New Fragments of Ancient Greek
Poetry

Mark Naoumides

HE MANUsCRIPTS of the lexicon attributed to St Cyril

(Lexicon Cyrilli) have thus far yielded a small number of other-

wise unknown fragments of ancient writers.! These fragments
come chiefly from two closely related Mss, the Codex Hauniensis 1968
(XII cent.) and the Codex Messanensis S. Salv. 167 (XIII cent.). A third
Ms, related to these but until now completely overlooked,? has pre-
served additional new fragments, which deserve the attention of
philologists.

This Ms (which I call Z), Codex Matritensis Bibl. Univ. Z-22 no. 116
(olim E.1 no. 61), is a parchment codex assigned to the X/XI century
and written by at least three distinct hands.® The second of these
exhibits the characteristic style which R. Devreesse calls “en as de
pique”™ and suggests a South Italian origin for our Ms. The text of
the Lexicon Cyrilli bears numerous corrections, additions and other
notes by various hands (some even writing in Latin) which cannot be
clearly distinguished from one another on microfilm.5

1 Cf. R. Reitzenstein, “Inedita poetarum Graecorum fragmenta,” Index lectionum in Aca-
demia Rostochiensi semestri hiberno a. MDCCCXC/XCIL, 3-18; A. B. Drachmann, Die Uber-
lieferung des Cyrillglossars (K. Danske Vidensk. Selskab, Hist.-fil. Meddelelser XX1.5, Copen-
hagen 1936) 33. D. L. Page, “The Sources of Stesichorus Fr. 74 (Bergk) and Sappho Fr.2.5
(L-P.),” CR 73 n.s. 9 (1959) 193—4; W. Biihler, “Ein neues Wort fiir Aeschylus’ Glaukos
Potnieus,” Philologus 110 (1966) 306.

2 Despite Ch. Graux’s cross-reference to it in his description of the Hauniensis in “Rapport
sur les Mss. grecs de Copenhague. Notices sommaires de la grande Bibliothque Royale
de Copenhague,” Archives des missions scientifiques, me sir. 6 (1880) 198-9.

? For a summary description see Ch. Graux [ A. Martin, “Rapport sur une mission en
Espagne et en Porrugal. Notices sommaires des manuscrits grecs d’Espagne et de Portugal,”
Nouvelles archives des missions scientifiques et littéraires 2 (1892) 130-4. It is beyond the scope
of this paper to give a detailed description of this Ms.

4 Les manuscrits grecs de U'ltalie méridionale (Studi e Testi 183, Vatican 1955) 34-6.

5 Special acknowledgement is due to the Biblioteca de la Universidad de Madrid for mak-
ing the Ms available to me in microfilm, as well as to the University of Illinois Research
Board for generous financial assistance in connection with my study of the Mss of the
Lexicon Cyrilli, the first fruits of which are presented in this paper.
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268 NEW FRAGMENTS OF ANCIENT GREEK POETRY

The two related Ms, the Hauniensis and Messanensis, which I call
h and m respectively after Drachmann,® are not copies of Z. Of these,
h displays a text close but inferior to that of Z, especially in the second
half of the Lexicon Cyrilli where its text is, to some extent, epitomized;
indeed the scribe of h considerably shortened the longer entries of Z,
while omitting some others entirely. This explains why the new
quotations (all of which occur towards the end of the lexicon) are
absent from h. However, it seems safe to assume that h was not
copied directly from Z, since in the entry émoov, k is clearly copying
from a Ms in which the explanation was omitted (see below, gloss 8).
Furthermore, the readings xadeiraw (vs. Aedetrae in Z), s.v. dowds, and
Tovrous (vs. Tods in Z), s.v. mpdyovor, further indicate that h is not
derived from Z. The Messina Ms agrees closely with h but only in
the latter half of the lexicon (ie. from the entry unlovduos on),
whereas in the first half it follows a different recension, the one indi-
cated by K. Latte with the siglum n.? Despite the close agreement
between h and m (which is plainly demonstrated in the glosses pub-
lished here) the two Mss are not directly related but seem to depend
on a common source.? It is interesting to note that both these Mss
also seem to come from southern Italy.

The new fragments are listed below in the order in which they
appear in Z. Since the folios of the Ms are unnumbered and the
signatures of quadernia have been cut out, more precise reference
cannot be made. Scribal errors and corrections are given in paren-
thesis, accompanied by the sigla Z (for the first hand) and Z° (for all
subsequent corrections). The readings of h, m, and parallels found in
other lexica, are given subsequently, the latter only insofar as they
are judged to bear directly on the glosses edited here.? To the best

$ Op.cit. (supra n.1) 14 and 24-5.

? Hesychii Alexandrini Lexicon recensuit et emendavit Kurt Latte, I (Copenhagen 1953)
xlvii-xlviii.

8 Cf. K. Latte, op.cit. (supra n.7) p. il (xlix) n.1. The independence of m from h is well
iltustrated in at least one case in the glosses published here (cf. infra, gloss 4).

® Unless otherwise indicated, the following editions were used both for quotations from
and references to the pertinent texts: Apollon.Soph., Lexicon Graecum Hiadis et Odysseae, ed.
H. Toll (Leiden 1788); Etym.Gud., ed. Fr. G. Sturz {Leipzig 1818); Etym.Mag., ed. Th.
Gaisford (Oxford 1848); Hesych. Lex.,ed. K. Latte (Copenhagen 1953-66) for the sections A to
O, ed. M. Schmidt (Jena 1858) for the sections I7 to £2; Phot. Lex., ed. S. A. Naber (Leiden
1864-5); Pollux, ed. E. Bethe (Leipzig 1900~37); Suda Lex., ed. A. Adler (Leipzig 1928-35)
Zuvaywyd, ed. L. Bachmann (infra n.10); Zonaras (or rather Ps.-Zonaras), ed. Tittmann
(Leipzig 1808).
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of my knowledge these glosses do not occur in any other Ms of the
Lexicon Cyrilli and can safely be considered as interpolations from a
more ancient source.

1 daibdpds-veynbds (yeynbaos Z ), "Iwv (wwv Z, idv Z°) * Apyelows
(Z°, cpylows Z) dpawepds.
¢f. hym: daidpds (dudpds h): yeyndos.
Hesych. ©40: ¢ 18 pds - xabapds, yeynbis, davepds.

It is clear that Hesychius has condensed the entry by omitting the
reference to Ion’s work and has at the same time combined it with the
gloss doudpds- xabapds, which occurs as an independent gloss in the
Zuvaywy) Méfewv xpnoluwv,l® Photius and the Suda. There is no other
close parallel to our entry in the extant lexicographic works, with the
possible exception of the Etymologicum Gudianum, which connects
etymologically the word ¢adpds with ¢aivw and davepds (p.547.47).

The reference to Ion is made, I believe, for ¢audpds in the meaning
Pavepds, i.e. the reference here precedes the explanation. This infer-
ence is supported not only by the puncruation of the Ms, bur also
by the fact that of the two meanings artributed to the lemma, the
first is the common one and as such needs no confirmatory reference,
whereas the second is rare—indeed with the exception of the present
fragment, it is completely unattested.!! The reference to the Chian
poet comes as no surprise to those familiar with Ion’s diction and
style.12

Very little is known about the *Apyetoi. It is generally assumed
that it dealt with the expedition of the Seven against Thebes!? It
would be interesting to know, but vain to speculate, to what subject
Ion applied the adjective ¢cudpds with this meaning.

2 ddAavBov - modidv, ZodoxAis *Aymdv ovAdyw. e 8¢ (malim
oi 6¢) dadakpdy, paravfov Néoropos rdpa (kapow Z).
cf. Hesych. @ 91: ¢ dAavlov - moldv. kai 1) Néoaropos kdpa. ol
8¢ dadarpdv.

