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T HE LEXICON OF APOLLONIUS SOPHISTA, one of many first-century Hom- 
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 

* 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.1 

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 series by the order of the occurrence of the lem- 
mata in Iliad and Odyssey."2 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 with;4 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., Zurich, 1945) (hereafter cited as Verhdltnis); 
C. Forsman, De Aristarcho lexici Apollonianifonte (Helsingfors, 1883); M. van der Valk, Researches on 
the Text and Scholia of the "Iliad" (Leiden, 1963-64) (hereafter cited as Researches); K. Steinicke, Apol- 
lonii Sophistae lexicon homericum (diss., Gottingen, 1957); H. Erbse, Beitrdge zur Uberlieferung der 
Iliasscholien, Zetemata 24 (Munich, 1960) (hereafter cited as Beitrdge); 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 6-, 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 dvappox&evTo; dvanco0vToc. The genitive has caused puzzlement, for the only attested Hom- 
eric form is dvappoXev (v.1. dvappox0Ov), Od. 11.586. All becomes clear once we add the verse in 
question: TooodX' U5op d6roXEoKcET' dvappoyXv KTX. The -TOg of dvano0OvToq 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.5 

gl. 72 dypovo6so:6 7rp6g tdlopopv T6vov TV Kai orlaoiav. Kai aTact eiprlTat ev 
'06uooeiat "dypov6Jot naioouot, yTyrIOS 5' dpa (ppEva AqTrt)" (r 106) Eni TOV Nutiq.pv. 
T?S 1tiv oVv v 7apecoXdTrr 6~u,rovoUvg|Vt daKo6ovrat ai v dypoiS vgPouoat, ,TrI; & 6?u- 

T?paS ali ev dypoi5 vesigevat. 

gl. 73 dyperat: 0r8peUTai- "oloi re Tr KVa adypOrat e4EiXovo" (n 217). 

gl. 74 iyavoi;: ayav aivezoig, rIpoorjlvctv (B 164). 

gl. 75 dyav0oporg6vi: 1 Tji)v qppevv npooriVeta- "aoi T' dyavo(ppoo6vi leXhtrl6a 
Oup6v nitr6pa" (X 203). 
gl. 76 dytpoxo: I t: Kae' fiaiS auvil0eta TiV X?tv ?cni ,TOI X?OYou Ta6iTrv Tdooet- 
TOS; y&p aa0d6eti Kai dnate6e&TouS dyep6)XouS Xyet. 6 6? "OgpooS T)obS ayav ?VTi{ouS, 
d7c6 TOV ni[ TOO 7o pwo 6eTio0at. "6' au"TIt KWa' OSitXov 5uV Tpccov dyepC6X0v" (F 36). 

6pgoic0 58 Kai Orav (?v Trft BotIrCiat), "?K TP68ou gvva vila ayev 'Po&Sov adyepx(cov" 
(B 654). 
gl. 77 dyTaKXTrd: ayav 6vogaoTad, OtS Kai 'H &6o&0pog (y 388). 

gl. 78 dypoTipaQ: o6 ouyKptITKcg eTp7KEV, Xkk' davT TOO dypiaq. "f4l Per' dtypOTrpa; 
Xdqpou;g- KcXeTat 6& ? yaoT4p" (4 133). 

gl. 79 dyXa6Kap1To0: KaKXXtKapiot. "6yXvat Kai potai Kai c r lkat dya6oKap-iot" (TI 115). 

gl. 80 dyairivopoq: TOo dya;rrvTOg TP]V ilvophqv, O &TI TPv dv5peiav. ?rTI Kai Ovoga 
K6ptov. if TOi dyaitogPvou 6UO6 TDV dv6pCv (O 392 . .). 

gl. 81 dyvup?vdwov: (TuvTpti3ogv0ov- "vio5v 0' apa dyvupevdtov" (K 123). 

gl. 82 ayplqv: 0ipav' "Kai 6i a7ypqv Cp97treoKOV d;TreiuovTreg dvdayKTt" (ji 330). 

gl. 83 dyvosi4raaa: "av8p' dyvotioaCT"' (u 15), eiS T6 dyvoo6gFvov ioCoa. 

gl. 84 dyatop?vou: KaTaTkijoogivou.- "5x pOa TOU ev8ov uXaTret dyatoHpvou KaKa 

ipya" (u 16). 
gl. 85 dyKCUXox??Xai: dyKu6a eiXrq iXovreq- "(pqvat fi aiyunitoi y?aeWvuxeg dyKuXo- 

XeiXat" (II 428 et n 217). 
gl. 86 dyv6waraK?: q7yv6et.- "aXXOTre 

' 
dyvoaaaKoe KaKa xipoi e'spaT' EXovTa", ?v TrIt 

T Trfg 'Ouoaeiag e7i Tf' rIr veX67Ti (W 95). 
gl. 87 dyvoiTlot: ?v dyvoial Trt0irl- "71' KCV dyvoiolat ioXk6v Xp6vov 9v0d6' ovra" 

(o 218). 
gl. 88 dy?p0iq: ouveXyr.- "?1 6' e;rei 5' AtMvuTro, Kai ?5 (pp?va 0Vu6g dyp9O0" (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 dyafrivept,, on which see below. 

6. The accent should obviously be removed, both in the lexis and 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, ap' should obvi- 
ously be a p', 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 9v/gv-6eKdT(p !vta)- 
rT4, with schol. dp(pit3oXov KaVTe 8eKd-rq KavTE v6e KrTip.) In gl. 83 below I would read Eci T6(v) (with 
Villoison), and in gl. 87, where ?v dyvoiat Tt0ei1 is Villoison's emendation for the manuscript's dyvoia, I 
would suppose rather dyvofi or dyvoraln (cf. D-schol. ad loc.). 
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gl. 89 daailtove;: a7rtpot. "() (pikot, o6 ycp c6z) Tt KCaKCV d6alptOVCe rltpev" (p 208). 
Kai dtaqTloav vIq l dnEtpia- "W y?pov, O6K d6baQrlouvv o' EXE dtL(piroe6?tv op'Xalov" 

(0 244). 

From dyaKiXUTa (gl. 77) to dyEpO0l (gl. 88)-which is the last of the dy- 
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 dy?{pOl should be referred not to 
11. 22.475, which has ouv not p', but to Od. 24.349, which has auTzp EIei 

p5' KT-. 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.7 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 dyKcuooXkait must be Od. 22.302 (= I1. 
16.428), where however we find not (pfvvat !L aiy. but oi 6' diS T' aiy. Either 
it is here conflated with Od. 16.217, (pfvat fI aoiydrtoi ya?jcovuXgq,, otoi T? 
TEKVa cKT., a verse that does not contain the lexis, or the verse existed in 
Od. 22 in the proffered form (one could postulate oi 6' 5) T' ( ... (pfvat 
1) alyvutoi v. sim.). 

(3) Most suggestive of all, gl. 80. dyacrnvopo; 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 dyanrqvopa-which occurs at Od. 7.170 (and II. 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 dyanrcvopo; (4.4-6, gl. 30 St.), which runs: orav ?irt0iTov, dyaxTvv- 
TO T?lV fvoprlv?- "Mrlpto6vrq 0pdTcov dya7nrivopo; 'I6o0cvloq"" (11. 23.113 
= 124). eocTI 6E Kai K6ptov ovotla- "Th)v IPX' AyKciOto dfT'iS KpEitV 

Ay(a7r)ijvo p" (11. 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, l TOOt dyarT0oUtvou ITO T6i)v dv6p&)v, 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 meme au meme:il s ' 

sti (ouv ... azarp inci). The Coislinianus is exceptionally prone to 
this class of error, and many anomalies may be eliminated by recognition of it. Cf., e.g., the dCapiq 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 acp- (28.34-30.14 Bekker).8 I adopt Steinicke's numeration for the en- 
tries ("glossae"), but give my own text. 

gl. 368 dFttlp6tTq 7rptpoojvP.- "vGocp i v dV C(ptp6TrI XaeZroi 6 L (v 

av6pec iEouo)Cv" Od. 1.198 cit. 

gl. 369 dp(piq' rnOTz [lPv dvTi Tqi 7icpi, otov "ai 6' olat Atb6 d&qpit 

AOr|vair Tc Kai "Hprl" (11. 8.444), 6Ti 6 v &VTi o5 Xcopit, 6c; T6 "ou 

yap ?T ' d.Cqpit ('OXku6nta 6pcaT' EXovTcg" (II. 2.13 = 30 = 67), 6Or 6U 

(...) dVTti TOi CKTO6, Ci; T6 "dTO p5t;) 6boU bpaVctTlv" (11. 23.393) 

(supplevi)9 
gl. 370 dataXXo?EiTp?e oi TZ& dpCd<(Xa; TCOV doTaXUcv 6eGCe6- 

OVT?; II. 18.553 
gl. 371 dFt6vtopCa Pior0ou;- "fi Ttvaq ?K rIkou &Ei? dpU6vTopa;" Od. 2.326 cit. 

gl. 372 6ipGo d&p6kepot Ip d(ipoTpou;?10 Od. 3.344 

gl. 373 dtpgeKd.uWev nrpteXcev Od. 4.618 

gl. 374 dtp"aoii dc(paoia, dpcovia, LdypuPsiajT1 Od. 4.704 

gl. 375 altpopov toTi piv KaKc6popov (Tolle: Kdiipopov), "&ptpopov 

(Katppopo; cod.) ! TzdXa vXrip oCei ?iOaat" (II. 6.408-9), WOT? &? 

&Potpo;, dipToXo;, "oTri 8' ptpop6o ?cTTI koeTp&)v 'QKfavo1o" (Od. 
5.275 = II//. 18.489)- Xy7e 5t { Kal} (Cronert) ?Ii Tf; "ApKTou.12 
TOUTO 56 EtplKeV JpI ytyvboGKc0V OTI Kai akka 06 b6ve. Ti npo6 Ta 

(Villoison: Tcap& T6) ipoeMtpqpVa TilV ouyKptotV nioeiTa. 6 &8 

'Hkl6(p6o (pqlot (Villoison: (paot) pf3Xtov X7?yev cOTI i7yv6e. 6 U6 

KpdTTI; OUTO;cg dvaytVcoKet- "fi T' aUXTOU5 GTpqpeTat Kai T' 'Qpi[ova 

6oKe6?t (ol) (Helck)", tiXpto TOUTOU KaTaX7c0V- "f 8' apptop6o ?TIt 

XoeTpcOv 'QKFeavoo" Iva TO uitpe{piK6ig auTrf Kai (<(p') (Wachsmuth) 

?T?po01 TC)V acTpc0v daKoU6Tat. 

gl. 376 daqpiLu0e TCeptflXOev- "d; TE tE Koupdc0v dt(gpiXU0e 09ikU; 

durTHr" Od. 6.122 cit. 

gl. 377 dlpqi; EXOItV cX(pi; e XOEV, rcptiXOtev- "eC3pbooi jEtv Tpi; 
T6ooot (Tro6ov cod.) dieipove; dgtqpi; EXotIv (Xouoitv cod.)" Od. 8.340 cit. 

gl. 378 dpplqtpopecatv dp(popeioitv Od. 9.204 

gl. 379 ditqrdle?voq csuvayayciv-v ?v T t 'OSuoaaiag Od. 9.247 ref. 

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

9. My diagnosis of a lacuna (aepptcok-ap(ptco6) 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 nOTOe EV ... OTFe 6e ... is probably best left alone. 

10. i dvp(porTpou; a subsequent addition, I presume. 
11. I supply dypu4ia from the Berlin papyrus P.Coll.Youtie I 2 (for which see Part II; my I17). 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 Kai as an indication that the original entry concerned only apgsopov in II. 6, 
and only subsequently became polysemantic. 
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gl. 380 datnlXaviq dnopia- "dirpXavii 6' EX? OuIt6v" 

gl. 381 diapTi?fjaat 6l&axapteiv. "dPapTzioeo0a 6nownxlt" 
gl. 382 dApltiPCIUKv JcEptiXt. "adie60ov ' &aiav dgt(ptp?PUKev" 

gl. 383 dp poTpe0E?v ?4 d(ipoTrpowv rjiv gpcv 
gl. 384 dlApiTpiTtiTq f Odkaooa. "dydoTovo; dlqTpiTrq" 
gl. 385 dpgayaa o6uevoS 7sEpoaCTogq dyacotv (-6pgsVOq cod.) 
gl. 386 dpoipiv KcItGIV- "Ei & pOt1 oiU TiOOUCIt pocOv E1MC1K' dapOtlriv" 

gl. 387 d(poubS (dp(ipo56ba cod.) nepi TO ou6aC, TO 6a(po0. (6 68 

'HXt6&opoq d| Tpo-rpatq Tati Xepoiv Eiq zT ou6aqS pinzcov) (Steinicke 
ex Hesych.). "i tcp6 yqv dGaocsid E Kdpir dp(poubiq pEicaSq" 
gl. 388 AVlaIvTo AgvtoCaTO6S T6no0 Kai noxabqCT Tlq KpiTtiq 

gl. 389 dpiXavot irnXavilv OUK iXovTrS oU6E po1io0eav 
gl. 390 daieviiv6v dy6Xsov. "6otai ydp TE rXUkat adpevrlv)v eloiv 
6veiptv" 

gl. 391 dpfiopiiqv zIv KaKflV Poipav- "(Poipdv) t' dpMopirqv TE" 

gl. 392 iptIgdffa(T0 KaOdpac?, teptiloaT- "Tpa7c(<aq nidoa(S dQipt- 
Ltdoaco0e, KaOTipaTr 6E KpaTlpaS (deb. Kpr1-)" 
gl. 393 dpapapTiravT; ouvTUXo6vrs , ouvavlvioavTrc- "pouK6XoS io 6 

outpopp 6q &iapaploavT?cq ap' q(po)" 

gl. 394 diAiiravT?q d7toxsel6vr "p5ivdS T' dIrloavzTq" 

gl. 395 dpktAG oTEpiYoKE1. v tq (p Tri 'O0uooC?iag 

gl. 396 dKpiOETO cEpIOEvo.- 7p6OS ztv gdiXrlv tapeoKeuda0rI 6 TT- 

kXgaXog- "i Kai En' 6(ppUoI veUosv, 6 6' di(p906?ZO ~i(poO 6U6" 

gl. 397 dtsprEaa neptep, eoa- "Kop&i6v 5 PinS tozao6v (deb. ipo- 

zag1ov) dP(pSEosa XakKXc" 

gl. 398 apnvurT dvtinvEuoCEv "aruz&p Eiti (<') PXnVUTo" 

Od. 9.295 cit. 
Od. 9.512 cit. 
Od. 10.227 cit. 
Od. 12.58 
Od. 12.97 cit. 
II. 16.192 
Od. 12.382 cit. 

Od. 17.237 cit. 
Od. 19.188 
Od. 19.560 

Od. 19.562 cit. 
Od. 20.76 cit. 

Od. 20.152 cit. 

Od. 21.189/8 cit.13 
Od. 21.301 cit. 
Od. 21.290 ref. 

Od. 21.431 cit. 

