P REPAKGE

Habemus tandem Lexicon tllud touwndOnrov Photii!/ Three hundred and seventy-nine years
have passed since Isaac Casaubon made this enthusiastic remark when he got hold of
the first manuscript of the Lexicon, five years after its discovery.! And yet, strange as it
may seem, the world of scholarship with three more manuscripts at its disposal still lacks
a complete copy of the work ascribed to the renowned ninth century humanist patriarch.

Fate was equally hostile to Photius’ life as to his work. In the whole of Greek litera-
ture, not a single certain reference to his Lexicon has survived after the ninth century; its
very existence has been entirely ignored. It was not until 1598, when the British scholar
Richard Thomson came across in Florence and then brought to England its first, and
for three centuries unique, manuscript, that the Lexicon of Photius became known.
Later, a series of unsuccessful attempts was made at publishing this manuscript (later
known as codex Galeanus = g) down to 1822, when an exemplary edition by Richard Por-
son (d. 1808) appeared in London after his death.?

But codex Galeanus had great gaps, which amounted to nearly half the size of the
original Lexicon. A very small part of these was filled in 1896, when it was noticed that
some pages of a manuscript in Athens (= a) came from the Lexicon of Photius.® A few
years later, at the beginning of the twentieth century, Richard Reitzenstein’s edition of a
Berlin manuscript of Photius (= b) containing a considerable number of new fragments
of classical authors appeared, and was greeted as a major event in Greek scholarship.*

1. In a letter to Charles Labbé dated January 14, 1603 (I/saaci Casauboni Epistolae, Roterdami
1709, no. 328, p. 173).

2. Codex Galeanus—so named after its later owner Thomas Gale (1636-1702)—is an early twelfth
century manuscript now kept in Cambridge (Trinity College 0.3.9/5985). On its discovery and subsequent
history see my dissertation To Ae&ukcd tod Pwtiov: Xpovoroynon - Xelpoypaon mapadoon, Thessalo-
niki 1967, pp. 38-61. I add now the information provided by Dr. Christos Theodoridis that the manuscript
is first mentioned in Vat. gr. 1413, a library catalogue written by Janus Lascaris (d. 1534). Later it is
found in the collection of Cardinal Niccold Ridolfi (d. 1550). Porson’s edition was revised and published
by P. P. Dobree, and reprinted in Leipzig the following year (1823). An edition by Gottfried Hermann in
1808 had preceded Porson’s and the Danish scholar Niels Schow had published in 1817 a Specimen nogae
editionis Lexict Photii ex apographo Reiskiano etc.; they are both entirely useless today. Another edition
was published in Leiden in 1864 by S. A. Naber, who enriched it with 195 pages of Prolegomena concerning
lexicographical matters, but treated the text in an arbitrary manner that made his edition equally useless.

3. The manuscript, EOvikfic BifAtoOnkng 1083 (15th/16th century), was published by C. Fredrich
with the collaboration of G. Wentzel in the Nachrichten von der Kioniglichen Gesellschaft der Wissen-
schaften zu Gdttingen, phil.-hist. Klasse, 1896, pp. 309-340.

4. Der Anfang des Lexikons des Photios, Leipzig-Berlin 1907. The thirteenth century manuscript
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Even this manuscript, however, did not fill up the gaps of the Lexicon, which extended
to the length shown in the table below.

Beginning - Gdocat g
adoat - afpaptoiog ' —

b

b
appaptoiog - dydooel — b a
aydoosl - AyKloTpelEL — b —
aykloTpelet - dyyivola — b a
ayyivota - adidkpitog e Dy @
adtdxpirog - "AdpdaoTela — b a

b

AdpdoTelo - drapvog —
Amapvog - ETOVLOL —

Endvopotl - ebpilov g — —
glpllov - ebwvov —_ — —
e0@VOV - KOIKUAAELY g — —
KOLKOAAELY - Kpatnpilov —_— = —
kpatnpilov - popnTdc g — —
QOpPNTAG - WYIAELG —_ - —
yirebe - @ “Hpaxheg g — —

® “Hpaxheg - End ———

This was all we had until November 1959, when Professor Linos Politis of the Univer-
sity of Thessaloniki obtained access to a practically unknown collection of medieval ma-
nuscripts at the monastery of Zaborda in Western Macedonia. Among nearly 200 valuable
codices he singled out a late thirteenth/early fourteenth century miscellaneous codex
(no. 95 = z) containing, together with other texts, a number of medieval lexica, the most
important of which was the Lexicon of Photius. The work appeared complete, extending
from A to Q, and thus filling all the gaps of the previously known manuscripts.®

However, after a careful inspection of the manuscript, I noticed that its apparent
completeness was deceptive, because a section of the text transmitted was in an abridged
form. In this epitome, extending from dxovcio to Oecpofétal, many references to ancient
authors and quotations were omitted, as well as a number of long glosses. Some of the
glosses or parts of glosses, which had been left out in the process of abridgement, were

belonged to the Deutsche Staatsbibliothek in Berlin (Graec. oct. 22); its location since World War II is
officially considered unknown. But according to recent (1977) press reports the missing manuscripts of
the Staatsbibliothek have been spotted at the University Library of Cracow, Poland.

5. A preliminary survey of the find with a description of the manuscript and its contents was given
by Linos Politis in Philologus 105 (1961), pp. 136-144 (= L. Politis, Paléographie et littérature byzantine
et néogrecque, Variorum Reprints, London 1975, article no. X. The same article with corrections in Grie-
chische Kodikologie und Textiiberlieferung, edited by D. Harlfinger, Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft,
Darmstadt 1980, pp. 646-656). A detailed description, differing in a few minor points from Politis’, will be
found in my dissertation (note 2 above), pp. 61-69.
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later, during the rubrication of the initial letters of the lemimata, restored in the margin
by the same scribe who wrote the Lexicon. But, whenever the scribe thought that the mar-
gin would not suffice, a cross reference was made to a separate quire and the omission
was supplemented there. This quire, containing mostly half glosses and quotations, from
akovoio to Oeopobétat, each one preceded by a reference sign, was afterwards bound at
the end of the lexicon (Supplementum Zabordense = S*). Examination of this appendix
revealed that it was the original of which the manuscript known since 1892 as Lexicon
Sabbaiticum (or, as I call it, Sup plementum Sabbaiticum =Ss ) is a direct copy.® The scribe,
however, did not fill up systematically all the omissions of the epitome. The disappointing
conclusion is that we still do not possess a complete copy of the Lexicon of Photius. The
contents of the Lexicon are now distributed as in the following diagram.
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6. Published from a fourteenth century manuscript of the Greek Orthodox Patriarchate at Jerusa-
lem - St. Sabbas Monastery 137, by A. Papadopulos-Kerameus in the Journal of the Russian Ministry
of Public Education at Petersburg, voll. 280, pp. 39-48, and 281, pp. 49-60, 1892/93, and in separate off-
print. It was reprinted in Lexica Graeca Minora, selegit K. Latte, disposuit et praefatus est H. Erbse, Hil-
desheim 1965, pp. 39-60. It comprises glosses from ab&énoig to &€aipécewc dikm. It is fair to add that,
without being able to affirm the identification with certainty, since the excerpt came from the missing
beginning of our lexicon, some scholars (G. Wentzel, A. Adler, and others) had suspected that it had
some kind of association with Photius.



14 NEW FRAGMENTS FROM THE LEXICON OF FHOTIUS

This epitome explains why the number of classical fragments presented here is much
smaller than one might expect. The Berlin manuscript, though providing a portion of the
Lexicon considerably shorter than the new contribution of the Zaborda manuscript,
revealed more new fragments. In a rough estimate, which I made when studying the ma-
nuscript tradition of Photius, I had come to the conclusion that half the quotations
contained in the original version still remain unknown; that, however, perhaps up to 50%,
of the lost quotations can be recovered from the other cognate lexica.” But I am afraid
that my estimate was too optimistic. New calculations, which, of course, are far from being
accurate, have convinced me that the percentage should be much smaller. Moreover, it
should be borne in mind that the lexicon most kindred to Photius’, the Zvvoywyf or Lexi-
con Bachmannianum, is preserved in a very short version from B to Q, neglecting all sour-
ces that are rich in quotations. On the other hand, my first calculations were based on the
assumption that quotations would occur throughout the lexicon with the same frequency;
in fact, as is well known, the zeal of the compilers of medieval lexica, as they proceed from
A to Q, diminishes and the number of quotations becomes increasingly smaller. In view of
all this, we should not be very far from the truth in admitting that, had the complete lexi-
con survived, we would have possessed nearly double the number of fragments of those
here presented.®

The importance of the new manuscript does not lie exclusively in the number—larger
or smaller—of the new classical fragments retrieved. Setting apart what the scholars of
lexicography expected to learn from the new manuscript, we should also consider its con-
tribution to the textual tradition of the already known classical and Hellenistic fragments.
This, no doubt, depends upon the manuscript tradition of the Lexicon itself, a problem
which I have also examined in the past.® The solution I then suggested was that both b and
z derived from g, perhaps through lost intermediates. The short fragment of the Lexicon
preserved in the Athens manuscript (a) has been copied, also through an intermediate,
from z. Finally, the Lexicon Sabbaiticum (S*) has evidently been copied from the sup-
plementary quire of z ( S? ), which is clearly the prototype of the Supplementum.

What this account shows is that the new manuscript, being a codex descriptus, does
not provide better readings in the glosses which were already known from g. But in those
glosses where b and z are the only witnesses, our manuscript may well offer some better
readings.'® For those glosses that occur only in z and other cognate lexica, z may also
offer superior readings. In the latter case, textual criticism seems to overlap with Quellen-
forschung, the conclusions of which, however, cannot be applied with safety to textual

matters.
The principles for including a fragment in this collection are the following: (a) The

7. P. 104 of my dissertation.

8. It should not be forgotten, however, that the number of new fragments presented here would be
larger by fifty or so, if the Lexicon Sabbaiticum had not survived.

9. Pr. 76-112 of my dissertation.

10. See frr. 36, 48, 49, 179.
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name of an author is mentioned in the gloss; (b) the quotation does not form part of a
known work of this author or is not published in any collection of fragments under the
same name. This means that no adespota have been included here.'' After all, since all
the lemmata originally belonged to specific works of literature, strictly speaking, all the
glosses of Photius not actually assigned to an author can be rightly designated as frag-
menta adespota.'?

The fragments have been divided into four groups: (a) Prose, (b) Tragedy, (¢) Come-
dy, (d) Other poetry. Within each one of these divisions, the authors and their works have
been arranged in alphabetical order. It will be noticed that the table of authors in the con-
tents differs from the list given by L. Politis on p. 144 of his Philologus article.'® That list,
though not confined to authors of new fragments alone, had certain omissions of new
authors: the historians Callisthenes and Duris; Hippocrates; the tragedian Nicomachus;
the comic poets Anaxilas, Antiphanes, Aristophon, Demetrius, Diocles, Diphilus, Ec-
phantides, Epilycus, Euetes, Nicochares, Philippides, Philonides, Phrynichus; Archilo-
chus; Callimachus. Conversely, some authors mentioned there should be crossed out:
names like Archides, Autolycus, Epichares, and Marsippus are non-existent.'* Finally
the comedian Callias is recorded as a Hellenistic poet.!®

An explanation is due here for one omission. I have left out all new lexicographical
fragments, because they are of an entirely different nature from the literary fragments.
A quotation from Euripides is used by the lexicographer in order to illustrate the meaning
or form of a certain word or even to document the mere existence of this word. On the
other hand, the name of Phrynichus at the end of a gloss notes the origin, immediate or
remote, not of that specific word but of the gloss itself. oUtwg Ebpinidng means that the
word interpreted has been used by Euripides; oUtwg ®piviyog means that the interpreta-
tion of that word was originally suggested by Phrynichus. Now, those with some experience
in lexicographical matters know well that it is easy to ascribe to Phrynichus, because of
their contents and wording, glosses not attributed to him by name. In fact, most of the
fragments of Phrynichus published by De Borries at the end of his edition of Praeparatio
Sophistica do not mention the name of the lexicographer at all. So, whereas it would be
easy to collect a large number of fragments or rather glosses of Phrynichus from the new
Photius, the limitation set above would prevent the inclusion of anything more than a
couple of glosses mentioning him by name. I think that collecting the lexicographical frag-
ments is tantamount to ascribing the glosses to their sources, which is a duty of the student

11. With the single exception of a tragic fragment from a ®pioc, the title of tragedies by Sophocles,
Euripides, and Achaeus. (Here given for convenience under Euripides, fr. 35?)

12. T have not excluded the new fragments that have already been published elsewhere with the per-
mission of the Photius editors (or without it). I have also included every considerable new contribution
to the improvement of the text of extant authors.

13. See note 5 above.

14. See frr. 137 and 139 for Autolycus and Epichares.

15. See now the corrected edition of the article in Griechische Kodikologie und Textiiberlieferung
(note 5 above), pp. 654 f.



16 NEW FRAGMENTS FROM THE LEXICON OF PHOTIUS

of lexicography or perhaps of the editor of the Photius Lexicon itself—and I am aware
that I am neither.

In discussing the fragments I did not try to follow any uniform pattern. Each presented
its own demands for interpretation. The commentary itself is sometimes diffuse and some-
times laconic, according to the subject discussed and to my own shortcomings.

Occasionally, whenever I thought that a reference to the sources might be of use to
the reader for understanding the meaning of a gloss, I mention or briefly discuss the mat-
ter. This is the case in those glosses which I believe derive from what I call the Antiatticistic
source. The reason this source is referred to more often than others is that in several
cases my interpretation is based on the conjecture that the gloss in question comes from
that particular source; if it came from a different lexicon, its shades of meaning and impli-
cations would be different.

Finally, I must add that I usually refrained from making emendations, deletions, sup-
plements etc. in the text of the fragments themselves. Also, [ seldom used daggers to indi-
cate my inability to solve a problem of interpretation. Whenever such a problem arose,
I offered my contribution towards its solution in the commentary.
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(1) Manuscripts of the Lexicon of Photius

a (Atheniensis) : National Library of Athens, 1083.

b (Berolinensis) : Berlin, Deutsche Staatsbibliothek, Gr. oct. 22; at present in the Uni-
versity Library, Cracow.

g (Galeanus) : Cambridge, Trinity College 0.3.9/5985.

Suppl. : Supplementum
Ss (Supplementum Sabbaiticum) : Jerusalem, Saint Sabbas Monastery, 137.
S# (Supplementum Zabordense) : see next entry.

7z (Zabordensis): Zaborda, Hosios Nicanor Monastery, 95.

(2) Lexicographical and paroemiographical works

Ael. Dion.

An.
An. Ox.

Antiatt.
Apost.

Aristoph. Byz.

Bachm. An.
Bek. An.

LG,

Cyr.

Diog.

Aelii Dionysii Atticistae fragmenta. In: H. Erbse, Untersuchungen
zu den attizistischen Lextka, Abh. der Deutschen Akad. der Wiss.
zu Berlin, Phil.-Hist. KI. 1949, 2, Berlin 1950, pp. 95-151.
Anecdota Graeca. See Bachm. An., Bek. An.

Anecdota Graeca e codd. mss. bibliothecarum Oxontenstum, ed.
J. A. Cramer, vol. i-iv, Oxford 1835-37.

Antiatticista, ed. 1. Bekker (see Bek. An.), vol. i, pp. 75-116.
Apostolius, C.P.G. ii, pp. 233-744.

Aristophanis Byzantit grammatici Alexandrint fragmenta, ed.
A. Nauck, Halle 1848.

Anecdota Graeca, ed. L. Bachmann, vol. i, Leipzig 1828.
Anecdota Graeca, ed. 1. Bekker, vol. i-iii, Berlin 1814-21. (Among
other lexicographical and grammatical texts: Antiatt., vol. i, pp.
75-116; Aik@v dvopata, vol. i, pp. 181-194; AéEeig pnropikai, vol.
i, pp. 195-318; Zvvoyoyn Aé€eov ypnoipwv (only a), vol. i, pp.
319-476).

Corpus Paroemiographorum Graecorum, ed. E. L. v. Leutsch-
F. G. Schneidewin, vol. i-ii, Gottingen 1839-51.

Cyril’s Lexicon, still inedited; references are made to specimens
published by: J. A. Cramer, Anecdota Graeca e codd. mss. Biblio-
thecae Regiae Partsiensts, vol. iv (Oxford 1841), pp. 177-194; A. B.
Drachmann, Die Uberlieferung des Cyrill-Glossars, Copenhagen
1936.

Diogenianus, C.P.G. i, pp. 177-320.
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Eel.
Epit. Harp.

Erot.

Et. Gen.

Et. Gud.

Et. M.
Eust.

Greg. Cypr.
Harp.

Hes.

Macar.
Miller, Mél.
Moer.

Pausan. att.

Ph.

Philet.
Phryn. FEel.
Phryn. P.S.

Plut. Prov. Alex.

Poll.
Prov. Bodl.

See Phryn. FEel.

Epitome Harpocrationis. In: Harpocrationis lexicon in decem
oratores Atticos, ed. W. Dindorf, vol. i (Oxford 1853).

Erotiani Vocum Hippocraticorum collectio, ed. E. Nachmanson,
Goteborg (Uppsala) 1918.

Etymologicum Genuinum, still inedited; references are made to:
Miller, Mélanges, pp. 11-318; Reitz. Gesch. See now Klaus Alpers,
Bericht iiber Stand und Methode der Ausgabe des Etymologicum
Genutnun (mit einer Ausgabe des Buchstaben ), Hist.-Filos.
Medd. Dan. Vid. Selsk. 44. 3, Copenhagen 1969.

Etymologicum Gudianum, ed. A. de Stefani (a-{ewai), Leipzig
1909-20. See also: Etymologicum Graecae Linguae Gudianum, ed.
F. G. Sturz, Leipzig 1818.

Etymologicum Magnum, ed. Th. Gaisford, Oxford 1848.
Eustathit archiepiscopt Thessalonicensis Commentarii ad Homeri
Odysseam, vol. i-ii, Leipzig 1825-26. Commentarii ad Homeri Ilia-
dem, vol. i-iv, Leipzig 1827-30 (ed. J. G. Stallbaum). See now:
Commentarit ad Homert Iliadem pertinentes, ed. M. van der Valk,
vol. i-iii, Leiden 1971-79.

Gregorius Cyprius, C.P.G. i, pp. 349-378, ii, pp. 53-134.
Harpocrationis lexicon in decem oratores Atticos, ed. W. Dindorf,
vol. i-ii, Oxford 1853. See also: J. J. Keaney, 7APhA 98 (1967),
205-219.

Hesychit Alexandrini lexicon, ed. M. Schmidt, vol. i-v, lena 1858-
64; ed. K. Latte, vol. i-ii (0-0), Copenhagen 1953-66.

Macarius, C.P.G. ii, pp. 135-227.

E. Miller, Mélanges de littérature grecque, Paris 1868.

Moeridis atticistae lexicon Atticum, ed. J. Pierson, Leipzig 1831.
Pausaniae atticistae fragmenta. In: H. Erbse, Untersuchungen zu
den attizistischen Lextka, Berlin 1950, pp. 152-221.

dortiov 1ol IMutpiapyov AéEewv Zvvaywyt, ed. R. Porson, vol.
i-ii, London 1822. Der Anfang des Lexikons des Photios, ed. R.
Reitzenstein, Leipzig-Berlin 1907.

Le Philétaeros attribué a Hérodien, ed. A. Dain, Paris 1954.
Die Ekloge des Phrynichus, ed. E. Fischer, Berlin 1974,
Phrynichi sophistae Praeparatio sophistica, ed. J. de Borries,
Leipzig 1911.

Plutarchi, De proverbiis Alexandrinorum, ed. O. Crusius, Tii-
bingen 1887.

Pollux, Onomasticon, ed. E. Bethe, vol. i-iii, Leipzig 1900-37.
Proverbia Bodleiana, ed. Th. Gaisford, Paroemiographi Graeci,
Oxford 1836, pp. 1-120.



Prov. Coisl.

P.S.

Ps.-Plut.

Reitz. Gesch.

Sch.

Sch.

Sch.
Sch.

Sch.

Sch.

Sch.

Sch.
Sch.

Ar.

1.

Luc.

Od.

Pind.

PIL.

Theocr.

Thuc.

Steph. Byz.

Su.

Thom. Mag.

Zen. Ath.
Zen. vulg.
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Proverbia Coisliniana, ed. Th. Gaisford, Paroemiographi Graect,
Oxford 1836, pp. 121-154.

See Phryn. P.S.

Pseudo-Plutarchus, C.P.G. i, pp. 321-342; see also Zen. Ath.

R. Reitzenstein, Geschichte der griechischen Etymologika, Leipzig
1897.

Scholia Graeca in Aristophanem, ed. F. Diibner, Paris 1842.
Scholia in Aristophanis Acharnenses, ed. N. G. Wilson, Groningen
1975. Scholia vetera in Aristophanis Equites, ed. D. Mervyn
Jones, Groningen-Amsterdam 1969. Scholia vetera in Nubes, ed.
D. Holwerda, Groningen 1977. Scholia vetera et recentiora in
Aristophanis Vespas, ed. W. J. W. Koster, Groningen 1978.
Scholia Graeca in Homert Iliadem (Scholia vetera), ed. H. Erbse,
vol. i-v, Berlin 1969-77.

Scholia in Lucianum, ed. H. Rabe, Leipzig 1906.

Scholia in Lycophronis Alexandram, ed. E. Scheer, vol. ii, Berlin
1908.

Scholia Graeca in Homert Odysseam, ed. W. Dindorf, vol. i-ii,
Oxford 1855.

Scholia velera in Pindari carmina, ed. A. B. Drachmann, vol.
i-iii, Leipzig 1903-1927.

Scholia Platonica, ed. W. C. Greene, Haverford 1938. Platonis
Dialogt, vol. vi, ed. C. F. Hermann, Leipzig 1853.

Scholia in Theocritum vetera, ed. C. Wendel, Leipzig 1914.
Scholia in Thucydidem, ed. C. Hude, Leipzig 1927.

Stephant Byzantit Ethnicorum quae supersunt, ed. A. Meineke,
Berlin 1849.

Suidae Lexicon, ed. A. Adler, vol. i-v, Leipzig 1928-38.

Thomae Magustri Ecloga vocum Atticarum, ed. F. Ritschl, Halle
1832.

Zenobius Athous. In: Miller, Mélanges, pp. 341-375.

Zenobius vulgatus, C.P.G. i, pp. 1-175.
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FRAGMENTS OF PROSE LITERATURE
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AESCHINES (SOCRATICUS?)

Incertae sedis (TnAavyng?)
1 Kol TOUG TOdEDVaAC, Ol APTTTOV TO KMoV ATd TOD APLoTEPOD DOV

Ph. apyéhopot: modedves pnA®THC kol TOV Gok®Vv. dokel &€ kol Tovov eivatl kal 7 eovn
oK GTTIKTIG CLYYPaETIS O TodedV. T® péviol apyérogol "Aptotopavng (Vesp. 672) kal
“Eppinog (fr. novum; infra fr. 152) kéxpnvtat, 1® 8¢ nodedv Aloyivng enol yap kal
TOUG modedvag etc.

O modeds z @ pévrot ete. in Sz 10 pévtol et 10 8€ modewv S*

Phryn. P.S. 11. 1 dpyérogot "ATtik®d. onuaivel 8¢ tolg mode®dvac TV Kodiwv Kol TdV Gok®dv. TO 3¢
nodeav Tovikdc.

Bek. An. 443.4 dapyéhogot: Tode®dveg UNA®TRC.

Bek. An. 295.21 nodedvég eiotv ol €katépwbev Tod dokod mPoEYOVTES.

Ph. modemv: kupiws Tod dokod ta ntpolyovia, NTol TOV TOd®V T¢ dEpuHaTA.

Sch. Ar. Vesp. 672 apyehogovg: ta mepitta kai dxpnote: apyérootl yap T UNAOTAC ol modeg, ol
node®dvos karodot, kal ovtol dypnotot.

The gloss is reminiscent of Phrynichus’style and since a contracted version of it is
found in the abridgement of his Praeparatio sophistica one would readily guess that it
belongs to the complete form of this work, which is lost now but was well known to the
Patriarch (Bibl. cod. 158; cf. Reitzenstein, Der Anfang des Lexikons des Photios, xxxix ff.).
The impression, however, that the word nodedv is really condemned is obtained only from
Phrynichus’ abridgement: dpyélogot "ATtik®g ... 10 8¢ modsav Tovikdc. In Photius’ gloss
the author is not so categorical: ‘some think that todewv is an Ionic word unfit for Attic
prose; yet, while dpyélogot was used by Attic poets like Aristophanes and Hermippus,
modemv was used by an Attic prose-writer, Aeschines’. This perhaps indicates that our
gloss does not originate directly from Phrynichus. That the latter in his unabridged work
contained an entry condemning node®v as un-Attic is beyond any doubt. But the source
of Photius must be some other lexicon. Naber (Prolegomena to his edition of the Photius
lexicon, 97 ff.) and Reitzenstein (Der Anfang, xlviii ff.) attributed the second part of the
gloss "AOnvaiag, which has a wording similar to ours and mentions Phrynichus by name,
to the book of Orus Kata ®puviyov. K. Latte, however, produced serious objections
(Hermes 50 (1915), 373 ff. = Kletne Schriften, 612 ff.) claiming that similar glosses in their
majority must come from the original version of the Antiatiicista, which he dated in the
time of Phrynichus, much before Orus. Whatever the truth may be, we shall henceforth
refer to this important source as ‘the Antiatticistic source’.
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Although no special indication is given, our fragment does not seem to come from
oratory and we should rather attribute it to Aeschines Socraticus. Actually it does fit
perfectly into one of the philosopher’s dialogues, namely 7elauges. There Telauges, sup-
posed son of Pythagoras, but as Aeschines treats him, a contemporary Pythagorean, is
ridiculed for wearing a sheepskin (fr. 41 Dittmar, Aeschines von Sphettos (Philologische
Untersuchungen, 21, 1912) = Ath. v. 220 a): ipatiov pév gopfoewg kad’ quépav HutmpPé-
rov kvaeel terobvta pebov, kwdion 8¢ elwopévov kal Td VTOdNHHUTE oTapTiolg EVip-
pévov coampoic kal freréoavta TOv pntopat od petpiomg drayerd. If our source is Anti-
atticistic, the author must have been very lucky in finding such an example in Aeschines.
For Aeschines was regarded by the Atticists as one of the most reliable models for Attic
speech. If aword condemned by the Atticists occurred in his works, this would be enough
for making that word entirely legitimate.

nodedv, however, is indeed Ionic; it occurs in Herodotus, ii. 121 (together with dgd-
nto (here “tie up’) but used for wineskins: éntondouvta T@dv dokdv §Vo 1) Tpeic Todedvag
alTOV VeV amappévovng), viii. 31, Hippocr. Aff. 21, Art. 77, and Theocr. xxii. 52 (idyll
xxii is written in Ionic; the expression is used in a similar description (of Amycus): dxpwv
SEppo AEOVTOG GONUUEVOV EK TOSEDV®V). QAT is also used mainly by lonic writers (see
LSJ s.v.); it seems that the active dntw and its compounds, as well as dpja, were more or
less poetic words and, therefore, probably idiomatic. (There must have been also a contro-
versy on Atticistic grounds about a third word in our fragment, dpiotepdc, although this
is not so clear; see Antiatt. 97.1, Ph. s.v. énapictepa; below, fr. 12). Now if the philosopher
uses in fact two Ionic words in such a short phrase, this perhaps suggests a different con-
clusion: namely that Aeschines might have used idiomatic elements in his dialogue when
the person speaking was not Attic. The old Telauges was supposed to be Samian and such
was perhaps Aeschines’ hero. If this is so, an important ieature of the philosopher’s style
is revealed. A similar mimetic feature is demonstrated by the hyper-Gorgianism of Aspasia
in her speech about the hetaera Thargelia in the dialogue named Aspasia. (Philostr. ep.
73 Aloyivng ... obk drvet yopylalewv &v @ mepl tiig Oupyniiog Aoyw. According to Phi-
lostratus Aspasia was a follower of Gorgias and itwas she who taught Pericles the niceties
of the formal prose of Gorgias.) Iwould say that Aeschines’ own Gorgianism, when he is
not imitating, is not so pronounced; cf. Dittmar, op.cit. 253 f. and E. Norden, Die antike
Kunstprosa, i. 103 f. Here it is obviously Telauges who is speaking. dofjrtov is first person
singular not third person plural: “The paws by which 7 used to hang the sheepskin from
my left shoulder’. Casaubon in his commentary on Athenaeus loc.cif. and Dittmar, 220,
suppose that Telauges was renting the himation on holidays. But the imperfect dofintov
used here may perhaps denote that Telauges was not wearing a sheepskin any longer. He
had probably given up the k@dtov and had started renting an himation for half an obol
daily.

It is interesting to note that the habit of using sheepskins, at least for bedclothes, was
alien to Pythagoreans. According to lamblichus, De vita Pythagorica 28. 149 (cf. 21. 100,
and Diog. Laert. viii. 19), it is said of Pythagoras that &0fjtt &xpfjto Aevki] kol xudoupd,
OoudTeg 3¢ Kol oTpoduact Aevkols kol kadupolc. lvat 8¢ td Toladta Avi: kmdiolg yap
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oUK &y pfiTo. kai Tolg dkpoataic 5¢ TolTo 10 E0og mupEédwkev. One wonders whether Aes-
chines’ Telauges had any relation to Pythagoras and his teaching or whether he was one
of those ITvbayopifovteg or IMubayopiotai so often caricatured in comedy for their rag-
ged clothes and their filth (Alexis fr. 197, Cratinus jun. fr. 6, Aristophon frr. 9, 10, 12,
Antiphanes fr. 160, etc.); see Diels-Kranz, Die Fragmente der Vorsokratiker, i. 478 ff.

CALLISTHENES

"EAAMVIK®VY o
2 "Ermtapitovg

Ph. "Emapitovg: tdypo dpkodikov payipontatov, dg Karliicbévng &v npatn ‘EAAnvikdv.

"Eraptiovg z

Hes. 'Endapitot CEnapontot cod.): taypna apkadikov payitn®@tatov. kai ol map’ "Apkdct Snuoctol QUARKES.
Steph. Byz. "Enapitat: £€0vog "Apkadiag. 1§ 8¢ moAig adtdv "Enapig E5&t, oby elpntol 8¢. mepi 8¢ Tob E0voug
Zevoe®v (Hell. vii. 4) kai "E@opog (70 fr. 215) kai "Avdpotiov (324 fr. 51) eaciy.

According to Diodorus, xiv. 117.8 (= FGrHist 124 test. 27), Callisthenes started
his “EAAnvikd with the King’s Peace (387/6) and ended its tenth and last book with the
Phocians seizing Delphi (357/6). But the only surviving fragment of the first book of “EA-
mvika (F'GrHist 124 fr. 8 = Anon. in Arist. Eth. Nic. iv. 8 [Comm. in Arist. Gr. xx. 189.
13]) seems to contradict this evidence as it mentions an event datable in 370/69. In order
to reconcile the testimonies scholars resorted to emendation of Anonymus’ text &v T
wpd™ OV EAAnvikdv to méumty (C. Mueller), & (E. Schwarz) or F (Jacoby). The last
scholar also made the suggestion that Callisthenes might have given in his first book a
general survey of the relations between the Greek powers before proceeding to the detailed
narration in the next books. The rest of the fragments where book-numbers survive do not
present any chronological problem. Those of the second book are datable in 379 (? fr. 10)
and 378 (fr. 9), the one of the third book in 375 (fr. 11), and the one of the fourth in 374/3
(fr. 12). The new fragment now supports Anonymus’ text. The "Endpitot constituted the
regular federal army set up immediately after the formation of the Arcadian League. The
statement of Stephanus that a certain Arcadian tribe was formerly called "Erdpitot is just
as improbable as his conjecture about their original town, ‘which must have been called
“Erapig, ovy, elpntat 8¢°. But even if it were true, Callisthenes would certainly be interested
not in the prehistory of the term but rather in the establishment of the battalion and its
activity. And these cannot be dated earlier than 371/70. Other historians referring to the
Arcadian forces as "Emdpitot are: (a) Xenophon with relation to events of the years
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365-362 (Hell. vii. 4. 22 ff.), (b) Diodorus (if one accepts Unger’s emendation of Diodorus’
EmAékToug to érapitovg) with reference to events of 369/8 (xv. 62, 67), (c) Ephorus, and
(d) Androtion with reference to events of 370/69, according to Jacoby (70 fr. 215; 324 fr.
51). But there exists another fragment tncertae sedis from the “EAAnvikd of Callisthenes
himself, which is connected with the activities of the "Emdapttot. It is fr. 13 (Ath. x. 452 a-b),
an incident from the siege of Cromnus by the Arcadians in 364. The siege of this small
town near Megalopolis is described at length by Xenophon, Hell. vii. 4. 20 ff., but entirely
omitted by Diodorus. Perhaps there is a connection between these two fragments, and fr.
13, which Jacoby is inclined to classify after the fourth book of the “EAAnvikd, must also
belong to the first book. The question of the chronological sequence of the books thus
remains unanswered. Jacoby’s suggestion as regards the character of the first book is no
longer acceptable, because fr. 13 can by no means be inserted in a “general survey’.

The corrupt forms érnaptiovg (Ph.), érapdéntol (Hes.), and énidéxtovg (Diod.; Ja-
coby, vol. Il ¢ Kommentar p. 99, claims that Diodorus altered the unusual term on pur-
pose) point to Xenophon’s "Endpitot. The form érapitat (St. Byz.), which Jacoby prefers,
is certainly wrong. Photius’ reading éraptiovc might perhaps be supported as an alter-
native of the Homeric énaptng (‘ready-equipped’), but émdpitot is convineingly derived
from the verbal root of dpt-0pudg and means “chosen’, &riiextor. Cf. viipitog, the place-
name Nnpttov, and the proper names ‘Ennpirog, Metipitog, ITeddpitoc. (See Frisk,
Griech. Etym. Worterbuch, s.v.).

DURIS

duarmikdv ¢
3 dploto xwhog oipel

Ph. dpioto yoldog olpel: katapepeic yap ol yoiol Tpog cuvovsiav. Aodpig 8¢ év §' tdv
Duirnik®dv iotopel tag "Apaldvog yorodv v dppeva YEVEQV.

Aobp:g etc. in Sz

Cf. Diog. ii. 2; Zen. Ath. iii. 1’ = Ps. - Plut. i. 15; Apost. iii. 92; Macar. ii. 40; Pausan. att. fr. o 149
(Erbse) = Prov.Coisl. 41; Eust. 403. 6; Su.; Sch. Theocr. iv. 62 b; Ath. xiii. 568 e.

The title of Duris’ main historical work has been transmitted as “lotopiat (e.g. FGr
Hist 76 fr. 1) or Makedovika (e.g. fr. 3) or ‘EAAnvikd (test. 5), and Jacoby thinks that
Duris must have used the second of these forms; see F'GrHist, vol. Il ¢ Kommentar
p. 116. ®ulinmikd, which occurs here for the first time, is the least appropriate title to de-
scribe Duris’ work, which starts from the death of Philip’s father in 370/69, but ends much
later in the early third century including events of the author’s own time. Nor do I think
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that the first books of this work, where the account of Philip’s reign was given, might have
been so called. Philip’s death should be described either in the fifth or the sixth book,
whereas the seventh book, which is mentioned in our fragment, has already proceeded with
Alexander’s Asiatic expedition. One is reminded of the historical work of Pompeius Tro-
gus, which is also entitled Historiae Philipptcae, although it is actually a universal history
beginning with Oriental and Greek and ending with Parthian, Gallic, and Spanish history,
almost down to the author’s own time. The usual explanation of this paradox, that he
named his work after Theopompus’ ®ulnrikal Totopiat (see e.g. A. Klotz, RE s.v.
Pompetus Trogus, 2303, 2307), might perhaps be modified now: his model for the title
may have been Duris’ work, of course on the assumption that the testimony of Photius is
trustworthy. The attempts of Schanz-Hosius, ii. 323 f., to extend the title ®1Ainmikal
‘Iotoplot to the work of Timagenes, which 1is claimed as the principal source of the Ro-
man historian, are entirely unnecessary.

The proverb was perhaps included in the account of the meeting of Thalestris, the
queen of the Amazons, with Alexander, when he was on Jaxartes river in 329/8: of this
meeting at least three different accounts survive (Diod. xvii. 77. 1, Curt. vi. 5. 24, Justin
xii. 3.5). Another Duris fragment (46) can now be placed with great probability in the
seventh book. It comes from Plut. Alex. 46 where a list is given of the old historians who
mention the incident of Alexander’s meeting with the Amazon queen. Plutarch distinguishes
those who accept it as a real event (Cleitarchus, Polycleitus, Onesicritus, Antigenes, and
Ister) and those who reject it as mere fiction (Aristobulus, Chares, Ptolemy, Anticleides,
Philon of Thebes, Philip of Theangela, Hecataeus of Eretria, Philip of Chalcis, and Duris
of Samos). Perhaps Duris, in his attempt to discard the reliability of the story, availed
himself of the opportunity to make a deviaton from the straight narration and give an
account of the Amazons, their whereabouts, and their habits, as is partly done by Curtius
whose source, however, is not Duris. The anecdote about the maiming of all men, the pro-
posal of the Scythians 61t &l ToUT01g TELGOETEY, AMNPDOTOLG GVVEGOVTOL AVIpAGLY, GAA’
oLyl AehwPnpévolg kol yoroic kal dypeiolg od¢ ol mop’ avtaic (Pausan. att. fr. o 149),
and the refusal of Antianeira, mythical queen of the Amazons, might well be appropriate
in a context of the visit of Thalestris, queen of Amazons, desirous of having a child by
Alexander. (In Appendix 19, "The Queen of the Amazons’, of his Alexander the Great, ii.
320 ff., W. W. Tarn finds the origin of the tale in the story about the ‘king of the Scyths’
who actually offered Alexander his daughter in marriage; Arr. iv. 15. 1 ff.) Another frag-
ment (38; from Plut. Demosth. 19) mentions Duris’ opinion about Thermodon, which is
traditionally known as the river near which the Amazons dwelt. Duris claimed that Ther-
modon was not a river but merely the name of a person, as was indicated by the inscrip-
tion on a statuette accidentally found and depicting a certain Thermodon holding a
wounded Amazon in his arms. Plutarch inserts Duris’ statement in a discussion about the
location of Thermodon either in the East or in Boeotia. This discussion perhaps echoes
an older one concerned with the question of the provenance of the queen of the Amazons.
See F'GrHist, vol. Il b Kommentar pp. 328 f. But Jacoby’s view that the fragment comes
from the account of the battle at Chaeronea seems on the whole more plausible.
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The proverb, which forms the second hemistich of an iambic tetrameter, was also
mentioned by Mimnermus (fr. 21 a West). On the authorship of the fragment see S. Sza-
deczky-Kardoss, Akte des IV. internat. Kongresses fiir griech. und latein. Epigraphik,
1964, 379 ff., and the same scholar in Miscellanea critica Teubner, 1964, i. 268 ff.; see also
R. Kassel, Rh. M. 112 (1969), 97 f. Kock included the proverb in his comic fragments:
adesp. fr. 36 of the Old Comedy.

HECATAEUS MILESIUS

IMepmynoig Aiyovmtov
4 “"A@pBog

Ph. "A@bog: 0eog map’ Alyvrtiolg, dorep M “lotg kol 6 Tuoedv. “Exataiog IMepinyfoset
AlyomTov.

‘Exatoiog etc. in marg. z

Su. "Afdac: 6 Atovuooc.
Su. ®0ac: 6 “Heatotog mapa Mepopitarg. Cf. Et. M. 535.11.

This is the oldest occurrence of the Egyptian god Phthas in Greek literature. Later
on, Herodotus (ii. 2. 5, 3. 1, al.) and other authors use the Greek equivalent “Hoatotog.
The Egyptian form ®0d¢ or ®0dg is found only in later authors, such as Iambl. Myst.
viii. 3, To. Lyd. De mens. iv. 86, Porphyr. Imag. in Euseb. Praep. e¢. iii. 11. 45, in lexica,
such as the Suda s.v., Et. M. 535. 11, and in papyri (P. Oxy. 1381) and inscriptions from
Egypt (Rosetta inscription 4, Dittenb. OGLS 90). The form *A¢@0dc is attested by the Suda
s.v., where it is falsely interpreted as 6 Atovucog. It is also found in the proverb "A¢0dg
oot Aeldinkev transmitted by Apostolius, iv. 54 a (Plut. Proe. Alex. 23 gives a different
form: 6 ®0dc oot AeddAnkev), which in view of its metrical form must be rather old. The
new evidence, in combination with the known fact that Hecataeus records place-names in
forms that are close to the indigenous usage (Jacoby, RE s.v. Hekataios, 2750), confirms
the existence of an initial A- in the Egyptian name at least in the sixth and fifth centuries.
Indeed, we do not know how the name sounded in Egyptian, where only consonants were
marked (A. Rusch, RE s.v. Phthas, 931). Therefore, as the first evidence of the form ®0dg
is not earlier than 196 B.C. (Rosetta inscription), we may suppose that the initial vowel
was dropped in Egyptian during the fourth or the third century B.C. The normalisation
of the name, to make it sound like a second-declension noun, certainly goes back to Hec-
ataeus and represents, as I think, one of his more difficult tasks in writing his ITeptiyn-
olg, where he was compelled to give a more or less regular Greek appearance to a
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great number of strange barbarian names (see Jacoby loc.cit). He must have spoken about
Phthas in the description of Memphis, where the famous temple of the god was located,
but he may also have mentioned him (as well as Isis and Typhon) in the Egyptian gene-
alogies referred to by Herodotus, ii. 143 (FGrHist 1 fr. 300).

It is certainly very tempting to attribute the fragment to Hecataeus of Abdera, who
also wrote a book about Egypt. E. Schwartz, Rh. M. 40 (1885), 223 ff., suggested that this
book was the principal source of Diodorus Book i, which for this reason was included
in I'GrHist as fr. 25 of Hecataeus of Abdera (264). In fact both Isis and Typhon are men-
tioned in Diod. i. 85 in connection with Hephaestus’ temple at Memphis. But as our frag-
ment clearly mentions the ITeptiynoig AlyOntov, which is the title of the Milesian’s work,
and as Diodorus refers to Phthas using the Greek equivalent, I would prefer to leave un-
altered the authorship of the fragment.

Incertae sedis (I'evearoyiar?)

5 Kpnbéwg, "Atpéng

Axlkkeog kol [MnAéog: of akkm Eansg xopic "ATTik®V d1d 10D 0, of 8¢ "AtTikol
SLa 00 " ol 8¢ varg kol Tfj Tod & &i¢ TO n p.awBo?m xp®dvtat IInAfjog kal *AyArfog
Aéyovteg. kai 8ia tob & "Ounpog’ ‘e0deig "Atpéog vig T (/1. ii. 23, 60). Aéyovot 8¢ kal dia
t0d wg Tag vevikag éviote ofov kai “Exatalog Kpnbéwg kai "Atpéwg moté Aéyet mapa-
ninoiong toic "Attikols. xal ta dAla 8¢ dia Tod o iokd, olov pbotog, AéELog, TOALOC.

Kpibéwg z

The two names very probably come from the I'eveaAoyiat. But they cannot easily be
connected with any of the existing fragments. For Atreus, one may perhaps think of Ja-
coby’s fr. 22, which mentions a popular etymology of Mycenae. Fr. 119, where Hecataeus
gives the ethnic composition of the Peloponnese, may also be relevant. This last, however,
must belong to the IMeptRynoig Edpodnng, as it comes from Strabo, who had this book
among his sources.

The ending -£w¢ not only occurs in contemporary Milesian inscriptions (Schwyzer 725.
3, 7: before 500 B.C.) but is also attested by the author himself (or at least the readings in
the manuscripts): Oivéag fr. 15, Ebpvcsbéng fr. 23. The form ITpwnviig (fr. 234; so He-
rodianus: ITpinveig Lobeck) speaks for an original ending in nF. On the contrary 'Iu-
@éeg (fr. 137; VP of St. Byz. : ineeeg R : Ingfig Bechtel) points to a root in eF.
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HERODOTUS

6? gnitokog

Ph. éritoxog: mop’ "Hpodotw.

Antiatt. 96. 11 énitokov oUk a&lobot Aéyelv, GAL" Emitexa.
Phryn. Eel. 308 &éritokog /| yovi: adokipwg elnev "Aviipavne 0 koutkos (fr. 306), déov enitel.
Philet. 303 (Dain) érite€ 1 yuvn, oyl &mitokoc.

Obviously from the Antiatticistic source. If Latte, Hermes 50 (1915), 373 ff., was right
in transposing the formerly accepted date of the Antiaiticista and suggesting that Phryn-
ichus wrote the second book of his ’ExAoyr dvopdtov with this work in mind (see now
Eitel Fischer, Die Ekloge des Phrynichos, 1974, 39 ff.), it is strange that the gloss in Phryn-
ichus does not mention Herodotus but gives an entirely different quotation from Anti-
phanes. A relevant question is raised by the numerous examples of discrepancy between
forms transmitted by the Antiatticisia and those preserved in the ancient authors them-
selves. One cannot always say whether it is a forgery due to an anti-Atticistic tendency (on
the exact scope and character of the Antiatticista see Latte, op.cit. 383 f.) or a normaliza-
tion of the ancient texts by Alexandrian scholars. This is the case in our gloss: contra-
ry to its testimony, &mitef occurs twice in Herodotus (i. 108, 111), while &ritoxog is
completely unattested in his work. For similar discrepancies as regards Herodotus cf.
Antiatt. 79. 7 auaprtio: ... "Hpodotog npote kol tpite, 99. 11 Oepiopov avri tod duntov:
‘Hpddotoc tetdpte, whereas in Herodotus we find apoptdg (i. 91, 119, iii. 25) and duntog
(iv. 42).

But énitoxoc occurs in the Pseudo-Herodotean Vita Homert 3. Did the author of the
Antiatticistic source know of this work? If the date proposed by Latte, op.cit. 382, for
the lexicon’s composition (about A.D. 178) is right, it would be impossible to accept the
dating of the Vita in the second or third century of our era, as was done by J. Schmidt,
De Herodotea quae fertur vita Homert, Halle 1875. (Moreover, the Vita is quoted by a
second century writer, Tatianus, /n Graecos 31 Otto.) A date in imperial times (Schmid-
Stéhlin, i.1. 84 n.7, with literature) is, in any case, difficult to accept, because one must allow
a certain time after its writing for its inclusion in a Herodotean corpus. Wilamowitz,
Vitae Homeri et Hesiodi, Bonn 1916 (= Kleine Texte 137, Berlin 1929), dated the work
to the end of the Hellenistic period (second or first century B.C.); see also Wilamowitz,
Die 1lias und Homer, 413 ff. Th. Bergk, Griechische Literaturgeschichie, i. 443, dated it
to the end of the classical period, shortly before 336 B.C. Finally, T. W. Allen in the Pref-
ace to his Oxford Homer edition, vol. v. 186, did not hesitate to ascribe the Vita to Epho-
rus himself.

However, on account of the other discrepancies, I very much doubt if the Antiatti-
cistic source refers to the Vita, and, consequently, if the new evidence offers any positive
help in dating it.
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HIPPOCRATES

Incertae sedis
12 atot

Ph. gtot: minpodtat. ‘Inmokpdatng.