10 Cf. L. Bachmann, Anecdota Graeca 1 (Leipzig 1828) 1-422; also known as Lexicon Bach-
mannianum. For brevity’s sake it is here referred to simply as Zvwayawy.

11 Cf. LSJ s.v. The genuineness of the meaning davepds is supported by the etymology of
$audpds; cf. B. Boisacq, Dictionnaire étymologique de la langue grecque* (Heidelberg 1950), who
connects it with the words dalStipos and ¢auds and translates it ‘brillant, serein, clair.”

13 Cf. W. Schmid / O. Stihlin, Geschichte der griechischen Literatur Lu (Munich 1934) 518.

13 Cf. A. von Blumenthal, Jon von Chios (Stuttgart/Berlin 1939) 32.
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The word ¢darevbfos is quite rare. Except for our new fragment it
is not attested before the third century s.c., butitis listed as a dialectal
gloss from Corcyra in the brief list referred to as MN\Gooou kara wéers 14
So far as can be judged from the exrant passages where the word
occurs and from its meaning in the Corcyraean dialect, it was com-
monly used in the sense ‘bald’. In no case does it appear with the
meaning ‘of whitish, grey hair’. Nevertheless, this sense may well
have been the original if we take the two components of the word
as standing for “white’ (¢aAds) and ‘hair’ (dvfos).® The other meaning
was probably due to influence of the cognate ¢dadaxpds.

Hesychius’ entry, although clearly related to that of our Ms,
differs from it in a few significant points. First, Hesychius has omitted
the reference to Sophocles; he has also condensed the quotation and
converted it to the nominative case, thus making Nestor’s head the
equivalent of ¢c¢Aarlor;1® the quotation thus condensed appears after
the word moAwv and before the second or alternative meaning
dedarpdv; finally, instead of the reading e 8¢ of our Ms, Hesychius
reads oi 8¢. Notwithstanding obvious blunders, Hesychius’ authority
should not be rejected in all these points without closer scrutiny.
To the contrary, I believe that both in the reading of 8¢ and in the
position of the quotation, Hesychius offers a much more attractive
reading than our Ms. The phrase € 8¢ . . . xdpe, which in the Matri-
tensis takes the place of a quotation from the Assembly of the Achaeans,
has a characteristic Sophoclean flavor. Indeed the use of a periphrasis
with the word «dpa and the genitive of a proper name (with or without
an additional adjective such as ¢iArarov, kpdriorov, Kewdy, adrederdor)
for a person physically or mentally present or addressed is a well-
attested mannerism in Sophocles intended to convey affection or
respect on the part of the speaker.l” The phrase as it stands in our

1 Critical ed. by K. Latte, “Glossographica,” Philologus 80 (1924) 137-8. On the reliability
of the collection and the antiquity of the glosses of that list, see C. M. Bowra, “I'doom
xare mihes,” Glotta 38 (1960) 43-60.

18 For the meaning évfos = ‘hair,” ¢f. Zvvaywys} (s.v. dpdAavfor) 402.29; Phot. I1.255; the
Suda @ 41 (cf. also A 2518); Etym.Mag. p.786.57; and Ps.-Zon. ¢.1794. This meaning is not
listed in LSJ.

18 For the declension of «xdpa as a feminine noun of the first declension in late antiquity
and Byzantium, cf. Stephanus, TLG® IV (Paris 1865) col. 956 and LSJ s.v.

17 Cf. Ant. 1, OT 40, 950, 1207 (addressing a person physically present); Ant. 899, 915,
EL 1164 (addressing a dead brother); OC 321 (introducing Ismene); OT 1235, OC 1657 (a
messenger’s reference to a character off stage). In all these cases the disposition of the
speaker towards the person addressed or referred to is favorable. Not so in Euripides



MARK NAOUMIDES 271

Ms, however, seems to be nonsensical both on account of the juxta-
position of the two etymologically cognate adjectives and the absence
of a verb. Even if we bracket the word ¢adaxpdv as a gloss that crept
into the text and emend further e 8¢ to €8¢, we still will have to
explain Hesychius’ reading. Besides, we are faced with metrical
difficulties; for, while such phrases are frequent in the dialogue parts,
the resulting phrase could not be accommodated in an iambic line
despite its obvious iambic clausula.

Another possibility would be to insert a comma after the word
padaxpdy and translate: “But if (the word means) bald (then cf. the
phrase) ¢adavfor Néoropos rdpa.” The result is clearly far from satis-
factory. (1) The quotation would be left without a reference as to its
source. Such practice is limited (so far as our Ms is concerned) only to
glosses originating from the Homeric lexicon of Apollonius the So-
phist and quoting Homer. This phrase is non-Homeric. (2) To the
best of my knowledge there is nowhere a reference to Nestor’s bald
head. On the other hand the meaning “whitish’, which is attributed
to Sophocles in the first half of the entry, would be much more
suitable for old Nestor.

Against these two alternatives one could follow Hesychius’ lead
and transpose the words ¢dAovfor Néoropos rdpe immediately after
the reference to Sophocles’ play. Disturbances inside an entry are
indeed not unparalleled in the interpolated glosses of our Ms (cf.
s.¥v. domds and goivié). With the quotation restored to its proper
place the change of el 8¢ to of 8¢ is inevitable. The latter phrase
was commonly used in the lexica and the commentaries to introduce
an alternative but less plausible (in the eyes of the author) view
or interpretation. Since ¢davfos with the meaning ‘gray’ is hapax
legomenon, the virtual rejection of the meaning ‘bald’ by the lexicog-
rapher can be understood only with regard to the passage from which
the quotation was taken. The possibility that this gloss originated
from a commentary on Sophocles should be seriously considered.

If this theory is correct, vig. that the quotation was taken from
Sophocles’ Assembly of the Achaeans, we may further speculate (on the
analogy of the use of the periphrasis with «dpe in Sophocles) that
Nestor was one of the characters of the lost play and that he was at a
certain point addressed respectfully by another character with the

(cf. Hipp. 651, Tr. 1024) who also has the tendency to omit the proper name. The peri-
phrasis occurs once in Aeschylus (Ag, 905; ¢idov xdpa).
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words quoted in our entry, which can tentatively be completed so as
to give a complete iambic line as follows: <@\’ &> ¢dravfor Néoropos
<didov> wdpe. Perhaps Nestor was called by the speaker to mediate,
as in Homer, in one of the frequent quarrels which erupted in the
assemblies of the Achaeans. This would accord both with the little
that is known about the plot of the play and the characteristically
Homeric treatment of the myths by Sophocles, which has prompted
the characterization *‘Ounpicdiraros. Violent quarreling on stage with
some attempt at medijation is again not unknown in the extant plays
of Sophocles: cf. Odysseus’ mediating between Teucer and the
Atreidae in the Ajax; Jocasta’s mediation in the shouting match be-
tween Oedipus and Creon in Oedipus Tyrannus; Theseus’ mediation
in Oedipus Coloneus, and (to some extent) Neoptolemus’ mediation in
Philoctetes.