Od. 23.196 cit. 
Od. 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 dppiqS, 
gl. 369, and dappopov, gl. 375. The note on dip;iS is a typical polysemantic 
entry, or the remnant of one. I presume it has been attracted here by an 
entry such as dppiS Xgopig on Od. 1.54, paKpdca, ai yaidv Tz Kai oipavov 
da(pti; Xouot.14 The Odyssean verse may have been added to the polyse- 
mantic entry's exemplification of this meaning (11. 2.13 etc.), which is 
mostly swallowed up in lacuna in the Coislinianus; for such incorporation 
cf., e.g., tdalvsv (see below). One observes that the d(ptqi; XOIEV 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 aipopov 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 dptpaya- 
nca6o?evo;, gl. 385. Evidently it has ousted an entry on atpayadiaCtov 

13. 188-89 as transmitted run T6O 6' ?t oiTou 3ioav 6[apltioavTrq (vel dp-) ai' apqcp I POuK6Xoq f6b 

aoupop3Bo6 'O6uaaoSo Oeioto. The lexicon implies inversion of the latter parts of the lines. 
14. The dpsptp6xt entry that immediately precedes is attended by quotation of Od. 1.198, but may have 

pertained originally to Od. 1.50, also beginning v1low ev dVptpTp6Tl. 
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(Od. 14.381), which would be in place one entry later.15 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 al- 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. 

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

First pa-, 12 entries. There is an initial set, alphabetized to three 

places: qpas(aippoToq, (paiStpo0, Tpa tqpt6ova, pa, a pocpo, a , appaTcraov, 
(padyavov. Some of these are exclusively Iliadic, some are common to 
both poems, one is exclusively Odyssean. Then comes an entry on qpaetvi 
of above average length and scholarly interest, giving Aristarchus' classic 
solution for the zetema posed by II. 8.555 (pactvilv dapq( cr?Xrvrlv (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, (puoEt), in the course of which is adduced Od. 6.74, 
Nausicaa's pre-laundry c0flmTa (patvivv. Then comes the following series: 

(pd1t; 66ta. "q(pdTt dv0pc)otou; dvaf3aivet" Od. 6.29 cit. 

pQa?Oov XdjPcOv. soTt 56 Kai 'intou ovolta. Od. 11.16 (et alibi quater); 
nom. prop. Od. 23.246 (acc.) 

(aiEiv(o (avwC. "56oopat." Od. 12.383 cit. 16 

(pad ?7iTEXX?- "(pd 6 Xpuoo60povoq 'Hq-." Od. 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 pa- section has had a set of Odyssey items 
appended to it, in order of their occurrence within the poem. The 
Aristarchan entry on (paetvj may have been pulled down by the Od. 6 
connection, or it may be a separate, prior addition. 

The entries in qp?- (8 in number), qpi- (4), and p0- (5) have little to 
contribute, being alphabetized to three places.17 q(p-, with 12 entries, is 
more helpful. First, the initial set, alphabetized to three places, both Iliadic 
and Odyssean:18 (piXt tv (polysemantic), (p1XOTll, ptX;oKTEavCtarTE, (ptda i 

15. I take it that the Iliadic ditak.ko?Tripeq;, gl. 370, is similarly a slight displacement. 
16. 6uoopat gEi Aibou Kcai ?v veKceoot qpaeiveo. 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 nI2, 
see Part II), every lexis was accompanied by full quotation of the verse containing it. 

17. The only exception is the Odyssean I)ei6)v (14.316, 19.287; glossed merely 6vopa K6cptov), which 
comes after five (p;p- entries and is the penultimate entry in the (pz- section. It looks as if this and the 
immediately preceding (ppovTO (Od. 10.124 cit., with attendant book-reference) represent the Odyssey- 
section, but the final pe- entry, q?pTpp, 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 (ptsetv, n i pslv TOU 4?viE?tv "`nva cs 6tdvTa (pikct pE" (Od. 10.14), its 
&6 TOO dyaniav "fi psovot ptslouo' dk6Xou)" (11. 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. 
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(evidently misread as (ptkkq, and alphabetized accordingly!),19 (ptkoet?6iS;, 
9(iv, (ptrpCiv. Then the appended Odyssey set: 

qptXiqpzrToa Ti adoi p?pouc, qptXovaDTatl. Od. 1.181 (also 419, 11.349) 
(piko dvzi Tq: KrTIKq cflJ rioCe 7yct1V- "60S pikXo". Od. 17.415 cit. (but cf. 1.301) 

(DtolxlO,?iJST6q. TOU CTQltraTOC OVTOC TCtaTpWVUPlKOU, 
?v Tn 6' 'O6uoaoeiaS "(Dtkoprlkei6ri ETdXkatrlv dva- 

oTdgc" ... Od. 4.343 cit. + ref. 

(long entry upholding patronymic against matronymic=Patroclus and approving nom. 
prop.) 
(pitIov dvzi TOOU piXTepo-. "oU65 TItg 6koS ~eivov 
TzrXe6a57i)v ptXkiov ep6v (pcJov cod.) IKETO 6)gua." 

CYoXrpcaTtPGvov TO Tp6Onc TOO KaXi(OV (KalXtov 
cod.). Od. 24.268 (vel 19.351) cit.20 
(p9tkevTov (ptXIiTocoav, cB5 EiTov (Od. 1.273, 11. 1.338) 
coTWcocav. Od. 24.485 

Here the (pikoS entry appears to be slightly out of sequence, but I would 
suppose that it originally pertained to the earliest Odyssey occurrence of 
vocative (pikog, 1.301 (Kai ct (pikXo); 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 (pk-, ostensibly just two entries, gp4ytta and (pgXihVct, but the first in- 
corporates material that is clearly the latter part of an erstwhile entry on 
(pXoitrpou (or -oto). This will have closed the three-place alphabetical series, 
leaving the (pticE?Tat entry (Od. 17.221) as an Odyssey appendage. 

Then go-, fifteen entries. First, the alphabetical collection, mixed Iliad 
and Odyssey: po6o;, (poipo;, (potv6v (II. hapax), (okKX6; (II. hapax), po46< 
(II. hapax), O6pptty4, 9op6act (Od. hapax), (6ox;. Then these additional 
entries: 

(pOiVti. TCOV noXat 6rkouci)cv r kItq-. 
T6 piv y&p 8&v6pov, "(poivtKO v?ov (erlv cod.) ?pvoS" (Od. 6.163)' 
6TrXoi Kai TO Kpltov 6oVpa, TOV TOU AXyksXo; Tpoqp?a, "(IoivI aT&Ta yEpat" 

(II. 9.607)- 
CYopaivet Kai TOV TrUppOV TX) XpcptaTt, "TO ityv aXXo ?epas; (poivti iv, ?v 6i 

ptTeotPcp | XeUKOV cyp' ?T?TUKTO" (II. 23.454-55)' 

Kari TO (pOtVtKOv MvOo, "dq 6' 56T 'Ti T' T ?)kpavTa yuvT 1 (poivtKt PIrtV?r" (II. 4.141)' 

Kai TO s0vKO6v, "6f T6OTc 1ooivIt 'i0ev dvlp dizaTlXta ei6Sq" (Od. 14.288). 

(popTiSoq (oppTyoU ver6cq- "popTi6og e6peiri" Od. 5.250 cit. 

(pop?(8Frt 6ta(ppe- "(pop?Tctv dKdv0a;" Od. 5.328 cit. 

(po6pou T-dV (popTiWv- "(p6pTOu T?e tvl.POtv" Od. 8.163 cit. 

06pKuvo o6vopa Kuplov- "(I6pKuvoc; o Tt i EsT XkitpV" Od. 13.96 cit. 

19. There is no lack of other misreadings revealed by position in the lexicon, e.g., 40.16 dnaxoeni among 
dio-. 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(ae)&tv, at 38.11 an?- for atno-, at 74.7 etc(c)E>u)ac, at 116.14 v(q)i>iaq. 

20. ou6 TIsq .Xog does not match our text either of 24.267 (Ka' o06 nd Tts; 3poTO6 a&).oq) or of 19.350 
(o0 yap Td) TI; dvfip ntcVUVpivo;g (65), 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. 
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(poLtVK6E?cgaV cupp&v Tr) XpcLaTrt. Od. 14.500 (& 21.118) 
qpopitLEvatl E7i p[V TOO (popEiv, "'"HpatTzoS Aet 6cKE (popplEvat" (II. 15.310), 

7iti &e TOi 7poG(gppeCv, "OaC 6v T' (akkov 6' cod.) ?pipotot tpopfvat" (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 (poivti 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, 9poivt Tz 65v6pov Kaci 6 Kap7r6O 
Kai ovota cKUptov Kai TO nuppov xp6oa. The relation between the two 
lexica is controversial, and will be discussed below.21 

(pp-, with five or six entries,22 shows three-letter alphabetization 
throughout, except that the first of the (pu- entries intervenes before the 
last of the (pp- ones, a one-line displacement, obviously not original. The 
(pp- entry in question is (ppovtv Tzlv KaTa(pp6vrojYv, obviously corrupt, but 
rather than simply pp6v{r}iv I suggest: 

?Dp6vrtv (6volta Kcptov. Od. 3.282 

pp6vtv) Tiv KaTa(ppo6vrotv. Od. 4.258 (& 3.244)23 

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 (p)-, with nine entries, the alphabetical set is (piKos, (pudacrailv (poly- 
semantic), (p6o1rtl;, (puMlq, (p6lv, puat6oOVTCa, (p9uaioo; (leg. -0oog), 
(pTam1Mll. Then a single Odyssey accession: 

(p9iov dvTi TOU yvo' * "dc 6S6p?e' ((pke' cod.) 'EXskviS dr6X q(pUov ((p6Xov 
cod.) 6Xko9at." Od. 14.68 

Two entries in (pc- ((pcp ilaAoig, (pCiTS) close the (p- 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 AniTcvog yXDooaat 'OprlptKai 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 Tc7?ppa6i Te Tpcooat Kai e6UXtpvoq (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 
yppd6p(ov that directly precedes. 

23. The gloss KaTa(rpp6vqtv 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 Karat 6 (pp6vtv 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 Iliad. 

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 (p- 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 qp-, is unfor- 
tunately not in evidence throughout the whole lexicon. Three-place alpha- 
betization is only spasmodic in a-, 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 recognized.24 And elsewhere we 
find post-Apollonian levelling. Through most of e- (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.25 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 n7, 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 ra-, Ta-, 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 (p-) 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 Ti to adov, the three-place alphabetization intact 
except for the displacement of TapcariXpoa;, between Td/a and Tx ov. Then 
comes an entry for TaXCia, 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 
arco- (40.18-26, after 35 regular ano- entries [counting the out-of-order dteptdtilv, dtnl!XoiiOaCv, and dn- 
To?ccn;, the last and perhaps the first of these evidently misread as ano-]): dnoxip6caToq Od. 1.219, dinop- 
paicet Od. 1.404, dtroaxilPovTe; Od. 3.408, dtnoiepetrat Od. 7.107, dna6cpoOev Od. 7.244 alibi, dlropp6W 
Od. 9.359, 10.514 (but II. 2.755 quoted), dtoitivicrct Od. 16.378. But elsewhere the sorting of the Odyssey 
accessions is only to two places. 

25. E.g., p- (where u6tvw should be ptut6v). 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 Tcov. Then we expect the separate Odyssey accessions, if any. And here 
they are: 

Tav(a)67)oSa 6 pv AntiKOV TavaO6toa, 6 56 'HXt66(opoS npooesX- 

Osepov Tav6uro6a, TrTaPt?voo (-pgva cod.) Tfi Topei,a Xpdpeva TiV 
7o0CO)v.26 

TdtAV?evii pgv TO tCaT4Pvetv "TaiVE VeOS v Pt)q 6pKac;" (I1. 21.38), 
?7ti 6 TOi5 O c avt1V "TdptvovT' drtqpi p3ov dy&XatS Kai tn)Ea 

ptXkov" (II. 18.528) 
KaCi nCdXiv "3oiuS 7neptCTaLv6pvov il6' oi&v nTctsa KaXd" (Od. 

11.402), 
?Jti 65 Tzo5 0ocsa "i Kai dn76 oTzoPdiou dpvOv TdC {v}s 

(vrk?t XaXKC>)" (HI. 3.292), 
6t7i 56 TO5 TOUS opKouS 6t' 9VTO6pov "Opp' opKta TdpvoI (deb. 

-n) I azT6c" (II. 3.105-6). 

Td; Xopig TO5 dp0pou Kai dvatpoptKcOx Ti06rlotv dVTi TOO 'TrauTa-. Tr& 

tsLv ip0pa (leg. -ov?). 

TdpTirslav 'HXkt56opog Ev Tnz y paWo56i, 'O6uGoeiag, Ttiv TzpvWtv 

d7trlvyKaT.o. 

TaXa;pyoi 6ioOPvovTe i T& Epya. 

Tav6ovTo 4s8TeivovTo 6t& T]V Itpo0OUiav TOO Tpwxetv. 
Tdvivaoa ?vsTetva 

T??EOt KTX. 

Od. 9.464 

Od. 3.70 ref. 
Od. 4.636, 21.23 
Od. 6.83 (also II.) 
Od. 23.20127 

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 
tava6toSa mentions not only Heliodorus (as does the Tdpriljaav 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 Tdaiv;v 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 Tad 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 Td at the head of the Ta- entries (cf., e.g., Ti Til; tiv heading the 
TTl- entries, or TOv Toi ro6; TO heading the TO-), is presumably due to a 
pertinent Odyssey item-perhaps Od. 3.291 EvOa 6aTpaz ailc Tz&; !lv 
KpizTrn EE?aooT ?V.28 

26. Apion frag. 135 Neitzel (Apions rF&aalOa 'Orpitai, 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, TETaTClVOts; v tf nopei? 

Xp6pEsva TOi; nooiv, perhaps rightly, but cf. Eust. 1639.46 TzTaepvo) TOiS noo0i bpaSiovTa. 
27. ?v (v.l. 9K) 6' Tadvuoo' ipCdvTa KTX., the only first-person occurrence in Homer; evidently articu- 

lated 6i Tdvuoo' (Aristarchan), cf. Od. 9.327 (65/6'-06(ooa) s.v. 06woa 88.6. 
28. Confirmed by TOz p!v, a relic of the quote? 
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T?- is more straightforward. First the regular set of entries, 27 in num- 
ber, T?yEot to T?iov, with undisrupted three-place alphabetization. Then an 
unusually lengthy Odyssey series. Only the beginning is a little shaky. 

T?T?U64Tat KaTao7KEuCXa<0ol ETat 

T?ve?oq vfioo ov6Ipaxog Tp6cov 
T?TdviuVTo E,ETTaTO 

TETpatLt aVtl ditEOTpappVE:va iv T: E (I cod.) 

'O6busooeia 

T?TEX?(TL?VOV TO oI6vTE 7tpay?la TEskoOfvcat 

TTpdyuo0 Teoodpcov Yyu)v. YU6rl; 6 pTpov 7yf 

T?KFtaipOtatl dT0OTFXiG(o 

T TpaTaz orq1ia- ?v TT 0 'O6SooEicaq 

TETpdKUKXOI T?TmpdTpOXO0 

T?T{q}tl)?VOv29 TrsTI[trlpvov 

T?pWO,atl TEp(pOCO 

T??X0VT?ov ytv6pEvot' iv UT p '06uooEia 

T?rO<6 T6(rT,) -cflvtKaUTa' "o6ppa T rOS aO6rg 

p?EVo" 
30 

T?yE0o TSq GTor70ou 

T?T?uX(iaOa Ka0eoTXioCat 

T?Tpdopot T-:0plt7Ot 
T?p7tdSqc; ntaTppovUpltKoS, TEpniou ui6o 

II. 12.345, 358, 21.322, 585 
Od. 3.159 (-ov: -oto II.) 
Od. 4.135, 5.68 (& I. 10.156) 

Od. 5.71 ref. 
Od. 5.90 (& elsewhere, II. & Od.) 
Od. 7.113 
Od. 7.317 
Od. 8.193 ref. 
Od. 9.242 
Od. 8.472 
Od. 16.26 
Od. 17.486 ref. 

