THE HOMER LEXICON OF APOLLONIUS SOPHISTA
I. COMPOSITION AND CONSTITUENTS*

MICHAEL W. HASLAM

INTRODUCTION 1
I. HELIODORUS 3
II. apiON 26
IIT A. POLYSEMANTICS 29
IIT B. THE “APION” LEXICON 35
IV. COMMENTARIES 43

eric paraphernalia, is from many points of view our most important

work of ancient Greek lexicography. It is valuable not only in that
it transmits a lot of otherwise irretrievable ancient scholarship, especially
Aristarchan, but also in its own right, as our one and only specimen of a
comprehensive lexicon of The Poet; and in variously modified forms it
quickly became a standard reference work for readers of the poems. In-
asmuch as it helped control how Homer was read, it is a document of
prime importance for the reception and interpretation of the Homeric
texts throughout the Roman Empire.

What are its constituents, and how was it composed? The lexicon’s own
evidence on such questions has not, I think, been exploited as fully as it
might. Various attempts have been made to identify the lexicon’s sources.
Hans Gattiker, reacting against Kaarlo Forsman’s view of the lexicon’s
dependence on Aristarchus, took advantage of papyrus finds to demon-
strate the importance of the scholia minora, or D-scholia, which proceed
through the poems giving contemporary Greek translations of individual
words as they occur. That (rather amorphous) body of material, whose
origins can be traced back to classical times, is now widely accepted as
the lexicon’s main source, though van der Valk has proposed reversing
the relationship. In any event, it is recognized that Apollonius must have
used other sources too. The well-known Apion, his contemporary, is fre-
quently cited, in such a way as to suggest first-hand acquaintance with his
work, and the same is true of the otherwise unknown Heliodorus. Kurt
Steinicke reasserted the importance of Aristarchan material and mooted

THE LEXICON OF APOLLONIUS SOPHISTA, one of many ﬁrst—century Hom-

* This is Part I of a two-part article. Part II, “Identity and Transmission,” will appear in the next issue
of this journal. All this is by way of preliminary exploration, and should be viewed as more than ordinarily
subject to expansion, refinement, correction.
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direct use of works by Aristonicus in addition to the D-scholia and Apion
and Heliodorus. Hartmut Erbse and Horst Schenck, countering what they
construed as Gattiker’s attack on Apollonius qua scholar, have similarly
sought to show that Apollonius made discriminating use of multitudinous
sources. Schenck lists the D-scholia, exegetical commentaries, individual
works of Aristonicus, Didymus, Apion, Heliodorus, Ptolemy of Ascalon,
Apollodorus, Philoxenus, and more besides.!

Here, however, I wish to take a different approach, and start by inves-
tigating the lexicon’s process of construction. Mostly, of course, this is
hidden in the finished product. But not entirely. The lexicon itself pro-
vides much evidence as to how it was actually put together. Andrew
Dyck, in his recent edition of the “fragments” of Heliodorus, has charac-
terized Apollonius’ method of composition as one based on successive
use of a fixed number of sources, and has pointed out how determination
of an entry’s specific reference is often enabled by the fact that “the
glosses tend to fall into serles by the order of the occurrence of the lem-
mata in Iliad and Odyssey. That observation, which gives Apollonius’
work a certain affinity with more mechanically compiled and later lexica
such as Orion’s, is fundamental to the exploration I undertake here.

We have only one complete manuscript of the lexicon, the tenth-century
codex Coislinianus gr. 345.3 From the evidence of entries in later lexica,
and a number of fragmentary papyrus manuscripts (these will be treated in
Part II), it appears that the lexicon as given by the Coislinianus has been
variously abridged. Loss of Homeric quotations, loss of names of author-
ities, loss of whole entries has to be reckoned w1th and there is internal
evidence of some textual accretion too. Lexica are inherently unstable
things, liable to mutate from copy to copy, and the question of definition

1. Modern works referred to in this paragraph are: H. Gattiker, Das Verhdltnis des Homerlexikons
des Apollonios Sophistes zu den Homerscholien (diss., Ziirich, 1945) (hereafter cited as Verhdltnis);
C. Forsman, De Aristarcho lexici Apolloniani fonte (Helsingfors, 1883); M. van der Valk, Researches on
the Text and Scholia of the “lliad” (Leiden, 1963-64) (hereafter cited as Researches); K. Steinicke, Apol-
lonii Sophistae lexicon homericum (diss., Gottingen, 1957); H. Erbse, Beitrdge zur Uberlieferung der
Hliasscholien, Zetemata 24 (Munich, 1960) (hereafter cited as Beitrige); H. Schenck, Die Quellen des
Homerlexikons des Apollonios Sophistes, Hamburger Philologische Studien 34 (Hamburg, 1974) (here-
after cited as Quellen).

2. A.R. Dyck, “The Fragments of Heliodorus Homericus,” HSCP, in press.

3. The most recent edition of the lexicon—overdue for replacement!—is Immanuel Bekker’s of 1833
(Berlin). Its main defects are (1) that it confines itself to the text of the Coislinianus, (2) that it does little
by way of signalling and mending corruption, (3) that it identifies only those Homeric passages that are di-
rectly quoted, and (4) that its index is deficient and is confined to lexeis and proper names. The splendid
editio princeps was by the young Joh. Bapt. Gasp. d’Ansse de Villoison (Paris, 1773), followed by a
cheaper edition by Hermann Tolle (Leiden, 1778), whose greater experience brought further improve-
ment. Where there is discrepancy between Villoison and Bekker as to the reading of the manuscript I fol-
low the latter (with perhaps less than complete confidence in his claim “ubicunque a decessoribus meis
tacitus discedo, auctore discedam codice” [praef. vi], but Bekker’s reputation in such matters is good; I
have checked a few places on microfilm of the manuscript). Steinicke (n. 1 above) reedited the entries in
a- to 8-, taking the indirect tradition (especially Hesychius) into account.

4. Occasionally the manuscript itself will give evidence of such losses. At 35.16 (gl. 457) the manu-
script offers Gvappoy8évtog dvamodévrog. The genitive has caused puzzlement, for the only attested Hom-
eric form is avaPpoyév (v.1. avaBpoydév), Od. 11.586. All becomes clear once we add the verse in
question: tocody’ U8wp dnoréoker’ avaPpoyév kth. The -tog of dvanoBévrog started life as the beginning
of the quote! The lexis was then brought into harmony, removing all trace of the original mistake.
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and identity is one to which we shall have to return; it applies no less
acutely to the lexicon of Apion. But for the time being, I shall be speaking
of the Coislinianus alone. And in at least one important respect the text of
the Coislinianus proves to have been surprisingly resistant to change.

I. HELIODORUS

Here are the entries from the latter part of ay-, as edited by their most re-
cent editor.’

gl. 72 Gypovépor:® mpdc Sidgopov TéVov Kol onuaciav. kai dmaf eipnrar év
*Odvooeia “dypovépot mailovot, yéynbe 8 dpa ppéva Antd” (L 106) éni 1dv Nopedv.
Tfic pEv obv mapeoydtng 6Eutovovpévng dkovovial al £v Gypoig vépovoarl, Tfg 8t dev-
tépag ol v Gypoig vepopevarl.

gl. 73 dypétar: Onpevtai- “oioi te Tékva dypdtar E€eidovto” (m 217).

gl. 74 dyavoig: ayav aivetoig, npoonvéoty (B 164).

gl. 75 dyaveepesivn: 1 td®v @pevdv mpootvela: “on T dyavoppoovvn pelndéa
Bupov énnvpa” (A 203).

gl. 76 ayépoyor: 1 piv xad fpdg cvviiBera AV Aé&v émi tob woyov tavTnVv tdocet
T0o0¢ yap avBaderg kai anaidevtovg Gyepdyovg Aéyet. 6 8& “Ounpog todg dyav &vtipovg,
Gmd Tob émi Tod Yépwg dyeichar “&O¢ abTic ka®’ Suikov E8v Tpdov dyepdywv” (I' 36).
Spoiwg 8¢ xai dtav (2v tij Bowwtian), “6k ‘Pédov dvvéa vijag dyev Podiov dyepdyov”
(B 654).

gl. 77 éyaxivtd: dyov dvopactd, dg kol “HAddwpog (y 388).

gl. 78 aypotépag: od cvykpiTikdg eipnkev, GAL GvTi Tob Gypiag: “He pet’ dypotépag
Ehagovg- kéhetar 8¢ & yaotnp” (£ 133).

gl. 79 é@ylaéxkapror: karAikapmor- “Gyyvar kai poai kol pnréar dyhadkapmor” (1 115).
gl. 80 dyamqvopog: tob dyandvrog Thv fvopény, & éott Thv avdpeiav. 0Tt Kai dvope
KUptlov. i Tod dyanopévov Ond @V Gvdpdv (0 392 . .).

gl. 81 dyvupevawv: ovvtpifopévov: “vndv 6 apa Gyvopevaov” (x 123).

gl. 82 dypnyv: Bnpav: “kai 81 dypnv épéneokov aintevovreg avaykm” (u 330).

gl. 83 ayvewjoaca: “avdp’ dyvoricac™ (v 15), eig td dyvooduevov idoboa.

gl. 84 ayawopévou: katanAnocopévon: “dg Ppa tod Eviov VAAKTEL GyalopéVoy KaKe
£pya” (v 16).

gl. 85 ayxvioyelhar: dykvho yeikn Exovreg: “@fivar fi aiyvmiol yapydvuyeg dyxvio-
xethan” (IT 428 et & 217).

gl. 86 dyvdeacke: EEnyvoer: “dllote § dyvdoaoke kakd ypot €ipat’ Exovia”, év Tij
¥ 1iig 'Odvoociag ént tfig [Inveldnng (v 95).

gl. 87 ayvoineu: év dyvoiar TiBein. “Né kev dyvoinot moAdv ypdvov évBad é6via”
(0 218).

gl. 88 ayépOn: ovveréyn:

‘e

N & énei P’ dunvuto, kai &g epéva Bupdg ayépdn” (X 475).

5. Steinicke, see n. 1 above; this section corresponds to 7.24-8.26 Bekker. This text incorporates a
number of here unsignalled departures from the manuscript, but the only one of significance for present
purposes is gl. 80 dyanijvepog, on which see below.

6. The accent should obviousty be removed, both in the lexis ard in the quotation, so as to allow each
of the interpretations offered. Accentuation is a matter of interpretation, not of text. The same is true of as-
piration, and punctuation, and lexical articulation; in gl. 1 (1.11 Bekker), for instance, &p’ should obvi-
ously be & ¢’, and an editor who so prints (none does, but all should) is not departing from the transmitted
text. In antiquity the text was written with few if any diacritics. (Cf., e.g., Od. 3.391 &v/év-8exdte éviav-
@, with schol. apgiporov kdvie dexdte kdvie éviexdte.) In gl. 83 below I would read eig to(v) (with
Villoison), and in gl. 87, where ¢v ayvoiar T18ein is Villoison’s emendation for the manuscript’s dyvoia, I
would suppose rather dyvofj or ayvofjoy (cf. D-schol. ad loc.).
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gl. 89 adajpoveg: dncipor “® @ikot, ob ydp md TL kKakdv dSafpoveg eipev” (u 208).
Kol @3anposvvn 1 anelpia: “G yépov, ovk Gdanuootvn o’ Exel Gu@imolevely dpyatov”
(0 244).

From ayaxivta (gl. 77) to ayépbn (gl. 88)—which is the last of the ay-
entries—we have an unbroken set of Odyssey entries, disposed according
to their order of occurrence in the poem. Recognition of this fact puts
us in a position immediately to make a number of particular secondary
observations.

(1) The quotation given for gl. 88 ayépln should be referred not to
Il. 22.475, which has obv not ¢’, but to Od. 24.349, which has adtap énei
p’ ktA. The verse in the unmetrical form in which we find it in the Cois-
linianus is evidently due to conflation of the Odyssean verse with the
Iliadic.” That editors refer the quotation to the Iliadic verse rather than
to the Odyssean is symptomatic; but it may in fact find a counterpart in
a tendency within the lexicon itself to submerge Odyssean entries under
Iliadic, as we shall see.

(2) The reference of gl. 85 ayxvioyeihon must be Od. 22.302 (= Il
16.428), where however we find not gfjvar 7y aiy. but ot 8" d¢ t” aiy. Either
it is here conflated with Od. 16.217, ¢fjvat §j aiyvmiol yapydvoyeg, oloi te
tékva KTA., a verse that does not contain the lexis, or the verse existed in
Od. 22 in the proffered form (one could postulate oi & &¢c T (.. .| ¢fivar
1) aiyvmiol v. sim.).

(3) Most suggestive of all, gl. 80. ayarmivepog is exclusively Iliadic
(15.392, 23.113, 124); but a vestige of the entry’s Odyssean provenance
does remain. The transmitted lexis, long since editorially “corrected,” is in
fact ayaniivopa—which occurs at Od. 7.170 (and Il. 13.756). The lexicon
retains the lexis in the form in which it was found, but beyond that, Iliadic
substitution is total. The two alternative glosses (“loving manliness” or
“loved by men”) belong to the Iliadic genitive, and the “also proper name”
that interrupts them is likewise Iliadic (2.609, nom.). And as it happens,
we are fortunate enough to have the immediate source of the substitution.
It is in the lexicon itself, towards the beginning of the ay- entries—an en-
try in dyannvopog (4.4-6, gl. 30 St.), which runs: étav énibetov, dyandv-
T0G TNV fvopénv: “Mnpidvng Bepanwv dyannvopog "1dopeviog” (1. 23.113
= 124). éont & kol kUplov Svopa- “tdv fpy Aykaiolo mdic kpeiwv
Ay(amfvop” (Il. 2.609). Evidently it is this entry that, shorn of the quo-
tations (the shearing post-Apollonian?), was attached to the later accusa-
tive entry. This also helps explain the incoherent organization of the latter
entry, where instead of “act. or pass.; + nom. prop.” we find “act.; + nom.
prop.; or pass.” The last item, f| To0 dyonwpévov Ond @V AvpdV, is sim-
ply a later addition (but not, I would suppose, a post-Apollonian one), the
last stage of the process.

7. Conceivably by Apollonius himself; but more probably, I think, we should recognize transmissional
loss by saut du méme au méme: 7 & énei (ovv . .. adtap énev). The Coislinianus is exceptionally prone to
this class of error, and many anomalies may be eliminated by recognition of it. Cf., e.g., the dpgic entry
(gl. 369), p. 5 below.
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Recognition of the Odyssey series, then, affords us a revealing glimpse
of the sort of incoherence to which the lexicon was subject as it amal-
gamated material. But that is secondary. The main thing is that the same
phenomenon—a series of Odyssey entries, in order of their occurrence
within the poem, placed separately at the end of the relevant two-letter
alphabetical section—is in fairly copious evidence elsewhere in the lexi-
con. The prime specimen, which has not escaped notice, comes at the end
of ap- (28.34-30.14 Bekker).8 I adopt Steinicke’s numeration for the en-
tries (“glossae”), but give my own text.

gl. 368  apgipdTn mepipeopévy: “viiow &v duepvTn Yakemot € pv
avdpeg Exovonv” Od. 1.198 cit.
gl. 369 apgig moté pEv dvri tiig mepi, olov “oi § olar Atdg dugig
Abnvain te xai “Hpn” (Il 8.444), 61¢ 8¢ dvti tob Ywpig, BG 1O “ob
yap €17 dugig COAMOuma ddpat’ Exovieg” (I 2.13 = 30 = 67), o1t 8¢
(...) avti 100 éktdg, g TO “Au@ig) 0d0od dpapétnv” (Il 23.393)

(supplevi)®

gl. 370 aparrodetijpeg ol TAG GuA(MAAG TdV dotayVev deopev-

OVTEG 1l. 18.553

gl. 371 apdvropag Bonboig- “fi tivag éx IMorov dEet duvviopag” Od. 2.326 cit.
gl. 372 dpoo auedtepor f Gugotépovc'® 0Od. 3.344

gl. 373 apgekdivyev nepiécyev Od. 4.618

gl. 374 dpgacin doacia, dewvia, ,dyputia,!! 0d. 4.704

%4

gl. 375 dppopov note piv kakdépopov (Tolle: kappopov), “dupopov
(kdppopog cod.) 7 taya ynpn oed Ecopar” (Il 6.408-9), noté &
dpotpog, auétoyog, “oin & dupopdg éott hoetpdv "Qkeavoio” (Od.
5.275 = Il. 18.489) Aéyer 8¢ {kai} (Cronert) émi tfig "Apm:ou.12
tobTo 8¢ eipnkev um yliyvdokov Ot kai dAlo od ddvel. fj mpog td
(Villoison: mapd 10) mpoeipnuéva THv olykpiowv moteitan. 6 OF
‘HMOdwpdg gnot (Villoison: gaoct) Bédtiov Aéyev St flyvoer. 6 8¢
Kpatng obteg dvayvdoker “H 1T adtod otpégetar xai T 'Qpiwva
Sokevet (ol) (Helck)”, péypt toton kKatoAéyov- “f &8 dupopde ot
AoeTpdV Qkeavoio” Tva 10 ovpuPePnkog avtii kai (¢¢’) (Wachsmuth)
£1éporg TdV AoTpwV dKovnTaL.

gl. 376  apeWivle mepiijlBev- “d¢ te pe kovpdwv AueRALOe BFAug

avtun” 0d. 6.122 cit.
gl. 377 apgig Exorev ywpig Exolev, mepiéyotev. “decpol pEv Tpig

téooot (tooov cod.) dneipoveg dugig Exotev (Exovotv cod.)” 0d. 8.340 cit.
gl. 378 apgrpopedory dugopedorv 0d. 9.204

gl. 379 apnedpevog cvvayaydv- év tfj L "Odvooeiag 0Od. 9.247 ref.

8. Erbse (Beitrdge, p. 432, n. 1) recognized the series as running from 29.18 (gl. 376 apeWAvle,
Od. 6.122). He claimed that it was the lexicon’s sole instance of continuous excerpting of Odyssey Schul-
erklidrung (i.e., D-scholia).

9. My diagnosis of a lacuna (apgicor—ap@icod) was based on the internal evidence alone, but is con-
firmed by the corresponding entry in the polysemantic lexicon attributed to Apion, discussed below. The
inconsistency of mote pev . . . ote 8¢ . . . is probably best left alone.

10. fj dugotépoug a subsequent addition, I presume.

11. I supply dyputia from the Berlin papyrus P.Coll.Youtie I 2 (for which see Part II; my IT7). This
papyrus also contributes to the text of gl. 385 and gl. 387 below.

12. For purposes of readability I have accepted Cronert’s deletion, which makes the note coherent; but
I would take the presence of xai as an indication that the original entry concerned only &upopov in Il. 6,
and only subsequently became polysemantic.
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gl. 380 apnyavin dropia- “dunyavin 8 Exe Bopdv” Od. 9.295 cit.
gl. 381 apaptiRecoBar Sapopteiv- “apaptioecber dnwniic” 0d. 9.512 cit.
gl. 382  apgipépvkev tepiyet- “danedov § Anav duguépvkev” 0d. 10.227 cit.
gl. 383 apeotépmbev 2E GuEOTEPOV TOV pEPDV Od. 12.58

gl. 384 apgirpity 1) Bdracoa: “dydotovog dugrtpitn” 0d. 12.97 cit.
gl. 385 apepayarmalopevog nepiocdc dyandv (-dpevog cod.) 1l. 16.192

gl. 386  apoipv EkTictv: “ci 8¢ pot ob ticovot Bodv Emeké’ auoBrv”  Od. 12.382 cit.
gl. 387 dpeovdis (dupoddag cod.) mept O ovdag, O Edagog. (O 8¢
‘HMOwpog dpeotéparg Taig xepotv eig 10 oddag pintwv) (Steinicke

ex Hesych.). “fj npdg yfjv éAdoete kapn dueovdic épeicag” 0d. 17.237 cit.
gl. 388 Apvieed- Apviccdg 10nog kai motapds tiig Kpntng Od. 19.188

gl. 389 apnyavor pnyaviv ovk Exovieg 0vdE Borifetav Od. 19.560

gl. 390  dapevyvéiv ayvyov- “dool yap te mOAAL Guevnvdv eiotv

Sveipwv” 0d. 19.562 cit.
gl. 391 appopinv v Kakfv poipav: “(uoipdv) T’ dupopinv te” Od. 20.76 cit.
gl. 392 apeipdceaese kabapate, tepryroote: “tpantl(ag nacag dper-

udoacbe, kabpate 8¢ kpatfipag (deb. xpn-)” 0d. 20.152 cit.
gl. 393  apaptioavieg cuvTvXOVTEG, CLVAVTHOAVTEG: “BovkOrog 1)OE

cuEopPOg dpaptioavieg dp’ Guew” 0d. 21.189/8 cit.13
gl. 394 dpnoavreg dnotepdvreg: “pivag T apnoavieg” 0d. 21.301 cit.
gl. 395  Gpépdy otepioker- v Tfi @ Tiic ‘'Odvooeiag 0Od. 21.290 ref.
gl. 396  apeéBeto mepiéBeto- mpdg THV paynv napeckevacdn 6 Tn-

Aépayoc- “N kai £n° dgpuoct vedoev, 6 & aueédeto Eipog GEL” 0d. 21.431 cit.
gl. 397 dpoéteoa nepiéEeca- “xopudv 8t Pitng rotapodv (deb. mpo-

Tapdv) dugéleca Yorkd” 0Od. 23.196 cit.
gl. 398 dpnvuto Gvénvevoev- “adtap Enei (P°) dumvouto” 0Od. 24.349 cit.

As with the ay- series, the entries typically take the form of a simple
gloss, followed by quotation of the Homeric verse in question (sometimes
curtailed or dropped). Entries not conforming to this pattern show clear
evidence of what used to be called contamination—interaction with mate-
rial from another source. The two which stand out are those on dpeig,
gl. 369, and dppopov, gl. 375. The note on Gpeig is a typical polysemantic
entry, or the remnant of one. I presume it has been attracted here by an
entry such as dpgig yopic on Od. 1.54, paxpdg, ol yaidv e Kol obpavov
ap@ig Exonm.” The Odyssean verse may have been added to the polyse-
mantic entry’s exemplification of this meaning (Zl. 2.13 etc.), which is
mostly swallowed up in lacuna in the Coislinianus; for such incorporation
cf., e.g., tauvev (see below). One observes that the apgig Exolev entry
shortly below (gl. 377) remains untouched—a token of the rather hit-or-
miss nature of the lexicon’s methods of assimilation. The relatively long
note on dppopov also starts out as a polysemantic entry, but becomes in-
terestingly more complex. We must recognize conflation with a note
on Od. 5.275. Also to be noted is the intrusion of the Iliadic dpepaya-
nalépeveg, gl. 385. Evidently it has ousted an entry on dpeaydralov

13. 188-89 as transmitted run tod & & oikov Bficav dpapticavreg (vel ap-) dp’ dpgw | Bovkdrog HdE
oupopBdg "Odvocijog Beioto. The lexicon implies inversion of the latter parts of the lines.