3 doivié (potwEZ) 16 3évdpov, “dolvikos véov épros” [Od. 6.163].
kol & kapmos kol 6 mupPos TG ypduoar, 8s TO uév dAo
réoov (Tooov Z) doivié (doivié Z) v, év 8¢ perddmey Aevicov
o’ éréruxto” [Il. 23.454-5). kai 70 dowikoiv avlos, év
& 76 dowiké (powke Z) Banrerau, s 8 ore (61é Z°) 1is
(1is Z) 7 eXépavra (Z°, ededavra Z) yu) doiviki (Powki
Z) puvy™ [Il. 4.141]. koi éfvous évoua, 87 Tére Potné
(botvié Z) JAbev avjp™ [Od. 14.288]. kai xidpiov Svopc,
“Dotnif (povil Z) drra (Z°, arra Z) yepué (Z°, yepoue
Z)? [Il. 9.607=17.561). kai dpveov iepov mAiov (Z°,
nAov Z). roi Spydvov €ldos povoikod, dmep évior poryd <8u>-
8ee, s Zodordijs Oapvpe (Ooepvpor Z, Oapvpar Z°), kol
*Adkaios (Z°, adkouos Z ) powixdvos ((powirwvos Z ) Svopc
(fortasse kai’ Adkaios. <kai> dowikdvos Svouc).

f hm:idoivié (doivvé m) - 16 8évdpov dolvikos.

Apollon.Soph. p.695-6: @oivif - 7av moda dnlovady 7
Aéées. 16 pév yap dévdpov, “Dolvikos énv épvos.” SnAot kat
70 Kipiov dvopa, Tov Tod AxiMéws Tpodéa ““Doivié drra,
yepoué.” omuaiver kal Tov muppov T ypduare: To peév
&'MO Sf,’.bas‘ (ﬁoi‘vtf ')"‘iv, €,V 85‘ p.ETu’)‘iT({) AEUK(‘)V O'ﬁl.l-, G,TE’TUKTO.”
z 3 \ ¥ cee )’ o ’ > N/ M
kel 76 gowkov dvlbos: ‘25 8 Gre Tis T éAédavra yuvn
pojry.” kai 16 éfvucdv: 4y Tére Potmé HA0ev dwrip,
kA ’ > ’ 3
amariAie €ideds.
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Etym.Gud. p.556.19-24: o iv i £+ 1o 8évdpov.
@ ’ N s » 2 € Id A € 3 e -~
OLVLIKOS " VéOV €PYOS. KOl O KOPTOS, KL O muppos Tod
’ . @ A A » ’ -~ > 3 S ’
Xpwporos: 0s 70 uev dAdo Tooov dotvi Ny, év 8¢ perdmw
A A} -~ 3 2 ’ 1 b -~ 3 / A 1
€UKOV Ofji4 €TETUKTO® Kol TO Powikody: éréraxrto O€ TO

dowkody (sic) avlos, év & T& dolvia Bdrrrerou.

Hesych. @ 710: dotvi & 70 8é8pov: “dolvicos véov Epvos.”
KOl O KEPTOs. Kol 6 TVHOS T4 ypauaTe.

This entry is made up of two easily distinguishable parts. The first
and longer one (from 8é&8pov 1o yepaié) lists the various meanings
of the word ¢oivié in the Homeric poems with supporting quotations,
thus reproducing with some variations the text of the Homeric lexicon
of Apollonius the Sophist. The latter part deals with some unusual
meanings of the lemma and comes from a different source, possibly
a lexicon of the kind referred to as Sévws elppuéva. Although both
Hesychius and the Etymologicum Gudianum leave off much before the
end of the first part of the entry, their close agreement with our Ms
in this part as against the rext of Apollonius, together with their close-
ness to the interpolated glosses of the Matritensis in general, suggest
that their ultimate source contained the full entry as we find it in our
Ms.

The two references which appear in the second half of the entry
are both problematic. Sophocles, in his Thamyras (fr.238 Pearson),
used the word payddides, and prima facie this seems to be what the
lexicographer is referring to.'* Since it was a common practice,
however, to quote from or refer to works which attested the various
meanings of the lemma, it would be more natural to connect the
reference to the Thamyras with the words dpydvov eldos povoixod and
take the phrase dmep &vior payd<8i>8c as parenthetical. This is not
impossible, since our lexicographer is shown to be a mere compiler
who excerpts and adapts from a more extensive source and is not al-
ways accurate or precise (see below, s.v. domds). The view that the
reference is to the use of the word ¢oiwif is further supported by the
consideration that Thamyras was a king of Thrace and ¢o@né, accord-
ing to Athenaeus 14.6378, was an instrument used at the banquets
of Thracian kings. The fact that Sophocles also used the word payddides
in the same play does not invalidate this hypothesis, since Sophocles

18 The correction of paydde to uayddide seems inevitable. The error is a typical one due to
haplography.



274 NEW FRAGMENTS OF ANCIENT GREEK POETRY

mentions a number of different musical instruments inthe same play,

which after all dealt with a famous musician and his musical contest

with the Muses: Adpae (fr.238 P.), 7piywvos (fr.239), pdvavdor and
mmrrides (fr.241), besides payadides (fr.238).

There seems to be some confusion in the very last sentence of the
entry. The phrase xai ’AAxaios dowikdvos dvoue, in my understand-
ing, introduces an entirely new meaning of the lemma that equates
the name of the date tree with a grove of date trees. Alcaeus is cited
as a source for this rare meaning, which seems to be completely
unknown elsewhere. The normal word order in this case would be:
kal ¢owikidvos Svopx, s *AAketos. Another possibility should be
reckoned with, however, that a connective particle (e.g. ) following
immediately after the reference to Alcaeus and introducing the last
meaning was omitted by the scribe. In this case both references would
support the meaning ‘type of musical instrument’.

It is not clear whether Alcaeus in the second reference is the lyric
poet from Lesbos or the Athenian comic writer, for the latter is often
referred to simply as Alcaeus without the attributives ¢ xwuixds or
¢ rwpdioypdpos. The balance of probability is perhaps in favor of
the former, since our lexicographer, when referring to poets of the
Attic stage, always quotes the play in which the word occurred.

4 yetpoBookdv: Tov dia Tav xepdv {dvra. odorAijs douddAw
(Z°, daudadw Z). yaorpiyepe (yarpl xeipa Z) 8¢ *Avri-
pexos €ém.

cf. hhm:yeipoBoaokidv- 1év(1dvh) 8k vdv yepdv {Gvra.
Hesych. X 286: yeitpoBooxdv: 7ov 8 Tdv yepdv
{ovre.
Etym.Gud. p.564.25-26: xevpofoards - ¢ S yepos Lav,
ws ¢noi ZoporAis [fr.1113 P.].

To the Sophoclean use of the word yewoBookds, known from the
Etymologicum Gudianum, our Ms adds the name of the play in which the
word occurred. It also attests the case in which the word was used,
for it was a well-established method of the old lexicographers to
use in the lemma the exact form of a word as it appeared in the
passage from which they excerpted it.!® The close parallel with
Hesychius leaves no doubt that the accusative has more authority

19 Cf. my article “Fragments of Greek Lexicography in the Papyri,” in Classical Studies
Presented to Ben Edwin Perry (Urbana 1968) 194-5.
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than the nominative of the Gudianum. Save for this unique reference
the word is known only through the works of lexicographers and
grammarians®® and can safely be classified as hapax legomenon.

As for the context in which it occurred, very little can be guessed,
since the remains of the Daedalus are scanty and the actual plot quite
uncertain. It seems reasonable to consider it as a derogatory epithet
for Daedalus; or, if the title of the play indicated Hephaestus,?! it
could have been used in reference to the smith-god. The derogatory
sense of the word is attested by Pollux (¢f. n.20). The known com-
pounds with -Booxds are not earlier than Sophocles, who used the
words dvfoBoards (fr.31 P.), ynpoBoords (Ajax 570) and éppyrofoards (or
apqvoBooxds; cf. fr.655 P.) besides yewpoBoords. In most cases the
second component has an active meaning, but Awrofookds (Trag.
Adesp. 236 N.) shows that the passive meaning of yepofooxds was
not unique.