II. 24.658 cit. 
Od. 18.209 (& elsewhere, Od. only) 
Od. 22.104 
Od. 13.81 
Od. 22.330 

There is not much that is anomalous here. The exclusively Iliadic T?Tei64T? 
(glossed merely KacTacKEcuao0rjslcTat, cf. TETUKTat glossed KaTCoKeUaGTaLc in 
the alphabetical set) has been slightly displaced from the preceding T?T- en- 
tries (only T?6XEa and T?Cv intervene)-by attraction to an ousted entry on 
Od. 2.63 T?T?6UaTai, we may suspect. T?Tpdopot, the penultimate entry, is 
out of Odyssey sequence, whether by casual transmissional disruption or 
pulled down by an erstwhile entry in Od. 22.122 TETpaO0:Xutvov. More tell- 
ing is ToS;. The entry will owe its presence here to Od. 18.190 (T?Cz0 6' apa 
6ia 0dcov I alp3poTa 6c&pa 6bibo), for which the given meaning is more 
appropriate than for the Iliad 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 Tqi6y?Tov, 
then come two Odyssey accessions: 

29. Conflation of TETItrtVOV and T?T1lP?vo; (Od. 8.303 et alibi). A single-line displacement. 
30. I venture the emendation despite the marginal gloss on TEz0s at Od. 18.190 in P.Oxy.XV 1820, 

reported as TO [T]lvt.ia[u]Ta. Cf., e.g., Suda s.v. (nvtiKaCTa. fi TrOT), Hsch. s.v. 
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T'kEsavAr TzrX60Ev (patv6tcivo Od. 24.83 
Tll?qpilsiv zv TXOV T pou ui6v- "dXX' o?ov 6v TOV Trpib6v KaTrevipaTo" 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 t9OapSc6roo uTtv (rr- cod.) to 
tTlI6KETO (a polysemantic entry), then we have: 

TITatVOPLCvvO KTETOaKOTES Od. 2.149 

TtIq?EVTO; ?vTiPou Od. 8.393 

T4iltto; VTtxo Od. 10.38 

Just one entry in TX-, and three in Tt-; six in TO- (not counting the 
polysemantic-type notes on T6v TOD To6; TO at the outset, exempt from the 
three-place alphabetization), with no Odyssean appendage. In tp-, 26 al- 
phabetical entries (only the polysemantic Tp6OXo out of position, between 
Tpu- and tpo-), then after the Tpo.- entries comes: 

TpiouIoa TCOv 7tEtotrEO vcoVv r XSutq. Od. 24.5, 7 

But the form of entry, assigning the word to the category of onomato- 
poeic formations (cf. Tp6uiltTar IrcoilZTat q k4tq KaCa auiLtcnv)31 is ab- 
normal for an Odyssey-accession, and I wonder whether Tpitoucra may 
have started out as Tpoouaat, and been brought into line with the re- 
ceived form of the Homeric word.32 In that case this entry belongs to the 
regular alphabetical listings, not to the Odyssey accessions. 

tu- (5 entries) and to- (2 entries) conclude the T listings, except that a 
patently alien trio of Taup- entries has been inserted at the end.33 

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 GT-, it stares us in the face. After the alphabetical entries 
(25 in number, taupoi to oTTuy?t) comes the Odyssey appendage:34 

31. See p. 34-35 below, with n. 116. 
32. Tpie?tv and tpU6ctv are often confused (as are Tp6letv and yp6letv), and Tpc6stv is brought into the 

same nexus by, e.g., Hesychius' proffering t0pupie?tv as a gloss for it. Are the TpoyofiTat responsible 
(Hdt. 4.183.4, where they Terpiyaot v.. T. tsTpyaot 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 na-: aTepe? (Od. 8.170), aTEIVoiO6v (Od. 12.234, 
with 11. 23.427 appended), aTEiCo (Od. 2.287). 

13 
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atlpapnat (-alS cod.) ioXupail Od. 4.506 (& later, & II.) 
rT?a3Xt6v aTZXE6v Od. 5.236 

aTif 6' dvtaaxovlevq 'HXot6&poS TZ& XcipaS 6nU6 T 

ncpo6oltov dvaTeivaoa Od. 6.141 

a(TIXpoV 'HXt6&opOS Eii T6 nrptXdp[nov.- ioTt 86 Kai fPliv 
oCTuvr0S fl X4t. Od. 6.237 (& II//.) 

(t64atrl 'HXt6&opog eiS KaTdaxn7cr v (dy)dyoLtpt (supplevi) Od. 11.502 
atpEUe0at KaTaCtoveo0att. 6 ? 'HXt6&opo;S i TzO aTpa- 

yusc6o0a (scripsi: oTpat- cod.) peTEeiXqr( TZiV X94tv. "fi 
6rl0 oTps6jso0at ?v aivfi 6rtoTfTt" I1. 15.512 cit. 

UTpoqpaXk?i? (-Tat cod.) oTppe?Te (-Tat cod.) Od. 18.315 

aTppo;S iev dopTrip 6 ouvTeopaTpp?voS dva(popeS6q, Et o 

fipTzrlat i nTipa Od. 13.438=17.198=18.109 

In four successive entries, Heliodorus.35 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 
cTp?E?rOea (oTpes(y), or stet?) is self-evidently a composite: a preexistent 
entry with the interpretation KarzaoveioOat, to which is added the Helio- 
doran interpretation of the Odyssean occurrence, 12.351, if 6r1qa aTpEU- 
(y)?coOai v v ?V V*C9O) ?ptFn. It is clear from the lexicon's other citations 
of Heliodorus that he devoted his comments to the Odyssey rather than to 
the Iliad.36 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 copy'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,38 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 konnten, 
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 Tp?e6(y)EseOat entry, where Heliodorus' interpretation (apropos the Odyssean occurrence) is com- 
bined with a preexisting one (apropos //. 15.512), and also in the aiO4wov one, where Apollonius adds his 
own comment to Heliodorus' gloss. (For ciq T6, cf. cic T6 66a6totTo pETcTppaaev in the 6noataXu6oTo 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 ((Ti1 5') dVTaoYopivq and oT6tatpt 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.39 

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 atOoia oivov iTot T v p6oaot pOV u 6v (aiOEtv yap T6 Kaittv), f Tbv pikava, o5; 

'HA68o)pos, f TOV kXantpov KaTr 6uvaptiv. 

35.17 dvdvfuaTa (Od. 11.274) K65rlXa, ?eaKouoTa. 6 63 'Hlitcopoq dvdyyeATa. 

72.20 ?tpk6topt pXt V fi0 t roi0 3ooKiCTopt (f ?1ntp lTopt) (supplevi) olov ept7ltacr lTript oi 

yap (scripsi: ITv) pacXklov uioi ncpipOov cnit Kpti)v ei60aotv gct0paivetv, o(J Kcai 'HAl56- 

wp6; (Ritschl: 'Hp66oT6S) (ro7atv. "rttpc6Topt (-p36tcpt cod.) pi:k?xv navaCaixd , oloi Te 

avaKTcov 7mai6E ieaciv" (Od. 13.222f.). 

73.5 EtritEI vE (II. 1.149) xri(peCtpc?v. eim & Tr l i '05voUaeiac "pje/ydAv iretpEvov 
(-oq cod.) dAiKcv" (Od. 9.214) 'Hilicopo ; dro6i5[otgi irE7roriUvov(?). 

136.17 nip6TuVav (deb. npo6-) TIpoeveetaoav, "TpCtiS 61 7npo(<)vTWav" (II. ter). orav J6 

Ev Tfr w Tj 'OSvUaeia; 6 'HHlt&opo; ?l?y7p ?ri TOV AapTrov "pEvo; rrporutfVev" 
(Od. 24.319), rpo{fij}?re?ev, 7rpoufiuteiaev (?). 

141.3 ae6aS (II. 15.681) napopilo;ag. oyav 68 (pf "Kai Ts& ilv cGeiav nOTagl6v ndpa 
tv#levTa" (Od. 6.89), avri Tro dnrea6flCPav. Kai T6 "et Tep &v aTo6v oeovramt" 

(II. 3.25f.) aopfiot pe0' 6plIpq. otrow Kai 'HAfo6wpo;. 

142.22. (aciSvaTait Kce6dvvuzTa, o cMt (Bekker: olov) GmopiemTat. 6 31 'Hit6opo; 
Xwopie'Oai (sc. ad aKi6vac0at Od. 1.274)' Kai "oKc6acov (6') d7t6 Ki6ca Ou ouoi" 
(Od. 8.149, cf. 142.20 aKE6aoov X6ptoov). 

144.13 amTaupoi K}aTan?rysc Kai KoC6Xonit Kai cwvTa T& 6tavtlolTdeva 6uka- d(p' cq ?v- 

voiaq Kai oi Ka0' CLfas 6voldLovTat. 6 31 'Hi66wcpo; T 0taupoi; (Od. 14.11) dr6 TroV 

kcardval, oi Aey6OpvoI acrKc2o0re (Villoison: aKOTrio). 

152.35 Tttilsv l?7i Plv Ti'n 866a?eO Kai nT' cuvI0ouq fiTiv zttltq, "(<T1i>L) z5 t' [i EOtKe 

TelneiaOat t ET' AXaato6q" (II. 23.649), lEni 6 zTrq Tt)cpiaq, "rtIItv dpvUpevot" 

(II. 1.159), ?i7i 61 zo Tipoaipou, "ztlptiv 6' Apyeiotq{tv} dirotvePev" (II. 3.286), l?7i 6 

Tnq 6OV-5, "Tlpniv ai4pt; ayovT?E EetKoo{cj}dpotov" (Od. 22.57)- rL7oTe 61 K ai TOUTO li 

TcpooTiPou Xeyszat (Bekker: Xyco0at). 6 68 'H6loSwpo Kcai TrV flacaiAeiav ouTrc; (r 7iv 

eipjcOal-t "r 1r' EYei rip Irov 0roeauiC (ro2oaiv deb.) /iert Mvppbu6veacri" (Od. 11.495). 

153.32 TOk6niucaeV KaTctpycaaTo, 60ev Kai lq TzOv ipicv TzoX6u7rl Xyecat. 6 86 'HAo6- 
Sopos &sei2riaev. 

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 dCipopov 
or dvCsaltut) points clearly to that form of work. Lemmas such as acrtl ' davaaXopkvil and axp6qpoq J?v 
dopTip, 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., dvadiuora), but more 
often, and more revealingly, its reference is different. To the existing 
entry on the Iliadic occurrence of E'T1ctstvc is added Heliodorus' gloss for 
the Odyssean occurrence of EIntctscvov; to the existing entry on the Iliadic 
npofTuDtav are added Heliodorus' glosses for the Odyssean npoDzuWvv.40 
To the multiple entry on osfacS, etc., including the Odyssean ocsav, is 
added a coda attesting Heliodorus' identical interpretation.41 To the poly- 
semantic entry on ZtuIiv, 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 6n-, 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, 
urnap to uicoptaS;, three-place alphabetization). The entries concerned, in 
order of their occurrence within the lexicon, are these:42 

158.8-21 UXepKCTaivovTO TCOV uata~ ciptfpIVtOv, ?V Tf qv TT; 'O6uo?eiag, "n68e; 6' 

u6ntptKTaivovTo." 6 y&p ApiTapox6; (pryotv &yav 9RdXXovTo .... EVIOIt 56 TugdTfspOV 
(?Totp6- cod.) 6{ep}eCaXi0ovTo (Lehrs) KaTa ThV nopeiav- ..... o6 8 'Hti6dopoq 
V6roKarTcAK&vro OVK evrovobvre;. aXXot 6 

6nrspiKvo0VTo it& TTIV npo0upiav. 

159.22-26 6iTvsTiTq ?V To to Tq; 'IXtdo;. 6 'Hit6owpoq dJro2i&oatv dprioi; Trv rfy7v 
gxOVTI. 6nirlv 65 ?otIv 6 6n6 TIiv piva TtTO;.- Kai oi pEv TOV puSTaKa atnoStS6aotv, oi 
6? 

T6 yveFtov. dKoU?tv 56 ajsetvov UT dpTiox; ysvFtiVTI- 67t?nep CnRiveYKe "TOUOnp Xapt- 

8CSTaTr| f]pr|." 

27-33 6oaTaX6otITo TCOV aTna ?ipqrup v0)v. 6 [t1v {oUv} (seclusi) Ani0ov adcoi&ooatv 

6UraU6oIo, 6 5t 'Hi1t68opoq 6broyevvTro. "6UtooTaXU6oTO po6v y?vo; eUppuPeT6C0ov." 
6ytcO; [tv oUv ?KdT?po;. eiTprTat yap dat6 TOV oTaxUov PETa(poptKco)- w oteSpouv F ?v6o; 
or?ppaTo; eqi; nuOniv yiveTat, d(p' ou ToXXoti OTadue;, OUT(Or; da 6 gtAd Job t noXXoi 
Yivovrat- It6nep 6 !tv ei TO6 6ntaU6oto P?T?(ppacev, 6 6 6nUoyevv0TO. 

160.11-14 6eno-VqiO 6 [lv AoiOV &x; :v Tfi 'IOdKnl MXIvo; OUTfO; Kakouspvou. O6 
'HAtiSopoq os 36o 8 1pr] A6oyov ovra pereiAroepv, rv' .i 6brb rO vri- (proai yap vstoc r6Toro 

,Zo)v v6Aa rI SEv8pa, 9E ov aECpoioat r&a vavg KaOoppi4ovreg. 

40. The entries show surface corruption that cannot all be securely mended, but that does not matter 
for present purposes. (7ienotqospvov is perhaps for 7cptsP3ePXi1gsvov, cf. D-schol. on ni. 1.149. More remark- 
able is npoevcoetoav and tpo{ }aaoetoev. I cannot parallel the intransitive usage, but they seem to protect 
one another.) The oddly stranded position of 6 'HXt&oSpoq in the latter entry (the subject of ;kyn 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 (da)eao6liqoav (pe0' 6pp- 
iq) v.sim.; we should not expect precision in such matters. Cf. the g;;ttpoopl entry (to which Od. 18.263 
17ntpTTOpt TInnov must be relevant). 

42. Heliod. frags. 44, 46, 49, 48 Dyck. 
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All four are composites. The Odyssean hapax UtrEplKTaivovTo (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- 
aXot 65e-may be a still later addition, or may be drawn from Heliodorus 
himself).43 iro(TraX6otTo (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 7rno-vqtliq, Od. 1.186: 6 
piLv Anov . . ., 6 'Hkto6., this time left without Apollonian resolution. 
For tilqlvi'Tn the reference given is to II. 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 t6i'nvi"Tq dpTioS TvV iftrqv 
iXovIt, but once lifted from its Heliodoran context it needs to be labelled, 
6 'Hkito. dano6{i6oot KTX. 

