The Byzantine scholia, which are most numerous for the Byzantine triad but
also found with other plays, consist of a well-preserved commentary by Moscho-
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pulus (based in part on the work of his teacher Planudes), a partially preserved
commentary by Thomas Magister, and two sets of work by Thomas'’s pupil Deme-
trius Triclinius: some early (“proto-Triclinian”) commentary and a substantial and
largely original later commentary. There are also some anonymous Byzantine
scholia. At present the Byzantine work is used primarily to establish the history of
the text in the Byzantine period, but these commentaries are also important for
understanding the history of Byzantine scholarship, particularly in the field of
meter. The non-metrical Byzantine scholia are generally ignored, but that may be
a mistake, for it has been shown that some Byzantine commentators had access
to ancient material now lost to us (see Barrett 1965).

The best text of the old scholia is that of Schwartz (1887-91 =TLG), but this
is based on a small number of manuscripts and omits scholia found elsewhere, as
well as recording inadequately the different variations in the scholia that are in-
cluded. The result is that some ancient material on Euripides remains unpub-
lished and hence unused; moreover Schwartz’s text could be corrected to give us
a better understanding of the published portion of the ancient material. Correc-
tions and additions are scattered through the literature of the past century; the
largest contribution is that of Daitz (1979 =TLG), who provides a complete edi-
tion of the scholia in one of the manuscripts not consulted by Schwartz.

Schwartz did not include the Byzantine scholia, and as a result the only rea-
sonably complete edition of those scholia remains that of W. Dindorf (1863b),
who published them together with the old scholia. Dindorf’s edition is most inad-
equate, particularly in the case of Triclinius, for whose final commentary Dindorf
did not make any use of the still-extant autograph manuscript (T). In recent years,
however, reliance on Dindorf has been reduced by the appearance of several par-
tial editions of the Byzantine scholia: one of Demetrius Triclinius’ metrical scholia
(De Faveri 2002, based on the autograph), one of a group of anonymous metrical
scholia, descended from the proto-Triclinian commentary, that were entirely
omitted by Dindorf (O. L. Smith 1977), and one of anonymous Byzantine exegeti-
cal scholia to the Phoenissae (Schartau 1981).

The hypotheses to extant plays are traditionally printed with the texts of the
tragedies and can be found in almost any edition; the best is that of Diggle (1981~
94), which includes the papyrus material. The papyrus hypotheses to both lost
and extant plays have been collected and in some cases re-edited by Rossum-
Steenbeek (1998) and can also be consulted in their original editions; the most
important are P.Oxy. xxvii. 2455 and PSI xii.ii. 1286. New fragments continue to
be published.

Discussions of ancient and medieval scholarship on Euripides are numerous
and fall into several categories. For general information see Barrett (1964: 45—
57,78-81), Zuntz (1965: 249-75), Page (1934), Gudeman (1921: 662-72), and
Wilamowitz (1889: 120-219), and for the papyrus commentaries and marginalia
see H. Maehler (1994: 109-14), McNamee (1977: 168-75; forthcoming), and
Luppe (2002). An extraordinary amount of work has been done on the hypoth-
eses (particularly the “Tales from Euripides”) and their history and influence, and
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the flow of publications continues unabated as new papyrus fragments appear.
Of particular note are Zuntz (1955: 129-52), Barrett (1965), Rusten (1982), and
especially Rossum-Steenbeek (1998, with further bibliography); for more refer-
ences see also Van Looy (1991-2), but much work has appeared subsequent to
both bibliographies, perhaps most notably Luppe (1996, 2002).

A great deal has also been written on the textual tradition of the scholia (espe-
cially in the Byzantine period) and on the history and authorship of various Byz-
antine commentaries; the definitive work on this subject is now that of Giinther
(1995, with references to earlier works). Delcourt (1933) presents the ancient
biographies of Euripides. There is also a substantial body of articles that use the
old scholia and hypotheses to provide insights into the text of Euripides, the his-
tory of the plays and of the myths involved, the methods and knowledge of the
Alexandrians, etc.; because of the poorly edited state of the old scholia, new dis-
coveries, including discoveries of fragments of other ancient works, are not un-
common. For examples of such work see Holwerda (1976), Luppe (1992), Poltera
(1997), and Theodoridis (1996).

2.1.4 Sophocles

The scholia to Sophocles contain much ancient and valuable information. They
are divided into old and Byzantine scholia, but the separation is not always
straightforward.

The old scholia, which fill a substantial volume, are based on a composite com-
mentary by Didymus (drawing on Alexandrian sources), along with material from
the Roman-period scholars Pius, Sal(l)ustius, Herodian, Diogenianus, and others.
For reasons that are not quite clear, the Oedipus at Colonus has the most useful
and informative old scholia. The most important manuscript of Sophocles, the tenth-
century L, has only old scholia and is our primary source for the ancient material.
However, some other manuscripts also contain old scholia, which they sometimes
report more fully than does L, and the Suda and the Etymologicum genuinum con-
tain remnants of more old scholia in a fuller form than that found in L.

There is also a large mass of Byzantine scholia, attached primarily to the “Byz-
antine triad” (the texts usually read in the later Byzantine period) of Ajax, Electra,
and Oedipus Rex. The Byzantine scholia derive from commentaries by Moscho-
pulus, Thomas Magister, Triclinius, and sometimes Planudes or other scholars;
these writers had access to old scholia, including some that have since disappeared,
and certain of the Byzantine commentaries incorporated a considerable amount
of ancient material. As the contributions from different sources are marked in a
number of manuscripts, it is possible to separate the different Byzantine commen-
taries with reasonable confidence. Identifying the old material in them when it is
not also in L is trickier, but for that reason the Byzantine scholia continue to hold
out hopes of new discoveries of ancient material.

The Byzantine scholia are now used primarily for reconstructing the textual tra-
dition of Sophocles and for understanding Byzantine scholarship. The old scholia
are frequently used for historical, textual, lexical, and interpretive information.
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Papyri have provided fewer contributions of commentary on Sophocles than
on other important authors, but a few papyri of Sophocles do contain marginal
scholia. Those in the "IxvevTal papyrus (second century Ap) attribute certain vari-
ant readings to Theon, but it is unclear which Theon is meant.

The hypotheses to Sophocles’ plays show many similarities to those of Euripides.
As in the case of Euripides, multiple hypotheses to individual plays have been pre-
served via the manuscript tradition, and it is clear that several different types of
hypothesis existed already in antiquity, with the oldest being based on the intro-
ductions written by Aristophanes of Byzantium. Papyri of non-Aristophanic hypoth-
eses without the plays themselves exist, indicating a phenomenon like that of the
“Tales from Euripides,” but because these papyri are fewer and differ in some im-
portant respects from the “Tales from Euripides” papyri, the nature and purpose of
these hypotheses is less well understood than that of their Euripidean equivalents.

The old scholia to the Ajax have been well edited by Christodoulou (1977
=TLG), the old scholia to the Oedipus at Colonus by De Marco (1952 =TLG),
and the Byzantine scholia to the Oedipus Rex by Longo (1971 =TLG). For the
rest of the scholia no good editions exist. The old scholia to all the plays (edited
from L with insufficient attention to other manuscripts) can be consulted in
Papageorgius’s text (1888 =TLG) or failing that in Elmsley’s (1825), and some of
the Byzantine material is given by W. Dindorf (1852b), though some remains
unpublished. There is a detailed discussion of these and earlier editions in Turyn
(1949: 96-102), and Scattolin (2003) provides a text of some additional scholia
to the Electra. The papyrus marginalia can be found in Carden (1974) and McNamee
(1977:162-7; forthcoming). The hypotheses to extant plays are published in most
editions of Sophocles; those found on papyrus, including ones to lost plays, have
been collected and in some cases re-edited by Rossum-Steenbeek (1998).

Discussions of the sources and textual history of the scholia include Havekoss
(1961), Dawe (1973), De Marco (1936, 1937), Bollack (1990:i. 157—61), and
Gudeman (1921: 656-62), most with further bibliography. For examples of the
use of the scholia see Meijering (1985), Kopff (1976), Turyn (1944, 1949, 1952,
1958), Piérart (1993), O. L. Smith (1982¢, 1992), Van der Valk (1984), and
Aubreton (1949). On the hypotheses see Rossum-Steenbeek (1998, with further
bibliography) and Gelzer (1976).

2.1.5 Aeschylus

The scholia to Aeschylus are less rewarding than most and at the same time pose
many serious difficulties. The scholia are of crucial importance in attempts to un-
derstand the highly problematic Aeschylean textual tradition'” and in consequence

17. In fact the scholia are now less useful for these purposes than they once were,
not only because much of the tradition has finally been understood but also because it is
now clear that Aeschylean scholia were sometimes copied from sources other than those
used for the main text of a manuscript and hence are difficult to use in establishing stem-
mata for the text (cf. O. L. Smith 1981).
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have been the subject of vast amounts of scholarly attention, but there is still no
complete text of the scholia to Aeschylus, and some of the partial editions that do
exist are less than fully reliable.

Six different types of Aeschylean scholia can be distinguished. Most highly re-
garded are the old scholia, which contain material from the Hellenistic and Roman
periods, including some that is almost certainly Alexandrian; it is sometimes argued
that these scholia derive from a commentary by Didymus, but this theory remains
unproven.'$ All the scholia found in the oldest and most important Aeschylus manu-
script, the tenth-century M,'? are old; as scholia to the Choephori and Supplices are
found only in M, all the scholia on those plays are old.

Next in order of age are the A or ¢ scholia,?® which derive from a commentary
ascribed (probably falsely) to John Tzetzes. As their author (like a number of other
Byzantine scholiasts) had access to a version of the old scholia, some scholia are,
strictly speaking, both old and ®; nevertheless some writers use the term “old”
only for the scholia found in M. The ¢ scholia are much longer and more nu-
merous than the other classes of scholia but exist only for the “Byzantine triad”
(Prometheus, Persae, and Septem, the plays normally read in the later Byzantine
period). The & scholia are sometimes nearly valueless, but at other times they
provide ancient material omitted or abridged in M it is clear that their author was
using a manuscript with ancient scholia very similar to those in M but without
some of M’s errors and omissions.

Also confined to the “Byzantine triad” are the Thoman or B scholia?! composed
by Thomas Magister at the end of the thirteenth century. The Triclinian scholia
produced by Demetrius Triclinius in the early fourteenth century, as well as the
proto-Triclinian scholia representing an earlier version of his commentary, exist
both for the triad and for the Agamemnon and Eumenides. The proto-Triclinian
scholia are based on a better text of the old scholia than that now surviving in M,
so they are useful for reconstructing the old material, particularly for the sections
of the Agamemmnon missing from M. The Triclinian scholia represent more origi-

18. See Gudeman (1921: 654); Wartelle (1971: 185-95, 344); Dawe (1975: 642-3).

19. This is actually the same manuscript as the one called “L.” when dealing with
Sophocles (and Apollonius Rhodius); its full name is “Laurentianus Mediceus 32.9.”

20. The designation “A” goes back to Butler and is much more commonly used than
“®,” which originated with Wilamowitz; ¢ is nevertheless preferable because it avoids
confusion with manuscript A (with which these scholia have no special connection, though
& scholia do appear in that manuscript). The designation ¢ is therefore gaining popular-
ity and is used e.g. in the most recent Teubner text of Aeschylus.

21. The B scholia have no more connection to manuscript B than the A/® scholia
have to manuscript A (in fact less, since manuscript B tends to have ® scholia), but in
this case there is no accepted alternative designation. The classification of Aeschylus
scholia into the various types is also less than straightforward, and many individual scholia
have been reclassified as they were better understood, with the result that scholars of
previous generations do not always mean exactly the same thing as more recent writers
when they discuss B (or A) scholia.
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nal work by Triclinius and so are useful primarily for understanding Byzantine
scholarship; they are exceptionally well preserved, because we have Triclinius’
autograph manuscript (T).?? In addition, there are a few later (post-Triclinian)
scholia and some “minority” scholia that cannot be assigned with confidence to
any of the above classes.

For scholia on the Agamemnon, Choephori, Eumenides, and Supplices, the best
text is unquestionably that of O. L. Smith (1976a =TLG), which includes all ex-
tant scholia on those plays. Old, proto-Triclinian, and Triclinian scholia are given
in separate sections, making it easy to tell the type of material in the scholion one
is reading but less than straightforward to follow up a reference. If Smith’s text is
unavailable, the next best choice for the Oresteia is Thomson's edition (1966: i.
211-77), though this is not complete; in addition, one may safely use Wecklein
(1885) for the scholia from M, and Van Heusde’s edition (1864) is fairly reliable.

For the Septem the best text is O. L. Smith’s (1982a =TLG); although not ab-
solutely complete with respect to late scholia, this edition contains anything any-
one is reasonably likely to want. Material is presented simply in order of line
numbers, not classified by type of scholion as in Smith’s other volume, so refer-
ences are easy to follow but one has to judge the antiquity of each scholion for
oneself based on the manuscripts in which it occurs (given in full at the end of
each entry). Such judgements are not always easy to make, but the following sim-
plified rules will work most of the time: everything in M and 1" is old; scholia in B,
C, N, Ng, P, Pd, V, Y, and Yb are normally $ scholia; scholia in F, Fb, Fc, K, Lc,
Lh, Ra, Rb, or 6 (the symbol for the agreement of all these manuscripts) are
Thoman; scholia occurring only in F are proto-Triclinian; scholia in T are Triclinian;
and post-Triclinian material occurs in manuscripts A% and Za.

In the absence of Smith’s text one could attempt to use Morocho Gayo'’s (1989)
edition, which has the advantage of being even more comprehensive (except for
the interlinear scholia and glosses, which are all omitted) but the disadvantage of
containing many errors. Otherwise one must use different publications for the
different manuscripts: Wecklein (1885) for M, O. L. Smith (1975: 240-6) for
the proto-Triclinian material, W. Dindorf (18634, 1864) for the Triclinian scholia,
and W. Dindorf (1851a) for the ® scholia.

For the Prometheus and the Persae no comprehensive editions of scholia exist.
Herington (1972 =TLG) provides an excellent text of M, ®, and minority scholia
to the former play, while Smyth (1921 =TLG) records all the Triclinian scholia to
the Prometheus (important supplements in O. L. Smith 1974). For the Persae

22. When using editions of this manuscript (which is sometimes necessary), one
should observe that Triclinius marked the marginal scholia to indicate their origins:
Triclinius” own work is preceded by a cross (+) and sometimes the word fpétepa or
nuétepov, while older material (including the B scholia) is indicated by a capital letter
and sometimes the word maatév or malaid. Interlinear glosses are not so marked, but it
is clear that some of these are old and some are Triclinian—though not always clear which
are which.
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Massa Positano (1963 =TLG) has edited the Triclinian scholia, and the scholia
from M can be found in Wecklein (1885); the ® scholia have been edited by
Zabrowski (1984), in the absence of which text either Dahnhardt (1894 =TLG)
or W. Dindorf (1851a =TLG) can be used, though neither is very accurate. In
using both Dindorf and Wecklein one should beware of variant readings labelled
“sch. rec.” (and listed in the TLG Canon as “scholia recentiora”); in many cases
these are not alternative manuscript readings at all, but corrections to the scholia
made by a sixteenth-century editor (see O. L. Smith 1982b; Zabrowski 1987).

Discussions of the Aeschylus scholia are numerous and sometimes confus-
ing. The most useful are probably Herington's introduction (1972: 3-51, in
English with bibliography) and the prefaces to O. L. Smith’s two volumes (19764,
1982a, both in highly readable Latin and the former with a good bibliography).
Also useful are Spoerri (1980), O. L. Smith (1967, 1975 (with good bibliogra-
phy), 1979, 1980), Thomson (1966 i. 63—4; 1967), Turyn (1943), Smyth (1921),
and Gudeman (1921: 652-6). The papyri are discussed by McNamee (1977:
160-2; forthcoming).

Most of the plays are accompanied by hypotheses, which are printed with the
text in standard editions. See also Rossum-Steenbeek (1998: 356, 233-6).

2.1.6 Pindar

The voluminous scholia to Pindar offer abundant ancient material unmixed with
later additions and are useful for a number of different purposes. Because of the
extent to which these purposes diverge, discussions and even editions of Pindar
scholia often cover only one type of material. The main divisions are between
metrical and non-metrical and between old and Byzantine scholia.

There is a large body of old metrical scholia, compiled probably in the fifth
century AD and based on a metrical analysis of the Odes written in the second
century AD. This analysis incorporated a commentary by Didymus that transmit-
ted the work of Alexandrian scholars and was based on the text and metrical divi-
sions established by Aristophanes of Byzantium; its medieval transmission was in
part separate from that of the text of the Odes and their non-metrical scholia.
Scholars now generally agree that Aristophanes’ colometry and the Alexandrian
metrical analysis do not go back to Pindar himself and that in consequence the
metrical scholia are of little use for understanding Pindar’'s own metrical inten-
tions. They are, however, very important for our understanding of ancient metri-
cal theory, since their detailed, line-by-line analysis (with continuous texts often
resembling a treatise rather than traditional scholia) offers one of the few surviv-
ing examples of the practical application of the theories preserved in Hephaestion’s
manual.

Several Byzantine works on Pindaric meters are also preserved, including an
influential verse treatise by Isaac Tzetzes, brother of the more famous John Tzetzes,
and a substantial set of scholia by Demetrius Triclinius. Both of these contain
ancient material and so are important for reconstructions of the original text of
our metrical scholia, as well as for an understanding of the revival of metrical study
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in the Byzantine period. Tzetzes' work is, however, based much more on ancient
sources than is Triclinius’ largely original analysis.

The old metrical scholia are best consulted in the editions of Tessier (1989) or
Trigoin (1958); if necessary they can also be found in Drachmann’s text of all the
old Pindar scholia (1903-27 =TLG). An edition of Tzetzes” work is given by
Drachmann (1925), and that of Triclinius is split between Abel (1891 =TLG),
who edits the scholia to the Olympian Odes and Pythians 1 and 2, and Irigoin
(1958), who provides the scholia to Pythians 2—12. Giinther (1998) has edited a
third Byzantine treatise. Discussions, however, are more unified: Budelmann
(1999) offers a brief introduction to all the metrical scholia, and Irigoin (1958)
provides an excellent detailed study of the corpus.

The exegetical scholia to Pindar are more numerous than the metrical scholia
and have an equally impressive pedigree, since they preserve the remains of com-
mentaries by Aristarchus and several of his successors, incorporated into a com-
prehensive work by Didymus and then epitomized in the second century ap. Like
the old metrical scholia, they are virtually free of late interpolations, so that al-
most any piece of information found in them can be assumed to come from the
Alexandrians (though not necessarily without abridgement and alteration). These
scholia attempt to explain the difficulties of the Odes and offer an interpretation of
the poet’s meaning. In doing so they invoke historical, biographical, and mythologi-
cal data, some of which appear to derive from accurate transmission of information
going back to Pindar’s own time, though parts seem to be simply Alexandrian con-
jecture based on the poems themselves. The proportions in which these two types
of material occur, and therefore the extent to which one can rely on information
provided by the scholia but not otherwise verifiable, are the subject of debate (see
Lefkowitz 1975a; P. Wilson 1980). It is, however, clear that the interpretations
found in the scholia were widely accepted in antiquity, for they are reflected in
later poetry influenced by Pindar, such as that of Theocritus, Callimachus, and
Horace (see Lefkowitz 1985: 280-2). The best edition of these scholia is that of
Drachmann (1903-27 =TLG); their sources and transmission are discussed by
Deas (1931), Gudeman (1921: 647-52), Irigoin (1952), and Grandolini (1984).23

Two substantial fragments of ancient commentaries on Pindar are preserved
on papyrus,** and there are also some fragments of the text with marginalia.>®

23. Pindar’s Odes have two sets of line numbers, an ancient one (based on the work
of Aristophanes of Byzantium) that divides the poems into very short lines and a modern
one (based on the rediscovery of the underlying metrical structure by Boeckh in the early
19th cent.) yielding longer lines. Though modern scholarship on Pindar uses the newer
line numbers, many editions of the scholia, including Drachmann’s, use the older line
numbers. Conversion is possible by reference to the text, since most editions include both
sets of line numbers.

24. P.Berol. 13419, from the 3rd cent. Ap or later (published by Wilamowitz 1918:
749-50) and P.Oxy. xxxi. 2536, from the 2nd cent. AD.

25. P.Oxy.v. 841 (2nd cent. AD), P.Rain. i. 23 (6th cent. AD).
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These fragments, unlike those on many other authors, seem to be related to the
extant manuscript scholia. For details see H. Maehler (1994: 114-20), McNamee
(1977: 271-302; forthcoming), and the editions of the papyri concerned.

Eustathius of Thessalonica, author of the famous twelfth-century commentary
on Homer, also wrote a commentary on Pindar. Only the introduction now remains,
but it is useful for quotations from odes that have since disappeared. Though the
work survives only in a single manuscript, the text is generally good. The definitive
edition is that of A. Kambylis (1991a =TLG); when this is not available the best
alternative is the edition appended to Drachmann (1903-27). The main studies are
by Kambylis (1991b and introduction to Kambylis 1991a). A few minor Byzantine
works on Pindar also exist, some containing older metrical material; some can be
found in Drachmann (1903-27: vol. iii) and others in Abel (1891).

The scholia to Pindar are frequently cited by modern scholars, most often in
discussions of Pindaric interpretation, for which they remain crucial, but also for
historical and mythological information that can be used for other purposes; they
are of course also very useful for work on ancient metrical theory and on the evo-
lution of scholia. Their value for establishing the text of Pindar is high, as they
sometimes preserve the correct reading for passages that have been corrupted in
all extant manuscripts of the text. For examples of how the scholia are used see
Barrett (1973), Hubbard (1987), Lambin (1986), Lefkowitz (1975b), and works
cited in the sources already mentioned. Arrighetti et al. (1991) provide a concor-
dance to the scholia.

2.1.7 Hesiod

The scholia to Hesiod are voluminous, useful, and of impressive antiquity. An-
cient scholarship on Hesiod began early, for lost interpretive works appear to date
at least as early as Aristotle, and the first critical text was produced by Zenodotus.
Zenodotus, Apollonius Rhodius, Aristophanes of Byzantium, Aristarchus, Crates,
Aristonicus, and Didymus all left textual or interpretive comments on Hesiod that
are still preserved under their names, though they did not all write full commen-
taries on the poems.

The oldest portion of our surviving scholia comprises the remains of a com-
posite commentary of uncertain authorship (Choeroboscus and Dionysius of
Corinth have both been suggested, but the author could be completely unknown).
This commentary was a compilation of earlier writings, including both grammati-
cal and critical notes from Alexandrian and other scholars and paraphrases from
school texts; an important source seems to be the commentaries of Seleucus (first
century AD). In general, the material seems mostly to come from before ap 100.

In addition to the direct transmission of this commentary as scholia attached
to the text of Hesiod, there is an indirect transmission via several etymological
works, particularly the Etymologicum genuinum. The authors of these etymologica
quoted extensively from the scholia to Hesiod, and the scholia to which they had
access were better preserved than those in the manuscripts we possess, as well as
being unmixed with any later commentaries.
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In the fifth century ap the Neoplatonist Proclus wrote a philosophical com-
mentary on the Works and Days. Proclus made extensive use of the earlier com-
posite commentary, of which he had a fuller version than that now preserved in
the scholia, and he also drew heavily on a commentary by Plutarch on the Works
and Days. Plutarch’s commentary is now lost in its original form, but Proclus’
survives largely intact in the scholia and preserves significant portions of Plutarch’s
work. In our manuscript scholia to the Works and Days Proclus’ commentary has
been mixed with the scholia derived from the earlier composite commentary, but
a few manuscripts mark the notes from Proclus’ commentary with special sym-
bols, so they are relatively easy to separate.

There is also a substantial amount of Byzantine commentary on Hesiod. For
the Theogony the major Byzantine sources are a continuous allegorical commen-
tary by loannes Diaconus Galenus (date unknown) and a similar commentary
known as the Anonymous Exegesis; there are also reworkings of the old scholia by
Triclinius. For the Works and Days we have extensive Byzantine scholia that re-
produce, largely intact, the text of lectures by John Tzetzes (twelfth century) and
commentaries by Moschopulus (¢.1300) and Triclinius (c.1318). There are also two
self-standing numerological commentaries, as well as some scholia by Planudes. A
small body of scholia to the Scutum is ascribed to loannes Diaconus Pediasimus
(fourteenth century). The Byzantine commentaries on the Theogony sometimes
preserve readings lost from the main tradition of the text and so can be useful for
textual criticism, and Tzetzes seems to have had access to a version of the old
scholia fuller than has otherwise survived, but in general the Byzantine commen-
taries are little used by modern scholars.

There is no unified text of the Hesiod scholia, nor are all of them available in
satisfactory editions. The standard text of the old Theogony scholia is that of Di
Gregorio (1975 =TLG), which is excellent and includes Byzantine versions and
passages from the etymologica (the former clearly marked, and the latter in a “par-
allels” section at the bottom of the page). Flach’s edition of the Theogony scholia
(1876 =TLG) can and should be avoided for the old scholia, but for the self-
standing Byzantine commentaries one must choose between Flach and Gaisford
(1823). The old scholia on the Works and Days, including those from Proclus, are
best consulted in Pertusi’s edition (1955 =TLG), where Proclus’ notes are marked
with an asterisk and the apparatus and parallels are printed separately at the end
of the book. For the remains of Plutarch’s commentary (including a few from
sources other than Proclus) one can also use Sandbach'’s edition of Plutarch frag-
ments (1967), in which they appear as fragments 25-112 and so are provided with
an English translation (Sandbach 1969). Tzetzes’ prolegomena and life of Hesiod
are given by Colonna (1953), but for the rest of the Byzantine scholia on the Works
and Days one must resort to Gaisford (1823 =TLG). However, Gaisford omits one
of the numerological commentaries, which is given by H. Schultz (1910: 34—40),
as well as Planudes’ scholia, which remain unpublished. The scholia to the Scutum
were last edited by Ranke (1840: 19-65) but can also be found, in a radically dif-
ferent form, in Gaisford (1823 =TLG).
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Much has been written on the Hesiod scholia. Excellent overviews can be found
in M. L. West (1978: 63-75, with bibliography, p. 91) and Rzach (1912). The
history of the commentaries and the manuscript tradition have been explained by
H. Schultz (1910, 1913a), Pertusi (1955, with references to earlier literature), Di
Gregorio (1975, with more references), and Faraggiana di Sarzana (1978, 1981,
1987), and the connection with the etymologica is examined by M. L. West (1974:
162-3). Among the articles that use the scholia for interpreting Hesiod or for
historical information are those of Rechenauer (1993), Follet (1992), Van der Valk
(1984: 41-3), Pritchett (1976), Meritt (1974), and Sicking (1970).

2.1.8 Other Early Poetry

Most other poetry from the classical and archaic periods survives not via a direct
manuscript tradition, but on papyrus or as fragments gathered from quotations
by later authors. There are therefore no manuscript scholia to such poems. At the
same time their study often involves the study of manuscript scholia, since the
scholia on better-preserved authors are a major source of fragments of lost poetry.
When poems are preserved on papyrus, we sometimes have commentary or mar-
ginalia from the papyrus as well; in fact some poetic fragments themselves derive
from papyrus commentaries on the author concerned. The hypotheses to some
dramatic texts, particularly those of Menander, are also preserved on papyrus.

Many papyrus scholia to fragmentary authors can be consulted only in the
original publications of the papyri concerned, which in general tend to provide
the fullest publication and most comprehensive discussion of papyrus marginalia
and commentaries. The most legible and important material is often reprinted with
the poetic fragments in collections such as that of Davies (1991), but the ancient
scholarship printed in such editions usually represents only a selection of what is
available. For hypotheses, however, Rossum-Steenbeek (1998) provides a com-
prehensive collection. The new collection Commentaria et Lexica Graeca in Papyris
reperta, to be published by K. G. Saur, may eventually provide a comprehensive
set of texts of papyrus commentaries with up-to-date discussion, but little has
appeared so far.

A thorough overview of such papyrus material cannot be undertaken in a book
of this type, so only a few examples will be given here; a more comprehensive
discussion is provided by McNamee (1977, forthcoming). Some of the most ex-
tensive remains are those pertaining to the poetry of Alcman, on which we have
a large body of marginal scholia (coming especially from P.Louvre E 3320) and
two substantial pieces of commentary (P.Oxy. xxiv. 2389, 2390), as well as nu-
merous smaller commentary and lexicon fragments. Discussions include those of
Most (1987), Cataudella (1972), M. L. West (1965a), and Gudeman (1921: 646—
7); see also CPF iii #1.

Large fragments of papyrus scholarship on other authors include P.Oxy. xxix.
2506 and xxxii. 2637, both long commentaries on lyric poetry from the second
century AD. The spectacular Derveni papyrus from the fourth century B¢ contains
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extensive exegesis of Orphic poems.? There are also individual commentaries on
Bacchylides (P.Oxy. xxiii. 2367, 2368), Simonides (P.Oxy. xxv. 2434), Hipponax
(P.Oxy. xviii. 2176), Anacreon (P.Oxy. liv. 3722), Eupolis (Tojahn 2002), Anti-
machus (Wyss 1936), and other authors (e.g. in P.Oxy. xxxvii). For ancient schol-
arship on Alcaeus see Porro (1994), for that on comedies see Austin (1973), and
for hypotheses to Menander and other dramatists see Rossum-Steenbeek (1998).

2.2 CLASSICAL PROSE

The ancient scholarship on prose authors is less well known than that on poetry,
though it is much more plentiful and in some ways richer. Ancient commentaries
on a number of prose authors survive intact or in substantial fragments, offering
vital information on the nature and history of ancient scholarship as well as on
the texts concerned and providing a framework within which the poetic scholia
can be understood. While the scholia to prose authors are in general less exciting
than the scholia to Homer or the dramatists, they often contain valuable informa-
tion, and several large corpora of such scholia remain unpublished and largely
unexplored, offering excellent prospects for future work.

2.2.1 Hippocrates and Galen

Probably the most interesting ancient scholarship on prose authors is that on the
two most famous physicians of antiquity, Hippocrates (fifth century Bc) and Galen
(second century AD). Scholarship on these two writers cannot be fully separated,
for many of Galen’s works are commentaries on Hippocrates, so that commen-
tary on Galen is often also commentary on Hippocrates. The medical works at-
tributed to Hippocrates (most of which were probably not written by Hippocrates
himself, though many must have been composed within a century of his death)
attracted a huge body of commentary. The commentators’ primary interest was in
medical knowledge, and their works were often important medical treatises in their
own right, but some, particularly Galen, also paid attention to the sort of textual
and historical questions found in ancient scholarship on literary works. Many
of the commentaries, including some of impressive antiquity, still exist as self-
standing works (sometimes as many as four different ancient commentaries on a
single work of Hippocrates survive), so they are an important source for our un-
derstanding of ancient scholarly techniques.

Interpretation of the Hippocratic corpus began very early and continued
throughout antiquity; for few other writers do we have evidence of such an un-
broken tradition of scholarship. The earliest commentaries on Hippocrates were
probably produced by the physician Herophilus, who worked at Alexandria in the
early third century Bc, and glossaries of Hippocratic words first appeared at the
end of that century. Though these early works are lost, we have a fair amount of

information about them from discussions in extant commentaries and glossaries.

26. See Betegh (2004), Janko (2002), Laks and Most (1997), and CPF iii. 565-85.
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The earliest surviving commentary, that of Apollonius of Citium to Hippocrates’
Om joints (a treatise on reducing dislocations), dates to the first century Bc. It is
thus the second-oldest commentary to have survived via the manuscript tradition,
surpassed only by Hipparchus’ commentary on Aratus (from the second century
BC); it is, however, a simplified retelling rather than a commentary in the strict
sense of the word and is concerned with medical rather than scholarly questions.
The work is accompanied in one manuscript by a set of illustrations thought to
descend directly from ones designed by Apollonius himself.

The second surviving commentator, Galen, was by far the most important of
the commentators on Hippocrates, as well as being a famous physician, intellec-
tual, and medical writer in his own right. Thirteen of Galen’s commentaries on
Hippocrates survive, as well as some commentaries falsely attributed to Galen.
Not all are intact, but some commentaries and portions of commentaries that do
not survive in Greek are preserved in Arabic translations, or occasionally in Latin
or Hebrew. Though primarily concerned with medical questions, Galen’s work is
of particular interest to students of ancient scholarship because of his occasional
discussions of the authenticity of specific works and passages, textual corruption,
and proposed emendations. Galen brings linguistic, historical, and medical argu-
ments to bear on such questions; sometimes he summarizes the views of earlier
scholars on a given point, thereby providing us with most of our information about
their methods and opinions and revealing much about ancient editorial theory and
practice that we cannot learn from the scholia’s abbreviated and mutilated frag-
ments of similar debates over the text of literary works. In discussion of textual
variants Galen even distinguishes between older and newer manuscripts. The
extended quotations in the lemmata to the commentaries also provide a crucial
source for the text of Hippocrates.

In addition to the commentaries, Galen has left us a number of other writings
devoted to discussion of Hippocrates’ work and general questions of interpreta-
tion. These include De captionibus, a discussion of linguistic ambiguity and in-
terpretation that offers intriguing insights into second-century views of a number
of linguistic and textual issues, including the role of accentuation.

Late antique and Byzantine writers produced numerous commentaries on both
Hippocrates and Galen; many of these works survive at least partially, but they
are less respected and less exciting than Galen’s commentaries, and not all have
been edited. Most were not written for publication but are students’ transcripts
of the “author’s” lectures. The most important late commentators are Palladius
(sixth century), from whom we have works on Hippocrates’ On fractures and book 6
of his Epidemics, as well as on Galen’s De sectis; Stephanus of Athens?” (sixth—
seventh century AD), to whom are attributed extant commentaries on Hippocrates’
Aphorisms, Prognostic, and On fractures (this last actually belongs to an unknown
earlier commentator) and one on Galen’s Therapeutics; and John of Alexandria,

27. Also known as Stephanus of Alexandria and as Stephanus the Philosopher, and
probably the same person as the Stephanus who commented on Aristotle.
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of whose commentaries on Hippocrates’ Epidemics book 6 and On the nature of
the child only fragments survive in Greek (though more exists in Latin). There are
also fragmentary and Byzantine commentaries on both Hippocrates and Galen
by a variety of authors.?® Some commentaries now survive only in Latin or Arabic
translation, and some were originally written in those languages.

Several papyrus commentaries on Hippocrates and Galen survive, and there
are also papyrus texts with marginalia.

Almost as important and ancient as the Hippocratic commentaries are the
Hippocratic glossaries. Compilation of these glossaries, which were the first author-
specific lexica, probably began with Bacchius of Tanagra, who worked in Alexan-
dria in the late third century Bc. Though Bacchius” work is no longer extant, it
was a major source for the earliest surviving glossary, that of Erotian (first cen-
tury Ap). Erotian’s work was originally a large lexicon of obscure words found in
thirty-seven Hippocratic treatises, arranged in the order of their occurrence in the
texts; now we have an abridged version, rearranged in partial alphabetical order,
and a collection of fragments. The material in Erotian’s glossary overlaps to some
extent with that found in literary glossaries and scholia on several poetic works,
suggesting that his sources included scholarship on literary texts. The preface, in
which Erotian discusses earlier Hippocratic glossography, is particularly valuable.

We also have a Hippocratic glossary by Galen, based heavily on earlier glossa-
ries; unlike Galen’s commentaries it is largely scholarly rather than scientific in
orientation, and the preface contains much useful information on the work of
earlier scholars. Galen’s glossary has the distinction of being the earliest surviving
Greek work to employ complete alphabetical order (i.e. words are not merely
grouped together by their first letters, or by their first two or three letters, but fully
alphabetized as in a modern dictionary), though it is thought that this feature may
be due not to Galen but to one of his predecessors.

In addition to the commentaries and glossaries, there is a large body of scholia
to the works of Hippocrates and Galen, though very few of these have been stud-
ied or published: Dietz’s Scholia in Hippocratem et Galenum (1834) and most other
editions of “scholia” to medical writers are actually editions of self-standing com-
mentaries, not of marginal scholia.?® Although a few selections from the scholia
have been published piecemeal, the bulk of unpublished, unexplored material
remains a promising field for further research.

Editions of the ancient scholarship on Hippocrates and Galen are too numer-
ous to be fully listed here, but a fairly comprehensive listing for the commentaries
and such scholia as are published can be found in Thm (2002). Key editions in-
clude the Corpus Medicorum Graecorum, known as CMG (which often includes
translations), Dietz (1834 =TLG), Kithn (1821-33 =TLG), Dickson (1998), Irmer

28. Thm (2002) lists 271 known commentaries on medical writers; most of these are
now lost, but many survive at least in fragments.

29. On the different use of the term “scholia” by scholars working on scientific texts,
see Ch. I n. 25 above.
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(1977 =TLG), and CPF iii (#3, 4). Ihm is also the best source for bibliography on
the various commentators; particularly useful as an introduction is the overview
of ancient scholarship on Hippocrates up to and including Galen by W. D. Smith
(1979). Good discussions of Galen include those of Brocker (1885), Manetti and
Roselli (1994), Hankinson (1994), Hanson (1998), and Von Staden (2002); Galen’s
statements on his own commentaries are collected by Moraux (1985: 150-2).
Garzya and Jouanna (1999) and Geerlings and Schulze (2002) provide useful
collections of articles. On the papyri see CPF iii (#3, 4) and Andorlini (2000).
The glossaries are not covered by IThm, but Nachmanson (1918 =TLG) gives a
text of Erotian, and Galen’s glossary is in Kithn (1821-33: vol. xix =TLG). Useful
studies of the glossaries (with further references) include Giuliani (1997), Salazar
(1997), Von Staden (1992; 1989: 484-500), Wellmann (1931), and several pieces
in Garzya and Jouanna (1999). Ihm also omits those works of Galen that are not
commentaries; most of these are to be found in CMG or Kiihn (1821-33), but
Ebbesen (1981 =TLG) gives a text of De captionibus and Edlow (1977) a text and
translation. Durling (1993) is a useful aid for reading any of Galen’s works.

2.2.2 Plato

The corpus of ancient Platonic scholarship is extensive: two separate sets of scholia,
a lexicon of Platonic words, a large number of Neoplatonic commentaries, and
some shorter Neoplatonic and Middle Platonic writings. Most of this work, how-
ever, is philosophical in nature, and there is little that deals with the text or lan-
guage; in particular it is striking that we have no certain remains of Alexandrian
or other Hellenistic scholarship among the surviving scholia and commentaries
on Plato.??

The scholia are divided into two groups, the scholia vetera and the scholia
Arethae. The latter are so called because they were added to manuscript B, in which
they first appear, by Archbishop Arethas (of Caesarea in Cappadocia) in his own
hand (¢.900 ap). The scholia Arethae are primarily exegetical and seem to be de-
rived from lost Neoplatonic commentaries.

The scholia vetera also have a large exegetical component derived from Neo-
platonic commentaries (though apparently not the same commentaries), but they
also preserve some earlier material. This consists of lexicographical notes that
because of their similarity to Hesychius’ entries probably come from the second-
century lexicon of Diogenianus, Hesychius’ source; notes on Atticisms that prob-
ably derive from second-century lexica by Aelius Dionysius and Pausanias; and
notes on proverbs that appear to come directly from the collection of Lucillus
Tarrhaeus (first century Ap and thus the earliest significant source for the scholia).
The scholia have no transmitted lemmata (those now found with the scholia are
modern additions) and so are of little use for establishing the text of Plato, and

30. Whether there was even an Alexandrian edition of Plato is a matter of dispute;
see e.g. Tardn (1976) and Solmsen (1981). The anonymous commentary on the Theaetetus
could, however, belong to the late 1st cent. BC; see Sedley (1996: 84).
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their exegetical components are less interesting than they would be if we did not
have so many intact Neoplatonic commentaries. The lexical material, however, is
valuable, and the scholia are useful for their preservation of quotations from lost
works of literature and for information on Greek religion and culture, the history
of Greek literature, biography, and mythology. The standard text, for both sets of
scholia, is that of Greene (1938 =TLG); Hermann (1853) is a poor second choice,
but Naddei (1976) is usable for the Gorgias scholia and provides an Italian trans-
lation and commentary for that dialog. Discussions can be found in Greene (1937),
Cohn (1884), Beutler (1938), Erbse (1950: 48—57), Gudeman (1921: 687-92),
Dodds (1959), and N. Wilson (1983a: 121-3); cf. also Chroust (1965) and Solm-
sen (1981). Kougeas (1985) discusses Arethas, and McNamee (1977: 148-53;
forthcoming) provides information on papyri with marginalia.

In addition to the scholia, we have a lexicon to Plato attributed to Timaeus the
Sophist, which survives in a single manuscript. Nothing is known about Timaeus,
who probably wrote sometime between the first and fourth centuries Ap, and the
work has clearly suffered significant additions and subtractions at later periods,
leading to the inclusion of many non-Platonic words and to non-Platonic defini-
tions of words that do occur in Plato. The lexicon is nevertheless important as the
sole surviving witness to a genre: two other Platonic lexica, by Boethus and Clem-
ent, are known only from insubstantial fragments. Timaeus seems to have used
earlier commentaries on Plato that are now lost, and his lexicon also appears to
be one of the sources of our extant scholia. There is no consensus on the best text
of Timaeus; the most easily accessible is that of Hermann (1853), but this is based
largely on the work of Ruhnken (1789), and Ruhnken'’s original, which is equipped
with a detailed commentary, is preferred by true connoisseurs. F. Diibner’s text,
printed in Baiter et al. (1839 =TLG), is important because it represents a new
study of the manuscript, but this work is difficult to use effectively because it
combines glosses from Timaeus' lexicon with material from other sources, so it is
rarely cited. Discussion of the lexicon, and of the fragments of other Platonic lexica,
can be found in Dyck (1985), Bonelli (1997), Von Fritz (1936), Roselli (1996),
Theodoridis (1982~ ii, pp. xlvii-1), and Dérrie and Baltes (1987—: iii. 229-35), as
well as in many of the discussions of the scholia listed above.

Timaeus’ was not the only Platonic glossary circulating in antiquity, and while
it is the only one to survive in substantial bulk, there is also a short work entitled
Tept TGV dmopovpévwy mapa TIAdTwvt Aé€ewv. This glossary bears the name of
Didymus, but the attribution is considered false. A text can be found in Miller
(1868:399-406) or reprinted in Latte and Erbse (1965: 245-52).

The Neoplatonic commentaries represent the bulk of ancient scholarship on
Plato. Many of their authors were famous philosophers in their own right, and
the commentaries are important for the study of Neoplatonism, so most of them
can easily be found in good editions and even translations. There is also a large
body of secondary literature on the commentaries and their authors. Precisely
because of their originality and philosophical nature, however, the commentaries
are now considered to be of little use for the study of Plato’s own writings, and in
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consequence only the briefest summary of this body of work can be given here.
For more information, including further editions of the texts, secondary literature,
and other Platonist writings, see the bibliographies of Géransson (1995), R. Jack-
son et al. (1998), and other works mentioned below; Coulter (1976), Tarrant
(2000), and Dérrie and Baltes (1987—) are also useful.

Many of the surviving Neoplatonic commentaries were composed by Proclus
Diadochus, head of the Neoplatonist school at Athens in the fifth century ap
and a prolific scholar. Proclus’ surviving works include lengthy commentaries
on the Republic, Parmenides, Timaeus, and Alcibiades I, excerpts from a com-
mentary on the Cratylus, and numerous other works having to do with Plato
but less easily categorized as Platonic scholarship. Texts can be found in Kroll
(1899-1901 =TLG), Cousin (1864 =TLG), Diehl (1903-6 =TLG), Segonds
(1985-6), Pasquali (1908 =TLG), and Romano (1989); translations in Festugiere
(1970, 1966-8), Morrow and Dillon (1987), O'Neill (1965), Segonds (1985~
6), and Romano (1989); further information in Pépin and Saffrey (1987). A
thirteenth-century Latin version of the Parmenides commentary by William of
Moerbeke preserves some sections that are now lost in Greek; see Klibansky
and Labowsky (1953).

Another major source of Neoplatonic commentaries is Olympiodorus, a mem-
ber of the Neoplatonist school at Alexandria in the sixth century Ap. His surviving
commentaries, which are based on lost commentaries by Ammonius, were not
composed for publication but are transcripts of his lectures on Plato’s dialogs. We
have Olympiodorus’ commentaries on the Gorgias, Phaedo, and Alcibiades 1. All
three have been edited by Westerink (1956, 1970, 1976, all =TLG); earlier edi-
tions by Norvin (1913, 1936) are less good but still usable. The commentaries to
the Gorgias and Phaedo have been translated into English, in both cases with good
introductions (Westerink 1976; R. Jackson et al. 1998).

Other Neoplatonic works have also survived. These include a commentary on
the Phaedrus by the fifth-century Hermeias of Alexandria (edited by Couvreur 1901
=TLG) that largely reproduces the views of Hermeias’ teacher Syrianus, and anony-
mous prolegomena to Platonic philosophy derived from sixth-century lecture notes
from the Neoplatonist school at Alexandria (edited by Westerink 1962 =TLG;
Westerink et al. 1990). Damascius (early sixth century) left commentaries on the
Philebus, Phaedo, and Parmenides (Westerink 1959 =TLG, 1977 =TLG; Westerink
and Combes 1997-2003), though these used to be attributed to Olympiodorus.

Earlier works have fared less well, but there are a few survivals from the early
centuries of the empire. The best-preserved author of this group is Plutarch, from
whose numerous works on Plato two survive: the IT\atovika {nTipata (“Pla-
tonic questions”) and a treatise on the generation of the soul in the Timaeus
(Moralia 999¢—1011e and 1012b—1032f). In addition, a short prologue by the
second-century philosopher Albinus, discussing the genre of the philosophical
dialog, is preserved intact (see Niisser 1991; Le Corre 1956), as is a work by an
otherwise unknown Alcinous entitled Atdaokaiikés or Handbook of Platonism
(see Whittaker 1990; Dillon 1993; Invernizzi 1976). Until very recently it was
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believed that Alcinous was the same person as Albinus, but now that identity is
often rejected, though a second-century date for Alcinous is still likely. From Galen
(second century ap) we have a treatise On the doctrines of Plato and Hippocrates
and fragments of a commentary on the Timaeus (see CMG v.iv.i.ii and Larrain
1992). Porphyry, an important Neoplatonist who was head of the school at Rome
in the third century ap, has left us fragments of commentaries on several dialogs
(A. Smith 1993; Sodano 1964 =TLG) and perhaps a surviving (but not intact)
work on the Parmenides, though this anonymous commentary is sometimes dated
to earlier or later periods (see Bechtle 1999; P. Hadot 1968 =TLG). The remains
of commentaries on the dialogs by the third-century Platonist Iamblichus fill a
substantial volume of fragments (Dillon 1973).

Several papyri with commentaries on the Platonic dialogs survive; the most
important of these is a long piece of commentary on the Theaetetus (BKT ii, CPF
iii #9) that is normally dated to the second century Ap but might be as early as the
late first century Bc. A number of others, all from the second century ap and later,
are also interesting (CPF iii #5-13).

2.2.3 Aristotle

The amount of surviving ancient commentary on Aristotle is vast, more than double
that on any other ancient writer. Much of this material consists of self-standing
exegetical commentaries that are works of philosophy in their own right, like the
Neoplatonic commentaries to Plato. There is also an enormous mass of scholia,
most of which consist of extracts from the self-standing commentaries, usually
from ones that are still extant but occasionally from ones that have been lost as
independent works.

The commentaries that survive more or less intact are generally known and
easily available, except for some of the less interesting Byzantine works. They are
both numerous and lengthy, but in some cases heavily derivative from each other
(as well as from lost commentaries). The earliest of these commentators, Aspasius
of Athens, was an Aristotelian of the second century ap; the prolific and original
Alexander of Aphrodisias (second—third century) and the paraphraser Themistius
(fourth century) were also Aristotelians. Most commentators, however, were Neo-
platonists, whose commentaries can be divided into two types: the works of Por-
phyry (third century), Dexippus (fourth century), Syrianus (fifth century), and
Simplicius (sixth century) were written for publication like the commentaries of
the Aristotelians, and the same is true of Ammonius’ (fifth—sixth century) com-
mentary on the De interpretatione; but Ammonius’ other commentaries, and those
of his followers loannes Philoponus, Olympiodorus, Asclepius of Tralles, Elias,
David (all sixth century), and Stephanus (sixth—seventh century) are transcripts
of lectures (sometimes Ammonius’ lectures rather than those of the philosophers
whose names they bear) rather than written commentaries. There is much over-
lap in content among the works of this latter group. After the Neoplatonists, there
is a hiatus of several centuries followed by numerous later Byzantine commentar-
ies. In addition, there are anonymous commentaries of each type (Aristotelian,
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Neoplatonist, and Byzantine), and the fragments of numerous lost commentaries
can be extracted from the surviving material.

Most of the commentaries have been edited as part of the Commentaria in
Aristotelem graeca (known as CAG); this massive 23-volume set includes texts of
almost all ancient commentaries of which substantial portions survive, as well as
the most important of the Byzantine commentaries. Some additional commen-
taries have been edited later outside this corpus (e.g. Tardan 1978 =TLG; Westerink
1967), and there are also some post-CAG collections of fragments (e.g. Larsen
1972); some other commentaries can be found only in Brandis (1836), and some
still remain unpublished. Much of the CAG corpus is currently being translated
into English in the “Ancient Commentators on Aristotle” series, many volumes of
which are already available.?! Modern scholarship on the commentaries forms a
field in itself and cannot be summarized here, but an overview and introduction
to both the ancient commentaries and modern work on them is provided by Sorabji
(1990, with further bibliography), who also gives a survey of the contents of CAG
and references to supplementary editions.

As Aristotle was one of the most widely read Greek authors in the medieval
period, there are more than a thousand extant manuscripts of his works, many of
which contain scholia. Because of the sheer bulk of these scholia, they have never
been systematically studied, and most remain unpublished. The scholia consist
primarily of extracts from the extant commentaries, usually transmitted in poorer
condition than in the self-standing versions of those commentaries, and this du-
plication is one of the reasons for the lack of attention to the scholia. But there is
also some Byzantine material, largely unexplored and perhaps interesting for the
history of Byzantine thought, as well as a few old manuscripts whose scholia con-
tain fragments of lost Neoplatonic or Aristotelian commentaries; a number of
collections of newly discovered fragments have been published in the past sev-
eral decades on the basis of these scholia. The scholia can also give us hints as to
how Aristotle was read and understood at different periods.

There are several texts that purport to be editions of scholia to Aristotle. The
main one, the Scholia in Aristotelem of Brandis (1836), is not primarily an edition
of scholia but rather of extracts from the commentaries, among which a few ac-
tual scholia are scattered; it is therefore superseded by CAG except for a few
passages.>? The same applies to Waitz's edition (1844) of some “scholia” to the
Organon, which mixes marginal scholia with extracts from separate commentar-
ies. There are some true editions of scholia, but only of very small selections of
the whole; these include De Falco (1926), Biilow-Jacobsen and Ebbesen (1982),
Tardn (1978: pp. xxv—xli), Ebbesen (1981), and Moraux (1979: 51-7, etc.). A
glossary attributed to Alexander of Aphrodisias has been published by Kapetanaki

31. For a list see abbreviations at the beginning of the Annotated Bibliography, un-
der ACA. The technical glossaries at the back of these volumes will also be of use.

32. For the different use of the word “scholia” by scholars working on Aristotle and
certain other authors, see Ch. 1 n. 25 above.
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and Sharples (2000). For further discussion of the Aristotle scholia see Wartelle
(1963: pp. x—xi), Moraux (1967: 29-37; 1979: 7-8), Ebbesen (1981), Saffrey
(1969), and Rashed (1995, 1997), the last three with further references.

There is a first-century (ap) papyrus fragment of a commentary on the Topica;
see CPFiii #2.

Ancient scholarship on Aristotle is not confined to the Greek language. Some
commentaries or parts thereof are lost in Greek but preserved in Arabic translation;
these are included in CAG with the Greek commentaries. The Roman philoso-
pher Boethius, a contemporary of the Greek Neoplatonists, wrote Latin commen-
taries using Greek sources now lost, and valuable witnesses to the text of the extant
Greek commentaries come from literal Latin translations made in the later Middle
Ages. Though these works are beyond the scope of this book, they are important
for anyone seriously interested in Aristotelian scholarship.

2.2.4 Demosthenes

The ancient scholarship on Demosthenes offers a particularly fruitful field for
study, since we possess not only two sets of manuscript scholia (one of them very
large) and a small lexicon, but also numerous substantial papyrus fragments with
commentaries or other works on Demosthenes, one of them expressly attributed
to Didymus himself.

The majority of the scholia come from manuscripts of Demosthenes’ orations,
as is usual for scholia, but a second group has been found without the text in a
tenth-century manuscript from Patmos. Both sets of scholia are important for
establishing the text of Demosthenes, but the Patmos ones are particularly useful
in this regard because they were separately transmitted from an early date. The
scholia to Demosthenes are also helpful in terms of the historical details they trans-
mit and the evidence they give for the practical application of ancient rhetorical
theory. Unfortunately, they rarely identify the sources of their information, and
so although it is known that many important figures worked on Demosthenes, it
is not always clear what these scholars contributed to our extant scholia.

The primary basis of the scholia is a detailed commentary by Didymus (Au-
gustan age), which in turn drew on earlier scholarly works, including a lexicon
of Demosthenic words and a commentary from the second century Bc. Didymus’
work was primarily historical, biographical, and lexicographical in nature, but
rhetorical and stylistic commentary on Demothenes was also practiced from an
early period, beginning with Peripatetics who wrote soon after Demosthenes’
own time. In the early Roman period this type of material was merged with
Didymus’ commentary, and as time went on the elements of rhetorical exegesis
and elementary grammatical explanation seem to have increased at the expense
of the historical material, which forms a relatively small part of the manuscript
scholia.

A short, elementary lexicon to Demosthenes also survives via the manuscript
tradition; the entries are arranged not in alphabetical order but in order of their
appearance in the text. The lexicon’s editor believes it could have served as a basic
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Greek textbook and that it has little connection with the Demosthenic lexica
preserved on papyrus.

As well as historical data and fragments of lost literary works quoted by the
commentators, the papyrus commentaries offer a valuable glimpse into the evo-
lution of ancient Demosthenic scholarship. By far the most important is the
Didymus papyrus, which is much longer than most surviving fragments of papy-
rus commentaries: fifteen columns, covering Philippics 9, 10, 11, and 13. Didymus
is explicitly named as the author of the commentary, and the papyrus dates to the
early second century AD, so it is relatively close in time to Didymus himself—though
the work appears nevertheless to have undergone some abbreviation and alter-
ation in the interval, and it may even be a set of excerpts from Didymus’ commen-
tary. The other papyri (from the first to fourth centuries AD) comprise smaller,
but still significant, pieces of anonymous commentary, hypotheses, and lexica.?3
One, from the third century, contains several entries that are virtually identical to
ones in the manuscript scholia, showing a surprisingly high level of continuity
through the late antique and early medieval periods.

There is now a good text of the main group of manuscript scholia, that of Dilts
(1983—6 =TLG); W. Dindorf (1851b) is a poor second choice. Unfortunately,
however, Dilts (like Dindorf) includes neither the Patmos scholia nor the papyri.
The text of the Patmos scholia is given only by Sakkelion (1877), and the manu-
script lexicon by Kazazis (1986). The Didymus papyrus is well edited by Pearson
and Stephens (1983), though the original edition (BKT i) is also usable; both
editions also include the fragments (gathered from Harpocration) of the rest of
Didymus’ work on Demosthenes. A translation and commentary of the papyrus
and the other Didymus fragments is provided by C. Gibson (2002: 77-156). The
major studies of ancient scholarship on Demosthenes and the history of the scholia
are those of C. Gibson (2002) and Lossau (1964), but for the textual tradition of
the primary group of manuscript scholia one should consult Dilts (1984, 1985,
and works cited therein), and for the Patmos scholia Kontos (1877), Riemann
(1877), and Luschnat (1958). Much has been written on the Didymus papyrus
and its contributions to our historical and literary knowledge; see the bibliogra-
phies in Pearson and Stephens (1983) and also Arrighetti (1987) and Savorelli
(1992). For other work on ancient Demosthenic scholarship see the bibliogra-

33. They are: a hypothesis and beginning of a commentary on Kata Mewdiov (Or.
21) from ¢.100 (see C. Gibson 2002: 201-9; Blass 1892; Kenyon 1892: 215-19), part of
some sort of work on Kata ’Avdpotiwvos (Or. 22) from ¢.50-150 and nicknamed
“Anonymus Argentinensis” (see C. Gibson 2002: 175-89; Wilcken 1907), part of a com-
mentary on [Tept Tiis elprivns (Or. 5) from the 2nd cent. (see C. Gibson 2002: 172—4;
H. Maehler 1992, 1994: 122—4), part of a commentary on Katd ’AptoTtokpdTouvs (Or.
23) from the late 2nd cent. (see Hubbell 1957), part of a commentary on ITTept Tfis
mapampeaBelas (Or. 19) from the 3rd cent. (P.Rain. i. 25), part of a lexicon to Or. 23
from the 4th cent. (see C. Gibson 2002: 157-71; Blass 1882; BKT i: 78-82), and part of
a lexicon to Or. 21 from the 4th or 5th cent. (see C. Gibson 2002: 190-9).
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phies of C. Gibson (2002), Lossau (1964), Dilts (1983-6), and Gudeman (1921:
697-703), and for examples of the use of the scholia by modern scholars see Harris
(1986) and M. Hansen (1993).

2.2.5 Aeschines

The scholia to Aeschines are among the most useful and enjoyable of scholia to
prose writers. It is thought that this high quality is due at least in part to the short
length of the preserved works of Aeschines, which did not tempt later copyists to
shorten the speeches or commentary by epitomizing. The scholia clearly derive
from a commentary by an ancient scholar, probably Didymus, who had access to
a considerable amount of information now lost to us. They are particularly useful
for explanations of the orator’s allusions to contemporary events, but they also
provide quotations from lost works of literature and valuable information on lan-
guage and Athenian history.

The best edition of these scholia is that of Dilts (1992), who provides a gener-
ally reliable text and apparatus (though it is not free of typographical errors and
has some other flaws: see MacDowell 1993 and Hillgruber 1996 for some correc-
tions) as well as a supplementary apparatus with a generous selection of refer-
ences to parallel passages. Readers should note that the numbers in bold type at
the start of each scholion are not references to the paragraphs of the text of
Aeschines, as one might expect, but a numbering system for the scholia them-
selves; cross-references to the text are in the margins. This edition omits some
late scholia included in earlier texts.

In the absence of Dilts, the second best text is F. Schultz's 1865 (=TLG) edi-
tion of the speeches of Aeschines, which includes the scholia (or rather those of
which Schultz was aware); a few more are added, and some important correc-
tions made, in a later article (F. Schultz 1868). Even with this supplement, Schultz’s
edition is less complete than Dilts’s, and it is based on an inadequate understand-
ing of the manuscript tradition. Even fewer scholia, less reliably edited, are found
in W. Dindorf (1852a).

Little has been written on the interpretation of the scholia, particularly in the
twentieth century. Dilts’s introduction deals only with textual issues, so the most
useful work is probably that of Gudeman (1921: 694-7); other good sources include
articles by A. Schaefer (1866) and F. Schultz (1866) and a dissertation by Freyer
(1882). Further references can be found in Dilts’s bibliography (1992: pp. xvi—xvii).

2.2.6 Herodotus

Ancient scholars displayed considerable interest in Herodotus, both because of
the importance of his work and because his Tonic dialect had become a rarity.
Many ancient works relating to Herodotus survive intact, including a number that
are scholarly in nature: two glossaries, a fragment of a commentary by Aristarchus,
a small body of scholia, and a work of dialectology by Moschopulus.

The two glossaries are essentially different versions of the same work, one
arranged in the order of the words” appearance in Herodotus’ text and one in
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alphabetical order. They are often referred to together as the Aé€els, with the
two versions designated by A and B, but sometimes the title AéEets ‘HpoddTou is
reserved for the non-alphabetical version, while the alphabetical one is called the
Ae&ikov TV HpodoTelwy MEewv. The non-alphabetical version is older; its date
is unknown, but it was clearly written to accompany an unaccented version of
the text (i.e. before ¢.900 ap). It seems to be based (at least in part) on a com-
mentary, for it sometimes offers definitions intended to clarify the interpretation,
in a specific context, of common words easily confused with homonyms. The al-
phabetical version of the AéEets appears in several manuscripts and differs from
one to another; it seems to consist primarily of rearrangements of the older ver-
sion into alphabetical order but also contains some additions (including words
that do not occur in the text of Herodotus as we have it), subtractions, and other
modifications. The glossaries are best edited by Rosén (1962: 222-31), where the
two versions are merged; essentially the same text can be found in Asheri et al.
1977-98), while Stein’s text (1871: 441-82 =TLG) helpfully separates the alpha-
betical and non-alphabetical versions. Rosén also prints extracts from the glossa-
ries at the bottom of the relevant pages of his Herodotus edition (1987-97).

The commentary fragment, preserved on papyrus, is important because it car-
ries a specific attribution to Aristarchus. It seems, however, to be an abridgement
or set of extracts rather than a full version of the original commentary, and it is con-
siderably later than Aristarchus himself, probably from the third century ap. The
fragment is also rather short, with only one legible column, containing the end of
the commentary on book 1. It is published in Paap (1948) and as P.Amh. ii. 12.

The scholia to Herodotus are few and mostly late, but they contain some rem-
nants of early work. They have never been completely published; the best and
most extensive edition is that of Rosén (1987—97), but most of the scholia can
also be found in the editions of Asheri et al. (1977-98, with facing Italian trans-
lation) and Stein (1871: 431-40). They have never been properly studied.

Moschopulus' TTept "1d8os is a description of the Ionic dialect with special refer-
ence to Herodotus. It is of interest primarily for the history of the text of Herodotus
and for the insight it offers into Byzantine views of dialectology; there is an edition
in Rosén (1987-97: i, pp. Ixviii—Ixxxviii). Gregory of Corinth’s work on the lonic
dialect also contains numerous references to Herodotus. Other ancient works bearing
on Herodotus but less scholarly in nature include Plutarch’s De Herodoti malignitate
(Moralia 854e—874c¢) and Lucian’s De Syria dea, a highly amusing parody.

At present, ancient scholarship on Herodotus is used chiefly in investigations
of the possibility that Herodotus’ dialect, as it appears in our manuscripts, comes
more from ancient editors than from Herodotus” own pen. In general, however,
modern scholars pay little attention to the ancient scholarship on Herodotus, which
in consequence is ripe for serious study. Information can be found in Rosén (1962:
218-35) and Jacoby (1913), and an example of the way the scholia can be used is
given by Corcella (1996). Rosén (1987-97: ii. 456—67) provides an index of words
treated in the surviving ancient scholarship to Herodotus.
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2.2.7 Thucydides

The Thucydides scholia, though substantial and based in part on ancient sources,
are generally neglected. Half a century ago Luschnat (1954: 14) pointed out that
they were underestimated and the time was ripe for a re-evaluation, but that re-
evaluation is still awaited, and they are rarely mentioned in modern work on
Thucydides. The one usable text, that of Hude (1927 =TLG), is largely sound
but unreliable for the scholia from certain sources (see Powell 1936); it does,
however, contain all the manuscript scholia and the two papyrus fragments of
ancient commentary on Thucydides (from the second and third centuries Ap),
which have little in common with the manuscript scholia. The definitive study of
the Thucydides scholia is that of Luschnat (1954, with further bibliography); see
also Maurer (1995: 58-85), Dover (1955), Kleinlogel (1964, 1965), Luschnat
(1958), Luzzatto (1993, 1999), and Tosi (1980-2).

2.2.8 Isocrates

Ancient scholars appear to have devoted considerable efforts to the elucidation
of Isocrates, but almost all their work has perished. We now have only a biogra-
phy of Isocrates, hypotheses to some of the speeches, and a very small body of
scholia, derived in part from a commentary by Didymus. This material is in des-
perate need of a good edition to replace W. Dindorf (1852a =TLG), and of some
serious study; for what is known so far, see Gudeman (1921: 693—4).

2.2.9 Xenophon

There is very little surviving ancient scholarship on Xenophon. His works were
popular in antiquity, and some of the scraps of surviving commentary appear to
be of considerable antiquity, so it is assumed that ancient commentaries on his
writings once existed but have been lost. A few fragments of scholia survive but
are generally considered to be of little value; not all of these have been published.
The largest publication, containing only scholia to the Anabasis, is that of L. Dindorf
(1855 =TLG), but since that publication a better manuscript has been discov-
ered (see Piccolomini 1895). Some scholia from that manuscript (pertaining to
the Anabasis, but completely different from Dindorf’s) have been edited by Lund-
strom (1913), who indicates the presence of further, unpublished scholia. For an
overview see Gudeman (1921: 692-3).

2.3 HELLENISTIC LITERATURE

Ancient scholarship on Hellenistic literature is more important and more ex-
tensive than is generally believed. The best-preserved portions of such scholarship
are scientific in orientation: numerous commentaries on Hellenistic mathe-
matical works survive, and we even have an intact commentary, dating to the
second century BC, on an astronomical work. In addition, several of the Alexan-
drian scholars wrote poetry, and the scholia to those poems contain some im-
portant material.
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2.3.1 Aratus

Ancient scholarship on Aratus Soleus offers us a unique prize: a complete, self-
standing ancient commentary that survived intact through the medieval manu-
script tradition without being converted into scholia. At first glance such a survival
seems particularly astonishing in the case of Aratus, who lived in the third cen-
tury BC and produced an astronomical poem entitled Phaenomena, because he is
largely ignored today. In antiquity and the middle ages, however, the Phaenomena
achieved great popularity: it was translated repeatedly into Latin, imitated and
followed by poets and astronomers both Greek and Latin, and was the subject of
avast amount of commentary.?* This prolonged and intense interest contributed
to the survival not only of the intact commentary, but also of a large corpus of
ancient scholia and introductory material.

The oldest extant scholarship on Aratus is the self-standing commentary, en-
titled ‘Immdpyov TGV "ApdTov kai Ev86Eov dawvopévar €€nyroews BLAa
Tpla and written by Hipparchus of Nicaea in the later second century Bc. The
commentary is concerned principally with correcting Aratus’ astronomy—
Hipparchus was a noted astronomer in his own right, and the commentary sur-
vives in part because of its intrinsic astronomical value—but also discusses textual
issues to some extent. Hipparchus’ textual comments give us an insight into the
early period of transmission, before a canonical text of Aratus had been estab-
lished (cf. Martin 1956: 33). He also serves as one of our major sources of infor-
mation on Eudoxus of Cnidus, on whose lost astronomical writings Aratus (himself
more a poet than an astronomer) is said to have based the Phaenomena; Hipparchus
compares Aratus’ work to Eudoxus’ own writings and quotes the latter at length.?®

The standard text of this commentary is that of Manitius (1894 =TLG), which
is equipped not only with indices and notes, but also with a facing German transla-
tion (highly useful in view of the mathematical Greek).?¢ Discussions of Hipparchus
can be found in Hiibner (1998), Kidd (1997: 18-21), Bowen and Goldstein (1991),
Nadal and Brunet (1984, 1989), Martin (1956: 22-9; 1998: i, pp. Ixxxvi—xcvii, 124—
31), and Maass (1892: 61-117), as well as in Manitius (1894: 282—306) and else-
where. For information on Germanicus Caesar’s use of Hipparchus’ commentary
in his translation of the Phaenomena, see Gain (1976: 14—16) and Le Beeuffle (1975:
PP Xix—xx).

Hipparchus also preserves substantial remnants of an even earlier commentary
by Attalus of Rhodes (earlier second century Bc). This work was also heavily astro-
nomical in content, but it differed from Hipparchus’ in that Attalus tended to jus-

34. For possible explanations of this popularity, see Lewis (1992).

35. For further information on Eudoxus and Hipparchus’ value in understanding his
work, see Lasserre (1966), Maass (1892: 279-304), and Kidd (1997: 14—18). Martin
(1998: i. pp. Ixxxvi—xcvii, cf. also 124-31) argues that Hipparchus has exaggerated the
extent of Aratus’ dependency on Eudoxus.

36. For help with the Greek, there is also Mugler’s dictionary of geometrical termi-
nology (1958-9).
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tify Aratus’ astronomy rather than to correct it; Hipparchus thus quotes Attalus in
order to disagree with him. The fragments of Attalus have been collected from
Hipparchus’ text by Maass (1898: 1-24), and discussions of his work can be found
in Martin (1956: 22--8), Kidd (1997: 18), and Maass (1898: pp. xi—xv).

As time went on work on Aratus grew to include research into the myths about
the stars included in the Phaenomena, as well as textual criticism and astronomy.
The definitive edition of the Phaenomena was produced in the first century Bc?”
and included an introduction with a life of Aratus, extensive commentary, and a
corrected text of the Phaenomena (Martin 1956: 196-204). The remains of this
commentary form the core of our preserved scholia, though not all of it survives
and many scholia have other sources (see below).

Plutarch (first to second centuries Ab) wrote an explanation of Aratus entitled
Altlar Tov "ApdTtov Atoonpiev; this work is now lost, but fragments of it have
been preserved in the scholia to Aratus. The best text of these fragments is that of
the scholia (see below), but they have also been collected as fragments 13-20 of
Plutarch’s Moralia and hence provided with an English translation (Sandbach
1969: 88—97; text also at Sandbach 1967: 17-21).

The grammarian Achilles (third century Ap) wrote a work entitled TTept ToU
mavTés (“On the universe”) that was probably not intended to be a commentary
on Aratus. A collection of extracts from this work, however, was pressed into ser-
vice as an introduction to the Phaenomena. The original is lost, but the extracts
survive; a text of them may be found in Maass (1898: 25-75) and discussion in
Martin (1956: 131-2) and Maass (1892: 7-59; 1898: pp. xvi—xviii, espousing views
no longer accepted).

In the seventh century the Byzantine engineer Leontius wrote a manual on
the construction of globes used for understanding Aratus; for his works see Maass
(1898: p. Ixxi, 559-70). Much later Maximus Planudes (¢.1290) and Demetrius
Triclinius (early fourteenth century) wrote their own comments on Aratus; see
Martin (1956: 196, 290-1, 295-9; 1974: pp. xxix—xxxiii; Kidd 1997: 55-7).

Several anonymous commentaries also survive. The work known as “Anonymus
1" is a general astronomical introduction, not especially relevant to Aratus, which
was composed sometime after the first century Ap and later incorporated into the
explanatory material on Aratus; scholars have traditionally displayed little inter-
estin it. For the text see Maass (1898: 87—98), for brief discussion Martin (1956:
130-2) and Maass (1898: pp. xix—xx). “Anonymus I11"is essentially a short Latin
epitome of Aratus, a description of the constellations following Aratus’
order, and is usually ignored like “Anonymus 1.” A text of it and some discussion
can be found in Maass (1898: pp. xlv—xlvi, 307-12).

37. Martin attributes this commentary to the grammarian Theon, but Cameron has
argued (1995: 197-8) that the Theon mentioned in the Aratus scholia is in fact Theon of
Alexandria, the 4th-cent. mathematician; if so, neither Theon is likely to be the author of
the commentary.
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Of much greater importance is the work known as “Anonymus I1.” This exten-
sive body of explanatory material goes back to the second edition of the Phaeno-
mena, known as ® (for which see Martin 1956: 35-126; 1998: i, pp. cxxvi—cxxx),
and is witness to an intriguing development in the history of the text. In the sec-
ond or third century ap, when the old scholarly edition had been widely accepted
for centuries, another editor decided to create a new and more popular version of
the poem. To do so he took the earlier edition’s text and removed most of the
commentary (which was often difficult and technical), keeping only the biogra-
phy of Aratus and extracts from the preface and commentary. He then replaced
the omitted notes with a new and more attractive body of explanatory material.
This new material was drawn from a range of sources, including extracts from
commentaries and works on Aratus and from other astronomical and mythologi-
cal works that had not been intended as commentaries; in addition, an appealing
series of illustrations was provided. Most of the new material came from a work
known as the Catasterismi of Eratosthenes, which appears to be the late epitome
of a lost astronomical treatise probably written by the third-century Bc scholar
and mathematician Eratosthenes as an elementary and literary astronomy manual
designed to complete and explain Aratus. The editor of  apparently took extracts
from this original work and rearranged them in the order of Aratus’ poem to en-
hance the appeal of his new edition.?®

The @ edition proved wildly popular and soon replaced the scholarly edition
entirely in the West; in the Byzantine world both editions existed side by side,
resulting in extensive cross-fertilization of the explanatory material. As a result,
while some surviving manuscripts (most notably M) contain scholia largely de-
rived from the earlier edition and others (notably S and Q) contain substantial
amounts of explanatory material from the ¢ edition, manuscripts of the earlier
edition generally show at least some influence from ¢. Much of the ® commen-
tary has, however, been lost in Greek; the “Anonymus I1” consists primarily of a
Latin translation of the  edition made in the seventh or eighth century and known
as the Aratus Latinus.3” Portions of the work’s introductions and biographies sur-

38. See Martin (1956: esp. 5862, 95-103). The Catasterismi epitome exists inde-
pendently; the best text of it is that of Olivieri (1897) with additions by Rehm (1899),
and there is an English translation by Condos (1970) and an annotated Spanish one by
Del Canto Nieto (1993). Martin (1956: 63—126) has shown that Hyginus’ De astronomia
(for which see Viré (1992) for the text and Le Beeuffle (1983: pp. ix—xviii) for discussion
of sources) is based on the lost original of this work, and Robert (1878) has produced an
edition that attempts to come as close as possible to (his pre-Martin understanding of)
the original, by printing in parallel columns the epitome and relevant sections of Hyginus,
the scholia to Aratus, and the scholia to Germanicus. For general information on Era-
tosthenes see Geus (2002).

39. For further information on the Aratus Latinus see Le Bourdelles (1985), Martin
(1956: 42-51), and Kidd (1997: 52-5); for the text of “Anonymus I1,” see Maass (1898:
99-306, cf. also pp. xxi—xliv). For a new and important manuscript fragment of this text
(in Greek), see Moraux (1981) and Erren (1994: 200-3).
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vive in Greek as well, and these are given in parallel columns with the Latin in
Maass's edition.

The Aratus Latinus is not the only Latin witness to ®. The Phaenomena were
translated into Latin repeatedly before the creation of @, and the most successful
of these translations was that created in the early first century Ap and attributed
to Germanicus Caesar. In the third century the  commentary was translated into
Latin and attached to Germanicus’ translation to become the so-called scholia to
Germanicus, which are still extant.*°

There are thus two separate bodies of explanatory material that one might wish
to recover when editing scholia to Aratus, that of the early scholarly edition and
that of ®; each contains not only scholia but also other material such as introduc-
tions and biographies of Aratus. The two cannot be fully separated, for the  edition
incorporated some of the earlier edition’s material and some of the commentary
of that earlier edition survives only as part of ®. As the earlier commentary con-
tains information now valued much more highly than that of the ® commentary,
editions of the scholia focus on the older material. The definitive edition, that of
Martin (1974 =TLG), not only gives scholia from Greek manuscripts (both texts
of Aratus and manuscripts of Aeschylus’ Prometheus Vinctus, which include some
old Aratus scholia as part of the Aeschylus “A” scholia; see Martin 1974: pp. xxv—
xxviii), but also quotes lengthy portions of the Aratus Latinus and the scholia to
Germanicus where these are thought to reflect material from the earlier edition.
Martin also includes scholia that preserve later interpolations from Plutarch,
Sporus (a writer of unknown date who probably produced a lost commentary on
Aratus; see Martin 1956: 205-9), and Apollinarius (an astronomer, probably of
the first or second century Ap; see Kidd 1997: 48). He does not, however, include
the purely medieval scholia (some of which can be found in Dell'Era 1974) or the
Catasterismi fragments. In the absence of Martin one can consult the scholia from
two of the manuscripts in Maass’s edition (1898: 334-555).

A number of papyri also contain scholia or commentary on Aratus. The most
important of these is a fragment from the third or fourth century ap with a popu-
lar commentary on Aratus that bears little relationship to our scholia.*' Other
papyrus scholia are not included in Martin’s edition and are generally of little in-
terest; for overviews of them see Kidd (1997: 49-52), Martin (1956: 213—18; 1998:
i, pp. clxxvi—clxxviii), and McNamee (1977: 212—13; forthcoming).

Discussions of the scholia to Aratus can be found in Martin’s preface (1974)
and scattered through his earlier work (1956), in both cases with a focus on tex-
tual history (for a good overview of which see Martin 1998: i, pp. exxvi—clxxviii).

40. Part of the scholia to Germanicus have been edited by Dell'Era (19794 and b);
for the rest, and in the absence of Dell'Era for all these scholia, one can consult Breysig
(1867: 55-258). Discussion of these scholia can be found in Dell'Era (esp. 1979, with
bibliography), Martin (1956: 38—41), Bartalucci (1984), and Robert (1878: 201-20).

41. For a recent edition of this piece with discussion, see M. Maehler (1980); Mar-
tin (1974: 560-2) merely reprints an uncorrected version of Maass’s text (1898: 556-8).
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A brief discussion in English is given by Kidd (1997: 43-8, see also 49-68 on textual
history), and further information can be found in Luck (1976) and Maass (1898:
pp- xlix—Ixix). For further bibliography see Martin (1998: 1, pp. clxxix—clxxxv), Kidd
(1997), and especially Erren (1994). Since all the extant Latin translations of
Aratus used scholia and commentaries to some extent, editions and discussions
of those translations often treat such material as well; see Lausdei (1981) and
Soubiran (1972: 93) on Cicero’s version, Le Beeuffle (1975: pp. xix—xx) and Santini
(1981) on Germanicus’ version, and Soubiran (1981: 53—7) and Robert (1878:
26-9) on Avienus’ version (fourth century Ap).

2.3.2 Fuclid

Euclid (fourth—third century Bc) was probably the most important mathemati-
cian of antiquity. His Elements is a technical work that requires considerable ex-
planation, so it is unsurprising that much commentary on it survives. We have
not only a substantial body of scholia, but also an intact commentary by Proclus
(fifth century Ap) and part of a commentary by Pappus (fourth century Ap), as
well as a variety of other works.

Proclus’ commentary, a four-book work that covers only the first book of the
Elements, is of considerable interest. It is based on a number of earlier works,
including Eudemus of Rhodes’ lost History of geometry (c.330 Bc), lost works of
Porphyry (third century ab), and commentaries on Euclid from the Roman pe-
riod. The commentary is oriented toward the curriculum of the Neoplatonist school
and has philosophical and historical as well as mathematical value; as a result it
has been translated into several modern languages. It is frequently cited by mod-
ern scholars in discussions of philosophy, mathematics, Euclid, and its lost sources.
The standard text of the commentary is that of Friedlein (1873 =TLG), and trans-
lations are provided by Morrow (1992), Ver Eecke (1948), Schonberger and Steck
(1945), and Cardini (1978). For examples of recent use of the commentary see
Zhmud (2002), Cleary (2000), Netz (1999b), Eide (1995), and Glasner (1992).

Pappus’ commentary originally dealt with the entire Elements, but the two
surviving books cover book 10 only. The original Greek version is lost in its en-
tirety, and the two books that survive exist only in an Arabic translation. Pappus’
commentary, which is less respected than Proclus’ but not without value, includes
a philosophical introduction to book 10 as well as detailed mathematical discus-
sion. There is a good edition with full English translation in Junge and Thomson
(1930).

Heron of Alexandria (first century Ap) wrote a commentary on books 1 through 9
of the Elements. The work itself is lost, but extensive fragments are preserved in
Proclus’ commentary and in a tenth-century commentary by Anaritius (Al-Nayrizi),
which was originally written in Arabic and translated into Latin. (For editions and
translations see Mansfeld 1998: 26 n. 90). Anaritius’ commentary also preserves frag-
ments of a commentary by Simplicius (sixth century) on book 1 of the Elements.

Theon of Alexandria (fourth century) produced revised editions of the Elements
and (probably) the Optica. Traces of his work on the Elements are preserved in
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scholia and commentaries, and an introduction to the Optica attributed to him
survives intact. See Heiberg (1882) and Heiberg and Menge (1883—1916: vol. vii).

Marinus of Neapolis (fifth—sixth century), a pupil of Proclus, has left an intro-
duction (often referred to as a commentary) to the Data. See Heiberg and Menge
(1883—1916: vol. vi =TLG) and Michaux (1947). Later commentaries also exist.

The scholia to Euclid are extensive but less interesting than the commen-
taries. For the Elements, the scholia’s oldest sources seem to be Proclus’ com-
mentary (for book 1) and Pappus’ commentary (for books 2 through 13). There
are also some scholia to the Data, Optica, and Phaenomena. The standard edi-
tion is that of Heiberg and Menge (1883—-1916: vols. v—viii =TLG), but some
additional scholia are provided by Heiberg (1903: 328-52). The key study is that
of Heiberg (1888).

For discussion of the commentaries and scholia, with further bibliography, see
Mansfeld (1998) and Knorr (1989). Mugler’s dictionaries of technical terminol-
ogy (1958-9, 1964) are useful for reading these texts.

2.3.3 Archimedes

The Syracusan mathematician Archimedes (third century Bc) was almost as im-
portant as Euclid, but we have considerably less commentary on his works. What
we have, however, is quite valuable: intact commentaries on three of Archimedes’
works by Eutocius of Ascalon (fifth—sixth century). The three commentaries are
on De sphaera et cylindro, De planorum aequilibriis, and De dimensione circuli.
They are important mathematical works in their own right and significant for our
understanding of Greek mathematics and its history. Later commentaries also exist.

In addition to the commentaries, there are some scholia to Archimedes. These
are not considered important or of significant antiquity, but they are interesting
because they contain mathematical diagrams.*> Only a selection (those that ap-
pear to go back to the archetype of the Greek manuscripts) has been published.

Heiberg (1915 =TLG) provides a good text of Eutocius’ commentaries and the
scholia from the archetype and equips the commentaries (but not the scholia)
with a facing Latin translation. Mugler (1972) offers another good edition of the
commentaries, with French translation; he omits the scholia but includes a few
odd scraps of other ancient comments on Archimedes. There is also an English
translation of some of Eutocius’ commentaries by Netz (2004-), and another
French translation by Ver Eecke (1960). For examples of recent work on Eutocius
see Cameron (1990), Netz (1999-2000), Knorr (1989), and Mansfeld (1998, with
further references). Mugler’s dictionaries of technical terminology (1958-9, 1964)
are useful for reading these texts.

42. The scholia and commentaries on other mathematicians often contain diagrams
too, but in many modern editions it is difficult to ascertain the extent to which the dia-
grams published with the text come from the manuscripts or are the editors’ creations;
see Netz (1999a). Some of the scholia to Archimedes consist only of diagrams, which
have been published from the manuscripts.



62 SCHOLIA, COMMENTARIES, AND LEXICA ON SPECIFIC LITERARY WORKS

2.3.4 Apollonius of Perga

The mathematician Apollonius of Perga produced his Conica around 200 Bc; half
of this work has survived in Greek, accompanied by a commentary by Eutocius of
Ascalon (fifth—sixth century). Though not as famous as Eutocius’ commentary
on Archimedes, this work has some philosophical and mathematical value. It has
been edited and provided with a Latin translation by Heiberg (1891-3 =TLG),
and there is a good introduction with further bibliography in Mansfeld (1998);
see also Knorr (1989) and Decorps-Foulquier (1998).

2.3.5 Apollonius Rhodius

Apollonius Rhodius lived in the third century Bc and was one of the librarians at
Alexandria, rather than one of the classical poets they so diligently edited, so it is
perhaps surprising to find that there is a large body of scholia on Apollonius’
Argonautica, including much ancient material and going back at least to the first
century Bc. While not as useful to us as the scholia on Aristophanes or Euripides,
the Apollonius scholia contain much information that is still valuable, particu-
larly when they shed light on how Apollonius used Homer, on how ancient au-
thors who imitated Apollonius understood his text, and on the details of Greek
mythology; they are of course also of use for establishing the text of the Argonautica.

A few papyri with marginal or interlinear scholia to Apollonius’ works survive,*?
though these are too fragmentary to be of much use; there is also one fragment of
a self-standing commentary.* The vast majority of our evidence for ancient schol-
arship on the Argonautica, however, is derived from medieval sources. The scholia
to Apollonius state (at the end of book 4) that they are derived from the commen-
taries of Theon (first century Bc), Lucillus Tarrhaeus (mid-first century ap), and
Sophocles (second century ap). The last of these commentaries was also used
(perhaps indirectly) by Stephanus of Byzantium, and the scholia themselves, in a
state of preservation better than that of the present day, were used extensively by
the compilers of the Etymologicum genuinum and more sparingly by Eustathius
and John Tzetzes. The transmission is thus double, “direct” in manuscripts of
Apollonius and “indirect” in the other sources, and quotations from the Etymolo-
gicum and other indirect sources are considered to be (and in editions printed as)
part of the corpus of scholia to Apollonius. The direct transmission of the scholia
has several distinct branches, L, P, and A (this last being closely related to, but
not directly descended from, L); these are reproduced to varying degrees in dif-
ferent publications.

The best edition of Apollonius scholia, that of Wendel (1935 =TLG), is not
really satisfactory. Wendel attempts to print all important scholia, but he frequently
does not note major variations in order and wording among the different witnesses;
a perusal of the explanation of the principles used in his apparatus (1935: pp. xxv—

43. P.Kéln 12 + P.Mil. Vogl. 6, from the early 1st cent. D (for combined publication
see Henrichs 1970); also P.Oxy. xxxiv. 2693 and 2694, both 2nd cent. AD.
44. P.Berol. 13413, from 1st or 2nd cent. Ap, pub. in Wifstrand (1932).
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xxvi) is both enlightening and alarming. In many cases, moreover, material from
the indirect transmission is given only in the apparatus, so that sometimes when
one is trying to follow up a reference to an Apollonius scholion one has to look in
the apparatus rather than in the main text. The P tradition, still more unfortu-
nately, is given rather short shrift, so that material found only in P is sometimes
omitted entirely from Wendel's text; if one needs to find this material, the only
real option is to use G. Schaefer’s (1813) text of the P scholia. Wendel's text is,
however, the only unified text of the Argonautica scholia; if it is unavailable, one
must use Schaefer for the P scholia and Keil (1854) for the L scholia. (The A
scholia can be found only in Wendel and in very early editions of Apollonius, but
they rarely show significant differences from the L scholia.)

Discussion of the Apollonius scholia is fairly extensive. Wendel provides, in
addition to the introduction to his edition of the scholia (1935), a separate mono-
graph on the textual history of the scholia (1932) and some later discussion (1942);
his work is based on that of Deicke (1901 and unpublished). Wendel's discus-
sions are not always easy to follow, and many of his views are no longer generally
accepted, so that anyone interested in textual history should consult H. Frinkel
(1964:92-110; 1968), who provides many corrections to Wendel's text as well as
to his analyses, and Herter (1955). The papyri are discussed by H. Machler (1994:
105-9), H. Frinkel (1964: 92-3), McNamee (1977: 204—-6; forthcoming), and
their editors; their more legible portions are reproduced in Wendel (1935) at the
appropriate line numbers.

Perhaps the most fruitful area of scholarship involving the Apollonius scholia
is that of how they were used by other ancient writers who imitated Apollonius
(such as Valerius Flaccus). There is no doubt that some ancient writers were fa-
miliar with the ancestors of our Argonautica scholia, and the interpretations con-
tained in such commentaries seem to have influenced their creative activity to
some extent. On this point see Nelis (2001), Scaffai (1997, with good discussion
of earlier work), Bessone (1991), H. Frinkel (1964: 94—8), and Herter (1955: 243).

2.3.6 Theocritus

The scholia to Theocritus are useful and relatively unproblematic. Of ancient
scholarship on Theocritus we possess introductory material, hypotheses to the
individual poems, and marginal and interlinear scholia; some of the scholia are
Byzantine, but many are ancient.

The old scholia, which fill a volume much thicker than that of Theocritus’ own
work, derive from a massive composite commentary assembled from at least two
earlier works. One was a scholarly commentary dating to the Augustan period,
composed primarily by Theon but also incorporating the work of Asclepiades of
Myrlea (first century BC); in addition to many of the scholia, the surviving pro-
legomena and hypotheses have their bases in this commentary. The second major
source of the composite commentary appears to be a work independently com-
posed by Munatius of Tralles in the second century apb and containing a number
of gross errors. It is thought that Munatius, who clearly had little interest in achiev-
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ing high standards of scholarship, produced primarily paraphrases of the poems
and identifications of the people mentioned in them. These two commentaries
were later combined, along with the work of the second-century commentators
Theaetetus and Amarantus; it is likely but not certain that the compilation was
done by Theaetetus in the second century. From the fourth to sixth centuries a
revival of Theocritan studies resulted in some further alterations to the commen-
taries, but since no scholars later than the second century are named in the old
scholia it is likely that no significant additions were made at that period.