The reference to Antimachus is entirely new, as is the word
yaorpiyewp attributed to him in our entry. It seems likely that Anti-
machus coined it by reversing the word yeipoydorwp, first used by
Hecataeus (fr.367 J.). Our lexica list two more words comparable
to the above, yaoTepoyetpes and éyyetpoydoTopes,? and paraphrase
them “oi and yepdv {dvres.” The second of these words is attested
by Athenaeus 1.4p,22 while the first occurs only in Strabo, in a pas-
sage which I quote, because it seems to have some bearing on the mat-
ter discussed here: T pév odv Tipwwb dpunmpiw xpioacbor Soket
Ipoiros kai teyioaw Sie Kvkdawmwr, ols énrta pév elvar kodetofar 8¢
yaorepdyepas Tpedouévovs éx Ths Téyvms, trew 8¢ peraméumrovs éx
Avkias . . . (8.6.11 Meineke).

Although we do not know from which of Antimachus’ works the
word yaorpiyeipo was taken, we may assume that, like all the new
fragments, it was excerpted from a poetic composition. Since, how-
ever, so far as the evidence goes, Antimachus employed exclusively

20 Cf. Pollux 7.7, 76 yép yetpoPocokds . . . frrov dv mis mpoogoire; and Etym.Gud. p.572.49,
xeipoPooxds: 6 Bt TV xepdv Poorduevos, Which is a mere variant of the previous entry of
this lexicon.

N Cf. A. C. Pearson, The Fragments of Sophocles I (Cambridge 1917) p.110, and C. Robert,
“Daidalos,” in RE 4 (1901) 19954,

22 Cf. Hesych. I' 191; Lex. Bekkerianum no.5, p.230.13; Suda Lex. E 141,181; Etym.Mag.
p.221.52, 313.29; and Zon. c.598.

3 Cf. also the title of a comedy by Nicophon which is given variously as yeipoydoropes
Or éyxeLpoydaTopes.

3—G.R.B.S.
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dactylic hexameter and elegiac couplet, we are immediately faced
with a serious difficulty, because this word (with a short syllable
between two long ones) is unfit for dactylic meter. The parallel of
‘Heauororedkrovs (fr.62 Wyss) from the Lyde, which is assumed to
have been in elegiacs, does not help, because that word has long
been suspected by scholars as a false reading. Unless we are ready
to suppose that Antimachus occasionally employed other meters as
well (such as the iambic), we must resort to emendation in order to
obtain a word that will fit a dactylic verse. The simplest way would be
to change the unparalleled yaorpiyepe to the attested yaorepdyeipo.
Strabo’s passage can then give us a clue as to the context in which the
word may have been used. Indeed, I cannot resist thinking that
Strabo, who quotes Antimachus a number of times, had him in mind
when he referred to the Cyclopes who built Tiryns. The difference
in form (accusative singular vs. nominative plural) is trivial and may
be explained by the different contexts in which the word is quoted.
Neither Strabo nor our lexicographer pretends to reproduce the exact
form. The latter obviously changed the word so as to agree in form
with his lemma. Strabo’s plural, however, has more claims to genuine-
ness because of the number of Cyclopes and because our lexica (see
n.22 above) use the same form as the lemma.

We have no way of deciding as to which poem was the source of
the word, but perhaps the Thebais would be the most natural choice.

5 xididypa (yhoype Z)- {widiov, bs ‘Inndveé (inméval Z). kel
vépLaue.

¢f. Hesych. X 461: ytdadypa - {widdy Tt

Our Ms seems to have preserved the correct form of the lemma
(with a slight error in the place of accent) as against Hesychius, who
was until now our sole source for this word. The first part of the
explanation ({wddrov) is almost identical with Hesychius’ and suggests
that the lexicographer did not know exactly what animal was meant.
The reference to Hipponax for what appears to be a strange little
animal comes as no surprise in view of this poet’s tendency to intro-
duce the names of animals both common and uncommon into his
poems.2¢ Since the word yildype is clearly descriptive, we may ven-
ture a hypothesis as to the kind of animal indicated by that name. A

24 Rare names of animals mentioned by Hipponax include drrayés (fr.39.7 D), ypdudis
(fr.69 B4), xptyrj {fr.50 D2.) and Jxn (fr.136 B4.).
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comparison with the artested compounds of dype indicates that the
formation of yiAidype is unique. Indeed in all instances of such com-
pounds the first component functions as a complement of &ype (e.g.
kpedypa, dSovrdypa, mupdypa),2® while the first component of ytedype
is the numeral yihot. Although one could press the point that
xtAudypa is the animal that preys on a thousand different animals, a
more likely interpretation may be of the animal with a thousand
‘catches’, or claws, or feet.26 As such it would refer to a member of the
class of myriapoda, probably the one called oxoAdmevSpa (our centi-
pede) in ancient technical writings and which in the spoken Greek of
today is characteristically called copavramodapodon, ‘one with forty
feet’.2” This myriapod (whose number of legs varies from species to
species) is known for its poisonous bite (actually inflicted by the fore-
most pair of feet) and its name could have been used by Hipponax
either literally or metaphorically in a reference to a greedy person—
one with a thousand claws or venomous “bite.”

The second part of the explanation (ked véuioue)?8 poses a difficult
question, since there is no important coinage featuring a rnyriapod
or any other animal with many appendages.?® The Eretrian coins
with cuttlefish on the reverse can be safely excluded, both because
the curtlefish was commonly known by the name on7ix (which has
also survived in spoken Greek of today in the form of govmd) and
because Hipponax mentions this very animal with its traditional
name (cf. fr.68b B.4). In view of these difficulties Miss Margaret

2 Cf. P. Chantraine, Etudes sur le vocabulaire grec (Etudes et Commentaires 24, Paris 1956)
44, The author does not discuss the word yihdype nor the words dvdypa, dpeofaldypa
and ravdype, which are apparently of obscure origin.

26 For the use of the word iAo as a first component to indicate a large number, f.
xthiéPvddos, yhodvapos. Cf. also the compounds with pdpioe and éxardr.

27 The word oxoldmevdpe is also used in Modern Greek, restricted for the most part to
the formal idiom (the katharevousa). In the vernacular of Cephallenia, however, according
to an oral communication by Mrs René Kahane, the word has been preserved in the form
arxovAdmerpa—the change clearly effected by the observation that the little animal lurks
under stones (nérpa) in search of necessary humidity.

28 Both the depiction of animals on coins and the custom of referring to particular coins
by the figures consistently depicted on them are well attested. Hesychius, to whose Lexicon
the Matritensis is closely related, has preserved a number of examples: dyxvpe (A 577),
Boiis (B 968, 4 551, E 3183), ylaif (I 610, 615), «dpawov (K 3663), péhooa (M 717), médexvs
(H 515, IT 1313), olAdeov (B 350), yedawy (K 495), and possibly also izmos (I 848).

2 For information pertaining to the Greek coins I am deeply indebted to Dr Margaret
Thompson, Curator of Greek coins of the American Numismatic Society, who was kind
enough to answer my queries on the subject.
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Thompson has suggested a possible corruption of the word XIMAIPA
to XIAIAT'PA. To quote from her letter, “It is certainly strikingly
close. In that case the coinage is undoubtedly that of Sicyon, where
the Chimaera is an almost invariable obverse type. This was a very
extensive coinage, comparable to the turtles of Aegina, the owls of
Athens and the colts of Corinth, and might well have been given a
popular designation.” The emendation is indeed compelling and I
adopt it here without hesitation 3¢ Since, however, the word yhidype
cannot be entirely dismissed, I am inclined to think that we have here
an example of the conflation of two neighboring glosses into one,
caused by the similarity of their lemmata. It is a mere coincidence, but
a very characteristic one, that an entry yi{uaipa (this one a genuine
Cyrillean gloss) appears in the Matritensis immediately after the entry
xtAudype. A comparable fusion of two successive entries is shown in
the entry ¢dxrov (see below). Unfortunately Hesychius has preserved
no trace whatsoever of the second gloss, and consequently we lack
any decisive proof for this theory.