14. The dugipbty entry that immediately precedes is attended by quotation of Od. 1.198, but may have
pertained originally to Od. 1.50, also beginning viioe év dugpdTn.
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(Od. 14.381), which would be in place one entry later.!> Two of the en-
tries have attendant book-reference in lieu of quotation—the incidence
appears to be haphazard.

These Odyssey series in ay- and ap- are far from being freaks within
the lexicon. They are just exceptionally conspicuous representatives of a
body of material that was evidently distributed throughout the whole
work.

@, with some 76 entries (as against around ten times that number in a),
will conveniently illustrate.

First @a-, 12 entries. There is an initial set, alphabetized to three
places: gaeoipppotog, paidipog, painprowvra, gards, eipos, Pappdccwv,
edoyavov. Some of these are exclusively Iliadic, some are common to
both poems, one is exclusively Odyssean. Then comes an entry on gagivi
of above average length and scholarly interest, giving Aristarchus’ classic
solution for the zetema posed by 7l. 8.555 @aswviv dpgr oeAnvnv (how
can the moon have been shining bright when the stars were?—the Parry-
anticipating answer, it doesn’t mean that it was bright at the time but that
it’s bright by nature, gVoet), in the course of which is adduced Od. 6.74,
Nausicaa’s pre-laundry éo0fjta @aeivijv. Then comes the following series:

eartig do&a- “eatig dvBpdmovg GvaBaiver” 0d. 6.29 cit.

@aédov Adunwov. ot 8 kol {nmov dvoua. Od. 11.16 (et alibi quater);
nom. prop. Od. 23.246 (acc.)

pagive eavd- “ddcopat.” 0d. 12.383 cit.'®

pae énételdle: “@de 8t yYpvodBpovog "Haog.” 0d. 14.502 cit.

Now that we know what to look for, it is clear enough that as with the ay-
and ap- sections, the original ga- section has had a set of Odyssey items
appended to it, in order of their occurrence within the poem. The
Aristarchan entry on ¢agivr) may have been pulled down by the Od. 6
connection, or it may be a separate, prior addition.

The entries in @e- (8 in number), ¢n- (4), and ¢8- (5) have little to
contribute, being alphabetized to three places. 17 g1-, with 12 entries, is
more helpful. First, the initial set, alphabetized to three places, both Iliadic
and Odyssean: 18 ounéerv (polysemantic), @iAdTnG, QLAoKTEGVOTATE, PLAATY

15. I take it that the Iliadic dparrodetfipes, gl. 370, is similarly a slight displacement.

16. Soopat eig Aidov kal év vekveoot gagive. In the Coislinianus the quote is severely curtailed but
not altogether eliminated as elsewhere. Originally, if the Bodleian papyrus is anything to go by (my IT2,
see Part II), every lexis was accompanied by full quotation of the verse containing it.

17. The only exception is the Odyssean ®eidwv (14.316, 19.287; glossed merely Svopa xbpiov), which
comes after five gep- entries and is the penultimate entry in the ¢g- section. It looks as if this and the
immediately preceding gépovto (Od. 10.124 cit., with attendant book-reference) represent the Odyssey-
section, but the final ge- entry, ¢éptpe, is Iliadic (18.236 cit.)—slightly displaced in transmission?
(Nothing could be better calculated to induce scribal omissions than an alphabetical list of lexeis; some
were caught as the scribe proceeded; hence minor displacements downwards—upwards more rarely.)

18. A notion that the lexicon was entirely Iliadic before the accession of the Odyssey entries must con-
front entries such as that given for giAéewv, &mi puev tob Eevilewv “pfjva 8¢ ndvta gider pe” (Od. 10.14), éni
8t 10b dyandv “f pobvor griéovs” GASyovs” (Il 9.340), and is hardly tenable. Such “polysemantic” en-
tries form a distinct type, and are scattered throughout the lexicon (though not normally in its Odyssey-
sections): more on them below.



8 MicHAEL W. HAasLaM

(evidently misread as @iAAn, and alphabetized accordingly!),19 @Aopgrdig,
oiv, gutpdv. Then the appended Odyssey set:

PUANPETROLGL ATO PEPOLG, PILOVALTOLG. Od. 1.181 (also 419, 11.349)
¢ihog dvti Tfig KANTIKTig elwBe Aéyerv- “8o¢ pirog”. Od. 17.415 cit. (but cf. 1.301)
Driopnheidng. 100 oyNUATOG GVTOG MATPOVUULKOD,

év 1M} 8" 'Odvoociag “Pihopnieidn éndhooev dva-

otdag” . .. Od. 4.343 cit. + ref.
(long entry upholding patronymic against matronymic=Patroclus and approving nom.
prop.)

Qiov dvti tod @ihtepog “o0d¢ Tig @AAog Eeivov
Aedandv @hiov éuov (Eudv cod.) keto ddpa.”
goynuatiopévov 1@ TPOm® Tod KOAAiov (KdAAiov

cod.). 0d. 24.268 (vel 19.351) cit.?°
pragdvtav pieitooay, dg Eotov (0d. 1.273, 11. 1.338)
£otmoay. 0Od. 24.485

Here the ¢ilog entry appears to be slightly out of sequence, but I would
suppose that it originally pertained to the earliest Odyssey occurrence of
vocative ¢irog, 1.301 (kai ob ¢irog); the book 17 citation may have been
part of the original comment on that, or the lexicon may have amalgam-
ated a separate book 17 entry with the earlier one.

In @A-, ostensibly just two entries, gAéypa and @riyeron, but the first in-
corporates material that is clearly the latter part of an erstwhile entry on
ghoioPov (or -owo). This will have closed the three-place alphabetical series,
leaving the gAiyeran entry (Od. 17.221) as an Odyssey appendage.

Then ¢o-, fifteen entries. First, the alphabetical collection, mixed Iliad
and Odyssey: @6fog, @oifog, powvov (II. hapax), porkdg (Il. hapax), @o&dg
(Il. hapax), @éppry&, eopttag (Od. hapax), ¢éwg. Then these additional
entries:

@oivik. t@v moAAd dnhovcdv N Aéig:

0 pEv yap dévdpov, “goivikog véov (Env cod.) Epvog” (Od. 6.163)

dnhot kol 1O k¥plov Gvopa, TOvV oD AYAAéng Tpogéa, “@oivié dtto yepoué”
(1. 9.607)"

onuaivel Kai TOV TUPpOV TG YPOMaTL, “Td pEV dAAo dépag @oiviE fv, &v Ot
ueTdnY | Aevkov ofip’ ététukto” (Il 23.454-55)

Kol 1O @otvikdv dvBog, “d¢ & Ote Tig T EAépavTa yuvT) goivikt mnvel” (1L 4.141)-

Kai 10 £Bvikdv, “81 tote Doivié MABev avip dnatiia eiddc” (Od. 14.288).

@optidog poptnyod veds: “@optidog evpeing” 0d. 5.250 cit.
popénc Srapépet “popénotv dkdvlag” Od. 5.328 cit.
@épTov TV PopTiov: “edpTov TE PVipLV” Od. 8.163 cit.
Dopkuvog Svopo kvplov: “@opkvvog 8¢ TG Eott AMpniv” 0Od. 13.96 cit.

19. There is no lack of other misreadings revealed by position in the lexicon, e.g., 40.16 antoenég among
amo-. These apparently occurred in the course of the lexicon’s original compilation and were faithfully
transmitted. Usually, of course, the corruption is subsequent, likewise revealed by alphabetical position:
thus, e.g., at 2.13 read a{a)deiv, at 38.11 arne- for aro-, at 74.7 emc{c)evac, at 116.14 v(n)ncag.

20. 008¢ i dAhog does not match our text either of 24.267 (xai ob nd 11g Ppotdg dArog) or of 19.350
(0% Y&p T TIg dvip memvupévog e ), but I suppose it to be a misquotation subsequent to extracting rather
than a variant in the text of the Odyssey. It may be post-Apollonian corruption (as I assume for the two
places in the entry that I have altered), but I think it more likely that the lexicon had it in this form from
the start.



Tae HoMER LEXICON OF APOLLONIUS SOPHISTA 9

POLVIKOEG AV TLPPAV TG YPOUOTL. Od. 14.500 (& 21.118)
popripevar £mi pEv 100 @opeiv, ““Heumotog Au ddke gopfipevon” (I1. 15.310),
¢mi 8¢ 100 mpoogépetv, “BoAAdv T (GAAov & cod.) épigorot popfivar” (Od.
17.224).

The last of these entries is of typical polysemantic type, different from the
simple gloss that characterizes the Odyssey accessions; I presume a recur-
rence of the Od. 17 citation pulled it down here. The first of them, on the
other hand, the polysemantic @oivi§ entry, does not have any clear con-
nection with the Odyssey list; it may possibly have been attracted by the
Od. 6 citation, but it may be a discrete accession. There is evidently rela-
tionship with the “Apion” lexicon’s entry, @oivi§ 1o 8¢vipov kai 6 Kapmdg
kal Ovopo kUptov kai 10 muppdv ypdpa. The relation between the two
lexica is controversial, and will be discussed below.2!

op-, with five or six entries,22 shows three-letter alphabetization
throughout, except that the first of the gu- entries intervenes before the
last of the @p- ones, a one-line displacement, obviously not original. The
@p- entry in question is gpovTiv TNV Katappdévnolv, obviously corrupt, but
rather than simply @pév{thv I suggest:

D@pévrv (Gvopa kiptov. Od. 3.282
@POVLY) THV KaTaEPOVNGLY. 0d. 4.258 (& 3.244)%3

These may (since they come at the end) or may not (since they are in
place in the 3-place alphabetization) represent Odyssey accessions.

In ¢v-, with nine entries, the alphabetical set is ¢¥kog, guAdeaey (poly-
semantic), @Viomg, @uAing, @v&wv, @uerbwvtag, euoilwog (leg. -Loog),
eutaiin. Then a single Odyssey accession:

@DAOV dvTi oD YEvog “d¢ deeAr’ (Bped’ cod.) ‘EAévng and gdAov (eUAmv
cod.) 6AécBar.” Od. 14.68

Two entries in - (poprapois, edreg) close the @- listings.

Clearly, we must recognize these Odyssey accessions as one of the lex-
icon’s discrete components—its incomplete integration enabling our iso-
lation of it. It evidently represents a relatively late phase of composition.
Though not fully integrated, however, the Odyssey accessions are no inor-
ganic appendage. We have already observed a fair amount of interaction
between the incoming Odyssey items and the lexicon’s already existent
material (which evidently covered both epics), and doubtless there was
more than we can hope to trace. Incoming items for whose lexis an entry
already existed would presumably be incorporated with that entry (if it

21. By the “Apion” lexicon I mean the variously transmitted Aniwvog yAdoocar ‘Ounpikai edited by
A. Ludwich, Philologus 74 (1917): 205-45 and Philologus 75 (1918): 95-127; reprinted in H. Erbse, ed.,
Lexica Graeca Minora (Hildesheim, 1965), pp. 283-358 (hereafter cited as Lex. Gr. Min.).

22. Six if we count néppadé te Tpdeoot kai edydpevog (/1. 14.500), which appears as an independent
entry, unglossed—clearly a relic of a longer entry, and presumably to be connected with the entry on
@pddpwv that directly precedes.

23. The gloss xatagpovnotv makes it independently clear that (as Heinsius pointed out) the reference
is to 4.258 (rather than to 3.244), where the Homeric text is kara 8¢ gpéviv fiyaye.
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offered something new: otherwise, it would simply be passed over).
Probably most of them were assimilated in this way: the concluding
blocks of Odyssey entries will tend to be residues, consisting mostly of
words that do not recur in the /liad.

Alphabetization to the first two places is strict throughout the entire
lexicon; on the rare occasions when an entry strays out of its assigned set,
transmissional error will be the cause. But in ¢- we have seen a consistent
inconsistency. The Odyssey accessions are not alphabetized beyond two
places, but the regular entries that precede are unmistakably alphabetized
to three. This pattern of differentiation, while not peculiar to ¢-, is unfor-
tunately not in evidence throughout the whole lexicon. Three-place alpha-
betization is only spasmodic in @-, where more than anywhere else such
organization would have been useful; it is as if the beneﬁts of more thor-
oughgoing sorting were only belatedly recogmzed And elsewhere we
find post-Apollonian levelling. Through most of &- (the most populous let-
ter after a-), for instance, the manuscript’s alphabetization is total, and in
parts of the lexicon where it is not total the basic three -place alphabetiza-
tion has often been comprehensively carried through If it had been car-
ried through everywhere, our clues to the lexicon’s construction would
have been obliterated. This is precisely what has happened in the case of
a fifth or sixth century copy of the lexicon, P.Coll.Youtie I 2 (my IT’, see
Part 2), where alphabetization has ruined the integrity of the Odyssey ap-
series. But often enough in the Coislinianus, especially in the latter part of
the lexicon, what must be the original organization survives more or less
intact, revealing the two distinct phases we have identified: (1) lexeis
sorted to three places, these constituting the bulk of the lexicon, with
(2) sequential Odyssey accessions, sorted only to two places, intervening
at the end of the relevant sections.

The same profile is presented by t, for example. The basic alphabetiza-
tion is to three places, but at the end of the listings in ta-, te-, etc., we are
liable to find a smaller set of sequential Odyssey entries. Not that all is
perfectly neat and tidy: it is precisely where the tidiness fails (as with the
anomalies we have already noted in ay-, ap-, and ¢-) that we may hope to
make further progress in discerning how the lexicon was put together.

In ta-, with 31 entries in all, we have first the regular alphabetical series,
23 entries running from td to tdwv, the three-place alphabetization intact
except for the displacement of tapesiypoag, between tdye and tdwv. Then
comes an entry for taygia, which I assume belongs one entry earlier, ahead

24. One might be tempted to attribute the chaotic organization of the a- entries to transmissional dis-
ruption, were it not for the fact that the Odyssey sets, or some of them, remain pretty well intact at the end
of their respective two-place sections. Some parts of a-, e.g., an-, have three-place alphabetization, and
here this extends to the Odyssey accessions, as is clear from the set of Odyssey entries found at the end of
ano- (40.18-26, after 35 regular aro- entries [counting the out-of-order anpidtyy, drnroinoev, and dn-
toenég, the last and perhaps the first of these evidently misread as ano-]): drotpétarog Od. 1.219, dnop-
paicer Od. 1.404, anostirfovreg Od. 3.408, anoreipetar Od. 7.107, anénpodev Od. 7.244 alibi, dropp@s
0d. 9.359, 10.514 (but /l. 2.755 quoted), aropyvicer Od. 16.378. But elsewhere the sorting of the Odyssey
accessions is only to two places.

25. E.g., p- (where pudv should be puidv). Traces of the lexicon’s original organization of the e-
entries are preserved in the Bodleian papyrus, treated in Part II.
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of tdwv. Then we expect the separate Odyssey accessions, if any. And here
they are:

tav{a)iroda 6 pitv Aniov tavadmoda, 6 88 ‘HAodwpog mpooeyé-
otepov Tavinoda, tetapéveg (-uéva cod.) Tij Topeig Ypdpeva @V
n0dHv.26 0d. 9.464
tdpvevEmi piv 1od dratépvely “rdapve véovg dpnnkag” (11 21.38),
¢mi 6 1ol &hadvelv “tdpvovt’ dpgr Bodv dyélag kai mdea
unrov” (1. 18.528)
Kal ndAv “Bobg meprrapvipevov 18 oidv ndea kord” (Od.
11.402),
émi 88 to0 O0cor “f Kol GTO oTopdyovg Gpvdv tap{vle
(vniér xark®)” (1. 3.292),
£mi 8¢ 10D TV BpKovg 8t Evidpav “O¢p’ Opkia tapvol (deb.
-0 | adtéc” (1L 3.105-6).
Tdg Xopig Tob dpBpov Kal dvagopikds Tifnotv dvti Tob tavtog. Tag
pév apbpa (leg. -ov?).
taprneav: ‘HAddwpog év tfi v payndig *Odvcoceiog, thv Tépyiv

annvéykavro. 0Od. 3.70 ref.
tahagpyoi Vropévovieg 14 Epya. 0d. 4.636, 21.23
tavdovro éEeteivovto dua thv mpobupiav Tob Tpéyerv. Od. 6.83 (also 1)
TdVUEGa EVETELVD 0d. 23.201%7
TEYEOL KTA.

There are a number of complications here. None of the first three entries
takes the normal simple form of the Odyssey accessions. Each, I propose,
represents a conflation of an incoming Odyssey entry with an existent
one, and has been pulled out of sequence in the process. The entry for
tavavroda mentions not only Heliodorus (as does the tdprneav entry)
but also Apion, and prefers the one’s interpretation to the other’s. We
shall be in a better position to assess this when other instances have been
marshalled. The entry for tapvev is a typical polysemantic one—these too
will be discussed later—and presumably owes its present position to its
inclusion of the Od. 11 citation, which I take to be an accession originat-
ing here: it adds a second exemplification of an already defined and ex-
emplified meaning. The entry for tdg will owe at least something of its
incoherence to the casual butchery of transmission, but its position among
the Odyssey accessions, rather than in its alphabetical position or accom-
panying ta at the head of the ta- entries (cf., e.g., t# fjg Tijv heading the
TN- entries, or tév tod tovg t6 heading the to-), is presumably due to a
pertinent Odyssey item—perhaps Od. 3.291 &vBo Swatpnéog tag pEv
Kpntn ¢néhocoey.?

26. Apion frag. 135 Neitzel (Apions I'Adooa: "Ounpixai, ed. S. Neitzel, Sammlung griechischer und
lateinischer Grammatiker 3 [Berlin-New York, 1977], pp. 185-328), Heliodorus frag. 36 Dyck (n. 2
above). Both Neitzel and Dyck adopt Villoison’s more drastic emendation, tetapévolg év tfj mopeiq
Ypoueva 1oig nooiv, perhaps rightly, but cf. Eust. 1639.46 tetapévog toig nooi Badifovra.

27. év (v.1. éx) & &€rdwoo’ ipdvta KA., the only first-person occurrence in Homer; evidently articu-
lated 8¢ tdvvoo’ (Aristarchan), cf. Od. 9.327 (8¢/8'¢-80woa) s.v. d6wea 88.6.

28. Confirmed by tag ptv, a relic of the quote?
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te- is more straightforward. First the regular set of entries, 27 in num-
ber, téygot to témv, with undisrupted three-place alphabetization. Then an
unusually lengthy Odyssey series. Only the beginning is a little shaky.

tetevéetan kataokevachHioeTal 11. 12.345, 358, 21.322, 585
Tévedog vijoog obppayog Tpowv Od. 3.159 (-ov: -owo Il.)
tetdvvoto éetétato Od. 4.135, 5.68 (& 11. 10.156)
teTpappivar arectpappévar év 1ij € (1 cod.)
’Odvooeiag 0d. 5.71 ref.
teTEAEOPEVOV TO 010VTE Mpdypo TeAeCHTvaL 0d. 5.90 (& elsewhere, Il. & Od.)
TETPAYLOG TECCAPOV YLDV, YONG 8 pétpov Yiig Od. 7.113
TEKpaipopal GroTeAECO 0d. 7.317
téppata onpueio’ év 1] 6 'Odvooceiag Od. 8.193 ref.
TETPAKVKAOL TETPATPOYOL 0d. 9.242
ten{n}pévov?® tetipnpévov Od. 8.472
Epyopar tepehd 0d. 16.26
teAE00veg Yivopevolr év Tfj p 'Odvooeiag Od. 17.486 ref.
témg 16(1e,) THVIKADTA® “O@pa Téwg adTdg
pevée”0 1l. 24.658 cit.
t€y£0g T1iG OTEYOUG 0d. 18.209 (& elsewhere, Od. only)
tetevyijofar kabwmricOat Od. 22.104
teTpdopor TEBpinoL 0Od. 13.81
Tepmadng natpovopikdg, Tepmiov vidg Od. 22.330

There is not much that is anomalous here. The exclusively Iliadic tetevEetan
(glossed merely kotackevaodnoetat, cf. tétuktan glossed kateckevaotor in
the alphabetical set) has been slightly displaced from the preceding tet- en-
tries (only tevyea and téwv intervene)—Dby attraction to an ousted entry on
Od. 2.63 teredvyotan, we may suspect. tetpdopot, the penultimate entry, is
out of Odyssey sequence, whether by casual transmissional disruption or
pulled down by an erstwhile entry in Od. 22.122 tetpadéivpvov. More tell-
ing is téwc. The entry will owe its presence here to Od. 18.190 (téwg & dpa
dio Bedwv | duppoto ddpa &idov), for which the given meaning is more
appropriate than for the /liad passage that has supplanted it.

The sporadic provision of book-references, in attendance on three of
the entries, is another notable feature. There is little discernible reason for
the three lexeis in question to be singled out in this way; they are (in the
given forms) Odyssean hapaxes, but so are most of the others. The partic-
ularity of the assigned meaning could be a factor, but the lexicon’s defini-
tions are habitually context-specific. (With the signal exception of the
polysemantic entries, which are clearly of separate origin, the lexicon
conspicuously fails to address the semantic range of a word in its various
forms.) The incidence of book-reference seems to be random. The possi-
bility is not to be discounted that originally all the Odyssey entries were
attended by book-reference.

In tq-, the three-place alphabetical listings conclude with Tndyetov,
then come two Odyssey accessions:

29. Conflation of tetipevov and tetujpevog (Od. 8.303 et alibi). A single-line displacement.
30. I venture the emendation despite the marginal gloss on téwg at Od. 18.190 in P.Oxy.XV 1820,
reported as to [t]nvika[v]ta. Cf., e.g., Suda s.v. (tnvikadta. §j tote), Hsch. s.v.
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TAeQavig TNAGOEV QaLvopevog Od. 24.83
Tnreeidnv 1ov Thhégov vidv- “GAL" olov tov Tnheeidnv katevipato” Od. 11.519 cit.