The scholia as they have come down to us represent a severely abridged ver-
sion of the original commentaries, which were used by a number of early scholars
in their fuller forms. There is thus a significant indirect tradition for the Theocritus
scholia, involving Eustathius, Hesychius, various etymological works, and espe-
cially the scholia to Vergil.

The Byzantine scholia are easily separable from the old scholia and are gener-
ally considered to have no value except for the study of Byzantine scholarship it-
self, since they are based entirely on extant sources. They consist primarily of the
work of Moschopulus and Planudes, with fragments of an earlier commentary by
Tzetzes and notes by Triclinius.

Separate in origin from both these groups is the body of scholia on the Techno-
paegnia, a group of poems whose lines form shapes on the page. This group in-
cludes Theocritus’ Syrinx, as well as a number of works by other poets, and was
ultimately incorporated into the Greek Anthology. The scholia go back to the late
antique period and are of particular interest for the history of this unusual poetic
genre.

In addition to the manuscript scholia, we have a papyrus fragment from the
first or second century Ap containing a small piece of a commentary on Theocritus*
and substantial marginal scholia on papyrus texts of the poems from the late sec-
ond century and from ¢.500 ap (Hunt and Johnson 1930; Meliadd 2004). None
of these remains shows close agreement with the manuscript scholia, and the
commentaries from which they derive were clearly far less good than that of Theon.

The scholia are useful particularly for the interpretation of Theocritus, but also
for establishing the text. They can also aid in the interpretation of other ancient
poetry, for later poets, particularly Vergil, made use of Theocritus and understood
his poems in the light of ancient commentaries. Ancient scholars’ discussions of
Theocritus’ literary Doric dialect are also important for our understanding of the
history of Greek dialectology.

The standard edition of the old scholia is that of Wendel (1914 =TLG), which
includes material derived from the indirect tradition and the Technopaegnia scholia
but omits the papyri and the Byzantine scholia. The latter can be found in earlier
editions of the Theocritus scholia, preferably that of Ahrens (1859), in which they
are marked with “Rec”; the papyri must be consulted in their original editions.
The definitive discussion of the scholia is also by Wendel (1920, with further

45. P.Berol. 7506, pub. in BKT v.i, p. 56.
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references), but Gow (1952: i, pp. Ixxx—Ixxxiv) offers a briefer explanation that is
more cautious than Wendel's on some points, and H. Macehler (1994: 97-105),
McNamee (1977: 217-28; forthcoming), and Meliado (2004) discuss the papyri.
For examples of use of the scholia in modern work on Theocritus, see Gow (1952:
ii, passim), Payne (2001), and S. Jackson (1999).

2.3.7 Lycophron

The Alexandra of Lycophron (third or second century Bc) is an abstruse poem on
Trojan War themes. Though not popular in modern times, it attracted consider-
able attention at earlier periods and was the subject of commentaries by Theon
and Tzetzes, among others.

A considerable body of scholia to the Alexandra (in fact much larger than the
poem itself) survives and is divided into two groups: old scholia and Tzetzes' scholia.
Tzetzes drew heavily on the old scholia and is in consequence an important wit-
ness to the ancient tradition, but some old material is also preserved separately. It
is uncertain whether the Tzetzes in question was John or Isaac.

The standard edition of the scholia to Lycophron is that of Scheer (1908 =TLG);
this text combines the two types of scholia, and most of those presented are
Tzetzes', but where Tzetzes and the old scholia diverge, Scheer prints the text in
two columns, with the old scholia on the left and Tzetzes on the right. Gualandri
provides indices to Scheer’s edition (1962, 1965). Leone has published two stud-
ies of the manuscript tradition in preparation for a new edition (1991, 1992-3).

The principal discussion of the scholia is that of Scheer (1908). They are rich
in mythographical information and also useful as evidence in the debate as to
whether the author of the Alexandra can be identified with the Lycophron who
was a tragedian of the third century Bc or whether the poem was composed by
another Lycophron in the second century Bc; on this point see Ceccarelli and
Steinriick (1995) and S. West (1984), both with further references.

2.3.8 Nicander

Nicander, a poet of the third or second century Bc, produced two surviving works:
the Theriaca, a didactic poem explaining remedies for the bites of snakes and other
poisonous animals, and the Alexipharmaca, a similar explanation of remedies for
poisons. Though these works are now somewhat neglected, and the information
they contain is generally regarded as false, they were popular in antiquity and
attracted the attention of many ancient commentators, including Theon and
Plutarch.

There is a large body of surviving scholia for each poem; in both cases the mass
of scholia is considerably larger than the poem itself. The scholia cover a wide
variety of topics; while much of this material is late, some of it preserves valuable
ancient commentary. The scholia are used particularly for the information they
provide on the history of the poems and Nicander’s other writings. There are also
full-length prose paraphrases to both poems, attributed to one Eutecnius and dat-
ing perhaps to the fourth century Ap. An interesting piece of papyrus commentary,
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P.Oxy. xix. 2221 from the first century Ap, shows no overlap with either scholia or
paraphrases.

The standard edition of the Theriaca scholia is that of Crugnola (1971 =TLG),
and the Alexipharmaca scholia have been edited by Geymonat (1974 =TLG). The
editions of both in O. Schneider’s edition of Nicander (1856) are also acceptable.
The paraphrases can be found in Geymonat (1976) and Bussemaker (1849). A
short overview is given by Gow and Scholfield (1953: 16), and examples of the
use of the scholia are provided by Gallavotti (1988), Geymonat (1970), and
Cazzaniga (1976).

2.3.9 Callimachus

The scholia to Callimachus appear to have originally resembled those for Apol-
lonius Rhodius and Theocritus, but their state of preservation is much worse. Few
scholia are found in the manuscripts, and little ancient scholarship can be extracted
from them, though a respectable quantity has been recovered on papyri (both as
marginalia and as separate commentaries). We also have a number of Roman-
period papyri with diegeses, or summaries of the content of Callimachean poems;
as in the case of the hypotheses to dramatic texts and to Homer, groups of these
summaries circulated on papyrus without the poetic texts, but related summaries
are found with the text in medieval manuscripts.

The main edition is that of Pfeiffer (194953 =TLG), but see also P.Oxy. xx.
2258, F. Montanari (1976), Henrichs (1969), Parsons (1977), Cameron (1995),
and especially Rossum-Steenbeek (1998). Examples of recent use of the Cal-
limachus scholia include Ambiihl (1995), Krevans (1986), and McNamee (1982).
For further references see Lehnus (2000).

2.3.10 Batrachomyomachia

The scholia to the Batrachomyomachia are mostly Byzantine and have attracted
little attention in recent years. Many are short glosses, but there are also lengthier
notations and a prose paraphrase of the poem. They make up a substantial body
of work, much of which derives from the work of Moschopulus (¢.1300) and other
scholars of the same period. Such ancient material as is preserved comes primar-
ily from extant sources such as lexica. The scholia are useful primarily for estab-
lishing the text of the poem. The standard edition and definitive study is that of
Ludwich (1896: 117-35 and 198-318); Gudeman (1921: 645-6) provides an
overview and Keaney (1979) offers some corrections to the attribution of indi-
vidual notes.

2.4 LITERATURE OF THE ROMAN PERIOD

Most scholarship on authors of the Roman period (except Galen, for whose works
see 2.2.1) is less significant than that on earlier writers. Some of it, however, is
important, and in certain cases such scholarship can be shown to use lost sources
that considerably predate the author under discussion; thus material going back
to the classical period can sometimes be found in scholarship on writers of the
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second century Ap. The number of Roman-period authors on whose works com-
mentary survives is so great that only those with the most significant scholarship
can be discussed here.

2.4.1 Ptolemy

Claudius Ptolemy of Alexandria, the great mathematician and astronomer, lived
in the second century Ap. His most famous composition is the Almagest, or
Mabnpatikn otvtaéis, but he also wrote many other works. A great deal of schol-
arship on Ptolemy survives; not only are there numerous extant commentaries,
but even commentaries on the commentaries. Much of this material is unpub-
lished, and some that is published lacks modern editions. Only a minimal over-
view can be given here.

Pappus (fourth century) is responsible for the earliest surviving commentary
on the Almagest. His work seems to have originally covered at least books 1 to 6 of
the Almagest, but only the portion on books 5 and 6 is still extant. The standard
edition is that of Rome (1931-43: vol. i =TLG).

Theon’s commentary on the Almagest (fourth century) is only slightly later than
Pappus’ and much better preserved, though not complete. It originally covered
books 1 through 13, but the section on book 11 is lost. Of the section on book 5
only a small fragment survived via the direct manuscript tradition, but most of
the remainder has been preserved as scholia to the Almagest. The commentary
on book 3 provides a rare glimpse of ancient scholarship produced by a woman,
for it was based on a text edited by Theon’s daughter Hypatia, who was made
famous in the nineteenth century by Charles Kingsley's novel Hypatia. (Hypatia
was an important Neoplatonist teacher until lynched by Christian monks; she also
wrote her own commentaries, which unfortunately do not survive. See Dzielska
1995 and, on her editing, Cameron 1990 and Knorr 1989: 753-804.) Rome (1931—
books of the Almagest, but there is no modern edition of the rest of the commen-
tary. The portions that survived in the direct transmission can be found in Grynaeus
and Camerarius (1538), and the scholia containing the remains of commentary
on book 5 are unpublished but discussed in Tihon (1987).

An anonymous Neoplatonist of the late antique period has left us an introduc-
tion and partial commentary on book 1 of the Almagest. This commentary is based
on earlier sources, including both Pappus and Theon. Only portions of it have
been published, by Mogenet (1956) and Hultsch (1878).

In addition to his Almagest commentary, Theon composed two works on
Ptolemy’s ITpdxetpot kavéves (“Handy Tables”). Both are self-standing treatises
rather than commentaries in the strict sense of the word. The “Great Commen-
tary” originally comprised five books, of which the first four are still extant, and
the “Little Commentary,” which has survived intact, is in one book. Marinus of
Neapolis (fifth—sixth century) composed a commentary on Theon’s Little Com-
mentary; this secondary commentary is lost in its original form, but some of it is
preserved as scholia to the Little Commentary. The Great Commentary and Little
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Commentary have been edited and translated by Tihon (1978 =TLG, 1991 =TLG,
1999) and Mogenet and Tihon (1985 =TLG). The scholia deriving from Marinus’
commentary are mostly unpublished, but there is a discussion of them by Tihon
(1976), who also discusses the scholia to the Great Commentary (Mogenet and
Tihon 1981).

We also have a fragment of an elementary commentary on the “Handy Tables”
from the early third century. This has been edited and translated by Jones (1990).

Ptolemy’s ’AmoTelecpaTikd or TeTpdBiBros concerned astrology and so at-
tracted particular attention from commentators. An introduction and explanation
is attributed to Porphyry (third century) and edited by Boer and Weinstock (1940
=TLG). A long anonymous commentary of somewhat later date has no modern
edition (text in Wolf 1559). There is also a paraphrase/commentary attributed
(probably incorrectly) to Proclus, of which there is no modern edition (text in
Allatius 1635). For more information on these commentaries see Gundel and
Gundel (1966: 213-16).

Porphyry (third century) has left us a commentary on the Harmonica, of which
there is a good edition by Diiring (1932 =TLG), updated by Alexanderson (1969).
Many later commentaries on Ptolemy’s works also exist in a variety of languages.

For discussion of the commentaries to Ptolemy see especially the introductions
to the editions, and Knorr (1989), and Mansfeld (1998, with further bibliogra-
phy); for examples of their recent use see Cameron (1990), Jones (1999), and
Gersh (1992).

There is also a large body of scholia to Ptolemy’s works, though it has never
been properly studied or edited. As a result it is still possible to make major
discoveries by working on the scholia: the remains of Theon’s commentary on
Almagest 5 were found there only recently. See for example Mogenet (1975), Tihon
(1973, 1987), Antoniou (1997), and Mansfeld (2000).

2.4.2 Nicomachus

There are four extant commentaries to the Introductio arithmetica of the math-
ematician Nicomachus of Gerasa (¢.100 Ap), as well as a prologue and a body of
scholia. The earliest commentary is that of lamblichus from the third century,
while the next two are both based on lectures of the Neoplatonist Ammonius in
the sixth century: Asclepius of Tralles reports the lectures directly, while Philo-
ponus’ commentary is more removed and may be based on Asclepius’ work rather
than personal memory of the lectures. Philoponus’ commentary survives in two
versions, of which the second has sometimes been ascribed to [saac Argyros. Then
there is an anonymous Byzantine commentary (“recensio IV”) that is sometimes
confused with Asclepius’ commentary in manuscript catalogs; though this work
was for a while attributed to Arsenius Olbiodorus, its authorship is unknown. The
prologue is also anonymous, and the scholia are Byzantine.

lamblichus’ commentary has been edited by Pistelli (1894 =TLG), Asclepius’
by Taran (1969), and the first version of Philoponus’ by Hoche (1864-7). The
second version of Philoponus’ commentary is published only in the form of col-
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lections of variants from the first version: the divergences from Philoponus’ first
book are given by Hoche (1864—7: ii, pp. ii—xiv), and those from Philoponus’ sec-
ond (and final) book by Delatte (1939: 129-87). The anonymous commentary is
unpublished, as are the scholia, but the prologue has been edited by Tannery
(1893-5:ii. 73-7). Giardina (1999) has reproduced Hoche’s text of Philoponus,
with an Italian translation. For further information see D'Ooge (1926), the intro-
duction to Tardn (1969), and Mansfeld (1998).

2.4.3 Lucian

Since Lucian lived in the second century ap, well after the great age of Hellenis-
tic scholarship, one might reasonably expect that the scholia to his works would
have little to offer. But the scholiasts to Lucian drew on lost works of ancient
scholarship that go back long before his time, so their products are useful even
for historical information on classical Athens. There is of course also a significant
Byzantine component, including much amusing castigation of the author by Chris-
tian readers.

The scholia are divided into five classes, of which class [ represents the oldest
commentary (dated, in its final form, to anywhere from the fifth to the ninth cen-
tury), class Il represents the commentary of Arethas (ninth—tenth century, but
using earlier material), and classes I11-V represent a combination of the two. The
most important ancient sources of the scholia seem to be lexica and lost paro-
emiographical works.

The standard text of the scholia is that of Rabe (1906 =TLG), which does not
include all the scholia that appear in the manuscripts. The main studies are those
of Helm (1908) and Winter (1908). J. Schneider (1994: 196-9) offers a good
summary of previous research with further references, and Lowe (1998), Skov
(1975), and Baldwin (1980—1, with further references) provide examples of the
way the scholia can be used.

2.4.4 Aelius Aristides

A large body of ancient and Byzantine scholarship on Aelius Aristides (a rhetori-
cian of the second century Ap) remains; it comprises a substantial set of scholia
as well as prolegomena and hypotheses to some speeches. Much of this material
goes back to the fourth-century rhetorician Sopater, who made use of earlier
sources, but Sopater’s work has been considerably tampered with by subsequent
scholiasts and is not always easy to distinguish. There is also a body of scholia by
Arethas (ninth—tenth century, but based on Sopater).

The ancient scholarship on Aristides is useful not only for the information it
provides about the author and his works, but also for historical information going
as far back as classical Athens. However, use of the scholia is hindered by the
lack of a reliable edition.

The standard and only complete text of the scholia is that of W. Dindorf (1829
=TLG), which simply prints the eighteenth-century collation of Reiske and is
completely untrustworthy. For orations 1-3 a better choice is Frommel’s edition
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(1826), but this work has its own flaws and is rarely cited because of its obscurity.
A new edition of the whole is urgently needed. There is, however, a good study by
Lenz (1934); see also Pernot (1981: 260-5). The prolegomena have been well
edited and thoroughly studied by Lenz (1959); see also Behr (1968: 142-7). Ex-
amples of the uses of the scholia are provided by Piccirilli (1983), Thompson
(1985), and Stichel (1988).

2.4.5 Oppian

Oppian, a poet of the second century Ap, has left us a little-noticed poem about
fish entitled Halieutica; a Cynegetica is also attributed to him but now considered
spurious. Scholarly material is preserved for both poems and includes extensive
scholia as well as full-length prose paraphrases attributed to one Eutecnius, who
may have lived in the fourth century Ap.

The paraphrase of the Halieutica, of which only the second half survives, is
preserved in a very early manuscript (¢.500 Ap) and so is important for the estab-
lishment of the text of the poem itself, which is not found in manuscripts earlier
than the twelfth century and is seriously corrupt. The standard text of this para-
phrase is that of Papathomopoulos (1976), but Gualandri’s edition (1968) is also
usable; there are studies by Fajen (1979) and Gualandri (1968). The paraphrase
of the Cynegetica is generally ignored but can be found in Bussemaker (1849).

The scholia, which seem to be at least primarily Byzantine, have an interesting
history, in that some of them were transmitted independently of the text from the
sixteenth century. The Cynegetica scholia consist largely of glosses and are rarely
mentioned; a text can be found in Bussemaker (1849 =TLG). The Halieutica
scholia are substantial (much larger than the poem itself) and fall into three groups,
A, B, and C, of which only A has been published, and that only partially and in-
adequately (by Bussemaker 1849 (=TLG) and Vari 1909). The A scholia appear
to derive primarily from the work of Tzetzes. There are a number of studies of
their textual history; see Fajen (1969: 32-3) and Leverenz (1999, with further
references). For an example of the use of the scholia see Dyck (1982a).

2.4.6 Other Authors

Scholia or commentaries to a number of other authors exist but are rarely mentioned,
usually because of their poor quality or their inaccessibility. Some of these are:

A set of Byzantine scholia to the De materia medica of Dioscorides Pedanius
(first century Ap) is published in the apparatus of Wellmann (1906—14) and dis-
cussed by Riddle (1984) and N. Wilson (1971: 557-8).

A few scholia to the geometrical works of Hero of Alexandria (first century Ap)
have been published by Heiberg (1914: 222-32).

A Neoplatonist commentary on the Encheiridion of the Stoic Epictetus (first—
second century), composed by Simplicius (6th century), has been edited and dis-
cussed by . Hadot (1996) and translated by Brittain and Brennan (2002).

Some Byzantine scholia to Plutarch have been edited and discussed by Man-
fredini (1975, 1979).
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Dionysius Periegeta (second century) produced a didactic poem with a descrip-
tion of the world. There is an extant commentary by Eustathius, far longer than
the poem itself and important for its preservation of portions of Strabo and of
Stephanus of Byzantium that do not survive elsewhere; also a substantial body of
scholia and a detailed prose paraphrase. All this material can be found in Bern-
hardy’s edition (1828), which is essentially reproduced in Miiller (1861 =TLG)
and of which a critique, corrections, and partial re-edition are provided by Ludwich
(1884-5:1ii. 553-97 =TLG); see also Sakellaridou-Sotiroudi (1993).

A small body of scholia to Pausanias has been published by Spiro (1894 =TLG;
1903: iii. 218-22). These scholia are Byzantine (but drawing on earlier material)
and useful primarily for studies of the history of the text of Pausanias and of clas-
sical scholarship in the Byzantine period. They have been studied by Reitzenstein
(1894), Wilamowitz (1894), and Diller (1956: 87, 96).

The scholia to Marcus Aurelius’ Meditations are of little value except for es-
tablishing the history of the text. They consist primarily of Byzantine glosses and
have never been fully published. A few are printed by Schenkl (1913: 160-1),
and Dalfen (1978) offers a detailed discussion.

A few scholia to the works of Maximus of Tyre (a philosopher of the second
century) are printed at the bottom of relevant pages of Hobein's edition (1910).

There is a small set of tenth-century scholia to the Anaplus Bospori of Dionysius
of Byzantium, a minor geographer from the second century. They can be found in
Giingerich (1927 =TLG).

The works of Hermogenes, a rhetorician who lived in the second and third
centuries, attracted commentary from the third century onward. Two long com-
mentaries by the fifth-century Aristotelian commentator Syrianus are preserved
intact and have been edited by Rabe (1892-3). An enormous body of scholia is
also preserved, including much material from the fourth and fifth centuries ap; it
can be found in Walz (1832—6: vols. iv—vii).

A few scholia to the Progymnasmata of Aelius Theon,*¢ a rhetorician of un-
known date, are published by Walz (1832—6: i. 257-62 =TLG); they appear to be
taken from the scholia to Aphthonius.

46

Later authors are beyond the scope of this study, but scholia and commentaries
on their works are not uncommon. Gregory of Nazianzus, Oribasius, Diophantus,
and Aphthonius, for example, are the subject of extensive surviving commentary.
For further information on Byzantine commentary on these (and earlier) authors
see Hunger (1978: ii. 55-77).

46. Listed in reference works under Theon, not Aelius.
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Other Scholarly Works

WHII.I-, THE PRODUCTION OF TEXTS AND COMMENTARIES
on literary works was probably the primary goal of ancient scholarship, other lines
of work were pursued as well, particularly in the later Hellenistic and Roman pe-
riods. Among these other scholarly genres were the grammatical treatise, in which
scholars analysed the classical Greek language and tried to codify the underlying
principles of correct usage, and the lexicon, in which unusual words were col-
lected, classified, and explained. (Two other popular genres, mythography and
paroemiography, have been excluded from this book but were clearly related to
the scholarly genres discussed here.) Modern interest currently focuses on the
grammatical writings much more than on lexica, and thus it is much easier to find
reliable texts, commentaries, and translations of grammatical works than of lexica;
precisely for this reason, however, the latter offer greater opportunities for future
work.

This section includes only authors whose works still survive and ones whose
fragments are normally consulted in a collected edition; that is, those who cur-
rently have an independent existence as authors. Many other ancient scholars have
left traces in scholia or later authors, but the issues involved in finding and read-
ing those traces have less to do with the original scholar than with the works in
which the fragments are preserved, so they are not treated here. (For further in-
formation on using them, see the footnotes in Chapter 1.) A useful source of
additional information on the authors in this chapter, and on many grammarians
not covered here, is the Lessico dei grammatici greci antichi (LGGA), available at
http://www.aristarchus.unige.it/lgga. This site provides very detailed information
but currently includes only a few authors; it is hoped that eventually it will be-
come a major resource for the study of ancient grammarians.

3.1 GRAMMATICAL TREATISES

Our understanding of the evolution of Greek grammar is complicated by the loss
of most of the early works on the subject and by controversy over the authenticity
of the earliest surviving treatise. Fortunately, much remains from the writings of
two crucial figures from the second century ap, Apollonius Dyscolus and Herodian.
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3.1.1 Apollonius Dyscolus

The works of Apollonius Dyscolus! are the most important and influential of sur-
viving grammatical treatises. In antiquity and the Byzantine world Apollonius was
considered the greatest grammarian, and it is no coincidence that far more re-
mains of his work than of any other Greek grammarian before the Byzantine pe-
riod. Apollonius, who lived in Alexandria in the mid-second century Ap and was
the father of the grammarian Herodian, wrote numerous treatises, of which four
survive: the Syntax (a major work in four books) and shorter treatises on pronouns,
adverbs, and conjunctions. Considerable portions of his other writings can be
extracted from Priscian, who translated much of Apollonius’ work into Latin (and
through whom Apollonius exerted a powerful influence on the entire Western
grammatical tradition), and from scholia and commentaries, especially the “scholia”
to Dionysius Thrax.?

Apollonius may have invented syntax as a grammatical discipline; even if he
did not, his works are the earliest surviving discussions of the topic and represent
an important and original contribution that laid the foundations for future dis-
cussion. His analyses are theoretical rather than didactic and are concerned with
discovering the underlying rules that govern the regularities of language; his goal
is the construction of a theoretical framework that accounts for all the observed
facts about the aspects of the Greek language he considers. Although his works
are primarily important for their portrayal of Apollonius’ own ideas, they are also
useful as sources of information on the lost writings of earlier scholars, since they
include numerous references to Zenodotus, Aristarchus, and others. Apollonius
seems to have been particularly indebted to Trypho, though (perhaps because the
latter was a scholarly “grandchild” of Aristarchus) Aristarchus’ direct and indirect
influence is also considerable.

There are two editions with a good claim to be the standard text of the Syntax:
that of Uhlig (Grammatici Graeci (GG) ii.ii =TLG) and Lallot’s text (1997), which
is based on Uhlig’s and scrupulously notes all deviations from it. Bekker's version
(1817) is seriously out of date. There is an English translation of the Syntax (House-
holder 1981), but the French version (Lallot 1997) is much better; one can also
find Spanish (Bécares Botas 1987) and German (Buttmann 1877) versions, and
Uhlig gives a running Latin paraphrase in his edition.

The minor works are more problematic, since they survive in only one manu-
script, and since damage to that manuscript makes the text very difficult to estab-
lish in a number of places. The standard edition of these works is currently that
of R. Schneider (GG ii.i (=TLG), with extensive commentary in GG i.ii = ii.i.ii),

1. This Apollonius is sometimes known as Apollonius Alexandrinus but is to be dis-
tinguished from the numerous other Apollonii involved with ancient scholarship, many
of whom are also associated with Alexandria.

2. When these “scholia” agree with Priscian, both are usually assumed to be derived

from Apollonius even if his name is not explicitly mentioned.
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but it is possible that Dalimier’s edition (2001) will supersede Schneider’s for the
Conjunctions, of which any text is something of a creative reconstruction. Branden-
burg (2005) has produced a new edition of the Pronouns (differing little from that
of Schneider) that will probably win adherents, and Maas (1911b) gives a text
(based on Schneider) of Pronouns 3.1-49.7. Part of the text preserved with the
Adverbs (201.1-210.5) appears to belong not to that work but to the lost portion
of the fourth book of the Syntax, and in consequence is reprinted in Lallot (1997).
All the minor works have also been edited by Bekker (1813; 1814-21: vol. ii),
though that edition is now a last resort. Translations are sparse: Dalimier gives a
French translation of the Conjunctions (2001) and Brandenburg a German one
of the Pronouns (2005), while Lallot (1997) and Householder (1981) both include
translations of the portion of Adverbs thought to belong to the Syntax (a complete
translation of the Adverbs is in preparation by Sylvain Broquet). There are also
Schneider’s Latin summaries (GG ii.i).

Numerous fragments of Apollonius’ lost works survive (many of them in Latin,
since Priscian is one of the chief sources). The most important of the lost works
are [Tept ovopdTov and ITept pnudTwy; others include TTept opboypadias, Tept
StarékTwv, Tlepl oToixelwy, and Mept mpoowdidy. They are usually best con-
the source text of a fragment has received a good new edition since 1910, it is
prudent to consult that version as well.

References to Apollonius’ works are usually given by work, page, and line num-
ber of the Grammatici Graeci texts; these numbers are reproduced in the margins
by Lallot and Dalimier (but not Householder). Older works, including some (but
not all) cross-references within the Grammatici Graeci edition, use Bekker’s nu-
meration, which Uhlig, Schneider, and Householder print in their margins but
which does not appear in Lallot’s or Dalimier’s editions. LS] uses Bekker’s nu-
meration for the Syntax but Schneider’s pagination for the other works. Occasion-
ally one also finds references by book and paragraph numbers, which remain
constant in all editions but do not allow for sufficient precision when dealing with
an author as difficult as Apollonius.

Apollonius’ style is notoriously opaque and elliptical, and his terminology is
idiosyncratic; indeed since antiquity one of the explanations offered for his nick-
name 80okolos “troublesome” has been a reference to the sufferings he inflicted
on his readers. As a result, there are a number of special aids to understanding
Apollonius’ writings. Uhlig and Schneider provide glossaries/indices (GG ii.ii: 507—
ogy, and Dalimier (2001: 437-75) offers a similar tool for the words appearing in
Conjunctions. Bednarski (1994) has even produced a book-length study of Apol-
lonius’ grammatical terminology. Schneider also provides a detailed discussion of
(GG ii.ii: 530-7) and Lallot (1997: i. 88-95) give detailed tables of contents of
the Syntax, Dalimier (2001: 61-2) does the same for the Conjunctions, and
Schneider provides such help for all the minor works (GG ii.i: 259-64).
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Modern scholarship on Apollonius, which is abundant, tends to focus on the
Syntax. The importance of Apollonius’ work, combined with its difficulty, offers
fertile ground for debate about the meanings of his theories; other topics investi-
gated include Apollonius’ originality, his debt to the Stoics and other predeces-
sors, the interpretation of his terminology, the textual tradition, and the extent to
which Apollonius can be claimed to have anticipated modern syntactic theories.
An excellent introduction to Apollonius, with commentary on earlier work, is of-
fered by Blank (1993), while extensive discussions are provided by Lallot (1997),
Dalimier (2001), Blank (1982), lldefonse (1997), Thierfelder (1935), Egger (1854),
and Lange (1852). Treatments of specific points include those of Kemp (1991:
316-30), Lallot (1985, 19944, 1994b), Blank (1994), Van Ophuijsen (1993a), and
Sluiter (1990); for further bibliography see the recent major studies and Schmid-
hauser (forthcoming).

3.1.2 Herodian

Aelius Herodianus? (second century Ap), son of Apollonius Dyscolus, is respon-
sible for most of our knowledge of ancient accentuation. His main work, the TTept
kafollkfis Tpoowdlas, is said originally to have given the rules for attaching ac-
cents and breathings to perhaps as many as 60,000 Greek words, with explana-
tions based on their terminations, number of syllables, gender, and other qualities;
it now survives in fragments and epitomes and is one of the major extant gram-
matical works despite being considerably reduced in size. The only one of Hero-
dian’s works to survive intact is the TTept povijpovs Mé€ews, a treatise on anomalous
words. Two smaller works that predate the TTept kaBolikis Tpoowdias, the Tept
Thtaxiis mpoowdias and the Tept "O8vooelakiis Tpoowdias, focus on Homeric
accentuation and are preserved in fragments gathered from the Homeric scholia.
Other grammatical works of which substantial fragments survive include the TTept
mab@v (on modifications of words), Tlept dpboypadias (on spelling), and TTept
kA oews ovopdTwv (on the declension of nouns).

Herodian’s rules were meant to apply to classical and Homeric words, i.e. to a
state of the language six centuries and more before his own time. It is clear that
he possessed some knowledge of this earlier state of the language and the ways in
which its accentuation system differed from that of the language he spoke, for his
pronouncements can sometimes be proven right by modern techniques of com-
parative philology. Yet it is uncertain what his ultimate source was: we know that
Alexandrian scholars from Aristophanes of Byzantium (¢.257—¢.180 Bc) onward
worked on accentuation, and Herodian certainly built on a tradition going back
to these scholars, but even they were too distanced from classical and Homeric
Greek to possess any native-speaker knowledge of those dialects. Many modern
scholars believe that the Alexandrians drew on a living tradition of accentuation
going back to the classical period and perhaps beyond, but there is some debate
as to the form and extent of that tradition.

3. Not to be confused with the historian Herodian (2nd—3rd cent. Ap).
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Working with Herodian is difficult because of the dubious state of the text.
The only collected edition of his works is that of Lentz (GG iii.i—ii = Lentz 1867—
70 =TLG), but this edition often presents a somewhat fanciful attempt at a re-
construction of Herodian’s work, rather than laying out the surviving evidence;
Lentz’s text can never be assumed to be Herodian’s without further examination.
Fortunately Dyck (1993a) provides a detailed, work-by-work explanation of the
problems and available aids; this piece should always be consulted when using
Lentz (or any other work on Herodian). References to Herodian are usually given
by volume, page, and line number of Lentz.

In many cases use of Lentz’s edition can be avoided by going back to his sources,
and this is usually advisable where practical. The main sources for the KafoAtkm
mpoowdla are two epitomes, one misattributed to Arcadius and the other by
Joannes Philoponus of Alexandria; although there are no real critical editions of
the epitomes, the first of them can be consulted in Moritz Schmidt (1860 =TLG),
or failing that in E. Barker (1820), and the second in W. Dindorf (1825). We now
also have portions of two other epitomes, both unknown to Lentz: a palimpsest
containing portions of books 5-7 (Hunger 1967) and a fourth-century papyrus
fragment containing part of book 5 (P.Ant. ii. 67; see Wouters 1979: 216-24).

For the remains of the Tlept "I\takfis mpoowdias, which is entirely fragmen-

not without its own problems. Our source for this treatise is the scholia to the
Iliad, which specifically acknowledge their overall use of Herodian; individual
scholia do not usually specify a source, but it is normally assumed that scholia
pertaining to accentuation are derived from Herodian’s TTept "[Ataxfis mpoowdlas.
Since Erbse’s edition of the Iliad scholia (1969-88) is much better than the texts
at Lehrs’s disposal, Lentz can profitably be circumvented by direct consultation
of the scholia.*

The Tlept "OduoceLaxiis Tpoowdlas likewise survives only in fragments gath-
ered from the scholia, but because the Odyssey scholia are less extensive than those
to the Iliad, less remains of this treatise. The absence of a good edition of the
Odyssey scholia means that one has little choice but to rely on Lentz's text (GG

The TTept madav, a work that now consists of numerous fragments from a variety
of sources, presents particular problems. Lentz has incorrectly separated the re-

the wrong order and making some poor editorial decisions. There is nevertheless
no good alternative to Lentz for this work.

The Tlept k\oews ovopdTwv is preserved primarily in fragments found in
Choeroboscus’ commentary on Theodosius; the edition of this commentary in GG

4. Erbse marks scholia probably derived from Herodian with the marginal notation
“Hrd.,” so they are not difficult to find; one can also use his index of words whose accen-
tuation is discussed in the scholia (1969-88: vii. 5-15).



3.1.3 DIONYSIUS THRAX 77

777) was based. Some other sources for the treatise were not available to Lentz,
including a fifth-century papyrus fragment of an epitome of the work, for which
see Wouters (1973; 1979: 231-6).

7-189) text, though without his detailed and useful commentary. Since the work
is intact rather than a modern reconstruction, this edition is largely sound, but
some important corrections to Lehrs’s text can still be made; see Egenolff (1884:
62-70; 1900: 254-5).

Herodian’s numerous doubtful and spurious works are omitted from Lentz’s
edition, but some of these are easier to consult than the genuine works. An Atticist
glossary entitled PLAéTatpos, originally composed sometime between the second
and fourth centuries Ap, survives in an abridgement that has been edited by Dain
(1954 =TLG). A treatise ITept oxnudTov, composed of two independent works
neither of which can be attributed to Herodian, is now available in a critical edi-
tion by Hajdu (1998); there are less good editions in Walz (1832—6: viii. 578—
610) and Spengel (1856: 83—-104 =TLG). An epitome of this treatise also exists
and can be found only in Hajdud (1998). The TTept colotkiopob kat BapBaptopod
and the ITept dkupoloyias have been edited by Nauck (1867: 294-312 =TLG,
313-20), and Vitelli (1889) has provided supplements to the latter. A transcript
of a manuscript of the Zynpatiopot ‘Opnpikol has been published by Egenolff
(1894 =TLG). The Tlept mapaywydy yevik@y dmo SlarékTwy and Ilept TGOV
{nTovpévwy KaTd Tdons KAloews ovopaTos are edited by Cramer (1836: 228—
36, 24655 =TLG; some other fragments attributed to Herodian can also be found
in this volume). The TTept avBumoTdkTwr kal dvuroTdkTwy is printed by Bekker
(1814-21:iii.1086—8 =TLG), and a short metrical work called TTepl THis MEews
TV oTixwv is carefully edited by Studemund (1867; superseded edition by De
Furia 1814: 88 =TLG). The TTapekBolal Tou peydlov pripatos can be found in
La Roche (1863 =TLG).

The only portions of Herodian’s works that have been translated are the pa-
pyri, by Wouters (1979).

Discussion of Herodian's work, while less abundant than discussion of Apol-
lonius Dyscolus, is not uncommon. It focuses on textual and interpretive prob-
lems, on the literary fragments to be found in the text, and on the sources (both
immediate and ultimate) for Herodian’s knowledge of classical and Homeric
accentuation. Dyck (1993a) offers an excellent introduction and further bib-
liography, and other useful works include those of Dyck (1977, 1981),
Argyle (1989), Erbse (1960: 344-406), Van der Valk (1963-4: i. 592-602),
Martin Schmidt (1976: 32—5), Wackernagel (1893, 1914a, 1914b), and Laum
(1928).

3.1.3 Dionysius Thrax

A short, simple grammatical introduction entitled Téxvn ypappatiky is tradi-
tionally attributed to Dionysius (c.170-¢.90 Bc), a pupil of Aristarchus. This
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handbook was enormously influential from late antiquity onwards® and is certainly
one of the most important surviving grammatical works. If the attribution to
Dionysius can be trusted, the handbook is also the only Hellenistic grammatical
treatise to survive to modern times. Dionysius” authorship, however, has been
doubted since antiquity and has recently been the focus of considerable discus-
sion; some scholars maintain that the entire treatise is a compilation of the third
or fourth century ap, while others defend its complete authenticity and date it to
the end of the second century Bc. There is also a range of intermediate positions,
which in recent years have gained much ground against both the more extreme
views: some portion of the beginning of the work could go back to Dionysius, while
the rest was written later, or the entire work (or sections of it) could be originally
Dionysius’ but seriously altered (and perhaps abridged) by later writers. Some argue
that if the Téxvn is spurious, we must revise our whole view of the development
of Greek grammatical thought, to put the creation of fully developed grammatical
analysis in the first century Bc. Others maintain that Aristarchus and his follow-
ers already possessed an advanced grammatical system and that the date of the
Téxvn therefore makes little difference to our view of the evolution of grammar.

The Téxvn itself is relatively straightforward; it consists of a concise explana-
tion of the divisions of grammar and definitions of the main grammatical termi-
nology. Because of its extreme brevity, it accumulated a large body of explanatory
commentary (this material is all traditionally known as “scholia,” but it includes
continuous commentaries as well as marginal scholia), which is in many ways more
interesting and informative than the text itself, though clearly later. The Téxvn is
also traditionally accompanied by four supplements, which are probably old but
later than the text itself: TTept mpoowdLiv (De prosodiis), Tept Téxvns (Definitio
artis), TTept o8GOV kal Tept TV Npwikol péTpov (De pedibus et de metro heroico),
and a paradigm of the declension of TUTTW derived from the Kavéves of Theo-
dosius. Some of these supplements are the subjects of additional commentaries.
Both “scholia” and supplements contain valuable information about other ancient
grammatical writings, particularly the lost works of Apollonius Dyscolus, and cover
a wide variety of topics.

Dionysius also wrote a number of other works that survive only in fragments,
including various grammatical works and a commentary on Homer. As unques-
tioned testimonia to Dionysius’ grammatical ideas, these 59 short fragments (47
of them on Homer) are important for the debate over the authenticity of the Téxvn
as well as for studies of Hellenistic grammatical thought.

The standard text of the Téxvn is that of Uhlig in Grammatici Graeci (vol. i.i
=TLG), with a thorough discussion of the textual tradition, extensive apparatus,
and superbly detailed indices that include much information on the meanings and
usage of Greek terms; this text is reprinted in Lallot (1998) and Swiggers and
Wouters (1998). A more recent text by Pecorella (1962) has not superseded Uhlig’'s
edition (see Lallot 1998: 15), and the older edition by Bekker (1814-21: vol. ii)

5. Arguably even to the present day; see Wouters (1979: 35).
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should be used only as a last resort. Translations of the Téxvn abound; there is an
English version by Kemp (1986), a German one by Kiirschner (1996), and a Dutch
one by Swiggers and Wouters (1998) in addition to the important French trans-
lation by Lallot (1998).

The supplements and “scholia” are best consulted in Grammatici Graeci (sup-
plements on pp. 103-32 of vol. i.i, “scholia” in vol. i.iii (=TLG), good indices in
both volumes); the first three supplements can also be found in Pecorella’s edi-
tion (1962). None of the translations of the Téxvr include these works, but the
commentaries by Lallot (1998) and Robins (1993) include translations or sum-
maries of many of the most important “scholia.” Uhlig, in his introduction to GG
i.i, offers an excellent discussion of the content, sources, and textual tradition of
both “scholia” and supplements; a more detailed treatment of the “scholia” is pro-
vided by Hilgard in the introduction to GG i.iii, and a shorter overview can be
found in Lallot (1998: 31-6). The fragments do not appear in Grammatici Graeci;
the best edition of them is that of Linke (1977 =TLG), who provides a good intro-
duction and commentary. In the absence of this edition, Moritz Schmidt (1852)
provides a poor substitute.

References to works that appear in Grammatici Graeci are usually made by
work, page, and line number of that edition, though references to the Téxvn are
sometimes given by the pages of Bekker's edition, which Uhlig prints in the mar-
gins, or simply by chapter numbers (though this is unkind, especially in the longer
chapters). Older works, including cross-references within the Grammatici Graeci
editions, use Bekker's numeration for both Téyxvrn and “scholia.”

The best introductions to the Téxvn are those of Lallot (1998) and Swiggers
and Wouters (1998). The work has recently been the subject of an enormous
amount of scholarly attention, much of it devoted to the questions of the dating
of the Téxvn and whether Dionysius himself had a fully developed system of gram-
matical analysis; pieces on these issues include those of Erbse (1980), Kemp (1991:
307-15), Di Benedetto (1990, 2000), Blank (2000), Ax (1982), Schenkeveld
(1983, 1994: 266-9), Law (1990), Ildefonse (1997: 447-59), and Law and Sluiter
(1995). Works that deal with other issues include those of Lallot (1995), Wouters
(1975, 1979, 1991-3, 2000), Swiggers and Wouters (1994, 19954, 1995b), Rob-
ins (1986, 1993: 41-86, 1996), Pecorella (1962), Fuhrmann (1960: 29-34, 144—
56), Siebenborn (1976), and Pantiglioni (1998). Treatments of the “scholia” and
supplements are much rarer than those of the Téxvn itself, but still not uncom-
mon; they include the works of Caujolle-Zaslawsky (1985), Lallot (1985: 70—4),
Rijksbaron (1986), Robins (1993: 41-86), Wouters (1994), Erbse (1960: 213~
29), R. Schneider (1874), Hoerschelmann (1874), and Moritz Schmidt (1853:
243-7). For further bibliography see Lallot (1998) and Swiggers and Wouters
(1994, 1998).

The Téxvn was translated into both Armenian and Syriac in the fifth to sixth
century AD; these translations, and commentaries on the Téxvn in those languages,
are discussed by Adontz (1970), Clackson (1995), Sgarbi (1990), Merx (GG i.i,
pp. Ivii—Ixxiii), and Uhlig (GG i.i, pp. xliii=xlvi). The Armenian translation in
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particular is sometimes useful in establishing the Greek text, since it represents a
tradition divergent from that of all our extant manuscripts.

3.1.4 Choeroboscus

George Choeroboscus,® who lived in the eighth and ninth centuries ap,” was a
Byzantine teacher and author of a number of grammatical works. Choeroboscus’
works were not intended as contributions to the advancement of grammatical theory;
they are clearly part of his teaching materials and were often intended for fairly ele-
mentary students. Their significance lies in three areas: the light they shed on gram-
matical teaching in the ninth century, the influence they exerted on later scholars
(including Eustathius and the compiler of the Etymologicum genuinum), and their
extensive use of earlier grammatical treatises (Choeroboscus is for example respon-
sible for much of the preservation of Herodian's Tlept k\loews ovopdTtwv).

The longest and most important of Choeroboscus’ works is a gigantic commen-
tary on the Kavéves of Theodosius (see 3.1.7), evidently composed as a teaching
tool, which survives both intact and drastically excerpted in a short collection of
extracts on accents entitled [Tept Tévwy. Choeroboscus also produced a commen-
tary on the Téxvn of (ps.-) Dionysius Thrax that is preserved in extracts under
the name of Heliodorus.® Closely related is TTept mpoowdias, a commentary on
the ITept mpoowdLeY supplement to the Téxvm, which survives both under Choero-
boscus’ own name and in a longer version rewritten by Porphyry.” From a discus-
sion of correct spelling, TTept dpboypa@las, we have both an epitome under that
name, in which difficult words are listed and their correct spellings explained and
justified, and an extract [Tept moodTnTos “On quantity.” Choeroboscus also left
us a commentary on the Encheiridion of Hephaestion (discussing Greek meter)
and a set of epimerismi on the Psalms that contain both religious and scholarly
information, and his work is one of the sources of the TTept mvevpdTwy, a Byzan-
tine collection of extracts on breathings.

6. Sometimes identified by the epithets “diakonos” or “chartophylax.”

7. Choeroboscus’ dating was long disputed, and in many older books he is put as much
as 200 years earlier, but the later date has recently been definitely established by recog-
nition of Choeroboscus’ citations of other late authors; see e.g. Theodoridis (1980) and
N. Wilson (1983a: 70).

8. Until the redating of Choeroboscus, this Heliodorus was thought to be a grammar-
ian of probably the 7th cent. who made the excerpts from Choeroboscus’ work. Now it is
unclear when Heliodorus lived and what his exact connection with the excerpts was. There
are a number of known writers of the same name with whom he is probably not to be
identified, including the author of the novel Aethiopica; the Homerist; the metrician
mentioned in the scholia to Aristophanes; a Neoplatonist philosopher who was the son
of Hermeias and brother of Ammonius; a bishop of Tricca; Heliodorus Periegeta the
antiquarian; and Heliodorus Arabius the sophist.

9. This Porphyry is not the 3rd-cent. Neoplatonist who left works on Homer, Plato,
Aristotle, and Ptolemy, nor either of the Latin writers Publilius Optatianus Porfyrius and
Pomponius Porphyrio, but an otherwise unknown later scholar; see GG i.iii, pp. xxi—xxii.
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There are also a number of extant works of uncertain authorship that are some-
times attributed to Choeroboscus. These include the Epimerismi Homerici (see
2.1.1.3) and a short work on poetical figures of speech entitled TTept TpoTwWY
TOLT TLKWV .

The Grammatici Graeci collection contains Choeroboscus’ most important
grammatical works: the intact version of the commentary on Theodosius (iv.i: 101—
iv.ii: 371 =TLG), the extracts from the commentary on the Téxvn (i.iii: 67-106
=TLG; cf. i.i, p. xxxiv, and i.iii, pp. xiv—xviii), and both versions of the TTept
mpoowdlas commentary (i.iii: 12450 =TLG; cf. i.i, pp. I-i, iv.ii (original, = iv.i
in reprint), pp. Ixx—Ixxii). Other works are scattered through older publications;
the TTept dpBoypaplas epitome can be found in Cramer!? and the Tlept moodTnTOS
extract from it is in the same volume.!! The commentary on Hephaestion has been
edited by Consbruch (1906: 175-254 =TLG), the [ept mvevpdTwy by Valckenaer
(1822: 188-215 =TLG), and the epimerismi on the Psalms by Gaisford (1842:
vol. iii =TLG). The Tept Tévwv extracts are given by Koster (1932 =TLG), the
Epimerismi Homerici have been edited by Dyck (1983-95 =TLG), and the TTept
TpéTwY ToNTLKAY can be found in Walz (1832-6: viii. 799-820) and Spengel
(1856:244-56 =TLG).

In addition to the works mentioned above, discussion of Choeroboscus is pro-
vided by Hilgard (GG iv.ii (original) or iv.i (reprint): esp. pp. Ixi—xc), Kaster (1988:
394-6), F. Montanari (1997a), Cohn (1899), N. Wilson (1983a: 69—74), Erbse
(1960: 213-29), Richard (1950: 202-3), M. L. West (1965b: 232), Rijksbaron
(1986: 435-7), Hunger (1978: ii. 11, 13-14, 19, 23, 50), and Egenolff (1887,
1888). Kaster (1988), F. Montanari (1997a), and Cohn (1899) provide further
bibliography.

3.1.5 Philoponus

The sixth-century philosopher loannes Philoponus of Alexandria,'? who is known
primarily for his heretical Christian theology and for his commentaries on Aristotle
(for which see 2.2.3), is also credited with several grammatical works, three of
which survive. One, the Tovika mapayyépata, was originally an epitome of
Herodian’s TTept kaBolukiis mpoowdias. The surviving work is very brief and seems
to be an epitome of Philoponus’ epitome, which was used in a fuller form by
Eustathius. It is useful because Herodian’s original work has been lost.

10. Cramer (1835: 167-281 =TLG); cf. R. Schneider (1887: 20-9) and GG iv.ii (orig.)
or iv.i (repr.), pp. Ixxviii—Ixxx.

11. Cramer (1835: 283-330); cf. R. Schneider (1887: 29-33) and GG iv.ii (orig.) or
iv.i (repr.), pp. Ixoo—Ixxxi.

12. Often called John of Alexandria and occasionally Joannes Grammaticus, but to
be distinguished from the John of Alexandria who produced commentaries on Galen and
Hippocrates in the 6th/7th cent.; from the 5Sth-cent. Joannes Grammaticus of Antioch;
and from the 9th-cent. iconoclast Joannes Grammaticus.
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Philoponus also produced a treatise on homonyms that are distinguished only
by their accents, which survives (probably in abbreviated form) in many manu-
scripts but for which there is no established title. The work is probably based to
some extent on Herodian, but the extent of its dependence on Herodian and the
degree of interpolation it underwent between Philoponus’ time and our earliest
manuscripts are both matters of debate. The treatise consists of pairs of words
with a short definition of each; some pairs, such as Bios “life” and BLés “bow,” are
genuinely homonyms apart from the accent, but others, such as €tepos and
€Taipos, are spelled very differently and were homophonous only in postclassical
Greek pronunciation.

Philoponus is also credited with a [Tept StarékTov, which was an important
source for Gregory of Corinth and of which some abbreviated extracts survive
directly. The remains are short and basic and rarely considered useful today, though
they have some value for the history of the Greek perception of dialects.

The grammatical works of Philoponus are not easy to consult. The only edi-
tion of the Tovika maparyyéipata is the very rare text of W. Dindorf from 1825,
and the Tept 8talékTwv was last edited by Hoffmann (1893: 204-22). The work
on homonyms has recently been edited by Daly (1983 =TLG), who found it im-
practical to reconstruct a common text from the disparate manuscript tradition
and so gives five separate versions; there is also an earlier edition by Egenolff (1880)
that reproduces only one of the forty-four manuscripts. The most thorough dis-
cussion is that of Kroll (1916, with further references), but see also Koster (1932).

3.1.6 Gregory of Corinth

Gregorios (or Georgios) Pardos, bishop of Corinth probably in the eleventh to
twelfth centuries,!® was the author of a number of extant scholarly works, as well
as some religious and rhetorical writings. His most famous work is the TTept
StarékTov (“On dialects”), which discusses the Greek literary dialects (Attic, Doric,
Tonic, and Aeolic). Although this treatise is not very accurate, it is useful for under-
standing the Greeks’ perception of their own dialect situation, and it preserves
some earlier scholarship, for it is based on lost dialectological works of Trypho
and Philoponus. Gregory's other productions include the TTept ouvTdEews Aoyou,
awork of less than the highest quality that is the third oldest Greek syntactic work
we possess (after those of Apollonius Dyscolus and Michael Syncellus); its attri-
bution to Gregory has been questioned but is now accepted as correct (Donnet
1967: 16-19). A short treatise [Tept TpdTwr, discussing rhetorical figures,
has been attributed to Gregory but certainly predates him; it may have been writ-
ten by Trypho (M. L. West 1965b). A long commentary on the ITept peddédou
SewdmnTos (“On the method of forcefulness”) attributed to Hermogenes is a teach-
ing tool and discusses various passages in classical literature as well as rhetorical

13. Gregory’s dating has been debated; he used to be put in the 12th—13th cents., and
while most now believe that he was bishop after 1092 and before 1156, some place him in
the 10th cent. See Laurent (1963), Becares (1988), and Montana (1995: pp. xlviii—xlix).
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issues; this work may be based partly on lost ancient sources, but it is now gener-
ally neglected.

Most of Gregory's works can be consulted in only one edition. For the TTept
StalékTwv, this edition is that of G. Schaefer (1811); for the Tlept ovwTdEens
\oyou that of Donnet (1967); and for the Hermogenes commentary that of Walz
(1832—6: vii. 1088—-1352). The best edition of the misattributed ITept TpdmTwv is
that of M. L. West (1965b), but it can also be found in Walz (1832—6: viii. 761—
78) and Spengel (1856: 215-26). Only the TTept ouvTtdEews \dyou has been trans-
lated, into French by Donnet (1967).

Discussions of Gregory's works include those of Kominis (1960), Donnet (1966,
1967), N. Wilson (1983a: 184-90), Bolognesi (1953), Glucker (1970), Montana
(1995), Robins (1993: 163-72), and Hunger (1982); for further bibliography see
Montana (1995), Donnet (1967), and Kominis (1960).

3.1.7 Theodosius

Theodosius of Alexandria, who lived probably in the fourth and fifth centuries
AD,'"* was the author of the Kavdves, a set of rules and paradigms for declensions
and conjugations. This long and detailed work was a teaching tool intended to
supplement the Téxvn of (ps.-) Dionysius Thrax and appears to be the ancestor
of the fourth supplement to that work. It gives all theoretically possible forms of
the words it illustrates (most famously in an ultra-complete paradigm of TOTTW),
thus producing a large number of forms unattested in actual usage. Partly as a
result of this inclusiveness, the Kavéves are not highly respected today, but for
many centuries they exerted an important influence on Greek textbooks.

Two lengthy commentaries on the Kavéves survive; that of Choeroboscus
(eighth—ninth century) is intact, and that of Joannes Charax (sixth—eighth cen-
tury) is preserved in an excerpted version by Sophronius (ninth century). These
commentaries, particularly that of Choeroboscus (see 3.1.4), are now considered
more important than the Kavéves themselves.

The best text of the Kavéves is that of Hilgard (GG iv.i =TLG); this work of-
fers not only a critical edition, detailed introduction, and indices, but also texts of
the commentaries of Choeroboscus and Charax / Sophronius.

Theodosius is also credited with short treatises entitled ITepl kAloews TGOV €ls
v Baputévwy and Tept kK\oews TGV €ls @V 0EuTdvwy (text of both in Hilgard
1887: 16-22, 22—4 =TLG) and he may be responsible for the ITept mpoowdiav
supplement to (ps.-) Dionysius Thrax’s Téxvm (q.v.; text in GG i.i. 105-14 =TLG).
Spurious works include a long Tlept ypappatikiis (text in Goettling 1822: 1—
197 =TLG), and shorter works entitled TTept StadékTov (text in R. Schneider 1894
=TLG), and TTept Tévov (text in Goettling 1822: 198-201 =TLG).

14. This Theodosius is to be distinguished from a number of emperors with the same
name, one of whom was responsible for the Theodosian Code, and from Theodosius of
Bithynia, an astronomer and mathematician who wrote ¢.100 Bc.
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Discussion of Theodosius’ works is not extensive, but information can be found
in Kaster (1988: 366-7), N. Wilson (1983a: 42—3), Robins (1993: 111-15), Hun-
ger (1978: ii. 11-12), Oguse (1957), and Wouters (1979, esp. 271-2). Kaster
(1988: 366—7) provides further bibliography.

3.1.8 Trypho

Trypho(n) son of Ammonius, a scholarly “grandchild” of Aristarchus who worked
in Rome in the second half of the first century Bc,'® is a somewhat elusive figure
who probably made crucial contributions to the development of Greek grammatical
thought, though little of his work survives. His name carried great authority for
later writers, especially Apollonius Dyscolus, and much of what we know about
him comes from their citations.

The surviving portions of Trypho’s work amount to 109 fragments, most of them
short, and several extant treatises; all the latter are of doubtful authenticity and,
if descended from Trypho's own work at all, were probably severely altered in trans-
mission. A treatise on rhetorical figures entitled [Tept TpdéTwY is preserved under
Trypho's name, and another treatise of the same name, misattributed in modern
times to Gregory of Corinth, is ascribed to Trypho in the manuscripts and may in
fact descend (with alterations) from his work. The TTept mafdv Tiis MéEews, which
classifies linguistic changes, irregularities, and dialect forms, probably contains
at least some authentic work of Trypho and could be simply an abridgement of
his work on that topic. A Byzantine collection of excerpts on breathings, TTept
mrevpdTtov, claims Trypho's treatise of that name as one of its sources. A sub-
stantial fragment of a Téxvn ypappatikin, attributed to Trypho in a papyrus of
¢.300 Ap, is probably not the work of this grammarian but could be by a later scholar
of the same name, and the Tlept péTpwr (“On meters”) and Tlept ToU ®s (“On
the particle ¢s”) are not by Trypho.

Editions of Trypho's work are almost all very old. The standard edition of the
fragments is that of Velsen (1853 =TLG), which omits the extant treatises and a
more recently discovered fragment (the latter published by Pasqualiin 1910). The
TTept TpoéTLY attributed to Trypho can be found in Walz (1832—6: viii. 726—60)
and Spengel (1856: 189-206 =TLG), and the TTept Tpémwv attributed to Gre-
gory of Corinth is best consulted in M. L. West (1965b =TLG) but also available
in Walz (1832-6: viii. 761-78) and Spengel (1856: 215-26). R. Schneider (1895
=TLG) provides a text of the TTept mab@v, and Valckenaer (1822: 188-215) one
of the TTept mrevpdTwy compilation. A good edition of the Téxvn ypappatikn
fragment, with translation and commentary, is provided by Wouters (1979: 61—
92), but the original edition by Kenyon (1891) is also usable. Matthaios (forth-
coming) is expected to provide a complete re-edition of all Trypho’s works.

Trypho has not been much studied in recent years, but there are some useful
discussions. Probably the most helpful is Wendel (1939b); others include Sieben-

15. There is also a second and probably later grammarian named Trypho, about whose
work little is known.
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born (1976:48-9, 89, 150-1, 161-2), Fraser (1972: 1. 474, ii. 687-8), Wackernagel
(1876:26-32), and Bapp (1885). For further bibliography see Wendel (1939h)
and Baumbach (2002).

3.1.9 Tyrannio and Diocles

These two grammarians tend to be treated together because they are impossible
to distinguish completely. Tyrannio(n), also known as Tyrannio the Elder, was a
pupil of Dionysius Thrax and lived from ¢.100 to ¢.25 B¢, first in Pontus and then
in Rome, where he had a distinguished career that included tutoring Cicero’s son
and (at least according to some sources) discovering the manuscripts from which
our texts of Aristotle ultimately descend. Diocles'® (first century Bc to first cen-
tury Ap) was a pupil of Tyrannio, whose name he adopted, with the result that he
is also known as Tyrannio the Younger. It is possible that there was another scholar
named Diocles who cannot now be distinguished completely from this Diocles,
and in addition Tyrannio the Younger / Diocles cannot be completely distinguished
from Tyrannio the Elder. The works of both authors are largely lost; we have a
total of 67 fragments of their works, of which 55 come from Tyrannio’s [Tept Tfjs
‘OunpLkiis mpoowdlas, a treatise on Homeric accentuation, and the rest come
from a wide variety of other works of both authors.

The standard edition of the fragments of Tyrannio and Diocles is that of Haas
(1977 =TLG); most of the fragments are from the scholia to the Iliad and there-
fore can also be found in Erbse (1969—88). Discussions are neither common nor
extensive; they include those of Haas (1977), Wendel (19484, 1948b), Lehmann
(1988), Pfeiffer (1968: 272-3), F. Montanari (1997b), Chroust (1965: 44-6),
Tolkiehn (1915), and Diiring (1957). For further bibliography see Haas (1977)
and Wendel (1948q).

3.1.10 Philoxenus

Philoxenus!” of Alexandria, a grammarian who worked in Rome in the first cen-
tury BC, wrote a variety of works that now exist only in fragments. His main work,
Tlept povooul\dBuwv pnudTtwy, was etymological (probably in the synchronic rather
than the historical sense) and concerned with deriving the Greek vocabulary from
a core of monosyllabic verbs (as opposed to the Stoic view that the base words
were nouns). The surviving fragments therefore come principally from Orion and
the etymologica, though scholia are also a major source.

The fragments have been well edited by Theodoridis (1976a =TLG), with fur-
ther suggestions by Dyck (1982¢) and Koniaris (1980), and discussed by Lallot
(1991) and Heller (1962).

16. This Diocles is to be distinguished from a host of better-known men with the same
name, including Diocles of Carystus (a medical writer of the 4th cent. Bc), Diocles of
Magnesia (a historian of philosophy from the 1st cent. Bc), Diocles of Peparethos (a his-
torian probably of the 3rd cent. Bc), a mathematician, a comic poet, and several Syracusans.

17. Not to be confused with several poets of the same name.
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3.1.11 Theognostus

Theognostus,'® a Byzantine grammarian of the ninth century ap, has left us a work
on correct spelling entitled TTept dpboypaglas or Kavéves. This treatise consists
of more than a thousand rules for producing the correct ancient spellings of sounds
that had merged in Byzantine Greek, with lists of words illustrating each rule. It
is useful today not only for an understanding of Byzantine scholarship but also
because it preserves elements of the ancient Greek vocabulary not attested in
earlier works. Theognostus’ sources were earlier works of scholarship, including
Cyrillus and lost works of Herodian.

The best edition of Theognostus, that of Alpers (1964), contains only the be-
ginning of the work; for the rest one must rely on Cramer’s text (1835: 1-165
=TLG), which was published before the discovery of an important manuscript.
For discussion see Alpers (1964), Kambylis (1971), and Biihler (1973).

3.1.12 Michael Syncellus

Between ap 810 and 813 Michael, Syncellus of the Patriarch of Jerusalem, com-
posed a textbook on Greek syntax entitled MéBoSos mepl THis ToU AGyou
owTdEews (“Treatise on the syntax of the sentence”). This work, which makes
use of the writings of (ps.-) Dionysius Thrax, Apollonius Dyscolus, and Herodian,
is less theoretical than these earlier works and more didactic. It preserves little in
the way of fragments of lost works and is primarily of interest as the first Byzan-
tine work on syntax; as such it documents a key stage in the evolution of Greek
linguistic thought from antiquity into the Middle Ages.

The treatise is thorough and systematic, covering the syntax of all parts of speech
but largely ignoring morphological issues; clearly its author expected his readers
to know basic Greek already but to need help in forming correct constructions.
The presentation is generally straightforward and the style fairly clear.

The standard edition of Michael’s treatise, and the only usable one, is that of
Donnet (1982), who provides a good introduction to the work, a detailed descrip-
tion of the complex and abundant manuscript tradition, the complete text with
apparatus criticus, facing French translation, and commentary. Discussion of
Michael and of the treatise can be found in Robins (1993: 149-62), M. Cunning-
ham (1991), Donnet (1987), and Hunger (1978: ii. 15); further bibliography in
Donnet (1982) and M. Cunningham (1991).

3.1.13 Other Grammatical Writers

While the grammarians discussed here are those whose surviving works are the
most substantial and significant, there are many other remains as well. Some
Byzantine works of considerable dimensions are preserved intact, though these

18. This Theognostus is not to be confused with Theognostus of Alexandria, who lived
in the 3rd cent. Ap, nor with Theognostus the monk, a political opponent of Photius in
the 9th century.
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do not on the whole preserve significant amounts of ancient scholarship. In addi-
tion, numerous fragments, short epitomes, and minor works survive from older
writers, primarily but not exclusively those of the late antique and Roman peri-
ods. Some of these remains have been collected and published in modern edi-
tions, for example Lesbonax by Blank (1988), Comanus of Naucratis by Dyck
(1988), and Agathocles, Hellanicus, Ptolemaeus Epithetes, Theophilus, Anaxa-
goras, Xenon by F. Montanari (1988a), and Epaphroditus by Braswell and Biller-
beck (forthcoming). Most, however, have received only non-critical editions with
little systematic study, usually in dissertations or Programmschriften; these texts
are hard to use but offer excellent opportunities for future research. There is good
information on late antique and Byzantine grammarians and their editions in
Hunger (1978: ii. 3-83), and the list of editions in Erbse’s edition of the Iliad
scholia (1969-88)!? is a good key to the works of grammarians of all periods; many
editions are also listed in the TLG Canon.?°

There is also a substantial body of grammatical papyri, containing doctrine that
is often anonymous but usually of considerable antiquity. These papyri have been
collected and discussed by Wouters (1979 =TLG), but more have been published
since, including by Wouters (1997). Further discussions include those of Holwerda
(1983), Swiggers and Wouters (1995b), and Wouters (1993, 2000).

3.2 LEXICA

A large number of ancient and Byzantine lexica survive intact or abbreviated. These
are the source of our knowledge of many elements of Greek vocabulary and of
much of our information on lost works of literature, and much still remains to be
learned from them. They must, however, be used with care, as they are usually
poorly transmitted and often inadequately edited. Moreover, the Byzantine lexica
are mostly interrelated; the most significant of those relationships are indicated
in this chapter, but others exist as well. When using Byzantine lexica it is impor-
tant to find out whether entries in two lexica that bear on the same topic are in-
dependent witnesses to ancient information or not; very often they are not. Those
needing to use multiple Byzantine lexica should learn as much as they can about
the history of the works involved; a good place to start is I. Cunningham (2003).

19. Found at the front of each volume as part of the list of abbreviations, though works
that Erbse did not cite in every volume appear only in the list in the volume where they
are cited. Erbse’s list is in general an excellent guide to editions of any type of ancient
scholarship, since he can be trusted to cite the best text that had been published by ¢.1960
(and usually, in the later volumes, the best published up to ¢.1975) and to reproduce the
bibliographical information correctly; it is, however, not complete.

20. Either via Berkowitz and Squitier (1990) or at http://www.tlg.uci.edu. This list is
more comprehensive than Erbse’s, and somewhat more up to date, but it cannot be re-
lied upon to cite the best editions or to give correct bibliographic information, and it is
not complete.


http://www.tlg.uci.edu

88 OTHER SCHOLARLY WORKS

3.2.1 Hesychius

Hesychius of Alexandria®! composed in the fifth or sixth century Ap??a lexicon of
obscure words of which an abridged and interpolated version still survives. Hesychius
based his work on the lexicon of Diogenianus,?? which he claims to have supple-
mented from the works of Aristarchus, Heliodorus, Apion, and Herodian; such
claims are now difficult to verify or refute, but the work clearly contains material
from lost sources much earlier than Hesychius himself.

The lexicon consists of a list of poetic and dialectal words, phrases, and short
proverbs. The words are often in inflected forms (as they appeared in the original
texts from which Hesychius’ predecessors extracted them), rather than the dic-
tionary forms used today. They are alphabetized (usually by the first three letters)
under the actual form of the lemma, so that, for example, augmented verbal forms
are listed under €, and prepositional phrases are listed under the preposition. Most
entries are followed by one or more equivalents more intelligible to later Greeks
(and usually, though not always, to us); the entry is separated from the gloss sim-
ply by a high point. In some cases the gloss is not in fact an equivalent, but the
abridged remains of Hesychius’ originally more complex explanation. Some longer
explanations survive, but even these tend to be extremely compressed.

Hesychius’ lexicon is useful for several reasons. It is the only source for a large
number of rare words that occur nowhere else in extant literature (particularly
dialect forms). It also preserves, and provides information on, many words that
would be omitted from a modern dictionary for being proper names (thus, for
example, it is one of our main sources for the names of Attic yévn); in some ways
an ancient lexicon fulfilled the function of a modern encyclopedia as well as that
of amodern dictionary. In some cases Hesychius’ entries can be used as indepen-
dent witnesses to the texts of extant authors and can supply correct readings of
words corrupted in the transmission of those texts. Because of problems with the
textual tradition, however, all words and readings taken from Hesychius must be
treated with caution; the accentuation in particular is thoroughly unreliable.
Hesychius also tells us what ancient scholars thought his obscure words meant;
this information can be useful both as a guide to the actual meanings of the words
and as a source of insight into the ways that ancient scholars understood and in-
terpreted literature.

21. Not to be confused with Hesychius of Jerusalem, Hesychius of Miletus (also
known as Hesychius Illustrius and sometimes confused with our Hesychius in antiquity,
cf. schol. rec. to Aristophanes’ Clouds 540), or any of a large number of other Hesychii.

22. The work is often dated to the 5th cent. on the assumption that the Eulogius
addressed in the dedicatory epistle can be identified with a Eulogius Scholasticus thought
to have lived in the 5th cent., but Latte (1953-66: i, pp. vii—viii) rejects this identifica-
tion and dates the lexicon to the 6th cent.

23. This work, itself a compilation of earlier lexica, was composed in the 2nd cent.
AD; the author was not the Epicurean Diogenianus. The lexicon is now lost.
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The lexicon in its current form is substantially different from the one Hesychius
wrote. Not only was his work severely abridged in transmission (a process that
eliminated, among other things, most of Hesychius’ indications of his sources for
the various words), but it has been heavily interpolated as well. About a third
of “Hesychius™ entries are Biblical glosses from a lexicon attributed to Cyrillus
(see 3.2.14), and material from paraphrases of Homer and Euripides, from the
Onomasticum sacrum, and from Epiphanius has also been added to Hesychius’
original core. The status of some other material, including Latin and Atticist
glosses, is disputed. The interpolations must have occurred rather early, for ma-
terial from Cyrillus was already in Hesychius’ work by the eighth century.

A further complication is the state of the text. Only one manuscript of Hesychius
survives, and it is late (fifteenth century), damaged, and seriously corrupt. The
best edition, that of K. Latte (1953-66 =TLG) and P. Hansen (2005), covers only
A-2;** for the rest of the alphabet the standard text is Moritz Schmidt’s editio
maior (1858-68 =TLG), which covers the whole alphabet and is very different
from Latte’s. Though generally less good, Schmidt’s edition has some advantages
over Latte’s, including excellent critical material and indices. It is sometimes use-
ful to supplement consultation of Schmidt’s edition with examination of Alberti’s
text (1746—66). Moritz Schmidt’s editio minor (1867) is more commonly avail-
able than his editio maior but should be avoided, for it is the result of an attempt
to reconstruct Diogenianus’ lexicon by removing all other material. As this other
material had not been correctly identified by 1867, the result not only includes
many of the interpolated glosses, but also omits a number that probably do go
back to Diogenianus.

A number of fragments of Diogenianus’ work survive independently of Hesychius.
These include PSIviii. 892, P.Oxy. xlvii. 3329, a fragment on dialect glosses (katd
moAeLs) published by Latte (1924), and numerous fragments preserved in scholia.

Major studies of Hesychius are less common than one would expect, given the
acknowledged importance of his work, but there are hundreds of discussions of
minor points, many of which represent the best work on the text of specific en-
tries. The best overall introduction is the introduction to Latte’s edition (in very
readable Latin); other useful sources include Tosi (1988), Latte (1942), Blumen-
thal (1930), H. Schultz (1913b), and the discussions in Moritz Schmidt (1858—
68: v, pp. i—cxcii). Hesychius’ own introductory letter is also worth reading. Textual
and exegetic notes on specific entries include those of Perilli (1990-3), Degani
(1998), Bossi (2000), Spanoudakis (2000), and a long series of articles by Casadio,
Curiazi, Funaioli, Dettori, Marzullo, and others in Museum Criticum from 1980
to 2000. For further bibliography see Tosi (1998).

References to Hesychius are often given without any numeration, simply by
citing the word; as the lexicon’s alphabetical order is not exact, persistence may
be needed to track down one of these references. Those scholars with more sym-
pathy for their readers give a numerical reference, such as “a 4430” or (even better)

24. The rest of the alphabet is to be covered by I. Cunningham (forthcoming).
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“a 4430 Latte,” which means that the word in question is the 4,430th word be-
ginning with a (in Latte’s edition). If the name of the editor is not given it is im-
portant to find out which edition of Hesychius the scholar in question was using,
since although both Latte and Schmidt number their entries in this way, any given
word has a different number in each edition.

3.2.2 Suda

The Suda is a huge dictionary/encyclopedia compiled in the late tenth century.
From the twelfth until the mid-twentieth century the work was referred to as
Suidae lexicon, the “Lexicon of Suidas,” but now it is generally thought that the
20U8a in manuscripts is the work’s title, not the author’s name, and in consequence
the work is usually called the Suda and considered to be anonymous.?> The Suda
may have been compiled by a group of scholars, but authorship by an individual
cannot be ruled out.

The Suda consists of ¢.30,000 entries of varying types; some lemmata are fol-
lowed by short definitions as in a lexicon, and others by detailed articles resem-
bling those in a modern encyclopedia. They are arranged in a form of alphabetical
order adapted to Byzantine Greek pronunciation (i.e. vowels not distinguished in
pronunciation are alphabetized together). Sources are transcribed largely intact
and are usually identifiable. The work is obviously related to Photius’ Lexicon, and
there has been much debate over the nature of the relationship, but the latest
evidence suggests that the compiler of the Suda simply drew directly on Photius’
work.

Despite its late date, the Suda is of great importance for our knowledge of
antiquity, since it is based to a large extent on lost sources. Most of the immedi-
ate sources were lexica and other scholarly compilations of the Roman and late
antique periods, such as Harpocration, Diogenianus, and scholia (though some
pieces of classical literature, particularly the plays of Aristophanes, seem to have
been consulted directly), but as these compilations were based on earlier work,
the ultimate sources of the Suda include a significant amount of Alexandrian schol-
arship and historical material reaching back to the classical period. The plays of
Aristophanes and scholia to them are particularly well represented, appearing in
more than 5,000 entries. The Suda is especially useful for information about clas-
sical and later writers (indeed, it is our main source for the titles of lost literary
works and the original extent of each author’s output) because it includes mate-
rial from a lost dictionary of literary biography composed by Hesychius of Miletus.
It is also the source of important poetic and historical fragments, not to mention
countless fragments of ancient scholarship.

25. The arguments about the word and its meaning are many, and not everyone is
convinced that “Suidas” is not a name; for an example of dissent see Hemmerdinger (1998),
and for summaries of the different variations on the standard view see Tosi (2001) and
Hunger (1978: ii. 40—1).
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There is an excellent edition of the Suda by Ada Adler (1928-38 =TLG), and
some of the entries have been translated into English and provided with annota-
tions by the Suda On Line project.?® Discussions are numerous: N. Wilson (1983a:
145-7) provides a good introduction, and more detailed studies include those of
Adler (1931), Theodoridis (1988; 1993; 1982~ ii, pp. xxvii—xl, li—ci), and the es-
says in Zecchini (1999).

3.2.3 Etymologica

A number of enormous, anonymous Byzantine etymological lexica have survived
more or less intact and preserve much valuable ancient scholarship. Though tra-
ditionally referred to as etymologica, they are by no means strictly concerned with
etymologies. They consist of lemmata (in alphabetical order) followed by some
type of explanation, such as a definition, an etymology, and/or further informa-
tion on usage, often including quotations from literature.

The oldest and most important of these is the Etymologicum genuinum, which
was compiled in the ninth century, though our only witnesses to it are two tenth-
century manuscripts of unusually poor quality. From the original version of this
work, with various excisions and additions, are descended almost all the other
etymologica, of which the most important are the Etymologicum magnum from
the twelfth century, the Etymologicum Gudianum from the eleventh century, and
the Etymologicum Symeonis from the twelfth century. The Etymologicum (Floren-
tinum) parvum, for which we have only entries from the first half of the alphabet,
is somewhat older but much less useful because of its small scale and lack of
quotations.

The sources of the etymologica vary but generally date to the second century
AD and later; major sources include Herodian, Orus, Orion, Theognostus, Choero-
boscus, scholia, and the Epimerismi Homerici. But since these works were them-
selves usually based on earlier scholarship, the etymologica are indirect witnesses
to a considerable amount of Hellenistic scholarly work, as well as preserving nu-
merous fragments of classical literature otherwise lost.

The etymologica are difficult to use because editions are scattered, mostly el-
derly, and woefully incomplete. The primary edition is that of Lasserre and Livadaras
(1976— =TLG), which offers synoptic texts of the Etymologicum genuinum, the
Etymologicum magnum, and the Etymologicum Symeonis, but this edition has so
far reached only as far as the letter B; its first volume is partially duplicated by
Sell’s edition (1968) of some entries beginning with a from the Etymologicum
Symeonis, and its second volume by Berger's edition (1972) of entries beginning
with B from the Etymologicum genuinum and Etymologicum Symeonis. For the
rest of the alphabet the Etymologicum magnum can be consulted only in Gaisford’s

26. Available at www.stoa.org/sol/. The translations must be used with careful atten-
tion to the notes that indicate whether or not they have been checked by the editors, as
many are the uncorrected work of people with no expertise in the subject.
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edition (1848 =TLG), and the Etymologicum Symeonis remains unpublished.?”
The Etymologicum genuinum has received some piecemeal publications: apart
from Lasserre and Livadaras’s edition of the beginning, we have Miller’s partial
text of one manuscript (1868: 1-318), which covers the whole alphabet but in-
cludes only a few of the entries for each letter; an edition of the entries beginning
with the letter { (Funaioli 1983), two editions of the entries beginning with the
letter A (Alpers 1969 (=TLG) and Colonna 1967), an edition of the entries begin-
ning with 1, v, €, and © (Curiazi, Funaioli, et al. 1980-2), and a series of articles
containing annotated editions of some (but not all) of the entries beginning with
v (Casadio 1986-7), 8 (Casadio 1988-9), and € (Casadio 1990-3). The Etymol-
ogicum Gudianum has been separately edited: De Stefani (1909-20 =TLG) cov-
ers letters a—( only, and the rest must be consulted in Sturz’s text (1818 =TLG).
The Etymologicum parvum has been edited by Pintaudi (1973 =TLG), and sev-
eral other Byzantine etymologica exist in unpublished form (but note Parlangeli
1953—4 for publication of a fragment of the Etymologicum Casulanum).
Discussions include those of Reitzenstein (1897), Erbse (1960: 123—73), Pin-
taudi (1975), Hunger (1978: ii. 45-8), Cellerini (1988), Maleci (1995), and the
introductions to the various editions; for further references see Cellerini (1988).
There have also been numerous short publications making textual suggestions and
reporting discoveries of new fragments of classical literature from the etymologica,
including Curiazi (1983), Perilli (1990-3), Massimilla (1990), and Calame (1970).

3.2.4 Aristophanes of Byzantium

Aristophanes of Byzantium (¢.257—¢.180 BC) was one of the most important
Alexandrian scholars and the teacher of Aristarchus; his works survive only in
fragments. Aristophanes produced editions of Homer, Hesiod, the lyric poets
(including Pindar), and Aristophanes the comedian (and perhaps other authors of
Old Comedy), and he seems to have worked on Sophocles, Euripides, and Menander
as well. Most scholars believe that he produced only texts, not commentaries, but
others maintain that he left at least some sort of notes to explain his texts.
Aristophanes’ work also forms the basis for some of the “hypotheses” or introduc-
tions attached to tragedies and comedies; these hypotheses contain valuable in-
formation about the circumstances of each play’s production, and Aristophanes
is thought to have based them on the work of Callimachus and of Dicaearchus,
the pupil of Aristotle.?® He also composed some monographs on subjects such as

27. But Gaisford (1848) reports in his apparatus the readings of a manuscript (V) that
is actually a witness to the Etymologicum Symeonis.

28. Some plays have two or three hypotheses: a scholarly one that could be derived
from the works of Aristophanes, a popular one descended from Hellenistic works but
offering a summary of the play rather than scholarly information, and a longer Byzantine
one (13th—14th cent. Ap). Clearly none of Aristophanes’ hypotheses survive unaltered,
and it is difficult to tell which of the scholarly hypotheses descend from his work and
how different our versions of these hypotheses are from the ones he produced.
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proverbs, and an important glossary entitled Aé€ets, which contained sections
such as Tlept TV vmomTevOpévwY U1 €lpiobar Tols Talatots “On words sus-
pected of not having been said by the ancients” (i.e. post-classical words), TTept
ovopaotas NAtktay “On the names of ages” (i.e. terms used to designate men,
women, and animals of different ages), and Tlepl ouyyevik@y dvopdTwr “On
kinship terms.” Aristophanes seems to have been the first editor of lyric poetry
to divide the text into verse lines, rather than writing it out as prose, and to note
the metrical structure of the poems; his input was also important in establishing
the canonical corpus of classical works. In addition, he made crucial contribu-
tions to the history of diacritical signs: Aristophanes is credited with inventing
the symbols for Greek accents that we still use today, as well as a system of criti-
cal signs for commenting upon texts.

Of this prodigious output we have only fragments. Some hypotheses survive,
though variously altered, and comments in the scholia to the texts Aristophanes
edited preserve a few of his readings. The critical signs are largely lost, but the
accent marks are still in use. Hundreds of fragments of the Aé€eis exist, most
gathered from sources such as Eustathius, Erotian, Pollux, and the scholia to
Lucian but some also surviving in a direct manuscript tradition. A few fragments
of the other monographs survive by indirect transmission.

The standard text of the fragments is that of Slater (1986); an older edition by
Nauck (1848 =TLG) is excellent but lacks some of the most important sources,
which were discovered after its publication. Slater’s edition, however, omits the
hypotheses, a few of which (i.e. the ones Nauck believed to be genuine) can be
found in Nauck’s edition. The other hypotheses can be found in editions of the
texts of the dramatists concerned. Slater also omits the full version of the testi-
monia to Aristophanes’ invention of the marks for accents and breathings, which
are best consulted in Lameere (1960: 90-2), though they can also be found in
Nauck (1848: 12—15). In addition, Slater confines to an appendix with little dis-
cussion the numerous and important fragments of Aristophanes’ edition of Homer,
on the grounds that these fragments, which come from the Homer scholia, are
best consulted in editions of those scholia; Nauck gives these fragments pride of
place and accords them substantial discussion. Both editions have excellent indi-
ces. A few more recently discovered fragments are absent from both editions but
can be found in Lasserre (1986—7) and Roselli (1979).

Discussions of Aristophanes are numerous. The best general introduction is
that of Pfeiffer (1968: 171-209), and the most detailed study that of Callanan
(1987), though both editions also provide significant discussion. Much recent work
has attempted to recover Aristophanes’ ideas of grammatical analysis and deter-
mine how sophisticated his system was, but some focuses on his methods of textual
criticism or attempts to reconstruct his monographs. A good survey of important
work on Aristophanes up to the 1980s is given by Callanan (1987: 9-20; see also

29. A few scholars think that these sections were self-standing works and maintain
that the overall title Aé€els is a fiction (see Slater 1976: 237 n. 11).
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the bibliography in Slater 1986); more recent discussions include those of Ax
(1990; 2000: 95-115), Schenkeveld (1990, 1994), Slater (1982), Blank and Dyck
(1984), Rengakos (1993: 89-96), Van Thiel (1992: 14-15), Porro (1994: 3-12,
223-4,238), Longo (1987), and Tosi (1990-3, 1997). The hypotheses are treated
by Zuntz (1955: 129-52), Meijering (1985), Koster (1962), O. Montanari (1970-
2), and Achelis (1913-16).

3.2.5 Harpocration

Valerius Harpocration produced a glossary to the Attic orators, AéEels TGV Séka
pNTopwY, in the later second century ap. The glossary is particularly important as
a source of fragments of lost works and of historical information on classical Ath-
ens; the information it contains is notably more accurate than the average of an-
cient scholarship. The work is also significant in the history of ancient lexicography,
as it is one of the earliest surviving glossaries. Unusually for a work of this period,
Harpocration’s glossary follows complete alphabetical order (i.e. words are not
merely grouped together by their first letters, or by their first two or three letters,
but fully alphabetized as in a modern dictionary); there is, however, some debate
about whether this feature can be traced to Harpocration himself or was added at
a later stage of transmission.

The work survives, in a contaminated and somewhat abridged form, in a num-
ber of late manuscripts; this version is known as the “full version” in contrast to
our other main witness to the text, an epitome dating probably to the early ninth
century. There is also an early papyrus fragment of the glossary, from the second
or third century Ap, as well as extracts from Harpocration preserved in Photius
and in scholia to the orators.

There is no consensus on the best text of Harpocration. Keaney's text (1991)
is an important edition and cannot be ignored, but it is too full of errors to be
safely usable by itself (see Otranto 1993), while the previous edition, that of
W. Dindorf (1853 =TLG) is not without its own problems, with the result that some
scholars prefer to rely on Bekker's text (1833b). The safest method is usually consul-
tation of at least two of these editions. The papyrus is published as P.Ryl. iii. 532 and
supplemented by Naoumides (1961). Discussions include those of Hemmerdinger
(1959), Keaney (1973, 1995), Whitehead (1997, 1998), and H. Schultz (1912). Some
examples of the way Harpocration has recently been used are provided by Kinzl (1991),
C. Gibson (1997), Thompson (1983), and Keaney (1967).

3.2.6 Ammonius / Herennius Philo

Alexicon entitled TTept opolwv kat Sta@dpwv MEewv (De adfinium vocabulorum
differentia) is preserved in late manuscripts under the name of Ammonius, but it
is generally agreed not to have been composed by any of the known bearers of
that name.?° The work is closely related to a number of other lexica that survive

30. The main contenders would be Ammonius of Alexandria (pupil and successor of
Aristarchus, and author of many scholarly works now lost), Ammonius Saccas (an Alex-
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only as epitomes, of which the most significant are the Tlept Stagopds MéEewv
attributed to Ptolemaeus®! and the Tlept Stapdpovs onpacias (De diversis ver-
borum significationibus) of Herennius Philo.3? It is thought that the ancestor of
all these works was probably a lexicon composed by Herennius Philo in the early
second century ap, which was severely epitomized both with and without its
author’s name and preserved (probably still in a reduced form, but one of sub-
stantial size) with the substitution of Ammonius’ name.33

The lexicon consists primarily of pairs of words that are similar or identical in
some way, with an explanation of the difference between them. It is often called
a lexicon of synonyms, and in the majority of cases the paired words are in fact
synonyms (e.g. mTO\s and doTu, or €0 and ka\@s), but in other cases they are
homonyms, similar or identical in form but different in meaning (e.g. éxet and
éxeloe, or 8fjpos “populace” and dnpuds “fat”). Some are similar in both form and
meaning, and occasionally an entry consists of a single word followed by a list of
synonyms. The sources include classical literature, Alexandrian scholarship, and
scholarship of the early Roman period, most now lost; sometimes literary quota-
tions are included to exemplify the meaning or usage of a particular word. While
the vast majority of the entries contain information that is correct by the stan-
dards of classical usage, and some of them preserve really valuable scholarly in-
formation, there are also a few mistakes and a certain amount of banality.

The standard edition of Ammonius’ work is that of Nickau (1966 =TLG), who
provides in an appendix entries missing from manuscripts of Ammonius but re-
coverable from the epitomes. Since the publication of this edition some more
manuscripts of Ammonius have been discovered and findings from them published
by Biihler (1972) and Nickau (1978), but they do not greatly alter our understand-
ing of the text. There are separate editions and discussions of the epitomes attrib-
uted to Herennius (Palmieri 1981, 1988, both =TLG) and Ptolemaeus (Heylbut
1887; Palmieri 1981-2; Nickau 1990), as well as of a number of other fragments

andrian Platonist of the 3rd cent. ap and the teacher of Plotinus), and Ammonius son of
Hermeias (an Alexandrian Neoplatonist of the 6th cent. AD, some of whose commentaries on
Aristotle are still extant); none of these lived at the right time to be the author of the lexicon.

31. The Ptolemy in question is presumably intended to be the 1st-cent. grammarian
Ptolemy of Ascalon, who cannot be the author of the work (nor can the scientist Ptolemy
of Alexandria or any other known Ptolemy); probably the attribution is simply false, but
Ptolemacus could be the name of a later epitomator.

32. Also known as Erennius Philo and as Philo of Byblos, but not to be confused with
Philo Judaeus (Philo of Alexandria), author of numerous extant religious works. Herennius
Philo was a prolific antiquarian writer of the late 1st and early 2nd cent. ap; most of his
work was not concerned with language and is in any case lost, but his most famous work,
the Phoenician history, survives in substantial fragments.

33. The name could indicate that someone named Ammonius (who might or might
not be one of the famous Ammonii) abridged the work or was otherwise involved in its
transmission, but it could also have been attached simply in order to lend the work more
authority by associating it with a more famous scholar.
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of related work (e.g. Palmieri 1984, 1986, both =TLG), but these are useful pri-
marily for understanding the transformations that the lexicon underwent between
the time of Herennius and the late Byzantine period. The most important discus-
sions of the lexica are those of Erbse (1960: 295-310) and Nickau (1966: preface;
2000); because these scholars changed our understanding of the lexica signifi-
cantly, earlier studies are not normally useful.