6 Yeddoowv (Yaradoov Z) kiwoduevos, Lopordils *Alefavdpew.
“Iwv (lav Z ) 8¢ Edpvribous (edpiribous Z) avri Tod Paboou,
ad’ of ki & i & A ek 7 o s ke (lege 6) dfavoros.

f. hm poaladoor  kwwoduevos.

Hesych. ¥ 47: a Ad o 0 €L - Twvdoger, ymlad@, xwel, gode:,
YoMe ad’ od kel ¢ poeAaxTos, o Ghoworos.

The simple verb eddoow had not been attested before the Hellen-
istic period, although mpoyad[aéns] occurs in Soph. Ichn. 241 and
tmofaddocere is found in Ar. Lys. 84. Note also that the verbal adjective
apdAarros is attested in Soph. fr.550 P., Ar. Lys. 275 and Crates Com.
fr.46 K. Our entry offers two more instances of the simple verb from
two fifth-century tragedians, each of whom used it in a different
sense.3! The explanation kwoduevos, which is not listed in LSJ but is
confirmed by Hesychius’ é&faddfaro (E 7693, translated &fovoev and

30 Other possibilities cannot, of course, be entirely discarded, since the evidence available
1o us is indeed very slim. Hesychius offers a striking example, which shows how absurd the
reduction of an already abbreviated passage can be. The word xpamaredds (K 3971) is
explained as follows: mapa moMlois ¢ pwpds. % véuape. It is only with Pollux’ assistance
(9.83) that the nature of that strange “coin” is fully revealed.

31 For the vocabulary shared by Sophocles and lon, ¢f. T. B. L. Webster, “Sophocles and
Ion of Chios,”” Hermes 71 (1936) 268ff.
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éxuwn)fn), suggests that Sophocles used it as an intransitive verb.32
Hesychius’ wwet (s.v. faddooe) is not dedisive, since his is clearly a
composite entry compiled from two or more related glosses. It is at
least conceivable that in Hesychius the voice of the verb was changed
to active so as to agree with that of all the other verbs in the explana-
tion. The second meaning, here ascribed to Ion, is that of a transitive
verb and is more common (cf. also Smogaddoow and d&pddaxros). The
use of the aorist infinitive (Yedow) in the explanation seems to suggest
that Ton used it in that form, but it is also possible that the form
epadafaro (éfaddooaro cod.) in Hesychius may have been the one used
by Ion.

Our entry contributes nothing towards a better understanding
of the plot of either of the two plays.

7 Yedaias vvrTds - okorewijs (ororwis Z), ZoborAijs Tpwile
(Z° tpwidw Z). ypdderar 8¢ kal pepovyods (pedavyovs
Z) s Avkodas (sic, fortasse Avxdgpwr).
of. hym: Ypedalas vvrkrds  axorwds.
Hesych. ¥ 134: Jedaias vvkTds  ororewis.
Y135: yedpavyois axorewis.

Hesychius has clearly split the entry into two while omitting the
reference (or references). As with yihicype, this is the only occurrence
of the word outside Hesychius.

As is clear from the construction of the explanation, iedovyots was
a varia lectio for yepains, and therefore this gloss must have originated
ultimately, like the entry ¢dAavfor, from a commentary. The end of
the entry, which attempts a justification of the other form, is un-
fortunately corrupt. So far as I can see, there are two ways to explain
the unintelligible Aukodds; either an authority was quoted for the
rare form yepovyods, possibly Lycophron; or the form was explained
on the parallel of the adjective Advkavysjs ‘of the grey-twilight’, which
the scribe subsequently confused with the more familiar word Avkdws
“twilight’. In view of the practice of abbreviating the names of autho-
rities in the grammatico-lexicographic works, I am inclined towards
the first possibility. It should be noticed, however, that whereas
Lycophron is known for his work on comedy, there is no evidence
for any critical work of his on tragedy.

32 The intransitive sense of the verb may have been the original one. Cf. E. Boisacq,
op.cit. (supra n.11) 1074 s.v. Jdddw.
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The lemma as it stands forms part of an iambic line (most likely
~ — Yedains vukrds — = — v »). It is not necessary, however, to
assume that the words stood in the text in the same order and
proximity as in our entry. The reference to the dark night is con-
sistent with the story of the ambush of Troilus by Achilles.33 As to
the context from which it was taken, one could suggest a number of
possibilities, e.g. in the planning of the ambush or in a messenger’s
speech announcing the circumstances of Troilus’” death.

In addition to the fragments of ancient authors our Ms contains
a number of dialectal glosses, of which the following are, to the best
of my knowledge, new in the sense that their dialectal origin has not
been attested by any other source.

8 Gwmioov: 10 Tis yuvaukds alboiov, Makedoves.
f h:émiocov: {ir(e).
Hesych. O 1020: §mcaov + Adyavoy &ypiov. 7} Tpwkrdv. 7

témorov.

The reading of h suggests that its scribe found the explanation miss-
ing in his exemplar, which apparently omitted it for reasons of mod-
esty. It becomes therefore clear that h was not copied directly from
Z. On the other hand m left the entry out altogether, depriving us of
any more precise evidence of the degree of its relationship with h.

The word émoov is not listed in LSJ. Its genuineness, however, is
confirmed by Hesychius, who in turn does not record the meaning
preserved in our Ms. There is no doubt, however, that a word indicat-
ing a type of vegetable or plant could also be used metaphorically
for the membrum muliebre.3¢ The sexual connotation may in fact be
responsible for the apparent disturbance in the latter part of Hesy-
chius’ explanation.

9 JarxTov  pérpov maps *Aprdow, xordda *Arrikai (korvdedrTer
kol Z) Tpeis. pa b A w s kakds. éviol 8¢ dhooyepds.
cf. hym: pdrxrov- uérpov.
Hesych. @ 76: ¢paxreiv - dpdrrew. pparxtds yop 6
dpayuds. kal 76 pérpov parTov.
D74: pd kT Apol, ourdar, mielor.
33 Cf. Dio Chrys. 11.77-78 and A. C. Pearson, op.cit. Il (supra n.21) p.253ff.

34 Cf. the similar case of oéiwvor recorded in Hesychius and Photius. For more examples
see E. Anvaiov (Ch. Charitonides), *Andppyra (Thessalonica 1935) 20ff.



MARK NAOUMIDES 281

The form ¢drror points toward the adjective ¢parwrds, which was
given to lentil-shaped bottles. Apparently the measuring unit referred
to in our entry had (at least originally) such a shape. On the other
hand, Hesychius’ ¢drrou (¢ 74 Schmidt) supplies additional evidence
in behalf of the genuineness of the form ¢dxrov, which is otherwise
unattested.

The latter part of the Ms entry is clearly an independent gloss that
was confused with or absorbed by the entry ¢dxrov. This gloss does
not appear in other Mss of the Lexicon Cyrilli and must, therefore,
have found its way to our Ms from the same source as the other
entries peculiar to Z. Hesychius supports such a view by offering a
close parallel to the latter gloss (¢avdws: Shooyepds xai T Suowa, D
249). The fusion of the two entries into one indicates that the source
from which the interpolated glosses were taken listed the entries
continuously and not in a line-by-line arrangement as was common
in the oldest Mss of the Cyrillean lexicon.35

Two more entries, although already known from the Mss related
to the Matritensis, deserve to be discussed here more fully, because
of the special problems which they present and because the readings
of our Ms throw new light on these problem:s.