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): 

UcEp-ltopov. 6 t16v Apio-TapXoS Tziv 6euTpav 6Ou- 

Toviv 67ctpt6pop dtKoUjt- "o5 Kai vWv Aiyto- 

0o0 6Uipptopov ATpci6ao." 6 5 ['H]t66(opoq 

cq 6Uo ?pr pq 6you OVTa npocpvpeTa, Kai (prqliv 

U6nep 6T KaOfKOV. 

ijStat? Kpet6vTov fTyoU6Pve 0eOV 

birX?srTat dva6eXzTat Kai U6ntoXveiTat 

6noaTdq dva6&EdpevoS. OTav 65 XynI "Kai pot 

6noozTirTO OG Cov PaCTtXelUTp6S eipt," i(aoV T4 

6oloS6ltt "Inoaet56v (deb. Hootetd6ivo;) 7ioo6pcit;." 
6 ptv 'HXt6&opoS 6p6;o U6noesTaypvoq, iviot 6? 

c nTeptooaeuo6uc7n (Bekker: iEptaoo6v oi6oU;) 
&KO6ouot Tzi irpo0oaesg. 

6ircoyi U aywoyj (-ri cod. bis)' "S60ov Bop&0o 6n- 

tcoyfi" 

U61oo1pKaOUat pEzTapa3dXouCtv d76 TxoU L oppaKoS 

6tCeKlCpoOECoV U6teKTpFXgoV 

6UTCp TOKTIcoV KaTa TOV yov tov- t"Xkioool' d67p 

TOKlwv"t 

6UoooTEioutriv 6q(pX KOuoIV 

6U1OKuGOatpVTq iEyKcuog yevoitvrl 

6Ca;Eu6p1svoq (puXkaoopa6voq 

ueooSEylEvo dvasEX6Levoq "p3iaC 6Vno6SyJEvoS 

dv6pdcv" 

6irC Kcpi[c p?lv "66o 6' 6nI6 Ttu0ptvec oTGav" 

(II. 11.635), Kai Tikitv "6g Dk6~ Tu6ei5b MTuKIval 

KXoveovTO (pdXayyEq" (11. 5.93). dvTi (6 ) Ti' 

P?Td ("?II. 18.492"... > 

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

Od. 3.99 = 4.329; + II. 9.160 cit. 

Od. 4.386 cit. 

Od. 14.533 cit. 
Od. 7.126 
Od. 8.125 

I/. 22.338? (olim Od. 15.261?) 
Od. 9.385 
Od. 11.254 
Od. 15.275 

Od. (13.310 =) 16.189 cit. 

43. This last interpretation is elsewhere attributed to Dionysius of Sidon and Pindarion (cf. Schenck, 
Quellen, p. 115, Crates frag. 62b Mette). 
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Univo r ERi pEv TzoU eii60XotooVuvou 0eo0, 

"-Yv Ye avca" (1l. 14.233) 
TCii 65 TOO Td0OoUS, "UiVC) Kaci (ptX6TrrI" 

(II. 14.353) 
tCri 6& tOU OavdTou, "65i 6 pcv au0Ot TEaoV 

KotplToaTro XdXKCeV iUtVOV" (II. 11.241) 

irvou S&pov Trept(paPoTc1K(o 6 Uitvog. Od. 16.481 (and II. 7.482, 9.709) 

61rprTao TO PTapopPc&K vTZi TOOU U6IpEntev Od. 22.280 (and 8.192) 

An obvious intruder here is the polysemantic iiUivoS entry.44 This was 
evidently sucked in by the Heliodoran note on uinvou Siopov. The two en- 
tries that include Heliodorus' name, nUEp-popov and 6noSp6qc, incorporate 
alternative interpretations of the lexis, credited to Aristarchus and [vtot 
respectively. I would guess, though there is no knowing for certain, that 
these come from Heliodorus' commentary itself, from notes such as 6 
ApiozapXog .... , ptvov 6 .. ., and ou tcEPt(GE6Ect fi np60Feou1, xS TIV?S, 
adka.... 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 diroaTadq entry is different, 
contrasting the meaning of UJnocTrS (in its Odyssean occurrence) with the 
meaning of another form in another place. The conjunction is probably 
Apollonius', importing a preexistent UTrocTirno entry, but the possibility 
cannot be excluded that it is Heliodorus'; we know from the dvoaictp 
entry (frag. 18 Dyck) that he adduced Iliadic passages on occasion. The 
iIrtcyiq entry is out of sequence, and given in the nominative: probably 

insignificant-if it reflects a reading unticoy1 somewhere earlier I cannot 

imagine where. The remaining anomalies are a couple of garbled entries. 
The Tcon entry is obviously defective. I take it that a Heliodoran note on 
some Odyssey instance of 6Or6-perhaps 16.215 3(p' 'epEpoS OpTo 76oto- 
has drawn down the lexicon's prior entry on tCn6, listing and exemplifying 
a variety of meanings (cf., e.g., Wri, 72.7-10, KaTa, 96.14-17). The Vnrip 
TOKifOV entry is more seriously incoherent. Bekker refers this to II. 15.660 
kiooCC' U6rep TOKcoV, but then not only is TOKIc1OV mistaken for TOKgcov but 

kioacop' is mistaken for kioos0'--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 kiaoot' lDe5p O0UCOV. It looks as if 
a note on U7itp OutCov was combined with a reference to II. 15.660-or 
more probably to II. 22.338, kicooot' d6rip vUXri c Kaci yoUvcv CJV T? 

TOKicOV. 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 entries that 
their Heliodoran provenance is especially liable to be marked.45 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 aTikpov (above, p. 14 with n. 37), 

and dvE,opat (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 6i)- just viewed we have seen the same phenomenon 
with dyairivopa, dyyKcoXEzXai, yp, dyp(Pp0 , apqi, appopov, dapcayaraa6op- 
vo;, paeivi, qpopiItEvat, Tav(a)61iToa-TdavEv-Td;, TS ;, and cTp?E- 
(y)?Eaal, nearly all of which patently occur within Odyssey series, though 
only adtopov, Tav(a)>6Io&a, and arTp?6(y)?rO0at 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 irk-. 
First the three-place alphabetical set, lrkaEt at icraTuv Irk?eat ICrTIviI 
TlX4at i rXllUpt; IrXaC0ovTo rkooTn r)oOEv, then two further entries: 

Cireiou trkipouK. Kai "ntXeioS 66pog." 

itrivTo ItpooeirEacoatv. Corltcaivet Kai X6TO 7XripoUvto. 

Tkriou and niXfVTo = ntpoaT eXacav are both Iliadic (10.579, 14.468): but 
ntsTio( 66stoq is Od. 4.319, and nkr2fvzo = rnXrljpoCVTo is Od. 8.57 (EnXril- 
p(o0rIcav D-schol., cf. Hsch.). Diagnosis is now simple. The entries on 
nXekiov and nkrXvTo 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' nlrEoq entry attract ir:2iou nX'r1pouc but not rkelat 
7Tlpeti, 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: . .. oiTco0 (pgroiv 6 'HXos6&pog- pnOTe 65 Kotv6Orpov etpIKCv d;) fpeic;, 
o6t o0K dpy6v TO6V 4vov dvttopait eXtv. This entry occurs in what seems to be a predominantly He- 
liodoran environment (dv?yvagwtyav Od. 14.348, dv4ogats Od. 19.27, dva'tavxeq + dvatRaq Od. 21.119, 
dveipiVavTo II. 20.234 but Od. quater, dv:ppaxe Od. 21.48, dvTtdcretev 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 dvicratit, avSpaX0Zsr, dvE4o- 
hat, avaKTopiUqn [name not in Coisl.],4 advvdnar), 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 dvppaX?Olt, Od. 10.121, is followed by one on dv?pptvav 
Od. 10.130 (33.24-29 Bekker), the entry for dvaKTopinot Od. 15.379 is 
followed by one on dvTiOupov Od. 16.159 (34.21-26 Bekker); the Odys- 
sean environment of the entry for dav4o[at has already been noted (n. 45 
above). As for avdairuTa (35.17 Bekker): 

dvdmoTuTa K6lqra, eidKouoaa, 6 6h 'Hkt66opo; 

dvdyyeXkTa.48 

dvEpclaka pIdTata, dveCpot6) , dio6 T06 [ ET& T& V 

dv?pwcov poXi(kKetv, otov dvepop6prpTa. "dvep)- 
kta ydp pot 67rt6E1" 

dvaLtopa6p?cKE?v (dve- cod.). Tz)V 7totC rliMcvsv fV 

XtI4t KaTr pipltqIV, oIov dVE1Et, dvErdpalTTv. 

"iCTo' dvapopp6upeoKE KUK)Opc?VT" (Tiaoav dp-, 
0WK- cod.) 

dvepoipS6iiqv Edvritev. "Tpis; 
' dOvapot36el"49 

dva6iS pLE Ta(poptKo); 6 [iaCo; Kai oGKrp6Og. "kXdac 

(Kai cod.) dvat6g;" 
dvaQ?ETpiloaalltt tX0otpt.. "6Opp' iTI TlV o6oilv 

dvapcTpGrpCatlttL OXaooav" 

dvaao6Otevo; dvaTEiva;. "KO6Iev dvacx6optvo; 

oxiln 5pu6q" 
dvTp?pi/?tv itoiOo0c7at 
avakTov d7tiipt0Tov. "p3o0erat aiTi?cov 6oCKEtV 

TlV yaCT?p' dvaXkov" 

dvayvo6af olov dvayv(wptod(oT. "e'APaT' dvay- 

voOon" 

Od. 11.274 

11. 5.216 cit. (but cf. Od. 11.464) 

Od. 12.238 cit. 
Od. 12.236, 431; Od. 12.105 cit. 

Od. 11.598 cit.50 

Od. 12.428 cit. 

Od. 14.425 cit. 
II. 21.357 (but cf. Od. 16.238) 

Od. 17.228 cit. 

Od. 19.250 cit.51 

47. The name is supplied by the Berlin papyrus P.Coll.Youtie 1.2 (HXto6opog [.. ][ .... [ ]tats; I 
would have expected TatS anoXetas;) and by Hesychius (6 6b 'Ht6&0poq; Tal dtxokXia;t). Incidentally, I 
see no need to change Hesychius' dinokeiat to dan kseias (so Schmidt, approved by Latte); the word is 
perfectly unexceptionable, and I take it as implying an etymology vdKo;S p EXoi6oatS v.sim. (i.e., alpha 
privative). At the beginning of the Coislinianus' entry, Ta; ToO &vdaKTou oTov TOi aeot6Tcou, I presume 
dvaoKTou is to be amended not to dvaKzoS (Villoison, approved by all since) but to dvcdKzopo;. 

48. Perhaps dvdyycXika Kai pprlTa, as Photius s.v. 
49. Textual loss is clear from the discrepancy between lexis and quotation. We should restore some- 

thing like: dvepoiPSiaqv dvETtEsv "Od. 12.236" Kat dvapotpS6l dvaxivet. "Od. 12.(104/)105." 
50. Given the manuscript's Kai, I suspect that the original entry was more complex, and adduced Od. 

17.449, 6CS TtS OapoakEog6 Kai dvair6j; Eaoot poiKlcTS, in addition to the "metaphorical" application to Xkaa 
in Book 11. Cf. (1) the abridged entry in the fifth- or sixth-century copy of the lexicon P.Coll.Youtie 1.2, 
dvas6iS; 3iato9 Kai OKC[e[p6O;,] dvEv6oto;, and (2) Hesychius, dvaltiSi oCKkXp6, dvaiovXuvTo;- PsETacoptKcOS 
yap T6v kXiov dvat6t5 Xkyec "O-Tppo;, "kaaq dvat6i;q." We could reconstruct something on the lines of 

ulaSepoptKc;S Elti kiOou piatos Kcai loKrilpo Kai dvv65oToq- "(Od. 11.598)". 6tav 6b kXyrl "(Od. 17.449)," 
KUpio); dvaioXuvToq. (Steinicke's supplements, both here and in dveljtbita above, where he adds (Kai (p?p- 
EO0at T& TotaoTa) after the etymological IokioKEtv, too slavishly follow Hesychius, I think.) 

51. Ei'at' is a reading lost to the direct tradition, which gives orilpa'. Among these few entries we 
also have OdXaooav not cipupvtv at Od. 12.428 (in dvaI?zTpi]aatit), and K6OEV not KCO6E 6' at Od. 14.425 
(in dvaarxopvoq). This last may represent transmissional corruption in the lexicon, but e'razTa and OdXaa- 
oav clearly originate in their Homeric context and came into the lexicon in this form. Cf. dvtcupqpiEitv (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 dvdinuta entry.52 The most notable 
points are (1) the suppression of the original Odyssean reference of dvEjIld- 
tLa (Kac KoV 6' dvettbo)a pd4ctv) by an Iliadic quotation,53 and (2) the ob- 

scuration of the original Odyssean reference of the dvTlPEpi?Itv entry.54 
Heliodoran entries tended to be submerged even as they entered. The rest 
of the Heliodoran accessions in av- are less plainly in view, but are not 
wholly lost from sight.55 

In about a third of the Coislinianus' explicit citations of Heliodorus his 
name is paired with that of Apion.56 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)litoSa, ntoGTaXU6oiro, and irco-vi(, and here are others: 

81.24 (Ap. frag. 37 Neitzel, Hel. frag. 22 Dyck) fiaqtpa Arciov Ta& ~v6isaTa T)V dv- 
bp6v- "&CoTpd T? Kai Tebrkou : K(ai p0(yta rTyakevTa" (Od. 6.38). 6 'HXt6&6opoq 
(Duentzer: Ziv6&opoq) P?3XTov Tl& 46taTa, T&;g tova;. 

144.7 (Ap. frag. 125, Hel. frag. 28) airtXdkdS 6 .tav ATitcov ai gv 86aTs KoiXat Tir&pat, 6 
65 'HXoS66po; ai napa0akXdorotot rTpat Kai tm'itkrqitvat 6r6o TCOV KudaTotv. 

147.28 (Ap. frag. 129, Hel. frag. 34) cLpapayevrTo 6 [tkv AiCiOv vW6tpouv, 6 68 'HXo6&Opo 
p??TIov KaTerToVOOVTO. I Kai TO "ou6' ap do6 aopdpayov pcXtir1 Tdyte XaXKoPdpta" (//. 22. 

328).-?v ouva)kostp stprTTat do (p d pa y o v, o p oadpayov. Kai GCTIV do(pdpayo; (pdpuy?, 
6t' oD T6O (po)vlTtK6V dvpXFat.a- tpopset oUv "6oppa Ti P[Iv 7poTt?ilot dpt1P36p?voq."57 

52. The immediately preceding entry, dvappoxiv (corrupted in Coisl. to dvappox90vToq, see n. 4 
above), Od. 11.586, also seems to belong here. And the Berlin papyrus and other sources preserve an 
dvaKM(E)ivat entry, Od. 11.525, omitted by Coisl., which may also come from this series. 