3.2.7 Pollux

Julius Pollux (or Polydeuces) of Naucratis, a rhetorician of the latter part of the
second century AD, was the author of the Onomasticon, a wide-ranging lexicon in
ten books. The work now survives only in the form of an epitome that has suf-
fered interpolation as well as abridgement, but it is still of considerable bulk and
primarily Pollux’s own work. It is based on works of classical literature and Alex-
andrian scholarship, including many no longer extant; among these sources are
Aristophanes of Byzantium and Eratosthenes.

The Onomasticon is organized not in alphabetical order like other surviving
ancient lexica, but by topic; in this it preserves a very early method of organiza-
tion that originally predominated in Greek scholarship and was only gradually
replaced by alphabetical ordering. Some entries are very brief, but others are com-
plex and detailed, offering much more than a simple definition. Perhaps the most
famous section is Pollux’s discussion of the classical theater and its parapherna-
lia, including a description of seventy-six different types of mask for different
characters in tragedies, comedies, and satyr plays, which is an invaluable source
of information on the ancient stage. Much other historical information can also
be found in the Onomasticon, as can fragments of lost works, better readings of
extant works, and definitions (including some earliest attestations) of obscure
words.

The standard edition of the Onomasticon is that of Bethe (1900-37 =TLG),
which also includes the scholia found in some manuscripts (printed below the
text). Numerous textual suggestions have been made since the appearance of this
edition, such as those of Marzullo (1995-6). For further information see Bethe
(1917) and Tosi (1988: 87—113), and for examples of recent use of Pollux see
Poe (1996, 2000), Theodorides (1976b), and Vinson (1996). Wieseler (1870) can
be helpful in understanding Pollux’s unusual vocabulary.

3.2.8 Phrynichus

Phrynichus Arabius,?* a rhetorician and lexicographer of the later second century
AD, was one of the strictest of the Atticists. Unlike many Atticists of his period, he
sought examples of usage from tragedy and Old Comedy, and he was prepared to
censure even words appearing in standard Attic prose authors if they did not be-

34. This Phrynichus, who is also identified as being from Bithynia, is not to be con-
fused with Phrynichus the tragedian or Phrynichus the comedian, both of whom belong
to the classical period.
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long to fifth-century usage. Two of his works survive, both concerned with the
nuances of correct Attic usage.

Phrynichus’ major work was the ZoqLoTikn) mpomapackevr| (Praeparatio sophis-
tica), a lexicon of Attic words originally in thirty-seven books but now surviving
only in a substantial epitome and a collection of fragments. The entries, which
are alphabetized by first letters only, consist of obscure words, often collected from
lost tragedies or comedies, with definitions and sometimes specific attributions
to classical authors. The work was extensively discussed by Photius, who is the
source of many of the fragments.

Phrynichus’ other work, the "Exhoyn ’ATTikdv pnpdtov kal ovopdTtwy
(Ecloga), used to be considered an epitome but is now thought to be more or less
complete; it is in two books, with a certain amount of repetition between them,
and two short epitomes are also preserved. The work consists of a series of pro-
nouncements on different aspects of Attic and non-Attic usage, arranged in the
form of a lexicon (but not in alphabetical order, except for a few sets of entries
taken over from alphabetizing sources). Many entries consist of a non-Attic word,
usually but not always from the koiné (e.g. 8uo(), an injunction against using it,
and the appropriate Attic replacement (e.g. dvotv), while others give the proper
Attic syntax of the lemma (e.g. Tuyxdve must be accompanied by v when it
means “happen to be”) or the difference between easily confused words (e.g. a
petpa€ is female, but a petpdkiov is male). Phrynichus’ sources include the
Antiatticista (see 3.2.9) and several lost works of ancient scholarship, and his work
is valuable both for preserving such fragments and for the light it sheds on the
way the Atticists worked and on the type of mistakes that Greek speakers trying
to write classical Attic were likely to make in the second century.

The standard edition of the Praeparatio is that of Borries (1911 =TLG), and for
the Ecloga that of Fischer (1974 =TLG). Discussions include the introductions to
the editions, Slater (1977), Rutherford (1881), Bossi (1980-2), and Blanchard
(1997).

3.2.9 Antiatticista

The anonymous composition normally referred to as the work of the Antiatticista
is not, as this designation might seem to suggest, a polemic against Atticism, but
rather a second-century (AD) Atticist lexicon that is “Antiatticist” only in having a
broader definition of “Attic” than did the strict Atticists like Phrynichus. The
Antiatticist admitted a larger group of authors into his canon and apparently held
that the use of a word by any Attic author made it acceptable as Attic, even if a
more recherché alternative existed. Until recently it was believed that the Anti-
atticist was a contemporary of Phrynichus who wrote in response to the first book
of Phrynichus’ Ecloga and against whom the second book of the Ecloga was then
directed, but now some hold that Phrynichus attacked the Antiatticist through-
out the Ecloga, and others that Phrynichus used the Antiatticist’s work rather than
attacking it, suggesting that the Antiatticist may have been a predecessor rather
than a contemporary.
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The lexicon seems to have originally consisted of a list of Attic words, with
definitions and references to the words’ occurrences in classical texts; many of
the words listed were ones whose claim to be considered properly Attic had been
disputed by the stricter Atticists, and the Antiatticist seems to have made a point
of showing that those words were indeed attested, often by quoting the relevant
passage. Unfortunately the work survives only in the form of a drastically reduced
epitome from which most of the quotations have been excised, leaving only tan-
talizing references to lost works. Enough remains, however, that the work is use-
ful for information on lost literary works, historical details about classical Athens,
and fragments of Hellenistic scholarship, as well as for understanding the con-
troversies of the Second Sophistic period.

The epitome has been published by Bekker (1814-21:1i. 75-116 =TLG) and
discussed by Latte (1915), Fischer (1974), Slater (1977), and Arnott (1989);
Jacoby (1944) and Tosi (1997) provide examples of its uses.

3.2.10 Moeris

The Atticizing lexicographer Moeris has left us an intact work entitled Aé€els
ATTIKOY kKol ‘EXNAvwv katd aTouxetov, or ATTikLoTNS. Moeris’ date is uncer-
tain, but it was clearly late enough to allow him to use all the other Atticists; the
third century Ap is a likely possibility. His lexicon consists of almost a thousand
entries, alphabetized by their first letters, most of which involve Attic/non-Attic
pairs. Many appear in a formula that juxtaposes ’ATTikol and “ENAnves, as opvivat
ATTicol opvvewr “EXAnves “The Attic speakers [used as the infinitive of 6pvupt ]
opvoval, but the [other, i.e. later] Greeks [use] dpvvelv.” Sometimes kowwdéy or
kow@®s (or the name of a different dialect) appears instead of “EX\nres, some-
times no non-Attic equivalent is given, and sometimes a reference to a classical
author supports the claim of Attic usage. Moeris” Attic canon excluded tragedy
and New Comedy but included, in addition to prose and Old Comedy, Homer
and Herodotus.

The standard edition and study of Moeris is that of D. Hansen (1998), who
provides ample further bibliography.

3.2.11 Philemon

Two Greek glossographers bore the name Philemon.?® The first, living in the third
and second centuries BC, wrote a work called TTept "ATTik@Y dvopdTwy 1 yAwooov;
it is lost, but fragments are preserved in the works of later writers, particularly
Athenaeus and “Ammonius.”

The second Philemon was an Atticist who around Ap 200 composed in iambics
a work entitled TTept "ATTikiis dvTiloylas Tiis év Tais Mé€eow. This piece sur-
vives only in two brief extracts, both of which are essentially alphabetic lists of non-

35. They are not to be confused with the 3rd-cent. Latin grammarian of the same
name, nor with several comic poets named Philemon. The two discussed here are num-
bers 13 and 14 in RE.
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Attic words and their Attic equivalents. One covers the whole alphabet and has been
published by Reitzenstein (1897: 392-6), while the other, which has more entries
beginning with each letter and gives more detail on each entry, covers only the first
four letters of the alphabet; this one has been edited by Osann (1821).

The Philemons have been discussed by Cohn (1898), but much remains to be
done.

3.2.12 Aelius Dionysius and Pausanias

Aelius Dionysius of Halicarnassus and Pausanias,? both from the early second
century AD, were the founders of Attic lexicography. Both produced lexica of Attic
words and phrases in alphabetical order, respectively entitled ’ATTikd dvépata
and "ATTIKGY OvopdTwy ouvaywyn, that had a great influence on later lexicog-
raphers and survived at least until the twelfth century. Their sources included
Alexandrian scholarship such as the works of Aristophanes of Byzantium. Both
lexica are now lost, but a substantial body of fragments can be recovered from the
works of later scholars, particularly Eustathius; these have been collected by Erbse
(1950 =TLG), though this collection also contains a number of items not specifi-
cally attributed to Aelius Dionysius or Pausanias in the sources but assigned to
them by Erbse on various grounds. Erbse (1950) also provides the main discus-
sion of the lexica. See also Van der Valk (1955) and Heinimann (1992).

3.2.13 Orus and Orion

These two grammarians of the fifth century Ap are confused with one another in
Byzantine and early modern works, but their respective surviving works have now
been separated. Orus, who was born in Alexandria and worked in Constanti-
nople,?” produced numerous grammatical and lexicographical works, of which only
four survive to any significant extent: an Attic lexicon, a manual on orthography,
and short treatises on words with multiple meanings and on ethnic names. Orio(n)
of Thebes?8 wrote a number of scholarly works, of which we now have only one,
an etymological lexicon, plus the fragments of a florilegium (see Haffner 2001).

Orus’ Attic lexicon, entitled "ATTik@v Mé€ewv ouvaywyn, is probably the best
known of his works, but all we have of it is a large group of fragments, collected
primarily from the lexicon of Zonaras. The work, which is concerned more with
distinguishing classical from koiné Greek than with identifying peculiarities of the
Attic dialect, was written in opposition to Phrynichus and is based on classical
sources. There is a good edition of the fragments with discussion by Alpers (1981

=TLG).

36. This Pausanias is to be distinguished both from the Spartan kings of that name
and from the author of the Periegesis or Description of Greece.

37. He is also, for unknown reasons, associated with Miletus and so may be identi-
fied by reference to any of these three cities.

38. The Egyptian Thebes. He was born there but worked in Alexandria, Constan-
tinople, and Caesarea.
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From Orus’ manual on orthography ("Opfoypagia) we possess a substantial
excerpt concerning the use of the iota subscript. This consists of a list of words in
alphabetical order (only entries from the second half of the alphabet are preserved),
with indication of whether or not each is written with the iota. Entries are often
accompanied by evidence in the form of quotations from classical literature, thus
sometimes preserving fragments of lost works, and some fragments of earlier schol-
arship can be found as well. The excerpt has been published by Rabe (1892 =TLG,
1895) and discussed by Reitzenstein (1897: 289-316) and Erbse (1960: 274-80).

Orus’ treatise on ethnics was called Tlept €0vik@y or “OTws Ta €Bvika
\ekTéov; from it we have a set of fragments gathered from Stephanus and the
Etymologicum genuinum. Of the treatise on words with multiple meanings, en-
titled Tlept molvonpdvtwyr AéEewv, we have substantial excerpts, preserved in-
dependently in the manuscript tradition. Both have been edited and discussed by
Reitzenstein (1897: 316—35, 335-47).

The ETupoloyikév or TTept éTuporoyias of Orion survives in three abbrevi-
ated versions, one of which is still of considerable bulk; the smaller versions are
known as the Werfer excerpts and the Koés excerpts after their first transcribers.
The work is an etymological lexicon that combines material from other scholars
in alphabetical order and so preserves much earlier scholarship, including por-
tions of Aristonicus’ work on Homer. All three versions have been published by
Sturz (1818: 611-17 =TLG; 1820 =TLG), and one of them re-edited by Micciarelli
Collesi (1970a =TLG). The lexicon has been discussed by Erbse (1960: 280-94),
Reitzenstein (1897: 309-11, 347-50), Wendel (1939a), Garzya (1967), Theo-
doridis (1976a: 16—41), and Micciarelli Collesi (1970b), but much remains to be
done.

3.2.14 Cyrillus
A substantial lexicon compiled in the fifth century ap is attributed to Cyrillus.3?
It consists primarily of Biblical glosses, but there is also some material from the
ancient scholarly tradition, including Atticist writings and scholia. Entries from
this lexicon have been heavily interpolated into our version of Hesychius, but
Cyrillus’ lexicon also exists independently in numerous manuscripts.
Unfortunately most of the lexicon is unpublished. The most important study,
that of Drachmann (1936), provides an edition of only a few sections (words be-
ginning with Ba-, 6a-, Be-, Aa-, and Ae-), and Cramer’s text (1839-41: iv. 177—
201) contains a drastically abbreviated version. Selected glosses from individual
manuscripts have been edited by Naoumides (1968), Burguiere (1961-2), and
Moritz Schmidt (1858-68: iv, e.g. 365-8). Discussions include those of Latte
(1953-66: i, pp. xliv—li), I. Cunningham (2003: esp. 43-9), Burguiere (1970),

39. Or Cyril. The attribution probably refers to St. Cyril of Alexandria—though
St. Cyril of Jerusalem and Cyril of Scythopolis are also candidates—and the person so
designated may well have had something to do with the lexicon, but the work as it stands
cannot be simply the composition of any of these Cyrils.
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Henrichs (1971-3: 112—-16), Reitzenstein (1888), and Luca (1994), but much
remains to be done. A new edition is expected from N. Wilson and H. van Thiel.

3.2.15 Stephanus

Stephanus of Byzantium,*® a grammarian who taught in Constantinople in the
sixth century AD, composed a gigantic geographical lexicon in more than fifty books.
The work, called Ethnica, originally contained detailed linguistic, geographical,
historical, and mythological information about hundreds of place-names and the
ethnic adjectives corresponding to them. Its sources included Herodian, Orus,
Pausanius, Strabo, and some ancestors of the Homer scholia, as well as many lost
works of scholarship. We now have an epitome, in which the amount of informa-
tion given about each entry is drastically reduced (in many cases to a mere listing
of place-names and their adjectives); eight pages of the original that survive in
a separate manuscript; and several fragments preserved in the work of later
Byzantines, notably Constantine Porphyrogenitus. Though these remains are only
a fraction of the original work, their bulk is still impressive.

The Ethnica have been edited by Meineke (1849 =TLG), though this text is
not entirely satisfactory; a new edition is in preparation by Margarethe Billerbeck.
Studies include those of Diller (1938, 1950), Erbse (1960: 251-69), and White-
head (1994).

3.2.16 Photius’ Lexicon

Photius (¢.810-¢.893), patriarch of Constantinople, is now known chiefly for his
Bibliotheca (see 3.3.1), but he also composed a lexicon. The work is huge and
concerned chiefly with prose words, though a number of items from Old Com-
edy also appear. Most entries are short, consisting only of the lemma and a one-
or two-word definition, but some are substantial paragraphs with citations of
authors who use a word, and sometimes with quotations. The lexicon’s immedi-
ate sources are other late lexica, particularly that of Cyrillus (see 3.2.14), but it
indirectly preserves much earlier scholarship (particularly material from the lost
lexica of Diogenianus, Aelius Dionysius, and Pausanias) and is a source of frag-
ments of lost literary works.

Significant portions of the lexicon were unknown until 1959, when the only
complete manuscript of the work was discovered. A new edition incorporating
this material is in progress (Theodoridis 1982—=TLG) and is by far the best; until

40. This Stephanus is to be distinguished from Stephanus of Alexandria / Stephanus
of Athens / Stephanus the philosopher, who wrote commentaries on Hippocrates, Galen,
and Aristotle (and who may himself be more than one person); from the 7th-cent. gram-
marian Stephanus who is responsible for some of the “scholia” to Dionysius Thrax; and from
the 16th-cent. scholar and publisher Henri Estienne, often known by his Latinized name
Stephanus; this last Stephanus is the one responsible for the gigantic dictionary called
Thesaurus Graecae Linguae or Stephani Thesaurus, as well as for the Stephanus numera-
tion of Plato.
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it is complete, however, Porson’s edition (1823 =TLG) remains the best choice
for the rest of the lexicon (rather than Naber’s 1864—5 edition). Discussions of
the work are numerous; N. Wilson (1983a: 90-3) provides a good introduction,
and Theodoridis’ edition includes important, comprehensive studies (in the sec-
ond volume as well as in the first). There is a series of critical notes in Casadio

et al. (1984-5). For further bibliography see Theodoridis (1982-).

3.2.17 Zuvvaywyn Méewv xpnolpnv

This lexicon, also known as Lexicon Bachmannianum and as Lexicon Bekkeri VI,
was composed in the late eighth or early ninth century ap, though a substantial
body of material was added later. Its original basis was the lexicon of Cyrillus, which
is still extant (see 3.2.14), and many of the other sources are also extant. It is there-
fore often ignored, but the fact that we can trace the growth of the work over several
centuries and know its contents at each point makes it useful for understanding
Byzantine lexicography. The best text of and source of information on the Zvvaywyn
is I. Cunningham’s edition (2003).

3.2.18 Lexicon alpwdetv

A small lexicon dating to the ninth or tenth century is known as the Lexicon
atpwdely after the lemma of the first entry. This work has fairly detailed entries
and is sometimes useful for its preservation of earlier scholarship, since it is based
in part on lost scholarly material. There is a good edition and study in Dyck (1983—
95:ii. 825-1016).

3.2.19 Zonaras

An enormous lexicon compiled in the first half of the thirteenth century carries
the name of Zonaras, a historian who lived in the eleventh and twelfth centuries
and so cannot have written it. The lexicon draws freely on the works of a wide
variety of earlier (late antique and early Byzantine) scholars and so preserves much
scholarship that is otherwise lost, including many of the fragments of Orus’ lexi-
con. It is organized first alphabetically (to two letters) and then by grammatical
category. Entries range in length from two words (lemma and definition) to long
paragraphs including quotations from ancient literature.

The only edition of the lexicon is that of Tittmann (1808 =TLG), whence it is
sometimes called the Lexicon Tittmannianum. The work has been little studied,
and some of what has been done is unusable; for the best available see Alpers
(1972; 1981: 3-55).

3.2.20 Other Lexica

The works mentioned above are by no means all the lexica that preserve ancient
scholarship. A number of important lexica to the works of individual authors sur-
vive: Apollonius Sophista’s and Apion’s works on Homer (see 2.1.1.3), Erotian’s
and Galen'’s glossaries of Hippocratic words (see 2.2.1), Timaeus’ lexicon to Plato
(see 2.2.2), and some anonymous lexica to Herodotus (see 2.2.6). In addition, there
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is a substantial body of other lexicographical material surviving on papyrus or via
the manuscript tradition; these works and fragments are too numerous and too
obscure to be discussed individually here but are nevertheless useful on occasion.

A number of minor lexica from the late antique and Byzantine periods have
survived in manuscripts, and of these a few are reasonably accessible. There is a
good edition by Naoumides (1975 =TLG) of a little school lexicon related to the
scholia on Aristophanes, Pindar, and Demosthenes and perhaps dating to the late
antique period. Suetonius, the Roman biographer, wrote two Greek works TTept
Braoenuiey and Tlept mawdiev, of which lexicon-like epitomes survive (ITept
BlaodniLav in its present form can be fairly described as a dictionary of insults)
and have been edited by Taillardat (1967 =TLG). Thomas Magister’s Attic lexi-
con has been edited by Ritschl (1832), and Nauck (1867 =TLG) has edited the
Lexicon Vindobonense, a compilation of the early fourteenth century ascribed to
Andreas Lopadiotes (see Guida 1982). A number of additional lexica can be found
in Latte and Erbse (1965), Bachmann (1828), and the “Anecdota Bekker” (Bekker
1814-21), but others are confined to obscure dissertations or Programmschriften
or remain entirely unpublished. For references to these and to the scattered frag-
ments of and testimonia to earlier lexica, see general discussions of Greek lexi-
cography; particularly good ones with extensive further references are Degani
(1995) and Hunger (1978: ii. 33—-50), and useful lists of editions can also be found
in Erbse (1969—-88) and in the TLG Canon.*!

There are also numerous fragments of older lexica surviving on papyrus. Most
of these lexica appear to be focused on the works of a particular author or group
of authors, but more general lexica are not unknown. Naoumides (1969) offers a
list of papyrus lexica with discussion of their characteristics, but more have been
published since, including P.Oxy. xlv. 3239 and xlvii. 3329. The collection Com-
mentaria et Lexica Graeca in Papyris reperta, to be published by K. G. Saur, is
expected eventually to include texts and discussions of papyrus lexica.

3.3 OTHER TYPES OF WORK

3.3.1 Photius’ Bibliotheca

Photius, patriarch of Constantinople in the ninth century, was the most important
of the Byzantine scholars. His influence was responsible for the preservation of many
ancient texts that would otherwise have been lost, and his own work drew on, and
thus preserves fragments from, many other works that subsequently disappeared.

41. Erbse gives a list of editions as part of his list of abbreviations at the front of each
volume; this list is a reliable guide to the best editions that had been published by ¢.1960
(and a mostly reliable guide up to 1975), but it is not complete, and some new editions
have since appeared. The Canon can be found in Berkowitz and Squitier (1990) or at
http://www.tlg.uci.edu; it too is incomplete and somewhat out of date, and in addition
neither the choice of editions nor the bibliographical information given there is completely
trustworthy.
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Two of his works concern classical scholarship: the Lexicon (for which see 3.2.16)
and the Bibliotheca.** The latter, which is sometimes called the Myriobiblos, is an
enormous literary encyclopedia covering a wide range of authors from the classi-
cal to the early Byzantine periods. It contains summaries and discussions of the
books Photius had read, ostensibly prepared for his brother’s use when Photius
was departing on an embassy. The Bibliotheca consists of 280 entries, known as
codices (“books”), each of which is concerned with a different work or set of works;
some are only a few lines in length, but others stretch to many pages. The works
discussed come from many different subjects and genres, both Christian and
pagan, with two major restrictions: technical scientific works and poetry are both
excluded.

The entries contain not only summaries but also critical commentary of vari-
ous types, with an emphasis on style. From Photius’ perspective one of the main
reasons for reading ancient literature was the improvement of one’s own prose
style, so he frequently offered stylistic judgements of the works included; inter-
estingly, his highest praise was reserved not for any of the classical writers, but
for Atticists of the Roman period. He also discussed textual issues and questions
of authenticity, using both his own judgement and ancient scholarly materials.

Many of the works Photius discussed are now lost, so that his summaries pro-
vide all or most of what we know about them. Even when the originals have sur-
vived, Photius’ comments can be very useful to modern scholars, for apart from
the fact that he was an intelligent and perceptive scholar, he often had access to
better or more complete texts than we do, and he sometimes provides informa-
tion on the age of the manuscript he used or on how many manuscripts of a work
he found. In addition, his discussions tell us much about the history of the trans-
mission of ancient literature by indicating how much survived into the ninth cen-
tury and was then lost.

The standard text of the Bibliotheca is that of Henry (195977 =TLG), who
provides a facing French translation, and some of the more interesting entries have
been translated into English with notes by N. Wilson (1994). Good introductions
to the work can be found in N. Wilson (1983a: 93—111; 1994), and significant
studies include those of Schamp (1987, 2000), Treadgold (1980), Hiigg (1975),
Lemerle (1971: 177-204), and Ziegler (1941); there is also a collection of articles
in Menestrina (2000).

3.3.2 Hephaestion

Hephaestion of Alexandria,** who lived in the second century Ap, was the author
of the most important ancient metrical treatise and is now our main source for
ancient metrical theory, analysis, and terminology. His treatise originally comprised
forty-eight books, but after repeated epitomizing, much of it conducted by the
author himself, we now have an epitome in one book, known as the Handbook or

42. For Photius’ other works see N. Wilson (1983a: 111-19).
43. Not to be confused with Hephaestion of Thebes, author of the Apotelesmatica.
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Encheiridion. There are also some fragments of disputed authorship that could
be excerpts from fuller versions of the work, entitled Tlept motjpartos, Tept
mounpdTov, and TTept onpelwy.

The most important of these survivals is the Encheiridion, which discusses and
explains different metrical structures, illustrating them with extensive quotations
from ancient poetry. The two fragments on poems, the contents of which overlap
to a great extent, concern the analysis of poetic texts by metrical structure, and
the Tlept onpelwr discusses the use of the coronis, diple, asteriskos, and other
diacritic marks in different types of meter.

Though not designed as an introduction to the field, the Encheiridion soon
became a textbook because of its straightforward, systematic presentation and was
used as such for much of the Byzantine period. In consequence it accumulated
an extensive body of scholia and commentary, including a detailed and informa-
tive commentary by Choeroboscus (early ninth century). A reworking in verse by
John Tzetzes is also extant. Hephaestion continued to be the basis of metrical
theory until the nineteenth century, and while modern work on meter has tended
to move away from Hephaestion’s theories, his terminology is still standard in the
field.

Recently Hephaestion has been used chiefly in work on ancient metrical theory,
for which Hephaestion’s own work is crucial and the ancient commentary on it is
also valuable. The collection is however also very important as a source of frag-
ments of lost poetry, and for our understanding of Byzantine classical scholarship.

Hephaestion’s exposition has a parallel in the first book of Aristides Quintilianus’
three-book De musica, which devotes considerable attention to meter. Aristides
cannot be securely dated, but he probably wrote between the second and the fourth
centuries AD and so is likely to be somewhat later than Hephaestion. His and
Hephaestion’s treatises are frequently discussed together, as each aids greatly in
the interpretation of the other.

The standard text of all Hephaestion’s surviving work, Choeroboscus’ commen-
tary, and the scholia is that of Consbruch (1906 =TLG); for Aristides Quintilianus
one uses the text of Winnington-Ingram (1963) and A. Barker (1989) for transla-
tion and discussion. The Encheiridion has been translated into English, with exten-
sive commentary, by Van Ophuijsen (1987). The two fragments on poems have been
translated into German by Nehrling (1989-90), and Van Ophuijsen (1993b) gives
an English translation of most portions of these fragments, together with the paral-
lel passages from Aristides Quintilianus. Aristides’ complete work has been trans-
lated into English by Mathiesen (1983) and into German by Schéifke (1937). Other
works on Hephaestion include those of Palumbo Stracca (1979) and Consbruch
(1889), and examples of recent work using Hephaestion include Lomiento (1995),
Gentili (1983), Gentili and Perusino (1999), Wouters (1991-3), and Fowler (1990).

3.3.3 Stobaeus

loannes Stobaeus, or John of Stobi, was a writer of the fifth century ap from Stobi
in Macedonia. He compiled an anthology of Greek literature from Homer to the
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fourth century Ap, consisting of a set of excerpts ranging in length from a single line
to several pages, grouped by theme. The themes involved are primarily (but not
exclusively) ethical ones, and the more than five hundred authors represented come
from a range of genres in both poetry and prose; Neoplatonic sources tend to pre-
dominate, and Christian texts are conspicuously absent. Stobaeus’ sources seem to
have been primarily earlier anthologies, rather than the original texts themselves.

Stobaeus’ work is useful to modern scholars because he preserves numerous
extracts from works that are otherwise lost; even when the originals survive,
Stobaeus offers an independently (though not necessarily more accurately) trans-
mitted text and so can be useful for textual criticism. Because the anthology was
influential in the Byzantine world, it is also helpful for understanding the Byzan-
tine reception of classical literature.

The anthology is in four books and has survived almost intact, though the first
book in particular seems to have been somewhat abbreviated. There is an edition
by Wachsmuth and Hense (1884-1912 =TLG), and an introduction with refer-
ences to further discussion can be found in Piccione and Runia (2001); Campbell
(1984) and Sider (2001) offer some cautions and insights about his quotation and
citation processes.



4

Introduction to Scholarly Greek

THE DIFFICULTIES ANCIENT SCHOLARSHIP PRESENTS TO
the reader are very different from those involved in reading literary authors such
as Demosthenes, Sophocles, Lucian, or Aristophanes. Sentences in lexica, gram-
mars, and scholia tend to be fairly short, and grammatical and syntactic complexi-
ties are relatively rare. These works are largely free of obscure, archaic, and dialectal
forms, and the vocabulary is in many ways more limited and more manageable
than that of most literary texts. Yet scholarly Greek is not easy to read until one
becomes familiar with the genre, because it employs a set of space-saving con-
ventions and numerous technical words pertaining to scholarly disciplines. In
addition, it sometimes happens (though not as often as one would expect) that
the late date of the writer betrays itself in the use of post-classical words or con-
structions, and a grasp of the Greek numeral systems and the use of various edi-
torial symbols is not infrequently required to get the full meaning of a passage.

4.1 CONVENTIONS AND CHARACTERISTICS
OF SCHOLARLY WRITING

4.1.1 Introduction

Scholarly Greek makes use of certain syntactic conventions rarely encountered
in classical literature. These allow many words to remain unexpressed and so
permit highly compact, very efficient writing, but they require some adjustment
on the part of readers more familiar with other types of Greek. Though many such
conventions are restricted to particular types of scholarship, others are found more
generally.

4.1.2 Basic Formula

In scholia and lexica each entry consists of two parts: the lemma (word or words
to be explained) and the definition or comment. The lemma always comes first
and in modern editions is usually separated from the comment upon it by an extra
space, a change in type font, or a symbol such as a high point or Roman colon.
The material that follows the lemma may be any type of comment—a variant read-
ing, a note on spelling or punctuation, a discussion of interpretation, etc.—but if
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no indication is given to the contrary, it is usually assumed to consist of, or at least
to begin with, a definition or paraphrase. Thus Hesychius’ entry yoivos- olvos
(I" 784 Latte) can be translated “yoivos! [means] ‘wine’,” and the T scholion to
Iliad 12. 6 fi\acav: éEéTewav, dmo TGV oldrpwr can be translated “flacav
[means] ‘they stretched out,” from iron things” [i.e. from the word’s use in iron-

work], or simply “RAacav: ‘they stretched out,” from iron things.”

4.1.3 Bracketed Lemmata

Often the lemmata of scholia are bracketed in modern editions; this means that
they are absent from the manuscripts and have been supplied from the text com-
mented on. Thus a T scholion to Iliad 12. 13 reads «aTa pev Tpwwv Bdvov:
lakr) Stalpeats, that is, “kata pev Tpwwy Bdvov [is an example of] lonic sepa-
ration [i.e. tmesis].” A few editions of scholia lack lemmata altogether, forcing the
reader to supply them from an edition of the text, but this practice is rare.

4.1.4 Multiple Definitions

In both scholia and lexica a single lemma may be followed by multiple definitions
or comments, and in composite works these different definitions or comments
may have separate sources. They may be separated only by punctuation, but the
addition of words meaning “or,” “and,” or “alternatively” is not uncommon. Thus
one of Hesychius’ entries (A 7280 Latte) reads dpkos* dpkeopa. Borifeta. i 1O
matdviov. kat 1O (pov. kal épeta Tiis "ApTéudos, which could be translated
“dpkos [means] ‘aid’ [or] ‘help,” or the medicine, and the animal,? and a priestess
of Artemis.” In such a passage there is often no difference between “and” and “or.”

4.1.5 d\\ws

In scholia multiple explanations are often separated by d\ws, a word indicating
that the material after the d\\ws comes from a different source from that of the
material preceding it. Thus the scholia to Pindar’s Pythian 3. 97 (or 3.173a; really
on the sentence év 8" avte xpdvw / Tov pev oEelatol Biyatpes épipuwoar mddats
/ €ebppooivas pépos al Tpets, 96-8) read in part TOV pév dfelatoL: Tov pev
Kddpov at BuyaTépes amoAlpeval 1O ThS €0Ppooivns HépPos NPILwoa. év
oxfuaTt 8¢ elmer, dvTi Tol edpocivms épnuov émoinoav. b. dAws: TOV pév
Kd8pov at Tpels Buyatépes Tals 6Eelals ouvpgopdis TO ThS €VQPOTUVNS

1. Hesychius uses gamma for digamma here.

2. i.e. this usage of the term is derived from iron-working. éAatvw usually means “drive”
in Homer, but that meaning is inappropriate in this passage, since the reference is to the
process of creating the ditch the Greeks had dug around their protective wall. The scholiast
is both explaining how to understand the verb here and suggesting a source for the odd
meaning by connecting it with a rare Homeric usage of é\atvo for “to hammer out [metal]”
(see Iliad 7. 223): metal is stretched out by hammering it.

3. i.e. the bear (which had a particular connection to Artemis); this entry mixes mean-
ings of dpkos, -€os, T6 with those of dpk(T)os, -ov, 6 and 1.
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Hépos Nprpmoar kal deetlavto: . . . This could be translated “Tov pev 6Eelatot:
‘his daughters, by dying, deprived Cadmus of his share of happiness.” For [the poet]
said it in a figure, instead of ‘they made him destitute of happiness.” Alternatively:
‘his three daughters, with sharp misfortunes, deprived Cadmus of his share of hap-
piness and took [it] away’ . . .” In this case (though by no means always) the two
entries are very similar and may well have the same ultimate source, but certain
scribes were nonetheless scrupulous in distinguishing them. A number of other
scribes who copied this same set of scholia were less scrupulous and conflated
the two, jumping from the end of the first entry to the end of the section quoted
here and thereby making it appear that the information that follows (an explana-
tion of who Cadmus’ daughters were and what happened to them) originally went
with the first entry rather than the second. Such conflations are common and need
to be taken into account in arguments about the original source of a scholion.

4.1.6 Abbreviated Lemmata

The lemma of a scholion may, especially if it is original, be only a part of the pas-
sage explained by the scholion. This is the case in the scholion just quoted, for
which the lemma makes no sense independently and is simply the beginning of
the line* whose meaning is discussed; it acts as a link enabling one to find the
correct place in the text, like the symbols that were sometimes employed instead
of lemmata in ancient hypomnemata. Such abbreviated lemmata are common,
with the result that the most important aid to reading scholia is often the text
commented on.

4.1.7 Form of Lemmata

The lemmata of scholia and commentaries normally appear in the same form as
in the text. The lemmata of lexica vary in form, even within individual lexica; some
are in what we think of as the citation form of the word concerned (nominative
singular, first-person active indicative), but others, taken over from commentaries,
occur in inflected forms.> Definitions normally appear in the same form as the lemma;
that is, if the lemma is an accusative singular, the definition is in the accusative sin-
gular as well, in order to identify the form of the lemma concisely. Thus one of
Hesychius’ entries (B 647 Latte) reads BAdRev éopdinoav. éaTépovTo. €BAdPNoav;
this informs us that BAdBevV is an alternative third-person plural aorist passive of
BAdTTw and yields the translation “BAdfev [means] ‘they were overthrown’ [or]
‘they lost” [or] ‘they were harmed’.” Similarly a T scholion to Iliad 11. 308 reads
Lwhs: OpuRs, mapa TO {w, which could be translated “lwfis [means] ‘of a rush,’
[and it comes] from Tw” (for lw see 4.1.22).

4. Note that it is not the beginning of the sentence, which starts at the end of 96.
5. This feature is very useful, as sometimes it allows us to trace these lemmata to
their original sources in literary texts. However, on occasion lemmata are inflected to
fit the syntax of their new contexts, so not all inflected lemmata can be assumed to be

original.
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4.1.8 Form of Definition

Definitions, especially in lexica, are not necessarily self-standing, that is, they are
not always comprehensible without reference to the lemma. Rather the lemma is
taken as a basis that remains syntactically available, and from which elements can
be understood at any point in the explanation. Thus one of Hesychius’ entries
(B 1269 Latte) reads Bpuxfoacbar- ws Mwv, which means “Bpuxrjoacbat [means
to roar] like a lion.”

4.1.9 Nominatives: Definitions

Definitions may be given anywhere in an entry, not only at the beginning, and such
definitions often follow the convention that the word to be defined comes first, with-
out an article, and the definition follows it, with the article. The general syntactic
rule that of two Greek nominatives the one with the article is the subject and the
other the predicate indicates that in such cases the definition is actually the subject
and the word to be defined the predicate. Strictly speaking, therefore, the verb
to be understood is “is called” rather than “means,” and the proper English order
would be the reverse of the Greek order. Thus when Hesychius says doaketv:
appovTioThodl. dha yap 1 gpovtis (A 7616 Latte), the literal translation is
“doaielv [means] ‘to be heedless.” For thought [is called] od\a” rather than “. . .
for od\a [means] ‘thought’.” The reverse in order, however, causes a regrettable
shift of emphasis, and in some cases the definition is so long and complex that
such a reversed order is impractical. Scholars do not agree about whether it is
better to be faithful to the grammar or the word order when translating Greek
definitions, though readers of this book will observe that I personally tend to fol-
low the grammar.

4.1.10 Nominatives: Sources

Often scholia and entries in lexica contain words in the nominative that are
clearly not definitions but govern no expressed verb. Such nominatives are usu-
ally sources: most often sources of a particular reading, interpretation, or us-
age, but potentially sources of anything asserted by the writer of the entry (see
below for examples). The type of source can normally be determined by the
context, and a verb must usually be added in order to translate the entry unam-
biguously into English.

4.1.11 Sources: Scholars and Texts

In scholia, when a nominative is the name of a scholar or a group of texts, the meaning
is usually that another word or phrase given in the scholion (usually immediately
after the nominative) was read instead of (part of) the lemma by that scholar, or
that it was found instead of the lemma in that group of texts. Thus an A scholion to
Iliad 10. 79 reads €méTtpamev:> *AploTapxos “éméTpeme,” which could be trans-
lated “éméTpamev: Aristarchus [reads] émétpeme [instead],” and a T scholion to Iliad

10. 38 reads <OTpivels> at "AptoTdpyov “OTpuvéels” Sinpnuévns, which means
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“oTpirels: the [texts®] of Aristarchus [have] dTpuvéers separately [i.e. without con-
traction].” An A scholion to Iliad 11. 632 makes the interesting statement <y’ 6
yepards: uxas "AploTapxos, Ny’ O yepaids kal “ely’ O yepards,” that is, “fiy’
0 yepards: Aristarchus [reads the text of this passage] in two ways, 7y’ 0 yepards
and €l 6 yeparés.” The source may also be less precisely identified, as in a T scholion
to Iliad 12. 142: «€dévTas:» “€ovtes” al mAelovs, which means “€6vTas: most [texts
have] €évTes.” Similarly a T scholion to Iliad 11. 652 reads md\wv dyyelos: Twés
VP’ €V “Takwdyyeros”, oux UyLos, that is, “mdAw dyyelos: some [texts have (or
perhaps ‘some scholars read’) this] as a single word, ma\wdyyelos, [but] not well
[i.e. it should be two words].” Sometimes, however, the meaning is that the scholar
or texts named is the source of the lemma; in such cases no alternative reading is
given and the name of the source is usually preceded by oUTw(s), as in another (A)
scholion to Iliad 12. 142, which reads «€6vTes > oUtws "AploTapxos €6vTes kaTd
™V elbelav, that is, “€6vTes: so Aristarchus [reads], €6vtes in the nominative.””

4.1.12 Sources: Authors

In lexica, the sources mentioned are normally not sources of readings, but rather
authors or dialects in which the lemma occurs. When the source is an author, the
work in which the lemma is found may be given in the dative, as in Hesychius’
entry doemTov: doeBés. Zo@ok\iis AlxpalwTiow (A 7644 Latte) would be trans-
lated “doemTov [means] ‘unholy.” Sophocles [uses this word] in the Aechmalotides.”
Dialects are usually indicated by a masculine plural form designating the speak-
ers of a given dialect, so that Hesychius entry Blwp: {ows. oxedov. Adkwves
(B 645 Latte) can be translated “Blwp [means] ‘perhaps’ [or] ‘almost.” The Laconians
[use this form].” This type of source designation can also be found in scholia, for
example in a T scholion to Iliad 12. 77 that reads mpulées: oUTw [opTiviol and
means “Tpulées: so the people of Gortyn [call foot-soldiers],” indicating that the
word belongs to a Cretan dialect.

4.1.13 Sources: Imprecise

A source can also be the source of a definition or interpretation. A bT scholion to
Iliad 10. 23 reads «Sadowdvs> Aav @oveuTikdv. Twes 8¢ muppdv, which means
“Sadovdév [means] ‘very deadly,” but some [say it means] ‘yellowish-red’.” Simi-
larly Apollonius Sophista’s entry on moAvawve (133. 14 Bekker) reads moAvaive:
’AploTapyxos molob émalvou déie. ol 8¢ moAdpude, which could be translated

6. The word implied here is ék8doeLs; Didymus cites two Aristarchean ékddoeLs, which
do not always have the same readings (see M. L. West 2001: 61-2).

7. Note that in both the scholia to Iliad 12. 142 quoted here, the lemmata have been
supplied by the editor. He was able to work out that one scholion presupposed the lemma
€évtas and the other presupposed é6vTes because of the convention that if oUTw(s) pre-
cedes the nominative, the source named is the source of the lemma, but if there is an
alternative and no oUtw(s), the source named is the source of the alternative.
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“molbawve: Aristarchus [says it means] ‘worthy of much praise,” but others [say it
means] ‘much talked about’.” Occasionally it is difficult to distinguish this type of
source from the others, as in Hesychius’ entry BAdka kal Bakevewv: Tov dpyov
kal dpyetv "Abnvaiol. éviol mpoBaTtwdn (B 664 Latte), where the first part clearly
means that fAdka and Bhakevewr are words from the Athenian dialect meaning
“idler” and “to do nothing.” The second part could conceivably mean either that
some scholars think the words mean “sheep-like” (i.e. simple-minded), or that some
speakers of other dialects used these words with this meaning (either “[But]| some
[say it means] ‘sheeplike™ or “[But] some [use it with the meaning] ‘sheeplike™),
though in this case the first possibility is much more likely.

4.1.14 Sources: Other

Occasionally other kinds of sources are indicated in the same way. Thus for ex-
ample an A scholion to Iliad 12. 205 states (8vwBeis: PLhwTéor TO T. OUTWS Kal
ANeElw kal ot dM\ot, which since Alexion was a grammarian means “1vwfeis:
the t must have a smooth breathing. Thus both Alexion and the other [grammar-
ians say that this word should be written/pronounced].”

4.1.15 Non-nominative Sources

Of course, nominatives without expressed verbs are not the only kind of source
designation found in scholia and lexica. Verbs are not infrequently expressed, and
the origin of a lemma or an alternative can also be indicated in other ways that
pose less difficulty to English-speaking readers. Thus an A scholion to Iliad 12.
179 reads Bupévs> €v dAw “Bupd,” which means “Bupdv: in another [copy/manu-
script there is the word] 6up@ [instead].”

. . . . .

4.1.16 Articles: Paradigms

The article plays a vital role in scholarly Greek, where it has several distinct uses
not found in literary texts. When the complete declension of a noun or adjective
is given, or when a single case form other than the nominative singular is consid-
ered, the article is often used to indicate gender, number, and case.® (In the voca-
tive, the particle o substitutes for the article.?) This convention relieves the author
of having to produce the kind of verbose descriptions of a form that we often use.
Thus to decline xaplets in the masculine dual, one simply says “Tw yaplevte,

8. For these purposes the article’s feminine dual forms are 7@ (nom.-acc.) and Taiv
(gen.-dat.), rather than the classical Attic T&) and Totv, which would not distinguish gen-
der effectively.

9. Many ancient grammarians considered &) to be the vocative of the article; though
this view is false from the standpoints of etymology and of classical usage and was recog-
nized as false in antiquity (see Apollonius Dyscolus, Synt. 62. 6-74. 3), this particle does
function as the vocative of the article in grammatical works.
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Totv xaptévrtow, & xapievte” (GG iv.i: 11. 15), which is the equivalent of
“Nominative-accusative masculine-neuter dual, xaplevTe; genitive-dative mascu-
line-neuter dual, xaptévTowv; vocative dual, xaplevre.”

4.1.17 Articles: Quotation Marks (i)

The article is also frequently used with a word or phrase that is the topic of discus-
sion; phrases normally take neuter articles (as do letters of the alphabet, verb forms,
and other words with no gender of their own), and words with their own gender
can take either neuter articles or ones corresponding their own gender. These ar-
ticles serve two important purposes: they show the case that the word has in the
syntax of the sentence discussing it, thus making it possible to use a verb form, or
even a noun form in an inappropriate case, as the subject of a sentence or as the
object of a verb or preposition, and they function like quotation marks in showing
that a word is the topic of discussion rather than simply part of a sentence. (Al-
though modern editions may set off such words with quotation marks, letter-spac-
ing, capital letters, or different fonts, no such devices were used in ancient times,
and therefore it was essential for Greek writers to make their meaning clear by purely
syntactic means.)

4.1.18 Articles: Quotation Marks (ii)

Thus one sees sentences like Tlepl 8¢ ToU AvUyovoTa Aéyouoly OTL DQELAEV
AvyovoTn elvat 1) evbeia Sia Tob 7 ..., which means “About the [word]
AvyovoTa [fem. nom. sg., modified by an article in the neut. gen. sg.] they say
that the nominative should be AvyovoTn withann...” (GG iv.i: 305. 7). Simi-
larly, an A scholion to Iliad 10. 10 concludes éXéyxeTar 8¢ 6 ZnvédoTos
apaptdvov €k ToU “Os 8 alTws Mevéhaov éxe Tpdpos,” which means “but
Zenodotus is shown to be in error by the [phrase] s 8" alTws Mevélaov éxe
Tpépos,” i.e. by the fact that Homer a few lines later says s 8” attws Mevélaov
éxe Tpopos. Occasionally such articles, rather than being in the neuter, agree
in gender with an understood noun such as a part of speech: thus an A scholion
to Iliad 10. 18 notes Tldp@hos THv éml dvaoTpé@et (“Pamphilus puts the
[preposition] ém( into anastrophe,” i.e. accents it €mL), where the feminine ar-
ticle agrees with an understood mpéBeaiv “preposition.” Such articles are usu-
ally omitted when translating into English, as they are not needed if the word or
phrase so marked remains in Greek.

. . . . .

4.1.19 Order: Paradigms

The order in which elements are given can also convey important information.
Since the Greeks normally presented paradigms in a fixed order, context some-
times permitted them to omit the article in declension, as we sometimes omit the
verbal description of gender, number, and case. Nominal paradigms without articles
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assume the following order:'? nominative singular, genitive singular, dative singu-
lar, accusative singular, vocative singular; nominative-accusative dual, genitive-dative
dual, vocative dual; nominative plural, genitive plural, dative plural, accusative plural,
vocative plural. For gender, the order is masculine, feminine, neuter. Verbs are
conjugated in the order first person, second person, third person, with singular
preceding plural, and active preceding middle and passive (whose position rela-
tive to each other is not consistent).

4.1.20 Order: Derivations

In etymological works, a series of forms is often given to illustrate the steps by
which one word is derived from another. The order here is one of progression from
the original word to the derivative via intermediate steps that break down the dif-
ferences between them into one difference per step, and no assertion that the
intermediate forms necessarily exist is implied by their presentation in such a
context. Such derivations are often simply the way an oblique form relates to its
nominative or present indicative, as in the Etymologicum Gudianum’s explana-
tion of elpappat (ed. De Stefani, vol. ii, p. 420. 7-11): mé6ev; @apev dmo Tob
pelpw, Pep®, pépapka, PERApPRAL, Kal KATA TOUS “ATTLKOUS dTOPRONY ToU
OURLQWIOU Kal TPOoeENeVTEL TOU L™ elpappal, ws To MAnga elAnea. This could
be translated “Where [does it come] from? We say [that it comes] from pelpw,
[via the future] pepd [which gets rid of the L], [the perfect active] pépapka [which
changes the € in the root to a], [the perfect passive] pépappat [which changes
the ending to -pat], and according to Attic speakers [i.e. in Attic] with loss of the
consonant and addition of the t [we get] €lpappat, as \éxnga [becomes] etAnga
[in Attic].” In this example the intermediate steps also indicate what grammatical
form elpappat is, namely the Attic perfect passive of pelpw, but such informa-
tion is not always provided. Thus the entry for 1p)éns in the Etymologicum mag-
num comments (ed. Gaisford, 437. 56-438. 2): €0l yap fpws, Npwos, Tpwi
kal ylveTal pwidns: kal kata ovvalpeay ToU @ kat U els TV wi 8i@hoyyov,
Npwdns. That is, “for there is [as the base form] [nom. sg.] ipws, [from which we
get the stem fpw- from the gen. sg.] fpwos, [and the t from the dat. sg.] fjpwt;
and it becomes Npwtdns; and by synaeresis of the w and t into the diphthong o
[we get] npuons.”

4.1.21 Post-Classical Features

Since most Greek scholarship was written well after the end of the classical period,
scholarly Greek often shares many of the characteristics of post-classical Greek. Late
Greek (especially that of the Byzantine period) normally differs markedly from the
classical language, but such differences are less noticeable in scholarly texts than in

10. This ancient order of the cases is still followed by many of today’s Greek text-
books, though British textbooks are more likely to use a revised order inspired partly by
Sanskrit grammatical order; see Allen and Brink (1980).
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some other types of literature, since most scholars were well trained in classical Greek
usage and made great efforts to write like the classical authors. Nevertheless, even
the best grammarians use non-classical constructions on occasion, and in some texts
post-classical language is rampant. It is thus useful to be aware of some of the main
characteristics of late Greek when reading scholarly texts.!!

4.1.22 Regularization

One of the most common grammatical features of late Greek is regularization of
irregular paradigms. Even grammarians can make the aorists of dryw, Aeimw, 88wy,
and (O into NEa, EXewpa, €dwoa, and €Onoa, or use HSUTATOS as the super-
lative of 118Us. There is also a tendency for prefixes to be augmented (or even re-
duplicated) where a classical writer would augment the verb after the prefix. Verbs
that normally lack certain forms in the classical period often acquire those forms
later; thus the verb TUTTwW, for which perfect and aorist forms are very rare in clas-
sical writers and which therefore has suppletive principal parts in modern gram-
mars, appears without difficulty in those tenses in later authors.!? Similar to this
general regularization in effect, but distinct from it in cause, is a tendency among
grammarians to cite a simple, one-syllable base form for a verb that normally has
a more complex citation form: thus we consider & to be the aorist subjunctive of
Baivw, but on occasion an ancient scholar can use B@ as an equivalent of Baivw,
viewing the shorter form as a kind of underlying base form. Thus a T scholion to
Iliad 11. 308 reads twtis: 0ppis, mapd 1O lw, which could be translated “lwfis
[means] ‘of a rush,’ [and it comes] from {w.” Here tw (technically the subjunctive
of €ljt ibo) is being used as an alternative citation form for e{j.!3

4.1.23 Loss of Distinctions

Some classical Attic distinctions, such as those between o0 and p1, between d\\os
and €tepos, and between o0Tos “the former” and 88¢ “the latter,” are often ig-
nored by later authors (scholiasts, for example, nearly always use oUTws both where
classical authors would have used oUTws and where they would have used ¢ 8¢).
The perfect and aorist tenses may be used interchangeably. Comparative forms

11. Late Greek, which has already been thoroughly described elsewhere, is really a
separate phenomenon from scholarly Greek. These sections are therefore far more cur-
sory and derivative than the rest of Ch. 4.1; they are intended only to provide the most
essential information needed by readers of scholarly Greek that contains late features.
Readers are encouraged to consult Gignac (1976-81) or Blass and Debrunner (1979) for
more detailed information.

12. Because of its relevance to the students’ classroom experience, TUTT®O was the
standard paradigm verb in elementary Greek grammars for many centuries and was there-
fore provided with all theoretically possible forms. Not until the modern period did a
change in educational philosophy result in the replacement of TOTTw with alternatives
like TaLdevw.

13. For such shortened base forms see Dyck (1983-95: ii. 647, s.v. mdT0S).
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of adjectives are sometimes used as positives (as AwptkddTepos for “Doric”), and
sometimes pd\\ov is then added to comparatives to make their comparative force
clear (as paA\ov kataA\n\dTepos for “more correct”). Neuter plural subjects very
often take plural verbs rather than singular ones. Indirect interrogatives such as
oméTepos and 00TLs may be used in direct questions where classical usage would
require the direct interrogatives m6Tepos and T(s. The subjunctive and the in-
dicative may be confused (not only within each tense, but also to the extent that
the aorist subjunctive can be used as a future), and uncertainty occurs in the use
of av, leading to confusion between e€l/0T€ and édv/6Tav and to potential optative
constructions that lack dv and so look like wishes. Conditional sentences can
undergo not only confusion of moods and in the use of dv, but also some other
changes in conjunctions: both 0Tt ) and xwpls €l pr are equivalent to el pr.

4.1.24 New Formations

Many of the tendencies of late Greek are found in the classical period as well but
greatly increase in frequency later. For example, new adjectives are freely formed
(especially with -tkés) and used instead of genitives; thus an idea of Aristarchus’
is AploTdpyetos “Aristarchean,” while the syntax of the adverb is émippnpaTikn
otvTaéls “adverbial syntax.” On the other hand, one sometimes finds preposi-
tional phrases with ék, dmd, or katd where such an adjective (or a plain posses-
sive genitive) might seem more natural to us (e.g. | 8LdBacts 1 amo Tiis €vepyelas
at Apollonius Dyscolus, Adv. 119. 10, where one could have written 1) évepynTuikn
Stdpaats “active force.”)

4.1.25 Periphrasis

There is also a tendency toward periphrasis,'* including periphrastic verb forms
such as éoTwv €xov “is having” for éxel “has” or mapemdpevor éatwv “is follow-
ing” for mapémeTat “follows” (and, since the verb “be” can be omitted in Greek,
such forms sometimes occur without the éoti(). Certain authors, particularly but
not exclusively Apollonius Dyscolus, often use a neuter article with the partitive
genitive where a classical writer would use the noun alone (e.g. Ta Tob TéVOU
“the [things] of the accent” for 6 Tévos “the accent,” or T0 Tfis owTdEews “the
[thing] of the construction” for 1) oUvTagls “the construction”); they may also use
the same construction with a prepositional phrase instead of the genitive (e.g. Ta
€v 71 mot6TnTL “the [things] in the quality” for 1) ToléTns “quality,” or TO kaTd
TO evkddhevos “the [thing] about the [word] ‘white-armed™ for TO AeuvkdAevos
“the [word] ‘white-armed’”). Apollonius also has a tendency to use an article with
arelative clause to show the case of an omitted antecedent; thus TGV ols UeTdyn
“of the [things] to which they are subordinated” (Synt. 81. 5) or T¢) mpos OV “to
the [person] towards whom” (Synt. 156. 2).15

14. For which see Aerts (1965).
15. Apollonius’ language is idiosyncratic; for more information on it see Schneider’s



4.1.26 SUBSTANTIVIZATION 117

4.1.26 Substantivization

Instead of nouns, substantivized adjectives in the neuter are very often used; while
for Euripides it may have been true that 710 co@ov o0 copla (Bacch. 395), for
some grammarians there is clearly no difference between kataA\n\6mns “correct-
ness” and TO kaTd\\n\ov “the correct [thing].”

4.1.27 Prepositions

The use of prepositions in scholarly writing is particularly tricky. In post-classical
Greek prepositions are used more often and in new ways, and the meanings of
some prepositions are unpredictable and must simply be gathered from the con-
text. At the same time, however, there are specifically scholarly uses of certain
prepositions that are fixed and must be borne in mind whenever those preposi-
tions occur in scholarly contexts. And it is always possible for a preposition to be
used in its normal classical sense, even in close proximity to late or technical uses.

4.1.28 Prepositions: mapd

The preposition Tapd has a number of common scholarly uses. Tapd with the
dative is used to indicate authors who employ a term or usage under discussion,
and in such contexts is translatable as “in the works of” or simply “in,” as mept
Tov map” ‘Opnpw Kukhamwy kal AatoTpuydver (scholion to Thucydides 6. 2. 1),
which means “about the Cyclopes and Laestrygonians in Homer”, or T0 yap 0
€Tepos dLa Tol 0V oUTEPOS, ws Tapd ‘HpoddTy (scholion to Theocritus 7. 36a,
p. 88. 10-11 Wendel), which could be translated “for the [phrase] 6 €Tepos [when
brought together in crasis is written] with an ou, [that is] oUTepos, as in Herodotus.”
mapd with dative can also be used with the name of a group of speakers to desig-
nate a dialectal or foreign word, as in Hesychius’ entry BUpAtot ol Tav Tdewy
puAakes, mapd Kumplots (B 1290 Latte), meaning “BUBAiol [are] the guardians
of tombs, among [i.e. in the dialect of the] Cyprians.”'® With accusative, oddly,
mapd often means “from,” in the sense of “derived from.” Thus a typical entry in
the Etymologicum magnum (580. 25) states Mepuript€e: mapa 1O pelpw, that is,
“Meppnipiée lis derived] from pelpw,” and Apollonius Sophista comments (107.
24-6 Bekker) AetpléevTa . . . mapa 1O AMav, meaning “NetpLoevTa . . . [is derived]
from Alav.” (The same idea, however, is also frequently expressed with ék or dmé
+ genitive, as AdE: dmo Tob NMjyw pripartos (Etymologicum magnum 556. 14),
which means “Ad€ [is derived] from the verb AMjyw.”) With genitive, like a num-
ber of prepositions, Tapd in late texts can mean “by” in a genitive of agent con-
struction, as in a bT scholion to Iliad 1. 545 that mentions Ta Tapda *Ayapéprovos
mpos 'O8uacéa \eyopeva “the things said by Agamemnon to Odysseus.”

16. Greekmapd + dative thus has almost exactly the same scholarly meanings as French
chez and Latin apud; it is English that is difficult here.
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4.1.29 Prepositions: €ls

The preposition €ls is often used, with or without the verb Mjyw “end,” to group
words by their terminations, in which situations it is best translated “(ending) in.”
Thus TGOV 8¢ €ls ot A\nyévTov pnudTtwr culvylat elol Téooapes (GG i.i: 59.3)
means “and there are four conjugational types of the verbs ending in -t [i.e. the
mi-verbs],” and Td €ls 035 €xovTa phpa dvTimapakelpevor Sta ToU €Vm
(Etymologicum magnum, ed. Gaisford 462. 10~11) means “[nouns ending] in
-0s that have a corresponding verb in -evw.” €ls can also be used in lexica (espe-
cially the later ones) to indicate a cross-reference. The Etymologicum Gudianum
has a fairly typical entry (p. 195. 8 De Stefani) *AptBuntikd- els 70 Elkoot
kat ‘ERSoprkovta, which could be translated “’AptunTikd: see Elkoot and
‘ERSopnkovTa.” When the cross-reference is in addition to some information given
under the original heading, it often appears in the form kal €ls, “see also,” as in
the same etymologicum’s entry on ['e)oltos, which concludes (p. 303. 16 De
Stefani) kal €ls TO Zkdppa, thatis, “see also ZkGppa.” Sometimes the formula
occurs in a fuller form with {fjTet that gives a hint as to its origin: thus the entry
on Otdimovs in the Etymologicum magnum concludes (617. 3) with {fjTeL els 10
Ei8{mous, which means “see (also) Ei8{mouvs.” Occasionally only the first letter
of the cross-reference is given, as els T0 ©, which can be translated “see in the
section for words beginning with the letter ©.”

4.1.30 Prepositions: 8id

Discussions of spelling normally use the formula 8td + genitive “with.” Thus one
finds phrases like 8t Tob @ ypdpeTatr meaning “it is written with an a” (T scholion
to Iliad 10. 29) and 8ta Tob ¥ avotiowv (“‘dvotiowy with av,” A scholion to
Iliad 10. 32). Sometimes, when it refers to the spelling of the end of a word, this
type of 61d is almost indistinguishable from €ls, as in the second example quoted
in4.1.29.

4.1.31 Prepositions: ém{

€l + genitive can often be translated “applied to” or “with reference to,” as in
Apollonius Sophista’s entry (4. 32—4 Bekker) dydacfat: émt pév Tob Bavpdlewv
“0s o¢ yoval dyapar TéIMmd Te 8e(dLd T alvas,” éml 8¢ Tou Phovely “éEelmw,
kal pnTL k6TE dydonobe €kaoTos,” which could be translated “dydacbau [is]
applied on the one hand to being amazed, [as in the line] ws o€ ylvar dyapat
TéONTd Te Seldld T alvds, and on the other hand to envying, [as in the line]
€felmw, kal piTL K6Tw dydonobe €kaoTtos.”!” With accusative or dative, €l
can mean “after,” as in StacTaTéov émi TO mpdobe (A scholion to Iliad 12. 446-7),
“it is necessary to distinguish [i.e. punctuate] after mpdcfe.”

17. The lines quoted here are Odyssey 6. 168 and Iliad 14. 111; it is amusing to com-
pare them to these lines as they now appear in texts of Homer.
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4.1.32 Prepositions: katd

The preposition katd develops such a wide range of meanings in late texts that they
are almost beyond classification, and sometimes the meaning must simply be gath-
ered from the context. One often finds phrases like kata mheovaopov Tov € (A
scholion to Iliad 11.201) “by addition of an extra€”; kata THv evbelar (A scholion
to Iliad 12. 142) “in the nominative”; kaTtda kpdotv (A scholion to Iliad 11. 88)
“with crasis”; ypd@eTat yap kat’ dpedTepa (scholion to Lucian, Phalaris 1. 2)
“it is written both ways.”

4.1.33 Prepositions: €v

év may be found with datives that in classical usage would not need a preposition
at all, such as after verbs that take the dative, and both év ¢ and €év ols can mean
“because.” But év is also a common way to give references to specific works, as
otav 8¢ Myn év 1 T Ths ‘Oduoceias, which means “when [Homer] says in
[book] 19 of the Odyssey” (Apollonius Sophista 68. 11 Bekker). When the article
71 or an ordinal numeral in the feminine (TpdiTn, TéPTTY, etc.) is found alone
after év, as here, the noun to be understood is usually B{BAw; when the article or
number is neuter, the noun understood is BLBAlw, but the meaning “book” is the
same in either case.

4.1.34 Prepositions: mep(

mepl commonly has an inclusive use when preceded by a form of ot, so that ot mept
ZnvédoTov (literally “those around Zenodotus,” i.e. Zenodotus’ followers) means
“Zenodotus and his followers” (e.g. bT scholion to Iliad 1.1). Sometimes this con-
struction is even used periphrastically for a single individual, so that Tav mept
Tpvgwva (Apollonius Dyscolus, Pronouns 65. 20) equals Tpt@uwros and mapd Tols
mept Tov "AAkdiov (Apollonius, Adverbs 177. 5) is equivalent to mapd *Alkaiw.'s

4.1.35 Other Special Words: Ae(met

A number of other words also have notable uses in scholarly writings. When the
original text leaves a word to be understood, the scholia often supply that word
and indicate it with \e{met or éXAe{meL meaning “is lacking,” “is omitted,” or “is
understood,” as in the A scholion on Iliad 15. 432 kaTtékta Kubrpoiot. This
scholion begins 0Tt éX\elmeL 1 év- oy yap év Kubrpotrs, which means “the
[preposition] €v is omitted; for [the meaning of the phrase] is év Kuvbrjpois™ (for
OTL see 4.1.44).

4.1.36 ceonpelnTal

The perfect passive of anpetom “note,” seanpelopat, developed in grammatical texts
the specialized meaning “be a (noted) exception.” It is thus used for exceptions to

18. These constructions have been much discussed; see Gorman (2001).
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rules even when not previously noted in the work at hand. So Herodian says (in
Schmidt’s edition of [Arcadius’] epitome, 39. 4-6) Ta €ls XtS 0EUveTal, el pn
ovépata morewv T viowv €ln: Kokxis ’AvTtioxis mavvuxis. TO 8¢ pdxis
ceanpelwTat, which means “[words ending] in -xts are oxytone, unless they
be names of cities or islands: KoAx(s, *AvTioxis, mavvuxis. But pdxLs is an
exception.”

4.1.37 mpdokeLTal

As in classical Greek, ketpat and its compounds regularly function as the perfect
passive of Tinut and its compounds. mpdokeLpar is therefore the perfect passive
of mpoaTiOnpt “add.” It is employed, among other ways, in explanations of gram-
matical rules: the rule is first stated, and then particular provisions of it, intro-
duced by mpdokeutad, are justified. Thus the Etymologicum magnum entry for 6uoia
contains the rule Ta 8ta Tob Ta ONAVKA LOVOYEVT) TPO PLAS €XOVTA TOV TOVOV
UTepSLoUNABa, pn dvTa . . . 8ta Tob T ypdpeTat (461.36—43) “feminine [words]
in -ta, having only one gender [i.e. being nouns not adjectives], of more than two
syllables, having the accent one syllable before the end, if they are not . . . [a long
list of exceptional categories follows here], are written with t [i.e. are spelled
-ta not -€ta].” This rule is followed by a clause-by-clause explanation, beginning
mpdokeLtTar “‘povoyevi)” Sta TO Tohvdelkera . . . (461.44) “[the specification]
povoyevt has been added because of TToaudetkera [which would otherwise be

)

an exception to the spelling rule] . . .’

4.1.38 TO €&Tis

Difficult passages are often explained in scholia and commentaries by paraphrases
in which as many as possible of the original words are retained but the sense is
clarified by changing their order (and sometimes adding additional words, as in
the Pindar scholion quoted in 4.1.5). Such rearrangements may be introduced by
TO €Efis (€oTu) “the sequence in which the words are to be taken is.” Thus Iliad
10. 19, €l Twd ol oy ufTWY dpdpova TeKTHVALTo, is explained by an A scholion
with elolv ol avéyvooar kad’ €v pépos Aoyou ws €VPNTLY, KAKGOS® 800 ydp
€0TL pépn AOyou, oUV kal PATY. TO 8¢ €ENS €0TL CUTEKTHVALTO UTTLY,
which could be translated “There are those who read [this] in one word, like
ebunTwy, [but they do this] wrongly; for there are two words, o0v and pfTiv. And
the sequence in which the words are to be taken is cuvTekTvatTo ufTw.” T0
€Ens in this meaning should be carefully distinguished from Ta €fis, which means
“et cetera,” and from the adverbial usage of €€fis, in which it means “following,
later” as 810 kal €Efs Méyel “wherefore he also says later” (A scholion to Iliad 10.
23, mentioning Iliad 10. 34).

4.1.39 6 6etva

The expression 6 6€tva is used for “someone” to designate an indeterminate per-
son when giving examples; its meaning partially overlaps with that of Tts. Thus a
scholion on Lucian’s Phalaris 1. 1 reads in part mdpedpot: mdpedpos Tob elvos,
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TapeSpevel 8¢ TG Selvt: TO VoA PETA YEVLKTS, TO 8¢ PRLa HETA SOTLKNS,
which means “mdpedpot: [one is a] mdpedpos of someone, but [one] acts as a
Tdpedpos to someone; the noun [is construed] with the genitive, but the verb with
the dative.”

4.1.40 olov

The neuter otov is used adverbially in grammatical, syntactic, and etymological

» o«

discussions with the meaning “such as,” “as,” “e.g.” to introduce examples per-
taining to a rule that has just been stated. Thus in the Téxvn attributed to Dionysius
Thrax one finds statements like TOToL 8¢ TGOV TATPWVVHLKOY dpOEVIKOY WEV
Tpeis, O €ls dns, 6 els wy, O €ls adlos, olov *ATpeidns, "ATpelwy, kal 6 TGV
AloMéov (8los TOmos Yppddios . .. (GG i.i: 26. 1-3), which could be trans-
lated “And [there are] three types of masculine patronymic: the one in -6ns, the
one in -wv, [and] the one in -adLos, such as ’ATpeidngs, ’ATpelwr, and the “YppddLos
type [that is] unique to the Aeolians.” The example introduced may be a single
word, a phrase, or a whole quotation, as in the Etymologicum magnum entry on
s, which reads in part onpaiver kal dvtovuvplar tooduvvapotoar Tij 0TS
otov, “Os ydp SelTaTos NAGev "Axaldy XalkoxtTovwy (635. 14—15), that is,
“it also has the force of a pronoun having the same meaning as the [pronoun]'

oUTos, as [in the line] “Os ydp devTaTos N\Ber "Axatcy Xa koL Torwy.”

4.1.41 eldos

The formula €{80s + genitive is often used in definitions to mean “a kind of,” as in
an A scholion to Iliad 10. 30 that reads oTepdim €iSos Tepike paraias and means
“ote@dvn [is] a kind of helmet”; or as in Hesychius’ entry (A601 Latte) SeA@iviov:
€ldos Botdrns, which means “Se piviov [is] a kind of plant.”

4.1.42 6 monTNS

If a reference is given to 6 mounTYs, and the context does not indicate which poet
is involved, Homer is normally meant.?® Thus Erotian, in his glossary of Hippo-
cratic words (A 31 Nachmanson), uses 8t8doket 8¢ kal 6 TounTis “and the poet
also teaches us” to introduce a quotation from Homer in an entry where not only
has Homer not been previously mentioned, but Euripides has just been named.
In some texts there is a similar usage of 6 Texvikés (“the grammarian”) to mean
Apollonius Dyscolus or Herodian.

4.1.43 Omitted Subject

The particular poet or other author who is the subject of commentary need not
be designated by any noun at all, since he is assumed to be the subject of any
appropriate verb for which no other subject is expressed. Thus an A scholion on

19. The noun implied by T is dvTwvupia “pronoun.”
20. This rule is not absolute, and other poets are occasionally so designated by Byz-
antine writers.
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Iliad 10. 326 states <uéANovoLv»> OTL AUTL TOD €olkaat. Kal oUTwS del KéXpnTal
T AéEel, which means “péXhovowr [is] instead of éolkaot. And [Homer] always
uses the word in this way.”?!

4.1.44 6T etc.

0TL is sometimes used redundantly at the beginnings of scholia, as in the passage
just quoted and that in 4.1.35. This usage may go back to Alexandrian marginal
signs and have originally meant something like “the sign is there because” or
“Aristarchus put a sign there because.” Sometimes such a 7t can be translated
with “because” or “note that,” but often it is best treated as an introductory marker
(and omitted in translation). In this function it can be useful for separating sev-
eral comments that appear in the same scholion, since it can appear at the start
of each one. 8161, kaB6TL, and kabS can all mean “because.” 67t, ws, and some-
times ka®6 and SLOTL can mean “that” and introduce indirect statements, which
are much less likely to use the accusative and infinitive or accusative and parti-
ciple constructions than are indirect statements in classical Attic.

4.1.45 s

Apollonius can use ws with participles to mean “because,” even when it is accom-
panied by dv or is in the compound forms woel, woavel, or womepel; thus we
find not only oUx 0s €ykelpévou ToU mMiopaTos “not because there is an inter-
rogative in [it]” (Synt. 455. 15-16), but also ws dv avTol mpoiPeaT@TOS “be-
cause it existed previously” (Synt. 19. 4) and vioel A\eAnopévot “because having
forgotten” (Synt. 392. 9-10). When used with conjugated verbs, woet can be the
equivalent of either ws or OTt, and with adjectives ws can mean “quasi-" or “used

like.”

. . . . .

4.1.46 Horizontal Bar

Certain typographical conventions widely used in editions of scholarly texts are
also helpful to the reader. The most important of these is that when groups of
letters that do not form a complete word are discussed, a horizontal line is nor-
mally placed over them to indicate that they are not to be read as a word, as “Ta
els Bar Myovta” meaning “words ending in -8a.” (A scholion to Iliad 10. 67).
The same applies to discussions of individual letters, as in another A scholion to
Iliad 10. 67, which comments kal 8filov 0Tt peTaBéPAnTar 10 Y €ls 1O X €V
TG droxdL dLd TO 0, that is, “and it is clear that the y has been changed to X in
dvwxOL on account of the 6.” As such use of horizontal bars is usual in manu-

21. The accuracy of this statement as it stands may be debatable, but it contains the
remains of an important point made by Aristonicus, for this fundamental meaning of pé\\w
(cf. LSJ s.v.) is more common in Homer than in later texts.
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scripts as well as in modern editions, an editor’s practice in this respect may well
have manuscript authority (though such authority cannot be safely presumed).

4.1.47 Accentuation

When a whole word is being discussed, it is not so marked, but its separation
from the syntax of the sentence may still be indicated by its accentuation, if it is
naturally oxytone. Since a word under discussion is not really part of the sen-
tence in which it is mentioned, a final acute accent on such a word is not changed
to a grave, and these anomalous-looking acute accents can give the reader
valuable hints about how to read a sentence. Thus in the Téxvn attributed to
Dionysius Thrax one finds the statement Tov 8¢ dvépaTos diabéoets elat dvo,
€vépyela kal mdhos, évépyeLa pev ws KpLTNS O kplvwy, Tdhos 8¢ ws KPLTOS
0 kpwopevos (GG i.i: 46. 1-2), which could be translated “and there are two
voices of the noun, active and passive; active like kptTiis ‘the one who judges,’
and passive like kptTds ‘the one who is judged’.” This convention is not followed
in all texts.

4.1.48 Spacing

Words that are the topic of discussion are sometimes marked by wider spacing
between the letters than is found in other words, as kpt T s andkpLT0s in the
example just given. This spacing, which is a substitute for quotation marks, is not
always easy to spot and can be used inconsistently. Therefore the absence of such
extra spacing, even in an edition where it occurs elsewhere, does not necessarily
show that the word in question should be read as a grammatical part of the sen-
tence. The same type of spacing can also be used for quotations from texts, for
proper names, or for other words the editor wishes to set apart from the rest of
the text.

4.2 TECHNICAL VOCABULARIES

4.2.1 Introduction

Our own system of grammatical analysis is a direct descendant of that developed
by the Greeks, so most Greek concepts in these areas are ones with which we are
familiar. Moreover, most of our grammatical terminology comes from Latin terms
that were themselves calques of Greek grammatical terminology (e.g. “case” from
Latin casus “fall,” which was derived from the Greek use of mt®ots “fall” for a
grammatical case). As a result most of the Greek grammatical vocabulary can be
assimilated fairly easily by Classicists: one need only learn the Greek words for
those familiar concepts, for example that SoTikr} means “dative case.” The diffi-
culties come in two areas. One is that our system of grammatical analysis is not
identical to that of the Greeks, and therefore some of the concepts expressed by
their terminology are not familiar to us: for example, we tend to say that Greek
had three genders, but many Greek grammarians thought there were four or five
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(see 4.2.11 below), giving us some words for genders that are not immediately
equivalent to anything currently in use.

4.2.2 Fluidity of Usage

The second difficulty is that there is a certain fluidity in Greek technical terminol-
ogy, so that the same word can have a number of different uses in different pas-
sages. Often these differences are the result of the evolution of grammatical theory
during the thousand or so years in which ancient scholarship developed. Our own
grammatical analyses and terminology are not the same as those current in 1000
AD, nor even, in some cases, are the Greek grammatical analyses standard in the
English-speaking world the same as those now used in France or Germany, so it is
not surprising that different ancient grammarians could have different terminology
from one another. Sometimes, however, a single word can have a variety of uses
even within one grammatical treatise; for example Dionysius Thrax uses déptoTos
both to mean “aorist tense” and to mean “indefinite.” The root of this problem is the
fact that Greek grammatical terms were often common words that had non-technical
as well as technical meanings (e.g. even after it came to be used for “case,” mT@0LS
continued to mean “fall,” to grammarians as well as to other Greeks), and even the
less common ones were usually formed by a transparent process of derivation that
gave them a basic meaning obvious to all (e.g. ddpLoTos is clearly derived from the
alpha privative and opiw “divide, define,” with the result that the basic meaning
“indefinite” is always available). Thus the basic, etymological meanings of grammati-
cal terms continued to be present in the minds of writers and readers, and words
could be used both in those senses and in more developed technical uses (such as
“case” or “aorist”) without any more discomfort than an English speaker would feel
about a sentence like “It is certainly not the case that Greek words could be used in
random order because of the syntactic information conveyed by their cases.” It is
therefore important to look carefully at the context of an ambiguous term and con-
sider all its possible uses before deciding on a translation.

4.2.3 Limitations

Greek grammatical terminology is a complexissue that has been much discussed,
and fuller information about the different terms can be found in the Glossary below
(Ch. 6). The following summary, which is based on the classifications of Dionysius
Thrax, is something of an oversimplification but should suffice for dealing with
most scholarly texts from the Hellenistic, Roman, and later periods. It does not,
however, necessarily apply to the grammatical discussions of Aristotle and the
Stoics, since early Greek grammar employed different concepts from those found
in the later system.

4.2.4 Vowels etc.

A Xdyos (sentence; note that while Adyos has many meanings in grammatical
writings, it cannot mean “word” in such texts) is made up of Né€els (words; some-
times dvopa, popLov, wépos Aoyou, or other terms are also used for our “word,”
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all with slightly different meanings), which in turn are composed of cu\aBat (syl-
lables, lit. “takings together”) made up of aTotxetla (sounds/letters, lit. “elements”
of language) written with, and often not clearly distinguished from, ypdpparta
(written letters). oTolxela can be @uvrevTa (vowels, lit. “things sounding”) or
oUp@ova (consonants, lit. “things sounding with,” because they often cannot be
pronounced without a vowel). dwvrevta may be pakpd (long), Bpaxéa (short),
or 8{xpova/kowvd (capable of being either long or short); 8{@foyyou (diphthongs,
lit. “two sounds”) are formed by combining a mpoTakTikor Quviiev (a vowel that
comes first in a diphthong) with a UmoTakTikor Quriiev (one that comes second,
i.e.Lorv).

4.2.5 Consonants

oUppwra may be Npiewva (lit. “semivowels,” but the sounds so designated are
continuants, i.e. {, €, &, A, y, v, p, and 0, since these can be pronounced on
their own almost like vowels; therefore this category corresponds to our liquids,
nasals, and sibilants, not our semivowels), or d@wva (stops, lit. “not sounding [on
their own]”), which are further divided into {sthd (bare, i.e. without aspiration;
applied to the voiceless unaspirated stops k, m, T), dacéa (hairy, i.e. aspirated,;
applied to 6, @, x), and péoa (middle, used for the voiced stops B, vy, 8). Other
groups of consonants include the 8tmha (double: ¢, &€, ¥) and the dpeTtdpola or
Uypd (“unchanging” or “fluid,” used for the liquids and nasals: \, ., v, p).

4.2.6 Diacritics and Punctuation

In addition to the oTolx€la there are mpoowdial (diacritic marks, or features of
pronunciation so indicated). These include mvedpata (breathings), which may
be 8agéa (rough) or YtAd (smooth, lit. “bare”; note that this terminology corre-
sponds to that used for aspirated and unaspirated stops), and a variety of oTuypat
(punctuation marks, lit. “dots”). The most commonly mentioned oTuypal are the
TeAela (period/full stop, lit “complete”), StacToAn (lit. “separation,” used for a type
of comma), and vmooTuypn (lit. “dot underneath,” used for another type of comma).

4.2.7 Accents (i)

The most frequently mentioned mpoowdiat are the Tévou (accents), which are
more often discussed with verbs than with the nouns and adjectives we tend to
use. 6EVvelr and 0EUTovos (oxytone, lit. “sharp-toned”) are used for syllables
having an 6€eta [Tpoowdia] (acute accent), and for words with such an accent
on the final syllable. Words with an 6€€ta on the penult could be designated by
mapoElvewv/mapovTovos (paroxytone), and those with an 6€€ta on the antepe-
nult by mpomapo€ivewv/mpotrapoEiTovos (proparoxytone), though they were often
called BapuTovos (see 4.2.9 below) instead.

4.2.8 Accents (ii)

The second main accentual group consists of words having a meptomwpévn (cir-
cumflex accent, lit. one “drawn around”). These are designated by mepiomdr and
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TePLOTWEVOS (perispomenon), used for syllables bearing a meptomwpévn and for
words with a meptomwpévn on the final syllable, and mpomepiomav/mpomeplomiperos
(properispomenon), used for those with a meptomwpévn on the penult.

4.2.9 Accents (iii)

Unaccented syllables are designated by Baptvewv and BapvTovos (lit. “heavy-
toned”). When referring to whole words, these terms were in antiquity defined as
designating those with no accent on the final syllable,?? but in practice they were
normally used for words with a recessive accent (i.e. one as close to the beginning
of the word as the normal rules of Greek accentuation allow), thus providing a
convenient cover term for the mpomapo€vTovot, most of the mapoEdTovol, and
many of the mpomepramaperor.?? Only rarely do ancient writers use these terms
for words having a Bapeta (grave accent) on the last syllable.>* Enclitics are
éykattikol (lit. “leaning on [a word with an accent]”).

4.2.10 Parts of Speech

The pépn Adyou (parts of speech) are not divided exactly as in modern grammars.
Most, but not all, ancient grammarians divided words into eight parts of speech.
They are the 6vopa (noun, lit. “name,” used for both nouns (substantives) and
adjectives), piipa (verb), petoxr (participle, lit. “participation [in the character-
istics of both nouns and verbs]”), dpBpov (article, lit. “joint,” used for both articles

22. See Philoponus, Tovika mapayyépata, ed. W. Dindorf (1825: 6. 15-17).

23. All proparoxytone words are necessarily recessive; paroxytone ones are recessive
unless the final syllable has a short vowel, and properispomena are recessive if composed
of only two syllables; thus éAtmov, dmolelmw, and Aetme are all recessive and would be
called BaptTova, but dmédos and dmodotvat are not. By modern definitions, a monosyl-
lable may be recessive even if it is accented (e.g. ZeU), but the ancients did not use the
term BapUTovos for monosyllables. Thus the only words in which the ancient definition
(unaccented final syllable) and the ancient practice (recessive accent) do not coincide
are those with three or more syllables, of which the last is short, with an accent on the
penultimate (e.g. dmd80s and dmodotvat ); and even these are occasionally called BapiTova
(see Arcadius’ epitome of Herodian, Moritz Schmidt 1860: 100. 13, 15).

24. Accent marks almost never occur in inscriptions but are present from the early
Hellenistic period in some papyri; they were invented by Aristophanes of Byzantium (see
Lameere 1960: 90-2). Originally they were applied sporadically as aids to reading, par-
ticularly to indicate the division of words (between which no spaces were left in ancient
texts). The acute and circumflex marked accented syllables, while the grave could be used
to indicate any unaccented syllable; it was particularly helpful in alerting the reader to
long compounds by showing that the syllable that would have been accented in the sim-
plex form had no accent (e.g. 0pelxdikwt for our dpetxdrkw). During the Roman period
the grave came to be used to mark the suppression of a final acute before another word
(as in modern texts). See Moore-Blunt (1978).
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and relative pronouns), dvtwvupla (pronoun,?’ lit. “name-replacement,”), mpéfeats
(preposition, lit. “putting before,” designating both prepositions and preverbs),
émippnua (adverb, lit. “on the verb,” usually applied to adverbs but also to some
words we classify as conjunctions, particles, and interjections), and o0vdecpos
(conjunction, lit. “binding together,” usually applied to conjunctions but also to
some adverbs and particles).

4.2.11 Nouns (i)

ovopata have yévos (gender), which can be dppevidv/dpper (masculine), Gn\vkdr/
B1\v (feminine), 0U8éTepov (neuter), kowdy (common, i.e. capable of being ei-
ther masculine or feminine, as 0 or 1} 110s), or émikoLvov (epicene, i.e. a word
with a fixed gender used for both masculine and feminine beings, as 1) xeAldwv
“swallow,” which is used for swallows of either sex). dvépata also have dptbpos
(number), which can be évikés (singular), 8uikds (dual), or mAnburTiKds (plu-
ral); and mTools (case, lit. “fall”): e0Beta, 6pOY, or dvopacTik (nominative,
lit. “straight,” “upright,” or “for naming”); yeviki, KTnTLkY}, or TATPLKY (genitive,
lit. “of the yévos,” “possessive,” or “of the father”); SoTik1 or émioTalTikr (da-
tive, lit. “for giving” or “epistolary”?°); alTiaTikn (accusative?”); and kKAnTLkT or
TpoTayopeuTLkT (vocative, lit. “for calling” or “for addressing”). Those mTdioeLs
that are not 0pBal can be grouped together as mhdyiat (oblique, lit. “sideways”);
the process of putting a noun into such a case is kK\{vewv (to decline, lit. “cause
to slope”).

4.2.12 Nouns (ii)

dvépata are also characterized by €l8os (derivational status, lit. “form”), i.e.
mpwTdTUTOV (primary, underived, lit. “original”) or mapdywyov (derived, lit. “led
aside”); this latter term includes among other derivational types maTpwvuptkéy
(patronymic), KTNTLKOS (possessive), GUYKPLTLKOV (comparative, lit. “for compar-
ing”), bmepbeTLkSY (superlative, lit. “for putting higher”), and vmokoptoTikéy (di-
minutive, lit. “for calling endearing names”). The term €{8os is also used for a
completely different classification of dvépata that includes kpia (proper names),
mpoomyopLkd (common nouns), émiBeTa (adjectives, lit. “put on [a noun]”), opdvupa
(homonyms), cuvdvupa (synonyms), €é6vikd (ethnics), €pwTnRATLKA or TEVOTLKA
(interrogative adjectives), aéptota (indefinite adjectives), and memoinpéva (ono-
matopoeic words); some of these categories are not mutually exclusive. dvépata
are also classified by oxfja (compositional status), by which a word can be amiotv

25. Including the pronominal adjectives known both as “possessive pronouns” and as
“possessive adjectives” in English (épds, nuétepos, etc.).

26. This last term comes from the use of the dative for the addressee in letter head-
ings, e.g. [I\dTwv Atovvaiw xalpew “Plato to Dionysius, greetings” (Epistle 3).

27. The literal meaning of this term is disputed; see Lallot (1998: 146-8), Dalimier
(2001: 345-6), De Mauro (1965).
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(simplex, i.e. uncompounded), cOvBeTov (compounded, lit. “put together”), or
mapacvvheTov (derived from a compound).

4.2.13 Verbs

praTa are characterized by éykAlots (mood), StdBeats (voice), mpdowtov (per-
son, lit. “face”), xpdvos (tense), and ouluyla (conjugation, lit. “yoking together
[into classes]”), in addition to the dpiBuds, €l80s (in the first sense, i.e. primary
or derived), and oxfjpa that they share with dvépata. The éykiioets are OpLoTikn
or dmopavTikés (indicative, lit. “for defining” or “for declaring”), mpooTakTikn
(imperative, lit. “for commanding”), eOkTikT| (optative, lit. “for wishing/praying”),
umoTakTLKY (subjunctive, lit. “for putting under/after”), and dmapépaTos (in-
finitive, lit. “with [person, number, etc.] not indicated”); the petoxn (participle)
is not an €ykALots but a pépos Aoyov. The SLabéoels are évépyera (active, lit.
“activity”), mdfos (passive, lit. “experience”), and peagétns (middle), while the
mpdowa are mp@Tov (first), SevTepov (second), and TpiTov (third). The xpdrot
are éveaTws (present, lit. “standing in [our time]”), TapeAN\UBWS or TapwxNILEVOS
(past, lit. “having gone past”), and péXav (future, lit. “yet to happen”); mapeAnivbus
is further divided into mapatatikéds (imperfect, lit. “continuing”), Tapakeipevos?®
(perfect, lit. “lying beside,” “at hand”), UmepauvTéikos (pluperfect, lit. “beyond
completed”), and adpLoTos (aorist, lit. “without boundaries”). Classified by ouluyla,
a verb can be BapuTovos (ordinary w-verbs, because these have a recessive ac-
cent), mepLoTWpevos (contract verbs, because these usually have a circumflex
accent), or el Pt Ajyov (pi-verbs, lit. “ending in -pL”).

4.2.14 Others

apbpa are divided into mpoTaxTikéy (the definite article, because it is put before
the noun) and vmoTakTikév (the relative pronoun, because it is put after its ante-
cedent), while dvtovuplat can be dotvapbpol (pronouns, because these do not
take an article) or aUvapBpot (possessive adjectives, because these usually take
an article in Greek). otvdeapot include cupmiextiiot (lit. “twining together,” used
for copulative conjunctions, i.e. those meaning “and” or “but”), StaleuvkTikol (lit.
“separating,” used for disjunctive conjunctions, i.e. those meaning “or”), cuvamTikol
(lit. “joining together,” used for conditional conjunctions, i.e. those meaning “if”),
atTiohoyikol (causal, used for conjunctions meaning “since” or “because”), and
mapamAnpwpatikol (lit. “filling out,” used for particles such as 87 or ye).

. . . . .

4.2.15 Further Information

The foregoing discussion includes only a few of the most common elements of
grammatical Greek. Some more are included in the Glossary (Ch. 6 below), and
one can also consult LS] and Bécares Botas (1985). The scholarly literature on

28. Some grammarians agree with modern classifications in considering the perfect

a type of present tense.
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this type of Greek, however, is not always adequate to explain everything one finds
in texts, and sometimes one is reduced to working out a word’s meaning for one-
self. The best way to do this is to examine parallel passages, by collecting as much
data as possible on the way the word in question is used by the author concerned,
or at least in texts from the same genre and date. An effective way to collect such
data is to search the author’s works electronically for the word in question. If the
text involved is a scholion, the word index to Erbse’s edition of the Iliad scholia
(1969-88) is another good source of information on usage. Some editions of other
scholarly texts also have indices that can be useful for this purpose, and occasion-
ally (as in the case of Apollonius Dyscolus) editors even provide a glossary. Such
specialized glossaries must be treated with caution when used for texts other than
the ones for which they were designed, but they may still be a valuable resource
in emergencies.