The inversion of their Odyssey sequence reflects a tendency strongly in
evidence elsewhere in the lexicon to put proper names at the end of the
relevant section.

In ti- the alphabetical listings run from tw@apdccovowv (tn- cod.) to
TitdokeTo (a polysemantic entry), then we have:

TITAVOREVE EKTETOKOTEG Od. 2.149
Tprjevtog évtipov Od. 8.393
tiprog Evripog 0Od. 10.38

Just one entry in tA-, and three in tp-; six in to- (not counting the
polysemantic-type notes on tév tob tovg 16 at the outset, exempt from the
three-place alphabetization), with no Odyssean appendage. In tp-, 26 al-
phabetical entries (only the polysemantic tpdéyog out of position, between
Tpv- and Tpm-), then after the Tpw- entries comes:

tpilovoar t@v nemotnuévov 1 A&, 0d. 24.5,7

But the form of entry, assigning the word to the category of onomato-
poeic formations (cf. tpDCntal' nemointar f) Aééig kotd piunoiv) 31 s ab-
normal for an Odyssey-accession, and I wonder whether tpi{ovsar may
have started out as tp®{ovoar, and been brought into line with the re-
ceived form of the Homeric word.3? In that case this entry belongs to the
regular alphabetical listings, not to the Odyssey accessions.

tv- (5 entries) and to- (2 entries) conclude the t listings, except that a
patently alien trio of tavp- entries has been inserted at the end.’

It is time to ask, Where do these Odyssey accessions come from? They
clearly have a single origin: what is it? At one extreme we could envisage
Apollonius reading through the Odyssey and offering his own interpreta-
tions for words he chose to include, on the basis of his own scholarship. At
the other extreme we could envisage him appropriating the contents of an
existent Odyssey glossary. More plausibly, perhaps, we could envisage
him utilizing an Odyssey commentary. Further than that, we cannot hope
to go—or could not, had not Apollonius been considerate enough (and
honest enough) to provide a name. We have already encountered it, more
than once, but in ot-, it stares us in the face. After the alphabetical entries
(25 in number, stavpoi to 6Tvyén) comes the Odyssey appendage:34

31. See p. 34-35 below, with n. 116.

32. tpilewv and tpYlewv are often confused (as are tpierv and ypvleiv), and tpdley is brought into the
same nexus by, e.g., Hesychius’ proffering \ulGuplCuv as a gloss for it. Are the Tpoyoditat responsible
(Hdt. 4.183.4, where they tetpiyact v.1. tetpdyact like bats—just as at Od. 24.5-7)?

33. Blatantly unhomeric, and clearly not belonging to the original lexicon. See Steinicke (n. 1 above)
p. xxix, and M. W. Haslam, “A New Papyrus Text of Apollonius Sophista,” ZPE 49 (1982): 33, n. 12.

34. Additionally, a trio of strays has wandered into ov-: otéger (Od. 8.170), etewvonév (Od. 12.234,
with /1. 23.427 appended), stedéo (Od. 2.287).
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otipapijor (-oig cod.) ioyvpaig 0Od. 4.506 (& later, & I1.)
GTEIMOV OTEAEOV 0d. 5.236
otij & dvracyopévn ‘HMSwpog tag yeipag Omd 1o
npoécwToV dvateivaca 0d. 6.141
otirpov ‘Hhddwpog eig 10 nepihapnov: €ott 8¢ kol fuiv
cuvong i Aékw. 0d. 6.237 (& 11.)

otapt "‘HMddwpog ig kataninéuy (ayddyoyu (supplevi) Od. 11.502
otpevesdon katanoveiodat. 6 8¢ ‘HIddwpog eig 10 otpa-

“n

yeveobar (scripsi: otpat- cod.) peteidnge thv Aéwv. “R

n6& otpevechon év aivij dnrotfit” Il. 15.512 cit.
otpoparifete (-ton cod.) otpégete (-ton cod.) 0Od. 18.315
61p69oc fiev Goptiip & cuveoTpappévoc Gvagopevc, 2 ob
fipTnton 1 nripa Od. 13.438=17.198=18.109

In four successive entries, Heliodorus.33 I see no reason to resist the simple
hypothesis that he is the source from which the Odyssey accessions are
drawn. The interpretations expressly identified as Heliodorus’, or at any
rate the first three of them, are not offered as alternatives to the source’s in-
terpretations: they evidently are the source’s interpretations. The entry on
otpevecBar (oTpev(y), or ster?) is self-evidently a composite: a preexistent
entry with the interpretation katanoveicOat, to which is added the Helio-
doran interpretation of the Odyssean occurrence, 12.351, fj én8d otpev-
(7)ecBoun édv €v vijow épnun. It is clear from the lexicon’s other citations
of Hehodorus that he devoted his comments to the Odyssey rather than to
the Iliad.3® That his name is only intermittently attached is only what we
would expect. We have seen that the Coislinianus is similarly fitful in its
provision of the book-references and the Homeric quotations. Moreover
the evidence of a fifth- or sixth-century copy of the lexicon (P.Coll.Youtie
I 2) makes it clear that the lexicon in its original form named Heliodorus
far more often than does the Coislinianus: of that papyrus ¢ 7py s five ex-
plicit citations of him, not one is found in the Coislinianus.3” More com-
plicated hypotheses could no doubt be devised, e.g., that Apollonius took
over the references to Heliodorus from his source,”® or occasionally sub-
stituted Heliodoran interpretations for those offered by his source, but it
seems to me that the only plausible view is that Apollonius drew the

35. Frags. 35, 31, 33, 32 Dyck.

36. Schenck, Quellen, p. 36: “Die Mehrzahl der von Heliodor behandelten Homerworter und Wort-
formen ist einzig und allein in der Odyssee zu belegen. Wo aber Iliasstellen in Frage kommen kénnten,
stehen gleichberechtigt Odysseestellen zu Gebote.”

37. It is therefore liable to be as futile as it is unnecessary to seek to explain why Heliodorus is named in
some cases and not in others, but the incidence is not totally haphazard. Retention of the name is only natu-
ral in the atped(y)eabor entry, where Heliodorus’ interpretation (apropos the Odyssean occurrence) is com-
bined with a preexisting one (apropos /I. 15.512), and also in the atiABav one, where Apollonius adds his
own comment to Heliodorus’ gloss. (For €ig 10, cf. €i¢ 10 dnav&oiro petéppacev in the droataydorro entry at
159.33, quoted on p. 16 below; cf. also 67.19.) It may be that the lexicon originally recorded alternative in-
terpretations of (ot} 8’) dvtacyopévn and otd&oy too, lost to the Coislinianus.

38. Ritschl’s view was that the Heliodorus references came via Apion (Kleine philologische Schriften,
vol. 1 [Leipzig, 1866], pp. 116-17). This was never plausible (cf. Schenck, Quellen, p. 35) and is now
untenable.
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material we have isolated from an Odyssey commentary that went under
the name of Heliodorus.3®

The proposed identification gains further cogency from the lexicon’s

other citations of Heliodorus. The name of Heliodorus is not confined to

the discrete Odyssey sections. But when Heliodoran interpretations are
cited elsewhere, it is usually clear that the Heliodoran component is sec-
ondary, not primary. Here are examples from the Coislinianus.

13.30 aiBoma olvov fitor TV gboet Beppdv (aibetv yap o Kaiew), { TOv pélava, dg
‘Hliédwpog, §i 1OV Aapmpdv katd dvvapwy.

35.17 avdmrvota (Od. 11.274) Exkdnha, éEdkovota. 6 8¢ "HAdbwpog dvdyyeita.

7220 émBdropr pidev fitor Booktitopt ( émiPritopt) (supplevi) olov épinnactiipt ot
ya&p (scripsi: t@v) Baciléwv viol Tpdtov émi KPWdV eidBaoty EmPaiverv, d¢ xai “HAOS-
wpds (Ritschl: “Hpddotdg) gnowv. “émPdtopt (-Bétwpt cod.) pRrov mavamdie, oloi te
Gvaktov naideg Eaowv” (Od. 13.222f1.).

73.5 tmewpéve (Il. 1.149) énnpgieopéve. émi 8¢ tijc 1 'Obvooeiag “ueydinv émepévov
(-og cod.) dixrv” (Od. 9.214) ‘Hliddwpog dnodidwot nemornuévov(?).

136.17 mpétuyav (deb. npov-) npoevéoeioav, “Tpideg 6& mpo(d)toyav” (1L ter). Srav 5&
év tfi o tiig ‘Odvoocing 6 ‘HMiddwpos Aéyn émi tod Aadprov “pévog mpovrvwev”
(0d. 24.319), npofc Jéneoev, npofo jéoeioev (?).

141.3 egbag (1. 15.681) napopuricag. 6tav 8 @fj “koi tag piv cedav notapdv mapa
Sivievta” (Od. 6.89), dvti tob dnecdPnoav. kol to “ei mep dv adtOv cedwvra”
(11. 3.25f.) coPdor ped’ dpufiic. olrws xai “HAiodwpog.

142.22. oxidvator okedavvotar, & éom (Bekker: olov) okopniletar. 6 8¢ “HAiddwpog
yopileobar (sc. ad okidvacBor Od. 1.274)" xai “okédacov (8’) Gnd kHdea Bupod”
(0d. 8.149, cf. 142.20 okédacsov ydpioov).

144.13  ¢tavpoi katanfiyeg kai okOlomeg Kol mavto 6 Siaviotdpeva Eoha- 4@’ g v-
voiag kol ot ka® Mudg dvopdfoviar. 6 6 ‘HAiddwpos atavpodg (Od. 14.11) dno tod
éoraval, oi Aeyduevor oxdlones (Villoison: okomiot).

152.35 tpsv &ni pv tfig 80ccwg kai Tiig ouviBoug Npiv Tufig, “(Tufic) fig Té p° Eoke
tetpfiobon pet’ Ayowodg” (1L 23.649), émi 8¢ tfig Tpopiag, “Tipfiv dpvOpevol”
(1l. 1.159), &mi & tob mpootipov, “Tiufv & Apyeiog{iv} drotivépev” (I 3.286), ént 8¢
tiig dvig, “Tipfv dpgig dyovreg eikos{o }dBorov”’ (Od. 22.57) phmote 8 kol TobTO £ML
npootipov Aéyetan (Bekker: AéyecBar). 0 8¢ “HAiddwpos kai tiv faciieiav oftws gnoiv
eipficBar- “1j & Eyer tiunyv modéecor (moAéowv deb.) puera Mupudoveoot” (Od. 11.495).

153.32  toMdmevoev katepydoato, 60ev kol 1) @V Epiov ToAOTN Aéyetar. 6 8¢ “HAd-
Swpog dieiAnoey.

39. I say commentary rather than Odyssey lexicon not only because an Odyssey lexicon would be
something of an oddity but also because the content of some of the Heliodoran citations (e.g., in dupopov
or avésayu) points clearly to that form of work. Lemmas such as otij 8" dvtacyopévy and ctpépog fiev
doptrip, rather than the simple lexeis themselves, likewise point to their being extracts from a commen-
tary. Other types of product, from scholia minora to monograph, hardly enter the question. Cf. p. 25 be-

low, with n. 67.
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In instances such as these, it is clear that the Heliodoran interpretation has
simply been tacked on to an existent entry, which it has otherwise left
unaffected. Sometimes the Heliodoran contribution relates to just the
same lexis as the entry to which it is added (e.g., dvanvota), but more
often, and more revealingly, its reference is different. To the existing
entry on the Iliadic occurrence of émewpéve is added Heliodorus’ gloss for
the Odyssean occurrence of énieiuévov; to the existing entry on the Iliadic
npovtuyav are added Heliodorus® glosses for the Odyssean npovtvyev. 0
To the multiple entry on oedag, etc., including the Odyssean cedayv, is
added a coda attesting Heliodorus’ identical interpretation.*! To the poly-
semantic entry on tiumnv, listing four distinct meanings (Apollonius ex-
pressing reserve about the fourth), is added yet another from Heliodorus.
And so on.

Elsewhere the incorporation is effected a little more organically, but
never in such a way as to give any reason to doubt that the Heliodoran
component is secondary.

In or-, for example, in addition to the set of sequential Odyssey entries
at the end (on which see below), we find a scattering of Heliodoran con-
tributions to the regular collection of entries that precedes (39 entries,
vrap to vropewag, three-place alphabetization). The entries concerned, in
order of their occurrence within the lexicon, are these:*

158.8-21 vunepiktaivovto tdv dnaf cipnuévov, év tfj y 1fic "Odvoocsiag, “nddeg &
vneptktaivovto.” 6 yap Apiotapyds enowv dyav EndAlovto, ... . Eviot 8¢ Etopdtepov
(towd- cod.) dm{ep}ecyitovro (Lehrs) koatd tAv mopeiav-... . 6 8¢ “Hliddwpos
vmokarekAdvTo obk ebtovodvres. GAhot 8t Dmepikvodvto did Thv mpobupiav.

159.22-26 Ommvity €v 1§} o Tiig ‘TMddos. 6 "HAtddwpog drodidwow dpriwg thv 1ifnv
Eyovri. Onivn 8¢ éoTv 6 MO THV Piva TémOG- Kol ol pEv TOV pictaka Grodiddacty, o
8t 10 yévelov. Gkovelv 8t duetvov 1@ GpTing yevarldvrt Sidnep Enfveyke “Todmep yopt-
gotdtn fipn.”

27-33  Vmoectayvorto v &naf cipnuévov. 6 pév {odv} (seclusi) Aniov dnodidwoly
vravéorro, 6 6¢ “HAiddwpog dmoyevvdro. “Omoctaydorto Bodv yévog edpupetdnov.”
Oy1dg pEv obv EkdTepog: sipNToL Y&p GO TAV GTAYVOV PETAGOPLKHC: GoTEPODV 2E EVodC
onéppatog eig MOuNV yivetar, ¢’ od molAol oTdyvEG, OBTOG GO pidg Bodg mOAAOL
yivovtat Siénep 6 piv eig 10 dnav€otto petéppaceyv, 6 8¢ dmoyevvdro.

160.11-14 vmo-vniw 6 ptv Aniov &g év ff ‘10dky Apévog obtwg kadovpévov. 6 8¢
‘HMidbwpog d¢ Yo pépn Adyov Svra uereidnpev, v’ ff 66 6 vnip- pnoi yap vijiog témoc
Eywv EbAa 1 6évdpa, € dv Seauoion Tag vaic kabopuilovre.

40. The entries show surface corruption that cannot all be securely mended, but that does not matter
for present purposes. (nenoinuévov is perhaps for nepipeBinuévov, cf. D-schol. on II. 1.149. More remark-
able is mpoevéceicav and mpo{o}éoeioev. I cannot parallel the intransitive usage, but they seem to protect
one another.) The oddly stranded position of 6 ‘HM68wpog in the latter entry (the subject of Aéyp being of
course Homer) is perhaps indicative of addition in draft; as a post-Apollonian corruption (Villoison pro-
posed shifting it to follow the quotation) it is not too easy to explain.

41. It will apply to the Odyssey passage, which Heliodorus evidently glossed (dm)ecépnoav (ued’ dpp-
fig) v.sim.; we should not expect precision in such matters. Cf. the émpdtopt entry (to which Od. 18.263
¢mpritopt innwv must be relevant).

42. Heliod. frags. 44, 46, 49, 48 Dyck.
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All four are composites. The Odyssean hapax brepiktaivovto (23.3) is a
word whose etymology and (therefore) meaning was a scholarly problem
of long standing; Apollonius adds Heliodorus’ interpretation to an already
complex note (nearly but not quite at the end: the final interpretation—
dAlo d¢—may be a still later addition, or may be drawn from Heliodorus
himself).*> brostayvorro (Od. 20.212), also expressly hapax (suggesting
Aristarchan comment via Aristonicus), gave less scope for variety, but
here as elsewhere Apollonius opposes Heliodorus’ translation to Apion’s,
and makes comparative judgment. Similarly with vme-vnie, Od. 1.186: 6
pEv Amiov . .., 6 8¢ ‘HMod., this time left without Apollonian resolution.
For vnmvijty the reference given is to 1l. 24.348, but the Heliodoran inter-
pretation will have been made apropos of the word’s other occurrence, at
Od. 10.279. Within the separate Odyssey block, among its Heliodoran fel-
lows, the entry would have appeared simply as drnvitn dptiong v fipnv
gyovti, but once lifted from its Heliodoran context it needs to be labelled,
6 "HMod. dmodidwot KTA.

If we look now at the separate Odyssey set, we see a certain amount of
infiltration in that direction too. It runs as follows (160.18—-161.7):

vmep-popov. 6 piv Apictapyog thv devtépav 6&v-
Tov@v Vmeppdpwg Gkovel “o¢g kol viv Aiyio-
Bog vmépuopov Atpeidao.” 6 8¢ [‘H]AM68wpog
&g 8o pépn Adyov Svta mpogépeTal, Kol Noiv
vnEp 10 kabijkov.

Unate kperdvtov fyovpeve Bedv

drioyetal avadéyetal kol VoY veiTaL

onootdg avade&dpevog. Stav 88 Aéyn “kai pot
vnootrte docov PBacthevtepds eipt,” ioov 1§
onel€dto.

orodpdg “Tlooeddv (deb. IToceldamvog) dmodumg.”
6 pgv "‘HMddwpog dpawg dmotetaypévog, Eviol 8
®¢ meprooevovong (Bekker: mepiocdv obomng)
dkovovot Tfig TpoBEcewg.

vmoyii dtayoyf] (-1} cod. bis): “ebSov Bopéw On-

0Od. 1.(34,) 35 cit. (& 5.436)
Od. 1.45, 81 (& 24.473)
0d. 2.91 (& 13.380)

0Od. 3.99 = 4.329; + Il. 9.160 cit.

Od. 4.386 cit.

wyfi”

Ononepkaovst petafdAlovoty and Tod SpeaKog

OREKTPOOE @V VTEKTPE YWV

OnEp ToKNOV Katd TV yovéwv- TAicoop’ Omip
tokNov”t

OMOGGEIOVOLY VYEAKOLGLY

OMOKVGGAREVT EYKVOG YEVOUEVT)

OMAAEVOPEVOG PUAACTOUEVOS

Omodéypevog dvadeydpevog: “Biag Omodéypevog
GvdpdV”’

Ono6 kvpiog piv “dvo & vmO muBuéveg foav”
(11. 11.635), kai naiwv “d¢ Vo Tudeidn Tukival
khovéovto @arayyes” (Il 5.93). avti (8&) tfig
petad (“?11. 18.492” .. .)

43. This last interpretation is elsewhere attributed to Dionysius of Sidon and Pindarion (cf. Schenck,
Quellen, p. 115, Crates frag. 62b Mette).

Od. 14.533 cit.
0d. 7.126
Od. 8.125

11. 22.338? (olim Od. 15.2617)
0Od. 9.385

Od. 11.254

0Od. 15.275

Od. (13.310 =) 16.189 cit.
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Umvog éni pEv  tob  eidwlomorovpévov  Beod,
““Ynve dvag” (I11. 14.233)
émi 8¢ tob mabovg, “Omve kai @AGTMTL”
(11. 14.353)
#mi 8t 100 BavdTov, “Bc 6 pEv avlL mEchHV
kowpufioato yaikeov bmvov” (1. 11.241)
Unvov 3@pov meplepacTiK®dg 6 HITVog. 0Od. 16.481 (and Il. 7.482, 9.709)
OMEPTTATO PETAPOPLKADG GVTL TOD VNEPENETEY Od. 22.280 (and 8.192)

An obvious intruder here is the polysemantic Urvog entry.44 This was
evidently sucked in by the Heliodoran note on vnvov d@Gpov. The two en-
tries that include Heliodorus’ name, vrgp-popov and drodpwdg, incorporate
alternative interpretations of the lexis, credited to Aristarchus and €viot
respectively. I would guess, though there is no knowing for certain, that
these come from Heliodorus’ commentary itself, from notes such as o6
Apiotopyog . . . , auewvov 8¢ . . ., and ob mepiooelel f| npdbeoig, B¢ TIVEG,
dALa. . . . In taking over both the rejected and the preferred interpreta-
tions Apollonius naturally names Heliodorus, as he does not need to do
when there is no competing interpretation. The vrostdg entry is different,
contrasting the meaning of drootdg (in its Odyssean occurrence) with the
meaning of another form in another place. The conjunction is probably
Apollonius’, importing a preexistent dmosTiT® entry, but the possibility
cannot be excluded that it is Heliodorus’; we know from the davécaipt
entry (frag. 18 Dyck) that he adduced Iliadic passages on occasion. The
vmeyN entry is out of sequence, and given in the nominative: probably
insignificant—if it reflects a reading vmwyn somewhere earlier I cannot
imagine where. The remaining anomalies are a couple of garbled entries.
The vro entry is obviously defective. I take it that a Heliodoran note on
some Odyssey instance of dné—perhaps 16.215 b’ Tpepog dpto Y6010—
has drawn down the lexicon’s prior entry on vrnd, listing and exemplifying
a variety of meanings (cf., e.g., éni, 72.7-10, katd, 96.14-17). The vngp
tok1jov entry is more seriously incoherent. Bekker refers this to /1. 15.660
AMooed’ Onép Tokéwv, but then not only is tokfjov mistaken for tokéwv but
Mooop” is mistaken for AMicoe®’—an unlikely error, and the entry’s pres-
ence within the Odyssey list would remain unexplained. The original ref-
erence, I think, must be to Od. 15.261 Aicoop’ Ongp Buéwv. It looks as if
a note on Vmép Ovéwv was combined with a reference to Il. 15.660—or
more probably to JI. 22.338, Aicoop’ Omép wuyfig kai yovvov odv TE
toxfwv. I expect the mangling occurred at the stage of original compila-
tion, though it may of course be due to transmissional corruption.