53. It may be suspected that (as demonstrably with dyatanvopa) the replacement extends over the en- 
tire entry. The interpretation is identical (mutato mutando) with the one identified as Apion's on pEtapd- 
via; that entry reads (112.3) pdrata, dnt6 TOO peTa T5)V dviePov i?vat, olov dvepoqp6pTyra. OUTO)5 ATcioV- oi 
65 Td peTapeXe;iag dta. There the alternative interpretation (Heliodorus'?) is preserved, here it is not. 

54. Our texts of Od. 16.238 give adVTUppeYOat (glossed etsooiaOat by D-schol.). Either -qDepieitv 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, dvds6vov, we 
have what appears to be basically a reversed Odyssey sequence, back from Book 10; the entries pertain to 
Book 10, 10, 10, (II. 4), 6, 7, 4, 4, 2, 2 (dv4vopa to dvdyat). Then a formally discrete pair of entries inter- 
venes (dv/x:lat and dvk?xE9ai, each entry taking the form p ,UV Xts lv Tx x TnXT 'Obuooeia;, quotation, 
orCaivet/6qkoT 8 TO . . . ; 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 Iliadic, 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 rqCdpayov. 

6 AUriev (pdpuyya d7u6 TOOU irpi a6uov ytvopvou VW6pou (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. doqdpayov at I//. 22.328 is not just elliptical (?v ouvakot(pj refers to the eli- 
sion in dn' doapdpayov) but badly defective. Evidently oTapayeiVTo (Od. 9.390, 440) was adduced in sup- 
port of o(pdpayov in the Iliad passage (and each adduced in semantic and etymological elucidation of the 
other), but both oqdpayo<; and d(pdpaeyog were held to mean qpdpuy?. There is a separate entry in dapapayov, 



MICHAEL W. HASLAM 

149.18 (Ap. frag. 134, Hel. frag. 37) Tav6yLoxroLt x i lpv Tdv Kop(cvV)v (prlai "ravuyX- 

tooooi re Kopcovat" (Od. 5.66). KaTa & vrTOt TO irpo(patv6[pevov58 Trrapvat;VaS Ei; [Lys0o 

EXoucat T6; yXi6(ooa;- 6 5e AnioV TETsap?vrqv eXouoal xt v (povqv. 6 6 'HXt66copoq T6 

Tcp6OTpov. 

154.16 (Ap. frag. 137, Hel. frag. 41) tpTiiOiaf{v} Aniov Kupioc; ipiictv y&p cvEteivovTo 
ai KXivatt. 6 &6 'Hht6&opo; eiS Tariao Tivti{v} (or -ov: -eiv cod.), TOTi; e TrTprlp:vot;.59 

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) dv8paX0icat oSq Kali dvilp pactrdcOwv f1apuv09eir &v 

6nd7ppye0et; 6vrtaS ki0ouq. "oi 6' dn6 nsTpdcov dv6paX09ct XcpptaSioota pd)kkov" (Od. 
10.121f.). 6 'HXt66opoS peyca pdpoS; apExoitvot; (Alberti: -a) roiS dv6pcitv, 6 &6 

AnTiOV TOi; dv6p6S Pdpo iEXouotv, f oIov dv6paXeotV, KaT& 7napv0eCatv TOU 0, Iv' n 
Toi; dv6pdoiv &xo;S otoIOtv. 

100.19 (Ap. frag. 49, Hel. frag. 24) KXialOV tov & nat Eiprp?vcwv, Ev Tfi o0 T 

'06uoaCiaS, "Tspi & KXiCtoV 0E? n7dvTT, ?v TZ oGIT?CKOV(TO)" (Od. 24.208f.) (davi TOO 

?v TCO oTKO)). 6 p?tv 'HXt66opoS T&; K6UKCO Kai ico KaTakXoUtS etprKev, 6 5 Api,Toap- 

Xoq KUKkX6V TOv OIKOU OIOV cK CTtiPd&5ov (KO6ooJtPVICvov, inp6O o3 (1. u(p' o3?, 7tp6;S (?) 

Kai oi Op6vot cKEIVTO, oCTE oUv Kai K i' aUTz&v KaOtlopVvo u; 61i7tveiv Kai ?YKotpaot0ctt. 
6 Atriocv (pqrliv OUT(Og;- "Kkictlov Pdot; u(p' q; KreTat 6 Op6vo;- 'Tipi t6 KkialoV Ofc 
7idvTrn' (O CTit &5' OXou TOU oTKou)." 

154.24 (Ap. frag. 138, Hel. frag. 42) tpiyXTlva 6 pv 'HXt66(opO; TpiKopa Ecle- Y7kXv yap 

q KO6pf TOo 6(p0akXpoi. OUTOq; 56 cTpTaIt zi TCOV vcorTicov Tfv v T? '008uceiiqt tI6opvcWv 
Tri lnrve;X67rr (Od. 18.298). 6 5& AicoV P3XTtov "nirokU6yXva. yXfvr yap f KOpq, doTc 

elvat 7toXku0aTa, nokkXq 0iaq aita." To6TOtq av TI; npo09cir OTI Kcai ?yXvea XyTrat T& 

90a; a&ita, orT (prTli "Kc6ptvov 6uvipotpov, ?q yXkivFa 7okka Kc(dv6et" (II. 24.192). 

165.24 (Ap. frag. 152, Hel. frag. 50) (pu)ki (Od. 5.477) 6 ptv 'HXt60opoq y?vo;g acia;, 
6 
o? 

AtniCv yt)kcg yivog 56v5pou- iyecrat yap OTIt i dvPlcpo;g Xaia cyojp?vf (puXkia 

XyETact. 

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 dvopaOEiat, 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 KItrtov, it is possible that the Aristarchan testimony (along with the 

qpdpuyya + quote. The Heliodoran component of the present entry is confined to the gloss on opocpayeivTo 
(Od. 9.390, 440), I would suppose. 

58. Both x6TO poq(pav6pevov and the particles initially gave me difficulty, but I take TO 7po(patv6ipevov to 
mean "the preceding entry," TavuvY)bxtvar TETaMpevaa; Tg yXo(iXva; EXOVTag (this the only cross-reference in 
the lexicon?), and the particles are not to be touched: pEv of the application, pVTrot (= 5e) 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 
KcaX; KatTEKecuaop6Evots; f TETOpvEupevot; (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 Tpiy.qva, 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 (~iCtpa, aqpa- 
ysivto, Tav(ai0io&6a), or where he approves either's (inoaGTaXizotTo), Helio- 
dorus' comes last, as usual. With pukilS;, 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 (yFvou; kXaiaS v.sim., cf. D- 
schol.), (2) accession of Apion (unorthodox), (3) accession of Heliodorus 
(explaining (pukia 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. I 31.10 Bachmann) 
"daSvoie y6oto" Tro dOp6(oS EKXceopVOU. I "?tpTivcov" 85 "d8tvdov" (Od. 23.326) 
TiOv oUveXCOt; 5ouacov, 6 'HXto6po4 ae(Pt. 

- Coisl. 9.4-6 ... .Kai OrTs (pInaiv "dStvoto 76oto," Tzo dOpo6;wg KXeoPevoU. | Eni 65 
Tzs Wv (T cod.) a/(p?6ia5 'osuCoeias "ls' 6q5 etpivcOv adSvdowv (pO6yov Y aKouoev (i- 
cod.)," ouvex6;g Qi5ouo)v-. 7i 6 Tro "dSIvOv Kfp," Ev Tf T (W cod.) aWv(p56iq (-ac 
cod.: an pa pii(q< 'O6ucoei)a;? an ETri Tqs pro ?v Tj?), T6 ouvceXO Xu7tOU6peVOV. 

Hel. frag. 11 (Hsch. a 3582) 
daEviv<oev (11. 13.562) do0evi Eiotfloev. | 'Hkt6oSpoS 56E 7i Tr)v "vesKUoC 
da?vv'va Kdprlva" (Od. quater) T& d?tav6lTTa d7nc&oKev. (Cf. the next entry: d(?vqivd 
dao0avi, KaTa (oTpTotnv Tiq Suvadpist- p?voq y&p 66uvaptq. fi dvuxa.) 

- Coisl. 27.3-4 dQ'evjvoaev do0evi ?7coiroaev, KaT&a (Tprlaotv TO5 pvou;, O6 oxTt T:f 
ioX6oS. "dPaevivc0oev 56 oi aixpgjv." I Kai ad?tvqv6; 6 do0evC"iV- "i KEV r S apevrv6 
ea XaXKolo TU7nGot" (II. 5.887). 

Hel. frag. 23 (Ep. Hom. q 26) 
Likato; 6\Vnrlk, da6 TO5 ?KETi tpCTov tiutiaivEtv v TOV fiXov. TIV?S 8/ ;Li(paTzo, dir6 
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TOU (qoTiC1Ev Tri dXX6uo T& u6iqrkd. | 'H ot66opoc 6 dXkipCaov, tp' iiv iortv drTzslv 

iaivovTacg 6ita TO6 {iog i 6t6 TpaX6TrTta.60 
- Coisl. 83.25 1kipao baTo u6rqi, np' 6 ijtoS npJOTov 3dXXet.61 

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) 
[dl?it]K?i dlteoi1Ko6T d6eXei, d7poc6OKKrTq). | 'HkX6&poq dvetKaC[crZp.] 

- Coisl. 9.15-17 adeUKEI1 jTO T ) drCEOUKOTt iq otov d6EXei, dnpoo6oKrlTp. "6deuKEi 

KEsiat 6XkOpp" (Od. 1.46).62 j ?v 56 T ' 
O65uoeiag d&6UKei tVEIKadCW. 

Hel. frag. 6 (P.Coll.Youtie I 2 gl. 17) 

deipaS alpaS. | 'H. 66opoq [ev -Tn a] 'ObuCcsTia 7npoosv&y[Kaq.] 
- Coisl. 10.21-25 d?ipaS 

7rni p?v TOU paocTaditv, "ij p' dvdcitp (-at cod.) ii ey oC"' (II. 23.724) 

Kai KazTa ltTOXlv, "dEipac ? OdXaLp.ov KaT9r0qKe" (Od. 24.165-66), 

&ni ro TOU np6ocpEp, '"p pot oIvov aetpe" (ll. 6.264), 

Kai ?v Tf a '06uoCsCiag deipa; 7TpooevcyKag. 

tsipqTat 56 OUTOg;, sie 6 7rpooq(ppov aipet TO6 poompp6jpOsvov. (Kai alpetv TO nTpoo- 

ppstev.) (td76 5e TO6TOU Kai T6V dprov (bv6opaTat [scripsi: dlvopadOal], ox; q(pnotv 

A7oXX66&5pop;.)63 

Hel. frag. 9 (Synag. b: Anecd. Gr. I 75.24 Bachmann, Phot. a 1043) 

dXo6vi6Svq Tzrl ?v dXi euoitvrT; (yevo-: correxi). 1 6 c 'HXlt6&poc; Tic O c0aXaor(c; 

(Reitzenstein: ThV Odkaooav Ba., fere Phot.) d7nr&oKev. 
- Coisl. 21.21-23 d36oaS6viqv TzV ?v daki oCuolsvtv, oIov ivditAov-64 "v7n66e; Ka?ikf; 

6Xoo566vvl;" (Od. 4.404). | oi jpv trg OakXdooc 5, Evtot ? Tqg ,ApgtTpiTr;g. 

Hel. frag. 13 (P.Coll.Youtie I 2 gl. 58, Hsch. a 4153) 
dpapouli s nepi T6 56a(po;. | 6 O? 'Hlt66(opoq dpporepat; Ttai; Xepoiv tLic T6 oibac; 

piTicovj (om. pap.). 
- Coisl. 29.30-31 d(poi&q TrnEpi TO6 ou56a;, T6 65a(po- "f1 npbp4 yflV edtaete Kdap datp- 

(poi5ac; peioaa;" (Od. 17.237) (deb. dp(pouv6i; bis) 

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 ^kiipato references are II. 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, ikifiaTov nTkprqv. 

61. The implied etymology requires not fidXXet but laivet (unless the lexis was taken to be qXtai(Xog), 
but Hsch. too has 3d0Xet: common error, it appears. 

62. Editors have tried to reconcile the quotation with Od. 4.489, T~i Tt; cXer' 6XEOpp d56euKE~, but I see 

no reasonable alternative to referring it to Od. 1.46, where the direct tradition gives ?otKrOT KeiTat 6XO9p(p. 
See further M. W. Haslam, "Homeric Readings Lost and Found," CP 87 [1992]: 322-25. 

63. The lexis for the original polysemantic entry, citing II. 23.724 and II. 6.264, will have been not 

d&ipa; but &aepc. (It is interesting that the compound dvdetpe is included, atypically, under the simple 
verb-unless we are to posit a reading i' Ep' or ? p' etipe, or articulation as i p' dv' estpe.) This has been 

conflated with a regular (non-polysemantic) entry on Od. 24.165 dEipac (the link effected with Kai cKaT 

peTofxjv "and participially"), to which the Heliodoran entry on Od. 1.141 was appended. The subsequent 
matter, elucidating atpetv = npoo(ppestv, 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. I 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 II. 8.207 (Thetis), and also that in Coisl. ?vtot has replaced Apion just as 

oi p?v 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 d?lUK?Ei, 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.65 

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.66 Several of the entries have features that betray the 
fact that they originate in a commentary, and give no ground 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.68 There is 
no lack of ypalatUKcoi 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 dpipoul6i; entry, it should be noted, is one of the Odyssey ap- series of entries mentioned to- 
wards the outset of this paper; as with dplsopov 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., ntsiou and rXAVTO, p. 19 
above.) dp(poo6a;, the Coislinianus' form of the lexis, I take to represent the intermediate step between 
dptoou&St and its metaphrasis TiEpi TO6 6a(poo (i.e., in full, d4ptouSt; olov dp(p-ou56a nepi TO6 ouSlag TO 
USa(pog). The difference between the standard interpretation and the Heliodoran one hangs on the treatment 
of d[tp-: Heliodorus accepted -ou)6st>oi65ae but turned his back on the conventional dptp(i)-7r?pi equation in 
favor of something more imaginative. 

66. Ritschl distinguished "Heliodor der Glossograph" from other ypactlaTaKoi 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 dve:aalt . . . (long and multi-source entry mainly re analysis of Od. 2.185 
dvtieTq: cognate with dvia, or dv-ieir);)- KaTra 5 TxV 'HXtoh6pou da76oostv ptpp6ot {e7avtsi;} (Bekker: 
an i T6 TO dvti6;?) KdK?ivo OTScq eipfo9Cat, "dX' avicl, Tetls a6T6q yeivao 7taTi' di56kov" (Il. 5.880), 
Tsg PETCapopag oU5og dir6 Tg dvst?evcsv (scripsi: -rn) TOV KUViOV KaTa T&; 0epa; dtpaecOs;. Kai TOUTO T fg 
dTo56oec0 a 6tsKet Kai (it T6O) (supplevi) iir toi T kOU Tepdou Xyt7?oOat Kai exi Txi A09qvrg. So Heliodorus 
adduced the Iliad passage. Cf. dO?liorTov, 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. VI 94.7-8. 
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Varro.69 The Alexandrian Atticist Irenaeus (Minucius Pacatus) is attested 
as the metrist's pupil.70 Heliodorus is best known to us for his Aristophanic 
colometrization, which was likewise heavily dependent on the work of Al- 
exandrian predecessors.71 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 FrXo- 
oat 'OnrlptcKat and the other a commentary, and suggests that Apollonius 
may have used the latter.72 We shall come to the rFkooaal 'OprpitKat 
shortly. But the belief that Apion wrote a commentary is groundless,73 
and in any case there can be no doubt that the work that Apollonius used 
took the form of a lexicon. Formulae such as doio6&)cto or daO066&0Kc , 
found with reference to Apion in several entries, are indeterminate. So is 
a direct extract such as (143.20f.): 

6 6U A 0ciov oiTC0oS Iea(ppd6et- tSt1 T6 dno 6 TaXo ltlY nk o6riqSa. 