4.2.16 Other Specialized Vocabularies

Grammatical terminology forms only one of the specialized vocabularies that may
be encountered in scholarly texts. It is the only one explained here because it is
the most common in the type of works covered by this book and the hardest to
master with existing resources, but rhetoric, philosophy, metrical analysis, and
literary criticism all have their own technical terminology, which is not infrequently
encountered in scholia. Readers with particular interest in scholia on these top-
ics should consult modern scholarship in these areas for the detailed nuances of
specific terms, but for ordinary purposes the definitions in LS] often suffice.
Scholia and commentaries on works on technical subjects, such as medicine,
astronomy, or geometry, often use the technical terminology of the discipline
concerned as well as scholarly vocabularies; here again consultation of subject-
specific works is necessary when one wishes to go beyond the information given
in LSJ. The procedures mentioned in 4.2.15 are also useful.

4.3 NAMES AND TITLES

There are two difficulties with the personal or place-names and book titles that
occur in scholarly texts: determining what is a name or title and what is not, and
identifying the bearers of names. In many modern editions the first problem is
partially solved by the editors, who often capitalize names and at least the first
word of a title; quotation marks are occasionally used for titles as well. Such indi-
cations do not however normally have manuscript authority, and they are not al-
ways completely trustworthy, so it is useful to keep an open mind about what is
and is not a title. With many editions the open mind is encouraged by the fact
that capitalization and quotation marks are used sporadically or not at all.
Determining whether a mention of an ancient work is giving a title or simply a
description can be difficult. Many ancient titles begin with the word mept “about,”
and therefore a comment such as Méyet év TG mept ‘Opnpou could in theory
mean either “says in his [book] about Homer” or “says in his [book] About Homer.”
The situation is complicated by the fact that the concept of a book title was not as
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well established in antiquity as it is today: ancient titles often seem not to go
back to the authors themselves, and particularly at early periods works might
have had no title at all (being known by their opening words) or several (being
known sometimes by one and sometimes by another; see Nachmanson 1941
and Schroder 1999). The modern practice is that when a reference to an an-
cient work could contain a title, it is usually assumed to do so. Thus ws kat
dLhoEévy év T Tlepl mpoowdi@y Sokel (from an A scholion to Iliad 1. 231)
would be printed with a capitalized TTep{ and translated “as Philoxenus also
decides in his About Diacritics.”

Names of people and places are usually easier to recognize than titles. It is not,
however, always simple to find out who or what the referent was. Pauly—Wissowa
(RE) has entries on most obscure authors and is often the fullest source of infor-
mation, but some information there is out of date, and finding the right entry when
there are many with the same name requires patience. The Neue Pauly (NP) often
omits obscure authors, though it is usually worth checking anyway for recent bib-
liography. The TLG Canon (Berkowitz and Squitier 1990) can be useful if the
person mentioned left any extant writings (including fragments that have been
edited as a collection), and the distinguishing epithets it provides can then be used
to identify the relevant entry in Pauly—Wissowa. If the name is that of a place rather
than an author, Pauly-Wissowa can still be helpful, but there are various geo-
graphical dictionaries as well that are often useful. Mythological figures, likewise,
can sometimes be located in specialized works.

4.4 REFERENCES

When a quotation or other type of citation occurs in a work of ancient scholar-
ship, most modern editors add to the text a reference to the work cited. Some-
times the reference is to a work that is still extant, and under those circumstances
the references are normally familiar to most readers and easy to follow up (e.g.
line numbers for tragedies, Stephanus numbers for Plato).

Often, however, the citation involves a lost work, and in that case the refer-
ences are usually harder to use. Such references refer to collections of fragments,
and usually all one finds if one looks in the collection is a reprinting of the source
one is already using. Sometimes, however, useful information can be found
in the collection (either because there is information from other sources that
bears on the fragment concerned, or because the editor of the collection has re-
edited the source of the fragment). This is particularly likely to be the case
if the collected fragments have been edited more recently than the source
text.

Precisely in such circumstances, however, it is often difficult to use editors’
references to find the right collection. Editors inevitably refer to collections that
predate their own work, and yet it is particularly important for modern readers to
check collections that postdate the edition of the source text. In addition, the
abbreviations used can make it difficult to find even the collection to which the
editor was referring once it has become obsolete and obscure.
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There are three large collections of fragments that between them cover more
than half the citations in most scholarly texts: tragic fragments are found in Snell,
Kannicht, and Radt’s Tragicorum Graecorum Fragmenta, abbreviated “IrGF” (ex-
cept fragments of Euripides, for which one must still use the older collection:
Nauck’s Tragicorum Graecorum Fragmenta, abbreviated “I'GF”), comic fragments
are in Kassel and Austin’s Poetae Comici Graeci, abbreviated “K—A" or “PCG,”
and many types of prose fragments can be found in Jacoby’s Fragmente der griech-
ischen Historiker, abbreviated “FGrHist” or sometimes “Jacoby”. Each of these
collections contains concordances enabling one to find the fragment number that
corresponds to a number in an older edition, so if one needs to follow up an out-
dated reference to a lost work in one of these genres, the best way to proceed is to
skip the work to which the editor refers altogether and use the concordances to
find the fragment in the modern collection.

If the fragment concerned is not in any of these collections, information on
the best place to look for it can often be obtained by looking up the author in
Berkowitz and Squitier (1990), NP, RE, or (for fragments of relatively well-known
authors) OCD, and using the editions listed in those works. Usually once one has
found the best edition it will contain a concordance to enable one to convert frag-
ment numbers belonging to an earlier collection. If one needs to follow up an
editor’s reference to the actual outdated source cited, and the abbreviation used
is not in the editor’s list of abbreviations, it can often be found by looking in older
reference works, especially RE.

4.5 NUMBER SYSTEMS

There are several ancient Greek numeral systems, all of which use letters as num-
bers. The different systems use many of the same letters but assign them differ-
ent values, requiring alertness on the part of the reader. By far the most common
system in scholarly (and literary and scientific) Greek texts is one based on the
order of letters in the alphabet, which closely resembles the numeral system of
Biblical Hebrew. This system uses the letters (normally, but not always, followed
by a small diagonal mark to indicate that they are to be read as numbers rather
than letters) as follows:

a’ =1 L'=10 p’ =100 ,a’=1000
=2 K =20 o’ =200 B =2000, etc.
y'=3 N'=30 T =300

8 =4 =40 v’ =400

€'=5 v’ =50 ¢ =500

ffors’=6 =60 X =600

=7 0'=70 G =700

n'=8 m' =80 w’ =800

0'=9 Q'=90 2"=900

These letters are strung together from left to right, in decreasing order of magni-
tude, with the diagonal mark occurring only after the last one: thus v8”is 54, Y€€’
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is 765, and N7y’ is 8,303. In this numeral system the letters are virtually never
capitalized, at least in modern editions. Such letters can represent ordinal as well
as cardinal numbers.

In referring to books of the Iliad and Odyssey, a different alphabetic system is
used, employing only letters of the classical lonic alphabet. In this system:

=1 n="7 v=13 T=19
=2 =38 E=14 v =20
3 t=9 o=15 =21

4 k=10 m=16 X =22
5 A=11 p=17 =23
6 p=12 0=18 0 =24

N M OO <L ™ Q
I

In this system no numeral consists of more than one letter, and diagonal marks
are not normally added. The letters may be capitalized or not; when no work is
specified, most editors follow the convention that capital letters refer to books of
the Iliad and lower-case ones to books of the Odyssey.

The third numeral system has nothing to do with alphabetic order but follows
an acrophonic principle, so that I =1, 1" =5, A =10, H = 100, X = 1,000, and
M =10,000.2 These letters are always capitalized and are strung together from
left to right in decreasing order of magnitude, so that XHHAAAAT [ is 1,246. They
can also be combined with each other and with monetary symbols such as 2 (stater)
and T (talent) in certain prescribed patterns, such as I (50), I" (5,000), or A (10
talents), leading to numerals like MXXT"HHI AT'I11 (12,768). This numeral sys-
tem is common in classical inscriptions but very rare in works of scholarship.3°

The third system is unlikely to cause difficulties, both because its distinctive
strings of capital letters make it easy to identify and because it is so rarely found
in scholarly works. The first two, however, are easily confused. An ancient scholar
referring to book ¢ will mean Odyssey 6 if he is discussing Homer but book 7 if he
is discussing Thucydides, and one referring to book A will mean Odyssey 11 if he
is discussing Homer but book 30 if he is discussing Polybius.

Thus the scholion to the beginning of Pindar’s first Pythian comments éviknoe
8¢ 0 Tépwr TV pev ks’ TIuddSa kal TMv €Efis kéAnTL, TV 8¢ KO dppaTt, i.e.
“and Hieron won the 26th Pythiad and the following one with a racehorse, but
the 29th with a chariot,” while that to the beginning of the second Pythian states
TS SeuTépas YOS 1) HEV OTPOPT KAl AVTIGTPOPOS KWWY Le . TO a’dlpeTpor
TPOXALKOV KATAANKTLKOV . . ., which means “the strophe and antistrophe of the
second ode [are] of 15 cola. The 1st [is] a trochaic dimeter catalectic . . .” Hesychius
says BloTa" 0 B’ «peTd> Baowléa mapa Tépoats (B 632 Latte), which can be

29. From mévTe (the symbol I" is TT written in the old Attic alphabet), 8éka, ékaTév
(written in the old Attic alphabet where H indicated a rough breathing rather than the
letter we know as eta), x{Atot, and puptot. The sign for “one” is not acrophonic.

30. For more complete information on the acrophonic numeral system see works on
Greek epigraphy, e.g. Woodhead (1959: 109).
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translated “BloTa& [means] the 2nd [man] after the king, among the Persians [i.e.
in the Persian language].” But the A scholion to Iliad 15. 525 reads in part oUTos
Tpwikos A6, Adutou vios ToU ddeh@ot Tpidpov, OpdvupLos TG év TH A
Ad)omt, which means “this Trojan Dolops, son of Lampos the brother of Priam,
[is] homonymous with the Dolops in [Iliad] 11" (T agrees with an understood
BB w, see 4.1.33).

4.6 BRACKETS AND OTHER SYMBOLS

Because of their difficult textual tradition, works of ancient scholarship are more
likely than most works of ancient literature to be decorated with brackets, obeli,
and other symbols in modern texts. A correct understanding of such symbols can
be important for successful reading of the text.

The key to the understanding of symbols such as brackets is realization that
there are no universal rules for their use, and thus when confronted with an un-
familiar text one should never jump to conclusions about what the brackets mean.
In some texts, the notation [kal] means that the word kal is present in the
manuscript(s) but the editor thought it ought not to be, while in others the same
notation means that kat was not present but the editor thought it should be. Most
editors include a list of symbols at the front of their texts, or failing that a verbal
description in the preface, and it is important to find this list before making any
assumptions.

Editions of papyri often do not list symbols, however, because almost all pa-
pyri published since 1931 (and many published earlier) follow the “Leiden con-
ventions.” If a papyrus was published after that date and does not contain an explicit
statement to the contrary, the editor can be assumed to be following these prin-
ciples when using brackets, dots, and other symbols. The Leiden conventions can
be found in almost all papyrological handbooks.3!

The most important of these symbols are as follows. Square brackets mark a
break in the papyrus, and any writing within them is an editor’s conjecture: for
example @[ . . . . ] means that the letters @uA are visible on the papyrus and after
them there is a hole wide enough to contain four letters, while @I\[TaTe] repre-
sents the same situation on the papyrus but indicates that the editor thinks the
letters Tate originally stood in the gap. Parentheses (round brackets) are used to
expand abbreviations, so @I\ (TaTe) means that the letters @A are visible, and they
are all of that word that ever appeared on the papyrus, but the editor believes that
they are an abbreviation for g{ATaTe.

Some other brackets show erasures and insertions by scribes: @N[TallTaTe
means that the writer originally produced @iATaTaTe but the extra Ta was later
erased, and @\’ Ta 'Te means that the writer originally wrote @uATe but this was
then corrected to @iATaTe by writing the Ta over the line. Others indicate correc-
tions by the editor: @IA{Ta}TaTe means that the scribe wrote @UATaTaTe and did

31. e.g. Turner (1980: 70, 203), Rupprecht (1994: 18, 26); the original publication is
in Chronique d'Egypte, 7 (1932), 285-7 (cf. also 262-9).
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not try to change it, but the editor believes that the extra Ta was a mistake, while
(I\<Ta>Te means that the scribe wrote gilTe but the editor thinks the word should
have been @i TaTe. Dots indicate doubtful letters, so that @{ATaTe means that
the letters @\ are indubitable, and they are followed by traces of four other let-
ters that can no longer be securely identified but that the editor thinks were origi-
nally Tate. @A, means that the letters @k are followed by traces of four other
letters that can no longer be securely identified and of the restoration of which
the editor is uncertain. (Often in such cases there are only a few real possibilities,
usually discussed in notes or an apparatus criticus.)

Some recent editors of non-papyrological texts use variants of this Leiden sys-
tem as well, but many editions of such texts do not follow the Leiden conventions
and frequently use the same symbols with opposite meanings. The only symbol
whose meaning is securely established among editors of non-papyrus texts is the
obelus or dagger (1), which indicates corruption in the word following the obelus,
or in the words between the obeli if two are used.3?

When an edition based on medieval manuscripts does not have a list of sym-
bols, the meaning in each individual case can usually be extracted from the appa-
ratus. Erbse’s edition of the Iliad scholia (1969-88), for example, has no list of
symbols, but every time a bracket is used the reason is given in the apparatus.
Erbse’s conventions are essentially the same as the Leiden conventions, with the
following additions: / indicates a line break within a lemma, | separates two dif-
ferent sources within a single scholion, and ——— indicates omission by Erbse
(equivalent of . . . in English, and used primarily for the D scholia, of which Erbse
normally prints only a few words).

Editions of scholia often give, at the end of each entry, an indication of which
manuscripts contain that entry, in the form of a series of sigla. The ultimate source
of the entry (as determined by the editor’s researches) may also be indicated in
the margin; for example Erbse’s edition of the Iliad scholia (1969-88) uses the
following marginal signs: ex. = exegetical tradition (usually applied to bT scholia,
but also to some A scholia), Did. = traceable to Didymus’ portion of VMK, Ariston.
= traceable to Aristonicus’ portion of VMK, Nic. = traceable to Nicanor’s portion

of VMK, Hrd. = traceable to Herodian’s portion of VMK, D = D-scholion.

4.7 THE APPARATUS

When dealing with scholarly texts one cannot afford to ignore the material at the
bottom of the page. In many editions two distinct sets of material are located there.
The upper one, which may or may not be present, is a register (or “apparatus”) of
sources, parallels, and testimonia. In this section are given, in condensed form,
references to related, similar, or relevant passages in other scholarly works; some-
times such information is instead put into the text itself or in the margins. These
parallels are important; often one of them turns out to be a better source of the

32. M. L. West (1973: 80-8) gives a useful explanation of many of the symbols used
by editors, but not all editions follow these recommendations.
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information in question than is the passage one is consulting, and sometimes one
of them is the direct source of that passage. When using scholarly literature for
its factual information, one must take care to track down the different versions
given in the parallel passages and consider their variations. It is also important to
consider the textual traditions and historical interrelationships of the works in-
volved before drawing conclusions about how many independent witnesses to a
given piece of information a list of six or seven parallels actually provides.

The lowest (or only, if there is only one) apparatus on the page is normally the
apparatus criticus, an indication (in extremely abbreviated form) of what is found
in the sources on which the edition is based, at least in those places where the
editor had to make choices. Because the transmission of scholarly texts is often
so much more problematic than that of literary texts, readers of ancient scholar-
ship need to be able to understand an apparatus criticus.?® The base language of
an apparatus is Latin, but most frequently used words are abbreviated. Abbrevia-
tions used in particular editions may be, but often are not, listed in the preface.
Ones it is useful to be aware of are listed below.

a. c.,a. corr. ante correctionem, ante correcturam “before correction”

abiud. abiudicavit “rejected” (in the sense of showing that something
does not belong, e.g. of an interpolation)

absc. abscissus “torn off”

acc. accedente “with (name of modern scholar) agreeing” (as ablative
absolute)

add. addidit “added”

adi. adiunxit “joined”

agn. agnoscit “recognizes” or agnovit “recognized”

al. alii “others” or alibi “elsewhere”

approb. approbante “with (name of modern scholar) agreeing” (as abla-
tive absolute)

archet. archetypus “archetype”

arg. argumentum “argument” (in the sense of a summary)

attr. attribuit “attributed”

cett. ceteri “others”

cf. confer “compare”

ci., ¢j. coniecit “conjectured”

cl. collato “with (the following pertinent passage) being compared”

(as ablative absolute)
cod. codex “manuscript”; plural codd. is often used to indicate the
reading of all or the majority of the manuscripts

33. For a more comprehensive discussion of the apparatus criticus and its conven-
tions see M. L. West (1973: 82-94); this work is also very helpful for anyone editing a
text and therefore constructing his or her own apparatus criticus.
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coll.

commi.

coni., conj.

coniung.
corr.

cp.
damn.
def.

del.
deprec.
det.

detr.
dist.

dub.

ed. pr.

em.

evan.

ex., exp.
expl., explic.

flag.
fort

gl.

YP-

hab.
hyp.

i. 1., in ras.
ib., ibid.
in.

indic.

init.
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collato “with (the following pertinent passage) being compared”
(as ablative absolute)

commentarius “commentary”

coniecit “conjectured,” coniectura “conjecture,” or coniunxit,
coniunctus “joined”

coniungunt “join”

correxit, correctus “corrected”

compendium “abbreviation” or compara “compare”

damnavit “condemned”

defendit “defended” or deficit “is lacking, is missing”

delevit “deleted”

deprecatur “deprecates, rejects”

deterior (codex) “worse (manuscript)”; plural dett. is often used
to indicate the reading of a group of inferior manuscripts (usu-
ally identified in the preface)

detritus “rubbed away”

distinxit “separated, distinguished,” used particularly of adding
punctuation and of redividing words

dubitanter “doubtingly” or dubitat “doubts, queries”

editio princeps “first edition”

emendavit “emended”

evanuit “disappeared”

expunxit “rejected, crossed out”

explicavit “explained, resolved (an abbreviation, misdivision,
etc.)” or explicatio “explanation, resolution”

flagitavit “demanded”

fortasse “maybe”

glossema, glossa “gloss”

ypd@eTar “gives as a variant reading” (the use of this abbrevia-
tion in an apparatus is derived from its use by scribes, who some-
times noted the readings of other manuscripts in the margin and
used yp(d@eTar) to indicate that the reading was an actual vari-
ant found elsewhere, rather than a gloss or their own conjecture.
Some editors use yp. in their apparatus not only when the manu-
script actually has the note yp., but also for equivalent notations
such as Twves &€.)

habet, habuit “has, had”

hypommnema “ancient commentary” or hyparchetypus “hyparche-
yp ry yp yp yYp

”

type

in rasura “written over an erasure”
ibidem “in the same place”
initium “beginning”

indicavit “pointed out”

initium “beginning
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ins. inseruit, insertus “inserted”
L. linea “line”
lc. loco citato “in the place cited”
lac. lacuna “lacuna”
le. lemma “lemma”
m. al. manus alia, manus altera “another hand,” i.e. a different person
writing
m. pr. manus prima, manus prior “first hand
m. rec. manus recens, recentior “a (more) recent hand”
m. sec. manus secunda “second hand”
mg., marg. margo “margin” or in margine “in the margin”
mg. ext. margo exterior “outer margin”
mg. inf. margo inferior “lower margin”
mg. sup. margo superior “upper margin”
ms. liber manu scriptus “manuscript”
“ ”» . .
n. nota “note” (imperative)
n. pr., nom. pr. nomen proprium “proper noun”
negl. neglexit “neglected”
. “ »”
nov. novit “knew
om. omisit “left out”
p. c., p. corr. post correctionem, post correcturam “after correction”
pap. papyrus “papyrus”
par. paraphrasis “paraphrase”
pot. qu. potius quam “rather than”
pr. primus, prior “first”
praef. praefatio “preface”
prob. probavit “approved”
propos. proposuit “proposed”
ras. rasura “erasure”
rec. recens, recentior “(more) recent”
rell. reliqui “the remainder, others”
resp. respicit “refers to, alludes to”
rest. restituit “restored”
rubr. rubricator “rubricator” (the person who supplies initial letters left
by the scribe to be added in a more decorative fashion)

% “scholion”

“ ’”
s saeculum “century
S V. sub voce “under the entry for the word”
sc. scilicet “in other words”
sch. scholium “scholion” or scholiasta “scholiast”

N ” . €

scr. scripsit wrote or scriptus written

“ . ”
sec. secundum “according to
secl. seclusit “regarded as an intrusion” (used to justify an editor’s

placing square brackets around words or letters)
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sim. similia “similar”, similiter “similarly,” vel similiter “or similarly”

sp. spativm “(empty) space”

sq. sequens “following”

ss. supra scriptus “written above” or superscripsit, suprascripsit “wrote
above”

stat. statuit “posited”

suppl. supplevit “supplied”

susp. suspectus, suspicatus est (falsum esse) “suspected (of being wrong)”

test. testimonia “testimonia”

transp. transposuit “transposed, moved”

trib. tribuit “assigned”

trsp., trps. transposuit “transposed, moved”

u. V., uv. ut videtur “as it seems”

V. vox, verbum “word,” versus “line,” or vide “see”

v. L. varia lectio “variant reading”

v. L. ant. varia lectio antiqua “ancient variant reading”

vet. vetus, veteres “old” (plural vett. is sometimes used for the con-
sensus of the older manuscripts)

vid. videtur “seems”

s. versus “line”

vulg. the vulgate (the main group of manuscripts)

Plurals of nouns and adjectives are often indicated by doubling the last letter
of an abbreviation, as sqq. for sequentes, cll. for collatis, or mss. for “manuscripts.”
Other changes of ending are not normally reflected in the abbreviation; thus all
the verb abbreviations given above with singular definitions can also be used for
the corresponding plurals, and the noun abbreviations given with nominative
definitions for all the oblique cases; often verb abbreviations given in one tense
are also used in other tenses. Thus, in lac. stat. Allen et Bekker, approb. West et
Smith, lac. would stand for lacunam, stat. for statuerunt, and approb. for ap-
probantibus, for a final meaning of “Allen and Bekker posited a lacuna, with West
and Smith agreeing.”

Individual manuscripts are identified by single letters, for which a key (entitled
“sigla”) is given at the start of the edition; often capital Roman letters are used for
extant manuscripts and lower-case and/or Greek letters for lost archetypes recon-
structed on the basis of extant manuscripts. Superscript numbers usually (but not
always) indicate different hands in a single manuscript. The readings of previous
editors and others who have worked on the text are also commonly mentioned, often
with the scholars’ names abbreviated; these abbreviations may not be listed any-
where but can be decoded from the discussion of previous editions in the preface.

Thus a sentence like Tatdlokn kal Bepdmaiva dla@épel might be accompa-
nied in the apparatus by notations such as “kat om. AB,” meaning that manuscripts
A and B do not have kal at this point (but implying that the other manuscripts do
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have it), or “kal{ AB,” meaning that manuscripts A and B have kal at this point
(but implying that the other manuscripts do not have it), or “kal addidi,” meaning
that none of the manuscripts have kal at this point but the editor has added it
because he thinks it was originally there (in such cases kal may be bracketed in
the text, but it may well not be), or “katl Iri.,” meaning that kal is in none of the
manuscripts but was added by Irigoin, a previous editor of the text, whose read-
ing the current editor is following. Other possibilities include “kat corr. m. pr. e
kaTd,” meaning that the scribe originally wrote kaTd but then changed it to katl
(i.e. kal correxit manus prima e katd), and “kal m. alt. in mg. inf. A,” meaning
that in manuscript A a second scribe added kat in the bottom margin (i.e. kat
(scripsit) manus altera in margine inferiore). Often the reading of more than one
manuscript is reported in the apparatus, as “kal fepdmawva A: 6epamaivns B:
Bepdmawvd Te c,” which would mean that manuscript A read matdlokn kat
Bepdmaiva dtagépel, manuscript B read maitdlokn Bepamalvns Stagépel, and
manuscript family ¢ read maidlokn Bepdmaivd Te BLagépet.

When an emendation replaces words found in the manuscripts (rather than
being an addition to them as in the example above), both the emendation and the
manuscript reading(s) are given in full in the apparatus, with the reading that is
printed in the main text normally coming first. Thus in the apparatus to a text
reading mawdiokn kal Bepdmawa Sta@épel one might find “kal Bepdmaiva Iri.:
Bepamaivns ABc” or “kal Bepdmaiva Iri.: Oepamaivns codd.,” both of which would
mean that the manuscripts (codices) had 6epamaivns but that this had been
emended to kat Bepdmatva by Irigoin and that that emendation was accepted by
the current editor. If however the abbreviation corr. (correxit) is used, the manu-
script readings are listed first in the apparatus even though the emendation is
printed in the text: thus “6epamaivns codd.: corr. Iri.” means that Irigoin is re-
sponsible for the words printed in the text (and one cannot tell what those are
from the apparatus alone), but the manuscripts had something different, namely
Bepamaivns. If the emendation was made by the current editor rather than by a
predecessor, the formula used is “Bepamaivns codd.: correxi.”

Often emendations not printed in the text are mentioned in the apparatus, along
with other information on the opinions of scholars who have worked on the text.
For example “kat Bepdmawva Be: Bepdmawa 8¢ A (def. Iri.): fort. legend. 6epdmaivd
Te” would mean that the reading of this text, kal Oepdmaiva, was supported by
manuscript B and manuscript family ¢, that manuscript A had 8epdmraiva 8¢ and
Irigoin thought this reading was correct, and that the current editor is not so sure
and suggests that perhaps the correct reading is fepdmaivd Te (i.e. Bepdmaiva 5é
A (defendit Irigoin): fortasse legendum Bepdmaivd Te).

By no means all variations are indicated in an apparatus; the thoroughness with
which different readings are reported depends on the individual editor, but in
general obvious mistakes that occur in only one or two manuscripts are passed
over without discussion. (Often an editor’s preface gives information on the prin-
ciples on which his or her apparatus is based.) Sometimes even major deviations
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are ignored, because the point behind an apparatus is normally to indicate genu-
ine alternative possibilities in the reconstruction of the author’s original text.
Modern editions use modern conventions regarding diacritics, often without any
discussion or indication in the apparatus; thus the accents and breathings in most
editions cannot be assumed to be those of the particular manuscripts on which
the editions are based, and in the case of papyri accents, breathings, and word
divisions are usually editorial additions.
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TIE PURPOSE OF THIS CHAPTER IS TO PROVIDE PRACTICE
in reading scholarly Greek. In order to derive maximum benefit from it, readers
are advised to work systematically through one or more of the four sections, writ-
ing out a translation of each selection and checking it against the key in 5.2 be-
fore proceeding to the next selection. Extracts are arranged here by the type of
skills required to read them, not by the criteria governing the arrangement of
Chapters 2 and 3, and the sections have been arranged in ascending order of dif-
ficulty: lexica are on the whole the easiest ancient scholarship to read, while gram-
matical treatises are the most difficult. Further selections from each group, without
key, are provided in 5.3 for use as class assignments or for extra practice.

Not all texts discussed in Chapters 2 and 3 are represented here. Owing to
space limitations, all that has been attempted is inclusion of some selections from
each major type of scholarly material. Some classes of material, however, have
been systematically excluded: in addition to fragmentary, lacunose, or corrupt texts,
commentary that is primarily philosophical, mathematical, or scientific in nature
has been omitted, on the grounds that reading such material requires different
skills from the ones it is the purpose of this book to provide. Metrical commen-
tary is likewise omitted, because Hephaestion’s treatise and Van Ophuijsen’s trans-
lation of it (1987) already offer a good introduction to reading Greek metrical work.
The selections presented here aim to provide a representative view of the type of
material found in each category, and therefore some of them contain ancient schol-
ars’ errors. No attempt has been made to select the most important or profound
passages from each text; these are rarely self-explanatory enough to be appropri-
ate here and have in any case usually been discussed and translated elsewhere.

Examples are presented in exactly the form in which they appear in the edi-
tions cited, and there is consequently no consistency in the use of symbols, ab-
breviations, types of sigma, etc.! Any symbols or notations the editors added to
the text itself have been included, although those in the margins and apparatus

1. Except that typographical customs now completely obsolete, such as the use of
ligatures or the use of final sigma within certain words, have been suppressed in the in-
terests of legibility.
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are omitted. Some editors followed conventions of accentuation different from
those now in use (particularly as regards the accentuation of enclitics and the
use of the grave accent before punctuation), and others produced typographi-
cal errors, but these have generally not been altered or corrected, because deal-
ing with the vagaries of editions is part of the task of reading scholarly Greek.?
When errors or editorial practices could be misleading, however, or when the
absence of the apparatus poses a problem, further information is given in the
notes. Unless the notes specify otherwise, all Greek material printed should be
taken as part of the passage, regardless of the type of brackets in which it may
be enclosed.

Scholia quoted here have also been selected for their ability to be understood
without reference to more of the text commented on than is given in the lemma.
Many scholia do not meet this criterion, so readers should be aware that the im-
pression given by this selection that scholia can be read without reference to the
text is largely false; the most useful aid to reading many scholia is a copy of the
text commented on.

When translating scholarly texts one is faced with a question about how much
to translate. If the words under discussion are themselves put into English, pas-
sages that discuss their spelling or textual history may no longer have any mean-
ing. On the other hand, if lemmata are not understood, passages that discuss their
meaning become incomprehensible. The same goes for quotations embedded in
scholarly works: if their purpose is to attest to the use of a word in a particular
form, the point will be lost in translation, but if the reason they are quoted has to
do with their meaning, the point will be lost if the quotation is not understood.
Obviously, it is always best to understand everything in a passage, whether or not
one ultimately translates it; in practice, however, it can be a poor use of time to
struggle with the translation of a syntactically incomplete quotation, in a very dif-
ferent kind of Greek, that is irrelevant to the point of the exercise at hand.

I recommend, therefore, the following procedure for those whose purpose in
translating these exercises is to learn how to read scholarly Greek: (1) initially,
leave the lemma in Greek; (2) translate all the scholarly material, except words or
phrases that are the focus of discussion (those preceded by an article and/or marked
by quotation marks) and quotations, which may be left in Greek; (3) put any ref-
erences added by the editor into the translation, changing them into a familiar
format (this is necessary practice because when actually using scholarly texts one
usually needs to follow up the references); (4) assess the situation—Is it abso-
lutely clear what the lemma means and what the author is saying? Is it certain
that any quotations still untranslated are given purely as attestations of a word’s
use? If so, no more translation is necessary; if not, translate whatever is needed to
make the passage maximally comprehensible. (Some hints about what should be

2. Avery few typographical errors have been silently corrected because they were too
awful to retain and too embarrassing to explain in a note, but this procedure has been
adopted only as a last resort.
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translated can be found in the commentary: if notes are given on a quotation, it
needs to be translated.)

Because of the extent to which essential information tends to be left under-
stood in ancient scholarly texts, it is easy to translate the words of such texts with-
out producing any meaning. While some scholarly texts are indeed meaningless
in the form we now have them, no such texts have been included in this reader.
Therefore, an important part of the translation exercise is to supply the missing
information correctly: no translation is finished until it makes sense.

5.1 TEXTS WITH KEY

5.1.1 Lexica

Contents. Hesychius 1-15; Ammonius 16—20; Timacus 21-3; Apollonius Sophista
24-5; Etymologica 26-35; Suda 36.

1. Hesychius, ed. Latte, A 1307
delpopatr: dve alpopar. LodokAiis Tpaxiviats (216)
Notes: cf. 4.1.2, 4.1.12. The line number has been added by the editor.
2. Hesychius, ed. Latte, A 1346
de\\ddwv (mmwr: Taxéwv. Zopok\is Oltdimod Tupdrvw (466)
Notes: cf. 4.1.2,4.1.7,4.1.12.

3. Hesychius, ed. Latte, A 7284
dpkTolpos: BoTdvns €idos. kal doTpov
Notes: Botdvn “plant”; cf. 4.1.4.
4. Hesychius, ed. Latte, B 642
BLoy: 7O T6Ew. T TH (wi
Note that Blos means “life” and Btés means “bow”; this entry is accented B in
the manuscript, but Latte has omitted the accent because Hesychius’ gloss de-

pends on an ambiguity of accent.
5. Hesychius, ed. Latte, A 7274
dpkel - mpooapkel. fondel. Evpimidns TInket (fr. 624)
Notes: cf. 4.1.4; mpooapkéw “give aid.” The reference is to TGF.
6. Hesychius, ed. Latte, A 1357

demToL Sewol. kal damtot. AloyUlos ITpwTel (fr. 213)

Notes: damtos “invincible.” The reference is to TGF and would now be fr. 213 TrGF.

7. Hesychius, ed. Latte, B 1277
BpuTixoL: BATpaxoL ULKpOL €XOVTES OUPdS
Notes: BdTpaxos “frog”; ovpd “tail.”

8. Hesychius, ed. Latte, A 7607
dp®s: dpbpot dvopa, mapa Iépoats
Notes: mapd: cf. 4.1.28.
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Hesychius, ed. Latte, A 7630
doBeoe- 8Lé@heLpe. Kptites
Notes: cf. 4.1.7,4.1.12.

Hesychius, ed. Latte, A 7617
doalkap{vios: dmelpos Baldoons. ol 8¢ 0U KEKOLVWVTKOS UTEQ
Zolapwiov (Ar. Ran. 204)
Notes: dmeLpos “without experience”; ot 8¢: cf. 4.1.13; kowwvéw “take part in (the
battle)”; Zalapivios “Salaminian, from Salamis.” The reference, which indicates

where the lemma occurs in extant literature, has been added by the editor.

Hesychius, ed. Latte, A 7305
appaTtpoxLin- 1 Tov Tpox@v dmoxdpais (¥ 505)

Notes: Tpox6s “wheel”; dmoxdpaéis “incision, track.”

Hesychius, ed. Latte, I 759
YoyypOlew: TovbpUlelr. TO ws US dwrely, OTep VLol Yoy yuleLv.
TO aVTO Kal ypulilewv AéyeTal

Notes: TovbpOlw “mutter”; yoyydlw “murmur”; ypuhi{w “grunt.”

Hesychius, ed. Latte, A 6404
dTOKOPOWOANE VALS® ATOKELPAPEVALS: KOPTAS Yap TPiXAS.
AloxUhos YgumoAy (fr. 248)
Notes: dmokelpw “cut”, esp. of hair: middle, “cut off one’s hair.” The second part
would have the same meaning if the accusatives were nominatives. The refer-

ence gives the fragment number in TGF, which is the same as its number in

TrGF (cf. 4.4).

Hesychius, ed. Latte, A 7619
doalydvas: doBepods. elpnke ¢ ovTws TapaBapBapilwy
Notes: elpnke: cf. 4.1.43; mapaapPapilw “speak somewhat like a barbarian,” i.e.

imitate barbarians.

Hesychius, ed. Latte, B 1262

BpUTTOS" €ldos €xivov mehaylov, dbs dnowv *AptoTotéAns (h. an.
4,530b5) ol 8¢ ixBUv. ol 8¢ TpLovA\dBws.«dpBputTov, fjv, Adxns
moLet’

Notes: €xivos “hedgehog, sea-urchin”; meharylov indicates which kind of éxivos
is intended; ot &€¢: cf. 4.1.13; fjv is an exclamation, “see there!”; Toléw can mean
“get for oneself.” The last four words are probably a comic fragment (frag. adesp.
com. 296 K-A); see Latte (1942: 85).

16. Ammonius, ed. Nickau, 30

dANOS KAl €TEPOS BLAPEPEL. ETEPOS HEV YAP ETL Buoly, dANOS OE
el mhelovawv.
Notes: €mi “applied to” (cf. 4.1.31). Our version of Ammonius seems to use the

singular Sta@épet interchangeably with the plural in such contexts.
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17. Ammonius, ed. Nickau, 26
dANBEs kal dAnbes Slagépel. dnbes pev yap 6Eutdvns TO évavtiov
TG Pevdel, dinbes 8¢ mpomapofuTérms TO KAT  €TEPHTNOLY
AeYOUEVOV.
Notes: cf. 4.1.9; d\nbes means “really?” as a skeptical response; 0EvTévws and

mpomapoluTévws: cf. 4.2.7; kat’ can be translated “as” here.

18. Ammonius, ed. Nickau, 386
melaoTns kal [Tevé oTns SlagépeL. mEAATTNS HEV yap O TPOTPUE,
TlevéoTns 8¢ mapd Oecoalols O kKaTd TONEROV SLOVAW.LOELS WS Tapd
Adkoow ol El\wTes.
Notes: cf. 4.1.9; mpéouE “one who seeks protection”; mapd: cf. 4.1.28; katd “in

the course of.”

19. Ammonius, ed. Nickau, 180
€ T{KOUPOL KOl TURPAXOL BLAMPEPOUTLY. ETIKOUPOL PEV ydp €lOLY
Ol TOLS TONEPOVPEVOLS BonbBolrTes kal GUANAUBAVOILEVOL, TUPLILAXOL
8¢ ol TOY moAepotvTwr. “Ounpos 8L° 6Ans €pilae Ths ToLToEWS
TV Stagopdr: ovk €oTv olv Tap’ adT@ €mikovpovs EXrwy
Aeyopévous LeVpeiyy, dAa Tpowy.
Notes: Torepéw “make war (on)”; culapBdve + dat. “take the part of”; éaTiv “it

is possible”; the statement about Homer is essentially correct.

20. Ammonius, ed. Nickau, 334

vijes mholwr Sta@épovoiy. Atdupos (p. 321 Schmidt) év évdexdTw
PNTOPLKGY UTOPVNPAToY dnoly olTwns: 0Tl Sta@épovoty al Vies
TOV TAolwy. TA peEVv ydp €0TL OTPOYYUAd, dl € KOTHPELS Kal
oTPATLOITLOES. "ApLaToTéns &€ (fr. 614 Rose) LaTopel év Atkatwpaat
TV TONe {1 }wv oUTws" "ANEEAVSpos 6 MONOTTOS UTTO TAUTOV Xporov,
TapavTivwr avTov petameubapévwr €m Tov mpos Tous BapPfdpovs
TONepOV, €EETAevoE vavol pev TevTekaideka, mAolols 8¢ ouyvols
LTTAYwYOlS Kal OTPATLWTLKOLS .

Notes: €vexdTw: sc. PPAw (cf. 4.1.33); vMépVNpa “commentary”; oUTwS: see
4.1.23; 0TL: see 4.1.44; Ta pév and al &€ can be translated “the latter” and “the
former” respectively, and their genders indicate the references; aTpoyyvlos
“round”; kwmMpns “oared”; aTpaTL@TLS “military”; toTopéw “relate” (as a result of
research); Sikalopa “justification”; VM6 + acc. “at about”; ouxvés “many”;
oTpaTiwTikds “for soldiers,” i.e. troop transports. The Aristotle reference could

also be given as fr. 407.1 Gigon.

21. Timaeus Platonic lexicon, ed. Ruhnken, 190. 2-3.
TTv6LoL. & avdpes alpeTol mapd Adkwoty, d0o kab’ EkaoTov Bactiéa
oloaoLToL.

Notes: 8 is the equivalent of 8" here; atpetds “chosen”; cUooLTOS “messmate.”
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22. Timaeus’ Platonic lexicon, ed. Ruhnken, 78. 1-2.
‘EauTt. €T TpiTou mpoceimou. ol "ATTIKOL 8¢ €L SEUTEPOU KEXPNVTAL.
Notes: Attic authors do indeed sometimes use forms of €avtév for cavTdv, e.g. at
Plato, Lysis 209¢; émi: see 4.1.31.

23. Timaeus’ Platonic lexicon, ed. Ruhnken, dedicatory epistle, pp. 3—4.
TIMAIO> T'ENTIANQI
€l TpdTTELY.

EmioTdperos dakptBos Ty yvouny kal Ty mept HAdTwva omoudny
Kal @ulokaiav, elwbds Te TH Kpoviwv €opTi Tav épavtol TolS
@i\ots dmdpxeobar Taldld Te dpa kal T THS TaALdLAS dBeNQT
oToudT] xpnodpevos €EéeEa TA Tapd TG ENOCOPW YAWTOT|LATIKGOS
N kata ouvvnbetar TATTIKNY elpnuéva, ovx UPIv povols Tols
‘Pupatols évta doagi, dA\\a kat TGv ‘EXMjvor Tols mieloTots,
TdEas Te TaUTA KATA OTOLXELOV KAl PETAPpdods dTETTELAD TOL,
voploas kal avtov é€ew oe maldlar otk dpovoov. "Eppwoo.

Notes: €U mpdTTew with the nominative of the sender and dative of the addressee
is one of the standard ways of beginning a letter and can be roughly translated “X
to Y, greetings”; Kpdvia “Saturnalia”; dmdpxopat + gen. “offer some of” (with the
connotations of an offering of first fruits); matdtd “amusement”; omoud1 “serious-
ness”; ékAéyw “pick out’; 6 @AdcO@oOs refers to Plato; mapd cf. 4.1.28;
yAwoonpatikés “with unusual words”™; kata oTouxetov “in alphabetical order”;

peTagpdlw “paraphrase”.

24. Apollonius Sophista, ed. Bekker, 4. 8-11
dylalas Tds kaAlovds kal Tols kdopovs: “dylatas Ths viv ye
HETA SPLwToL kKékaoTal.” Kal €VIKGS “dylainy yap épolye Beol ol
"Olupor €xovoy wAeoav.” éoTt 8¢ kal "Aylain kvplov évopa
“Nnpevs Aylains vios Xapotmoto dvakTos.”
Notes: kaA\ovy “beauty”; the quotations are Od. 19. 82 (in a distorted form, and
not comprehensible as it stands), Od. 18. 1801, and Il. 2. 672 (with a T" missing

between the last two words).

25. Apollonius Sophista, ed. Bekker, 106. 4—6.

KoSeLav 18lwe N Ths KAKWYOC KEPANT. OTav 8¢ Aéyn “0 Sen kdeLav
avacxdv,” Tapéletmer O ¢s, W’ THY Tol AvBpwTou ke Pa\iy ks
TV THS PNKOVOS dvéoxev. TOV dmal elpnuévov.

Notes: prikwv “poppy”; the quotation is from II. 14. 499, apparently with the ex-
pectation that the second word would be divided 8” €¢n rather than into the 8¢
o1 (1 meaning “like”) preferred by Zenodotus and modern scholars; mapaietmw
“omit”; a dma elpnpévov is what we call a hapax legomenon, and strictly speak-

ing kideLa is not one, though it occurs only once in Homer.

26. Etymologicum Gudianum, ed. De Stefani, vol. ii, p. 356. 16
Alaitta 8dic dattoc Saita kal dlaiTa.

Notes: cf. 4.1.20; 8laTa “way of living”; 8ats for als “meal.”
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27. Etymologicum genuinum, ed. Lasserre and Livadaras, A 131
dfépitoTos (163) ddikos, dvopos: BépLoTos kal dbéptoTos B, Sym.
197, EM 364.
Notes: 0éuotos “righteous, lawful”; the reference after the lemma indicates where

the word occurs in Homer, and the letters at the end indicate sources and parallels.

28. Etymologicum genuinum, ed. Lasserre and Livadaras, A 500

"Alkdos: ov yap Tpémor ol "loves €kBANNOUGL TO T TAV KTNTLKGV,
Ayour TRS €U SLeddyyou, TOV adTov TpoTov Kal ol Alolels TTis at
SLpddyyou €kBdMovow T T, otov OnBaios Onpdos, dpxdios dpxdos,
"Alkaios "Alkdos. oUTtos ‘Hpwdiavos Tlept madav (11 276,26) AB,
Sym. 602, EM 885. Hdn. l.c.

Notes: relative-correlative construction; ékBdAw “drop”; U cf. 4.1.46; kTNTLKGS
“possessive”; iyour “or rather”; modern studies of Greek dialectology describe these
phenomena somewhat differently. The letters at the end indicate sources and

parallels.

29. Etymologicum magnum, ed. Gaisford, 556. 23—4
Aaodikn: "Ovopa kUpLov: €k ToU Aaos kal Tob Sikn. Ta 8¢ els O%
OKTaxX®s ouvTiBevTat. ZnTeL els TO O.
Notes: 6vopa kbptov “proper name’; note the use of a neuter article with the femi-
nine 8{kn to indicate that it is the word under discussion; Ta €ls O “nouns end-

ing in -0s”; OkTax®s “in eight ways”; (jTeL €ls T6: cf. 4.1.29.

30. Etymologicum magnum, ed. Gaisford, 605. 42—5
Nile: Znpaiver 10 vimTe. Ol Alolels Ta eis MITQ pripaTta els Svo
22 petapdiovot, vinTw, vioow. Tapavtiver 8¢ @ury yiveTatr vidw:
mapa TO vidw ylvetar viTpov, s LAOOwW, LAKTPOV" KAl TATIO0W,
TATKTpPOV.
Notes: vimTo “wash”; o “speech,” i.e. dialect; mapd + acc. “from” (cf. 4.1.28);
viTpov “sodium carbonate” (used with oil as soap); pdoow “wipe” (here); pdktpov

“towel”; m\fikTpov “instrument for striking a lyre.”

31. Etymologicum genuinum, ed. Lasserre and Livadaras, A 557
AAPNOTI S O €VPETLKOS" Ol eV yap €émibeTor ToU avbpwmou, ol
8¢ avTov Tov dvbpwmov. Tapd TO dAQELY, TO €UplokeLy: PdVos yap
6 dvBpwToS €VPETLKGS. €€ 00 1) YeVLKT) TOY TANOUVTLKEY AAPNOTEY
kat (¢ 8)

axenoTdov:
0Pev kal dAQa TO oTOLXELOV WLORATTAL, TAPA TO AAPW, TO €VPloKW®
TPGETOV Yap TGV AWV oToLXelwV €UPEDN. 7} dTO TOL KaTd dpolBas
moALTEVEGHAL" AAPELY Yap TO dpelBely, dBev kal (X 593)
dApeciBorat
AB, Sym. 642, EM 967, Et. Gud. (¢) a 882, Eust. 1224,44; 1422,33,;
1788,34. *Methodius.

Notes: dA\noTrs is a Homeric word now thought to mean “bread-eating”; eUpeTikds
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“inventive”; émi{BeTov “adjective”; mapd: cf. 4.1.28; dApeLr and dA@w are unattested
elsewhere but must be present forms derived from the second aorist of dA@dvo,
NA@ov; TO eVplokeLy is a gloss on TO d\@ew; péros ydp . . . is an explanation of
the views expressed in the previous clauses (or perhaps just of the second view);
yevikr, TAnOurTikov: cf. 4.2.11; aTouxetov “letter”; ovopdlopat “be named”; To
A\po: cf. 4.1.17-18; the story about the name of the letter alpha is wrong, since
“alpha” comes from the Phoenician name for the first letter in the alphabet; mpaTov
... d\wv “first, before the others”; i dm6 introduces an alternate (and incorrect)
explanation of dApnoTis; katd dpotpds “in turn”; dpeifw “exchange”; moAtTevopat

“govern”; d\@eaiBotlos “bringing in oxen.”

32. Etymologicum genuinum, ed. Lasserre and Livadaras, A 584

dpdpalus: 1 avadevdpds: mapa TO dppi€at, 1 ourdedepévn:
avadeopotvtat yap at dradevdpddes: duutEls, kal év TAEOVATIE
kal Tpoti dpdpagus: Emixappos év I'd kal faldooq (fr. 24 Kaibel):
oUd” dpapdévas @épel
amen 8¢ S Tob & (fr. 173 Lobel-Page):
dpapdévdes
A\ével. MeBddios AB, Sym. 725, EM 1012. Methodius.
Notes: audpagvs “vine trained on two poles”; dvadevdpds “vine that grows up trees”;
mapd: cf. 4.1.28; appl€at is an aorist infinitive of dvapelyvupt “mix”; understand
something like “therefore” before ouvdedepévn, which is a further gloss on
dapdpatus; dvadeopén “tie up”; dupt€vs is a hypothetical intermediate form; év
(here) “with”; mAeovaopds “addition of a letter”; Tpomn “change of one letter into
another one”; 8ud + gen. “with” (cf. 4.1.30); Tob: cf. 4.1.17-18. The reference given
with “fr. 24 Kaibel” is to an outdated collection of comic fragments; the new ref-
erence would be “fr. 21 K-A" (cf. 4.4). The Sappho reference is still good; it refers
to E. Lobel and D. Page, Poetarum Lesbiorum Fragmenta (Oxford 1955).

33. Etymologicum magnum, ed. Gaisford, 512. 37-43

Kiavis:

"Adikovto Kiavidos ffea yains.

Kios méAts Muoias, dmo Kiov Tob fynoapévov TGv Mudnolwy s
dmotklas. To éBvikov, Kiavds:

Tolvekev els €L viv mep “Yhav épéoval Kiavol.
Katdkioar 8¢ avtiiy Muoot, eita Kdpes: kal TpiTov, Milfotot.
"EoTi 8¢ kal moTapos opwvipws This Muolas mapappéwy TH yij.
‘H 8¢ Kios éoTi méAs, 1 viv Tpovaiots i Tpotoa.

Notes: €0vikéy “ethnic”; €oTi: Gaisford’s accentuation does not follow modern
conventions, so this means both “there is” and “is” in this passage; Kdpes for Kapes;
mapappéw “flow past”; Tis Muolas is best taken after T} yij; TOALs 1) is equivalent

to “the city that.” The quotations are from Apollonius Rhodius 1. 1177 and 1. 1354.

34. Etymologicum Gudianum, ed. De Stefani, vol. i, p. 39. 14-19

“Of "AiSL <A3> ol pév Qacty Tapd TO €ldw, TO PAET®, 6 LENWY
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€lcw, Gropa pnuaTikor Lcdia Tob T moMdA ydp €lcy dvdpaTa—:
Kdl PLETA TOU cTepnTLKOU d "Alc, év () 0USéV écTiy Opdv, Kal 1) YEVLK)
"Aldoc kat “Ounpoc <'322> “Stvar 86pov "Aidoc elcw”, kat 1 80Tk
"AlSL. ol &€ Qact kaTa peTamAacpor dmo Tob Aténc *Atdou "Aldn
Kal "AtdL.

Notes: the symbol at the start shows that the lemma is a Homeric word, as is con-
firmed by the reference to Iliad 1. 3; mapd: cf. 4.1.28; €l8w: cf. 4.1.22; BAéTw is a
gloss on €l8w; 6ropa pnpatikév “verbal noun”; 8ud: 4.1.30; the dash indicates a
lacuna; a oTepnTikds “alpha privative”; 008év €éaTwv for ovdev €oTiy; yeviky: cf.
4.2.11; petamhacpués “metaplasm” (change in declension, esp. the formation of

oblique cases from a non-existent nominative).

35. Etymologicum magnum, ed. Gaisford, 749. 5-22
Tawv- TIoBev; TTapd 1O Telvewr Thy ovpdr: 10 yap {@ov évappuvdpevoy
T €aUTOU KAAEL TOLS OpMOL THY obpav €Eamiotv dmodetkviel. Twes
8¢ 4o Tob Tads BovlovTat elval kat’ ékTacw Tou O els TO Q, kal
éval\ayt] ToU Tévou. AN\’ olk €0Tw: €meLdn TO Tads, WS Qnow
‘Hpwdtavos, dta 1ol O pikpol, otk €oTt olvnbes Tois “"EXAnot. Kal
Ayouot TwES, OTL BPELNeY elval TEnS, WS AaOS Aews® TPOS ols E0TLY
€LY, OTL CUVESTUNLEVOY €XEL TO A Kal TOUTOU XdApLY OUK €YEVETO
mapd "ATTikols Tpotf) ToU A els E, domep 1o Otvdpaos. "Alov 8¢
{nrioat, Statl ol kK\veTal Taws TaaTos, kal Tveas TuedaTos, ws
TO 18pws 8piiTos. Kal éoTw elmety, 6TL ékelva 6EDveTal, TauTa 8¢
meplomdTar kal OTL TabTa €ls N Ajyel. Mndels 8¢ olécbw TavTa
StkaTdnkTa elval: Td yap StkaTd\nkTa THY atThy kKM ow @UAdTTEL,
pw kal pis pés: TauTa 8¢ olk €xeL THY auThr kKAlow: Tu@oy yap
TUPOVOS, KAL TAOY TAGVOS® KAL TUPGS TUPD, KAl TAGOS Tam. XoLpofookos.
Notes: Tawv is an alternate form of Tads/Tads “peacock,” but in order for this
passage to make sense one must assume that the original writer considered the
lemma to be Ta@v (which is probably the correct accentuation—see Chandler
1881: 175-6); 0pd “tail”; évaBpivopat “pride oneself on”; éEamidw “unfold, spread
out”; Tads is another variant of Taws/Ta®s but may not actually have existed;
éxtaots “lengthening”; évalayn “change”; Tévos “accent’; éoi: Gaisford's ac-
centuation does not follow modern conventions, so this means both “is possible”
and “is” in this passage; 8td: cf. 4.1.30; ouvidns “customary”; cuoTé W “shorten”;
18puis for 18pdis; éketva and TavTa are being used in the opposite of their classi-
cal meanings, so that éxetva refers to 18pds and other words of a similar type,
while TabTa refers to Taws and Tuews (which must be accented Tags and Tveds
for this passage to make sense); dtkatdAnktos “having a double ending” (in this
passage, though not always, restricted to words that have two alternative forms in

the nominative but only one form for other cases); k\iots “declension.”

36. Suda, ed. Adler, TT 1617
TT{v8apoc, OnRoY, Ckomellvov uvide, kaTd 8¢ Twac Aal@dvTov: O
Kal pLa\\ov dAndéc: 6 yap Ckomelivou €cTlv d@avécTepoc Kal
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mpocyevnc Mwddpou, Twee 8¢ kat IMaywvidov LeTdpncav aivTov.
pabnTme 8¢ MupTiSoc yuvatkdce, yeyovme kaTd T E€” Olupmdda kal
kaTa THY ZépEou cTpaTelar dv €T . kal dSepoc pev Ny aldTd
Svopa EpoTiwv kal vioc AtégavTtoc, BuyaTtépec 8¢ EUpunTic kal
TTpwTopdyn. kal cuvéBn avTd To Blov TEAEUTT) KAT €UXdc: alThcavTl
Yap TO KAANLCTOV avTe Sobfvat Tav év o) Blw ddpdov alTov dmobavely
&v BedTpw, dvakek\Lpévor elc Ta Tob épwpérou OcoEévou altol yovaTa,
ETOV ve'. €ypae 8¢ €v BLPAlote L Awpldl StarékTw TavTA"
‘O\vpmeovikac, Tublovikac, TTpocddia, TapBévia, EvBpovicpoice,
Bakyikd, Aagumeoptkd, Tatdvac, Ymopxnuata, “Ypvoue, AtbupdpBouc,
CkoArd, Eykapta, Oprivouc, Spdpata Tpayikd L', EMUypdiLpaTa €mKd
Kal kaTahoyddny mapawvécelc Tole "ENnct, kat dAAa TA€lcTa.

Notes: d@avns “obscure”; mpooyevns “kinsman”; LaTopéw “record”; kaTd “during”;
abpdov “all at once”; dmobavelv understand something like “it is said that”; dvakiive
els “cause to lean on”; "Ohvpmiévikos “[ode] celebrating an Olympian victory™;
mpoadBLov “processional hymn”; mapbéviov i.e. song for a chorus of girls; évBpoviopds
“enthroning [song]”; Umdpxnpa “song for dancing”; okoAtdy “drinking-song”; 6piivos

“lament”; kaTaloyddny “in prose”; Tapalveats “exhortation.”

5.1.2 Scholia and Commentaries

Contents. Poetry: Homer 37-53; Euripides 54; Aeschylus 55-9; Pindar 60—4;
Aristophanes 65—6. Prose: Plato 67-9; Aeschines 70-5; Hippocrates 76—8. Post-

cla

ssical: Lucian 79-81; Apollonius Rhodius 82—6; Aratus 87-8.

37. Homer scholia, ed. Erbse, Iliad 15. 739a (from Didymus?)
Tpdwy medlw:»> év dAw “Tpdwy 6pddy” (= O 689). Aim
Notes: cf. 4.1.3, 4.1.15; understand dvTiypd@w “copy” with d\\w. The notation at
the end indicates the manuscript source: a note written in A between the text and

the main body of marginal scholia.

38. Homer scholia, ed. Erbse, Iliad 15. 395b (from Aristonicus)
<Telx0S > OTL éNNelmeL N €T, €Tl TelKos. At
Notes: 0Tt: cf. 4.1.44;1: cf. 4.1.17-18; éX\elmw “be lacking” (cf. 4.1.35). The no-
tation at the end indicates the manuscript source: a note written in the inside

margin of A.

39. Homer scholia, ed. Erbse, Iliad 15. 459 (from Didymus)
qudxns:> ZnrédoTos pdxns, daol 8¢ “‘pdxny”. kai "ApLoTopdrns
8¢ “paxnr”. Aim
Note: cf. 4.1.11

40. Homer scholia, ed. Erbse, Iliad 15. 394b! (from Didymus)
caknfpata €v Tow “dkéopata’ oUTws 8¢ kal ‘AploTapxos.
BLXGS> by, Am
Notes: cf. 4.1.11, 4.1.15; understand dmoypd@ots “copies” after TLow, 8Lx@s “in

two ways.”
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41. Homer scholia, ed. Erbse, Iliad 15. 437 (from Nicanor)
Telkpe mEMOV, <81 VYOIV dATEKTATO MLOTOS €TaAlpos>: dElov
amodéEacbal Ty ownibetav peTd TO TE€ Tov oTiEacay, Kal U LETA
TOV 811 olvdeapov. A
Notes: cf. 4.1.47; ouvriPera “customary practice”; oT{{w “punctuate”; cOVdeapoOS

“conjunction.”

42. Homer scholia, ed. Erbse, Iliad 15. 729 (exegetical)
Bprivvr: TV TGOV kwmmlaTter kaBédpav b(BCESE*) T 7 mnv Tob
KuBepvrTou. ATTLKOL B€ Bpdrov TO TOU KwTMAdTOU Qaot kal BpaviTas
avTovs. b(BCE?) T
Notes: komnAdTns ‘rower”; kaBéSpa “seat”; kuBepriTns “steersman”; "ATTLKO(
“speakers of the Attic dialect”; 76 understand “seat.” The groups of letters in the
middle and at the end indicate the manuscript sources: T and four members of

the b family, one of which contains only the first part of the scholion.

43. Homer scholia, ed. Erbse, Iliad 15. 444b (exegetical)

{083 KkoV: MPoTapoEUTOVWS TLVES TOV dexdpevor Lols, “Eetvoddkor”
(I 354) 8¢ Tov EevidovTa mapofutévws R TOv EEvous SokelovTd.
"ATTalos 8¢ mapoEivel. AT

Notes: the understood verb with Twés is something like “say that it should be pro-
nounced . . . and means . . .” (cf. 4.1.13-14); mpomapoEuTédvws and TapoEivw: cf.
4.2.7; 165 “arrow”; Eevilw “receive guests”; SokeVw “watch for.” This is one of the
passages mentioned in 4.1.9 in which subject and predicate need to be reversed

to produce a comprehensible English translation.

44. Homer scholia, ed. Erbse, Iliad 15. 468 (exegetical)
0 T€ potL BLov <€kBale XeLpds>: O Te dAvTl ToU OOTLS. ol 8¢
«GvTl TOU> OTL" “OTe pe BpoTol oUTL Tlovow” (v 129) dvti Tov oTL. T
Notes: there were no spaces between words at the time that most of the commen-
taries on which scholia are based were composed, so there would be no visible

difference between 6 Te and 67e; ToU: cf. 4.1.17—18; ol &¢é: cf. 4.1.13.

45. Homer scholia, ed. Erbse, Iliad 15. 601b (from Aristonicus)
€pelke> malwEwr mapd vnov: OTL VYLOS TaNwELY, TAALY
SlwEw, OTav €€ LTOaTPOPTS SLWKWOLY Ol SLWKOREVOL. KAl TPOS TO
€peNev, OTL AuTl TOU égkel. A
Notes: 6Tu: cf. 4.1.44; 0ywos “correctly” (modifying an understood verb like “the

text reads”); UmooTpo@n “turning around”; mpds “regarding”; Tov: cf. 4.1.17-18.

46. Homer scholia, ed. Erbse, Iliad 15. 417a' and a? (from Didymus)
vias: "AploTapxos xwpls Tol G ypd@eL “vija” mpoelte yap ‘Tw &€
mepL pLds vnos éxov movor (cf. O 416). A
"AploTapyos “vija”, dAlot &€ vijas. At
Notes: these two notes must go back to the same source, but they have clearly

undergone different developments before ultimately finding their way to different
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places in the same manuscript. The subject of mpoeime is the poet (cf. 4.1.43);

the quotation appears as Tm &€ pLfjs mepl YOS €xov T6voV in our texts of Homer.

47. Homer scholia, ed. Erbse, Iliad 15. 2¢ (from Herodian)

{moAhol 8¢} 8d pev: opolws TG “molol 8’ "Apyelwy ol pév Sduev,
ol & émovTo” (M 14) kal TG “@dvev &€ ol evpées duol” (o 68)
aveyvaodn katd dgaipecy ToU dpXovTos Xpovou. Eéaper &€ (sc.
ad A 464a) Ta TolalTa adta@dpws €Lpebijval Tapa TG moNTH. A
Notes: the brackets around molol 8¢ indicate that it should not be part of the
lemma. The topic of discussion is the lack of an augment on 8dpev (aor. pass. 3rd
pl. of 8apdlw) so the quotations are examples of other unaugmented verbs. The
cross-reference indicated by é papev 8¢ comes from Herodian's work before it was
converted into scholia, but the passage referred to survives as another scholion,
hence Erbse’s note. @dvev is the unaugmented aor. pass. 3rd pl. of aive; dpos
“shoulder”; dvayLyvdokw “read”; dpalpeats is the removal of a letter or letters at
the beginning of a word; xpéros “augment” (here); ddtapspws “without distinc-

tion”; mapd: cf. 4.1.28; 6 mounTAs is Homer (cf. 4.1.42).

48. Homer scholia, ed. Erbse, Iliad 15. 1b! (exegetical)

dtd Te okdlomas <kal Td@pov €Bmoav>: § dvTl ToL SLa
OKOANOTWY Kol Td@pov, ws “Std T~ évTtea kal pélav atpa” (K 298),
N TO €ENs SLéPnoav. N 8¢ Stakomm THS MEews TO TalalTwpor Kal
SuadLé8euTor €ppaiver: ob yap €é@uyov “Tij mep "Axatol /ék medlou
vicovto” (M 118-9), d\\a 8ta Tiis Td@pov €@evyov. b(BCEE*) T |
N avTT Slakomm kal €v Tols “katd mupov diecoav” (v 109). T

Notes: the point of the first sentence is that either 8td means “through” despite
being followed by the accusative rather than the genitive, or the verb is 8téBnoav
by tmesis; oko o “stake”; Tdppos “ditch”; T0 €ETjs “sequence in which the words
are to be taken” (cf. 4.1.38); SLakomn “tmesis”; MdéEls “word”; SuadiddevTov “diffi-
culty of passing through [the Greek barricades]”; the subject of € puyov is the Tro-
jans; vioopat “come back”; the groups of letters indicate that the last sentence of
the scholion is found only in manuscript T, but the rest is also found in four manu-

scripts of the b family; mupds “wheat”; d\éw “grind.”

49. Homer scholia, ed. Erbse, Iliad 15. 735b (from Herodian)

Mé Twast apév {elvar}: 7o Qapév évtelés €oTL kal €vecTOTA
xpovor onupailver: 8Lo Tas 8vo culafas PBapuTovnTéov. €l PérToL
TAPATATLKOS y(voLTo, 8fiAov OTL dToBOAY Xpdrou ToD kaT’ dpxnV
mdoxel kat €Tl TNy QA ouAapny N 6Eela Tdols €éoTal, OLOLOV 1S
TO €EQUILEV EVTENES, WOTEP €T €Kelvov “Pdper &€ ol oU Teléeabal”
(8 664), dmep ok émnTel vOv 1 Stdvola. A

Notes: the brackets in the lemma mean that the lemma should be simply papév;
the discussion concerns the distinction between the present @apév and the
unaugmented imperfect @dpev. The conditional clause is in meaning fundamen-

tally a future less vivid (remote future), despite the abandonment of the optative
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for the present indicative and then for the future indicative. évteAis “complete”;
€veoTws Xpovos and mapaTtaTikds: cf. 4.2.13; 816 “on account of which”;
Baputovéw “leave unaccented” (cf. 4.2.9); 8fhov OTL = dnAovdTL, an adverbial unit
meaning “clearly”; dmoBoA “dropping,” i.e. loss; xpévos “augment”; 6Eela Tdots
“acute accent”; 0Tep i.e. the interpretation of @pdpev as an imperfect; ém{nréw

“ T . . « A
require”; VOV i.e. in this passage; dtdvola “meaning.

50. Homer scholia, ed. Erbse, Iliad 15. 4a (from Herodian)

x\opol UTal Selovs «meofnuévol: 1 umd mpdbeots VTal EyéveTo
opolws T “Umat mo8a velaTov "18ns” (B 824). kal €éoTt TO €ENg UTTO S€oUs.
oUTw kal "AploTapxos: 8Lo mapartnTéov Tov Tupavviova (fr. 35 P.)
Baprovta THy Vmal Kkal fyyovpevor dmo Tob Umaiba elvatl mdhos TO
THS dAToKOTS. €ws 8¢ ToU UTal Selous ogeiloper avamaveobal:
o0 yap mlavor €ws ToU xAwpol, elTa TePoBnuévol, TouTéoTl
QeVYOVTES. €0TL PHEVTOL Kal M €TéPa ArdTavoLls oUK dSOKLpLoS. A

Notes: cf. 4.1.47. The ydp clause is very parenthetical, so the e{Ta clause contin-
ues the thought before the ydp. The point of the last sentence is that although the
writer prefers one punctuation, the other is also possible. mp66eats “preposition”;
€oTL = €0TL; TO €ETis “normal equivalent” (cf. 4.1.38, but this use is unusual be-
cause it does not involve a change of word order); 8.6 “on account of which”;
mapattnTéoV ‘it is necessary to reject the view of”; Baplvw “accent recessively”
(cf. 4.2.9); elvac i.e. “happen” (the subject is Td6os); mdBos “transformation” (in
ancient grammatical theory, words changed from one form to another only via
certain clearly defined types of transformations known collectively as mdfn); €ws
+ gen. “until” i.e. after; dvamadopat “pause” i.e. put a comma; d86kLLOS “uncon-
vincing.” The reference is to M. Planer, De Tyrannione grammatico (Berlin 1852)

and would now be expressed as “fragment 37 Haas.”

51. Eustathius’ commentary on the Iliad, ed. Van der Valk, 600. 32-3
Aéyel 8¢ ékPpaoTLk®S O TOLNTNS Kal TO “kpati 8 €T dpplarov
Kuvény BETo TETPAPAAN POV, XpUTENY, EKATOV”, TITOL TOANGY, “TONEWV
mpuNéeow”, & €oTu melols OmNTaALS, "dpapulav”.

Notes: discussing Iliad 5. 743—4. ékppaoTikas “descriptively,”i.e. in an ecphrasis;
apelealos “with two ridges”; kuvén “helmet”; TeTpa@dAnpos is an obscure word
meaning something like “with four bosses”; iTou is equivalent here to “i.e.”; dpapuia

“fitted with” here means that the helmet is decorated with human figures.

52. Eustathius’ commentary on the Iliad, ed. Van der Valk, 893. 34-42

TTpulées 8¢ ol év pdym melol kata ylGooav [opTwiny, s Gacty
ol makatol. 1 8¢ Tis Mews mapaywyn mpoyéypamTat. viv &€
ToooUTOV pnTéov 0s, €l pev 0EUTovos 1M TalvTns €Vbela, €Tépou
ToUTo \dyou, el 8¢ BapiTovos, cuvmyopnbeln dv évtetfer elvar TO
Tapd AuKOPPOVL KUpLOV GUopLa €V T() “TGY atBopaipwy CUYKATAOKAT T
TTpOAY”. oUTw kal ‘ImméTns €v "OSuooelq kUpLOV GVOpA OPWVULOY
TG LTTEVOVTL.
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Notes: discussing Iliad 12. 77. yA\Gooa i.e. dialect; mapaywyr “derivation”;
6EUTOVOS: cf. 4.2.7; €Ubeta: cf. 4.2.11, but here probably referring to the nomina-
tive singular; TavTns and TouTo both refer to TTpukées; €Tépou Adyou “of another
reason,” i.e. it should be explained differently (not via the TTpUAwv that is about to
be mentioned); BapUTovos: cf. 4.2.9; cuvnyopéw “advocate”; évTetbev i.e. from
MMpuNées; mapd: cf. 4.1.28; kUpLov évopa “proper noun”; OpwVVPos “homonymous
with”; 7¢) trmetorTl i.e. the lmmdTns that means “cavalryman”; av86patpos “blood
relative”; ouykaTaokdmtns “co-destroyer.” Van der Valk's notes inform us that the
reference in mpoyéypamTat is to 601. 28, that the Lycophron reference is to line
222, and that the name ‘ImméTns is not directly attested in the Odyssey but was

inferred from the patronymic ‘Irmotddns (10. 2).

53. Eustathius’ commentary on the Iliad, ed. Van der Valk, 600. 45-601. 8

Twes 8¢ 1O “€kaTor MONewV TPUNEETTLY dpapular” oUTwS €paoav:
€kaTov mONewV dPLOTELS €xovoar, 1) kekoopnuwévny Tols Ths Kprjms
omNTaLs, ToutéoT Ta TV KopuBdvtov épya éxovoav évteTutmpéva.
“O1L 8¢ €kaTtopmons 1) Kprtn, kat év "Odvocelq dnholTat. ws 8¢
kal Kpfites ot KopUPavTes, dfilov kat avtd. Evbetav 8¢ @aol Tives
TOU TpUNéeaaL TPUALS, YLYOpévny €k ToU Tep® meplm, TO 08elw,
meplow, TEPUALS Kal TPUALS, WS Sapdon ddualts. [lows 8¢ curTelel
TL TPOS TNV ToLauTY KAOW Kal Tévwoly kal 1O kUptov O TTpUALs,
O mapd Avképpovt.] Kal piy d\ot, év ols kat ‘Hpwdiavds, mpudis
Ypd@ouow dEVTOVKS Kal KAVOUTL KAVOVLK®OS TPUNEODS, TPUNOUS, (IS
mou Kal mpoelpnTat. [Kal éoTiv do@aréaTepor ToUTO. Ao ydp ToL
Tob TpUALS TpUlees dPetler elval s dpees, dAA piy elpnTal
TPUAEES WS €VoEPEES. ]

Notes: discussing Iliad 5. 744. The brackets enclose additions made by Eustathius
after writing the rest of the entry. oUTws: see 4.1.23; ppd{w “explain”; dploTels is
acc. pl. of dploTets, “chief”; évTumdw “carve, mold”; ékaTédpmolts “having a hun-
dred cities”; kal avTé “[that] itself [is] also”; €UBela: cf. 4.2.11; meplw is not at-
tested (nor is its assumed future mepUow, nor is the mépulis assumed to be the
link between mepiow and mpUALs) but is being taken to be an intermediate form
between mepa and mpUAis; TO 68evw (“travel”) is a gloss on Tep®; ourTENé W “con-
tribute” (subject is TO kUptov 6 TTpUALS); kAlots “inflection”; Tévwols “accentua-
tion”; kUpLov is short for kUpLov vopa; kat iy “but’; duTtérws: cf. 4.2.7; kavovikis

“regularly”; dogaiis “sound.”

54. Euripides scholia, ed Schwartz, Hecuba 13

Qv duTl Tob Auny enotv. éoTv "ATTIKéY:— M8

vedTaTos & Mr: avtl Tob Auny enolv. ATTkGSs 8¢ M. Kkal
Xxopls 8¢ ToU ¥ 1, dvTl Tob éa. oUTw Aldupos. év pévTol TolS
avTiypd@ols Mv GépeTat kal kown avdyvwots fv:—Vat. 1345
Notes: Here there are notes from two different manuscripts (M (g = interlinear gloss)
and Vatican 1345) with overlapping content. Some editors accept Didymus’ read-

ing into the text on the authority of this scholion. Apny “I was” (late Greek imperfect
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of elpl); kat xwpts &€: the presence of both kat and 8¢ shows that kal means “also,”
so understand something like “there is a reading here”; éa “I was” (Ionic imperfect

of elpl); avtiypagov “copy, manuscript”; @épopat “be transmitted.”

55. Aeschylus scholia, ed. Smith, Choephori 973
avolyeTat M oknut Kal €ml €KKUKALATOS OpdTal TA owpatd d
Aéyel SLTARY Tupavvida.
Notes: oxnun “stage-building”; ékicOkAnpa is a type of wheeled platform whose exact
nature is much debated; the subject of Méyel could be Aeschylus or Orestes, the

character who speaks the last two words.

56. Aeschylus scholia, ed. Herington, Prometheus Vinctus 397b
Mediceus: TO oTdoipov ddel 6 X0opOs €Tl TS YAS KATEAN\UOWS.

Note: “Mediceus” indicates the manuscript in which the scholion is found.

57. Aeschylus scholia, ed. Wecklein, Persae 34-5
TWES Statpotot Zovolokdrns (Zobots kat Kdvns Blomf.) kat TInyds
kat Taywv. Td yap ovépaTa TETAAKE KAl OUK €TV AlyuTTLakd.
Notes: the text on which the scholion comments is Zovolokdvns TInyaoTayov
AlyvrToyevnis; the material in parentheses is a suggested emendation by the
nineteenth-century scholar C. J. Blomfield; Statpéw “divide”; midoow “fabricate”
(for the subject cf. 4.1.43); éoTwv = éaTw. This scholion is considered to be im-
portant evidence for the Alexandrian origins of the Aeschylean scholia, since it

must have been written by someone with knowledge of Egypt.

58. Aeschylus scholia, ed. Smith, Agamemnon 503a (Triclinian)
Twes pépovtal TGL ToTAL 6TL atbipepor €k Tpolas ToLel ToUs
“EN\nvas mkovTas.

Note: avbnpepov “on the same day.”

59. Aeschylus scholia, ed. Herington, Prometheus Vinctus 561d

‘H 8¢ toTopla Totavm" "o 1 Tob “lvdyou BuydTnp, €pacbeioa Tapd
TOU Alds, €mel ToUTo €yvw M "Hpa kal épele kaTalapBdrecdat
Tap’ avThs, PHeTEPARON Tapd ToU ALos €ls Bolv, tva pn yvwobij
Tis €in. 1 “Hpa &€ mpooeNboboa 76 Al é(rjTnoe TavTny kal €aPe
8Gpov map’ avTov, Kal SESWKEY "Apyw TG TAVOTTY QUAATTELY AUTHY.
0 8¢ Zels md\w €pacBels auTiis émepde TOv ‘Epuijy deelécba
TaOTNY TOU "Apyou kal Stakoploal avTd. kal €mel dAws \abetlv
"ApYov TOV TavToOTTNY ovk TV, SLd Pofis ALbelas TolTov dvipnker:
o0 TO @dopa 1) “Hpa T ’lol kal peTd TOv avrol BdvaTov mapedeikvver
€Ml TG PAAOTA €KQOBElV avTnv. 1 8¢ moANa mAavndeloa kaTda
BLa@épovs TOTOUS, TENEuTAloV dATTfpe kal mpos Tov Kauvkaoov
oopévn Tov ITpopnbéa. A.

Notes: LoTopla i.e. background; €pacbels has passive meaning the first time it oc-
curs, but active meaning (“having become enamored”) the second time; épel\e

has lo as its subject; petapd o “change”; mapd + gen. “by” (cf. 4.1.28); Sapov
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“as a gift”; 8é8wkev: cf 4.1.23 for tense; mavdéTTns “all-seeing”; UAdTTELY is an
infinitive expressing purpose; o0k fv “it was not possible”; dvatpéo “kill, destroy”;
@dopa “phantom”; éml TG + inf. is equivalent to a purpose clause; TAavdopat

wander”; TexevTatov “finally”; dmalpw “go away.

60. Pindar scholia, ed. Drachmann, Pythian 2. 106
KUPLE : KUPWTLKE KAl TENEOTIKE, TOUTECTL TAVTWY EXWV THV KUPLOTTTA.
Notes: kKupwTLk6s “sovereign”; TeheaTikds “completely powerful”; kuptétns “do-
minion”; kUpte was a very common word from the first century Ab onwards, but at
that period it did not have the same meaning as it does here (this is its only attes-
tation in classical literature), so the scholion serves not to gloss an unfamiliar word

but to alert readers to its archaic meaning.

61. Pindar scholia, ed. Drachmann, Pythian 8. 107
Ta 8’ ovk €T’ dvdpdol KelTal: TabTA 8€ OUK ETTLY €V AUOPWTOLS,
TO €k mepvolas kmoachar: TO Satpdviov 8¢ EKATTH TAPEXEL.
Notes: the first part (up to the comma) is a paraphrase of the lemma, in which the
7d referred to blessings available to humans, and these blessings are also the un-
derstood object of kTioacbat; meptvora “deliberation” (i.e. acting with forethought).
The last clause paraphrases the rest of the line that begins with the lemma, datpwy

8¢ maploxet.

62. Pindar scholia, ed. Drachmann, Pythian 4. 1¢
oLV Apkecia: TO oy Tpos TO abéns, v’ 1) cwadéns. kopdlovTt
8¢, KWOILOUS dyorTL: KWHOUS 8¢ dyouoLy ol VIKGUTES KATA TV EAUTGY
maTtplda.
Notes: mpds is equivalent to “goes with”; (va is probably consecutive not final;

kwpdovTt is a second lemma; kGpLos “victory procession”; katd “in” (cf. 4.1.32).

63. Pindar scholia, ed. Drachmann, Pythian 6 title
Inscr. ['éypamTal EevokpdTel "AkpayarTivw VeVKNKOTL KATA TNV
k8" TTuBLdBa. @avepov 8¢, OTL al Kdal ov KaTd Xpdvov SLdkeLvTal
N yap mpoO TaUTNS 0N "Apkea\dw yéypamTal viknoavtt Aa’ TTuBLdda.
Notes: Inscr(iptio) refers to the title of the ode, which reads ZevokpdTet
AxpayavTive dppatt; katd: cf. 4.1.32; TTuBuds “Pythiad” (celebration of the
Pythian games and the interval of time between games, like “Olympiad”); kaTa

xpovov i.e. in chronological order; 8tdketpat “be arranged”.

64. Pindar scholia, ed. Drachmann, Pythian 3 title
Inscr. b. "HBelov Xelpwvd ke SLalvpidav: Tépwvt TTOLa viknoarTt
™ k¢ TTubLdda- pépvmTar 8¢ kat Tiis mpo TavTns TTubLddos, GoTe
éml Tdls &0 vikals TV wdNv ouvTeTdxBal. ouvddel 8¢ Kal Ta ATO
TGOV Xpovwr. Os yap NHON Bacikevovtés enow (Vs. 70)° 0s
20pak6coaLoy dpxel Tpals doTols. kabloTaTtal 8¢ 6 ‘Tépwy Baotlels
kaTta TNv os  ‘Olvpmidda, Ths kn’ ITuBLddos Ti) TpoKELPEVT
"ONURLTILASL ouyxpdrov oUoNS, WOTE TAVTN TE€ Kal TAVTWS WETA
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TNV voTepov TuvbLdda, MTis yéyove meplt TNV o€  "OAupmLdda,
ouvvTeTdxBal TOVSe TOV €mivikov. MpOS &€ TNV Tmapoloav TUXNV
Tob ‘lépwros dppoodpevos eUxeTal €év Tdals mTuxdais Tov TInAlou
Sudyew Tov Xelpwva UmEp ToU Svvacbar Tov ‘lépwva Bepamelas
TUXELY U’ adTob: Abudoel yap voéow kaTtelxeTo. Tov &€ Xelpwva
pLas Tov Qreavidwr kat Kpévouv yevealoyolouv.

Notes: Inscr(iptio) b indicates that this is the second scholion on the title, though
the lemma that immediately follows is from the first line rather than the title, and
the scholion covers both title and lemma; TTv6La “Pythian games”; TTubuds “Pythiad”;
pépvnpat (here) “mention” (the subject is Pindar); ouvtdoow “compose”; 800 is
indeclinable here; ourddw “be in accord [with this]”; Ta dmo TGV xpdvwy “chro-
nological information [in the ode]”; ws + gen. absolute i.e. “implying that”;
BaagilevovTtos understand ‘[épwvos; mpats “mild”; katd “during” (cf. 4.1.32);
mpokelpevos “aforementioned”; mdvTn = mdvTy “in every way”; oTepov could be
adverbial or perhaps a mistake for botépav; appoodpevos mpos “fitting with”; mapiv
“contemporary” i.e. to the dating just discussed; evxeTar “pray for™: the subject is
Pindar (cf. 4.1.43); 8tdyw “live on”; 6epameia “medical treatment”; Aiblaots “kid-
ney stones”; yevealoyéw “trace a pedigree, say that [someone] is born from.” In
the fifth century both Pythiads and Olympiads lasted four years (the Pythian games
took place in the third year of each Olympiad); the former were counted from 582
BC and the latter from 776.

65. Aristophanes scholia, ed. Koster and Holwerda, Pax 782b
v TG dvTiypdeuw mapoEuTovor evpor TO Kapkivos. {ows olv
ouvéoTeLNeV alTO, ws kal “ApaTtos. RVIT
Notes: TG i.e. “my”; dvtiypagov “copy”; mapoEvTovos: cf. 4.2.7; Kapkivos is the
word being discussed; cuoTéN\w “shorten” (understood subject is Aristophanes);

the statement about Aratus is true, e.g. Phaenomena 147.

66. Aristophanes scholia, ed. Koster and Holwerda, Pax 1244c

KOTTaBos: "Abnvailos év 7o Le” Noly OTL GLKENKT TLS €0TL TALSLA
TPOTWY €VPOVTOY ZLKEAGY, KBS gnat Kpitias VIT 6 Kalaloxpov V
€v Tols éleyelols

KOTTAROS €k OLKEATS €0TL XBovds, EKTPETTES €PyoV.
Atkaiapxos 8¢ 6 MeoonLos, "ApLoToTENOUS pabnTYs, €V TG TepL
*Akaiov kal THY MdTarya admy elval gnot oLke\kov dvopa. \atdyn
8€ €aTL TO UTOAELTIOpEVOV €K TOU €KTOBEVTOS TOTNPlOoU Uypdy, O
oUVECTPAPLPEV) TR XeElpl dvwbev €pptmTov ol mailovTes €ls TO
KoTTdBLov. KOTTABOS 8¢ ékaleiTo kal TO TLOépevor dblov Tois
VIKOOLY €V TG TOTw KAl TO dyyos €ls O évéPallov Tds AdTayads,
ws Kpativos év Nepéoet Selkvuow. 8TL 8¢ kal xakkov fjv, Edmols
BdmTais Méyel:

XOAKG TeEPL KOTTAPRwW.
TINGTwY 8¢ év ALl kakoupévey TaldLis €18os Tapolviov Tov KGTTaBov
elvar dmodidwowy, év 1 €floTavto kal TAV okevaplwy ol



158

READER

BlakuBelovTes. €kdAOVY € dykUANY TNV ToU KOTTdRou mpdeaLy St
TO émarykuloly T Seflav Xelpd €V TOlS dTOKOTTAPRLOPOLS. Kal
ArykuATTOUS EAeyor KOTTABOUS. OTL 8¢ GBAOV TTPOEKELTO TG TPOE €V,
TPOELTTOPED.

ENEYOVUTO B¢ TLVES Kal KaTakTol KGTTaPoL. v 8¢ Noxviov dydpevor
TdMY Te oupmimTor UPmAdy, éxov TOV pudvmy kalolpevov, €@’ ¢
TNV KATABANNOPEVTIV ETLTETELY TAAOTLYYA, €EVTEVDEY O€ EUTiTTELY
els hekdvny UmrokeLpévny TAYeloar TG koTTdPw. kal Tis fv drpLphs
evxépeLla TS BoAfis. ToU 8€ pdvov ToAoL pépvnurat.

N 8¢ €tepov eldos Tawdids Ts év Aekdvy. altn 8¢ Vdatos
mANPoUTAL. €méKeLTo 8¢ €T avTi] 0EVBaa kevd, €@ d BdA\ovTes
TAS MATAYaS €k KapxNolwy EmELpGYTO KATASVELY. AVPELTO € TA
KOTTABLA O TAelw kaTadloas.

OTL 8¢ TGV €pwiévoy ELEPVNVTO APLEVTES €T aTOLS TOUS
Aeyopévous koTTdBous, dfjhov motel "Axatos VIT év Alvy V kal
Ka\\{paxos:

TONOL 8¢ PuAéovTes dkdvTiov Nkov €pale
olVOTOTAL OLKENAS €K KUMKWV NATAYAS.

OLKEAAS B¢ alTAS OUK ATELKOTOS wvdpacev, Emel, 1S TPOElTONEY,
JLKEAGY TO €Vpnua, kal €omovdacTdl o@ddpa map’ avTols O
koTTapos. VI

Notes: insight into the development of scholia can be gained by comparing this
note to the fuller version in the passage of Athenaeus from which it is derived (15.
665-8); év TG te” “in book 15" i.e. of the Deipnosophistai; ékmpemis “remark-
able”; \dTa€ and Aatdyn “wine-dregs” (the latter form is the Sicilian dialectal vari-
ant); avtiy “itself”; vopa “word” (predicate, because it does not have the article);
éxkmive “drink up, drain”; motriptov “drinking-cup”; Uypdv “wet substance”;
ouaTpéPu “close [a fist]”; dvwbev “from above”; koTTdBLOV “kottabos-basin”; dyyos
“vessel”; the Plato mentioned here is the comic poet, not the philosopher; kakéw
“distress”; €l8os “type”; mapoivios “suitable for a drinking party”; dmod{Swpt “ex-
plain”; ééloTapat + gen. “abandon”; akevdprov refers to a small utensil, including
those used for dice games; StakuBetw “play dice”; the point is probably that this
version of kottabos was a gambling game so alluring that the players gambled away
even their basic implements; dykOAn “bend of the arm”; mpdeats “throwing forth”;
émaykuhéw “bend”; dmokoTTaBiopds “action of hurling out the last drops”;
ayku\nTos “thrown from the bent arm”; mpolepat “throw out”; kaTakTés “to be
let down”; NUxviov “lamp”; dydpevov “[capable of] being drawn up”; cupminTw
“descend”; pdvns is a small bronze figure; mAdoTuy€ “disk on top of the kottabos
staff”; N\exdvn “basin”; mAnyetoav (from m\noow “strike”) is probably a temporal
participle agreeing with mhdoTiyya; evxépera “skill”; pépvnpatr “mention”;
6EUBagov “saucer”; kapxnotov “drinking-cup”; dvaitpéopat “take”; koTTdBLOV
“kottabos-prize”; adTOLS i.e. the saucers; the quotation is Aetia fragment 69 (from
the story of Acontius and Cydippe), and its text is debated; dkévTiov: Acontius;

nkov “threw”; €pale “to the ground”; otvoméns “wine-drinker”; KOME “wine-cup”;
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amelk6Tws “unreasonably.” The fragments are Critias fr. B 2 in M. L. West, lambi
et Elegi Graeci (2nd edn., Oxford 1992) vol. ii; Dicaearchus fr. 95 in F. Wehrli,
Die Schule des Aristoteles (2nd edn., Basle 1967) vol. i; Cratinus fr. 124 K-A;
Eupolis fr. 95 K-A; Plato fr. 46 K-A; TrGF Achaeus T fr. 26 (vol. i, p. 123);
Callimachus fr. 69 in Pfeiffer (1949-53).