Despite uncertainties in individual cases, then, a fairly clear picture is
emerging. The Heliodoran accessions to the lexicon are not kept strictly
segregated, and it is when they are combined with existing entrles that
their Heliodoran provenance is especially liable to be marked.*> The in-
terpenetration is two-way. Existent entries may be drawn down into the

44. For such metonymic entries see p. 34 below.
45. Or when Apollonius ventures to add comment of his own: witness otiABav (above, p. 14 with n. 37),
and avé€opar (Od. 19.27), where Apollonius’ identification of the interpretation as Heliodorus’ is preliminary
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appended Heliodoran section (often with some resulting incoherence), or
items from that section may be pulled out to join existent entries. We are
in a position to identify Heliodoran items pulled out and fused with
already existent entries only when the name of Heliodorus is attached.
When the movement is in the other direction, into the Heliodoran section,
identification is easier, so long as alphabetization has not destroyed the
section’s integrity by redistribution of its serial constituents. As well as
the instances in Um- just viewed we have seen the same phenomenon
with dyarfqvopa, aykvioyeihar, ayépdn, dapeig, dupopov, apeayaralope-
vog, Qacivy, o¢oprnpeval, tav(a)imoda-tdpuvev-tdg, téwg, and GTpPgY-
(y)e60ay, nearly all of which patently occur within Odyssey series, though
only dppopov, tav{a)imeda, and atped(y)eaBar actually have the name of
Heliodorus attached. It is hardly necessary to demonstrate this at greater
length, but it is worth giving one more example, brief but neat, from mwA-.
First the three-place alphabetical set, mAaletor mAatov mAEwWL TANpVY
mAnEar TAnppg TANccovto TAwTY TA®EY, then two further entries:

nAgiov mAnjpovg. kal “mieiog dopog.”
nAfjvro npocenéracav. onpaivel kol 6 EmAnpodvro.

nieiov and nmAfjvto = npooenélacav are both Iliadic (10.579, 14.468): but
nAgiog dopog is Od. 4.319, and mAfjvto = énAnpobvro is Od. 8.57 (¢mhn-
pobnoav D-schol., cf. Hsch.). Diagnosis is now simple. The entries on
nmieiov and mAfjvto have been attracted out of alphabetical sequence by the
Heliodoran accessions with which they are combined.

Not everything in the lexicon becomes this perspicuous, once we recog-
nize the Odyssey sections and make the identification with Heliodorus, but
it is fair to say that much becomes more intelligible than it was before. If
there is a large residue of phenomena that defy rational explanation (e.g.,
why should Heliodorus’ mAglog entry attract tAgiov mArpovg but not wAgTaL
nAnpelg, which stays discrete within the alphabetical set?), that is only to
be expected, for the lexicon was clearly put together in what at least by
modern standards seems a rather slap-dash and happy-go-lucky way.46
But it is I hope clear that much of the lexicon does yield to analysis.

Even the most jumbled parts of the lexicon have patches of compara-
tive clarity. No part of it has a less intelligible composition than the eight
or so Bekker pages of av- (30.15-37.5). Here we find neither an intact
Heliodoran section nor wholesale redistribution and amalgamation, but a
number of Heliodoran clusters, variously interfered with. There are four

to his distancing himself from it: . . . oUtw¢ gnoiv 6 ‘HAddwpog: prnote 8¢ kowvdtepov eipnkev dg Hueis,
6t ovk dpyov tov Eévov dvégopar Exerv. This entry occurs in what seems to be a predominantly He-
liodoran environment (Gvéyvapyav Od. 14.348, avéEopar Od. 19.27, dvaitavieg + davaitag Od. 21.119,
aveprjyavro Il. 20.234 but Od. quater, avéppaye Od. 21.48, avrudoeiey Od. 21.402).

46. Not wholly an anachronistic judgment. It is true that lexicography was still very much undevel-
oped, but the lexicon would have emerged with incomparably fewer defects if it had been put together by
a scholar of Aristarchus’ calibre, or (since scholarship was not uniformly degenerate) of Herodian’s. The
significant thing is that after Zenodotus no scholar worthy of the name concerned himself with lexicogra-
phy (and those who came closest were mired in atticism).
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or five explicit mentions of Heliodorus sin avéoaipt, avdpaybion, dvibo-
pat, dvaxtopinet [name not in Coisl.],4 dvarveta), the naming in each
case evidently motivated by the fact that the Heliodoran interpretation is
in attendance on a competing interpretation of the lexis in question. The
entry for avépay0écy, Od. 10.121, is followed by one on dGvéppwyav
Od. 10.130 (33.24-29 Bekker), the entry for @vaktopinor Od. 15.379 is
followed by one on avtiBupov Od. 16.159 (34.21-26 Bekker); the Odys-
sean environment of the entry for avé€opan has already been noted (n. 45
above). As for avanveta (35.17 Bekker):

dvdarveta £xdnia, é&dkovota, 6 8¢ ‘HAOSwpog

Gvayyerta.d 0d. 11.274
dvepdMa pdtale, Gvepddn, Gmnd tod HETA T@V

avépov porickely, olov GvepodpNTa. “Avepd-

Aa yap pot dnndei” 1l. 5.216 cit. (but cf. Od. 11.464)
Avapoppvpeckey (ave- cod.). TOV nemotnuévev 1

MEig katd pipnoiy, olov avélel, dvetdpattev.

“ndc’ avapoppvpeoke Kukopévn” (tdoav du-,

puk- cod.) Od. 12.238 cit.
Gvepoipdnoey avémev. “tpic 8 dvapoipdei”? 0d. 12.236, 431; Od. 12.105 cit.
Gvardiig petagpopikdg 6 Piarog kol okAnpdg. “Adog

(xai cod.) dvardng” 0d. 11.598 cit.*
avaperpicapt SiAbopt. “Spp’ €t ThHv dhomv

dvapetpricapt Baracoav” Od. 12.428 cit.
AvaoyOpevog dvateivag. “KOWev AvooyOpevog

oxin dpvdg” 0d. 14.425 cit.
dvrigepilewy éEioobobon Il. 21.357 (but cf. Od. 16.238)
dvaitov daminipotov. “BovAetar aiti{ov Bdokeiv

fiv yaotép® dvadtov” 0Od. 17.228 cit.
avayvobon olov dvayvopiodoy. “sipat’ dvay-

vovop” 0d. 19.250 cit.”!

47. The name is supplied by the Berlin papyrus P.Coll.Youtie 1.2 (Hhodwpog €[ . . Ja[ . . . Jewug; I
would have expected taig anorerong) and by Hesychius (6 8¢ ‘HMddwpog taic dnoreiog). Incidentally, I
see no need to change Hesychius’ dnokeiaig to and Aeiag (so Schmidt, approved by Latte); the word is
perfectly unexceptionable, and I take it as implying an etymology vdkog pf) éxovoaig v.sim. (i.e., alpha
privative). At the beginning of the Coislinianus’ entry, taig tod dvdktov olov tod deomdtov, I presume
dvdxtov is to be amended not to dvaktog (Villoison, approved by all since) but to dvdaktopog.

48. Perhaps dvdyyehta kai dppnra, as Photius s.v.

49. Textual loss is clear from the discrepancy between lexis and quotation. We should restore some-
thing like: dvepoipdnoev dvémev- “Od. 12.236” kai dvapoipdel dvaniver “Od. 12.(104/)105.”

50. Given the manuscript’s kai, I suspect that the original entry was more complex, and adduced Od.
17.449, 6¢ 11¢ Bapoareds kai dvaidric oot npoiktng, in addition to the “metaphorical” application to Adag
in Book 11. Cf. (1) the abridged entry in the fifth- or sixth-century copy of the lexicon P.Coll.Youtie 1.2,
avardnig Bigrog xai oxA[npdg,] dvévdotog, and (2) Hesychius, dvardiig oxAnpdc, dvaioyuvtog: peTagopikds
y&p tOV AiBov dvaudfi Aéyer “Opnpog, “Adag dvardric.” We could reconstruct something on the lines of
petagopikds Emi AiBov Piatog kal okAnpdg kai dvévdotog: “(Od. 11.598): Stav 8¢ Aéyn “(Od. 17.449),”
Kuping dvaioyvvros. (Steinicke’s supplements, both here and in dvepdiia above, where he adds (kai gép-
eoBau & towadta) after the etymological poriokerv, too slavishly follow Hesychius, I think.)

51. efpar’ is a reading lost to the direct tradition, which gives onpat’. Among these few entries we
also have 8dAaccav not yapuBdiv at Od. 12.428 (in dvapetpficapt), and kéyev not kéye & at Od. 14.425
(in @vacyépevog). This last may represent transmissional corruption in the lexicon, but eipata and 6dAac-
oav clearly originate in their Homeric context and came into the lexicon in this form. Cf. dvrigepilewv (see
main text). A reminder of the paltriness of our textual evidence for the Odyssey (cf. P.Oxy.LIII 3710).
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There is no mistaking the Odyssey series here, brought in train by the ex-
pressly Heliodoran addition to the d@varvota entry 2 The most notable
points are (1) the suppression of the original Odyssean reference of avep®-
Ma (kokov 8 dvepwhio Balewv) by an Iliadic quotatlon 3 and (2) the ob-
scuration of the original Odyssean reference of the avrtipepilelv entry
Heliodoran entries tended to be submerged even as they entered. The rest
of the Heliodoran accessrons in av- are less plainly in view, but are not
wholly lost from srght

In about a third of the Coislinianus’ explicit citations of Heliodorus his
name is paired with that of Apion. 36 Heliodorus (“Herodorus”) and Apion
are names found in tandem in later tradition too, in Eustathius, but there
they appear as an undifferentiated composite. In the lexicon, Heliodorus
and Apion are always reported separately (the latter much more fre-
quently than the former), and their interpretations never exactly coincide.
When they appear in the same entry, the order is normally Apion-
Heliodorus, consistently with the thesis that Apollonius incorporated He-
liodorus at the last stage of composition. We have already seen instances
in tav{a)dnoda, vrootayvorto, and vro-vnie, and here are others:

81.24 (Ap. frag. 37 Neitzel, Hel. frag. 22 Dyck) {@otpa Aniwv ta évédpata 1OV Gv-
dpdv- “Cdotpd Te Kol mMEMAOLG kol Priyea oryaroevia” (Od. 6.38). 6 8¢ ‘HModwpog
(Duentzer: Znvodwpog) BEAtiov td Lopata, ta¢ (dvac.

144.7 (Ap. frag. 125, Hel. frag. 28) omAddeg 6 piv Aniov ai év Gdatt koikat nétpat, 6
8¢ “‘HModwpog ol mapabordcoiol tétpar kel meminpuévat VO IOV KUPATOV.

147.28 (Ap. frag. 129, Hel. frag. 34) cpapayebvto 6 pev Arniov éyogovv, 6 8¢ ‘Hddwpog
BéATiov KatemovobvTo. | Kal O “ovd’ &p 61O cedpayov uedin taue yorkoBdpera” (11, 22.
328).—¢év ouvarowpfieipntat o @ d pa y ov, 0d ceApayoV. Kai EGTLY GoPapayog eapuys,

3 00 1O POVNTIKOV GvépyeTatl- EmpEPeL 0OV “Sppa Ti piv mpoTieinol Guedpevoc.”

52. The immediately preceding entry, dvappoxév (corrupted in Coisl. to dvappox8évrog, see n. 4
above), Od. 11.586, also seems to belong here. And the Berlin papyrus and other sources preserve an
dvakA(e)ivar entry, Od. 11.525, omitted by Coisl., which may also come from this series.

53. It may be suspected that (as demonstrably with dyanivopa) the replacement extends over the en-
tire entry. The interpretation is identical (mutato mutando) with the one identified as Apion’s on petapé-
via; that entry reads (112.3) pdtona, Gnd tob petd t@v dvépov iévar, olov dvepogdpnta. obtog Aniov- ot
8¢ ta petapereiog GEa. There the alternative interpretation (Heliodorus’?) is preserved, here it is not.

54. Our texts of Od. 16.238 give dvripépecBon (glossed ¢&icoboBot by D-schol.). Either -gepileiv was
an ancient reading in the Odyssey passage, or the Iliadic lexis has replaced the Odyssean.

55. What follows the entries just presented is curious. After an intervening Iliadic entry, dvdedvov, we
have what appears to be basically a reversed Odyssey sequence, back from Book 10; the entries pertain to
Book 10, 10, 10, (Il 4), 6,7, 4, 4, 2, 2 (évijvopa. to vdyar). Then a formally discrete pair of entries inter-
venes (dvéxnot and GvéyeaBar, each entry taking the form 7 pev Aé&i év tfj x tfig ‘Odvooeiag, quotation,
onuaivel/Snhol 8¢ 16 . . . ; the first interposes Aristarchus’ interpretation after the quotation). Then two
Book 1 entries, then interruption by two entries on Books 21-22 (also Heliodoran, I would suppose), then
two further Book 1 entries. Then there are five further entries (the first on Od. 4, the rest lliadic, of simple
gloss type) before av- is concluded.

56. The figures are 13:41 (Schenck, Quellen, p. 27 n. 1, p. 35).

57. Synagoge b (Anecd. Gr. 1 377.21 Bachmann, Photius, Suda) has a clearly related entry codpayov
6 Aniov @dpuyya and tob mepi adTov yivopévov yogov (Ap. frag. 130 Neitzel). This is no doubt drawn
from Ap.Soph. (cf. G. Wentzel ap. Lex. Gr. Min. [n. 21 above], p. 6), in which case the Coislinianus’
appended note on opdpayov vs. Gogdpayov at /l. 22.328 is not just elliptical (v suvalowpf refers to the eli-
sion in dn” dogdpayov) but badly defective. Evidently ogapayedvro (Od. 9.390, 440) was adduced in sup-
port of ogdpayov in the Iliad passage (and each adduced in semantic and etymological elucidation of the
other), but both opdpayog and dogdpayog were held to mean gdpuyé. There is a separate entry in dopdpayov,
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149.18 (Ap. frag. 134, Hel. frag. 37) taviyAwooot ént pev 1@V Kopevdv gnot “taviyi-
0660l e Kopdvar” (Od. 5.66)- katd pévror o mpoparvopevov ? tetapévac eic péyedog
£yovom 1aG YAdooag: 6 8 Aniwv tetapévnv Exovoar THv ewvniv. 6 8¢ ‘HModwpog 10
TPOTEPOV.

154.16 (Ap. frag. 137, Hel. frag. 41) tpnroioi{v} Aniov kvping: ipdciv yap éveteivovto
i KAivar. & 8¢ “HMédwpog i tadtd teiver{v} (or -ov: -ewv cod.), toic ed tetpnuévorc.>®

The posteriority of the Heliodoran citations is clear.
In just four cases there is more integration and Heliodorus precedes
Apion:

33.24 (Ap. frag. 18, Hel. frag. 16) avdpayBéer obg kai avip Baotalev Bapuvlein av
OmeppeyéBeig dvrag AiBovg: “ot 8 Gnd metpdov dvdpaybiot yeppadiotot Barrov” (Od.
10.121f.). 6 ‘HMbdwpog péya Bapog mapeyouévorg (Alberti: -a) toig avdpdoiv, 6 &
Amniov 10i¢ Gvdpdc Bdapog Exovatv, §| olov avdpayéotv, katd mapévlesty tod 6, (V' q
101¢ Gvdpdotv dyog motodotv.

100.19 (Ap. frag. 49, Hel. frag. 24) xAiowv tdv dna& eipnuévov, &v 1ff o Ttfig
’Odvootiag, “nepi 88 kAiowov Bée mavin, év 1@ ortéokov(to)” (Od. 24.208f.) (dvti T0d
2v 1 oikw). 6 piv ‘HMddwpog tag kVKAe kai £€w katalboeig eipnkev, O 8¢ Apictap-
¥0¢ KUKAGBev ToD oikov olov ék oTiBddwv drodounuévov, Tpog ob (1. ¢° 00?, Tpog ?)
Kai ol Bpdvor EKevTo, BOTe OOV Kai ém” adT@v Kabilopévoug Seinveiv kai ykotudcbat.
6 8¢ Aniov gnoiv obteg: “kAictov 1) Bdoig é9° fig keitar 6 Bpdvog: ‘mept 8¢ kAictov Bée
ndavtn’ (6 éott 8 Shov Tob oikov).”

154.24 (Ap. frag. 138, Hel. frag. 42) tpiyAnva 6 pév ‘HMd8wpog tpikopa eine: yAfvn yap
7 kK6p1 100 d9PBarpol. ovtwg 8¢ eipntan ént TOV Evortiov Tdv év 1) 'Odvooeig Sidopévav
tfi IInveldny (Od. 18.298). 6 8 Amiov Pértiov “moAbyAnva: yArjvn yap 7 k6pn, dote
eivar moAvBéata, modFg Béag GEa.” Tovtolg dv TG mpocBein St kai yYArivea Aéyetar Ta
Béag Ga, Ste enot “kédpvov Vyipogov, dg YANvea morra keyavder” (1l. 24.192).
165.24 (Ap. frag. 152, Hel. frag. 50) guhing (Od. 5.477) 6 ptv ‘HMb8wpog yévog éraiag,
6 8¢ Amniwv yihdg yévog dEvpou- Aéyetar yap OTL M) dviipepog Elaia Aeyopévn @uAia
AéyeTal.

It is hard to say just why the normal Ap.-Hel. order is inverted in these four
cases, but it illustrates the degree of incorporation to which the Heliodoran
accessions were liable. With avdpay0éct, three additional interpretations
(Heliodorus’ and Apion’s; I assume the third is an alternative of Apion’s)
are appended to an already complete entry. This entry occurs within pre-
dominantly Odyssean environment, largely Heliodoran I would suppose.
With kAieuov, it is possible that the Aristarchan testimony (along with the

dpuyya + quote. The Heliodoran component of the present entry is confined to the gloss on cgapayetvio
(0d. 9.390, 440), 1 would suppose.

58. Both 10 mpogatvépuevov and the particles initially gave me difficulty, but I take 0 mpogaivépevov to
mean “the preceding entry,” tavuyhdywvag tetapévag 1dg yAwyivag xovtag (this the only cross-reference in
the lexicon?), and the particles are not to be touched: pév of the application, pévtot (= 8€) of the meaning.

59. The first part of this entry is exceptionally elliptical. Apion’s (and Heliodorus’) “proper,” i.e., lit-
eral interpretation, according to which holes were bored in the bed-frame in order to accommodate straps
that supported the bedding, is implicitly opposed to a non-literal (“‘metaphorical”) interpretation such as
xaAd¢ xateokevacpévolg fi tetopvevpévolg (schol.H on Od. 10.12); but no such interpretation is given.
See further Dyck ad loc.
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hapax notation) is drawn from Heliodorus (ultimately from Aristonicus);
the quote from Apion, repeating the Homeric quotation, is unintegrated at
the end, suggesting that Apion too was incorporated at a relatively late
stage of composition. With tpiyAnva, Apion’s explanation is put after
Heliodorus’ (which is expressly tied to the Odyssean occurrence of the
word, 14.183) probably because it enjoys Apollonius’ explicit preference.
Where Apollonius prefers Heliodorus’ interpretation ([@etpa, oceupa-
Y€UVTO, Tav{a Ymeda), or where he approves either’s (brostayvorre), Helio-
dorus’ comes last, as usual. With @uAing, the interpretation labelled
Heliodoran is the conventional one; and one notes that the concluding yap
clause pertains to that rather than to the intervening interpretation of Apion.
The incoherence is readily explained, here as elsewhere, if we postulate
three phases of compilation: (1) original entry (yévovg é\aiag v.sim., cf. D-
schol.), (2) accession of Apion (unorthodox), (3) accession of Heliodorus
(explaining @uAia as wild olive). It goes without saying that what is taken
from Apion, from Heliodorus, from whomever, is apt to be mutilated in the
process.

I find nothing suggesting that Apion and Heliodorus were acquainted
with each other’s work, or either one with the other’s. Schenck is un-
doubtedly right to oppose Ritschl’s view that Apollonius’ citations of
Heliodorus are drawn from Apion, but I see no basis for his own view
that Heliodorus and Apion were rivals. Apollonius seems to have utilized
each of them independently.

So far we have confined ourselves to the citations extant in the Coislin-
ianus. The picture is filled in further by references in other lexicographi-
cal texts, most if not all of them deriving from Apollonius’ lexicon in a
fuller form than the Coislinianus. Here again we find ample evidence that
the Heliodoran component was a late addition to a preexistent entry. This
is particularly clear with entries which append the Heliodoran interpreta-
tion of a different passage.

Hel. frag. 4 Dyck (Synag.b: Anecd. Gr. 1 31.10 Bachmann)
“ddwvoie yoo10” 10D G0pdwg Ekyeopévou. | “Eeiprivav” 8¢ “adivdev” (Od. 23.326)
TdV cvveyds §dovodv, 6 ‘HMddwpog Egn.

~ Coisl. 9.4-6 ... «kai Gte gnoiv “Gdwveio ydoro,” t0d 4Bpdwg ékyeopévov. | émi ok
tig v (1 cod.) payediag *Odvoceiag “d’ dg Zeiprjvev ddivdwv 986yyov dxovoev (-
cod.),” ovveydg ¢gdovodv- émi 8¢ 10D “adivdv kfip,” év T T (v cod.) payadig (-og
cod.: an payedi(g *Odvooeilag? an émi tfig pro év T§?), 10 cuveydc Avmodpevov.

>

Hel. frag. 11 (Hsch. a 3582)
apeviivooey (Il 13.562) daoBevi) émoioev. | ‘HMddmpog &t &mi tdv “vekbov
apevyva xdpnva” (Od. quater) t& Gdravénta anédokev. (Cf. the next entry: dpevnvd
Gobevi}, Katd otépnov tfig Suvdpewg: pévog yap 1 Sdvapig. fi dyvya.)

~ Coisl. 27.3-4  dpevivaosey dobevii Emoinoev, katd otépnoly Tod pévovg, 8 éott Tijg
ioybog: “apevivacey 8 ol aixpniv.” | kai Gpevvég 6 Gobeviig: “fj kev Lig Guevnvog
£a yarkoio tonfior” (1. 5.887).

Hel. frag. 23 (Ep. Hom. 1 26)
M iBateg Oynin, Gnd 100 £kel npdTov EmPaivewv TOV Hhov. Tveg 8& Mhigatog, Gmd
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100 gotiey Tfig dyAvog T& dymAd. | ‘HAodwpog 8¢ @ripatov, ¢ fiv Eotv ghiteiv
Baivovrac A S1d 1o Gyog i é tpayvnrae.5
~ Coisl. 83.25 mAiBatog bymAn, é¢’ fi 6 Hiltog mpdTov Bde.ﬁ'

In each of these, Heliodorus’ interpretation of an Odyssey passage has sim-
ply been tacked on to a cognate entry. Similarly when one and the same
lexis is concerned, as with:

Hel. frag. 3 (P.Coll.Youtie I 2 gl. 3)
[Gdev]xel dneowcdTt 7y aSeyei, anpocdoknte. | HMSwpog dverkd[ote.]