10 domas (Z° Admas Z)- Zvpardoiot 10 miyavov (Z°, tiyavov Z). mopo
8¢ Beondune (Z°, beomopnw Z) év Aduitw v oopds
(owpds Z)- kel wopi Tols kwpikols. xodetrar (Aadetren Z)
8¢ olirws kai ¢ év i ‘EA&S. (Z°, eMddn Z) ywiuevos
( vevouevos Z) Aifos.
¢f. h: Admas - Zvpaxovoror 10 Tiyavov. mapa 8¢ Geomdume év
*AdpriTew 1 copds. kal mepl Tols kwpikols. kaAelTar 8é
oUTws Kol 6 év 7§ dAAadn ywdpevos Aiflos.

Suda A 674: Aomds - mape Zvpakovaios 76 Tiyovov: maps
8¢ Ocombumew 1 dopds, Kol map Tols KWULKOLS. KaAeiTor 8¢
oTw kol 6 & 77 ‘EAMdS ywipevos Aiflos. Apiotoddims:
éyaw pév otv av Spvillwy krA. [Vesp. 508-511].

Hesych. 4 1262: Aowds - 76 mfyovor xai Alfos év ‘EAAcS:
(sic codex).

Phot.1.393: Aom d s - gopds.

/\ o é 8 o ‘T‘;]V 06611. @EéTl‘O,U.’ITOS‘.

35 Cf. my article (supra n.19) 185 and n.10.
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The new editor of Hesychius has replaced the entry preserved
in the Marcianus with the entry of h, notwithstanding his view that
h was interpolated not from Hesychius but from Diogenianus. Latte,
indeed, relying too heavily on the authority of h, went so far as to
retain the corrupt eMadn (with the indication of it as a locus desperatus!)
against the concerted testimony of the Marcianus and the Suda,
both of which read ‘EMd3:.. Our Ms dispels any doubts as to which
reading is the “genuine” one, i.e. the one that goes back to the com-
mon source of all three lexica. The reading is nonetheless erroneous
and ought to be emended. A. Meineke’s correction of év ‘EAad. to
é& ‘HMaie®® was undoubtedly suggested by the Aristophanean pas-
sage (Vesp. 508-511) quoted in the Suda immediately after A{fos.®”
It is, however, completely unwarranted. Far superior is Koraes’
emendation of the Suda passage to ¢ év vfj édaix ywduevos Jos,38
which is amply supported by Theophr. HP 4.14.3. A slight improve-
ment can be effected by substituting for é\aie the form éide, which
not only is the Attic form of the word and the form used by Theo-
phrastus,3® but also explains better (palaeographically) the change
of EAAAl to EAAAAL (possibly through an intermediate form
EANAAL) 40

The identification of the writer cited in the gloss with Theopompus
Comicus cannot be seriously challenged. F. Jacoby’st! preference for
the historian Theopompus dates from a period when the testimony
of h was not known, while Edmonds#? has apparently overlooked the
inconspicuous reference to the playwright in Adler’s edition of the
Suda.

36 Cf. Philologus 13 (1858) 508-9. The correction was adopted by M. Schmidt in his ed. of
Hesychius.

37 There can be no doubt that the quotation from the Wasps is not a part of the original
gloss, but was added by the compiler of the Suda, who freely inserted quotations from the
extant comedies of Aristophanes. Cf. V. Coulon, Quaestiones criticae in Aristophanis fabulas
(Diss. Philol. Argent. XIIL1, Strassburg 1907) esp. 9-10 and 265; A. Adler, “Suidas,” in RE
4A (1931) 698. Meineke apparently missed the broad joke effected by the playwright's
fanciful metaphor and interpreted the Aristophanean passage too literally and prag-
matically. Besides, he left the word ywduevos in the Suda unexplained.

38 Cf. A. Koraes, Sevoxpdrovs xai I'edqpol mept mis dmé 7dv éviSpwv Tpodds xrA. (Paris
1814) 156.

3 The form éAde is also used by Hesychius; cf. s.v. yepyépuuos (I" 412).

40 The tendency of the scribes to duplicate letters is well attested. Duplication of lambda
occurs frequently in the Mss, e.g. in the word *Amplhos (spelled *AmpiAtios).

41 FGrHist. 115 F 408.

42 The Fragments of Attic Comedy I (Leiden 1957) p.876 (fr.92).
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There can be little doubt that Photius’ second gloss is related to
the one discussed here. The reading 3 fedv is simply a scribal error
for Tiv gopdv effected by the proximity of the word Oedmoumos.
Photius in fact, who clearly draws here from a different lexicographic
source, seems to have preserved the exact form in which the word
occurred in Theopompus, although he has omitted the name of the
play.

The fact that in three of the four glosses®3 in which the word lowds
is equated with the word copds reference is made to Theopompus,
together with Pollux’ silence about such a meaning of the word,*
seem to suggest that Theopompus was the sole source for such a mean-
ing, or at least that this meaning was extremely rare. Hence the phrase
kol mapa Tols kwuikols in the Suda and in our Ms (both of which
clearly draw here from the same lexicographic source) seems to me
extremely suspicious. Since on the other hand the meaning ‘frying
pan’ is attested from at least two comic writers,% we may speculate
that a transposition of the phrase kol mapd rois kwpmikois took place at
some stage of the transmission of the gloss. In that case we would be
justified in transferring the phrase before the reference to Theopom-
pus so as to read: vaarcémm 70 T’rj’yavow Kol 'rrocpo‘c Tols Kwy,ucofs. ‘n'apo\z
8¢ Ocomrdpme kA28 The dislocation may indeed go back to the original
compiler, who in excerpting and perhaps compressing the work
presumably of the lexicographer Pamphilus (see below) commitred
an occasional blunder. Our entry offers another instance of an error
which can be detected with the assistance of Athenaeus. The reference
to the Syracusans for the use of the word Aonds in the sense frying
pan’ (rjyavov) is indeed contradicted by the corresponding passage
in Ath. 6.2298, who seems to draw here from Pamphilus and who
unmistakably states the opposite, i.e. that the Syracusans used the
word 7ryavov not for a frying pan (the sense which the word com-
monly had in Athens) but for the dish or platter for which the Attic
employed the word domds. A hasty reader, however, could have mis-
understood Athenaeus.

2 The fourth reference found also in Photius seems to be of the same origin as those
discussed here.

4 Pollux lists a number of words used in reference to a coffin, such as gopds, miedos,
riBwrds, Ands (cf. 7.160, 8.146 and 10.150).

45 Cf. Eubulus fr.109 K. and Archedicus fr.2.4 K.

4 In view of the general structure of the entry, the reading mapa Zvpaxoveiows in the
Suda may be considered as that of the original gloss.
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11 yopoimerds: dore py els tobdados (Tovdados Z) pifoun
(ptpon Z). Aloxvdos Iavkw Iorviet.
f. mhiyopaimerds -Aloyvdos yravkomorvei.
Hesych. X 135: yapaimerds - dore py els Toddados
prou.

M. Schmidt, in his edition of Hesychius, bracketed the puzzling
negative uij of the explanation, while suggesting as an alternative
that the original entry was p3) yoepwmerds. Our Ms confirms the
authenticity of the reading of the Marcianus and calls for a new con-
siderarion of its meaning.

While the second component of the adjective youcimeris is derived
from the verb wmimrw “to fall’#® the adverb yoepwmerds in its single
occurrence (Lucian, Icar. 10) is used to describe the low flight of the
geese and is, therefore, derived from the verb méroue: ‘to fly’4®
Although this meaning is found in a later author, it should not be
rejected a priori, especially since Lucian and his contemporaries at
times revived poetic or otherwise obsolete words and usages.
Such a meaning of the word yopoumerds as occurs in Lucian is not
completely incongruous with the one offered by Hesychius and our
Ms, especially since the latter contains the notion of ‘keeping off the
ground’. And although it would better satisfy our expectations if the
word were used in the sense common to the adjective yopameris
and in reference to Glaucus’ being thrown down from his chariot by
his own horses, the available evidence points in a different direction,
possibly the flight of Glaucus’ swift horses.