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

aiqtov eni TOo "i Kai ati' dKXoPe0oto In7kXp arlitov dvoTrq" (11. 18.410) qyouv z6 

gLya, Pe0' OppLS. 74 I 6 Ainicov npoOicg Tiv k4t v rpoTiv aiTleov (Ludwich: priot iorITrzv) 

nTVesuT6v, 7nupo6e5.- TdoaeTat 6' eni TOi 'Hpaiacou I ki4g- TO z y&p tpuaodl evov cP7ya 

yivETat. I oi 6i (Ludwich: T6 6i) aieTr66v Tnap& TOV deT6v. 

69. Philoxenus wrote iT. TCOv tep' 'Opripq yX7oooov as well as n. IETppov (Suda). (Erbse, Beitrage, 
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 TOO CETpiKO 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 iia: . .. . orlpaivEt Kai Tr XakEUxTtK:a opyava, fiyouv 

EpyakXea, 6di qTpotv Aiti,v, 'Iktd?o5 o cK TOU "(puoaq" (11. 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., at,q<Tov (uoai)Tov), and also that nint zoO is 

n7ti (TOO 'HVpaio)Tou. But I think the text is probably sound as it stands; the function of fiyouv is explica- 
tive, and 7fi TOO can be used with quotes (e.g., 9.2). 
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Here again it appears that Apion's entry is quoted verbatim;75 but the no- 
table feature is the introductory npoOsig T/Iv Xetiv. If even this phrase is 
not quite definitive, consider 102.3-5 (Ap. frag. 54 Neitzel), which is I 
think unique: 

KoX<6)vql KoX>ov6S, niav dvdaTqpa Tri yFI - "fEox I 65 t n6t; 0 T o irpot dpot0{ev) aineia 
KoX6)vf."76 6 I A niO v nTapEic; T6 oTpatv6Opcvov, npo0Ei& & T16 KcoXVi n6XtiS TpwotKI. 

Apion failed to give the meaning of KoX(cvrl (sc. as a common noun) and 
glossed it only as a proper name.77 What is implied for Apion is a com- 
prehensive Homeric lexicon.78 

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 (XauXt660ovTa quasi KauXt6iovTa, 
167.4) and a "wrong" applied to one of his interpretations (o5ov = KpagS, 
126.1), but otherwise, adverse comment is restricted to the occasional 
preference expressed for non-Apionic interpretations.79 If he shared 
Roman contemporaries' view of Apion as a prize specimen of pretentious- 
ness,80 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 yivETat (so Ludwich) or terminates at nup6e; (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 accentuation is without 
foundation. 

76. I1. 2.811, with npondpot0e nt6Xto4 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), KoX?ovr{ (eont) [n]ay [dvdJo[T]r.qa [y?q (or T{;~ y?q?). Editors' acquiescence in KoXtvo6q (unhom- 
eric) as the lexis is surely untenable. 

77. It is absurd to take KoX)ovrq at 11. 2.811 as a city name: the reference will have been to 11. 11.757 
(nETIprq T' '1Xevirq;, cai AXtoiot ?vO9a K/KokXvl I| Kicckqnat), where the matter was in fact in dispute; but 
in that case TpcWIKT 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. prqot after 
KoXDvrq). 

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, I wonder (n.b. ggll. 26-28, 3.32- 
4.2, Aftkpoapbl-ASput9v?), or did they each mine a separate work devoted to such names? 

79. Typical is 43.23-27 (Ap. frag. 20 Neitzel), dpiqtrv ctEKT6v, f PikaEkp6v, i nroXutXp6vtov U; Axitv 
(not hidden etymology dci prOq6v, pace Neitzel, but a- = noku as often). EXTtov & r6 npTOov.- 0ket ydp 
Ein?eiv Ort TOi; t' 6n1EppoXiv (ptXooropyia; yovcOotv dnoXioaoat TOU; yevvq9v0Ta<; ;r Kati a.ipTo6v K.aietv 
Kat ItevOeIv. "dprrTOv ?E TOKEOot y6ov KaII nrEvOoc OrqKcev (deb. -aq)" (1l. 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 Aristophanes 
(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.81 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 appeared.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.84 

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.85 
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 d3icov we see him applying two further functions of initial d-. 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. 

III 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), 
ayda.aOat and dyXiotokov, which for the sake of the contrast I give to- 
gether with their immediate neighbors: 

dyo<T6v dtyKtova. I| T6 7y;87 1TO VTOq TtOV tp(eiov f1 3pat6ovcxv' TOU6Tot yap ToiU 

pEptcn (1. pIXEsI t?)88 Tpooayoa p0a rtpoq ?autzo6 b 9&v (= &v) P3ouXtbgE0a. t6 to(pItv 

"?ke 7yaiav dyooGTO." I| TOUO 1T6 (poq oiovEi 6 dycC6)v, 6 ayov, Toi K' np6 106 y' (Tolle: 

T') oCuyy?vetav EXovTo;. I &XXot o6 d7yooT6 d7yKov, Trap& T16 yav 6orT(65rb Elvat.89 

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" (peTdTppaost; cf., 
e.g., Apollonius' references to Apion's entry on oplth, quoted on p. 26 above, or the end of the u6o- 
CTzaxuotTo 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." 
6ytCo RE or KarTa 6e TO6 U6i would be the more regular formula (cf., e.g., 86.4, 116.30), and Schenck here 
adds (Ka&a) (Quellen, pp. 82, 147), but the superficially corrupt Hesychian entry ayoq- T6V dyK6ova. T6 5e 

dyeg; TO6 VTO; KTX implies the same text (except that it perhaps justifies T6 (6') 6yteq). That is not defini- 
tive, for Hesychius and the Coislinianus may occasionally share error (see n. 61 above), but we find TO6 uE 
u6yti; likewise used at 99.17. 

88. [t~koq and plpo; are constantly confused in manuscripts. At Heliod. Aithiopica 7.10.2 Tpapa ou06 
pupouq i6vov fi pikoug dkX& Kai suXisul a6xrlfj I take in peXoug to be an intrusive v.1. (leg. ou AEkou4 
p6vov dkk&). 

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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dydacaa0t 7ii tpV rTO 0oaUpiSdatv, "6cq oa yuvat dyapai (T?) Tz0irn7 Tz 6ei6td T' aivxS" 
Eni 6 TO (z p oveiv, "e4EiTn, Kai pTTI KOTOZ dydara7Qae KaoToS" 

7 6Ti fr TO rrlXoiv, "6& 6' au' vuv p1ot dydacre 8o0i PpoTrv dv6pa 

T7aplval." 90 

dIIq 0diot Krai KaaTd7Xrkls: "67iy p' EXIt- OUK av 4ito0y7 kntop.V Td y7 voIr', oU6' ?i 

Oo01i )q 9019XOt?V."91 

ayptov alIa atyaypov. "sdp ov fi :?acpov KEpa6v f ?yptov aya." 

y'Xipovo v ri P ov To IET' 6Xiyov, "dyXipokov 68 PEt' a6C6v (-o6u cod.) ioG8<T(o 

6ptaTr)' 'O6uoaTUS6"92 
Kai "dTyXipokov 68 OU?SC T Kai dv?p?8q qOov u6pop3oi"93 

inti 68 TOU oUV?7yy7 TO6ou, "TOV 6' 9? dyXt6iXooio i8ov 9(ppdocraTO Kipu4." 

dYXiP* tt I dyXo5 zT )f yfi (3a0la-t "dyxiPaOi &5 Od CaCaooa, Kai o6 71t05 c1t 7n658cCT1 
OTtEVaCI." 

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). 

tllivp z7ti PV T'Sv 66OSCOw Kai 1Tfz aUViOuD; ilTv, "TitfL qc T8 1L' Ot1K? T?1tlpiT0oat 

Pt1T' AXacto6U" 
871i 65 Trq Tl(iOpia(, "TPlrlV dpVU6LEVOt" 

h7ti 68 TOU 7lpoCoTiptou, "TLtiPV 6' APYFiotq({IV} datOTVCti.tv" 

Eni 5 Tf q (&Vfiq, "Tltp]V dpitqlst fyoVTS ?tlKOco({oa}doov" 

--plirOT 65 Kai TOUTO 71o i T poozTilou Xy8cCTat (Bekker: XY8EaOaC cod.). | 6 8 'Hhk6- 

&0poS Kai Tiv fpaotlXiav OiTuog ptoiV 8ip?fOalt- "f ij ' 
ZXE1 TItpiv TCOXa?oat (7toX?aotV 

deb.) jleTd Mupptl6vcvoot." 
TlvvuvTat TtlApopOVTat 
triUV aVTKTtCToV 

TITlClKETO 87tl 18V TOU ]|TOtpda1CTO, "67t' 68OXa(P TITU1OKTO" 

7t 5i 6 TOD croXaoit pA XpoG0at, "Mrlpt6vsq 6' ?v TOIoa TI6cJKETo 6oupi 

(aettv(i" 
Kai "ioioiV TE TtTUOKO(J.tVOt" 

Kai tlni TOU WuXt)KOC KaTsCTOXdcETO, "TITUTCYKTO 68 (pp'oiV 'ntjV /i TEU 

dKovTi()oaiat l; o8XE66v 6pPt90qvat." 

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 t11t1 that the en- 
try distinguishes, and appends a further one from Heliodorus. The second 
quote exemplifying the second meaning of TITTUKETO 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, //. 14.111, Od. 5.129) show variants that are not to be emended 
away (T' not 6' after eia6ta, cit(o not Tsciecsoat, dydao0c not diyaos0). Cf. n. 51 above. 

91. It is presumably this entry that is responsible for the polysemantic dydQaOal entry's being put 
here. As to the dyql 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 epoeTro for 56uaaT/o/CTo: possibly transmissional corruption, like those I have 
mended (-owg for -6v by compendium misreading, omission by TO6-zTo 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 TdgVEV, p. 11 above. 
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incorporation of an entry TtTuaCKO6Lvot oTzoXacoPEvoI v.sim. on II. 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,94 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.95 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: 

daaav e[pXakav 
daadttlv Ep3Xdprlv, aTn xIeptreoaov 

ddaaat ro.kaXXSc Ktai ayav J3dsvat 
dairal ayav pkXd7et96 

ddaarao iyv6rlosv, qlpapTev, {(p06vrlo?V}97 
daCOal Xtopaaoat, KaKOUv, 

where Apollonius' sorting does not extend beyond the juxtaposition of 
kindred items.98 Sometimes, indeed, there are two separate entries for one 
and the same lexis-e.g., SdaovTal, glossed (pdyovTat and pLepifouc1t re- 
spectively.99 Each entry, in short, is founded on a given occurrence of a 
particular word. Lexeis in other passages may occasionally be adduced, 

94. Verhiltnis, pp. 20-21. 
95. Beitrage, p. 412: "Apollonios hat offensichtlich, eben um ein praktisches Nachschlagewerk fur 

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 ayav in these glosses is etymological of the initial d-! (Cf. the dpuay?o6q entry, 48.34.) I do 
not know what the reference of ddoat (or ddoat?) is meant to be. Did it start life as ddoaS? 

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

98. Contrast the polysemantic (disemantic) entry on the homonymous QaE, 44.30 (gl. 654), clearly 
preexistent. The appended reference to Apion indicates that the entry was common to both lexica (6 6i 
Artiov diq6pocpa etuloXoyCOv KITX). 

99. 56.22 (gl. 912), 24 (gl. 914) (read sptsouol). The passages concerned, as Steinicke recognizes, will 
be Il. 22.354 and Od. 2.368. Even a hapax can receive two different entries, e.g., 6E1ilsaro, 57.1 (gl. 920), 
18 (gl. 932). 

31 
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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., QyoTzov 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 aKEI1t6IVOV itpEVOV KI(Xlt 1GKEUo dOVTa- 

?1ri [tv Ico iC)p.tvov "EcKOq dcK1t6pEVOV," 

EnCi O6 TO rt7toKCKudov Ta "vfac dKE1c6pvov." 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.10l 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.102 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 X(o61avo; Xoko6Ucevoq, dvt6olEvoq Ktai ouyyctpEvo6V Kata v uX/fv. iETi tpv TOU 

np)tzou (sc. %oXoL6VEvo;) "`P 8i KalT' OuX0UtOoto Kapflvcov XOw6pvoq (Kfip)" (lI. 1.44), ini 6E TO dtvtblpvo; 
Kai ouyXo6puevo "XcoarTo 6' "EKTWOp" (ll. 14.406); 63.3-5 ?iqoq dya0oo, 7pooqvou5;. inai plv TO dyaoou, 

nEti nap& Ta Ea Tt dya0d (("I'. 15.138?")), TO 6? (olim fuerit 7si 86 Too) npoorivoU "ei 86vaoai ye, 7tepio- 
Xeo iratS6q eloq" (ll. 1.393). Cf., e.g., "Ap." in dpy6ptov. 

