
THE HOMER LEXICON OF APOLLONIUS SOPHISTA 
II. IDENTITY AND TRANSMISSION* 

MICHAEL W. HASLAM 

-R _ EADERS OF HOMER today have a choice of lexica: Homeric or general 
or in-between: Ebeling or Autenrieth, LSJ or one of its abridge- 
ments, the Lexikon des fruhgriechischen Epos. In antiquity, from 

the first century on, they had the Homeric lexicon of Apollonius. The LSJ 
of the day was Pamphilus' 95-book amalgamation of all the specialized 
lexica he could lay his hands on. This was to attain wider circulation in the 
more affordable abridged form of Diogenianus' 5-book nEP1E?pY07onvrlTS;, 
which in turn, like Apollonius, was to end up in the capacious net of He- 
sychius (5th cent.?). Just as Diogenianus served as the standard general 
lexicon (see P.Oxy. XLVII 3329), so Apollonius immediately became the 
standard Homeric one, and held its own through the atticistic obsessions of 
the next centuries. No fewer than seven papyri of it have been recognized. 
None preserves its title, so we cannot know that they all owned Apollonian 
authorship, but in most cases their basic identity is assured.1 Collectively 
they give an excellent glimpse of the variety of forms that the lexicon took 
in response to the shifting needs of its consumers. I list them here, in ap- 
proximate order of date of manuscript. 

n1 P. Mich. inv. 5451a, ed. T. Renner, HSCP 83 (1979): 321-31, with plate. 
I (Haslam: II ed. pr.), Karanis, pap. roll. 
12 entries: nok-, Top- T7oo-. 

n2 Bodl. Libr., MS. Gr. class e. 44, ed. E. W. B. Nicholson, CR 11 (1897): 390-93; 
reedited by K. Steinicke, Apollonii Sophistae Lexicon Homericum (diss., Got- 
tingen, 1957), pp. ii-iv. Plate on p. 119 below. 

II (Haslam: I ed. pr.), provenance unrecorded, pap. roll. 
8 entries: E(p- EX-, ca-. 

n3 P.Oxy. XLIV 3206, ed. J. W. Shumaker, BASP 7 (1970): 59-66, with plate. 
II, Oxyrhynchus, back of documentary pap. roll. 
34 entries: 6ta- to 6to-. 

* This is Part II of a two-part article. For Part I, "Composition and Constituents," see CP 89 (1994): 1-45. 
1. II', in my view the earliest, is perhaps to be attributed to Apion rather than to Apollonius; see 

pp. 113-14. 

[? 1994 by The University of Chicago. All rights reserved] 
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n4 P.Oxy. XXX 2517, ed. E. Lobel (The Oxyrhynchus Papyri, vol. 30 [London, 
1964], pp. 28-30, with plates 3 and 13); attributed by K. Alpers, "Ein neues 
Fragment eines Homer-Lexikons auf Papyrus," Hermes 94 (1966): 430-34. 

II, Oxyrhynchus, pap. codex. 
20 entries: 0a- 0e-, 01- 0o- Op-. 

n5 P.Oxy. inv. 18 2B.66/F(1) and (9-10), ed. W. E. H. Cockle, BICS 28 (1981): 123- 
41, with plate; attributed by M. W. Haslam, "A New Papyrus Text of Apollo- 
nius Sophista," ZPE 49 (1982): 31-38. 

III, Oxyrhynchus, back of pap. roll of Aristophanes Thesmophoriazusae. 
c. 53 entries: KEX- to KXrl-, OUp- to Iat-. 

n6 P.Cairo inv. 50208, ed. W. G. Waddell in Melanges Maspero, vol. 2, fasc. 1 
(Cairo, 1934), pp. 152-54. Plate in BICS 28 (1981), pl. 1. 

III (or IV?), Oxyrhynchus, pap. roll. 
10 entries: ev-. 

117 P.Coll.Youtie (Collectanea Papyrologica: Texts Published in Honor of H. C. 
Youtie, ed. A. E. Hanson [Bonn, 1976]) I 2, ed. A. Henrichs and W. Muller.2 

V-VI, Hermupolis, pap. codex. 
c. 83 entries, alphabetized: ayX- to aS&-, aet- to caEK-, alXn- to ava-. 

The proposition that these are all texts of the same lexicon is invitingly 
open to challenge. When Edgar Lobel published a fragment of a "Homer 
Lexicon" as P.Oxy. 2517 (my n4), he pointed out that "the contents have 
an obvious relationship to one of the constituents of the lexicon of Hesy- 
chius," but he refrained from identifying the lexicon as that of Apollonius. 
Klaus Alpers, on the other hand, did not shrink from affirming the identifi- 
cation. It is, of course, a matter of definition. The text of the papyrus is 
very different from the text of the Coislinianus, the medieval codex unicus 
(10th cent.).3 Just compare the two manuscripts' sections in Oo-. 

Papyrus (verso 4-14, supplements not assured):- 
0odS Taz[[eia..... EVIOIt 65 Ka]Tra cXslaQ [6?eiaS. 
0oi T[a[Xyia (+?) 
0oViv v6UKta 0ciav [. ..] s "Oo6v 616.ov" [... . eri 6] TOU "EKtopogS kXy[. .. ] 
65kX&v [ .... 
OopE7Y [7rr56fosaC (+?) 
00o; [o(po6p7S;, TaXeo0S.4 
o00poq [nrq6lTtK6q (+?) 

Coisl. (88.6-10 Bekker):- 
00ous TaXEia[t. Kai Tr 06(ooa dvTi TOO co5uva TOv aoXo6v eaILcTaXrnttic' "y70 61 
06ocoa (6' E0- cod.) napaozTr aKpov." zT 68 VUKTI 0ofO VTi zOU TaXei(q" i/ pav yap 
ilatpa n7oXku6oxOoS o3csa 6ta &a ipya laKpha paivetal, il 6 v6u, 6ta Tiv dvaTdauotv 
TaXeia. 
0o6ptSo6 dLKfS; Tri; 7ir6'rTIKTfL, nap& T6O opeiv O6 ?t n7trlav. 