47

In addition to the glosses presented above our Ms contains about
forty entries with references to and quotations from extant works
of classical literature or with fragments of lost works already known
from other sources. Eighteen of these form a special class in that they
have no parallels in the other Mss of St Cyril’s lexicon and can,
therefore, be considered as interpolated together with the glosses

47 This entry in the form in which it is preserved in h and m became known recently
through a brief communication of W. Biihler, op.cit. (supra n.1).

48 The Zvvaywyr, St Cyril, Suda and the Etym.Mag. use the passive form of pimrw in
interpreting the word yapameris. Since, however, the serantic difference berween “falling
down’ and ‘being thrown down’ is slight (the one indicating the result, the other stressing
the process), one should not press the point too far.

49 H. Frisk, Griechisches etymologisches Warterbuch (Heidelberg 1954-), derives the adjective
-wérns from aéropar and -mervjs from méropa as well as ninTw (¢f. 522, 543).

80 Cf. W. Schmid, Der Atticismus in seinen Hauptvertretern IV (Stuttgart 1896) 660ff.
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containing the new fragments. All, except duwoyérws which is termed
pnropukn Aééis by the Etymologicum Genuinum and the Etymologicum
Magnum, are found in the latter half of the lexicon. Since their pre-
sence in the Ms bears on the question of the origin of the new frag-
ments, I edit them here, indicating brieﬂy their closest parallels in the
extant lexicographic works:5!

1 cpwoyénws (dudoyerws Z)- totro é&v low, xal’ Svrwe
(drwa Z) odv Tpdmov. évior (évior Z) 8¢ 16 perpiws. mapa
I drwn [Charm. 175¢ etc.] 76 éx mawrds Tpdmov.
Also in h. Cf. schol. Plat. Charm. 175c (ed. Greene,

p.116), Etym.Gud. 1287 DeStef., Etym.Mag. 95.19,
Hesych. A 4182.

2 xwddv- avaiolyrov. peradopicdds To poilov (polov Z) um
motolv “kwpdv (kdpov Z) yop Bélos avdpos avdakibos
otridavoto” [Il. 11.390]. émi 8¢ 100 wkduaros: “ds & dre
(8’ 1 Z) mopdiipy (mopdupel Z) médayos péye kipare
kwdpd (kangde Z)7 [Il. 14.16], 7@ pndémw (undérwe Z)
xaxAdlovre apyouévew (cpyduevor Z) 8¢ ueycAdveolau
cafédws.

Also in h. Cf. Etym.Gud. 359.6, Hesych. K 4902, Apollon.
Soph. 427-8.

3 «Kxkwyedovoi- Jyobor, perewpilovow: ZodorAis Kauurols,
“moTol pe kwyevovaw év ¢opd (évdopai Z) Séuas’
[fr.327 P.].
Also in h. Cf. Hesych. K 4905, Etym.Gud. 360.5.

4 «kémdos- Opreov kodpov, s ‘Apwororédys d¢moiv [HA 593b
14, 620a13), mept v OdAacoav Tpifov. ol 8¢ Adpov (A&pov
Z).
Also in h. Cf. Hesych. K 2242, schol. Ar. Plut. 912 (ed.
Diibner, p.372), Etym.Mag. 504.1, Zonaras 1183.

5 vovdéleoipdrapes- 1odrd dagw é£68iov elvon Tpaywddv
(lege poahpdiv )+ ““viv 8¢ Oeol pdxapes T@v éolAdv ddwvol
(lege adbovoi) éore.”
Also in h, m. Cf. Hesych. N 730, Ael.Dion A 76 Erbse.

31 For brevity’s sake no distinction is made between Z and Z°, except when some parti-
cular problem is involved.
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Evpudopd- owrvyia (ovvtvyela Z). kai émi ayafob Taooerar, dis
map’ Aloyvdw év Kefeipois [fr.49 Mette], koi émi xowod
mapa Zodorlel.

Also in h, m. Cf. Hesych. & 114.

8Aebpov: & (&vow Z) maps *Apioropdver [cf. 1r.320.3 K.]
3\ ’ ! 14 Y -~ » 1
émt kéopov ywvaukelov (yuvarkiov Z), od kadds. &Aot Tov
Babiy (Babv Z). éore 8¢ SAelpov. amodvomeroivre yop
elmelv Tov wapa 7o (176 Z) *Apioroddaver: SAefpos yop o6
favaros.

Also in h, m. Cf. Hesych. O 516.

opavdov: dudkoirov, avykoirov (ovvkoirov Z), ouod adAld-
pevov: ZodorAijs Dwet (diver Z) [fr.717 P.].
Also in h, m. Cf. Hesych. O 681.

mopkds - éXapos. vmo *Aprddwv 16 Tayd. mapa 8¢ T {xxx) .

Also in h, m. Cf. Hesych. IT 3039.

mpoyovou ol mpwrdyovol (mporéyovor Z) dpves. oi 8¢ pera Tov-
Tous (Tods Z) péracoou (perdpooar Z). époon 8¢ ol madaiol
(lege amadol) kai 16 éop yuwduevor (lege 7& éope yevved-
pevor)- “épyarto, ywpis pév mpdyovor, ywpls 8¢ péracoou
(perdace Z), ywpls 8 o’ époar (Scwbépoer Z) [Od.
9.221-2].
Also in h, m. Cf. Hesych. IT 3371, Apollon.Soph. 568-9.

mpoydvouvs - Tovs mpeaBurarovs dvdpas, Tpouliyor (Tpdliviot
Z). Myovrar 8¢ kal of Tols your oot mpoyeyovoTes Toldes.

Also in h, m. Cf. Hesych. IT 3372.

odpua (odua Z) ’Aplorapyos onuewdtar Tovro 77 SumAf, 61
odpa ot &1 more Aéyer “Ounpos émt 10d {@vros AN’ émi
vekpot- “odue (odipa Z) 8¢ oikad’ éuov (oikadéuov Z)
Sdueven mwoAw™ [1Il. 7.79, 22.342]. ke “dbs 8¢ (dbs Te codd.
Hiadis ) Mwv éxdpn peycdw ént ovpar kipoas™ [Il. 3.23].
10 8¢ ToD {Gvros <8éuas>. “‘8éuas 8 Aikro (bikTov Z)
yuvauel” [Od. 13.288, 16.157], mepa 76 ovwdedéobon adrd
(adre Z).
Not in h, m. Cf. Etym.Gud. 519.37, Apollon.Soph. 629,
Hesych. 2 3072.
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T os - 10 ywluevov meplBevmvov éml 7] TV apyopévwy Tiug (Tiun
Z). “0d 8¢ kev Tdpov dvriforfoaus” [Od. 4.547]. ket & én’
adrols aydv: “Iarpdrdowo (marpdrdns Z) rdadov uvn-
piiov (pviip’ éupevon codd. Iliadis)” [Il. 23.619],], olov
émrddioy (émi Tagiov Z). ovdémore 6¢ éml {dua} o0 kal
Npds onuouvouévov ((onuouvouev Z) tinow, éAde touBov
ad7o kot ofpe. Tinow 3¢ kal émi éxmMifews T Aééw-
“rados 6 éXe (3éAe Z) mavras (mav Tods Z) Ayawovs (sic
etiam lexica, {8évras codd. Odysseae)” [Od. 21.122].
kot woAw %) vijoov: “‘felvos 8 obros éuds marpdiios éx

’ 33

Tdagov éoriy” [0d.1.417]. xai {ed}burikfis onquetdy Tu.