~ Coisl. 9.15-17 Gdevkel fitor 1@ aneowkdtt fi olov adeyel, dnpocdoknte: “ddevkel
Keltar GMéBp” (Od. 1.46).5% | &v 8t tfj 8 *Odvooeiog G8EVKET GVEIKATTO.

Hel. frag. 6 (P.Coll.Youtie I 2 gl. 17)
deipag aipac. | ‘HMédwpog [¢v tfi a] *Odvcceiag mpooevéy[kag.]
~ Coisl. 10.21-25 asipag
gmi pev 1o Pactalerv, “i p dvaepe (- cod.) fj Eyd o€” (Il. 23.724)
Kol Kkata petoynv, “deipag é¢ Barapov katébnke” (Od. 24.165-66),
&mi 8¢ Tod mpéoepe, “uT pot oivov detpe” (I 6.264),
Kal év 11 a "Odvooctiag deipag TPOoEVEYKAG.
eipnrar 8¢ oUtwg, énel O mpooeipwv aipel 10 Tpoc@epopevov. (kai aipetv 1 npooc-
@épey.) (and 3 TouToL KOl TOV dptov Gvépactar [scripsi: dvopdobar], dg enowv
AnoArédwpoc.)®?

Hel. frag. 9 (Synag. b: Anecd. Gr. 1 75.24 Bachmann, Phot. a 1043)
ahoovdvng Tiic év &AL cevopévng (yevo-: correxi). | 6 88 ‘HMdodwpog tfig Bardoong
(Reitzenstein: thv 8alacoav Ba., fere Phot.) anédwokev.

~ Coisl. 21.21-23  aroovdvny TV év &AL cELOpEVTV, otov Evdhtov->* “vemddeg koAfig
&hocvdvng” (Od. 4.404). | ot pév tig Bakdoong, Eviol 8¢ Tfig Ap@rrpitng.

Hel. frag. 13 (P.Coll.Youtie I 2 gl. 58, Hsch. a 4153)
ap@ovdic mept 10 Edagog. | 6 88 ‘HMSSwpog Gueotépoig Taig yepoiv gig 10 ovdag
pintov, (om. pap.).

~ Coisl. 29.30-31 Gpgobdag mept 1O obdag, o Edagog: “H npdg yiiv EAdoeie kdpn dp-
@oddag épeicag” (Od. 17.237) (deb. dpeovdig bis)

64

There is more than one point of interest in these variations, which nicely
demonstrate the conditions of variability under which the lexicon was

60. The fAipatog references are /l. 15.273, 619 (also Od. 10.88), where cf. scholl. (with H. Erbse,
Hermes 81 [1954]: 173). The reference of the Heliodoran citation will be Od. 9.243, fjAiBatov nétpnv.

61. The implied etymology requires not BaAAer but Baiver (unless the lexis was taken to be niiBarog),
but Hsch. too has BdArer: common error, it appears.

62. Editors have tried to reconcile the quotation with Od. 4.489, 1jé 11g GAet’ dAé0pw ddeuke, but I see
no reasonable alternative to referring it to Od. 1.46, where the direct tradition gives éoikétt keitan OréBpw.
See further M. W. Haslam, “Homeric Readings Lost and Found,” CP 87 [1992]: 322-25.

63. The lexis for the original polysemantic entry, citing /. 23.724 and II. 6.264, will have been not
aeipag but dewpe. (It is interesting that the compound dvdeipe is included, atypically, under the simple
verb—unless we are to posit a reading §” 1’ or fié p’ depe, or articulation as fj p’ &v’ deipe.) This has been
conflated with a regular (non-polysemantic) entry on Od. 24.165 deipag (the link effected with xai xatd
petoynv “and participially”), to which the Heliodoran entry on Od. 1.141 was appended. The subsequent
matter, elucidating aipewv = mpoogépetv, was appended probably to the polysemantic entry; the last two
items (which I have parenthesized) look like still later additions. In the papyrus the non-polysemantic en-
try remains discrete (and the polysemantic entry is absent), which suggests that the conflation of the two
was post-Apollonian.

64. 1 take it that the accusatives are due to scribal error (minuscule compendium?); genitive is con-
firmed by the quotation and the continuation as well as by the other line of transmission. I suspect the
original entry started by quoting /I. 8.207 (Thetis), and also that in Coisl. £viot has replaced Apion just as
ot pév has replaced Heliodorus.
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transmitted. The actual interpretations of a given lexis, and the basic for-
mat of their presentation, tend to remain more or less intact. In adégvkei, for
instance, both the papyrus’ and the Coislinianus’ versions give “A or B; C.”
The dispensable components are the quotation, the book reference, and the
name of Heliodorus. Only rarely does the Coislinianus fail to cut the last.5

If the lexicon is an onion, Heliodorus is its outer layer. The image is not
perfect, for there is a certain amount of integration; and as a result, some
(many?, most?) of the Heliodoran contributions must elude identification.
Relatively few of them actually carry the name, and those that don’t are
detectable only when they remain structurally discrete, within Odyssey
series. So we cannot simply peel off the Heliodoran layer. And if we were
to shift our attention from the external to the internal evidence and con-
sider the nature of the Heliodoran items, it would be quickly apparent that
there is nothing particularly characteristic about them that would enable
us to isolate them by content alone. The Heliodoran interpretations are
such as one might find in any commentary of the period, a familiar mix of
triteness and novelty. Dyck’s edition makes that clear enough. (Dyck’s
general estimate of Heliodorus is somewhat more respectful than mine
would be; to a jaundiced eye he evinces little conscientiousness or sophis-
tication. But that is another matter.) I have suggested above that some of
the Aristarchan and other material may come from him. Some have called
Heliodorus a glossographer, but it is only the Apollonian extracting that
makes him look one.%® Several of the entries have features that betray the
fact that they originate in a commentary, and give no %round for thinking
that Heliodorus’ concerns were predominantly lexical. 7 On the evidence
available, he was a conventional exegete in the tradition of Aristarchus.

Incidentally, it seems to me that Lipsius was probably right to suggest
that this Heliodorus is to be identified with the famous metrist. There is
no lack of ypappatikoi who concerned themselves with lexical and exe-
getical matters as well as with metrical. One thinks not only of Aris-
tophanes of Byzantium, but also, closer to home, of Philoxenus and

65. The dpgovdig entry, it should be noted, is one of the Odyssey ap- series of entries mentioned to-
wards the outset of this paper; as with dupopov in the same series, the Heliodoran entry has been added to
a preexistent one, pulled down into the Odyssey series in the process. (Cf., e.g., mAgiov and mAfjvro, p. 19
above.) dpgoddag, the Coislinianus’ form of the lexis, I take to represent the intermediate step between
apgovdig and its metaphrasis mept 10 £dagog (i.e., in full, dugovdig olov aue-obidag mept 10 o0dag TO
£8agog). The difference between the standard interpretation and the Heliodoran one hangs on the treatment
of ape-: Heliodorus accepted -ovdig>008ag but turned his back on the conventional Gue(i)-nepi equation in
favor of something more imaginative.

66. Ritschl distinguished “Heliodor der Glossograph” from other ypappatikol of the same name
(Opuscula philologica, vol. 1 [Hildesheim-New York, 1978; reprint of Kleine philologische Schriften,
vol. 1, Leipzig, 1866], pp. 116fF.), and the label has stuck.

67. Cf.,, e.g., 32.13-32 dvéoaiptr . . . (long and multi-source entry mainly re analysis of Od. 2.185
dvieing: cognate with dvia, or av-ieing)- katd 8¢ tfiv ‘Hhoddpov dnddootv dppdter {énaveing) (Bekker:
an éni 10 dvieing?) kdkeivo oltwg eipficbar, “GAN" dving, émel avtdg éyeivao maid’ aidniov” (1L 5.880),
T HeTagopds obang and Tig Gviepévav (scripsi: -ng) T@v KVVAV Katd Tag Bripag APEcENS. Kal TobTO Thg
anodéoemg dirket Kal (4l 10) (supplevi) &mi Tod Tnlepdyov Aéyeobat kai ént tfig ABrivng. So Heliodorus
adduced the lliad passage. Cf. d8epistav, and n. 39 above.

68. J. H. Lipsius, Neue Jahrb. f. Phil. u. Paid. 81 (1866): 609—10. Reputation as a metrist: “inter
Graecos huiusce artis [i.e. metrics] antistes aut primus aut solus” (Juba ap.) Apthon. (“Mar. Vict.”) Ars
Gramm. 2.9, Gramm. Lat. V1 94.7-8.
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Varro.%° The Alexandrlan Atticist Irenaeus (Minucius Pacatus) is attested
as the metrist’s pupll 0 Heliodorus is best known to us for his Aristophanic
colometrization, which was likewise heavily dependent on the work of Al-
exandrian predecessors The absence of metrical comments in the mate-
rial extracted by Apollonius is no argument against the identification;
hexameters are hexameters. Then, as with Apion, it was a prominent schol-
ar’s work that Apollonius used. But since the name is not uncommon, and
first-century commentators were many, there can be no certainty.

II. ApiON

As we have seen, Apollonius often pairs Heliodorus with Apion. But
there are many more citations of Apion than of Heliodorus. The work of
Apion’s on which Apollonius drew was a Homeric lexicon. That is estab-
lished not by Hesychius’ reference to the Homeric lexica of Ap(p)ion and
Apollonius, but by the citations within Apollonius’ lexicon. Van der Valk
maintains that Apion published two works on Homer, one entitled I'Adc-
oot ‘Ounpikai and the other a commentary, and suggests that Apollonius
may have used the latter.”> We shall come to the I'\@oocot ‘Ounpkai
shortly. But the belief that Apion wrote a commentary is groundless,
and in any case there can be no doubt that the work that Apollonius used
took the form of a lexicon. Formulae such as drodidwot or anodédwke,
found with reference to Apion in several entries, are indeterminate. So is
a direct extract such as (143.20f.):

6 8¢ Amiov oUtwg petappalel op@ddig 1o dnod tfig mAnyfg oidnpa.

But consider an entry such as 17.14-17 (gl. 171 Steinicke, Ap. frag. 11
Neitzel):

aintov £t Tob “f| Kol &n’ dxpoBétoro méAwp aintov évéotn” (Il 18.410) fiyouv 10
néya, ued” dppfic.”* | 6 Ariov mpodeic Ty AéEv noiv aigtev (Ludwich: gnot mointov)
TVELGTOV, TMUPDJEC: Tdooetar & émi tod ‘Heaiotov 1§ Mg 10 Yap @uodpevov péya
yivetal. | ot 8¢ (Ludwich: 1o 8¢) aietndov mapd tov Getov.

69. Philoxenus wrote n. t@v nep’ ‘Ounpe yhooodv as well as n. pétpov (Suda). (Erbse, Beitrige,
pp- 430-31, traces Philoxenan etymologies in Apollonius.) And he, Varro, and Heliodorus were all three
derivationists.

70. Suda et 190, adduced by Lipsius. I see little reason to think that tod petpikod is mistaken, as Dyck
suggests.

71. See O. Hense, Heliodoreische Untersuchungen (Leipzig, 1870); W. G. Rutherford, A Chapter in the
History of Annotation (London, 1905), pp. 88-92.

72. Researches, 1:301.

73. It rests on nothing more than EM’s entry on émha: . . . onuaivet kol t& yakkevtikd Gpyava, fiyouv
gpyareia, dg enowv Arniwv, Thddog o &k 1o “pdoag” (II. 18.412). Whatever the precise relations between
this and the corresponding entries in EtGenAB (see Ap. frag. *86 Neitzel), “Ap.” (see below), and ApS.
(also see below), it would be most unsafe to postulate a commentary on the basis of this isolated book-
reference even if it were clear that the reference was given by Apion. (Scholars are often too ready to pos-
tulate commentaries on the basis of isolated notices.)

74. It may be that an initial rendering has fallen out (e.g., an(tev guon)tov), and also that éni 100 is
&m (to0 ‘Heaio)tov. But I think the text is probably sound as it stands; the function of fiyouv is explica-
tive, and éni tod can be used with quotes (e.g., 9.2).
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Here again it appears that Apion’s entry is quoted verbatim;”° but the no-
table feature is the introductory mpobBeig thv Aé&iv. If even this phrase is
not quite definitive, consider 102.3-5 (Ap. frag. 54 Neitzel), which is I
think unique:

KOA<®VN)* KOA>wVAG, mdv dvactnua tfg YAg “Eott 8 TG méAiog mpondpoB{ev} aineia
Koku’)vn."76 | 6 8& Aniwv napeig 10 onuaivépevov, npobeig 8 10 koAdVY oA Tpwik.

Apion failed to give the meaning of xoAdvn (sc. as a common noun) and
glossed it only as a proper name.”’” What is implied for Apion is a com-
prehensive Homeric lexicon.

Yet Apollonius saw fit to compile one of his own. If it was conceived
in rivalry, we would expect it to be polemical. But criticism of his prede-
cessor is surprisingly muted. The majority of his reports are given neu-
trally. There is the implicit criticism just quoted, there is an “absurd”
applied to one of Apion’s etymologies (yavAiddovta quasi xaviiédovra,
167.4) and a “wrong” applied to one of his interpretations (dyov = kpéag,
126.1), but otherwise, adverse comment is restricted to the occasional
preference expressed for non-Apionic interpretations " If he shared
Roman contemporaries’ view of Apion as a pnze specimen of pretentious-
ness,0 he certainly does not show it. Apion is the one authority that
Apollonius does not hesitate to contradict, but when he takes it upon him-
self to rebut one or another of Apion’s more preposterous interpretations,
he pours no scorn. The impression he conveys is of a humble toiler in the
Homeric vineyard, capable of recognizing nonsense where he finds it but
for the most part content to serve as a receiver and transmitter, fulfilling
the function of scholarly middleman by assembling the lexical interpreta-
tions of others. He intervenes little—more, to be sure, than Orion or the

75. Whether the citation of Apion extends to yivetai (so Ludwich) or terminates at nup®dec (so Neit-
zel) hardly matters for present purposes. I take it that the etymology has been cut. Ludwich’s suggestion
that Apollonius and Apion gave the word respectively proparoxytone and oxytone accentuatioa is without
foundation.

76. 1l. 2.811, with npondpoiBe noAiog inverted (in attempt to mend the metre, I take it). The same gloss
apparently occurs in a first-century B.c. papyrus commentary ad loc., P.Oxy.VIII 1086 iii 20 (Pap.ll 100
Erbse), kohavn (o) [n]dy [dvao(tnua [yfic (or tfig Yfic?). Editors’ acquiescence in kohwvdc (unhom-
eric) as the lexis is surely untenable.

77. It is absurd to take kokdvn at /. 2.811 as a city name: the reference will have been to /. 11.757
(rétpng T "QAeving, kai Alioiov EvBa k/Kokdvn | xéxAntar), where the matter was in fact in dispute; but
in that case Tpwik1j is patently wrong—perhaps an error on Apollonius’ part in taking over Apion’s entry?
The participles, bereft of main verb, are another oddity, though hardly a serious one (sc. gnot after
xoAwvn).

78. Which, like Apollonius’, included place-names. In Apollonius these tend to be grouped at the end
of the relevant two-letter section. Did he take them over from Apion, | wonder (n.b. ggll. 26-28, 3.32—
4.2, ABapBapin—-APudéBev?), or did they each mine a separate work devoted to such names?

79. Typical is 43.23-27 (Ap. frag. 20 Neitzel), épytév eoxtév, fij PraBepdv, i moALYPOVIOV B¢ Axiwv
(not hidden etymology dei pntov, pace Neitzel, but a- = nodv as often). BéAtiov 8¢ 0 mpdtov- BEAEL Yap
eineiv ot 1oig 8" HnepPornv prhooTopyiag YoveDSIV GTOAEGAGH TODG YEVVIBE VTOC N8O xal aipetov kAaiev
xai nevleiv. “dpnrov 8 tokebaot yoov kai névBog EBnkev (deb. -ag)” (/1. 17.37). While Apollonius’ prefer-
ence is his own, the grounds for it are traditional.

80. The Emperor Tiberius ap. Pliny HN praef. 25 (cymbalum mundi); Pliny HN 30.18 (his dedications
conferred immortality on the dedicatee); Sen. Ep. 88.40-41. “Every age produces its literary imposters,
brilliant but shallow, and greedy of applause™: J. W. White, The Scholia on the “Aves” of Aristopkanes
(Boston and London, 1914), p. xlv.
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diligent Hesychius half a millennium later, but less than other scholars of
his time. His own contributions are modest. Like the best lexicographers,
like Diogenianus, like Hesychius, he seeks not to be original, but useful.

Given the tralatitious nature of most of the scholarship of the period, it
would not surprise if Apollonius took over Apion’s lexicon more or less
entire, acknowledged him only when quoting particularly zany bits or ex-
pressing disagreement, made a few trifling alterations and additions, and
put the product out as his own. It could be true.3! On the other hand, it
does look from the internal evidence as if Apollonius’ use of Apion came
only at a relatively late stage in the composition of his work, and one
might well guess that Apion’s lexicon had only just appe:ared.82 I get the
impression that Apion’s lexicon served not as a basis but more as a sup-
plement for Apollonius’. But it must be admitted that that impression
could be largely due to the latter’s selectivity of citation. At all events,
Apollonius mined it for its etymologies, with which Apion was fertile and
creative (often proffering alternatives), as well as for its interpretations.83
Often the expressly Apionic accessions are merely appended at the end of
the relevant entry, with or without comment by Apollonius. Apollonius
comments on them with comparative freedom and frequency, in strong
contrast to the bareness of the bulk of the lexicon’s data.

We are in no position to make a real comparison of Apion’s lexico-
graphical enterprise with Apollonius’, since the latter effectively buried
the former. But we may suspect that they differed in the relative weight
accorded the two departments of word-study, etymology and semantics.5’
Apollonius’ devotion to Alexandrian exegetical tradition could not wholly
insulate him from the orientational shifts that Stoic language theory had
brought about, but it is not as a matter of routine that his lexical defini-
tions are etymologically informed, as appears to have been the case with
Apion.

81. Some papyrus evidence will be presented in Part II.

82. We do not know whether it was composed at Alexandria or at Rome—or indeed elsewhere: he
travelled. (He seems to have been quite an academic jet-setter, in fact, and books can be written en route:
see M. L. West, Introduction to Greek Metre [Oxford, 1987], preface.) Nor do we know where Apollonius
(or his father Archibius) worked; one presumes Alexandria, but it is not actually attested.

83. The fact that the Apionic interpretations tend to be deviant does not mean that Apion’s lexicon will
not have been highly derivative. Even from Apollonius’ selections, which are no doubt disproportionately
idiosyncratic, it is clear that much of what is labelled Apion’s is inherited. But it does seem that he special-
ized in contriving novel etymologies for much-discussed words, almost as if to show it is a game that any-
one can play; e.g., on aBiov we see him applying two further functions of initial ¢-. He will have had less
depth of commitment to his Homeric scholarship than to his anti-Semiticism.

84. The most conspicuous examples are fastened on by Schenck in his chapter on Apion (Quellen,
pp. 13-26, cf. p. 8), with a view to demonstrating, contra Gattiker, that Apollonius was “ein positiv
Mitarbeitender.” But it needs to be noted that this is not typical of Apollonius’ behavior in the lexicon as a
whole, where his reticence is extreme.

85. Cf., e.g., Varro Ling. 5.1.2 for a conventional formulation of the division and interrelationship: a
word has two “natures,” a qua re et in qua re vocabulum sit impositum. The remains of Varro’s treatise,
though more heavily stoicized, make an excellent companion to Apollonius’ lexicon. So does Cornutus
(see G. W. Most, “Cornutus and Stoic Allegoresis,” in ANRW 2 36.3, 2014-65). On ancient (Stoic) ety-
mological theory see K. Barwick, Probleme der stoischen Sprachlehre und Rhetorik, Abh. Leipzig
Philol.-Hist. 49.3 (Berlin, 1957); J. Pinborg, “Das Sprachdenken der Stoa und Augustins Dialektik,” C&M
23 (1962): 148-77. A study of lexicographica from this perspective—it is, after all, the area where philos-
ophy and literature meet—would be a worthwhile undertaking.
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Something that has badly muddied the waters is a polysemantic Ho-
meric lexicon transmitted under Apion’s name. But first we should regis-
ter the presence of polysemantic entries in Apollonius’ own lexicon.

IIT A. POLYSEMANTICS

Apollonius’ entries typically take the form of a simple gloss on a particu-
lar lexis in a particular place, identified by quotation.86 The interpretation
relates to a given occurrence of the word or phrase. (This is what gives
the lexicon its strong affinity with the D-scholia.) Now and again, as we
have seen, combination will result in a multiple entry, which may bring
together two or more occurrences of the word in question, or two or more
forms of it, sometimes with the same interpretation, sometimes with a
similar one, sometimes with a significantly different one. When Apollo-
nius encounters competing interpretations he simply records them both,
with or without attribution; occasionally he may declare a preference or
make a comment, occasionally he may even venture an alternative inter-
pretation himself (he is fond of suggesting that the Homeric word bears
its present-day meaning). Now and again an entry will be longer and
more complex, and may include reference to Aristarchus or other earlier
scholars, or quote other poets, but these entries too follow basically the
same form, inasmuch as they have a single point of departure. Entries are
built up by accretion.

Standing out starkly among such basic uniformity are occasional poly-
semantic entries. One does not need to spend much time leafing through
the lexicon’s pages before they begin to leap to the eye, even without the
formatting that I confer on them below. Instantly recognizable in the first
few pages, for instance, are ggll. 43 and 54 (4.32-34, 5.25-28 Bekker),
dydacOa and dyyiporov, which for the sake of the contrast I give to-
gether with their immediate neighbors:

ayootov dyxdva. | 6y1ég87 1O &vtdg @V YeWpdVv T Ppaytévov- toltols Yap Toig
pépeot (1. pérearN®® mpooaydpeda mpodc tavtode d v (= &v) Povkdueda. 16 gnotv
“€Ae yaiav dyootd.” | To0To 1O pépog olovel 6 dykdv, 6 dywv, Tob k’ mpog 1o ¥’ (Tolle:
T°) cuyyéverav Exovtoc. | GAhot 8t dyootdc dykdv, mapd T dyav dotddng eivar.®?