67. Plato scholia vetera, ed. Greene, Symposium 194b
okpipavTa.
N ~ 5 5 T ¢ N , N N ,

TO Aoyelov €’ ov ol Tpaywdol NywrilovTo. Tves 8¢ KaANBavTa
(sic) Tplokelf| @acly, €@’ ou loTavTal ol UTokpLTAl Kal Ta €k
LETEWPOU AEYOUTLY.
Notes: hoyetov “speaking-place”; Tpaywd6s “tragic actor”; kaAN(BavTa is not oth-
erwise attested (hence the editor’s “sic”), but it must be related to ktAMBas “stand

or pedestal”; Tpiokehis “three-legged”; petéwpos “aloft.”

68. Plato scholia vetera, ed. Greene, Republic 338¢

TTovAvddpas.

outos O Tlovuddpas dmd Zkotovoons MV, Torews Oecoalias,
SLaoNUOTATOS TAYKPATLATTNS, UTEPLEYEDNS, 0s év TIépoats map’
"Qxw YEVOPEVOS TG BACLAEL \éovTds AVEINeV KAl WTALOPEVOUS
YULVOS KATNywrioaTo.
Notes: TarykpatiaoTis “pancration fighter”; Umeppeyétns “extremely large”; Tapd
+ dat. “at the court of”; dvatpéw “kill”; kataywvi{opar “defeat”; 6mAi{w “arm”;

yupvéds “‘unarmed.”

69. Plato scholia vetera, ed. Greene, Philebus 66d

TO TplTOV TG COTAPL.

€K PETAPOPAs e€lpnTatl ToU év Tals ourouaials €00us: ZoPokATS
€v Navm\ie katamiéovTt (fr. 425 Pearson). €kLpr@rTo yap €v avTals
KpaTTipeES TPELS, KAl TOV pev mpdTov Alos "Olvpmiov kal Oeqv
"O\upTiwr éXeyov, TOV 8¢ 8eUTepor Npwwy, TOV 8¢ TplTOV CWTTHPOS,
0S €évTavbd Te kal on év ITolitTela (583b). éNeyov 8¢ avTOV Kal
TéNeLov, ws Evpumidns Avdpopéda (TGF fr. 148) kal *AptoTopdvns
TaynuioTais (fr. 526 Kock).
Notes: €k petagopds “metaphorically”; Tov i.e. based on the; guvovoia “social
gathering”; YogokAfs: cf. 4.1.12; katamiéw “sail back”; ktprdw “mix wine with
water”; cwTnp i.e. Zeus Soter (see E. Fraenkel 1950: iii. 652). The reference to

Pearson is to an outdated collection, but the fragment is still numbered 425 in

70. Aeschines scholia, ed. Dilts, 1. 182
365 dvijp els Tv TolT@r] ‘Immopévns dmd Kédpov kaTayduevos,
N 8¢ Buydtne Aetpwvis. ovto Kal\ipaxos. amgVxLS
Notes: katdyopat “be descended from”; for the Callimachus reference see fr. 94
in Pfeiffer (1949-53).
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71. Aeschines scholia, ed. Dilts, 1. 39

83 mpo EvkAelSov] EVpNAos 0 TepLTaTnTLKOS €V TG TPITw TEPL TTS
dpxatas kwpwdlas @not Nikopévn Twa Pieiopa Bécbar undéva
TOV LeT’ EUkAeldny dpxovta peTéxeww Ths MONEwS, dv U1 dpew
TOUs yovéas doTous €mdelénTar, Tovs & mpo Evkie(Sou
dveEeTdoTous d@elobar. amgVxLS

Notes: meptmatnTikés “Peripatetic” (Aristotelian philosopher); TpiTw: cf. 4.1.33;
Nikopévn is acc. subject of 6éc0at (“made”); pndéva is subject of peTéxetv;
Evkhe(dny dpxovTa i.e. the archonship of Eukleides; gm@iopa “decree”; mohews

i.e. citizenship; dv = édv; doTds “citizen”; dveEéTaoTos “unexamined.”

72. Aeschines scholia, ed. Dilts, 3. 95

213 ovvTaypa] olovel mMAHOS XPNUATOV. MyeTal 8¢ Kal dAaxXoD
TO oUVTaypa KAl €m ToU TAYWLATOS TGOV OTPATIWTOV. Ofev kal
mapd MevdvSpw dvéyvwpevr TO ‘olOvTaypd THS dpxfs. TO &€
Aeyopevor mepl BuBAlov mapd Twov ob AéyeTal oUVTAYHLA TAPd
Tols dpyatols, dA\a pdAov oUyypappa. VXLSE

Notes: cOvTarypa “arrangement’; otovel “that is” (introducing a paraphrase); m\fjfos
“sum”; d\\ayob “elsewhere”; émi: cf. 4.1.31; Tdypa “arrangement”; 60ev i.e. for
this reason; draryryvaokw “read”; 70 Aeyopevor goes with an understood otvtarypa;

mapd: cf. 4.1.28; oUyypappa “written work.”

73. Aeschines scholia, ed. Dilts, 3. 160

366ac€ls alTiav] olovel katnyopiav, émeLdn 1 Bouly, dvamelobeloa
map’ avTov, €6uce Beols Xdpwy Opoloyoloa UTEp TOU PLAlTTOU
BavdTou. €veka ToUTOU "Abnralols VoTepor EMOTENWY "ANMEAVSpos
oUTws €ypaser: “ANEaVSpos TG pev dMpw xalpewy, Th 8¢ Poulj
oudév’. xLLSF

366b 1) otvTais &€ ‘els atTiav 8¢ TNV Boulny kaTéoTNOEY LTIEP
Ths Buolas TOV evayyeNwr'. xL

Notes: otovel “that is”; abToU i.e. Demosthenes; émoTé o “send a message”; oUTws:
see 4.1.23; ovtadis “construction”; kaBlotnut els altiav “bring into blame”;

evayyélov “good news.”

74. Aeschines scholia, ed. Dilts, 1. 59
135b doTpaydlovs T€ Twas SLacelaToUS | TOANAKLS TVES KOSWVAS
dpyvpols 1 xakkols €EfmTov évdov alTav, (va deiépevol Rxov
Twa ATmoTeNGoL kal Tépdty év TH TadLd. ovuToL olv éNéyorTo
SLdoetaToL. ‘PLLoUs’ 8¢ dA\axol pev anpaivel €ls ols éupdiovTat
at ijgoL, évtatba 8¢ d viv kaloloy ol KuBeuTal Tupyla. amgVxLSE
Notes: dotpdyalot “dice”; StdoeloTos “shaken about”; kddwv “bell”; éEdmTw “fas-
ten”; xos “sound”; dmoTeléw “produce”; Tardid “game”; eiuds “dice-cup”;
dM\axob “elsewhere”; onpalvet: subject is @Lpovs; Pfigos “pebble”; évTatba:
understand ‘QLpovs’ onpatvet; kuBevrs “dice-player”; mupylov diminutive of

mopyos “dice-box.”
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75. Aeschines scholia, ed. Dilts, 2. 10

27 Ths lepelas évimuior] mepl v ypagny nmpdpTnTal: S€t yap
veypd@bar ‘Ipepaias. Tipatos yap €v TR €kt (OTOPEL yuvdikd
Twa 1O yévos ‘lpepatlav 18€lv dvap driotoav avty els TOV olpavoy
Kal Tpos Twos dyecbatl Beacopévny Tas TGOV Bedv olknoeLs. évha
(Selv kal Tov Ala kaBeldpevor €m Bpdrov, €@’ ¢ €8é8eTo TUPPOS
TLS QPpwOS Kdl Péyas AAITEL Kal KAoLG. €péabal olV TOV TrepLdyorTa
00TLS €0TLY, TOV 8€ €lTElV” ‘ANdoTwp €0TL THS Zikellas kal “ITallas,
Kal €drmep dedi), Tas XWpas dLagbepel’. meptavacTdaoay 8¢ Xpovw
VoTepov UmavTiioal Atovuoiw TG Tupdvwy pETA TGV Sopu@dpwv,
(Soloav 8¢ dvakpayeiv s ovTos €in O TéTe dAdoTwp SerBels,
Kal dpa TalTa Aéyouoav TECELY €l TO €8apos €kAuBeloar: peTd
8¢ Tplpnrov ovkéTL O@BRvaL TN yuvaikd, UTO Alovualou
Sta@dapeicar Mdbpa. ovTos 8¢ Lépeldy gnowy elval Ty yuvdika,
undevos TovTo LoTopioarTos. amgVxLSiD

Notes: ‘lpepalas i.e. instead of lepelas; €xtn: cf. 4.1.33; loTopéw “record”; dvap
is adverbial (“in a dream”); dviovoav is participial indirect statement (after {8€tv),
but this construction quickly gives way to the infinitive, hence the kal connecting
dvioboav to dyeaBat; Tpos + gen. “by”; Bedopat “view”; olknots “dwelling”; muppds
“red-haired”; d\vots “chain”; khotds “collar”; dhdoTwp “scourge”; meptavioTnpt
“wake up”; UmavTde “encounter’; dvakpdlw “shout out”; €dagos “ground”; éxhlopat
“faint”; Tp{pnvos “period of three months”; 00Tos i.e. Aeschines (or perhaps the

copyist who made the mistake pointed out at the beginning of this note).

76. Erotian's Hippocratic glossary, ed. Nachmanson, introduction (31-2 =
pp- 4-5)
mapd TadTNY yé ToL TNV alTlav moANOL TGOV ENNOYILwY OUK LaTpGV
pévov, aANG Kal YpappaTik@y éoTovdacar éEnynoacbal Tov dvdpa
Kal TAS MéEeLs €l TO kowdTePOVY THS OLALAS dyaryely. EeVOKpLTOS
yap 6 K@os, ypappatikos ov, ds ¢now 6 Tapavtivos Hpakieidns,
TPOTOS €MERAAETO TAS ToLavTas €Eamholy Puvds. Ks 8€ kal O
Kutiets "Amoldvios LoTopet, kat Kal\ipaxos 6 amo Ths ‘Hpopilov
olklas. ped’ 6v @aot Tov Tavaypaiov Bakyxetov €miBalelv TH
TpaypaTelg kal Std TpLav cwTdEewr TAnpooal Ty mpobecpiav,
TOMAS Tapabépevor els ToUTo papTuplas momTEY, ¢ 81 TOV
eumeLptkor ouyyxpovroarta Puivor Sia €EaBiflov mpaypaTtelas
avTeltely, katmep Emkléovs ToU KpnTos émtepopévov Tas Bakyeiov
MéEels Bua . . ouvvTdEewr, "AToNwviov Te ToU "O@ews TavTO
ToloavTos, kat Atookopidov ToU Pakd TAoL TOUTOLS AVTELTOVTOS
S émta PLBMwy, "Amolwriov Te Tob KiTliéws okTwkaideka mpos Td
Tou Tapavtivov Tpla mpos Bakxelov Siaypdsavtos, kal [Nauvkiou
TOU €pmeLptkol SL” €vOS MOANVOTIXOU TAVU Kal KATA OTOLXELOV
TETOLNUEVOU TAUTO EMLTNOEVOAVTOS TPOS TE TOUTOLS AUCLULAXOU TOU
Kwov k’ BBAMwY ékmovnoarTos mpaypaTelary peTa ToL Tpla HEV



162

READER

ypdsar mpos Kudlav Tov ‘Hpogpiletov, Tpla 6€ mpos AnunTpLov. TGV
8€ YPAPPATIKOY OUK €0TLY O0TLS €EANOYLHOS QPaveELs TapfiNde Tov
dvdpa.

Notes: mapd + acc. “for”; éNAéyipos “highly regarded”; Tov dvdpa means
Hippocrates but refers to his writings; 6ptAla “speech”; ypappatikos wv is for
YPARPATLKOS Ov; €mBdAopatl “undertake”; émBdAw “throw self into”; éEamhdm
“explain”; @wvn] “phrase”; mpaypatela “treatment of a subject”; ovTakls “trea-
tise”; mpoBeopta “allotted time”; TapaTiBepat “apply”; épmeLpikds i.e. a member
of the Empiricist school of medicine; émTépvw “abridge”; Sta . . ouvwtdEewv is
missing only a number; @akds “having a birthmark” (gen. sing. here); ToAboTLX0S
“with many lines”; kata oTouxelov “in alphabetical order”; émtndevw “practice”™;

mapfABe i.e. did not write about.

77. Galen, commentary on Hippocrates' Aphorisms 4. 48 (Kiihn xvii.ii. 727)

TO & €L TT) TEAEUTH TOU APOPLOPLOU SLXWS €EVPLOKETAL YEYPAUPEVOV,
€V TLOL pev ws mpoyéypamTat, fv 8€ Wi TL TGOV CURQEPOVTWY
éxkplvnTat, év TLol 8€ xwpls ToU PN, KaTd TOVde TOV TpdTOV, NV
8¢ TL TGOV OUPLPEPOVTWY EKKPIVTTAL® KATA L€V TNV TPOTEPAV YPAPTV
0 \dyos €aTal TOLOUTOS, AV 8€ TL TGV UT) CURLPEPOVTWY €KKpiveaBal
QalvnTal kevoUpevor, ovk dyabor éoTL: KaTa 8¢ TNV deuTépav, NV
8¢ TL TGOV CUPLPepSVTwY TG (Ww KAl otkelwy ékkplvnTal, OUK dyadov
€oTL. BerTlwy obv 1) mpoTépa ypagy.

Notes: the difficulty here is to distinguish Galen’s own words from quotations and
paraphrases of Hippocrates; 8Lx®s “in two ways”; mpoyéypamTat i.e. at the begin-
ning of the passage, which is not quoted here, and in the quotation from
Hippocrates that begins immediately after this word; ékkplvw “excrete”; Adyos

»

“meaning”; kevéw “evacuate [from the bowels]

mepl 8¢ TOV kaTaypdTwy dElov émonuiracbal ToooUTOV, 1S
TAELOTAKLS OVopLdlwV oUTmS aUTd, OTavidkls &€ Tou ypdidsas dyuos
TNV EMLYPAQPNY €TTOLHOATO KATA TO omdvior. OBev éviol paoty ovde
dinpficfar mpos ‘ImmokpdTous avTol TA CUYypdppaTd, ypaeivat
8¢ €v ONov dpPw TPOCKELPEVOU TG VOV MUY TpoKeLPéVy BLBAw
TOU TMepL dpfpwy ETLyeypapLLévou, Slatpedijral 8¢ VoTepor UTO TLvos
els 8Vo 8La TO péyebos, Mrika 8¢ Qv &v dugw, Kowor kal TO
émlypappa avrtois elvar Ty kat’ inTpelov Q. kal TouTou &
avTol TeLpdvTal Gépely paptuplav kakds, dTe &v elvar olyypappa
TO kAT’ InNTpelov Talatov dvdpa AMéyovTes, Tob ‘lImmokpdTous ToL
[vwot8ikov Viéws: o0 yap 81 TO VIV ye oUTWS ETLYEYPULILEVOV
BLBAIBLOV pikpov, Omep O péyas ‘ImmokpdTns €ypadev, 65 €8oEev
év avTols “EAnowy dploTos LlaTpds TE Kal ouyypaPels: dAN’ €TeLdN
TeEPL TOV KAT  INTpELoV TPpATTOUEVOY €V TOUTOLS 800 BLBAlots O
\OYos avT(h ylveTat, dLa ToUT émuypagfval kat’ inTpetor avTd
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@aot, SLa TavTod 8¢ ToUTO Kal THY ThS dLdackaias TAEw olk dkpLos
€xev. €v Te yap ToUTw TG PR TO TEPL TOV KATAYULATWY
€EapbpnpdTwy TWOV PYNUOVEVELY aUTOV KAV TG HET  alTo Tepl
TV €€apBpnudTor dvapepixbal Twd mepl kKaTaypdTwy ok ONyov
Aoyov. ots 8 o0 Sinpficfal Tpds Twos, dAN €€ dpxTis U0 yeypdpdal
Sokel Ta BLBAla, kaTd TO TAELGTOSUVAPOUY (ACLY. OUT® Ydp
voptfovov avTol TAS EMLYpa®ds avT®r metolfjodat, kdvTelbev
dpEdpervol pakpov AmoTelvouaL Aoyor, dTOSELKVIVTES TA TAELOTA
TGOV BLBAM eV avTob KaTd ToUToV émiyeypd@bal TOV Tpdmov. éyw &’
€l pev avTos ‘ImrmokpdTns €ypadser Q' €v 1 oUX VO’ €V ApedTEpa
T BLBANa Aéyewr ovk €xw . ..

Notes: Galen discusses the title of Hippocrates' TTept dypov; watch for titles not
marked off from the surrounding text except by their onic dialect. émonpalvopat
“note [in addition]”; kdTaypa “fracture”; ws with émouijoaTo, of which the under-
stood subject is Hippocrates; oUTws i.e. with the term kdTarypa; omavidkis “rarely”;
aypos “fracture”; émrypagn “title”; Statpéw “divide”; mpds + gen. “by”; mpookeLpévov
... €émMyeypappévou gen. absolute (the second participle is substantivized and is
the subject of the gen. abs.); mpooT{fnpt “add”; émypdpw “entitle”; nvika “when”;
dpew is the suject of fu; émiypappa “title”; kat’ inTpetov “in the doctor’s
office”; v “phrase”; makatov dvdpa requires emendation, probably to Takatov
avdpos; the point is that the famous Hippocrates was the later of two physicians of
that name; o0 ydp: understand something like “this Hippocrates wrote”; 8t8aokaiia
“teaching” is the subject of €xewv; €Edpbpnpa “dislocation”; avTév is Hippocrates;
Kav = kal év; ols is governed by Sokel and has as its antecedent the understood
subject of @aoiy; understand something like “that they were given titles” to intro-
duce kata 1O mhetoTodUVapOUY; TAELoTOBUVAREW “be the greater part” (of the

contents of each book); avtob refers to Hippocrates; ¢’ €v “in one.”

79. Lucian scholia, ed. Rabe, Apologia 12
amafamdvTov: VO’ €V: UTL Yap TOL TavTdmaowy. "AploToQdrns
Elpnvy [247]
‘amaldmavta katapepvTTwTeLpéva.” ~ ECVEQA
Notes: U@’ €v “as one,” i.e. with one accent, to be read as one word; kaTapuTToTEVW

“make mincemeat of”; the symbols at the end refer to manuscripts.

80. Lucian scholia, ed. Rabe, Phalaris 1. 3
€ priBwr] épnpol MéyovTar ol péxpL TV Le” Xpdvwy TuyXdavorTes. ~
Notes: péxpt + gen. “up to” (i.e. in age); xpovos “year.”

81. Lucian scholia, ed. Rabe, Soloecista 5
maTp@a®] TaTpikd OTav elTwper, TA TOU TATPOS Aéyoper {GYToS
TOU TaTpos, OTar 8¢ Ta TaTped, TebunkdTos. ~ 'VMOUQ
Note: the asterisk indicates that although there is no lemma, at least one manu-

script had a sign linking this scholion to the word TaTpga.
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82. Apollonius Rhodius scholia, ed. Wendel, end of book 4

TapdkerTar Td cxolia ék T@v AovkiAou Tappatov kat CopokAelov
kal ©¢wvoc. [Tdppa méAe Kprjtne, dc @net Aoyyivoc €v Toic
dulordyole (fg philol. 18 Vauch. 307).] L

Notes: this is the subscription, the note at the very end of the scholia stating where
they come from. The second part has been added later to explain the first part, a
scholion on a scholion. mapdketpat “be written beside [the text]”; axdAia “scholia”;
76 understand “works.” The reference is to L. Vaucher, Etudes critiques sur le
traité du sublime (Geneva 1854), but the fragment is easier to find on p. 92 of O.
Jahn and J. Vahlen, Dionysii vel Longini de sublimitate libellus (1910, repr. Stuttgart
1967); both are editions of On the Sublime with collections of fragments at the

end.

83. Apollonius Rhodius scholia, ed. Wendel, 1. 1081
GANOL péV pa: 1) ToLavTn cuvalolgn Tiic vewTépac lddoc écTi.
SLo pépovtal ZnroddTy elmértL Seiv dvaywdckers (B 1) ‘Aot
pév pa Beol Te kal avépec™ ov kéxpnTal yap TavTn “Opnpoc.
Notes: ouvak(o)n “crasis”; "lds [yA@TTa] “Tonic [dialect]”; 816 “on account of

which”; avaryi(y)viokw “read.”

84. Apollonius Rhodius scholia, ed. Wendel, 1. 985
not &8 elcavéPav: 1 elc mpdbecic meptTT. AlvSupor & Gpoc
Kulikov Lepov Tijc ‘Péac, Sta TO 8L8UouC pacTolc év auT@ dvikeLy,
we enet duhoctépavoc (fg2 M. 111 29), oUTw mpocayopeubéy: coumaca
8¢ 1 Ppuyla tepa 1) Be@. 1} Sia TO 8Uo ExeLV dkpac oUTw KANELTAL.
Notes: mpéBeats “preposition”; meptoods “superfluous”; paotés “breast, hill”; dvrko
“reach up”; dkpa “top”; mpooayopew “call.” The reference is to the collection of
historical fragments that preceded FGrHist: C. (or K.) Miiller, Fragmenta His-
toricorum Graecorum (Paris 1841-70, repr. Frankfurt 1975), where this fragment

appears in vol. iii, p. 29; the reference is still valid, as this fragment is not in FGrHist.

85. Apollonius Rhodius scholia, ed. Wendel, 1. 1085-87b

MEw dpvopévwy: Ty kaTdmavey kal \a@neLy THc Tor avéwy
Blac. <dkTainc:> TO ydp Gpreov Baldcciov kal év Tolc alytalolc
Brotv. MéyeTar 8¢ kal 6 Zevc €@ektic te’ Nuépac 1, oc Tvee, 18
eldLewac moLely, (va dmokuren mapd Tolc atytalole, dl dAkvovidec
Nuépal karotvtat, ¢ mpod ToU TOKOU Kal {" PLETA TOV TOKOV. €LAN (e
8¢ Ta mept TOV dikvévwr mapa Twddpov ék Tatdvor (fg 62 Schr.).
€eONdywe 8¢ dccav elme THY THe dikudvoc gurryr: vmd yap “Hpac
Ny dmectazpévn, dc enet Tivdapoc.

Notes: kaTdmavaots “stopping”; A\d@nots “cessation”; dkTains (“coastal”) is a sec-
ond lemma, supplied by the editor because the explanation following it is a note
on a different word; Spveov “bird”; alytads “seashore”; €efs “successively, in
a row”; €UdLeWos “clear, fine”; dmokvéw “bear young”; d\kvovis is the adjective

from dikuvév “halcyon” (a kind of bird); 6ooa “omen-bearing cry.” The reference
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would now be given as fr. 62 Snell-Machler, referring to H. Machler, Pindari

carmina cum fragmentis, ii (Leipzig 1989).

86. Apollonius Rhodius scholia, ed. Wendel, 1. 1089a
aeidcTolo: "Amoldédwpoc év Taic Aéfect (cf. 244 fg 240 ].)
ATOSESWKEY APAACTOV TO AKPOCTONLOV. OUK €V, ETELST) TO AKPOCTOALGY
€cTL TO dkpov Tob cTOou, cTdNOC 8¢ NéyeTal TO éEéxov Amo TTic
TTUXTIC Kal BLijkov dxpL Thc mpdpac EVAov: mTuxT 8¢ MéyeTat, OTou
TO Tic vewc émypd@eTar Svopa. écTv oy d@AacTor <«o> TO
AKPOCTONLOV <TO> KATA TNV TPWPAV, AAN" O TOLNTNIC avTO Tapadidwety
éml THic mpoprne Aéywv (O 716 sq.):
“EkTop 8¢ mpiprnder émel \dBev, ouTL pebiel
deAacToV peTA XepCLy éXxwy.

Kal €lpnTal AQAACTOV KATA cuyyévelar Tou ¢ mpoc TO 8, déhacTov:
kaTd avTtigpacty, émel elPAacTdv €ctiv. €cTiv olv dphacTov cavidlov
KaTd TNy mpUpvav.

Notes: dglacTov “stern-ornament”; dmodldwpt “define”; dkpooToliov “terminal
ornament”; dkpov “top (of)”; oTO oS “prow”; é€€xw “project from”; wruxY “fold”
(part of a ship); 8tikw “extend, reach”; dixpt “as far as”; mpdipa for mpopa “front of
a ship”; E0Mov “beam”; émiypdpuw “inscribe”; 6 mounTris: Homer (cf. 4.1.42);
mapadidwpt “teach”; mpvpva “stern”; d6AacTos “undentable”; avtigpaots
“antiphrasis” (the replacement of a negative word by its opposite, as eUEewvos for
dEevos); eVB aaTos “easily dented”; caviSiov “small board.” The reference is to
FGrHist = Jacoby 1929.

87. Hipparchus’ commentary on Aratus, 1.2. 1-5

“OTL pev ovv TH EU86Eov mepl TGV @Qaivopévwv dvaypa@i
kaTnkolovnker 6 "ApaTos, pdbol pev dv TIS SLd TAELOVOY
TapaTlfels Tols TOLRUACLY AUTOU TeEPL €EKATTOU TOV AEYOREVWY
Tas mapd TG EvdoEw Aékets. ok dyxpnoTov 8¢ kal viv 8L ONlywv
uTopvfjoal 8Ld To SloTdleabal TOUTO Tapd TOLS TOMOLS. AvapépeTal
8¢ els TOv ElUd0Eov 800 BLBMa Tepl TGV Qaivopévov, cOpQuvd
kaTd TAvTa oxedor AR oLs TAY OM YLV o@bSpa. TO pev olv v
avtov émypdeetar “"EvomrTpov”, TO 8¢ €Tepov “Pawvdpeva’. mpos
Ta Pavdpeva € TNV TOINOLY CUVTETAXEV.

Notes: @awvopeva “things that appear [in the sky], [celestial] phenomena”;
avarypagn “description”; kaTakohovbéw “follow, imitate”; TAetévwr: understand
something like “passages”; mapat(6npt “compare”; NéEls “prose expression”;
axpnoTos “without profit”; bUmoptpriokw “mention”; StoTdlw “doubt”; dvagépw
“attribute”; oUpQwros “agreeing”; émypdgopat “be entitled”; évomrTpov “mirror”;

mpds i.e. following; cuvTdoow “compose” (the subject is Aratus).

88. Hipparchus’ commentary on Aratus, 1. 3. 1-4
“OTL pev obv E086Ew émakolovdnoas O "ApaTos CUVTETAXE Td
dawdpeva, tkavis olpal Setkvival SLd TOY TPOELPNUEVWY. €V OLS
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8¢ Stam{mTovow olTol Te kal ol ouvemypa@dpevol alTols, Wy 0Tl
kat 0 "ATTalos, viv UmodelEopev. ékOnodpeba 8¢ €vBéws kal €v
ots 18lq €kaoTos abTAY SlapapTdrel.

TMpoStainmtéov &€, 8LOTL "ATTANOS TATL OXESOV TOLS UTO TOU
"ApdTou NeYOpEVOLS TrEPL TGV oUpaviwy CUVETILYPAPETAL WS CURLPUVWS
TOLS PALVORéVOLS U alTOD NeYOpEVoLs, TATY €’ €V0S Kal BaTépov,
a 8 kal vmodel€oper év Tois €Efis. Myel youv €v T(¢ mpooLiie ToOv
TpoToV TouTOV" “SL0 81 TO Te ToL "ApdTov BLBAlov é€ameoTdAkapéy
oot Stwpbupévor U@’ MUV kal THY €ERynowr avTob, Tols Te
(PALVOEVOLS €KAOTA CUPLQWYA TOLOAVTES KAl TOLS UTO TOU TOLNTOU
veypappévols dkorovBa.” kal mdlv €Efis onout “tdxa &€ Twes
émnTRoovat, TivL \Noyw TeLoBévTes Qapér dkohovbws T ToU
ToLnTOL TpodLpéael TNV SLopbwaoty Tou BLPAlov TemoLfjobal: Nuels
8¢ dvaykatoTdTny alTliav dmodiSopev THY TOU TOLNTOU TPOS TA
eawépeva cupn@uriar.” ToladTny ovv éxortos Tob "ATTdNov THY
StdAndiy, doa dv dmodelkvinper TGV UTO Tou "ApdTou kat EvdéEou
KOLVAS AEYOREVWY  BLa@wrolvTa Tpos Td @avopevd, o€l
Stalappdvewr kat Tov "ATTalov mEPL TOV aUTOV SINUAPTNHEVWS
oUVATOPALVOPLEVOV.

Notes: émaxkolovdéw “follow closely”; év ols: in both cases, understand anteced-
ents TaUTa (objects of UTodelEopev and of €kbnodueba); diamimTw “err’;
ouvemtypdgopat “assent”; uodelkvupt “show”; éxtibepat “set forth, expound”;
€VBéws “straightaway”; 18q “individually”; SLapaptdve “err”; mpodtalapfdve “ex-
plain beforehand”; 8167t “that”; €@’ évos kal Batépou “on one [point] and the
other,” i.e. on one or two points; €€fs “following, later”; mpoolptov “preface”; Std
“on account of which”; 76 understand “copy”; é€amooTé \w “dispatch”; SLopfow
“correct”; €ENynots “explanation, commentary”; dké\ovBos “conforming to”; Tdxa
“perhaps”; ém{nTéw “inquire further”; mpoalpeats “purpose”; dmodidwpt “give in
explanation”; StdAndits “judgement”; Stapurén “disagree”; Stakapfdve “assume”;

ouvamo@alvopal “agree in asserting.”

5.1.3 Grammatical Treatises

Contents: Theodosius 89; Choeroboscus 90; Michael Syncellus 91; Trypho 92;
Gregory of Corinth 93—4; Dionysius Thrax 95-8; Herodian 99-101; Apollonius
Dyscolus 102—4.

89. Theodosius, Canons (from GG iv.i), 7. 6ff.
Kavaov €.

‘Evikd. ‘O AnpocBévne Tol Anpocbévouc: Ta elc Tc ovopata
map’ oUOETEPWY CUVTEDELPEVA TTAVTWC €LC OUC E€XEL TNV YEVLKNY,
yévoc ebyevrc elyevoic, RPoc kakondne kakordouc: cecmpelwTal
TO dykuvhoxeline dykuloxellov. Eidévar 8¢ 8el OTL mhca yevikn
elc oUT Mjyouca cuvnpnpévn éctiv: 8et olv TOV KAvovTa TpdTepov
NapBdvely TO €vTeléc kal oUTwe ToLely TNV cuvalpecty, ToU
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AnpocBéveoc ToU AnpocBévouc. T@ Anpocbével TG Anpocbéver,
TOV AnpocOévea TOV Anpochévn, & Anudchevec: Td eic 1
€lc OUC €X0VTA TNV YEVLKNY €LC EC TOLEL TNV KANTLKNY, Anpocbévnc
Anpocbévoue & Anpdcbevec.

Avikd. To AnpocBévee Tw AnpocBévn, Tolv AnpochevéoLy
Tolv AnpocBevoiv, ¢ Anpochévee & Anpochév.

TTAnB. Ol AnpocHéveec ol AnuochHévetc, Tav Anpocbevé wv
TGV Anpocbevav, Tolc Anpochévect povuc, Tove Anuochéveac
Tovc AnpocBéveic o AnpocBérveec @ Anuochéverc.

Notes: The dual and plural forms, though theoretically possible, are unlikely for
practical reasons; the editor’s use of extra spacing for examples follows the prin-
ciple that each element of the paradigm is spaced out the first time it occurs, but
not in later occurrences; cf. 4.1.16, 19 and for vocabulary 4.2.11; kavav “rule,” i.e.
paradigm; €is: cf. 4.1.29; mapd “from”; curtibnpt “compound”; TdvTws i.e. al-
ways; onpetéw cf. 4.1.36; dykvloxeilns “with crooked beak”; ouvatpéw “contract”;

k\vw “decline”; évteis “full”; cuvaipeots “contraction”; TAN6. = TANOLVTLKA.

90. Choeroboscus, Commentary on Theodosius (from GG iv.i), 307. 5ff.
TeTéov OTL Ta €lc T MyyovTa On\uka mpocbécel ToU T moLolct TNy
YEVLKIY, olov ka\ kafic, "A@podiTn "A@podiTne, Tupy TLpfic, HeAéTn
peXéTne: OBer THY yuvalkoc yevikhy dmo Thc yivalE elfelac kekhicOal
Qapév kal ovk Amd THe yurn, émel THc yuvfic elxev elvar: dTL ¢
The ywatkde yevikiic yival éctv 1) elbela, év TR dldackalig Thc
KANTLKTC TOU 6wpaé pepabikapev. Tatta pev év TouTolc.

"Allov 8¢ écTl (mThcal, Statli TO yuw) dkA\LTOY écTiy, 08¢ yap
Aéyoper Tiic yuviic: kal €cTiy elmely TadTny THY dmoloylav, OTL
Ta €lc I MyyorTa StcuMaBa T¢) U TApdAnyOuevd €KTETALEVOV
éxouct TO U, olov pivn (1) mpoTpom) kal 1) mpdQactc) Bovn (oltwc
€xANON UcTepov N "lvw) Ppivn (Gropa kipLor): TO S€ yurn cucTENEL
TO " elkdTwe obv we poviipec dihiTov épelve. Talta pev v TovTolc.
Notes: cf. 4.2.11-12 for vocabulary; Tpécfeots “addition”; otov: cf. 4.1.40; k\ivw
“decline”; elxev [dv] elvat “would have had to be”; TatTa pév: understand some-
thing like “suffice”; dtatl “why”; dikhitos “indeclinable”; dmoloyla “defence”;
StovMapa “disyllabic [nouns]”; mapakiyopat “to have in the penultimate syllable”
(+ dat.); éxTelvo “lengthen”; mpoTpot) “incitement”; Tpd@PaoLs “excuse”; CUTTEN®

“have short”; elk6Tws “reasonably”; povnpns “exceptional.”

91. Michael Syncellus, ed. Donnet 1982, 11. 69ff.

ITept kuplow kAl TPOOTYOPLKGY KOLV@Y TE KAl €TLKOIVWY.

Kata onpaciav Tolvur TGr dvopdtwy Statpovpévur e€is kuptd
T€E KAl TPOOTYOpLKA Kal ETBETA, TA LEV KUPLA GEL LOVOYEVT] EOTLY,
1 dpoevika pévov, 1§ Onluka pévov otov ‘0 “Ounpos”, “f Kalkdmm.”
Tov 8¢ mpoonyoplk@y, 6oa eV {dwy €0TL ONULAVTIKA WS €TL TO
TAELOTOV KOLWA TG YEVEL KADETTNKEY, ELTOVY dpoevLKa Kal OnmAvkd,
évia 8¢ €oTw émikowva.
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Kowd pév odv éotiv 8tav ) adTi guil petd Stagbpou dpdpou
mpo@épnTat, olov “6 drlpwmos” kal ‘N dvlpwmos”, “6 tmmos” kal ‘%
{mmos.”

Emikowa 8¢ &rav 1 adth @uwim peta Tob avTob dpbpov, olov ‘1
XENBWY” €Tl TOU dpoevikol Kal BNAUKOU TPo@EéPNTAL" SLATTEANOVTES
8¢ TO dpoev dmo Tob OAeos, Méyoper ‘N xeAldwv 6 dpony,” kat ‘M
XeEMBwY 1 Ofeta™ kal O deTds €ml ToU dpoevikol kal On\vkoD,
SLaoTéNovTes 8¢ TO O\ dTO TOU dpoevos, Aéyouer “0 deTOS M
e’ kat ‘0 deTos O dpony.”

Notes: an explanation of the types of noun gender; cf. 4.2.10-12 for vocabulary;
KUpLOV sc. BrojLd; TPOaTYOPLKOY sc. Ovopa; onpacia “meaning”; Statpéw “divide”;
povoyevnis “having only one gender”; {@Gov “living being”; onpavtikds “indicative
of [i.e. referring to]”; ws éml 10 mAetaTov “for the most part”; kabéatnka “be cor-
rectly”; elTouv “i.e.”; purn “word”; mpo@épw “utter”; xeAduwv “swallow”; BLaoTé\w

“distinguish”; deTés “cagle

92. Trypho, treatise TTept TpdTwy attributed to Gregory of Corinth, ed. M. L.

West 1965b, p. 238

KaTtdxpnots
KaTtdyxpnols €oTt Lépos AOyou <dmod ToU> Kuplws KAl €TUUWS
KATOVOLAOOEV<TOS> NeYOUEVOV ETTL TLVOS €TEPOU AKATOVOLATTOU KATA
TO olkeTov, olov TUELS XaAKT Kal TP papxos. kKal 1) pev muEls Kuptws
Kal €TOLWS €0TW 1) €k {EONOV} TUEOU KATETKEVATILEVT, <KATAXPTIOTLKDS
8¢> kal Ta PONBSwa <«kal T xakk«d muEdas mpooayopeloper:
KAl TPLIPAPXOV OU PLOVOV TOV TPLIPOUS ApXOoVTd, AANA Kal TEVTHPOUS
Kal €ENpovs. kal TOV ArdpldrTa Kal yuvdlkos Aéyoper. kat “Ounpos
VEKTAP €WVOXOEL,
oU KATA TO Olkelov, dAN” dKATAVOPATTOV €TTL.
Notes: pépos Adyou i.e. word; dmé “[by transference] from”; € Topws “etymologi-
cally”; kaTovopdlw “name”; émi: cf. 4.1.31; éTépov = dA\\ov; dkaATOVOPLATTOS
“nameless”; kaTd TO otketov “properly speaking”; muEls “box”; mOEos “box tree”;
HOA(BBLVOs “leaden”; mpooayopelw “call”; mevTipns “quinquereme” (ship with
five rows of oars); €€njpns “ship with six rows of oars”; dvdpLds “statue”; olvoxoéw
“pour wine”; dkaTtavépacTov: for dkatovépactov. The Homer quotation is from
Iliad 4. 3.

93. Gregory of Corinth, On Dialects, ed. Schaefer, 23-9

Kal 10 6polos mpomepLloTwpérvns €KEépouaty, ws kal map’ ‘Ounpw:
‘Qs atel Tov Opolov dyel Beds S TOV OPOLOV.

Kal €0TL KAl TOUTO Avdloyor: Td ydp SLd Tob Otos umep o aul\afds,
un dvTa mpoomyoplkd, ATAVTA TPOTEPLOTEVTAL, olov YeAolos,
AN\OLOS, €TEPOLOS, TAVTOLOS, OUTW KAl OPOLOS. TO PEVTOL UTEP U0
ouA\aBas elpnTat Std TO YAOLOS, PAOLOS, KAOLOS® TPOoTEéReLTAL B€
TO U1 GUTA TPOGNYOPLKE SLA TO KONOLOS, GrojLa Opréou. TO 8¢ OPOLoS
TPoTapoEVVETAL KATA TNV KONV cuvTifeLav.
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Tpémel 1) "ATOLS TO T T P&V €is T, T 8¢ eis & Ty yap 6dhacoar
Bd\aTTav Aéyet, kal TO GEUTAOV TEUTAOV, Kal TTY GULPOPAY EVPLPOPAV,
kal TO oUpBolov EVRBONOV. Tpétel 8¢ TO T els € ém Tev dmo This
olv mpobécews dpxopévav kal ourTebelpévwr MEewr pévov. kal
avTn 8¢ 1 ouv kab’ €auTny €ls Evv TpémeTal, ws TOH

— — —ApTédL Ev.

Notes: accentuation does not follow modern practice; cf. 4.2.7, 8, 10 for vocabu-
lary; the understood subject of the first sentence is the speakers of Attic (in this
case specifically old Attic, as later Attic had 6poLos); €k@épw “pronounce”; dvdhoyos
“regular”; T Sta Tou 6103 “those [ending] with -otos”; UTép “more than”; pr sig-
nals conditional participle; mpoonyoptkéy “common noun” (a designation that in
this passage excludes adjectives); 6pveov “bird”; kowds i.e. koiné; ournfera “usage”™;
"ATO(s “Attic dialect”; ) ... 7 “in some places . . . in other places”; Méyel the
subject is still ’AT6{s; curtiOnuL “compound”; Mé€Els “word”; ouvTedeLpévaw i.e.
with odv. The quotations are from Odyssey 17. 218 and the Homeric hymmn to Apollo
165.

94. Gregory of Corinth, On Syntax, ed. Donnet, 33. 192ff.
Tlpéoexe olv kal, kaTd Tovs dpLbpovs, T olkeia Tols OvépacL
pipaTa clvamTe, AV TGV ToloUTwy “Td Tawdla ypd@el, T4 KT
akovel, Ta pripata Aaiettal.” Evtatfa ydp Tols TANOUITIKOLS, 0S
0pds, OUBETEPOLS OVONATLY EVLKA ETLQOEPOVTAL PiLATA Kal €lwhey
oUTw ypd@eohal moTe €V pndvols Tols OUBETEPOLS.

Impetwoat kat Ta Aexdnodpeva: ‘6 guAOYos ypdpouaty, O X0pos
avarywaokovoy, 1 mAnOus BopuBoloy, TO cuvédplov okémTovTaL.”
Evtatba yap Tols €vikols, os 0pds, ovdpact TANGUVTLKA ETLPEPOVTAL
pipaTa, dtd TO Ta AexBévTa dvépaTta TANBoUS €lval onpavTLKd:
Kal yap 0 g0NOYos kal O Xopos kal Ta TolabTa dbpoiopd elot
TONGOY" €Tl POVWY YoUV TGV TOLOUTWY OVOLATWY €VIKGY OVTwV,
Suvatov TiBecbal pripaTa TANGUYTLKA.

Notes: cf. 4.2.10-11 for vocabulary; mpooéxm [Tov voiv] “pay attention”; olkelos
“suitable”; ouvdmTw “attach”; ém@épopat “follow” (note that Gregory fails here to
follow the rule he is expounding); elwba “be accustomed”; onpetéw “note [as ex-
ceptions]”; auvédprov “council’; onpavTikds “indicative [of]”; cOMNoyos “assem-

bly”; d6potopa “gathering.”

95. Dionysius Thrax, Téxvn, ch. 12 (from GG i.i), 24. 3ff.

"Ovopd écTl pépoc Aoyou TTWTLKOV, COUA T TPAYHA CNLdivoy, cOpa
HEV olov \(Boc, mpdypa 8¢ olov Taldela kowdc Te kal idlwe
\eyduevor, kowde pev olov dvBpwmoc {mmoc, (8lwc 8¢ olov
CwkpdTnec.—IlapémeTal 8¢ TG dvopaTL TévTe: yévn, €ldn, cxNuaTa,
aptBpot, TTHCeLC.

[évn pév olv elct Tpla- dpcevikdy, nlukdy, ovdéTepov. éviol 8¢
mpocTLBéact TovToLe dANA 800, KOOV TE Kal ETIKOLVOV, KOLVOV [EV
otov {mmoc kUwv, émkolor 8¢ olov XeAdWY deTdc.
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Elén 8¢ 800, mpwTdTUTOV KAl TApdywYOoV. TPWTOTUTTOV PEV OUV
ECTL TO KaTd THY TpWTNY Bécty AexBév, olov I'1j. Tapdywyov 8¢ TO
aq’ étépou TV yévecwy écxnkdc, olov [atfioc <n 324>.

E{dn 8¢ mapaydywv €cTiv €mMTd: TATPWYULLKGY, KTNTLKOV,
CUYKPLTLKOV, UTTEPBETLKOV, UTTOKOPLCTLKOV, TAPWIUHOV, PNHLATLKOV.
Notes: cf. 4.2.10-12 for vocabulary, but note that €{8os also has the meaning “type”
in this passage; TTwTLkOs “declinable”; oGpa (“concrete thing”) and mpdypa (“in-
corporeal item”) are objects of onpdaivov; olov “such as” (cf. 4.1.40); (8{ws “par-
ticularly”; mapémopar “be an accident of”; mpootiOnut “add”; Béots “formation”;

mapdvupor “derived from a noun”; pnpatikéy “derived from a verb.”

96. Dionysius Thrax, Supplement Ilept mpoowdiey (from GG i.i), 107. 6ff.

‘H d&eta TdTOUC €xeL Tpeie: dEUTOovoY, TapoElTovor, O kal BaplTovor
AéyeTat, kal mpomapoEvTovor, O KAl BapiTovors MAPATENEUTOV
AéyeTar. 6EOTOVOV Brvopd KAAELTAL TO €Ml TOU TENOUC EXOV TTV
dEetav, olov kaldc copdc SuvaTdc. mapofuTovor dropa KarelTal
TO PO pLdc culhaBfic Tob Télouc €xov THY dEetav, olov lwdvunc
TTé Tpoc. mpomapoElTovor dvopa KA elTar TO mpd Vo culafmr
Tob Téhouc éxor T dEeiav, otov 'pnydpLoc Bedduwpoc.

H mepLemwpévrn Tomoue €xel 810, TEPLCTOILEVOY KAL TIPOTIEPLCTIWLEVOV.
TepLCTWLEVOY OVopd KANELTAL TO €Tl ToU TENOuC €XOV TNV
TepleTwpévny, olov Oupdc Aovkdc. TpoTepLCTTOREVOV Sropd
KOAELTAL TO TPO pLdc cul\affic Tob TéNOUC €XOV TNV TEPLCTOILEVTY,
olov kfToc &M poc.

‘H ydp Bapela culaPLkoc TOvoc €cTl, TOUTECTLY €lC TNV CUNARTY
THY pn €xovcar TOV kvpLov Tévov T éml Télouc €TiBeTo. AN’ Tva
un kataxapdccwrtalr Ta BLAla, ToUTO VOV o0 yiveTatr, dAN’ elc
Tov TOmOov Thc Ofelac év Ti cuwvemeiq T{BeTar: olov dvBpwmoc
KalGc. 18ov évTatba elc TO Aoc €T€On 1) 6fela, OTL €m TéNouc
cUpédn. éav 8¢ elmme kaloc dvBpwToc, (Sob Kde elc TO hoc €Tébn
N Bapeta, 0TL peTa TabTa €TEON TO dvBpwmoc.

Notes: one learns something about the author’s date and background from the clearly
Christian orientation of the examples; cf. 4.2.7-9 for vocabulary; mapatéhevtos
“penultimate”; olov: cf. 4.1.40; cuMaBLkds TOvos i.e. a mark indicating the nor-
mal pitch of an unaccented syllable; kOpLos “principal”; the éml Télovs marked ¥
is corrupt and is best omitted; kaTaxapdoow “scratch all over”; i.e. “cover with
marks”; cuvémera “continuous text”; (800 “behold”; some of the aorists near the

end are equivalent to perfects (cf. 4.1.23).

97. Dionysius Thrax, “Scholia” (from GG i.iii), 391. 23{f.

TTo\\a 8¢ TV avTiypd@ouv €c@altal: 1 ydp 6pdTne Tou pnTol
avTn éctiv: “Sidvvpor &€ écTL”, encly, “dvdpata dvo kvpta kab’
EVOC TETAYREVA ™ OUX OUTWC B €XEL TA TAELCTA TGOV AVTLYPAPY,
d\\a “kaf’ €voc kuplov”, mdrvy dvonTwe.
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Notes: cf. 4.2.12 for vocabulary; dvtiypagov “copy, manuscript”; c@d\\opat “to
err,” pf. “to be incorrect”; 6p8dTNS “correct form”; pnTdés “expression”; Stwrupor

“double name”; TdTTw Katd “apply to.”

98. Dionysius Thrax, “Scholia” (from GG i.iii), 160. 24{f.

Tlepl 8€ TOL €l €écTL yvriclor TO Tapov cUyypappa Atovuciov Tob
Opakoc MUELCPATNTAL" ETEXElpTcaV Ydp TEC OUTWC €LTTOVTEC, WC
ol Texvikol pépvmrtat Atovvelov ToU Opakoc kal Aéyoucty, OTL
BlexwpLle TNV mpocyoplar €kelrvoc Ao TOU OVOPATOC KL CUVTITITE
TG dpfpy THY dvTwruplav: 6 8¢ Tapov TEXVLKOC TNV mpoctyoplay
kal TO dvopa &v pépoc Aoyou oldev év olc gnew <p. 23, 2 Uhl> “\
yap mpocnyopla wc eldoc TG dvépatt vmopéBAnTaL”, kal To dpbpov
Kal TNV dvTwvuplar 800 pépn AGyou yvweket, kal ouxl €v. "EcTwy
olv eimeilv, we ékeivoc 6 Atovicioc dioc fv- ékelvoc pev ydp
padnmhe Nv "AptcTdpyou, Oc kal Tov Eautol Stddckalov Cuyypagricac
€V TG cThPeL auTol TN Tpaywdlav élwypdence dia TO dmocTndilewy
avTov macav THv Tpaywdlav: olToc 8¢ écTv O \eydpevoc 6 Tob
TInpot- éNéyeTo 8¢ Kkal oUToc OpdéE, § Ld TO TpaxL tcwe Tiic Purfc,
7 8LOTL Kal T dAndeia Opdé - elkdc 8¢ kal kaTd TAdVIY KAnOfvaL
avTov Opdka. “OTL 8¢ d \hoc €cTiv ékelvoc kal di\\oc ouToc, Sn\ot
kal O Tap” dugotépwr dpLepde Tob pApaToc: ovToc pév ydp obTwe
TO pripa opiletal, <p. 46, 4 Uhl> “prijpd €cti Aé€ic dmTwToc,
EMLOEKTLKT) XPOVWY TE KAl TPOCHTWY Kal dpLtBpdv, évépyelav 1 mdboc
mapteT@ea”™ 0 8¢ Awovicloc 0 OpdE, de gner AToANGVLOC €V TR
PrpaTtikd, oUToc oplleTal TO pRipa, “pipd éctt AMéELlc kaTnydpnua
cnpaivouca.”

Notes: this scholion is part of the still ongoing debate over the authenticity of the
Téxvn. Cf. 4.2.10-13 for vocabulary; Tob goes with the whole clause that begins
with et (cf. 4.1.17-18); yvrioros “authentic”; émixetpéw “attack”; Texvikés “gram-
marian”; pépvnpat “mention”; Staxwpllw “distinguish”; mpoonyopla “appellative,”
i.e. common noun or adjective, not a proper name; UToRd\o “subordinate”; év
ols i.e. “when”; (oypa@én “paint” (a picture of ); dmootné({w “repeat by heart”;
kata mhdvny “by mistake”; mapd: cf. 4.1.28; optopéds “definition”; opilopat “de-
fine”; dmTwTos “indeclinable”; maplotnut “present to the mind,” i.e. “express”; the
Prpatikdy is a lost work of Apollonius Dyscolus, so this is fr. 55 Linke; kamnydpnpa
“predicate.” There is a distinction between oUTos for the author of the present trea-
tise and éketvos for the pupil of Aristarchus, and an assumed etymological con-
nection between ©pa€ “Thracian” and TpaxUs “rough” (cf. 4.1.26). The references

are to GG 1.i.

corrections from Egenolff (1884)
"Hy. 008V plipa OpLeTikOy EVLKOV TpGTOV TPOCHTOV KATA TOV aiTov
XpOvov OpdTal TPOTOV TPOCWTTOV EVLKOU KAl TPLTOV €VLKOU KAl TPGHITOV
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kal TplTor mANBUVTLKOD, &TL i) Lovor TO AV. v ydp €yo "ATTLKOL
Méyouct kal AV €xeivoc kal TANBwTikGe Clpwridne éml mpiTou
TPOCWTOU, MCTEP KAl €V ETMLYpApLacty:

NV ékator eudlat, dlxa 8¢ coiewy
dvtl yap ToU Mjpev Mv.

Thc 8 v Tpeic ke@alai (Hes. Theog. 321).

Kogol 8 fv mpomdpolBev.

0UK dyrom 8¢ OTL dAwe Toltkilwe MyeTal TO PTjpa.

Notes: cf. 4.2.10-13 for vocabulary; katd “in” (cf. 4.1.32); understand dv after
opdTat; 6TL pn “except”; "ATTicol “speakers of the Attic dialect”; émi: cf. 4.1.31;
womep kal i.e. “as for example”; émiypappa “epigram”; kw@ds “blunt”;
mpotdpotBev “in front.” The first quotation is odd, as it is difficult to believe that
v is a first-person verb here, but in the absence of context such an interpreta-
tion is not impossible. The point of the second and third quotations is that there

. 7
nv is used for noav.

100. Herodian, TTept kaboAikfis mpoowdias, from Schmidt’s edition of
[Arcadius’] epitome, 58. 5ff.
Ta ets KO vmepSiotdhaBa el mapalriyolto | pakpg BaplveTal:
"Avikos (kvpiov) Kdikos T'privikos dlAikos el 8¢ T EI
SLpbdyyw, 6ElveTar Sapelkds Boetkds Aekelelkds Kepapelkss.
ceonuelwTar 70 Kapikds o€vtovor kat éxov To I pakpov, ws TO
TMaAikos.

Ta els IKOY ktnTikd émbeTika kal On\ukor éxovTta dElveTal:
FalaTikds “ITakikds TTvbayoplkds. TO 8¢ ASLKOS OV KTNTLKOV.
7O 8¢ NA(Kkos kal TnAlkos TapoElrovTal: o ydp KTNTLKA.
Notes: cf. 4.2.4, 7,9, 11-12 for vocabulary; cf. 4.1.17-18 for the use of the ar-
ticle; ets: cf. 4.1.29; vmepSravAaBos “of more than two syllables”; mapakiyopat
“have in penultimate syllable” (+ dat.), onpeiéw cf. 4.1.36; Bnlukov éxovTa i.e.

not being two-termination adjectives.

Elpl. o08€v elc [T \yor OpLCTLKOV PTipa KATA TNV NULETEPAV
SLdAekTOV BLEAGY YW TapaAyeTaL, dANa pévor To elpl, 6 cnpalvel
TO UTAdpXw. OUK Ayro® 8¢ OTL kal TO Bapuvdpervov 1) mapddoctce
SLa TTic €l dLPhdyyou ypdpeL: ovx Uylhc WEVTOL OUTE KATA TO
kivnpa avTob oUTe kaTd THY Alolda StdhekTov, wc S€SelkTal
pot €v Tolc mept dphoypaplac. TpocKeLTAL §€ KATA TNV UETEPAY
StdlekTov, émel Alolelc mdlatpl kal yélatpl gact kal TAAVALLL,
BoltwTol 8¢ TdpPetpl kal moletpl kal QUAeLpLL.

Notes: cf. 4.2.4, 13 for vocabulary; Myw €is: cf. 4.1.29; katd: cf. 4.1.32; mapoiyyopat
“have in the penultimate syllable” (+ dat.); onpaivw “mean”; Udpxw “be”; TO
Bapwépevor “[the elpt] that has a recessive accent,” i.e. eljt ibo; Tapddools

“tradition”; 8ud: cf. 4.1.30; UyLos “correctly”; kivnpa “inflection”; the point is
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that a verb conjugated 1st sing. -ut, 3rd sing. -t is a true pt-verb (and thus should
not have a diphthong before the -pit) rather than an Aeolic reworking of a con-
tract verb into a pt-verb, which would be conjugated 1st sing. -ut, 3rd sing. no
ending (and would usually have a diphthong before the -t )—see Choeroboscus
at GG iv.i. 320. 33-322. 12; dpBoypaplia “orthography”; mpdokerpat: cf. 4.1.37

(the subject is kaTa TNV NueTépar StdlekTov).

102.  Apollonius Dyscolus, ed. Uhlig (GG ii.ii), Syntax 273. 9ff.
Ovd¢ €kelvo &€ pe Ménbdev, oc Twvee émeTdpalar THY Tapd macLy
cuppuvwe mietevbelcar 86Eav, nc pLdc MéEewme kakia écTiv O
BapBaptcpdc, emmiokiic 8¢ MEewy dkaTaHAwY 6 colotkiepic,
avrol elenyncdpervol TO kal €v pLi Mé€el kaTaylyvechal cololkicpLov,
el kaTd Onketac @ain Tic oUToC f TAHPouc UmdvToc, TapadéjLevol
Kal d\\a TTic avTiic éxopeva elmbelac. TO mpOTOV, OTL OUSEpLA
€vBeta cwvicTaTal 8lxa pripaToc €lc avTOTENELAV, KAl PTLATOC
ToU pn dmaitotvtoc €Tépav mAaylav. écTiv yap TO oUTOC
TEPLTATEL AVTOTEAEC, OV UNY TO PAATTEL" \elmeL yap TO Tva.
AdAN” €l kal oUTwe @ainpev, Tic ce éTude; TO dvBuTaydpevoy
olToC KOOV €xel Tapalappardperor TO pApa: Tlc KalelTal
Alac; oUToc. ovk dpa d\ndéc TO €v pid AéEel cololklcpov
yivechat. ... TO odv kata Onkelac Aeydpevor oUTéc pe €Tuler
oUX apdpTnpa Tou Aoyou: TO 8éov yap ToU KaTaA\n\ov avedéEaTo.
€l yobv vmovcnc Onielac @ain Tic aiTn pe € Tvdav, OLoAGywe
CONOLKLET BLa TO dkaTAMNN\OV TGV MéEewv, kav dAnbelel TO yévoc.
Notes: Apollonius defends the usual distinction between barbarism and solecism
(cf. Quintilian, Inst. 1.5), arguing that because it is possible for a statement to
be factually wrong without being ungrammatical, lack of concord with the real-
ity outside a sentence does not constitute a one-word solecism. émtapdoow “to
trouble,” i.e. “argue against”; mapd “among,” here = “by”; cup@wrws “harmoni-
ously,” i.e. “unanimously”; AéELs “word”; émumhokn “combination”; dkaTd\n\os
“lacking in concord”; elonyéopat “introduce [the idea that]” (the object is the
articular infinitive); katay(yvopat “exist in” (articular infinitive with subject
goMoLKLOWOV); kaTd “about” (cf. 4.1.32); et “to be the subject of discussion”;
mapatiBepat “offer’; éxopat “to pertain to”; evnPeta “silliness”; 6TL: supply some-
thing like “it is clear” to govern this; eUbeta: cf. 4.2.11; cuvioTnut €ls “to form
into”; 8lxa + gen. “without”; abToTéAeLa “complete sentence”; P signals a ge-
neric participle; dTatTéw “to require”; mhayla “oblique case”; avToTENS “com-
plete in itself”; Aeimo: cf. 4.1.35; dvbumrdyw “to say in reply”; kowov éxet “has in
common” (with the T(s); TapakaTalapfdve “use”; A\oyos “sentence”; TO KaTdANAOV
“agreement”; aradéxopat “receive” (understood subject is the sentence); OpoAdyws

“agreed-ly,” i.e. “it is agreed that”; colotkilw “to commit a solecism”; yévos “gender.”
103.  Apollonius Dyscolus, ed. Uhlig (GG ii.ii), Syntax 389. 13ff.

TGe olv ol yelolol kal ol doplcdperol ke Awpleic ob TepLCTIGCL
TOUC UTTOTAKTLKOVUC éNOVTAC, KAl ol ém{nTrcavTec KaTd T( oU
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TEPLCTIACLY; O YAP AGYOC ATV €E ACUCTATOU AMLATOC CUVECTTKED.
Av 8¢ TO Sehedcar THY ToOTwY dyvolav 1) yevopévrn opoguria éx
ToU elc @ AMjyovToc doplcTou, €xoucd OUTWC. O TPOCYEVOUEVOC
xpévoc €v Tolc OpLCTLKOLC dpd TG WETACTHVAL TNV OPLCTLKNY
€yKA\LCLY TEPLYpd@eTaL” Tapd yap TO €AeEa €UKTIKOV pév yiveTal TO
MeEatpt, dmapéppaTor 8¢ TO MEat, TpocTakTLkoy 8¢ TO MEov. kal &1
oV €V TT) UTOTUKTLKT] €yKACeL TaUTOV TAPEITETO PETATOLOUUEVOU
TOU TENOUC €1C TO B. KABOTL KAl ETTL TGV AWV TApwXNHEVOY TAUTOV
cuvéBalver: € payov—€dav Qdyw, €dpapov—€adv Spdpw, Kal
oUTwe TO élefa—€av MéEw ylveTar Opolov OPLCTIKG PENOVTL TG
NéEw. OTL yap obx N covTakic écTv Tou PéAovToc Tob dywplcTou,
ca@ec éx Tfic mpokelpévne cuvtdEenc: Nc el pf peTaldBoler ol
EVTENECTEPOV TGV AOYWV KATAKOUOVTEC, BUCTIELBECTEPOV AVACTPEPOUCLY.
Notes: Apollonius ridicules those who think there is such a thing as the future
subjunctive; cf. 4.2.13 for vocabulary. dgoptlopat “determine”; meptomdw i.e.
treat as contracted forms (cf. 4.2.8); A\6yos “reasoning”; dovoTaTtos “incoher-
ent”; AMjppa “premise”’; ovvioTapat “arise”; 8eedlw “to lure [into]”; els: cf.
4.1.29; éxo + adverb = elpl + adjective; Tpooyevipevos xpéros “augment”;
mepLypd o “‘remove”; mapd: cf. 4.1.28; Tapémopal “occur in consequence”;
kaBOTL “because” (cf. 4.1.44); by “other past tenses” Apollonius must mean sec-
ond aorists (and perhaps aorist passives) here; édv (which always takes the sub-
junctive) is used with these examples to make it clear that they are subjunctive;
otvTaés first “construction,” then the title of the work from which this passage is
taken; dxwptoTos “indistinguishable” (i.e. from the aorist subjunctive); Tpoketpévns
i.e. “in front of you”; s i.e. the views expressed in this book (governed by
peTardBoter); peTarappdve “share”; évredéaTepor “completely”; kaTakolw “listen”

(+ gen.); BuamelbéaTtepov “stubbornly”; dvaoTpépw “to turn things upside down.”

104.  Apollonius Dyscolus, ed. Uhlig (GG ii.ii), Syntax 434. I1f.

MeTda Tac TGV pnudTwy cuvtdelc, dc év T@ TPO TOUTOU
AveTANpWCaer, OUTL TPLTW THC OANC TpayuaTelac, LETLHEY KAl
el Tac TeY mpobécewr cuvTdéele, Seopévac amodel€ewe mdavy
dkptBecTdtne, kabd Sokel Ta poépLa olc pev pépect ToU Aoyou
8ékncwy mapéxew cuvbécewe, olc 8¢ Tapabécewe, €cd’ dTe ol
Bonbouvpeva Tévwy 8Lwpact, kabdmep Td TAELCTA TV LEPHY TOV
\oyou BLa Thc €viceme ToU TOVYou TO povadikov Tic Méewc
UTayopeveL, TOUTECTL TO €V wépoc AOyou etvat, 1} SLd Tfic povic
Thic kaB’ €kacTtov pdéplov TO Siccov éu@alvel TGV MEewv. To
vap Atoc kdpoc mapofuvdpevor pev TNy yevikny €xel 18lq
Vooupévny, OpoLov 6V T Atoc vidc, mpomapouvdpevor 8¢ dpotdy
€cTw TG AldyvnToc, AldSoToct TH Te €U vod SUo éxov
TeEpLCTOPEVAC OUONOYEL THY €€ émpprjpaTtoc kal PipaToc
mapdBecty, kal TO “‘EXANC WdvTOC KaTd TNV dpXNV €XOV TNV
Octav, kal TO € potU avToU Blc €xov TNV TepLCTTwévny. TalTd
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Yap Kal TA ToUTOLC OpoLd, dmeLpa OvTd, cuveAOOVTA PEV KATA
TOV Noyor TTc cuvbéceme €XeL Kal TOV TOVOV cuvnpniévor, ovx
oUTwe 8¢ éxovTa Kal Ta ToU TOVou €xeL dcuvé\eucTa, Kabdmep
8¢ elmopev, év TR kab’ ékacTov popLor poviy Tol TOrou TO KATA
mapdfecty OONOYEL.

Notes: This section provides a transition between the discussion of verbs in the
third book and that of prepositions in the fourth book; the need to identify by
accentuation what makes a word is caused partly by the lack of word division in
ancient written texts. Cf. 4.2.7-8, 10 for vocabulary; dvaminpdéw “to complete”;
mpaypatela “treatise”; péteLpl émi “go after,” i.e. “turn to”; kaf6 “because” (cf.
4.1.44); wépLov “word”; Ols pév pépeat Tob AGyou . . . Ols 8¢ “with some parts
of speech . . . but with others”; 86knots “appearance”; c0vbeots “composition”
(i.e. the formation of compound words); Tapdfeats “juxtaposition”; €06’ 6Te
“sometimes”; (8{wpa “individual feature”; €vwols “combination into one,” i.e.
“oneness”; povadikov “single[ness]”; Uaryopevw “imply”; povn “retention [of the
accent]”; SL.oodv “twolness]”; éppaivel subject is Td MAELOTA TAOV PEPHY TO
\oyou above; yevikn voouvpévn “genitive meaning”; 18la “by itself”; 6poloyéw
i.e. “demonstrate”; dmeLpos “innumerable”; \oyov “rule”; ouvatpéw “combine”;
oUTws i.e. compounded; Ta ToU TOvou = TOV Tévov (cf. 4.1.25); dovwéevaTos
“uncompounded.” The point at the end is that €U vo®, "EX\ns movTos, and épob
avTov all have doubles (ebvom, ‘EX\jomovTos, €pavtob) that are compounds

and distinguished from the uncompounded forms only by their accents.

52 KEYTO 5.1
5.2.1 Lexica
1. delpopat [means] “Irise up.” Sophocles [uses this word] in the Trachiniae
(line 216).
2. deMddwv (mmwy [means] “of swift [horses].” Sophocles [uses this word]
in the Oedipus Rex (line 466).
3. dpkToupos [is] a kind of plant, and a star.
4. Bww [means] “with the bow.” Or “with life.”
5. dpkel [means] “he gives aid” [or] “he helps.” Euripides [uses this word] in
the Peleus (TGF fr. 624).
6. demTot [means] “terrible.” And “invincible.” Aeschylus [uses this word]
in the Proteus (TrGF fr. 213).
7. BpuTixot [are] little frogs that have tails.
8. dpws [is] the name of a number among the Persians [i.e. in the Persian

language].
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doBece [means] “he destroyed.” The Cretans [use this word].

aocalapivios [means] “without experience of the sea.” But others [say that
it means] “not having taken part in [the battle] on behalf of the Sala-
minians” [i.e. the battle of Salamis]. (Aristophanes, Frogs 204)

appaTpoxLn [means] the track of the wheels. (Iliad 23. 505)

yoyypUlew [means] “mutter” [or] “make a sound like a pig.” [It is] the
same thing that some [call] yoyy0lew [“murmur”]. The same thing is also
called ypuAifew [“grunt”].

amokopowoapévals [means] “having cut off their hair.” For képoat [means]
“hair.” Aeschylus [uses this word in the] Hypsipyle (TrGF fr. 248).

doalydvas [means] “fearful”, and [the author] spoke thus imitating
barbarians.

BpUTTOS [is] a kind of sea-urchin, as Aristotle says (Historia animalium 4.
530b5). But others [say it is] a fish. And others [take it] trisyllabically [i.e.
as dpBputTov], [as in] “See, Laches is getting himself a sea-urchin.”

a\\os and €Tepos are different. For €Tepos [is] applied to two, but d\\os
[is] applied to more [than two].

anBés and d\nbes are different. For the opposite of false [is called] dAn6és
with oxytone accent, but what is said as a question [is called] d\nbes with
proparoxytone accent.

medaoTns and [TevéaTns are different. For one who seeks protection [is
called] a mehaoTrs, but one who was enslaved in the course of war, among
[i.e. in the dialect of] the Thessalians, [is called] a TlevéoTns, like the
Helots among the Spartans.

émikovpot and ovppaxot are different. For those coming to help the people
on whom war is made [i.e. who are attacked] and taking their part are
émikoupol, but the [allies] of those who make the war are oOppayot. Homer
preserved the difference through his whole poetry; therefore it is not pos-
sible to find in his works [anyone] called émikoupot of the Greeks, but [only]
of the Trojans.

vijes are different from mhota. Didymus (see Moritz Schmidt 1854: 321)
in the eleventh [book] of his rhetorical commentaries says thus: vijes are
different from m\ota. For the latter are round, and the former are oared
and military. And Aristotle (fr. 614 in Rose’s edition) relates as follows in
his Justifications of wars: “at about the same time Alexander the Molossian,
when the men of Tarentum had summoned him to the war against the
barbarians, sailed out with fifteen vijes and many horse-transport and
troop-transport mAota.”
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ITY0Lot [refers], among the Spartans, [to] four chosen men, two messmates
for each king.

‘Eavt [is] applied to the third person. But Attic speakers [also] use it
applied to the second person.

Timaeus to Gentianus, greetings. Understanding accurately your judge-
ment and your seriousness and love of beauty concerning Plato, and being
accustomed at the festival of Saturnalia to offer to my friends some of my
own [work], making use of amusement and at the same time of the sister
of amusement, seriousness, I picked out the things in the works of the
philosopher that are said with unusual words or according to Attic usage,
as [these things] are unclear not only to you Romans, but also to most of
the Greeks, and having arranged these things in alphabetical order and
paraphrased them I sent them off to you, thinking that it too would pro-
vide you with a not inelegant amusement. Farewell.

dylatas [means] beauties and ornaments, [as in] dyhalas Tis viv ye
peTa Spwfot kékaoTal; and in the singular, [as in] dyhatnv yap épolye
Beol ot "Oluptov éxovar bheoav (“for the gods who hold Olympus de-
stroyed my beauty”). And "AryAain is also a proper name, [as in] Nnpevs
"Ayhains vios Xapomoto dvakTos (“Nereus son of Aglaia [and] of lord
Charopos”).

kwdetav [is] properly the head of the poppy. But when [Homer] says 0
de@n kadetar dvaoxwv (“and he spoke lifting up the poppy head”), he
left out ws (“like”), so that [i.e. if the 05 is supplied] it would be [i.e. mean]

“he lifted up the head of the man like that of a poppy.” [And it is one] of
the hapax legomena.

Alarta [“way of living”] [comes from] 8als, [genitive] 8atTos [‘meal], [via
the accusative singular] 8atTa.

abéptoros (lliad 9. 63) [means] unjust, lawless; [the opposition / the deri-
vation is] 0éLoTos and d6épLoTos.

’AAkdos: in the way that the Tonians drop the t of possessives, or rather
from the et diphthong, in the same way the Aeolians too drop the t of the
at diphthong, as [in the Aeolic forms] ©nBdos [for] OnBdios, dpxdos [for]
dpxatos, [and] ’ANkdos [for] ’Akkdtos. Thus Herodian [says in his] TTept
Tabov (2. 276. 26).

Aaodikn [is] a proper name; from Aads and 8{kn. And the [nouns ending]
in -0s are compounded in eight ways. [For more information]| look in the
[section of words beginning with the letter] 6.

Ni{{e means “wash” (imperative). The Aeolians change verbs in -mTw into
two sigmas [i.e. into an ending in -00w], [so in this case from] vimTo, [they
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have] vioow. But in the speech of the Tarentines it becomes vi{w; [and]
from vi{w comes viTpov, as pdkTpov [comes from]| pdoow and TATKTpOV
[comes from] TAo0W.

. AAPnoTrs [means] an inventive person. For some [say that it is] an adjec-

tive applied to a human and others [say that it means] the human being
himself. [t is] from dA@ewv, [which means] to find; for only a human [is]
inventive. From which the [i.e. Its] genitive plural is dA@noT@Y and (in
Odyssey 6. 8) dhpnoTdwr. Whence also the letter alpha is named, from
d\ow [meaning] to find; for it was invented first, [before] the other let-
ters. Or [d\@noTNis could be] from governing in turn; for dA@ewv [means]
to change, from which also [comes] dA@eaipotat (in [liad 18. 593).

apdpagus [is] a vine that grows up a tree; from appi€at, [therefore a vine]
that is tied [to something]; for vines that grow up trees are tied up;
[from appi€at one could get the form] dppiEds, and with addition of a letter
and change of one letter into another one [one gets] dpdpaus; Epicharmus
in “Earth and Sea” (fr. 21 K-A) [says] 008’ dapapd€uas @épet; but Sappho
(fr. 173 in Lobel and Page’s edition) says [the word] with a 8, dpapd€udes.

Ktavis [occurs in the quotation] *A@lkovto Kiavidos 1ea yains. Cius
[is] a city of Mysia, [named] from Cius, the man who led the colony of
Milesians. The ethnic [for Cius] is Ktavés, [as in the quotation]: Tolvekev
els €Tt viv mep” Yhav épéoval Kiavol. And Mysians settled it, then
Carians, and thirdly Milesians. And there is also a river with the same name
flowing past the land of Mysia. And Cius is the city that [is] now Prusa
for the Prusians [i.e. that its current inhabitants, the Prusians, call Prusa].

"Aldt (Iliad 1. 3): some say: from €l8w, [meaning] see, [from which one
can get] the future elow [and thence] the verbal noun {s with an t. For
there are many nouns . . . ; and with alpha privative [it becomes] "Als,
[that is, the place] in which it is not possible to see anything, and the
genitive [is] "Al8os and Homer [says] “Stvat 8épov "Atdos elow” (Iliad
3. 322) and the dative [is] "At6t. But others say [that "Al8L arises] by
metaplasm from ’At8n), dative of "Aténs.

. Tawv [i.e. Ta@v]: where [does it come] from? From extending the tail; for

the creature priding himself on his own beauty shows off his tail to those
watching, spreading it out. But some want [Taav to be] from Tads, by
lengthening of the o to w, and by change of the accent. But it is not pos-
sible; since Tads with omicron, as Herodian says, is not customary for
Greeks. And some say that [Tadv] should have been Tews, as [Homeric]
\aos [is in Attic] Aews; to whom it is possible to reply that [Ta@v] has a
shortened a; and on account of this it did not become [Tews] among Attic
speakers by the change of a to €, just like Olvépaos [which also preserves
an ending in -aos because the a is short]. And it is worth inquiring why it
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is not declined [nom.] Ta®s, [gen.] Ta®Tos, and [why] Tveds [is not
declined with genitive] TvpaTos, like 18pwis [which has the genitive]
18pGTos. And it is possible to say that those words [i.e. ones like 18pws]
are oxytone; and that these [i.e. Ta®s and Tupds] have a circumflex; and
that these end inv [i.e. have alternate nominative forms Tadv and Tvgav].
But let no-one think that these [i.e. Tads and Tu@as] are words with a
double ending; for words with a double ending keep the same declension,
[as] plv and pls [both sharing the genitive] pués; but these [i.e. Tads and
Tue®s] do not have the same declension; for Tueoy [has the genitive]
TUE&VOS, and Tawv [has the genitive] Ta@vos; and Tupds [has the genitive]
TuP®, and Tads [has the genitive] Ta®. [Information from] Choeroboscus.

Pindar, of Thebes, son of Scopelinus, but according to some [son] of
Daiphantus, which also [is] more true; for the [son] of Scopelinus is more
obscure and a kinsman of Pindar’s. But some also recorded that he [was
the son] of Pagonides. And [he was] a disciple of the woman Myrtis, hav-
ing been born in the sixty-fifth Olympiad and being 40 years [old] during
the campaign of Xerxes. And there was to him a brother [i.e. he had a
brother], Erotion by name and a son Diophantus, and daughters Eumetis
and Protomache. And the end of his life happened to him according to
[his] prayers; for [it is said that] having asked for the best [thing] of the
[things] in life to be given to him, all at once he died in the theater, lean-
ing on the knees of Theoxenus, his beloved, [at the age] of 55 years. And
he wrote in seventeen books in the Doric dialect the following: Olympian
victory odes, Pythian victory odes, Prosodia, Parthenia, Enthronismoi,
Bacchica, Daphnephorica, Pacans, Hyporchemata, Hymns, Dithyrambs,
drinking-songs, Encomia, Threnoi, seventeen tragedies, epic epigrams, and
prose exhortations to the Greeks, and very many other [books].

Scholia and Commentaries

. Tpowv medlw: in another [copy there is instead] Tpdwr o6pddw (which is
the phrase found at Iliad 15. 689).

Telxos: [the sign is there] because the [preposition] €l is lacking, [so the
phrase is equivalent to] éml Telxo0s.

pdxns: Zenodotus [reads] pdxns, but others [read] pdxnv. And
Aristophanes [of Byzantium] too [reads] pdxnv.

aknpaTta: in some [copies the word is] dkéopata; and Aristarchus also
[reads the text] this way. So [the text is read] in two ways.

Tebkpe mémov, SR VOV dTéKTATO MOTOS €TAlpos>: [it is] worth ac-
cepting the customary practice which punctuates after the mémov, and not
after the conjunction &7.
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. Bptjvuv: the seat (in the accusative) of the rowers, or the [seat] of the steers-
man. But speakers of the Attic dialect call the [seat] of the rower 8pdvos
and the [rowers] themselves 6paviTat.

toddkov: some [say that it should be pronounced] with proparoxytone ac-
cent [and means] the one that receives arrows, but Eetvodokov (Iliad 3. 354),
with paroxytone accent, [means] the one who receives guests or the one
who watches for guests. And Attalus gives [this word] a paroxytone accent.

6 Té pot PLov €xPale xelpds: O Te [is used] instead of 6aTis. But others
[say it is] instead of OTt, [as in] 6Te pe BpoTol oUTe Tlovow (Odyssey 13.
129), [where 67e is used] instead of OTt.

«€pelke> maNiwEw mapa vnav: [the sign is there] because [the text reads]
marwEw correctly, [TalwEwr meaning] a pursuit back again, when out
of a turning around the pursued pursue [their former pursuers]. And re-
garding the épellev, that [it is] instead of égkel.

vias: Aristarchus writes [this] without the o, [as] vija. For [the poet] said
earlier To 8¢ mepl pLas vnos éxov movov (“they were laboring around
one ship”) (Iliad 15. 416, i.e. the preceding line). Aristarchus [writes] viia,
but others [have] vijas.

Bdpev: in the same way as moMoL 8 "Apyelwy ol pev Sdpev, ol 8 éNTorTo
(Iliad 12. 14) and @dvev &€ ol eVpées dpot (Odyssey 18. 68) [the verb]
was read with aphaeresis (loss) of the initial augment. And we said (in a
passage that is now scholion a to Iliad 1. 464) that such forms are found
without distinction in the works of the poet.

8Ld Te okbdlomas kal Tdappov éBnoav: either for SLa okOAGTWY Kal TAPPov,
as in 8ud T’ évTea kal péhav aipa (at Iliad 10. 298), or the sequence in
which the words are to be taken [is] 8tépnoav. And the tmesis of the word
shows the pathos and the difficulty of passing through [the Greek barri-
cades]; for [the Trojans] did not flee TH) Tep *Axatol / ék medlov vicovTo
(“by the same way as the Achaeans used to come back from the plain,” Iliad
12. 118-19), but they were fleeing through the ditch. The same tmesis also
[occurs] in kaTa mupov drecoav (“they ground down wheat,” Odyssey 20.
109).

Qapév: eapév is complete and indicates the present tense, on account of
which it is necessary to leave the two syllables unaccented [i.e. the word
is enclitic]. If, however, it should be [in the] imperfect, it is clear that it
undergoes a loss of the augment at the beginning and an acute accent will
be on the syllable @a, like the complete [form] €papev, as in that @dpev
8¢ ol ov Tehéeabar (Odyssey 4. 664), which [interpretation] the meaning
in this passage does not require.
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50. x\wpol vtat Selouvs me@oPnpévol: the preposition UTG became Utal in
the same way as in Ual m68a velaTov "16ns (Iliad 2. 824). And the nor-
mal equivalent is UmO 8éovus. Aristarchus also [interprets this word] in this
way; on account of which it is necessary to reject the view of Tyrannion
(fr. 37 Haas), who accented Umral recessively (i.e. as Umat) and consid-
ered that the transformation of apocope happened from Urraifa [i.e. Umraba
lost its final syllable]. And we ought to pause after the vmat 8e{ovs—for
it is not plausible [to put the pause] after the xAwpol—and then [have in
isolation] meopnpévot, that is, “fleeing.” However, the other pause [i.e.
putting the pause after xAwpo(] is also not unconvincing.

51. And the poet says in an ecphrasis also “and he put on his head a golden
helmet with two ridges and four bosses, fitted with the mpuhéeaw,” which
is foot-soldier hoplites, “of a hundred,” i.e. many, “cities.”

52. And “mpulées” are those in battle on foot [i.e. foot soldiers] in the dialect
of the people of Gortyn, as the ancients say. And the derivation of the word
has already been given. But now [we] should just say that if the nomina-
tive [singular] of this [word] has an acute on the final syllable, it should
be explained differently, but if it has an unaccented final syllable, it could
be advocated that from this is the proper name [found] in Lycophron in
the [phrase] “Tav avbopalpwy ovykataokdmmny IpAw.” In this way
too Hippotes in the Odyssey is a proper name homonymous with the [trmémTms
that means] “cavalryman.”

53. But some explained the “fitted with the mpuAéeaowv of a hundred cities”
thus: having the chiefs of a hundred cities, or decorated with the hoplites
of Crete, that is, having the deeds of the Corybantes molded [on it]. And
that Crete has a hundred cities is shown in the Odyssey too. And that the
Corybantes were also Cretans, [that] itself [is] also clear. And some say
that the nominative [singular] of mpuAéeaat is TpUALS, coming from Tep®
[hence] mepim, [meaning] to travel, [hence the future] meptow, [hence]
mépuALs and TpUALs, as Bapdow [future of Sapdlw “to subdue”] [produces]
ddpalts [“heifer’]. And perhaps the proper [noun] TpUAts, [found] in
Lycophron, also contributes something toward [its having] this sort of
inflection and accentuation. But others, including Herodian, write mpuAis
with an acute accent on the final syllable and decline it regularly [so that
the genitive is] mpuAéos [or] mpukobs, as has also already been said. And
this is sounder. For indeed from mpUALs [the nominative plural] ought to
be mpUAees, like d@ees [which comes from d¢us], but in fact mpulées is
found, like eVoeBées [from evoepris].

54. He says fjv instead of “I was”; it is Attic.
veTatos 8 Mu: he says [v] instead of “T was”; and it is Attic. And
also [there is a reading here] without the v, 7}, instead of [i.e. contracted
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from] “I was”; thus Didymus [read the text]. However, in the manuscripts
v is transmitted, and the usual reading is v.

The stage-building is opened and on an ekkuklema are seen the bodies
that he calls “double tyranny.”

The chorus sings the stasimon having come down to earth.

Some divide 2ovotokdvns [into 2otots and Kdvns] and [[InyaoTtdywy
into] ITnyds and Taydv. For he has fabricated the names, and they are
not Egyptian. (Or, following the suggested emendation: some divide [these
words into] 2oUots and Kdvns and IInyds and Taydv.)

Some blame the poet because he makes the Greeks arrive from Troy on
the same day [as they left Troy].

And the background is like this. To the daughter of Inachus, having been
loved by Zeus, since Hera [had] discovered this and she [lo] was about to
be caught by her [Hera], was changed by Zeus into a cow, in order that
she might not be recognized [for] who she was. But Hera coming to Zeus
sought her and received [her as] a gift from him, and she gave her to Argos
the all-seeing to guard. But Zeus having again become enamored of her
sent Hermes to take her away from Argos and bring [her] to him. And since
there was no other way to escape Argos the all-seeing, [Hermes] killed
him with a stone blow [i.e. a blow from a stone]. Hera used to show the
phantom of him to o even after his death in order to frighten her particu-
larly. And she, having wandered much through different places, finally
went away even to the Caucasus in order to see Prometheus.

KUpLe: sovereign and completely powerful [in the vocative], that is, having
dominion over everything.

Ta 8 ovk €m avdpdol kelTal: this is not possible, among men, to obtain
[blessings] from deliberation; but the divinity provides [them] to each
[man].

olv "Apkeciha: the ol goes with the aténs, so as to be cuvavéns. And
kwpdlovTt [means] leading victory processions; and those who win lead
victory processions in their own country.

Title. It has been written for Xenocrates of Acragas when he won in the
24th Pythiad. And it is clear that the odes are not arranged in chronologi-
cal order; for the ode before this one was written for Arcesilaus when he
won [in] the 31st Pythiad.

Title b. "HBehov Xelpowvd ke Pilupidav: to Hieron when he won the
Pythian games during the 27th Pythiad; and he mentions also the Pythiad
before that one, so that the ode was composed for the two victories. And
the chronological information [in the ode] also accords with [this dating].
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For he says, implying that [Hieron] is already king, 0s Zvpakéooaiowv
dpxet mpats doTols (line 70). And Hieron became king during the 76th
Olympiad, the 28th Pythiad being at the same time as the aforementioned
[i.e. 76th] Olympiad, so that this epinician ode was composed in every
way and entirely after the later [i.e. 27th] Pythiad, which was about [i.e.
in] the 75th Olympiad. And fitting with the contemporary fortune of
Hieron [Pindar] prays for Chiron to be living on in the folds of Pelion for
the sake of Hieron's being able to obtain medical treatment by him; for he
was gripped by kidney stones. And they say that Chiron was born from
one of the Oceanids and Cronus.

In my copy I found Kapkivos with paroxytone accent. So perhaps
[Aristophanes] shortened it, as Aratus also [did].

66. k6TTOfos: Athenaeus in book 15 [of the Deipnosophistae] says that it is a

Sicilian game, since the Sicels first invented [it], as Critias the son of
Callaeschrus says in his elegies: kK6TTaBos €k olkeAiis éaTL XBovds,
éxmpemes €pyov (“kottabos is from the Sicilian land, a remarkable thing”).
And Dicaearchus the Messenian, student of Aristotle, in his On Alcaeus
also says that “wine-dregs” itself is a Sicilian word. And wine-dregs is the
wet substance left behind from the drained drinking-cup, which the play-
ers used to throw from above into the kottabos-basin with a closed fist.
And the prize set for the winners in the drinking was also called “kottabos,”
and [so was] the vessel into which they used to throw the dregs, as Cratinus
shows in the Nemesis. And that it was also [made of ] bronze, Eupolis says
in the Baptae: xahk@ mepl koTTdPw (“around a bronze kottabos”). And
Plato in the Distressed Zeus explains that kottabos is a type of game suit-
able for a drinking party, [a game] in which the dice-players abandon even
their small utensils. And they used to call the throwing forth of the kottabos
dykO\n (“bend of the arm”) because of the bending the right hand in the
action of hurling out the last drops. And they called the kottaboi drykuinTot
(“thrown from the bent arm”). And that a prize used to be set out for the
one throwing out [the kottabos], we have already said.

And some [i.e. some kinds of | kottaboi also used to be called to-be-let-
down. And there was [as part of these games] a high lamp [capable of ]
being drawn up and descending again, having the so-called pdvns, on
which the disk fell when it was thrown down, and from there it fell into
the basin lying underneath, when it was struck by the kottabos. And there
was a certain precise skill of the throw. And many have mentioned the
pavnms.

And there was another type of game in the basin. And this [the basin]
is filled with water. And on it lay empty saucers, onto which throwing the
dregs from the drinking-cups [the players] tried to sink [the saucers]. And
the one who sank more [than the other players] used to take the kottabos-
prize.
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And that the ones throwing the so-called kottaboi at them [the saucers]
made mention of their beloveds, Achaeus makes clear in the Linus, and
Callimachus: To\ol 8¢ @u\éovTes dkévTiov Nkov épale / olvomdTat
OLKENAS €k KUN KoV AdTayas. (“And many wine-drinkers, loving Acontius,
threw to the ground the Sicilian dregs out of their cups”). And he called
them Sicilian not unreasonably, since, as we said before, the invention
[is] of the Sicels, and the kottabos was especially valued among them.

okplBavTa: the speaking-place on which the tragic actors used to com-
pete. But some say [that it is] a three-legged stand, on which the actors
stand and say the things [that come] from aloft.

TTovAvddpas: this Polydamas was from Scotussa, a city of Thessaly, [and
was] a very famous pancration fighter, extremely large, who when he was
among the Persians at the court of King Ochus killed lions and unarmed
defeated armed men.