Hes. dtat: minpodtat.
Sch. Il. v. 99 Erbse (P.Oxy. 221. xi. 18) Gon: mAnopovn (dyn Erbse et Hom. 7l. xxi. 221).

The word is not recorded in the dictionaries as occurring in Hippocrates; it is exclu-
sively epic (Homer, Hesiod). The contracted form gtat might well have occurred in the
Hippocratean corpus (see H. Kuehlewein, De Dialecto Hippocratica, Lips. 1894, ci ff., A.
Riist, Monographie der Sprache des hippokratischen Traktates Ilept dépav DTV TO-
nov, Freiburg in der Schweiz 1952, 72), though we cannot as yet formulate any definite
rules about the use of contraction in this corpus, so long as its manuscript tradition has
not been thoroughly investigated. The nominal derivative don is, however, a characteristic-
ally Hippocratean term (Aph. v. 61, Acut. 14, Epid. vii. 10, al.), and one may reasonably
wonder whether our gloss does not refer to this noun rather than to the poetic verb. Is
an original gloss like gtat: tAnpodtal. <katl don tAnopovi. Inrokpdne to be excluded ?
On the other hand, dcdtot, which occurs in Hippocrates (Morb. Sacr. 25, al.) in the sense
of feeling nausea because of a surfeit, may possibly be related. But in this case, who is to
be corrected, the lexicographers or the text of Hippocrates?

HYPERIDES

Kata AdtoxAéoug
8 gveyvpacio

Ph. &veyvpaciov: “Yrepeidng &v 1d kata AvtokAéovg. ©Evexvpiuaiog 6Tl TIC Tupd GOl
xrtov™ depekpdtng "Emidnopove (fr. novum; infra 178).

Phryn. Ecl. 342 &veyvpipaia ovdeic 1@V dokipmv einev — el 8€ TdV NueAnuévav tig, “ob gpovric ‘Inmo-
KAEION —, Evéxvpa O€.

This and the following four Hyperides fragments most probably come from the Anti-
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atticistic source. He is one of the Antiatticista’s favourite orators (14 quotations; Isocrates
and Lysias are quoted 12 times each, Andocides and Dinarchus only once. Demosthenes,
of course, comes first with no less than 43 quotations). The reason for this preference is
well illustrated by Hermogenes iii. 382 W.: {dtov 8¢ "Ynepeidov 10 kal taic AéEeotv dost-
déoTepOV TG KOl GueréoTtepov ypTicbal: domep Gtav povotatog AEYN kal Yyaledypa kal
€kkokkUCely kal éotnhokdmntat kol &énnPorog kol Soo Totodte. Phrynichus uses the
same term in order to blame him for his carelessness in choosing the proper word (Ecl.
311): éunupiopds: obtwe Yrepeidng nueinpuévog, déov éumpnopoc Aéyewv (cf. Antiatt.
97.12). In Eecl. 309 he uses a similar designation: &yxdbstog: olitwe “Ymepeidng damep-
prupévas (Mreinpévog V), 8éov dokipotépe ypnoacdal td Oetdc §j elomointog i LO-
Bintog. See F. Blass, Die attische Beredsamkert, iii. 2, pp. 25 ff., and Ulrich Pohle, Die
Sprache des Redners Hypereides in ihren Beziehungen zur Koine, Leipzig 1928.

éveyvpaoio was also used by Plato, Leg. xii. 949 d, and Demosthenes, xlvii. 76, 80.
Phrynichus refers only to the condemned &veyvpipoiog without stating what the correct
Attic noun for the abstract notion of &véyvpov is. The formation of éveyvpacic from
&veyvpadlo is in accordance with the laws of Attic derivation, but a debate must have tak-
en place in Atticistic circles concerning the legitimacy of the ending -cia. P. Chantraine,
La formation des noms en grec ancien, Paris 1933, 198, argues that the ending -cia grad-
ually tended to replace -clg (aydpacic ~ ayopacia etc.). Note that dyopacio is almost
exclusively used by Hyperides (fr. 70). On the Atticistic preference of other endings over
-ola see Phryn. Eel. 3 (iketela for tkeoia), 84 (Beppdtng for Oeppacia), P.S. 35. 8 (avontia
etc. for dvonoia etc.), Moer. 28 (avontio for dvoncia). Cf. Lobeck, Phryn. 114 ff. and
500 ff., Rutherford, The New Phrynichus, 198.

As for the ending -ipoiog see Lobeck, op.cit., Parerg. 558 ff. Phrynichus in his Prae-
paratio Sophistica does not censure it at all. On the contrary, he suggests the use of
such words as dprayipaiog (6. 6 t@v xpnoipov éoti kol onaviov | eovn), OVuYLLeiog
(92. 6; unless dvvylaiog should be written), and cvAroyipaiog (109.9). For a case of éve-
xoppaio ipdtie in comedy cf. Menander’s fr. inc. 951 Ké.-Thierf. (Sandbach pp. 335 f.).

9 OTOKOVOTETY

Ph. ®takovotelv: "Yrepeidng &év 1® katd AUTOKAEOUG.

"AVTOKAET Z

Evidently Antiatticistic. The word is found not only in Herodotus, viii. 130, but in
Xenophon, Cyr. v. 3. 56, al., and Demosthenes, xix. 288, as well. The Atticistic objections
may have been directed not towards its meaning but its formation. Phrynichus censures
many similar denominatives: Eecl. 9 ebkottelv, 10 edyopiotelv, 92 karAitypagpsiv, 338
svkeppatelv, 361 oitopetpeichat, 370 ypeoivtiicat, 381 edypnotely, 392 peconopelv.
In most cases he recommends the use of periphrases. On the other hand, the Antiatticista
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attempts to reinstate the legitimacy of a great number of others: 79. 12 aypayeiv, 89. 30
dvonuepely, 94.5 &pyodoteiv, 94. 10 edbetficat, 94.28 edmadeiv, 95.4 edhoyelv, 95.32
gvelpately, 99. 17 Bupokomeiv, 99.20 OgppoAovtelv, 102. 12 kxaxoroyelv, 102. 13 kako-
notglv, 104. 31 xeparotopelv, 106. 12 Aabpogayelv, 106. 13 Airoyvyeiv, 109. 19 vovkin-
petv, 110. 19 oikodopeiv, 116. 16 yoyaywyelv.

Incertae sedis
10 ov yap Stwpicavto tOV xpovov, ae’ ob kabéleto 6 dvOpwmog
Ph. d@’ 00: 10 gpovikov map’ “Yrepeidy: o yap etc.

oV yap etc. in Sz

It is very likely that this gloss too comes from the Antiatticistic source. It is not,
however, very clear what the question was about. Maybe the Atticists recommended &x
+ genitive for time and dné + genitive for place. The Antiatticista (93. 16) attests the use
of &€ 6tov instead of é§ o0, but there too the point at issue escapes me: was it the temporal
use of £€§ or the correctness of 6tov? (The Atticists censured also the combination of &
and dand with temporal adverbs: Phryn. Eel. 29, 95; Bachm. An. ii. 323.23 = Sch. Luc.
p. 39. 21 Rabe; Philet. 133 Dain; Thom. Mag. s.v. & é&keivov. Cf. also Phryn. Ecl. 66,
where the use of &€& dapyfig instead of dpyfibev is recommended. But Antiatt. 83. 13
finds apyibev in Herodotus, whereas Photius (Antiatticistic source) finds dn” apyfic in
Euripides; see below, fr. 37.) In any case, d¢’ o0 occurs not only quite early, in Herodotus,
ii. 44, and old Attic (Thuc. 1. 18; Aesch. Pers. 177 ¢’ obrep), but it also enjoyed later a
great popularity, which led to the establishment of the Medieval and Modern Greek tem-
poral conjunction a@od. The example quoted here by Photius is rather irrelevant, since
it is the omission of xpdévog that produces the idiomatic usage, whereas tov gpovov, 6¢’ od
introduces a normal and legitimate Attic relative clause. This might perhaps suggest that
the temporal use of a6 + genitive was meant to be censured and not particularly the ex-
pression d¢’ ov.

The interpretation of the new fragment of Hyperides seems to depend on the meaning
of éxabéleto. Is there question of the duration of someone’s term in office? Or is there
a dispute on the exact measurement of a litigant’s time of speech in a trial (Stopepetpn-

pévn fuépa)?

11 évpeyi
Ph. évtpeyi: “Yrepeidng. évipeyéotatov MAdtov [Motteiag <€ > (vii. 537 a).

ITAdrwv IMoMteiog in marg. z
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Antiatt. 94. 30 &vtpexi dvépa: MMAdtov MMoiiteig Evipeytotatov.
Hes. évtpeyéotepov: yopyodtepov.

From the Antiatticistic source. The word was not known to occur in any Attic writer
other than Plato. Cf. kaxevtpeyng, also in the Antiatticista (105. 19), drawn from the
Pseudepicharmean IToAtteia (fr. 259 Kaibel). Otherwise both words together with the sub-
stantives évtpéyeta and kokevTpéyeta are very late.

One would be inclined to add {" after IToAiteiog, since the genitive seems to denote
that a book number is missing and &vtpeyéotepov occurs in the seventh book of the
Republic. But the Antiatticista makes his references to a six-book edition of the Republic.
(See J. Hirmer, Entstehung und Komposition der platonischen Politeia, 23. Supplement-
band der Jahrbiicher fiir classische Philologie, 1897, pp. 588 ff. and 676 ff., H. Alline,
Histoire du texte de Platon, Paris 1915, pp. 14 f..) In this edition our books vii and viii
correspond to the fifth book. Photius and the Synagoge kept this book-division in one
case where the gloss originates from the Antiatticistic source: Bek. An. 368.26 = Ph.
IMidtov 8¢ év €kt IToltelog dxolaotaively €pn; the reference is to the ninth book of
the Republic. (The Antiatticista has, however, the corrupt dxolactaiverv: IMAdTov
IMoAtteiag Tpite.)

12 éraplotepa
Ph. érnapiotepa: “Yrepeidne.

Phryn. Eel. 227 érapictepov ob xpn AEYELY, GAAL OKALOV.
Poll. ii. 160 ckai6g, oka®s, aplotep®s 10 & Enapictepoc ISLOTIKOV, TO Y& PNV AUEApicTEPOC "ATTIKOV.
Hes. &rnapioctepa: xaxd, andf.

énapiotepa (or én’ dpiotepd) occurs in Hom. //. vii. 238 and Herod. ii. 36 al. How-
ever, both Homer and Herodotus use the expression literally for “on the left” or “to the
left’. T do not know whether the Atticistic disapproval of énapictepa did somehow affect
the orthography of Homeric and Herodotean editions; these authors were, after all, non-
Attic. But I think that what the grammarians proscribed was not érapictepo or Emdétia,
which were always used adverbially, but the adjectives érapictepog and, possibly, émtdé-
Elog, which first appear as late as the fourth century B.C., and are found almost entirely
in metaphorical usage. A third century B.C. Attic xatddeopog (Tab. Defix. 67 a 8) gives
a nice example of the double use of the word. The text is written on a lead tablet from
right to left, as is frequently done with magic formulae: Gonep tabto yoypd kai énapicte-
po, ot ta Kpdtnrog ta pripate yoypa [kai énapilotepa yévot]to.

We do not know, on the evidence of Photius alone, whether Hyperides used the
word adverbially. What is certain, on the evidence of Phrynichus and Pollux, is that he
used it metaphorically.
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ISAEUS

[Tpog EdxAeidnyv
13 eEaveninpouvv

Ph. gEavenfipovv: ‘loaiog mpog Edkieidnv.

Two speeches by Isaeus are distinguished by his editors: (xiv) [Tpog EvxAeidnv nepl
Tfig Tob ywpiov Acewg and (xv) [pog EdkAeidnv Zokpatikov. The reasons, however, for
this distinction set out by Sauppe ii. p. 236 and accepted by Blass (Attische Beredsam-
keit ii. p. 495) are not convicing. The speech is alluded to by Dionysius of Halicar-
nassus as ITpog EbkAeidnyv appiopninoig Onép tig 100 ywpiov Aboewg, by Harpocra-
tio as ITpog EdkAeidnv (three times), ITpog EdxAeidnv mepi ywpiov (once), and Ipog
Evkleidnv Zokpatikov, el yviolog 6 Adyog (once), by Priscianus ITpog EbkAeidnv, by
Pollux ITpog EbdkAeidnv mept yopiov, and by Fragm. Cantabr. TIpog EdxAeidnv mepi
yxwpiov. That Harpocratio once adds the designation Twxpatikog to Edxieidng and
doubts the genuineness of the speech, whereas four other times these indications are omit-
ted, is no adequate reason to conclude that there were two different speeches. In any case,
if there are indeed two speeches, there is no reason why all fragments with the inscription
IMpog EbkAeidnv (as is the case here) should be ascribed to the first speech (Ipog EdkAei-
dnv auetofnnotg vrép Tfig 100 Ywpiov AboEng).

The gloss certainly originates from the Antiatticistic source. The Atticistic objection
must have been directed against the double prepositional prefix §é€ava- for the simple
ava-. Cf. below, Lysias, fr. 16, and Sophocles, fr. 44. The Antiatticista 93.9 gives another
example of the same formation, éavaAdBwm, which he attributes to Thucydides’ first book,
although the word, an hapax in Greek literature, is not found there. The Antiatticista
continues (93. 10 ff.) with more examples of the pleonastic use of prepositions: &kmofev
£pol yéyovev: "“Ounpog’ ‘celpnv xpvoeinv €€ ovpavodev kpepdocavteg (/1. viii. 19). ka0-
olov meplrtag mpoorappavely tpobécelg odk Mv dnbeg toic dpyaiotg. 93. 14 &Eapeila-
t0: ‘Hpodotog mpdTe (?). 93. 15 £€amorwrota: Anpocbivng kata doppinvog (?2).

LYSIAS

Kota ‘Irrovikov
14 anoeuélg dikng

Ph. anoguig: Avciag év 1@ kata ‘Inrovikov eipnkev andpuEty dixkng 1 88 amoguyn &ni
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TOUTOVL TOD GMUOLVOUEVOL TOVL GTAVLOG.

- eipnkev in z addito aroguyr post lemma: tota glossa in S#

The wording suggests that the gloss is Atticistic. The lexicographer’s intention was
not to interpret droeuvéig (as the reading of z implies) nor to question the legitimacy of
aroguyn (which never occurs, to my knowledge, as a law-term for ‘acquittal’; it is adduced
here only as a second alternative, very rare and, therefore, not commendable). His pur-
pose was to assert the authenticity of the formation -@uéig as against -gevEic. This dispute
is reflected in the diversity of the form not only in different authors (Plato, Leg.iv. 713 e,
uses avaguElg, but Antipho, v. 66, aroeevéilg, and Thucydides, iii. 23, dtdpevéig, and,
vii. 41, kataeevElg), but even in the tradition of the same author. (The manuscripts of
Aristophanes provide unanimously the reading dndeevEigat Nu. 874 and Vesp. 645, but
arnoguEls at Vesp. 558, whereas the tradition is divided at Vesp. 562.) The gloss dtdgev-
Elc: ®ovkvdidng Tpite in the Antiatticista, 90.9, suggests the same dispute.

A term like andé@uéig dikng is likely to be heard in any judicial procedure, and there-
fore does not help us to draw any inference about the content of Kata ‘Tnmovikov, a title
which is also new. This Hipponicus was perhaps the son of Callias (Kirchner, Prosopo-
graphia Attica, i. no. 7659; RE, s.v. Hipponikos no.4;J. K. Davies, Athentan Propertied
Families 600-300 B.C., pp. 268-9), who is mentioned once in the preserved Corpus Lysia-
cum (xiv. 28) in connection with his wife’s illegal relations with her brother, Alcibiades
the younger.

Incertae sedis
15 atipwotg

Ph. dtipoctc: Avoiog eipnke kal dtipocvvny ZopokAfig (fr. novum; infra 55; 7rGF 1026a)
Kol GTip®dv AnpocOévng (xlv. 84) évti to¥ dtipdlov, dripodvit dpoviyog (fr. novum;
infra 198)" ‘tipodvtt katipodvtt tovg Bedtiovag’, dtipbdoavteg 8¢ Ogdmoprog (fr. no-
vum; infra 213)" ‘aioypds atipmdoavteg E&eladvete’.

In S# aTipu®dv - Ppoviyog in z pr. atipodvei] Tipodvtl (spatio rubricatori relicto) ut novam
glossam z atipoots, atipdocaveg S* KkGTipodvtl] kol atipodvrt S#

Our lexicographer is here concerned with the negative form of Tipdw and its deriva-
tives. dtipdo, an epic form and formation, is replaced in Attic tragedy and prose by att-
puoéw. The three participles, dtipdv, dtipodvrl, and dtipdoovteg, are produced here to
show that the -o- form is the right one. Of course, dtiuédv may belong to an -a- form as
well, and this escaped the lexicographer’s notice, but in any case Demosthenes is known
to have used only the -o- form. As for the two nouns, dtipwotic, also an -o- derivative, was
known only from Aeschylus in two lyric passages (4g. 702, Ch. 435), and dtiypoctvn was
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entirely unattested. This second, like Euripides’ drtotoctvn (Med. 422) and dpvnpocivn
(Zon 1100), is perhaps a neologism. No question at all is raised about the validity of dtt-
palow in our gloss, and in fact the word occurs just as much as dtipéw® both in prose and
comedy and is much more frequent in tragedy. Of course, dtipic and dtipud both in their
general sense and as law-terms recur several times in Lysias.

Tipodvtl in Phrynichus’ fragment is either an error for tip®dvtt due to the following
katipotvtt or (less likely) a comic alteration made for some obscure reason. The dialectal
Tipéw and Tipdwm (see LSJ s.vv.) would rather be unlikely intrusions here. The meaning of
the line is also obscure: “‘who honours and dishonours the better sort (the aristocrats?)’.
Phrynichus uses also atipndlo (7rGF 20; com. fr. 80 K.): & ¢iltat’ avdpdv, puf pw’ Gtiud-
cag Yév.

In Theopompus’ line éEglavvete would rather be an historic present than an impera-
tive. It is impossible to say who are understood as the subject of §£ghatvere (the citizens?)
as well as its object.

16 éravoifal

Ph. éravoiat: Avoiag.

Another Antiatticistic gloss. The verb and its derivatives are found only in authors
and inscriptions not earlier than the third century B.C. The lexicographer defends here
the pleonastic use of the preposition éri in the prefix. See above, Isaeus, fr. 13, and below,
Sophocles, fr. 44; cf. Antiatt. 93.9 ff.

PHILOCHORUS

Incertae sedis (Ilepi Buoidv)?
17 AQEAES

Ph. dageléc: 10 DYyLEg Kol OAOKAM POV 1] 1O anAobv kal dkatackebaoTov. D1IAOY0pOC O&
SapopG.

Bek. An. 469. 31 - dkatackebaoctov = Su.
Cf. Et. M. 176.14; Sch. Ar. Eg. 527.

aniodv kol dxatackebooTov is the regular meaning of dgeiég from the fifth century
onwards. But for the other meaning there seems to exist only lexicographical evidence,
Oyu)g kai 6AOKkANpog or simply 6AOKANpog must have been the terms used for the ideal
candidates for the priesthood. See the comic poet Anaxandrides, fr.39 K. tol¢ igpéag
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£v0ade pev 6LokAfpovg vopog / eivat, Pl Leg. vi. 759 ¢ dokipaletv 8¢ Tov del hayydvovta
np®dToV pEv OAOKkANpov, SIG 1012.8 & 8¢ mplapéva €otm Ly kai OA[6]kAa[pog (Cos,
second or first century B.C.), SIG 1009. 10 6g [ko. it 6A]JoxAopog (Chalcedon, c. 200 B.C.).
Photius, s.v. 6LOxAnpog, gives the information that ol dpyovreg édokipalovto i OLO-
kAnpoi eiowv. Aristotle, however, Ath. Pol. 55.2, and other authors describe the proce-
dures of the dpyovtov dokipacio without mentioning any such examination. On the other
hand, Et. M. 176.14 and Bek. An. 470. 3 confine it to the archon basileus, which is very na-
tural since he was entrusted with the most important religious duties. In fact, the wording
in Bek. An. suggests that an official text is being literally reproduced and interpreted: kai
ol Baoctielg kol ol lepelg £doxipdlovto "ABfHvNoy €l dpelelg kol OLOKANPOL. EGTL HEV
yap 6 pev ovk GeeAng O PeProppévog Tt 00 chpatog i kal @ mpoécesti TL P UOEL
TPooTikov. ovy OAOKANPOG O€, 00 Tt (necTt Kol O ELOTTOVHEVOG TIVL TMV KoTta UGV, But
Photius seems to be right in extending the rule to all archons, because Lysias (xxiv. 13)
states that dvannpot had no right to be eligible to the archonship and not only to the office
of basileus. (See C. Hignett, A History of the Athenian Constitution, Oxford 1952, p. 225,
note 5.)

The fragment of Philochorus may be related to this Attic practice and come from his
Atthis, from which we draw a great deal of information about Athenian administration.
Yet, I think that the neuter gender of the lemma of our gloss points in another direction.
The same gender is found also in the lemma in Hesychius (s.v. dyeAég) and in Pollux, i. 29.
In the latter the context is clear. The subject is sacrifices; the entry refers to the well-known
Greek habit of sacrificing animals that were dptia, dtopa, OAOKANPa, VYT, drnpa, Top-
peAT], aptipert], un koroPa unde Eunnpo unde NxpoInplocpéve unde dtaotpopa. And
Pollux continues: Zolov 8¢ ta Eunnpa kol aeeArf] dvopace (fr. 82 Ruschenbusch). It is
known that Solon in the kyrbeis defined the religious obligations of the citizens with
regard to sacrifices (Lys. xxx. 17). Philochorus had also written a book ITepi Ovoidv (FGr
Hust 328 test. 1; frr. 80-82). It must be from this book that our fragment originates. Since
Pollux gives the opposite sense to the word (= &unnpa), he may perhaps follow Philocho-
rus, who according to Photius interpreted the word diapopwg. But it would be preferable
to emend Pollux and write either dmnpo or «up Eunnpe. Once more Philochorus (fr. 168)
together with Solon (fr. 84 Ruschenbusch) is used as evidence for the meaning of a religious
term (Antiatt. 86.20). The existence of the same word in the Anliatticista 83. 23 (Goerfg:
ZopokAfic Ppi&w) does not necessarily mean that the Atticists had taken part in the same
dispute. It is possible, as Pearson pointed out (fr. 723), that Sophocles had ‘employed the
word in the sense it usually bears in later Greek, that of simple, artless, naif’. However,
the theme of ®pifog offers many possibilities for the use of this word in its religious sense.
In fact, a tragic papyrus (Vitelli, Reoue Egyptologique, N.S. 1 (1919), 47; D. L. Page, Greek
Luterary Papyri, p. 170), which has alternately been identified with Sophocles’ ®pifog and
Euripides’ homonymous tragedy, shows that the sacrifice of Phrixus by Athamas was the
central action of the plot.
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PLATO PHILOSOPHUS

[ToAtteiag B’
18? ATOYPNOUG

Ph. amoypnoug: avtl tod ikavog yevopevog. IMidtwv IMoitteiag B

[MTAGtov etc. in marg. z

The gloss has apparently nothing to do with the controversy as to whether it is an
-G or an -¢w verb. The dispute, if there is any, seems to be semasiological, and perhaps
a distinction was made between the active voice ‘to suffice’ and the middle “to kill’. dro-
xpnoac is not found in Plato’s IMoAtteia, but only dnoypn in ii. 380 c. It seems that an
author’s name is missing after yevopevog, and maybe kal ardypn is to be added before
[MAdtwv. Such omissions are very frequent in epitomized lexica. See e.g. Bek. An. 439.22,
where in a similar way the lemma differs from the word supposed to illustrate it in the
quotation (dmoypodvtwg: kavds. "Aptotopavng Taynvictols dAAld oTEQOVOCOL KOl
yap Nhikiav Exelg anoypdoav 110n°). There is nothing against its attribution to the Anti-
atticistic source. Pl. Rep. ii. 380 ¢ belonged to the second book even in the six-book divi-
sion employed by that lexicographer (see above, fr. 11).

SOLON

Noépot
19 unt’ anewmelv unt EmfécBat

Ph. areinelv: 10 kopelv kol aroyopedool. onpaivetl 8¢ kol t0 aroknpdEat naida. kal 81j-
Aov o010 €k T0U VOpov ZOAmvog Tod Aéyovtog ‘Ut anetnelv pAt Embécbol’, TovtéoTiv
punte amoxknpdat unt’ dAdov €n’ avtoig Oeival.

In S pfte meibecbal S*

Su. GmETOV: ATOKAU®DV, ATAYOPEVCUGS.

Poll. ii. 127 aneinelv, anayopedoat.

Bek. An. 433. 24 anoppnoiyv: anaydpevoty. onuaivel kail droknpuily Tatdog.
Antiatt. 80. 25 ancinacBar 1oV maida: avti Tod dpviocacbat. "Hpoddotog nphto (59. 2).

This gloss yields sense only after a minor emendation of the fragment itself: pft’ &nt-
0éc0at for the manuscript’s pfte neibecOat. The emendation is, in fact, dictated by the
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interpretation (uft’ GAlov érn’ avtolg Ogival). émBécOar is never attested in a legal con-
text. But its meaning here is clear enough. The suppressed object of dneineiv can hardly
be anything else than taida, ‘a son’, since this iswhat our lexicographer is concerned with.
And &rn10éc0at should normally have the same object. Thus the verb may signify “to make
an adoption while other legitimate sons exist’ or, given the fact that legitimate sons were
the natural heirs, ‘to increase the number of heirs by means of adoption’. This legal usage,
although unattested, is consistent with the recorded meanings of the verb, especially if
such expressions as 0¢c00t viov and Betog VIOG are taken into account. These expressions,
though hardly ever found in the Attic orators, are well attested elsewhere in Greek litera-
ture. Legal diction used for this meaning the expressions moteioOatl vidv and mointodc.
But it is very well known that a remarkably archaic and rare vocabulary was employed in
Solon’s legislation. Besides, the extremely specific meaning demanded in the law may
account for the absence of éniBécOat from all extant literature. For the function of the
preposition cf. the uses of émiyapéw and &nivopgedopat.

It is firmly established that Athenian citizens practiced both disinheritance and adop-
tion. The first is less well attested, but Dionysius of Halicarnassus, ii. 26. 2, attributes the
law of disinheritance to Solon (fr. 142 Ruschenbusch), whereas Demosthenes, xxxix. 39,
and Plato, Leg. xi. 928 d, provide some information about the procedure and the impli-
cations of amoxfpvéig. Finally, Lucian in his Abdicatus (Amokmpottopevog) describes
an extreme case of disinheritance demonstrating that (8) ovy dractv 6 vopobétng odde
navtag vigag ovde 00UKLG GV E0ELWOLY ATOKNPOTTELY CLYKEXOPNKEV 0Ud £l maoalg ai-
tiatg, but that the law provides for an arbitration in case the father’s decision is disputed
by the son as unjust. (On aroxnpuéig see Th. Thalheim, RE (1894) s.v.; L. Beauchet,
Histoire du droit privé de la république athénienne, Paris 1897, ii. 128-146; J. H. Lipsius,
Das attische Recht und Rechtsverfahren, Leipzig 1905-15, pp. 502 ff.; A. Albertoni,
L’apokeryzts: Contributo alla storia della famiglia, Bologna 1923.) As for adoption, it was
very widely practiced in Athens especially in connection with such unfavourable aspects
of the law of succession as the rule about the énikinpoc. (There is a great deal of literature
on this subject easily found in reference books such as Beauchet, op.cit. ii. 1-72, and Lip-
sius, op.ctt. 508-520. More recently the problem of adoption has been studied by F.
Brindesi, La famiglia attica, Firenze 1961, pp. 31-85, and, more efficiently, by A. R. W.
Harrison, The Law of Athens, Oxford 1968, pp. 82-96.)

But since both disinheritance and adoption are very well attested in Athenian legis-
lation, it is strange to find in our fragment a regulation forbidding them. It seems likely,
therefore, that the words quoted by Photius appeared originally in a context which defined
the occasions and persons who were excepted from the rule (cf. Lucian’s ovy, dmactv ... ov-
8¢ mavrag ... 008’ dcdkig v 0EAmaty ... o008’ &mi mhoalg aitinc).

A highly controversial passage occurs at Dem. xlvi. 14 (Against Stephanus ii), where
the text of a law concerning freedom of testament is given: oot un érenoinvro, dote pAT’
drewmely pnt Emdikdoacol, dte TOoV sichel TV dpyiv, T favtod dubéchar elvat
6rwg dv E0€AY, dv un maideg dol yviotlol dppeveg etc. As Harrison notices (p. 86, note 2)
the interpretation of the first eight words of the law is crucial, and, in fact, so many
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different interpretations have been given of it that Wyse, on Isaeus ii. 13 (p. 248), refers
to it as “a bone of contention’.

Two main interpretations of the law are especially discussed by Harrison (ibid.): R.
Dareste in Plaidoyers ctvils de Démosthéne, ii. 307, understood it as follows: “All those
who had not been adopted or, having been adopted, had either renounced the adoption or
had not taken advantage of it by “entering’ on the death of the de cuius, but had pro-
ceeded by &midikacio” (Harrison’s translation). This interpretation, however, deviates
widely from the Greek text. Thalheim observed that the object of dmeireiv should be the
same as that of émidikdocacOot. But there is also some confusion regarding the negative
particles pu1 ... unte ... unte. Furthermore, this particular mode of expression (6cot un
gremoinvto, dote ...) gives the impression that the rule cannot be equally effective for both
members of the disjunctive sentence, namely that adoptees who had not taken advantage
of or had renounced the adoption could not share the same privileges as non-adoptees.
Finally, this would be the most awkward way of formulating such simple statements as (for
it amounts to such regulations in the last analysis): (a) adoption is not obligatory for the
adoptee, and (b) the decision of the court regarding one’s claims on the property is to be
followed.

Thalheim, Lehrbuch der griechischen Rechtsalterthiimern, p.80, gave an entirely
different interpretation which seemed more reasonable from a legal point of view and
therefore shared a greater popularity among commentators: “Those who had not been
adopted in such a way that they could neither decline the inheritance nor needed to estab-
lish their claims by émidikacio’ (Harrison’s translation). With Thalheim’s interpretation
(which would be more intelligible if the comma before dote were deleted so that it would
be clear that the dote-clause signifies only the manner of adoption and not its consequen-
ces) the law concerns only the adoptees. And the validity of the rule is limited to those
adopted in such a way that they did not enjoy the privilege of being heredes necessarii, and,
by inference, deprives of the freedom to dispose of their property by testament those adopt-
ed in such a way that they did enjoy the right of being heredes necessarti. But in the text
of the law no such qualification exists that would identify the first class with those adopted
by will or posthumously, as Thalheim does, and consequently one should expect another
regulation providing that those adopted inter vivos would have to claim their inheritance
in court. That no such regulation existed is indicated by the fact that, for example, in Dem.
xliv (Against Leochares) the speaker does not have recourse to it, as would be very appro-
priate in his case, but to the one discussed here. On the other hand, whereas it is under-
standable that an adopted son after having confirmed his claims in court might dispose
of his property as he liked, it is difficult to see why an adopted son whom the law relieved
of the duty to confirm his rights on the property in court and clearly established as heres
necessarius should be deprived of the freedom of testament.

The problem, I think, still exists in the phrase dote pnt° dneinelv pnt Endikdoacal.
The normal way of approaching it is to give the ®dote-clause its proper meaning. dote +
infinitive depending on a negative verb denotes what would or might result as an effect
not of the negative condition described by the principal clause but of its opposite affirma-
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tive condition. Thus, in ovk 010G eipl, Hote oot tioTevery the dote-clause describes what
the subject would do if he were €0110n¢. In consequence, I believe that the law in Dem. xlvi.
14 declares that those who had not been adopted, when Solon took up office, and therefore
enjoyed the rights of dneireiv and émidikdoacOat might dispose of their property as they
liked, if they did not have a son by birth. By inference, those who had been adopted had no
freedom of disposition, if they did not have any male children by birth, since they had been
deprived of the right of drewneiv and émdikdoachat. But even this syntactically correct
interpretation does not produce satisfactory sense.

It is obvious, however, that the fragment of Photius comes from the Solonian law
quoted in Demosthenes xlvi. 14. And the gloss clearly shows that émidikdoacBor is cor-
rupt and dmeureiv has been hitherto misinterpreted. If we substitute érifécOot for &mi-
dikdooobot and give to the verbs the meaning conveyed by Photius, we gain a more or less
clear sense.

Those who were not adopted, the gnesiot, shared absolute freedom of disposition if
they happened not to have any male children by birth. Those who had been adopted were
deprived of such rights as disinheriting a son by birth or increasing the number of the legal
successors by means of adoption. It can be assumed by implication that the law conferred
on the gnesiot the privilege which was withheld from adoptees, namely that of reducing the
portion of the property assigned to each of the successors by making adoptions tnter vivos,
and even the privilege of eliminating this portion by disinheriting a legal successor.

It can be argued that émi0écOut (= dAlov érn’ adtoic Oeival) does not necessarily
imply adoption but that, by analogy with dta0éc0at, it obtained the sense of disposing to
more heirs than the legitimate sons, either other relatives or even outside the otkos. There
are many parallels for this practice (see Wyse on Isaeus iii. 42. 2. 3 and vi. 28. 4. 5), and,
given the new interpretation of the law, I do not see why it should still be considered a
fourth-century erosion of the original Solonian rules (Harrison, op.cit. 152); though it is
hard to make a distinction between this sort of disposition and adoption by will.

Thus, the only keredes necessarii in Athens were the legitimate sons of those who had
been adopted. The right of the adopted to make adoptions inter vivos, when they had no
legitimate male issue, is not touched by this law. In fact, in Dem. xliv. (Against Leochares)
the plaintiff does not question the right of the adopted Leocrates to adopt his brother Leo-
chares, but the fact that his adoption had not been made inter vivos. As for the gnesiot, to
what extent was their freedom of disposition unlimited? The law seems to be vague on this
topic. But, leaving aside an application of the paternal authority so severe, and therefore
so rare, as the drmoxnpu&lg, it seems that the legitimate sons of legitimate fathers were
considered in Athens heredes necessarii but not sole heirs.

Brindesi, op.cit. 41, unnecessarily enlarges the text of this law by appending to it a
passage from Dem. xliv. 68, in which capacity to make will is denied to adoptees. But the
passage is only Demosthenes’ inference drawn from the provisions of the law discussed
here and of another law (58 a-b Ruschenbusch) concerning the relations of the adopted to
his own paternal otkos. The latter is placed by Harpocratio (v. 61t oi mointoi) &v ko’
Nopwv. The law referred to here may not be identical with the one under discussion, but
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it is certainly closely related to it; the two rules must have been adjacent to each other in
the kyrbers.

THEOPHRASTUS

Incertae sedis
20 devdalrideg

Ph. devdarideg: oi pév dvBog, GAAotl Tag Aevkag KAyYpvg, ol 8¢ Tag EnTiopuévac kpllag Tpod
oD ppuyfivatl. Oedgpactog §¢ dmd EvPfoéwv tdc kptbic oltw kaAeiobat. ol 8¢ tag &k xpt-
0®dv palog ywvopévag.

= Hes. om. Ocd@puctos - kareichal.
Bek. An. 241. 12 = Et. M. 255. 54 devdoridec: iepai kpibai.
Hes. davdalides: kaypueg, kptbai | oitog me@puypévos.

Theophrastus has a long chapter on barley (/.P. viii. 4), but he does not say there
what it was called in Euboea. He gives us elsewhere (C.P.ii. 17. 1) the Euboean word for
mistletoe. Our fragment probably comes from one of his lost books of his treatises on
plants. Since the etymology of the word is obscure, one cannot say which of the numerous
meanings is the original. It either meant “barley’ in general or was used specifically for the
white kind (Theophr. H.P. viii. 4. 2). It must have also been used for winnowed barley,
and also for roasted barley (maybe, analogically, even for roasted wheat); it is well attested
that barley was roasted in antiquity (Crat. fr. 274 K., Thuc. vi. 22, Alciphron ii. 24), and
Eustathius, 1835. 42, explains that this was done npdg ebyepeotépav dAievponotiav. The
interpretation found in Bek. 4An. and the £1. M. (iepoi kpiBai) must refer to the odAoyvTat,
the religious practice of sprinkling barley over the head of the victim and the altar in sac-
rifices. Finally, the word meant a kind of barley-cake (Nicophon com. fr. 15, Eratosthenes
fr. 10 (Powell, Coll. Alex. 60)); Pollux, vi. 77, explains that the cake was made of parched
barley (or rather parched barley flour). The only interpretation not easily understandable
is dvOog. Perhaps it has something to do with a second meaning of kdypvg, that of winter-

bud (cf. Theophr. H.P. iii. 5.5 f.).

THUCYDIDES

21? *Apxecilov

Ph. "Apxecilog: 6 pev Adyog 810 10D dwpikod TovTov dvORaTOg "ApKEGila TNV YEVIKNV
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Aéyetl, Oovkudidng 8¢ "Apxecilov gnoi, dg ITepdikkov (i. 56.2, al.) kai *Apdvrov (ii.
100. 3).

onoiv in marg. z domep dikov ante correctionem z

This name occurs three times in Thucydides, always in the genitive as a patronymic
of the Lacedaemonian Lichas. Since its nominative is not given, we cannot say whether
Thucydides would have maintained the Doric form *Apkecilag or normalized it to *Apxke-
oilewg or *Apkecidaoc. The manuscript tradition unanimously, so far as I know, yields
the form *Apxectldov. Butif, as is very natural, Thucydides used the Doric form, its gen-
itive would have been either "Apkecilo or "Apkecilov. As our lexicographer observes,
Thucydides used to form the genitive of non-Attic names in -a¢ with the Attic ending -ov
(ITepdikkov, *Apvvrov). (Occasionally, however, he uses the Doric ending: e.g.v. 25. 1
IMierotor0.) Using the ending -ov in foreign names was also the habit in Attic fifth-century
inscriptions; see Meisterhans®, p. 120. Furthermore, at least since the fifth century, the
name is found in Attica not only as "Apkecilaog-Gov, but also as Apxecilag -ov. See
SEG xvi. 35e (?) (6thc.), IG i.* 929. 154 (459-8), IG ii. 809 ¢ 58 (325/4), SIG? 1097. 3
(307/6), 1G ii. 1912 (first half of 2nd c.) etc., and Meisterhans?, p. 128. I do not know how
strong the evidence is for determining what was written by Thucydides, but I believe that
the reading *Apkecirldov of our manuscripts may be the product of exactly the same un-
certainty (i.e. APKECIAA with OY sup. lin. as an alternative ending).

AOYoc here is used as a technical term for ‘grammatical rule’; cf. Cramer, An. Oz. iv.
328 gimé pot tov Adyov 10b Alag Alavtog, TovtéoTt TOV Kavova. But dia Tod dwpikod tov-
Tov dvopartog is puzzling, and one wonders whether 614 should be deleted. There is no
reference here to the Hellenistic genitive of first-declension masculine nouns (tod topia),
which is very frequent in texts and papyri from the third century B.C. onwards and is
regular in Modern Greek. See Mayser i.? 2, pp. 3 f., Hatzidakis, Einleitung, p.77. There-
fore, our gloss should not be associated with the Atticistic prohibition against using this
genitive: Moeris 262 Meidiov "Attikol, Meidia 16 t& Gvaroyikov kol 10 ‘EAANviKoV.

227 eipnvelv

Ph. eipnveiv: o6poing 1@ morepsiv doynudtice ovkvdidng.

The word, first attested in [Aristotle], //.4. ix. 1. 608 b 29, does not occur in the text
of Thucydides. A number of other references to Thucydides not found in the extant text
of the historian have been attributed to Thugenides, an obscure comic poet (CAF iii.
377 ff.). But I doubt whether this can apply to our fragment. In any case, the lexicographer
regards the word as a neologism of Thucydides.
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23? EvOopLOpeEVOL TAG GLREOPUG
Ph. évBoplopevol tag ooppopds: topdyoyov dvtl tod évbopovpevol. napd Govkvdid.

Hes. évOuuilépevor: &vlupovuevort.

This is obviously a reference to Thuc. v. 32. 1, where, however, all the manuscripts
have the reading &évBopovpevol tag ovppopdc. Our reading is supported by Pollux, ii. 231,
who quotes the same phrase from Thucydides, also with the reading évOopiopevor.
M. Schmidt commenting on the Hesychius gloss had already noted that he would prefer
this reading in the Thucydides passage on the authority of Pollux. Perhaps Schmidt’s opin-
ion is right and the extant reading may be explained as a gloss. It should be emphasized
that the word is extremely rare, its only other occurrence being in the seventeenth book
of Dio Cassius, fr. 57. 80 b, from Bachm. An. i. 222. 3, where &vOopilopevot is explained
by Aoyilopevor.

247 KOLVAOVOG

Ph. xowvdvag: T8te Léyel Tolg Kowvmvovg @ovkvdidng, @dg "Hédvag tovg "Hdwvoig. &l
un dpa drapépovoty "Homvol xal "Hoédveg.

Hes. = Su. Kolv®vog: Kolvmvoug.

*Hé®vag is used by Thucydides (ii. 99. 4, iv. 102. 3, 109. 4), but not xowvdvag. Instead,
the tradition has xkowvwvoi (vii. 63.4) and kxoiwvwvolg (viii. 46. 3), both in the expression
Kowovog vt Tfig apyfic. The form xowvav is first encountered in Xenophon (C.P. vii.
5. 35, al.). But this can by no means be interpreted as a late formation, because it is the
Attic equivalent of the fifth-century Doric and Arcadian xowvév -dvog (Pindar, Inscriptions)
and a counterpart of Euripides’ kowvewv, brilliantly proposed by Scaliger as an emenda-
tion of the corrupt text of //.F. 149 and 340. A parallel formation is Euvdv (Sophocles),
its Doric forms being Euvdmv and Euvav (Pindar) and its Tonic Euvéwmv (Hesiod). kotvovog,
which is first attested in Aeschylus, Ag. 1037, al., must be a back formation from kotwvw-
véw. (M. Leumann, Homerische Wérter, p. 224; Schwyzer, i. 582, interprets it as an exam-
ple of “Deklinationsmischung’.) Rutherford, The New Phrynichus, p. 170, includes kowvaov
in a list of non-Attic and poetical words employed by Xenophon. It seems now probable
that the word was already in use in old Attic and was found in Thucydides. If, however,
this is true, the text of Thucydides must have been altered already by the time of Pollux,
who limits the noteworthy usage to Xenophon (viii. 134 oi xowv@veg Eevop@dvtog idtov).

As regards the second word, it is impossible to know what these Thracian tribesmen
called themselves, and what a legitimate transcription of their name into Attic would be.
Herodotus (vii. 110, al.), Aeschylus (title of a play), and almost all the later tradition use
the second-declension name "Hdwvoi. But we know that Hecataeus had referred to a neigh-
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bouring tribe as Kpnot@dveg, a name that has been variously treated by later authors. The
ending was well known from such tribes as *Akapviveg, "Abapdveg, Avpdveg etc. Perhaps
the o-stem dative plural ending of third-declension nouns, characteristic of Northwest
Greek dialects, has also influenced the metaplasm of -®dveg to -ovol or vice-versa (Hero-
dian. i. 25. 7, Sch. Thuc. ii. 99); cf. e.g. /G ix. 1%. 1. 3A. 2 "Axapvavoig. The two forms of
the name of the Edonians in Herodotus and Thucydides perhaps gave birth to the suspi-
cion that they represented two different tribes. This interpretation is reflected not only
in our gloss (i p1 dpa Stapépovoty "Hdwvol kail "Hddveg), but also in Strabo, vii, fr. 11,
who regards "HS8wveg as a branch of "Hdwvoi, and Sch. Lyc. 419, where the distinction is
made that "Hd@®vec were the seacoast-dwellers while "H3wvoi were the inhabitants of the
inland part of the country. I think that this subtle distinction comes from a misinterpre-
tation of such passages as Her. vii. 110 and Thuc. ii. 99. 4.

The beginning of the gloss presents some difficulties. §te remains pending without a
responding clause. 6t¢, ‘'sometimes’, may in later Greek stand at the beginning of a clause
without a second correlative clause (Xen. Cyn. v. 8, al.), but this does not fit our case very
well. Perhaps oUtm Aéyet? Any other emendation (6 te <Zevopdvy ?) would require further
alterations in the text and thus change substantially the meaning of the gloss.

XENOPHON

25 vuAEia

Ph. Boledveg: oUtwg ELEéyovTo <ol TOTOL, &V 0ig of dvbpwmol dronatolotl. Zevopdv &€
ODvAeia ToLg TOLOUTOVG TOTOVG KaAel” fidovTatl yYap Toig TolovTOLg YMPOLG Of VEG.

Bek. An. 221. 33 Boledvec: ol tomot £vla dronatodot.

Harp. Boledveg: 6 TOmog Omov 1) kOTpog Parretal Boredv kareital. Nikavopog év v "ATTikiig dtadékTou
‘Boredvag Enl TV Aypdyv, £ig 00¢ T kKOTPLA EKPEPEL’. 0UT® Agivapyog kal Pidnumv kol dAlot.

Su.= Et. M. 204. 25 Boiedvag: obtmg of "Attikol kalolotv, o0 N kOTpos @V PBodv kol @V drolu-
viov kol tdv mpoPdrtov BaAretal.

BoAemv, which is usually interpreted as “dunghill, midden’, is here described as a field
privy, probably an open space near the edge of the field used by the farmers for relieving
themselves. Kock’s emendation to BoAttév (in Philem. fr. 221) is not correct, not only
because of the unanimity of the lexicographical tradition, or because Boie®v is used by
Eustathius in one of his minor works (Opusc. 133. 25 Tafel), but mainly because the word
has survived in late Greek as BoAeog (see LSJ Suppl. s.v.) and in Modern Greek as 6 Bo-
A6g, a heap of stones near the edge of a field, or okatofoAld, with exactly the same mean-
ing as the ancient word. That swine would frequent such places is only natural. The ending
of bulelov seems strange, but we encounter the same one in potporeiov (‘brothel’). Cf.
the Hesychius glosses 00ALOG: T6MOC GLGV BopPopddng, Garoc: ..., BopRopog, and cvfjlat:
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tomot BopPopddetg; Schmidt associates also the glosses boyal: 10 BopPopddec Bdwp, and
ovoat: BapPapor (BopPopor Schmidt), but they do not seem to be relevant. The most
exhaustive commentary on BoAe@dveg is now P. Oxy. 2744. ii. 6 ff., as reconstructed by
W. Luppe, Archiv fiir Papyrusforschung 20 (1970), 29 ff.
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AESCHYLUS

‘HpaxAgidat
26 Ka&novnOnv kobdev NV TpocwTépw

Ph. é&novinOnv: katnviAndnv. £vlev kol ol aiyiadol Mioves, mapd 10 kototovicol OO
TOV KOpaTeV. AloyVAiog “Hpaxdeidais “kaEnovibnv etc.’

g€atovnOny et ka&atoviOny z; lemma inter €€1tnToVv et £EototpnOeic ‘HpaxAeidaig etc. in Sz

Et. Gen. 292. 8 (Reitz. Gesch.) £Enoviidnv: cbv @ 1, katnviAnOnv. 60ev kai Mdvee of alytarol, Sic 1o
Kkatatovicol Do TOV KLPATOV. alovipata Yap T KATUVIANMata eaciv oi latpoi.