86. The quotations are often absent from the Coislinianus, but consistently preserved in an early papy-
rus (P.Bodl.Lib.Ms.gr.class.e.44, first or second century; see Part II), and cf. n. 4 above. The proper term
for what I have been referring to as the “interpretation” or “gloss” is the “metaphrase” (petdgpaocig; cf.,
e.g., Apollonius’ references to Apion’s entry on opddi§, quoted on p. 26 above, or the end of the Oro-
otayvoito entry, p. 16 above). As for the “lexis” itself—the item metaphrased, etymologized, identified as
a hapax, whatever—moderns have gotten into the regrettable habit of referring to it as the “lemma,” a
term I see no reason to extend beyond contexts such as commentaries and scholia, where what are conven-
tionally called lemmata serve to key the annotation to the text.

87. Variously emended, but sound. The term is used when upholding an interpretation as “sound.”
VY1dg 8¢ or xata 8¢ tO Vyiég would be the more regular formula (cf., e.g., 86.4, 116.30), and Schenck here
adds (xata) (Quellen, pp. 82, 147), but the superficially corrupt Hesychian entry dyog- tov dykdva. to 8¢
dyég 10 évtog ktA implies the same text (except that it perhaps justifies to (8’) vyiég). That is not defini-
tive, for Hesychius and the Coislinianus may occasionally share error (see n. 61 above), but we find 16 pév
vyieg likewise used at 99.17.

88. pélog and pépog are constantly confused in manuscripts. At Heliod. Aithiopica 7.10.2 tpadpa o
uépovg pévov f pélovg GAAG kai woyfic adthc I take fi péloug to be an intrusive v.1. (leg. o péloug
povov dAAG).

89. This entry amalgamates two competing interpretations, and etymology for each (philologically pre-
posterous, as usual); the incoherence of the presentation is clearly due to the serial adoption of discrete bits
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e

dydaoBor €7 pgv o0 Bavpdletv, “dg ot yovar dyapaei (1) TéOnnd te Seidid T oivédc”
émi 8¢ 100 @bovelv, “é¢Eeinw, kai prt K61Q dydonode Exactoc”
¢mi 8 tob (mhodv, “dc & ab viv pou dydacbe Beot Ppotdv dvdpa
nape'wm.”go
dyn BdapPos kai katdninbic: “dyn p’ Exet- obk dv Eporye Ehmopéve 16 YEvolt', ovd’ i
Be0i B¢ 206horev.” !

&yprov aiya aiyaypov- “edpiv { Ehagov kepadv { dyplov alya.”
dyyipolov émi pév tod pet’ Shiyov, “dyyipokov 8t pet’ adtov (-ovg cod.) éBricetio
sodpat) "0Odvsceic” 92
Kol “dyyiporov 8¢ obeg e Kai avépeg NABov BgopPoi” 93
émi 8¢ o0 olveyyvug Tomov, “tov & £§ dyyororo idwv Eppdocato kfpuE.”
ayxpedng ) dyyod tiig yiic Pabeia- “dyypadhg 8¢ Bdlacca, kai ob mwg EoTL MOSEGTL
othpever.”

We encountered some such entries when on the trail of Heliodorus. Here
is one of them once again, along with the entries that follow (152.35—
153.13).

TRy Em pdv tig 8docwg kol tfig ouviiBoug Tpiv, “Tipfig fig Té W Eoike TeTfioOu
pet” Ayarodg”
£mi 8¢ Tiig Tipepiag, “tipnv dpvipevor”
¢mi 8¢ 100 mpootipov, “tiunyv & Apyeiowg{iv} drotivéuev”
émi 8¢ Tiig dviic, “TuNV dpeig dyovteg éeikoa{o JdBolov”
—prjrote 8¢ kai tobto émi mpootipov Aéyetor (Bekker: AéyecBar cod.). | 6 88 ‘HMS-
dwpog kai thv Bacireiav obtwg enoiv eipfioBar- “f £1° Exer Tufv moréecol (ntoréoiv
deb.) pera Muppiddveoor.”
tivvovial tipopodvrot
tigw dviékTiow
TrbekeTo Emi pEv tod Hrondleto, “On’ dyeoet titdokeTo”
éni 8¢ Tob otoyaoud ypficbar, “Mnpdvng & év toict Titboketo Sovpi
QoEV®”’
kal “ioiociv 1¢ TITLOKONEVOL”
kol &M 100 WuIK®g KoTEGTOYAETO, “TITUOKETO & @peciv fowv fi TEL
akovti{c)oar & oyedov opundijvar.”

Two polysemantic entries, with a pair of mutually related regular entries
intervening; the Odyssey set follows (see p. 13 above). Apollonius ex-
presses reservation about the last of the four meanings of Tipn that the en-
try distinguishes, and appends a further one from Heliodorus. The second
quote exemplifying the second meaning of titvoketo may reflect his

of data, which I have marked off with bar-lines. (Schenck, Quellen, pp. 82-83 offers analysis. I am not
sure he is justified in adding explicit mention of Apollodorus, from Hesychius.)

90. The quoted verses (Od. 6.168, Il. 14.111, Od. 5.129) show variants that are not to be emended
away (1" not &’ after deidia, 2&einw not neifecbar, dydace not dyace). Cf. n. 51 above.

91. It is presumably this entry that is responsible for the polysemantic dydac6at entry’s being put
here. As to the dyn entry itself (on Od. 3.227f.), it may be that one of the two glosses is Heliodorus’,
pulled up out of the separate Odyssey section by a preexistent entry.

92. Od. 17.336, with £Briceto for é80cato/eto: possibly transmissional corruption, like those I have
mended (-obg for -ov by compendium misreading, omission by to8-t08 parablepsy), but more probably an
ancient reading.

93. One of the two quotes (both Odyssean) added from Heliodorus? Polysemantic entries normally
give just one exemplification per meaning. Cf. the case of tdpvev, p. 11 above.
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incorporation of an entry titveképgvor otoyalopevor v.sim. on Il. 3.80.
But that will be the extent of his intervention.

Clearly there was in existence a polysemantic Homeric lexicon, whose
entries Apollonius freely took over. This simple conclusion seems to be
practically inescapable. General acknowledgment of it has been impeded
by the fact that the focus of scholarly investigation has been diverted, first
by the question of the authenticity of the polysemantic “Apion” lexicon,
and secondly by the question of the quality of Apollonius’ scholarship.
Gattiker long ago isolated the polysemantic material as a component of the
lexicon,”* but his incidental characterization of Apollonius’ working meth-
ods as mechanisch had unfortunate if predictable results. Erbse countered
with the assertion that it was Apollonius himself who assembled the poly-
semantic entries.”> But that there was an independent work on which
Apollonius drew, for individual entries and also it may be as a model,
seems hard to deny.

Apollonius’ own practice is quite different. Occasionally he will com-
bine an entry with a related one (though we can never be sure it is Apol-
lonius who is responsible, rather than his source or a reviser), but the
limits to his concern to make meaningful connections among the various
items of his motley material are very soon reached. Different verb-forms,
for instance, typically have each their own entry. We need go no further
than ggll. 3-4, 8§-9, 11-12:

dacav Eprayav
dacdpnv £BAapnyv, dty teplénecov

ddoal moAhaydg kol dyav Prdyol
Gdta dyav BAdntel

adoato fyvénoev, finaptev, {#p86vnoev}®’
daolar Aopaochot, kakodv,

where Apollomus sorting does not extend beyond the juxtaposition of
kindred items.’® Sometimes, indeed, there are two separate entries for one
and the same lexis—e.g., dacovral, glossed (payovrm and pepilovor re-
spectlvely Each entry, in short, is founded on a given occurrence of a
particular word. Lexeis in other passages may occasionally be adduced,

94. Verhdltnis, pp. 20-21.

95. Beitrdge, p. 412: “Apollonios hat offensichtlich, eben um ein praktisches Nachschlagewerk fiir
den Homerleser zu schaffen, Bedeutung und Beleg aus den zu verschiedenen Dichterstellen gehorenden
Vulgatscholien zusammengetragen, nicht ohne seine eigene Ansicht bei umstrittenen Ubersetzungen zu
Gehor zu bringen” (cf. ibid., p. 409, n. 2). It is an image of Apollonius’ procedures that simply defies the
evidence. Cf. n. 107 below.

96. The dyav in these glosses is etymological of the initial ¢-! (Cf. the apvoyerdg entry, 48.34.) I do
not know what the reference of ddoat (or dGacar?) is meant to be. Did it start life as ddoag?

97. This last gloss was evidently meant for aydearo, as Villoison recognized. Cf. the polysemantic
dydaoOa entry, quoted above.

98. Contrast the polysemantic (disemantic) entry on the homonymous dae, 44.30 (gl. 654), clearly
preexistent. The appended reference to Apion indicates that the entry was common to both lexica (6 8¢
Aniov duedtepa TVPOAOYDV KTA).

99. 56.22 (gl. 912), 24 (gl. 914) (read peprodor). The passages concerned, as Steinicke recognizes, will
be /l. 22.354 and Od. 2.368. Even a hapax can receive two different entries, e.g., dedpiaro, 57.1 (gl. 920),
18 (gl. 932).
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as in a commentary, but such adduction is a far cry from the systematic
treatment of the formally distinct polysemantic entries. A normal entry, if
it extends beyond a simple gloss, accumulates data bit by bit, often be-
coming progressively incoherent in the process. (E.g., dyoGtov above.)
The polysemantic entries, with their pari passu treatment of a word’s var-
ious inflections in various occurrences, with a definite number of mean-
ings assigned and no variant interpretations admitted, are fundamentally
different, both in form and in function.

In its fullest form a polysemantic entry first lists the Homeric mean-
ings, then gives exemplification of each in turn:

19.10 axewopevov idpevov Kai Enokevdlovra-
&mi pEv tob idpevov “€Akog akedpevov,”
£ni 8¢ tob émokevalovia “vijag dkeldugvov.” 100

We find this basic pattern systematically followed in a first-century papyrus
fragment of a polysemantic Homer lexicon, discussed on pp. 36-37 below.
It is a very methodical but also a very uneconomical form of presentation,
and it is no surprise that in the Apollonius lexicon, or at least in the Cois-
linianus, the full form is only rarely preserved intact.'0! Usually the initial
listing of the different meanings is dropped, or else the subsequent repeat of
them; and often there is assimilation of form and/or content to the local en-
vironment.'92 So the distinction between polysemantic entries and accre-
tive ones, for all that it is fundamental, tends to get blurred.

It is not only their lexicographically distinct character that indicates the
discrete origin of the polysemantic entries. Sometimes we find clusters of
them, evidently taken over en bloc. One such block is put at the begin-
ning of the ap- section (41.6fF.).103

100. This entry recurs in partly fuller form in the derivative polysemantic lexicon found in Ambro-
sianus C 222 inf., for which see n. 143 below.

101. E.g., 169.15-17 y®épevog YOAOUUEVOG, GVIOUEVOG KOT GUYYEOMEVOS KATA WUYNHV. EMi pév Tod
nP@TOL (SC. Xohobpevog) “BR 8 kat OVASumol0 Kapfvev ywdopevos (kfip)” (Il. 1.44), £ni 8¢ Tod dvidpevog
Kail cuyYedpevog “ydoato & “Extwp” (Il 14.406); 63.3-5 £nog dyabod, mpoonvoie. €nt pév tob dyabod,
émel mapd T ea T dyadd (‘1. 15.1387")), 10 8¢ (olim fuerit éni 8¢ ToU) npoonvoie “ei dVvaoai ye, nepio-
xeo mardog enog” (Il. 1.393). Cf., e.g., “Ap.” in apybprov.

102. E.g., the slightly garbled 43.9-11 apet@ év Gpetf) éotiv kot gig dpetfv dnoknyet: “ovk dpetd
xakd Epya” (Od. 8.329), (ei¢ apethiv dmoirfysy) (post Steinicke supplevi, coll. Hsch.), étav 8 Aéyn
“dpetdot 8¢ Aaot O adtod” (Od. 19.114), &v dpetfj eioiv (scripsi: éotiv) Bovretar dnhodv; cf. 49.33 dyvag
with EM’s entry in dyvn. An entry such as 54.2-4 yéyove ¢pdvel. éviote 8¢ tdooet Thv Aé&v ém ToD
peyaiov kai Suvapévov péypt morhod &akovecbon (pBGyYyoL). “tdocov yap Env Pdoavtt yeywveiv,” on the
other hand, is more probably to be construed as accretive (two individual entries combined) than as poly-
semantic in origin.

103. Likewise the next section, as-, is headed by a polysemantic pair, do€ and detpdyaros. Cf,, e.g.,
the polysemantic set towards the beginning of av-: avteg, avrde, (Gbtpi), abty; at beginning of e-:
de1rog, depn, 2dedpnato (ex-dedpifjodar?), progressively interfered with. Routinely retained at the begin-
ning of the relevant two-place alphabetical section are sets such as tév-tob-tovg-t6. The polysemantic
kvion entry (tellingly prefaced onuaivet tpia, cf. the yeven entry, prefaced onpaiver moArd and followed
by the polysemantic yépwv) is likewise not brought into the three-place alphabetical sequence that other-
wise obtains throughout k-, but is appended at the end of the kv- section. The polysemantic ov3og ovAov
pair remain together in defiance of the three-place alphabetization that would shift the latter.



THe HOMER LEXICON OF APOLLONIUS SOPHISTA 33

ap obvdeopog icog 1@ (Tolle: 1) &1, “énel dp o Beol moinoav ikéobar”
Kai dvti Tob dpa, “i¢ dpa goviicag” !
appoviamy £ml pEv T@V cuvONK@V, “pdptupot Eo(c)ovral kai éniokonol dppovidev”
2mi 8E @V Gppoydv, “yopgototv & dpa TV ye Kai dppovifiowv dpnpev”’

apng émi pév tob Beod, “"Apng te Ppotororyds”
gmi 8¢ 100 o1dnpov, “Evla (paiiot deier pévog GBpLpog dpneg”
gmi 8¢ 100 tpavpatog, “Evba) (supplevi) pdriota yivetar dpng dheyetvog”
&m 8¢ tob moAépov, “Todg piv dndiec’ apng”
gmi 8t tfig eig mOrepov dpufic, “80 8¢ piv dpmg detvog Evudiiog”

apyog &mi pév tiig ITehomovviioov, “norAfiou(v) vijcoot{v} kol "Apyet navti dvacoev”
émi 8t tHg morewg THg év IMelomovwiiow, “oi & (008’ cod.) Apyog T £iyov
Tipvvba te terydoecoav”
i 8¢ tfig @eccahiag, “viv ab tovg So(olot 10 Mehacyikov "Apyog Evatov”
otav & dvopatikdg, 1oV "Odvocing (Villoison: -éa cod.) kbva- “av 8 kbwv
KEPOANV Te Kol obata Keipevog Eoyev "Apyos "Odvootiog”
apyov £mi pEv 100 Aevkod, “aietodg apynyv xijva eépav”
&mi 8t Tob Tayog, “Opa @ ye (SVw) Kveg apyoi”
apatan (Em pev 1ob dobevodg) (Villoison), “Omd 8 kvijpor pdovto dparai”
£mi 8¢ Tob Aentol Kai otevod, “apaif) & eicodog”

apoLto drevéyKolto, AdBor “kAéog E6OAOV dpotto” .53
apyadeny (yorennv) (Villoison)- “dpyarénv, noképoro tépag” 105 I.11.4
apn edyn. mote 8¢ 1) BAAPnN: “dpfic dAkTipa yevéoBu” 1. 18.100
apnenp 6 lepeds, Gnd Tod VTEP TOV BuoVTLV TAG EVYAG moteicBat. 60ev VOV

apdpata Embopdpato (1. 5.78)
APYEVVOV AEVKDV, Aaumpdy. 4@’ ob Kai &pyvpog Kal apyveeov 1l. 18.529'06
apapLIag fppoopévag: “Emopupiolg dpapuiog” 1l. 18.459

The important thing here is the initial set of six polysemantic entries. I
have continued beyond them partly to illustrate the contrast (we observe
for instance that the multiple renderings offered for dpoito and Gp svvmv
are quasi-equivalents, not differential as in polysemantic entries),%7 and
partly for the sake of more incidental gains. Earlier we isolated Odyssey
sequences, which I would associate with Heliodorus. Here, with the
entries succeedlng the polysemantic ones, we apparently have an Iliad se-
quence.]0 (The apntnp entry clearly owes its position to the preceding

104. Contrast the later entry on dpa (gl. 627, 43.12), denying the second meaning: dvti 100 67 nap’
‘Opnpe d1d mavtde, mapd 8¢ toig dALoLG év 1@ Pip SLALOYIOTIKOG GUVEEGHOG.

105. The quote (/. 11.4) will have originally extended to the end of the verse (petd yepoiv Exovoav),
but illustrates the tendency to quote only the verse in which the lexis occurs. The antecedent, épida, is in
the previous verse. The principle is explicitly acknowledged in the first of the entries carrying the t®v
dnag eipnuévov label, apdknoav, where 6 nepiéyov v A& otiyog prefaces the quote (which in that in-
stance, however, continues beyond the end of the verse).

106. Steinicke adopts Villoison’s “correction” of the lexis from dpyeyv@v to apyevvdwv, and refers it
to /1. 3.198, but the reference is surely to Il. 18.529, where dpysvv@v is in fact the transmitted text (-éov
edd.).

107. The dpapviag entry is also worth noting, for the lexicon gives separate entries for apnpdq,
dapapiokev, dpnpev, and dpapdv—each glossed with a form of dppdfw. Someone who did not bother to co-
ordinate such entries as these is hardly likely to have compiled the polysemantic entries!

108. Cf. towards the end of the section, the six entries from aépw(iAn to dpiotov (44.4-9), respectively
from 1. 18, 18, 19, 19, 23, 24. But lliad sequences are far less strongly in evidence than the Odyssey se-
quences we have associated with Heliodorus. In fact it is the lack of Homeric sequence outside of the He-
liodoran sections that seems to me remarkable. Explanation for the organization is sought largely in vain.
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apn entry.)109 This is pertinent to our assessment of the formally incon-
gruous apn entry. The unhomeric nominative suggests an originally poly-
semantic entry, such as in fact we find in the polysemantic lexicon
attributed to Apion,'! but the occurrence of an entry on /I. 18.100, apfig
Brapng v.sim., has pulled it down here. The resultant entry—abbreviated
in the Coislinianus, it appears from Hesychius, but retaining its basic
structure! ' —is an amalgam. We have already seen comparable interfer-
ence with polysemantic entries in the cases of dapgig, dppopov, tapveyv,
@opipevay, agipag, and Tipnv, and it would be easy to extend the list.
Some of the polysemantic entries have characteristics which indicate
that they are not just sorted amalgamations of kindred items, but are a
unified set. The metonymic dpng entry finds precise counterparts in en-
tries for other divinities/personifications: dtn (Enl pév tfic copatoeidovg
0ol . . ., émi 8¢ Thg PAAPNG. . .), Aepoditng (8t pev tig B0l . . ., émi 8¢
g mpdg avdpag ouvvovoiac. ..), Eplg, fiparetog (contaminated), %A,

0&pig, poipar, Brvog (Emi pev tob eidwionotovpévov Bgob . . ., émi & TOD
naboug . . ., émi 8¢ 1ol Bavdrov. . .); {evg and ydpig missing. In such en-

tries the relationship with the “Apion” lexicon (on which see below) is
particularly close.

Sometimes, too, the polysemantic lexeis are expressly labelled as such.
The five listed meanings of @oivi§ are prefaced: T@v moArd dnrovodv 1
Aé€ic. We may posit the existence of a work carrymg the title Polyseman-
tic Homeric Words alphabetically arranged Arlstophanes work was
no doubt seminal.’

Other classes of word given such formal recognition in Apollonius’
lexicon are Homeric hapaxes, tov ana& eipnuévov, and onomatopoeic
words, t@v (dvopato-)nenotnuévov (katd pipnoiwv). These too no doubt
had been collected in independent works. Hapaxes were marked by
Aristarchus, and exposition of Aristarchus’ sigla became widely diffused;
so identification of hapaxes would have been available in more compre-
hensive works such as commentaries.!'* But as F. Martinazzoli pointed
out (Hapax Legomenon, vol. 1, pt. 2 [Bari, 1957], p. 25), the lexicon’s
style of labelling them, in contradistinction to the phraseology of the Ho-
meric scholia, presupposes “un inventario gia concluso,” and as evidence

109. And the apapuiag entry has apparently slipped down by one line, as often happens. This is con-
firmed by the next entry, apyvpénela, which belongs next to épyevvdv, just as dpylédovtog, apyestdo
vétoro, and apyétt dnud (all hevk-) are brought together a little further on. Then comes the Odyssean
dapnpd fppoopévog, apparently attracted by apapuiag, then another apparent Iliadic sequence: dpfiyelv
1.521 (a¢’ ob kai apnydv 5.511), dperov ?leg.-wv 2.707 (kai apeio 10.237), dpverdg and dpveg 3.197 and
4.102, dptepéa 5.515.

110. épd 8’ (sc. onpaiver)- edyMyv, katdpav, Brapnv, dénotv. (For apd read -1, or contaminated from a
general lexicon, cf. Hsch. [see next note]?) That entry precedes entries for dpaai and dpng. The corre-
spondence with entries in the Apollonius lexicon is considerable, but not without discrepancies, telling
against direct dependence of one on the other. See below for the relationship between the two lexica.

111. Hsch.: api edyn, “dpdov diov,” xat BAGRN 1 &v 16 dpet Tovtéotty v morépw. This is followed
by (presumably extraneous) dneid}, b1, Katdpa.

112. onpoivewv and dnhobv are interchangeable in this context (cf., e.g., 36.21/23, 61.17/19), though
the former is the more frequent.

113. Cf. C. K. Callanan, Die Sprachbeschreibung bei Aristophanes von Byzanz, Hypomnemata 88
(Gottingen, 1987), p. 90.

114. Cf. n. 165 below.
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of direct use of a Homeric hapax lexicon I would note the two consecu-
tive entries carrying the tdv anoa& eipnuévov label at 99.23-26 (Kijteion,
kigtn), which violate the three-place alphabetization: the entries drawn
from the hapax lexicon did not always get distributed to their precisely
correct place in Apollomus.11 Onomatopoeic entries, for their part,
would probably repay investigation. The fifth—sixth-century Berlin papy-
rus in at least two of its entries preserves the full formula t®v memown-
pEVeV Katd pipnoiv fixov f| eoviic.