TO TpiTOV TG oWTNPL: [the expression] has been said metaphorically, based
on the custom in social gatherings; Sophocles [uses this phrase] in his
Nauplius sailing back (TrGF fr. 425). For in them [social gatherings] three
craters [of wine] used to be mixed, and they used to say that the first one
[was] of [i.e. dedicated to] Olympian Zeus and the Olympian gods, and
the second one [was] of the heroes, and the third [was] of Zeus Soter, as
both here and indeed in [Plato’s] Republic (583b). And they also used to
call it [i.e. the third crater] “final,” as Euripides [does in his] Andromeda
(TGF fr. 148) and Aristophanes [does in his] Tagenistae (fr. 520 K-A).

dvmp els Tav ToALTOY (“one of the citizens”): Hippomenes, descended
from Codrus. And the daughter [was] Leimonis. Thus Callimachus [says].

mpo Evkheldov (“before Euclides”): Eumelus the Peripatetic in his third
[book] about Old Comedy says that a certain Nicomenes made a decree
that no one of those after the archonship of Euclides was to have a share
in the city [i.e. have citizenship], if he did not show [that] both his par-
ents [were] citizens, but that those before Euclides be passed unexamined.

olvTaypa: that is, a sum of money. And elsewhere too cOvTaypa is also
used with reference to the arrangement of the soldiers [i.e. military for-
mations]. Whence also in Menander we read the “cOvTaypa of the rule.”
But the [oUvTaypal said by some about a book is not called clvTaypa
among the ancients, but rather “written work.”

els attlav: thatis, “[into] accusation”, since the council, having been per-
suaded by him [Demosthenes], sacrificed to the gods acknowledging grati-
tude for the death of Philip. On account of this Alexander later sending a
message to the Athenians wrote thus: “Alexander [sends] greetings to the
people, but none to the council.” And the construction is: “he brought the
council into blame for the thank-offering for good news.”
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74.

daoTpaydlovs Té Twas StaceioTous (“and some shaken dice”): often
some people used to fasten silver or bronze bells within them [the dice],
so that when thrown they might produce a certain sound and [produce]
enjoyment in the game. These then were called “shaken.” And elsewhere
“dice-cups” [means the things] into which the pebbles are cast, but here
[that word means the things] which the dice-players now call little dice-
boxes.

75. Tiis lepetas évimviov (“the dream of the priestess”): there has been a

76.

mistake about the writing; for what ought to have been written is “[the
dream of the] Himeraean woman”. For Timaeus in his sixth [book] records
that a certain woman, Himeraean by birth, saw in a dream that she was
going up to heaven and being led by someone to view the dwellings of the
gods. There she saw Zeus too [i.e. among others] sitting on his throne, on
which a big and red-haired man was bound with a chain and a collar. So
she asked the one leading her around who [the bound man] was, and he
said: “He is the scourge of Sicily and of Italy, and if he is released, he will
destroy the countries.” And having woken up, later in time she encoun-
tered the tyrant Dionysius with his bodyguards, and when she saw him
she shouted out that he was the man who had been shown [to her] then
as the scourge, and as she said this she fell to the ground having fainted.
And after three months the woman was no longer seen, having been se-
cretly killed by Dionysius. But he [Aeschines] says that the woman was a
priestess, although no one has recorded this.

For this reason many of the highly regarded men, not only among the
doctors but also among the grammarians, have made an effort to explain
the man[’s writings] and to bring his words to a more common [type] of
speech. For Xenocritus the Coan, being a grammarian, as Heraclides the
Tarentine says, was the first to undertake to explain phrases of this type.
And as the Citian Apollonius also relates, Callimachus from the house-
hold of Herophilus also [undertook to explain them]. After whom, they
say, Bacchius the Tanagran threw himself into the treatment of the sub-
ject and filled up his allotted time with three treatises, applying to this
[purpose] many pieces of evidence from the poets; in response to whom
indeed Philinus the Empiricist, who was a contemporary, produced a treat-
ment of the subject in a six-book work, although Epicles the Cretan
abridged Bacchius’ glossary in . . . treatises, and Apollonius the son of
Ophis did the same thing, and Dioscurides, the one with the birthmark,
responded to all these in seven books, and Apollonius the Citian wrote
eighteen [books] against [Heraclides] the Tarentine’s three books against
Bacchius, and Glaucon the Empiricist practiced the same thing in one
[book] of very many lines and made in alphabetical order, and in addition
to these Lysimachus the Coan laboriously produced a treatment in twenty
books after writing three [books on this topic] against Cydias the follower
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of Herophilus and three against Demetrius. And of the grammarians there
is none of high repute who passed by the man.

But the [part] at the end of the aphorism is found written in two ways, in
some [manuscripts] as was written earlier, i 8¢ U1 Tt TGV OULPEPOVTWY
éxkplvnTat (“and if not any of those things that are useful is excreted”)
and in others without the p7, in this way, fiv 8¢ TL TV cupnEepdvTLY
exkplvnTat (“and if any of the things that are useful is excreted”); accord-
ing to the first writing the meaning will be of this sort: “and if any of the
things that are not useful to be excreted is clearly evacuated [from the
bowels], it is not good”; but according to the second [the meaning will be]:
“and if any of the things that are useful to the animal and proper [to it] is
excreted, it is not good.” So the first writing is better.

And concerning fractures it is worth noting this much, that although
[Hippocrates] very often names them thus [i.e. kaTdypata], and rarely
writes dypos, he made the title with the rare [form]. Whence some say
that the writings were not divided by Hippocrates himself, but that both
were written as one entire [work], with the book entitled “On joints” added
to the book that is now before us, and that they were divided later by some-
one into two on account of their bulk, but when they were both one, they
had also as title the phrase “In the doctor’s office” in common. And they
try to supply evidence of this very thing badly, because they say that there
is one work [called] “In the doctor’s office,” of [i.e. by] an ancient man,
Hippocrates the son of Gnosidicus; for indeed [this Hippocrates did] not
[write] the present tiny little book thus entitled, which the great Hip-
pocrates wrote, who seemed the best doctor and writer among the Greeks
themselves; but since he has a discussion in these two books about the
things that are done in the doctor’s office, for this reason they say that
they were entitled “In the doctor’s office,” and that for this same reason
also the order of the teaching is not clear. For in this book, the one about
fractures, he mentions some dislocations, and in the one after it, [which is]
about dislocations, some not inconsiderable discussion about fractures has
been mixed in. And those to whom the books seem not to have been sepa-
rated by someone, but to have been written as two from the beginning, say
[that they were given titles] according to the [subject-matter] that forms the
greater part [of the contents of each book]. For thus they themselves think
that their [i.e. these books'] titles have been made, and beginning from there
they stretch out a long discussion, showing that most of his [Hippocrates']
books were given titles in this way. And | am not able to say if Hippocrates
himself wrote both the books in one or not in one . . .

amaamdrtor: [to be read] as one [word]; for it is instead of “altogether.”
Aristophanes [in his] Peace [line 247] [says] “altogether made into

mincemeat”.
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épnpov: those who happen (to be) up to 15 years [old] are called ephebes.

maTp@a: when we say matpikd (“paternal”), we are talking about the things
of the father when the father is living, but when [we say] maTp@a, [we are
talking about the things of the father when the father is] dead.

The scholia from the works of Lucillus Tarrhaeus and Sophocleius and
Theon are written beside [the text]. Tarra is a city of Crete, as Longinus
says in his Philological writings. (ed. Jahn and Vahlen p. 92)

oMot pév pa (“the others on the one hand”): the crasis is [characteris-
tic] of the more recent lonic [dialect]. On account of which they blame
Zenodotus because he said that it is necessary to read (at [liad 2. 1) GA\ot
pév pa Beol Te kal dvépes. For Homer does not use this [type of crasis].

not 8 eloavéPav: the preposition €ls [is] superfluous. And Dindymus
[is] a mountain of Cyzicus sacred to Rhea, having been called thus on
account of the twin hills reaching up in it, as Philostephanus says (ed.
Miiller, vol. iii, p. 29); and all Phrygia is sacred to the goddess. Or it is
called thus because it has two tops.

AEW Opvopévov: the stopping and cessation of the force of the winds.
dktains: for the bird [is] of the sea and living on the seashores. And Zeus
too is said to make fifteen days in a row fine, or, as some [say], fourteen,
in order that it may bear its young along the shores, which [days] are called
halcyon days, seven before the birth and seven after the birth. And he has
taken the [material] about the halcyons from Pindar, from the Paeans (fr.
62 Snell-Machler). And reasonably he called the voice of the halcyon an
omen-bearing cry, for it had been sent by Hera, as Pindar says.

aeidoToro: Apollodorus in his Lexeis (FGrHist 244 F 240) has defined
dplaoTov as the dkpooTdAlor (terminal ornament). Not well [did he so
define it], since the dkpoaTéAlov is the top (dkpov) of the prow (aTdN0S),
and the beam projecting from the fold and extending as far as the front of
the ship is called “prow”; and [the part] where the name of the ship is
inscribed is called “fold”. Therefore the terminal ornament on the front of
the ship is not the d@\aoTov, but the poet [Homer] teaches that it [the
dpraoTov] is on the stern, saying “And Hector when he seized it by the
stern, was not at all letting go, having the d¢pAacTov between his hands”
(Iliad 15. 716-17). And d@AaaTov has been said by the kinship of the ¢
to the 8: d6AaoTov (“undentable”); by antiphrasis, since it is easily dented.
Therefore dplaoTov is a small board on the stern.

87. Thus, that Aratus has imitated Eudoxus’ description concerning [celes-

tial] phenomena, someone could learn from many [passages] if he com-
pared the prose expressions in Eudoxus to his [Aratus’] verses concerning
each of the things that are said. And it [is] not without profit now too in a
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few [words] to mention [this], because this is doubted by the multitude.
And to Eudoxus are attributed two books about [celestial] phenomena,
agreeing with each other in nearly everything except a very few things. The
one of these is entitled Mirror and the other Celestial phenomena. And
[Aratus] has composed his poem following the Celestial phenomena.

88. Thus that Aratus has composed the Phaenomena having closely followed
Eudoxus, I think I showed sufficiently through the things previously said.
But now we shall reveal [the things] in which these men [Eudoxus and
Aratus] and those who assent to them, among whom is also [i.e. among
others] Attalus, err. And straightaway we shall also set forth in what things
each one of them individually errs.

But it must be explained beforehand that Attalus assents to nearly all the
things said by Aratus about the heavenly [bodies] as [being] in agreement
with the phenomena discussed by him, except on one or two points, which
indeed we shall also show in the following. At least, he speaks this way in the
preface: “On account of which indeed we have dispatched to you both [a
copy of] the book of Aratus corrected by us and the commentary on it, hav-
ing made each thing [in it] both agreeing with the phenomena and conform-
ing to the things written by the poet [i.e. having brought everything in it into
conformity with . . . ].” And again later he says: “Perhaps some will inquire
further: persuaded by what argument do we say that the correction of the
book has been made in conformity with the purpose of the poet?; but we
give in explanation as the most necessary cause the agreement of the poet
with the phenomena.” Since Attalus had this sort of judgement, however
many of the things said in common by Aratus and Eudoxus as we show [to
be] disagreeing with the phenomena, it is necessary to assume that Attalus
too agreed (with them) in asserting erroneously concerning those same things.

5.2.3 Grammatical Treatises

89. Rule 5. Singular: nom. Anpogbévns, gen. Anpoabévouvs. The nouns in
-ns compounded from neuters always have their genitive in -ovs, [as]
eyerns, ebyevots [from] yévos [and] kakorBns, kakorBous [from] 1ifos;
dykvhoxelns, dykuloxellov is a (noted) exception. And it is necessary
to know that every genitive ending in -ovs is contracted; therefore it is nec-
essary for the one declining [such nouns] to take the full [form] first and
make the contraction thus: Anpooéveos, Anpoodévous. [The other forms
are] dat. Anpoobévet, Anpocbével, acc. Anpoobévea, Anpocbévn, voc.
AnpdoBeves: the [nouns] in -ns having their genitive in -ous form their
vocative in -€s, [as] Anpoobeves [from] AnpooBévns, AnpooBévous. Dual:
nom./acc. Anpocbévee, AnpooBévn, gen./dat. AnpocBevéowr, Anpocbevoiv,
voc. Anpootévee, Anpoodévn. Plural: nom. Anpocbévees, Anpoodévels,
gen. Anpoobevéwy, Anpoobevav, dat. only AnpooBéveot, acc. Anpoobéveas,
AnpooBévels, voc. Anpocbévees, Anpoobévels.
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90. It is necessary to know that the feminine [nouns and adjectives] ending in
-1 make their genitive by the addition of g, as kaAr} kafis, *A@podiTn
"ApodlTns, TLUY TLLAS, LEAETN peAéTns; whence we assert that the
genitive yuvaikos is declined from the nominative yOovai€ and not from
yurg, since it would have had to be yuvijs [if it had been from yuvn|]; and
that the nominative of the genitive yuvaikés is yovar, we have learned
in the teaching of the vocative of 8ipa&. These [comments suffice] on these
[points]. And it is worthwhile to investigate why yuv1j is indeclinable, for
we do not say yuviis [i.e. we do not form the other cases from this stem];
and it is possible to give this defense, that disyllabic [nouns] ending in
-vn [and] having v as penultimate have the v lengthened, as povn (both
[in the sense of | “incitement” and [in the sense of ] “excuse”), Bovn (thus
was Ino called later), and ®pivn (a proper noun); but yvvr has a short v;
reasonably therefore, as being exceptional, it remained indeclinable. These
[comments suffice] on these [points].

91. Concerning proper and common nouns of common and of epicene gender.
Moreover, when nouns are divided according to meaning into proper
nouns, common nouns, and adjectives, the proper nouns are always of a
single gender, either masculine only, or feminine only, such as 6 “Ounpos
[or] ) KaAAiomn. But of the common nouns, however many are indicative
of living beings are for the most part correctly common in gender, i.e. [both]
masculine and feminine, but some are epicene.
[They] are common whenever the same word is uttered with a different
article, such as 6 dvbpwmos and 1 dvBpwos, [or] 6 (mmos and 7 (mmos.
But [they are] epicene whenever the same word [is uttered] with the
same article, as 1 xeAdwv (“the swallow”) is uttered with reference to
[both] masculine and feminine; and when we distinguish the male from
the female, we say 1) xeAtdaw 0 dpony (“the male swallow”) and 1) xehtdwv
N 0M\eta (“the female swallow”); 6 deTés (“eagle”) [is] also applied to [both]
the masculine and the feminine, and when we distinguish the female from
the male, we say 0 deTos 1) O\eta (“the female eagle”) and 6 deTos ©
dponv (“the male eagle”).

92. Katdypnots: Catachresis is a word that, [by transference] from the thing
named [by it] properly and etymologically, is spoken with regard to some-
thing else [that is], properly speaking, nameless, as TuEls xakkn (“bronze
box”) and Tptpapxos (“trierarch”). And a box properly and etymologi-
cally is one fashioned from boxwood, but by catachresis we call also
leaden and bronze [containers] boxes; and [we call] Tpiipapxos not only
the one ruling a trireme, but also [those ruling] a quinquereme and a
ship with six rows of oars. And we say dvdpids (“statue of a man”) also
of a [statue of a] woman. And Homer [says] vékTap éwvoxdet (“he wine-
poured nectar”) not properly speaking, but it [i.e. the act of pouring
nectar] is nameless.
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93. And [Attic speakers] pronounce 6potos with a circumflex on the penult,

as also in Homer: ‘Qs atel Tov opolov dyet Beds ws TOV Opotor. And
this too is regular; for [words] of more than two syllables ending in -otos,
if they are not common nouns, are all circumflexed on the penult, as
YeAOLOS, dANoLos, €Tepoilos, TavTolos, and thus also opotos. But the
“more than two syllables” was said because of ylotos, @ oLos, [and] khotds;
and the “not being common nouns” was added because of kootds, the
name of a bird. But 6potos is accented with an acute on the antepenult
according to the koiné usage.

Attic turns 0 into T in some places, and in other places into €. For it
calls 8d acoa 6dhatTa, and cebT OV TeUTAOV, and cup@opd Evppopd,
and avppolov EvpBolor. And it turns ¢ into € only in words beginning
with the prefix 00v and compounded [with it]. And [sometimes] even alv
itself, by itself, is turned into EVv, as — — — "ApTéLdL EOv.

94. So pay attention and, according to their numbers, attach the verbs suit-

able to the nouns [i.e. make your verbs agree in number with the nouns],
except those of this sort: T mawdia ypdpet, Td BTa dkovet, T pipaTa
\aletTal. For here singular verbs follow the plural neuter nouns, as you
see, and it is customary [for them] to be written thus in [the case of] neu-
ters only [i.e. the only plural nouns that can take a singular verb are neu-
ter ones].

Note also (as exceptions) the things that are about to be said: 6 gUMoyos
ypdpouaLy, 6 Xopds dvarylwaokoualy, 1) mAnels Bopufoliow, TO cuvédpLov
okémTovTal. For here plural verbs follow singular nouns, as you see, be-
cause the nouns spoken are indicative of a multitude; for the c0Moyos
(“assembly”) and xopds (“chorus”) and things of that sort are a gathering
of many; to nouns only of this sort, when they are singular, is it possible to
attach plural verbs [i.e. it is possible to attach plural verbs to singular nouns
only if the nouns are of this type].

95. A noun is a declinable part of speech designating a concrete thing or an

incorporeal item (a concrete thing such as A\(fos, and an incorporeal item
such as mawdela), used generally or particularly (generally such as dvbpwmos
[or] Umrmos, and particularly such as 2Zwkpdtns)—and [there] are five ac-
cidents of the noun: genders, derivational statuses, compositional statuses,
numbers, cases.

Now the genders are three: masculine, feminine, neuter. But some add
to these two others, common and epicene; common such as {mmos [or]
kVwy, and epicene such as xehtdwv (“swallow”) [or] deTds (“eagle”).

And the derivational statuses are two, underived and derived. So an
underived [noun] is one spoken according to its first formation, such as
v1). But a derived [noun is] one having had its origin from another [word],
such as yaujtos (“earth-born”) (attested at Odyssey 7. 324).
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And the types of derived [nouns] are seven: patronymic, possessive, com-
parative, superlative, hypocoristic, derived from a noun, derived from a verb.

96. The acute [accent] has three places: oxytone, paroxytone, which is also
called barytone, and proparoxytone, which is also called penultimate bary-
tone. A [noun] having the acute on the end, such as kakds, co@ds, [or]
SuvaTés, is called an oxytone noun. A [noun] having the acute one syl-
lable before the end, such as lodvvns [or] TTéTpos, is called a paroxytone
noun. A [noun] having the acute two syllables before the end, such as
[pnydpLos [or] Bebdwpos, is called a proparoxytone noun.

The circumflex [accent] has two places, perispomenon and proper-
ispomenon. A [noun]| having the circumflex on the end, such as Owpds
[or] Aovkds, is called a perispomenon noun. A [noun] having the circum-
flex one syllable before the end, such as kfjmos [or] 6fjpos, is called a
properispomenon noun.

For the grave [accent] is a syllabic accent, that is, it used to be put on
a [i.e. any] syllable not having the principal accent. But in order that the
books not be covered with marks, this does not happen now, but [the grave]
is put in the place of the acute in continuous text: such as dvBpwmos kards.
Behold, here the acute has been put on the -\os, because it was found at
the end. But if you say ka)os dvépwtos, behold in that case the grave has
been put on the -Aos, because the dvbpwtos was put after those [letters].

97. But many of the manuscripts are incorrect; for the correct form of the
expression is this: “And a double name,” he says, “is two proper nouns
applied to one [person]”; but most of the manuscripts are not thus, but
“[applied] to one proper noun,” utterly senselessly.

98. And there has been a debate about whether the present work is authenticlally]
of Dionysius Thrax; for some [scholars] have attacked [it] speaking thus,
that the grammarians mention Dionysius Thrax and say that he distin-
guished the appellative from the noun and joined the pronoun to the ar-
ticle; but the present grammarian knows the appellative and the noun [to
be] one part of speech when he says, “For the appellative is subordinated
to the noun as a type [of noun]” (GG i.i. 23. 2), and he recognizes the
article and the pronoun [to be] two parts of speech and not one. So it is
possible to say that that Dionysius was another one: for that [Dionysius]
was a student of Aristarchus, [the Dionysius] who also when he painted a
picture of his own teacher painted Tragedy in his heart, because he
[Aristarchus] [could] repeat every tragedy by heart; but this [Dionysius]
[i.e. the author of the Téxvn] is the one called the son of Perus. And he
too used to be called “Thrax,” either perhaps because of the roughness of
his voice or because he was also really a Thracian; and [it is] probable that
he was called “Thrax” also by mistake. And the definition of the verb by
both of them also shows that that [Dionysius] is one and this one is an-
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other [i.e. that they are different people]. For this [Dionysius] defines
the verb thus, “A verb is an indeclinable word, showing tenses and per-
sons and numbers, [and] expressing activity or passivity” (GG i.i. 46. 4);
but Dionysius Thrax, as Apollonius says in his Verbal treatise, defines
the verb thus: “A verb is a word signifying a predicate.”

"Hv. No first-person singular indicative verb is seen [to be], in the same
tense, the first person of the singular and the third person of the singu-
lar and the first and third [persons] of the plural, except only fjv. For
Attic speakers say v €y and v ékeivos [i.e. they use v both for “am”
and for “is"]; and Simonides [uses ] in the plural with reference to the
first person, as for example in epigrams: v ékaTov @udlar, dixa 8¢
oo, for [here] v [is] instead of fev. [And in the following we have
M for noav:] Tis 8 v Tpeis keqalal (Hesiod, Theogony 321) and
kool 8 My mpomdpotbev. And I am not unaware that the verb is spo-
ken [i.e. used] in a variety of other ways.

[Words] of more than two syllables [ending] in -kos, if they have long
in the penultimate syllable, are accented recessively: "Avikos (proper
name) Kdikos I'prvikos ®idikos. But if [they have] the €1 diphthong
[in the penultimate syllable], they are oxytone: dapetkds Boetkds
AekeXetkos Kepapetkds. [But] Kapkds, [which is] oxytone and has the
long t, like TTaAtkds, is a (noted) exception.

Possessive adjectives [ending] in -tkos and having a [distinct] feminine
[form] are oxytone: l'aaTikés “ITakkds TTubayopikds. But ddikos is not
possessive [and therefore it is not an exception to this rule]. And Aikos
and mnAlkos have an acute on the penult; for they are not possessives.

Eipl. No indicative verb ending in -pt in our dialect has a diphthong in
the penultimate syllable, but only the elju( that means “to be.” And I am
not unaware that the tradition writes the [e{jt] that has a recessive ac-
cent with the et diphthong too; but not correctly, neither according to
its inflection nor according to the Aeolic dialect, as has been shown by
me in [my writings] on orthography. And [the words] “in our dialect” is
added [in the explanation above] since the Aeolians say mdAatpt and
yélatput and TAdvatpt, and the Boeotians [say] TdpPetpt and moleipt
and @{AetLL [i.e. since in other dialects there are other mi-verbs with a
diphthong in the penultimate syllable].

Nor has it escaped me, that some people argued against the opinion be-
lieved unanimously by all, that a barbarism is a flaw [in] one word , and
a solecism [is a flaw in] the combination of words lacking in concord.
They [i.e. the “some people”] themselves [argued by] introducing [the
idea that] a solecism [can] exist even in one word, if someone should
say oUTOS about a female or a multitude that is the subject of discus-
sion, offering also other [examples] pertaining to the same silliness [i.e.
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other equally silly examples]. In the first place, [it is clear] that no nomi-
native is formed into a complete sentence without a verb, that is to say,
averb that does not require another oblique case [i.e. the minimum that
must be added to a nominative to form a complete sentence is an in-
transitive verb]. For oUtos mepimaTel (“this man walks”) is complete in
itself, but not BAdmTel (“he harms”); for the whom is omitted [i.e. it does
not say whom he harms]. But even if we were to speak thus, Tis ce
éTulse; (“Who beat you?”) the o0Tos that is said in reply has in common
[with the preceding question] the verb used: [thus] Tis ka\eiTar Alas;
oUTos (“Who is called Ajax?” “This man [is]”). [i.e. even when a nomi-
native like oUTos does seem to function as a sentence by itself, a verb
must be understood.] Therefore it is not true that a solecism [can] occur
in one word. . . . Thus ouTds pe étuler (“This man beat me”) said about
a female is not an error of the sentence [i.e. a grammatical error], for it
[the sentence] received the necessary thing of the agreement [i.e. it has
the necessary agreement]. Yet at least if, with a female being the sub-
ject of discussion, someone should say attn pe étubav (“She they beat
me”), it is agreed that he will commit a solecism because of the lack of
agreement of the words, even if he speaks correctly as regards gender.

So how are they not ridiculous, both those who determined that the
Dorians [i.e. those speaking/writing in the Doric dialect] do not treat
future subjunctives as contracted forms, and those who investigated why
they do not treat [these forms] as contracted? For their reasoning [i.e.
the reasoning of people who make such claims] has arisen from an in-
coherent premise. And the thing that lured [them into] their ignorance
was the homophony [of the putative future subjunctive] that occurred
with the aorist ending in -a [i.e. with the first aorist subjunctive], which
is like this: the augment in [aorist] indicatives is removed at the same
time as the changing of the indicative mood [i.e. is removed when the
mood is changed to something other than indicative]. For from é\e€a
comes the optative Adé€avput, and the infinitive MéEat, and the imperative
AéEov. Thus indeed also in the subjunctive mood the same thing occurred
in consequence when the ending is altered to -w, because also in the
other past [tenses] [i.e. second aorists] the same thing happened: [from]
é@payov [2nd aor. indic.] [comes] éav @dyw [aor. subj.], [from] é8papov
[2nd aor. indic.] [comes] éav Spdpw [aor. subj.] and in the same way
[from] é\eEa [1st aor. indic.] comes €av MéEw [aor. subj.], [which is]
similar to the future indicative Aé€w. For that the construction is not that
of the indistinguishable future [i.e. that the subjunctive Mé€w we have
here is not the future that in terms of form is indistinguishable from it]
[is] clear from the Syntax in front of you. In which if those listening com-
pletely to the arguments do not share [i.c. if those listening completely
to my arguments do not share the views expressed in this Syntax], they
are stubbornly turning things upside down.
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104. After the constructions of verbs, which we completed in the [book] be-

fore this one, which is the third [book] of the whole treatise, we will also
turn to the constructions of prepositions/preverbs, which need a most
precise demonstration, because the[se] words seem with some parts of
speech to provide the appearance of composition [i.e. they seem to form
compounds], but with others [they seem to provide the appearance of ]
juxtaposition, sometimes not being helped by the individual features of
the accents, since most parts of speech imply the singleness of the word,
that is the being one part of speech, through the accent’s oneness [i.e.
with most parts of speech you can tell that something is a single word by
the fact that it has a single accent]; or they show the twoness of the words
through the retention [of the accent] on each word. For Atos kdpos
with an acute accent on the penult has its genitive meaning by itself [i.e.
Au6s is a genitive], being similar to Atos vids, but when it has an acute
accent on the antepenult it is similar to AtdyvnTos and AudédoTos [i.e. it
is a compound, At6okopos]; and €0 vo@ when it has two circumflexes
demonstrates the juxtaposition of an adverb and a verb, and “EXAns
mévTos having the acute at the beginning, and €pot avTob having the
circumflex twice [are each juxtapositions, not compounds]. For these
and the [words] that are similar to these, which are innumerable, when
they come together according to the rule of composition also have the
accent combined [i.e. e0vo®, ‘EA\omovTos, €pavtov], but when they
are not thus [i.e. compounded] they have the accent uncompounded as
well [i.e. they have two accents], and, as we said, they demonstrate a
juxtaposition in [i.e. by] the retention of the accent on each word [i.e.
the two accents show that these words are a phrase not a compound].

5.3 TEXTS WITHOUT KEY

5.3.1 Lexica

Contents. Hesychius 105-21; Ammonius 122-6; Timaeus 127-8; Apollonius
Sophista 129-30; Etymologica 131-8; Suda 139.

105. Hesychius, ed. Latte, I" 781

yoldnuL- émloTapat

Notes: cf. 4.1.2; v is for digamma.

106. Hesychius, ed. Latte, " 778

yoU - avT®
Notes: cf. 4.1.2, 4.1.7; v is for digamma.

107. Hesychius, ed. Latte, A 7643

doev- évédnoer (X 61)
Notes: cf. 4.1.7; év8€éw “bind in”; the reference indicates that the entry can be

traced to the Odyssey.
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108.

109.

110.

I11.

112.

113.

114.

115.

116.

117.

118.

Hesychius, ed. Latte, A 7279
dpkdv: axolv. Makedoves
Note: cf. 4.1.12.

Hesychius, ed. Latte, I 770
yodvatr: khateww. Komprot
Note: cf. 4.1.12.

Hesychius, ed. Latte, I 756
voBala- To optov. Poivikes

Note: 6ptov “boundary.”

Hesychius, ed. Latte, A 7307
"Appebeis ol evmatpiSal év Kimpw
Note: e0maTpidns “noble.”

Hesychius, ed. Latte, B 685
BrdoTav: BrdoTnowy, Komplot
Note: BrdoTnots “sprouting.”

Hesychius, ed. Latte, A 1330
deLdpos: detbaris. Zook\is T épy (fr. 522)
Notes: cf. 4.1.12; detBaris “ever-blooming.” The reference is to TGF and would
now be fr. 580 TrGF.

Hesychius, ed. Latte, A 7273
"Apkas kurt: "Apkadikos TAos. 2ogokAiis lvdxw (fr. 250)
Notes: cf. 4.1.12; mihos “cap.” The reference is to TGF and would now be
fr. 272 TrGF.

Hesychius, ed. Latte, I 753
yroTn - doeA@r: (O 350) 2p 1y épwuévn
Notes: the reference indicates that the entry can be traced to the Iliad, and the
%p shows that the first part of this entry is also in the manuscript designated p

of the Zvvaywyn MEewv xpnolpwv.

Hesychius, ed. Latte, A 1318
deloLTos: 0 €@’ ékdoTn Nuépa év 76 Mputavelw Sevmvov

Hesychius, ed. Latte, A 7267
Aplov: 6 lmmos, Mooeld®ros vios kal pids Tov Epwiwy AS
Notes: the asterisk indicates that the entry comes from Cyrillus’ lexicon, and the

letters AS refer to the two manuscripts of Cyrillus that contain this entry.

Hesychius, ed. Latte, I 736
YVUTWVES " OTUYVOL. KATNQELS. ATOALOL. TAPELPEVOL. KAl LANAKOL,
amo ToU €ls YOvu TETTWKEVAL
Notes: aTvyVo6s “gloomy”; katnenis “downcast”; TapeLévos (pf. part < mapinL)

“slack.”
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122.

123.
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. Hesychius, ed. Latte, E 6383
€01 oTo\y. Kdmprot. fyépdn, loTaTto (E 108)

Notes: 6ToN “garment”; éyelpopar “wake up.”
g p

Hesychius, ed. Latte, E 6397
‘Eotlas xbpos® wépos ToL NTATOS €V BUTLKT

Notes: fmap “liver”; uTiky “art of divination.”

Hesychius, ed. Latte, E 6402
€0TLAX0S" olkoupds. olkaval. kal Zevs map’ "lwow

Notes: otkoupds “housekeeper”; otk@ra& “master of the house” "lov “Tonian.”

Ammonius, ed. Nickau, 329
Yaos Kal onkKos SLa@épeL. O pev yap vads €oTL Bedr, O 86 aNKOS
NpwY.
Notes: onkds “sacred enclosure.”

Ammonius, ed. Nickau, 144
SL8dokalos Kal € TLOTATNS SLaPépeL. SLBATKANOS eV ydp €TTL
\oywv, EmMaTdTns 8€ €pywy.

Ammonius, ed. Nickau, 140
SL8dEw kal SiddEopat Slapépel. BLdAEwW pev yap 8L €avTov,
BLddEopatl’ 8¢ 87 €Tépou BS ‘olkodopnow’ pev 8L €auTod,
otkodoproachal 8¢ SL” €Tépov.
Notes: understand something like “is said of something that is done” with each
verb discussed; €éTépou: cf. 4.1.23; the use of the infinitive olkoSopioacal rather

than the first person singular used for the other verbs is not meaningful.

. Ammonius, ed. Nickau, 480

TUpavror ol dpxdiot kal €m Baciléns éTaccov. ‘HpddoTos (1, 6,
1) ém Kpoloov ‘“Tupdvvou & €éBvéwv’, kal mpoPas (1, 26, 1)
‘TeheuTHoavTos 8 TAMudT Tew SLedéEaTo TN Pactheliny’. kal
"AptoTo@dvns (11 p. 1098 M. = fr. 357 K.) év Anpviats:

€vTavd’ éTupdrvever YPLmiANS TaTne

©das, BpadiTepos TOV €év dvbpuiTols Spapeiv’.
€06’ 6Te kal Tov TUpavvov Baciléa éeyor, s EUmols év Afuots
(Il p. 474 M. =fr. 123 K.) émt Tov TletoitoTpdTov.
Notes: BaotheUs, in the writer's own time, referred to a king by legitimate inher-
itance, while TOpawvos referred to a king who had seized power; Tdoow “apply”;
émi: cf. 4.1.31; mpoPailve “continue on”; €06’ 0Te “sometimes.” The references

would now be expressed as fr. 373 K-A and fr. 137 K-A respectively.

126. Ammonius, ed. Nickau, 451

OURPAXELY KAl € TLRLAXETY BLAPEPEL. TULILAXELY LEV Yap AEYouat
TO oLV €quTals, Pnot Atdupos (p. 334 Schmidt), elT’ avTols émloterv
TONLLOL LELTE AUTOLL €TEPOLLS) ETLOTPATEVOLEY. ETLHAXELY OE
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127

128

129

OTav TOUS €mMOVTAS AuivovTal Lovov. StéoTalke Oouvkudidns
€v TR mpuyTn (1, 44, 1) Mywr Kepkupalots "Abnvalovs cuppaxiav
pev ov motioacbat, émpaxiav &€.

Notes: aptvopat “defend self against”; StaoTéN\w “distinguish”; mpeytn: cf. 4.1.33;

ouppaxla i.e. an agreement to GUPLPLAXELV.

. Timaeus’ Platonic lexicon, ed. Ruhnken, 79. 1-3.

Edisa&a. émaidevoa alTos 8u” éautov. ESL8aEduny, émaidevoduny
8U” €Tépov, avTOS EmLLelnfels ToUTOV.

Notes: there are two lemmata here, and the point of the note is the distinction
between them; we would expect épavtob instead of €avtov; émpueréopat “have

the charge or management of.”

. Timaeus’ Platonic lexicon, ed. Ruhnken, 163. 4—6

‘OpxnoTpa. TO Tob BedTpou péoor xwplov, Kal TOTOS ETLOAVNS
els maviyuvply, évba ‘Appodlouv kal "ApLoToyelTovos €lkdves.

Notes: émavis “prominent”; maviiyupts “festival assembly”

. Apollonius Sophista, ed. Bekker, 107. 3—4

Na0ccG0s 1 TOUS Aaols coolod, O €0TL coBolod Kal €Tl TONE OV
Oppoa. 6 8¢ "Amiwy 1 Tous Aaovs owlovad.

Notes: 00éw = oeVw “chase”; coBéw “drive off”.

. Apollonius Sophista, ed. Bekker, 106. 15-19.

NaBpeveTat O pev "Amiov mpoyAwooelel” €0TL ydp Kuplws AdBpov
péya katd THY Bopdr: TO yap Nd péyd SnAol. HETAPOPLKGS 0DV
KeLTaL €Tl TOU eydha Boulopévou SLa ToV Aoyov ép@alveLy. mpo
KaLpol molvAoYels kal Adlos yivm, kal olov dBpdws Aéyels,
APETPWS, KAl [LEYANYOPELS.

Notes: haPpeveTat is a corruption of AaBpeveat (Il. 23. 474, 478), a second-
person form that was altered in the transmission of the glossary because the
definition looked like a third-person form; mpoylwooetopat “be hasty of tongue”
(2nd sing. middle, although it looks like 3rd sing. active); AdBpos “eager”; Bopd
“food” (the idea is that this word is etymologically present in the second half
of MdBpos); ketpat “is applied to”; éml cf. 4.1.31; Adlos “loquacious”; the last
sentence consists of a string of translations of the lemma, in its original second-

person form.

131. Etymologicum magnum, ed. Gaisford, 617. 30

Oikflas® Olkelous, olkéTas, SovNOUS" Olpal Amd Tob olkels, WS
PAXLAeTS.
Notes: ToU: cf. 4.1.17—18; olkeVs is the nominative singular of which olkfjas is

the accusative plural; understand “declined” before ws.

132. Etymologicum Gudianum, ed. De Stefani, vol. ii, p. 362. 2-3

Ale" mapa TO elw O SevTepoc ddpieToc ESLov €SLec €8Le, kal Sle
TO TPOCTAKTLKOV.
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Notes: mapd: cf. 4.1.28; 16: cf. 4.1.17-18; 8€lw is apparently the verb we know
as 8e(dw; mpooTakTLkdV: cf. 4.2.13; the writer’s point is that 8te is a second aorist
imperative, though in fact it is an unaugmented third-person singular aorist in-

dicative (= é8Le), at least where it occurs in Homer.

133. Etymologicum Gudianum, ed. De Stefani, vol. ii, p. 329. 1-2

Aatpdvioc: TO
ToU Salpwy dalpovoc.

DU T we €mbeTor: TO IO PLKPOV WC KOOV, €K

Notes: understand something like “is written with” after v, and something like “usual
for” after ws; though émiBeTtov is best translated “adjective” and kowdv “common
noun,” the two categories overlap in Greek because common nouns are any type of

noun or adjective that is not a proper name; pLLkpdv i.e. written with omicron.

134. Etymologicum Gudianum, ed. De Stefani, vol. i, p. 117. 1-3

"Apoppalwy: yevkiic Tav TANBUVTIKGY: Gvopa €dvouc 6 A poppaloc,
Tob "Apoppaiov. O 8¢ TéTOC TO B Wéyad KAl €V P, olov TO "AWpLoV.
Notes: cf. 4.2.11 for vocabulary; understand something like “is the base form” after

"Apoppatov and “has” after Témos; péya i.e. written with omega; otov: cf. 4.1.40.

135. Etymologicum genuinum, ed. Lasserre and Livadaras, A 515

AMNLE (Call. fr. 253,11)" onuaiver 8¢ kaTa OeTTaNOUS THY X\apida
Kal\{payos (l.c.):

AN\LKaL X puoeinoLy Eémepyopévny EvETnoLy.
aMdoow dAa kat dAE AB, Sym. 611, EM 902. *Methodius.
Notes: xAapts “cloak”; d\\doow “change”; dM\a& “reversely”; the point of the
last line is that dAME is derived from d\\doow via the intermediate form dA\a&
(cf. 4.1.20); the letters at the end indicate sources and parallels. The reference
is to Pfeiffer (1949-53: vol. i, fr. 253, line 11).

136. Etymologicum magnum, ed. Gaisford, 635. 4-7

"Opxopevés: Avo elol, BotwTikos kal Apkadikds: dAN” O pev
BotwTikos, MwieLos kaketTar 6 8¢ “ApkadlLkos, TOANUINAOS" Kal
TOlS €mMBETOLS SLaoTéNNeTAL 1) OpwVUlLia.

Notes: "Opxopevos is the name of several cities; ToAUunAos “rich in flocks”;

emibeTov “adjective”; SlaoTéNw “distinguish”; opwvupia “homonymy, ambiguity.”

137. Etymologicum Gudianum, ed. De Stefani, vol. i, p. 302. 12—-14

[elvw: TO yevvd: TO Yet dl@boyyov: SLd Ti; SLOTL €xEL €V TG
HEANOVTL TO €. O TabnTikoc yelvopat, TO TplTov yelveTal. kal
elc 10 Nvopatr kat vvn.

Notes: yevvdw “beget”; understand something like “is written with” after ye;
Slpboyyov: cf. 4.2.4; mabnTikos “passive”; TplTov “third (person)’; els: cf. 4.1.29;
the point is that because the future is yevrioopat, with an € in the first syllable,
the € must also be present in the other tenses, and therefore the present, which
from its pronunciation could be spelled either yelvw or y{vw, must have the et

diphthong (yeivw) rather than the t alone (y{vow).



5.3.2 SCHOLIA AND COMMENTARIES 199

138. Etymologicum genuinum, ed. Lasserre and Livadaras, A 122

dnduwv: mapd TO deldw GeLdEV, Kal TpoTi) ALOAKT) THS €L SLPddyyou
€ls 1 dnduv. d\ot &€ Tpommy povor Aéyouat yeyovévar ToU €
els T Kal pével TO T mpooyeypaupuévor B, Sym. 188, EM 361. Orio
28,1+

Notes: dnduwiv “nightingale”; mapd: cf. 4.1.28; de(dw “sing”; delduiv is a hypothetical
intermediate form, (though it is possible that in an originally unaccented form of
this entry there was a conflation of det8dv, the form necessary to give dnduwv, with
aeidwv, the present participle of delw); Tpot “sound change™; T mpooyeypappévov

“iota subscript.” The view of the d\\ot is that the correct form is dndcv.

139. Suda, ed. Adler, T 1115

Tpuowv, "Appwviov, "AXeEavdpelc, YpappaTikOC Kal TOLNTTC,
YEYOVOC KATA Touc AvyovucTou Xpdvouc kal mpoTepov. Ilept
mAeovaciot Tob €v T ALoA(BL StalékTw BLBNla (', Tlepl TV Tap’
Opnpw dtarékTwr kal Cipovidn kal TTwddpe kat "Alkpdve kal
Totc d\otc Avptkoice, TTept Thc ‘EXrov StalékTou kal "Apyelwy
kat ‘Tpepatwv kat ‘Pnylver kol Awptéwv kat Cupakovciwy, TTept
Thc év kAlcecwy dvaloylac a’, Tlepl Thc év elfelq dvaloylac,
TTept dvopdTwr cuykpiTik@y o, Tleplt THic €v povocuvAldBolc
avaloylac, Tlept dvopdtor xapaktipwy o', Tlept pnpdTtwy dvaroylac
Baputévwr a’, Tlept pNUdTOV €YKALTIKGY Kal dTAPELPATWY Kal
TPOCTAKTLKGY KAl EVKTLKOY KAl ATAGC TdvTov, ITept opboypapliac
Kal TOV avTi (nToupévov, Ilepl mrevpdTwy kAl TPOTWV: Kal
d\\a.

Notes: cf. 4.2.11-13 for vocabulary; katd “during”; the capitalization of TTept
means that the editor considers these to be the titles of the books, not simply
descriptions of their contents; mieovaopds “redundancy”; mapd: cf. 4.1.28;
Auptkds “lyric poet”; k\oLs “declension”; dvaloyla “analogy, regularity”; a”: sc.
BLBAlov; though dvopa is usually translated “noun” it also includes adjectives;
xapaktip “declensional category”; avTf) {nTovpévwr “inquired about in'it” (i.e.
its difficulties), or perhaps “sought by means of it” (i.e. its goals); mvevpa: cf.

4.2.6; TpéToOS “trope.”

5.3.2 Scholia and Commentaries

Contents. Poetry: Homer 140-57; Euripides 158-9; Aeschylus 160-2; Pindar 163—
6; Aristophanes 167-8. Prose: Plato 169-70; Aeschines 171-5; Hippocrates 176—
8. Post-classical: Lucian 179-82; Apollonius Rhodius 183—6; Aratus 187,

140. Homer scholia, ed. Erbse, Iliad 15. 467a (from Didymus?)
@ méToLy év ANy ‘O mémor”. Aim
Notes: understand dvtiypdgw “copy” after dMw. The notation at the end indi-
cates the manuscript source: a note written in A between the text and the main

body of marginal scholia.
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. Homer scholia, ed. Erbse, Iliad 15. 388 (exegetical)
<EvoToloL:» \elmel 8épacwy. T
Notes: \e(mo: cf. 4.1.35. The notation at the end indicates that the scholion comes

from T, where it was written over a verse of the text.

Homer scholia, ed. Erbse, Iliad 15. 427b (exegetical)
<ULYs vt Tob avTod, TATTikGS. Ti
Note the broad definition of “Attic” to include a word that we might think of as Ionic;

ToU: cf. 4.1.17-18. The point is that the scholiast interprets v as a genitive here.

Homer scholia, ed. Erbse, Iliad 15. 450a' (from Didymus)
Lepévwrs> dxas "AploTapxos, kal “lepévy” kal tepévwr. Am
Notes: cf. 4.1.11; 8Lx®s “in two ways.”

Homer scholia, ed. Erbse, Iliad 15. 737a* (from Didymus)
<00 PEV TL> 0UTWS "AploTapX0S XWELS TOU T. TES 8¢ “00 pév
Tis”. T
Note: cf. 4.1.11.

Homer scholia, ed. Erbse, Iliad 15. 554 (from Herodian)
<dvedtots> THY L ov iy éxkTatéorv Sud TO péTpov. Aim Til
Notes: ékTaTtéov “it is necessary to lengthen”; this word is interesting because
its failure to scan results from contraction of the earlier genitive ending -oo to

-ov: if the -00 is restored, the t need not be lengthened.

Homer scholia, ed. Erbse, Iliad 15. 363b (from Nicanor)
WNTLENTLY > BEATLOV PETA TO VNTLENCTLY UTOCTLKTEOY, ANt

Note: vmooT{{w “put a comma.”

Homer scholia, ed. Erbse, Iliad 15. 639a (exegetical)
Kompfios: KompeUs TTélomos mals Tob "HAhelov. EoTL 6€ kal dANOS
BotwTios, "AAdpTov mais. T
Notes: 'HAetos “Elean”; understand Kompets with d\\os.

Homer scholia, ed. Erbse, Iliad 15. 488 (from Nicanor)
viias dva yla@upds: BEXTLOV TOUTO Tols dvw OuvdmTeLv.
TPOTPETEL Ydp alTOUS €M TAS vavs Oppdv. A
Notes: the lemma occurs at the beginning of a line, so the question addressed by
this scholion is whether to punctuate before it and take it with the other mate-
rial in its own line, or to punctuate after it and take it with the preceding line.
TOlS dvw i.e. the words in the preceding line, mpoTpémw “urge forward” (the sub-

ject here is the speaker of the lines, Hector).

. Homer scholia, ed. Erbse, Iliad 15. 626b (from Aristonicus)
SeLvos dnTn: 0TL dpoevikGSs 8ELVOoS d1iTn, dAN oU Bewvr, Ks
“k\uTos ‘Immoddpera” (B 742). éviol 8¢ dyvoolvTes moLotat “Setvos
anms”. d\\’ o0 Bel ypdpewr oUTwS. A

Notes: 67L: cf. 4.1.44; dpoevik@ds “in masculine form.”
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150. Homer scholia, ed. Erbse, Iliad 15. 563a' (from Didymus)
alSopévav 8 avdpiv: Xwpls ToL GUVSETHOU €ypager "AplaTapX0s,
TArTons (wa dowdéTws yevdpevos 6 Moyos TAéor Te SLaoTh Kal
HaNoV épneivn. A
Notes: olvdeopos: cf. 4.2.10; mdvtos “certainly”; dovvdeTos “without conjunc-

tions”; \0yos “sentence”; StlaTnpL “separate”; éppalve i.e. stand out.

151. Homer scholia, ed. Erbse, Iliad 15. 414a', a2 (from Aristonicus)

dA\ot 8 dp@’ dAAnoL pdxny <€pdxovTo VEETTLV>: OTL €K
ToUTOL SleckeVaoTal O THS Telyopaxlas aTixos (M 175): “d\ot
& dp@’ d\\not pdxnv éudxovro mUAnow”. A

OTL €vTelBer O €V TT| TELXOPAX(d LETATETOINTAL OTIX0S" APETKEL
vyap "AptoTdpxw plav elvar moan. T

Notes: these two notes, from different manuscripts, must go back to the same
source, and neither is fully comprehensible without the other. The point is that
because there is (in Aristarchus’ view) one gate but many ships, the line with
the plural is more at home here than in book 12 and therefore must have origi-
nated here. 6Tu: ¢f. 4.1.44; Staokevd{w “prepare”; petamoléw “remake”; the

oTix0s in the second note should be taken before peTamemoinTat.

152. Homer scholia, ed. Erbse, Iliad 15. 382a, b! (first from Herodian, sec-
ond D scholion and exegetical)

YNOS UTMEP TolXWV: OUK AVaykaldy €0TLY AvacTpéPeLy TNV
TPOPeaLY, dAA ourTdooewy TH Tol XV yeviky. A
wnos vmep Tol XV AvTL TOD UTEP TOLUS TolXOoUS. | thnAdTE POV
yevépevor TO kbpa TEY Tolxwv Ths veds. TH
Notes: These two scholia show the development of interpretation of a passage.
The earliest section is probably the first part of the second scholion (up to the |),
which is a D scholion. Both the A scholion (from Herodian) and the T scholion
build upon that information, but in different ways. Cf. 4.2.10-11 for vocabu-
lary; dvaoTpépo “take in anastrophe” (i.e. move the accent to the first syllable
and assume that the preposition is following its object); cuvTdoow “take together”;

. w1 w
TOlX0S “side.

153. Homer scholia, ed. Erbse, Iliad 15. 365b (exegetical)

fie: "AploTapxos daolvel, Tapd THY €0 TGOV BeAav: O &€
‘HpwdLavos (2, 95, 26) bLhol: del yap TO T TpO QuYNEVTOS PLAoUTaAL.
ol 8¢ mapa TV lacww i mapd TO Lévat MALoS ydp €0TLY. €0TL 8¢
TEPLTAONS 1) AVAPWINOLS KAl €PLQAVTLKT THS Suvdpews Tob Belou.
b (BCE’) T

Notes: Saolvw “write with a rough breathing”; mapd: cf. 4.1.28; €éots “throwing’;
PLhdw “write with a smooth breathing”; uviiev: cf. 4.2.4; laots “healing”; the point
of M\tos ydp éoTw (of which f\wos is the predicate) is that 1jtos is an epithet of
Phoebus, who is the sun-god, and the sun is always in motion and involved in

healing; éoTL = €éaTL; mepLTadNS “passionate”; dva@uimols “appellation.”
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154. Homer scholia, ed. Erbse, Iliad 15. 545a' (from Aristonicus)

{ov\joew. €kTwp 8¢} KaoLyvrToLoL: OTL KAolyynTOL KOLVOTEPOV
ol ovyyeveis: | onpetobvtal ydp Twes OTL TOUS dredLovs
KaoLyviTous ékdlouvr: O yap Me dvimmos dvedios fv “EkTopos.
avedstol 6€ elor ol TaY AdeNiV Tdldes, womep Alas kal ~ AXLANeDS,
0 pev Tehapavos, 6 8¢ TInAéws. A

Notes: the brackets indicate that the lemma should be only kacityvriToiot, and
the vertical line marks the point from which this A scholion is paralleled by a D
scholion that may also descend from Aristonicus. kol Tepor “in a more general

form,” i.e. in the koiné form; dvetés “cousin”; onuetdopal “note.”

155. Homer scholia, ed. Erbse, Iliad 15. 619a' (from Herodian)

NA(BaTos {peyd\n}: GAGS: Ao yap ToU AALTELWY €oXNUATIOTAL"
kal G@eethev dpotov elvar T “BATéunvos” (cf. T 118), ovykomiy
8¢ émabev. 8L8dokel 8¢ kal TO THS CUVANLQRS OTL YLhoUTaL: “TOV
pév T’ AN Batos méTpn” (O 273). oL pévTol SacivorTes ETUPONOYOUOL
mapd TOV Hitov, TH HMe BaTiy oboar pévy. ovk émelodn 8¢ 1
TAPdd00LS, WS TPOSNAOY €YVEVETO €K THS TUVANLQNS. A

Notes: the brackets in the lemma indicate that the comment is purely about
NA(BaTos, an epithet of rocks whose meaning is unknown. The point of the quo-
tation is that the 7" is not aspirated into 8". $stAGs etc.: cf. 4.2.6; oxnpati{w “form,”
i.e. “derive”; ouykom “syncope” (in this case loss of -To-); 76 understand some-
thing like “results”; ouvak(o)ugn “elision”; éTupoloyéw “derive”; mapd: cf. 4.1.28;
Batds “accessible”; THv MAlw BaThv odoav pévw is a definition of AA(BaTos
according to those who would write it NA{BaTos and is in the feminine accusa-
tive because it agrees with an understood N\{BaTov méTpav, object of SactvovTes

and €éTupoloyobot; mapddoots “tradition” (i.e. the main group of manuscripts).

156. Homer scholia, ed. Erbse, Iliad 15. 741a (from Nicanor)
TGO €V XEPOL QPOWS, <OV WeLALX(T TOAE poto>: "AploTapxos
KATA SOTLKTY €YPAQeV, GUVATTOY SAOVGTL ONOV TOV OTiXOV™ €0TAL
8¢ oUTws TO €EMs, TG €év Xepolv, ov pelixin, TENOS TONEOLO,
olov év TG 86paTL, ovk év mpoonrelq ovd’ év dpylq keiTar 1
ToU moMépov owTnpla. Atoviolos 8¢ 6 Opda€ (fr. 20 Schm.) kat’
€Whelav TTOOoW, ¢ dkOAovBdY 0Tl oTilew ém TO PSws Telela
OTUYUT)" Kal €0Tat kab’ €auTo €kdTepov NULoTixLOV. 6 8¢ Adyos:
SLémep év xepoly N cwTnpla, TpooHveld 8¢ oUK €0TL TONéLOU. A
Notes: kata 8oTikny “in the dative case”; the understood object of €ypagev is
petAtxin “gentleness”; SnhovdTi i.e. “clearly”; atixos “line”; To €Efis: cf. 4.1.38;
the distinction between T@ in the lemma and 16 in the paraphrase is not rele-
vant to the import of the scholion but comes from a divergent textual tradition:
both 76 and T@ are attested for the text of Homer here; olov introduces a sec-
ond, looser paraphrase of the same line; mpoonjvera “softness”; evbeta mMTGHOLS:
cf. 4.2.11 and understand something like “puts the petAixin”; dkérovbos “in ac-

cordance with”; oT({{w “punctuate”; émi: cf. 4.1.31; Tekela aTrypn “period”; kad’
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€autd “by itself”; uioTixtov “half line”; A\oyos “sense” (introducing another para-
phrase); éoTt = éoTt; mONépov “suitable to war, belonging to war.” The refer-
ence is to Moritz Schmidt (1852) and would now be expressed as fr. 17 in Linke
(1977).

157. Eustathius’ commentary on the Iliad, ed. Van der Valk, 1084. 19-21
To 8¢ “00d¢ dMy xdleTo” TO ThS BOAfis Yevvaiov mBavoloyetl. O
yap Wn xalopevds Twos, dAN €yylus dnhadn yeyovws, SUvalT’
av kal yewvalay ékelvw évtivdEar mAnynv.

Notes: this passage (Iliad 16. 736) is important because the scholia and all the
major manuscripts have d{eTo here rather than xd{eTo, but xd{eTo could well
be the correct reading (though it is not without its own problems); &rv “for long”;
xdlopat “withdraw from”; BoAn “stroke, blow”; T0 yevvatov “excellence” (cf.
4.1.26); mBavoloyéw “speak persuasively about”; 5nadn “clearly”; évtivdoow

“hurl against.”

158. Euripides scholia, ed. Schwartz, Hecuba 847

kKal Tds dvdykas ol VOPoL SLpLody: HETAMNAKTEOY TAS
TTWOELS" €0TL Ydp* KAl at dvdykdl Tous vopous diiploav. 6 8¢
Vols* 8elvor OTL TAVTA CUVEPXETAL TA KAKA KATA TAUTOV TOLS
dvbpddmols, kal at dvdykal Ta VeVOpLopéva Tols dvbpwmols
pLeTHAaEar. €8é8okTo yap moléplov elvar TH ‘Ekdpy TOV
"Ayapépvova, dAN’ M dvdykn TO vevoplopévor Ti ‘Exdpfn
peTH\aev:—MB

Kkal dAws* évavtiws elmev. €86l ydp- kal Tous vépous al dvdykat
Stopllovoy alTat ydp kal VOLwY EmKpaTéoTepal, ov TO évavTiov,
SLOTL ol vépoL Ta €kolola TLLwpolVTaL, oUxl Td €€ dvdykns
Spwpevar ws kal viv 1 ypats €€ dvdykns ¢llov molelTar TOV
ToAépov:—MB

0 8¢ AlBupos oUTws HAAOV GPeLNeV €LTTELY GTL TOVS VOPOUS al
avdrykatr Stoptlouaty al yap dvdykal Kal TGV VOUwY EMKpATETTEPAL,
olx ol vépoL TGV draykdv. kal viv odv TovvavTtiov elmev:—M
Notes: the unexpressed subject of the verbs of saying is Euripides (cf. 4.1.43);
HETAaMaKTEOV “it is necessary to transpose” (from peTaAdoon “change, transpose”);
Stopl{w “determine, define”; voUs “sense, meaning”; kaTd TauToV “at the same time”;

»

anos: cf. 4.1.5; émkpaTéoTepos “stronger”; €xovolov “voluntary [acts]

159. Euripides scholia, ed. Schwartz, Orestes 331

lva pegdp@alot A€ yovTal: OLPards kékAnTat 1) Tubw mapd
TAS OPPAS TAS UTO ToU Beol ypnoTtnpralopévas. M Tapd
TO elvar év péow Ths olkoupérms Ty TTudd. MéyeTar yap Tov
Ala pabetv Bovhdpevor 17O péoor Tiis yijs SU0 deTOUS LOOTAXELS
dQelvat, TOV PEV Ao 8UCEwS, TOV O€ ATO dVATOMS, Kl ékeloe
avToUs amavTiioat, 08ev OuEaros €kAion. dvakelobal Te xpuools
deTovs GaoL TOV pubevopévor deTwv vTmopvipata:—MTAB
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Notes: TTub Pytho, the region in which Delphi is located; mapd: cf. 4.1.28; dpon
“voice”; xpnotnptdlw “prophesy”; otkovpérn “inhabited world”; deTés: “eagle”;
8vots “west”; dvaTtoNn “east”; dmavTdw + dat. “meet”; dvaxetpal is perfect pas-

sive of avatibnut “dedicate”; bmépvnpa “memorial”; pubetw “tell about in a myth.”

160. Aeschylus scholia, ed. Smith, Choephori 899
peTeokevaoTal 0 €Edyyelos els TTVAdSNY tva pn 8 Mywolv.
Notes: peTaokevd{w “transform”; é€d-yyelos “messenger coming from indoors”;
the reason four characters could not speak is that most tragedies used only three

speaking actors.

161. Aeschylus scholia, ed. Herington, Prometheus Vinctus 472b
mémovfas k. T. \.] ToUTo 8La TO @Llovelkfoal Ail. pecolaBoiot
8¢ al Tob xopol TNV €kbeoty TGV kaTopbwpdTwy, Stavaradovoadl
TOV UTokpLTNY AloyUlou.
Notes: the scholiast is attempting to justify the insertion of a few lines of sympa-
thetic comment from the chorus in the midst of Prometheus’ long recitation of
his woes; @ulov(e)kéw “engage in rivalry”; pecolaBéw “interrupt”; €ékBeots “ex-

position”; kaTépBwpa “success”; Stavamain “allow to rest awhile.”

162. Aeschylus scholia, ed. Smith, Septem 311a
Tnolos 8¢ maides: WAV TOUS TOTAROVS Ovopdlel: pubeveTal
vap OTL 6 Opavos cupplyels Th ' améteke Tov "Qrearvor kal
™V Tndlv kat dAlovs ok OAlyous Taidas Te kal BuyaTépas. O
8¢ "Qreavos puyets T4 TnoOL T avTol dSeA@r) éyévvnoe Tous
TOTAROUS KAl TAS TNYAS TAS 0V0AS €V TG KOOPW, KAl OUTOS
Méyovtal ol moTapol maides Tnovos.
CNaNcNdP?PdSjVWXaXcYYa

Note: pubevw “relate (fabulously).”

163. Pindar scholia, ed. Drachmann, Pythian 2. 107
eboTePdvwY: fTol BPn\dv, 1§ €0 TETELXLOPEVLY. GTEQAVOS VAP
TOAEWS TO TELXOS.
Notes: iTot “either”; tymA6s “high.”

164. Pindar scholia, ed. Drachmann, Pythian 8. 91

TEOL xappdTwy: ws Tob "AplaTopévous, mplr hapetv Ta TTvoua,
VEVLKNKOTOS €V OlKWw, TOUTETTLY €V ALylvy dyova Lepor "ATOMwIOS
mévTablov. dyeTal 8¢ €v Alylvn Aehgivia "AToNwYL.

Notes: the lemma, which literally translated would be “there of joys,” is only a
key to the larger section of text to which this comment applies: T0 pév péyiorov
T6OL XappdTwv / dmacas, olkol 8¢ mpbéober dpmaréav Séawv / mevTaediiov
oWV €opTals Vpals émdyayes (64-6) (cf. 4.1.6); ’AptoTopévns is the dedica-
tee of the ode, which celebrates his Pythian victory; Aapdvo i.e. “win”; TTo6La

“Pythian games”; év olkw “at home”; dyopat “be held”; Aehpivia “Delphinian
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games”; the point of the last sentence is only to give the name of the games where

Aristomenes had his earlier victory.

165. Pindar scholia, ed. Drachmann, Pythian 6. 15
TaTpl TeW OpacUPoule: b Tob EevokpdTous Tdi. ToUTOV &€
OS PLNOTTATOPA KAl TPOETTHTA THS LTTLKAS ETALVEL, OUX (IS TLVES
€Roulndnoav, nvioxov. 0 yap Mrioxos Nikdpaxos €oTiv, ws €k
Tov lodbprovikav (11 22) 8fAds €oTiv.
Notes: puhomdtop “devoted to one’s father”; mpolotnt “be outstanding in”; trmikn
“horsemanship”; émawvet- cf. 4.1.43; vioxos “charioteer”; the "loBpLovikat are

the group of odes we call the Isthmians, so the reference is to Isth. 2. 22.

166. Pindar scholia, ed. Drachmann, Pythian 6. 35
a. Meooaviov 8¢ yé€povTos: Meoonuior Tov NéoTopd Qaoiy
ouToL, dool vmélaBov THY T ov Tis Meoonns elvat, AN oyl
s kata T "Apkadlav Tpreuiias. 6 pévtor “Opnpos oldev
vmoTeTaypévny TH Aakoviki] Ty Meoorpmy. ¢not ydp (¢ 13.15):
Sopa Td ol E€lvos Aakedalpovt Soke TuxNoas:
Tw 8 év Meoanvn EupPATny dAARAoLLY.

b. 6 8¢ vols* Tob 8¢ Meaonviov yépovTos Tapaxbeloa 1 @pnv
€Boa TOv TAida. c. ANws* kat TTivdapos Tov NéoTopa €k
THs Meoonviakfis TTolov gnoiv elvat. TpLav yap dvTov TGV év
Tehomovviiow MO Y els pPév €oTv 6 mepl TOV "ANPELOV TOTAUOV
év "HA8L TTONos, Ov kal ve” ‘Hpakhéos memopbnioBatl [¢acty]: éTepos
8¢ O Tprpuhiakos TTONos, év @ 6 "Apabdels moTapds: TplTos év
Meooniun mept TO Kopupdaiov. €lat 8¢ ol gaot Tous Tpets TTudovs
mepl TO Kopugpdotov 0md Tov Nn\éa elvar Sokel 8¢ TG ALSUW
¢k Tob Tpreuitarot TTolou elvar Tov NéoTopa, évba kal *Apadiels
€oTl TOTAPOS Kkab’ “Ounpov.

Notes: UTohappdrw “suppose”; katd “in”; TpLeuNia is a place; vTOTATTW® “sub-
ordinate, subject”; voUs “meaning”; d\\ws: cf. 4.1.5; mopbéw “destroy, sack”; U
+acc. “subject to”; Neleus was Nestor’s father. There were indeed three ancient
towns named Pylos, all of which claimed to be the home of Homer’s Nestor (in
part because the information given by Homer about Pylos matches none of them
perfectly), but only the Messenian one was near the Coryphasium (a promon-
tory). The Mycenean palace now called “Nestor’s,” from which come Linear B
tablets identifying the place as Pylos, is near (but not identical with) the Mes-

senian Pylos of the classical period.

167. Aristophanes scholia, ed. Koster and Holwerda, Pax 755a
dm’ oebalpav Kvvvns R:’EpaTtocbévns dyvofoas Td kata Thv
Kovwwav “kuvos” ypdeet, RVIT
KUVOS WS dkTives éxapmov. VI
Kdvva 8¢ kat ZalaBakxw moprar "Abivnow. RVI
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Notes: T katd “the facts about”; the indented line is a quotation of the second
half of Pax 755 according to the text of Eratosthenes; ’Afnvnowr “at Athens.”
The groups of letters indicate that there are three manuscripts from which this
scholion is drawn, but none of them contains all of it: the lemma is only in R,

and the quotation only in V and I'.

168. Aristophanes scholia, ed. Koster and Holwerda, Pax 123d

kal kdvdulov R: AnunrpLos 6 {nrodéTelos petarypdpet “kdvdulov™
V €l8os 8¢ €oTt mhakolvTos. dM\da Sia To “Clov” meplTTh 1)
peTaypa@n. RV

Notes: the context of the lemma is fiv 8 éyw €0 mpdEas ENOw mdlwv, E€eT’ év
Opa / KoOAOpav peyd\ny kat kévduvlov &ov ém’ avTi, ‘but if I come back
having done well, you will soon have a big bread-roll and kév8ulov relish on it”;
thus Aristophanes made a pun by putting the word kévduvlov (“knuckle,” i.e.
thrashing) where a word for food was expected, Demetrius removed the pun,
and the present scholiast defends the original; (nvoddéTetos “Zenodotean,” i.e.
student of Zenodotus; peTaypdpw “change the reading to”; €(8os “type”; mhakois
“cake”; 6ov “relish”; mepLTTds “superfluous”; the letters R and V are manuscript
designations, and when they come in the middle of the text they indicate that

individual parts of it are found only in one or the other manuscript.

169. Plato scholia vetera, ed. Greene, Apologia 22a

V1 TOV Kivd.
‘PadapdvBuos dpkos oUToS 6 kKaTd XNYos 1| Kuvds 1 TAATAVOU
N KpLoU 1 Tos dANoU TOLOUTOU.
ols Av péyLoTos Gpkos
amavTt Aoyw kdwv, émeLta X1y, feovs 8 éalywv.
KpaTtivos Xelpwot (fr. 231 Kock). TotouTol 8¢ kat ol ZwkpdTovs
OpKoL.
Notes: katd “by”; xfv “goose”; mhdTavos “plane-tree”; kptos “ram.” The refer-

ence would now be expressed as fr. 249 K-A.

170. Plato scholia vetera, ed. Greene, Philebus 60d

oL.

ol TEPLOTOPEVWS EAUTEH, ws YIV: 6EuTdVwS 8¢ ouToL. onupalvet
8¢ kal TO OmOU.
Notes: cf. 4.2.7-8 for vocabulary; viv i.e. in this passage. Note the way the defi-

nitions indicate the different cases of ol and of.

171. Aeschines scholia, ed. Dilts, 2. 157

339 Tous Kaplwvas kat Zavblas] avTt Tob ‘Sovdovs’™ TolabTa yap
TA TOV dovAwy TpdowTa elodyeTadl €V T Kopwdld, Zavblov kal
Kaplwros kal d\Mwr Twer. mgVxLSTi

Notes: mpbéowmov “character”; elodyw “introduce.” The point is that Xanthias and

Carion are standard slave names in comedy.
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172. Aeschines scholia, ed. Dilts, 1. 29

66 Ta OMA\a PN TiBeoal] TO TiBeobal MéyeTat kal €ml ToL dmoTiBecbat
T OTAA Kal €L ToL TepLTiBeoBal kal évdleabal, KOs €yvwpey év
Tols Qoukudideiols €v TG deuTépw (2). évTatba odv €m Tob
mepLTBecBal Aéyel. amgVxLSE

Notes: €mi: cf. 4.1.31; dmoTiBepar “take off”; mepiTiBepatr “put on”; évdlopat
“get into”; yLyrwokw “determine”; ©@oukud(BeLoS i.e. a commentary or work on
Thucydides; Sevtépw: cf. 4.1.33; évTatba i.e. in this passage; Aéyer: cf. 4.1.43.

The reference is to a scholion on Thucydides 2. 2.

173. Aeschines scholia, ed. Dilts, 1. 157
315 méprovs peydrovs Tipapxwdels] TovTo IMappévwy O Kwptkos
¢okwer els Tlpapyov Toltov TOV pATOpa. Qv 8¢ Kal E€Tepos
Tlpapyos Tiolov pev vios Tob ‘Papvouvsiou, ’lQukpdTovs 8€
ddeA@Ldovs ToU aTpaTnyol. amgVxLS
Note: ade @Lots “nephew.”

174. Aeschines scholia, ed. Dilts, 3. 222

485a TToMw] oTpatnyor Aakedatpoviov, Tepl ol kal 6 "AploTeldns
(2,232 Di.) Myel év TG Umep TGV Teoodpwy OTL 0UTOS ETWAT|OE
Tov IM\dtwva. xLSE

485b. katevavpdynoe 8¢ avTov XaBplas mept NdEov v vijoov. LS
Notes: Uep TGV Teoadpwy is a title; Toéw “sell”; kaTavavpayéw “defeat in a
sea battle.” According to legend, the philosopher Plato spent a period as a slave,
having been sold to the Aeginetans while in Sicily. The reference is to G. Dindorf,
Aristides (Leipzig 1829), vol. ii, speech 46, marginal number 232; now that ref-
erence would be expressed as speech 3, marginal number 379, in F. W. Lenz

and C. A. Behr, P. Aelii Aristidis opera quae exstant omnia (Leiden 1976).

175. Aeschines scholia, ed. Dilts, 1. 64

147 Kpwpohos] KpwBilov kakel Tov dde pov Tou ‘Hynadvdpouv Tov
‘Hynoimmov Tov pioo@iAtor, kabo avTos dAelPeL TNV Ke AV
KAl PLAOKAAET TAS Tpixas. kpwBUNoS Ydp €0TLY €180 EUTAEYILATOS
TPWNV YEVORLEVOU TTApd TOLS TANALOLS TAV "Abnvalwy, ws éyvwuey
év Tots OoukudLdelots (1, 6). amgVxLST

Notes: kpwpOXos “top-knot”; pLoo@N\tTor from prooilimmos “hating Philip”;
kaf6: cf. 4.1.44; d\elgw “anoint with oil”; eLlokaréw “beautify”; e{Sos: cf. 4.1.41;
épumieypa “plait”; mpgmy “formerly”; yuyvdokw “determine.” The reference is to

a scholion on Thucydides 1. 6. 3.

176. Erotian’s Hippocratic glossary, ed. Nachmanson, introduction (35 = p. 8)
SLomep MUELs kad’ EkGoTNY YpaPry EKNeEGLEVOL TAS KATAYEYPAUPEVAS
Né€els BLa eV TOU oUYYpdpLaTos SNADCOPEY, OTOLAL TUYXAVouat
Kelpeval év ooals Te PBIBAoLs LoTopolvTal at un ouvibels, Sid
8¢ Tiis €€amidioews éppaviooper TOoa oNPLAlvoust, LLPVTIOKOLEVOL
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kal Tav dma€ elpnuévor kal Tas dvakeyxompnkvias St8UpoLs
TLOTOUREVOL LAPTUPLALS, TAS 8¢ 0UX OUTWS AOAQELS €S TO <€V>
avd’ €vos Snhovpevor UTdryovTes, TpooeEamholvTes 8¢ Kal TAS Tapd
TOLS AAAOLS TEXEOV TAPANENELILUEVAS. TO TE yap TEPBpoV Tou Tdbous
OUBELS aUTGY EENYeElTal Kal TAS alBOMKAS KAl TO KEPXVHOES Kal
TAS Teppivbous TO Te IpLides Kal TO oKoPSIVMLA KAl TOV OKLpoV
Kal TNV ékvutmy PiTeav kal 1o émmAvydlecbal Td Te atpokepyva
KAl TO PONLKGOOES Kal TO €vatpLov vebpor Kal TO (KTAp KAl dANAS
mAelovs Mé€els, Uep OV €V Tois KaTd épos EPoUpEV.

Notes: ékMéyw “pick out”; olyypappa “treatise”; éEdmAnots “explanation”; ketpat
“be attested”; LoTopéw “record”; a dma& elpnuévov is what we call a hapax lego-
menon; AVaKeXwpLkws “obsolete”; moTéopat “guarantee,” i.e. cite attestations
of; TO €v> avd’ €vos Bnhovevoy i.e. a regime of one explanation or citation per
word; UTrdryw €ls “bring under”; mpooeEamhdm “explain additionally”; Tékeov “com-
pletely”; Tépbpov “crisis”; alBOME “pustule”; kepxvdidns “rough”; Tépprbos “tere-
binth,” i.e. a swelling like the fruit of the terebinth tree; fnpLeidns “malignant™;
okopdlvnpa “stretching”; okipos “hardened tumor”; ékvumés “distended” (perhaps);
piTpa “womb”; émmAvydlopat “be suppressed”; atpdkepxvov “cough with blood-

spitting”; QONLKWONS “scabby”; évaipor vetpor “vein”; tktap “female genitalia.”

177. Galen, commentary on Hippocrates’ Aphorisms, 5. 13 (Kithn xvii.ii.

797-8)

‘Okdool aipa depddes TTUOUOL, TOUTEOLOLY €K TOU TVEVIOVOS 1)
dvarywyn ylveTat.

Kal Tév dvTiypdeuy Ta ToAA kal Tov €éEnynoapévor 1o BLpiiov
oUk OAyoL Toaot kaTd THYSE TIY MEW TOV APOPLOPOV YEYPALUEVOV,
OKGoOL APPAdES alpa épéovot. kal Twés ye THY éEfynowy adTod
ToLOVEeVOL TATBos évdeikvuobal paat Tolvopa kal Sla ToUTO Ao
ToU kuplov peTevnréxbal. mpodHAws &’ oUTol kaTaelSovTal Tob
QALVOPLEVOV. TTOAAKLS Yap OTTaL TTUOLS dlpaTos depudous dvev
TARBoUS yeyevnévn. el pev olv dutws U@ IrmTokpdTous olTws
€ypdon, kaTtakexpfobar Tf mpoanyopla Eoopey avToV.

Notes: the first sentence is Hippocrates” aphorism and is therefore in literary Tonic,
the dialect in which Hippocrates wrote; the material below the horizontal line is
Galen’s commentary, in Attic—but watch for unmarked quotations from Hip-
pocrates. The problem the note addresses is the precise difference in meaning
between épéw and mTlw, and whether Hippocrates was aware of that difference.
0K600s = 0mho0s; dPpwdns “foamy”; dvarywyn “bringing up” (of the blood); dvriypagov
“copy’; éEnyéopat “explain,” “write a commentary on”; dgoptopés “aphorism” (a short
pithy maxim, in this case the one appearing as the lemma), T8¢ i.e. épuéovat; épéw
“vomit”; m\ffos i.e. a large quantity of blood; évelkvupat “indicate”; kbptos “proper
meaning’; LeTAQéPw “use metaphorically”; kaTalevBopal “speak falsely of ’; oUTws

i.e. with épéovot; kataxpdopat “misuse”; mpoonyopta “word.”
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178. Galen, glossary, introduction (Kiihn xix. 63-5)

0Bev €polye kal Oavpdlewr émilde TV dmacav éEnyeiobal Ty
‘ImmokpdTous MEW émayyelapévor, €l un owlaowy 0Tl TAElw
Tapalelmovoy Gr 8Lddakouct. Toa yoiv BLBAa Atookoup(dns
ypdidsas, ovyx O émkAnbels dakds, 0 ‘Hpo@ileLos, AN 6 Ve TEPOS
0 KATA TATEPAS MOV 0UX OTWS TO TULOU PEPOS, dAN’ 0Ude
TO TplTov | TéTapTov éEnyrfoaTto THS OAns MEews: ToUTw) pév
YE TPOS Tols dANols kal Svo TabTa €E €mpéTpov kah ONoV
TETANRILEANTAL TOV AOYOV* OVOPATOV T€ GAPECTATWY LVTLOVEVELY
un 0Tt TOANAS, dANd pnde élaxioTns éEnynocns Seopévav kal
TOUTWY aUTOY TAEOVAKLS. TAUTA Te oV Mpels Tepl{Sopey kal Tpos
TOUTOLS €TL TO SInyetabat Thy 18éav ékdoTou PuTol Kal PoTdns
Kal TOV peTarlevopévwr: 1idn 8¢ kal Tov txlwy kal TV (dwv
0NV oWV AV €kdoTOTE TUXT LERVTLEVOS O ‘ImmokpdTns, dmep O
Atookoupidns ok aldelTal peTaypdewy ék Tav Niypou Te kal
TTappilov kal Atookovpidous Tob "AvalapPéws Kal TpO TOUTWY
KpaTeta Te kal OeoppdoTou kal ‘Hpakkeldov Tob TapavTivou kal
ANV puplwr: oUTeS 8¢ Kal TONewY OVOPATA SUYELTAL YVWPLUOTATWY
Kal doTpwv Opolws EMLPavesTdTwy, d PNdE AV mAls dyvonoeLe”
TauTa 8€ Kal Aol ToANOL TGV EENYNOoApévony apuapTdrovoLy. €l
Tolvur TaUTd TiS TepLélol TAvTa, TAS YAOTTAS dv €EnyfioaTo
povas, Gomep 6 ‘Hpdpuhos émoinoe kat Bakxelos, ApLtoTdpyov
TOU YPALILATLKOD TO TATIP0S aUTH TGOV TapadeLydTwy dbpoloavTos,
S PaoLy.

Notes: MéELs “vocabulary”; ¢v attracted relative pronoun with omitted anteced-
ent in genitive of comparison; émkaléopat “be surnamed”; pakds “having a birth-
mark”; ‘HpogiAetos “follower of Herophilus”; katd + acc. “around the time of”;
ovX OTWS ... dAN” oU&€é “not only not . . . but not even”; €€ émpéTpou “in ad-
dition”; mA\npperéopat “be done wrongly”; dvopa “word”; pn 6T ... dA\a
undé “not only not . . . but not even”; meovdkis “frequently”; guTév “plant”;
Botavn “herb”; peTalkevd “mine” (as for ore or crystals); {x60wv is gen.
after (8¢av; peTaypd o “copy out”; Kpateva is gen. sing.; puplot “countless”;
Tev understand BLBAlwy; Teptatpéw “strip away”; avT@ refers to Bacchius
and makes the gen. absolute equivalent to a relative clause; mapd®etypa

« »
example.

179. Lucian scholia, ed. Rabe, Pro lapsu 5
TO* mevTdypappov] 6Tl TO €V TH owwnbelq AeyOpLeVOY TEVTANPA
ovpBolor My mpos dMhlovs Tubayopelwr dvayvoploTikdy kal
TOUTR €V TAlS €MOTONALS €XPOVTO™ O €0TL TOUTO Y. ~ VCO@
Notes: the asterisk in the lemma indicates that although the scholion had no
lemma, in at least one manuscript it was linked by a sign to the T6; 0Tu: cf. 4.1.44;
mévTal@a “pentagram”; ournfeta “ordinary usage”; dvayvwploTikés “for rec-

ognition”; the symbols at the end refer to manuscripts.
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180. Lucian scholia, ed. Rabe, Apologia 2
prTpav] piiTpar: owbiikat, opoloylat. TapavTivol 8¢ vépovs kat
otov ym@lopaTa. Tapa Aakedatpoviols 8¢ priTpa Avkolpyou vopos
WS €K XPNOHOU TLBéENEVOS. oL ¢ PriTpas OLONOYLAS, oL 8¢ auyypdupaTa,
Kal PNTPOPUAAKAS TOUS OUYYPARUATOPUAAKAS. ~ A
Notes: cuvBrikn “treaty”; olov “as it were”; ouyypappato@OaE “keeper of books.”
The definitions given here fit the main usages of the word, but not the particu-

lar passage of Lucian in question here, where priTpa means “speech.”

181. Lucian scholia, ed. Rabe, Soloecista 5

maTpLTns ] opondns ydp €det elmely, OPOYAwTO0S, OLOVOUOS.
TO 8¢ maTPLOTNS €L BapBdpwr: ol BdpPapol yap oUTws AAHAOUS
@aoly avTl Tob TOAlTNS, KAl lows OTL PN KaTd TONELS olkoUaLY.
TTAdTwv pévtol kat €@’ ‘EXvov év Tols Népois [VI 771 D] ¢
TATPLOTNS €XprioaTo. ~ I 2CVMOUQ

Notes: the point of this scholion, like most of those to the Soloecista, is to ex-
plain the grammatical errors that Lucian deliberately committed in this piece;

w1 is probably for 0v.

182. Lucian scholia, ed. Rabe, Phalaris 1. 7

Tupdvrvous co@ous] mepl Teptdvdpov ToU Kulséhou Aéyel, Os
TGV €mTa pev map” "EXnol co@av €ls, KopivBou 8¢ Tis mpos TG
lofp TTehomovvrioou TOpavvos fy. ToUTou kal dmd@Ebeypa év
Ael@ois dvékelto TouTo Qupol KkpdTel’. foav 8¢ kal TaV dAwv
copi drogdéypata, d kat avta TTvbot dvéxerto, TabTa: Kheofovlou
Awdlov ‘pétpov dptaTor’, Xelhwvos Aakedatjoviov “yv@bL cavtdr’,
TTitTakod 8¢ Tob MiTulnraiov ‘Pndev dyav’, 2o wvos Adnvalov
“TéNos Opa pakpob Blov’, Blavtos 8¢ Tlpinréms ‘ol mAéoves kakol’,
OdAnTos Muknoiov ‘€yyla, mdpa 8 dta’. ~ BONOSUQA

Notes: amé@Beypa “saying”; TTubot “at Delphi”; kpatéw + gen. “control”; note the
fluctuation between fjoav and dvékeiTto in the number of a verb with a neuter

plural subject; éyyva (= éyyin) “pledge”; mdpa = mdpeaTt; dTa = dTn.

183. Apollonius Rhodius scholia, ed. Wendel, 1. 436
Onevpevoc: TO Onetcbar “Opnpoc ém ToU Bavpdlew TiOncw (k
180) ‘Onricart’ éXagov™ 6 8¢ "Amolwrioc €ml Tob BAémewv. L
Notes: Onéopat = Bedopat “behold”; understand punctuation before “Opnpos;

émi: cf. 4.1.31.

184. Apollonius Rhodius scholia, ed. Wendel, 2. 896
CEpytvoc: ‘Hpbdwpoc (31 fg 55 J.) Epyivév ¢net kuBepriicat Ty
"Apyo peTta Tov Bdvator Tiguoc.

Notes: kuBepvdon “steer.” The reference is to FGrHist author 31, fr. 55.

185. Apollonius Rhodius scholia, ed. Wendel, 1. 936-49q
€v 8’ fpwc Alvijtoc: 6Tt Alvetc OeTTaNOC @V TO YEVOC WKNCEV
év ‘EX\ncmovTw. ynpac 8¢ Edcopov Bactdénc T Opakdy AlviTny,
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yewd Kiolikov, d@’ ob 1) moAe. Edcdpov 8¢ vioc "Akdpac, dv
“Ounpoc év T BowwTig (B 844) nyeichar Opakov dpa 16 Ielpw
«pnets.

Notes: ALviiTn is a woman's name; 1 mOALs i.e. Cyzicus, understand “is named.”

186. Apollonius Rhodius scholia, ed. Wendel, 1. 1207b

Téepa & “Yhac: Tov “Yhav 06 pév "Amoldvioc Oetodduavtoc
enecv viov elvat, ‘EXdvikoc (4 fg 131 b J.) 8¢ Oetopévouc.
"AvTicheldne 8¢ év Anliakoic (140 fg 2 J.) tetdpncer o Tov “Yhav
elc ™V Ldpelar é€exnlubBéval, dAa TOv “TAhov, kal drelpeTov
vevéchal. éyévovTo &€ Tmollol épupevol ‘Hpakiéouvc: “Yhac,
dudoktiTne kat Alopoc kal TépwBoc kal TplyE, d@’ oU TéNC
Thic Apine. Cokpdtne &€ €v o Tlpoc Eis66edv (fg 9 M. IV 498)
onect Tov “Yhav épwpevor TTohugpnpov kal ovy ‘HpakAéouc yevéchad.
"Ovacoc &8¢ év o ’Apalovikav (41 fg 1 a].) dnBéctepov Thy LeToplav
éxtifeTat, ovy mMpmdcbar avTOV LTO VUPEGEY, dAAA KaTnréxHal
abTov €lc kpvnY Kal oVTwe dmobaveiv.

ampemec 8¢ veaviav v8ptav Bactdlew: “Ounpoc (n 20) 8¢ mpemdrTwe
Tapbévov. mlavwTepor 8¢ MY dugopéa elmeiv, we Kalipayoc
(fg 546 Schn.).
Notes: TO@pa “meanwhile”; LoTopéw “record”; U8pela “water-drawing”; dvelpeTos
“undiscovered, lost”; d@’ oU understand “is named”; Zwkpdtns: not the philoso-
pher, but a later writer (probably Socrates of Argos, who lived in the Hellenistic
period); mpés “against”; a” i.e. book 1; ékT{Bepat “set forth”; kaTagépw “draw
down”; kprivn “well, spring”; dmpemis “unseemly”; V8pla “water jar”; BaoTdlw
“carry”; mapfévov understand something like “had carry a water jar”; mbavés
“plausible”; v sc. dv; dpopevs “amphora”; the point is that since a hydria was
a girl’'s tool (because carrying water was girls’ work), if a male had to be made to
carry water (as was necessary for the all-male Argonaut expedition) he ought to
use a more manly container for it. The references are to FGrHist author 4, fr.
131b; FGrHist author 140, fr. 2, Miiller (see notes to exercise 84 above), now
replaced by FGrHist author 310, fr. 15; FGrHist author 41, fr. 1a; and an out-
dated edition of Callimachus now cited as fr. 596 in Pfeiffer (1949-53).

187. Hipparchus’ commentary on Aratus, 1. 2. 5-7
MpGTov pév oty O "Apatos dyvoeiv pot Sokel TO €ykhpa Tob
kéopou vopllwv év Tois mepl THY ‘EANdSa TéTOLS ToloUTov €lval,
woTe TV peylomny nuépav Aoyov éxewy mpos TNV éaxioTny Tov
atToOV, OV €XEL TA € TPOS TA 7y . MyeL yap €L ToL BepLrol TpomLkob:
497 Tob pév, doov Te pdloTa, SU” OKTw WeTPNOEVTOS
TéVTE PEV €VBLa OTPEPeTAL Kal UTépTepa yains,
Ta Tpla 8 év mepdT).
oupQurelTal 8, 8LOTL év pev Tols mepl T ‘EAAdSa TémOLS O
YYOPwY Aoyov €xeL Tpos TNV Lomuepny okldy, ov €xel Ta 8
TPOS T 7y, €KeL 81 Tolvwy N peylomn NEpa ETTLY WPMY LOMILEPLVHOY
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18" kal TPLOY €yyloTa mepTTNUoplwy, TO 8¢ €Eappa Tol TONOU
potpav A" ws €yyloTa. Omov 8¢ N peyloTn Nuépa Adyov €xel
TPOS THY €axloTny, OV €XeL Ta € TPOS T 7y’, €KEL 1) eV peylo™
Nuépa €TV WAV Le’, TO 8¢ €Eappa ToU TONOU poLPAY pa’ WS
€yyloTa. dfijdov Tolvur GTL 0U SuvaTov €v Tols mepl T ‘EANdSa
<TOTOLS> TOV TPOELPMLEVOV €lval Aoyov THs pHeyioTns Népas mpos
TNV éNaxloTny, MG Aoy €v Tols mept Tov ‘EXnomovTor TéHmoLs.
Notes: d'yvoéw “be in error about”; éykAtpa “inclination, tilt”; TorovTov for ToLoUTO;
\Oyos “ratio”; the Greeks said “has the same ratio that x has toy” where we would
say “has a ratio of x : y”; émi: cf. 4.1.31; Beplvos Tpomikds “summer solstice”;
ToU pév supply “circle” here; 6oov Te pdiioTa “as closely as possible”; 8U” 6kt
“into eight [parts]”; peTpéw “measure”; évdlos “in the sky”; mepdTn “opposite
side”; ouppuréw “agree”; SLoTL “that” (cf. 4.1.44); yvdpwv “gnomon” (pointer
on a sundial); lonpeptvds “equinoctial”; Tolvuvy “therefore”; €yyiota “approxi-

» o

mately”; mepmmpdprov “fifth”; é€appa “elevation”; méhos “pole” (i.e. North pole);

»

potpa “degree (of arc)

5.3.3 Grammatical Treatises

Contents. Theodosius 188; Choeroboscus 189; Michael Syncellus 190; Trypho
191; Gregory of Corinth 192-3; Dionysius Thrax 194-7; Herodian 198-200;
Apollonius Dyscolus 201.