Lt. M. 348. 24 éEnovinOnv: avti Tod katnvtAnOnv. 60ev sqq. = Et. Gen.

Hes. &novnon: xatnviAndn (Kuster; cod. &Eex.vodn).

Et. Gen. 293. 15 (Reitz. Gesch.) fovnoac: obV T 1 avti Tod EAovoac fj kathvrAnouc: eipntal 8¢ &v 1®
*EEnoviOny. "Qpog 6 Melnotoc. ©| 8¢ xpficig mapa AloyxOre (fr. 636 M.).

Ph. novnoogc: katnviAnoag, Ehovoac. Taya kal Tovg aiyltadobs Noves eact mapa 10 EmikAvlecOat.

"E€novnOny is an hapax legomenon. But (as the Et. Gen. and Et. M. note about aio-
vipata) the use of alovdo, aidvnotg, aidvnua, and their compounds is restricted to med-
ical texts. Cf. Erotianus 18. 1 aidévnoig: katdviincis. Bokyeiog 8¢ ¢not npdokivoic.
See e.g. alovaw (Hipp. Nat. Mul. 44), aiovnoig (Hipp. Ligu. 1), évatovéw (Gal. 18[2]. 838),
énatovaw (Nic. Alex. 463), énatovéw (Philostr. Gym. 42), émkatatdvnoig (Aét. 3. 172),
kotatovae (Hipp. Mul. i. 68), katardvnpo (Alex. Trall. i. 13), kotaiévnotg (Gal. xii. 675),
petatovdm (Anon. Lond. 27. 53), mpokatatovdw (Gal. x. 910), wpocatoviw (Hipp. Mul.
ii. 143, Fist. 4). Out of 33 examples quoted in LSJ only two (Lyc. 1425, D.C. xxxviii. 19)
are used metaphorically and not as technical terms, but both of them are also employed
in a medical sense (‘to cure, to heal’). The word had certainly a technical colouring at the
time of Aeschylus too. H. W. Miller gives in Classical Weekly 35 (1941-42), 278 f., a use-
ful list of medical terms in the vocabulary of Aeschylus, in which he includes aiovdo.
The interpretation he gives, ‘foment’, comes from LSJ; but it seems that the original
meaning was that of ‘pouring water over, washing, bathing’. [J. Dumortier in Le voca-
bulaire médical &’ Eschyle et les écrits hippocratiques, Paris 1935, is interested in gener-
al medical notions rather than in medical terms.]

‘And I was showered and there was nothing farther’: It is very probable that this line
is connected with fr. 110 M., a papyrus fragment from the Fayum repeatedly published
and variously interpreted. (See bibliography in Pack? 29.) They both seem to belong to the
same description of Heracles” death, made in the first person singular by the hero himself.
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At the same time, the ascription of fr. 110 M. to this particular tragedy is confirmed. See
Korte, Archiv fiir Papyrusforschung 7 (1924), 141, Page, Greek Literary Papyri, p. 188,
Lloyd-Jones, Appendix to the Loeb Aeschylus, ii. 586. The restoration of the text by the
latter, especially 2 wupd]v and his suggested p’ in line 4, is now shown to be correct by the
new evidence.

The meaning of our fragment and its relation to the hero’s last moments can be elu-
cidated by means of a group of vase-paintings representing Heracles” pyre. They have
been collected by Furtwingler in Roscher’s Lexikon, s. Herakles,2240-1, and Beazley in
Etruscan Vase-Painting, pp. 103-5. They are the following:

1. Villa Giulia 11688. Fragments of an Attic bell-krater. c. 460 B.C. (ARV? 498; Chr.
Clairmont, AJA 57 (1953), 85-9, pl. 45-8.)

2. Munich 2360. Attic pelike. Late fifth century. (ARV? 1186. 30; Cook, Zeus iii. 514.)

3. S. Agata de’ Goti. Attic bell-krater. Early fourth century. (ARV? 1420. 5; Cook,
Zeus iii. 516.)

4. Rome, Marchese De Luca Resta. Apulian volute-krater. (Cook, Zeus iii. 513.)

5. Villa Giulia 1607, Faliscan stamnos. (CV iv.B.r. pl. 2, 1 and 3.)

6. Villa Giulia 1609. Faliscan stamnos. (CV iv.B.r. pl. 2, 2 and 4.)

In these vase-paintings some female figures are pouring water from hydriai on the
pyre in order to extinguish it. Their number varies: they are three on no. 4, two on nos.
1, 2, 5 and 6, and only one on no. 3. There has been some speculation regarding the iden-
tification of these women. Those on no. 4 have been thought of as Hyades, the one on no.
3 as a handmaid. Clairmont, who published and interpreted no. 1, asserts that “neither
from any literary source nor from any archaeological monument has it been possible to
name the figures who are about to extinguish the pyre’ (op.cit. 88 f.). But Beazley (loc.
cit.) had already remarked that in the Munich pelike the two figures bear the inscriptions
APEO®OYZA and ITPEMNOYZIA, the latter being mentioned by Hesychius as xpnvn
&v 17 *Attikfj, and the first being also the name of several springs besides the famous one.
He concluded that ‘the painter, whether he had authority for these particular names or
not, must have thought of the women as nymphs of springs’.

There is in fact more evidence about the intervention of springs in Heracles’ death.
Herodotus vii. 198: and 8¢ tovtov (i.e. Enepyetod) dua elkooi kov otadiov dAlog mota-
oG @ otivopo keitot Avpag, tov Pondéovia @ ‘HpoxAél katopéve Aoyog Eotiy Gva-
@ovijvar; and Strabo ix. 428 : mpog yap @ ImepyEld TO TapappEOVTL TV AvTikhpoy
kol 6 AVpog gotiv, 8v @aowv Emyeipficar v ‘Hpakiéovg ofécar mupav. Strabo evi-
dently repeats Herodotus’ information but he somewhat spoils it, as Herodotus specific-
ally says that the river gushed forth on this occasion, in other words that its spring tried
to extinguish the pyre, whereas Strabo seems to imply that the river changed its course
so as to help Heracles. But there are more pieces of evidence. Sch. PI. Hipp. maj. 293 a:
Aobpig 8¢ onow (FGrHust 76, 94) 8t adty (i.e. Mokapia, Heracles’ daughter) v
nopav Tod natpog katécPfecev. Now, Macaria was known to the Scholiast and perhaps to
Duris himself as Heracles’ daughter from the well-known story of the Euripidean Her-
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aclidae. But Macaria is also the name of a spring in the Attic deme of Trikorythos near
Marathon. Strabo viii. 377 states (his source being the Atthidograph Apollodorus): Ebpu-
o0evg pev odv otpatevoag eig Mapabdva éni Tovg “HpakAiéovg maidag kol Tolaov Bon-
Onoavrav "Abnvaiov iotopeitor meceiv €v T payn, kol 10 peév GAlo odpo Capynrrol
Tapfvat, TV 8€ keQuAnv xopig &v Tpikopivle, drokdyavtog avtnv loAdov mepi thv
KpAvnv v Makopiov dmo apagitov: kot 6 tomog kaieitar EdpuoOéwg kepaAn. Pausa-
nias i. 32. 6 is closer to Euripides: €0t 8¢ év 1® Mopabdvt mnyn kodovpévn Makapia ...
évtadbfa Maxopio, Antaveipag kol "HpakAiéovg Buydtnp, arocedtaca £avtnv, Edwkey
"ABnvaiolg e kpotficot T@® TOAENE Kal T TNy 10 Svopa @’ avTiic.

All these versions of the myth draw their origin from different local aitia related to
the religious association of Heracles and springs, especially thermal ones. [See Gruppe,
RE Suppl. iii. 1011; R. Ginouves, Balaneutiké, 1962, pp. 361 ff.] As for Aeschylus we may
be certain that he knew the legend of Heracles being showered on the pyre by spring-
nymphs. The Villa Giulia vase-painting (above no. 1) is the only one which shows the body
of Heracles on the pyre and it is very likely that it did not represent the apotheosis. In the
other cases either nothing is left on the pyre, or only a corslet remains there, symbol of
the hero’s human existence; nos. 2, 3, and 4 show on a higher plane his entry into Olympus
To quote Christof Clairmont (op.cit. p. 89) ‘the ethos of this painting (the Villa Giulia
bell-krater) makes us ... strongly believe that the painter was influenced by a literary treat-
ment of his subject’. Since it is dated c. 460 B.C., at the peak of Aeschylus’ career, there
is good reason to consider our fragment with its context as a possible source of the painter.
KaENOVAONVY koldEv v mpocotépw = “And then Nymphs came and poured water over
me — and that was the end of it". [For an attempt to reconstruct the play see Q. Catau-
della, Revue des études grecques 79 (1966), 38-63.]

Orhokt NG
27 EApelg

Ph. glwpevg: 6 £pwdrog. v dihoktnty AloyvAoc.

Addendum lexicis. The closest parallel is found in the Peripatetic Clearchus (fr. 101
Wehrli = 73 Mii. [FFHG ii. 325]) quoted in Ath. viii. 332 e: T@v 0pvibov T0o0g Tapevdiactag
(edd.: -totag codd.) kadovpévous, dv 0Tt KNPOLOG, TPoYIAOG Kol O T KpPEKL TPOCEUPE-
pNg eA@ptog (sic codd.). Perhaps the last syllable should take the accent, since -16¢ is a
regular ending for bird names (oiyvnidg, alywilds, épmdiog, yapadpiog). Besides, since
the alternation p -8 ~ A - p is unattested in Greek, the word should not be considered as
phonetically developed from £pwdidg, but rather related to it through folk etymology.
This etymology is likely to have originated from the way the £épwdtoi, the herons, catch
and swallow their prey, fish and shell-fish, and to depend on the epic EAwp and ELdprov,
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the prey of carnivorous birds. There are some bird names ending in -g0g (&ypeig, £p1deic,
KaTPEDS, KopuvheLC; -18e0¢ is a common bird (and animal) diminutive), but none of them
alternates with -16¢ names. Perhaps this ending is also related to popular etymology, since
in this way the name becomes an agent noun (preyer, hunter; cf. dype0c). The emendation
proposed by Wilamowitz and accepted by Kaibel at Ath. viii. 332 ¢ of eAdprog to Epe-
310¢ proves to be unnecessary. But it is now clear that by éAwpiog or Ehopiog Clear-
chus meant nothing else than &pd16c. D’Arcy W. Thompson, A Glossary of Greek Birds,
1936, p. 95, identified it with the swan, whereas P. Belon, the sixteenth century French
naturalist (Les observations de plusieurs singularités et choses mémorables trouvées en
Gréce, etc., Paris 1553, i. 11 f.), had identified it with the curlew. Another bird name,
£ddAtog (below, Aristophanes, fr. 97), need not be related to £pwdiog, as is usually done.

Another bird, the rock pigeon, appears in the ®iloktiitng of Aeschylus: fr. 403 M.
(Ath. ix. 394 a) kdv PhokThTY &8¢ KOTA YEVIKTV KAlowy ‘pufdVv’ eipnkev. Both the heron
and the rock pigeon are very common on the rocky shores of the Aegean islands, and
they probably come in the tragedy from a description of the island of Philoctetes. A rock
pigeon is also the food of Menelaus on the uninhabited island of Pharos in the Aeschylean
[Mpwtedg (fr. 3 M.). From the same description of Philoctetes’ island comes also fr. 400
M.: £€vO’ oUte pipvelv dvepog ot EKTAElV Q.

Incertae sedis
28? amnvOioTal

Ph. émfvOiotat: amoBéBinke 10 dvlog kai ofov dmokekoountal. oltwg Aloyvrog.
oUtm Ailoybiog in marg. z

Phryn. P.S. 9.3 anfnvOictal (annvlicBal Bekker): 1o amoBeBinkévatl o Gvlog. kal Evepyntik®dg Emi Tod
Spdvroc tibnotv anavlicac. (<Aioxdrog> tibnot <ty povny> aravbicat de Borries ex Aesch. Ag.

1662).
Ph. aravdilerv: IToriov eipnkev. *anavOilerv Emeyeipet Tovg Ppoyag "Ayiliels .

The word occurs in Aeschylus: Ag. 1662 pataioav yAdooav @ dravbicat. The emen-
dation of Aesch. fr. 146 M. "Apng @uiel ... ta Adota navt’ dravlilewv otpatod (Kidd;
navto, tavOpdnav codd. Stob.) is far from certain. The middle aravOiCopar does not
occur in extant literature before Plutarch, and there it means “pick out flowers’, “gather
honey from flowers’ and metaphorically “cull the best of a thing’. For the meaning implied
here, “finish blooming’, &navBéw, not &ravdiCopar, was used (lit. Theophr. H.P. i, 13. 3 al.;
metaph. Ar. Eccl. 1121, PL. Symp. 196 a, Arist. Ph. 1410 b 15, Alex. 45). Bekker’s emen-
dation in Phrynichus is no longer necessary. The epitomator of the P.S. apparently took
amfivOiotal for an infinitive and modified the interpretation accordingly. The next part of
the interpretation in the P.S. (kai &vepyntikég ni 1o Spdvrog tiOnoy dravdicac) is not
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found in Photius; it seems that it has been lost together with the citation. Very often the
marginal supplement in cod. z of Photius covers only a small part of the omission, usually
the name of the author; see K. Tsantsanoglou, To Ag&ikod 1o @wtiov, pp. 102 ff. There-
fore, I suspect that oUtwg AloybAog in our gloss refers not to the lemma anfvOictal, but
to an active use of the verb by Aeschylus, not necessarily the one in Ag. 1662. For the
problematic use of the verb in this last passage see Fraenkel’s note (Aeschylus Agamem-
non iii. 797). Difficulties also occur in the Photius gloss danavOilev: ITodiov eipnkev:
‘anavOilewv éneyeipel tovg @pvyag "AxAAebs’. The author is unknown. He is taken by
Wilamowitz (Stizungsberichte d. Preuss. Ak. der Wiss. 1907, p. 12 = KI. Schr.iv. 539 f.,
and cf. Fraenkel, [oc.cit., note 1) to be contemporary with Phrynichus (‘welcher der vie-
jen Polliones es auch war’). If this is correct, I would prefer to emend IToA<épwv 6> “Tov
(both b and z have IToAiwv), the late sophist who is mentioned several times by Phryni-
chus in his Ecloga. But Photius’ source was not the Ecloga but the Praeparatio Sophistica,
and such an author would be an unexpected intruder in the latter book. The wording,
however, of the gloss &ravOiCelv does not indicate Phrynichus as Reitzenstein hesitantly
suggested (Anfang, p. 156; Phryn. fr. 234 de B.), but rather an Antiatticistic source.

29 avtokfpug

Ph. abtokfipuE: 6 pn 8t Etépwv Entknpuked®v, AL 81 abtod. 0Tl 8¢ Spotov 1@ adTovp-
y0¢, adtendyyeltoc. obtwg Aloydlog eipnkev.

cipnkev in marg. z

Phryn. P.S. 5. 17 adtokfipuE: 6 un 8 étépwv, dAra 8t abdtod knpukedmv. 0Tt & Spotov @ adTovpyog,
aOTENAYYEATOC.

Cf. adtopoptug Aesch. Ag. 989 and avtdyyelog Soph. Ph. 568, O.C. 333, Thuc. iii.
33. Nouns compound with adt6¢ and still functioning as substantives are not so common.
A number of kinship terms compounded with adtdg (avtdderpog, avtokaciyvntog, -n,
avtavéylog, adtonalc) have the meaning ‘own’. After Aristotle their number increased in
philosophical coinages meaning “absolute’, ‘ideal’ (adtoayadov etc.). In our case the mean-
ing is “by one’s self” or rather “of one’s self’. And on the whole it would seem that the word
was used as a substantive and not an adjective. The parallels of Phrynichus (abtovpydg,

adTENAYYEATOC) are inappropriate.

30 agatet
Ph. aed&let: Gvtéyetat. ano tig aeijg. Aloyvrog.

Hes. agalet: avadéyetat. and tfic aofic.
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Photius’ reading is perhaps preferable, as dvtéygtat means “holds on by’, “clings to’,
which can be connected with 4ro tfig Gofic. The denominative d@do is used in poetry
from Homer on. Its Ionic equivalent is dpadooo (Herodotus dpacov: aor. imper.). Aeschy-
lus uses énad to produce an etymology for "Enagog(P.V. 849). Perhaps it is the prosodic
quantity of the penultimate in the aorist ending that forces the poets to use now an -G
and now an -{w form (cf. meldw -Gfw, Tepho -alw).

31 EvodLa

Ph. &v@dia: ob povov "Arekig (fr. novum; infra fr. 66) xoi ®Lipey (fr. novum; infra fr.
195), dAAa kol Aloyvlog.

Evedia z

évdia does not occur in Greek; only évgdw in Arist. Pr. 918 b 22 meaning “sing among
others’. The wording of the gloss seems to suggest the Antiatticistic source of Photius,
but with the reading of z it would be difficult to determine the word approved of by the
Atticists instead of the condemned &évwdia. I think, therefore, that we should write évddia,
a parallel form of &vdtia, which is in fact condemned by the Atticists: Moeris 146
gvotio "Attikol, &vpdia "EAAnveg; cf. Et. Gen. 292. 7 (Reitz. Gesch.); Et. M. 345. 4 &vp-
S10: GOV T® 1, T6 EvOTlar {ong mapa TO Evoldelv ta mepl TOV TOMOV VOVLTPNTA FvTa.
otitwg "Qpog 6 Merfiorog; Su. (s.v. 8vodiov) = An. Ox. ii. 433. 11 évidilov 8¢ 10 Evartiov
nopd T6 0idelv td dta. The earliest occurrence of &v@pdiov is in an Attic inscription dated
400 B.C. (/G iii.? 1377. 16). The word is now considered to be not a corruption of &viyriov,
but the correct Attic form, an original diminutive deriving from *&v-ou(c)-itov (see
Meisterhans®, p. 79, and Frisk, s.v.). Cf. Hes. é€ofadia: évatia. Adkoveg. Aeschylus
might well have used it.

Pollux x. 175, on the other hand, preserves a line from Aeschylus’ satyr-play
Kepkodv, where the word évartia is used (fr. 149 M.): Guowtide tot toig dvartiolg télac.
The vicinity of apowtideg and évartia is surprising. The fact that Alexis too used &vidia,
as Photius says, and that he also wrote a comedy with the title "Apgortic, does not n;ean,
of course, that he had used this word in that particular play. Pollux mentions the line of
Aeschylus together with the title of Alexis’ play, describing Guewtideg as &k t1@v okevdVv.
It is clear that of the two meanings of du@wtic (a. ‘boxers’ bronze ear coverings’ Hes.,
Eust., £t. M., Ph., b. ‘two-handled wooden cups’ Ath., Hes., Et. M.) Pollux assigned only
one to both Aeschylus and Alexis. Mette, Der cerlorene Aischylos, p. 41, recalls that
Kerkyon used to wrestle with the passers-by and kill them, and so he takes auoortideg to
be here part of the wrestler’s outfit. But what about the évéria.? Only Oriental and Egyptian
men used to wear earrings in antiquity (Xen. An. iii. 1. 31; see RE s.v. inaures). J. D. Beaz-
ley in Attic Vase Paintings in the Museum of Fine Arts, Boston, Part ii (1954), p. 56, no-
ticed that on a Cleveland column-krater two companions of the figure that he calls “Anac-
reon’ wear earrings; he assumes them to be male komasts disguised as women. Anacreon
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himself (PMG 388) assails Artemon, who, when still poor, used to wear Euiivovg dotpa-
yahovg &v woti, whereas now that he is rich he wears ypvoéa kabéppata: it seems that he
is ridiculed either for following a barbarian habit or for being effeminate or for both. But
in the case of Kerkyon there is, as far as I know, no way of finding traces of barbarian
origin or effeminate tendencies. Even if a woman were understood here (Alope?), the
juxtaposition of these two objects would still be strange. [Atalanta, who was an athlete, is
represented in vase-paintings with earrings while her hair is covered with an athletic cap;
cf. F. Eckstein, Rom. Mittetlungen 63 (1956), 90 ff.; J. D. Beazley, JHS 59 (1939), 28.]

On the other hand, such ear coverings would hardly be called oketvn by Pollux. In fact
Pollux speaks in this passage mepi dypoikik@v ckev®dv kal tdv totobtwv (see Conspectus
rerum in Bethe’s edition ii. 256); and it is exactly in this way that Athenaeus and Hesychius
refer to apewrtic: Ath. xi. 783 d EAvov motnplov, ® xpficbat Tovg dypoikovg Di-
ANt enot Tovg Apédyovtag elg avTo kol obtw mivovtag. Hes. 0dpeiov EOALVOV Gy p O t-
K1k 0V, glg 6 kol duédyovot. Another play of Alexis derives its title from the name of a
vessel, AéBng. Similar titles are the “Ydpio of Antiphanes and Menander, and the Aulula-
ria of Plautus. But if the “boxers’ ear coverings close to the earrings’is unintelligible,
the “two-handled wooden cups close to the earrings’ is stranger still. Yet two of the
manuscripts of Pollux give here the readings @votioig (F) and @vntioig (S). The same
manuscripts give ¢ instead of the strange tot (‘Alle Achtung’, translates Mette).
Perhaps Aeschylus wrote something like: appotideg te T0ig povertiolg mélag, or Toig
povatotowv méAog: “and two-handled cups close to one-handled ones’. For the form po-
vaotov cf. Gloss. Lat. iii. 194. 10/11 monotion victine, where the second word certainly
represents a vessel and perhaps stands for Butivn (= nutivn, also title of a comedy by
Cratinus), a kind of wine-flask cased in wickerwork. [Modern Greek Butiva is a wooden
flask.] If the restoration of the line is correct, we get rid of évartio in Aeschylus, while the
reading &v®dtio in the Photius entry gains in probability. The first certain occurrence of
&vatiov is now a 279 B.C. inscription from Delos: IG xi (2). 161 B 26.

32 gEucpalewv

Ph. é€ucpalelv: aroAAidvat. AioydAoc.

Hes. &ikpaletat: éE6AALTOL.

g&ikpadewv is found in P. Oxy. 2256 fr. 78. 5, which has been attributed to Aeschylus
by Lobel, and specifically to Adiog by Mette (fr. 174) because of an uncertain A]diov in
line 3. Mette supplements lines 4-5 toU Babuvpploov moplolv / pedpot’ 8l ucpalerv, which
would give the infinitive a literal meaning: ‘to dry out’. The interpretation of our gloss,
however, presupposes a metaphorical meaning. Unfortunately, neither our gloss nor the
Oxyrhynchus fragment (whether they belong to the same playor not) give an answer to
the crux of Eur. Andr. 398, the only other place in tragedy where é€ukpale occurs.
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EURIPIDES

Akbpviog
33 ELoUotl TOUC TOAEN<I>OVG

Ph. £Lobot ToUg moAgp<i>ong: vti ToD aipficovot. Metayévng “Ounpo i Zogiotai (fr.
novum; infra fr. 175). Edpiridng Atkopvie.

£lovol z

This has already been published as fr. 477 a in Snell’s Supplement to Nauck’s TG F?>.
Snell emends to molep<i>ovg rightly (cf. Antiatt. 79. 28 apdver Tovg Torepiovg: avti 10D
apovetatl. MAatov @aidpw), although a poetic expression moAépovg aipelv, on the analo-
gy of “IoOut” EAav moE (Simon. 158 B.#) or dyav §pédn (‘the fight was won’: Soph. O.C.
1148), cannot be excluded.

On the other hand it should be noted that, irrespective of the correct form of the ob-
ject (moiepiovg or morépovg), one can never be absolutely sure as to the exact form of the
whole fragment, and this happens often with quotations serving as lemmata in Antiatticistic
glosses, as is the case here. For instance, Pl. Phaedr. 260 b has noAgpiovg auovelv, whereas
the lemma of Antiatt. 79. 28 quoted above is audver Tovg moAepiovg. Snell prints Eélodot
with a question mark. The reason is apparently the irregular future. Some occurrences of
this future are recorded in LSJ s.v. aipéw and its compounds (év-, de-, d1-, &€&-, kab-),
none earlier than the second century B.C.

It is clear that, as stated above, we are dealing here with an Antiatticistic gloss. |
cannot find any Atticistic lexicon condemning the usage, but that this happened is
self-evident. The Antiatticista, however, provides clear evidence: 80. 12 deeloUpat: K.).
avti tob agoipnoopat. Tipdotpatog diaodeonotn (fr. S Unfortunately this is not of
great help if this Timostratus is also to be dated in the second century B.C. according
to the Athenian theatre records (/G ii.? 2323. 141, 155, 180). Kock, although aware of
the late dating of the poet, finds it incredible that an Attic person could have used this
form: ‘Itaque fortasse hominem non Atticum ita loquentem poeta induxerat’. All this is
irrelevant now, if this condemned future form goes back to the fifth century. This evi-
dence has already been utilized by R. Kannicht, Euripides Helena, Heidelberg 1969, ii.
325, in restoring the reading of the MSS at Eur. Hel. 1279 (§L0dv 8’ €g oikovg E&eld KO-
opov vekp®), which had been variously emended.

Metagenes’ comedy (dated by Geissler in 404-400 B.C.) now acquires a different
avtentypa@n: “Ounpog 1| Zoeiotai for what was known as “Ounpog 1 "Acknrai; cf.
Plato’s comedy Xogiotali.
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Meréaypog

34 dipopeov drecev Mive yovov

Ph. ‘diapopeov Zokpatny andrecev’ (fr. com. ad. 386. 2 [iii. 481 K.]): dvti oD ‘dipopeov
dreocev Mive yovov’ &k Meledypov Evpinidov. mapd T <dipopeov> 8¢ didpopeov av-
TOV @M, émel GuopPOTATOG V.

£k Mehedypov EVpinidov in marg. z napa TO dtdpopeov 8¢ adtov z : corr. Kassel

Zen. Ath. 2. 48 (Miller, Mél., 363) keltal 6° O TAAU®V' TO GTONA TAPECSTPUUUEVOS |/ O TOV dipoppov Zm-
KPATNV ANOAETO.

Euripides’ fragment refers to Theseus, who is known to have taken part in the hunt
of the Calydonian boar. Robert, Heldensage, i. 97.7, had already noticed that fr. 531 N.2,
odnpoPpibéc v EdaPe de€id EvAov, refers to Theseus and his club. Fr. 531 is evidently
connected with fr. 530, an enumeration of the participants in the boar-hunt and their equip-
ment, which came from the messenger’s speech. The messenger dedicates a few lines to
each hero (3 to Telamon, 1.5 to Atalanta, | to Ancaeus, and 3.5 to the Thestiadae). Theseus
must have taken up about 3 lines: <®@noelg 8¢...> / o1dnpoPpibég T° Erafe de&1d EvAov, /
<8 tov> dipoppov dArecev Mivw yovov. That Theseus killed the Minotaur with his club
belongs to a quite old version of the myth represented in black-figure paintings. That he
used the same weapon in the boar-hunt is also shown on several archaeological monu-
ments. In fact, the club is usually the only means of identifying the hero among the other
participants in the hunt (see Steuding in Roscher’s Lexikon, art. Theseus, col. 701, 704 f.,
and H. Herter in RE Suppl. xiii, art. Theseus, col. 1118, 1206).

The wording of the comic fragment is considerably improved by the Photius testi-
mony. dtdpopeov instead of dipopeov does, in a way, justice to the otherwise unmetrical
dvopopeov suggested by Miller. didpopog here has nothing to do with the adjective used
by Empedocles 21. 7, in the sense ‘endued with various forms’, although this might be a
fitting description for a philosopher. It is a comic coinage, dpop@og with an intensive ia-,
‘very ugly’, retaining the pun on dipopgpog. The reading Zokpdtnv, which had led Dindorf
to assign the fragment to the New Comedy, is now verified. It seems that the ending -tnv
is a legitimate formation for the end of the fifth century: not only is it found at Xen. Mem.
1,2, 33, but also at Ar. Nub. 182, 1465, 1477 the consensus of all important manuscripts
(Dover’s a) gives -tnv. Finally, dndAecev instead of dndieto confirms an old emendation
by Meineke (Hermes 3 (1869), 456). Unfortunately the Photius gloss does not help in
solving the problem of the attribution of the anonymous comic fragment. If the loss of
the author’s name is due to haplology, then the missing name may well be *Aptoto@dvng
(@ptct dvtit ; Antiphanes is too late). In this case, Aristophanes’ ITelapyot is a possible
candidate, since it is known to have been written after the execution of Socrates (Geissler
71 f. dates the piece in 399-90) and to have satirized Meletus (fr. 438 K.; I do not believe
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that the first line of our fragment, keitat 8 6 TAHOV TO CTOHA TAPESTPApLEVOGS, refers
to the death of Meletus). Another possibility is suggested by the association of the frag-
ment with Euripides® Meléaypoc. Theopompus wrote an *AAOaio, which, according to
Mayer, De Eur. mythopoeia, p. 61 (and A. Rémer, Miinch. Abhandl. 1904, 635; the refe-
rence from Geissler, p. 71), was a parody of Euripides’ MeAéaypog. It is difficult to say how
a play of the Old Comedy could parody a whole tragedy; but our fragment clearly parodies
a line from MeAéaypoc. Now "AAOaia is certainly dated ‘kurz nach 400° (Geissler), and
might well be the comedy of our fragment. ’A\Oaia fr. 3, Aafodoa mAfpn ypvcéav
pecop@aAov / @ualny, is an evident tragic adaptation (in spite of Nauck’s objections:
M¢élanges Gr.-Rom. vi. 89), very reminiscent of Eur. Jon 1182 ff. (an attempt to poison
Ion), and might perhaps come from the description of Althaea’s suicide in MeAéaypog and
not, as Kock suggested, her sacrifice (he does not, however, associate it with Mg éaypog).
Yet, all this is very insecure evidence for any identification.

In the recent edition of 7rGF vol. 2 (1981) R. Kannicht and Br. Snell have included
the ‘lemma’ of the Zenobius article (keitol 8° 6 tTAnpwv) as fr. ad. 581 a, following O.
Crusius (Analecta crit. ad paroem. Gr. (1883), p. 151): “lemma tragicum sapit, quae se-
quuntur comicum ... qui verba illius in usum suum converterit’. In fact, it is the second
line that parodies a tragic one. If the ‘lemma’ also adapted a specific tragic line or merely
echoed the tragic style in view of the parody that would follow, one cannot say.

dpifog

35? apVEDS

Ph. apvenqg: 6 apvelog év Ppiéw.

apvedg occurs once in an Attic inscription of the first half of the fourth century (/G
ii.? 1357.5). Zenodotus also restored this form in the genitive plural at /1. iii. 273. It is
considered a more or less Ionic formation similar to Bpidpswg, Neilewg, ITavddpenc,
iépewg, apyépens (Schwyzer, Gr. Gr. i. 477). Its feminine is said to be concealed in ép-
vnadec éplov dteréeg of a late fourth or early third century Aeolic inscription (Schwyzer
644.15). There is no doubt that the golden-fleeced ram is meant. ®pi&og is a title of trag-
edies by Sophocles, Euripides, and Achaeus. The word may well come from any one of
these plays.

Incertae sedis

36 GVOOTHOELY
Ph. avactioewv: dvti tod dvdctotov notfjcat. EOpunidng.

om. b
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The verb is frequently employed in this meaning of “desolating, devastating”. Eurip-
ides used it at Hec. 494, toMg pév mdc” avéotnkev dopi (cf. Soph. 7. 240 f. avéotatov
dopi yopav). Whether our gloss refers to this passage or not depends on how the disagree-
ment between lemma and interpretation will be restored: an aorist lemma (Gvoaoctficat)
may approximate it to the Hecuba passage, a future interpretation (dviotatov motfcetv)
will dissociate them.

37 an’ apyfg elg télog

Ph. an” apyig eig téhog: Ebpinidng.

an’ apyfic and &g téhog are sometimes found separately in Euripides and the other
two tragedians, but never together. The gloss, evidently Antiatticistic, seems to be con-
cerned with a problem similar to the one discussed above under Hyperides, fr. 10. Here
perhaps it is not so much the temporal use of dné which caused the Atticistic objections,
as its use to express the span, either of time or space, between two given points: inde «...
usque ad. This notion is always expressed in tragedy by &k ... €ig (Aesch. fr. 368 M. &k mo-
d®v... elg dikpov kapa; Soph. O.R. 1137 &€ fipog eig dpxrobpov; Eur. H.F. 505 &€ fiuépag
£g vOkta). But this of course is not a strict Attic rule. In fact, both usages alternate in Thu-
cydides in a most striking way: ii. 97. 1 £yéveto 1} apyn 7 "Odpvodv ... kadfkovca ¢ 1 O
"ABdfpav morews & Tov EbEevov movtov... 68§ 8¢ T4 cuvtopdtata EE CABSfpov
£¢ "lotpov avnp ebifovog évdekataiog Telel ... 2 ... & © O Bulavtiov & ¢ Aataiovg ... fpe-
POV avipi 0OV TPLdV Kal déka Gvioatl.

38 GoNHOV

Ph. dofpavro: 10 Aeyopeva Gogpaylota. kal yap onpelo 10¢ copayidag Eleyov. xal
donpov 10 apybplov 10 Gydpoktov, &nicnpov 8¢ 10 kexapayprévov. olte 3¢ Kal T ypv-
ciov donpov kol énionpov. Zevoedv 8¢ (Cyr. 3. 4) Emppnpotik®ds GoNpog Kol Gonpmv
EOpiridnge.

Zevoedv etc. in Sz post Ebpiridng iterum kai donpov 10 apyvprov 10 axdpoktov habet Sz

- €\leyov = Epit. Harp., Bek. An. 451. 21, Su.
Antiatt. 82. 7 donpov éni tod apyvpiov. "ALe€ig "Exknopatonold (fr. 69 K.).
Hes. donpog: dpyvpoc.

The second part of the gloss, after xai donpov, comes from an Atticistic source,
which is interested in recording remarkable declension or conjugation forms and deriv-
atives, the same as the one in Lysias, fr. 15 above. It is interesting to note that the same
nopocynpaticpog from donpog, probably due to metrical reasons, is found at Sophocles
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0.C. 1668 (where the plural donpoveg is used). The opposite happened with doyfnov
and eboxuov, with doynuog and edoynpog developing as the later forms.

39 avbevtic

Ph. av0éving: Avoiag (fr. 125 S.; cf. post fr. 94) idiwg a1 £ragev éni t@v A, kaitot 6V
Etépov elpydlovio Tovg eovoug: 6 yap avbEving del TOv abtoyelpa onpaivetl. avbevrig
3¢ Onivkdg eipnkev Evpimidngc.

avbévtic (sic) z
- onuoaivet = Epit. Harp., Su.

Again an addition to a Harpocratio gloss, probably from the same Atticist. There is
no way to determine whether av0evtic, which is a new word, was a substantive, as ad0&ving
at Eur. H.F. 1359 (naidwv ... abBéviny) and e.g. aiyporoticat Trach. 28, or an adjective,
as avBévng at /1.F. 839 (abBévin @dvew) and again aiyporotic at Soph. 4j. 71 (aiypero-
1idag xépag). Despite Harpocratio’s assertion that a00&ving det TOv adTtoOyEIpa onpaivet
(for a more definite prohibition against using the word in the meaning of “master’ see
Phryn. Eel. 89 [p. 201 Ruth.]), Euripides gives the word at least once this prohibited
meaning (Supp. 442; unless we have to accept Markland’s conjecture ed0uvtng). Thus,
here also we are unable to say what the meaning of av0gvtic was in Euripides.

ION

Incertae sedis
40 AmELPOKOAOG

Ph. dmeipdxadrog: “lov eipnke koi IMAdtov (Leg. vi. 775 b) kai Anpocbévng (xxii. 75,
xxiv. 183).

In Sz
From a prose or a poetic work of Ion? The word is attested only in prose writings,

but might well have been used in one of Ion’s tragedies. Cf. Eur. Ale. 927 cot... 1ABev
amelpokdk® 168 dAyog, and Aesch. Suppl. 72 dneipddaxpov ... kapdiov.
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41? ANTEPOS

Ph. <d>ntépws: avti tod tayxéwns, Etoipwg 1 EAaepdc. Tov eipnkev.

The adverb occurs in this form only in Lycophron (Alex. 627); the meaning there is
rather obscure: the Scholiast renders it 6pontépwc, tayxéws, of which the first, ‘as on
wings, as if they had wings’ (Lycophron is speaking about immovable columns) seems
likelier, although ‘without wings’ cannot be excluded. It is clearer in Epic (“swiftly™: Hes.
fr. 204. 84 M.-W., Parm. i. 17, A.R. iv. 1765), where it is expanded for metrical reasons
to artepéme. The meaning of the adjective dntepog, however, has been a subject of long
discussions. In Homer (Od. xvii. 57 al.) dntepog pdbog seems to be the opposite of Enca
ntepdevta, thus ending up in the sense of “unuttered words’ (see J. Latacz, Glotta xlvi
(1968), 27 ff.). tintepog @dtig in Aesch. Ag. 276 is more problematic. Ed. Fraenkel in his
commentary gives the most comprehensive account of the numerous suggestions made
on this questionable passage. But his own suggestion, “swift-sped rumour’, is far from
convincing: a phrase like this is not derogatory at all and cannot justify Clytemnestra’s
outburst in the next line. What is certain is that “quick’ was at least one of the interpreta-
tions given by the ancient grammarians, who considered é- as a0pototikdv. It seems that
Ion’s passage was not so problematical, since all three interpretations given by Photius
are similar: “swiftly, willingly, nimbly’. The missing alpha in Photius is certainly an in-
significant omission of the rubricator in z. But it is worth noticing that the £t. Gen. con-
tains the article ttepéwg: onpaivel 10 tayxéwg under m, while the £t. . 183. 24 derives
antepéog from a hypothetical ntepéwc. Finally, I must admit that I suspect the entry in z
may be incomplete. Something like <xoi Onontepog> “Twv eipnkev might have stood in
Photius before the epitomator intervened. Ion employs dmontepog in fr. 56 (Blum.) with
exactly this meaning: “swift, willing, nimble’: {01 pot d6pov, oikéta, KAelcov DTéNTEPOC,
un tig €A0n Ppotdv.

NICOMACHUS ATHENIENSIS

Incertae sedis
42 <X > gigoidnpov f&ev atbaipog onopd
Ph. atfaipoc: Nikopoayog: ‘eig oidnpov etc.”. avBaipwv 8¢ ZoeokAfic (7rach. 1041).

avBepoc (at sscr.) sine explicatione z eig oidnpov et denuo Nikopayog €ic oid. f&ev etc.in Sz
n&ev agn. Kassel: n&ev z

Su. avbaipot: oi adergoi.
Hes. abfatpot: adeigot.
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Sophocles used not only a0faipwv, but also at@uipog: the first at Trach. 1041 for
‘brother’ (Atog ovBaipwv), the second at O.C. 1078 for “relative’ (mpog avOaipwv; corr.
Bothe: abbopaipmv codd.). For the alternative use of -og and -ov adjectives see above,
Euripides, fr. 38, and cf. the parallel of Spatpog - opaipwv in Aeschylus, Sophocles, and
Euripides. Whereas atfaipog, Spatpog ete. alone usually mean ‘brotherly’ or “sisterly’,
when combined with ormopd they can also denote the relation of parent to child. Oedipus
at Soph. O.C. 330 greets his daughter Ismene with a similar expression ® onépp’ Spot-
pov. Therefore, the subject of our fragment may indicate any of the following possibilities:
(a) his/her brother,(b) his/her sister, (c) his/her son, (d) his/her daughter, (¢) both brothers,
(f) both sisters, (g) brother and sister. If one adds the vagueness of gig cidnpov f&ev,
‘rushed to the weapon(s)’, it becomes clear that it is useless to try to identify the play of
Nicomachus from which the fragment comes. The Photius gloss evidently serves Atticistic
purposes and probably comes from the same source as Euripides fr. 38 above. Therefore,
it is clear enough that the fragment must belong to the Athenian fifth century Nicomachus
(7rGF no. 36) and not to the third century (or later?) tragic poet from Alexandreia Troas.
The same holds true for all the tragic fragments that are transmitted under the name of
Nicomachus: their source is clearly Atticistic and should not, therefore, be attributed
to the Alexandrian Nicomachus, as is done in vol. i of the 7rGF.

SOPHOCLES

Alog Aokpdg
43 “EAAV

Ph. "EAAnV: 10 OnAvkov: Alavtt Aokp®d Zo@okAfg.
Onivkov eival "AVTIAOKPO Z

Antiatt. 97.3 "EAAnv: <f> (suppl. Radt) yovi. ®idnpov Hadapio (fr. 55 K.).
Antiatt. 97. 4 "EALGG: 6 avip. ZoeokAfic Alavtt Aokpd (TrGEF 17).

The reading eivat "AvtiAokpe in z is due to a confusion of the closely resembling
abbreviations for initial ot and for eivat. Pearson notes on fr. 17: “H[eadlam] shows
that this [i.e. the claim that “EAAGG can be masculine] is an error of the Antiatticist, in
which he does not stand alone’. In fact, apart from this fragment of Sophocles, the only
other instance where “‘EAALGg has been taken as a masculine adjective is at Eur. Phoen.
1509: tig ‘EAAhag 1 BapPapog 1 / tdv mpomapold’ edyevetdy | €repog; ‘EALGG is here
explained by one Scholiast fjyovv tig t@v avlpanwv, i) "EAANV 1 BdpPapog, whereas an-
other suggests yp. “EAAnv, which was accepted in Murray’ s Oxford edition (app. crit.:
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possis “EAAav). This interpretation is widely accepted today (cf. e.g. Kiihner-Blass,
1. 549, and LSJ s.v. ‘EAAGg II). Pearson (=Headlam), on the other hand, tried to demon-
strate that just as at Soph. Trach. 1060 f. 000’ ‘EALGG ot dyhwocog ol0” onv éyd / yaiov
kaBaipwv tkdpnv, the noun yoia is to be understood with “EALGG at Phoen. 1509 too. (Cf.
another Scholiast: tig "EAAnvikn v#.) Yet, there is no difficulty in keeping the reading of
the manuscripts and explaining “EAAGG as a feminine adjective; a fourth scholium reads:
tig "EAM vk §} BapPapog, dnrovott yoviy. The phrase (tic) v mpondpold’ edyeverdyv
gtepog has a generic sense which is not limited to male nobles only, and does not compel
one to take “EALGG and PBapPapog as masculine nouns. On the contrary, in this passage
Antigone is lamenting over her own misfortune: 1508 ff. i® pot pot, ndrtep, / tic "EAAdg
1 BapPapog 1) / t@v wpondpold’ edyevetdv | Etepog ETA0 KoK®V Too®VS’ | aipatog dape-
plov / 0148 @y & o @ovepd; And she goes on to describe the dirge sung by an orphan
bird, which is: 1518 &poic ¢ x € o 1 cuv®dog. The evidence of Photius shows clearly enough
that the text of the Antiatticista was corrupt in this entry. Sophocles, in his Aiog Aokpdg,
used “EAANV as a feminine adjective, as Aeschylus (Ag. 1254), Euripides (Heracl. 130),
and others (Apollod. Car. 5. 10 [CAF iii. 281]).

"AyiMAéng Epoaotal

44 gEavakel

Ph. é€avaget: avagel mpog v "TAtov, tapd 10 ‘gveldé’ avijyes’ (Hom. /1. iii. 48) kol “pay
oiyxec’ avayovtes’ (Hom. /[. xiii. 627). ZogokAfig "AxlAéwg "Epactais.

gEavayel z cVELOEC Z 'Ay. ’Ep. in marg. z

Hes. &€ava&et: avagel npdg tOvV fjAtov.

Sophocles used the verb elsewhere in the same sense: Phil. 571 fivik’ éEavnyouny &yo.
In our fragment it must be active as the parallels from Homer suggest: “He will lead the
army(?) to Ilion’. The supplement tpog tnv "TAtov (the entry in Hesychius should be cor-
rected accordingly) may not be part of the quotation from Sophocles, who several times
uses the neuter 10 "IAtov but never the feminine form, yet it certainly gives the sense re-
quired. (For other Photius glosses in which elements of the original quotation can be found
in the interpretation see below under Leucon, fr. 154, Menander, fr. 162, Nicochares, fr.
176; cf. Antiatt. 80.32 and 93. 16.)

£Eavager mpog v “TAtov in this play perhaps refers to Achilles’ future career. The
new fragment may be joined with fr. 156 from *AyiAléwc *Epactai where Achilles is also
the subject: 6 & £v0’ 6mAhoig appdEy “Hoaiotov téxvn. ‘He will lead (the Myrmidons?)
to Ilion ... there with arms made infrangible through the art of Hephaestus (or with in-
frangible arms, the work of Hephaestus) he...” The first words of fr. 156, 6 §” £v0’, need
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no longer be suspected (see Pearson and 7rGF ad loc.): €vBa suggests that a local reference
has preceded, and this is actually found now in mpog v "TAtov. The two joint fragments
strongly recall Eur. 7.A4. 1067 ff. (lyr.), where Chiron’s prophecy is stated: 6g fiEet (06vo
royxnpect oLy Muppdovov doriotaic IIpLaproto KAELVAY ... TEPL COROTL X PLTEMY STAOV
‘Hoatotondvov kekopuBuévog Evdut’. It is possible that our fragment as well as fr. 156
record the same prophecy; either it is spoken by Chiron himself (if the scene of *AyiAAémg
’Epactai was set on Mt Pelion and Chiron had a part in the play, as Pearson argues), or
otherwise a reference is made to it. It seems, however, that there were changes of scene in
this play (see Lobel on P. Oxy. 2257, fr. 1, and Radt in 7rGF iv. 165); it is, therefore, very
likely that Mt Pelion was one of the settings. Snell (on fr. 157 a) believes that the new frag-
ment comes from a reference to the abduction of Helen by Paris, as is shown by the two
quotations from Homer used in the Photius gloss; this is, of course, equally possible.

The gloss comes from the Antiatticistic source: it gives yet another example of the
pleonastic use of prepositions in compound verbs. Cf. Antiatt. 93. 9 ff. and above, Isacus,
fr. 13, and Lysias, fr. 16.

ITpiapog
45 apnitkes Oéapa
Ph. denlwkeg: ovdetépwg eine ZogokAfic Ipdpo: “Gohiikec Oéapa’.

IMpiape etc. in marg. z

Phryn. P.S. 1. 1 dponiikéotepotl ol mpecPitepot, d¢ dro tiic NAkiag dvreg. NMkiav yap Eleyov kol tnv
vedTNTO Ol Gpyaiot. of pévtol véol kal €mi TV vetépmv TATTOLGLY. ANV Kath cOYKpioty 1 AEELg
npooceépetal kal &v drepbécet, dpnikéotepog (Kaibel: -tatog cod.) kail donixéctarot. ol 8¢ dmo-
reAopévog Aéyovteg GOAME, deniikes, apabictatot.

Phryn. Eel. 56 aoiM& Aéyovteg Gpaptdvovsty ol pntopikol, todvavtiov yap 1 8el xpdvtar 1OV pév yap
npecButepov PnTéov dpnitka: oi 8 &ni Tod undénm tiic Evvopov NAikiag ypdvrat.