III B. THE “APION” LEXICON

We can now bring into the picture the Homerlc lexicon that came through
the middle ages under the name of Apion. U7 1t is precisely the sort of
work implied by the Apollonian entries we have been contemplating. It
consists exclusively of polysemantic entries: for each word a specific
number of distinct meanings are listed. Erbse misstates the case when he
says that this lexicon treats “Homonyma und Hapax legomena” (Lex. Gr.
Min., p. xv). Hapax legomena are altogether excluded. Neitzel (p. 309)
finds two, drdAapvog and fov, but both are unreal. For andiapvog two
meanings are listed (anetpog and dpryavog), which in this lexicon implies
at least two passages. 118 Clearly the compiler of the lexicon did not real-
ize that the word was a Homeric hapax—any more than did Apollonius,
the prima facie source (37.22: drdAapvog dunyavog, katd ctépnoiy Tod
naAopdodat, . . . - onuaiver 8& kai tov dnepov)! Tov too is given two
meanings, t6 dvBog and t6 pérav. The latter was referred by Ludwich to
Il. 11.298 ioedéa movrov—close, but no cigar: the implied reference is
surely /l. 4.278, paivet’ idv katd novrov where iov was evidently taken
as adjective rather than as part1c1ple'

115. Cf. KvAijviog, between kup- and kvv-: AA momentarily misread as M? Other notabilia: separate
entries for eipepov (from the hapax lexicon) and ipepov (a disquisition on the orthography, eip/ip-), also
however for ¢nAiooovto and mAeoovro (1. mAi-), both identified as hapax (Od. 6.318). The hapax lexicon
seems to have included comment on post-Homeric usage: n.b., the ¥8tov (vb.) entry, which notes frequent
usage in Old Comedy. Expressions such as 8i¢ 8¢ kéypnrar tfj Aé&er 6 mountrg (52.11 Bovydre, cf. 59.21
dvomaiibers, 94.29 kappoviny), as opposed to the t@v dnaf eipnuévav (7 Aékg) formula, may be taken
over rather from commentaries. And in the case of the few hapax entries that proceed to make mention
of Aristarchus, I would take the notices to be extraneous additions (pace Martinazzoli, Hapax Legome-
non, pp. 79-81), just like the notices of Heliodorus and Apion.

116. Gl. 61 davapéppuke (~ Coisl. 32.33), gl. 74 Gvapoppbpeoxev (~ Coisl. 35.20). Cf. gl. 72 Gvapar-
pder (~ Coisl. 37.3), where [tav ne]|1tompevmv [Kara ppnowv | nlyov N govng might be worth checking
for the editors’ Tout... [, mlxov......[). In the Coislinianus the formula is routir
(xata pipnowv fyov at 37.3).

117. Ed. Ludwich, see n. 21 above. There are four medieval manuscripts, three of them very partial,
none earlier than fourteenth century; the title in two of them is Aniovog MA@ccar ‘Opnpikai. (See Lud-
wich for details.) The ascription to Apion can be traced back at least as far as Eustathius (Apion frag. *23
Neitzel), and is doubtless ancient if not original.

118. Some other cases where the listed meanings outnumber the actual attestations are given by van
der Valk, Researches, 1:295. He is wrong to infer that the “ciphers”—the numerals that state the number
of meanings (e.g., dndAapvog B” sc. onpaiver)—are of later origin. The formula occurs in Apollonius’ lex-
icon—only rarely in the Coislinianus (101.27 kvien{g} onpaivet tpia), perhaps less rarely originally (n.b.
Sud. in petd, EM in peveaivo).

119. More conventional exegesis, reflected in the etymologlcal tradition and inherited by Eustathius,
related i6v to 276 iwfig; the definition of iw7 as 1) povh 1 Sukvovpévn eig dxorv simultaneously deploys
o (iévat) and exclamatory ic. (Van der Valk misunderstands Eustathius’ note.)
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The controversy that has swirled around the question of the “Apion”
lexicon’s authenticity has perhaps obscured the fact that its importance
lies less in who composed it than in what it is. For the moment, let us sus-
pend the matter of attribution; I shall take it up at the end of this section.

First there is another document that must enter the picture. The “Apion”
lexicon—hereafter “Ap.” for short—is not our only sample of the sort of
work that was available to Apollonius for polysemantic items. We are for-
tunate enough to have a much superior specimen, in the form of a frag-
ment of a first-century manuscript from Oxyrhynchus O The attribution
to the first century was made by A. S. Hunt, the first editor, on paleo-
graphic grounds, and is as secure as such datings can be; I would myself
be inclined to put it around the middle of the century, or earlier rather than
later, but any such precision must be treated with reserve. Here is the sur-
viving text. 2!
opglarog B’ (sc. onpaivst),122 Kupiwg OV &v dvBpdnolg, kai todg &v Taig domiotv filov[g].

Otav piv [t]ov &[v] avBpdnoig, “yactépa yap piv toye map’ SHQAAOV,”

Srav 8 tobg v taic domicwy fjhovg, “év 8¢ ot ouglali[o]i Aoav &[elikoot kac-

oitépoifo.”
dverpolg B, tOV Bedv kal 10 8 adtod Bea[pa.

Srav] pev tov Bedv, “Bdok’ 10t obAe "Ovet[pe,”

Stav 8t 1]0 8" avtod Béapa, “dg {o}ot Evap[yEg dvelpov énlécovto.”
dmhov] v', 16 e oyowviov kai nd[cav Ty xatac]keviv k[ol & nlorepiotip[t]a nha.

[8tav] pév 1o o[yot]vio[v], “¥vO éu piv ka[tédnoav dvloo[Eiue] &vi [vni SlmA[e]

tvotpe[@ér,”

Stav 8¢ micav tHv kaltack[e]uny, [“Evba & vndv Omha pedat]v(d)wv,”

Stav 8¢ [ta nokepiotipa Smha, “pfjtep] Epn, t@ [pEv Onha Beog mopev.”

The initial importance of this fragment lies in its date. Lehrs, ending with
a flourish his discussion of Apion in his Quaestiones Epicae, had roundly
declared that the I'Adooa ‘Ounpikai, i.e., “Ap.,” could not possibly be an-
cient: “has toto colore recentiores esse statim intelligitur ” adding for good
measure, ‘“‘nec quemquam latere debebat.” The papyrus’ casual cruel con-
futation serves as warning against judgments of such certitude.'?3 As Hunt
pointed out, the polysemantic Homer lexicon represented by the papyrus
fragment “may be earlier than Apion; it can hardly be later.”

What is the relation between “Ap.” and Pap.? Pap. was published under
the name of Apion, but the question of identity is a slippery one. Of the
three extant entries in Pap., only one, mhov, has a counterpart in “Ap.”:

120. P.Ryl. I 26. Ludwich, somewhat misleadingly, incorporated it in his edition of “Ap.”

121. The transcript is basically Hunt's (I have used only the published plate), the disposition on the
page mine. I do not include the entry following 8mAov, of which only the first Gtav survives. (But it may be
worth noting that the spacing would allow éveiata B’, t& Bpdpata kai & ypruata.] ktr.) The cited pas-
sages are: /1. 21.180, 11.34; 1l. 2.8, Od. 4.841; Od. 14.345, 6.268, 1l. 19.21.

122. The grammatical structure is unfortunately misunderstood by K. McNamee, Sigla & Select Mar-
ginalia in Greek Literary Papyri (Brussels, 1992), in her chapter on anomalous inflections, pp. 68—-69.

123. Nonetheless, the tradition continues: note the superlative in Latte’s endorsement (Hesychii Lexi-
con, vol. 1 [Copenhagen, 1953] p. ix, n. 1): “quae ab ipso Apione profecta esse rectissime negavit Lehrs.”
Lehrs’ opinion had been expertly challenged by Kopp (*“Apios Homerlexicon,” Hermes 20 (1885): 161-
80) before the accession of the papyrus.

124. Some have been misled by Ludwich’s incorporation of the fragment in his edition of “Ap.” into
believing that all three entries are in common.
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fmhas oyotvia. Kai T& moleptkd Epyakeio. Kol Td TEKTOVIKA T} YAAKELTIKA.

We can easily postulate that the entries in éppardg and Gverpog were cut
out in transmission, along with the exemplifying passages for the listed
meanings of émiov/GnAa, but that still leaves the correspondence discon-
certingly approximate. Apart from the differences of order and phrasing
in the definitions (“Asp #3 10 TekTOVIKA T Yolkevtikd ~ Pap. #2 nd[cav
™mv Kawc]xaonv) there is the formulaic difference between the two:
Pap.’s otav pév ..., otav 8¢ ...is foreign to “Ap.,” whose quotations,
when present, follow directly on each definition (introduced normally by
&¢). The question of identity becomes a question of definition. Pap. is not
“Ap.”: the text of Pap. is not the text of “Ap.”: the text of “Ap.” does not
derive from the text of Pap. (at any rate, not according to Ludwich or
Neltzel) % nor vice versa. If ¢ ‘identity” is to be maintained, it must be in
terms of a common original.

The evidence of Apollonius’ lexicon—ApS., let us call it—complicates
the picture further. Like “Ap.,” ApS. has no entry for épgairdg (at least,
the Coislinianus does not), but we may profitably compare the entries in
ov- to om- (121.7-122.22 Bekker) 71 use bar-lines to mark off a normal
(non-polysemantic) entry’s serial components, and I have flagged entries
that have a counterpart in “Ap.” (or in Pap.) with an asterisk.

dvap Svepoc (Tolle: Sunpog). “kai ydp T° dvap &k Adg éotiv.” | 4mod t00 dviokely, &
2oTIv d@ekeiv. | dpoevikdg 8¢ *Bvelpog fi mapd todto A mapd 1o (10) (Bekker) dv
eipetv, TOLTEOTL TO VTAPYOV AEYELV.

overponérog 6 mept tovg idioug dveipovg moroduevog.

ovelpiner moAnot 6 pév Amiov tod Gmvou- Sid yap tovtov Ekmépmovrar.!?® | fuiv &t
paivetal Kupieg Katd 1O pubikov.

*$veiata ol pEv yhwoooypdeol yildg Grodeddract Ppdpata. | ovk Eott 8¢, GAN ETVpmG
(Tolle: étoipwg) mavia t& Svnotv napéyovia.

*Gverap dQEANpa.

8v0og. “dvBov dnontimv” (kai “év & dvBov Boéov”) kdmpov.

*évéoaito éxgaviioeiev, pépyaito. | kai 6voo (e Yapevog £kpaviicac.

6vopdxrvtog AArTng 1d dvopatt Evdofog.

129

125. The matter is further complicated by the entries in EtGen”B and EM, which quote Ap. in slightly
different form (Ap. frag. *86 Neitzel; I disagree with her analysis on p. 318). For ApS. see below.

126. Whereas Hunt proposed that the papyrus was a fragment of Apion’s lexicon “in its original
form,” Ludwich thought it more probable that it contained only excerpts (Lex. Gr. Min., p. 208, n. 7). But
since it is unclear whether or not the papyrus’ entries were alphabetized beyond the first letter (I would
suppose not), the evidence fails. Neitzel, on inadequate grounds, suggests that the papyrus does not pre-
serve the full wording of the original (p. 302).

127. Incidentally, while in this vicinity, I observe that there are no entries between op8- and opo- (I do
not count dpive and épiverov, whose position indicates they were spelled épewv-; likewise, e.g., 58.33
Suehmetéog; cf. “Ap.”s practice, in e.g., eineg and €ig). Evidently they were lost by ©/O parablepsy. Fu-
ture editors should signal the lacuna.

128. Rather opaque, though it is easy enough to supply “dreams” from the adjective as the subject of
éxméumovtat; variously emended (Lehrs, Quaestiones Epicae, p. 27, Baumert, Apionis Fragmenta [diss.,
Konigsberg, 1886], p. 34), defended by Ludwich (Lex. Gr. Min., p. 328), who would take nvov as “Ynvov,
the god, on the basis of the dveipog entry in the papyrus lexicon, (quoted above, p. 36); but then Apollonius’
own interpretation does not differ. Neitzel accepts Lehrs’ 1@ Unve, but that seems facile. Perhaps read (1@
BaBet) Tob Bmvou kTA. as D-schol. ad loc. (ci-gt parablepsy), in which case the corruption precedes Hesychius;
perhaps also eic- as Hesychius for éx- (just épyetar D-schol.); and tovtev for Tovtov?

129. The entry is incoherent, even after my punctuation. The nominative lexis evidently relates to
1l. 23.775, 1§} pa Bodv kéxvt’ GvBog, but the given quotations are of neighboring passages, 781 and 777.
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6EvéevTL 6 ptv Amiov 6LeT Eyyet. | 6&vdevtt 8t dEvive. 30

8ratpog 100 avtod matpdg TIVL YeYOVdS, olov &v @ p tiig ‘Thiddog “kai ol Tebkpog (dp’
TE) Kaoiyvnrog kai dnarpog.”
*¢magbpevog: Emi PEV oD KaTEMELYOHEVOG “YELApPOVG Kat Specey dmalduevog Atdg
SuBpe” (ovy B¢ Anunitprog 6 IikTNg, TANPOVHEVOG)
¢mi 8¢ 100 mpoyeploduevog “avtap £Yd kNpukad T dracoduevos”
gmi 8¢ 1ol katemeiyeobou nalv “yarendv 8¢ oe yipag dnaler”
émi 8t tod mepienoinoav “éracav.” 3!
éndwv dkolovddv (-o¢ Villoison). | eipntar 8¢ mapd 10 necbat. | ot 8¢ kai kYplov
Svopa- “dp’ "Ondova (-ova cod.) kai Meidvinmov.” 132
omneverg nepirénelg. “omnedelg 8¢ yvvaikag.” | kai mapbevoninag & mapbévoug mept-
Bken(’)u&:vog.l33
O6nNdET Gkohovbel.
6mda gmiotpoenv kol viponrv: “odk dmda ppovéovteg (-og cod.).”
OmMAGTEPOG O KATA TTV CUYKPLOLY VEDTEPOG.
**GrAa T4 TOAEPLIKG Afyel, Kal Ta TRAG vedg oyotvia, Kai Td YaAKevTIKA Epyaleia.
omég 10 TV SEvdpav ddxpuov. | (68ev xai opvpva kai Aifavog obtwg Aéyetar.) | amo 8¢
tobtov Kol 1) Omdpa Aéyetar, Ot 6mdg adTHV @pel, TovTESTL QUAdGOEL. | 0odk
Gmibovide pEv obv- 10 Yap KaBOALKOV To100TOV 0TIV £10G Ydp 0TIV Gnd Tob Emeivat
Katd THV dnotounv. eidukdg péviol “Ounpog oldev omév Tva Aeyduevov, dg Stav
Ay “@¢ & 8T OmdG ydha Aevkov.”
ombeLy 6 pEv Aniov Spikeiv- | odk Eott 8¢, GAAG TO KaTd VOROUG YuVATKA GUVOLKETV GV-
dpi- kai yap dapap f yovi napd 1O dedapdobar Ho dvdpog.
énwni évtponty | f npdcoytv.

We may pause to observe the presence (1) of Apion and (2) of polyse-
mantic entries.

(1) In three of these entries we find Apion named: apropos éverpinon no-
Anol (Od. 4.809), for the meaning of (Eyyer) 6Evéevty, and for the mean-
ing of émbewv. All three entries take basically the same form: Apollonius
opposes Apion’s interpretation (6 pév Aniov) to one preferred by himself.
None of them is even potentially polysemantic. Ap.ap.ApS. is quite
different from “Ap.”

(2) There are two polysemantic entries.

(a) énafopevog. The third of the four listed meanings is anomalous, in-
asmuch as it repeats the first, and avowedly so (ndlv); the fact that one
is passive and the other active does not lessen the anomaly > This is

130. Cf. 1. 5.50 D-schol., 6Ee1 §j and dEvag eidovg dEvdpov kateokevacpéve. Scholl.bT ad loc. have
ok dmd O&vag- perivolg yap éxpdvto, and van der Valk, Researches, 1:225, supposes that the common
source that he postulates for the D-scholl. and bT gave the interpretation that bT reject. This seems to me
quite wild, and I think attempts to isolate potentially identifiable sources on the basis of interpretative con-
tent (as distinct from formal factors) are generally futile.

131. The passages are (1) /I. 11.493, (2) Od. 10.59, with abtap for 58f. avtap €net. .., 81 w1, 3) IL
8.103, and (4) (not fully quoted) /1. 6.157, Od. 13.121 or 305 (cf. n. 136 below).

132. This articulation, as opposed to Apondova, is non-Aristarchan (cf. A-schol. ad loc., /. 8.276).

133. The napBevoninag addition may be a kind of internal interpolation (the phrase is Leyde’s) from
the entry on nap8evonina (128.19), mapbévovg émnedwv, 8 £oTt mepiokondv, but is at least as likely to
have been taken over already attached to the émnebelg item.

134. The incoherence is even worse than it looks, for neither nominative nor accusative is attested in
either epic, nor is “respect” (¢vtpont}) a tenable meaning for any of the word’s attested occurrences. The
D-scholl. reasonably do not bother to gloss the word except at Od. 10.512, Syewg. Has there been confu-
sion with dmda (above)?

135. A formal anomaly is also kateneiyeofau inf. not kateneiyet indic. (as dndlet in the quote), but
this kind of inconsistency, evidently reflecting tension between conflicting impulses (preservation of the
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evidently a further example of fusion of a polysemantic entry with a regular
one. We might note in passing that the polysemantic entry includes
@racav, which according to the lexicon’s normal principles would belong
in w—where, indeed, we find an independent dndlero entry, with an
implicit @racav entry appended to it.

(b) 6mAa. Even without the corresponding “Ap.” and Pap. entries, it is
clear that the proffered interpretations are not alternative renderings of the
lexis in a given passage, as in a regular entry, but a differentiated listing
of the word’s three Homeric meanings. Like “Ap.,” ApS. dispenses with
the Homeric exemplifications that are preserved in Pap.

To get a sense of the relationship between the two lexica, we may con-
front this block of ApS. entries with the corresponding section in “Ap.”
Actually, since “Ap.” is not alphabetized beyond the initial letter (a sign
of superior antiquity, or merely of comparative brevity?), it does not actu-
ally have a corresponding section: its entries in ov- to orn- are not grouped
together It is worth making the point, since the lexicon’s editor alphabet-
izes.!8 But here are its entries in question, in the order in which they oc-
cur in the only manuscript to transmit them.1

’”

ovacOar: pépyacbor. kol ékeaviicat.
Omhas oyotvia. kol T& mokepikd Epyodeia. Kol T& TEKTOVIKE f| YAAKELTIKG.

ondlelv: 10 mepinoteiv. 10 Siddvar. 10 EEdmabev Sidkelv. mpoyelpilecbar. KataropPd-
vew. éneiyecBat. dpééacbar. dpuficar. dyacbar.

oveiota: Bpdpata. §j yprjpata.

What is immediately clear is that the relationship between the Apollonius
lexicon and the Apion lexicon is not a straightforward one. All four “Ap.”
entries have counterparts in ApS., but there is no simple correspondence.
That ApS. depends on “Ap.” is untenable. When I began this investiga-
tion I confidently expected to find myself in agreement with Ludwich’s
position, in favor of the fundamental authenticity of “Ap.” and hence of
ApS.’s dependence on it. But it entails too much special pleading, and un-
warrantably procrustean procedures. We can save such a hypothesis only
by postulating drastic transmissional alteration—alteration not only by
omission and addition but also by substitution. Since there is nothing but

actual lexis vs. grammatical assimilation), is common enough; cf., e.g., éni pév 100 Bactdletv . . . &mi 8¢
o0 mpdagepe in the deipag entry, quoted p. 24 above. All the same, one would have expected -iv rather
than -ecBa, if it were not for katenelyépevog above.

136. 171.13-15 drateto katdmy édiokev. Snhol 8¢ kai O nsplenotnoev ore GLVTEMK®G Kol TANBuV-
Tikd (“aor.pl.”) Aéyer “1¢) 8¢ Beoi kdAAog te Kai fvopénv épatewviv Gracav.” The latter part could of
course be an internal interpolation from a fuller version of the éna(épevog entry, but there is little reason
to think it is, and in any case the point still stands.

137. Cf. p. 32 above.

138. Of the nineteen o- entries in D (see next note), the four entries in question come first, second,
ninth, and thirteenth.

139. I take the text from Ludwich’s edition (n. 21 above), except that I restore the transmitted order
(and exclude the text of the papyrus); I exclude &v, which the lexicon lists under @. The manuscript is D,
Darmstadt 2773, fourteenth century.
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the hypothesis itself to serve as control, we are trapped by circularity.140

The reverse hypothesis, that “Ap.” depends on ApS., also leaves uncom-
fortably many things to be explained away, e.g., the divergencies between
the two lists of meamngs for on:aCsw/onaCopsvog, 141 and the less devel-
oped alphabetlzatlon in “Ap.”; not to mentlon the existence of Pap.,
which is clearly not dependent on ApS.!'*? The problems vanish if we
account for the commonality between them in terms of common source
material. What this small sample suggests—and more extensive investi-
gation only strengthens the suggestion—is that there is no direct relation
between the two lexica. There seems to me a good possibility that “Ap.”
has been interpolated from ApS. (and in that case the “contamination” is
liable to have been in both directions), but the primary relation between
them is that each draws independently on a commonly available stock of
polysemantic material. That at any rate seems to me to yield the only ac-
count of the phenomena that does not subject the evidence to intolerable
strain, inasmuch as it gives adequate recognition not only to what they
have in common but also to what they do not.

Rather than attempting to fix “identity” and stemmatic relationships,
then, I propose a model of less rigidity. We may recognize the existence of
a body of polysemantic material, and see Pap. and “Ap.,” along W1th the
polysemantic entries in ApS., as individual representatives of it! 1t is
the same, only more so, with the scholia minora. Thanks to the papyri, we
have numerous examples of the kmd of word-by-word glossing that goes
under that anachronistic label.'** The medievally transmitted D-scholia
are only the most extensive.'*> We can envisage a floating corpus of inter-
pretative tradition, fundamentally unstable, dynamically transmitted, con-
tents and contours in perpetual flux, with no sort of fixity beyond what 1ts
many instantiations were momentarily and continually investing it with.!
Individual glosses might recur identically over centuries, !4’ but were con-
stantly liable to substitution, displacement, augmentation. Under the terms

140. Neitzel, though ultimately sympathetic, rightly points out (p. 305) that Ludwich operates “mit
einer beliebig einsetzbaren Unbekannten” in his postulates.