How different can two texts be, and still be regarded as texts of the same 
work? Obviously, someone who consulted the papyrus lexicon would not 

2. The edition of the papyrus itself is preceded by an excellent and exceptionally thoroughgoing introduc- 
tion; hereafter cited as "Henrichs and Muller." For the text of the papyrus I rely on the editors' transcription. 

3. For editions of the Coislinianus see Part I, p. 2, n. 3. References are to Bekker's edition. 
4. Or is the lexis 6oxoa[a? But Lobel prints Oooc [, with a gap after the sigma (not discernible on the plate). 
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get from it the same information as someone who consulted the Coislin- 
ianus. In that sense they are different works. But each of them may still 
have a right to be called Apollonius' lexicon. That lexicon was a discrete 
textual entity, originating as such at a particular time and place, and its 
subsequent textual instability did not compromise its ontological integ- 
rity. This is what distinguishes the lexicon from what modern scholars 
collectively label scholia minora. As a popular reference work, it could 
change without losing its identity, and could exist simultaneously in mul- 
tifarious forms. Nec manet ut fuerat nec formas servat easdem sed tamen 
ipsa eadem est. 

The two extracts I have juxtaposed are extreme in their mutual discrep- 
ancy, and the differences between them do not in fact undermine the fun- 
damental identity of the two texts; what signifies are the particulars they 
have in common.5 Together they show some of the kinds of modification 
to which the lexicon was subject in the course of transmission and dif- 
fusion. It was already clear from Hesychius and other sources that the 
lexicon in its original form had many more entries than are found in the 
Coislinianus, and the papyrus gives vivid confirmation of that. Even 
more striking is the discrepancy over the Oo6o cognates. All the data in 
both texts are probably to be assigned to the original lexicon: it is just 
that each of them has made a different selection.6 A fully informed analy- 
sis would require detailed comparison over the whole extent of the texts, 
as well as bringing in the various other works that utilized the Apollonius 
lexicon, and more besides. But still a secure reconstruction of the lexicon 
in its original form would be well beyond reach.7 

The most pristine of our fragments is nI2 (see plate, p. 119 below). This 
is usually said to have been written in the first century C.E., but I would assign 

5. E.g., as pointed out by Alpers, the absence of any entries in O.- and Ov- (but the Coislinianus, unlike 
the papyrus, has no OL- section either). More significant is the relative order of the entries in Opi4at Opaouvipt- 
vova OpAivut (but Op6va discrepant) and in O X?t6ieSov Oeonrp6Otov O?ouii;.-I am assuming that ]. puXkn at 
R12 is coT]ar. (puk, the gloss for 09etk6n?6ov (previously unrecognized). And in passing I would suggest that z]6 
yap tcot0.vy Trp[oU]Ti09oa(v) at R9 applies to Oepeikta (11//. 12.28, 23.255 0. Te 7tpoP3dXovTO); absent from 
Coisl., and nothing comparable in Hesychius, but cf. Eust. 1298.43 npopakoao0at nidvu Kupiwoq iei Opeki(ov 
XyETait. TaUTOV Ov T(O5v po09o0at, 90ev TO6 0e?Xta. (For 3 pl. impf. in yap clause following the gloss itself cf. 
e.g., nl ggll. 32, 34.) 

6. The alternative is (of course) that one or each of them has added and substituted non-Apollonian 
material, but there is both internal and external evidence to suggest that we are dealing simply with exci- 
sion and conflation of material that was all present in the original lexicon. E.g., in Coisl. it is clear that the 
missing link between 0ofort and Oo6ma is the interpretation of the adjective as "sharp"; that is present in 
the papyrus, which for its part has apparently dropped the 6Ooa appendage. The papyrus retains the note 
on Oo/iv vuKTa, with its citation of Antimachus, while Coisl. opts instead for the note on VUKTi Oofj; in each 
text, to have both notes seemed redundant. 

7. Indeed, it can seem almost as if the papyrus accessions put it further beyond reach. Cf. Henrichs 
and Muller, p. 33, n. 16: "Die Sekundariiberlieferung und die Papyri machen es moglich, der Urform hier 
und da naherzukommen, wenn auch in Einzelfallen die vollige Divergenz der einzelnen Textzeugen den 
Abstand zur Originalfassung eher vergrossert als verkleinert." This seems to me somewhat exaggerated, 
however (just three instances are offered where the interpretations of Pap., Coisl., and Hsch. "weich- 
en ... so sehr voneinander ab, dass kein Vergleich moglich ist," and one of them is datp.XiEsaa;, where 
Pap. had T&; Ekauvolpsvac; e EKaTEpov T&V ToiX(CV, Coisl. E7tOeCTIKcg; Tdt: t EKcaTEpOU ppout; sikauvoU- 
evaeg vauc, Hsch. dp(poTEpp0ev Xauvol6evaq: hardly a great divergence), and what it primarily indicates is 
that Coisl. is even more corrupt than was previously apparent. 
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it to the second.8 It was published in 1897, and needs reediting, for not all 
the entries have been correctly identified, and more complete restoration is 
attainable.9 And since it is illuminating to compare its text with the Coislin- 
ianus', I give a reconstruction of it here, with the corresponding parts of the 
Coislinianus' text alongside. 10 I print only supplements that seem to me cer- 
tain or at least highly probable. 

n2 (2nd cent.) col. i 

[?p?novTEc TCEpX6pO 1vot] 
1 "dkyE]aq dc.C [ouctv KOPU(P&C 

6pCO)]v (p .[oVTec" (Od.9.121). 
?ppdc0]c E 7t[Wyvoc' "dXX' ?- 

n7Ti E(p]pdc0q[c" (Od.19.485 = 23.260). 
5 'E(p6pouc] "t6O ti.[v ip' ?K OprtlKcrC 

'E(p6po]uc" (11.13.301). 6 Kop[av6c c.5 
c.4 ] 6St TOUT[ c.9 

K.E[. .]v 'Apq Ev[ c.10 
ta dXXkk Kai ?v 'O [6ucciat "TO 

10 6' EtEi ?K 6E[Cpoio k60EV 

K.paTEpoU ntp 06v[TOC aUTiK' 6- 

va'it]qvTEc 6 OpiV [OprliKrlv- 
8E P3E]P3KEc, q 6' dp[a K6npov i- 

KavE]v" (Od.8.360-2). oi 6i "E(pupoQI[ai XkE 

15 y6ua p3a]pdpov i0vr. o[ 
c.5 ]c (prctv 'ETpupouc [c.2 
c.3 To]6c viv AKqp[vava]c Xc- 

yop7 v]ouc, OXE[ya76c 6] TOUC 

R7dXat] FupTov[iouc c.5 ]Et 
20 6 7totr]Tflc "o0 6' .A[pytccav X]o.v 

Kai r]u. pTcvnv [gv?pov]To" (11.2.738). 