Poll. ii. 17 xai ®pdvixoc pév 6 kopikds (fr. 67 K.) tag véag ‘donhkac’ Aéyer Moav 8¢ kal yovaikeg
apniikes’. @epekpatne (fr. 206 K.) 8¢ v yepattdny ‘aonitkestdmy’, O kai Kpativog “aoniika
vépovta® (fr. 369 K.).

Hes. apfMé&: xatadenc, ateAng v fAkiav.

Antratt. 113. 22 cuvihika: "Ava&idog Botpuriove (fr. 7 K.).

Antiatticistic source. There are two Atticistic restrictions on this word. First that it
should be used only in the comparative and superlative, second that it should be used for
‘old’ and not for “young’. [The quotation from Phrynichus com. in Pollux shows that the
word was used for ‘young’ already in the fifth century, and I do not see why Rutherford,
Phryn. pp. 157 f., rejects Pollux’s evidence.] Phrynichus, P.S. 1. 5, oi 8¢ aroAelvpévag (in
the positive degree) Aéyovieg GofiME, donikeg, dpabdéotatol, presumably intends G-
Aikeg to be neuter and not masculine plural. Our fragment offers perhaps an exception
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to this rule. But possibly the lexicographer is interested in the metaplasm in the for-
mation of the neuter, which he defends. Cf. Phryn. P.S. 1. 11 dCv€; 17. 15 dtpuy, dpmag,
(xkAéy), BobkAey, (T€E), Enitel, (tpiy), dtpry, mopvotpuy; 100. 3 nepilug; Ecl. 308 Erito-
k0g; 390 (cf. 394) Ttopvokdmog. Such one-ending adjectives are usually limited to the mas-
culine and the feminine, the neuter being rarely used and only in the oblique cases. But the
formation of the neuter through metaplasm is more usual. Cf. Kiithner-Blass i. 547 f.,
Lobeck, Paralipomena, 275 ff.

Priam is certainly meant by d¢fiikec 0apa. Oéopa is usually (always in Aeschylus
and Sophocles) used for sorrowful, horrifying sights (Prometheus on the rock, Oedipus
blinded, the corpse of Ajax).

TpirtoAepog
46 iin

Ph. giln: éni tod tdypatoc kai tol mAf0ovg. Eevoedv (An. i. 2. 16) kal ZogokAfg Tpt-
TTOAENQ.

Hes. £iinv: cvetpoenv, miiboc.

The word is used by Sophocles at Ai. 1407. See also Pearson’s commentary on fr.
70 of his edition of the Sophocles fragments (from ’Axpictog: iALadag yovdg). “Verba
TogpokAifig Tpintorépnw e glossa Edkn (F 614) huc migrasse suspicatus est Latte (in litteris
ad Snell datis); etiam ad glossam gig 6pBov @poveiv (F 612) referri posse monet Snell’:
Radt in 7rGF iv. 453; 1 cannot see what gives rise to these suspicions.

daidpa
47 yAhoong artovoti otale poE®ING APpOg

Ph. drnavoti: TopokAiig Paidpy “yAdoong etc.’

Yo@oKAfi¢ etc. in Sz otalel Sz

Su. aravoti: AKOTOTOVCTOS.

This line recalls Soph. fr. 886 P., which comes from Sch. Ar. Lys. 1257 nohlg & apepi
TG Yévoog Gepog fivoet : Tpog 0 mapa Td "ApxtAox® (fr. 44 West) ‘TodAog §° 4ppog fv
nepl otopa’. Kol TopokAiic. Aloydlog 8¢ “Gepoc Bopic Ppoteiag Eppin katd otopa’ (fr.
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725 M.). Nauck had placed this fragment (1016 in his Corpus) among Sophocles’ “Dubia
et Spuria’ following Porson who had connected it with El. 719 (so also Mette on Aesch.
fr. 725, where the reference to Electra should be corrected). But there is nothing more
than fjppilov in the Elecira passage. I think that our fragment supplements the missing
quotation of fr. 886 P.

Similar verses usually occur in descriptions of galloping horses (Aesch. Sept. 60,
Soph. E1. 719, Eur. Suppl. 586 f.), or of people enraged (Eur. H.F. 934, I.T. 308) or dying
(Med. 1173). Although galloping horses are a principal motif in Hippolytus’ death, they
cannot be associated with our fragment because of the singular yAd@ocong and the adverb
amavoti, which shows that foaming was a permanent feature of the creature described. For
the same reason the verse cannot come from the description of the dying Hippolytus, nor
from a possible furor of Phaedra. It may perhaps come from a description of the bull in
the messenger speech. There is nothing similar, however, in Euripides’ Hippolytus or in
Seneca’s Phaedra (only the wave before the appearance of the bullis described at Hipp.
1210 f. appov molvv kayAalov, and similarly in Seneca). But the most probable identifi-
cation is Cerberus. Fr. 687 P. €caivev obpldl p° dta kvALaivov kato (the verse is very
corrupt; this is the restoration adopted by Pearson and Radt) has been taken as a refer-
ence to Cerberus (Fr. Leo, L. Annaet Senecae tragoediae, i.179). Cf. Hes. Theog. 770 f.
&¢ pev 1ovtog [ calvel 6pds ovpf Te kol obacty dupotépototy; Sen. HF 810 ff. That Cer-
berus was foaming when Theseus and Heracles brought him to the upper world, is known
from some Latin authors: Ovid. Met. vii. 415 et sparsit (scil. Cerberus) pirides spumis
albentibus agros; Serv. ad Georg. ii. 152 haec autem herba nata dicitur de spumis Cer-
beri, quo tempore eum Hercules ab inferis traxit.

Incertae sedis
48 GUOPTOAN

Ph. apaptorn: ®pdviyos (fr. 16 c? Sn.) gine kol Zo@okAfic.
Gpoptag: avtl tod apaptadag Aloydroc. kal auaptnpov IAdtwv (fr. 228 a Edm.) Een.

elme om. b Kal Xo@. Gpaptac b avti tob om. b (Guaptadac ut lemma) €on om. b

Ph. = Su. apaptiov ol "Attikoi, dpaptada “Hpodotog (i. 91) xal oi GAlot “Tovec.

Hes. aupaptadac: Guapriac.

Su. apaptadag : and thg Gpaptac edeiog.

Antiatt. 79. 7 poptic: TThérov IMolteiag npohTo kai devtépo (Rep. i. 342 b, ii. 379 d), "Hpoddotog (?2).

One of the few cases where z offers a reading preferable to that of b: it was the usual
epitome of b that led to confusion (see Reitzenstein, Der Anfang des Lexikons des Pho-
tios, p. x; K. Tsantsanoglou, To Ag&ikd tod ®otiov, pp. 94-100); the lemma of the second
gloss, apoptdg, was attached to the end of the first and was considered a fragment of
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Sophocles (999 P.), and at the same time the interpretation of the second gloss, Guaptadoc,
became a lemma and was considered a fragment of Aeschylus (755 M.), i.e., Guaptori:
Opdvigog kol Zo@okAfic auaptds. — apaptddag Aloyvrog kal audptnpov IMidtov. As
regards apoptoAn, its ascription to the grammarian Phrynichus by De Borries (fr. 4)is
certainly wrong. The fact that Sophocles also used it, together with its occurrence in The-
ognis (325 al.) and its tragic colour, speaks in favour of the tragedian; Snell included it in
the latter’s fragments (but with a question-mark). The second gloss is more problematic.
By transferring apoptag from the end of the first gloss to the lemma of the second, we
inevitably transform it from nominative singular (9 Gpaptag) to accusative plural (tag
apoptac). But noword auaptn is attested and to presuppose such a form would be rather
rash. In view, however, of the juxtaposition of the Attic apaptio to the Ionic Guoptdg in
Atticistic glosses, I would be inclined to write Gpapt<i>ag: dvti tod Guoaptddag Aioyvrog,
aword actually used by Aeschylus in the accusative plural (4g. 1197 noloiag T@VS” dpop-
tiag d6pmv). The impression derived from the gloss of the Antiatticista is that at some
point Gpaptag was claimed to be the legitimate word as against Gpoptio; the genuineness of
the latter is defended by the Antiatticista, who adduces references to Plato (Rep.i. 342 b,
ii. 379 d) and Herodotus (where, however, Guoaptdg is transmitted; for similar discrepan-
cies see above, Herodotus, fr. 6?). If so, our lexicographer may also be supporting the
legitimacy of apoptio against Guoptdc. In this case, the same must be true for the second
word in the gloss: audptnpov. This is also unattested, but has been emended to auéptia
by Reitzenstein (= fr. Plat. com. 22 Dem.) and to apoptipov, another unrecorded word,
by W. Cronert, Rhein. Mus. 62 (1907), 480, perhaps on the evidence of @ilapaptiuov
(LXX) and the analogy of dMtfpwv. Reitzenstein notes that “Gpdaptnpa ist zu bekannt,
um hier ausgefiithrt zu werden’. But if our arguments are sound, what we need here is in
fact a well-known word, whose legitimacy is defended against a rare and less well-known
one. I would emend here too: xai auaptnpo IMTAdtov, i.e. the philosopher, who uses it se-
veral times (4 pol. 26 a al.). De Borries in Phryn. P.S. 130. 11 noted that he would prefer to
unify the Photius glosses: ... apaptorio "Apioto@avng (Pax 415) kalt ®piviyoc (gramm.
fr. 3) etc. The unification is, of course, unnecessary. But De Borries did not notice either
that fr. 3 of his edition (from Schol. ad Ar. Pac. 415) should read D¢’ Gppatoriog etc.
and not, as he wrote. 0¢” apapTwAiog.

49 anavtayi 10 eOG KaAdv

Ph. andvinotig: g év 1§ ovvnleiq gapév. ToeokAfic: €yw & eig dndvinoiv Tivog oned-
dov’ (fr. 828).
amavtayi: ZoeokAfig: “aravtay i T0 A KuAOV .

post onebdwv add. 6 adtdc b, omisso TogokAfic glossae seq. aravtayf tot 10 b

As Pearson noticed, ‘the gloss has suffered from abbreviation’. What was not noticed
was that b, by placing 6 adtdg at the end of the gloss, meant to unify the two
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glosses, although dndvinoig and aravtoyi do not seem to have anything in common.
Reitzenstein thought that after ZopokAfic a prose fragment had fallen out together with
the author’s name. Hence he did not attribute either of the two fragments to Sophocles.
Wilamowitz, Sitzungsber. d. Preuss. Akad. d. Wiss. 1907, p. 13 (= Kl. Schr. iv. 541), came
near to the correct solution but approached it from the wrong angle. He shifted ZopokAfig
to the end of the preceding gloss: anavtav: 10 TapayivesOat €ig Tiva T0TOV, Z0POKATG. —
anavinoig: Og &v i ovvnleiq eupév: “&yod & eig andvinoiv Tivog omevdn{v} 6 adtdg.
Mekler, Berl. Phil. Woch. 1907, 381-3, added an ®8” after &ym &°, to make the line scan:
X —]u—<—>—uU———uU —/—— Now the new manuscript repeats Zo@oxAfig
instead of 6 abdtog in the gloss amavtayf: both fragments clearly belong to Sophocles.
Pearson notices also that in the first gloss “tivog shows that the quotation was not made
perbatiny’. 1 am inclined to agree with this opinion, because it seems that the gloss cor-
responds to the preceding gloss amavtdv: 10 mapayivesOot i T 1v o tOTOV.

The second gloss perhaps defended the legitimacy of Grnavtayfi as contrasted with
aravtoyob. Antiatt. 110. 25 oddapdj: avti tod ovdapodl. Tniexieidng “Howddw (fr. 21 K.)
is perhaps relevant. Cf. Eur. Hipp. 431 10 o®epov dO¢ Gravtayod kalov, where some
MSS and Stob. v. 20 have aravtoyf (see Barrett ad loc.).

As pointed out to me by R. Kassel, the fragment seems to recall the consolation topic
employed by Seneca, ad Hely. 8.6, and Plutarch, De exil. 601 a, 601 c, namely that an
exile must feel at home wherever he lives if only he can see the sunlight. Cf. Shakespeare,
Richard 11, 1. 3. 144-7: “Your will be done: this must my comfort be, — / that sun that
warms you here shall shine on me; / and those his golden beams to you here lent / shall
point on me and gild my banishment’, and I. 3. 275-6: “All places that the eye of heaven
visits / are to a wise man ports and happy havens’. J. Diggle, Euripides Phaethon (Cam-
bridge 1970), 130 f., commentary on line 163, offers a long list of Greek and Latin quo-
tations to the same effect. Among them Cic. Tusc. 5. 37. 108, patria est ubicumque est bene
(fr. inc. incert. fab. 99 Ribbeck?), which is associated by Cicero with Teucer and his ban-
ishment, and may have come from Pacuvius’ Teucer, which is believed to have followed
the homonymous play of Sophocles. Hence, fr. ad. 318 N.2 (= [Men.] monost. 735), 1@
Yap KoAdS Tpdocovtt nica Y matpic, which is identical with the quotation from Cicero,
has been connected with Sophocles’ Tedkpog (Pearson ii. 216; TrGF ii. 96, on fr. 318, and
iv. 431). Our new fragment may perhaps replace fr. ad. 318 at this point, because though
it is slightly different from the Latin quotation, it mentions Sophocles by name.

Another possibility is indicated to me by D. J. Jakob. The fragment may come from
a comparison between life and death uttered by a character who is about to die or whose
life is in danger. Cf. e.g. Eur. Or. 1509 (the Phrygian slave praying for his life) mavtoyod
Civ N8V parrov §i Baveiv toic chppooty, and 1.4. 1250 ff. (Iphigeneia entreating her father
to spare her life) 10 @dc 168° avOpdroicty fidiotov PAénely, / Td vépBe & 00dév; see D. J.
Jakob, Hermes 104 (1976), 379 ff. If so, 10 @&¢ in our fragment too should be taken to
indicate, as usually, t0 {fjv; and Grovtayf may refer to a preceding local designation, as
in the Orestes passage (—obk &v IMw 148> &otty, AL’ &v "Apysiq y0ovi. —mavtayod
Eiiv ©d0 etc.).
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There is, finally, a striking verbal similarity with the inscription kaAov Atdog &g on
an Attic amphora in Paris (Cab. des Méd. 219), which, however, must refer to the mystic
torch-light of Dionysiac rites: the inscription is written above a painting of the child Dio-
nysus holding torches; cf. Ar. Ran. 155, 340 ff., and see 7rGF' ii. 86 f. on fr. *279e.

The fragment most probably comes from an iambic scene and should, therefore, be
modified in order to scan. There are several possibilities: (a) it can be arranged in two
lines, (b) a lacuna can be assumed, either after aravtayf or after toi—if the reading of
b is adopted—or in combination with a rearrangement of the words.

50 dnmAog

Ph. dnnia media, dnnhog 680¢ &pels O ZoQOKATG.

dnmAiog etc. in marg. z

A typical Phrynichus gloss. The word is altogether new. Much later we find it in a
letter of Gregory of Nazianzus (no. ii; P.G. xxxvii. 21 B), but it is evident that Gregory
is here coining the word. Is the use in Sophocles metaphorical? Cf. the proverb £
nmnAod moda and see Pearson’s note on Soph. fr. 724. 3. Only the adjective may be safely
attributed to Sophocles. The meaning of the gloss is that dmnlog may be used with such
nouns as nediov and 636¢.

51 an’ 60pOuAp®V amopplyat

Ph. an’ 690cipdv droppiyat: 10 &€ Syewg ekPalelv. ToQOKANG.

Antiatticistic. The practice condemned is evidently the pleonastic use of the prepo-
sition. Aswe have seen, the Antiatticistic source has frequently vindicated this use. Antiatt.
93. 12 kab6rov mepittac mpochapfavely tpobécelg ovk NV dnbeg toig dpyaiots. Cf. Soph.
0.R. 1268 f. droondoug ... nepovag an’ abvtiig; also El. 610 f., O.R. 1239 (Lobeck, Phryn.
10; Kiihner-Gerth i. 529, ii. 583). In such cases the preposition is considered as having
adverbial force. John Chrysostom, a much more consistent Atticist, used the same ex-
pression without the pleonasm (Steph. T7es. s.v. aGroppintw), ndcov aidd @V 0@Baiudv
aroppintety.

52 appoitdc 8yAog

Ph. apporidc dyxroc: 6 crto@opikdg SyAog, 6 TNV TPoeNV Tf oTputid Kopifwv. appoild
Yap 1 Tpoen. oUT® ZOQOKATC.

appoiiog, appaiia z
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Su., Hes., Et. M. 145. 7 apuaii@: 0 tpoen.
Hes. appariog 8xog: 6 TV TpoeNV T 6TPUTEIY EUTEPLEEPOIEVOC. T TPOON TIC. Kal BpenTIKOC.
[£t. M. 145. 12 appariag 6xog (vel dxrog): 6 okevo@dpoc.

The first corruption, common to practically the whole lexicographical tradition, was
the reading appaMiag for appoiific. This was taken to be masculine adjective and conse-
quently the noun accompanying it was neglected or transferred to the interpretation. The
corruption 8yAog - y0c is common in manuscripts (see Eur. Suppl. 681 and /.4. 599). 1
am not surewhich is to be preferred here, but the reading of Photius seems perhaps better.
The corruption appoiiog 6yoc is probably due to the resemblance of the first word to dppa
(cf. Et. M. 145. 7 appoiid: f tpoen| ... 8t diknv dppatog @épet 10 copata) and to the
common expression appatov 6xog (Eur. Hipp. 1166, [.7. 370, Phoen. 1190). On appoid
see A. S. F. Gow on Theocr. xvi. 35. Besides the usages described there, the word seems
to have become also a military term for “soldiers’ rations’. appoitdc &yrog is perhaps
the body of servants and beasts of burden that follow the army transporting provisions
for the soldiers (cf. e.g. Herod. i. 80; Xen. Lac. 13.4).

53 apotpw axovrilewv

Ph. apotpo drovtiCetv: mapotpia Eni 1@V ko’ Eavtdv dkovti{ovimv. TopokAfic eipnkey.

Yo@. €ip. in marg. z

Zen. L iii 08" (ed. Jungblut, Rh. M. 38 (1883), 420) apotpm dxovrilelc: &ni t@v kad’ adtdv dkovii{OVTev.

Diog. iii. 33 (Apost. iv. 8, Greg. Cypr. i. 84) apotpo dxovtilelc: &ni TV dneplokéntog Tt molobVIOV Kai
TO KOTOTLY U1 TPOOPOUEVDY, GALE KO E0VT@V EmLTELOVVTMV.

Macar. ii. 46 apotpm Grovtilerv: éntl T@V kad  EaVTOV TPUYHATEVOUEVOV, TAPOGOV Ol GPOTPOIC AKOVTI-
Covteg tolg mérag Pailovoty.

axovtiCw is never accompanied by an object in the dative. Therefore, dpdtpm must be
a dative of the weapon. The meaning is: if you try to hurl a plough like a javelin, it will
fall on you = do not undertake operations which exceed your capacity, because you will
harm yourself.

54 appayds

Ph. dppay®s: oteppds, Eykpatds, dote pn poyfivar kai dtaebapiivat 0md Biag. Zogo-
K}nﬁg.

APPAYOCTEPOC: EYKPUTHS Z XOoQOKARNC Iin marg. z

Cf. Soph. fr. 736 from Hes. appayéc Sppa: od Sakpiov. ® TPOT® QUUEV KaTEPPAYN
HOL B3GKpVOV’. ZoQoKATS catvpikm (catvpik® Casaubon, Zotvpick® Musurus, Tupof
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e M. Schmidt etc.). This gloss too is contained in Photius, just before éppay@dg. There-
fore, a confusion between the two quotations must be excluded. Besides, the interpretation
of dppayds by dote pn payfivar kol draebapfivar Omd Pilag suggests a substantially
different meaning than appayég dppa. Unfortunately Photius does not solve the problem
of catvpikw. The reading here is TopokAfig ipnkev.

55 atipociivn

See above, Lysias, fr. 15.

56 nanal, YOPELTNG UVAOC OVKETL YOPET
Ph. adAog yopevtng: TogokAfic ‘manai, etc.’

abAOG: Y OPELTNG Z nanal - Yoeel in marg. z

There are two dramas by Sophocles in which music and dance played a considerable
role in the plot, "Ivayog and @apvpac. In the second, however, it is stringed instruments
that prevail, although poévavAiot are mentioned in an extremely corrupt passage (fr. 241).
But it is likelier that our fragment comes from “Ivayog: it is very probable that a dance
was performed accompanied by flute-playing (cf. P. Tebt. 692); moreover, the initial
nanal seems to express astonishment rather than suffering, and this is a usage peculiar
to satyr-plays. Cf. Eur. Cycl. 572: mamai, co@ov ye 10 EbAov 1iig Gurélov, and Soph. fr.
153 from another satyr-play, ’AyiArénc "Epoactai: narol, ta modiy’, dg 6pdic, drdrecac.

57 aunviov

See above, Aristophanes, fr. 83.

58 aOTAYYEATOG

Ph. adtdyyehtog: avti Tob adtemdyyeAtos. Lo@okAfig eipnkev.

A new word. Cf. avtdyyehog (Soph. Phil. 568, O.C. 333). See also Aeschylus, fr. 29
above, where one of the (irrelevant) parallels adduced by Phrynichus is adtendyysitog.
Perhaps the meaning in Sophocles is, like adtdyyehog and adtokfipvE, “an eye-witness
herald’ or, as an adjective, “(news?) announced by an eye-witness messenger’. But what
our lexicographer seems to suggest here is, like adtendyyehtog in Bur. H.F. 706, “of one’s

free will’.
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59 apaldoot

Ph. dootdcat: arorécat. Zo@OokAfG.

Hes. doatdcat: arnaiyfjoat, drokeitovpyfioat koi drorécal. 6 adtog Aeheoic CAdelpolc Florens; fr.
com. ad. 1128 K.) [Ge<eivar vel -£50at:> &doat, araliatot, dnorettovpyficat kal droidoot Schmidt;
aeaipdoot: darnavijoat, drolelt. etc. Latte].

Hes. apldooai: danolécat.

Hes. anaidler: napécbat, mapareldodat.

ai@lelv means ‘cry alai’; with dno it must mean “stop groaning’, which is compatible
with dradyficat, ‘stop suffering’, and perhaps (in a comic metaphor) with droAleitovpyfi-
cat, ‘have done with a heavy Agitovpyia’. Therefore, the first part of the Hesychius may
perhaps belong to a lemma dnotdoot. The aorist of aidlewv is regularly aidEat, but see
Philostratus Her. 19. 12 aidoat (needlessly emended to goat) and Et. Gud. 41.22 Stef. (the
reading of w, z) 0idlo: ... 00 6 péAAov cidow. Three more Hesychius glosses seem also
to be related: €okev: GAyel; Eaxoteg: aAyodvieg; okmg: Kak®dG EXoV ... GAy@dv. The re-
semblance with deaidocat: draiyficot is striking. It is possible that one should read fjoxev,
Naxoteg, Nokog (see the app. cr. of Schmidt’s edition s.vv.), and accordingly arnotdoat.
It is difficult, however, to account both for the initial €-, persistent in these three consecu-
tive Hesychius glosses, and for the aspirated preposition in the compound &eoiéicot. Per-
haps *£4Co is a legitimate formation for “cry & &, suffer’. The interjection is now generally
printed & £, but the rough breathing is supported by the greater part of the manuscript
tradition (see Thesaurus s.v.) and also by its Latin equivalent heu. akev, £uxdg, axdTeg
would then be inaugmented perfect forms. The gloss drnatdtel in Hesychius is very cor-
rupt. It is clear, however, that topolehdcOat is the interpretation of nopeicOur; cf. Hes.
nopeldn: mapehddn ... Tapeipat: Tapodélopat; tapelévos: tapaledvpévos. But mapinu
is also interpreted with &édw. So we have in Hes. mapeiOn: ... 860n; napewut: &®; nopeivol:
£doat; and vice-versa we have £uk®g: ... tapeipévoc. Therefore, instead of drotdlet: map-
elofot, maparerboBar, one might perhaps read amotalet: <Gmoalysl. — dme(1)do0ot:>
nopeicbot, taporelvcbut. But deaidicat: drolécat, by its coincidence in Photius and
Hesychius, shows that, corrupt or not, it is an old reading. I suspect that deatdcat here
is a ghost word and that doavical: arolécar might be read.Cf. Hes. dpavilev: ... dmol-
Moewv, and Ph., Su., Bek. An. 468. 25 (cf. Bek. An. 206.22 = Et. M. 175. 10) dpavicat od
TO poldvat kai ypdvat dnhoi, GAAE SAmc TO Gverelv kel deaves Totfjcut (8tep Ekdhovy
aiotdoat add. Bek. An.). Cf. Soph. O.C. 1710 ff. 008’ &yo méc pe xpM 1O cOV TdAoIVaY
agavicat tocov dyoG.

Hesychius® 6 adtog Aehgoic does not supplement Photius’ ZogokAfic. The closest
title of Sophocles is Kogoig (8° &v Kogoic?); but the emendation *Adedpoic (a common
title of comedies) seems more likely. 6 adtog was perhaps the comic poet who used émaid-
Cewv (or *Gpedlewv?) in the sense of GTOAELTOVPYETV.
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60 Bportaig

Ph. Bpotoig: avtt 1ol dtefifpookoiouts. oltw Zo@okAfic.

Bpotaig z

The interpretation diofippwockovoalg suggests that the lemma too is a participle
or an adjective. But fpotn, 7, prima facie the nominative singular of the manuscript
reading (Bpmtaig), can hardly be either of them. St. Radt convinced me on the necessity
to read Bpwralg, i.e. a verbal adjective in -tog with active meaning, ‘eating’, as is frequently
found in Sophocles (see Bruhn, Anhang, 56 f.). The only objection would be that such
adjectives very seldom derive from simple (not compound) transitive verbs (Kiithner-Blass
ii. 288 f.). Perhaps <dtwa>Bpotaic would both comply with this rule and conform with the
interpretation dtafippockovoais. But dtafifpdokw and its derivatives are typically prose
words quite unlikely to be met with in Sophocles. Cannot Bifpdckw be considered as in-
transitive (‘perform the act of eating’) on certain circumstances?

If the emendation Bpwrtais is right, it is very likely that the gloss originates from the
Antiatticistic source. A similar gloss is recorded in the Antiatticista, 80. 20 dpectdg: vti
100 apéokov. IMidtov Paidpw (?), whereas another, 79.2 apdabnroc: dvti tod Gpadngc.
Dpiviyog Kovve (fr. 8 K.), comes from a group of glosses which are related with the for-
mation of -tog verbals with @- privativum (Gvopibuntog, dropackedactoc, apddntoc,
apbdvntog, instead of avapiBpog, arnapdokevog, auadng, dpbovog); cf. fr. 50 above.

61 EKTAOOELY

Ph. éktdooelv: guidttecBat. Zo@okATG.

éktdooely, known from Xenophon onwards as a military term, “to draw out in battle-
order’, may be used here metaphorically by Sophocles for “to be on one’s guard against,
beware of, take care lest’. It is worth noticing that the intransitive use implied here is found
only in Polybius, ii. 28. 7 (not recorded in LSJ).

62 VO uEC

Ph. évduéc: €v dlavoiq £kAoTOV. LOPOKATGC.

Hes. évdoéc: év diavoig €kdoTov.

Schmidt deleted the gloss in Hesychius because he believed it to be a corruption of a
scholion on Hom. //. ii. 451 év 8¢ c0évog dpoev ékaote kapdin. LSJ read Evdaeg, but the
adverbial ending may well be oxytone like émitndég. One wonders whether the word derives
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from &v + dafjvat or is a dialectal formation for &véov or £vdobev like dvovdeg: dvabdev
(Cypr.) recorded in Cyril (Dresd.). Cf. Eur. Or. 1514 tdvdov ovy, oltm @povdv ‘in one’s
heart’, Pind. P. ii. 74 Qopov tépmetat €voobev.

63 OPKOROTNKEV

Ph. dpkopotnkev: Zo@okAfig.

Evidently from the Antiatticistic source. Sophocles uses the verb at Ant. 265 kal
Oeovg Opkopotely, but, if our gloss is complete, bpkopdtnkev must refer to a different
usage. The verb is attested in all three tragedians and Aristophanes. Antratt. 110. 28 has
opkopocia: tAnbuvtikdg IMidtov Oaidpo (241 a). Phryn. P.S. 92.19 has dpkopdoia:
ta €nl 6pkolg yvopevo, iepeia, and Photius 6propdoia: ta OOpate kal iepeio. Since the
Phaedrus passage is the only one where dpkopdcie means simply ‘oath’, it seems that the
Atticists suggested the exclusive meaning “sacrifice on taking a solemn oath’. De Borries
on Phryn. P.S. 92. 19 associates the gloss with Pl. Phaedr. 214 a. This is evidently a mis-
take, because Plato does not give the word the meaning of sacrifice, and this is exactly
what Phrynichus objects to. Phryn. Eecl. 338 (p. 466 R.) condemns also 6pkitw in favour
of the -o- forms (dpxwoe xal 6pkmTNG); but Photius cites from another source: 6pxki-
Cew xal 6pkolv Ekatépmg. Photius 6pkwtds: odyl Opkiotag ovdE dpkwpdtag Aéyovsiv
is also relevant. But the addition of 6pkopdtog here does not make any sense, unless
one takes into account an Atticistic condemnation of 6pkwpoteiv in the sense of “take
oath’. And it is clearly from the same Antiatticistic source that Photius records 6pkapo-
telv: 10 duvoval "Aptotopdvng Bafolavioig (fr. 96 K.). It is remarkable that of the four
tragic occurrences of the verb, Aesch. Sept. 46 and Eur. Suppl. 1190 imply a sacrifice,
while in Aesch. Eum. 764 and Soph. Ant. 265 it means merely ‘take a solemn oath’.
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ALEXIS

AvANTpig
64 OVETNG

Ph. ®vétng: dvntig. "Ale€ig AdAntpidi.

®vntg] évtng z

A new title added to the work of this prolific poet, to whom Suda assigns no less than
245 plays; about 140 titles are known. AdAntpic is a common title in Middle and New
Comedy (Antiphanes, Diodorus, and Menander), and 7ibicina is the title of a togata by
Titinius. Phoenicides wrote an AVANTpideg, while Anaxilas, Antiphanes, and Philemon
wrote comedies entitled AbAntng. V. Bartoletti in A¢ti dell’ XI Congresso Internazionale
di Papirologia (Milano 1966) published fragments of a gnomology in which four lines
from an AOANTpideg are preserved (p. 13, no. 14). These of course may have come from
the A0Antpideg of Phoenicides or from Menander’s AbAntpic, which is also transmitted
as AOAnTpidec.

@vétng is completely unattested, but dvntig is frequent. The alternation -£tng / -ntng
is known from such pairs as fyétng / fiyntng (kad-, mpo- etc.), oikétng / oikntic, fixétne /
nxntie. In comedy dvntig was used by Antiphanes (fr. 161 K.).

Incertae sedis
65 aptiog &vralf’ énnda kal Simeileitd pot

Ph. aneideital pou: "Adelig “apting ete.’

In Sz annAgital Sz évtadba Sz

Antiatt. 82. 25 anethodpar: Gvti tod anelld. "Alekig (fr. 306) Sinmeikeitd oot Zevoedv &v Tuumo-
oio (iv. 31).
Hes. anetleitarl sine explicatione.

From the Antiatticistic source. I was unable to find any old occurrence of the simple
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middle anethodpat. LSJ record a few cases from second century A.D. authors (Appia-
nus, B.C. iii. 29, Polyaenus vii. 35. 2). The reference of the Antiatticista to Xenophon is
wrong, as dnethobpat there is clearly passive. Another reference, however, may be miss-
ing right after the lemma. Cobet, Novae Lectiones, pp. 624 ff., pointed out the common
alternation to&evo / Stato&ebopat, akovtite / StakovtiCopat, Bod / Stafodpat, Lodopd /
Stahotdopodpat etc.

Alexis’ fr. 306 is now expanded to form a complete trochaic tetrameter. The reading
not of Photius is probably preferable to the cot of the Antiatticista. nHida seems to have
been used for ‘rushed’. Such a meaning is not recorded in the dictionaries for mndav,
but giomnddav at Men. Dysc. 602, Sam. 564, and elsewhere means ‘rush indoors’; cf.
also Sie. 259, napamnday.

66 Evoola

See above, Aeschylus, fr. 31.

AMIPSIAS

Incertae sedis
67 Bavkiopoc
Ph. Bavkiopds : lovikn Spynois. obtwg "Apcnyiag.
lomkn z

Hes. Bavkiopoc: "lovikn Spxnoic. kai £160¢ @dTic mpog Spxnoty TETOMUEVOV.

Et. M. 192. 17 Bovkiopdg: Spynoic.

Poll. iv. 100 kai Bavkiopog Bavkov dpxnotod kdpoc Emdvopoc. aBpd tic Opxnoic kai 10 cdpa EEv-
Ypaivovoa.

Sch. Ar. Eq. 20 xai 6 Bavkiopog (180c OpyHoewc).

Sch. J1. xxii. 391 1 §& amodn Spxnotc, poOwy Kkui Pavkiopdc kai oxediopdc, dravia Toic HoAakoig didotat.

The word has nothing to do with this imaginary dancer of Pollux, Babkoc, but comes
probably from Bavkdg, “soft, effeminate’. BovkifecOat is interpreted as OpVntecOut in
Hesychius (Bovkilewv in Bek. An. 225. 25). See Chantraine, Dict. étym. s. Bavkog.

Bavkiopoég may have been used in one of the lovely symposiac scenes described by
Amipsias (e.g. in his "AnoxottaBifovteg and especially in fr. 22). That this kind of dance
was common in symposia is shown by Alexis fr. 222 K.



FRAGMENTS OF COMEDY 81

ANAXILAS

OpocvAiiémy
68 OTapLov
Ph. &tdplov: "Avo&ilag OpacvAiiovtl.

OpucvreodvTl z

Opacvréwv is a new title for Anaxilas. It was already known for Menander and
Sextus Turpilius.

I think that by ®tapta “swine ears’ must be meant; cf. Ath. iii. 95¢, Anaxandrides fr.
43, and Alexis fr. 110. 16. Anaxilas fr. 19. 4 (from the Mayeipot) quoted in Ath. iii. 95b
has a lacuna which can perhaps be filled with this word: dkpok®it’ Eyety, <dtdplas, pOYYXN,
nodag. Athenaeus is talking in this passage about swine mddec, dtia, pvYYTM, and Kock
supplemented accordingly <&tia>. <dtdpra> is perhaps reinforced by Athenaeus’ follow-
ing words: @tdplo & dvopaoe K al "AvaEavopidng év Xatvpiq (fr. 43 K.). As it is not
unusual to encounter mageiros scenes in several plays of the same comedian, it does
not seem strange to find ®tdpra repeated twice in Anaxilas’ comedies.

The gloss comes perhaps from the Antiatticistic source. It may refer to the dimi-
nutive ending -aptov, which is several times vindicated in the Antiatticista (87. 4 yovuikd-
plov, 88.4 yiryyrdapia, 98.2 Cwddapiov, 104. 28 wkAwdpro, 104. 30 kvvdpiov, 107. 1 Aoyd-
pta, 108. 32 pvaddpia). Phrynichus in his FEeloga 157, 158 (p. 268 Ruth.), objects to the
use of -aptov, being in favour of -idiwov. In P.S. he is more lenient: 76. 14 innidiov,
o0 povov inmdpiov, 84.22 kuvvdptov kai kvuvidiov dokipa. But see Thomas Magister
(201. 13 R.) xvvidtov, ov kvvaplov: €l kai Ogomopnog 6 kop®dog (fr. 90 K.) draf todto
enotv. Aovkiovog €v 1 Oedv éxkkAnoiq (Deor. Cone. 5) ‘10 E0vnbeg &kelvo kal Omep
Nyano Kovidiov’.

ANTIPHANES

"Evea

69

Ph. <&>veodg: oby 6 fAiBiog, AL 6 dewvog. kal T0 OnAvkov Eved. kal dpapa " AvTieavoug
gmyéypantol “Eved.

A new title added to the plays of Antiphanes. The Anonymus de Comoedia 12, p. 9
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Kaib., assigns him 260 plays. Of these we possess the titles of only 134 or 135. ’Eved must
also have been the title of a comedy by Apollodorus of Carystus, which has suffered much
from emendation. It is mentioned only in Pollux, x. 152: "AnoAA68wpog 6 Kapiotiog eindv
&v 1) "Eved (fr. 13 K.). The MSS give évéa (FSL) or évvéa (BC). Bethe writes 'Evéa, with-
out any further comment. Casaubon had suggested ‘lepeiq, Meineke preferred Evvaiq or
Nepéq, and Kock, noting “titulus corruptus’, wrote "Evvéa. The reading év 11} "Evéq (=
’Eved) was found in the old editions of Pollux and was interpreted by Casaubon and Hem-
sterhuis ‘in Muta’. Meineke mentions this reading, but considers it as ‘nulla cum veritatis
specie’. It is worth noting that évedg is very often written §vvedg in the MSS. A very strange
coincidence occurs in the edition of Pollux by J. H. Lederlin and T. Hemsterhuis (Amstelae-
dami 1706). The editors, commenting on this reference to Apollodorus of Carystus, write:
‘Mutam inscripserat hanc fabulam Antiphanes, quod istiusmodi feminae praecipue
ibi agerentur partes’. The name Antiphanes was obviously written inadvertently, because
the Apollodorus fragment is placed in Pollux between two Antiphanes fragments. It is
likely that in both plays a female character pretended to be dumb.

Incertae sedis
70 Yapebvat, YoHEVVASES

Ph. yoapedvar kol yoapevvades: yiobot. "Avtipdavng.

Hes. yopedvn: otifdc. xoi N tameivn kAwvic.
Sch. Ar. Ap. 816 xapedvn 8¢ Tametvn kAiivy, 60ev kal 10 Svopa eidngey.
Moeris 408 yapebviov "Attikoi, yiofog "EAAnvec.

yopedvn is common in drama for ‘mat’ (Aesch. Ag. 1540, Soph. fr. 175, Eur. Rh. 9,
852, Ar. Av. 816). yapevvig, however, does not occur as a substantive earlier than Nicander
Ther. 23 (yopevvadeg gbvai, as adjective, Lyc. 848).

ARISTOPHANES

"Avdyvpog
71 Kav pndev €Ang, otijoov puaypav

Ph. glnovg: Aéyovot tag pudypag. xai <miv> Eminintov Bapoc. Eott 88 map’ adtoic «kai
1 poaypo. "Apiotoedavng "Avaydpo: “kiv etc.”

leg. imovg nn In marg. z (i.e. ginnovg) ndv suppl. ex Hes. Emnintov z
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Hes. €ilog: mav 10 éminintov Bapoc. kol t0 &v taic ndyuic émnintov EVAov.
Hes. ginoc: mayic, mayn. kai nov Bdapoc.

This anapaestic dimeter should be connected with fr. 51, 52, and 53 K., all anapaestic
dimeters, which, however, have now to be seen in a new light. A fifth anapaestic fragment,
51 a Edm., cannot so easily be connected with the rest.

In fr. 51 (Ath. iv. 133 b) a female character is speaking: npog Oedv, Epapat téttiya
eayelv / kol kepkOTNV Onpevoapévn / kaldpo Aentd. It has been noticed that this is a
travesty of Phaedra’s words in Eur. Hipp. 219 ff.: npog Bedv, Epapat kvuoi BovEat / kai
napa xoitav Eavlav piyar / Oeccarov dprak’ Eniloyyov Exovs” / &v yeipi Béhoc. Kock,
claiming that it would be ridiculous to hunt cicadas with a hunter’s arrow, suggested writing
nAokave Aent®d for koAdpw Aentd. He added: “Mulieribus cicadas potius reticulis quam
feras hasta venandas esse Euripidem inridens significat’; cf. Kock, iii, p. 720. K. Zacher,
Hermes 19 (1884), 432 ff., showed, however, that cicadas used in fact to be caught with
limed twigs and that kGAapog was one of the words employed to denote this device. See
A.P.ix. 264 (Apollonides or Philip: Eig téttiya i&gvBévto napa Kpitovog iEgvtod) and 273
(Bianor: Eig téttiya, ov i§oepyog Tig Kpitwv donep otpovbiov £0npacev). To these in-
stances pointed out by Zacher one more, Aesop 397 (Perry), may be added; cf. Crusius,
Gott. Gel. Anz. 1889, p. 182. Yet, it should be emphasized that limed twigs were not de-
signed to catch cicadas or grasshoppers; only exceptionally were these insects caught on
snares intended for birds. This is the situation in both epigrams of the Anthology and in
Aesop’s fable. Moreover, there is no question of the speaker in Aristophanes being in
love like Phaedra in the Hippolytus, as Meineke contends: ‘ita Aristophanes finxit fasti-
diosam mulierem, privigni amore flagrantem, ista dicere: voluitque illa aucupio uti, quem-
admodum Phaedra venari’; and similarly Kock. [On the motif of the girl in love who
wants to go hunting see Br. Snell, Szenen aus griechischen Dramen, Berlin 1971, 39 f.]
But the woman talking in fr. 51 must be starving. She has set up her limed twigs, but has
not caught anything yet. She is content, therefore—in fact she passionately desires (¥pa-
pat)—to catch even a cicada or a grasshopper. I do not dispute Athenaeus’ information
that people used to eat such insects dvactop@ceng xapiv but I greatly doubt if the lady
of fr. 51 desired to eat them as hors-d’oeuvre (A4.P. ix. 373 mentions cicadas being caught
by shepherds, but not “zur Speise’: Zacher, op.cit. 436, n. 1).

Fr. 52 (Ath. vii. 301a), oby, £éynt®dv homag Eotiv combined with Poll. vi. 51, &yntdv
3¢ homag evtedéc Tt Bpopdtiov is also evidence not of extreme poverty, as has been con-
tended, but rather of great hunger.

Finally, I read fr. 53 (Sch. Ar. A¢. 1292): kai piv x0éc y* fv mépdiE xoAroc (y° Porson:
Yap V, kai pnv népdig y0eg v xwAds R), and take it to refer to the limed twigs too: “Yes-
terday at least I caught a lame partridge (but there is nothing today)’. fjv is existential like
gotwy in fr. 52. And népdi€ should be written with a small pi: Aristophanes may well be
making a pun on the name of a well-known lame kdrnniog, but this does not mean that we
have to read ITépdi€ as a proper name; cf. Webster, Lustrum 6 (1961), 23: “Richter [G.
M. A. Richter, Greek and Roman Antiquities in the Dumbarton Oaks Collection, no. 17,
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Cambridge Mass. 1956] compares a Roman copy of a Hellenistic statuette of a youth with
a club-foot inscribed ITEPAIK.” Cf. Phryn. com. fr. 53 K., but see van Leeuwen on Ay.
1292.

The new fragment may be taken in the same context: ‘but if you do not catch anything
with the limed twigs, then set up a mouse-trap’. Eating mice, whether in joke or seriously,
can only be encountered, of course, in cases of extreme hunger. Th. Gelzer, Der epirrhe-
matische Agon, p. 279, assigns fr. 51 to the “pnigos’ of an agon and identifies the speaker
as a bomolochos. The Photius fragment shows that we have a lively dialogue here and
perhaps confirms Gelzer’s attribution.

72 gkMpakioey, Got’ eig péonv Enece {TNv} TQpov
Ph. ékAlpdkioey: topectpaon kal EEékAve. "Aploto@dvng "Avayipw: “ EkAlpdkicey ete.”
*Avaybpe etc. in Suppl. ®ote codd. gneoe Sz : Emumte Ss

= Fr. 44 a Edm. The new Photius supplements the gloss giving the right meaning of
the verb (the interpretation was not included in the Lexicon Sabbaiticum). khpdxicey
here does not mean ‘use the wrestler’s trick called kAipa&’ so Kock, Rh. M. 48 (1893),
583, and LSJ with a reference to this fragment as fr. 4 D.; so also Edmonds who translates
‘He “laddered™ him etc.” Nor do we have to do with a rearing horse, a meaning alter-
natively suggested by Kock, loc.cit., who associates this fragment with fr. 41-43 from
*Avayvpog, where there is talk about horses; so also LSJ with a second reference to this
fragment, this time as 63 (i.e. Hall-Geldart). The verb seems now to be used intransitively
and to refer to someone (not necessarily a horse) who has misstepped or deviated from
the road. With £€nece instead of €munte it is easier now to reconstruct a normal comic
iambic trimeter.

I'ewpyol
73 ékpomnical

Ph. gxpornicoi: 10 ékpopficat. CApiotopavng Tswpyois.

Cf. Ar. Eq. 701 xarexpognoac, usually emended to xat’ Ekpoenoag (Seager) or Kiv
gkpoogfioag (Bothe), and Plato com. fr. 149 (ékpoofcag). The form is not elsewhere attest-
ed. In fact poniCev for pogeiv sounds barbaric, and I wonder whether Aristophanes did
not use it precisely for comic reasons. Only Aristophanes is known to have written a
l'ewpyoi, in the plural. A Tewpyodg, in the singular, was written by Menander and an
Agricola by Novius had perhaps the same comedy as a model.
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Aortadelg
74 oUT®g TAPEST APPNVIKOV: KEAELE VIV

Ph. appnvikov: ovyi dpoevikov kahobotv ol "Attikol 10 T®V Ypuénv @upudkiov. "Apt-
otoeavng Acttoiedoly: ‘oltwg etc.’

-Qoappdkiov in z, tota gl. in Sz rvaeéwv Schwartz in Eust. 913. 57 TAPECTLY SZ kélevoe Sz

Eust. 913. 57 Ailiog 8¢ Atoviotog (fr. a 176 Erbse) Aéyet xai 6Tt dppevikov, odxi dpoevikdv 10 TOV Ypa-
QPEMV TTapl “ATTIKOIG QAPUOKOV.

Hes. appnvikov (Gpvikov cod., sed inter glossas appndny et appNKTOLS): XpOUATOC £160¢ YAwPOV, Erep
NUEIG APOEVIKOV AEYOUEV.

Ph. appnvikov: ypopatoc £ldog yAopov, Omep MUEIS GPPEVIKOV AEYOUEV.

Galen. xiii. 593. 15 kal 10 xaroOuevov 8¢ OmO pev T@OV latpdv dpoevikdy, OO 8¢ TdOV dttikilelv Ta
navta Bovlopévav Gppevikov. - xii. 723. 13 xal 1O karovpevov appevikdov pEv OO t@V malaldv
‘EAMN VOV, GpoevikOov 8¢ OO TV vOV.

Schwartz’s conjecture 10 t@v yvo@énv @dppokov is quite wrong. See G. Herbst,
Galent Pergament de Atticissantium studiis testimonia, 1911, p. 14, n. 1. Arsenic was one
of the principal materials used by painters (yellow paint), and ¢dppoxov has precisely the
meaning of “dye, paint, colour’; see RE s. Arsentcum and LSJ s. gappaxov III. Photius’
gloss gives the original text of Aelius Dionysius. What is astonishing is that the word is
not appevikov but appnvikov. There can be no doubt that the latter is correct, because
the metre in the quotation from Aristophanes requires a long in this position. Hesychius’
gloss (from Diogenianus) apvikov: xpopatog €180g YAwpov, émep Npels ApoeVIKOG Aé-
youev, was universally emended to dppevikov ... apoevikov. Now it seems certain that
the lemma should be corrected to appnvikdv, and this is supported by the fact that the
gloss is between appndnv and appnxrtoig. The gloss of Diogenianus is found also in the
new Photius; here not only is the lemma dppnvikdv, but also the form censured is appe-
VIKOV (Omep MUEIG ApPeEVIKOV AEYOUEV).