188. Theodosius, Canons (from GG iv.i), 68. 1ff.
TTepl eUKTLKGY
EvkTika évepynTikd.
Xpdrov €vecT@TOC KAl TAPATATLKOD.

‘Evikd. TUmTOoLpL: maca peToXT) €vepynTikn, TO TéXoc TC
vevikiic Tpéliaca elc TIT kal Tpo ToU [T Se€apérn TOT TapaLTNCULEVT
Te Ta PN duvdpeva clv alT@ dkouchijval cTolxeld, TO €UKTLKOV
EVEPYNTLKOV TTOLEL, TUTTTWV TUTTOVTOC TUTTOLLLL, TETUPWC TETUPOTOC
TeTUPOLUL” €l pévTol €ln €elc T 6EvTovoc N peToxT Sla Tou VT
KALVOPLEVT), TO TENOC TTIC YEVLKTIC 0UK €lc TIT AAN €lc TV TpémeTal,
Sobelc SobévToc Sobelny, cTde cTdvToc cTalny. TUTTOLC: TAV PTLA
elc TIT Af)yov TpOT) TTIC Tt €lc T TO SeUTEPOV TOLEL, AéYOLILL AéyoLc,
TiONL TiONC.

Notes: cf. 4.2.7, 10, 11, 13 for vocabulary; mapattéopat “reject” (i.e. dropping
any part of the genitive stem that cannot easily precede t, e.g. the guAov-tjuL from
@OLOUVTOS becomes @UAOLLL); aTolxelov “letter”; BevTepov [TpdowTov] “second

person.”

189. Choeroboscus, commentary on Theodosius (from GG iv.i), 333. Sff.
letéov OTL Td €lc T dEUTOva Bnhuka SVo TavTd €lct, TO aldwc
Kal e, kal elc BUT éxouct THY yevikiy, olov aidolc kal folc, kal



5.3.3 GRAMMATICAL TREATISES 213

8L” 6Aov kKAlvovTal gemep Ta €lc @ Onlukd €v amdealc Talc TTwcect:
TO &€ duc, O cnpalver Ty Sécy, we map’ Herddw <Opp. 356>
Swec dyabr, dpmal 8¢ kakn, BavdTolo 8STeLpa, 6EUveTAL
Kol BNAUKGY €cTiy, €Tl 8¢ dkhTov, wc pabncopeba: lcTéov €
O0TL TO alduc duAnTdc O diddckaloc OeokpliTov Xwplc ToU T
TponréykaTo, elmuv dyadrn 8 éml fbectv aldd. Ta & Baputova
ATOROAY TOU T oLolet TNV YEVLKNY, Opolne 8€ KAl TA TEPLCTWILEVA,
Kal €mdéxovTat kAlcLy opolav Tolc elc T "ATTIKOLC €V amdealc
Tdlc mTweecty, otov 1) Kac Thc K&, ) TAde THic TA®, 1 Kpdc Tfic
Kp® (elcl 8¢ TabvTa ovépaTa morewv), 1 dlwc THc dw: TO yap
dAwoc TTAlCPa VEWTEPLKOV €CTL . . .

Notes: cf. 4.2.7-9, 11 for vocabulary; 6Xov “the whole paradigm”; Opp. is a ref-
erence to the Works and Days; 8dots “giving”; diALtos “indeclinable” (here des-
ignating a word that does not occur in oblique cases, rather than one that keeps
its nominative form in other cases); ®LAnTds (nom.) was an important pre-
Alexandrian scholar and poet; mpo@épopat “use, cite”; dmopoAny “dropping”;
"ATTikd probably refers here to words like Aes and veds that belonged to the
“Attic declension” only in Attic and followed the normal second-declension para-

digm (Aads, vads) in the koiné; mralopa “error’; vewTeptkds “more recent.”

190. Michael Syncellus, ed. Donnet (1982), 15. 96ff.

Tolvur Td €mMBeTA OLOLOYEVHS KAl OLOLOTTHOTWS TOLS Kuplols Te
Kal TPOCTYOPLKOLS OUVTAToOVTAL 8" ONwV TGV TTOOEWY KAl ApLBUY”
Eav ydp doL Td klpla 1§ TA TpoonyopLkd dpoevikd T Oniuvkd 1
0U8¢éTepa, Opolws kal T €mBeta oxnuatifovTal, olov: dpoevikov
pév “6 coos “Ounpos, Tob coeot “Oprpov, TG coPd ‘Opfpw, TOV
co@ov “Opnpov, & coge “‘Opnpe”™ Kal dypL TEY SUKGOY Kal TANOUVTIKGY,
ws &paper Omiukov 8¢ olov “N coPh Kalkom, Ths cogiis Kadoms,
T co@f Kad\omm, Ty ooy KaAldmmy, & coer Kadomn™ kal
M oUdeTéPUV WOoAUTWS, olov “TO cogov Tatdlov, Tob cogol Tardlov,
TG cop@ TaLdlw, TO cogov mardlov, & coov Tardlov.” . ..

Elol 8 Twa Suyert) pdrov & moTe pev s TpoaTyopLkd AapBdrovTat,
moTE 8¢ ws €miBeTa, olov ‘O Puyds, kal 1 Quyds, O é6ds, kal n
€0ds, 6 TOATNS, Kal 1 TONITLS, O dva€ kal 1 dvacoda, 6 PacLAels
kal 1 Bacilooa, kal 1) Baot\is”™ kal TalTa TPOS PEV TA TPOTTYOPLKA
1 kUpLa Taoobpeva TdEW émbeTikny €xeL, olov “O dvaé dvp, 1
dvacoa ywn, 0 Baocthels KovoTavTivos, 1 Bacihiooa kal 1 Bact\is
‘ENéVN, O Tpo@TNS Avbpmmos Kal 1) TpoPiTLs yuvn, O TPoPRTNS
ZapolnA kal 1 mpo@ATLS "Avva’r émBéTols 8¢ oupmiekdpeva
TPOOTIYOPLKAL YivorTat, otov “0 kalds Bactlels kal 1) kahf) Bactilooa
Kal BaolAis, O €UK\eNS TONMTNS Kal 1 €VKAENS TONITLS™
Notes: cf. 4.2.11-12 for vocabulary; 0poloyevis i.e. agreeing in gender; oxnpatido

“Corm”: dvoL “as I 8 fof tuy ders” ToTE Ly i (i TaE
orm’; dxpL “as taras’; otyevns “of two genders”; moTe pév i.e. sometimes; TAELS
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émbeTikn “adjectival position”i.e. between the article and its noun (often called

“attributive position” now).

191. Trypho, TTept mabav, from TLG version of Schneider, 1. 1Hf.

Ta Ths MEews mdon els 800 yevikhTaTa StatpolvTdl, TOTOV TeE
kKal moldv. €1dn ToU pev moool €vdela kal TAEOVACUOS, TOU
8¢ moLob peTdbeats kal PeTANNULS. dLPOTEPWY 8€ TUVENBOVTWY
OpoU TpTots ylveTat. €0l 8€, ws €V ke@alaiw, Tdbn mévTte: a’
m\eovaods, B’ évdela, v’ peTdbeots, 8 peTdndis, € TufoLs.
IMeovacos per oty €oTL mepLocdTNS Xpovwy T Xpdrou, oToLxelwy
7 oTolxelov. "Evdeta 8¢ TovvavTtiov xpdvov i xpdvwy, oToLxelou
N oToLXelwV ENATTOOLS. MeTdBeats 8¢ oToLxelov €0TL LETAKIVTOLS
éx Tis (8las TdEews é@ éTépav TdEW, olov ws dTav Td SapTd
SpaTd Mywpev kal Tov mpobdr mopbpdy, opolws kal T kapdlav
kpadlar kal TO KpdTOS KAPTOS. KANELTAL B€ KAl €valiayn kal
umépbeots. MeTd\ndts 8¢ €éoTi oTolxelwy peTakivnols ém’
dvrioTolyov d\\o, olov dmedavés, fmedavds, alpomdTal alpnmoTar,
pHéNaE pdla€ kal Ta Opoia. Tpfols 8¢ €oTl ouvBéTou MéEews
Stdluots els 8o MEels, olov dikpdmoAls moALS dkpa, alyaypov
dyptov alya.

Notes: Trypho's initial explanation of his subject, containing the definitions of
some of his key terms; note the numerals. md6os “modification”; yevikoiTaTa
“very general [categories]”; Statpéw “divide”; el8os: cf. 4.1.41; peTdndts “sub-
stitution”; 0s €v ke@alale ‘to summarize, in short”; TeptoodTns “excess”;
Xxpovos “[vocalic] quantity”; aToixetov “letter”; éNdTTwols “diminution”;
petakivnots “dislocation, change”; éval\ayr “interchange”; Umépbeats “trans-
position”; ém’ dvTioTotxov dA\o “into another corresponding one” [i.e.
into one of its corresponding letters; in ancient theory letters like mand ¢ or 7
and 6 were dvTiaTolxos to each other]; oUvbeTos “compound”; Stdlvols

« "
separation.

192. Gregory of Corinth, On Dialects, ed. Schaefer, pp. 9-12
Ald\ekTés €0TLy (Slwpa yAooons, R StdlekTdés éoTl AéELs (SLov
XApakThpa TOTOU €p@aivovaa. ‘las éxkAnon amo Tob "lwvos, Tob
vlob ToU "AmoNwros, kal Kpeovons, This Epexbéws Ouyatpos,
N &ypader “Ounpos. ATlls damd TAs *AT6(Sos, Tiis Kpavaod
BuyaTpos, 1 €ypaber AptoTo@dins. Awpls dTO Adpov, ToU
“EX\vos, 1) €éypadie OedkpLTos. AloAls dmo Aidhov, Tob “EXnvos,
N &ypaer "Alkdios. Ko 8¢, 1) mdvTes xpwpeda, kal 1 €xprioaTo
Miv8apos, fjyovw N ék TGV & oveoTGoa. ExkdoTn 8¢ StdlekTos
éxeL olketov (dlwpa.
Notes: (8lwpa “peculiarity”; *Ids “lonic dialect”; 1) “in which [dialect]”; "AT6{s
“Attic dialect”; Awpls “Doric dialect”; “EXAnY is a man’s name here; Alo\ls

“Aeolic”; Kown “common dialect” [supply “is the dialect”]; iyouv “or rather,” “i.e.”;

& is equivalent to 8 here.
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193. Gregory of Corinth, On Dialects, ed. Schaefer, pp. 179-82
T TpGTa TPOCWTA TEV TANBUVTLKGY EVEPYNTLKGY, OLOV TUTTOWEY,
TOLOUHEY, TUTTOUES KAl TOLOUUES Aéyoual.

TGV TapaTaTkGy TaONTIKGOY OPLOTIKGY KAl TGOV éVECTHTWY
TA TPHTA TPOCHTA TV TATPUVTLKGY, olov TuTTopeda, Totovpeba,
€TuTTOpED, €Toltovpeba, Tolovpeaba Aéyouol kal TumTOpETHA,
Kal €molovpeaba, éTumTéeoha. s OedkpLTOS"

Ol BraTol medpeaba, TO 8 alpLOV OUK €COPGILES.
TOUTO €0TL Kal “lovikdy.

To 1 els a pakpov Tpémouat, TV CENYNY TEAdVAY AéYOVTES,
Kal TOv NAtor dAlov, kal TO ONLEPOV TAPEPOV.

Notes: the unexpressed subject is the speakers of Doric; cf. 4.2.11, 13 for vo-
cabulary; évepynTikés “active”; mabnTikds “passive.” The quotation is from
Theocritus 13. 4.

194. Dionysius Thrax, Téxvn, ch. 15 (from GG i.i), 60. Iff.
MeToxn écTi MElc peTéxovca THc TOV pNudTwy kai Thc ToV
ovopdTtwv tdLotnToc. IapémeTat 8¢ avTh TavTA G KAl TG OvoUATL
Kal TG prjLaTL Sixa TpocwTwy T€ KAl €ykNcewv.
Notes: cf. 4.2.4, 10, 13 for vocabulary; petéxn “have a share of”; i8t6Tns “indi-

vidual nature”; mapémopat + dat. “be an accident of”; 8{xa + gen. “apart from.”

195. Dionysius Thrax, Supplement ITept mpoowdiav (from GG i.i), 105. 1ff.
TIpocwdiat elct &éka- dEela ', Bapeila °, mepLCTWILEVN ~, LAKPA —,
Bpaxeta -, Sacela *, YAy °, damdeTpooc ’, VEEV _, UTOSLACTONN
. [ToUTWY elcly enpela Tdde dEeia olov Zevc, Bapeia olov Tav,
TepLemwpévn otov miip, pakpd olov “Hpd, Bpaxeia olov yap, Saceia
olov pfipa, Py otov dpToc, dmdcTpogoc olov B € @aT’, Veev
Oc Tact_ pélovca <p 70>, vmodiactoln “Ala 8 olk €xev,
névpoc Umvoc” <B 2 >.]

Notes: cf. 4.2.6-9 for vocabulary; the adjectives in the first sentence are femi-
nine because they modify an understood mpoowsdia; dmdoTpogos “apostrophe”;
Veév “hyphen” (a sign written below two consecutive letters to show that they
belong to the same word); UmodtacToAr “mark showing word division”; note that
in the example given a word divider is needed because €xe viidupos is also pos-

sible (and indeed is the reading of this line in modern texts).

196. Dionysius Thrax, “Scholia” (from GG i.iii), 239. 14{f.
Elc 170 avto kal d\oc.—CTepdvov.—ALaQépel TEVCTLKOV
EPOTNHATLKOD® TG yap €POTNUATIKG dToXpHceL TO val 1 TO ov,
Kal dvdrevcic §j émiveucte, TG 8€ <MEVUCTLKE> TAVTWC ATOKplcewe
Sel- kal N LV €puyTnete €m marToc pépouc Adyou «ylveTals, 1) O€
mevele € OVOpdTwY N EMLPPNUATWY.
Notes: the formula at the beginning does not mean “see . . .” but indicates that

this is the second scholion (cf. 4.1.5) on a lemma given earlier CEpwtnpaTtikov
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8¢ ¢oTy, O Kal TEVoTLKOV KAAELTAL, TO kAT épWyTNoLY Aeydpevov, olov Tis
motos méoos MMALKkos) and gives the source of the information (in the genitive);
mevoTikov and €puTnpatikov refer to words used in questions and could both
be translated “interrogative” in English, while mevots and épdtnots refer to
questions asked with those words and could both be translated “interrogation”;
amoxpdw “suffice”; dvdvevois i.e. upward nod, meaning “no”; émivevols i.e.
downward nod, meaning “yes”; émi: cf. 4.1.31; pépos Adyou: cf. 4.2.10; under-
stand “only” at the end. The point of the last section is that questions that are
not yes/no questions can begin only with pronouns (e.g. T{s; évopa here is clearly
to be taken in its most general sense, which includes pronouns) or adverbs (e.g.

mOS).

197. Dionysius Thrax, “Scholia” (from GG 1i.iii), 250. 26ff.

Eic 70 atTo kal dMMwe.—CTe@dvov.—Tov évectiiTa ot CTwikol
évecTOTa mapaTtaTikor opllovTat, OTL TapaTelveTAl KAl €lc
TAPEANAUBOTA KAl €lc> péENOVTA" O Yap Mywy “Told” kal OTL émoincé
TU €p@aivel kal OTL TOLAceL” TOV &€ TAPATATIKOV TAP@XTNILEVOV
TAPATATIKOV: O yap Aéywwr> “€molovy” OTL TO A€oV €molncev
Eppaivet, oo O€ METANPWKEY, AANA TOLHCEL PEV, €V ONlyw &€
XpOvw: €l yap TO mappXNLEvor TAéoV, TO AelTor OANlyor: O kal
TPOCANPOEY TToLiceL TENELOV TTapWXNKOTA, TOV YéYpaPd, OC KANELTAL
Tapakelpevoc St TO mANclov €xely TNV cuvTéleLav TTic évepyelac
0 TOlVUV €VECTWC KAl TAPATATLKOC WC dTENELC dPLPw CUyYeVeLc,
81O kal Toic avTolc cup@uwvole XpdvTat, olov TUTTw ETUTTOoV.

Notes: this scholion (which continues beyond the portion quoted here) is famous
as being the foundation for our understanding of the Stoic analysis of tenses;
see Lallot (1998: 174-9), Caujolle-Zaslawsky (1985), and Wouters (1994: 98-102).
It is the second scholion on the lemma ¢v cuyyéveral elol Tpels, éveoTdTOS
TPOS TAPATATLKOV, TAPAKELLEVOU TPOS UTEPTUVTENLKOV, doplaTOU TPOS
péXovTa. cf. 4.2.13 for vocabulary; opilopat “define”; mapateivw “extend”;
epaivw “reveal”; minpdw i.e. finish; év + dat. for genitive of time; understand
€07l before mAéov and 6Xlyov; 6 is the subject of Toufoet; mpoohapBdve “take
in addition”; Tapwxnkws “past’; Tov yéypapa: understand xpdvov; mAnolov
(adverb) “near”; ouvTéleta “completion”; évépyeta “action”; dTeNrs “incomplete”;

816 “on account of which.”

“ATak. Ta elc af MjyovTta émpprpaTa oEvechal BéNel, OKNGE,
08dE, évaa\dE, elpdE, avToddE, émTdE: d\a pdévor TO dmat
BapuveTal. Omep év cuvTdEel TOU ATAVTEC T TOU ATAGC EKKAVEL
Tov TéVOV wcel O6ElvolTo TO dmal. amafdmavTac ydp Aéyopev
Kal amaEamiie év T dvda xelpa oplid.

Notes: cf. 4.1.29, 4.2.7, 9, 10 for vocabulary; 6é\w i.e. “have a tendency to”;
oUvTagls + gen “combination with”; ékikAlvw “turn away” (i.e. lose); Tévos “ac-

cent”; dva xetlpa “current, everyday”; OptAla “conversation.” ‘AmaEdmavtas and
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amaEamh@ds must be written as ama€ dmavtas and dmdE amids in modern no-

tation to capture the sense of the passage.

199. Herodian, TTept kafoAikis mpoowdias, from Schmidt's edition of [Arcadius’]
epitome, 162. 11{f.

TTav éykhwdpevor pdplov 1y 0EUveTal §) TEPLOTTATAL, OVSEY &€
BapiveTal. okTw 8¢ OVTWY TOV pepOV ToU Adyou T TEVTE
€yk\lvovtatr: 6ropa pipa avtwvupla émippnua cOv8ecpos. maAw
TOV €YKAVOPEVWY TA PEV XApLY KOTHOU €YKAVoVTAL, 1S TA PHLATA
kdl ol oUdeopoL, Ta 8¢ onuactias, ws T AoLTd. €V pHev olv dropaot
70 TIX pévov éykhiveTal kal al ToUTOU TTWOELS Kal ol aptduol
Kal TO 0UBETEPOV” dVBpmTSS TLS, fjKouod TLYoS, €Swkd TLVL,
€8(8afd Tiva kal ém TV ALY KoalTwsS. KAl Td LOOSUVALOUVTA
TovTots TOY kat TQI* fjkovod Tou, €8wkd Tw. TalTa &€
EYKAWOUEVA, 0S TPoKeLTAL, doploTd elol. Tov 8¢ kata QoL
Tévov €xovTa TuopaTika ylvovtar: T(s T(vos Tlve T(va.
Notes: cf. 4.2.7-11 for vocabulary; éyk\ivopat “be enclitic,” “be able to be enclitic”;
poprov “word”; xdpwy kéopov “for decoration”; onpactia “meaning”; €émi: cf. 4.1.31;
0oavTws “in the same way”; looduvapéw “be equivalent” (here = be the alternate
forms of Ttwos and T, ws mpdKkeLTaAL = “as we said earlier”; doploTos “indefinite”;

Kata @Uoly Tévos “natural [i.e. non-enclitic] accent”; muopaTikds “interrogative.”

200. Herodian, TTept kaBolkis mpoowdias, from Schmidt's edition of [Arcadius’]
epitome, 198. 18If.

Tlds mapwxNUévos OpLOTLKOS ATO QWINIEVTOS ApXOUEVOS KAl dTo
QUoeL pakpds TOV aUTOV QUAATTEL TOVOV Kal €v Tij ouvbéoel
elxov kaTelxov, Nba cvvida, elmov € el mov, evpov €EeTpov,
TANY Tob €lEev UmdelEev, elkov € mlelkor. TO 8¢ olda cuvoLda
Alohkdr: xatlpovol yap ol AloAels dvapLpdlely Tovs Torous, Gomep
€L TOU "ATpels "ATpeus. TPOOKELTAL “ATTO PWYNEVTOS dpXopeva”
BLa TO oxXés MeplTXES, KELTO KATEKELTO. MPOTKELTAL “ATO PUOEL
pakpds” da 1O (e € pule. mpdokelTar “OpLoTikos” SLd TO elmé
€Eelme, €Upé € Pevpe.
Notes: cf. 4.2.4, 7, 13 for vocabulary; dmo @ioet pakpds “from [a syllable] long
by nature,” i.e. beginning with a long vowel; puAdTTw “preserve”; clveats “com-
position”; dvaBiBdlw “retract”; mpookerpai: cf. 4.1.37;e: the argument requires
{¢e with short t, and this form is found here in the manuscripts, but the editor
has substituted (e, presumably because it is the more common form ({{e is
the unaugmented imperfect and ¢e the augmented one). Nowadays the rule
given in this passage is expressed differently, by saying that if a verb form has the

augment, the accent cannot go further back than the syllable with the augment.

201. Apollonius Dyscolus, ed. Uhlig (GG ii.ii), Syntax 51. 1ff.
TIpopavav ovcav TEY ToloUTwy cuvTdEewy olfjcovTal Twvec, kdv
U Tapaldpuct TOV Aoyov, Sacglely Td THc cuvTdEeme. ovToL
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8¢ OpoLoév TL melcovTal Tolc €k TPLRTC TA cxHaTa TOV AéEewy
TAPELANPOCLY, OU PNV €K SUVAPENC TOV KATA TApddocly TOV
EAMrov kal THc cupmapemopérne év avTolc draloylac: olc
TAPAKONOUBEL TO €l OLAPdpTOLEY €V TLWL CXMpaTL Wn dtvachal
StopBolv TO apdpTnpa dia THY mapakolovbolcav avtolc dmelplav.
Kkabdmep olv TAPTOAOGC écTLy 1) €UxpneTia THe katd Tov Emvicpor
Tapaddcenc, kaTopbolca eV THY TOV TONMUATOV dvdyvwcty THy
TE dra Yelpa OpNlay, kal €Tl émkplrovca TNV Tapd Tolc dpxaiole
BécLy TGV dvopdTwy, TOV alTov 81 TPdTOV Kal 1) TPOKELéVT) (RTNCLe
THC KaTaNAGTNTOC T OTWedTOTE SLamechvTa év ANyw KaTophuceL.
Notes: Apollonius explains why even native speakers of Greek need to study
the rules of syntax. mpo@avis “clear”; alvTais “construction”; kdv “even if”;
mapalapBdve “grasp”; Aoyov “theory” (i.e. the theory behind the construction);
Staolw “preserve”; i.e. “use correctly”’; Ta THs cwTdEews = THY olvTaly
(cf. 4.1.25); meloovTat is from mdoxw here; TpLpn “use, practice”; oxfpa “form”;
Né€is “word”; Tav kaTa mapddooty Tov EXvwy (“of the things to do with the
tradition of the Greeks,” ¢f. 4.1.25) here refers to the written tradition of Greek;
ovpmapémopatr €v “to be attached to”; avTols i.e. the forms; dvaloyla “mor-
phological regularity”; mapakohovbéw “to befall” (the subject here is an articular
infinitive); StopBdw “correct”; kabdmep “just as”; evxpnoTia “utility”; EN\nviopds
“correct Greek usage”; kaTopfow “to correct”; ToujpaTa i.e. ancient poems;
avdyvwots “reading”; dva xetpa “current, everyday”; opthia “usage”; émkpive
“to determine”; 6éois “application” (i.e. meaning); Gvopa “word”; Tpokelpevos
“present”; KATAMNAOTNS “grammatical regularity”; StaminTo “to be wrong”; \dyos

“speech.”
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Glossary of Grammatical Terms

Tus SECTION IS NOT A COMPLETE DICTIONARY, BUT A
glossary giving in most cases only the grammatical meanings of the words included;
these words are also used by scholarly writers in their non-technical senses on
occasion. For such meanings and fuller information on these words, including
citations of passages in which they occur, see LS] and Bécares Botas (1985). A
selection of references is given here to other works in which individual terms are
discussed; such references are normally given only once but should be understood
to apply to closely related words as well (e.g. a discussion of dp@poria will nor-
mally be useful for understanding dp@iBoros as well).

The state of scholarship on Greek grammatical terminology is not one that
would make it possible for a glossary of this type to be completely reliable. The
only specialized dictionary (Bécares Botas 1985) is full of errors, the information
in LS] is seriously incomplete, and other discussions are widely scattered, incom-
plete, and often unreliable. There is a great need for a thorough, accurate study
of this vocabulary—and this glossary is not intended to address that need, only to
help learners to get through texts. For lack of anything better, the information
given here is based on that in Bécares Botas (1985) and LS], corrected and supple-
mented from a wide range of other sources.

dBapBdpioTos, -ov  without barbarisms

dypa, -atos, 16 velar nasal (the sound represented by vy in words like dykvpa)
dypdppatos, -ov  inarticulate, indistinct, incapable of being written

dywyn = Tapayowyn

ddelra, -as, N (mounTiky)  poetic license; see Lallot (1997: ii. 40, cf. 170)
adidBaTtos, -ov  intransitive

adiapifaoTos, -ov intransitive

ddiatpeTos, -ov  undivided, contracted, without diaipeats

ddidkpLTos, -ov  indistinguishable

AdLdTTALOTOS, -0V = ASLATTTWTOS

adldmTwTOS, -0V not using cases at random; uninflected

adidoTatos, -ov inseparable (of iota in diphthongs, not forming a separate

syllable)
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asidoTolos, -ov  not distinguished

asidoTpogos, -ov  strictly accurate

asdtaeopén  to make or have no difference, not to agree

asdiagopla, -as, 1 equivalence (of signification, of metrical quantity)

adidgopos, -ov  having/making no difference; common (in meter), anceps

aslaxwpLoTos, -ov  inseparable, undistinguished

adimi(aol)aoTos, -ov  not doubled (of letters)

adimiwTos, -ov  not doubled (of letters)

dddkiLpos, -ov  not approved, not accepted

anéns, -es  unused, unusual

ddpotots, -ews, 1 collection

adpotaTikds, -1, -ov  collective (of nouns), copulative (of conjunctions); see Lallot
(1997: ii. 104)

atoMi{w to speak in Aeolic dialect, use Aeolic forms

atTéw torequire, postulate

atTiatikds, -1, -Ov  causal; accusative, alTiaTikn (TTOOLS) the accusative case;
see Lallot (1998: 146-8), Dalimier (2001: 345-6), De Mauro (1965)

atTLoNoYLKOS, -1, -6V causal (of conjunctions, clauses, etc.); see Lallot (1998:
247-9)

atTiddns, -€s  causal (of conjunctions, etc.)

akatal\niia, -as, 1 incorrect agreement

dkaTdAANAoS, -ov  ungrammatical, lacking in concord

AKATAAANAGTNS, -NTOS, 1)  incorrect agreement

dkatdoTaTos, -ov irregular, unstable

dkaTtdypnoTos, -ov  unused

akwwnTilw toremain uninflected

aktvnTos, -ov  not inflected, unmodified (of a noun in the nom. sing. or a verb
in the first-person sing.), invariable

ak\ola, -as, 1 indeclinability

dk\Tos, -ov  indeclinable; (as neut. subst., a term for adverbs, prepositions, and
conjunctions as a class)

akowwynTos, -ov  having no share of; incompatible; distinct

dkdéAANTOS, -ov  incombinable

dkolouvBéw  to follow analogy of, follow logically

dkolovbia, -as, 1 consequence, analogy, agreement

akélovfos, -ov  regular, consistent with, in accordance with, analogical; see
Sluiter (1990: 84)

akvp(L)orékTnTos, -ov  incorrectly used

dkvpole€la, -as, 1) incorrect phraseology

dkupoloYéw  to speak incorrectly

dkvpoloyla, -as, | incorrect phraseology

dkvpos, -ov used in improper sense

dAnkTos, -ov  without ending

dMemarniia, -as, 1 accumulation, succession (lit. one-on-anotherness)
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dMeTdAn)\os, -ov  successive, cumulative, varied (of style)

aMdy wooos, -ov  foreign

a\olwots, -€ns, 1 difference, varied construction, change

axomabns, -€s  transitive (of verbs), non-reflexive (of pronouns)

dMws alternatively (used in scholia to introduce a second or subsequent note
on a single lemma; cf. 4.1.5)

aloyéopat  to be irregular

aioyta, -as, 1 irregularity, irrationality (in meter); cf. dAoyos

dloyos, -ov irregular, irrational (= not able to be expressed by a simple ratio, of
feet or syllables in meter); d\oyos (ypapun) critical sign marking corrupt or
doubtful passages

a\edpnTos, -ovu, 6 alphabet

dpdpTupos, -ov  unattested

dpepns, -€s indivisible

apeTdBatos, -ov intransitive (of verbs), reflexive (of pronouns)

dpeTtdpanTos, -ov  unchanging, uninflected

dpeTdBolos, -ov  immutable; unchanging (of pure vowels as opposed to diph-
thongs); without modulation (of music); dpeTdBolov (ypdppa) liquid or nasal
consonant (\, p, |, V)

dpeTtdbeTos, -ov  uninflected, unchanging

dpeTdAnmTos, -ov  not to be substituted; having no equivalent

APeTAmTWTOS, -0V unchanging

dpetdoTaros, -ov  unchanging

dpeTdppaocTos, -ov  untranslatable, inexplicable, not etymologizable

apotpn, -fis, 1 change

dpotpéw  to lack

ap@Bdidopat  to be doubtful, be in dispute, be ambiguous

ap@Bolia, -as, 1 ambiguity, doubt

apeiBoros, -ov  ambiguous, doubtful

apeliylwocos, -ov  ambiguous

apeidotos, -ov  ambiguous, doubtful

apirekTos, -ov  doubtful

ApQOTEPOS, -a, -OV = EMKOLVOS

davaBfdlw toretract (the accent)

avapiBaocpds, -ou, 6 retraction (of the accent)

avdyvuwots, -€ws, N1 reading (esp. in textual criticism), reading aloud; see Lallot
(1997:1i. 268-9, 1998: 757, 83-6)

dvdyvwoud, -atos, T = Avdyvwols

dvayvwoTéov  one must read

avaypappatilw to transpose letters of one word to form another

avaypappartiopds, -ob, 6 transpostion of letters of one word to form another

dvdyw  to derive, form

Aavadidwl  to retract (the accent)

dvadimhaotdlw toreduplicate
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avadimhaot(aot)s, -€ns, 1 reduplication

avadimaotacpés, -ob, 6 reduplication

dvadimiéw  to reduplicate

avadim\wots, -€ws, 1 reduplication

avadoots, -€ws, 1 retraction (of the accent)

avadpopn}, -fis, N retraction (of the accent); transformation of (third-decl.)
genitives in -0s into (second-decl.) nominatives in -0s.

avalpeots, -€ws, | negation, privation, removal

avalpeTikds, -1, -0V negative, privative, adversative (of conjunctions)

dvaitpéw  to annul, negate

avake eaatwTikos, -1, -6v  for summary, recapitulative

AvakexwpLkws, -uid, -6s  obsolete

dvdk\nols, -€ws, 1 invocation

avakoloudia, -as, 1| anomaly

dvakolovfos, -ov irregular, anomalous

avdkpiots, -€ws, N inquiry

avakptTikds, -1, -0V interrogative

avaloy(nmkés, -1, -6v  analogical; teaching analogy

avaloyla, -as, | analogy, regularity; see Lallot (1998: 80-1)

dvaloyLoTikos, -1, -0v  analogical, judging by analogy; teaching analogy

avdloyos, -ov  regular, analogical

avdlvots, -€ws, N resolution, analysis

dvaliw to resolve (into its elements), analyze; see Lallot (1997: ii. 55,
127-8)

avapepllw to distribute, distinguish; see Lallot (1997: ii. 169-70)

avapeplopds, -ov, 6  redistribution

dvap@iBoros, -ov  certain, unambiguous

avapirexTtos, -ov  indisputed, undoubted, unambiguous

avavtamédoots, -€ws, 11 suppressed apodosis

avavtamédoTos, -ov  without apodosis (of a protasis by itself)

avdmavols, -€ws, | pause; cadence (of a period)

avaméumw  to throw back (the accent, esp. of enclitics); to refer

avdmeis, -€ws, 1 throwing back (of the accent)

dvami\npéw to complete

AVamTANpwRATLKOS, -1, -0V expletive (= used for filling up, for completing)

avami\npwols, -€ws, 1 completion

avamédoTos, -ov  without apodosis (of a protasis by itself)

avamoléw  to repeat, refer

avaméanots, -€ws, 1| repetition, relation, reference

avdmTuEls, -€ws, 1 insertion of a vowel between two consonants

dvapbpos, -ov  avoiding the use of the article

avaptdopat  to depend

avaoTpé@opal  to be subject to anastrophe
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avaoTpo®n, -fis, N anastrophe (retraction of the accent, esp. in prepositions
placed after their objects); inversion of a natural order; repetition of words that
close one sentence at the start of another; see Lallot (1998: 217-18)

avdrtaots, -€ws, 1 raising (of pitch of voice in acute accent)

dvaTtdoow  to retract (the accent)

dvaTpemTLKdS, -1, -0V privative

avaTpémw  to be irregular

avaTtpéxn to throw back (the accent)

AvaTTLkos, -0V not Attic

avavénola, -as, | omission of the augment

avavénros, -ov  without augment

avagopd, -ds, 1 reference, repetition (of a word), relation, anaphora

ava@optkos, -1, -6v  relative (of pronouns, etc.); see Dalimier (2001: 427-32)

dva@dvnpa, -aTos, T6  interjection, exclamation

dvaQuunTLKos, -1, -0v  exclamatory

Avéyk\LTos, -0V  not enclitic

dveLpévos, -n, -ov  unaccented

avekpuvnTos, -ov  not pronounced (of iota subscript, etc.)

avel(enmns, -€s  not defective

dve\\nvioTos, -ov  not Greek

avevdolaoTos, -ov  unquestionably correct

aveméxkTaTos, -ov  not lengthened; parisyllabic (of declensions)

avepunreuTos, -ov  inexplicable

dveats, -ews, 1) relaxation of the voice (on unaccented syllables)

avétup(ohéynT)os, -ov  of unknown derivation

avépLkTos, -ov  grammatically impossible, forbidden

dvbumdyw  toreply; to substitute; (mid.) to correspond; see Lallot (1997 ii. 98)

avburaywyn, -fis, 1 reply

avbumal\ayn, -fis, N substitution (of one case or mood for another)

avbumal\doow  to substitute one case for another, change moods

avbut(elo)épyopat  to take the place of

avburo@épw  to use (a word or phrase) in reply

avlumogopd, -ds, 1 reply

avopoLoyevis, -€s  with different gender

dvopotokatdAnkTos, -ov  with different ending

dvopolémTwTos, -ov  with different inflection, in a different case

avopoldxpovos, -ov  of dissimilar quantity

dvéEvrTos, -ov  not to be written with an acute accent

avtavakidopat  to be reflexive (of pronouns)

dvtavdkhaots, -€ws, 11 use of a word in an altered sense

davtavakhaopds, -ov, 6 reciprocal or reflexive sense (of pronouns)

avTavdkAaoTos, -ov  reciprocal, reflexive (of pronouns)

avtavamAnpéw to fill up, complete
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avtamodidopatl  to correspond with, be correlative to, make to correspond with;
see Lallot (1997:ii. 302)

avtamédoots, -€ws, 1| correspondence; parallelism (of clauses in a period); cor-
relation; correlative clause

avTamodoTikds, -1, -6V correlative

avTépaots, -€ws, N distinction; antithesis

avte€étaots, -€ws, N distinction, comparison

avt(: dvTtt ToU, instead of (i.e. x dvTl TOU y can mean “x means y here,” “y is
what one would expect instead of x here,” or “x is an alternate reading for y here”;
see Slater 1989a: 53—4)

avTiBoln, -fis, 11 discussion, confrontation; see Dalimier (2001: 230)

avTiBpaxvs, -€la, -0 functioning like a short vowel

dvtlypagov, -ou, T6  copy, manuscript

dVTLOLAOTAATLKOS, -1, -0V distinctive, opposed

dvTdlacTéNw  to distinguish, oppose

avTidLaoToA, -fjs, 1 distinction, opposition

avtiBeots, -ews, 11 antithesis (in rhetoric), transposition or change (of a letter)

avTiBeTos, -ov  opposed; (as neut. subst.) antithesis

avtiketpar  to be opposed, be an exception, be in opposition

avtiandts, -€ws, n  understanding, apprehension, intuition; see Lallot (1997:
ii. 168)

avTipeTapoly, -fis, 1 transposition (as a figure of speech)

avTipeTalapPdve  to substitute (one form for another); to change

avTipeTdAndits, -€ws, 1 interchange of forms

AVTLLETAXWPNOLS, -€ws, T  interchange of letters

avTimabéw  to be affected

dvTimapafdiie  to compare

avtimapadéxopat  to admit instead of

avTimapdfeots, -€ms, 1) contrast, comparison

avTimapdketpat  to correspond with, be correlative to, be opposed to

avtimapalapfdvopar  to be used in place of

dvTimapatiOnut  to compare

AVTLTTAPAXWPNOLS, -€ws, N interchange of letters

avtimemovbus, -utd, -6s  reflexive, reciprocal (of verbs)

dvTLmepLToLéopal  to express reciprocal action (of verbs)

avTimimTw  to be irregular

avTimponyéopat  to precede instead of following

avTimTols, -€ws, 1 exchange of cases

AVTLTITOTLKOS, -1, -0V pertaining to interchange of cases

avTioTolxelwols, -ews, 1 change of a letter

avTioTolxéw to correspond (of letters, as 1 to ¢ and T to 8); see Lallot (1998:
104)

avTioTolxla, -as, | correspondence (of letters)

avtioTolxos, -ov  corresponding (of letters)
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AvTLoTPéQW  to be inverted

avTLoTpo®n, -is, 1| antistrophe (in meter); rhetorical figure consisting of clos-
ing words repeated in successive members; inversion of letters

avTioTpo@os, -ov  antistrophic, (as fem. subst.) antistrophe

AvTLTUTéw  to be dissonant

avtitumia, -as, 11 dissonance

dvtiTuTos, -ov  dissonant

avTigpaots, -€ws, N antiphrasis (the use of words in a sense opposite to their
proper meaning, e.g. in a euphemism such as “Eumenides”); kat’ davtigpaoiy
expression by means of negation (e.g. lucus a non lucendo, in etymology)

avTLPpacTik®s by way of antiphrasis

avtixpovia, -as, N = AVTLXPOVLOPLOS

avtiypoviopds, -0, 6 use of one tense for another

avtovopdlw to use epithets or rhetorical figures; to use a pronoun

avtovopaota, -as, | use of epithets, patronymics, etc. instead of a proper name;
pronoun; use of a pronoun

avtwwupta, -as, - pronoun (including possessive adjectives like €16s); see Lallot
(1998:198-210, 1999)

AVTWVURLKSS, -1, -6V pronominal

dvTdvupor, -ov, T6  pronoun

avumékpLTos (UTO)oTLYR)  punctuation mark used in a simple sentence; see
Blank (1983a)

Avwm6éoTATOS, -0V not existing

avvm6TakTos, -ov  having no first aorist (of verbs); not subordinate

dviTTLOS, -0V not passive

dvbw  to complete

avwpala, -as, ) anomaly, irregularity, variety

dvwparos, -ov  anomalous, irregular; diversity (as neut. subst.)

a&lopa, -atos, 76 postulate, axiom; logical proposition; speech, sentence

d€lwpaTikés, -1, -6v  declarative, not interrogative or hypothetical etc.

dopLoTalvw = AopLoTOOWAL

doptoTéopal  to be indefinite

aoploTos, -ov  indefinite (of pronouns, etc.); aorist, ddpLoTos (xpdros) the aorist
tense; see Lallot (1998: 157, 172—3, 177), Petrilli (1997)

AopLoTWdNS, €S indefinite

amaydpevats, -€ws, 1 prohibition

AmayopevTLkos, -1, -6v  prohibitory (e.g. of particles)

amadns, -€s  not changed, unmodified (e.g. of uncontracted forms); free from
metrical licenses

dmatTéw  to require (e.g. a certain case)

amavaylyvioke  to read wrongly

amavdyvwopa, -atos, 76 faulty reading

ama€  once, very rarely, only in isolated cases

dmapddekTos, -ov  inadmissible, unacceptable
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amapdbeTos, -ov  without quoted authority (of words and phrases)

amapdA\akTos, -ov indistinguishable; unchanging (of the accent)

ATapaoynLdTLoTos, -ov  not parallel in formation; not corresponding

amapépeatos, -ov  infinitive; not determinative or indicative; see Lallot (1998:
165-6)

amapvnTikds, -1, -6v  denying

amdpTnols, -€ws, N separation

amapTi{w  to express completely, to coincide with a sentence (of a line of verse),
correspond precisely, be complete

amapTiopos, -ou, 6 completion

amekdéxopat to understand a word from the context

amekbAPw to elide, suppress (a letter)

amélevals, -€ws, N dropping out, elimination (of a letter)

dmep@alvew to be incongruous, be inconsistent, be absurd, be discordant; to
distinguish

damevekTikn (mTOols)  Latin ablative case

amépLtTos, -ov  simple

dmiedvaocTos, -ov  without an extra letter

am\otikéds, -1, -0v = amlols

ama6Tns, -nTos, N simplicity; positive degree

amious, -7, -otv  simple, uncompounded (of words or consonants); in the posi-
tive degree; without the article

amoBd e  to lose, drop (a word or letter)

amopAnTikés, -1, -6v  tending to throw off

amoPoAn), -is, 1 removal (of a word or letter), rejection

amdypa®os, -ov, O (or dmdypagov, -0v, T6) copy

AmoSeLKTLKOS, -1}, -0V demonstrative

dmodidwut  to produce an apodosis or conclusion

amodoktpd{w  to reject

amédoots, -€ws, 1 explanation, interpretation; apodosis; conclusion

amodoTikds, -1, -0v  correlative

amobeTikos, -1, -60v  deponent (of verbs)

amoBNBw  to drop a letter in the middle of the word, or a word in the middle of
the sentence

damokoptoTikn (TTwots)  Latin ablative case

amokot, -fis, 1| apocope (cutting off of one or more letters, especially at the
end of a word); abruptness; elliptical expression

dmoelmov, -ovoa, -ov  incomplete

dmole vpévos, -1, -ov  absolute; general; in the positive (as opposed to com-
parative); unaccented; (of meter) without strophic responsion; see Swiggers and
Wouters (19954), Wouters (1993)

AmTONUTLKOS, -1, -0V = ATTOAUTOS

améluTos, -ov  absolute; (as neut. subst.) positive degree (as opposed to com-
parative); independent
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damoevéopal  to be foreign, outlandish

amomimtw to drop out (of letters in a word)

dmopnpatikds, -1, -0v  expressing doubt; interrogative; see Lallot (1998: 249—
52)

damopnTLkods, -1, -0v  dubitative (of adverbs, etc.)

amooBevvim  to quench, esp. to quench the accent (i.e. change acute to grave)

améoTaols, -€ws, 1) separation, asyndeton

dmooTpéPw  to elide

amooTpo@n, -fis, 1 apostrophe (address to an individual); elision

améaTpoos, -ou, N apostrophe (mark of elision), elision

amoTaols, -€ews, N reference

amoTelvw  to refer to

amoteleo(pa)Tikoés, -1, -6v  final (having to do with purpose); having to do with
result; see Dalimier (2001: 356—8)

amoTe eopds, -ov, 6 purpose clause

amoteléw  to form, produce

amoteppatilw to define, end

amoaivopar  to declare; see Lallot (1997: ii. 207-8)

amo@avrTikds, -1, v indicative (mood); not interrogative (of enclitic Tts)

amépaots, -€ws, | negation, negative particle, negative statement; see Lallot
(1997: ii. 207-8)

amo@atikds, -1, -6V negative

amoquyn, -is, N opposition

ampoéoAnmTos, -ov  not taking or admitting (a construction)

ampéowmos, -ov  impersonal (of verbs)

dmToTos, -ov  indeclinable

dpbpLkds, -1, -0v  pertaining to the article

apbpov, -ou, 76 article (mpoTakTikdv), relative pronoun (UmotakTikd); see Lallot
(1998:191-4, 1999)

aptbpnTikér (Gropa)  cardinal number

aptbpos, -ov, 6 number; rhythm

"ApLoTdpxeLos, -d, -ov  of or pertaining to Aristarchus

dpkTLKés, -1, -0V initial, placed at the beginning

dppoyn, -fis, | joining

dpvnots, -€ws, 1| negation

apvnTikés, -1, -0V negative

dppotlos, -ov  without the sound of the letter p

dpoevikds, -1, -6v  masculine

dponv, -ev  male, masculine

dpots, -€ws, | omission; (in rhythm) upbeat

dpTtdopat to be construed with, depend on

AofpavTos, -ov = donpHos

donpos, -ov  without meaning

aodloik(LoT)os, -ov  correct, without solecisms
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aoTiyns, -€s  unpunctuated

aoTiéla, -as, 0 lack of punctuation

aocvykpLtos, -ov  without comparison, without the comparative form

daouluyos, -ov  unique, without exact correspondence; not belonging to the same
class or conjugation

aovpBipacTos, -ov  not to be brought together, not to be harmonized

AoVPLILKTOS, -ov  incapable of blending

aovpwvia, -as, 1 discord, anomaly

dovpgwros, -ov  discordant, anomalous

dowalpeTos, -ov  uncontracted

dovvdieLmTos, -ov  without synaloephe (see guvaiotdn))

daovtvapbpos, -ov  without an article

douvdeTos, -ov  without conjunctions

AouréykALTOS, -0V not participating in enclisis, not entering into a chain of
enclitics

douvélevoTos, -ov  not forming a compound, not entering into composition

AoVVEUTTWTOS, -0V not coinciding in form

dovveTos, -ov unintelligible (probably also “ungrammatical” in Apollonius
Dyscolus)

douwvnons, -€s  not in use, not usual

aouvfeotia, -as, 1 state of being uncompounded

dowvbeTos, -ov  uncompounded, simplex

dAOUVTAKTLKOS, -1, -0V against the rules of syntax

dolrTakToS, -0V ungrammatical, irregular

dowvTaéla, -as, 1| error in construction, ungrammatical form; irregularity, in-
capacity of entering into construction

douwwiTapkTos, -ov  unable to coexist

acvoTaTtéw not to exist (of forms), to be badly formed

acvoTtaTos, -ov  irregular, inadmissible, not existing, badly formed

dtakTos, -ov irregular, anomalous

artenis, -€s  incomplete; dTeNAs (oTiypn) punctuation mark indicating less
completion than the Tehela aTiypn; (of tense) the present and imperfect

"ATbls, -(80s, 1 Attic dialect

dTovos, -ov  unaccented

ATPETTOS, -0V = APeTABONOS

aTpLPris, -€s  not in use

"ATTLKY (xpfots)  Attic usage

"ATTikllw  to speak or write Attic or Atticizing Greek

PATTIKLOLS, -€ws, ) = "ATTIKLOPOS

"ATTikiopds, -o0, 6 Attic style, Atticism

avbumoTaKTOS, -0V second aorist subjunctive; aorist subjunctive; independent
subjunctive

ab€dvw  to augment, to take an augment

avénots, -€ws, 1| augment, lengthening, intensification
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AVTEVEPYNTLKOS, -], -0V = AUTEVEPYNTOS

avTevépynTos, -ov  deponent (a verb active in meaning but passive in form)

alToékTaTos, -ov  long because of containing a long vowel (of syllables “long
by nature”)

avTéPeTos, -ov  self-placed, not derived

avTomdPela, -as, 1  reflexivity, intransitivity

avTomadns, -€s  reflexive (of pronouns), intransitive (of verbs)

avTomTAdNTLKOS, -0V = avTomadns

avToovoTaTos, -ov  not dependent

avToTélela, -as, | completeness, complete sentence; see Donnet (1967: 150-3)

avToTENS, €5 complete in itself (of clauses etc.); intransitive; see Lallot (1997:
ii. 8)

albToudéTepos, -ov  absolutely neuter, absolutely intransitive

avtoeuwrov (ypdppa) vowel

agaipeots, -€ws, 11 removal, aphaeresis (removal of a letter or letters, esp. at
the beginning of a word)

daeaipéw to remove (a letter or letters, esp. at the beginning of a word)

apdoyyov = dpwrov

deuwvov (ypdppa)  stop consonant (“mute,” i.e. B, y, 8, k, m, T, 0, @, X); conso-
nant

axapaktiploTos, -ov  without grammatical form (e.g. of indeclinable foreign
words)

dxdopnTos, -ov  without hiatus

dxpnoTelw not to be in use

axpnoToloyém  to speak unprofitably or amiss

dxpnoTos, -ov  obsolete, disused

dxwpLoToS, -ov  inseparable

Babuos, -0b, 6  degree of comparison

BapBapllw to speak bad Greek, commit barbarisms

BapBapiopds, -ov, 6 use of bad Greek or of a foreign language; barbarism (in-
correct use of individual words, as opposed to colotkiapés, incorrect syntax);
see Lallot (1997:ii. 161), Donnet (1967: 154—6)

BapurTikds, -1, -0V tending to retract the accent (normally used to indicate
recessive accentuation, i.e. an accent as close to the beginning of the word as
possible)

Baptvw  (of letters or syllables) to pronounce without an accent, mark with a
grave accent; (of words) pronounce without an accent on the final syllable, mark
the final syllable with a grave accent, (mid.) have no accent on the final syl-
lable (in practice, normally restricted to recessive accentuation)

Bapus, -€ta, -0 low (of pitch), grave or unaccented (of accent), long/heavy (of
syllables); BapUs (Tévos) or Bapela (Tpoowdia) the grave accent (but see sec-
tion 4.2.9 above); Bapéws with the accent thrown back, with recessive accent;
see section 4.2.9 above, Moore-Blunt (1978), Probert (2003: 16—17), and Lallot
(1998: 88-9)
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Baputns, -nTos, 1 grave accent, absence of accent; (of words) absence of ac-
cent on the final syllable

BapuTtovéw  (of letters or syllables) to pronounce without an accent, mark with
a grave accent; (of words) pronounce without an accent on the final syllable,
mark the final syllable with a grave accent

BapuTtdrnots, -€ws, 11 accentuation further back than the final syllable (in prac-
tice, normally restricted to recessive accentuation)

BapuTtovos, -ov  (of syllables) having no accent; (of words) having no accent on
the final syllable (in practice normally restricted to recessively accented words)

BeBalwols, -€ws, 1 affirmation, confirmation

BLBALakds, -1, -6v  of books, based on books

BovoTpoendor  (of writing) going from right to left and left to right in alternate
lines, boustrophedon

BpaxukaTaAnkTéw to end in a short syllable

BpaxvkaTdAnkTos, -ov  ending in a short syllable, having an ending that is (too)
short by one foot

BpaxuvkaTainéia, -as, | a short ending

Bpaxivw  to shorten

BpaxumapankTéw  to have a short penultimate syllable

BpaxumapdAnkTos, -ov  having a short penultimate syllable

Bpaxumapdinéis, -ews, N state of having a short penultimate syllable

BpaxumpomapankTéw to have a short antepenultimate syllable

Bpaxs, -€la, -0 short (of vowels or syllables)

Bpaxvaulafos, -ov  of short syllables

Yevikés, -1, -0V genitive, yevikn (MTaoLs) the genitive case; generic; see Lallot
(1998: 145), Swiggers and Wouters (1995a: 151-2), De Mauro (1965)

Yévos, -ovs, T6  gender

yA@ooa, -ns, 1 dialect, language, obsolete or dialectal word; see Lallot (1998:
77-9)

YAdoonpa, -atos, T6  obsolete or foreign word

vy woonpaTtikéds, -1, -6v  full of rare words

ypdppa, -atos, 76 letter (of the alphabet), piece of writing; see Lallot (1998:
96-8)

YPappaTikos, -1, -0v  pertaining to letters, grammar, literary or textual criti-
cism, etc.; (as masc. subst.) grammarian, critic, teacher of grammar; ypappatikr
(Téxvn) grammar (including literary and textual criticism, etc.), scholarship,
alphabet, writing system; see Lallot (1995, 1998: 69-73), Kaster (1988: esp.
453-4), Schenkeveld (1994: 263-5), Robins (1996)

YPARPATLOTHS, 00, 0 elementary teacher, grammarian; see Kaster (1988: 447—
52)

ypagn, -is, N writing, (manuscript) reading, lesson

SakTUALKOS, -1, -6v  dactylic

SaouvTrs, -ob, 6 one inclined to aspirate sounds

daoclvw  to aspirate
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8aovs, -€la, -0 aspirated (of consonants or vowels), having a rough breathing,
(as fem. subst.) rough breathing; see Lallot (1998: 102—4)

8aoilTns, -NTOS, 1)  aspiration

SelkTikds, -1, 6v  demonstrative, deictic (used not only for our demonstrative
pronouns, but also for personal and possessive pronouns; also certain nouns
and adverbs)

Setva, -os, 0M/T6  (consistently used with an article, usually 0) so-and-so, some-
one, John Doe; cf. 4.1.39

8€léis, -€ws, 1 demonstrative force or reference

Sekdomnpos, -ov  of the length of ten short syllables

SeuTépwols, -€ws, 1) repetition

dnhovdTe  clearly (often introduces explanations)

dN\oéw  to mean

Sud cf. 4.1.30

StdBaots, -€ws, 1 transitive force

StaBatikds, -1, -0V transitive

SLaBeBatwTikds, -1i, -6v  affirmative (of conjunctions)

Stapipdlopat  to be transitive

StapLBaocpds, -ob, 6 transitive force

SLapLBacTikds, -1, -6v  transitive

Suddoats, -ews, 1 distribution; see Van Groningen (1963)

Stalevyvupt, -viw  to disjoin, separate

StalevkTikés, -1, -0v  disjunctive (of conjunctions, ones with non-connective
meanings like 7): more specifically used for 1) when it distinguishes between two
mutually exclusive alternatives); see Lallot (1998: 244—6)

dudleveis, -€ws, N separation, disjunction

SudPeats, -€ws, 11 voice (e.g. active); tense; force, function; mood?; see Lallot
(1997:1i. 62, 254, 1998: 159-60, 167-8), Lambert (1978), Andersen (1989,
1993), Rijksbaron (1986), Van Ophuijsen (1993a), Pantiglioni (1998)

Stalpeats, -€ws, 1) separation; resolution of a diphthong into two syllables, or
of a single word into two (i.e. tmesis); (in meter) diaeresis

StalpeTikds, -1, -0v  separative; having a tendency to resolve diphthongs

Statpéw  to divide, divide words, punctuate, resolve a diphthong or contracted
form

Stakom, -fis, 1| separation, tmesis

StakptTikds, -1, -0v  separating, distinguishing

SLakpovoTLkos, -1, -0V expressing deception

Stalalla, -as, |  talking, language

StdlekTos, -ou, 1 dialect, speech, language; see Morpurgo Davies (1987),
Dalimier (2001: 225-6); Consani (1991)

Stalayn, -fis, 1 change, difference

StdA\Anhos, -ov interchangeable (of word order)

Std\vots, -ews, 11 separation, resolution (of a compound word into its original
elements, of a word into letters, of a diphthong into two vowels, of a double
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consonant such as € into two single consonants); asyndeton; hyperbaton;
solution

SLa\lw  to separate, resolve into its component parts

Stdvoia, -as, | meaning

StamimTw  to be wrong

Stamdpnots, -€ws, 11 doubt, question

StamopnTikds, -0, -0v  dubitative, interrogative; see Dalimier (2001: 274-5)

SLapBpdw  to distinguish, articulate

StdpBpwots, -€ws, N articulation

dtacapnTikés, -1, -6v  affirmative, declarative, explanatory, making completely
clear; see Sluiter (1988: 567, 62—4)

StaoTalTikds, -1, -6v  distinguishing

dudoTaots, -€ws, 1 separation (of vowels, not being a diphthong; of words, writ-
ten as two, as LGV AVTOV)

dlaoTaTikés, -1, -0V separate

SLaoTéNw  to distinguish, separate, oppose

StdoTnua, -atos, T6 interval, distance

StaoTnpaTikoés, -1, -6v  indicating distance; by intervals (of the pitch changes
of the voice when singing)

StaoTiypn, -is, N punctuation

dtaoTilw to punctuate, separate words

StaoToln, -fis, 1| pause; word division; comma; separation (e.g. of a diphthong
into two vowels), opposition; see Lallot (1998: 85), Blank (1983a)

StatiBnil  to act; TO SLaTibév subject; TO StaTibépevov object; see also Stdfeats

Stagopd, -Gs, 1 distinction, subset

Stagwvia, -as, 1 discord

8iBpaxvs, -€La, -u  of two short syllables

Slyappa, 76 digamma (F)

Suyevnis, s of doubtful gender, of two genders

Slypapp(at)os, -ov  of two letters

Steyelpw raise, make acute (of the accent)

dinynpatikds, -1, -6v  descriptive, narrative

dtkatdAnkTos, -ov  having two endings

Stkatainéia, -as, 1 state of having two endings

8lkwhos, -ov  with two members or sections

BLopBdw  to correct

SLépbwots, -€ws, 1| correction, edition (of a text; i.e. a corrected, critical edition
—but there is much dispute about exactly how critical such an edition was in
ancient times)

StopbwTikds, -1, -6V pertaining to correction of texts

SLoptlw  to distinguish, define

dumh(aot)dlw  to reduplicate; to double a consonant

Sumhaolaots, -€ws, N = SLTAACLATHOS

Sumhao(tao)uds, -ov, -6 reduplication; doubling of consonants (as in TéoG0s)
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Sumhaatodoyla, -as, ) repetition of words

dumadonu(avTios, -ov  with double meaning

Stmhovs, -1, -obv  double (of consonants ¢, &, i)

Simwots, -€ws, 1| doubling, reduplication

Sumpdowtos, -ov  denoting two persons (of possessive pronouns); see Lallot
(1998: 208)

dimTwTos, -ov  having one form for two cases, having two cases or endings

dlonu(avt)os, -ov  of doubtful quantity (of a, t, v); having two meanings

dLoooloyéw  to repeat; to pronounce in two ways

Stoooloyla, -as, N repetition of words; pronunciation in two ways

dtoods -1, -6v  double; doubtful, ambiguous

dtoTaypos, -ov, 6 doubt, ambiguity

8totdlw to be in doubt

SLOTAKTLKOS, -1, -0V expressing doubt; StoTakTikn €ykhiots conditional sub-
junctive; see Schenkeveld (1982: 2536, 264)

SLoTaopos, -ov, 6 = SLoTayPos

StoulaPéw  to be disyllabic

StoulapBla, -as, 1 pair of syllables

StovAhaos, -ov  disyllabic

8Loxtdov  in two columns

SLowvupos, -ov  with two names

SLTovém  to have two accents, have a double accent (of words that have differ-
ent accents under different circumstances, e.g. 6é and o¢€)

dttovilw to accent in two ways

8lTovos, -ov accented in two ways

SL@Poyyllw to write with a diphthong

SLphoyyoypapéw  to write with a diphthong

SLphoyydopat  to be written with a diphthong

8lpboyyos, -ov with two sounds, diphthongal; (as fem. or neut. subst.)
diphthong

Stpopéopat  to be spelled or pronounced in two ways

Supdpnats, -ews, n double mode of writing, double pronunciation

duxovonTikds, -1, -0v  indicating doubt; discordant

Suxpovia, -as, 1) two short syllables

8lxpovos, -ov  capable of being either long or short (of a, t, v); consisting of two
short syllables; common (in meter, i.e. having two possible quantities)

Stwvupla, -as, n  double name

Stdvupos, -ov  having two names; Stivupor dvopa double name; see Lallot
(1998: 155-6)

86kipos, -ov  approved, found in classical Attic

SoTikds, -q, v dative; SoTikn) (MTGOLS) the dative case; see Lallot (1998: 145—
6), De Mauro (1965)

8ouhew  to be construed with, to take (a certain case)

8pdols, -€ws, 1| action, active force of a verb
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8paoTNPLOS, -Ov  active

8paoTikds, -0, -0V active

dulkos, -4, -ov  dual

Stvapalr  to mean

Stvapts, -€ws, 1 meaning (of words), phonetic value (of letters); see Dalimier
(2001: 291-2)

duwnTikds, -1, -6v  potential (of dv and kev)

duogék@pop(mT)os, -ov  hard to pronounce

duoek@uvnTos, -ov  hard to pronounce

Suonkoos, -ov  ill-sounding

SuokivnTos, -ov  hard to decline

Suok\LTos, -ov  hard to inflect, irregular

StogpacTos, -ov  hard to say; badly expressed

Svopwria, -as, 1 roughness of sound

dtopwvros, -ov ill-sounding, harsh

Svowvupéw  to have a bad name

Awpllw  to speak or write in the Doric dialect, use Doric forms

Awpikds, -1, -6v  Doric

AdpLos, -a, -ov (or just -ov) Doric

€yyryvopévn khlots  an augment added to a compound verb (i.e. an augment
that is added inside a word)

€yypapp(at)os, -ov  written, containing letters, descriptive of letters

€yelpw (Tov Tévov)  to wake up the accent (i.e. to accent with an acute accent
the final syllable of an inherently oxytone word that had not been accented be-
cause it was followed by another word in a sentence)

€yepTiids, -1, -6V enclitic (i.e. causing a preceding oxytone word to wake up
its accent); with a final acute accent woken up

€ykelevo(pa)Tikds, -1, -0v  hortatory

€ykipa, -atos, 76 inflected form; form with grave accent

EYKALLATLKOS, 1], -0V = €YKALTLKOS

€ykAvw  to inflect; to throw back the accent, pronounce as an enclitic, change
an acute accent to grave; (mid.) to be enclitic

éykilals, -ews, 1| verbal mood, inflection, enclitic form, throwing back of the
accent, change of acute accent to grave; see Lallot (1997: ii. 281-2, 314-15,
1998: 164-5), Sluiter (1990: 86—9), Dalimier (2001: 421)

€YKALTEéOV  one must use as enclitic

€YKALTLKOS, -1}, -6V enclitic (a word that attaches for purposes of accentuation
to the one preceding it, thereby causing various accentual complications)

€0Lpos, -ov  customary, in use

€Ouikos, -1, -Ov  dialectal, indicating nationality; (as neut. subst.) ethnic

€0os, -ous, TO  usage; see Lallot (1997:1i. 177)

€ldikds, -1, -0v  specific, not generic; see Swiggers and Wouters (1995a:
151-2)
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el8os, -ous, TO  type, species, derivational status (i.e. primitive or derived); see
Lallot (1998: 131, 149-50, 170); cf. 4.1.41

€lkaopos, -ob, 6  conjecture, guessing

els cf. 4.1.29

éxBdAw  to elide, suppress

éxkPorn, -fis, elision, suppression

€KOEXOpAL  to accept, receive

ékdoots, -€ws, N text, publication, edition; see M. L. West (2001: 50-73), Van
Groningen (1963), Lallot (1997: ii. 7); Erbse (1959: 291-2), GG ii.ii. 1-2

éxdpopn, -fis, N elision, suppression

€xBeoplos, -ov irregular

€xbn\ivew  to make feminine

EkONBw  to elide, suppress (a letter)

éxOabts, -ews, 1 elision (elimination of a final vowel before a word beginning
with a vowel), suppression (of a letter), ecthlipsis (elision in Latin of final syl-
lables ending in -m)

éxkerpal  to be set forth

€KKOTTW  to cut out, mark out

EKAELTITLKOS, -1}, -0V elliptical

€xhelmw = éNelmo, cf. 4.1.35

ékmimTw to arise from, be produced from, be derived from

ékTaots, €ws, 1 lengthening (of a vowel, syllable), augment, long form (of vowels
that can be long or short)

EKTATLKOS, -1, -0V having a tendency to lengthen (+ gen.)

éxtelvw  to lengthen (a vowel, syllable), augment

Ek@épw  to pronounce; (pass.) to be formed (with, + 8id; from, + dmo)

éx@opd, -Gs, 1 pronunciation

EKQuIéw  to pronounce

EKQUVTOLS, -€mS, T pronunciation, exclamation

ENeLTS, €S = EANLTTS

ENeLmTikés, -1, -0v  elliptical, defective

€éNelmw  to be lacking, cf. 4.1.35

ENewdts, €ws, N ellipsis (omission of words that can be understood from the
context), omission (of a letter); see Lallot (1997: ii. 20)

ENnrLopds, -0, 0 use of pure Greek; use of the koiné dialect; see Schenkeveld
(1994: 281-91)

ENTs, €5 defective, elliptical

épmabns, -€s  modified, inflected

EWTEPLEKTLKOS, -1, -0V including, inclusive

éumepthapPdvw  to include

EumepLANTTLKSS, -1, -0V including, inclusive

éupaivw toindicate, mean

ELQAVTLKOS, -1, -0V expressive, vivid
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éupaots, -€ws, 1| meaning, emphasis; suggestion (as opposed to expression);
see Van Ophuijsen (1993a)

év cf . 4.1.33

€val\ayn, -iis, N change in order, interchange

€vavTldTns, -NTOS, 1| opposition

EVaVTILPATLKOS, -1, -0V adversative (marking opposition, of conjunctions, as
OpWs)

€VapKTLKOS, -1, -Ov  inchoative

€vdens, -€s  defective

€vdela, -as, 1 lack, defectiveness

évdimiaotdlw toreduplicate

€vépyeLa, -as, N active voice, action; see Swiggers and Wouters (1996: 143—
5), Van Ophuijsen (1993a)

€vepyéw to act; O €vepyav the subject; 6 évepyolpevos the object

€vepynTLkos, -1, -0V active

€VEOTWS, -00a, -0 present; (as masc. subst.) the present tense; see Lallot (1998:
172)

€vbeots, -€ws, 1 insertion

€VLKOS, -1, -0V singular

évvola, -as, ) meaning, sense; see Van Ophuijsen (19934a)

€VTeNS, €5 complete

€vumdékpLTos (UTO)oTLYWY)  punctuation put after the protasis, dramatic pause;
see Blank (1983a)

€Eakolovbéw  to follow (an analogical rule)

€Eal\ayn, -fis, n alteration, variation

€Edmwots, -€ws, 1| explanation, paraphrase

€€dmTwTos, -ov  having six cases

€Eaotl\apos, -ov  having six syllables

e€atTiki{w to Atticize, express in Attic form

€Eéyepols, -ems 1 raising of the accent (to an acute) on the final syllable of an
oxytone word

€€nyéopal  to explain, interpret, write a commentary on

€ENynots, -€ws, 1 explanation, commentary; see Lallot (1998: 77)

€Enynms, -oU, O interpreter, commentator

eEnynTikds, -1, -Ov  explanatory

€Efs, 6 sequence in which words are to be taken, normal word order, gram-
matical sequence; (as indeclinable adj.) following, next; see Lallot (1997: ii. 68),
Sluiter (1990: 68); cf. 4.1.38

€€opalilw  to form according to the rule

€€wber  from outside; é€wbev TpoohapPfdve to supply or understand a word;
€Enbev (mpoo)k\ivw/(Tpoo)hapfdve to augment (add an € from outside); €€wbev
kAloLs/xpévos/aténols augment, addition of letters to a word (e.g. é-kelvos)

€Ebnats, €ws, 1 expulsion (of a letter)

émaryyela, -as, 1)  meaning
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émaipw to raise, make acute (of the accent)

emakohovdnTikds, -1, -6v  inclined to follow (of 8¢ when it follows év)

émal\n\a, -as, 1| sequence, continuous series

€mdAANAos, -0V in succession, one after another

EMAAANAOTNS, -NTOS, 1| repetition, duplication

émapgoTtepllw to have two forms (e.g. acc. sing. ending in -v or -a), to have doubt-
ful quantity (of vowels)

émavadimiactaopds, -ob, 6  doubling, gemination

émavadlmwols, -ews, N reduplication, gemination

émamopn(La)Tikés, -1, -0v  dubitative (expressing doubt or question); see
Dalimier (2001: 275)

émau€dvw  to increase, lengthen

émavénots, -ews, 1 lengthening (esp. of vowels)

émelo0dos, -ou, 1 coming in from outside (of extra letters added to a word)

émékTaols, -€ns, 1 lengthening (of a vowel or a word, especially lengthening
at the end of a word)

émekTaTikés, -1, -6v  lengthening

émekTelvw  to lengthen (a syllable, or a word), pronounce as long

émévbeats, -€ws, N insertion of a letter or word, epenthesis (the insertion of a
sound to make a word easier to pronounce)

€mevBeTIKOS, -1, -0V inserted

EmevTiOnUL  to insert

émeEnyéopar  to explain besides

émeEnynuaTikds, -1, -6v  epexegetical (providing further explanation)

emeEnynots, -€ws, 1 explanation

emnppévn (€ykhots)  subjunctive (from alpw, i.e. the mood with the magni-
fied thematic vowel)

ém cf. 4.1.31

émleukTikds, -1, -0v  connective; taking the subjunctive; see Schenkeveld
(1982), Lallot (1997: ii. 236), Dalimier (2001: 352-3)

émilevéis, -€ws, 1 repetition, addition

€mbeTikds, -0, -6v  added; adjectival, pertaining to an epithet, (as neut. subst.)
adjective

émiBeTos, -ov adjectival, (as neut. subst.) epithet, adjective; see Lallot (1998:
151-2)

émikowvos, -ov  epicene (of gender; there is a distinction between two types of
what we might call common gender, kowév “common” and émikowvor “epicene,”
whereby the former term is used for nouns that can be masculine or feminine
according to the sex of the referent (e.g. 6 or 1) {mmos) and the latter is used for
nouns that always have the same gender regardless of the sex of the referent,
as 1 xeAduv “swallow,” which is used for both male and female swallows)

EMKOLVwYéw  to be in common, share in common

émkpdTeLa, -as, 1 prevalence, authority

émielmw to be defective (lack certain forms)
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€MAOYLOTLKOS, -1, -0V inferential, illative (indicating motion into)

empept{opevos, -n, -ov distributive; partitive (of genitives)

émpeptl{ow to distribute

émpeptopos, -1, -6v  distribution; parsing; division of a sentence into words;
analysis; classification

émmlokr, -fis, N insertion (of letters); combination (e.g. of letters or phrases);
(in meter) conversion of rhythms by change in order of syllables

> s

émippnua, -atos, 76  adverb; see Lallot (1998: 221-30, 1999)

> ’ ’

€MPPNUATLKOS, -1}, -0V adverbial
émonpaotia, -as, 11 marking, notation, indication

€MLOTAUATLKGS, -1, -0V epistolary; dative, émoTalTiky) (TTOOLS) dative case

EMOTEPNOLS, -€wS, T a second negation cancelling an earlier one

émovvalotgn, -is, N elision at the close of a verse; coalescence of two syllables
into one

EMOVVEUTTWOLS, -€wS, I succession of words with similar-sounding endings
and the same vowels

€mouvbeTos, -ov  compound (esp. of meters)

EMTAYRATIKOS, -1, -0V subsidiary; appositive, postpositive; see Lallot (1997:
ii. 157)

émiTaols, -€ws, N intensity, intensification; presence of the acute accent; see
Lallot (1997:ii. 83)

émTdoow to place after

EmTaTikos, -1, -0V intensive, intensifying

émTelvw  tointensify

EMTENETTLKOS, -1}, <OV indicating purpose or result; see Dalimier (2001: 356-8)

EMTETAPEVOS, -1, -0V comparative (of degree); acute (of accent)

em@épopat  to follow (e.g. of letters in a word, or words in a sentence; + dat.);
see Dalimier (2001: 259-60)

emi@deypa, -atos, TO  exclamation, interjection

ém@opd, -Gs, | conclusion; act of following immediately; see Lallot (1998: 252),
Dalimier (2001: 411-12)

em@op(T)tkés, -1, -6v illative (indicating motion into), inferential, forming
the second or subsequent clause

EMPuIén  to exclaim

EMLEAOVNIA, -aTOS, TO  interjection, exclamation

EMLEAOVNOLS, -€ws, N interjection

EmEuvnTLkéy, -0, 76 an added word

émymptd{w to call or name in the local dialect or language

EMLXWPLOS, -a, -ov  native, in the local dialect or language

EMTAypdppaTos, -ov  of seven letters

€mwdos, -oU, 1| epode (part of a lyric ode sung after the strophe and antistrophe)

€mwdds, -ov, 0 refrain; shorter verse of a couplet

émwrupia, -as, 1 name, additional name, nickname

émaivupor (Gvopa) epithet, additional name; see Lallot (1998: 155-6)
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épunvela, -as, 1| expression, explanation, interpretation, translation

épunrevTikds, -1, -0V expressive, interpretive

€pUTNLA, -aToS, TO  question (esp. one answered with “yes” or “no”); see Dalimier
(2001:274)

€PWTNUATLKAS, -1, -0V  interrogative

€pUTNOLS, €ws, | question

éobpevos, -ov  future

€owbev inside (of the internal augment and reduplication found in verbs com-
pounded with a preposition, as kaTéypalsa)

€TepdpLbpos, -ov  of different number; (as neut. subst.) change of number (as
a figure of speech)

€Tepoyevns, -€s  of different gender; (as neut. subst.) change of gender (in a
constructio ad sensum)

etepdluyos, -ov differently formed; (as adv.) in a different declension

€Tepolwols, -€ws, N alteration, change

€TEPOKALTOS, -ov  irregularly inflected (of nouns)

€TepomdBela, -as, N  reflexivity, reciprocity

ETEPOTTWTOS, -0V having cases formed from different stems (as péyas, peydiov);
(as neut. subst.) change of case (as a figure of speech)

€Tepoonpartos, -ov  with different meaning

_€TepooxnudTioTos, -ov  differently formed; (as neut. subst.) change of gram-
matical form (as a figure of speech)

€Tepouwréopal  to be different in sound

€Tepdyxpovos, -ov  (as neut. subst.) change of tense (as a figure of speech)

€Tepwrupla, -as, 1 difference of name, lack of synonymy

€Tepwvupos, -ov  with different meaning, with different name

ETUUTYOPEW  to derive

étuunyopla, -as, n  etymology, derivation

€TupoloYéw  to analyze a word and find its origin, argue from etymology

étuvpoloyla, -as, 1| etymology; see Lallot (1998: 79-80)

€TULONOYLKOS, -1, -6V etymological; (as masc. subst.) etymologist

étupov, -ou, T etymology, true sense of a word according to its origin

€TULdTNS, -NTOS, 1) true meaning of a word

€0aoTLkOS, -1, -6v  Bacchanalian, exclamatory (of adverbs etc.)

evypappatia, -as, 1 calligraphy

€UdLdBeTos, -ov  easily affected, well-arranged

€vemékTaTOS, -0V naturally lengthened

€PeT(lw to be suitably employed

elbeTLopos, -0, O convenience, orderly arrangement

€V0eTls, -0V well-arranged, easy to use

evhlvopal = dpboTovéopal

€00Us, -€la, -0  nominative; €eVOela (TTGOOLS) nominative case

€UKTLKOS, -1, -0v  expressing desire (of adverbs and verbs); eUkTikn (€yAiots)
optative mood
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€vpdhakTos, -ov  liquid (of consonants)

€UTapddekTos, -ov  acceptable, admissible

evpupwria, -as, 1 broadness of sound

evoubeoia, -as, 1 good arrangement of words

€V0UVOETOS, -0V easy to compound into a word

evovvTakTos, -ov  well-arranged, with good syntax, easy

evovvtaéla, -as, 1 the state of being evotvTakTos

€VPNUNTLKOS, -1, -0v  with auspicious meaning

€VPNULOPOS, -00, 6 use of an auspicious word for an inauspicious one

evpwria, -as, 1 euphony

€VPwVos, -ov  euphonious

evxn, -Ns, n wish, prayer

€vXpNoTEONAL  to be in common use (of words)

€pehkuolLés, -ob, 0 affixation of nu-movable or a similar suffix (see épekvoTikdS)

€PEAKVOTLKOS, -1, -0V attracting, attracted, suffixed (esp. of the k in 0Uk and of
nu-movable, called v é peAkvoTikdV); see Lallot (1997:1i. 47)

€PepunrevTikds, -1, -6V explanatory

€PeTLKOS, 1), -0V expressing desire (of verbs)

€pdappévos, -n, -ov  corrupt

{ebypa, -atos, T6  connection, zeugma (figure of speech in which two subjects
are used with a predicate that strictly belongs only to one of them)

ZnroddTetos, -a, -ov  of or pertaining to Zenodotus

NoLkos, -1, -0V expressive

NiiBpaxvs, -€ta, -v  lasting half a short syllable

Nriewros, -ov  continuant (consonant that is not a stop, i.e. that can be pro-
nounced for an indefinite length of time ({, £, 4, A, 1, v, p, 0); note that this is not
the same as English “semivowel,” which refers tow and y); see Lallot (1998: 102)

NX0S, -ou, 0 sound, breathing

favpaoTikds, -1j, -6V exclamatory, expressing astonishment (of adverbs,
interjections)

Betaopds, -ob, 0 inspiration, frenzy

Bépa, -atos, 76 base form (primary, non-derived form); see Lallot (1997: ii. 45)

Bepatilw to establish as a base form; assign a meaning or gender arbitrarily

BepaTikds, -1, -0V pertaining to the base form, primary (not derivative); 6 paTtikd
elements; BepLaTik@TePos using several different base forms

BepaTiopds, -ob, 0  arbitrary determination, conventional arrangement

fepaTomolén  to make into a 0épa

Béois, -ews, 1| convention, form (esp. original form or derived form), position
(in meter, of syllables long by position), downbeat, stop (in punctuation); see
Lallot (1998: 109-11)

BeTikOs, -1, -0v  positive (degree); affirmative; expressing obligation (of forms
in -Téov)

On\ukos, -1, -6v  feminine

On\ivew  to make a feminine form
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On\umpems, -€s  feminine

On\Us, -€tla, -0 female, feminine

ONIPLs, -€ns, 1 = €kONLS

Bpnr(NTLkos, -1, -6V pertaining to lament, interjection

lakés, -d, -6v  lonic

lds, -dSos, 1 lonic dialect

t8ldlw  to be peculiar, be specific to an individual, be proper (of nouns)

t8taopds, -ob, 6 peculiarity; conversion to a proper name

18tkds, -1, -Ov = €ldLkoS

t8lomdBera, -as, 1 reflexivity, reciprocity

tdlomabns, -és  reflexive, intransitive

tdos, -a, -ov  proper, specific, not generic; (as neut. subst.) specificity

18Léns, -nTos, N peculiarity, individuality, individual nature; els (8LédTnTa as
a proper name

t8LoTutos, -ov  of a peculiar form

tdlopa, -atos, 76 peculiarity of style, unique feature, (individual) style

BLyms, -ov, 6 layman, ignoramus

8lwTillw to pronounce in the local manner

dLoTikds, -1, -6v  unskilled, unlearned

BLwTiopss, -0b, 6 vulgar phrase; ad hominem argument

tkeTkds, -1, -0V pertaining to supplication (of verbs)

todpibpos, -ov  having the same (grammatical) number

toodwapéw  to be equivalent to, mean the same thing

toodwapla, -as, | equivalence in meaning

toodlvapos, -ov  equivalent in meaning

to6luvyos, -ov  of the same number and person

tookaTd\nkTos, -ov  having the same ending

LOOOTOLXEW = AVTLOTOLXE®

toooTolxla = dvTioTolyia

tooouMaBéw  to have the same number of syllables

toooulaBia, -as, 1  equality of syllables

toooUN\aBos, -ov  having the same number of syllables

tooxpovéw to have the same length, number of syllables, or number of time-
units

taoxpovos, -ov  the same length, consisting of the same number of time-units

toTopla, -as, 1 the usage of the ancients; a story or piece of information al-
luded to by a poet that requires explanation

lovikods, -1, -6v  lonic

toT(ak)({w to write with iota

loTaklopos, -0, 6 doubling or repetition of iota (esp. in Latin)

lwToypaéw to write with iota

kabdp(e)os, -ov  pure, correct

kaBap(L)ebw to be pure, be correct, be preceded by a vowel, contain a pure
syllable



242 ANCIENT GREEK SCHOLARSHIP

kabapoloyéw  to be precise or accurate in language

kabapds, -d, -6v  pure, unmixed, clear, simple, preceded by a vowel (rather than
a consonant)

kab6  that (introducing indirect statements)

kaBoTL  because

KALVOOXNULATLOTOS, -0V newly or strangely formed

Kawéoxnuos, -ov  newly or strangely formed

katvooxuwy, -ov  newly or strangely formed

KaoéPwvos, -ov  new-sounding

KaLpLkos, -1, -6v  temporal

KALPLOAEKTEW  to use (a word) appropriately

kakooUVBeTos, -ov ill-composed

kakoowTaéld, -as, 1 bad grammar

kakogwvia, -as, 1 cacaphony

Kak6Pwros, -ov  cacophonous, ill-sounding

KAANLQWVEw  to speak beautifully, pronounce euphoniously

Kaltpovia, -as, 1 euphony

kavovi{w  to prescribe rules, conjugate, give the rule or paradigm, parse; kavovi{eTat
the rule is . . .