?EXZat]q Ko6paT. [a, di6h] TOV ?- 
CEXE1V'] "(XEpCi [pdKEXX]aV E- 

xov ad]dprTc ?4 [EXtaTa] 3dXXcov" (11.21.25 

Coisl. (10th cent.) 

79.35 ?p?n7ovtE?S 7EpX6p.Evol. 

80.10 ?ppdariqv Ev6rqocaG. 

80.12 'E(pupou;' "TO) ptV dp K E?pflrKS 

'E(p6pous plTa 90opiCgEo0ov." 

- "E(pupot 6E (Xsyulal 3dp3apa 
EOvr. ol R6 'E(p6pou; dElval TOU6 v6v 

AKapv6ava; kytopvouS, OX,'yuiaS 
6 Tro6g idkat rFupTc6vvv oiK- 

oVTac;. 

80.21 ?xnaTa KouCpaTra, d76 TOU 

ETEXUEV- "XEpoi !adKEktaV EXWv 
9). dapdpqr E EiXpataa PdXXov." 

8. The hand is a practiced one, of common type: rounded, upright, bilinear, somewhat flattened, informal 
but regular. It is similar to the Hypereides papyrus (C. H. Roberts, Greek Literary Hands [Oxford,1955], 
no. 13b), only more delicate; cf. E. G. Turner, Greek Manuscripts of the Ancient World (Princeton, 1971), nos. 
22, 24, and 62. As palaeographical benchmarks more recently published than Roberts nos. 13a (ca. 125 c.E.) 
and 20b (206 c.E.) it is worth comparing the semi-cursive P.Oxy. L 3559, a document written not earlier than 
150 c.E., and P.Oxy. XLII 3030 (= Turner, Greek Manuscripts2 [ed. P. J. Parsons, BICS Suppl. 46, London, 
1987], no. 87), written 207 or 211 c.E. I would be inclined to put it around the middle of the second century, or 
somewhat earlier. 

9. Steinicke made one notable improvement on the editio princeps in recognizing a mention of Comanus 
at col. i 6 (recognized independently by Naoumides [n. 12 below]), but in most respects his edition is a woeful 

regression; and his closing statement "Apollonio emendando vel supplendo papyrus non prodest" (p. iv) is 

plainly false. A. R. Dyck reedited the 'Epu6poSs entry in his edition of the "fragments" of Comanus ("The Frag- 
ments of Comanus of Naucratis," in Sammlung griechischer und lateinischer Grammatiker, Band 7 [Berlin- 
New York, 1988], pp. 261-62), where it appears as frag. *21. (Dyck seems to me overcautious in classifying it 
as a "fragmentum dubium"; while the reconstruction of the body of the note is problematic, 6 Kop[avog itself is 

surely beyond doubt.) 
10. For the papyrus I rely on a good photograph provided by the Bodleian Library and lent me by An- 

drew Dyck. The text of this and of the other papyri is written in sc-iptio continua with few if any diacritics 
and with little or no punctuation; these are editorially supplied for the convenience of the modern reader, 
who unfortunately has become habituated to them. 



THE HOMER LEXICON OF APOLLONIUS SOPHISTA 

25 ?Xct]Oq dniXct0.6iea- "iv0' au- 80.24 dX6pEOa d7Xie6pEOa. 
TOi] Ui.v 9Xc6e(0a)" (11.14.129). 

i?X?]f?1)KC XcrtlKpov' "aU6&p 80.18 ;XE?EUKSq eXOV ltKpiav' 
7it]E.T' aUToict p3Xoc EXETeU- 

K?c] 9tpseic" (11.1.51). "LtEUKe6av6v" (11.10.8) yap "T1EUKeOaVOV" Yap TO XOV tIKp- 
30 T6 t7n]Kp6v, dn6 Tt1C 7?E6K1C- 

tIK]pQO. ' TiTOt KaTa uvcaulV 
d7r6 T]&V e7t1XPtC[09vT]ov 
TOIC P?3]ecI (pap[HaKowvT 

col. ii 

(more than 15 lines lost) 

vac. [ 4' 
SaX[P]l;[iv T(rv Pc7ydXc ?- 

nt7Capou [vvov, oIov ?pnvC- 
[6]vTwv [dOp6oc' "caXtpeuv dvi- 

5 (4dv o' [TE v?Pea CKic6vra" (11.5.525). 
[..] .... [ 

PeydXa [ 
.t?vo)[ "o6& y?p iEPPt- 
c]av AUK[I)OV &yoi, Od'T6 tdpoS 

10 n7ep ca[XPetsic TeXO0oucI KaTZ Kpa- 
Tep]C UC[.ivac" (11.12.346-47 = 359-60). 

ca](?eXoc [6 plIV Aioiv peya- 
Xo]K.o.c 6T)[C- itppt 6i TO pEVE- 

ai]vEtv[ 
15 ]......[ 

81.1 QaxpaUv v TOV PEyXoc Eiintap- 
OUVTC)V, oTov Itn1VE6OVToV d0p&6S. 

80.33 acpegkSo 6 Ev AnTiov itEyaXoKOTZ q. 
Ent(cpEp1 ?b TO6 lEVEaivEvs, 1' o3 cn?l- 

aiVEt TO iyKOTE;iv.... 