Aristophanes is now the first witness for the word. As we should expect, the Eastern
word zarnk (= arsenic) had not yet been transformed by popular etymology to appevi-
KOV - dpoevikov. It is not clear what arsenic was doing in the play: ‘So, here is the yellow
paint. Now order ..."

75 ént dainviov

Ph. énl dainviov: "Aptotoedvng Acttadedoly méndakev @ dpyovtd tTiva anod tol gai-
A0 kakonBwg.

doiinviov z (recte?) Aoartaredoal zac Qarod z

Hes. éni ®aAnviov (-viov cod.): tov "Adkiradny enoiv 6 "Aptotopdvng (CApictapyog cod.) &ni dain-
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viov (-wviov cod.) yeyevijoOal, ockdnTOV mapd TOV EAANTO (mepl TOV cedinta cod.). Emacyntia
vap. {6 guAnc}

Meineke accepted James Pearson’s emendation of "Apictapyoc to ’Apiotogdvng and
ascribed the fragment to TpipdAing. Kock retained the ascription (fr. 554), but without
accepting the emendation. As Tpipding was played after the fall of the Four Hundred in
410 B.C. and the return of Alcibiades to Athens, Aristarchus, who was one of the leaders
of the Four Hundred might well have been mentioned in it. But Pearson’s emendation is
now proved right as Photius explicitly ascribes the fragment to Aristophanes and specific-
ally to the AaitoAeic. Aristarchus could not have been mentioned in so early a play (427
B.C.). And Alcibiades, about 20 years old then, is very unlikely to have been referred to in
connection with his political life. He was perhaps satirized for his profligate habits. Young
Alcibiades was already known to have been mentioned in the AottaAeic (fr. 198. 26) as the
coiner of a word or a usage, which is unfortunately too corrupt to be restored with cer-
tainty.

J. W. Suevern’s suggestion (Uber Arist. Wolken, 1826, pp. 62-65, Uber Arist. Drama,
benannt das Alter [I'fipog], 1827, p. 44), based on Hesychius’ gloss, that TpipdAng is a
comic invention for Alcibiades, is now, after the attribution of fr. 554 to the Aaitaeic,
very unlikely. In fact, not a single one of the remaining fragments of this comedy mentions
his name. Many bold conclusions regarding the contents of the play had been based on
this identification. See W. Schmid, Gesch. d. griech. Literatur, iv. 1, pp. 197 f., and G.
Murray, Aristophanes, Oxford 1933, p. 182. Only A. Couat, Aristophane, Paris® 1902,
p. 182, had not accepted the identification. The only thing we can say about this comic
figure now is that his name was probably coined after Tpiképarog and Tetpaképarog, cer-
tain herms in Athens; cf. Ar. fr. 553 K. from Hes. ‘Eppfic Tpiképarog: "Apiotopdvng &v
TpipdAntt todto Epn moilwv Kopikds, Tapocov tetpoképarog ‘Epufic &v 1f tpLode T
gv Kepapekd dpvto. In fact, a Tpiuképarog “Epufic did exist in Athens: see Philochorus
fr. 22 Jac. and Isaeus fr. 14 Thalheim.

Apdpato

76 arodukpvopai og Tav SVGTOTHOV
Kopav

Ph. drodaxpvopat: *Apiotopavng Apapacty: “érodakpiopat etc.’

In Sz v Sz

From the Antiatticistic source. The Atticistic proscription is found in Ph. and Bek.
An. 427.20: anodakpbopat od onpaivel 10 Sakpioat, AAre 16 Tadcacdal dukpvovta, dg
10 drnoro@vpecbat kai té pota. The vocabulary, the dialect, and the metre of the fragment
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indicate that we have tragic parody. d0omotpog was used by Aristophanes only at Ach.
419, where Euripides is the speaker and the tone is comically elevated. The same is true
of the pseudo-doric elements (tav ... képav), which point to a choral part. Finally, the
dochmiac (we have two and a half here), a very rare metre in comedy, is used in parody
at Ach. 1219 and 1221, and Thesm. 912. Although travesty of tragic style does not always
imply the presence of tragedians as characters in the play, we know that Euripides was at
least referred to in the Apapota (fr. 290 K.), as were, according to Hermann, both Sopho-
cles and Iophon. [See his emendation of a passage of Sophocles’ Vita in his Oed. Col.
praef.? xi.]

"Hpweg

77

Ph. "Agpoditoc: 6 "Eppugpdditog. tapanificiot 8¢ Toute kai drArot daipoves, *OpbHavie.
Mpiamog, Alakdg, I'evetvdric, Toxwv, Iywv, Kovicarog, Kivvelog kai &repot, dv kai
"Aptotopdvng pépvntat “Hpawouv. {iv'} "Amodroedvng Kpnoiv: “*Ackinmnidg, Kovvetog,
"Apoditog, Toxwv’ (fr. 7 Edm.): ®epekpdtng 008’ gic Etaipag 008’ "Appoditov nhnote’
(fr. 172 a Edm.).

oV Kal - todnote in Sz Kivviog z et Sz iv’ del. Papad.-Ker.

- piarog = Bek. An. 472.24

The fragment was already known (313 a Edm.) from a combination of Bek. An. 472.
24 and Lex. Sabbaiticum. Now six more names of deities are added to the list.

I'evetulric is the only female deity (not counting *A@poditog), and only Aiokog is
not known to have any aphrodisiac qualities. What is important is that Apollophanes,
enumerating Asklepios, Kynneios, Aphroditos, and Tychon, considered them probably
as foreign deities. Cf. Hes. Beol Eevikoi: mapa "Abnvaiols tipdvrat, odg kotaAéyet *Anoi-
rogdvng &v Kpnot (fr. 7 K.). It seems that the importation of such foreign deities to Athens
was a favourite subject of the comedians. Cf. Str. x. 3. 18, p. 471: *A0Onvaiot §° donep mepi
0 dAL0 prroEevolvreg Srateroboty, obto mepl Tovg Beovs. TOARG Yap T@V Eevik®V iepdv
napedégavto, dote kal Exmpedndnoav. The passage of Cicero, Leg. ii. 37: novos deos et
in his colendis nocturnas pervigilationes sic Aristophanes, facetissimus poeta veteris
comoediae, vexat, ut apud eum Sabazius et quidam alii dii peregrini iudicati e civitate
etciantur, need not necessarily refer to the "Qpau, as it is unanimously taken, because of
of the presence of Sabazius in fr. 566 of the "Qpat. On the contrary it is much more likely
that the agon alluded to by Cicero took place in the “Hpweg. The eponymous heroes of
Athens, who must have constituted the chorus, might well have had a hand in this deporta-
tion of foreign gods. [But Kvuvveiog, among his many attributions, is also considered
eponymous of the Athenian genos of Kynnidai.] Fr. 878 K. also belongs here: Ph. s.v.
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“Yne: ... "Apiotoedvng 8¢ ovykataréyel Eevikoic Ogolg Tov "Ynv. Meineke’s attempt to
ascribe the fragment not to Aristophanes but to Apollophanes was entirely erroneous:
“Yng and Zafaliog, the deity which Cicero mentions, were one and the same. Cf. Ph.
“Yng: tob Zafaliov M énikAnois.

‘OAKadeg
78 sEovuy® yap Eywye 1odT akptPag

Ph. amovvyilecOat kal dvuyitewv kal &ovuyilelv drapépovat. TO pEv oy dmovvyiletv
peta tfig amo mpobécens onuaivel 10 ToUg Svuyag Gpailpely, T0 6¢ dvuyilewy kai EEovuyi-
Cetv T1B¢aoty ént ToU Epevvav akplBdg kai £&etdletv 10 drokeipevoy mpdypa. "Apioto-
@avng ‘Oikdoty: “EEovuyid ete.”

"Aptoto@ivng — akptfdc in Sz

Phryn. P.S. 20. 6 arovuyilecbatl Tob ovuyilecbal "ATTik®dg Sta@épeL. TO HéV Yap onpaivel O Todg Svuyac
apaipeichut, 0 8¢ Ovuyilerv xal €Eovuyiletv €mi tob €pevvav akpifdc kai &Eetalelv 10 Omokei-
pevov mpdypa. Kpativog pévtot (fr. 455 K.) 10 @vuylopévov éni 1od tetumuévon tolg dvuxag té-
Oetkev.

Phryn. P.S. 95.9 dvuyiletv xai €ovuyiletv: 10 mepi Tt axpiporoyeicOut. Aéyovot 8¢ kai anovuyiletv 1O
Toug Ovuyxac Geaipeiv.

Phryn. Eel. 253 dvuyilewv kal €éEovuyileiv: Tavto onpaivel ékdtepo kal tibetar éni Tod dkpiforoyeicdat.
10 & amovuyiletv 10 Tac UmepavEnocelc 1@V OvOxwV Gealpelv onupaivel. &meldn 8¢ 6 moAlg cup-
QeTOG Aéyouoty “ Oviyloov pe’ kol ‘dvuytoauny’, onpoivoueda to ovopata kai gapev 6ti, i pév
£mi tod ToLg Bvuyas Geatpeiv Tinot tig, xpnoatto Gv T® arovuyiletv, €l 8 &ni tod axpiforoyel-
oBar xai &€etalev axpifidc, T® dvuyilety xpRcautt Gv.

Ph. = Su. ovuyiletat: axpiforoyeital. obtmg "Apiotoeavns (fr. 834 K.).

Harp. (Dindorf, p. vii; J. J. Keaney, 774 PhA 98 (1967), 209) dmovuyiletv: 10 Geaipeiv Tt dnepavEncelg
@V Ovoxmv mapa Mevavdpo (fr. 825 Ko.). dixa 6¢ tiig mpobécems 10 Aentohoyelobat onuaivet, 6
Kol peta tiic €€ Aéyetar EEovuyiletv. 10 adto 8¢ kai tepOpeiav Aéyovoty.

Bek. An. 432.28 = Su. = Ph. drnovuygicat pairov Aéyovoiv 1 dvuyicat.

The Photius gloss combines two items of Phrynichus’ Praeparatio Sophistica. There
is no difficulty whatsoever to understand the fragment, but one cannot easily determine
its metre. Perhaps the best way to make the line scan is to emend ydp into tdp” (tot épa)
and have a catalectic trochaic tetrameter with its final cretic missing. The corruption is
common in Aristophanes: Eq. 366, A¢. 1017, 1358, Lys. 20 (?); cf. Ach. 323, Vesp. 1262,
fr. 585; also Vesp. 217, where the MSS are divided between yép and yobv, the best meaning
(‘well then” ironically) is offered by téip’. The emendation in this fragment is also sup-
ported by the future tense of the verb (§£ovuvy1®), which is well matched with inferential
tdpa. If the suggestion is correct, the line must come from a lively debate, as is always the



FRAGMENTS OF COMEDY 89

case with tépa in Aristophanes. Fr. 411 (and perhaps 409) from the “OAk@dec is also in
catalectic trochaic tetrameters and may come from the vicinity of our fragment.

79 ATTIKOVLIKOG

Ph. attikevikog: 1 toadtn mapoyoyn T@v ovopdtev Tapd toig "Abnvaiolg ikavég Aé-
yvetat. "Apiotopavng “Oikdotv.

‘Olkdoly in marg. z GTTIKOVIKOG Z

Sch. Ar. Pac. 215 arttikovikoi: obtmg EAeyov évouBpilovres kai evtelilovteg kai £i¢ NTTOV PEPOVTES DITO-
KopLoTik®S ToLg "Adnvaiovg £v T® ovoportt, év @ kal “Toveg Eyketvral. nailel 88 &neldn elnev dvo
Aokovikol DUTOKOPLOTIKAS, 31t ToDTO Kol "ATTIK®OVIKOL.

The word occurs again at Pac. 215. Three lines before (212), Hermes had mentioned
the Spartans by using Aakovikoi, the familiar form for Aaxkedaipdvior or Adkwvec—
perhaps this is the meaning of the second brokopiotik®g in the scholion on Pac. 215. Her-
mes proceeds: €l §° ab 1t npa&art’ (Bekker; mpa&oivt’ codd.) dyobov "Artikevikoi (or
perhaps “Att.; Opelg “Attikoi Van Leeuwen; that the reading was correct is confirmed now
by the new reference to the “OAxadeg). Perhaps the hybrid form was meant to remind play-
fully the insignificant differences that separated the two camps.

In the interpretation of the word in the Scholia, there is probably a confusion between
*Attikovikoi and the comic diminutive "Attikiov of the preceding line (214). It seems
that the first part of the scholion, down to kal "IToveg Eykewvtat, refers to *Attikiov. The
same confusion may have taken place in the interpretation of the word in Photius—al-
though it is unknown if Aristophanes used *Attikiov in the “OAkddec—because, whereas
the diminutive ending -iov might be said that mapd toig *AOnvaiolg ikavds Aéyetat, the
same thing cannot be said about the formation of the adjective, which is characteristically
comic, or about the ending -ovikdg, which occurs in Attic only when -@v- belongs to the
root of the word. It is likelier, however, that the interpretation in Photius refers to the
abuse of the ending -1k6¢ made by young Athenians, a practice condemned by Aristopha-
nes at Eg. 1375-81.

The ‘OAkadeg, according to the argument of the Peace, had also treated the subject
of the peace. It must have been performed about two years earlier, in the Lenaia of 423
B.C.; see Geissler, Chronologie der altattischen Komdédie, pp. 36 f., with more references.
Fr. 401 of the “O\kddeg is also attributed to the Peace, probably the étépa Eipnivn (= fr.
296 K.), since it is not attested in the known text of the Peace. If these likenesses are not
so significant as to suggest a close relationship between the “OAkddeg and the Peace (in
both its versions), it must be concluded that Aristophanes used the same old jokes and
wordplays for a second time.
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IToinowg
80 EnTdyopdo.

Ph. éntayopdo: adta ta kpovpata kal pérn. "Apiotopavng IMotqost.

Hes. éntdyxopda: muraid péAn 8t Entayopdov (Meineke; dintayopdov cod.) &dopeva.

From IToinoig, one of the comedies whose attribution to Aristophaneswas questioned
by the ancient commentators (see Vit. Ar. xxviii. 86 Diibn.), we possessed only one rather
insignificant fragment (451 K.). Most probably this new fragment is to be identified with
Ar. fr. 659 (inc. sed.) from the Et. Gen. (Miller, Mél. p. 124): Entdyopda: "Aploto@hvng.
‘oby, olo mpdToV Ndov (Kock; or -ev; cod. 118°) éntayopdo mavd® dpoia’.

éntdyopdo, not only the instruments but also the music and the melody, is used to
denote the old, traditional melos (cf. also éntdrovog, éntdpBoyyog), which was corrupted
by the “new style’ musicians, who are so often made fun of by Aristophanes and the other
comic poets. It seems that a character in the play appeared as follower of this new music
deriding ‘maiorum cantica simplicia et omnia inter se similia’ (Kock on fr. 659). Although
it is rash to deduce so much about the contents of a lost play, perhaps it is reasonable to
assume that Iloinotig had a literary character, depending (a) on the title, (b) on the parallel
of fr. 191 K. of Antiphanes’ IToinoig, which reflects a traditional dispute between trage-
dians and comedians about the advantages and disadvantages of their respective art, and
(c) on our new fragment.

Incertae sedis

81 tig obk Gv ékyeldoele yapievt’ eloopdv
nofovta tOvde Kol koAfig an’ éAmidog
cQaAEVTO;

Ph. am’ éAnidog oc@ulijvar kurfic: "Apiotopdvng ‘tig etc.’

In Sz ékyeldon Sz xopievta Sz 100 S?

Perhaps from the Antiatticistic source, cpdllopat is regularly constructed with a
genitive ret (Aesch. Eum. 717 6. Bovievudtwv, Eur. Med. 1010, Thuc. iv. 85 6. §6EnC).
The construction with 4né + genitive is probably due to analogy with mintetv: cf. Aesch.
Ag. 999 an’ EAnidog meoelv (so the reading of Triclinius; F, more correctly, € éAnidog).
Exactly similar is the wording in Luc. Dem. Enc. 29: an’ &inidog ye punv Eoenrog. (Cf.
also Soph. 77r. 667 koxov péy’ éxnpalos’ an” nidoc kaAfic.) The gloss of Hesychius
ékyerdoapt (Heinse: -Adoaipt cod.): £qao yAevdoaiput must be related to our fragment’s
ékyehaoete, regularized in the first person singular.
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82 appodiov

Ph. Gppodiov: ¢idov ntpoonvdv, dg Eutoiy Gvapoiot ol ToAéptot. "ApLoToPavnG.

"Aploto@dvng in marg. z
Bek. An. 445. 28 appodiog: apectoc, @ilog kol MpHOCHEVOC.

Su. appodiot: apeoTol.
Hes. apupodiot: oikeiot, ovyyeveic, gilot.

The word was hitherto attested in this meaning only in late authors, such as Parthe-
nius Krot. 16. 2, and lexicographers.

83 aumveiv

Ph. dunviav ZogokAfic (fr. novum; supra fr. 57), Gunveiv 8¢ "Apioto@dvng Kol aVTveg
Tavvopiov (fr. 10a Edm.) kol dorveicBatr Aéyovot.

Kol aomveg - Aéyovot in Suppl.

Phryn. P.S. 9.1 dunveicOat: 10 dumvov elvat.

domvoc is old (Od. ix. 404 al.) and common, but its derivatives are not: dGvmvia is
attested only in Pl. Leg. 807 e and some very late authors; dgunveiv, only in Philostratus,
Gym. 53; a&omvag and durveicBot are not attested. They all now gain in age. The gloss
comes from the Atticistic source that has been mentioned above under Lysias, fr. 15, and
Euripides, fr. 38.

84 a0Tol mepl TO oMNAALOV
Ph. avtol: avti o0 adtdbt. "ApioToedvng “adtod etc.

avtod mepl tO omnAatov in marg. z

Bek. An. 467. 13 adtodt: Eevoedv &v Tpite "Amopvnuovevudrov (cf. iii. 6. 12). "Hpoddotog &v Totopldv
tpite (106. 2, 3) avti tod adtod (avtog cod.).

Both glosses deal with the same issue. Yet it is not clear which is the Atticistic gloss
and which the Antiatticistic one; indeed the point at issue escapes us, since both words
seem to be equally legitimate Attic. adtob may mean both ‘here’ and ‘there” (cf. Aesch.
Ag. 452 adtod mepi teiyo0c: ‘there by the wall’).
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85 adxpnpa v

Ph. adyunpd yi: | un Amopd pnde edystog pnde Emtndeio mpog Kopmdv popav Kul QuTdV.
oUtmg "AploTopdvng.

Phryn. P.S. 10. 7 adypnpa vii: 1 un Amopd pnde énttndeia mpog euTdvV Kol kaprdv @opay.

Phrynichus’ gloss is supplemented here with a reference to Aristophanes. The word
occurs in this meaning in tragedy (Eur. Alc. 947). In comedy the meaning “squalid’ seems
to prevail: adyunpdprog Pl com. fr. 236 a Edm., avyunpokopng Anaxandr. fr. 41. 9, avy-
peiv Ar. Nub. 442, 920, Pl. 84, Anaxandr. fr. 34. 6.

86 AQaKn
Ph. G@dakn: Somplov Tt ELEEPES QUK. "APLOTOPAVIG.
Hes. aopdxn: domplov.

apaxm, ‘tare, vetch’, is attested only once in comedy by Pherecrates in a fragment
(188 K.) emended by Meineke. Here it may come from a passage similar to the list of
various kinds of pulse in Aristophanes fr. 412.

87 ageivor élevBepov
Ph. ageivar EhebBepov: 10 Elevbepdoal. *ApioTopdvng.

*Aploto@avng in marg. z

The expression is common enough: [Xen.] Ath. Pol. i. 11, Pl. Rep. 591 a, Men. Peric.
982-3. It was also used as terminus technicus in liberation inscriptions: d@inot (or Gofixe)
érebOepov (G. Klaffenbach, Griech. Epigraphik, 21966, p. 86). From the Antiatticistic
source?

88 *Agpoditidiov

Ph. dppodicrog Aoyog: TGty eine At Kakovpévo (fr. 54 b Edm.) kai "A@poditapidiov
0 010G broKopPLoTIKAG: “oipot Thhag, Gmolelc pe, "A@poditapidiov yAvkitatov, iketedn
o€, pf pe meptidng (fr. 48 a Edm.)' "Agpoditidiov 82 *Apiotopdvng koi "Aepoditng yéra
TOV oivov 6 adtog elpnkev (fr. 596).

In z et Suppl. Ati Kaxovpéve om. z oipot - meptidne om. z *A@poditidiov - eipnkev
om. Suppl.
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The gloss was partly known from Suppl. ( = Lex. Sabb.), up to meptidnc. From the
remaining part, which was omitted in Suppl., ’A@poditng ydro was already known from
a different source: Athenaeus 444 d (cf. Eust. 1624. 17). What is new here is only *Agpo-
dttidiov. Cf. the similar diminutive of Hermes in Aristophanes, Pax 382 al., "Epundtov,
which is interpreted as a “term of endearment’ (LSJ); cf. also Zoxpatidiov, Nub. 223 al.

*Agpoditapidiov, this comic double diminutive (cf. Arist. Rhet. 1405b 28: Ar. fr. 90
xpouoidaplov, ipatidapiov; Ar. fr. 756 Biprdapiov), need not belong to Zevg Kakolpevoe,
to which it has been attributed by Kock, Rh. M. 48 (1893), 584, followed by Demianczuk
and Edmonds.

From the same Atticistic source as above, Lysias, fr. 15, Euripides, fr. 38, Aristo-
phanes, fr. 83.

89 £€0avov kdAArololy dwpotl maideg

Ph. dwpot: oi Tpo dpag drobviokovres. chvnieg 8¢ 10 dvopo moAroig kal pdiiota "Ale-
Eavdpelotv. Eott 8¢ "Attikdv. "Aptlotoedvng: “EBavov etc.’

*Aptotopavng - maideg in marg. z

Perhaps the gloss belongs to Phrynichus; cf. yoyxayoyog (P.S. 127. 12): ol pév "Ale-
Eavopels ..., ol & apyoalot. In any case it does not seem to belong to the treatises on the
dialect of Alexandria, like the one of Eirenaeus (or Pacatus).

One may also compare Phryn. P.S.42.12, dopobdvatog: 6 mpo tfig kabnkovong
dpog arobavav avip {xal yovi}. Cf. also Bek. An. 476. 10 dopi, dopia: 10 Tapd tov
TPOCNKOVTH KOLPOV Kol TNV dpav. Aéyovot 8¢ awpl (doplov cod.) T®V VOKTAY Kol dopl
(Gdprov cod.) voktop. *Aptotopdvng 8¢ £pn kol dopl Bavate drédavev. Dindorf emended
this quotation to dwpoBdavatog anébavev and identified the two references (fr. 663 K.).
I believe, however, that we have two different quotations from Aristophanes: dwpi Oavato
anébavev and EBavov kdAlotoy dopot taideg. The adjective dwpobdvatog need not come
from him.

The metre may be taken in several combinations either as anapaestic or aeolic. k@A-
Lototy points to the consolation motif “non tibi hoc soli’; see R. Kassel, Untersuchungen
zur griech. und rom. Konsolationsliteratur, Miinchen 1958, p. 80. An extensive treatment
of the subject of immature death, but in a different literary genre, can be found in Ewald
Griessmair, Das Motiy der Mors immatura in den griechischen metrischen Grabinschrifi-
en, Innsbruck 1966.

As is clear from our lexicographer, the word was frequently used by common people
in late antiquity, especially in Alexandria. Its meaning is not necessarily ‘those who die
immaturely’, but ‘the immature ones’; and it is this meaning that led to the medieval and
modern use of dyovpog and dyopt = boy. Strangely enough Eustathius, 1788. 56, inter-
prets the word as Thracian: @pikeg dyodpovg (tTobg Epfovg kalodoly), doudTog Kol "AT-
Tikoi. But dyovpog, a very common medieval word, certainly derives from dwpog through
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the intermediate of Gywpoc (BCH 82 (1958), 152, no. 263 (a funerary inscription from
Thespiae): "Hpdkiettog 1@V elkool TPELAV AY®POG).

920 Bapparov
Ph. BapBarov: ipdtiov BaPvrdviov. obtwg "Aplotophvng.

Hes. BapBorov: ipdtiov. kal 1o aidoiov. Ppiyec.
Hes. BapBara: xewpepiva ipdtia.

It is not certain whether Aristophanes used a foreign word or coined it as a pun on
Boupvidviog and perhaps on Bopfarivlo and PapPdre (Hipponax fr. 32.3 West, adesp.
iamb. 60 West, fr.com. ad. 957 K.), "to chatter with cold’; cf. the interpretation ysipept-
va ipdtia. In the other gloss of Hesychius it is also not certain whether ®pOyeg refers to
ipdtiov or to aidoiov; but it is likelier that it refers to the first, as the word has survived
in Modern Greek in the second meaning. Can the word come from the BapvA®viot? Some
slaves are mentioned there (the Chorus?), who towkilaig éo0noeot ypdvrot (fr. 88 K.).

91 BoAPwpukTikdv

Ph. BoABwpvktikov: yevvaiov. oltwg Aptoto@dvng.

BoABopukTiKOV

The gloss yields sense only if taken in combination with the two glosses that follow
in Photius: BoAPwpvktikov toOAunpa: 10 petd Piag yevvaiov. — PorPopuyeiv: dvti tod
Tolympuyelv. Aristophanes obviously used BoABwpuktikov for Totywpvktikdy, in order
to qualify wapa mpocdokiav a very violent act. The idea of violence is implied not only
by the reminiscence of totywpuyeiv but also by the action itself of BoAPwpvyeiv: cf. Eust.
1405. 17 (= Herodian. ii. 904. 19 L.) 6 BoABog, 6 Pig dvaBariopevoc. Aristophanes has
also used &kBoABid at Pac. 1123, where the Scholiast translates é€opv&w. Cf. also Hes.
éxPePorProtar (fr. com. ad. 992 K.): E€dpuktal, Reavictal, ard Tdv BoABdv, and ékBol-
Bicar: &k PV avaormacat. Phryn. P.S. 54. 15 BoABwpuyeiv: Borfodg dpvttety (fr. com.
ad. 959 K.), is probably to be connected with our gloss although it does not imply this sense
of violence.

92 Bolig
Ph. Bolic: M| paa. oltwg *Apiotopavnc.

Hes. Bolia, Bokic: pdlng eldoc 1 év taic Ouoicic.



FRAGMENTS OF COMEDY 95

Meineke has already deleted the lemma Bwiic in Hesychius. We do not know what
this kind of pafa looked like, but Cratinus in his ITAodtot (fr. 165 K.) speaking about the
apyaioc Biog says that when Cronus was reigning the palot used to grow on trees and fall
when ripened Bololc kopdoot (according to Meineke, ii. 1, p. 108, “panes ... massulis
rotundatis [Kloesschen] distinctae et quasi superbientes’). Cf. also the late terms BwAo-
kptov and Bordémvpov, ‘barley-" and ‘wheat-cake for fodder’. The use in sacrifices
points to some kind of ®orava, while the description by Cratinus recalls the so-called wo-
Moppore toravae (/G ii.2 1367: dwdexoppara and dpBéppara momave for sacrifices).

93 Popag

Ph. Bopag: 6 Bopdg DTokoploTIK®G. 0UTOG "APLoTOPAVNG.

Bopdc z

Antiatt. 85.17 Bopag: OrokoptoTik®e 6 Popoc.

Hes. Baopog: Bopordyog. kai 6 pikpos BopOg ODTOKOPLOTIKAGC.

L. M. 199. 2 OnokoptoTikoy ... O Boporoyxoc Popa.

Et. M. 218. 16 Bopat: 6 Boporoxos. 6 t@ and t@v Boudv tpiv kaprwbdival aipov. tdocetal 6& kol &ni
1@V porakilopévov. Aéyetal kai Bopag 6 pikpdc Bopog DrokoploTIKOS. 0UT® TPOTEPOV EKAAEITO O
Evpdhrtac. eipntat mapd 10 Boog puknOudv napaninotov ExeLy.

= Fr. com. ad. 966. From the Antiatticistic source. Late grammarians believed that
-0 was a regular diminutive ending. Cf. Cramer, An. Ox. iv. 273 Ai0a&, Eust. 540. 22 néc-
cak, 1729.60 Ovvvaé, Speak, Sch. 1. xvii. 4 noépta&. Lobeck treated the whole subject
extensively (Pathol. Prol., 446-9). Kiihner and Blass, ii. 280, consider it a rare diminutive
ending. It is more often used to form ‘spottische Bezeichnungen der niedrigen Volksspra-
che’, like thovta, otopeaé, etc. As for Bopag it seems that it shared both usages: (a) a
slang derisory name deriving from Bopdg, equivalent to Bopordoyog, and (b) a diminutive
of Bopog (1 PdpaE according to Kiithner-Blass, i. 479). The Aniiatticista, apart from Po-
pa& (85.17), lists some more nouns in -a&: 99. 18 0pidag, 101. 16 kopdat, 108. 28 pootag,
119. 9 véak; it is not clear on what grounds they are included. In any case one cannot ex-
clude the possibility that both meanings transmitted to us are different interpretations by
different grammarians of one and the same passage in Aristophanes.

See below, Teleclides, fr. 211.

94? Adelpa

Ph. Adetpa: Tiveg Ztoyog aderlenyv, Eviot Tpoeov IMepoepovng, dAAoL TV adTV ANunTpt,
Tveg Ty adTnv "Hpa. kol mbavov v "Hpav ddsipav tod ITAovtwvog Aéyechat danp
Yép &ctiv 6 10D AV3POG GdENQOG. "AprloToeavng 8¢ Tepédng enoi untépa eival.

Eust. 648. 31 onueiocal 8¢ 6Tt £TepOVLPOV EGTL GLYYEVIKOV Kol 1 YdAmc fitot yalowe: €xpiiv yap elvat
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daetpa £k tob danp daépoc. kal eloiv ol THv xpfioy tavtny &idodTeg, Mg £0OLG dniwbnoetat. "Opun-
poc 8¢ ye obk 180 TNV AEELY TavTNY YEAmG AéyeL ETEpOVIHAS, 0 daetpa. Avkogpwv (710) 8¢ pépvn-
Tat pév Aagipag, fiv kal mepatiOnot 1 [epoeedvn év otixw Evi. ob cuyyevikny 8& LEELY oldev adTnyv,
aAla Sarpoviay. kal Soxel mpoAnmrikdg N AEELS d¢ Beia Anebeioa oryndijvar mapd @ mointij &ni
avOpwmivne ovyyeveiag, Omoldv tu kal éni Tiig Tod Aog "Abnvaicg kal &ni yovaikog "Adnvaiac mpoe-
SNA@ON. 8TL 8¢ Beia AEELG 1O Adeipa dnhol O eimdv (Paus. att. fr. § 1 Erbse) "Adeipav Pepexdiong
(FGrHist 3 F45) ictopei Ttoyog adshofv, kal Eolke, gnoiv, obtwg Exeiv: éni ydp Oyplc odoiog
TGTTOVGLY Ol Mahatol THY Adetpav. 810 kal mohepiav Tf Afuntpt vopilovot. dtav yap Oumtal avTi,
oV TapesTIV 1 TiC AfunTpog iépeta kol o0dE TV tebupévav yebeobal avtiv dotov (= Serv. Dan.
Verg. A. iv. 58, where Juno stands for Adeipa). podrog obv 6 Pavodnpog (FGriist 325 F 15) *Agpo-
ditnv, enot, vopilel Ty Adetpav kai TNV adtiv ™ Afuntpt Aéyer. Eti 88 pavrotepot oi v "Hpav
daetpav Thic Afuntpog amodidovieg Saeipa yap, eaciv, i Tod GAvdpoc GdeA@N. TIVEC §& @UAaka
IMepoeedvne Omod IMhovtwvog arnodeiydfival oot v Adeipav’. Aidlog pévror Atovostog (fr. § 1
Erbse) Saipav ypaowv SiovAraBmg v Adetpav enoiv 6tt ol mepl teEretas kol puothipla Thv
Oypav ovoiav daipav ovopdlovot.

The information provided by our gloss, which perhaps goes back to the Atticist Pau-
sanias (fr. 8§ 1 Erbse), is supplemented by the long passage of Eustathius given above.
Jacoby and others have repeatedly dealt with the problem of Daeira and her identifica-
tion with several goddesses. The only certain fact is that she was connected, at least in
the Attic religious tradition, with the Eleusinian mysteries. In Pherecydes (F'GrHist 3 F
45) she must have entered the Eleusinian genealogies since she is referred to as sister of
Styx. (The reference to Pherecydes in LSJ is mistaken, for he did not identify Daeira with
Persephone.) The geographer Pausanias (i. 38.7) adds the information that she was
daughter of Oceanus (like Styx) and mother of Eleusis by Hermes. This, according to
Jacoby (loc.cit. Kommentar), is compatible with the anonymous information that she was
a ‘Hadesdaemon’, pOAag or, as our gloss claims, tpo@og of Persephone. The other iden-
tifications either belong to the same cycle of the Eleusinian cult (with Persephone and De-
meter) or are entirely alien to it (Aphrodite). The latter can be explained only as local syn-
cretisms or as speculations of the later exegetical literature. The identification with Hera
seems also to have started from the Eleusinian teletali. It is interesting to notice that this
equation is based on ddetpa as a term of relationship (‘sister-in-law’) and that Demeter
(or Pluto in our fragment), whose sister-in-law was Hera, is again the starting point for
this interpretation.

The new information provided by our fragment, that the goddess Daeira was the
mother of Semele, may perhaps be due to corruption (leg. "Erevcivog? cf. Pausanias, i. 38.
7). But Semele as an earth-goddess has many affinities with Demeter, which might well
offer grounds for a relationship of Daeira and Semele. Semele is traditionally a daughter
of Harmonia. Even this Harmonia, daughter of Ares and Aphrodite, seems to have many
affinities with Demeter and Persephone (see H. W. Stoll in Roscher’s Lexikon, art. Har-
monta col. 1831). It is remarkable that in the palace of Cadmus at Thebes the cult of Semele
was accompanied by that of Demeter Thesmophoros (Paus. ix. 12. 3, cf. ix. 16.7). Also
Semele’s dvodog is closely related to that of Persephone (Plut. qu. gr. 293 ¢; cf. Nilsson,
Gr. Feste 286 ff.).
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It is not easy to say in what context Aristophanes made this equation. But there is a
strong possibility that Aristophanes of Byzantium is meant here and not the comic poet.
In his ITepi cvyyevik@®v dvopdtov, fr. viii, p. 133 Nauck, he had perhaps dealt with the
term. daetpa, if ever used as a term of kinship, could only mean (a) brother’s wife, (b) wife’s
sister, or (c) husband’s sister. It is true that Aristophanes of Byzantium explicitly says
that for (a) there is no word, for (c¢) the word is ydAwc. His surviving fragment says
nothing about (b). But he might have mentioned the name of the goddess while discussing
the term, in order either to condemn it or to produce an instance of it.

95 deomocvoV Sywv

Ph. decmocvev Syov: avti To0 JeoTOTIKOY SyVv. "ApLoToQavnc.

dECTOOLVAV  Z

The adjective deomnoocuvvog for deomotikog belongs to serious poetry (Pi. P. iv. 267,
h. Cer. 144, Aesch. Ch. 942 [lyr.], Pers. 587 [lyr.], Eur. Heec. 1294 [anap.]). In colloquial
Attic itwas used substantively for ‘master’s son, heir’, and perhaps even for ‘master’. This
difference between poetic and colloquial usage must have been debated by Atticists as is
indicated by the Antiatticista, 89. 13: desrochvong: dvtl Tod deonotac. Perhaps our gloss
is related to this Atticistic prohibition.

Aristophanes used the same word in an anapaestic passage which mockingly echoes
the bombastic style of Agathon at Thesm. 39 ff.: 41 f. E&véov peldbpwv / 1dV decTocHvoV.
Our fragment recalls also Hecuba’s last verses in the Euripidean tragedy: 1293 ff. {te
®POC MuEVAg okNVvag T€, eilal, / T@v deorocvvev melpacopeval / poxbwv: oteppd yap
avaykn. Is it a servant exhorting his company: “Let’s go in, friends, and taste master’s
dishes™? Cf. Ar. P[. 318 ff. &y® & idv 11 Labpq / BovAncopat 100 decndTOL / AaBdV TLV’
dptov kol kpéag etc.

96? Stapépov
Ph. Swapépov: dvtl 100 cuopngépov. "AploTopdvng.
Antiatt, 89.2 drapépov: avii 10D cvp@épov. "AVTLEAVNG "Avac®lopEVe.
= Fr. 31 K. of Antiphanes. As it is quite unlikely that Aristophanes wrote a comedy
with this title (Eubulus, Hipparchus, and Diphilus wrote comedies with the title "Avoco-

Couevot, and another comedy with the same title was performed at the Lenaia of 286-5
[IG ii.? 2319]), the reading of the Aniiatticista seems to be correct.
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97 £dmAL0g

Ph. &dmAtog: €idog Spviboc. "AploTo@avng.

Hes. £€ddAiog: Opvéov gldoc.
Sch. Ar. A¢. 883 1 yap Bdoxka kal katappaxtal gici nopa Kariipdyo avayeypoappévat. kai avri dwliov
eiddMoc (= Callim. ITepl "Opvéwv fr. 425 Pf.).

The transmitted text of Ar. A¢. 884 f.is xal Baokq kal EAacd kol EpwdLd Kul KoTHP-
paxtn. The Scholia V give kai avti £3wiiov eiddAtog; R omits the entire phrase. The
Scholiast frequently recurs to Callimachus’ TTepi Opvéwv in order to identify the birds
or to emend their names (Sch. A¢. 302 = Call. fr. 421 Pf., Sch. A¢. 303 = Call. fr. 422,
Sch. A¢. 304 = Call. fr. 423, Sch. A¢.765 = Call. fr. 424, Sch. Ay. 1181 = Call. fr. 426).
Bentley was the first to notice the discrepancy with the text of Aristophanes. He noted:
“aut in textu [Aristophanis] legendum £5wA1@ aut in scholiis (quod malo) avti &pwdiod
eiddMog’ (ap. O. Schneider, Callimachea, ii. 295). Schneider, [oc.cit., accepted Bentley’s
emendation of the Scholia but went still further by changing eid®itog to £5dAtoc, because
the latter was mentioned by Hesychius whereas the first was entirely unattested. Pfeiffer,
in his edition of Callimachus, accepted both Bentley’s and Schneider’s emendations re-
marking, however, ‘res non omnino certa’. Yet the renowned editors of Callimachus fell
into the same error; the heron was too well-known a bird to need identification and descrip-
tion. Even if we suppose that the Scholiast had looked up theword in Callimachus’ book,
not only would he have found in it articles on the various species of herons (see fr. 427 Pf.
with the editor’s note; Schneider remarks that “scholiasta non accurate quaesivit’), but
also never would he have taken so dissimilar a name as 83®Atog to be an alternative for
£pmdlog. The cases referred to above, where the Scholiast uses Callimachus in order to
emend the names of the birds, concern alternative forms with very close resemblance, such
as éhedic-Elelog, kePANmUPLG-KEPAN, KEPYVAG-KEPYKVN, KOMVSIG-kictvdig. Now the gloss
of Photius confirms the readings of the Scholia. And there can be no doubt that &5dAtog
is the correct reading in Aristophanes’ text too; while at the same time gid®Alog gains
authority as the true fragment of Callimachus (LSJ disregards the word). Finally, the
fact that the two names have been confused in the tradition of the text of Aristophanes does
not necessarily mean that they are synonymous, as they are usually taken to be (7hes.
s.v. &ddAtog, D. W. Thompson, A Glossary of Greek Birds, Oxford 1936, s.v. §pw106g).

98 EvnvTiodvto
Ph. &vnvtiobvto Aéyovsi mote, obk &vavtiotivro. "ApLoTo@avng.
This is the first attested instance of post-prepositionally augmented &vavtiodoOat.

It confirms Bentley’s conjecture at A¢. 385, GALa piiv 008 dALO Goi mw wpdyp Evnviid-
nebo (perfect tense), where the MSS read fvavtidpede, a reading excluded on metrical



FRAGMENTS OF COMEDY 99

grounds. The question of post-prepositional augment in such denominative verbs in Attic
has been extensively treated by Rutherford, The New Phrynichus, pp. 79 ff. To the conjec-
ture made by Bentley he added one more on Thuc. ii. 40. 4. (The same conjecture was
simultaneously made by Cobet, Mnemosyne, N.S. 9 (1981), 374.) The MSS read there
xal 0 elg apetnv Mvavtiopebo toig morroic. Hesychius, however, has the following
gloss: fjvinoev: anfvinoev, ikétevoe. Oovkvdidng 8¢ T0 Nvtidpedo &nt ® (leg. Tod)
gvavtiopedo. Both Rutherford and Cobet write in Hesychius 10 évavtiopedo éxt 1@ (or
T00) évnvtiopeda. And Rutherford proceeds to restore évnvtiopebo for fvavtidopebo in
the text of Thucydides. His conjecture has proved popular enough to be adopted by Jones
in the Oxford text and by de Romilly in the Budé text of Thucydides; Luschnat in the
Teubner edition prefers the reading of the MSS. The verb, however, occurs several times
in Thucydides in the imperfect tense always with an external augment (fvavtiodunv vi.
89. 3; Avavtiodto i. 127.3, iii. 97. 2, v. 43. 2, vii. 50. 3, viii. 23. 5, 45. 3; fjvavtiodvto iv.
114.5, v. 16. 1, 51. 2). Furthermore, Hesychius seems to be interested in the meaning and
not the form of his lemmata: £xi To® is only used for ‘in the sense of”, never for ‘instead
of” for which the normal lexicographical formula is dvti tob. What is more, évnvtiopneda,
a form of &vavtiodpat, sounds entirely discordant inside the gloss fjvinoev. Rutherford,
op.cil., p. 81, n. 1, says that the gloss “has got mixed with another’, but he does not enlarge
upon his statement. It is true that the evidence available to us does not allow to determine
which the original reading at Thuc. ii. 40. 4 was, although évnvtiopeda is in some degree
supported by the new Photius gloss. But I believe that, irrespective of the correct reading,
the source of Hesychius must have read fvtidpeda in his Thucydides text. This verb
(dvtidm), and not gvnvtiopeda (Evavtiom), might be mistaken for dvtidwm and therefore
included in the entry fjvinoev (dvtdw). What the Hesychius gloss says is in fact that
avtao (whose alternative form is dvtidw) means ‘meet, supplicate’, but Thucydides used
dvtidw in the sense “oppose’.

Perhaps the readings obx &évavtiobvto and évavtiopeda, in the interpretations of the
glosses of Photius and Hesychius, should be emended to produce orthodox Attic forms:
ovk Mvavtiotvto and Mvavtiopeda.

99 évheoidovrog

Ph. évbecidovriog kol évheciympog: 0 yopddovrog. "ApLoTo@dvng.
Hes. évBeoidovrioc: yopddovioc.
Eust. 1837. 40 xai 6 &vbecidovrog fitol youddoviog: Evleots yap, puciv, O WOHOG.

= Fr. com. ad. 999.

£vOeotig, ‘that which is put in the mouth, mouthful’, has itself a comic colour, and is
used in this sense exclusively in the comic literature: Ar. Zg. 404, Pherecr. fr. 108. 6, Te-
lecl. fr. 1. 10, Hermipp. fr. 41, Strat. fr. 47. 7, Antiph. fr. 85. 1, 204. 12.

xal évheciyopog is certainly corrupt. It has to be transposed after yopdédovriog and
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emended, with the help of Eustathius, to xal &€vlecig 6 yopdc. In this case Aristophanes
is likelier to be referred to for the use of €vOecig in Eq. 404 than for évBesidoviog.

100 EMMyaively
Ph. &vivyaivewv: tomtev §j mapiévat d&€mg. "AploToavng.

Hes. &velinavev: &ninoev, Eningev.

Hes. Ayaiver: tépmet, &det, paotiyol, knpottet, khaiet i 0&éwc Epopud.

Hes. Mnoiver: Mmopov motel, {nuiol 1) klaiety motel.

Ph. Atyoivelv: 1o tomtewv, donep eldbopev 0 Eaivelv.

Ph. Avyaivewv: O0Eémg Opuav.

Eust. 860. 44 onueimoat 3¢ 611 &v pntopik®d Aegik®d ebpntar pntde Tadra Avyaivelv 10 tomtely, Honep
Nueic, pnoti, 1o Eaivewv (Ael. Dion. § 14); cf. Sch. Ar. Eq. 369 a (II) Eaivelv Ereyov 1O TOMTELY.

One may perhaps follow the evolution of this protean word (Atyaiveiv) in the great
mass of diverging interpretations. ‘Cry out with a loud voice’, of heralds (xnpittel), is
attested in Hom. //. xi. 685. Aesch. Sept. 874 uses it for ‘mourn” (kAaiet). The verb is com-
monly used for ‘sing’ (@d¢€t) or “play an instrument’, and it must be this meaning which,
taken transitively, changed into “delight’ (tépret; cf. Philon Jud. ii. 267). The shrill sound
of the whip led probably to the signification flog” (pactiyoi), and then “beat’ (tomteiv);
cf. paotiyt Aryopd), Hom. /1. xi. 532. Since flogging was employed in punishments, espe-
cially of slaves, as in comedy, the meaning “punish’ ({nuiot and perhaps kAaictv moted)
is a natural outcome. It is very likely that these last meanings, ‘flog, beat, punish’, are
comic. Perhaps it is the same shrill sound produced by something moving fast that gave
the meaning ‘rush swiftly’ (6&€wg épopud). To this last meaning may perhaps be related
the interpretation in Photius waptévat 6&€wg, for which I cannot find a satisfactory solu-
tion (“pass by swiftly’?). The &v in éAAtyaively must have the same function as in EumAnT-
tewv, gvoknmtewv, &voPpiletv. The unassimilated lemma &vAtyaivelv indicates, I think,
that it was intended as a normalization of an original &veliyovev as the corrupt évelina-
vev of Hesychius shows (where the interpretation £énAnoev is also a corruption of EérAn&ev).
In Hesychius’ gloss Airaiver the interpretation Amopov motel belongs to this lemma,
but the other two, {nutol #j xAoiewy motel to Atyaivet, unless kiaietv wotel has something
to do with the peculiar use of Airaively tovg d@Oaipovg and Aimaope OdeOaAudv for
‘weep’ and “tear” by Epicurus, fr. 120 and p. 89. 22 Usener.

101 KOAEPQ.

Ph. x6)epa: Epra, 16 petad 1@V podakdv kai 1@V Tpaytnv, i Tveg vobo Aéyovaty. oltag
*ApisTopavnc.

scr. kOAepa Epra: a0 ?
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Hes. koiepa: vola, vawbpd. Eviot 8¢ mpoPata Ttpayéa.