102. E.g., the slightly garbled 43.9-11 dapETi ?v dapezT iOTiv Kai ig dpPFipTv dao?&XyEt- "06K dp?Ta 
KaK&a pya" (Od. 8.329), (<ci dpeTPv dano;k7pt) (post Steinicke supplevi, coll. Hsch.), o5av 56 Xy?q 
"dpcTost 61 X.aoi 6t' auTou" (Od. 19.114), ?v dperTfi Eoiv (scripsi: ioTiv) PouXeTat 65iXoOv; cf. 49.33 axva; 
with EM's entry in aXvl. An entry such as 54.2-4 yEyeove 9p6cbV. ovioTE 61 Tdioot ThrV X?itV i7rt TOU 
p?EydCou Kat duvaptvou ptXpt TokXoO EicaKouecoat (pO70yyou). "rT6ooov yap erTv PcoavTtv yEcsvitv," 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, ar-, is headed by a polysemantic pair, ae and doTpdyaXo;. Cf., e.g., 
the polysemantic set towards the beginning of au-: auox;, at6X6, (di3BTi), dibTs; at beginning of Se-: 
S??X6;, SctpQ, ?Se8EsaTo (ex-S?epi9lOat?), progressively interfered with. Routinely retained at the begin- 
ning of the relevant two-place alphabetical section are sets such as TOV-TOU-TOUg-TO. The polysemantic 
Kviil entry (tellingly prefaced ogqpaivet Tpia, cf. the yEvel entry, prefaced Orgaivgt noXaXd and followed 

by the polysemantic yipov) 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 outSo; ouXov 
pair remain together in defiance of the three-place alphabetization that would shift the latter. 
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ap oU6v&copo; tooc Trz (Tolle: zr) 68, "itci ap oa 0Oeoi noiroaav iKeO0al" 

Kai avTi ITO apa, "S6; appa (pqoviCjag"104 

appovawov ?e Piv zt)v Touv 09KOv v, "pdpzupot ECo(a)ovTat Kai ClticTKOTOIt appovtdov" 
fCi 5e T3OV d&pPoyCOv, "y6t(tpoItov 6' dpa Tliv 7y Kaie dppovtiotv dpr1pSv" 

apqtS nti iEv rTO 0eo6, ""Apr;g Tz PpoTOkots6g" 
eni 36 TOi cnM65pou, "ev0a (pdXtcT' d(piet p?vog 63ptlpoS plprl" 

Ini 36 To6 Tpa6ptazoS, "v0ca) (supplevi) pidXtoTa yivczat dprjS dXeketv6o" 

Exn 3s TZo tno0Xpou, "TOUi p?V d7nCfX?e 
' 

dpri;" 

?7i Tid ?i5 Ei i6Xkl?ov 6pptSi, "K6 6S ptv dpr;g 6etvOb; vudktoi;" 

apyog ?ni [tdv TfS ] IIXolovviOouV, "inoXXkJst(v) vlclotot{v} KaC "Apyet itavTi dvdoasetv" 

?7Ei 6; TZfS l k; Xeo;i zq v rIeXoorovviorq, "oi 6' (oW6' cod.) 'Apyos T' EiXov 
TipuvOd TE TE1Xt6eoYTav" 

dTi 6 T5; OesooaXiaS, "vUv cau To06S 6o(o)ot TO6 nekaoytKOv 'Apyo; evatov" 

OTav 6' OvoPJaTtKC&5, TOV '06uooSa ; (Villoison: -da cod.) Kuva- "dv 6 KUov 

KE(PatXiV T Kai Oiala KeiJUVOi CXevo c e APYO '06UCTroIO;" 

apyov ?nti piv TOV XEUKOi, "aiLeTl &pyqv X!vta (ppO)V" 
?ni 63 ToD TaX?og;, "Cpa Tt ye (660) KUVS; dpyoi" 

apatat (<e7i ptv TOV do0evoU5) (Villoison), "6To 6 Kvlat provTo dapatai" 
dci 3d TOV XWerTO6 Kai oTEVOO, "tipatr 8' eTooo"00 

apoITO &titvsyKotUo, Xdt3oI- "Kdo;g Sao06v &potTo" II. 5.3 

apyaX?iqv (aXea7rcv) (Villoison)- "dpyakerlv, noko.potoo Tpag" 105 II. 11.4 

ap'i ?UeO . zrOTr 36 r PXdPrp- "dpig dXKTIfpa yevdo0at" II. 18.100 

apiTTiTp 6 iepeU;, dn6 To6 6Ucrp TO)V 0u6VTWV Td& e6U%X; roteit0oa. O0ev vUv 

dpcopaa lot0upl tdtaTa (II. 5.78) 

apyevvov keuK6cv, kapnrpov. dsp' ou Kai dpyupog Kali dpy6qpeov II. 18.529106 

apaputa; ilppocopva;. "intot(pupiotg dpapuia;" II. 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 apoito and dpyevvov 
are quasi-equivalents, not differential as in polysemantic entries), and 
partly for the sake of more incidental gains. Earlier we isolated Odyssey 
sequences, which I would associate with Heliodorus. Here, with the 
entries succeeding the polysemantic ones, we apparently have an Iliad se- 
quence.108 (The apiqTlip entry clearly owes its position to the preceding 

104. Contrast the later entry on apa (gl. 627, 43.12), denying the second meaning: dvTi TOOU 8 orap' 
'O0mprp) 6St& navTo6, napdt 6 Toit; aXXoit EdV TzO Pi) ouXXoy7oTtKOcg OU6vopog. 

105. The quote (II. 11.4) will have originally extended to the end of the verse (PerTa Xepoiv eXouoav), 
but illustrates the tendency to quote only the verse in which the lexis occurs. The antecedent, ptiSa, is in 
the previous verse. The principle is explicitly acknowledged in the first of the entries carrying the TO6V 
dta, elipqp?vcov label, dpdK1iqav, where 6 neptXsWv Trv X.etv oTiXog 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 dpyeyviv to dpyEvvdeov, and refers it 
to II. 3.198, but the reference is surely to II. 18.529, where dpyevv4v is in fact the transmitted text (-Ecov 
edd.). 

107. The dpapuia; entry is also worth noting, for the lexicon gives separate entries for dpqpdx;, 
dpdptaKicv, apsipzv, and dpapdv-each glossed with a form of &app61o. 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 dptriilq to aptsrov (44.4-9), respectively 
from II. 18, 18, 19, 19, 23, 24. But Iliad 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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aprl entry.)109 This is pertinent to our assessment of the formally incon- 
gruous aprl entry. The unhomeric nominative suggests an originally poly- 
semantic entry, such as in fact we find in the polysemantic lexicon 
attributed to Apion,110 but the occurrence of an entry on II. 18.100, dpfil 
p3Xd63pr v.sim., has pulled it down here. The resultant entry-abbreviated 
in the Coislinianus, it appears from Hesychius, but retaining its basic 
structure 1-is an amalgam. We have already seen comparable interfer- 
ence with polysemantic entries in the cases of dp(piV, lopov, rdT vEv, 
popiqi?vai, aEipaS, and titp'v, 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 4apr; entry finds precise counterparts in en- 
tries for other divinities/personifications: aTlr (Tci thv Tq o(C aToEtbouS0 
0?0o ..., ?7ri Tf lg pXd3grS. . .), dppoS6Tir S (Ei t piv Tfg 0Eo0i ... , nTi 68 
Trfi npobS vb6paSq ouvouoia....), EpSt, iiqpaazToS (contaminated), idx;, 
O?lpt;, polpat, i)ivoS (inti LTv TOO Ei6o0kOrtotouVpVOV Eo0 . . ., tni 68 TO 

nTd0OVq . . ., i 6i' TOO OavadTOI... .); SE6q and xdpit 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 (poivt are prefaced: zTiv nroka& 6rkouocav ri 
X?tg. We may posit the existence of a work carrying the title Polyseman- 
tic Homeric Words alphabetically arranged.l12 Aristophanes' work was 
no doubt seminal.113 

Other classes of word given such formal recognition in Apollonius' 
lexicon are Homeric hapaxes, TCOv ana, eiprql vov, and onomatopoeic 
words, TCV (6vo[Tazo-)7i8T7rotlqL vcov (Ka T&ld li[Tqtv). 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.114 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 apapuiaq entry has apparently slipped down by one line, as often happens. This is con- 
firmed by the next entry, dpyup6lonra, which belongs next to dpyevvdov, just as dpyt66ovroq, dpysatao 
v6OtoI, and dpykt 8%lt(i (all 4euK-) are brought together a little further on. Then comes the Odyssean 
dpqpdSx; fptPooupvo;, apparently attracted by dpapuiaq, then another apparent Iliadic sequence: dpiyetv 
1.521 (d(p' ou Kaci aprybv 5.511), iapEov ?leg.-av 2.707 (Kai dpEito 10.237), dpvEt6; and apvc; 3.197 and 
4.102, dpTpEpIa 5.515. 

110. dpd 6' (sc. oGtp.aivet)- E6Xiv, KaTdpav, 3Xdpcrlv, bgErotv. (For dpd read -t, or contaminated from a 

general lexicon, cf. Hsch. [see next note]?) That entry precedes entries for dpatai and dapqi. 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.: (dpi EXip, "dpdcov diov," Kat p{d prr ? Ev Tr apEt TOUTEOTtv ov T oXEpcp. This is followed 
by (presumably extraneous) dmcXtki, e6Xt, Kazdpa. 

112. orT,aivetv and qrlXoiv 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 TOv ina a ipprlEvcov label at 99.23-26 (K TEtlot, 
KiaTTT), which violate the three-place alphabetization: the entries drawn 
from the hapax lexicon did not always get distributed to their precisely 
correct place in Apollonius.115 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 Tz)v nn7Iotrl- 

EVOV KaTa UIPtrlcTlV TXo u 1] (pOVli.116 

III B. THE "APION" LEXICON 

We can now bring into the picture the Homeric lexicon that came through 
the middle ages under the name of Apion.117 It 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, dardX altvo; and lov, but both are unreal. For adni'kapvoS two 
meanings are listed (aiitpoS and drtiXavoq), 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: dardXapvo; d!flZXavog, KaTa C7oTpriotv TOU 

takaptaOat, .. . ? qrtgaivvt 65 Kai TOV arEntpov)! rov too is given two 
meanings, TO avOoq and To pieXav. The latter was referred by Ludwich to 
II. 11.298 iOEct6a n6VTOV-close, but no cigar: the implied reference is 
surely 1H. 4.278, (paivgT' i6v KaT&a tVTOV, where iov was evidently taken 
as adjective rather than as participle!119 

115. Cf. KuXqkvtor, between KUp- and icuv-: AA momentarily misread as M? Other notabilia: separate 
entries for elpepov (from the hapax lexicon) and tpepov (a disquisition on the orthography, etp/ip-), also 
however for nXMiacovTo and nk4eaovTo (1. nki-), both identified as hapax (Od. 6.318). The hapax lexicon 
seems to have included comment on post-Homeric usage: n.b., the Itlov (vb.) entry, which notes frequent 
usage in Old Comedy. Expressions such as biS; 8 KeXpfqTat Tfi kX Et 6 not1nTrg (52.11 pouydie, cf. 59.21 
Svo-taki?stq, 94.29 KappHovilv), as opposed to the TOV 6&nax pipTPsv(0v (l X94tq) 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 dvap?ppuKE (- Coisl. 32.33), gl. 74 dvalopli6ppsKcEv (- Coisl. 35.20). Cf. gl. 72 dvapat- 
psdEi (- Coisl. 37.3), where [T(rV n7t]|7ot..igypy [KaTa ptsrlctv I r]xou i1 (p ovs might be worth checking 
for the editors' notrT .... [, q]ou ...... [). In the Coislinianus the formula is routinely shortened or dropped 
(KaT& p4isottv %Xou 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 Anricovo4 rFc7ooat 'Opqpticai. (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., dndkaivo4 P3' sc. opgaivEt)-are of later origin. The formula occurs in Apollonius' lex- 
icon-only rarely in the Coislinianus (101.27 Kvicrq{;)} orlaivEt Tpia), perhaps less rarely originally (n.b. 
Sud. in petd, EM in seveaiveo). 

119. More conventional exegesis, reflected in the etymological tradition and inherited by Eustathius, 
related io6v to 276 i0fjo; the definition of itoI as i WVpovi fi 5ttKvoDutV1q ei dKo1iv simultaneously deploys 
ito (i[vat) and exclamatory io). (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.120 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.1 

6p(p]aX6f f3' (sc. Golpaiv8t),122 Kupitoq TObv ?v dvOpctotI, Kai TOUJq ?V zTai dotiriTv ijkou[k]. 
OTav pev [r]6v ?[v] dvOpcrotq, "yaczTpa yap Ptv TZ6W 7rap' 6oppak6v," 

6OTV 6 TO6i Ev raq d&oioatv ijXouS, "?v &6 oi 6J(p[a]k[o]i ioaav [E]iKoaC Kaa- 

c?rlTpot[o." 

Ov?tpo]]; 3', TOv Oe6v Kai TO 6t' a6tTO 0[a[la. 

Trav] peV T6v 096v, "(3dacK' iOt oXle "Ovet[pe," 
oTaV 5e T]6 6t' atTO O tapa, "6o5 {cy}oi ivap[yLe 6ve?spov 7i]oCCUTO." 

Ornkov] y', TO6 T? oYOtviov Kai 7ca[oav T/V KaTaO]KeUTV K[ai T&a r]o?pEGTcrTip[t]a 8o6Xa. 

[OTaV] pev TO c[Xot]vio[v], ",O0' p?E pTV Ka[TrtloCav iu]Go[Xkt(p] ?vi [vr'i 6]7tX[p] 

UGCTp6[{p8t," 
6rav 56 7raoav TrV Ka]TaCTK[e]UsV, [" EvOa &8 vr(Dv ortXa eXcat]v(d)cov," 

rcav 6e [T& ioX.ictMYTrlpta ohtXa, "prTEp] ep[f, T& [ltev o6ira 096< rO6p&v." 

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 rF&ooat 'OsrlptKai, 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.123 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, 'onkov, has a counterpart in "Ap.":124 

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 oiinov, of which only the first 8Tav survives. (But it may be 
worth noting that the spacing would allow 6vEiaTa [', rt 3pcppaTa Kait T& xpPaTa.] KTX.) The cited pas- 
sages are: II. 21.180, 11.34; I//. 2.8, Od. 4.841; Od. 14.345, 6.268, II. 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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oSina oXOvia. Kai t Ta zoXEptIK& pyalXia. Kai T& TEKTOVtKI& i XaXKEUTIKa. 

We can easily postulate that the entries in 6tqtpaX6; and iivetpoq were cut 
out in transmission, along with the exemplifying passages for the listed 
meanings of oiinkov/oiirna, but that still leaves the correspondence discon- 
certingly approximate. Apart from the differences of order and phrasing 
in the definitions ("Ap." #3 Tca TEKTOVtK& %1 XaKEVUIKad - Pap. #2 7ra[oav 
TlV KraTa]KErU v),12 there is the formulaic difference between the two: 

Pap.'s orav [?v . . ., Tav 6s ... is foreign to "Ap.," whose quotations, 
when present, follow directly on each definition (introduced normally by 
cd). 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 
Neitzel),126 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 6to(pao6; (at least, 
the Coislinianus does not), but we may profitably compare the entries in 
ov- to on- (121.7-122.22 Bekker).127 I 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. 

6vap O6vspoq (Tolle: olrlpog). "Kai yap T' 6vap T ovap AK AIoC tv." | ad o TO OViaKetV, O 

?cTIv c6(pekeiv. I dpoevItKuc 65 *Ov?tpoq if niapa TouTo r neapa T6 (T6) (Bekker) ov 
EYpE?V, TOUTCTIt TO ur6dpXov X7y?tv. 

6vetpo7i6o0q 6 Teepi TOUb i6ioug 6veipouq roXoko6tevo;. 

6v?tpiaI<t 6nokat 6 p?v ATCitOV TOOU UtVOU- b5t y&p TOU6TOU KTiel[tltOVTat.128 | flPiV 6 

(paiveTat Kupitox KaT& T6 puOuK6v. 

*6v?iaTa oi Optv y7oCoypatpo iPt WtkXOg d7toe56)KaoYt pp)paTa. I OUK oCTI , daX ' ?TUpgoq 

(Tolle: &Toiit(0g) tdiava Ta& ovrItv rtap?xovTa. 

*ovetap 36(p:XTIaa. 
Ov0oo. "6vOov dtEo07TUt0v" (Kai "iv 6' Ov0ou 0o ou") KO6rpov.129 
*6v6(oatto 9KcpauuXiCtev, PtpvYacTo. I Kai 6voa()}dt?Evoq ?K(pauXioka. 
ovottaKTO Xuq AXTTqq TCO 6v6OarT Ev6o~og;. 