pap. suppl. Nicholson praeter sequentia col. i 0-2 agnovi, supplevi 3-4 post Naou- 
mides supplevi12 4 ]p: ]0 a.c. 6 Kop[avoc Steinicke 6-7 Kpavvo)lviou]c- co- 
nieci 7-8 60r]KE [T6]v Nicholson 8 ?v [O?pcKn Nicholson 9 aut aXXa aut 
d(iX 13 I: ot a.c. 14 [Kai Steinicke 15-16 6[c O6 (6' 6 Dyck) KpdTq]c. Naou- 
mides: an nomen proprium (Q[p-?)? 16-17 Ellvat (Nicholson) vel KalkXi (Naou- 
mides) 19 Kai (Nicholson) vel 6t6 Xky]Et ut vid. 31-32 supplevi 33 TOIS 
Naoumides col. ii 1 r' propter spat. supplevi (vix ra, cf. i 21/22) 5 an -.cov." oi [6k? 
(spat. post gcov) 7 pEyaka videre videor: [EyaXq[t Nicholson 15 c]Tiqc[t]vye post 
Nicholson fort. possis 

What is most obvious is the extent to which the Coislinianus is abridged. It 
cuts out most of the quotations, which the papyrus shows were originally 
an integral part of the entries, and it severely reduces complex entries 
('Eq<ppouS, ?XE?Z ?UK?:;, SaXp?lCov). Also notable is the order in which the 
entries occur. In this part of the lexicon the Coislinianus has succumbed to 

11. The continuation, I presume, will have been something like fl lTa(cpoppKMOS, ntEli no.XXcv aitOq 
KaKicv, as Coisl. 130.36 in rtEUKE&av6v (cf. esp. scholl. II. 10.8, 1.51, and Od. 1.261, where read (ou) 
n7dvTo5S [48.28 Dindorf], cf. Porph. Quaest. Horn. ad loc., p. 14.6-12 Schrader). 

12. "Naoumides" refers to M. Naoumides, "Notes on Literary Papyri," TAPA 93 (1962): 244-47. 
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total alphabetization (except that Sackpye?E precedes a(p?E6x), whereas in 
the papyrus it is satisfying to observe that the last three of the ?p- entries 
are: Odyssey 9; Odyssey 19; proper name-i.e., two Heliodoran accessions, 
with a nom. prop. entry bringing up the rear-while the first three of the 
cX- entries are all Iliadic (in no particular order).13 As its first editor recog- 
nized, n2 presents the lexicon "either in its original state, or at least in a 
state far more nearly original than that in which it has come down to us."14 

n1, which seems to me earlier than n2,15 presents a curiously different 
picture. I italicize material that is not present in both manuscripts. 

11 frag. 1 Coisl. 

I.TpX6[p'ltq 7 rovyvj- 

pwv, 7roX63pouXo;. 

RroAvlporo brEmi r[o2- 
;a rpE7ro)v rTv 8ia- 

5 voIav. 

1TOkXUKlrTOV 4. [T& 

7toXkou KaL(aTT)Ou y[E- 

yov6Ta 7 EroXuv [Ka- 

PaTov 7rap { I }XQoT[a, 
10 rfrol TrT]oA6pyov. 

].[ 

frag. 2 col. ii 

[nopT; ... 

X7yovTat 6i Kai] 

1 6pIP[E. . . 9 - 
rb roi r3l8[i]) ( ropeveai[al. 

nop(pop?E 7Top(pUpi.e- 

rat, TapadorYaeat, o0ev 

5 Krai Kaca aivuev i y[E- 
r]qi rb rapdcaircEv. 

133.11 17okutiTliq itokiu3ouXog, 7ro;At floveuAcruraoai 

SvvcipEvo;. 

133.12 OXk6UKll1TOV trv cirqpov brOCTErIKJ, Tzv pET& T[oX- 

Xou KadtarOU yeyevrflPvoV 1 zbV rroXv tKdpaTov 

rTap?XovTa. 

133.29 n6pTt ... 

X7yovTa S Kai T 6pteS. 

133.32 nop(6pgp Tcop(pupirltat, TapCdootTat "bOJ B' ore 

rop(6ppn r rayo'. 
" 

EcTrv oVv fEfcOtr71dv77 (ErT1 

rOv irE7rolnuEvcwv ?) I A)li;, aJ; rb poppuopwv. 

13. The remaining EX- entries in the Coislinianus are EXtI (11. and Od.), ?X6tOqv (Od. 12), ;xdv&avev 
(Od. 17, -ov), and EXeal (Od. 18 and 20). No doubt these, and perhaps others too, followed in the papyrus. 
See Part I for the compositional principles at issue. 

14. This has not stopped some scholars asserting, quite groundlessly, that the papyrus' text is merely a 
selection of extracts. J. Tolkiehn at RE 12 (1925): 2445, " . . . nicht mehr als einen willkiirlichen Auszug 
bietet"; Steinicke, Lexicon, p. iv, "Papyri auctor continuam nostri lexici partem non descripsit, sed singu- 
las glossas Apollonianas delegit." 

15. The hand of n1, of informal plain round and upright type, untidily executed, was assigned by its 
editor to the second century C.E. (p. 321 with n. 10), but I would judge the first century more probable. Of 
the three 2nd-cent. hands adduced by the editor the most comparable is P.Oxy. XVII 2079, assigned to the 
first half of the second century, but our papyrus has distinctively earlier characteristics, such as uprights 
bent to left at the foot (K, T, nr, y, (p, u) and the detached midstroke of E. It has features in common with 

Turner, Greek Manuscripts, nos. 41 and 57, both assigned to the first half of the first century, and it is 

clearly earlier than no. 39, the Herodas papyrus (assigned ca. 100 C.E. by Turner). Documents worth com- 

paring are P.Oxy. XLV 3250, of ca. 63 c.E., and XLVII 3356, of 76 C.E. I would put it around the middle 
of the first century, or somewhat later. 
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n6]p&azx; 6 apcrlv d- 
7]O6 TOi 7ipoCkXXeo0at, [1 
65] 0iX{it)} 7rdp6akXt[ d- 

