
NOTES AND DISCUSSIONS 

HOMERIC READINGS LOST AND FOUND 

From the Homeric lexicon of Apollonius Sophista may be recovered readings 
which evidently stood in texts of Homer in antiquity but do not do so today, hav- 
ing been lost in the interim. Here are two, not previously recognized so far as I am 
aware. 

1. Odyssey 1.46 

Ap. Soph. 9.15-17 (gl. 95 Steinicke): dBEuK?Zi iqTot T) t7tEotKOTt, fi oiov d6EXEI, 
dpTCpO(6oK,T(lp. "S6EUKEc KETltt 6kOpcp." | v 6V T 6' '06UCEuoo iact d6EUKEI aVELKadCT. 

Ap. Soph. P.Berol. fr.B recto 9-10 (gl. 3 Henrichs-Miller): [a?EU]KEI aTCEOKoTt rC aCe- 

EZt a7tCpOoCOKTCTO)t Hklto60pO aVE1tK [CTTCOt 

Hesych. a 1073: dScuK?t deoi0KO6Tt. oioVEi dbOKe1, dcpoGOoKei. 'Hl66oO poc 65 (pqomv 
dvEIKaOTW . 

The entry looks unproblematic enough. It falls into two parts, which I have sepa- 
rated by bar-line. First come two alternative interpretations of the lexis ("either 
dtisotK6Tt [unseemly?] or as it were dSe6Xi, unexpected"),2 followed by the relevant 
Homeric quotation. To this standard form of entry is then appended another sug- 
gested interpretation ("unimagined"), Heliodorus', with Odyssey book reference.3 

The problem is, d?bUK?t KEITatO 6O 9p(p does not occur in our text(s) of Homer. 
The Odyssey 4 reference is to 489 q TIq ck?SX' 6O 90pp d6cUKIt ig Et'i vqr6S, and 
this appears to be the only attested occurrence of db6EUKI in either epic. To bring 
either of the two occurrences of accusative d6?uKea into the question does not 
help (Od. 6.273 (pIVttv d6., 10.245 d6. ir6Tz OV). Accordingly editors have tam- 
pered with the wording of the entry in the lexicon in an attempt to make it fit the 

1. The lexicon is cited from Bekker's edition (Berlin, 1833) of the tenth century codex unicus, Coislin- 
ianus 345, which gives an abridged and somewhat corrupt version of the original product (compiled in the 
first century but drawing on earlier material). Two fragments of a fifth or sixth century papyrus codex of 
what is evidently the same work in slightly different form, P.Berol. inv. 16705, were published with very 
useful discussion by A. Henrichs and W. Miller in Collectanea Papyrologica: Texts published in honor of 
H. C. Youtie, vol. 1 (Bonn, 1976), pp. 27-51. "Steinicke" is K. Steinicke, Apollonii Sophistae Lexicon Ho- 
mericum (diss., Gottingen, 1957), an edition of the entries in a-6. "Schenck" is H. Schenck, Die Quellen 
des Homerlexikons des Apollonios Sophistes (diss., Hamburg, 1961; published as Hamburger Philolog- 
ische Studien 34 [Hamburg, 1974]), effectively an expansion of c. 7 of H. Erbse, Beitrdge zur Uberlief- 
erung der Iliasscholien, Zetemata 24 (Munich, 1960). 

2. d6EXEi, confirmed by the papyrus (and I presume to be recognized in Etym. Magn. 17.5 d5EUEi), is 
elucidated by the explicit etymology of schol.BE Od. 4.489 d8oKET (fort. leg. d?EXEi) dn7poooKTisTcp, dan 

TOi 6E6Xo) To6 EXocat. 
3. On the basis of Hesychius' entry Steinicke had already restored Heliodorus' name to the Ap. Soph. 

entry before the Berlin papyrus brought confirmation. The original Ap. Soph. entry will have given both 
the book reference (om. pap.) and the name of the authority (om. Coislin.), and also, I would suppose, 
both Homer quotes. For the form of entry cf. e.g., Ap. Soph. 136.17-19. 