Notin h, m. Cf. Etym.Gud. 524.1, Hesych. T 278, Apollon.
Soph. 634-5, Etym.Mag. 748.28.

dLAelv - evilew “yaipe, Ecive, map’ duue (mapcuun Z) pudrjoe
(pidrioowe Z) [Od. 1.123]. kata uympy ayomdv: ‘5 podvor
(Apovvor Z) duréova” dAdyous (puréovon Adyovs Z)7 [l
9.340]. 76 8¢ kol Huds ¢urely wuvvelv Pnow: “‘kiveov
ayomralduevo” [Od. 21.224].
Also in h, m, abbreviated. Cf. Apollon.Soph. 688-9,
Hesych. & 462, Etym.Gud. 553.37.

¢ w s+ Sfurdvws uev dvBpwn Jos ams Tot PwTilew TH Aoyw TavTa,
mepiorwuévws (mepiomouévws Z) 8¢ 16 mhp kol pera-
Popikds 1§ yepd. olov: “Tpdwyv pie (pite Z) pdroyye,
ddws (dods Z) & érdpoiow ébnkev” [Il. 6.6].
Alsoin h, m, abbreviated. Cf. Etym. Gud. 560.38, Apollon.
Soph. 701-2, Hesych. @ 1119.

xiTdv (xrr@v Z)- émi pév Tol oumibous, “rov 8¢ (tévde Z) xirdv’
événon mepi ypoi (xpwt Z) oryadevra (Z°, yardevra Z)
[Od. 19.232]. énmi 8¢ Tob Bdparos (Bpaxos Z) *“ “Errdpeov
3¢ yirdva (yerrdva Z) mepl oribeoot (omifecw Z, ori-
Oeoow Z°)” [1l. 2.416].
Not in h, m. Cf. Etym.Gud. 567.1, Apollon. Soph. 711-2,
Hesych. X 486; ¢f. also Etym.Mag. 812.9.

xAfi8os - dpoevikov (dpoevikdv Z) woi mepiomduevoy (mrepiomd-
pevov Z). kvplws 8é o owpds Todv ABwy. Kparns 8é
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Tpomikds: “apyvplov xAfdov (xMjdove Z, yAnddve Z°)
AaBdv (Z°, AaBdv Z) [fr.28 K.].

Also in h, m, abbreviated. Cf. Etym.Gud. 567.43, Hesych.
X 510, Zvvoywyy 419.6.

18 x A8 v (xA8wv Z)- x68nv, owpnddv (oopddy Z). émi (Z°, [. . .]
Z) yop (fort. pév) mwhijbovs éuddoews, s Aioyddos
“Omdwv kpioe [ fr.290 Mette]. xoi yAddvra (yehddvre
Z) avti 100 wAnbBlovra.
Also in h, m, abbreviated. Cf. Etym.Gud. 567.34, Hesych.
X 509.

As with the entries containing the new fragments, the closest
parallels to these glosses are almost exclusively found in the lexica of
Hesychius, Apollonius the Sophist and the Etymologicum Gudianum.
The agreements with Hesychius are especially noticeable both in
number of parallels and degree of closeness and are indeed of special
importance for determining the source. Since it is known, on Hesy-
chius’ own testimony, that he has absorbed the dictionary of Apol-
lonius the Sophist through the medium of Diogenianus’ lexicon, and
since our Ms agrees with Hesychius whenever its text deviates from
that of Apollonius, it becomes clear that the latter was not the direct
source of the pertinent glosses. The relationship with the Etymologi-
cum Gudianum is also very striking. Since, however, the archetype of
that dictionary is contemporary with, if not later than the Matritensis,
it cannot have influenced the latter. At any rate, the independence
of our Ms is convincingly shown from such entries as, e.g., poinef and
yeipoBoords. It becomes clear, therefore, that both the Madrid Ms
and the Gudianum drew independently from a common source. This
source, which was very closely related to Hesychius, must have
reached southern Italy some time before the supposed date of the
Matritensis (i.e., roughly speaking, ca. A.n. 1000).

So far the tendency among experts in the history of ancient lexicog-
raphy has been to artribute such glosses to the lost lexicon of Dio-
genianus®® (the main source of Hesychius’ lexicon), which is occa-
sionally quoted by the Byzantines down to the XII century.’® The
argument for Diogenianus as a source for such glosses rests on the

82 Cf. R. Reitzenstein, op.cit. (supra n.1) 3; and K. Latte, Hesychius (supra n.7) pp.x-xi.
83 Cf. Latte, Hesychius pp. xlii-xliv.
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observation that the lexica which quote him display a number of
glosses (anonymous to be sure) which are similar to, yet more exten-
sive or complete than the corresponding entries in Hesychius. This
argument, however, may be countered by the following considera-
tions: (1) the express testimony of Hesychius himself, who, in his
dedicatory letter to Eulogius, states that he has absorbed in toto
Diogenianus™ dictionary and that the latter lacked émvypadds, i.e.
references to the sources of the glosses, those found in Hesychius’
lexicon having been supplied by Hesychius himself; (2) the complete
agreement between Hesychius and Diogenianus in the entries in
which the latter is expressly referred to and the absence of any refer-
ence to him in precisely these glosses which are used to support the
theory of a fuller Diogenianus; (3) the testimony of PSI 892 (Pack?
2125); this papyrus, dated earlier than Hesychius by at least one cen-
tury, has preserved a fragment of a lexicon much like that of Hesych-
ius, yet entirely bare of quotations or references and for this reason
rightly attributed to Diogenianus. To counter these objections, the
exponents of the theory of a fuller Diogenianus have postulated the
existence of several versions of that lexicon, one of which was much
more extensive than the other. Some even have gone so far as to
theorize that Hesychius supplied his own dictionary with quotations
and references he found in the fuller version.*® Despite this argument
I believe that the balance of probability is against the existence of a
fuller Diogenianus.

On the other hand it is well established that Hesychius’ text, as
we know it from our unique XV-century Ms, has been interpolated
and (at least occasionally) also abbreviated.® It seems, therefore, con-
ceivable that our interpolated glosses may have been taken not from
a supposed fuller version of Diogenianus bur from a somewhat fuller
version of Hesychius™ lexicon, one that contained longer entries as
well as more references and quotations than the Marcianus. This
possibility, which I advance here as a mere hypothesis, receives some
strength from the well-established fact that a copy of Hesychius (an
ancestor of our XV-century Ms) was in the vicinity of southern Italy
(where the Matritensis originated) from the time of the Arabian occu-
pation of the neighboring island of Sicily.?® On the other hand, there

54 Cf. esp. Latte, Hesychius pp. xi-xii.
55 Examples are given by Latte, Hesychius pp. xvii-xviii, xxi, xxili-xxiv.
8¢ Cf. Latte, Hesychius pp. xxii fI.
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is not the slightest evidence for the parallel existence of a copy of Dio-
genianus’ lexicon in that area. One may even go so far as to conjecture
that Hesychius was occasionally referred to as Diogenianus, on
account of the express and unreserved acknowledgement of his debt
to his predecessor. This would explain not only the existence of
the supposedly “Diogenian” glosses occasionally found in Byzantine
lexica, but the almost complete absence of references to Hesychius
before the end of the Byzantine period.5”

UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS
May, 1968

57 Latre, Hesychius p. xxi, mentions only one reference to Hesychius besides the two found
in the scholia of Arethas to Pausanias (¢f. Fr. Spiro, “Pausanias-Scholien,” Hermes 29 [1894]
143-9).