The word is used by Aristotle 4 596 b 5, but as a designation of a variety of sheep:
ai korépat {oieg edyetuepdtepoi gict} tdv Aaciov, “short-wooled sheep’. Hesychius gives
the same interpretation. In Photius, however, the word is used for the kind of wool that is
produced by this variety of sheep, although the compound k6A-gpa would make such a
usage awkward. It is remarkable that in the Photius gloss both tpayéa and voba are also
employed for wool and not for sheep. If all these suggest a corruption in Photius (perhaps
gpua is interpolated), then I would be inclined to read also Aptototéing for "Aptotopd-
vne. In P. Hib. i. 32. 15 v60a mpoPato refers not to ‘cross-bred’ ones (so LSJ; the edi-
tors: “a mixture of the two breeds’), but to those peta&d T@v porak®dv kol T@V Tpoyéov.

102 KOVPL®V

Ph. xovpt®v: kovplc Se0pueEVOS. Kol SLOQEPELY QT TO KOVPLAV TOD KORAV' TO HEV KONV
TETUEANHEVAG EXELV TG TPIYOG, KOUPLAV OE KOTG CORPOPAV ATAMG KOLOTPOYETIV. KEY PN~
tol T AéEel TAploTo@dvng.

Hes. Kovptdv: Kovpic deopevos. kol Slopépely oot Kopdv kol Kovptdv' 10 HEV Yap Kopdv EoTiy Emipe-
AovpevoV Tpiyag ExeLy, Kovptdv 8¢ 10 katd cvpeopav GAlme kabiEvatr kKOuNV.
Hes. kovptav: xoudv, kovpls éntdeicbat.

Hesychius’ gloss evidently comes from the same source as Photius’, but the differen-
ces at the end of the entries are problematic. It seems to me that Photius offers the original
text, because the distinction in the meaning of the two verbs is clearer in him: kopdv =
have the hair well cared-for, kovptdv = simply let the hair grow long without any special
reason. The corruption of arA®dg to dAlwg may have led the lexicographer to give a dif-
ferent meaning to kot ovpeopdv (‘periphrastically’?) and produce another synonymous
expression, kafiévol kounv.

kouptdv occurs in comedy: Pher. fr. 30.

103 KorloBapivov
Ph. xoloBdaotvov: "ApieTtopdvng.

Hes. xoloBoga: ta xpuo® Eneep®dc PeBoppéva.

Hes. xoloBdoLov: Todto Aéyetat dpa pév 8t 1a odra Bagévra yodil Bantetal, dua 8¢ Ta X puod® Eneepds
BeBappéva.

Hes. xoloBa@iva: T kohoPo@fi.

Phryn. P.S. 126. 11 xoloPdagiva (xoragiva cod.; corr. Dind.): td x oM} kexptopéva.

Poll. ii. 214 dno 8& tfic XOAfS ... xorOBugoc, xoroPaeivn.
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Poll. vii. 163 t@v &¢ kopornrhdbwvy (dtov T0 T¢ xoroPdeiva Pantety, T¢ XpPLGOLLOT.
Ph. yoloBugivat: étaiput, ol @avlmg BePappévar @¢ T¢ dokodvta Kexp<vo>®cBul dta TNV LOANV.
i mKpd.

From the Antiatticistic source. It is the ending -tvog instead of -n¢ that is the point
at issue here. -wvog is the ending that prevailed in late Greek for colour terms (xitptvog,
KOKKIVOG, Tpdoivoc). The Antiatticisia at least twice defends similar formations: 102.9
kepapvov, 104. 14 kopakivov.

For the use of ox-gall as yellow pigment see H. Blimner, 7echnologie und Termino-
logie der Gewerbe und Kiinste bev Griechen und Romern, iv (Leipzig 1887), pp. 166 f.

xoroBaeivov is employed by Aristotle at Soph. Elench. i. 1. 164 b 24. Perhaps one
should read 'AptstotéAng in our gloss.

104 Y10EmV

Ph. yidemv: Baoava. "ApLoTopavng.

Hes. y180vec: dtaforot, wiBupot.
Hes. yubdveg: dtafoirot.
Su. yidwveg: dtaforot, yibupot.

On the basis of the glosses in Hesychius and Suda, I think one can emend the inter-
pretation to Bdokavog. Just like dtaforog and yiBvpog, Baokavog means “slanderer’. But
it is difficult to determine the form of the lemma. The word probably comes from yetdog
through yo6og or yidog (Aesch. Ag. 9997?). But a relation with yifvpoc, based on popular
etymology, cannot be excluded. The ending -e®v is also employed in such terms of abuse
as arotemv, Avpemv, but -dmv or -dwv are also possible.

ARISTOPHON

Aidvpot

105 xorkdilev, yorkidevecbat

Ph. yolkidilerv xal yorkidevechat: &mi T@Y YAOYPEVOREVOY KUl GIAAPYLPOLVTOV, (G
"APLoTOQ®V £V ALdVpOLG TETAYEY. EVIOL 88 TO yulkidilely Enel Tod nardepactely, énel mop
abToig ol dppévmvépmreg foknvto. dAlot 8¢ &ri t® potakifev, érel adrtol te kol "Epe-
Tprelg Sokolot 1 p katakdpog ypfjcdat kai Gvti o o TI0évTEC.

jf\plototpdvng zpe alt. youhidiCev] xarkiletv z (sic etiam Plut. paroem. i. 84, Diogen. iv. 57 =
iii. 93) 0 p KATUKOPEGTOV Z



FRAGMENTS OF COMEDY 103

Su. = Ph. (vide infra)

Ph. xohkidiletv: yAioypeveahal. £ni @ilapyvpiq yap ékopwmdodvto ol kat EUPotav Xaikideic.

Eust. 279. 18 kol xalkidilelv napoipiakdg 10 yAloypevechat. Enl riapyvpie yop Ekouwdodvto ol kat
EbBotav Xaikideic ( = fr. Paus. att. x 3 Erbse).

Eust. 279. 34 ékopmdodvto 8¢, eactly, ol "Epetplelc d¢ mold®d T® B &v Taig KOUOdIULG xphuevol.

Hes. yoAkidilerv: ano td@v xat EvBoiav Xakkidémv. tibetal 8¢ kal Enl T@V natdepuctovviny, &nel &nheod-
volov moap’ avtoic ol matdikol EpwTES.

Plut. paroem. i. 84 = Diog. iv. 57 (iii. 93) yaix1dilerv (xarkiletv codd.): énl TV YAtoypevopévmy. ol yip
év EvBoig Xalkideic ént priapyvpig ékopmdodvro.

Hes. "Epetptémv pd: "Epetpieic 1® 5 KAToKOpmS XpdVTUL.

An error in the manuscript tradition of this gloss led to amusing consequences. The
Photius gloss was known only from the Suda, where it was literally repeated. But the
manuscripts of the Suda omitted the part from -Aapyvpodvtwv, @G up to €viot 8¢ 10 yai-,
which was probably one line in the archetype or rather in the lexicon that served as source
of the Suda in this gloss. The gloss had now the form: yalx1diletv xal yoAikidevecOot:
Erl TV YAMoypevopivev. kal ekidilev énl 100 matdepactelv, énel etc. The omission of
the line accounted for the formation of a ghost word, gwktdiCetv, in the manuscripts of
the Suda. But this was not all. The compiler of the Suda, who used to enrich his lexicon
by employing material drawn from other glosses of the Suda itself, added a new gloss:
@1dilev: émi To0d nadepooteiv. A. Adler, who printed glosses of this kind with smaller
type and designated them in the margin with ‘Suid.”, did not notice this one, which she
printed with normal type and with £ (Zvvaywyn) in the margin. She thus added age
and authority to the word. gwkidilewv is recorded in the 7hesaurus and LSJ, and translat-
ed by J.M. Edmonds, The IFragments of Attic Comedy, iii A, p. 495, fr. ad. 1192, “to phicid-
ise’ ().

A very strange coincidence added to the confusion. The word ¢ikig was found in
Herodian i. 88. 35 (Lentz) with no meaning attached to it. Lentz emended it to Kiktg, the
name of Alcaeus’ brother, and therefore gixig was not included in LSJ®. But in 1974 Peter
Parsons published in P. Oxy. xlii a first century A.D. letter (no. 3070), which contained
the word in a context of paedicatio. Here the meaning of the word was ‘rump’, a sense
made more obvious in the letter by a primitive drawing labelled yoAn kal ¢ikig. David
Bain, ZPFE 30 (1978), 36, added another, less certain, occurrence of ¢ikig from a third
century B.C. papyrus: P. Heid. 190 fr. 1 v. 75 (= E. Siegmann, Luterarische griechische
Texte der Heidelberger Papyrussammlung, Heidelberg 1956, p. 30). Thus gkt6iCetv would
naturally have the same sense as muyiletv and naidepacteiv. I cannot offer any explana-
tion for this strange fact. But there is another way too to verify the claim that the formation
of gukidilewv is really due to the omission of one line from the source of the Suda.
The words omitted in the Suda consist of 52 letters, and 52 letters is also the preceding
section of the gloss in the Suda from yaAki8ilewv to xai @t-. The model from which this
gloss was copied in the archetype must have had lines with an approximate length of 52

letters.
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AXIONICUS

Incertae sedis

106 oAt

Ph. BoAn: avti tod BovAn. oltewg "A&Lovikog.

Perhaps PwAn on the analogy of Dor. BwAd, or BoAl1} on the analogy of Aeol. BoAra;
in any case it is either a comic formation put in the mouth of a stranger or a comic coinage

intended as a pun.

CALLIAS

Incertae sedis

107 yoyyidn

Ph. yayyiin: 10 &v toig Eémioapkolg &ni TdV claydvov kol tdv ioyxlov ywvopevov. ot
KoAAiog.

Hes. yoyyaiidec: yelaoivol.
Hes. yayyiag 7 yayyohiag: of pév yehaoivov. of 8& v @V vevpov GLGTPOPNV. GALOL TOGTAOUN V.

Yayyiln is new. yelaoivol are “dimples, which appear in the cheeks when persons
laugh; also dimples in the hinder parts’ (LSJ). It is possible now that the lemma in Hesy-
chius originally read: yoyyidwag §| yayyaricdac. In any case, oi 8¢ Tiv @V vebpav (Epiov
cod.) ovatpoefiv must refer to yoyyAiov, while dAdot dUmootéOunv remains obscure.

108 Taxwviav
Ph. Taxwiav: 1ov ceiopdv. Karriac.

Hes. yaxwiav: tov ceiopov.

Hes. yakivag (ydxeiva cod.): GELONOS YRC.

Et. M. 219. 41 yéxivog: 6 oelopoc xatd "Abnvaiovg, 6 v yiiv Kiv@dyv. £cTt 8& kai pnTopikn AEELC.
Eust. 890.38 6 ceiondg yaxivac TPOcEPPEDN.

Eust. 1490. 21 kal 6 yaxivac 6 celopoc.

As the ending -iag shows, we have here a personification. We should therefore write
Toxwviav in Hesychius too.
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CEPHISODORUS

Incertae sedis
109 attikiolg

Ph. attikn govi: TTAGtov siney (Cratyl. 398 d), attikiolg 8¢ Knetoodwpog kai drtikov-
pévn Agbkov (fr. novum; infra fr. 155) xai GATTIKNPDG ETLPPNUATIKDS GVTL TOD GTTIK@G

"Are€lg (fr. 213. 4).

post ginev novam glossam z

From the same Atticistic source as above Aristophanes, fr. 83, al. attikiolg, “Attic
style, Atticism’, was first attested in Luc. Lez. 14, but dttikifw was old in comedy (Eup.
110b3 Edm. = 92.25 Austin, PI. 168. 1, Posidipp. 28). dttixovuévn is a peculiar forma-
tion; adjectives in -xé¢ never form verbs in -éw or -6w. [Only Aaikéw occurs in the second
century Old Testament commentary of Aquila, Deut. 20. 6.] I suspect therefore a

wordplay with dducovpévn.

Ieitoveg
110 évepaiov

Ph. éveBarov: mapefarovn, Enratnoas. Kpatng Ieitoot.

éupariopat is attested only here in the meaning “deceive’. mapafdilopot is common.
The Suda assigns to Crates dtapairewv too in the same sense: StafdAdlerv: 10 &Eanatay

kol waparoyilesOal. Oovkvdidng o (?) kal Kpdatng (fr. 47). But Photius, who has the
same gloss, ascribes the word to Cratinus (see below, fr. 126). Perhaps the confusion is not

confined to the names, but extends to the lemmata too.

Incertae sedis

111 SeKadpaypog

Ph. dexddpaypog: tedmvng dekdtnv wpdocwv. obto Kpdtng.

Hes. Sdexadapyoc: ... kai O TEADVNC.

Both dekadpaypog and dekddapyoc are attested in late literature or in documents but
with different meanings. The closest seems to be dexadpaypog, ‘taxpayer assessed at ten
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Spoaypai’ (BGU 118. ii. 9). But it is not certain whether Crates used a terminus techni-
cus here or simply coined a word for comic reasons.

CRATINUS

ApamETIOEG
112 AV Yap £EeAevBepOC pot TaTpLkoG, NViK’ adTOg AV

Ph. éEghevféponc: Nikavdpog tovg T@vV NAevbepmpévav violg, lowg arnatnleic &k 0D
otiyxov &v Apamétict Kpativov: “fv yap ete.”

iocwe amatndeic etc. in Sz otiyov] —g Sz Apatétior Sz

Hes. &Eghevbepot: ol tdv Ehevbepovpévav vioi.

Harp. (Dindorf, p. vii) dnelevBepoc: 6 Sodrhog v, elta amolvbeic Tfic dovreiag, O koi map” Aioyivi.
£Eelevbepog 8¢ O 314 Tiva aitiav dodhog yeyovag, elta droivdeic. ot §” dte kai o Stapépovoty.
Poll. iii. 83 6 & i dovAelog agelpévog T@V dovAwv arehedBepog kal Eehetfepoc ... kKai Anpocdéving

(fr. 54 Tur.) enoiv &&ehevdepiicods vopovg Kai drnerevbepikols vopove.
Antiatt. 95.12 &Egletbepov: avti tod dmelevbepov.

That the grammarians had discovered a difference in meaning between Grelevbepog
and £&ehebOepog is undoubted. In Athenaeus iii. 115b the “deipnosophistai’ decide to
postpone a discussion on this difference. Unfortunately, our text of Athenaeus has not
preserved the passage where this discussion did actually take place. But Harpocratio, s.v.
amehevbepog, notes that the distinction depends on the former status of the freedman.
If he was born a slave, his designation was Greiev0epoc; if he was born free and, having
served as a slave for some reason, was finally freed again, then he was named ££elevBepog.
Eust. 1751. 2 gives a similar definition: of §¢ tadta onuetwodpevol kal v Ehevbepiov
Sraokentopevol EEehetBepov piv elmov Tov dia ypéog vnd T@ davelotii yevopevov Sodiov
dixkmv, eito arolvbévra: dnelebBepov 8¢ TOV &v 1] Kowvi cvvnOeiq. _

But, although the grammarians certainly distinguished between the two terms, it is
still questionable whether there existed any real difference, at least in classical times.
Apart from Demosthenes who, according to Pollux, had used the terms dneAievfepiioi
and £&ehevbepikol vopot, the oldest attestation of &Eglevfepoc is in Hyperides (fr. 197):
T® pév toivov Aud, @ dvdpeg dikaotal, | Enwvopia yéyove tod Ehevbépilov Tpocayopede-
olot dia T6 Tovg EEeAeVBEpoVG TV GTOGV Oikodoufical TNV tAnciov adtol. Whether this
etymology is correct or not, the report that the &£elevfepot of Athens had built this stoa
does not seem very plausible. It is far likelier that the slaves who had been employed by
the state in the building of the stoa had been later granted freedom as a reward for their
labour. They must have been doUAot dnuodctiot, public slaves, and it was the state’s right
to provide for their enfranchisement. But even this hypothesis does not solve our termi-
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nological problem. Photius’ source here rejects Nicander’s interpretation tob¢ t@v nAgv-
0§pwuévmv viovg, but does not offer one of his own. This Nicander is either the Colopho-
nian didactic poet and grammarian or his namesake, the grammarian from Thyateira
(see RE' v. Nikandros 15). The second is more likely to be referred to in our gloss as he
was especially interested in Attic dialect and realia. Does Photius’ source follow the inter-
pretation of Eustathius, that &§&glevbepot were those enslaved for debt and later granted
freedom? But the practice of enslaving debtors had been abolished by Solon as early as
594 B.C. It is not clear, either, whether he agrees with the more general definition given by
Harpocratio or claims that there was no difference at all. In any case, anelevOepog was
condemned by the Atticists; see Miller, Mélanges, p. 405, and the Atticistic glossary
published by Reitzenstein in Ind. lect. Rost. 1892/93, p. 4.2. The gloss in Antiatt. 95. 12
gives, however, the opposite impression, that gieb0epog was condemned; cf. K. Latte,
Hermes 50 (1915), 392 f. (= Kleine Schriften, Miinchen 1968, p. 629).

It is also unclear what our gloss claims Nicander was deceived by. fjv yap £Cedebfepoc
pot Tatpikdc can only mean: ‘For Thad afreedman inherited from my father’. The speak -
er was apparently the mpootdtng of this freedman. If Nicander had really been deceived,
it must have been matpikdc that misled him. Perhaps our lexicographer thinks that he
had interpreted: “For I had a freedman who had this status from his father’.

fvik® adtdg RV, if the phrase is complete, is not to be overlooked. The person who
says ‘when I was in being, when I was alive’ is obviously dead. Now fr. 49 and 56 of the
Apamétidec show that Theseus had a part in the play. If Cratinus follows the tradition
according to which Theseus was permanently detained in Hades (Hom. Od. xi. 631, Verg.
Aen. vi. 617), it is possible that the scene takes place there. The speaker may be either

Theseus or any other inhabitant of the underworld.

Nopot

113 AOTOKEPUG

Ph. abtokepag: adtoxpatov. Kpativog Nopotg. kai adtoképng 6 adtékpatog.

avTtoOKEPAG] OVTOKEPUG Z

Bek. An. 467. 7 adtoképac: adTOKPATOV, OlOV EVKEPUGTOV, GUHHETPWG KEKPAUEVOV.

Su. adtoképaoTtov: olov EDKEPAGTOV, CLHUETPMG KEKPAUEVOV.
Phryn. P.5. 1. 9 adtokepac: onpaivel 10 adTOKEPACTOV KAl GUUHETPOG KEKEPAGHEVOV OTIODV TEQUKOC

kepavvucOat. eipntat 8¢ kal Emppnuatikds. Cf. ib. 29. 1.
Poll. vi. 24 adtoxpoc: 6 undeptic tpocdnkng deduevos. kai adTokEpas Kai abtdKpaToV.

“Properly of light wines that need no water” (LSJ). The formation is similar to petd-
kepac, 6, fj, 16, (‘intermixed, lukewarm’). adtéxpag, adToKpaTog and adTokEPucTOg are

also regular formations, bur abtoképng seems suspect.
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IMavortat

114 EveANKNoOg

Ph. éveAfknoag: éreyoonoog, évétewvag. Kpartivog IMovontalc.

Hes. &vednknoo: Eninca (Enelfxknoa?, énatca?, Eninéa?); Eyoenoa.

The verb is related to Adokm ‘ring, howl, shout, scream’. Here the meaning may be
‘applaud, shout in applause’ or “clap the hands in applause’; cf. EéniAnkéw, Ankntig, Aa-
kedovec etc. The interpretation évétevag may serve for both meanings: évteivo goviy
and &vteive TAnyRAv are both regular usages. But see Photius évteival: noicat.

IMvAaia
115 yevdopaptiplov
Ph. yevdopaptiplov: <Kpativogy Modraiq, Xeipoowv (fr. novum; infra fr. 118).

Poll. viii. 31 Kpativog 8¢ kol yevdopaptoplov sineyv.

= Crat. fr. inc. 454. From the Antiatticistic source? The omission of the poet’s name
is remarkable, as is also the asyndeton in the titles.

Xepigrot
116 appafov

Ph. appapov: dia t@v B pp. 1§ ypfictc apbovwtdtn €oti mupa toig "AtTikois. Kpativog
Zeplpiotg. 10 3¢ onpatvopevov dfjhov. 7 AéElg Dpoviyov.

N A&l Ppuviyov in marg. z

Bek. An. 446.23 appaBov: év toic dvo E) AeKTEOV.

The oldest witness of the word is now Cratinus. Phrynichus cites this use to show that
the word was written with two rhos; apparently the verse needed a long by position in this
place. See below, Plato com., fr. 200.
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Tpopwviog
117 EVOmom
Ph. événhow: ano t@v évdooipov adinpatov. Kpativog Tpopwvio.

évdidwpt, “give the key-note of a tune, strike-up™ (LSJ, vi). It was first attested in
Aristotle, both literally (fr. 583) and metaphorically, “give the key-note of a speech’ (Rh.
1414 b 26). &vdooipov is also used by Aristotle, Rh. 1414 b 24.

Xelpwveg
118 YELSOLLAPTVUPLOV
See above, fr. 115.
Qpat
119 amoxeicOal moHppw

Ph. aroxeicOut noppw: atpnatecbarl. Kpativog "Qpatc.

Kpativog "Qpaig in marg. z

Bek. An. 428.17 = Su. anokeicBut moppw: dtipdlecdat. Kpativog.

= Crat. fr. inc. 367. “To be neglected” (LSJ).

Incertae sedis
120 arodvoL TNV oTtoAnv

Ph. amodvcai: padlov 8¢ amodubt oi "Attikol Aéyovot kai anodvvres kel Tamédvoic kai
amodedvpévolt kai drodedvkota kal droddetv, oby d¢ oi worrol drodedvpévov kai dmo-
dvecbat. mapatnpntéov 88 dg olte Ta Pipate AEyovteg ovk EmicuvarTovst “Td {pdTia’
il “t@dv ipatiov’ dpkovpevol povy T pnuoatikf eovi InAdoatl T vonua. tAnqv Kpativog
“ArodvoL’ enol ‘v oToAnV’. 816[£3] Evvoeiv TV Stapopav.

- Grodvechat in z; moapatnpntéov 8¢ ¢ in marg. z; oVt T@ Pt etc. in S% post 816 aliquid non

legitur (816mep?)



110 NEW FRAGMENTS FROM THE LEXICON OF PHOTIUS

Bek. An. 427. 26 anoddoat: paiiov 6 anddubt taxiws, MMapeiin, Huétepoc 6 mhovc.
Hes. anodv: amodvon. amrodvdii. (anddvdi: arddvcar Cyr.)

Moer. 26 and6dviL "AtTtik@®e, drodvcatl "EAANviKGC.

Phryn. P.S. 72. 3 &véu0u: "Attikn khictg and t@v eig -ut.

Atticistic source, perhaps Phrynichus. The gloss aims at stressing the use of the
active second aorist and perfect of arodbw in the intransitive sense of “strip off oneself,
take off”. But our grammarian goes too far when he asserts that for the same sense in the
present arodvetv is used and not drodvecOat. The gloss has also suffered from corruption:
amodedvpévol is approved, but drodedvpévov censured; a noun, Grnddvolic, is inserted
among the verbal forms. There lurks perhaps in the latter case a future or a participle
form of the verb; drodOcw is, however, always transitive; perhaps drodbcog (second aorist
fem. acc. pl. part.), Ar. Thesm. 656.

When the gloss was known only from the Synagoge, the quotation met with the fol-
lowing treatment: Bekker recognized in it a comic fragment in two lines: piAlov 8 GroSvoOt
Tay£ws ..., [Tappiin: / Auétepog 6 mhols. Bachmann, i. 124. 16, repeated the same reading.
They were both led astray by the lemma, which gives not the imperative dnodvcat, but
the infinitive drodboat. Meineke, FCG iii. 401 and iv. 609, and Cobet, Novae Lectiones
pp. 50 f., wrote drddvoat: paAdov §° amdduit GmodvOL tayéme, Tlapeid’, fuétepoc 6
nhobg’. Kock, CAF, fr. ad. 274, accepted this reconstruction. Ruhnken, Suppl. ad Hesych.
1. 1706, connected the second part of the gloss with the gloss dmofsvodpedo: drnodpapod-
pedo. périota Eni mhob Aéyetat. X — U dmoBevoodpeda tayxéwg, [Mapeiin, / fuétepog 6
nAolg’.

Now it is very likely that Ruhnken’s restoration was correct. We have two fragments:
the first by Cratinus, the second a comic adespoton, for which the only assistance towards
a possible identification is offered by the name Iapgiin: Alexis and Theopompus both
wrote comedies with the title ITappiln, and female characters are named so in Menan-
der’s "Emitpénovteg and in fr. adesp. nov. 250. 8 Austin. On undressing in Old Comedy
see G. M. Sifakis, Parabasis and Animal Choruses, 1971, pp. 103-108.

121 appafaxa

Ph. dppaBoxa: tiv dpynotpida §| tov dpynotiv. | Pracenuov. amd 100 dppapdooely,
6 gomv dpyeichul. olto Kpativog.

apafdooelv z ovToC 7
Bek. An. 446.26 = - dpyeicBal.

Eus’t. 1854. 3’5 OV appdfaka ..., 8¢ 0Tt KaT® TOVS TAAGLOLE dpXNOTHS ) PAGcENpOC. [Tavsaviac 52 kai
£tvpohoyiay abtod napasidols yivesOoi onoty and tod appafdacocety, 6 gotiv Opyeichat (Paus. att.
fr. a 156 Erbse).

Hes. appaBoxa: dpxnotiv, and tod appaBicsety, & Eotiv Opxelcbat. of 8¢ tov PAdcenpoV.
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It is not difficult to see how éppafdooetv and papdoocetv (Hes. papattetv: dvo kol
Kato BadiCewv. Tiveg 8¢ ThnTely Kol yodpov motely Toig wool kal pdooely. Phot. pafdrteiy:
cofelv kal Tpéyelv kal oLVTOVeG TOdOKTUTELY. — Papattely: dvo kate dvtifadilery)
came to mean “dance’ and accordingly appépag ‘dancer’. But BAdognpuog is an unexpected
evolution of the word. It is clear that the gloss of Photius comes straight from Pausanias.
Therefore, not only oltw Kpativog but also tnv épynotpida, which figures in the Syna-
goge as well, should be added to the fragment of Pausanias (« 156 Erbse).

122 *Agpoditn WYibvpog

Ph. "Agpoditn Wibvpog: Kpativos. Eott 8¢ vtwg &v "AbNvaig iepov "Agpoditng Wibipac,
amo tol tog evyopévag Tpog 10 0g avtfig evyechal.

B A I
iepov *Agpoditng &v "Anvaig Y100pag and tod z ordinem transponens

Hes. "Ag@poditn Wifvpoc sine explicatione.
Eust. 1881. 1 ff. 816 kai W100pov "Appoditng katd [Mavoaviav iepov v "ABNvnot kai “Epwtoc 8¢. o kai

Anpoodévne, onoi, pépvntal év 1@ xata Neaipag (39). ékalkelto 8¢, paci, Wibupoc d1a 1o 104G £0y0-
pévac adti mpog TO 0g Aéyelv, Smep dMAov pev xpfivar puotnpralesdal 1o toradta (Paus. fr. w2

Erbse).
Ph. = Su. yifupilet: ... xal A@poditng ¥1Bvpov iepov.
Ph. yibupiletv: ... kai "A@poditng WiBbpov iepov "Abnvnot kal "Epwtog, ob pépvnrton AnpocOévng év

™® kota Neoipag.
Bek. An. 317. 11 (cf. Ph. = Su.) WiBvpiotng "Eppfic: aydipatd eiotv "AdMvnot Wibupiotod kai "Epwtoc

kol "A@poditng kai ‘Epuod, drnep npdrog Emoincev, «O¢ enot Zanvpooy (FGrHist 336 F 2), Onoelg,
énetdn Paidpa, g pact,y EyiBOpile Onoel katd Innodvtov Stafdiiovoa adtdv. §j 6t mapd T Tod
‘Eppod dyoipo mopevopévong T amoppnta cvvtibecbor kai yibupiletv aAniols mepi dv Bou-

Aovtat.
Lpit. Harp. = Ph. = Su. Wibuptotig ‘Epufig: nv tig "ABnvnoty “Eppfic obte kalovpevoe. &tiparto ¢

"Adfvnot kai WiBvupog "Agpoditn kal “Eppfig Wibupoc.

All the information concerning Aphrodite Psithyros or -ra, Eros Psithyros, and Her-
mes Psithyristes is collected by O. Hoéfer in Roscher’s Lexikon, iii, c. 3198, Usener,
Rh. M. lix (1904), pp. 623 ff. (= Kleine Schrifteniv, pp.467ff.), Jacoby, FGr Hist 336 F 2
with the respective Kommentar, and Gerhard Radke in his two RE articles Psithyristes
and Psithyros. Noteworthy is the connection with the Hippolytus myth. It has not proved
possible to connect this precinct of Aphrodite Psithyra (and Eros; Hermes must have had
a different shrine) with any extant remains, nor even to place it topographically in the
area of Athens. Can it be identified with the precinct of Aphrodite éxi ‘InmroAvtw, which
some scholars are inclined to place on the southern slope of the Acropolis? (Eur. Hipp.

32; IG i.? 324.69; IG i.? 310. 280).
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123 G VOUEV OKULTAAN
Ph. dyvopévn okvtarn: Kpativog v dyxbecbat rorodoav eimev.

Cf. Hes. v. okutdAn Aakmvikn, Sch. Pind. OL. vi. 154, Aristoph. Byz. p. 274 Nauck (Ath. iii. 85 e pvn-
povebov 8 adtfic "Aploto@dvng O Ypuppoatikog &V T@ mepl TAG GXVUHEVNG OKLTUANG GLYYPAUpa-
1), Ap. Rhod. fr. 22 Michaelis (Ath. x. 451 d), Plut. Sap. Cone. viii. 152 e, Demetr. ©. épp. 5.

Cratinus parodies the famous Archilochus phrase (fr. 185 West). Obviously it comes
from the "Apyiloyot, where more imitations of Archilochus verses can be found. It is
not clear whether Cratinus used it in a different sense from Archilochus.

124 YEWVOLOG
Ph. yewvopog: tovg dtavépovtag TV YRV &v taig arotkiaig. obto Kpartivog.

Phryn. P.5. 57. 15 yewvoung kal Ye®UETPNG SLUQPEPEL, BTL YEMVOUNG HEV O Stavépwy &v Taic dmotki-
alg £kGoTo TOV KATIpoV, YEOUETPNG € O HETPBY TOLG KANPOUG.
Hes. yewvouat: oi év tai¢ dypoikiaig (leg. dmotkiaic) Stattdpevol kAnpodyol kai VELOVTES THY YRV.

Ye®VOpog (not -vopung) occurs in this sense only in /G i.2 45. 6. This is the well-
known inscription concerning the settlement of the colony of Brea in Thrace: yeovopog

8¢ heléoO[ar 6éka / dvdpag,] Eva &y (po}:gg' hodtot 8¢ vepdvtfov tév / y?v. For literature
on the inscription see R. Meiggs - D. Lewis, A Selection of Greek Historical Inscriptions,
Oxford 1969, no. 49, pp. 128 ff. What is important for us is that the colonization of Brea
is mentioned once more, this time by Cratinus himself (fr. 395: Hes. Bpéa: Kpativog pé-
pvntal tfig ig Bpéav dmoikiag. €0t 6& TOMG Opdxng, £ig fiv "ABnvaiotl drokiov eEEmep-
mov). It is very tempting to ascribe both fragments to the same comedy. It has been sug-
gested that this comedy must have been the Opdttat (Busolt, Gr. Gesch., iii, pp. 417, 592),
which is dated immediately after the ostracism of Thucydides in 443 B.C. (fr. 71; this dating
agrees with the reference to the Odeion in the same fragment: its construction is usually
dated about 442 B.C.; see Judeich, pp. 78, 306). Thus the colonization of Brea is also dated
at about the same time or somewhat earlier. This dating, which is also supported by the
form of the letters in the inscription, helps in identifying the colonists of Brea with those
sent out by Pericles to live with the Bisaltai in Thrace (Plut. Pericl. 11.5) some time
between 447 and 443 B.C.

125 YAVK®VOYOPOOVG
Ph. yhvkwvoydpdovg: tovg R80vely metpopévong Taic peromotialc. obte Kpativog.

obtw Kpativog z in marg.
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A new word. As the interpretation suggests, it derives from yAUkov, "sweet one” (Ar.
Ec. 985), and not from I'lokov (cf. TAvk@vetog: “glyconic verse’), an obscure poet, whose
time and work are unknown. But cf. e.g. Ph., Hes. (Ar. fr. 169) ayafdvetog avAnolg: M
parokn. "Ayabov yap 6 tpayikog €nl padaxiq dtefdrieto.

126 Stapariety

Ph. Stafarderv: 1o dEanatav kail raporoyifechal. @ovkvdidng a (?) kai Kpartivoc.

xai Kpativoc z in marg.

= Su., sed xai Kpatng.

Hes. dtafarret: xatayivaooket, OBpilet, napanatd, mapaloyiletar.

Su. 8i1EBarev: gEnndtnoe. xai Oovkvdione oltm kéxpntal xal "Apioto@dvne év Ocopopopralovoalc
(1214) “816Baré 1’ 1 ypads', avri tod EEnmatnoe.

Fr. 47 of Crates (58 Bonanno) delendum? See above, fr. 110, &vepdarov. The reference
to Thucydides increases the confusion. Perhaps it must be associated with Thuc. i. 133

ropofdarotro.

127 dradoxkic

Ph. dtadoxig: dtaforog. oltw Kpativog.

Hes. dtadoxkicg: ol pév {dmobepa tdv dox®dv, mrdayiov Omobepa, } 1y tag GAlag Sokovg avadeyxouévn, oi 8¢

Sok®dv mAdylov LmOOepa.

Is dwadokig, the “cross-beam’ (LSJ), used by Cratinus metaphorically? I suspect,
rather, that an architectural term is suggested by 6iaforog. Perhaps 8iBoroc has some-
thing to do with our interpretation: /G ii.? 1672. 307 &0Aa ... Sifoda... popoi (i.e. Evda
popeta) dipodra: ‘In two pieces’ (LSJ) or ‘ex duabus partibus commissis facta’ (Dittenber-
ger?, 587, not. 219); but I am not certain whether the interpretation is correct.

128 Stayordtteshat

Ph. StayardrtecOat: 10 Staotéldechat gig Epguvav. t0 Yap AywdAiakTov @OkTOV. 0GTWR

Kpativog.

= Su., sed Kpatngc.
Su. aydraktog: anadbng, atipdpntoc. dydraktov yap to dOiktov. obtwe Kpdatng (cod. A Kpai).

Hes. StayaldttecBor: 10 €ic €psvvav StactéAiecbar.
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Hes. dtayaddairerv: StactélhecBal mpog Epevvay.

Hes. aydalaxtog: akivnrtog, aynidaentog, dkpatntog (leg. GkpoTNnToC). TxkvOaLg TopokAfic (fr. 550); cf.
Ph. oVk a{mojydraktog.

Hes. yoldooet: Tivaooet, yniagel, Kivel, yavet, wabdiret, ae’ ob Kol Gydlaktog 6 AYavsTog.

Fr. 46 of Crates (57 Bonanno) delendum? A, the oldest and most important manu-
script of Suda, s.v. dydiaktog provides the reading oGtwg xp®t, which can only be otitag
Kpativog (so Bernhardy in his edition of the Suda). Adler ascribes the gloss to the Aristo-
phanic Scholia (Lys. 275) and believes that only the reference oltwg Kpdtng comes from
the gloss dtayordttesOat. But in fact the Scholia have only dydAiaktog: dradng, dtipdpn-
t0g, and it would be absurd to elucidate this interpretation by dydAokTov yap 10 d01KTOV.
It seems that the whole section from dydalaktov yap to Kpding was borrowed from the
gloss StayordttesOat. In this case it is much more likely that Cratinus (or Crates) used
dtayardrresOar and not dydraxtov. I do not think that the interpretation given by LSJ
for StayordttesOut (‘feel with the fingers, scratch’) is correct.

129 gunepopPelwpévov

Ph. éumepopPetwpévov: Kpativoc.

gunepopPlopévov z

Cf. Ar. Ao. 861 olno k6pak” eldov EunepopPeiopévov. Just like Aristophanes, Cra-
tinus must be playing with the double meaning of popfstd: (a) “halter by which a horse is
tied to the manger’, and (b) ‘mouthbound of leather put like a halter round the lips of
fifers or pipers, to assist them in regulating the sound’ (LSJ); cf. Ar. Vesp. 582.

135 LA@POV TUPOV

Ph. yAwpov topov: 10V poraxov. Kpativoc.

Phryn. P.S. 127. 7 xhopdc tupdc: 6 véos kal mpdsOATOC.

Perhaps the gloss has something to do with the Antiatticista. The expression, how-
ever, is frequent in comedy (Ar. Ran. 559, Antiphan. fr. 133, cf. Alex. fr. 172. 12). It is
noteworthy that from “fresh cheese’ the expression came to denote a specific marketplace
in Athens where Plataeans used to gather on the last day of every month apparently to sell
their fresh cheese (Lys. 23. 6).
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DEMETRIUS
ZikeMa
131 TOV Ofjov Gvao®oul pEv > katotkical

glevbepov, atopavvov

Ph. atbpavvog moric: M pi) topavvovpévn: Anpftprog &v i Zikerig. “TOV 6fjpov - ato-
pavvov’. ovtw dpiviyog.

Anuntplog etc. in Sz Katotkioot (et 1 sscr.) S#
Phryn. P.S. 30. 15 atopavvoc moklg kal dfjpoc.

Cf. fr. 2 (CAF i. 796) from the same comedy:
Aakedatpoviol 0° qudv ta teiyn katéfarov
kal tag tpmpelg Erafov Eupnpovg, Srwg
unkétt Bodattokpatoivio Melomovvhotot.
The new fragment should be connected with this one. It offers new evidence, that the play
could not have been performed before the re-establishment of democracy in 403 B.C.
One would expect katoikicat v oAy, especially since the lemma is dtOpavvog
woMg and its interpretation 1 p1 Tvpavvovpévn, but the adjective élelBepov seems to
point to dfjpov. Moreover, katotkiw has also the meaning of ‘re-establish in one’s coun-
try’; cf. Aesch. Eum. 756 yfig matpdag éotepnévov ob 10l Kathklodc pe. Perhaps dva-
o®oal pe «al> kototkioat is the likeliest supplement in line 1.

DIOCLES

Bdxyat
132 Eykoutalely

Ph. &yxopaev: 10 €pav. AtokAfic Baxyatg.

AtokAfic Baxyaic z in marg.

Hes. &ykoptdlet: Enaivel, kad®dg Aéyel (kalds €aipel @ AO0yw Latte ex S Cyrilli).

The interpretation &pav is unexpected. Even éykwpdaletv in the sense of revelling (in
the house of one’s mistress?) would be inappropriate.
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DIPHILUS

ANpviat

133 KOWEANV O Exelg
drlatov €v toig wolv &yyxéovti oot

Ph. drAetov: dmeipov. Aéyovot 8¢ kai dnlatov. Algpihog Anuviaig: “kKoyéAnv etc.’

Aigihog etc. in S*

= Bek. An. 425.7 - ociv (om. Aipihog Anpviaic).

Su. dnietov: dmetpov.
Hes. dm\etov: oAy, péya, apétpntov olov dmhebpov. | 10 pm mreduevov.

Et. M. 123. 11 dninto: dreipa, TOAAG.
Moer. 24 drhatov "ATTIK®C, Gnietov "EAANVIKOC.
Poll. iii. 88 dmlatov, dmAietov, dmelpov.

Fr. com. ad. 620 K. delendum. The expression ‘he has wax in his ears’ was used for
stupid men; for a slightly different interpretation see G. Roux, REA 65 (1963), 286 f.; cf.
Eup. fr. 213 koi t@® IMopthéunovg dpo Afjue xoyédn / Evestv (cf. Eup. Mapukig fr.
95. 78-80 Austin), Luc. Lexiph. 1 xoyeroPoota £otkag Exewv 16, @ta. This is probably the
situation here. The new addition &yyéovti cou is difficult to explain. If it is a personal
dative depending on dmAatov, this last cannot have the meaning given by the gloss, i.e.
dneipov. It should rather have its usual meaning “unapproachable’. But even so the sense
is unsatisfactory. I suspect that we should write: koyéAnv & &xeig / drhatov év Toic Goiv.
&yxedv Tt 60. “You have an immense quantity of wax in your ears (i.e. Don’t you hear?).
Pour some (wine) in’. For &yygov cf. Diph. fr. 58 &€yyeov o 7 mieiv.

ECPHANTIDES

Zatvpot

134 opioag

Ph. dpicag: éxkAeicag. "Exeavtiong Z0T0Opolc.

I cannot find any convincing interpretation for the gloss. “Put one’s shoulder against
the door” and so “shut out” would be a very remote possibility. Su. dpnoapevoc: gic tov
opov ayayov does not seem to have anything in common with our gloss.
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EPICHARMUS

135 oAy ov
Ph. 30Avxov: 10 ayoviopa ‘Erniyoappoc.

Su. §6Ayoc: 1o innodpdutov anod tod kauntely. otddiov 8& 6 OpBOC dpodpoC.
Su. d6Ax0¢: ... kal T0 Ovopo ToO SpOUOL.
Hes. dolixog: pokpoc. 1| pétpov yic.

By the vague 10 aydvicpo the lexicographer shows that he is not interested in inter-
preting an unknown word. He is probably an Atticist (or Antiatticist) who distinguishes
either between the adjective doA1y0¢ and the substantive 0A1yog or between the meanings
pétpov yijc and dyoviopa, or even donptov (chick peas) and dydvicpa.

EPILYCUS

Kopariokog
136 popov 8¢ Paxkopic e kol yaydag Opnod

See below, Eupolis, fr. 140.

EUETES

"EnikAnpog
137 anelOeiv pe deitat

Ph. Seitat: avti tob dei “ameAleiv pe Seital’. Evétng "Emikinpo, "Ernixappog Ioiiteiq
(fr. 255. 1 Kaibel).

dettaicve thc &ml ¥ANpw. ‘Emixapng IMolrteiag z

Antiatt. 88.21 - deitat.

According to the Suda (s.v. 'Erixappog), Euetes was a dramatist performing in
Athens at the time of Epicharmus’ floruit, i.e. six years before the Persian war (486
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B.C.). He is mentioned there together with Euxenides (who is elsewhere mentioned with
Susarion and Magnes) and Myllos (who, according to Wilamowitz, was not a comedian,
but a comic character). In the list of tragic victories a tragedian Euetes is placed between
Aeschylus and Polyphrasmon (/G ii.? 2325a2 [EvJétng |). He must have won his sole
victory some time between 485/4 and 472/1. But our Euetes must be a later comedian.
"Erixinpoc is a title of comedies by Alexis, Antiphanes, Diodorus, Diphilus, Heniochus,
and Menander (also Caecilius Statius and Sextus Turpilius), none of whom belong to Old
Comedy. The name Edétng does not seem to be common in Athens. We know of only one
other bearer of it besides the tragedian—and now the comedian: Ebétng "Apytddpon
Mataviets, from a sepulchral inscription of the late fourth century (Kirchner, P.A. no.
5459).

Our gloss comes from the Antiatticistic source. The use of impersonal middle deitat
seems to have been condemned by the Atticists. It occurs very rarely: Pl. Men. 79 ¢, Soph.
0.C. 570, and later in Herondas and Aeneas Tacticus. It is remarkable that the Antiatti-
cistic source knows well and excerpts from the Pseudo-Epicharmean IToiiteia (Antiail.

105. 19, 112.16).

EUPOLIS

"AcTpdtevtot
138 ELapeLa

Ph. éLdogeta: tag éhagpeiovg dotpaydrovg. obtog Ebmoiic "Actpatedtolc.

"Anohg z
Hes. ghagrat: ol 1@V ELAQOV GoTpdyarol.

Apart from the Hesychius gloss there was no other testimony that in antiquity deer
knucklebones were used for playing as well as sheep ones. We have, however, several
pieces of evidence for the use of knucklebones of dopxddec, roe-deer or gazelles, which
belong, of course, to the deer family. Theophr. Char. v. 9, Polyb. xxvi. 1.8 call them
dopxadeiot dotpayarot, Herond. iii. 19 dopkolridec (cf. th. 7) and 63 simply doprdadec,
Callim. fr. 676 Pf. Lopxog dotpieg, Luc. Amor. 16 dotpdyaror AtPukfic dopxoc, IG ii.?
1533. 23 dotpdyadrot dopkddeor, PSI iv. 331.2 and 444. 2 (third cent. B.C.) simply dopxd-
deot. Perhaps the same kind of knucklebones is referred to in the Hesychius glosses
Bovpaireis: oi PovParor #j dotpdayaror (BovBairig is the African gazelle) and Sopyeroi:
aotpdyadrot. In fact some large knucklebones have been found in ancient sites: H. Lamer,
RE s.v. Lusoria tabula, c. 2021, mentions five such astragalot in the Museum of Volterra
and three in the Museo Nazionale in Naples. They are 7 cm. long and 3.5 high.
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ADTOAVKOG

139

Ph. BoaBaxkapida peperypévnv: obtog <EVrodiey ADTOAKQ.

oltmg AVTOAVKOC Z

Ph. BaBdxkapic: popov ti. "Podiav yuvaika.

Hes. Bdxkapig: popov motov.

Ath. xv. 690 a mapc moAroic 88 T@V kmu®domoldy dvopdletai Tt phpov PaxKapLc.

The two Photius glosses are not placed in the same alphabetical position: Bafaxkdptdo
etc. is found among words starting with Box-, Bapaxkapig among words starting with
Paf-. It is obvious that they both belong to Eupolis’ Adtoivkog. Rhodia was Lycon’s
wife and Autolycus’ mother. Cf. Sch. Ar. Lys. 270 v "Podiav Aéyel olte kaiovpévny,
™V AOTOAVKOL pév untépa, yvvaiko 88 Avkwvog, &’ aioypoic kopodovpévny; there
follows Eupol. fr. 215. See also Sch. PI. Apol. 23 e EUrolig & &v @idoig kol ént Tff yovarkl
"Podiq kopodel adtov, &v 88 1@ mphTe AdToAK® &ic Eévov (= Eupol. frr. 53, 273). The
fact that no word BaBdxkapig exists (unless the poet coined it with a pun on papa& ‘chat-
terer’), the wrong alphabetical position of the gloss Bafaxkdpida, and the meaningless
text of the gloss BaPdxkapig, suggest that both glosses have suffered severe corruption.
A possible restoration would be to join them together: Bakkapig: popov ti. “ “Podiav
yovaika Bakkdpidt pepetypévny’, obtog <ESmoiigy Abtolvke. If this is correct, then Eu-
polis is making a word-play on the name of Autolycus’ mother and a kind of unguent,
podivov pvpov. Cf. Cephisodorus fr. 3 (i. 800 Kock): éreit” dreipecOat mpio 10 odud
pot / pbpov ipvov kai p6dtvov, dyapat, Zaviio: / kol toig mociy ywpic mpion pot
Baxyaptuv.

Moaopikag
140 Exovta TNV ceppoyida kal yaydav Epuyydvovta

Ph. waydog: popov gidoc. <Ebroiigy Mapikd: “Exovta - Epuyyavovta (fr. 198). "Eriivkog
Koporioke: ‘pwopov 8¢ Baxkapic te kat yaydog 6pod” (fr. 1; i. 803 Kock; supra, fr. 136).

Mapelka z Kopariok® z

Ath. xv. 690 e yaydnc: "Aptotoedvng &v Aattaredotv (fr. 206) ... Ebnolic §° &v Mapikd. “ydydav Epuy-
yavovta'.