141. Cf. further the lists given in the scholia: the D-schol. on II. 5.334 (as given in A) starts 1 Aé€ig
abtn mheiova onpaiver, and proceeds to list and exemplify mepinoteiv kal Siddvar, katagépecbar, émi-
Aéyeobat, and Sudketv.

142. That “Ap.” depends on ApS. was argued by Baumert; controverted by Neitzel, pp. 307-9.

143. Another appears to be the polysemantic lexicon found-—along with so much else—in Ambro-
sianus C 222 inf.; still unpublished, as far as I am aware. A hastily made copy of the first few entries was
printed by Reitzenstein, Geschichte der gr. Etymologika (Leipzig, 1897), p. 336, n. 3. At least partial de-
pendence on ApS. looks clear, but Reitzenstein recognized the presence also of another, similar work—
not “Ap.,” it appears. (Erbse, Beitrige, pp. 41011, takes up the question of the relations with the Etymo-
logicum Magnum.)

144. Collected by L. M. Raffaelli in Ricerche di filologia classica, vol. 2 (Pisa, 1984), pp. 139ff. (with
bibliography); discussed by A. Henrichs, “Scholia Minora zu Homer 1,” ZPE 7 (1971): 99ff., F. Montan-
ari, Ricerche di filologia classica, vol. 2 (Pisa, 1984) pp. 125ff.

145. The mythological iotopiat that the D-scholia also incorporate are of discrete origin (cf. M. W.
Haslam, “A New Papyrus of the Mythographus Homericus,” BASP 27 [1990]: 31).

146. Note the /liad “lexicon” published by de Marco in 1946 (Scholia Minora in Homeri lliadem, rec.
V. de Marco, Pars prior: AEEEIZ OMHPIKAL, fasc. 1 [Vatican City, 1946]), which is simply an alphabet-
ization of such scholia minora as were found entered in a manuscript of the poem.

147. And over many miles. It is easy to underestimate the extent to which Homeric exegesis was dif-
fused. E. Fraenkel long ago drew attention to the importance of Homer commentaries for ancient exegesis
of Virgil, as well as for Eustathius’ own mammoth commentaries on the Homeric poems (Kleine Beitrdge
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of a model such as this, to characterize “Ap.” (or ApS.) as derived from
the D-scholia is either false or not worth saying.

But to stay a little longer with the polysemantic material. What it reflects
is an enterprise of some interest. To set about systematically collating the
Homeric occurrences of the various forms of a given word (or coincident
forms of different words)'*® and making a semantic classification of those
occurrences was a not unambitious undertaking. It entailed making both
connections and distinctions that glossaries and commentaries, and lexica
derived therefrom, were not in the habit of making. Its built-in urge for mul-
tiple semantic differentiation evidently led to some excesses, *° but consid-
ered as a lexicographical undertaking it is far more sophisticated than the
alphabetized extracting represented by the bulk of ApS. It stands side by
side with the semantlc differentiation of synonyms systematically collected
by Herennius Philo.! Informmg the professionally bloodless presentation
we find in the Rylands papyrus is an intelligent application of the principle
“Opnpov &€ ‘Opnpov caenvilev, based on an enviable command of the to-
tality of the Homeric text (no concordances or data-banks to provide short-
cuts); the differentiations there made do not substantially differ from those
made in the lexica we use ourselves. Of course such a lexicon is a reductive
systematization of earlier, more detailed philological work, 51 put Latte’s
scornful characterization, “hoc librorum genus puerorum in usum condi-
tum,” is not altogether ]ust

Viewed from this perspective, whether “Ap.” in its original form (how-
ever we conceive of that) was actually composed by Apion is perhaps not
a question of the highest importance. But since it does make some differ-
ence to what we make of Apollonius’ lexicon, the question must be tack-
led: Is it or is it not by Apion?

There is only one difficulty in the way of accepting the ascription, but
it is a severe one: the extreme mismatch between the image of Apion’s

zur classischen Philologie vol. 2 [Rome, 1964], pp. 381-89, his review of vol. 2 of the Harvard Servius),
but the observation has been strangely neglected. Eustathius’ editor van der Valk attributes to Eustathius
himself observations that thanks to Servius are demonstrably inherited items of exegesis. This is the sub-
ject of research in progress by Dr A. Georgiadou.

148. Coincident, that is, prior to extratextual discrimination, cf. n. 6 above; e.g., eiu1, eEAlGoETO (See
Neitzel, p. 304 for more).

149. Cf., e.g., the precise differentiations applied to ficc, in both “Ap.” and ApS. (though differently in
either case), or the metonymic applications of, e.g., Ares (cf. p. 33 above).

150. Ammonius De Adfinium Vocabulorum Differentia, ed. K. Nickau (Leipzig, 1966); cf. Erbse,
Beitrdge, pp. 295-310. The Suda attests also a 1. tfig év cuvevipolg diagopdg for Seleucus, and a . 81~
agopdc Aé€ewv for Ptolemy of Ascalon. Cf. the Odyssey commentary P.Oxy.LIII 3710 (2nd cent.) ii 9-11,
distinguishing koitog and Snvog at Od. 20.138.

151. In particular we miss in our specimens the identification of different kinds of usage that is charac-
teristic of Alexandrian semantic classification. Not always, however: e.g., ApS. 4.12 dyopebelv kvprag ptv
év ekkAnoiq Aéyely, kataypnotikdg 8 yikdg 1O Aéyewv (AeySpevov cod.); cf., e.g., P.OxXy.VIII 1086 (first
century B.c.; Pap.Il Erbse) on /. 2.728, . . . ipdooat y(ap) kupiog (2oti) 1o ipdvrt mhfifat, kataypnotikic
8¢ 6nwodnmote. Cf. also the Rylands papyrus in épeaidg (above), but it is my impression that the Apollo-
nius lexicon generally derives such comments on usage not from the specialized polysemantic source but
from commentaries.

152. It seems conditioned by his dismissal of “Ap.” as “misella glossaria e scholiis vulgatis concin-
nata” (Hesychii Lexicon, p. ix), as he sited himself at one extreme of a polarized Lehrs-Ludwich debate
(cf. n. 123 above). Latte’s view of the lexicon’s composition fails to take adequate account of the idiosyn-
crasy of some its interpretations, as van der Valk pointed out (Researches, 1:298-301), and the accession
of the papyrus should have served to put matters in a different light.
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lexicographic activities given by the citations in the Apollonius lexicon—
Ap.ap.ApS.—and the image of them given by “Ap.” If “Ap.” had come
down without attribution, no one would have proposed Apionic authorship
for it, or if anyone had, the proposal would have met with derisive rejec-
tion. As it is, the fact that the lexicon comes with Apion’s name attached
to it changes the rules of the game. Scholars seek to reconcile the con-
flicting sources, “Ap.” on the one hand and Ap.ap.ApS. on the other.

The correlation between them could scarcely be lower. Ap.ap.ApS.
consists almost wholly of material that is almost wholly absent from
“Ap.,” viz. etymologies (often alternative ones for one and the same
word) and translation-interpretations (with or without etymologies to
match) of non-polysemantic words. There is little or no differentiation of
meanings in different contexts,'> and the lexeis are rarely even poten-
tially polysemantic. In short, there is gross discrepancy. Ludwich, and
more recently Neitzel, have done their best to efface the difference by ap-
peal to “Ap.”’s transmission. We may postulate an excerptor who cut out
the etymologies, and had a special liking for “homonyms.” In this way
we can construct an Ur-“Ap.” to serve as the source of Ap.ap.ApS. This
is plausible enough, up to a point. That “Ap.” (which is any case not a
unitary entity, but a conglomerate of its medieval representatives) has
undergone abridgement is beyond dispute, and as for Ap.ap.ApS., Apol-
lonius’ excerpting was obviously selective: both “Ap.” and Ap.ap.ApS.
may give a distorted image of the original lexicon, and the skewing is
liable to have been in different directions.

But there are two things telling strongly if not fatally against the at-
tempt to reconcile “Ap.” and Ap.ap.ApS. One is the sheer recalcitrance of
the evidence. Where there is contact between “Ap.” and Ap.ap.ApS., they
still do not jibe.154 The other is less empirical, and has received less at-
tention. The difference between “Ap.” and Ap.ap.ApS. reflects a funda-
mental difference of lexicographical orientation. Ap.ap.ApS. is devoted to
providing etymologies, and accordingly definitions, for given Homeric
lexeis; contextual determinants of meaning are brought into play only as
convenient. The polysemantic “Ap.,” on the other hand, more like a mod-
ern lexicographer, is concerned to compare the occurrences of a given
word in all its various forms (or coincident forms of different words) and
to distinguish the various meanings that the word appears to carry, on the
basis of contextual appropriateness. The level of philological respectabil-
ity informing each of these exercises may not be exceptionally high (the
etymologies of Ap.ap.ApS. are quite wondrously free-wheeling, and some
of “Ap.”’s assigned meanings are rather fanciful), but that is beside the
point. The two enterprises stand at opposite lexicographical poles.

153. Pace Neitzel (p. 310 with n. 51), who gives a list of “homonym-glosses.” Where Ap.ap.ApS.
offers more than a single rendering, they are not necessarily meant to apply to different passages.

154. Consider, e.g., 6xétAlog. “Ap.” distinguishes five meanings: 6 kakonoid, fi 6 dyvopev, i 6
ioyupdyuyos, i 6 Suatuyng, fj 6 duvipwv. Ap.ap.ApS., on the other hand (148.1): tdXag, dyvopwv, yaie-
nég, dnd Tob oyEdnv TAfjval, §j dnd Tob émoyetikdg év 1@ Snhodbobar Vrapyeiv. They could hardly have
less in common. (This class of evidence—corresponding entries in the two lexica, with mention of Apion
in ApS.—has been much rehearsed, from Lehrs, Quaestiones Epicae, p. 34, to Neitzel, pp. 317-26. I take
my example not from Neitzel’s “schwer erklirbare Widerspriiche.”)
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I conclude that the attribution to Apion is to be rejected. After all, there
is no need to accept it if there is evidence against its correctness and
Apollonius’ citations of Apion provide ample such evidence. 155 False as-
criptions are nothing new, and ascription of a Homeric lexicon to Apion
would be natural enough, glven that he was the best-known Homeric lex-
icographer after Apollonlus 156 1t has long been accepted that citations of
Apion and Herodorus in Eustathlus have nothing to do with Apion (or
with Herodorus, for that matter).!37 It is evident from references to Apion
in the later lexicographical tradition that “Ap.” travelled through later
antiquity under Apion’s name, and hence is to be regarded as a distinct
textual entity, but for us its importance, like that of the Rylands papyrus
fragment, consists in its exemplification of this Sgarticular response to the
never-ending challenge of how to read Homer.!>® The profitable compari-
son is not with Apollonius’ citations of Apion, but with his own poly-
semantic entries.

IV. COMMENTARIES

Heliodorus’ Odyssey commentary, Apion’s Homer lexicon, a lexicon of
polysemantic Homeric words: direct utilization of each of these has left
distinct traces in Apollonius’ lexicon. Other specialized collections such
as Homeric hapaxes and onomatopoeic words were clearly laid under ob-
ligation too, seemingly at first hand though possibly at a remove or two.
What else did Apollonius use?

We have already found ourselves at some distance from Erbse’s vision
of Apollonius’ procedures, and I fear we may have to move further away
yet. Erbse granted to Gattiker that the D-scholia constituted Apollonius’
principal source, but his treatment was designed to rescue Apollonius
from a perceived reputation as a mere transcriber and to establish him as
a true scholar,’ and he hastened to lay stress on learned treatises. He
argued that Apollonius had recourse to Aristonicus’ book on Aristarchus’
sigla, the prosodical treatise of Ptolemy of Ascalon, and other such works;
and at least one exegetical commentary. 160 Schenck, elaborating Erbse’s

155. Scholars too often treat questions of attribution, as well as textual matters, as if judicial standards
of proof were appropriate. If we assume all data to be right (~ innocent) that cannot be proved beyond rea-
sonable doubt to be wrong, we shall be accepting much more than we should (for the evidence is often
lacking). What we should do is assess the balance of probability, as best we can.

156. Witness Hesychius, praef., ot ptv tag ‘Opunpikdg pévag (sc. T4 katd ororyeiov cuvredeikaot
AéEetg), ig Anniov kai Aroddviog 6 tod Apyipiov. From the lexicon’s internal evidence it appears that
Hesychius knows Apion only through Apollonius. Cf. his reference later in the preface to 1@v Aptatdpyov
kat Anniovog kat ‘Hioddpov AéEewv, similarly derived from Apollonius’ lexicon.

157. Lehrs, de Aristarchi studiis Homericis® (Leipzig, 1882), pp. 364-68; further progress by Erbse,
Beitrige, pp. 127-73, and van der Valk, Researches, 1:1-28.

158. Some interesting discussions in Homer's Ancient Readers: The Hermeneutics of Greek Epic’s
Earliest Exegetes, ed. R. Lamberton and J. J. Keaney (Princeton, 1992).

159. “Die Moglichkeit, dass der Verfasser ein belesener und gelehrter Mann gewesen sei . . . , dass
man ihn also nicht mit Herablassung behandeln diirfte wie einen stumpfsinnig arbeitenden Abschreiber,
wurde in den Diskussionen nicht einmal erwogen” (Beitrige, p. 407); “Apollonios war nicht der arm-
selige Schlucker, als den man ihn hinzustellen versuchte” (ib., p. 431); echoed by Schenck, Quellen,
p. 144, cf. p. 8. It is a rather artificial polarization, it seems to me.

160. For what is meant by an “exegetical” commentary see, e.g., H. Erbse, Scholia Graeca in Homeri
Iliadem, vol. 1 (Berlin, 1969) pp. xi—xiii. The term is used in contradistinction to “Aristarchan” or “criti-
cal” or “VMK?” products such as Aristonicus’. But no commentaries so far found observe the distinction.
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work, added more scholarly names to the list of direct sources. This seems
to me to have been a move in the wrong direction.

It detracts nothing from the value of Erbse’s analytical work if I take a
more mundane view. Beyond the material drawn from the sources we have
discussed, is there anything in Apollonius’ lexicon that he could not have
found in run-of-the-mill commentaries of the time? The sporadic irruption
of detailed scholarly material, the occasional citation of learned sources, the
contextual glossing of individual words and phrases, these are a familiar
mix. Franco Montanari has well spoken of “il frammischiamento di materi-
ale glossografico-parafrastico con materiale critico-esegetico tipico degli
hypomnemata.” 161 The distinction between “exegetical” commentaries and
Aristarchan ones is not respected b?' such actual commentaries as we have,
as Erbse knows as well as anyone. 62 1 wonder, in fact, whether there ever
were such things as exegetical commentaries, in the sense in which that term
is usually employed. Commentaries would start including Alexandrian (and
Pergamene) text-critical material just as soon as it came on the scene. 63
Our papyrus specimens are fascinatingly varied in nature as well as quality,
but they make it clear that commentaries typically contained just the same
kind of admixture that we find in Apollonius’ lexicon, from unadorned
glosses and paraphrases to learned Alexandrian disquisitions.164

Reference in the lexicon to Aristarchus, or coincidence with A-scholia,
does not mean that Apollonius consulted Aristonicus.'® At the other end
of the scale, the affinity between the bulk of the lexicon’s entries and the
D-scholia does not mean that he stooped to scholia minora.'% The full
range of the lexicon’s material was available in ready-packaged form, re-
quiring only reassembly. If I sat down to convert to lexicographical form
the commentary represented by P.Oxy. 1086, for example, it would come
out looking very much like Apollonius. To illustrate, here are some ex-
tracts from the first two surviving columns of that commentary, with ac-
tual ApS. entries subjoined for comparison.

Comm. 9f.  giveaipurrov kivnoiguilov: . . . BodAetal 1O cbvdevdpov Snrobv.
ApS. givooipuAidov kivnoiguilov: . . . 10 cUvdevdpov BElel onupaiverv.

161. Proceedings of the XVIII International Congress of Papyrology, vol. 1 (Athens, 1988), p. 343.

162. Cf. his remarks at Scholia Graeca in Homeri lliadem, 1:xiii (“Fragmenta scholiorum, quae in Pa-
pyris asservantur, neutri eorum generum . . . addici possunt”). Some scholars have nonetheless been misled
by the distinction into thinking that papyrus commentaries fall into one class or the other (cf., e.g., M. M.
Willcock, reviewing the above volume at JHS 91 [1971]: 144, “[the papyrus commentaries] differ basically
from A and bT in that they are simple, not in any way contaminated or mixed”). It is also worth remember-
ing that explanation of the Aristarchan sigla habitually entails Homeric exegesis; and cf. next note.

163. The (?mid-)third-century B.c. “extraits commentés” at Lille, published by C. Meillier in Mé-
langes Vercoutter (Paris, 1985), pp. 229-38, have paraphrases and glosses. We can trace a direct line of
development from this sort of thing to the likes of the first-century B.c. P.Oxy.VIII 1086 (Pap.II Erbse),
which also has paraphrases and glosses but incorporates Aristarchan material as well.

164. Our best samples, in order of date of manuscript (composition will have been a bit earlier), are
P.Oxy. 1086, on /l. 2 (first century B.c.); P.Oxy.VIII 1087 (Pap.VI Erbse), on II. 7 (first century [A.D.
rather than B.c., in my view]); P.Oxy.II 221 (Pap.XII Erbse), on /l. 21 (early second century); and P.Oxy.
LIII 3710, on Od. 20 (second century).

165. Aristarchus’ critical signs received detailed explanation in commentaries prior to Aristonicus,
witness P.Oxy. 1086. Aristonicus was just a way-stage in a continuous tradition of exposition. The same
goes for Didymus, of course.

166. Detailed comparison between ApS.’s entries and the actual D-scholia gives results more remark-
able for lack of coincidence than for agreement. It should also be remembered that in the lexicon’s original
form many of the entries were appreciably fuller than they appear in the Coislinianus.
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Comm. 20 otpryag opdTpliyag
ApS. 6TpLyag OHOLOTPLYAG

Comm. 20 oifteag iooeTeic
ApS. oifteag iooetels, Sunitkag

Comm. 28 on @éBov "Apnog 10 onueiov mpdg OV PSPov St THV 10D "A[pews puYNV
dnrot.

ApS. @6pog- Apictapyog ceonueintor 8Tt cuviiBug eoBog émt tfig uYTg.

Comm. 35 A@tév fitor OV map’ NHpiv Aeyduevov [peridwtov f kai dAo Slpoidv T
toUTQ £dsopa.

ApS. rotév: oUtog Méyetar ndv dvBog kai O dimg heyopevog
Comm. 41 oi &’ dp’ Toav . . . - obtwg 8¢ émopedovro . . . (paraphrase)
ApS. Toav &mi pev tod énopevovio- “oi 8 &p’ Toav oryfi” (/1. 3.8) . ..

Comm. 47 10 8% onueiov mpdg 1O YWopEve 81l VOV TO YoAoLUEVE SNIOT.
ApS. xooépevog (i) yohovpevog, (ii) dvidpevos kai ovyyedpevog kata wuyniv (poly-
semantic)

Comm. 52 péya avti Tob peydaiwg
ApS. péya . .. &mi 8¢ Tob peyarog

Comm. 73-74 dria6tog GVEKKALTOG, AVATOTPENTOG (~TPLTTOG pap.)
ApS. dAiaotog avékkMtog (dvéykhotog Coisl., avéykAntog Hsch.)

That shows the sort of procedure I would posit for Apollonius. He used
commentaries, plus a polysemantic lexicon and other derivative special-
ized collections, plus Apion’s lexicon. Who would ask for more? No
doubt several commentaries were mined. We owe to Erbse the recogni-
tion that the lex1con s citations of Comanus are drawn from a commentary
on II. 12-13.16 Imperfectly integrated use of multiple sources is clearly
what is responsible for the accumulative and often incoherent nature of
many of the lexicon’s entries. This is why there are two different entries
for the hapax dedpnato, for instance, and different entries for piéseao and
éproccao (Od. 8.468 ol ydp ue/ g; ¢-proccao) or for népacag and énépacag
(11. 21.78 xai pe/p’é- nspacag) No doubt, too, Apollonius used the best
commentaries he could lay his hands on. He may even have thought he
had Aristarchus’.16°

University of California,

Los Angeles

167. Beitrdge, pp. 330-31. It is symptomatic of Schenck’s treatment that he prefers to assume (in the
teeth of the evidence) that Apollonius had direct access to Comanus’ work. Cf. A. Dyck, “The Fragments
of Comanus of Naucratis,” SGLG 7 (1988): 222-23. (Trypho, according to Dyck, did have direct access: I
find no reason to think so.)

168. While in each case it is one and the same Homeric passage that is concerned, the glosses differ
(népacag is glossed eig 10 népav tfig yii dienépacag, Endincag, while népacag is glossed anédov). This
puts it beyond doubt that the entries are drawn from different sources, and undermines Leyde’s postulate of
a redactor who interpolated the variant forms of the lexeis (De Apollonii Sophistae Lexico Homerico [diss.,
Leipzig, 1885], p. 7), “Utrasque enim formas Apollonio deberi nemo putaverit,” echoed by Steinicke (n. 1
above), p. xxxii, “Apollonium ipsum utrasque lectiones diversis locis iam protulisse nemo contendere au-
debit”—a prediction I hereby falsify.

169. That is the most natural interpretation of such references as (on épmAfydnv) &v 8¢ 1 (tfig?) v 1fjg
'Odvooeiag Vmopviuatt 6 Apictapyos edpetaforag, or (on Eppiv’) 6 88 Apictapydg enowv “...,” (cf.,
e.g., 146.25, 161.22). Commentaries may have got Aristarchus’ name attached to them, innocently or not.
We have a remnant of a commentary on Herodotus that went under Aristarchus’ name in the second cen-
tury .. (P.Ambh. I 12). Scholars accept it at face value, but I think suspicion is in order.
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