Permission to reprint a note in this section may be obtained only from the author. 
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Odyssey 4 passage. The most recent version is Schenck's (p. 30): daeuKti- (a) 
JTOI TXO dnEotEKOTI (b) f olov d6EXE%, d7apoGooKTZTp. [dEUK?'i KEICXat 6iX9Opp] (c) ?v 

6i Ti 68' '06uooeiaq (KseTai "6XO9p) da?euK1." (d) ('HXt6&Opog 6: (pr|lotv) 'dvst- 
KdogTp'.4 But such maneuvers are unnecessary. The problem vanishes if we simply 
recognize d?euKte KEITat 6XO0p(p as being what it purports to be, a Homeric 
quotation. 

Identification is not hard. 6OX0pop is preceded by KEITat in only one of its at- 
tested occurrences in the Homeric poems (Od. 1.46, 3.87 v.l., 4.489, 15.268 v.l., 
23.79, all verse end except 4.489): Odyssey 1.46. Here is the passage (1.45-48), 
as transmitted (Athena picks up Zeus' reflections on the death of Aegisthus): 

n TiTdrep qgr/Tepe Kpovi6q, iiaTer Kpet6vTrov, 
Kai kXitv KEiv6OS yE OIKOTI KeiTratl OOpCp, 

cb)5 dro6XoTo Kai akXkos OTISg ToiaTa ye Op?ot. 
akkd Hpot d[qp' '06U)ofi 5ai&ppovt baieTait 'TOp, KTX. 

Where the medieval manuscripts all give EolK6tI, in antiquity evidently daeUK1t 
was current. This is a reminder, if any is needed, of the paltriness of our textual 
evidence for the Odyssey. Many ancient readings-not all of them bad-have dis- 
appeared without leaving a trace.6 We are better off for the Iliad, more richly 
equipped with scholia, but even here there can be surprises, as my second instance 
demonstrates. 

But first, what of the relative claims of ?oEKOTI and a6EUKst at Odyssey 1.46? 
Neither is obviously wrong. daE6cK?i results in a hiatus without the justification of 
erstwhile digamma, but at caesura that is hardly an argument against it, and in any 
case we do not know that ye rather than ,Uv preceded: cf. Odyssey 3.203 Kai Xiqv 
KEiVOg [?V ftiTKaTO KTX. (where ye is in fact a variant). 0oK6OTI is glossed 
Tpi90ovTI, 6ouoiw, by schol.H ad loc., a dual formulation that is hard to improve on: 
I take it as meaning "appropriate" inasmuch as Aegisthus met the same sort of 
death that he had dealt Agamemnon. The word is used in the same sort of way (as 
LSJ recognizes, ioiKa IV.2) at Odyssey 3.124-25, of Telemachus' pU0ot, and at 
Iliad 9.399 of Achilles' prospective EtKulav aKolTLv (with reference back to the 

equally sardonic 392 o5 Ttg ol t' 1tE1EOKE); only here there is more than a touch of 
irony too, since the deaths could not be said to be "seemly." 

In the only other attestation of d6eucK1 (Od. 4.489, quoted above) it comes in 
this same position (da6EUKca is found here too, 6.273), again in attendance on 
6XOk0pcp. 6Xe0poq has a highly developed formular system: ainIg/6v/Xotyov/4) 

4. For earlier like-minded attempts see Bekker (reporting Tolle) and Steinicke. 
5. How should ceg be taken? There seem to be four possibilities: (1) as "as"; (2) as "thus" (&i;, so some 

codd.); (3) as sTOs (so Nicanor); (4) as exclamatory "how"; all but the first requiring stronger punctuation 
preceding. Either (2) or (3) (or both at once?) seems validated by the formally and thematically parallel 
passage 3.202-7 (o NEoTop . ... ., / Kai kiv KEIvo; iev sTiCoaTO . . . d I al ydp edtoi roacrcv6e Oeoi 6Uvaltv 
Ttep0Fieev.... ). The same options are offered by 2.183 (auT&p 'OUooeC6; / XerTo Tfk', c; Kai cu 
KaTa(pOictate o6v eKEiVOp / (5(peXe;) and 15.359 (i 