Ath. xv. 691 ¢ tiig 8¢ Aeyouévne odydoc—udpov 8’ &oti kal todto— Emidvkog év Kopadioko: Bakkapic
e Kol odydac ouod’. kxal "Apiotopavns &v Aattaredotv kai év Mapikd Ebrolig ‘cdydav épuyyd-

vovta® Aéyov.
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Erot. 95.9 wyadq (wayde Nachm.): pdpov €idog, o0 péuvnrat kai EUmolic &v Mapikd.
Hes. ocaydoc: €ldoc popov. i yaydac.

Hes. yaydog: ywaydfic. popov motdv.

Phot. odydac: pdpov Tt.

The word, obviously of foreign origin (Egyptian; it probably came to Greece via
Cyrene: see below), has been transmitted with the following forms: wyaydav -avog (6),
oaydag (6), oayda (1), waydng (6), yaydfig (6), wada (1).

Both fragments were known from Athenaeus, but Photius preserves a few words more
in each case. For &ovta Vv oc@payida, ‘being a fop’, cf. Ar. Eccl. 632 1@V c@puyidag
£xovtwv, and the comic compound in Nub. 332 cepayidovoyapyokountnv. Notice also
the striking similarity with Antiphanes’ fr. 190.2 &yav ... cppayida kol pepvpiopévoc.

Eupolis’ fragment is to be associated with fr. 189 from Mapuxdg (Ael. V. H. xii. 30): eic
tocobtov 8¢ dpa Kvpnvaiol tpuefic é&dxeidav, dote ITAdtova tapekdlovy, iva adtoig
yévnTat vopobEtng. Tov 8¢ anafidoat pact da TV £ apxiic pebopiav adtdv. dporoyel
d¢ kol Evmolig év 1® Mapikd, Sotig abt@dv edtelécTatog oppayidag eiye Séko pvdv:
napfv 8¢ Bavpalecbor kai Tovg dtayAbovtag Todvg dakTuAiovg.

IToAerg
141 déxa tovforol

Ph. 8¢xo tovBorol: dia 10 pikpov eival "Aconédwpov. Evmorig MoAesty.

dexatov Bokov z; corr. Coraés in Hes., v. infra; tot Bodod Schmidt (Boroi = 6Bohroi)

Hes. 8¢xa tovBorod (Sekdtov Bokov cod.): <&ni Tolr 00devoc dEiov. BéATIOV € £ic opikpoOT TR TiDEcHOL
TobTo.

Prov. Coisl. 101 déxa to0Borob: &ni TV undevog GEimv, Emetdn ta Séka Tob dPorod mimpacKOpEVH TAVY
£oTiv eDTELT.

Fr.com.ad. 763 delendum.Cf. Sch. Ar. A¢. 17 tov pév Oappereidov] Toppayog  Acw-
TOSwPOV. kal yap 00T0g £mi opikpdT Tt Od Tnhexreidov (fr. 46; 1. 221 Kock) kekopddn-
Tar Kol Yap 6 KoAolog pikpog v Ek 1@V nTep®v TV cvotacty Exet. Cf. also Su. s.v. "Acw-
TOdwpog: "Acanddmwpog kai Atdvpoyiag, 6 adelpdg adTol, &nl CPIKPOTNTL COUATOS Sie-
PaAidovro. This Atdvpayiag, who is elsewhere (Su. s.vv. Atdvypiag, Ouppereidne) trans-
mitted as Awdvypiog and Awdvypoyiag, (twin?) brother of Asopodorus, has been inge-
niously identified by Meineke with a certain Awdvpiog, at whom Eupolis in Xpvootv I'évog
Jjibes Gg pikpov 10 odpa (Ath. xiv. 658 d: Eup. fr. 284 K.). About this Asopodorus and
his brother we know next to nothing, but it would be odd to find them mentioned in com-
edies which are chronologically so far apart: in Aristophanes’ "Opvifeg performed in
414 B.C., in Eupolis’ TToAeig in 422 (so Kaibel and Geissler), in his Xpvoobv I'évog in
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424 (Geissler), and in a comedy by Teleclides of whom no comedy is datable later than
c. 430. But if the reference in the Scholia to Aristophanes is wrong, we are confined only
to the last three instances. It is now clear why Symmachus thought Asopodorus was men-
tioned at 4¢. 17 f. He knew that déxa TodbBorod, “ten a penny’, had been used by Eupolis
as a mock-name for Asopodorus, because of the latter’s short stature. In the Aristophanic
comedy Euelpides, speaking of the two birds, the xoAotdg and the xopdvn, which were
supposed to lead him to the city of birds, complains that he has bought tov pév Gappelei-
dov TovToVi KOoAotOV dBorol. Symmachus obviously thought that in 6Bolo¥ there is a
pun on Asopodorus’ nickname and so christened him son of Tharreleides.

To&iapyot
142 &v taict yap péyaicty arodvicokovst kOKKNY TpdTOL

Ph. xéxknv: dvti tod tayxéwg. Edrolig Talidpyolc “&v taiot ete.

KOKKNV is new. Aristophanes used kékkv, the cuckoo’s cry, as an exclamation for
‘quick’ not only at A¢. 507, where it fits into the context, but also at Ran. 1384. Perhaps
kokkv should also be preferred in our quotation. But there is a slight difference: in Ari-
stophanes it is used as an interjection—and the bird’s cry may properly serve as such.
Here, however, it is used adverbially, and I wonder if it is not a comic neologism coined
after the accusative-like adverbs (8ixknv, pdtnv etc.). In any case, the double attestation
of Photius cannot be easily dismissed in favour of xdxxv.

The fragment is also found in P. Oxy. 2740, fr. 1. 16 ff. (fr. 98 Austin), whose attribu-
tion to a commentary on the Ta&iapyot of Eupolis doubtfully made by Lobel is now fully
confirmed. The papyrus should read xdx[xny mo®]/ror avii Tob mpiv [eimelv] / KoKk,
Our quotation may come from Dionysus’ learning the art of war from Phormion, a scene
to which we have many references in the other fragments of the Tat{apyot. In fact Phor-
mion is the speaker in the quotation just prior to k6kxknv mp@tol in the papyrus, fr.
113 ff. [00]/% 0100’ " Aoy pot Totvo/ula; "Apng 6 @opuio[v £]/nekadeito.

The metre is another question. Perhaps we might have anapaests by transposing ydp
before taiot and adding a v ephelcysticon at the end of drofvijokovot:

/ vu év yap toiot payototy
arofvioKovclKV> KOKKNV TpdTOL /

The fragment preceding ours in the papyrus (Il. 13-15) is iambic, but it is very difficult

to determine the metre of the one following (Il. 18-20).
The wording recalls Ar. Pac. 444 ff.: EPM. kel tig énibopdv tadrapyeiv ool

@Oovel /| eic pdc avelbeiv, d motvl’ (i.e. Eipivn) €v taioctv pdyoatg et Yet it
must be admitted that not much can be made out of such similarities.
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dirot
143 o0delc yap oidev &v Kéw Tig nuépa

Ph. év Kéo tic Apépa: Ebmoiig ®ikoig: “oddeig - fuépa’. oy £otlot yap map’ avtoig ol

nuépat, GAA’ €kootog g PovAetal dyet.
Hes. év Kéo tic uépa: mapotpic &ni tdv odk edyvOoTOV ‘0bdeic - fuépa’. 6TL oy éotdoty al fuépat,

GAN ¢ Exaotol Béhovoly dyovoty. 60ev Aéyetar “ceautd® vovpunviav knpdooelg;’
Cf. Prov. Bodl. 365; Et. Gen. (Miller, Mélanges 354).

The same proverb appears also in Crates, fr. 29. 5, and Diphilus, fr. 53.

Xpvoobv T'évog

144 dpxroug, EAdgpovg, ELEQavTag, BoTpLyag, YEADVOG

[y

Ph. dpktog: t0 Onplov cov @ 7. EbmoMc Xpood éver: dpkTovg etc.’

B A Ir
Xpuooyével z dprToug etc. in S* ELépavtag, ELagovs, Votpiyag litteris superscriptis ordi-

nem restituit S#

Cf. Bek. An. 445. 14 dpxtov: odyl dpKov.

Atticistic gloss censuring the form dpxog. Cf. W. Cronert, Memoria Graeca Her-
culanensis, p. 87. The metre is the “archilochean’, in which the exodos of Vespae is com-
posed (1518-37). Eupolis used the same metre in frr. 139 and 236; cf. also Strattis, Lemno-
meda, P. Oxy. 2743 fr. 8 (b) col. ii (fr. *220 Austin).

Incertae sedis
145 aropti

Ph. aropti: to8t0o mupd toig *Attikois 6Eutdveg. onpaivet 8¢ 10 annpticuévov. Ebnokig
kal “‘Hpddotog (ii. 158.4, v. 53).

kail ‘Hpbddotog z in marg.

Antiatt. 79. 30 andpti: avti Tod dptr amd viv. ITAdtov Soptotaic (fr. 143).

Bek. An. 418. 15 anapti: mop’ ‘Hpoddto onpaivel 10 drnpricuévec kai akptpdc ‘and tovtov eici ota-
ot xiMot arapti eig 1OV "ApaBikov kOATOV'. mapi 88 Toic kwuikoic TO &k Tod Evavtiov ... pRmoOT
obv, 10 pév mifipeg kal dnnpriopévov dtav onuaivn, dEvtoveital, o 8 &vavtiov Bapdverat.



FRAGMENTS OF COMEDY 123

The controversy of Atticists and Antiatticists is well illustrated here. We have both
glosses refuting one another, and a third mild Atticistic trying to reconcile them. In fact
arapti is the regular Attic for both meanings ‘exactly” and ‘on the contrary’, whereas
amaptt (i.e. 4’ dpti) is only very lately attested for amo tod viv (Ev. Matth. 23. 39, al.).
Yet nothing prevents us from supposing that Plato the comedian had used the same word
with the same accent and meaning some centuries earlier. See Lobeck, Phryn. 18-21.

146 ATaTOP

Ph. dardtwp: Edmollc.

The gloss seems to come from the Antiatticistic source. It is not clear, however, what
it implies. dmdtwp, ‘without father’, is not uncommon in Greek tragedy (Soph. 7r. 300,
O.C. 1383, Eur. lon 109, 1.7T. 864, H.F. 114).

147 amovuytotpat

Ph. amovoylotpat: ESmolic Eon.

In S=

We have seen above on Aristophanes’ “OAxadeg (fr. 78) the references to Phrynichus
and other sources, who define the differences between dvoyiletv, §éEovuyitetv, and drovo-
xiCewv. According to them amovvyitelv and amovvyifesfar mean ‘to pare the nails’, and
Menander’s fr. 825 Ké., as well as some other occurrences, seem to confirm this sense.
But Aristophanes, £qg. 709, uses it in the sense of scratching out with the nails. Perhaps
our gloss refers to a similar usage: it seems to come from the Antiatticistic source.

148 Bapvyétog

Ph. Bapvyétag: oepvog pév xai Bapog Exmv, Sodrog 8¢ kai Métag. obtwg EUmoltc.

Hes. Bapuyétag: Bapog pév Exovrtag, I'étag 8¢ dvrag (Svopa cod.).
Lt M. 206. 23 BouBapac: ... kal xavyntidvra. mepi aralovog yap Aéyetal, Ov kai Bapvyétay eipixact.

['étag, a common slave-name in Menander, is not attested in literature earlier than
the time of the New Comedy. ['é70, i.e. ['€Tov, either from I'étng or -og, is found in a fifth
century Attic inscription (/G i.? 1068). The comic compound of our gloss seems to imply
that by the time of Eupolis the ethnic, if not already made a proper name, could be taken
as synonym for slave. There is a striking resemblance with an entry in the gnomologium
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of P. Berol. 9773 (Berl. Klass.-Texte v. 2. 129 ff.), which has been included in Menander’s
"Apptopntiotpa by Korte (fr. 948 = *200 Austin).

(Nomen poetae)
[élta kot [Moppévolv
Jog éott xal Bapic.

But the couplet comes from a group of quotations concerning yoyog yvvaik@®v, and I
wonder whether Bapvyétag could fit into this context.

149? YADTTOG

Ph. yA®TTOG: TaG TOV adA®Y YATTidag oftmg EbroAis. “YAdooa el ovk &unnéetat, ¢on-
AoV el fiovyboetor’.

yAdoow etc. in Sz

Hes. yA®ocag obk Eumnéetat: ok av dta@dyolt’, obk &v yeboolTo.

Hes. yA®oooc: T0¢ YAWGGidag TV adA®dV Kol Tdv Drodnpatev. Kai tac Aalidc.

Phryn. P.§. 58. 12 yA®ttol abA®V Kol yAdTTal drodnpdtov, & yAottidag Aéyovoty ol auabeic.

Phryn. Eel. 201 vhwooidag adrdv fi drodnpdtmv un Aéye, GAL’ d¢ ol 8okipol YAGTTOC adA®Y, YADTTAUS
VTOSNpHATOV.

My first impression was that the quotation yA@cou &l odk &unféetat, ddniov &l
fovydoetatl belongs to Eupolis, and my effort was to face the insuperable problems of
metre, prosody, and sense presented by the new fragment. But, as R. Kassel pointed out
to me, the expression oUtwg EUnolig is a formulaic end of glosses or parts of glosses,
and so only YA®ttog is a certain Eupolis fragment; the quotation has nothing to do with
Eupolis or comedy or even poetry. There are, of course, numerous exceptions to this
rule (e.g. only from Menander, see frr. 252, 733, 800 Korte, where the quotations follow
the expression otwg Mévavdpog). Moreover, in our case YA®ood ... fovydoetot is found
only in the Supplement of cod. z, in other words it has been omitted in the main body of
the Photius Lexicon. The epitomator ended the gloss with the reference to the name of
Eupolis and he may well have added oltwg to mark the end. But the quotation itself, if
considered poetic, raises so many questions that Kassel’s suggestion saves us from many
troubles.

The similarity between the quotation in Photius and the gloss of Hesychius is so
striking that one would hardly separate the one from the other. The lemma of Hesychius
has been published both as a tragic fragment (ad. 205 N.2: after Meineke’s suggestion that
it comes from a satyr-play; = sat. inc. 24 Steffen) and as a comic one CApgiofnTioiua
1312 K.). It has been variously emended. Since nobody could guess that yA®ooog might
mean something different from ‘tongues’, Scaliger’s emendation yA®dooav (YA®TTav
Nauck, before his second edition of 7GF, when he still considered it a comic fragment)
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was generally accepted. Meineke deleted dta in dtapdyort’ (diecBim: “eat through, consume,
corrode’). Cobet changed the endings of the verbs into second person plural: -Eete ... -yot-
e ... -outobe, and, similarly, Latte wrote in the interpretation: ovk dv KeTaQdyoLTE, OVK
av yebolobe. The sense given to the gloss was: He (you) will not fix his (your) tongue: He
(you) would not eat (through), he (you) would not taste. But if the Hesychius gloss is to be
associated with the Photius one, then yA®@cootin the former should also mean ‘mouthpie-
ces of pipes’ or rather ‘mouthpiece of a pipe’, i.e. the two reeds that form the mouthpiece.
But the problem is now more complicated. What is the meaning of the interpretation?
Although it may be admitted that it points more or less to the sense “to eat’, why is tapd-
yotto used? How can the discrepancy between the tenses of the lemma and the interpreta-
tion be justified?

The quotation in Photius is somewhat clearer. The future éunni€etat is always transi-
tive; yYA@ooa, therefore, must be emended to accusative, YAdooav or yAdooag: ‘If he will
not fix the mouthpiece in, it is unpredictable whether he will ever quiet down’. Maybe a
troublesome piper is meant, perhaps one of those who were usually called Arabian pipers,
‘who started playing for one drachma, but would not stop if they were not given four
(fr. com. ad. 268). Bad or troublesome pipers as figures of fun are quite common in Old
Comedy: cf. Ar. Ach. 16, 866, and especially A¢. 858 ff. and Pax 950 ff., where Chairis is
lampooned, a piper who used to play during sacrifices so that he might earn a piece of
meat from the victim.

But what precisely is the meaning of éurfyvopt tv yA®@ttav and how could this act
obstruct the sound of the pipe? One would rather expect the opposite: if the mouthpiece
is removed, the pipe cannot play. Cf. Aeschin. iii. 229 ob v yA@tTav, Gonep TGV LGV,
E4v TIG APELT, TO Lotmdv ovdéV Eatiy. Perhaps the same result could be obtained if it were
possible to press the reed into the body of the pipe. But illustrations on vases show that
the reeds of the pipes were wedge-shaped, like those of modern oboes or bassoons, and
once fixed it would not be easy to press them deeper into their socket.

Another difficulty is caused by the presence of ok, which may sometimes stand in
conditional clauses (K.-G. ii. 2. 189 ff.) but is entirely unjustified in this case. One solution
would be to delete €l and place a question-mark after éunfi&etatr. The phrase then would
be virtually identical with the lemma in Hesychius. Another possibility is offered by yAdo-
oug <Tig> ovk &umnéetal; “Won't somebody press his reeds in?etc.” Perhaps the best
sense is obtained by deleting o0k ; then yAdooog i EunnEeton ete.: If he fixes the reeds in-
to the pipe’, i.e. if he puts the pipe into operation, ‘it is unpredictable whether he will ever
stop’. In fact, pipers used to keep the reeds in a little case called yAmttoxopelov, and fitted
them into the end of the pipe only when it was time to play the instrument.

However, all this is highly speculative and I believe that the true meaning of the anony-
mous quotation still escapes us. I cannot help feeling that the quotation (Hesychius and
Photius combined) comes from a scene where a troublesome piper is threatened that if he
does not stop playing, he will not be allowed to share in the festive meal; and that there is
a play on the double meaning of the word yA®tto, as in the Aeschines passage quoted
above. If this is the situation, I cannot see where else can it come from than a comedy. And
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in this case, why should Eupolis be excluded? I fear, however, that the quotation has suf-
fered so much from corruption, that it is now beyond recovery.

150 £€adoat

Ph. é€adoat: £Eedelv. EUrolric. xai 6 EEavatnp Gno tovtov. "Apictapyos (?) énl Tod &y-
KEKPULUUEVOL TV POG.

EUrnoAig in marg. z

Hes. &€aboar: €€eheiv.
Lt. M. 346. 56 éEavotnp: onuaivel okedog TL. Tapd T0 abo, abow, adotnp Kl EEavothp.
Hes. &é€avotnp: mupdypa.

gEavoag in the sense of “having taken out from the fire’ is used by Plato com., fr.
38 K. (so LSJ). Eustathius, however, who is the source of Plato’s fragment interprets it as
ontficot, roast’. Is there a confusion with é§ayat? In our case the meaning is clear. Aris-
tarchus is probably the grammarian. Perhaps our lexicographer refers to a passage in
Aristarchus’ commentary on Homer, where he may have dealt with the different meanings
of avw, £€avm etc. The most likely passage seems to be the simile at Od. v. 488 ff.: &g &
O1e T1g S0AOV owodti} Evékpuye peraivy / dypod En’ oyatific, @ un mwapo yeitoveg GAlot, /
onéppa Tupoc o®@lwv, tva pun mobev dAloOev alot. Cf. Eust. 1547. 58 ff., and Sch. Od.
v. 490 avot: €Edntot. I cannot see any more satisfactory way of interpreting "Apictap-
%0G €l TOD £YKEKPVUUEVOL TV PAG.

151 KOPOVEMS

Ph. xopaveng: oukiig €ldog. oltwg EUmoAtg.

Ph. xophvewc: d¢ guarewg (leg. @iparewc).
Sch. Ar. Pax 628 = Su. kxophvews: S eLparens (pLaiews Su.). £ott 8¢ €ldog ovkiic. kal &v "Axapved-
oty (802). tadtnyv 8¢ kul kKopdkelov AEyousty. O yap Kapnog adTilg KOpukL £01KE KATA TO YP®L.

It is very remarkable that the Attic suffix -gwg is a typical ending for various kinds of
grapes and vines, figs and fig-trees. Grapes and vines: dAwnékens, EAdews, kovlapewg,
pedvoewg (Poll.), pedavdavewg (if not a false reading for peliveng), perivewe, xotpévewc,
(Poll.); figs and fig-trees: dpooupictenc (if not a false reading for dapapinrews), Pocirtewe,
dapopinnens, kopdkens, kophvewg, Aevkepiveng (perhaps even épivewng, Ath. iii. 75d),
pLRdrews, yeMddvems. It is noteworthy that while the Scholia to Aristophanes translate
Kopaveng, like Photius, as a kind of fig-tree, Pollux includes the word both in the kinds
of figs (vi. 81) and in the kinds of grapes (vi. 82).
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HERMIPPUS

Incertae sedis
152 apyéroot

See above, Aeschines, fr. 1.

LEUCON

dpartopeg
153 £YYEYOPTUVOHEVOG

Ph. &yyeyopruovepévog: ofov edtedic. Eokdntovto yap eic edtédetay oi Kpfiteg. kéxpntat
0& Aebkov év Ppatopot 1@ dvopartt.

KExpntat etc. in marg. z

For the comic coinage cf. Ar. Nub. 48 éyxexoiovpopévny (‘luxurious as Kotovpa’),
and the lexicographically attested &yxeyotpihopévnv and ékkeyorptiopévn (cf. Cratin.
fr. 335).

Incertae sedis
154 anolécat Tov Ouuov
Ph. arolécar Tov Bupdv: dg dv tiic dpyfic Tavoaito. Ashkov.

Agbkwv in marg. z

The Atticists frequently dealt with the different meanings of dn6 in composition.
The ‘Index Glossarum® at the end of De Borries’ edition of Phrynichus’ Praeparatio
Sophistica provides a great number of such glosses. See also above, frr. 28?, 76; below, fr.
201. Strangely enough fr. 45 of Alexis gives a collection of such compounds: arolécar,
apvBpicat, aravdnoavra, arapvbévrta. It is noteworthy that in Alexis, just as in our frag-
ment, drolécat is used metaphorically: kai yap oivov 10V véov / oALT ‘ot dvaykn kai
TOV dvdp’ dmolécar.

@¢ Gv sounds strange. It belongs perhaps to the original quotation. See above, Sopho-
cles, fr. 44, for references to glosses whose interpretations contain traces of the original

quotation.
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155 GTTUCOVHLEVT

See above, Cephisodorus, fr. 109.

MENANDER

"Aveyiol
156 Enitipnolig
Ph. émitipnoig: avti <tod> dtatipnots. Mévavdpog "Aveytoig.

avudiatipnotg z: corr. E. W. Handley

The word occurs in Antiphanes, fr. 258 K. (from Stob. 97. 1): kuldg tévesOatl pailov
i} TAOVTETY KaK®G / TO pEV yap ELleov, 10 & Emitiunoty @épet. As the first line is identical
with Menander’s Monosticha 421 (Jaekel), one would be tempted to suppose that the whole
couple of Antiphanes was used in Menander’s "Aveytoi. But the difference in the meaning
of émitipnotg should not be left out of account: “valuation, appraisal’ (= Siatiunotig) in
Menander; ‘censure, castigation’ in Antiphanes.

"AoTic
157 apvo

Ph. dovo: AnpocOévng €v 1@ katd Mewdiov (41) kot Mévavdpog "Acridt (49, 335) kai &v
arrolg (Epitr. 99, Cith. 16).

Mewdiog z

The lack of any interpretation is very reminiscent of the Antiatticistic source. It seems
that the Atticists approved the use of aigpvng or é€aipvng instead of dgvo, although the
latter occurs a few times in Attic writers like Thucydides, Euripides, and Aristophanes.
Phrynichus certainly approved the use of aipvng and &Eaigvng. Cf. Eel. 98 éEemimoAig
Aéyovot tiveg, oldpevol Spotov givat @ &Eaipvng ete., and P.S. 66. 18 de B. &mimolfic:
TAtTik@g pev dvev tiig 86 mpolicenc. of 8¢ EEemmoliic Aéyoviec émdaviidnoay dmd Tod
£Eaipvng etc.

Pollux, as usually, takes the middle course: vi. 194 ta0TéV E5TLY dopvw, EEaipvng,

£Eanivng.
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Micovpevog
158 EVEPOY PG

Ph. évepdypwg: vexpoypog. Mévavdpog Micovpéve. TEnl "AploTo&évoug AETTOETL Gppo-

VIKOGT.
Micovpéve ete. in Suppl. eloovpeva Ss
Lt M. 340. 10 &vepOypmTeg: VEKPOXPOTES, VEKPOD XPOLLY EYOVIES.

évepoypwg appears twice in Greek literature. Alciphron i. 3.2 uses the word in a
contemptuous sense for a philosopher (fjkovoa £vog t@v &v Tf) [Totkiin Statpipovimv dvo-
rodntev kai évepoypdtov: v.I. dvoroditov kai évepdypwtoc); Agathias ii. 23. 6 for sick
men in Persia (kabdnep &v oknvij kai tpayedia &k TdV okdTOL TUAGY aQLypévorl, icyvoi
TIVEG Kol EvepoypoTeg kai ofot dedittesOat Tovg Evrvyydvovtag). Both witnesses are well
acquainted with this particular play of Menander (Alciphron Ep. iv. 19. 19; Agathias Anth.
Pal. v. 218. 11); this makes it very probable that Micobpevoc is their common source.

As regards &ri - Gppovikdg, I imagine that two distinct glosses have been confused
and that the mutilated part originally belonged to &vepyuog or &vepéic, a word meaning
several things in music, such as kpoBua k10aptoTikdy, or 1OV &v péon Tij K10dpy Tacoali-
okov, 61 00 7| xopdn dinprntat, or half the dieoic (Ez. M. 340.3), and which was very
likely used in one of Aristoxenus’ musical treatises. Papadopulos-Kerameus in Lexicon
Sabbaiticum: “facile conicias: "ApiotdEevog Aéyel &v Toic nepi Gppovik®dv (cTolyEimvy)’.

Phryn. P.S. 30. 8 arnaroypog: St tod o M tedevtaio, AL’ ob dta Tfic ov S1pBdYYOL,
showswhat is the issue in our gloss too. The same remark is repeated in Moeris 252 Aevk6-
xPwG "Attikol, Aevkoypovg "EAANvVeG, and 262 peddyypwg "Attikol, pedayypig “EAAnves
(perhaps legendum pekayypovg "EAAnveg, because pehayyphg is very well attested in
Attic comedy).

E. G. Turner, ‘New Fragments of the “Misoumenos™ of Menander’, BICS, Suppl.
xvii (1965), p. 13, associates the adjective with the lover in MicoOpevog. In connection with
the passage in Alciphron cf. Epitr. 18, where Korte and Wilamowitz supplement GAAd ti

nablov dg G0A6g Tig [phdcopog / Brémel oxLBpm™:].

[TaAlaxn
159 Blov
Ph. Biov: éri tfjg oboiag Mévavdpog TToAlok.

Mévavdpog TMariakf in marg. z
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Antiatt. 83. 31 Biog: éni {ouv}ovoiag (corr. Meineke). "Hpodotog (i. 30 al.), Mévavdpoc Anpiovpy®d (fr-
102 Ko.), Ebmolc Aikiv (fr. 24 K.). 6 moint¢ ToALAKIC.
Hes. Bioc: ... meplovoia.

The Antiatticista indicates that the Atticists suggested the use of Biog only for life’
and not for obcia. In fact the second meaning is quite common in Attic. As for Homer
(Antiatt.: 6 TomTig moAAaxig) he employs only the form Biotog. Menander also uses Piog
for ovoia several times. Our gloss must come from the Antiatticistic source, but it is clear
here that it cannot be the same as the text preserved in the Antiatticista, as both glosses
contain references to different plays of Menander.

160

Ph. énintatopa: ovyl mpookoppa. Aéyovst 8¢ kal mpoontaicpata. Mévavdpog ITaiiok .

Hes. éninawpa: Enintolopa, npookoppa ({éninaipa} Emintaiopa: mpdéokoppe Ruhnken).

Hes. mpOOTTULONQ: TPOCKOLHA.

Pol. ii. 199 ta 8& Omep tolg SukTOAOLS KpoLoputa TTaicpata. "Aptoto@dvng 6¢ (fr. 773) xoi émintui-
opata a0Te KaAEl.

npockoppo is condemned by the Atticists. This is clearly shown in the Antiatiicista
112.9 wpocékoyev: avti 100 npocéntatoey. "AreEic "Eniotord (fr. 81). The gloss is also
found in Photius (who reads npocénatcev) and the Suda. It is not clear which word was
used by Menander in I[ToAAokn: énintaiopo or tpoontaicpata? At Dysc. 92 he employs
npoontain: todg daktvAovg ... wpoontaiov. LSJ translates tpoéontaiopo by “whitlow’,
erroneously I think. It could be better rendered as “hurt, bruise, especially on the fingers’.

[TA6K10V
161 gig {tnv} ayopav odueic Leaveite

Ph. gi¢ ayopav Dpatverv: o eic TV dyopav keépety ta Dpatvopeve. Mévavdpog TThokie:
‘gig etc.’

- Mévavdpog = Su.

Men. fr. 810 K&. delendum. €i ayopdv here does not seem to denote place; it should
rather indicate purpose: “for selling, for money’. And this is implied in the interpretation:
the woven stuff will not stay home but will be taken to the market for selling. I wonder
whether tfv in the quotation should be removed. The line has two successive substitu-
tions of two shorts for the short elements of the verse, and no caesura. Although this is
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not unparalleled in comedy (e.g. Men. Dysc. 165), I doubt if the line has come down to us

without any lacuna.
Our fragment is to be associated with fr. 342 Ko. from ITA6kiov: Aentov ped’ &té-

pug iotov Upatvey (Deaivet cod.; corr. Kérte to avoid the split anapaest). The tone of the
speaker is notably threatening: it was degrading for free women to work &ig dyopav.

Z1KLVMOVLIOG
162 gumprdoaco

Ph. féumpldcaca: avti tod anfile puociv arolroboa ¢ dpytiouévnt. Mévavdpog Zi-
kvovio (fr. 7 Sandbach).

I have elsewhere tentatively suggested éumpicaca comparing Men. Dysc. 934 wpie
oavtov avtod, and fr. 695 Evdobev 8¢ mpietar. J.-M. Jacques, Revue des études anciennes
69 (1967), 308 n. 2, prefers éunpficaca intransitively in the sense of being inflamed with
anger. Both suggestions are difficult to accept since no intransitive uses in this sense are

attested.
But what is unintelligible in this gloss is not the lemma, which after all may repre-

sent a new unrecorded word; it is the interpretation. In no way can arfjA0gv droiitodoa
oc opyilopévn be rendered by a single word, and, what is more, by an active aorist par-
ticiple. This latter can only correspond to @moAimodoa. Perhaps more than one word has
been lost in the lemma. But cf. above, under Sophocles, fr.44, for the group of glosses which
preserve in their interpretations traces of the original quotation.

“Ypvig
163 YAATNG yap MV T@®V EAAOYip@V

Ph. éAAOyoc: &v “Yuvidt Mevavdpov: “yaitng etc.

“For he was a harper held in high repute’. For yéAtng in Menander, cf. fr. 430 a K6.
yaAtpla is rather common, especially in "Emitpénovtec. Perhaps the gloss, the form of
which suggests the Antiatticistic source, has something to do with Phryn. Eecl. 171, which
prohibits the use of Adytog in the sense of ‘eloquent’. See also Moeris 249 Piers., and
Thom. Mag. 227. 7 R. The latter adds xai EAAOYIOV 10 A6YOL GELOV.
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ddviov
164 amokplOeic

Ph. aroxpiBeic: €ni Tod anokpivapevos. Mévavdpog Pavi.

Phryn. Ecl. 78 amokptOfjvat: dittov auaptnua, £8et yap Aéyetv drokpivachat, kot eldéval 611 10 dtaympt-
s0fivatl onpaivel, ®onepolv Koi 10 évavtiov adTod, T cLYkpLOfval td> €ig v kol TadTov EAOETV. &i-
S 0OV Tobto &ni pév tod drodobval Ty Epdtnoty drokpivacOat Aéys, Ent 6& tod Stayxmptodival dmo-

KptOfvar.
Antiatt. 77. 12 anokptBfjvat: ovk arokpivocOot.
Bek. An. 429. 31 = Ph. anokpiOijvar: droympiodijvat. arokpivachot &€ 10 Ldyov dodval EpOTOUEVOV.

avakpivety 8& 10 310 LOywv Epwtav. Aéyetal pEvtol mov amokpivetal kai 0 aroympiletat.

Bek. An. 429. 13 = Su (cf. Ph.) drokpiveitatr Aéyovot pdihov 1} arokpiOnoetat. Mévavdpog Kavnoopo
(fr. 221 K6.) ‘6 8" amokpuveitat, kiv £yd Aéyopl cot’. “YmoPortpaio (fr. 426 Ko.) ‘d¢ undév dano-
KPLVoupévem 8 oUtm AdAet .

From the Antiatticistic source. It is strange that the Atticistic gloss Bek. An. 429. 13
= Su. (cf. Ph.) provides two examples of the regular use of dnekpivaunv from Menander.
It seems that the poet made use of both forms. The passive dnexpiOnv for ‘replied’, so
common in late literature, occurs very rarely in earlier Attic (Pherecr. fr. 51 K., Pl. Alcib.
ii. 149 b, and perhaps Xen. An. ii. 1. 22). The new occurrence now confirms the legitimacy
of this form.

Incertae sedis

165

Ph. atevng kal datepapwv dvlpwrog: olov dtepapmy EoTiv 0 okANPOG Kal ovk EXOV TEPOV,
6 onpaivel aroddv, GoadTog kot 6 GTevig okANpOg kKol GvTitoTog. T0 HEVTOL GTEPALOV
£l TOV dvoeyntov donpiov Ti0éact, 10 8¢ tépapov Ent OV peding Eyopévav. obte ITAA-
tov Kol Mévavdpog kol "Apiotopdvng, g enot Ppidviyoc.

lemma daobeviic z expuncto o ral "Aptot. ¢ enot @pOviyog in marg. z

Phryn. P.S5. 33.9 atevnig (dyevvic cod.; corr. Ruhnken) xai dtepduov dvOpmrog: TadTOV O ATEVIS TO
ATEPAUMV. TO PEVTOL GTEPUR®Y KLpime Enl TV SuceyNTmv donpiov TI0acty.

Hes. atépapvov: 10 un &vsidodv, okinpov. tépev yap 10 Graidov.—Cf. Ph.

Hes. dtepanmv: oxinpoc, dxaunng, dxatandvntog, avekenuov.—Cf. Ph.

Hes. dtepapoot: oxkinpoic.

Hes. atépepvo: ta pun &yopeve dompia.

Hes. atéppevov (sic): oxAnpov.

Et. M. 163. 11 atepdpmv: 6 okANpOS ... ATEPaUVOV" AmupaitnTtov, SE1vov, GKOPESTOV TOAD. Tapd TO TEPEY
T0 GraAoV. Teppmv 6 Analoc Kai dtepduov O uiy dv anaioc, AL okAnpoc kai arnvig dvlporoc.
GTEPUUVOV OOV TO Uf TEPEV ... TEPAUVOY Yap TO Gmaldv. Aéyetal 88 GTépUpve Kol Ta pun EYOpeva
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dompra, @ kai kepacPOLa mpocayopevETUL.
Lt Gen. (Miller Mél. 51. 8) atepdpmv: 6 okAnpdc, o0 10 ovdétepov 6 momtg E€en (Od. xxiii. 167)" “kiip

atépapvov EOnkay "OLOumia Shpat’ Exovtes mapd TO TEPEV.

Bek. An. 459.3 — Ph. atepdpoveg: obxl atépapvol. kai o VKOV ATepduv, ovyi dtépapvos. kai dompla
atepapovae, odxi Grépapva. Aptotopdvne "Axapvetoty (181) ‘dtepapoves Mapabwvopdyot ceev-
Sauvivor’.

Sch. Ar. Vesp. 730 atepapov: oiovel pn teplpmv, GAAG okAnpoc. EvBev 8¢ kal atépapva Sompla eauév,
TG UM Eyopeva Std okANpOTNTA. TUpl TO TépeV KaTd dakpy xtovoa (/L. iii. 142). kai IMAdtav (Leg.
ix. 853 d) kéxpnrar T AéEel kepaoPOLOVS Kai ATEPGUVOVS AEYOV TOVG GKANPOLS Sid TOVTOV" ‘i) TIg
YEVIITOL TOV TOATOY KepacPoroc 1) dtépapvoc’. @uol yap T¢ Katd T@v kepatmv PAnBévia onép-

pate atépapva yiveoOal.

The Photius gloss provides a fuller version of Phryn. P.S.33.9. It is not clear which
word was used by Menander: dteviig, dtepdpov or both? It is also not clear which
are the quotations in Plato and Aristophanes mentioned by Phrynichus. Plato has dtevig
at Rep. viii. 547 e and dtepbuov at Leg. ix. 853 d and ix. 880e. Aristophanes uses dtepé-
Hov at Ach. 181 and both words at Vesp. 730 (und’ atevig dyov dtepbpmv T avip).

Fr. 236 K. of the comedian Plato should be deleted. Photius’ gloss tépapvov: amolov,
Eyavov. xai dtépapvov to Sucséyavov. obte IMAGTev, in spite of the different form (dte-
papwv) used by the philosopher, apparently refers to Leg. ix. 853 d. As the Scholia to Ar.
Vesp. 730 clearly show, Plato’s passage was known with the reading aTépapvoc.

166 YLapupov (?)

Ph. yhagupév: 10 edtpaneiov. obtw Mévavdpoc.

to<v> Kassel

L. Gud. 313. 10 yhagupotatog: 780¢, Kahog, 6oeoc, Eunetpoc, akptphc, kui mapi Mevavspo 6 edtpé-
mELOC" YEYOVE 8 Tap TO YAGY®, TO S1opVTTO Kai Kothaive, yAapupov éni Tod koilov. = Aiuedeiv
Lexicon 622.26 (in Etymologicum Gudianum, ed. F. G. Sturzius, Lips. 1818).

Phryn. P.5. 58. 2 yhagupa kouodia (fr. com. ad. 856): 1 edtpanehoc kai ebpubuoc kol xépitoc HETEY OL-
oa ned’ Ndovig. kal yragupodc, 6 edTpdneloc kai xapielc.

Antiatt. 87.19 yhagupdtatov: 1OV XuplécTatov.

A fragment of Menander already known from the so-called Aipwdeiv Lexicon and
the Etymologicum Gudianum, but neglected by Meineke and Kock. Although A. De Stefani
noted the omission in Berl. phil. Woch. 30 (1910), 990, the fragment remained unnoticed
by Demianczuk, Kérte and Edmonds. It is not clear which word was used by Menander:
YAo@upov or yAapupdtotog. It is noteworthy, however, that the lemma of the Antiattici-

sta is also in the superlative.

1672 59

Ph. 81 : t68¢e. xai Mévavdpog AfyeL.
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I include this gloss on the assumption that the lexicographer would never record so
common a word, unless it had a special meaning. Cf. Su. d7: avti T00 viv. AploToQdvng
Nepéhaig etc. But 81 does not, to my knowledge, have the meaning t6d¢, and the reading
T60e kol Mévavdpog Aéyet, or the more natural one kui 160e Mévavdpog Aéyet, must be
excluded as they deprive the gloss of its interpretation, which in this case is absolutely
necessary. It is remarkable, however, that the gloss is placed in a wrong alphabetical or-
der, between AfjAtov and 8fjAot. Probably a word starting with dnA- has been corrupted.

168 dimupov Awpida

Ph. dinvpov Ampida: Etaipav d0o épactag Exovoav. obtw Mévavépog.

The name Doris occurs in ITepiketpopévn, Korag (?), fr. inc. 951 = *161 Austin,
PSI 99 = *129 Austin (identified with Menander’s "Eyygipidiov by D. del Corno, La parola
del passato 121 (1968), 306), and P. Oxy. 2658 = 245 Austin. But in at least two cases,
Mepketpopévn and fr. inc. 951, Doris is certainly a servant. dirvpoc is properly used for
bread twice baked.

169 elkdvag

Ph. eixovag: tag wapafords. Mévavdpoc.

Cf. fr. 656 Ko.: pa mv "Adnvav, dvépeg, elkdv’ obk Exm / <cOpeivy opoiav td yeyovoTt
npaypatt. But perhaps the gloss refers to gixaCetv, the well known playful agon practised
mainly between participants in symposia, where they used to compare one another to
something funny. See Ar. Vesp. 1308, A¢. 804-8, Ran. 906 (and Radermacher ad loc.),
Pl. Men. 80 a-c, Symp. 215 a, Xen. Symp. 6.8-10, al.; cf. Hes. ixaleiv: oxdntely: TeotKd-
Cew.T 10 Aéyewv Bpotog el T®de, Hermog. IMept pebddov deivotntog 34 (453 Sp.), also
R. Kassel, Rh. M. 99 (1956), 242-5, G. Monaco, Paragoni burlescht degli antichi, Paler-
mo 1963 (and review by A. Schifer in Grnomon 37 (1965), 620-1).

170 AeELoyomoinkév TG oUV
TPOG TOVTOVL Ypalc £veTog LTLO TOV, ‘Lol OOKETV.

Ph. Evetog: 6 & émiBovifig kabepévog kol &ykdbetog “Aehoyomoinkév tig - doxeiv’.
Mévavdpoc.

lemma évetdg z post corr. kabfpevog z : corr. Kassel

A typical New Comedy scene, where an old woman set on purpose by someone is said
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to have narrated a made up story to someone else. The adjective is used in this sense, ‘sub-
orned, suppositious’, by Xenophon (An. vii. 6. 41, Cyr. i. 6. 19). Otherwise the word has a
technical meaning, ‘inserted’, or is used as a substantive instead of wepovn. In some cases
the word is attested as &vetdg, -1, -6v. But in our case I do not see how we could avoid the
original reading of the manuscript &vetog, which is the regular form for the masculine
and feminine (Kiihner-Blass ii. 538).

171 Evlpitret

Ph. &vbpitter: émiBpialer. Mévavdpoc.

Both lemma and interpretation are new. But the meaning is clear enough: ‘to be in
a trance, divinely possessed’. Cf. Ph. (ined.) évOpitter: mopictatol (i.e. is out of his wits;
eEilotatat, napegictatan), Tig ToladTng Srabécewng Tepl yoyxnv voovuévng; and Erot. 45. 1
Opicoely (Bvooetv Nachmanson: Opdaooety edd.): paivesOat @c kai "AploTopdvng 6 ypop-
patikog (fr. 69 Nauck): Opicoetv 8¢ paot 10 katd yoynv éEictacbat. As for the interpre-
tation of &mOpiater the closest parallels are: (a) Hes. Optaletv: guAloloyeiv, évBovotay,
évbovoialetv. Edpinidng Awkopvie (fr. 478 N.2) kai TogokAfic "Odvooel patvopéve (466
P.), (b) Hes. é&vOpiaterv: mopakiveiv. amd t@dv poviikdy 0pidv, (c) Ph. (ined.) vOpralet:
nopafaiver (leg. mapaxivel); (d) Hes. évBpiaktog: évBovoidv. kol &vOéaktog (-aoTikdg
Schmidt, -actog Pearson). ZogoxAfic Zivovt (fr. 544 P.). One is struck also by the resem-
blance with &vOe(1)aletv and émiBe(1)alery. &vOpitrer might well have come from @gogo-

povLEVT.

172 Enl TOV dvOpoka
£Eaipéoelg prtodvreg

Ph. é€paieotv: d¢ fueic Mévavdpog: “ &ni etc.”

¢Eaipeotg is used here for ‘entrails’ as in Dionysius com. fr. 3.12 (ii. 426 K.). A
mageiros scene? Cf. Sotades fr. 1. 11 f. (ii. 448 K.) tpiyAag kaldg fyopoaca kol kixiag
KOAGS, [ Epprya tabtag &ni tov dvBpay’ @3 Exet. Or the description of a sacrifice? Cf.
Dysc. 547 f. tolg GvOpaxdg oot Lomupd, | ... KOTATELVEO CTALYVA ...

173 ¢Eetaletal

Ph. &8Eetaletar: BAénetal. Mévavdpog.

The passive éégtatopat occurs in *Emitpérovteg 106 and 360 meaning ‘to be examined
as regards the origin or the identity’. Cf. Hes. é&etdletat: apibueitar ov dedvtag (?).
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METAGENES

“Ounpog 1 Xogiotal

174 ELODGL TOVG mOAEp<i>0Ug

See above, Euripides, fr. 33.

Incertae sedis

175 KPOTULOV OOYEVIOUA TOVROV

Ph. adyéviopa: Metayévng “kpotalov etc.”

A new word. adyevifw means “to cut the throat” or, more frequently, ‘to seize by the
throat’. adyévicpa is probably used here as a pugilistic term for some kind of grip or
hold, perhaps metaphorically.

NICOCHARES

Incertae sedis
176 AYVPOTMANG <YEVT>
Ph. dyvportmding: Nikoydpng avti tod yotpomdAng yévy.

axvpomdANG is new. It is strange to find a word-play between yotpording and dyv-
pomdANG in an author of the late fifth and early fourth century B.C., since the similarity
in pronunciation, and therefore the confusion, between ot and v is not attested until
much later. The interpretation is also unintelligible at first sight. But I think that yxotpo-
nOANG Yévn refers to the proverb found in the Suda: yoipog: 10 {dov. napa KopivBiolg 6&
70 yovailkeiov aidoiov. &vlev kal mapoipnia *Akpokoptvlia £olkag XOLPOTOANGELY. GVTi
0D Eowkag piobapviioely év Kopivle: moidai yap ékel £taipat. Compare the scene be-
tween Dicaeopolis and the Megarian at Ach. 764 ff. What Nicochares wrote was Gxvpomo-
ANG YEV).

For a gloss set out the same way cf. Antiatt. 80. 32 ardcTactc: dvti To0 oivov dmno-
Onxag Exovoo. drridng Maoctpond® (fr. 14). What Philippides had written was of
course: aroctdoelg €xovoa. See also under Sophocles, fr. 44.
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PHERECRATES
AVtopoLOL

177 peTéwpov aipovs” al TTEPLYES TNV VODV <U—,>
€ng v éuraicooty €lg TOV ovPAVOV.

Ph. éuraicat: &ykpotoat. Pepekpatng AdTopoA0IG ‘pETéE®POV etc.”

lacunam

petéwpov etc. in Suppl. éunéoal z petaimpov Ss aipovoty Suppl.
EUmEcOOLY

post vadv statuit Papadopulos-Kerameus : dvm vel éei suppl. Blaydes, téoc Edmonds
Suppl. : éunedomoty Blaydes coll. Eur. Andr. 555.

= Fr. com. ad. ant. 5d (Edm.; FAC i. 952). The emendations éuraicat and dunaicw-
olv are dictated by the interpretation &ykpoboat. Moreover, while éunintelv would be
suitable enough when taken with tv vadv, it is difflcult to associate it with ntépuyeg. (CF.
Lyc. Alex. 104 f. gig dpkvv éunaicacav [v.l]). Finally, the lexicographer would certainly
adopt in the lemma the correct Attic form éureceiv and not éunécat (which is not attested
before the Roman period).

The resemblance to the central theme of Aristophanes’ Peace, the journey to Heaven,
is remarkable. Further similarities may perhaps be noticed between the two plays.