Kavovikds, -1, -6v  regular

Kavoviopa, -atos, 76 grammatical rule

kavwy, -6vos, 6 rule, paradigm, metrical scheme

kapllw to speak like a Carian, speak barbarously

katd cf. 4.1.32

kaTafLBdlw to throw the accent forward to the following syllable or to the end
of the word

kaTtaBiBacts, -€ws, 1 = KATABLBACLOS

katapipacpds, -0, 6  act of throwing the accent forward to the following syl-
lable or to the end of the word

kaTayAwTTi{w to compose using rare words, speak in dialect

katdylwTTos, -ov  full of rare words

KaTaAéyw (Tov Tévov) = kaTafLfdlw

kaTale(mw to lack, be defective

KaTaAyw to end

KATAANKTLKOS, -1, -0V terminal; leaving off; catalectic (in meter, lacking one
syllable in the last foot of a verse)

kaTdAnéis, -€ws, N ending, final syllable; cadence or close of a period

kaTaln\la, -as, 1 = kKaTaAANAOTNS; see Donnet (1967: 153)

kaTd\ndos, -ov  rightly constructed, congruent, agreeing

KATAOMNNAGTNS, -NTOS, 1) correct form, correct construction, agreement, gram-
matical regularity; see Lallot (1997: ii. 8), Sluiter (1990: 50—1), Blank (1982:
27-31,45-9,55-7)

KaTaAoyddny  in prose

kaTamepatdw  to close, end with or together with (+ ets + acc.)
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katatTik({w  to speak Attic

KaTdeaols, -€ws, 1 affirmation, affirmative particle

KATAQATLKOS, -1}, -6V affirmative, emphatic

KaTagopd, -ds, | pronunciation, utterance

KaTdxpnots, -€ns, 1 improper use of words, catachresis (application of a term
to a thing that it does not properly denote, perversion of a trope or metaphor)

KaTaxpnoTikds, -1, -0v  misused, misapplied

KaTaxenoTkOS by extension

kaTnyopéw  to signify, be the predicate; see Sluiter (1990: 93-5), Lallot (1997:
ii. 58-9)

kaTtnydpnua, -atos, 76 predicate

katnyoptkds, -6v  affirmative; predicative; infinitive; categorical (as opposed to
hypothetical), (as neut. subst.) statement combining subject and predicate

KaTyopoupevoy, -ou, 76 predicate; see Pfister (1976), Lallot (1994b), Ildefonse
(1994)

kaTopbdw  to correct, (pass.) be correct, follow the pattern

kaTépbwpLa, -aTos, TO  correct usage

KaTopBwols, -€ws, | correction; see Dalimier (2001: 223-4)

KaTopoTkds, -1, -0V pertaining to affirmative oaths (of adverbs)

Kelpal  to appear, be attested, be correct

KEAEVOTLKOS, -1, -0V hortatory

kepala, -as, | apexof a letter (the top of it, in the written form), (by extension)
word

KepdvVupL, -Uw  to coalesce by crasis, contract

kexnvos, -6Tos, T6  gap, lacuna (from xdokw)

Kwéw to inflect; alter (a manuscript reading)

kivnua, -atos, 76 inflection

klvnots, -€ws, 1 inflection

ktovndév  like a pillar, in vertical lines from top to bottom

Ktprdow  to mix, contract (of vowels)

KAQoLs, -€ws, 1 calling, nominative, vocative

KANTLKOS, -1, -0V vocative, of calling or address; kAnTik?} (mT@oLs) the voca-
tive case; kKA\nTLkOv émippnua the particle o; see Lallot (1998: 148)

kA(jLa, -aTos, 76 inflected form, inflection

kAvw  toinflect, decline, augment

k\ats, -ews, 1 inflection, declension, augment, reduplication

KALTLKOS, -1, -0V declinable, pertaining to inflection (esp. declension); kKAuTticov
popLov augment

kolul{w to put the accent to sleep (i.e. change an acute on a final syllable to
grave)

KoljLLlots, -€ws, 1 putting the accent to sleep (i.e. changing an acute on a final
syllable to grave)

KOLULOWOS, -0U, O = KOLPLOLS

KOLWOAEKTEW  to use ordinary language
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KOLWOAEKTOS, -0V in ordinary language

kowoAe€la, -as, 1 ordinary language

Kowoloyld, -as, 1) koiné dialect, dialog, ordinary language

Kowos, -1, -6v  colloquial or non-literary Greek; kowwr (8tdAekTos) koiné dia-
lect, kool writers using the koiné dialect; kowwov yévos common gender (see
above s.v. émikolros); capable of being long or short (of vowels a, t, v); kowvn
ouA\apn) anceps (syllable capable of being either long or short); of ambiguous
or mixed meter (of poems); in the middle voice (of verbs); kowov dvopa com-
mon noun; dTO Kotvol zeugma (a figure of speech using a verb or adjective
with two nouns, to only one of which it is strictly applicable, while the word
applicable to the other noun is omitted); see Lallot (1998: 115-17)

KowdTns, -NTos, 1 common gender; zeugma, sharing of a word by two clauses
(esp. in phrase év kowdTNTL Tapakappdrecbat)

kérma, 16 koppa (@)

kopwvis, -(8os, 1| coronis (a sign, like a smooth breathing, used to indicate
crasis; also a sign indicating the end of a book or other section of a literary
work); end

kovpllw toelide

KOUQLOPOS, -0U, 6  elision

KpdoLs, -€ms, | mixing, combination, crasis (combination of two vowels, often
from two different words, into one, as Totvopa for ToU dvopa); occasionally
also synaeresis (removal of diaeresis to create a diphthong, as mats from mdis);
see Lallot (1997:ii. 109)

kplots, -€ws, N judgement, literary criticism

KPLTLKOS, -1, -6V critical; (as masc. subst.) scholar, literary critic, grammarian

KkTNTIKOS, -1, -0V possessive (of adjectives, pronouns, etc.); genitive, KTTTLKT
(TTGOLS) genitive case; see Lallot (1998: 133)

KUPLOAEKTEW  to use words in their proper or literal sense

kuptoe€ia, -as, 1 use of literal rather than figurative expressions, proper speech

Kuptohoyla, -as, 1) proper meaning of a word, proper speech, use of literal rather
than figurative expessions

KUpLOS, -a, -0V  proper; KUptov (dvopa) proper name; Kuplws properly; kUpLos
Tévos principal accent, high tone; see Lallot (1998: 150), Matthaios (1996)

Kuptwvupla, -as, 1) proper name, use of a proper name

\a\id, -ds, 1 talk, conversation, dialect

Aa(p)Bdakiopds, -ob, 6 defect in pronunciation, dissonance of repetition of
lambda

\elmw  to be lacking, be incomplete, be omitted; (pass.) remain; cf. 4.1.35

\etidts, -€ws, 1| omission

\ekTLKOS, -1, -0V prose, in colloquial style, stylistic, pertaining to expression,
with the force of a word (of the ending -Oev)

\ekTOs, -1, OV capable of being spoken; (as neut. subst.) expression, phrase,
meaning
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NéEis, -ews, 1 word, phrase, speech, diction, style, peculiar word (hence MéEets
glossary), text of an author (as opposed to commentary); see Lallot (1998: 119—
22), Swiggers and Wouters (1996: 129-31)

Mjyw  to terminate, end in (+ dat.), have a final syllable in (+ dat.) (also middle)

\nkTLkdS, -1, -Ov  terminal, at the end

Appa, -atos, 76 base form, premise

\i€ts, -€ws, 1 ending

\dyos, -ou, 6 phrase, sentence, complex term; analogy, rule, principle, oration,
narrative, utterance, speech, language; section, division (of a speech); proverb,
saying; prose, dialog (note that \dyos never means “word” in grammatical con-
texts); see Lallot (1998: 119-22), Wouters (1975)

\UoLs, -€ws, 1) resolution (metrical, of a long into two shorts; or of a long vowel
into two vowels, as é\tos for A0S ); looseness of structure in writing, esp.
asyndeton

Ao to resolve (a long into two shorts)

pakpokaTaAnkTéw  to end in a long syllable

pakpokaTdAnkTos, -ov  ending in a long syllable

HakpoTapdAnkTos, -ov  having a long penultimate syllable

HLaKpOTEPLOBEVUTOS, -0V verbose

pakpomeplodos, -ov  making or having long periods

pakpds, -d, -6v  long (of vowels or syllables); (as fem. subst.) mark indicating a
long vowel

pakpooulhafos, -ov  consisting of long syllables

pakpdTns, -nTos, N length

pakpivew  to lengthen

pappwvuptkéds, -1, -6v  derived from the grandmother’s name

pdxn, -ns, 0 conflict

pdyopat  to be in conflict with; see Dalimier (2001: 257-8)

HEYANOYpAPé®  to write with omega

néyebos, -ovs, 76 (metrical) length, lengthening, augment

peyebivw  to lengthen

pebloTapat  to change into (+ €ts + acc.)

péov (xpovos)  future (tense); see Lallot (1998: 172); pet’ dAlyov pé ov
future perfect tense; see Wouters (1994)

pepLopos, -ov, 0 division, classification, distribution, parsing, scansion, divi-
sion of a line into feet or a sentence into words; see Lallot (1997: ii. 169-70),
Ildefonse (1997: 276-9), Sluiter (1990: 106)

Hépos, -ous, T6 (Aoyou)  part of speech; word; see Lallot (1997:1i. 9, 30; 1998:
122-5), Schenkeveld (1994: 269-73), Householder (1981: 4), Egenolff (1879)

peadlopat  to be inserted in the middle, intervene, occupy a central position

pecdmTwTos, -ov inflected in the middle (of words like 6oTLS)

péoos, -n, -ov: péoov (ypdppa) voiced consonant (B, v, 8); péon (oTLyun)
middle stop (in punctuation, indicates a pause for breath greater than that of a
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comma but less than that of a period/full stop, signified by a low point); péon
mpoowdia: see Probert (2003: 17-18); péon Stdbeats middle voice; see Collinge
(1963), Lallot (1998: 91-2, 102-5, 168-70), Blank (1983a: 51-2)

pecoouv\aBia, -as, 1 parenthesis

peodTns, -nTos, 1 middle voice; pertaining to quality (of adverbs); see Collinge
(1963), Lallot (1998: 168-70, 227), Rijksbaron (1986), Andersen (1989)

peTafalvw  to change

petdpaots, -ews, 1| change, inflectional change, state of being transitive or not
reflexive; see Dalimier (2001: 409—10)

peTaBatikos, -1, -6v  not reflexive (of pronouns), transitive (of verbs), transi-
tional or copulative (of conjunctions)

petapfdlo  to transfer, translate

peTafoAn, -fis, N change

peTaBoAikds, -1, -0v  subject to change, mutable, doubtful (of the quantity of
a, L, v)

peTaypappatilw to transcribe in different orthography, transpose the letters
of a word

HETAYPARLPATIONSS, -0V, O  transcription into a different orthography

HeTaypan, -is, 1 transcription, translation, change of text or reading

HeTAYPdQw  to copy, transcribe, alter or correct what one has written, translate

pHeTdyw to translate, derive; (pass.) be borrowed

peTdBeots, -€ms, 1| transposition, metathesis (transposition of letters), change
(of a letter), plagiarism

peTakléw  to change

peTakAivw  to change (esp. of case)

HETAKALOLS, -€ws, | change of case; = peTdA\nts

petalapBdvw to change, change construction, use in place of, take words in
another sense, parody, translate, interpret

HETAANTTLKOS, -1, -0V pertaining to LeETANTbLS

HeTAANPLs, -€ws, 1) substitution; change, change of construction, change in
dialect, change of name, translation; see Sluiter (1990: 111-17), Lallot (1997:
ii. 93)

peTal\ayn, -fis, | change, exchange

pHeTAAdoow  to change, transpose

peTdpewdts, -€ws, n exchange, alteration

peTapop@éw  to transform

peTafl intermediate, neuter

peTa&dTns, -nTos, middle position, interval

peTamAaopds, -0, 6 metaplasm (formation of case or tense forms from a non-
existent nominative or present base form), transformation, poetic license

peTamAdoow to change; (pass.) be formed by metaplasm

HETATAAOTLKOS, -1}, -0V changed in form

peTamoléw  to change, transpose

peTamoinats, -€ws, . change, alteration
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HETATTWOLS, -€ws, 1) change, inflection

HeTATTOTLKOS, -1, -0v  liable to change; common (of the quantity of vowels a,
L, V)

peTaowTiOnue  to change, alter the arrangement of a sentence

peTaclpw  to alter in form

peTaoxnuatilw  to change form, inflect

HETAOXNUATLONOS, -0U, 6  change of form, inflection

pHeTdTAELs, -€ws, N transposition, metathesis

peTaTi®nut  to transpose, change

HETATUTWOLS, -€ws, 1 transformation, resolution of a compound into two simple
words

HeETAPépw  to use metaphorically

peTaopd, -ds, 1| metaphor

HETAPOPLKOS, -1, -6V metaphorical, apt at metaphors

peTa@pdlw to paraphrase, translate

HeTAPPaoLs, -€ws, 1| paraphrase

peTaxapaktnellew to change the orthography

peTouoLaoTikés, -1, -6v  indicating participation (of adjectives), derivative ad-
jective; see Lallot (1998: 159)

peToxn, -Nis, N participle; see Lallot (1998: 187-90; 1999)

HeTOXLKOS, -1, -0V participial

peTwvupia, -as, 1 metonymy (use of one word for another)

punkve  to lengthen

unkvopos, -ov, 6 lengthening

UNTpwrupLkds, -1, -0V metronymic, named after one’s mother

HLKPOYPa@éw  to write with a short vowel, esp. omicron

povadikds, -1, -6v  unique, having a single form, having one ending for all three
genders, single

povd{w  to be unique

povn, -is, N preservation (of letters), persistence (of accent)

povipns, -€s  rare, peculiar, not analogical, anomalous

povoyevis, -€s  having only one gender

HovoypdppnaTos, -ov  consisting of only one letter

povokALTos, -ov  indeclinable

HovoTpoowéw  to have only one person

povompdontos, -ov  having reference to only one person (of pronouns, i.e. as
opposed to possessive pronouns that refer to both possessor and possessed),
having one person (of pronouns, i.e. ékeivos as opposed to {(nom. of ov), which
has corresponding first and second persons)

HOVOTITWTOS, -ov  with only one case, indeclinable

HovooulaBéw  to be a monosyllable

povooulaBla, -as, 11 the state of being monosyllabic

povooUAapos, -ov  monosyllabic (of words), dealing in monosyllables (of
grammarians)



248 ANCIENT GREEK SCHOLARSHIP

povooxnudTioTos, -ov  of only one form, indeclinable

povdéTovos, -ov  without elevation of the voice

pové@hoyyos, -ov, 1 monophthong, single vowel sound, single syllable or letter

pové@wros, -ov  of one sound, indeclinable

povoxpovos, -ov always of the same quantity, occupying only one time-unit,
short (of vowels)

popLov, -ou, 76 word, part of speech, prefix or suffix; see Dalimier (2001: 226—
7.392)

HUYROS, -0U, 6 utterance or sound of the letter p

pvotakiopds, -0, 6 repeated p sound

VOE®m  to mean

vonTov, -0, Té  meaning; see Lallot (1997:ii. 10)

vofos, -n, -ov  spurious (of literary works), hybrid (of foreign words partly adapted
into the language)

vols, -o0, 0 sense, meaning

vuypn, -fis, 11 dot, punctuation mark

Vuypos, -ov, 6 sound of the letter v

VWVUpOS, -ov  having no name

olkeLoTOVéOPAL  to have its own accent

olkelw(pa)Tikés, -1, -0V possessive

OLKTLKGS, -1, -0V expressing pity or lamentation (of verbs)

olov as, such as (introducing examples of a previously stated rule); cf. 4.1.40

ONlyos: peT’ ONlyor pélwr future perfect tense; see Wouters (1994)

OAtyooulhaPos, -ov  of few syllables

ONLywpéw  toneglect, (pass.) be defective or badly formed; see Lallot (1997: ii. 225)

OMNOKkANpos -ov  complete, in its original form, not subject to mdon

OpaAlopés, -ob, 6 lack of accentual elevation, lack of accent

opNla, -as, 1 (current) usage

opdy \wooos, -ov  of the same language, speaking the same language

Opoeldeta, -as, 1 sameness, similarity of form or accent

OpoeLdNs, €5 of the same form, indeclinable, related; see Lallot (1997:ii. 166—7)

opotoyevis, -€s  of the same gender

opoLoypa@éw  to write alike

opoLdypagos, -ov  written alike

opotokaTalnkTéw  to have similar endings

OpotokaTdA\nkTos, -ov  ending alike

opotokatainéia, -as, 1 similarity of endings

opotomapdywyos, -ov  similarly derived

opotompdowos, -ov  in the same person

opoLompd@opos, -ov  similar in pronunciation

OpoLOTTWTOS, -ov  with a similar inflection, with similar endings, in a similar
case, in the same case

OpoL6onpos, -ov  meaning the same thing

OpoL6oxNuos, -ov  of similar form, agreeing
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OpoLoTélevTos, -ov  ending similarly; (as neut. subst.) homoeoteleuton (a rhe-
torical figure in which several cola have similar-sounding endings)

OpoLéTs, -NTos, N similarity

opotéTovos, -ov  with similar accent

opoLé6@hoyyos, -ov  sounding similar

Opolopuwréw  to sound like

OPLOLWPLATLKOS, -1}, -6V correlative, signifying resemblance or comparison, per-
taining to a simile

opolwots, -€ws, 1 resemblance, comparison, simile

OMOTLKOS, -1, -6v  related to swearing (of adverbs)

opoTovéw  to have the same accent

opdTovos, -ov  having the same accent

opoTumia, -as, | sameness of form

Opowvéw  to sound the same or similar, coincide in form

Oopogwvia, -as, 11 sameness of sound or form

opdéewros, -ov  having the same sound

opdxpovos, -ov  of the same time, quantity, or duration

OpwVUpén  to have the same name as, have the same meaning as

opwvupla, -as, 1 homonymy, ambiguity, homonymous word

OpVUpos, -ov  homonymous, having the same name; (as neut. subst.) homonym

dvopa, -atos, TG noun or adjective, word; see Lallot (1997:ii. 22; 1998: 127—
8;1999)

ovopd{w to name, utter

dvopaotd, -as, | name, noun, language

OVOPAOTLKOS, -1}, -0V nominative; OvopacTikn (TTooLs) the nominative case;
pertaining to naming; dvopacTucév (BtBAlov) vocabulary

OvopaTLkds, -1, -0V pertaining to nouns

ovopatobéTns, -ou, 6 namer

ovopaTobeTikds, -1, -0V  prone to name-giving

ovopaTtomoléw  to coin words (by onomatopoeia)

ovopatotolla, -as, 1 onomatopoeia (coining a word in imitation of a sound),
neologism

OVOPLATOUPYEW = OVOILATOTTOLE®

0Evw  (of syllables) to pronounce or accent with an acute; (of words) to pro-
nounce or accent with an acute on the final syllable

0E¥s, -€la, -0 acute; having an acute accent; 6€€ta (Tpoowdia) the acute accent

0Eutovéw  (of syllables) to pronounce or accent with an acute; (of words) to pro-
nounce or accent with an acute on the final syllable

0EUTovos, -ov  (of syllables) having an acute accent; (of words) having an acute
accent on the final syllable

0Evpwréw  to pronounce with an acute accent

0peKTLKOS, -1, -0V conative (of verbs)

opboypaglia, -as, 1  correct writing, orthography

opboémera, -as, 1 correct pronunciation, diction
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Opboeméw  to speak or pronounce correctly

opboroyéw  to speak correctly

0pBOTTWTOS, -OV  nominative

opbds, -1, -6 nominative; 6pd| (MTGoLs) the nominative case; active (of verbs);
real or unmodified (of the accent); see Lallot (1998: 140-2)

opboTovéw  to pronounce with the unmodified accent

opboTévnots, -€ws, 1 use of the unmodified accent

0pBéTovos, -ov  with the unmodified accent

opllw to define

optopds, -0b, 6 definition; the idea expressed by the indicative

opLoTikds, -1, -0v  indicative; OpLoTLkT (€ykALols) indicative mood

Opktkds, -1, -6V pertaining to oaths

OPKOPOTLKOS, -1, -0V used in oaths (of adverbs)

0pos, -ou, 0 definition

OTe: €06’ 0Te  sometimes

0UBE€TEPOS, -a, -OV  neuter

mabnTikés, -1, -6v  passive (of verbs)

mdbos, -ous, TO  passive voice (of verbs); transformation/modification in form
(of words; Td6n are an important concept in ancient grammatical theory and
occur in many types, such as addition of letters to a word, subtraction of let-
ters, metathesis, and tmesis); diacritic signs other than accents and breathings;
see Swiggers and Wouters (1996: 142-5), Wackernagel (1876), Andersen
(1989)

TANAOYEL  to repeat

maAAoyla, -as, 1| repetition

TavTolov Yévos common gender

TATTWVUILKOS, -1}, -6v  derived from the grandfather’s name

mapd cf. 4.1.28

mapdfaocts, -€ws, 1| song that accompanies the entrance of a chorus in drama;
transgression, breaking a rule

mapaforn, -fis, 1| comparison

mapaforikds, -1, -Ov  expressing comparison (of adverbs)

TapdyyeApua, -aTtos, T6  precept, rule

TapaypappaTelw to alter by changing a letter, make an alliterative pun

mapaypappatilw to alter by changing a letter, emend by change of letters

TAPAYPARLPATLONSS, -0U, 0  change of letters, alliteration

Tapaypa@n, -iis, §  marginal note or sign (esp. for indicating the end of a para-
graph, but also for stage directions, spurious passages, end of sentence, change
of speaker); parenthetical statement; see Dalimier (2001: 410)

TapaypaPLkos, -1, -6v in the form of a mapaypan; forming a parenthetical
statement

mapdypaos, -ov, 1 paragraphos (marginal sign indicating change of speaker
in drama, corresponding sections in a chorus, or a division for other reasons
between sections of text)
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mapdyw to derive, form, inflect

Tapaywyn, -is, N derivation, derived form, inflection, formation, addition to
the end of a syllable

Tapaywyos, -0v  derived; see Lallot (1998: 131-3)

mapadéxopat to accept (a transmitted form or explanation); signify

mapadlalevkTikds, -1, -0v  (of conjunctions) subdisjunctive (a type of “or” used
where either alternative alone and the two together are alike admissible); see
Lallot (1998: 245)

mapddoots, -€ws, N transmission, grammatical doctrine, tradition; see Van
Groningen (1963)

mapadoxn, -fs, N acceptance, use; €V mapadoxn ylyvopal (+ gen.) to admit
the use of

mapdfeots, -ews, 1 juxtaposition (the state of being two separate words rather
than a compound; also a type of word formation that joins words complete with
their endings, as Aléo-kopot, as opposed to composition, which uses only the
stem form of the first element, so Ato-yevns); apposition

TAPALVETLKOS, -1}, -0V hortatory

TAPAKATNYOPNILA, -ATOS, TO = TapdcUPBapd

mapdketpat  to be laid down, mentioned in books, cited, joined by juxtaposition
(as opposed to composition), parallel, interpolated, derived; mapake(pevos
(xpovos) the perfect tense; see Lallot (1998: 173)

Tapaké\evols, -€ws, 11 exhortation

TAPAKENEVTPATLKOS, -1}, -0V hortatory

TAPAKENEVOTLKOS, -1, -0V hortatory (of adverbs)

Tapak\ivw to alter

mapakolovBéw  to follow logically

mapalapBdve  to use, (pass.) to be found, occur, be used

TapdNeLPLs, -€ws, -1 omission, praeteritio

TapaAiyw to be penultimate, have a penultimate syllable in (+ dat.) (also
middle)

mapdAnéts, -€ws, 1 penultimate syllable

mapdAndis, -ews, N tradition, usage

mapalayn, -fis, 1| interchange (e.g. of gen. sing. -ov to -0L0, or of cases or per-
sons), variation, change of meaning

mapaA\niia, -as, 1 repetition of sounds or letters; pleonasm

TAPAAANALOPOS, -0U, O  repetition

mapdAAnios, -ov  parallel, used pleonastically

TAPAANNAGTNS, -NTOS, 1| repetition

mapaloyia, -as, 1 false form

mapdloyos, -ov irregular

mapavaliokw to obliterate, modify, absorb

TapamTAaopds, -ob, 6  change of grammatical form

mapamAnpdéw  to fill up (of an expletive particle)

TapaTAipwpd, -atos, 7o pleonasm, expletive, superfluous complement
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TAPATANPLRATLKOS, -1, -0V expletive (completing the sense or meter); see Lallot
(1998: 252-4), Dalimier (1999; 2001: 3802), Sluiter (1997))

Tapaonuelwots, -€ws, 1| marginal note, passing mention

Tapdonuov, -ov, T6  sign, marginal mark or note

TAPACTATLKOS, -1, -0V indicative of, denotative

mapacvpBapa, -atos, Té6  impersonal verb governing a dative

TapacwanTikds oUrdeapos  causal connective particle; see Lallot (1998: 246~
7), Dalimier (2001: 313—17)

TapacuvdTTopdl  to be connected by a causal particle

mapacivbeTos, -ov  formed from a compound; (as neut. subst.) word derived
from a compound; see Lallot (1998: 137-8)

mapaoxnpatilw to change form, decline, form a derivative, speak incorrectly,
form similarly to (+ dat.)

TAPACXNUATLONOS, -00, 6  inflection, change of form

mapdTaots, -€ws, N duration, continuance, time of the imperfect tense

TAPATATIKOS, -1, <OV continuing, incomplete; imperfect, mapataTikds (xpdvos)
the imperfect tense; see Lallot (1998: 173)

mapatelvn  to extend, prolong, lengthen in pronunciation

TAPATENEVTALOS, -d, OV  penultimate

TAPATENEVTOS, -0V penultimate

TAPATHPNOLS, -€0S, 1|  observation, note, observance of rules

mTapaTiBnuL  to juxtapose, place side by side without forming a compound

TapaTpom, -fis, | deviation, alteration, error

Tapavénots, -€ws, N increase, metrical lengthening

mapat€w  to increase, augment, lengthen

mapa@belpw to corrupt; (pass.) be lost, become obsolete

mapa@dopd, -4s, 1| corrruption

TAPAPUAAKT = TAPATHPNOLS

TapaPuAdoow  to observe

Tapdypnots, -€ws, n  abuse

mapeyypd@w to write by the side, subjoin, interpolate

mapedpenw  to be penultimate, have in the penultimate syllable

TapeLodU(V)w  to insert

mapekBorn, -fis, 1 digression, compilation of a set of critical remarks, com-
mentary

TapéKTAoLls, -€ws, N lengthening, extension

TapeAn\vbws, -uta, -0s  past; TapeAn\uds (xpdros) past tense; see Lallot
(1998: 172)

TapeAKVw  to derive

TapéAkw  to continue, be redundant, append, be derived

TapéAewts, -€ws, 1 loss of one of two similar consonants

TApeTITTW  to occur, be inserted, be included in one form

TAPELTTWOLS, -€S, 1) insertion, parenthesis

Tapep@alve  to mean, signify; see Van Ophuijsen (1993a)
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TAPELPAOLS, -€wS, )  meaning, perversion of meaning

TapePPaTLkos, -1, -0v indicative, finite (of verbs)

mapévPeats, -€ws, N insertion, parenthesis, interjection

TapévbeTos, -ov  interpolated

TapevTONUL  to insert, interpolate

mapémopatr  to accompany, follow; be an accident of (+ dat.; e.g. person and
number are accidents of verbs); see Lallot 1997 (ii. 99)

mapeTuLodoyéw  to allude to the etymology of a word

mapnxéopat  to resemble in sound, be derived from another word by such re-
semblance, alliterate

TAPNXNHLA, -ATOS, TO = TAPNXNOLS

TapiXNots, -€ws, N the use of words alike in sound but different in meaning

TApNXNTLKOS, -1, -Ov  alliterative

maploTNL  to express, establish

mapolkr, -fis, | redundancy, abundance, pleonasm

mapovopdlw  to form a derivative, name after

Tapovopaota, -as, 1) assonance, derivative, use of a word first in its proper and
then in its derived sense (note the difference from the modern use of “parono-
masia” for “pun”)

mapovw  to pronounce or accent a word with an acute on the penultimate
syllable

mapoEuTovéw  to pronounce or accent a word with an acute on the penultimate
syllable

mapo€UTovos, -ov  having an acute accent on the penultimate syllable

mapopunTikds, -1, -6v  denoting excitement or stimulation (of verbs)

Tapu@LoTdpevor, -ov, 6 joint (lexical and/or grammatical) meaning; see Lallot
(1997: ii. 21)

mapwvuptd{w to call by a derived name

mapdvup(L)os, -ov  derivative, derived from a noun, Latin cognomen, agnomen;
see Lallot (1998: 135-6)

TappXNHéEvos (xpdros)  past (tense)

mdoxw to be passive (of verbs), to be subject to changes

TATPLKOS, -1, -0V genitive, TATPLKY (TTOOLS) genitive case

maTpwrupéopat  to have the patronymic formed

matpwvupla, -as, | patronymic name

TATPWVVILKOS, -1, -6V  patronymic; see Lallot (1998: 133), Dalimier (2001:
387-8)

melds, -1, -6v  in or of prose; (as fem. subst.) prose

TEVTATTWTOS, -0V having five cases (of nouns)

mevTacuA\afos, -ov  having five syllables (of words)

memotnpévor (Gropa) neologism, onomatopoeia, onomatopoeic word

mepaToéopatl  to end, terminate (in, + €(S)

mepLalpeats, -€ns, N = dgalpeots

mepLypa@n, -ijs, 1 conclusion, end
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TEPLYPAPLKOS, -1, -Ov  indicating a conclusion (of conjunctions, as &1, ye)

mepLypd@w  to enclose in brackets, reject as spurious, remove; conclude

TEPLEKTLKOS, -1}, -0V  comprehensive; having both active and passive meaning
(of verb forms), denoting a place in which things are situated (of nouns); see
Lallot (1998: 158)

TepLkAdLw = TepLoTdw

mepiklaots, -€ews, 1| circumflex accent

TEPLKAAW = TEPLOTAW

TEPLKOTT, -fiS, 1| section, passage

TEPLKPATNOLS, -€ws, T  prevailing significance, dominant meaning

mepAnTTLKOS, -1, -0v  collective (of nouns)

meplodos, -ou, 1 clausula, (rhetorical) period

mepLmotnTika pripata  verbs of acquiring or benefitting

meplomacpds, -ov, 6 circumflex accent

meptomdw  (of syllables) to pronounce with a circumflex, accent with a circum-
flex; (of words) to pronounce or write with a circumflex on the final syllable

TEPLOTWEVOS, -1, -0V (of syllables) having a circumflex accent; (of words) hav-
ing a circumflex accent on the final syllable; mepiomopévn (mpoowsdia) the cir-
cumflex accent; TepLoTpEVOV piia contract verb

TePLoTEVW = TAeOVdlw

mEPLOTGS, -1, v superfluous

TEPLOTOOUANAPEW  to be one syllable longer, to be imparisyllabic

mepLoagooUANaBos, -ov  one syllable longer, imparisyllabic

meptoTi{w  to mark with dots, punctuate

meVOLS, -€ws, | question

TEVOTLKOS, -1, -0V  interrogative

m\aytdlw toinflect, decline

mAayLtaopos, -ob, 6 use of oblique cases, inflection

mA\dytos, -1, -ov  oblique (of cases), dependent (of constructions); mhayla
(rTaoLs) oblique case

mAdopa, -atos, 76 invention, fiction; see Papadopoulou (1999)

mheovd{w o be superfluous, be redundant, use redundantly, have an added letter;
to augment, reduplicate, or geminate; to have added (+ dat.)

mheovaopos, -oU, 6 addition of a letter; redundancy, pleonasm, use of redun-
dant words or letters

TA€OVOOUNABEW  to consist of many or more syllables

mAnBurTikds, -1, -6v  plural

mANBUVL  to use, (pass.) to have or form a plural

mAnBuopds, -ov, 6 pluralization

mrebpd, -atos, 76  breathing (rough or smooth)

mrevpatilw to write or pronounce with the breathing

TVEVPLATLKOS, -1}, -0V pertaining to breathings

TVeVpaTwdns, -€s  pronounced with a strong breathing (of the consonants @,

b,0,0)
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motéw  to be active

TOL6TNS, -NTOS, 1 quality

moAtTevopérn MéEls  cultured speech

TOAONEELS, -L  containing many words

TONVOT|LaVTOS, -ov  having many meanings

TOAVOTLOS, -0V having many meanings

moAvoUANafos, -ov  polysyllabic

TONUCURLQWIOS, -0V containing many consonants

TONUOUVSETILOS, -0V using many conjunctions or connecting particles

moAvoUVbeTos, -ov  compounded from many elements

ToAvwvupla, -as, 1 polyonymy, state of having many names; synonymy

TONUWVUILOS, -0V synonymous

TO06TNS, -NT0S, 1| quantity (of vowels or syllables, or with reference to adverbs
of quantity); number of letters or syllables

mpdypa, -atos, TO  action (esp. of verb); abstraction, object of thought; see Lallot
(1997: ii. 206-7; 1998: 127-8), Swiggers and Wouters (1996: 131-4), Van
Ophuijsen (1993a)

TpayuaTela, -as, 1| treatise

Tpodyw  to pronounce

mpoaLpeTLkdS, -1, -6V pertaining to purpose or desire (of verbs, e.g. Bovhopat)

TPOAVAPWINOLS, -€wS, T|  statement by anticipation, preface, proem

TpoekdBwt  to publish previously

mpoékkeLpal  to precede, be set forth previously, be cited above; mpoekkelpeva
TToTikd case-forms presupposed by underlying adverbs

mpdbeats, -ews, | preposition; prefixing; = Tpéobeots; see Lallot (1998: 211
19; 1999)

mpoPeTLKAS, -1, -0V prepositional, of or for prefixing

mpokaTaréyopat  to be described beforehand

mpdketpat  to be the topic of the current discussion; precede, be initial

mpoAnppatidw  to place before (esp. of the protasis in a condition)

TPOANTITLKOS, -1, -0V anticipatory, of prolepsis

TPOAPLS, -€ws, 1) anticipation, prolepsis

TPOTAPAN)Yw  to be antepenultimate, be in the antepenultimate syllable

mpoTapo€urTikds, -1, -6V given to placing an acute accent on the antepenulti-
mate syllable

mpoTapoive  to accent a word with an acute on the antepenultimate syllable

mpoTapoEVTOVéW = TPOTAPOELVEL)

mpoTapouTérnals, -€ws, N accentuation with an acute on the antepenulti-
mate syllable

mpomapofvTovos, -ov  having an acute accent on the antepenultimate syllable

TpoTePLoTdw  to accent a word with a circumflex on the penultimate syllable

TPOTEPLOTWIEVOS, -1, -0V  having a circumflex accent on the penultimate
syllable

mpos TL (€xov)  relational (of nouns implying a relationship, as maTMp and @ihos);
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relative, correlative; see Lallot (1998: 152), Swiggers (1997: 41-2), Swiggers
and Wouters (1995a)

TPOCAYOPEVOLS, -€ws, 1) address, greeting, vocative

TPOOAYOPEVTLKOS, -1, -6V vocative; of address, greeting; TpooayopeuTiky
(mTooLs) the vocative case; see Lallot (1998: 148)

mpooayopelw  to call

TPOCAVTATOBBWLL  to retort, rejoin

mpooagaLpéw  to remove letters repeatedly; (pass.) to suffer repeated aphaeresis

TpoaYypaPn, -fis, N writing of iota subscript/adscript

TPOTYpdPw  to write iota subscript/adscript; T mpooyeypappévov iota subscript/
adscript

mpoodLaTitnuL  to affect in addition

mpoadLoplapos, -ov, 0 further definition, determination, or specification

TPOTENEVOLS, -€ws, T) = Tpdobeats

mpoanyopld, -as, 1| common noun or adjective (as opposed to proper nouns),
common noun (as opposed to both proper nouns and adjectives), appellative,
greeting, address; see Lallot (1998: 129)

TPOOTYOPLKSS, -1}, -0V appellative, generic, used in address; nominal, pertain-
ing to a common noun; TPOGTYOPLKOY OVOLLG COMMON noun, COMmoN name,
Latin praenomen, cognomen

mpoodeats, -€ws, N addition (esp. of letters or sounds at the beginning of a word)

mpoabnkm, -Ns, 1| particle, epithet

mpooketpat  cf. 4.1.37

mpoohapBdre  to add, take in addition, assume

TPOCANTITLKOS, -0, OV assumptive, presumptive, belonging to the minor premise
(of conjunctions); allowing one to introduce a second premise, conjunction
formed with a copulative and an expletive; see Dalimier (2001: 398-406)

mpdoAnbts, -€ws, 1 addition, taking in addition

mpdoodos, -ou, 1| addition

mpoomdbeLa, -as, 1 close connection

TPOTTVEVOLS, -€wS, T|  aspiration, rough breathing

mpooéw  to pronounce with a rough breathing

mpooonualve  to signify in addition, connote

TPOOTAKTLKOS, -1}, -0V imperative; TpoOTAKTLKY] (€YKALOLS) imperative (mood)

mpboTakls, -€ws, 1 command

mpoouTakovw  to understand something not expressed, supply in thought

mpda@beypa, -atos, 76  address, greeting, epithet, interjection

mpooPwrén  to address, speak to, call by name, dedicate, pronounce

TpooPUINOLS, -€ws, 1 address, dedication, interjection

TPOOPWYNTLKOS, -1, -0V exclamatory; interjectory

TpooxNLaTLopés, -0, 6 addition of a syllable to the end of a word

mpoowdla, -as, | variation in pitch, pronunciation with a certain pitch, accentua-
tion, other aspects of pronunciation that were normally unwritten (quantity,
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aspiration), diacritics (marks to indicate those features of pronunciation); see
Lallot (1998: 84-5)

TPOOWTLKAS, -1, -0V personal (having to do with grammatical person, as of verbs
that are not impersonal)

mpdowmov, -ou, T (grammatical) person; see Lallot (1998: 170-1)

mpoowtototia, -as, 1 change of (grammatical) person

TPOTaKTLKOS, -1, -0V used as a prefix; coming first or in front; being the first
vowel of a diphthong; mpoTakTikov dpbpov definite article (as opposed to the
relative pronoun)

mpéTadls, -ews, 1 prefixing, putting in front; see Lallot (1997: ii. 162)

mpéTAOLS, -€ws, 1| hypothetical clause, protasis (the subordinate or if-clause of
a conditional sentence)

mpoTdoow  to prefix, put before

TpoUTTdpX®w = TPOVPIaTA AL

TPOUTOKELLAL = TPOUPLoTALAL

mpouploTapatr to be (an) antecedent, exist before, presuppose

TPo@épw  to utter, pronounce, use, cite (also in middle)

mpo@opd, -4s, | pronunciation, utterance

Tpo@opLkds, -1, -6v  pronounced

TPWTOPETOS, -0V = TPOTOTUTTOS

TPWTOS, -1, -0V first, primitive

TPWTOTUTEW  to be original or primitive

TPWTOTUTOS, -0V original, primitive, not derived, personal pronoun (as opposed
to possessive pronouns)

TTOOLS, -€ws, 1] case, inflection; see Lejeune (1950), Hiersche (1956), Lallot
(1998: 139-42)

TTWTLKOS, -1, -0V declinable, able to be inflected, connected with case; (as neut.
subst.) nominal form (noun, adjective, pronoun, participle)

TUOWA, -aToS, TO  question (esp. one requiring an answer other than “yes” or
“no”), interrogative word; see Dalimier (2001: 275)

TUORATLKOS, -1, -0V interrogative

pfiLa, -atos, 76 verb, phrase, word, predicate; see Lallot (1998: 161-4; 1999)

ponpaTikéds, -1, -6v  of or for a verb, derived from a verb, verbal; see Lallot (1998:
135-6)

pNTos, -f, -6V in common use (of words, etc.); capable of being spoken; (as
neut. subst.) expression

potlos, -ovu, 0 hissing, sound of the letter p

puvvupl  to wake up the acute accent on the final syllable of an oxytone word
(i.e. change it from grave to acute)

pwTaki{w to use the letter p wrongly or excessively

oapmt the sign 2, used for the numeral 900

onpatvw  to signify, mean, be significant

onpavTikés, -1, -0v  significant, indicative of, meaning



258 ANCIENT GREEK SCHOLARSHIP

onpaota, -as, 1 meaning

onpetov, -ov, 76 sign, critical mark, diacritic (accents, breathings, punctuation, etc.)

onpeLéw  to note (also in middle), mark with a sign, note as an exception; (pf.
pass.) be a (noted) exception

otypati{w to write with sigma

otypds, -ob, 6  hissing, sound of sibilant consonants

okevn, -0v, Td neuter (nouns)

codotki{w  to speak incorrectly, commit a solecism

OOMNOLKLOPOS, -0U, O  incorrectness in the use of language, solecism (incorrect
syntax, as opposed to BapBaptopds, the incorrect use of individual words); see
Lallot (1997:1ii. 161), Donnet (1967: 154—6)

ogdAoLkos, -ov  speaking incorrectly, using bad Greek

oTépNols, -€ws, | negation, privation

OTEPNTLKOS, -1, -0V  negative, privative (esp. @ oTepnTkOV alpha privative)

oTlypn, -is, N punctuation mark, esp. the period or full stop; see Blank (1983a),
Lallot (1997:ii. 106)

oTl{w to punctuate

oTotxetov, -ovu, 76 individual sound; letter of the alphabet; element; word; see
Lallot (1997:ii. 9; 1998: 95-8), Sluiter (1990: 43—4); kaTd oTOLX€ELOV in al-
phabetical order

oTolxelwols, -€ns, 1) (elementary) teaching; alphabet

OTOLXELWTNS, -0V, 0 grammarian; teacher or creator of letters or elements; Euclid
(the creator of the Elements); see Lallot (1997: ii. 285-6)

ovyYevLkos, -1, -Ov  hereditary, of the family; ovyyevikor 6vopa Latin nomen
gentilicium

ovyypdew to write iota subscript/adscript

ovykaTtdBeots, -ews, N affirmation; ouykaTaféoews affirmative (of adverbs)

ovykaTabeTLkds, -1, -6v  affirmative

oUykelpat  to be composed of

ovykAvw  to inflect similarly

ovykotn, -fis, 1 cutting a word short by removing one or more sounds; syn-
cope (loss of a sound or sounds in the middle of a word)

OoUYKOTTW  to cut short a sound or a word, syncopate

oUYKpPLOLS, -€wS, T)  comparison

ovykpLTLkdS, -1, -0V comparative

oUykpouols, -€ns, 11 collision (of sounds, etc.), hiatus (collision of vowels)

ouyxpovéopat to be in the same tense as

ovyxpovilw = ouyxpovéouatl

olyxvols, -€ws, 1| confusion, indistinctness

ov{vyéw to correspond

ovlvyla, -as, n  group of words inflected similarly, conjugation, declension;
combination; conjunction of words or things in pairs; syzygy (a grouping of two
feet in meter); group of related words; syncope; see Lallot (1997: ii. 86—7; 1998:
181-5), Sluiter (1990: 84)
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ouAaBn, -fis, 1 syllable; (in plural) letters of the alphabet; see Lallot (1998:
107-8)

ouAaBi{w to join letters into syllables, pronounce letters together

ouA\aPLkds, -1, -6v  syllabic

oUMe€Ls, -€ws, 1 contribution

oulnmTLkds, -1, -0v  collective

oUAPLs, -€ws, 11 collection, inclusion; conjunction (of consonants); rhetori-
cal figure by which a predicate belonging to one subject is attributed to several

OUANOYLOTLKGS, -1, -6v  inferential (of conjunctions); see Lallot (1998: 252),
Dalimier (2001: 411-12)

oupBapivopat  to take the grave accent in addition

OUPBOALKGS, -1, -0v  figurative, conventional

ouvpBoulevTikds, -1, -0v  hortatory, deliberative

ovppeTaoxnuatifopat  to change form along with

ouppovn, -fis, 1 close connection

ouvpmdfela, -as, 1 analogy

oupTapdkeLpat  to be adjacent

OURTAPATANPWILATLKOS, -1, -0V completing, expletive (of conjunctions)

oupmepLomdw  to circumflex in addition

oupTimTw to coincide in form

OUUTNeKTLKOS, -1}, -0V connecting, copulative (of conjunctions); see Lallot (1997:
i, 104; 1998: 242—4)

OUPTAéK®  to join together, combine

oupmAn8lvw  to put into a plural form in addition

OoupTAOKT, -iS, 1 combination, connection, copula (verb “be” connecting sub-
ject and predicate)

ovp@épopat  to be constructed with, to agree in form with

ouppdlopat  to be used in the same context with, to be synonymous with

olpepaots, -€ws, 1 continuous speech

oUpEOYNOLS, -€ws, 1) = owidnots

oUpQwrov (ypdppad) consonant

ouvalpeots, -€ws, 1 contraction, synaeresis (joining two vowels to form a
diphthong)

ouvalpéw  to contract

ouValeL@r = ouval(o)Len

owalel@w to unite two syllables into one

owal\ayn, -fis, 1 interchange, especially between long a and n

owvah(o)en, -, 1 stopping of hiatus by uniting two syllables through elision,
crasis, contraction, or synaeresis; see Lallot (1997:ii. 109), Dalimier (2001:
275-6)

ouvaoploTéopal  to acquire indefiniteness at the same time

owamTLkos, -1, -6V connective; hypothetical, conditional (of conjunctions);
see Lallot (1998: 246—7), Dalimier (2001: 313—17), Schenkeveld (1982: 250,
261-3)
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ouVdTTw  to connect

olvapbpos, -ov  accompanied by the article; oOvapbpos dvTwrupia possessive
pronoun or possessive adjective

ouvapTtdopat  to be construed with

ouvdpTnoLs, -€ws, 1 combination, construction

ouwvdpxopat to begin in the same way

owd@eia, -as, | connection, combination; polysyndeton; (in meter) the con-
tinuous repetition of the same foot. (Note that this is not identical to the mod-
ern use of “synapheia” to refer to the status of a unit, e.g. a line of poetry, within
which word divisions can be ignored in determining syllable boundaries for
scansion.)

owagns, €S connective, connected, construed with, next

ovvdeants, -€ws, n conjunctive construction; connection by conjunctions

ouvdeoiikds, -1, -0V conjunctive

ouvBeaoeLdrs, -€s  of the form of conjunctions

oWvdeapos, -ou, 6 conjunction; see Lallot (1998: 231-56, 1999); Schenkeveld
(1982), Belli (1987), Baratin (1989¢)

OUVOETLKOS, -1, -0V connective, conjunctive

owdéw to connect, fill the role of a conjunction

oudn\éw  to signify (in addition)

ouveykAvw  to write as an enclitic

ouveykATLKOS, -1, -0V enclitic

owvekdpopn, -Nis, 1 analogy, following of the same rule; illegitimate analogical
extension; see Lallot (1997: ii. 46)

owekTpéxw to have the same ending by analogy; extend illegitimately by analogy

OUVEKPAVTLKOS, -1}, -0V having or pertaining to connotations

owekQwréw  to pronounce at the same time, pronounce

OUVEKPUYTOLS, -€ws, 1 = ouwi{noLls

OUVENEUOLS, -€ws, 1) contraction, crasis

ouvePT(TTW to coincide in form

OWEPTTWOLS, -€ws, 1| similarity of form

owevdw  to form a compound with

oweakolovbéw  to have the same ending by analogy

oweopoldw  to assimilate

(

ouwVéTELd, -0S, 7 connection of words or verses, continuous text

ouvéxela, -ds, | connection, sequence, coherence, context

owexns, -€s  frequent, continuous

ownbeia, -as, | customary usage, normal language, ordinary speech, koiné
dialect

olvbeats, -€ws, 1| composition, combination, construction (applied to words,
sounds, sentences, etc.); see Lallot (1997:ii. 114)

olvbeTos, -ov or -1, -ov  compound (of words, or of sounds (the sound of a syl-
lable made up of several individual sounds), or of metrical elements); see Lallot

(1998:137-8)



GLOSSARY OF GRAMMATICAL TERMS 261

owli{nots, -€ws, 1 synizesis (scanning as one vowel two vowels that are not a
diphthong, as when mo\ews is disyllabic); the merger of two vowels into one;
syncope

owloTapat to hold together, be well formed (of phrases)

olvodos, -ovu, 1| agreement, grouping, construction, contraction; see Lallot
(1997 ii. 22)

obvTaypa, -atos, 76 syntactic element, word in a grammatical construction;
treatise

olvtadls, -€ws, - syntax, construction, combination of words, compound form,
rule for combination (of sounds or letters), rule for construction, systematic
treatise, composite volume; see Swiggers and Wouters (1996: 137-8), Dalimier
(2001: 217), Lallot (1997:ii. 7-8, 185)

owTélerd, -as, 1| completed action

owTereoTikds (xpovos)  tense of completion, past tense (of perfect and aorist)

OWTENLKOS, -1}, -0V completed, (as neut. subst.) aorist; éVEoTOS TUVTENKOS
the perfect tense

owTov6w  to pronounce with the same accent

owumakovw  to supply (something not expressed) together

ovowvupla, -as, | synonym, synonymity

owevupos, -ov  having the same name as, synonymous; (as neut. subst.) syn-
onym; see Lallot (1997:ii. 317)

ovpLypos, -ou, 6 hissing (of sibilants)

OUPLOPOS = CUPLYLOS

ovoonpalve  to signify in addition; to acquire a meaning through its context;
see Schenkeveld (1982: 253)

ovoTaTikds, -4, -6v  productive, capable of being formed

ovoTaTos, i, -0v  capable of being formed

ovoTéNW  to shorten, contract

ovoToLX0s, -0V co-ordinate, correlative, corresponding

ovoToNy, -fis, N short form (of vowels that can be long or short), shortening;
contraction; pronouncing a long syllable as short; changing a long vowel into a
short one

ovoxnuatilw  to form similarly to, transform at the same time as

ovoxnuaTiopss, -ov, 6 correspondence of formation

o@dAopat  to be wrong, err

oxéots, -ews, N relation (of place, kinship, possession, etc.), form; see Lallot
(1997: ii. 308)

OXETALAOTLKOS, -1, -0V expressing anger or pain

oxina, -atos, 76 form, figure, compositional status (simple or compound); see
Lallot (1998: 137-8), Dalimier (2001: 221, 228-9)

oxnuatilw  to form

oXNpaTopds, -ov, 6 formation, configuration, form

TakTLkés, -1, -6v  ordinal (of numbers)

TdEts, -€ws, 1 order, series; position
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Tdots, -€ws, N pitch, tension, intensity, accent

TauTilw  to use as synonymous

TAUTOYPAPEW  to write in the same way

TavTodurapéw  to have the same meaning, to be identical in meaning

Tavtévola, -as, 1 identity of meaning

Tavtomdbera, -as, 1 the state of having a reflexive meaning

TavTOONRLavToS, -ov  of the same meaning

TavTéonpos, -ov  of the same meaning

TaUTOQWros, -ov  of the same sound

TéNELOS, -a, -ov  (as neut. subst.) complete word; TeAeta (oTrypn) high point
(punctation mark equivalent to our period/full stop); see Lallot (1998: 91-2),
Blank (1983a)

TeENKOS, -1, -6v  of or in the ending (of a word)

TeTpaypdppatos, -ov  of four letters

TETPAPEPNS, €S quadripartite

TeTPAMTWTOS, -ov  having four case-forms (of nouns, etc.)

TeTpaoVafos, -ov  of four syllables

TETPAYXPOVOS, -0V containing four morae or time-units (e.g. four short syllables,
two long syllables)

TéXVN, -NS, N art, system, grammatical or rhetorical treatise

TEXVLKOS, -1, -0V technical, systematic; grammarian (as masc. subst., used esp.
for Herodian and Apollonius Dyscolus)

TEXVOYPAPER  to write a treatise on rhetoric, write grammatical rules

TEXVONOYEW  to prescribe as a rule

Texvoloyla, -as, 1 systematic treatment (of grammar)

Texvoldyos, -ou, 6  writer on the art of rhetoric

TNpéw to observe, keep, preserve

Tpnots, -€ws, N1 observation, guarding, keeping (of usage)

TUROLS, -€ws, 1) separation, division, tmesis

Tovi{w to accentuate, furnish with an accent

TOVLKGS, -1, -0v  of, for, or resulting from accents

T6vos, -ou, 0 accent, pitch, measure, meter, key (in music); see Lallot (1998:
87-9)

Tovdw  to accentuate, furnish with an accent

TOvwols, -€ms, 1| accentuation

TOMKOS, -1, -0v  of place (of adverbs); local (of dialect)

Tpaxivw to pronounce roughly (of aspirated p, etc.)

Tpaxvewvia, -as, 1 roughness (of aspirated p, etc.)

Tp(Bpaxvs, -u  consisting of three short syllables

TpLyévera, -as, 1 the state of having forms for all three genders

TpLyevis, -€s  having separate forms for each of the three genders (e.g. of pro-
nouns like atTés as opposed to €yw)

TpLypdpparos, -ov  of or with three letters

TplmTwTos, -ov  having three case-forms (e.g. of neuter nouns)
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TptovlapPos, -ov  trisyllabic

TpLouvheTos, -ov  compounded with three elements

Tpl@boyyos, -ou, N  a triple vowel-sound

Tpixpovos, -ov  of three morae (i.e. of three short syllables or of one short and
one long syllable); in three tenses

TpLWVupos, -ov  having three names

Tpom, -is, N change (of sounds or letters), changing one letter into another;
rhetorical figure

TpoTOS, -0V, O way, trope (figurative usage, expression difficult to understand);
see Lallot (1998: 77)

TUTOS, -0V, O  type, pattern, general rule, model, form, outline, rough draft

uywis, -€s  correct, sound

Uypos, -d, -6v liquid or nasal (of consonants, i.e. A, p, {1, V); sometimes long
and sometimes short (of vowels, i.e. a, L, v)

uTaryopelw  to imply

UTakoUw  to understand something not expressed, supply in thought

UTTAPKTLKOS, -1}, -0V substantive

Umapéls, -€ws, 1 existence

Utetpl  to be the topic of discussion

UmépBaots, -€ws, 1 transposition

umepPaTikds, -1i, -0v  delighting in hyperbaton, abounding in hyperbaton

umepBaTov, -ou, T6  hyperbaton (inversion of order, transposition of words or
clauses)

umepBaTos, -1, év  transposed

umepBLpdlw  to transpose (letters, words); to explain as hyperbaton

umepBLpacpds, -ov, 6 transposition

UmepBLavAAaBos, -ov  of more than two syllables

umépbeots, -€ws, | superlative degree; transposition (of words, letters, accents, etc.)

UmepBeTLkOS, -1, -0V superlative

UTepoUVTEANLKOS (Xporos)  pluperfect (tense); see Lallot (1998: 173)

umepTiBepar  to be formed as a superlative

UTepTPLoUAaBos, -ov  of more than three syllables

umédeLypa, -atos, T6  example

umodLalevkTikos, -1, -6v  subdisjunctive (of conjunctions, used for 1} when sev-
eral alternatives are given and no distinction is made between them, as “give
me gold or silver or precious stones”)

uTodLacToN, -fis, N mark to divide words from each other in writing; (mark
showing a) slight pause in speaking; see Blank (1983a), Lallot (1998: 85)

vmolevkTikds, -1, -0V subordinating (of conjunctions)

umélevels, -ews, 1 subjoining (a figure of speech), subordination

umoBeTiLids, -1, -0v  hypothetical, conditional, hortatory; see Schenkeveld (1982)

UTOKELPaL  to come first, be assumed

vmokelpevor, -ou, T6  subject; see Pfister (1976), Lallot (1994b; 1997: ii. 44,
213, 243), Ildefonse (1994)
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vmokoptllopat  to take the diminutive form, to use diminutives or endearments,
to call by a diminutive or endearment; (pass.) to become diminutive in form

UToKOpLOLS, -€ws, T  use of diminutives, euphemism

umokdpLopd, -atos, Té  diminutive, endearing name

UTOKOPLOPOS, -0V, O use of diminutives, use of endearing names

UTTOKOPLOTLKOS, -1, -0V  endearment, diminutive; see Lallot (1998: 135)

umokpLots, -€ws, N delivery (in oratory); see Lallot (1998: 84)

UTTOOTEAN®  to remove; see Dalimier (2001: 227)

UTTOOTLYWY, -fiS, | comma; see Lallot (1998: 91-2), Blank (1983a)

UmooTi{w  to put a comma

UTTOOTOMY, -fis, 1 omission (of a letter), removal

UTooTPéPw  to throw back the accent

uTmoaTpoPn, -fis, 1 throwing back of the accent; see Lallot (1997: ii. 283-4)

vmoouvalel@opal  to be fused (of vowels), undergo synaloephe or crasis; see
Lallot (1997: ii. 109)

umoaUVeTos, -ov  formed from compounds

umdoxeDLs, -€ws, 1| promise, profession; see Lallot (1997:ii. 102)

uTmoTayn, -is, N postposition; construction with subjunctive

UTTOTaKTLKOS, -1, -0V postpositive (of conjunctions etc.), which must come sec-
ond (of the second vowel of a diphthong); subjunctive, taking the subjunctive
(of conjunctions), UmoTakTiky (€ykALots) subjunctive mood; UTOTAKTLKOV
apBpov relative pronoun

UToTAELS, -€ws, 1) postposition; subordination

UToTdoow  to put into the subjunctive, govern the subjunctive (of conjunctions);
put after or in a subordinate position; see Lallot (1997: ii. 210)

vmoTeAela (oTuypr))  punctuation mark almost as strong as a period/full stop;
see Blank (1983a)

UTTLOS, -a, -ov  passive; Latin supine

voTepoyevns, -€s  late in origin

vpalpeots, -€ws, | omission of a letter or sound

VQEV, V@’ €V in one, as a single word; (as fem. subst.) hyphen (a sign written
below two consecutive letters to show that they belong to the same word)

Vpeats, -€ws, 1) subtraction (of a letter or sound)

@épopat  to be transmitted

PePUVUILOS, -0V (as neut. subst.) name occasioned by an event; see Lallot
(1998: 154)

@pdots, -€ws, | speech, style, expression, idiom, phrase, diction, expressiveness

QUAdoow  to keep (the accent) in the same place

@Uoel by nature (of long syllables containing a long vowel)

Quwv, -is, N sound, word, form, phrase, language, formula, vowel-sound; see
Dalimier (2001:222), Lallot (1997: ii. 7); amo @uviis “taken from the oral teach-
ing of” (indicating that a commentary so designated consists primarily of lis-
teners’ lecture notes), see Richard (1950)

Qoviev, -evTos, 76 vowel; see Lallot (1998: 98-101)
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XapakTnp, -fipos, 6 style, type, character, (typical) form, declensional category

Xaopwdéw  to write verses that have hiatus

xaopwdia, -as, n  hiatus

X€elp: dva xelpa current, everyday (of usage)

Xpfots, -€ws, 1 usage (of words); example of usage; passage cited

xpovikds, -1, -6v  temporal (of adverbs, conjunctions, augments, etc.),
quantitative

Xpovos, -ou, 0 tense (of verbs); length or quantity (of syllables, etc.); augment;
see Lallot (1998: 171-9)

Xwptopds, -ob, O separation

PeANLOPOs, -0, 0  indistinctness

PLAloypa@éw  to write with a single vowel (rather than a diphthong); write with
a smooth breathing

YL omoLléw  to write with a smooth breathing

$I\ds, -1, -6v  unaspirated, with a smooth breathing (of vowels); voiceless
unaspirated consonant (T, T, K); the letters € and v written simply (not as at or
oL); see Lallot (1998: 102-5)

PLAdTNS, -NTOS, 1 smooth breathing

PLAOw  to write or pronounce with a smooth breathing or unaspirated consonant

Pllwots, -€ws, | writing or pronouncing with a smooth breathing or unaspirated
consonant

dL\wThs, -00, 0 one who writes or pronounces with a smooth breathing or
unaspirated consonant

PLAwTLKOS, -1, -0V fond of the smooth breathing

OPLOEVOS, -1, -ov  definite (cf. 0pllw)

s mpos TL (éxor)  quasi-relational (of nouns belonging to a pair of opposites,
as vUE and Mpépa); see Lallot (1998: 152), Swiggers (1997: 41-2), Swiggers
and Wouters (1995a)
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Hints for Finding Works on Ancient Scholarship
in Library Catalogs

W()HKS THAT ARE OBSCURE, OLD, OR PUBLISHED ABROAD ARE OFTEN
tricky to get hold of, not only because libraries are less likely to own them but also be-
cause they are much harder to locate in the catalogs of the libraries that do have them
than are more mainstream works. At the same time, when working in this area it is more
important than usual to get hold of publications, since their rarity makes it more likely
that second-hand information concerning their contents is incorrect and since the im-
portance of the apparatus criticus makes it most unsafe to base any serious research on
the TLG text. The following hints are intended as a guide for dealing with the electronic

catalogs of major libraries in English-speaking countries.

1. Never give up if your first attempt produces no results. Major libraries do have most
of the works in the bibliography of this book, but they rarely yield them to a cursory search.

2. The fastest way to find such works is often to do a combined authorf/title keyword
search, taking care to pick keywords that are not only distinctive but also, if possible, free
of diacritics and other elements that could cause mismatches (see below). Editions are
often best located by a combined author/editor search. If the author’s name is problem-
atic, a title-only keyword search may be the best bet.

3. If those possibilities yield no results or are not available, the next best option is a
search by the author’s name alone. (Some libraries have catalogs in which certain types
of old or obscure works are not searchable by title, even though title searches are avail-
able for most works.) When searching for an author’s name, consider all possible varia-
tions in spelling. For example, if the name contains diacritics, try it both with the diacritics
simply omitted and with the substitution of ae for 4, oe for &, ue for @, and aa for & (the
electronic catalogs at most English-language libraries are supposed to simply drop dia-
critics, but in most cases there are some entries that have been entered the other way);
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if the name contains ae or another combination that can also be expressed by a single
letter with a diacritic, try it both with the combination of letters and with the single-
letter version. (i.e. both Frinkel and Fraenkel may be found either under Frankel or un-
der Fraenkel. This is because some authors published under several different spellings
of their names, some with diacritics written and some with diacritics resolved into two
letters, and while most bibliographies will use the spelling found on the title page of the
work cited, most libraries will put all an author’s works together under one spelling of his
name. Recent works are usually cross-referenced, but older works often are not.) Also
consider Latinized spellings, especially for first names: most early works of classical schol-
arship were published with the author’s name Latinized on the title page, and most library
catalogs have de-Latinized them (e.g. Carolus > Karl, Guilielmus > Wilhelm, loannes >
Johann, Victorius > Vittorio). I have given names in their de-Latinized form in the Bibli-
ography to this book when I could verify the form normally used in the catalogs of major
libraries, but not all catalogs use these forms, and many bibliographies simply give au-
thors’ names in the forms in which they occur on the title page. For this reason it is usu-
ally better to omit the first name altogether when searching by author.

4. Different bibliographers may make different determinations as to who the author
of a work is. Ideally, a catalog entry should be accessible via any of the possible authors,
but in practice this is not always the case, so it pays to search under all possibilities if the
first yields no results. Note in particular that in bibliographies composed by Classicists
(including the one in this book) editions of texts tend to be listed under the name of the
modern editor, but in most library catalogs they are under the name of the ancient au-
thor. (Note also that the spelling of ancient authors’ names is even more subject to varia-
tion than the spellings of modern names.)

5. Though a title keyword search can be very useful, a title-only search for the full
title is a last resort, since in addition to the potential diacritic problems that they share
with names, titles of older works are subject to a certain unclarity as to where they begin
and end. Sometimes a bibliographer considers the title to begin with the first word on
the title page (which may be insignificant), and sometimes it is thought to begin with the
words in largest type (which are usually the key ones). Initial articles are supposed to be
dropped when alphabetizing titles, but in practice this policy is applied consistently only
to English “the”; French, German, and other foreign equivalents are sometimes included
and sometimes not according to the competence of the individual who entered the title,
so that one always has to check both possibilities if a non-English title begins with an
article. (Sometimes a cataloger even forgets to discount English “the.”) A decision about
who the author of a work is may also affect a bibliographer’s determination of what the
title is: thus the work listed in the Bibliography of this book as “Diggle, James (1981-94),
Euripidis fabulae” will be found in many catalogs with the author as “Euripides” and the
title as “Fabulae.”

6. Some libraries suffer from a problem known as “unanalysed series,” in which works
that are part of a series do not have an independent catalog entry and can be found only
under the name of the series. Series that may be affected by this problem include the
Mnemosyne supplements, the Oxford Classical Texts, the Teubner texts, the Budé texts,
and the Loeb texts. Thus if a work that is part of a series does not appear in the catalog of
a library that ought to have it, it is worth searching under the name of the series as well.
Many bibliographies do not mention series, so if no series is given it can be useful to look
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the book up in WorldCat (see paragraph 8 below) to see whether it belongs to a series
and then to search in one’s library catalog under the name of the series.

7. Sitzungsberichte and other proceedings of scholarly organizations may be found via
title or journal title searches, but often the best way to locate them is to look up the name
of the organization as an author. Sometimes it is necessary to be creative about how to
phrase the name of the organization, which some catalogers rearrange to begin with the
place-name (or an Anglicized version of the place-name). Programmschriften may like-
wise be found under the name of the school concerned, but because many libraries pur-
chased these individually rather than as a series, they are often easier to find using the
author and title of the specific contribution in question.

8. If following these hints does not yield results with the catalog of a major library, it
is possible that the reference is incomplete or wrong in some way. I hope that none of the
references in this book fall into this category, but those using reference works like NP
will encounter this problem frequently. It can most easily be dealt with by trying to find
the book in a union catalog such as WorldCat (available at a price at http://firstsearch
.oclc.org, but often for free via one’s library's own website); the entry there may give ad-
ditional information such as that the book is part of a series, or it may allow one to correct
wrong information in one’s source. Wrong article references can often be similarly cor-
rected by appeal to Année philologique. 1f a reference is so wrong that it cannot be found
even in a union catalog or Aunde philologique, it is sometimes possible to find the correct
version by looking at the bibliographies of works that can be expected to cite the book or
article for which one is looking.
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Appendix B

Hints for Using Facsimiles

SOMH FAMOUS MANUSCRIPTS WITH SCHOLIA HAVE BEEN PUBLISHED IN
facsimile editions that can be obtained like books.! These include the tenth-century
Venetus Marcianus 822 (formerly 454), known to Homerists as A and containing the Iliad
(De Vries 1901); the tenth-century Ravennas 429 (formerly 137 4 A), known to Aristo-
phanes scholars as R and containing all eleven plays;? the eleventh- or twelfth-century
Venetus Marcianus 474, known to Aristophanes scholars as V and containing seven
plays;® the tenth-century Laurentianus Mediceus Plut. 32.9, containing works of
Aeschylus, Sophocles, and Apollonius Rhodius and known as M by Aeschylus scholars
and L by those working on the other two authors;* the ninth-century Bodleianus
Clarkianus 39, containing tetralogies 1-6 of Plato and known as manuscript B;> the
ninth-century Parisinus 1807, containing tetralogies 8-9 of Plato and known as A;° the

1. The ones mentioned here are not the only published facsimiles that include scholia;
others can be found in S. J. Voicu, IMaGES: Index in manuscriptorum graecorum edita
specimina (Rome 1981).

2. Aristophanes Comoediae undecim cum scholiis: Codex Ravennas 137, 4, A, preface
by J. van Leeuwen (Leiden 1904).

3. "AptoTopdvovs kwpwdiar: Facsimile of the Codex Venetus Marcianus 474, pref-
ace by J. W. White and introduction by T. W. Allen (London and Boston 1902).

4. Facsimile of the Laurentian Manuscript of Sophocles, introduction by E. M. Thomp-
son and R. C. Jebb (London 1885) for the Sophocles portions; L'Eschilo laurenziano:
Facsimile (Florence 1896) for the Aeschylus portions.

5. Codex Oxoniensis Clarkianus 39 phototypice editus: Plato, preface by T. W. Allen
(Leiden 1898-9).

6. (Euvres philosophiques de Platon: Facsimilé en phototypie a la grandeur exacte de
Voriginal du ms. grec 1807 de la bibliothéque nationale (Paris 1908).
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ninth-century Parisinus 2934 known as manuscript S of Demosthenes;” and the Jerusa-
lem palimpsest of Euripides.®

There are a number of books on palacography that are useful with the process of learn-
ing to read scholia in their original format.” It is, however, also surprisingly simple to teach
oneself to read most kinds of Greek handwriting. To do so, one needs a good photograph
or facsimile of the work one intends to read and an edition or transcription of some part
of it; if there is no transcription of any part of it, it is necessary to find another text in
exactly the same script that does have a transcription.'® (Multiple scripts are sometimes
found within a single work, as when scholia are written in a different script from that of
the text they surround, so care must be taken to learn the right one.) Then one works out
the alphabet of the script in question by comparison with the transcription, making an
accurate drawing of each letter as it appears in the script and arranging these in alpha-
betical order to produce a complete key. Often a single letter has more than one repre-
sentation, in which case it is useful to figure out the rules governing which one appears
where (usually they are based on the letter’s proximity to certain other letters or to a word
boundary). The hardest part is usually working out the abbreviations, but with enough
patience and a good transcription even this is not too difficult. At the end of this process
one has a complete list of the different letters and abbreviations, which one can use to
read those portions of one’s chosen text that do not appear in the edition or transcription.

7. (Euvres complétes de Démosthéne: Facsimile du manuscrit grec 2934 de la biblio-
théque nationale (Paris 1892-3).

8. The Jerusalem Palimpsest of Euripides, commentary by S. G. Daitz (Berlin 1970);
this version of the scholia is not included in Schwartz’s edition, but Daitz (1979) has pro-
vided a separate edition of it.

9. These include, for medieval manuscripts, E. M. Thompson, Handbook of Greek
and Latin Palacography (New York 1893, repr. Chicago 1980); E. M. Thompson, An In-
troduction to Greek and Latin Palacography (Oxford 1912); B. A. van Groningen, Short
Manual of Greek Palacography (2nd edn. Leiden 1955, repr. 1963); for literary papyri,
F. G. Kenyon, The Palacography of Greek Papyri (Oxford 1899, repr. Chicago 1970);
E. G. Turner, Greek Manuscripts of the Ancient World, (2nd edn. London 1987); E. G.
Turner, Greek Papyri: An Introduction (Princeton 1968; does not help with reading the
scripts but very useful for understanding many other things about papyri); and for abbre-
viations in both types of text, A. N. Oikonomides, Abbreviations in Greek: Inscriptions,
Papyri, Manuscripts, and Early Printed Books (Chicago 1974).

10. There are collections of photographs with transcription that can be useful for this
purpose; one that includes texts with scholia is G. Vitelli, Collezione fiorentina di facsimili
paleografici greci e latini (Florence 1884-97).
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ABBREVIATIONS

Note: For editions of papyri not listed here, see the Checklist of Editions of Greek Papyri
and Ostraca by J. F. Oates, R. S. Bagnall, et al., available at http://scriptorium.lib.duke.edu/
papyrus/texts/clist_papyri.html.

AC L’Antiquité classique.

ACA Ancient Commentators on Aristotle, ed. Richard Sorabji (London and Ithaca).
Translations into English of texts (most, but not all, from CAG). Many of
these volumes have multiple titles and multiple dates of publication, and
thus they may appear in library catalogs in a very different form from that
given here (in particular, wherever the American titles listed below have
“Aristotle’s,” the British equivalents have “Aristotle”; Latin titles are also used
on occasion). New volumes continue to appear.

Alexander of Aphrodisias, On Aristotle’s Prior Analytics 1.1-7, trans. ]. Barnes
etal. 1992.

Alexander of Aphrodisias, On Aristotle’s Prior Analytics 1.8—13 (with
1.17,36b35—37a31), trans. I. Mueller with J. Gould 1999.

Alexander of Aphrodisias, On Aristotle’s Prior Analytics 1.14-22, trans. 1.
Mueller with J. Gould 1999.

Alexander of Aphrodisias, On Aristotle’s Prior Analytics 1.23-31, trans. 1.
Mueller 2005.

Alexander of Aphrodisias, On Aristotle’s Metaphysics 1, trans. W. E. Dooley
1989.

Alexander of Aphrodisias, On Aristotle’s Metaphysics 23, trans. W. E. Dooley
and A. Madigan 1992.

Alexander of Aphrodisias, On Aristotle’s Metaphysics 4, trans. A. Madigan

1994.

Alexander of Aphrodisias, On Aristotle’s Metaphysics 5, trans. W. E. Dooley
1994.

Alexander of Aphrodisias, On Aristotle’s Topics 1, trans. J. M. van Ophuijsen
2001.

Alexander of Aphrodisias, On Aristotle’s Meteorology 4, trans. E. Lewis 1995.

Alexander of Aphrodisias, Quaestiones 1.1-2.15, trans. R. W. Sharples 1992.

Alexander of Aphrodisias, Quaestiones 2.16—3.15, trans. R. W. Sharples 1994.

Alexander of Aphrodisias, On Aristotle’s On Sense Perception, trans. A. Towey
1999.

Alexander of Aphrodisias, Ethical Problems, trans. R. W. Sharples 1990.

Alexander of Aphrodisias, Supplement to On the Soul, trans. R. W. Sharples
2004.
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ANNOTATED BIBLIOGRAPHY

Alexander of Aphrodisias, On Aristotle’s On Coming to be and Perishing 2.2—
5, trans. E. Gannagé 2005.

Ammonius, On Aristotle’s Categories, trans. S. M. Cohen and G. B. Matthews
1992.

Ammonius, On Aristotle’s On Interpretation 1-8, trans. D. Blank 1995.

Ammonius, On Aristotle’s On Interpretation 9, trans. D. Blank 1996. Also
contains Boethius, On Aristotle’s On interpretation 9, trans. N. Kretzmann.

Dexippus, On Aristotle’s Categories, trans. J. M. Dillon 1988.

Philoponus, On Aristotle’s Physics 1.1-3, trans. C. Osbourne 1995.

Philoponus, On Aristotle’s Physics 2, trans. A. R. Lacey 1993.

Philoponus, On Aristotle’s Physics 3, trans. M. J. Edwards 1994.

Philoponus, On Aristotle’s Physics 5-8, trans. P. Lettinck and J. O. Urmson
1994. Includes Simplicius” On Aristotle on the Void, which is a transla-
tion of Simplicius’ commentary on Physics 4.6-9.

Philoponus, On Coming-to-be and Perishing 1.1-5, trans. C. J. F. Williams
1998.

Philoponus, On Coming-to-be and Perishing 1.6—2.4, trans. C. J. F. Williams
1999.

Philoponus, On Aristotle’s On Coming to be and Perishing 2.5—11, trans. 1.
Kupreeva 2005.

Philoponus, Against Aristotle on the Eternity of the World, trans. C. Wildberg
1987.

Philoponus, Against Proclus’ On the Eternity of the World 1-5, trans. M. Share
2005.

Philoponus, Against Proclus’ On the Eternity of the World 6-8, trans. M. Share
2005.

Philoponus, On Aristotle On the Intellect (De anima 3.4-8), trans. W. Charlton
1992.

Philoponus and Simplicius, Place, Void, and Eternity (1991). Contains Philo-
ponus, Corollaries on Place and Void, trans. D. Furley, and Simplicius,
Against Philoponus On the Eternity of the World, trans. C. Wildberg.

Philoponus, On Aristotle’s On the Soul 2.1-6, trans. W. Charlton 2005.

Philoponus, On Aristotle’s On the Soul 2.7—12, trans. W. Charlton 2005.

[Philoponus], On Aristotle’s On the Soul 3.1-8, trans. W. Charlton 1999.

[Philoponus], On Aristotle’s On the Soul 3.9—13, trans. W. Charlton 1999.
Also contains Stephanus’ On Aristotle’s On Interpretation.

Porphyry, On Abstinence from Killing Animals, trans. G. Clark 1999.

Porphyry, On Aristotle’s Categories, trans. S. K. Strange 1992.

Priscian, On Theophrastus On Sense-perception, trans. P. Huby 1997. Also
contains Simplicius, On Aristotle’s On the Soul 2.5-12, trans. C. Steel.
Proclus, On the Existence of Evils, trans. J. Opsomer and C. G. Steel 2003.
Simplicius, On Aristotle’s On the Heavens 1.1-4, trans. R. ]. Hankinson 2002.
Simplicius, On Aristotle’s On the Heavens 1.5-9, trans. R. ]. Hankinson 2004.
Simplicius, On Aristotle’s On the Heavens 1.10—~12, trans. R. ]. Hankinson

2005.

Simplicius, On Aristotle’s On the Heavens 2.1-9, trans. 1. Mueller 2004.

Simplicius, On Aristotle’s Physics 2, trans. B. Fleet 1996.

Simplicius, On Aristotle’s Physics 3, trans. ]. O. Urmson 2002.

Simplicius, On Aristotle’s Physics 4.1-5, 10—14, trans. J. O. Urmson 1993.
For 4. 6-9 see Philoponus on Physics 5-8, above.

Simplicius, Corollaries on Place and Time, trans. J. O. Urmson 1992. Con-
tains commentary on Physics 4, pp. 601. 1-645. 19 and 773. 8-800. 25.
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ACA
(cont.)

AHES
AJP
ANRW

APF
BASP
BCH
BKT

BollClass
BPW

BZ

CeM
CAG

CLGP

Simplicius, On Aristotle’s Physics 5, trans. J. O. Urmson 1997.

Simplicius, On Aristotle’s Physics 6, trans. D. Konstan 1988.

Simplicius, On Aristotle’s Physics 7, trans. C. Hagen 1994.

Simplicius, On Aristotle’s Physics 8.6—10, trans. R. McKirahan 2000. For
Simplicius’ commentary on Physics 8. 10, pp. 1326. 38-1336. 34 see
Simplicius, Against Philoponus on the Eternity of the World, in Place, Void,
Eternity above.

Simplicius, On Aristotle’s Categories 1—4, trans. M. Chase 2003.

Simplicius, On Aristotle’s Categories 5—6, trans. F. A. J. de Haas and B. Fleet
2001.

Simplicius, On Aristotle’s Categories 78, trans. B. Fleet 2002.

Simplicius, On Aristotle’s Categories 9—15, trans. R. Gaskin 1999.

Simplicius, On Aristotle’s On the Soul 1.1-2.4, trans. J. O. Urmson 1995.
For De anima 2. 5-12 see Priscian above.

Simplicius, On Aristotle’s On the Soul 3.1-5, trans. H. J. Blumenthal 1999.

Simplicius, On Epictetus' Handbook 1-26, trans. C. Brittain and T. Brennan
2002.

Simplicius, On Epictetus’ Handbook 2753, trans. C. Brittain and T. Brennan
2002.

Themistius, On Aristotle’s On the Soul, trans. R. B. Todd 1996.

Themistius, On Aristotle’s Physics 4, trans. R. B. Todd 2003.

Various, Aspasius on Aristotle Nicomachean Ethics 8 with Anonymous Para-
phrase of Aristotle Nicomachean Ethics 8 and 9 and Michael of Ephesus on
Aristotle Nicomachean Ethics 9, trans. D. Konstan 2001.

Archive for History of Exact Sciences.

American Journal of Philology.

Aufstieg und Niedergang der romischen Welt, ed. W. Haase, H. Temporini,

et al. (Berlin 1972-).

Archiv fiir Papyrusforschung.

The Bulletin of the American Society of Papyrologists.

Bulletin de correspondance hellénique.

Berliner Klassikertexte.

i: Didymos: Kommentar zu Demosthenes (Papyrus 9780), ed. H. Diels and W.
Schubart (Berlin 1904). Original publication of the papyrus of Didymus’ com-
mentary on Demosthenes, with a good introduction; also includes fragments
of Didymus on Demosthenes gathered from Harpocration, and re-edition of
papyrus with Demosthenes lexicon (Blass 1882). Texts (alone) also printed
as a Teubner volume (Didymi de Demosthene commenta, Leipzig 1904).

: Anonymer Kommentar zu Platons Theaetet (Papyus 9782), ed. H. Diels
and W. Schubart (Berlin 1905). Text and detailed discussion of anony-
mous Plato commentary.

v.i: Epische und elegische Fragmente, ed. W. Schubart and U. von
Wilamowitz-Moellendorff (Berlin 1907). Edition of Theocritus commen-
tary fragment (13 lines) on p. 56.

Bollettino dei classici (Accademia nazionale dei Lincei).

Berliner philologische Wochenschrift.

Byzantinische Zeitschrift.

Classica et mediaevalia.

Commentaria in Aristotelem graeca (Berlin 1882-1909) Standard texts of

most surviving commentaries.

Commentaria et Lexica Graeca in Papyris reperta (Munich 2004-). Collec-

=

i

tion of texts, with commentary, in multiple volumes in alphabetical order
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by author commented on. Little has appeared so far, but the collection may

in time become an invaluable resource.

Corpus medicorum graecorum (Leipzig and Berlin 1908-). Includes editions

of many commentaries on medical writers, often with translations; volumes

so far published that are relevant to ancient scholarship include:

v.i.ii: Galen, On the Elements According to Hippocrates, ed. and trans. P. de
Lacy 1996.

v.iv.i.ii: Galen, On the Doctrines of Hippocrates and Plato, ed. and trans. P.
de Lacy 1978-84.

v.ix.i: Galen, In Hippocratis De natura hominis: In Hippocratis De victu
acutorum: De diaeta Hippocratis in morbis acutis, ed. J. Mewaldt, G. Helm-
reich, and J. Westenberger 1914.

v.ix.ii: Galen, In Hippocratis Prorrheticum I: De comate secundum Hippo-
cratem; In Hippocratis Prognosticum, ed. H. Diels, J. Mewaldt, and J. Heeg
1915.

v.x: Galen, In Hippocratis Epidemiarum . . . commentaria, ed. and trans.
(German) E. Wenkebach and F. Pfaff 1934-60.

xi.i.i: Apollonius of Citium, Kommentar zu Hippokrates Ueber das Einrenken
der Gelenke, ed. and trans. (German) J. Kollesch et al. 1965.

xi.i.ii: Stephanus of Athens, Commentary on the Prognosticon of Hippocrates,
ed. and trans. J. M. Duffy 1983.

xi.i.iii: Stephanus of Athens, Commentary on Hippocrates’ Aphorisms, ed. and
trans. L. G. Westerink 1992-8.

xi.i.iv: John of Alexandria, In Hippocratis Epidemiarum librum VI commentarii
fragmenta, ed. and trans. J. M. Duffy 1997. Also contains John's commen-
tary on Hippocrates’ De natura pueri, ed. and trans. T. A. Bell.

xi.ii.i: [Galen], Pseudogaleni In Hippocratis De septimanis commentarium ab
Hunaino q. f. arabice versum, ed. and trans. (German) G. Bergstraesser 1914.

Classical Philology.

Corpus dei papiri filosofici greci e latini III: Commentari (Florence 1995).

Offers re-editions, with commentary and bibliography, of papyrus fragments

of commentaries on philosophical texts.

Classical Quarterly.

Classical Review.

Fragmente der griechischen Historiker, ed. F. Jacoby (Berlin 1923-).

Grammatici Graeci (Leipzig 1867—1910; repr. with slightly different volume

numbers Hildesheim 1965). A vital work, the definitive edition of the texts

included and with excellent critical apparatus and detailed discussions of
rately and only later incorporated into the Grammatici Graeci series.

i.i: Dionysii Thracis Ars grammatica, ed. G. Uhlig 1883. Téxvn and supple-
ments.

i.ii (repr: ii.i.ii): Apollonii Dyscoli quae supersunt: Commentarium criticum
et exegeticum in Apollonii scripta minora, by R. Schneider 1902. Exten-
sive commentary (with index) to texts in vol. ii.i; see Maas (1903) and
Ludwich (1902b) for useful corrections, and Uhlig (1902) for amusing
commentary.

Liii: Scholia in Dionysii Thracis Artem grammaticam, ed. A. Hilgard 1901.
Ancient commentaries, with detailed introduction and indices. See
Ludwich (1902a) for useful corrections.

ii.i (repr: ii.i.i): Apollonii Dyscoli quae supersunt: Apollonii scripta minora,
ed. R. Schneider 1878. Text of Pronouns, Adverbs, and Conjunctions with
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GG

(cont.)

GRBS
HL
HSCP
Ics
jcp
JHS
K-A
LGGA

LS]
MAL

MCr
MH
NJPP
NP

Latin summaries. See Egenolff (1878), Hoerschelmann (1880), and Ludwich
(1879) for useful corrections.

ii.ii: Apollonii Dyscoli quae supersunt: Apollonii Dyscoli De constructione libri
quattuor, ed. G. Uhlig 1910. Text of the Syntax with detailed introduc-
tion, Latin paraphrase/summary, and index/glossary with Latin translations
of Apollonius’ terminology. See Maas (1911a, 1912) and Ludwich (1910)
for some useful corrections.
fragmenta, ed. R. Schneider 1910. Numerous fragments embedded in
Latin commentary, useful explanation of the difficulties of Apollonius’
style, and indices to the whole of Apollonius’ surviving work. See Maas
(1912) and Ludwich (1910) for some useful corrections.

iii.i: Herodiani technici reliquiae, ed. A. Lentz, 1867. Contains introduction
and a reconstruction of the Tlept kafolikfis mpoowdias, with its appen-
dix on the accentuation of words in sentences (ITepl Tpoowdias ThS kAT
ovTalw TGr AéEewv). Misleading edition that should only be used with
the help of Dyck (1993a) and Egenolff (1900, 1902, 1903); see also Hiller
(1871).
of Herodian's works and a substantial index. Same cautions as for iii.i.

iv.i: Theodosii Alexandrini canones, Georgii Choerobosci scholia, Sophronii
Patriarchae Alexandrini excerpta, ed. A. Hilgard 1889. Contains the
Kavéves of Theodosius and the first part of Choeroboscus’ commentary
on it, with (in the reprinted edition only) a detailed introduction. See
Ludwich (1890) for some useful textual suggestions.

iv.ii: Theodosii Alexandrini canones, Georgii Choerobosci scholia, Sophronii
Patriarchae Alexandrini excerpta, ed. A. Hilgard 1894. Contains the sec-
ond part of Choeroboscus’ commentary on the Kavéves, the surviving
portions of Sophronius’ commentary, and detailed indices. In the original
edition the introduction to Theodosius and Choeroboscus is in this vol-
ume, but in the reprint it is moved to volume iv.i. See Ludwich (1894) for
some useful textual suggestions.

Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies.

Historiographia linguistica.

Harvard Studies in Classical Philology.

Illinois Classical Studies.

Jahrbiicher fiir classische Philologie.

Journal of Hellenic Studies.

Poetae Comici Graeci, ed. R. Kassel and C. Austin (Berlin 1983-).

Lessico dei grammatici greci antichi (ed. F. Montanari, F. Montana, and L.

Pagani). Online resource with detailed information on individual ancient

grammarians (including ones whose works are lost), available at http://www

.aristarchus.unige.it./lgga.

H. G. Liddell, R. Scott, H. S. Jones, and R. McKenzie, A Greek-English

Lexicon, 9th edn. (Oxford 1940).

Atti della Accademia Nazionale dei Lincei: Memorie: Classe di scienze morali,

storiche e filologiche.

Museum Criticum.

Museum Helveticum.

Neue Jahrbiicher fiir Philologie und Paedagogik.

Der neue Pauly: Enzyklopiidie der Antike, ed. H. Cancik and H. Schneider

(Stuttgart 1996-2002). Despite its title, this in no way supersedes RE, as it
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has much less information and many more mistakes (particularly in biblio-
graphical details). It is, however, useful for recent bibliography and concise
summaries. There is now an English translation of this work (Brill's New
Pauly, Leiden 2002-), but that has significantly more mistakes than the
original.

OCD Oxford Classical Dictionary, ed. S. Hornblower and A. Spawforth (3rd edn.,
Oxford 1996). Handy source of clear, concise, up-to-date information, but
too small to contain entries on many ancient scholars.

P.Amh.ii  The Amherst Papyri, Being an Account of the Greek Papyri in the Collection
of the Right Hon. Lord Amherst of Hackney, ii: Classical Fragments and Docu-
ments of the Ptolemaic, Roman and Byzantine Periods, ed. B. P. Grenfell and
A. S. Hunt (London 1901).

P.Ant. ii The Antinoopolis Papyri, ii, ed. ]. W. B. Barns and H. Zilliacus (London 1960).

P.Oxy. The Oxyrhynchus Papyri, ed. B. P. Grenfell, A. S. Hunt, et al. (London 1898-).

P.Rain. i Mitteilungen aus der Papyrussammlung der Nationalbibliothek in Wien: Pa-
pyrus Erzherzog Rainer, Ns, erste Folge, ed. H. Gerstinger et al. (Vienna 1932).

P.Ryl.iii  Catalogue of the Greek and Latin Papyri in the John Rylands Library, Manches-
ter, iii: Theological and Literary Texts, ed. C. H. Roberts (Manchester 1938).

PSI xii.ii Papiri greci e latini, Pubblicazioni della societa italiana per la ricerca dei papiri
greci e latini in Egitto, vol. xii.ii, ed. V. Bartoletti (Florence 1951).

Qucc Quaderni wrbinati di cultura classica.

RE Real-Encyclopiidie der classischen Altertumswissenschaft, ed. A. Pauly,
G. Wissowa, and W. Kroll (Stuttgart 1893-1972). The best, and sometimes
the only, source of information on many obscure figures, but superseded on
some points.

REA Revue des études anciennes.

REByz Revue des études byzantines.

REG Revue des études grecques.

RhM Rheinisches Museum fiir Philologie.

RPh Revue de philologie, de littérature et d'histoire anciennes.

SCO Studi classici e orientali.

SGLG Sammlung griechischer und lateinischer Grammatiker.

SIFC Studi italiani di filologia classica.

TAPA Transactions of the American Philological Association.

TGF Tragicorum Graecorum Fragmenta, ed. A. Nauck (2nd edn. Leipzig 1889,
supplement by B. Snell 1964).

TLG Thesaurus Linguae Graecae (see Preface at footnote 1).

TrGF Tragicorum Graecorum Fragmenta, ed. B. Snell, R. Kannicht, and S. Radt
(Gottingen 1971-85).

WKP Wochenschrift fiir klassische Philologie.

ZPE Zeitschrift fiir Papyrologie und Epigraphik.
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Keizer, Helena Maria (1995), Indices in Eustathii archiepiscopi Thessalonicensis
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Kindstrand, Jan Fredrik (1990), [Plutarchi] De Homero (Leipzig). Standard edition, with
detailed introduction and bibliography.
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recentiora to Frogs (M. Chantry 2001); iii.iv a: old scholia to Plutus (M. Chantry, 1994);
iii.iv b: scholia recentiora to Plutus (M. Chantry, 1996); iv i: Tzetzes' prolegomena
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1964-5). Includes texts and Latin translations of Galen’s glossary and commentaries
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and Livadaras, Nicholas (1976-), Etymologicum magnum genuinum; Symeonis
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Laum, Bernhard (1928), Das alexandrinische Akzentuationssystem (Paderborn; Studien
zur Geschichte und Kultur des Altertums, Erginzungsband 4). Extremely thorough
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Law, Vivien (1990), “Roman Evidence on the Authenticity of the Grammar Attributed
to Dionysius Thrax,” in H.-]. Niederehe and K. Koerner (edd.), History and Historiog-
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(Leipzig; repr. Hildesheim 1971). Important study and edition of fragments; at end of
vol. ii are editions of paraphrases and other scholarly material from various sources.
(1888-90), Scholia in Homeri Odysseae A 1-309 auctiora et emendatiora (Konigs-
berg; repr. Hildesheim 1966). Best edition; reprint has useful preface by Erbse.
(1890), Review of GG iv.i, BPW 10: 528-33. Provides useful textual suggestions.
(1891), Herodiani Technici Reliquiarum Supplementum (Konigsberg). Provides
additional fragments of the TTept "O8vooetaxtis mpoowdlas omitted from Lentz's
edition.
(1894), Review of GG iv.ii, BPW 14: 1411-18. Provides useful textual suggestions.
(1896), Die Homerische Batrachomachia des Karers Pigres, nebst Scholien und
Paraphrase (Leipzig). Standard edition and study.
(1902a), Review of GG i.iii, BPW 22: 737-50. Provides useful corrections.
(1902b), Review of GG i.ii, BPW 22: 801-10. Provides useful corrections.

(1912-14), Die Homerdeuterin Demo: Zweite Bearbeitung ihrer Fragmente

(Kénigsberg; Verzeichnis der auf der kéniglichen Albertus-Universitit zu Kénigsberg

im Winterhalbjahre vom 15. Oktober 1912/1913/1914 an zu haltenden Vorlesungen).

Edition and good discussion of fragments of late antique, female Homer scholar.

(1917-18), “Ueber die Homerischen Glossen Apions,” Philologus, 74: 205-47
and 75: 95-127; repr. in Latte and Erbse (1965): 283-358. Standard edition; text is
probably not by Apion. Incorporates a papyrus (P.Ryl. i. 26) that may not belong with
the rest of the material.

Liihrs, Dietrich (1992), Untersuchungen zu den Athetesen Aristarchs in der Ilias und zu
ihrer Behandlung im Corpus der exegetischen Scholien (Hildesheim).

Lundon, John (1997), “%x6\ia: Una questione non marginale,” in Discentibus obvius:
Omaggio degli allievi a Domenico Magnino (Como): 73-86. Enlightening investiga-
tion of the use of the word oxdAtov in antiquity.

(1999), “Lexeis from the Scholia Minora in Homerum,” ZPE 124: 25-52. Index
of Homeric words explained in papyrus scholia. An enlarged and updated version with
bibliography and quotation of contexts is available, in provisional form, at http://
www.glte.leidenuniv.nl/index.php3?m=56&c=238.

Lundstrom, Vilhelm (1913), “Scholierna till Xenophons Anabasis i Cod. Vat. Gr. 1335,”
Eranos, 13: 165—88. Edition and discussion of scholia.

Luppe, Wolfgang (1978), “Zum Aristophanes-Kommentar P. Flor. 112 / Nr. 63
Austin,” ZPE 28: 161-4. On the text of some papyrus fragments of commentary on
Aristophanes.

(1982), “Amewiobn mdakv els Tous Anvaikols,” ZPE 46: 147-59. On the text

and interpretation of the Aristophanes commentary in P.Oxy. xxxv. 2737; in German.

(1992), “Zu Dikaiarchos fr. 63 Wehrli,” RhM 135: 94-5. Textual solutions in a

scholion to Euripides bearing on the history of the Medea legend.

(1996), “Zur ‘Lebensdauer’” der Euripides-Hypotheseis,” Philologus, 140: 214—

24. On the history of the “Tales from Euripides” between the 3rd and 11th cents. Ap.

(2002), “Zx6\ia, vmopviparta und UTobécels zu griechischen Dramen auf Pa-

pyri,” in Geerlings and Schulze (2002): 55-77.



http://www.gltc.leidenuniv.nl/index.php3?m=56&c=238
http://www.gltc.leidenuniv.nl/index.php3?m=56&c=238

306 ANNOTATED BIBLIOGRAPHY

Luschnat, Otto (1954), “Die Thukydidesscholien: Zu ihrer handschriftlichen Grundlage,
Herkunft und Geschichte,” Philologus, 98: 14-58. Definitive study of Thucydides
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prescriptive grammar.



320 ANNOTATED BIBLIOGRAPHY

Skov, G. E. (1975), “The Priestess of Demeter and Kore and her Role in the Initiation of
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Demetrius Triclinius” work on Aristophanes, Sophocles, Aeschylus, and Euripides; in

English.
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di papirologia, Ns 1). Edition of some papyri with marginal scholia to Iliad 2.

Stallbaum, Gottfried/]. G. (1825-6), Eustathii archiepiscopi Thessalonicensis commentarii
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edition of Lallot (1998); useful observations and additions (especially concerning the
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tion, text-critical introduction, and bibliography.
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