10 n]6 zoU Trapdk?ao0a.[t. 

rCop]pupeoqS dvaTO [T p- 
XaS] Kai (3a)0S;. 

ro6p]ev gCSWKe. 

r6p]faKri up6orcoZ. 7r[6pra5 
15 6 dp]ro7v, SdpaAit; .[' 7 0j- 

AE].a. 

rdp]qpope ??6iCraeY, [?- 
pep]ipva. 

aropcajlyeiv Kara[cYKv- 
20 ad]elv. 

ro6air] dvrjp yvv[atK- 

133.34 io6pSaK;L' roib roirrovb Ayovroq irork pkV vSa rov o 

aTroiyeiov, "ji6p6ail; 4j65 plya; aS;, " IrorE 68 Si6 
rob a, "irapdatiriv a[)poiciv ?o.v. " Airfov & ( qri51 

6ia(pqpeiv 7t6p6catv phv y&p rT (rTv?) dpoeviK- 

6v, 7idp6akXlv 6i iIv ? T Ov av, Kai TOv [Pv d7t6 

TOO 7ipodXXke0at, Tlv 65 d7t6 Tro 7tapdXXeo90at. 

pTl7EoV 58 or KOIVD o; (paiverati A)Eyv "Oocov 

7rop6aAiwv (re) AVKOcV r' jia 7rEovral," Cjer? 
?7ri rovb qCov 8al rov o, bri 3i rtS Sopa al& roT a. 

134.7 rop(p6pEo; OdvaToqS tXaS; Kai 3aOs6;. 

16 

Frag. 1.8 yovaTa pap. frag. 2 col. i negligible remains 
13 top]ec pap. 15 6apcaXtv pap. 

Supplements and corrections mostly as proposed in ed. pr. 

Homeric references: rohX6PilTIt passim; ntok06ponoq Od. 10.330; nOk\6KJLTxOV Od. 14.324; o6- 

pTIq II. 5.162 (-tos), r6pi?; Od. 10.410; nopqp6pn II. 14.16; no6p&at;S II. 21.573 (v.l. irdp-); 
Top(6ppeo0 0dvaToS II. 5.83 = 16.334 = 20.477; no6p et nt6pev passim (nO6pe, nusquam); it6p- 

TaKt II. 17.4; rc6p(pupe II. 21.551, Od. 4.427 = 572 = 10.309; iopaaivetv Od. 3.403, 7.347 (n6- 
poatvc), II. 3.411 (iopoaveouoa); n6OSt passim. 

Here there is something of a bombshell, which we may defuse or allow 
to explode as we choose: the respective entries on 7r6paktS;. The Cois- 
linianus' entry starts by noting the vacillation in spelling as between 
R6paktSq and rapbakXr iv (11. 3.17), then records the semantic and etymo- 
logical distinction that Apion drew between n6pbtakS and n7dp6aXtq,17 
then adduces II. 13.103 as justifying a different semantic distinction. 
What we find in the papyrus is precisely what is implied as having stood 
in Apion's lexicon. The inference that would normally be drawn from 
such a state of affairs is that it is Apion's lexicon that we have in the 
papyrus. It seems to me that this would be a perfectly tenable view to 
take.18 If it is true, we then have to recognize that Apollonius took over 

16. Coisl. has a n6pEv entry seriously discrepant with the papyrus' entry at 133.25 (nO6pev rEptseioiraov, 
o &Xi 65 7tdpeoXev, ad 1/. 6.168), but since it is clear that pap. and Coisl. follow the same sequence of entries, 
that must be left out of account. Coisl. may have lost the papyrus' t6pev entry, along with the following 
ones, between nopq(6peoq and 1n6ato, (134.8). 

17. It would tidy up the grammar if 56 were excised after Anirov (Ludwich). 
18. That the papyrus offers etymology for 76ptLc/n6ptq could be taken as a supporting piece of evi- 

dence, though not a strong one, since it could easily have been dropped from the Coislinianus. (That the 
etymology is standard is no argument against its being Apionic.) It might also be noted that the informa- 
tion purveyed in its no6ptaKt entry is at variance with what we find in the Coislinianus (in so6pnt: ??yst 56 
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Apion's lexicon more or less entire. That is the straightforward interpreta- 
tion of the evidence, and I see no compelling reason to think that it was not 
so. To be sure, it makes Apion a sort of Apollonius before Apollonius (cf. 
Erbse's scornful comment on Forsman's postulate of an Aristarchan glos- 
sary, "Hier wurde also, nach ehemals beliebter Methode, ein Apollonios vor 
Apollonios konstruiert," Beitrige, p. 407), but we should not beg the ques- 
tion of Apollonius' relation to his predecessors. 

If the inference is to be resisted, it must be by positing that in the papyrus 
the Apollonian entry has been sheared in such a way as to remove both the 
Apionic provenance of the information and the surrounding material. This 
too seems to me a tenable view to take, but the only grounds for actually pre- 
ferring it would be a priori ones.19 We simply do not know enough about Ap- 
ion's lexicon, or about Apollonius' relationship to it, to say that this is not it.? 

With the other papyrus fragments, there is no such dilemma. They 
make it clear that Apollonius' lexicon swept the field, while at the same 
time illustrating the various kinds of modification to which it lent itself. 
Adaptability and success went hand in hand. 