125. The matter is further complicated by the entries in EtGenAB 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 opO- and opo- (I do 
not count OptvE and 6piveTov, whose position indicates they were spelled 6pstv-; likewise, e.g., 58.33 
Si(?)t1?T?o;; cf. "Ap."'s practice, in e.g., clteq and Fiq). Evidently they were lost by 0/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 
scKt/nsTovTat; 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 Univou as "Ynvou, 
the god, on the basis of the ovetpo; entry in the papyrus lexicon, (quoted above, p. 36); but then Apollonius' 
own interpretation does not differ. Neitzel accepts Lehrs' T( Vtv7rvp, but that seems facile. Perhaps read T(ri 
3di0t) TOV %tTVOu KTX. as D-schol. ad loc. (ct-?t parablepsy), in which case the corruption precedes Hesychius; 
perhaps also ?io- as Hesychius for ?c- (just 9pxeTat D-schol.); and TOUTc)v for TOuTOu? 

129. The entry is incoherent, even after my punctuation. The nominative lexis evidently relates to 
//. 23.775, Tf p5a 3o6)v KcXUT' 6vOo;, but the given quotations are of neighboring passages, 781 and 777. 
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6OUO6VTI 6 pLv AtniCV 6Oei 4YX&1. | 6Ou6cEVTt e& 6uivo. 30 

iltaTpo; TOU auTo tcraTp6O TIvt yeyov6vS, oIov vrS T p Tr! 'IXlitd8o "Kai oi TE?KPOS (<aP' 

l.s) Kaoiyv7VTTOS Kai oxaTpoS." 
*Ona(6pEvo'.* Tni p;v TOi KaTET7tsyot pvoc "XEtpdppOUSi KaT' Ops((Ptv 67Orat6psvog At6; 

O6p3pp" (oDX tx ArlprlTplto 6 n1KTrS;, nkrpo6psEvo) 
t7i ? TOO 7tpoX1tptOadlEVOq "aurZp eyt) K1PUKCd T' 67taoGascivo" 

e7i 5b TOO KaTecneiyEcTOat itdXkv "ZXaEXi6v & OE yi?pac 6Odt6"C 
nTi 6 TOU z7ptsetoiTlav "(onaaav. 

131 

6indcov dKokou0cov (-oq Villoison). I eYprlTat 6 Tcap TO ?i:oeaOtl. I| oTI 6b Kai KuptOV 
6vopa- "apC' 'Ondova (-ova cod.) Kai MeX?dvltsov." 132 

6ltreCt?U?s 7teptlI3XSEt. "6TsuTc6E1S E uvaiKaqS." KIai napEOvovinaq 6 scap0evou; nept- 

p3Xest6svoq.133 

61r1q6S dKoXou0ei. 
Oirt&i ?7tcGTpo(pvv Kai ?vTpontlv "OVK OsctSa (ppov?ovTc; (-oS cod.)." 
60irX6Tpog 6 KaTr& Tiv ouyKptotv V?OT?POQ. 

**oiika Ta ltoXE?ptKa X'yet, Kai T& Tr S VE?S OaXOtVia, Kai t& XaXK?UTIKa ?pya?ela. 

06r6c T6 T)V ?V6pC0v daKpuov. I (60Ev Kai ocpupva Kai Xipavog O6TOts X?y?Tat.) I d7x6 6 
TOUTOu Ka:i O 6stdpa X7yTat, OTI 6oto auOTv tpeT, TO6VTETI (pUXaoGEt. 0| OK 

d&m0avci PHv ouv- TO y&p KaOoXiKov TOIOUIO6v cOT- tnbo; ya?p EoTIv adto ITOI bmt8vat 

KaT&a PTV dinoToPnfv. ei6IKo: PE'VTOt "Oprlpog ol0&v 6n6V TtVa XEy6plvov, t63 6OTaV 

Xt?yf "65 65' 6OT' 6nb6 ydXa XcUK6v." 

6rOheUv 6 lsiv AtitOV 6ptk1Xiv- | OUK ?OTI b, dXX T KaaT& v6pou 7yuvaiKa cYuVOtIK?V dv- 

8pi- Kai yap 8dpap r yuvil tap& TO6 8?sapido0a 6t6 dvbp6;. 
6onttl 'vTporli n tp6oovtiv.134 

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 OvctpiToft nt'- 
kXat (Od. 4.809), for the meaning of (Eyxet) 6O4uvO TI, and for the mean- 
ing of O6nTUtv. All three entries take basically the same form: Apollonius 
opposes Apion's interpretation (6 p?V Artiwv) 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) OCaIO6pEvoq. The third of the four listed meanings is anomalous, in- 
asmuch as it repeats the first, and avowedly so (TidXtv); the fact that one 
is passive and the other active does not lessen the anomaly.135 This is 

130. Cf. II. 5.50 D-schol., 6Ocsi d7o6 6oag; es6ou; 5Ev8pou cKasToKeUaOpav(q). Scholl.bT ad loc. have 

OUK dan 6o6a,- peXivoot yap XpcoVTO, 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) II. 11.493, (2) Od. 10.59, with aiTdp for 58f. acTap tnei .... , T6OT', (3) II. 

8.103, and (4) (not fully quoted) //. 6.157, Od. 13.121 or 305 (cf. n. 136 below). 
132. This articulation, as opposed to Aporndova, is non-Aristarchan (cf. A-schol. ad loc., I. 8.276). 
133. The ntapOEvoiiscta addition may be a kind of internal interpolation (the phrase is Leyde's) from 

the entry on tsapOevoetna (128.19), 7tap09vouq 67ttnsu6ov, O5 oTt sEsptCsKOtov, but is at least as likely to 
have been taken over already attached to the h6tni6ULt; item. 

134. The incoherence is even worse than it looks, for neither nominative nor accusative is attested in 
either epic, nor is "respect" (Evxpon1) 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, OEsx;g. Has there been confu- 
sion with o6tsc& (above)? 

135. A formal anomaly is also KaTes?tiyeO9at inf. not KaTeneiyet indic. (as 6ndcst 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 
diraoav, which according to the lexicon's normal principles would belong 
in 0o-where, indeed, we find an independent cordE4To entry, with an 
implicit oxScrarav entry appended to it.136 
(b) oiira. 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.137 

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 on- are not grouped 
together. It is worth making the point, since the lexicon's editor alphabet- 
izes.138 But here are its entries in question, in the order in which they oc- 
cur in the only manuscript to transmit them.139 

6vaOatl ~ptsyao6at. Kai iK(paukioat. 

oiXka' oxolvia. Kai TO& enokLeK&a pyaIlaE . Kai z& TezKTOVtIKC f XaKEUVTtKd. 

6OcdaE?v Tz6 7tept1otiv. T6 ?6t6vat. Tz6 E6STtoOev OK?Etv. 7tpoXetpieoOatl. KaTakapLttd- 
ve1V. ?e?CiycaOat. 6p4aoaOat. 6ppsioat. aitaajOat. 

6vEiata. ppc6paTa. f XprnLaTa. 

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., ?TIi plv To0 pa3TdEtv..v . r. . &i 
TOO 7tp6o(pepe in the dcipaS entry, quoted p. 24 above. All the same, one would have expected -etv rather 
than -EsOat, if it were not for KarTenstyo6pvog above. 

136. 171.13-15 dt)dlreto KaToTttv ESioKEV. 6tl.ol &6 Kai TO T7epteXoirEocV, OxtE oVTEXtKi)a Kai 7tqrO9uv- 
TtK)Oq ("aor.pl.") kXyet "TCr 6? OEoi KadXog TE Kai avopP?tv EparTEvflv sinaoav." The latter part could of 
course be an internal interpolation from a fuller version of the 6nar6otSvoS 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 ov, which the lexicon lists under o. 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 meanings for 6od~?tv/o6 na6ot^ vo;,141 and the less devel- 
oped alphabetization in "Ap."; not to mention the existence of Pap., 
which is clearly not dependent on ApS.142 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 with the 
polysemantic entries in ApS., as individual representatives of it.143 It is 
the same, only more so, with the scholia minora. Thanks to the papyri, we 
have numerous examples of the kind of word-by-word glossing that goes 
under that anachronistic label.144 The medievally transmitted D-scholia 
are only the most extensive.145 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 its 
many instantiations were momentarily and continually investing it with.146 
Individual glosses might recur identically over centuries,147 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 i XE,tq 
acTTi ntXEiova oqyTpaivt, and proceeds to list and exemplify lTpteOtZiv Kca 6Kt66vat, KaTaCqpecoOat, ?nl- 

ky7oGOat, and t1sKccV. 
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, Beitrdge, pp. 410-11, takes up the question of the relations with the Etymo- 
logicum Magnum.) 

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

145. The mythological ioTopiai 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 Iliad "lexicon" published by de Marco in 1946 (Scholia Minora in Homeri Iliadem, rec. 
V. de Marco, Pars prior: AE_EIS OMHPIKAI, 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)148 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,149 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 semantic differentiation of synonyms systematically collected 
by Herennius Philo.150 Informing the professionally bloodless presentation 
we find in the Rylands papyrus is an intelligent application of the principle 
"Opripov E, 'Oiripou y?a(prlvit lv, 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,151 but Latte's 
scornful characterization, "hoc librorum genus puerorum in usum condi- 
tum," is not altogether just.152 

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., etitt, e.atrETO (see 
Neitzel, p. 304 for more). 

149. Cf., e.g., the precise differentiations applied to io)s, 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 n. Trf ?v ouvsovUtotg bta(popda for Seleucus, and a it. bt- 
a(popag X4Ecsv for Ptolemy of Ascalon. Cf. the Odyssey commentary P.Oxy.LIII 3710 (2nd cent.) ii 9-11, 
distinguishing KotTO; and Snivog 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 dyope6etv KUpitOs IpV 
?v cKKqkaiq. Xiyfev, KaTaXpTliKoTc; 5e Wtkcs T6O X.isv (Xey6pcvov cod.); cf., e.g., P.Oxy.VIII 1086 (first 
century B.C.; Pap.II Erbse) on II. 2.728, .. . i[tdooat y(&p) Kupiots (C'YtI) TO6 i[dvzt nk.fat, KaTaXpTIKos 
5e 67uofina6OTe. Cf. also the Rylands papyrus in 61tpa.6q (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,153 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., aXZ~toq;. "Ap." distinguishes five meanings: 6 KcKoTsto6q, f 6 dyvcotcov, i| 6 
ioyup6ovsuXo, fi 6 6ucTuXi?q, i1 6 dpvrjuosv. Ap.ap.ApS., on the other hand (148.1): tdakaq, dyv6pscov, XaXe- 
nr6o, d/r6 TOO CT%69v Tkrfvats, q da6 TOO EtoXeT1tKo EV TO 6?rXo6o0at OtapXetv. 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 erklarbare 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, given that he was the best-known Homeric lex- 
icographer after Apollonius.156 It has long been accepted that citations of 
Apion and Herodorus in Eustathius have nothing to do with Apion (or 
with Herodorus, for that matter).157 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 particular response to the 
never-ending challenge of how to read Homer.l 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,159 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., oi UPV Txd 'OuPPtK6c&q 6va; (sc. T&g ceKaa TOItXyIov oUVTr0esiKatc 
k.E,?tS), o); AiUrioV Kati AiroXkkvto 6 OTO ApXtpiou. From the lexicon's internal evidence it appears that 
Hesychius knows Apion only through Apollonius. Cf. his reference later in the preface to TC&v AptoTdpYou 
Kai A7rnniovos; Kai 'Hktoi)pou Xksesv, similarly derived from Apollonius' lexicon. 

157. Lehrs, de Aristarchi studiis Homericis3 (Leipzig, 1882), pp. 364-68; further progress by Erbse, 
Beitrdge, 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 duirfte wie einen stumpfsinnig arbeitenden Abschreiber, 
wurde in den Diskussionen nicht einmal erwogen" (Beitrdge, 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. 

16 The distinction between "exegetical" commentaries and 
Aristarchan ones is not respected by such actual commentaries as we have, 
as Erbse knows as well as anyone.162 I 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.163 
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.165 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.166 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. eivooGipuX0ov Ktvlo(i(puXXov- ... . .o6Xrat c6TO u6vevpov 6rlXouv. 
ApS. eivoo6ipuX.ov Ktvs|oi(pukXov ... .z6 cO6vev6pov OXEs olr Uaiv?tv. 

161. Proceedings of the XVIII International Congress of Papyrology, vol. 1 (Athens, 1988), p. 343. 
162. Cf. his remarks at Scholia Graeca in Homeri Iliadem, 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 commentes" at Lille, published by C. Meillier in Me- 
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 II. 2 (first century B.C.); P.Oxy.VIII 1087 (Pap.VI Erbse), on I1. 7 (first century [A.D. 

rather than B.C., in my view]); P.Oxy.II 221 (Pap.XII Erbse), on II. 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 6TptXaq 6pi6Tp]itXa 
ApS. 6Tpixa; 6potozptpag 

Comm. 20 oi?t?aS iaooEzTs 
ApS. oiTraS; iCooETsT, 6optIktKaC 

Comm. 28 on (p6oov "Aplo;' T6 ormlciov np6q z6v p63ov oTi TlV Tzo 'A[pecw (puylv 

qk0oi. 
ApS. p6po;S ApiCoapXoS oeg craq?io Tat OT ouvoTt i 0c p63og Eti rTiTg puyf7g. 

Comm. 35 WTO&6v ijTO Tzv nap' qi iv XEy6svVov [PsEXiWOTov i Kai Xkko O]pot6v Tt 

TOUTQ) 6ECCYpa. 

ApS. X(OTOV oiUT;r XiyErTat nav av0o Kai 6 i6iO)S Xkyo6LvoS 

Comm. 41 oi 6' dp' aav ... . o. - OTO n o ?opo0eovTO ... (paraphrase) 

ApS. taav CEVi pLV TOo n0oPE6oVTO- "oi 6' p' a oTav cnytf" (HI. 3.8) ... 

Comm. 47 T6 6 oCrjlViov TIrpO T6 XooPe&vO OTI viv TO XoXoulvcp rolXoi. 

ApS. Xw6o,EvoS (i) XOXou6pvoS, (ii) avtcp?vog Kai nuyX?epcvoq Kala Wvuxlv (poly- 
semantic) 

Comm. 52 ltya davi Toi 1tEYdXcg; 
ApS. p?ya ... E.ti 56 TO pueydXaoS 

Comm. 73-74 dXiaTaoS dvCKKiCtTOq, dvaic6TpCeToq (--Tpt7TOq pap.) 
ApS. daiaaTxo davKKXVIo; (dveyKXtoTo; Coisl., dveyKXr:ToS 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 lexicon's citations of Comanus are drawn from a commentary 
on II. 12-13.167 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 SES6ilaTo, for instance, and different entries for ptocroao and 
/ploh6aao (Od. 8.468 oU ydp /I'F-pit6oocYao) or for isparaq and ?t?:para; 
(II. 21.78 Kati tE4/P'E-REpaoa).14 No doubt, too, Apollonius used the best 
commentaries he could lay his hands on. He may even have thought he 
had Aristarchus'.169 

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 
(nipaoa; is glossed eig TO6 nEpav Tfg yiq &l7repaoaa, Enc6Xqoaa;, while ?n?para; is glossed d7rebou). 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 /pIr.Xy6&!v) Ev 61 TzO (Tfl?> uD Tq 
'O6Suooia; 6inopvTilpaT 6 ApioTapXog; e6uRTaP36Xc, or (on ippliv') 6 6E ApioTapX6 (otv "... ," (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 C.E. (P.Amh. I 12). Scholars accept it at face value, but I think suspicion is in order. 
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