"EmAnopov
178 gveyupluaiog E0TL TIC ®Apd GOl YLTOV
See above, Hyperides, fr. 8.
Mupunkavlpownot
179 Exo 8¢ mavtog eipad’ dv (?) dpeéEopat

Ph. dpeéEopar: 10 dupiécopat. ®epexpding Mupunkavlponolg “Exo ete.’

Exm etc. om. b ipatov z

One of the very few cases of omission in the Berlin manuscript of Photius. The frag-
ment, confined to the lemma, had been published as fr. 125a by Edmonds. ipatov does
not give sense. Read either &y 8¢ mavtwg eipad’ dv dppégopat, or &y 8¢ aviwg ipd-
Tiov apeéEopat. See the next fragment.
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180 kol tptfdviov Tovnpov olov &vpryltokdvety

Ph. évpiytokavelv: évpryodv. depexpdtng Muppnkavipodrolg: “kat tpifaviov ete.’

kol tpifovioy etc. in Sz

Hes. &vpurytokaverv: €vpryodv.

— Fr.com. ad. ant. 34 b (Edm.; FAC i. 964). Van Herwerden, Collect. 218, had attrib-
uted it to Aristophanes on the basis of its striking similarity to Ar. Pl. 842/846 16 tp1fc-
viov 8¢ ti dvvatatl tpdg TdV Be®V; ... &v 0T ... vepplyws” €tn tpia kai déka. Perhaps it
can be associated with the other new fragment from MvpunkdvOporor, above: Eyw 8¢
ravtog eipad’ dv (?) apecEopar. The different metre is not an obstacle. That line might

have begun with a cretic (—uv—).

[1époan

181 amokvPlotdc TV 6otV

Ph. arokvfiotdv: olov dronndiv kol otpépecOur—ol yap KOPLOTOVIEC GTPEPOVTAL—T|
drapveichor. depexpatng IMépoalg ° dmokvPiotic v 8661V, olov dromndic kol dm-
apvi] TV docv.

anapvelobe (at sscr.) z ITépoalg ete. in Sz

“To plunge headlong off” (dub. LSJ). The word was attested only in Clearchus, fr. 101
Webhrli, from Ath. viii. 332 e, for a kind of fish plunging headlong into the water to escape
from birds.

Of the three manuscripts of Athenaeus, however, only C (of the epitome) has the
reading amokvpiotion; A reads arokvpufnon, which was preferred by Kaibel in his Athe-
naeus edition. (The reading of E, the second codex of the epitome, is unknown to me.) I
think this example is enough to disprove the strange theory of P. Maas (Byz. Zeitschrif
35 (1935), 299 ff.), that the epitome is based on A, and that the numerous good readings
of the former are emendations due to the epitomizer himself, whom Maas identified with
Eustathius. An emendation of dmoxvupion to dmokvPiothon made on the basis of this
gloss of Photius or, perhaps, of his Atticistic source would certainly be “zu fein fiir einen
Byzantiner’ (Maas, op.cit. 301).

The word is used here as comic slang for wriggling out of a debt of some kind. Per-
haps an €pavog?
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Incertae sedis
182 dnoda Onpla

Ph. droda Onpia: depexpdatne sipnkev.

Antiatticistic gloss? Perhaps from a debate concerning the group of words dnovg,
dimovg, Tpimovg, TETPANOVG, EKATONTOVS, as against TETPAT0d0G, EKATOUT000G Or -Ted0C.
See Lobeck, Phrynichus, Parerg. 546. Or was Onpia the point at issue? Cf. Antiatt. 99. 28
Onpila agrolol ta dypra AéyecBat, inmov 88 f fuiovov moritikd. E¥moAig Afpoig (fr.
132 K.). For what domestic animals could Pherecrates then have used dmroda Onpia?

183 ATOAEYOLOL

Ph. amoAiéyopat: dg &v T cvvnbeiq eooiv, avti 100 dpvodual kai mapattodpat. Depe-
KPATNG.

®¢ - @aoiv in marg z

As amoréyopar in this sense (‘decline something offered, renounce, give up’, LSJ)
occurs in late authors (Polybius, Plutarch, Philo, LXX), it seems that the gloss belongs to
the Antiatticistic source. Cf. Antiatt. 80. 25 dneiracOot Tov naida: dvti 100 dpvRcachat.
"Hpddotog mpdte (59.2), and Ph.v. dneineiv (above, Solon, fr. 19). But see Aesch. Sept.
273 ovd’ an’ “lopnvod Aéyw (codd.) and fr. 17.90 Mette pn dnetre.

184 amolowiCerv

Ph. awodomilerv: o1a 10D 0 pOVes Kol o dtd T0d € Og ol woArol. oltw Pepekpdtng Kai
gtepot.

oUte etc. in marg. z

Phryn. P.S. 44.13 amolomiCetv: d1a Tod o TV TpitnV, oL did o0 €.
Ph. homilerv: ob Aemilev.

We have here the Phrynichus gloss in a more complete form. The word was attested
in two comic fragments (Ar. 135, Antiph. 128), in both cases brilliantly restored instead

of dmoioyifwv.
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185 ATOTMOTATN

Ph. daromwtdtn: depexpdtng.

depexpdne in marg. z

Antiatticistic source? Cf. Phryn. P.S. 35. 13 dtoniag mAéwg GvOporog: xpd and Su.
(from Phryn.) dtoniog wAéwv mplypa: avti o0 OadpAToG.

186 abEavopuevog
Ph. adEavopevog: dDepekpdtng eIpnKev.

Antiatticistic source? Yet, wherever it comes from, it is not clear what the purpose of
the gloss is, if there is any. The form ad&dvo instead of al&w (both of which are legiti-
mate), or the passive instead of the intransitive active (but the intransitive is too late a
usage to obtain the approval of the Atticists)?

187 Boeticdv
Ph. Bogikov: 10 @Oéypo t@v Podv. oltw Depexpdhne.

I cannot find out whether any other author used Bosikév for the mooing of oxen. Ar.
Ran. 924 has Bosio. pripata, but in an entirely different sense.

188 SLOKOKK®
Ph. dtokdxkm: 6 peta&d ypovog. Pepekpdtng.

A new word. Cf. Hes. petoxoxkw: nuépat ped’ éoptdv £0ptn obk Eott, which has been
variously emended. If this word denotes the days after the holiday (cf. érniBda), then Stu-
kOxko should perhaps mean the time between two holidays. I cannot agree with the expla-
nation given by Schmidt, who derives the word from kéxkot, “grains of pomegranate’,
associating it with the festivals related to Persephone. Both words must be adverbs.

189 Stddokorov

Ph. diddokarov: ob koOnyntnv Aektéov: idiwg pévrot dtdackarovg ol "Attikol Tovg
povsikovg PovAovtal kaAelv. oltm Depekpdng.

1diwg etc. in Sz
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Harp. diddokarov: i8ing Sidackdiove Aéyovot Tobg moinTas T@V 510vpduPav | TV KOPOSIOY § Tdv

TPUYOSIDV.
L. M. 272. 22 8i18Gokaiov: ob kadnyntiv Aektéov. i8iwe & of "Attikol Todg monTag T@V S16vpauPwv i

TOV KOPMSIOV 1 TOV Tpaymdidy §j ToVC HOLGIKOUE.

An Atticistic gloss suggesting the use of §18dokadog instead of kadnyntig for ‘teach-
er, instructor’. In fact, kaOnyntng and xoBnyfopar are not attested in this sense earlier
than the third century B.C. (see below, fr. 192). It is remarkable, however, that the Atticist
makes his suggestion cautiously: “Yet, it should be pointed out (uévtot) that Attic writers
use the word specifically for musician™. Of course, the word both in its general and tech-
nical meaning is very frequent in Attic comedy.

190 gumovyova

Ph. éumvyova: ta v taig moyeig EAxn kol mapatpippato. oite Mepexplng.

A new word. Cf. éurdyto and xatamdyov.

191 £Eéveykov

Ph. g&éveykov: oltom Pepekpding.

Antiatt. 98. 11 fiveykov: &nl mp@Tov Tpoc®dnov. ToeokAfic Tupot (fr. 669 P.), "Apiotopdvne Ocopopopi-
atg (sic; 742).

Ph. fiveyka xal fiveykov dueo Aéyovotv, pdiiov 8¢ 10 fijveykov: 10 pév amod tod &véykal, TO 8¢ amd Tod
éveykeiv (= Ael. Dion. n 10; - 10 fjveykov Eust. 1435. 64).

Phryn. P.§.73. 1 fiveykov: 4o Tiic Eveykmv petoyfic, O¢ amod Thic dpapdv ESpapov. To 8¢ fjveyka amd THg
EvéyKag. dpue® pév odv doxkiua.

The form defended is imperative second person singular. It occurs at Ar. Pax 1109
as a reading of RV! (dréveyxov; aréveyxe VI usually accepted by the editors), and in
Anaxipp. com. fr. 8.2 (Kock, iii. 301) as an emendation of Athenaeus’ &veyk’ by Iacobs
(Add. Ath. 269) or Porson (? so LSJ). &veyxe is relatively more frequent, but in the third
person &veykdtom is very well attested (Ar. Pax 1149, Thesm. 238, Pl. Phd. 116d, Xen.
Symp. 5.2) without, however, excluding éveykéto (IG i.* 63.33, 76.61). This confusion
is a reflection of the usages in the indicative, where fjveykov and fjveyka are equally legit-
imate, but in the second person only fjveyxag is attested. Veitch 671: “We submit for the
consideration of Scholars whether fjveyka, imper. £€veyke were not used of choice, and
fiveykov, imper. ¥veykov for the metre, or to avoid hiatus?” Cf. Rutherford, The New
Phrynichus, p. 220. In view of this confusion we cannot say whether our gloss is in dis-
agreement with Antiatt. 98. 11, and, therefore, whether it comes from an Atticistic or an

Antiatticistic source.
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192 EMLOTATNG

Ph. émiotdtnv: 10V Todaywyov kol mwatdotpifnyv idiog Aéyovot. dniol 88 xoi depe-
KPATNG.

Eust. 1827. 46 ol ¢ makatol Thv AE€Ly kal &nl Tatdaywyod kai natdotpifov oiduct tebeichat ... Evratdo
8¢ pvnotéov Tob Ypappatikod TAptotopdvovg (fr. 67 Nauck) eindvrog obiwe pntdc ‘énictding &mi
povov tod yuTpdnodog dokel Toig morhoic tattecButl kai tod petai{tnjtov, d¢ mup’ “Ounpo (Od.
xvii. 455). dyvooUot 8¢ &tt kal 6 madotpifne oltw koreitut. T0 8¢ xkal &nl OV dAlov kadnyntdv
TatTely o UL TAvTee TNV XpRoty detkvoval'.

The word is attested in the meaning of matdaywyog at Pl. Leg. 949 a, Rep. 412 a, Xen.
Mem. iii. 5. 18, and in first century B.C. inscriptions (/G xii (1). 43). As for Aristophanes’
uncertainty regarding the use of ériotdtng for kabnyntig in general, cf. Antiair. 96. 12
gmiotang: Gvti Tod diddokarog, dporoyovpévag (?) "Avtipavng (fr. 316 K.), which may
perhaps find a weak parallel in Pl. Prot. 312 d; but cf. Ko. Luc. 5. 5, al. émotdta = Rabbi.

Our gloss, as its occurrence in Eustathius indicates, comes either from Aelius Dio-
nysius or Pausanias.

1932 g

Ph. @g: druti. depexpding.

Linclude this gloss for the sake of its strange interpretation. Legendum 516? Cf. Hes.
@¢: . xal 816 ...

PHILEMON

Incertae sedis
194 BAitov kol PALTag

Ph. Baitov kol Battdg: avtl 10D popog i popd. olto PiAnpov.

Baitac z N popoc z

Antiatt. 84. 17 Bartodv kal Buttds: avti Tod pepog | pwpd.

Hes. Baitdg: e0teAns yuovn. apxaic 6& 1 AEELC.

Hes. Batt@va: 1OV €dtelf] dvdpa.

Hes. BAitag xai BAitoves: Tovg €0NbeLs.

Sch. Pl. Ale. i. 118 e BAitrar yap kal Prittoves ol e0nbeic.

Ph. (- yovaikag = Su.) Brtadac: of malatol tag edtelelc yuvaikag, de onot Kpdtne (grammaticus).

It is obvious that PAitwv and PAitég is the correct reading, already proposed by Sal-
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masius in the text of Hesychius, but the corruption is very old and perhaps back to a
common source of Hesychius and the Antiatticista. Photius’ gloss comes from the latter.

The word derives from BAitov, ‘blite’. Cf. Bittopdupag (‘booby’) Ar. Nub. 1001.
Phryn. P.§. 55. 6 explains how BAitov came to mean &xielvpévog did tpoenv: Britov, &
gotL Adyovov Ekhutov dpotpév te dppudtnrog. Perhaps BAitdg had been used also by
Menander: see Plin. nat. hist. xx. 252: “blitum iners videtur ac sine sapore aut acrimonia
ulla, unde convicium feminis apud Menandrum (fr. 832 K6.) faciunt mariti’. It is remarka-
ble how the same metaphor passed over into Latin literature: Plaut. Truc. 854 ‘blitea ...
est meretrix” (cf. also Plaut. C'as. 747), and from there to Latin grammatical works: No-
nius p. 80 ‘blitea, inutilis, a blito herba nullius usus’; Gloss. v. 638. 53 “blitea, inutilis’;
Gloss. v. 592. 59 ‘blitea, stulta’.

195 Evmota

See above, Aeschylus, fr. 31.

PHILIPPIDES

Incertae sedis
196 aplotijoal
Ph. apiotijoat: "Apoapag Kapmoriove (fr. 11; ii. 217 Kock) kai ®idinridng xoi Etepot.

In Sz

Bek. An. 444. 14 - Kapnvriovt.

Antiatticistic source?

PHILONIDES

Incertae sedis
197 "Apyeiovg 0pd
Ph. "Apyelovg 0pd: mwapolu®ddéc Eott. DAwovidng.

®1Awvidng in marg. z

Hes. "Apyeiovg Opd: Tapoll®OeC.
Su. "Apyeiovg Op@c: mopotpic €l TOV ATEVAC Kol KATATANKTIKOG Op@vTov. Proe. Append. iii. 35 (cf.
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Miller, Mélanges 363) kal yap "Apyeiovg 6pis: abtn Zoedkietog (fr. 198). memointat yap "Eptevin
npoc "Alkpaiova Aéyovso kol yap "Apyeiovg Op@®’. eipntal 8¢ &ni td@V Extevdg TpOg OTLODY PBAETOV-
TOV KOl KATOTANKTIKOV Tt S0KOUVT®OV Opdv. ol 8¢ Enl Tdv €l KAOTNV LTOVOOLHEVOV. KOUMSODVTIL
vap "Apyelot €ni xhondl, Gomep xal "Are€ig &v Muiwbp®d (fr. 153 K.; corr. Crusius ex Mill. Mél.:
TooxAfic cod.) éxpnoato.

See Pearson’s commentary on Soph. fr. 198. The phrase obviously originated in
Sophocles’ "EpipOAn, and was later reproduced, for comic reasons or as a proverb, by
Alexis and Philonides.

PHRYNICHUS

Incertae sedis
198 TILOVTL KATIRODVTL TOvg PeAtiovag

See above, Lysias, fr. 15.

199? EEmoTpov
Ph. EEwotpov: 10 &ri tiig oknvilg ExkikAnpa. dpoviyoc.
Hes. é€dotpa: éni i oknviig 10 &kkOKANO.

The word occurs as neuter only in /G xi (2). 199 a 95 (from Delos). Hesychius, Pollux
iv. 127 and 129, and Polybius xi. 5.8, record it as feminine, £¢£®otpa. In our fragment
Phrynichus can be either the comedian or the Atticist. Snell included it in 7rGF as fr.
21 a?, although he noted that the fragment ‘comoediam sapit’.

PLATO COMICUS

Métoikotl

200 ovk EpavOavov
kak®v peyiotov appofdvo Aappdvov

Ph. appafav kakdv: IThatov Metoikotlg “obk éudvlavov etc.’
In Sz Mepixoig z

The purpose of the gloss is to record the metaphorical expression. Collecting such
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phrases is a characteristic practice of Phrynichus in his Praeparatio Sophistica. He also

dealt with the double-rho spelling of the word (cf. above, Cratinus, fr. 116, and Bek. An.
446. 23). The two new comic fragments constitute the oldest (fifth century) attestations of

the word, which is of Semitic origin.

NOE paxpd
201 figewv aropreyunivavtag ig Staddaydg

Ph. dropieypnvavrag: Midtov Nokti pakpd: fEsty ete.

In Sz HokpG z

The gloss belongs to the same lexicographer who wrote drolécat Tov Qupdv (above,
Leucon, fr. 154) and annvOiotal (above, Aeschylus, fr. 287). The metaphorical use of dro-
@Aeypoivo (‘cease to burn’ LSJ) was previously not attested earlier than Plutarch.

Zogplotol
202 drnota

Ph. drnota: MMidtov Zopiotols.

A new word. Perhaps an adjective of annbo (cf. §0w, aor. fica, “strain off’) recorded
here for the absence of aspiration. See Phryn. P.S. 25. 16, a collection of similar compounds
with loss of their rough breathing. Among them we find énn0siv or perhaps darn0stv.

Xoppayio

203 dye on xavdpelwg domep TOKTNG GPidpwcov
Kol TTOAELGOV TNV Pficty 6Anv kol kivnoov 10 Béatpov

Ph. apidpwcov: &v Zvppayig o £ni dokntikod ti0eig aAANYopLkds ITAdTwV: “dye o7 etc.’

= B A
MAdrov Gc &ni aokntikod Tibeic GAAnyopikds €v Zvppayiotc (sic) ord. transp. z

Suppl. oM Kk’ avdpeiog Ss aopidpacov Ss

dye etc.in
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= Fr. com. ad. ant. 45b (Edm.; FAC i.967). The editors tried to restore two anapaest-
ic tetrameters assuming a gap either after dye 61 or before tnv pficiv. In the first case
line 1 ends with agidpwcov, in the other with kol mitOievoov. Papadopulos-Kerameus
and Blaydes preferred the first solution—the latter supplemented viv wdc €0. Similar is the
suggestion of Taillardat dye 70 <Oappdv Aéye> kavdpeing. Reinach, Kock, Herwerden,
Demianczuk, and Edmonds preferred the second. But to obtain a metrically faultless first
line they had to make emendations. So Herwerden wrote dye davdpeimg (an unprecedented
crasis), Kock @A avdpeimg, Reinach dye 81 kdvdpeiog dnep. As nitvdevcov was regarded
an intransitive verb (see below) they tried to supplement another imperative to govern v
picly, and the suggestions were many and various: Reinach proposed xai katdAiegov,
or kai katamietov, Kock xoi topvevcov or kai cOpmngov or kol k6AANGOV or Koi
yépewoov (or a participle drotopvebwv or &0 ovykoAA®V) and so forth, Edmonds kai
énippocov. I think that it is simpler to assume a gap VU y — in the beginning of the
line and not change anything. The most likely word to start the line is GALa (or GAL’), as
it has been observed that the couplet forms the katakeleusmos of an agon, which always
starts with this word. A vocative may perhaps fill the rest of the gap. Th. Gelzer, Der epir-
rhematische Agon bet Aristophanes, p. 280, assigns the fragment to the beginning of an
antikatakeleusmos, which may start with other words as well.

LSJ equates the mitodebo of our fragment with mitoAifw 1, “practice regular swinging
of the arms, as with dumb-bells’. But the meaning should rather be associated with witv-
Log, ‘blow or repeated blows’, used in connexion with boxing in Theocr. xxii. 127 and Poll.
ii. 147 (cf. also Aesch. Sept. 856 and Eur. Tro. 1236); see W. S. Barrett on Eur. Hippolytus
1464, pp. 418 f. mitvAevw is certainly intransitive, but it governs a cognate object in its
only other occurrence (Ar. Vesp. 678) and may very well govern thv pijotv here, since it
is obviously taken metaphorically for ‘recite vividly, combatively’.

kivnoov 10 Béatpov, “stir up, rouse the audience’. J. M. Edmonds claims that the
phrase ‘may also suggest an earthquake—a common event in Greece’; he translates:
“And so bring down the house at your will’!

The purpose of this gloss too is to record a compound with ano (see above, fr. 201
and the references adduced there). It is not clear whether the meaning of dpiépom here
is simply “sweat off” (LSJ) or “stop sweating, wipe off one’s sweat’.

Incertae sedis
204 aneckeleTenin
Ph. aneokeletetOn: IMidtmv.

IMidtov supra lineam z

A new word. Cf. Ph. oxeletevecbat: okAnpaivesdat. "Aptocopdvng (fr. 851). This
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latter is also found in late authors in the meanings of drying flesh or fruit or even em-
balming a corpse. It is a parallel form of ckéAlo. dnockAfjvart is also attested in Aristo-
phanes, Vesp. 180, in the same sense of drying up and in Menander, Her. 30, for dying
of starvation. Cf. xatackéArecOor at Aesch. Prom.481. Hes. anéoxin: anébavev; dmo-
okAain: ano&npaivorto, droddvor; Bek. An. 435.13 = Ph. = Su. arooxhiain : dnobdavor;
Bek. An. 435. 14 = Ph. = Su. dnookAfjvat: danoOaveiv; Moer. 49 arookAfjvar "ATTikd®G.
ano&npavOfjvar "EAANvik@G. The nearest parallel, however, to our gloss is Ph. dnockeiev-
Ofjvat kai drotaxfver kei oltwg Stapdupfivarl, where one should read arookeletevdijvat.
Perhaps our gloss belongs to the same group of glosses dealing with dro- compounds as
seen in the preceding fragment and often above.

205 £k Aelodv 6 Exwmv
flkel Tt kakoOv dpwvov

Ph. dpovov xaxov: ¢¢ deatov MAdtov: “&k Aehedv etc.

&k Agh@dv etc. in Suppl.

= Fr. com. ad. ant. 9a (Edm.; /"AC i. 956) from the Lexicon Sabbaiticum. There are
several references to oracles and sooth-sayers in Plato’s fragments. The most prominent
comes from "Adwvig (fr. 3) and constitutes the actual oracle given to Cinyras, king of
Cyprus, concerning the fate of Adonis, his son. There must have been also an oracle in
his Adiog. Cf. also fr. 147 a (Edm.) xpnop®d6inpog from Togiotai. Finally, see our next
fragment. So far as I can see there is no other occurrence of dpwvog in the passive meaning
of “unutterable’.

Kock, Rh. M. xlviii (1893), 590, noticed the striking similarity with the opening scene
of Ar. Plutus, but Damianczuk, Suppl. Com. 93, went too far when he assigned the frag-
ment to the first Plutus.

206 aloybvopol o, @ Eéve, poxpav
080V avooavt’ dypnotov droAidoat

Ph. dypnotov: dvti tob aypnopddnrov IMidtov: ‘aioydvopai ¢ ete.”

Hes. dxpnotoc: O pi xpNOTNPLACULEVOC.

Austin’s suggestion to transpose 036v after avoocavt’ yields perhaps better metre:
aloybvopai o’, @ Eéve, paxpav avocavd’ 680v / dypnotov amoidoat. For the subject
matter cf. the previous fragment and the references given there to other instances of
oracles in Plato. It is very probable that this fragment is to be associated with fr. 3 from
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“Adwvig, because the remark paxpav 680v Gvooavte is very appropriate for the case of
Cinyras who came all the way from Cyprus to Delphi. For the strange use of dypnotog
cf. Ath. iii. 98 b about a certain poet from Philadelphia named IToprniavog, who used to
coin novel words: éxdiece 8¢ mote kal TOV £k AsAPAOV Enavedlbovto NudV Etaipov, oVOEY
adT@® ypnoavtog tod Oeod, “dypnoTov’.

207 EKTEKTOVEVT

Ph. ékmextovpévn: katoxtevifopévn. olte IMidtov.

Hes. &kmektoupévn: krevilopévn. kol tidlovoa.

nektovpevog is found once in Aristophanes, Lys. 685, but in the sense of being shorn.
Cf. Hes. tiAlovoa, where one would expect TiAlovpévn, unless éxkmextodpat had a transi-
tive meaning as well. Plato used the word for “being carefully combed’.

STRATTIS

Incertae sedis
208 anapkTiog

Ph. drapktiag: oUtmg xpn Aéyety peta tod T kol ovy @g Eviot drapiiav. kal yap dpkTov
AEyeLG. ZTpatTic ElpnKeEv.

HETG TOD K Z arapkiav] Tiav in marg. z

Phryn. P.S. 31. 18 arapktiag: peta tod T, obK arapxiog.

Bek. An. 445. 15 1oV pévrot dvepov dven tob T, G ARele, drapkiav, 81 10 £0ewvov, kol TAV Tvony dp-
Ktov etc. = Ph. v. dpktov.

Hes. anapxiag: oVtog dvepoc.

Cf. Eust. 1156.17 et 1535.16 (= Ael. Dion. a 173 Erbse).

The earliest occurrence of the form dnapxiog for the northern wind seems to be a
first century B.C. epigram from Erythrae (Peck, Griech. Vers-Inschriften, no. 1129. 4);
cf. also IG xiv. 1308 (translated Septentrio). But mvon dpketogwas used already in Aesch.
fr. 197 M. Chantraine, Dict. Etym. s.v. {ipktog, without mentioning this fragment of Aes-
chylus, explains the form by phonetic simplification and by popular etymology (from
apkéw). Cf. W. Crénert, Memoria Graeca Herculanensis, p. 87.
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209 aotpoyorilety

Ph. dotpayahrifelv: Ztpattic simev.

aotpayario, ‘play with the knucklebones’, is a well-attested word. There is a reference
to playing knucklebones in Strattis’ Anuvouéda, fr.23 (= Austin fr. *220. 7): Xiog napa-
otag Kdov ok &3 Aéyev, where Xioc and K@og are throws of the dotpdyalot. But the
whole phrase is a well-known proverb: Append. proe. v. 28 (cf. Ar. Ran. 970).

TELECLIDES

Incertae sedis

216 Bpikbopata

Ph. Bpucdopata: todg @ofovg. oltm Tniexieidng.

Desperatum. Perhaps Bpoyfpata: todg wo@ovg; cf. Hes. Bpuypoi: yogot. Or should
it be related to Bpipododat or PpipndcOut which means ametielv, &k@oBeiv? Bplunuota:
toLg e6Povg? Cf. Hes. Bpiunua: &ninAnEic. Finally, Bpixelot, which among other things
meant also tpayikd tpdécona and poppoAikela, is perhaps not unrelated. But I cannot
find any connexion with Hes. Bpixiocpata: 8pynoic ®pvytoxt, which obviously has some-
thing to do with the form Bpiyeg = ®piyec.

211 Popakeg

Ph. Bopaxes: Poporoyot. oltw TniexAeidng.

See above, Aristophanes, fr. 93.

THEOPOMPUS

Incertae sedis

212

Ph. apidaxpug, kai GAidakpog: 6 Enipopog eig T0 daxpiewy. oltem Oedmoprog.

Hes. apidaxpug: taxéng ...
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The Photius gloss is certainly mutilated. This is indicated by the punctuation in the
manuscript. After apidakpvgwe find the comma, which in z always separates a lemma from
its interpretation, and after duxpvetv the colon, which marks the end of an entry. More-
over, there is a red reference sign above @eoropunoc, which, however, does not correspond
to any of the additions in the margin of the manuscript or in the Supplement. This sort of
negligence is a characteristic feature of the corrector of z (who may have been the same
person as the original scribe); see Introduction, p. 3, and K. Tsantsanoglou, To Agfiko
tob ®wtiov, p. 104, n. 1. For all these reasons, my impression is not only that the whole
gloss is curtailed but also that xai GAidaxpug and olte Oedmopnog are not in their orig-
inal place in the gloss. Therefore, I cannot say whether Theopompus had used the form
apidokpug or dAldakpug.

apidokpug is used of persons, as in our gloss, by Aristotle (/.. 608b9 and Pr.
953b11) and in a proverb, aptdaxpveg avépeg £c0roi, recorded in Sch. /1. i. 349. It
occurs once in tragedy, Aesch. Pers. 947, yoov apidaxpuv, in the sense lamentable’. It is
remarkable that this is the only attestation of an dpt- compound in tragedy (ép1ppadig
in Soph. Ant. 347 is the reading given by Eust. 135.25; the MSS have nepippadng).

aridakpug is new. A dissimilatory change of Gpt- to GAt- of the type vavkpapog > vai-
kAnpog (although this one seems to have been influenced by folk etymology) would per-
haps be possible, but despite the numerous dpt- compounds we do not have a single par-
allel. Another possibility would be to write GAidokpug and translate “he who weeps salty,
bitter tears’; cf. Theocr. xxiii. 34 aipvpa xravosic and Hes. aApvpd dékpva: yoAemnd,
mikpd. According to A. S. F. Gow on Theocr. loc.cit., GApopdg ‘is not used of tears else-
where in Greek literature’. Finally, GAippoveg in Naumachius, a second century A.D.
poet, recorded in Stob. iv. 31. 76, might be considered. It seems to be an unparalleled dGiig
compound, confirmed only by Hes. Gitppoctvn: ikavi @povnoic. Perhaps aridoxpuc,
from didig, might stand for ‘much-weeping’ or ‘lamentable, tearful’. But I must admit that
the Naumachius passage yields much better sense if, instead of toig &nt puoLO®GLY GLi-
@povec, we write toic Eml guotéwot yarippoveg, an emendation so obvious that I doubt
whether it has not been already suggested. pvolows™ aATOQpoveg is less likely but possi-
ble; for aAtogpwv see Hes. @AMTOQpOVOG: GALTPOVS TV GPEVAV, (VOTTOVG.

The @Aig possibility, though weakly documented, seems to be supported by P. Oxy.
2259, edited by E. Lobel in 1952. The papyrus was earlier made available to R. Pfeiffer,
who published it in 1949 in his Callimachus, i. 454 (fr. 700). The text is reproduced here
(only col. ii) with Lobel’s supplements:

2 )4 nopanAinoto]
Jrot ™t Agkel, [ -i-
4 13axpug 8¢ durtol. -ida-
Kkpvg O0& mop’ &viofic. 6
6 pév yap Koariipayfog,
ndett () 8 &1t Pf)) kai Ainv (unv ante corr.) apidfd-
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8 Kpvog (-kpug ante corr.), pnoiv, AloyOA[og
3¢ St tod T (o ante corr.) mopd TO [

10 motfouc Eon. GAAG[ o
To pev OmoTéPWG €[

The reading AloyVA[og] ¢ dia tod © prompted Lobel to suggest aptidaxpug like Eur.
Med. 903 and to supplement wapd 10 d[ptt (fr. 600 Mette). Pfeiffer had suggested dta 100
© mapayo[ynv] nomoag &pn and attributed apiddxpvtog to Aeschylus (Hes. dptddkpv-
tov: moavdakputov). Both scholars associated the adjectives with yoov apidaxpov in Pers.
947. Neither aptidakpov, however, nor daptddxpotov fit metrically in that line, although
the whole passage is desperately corrupt.

A new examination of the papyrus permits me (a) to confirm Lobel’s reading napd 70,
and thus exclude daptddkputog, and (b) to call attention to the fact that what was taken by
Pfeiffer and Lobel as an alpha corrected supra lineam to tauis in fact easily read as a
lamda with a line above it, the distinctive mark of isolated letters. Thus the text should
now run like this:

0] ]t maponAinciolg kéxpn-
Jrov v AéEel. [ api-

4 ]8axpug 8¢ dtrtolv aida-
Kpug 8¢ map’ éviotg O

6 pev yvap Koiiipay[og
‘noett xai Ainv apidfa-

8 Kpvog enoiv, AloyvA[og
8¢ 16 10D A mapd TO G[hig

10 romoug Een. GAAG [tad-
o PEV OmoTépwg &.[

9 mupa o G[Ac is not likely because the text refers to Aeschylus as having coined a
semantic parallel to apidoxpvg, and it is obvious that dig would not produce a synonym
of that adjective, whereas a derivative of dAtg would. With this reading it is now more
tempting than with the readings of Pfeiffer and Lobel to associate the new Aeschylean
word, aridaxpuog, with Pers. 947. In the threnos following Xerxes’ arrival, the Chorus sing
the following lines (according to Page’s edition): 935 wpdopboyydv cot vosTtov Ttavtay /
KakopaTida Podv, kakopéretov iav / Maptavdvvod 0pnvntiipog / 940 mépyw moridakpov
iaxav. In the antistrophe Xerxes exhorts the Chorus to start mourning (941-3), and they
respond to his words: flow tot fxai < >t mavdvprov, /945 hoonadin céPfwv dritond te
Bapn / mOrewg Yévvag mevOntiipog. / kAdyEw §° ab yoov dpidakpuv. This is not the place
to record all the manuscript variants or to discuss the numerous attempts at extracting
sense or metre from these words; see @ilrpa, Studies Presented to S. C. Kapsomenos,
Thessaloniki 1975, pp. 155-169. If we now substitute GAidaxpov for apidaxpov, this would
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correspond with 945 aiiturd te Bapn and perhaps with the first half of the same line, if
Weil’s emendation aAiradéa océfov (Aaoradf te oefilov MSS) were to be adopted. But
this substitution would spoil the impressive formal balance between strophe and anti-
strophe: Git-~aAl-~dpt-, corresponding now with kako-~x«xako-~molv-, would then be-
come GAl-~@A-~aAt-. On the other hand, GAmabéa and aAlitvmo Papn are generally
taken as deriving from dAg, “griefs over the disaster and the blows inflicted at sea’. Yet,
if an d@Alc compound were acceptable in GAidukpvv, one might well transfer the same sense
to alraféa and aritora Bapmn, which might then be rendered “painful and mournful suf-
ferings’ (tomrtopal = komtopat, Her. ii. 40, 42, 61, 85, 132). A similar case may exist at
Pers. 275, where Prien’s moAOdovo copad’ arBaefi is generally accepted for the MS
reading GAidova copoto molvBoefi. ‘If a scribe [mistakenly] wrote moAbdove chpata
noAvPaefi and if the correction GAt- was put in the margin, it could have been restored
to the wrong compound’ (Broadhead). Yet, aridova chpad’ aiPagfi is equally possible.
If a commentator explained @Al- by ToAv- in the margin, the latter could have been taken
for a correction and restored only to the second compound.

In any case, (a) it is impossible to avoid a deliberate allusion to dAg in all compounds
discussed (? ammabéa, aritona, alidakpov, dridova, aiBagti), (b) the whole story about
@Al compounds may be no more than an ingenious conjecture of an imaginative Hellen-
istic scholar, (c) @Aidukpvg may well have come from a lost play of Aeschylus.

213 aloypdg atipdoovtes £Eelavvete

See above, Lysias, fr. 15.

214 Gy ipoyog

Ph. ayipayog dvBporog: olov 6 mdvto TpOTOV GRTOUEVOS PayNG Tiig dd YELPBV. 0T
OedTOUTOG.

A typical Phrynichus gloss. The adjective dyipayog was previously first attested in
Alexander of Aphrodisia (third century A.D.) but ayipoayéw and @yipayio are to be found
in Hyperides and Aeschines.

215 Baxyovg

Ph. Bakyovg: tovg kAGSovG. oltw Ogdmounog.

Hes. Baxyoc: ... kal xAddoc 6 &v taic teletaic.
Sch. Ar. ig. 408 a (= Su.) ... o0 unv 6ALG kai Tovg KAGdoue, obg oi HOGTOL GEPOLGLY.

We are not told in which mysteries the initiates carried branches called Baxyot, but
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it is clear that Eleusinian and, perhaps, Bacchic mysteries are meant; W. Burkert, Grie-
chische Religion der archaischen und klassischen Lpoche, p. 428. The word occurs twice
in this meaning (both occurrences preserved in the Aristophanes scholion, loc.cil.): in
Xenophanes, fr. 17 (Diels-Kranz), and in an anonymous verse in Nicander’s ['A@ccat
(fr. 130). Strangely enough, LSJ distinguish the two cases interpreting the first as "branch
carried by initiates’, the second as “garland’. But the occurrence in Xenophanes, which
is the first attestation of the word in any meaning, does not necessarily bear the reli-
gious connotation, whereas in Nicander’s citation this is almost certain. It must be the
same branch or garland which was called idxya in Sicyon; see Ath. xv. 678 a (Philet. fr. 27
Powell, Timachidas ap. Ath. loc.cit.).

216 FoAnvn

Ph. Toinvn: étaipag Svopa. oltw OgdTOUTOC.

Hes. Toiivn: Ovopo koptov €taipac.

It is very doubtful which reading is to be preferred. ['aAivn, which would mean “kitten’,
is now found in the new Photius: yalivn: yoAf], OtokoploTikov. See also Ath. xiii. 587 e
(Philetaer. com. fr. 9. 6: about hetairat) Kooovgog 8¢ kol [areivag (Faifvag Musurus)
kol Kopdvag o) Aéym. On the other hand, Taifvn is a well-known name of a Nereid (Hes.
Theog. 244, al.), and also of a Maenad (vase-paintings: see RE s.v. for references). Fur-
thermore, CaAnvn is encountered in two fourth century B.C. invocation tablets from Attica
(IG iii. 3.102b 18 and 107 a 2). It is remarkable that in the first of them she is IToAv-
kAetag Ouydtnp, this IMoivkAelo being also a well-known /etaira. This identification has
been emphasized by A. Wilhelm, Jahreshefte des dsterreichischen archiologischen Insti-
tutes in Wien vii (1904), 112 f. However, names of women derived from animal names are
very frequent. Cf. Bechtel, Die hist. Personennamen, 589 ff.; some of the names recorded
there belong to hetairai. Moreover, Philetaerus seems to play with this specific kind of
name: KooolOgog, [Noureivag, Kopovog.
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ARCHILOCHUS

217 xOTpa

See below, Hipponax, fr. 220.

CALLIMACHUS
Altwa
218

Ph. &évtog EBdoung: "ABNvnoLy dreipnto évtog £BSOUNG otpateiov EEGyety. v 8¢ aitiav
gipnke Kailipayog &v Altiolc.

€v "Attikoic (sic) in marg. z
- g€ayewv = Su.
Hes. évtoc £B8oung: ancipnto "AONvNnot otpateiav Edyety mpd thg Tod unvog £RSounc (= Zen. iii. 79).

Clement Alex., Strom. v. 107. 4 (p. 398 Stihlin), discussing the holiness of the seventh
day and claiming that it was regarded as such by the Greeks too, attributes to Callimachus
five hexameters, which are, however, evidently written in the easily recognizable style of
the Orphic or other cosmological poetry and are certainly alien to Callimachus. In fact,
both Eusebius (Praep. Ev. xiii. 12. 16; from Aristobulus; at xiii. 13. 34 he attributes the
lines to Callimachus following Clement) and Arsenius (Viol. p. 237 Walz) ascribe the same
verses to Linus (i. 157. 27-31 Mullach). Schneider (Callimachea ii, p. 412, fr. 145) explained
the erroneous attribution as a misreading, kai Aivog~ KarAipayog, and Pfeiffer removed
the verses altogether from his own edition. But it now seems more likely that the error
was due to an omission of a quotation in Clement after vai unv koi KoAiipoyog 6 mon-
g ypaoet. In this quotation the poet probably gave the mythological origin of the Attic
custom of refraining from military expeditions before the seventh day of each month.
This day was dedicated to Apollo (Sch. Ar. Pl. 1126) because he was born on the seventh
(Hes. Op. 771; cf. the appellation "AnoAlov “EB3opueiog in Attica, and the adjectives £éBdo-
poyétag: Aesch. Sept. 783, and éBdopoayevng: Plut. Quaest. coneip. viii. 1. 2, p. 717 d). [The
seventh day after the birth of a child was also celebrated and it was on that day that the
new-born were given their names (Arist. H.A4. 588 a 8, Plut. Quaest. rom. 102). In fact Cal-
limachus wrote his twelfth Tambus (fr. 202 Pf.) for such an occasion, or as the Diegesis
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puts it gig £Bdopa Ouyatpiov yevwnbévrog Afovtt yvopipm 100 momTod.] It is interesting
to note that the words évtog £B66ung do not fit in the elegiac couplets of the Aitia.

HIPPONAX

219 Bapeia yeip

Ph. Bapeio yeip: ‘Inndvog v SeELav.

Already published by O. Masson, and West (fr. 138 a). The expression is typical in Ho-
mer, alternating with mayeia yeip. It is not clear whether it means anything more than
“heavy, strong hand’, but the ancient interpreters of Homer assign to it numerous differ-
ent meanings. Sch. /[. vii. 130 interpret tag Befapnuévag o yMpwg kai duokivitovg, and
in xvii. 48 1 peta Plog Epeidovoa 10 dopu. Reference to an armed hand is also made in i.
89 and £t. M. 188. 35, and by inference they imagined the hands as govikéc (£t. M. 188. 35
and Sch. min. i. 89), kakotikdg (Sch. min. i. 97), kukorworoig (Eust. 54. 26), BAaBepdc (Hes.,
Sch. min. i. 97), and even OBpiotucag (£¢. M. 188.35, Sch. min. i. 89), and prarpdvoug
(Hes.). With this interpretation is connected the etymology suggested by Eustathius,
1324. 28 mapa 0 Big aipesOai, and perhaps the strange rendering in Sch. i. 219 £tépoug
10ig 6mhotg PBapvvovoa. The most natural interpretation is duvatn (Su.), ioyvpd (Hes.,
Sch. min. i. 219), éppwpévn (Sch. vii. 130), and consequently peydAn (Sch. min. i. 219,
Eust. 81. 15). Eustathius quotes one more opinion: tivég 8¢ évtadbo yeipo Bapeiav v
aptotepav €vonoav, Do’ N katéyxetat 1 tod Eipovg Aupr. Literally the same interpreta-
tion, but reversed as in our fragment, is found in Stephanus’ Thesaurus s.v. Bapig: “Qui-
dam tamen Dextram manum intellexerunt’, unfortunately without any reference. Is it an
erroneous reference to the Eustathius passage, a different reading in the text of Eustathius
known to Stephanus, or a grammatical source unknown to us? In any case, the Homeric
passage itself (i. 219) does not help in elucidating the problem; Achilles there may be
holding the hilt with his right hand, as is natural, but if he is to be imagined as pushing
the sword, not yet completely drawn out, back into its sheath, this could be done with the
left hand as well. But I do not believe that these interpretations either in Homer or in
Hipponax are correct.

220 EBopPopule & g e kUOpog ETveog

Ph. yotpav: xai Tovev tivég, dorep *Apyiroxoc (fr. novum; 295 a West; supra fr. 217).
Inndval x00puv: “EBopPBopule etc.’

£BopPopilev & z gtve z

This (fr. 29 a West) is the fourth time the word kVOpa and its cognates are found in
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Hipponax. The first three occurrences, however, all present problems. Fr. 107. 49, &yyvtov,
is emended by ten Brink to v x00potg and by M. Schmidt to &yyvtpov. The latter emen-
dation is adopted by West, who writes, in accordance with Photius, £yxvOpov. Fr. 117.7,
yutpel, comes from the third Strasbourg Epode, which is variously assigned to Archilo-
chus (e.g. Diehl?, fr. 80) and Hipponax (e.g. West, fr. 117). The spelling of the Strasbourg
papyrus is, admittedly, a very weak argument against the ascription of the epode to Hip-
ponax, but added to the other arguments it may lead to a reconsideration of the whole
problem. Moreover, it must be emphasized that, allowing for a few oversights, the papyrus,
with its marginal comments and interlinearia, gives the impression of a scholar’s book,
whose text should perhaps be respected. Cronert suggested that we should write here xv-
Opet. Finally, fr. 173, yvtpornddiov, is ascribed by Pollux, x. 99, to the first book of the
iamboi of Hipponax. But the lexicographer is not interested there in the form but in the
thing itself. To make it consistent with the poet’s Ionic, J. G. Renner emended to kvbpono-
oLov.

BopPopilw, onomatopoeic word meaning ‘to rumble’, was also known only from Ionic,
Hippocr. /nit. 6. The line is not choliambic, and it might come from the epodes, although
some ‘trimetri recti’ are dispersed among Hipponax’s choliambics. For k00pog &tveog
cf. Ar. Ran. 505 f., Ecel. 845. 1t is, of course, uncertain who rumbled like a pot of boiling
soup; the simile, were it not for the narrative tense, would fit well into the poem that de-
rides Sannos (fr. 118 West).

For &tveoc (Etve z) one expects a monosylliabic ending, irrespective of its spelling
(-eog or -gvg), which, however, would not scan. West suggests also kv0po<rov>g &tveog,
thus restoring both the contracted scansion of the genitive and a spondaic ending. But he
also remarks that the uncontracted scansion may be admissible at the end of the verse:
Archilochus has the second person middle ending -gat four times monosyllabic within
the verse, and four times disyllabic at the end of the verse.
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INDEXES

SELECT INDEX OF AUTHORS

Authors mentioned in the lexicographical apparatus and, generally, authors of grammatical works have
not been normally included in this index, with the exception of what is called in this book “Antiatticistic

source’.

ACHAEUS, 15, 60

Aeschines Socr., 23-5

Aeschylus, 51-7, 68-9, 118,
150-2

Agathias, 129

Agathon, 97

Alciphron, 129

Alexis, 56-7, 79-80, 105,
110, 118, 127, 144

Amipsias, 80

Anacreon, 56-7

Anaxilas, 15, 81

Andocides, 31

Androtion, 26

Antiatticistic source, 23-4,
30-5, 37, 39, 54-8, 61,
65-71, 75-6, 79-81, 86-7,
90-2, 95, 97, 101-2, 114,
117-8, 123, 128-32, 139-43

Anticleides, 27

Antigenes, 27

Antiphanes, 15, 81-2, 97,
118, 128

Apollodorus Atthid., 52-3

Apollodorus Car., 82

Apollophanes, 87

Archides, 15

Archilochus, 15, 112, 157,
159

Aristarchus, 126

Aristobulus, 27

Aristophanes, 23, 82-102,
114, 120-1, 125, 132-3,
137-8, 147

Aristophanes Byz., 97, 142

Aristophon, 15, 102-3

Aristotle, 101-2
Aristoxenus, 129
Athenacus, 83, 106, 138
Autolycus, 15
Axionicus, 104

CAECILIUS Statius, 118

Callias, 15, 104

Callimachus, 15, 98, 150-1,
157-8

Callisthenes, 15, 25-6

Chares, 27

Cephisodorus, 105

Cicero, 70

Cleitarchus, 27

Crates, 105-6, 113

Cratinus, 105-114

DEMETRIUS, 15, 115

Demosthenes, 31-2, 36, 40-2,
106, 128

Dinarchus, 31

Diocles, 15, 115

Diodorus com., 118

Diodorus Sic., 25-6, 29

Dionysius Halic., 35

Diphilus, 15, 116, 118

Duris, 15, 26-8, 52

ECPHANTIDES, 15, 116
Ephorus, 26, 30
Epichares, 15
Epicharmus, 33, 117-8
Epilycus, 15, 117, 119-20
Euetes, 15, 117-8
Eupolis, 118-26

Euripides, 15, 38, 53, 58-62,

606, 68, 70, 83, 87, 97
Eustathius, 96, 106-7, 138
Euxenides, 118

GORGIAS, 24

HECATAEUS Abd., 29
Hecataeus Eretr., 27
Hecataeus Mil., 28-9
Heniochus, 118
Hermippus, 23, 127
Hermogenes, 32
Herodotus, 30, 52, 69, 122-3
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