' ... d. . e(piTo ... / XeuyaXk7c Oavdtp, ci); [iL Odvot . . .). 
6. E.g., P.Oxy. LIII 3710, from a commentary on Od. 20, in its twenty-odd surviving lemmata pre- 

sents four readings that were previously quite unknown to us (niXnoiat and Tot in 106, it in 174, OeCo in 
276 p.c.), as well as recording hitherto unknown variants in its notes. Against the possibility that the lex- 
icon's quotation comes not from Od. 1.46 but from some otherwise unknown line, nowhere in the lexicon 
do I find reference to a verse not transmitted in the vulgate, nor would one expect to: from the time of 
Aristarchus the number and sequence of verses were much more successfully stabilized than those verses' 
precise textual form. 
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6XsOpog/ov/p are invariable for that metrical shape (mostly at line-end), across 
both epics; the pattern --- 6okXpov does not happen to occur (there is Hermann's 
bridge to consider), but we meet dS6uKta in the phrase Kati dS&uKsa rTIOTov at 
Odyssey 10.245, which is exceptional on two counts, as being line-final instead of 
one foot earlier and as having d6euKca instead of detKca. Thus d6bEK?i KEIrat 

6?O0pq can claim formulaic normalcy; and it cannot be said that the adjective 
(whatever it means, i.e., however it was understood)7 is any less appropriate in 
1.46 than in 4.489. 

Anyone with prejudice against it is free to say that d6?UKti was introduced into 
the former place from the latter, just as anyone with prejudice against 0otKOTI is 
free to say that that originates in d6cuKei having been glossed dt?otK6zt, but I 
think we would do better to acknowledge that utrum in alterum is hardly deter- 
minable in the circumstances, and is perhaps not even an appropriate question. 
Both variants will have been current from very early days. 

Before leaving this I would make one further point, on the intertextuality of 
4.489 and 1.46 that is lexically cemented with d56uKL:. As is well known, the 

Odyssey-launching conversation between Zeus and Athena initiates the Orestes 

paradigm that is made explicit later in Book 1 (298-300) and is further developed 
in Telemachus' successive meetings with Nestor and Menelaus. In his flashback, 
Menelaus recounts that he had asked Proteus (4.487-90), Did all the Greeks get 
back safely, or did anyone die 6XOs0pp dS6euK?ci ?g itI vnO6; I / (piXcov sv Xpcyiv 
after the war?-the cue for Proteus' telling him (and Menelaus' telling Telema- 
chus) of the respective deaths of Locrian Ajax and of Agamemnon, whom Aegis- 
thus slew OUK ei66T' OXe0pov, like an ox at the manger (534-35). Maybe 
Aegisthus is still alive, or maybe Orestes has killed him (546-47). Whereupon the 
conversation turns to Odysseus. It would be unwise to press this, but clearly it 
would be fitting if the phrase used in prospective allusion to the death of Ag- 
amemnon in Book 4 echoes that used of the death of Aegisthus in Book 1. That 
powerfully oblique opening, which already reverberates in Telemachus' meeting 
with Nestor (especially in the rhetorical parallelism of 3.202-6 with 1.45-47), 
resonates in his meeting with Menelaus too. 

2. Iliad 9.539 

Ap. Soph. 167.3-5 (Apion frag. 155 Neitzel) XauXlt6ovTa T6V 7nKeXakXacipjvouq 

EXovTa TOU6; 666vTag. I 6 5 Anuov 7ykoio;c KaukXt6ovTa, ?KKCKaUUXrKOTag iXovta TOU6 

666ovraq I 80ev Kaic aoX6k. 

aukt656ovTa is not in our Homer. At [Hesiod] Scutum 387 we have IKdTpog 
Xa6uXo6&v, but accusative Xaukt6o ovTa cannot be referred to that.8 Once again, 

7. The only worthwhile evidence for its contemporary meaning is that of the Homeric poems them- 
selves; I doubt it meant anything very precise. Hellenistic usage, viz. Apollonius Rhodius', is self- 
consciously archaistic and reflects the same etymological interpretations that we find in the lexicograph- 
ical tradition (cf. E.-M. Hamm [Voigt] in LfgrE s.v.). 

8. An oblique-case lexis implies a textual occurrence in that case. S. Neitzel (Apions Fracait 'OLp- 
rjpicai, Sammlung gr. u. lat. Grammatiker 3 [Berlin-New York, 1977], p. 299) with incurious sangfroid 
is content to remark that the entry belongs "zu jenen nichthomer. Lemmata, die Ap.S. in sein Homerlexikon 
aufnahm," referring to Erbse's Beitrdge (n. 1, above), pp. 429-30. But what Erbse there discussed was the 
set of blatantly alien Taup- entries that is appended to the Coislinianus' T-section (156.16-22), which even 
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evidently, the lexicographical tradition transmits a reading that was extruded from 
the more volatile direct tradition. This time, unfortunately, no citation is provided. 
But I see only one place where XauXt66ovra can have stood, and that is Iliad 

9.539, of the Calydonian boar, where the paradosis is cpcoev nTri (better Int) 

ZXou6vrv Uv a'yptov dpyti6ovza. I take the lexicon's entry as implying ciuv 

Kcdirpov XauXt66ovTa there. 