The papyrus copies are far from uniform, in appearance or in content. In 
the 2nd cent. codex Hn4, as in H2, the lexicon is accorded the same respect 
as a classical literary text, at least in outward appearance.21 n3 and H5, by 
contrast, are cheap productions, the text carelessly copied and sloppily writ- 
ten on the back of discarded rolls (a documentary register and an Aris- 
tophanes respectively).22 Editorial impulses-it is hard to know whether the 
editor was the scribe himself-are everywhere in evidence. Naturally the al- 
phabetization tends to get tidied up: the 5th-6th cent. n7, unlike the Cois- 
linianus (which conceivably was copied from an exemplar earlier than I7), 
has succumbed completely.23 Since the fragmentary ancient mss represent 

a6zTiv [sic] Kai "n6opTaKa"); but to find contradictory data within Apollonius is nothing out of the ordi- 
nary. Nor can weight be put on the entries in t6crtq (pap.) vs. t6crto; (Coisl. 134.8: ITOT? iiv Ti; n6- 
OnE;., TEOTE 5e ToO KaTa v61Oov dv6p6g). Renner assumes that the papyrus entry must have connected n6ost 
"husband" with t6oot; "drink." That is possible (though his suggested dvip- yuv[aica ya&p rtoTict is in- 
tolerably elliptical), but it seems likelier that this entry dealt only with nt6oc; "husband"; a polysemantic 
o6at6oi entry may have followed. Other discrepancies between the two texts can likewise be explained 

either in terms of the difference between Apion and Apollonius or in terms of the defectiveness of the 
Coislinianus. 

19. It is curious, however, that Hesychius' entry is essentially the same as the papyrus' (no6psax; 6 ap- 

oqv, q 62 0XE?tca Trdp6sakt- 6 pv dtno TOO npoakeotoat [7rpocEkoOat cod., read -dXkXeoat?], 1 6? dino TOO 

arrpak?C9Oat [-dXXsosat?]). For other attestations of the differentiation and the etymology see Renner, 
p. 329. 

20. On Apollonius and Apion see Part I, pp. 26-28. 
21. n4 has a page number up, 42, at a point corresponding approximately to p. 88 of Bekker's edition. 

If the book contained nothing but the lexicon (as I would suppose), and the proportions remained more or 
less constant (but did they?-see below), it will have had ca. 82 pages (41 leaves) altogether. 

22. The script of n3 is a clumsily executed bookhand, that of H5 a practiced but very informal script 
with many ligatures. The text on the front of nI5 (Thesm.) is now published as P.Oxy. LVI 3839, that on 
the front of F3 (described as "a scrawled register"), so far as I am aware, remains unpublished. nI, for its 
part, while apparently written on previously unused papyrus, is very carelessly copied. 

23. On the alphabetization in Coisl. see Part I, esp. p. 10. Earlier lexicon manuscripts with apparently 
total alphabetization are P.Oxy. XV 1802 (II-III, eva ovo6paa), P.Oxy. LXVII 3329 (III-IV, Dioge- 
nianus?), and PSI VIII 892 (IV, Diogenianus). [A newly published fragment of an early general lexicon is 
P.Berol. 9965 (G. Poethke, "Fragment einer alphabetisch geordneten Worterliste," Archivfiir Papyrusfor- 



THE HOMER LEXICON OF APOLLONIUS SOPHISTA 115 

different parts of the lexicon's text, they cannot readily be compared directly 
with one another, and the extent of textual instability can best be gauged by 
comparison with the Coislinianus. n7, to take the most extensive as well as 
the least old, is more severely cut down than the Coislinianus (though less 
so than its editors represent it as being), and has relatively little material that 
that manuscript does not. But despite the Coislinianus' overall superiority, 
there is still no lack of places at which the papyrus exposes its defectiveness. 
Here is a list, to give an idea of the sorts of things involved; the Coislinianus' 
defects vis-a-vis the papyrus range from simple copying errors to substan- 
tive omissions of citation and interpretation. 

n7 line 8 dieta metaphrased 

10 Heliodorus given as authority for dSEUKEt = dVELKdcOTq) 

15-16 daSqv connected with aTqKlcT?6 24 

24 Lexis correctly given as aEMKM (deiKacraao Coisl., i.e. delK(ic d(v)ei)cKacToq, I 

presume), and Heliodorus given as authority for interpretation as euKaTa(ppovrlTOq 

29 Metaphrasis of adKacotsvouv rightly given as cKovTac (K6ovrTa Coisl.) 

31-32 Heliodorus given as authority for deipag = npocaEvyKcag in Od. 1 

40 di6uova entry retained in oblique case (nom. in Coisl.) 

43 dyanCv rightly in metaphrasis of dpCpayairaCo6tvo; (dyacur6 vo; Coisl.) 

45 dypu,ia given as one of the glosses for adplparit25 

46 d(pa(pp6ov entry retained in nom. (acc. in Coisl., attracted by citation of d(p6oVTa) 

50 Lexis rightly given as dpTqip;p:ea (dpatp?(pq?a Coisl.) 

63-66 Explication of applppoT6iq shield (63-66)26 

70 Alternative interpretation of adiqtpyu6ott correctly given as TOiq 6 XEsitp6; eXop- 

?VOtq (T. 6. X. 6uvapwvotq Coisl.) 

73 eTairXouv (EToTnXou; Coisl.) in gloss on dgipiOuipot 

75 ?4 tKarTpcov T( oiV TOOV (? LicKattpou p?poug Coisl.) in gloss on dapil?xioora 
86 dtqp6i)Kt glossed ri op(pvr &pTt (ptcDomutLvq27 

schung 39 [1993]: 17-20), III-II B.C.; entries from Plq- (or rather P?-, if 8 ]pE(pet relates to ?tIKtcEt, as 
I would imagine it does) to po-. Notable features are (1) alphabetization to two places; (2) multiple oc- 
currence of the same lexis differently glossed (pkuaupoq 19, 21, 23, PXa4 18, 29), indicating compilation 
from multiple (lexicographical?) sources; (3) the occurrence of entries otherwise attested only in later 
lexicographical tradition (22 p.uitov, 31 PoUtp(E?)ovE;); and (4) express identification of Attic vocabulary 
(e.g., pXa; puop6o- 'A0rivatot). 30 klXrXoq I suspect is corrupt for llXixpog.] 

24. I take it the word was spelled with a single 8 in the papyrus (a6j]6rv ed. pr.), in accordance with its 
spelling of a56irorTE. In Coisl. (9.9-11) this tailpiece has been dropped, and there is a separate entry later for 
a&liiv (9.25-26). Both quote 11. 5.203 (... 6Evat 6t di(6)iv), the only occurrence with long first syllable. 