Boars, like dogs, are dpyt66ovTcS (dogs then become dpyoi at need, e.g., when 
i~tovro or B5ovTat will end the line), but just as epic dogs become KapXap65ovTce 
when an initial consonant is convenient,9 so will epic boars have become XauXt6- 
bovTzg in the same circumstances. So we have ro0Xoi 6' dpyt66ovT?eg Uii at Iliad 
23.32 (cf. Od. 8.60, 14.416, 532, Hymn. Hom. Merc. 569), Kacdpog auvXt66ov at 
Scutum 387. When there is no metrical constraint it is dpyt- that is used (line- 
initial dpyt66ovTog o66 at Il. 10.264, Od. 8.476, 14.423, 438), but it is noteworthy 
that the Shield has KdnpogS autl- not KadTptog dpyt-. 

For Xaucot6ovTa Apion read the vox nihili Kauk?t6ovTa, K- for X-. It is not clear 
whether he found it or conjectured it, though I imagine the latter, for the sake of 
the rather neat etymology that it yields.10 Apion's editor loyally takes exception to 

Apollonius' calling KauOt- ridiculous (yekoioS: the harshest comment in the entire 
lexicon, if I am not mistaken), but extra-epic usage, especially Herodotus and 
Aristotle, is surely decisive in favor of XauXt-.'l 

For the postulated iO5v Kdn1pov cf. Iliad 17.21 ou6; Kadnpou, 5.783=7.257 cucsi 

KdnTpotii, and especially 11.293, hac sede, cui Kacpi9) i'? I?ovTI, with v.l. KadTpcp. 
If beside these we set 8.338 ou6 a dypiou fi? XOVTO;, it is easy to see how o0v 

Kacnpov and c0v iayptov could have arisen as competing variants, respectively en- 

tailing XauXt66ovTa and apyti6ovTa to follow.12 oYv KadTpov Xau,t6bovTa would 
have jarred on the metrical sensibilities of later times, so that its eventual dis- 

placement is intelligible. But as with da6uKCI/?otK6Tt at Odyssey 1.46, both vari- 
ants have the ring of antiquity, of having been generated under oral conditions, 
and I am glad I do not have to say which one is Homer's.13 

MICHAEL W. HASLAM 

University of California, 
Los Angeles 

Erbse, notoriously averse to recognizing textual interpolation, was prepared to regard as interpolated (cf. 
ZPE 49 [1982]: 33, n. 12). The XauXt65ovTa entry is not remotely comparable: it is thoroughly Apollo- 
nian in form and content, it comes in its alphabetically proper place in the lexicon (the last of the regular 
Xa-entries [there follows a separate Odyssey list, 167.6-13]), and it clearly is Homeric, at least as far as 
Apollonius and his sources are concerned. 

9. 11.292 KU6va dpyt66ovTalI vs. 13.198 KUVV n5o KapXapo56vT(0vl, cf. 10.360. 
10. As Andrew Dyck points out to me, it is possible (indeed, likely) that Apion did not so much 

"read" Kauk. as interpret auXk. as if it were KauX.; in that case the lexicon's entry is elliptical (or corrupt) 
for xaux. olov KauX. v. sim. 

11. At least, for historic times. It does not seem to me out of the question that the word did in fact 
originate as KatXt- (Kcauo6; has suitable etymology and usage, whereas XauvX- cannot be traced), if the 
accession of the aspirate can be explained. 

12. The contemporary aesthetics of the alliteration of ayptov dpyt6- (and to a lesser extent of Kcdipov 
XauXt6-) are hard to gauge, but I am not sure they would have had any effect either on generation or on 
retention. 

13. Thanks go to my colleague Andrew Dyck for a preview of his edition of Heliodorus, which pro- 
vided the impetus for this note, and to him and also to two anonymous referees and the Editor and his 
colleagues for comments. 
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