25. So too in Hesychius. Coisl. has d(paoia, dipaBvia. The original was evidently d(paoia (6o oGTV) dtp- 
0ovia, dypu0ia. dypu,ia makes the point that the word means not only inability to speak but inability to 
utter any sound at all, o6k ypPU. 

26. ottaV]-Tats yap da7i[cst]v Xp(dv[to ....].. nM "EKTo[po]; "dllqpt 6[E tIv op]up& T[[U]T[S [Kai a]uE.va 
[6ippa] KeXatvOv" (II. 6.117). (X?yet yap after %Xp6vTO?) For such explication cf. that offered on dltpipactr 
(defined as f Ttepi ITO VeKPpou pudX): nceptidvTmg yap KTk, present in both pap. and Coisl. but in somewhat 
different forms (pap. correctly has imperfect, TnepefpdXovTo, rather than Coisl.'s present, dyo0viovTat). 

27. Coisl., by contrast, has oacoTia, ] pUiTrT 6$S q5g, obviously corrupt; Bekker (before the accession of the 
papyrus) suggested 1 (prTKeTt v6V). Read oKOria, ?I (fi?, fi 7?) 6p{pvqn apTet ot ouPiv pTirnc 5i q6(p? Cf. (in- 
corporating the XUK-/Xuy- equation found in Coisl.'s continuation and routinely elsewhere) the D-schol. in A 
on II. 7.433, . .. irap&a Tv X6Uy7v o ecTt OKoTiav, oiovei Xuy6pqxo Tt 6v, T6 phi KaOap6v qp d&kXX' ETt CKOTo6eg. 
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90 Epeuvvs offered as second gloss for dgttpinoke6Ets28 

102-3 Lexis dplpouSt; given in uncorrupt form (dpupoi6aS; Coisl.), and Heliodorus' inter- 
pretation retained and attributed29 

106 Entry for dvdpajkL (Od. 19.584) retained 

107-9 Full formula for onomatopoeic characterization of dvcapppuKE preserved,30 and 
Coisl.'s corruption of gloss avoided (dvapep3:3rlKK [deb. -ev]: dvapcBepKev Coisl.) 

111 dvappoXEv (Od. 11.586) and gloss given in uncorrupt form (dvappox0?VToS 

Coisl.)31 

115 dv?v6oToo retained as gloss for dvac6iiS32 

117 dva7irq6icTaa as gloss for dvai4aS33 

120 Heliodorus' interpretation of dvaKTopinol retained and attributed34 

123 Etymological gloss on avakTov (o66ev ais)t) retained 

124-27 dvapatladEt entry preserved in more complete form (glosses and onomatopoeic 
formula) 

133 dva7pi(craa and gloss given in uncorrupt form (dva7tproat Coisl.) 

In all the mss later than 1I2, what is most strongly in evidence, surface cor- 
ruption apart, is simplification, effected mostly by straightforward omis- 
sion. The cuts are of two basic kinds. (1) Entries are liable to be passed 
over in their entirety, and (2) individual entries are liable to be pruned. 

(1) Of the 34 reconstructible entries in n3, only 20 are represented in 
Coisl. (the two mss follow the same sequence of entries), whereas all 34 are 
represented in Hesychius. A similar picture is presented by n4, n5, and 
n6.35 But Hn7, with over 80 entries represented, has only two entries not also 

28. epeuvaq is a most unexpected gloss for dpqp)toxkrec;tq, however (the word occurs only at Od. 
24.257, Te0 6' 6pXarov dp(p.), and I think it must be corrupt: for evepyeci? (No D-schol. ad loc., but 244 

dpuptnoXc6stv, where again 6pXarov is object, is glossed 6vepyelv; likewise Od. 20.78; -4netv seems to 
have been routinely rendered -epyeiv.) 

29. dpupoTopat; Tral; Xepoiv ( igq TO U6Sag pifTtov) (suppl. from Hsch.). Cf. Part I, p. 25, n. 65. 
30. TrDV 7tE7totrpsv0v KaTra pipTotV Xou if (pcovfiq. So too with dvapoppu6peKev (129-31), and, I sus- 

pect, dvauatpidet (124-27). Cf. Part I, pp. 34-35. 
31. See Part I, p. 2, n. 4. 
32. For this entry see Part I, p. 20, n. 50. 
33. While the papyrus has merely dvai/aq dvarq6)oYaqc;, Coisl. gives dvai4avT?; dvoppi)oavrT;, and ap- 

pends: TiOrlot 6i TPV X4tV Ka(ti Tr TO V pTer& po0upia; dvioTaxpivou' "6pO6g dvaieaq" (Od. 21.119). (This latter 

Heliodorus'?) I take it the original entry included dvarl6roaacq too, perhaps on a different instance of dvai4a;. 
34. Likewise in Hesychius (a 4780), where Latte adopts M. Schmidt's alteration of diokeciatt to dt16 

keiaq. But the papyrus too has -utatc (with damage preceding): the papyrus' editors regard this as common 

error, labelling dttokEiaet an "Unform" (p. 51): but I would regard it as sound. See further Part I, p. 19, 
n. 47 (communicated to A. R. Dyck too late for incorporation in his "The Fragments of Heliodorus Hom- 

ericus," HSCP 97 [1993]: 22-23; similarly with Part I, p. 22, n. 58, on the text of frag. 37, p. 14, n. 37, on 
the text of frag. 31, and p. 25, n. 67, on the text of frag. 18). 

35. n6 is really too short to generalize from, but it does have two entries missing from Coisl. but shared 
with Hesychius: ?vTau09oi and 'Evu{, the latter labelled a n7rkatov nxp6os0nov. Hsch. omits the 'Evu) etymol- 
ogy that we find in the papyrus, 6v-actev = (qxveiv (cf. i.a. scholl. on II. 5.333, tapa TO6 va6Etv, b ogplaivei T6 

pqsctvEiv, where Erbse mistakenly obelizes .uqwpveiv). The papyrus and Hesychius also have a separate EvTEa 
Satx6o entry, in addition to an entry (or entries) on Evr;a; cf. Coisl. 69.19-20. The papyrus' entry on iVTund; 
is present both in Coisl. and in Hsch. in slightly different but clearly related forms. (I cannot make sense of 

oOXu XTc.x o6&? 7tptsKcKaXupp.sv0; in the Coisl. entry, despite Erbse's acceptance of it: has e.g., 7ipti3epX3iq- 

aevsog [cf. schol. Ap. Rhod. Argon. 1.264] dropped out after anXktq? Then surely aXX' 60o(<T) TETUTCooOat KTX.) 

It is possible that the papyrus incorporates material from elsewhere (cf. A. Henrichs, "Scholia Minora zu 

Homer: I," ZPE 7 [1971]: 111, n. 47), but I would assume that the entries shared with Hesychius represent 
Apollonius. The editor's readings and supplements are not wholly reliable. 
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in Coisl.36 We may infer that a- is disproportionately well represented in 
Coisl., which evidently did not begin to drop entries in substantial numbers 
until at least halfway through that letter; thereafter it seems to get progres- 
sively thinner. Hesychius had access to a much fuller copy. 

(2) Within individual entries, the most frequent casualties were inevita- 
bly the lexis-exemplifying Homeric quotations, an integral component of the 
work in its original form but unnecessary for ordinary users. Though scru- 
pulously retained in n2, the lexicon normally circulated without them. They 
are absent from all the later papyri (as well as from nl ),37 and if it were not 
for Coisl., in which they are quite generously represented, one might have 
guessed that they disappeared from circulation altogether.38 Even Coisl. has 
lost most of them.39 

Any entry of greater complexity than a simple gloss tended to suffer re- 
duction. The lexicon sometimes adduced passages from other authors in 
illustration (or in contradistinction) of Homeric usage. Clearly such pas- 
sages were never more than an occasional feature, and only one omission 
on the part of Coisl. is exposed by our papyri: n4 retains a quote from 
Antimachus in illustration of a meaning of Oo6o.40 

Also dropped by Coisl., perhaps in considerable quantity, were internal 
citations of other Homeric passages. We have seen instances in H2 (two 
quotes in the 'E(pupou; entry, in addition to the initial one), and the other pa- 
pyri reveal more. Coisl.'s dupt1ipp6oTi entry, for instance, has only the defini- 
tion (fl iepi oXov TOV &vOpcOtov doni(, 28.7), where n7 adds exegesis and 
supporting quotation (n. 26 above); both have lost the lexis-exemplifying 
quotation itself.41 

Other casualties are citations of Homeric authorities. Even when com- 
peting interpretations are retained, the names of their sponsors tend to be 
dropped. This is most strikingly revealed by I7: the papyrus preserves five 
citations of Heliodorus (in diui)K , a? tKfi;, dipKi a, dip , poui;, and avaK- 
Topiiat), not one of which is retained in Coisl.42 Some of the lexicon's 

36. dvdpaakk., dva.ck(?)ivai, both in Hesychius. Conversely, Coisl. has some 20 entries not present in the 
papyrus (36 according to Henrichs and Muller, pp. 33-34, but I count no more than 21 or 22); but in some 
cases the papyrus' omission will be attributable to its alphabetization (e.g., acqiatov and aqxtaTtiTv appear in 
separate places in Coisl., each glossed (pavFp7x: the alphabetized n7 understandably dispenses with atptabov). 

37. n7 has three Homeric quotations (II. 5.203 at gl. 5bis (div, II. 17.4 at gl. 32 dgt(ipaGtT, II. 6.117 at 
gl. 34 dpatpp6otT), but two of them do not exemplify the lexis itself but contribute to its elucidation. 

38. In this respect, but not in others, it is true to say that Coisl. "dem urspriinglichen Text des Lex- 
ikons viel naher steht als die einzelnen Papyri" (Henrichs and Miiller, p. 29). 

39. Discussing the sources of the "Zonaras" lexicon, K. Alpers mentions "eine Reihe von Homerglos- 
sen, gewohnlich mit Homerzitat, die weder in den eben genannten Quellen, noch in irgendeiner der be- 
kannten Homerscholienklassen Entsprechungen haben" (RE O1A [1972]: 749). Could the source (direct or 
indirect) be a fuller version of the Apollonius lexicon, I wonder? 

40. V8, Antimachus' Oo6v 66uiov cited in support of the interpretation "divine" (Oeiav) in the Homeric 
phrase Ooilv V6KTa. A competing interpretation both in the Homeric and in the Antimachean phrase was 
"black"; I take it that the papyrus' 6nts] TOU "EKTOPOq X?y[et (V9-10), with reference to II. 12.462-63 6 6' 

ap' E0oopE (paqipos "EKTcOp I VUKTL 0oI dtdXavTo; 6tdrta' Adpr5e iaE XcaK(c, is in refutation of this. 
The interpretation as 0eiav appears to be etymologically based, < 0eitva, as with interpretation as 65paiav 
and dKivrlzov (which may also have been present in the lexicon). 

41. Cf. n3 i 2 OTarV 6E XEy]T 6 OT(oJTrlxT) [... (from an entry on aTIo0, perhaps?), n4 V9-10 (adduc- 
tion of //. 12.462-63, see prec. n.). 

42. Cf. the citation of Comanus in n (i 6, in 'Epqnpouq). The papyrus evidence is complemented by 
that of the indirect tradition, cf. Part I, pp. 23-24, and the next note. 
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citations of scholarly authorities can be recovered from Hesychius, but by 
no means all of them.43 Users of the lexicon were less interested in doxog- 
raphy than in being told what the words meant. 

University of California, 
Los Angeles 

43. Of li7's five Heliodorus citations, three are in Hesychius. To the five Comanus citations preserved in 
Coisl. (itaXLU, 6kooiTpoXoS, T?r(dvll, :T?tpavoS, asyU?pTfi), Hesychius adds two more (aivilopal, daXiiroa), 
but is without the citation in 'Eqppou; provided by nI . 
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H~2: Bodl.Libr. MS. Gr. class e. 44, Apollonius Sophista 
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